
ar
X

iv
:2

30
1.

02
90

1v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

PR
] 

 7
 J

an
 2

02
3

APPROXIMATELY OPTIMAL DISTRIBUTED STOCHASTIC CONTROLS

BEYOND THE MEAN FIELD SETTING

JOE JACKSON AND DANIEL LACKER

Abstract. We study high-dimensional stochastic optimal control problems in which many agents
cooperate to minimize a convex cost functional. We consider both the full-information problem,
in which each agent observes the states of all other agents, and the distributed problem, in which
each agent observes only its own state. Our main results are sharp non-asymptotic bounds on
the gap between these two problems, measured both in terms of their value functions and optimal
states. Along the way, we develop theory for distributed optimal stochastic control in parallel with
the classical setting, by characterizing optimizers in terms of an associated stochastic maximum
principle and a Hamilton-Jacobi-type equation. By specializing these results to the setting of mean
field control, in which costs are (symmetric) functions of the empirical distribution of states, we
derive the optimal rate for the convergence problem in the displacement convex regime.
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1. Introduction

Consider a stochastic optimal control problem, on a finite time horizon T > 0, of the following
form. Each of n agents i = 1, . . . , n controls a state process Xi

t , with values in R
d, governed by the

stochastic dynamics

dXi
t = αi(t,Xt)dt+ dW i

t . (1.1)

Here W 1, . . . ,W n are independent Brownian motions, and α = (α1, . . . , αn) is a Markovian (feed-
back) control which depends on the entire vector Xt = (X1

t , . . . ,X
n
t ) of states. That is, α belongs

to the set of full-information controls, defined as follows (and more precisely in Section 3).

Full-information controls: A denotes the set of α = (α1, . . . , αn), where αi : [0, T ]×(Rd)n → R
d

is measurable for each i, and the SDE (1.1) admits a unique strong solution.

J.J. is supported by the NSF under Grant No. DGE1610403. D.L. is partially supported by the NSF CAREER
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of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the NSF.
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The full-information control problem is to minimize a functional of the following form:

V := inf
α∈A

J(α), J(α) := E

[ ∫ T

0

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

Li(Xi
t , α

i(t,Xt)) + F (Xt)

)
dt+G(XT )

]
. (1.2)

Precise assumptions on Li, F , and G are deferred to Section 3. It will be important later that the
running cost is additively separable as a function of the controls, as opposed to taking the more
general form f(Xt,α(t,Xt)) with arbitrary dependence on all n states and controls; see Section
1.4 for additional discussion of possible generalizations. We have chosen to focus on Markovian
(closed-loop) controls throughout the paper, but a parallel and largely equivalent story could be
told using open-loop controls (processes adapted to a given filtration).

The framework of mean field control provides an important special case of our setup as well as
a point of reference for our work. The mean field case arises when Li does not depend on i, and
when F and G are symmetric:

Mean field case: Li = L, F (x) = F(mn
x
), G(x) = G(mn

x
), mn

x
:=

1

n

n∑

i=1

δxi
, (1.3)

for some nice functions F ,G : P(Rd) → R, where P(Rd) is the space of probability measures on
R
d. Here and throughout we write x = (x1, . . . , xn) for a generic element of (Rd)n. In the mean

field case, it is known [28, 19] under general assumptions on (L,F ,G) that the value function V
converges as n → ∞ to the value of the corresponding mean field control problem:

VMF = inf
α

E

[ ∫ T

0

(
L(Xt, α(t,Xt)) + F(L(Xt))

)
dt+ G(L(XT ))

]
,

where dXt = α(t,Xt)dt+ dWt, L(Xt) = Law(Xt).

(1.4)

The idea is that the state processes should become approximately i.i.d. as n → ∞, and their
empirical measure mn

Xt
should thus be close to the common law L(Xt) of the state processes, by

a law of large numbers. If αMF : [0, T ] × R
d → R

d denotes an optimal control for this mean field
control problem, then the controls (αMF,i)ni=1 ∈ A defined by αMF,i(t,x) := αMF(t, xi) should be
nearly optimal for the original control problem (1.2).

Notably, the approximately optimal controls αMF constructed from the mean field limit are dis-
tributed, in the sense that agent i’s control depends only on the state of agent i, not the other agents.
Indeed, one of the primary motivations for mean field control theory is that it provides a recipe for
constructing near-optimal distributed controls for the often less tractable high-dimensional control
problem.

Outside of the highly symmetric mean field case (1.3), it is not as clear how to construct near-
optimal distributed controls for the control problem (1.2). There have been some recent proposals
to extend the mean field framework to accommodate certain models with heterogeneous interactions
which possess certain asymptotic structure, by taking advantage of the theory of graphons [1, 3,
25, 33]. For instance, suppose the cost function G (and similarly F ) takes the form

G(x) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

G1(x
i) +

1

n

n∑

i,j=1

JijG2(x
i − xj), (1.5)

for some functions G1, G2 : Rd → R and some symmetric interaction matrix J . If J converges as
n → ∞ to a graphon in a suitable sense, then a similar (but more involved) recipe should apply
as in the mean field case: One can first solve a corresponding limiting problem, and then use it
to construct near-optimal controls for the n-agent problem which are distributed. We must stress
that both the mean field and graphon-based approaches require specific asymptotic structure for
the cost functions (Li, F,G).
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The main goal of this paper is to propose a new perspective on the construction of near-optimal
distributed controls, which is non-asymptotic in nature and imposes no such structural assump-
tions. We achieve this by studying directly the problem of optimization over distributed controls.

Distributed controls: Adist denotes the set of (α1, . . . , αn) ∈ A for which αi(t, x1, . . . , xn) =
αi(t, xi) depends only on the ith state variable, for each i.

The distributed optimal control problem is defined by

Vdist := inf
α∈Adist

J(α). (1.6)

Note that V ≤ Vdist, because Vdist minimizes the same functional over a smaller class of admissible
controls. The quantity Vdist − V can be seen as a measure of the degree of suboptimality of
distributed controls for the original full-information problem. When it can be shown that Vdist−V <
ǫ, it follows that there exist ǫ-optimal distributed controls for the original problem (1.2).

The term “distributed” is used broadly in the control theory literature, with a variety of different
meanings. For instance, an early paper [35] by J.L. Lions defines “the control of distributed
systems” in great generality as “systems for which the state can be described by a solution of a
partial differential equation.” Our terminology is much more specific and chosen to be consistent
with its usage in the literature on mean field games and control.

1.1. Near-optimality of distributed controls. The most substantial part of our work derives
quantitative bounds on Vdist − V . The simplest special case of our bound takes the following form
(say, in d = 1), stated more precisely in Theorem 4.5:

0 ≤ Vdist − V ≤ Cn
∑

1≤i<j≤n

(
‖∂ijF‖2∞ + ‖∂ijG‖2∞

)
, (1.7)

for an explicit constant C which crucially does not depend on n. It is important that the constant
C is explicit, so that our non-asymptotic bounds specialize properly to various asymptotic regimes
such as the mean field case (1.3) and heterogeneous interactions like (1.5). In general, the constant
C in (1.7) depends on the L∞-norms of the second derivatives of Li and its convex conjugate
(Hamiltonian), as well as (the L∞-norms of) the operator norms of the Hessians of F and G, where
the latter are crucially dimension-free in most examples. The case of quadratic cost Li(x, a) = |a|2/2
permits certain simplifications, and in Corollary 4.7 we obtain a particularly clean bound, stated
here under the additional assumption of non-random initial states:

(Vdist − V )1/2 ≤

(
nT 4

∑

1≤i<j≤n

‖∂ijF‖2∞

)1/2

+

(
nT 2

∑

1≤i<j≤n

‖∂ijG‖2∞

)1/2

. (1.8)

In addition, as a by-product of our proof of (1.7), we obtain a quantitative result in the
spirit of propagation of chaos. Specifically, considering the optimal states (X1, . . . ,Xn) of the

full-information problem, we find a distributed state process (X̂1, . . . , X̂n) such that, for each

k ≤ n, the joint law of (Xi)i∈S is close to that of (X̂i)i∈S in quadratic Wasserstein distance for
“most” choices of S ⊂ {1, . . . , n} of cardinality k. See Theorem 4.8 for a precise statement.

The two main assumptions behind our main bound (1.7) are (1) the boundedness of the second
(but not the first) derivatives of F , G, and the Hamiltonians H i(x, p) := supa∈Rd

(
−a ·p−Li(x, a)

)
,

and (2) the convexity of F , G, and Li for each i. In fact, in the precise Theorem 4.5 below, a sharper
bound is given in which the L∞ norms in (1.7) are replaced by certain L2 norms. The boundedness
assumptions can be relaxed in the case of quadratic Hamiltonian, as discussed in Remark 4.16. The
convexity assumptions are difficult to remove but we give some modest results in this direction in
Section 7 under additional smallness assumptions.
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The most important feature of the bound (1.7) is that it involves only the cross-derivatives, ∂ijF
and ∂ijG for i 6= j, and none of the derivatives ∂iiF or ∂iiG appear. The bound is non-asymptotic,
but certain asymptotic regimes illustrate that it is quite sharp:

1.1.1. The mean field case. A first special case we highlight is the mean field case (1.3), treated in
detail in Section 5. In the bound (1.7), each cross-derivative becomes ∂ijG(x) = n−2D2

mG(mn
x, xi, xj),

which is O(1/n2) if the second Lions (Wasserstein) derivative D2
mG is bounded, and similarly for

F . Summing up, the bound (1.7) becomes |V − Vdist| = O(1/n). We will show separately (and in
fact with no need for convexity assumptions) that |Vdist − VMF| = O(1/n), where VMF was defined
in (1.4). This then implies the optimal rate of |V − VMF| = O(1/n) for the convergence problem;
see Theorem 5.6 for a precise statement. This appears to be a new result at this level of generality,
though we stress that it relies crucially on some smoothness and most importantly the displacement
convexity of F and G. It is expected, though not documented, that the same assumptions would
lead to the existence of a smooth solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi equation on P2(R

d) which is (at
least formally) satisfied by the value function of the mean field control problem; a smooth solution
of this equation can be used to prove the same O(1/n) convergence rate using the method developed
in [8] for mean field games and explained in [26] in the control setting. Interestingly, our method
makes no use of this Hamilton-Jacobi equation.

It is natural to wonder if our method could lead to convergence rates in the difficult non-convex
regime, but so far we are only able to handle small time horizon (Section 7). In contrast, the recent
work [7] obtains convergence rates in the non-convex regime without any restrictions on the time
horizon, although the rates are suboptimal. See also [15] for similar results in the finite state space.

It is interesting to note that several prior works on mean field games used the distributed
control problem as a simplification of the full-information setup, because it is easier to establish
rigorously the convergence of distributed equilibria of the n-player game to the mean field limit (i.e.,
the convergence problem). Indeed, the initial work of Lasry-Lions [34] adopted this perspective,
leaving open the full-information convergence problem; see also [6, 20], but note that none of these
authors use the term “distributed.” In our context, they studied the convergence of Vdist to VMF.

The full-information convergence problem (i.e., the convergence of V to VMF), has by now been
resolved in a qualitative sense, in quite general settings for mean field games [29, 18] and control
[28, 19]. The existing quantitative results for games [8, 17] rely on the analysis of the so-called
master equation, and the results for control [26, 7, 9] rely similarly on the Hamilton-Jacobi equation
solved by the mean field value function, though we mention that alternative BSDE techniques of
[38] have yielded quantitative convergence results for mean field games. In our notation, these
works studied directly the convergence of V to VMF, without any intermediate use of Vdist.

The two approximations VMF ≈ Vdist and Vdist ≈ V are interestingly distinct in nature. The
former is more probabilistic, essentially reducing to a rate of convergence of (smooth functionals
of) i.i.d. empirical measures. The latter is more control-theoretic in nature, and it is here that
convexity plays a critical role. See Remark 5.10 for additional details.

1.1.2. Heterogeneous interactions. Our most important contribution, beyond proving the expected
optimal rate for the mean field convergence problem, is to move beyond the mean field setting, with
our main bound on |V −Vdist| applying in quite general asymmetric settings. This connects with a
recent and growing literature on large-population games and control problems in which the pairwise
interactions between agents are modeled by a (potentially weighted) graph, as was mentioned in
the paragraph surrounding (1.5). A key advantage of our approach over the prior graphon-based
work discussed above is its quantitative and non-asymptotic nature, which makes it more readily
applicable to sparse graphs.

We illustrate this point via the example (1.5) of heterogeneous pairwise interactions modeled
by an interaction matrix J , assumed to be symmetric with zeros on the main diagonal. In this
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case, ∂ijG(x) = − 1
nJij(D

2G2(x
i − xj) +D2G2(x

j − xi)) for i 6= j. Thus

n
∑

1≤i<j≤n

‖∂ijG‖2∞ ≤ 2‖D2G2‖
2
∞Tr(J2)/n. (1.9)

This reveals that, in an asymptotic regime where n → ∞, we need Tr(J2) = o(n) in order to
guarantee that |V − Vdist| → 0. This same condition on J appeared in [2] in the study of Ising and
Potts models on large graphs.

A common special case is when J is 1/m times the adjacency matrix of a m-regular graph (with
m = n falling into the mean field case), which models each agent as interacting with the average of
its neighbors in the graph. In this case Tr(J2) = n/m, and so the right-hand side of (1.9) vanishes
if m → ∞ as n → ∞. Building on this, we show in Corollary 6.3 that in fact |V −VMF| = O(1/m),
where VMF is the mean field value function defined in (1.4) with G(m) := 〈m,G1〉+〈m⊗m,G2(·−·)〉.
That is, as long as m diverges, the control problem set on an m-regular graph converges to the usual
mean field control problem. This insensitivity of the mean field limit with respect to changes in
the n-agent interaction matrix is a “universality” phenomenon, which has been observed in various
settings and is expected for sufficiently dense matrices J with row averages (approximately) equal
to 1; cf. [33, Remark 3.12] for mean field games, [36] for interacting diffusions, and [2, Section 2.1]
for Ising and Potts models. The regime of bounded degree m (as n → ∞) is very different, and one
cannot expect distributed controls to be approximately optimal; see [32] for an in-depth discussion
of this denseness/sparseness threshold in a game-theoretic context.

1.1.3. The Cole-Hopf case. A noteworthy special case is the following:

Cole-Hopf case: F ≡ 0, Li(x, a) = |a|2/2 for each i, G is general. (1.10)

In this special case, our bound (1.8) reduces to the recent result [31, Corollary 2.14], which was
proven (for d = 1) using ideas from the theory of nonlinear large deviations. The full-information
control problem admits a well known semi-explicit solution, via Cole-Hopf transformation:

V = −
1

n
log

∫

(Rd)n
enG dγT = inf

m∈P((Rd)n)

(∫

(Rd)n
Gdm+

1

n
H(m | γT )

)
, (1.11)

where γT is the centered Gaussian measure with covariance matrix TI and H is relative entropy.
This can be interpreted as a “static” formulation of the control problem, an optimization over
m ∈ P((Rd)n) corresponding to the time-T law of the state process. The method of [31] is based on
a similar “static” reformulation of the distributed control problem, recognizing that Vdist equals the
same infimum as in (1.11) but restricted to product measures m = m1 ⊗ · · · ⊗mn, and then using
functional inequalities for log-concave measures. An initial motivation for our work was to generalize
their result beyond the Cole-Hopf case, where the static reformulation is no longer available and a
completely different approach is required. We should mention, however, that the static approach
of [31] leads to more detailed information about the structure of the optimal distributed control,
discussed in Remark 3.9 below.

1.1.4. Outline of the rest of the introduction. The remainder of the introduction is divided into
roughly three parts. First, we describe some general theory around the distributed control problem,
with a verification theorem and a maximum principle. Second, we sketch the proof of the main
bound (1.7). Lastly, we discuss some possible generalizations.

1.2. Toward a theory of distributed stochastic control. The first part of our paper develops
some general theory for the distributed control problem (1.6). There is a well-developed theory for
the full-information problem (1.2), as is summarized in several textbooks [40, 22, 37]. But the dis-
tributed control problem lies outside of the scope of classical theory, due to its atypical information
constraint. Nor may we turn to the literature on stochastic control under partial observations [4],
in which there is a single, common set of information on which all controls (α1, . . . , αn) are based.
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The perspective we adopt is to “lift” the distributed control problem from a state process in
(Rd)n to a state process in P(Rd)n, the space of vectors of probability measures on R

d. The space
P(Rd)n can be identified with the space of product measures on (Rd)n, and it appears naturally here
because the state processes (X1, . . . ,Xn) are independent precisely when the control is distributed
(and the initial states are independent). Letting µi

t denote the law of Xi
t , for any distributed control

α = (α1, . . . , αn) ∈ Adist we may write

J(α) =

∫ T

0

∫

(Rd)n

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

Li(xi, α
i(t, xi)) + F (x)

) n∏

i=1

µi
t(dxi) dt+

∫

(Rd)n
G(x)

n∏

i=1

µi
T (dxi).

We study this control problem over the (non-random) state process (µ1
t , . . . , µ

n
t )t∈[0,T ], by defining

the value function as a function on [0, T ]× P(Rd)n.
The first main tool we need is a verification theorem for an associated nonlinear partial differ-

ential equation (PDE) on [0, T ]×P(Rd)n. Focusing on the Cole-Hopf case for simplicity, the PDE
for the distributed value function Vdist : [0, T ]× P(Rd)n → R takes the following form:

−∂tVdist(t,m) +
1

2

n∑

i=1

∫

Rd

(
n|DmiVdist(t,m, y)|2 − Tr

(
DyDmiVdist(t,m, y)

))
mi(dy) = 0, (1.12)

Vdist(T,m) =

∫

(Rd)n
Gd(m1 ⊗ · · · ⊗mn).

Here we abbreviate m = (m1, . . . ,mn) for a generic element of P(Rd)n, and Dmi denotes the Lions
(Wasserstein) derivative with respect to the variable mi ∈ P(Rd); the precise definition is recalled in
Section 2.4. Our (fairly straightforward) verification result (Proposition 3.4) shows that a smooth
solution of this PDE must equal the value function of the distributed control problem, viewed as a
function of the starting time and the n initial distributions of the state processes.

Second, we prove a stochastic maximum principle, which leads to a description of optimizers for
Vdist in terms of a forward-backward stochastic differential equation (FBSDE) of McKean-Vlasov
type. Again focusing on the Cole-Hopf case (1.10) for simplicity, this equation takes the form

dXi
t = −nY i

t dt+ dW i
t , dY i

t = Zi
tdW

i
t , Xi

0 = xi, Y i
T = E[G(XT ) |X

i
T ]. (1.13)

Note that (Xi, Y i)ni=1 must be independent, and so the conditional expectation E[G(XT ) |X
i
T ] is

just an integral over the law of the components j 6= i. Under convexity assumptions, we show that
this FBSDE is well-posed and characterizes the unique optimal distributed control; see Propositions
3.7 and 3.8. This characterization is later used to prove Theorem 4.9, which gives L2-estimates
between the optimal controls of the distributed and full-information problems.

There are some notable omissions in our theory of distributed stochastic control. We do not
state a dynamic programming principle. It is also natural to expect that our verification theorem
can be complemented with a viscosity solution theory. We chose not to develop the theory here to
the utmost generality, but rather just enough to illustrate the form it should take, and to serve our
primary goal of obtaining bounds like (1.7).

1.3. Comparing the control problems. Here we outline the main ideas going into the bound
(1.7), focusing on the Cole-Hopf case defined in (1.10) and with d = 1. Associated to the original
(full-information) control problem (1.2) we associate the usual value function V : [0, T ]×(Rd)n → R,
defined for any initial time and any non-random state x ∈ (Rd)n. We begin by “lifting” this value
function to random but independent initial states, defining V : [0, T ] × P(Rd)n → R by

V(t,m) :=

∫

(Rd)n
V (t, ·) d(m1 ⊗ · · · ⊗mn). (1.14)
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We show (in Lemma 4.14) that V solves exactly the same PDE (1.12) except with the 0 on the
right-hand side replaced by the “error term” −E(t,m), where

E(t,m) :=
n

2

n∑

i=1

E
[
|DiV (t, ξ)|2 − |E[DiV (t, ξ) | ξi]|2

]
=

n

2

n∑

i=1

EVar(DiV (t, ξ) | ξi),

where ξ = (ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∼ m1 ⊗ · · · ⊗mn, and where the variance of a random vector is defined as
the sum of the variances of the components. Using the verification argument mentioned before, we
deduce that V(t,m) is the value function for a certain distributed optimal control problem in which

this error term E appears as a running cost. The optimal state process X̂s = (X̂1
s , . . . , X̂

n
s ) for

this problem V(t,m) turns out to be (by Lemma 4.14) the unique solution of the McKean-Vlasov
system

dX̂i
s = −nE[DiV (s, X̂s) | X̂

i
s]ds+ dW i

s , s ∈ (t, T ], X̂i
t ∼ mi independent. (1.15)

Crucially, the processes X̂1, . . . , X̂n are independent, and this conditional expectation is really just

shorthand for an expectation with respect to (X̂j
s )j 6=i.

Knowing that Vdist and V solve the same PDE up to an error term, we deduce (in Lemma 4.15)
via a form of comparison principle that

0 ≤ Vdist(t,m)− V(t,m) ≤

∫ T

t
E(s,ms) ds, (1.16)

where ms = (m1
s, . . . ,m

n
s ) with mi

s = Law(X̂i
s), where X̂i is defined in (1.15). Estimating E(t,m)

appears at first to be a challenging prospect, and we do not expect it to admit a useful bound which
is uniform in m ∈ P(Rd)n. Indeed, focusing on time t = T , in the mean field case (1.3) we can
expect at best ‖DiV (T, ·)‖∞ = ‖DiG‖∞ = O(1/n) for each i if G is Wasserstein-Lipschitz, which
leads to a useless bound of ‖E(T, ·)‖∞ = O(1). Remarkably, however, the dynamics of E(s,ms)

along the curve (ms)s∈[t,T ] turn out to be tractable: Abbreviating V = V (s, X̂s), we show that

d

ds
E(s,ms) = n2

E

[ n∑

i,j=1

(
DiV − E[DiV | X̂i

s]
)(
DjV − E[DjV | X̂j

t ]
)
DijV

]

+
n

2
E

[ n∑

i,j=1

|DijV |2 −
n∑

i=1

|E[DiiV | X̂i
s]|

2

]
.

The second line is nonnegative. When G is convex, it is well known (and easy to show) that V (t,x)
is convex in x, and so the first line is also nonnegative. We deduce from (1.16) that

Vdist(t,m)− V(t,m) ≤ (T − t)E(T,mT ) = (T − t)
n

2

n∑

i=1

EVar(DiG(X̂T ) | X̂
i
T ).

Using the convexity of V we can show that the drift of X̂i is monotone, and thus X̂i
T satisfies

the Poincaré inequality Var(ϕ(X̂i
T )) ≤ (T − t)E|Dϕ(X̂i

T )|
2 for any ϕ ∈ C1 and i = 1, . . . , n. The

Poincaré inequality tensorizes to show that

Var(DiG(X̂T ) | X̂
i
T ) ≤ (T − t)

n∑

j=1, j 6=i

E
[
|DijG(X̂T )|

2 | X̂i
T

]
.

Finally, combining these inequalities yields

Vdist(t,m)− V(t,m) ≤ n(T − t)2
∑

1≤i<j≤n

E|DijG(X̂T )|
2.
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Taking t = 0 yields (1.7), in the Cole-Hopf case. See Theorem 4.5 for the general version of this
argument, beyond the Cole-Hopf case.

The convexity of V is the decisive ingredient in the above argument, and no other quantitative
information is needed of (V, F,G, ...). In fact, even if V is not convex but satisfies a lower bound of
the form D2V ≥ −(c/n)I in semidefinite order, then we may use Gronwall’s inequality to estimate
E and get a similar inequality but with a different (but still n-independent) constant in place of
(T − t). The challenge in the non-convex regime is that this lower bound on D2V is difficult to
obtain. In Section 7 we present some results based on different FBSDE arguments and certain
smallness conditions in a non-convex regime, as long as Li(x, a) is sufficiently convex in a relative
to the non-convexity of F and G and/or the length of the time horizon T .

By quite different arguments using the stochastic maximum principle in place of the PDEs,
we give in Theorem 4.9 an L2-estimate between the optimal controls in the full-information and
distributed problem. Consider the solutions (X,Y,Z) and (X,Y,Z) of the FBSDEs corresponding
to the full-information and distributed problems; the former is standard, and the latter was men-
tioned in (1.13) above (in the Cole-Hopf case). The idea of the proof of Theorem 4.9 is to apply
Itô’s formula to (Xt−Xt) · (Yt−Yt) and use convexity and a well-timed conditioning. Ultimately,
this leads to a bound on

1

n

n∑

i=1

E

∫ T

0
|αi

t − αi
t|
2 dt

by (a different constant times) the right-hand side of (1.7), where (α1, . . . , αn) and (α1, . . . , αn) are
the optimal controls of the full-information and distributed problems, respectively.

1.4. Outlook. Our work raises a number of natural questions about generalizations and variants.
The most obvious questions of generalization pertain to the form of the dynamics and cost func-

tions. A more general running cost might take the form F (αt,Xt) instead of F (Xt)+
1
n

∑n
i=1 L

i(Xi
t , α

i
t),

depending in a general way on all n states and controls. At this level of generality, though, the
optimal controls (α1, . . . , αn) have a less tractable structure because the n Hamiltonians do not
decouple; this is reminiscent of the common separability assumption imposed on the Hamiltonian
in mean field game theory. It might be possible to allow for more general state process dynamics
of the form

dXi
t = b(Xi

t , α
i
t)dt+ σ(Xi

t , α
i
t)dW

i
t , (1.17)

for sufficiently nice (b, σ), although this would complicate our convexity arguments. Still more
challenging would be coupled state processes, in which dXi

t depends directly on (some of) the other
states (Xj)j 6=i. In a sense, our methods fundamentally rely on the equivalence between “distributed
controls” and “independent state processes,” ensured by having dynamics of the form (1.17). This
equivalence renders P2(R

d)n the natural state space for our PDE methods. In our view, though,
the practical relevance of distributed controls is not as clear when the state processes are coupled.

It is not obvious how to extend our methods to allow for common noise, i.e., an additional
Brownian motion dBt appearing in (1.17) which is common among all agents i = 1, . . . , n. There
are then at least two reasonable choices of what “distributed controls” should be. One choice would
keep the same definition, with αi = αi(t,Xi

t) depending only on the agent’s own state. A second
choice would allow αi = αi(t,Xi

t , B) to depend on the common noise, perhaps even its history;
this is a natural choice because it accommodates the approximately optimal controls that one can
construct in the setting of mean field control.

Another variant of our work, which seems approachable though perhaps not as widely appli-
cable, would replace the set Adist of distributed controls by the set Adet of deterministic controls,
where αi : [0, T ] → R

d is non-random. For such a control, the state process Xt is Gaussian, with co-
variance matrix given by t times the identity. If Li(x, a) = |a|2/2, then we expect that an analogous
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bound to (1.7) will hold, but with Vdist replaced by infα∈Adet
J(α), and with the summation on

the right-hand side now including the diagonal terms ∂iiF and ∂iiG. This is shown in [31, Remark
2.16] in the Cole-Hopf case. Intuitively, if the second derivatives of F and G are all small, then
F and G are nearly linear, and for linear (F,G) one can show that the optimal full-information
control is deterministic. It is not clear, however, how to generalize this to non-quadratic Li.

1.5. Organization of the paper. We begin in Section 2 by summarizing some useful notation
and conventions, the most important part being Section 2.4 which reviews the calculus on P2(R

d)
and introduces our somewhat non-standard notation for vectors of measures and product measures.
Section 3 gives the precise assumptions and setups of the full-information and distributed control
problems. It is in Section 3 that we present our verification result (Proposition 3.4) and stochastic
maximum principle (Section 3.5). Section 4, the most substantial of the paper, presents the precise
main results; Theorem 4.5 gives the most general form of our estimate on V − Vdist as in (1.7)
above, and Theorems 4.8 and 4.9 give additional bounds between the state and control processes of
the two control problems. Section 5 specializes to the mean field case, proving an optimal rate for
the convergence problem, and Section 6 derives an analogous result in the setting of heterogenous
interactions. Finally, Section 7 gives some variants of our main estimates when convexity is replaced
by an appropriate form of smallness.

2. Notation and preliminaries

This section discusses the notation and terminology we will use throughout the paper, most of
which is standard but compiled here for ease of reference.

2.1. Probabilistic set-up. Fix numbers n, d ∈ N, a terminal time T > 0, and a probability
space (Ω,F ,P) hosting a standard n-dimensional Brownian motion W = (W 1, ...,W n). We write
F = (Ft)0≤t≤T for the (augmented) filtration generated by W and F0, F0 ⊂ F being a complete
atomless σ-algebra independent of W. Write L(Z) for the law of a random variable Z.

2.2. Basic notation. We will be working frequently with the space (Rd)n. Because we will often
make quantitative statements about functions on (Rd)n and their gradients and Hessians, and we
need constants which exhibit sharp dependence on the dimension n, we take care in this short
section to be absolutely clear about certain notational conventions.

We will use bold to denote elements of this space or processes taking values in this space, e.g.,
x will denote an element of (Rd)n and X will denote a process taking values in (Rd)n. We will
use superscripts to denote the components of x in the following way: x = (x1, ..., xn), where each
xi ∈ R

d. If necessary, we can further use subscripts to write xi = (xi1, ..., x
i
d). As a rule, we will use

i or j to denote indices which run from 1 to n, and k or l to denote indices which run from 1 to d.
When working with functions u = u(x) : (Rd)n → R, we denote by Dxi

k
u the derivative of u in

the argument xik, and D
xi
k
xj
l

u the mixed partial derivative in the arguments xik, x
j
l . We frequently

use the more compact notation Diu and Diju, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, defined as follows. Diu = Diu(x) :

(Rd)n → R
d is the gradient of u in xi, given by

Diu = (Dxi
1
u, . . . ,Dxi

d
u)T ,

and similarly Diju = Diju(x) : (R
d)n → R

d×d is given by (Diju)kl = D
xi
k
xj

l

u. When we write D2u,

we mean the element of Rnd×nd written in blocks as

D2u =



D11u . . . D1nu
...

. . .
...

Dn1u . . . Dnnu.
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That is, D2u is the usual Hessian of u when viewed in a natural way as a map R
nd → R. Given

x,y, z ∈ (Rd)n, we will abuse notation slightly by writing

(y)TD2u(x) z =

n∑

i,j=1

(yi)TDiju(x) z
j =

n∑

i,j=1

d∑

k,l=1

yikDxi
k
xj

l

u(x) zjl .

We make frequent use of the usual semidefinite order between symmetric matrices; that is, D2u ≤
CInd×nd means that for any x,y ∈ (Rd)n we have

yTD2u(x)y ≤ C
n∑

i=1

|yi|2.

We will use this notation to mean the same even for non-symmetric matrices.
We write | · | to denote the usual Euclidean norms on both R

d and (Rd)n i.e. |x|2 =
∑n

i=1 |x
i|2 =∑n

i=1

∑d
k=1 |x

i
k|

2. We will write | · | to denote the Frobenius norm, while | · |op is the operator norm
for any finite-dimensional space of matrices:

|A| = Tr(AA⊤)1/2, |A|op = sup
|x|=1

|Ax|.

2.3. Spaces of functions. Let E denote some Euclidean space. Given a function u : E → R, we
say that u is Cj if the derivatives the derivatives of u up to order are continuous. For α ∈ (0, 1],
we say that u is Cα, and write u ∈ Cα if the norm

‖u‖Cα := ‖u‖L∞ + sup
x,x′∈E,x 6=x′

|u(x)− u(x′)|

|x− x′|

is finite. We say that u is locally Cα, and write u ∈ Cα
loc, if for any compact K ⊂ E we have

sup
x,x′∈K,x 6=x′

|u(x)− u(x′)|

|x− x′|
< ∞.

Likewise, given k ∈ N and α ∈ (0, 1] we write u ∈ Ck,α if u and its derivatives up to order k are in

Cα, and we say that u ∈ Ck,α
loc if u ∈ Ck and the order k derivatives are in Cα

loc.
For a function u = u(t, x) : [0, T ]×E → R, we say that u is C1,2 if ∂tu, Du, and D2u exist and

are continuous on [0, T ]× R
d. We say that u ∈ Cα if the norm

‖u‖Cα := ‖u‖L∞ + sup
t,t′∈[0,T ],x,x′∈E,t6=t′,x 6=x′

|u(t, x)− u(t′, x′)|

|t− t′|α/2 + |x− x′|α

is finite. We say that u ∈ Cα
loc if for each compact K ⊂ E,

sup
t,t′∈[0,T ],x,x′∈K,t6=t′,x 6=x′

|u(t, x)− u(t′, x′)|

|t− t′|α/2 + |x− x′|α
< ∞.

We say that u ∈ C1,α if u and Du are Cα. We say that u ∈ C2,α if u, ∂tu, Du, and D2u are Cα.

2.4. Analysis on the space of probability measures. We will also be working with the space
P2(R

d)n = (P2(R
d))n, where P2(R

d) denotes the Wasserstein space of probability measures with
finite second moment. We denote by m a generic element of P2(R

d) and by m = (m1, . . . ,mn)
a generic element of P2(R

d)n. We use angled brackets to denote integration when convenient:
〈m, g〉 :=

∫
g dm. For i = 1, . . . , n, we denote by m−i the element of P2(R

d)n−1 given by

m−i = (m1, . . . ,mi−1,mi+1, . . . ,mn). In an abuse of notation, we identify elements of P2(R
d)n

(or P2(R
d)n−1) with the corresponding product measures in P2((R

d)n) (or P2((R
d)n−1)). That is,
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m ∈ P2(R
d)n is identified with m1 ⊗ · · · ⊗mn ∈ P2((R

d)n), so that, for example if f : (Rd)n → R,
we may write

〈m, f〉 =

∫

(Rd)n
f(x1, ..., xn)

n∏

i=1

mi(dxi)

whenever the integral is well-defined. We also use the convention that with f , m as above, the
expression 〈m−i, f〉 denotes the function R

d → R given by

〈m−i, f〉(x) =

∫

(Rd)n−1

f(x1, . . . , xi−1, x, xi+1, . . . , xn)
n∏

j=1, j 6=i

mj(dxj). (2.1)

Likewise if f : (Rd)n → R
k for some k, 〈m−i, f〉 : Rd → R

k can be defined component-wise by (2.1)
We will use a calculus for functions P2(R

d)n → R which is inherited from the calculus on
P2(R

d) applied coordinatewise. Given a function U = U(m) : P2(R
d) → R, we refer to [13, Chapter

5] or [16, Section 2.1] for the definitions of the (order 1 and 2) Lions derivatives (a.k.a. intrinsic
derivative)

DmU = DmU(m, y) : P2(R
d)×R

d → R
d, DyDmU = DyDmU(m, y) : P2(R

d)× R
d → R

d×d

and

DmmU = DmmU(m, y, y) : P2(R
d)×R

d × R
d → R

d×d

We recall that in general DmU(m, ·) is uniquely defined only on the support of m, but we always
fix a continuous version if it exists. Note that some sources (such as [13, 16]) use the notation ∂µ
where we use Dm.

With these definitions in hand, we can consider a continuous map U = U(t,m) = U(t,m1, ..,mn) :
[0, T ]×P2(R

d)n → R. We call such a map C1,2 if the (usual) time derivative ∂tU exists, if for each
(t,m−i) the map mi 7→ U(t,m1, . . . ,mn) admits Lions derivatives up to order two, and if there are
versions of these derivatives which are continuous on all of [0, T ] × P2(R

d)n × R
d. Moreover, if U

is C1,2 we denote by

DmiU = DmiU(t,m, y) : [0, T ]× P2(R
d)n → R

d

the derivative of the map mi 7→ U(t,m1, . . . ,mn), and likewise we denote by

DyDmiU = DyDmiU(t,m, y) : [0, T ] × P2(R
d)n × R

d → R
d×d

the derivative of the map y 7→ DmiU(t,m, y).

3. Problem formulations and value functions

We now give a more precise discussion of the control problem stated in the introduction. Our
data consists of the n “Lagrangian” functions

Li = Li(x, a) : Rd × R
d → R, i = 1, ..., n,

together with the running and terminal cost functions

F = F (x) : (Rd)n → R, G = G(x) : (Rd)n → R.

It will also be convenient to work with the Hamiltonians associated to Li, i.e., the maps H i =
H i(x, p) : Rd × R

d → R defined by

H i(x, p) = sup
a∈Rd

(
− a · p− Li(x, a)

)
. (3.1)

Under mild assumptions of convexity and regularity on Li, as in the following Assumption 3.1, the
unique optimizer in (3.1) is given by a = −DpH

i(x, p).
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Our main results operate under the following assumptions on the data (G,F,Li), which will
be in force throughout this section and Section 4, and which make use of the function spaces
summarized in Section 2.3.

Assumption 3.1. The function F,G : (Rd)n → R are bounded from below and convex. Moreover,

F is C2, G is in C2,α
loc for some α ∈ (0, 1) and both F and G have bounded derivatives of order two

(but not necessarily of order one).
The functions Li,H i : Rd × R

d → R are C2 with bounded derivatives of order two (but not
necessarily of order one). Moreover, Li is bounded from below and satisfies

D2Li(x, a) =

(
DxxL

i(x, a) DxaL
i(x, a)

DaxL
i(x, a) DaaL

i(x, a)

)
≥ CL

(
0 0
0 Id×d

)
, for all x, a ∈ R

d (3.2)

or equivalently
(
DxL

i(x, a) −DxL
i(x̄, ā)

)
· (x− x̄) +

(
DaL

i(x, a)−DaL
i(x̄, ā)

)
· (a− ā) ≥ CL|a− ā|2, (3.3)

for all x, x̄, a, ā ∈ R
d and for some constant CL > 0.

Remark 3.2. Our main structural condition is the convexity of the maps F , G, and Li. The
fact that F and G have bounded second derivatives is important for our method, indeed our main
estimates (Theorems 4.5, 4.8, 4.9) involve the second derivatives of F and G, though see Remark
4.16 for some discussion of when and how it might be relaxed. The assumption that Li and H i have
bounded second derivatives is not essential, and it would be more natural to assume, e.g., that the
second derivatives of H i are bounded on R

d×BR for each R > 0. Our method can be used to obtain
good estimates in this setting provided that we have good Lipschitz estimates on the value function
of the control problem (3.7), which in turn is possible when F and G are Lipschitz. Since we are
working in a convex setting, we find it more natural to assume F and G grow quadratically, and
so we cannot assume our value functions are Lipschitz, which is why we enforce the boundedness
of second derivatives of Li and H i.

3.1. The full-information control problem. As in the introduction, the setA of full-information
controls is defined as the set of α = (α1, . . . , αn), where αi : [0, T ]× (Rd)n → R

d is measurable for
each i, and the SDE

dXi
s = αi(s,Xs)ds+ dW i

s , s ∈ [t, T ], Xt ∼ m (3.4)

admits a unique strong solution X = (X1, . . . ,Xn) satisfying E
∫ T
t |αi(s,Xs)|

2 ds < ∞, for each

(t,m) ∈ [0, T ]×P2(R
d)n. Recall here that we identify m = (m1, . . . ,mn) with the product measure

m1 ⊗ · · · ⊗mn, so that Xt ∼ m means that Xi
t ∼ mi are independent. The process X is called the

state process associated with α (and initial position (t,m)).
For each (t,m) ∈ [0, T ]× P2(R

d)n and α ∈ A, define the cost functional

J (t,m,α) := E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

Li(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xi
s)) + F (Xs)

)
ds +G(XT )

]
, (3.5)

with X being the state process associated with α, i.e., the unique solution of (3.4). The lifted value
function V : [0, T ]× P2(R

d)n → R is defined by

V(t,m) := inf
α∈A

J (t,m,α), (3.6)

Alternatively, we can define the standard value function V : [0, T ] × (Rd)n → R via non-random
initial positions:

V (t,x) := V(t, δx) = inf
α∈A

J (t, δx,α), (3.7)
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where δx is identified with the vector (δx1 , . . . , δxn) ∈ P2(R
d)n. A standard dynamic programming

argument yields the identity

V(t,m) = 〈m, V (t, ·)〉. (3.8)

Under Assumption 3.1, the value function V is well-defined and is in fact a classical solution to
the HJB equation





−∂tV −
1

2
∆V +

1

n

n∑

i=1

H i(xi, nDiV ) = F (x), (t,x) ∈ [0, T )× (Rd)n,

V (T,x) = G(x), x ∈ (Rd)n.

(3.9)

It is the unique classical solution, at least in the class of functions satisfying the growth constraint

|DV (t,x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|), x ∈ (Rd)n. (3.10)

This point is fairly standard, but it is difficult to find a reference which covers the setting when F
and G are not Lipschitz. We provide a brief sketch here. The fact that V is a viscosity solution
of (3.9) is well-known, so the first issue is to argue that it is C1,2, hence a classical solution. For
this, one can first use control-theoretic arguments (see Lemma 4.10 below) to show that that V is

continuous and in fact is C1,1
loc , and then notice that the restriction V R of V to [0, T ] × BR is the

unique viscosity solution of




−∂tV
R −

1

2
∆V R +

1

n

n∑

i=1

H i(xi, nDiV
R) = F (x), (t,x) ∈ [0, T )×BR,

V R(T,x) = G(x), x ∈ BR, V R(t,x) = V (t,x), x ∈ ∂BR

(3.11)

Interior regularity results for linear parabolic equations (see e.g. Theorem 9 in Section 3.4 of

[24]) together with the fact that G ∈ C2,α
loc then allow one to deduce that V ∈ C1,2. Control-

theoretic arguments (see Lemma 4.10 below) again give that V satisfies the growth condition
(3.10). Uniqueness of classical solutions satisfying this growth condition is also standard, since this
condition is strong enough for the usual verification argument to apply.

3.2. The distributed control problem. As in the introduction, the set Adist of distributed
controls is defined as the set of α = (α1, . . . , αn) ∈ A such that αi(t,x) = αi(t, xi) depends only on
the ith coordinate, for each i. We can define the distributed value function

Vdist(t,m) := inf
α∈Adist

J (t,m,α), (3.12)

In analogy with the full-information value function V given in (3.7), it seems natural at first to
define a distributed value function Vdist : [0, T ]× (Rd)n → R for deterministic initial positions, via

Vdist(t,x) := Vdist(t, δx) := inf
α∈Adist

J (t, δx,α).

However, the dynamic programming identity (3.8) breaks down here, and

Vdist(t,m) 6= 〈m, Vdist(t, ·)〉, in general.

It will be a consequence of Proposition 3.4 below that, if Vdist is C
1,2, then it solves the infinite-

dimensional PDE




−∂tVdist −
1

2

n∑

i=1

〈mi,Tr(DyDmiVdist)〉+
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈mi,H i(·, nDmiVdist)〉 = 〈m, F 〉

Vdist(T,m) = 〈m, G〉,

(3.13)
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for (t,m) ∈ [0, T )× P2(R
d)n, where we abbreviated Vdist = Vdist(t,m) in the first line, and

〈mi,H i(·, nDmiVdist)〉 :=

∫

Rd

H i(y, nDmiVdist(t,m, y))mi(dy),

〈mi,Tr(DyDmiVdist)〉 :=

∫

Rd

Tr(DyDmiVdist(t,m, y))mi(dy).

3.3. The PDE approach. In this section we provide a verification result connecting the dis-
tributed control problem (3.12) with the equation (3.13). In fact, our main estimates in Section 4
will make no use of the PDE (3.13), favoring the control-theoretic definition of Vdist. However, we
will need crucially a verification theorem for the PDE associated with the lifted version V(t,m)
of the full-information value function. With this in mind, we present in this section a verification
theorem for a generalized distributed control problem which will encompass both Vdist and V.

Suppose we are given functions F ,G : P2(R
d)n → R. Consider the value function V̂ = V̂(t,m) :

[0, T ]× P2(R
d)n given by

V̂(t,m) = inf
α∈Adist

Ĵ (t,m,α), (3.14)

where

Ĵ (t,m, α) = E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

Li(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xi
s)) + F(ms)

)
ds+ G(mT )

]

with X = (X1, ...,Xn) being defined as in (3.4). Note that Vdist arises as a special case of this
problem by setting F(m) = 〈m, F 〉 and G(m) = 〈m, G〉. The relevant PDE is then





−∂tV̂ −
1

2

n∑

i=1

〈mi,Tr(DyDmi V̂)〉+
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈mi,H i(y, nDmi V̂)〉 = F(m)

V̂(T,m) = G(mT ),

(3.15)

for (t,m) ∈ [0, T ] × P2(R
d)n. Before stating our verification result, we first state the relevant

version Itô’s formula needed for its proof, which is a straightforward extension of the n = 1 case
given in [13, Theorem 5.92].

Lemma 3.3. Let U = U(t,m) : [0, T ]×P2(R
d)n → R be C1,2, and let Xt = (X1, ...,Xn) be an Itô

process of the form

dXi
t = bitdt+ dW i

t , X0 = ξ ∈ L2

with E
∫ T
0 |bt|

2dt < ∞. Suppose that for each bounded set K ⊂ P2(R
d)n we have

sup
t∈[0,T ]

sup
m∈K

〈mi, |DyDmiU(t,m, ·)|2〉 < ∞, i = 1, . . . , n. (3.16)

Set mt = (L(X1
t ), ...,L(X

n
t )). Then

d

dt
U(t,mt) = ∂tU(t,mt) + E

[
1

2

n∑

i=1

Tr(DyDmiU(t,mt,X
i
t)) +

n∑

i=1

DmiU(t,mt,X
i
t) · b

i
t

]
.

In particular, if bit = bi(t,Xi
t), and we write mt = (L(X1

t ), ...,L(X
n
t )), we have

d

dt
U(t,mt) = ∂tU(t,mt) +

1

2

n∑

i=1

〈mi,Tr(DyDmiU(t,mt, ·))〉 +

n∑

i=1

〈mi, b(t, ·) ·DmiU(t,mt, ·)〉.

With this lemma in hand, we now give the verification result which connects the partial infor-
mation control problem (3.14) to the PDE (3.15).
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Proposition 3.4. Suppose that H i satisfies the conditions appearing in Assumption 3.1 and F , G
are continuous functions P2(R

d)n → R. Suppose further that U : [0, T ]×P2(R
d)n → R is C1,2 and

satisfies the PDE (3.15) as well as (3.16) for each bounded set K ⊂ P2(R
d)n. Finally, suppose that

for each t ∈ [0, T ] and m ∈ P2(R
d)n the McKean-Vlasov SDE

dXi
s = −DpH(Xi

s, nDmiU(s,ms,X
i
s))ds + dW i

s , s ∈ [t, T ], Xt ∼ m,

ms = (L(X1
s ), ...,L(X

n
s ))

admits a strong solution such that

αi(s, x) := −DpH
i(x, nDmiU(s,ms, x)) (3.17)

is admissible, i.e., (α1, . . . , αn) ∈ Adist. Then in fact U = V̂, and the control (3.17) is an optimizer
for (3.14), unique in the sense that any other optimizer (β1, . . . , βn) ∈ Adist satisfies αi = βi a.e.
on [t, T ]× R

d for each i = 1, . . . , n.

Proof. Fix a candidate control α ∈ Adist, and denote by X the corresponding state process:

Xi
s = Xi

t +

∫ s

t
αi(u,Xi

u)du+ (W i
s −W i

t ), t ≤ s ≤ T.

Set ms = (m1
s, . . . ,m

n
s ) = (L(X1

s ), ...,L(X
n
s )), and use Itô’s formula in the form of Lemma 3.3,

along with the PDE (3.13) satisfied by U and the definition of H i, to compute

d

ds
U(s,ms) = ∂tU(s,ms) +

1

2

n∑

i=1

〈mi
s,Tr(DyDmiU(s,ms, ·))〉 +

n∑

i=1

〈mi
s, α

i(s, ·) ·DmiU(s,ms, ·)〉

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈mi
s,H

i(·, nDmiU(s,ms, ·)) + αi(s, ·) · nDmiU(s,ms, ·)〉 − F(ms)

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈mi
s,H

i(·, nDmiU(s,ms, ·)) + αi(s, ·) · nDmiU(s,ms, ·) + Li(·, αi(s, ·))〉

−
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈mi, Li(·, αi(s, ·)〉 − F(ms)

≥ −
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈mi, Li(·, αi(s, ·))〉 − F(ms),

with equality if and only if αi satisfies (3.17). Integrating this differential inequality, we find that

U(t,mt) ≤

∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈mi
s, L

i(·, αi(s, ·))〉 + F(ms)

)
ds + U(T,mT )

= E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

Li(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xi
s)) + F(ms)

)
ds+ G(mT )

]
,

with equality if and only if αi satisfies (3.17). �

3.4. An alternative description of the optimal distributed control. An occasionally useful
necessary condition for optimal distributed controls arises from the following simple observation:
If α = (α1, . . . , αn) ∈ Adist is optimal for (3.12), then αi is optimal for a standard control problem
with R

d-valued state process, for each i = 1, . . . , n. Specifically, given i, this control problem is

inf
β

E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n
Li(Xs, β(s,Xs)) + F i(s,Xs)

)
ds+Gi(XT )

]
, (3.18)
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subject to

dXs = β(s,Xs)ds + dW i
s, Xt ∼ mi,

and with

F i(s, ·) = 〈m−i
s , F 〉, Gi(·) = 〈m−i

T , G〉.

Here as usual we use the notation ms = (L(X1
s ), ...,L(X

n
s )). Thus we must have

αi(t, x) = −DpH
i(t, nDvi(t, x)),

where vi is the value function associated to the control problem (3.18), in other words the unique
classical solution of

{
−∂tv

i − 1
2∆vi + 1

nH
i(x, nDvi) = F i(t, x), (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× R

d,

vi(T, x) = Gi(x), x ∈ R
d

(3.19)

satisfying an appropriate growth condition. It is worth noting that (3.19) is analogous to PDEs
which have appeared for distributed Nash equilibria in mean field games [6, 20, 34].

3.5. The maximum principle. As is well known [37, Section 6.4.2], the optimizers of the full-
information control problem (3.7) can be characterized in terms of an FBSDE,





dXi
t = −DpH

i(Xi
t , nY

i
t )dt+ dW i

t ,

dY i
t = −

(
1

n
DxL

i
(
Xi

t ,−DpH
i(Xi

t , nY
i
t )) +DiF (Xt)

)
dt+ Zi

tdWt,

Xi
0 = xi, Y i

T = DiG(XT ).

(3.20)

A solution to (3.20) is a triple of progressively measurable process (X,Y,Z) with values in (Rd)n×
(Rd)n × (Rd×d)n×n satisfying (3.20) as well as

E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]

(
|Xt|

2 + |Yt|
2
)
+

∫ T

0
|Zt|

2 dt

]
< ∞,

where we write Z = (Z1, ...,Zn) with Zi = (Zi1, ..., Zin) and Zij ∈ R
d×d, and Zi

tdWt =
∑n

j=1 Z
ij
t dW j

t .

The aim of this section is to show that optimizers of (3.12) can be characterized via a similar
equation, in particular the McKean-Vlasov FBSDE





dXi
t = −DpH

i(Xi
t , nY

i
t )dt+ dW i

t ,

dY i
t = −

(
1

n
DxL

i
(
Xi

t ,−DpH
i(Xi

t , nY
i
t )) + F i(Xi

t ,mt)

)
dt+ Zi

tdW
i
t ,

Xi
0 = ξi ∼ mi, Y i

T = Gi(Xi
T ,mT ), mt = (L(X1

t ), ...,L(X
n
t )),

(3.21)

where we define F i,Gi : Rd × P2(R
d)n → R

d given by

F i(x,m) = 〈m−i,DiF 〉(x), Gi(x,m) = 〈m−i,DiG〉(x)

and (ξi)i=1,...,n are independent square-integrable F0-measurable initial conditions. A solution
process (X,Y,Z), which is again implicitly assumed to be square-integrable on [0, T ]×Ω, this time
takes values in (Rd)n× (Rd)n× (Rd×d)n. A notable difference between (3.20) and (3.21) is that the
Z process in the latter has only n instead of n2 components, because the equations i = 1, . . . , n are
decoupled.

In order to streamline the presentation, it will be helpful to introduce an open-loop formulation
of the distributed control problem, which in the end will be equivalent under Assumption 3.1. More
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precisely, treating the initial state ξ = (ξ1, ..., ξn) as fixed, we consider the problem

inf
α

JOL(α), JOL(α) := E

[ ∫ T

0

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

Li(Xi
t , α

i
t)ds + F (Xt)

)
dt+G(XT )

]
, (3.22)

with the infimum taken over all square-integrable, adapted process α = (α1, . . . , αn) such that αi

is adapted to the augmented filtration F
i generated by W i and ξi, and Xi is given by

Xi
t = ξi +

∫ t

0
αi
sds +W i

t .

We start by showing that the FBSDE (3.21) is a necessary condition for optimality.

Proposition 3.5. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds, and that α = (α1, . . . , αn) is a minimizer
of (3.22). Then there is a solution (X,Y,Z) of (3.21) such that αi

t = −DpH(Xi
t , nY

i
t ) a.s. for a.e.

t and each i = 1, . . . , n.

Proof. The proof follows from the same observation which led to Lemma 4.11: Let α be optimal for
(3.22), and let X∗ be the corresponding optimal state process. Define mt = (L(X∗,1

t ), ...,L(X∗,n
t ))

and

F i(t, ·) = 〈m−i
t , F 〉, Gi(·) = 〈m−i

T , G〉.

Then, for each i, αi must be optimal for the control problem

inf
β

E

[ ∫ T

0

(
1

n
Li(Xs, βs) + F i(s,Xs)

)
ds+Gi(XT )

]
, (3.23)

subject to dXt = βt dt + dW i
t and X0 = ξi. The result then follows from the standard stochastic

maximum principle, see for example [10, Theorem 4.12]. �

We now show that in fact any solution of (3.21) yields an optimizer of (3.12).

Proposition 3.6. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds and that (X,Y,Z) is a solution of (3.21).
Then αi

t = −DpH
i(Xi

t , nY
i
t ) for i = 1, . . . , n defines an optimizer for (3.22).

Proof. Let α = (α1, . . . , αn) be as given in the Proposition, and let mt = (L(X1
t ), . . . ,L(X

n
t )).

Suppose that α = (α1, ..., αn) is any competitor, and let X be the corresponding state process.

Note that Xi and X
i
are adapted to the filtration F

i = (F i
t )t∈[0,T ] generated by W i and ξi. In

particular, X1, . . . ,Xn are independent, and so

F i(Xi
t ,mt) = E[DiF (Xt) | F

i
t ], Y i

T = Gi(Xi
T ,mT ) = E[DiG(XT ) | F

i
T ].

By convexity of G,

E[G(XT )−G(XT )] ≥ E[DG(XT ) · (XT −XT )]

=

n∑

i=1

E[DiG(XT ) · (X
i
T −Xi

T )]

=
n∑

i=1

E[Y i
T · (X

i
T −Xi

T )]

=

n∑

i=1

E

∫ T

0

(
Y i
t · (αi

t − αi
t)−

1

n
(X

i
t −Xi

t) ·DxL
i(Xi

t , α
i
t)− (X

i
t −Xi

t) · F
i(Xi

t ,mt)

)
dt

=

n∑

i=1

E

∫ T

0

(
Y i
t · (αi

t − αi
t)−

1

n
(X

i
t −Xi

t) ·DxL
i(Xi

t , α
i
t)− (X

i
t −Xi

t) ·DiF (Xt)

)
dt.
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Thus

JOL(α)− JOL(α) ≥ E

∫ T

0

n∑

i=1

(
Y i
t · (αi

t − αi
t)−

1

n
(X

i
t −Xi

t) ·DxL
i(Xi

t , α
i
t)− (X

i
t −Xi

t) ·DiF (Xt)

)
dt

+ E

∫ T

0

( n∑

i=1

1

n
(Li(X

i
s, α

i
s)− Li(Xi

s, α
i
s)) + F (Xt)− F (Xt)

)
dt

≥ 0

where the last inequality uses convexity of F , convexity of (x, a) 7→ Li(x, a), and the fact that αi
t

minimizes a 7→ 1
nL

i(Xi
t , a) + Y i

t · a. This shows that α is optimal. �

The following proposition states that (3.21) has a unique solution, and thus the maximum
principle can be used to produce a solution to our distributed control problem. The proof is
straightforward but tedious, and so is delayed to Appendix B.

Proposition 3.7. Under Assumption 3.1, the FBSDE (3.21) has a unique solution. In particular,
there is a unique optimizer for (3.22).

Let us mention that in fact (abusing notation slightly) the unique open loop optimizer for (3.22)
necessarily has the form αi

t = αi(t,Xi
t) for some α = (α1, ..., αn) ∈ Adist, which is thus the unique

optimizer to the corresponding closed loop problem. Indeed, the open and closed loop formulations
of the control problem (3.18) are well-known to be equivalent, so the same argument leading to
Lemma 4.11 shows that we must have αi

t = −DpH
i(Xi

t , nDvi(t,Xt)), where vi solves (3.19). We
summarize this discussion in the following Proposition:

Proposition 3.8. Suppose Assumption 3.1 holds. Then for any (t,m) ∈ [0, T ] × P2(R
d)n, there

exists α = (α1, ..., αn) ∈ Adist which is optimal in the definition of Vdist(t,m), i.e., such that

Vdist(t,m) = J (t,m,α).

It is unique in the sense that if β is any other optimizer then, for each i, αi = βi a.e. on [t, T ]×R
d,

for each i = 1, . . . , n.

Remark 3.9. In the Cole-Hopf case (1.10), say with d = 1 and X0 = 0 and T = 1 for simplicity, a
somewhat more concrete description of the optimal distributed control was discussed in [31, Remark
2.15]. For the probability measure P on R

n with density proportional to e−nG(x), it is shown that
there exists a unique minimizer Q∗ of H(· |P ) over the set of product measures. Then, the optimal
state process X for the distributed control problem is characterized by X0 = 0, X1 ∼ Q∗, and the
conditional law of (Xt)t∈[0,1] given X1 = x being the law of the Brownian bridge from 0 to x. It is
not clear if this description could be recovered from the PDE (3.19) or the FBSDE (3.21).

4. Near-optimality of distributed controls

This section states and proves our most general bounds on |V(t,m)−Vdist(t,m)|. These bounds
will involve explicit constants depending on the regularity of the data Li, H i, F , and G, as well
as certain concentration properties of the initial distribution m. We thus begin in Section 4.1 by
introducing some terminology and notational conventions for these constants, and Section 4.2 will
then state the main results in detail.

4.1. Functional inequalities and explicit constants. We will make frequent use of two func-
tional inequalities satisfied by the laws of various controlled state processes, the Poincaré and
transport inequalities.

For a probability measure m on R
k, we say that m satisfies a Poincaré inequality with constant

C if
Varm(g) := 〈m, g2〉 − 〈m, g〉2 ≤ C〈m, |Dg|2〉, (4.1)
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for all bounded Lipschitz functions g : Rk → R. We call the smallest constant C such that (4.1)
holds the Poincaré constant of m; if there is no such constant, then the Poincaré constant is ∞. We
recall that convention that m = (m1, ...,mn) is identified with the product measure m1⊗· · ·⊗mn.
Thus, when we say the Poincaré constant of m, we mean the Poincaré constant of m1 ⊗ · · · ⊗mn,
which, because Poincaré inequalities tensorize, is the same as the maximum of the Poincaré constant
of the marginals mi.

A probability measure µ on a separable metric space (E, d) is said to satisfy the T2 inequality
with constant c if

W2
2 (µ, ν) ≤ cH(ν |µ), ∀ν ∈ P2(E). (4.2)

Here W2
2 is the quadratic Wasserstein distance and H the relative entropy, defined as usual by

W2
2 (µ, ν) := inf{E[d2(X,Y )] : X ∼ µ, Y ∼ ν},

H(ν |µ) :=

∫

E

dν

dµ
log

dν

dµ
dµ, if ν ≪ µ, H(ν |µ) = ∞ otherwise.

The T2 inequality is satisfied (with finite constant) for µ being a Dirac, a Gaussian, or any strongly
log-concave measure, to name but a few examples; see [27] for additional information about these
well-studied inequalities.

Lastly, we introduce some shorthand notation for explicit but complicated constants which
appear in our main results. Recall from Section 2 that | · | and | · |op denote the Frobenius and
operator norms, respectively.

Convention 4.1. We use L or H without a superscript to describe bounds which apply to Li or
H i uniformly with respect to i. More precisely, we will use the quantities

‖DppH‖∞ = max
i=1,...,n

‖|DppH
i|op‖L∞(Rd×Rd),

‖DxpH‖∞ = max
i=1,...,n

‖|DxpH
i|op‖L∞(Rd×Rd),

‖DxxL‖∞ = max
i=1,...,n

‖|DxxL
i|op‖L∞(Rd×Rd).

We will denote by CF and CG two constants such that the spectral bounds

0 ≤ D2F (x) ≤
CF

n
Ind×nd, 0 ≤ D2G(x) ≤

CG

n
Ind×nd (4.3)

hold for all x ∈ (Rd)n. When we write ‖DijF‖L∞ or ‖DijG‖L∞ , we mean the L∞ norm on (Rd)n

of the Frobenius norm on R
d×d, e.g.

‖DijG‖2L∞ = ‖|DijG|‖2L∞((Rd)n) = sup
x∈(Rd)n

d∑

k,l=1

|D
xi
k
xj

l

G(x)|2.

We will denote by CS the constant

CS = CG + T (‖DxxL‖∞ + CF ). (4.4)

We denote by CP the constant

CP =

exp

(
2T

(
‖DxpH‖∞ + ‖DppH‖∞CS

))
− 1

2
(
‖DxpH‖∞ + ‖DppH‖∞CS

) .
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Finally, for m ∈ P2(R
d)n having Poincaré constant cP and satisfying a T2 inequality with constant

cT2 , we denote by CP (m) and CT2(m) the constants

CP (m) := CP + cP exp

(
2T

(
‖DxpH‖∞ + ‖DppH‖∞CS

))
, (4.5)

CT2(m) := 3(cT2 ∧ 2T ) exp
(
3T (‖DxpH‖∞ + ‖DppH‖∞CS)

2
)
. (4.6)

Remark 4.2. Note that Dirac measures have Poincaré constant zero, so that CP (δx1 , . . . , δxn) = CP

for any x ∈ (Rd)n.

Remark 4.3. We include the factor of 1/n in (4.3) so that the constants CF and CG are dimension-
free in our main examples. The constant CS, as we will see in Lemma 4.10, gives an upper bound
on the Hessian of V , in the sense that D2V (t,x) ≤ CS

n for each t. The meaning of CP will become
clear in Lemma 4.13, which shows that CP provides an upper bound on the Poincaré constant of
certain diffusions with which we will be working.

4.2. Statements of main estimates on value functions and optimal state processes. Our
main estimates will be stated in terms of the following distributed state process. For (s, x,m) ∈
[0, T ]× R

d ×P2(R
d)n, define

α̂i(s, x,m) = −DpH
i
(
x, n〈m−i,DiV (s, ·)〉(x)

)
. (4.7)

where we recall that notation 〈m−i,DiV (s, ·)〉(x) indicates integrating over the variables j 6= i
with x plugged into the ith variable; that is, 〈m−i,DiV (s, ·)〉(x) = E[DiV (s, ξ) | ξi = x], for ξ =
(ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∼ m. Given (t,m) ∈ [0, T ]× P2(R

d)n, consider the McKean-Vlasov SDE

dX̂i
s = α̂i(s, X̂i

s,ms) ds + dW i
s , s ∈ (t, T ), i = 1, . . . , n,

ms = (L(X̂1
s ), ...,L(X̂

n
s )), mt = m.

(4.8)

We may write (4.8) more concisely as

dX̂i
s = −DpH

i
(
X̂i

s, nE[DiV (s, X̂s) | X̂
i
s]
)
ds + dW i

s, s ∈ (t, T ), i = 1, . . . , n, X̂t ∼ m.

Lemma 4.4. For (t,m) ∈ [0, T ]×P2(R
d)n, there exists a unique strong solution of the SDE (4.8).

The proof is deferred to the next section. We now state our main estimate between the (lifted)
full-information and distributed value functions V and Vdist, which were defined in (3.6) and (3.12).

Theorem 4.5. Suppose Assumption 3.1 holds. Let (t,m) ∈ [0, T ] × P2(R
d)n, and let X̂ be the

corresponding solution of (4.8). We have

0 ≤ Vdist(t,m)− V(t,m) ≤ R(t,m),

where we define

R(t,m) = nCt(m)
∑

1≤i<j≤n

(
(T − t)E|DijG(X̂T )|

2 +

∫ T

t
(s− t)E|DijF (X̂s)|

2 ds

)
,

Ct(m) = ‖DppH‖∞CP (m) exp
(
(T − t)(1 + 2CS‖DppH‖∞ + 2‖DxpH‖∞)

)
.

Remark 4.6. Of course, we have E|DijG(X̂T )|
2 ≤ ‖DijG‖2∞, and similarly for F , which is in fact

good enough for the applications we have in mind. But we prefer to state the sharpest version
of the result, because in certain situations we do not appear to need boundedness of the second
derivatives as was imposed in Assumption 3.1; see Remark 4.16 for discussion of this point.
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In the case of quadratic costs Li, we can obtain sharper constants and a particularly simple
bound. We give the We state this as a corollary of the proof Theorem 4.5, with details given after
the proof of Theorem 4.5 below. See also Remark 4.16 below for some discussion of relaxing the
assumption of bounded second derivatives of (F,G).

Corollary 4.7. Suppose Assumption 3.1 holds, and Li(x, a) = |a|2/2 for each i = 1, . . . , n. Let

(t,m) ∈ [0, T ]×P2(R
d)n, with m having Poincaré constant c0. Let X̂ be the corresponding solution

of (4.8). Then

0 ≤ Vdist(t,m)− V(t,m) ≤ n(T − t)

[(
(T − t+ c0)

∑

1≤i<j≤n

E|DijG(X̂T )|
2

)1/2

+

∫ T

t

(
(s− t+ c0)

∑

1≤i<j≤n

E|DijF (X̂s)|
2

)1/2

ds

]2
.

Our next result shows how to approximate the optimal state processX from the full-information
problem by a distributed state process. Recall the optimizer X for the unconstrained control
problem satisfies the SDE

dXi
s = −DpH

i(Xi
s, nDiV (s,Xs))ds + dW i

s , (4.9)

where V is the full-information value function defined in (3.7). The next result shows, in a quanti-

tative sense, that the low-dimensional marginals of X are close to those of X̂, the latter defined in
(4.8). It will apply when the given initial distribution m is assumed to obey a transport inequality.

Theorem 4.8. Suppose Assumption 3.1 holds. Fix (t,m) ∈ [0, T ] × P2(R
d)n. Let X denote the

optimal state process as in (4.9) initialized from Xt ∼ m. Write Xi
[t,T ] for the corresponding

C([t, T ];Rd)-valued random variable, for each i = 1, . . . , n. Let X̂ be the solution (4.8), initialized

from X̂t ∼ m. Then, for each k = 1, . . . , n,

1(n
k

)
∑

S⊂[n], |S|=k

W2
2

(
L((X̂i

[t,T ])i∈S),L((X
i
[t,T ])i∈S)

)
≤ kCT2(m)R(t,m), (4.10)

where R(t,m) was defined in Theorem 4.5, and CT2(m) in (4.6).

Although Theorem 4.8 is nonasymptotic, it is helpful to understand it by imagining that n → ∞
and R(t,m) → 0. The meaning of (4.10) is that, for k fixed as n → ∞, “most” k-state marginals

of the n-state vector (X1, . . . ,Xn) are close to the corresponding k-state marginals of X̂. In the
symmetric case, when Li = L does not depend on i and when F and G are symmetric functions

of their n variables, the optimal state process X = (X1, . . . ,Xn) is exchangeable, and so too is X̂.
The inequality (4.10) is then equivalent to

W2
2

(
L((X̂1, . . . , X̂k)[t,T ]),L((X

1, . . . ,Xk)[t,T ])
)
≤ CT2(m)kR(t,m),

which implies a more traditional form of propagation of chaos, again if R(t,m) → 0. In general,
the state vector (X1, . . . ,Xn) is not exchangeable, and the bound (4.10) instead averages over all
choices of k states out of the n.

In this section, we denote by α and X the optimal control and state process for the full-
information problem (3.7). Let α and X denote the optimal control and state process for the
distributed problem (3.12), which is unique by Proposition 3.7. In each case, we start from time
t = 0 and with non-random initial positions (x1, . . . , xn), for simplicity.

Theorem 4.9. Let α = (α1, ..., αn) and α = (α1, ..., αn) respectively denote the unique optimal
controls for the full-information problem (3.7) and the distributed problem (3.12), the latter being
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unique by Proposition 3.7. Under Assumption 3.1, we have

E

∫ T

0
|αt −αt|

2dt ≤ C1n
2

∑

1≤i<j≤n

‖DijF‖2L∞ + C2n
2

∑

1≤i<j≤n

‖DijG‖2L∞ ,

where C1 = CPT
3/2C2

L and C2 = CPT/C
2
L.

We note that Theorem 4.9 easily implies a corresponding estimate between the state processes:
LetX andX respectively denote the optimal state processes for the full-information and distributed
problems. Then

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T
|Xt −Xt|

2
]
≤ TC1n

2
∑

i 6=j

‖DijF‖2L∞ + TC2n
2
∑

i 6=j

‖DijG‖2L∞ .

The rest of the section is devoted to the proofs of Theorems 4.5, 4.8, and 4.9, following some
preparations related to estimates on the value function V and its lift V, as well as Poincaré inequal-
ities for some relevant controlled state processes.

4.3. Spectral bounds on value functions. As a first preparation, we derive bounds on the
Hessian of the value function V of the full-information control problem, defined in (3.7). The
following lemma shows that convexity and semi-concavity of V can be efficiently deduced in terms
of the convexity and semi-concavity of the data Li, F , and G.

Lemma 4.10. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds, and recall the definition of CS from (4.4). Then
for each 0 ≤ t ≤ T and x ∈ (Rd)n, V (t, ·) is twice differentiable with

0 ≤ D2V (t,x) ≤
CS

n
Ind×nd.

Proof of Lemma 4.10. We will use the fact that under Assumption 3.1, the control problem (3.7)
is equivalent when posed over open-loop controls. More precisely, we have

V (t,x) = inf
α=(α1,...,αn)

E

[∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

Li(Xi
s, α

i
s) + F (Xs)

)
ds+G(XT )

]
(4.11)

where the infimum is taken over open-loop controls, i.e. square integrable F-adapted (Rd)n-valued
processes α = (αs)t≤s≤T and X = (X1, ...,Xn) is given by

Xi
s = xi +

∫ s

t
αi
udu+ (W i

s −W i
t ), t ≤ s ≤ T. (4.12)

We will also use the fact that a C2 function g on a Euclidean space satisfies D2g(x) ≤ CInd×nd for
all x if and only if

g(ry + (1− r)z) ≥ rg(y) + (1− r)g(z)−
C

2
r(1− r)|y − z|2, ∀x, y, z, ∀r ∈ (0, 1).

For convexity of V (t, ·), we refer to (the proof of) Lemma 10.6 of [21]. The upper bound on
D2V (t, ·) is also proved by a simple control-theoretic argument, as in Lemma 9.1 of [21], but in order
to track the constants explicitly we provide a full proof. Fix t ∈ [0, T ] as well as x,y, z ∈ (Rd)n

such that x = ry+ (1− r)z for some r ∈ (0, 1). Let α denote an optimizer in (4.11). Define X by
(4.12) and Y, Z by

Y i
s = yi +

∫ s

t
αi
udu+ (W i

s −W i
t ), t ≤ s ≤ T,

Zi
s = zi +

∫ s

t
αi
udu+ (W i

s −W i
t ), t ≤ s ≤ T.
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Use the relations X = rY + (1− r)Z and Y − Z = y − z and the optimality of α to deduce

V (t,x) = E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

Li(Xi
s, α

i
s) + F (Xs)

)
ds+G(XT )

]

≥ E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

(
rLi(Y i

s , α
i
s) + (1− r)Li(Zi

s, α
i
s)
)
−

‖DxxL‖∞
2n

r(1− r)|y − z|2

+ rF (Ys) + (1− r)F (Zs)−
CF

2n
r(1− r)|y − z|2

)
ds

+ rG(YT ) + (1− r)G(ZT )−
CG

2n
r(1− r)|y − z|2

]

≥ rV (t,y) + (1− r)V (t, z) −
CS

2n
r(1− r)|y − z|2,

and thus the claimed estimate holds. �

As quick corollary of Lemma 4.10, we may prove Lemma 4.4 by appealing to known results on
Lipschitz McKean-Vlasov equations:

Proof of Lemma 4.4. Lemma 4.10 implies thatDiV (t, x) is Lipschitz in x, uniformly in t. Moreover,
DppH

i is bounded by assumption, so the map

[0, T ] × R
d × P2((R

d)n) ∋ (t, x,m) 7→ −DpH
i(x, n〈m−i,DiV (s, ·)〉(x)

)

is Lipschitz and of linear growth in (x,m), uniformly in t, with the measure argument given the
quadratic Wasserstein distance. Here we write

〈m−i,DiV (s, ·)〉(x) :=

∫

(Rd)n
DiV (s, y1, . . . , yi−1, x, yi+1, . . . , yn)m(dy)

for the integral over the coordinates j 6= i, with x plugged into the ith argument. Hence, the
McKean-Vlasov SDE

dX̂i
s = −DpH

i(X̂i
s, n〈m

−i
s ,DiV (s, ·)〉(X̂i

s))ds + dW i
s , ms =

(
L(X̂1

s ), . . . ,L(X̂
n
s )
)
,

is uniquely solvable from any initial law with finite second moment; see, e.g., [10, Theorem 1.7].

Because the ith equation depends only on the ith variable X̂i
s, we deduce that (X̂1

s , . . . , X̂
n
s ) must

be independent for each s ∈ (t, T ] if the time-t positions are independent. This proves the claimed
well-posedness. �

We can obtain similar bounds for any optimizer of the distributed control problem by using the
representation given by (3.19), described in Section 3.4. This is summarized by the following lemma,
which follows from the discussion of Section 3.4 combined with the same argument appearing in
the proof of Lemma 4.10.

Lemma 4.11. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. Suppose that α ∈ Adist is optimal in the
definition of Vdist from (3.12). Then, using the notation of Section 3.4, we have

αi(t, x) = −DpH
i(x, nDvi(t, x)),

where vi is the unique classical solution of (3.19), which satisfies

D2vi(t, x) ≤
CS

n
Id×d.
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4.4. Functional inequalities for diffusions. For b = b(t, x) : [0, T ] × R
k → R

k, consider a
diffusion X defined by

dXt = b(t,Xt)dt+ dWt, X0 ∼ m0 ∈ P2(R
k), (4.13)

set on some filtered probability space hosting a k-dimensional Brownian motion W and an inde-
pendent random vector X0. Set mt = L(Xt). The following lemma states known Poincaré and T2

inequalities for this process X.

Lemma 4.12. Suppose that b satisfies

• b is jointly continuous and x 7→ b(t, x) is L-Lipschitz and of linear growth, uniformly in t.
•
(
b(t, x) − b(t, x̄)

)
· (x− x̄) ≤ γ|x− x̄|2 for some γ ∈ R and all x, x̄ ∈ R

d, t ∈ [0, T ].

(i) If m0 satisfies the Poincaré inequality with constant c0, then, for 0 ≤ t ≤ T , mt satisfies a
Poincaré inequality with constant

e2γt − 1

2γ
+ c0e

2γt,

(ii) If m0 satisfies the T2 inequality with constant c0, then L(X[0,T ]) ∈ P(C([0, T ];Rk)) satisfies a
T2 inequality with constant

3(c0 ∧ 2T )e3TL2
.

These results are fairly well-known. See [30, Proposition C.1] for this precise form of (ii). Part
(i) is shown in [14, Theorem 4.2] under stronger regularity assumptions on b, which are easily
relaxed by an approximation argument after noting that the Poincaré inequality is preserved under
weak convergence. Note that the second assumption in Lemma 4.12 follows from the first, with
γ ≥ −L2, but we state it separately in order to emphasize that the Poincaré constant depends
only on γ, not L. If we are interested only in the time-t laws, instead of the path-space law as
in (ii), then a T2 inequality can be derived for mt with a constant depending only on γ, not L.
The constant, however, is somewhat messy; see [14, Proposition 2.19]. In our applications, we have
access to finite Lispchitz constants, so we favor the stronger path-space inequality.

We next apply Lemma 4.12 to estimate the Poincaré constant for two diffusions related to our
control problems.

Lemma 4.13. Fix t ∈ [0, T ] and m ∈ P2(R
d)n. Consider the three control/state pairs:

• Let α = (α1, . . . , αn) ∈ A be optimal for V(t,m) as defined in (3.8), with corresponding
state process X given as in (4.9).

• Let α̂ and X̂ be as in (4.7) and (4.8).

• Let α be optimal for Vdist(t,m) as defined in (3.12), and let X = (X
1
, . . . ,X

n
) satisfy

dX
i
s = αi(s,X

i
s)ds + dW i

s , s ∈ (t, T ], Xt ∼ m.

Then the following hold:

(i) For each t ≤ s ≤ T , the measures L(Xs), L(X̂s), and L(Xs) each satisfy a Poincaré inequality
with constant CP (m) defined in (4.5).

(ii) If m satisfies a T2 inequality with constant c0, then the measures L(X[t,T ]), L(X̂[t,T ]), and

L(X[t,T ]) on C([t, T ]; (Rd)n) satisfy a T2 inequality with constant CT2(m) as defined in (4.6).

Proof. We simply compute the derivative of the drift in each case. The optimal control α for the
full-information problem is given by

αi(t,x) = −DpH
i(xi, nDiV (t,x)).

Its derivatives are given by

Djα
i(t,x) = −1i=jDxpH

i
(
xi, nDiV (t,x)

)
− nDppH

i
(
xi, nDiV (t,x)

)
DijV (t,x).
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From Lemma 4.10 we have 0 ≤ D2V ≤ CS

n , which implies

‖Dα‖∞ ≤ ‖DxpH‖∞ + ‖DppH‖∞CS ,

The results for X now follow from Lemma 4.12. Similarly, for x ∈ R
d, we have

Dα̂i(s, x,m) = −DxpH
i
(
x, n〈m−i,DiV (s, ·)〉(x)

)

− nDppH
i
(
x, n〈m−i,DiV (s, ·)〉(x)

)
〈m−i,DiiV (s, ·)〉(x).

Again using 0 ≤ D2V ≤ CS

n , we get

‖Dα̂i‖∞ ≤ ‖DxpH‖∞ + ‖DppH‖∞CS ,

for each i = 1, . . . , n, and the results for X̂ follow from Lemma 4.12. For X, the proof is the same,
but with Lemma 4.11 taking the place of Lemma 4.10. �

4.5. Analysis of the lift of V . Recall that the value function V : [0, T ] × P2(R
d)n → R was

defined by 3.6 and satisfies V(t,m) = 〈m, V (t, ·)〉. Thus V inherits differentiability from V . We
have the explicit formulas

DmiV(t,m, y) = 〈m−i,DiV 〉(y), DyDmiV(t,m, y) = 〈m−i,DiiV 〉(y), (4.14)

for y ∈ R
d. In particular, this reveals the following alternative expression for the controls α̂i defined

in (4.7):

α̂i(s, x,m) = −DpH
i
(
x, nDmiV(t,m, x)

)
. (4.15)

The following Lemma states that V in fact solves an equation similar to (3.13), recalling also the
abbreviations defined immediately thereafter.

Lemma 4.14. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. For t ∈ (0, T ) and m ∈ P2(R
d)n, the lift V

satisfies

−∂tV −
1

2

n∑

i=1

〈mi,Tr(DyDmiV)〉+
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈mi,H i(·, nDmiV)〉 = 〈m, F 〉 − E(t,m),

where

E(t,m) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

(
〈m,H i(·, nDiV )〉 − 〈mi,H i

(
·, n〈m−i,DiV 〉

)
〉
)

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

E

[
H i

(
ξi, nDiV (t, ξ)

)
−H i

(
ξi, nE[DiV (t, ξ)|ξi]

)]
,

for ξ = (ξ1, ..., ξn) ∼ m. Moreover, the error term E satisfies

0 ≤ E(t,m) ≤ ‖DppH‖∞EQ(t,m) (4.16)

where

EQ(t,m) :=
n

2

n∑

i=1

(
〈m, |DiV |2〉 − 〈mi,

∣∣〈m−i,DiV 〉
∣∣2〉

)

=
n

2

n∑

i=1

E
[
|DiV (t, ξ)|2 − |E[DiV (t, ξ)|ξi]|2

]
(4.17)
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Proof. The equation for V is obtained by integrating the equation (3.9) for V against m = m1 ⊗
... ⊗ mn and then applying the identities in (4.14). To obtain the upper bound for E we use the
fact that under Assumption 3.1

p 7→
‖DppH‖∞n2

2
|p|2 −H i(x, np)

is convex for each i, so that Jensen’s inequality gives

‖DppH‖∞n2

2

∣∣E[DiV (t, ξ) | ξi]
∣∣2 −H i

(
ξi, nE[DiV (t, ξ) | ξi]

)

≤
‖DppH‖∞n2

2
E
[
|DiV (t, ξ)|2 | ξi

]
− E

[
H i

(
ξi, nDiV (t, ξ)

)
| ξi

]
.

Rearranging and using convexity of H i we have

0 ≤ E
[
H i

(
ξi, nDiV (t, ξ)

)
| ξi

]
−H i

(
ξi, nE[DiV (t, ξ) | ξi]

)

≤
‖DppH‖∞n2

2

(
E
[
|DiV (t, ξ)|2 | ξi

]
−

∣∣E[DiV (t, ξ) | ξi]
∣∣2
)
.

Take expectations and then sum over i = 1, . . . , n to get the desired bound. �

Lemma 4.15. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. For (t,m) ∈ [0, T ) × P2(R
d)n, we have

0 ≤ Vdist(t,m)− V(t,m) ≤ ‖DppH‖∞

∫ T

t
EQ(s,ms)ds,

where EQ is given by (4.17), and ms := (L(X̂1
s ), ...,L(X̂

n
s )) is the law of the solution X̂ of (4.8).

Proof. First, we need to check that the lift V of V is regular enough to apply the verification result
Proposition 3.4. The explicit formula for DmiV appearing in (4.14) together with the fact that
|DV (t,x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|) for some constant C gives the estimate (3.16). The McKean-Vlasov SDE
(4.8) is well-posed by Lemma 4.4.

Thus we can indeed apply Lemma 4.14 and the verification result Proposition 3.4, with F(m) :=
〈m, F 〉 − E(t,m) and G(m) = 〈m, G〉, to get

V(t,m) = inf
α∈Adist

E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

Li(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xi
s)) + F (Xs)− E(s,L(X1

s ), ...,L(X
n
s ))

)
ds+G(XT )

]
,

where X is given by dXi
s = αi(s,Xi

s)ds + dW i
s , with Xt ∼ m. Moreover, we deduce from the

optimality criterion in Proposition 3.4 and the formula (4.15) that the control (α̂1, . . . , α̂n) ∈ Adist

defined in (4.7) attains this infimum. In particular,

V(t,m) = E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

Li(X̂i
s, α̂

i(s, X̂i
s)) + F (X̂s)− E(s,ms)

)
ds+G(X̂T )

]

≥ Vdist(t,m)−

∫ T

t
E(s,ms)ds,

where X̂ solves the claimed McKean-Vlasov SDE and ms = (L(X̂1
s ), ...,L(X̂

n
s )). �

4.6. Proof of Theorem 4.5. We now begin the main line of the proof of Theorem 4.5. By Lemma

4.15, we can focus on estimating the quantity
∫ T
t EQ(s,ms)ds, with ms = (L(X̂1

s ), ...,L(X̂
1
s )), and

with X̂ being the solution to the McKean-Vlasov SDE (4.8). To simplify notation, we abbreviate

α̂i(s, x) = α̂i(s, x,ms) = −DpH
i(x, nDmiV(t,ms, x)), (s, x) ∈ [t, T ]× R

d, (4.18)

αi(s,x) = −DpH
i(xi, nDiV (s,x)), (s,x) ∈ [t, T ]× (Rd)n. (4.19)
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So α ∈ A is the optimizer in the full-information control problem, and α̂ ∈ Adist is the control

corresponding to X̂.
Our goal is now to estimate

EQ(s,ms) =
n

2

n∑

i=1

E

[
|DiV (s, X̂s)|

2 −
∣∣E[DiV (s, X̂s) | X̂

i
s]
∣∣2
]
.

We will derive our estimate first under the additional assumption that DV is C1,2, which holds
when in addition to Assumption 3.1 we have G ∈ C3,α

loc (this can be inferred from the interior
Schauder estimates, see for example Theorem 9 in Chaper 3.4 of [24]). We will then explain how
to remove this additional assumption with a mollification procedure.

Our strategy is to compute the differential of the Itô process |DiV (s, X̂s)|
2−|E[DiV (s, X̂s) | X̂

i
s]|

2.
First, we differentiate the PDE (3.9) to identify a PDE satisfied by DiV :

−∂tDiV −Di∆V +

n∑

j=1

DijV DpH
j(xj , nDjV ) +

1

n
DxH

i(xi, nDiV ) = DiF.

Use Ito’s formula followed by this PDE, recalling the definitions of αi and α̂i above, to get

dDiV (s, X̂s) =

( n∑

j=1

DijV (s, X̂j
s )
(
α̂j(s, X̂j

s )− αj(s, X̂s)
)
+

1

n
DxH

i(X̂i
s, nDiV (s, X̂s))

−DiF (s, X̂s)

)
ds+

n∑

j=1

DijV (s, X̂s)dW
j
s . (4.20)

Let (F i
s)s∈[t,T ] be the filtration generated by the process (X̂i

t ,W
i
s)s∈[t,T ]. By independence of (X̂j)j 6=i

and F i
s, and by F i

s-measurability of X̂i
s, we have E[DiV (s, X̂s) | X̂

i
s] = E[DiV (s, X̂s) | F

i
s] for s ∈

[t, T ]. Taking conditional expectations with respect to F i
s in (4.20), we find

dE[DiV (s, X̂s) | F
i
t ] = E

[ n∑

j=1

DijV (s, X̂s)
(
α̂j(s, X̂j

s )− αj(s, X̂s)
)
+

1

n
DxH

i(X̂i
s, nDiV (s, X̂s))

−DiF (s, X̂s)

∣∣∣∣ X̂i
s

]
ds+ E[DiiV (s, X̂s) | X̂

i
s]dW

i
s . (4.21)

with the stochastic integrals for (W j)j 6=i all vanishing by independence with F i
s. Using Itô’s formula,

we can now use (4.20) to compute

d|DiV (s, X̂s)|
2 =

(
2

n∑

j=1

DiV (s, X̂s)
⊤DijV (s, X̂s)

(
α̂j(s, X̂j

s )− αj(s, X̂s)
)

+
2

n
DiV (s, X̂s) ·DxH

i(X̂i
s, nDiV (s, X̂s))

− 2DiV (s, X̂s) ·DiF (s, X̂s) +

n∑

j=1

|DijV (s, X̂s)|
2

)
ds + dM i

s,
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with M i being a martingale. Similarly, we use (4.21) to find

d|E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂
i
s]|

2 =

(
2

n∑

j=1

E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂
i
s]
⊤
E[DijV (s, X̂s)

(
α̂j(s, X̂j

s )− αj(s, X̂s)
)
|X̂i

s]

+
2

n
E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s] · E[DxH

i(X̂i
s, nDiV (s, X̂s))|X̂

i
s]

− 2E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂
i
s] · E[DiF (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
t ] + |E[DiiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]|

2

)
ds + dN i

s,

with N i being another martingale.

Taking expectations in the previous two equations allows us to compute d
dsE

[
|DiV (s, X̂s)|

2 −

E[DiV (s, X̂s)]
2
]
. Summing over i and multiplying by n/2 leads to

d

ds
EQ(s,ms) = A1 +A2 +A3 +A4,

where we define

A1 := nE

n∑

i,j=1

(
DiV (s, X̂s)− E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
)⊤

DijV (s, X̂s)
(
α̂j(s, X̂j

s )− αj(s, X̂s)
)
,

A2 := E

n∑

i=1

(
DiV (s, X̂s)− E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
)
·
(
DxH

i(X̂i
s, nDiV (s, X̂s)− E[DxH

i(X̂i
s, nDiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
)
,

A3 := −nE
n∑

i=1

(
DiV (s, X̂s)− E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
)
·
(
DiF (X̂s)− E[DiF (X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
)
,

A4 :=
n

2
E

[ n∑

i,j=1

|DijV (s, X̂s)|
2 −

n∑

i=1

∣∣E[DiiV (s, X̂s)|X̂
i
s]
∣∣2
]
.

Our goal is to bound d
dsEQ(s,ms) from below. We handle each term separately.

First term: To estimate A1, we use

|α̂j(s, X̂j
s )− αj(s, X̂s)| ≤ n‖DppH‖∞|DiV (s, X̂s)− E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]|

together with the bound 0 ≤ D2V ≤ CS/n to get

|A1| ≤ nCS‖DppH‖∞E

n∑

i=1

∣∣DiV (s, X̂s)− E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂
i
s]
∣∣2 = 2CS‖DppH‖∞EQ(s,ms).

Second term: For A2, we note that DxH
i is Lipschitz in its second argument:

E

∣∣∣
(
DiV (s, X̂s)− E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
)
·
(
DxH

i(X̂i
s, nDiV (s, X̂s)− E[DxH

i(X̂i
s, nDiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
)∣∣∣

≤ n‖DxpH‖∞E
∣∣DiV (s, X̂s)− E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
∣∣2.

Sum over i = 1, . . . , n to get

|A2| ≤ 2‖DxpH‖∞EQ(s,ms).

Third term: For A3, we use Young’s inequality to get

|A3| ≤
n

2

n∑

i=1

E
∣∣DiV (s, X̂s)− E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
∣∣2 + n

2

n∑

i=1

E
∣∣DiF (s, X̂s)− E[DiF (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
∣∣2.
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For the second term, use the Poincaré’s inequality (Lemma 4.12) satisfied by (X̂j
s )j 6=i, which are

independent of X̂i
s, to get

E

[∣∣DiF (s, X̂s)− E[DiF (s, X̂s)|X̂
i
s]
∣∣2
∣∣∣ X̂i

s

]
= CP (m)

∑

j 6=i

E
[
|DijF (X̂s)|

2 | X̂i
s

]
,

for each i. Hence, by symmetry,

|A3| ≤ EQ(s,ms) + nCP (m)E
∑

1≤i<j≤n

|DijF (X̂s)|. (4.22)

Fourth term: We clearly have A4 ≥ 0, because E|DiiV (s, X̂s)|
2 ≥ E|E[DiiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]|

2.

Combining the above calculations, we find that, if C̃ := 2CS‖DppH‖∞ + 2‖DxpH‖∞ + 1, then

d

ds
EQ(s,ms) ≥ −C̃EQ(s,ms)− nCP (m)E

∑

1≤i<j≤n

|DijF (X̂s)|
2.

By Gronwall, we have

EQ(s,ms) ≤ eC̃(T−s)EQ(T,mT ) + nCP (m)

∫ T

s
eC̃(u−s)

E

∑

1≤i<j≤n

|DijF (X̂u)|
2 du.

Arguing as in (4.22), we deduce from Poincaré inequality (Lemma 4.12) that

EQ(T,mT ) =
n

2

n∑

i=1

E

[
|DiG(X̂T )|

2 −
∣∣E[DiG(X̂T ) | X̂

i
T ]
∣∣2
]

≤ nCP (m)E
∑

1≤i<j≤n

|DijG(X̂T )|
2.

Bounding eC̃(T−s) and eC̃(u−s) by eC̃(T−t), and using Fubini’s theorem in the form of
∫ T
t

∫ T
s h(u) duds =∫ T

t (u− t)h(u) du with h(u) = |DijF (X̂u)|
2, we get

∫ T

t
EQ(s,ms) ds ≤ (T − t)eC̃(T−t)nCP (m)

∑

1≤i<j≤n

E|DijG(X̂T )|
2

+ eC̃(T−t)nCP (m)

∫ T

t

∑

1≤i<j≤n

(s − t)E|DijF (X̂s)|
2 ds.

(4.23)

Combining this with Lemma 4.15 completes the proof of Theorem 4.5.
We have now established (4.23) under the additional assumption that DV ∈ C1,2, which holds

in particular when G ∈ C3,α
loc in addition to Assumption 3.1. We now describe how to remove

this condition via a mollification argument. We set Gǫ =
∫
(Rd)n G(x − y)ρǫ(y), where (ρǫ)ǫ>0 is a

standard approximation to the identity on (Rd)n. Define V ǫ exactly like V , but with Gǫ replacing

G. Define X̂ǫ, mǫ
s and Eǫ

Q(s,ms) just like X̂, ms and EQ(s,ms) but with V ǫ replacing V . Then
from the identity

DijG
ǫ(x) =

∫

(Rd)n
DijG(x − y)ρǫ(y),

it is easy to verify that for each ǫ > 0, we have

‖DijG
ǫ‖L∞ ≤ ‖DijG‖L∞ , D2Gǫ(x) ≤

CG

n
Ind×nd
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for all x ∈ (Rd)n. For each ǫ > 0, we know Eǫ
Q(s,m

ǫ
s) is bounded by the right-hand side of (4.23)

but with G and X̂ replaced by Gǫ and X̂ǫ. To conclude that in fact (4.23) holds, we just need to
be sure that, as ǫ ↓ 0,

Eǫ
Q(s,m

ǫ
s) → EQ(s,ms), (4.24)

E|DijG
ǫ(X̂ǫ

T )|
2 → E|DijG(X̂T )|

2, E|DijF (X̂ǫ
s)|

2 → E|DijF (X̂s)|
2. (4.25)

But it is standard to show that the sequences of functions V ǫ are in C2,α
loc , uniformly in ǫ, and so a

compactness argument shows

V ǫ → V, DV ǫ → DV, D2V ǫ → D2V,

locally uniformly on [0, T ] × (Rd)n. Together with a standard stability estimate for SDEs, this

implies that X̂ǫ
s

L2

−→ X̂s, and in particular mǫ
s → ms in P2(R

d)n, from which (4.24) and (4.25)
follow. Thus (4.23) in fact holds without the additional regularity assumption. �

4.7. Proof of Corollary 4.7. The assumption Li(x, a) = |a|2/2 implies that H i(x, p) = |p|2/2,

and so DppH
i(x, p) = Id. The spectral bound Dα ≤ −nD2V ≤ 0 and Lemma 4.12 imply that X̂s

satisfies the Poincaré inequality with constant s− t+ c0, for each s ∈ [t, T ]. Following the proof of

Theorem 4.5, and using αj = −nDjV and α̂j(s, X̂j
s ) = −nE[DjV (s, X̂s) | X̂

j
s ), we find A2 = 0 and

A1, A4 ≥ 0, and thus

d

ds
EQ(s,ms) ≥ −nE

n∑

i=1

(
DiV (s, X̂s)− E[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
)
·
(
DiF (X̂s)− E[DiF (X̂s)|X̂

i
s]
)
.

By Cauchy-Schwarz and the Poincaré inequality, we get

d

ds
EQ(s,ms) ≥ −2EQ(s,ms)

1/2

(
n

2
E

n∑

i=1

∣∣DiF (X̂s)− E[DiF (X̂s)|X̂
i
s]
∣∣2
)1/2

≥ −2EQ(s,ms)
1/2

(
n(s− t+ c0)

∑

1≤i<j≤n

E|DijF (X̂s)|
2

)1/2

Thus,

d

ds

(
EQ(s,ms)

1/2
)
≥ −

(
(s− t+ c0)

∑

1≤i<j≤n

E|DijF (X̂s)|
2

)1/2

.

Integrate to find, for s ∈ [t, T ],

EQ(s,ms)
1/2 ≤ EQ(T,mT )

1/2 +

∫ T

s

(
n(u− t+ c0)

∑

1≤i<j≤n

E|DijF (X̂u)|
2

)1/2

du.

Using the Poincaré inequality again, we have

EQ(T,mT ) =
n

2

n∑

i=1

E

[
|DiG(X̂T )|

2 −
∣∣E[DiG(X̂T ) | X̂

i
T ]
∣∣2
]

≤ n(T − t+ c0)E
∑

1≤i<j≤n

|DijG(X̂T )|
2.
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Noting that E = EQ in the quadratic case,

Vdist(t,m)− V(t,m) ≤ n

∫ T

t

[(
(T − t+ c0)

∑

1≤i<j≤n

E|DijG(X̂T )|
2

)1/2

+

∫ T

s

(
(u− t+ c0)

∑

1≤i<j≤n

E|DijF (X̂u)|
2

)1/2

du

]2
ds.

This completes the proof. �

Remark 4.16. It is interesting to note that in some cases our results can go beyond the case
where (F,G,H,L) have bounded second derivatives. In the case of quadratic Hamiltonian covered
by Corollary 4.7, the above proof did not really use any upper bound on the Hessians of F or G
except to justify the well-posedness of the HJB equation for V , though this could likely be worked
around in many cases. Similarly, in dimension d = 1 with general (convex) Hamiltonians depending
only on p, we have DppH

i ≥ 0 for all i and thus Dα ≤ 0, and again the Poincaré inequality can
be improved to CP (m) = T + c0 even without bounded second derivatives of (F,G,H,L). In this
case, though, it appears that the proof of Theorem 4.5 still requires an upper bound on D2V , for
which we do require bounded second derivatives of (F,G,L).

4.8. Proof of Theorem 4.8. By a well-known entropy estimate for diffusions (e.g., Lemma 4.4
in [30]) we can estimate

H(L(X̂[t,T ]) | L(X[t,T ])) ≤
1

2
E

n∑

i=1

∫ T

t

∣∣DpH
i(X̂i

s, nDiV (s, X̂s))) −DpH
i(X̂i

s, nE[DiV (s, X̂s)|X̂
i
s])

∣∣2 ds

=
1

2
n

∫ T

t
E(s,ms) ds ≤

1

2
n‖DppH‖∞

∫ T

t
EQ(s,ms) ds

≤
n

2
R(t,m),

with ms = L(X̂1
s , ..., X̂

n
s ) and E and EQ defined as in Lemma 4.14, and where the last inequality

was shown in (4.23).
An application of Lemma 4.13(ii) shows that L(X[t,T ]) obeys the T2 inequality with constant

CT2(m) defined in (4.6). In particular,

W2
2

(
L(X̂[t,T ]),L(X[t,T ])

)
≤ CT2(m)H(L(X̂[t,T ]) | L(X[t,T ])) ≤ CT2(m)

n

2
R(t,m).

Next, we use a well known subadditivity inequality for W2
2 , which states that

1(n
k

)
∑

S⊂[n], |S|=k

W2
2

(
L((X̂i

[t,T ])i∈S),L((X
i
[t,T ])i∈S)

)
≤

1

⌊n/k⌋
W2

2

(
L(X̂[t,T ]),L(X[t,T ])

)
.

For the short proof, see [31, Section 3.4]. Combining the last two inequalities and noting that
⌊n/k⌋ ≥ n/2k completes the proof. �

4.9. Proof of Theorem 4.9. Let us denote by (X,Y,Z) the solution of (3.20) and by (X,Y,Z)

the solution of (3.21). We further denote by αi
t = −DpH

i(Xi
t , NX̂i

t) the optimal (open loop) control

for the full-information control problem and αi
t = −DpH

i(X
i
t, NY

i
t) the optimal (open loop) control

for the distributed problem. Finally, we set mt = (L(X
1
t ), ...,L(X

n
t )). We can rewrite the equation
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(3.21) satisfied by (X,Y,Z) as





dX
i
t = −αi

tdt+ dW i
t , ,

dY
i
t = −

(
1
nDxL

i
(
X

i
t, α

i
t

)
+DiF (Xt) + EF,i

t

)
dt+ Z

i
tdW

i
t ,

X
i
0 = xi, Y

i
T = Gi(XT ) + EG,i

T ,

(4.26)

where we define

EF,i
t = F i(Xt,mt)−DiF (Xt), EG,i

T = Gi(XT ,mT )−DiG(XT ).

By Lemmas 4.12 and 4.13, L(Xt) satisfies a Poincaré inequality with constant CP . Thus, recalling
the definition of F i and Gi, we have

E|EF,i
t |2 ≤ CPE

n∑

j=1, j 6=i

|DijF (Xt)|
2, (4.27)

E|EG,i
T |2 ≤ CPE

n∑

j=1, j 6=i

|DijGXT )|
2. (4.28)

Now set

∆Xt = Xt −Xt, ∆Yt = Yt −Yt, ∆αt = αt −αt.

Then, for a certain martingale M i, we find

d(∆Xi
t ·∆Y i

t ) = −∆Xi
t ·

(
1

n
DxL

i(Xt
i
, αi

t)−
1

n
DxL

i(Xi
t , α

i
t) +DiF (Xt)−DiF (Xt) + EF,i

t

)
dt

+∆Y i
t ·∆αi

tdt+ dM i
t

= −

(
1

n

(
DaL

i(X
i
t, α

i
t)−DaL

i(Xi
t , α

i
t)
)
·∆αi

t +
1

n

(
DxL

i(X
i
t, α

i
t)−DxL

i(Xi
t , α

i
t)
)
·∆Xi

t

+
(
DiF (Xt)−DiF (Xt)

)
·∆Xi

t + EF,i
t ·∆Xi

t

)
dt+ dM i

t , (4.29)

where the second equality comes from the the fact that αi
t maximizes a 7→ −Li(Xi

t , a)−nY i
t , so that

Y i
t = − 1

nDaL
i(Xi

t , α
i
t), and likewise Y

i
t = − 1

nDaL
i(X

i
t, α

i
t). Because ∆X0 = 0, we can integrate

(4.29) in time and take expectations to get

E

∫ T

0

(
1

n

(
DaL

i(X
i
t, α

i
t)−DaL

i(Xi
t , α

i
t)
)
·∆αi

t +
1

n

(
DxL

i(X
i
t, α

i
t)−DxL

i(Xi
t , α

i
t)
)
·∆Xi

t

+
(
DiF (Xt)−DiF (Xt)

)
·∆Xi

t + EF,i
t ·∆Xi

t

)
dt

= −E
[
∆Xi

T ·∆Y i
T

]
= −E

[
∆Xi

T · (DiG(XT )−DiG(XT )) + EG,i
T ·∆Xi

T

]
.

Let EF
t = (EF,i

t , . . . , EF,n
t ) and EG

T = (EG,i
T , . . . , EG,n

T ). Summing over i and using convexity of F
and G along with (3.2), we obtain the estimate

CL

n
E

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt ≤ E

[ ∫ T

0
|∆Xt||E

F
t |dt+ |∆XT ||E

G
T |

]

≤
δ

2
E

∫ T

0
|∆Xt|

2dt+
ǫ

2
E|∆XT |

2 +
1

2δ
E

∫ T

0
|EF

t |
2dt+

1

2ǫ
E|EG|2, (4.30)
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for each ǫ, δ > 0. To proceed, we note that |∆Xt| = |
∫ t
0 ∆αsds|, from which it follows that

E|∆Xt|
2 ≤ tE

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt, (4.31)

E

∫ T

0
|∆Xt|

2dt ≤
T 2

2
E

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt. (4.32)

Plugging (4.31) and (4.32) into (4.30) yields

CL

n
E

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt ≤

(
T 2δ

4
+

Tǫ

2

)
E

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt+
1

2δ
E

∫ T

0
|EF

t |
2dt+

1

2ǫ
E|EG

T |
2.

Now we choose δ = CL

T 2n and ǫ = CL

2nT to conclude that

CL

2n
E

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt ≤
T 2n

2CL
E

∫ T

0
|EF

t |
2dt+

nT

CL
E|EG

T |
2.

Plugging in the estimates (4.27) and (4.28) completes the proof. �

5. Application to mean field control

In this section, we explain the implications of the results in Section 4 in the mean field case.
We work on a filtered probability space (Ω,F ,P,F) with F satisfying the usual conditions and
hosting independent Brownian motions W,W 1,W 2,W 3, ..., and with the (augmented) filtration
F = (Ft)0≤t≤T with Ft. We assume furthermore that F0 is atomless. For the mean field case, we
are given functions

L = L(x, a) : Rd × R
d → R, F = F(m) : P2(R

d) → R, G = G(m) : P2(R
d) → R

and consider a sequence of control problems indexed by the number of particles n ∈ N. Once again,
it is useful to define the Hamiltonian

H(x, p) = sup
a∈Rd

(
− a · p− L(x, a)

)
.

Recall that mn
x
:= 1

n

∑n
i=1 δxi denotes the empirical measure of a vector x ∈ (Rd)n.

The value function of the nth control problem is the map V n = V n(t,x) : [0, T ] × (Rd)n → R

given by

V n(t,x) = inf
α=(α1,...,αn)∈An

E

[∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

L(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xs)) + F(mn
Xs

)

)
ds+ G(mX

n
T
)

]
, (5.1)

subject to

dXi
s = αi(s,Xs)dt+ dW i

s , Xi
t = xi, (5.2)

where An denotes the set of Borel functions α = (α1, ..., αn) : [0, T ] × (Rd)n → R such that the
SDE (5.2) admits a unique strong solution from any initial position. We also consider as above the
lift of V n, i.e., the function Vn = Vn(t,m) : [0, T ]× P2(R

d)n → R given by

Vn(t,m) = 〈m, V n(t, ·)〉.

For large n, this n-particle problem is expected to be well-approximated by a mean field control
problem, whose value function is the map U = U(t,m) : [0, T ]× P2(R

d) → R given by

U(t,m) = inf
α∈A1

E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(Xs, α(s,Xs)) + F(L(Xs))

)
dt+ G(L(Xs))]

]
, (5.3)

where

dXs = α(s,Xs)ds + dWs, Xt ∼ m. (5.4)
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Finally, for each n we can also introduce the corresponding distributed control problem, whose
value function Vn

dist = Vn
dist(t,m) : [0, T ]× P2(R

d)n → R is defined

Vn
dist(t,m) = inf

α∈An
dist

E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

L(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xs)) + F(mn
Xs

)

)
ds+ G(mX

n
T
)

]
, (5.5)

subject to

dXi
s = αi(s,Xi

s)dt+ dW i
s , Xt ∼ m, (5.6)

where An
dist ⊂ An is the subset of distributed controls, i.e., αi(t,x) = αi(t, xi).

In order to state our main assumptions for the mean field setting, we consider the following
condition for a function f = f(m) : P2(R

d) → R:




There exists an increasing function κ : R+ → R+ such that

E

[
supm∈P2(Rd)

∣∣∣ δfδm (m, ξ1)
∣∣∣+ supm∈P2(Rd)

∣∣∣ δ2fδm2 (m, ξ1, ξ2)
∣∣∣
]
≤ κ

( ∫
Rd |x|

2dm
)
,

whenever (ξ1, ξ2) ∼ m⊗m.

(CST)

Here δ
δm denotes the linear derivative; see [8, Section 2.2.1] or [16, Section 2.1.1] for the definition.

The point of the condition (CST) is that by (the proof of) [16, Theorem 2.11] we have the estimate

|f(m)− E[f(mn
ξ )]| ≤

C

n
(5.7)

for a constant C depending on m only through its second moment, whenever ξ = (ξ1, ..., ξn) ∼ m⊗n.

Recall that a function G = G(m) : P2(R
d) → R is called displacement convex if its lift G̃ :

L2(Ω) → R given by G̃(X) = G(L(X)) is convex in the usual sense. We recall that when G is
smooth and displacement convex, its Lions derivative DmG satisfies

E

[(
DmG(L(ξ1), ξ1)−DmG(L(ξ2), ξ2)

)
· (ξ1 − ξ2)

]
≥ 0 (5.8)

for any square-integrable random variables ξ1, ξ2.
We now make the following assumption, which is a sort of symmetric version of the Assumption

3.1 used above.

Assumption 5.1. The functions L,H : Rd × R
d → R are C2 with bounded derivatives of order

two (but not necessarily of order one). Moreover L satisfies the coercivity conditions

L(x, a) ≥ −C +
1

C
|a|2, (x, a) ∈ R

d × R
d (5.9)

for some C > 0 and satisfies the spectral bound

D2L(x, a) =

(
DxxL(x, a) DxaL(x, a)
DaxL(x, a) DaaL(x, a)

)
≥ CL

(
0 0
0 Id×d

)
, for all x, a ∈ R

d (5.10)

or equivalently
(
DxL(x, a)−DxL(x̄, ā)

)
· (x− x̄) +

(
DaL

i(x, a)−DaL
i(x̄, ā)

)
· (a− ā) ≥ CL|a− ā|2, (5.11)

for all x, x̄, a, ā ∈ R
d and for some constant CL > 0. Moreover, the functions F and G are bounded

from below and displacement convex and C2 with DyDmF , DmmF , DyDmG, DmmG all bounded.
Moreover, we assume that the maps

P2(R
d)× R

d ∋ (m,x) 7→ DyDmG(m,x), P2(R
d)× R

d × R
d ∋ (m,x, y) 7→ DmmG(m,x, y)

(5.12)
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are locally α-Hölder continuous for some α ∈ (0, 1). Finally, we assume that the condition (CST)
is satisfied for f = F ,G.

For some of the results stated in the remainder of this section, we also need the following
assumption.

Assumption 5.2. The functions

f(m) = DmF(m,x), f(m) = DmG(m,x)

satisfy the condition (CST) uniformly in x, i.e. with the increasing function κ : R+ → R+ inde-
pendent of x.

In order to make our estimates explicit, we employ in this section the following notational
conventions.

Convention 5.3. We will use the notation

‖DppH‖∞ = ‖|DppH|op‖L∞(Rd×Rd),

‖DxpH‖∞ = ‖|DppH|op‖L∞(Rd×Rd),

‖DxxL‖∞ = ‖|DxxL
i|op‖L∞(Rd×Rd).

We will denote by CF and CG the constants

CF = ‖|DmmF|op‖L∞(P2(Rd)×Rd×Rd) + ‖|DyDmF|op‖L∞(P2(Rd)×Rd),

CG = ‖|DmmG|op‖L∞(P2(Rd)×Rd×Rd) + ‖|DyDmG|op‖L∞(P2(Rd)×Rd).

We denote by CS the constant

CS = CG + T (‖DxxL‖∞ + CF ),

and by CP the constant

CP =
exp

(
2T

(
‖DxpH‖∞ + ‖DppH‖∞CS

))
− 1

2
(
‖DxpH‖∞ + ‖DppH‖∞CS

) .

For m ∈ P2(R
d) with Poincaré constant c0, we denote by CP (m) the constant

CP (m) = CP + c0 exp
(
2T

(
‖DxpH‖∞ + ‖DppH‖∞CS

))
.

5.1. Convergence of the value functions. In this section, we show that V n converges to U in
a certain sense. We start by applying the estimate in Theorem 4.5 to get the following:

Corollary 5.4. Under Assumption 5.1, for each (t,m) ∈ [0, T ]× P2(R
d)n, we have

0 ≤ Vn
dist(t,m)− Vn(t,m) ≤

C(m)

n
,

with the constant C given by

C(m) =

(
T − t

2
‖DmmG‖2L∞ +

(T − t)2

4
‖DmmF‖2L∞

)
‖DppH‖∞CP (m)e(T−t)(1+2CS+2‖DxpH‖∞).

Proof. The maps Gn, Fn : (Rd)n → R given by

Gn(x) = G(mn
x), Fn(x) = F(mn

x)

are convex (since G and F are displacement convex). Moreover, the computation

DijG
n(x) =

1

n2
DmmG(x, xi, xj) +

1

n
DyDmG(mn

x, x
i)1i=j ,
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and a similar computation for Fn, easily reveal the spectral estimates

D2Gn ≤
CG

n
Ind×nd, D2Fn ≤

CF

n
Ind×nd.

Furthermore, we can estimate

n
∑

1≤i<j≤n

‖DijG
n‖2L∞ ≤

1

2n
‖DmmG‖2L∞ , n

∑

1≤i<j≤n

‖DijF
n‖2L∞ ≤

1

2n
‖DmmF‖2L∞ .

Applying Theorem 4.5 gives the result. �

It is also possible to compare Vn
dist to U , in the following sense:

Proposition 5.5. Suppose that Assumption 5.1 holds. For each m ∈ P2(R
d), there is a constant

C, depending only on the second moment of m and the constants listed in Assumption 5.1 and
Convention 5.3, such that

|Vn
dist(t,m, ...,m) − U(t,m)| ≤

C

n
.

Proof. Fix (t,m), and α = α(s, x) : [0, T ] × R
d → R be an optimizer for the mean field control

problem started from (t,m). For n ∈ N, define αn ∈ An by αn,i(s, x) = α(s, x), i.e., αn = (α, ..., α).
Let X = (X1, ...,Xn) be the corresponding state processes,

dXi
s = α(s,Xi

s)ds+ dW i
s , Xi

t ∼ m⊗n,

Furthermore, let X denote the optimal state process for the mean field control problem:

dXs = α(s,Xs)ds + dWs, Xt ∼ m.

Notice that (X1
s , ...,X

n
s ) ∼ (L(Xs))

⊗n for each s. Then we have

Vn
dist(t,m, ...,m) ≤ E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

L(Xi
s, α(s,X

i
s)) + F(mn

Xs
)

)
ds+ G(mn

XT
)

]

= E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(Xs, α(s,Xs)) + F(mn

Xs
)
)
ds + G(mX

n
T
)

]

= E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(Xs, α(s,Xs)) + F(L(Xs))

)
ds + G(L(Xs))

]

+

∫ T

t
E[F(mn

Xs
)−F(L(Xs))]ds + E[G(mn

XT
)− G(L(XT ))]

= U(t,m) +

∫ T

t
E[F(mn

Xs
)−F(L(Xs))]ds + E[G(mn

XT
)− G(L(XT ))]

It is straightforward to use the coercivity (5.9) to obtain sup0≤t≤T E|Xt|
2 < ∞. We can then apply

(5.7) to get

Vn
dist(t,m, ...,m) ≤ U(t,m) +

C

n
.

For the other direction, we note that by uniqueness (see Proposition 3.8), the optimizer for the
distributed control problem must be of the form αn = (α, ..., α) for some α : [0, T ] × R

d → R.
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Define Xi, X exactly as above. This time, we can estimate

U(t,m) ≤ E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(Xs, α(s,Xs)) + F(L(Xs))

)
ds+ G(L(Xs))

]

= E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

L(Xi
s, α(s,X

i
s)) + F(mn

Xs
)

)
ds+ G(mn

XT
)

]

+

∫ T

t
E[F(L(Xs))−F(mn

Xs
)]ds + E[G(L(XT ))− G(mn

XT
)]

= Vn
dist(t,m, ...,m) +

∫ T

t
E[F(L(Xs))−F(mn

Xs
)]ds+ E[G(L(XT ))− G(mn

XT
)]

It is again straightforward to use the coercivity (5.9) to obtain an estimate on sup0≤t≤T E|Xi
t |
2,

independent of n, so we can once again apply (5.7) to get

U(t,m) ≤ Vn
dist(t,m, ...,m) +

C

n
,

which completes the proof. �

Combining Corollary 5.4 with Proposition 5.5, we get the following rate of convergence of Vn

to U :

Theorem 5.6. Suppose that Assumption 5.1 holds. Fix m ∈ P2(R
d) satisfying a Poincaré inequal-

ity. Then there exists a constant C, depending only on the second moment and Poincaré constant
of m, and the constants listed in Assumption 5.1 and Convention 5.3, such that for each n ∈ N,

|Vn(t,m, ...,m) − U(t,m)| ≤
C

n
.

5.2. Propagation of chaos. Next, we turn to propagation of chaos. We start by introducing
some notation which will be in force throughout this subsection. We work with initial time 0 for
simplicity. We fix m ∈ P2(R

d) and for each n, we fix ξn = (ξ1, ..., ξn) such that

ξn ∼ m⊗ ...⊗m.

We let αn = (αn,1, ..., αn,n) ∈ An and αn = (αn,1, ..., αn,n) ∈ An
dist denote the optimizers for

the full-information and distributed n-particle problems (starting from m at time 0). We let

Xn = (Xn,1, ...,Xn,n) and X
n
= (X

n,1
, ...,X

n,n
) denote the corresponding optimal state processes,

i.e. the processes satisfying

Xn,i
t = ξi +

∫ t

0
αn,i(s,Xn

s )ds+W i
t ,

X
n,i
t = ξi +

∫ t

0
αn,i(s,X

n,i
s )ds+W i

t .

We view αn and αn as processes (open-loop optimizers) by setting

αn
t = αn(t,Xn

t ), αn
t = αn(t,X

n
t ).

We will also need some notation for independent copies of the mean field optimizers, which
we will denote by (αMF,i)i∈N. More precisely, for the remainder of the section we denote by
αMF = αMF(t, x) ∈ A1 the optimizer for the mean field control problem (5.3) (started at time
0 from initial measure m), and then we set

αMF,i
t = αMF(t,XMF,i

t ),
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where XMF,i solves

XMF,i
t = ξi +

∫ t

0
αMF(s,XMF,i

s )ds+W i
t .

We start with a corollary obtained by applying Theorem 4.9 in the mean field case in order to
bound the difference between αn,i and αn,i.

Corollary 5.7. Suppose that m satisfies a Poincaré inequality and Assumption 5.1 is in force.
Then, for each n ∈ N and i ∈ {1, ..., n}, we have

E

∫ T

0
|αn,i

t − αn,i
t |2 dt ≤

C(m)

n
,

where the constant C is given by

C(m) =
CPT

3‖DmmF‖2L∞

C2
L

+
2CPT‖DmmG‖2L∞

C2
L

Proof. The fact that

E

n∑

i=1

∫ T

0
|αn,i

t − αn,i
t |2 dt ≤ C(m)

follows directly from Theorem 4.9 just as Corollary 5.4 follows from Theorem 4.5. The proof is
completed by symmetry considerations. �

Corollary 5.7 compares the optimal full-information n-particle control αn to the optimal dis-
tributed n-particle control αn. We next compare αn to independent copies of the mean field
optimizers.

Proposition 5.8. Suppose that m ∈ P2(R
d) and that Assumption 5.1 is in force. Then there

is a constant C depending on m only through its second moment such that for each n ∈ N and
i ∈ {1, ..., n}

E

∫ T

0
|αn,i

t − αMF,i
t |2 dt ≤

C

n2

Proof. In this proof C denotes a constant independent of n which may change from line to line.
We know thanks to Proposition 3.5 that the distributed optimizer α satisfies

αi
t = −DpH

i(X
i
t, nY

i
t),

where (X
n
,Y

n
,Z

n
) satisfy





dX
n,i
t = αn,i

t dt+ dW i
t ,

dY
n,i
t = −

(
1

n
DxL

i
(
X

n,i
t , αn,i

t ) +
1

n
E
[
DmF(mn

X
n
t
,X

n,i
t ) |X

n,i
t

])
dt+ Z

n,i
t dW i

t ,

X
n,i
0 = ξi, Y

n,i
T = 1

nE
[
DmG(mn

X
n

T

,X
n,i
T ) |X

n,i
T

]
.

(5.13)

Meanwhile, the maximum principle for the optimal control of McKean-Vlasov dynamics (see e.g.

Theorem 4.5 in [12]) reveals that αMF,i
t satisfies

αMF,i
t = −DpH(XMF,i

t , Y MF,i
t ),

where (XMF,i
t , Y MF,i

t , ZMF,i
t ) are such that





dXMF,i
t = αMF,i

t dt+ dW i
t ,

dY MF,i
t = −

(
DxL

i
(
XMF,i

t , αMF,i
t

)
+DmF(mMF

t ,XMF,i
t )

)
dt+ ZMF,i

t dW i
t ,

XMF,i
0 = ξi, Y MF,i

T = DmG(mMF
T ,XMF,i

T ),

(5.14)
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where mMF
t is the common law of the random variables XMF,i

t . We rewrite (5.13) as




dX
n,i
t = αn,i

t dt+ dW i
t ,

dY
n,i
t = −

(
1

n
DxL

i
(
X

n,i
t , αn,i

t ) +
1

n
DmF

(
mn

t ,X
n,i
t

)
+

1

n
EF ,i

t

)
dt+ Z

n,i
t dW i

t ,

X
n,i
0 = ξi, Y

n,i
T = 1

nDmG
(
mn

T ,X
n,i
T

)
+ 1

nE
G,i
T ,

(5.15)

where mn
t is the common law of the random variables X

n,i
t and

EF ,i
t = E

[
DmF(mn

X
n
t
,X

n,
t )|X

n,i
t

]
−DmF

(
mn

t ,X
n,i
t

)
,

EG,i
T = E

[
DmG(mn

X
n

T
,X

n,
T )|X

n,i
T

]
−DmG

(
mn

T ,X
n,i
T

)
.

We note that Assumption 5.2 and (5.7) imply easily that

E|EF ,i
t |2 ≤ C/n2, E|EG,i

T |2 ≤ C/n2. (5.16)

Now set

∆Xi
t = X

n,i
t −XMF,i

t , ∆Y i
t = nY

n,i
t − Y MF,i

t , ∆αi
t = αn,i

t − αMF,i
t ,

noticing the factor of n in the definition of ∆Y i
t . We now perform a computation very similar

to the one appearing in the proof of Theorem 4.9, except instead of looking at the dynamics of∑
i∆Xi

t ·∆Y i
t , it turns out in this case we need only study the dynamics of ∆Xi

t ·∆Y i
t . Following

the computation (4.29), we find that

E

[∫ T

0

((
DaL

i(X
n,i
t , αn,i

t )−DaL
i(XMF,i

t , αMF,i
t )

)
·∆αi

t +
(
DxL

i(X
n,i
t , αn,i

t )−DxL
i(Xn,i

t , αn,i
t )

)
·∆Xi

t

+
(
DmF(mn

t ,X
n,i
t )−DmF(mMF

t ,XMF,i
t )

)
·∆Xi

t + EF ,i
t ·∆Xi

t

)
dt

]

= −E
[
∆Xi

T ·∆Y i
T

]
= −E

[(
DmG(mn

T ,X
n,i
T )−DmG(mMF

T ,XMF,i
T )

)
·∆Xi

T + EG,i
T ·∆Xi

T

]
. (5.17)

The convexity in Assumption 5.1 gives

CLE

∫ T

0
|∆αi

t|
2dt ≤ E

[ ∫ T

0

((
DaL

i(X
n,i
t , αn,i

t )−DaL
i(XMF,i

t , αMF,i
t )

)
·∆αi

t

+
(
DxL

i(X
n,i
t , αn,i

t )−DxL
i(Xn,i

t , αn,i
t )

)
·∆Xi

t

)
dt

]
.

Combining this with (5.17) and the displacement convexity of F and G (see (5.8)) gives

CLE

∫ T

0
|∆αi

t|
2dt ≤ −E

[∫ T

0
EF ,i

t ·∆Xi
tdt+ EG,i

T ·∆Xi
T

]
.

The proof is now completed by an application of Young’s inequality together with the estimates
(5.16), exactly as in the proof of Theorem 4.9. �

Combining Corollary 5.7 and Proposition 5.8 gives the main estimate of this subsection.

Theorem 5.9. Suppose that m ∈ P2(R
d) satisfies a Poincaré inequality, and that Assumptions

5.1 and 5.2 are in force. Then there is a constant C which depends on m only through its second
moment and Poincaré constant such that for each n ∈ N and i ∈ {1, ..., n},

E

∫ T

0
|αn,i

t − αMF,i
t |2 dt ≤

C

n
.
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We note that Theorem 5.9 immediately implies an estimate on XMF,i −Xn,i more in the spirit
of propagation of chaos, i.e. we get

E sup
0≤t≤T

|XMF,i
t −Xn,i

t |2 ≤
C

n
.

In particular, this implies an estimate on the k-particle marginals in the quadratic Wasserstein
distance:

W2
2

(
L
(
Xn,1

[0,T ], ....,X
n,k
[0,T ]

)
, (mMF

[0,T ])
⊗k

)
≤

Ck

n
, (5.18)

where mMF
[0,T ] = L(XMF,1

[0,T ] ) is the law of the mean field optimal state process.

Remark 5.10. As was discussed in Section 1.1.1, the two approximations U ≈ Vn
dist and Vn

dist ≈ Vn

are quite different in nature: The convergence rate of Vn
dist(t,m, . . . ,m) → U(t,m) is essentially

dictated by the convergence rate of an i.i.d. empirical measure to its limit. We obtain a bound
of O(1/n) in Proposition 5.5 because we impose smoothness assumptions on the functionals F
and G and rely on results of [16]. Under the weaker assumption that F and G are Lipschitz with
respect to a Wasserstein distance, our convergence rate for |Vdist−VMF| would be the same as that
of empirical measure of i.i.d. random variables in R

d in expected Wasserstein distance, which is
well known to deteriorate with the dimension [23]. Convexity plays very little role in Proposition
5.5. An inspection of the proof shows that convexity is used only to guarantee the existence of an
optimizer αn of (5.5) which is symmetric, i.e. such that αn,i(t, xi) = αn(t, xi) for some αn ∈ A1.
Thus if the existence of a symmetric optimizer is proved (or assumed), the conclusion of Proposition
5.5 remains valid, which reveals that the bound |Vn

dist(t,m, . . . ,m) − U(t,m)| = O(1/n) should be
expected even without convexity.

Remark 5.11. The reader may have noticed that Corollary 5.7 and Proposition 5.8 have a different
dependence on n. In particular, when translated to an estimate on the state processes, Proposition
5.8 yields

W2
2

(
L
(
X

n,1
[0,T ], ....,X

n,k
[0,T ]

)
, (mMF

[0,T ])
⊗k

)
≤

Ck

n2
, (5.19)

which shows propagation of chaos for the distributed problems with a better rate than we have
obtained in the full-information setting (Proposition 5.8). In particular, (5.19) has the same de-
pendence on n as the second author’s recent work [30] on propagation of chaos in the uncontrolled
setting. It is an open question whether the same rate can be obtained in the full-information regime,
i.e., whether or not (5.18) can be improved to O(1/n2) for each fixed k.

6. Application to heterogeneous doubly stochastic interactions

In this section, we explain the implications of the results in Section 4 for a control problem
in which interactions are governed by a graph. We work in the same filtered probability space
(Ω,F ,P,F) as in the previous section. We are given functions L : Rd×R

d → R and G1, G2, F1, F2 :
R
d → R, as well as an interaction matrix Jn which is an n × n symmetric matrix of nonnegative

entries with zeros on the diagonal. We define

Fn(x) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

F1(x
i) +

1

n

n∑

i,j=1

Jn
ijF2(x

i − xj),

Gn(x) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

G1(x
i) +

1

n

n∑

i,j=1

Jn
ijG2(x

i − xj).
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We define the Hamiltonian again by

H(x, p) = sup
a∈Rd

(
− a · p− L(x, a)

)
.

We consider the following sequence of control problems indexed by n ∈ N. The value function
of the nth control problem is the map V n = V n(t,x) : [0, T ] × (Rd)n → R given by

V n(t,x) = inf
α=(α1,...,αn)∈An

E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

L(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xs)) + Fn(Xs)

)
ds+Gn(XT )

]
, (6.1)

subject to the dynamics (5.2). We also consider as above the lift of V n, i.e. the function Vn =
Vn(t,m) : [0, T ]× P2(R

d)n → R given by

Vn(t,m) = 〈m, V n(t, ·)〉.

We define the mean field value function U = U(t,m) : [0, T ]×P2(R
d) → R exactly as in (5.3), with

the functions F and G given by

F(m) := 〈m,F1〉+

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

F2(x− y)m(dx)m(dy)

G(m) := 〈m,G1〉+

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

G2(x− y)m(dx)m(dy).

(6.2)

Finally, for each n we can also introduce the corresponding distributed control problem, whose
value function Vn

dist = Vn
dist(t,m) : [0, T ]× P2(R

d)n → R is defined

Vn
dist(t,m) = inf

α∈An
d

E

[∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

L(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xi
s)) + Fn(Xs)

)
ds+Gn(XT )

]
, (6.3)

subject to the dynamics (5.6).
We make the following assumption, similar to (5.1).

Assumption 6.1. The functions (L,H) satisfy the conditions of (5.1). The functions (F1, F2, G1, G2)

are convex and C2 with bounded derivatives of order two, and in addition G1, G2 ∈ C2,α
loc

for some
α ∈ (0, 1). The interaction matrix Jn is symmetric, has nonnegative entries and zeros on the
diagonal, and is doubly stochastic; i.e.,

∑n
j=1 J

n
ij =

∑n
j=1 J

n
ji = 1 for all i = 1, . . . , n.

Perhaps the most important point here is the assumption that Jn is doubly stochastic. This
could likely be relaxed to an approximate form, in which the empirical measure of row sums should
converge in some Wasserstein distance to δ1; we will not pursue this generalization here, but see [2]
for an implementation of this idea in the context of Ising and Potts models. The most important
special case is when Jn = An/dn, where dn ∈ N and An is the adjacency matrix of a dn-regular
graph. The following lemma proves a first remarkable point in the doubly stochastic, which is that
the distributed control problem actually coincides with the mean field one. There is a close analogy
with the identity (4.5) in [31, Proof of Theorem 2.5], which essentially covers the case F1 ≡ F2 ≡ 0
and m = δ0.

Lemma 6.2. Under Assumption 6.1, for each (t,m) ∈ [0, T ]× P2(R
d), we have

Vn
dist(t,m,m, . . . ,m) = U(t,m).

Once we know this, we deduce a convergence rate by specializing Theorem 4.5:

Corollary 6.3. Under Assumption 6.1, for each (t,m) ∈ [0, T ] × P2(R
d)n with m obeying a

Poincaré inequality, we have

0 ≤ U(t,m,m, . . . ,m)− Vn(t,m) ≤ CTr((Jn)2)/n,

where the constant C depends only on T−t, the bounds on second derivatives of (F1, F2, G1, G2, L,H),
and the Poincaré constant of m.
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Again, a typical case is when Jn
ij = An/dn, where dn ∈ N and An is the adjacency matrix of

some dn-regular graph. Then Tr((Jn)2) = n/dn, and Corollary 6.3 yields |U − Vn| ≤ C/dn, which
vanishes as long as dn → ∞. In the very sparse regime where supn dn < ∞, we do not expect the
usual mean field approximation to hold; see [32] for a discussion of dense versus sparse regimes in
the context of mean field games and control.

Proof of Corollary 6.3. In light of Lemma 6.2, it suffices to show the claim with Vn
dist in place of U .

We will check Assumption 3.1 to apply Theorem 4.5. We first check the spectral bounds on Gn,
with the bounds on Fn checked analogously. Recalling that Jn is symmetric, we compute

DijG
n(x) = −

1

n
Jn
ij

(
D2G2(x

i − xj) +D2G2(x
j − xi)

)
, i 6= j,

DiiG
n(x) =

1

n
D2G1(x

i) +
1

n

n∑

j=1

Jn
ij

(
D2G2(x

i − xj) +D2G2(x
j − xi)

)
.

For a vector z ∈ (Rd)n,

nz⊤D2Gn(x)z

=

n∑

i=1

z⊤i D
2G1(x

i)zi +

n∑

i,j=1

z⊤i J
n
ij

(
D2G2(x

i − xj) +D2G2(x
j − xi)

)
(zi − zj)

=
n∑

i=1

z⊤i D
2G1(x

i)zi +
1

2

n∑

i,j=1

(zi − zj)
⊤Jn

ij

(
D2G2(x

i − xj) +D2G2(x
j − xi)

)
(zi − zj).

Recalling that Jn
ij ≥ 0 and G2 is convex, for each (i, j) we deduce

0 ≤ (zi − zj)
⊤Jn

ij

(
D2G2(x

i − xj) +D2G2(x
j − xi)

)
(zi − zj)

≤ 2Jn
ij‖D

2G2‖∞|zi − zj |
2

≤ 4Jn
ij‖D

2G2‖∞(|zi|
2 + |zj |

2).

Recalling that
∑n

j=1 J
n
ij =

∑n
j=1 J

n
ji = 1 and G1 is convex, we deduce that

0 ≤ nD2Gn(x) ≤
(
‖D2G1‖∞ + 4‖D2G2‖∞

)
Ind×nd.

Finally, recalling the form of DijG
n for i 6= j, and that Jn

ii = 0 for all i, we have

n
∑

1≤i<j≤n

‖DijG
n‖2L∞ ≤

4

n
‖D2G2‖

2
L∞

∑

1≤i<j≤n

(Jn
ij)

2 =
4

n
‖D2G2‖

2
L∞Tr((Jn)2).

We are now in a position to apply Theorem 4.5 to complete the proof. �

Proof of Lemma 6.2. We first check the easier inequality Vn
dist(t,m,m, . . . ,m) ≤ U(t,m). Let α ∈

A
1 be any control for U . Define α = (α1, . . . , αn) ∈ An

dist by setting αi(t, xi) = α(t, xi). The
corresponding state processes X = (X1, . . . ,Xn), solving (5.2), are i.i.d. with the same law as X

solving (5.4). Let X̃ denote an independent copy of X. Then, recalling the form of G from (6.2),

G(L(XT )) = E

[
G1(XT ) +

1

n

n∑

i=1

G2(XT − X̃T )

]

= E

[
1

n

n∑

i=1

G1(XT ) +
1

n

n∑

i,j=1

Jn
ijG2(XT − X̃T )

]

= E

[
1

n

n∑

i=1

G1(X
i
T ) +

1

n

n∑

i,j=1

Jn
ijG2(X

i
T −Xj

T )

]
= E[Gn(XT )].
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Indeed, the second step comes from the assumption that the row sums of Jn are 1, and the third
from the assumption that Jn

ii = 0 for all i. Arguing similarly for F(L(Xt)), we deduce that

E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(Xs, α(s,Xs)) + F(L(Xs))

)
ds+ G(L(XT ))

]

= E

[∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

L(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xi
s)) + Fn(Xs)

)
ds+Gn(XT )

]

≥ Vn
dist(t,m,m, . . . ,m).

To prove the reverse inequality Vn
dist(t,m,m, . . . ,m) ≥ U(t,m), fix an optimal control α =

(α1, . . . , αn) ∈ An
dist. LetX = (X1, . . . ,Xn) be the corresponding state process, solving (5.2), driven

by independent Brownian motions W 1, . . . ,W n. Recall that W denotes an additional independent

Brownian motion, and fix some random variable ξ ∼ m. We now construct X = (X
1
, . . . ,X

n
) as

the solutions of

dX
i
s = αi(s,X

i
s)ds + dWs, X

i
t = ξ.

This way, X
i d
= Xi for each i = 1, . . . , n, although the X

i
are not independent. Let X̃ =

(X̃1, . . . , X̃n) be an independent copy of X = (X1, . . . ,Xn), and let X̃ = (X̃
1
, . . . , X̃

n
) be an

independent copy of X = (X
1
, . . . ,X

n
). Define

X =
1

n

n∑

i=1

X
i
, X̃ =

1

n

n∑

i=1

X̃
i
, αs =

1

n

n∑

i=1

αi(s,X
i
s).

By convexity of G2, and because Jn
ii = 0 for all i and 1

n

∑n
i,j=1 J

n
ij = 1, we have

E[Gn(XT )] = E

[
1

n

n∑

i=1

G1(X
i
T ) +

1

n

n∑

i,j=1

Jn
ijG2(X

i
T −Xj

T )

]

= E

[
1

n

n∑

i=1

G1(X
i
T ) +

1

n

n∑

i,j=1

Jn
ijG2(X

i
T − X̃

j

T )

]

≥ E

[
G1

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

X
i
T

)
+G2

(
1

n

n∑

i,j=1

Jn
ij(X

i
T − X̃

j

T )

)]

= E

[
G1(XT ) +G2(XT − X̃T )

]

= G(L(XT )).

Similarly, E[Fn(Xs)] ≥ F(L(Xs)) for each s ∈ [t, T ], and

E

[
1

n

n∑

i=1

L(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xi
s))

]
= E

[
1

n

n∑

i=1

L(X
i
s, α

i(s,X
i
s))

]
≥ E

[
L(Xs, αs)

]
.

We deduce that

Vn
dist(t,m,m, . . . ,m) = E

[ ∫ T

t

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

L(Xi
s, α

i(s,Xi
s)) + Fn(Xs)

)
ds +Gn(XT )

]

≥ E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(Xs, αs) + F(L(Xs))

)
ds+ G(L(XT ))

]
.

Now, if we could find some α ∈ A1 such that αs = α(s,Xs), then we could conclude that the
right-hand side would be at least U(t,m), completing the proof.
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It is not clear, however, that we may find such α ∈ A1 in general. But a simple approximation
will remedy this. Note that X satisfies

dXs = αsds+ dWs, X t = ξ.

Let αn
s be the projection of αs onto the ball of radius n, and define X

n
by

dX
n
s = αn

s ds+ dWs, X
n
t = ξ.

It is clear that E sups∈[t,T ] |X
n
s − Xs|

2 → 0 and E
∫ T
s |αn

s − αs|
2 ds → 0. Using continuity of

(L,F,G) along with their quadratic growth (implied by boundedness of the second derivatives), it
is straightforward to deduce that

lim
n→∞

E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(X

n
s , α

n
s ) + F(L(X

n
s ))

)
ds+ G(L(X

n
T ))

]

= E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(Xs, αs) + F(L(Xs))

)
ds + G(L(XT ))

]
.

Hence, to complete the proof, it suffices to show for each n that

E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(X

n
s , α

n
s ) + F(L(X

n
s ))

)
ds+ G(L(X

n
T ))

]
≥ U(t,m). (6.4)

To this end, let us fix n, and find a Borel measurable function α̂ : [0, T ]× R
d → R

d satisfying

α̂(s, x) = E[αn
s |X

n
s = x]. (6.5)

Indeed, a jointly measurable version exists by [5, Proposition 5.1], and we may take α̂ to be bounded
because αn is. By the Markovian projection theorem [5, Corollary 3.7], we may find a weak solution

X̂ of the SDE

dX̂s = α̂(s, X̂s)ds+ dWs,

satisfying X̂s
d
= X

n
s for all s ∈ [t, T ]. By boundedness of α̂ and a result of Veretennikov [39], this

SDE is in fact well posed in the strong sense, and so α̂ ∈ A1. Using (6.5), Fubini’s theorem, and
convexity of (L,F,G), we have

E

∫ T

t
L(X

n
s , α

n
s )ds ≥ E

∫ T

t
L(X

n
s , α̂(s,X

n
s ))ds.

Using the fact that X̂s
d
= X

n
s for all s, we deduce

E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(X

n
s , α

n
s ) + F(L(X

n
s ))

)
ds+ G(L(X

n
T ))

]

≥ E

[ ∫ T

t

(
L(X̂s, α̂(s, X̂s)) + F(L(X̂s))

)
ds+ G(L(X̂T ))

]
.

The right-hand side is at least U(t,m), and the proof of (6.4) is complete. �

7. Tradeoffs between convexity and smallness

The goal of this section is to explain how versions our main estimates can be obtained when
convexity of the data is traded for some form of smallness.

We start with an informal discussion of what results we can hope to obtain without convexity.
First, let us mention that we cannot expect versions of our main estimates to hold in general.
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Indeed, if an estimate like the one in Theorem 4.5 was obtained in a general non-convex setting, it
could be combined with the arguments from Section 5 to give an estimate of the form

|Vn
dist(t,m, ...,m) − U(t,m)| ≤

C

n
(7.1)

for mean field control problems with costs F and G which are neither convex nor displacement
convex. While no counterexample is currently known, obtaining (7.1) in the non-convex setting
would be surprising since the convergence problem for mean field control problems with non-convex
data presents serious difficulties, and the rate 1/n would be a significant improvement over existing
estimates. See [7] and the references therein for a discussion of the convergence problem for mean
field control in the non-convex setting, and [15] for results in the finite state-space setting.

Nevertheless, an inspection of the proofs of Theorems 4.5 and 4.8 show that the estimates
obtained depend on convexity of Li, F , and G only through the bound

sup
(t,x)∈[0,T ]×(Rd)n

|D2V (t,x)|op ≤
CS

n
(7.2)

which was proved in Lemma 4.10. Thus if an analogous bound on the operator norm of D2V can
be obtained without convexity, extensions of Theorems 4.5 and 4.8 would follow. This strategy can
be executed under the assumption that T is small (relative to the regularity of the data), but we
do not pursue this generalization for brevity.

We will, however, prove a version of Theorem 4.9 under the following assumption, which replaces
convexity of F and G with Lipschitz continuity, together with a smallness condition.

Assumption 7.1. The functions F,G : (Rd)n → R are bounded from below, C2 with bounded
derivatives of order 1 and 2. The functions Li,H i : Rd × R

d → R are C2 with bounded derivatives
of order two (but not necessarily of order one). Moreover Li is bounded from below and satisfies

D2Li(x, a) =

(
DxxL

i(x, a) DxaL
i(x, a)

DaxL
i(x, a) DaaL

i(x, a)

)
≥ CL

(
0 0
0 Id×d

)
, for all x, a ∈ R

d (7.3)

or equivalently
(
DxL

i(x, a) −DxL
i(x̄, ā)

)
· (x− x̄) +

(
DaL

i(x, a)−DaL
i(x̄, ā)

)
· (a− ā) ≥ CL|a− ā|2, (7.4)

for all x, x̄, a, ā ∈ R
d and for some constant CL > 0. We denote by CF and CG two constants such

that the following spectral lower bounds hold:

D2F (x) ≥ −
CF

n
Ind×nd, D2G(x) ≥ −

CG

n
Ind×nd.

Let us mention that under Assumption 7.1, the existence of a solution to the McKean-Vlasov
FBSDE (3.21) can be obtained directly from [11], and it provides a necessary condition for opti-
mality. However, without the additional convexity assumptions on F and G, it is not clear that
the maximum principle is a sufficient condition; that is, the conclusion of Proposition 3.5 holds but
not necessary the conclusion of Proposition 3.6. Thus, in the following Theorem we do not assert
the existence of an optimizer for the distributed problem, we simply show that if one exists then
it is close to the optimizer for the standard control problem (whose existence and uniqueness is
well-known under Assumption 7.1). We additionally assume a Poincaré inequality for the optimal
state process, with the subsequent Proposition 7.3 giving some sufficient conditions.

Theorem 7.2. Suppose that Assumption 7.1 holds, and that α is an optimizer for (3.22) and α

is an optimal (open loop) control for the full-information control problem. Suppose L(Xt) satisfies
a Poincaré inequality with constant CP , for each t ∈ [0, T ]. Suppose further that

1

2
CFT

2 + CGT < CL. (7.5)
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Then we have

E

∫ T

0
|αt −αt|

2dt ≤ Cn2
∑

1≤i<j≤n

(
‖DijF‖2L∞ + ‖DijG‖2L∞

)
,

where C depends only on (CP , CL, CF , CS , T ).

Proof. The start of the proof is exactly like the proof of Theorem 4.9. We denote by (X,Y,Z) the
solution of (3.20) such that αi = −DpH

i(Xi, NY i) and by (X,Y,Z) the solution of (3.21) such

that α = −DpH
i(X

i
, NY

i
). Finally, we set mt = (L(X

1
t ), ...,L(X

n
t )), and set

∆Xt = Xt −Xt, ∆Yt = Yt −Yt, ∆αt = αt −αt.

As in the proof of Theorem 4.9, we study the dynamics of the process ∆Xt∆Yt to get

E

∫ T

0

(
1

n

(
DaL

i(X
i
t, α

i
t)−DaL

i(Xi
t , α

i
t)
)
·∆αi

t +
1

n

(
DxL

i(X
i
t, α

i
t)−DxL

i(Xi
t , α

i
t)
)
·∆Xi

t

+
(
DiF (Xt)−DiF (Xt)

)
·∆Xi

t + EF,i
t ·∆Xi

t

)
dt

= −E
[
∆Xi

T ·∆Y i
T

]
= −E

[
∆Xi

T · (DiG(XT )−DiG(XT )) + EG,i
T ·∆Xi

T

]
.

where EF,i
t and EG,i

T are defined as in the proof of Theorem 4.9 and satisfy

E|EF,i
t |2 ≤ CPE[

∑

j 6=i

|DijF (Xt)|
2], (7.6)

E|EG,i
T |2 ≤ CPE[

∑

j 6=i

|DijGXT )|
2]. (7.7)

Unlike in the proof of Theorem 4.9, this time we cannot use convexity of F and G to control the
DiF and DiG terms. Instead, summing over i and using Assumption 7.1 only leads to

CL

n
E

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt ≤ E

[∫ T

0
|∆Xt||E

F
t |dt+ |∆XT ||E

G
T |

]

−
n∑

i=1

E

[ ∫ T

0
∆Xi

t · (DiF (Xt)−DiF (Xt)) dt−∆Xi
t · (DiG(XT )−DiG(XT ))

]

≤
δ

2n
E

∫ T

0
|∆Xt|

2dt+
ǫ

2n
E|∆XT |

2 +
n

2δ
E

∫ T

0
|EF

t |
2dt+

n

2ǫ
E|EG

T |
2

+
CF

n
E

∫ T

0
|∆Xt|

2dt+
CG

n
E|∆XT |

2, (7.8)

for any δ, ǫ > 0. We use the estimates

E|∆Xt|
2 ≤ tE

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt, (7.9)

E

∫ T

0
|∆Xt|

2dt ≤
T 2

2
E

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt. (7.10)

to get

CL

n
E

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt ≤

(
T 2δ

4n
+

Tǫ

2n
+

CFT
2

2n
+

CGT

n

)
E

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt

+
n

2δ
E

∫ T

0
|EF

t |
2dt+

n

2ǫ
E|EG

T |
2.



APPROXIMATELY OPTIMAL DISTRIBUTED CONTROLS 47

Using the Assumption (7.5), we may choose ǫ, δ sufficiently small so that C < CL, where C is
defined by

C =
T 2δ

4
+

Tǫ

2
+

CFT
2

2
+ CGT.

This leads to

CL − C

n
E

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt ≤
n

2δ
E

∫ T

0
|EF

t |
2dt+

n

2ǫ
E|EG

T |
2.

Recalling the estimates (7.6) and (7.7) completes the proof. �

Of course, for this result to be useful, one needs a (dimension-free) estimate on the Poincaré
constant of the optimally controlled state process, without relying on convexity as in the proof of
Lemma 4.12. The following Proposition gives such a result, under the assumption that

‖DiF‖L∞ ≤
C0

n
, ‖DiiF‖L∞ ≤

C0

n
,

‖DiG‖L∞ ≤
C0

n
, ‖DiiG‖L∞ ≤

C0

n

(7.11)

for each i = 1, ..., n, and

|DxH
i(x, 0)| ≤ C0, x ∈ R

d (7.12)

for some constant C0. Note that these conditions are all satisfied in the mean field case for functions
with bounded first and second derivatives; e.g., if F (x) = F(mn

x
) then ‖DiF‖∞ ≤ 1

n‖DmF‖∞.

Proposition 7.3. Suppose that Assumption 7.1 is in force and that (7.11) and (7.12) hold. Let α
be an optimizer for (3.22), and let X be the corresponding state process. Then there is a constant
CP depending only on C0, ‖DxxH‖∞, ‖DxpH‖∞, ‖DppH‖∞, d, and T such that L(Xt) satisfies the
Poincaré inequality with constant CP , for each 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

Proof. In this proof, C denotes a constant which may change from line to line but depends only
on the parameters stated in the Proposition 7.3. For simplicity, we give the proof in the special
case d = 1, the argument in the general case is the same but more notationally intensive. We also
assume that DV and D2V are both C1,2, an assumption which is easily removed by a mollification
argument as in the proof of Theorem 4.5.

We use again the observation that the optimal control αmust satisfy αi(t, x) = −DpH
i(x, nDvi(t, x))

for some solution vi to the equation (3.19). Fixing i and setting w1 = Dvi, we differentiate (3.19)
in space to get

{
−∂tw

1 −∆w1 + 1
nDxH

i(x, nw1) +DpH
i(x, nw1)Dw1 = DF i(t, x), (t, x) ∈ [0, T ) × R

d,

w1(T, x) = DGi(t, x).

Recalling that dXi
t = αi

tdt+ dW i
t , we see that Y 1

t := w1(t,Xi
t ) and Z1

t := Dw1(t,Xi
t) satisfy

dY 1
t =

(
1

n
DxH

i(Xi
t , nY

1
t )−DF i(t,Xi

t )

)
dt+ Z1

t dW
i
t ,

with terminal condition YT = DiG(Xi
T ). Since |DiG| ≤ C0/n, |DiF | ≤ C0/n, and | 1nDxH

i(Xi
t , nYt)| ≤

C0/n + ‖DxpH
i‖∞Y i

t , a standard BSDE argument (expanding d|Yt|
2) gives

∥∥∥∥E
[ ∫ T

t
|Z1

s |
2ds

∣∣∣Ft

]∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤
C

n2
, ∀t ∈ [0, T ]. (7.13)
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Now we differentiate the PDE again to find that w2 := D2vi satisfies




−∂tw
2 −∆w2 + 1

nDxxH
i(x, nw1) +DpH

i(x, nw1)Dw2

+2DxpH
i(x, nDvi)w2 + nDppH

i(x, nw1)|w2|2 = D2F i(t, x), (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× R
d,

w2(T, x) = D2Gi(x), x ∈ R
d.

Thus the processes Y 2 = w2(t,Xt) and Z2 = Dw2(t,Xt) satisfy

dY 2
t =

(
1

n
DxxH

i(x, nY 1
t ) + 2DxpH

i(x, nY 1
t )Y

2
t + nDppH

i(x, nY 1
t )|Z

1|2 −D2F i(t,Xt)

)
dt+ Z2

t dW
i
t ,

with terminal condition Y 2
T = D2Gi(Xi

T ). Integrating and taking conditional expectations gives

Y 2
t = E

[
D2G(T,Xi

T )−

∫ T

t

(
1

n
DxxH

i(Xi
s, nY

i
s )

+ 2DxpH
i(Xi

s, nY
1
s )Y

2
s + nDppH

i(Xi
s, nY

1
s )|Z

1
s |

2 −D2F i(s,Xi
s)

)
ds

∣∣∣Ft

]
. (7.14)

Using (7.13) we have

E

[ ∫ T

t
nDppH

i(Xi
s, nY

i
s )|Z

1
s |

2 ds
∣∣∣Ft

]
≤

C

n
,

and also by (7.11) and (7.12) we have

‖D2F i(t,Xt)‖L∞ ≤ C0/n, ‖D2Gi(t,Xt)‖L∞ ≤ C0/n.

Thus from (7.14) and Gronwall’s inequality we get the estimate |Y 2
t | ≤ C/n for all t a.s., from

which we infer ‖D2vi‖L∞ ≤ C/n. The proof is completed by differentiating the optimal control αi,
to find

Dαi(t, x) = −DxpH
i(x, nDvi(t, x)) − nDppH

i(x, nDvi(t, x))D2vi(t, x) ≤ C,

and then applying Lemma 4.12. �

Appendix A. Well-posedness of maximum principle FBSDE

This appendix contains a proof of Proposition 3.7, which states that the McKean-Vlasov FBSDE
(3.7) in fact has a unique solution under Assumption 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.7. For uniqueness, we assume that we have two solutions (X,Y,Z) and
(X,Y,Z). Let ∆X = X − X and ∆Y = Y − Y. Moreover, we set αi

t = −DpH
i(Xi

t , nY
i
t ),

αi
t = −DpH

i(X
i
t, nY

i
t), and ∆α = α − α. Let (F i

t )t∈[0,T ] denote the filtration generated by

(W i
t )t∈[0,T ]. We compute

d(∆Xi
t ·∆Y i

t ) =

(
∆Y i

t ∆αi
t −

1

n
(DxL

i(Xi
t , α

i
t)−DxL

i(X
i
t, αt)) ·∆Xi

t

− E[DiF (Xt)−DiF (Xt) | F
i
t ] ·∆Xi

t

)
dt+ dM i

t

=

(
−

1

n
(DaL

i(Xi
t , α

i
t)−DaL

i(X
i
t, α

i
t)) ·∆αi

t −
1

n
(DxL

i(Xi
t , α

i
t)−DxL

i(X
i
t, αt)) ·∆Xi

t

− E[DiF (Xt)−DiF (Xt) | F
i
t ] ·∆Xi

t

)
dt+ dM i

t
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with M i being a martingale. Here we have used the fact that αi
t maximizes a 7→ −a ·nY i

t −Li(Xi
t , a)

so that Y i
t = − 1

nDaL
i(Xi

t , α
i
t), and likewise αi

t = − 1
nDaL

i(X
i
t, α

i
t). We have also used the identities

F i(Xi
t ,mt) = E[DiF (Xt) |X

i
t ] = E[DiF (Xt) | F

i
t ],

the first coming from the definition of F i, and the second from the independence of (Xj)j 6=i and
F i
t -measurability of Xi

t . Integrating, summing over i, and taking expectations, we get

CLE

∫ T

0
|∆αt|

2dt

≤ −E

[ ∫ T

0

n∑

i=1

E[DiF (Xt)−DiF (Xt) | F
i
t ] ·∆Xi

t dt+

n∑

i=1

(
E[DiG(XT )−DiF (XT ) | F

i
T ] ·∆Xi

T

)]

= −E

[ ∫ T

0

n∑

i=1

(DiF (Xt)−DiF (Xt)) ·∆Xi
t dt+

n∑

i=1

(DiG(XT )−DiG(XT )) ·∆Xi
T

]

≤ 0,

so that ∆α = 0. But once we know that ∆α = 0, clearly ∆X = 0, which easily implies that in fact
(X,Y,Z) = (X,Y,Z).

Now we turn to existence. If in addition to Assumption 3.1 we assume that F and G are Lips-
chitz, then existence follows directly from the main result of [11]. When F and G are not Lipschitz
but are convex with bounded second derivatives, as in Assumption 3.1, we can approximate F and
G by sequences F (k), G(k) in such a way that

(1) F (k) and G(k) are in C2((Rd)n) and Lipschitz

(2) 0 ≤ D2F (k) ≤ C, 0 ≤ D2G(k) ≤ C, for each k ∈ N and some C independent of k

(3) F (k) and G(k) are bounded from below, uniformly in k
(4) F = F (k) and G = G(k) on the ball of radius k in (Rd)n.

Then we can, for each k ∈ N, produce a triple (X(k),Y(k),Z(k)) satisfying





dX
(k),i
t = −DpH

i(X
(k),i
t , NY

(k),i
t )dt+ dW i

t , ,

dY
(k),i
t = −

(
1
nDxL

i
(
X

(k),i
t ,−DpH

i(X
(k),i
t , NY

(k),i
t )

)
+ F (k),i(X

(k),i
t ,m

(k)
t )

)
dt+ Z

(k),i
t dW i

t ,

X
(k),i
0 = ξi, Y i

T = G(k),i(X
(k),i
T ,m

(k)
t ),

(A.1)
where

m
(k)
t = (L(X

(k),1
t ), ...,L(X

(k),n
t )),

and with F (k),i,G(k),i : Rd ×P2(R
d)n → R

d given by

F (k),i(x,m(k)) = 〈m(k),−i,DiF
(k)〉(x), G(k),i(x,m(k)) = 〈m(k),−i,DiG

(k)〉(x)

Our goal will be to show that the sequence (X(k),Y(k),Z(k)) is Cauchy in S2 × S2 × L2, which
will clearly imply existence. In fact to do this we will introduce an additional assumption, namely
that ξi ∈ Lp for some p > 2. We will later remove this assumption by approximation. We set

α
(k),i
t = −DpH

i(X
(k),i
t , nY

(k),i
t ), and for k, j ∈ N, we set ∆j,kX = X(j) − X(k), and likewise for

∆j,kY, ∆j,kα, ∆j,kZ. By expanding d(∆j,kX · ∆j,kY) exactly as in the uniqueness argument
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above, we obtain the estimate

CLE

∫ T

0
|∆j,kαt|

2dt ≤ E

[ ∫ T

0

n∑

i=1

∆j,kXi
t · (F

(j),i(X
(k),i
t ,m

(k)
t )−F (k),i(X

(k),i
t ,m

(k)
t ))

)
dt

+

n∑

i=1

∆j,kXi
T · (G(j),i(X

(k),i
T ,m

(k)
t )− G(k),i(X

(k),i
t ,m

(k)
t ))

]
(A.2)

Applying Young’s inequality to (A.2) together with the observation ∆j,kXi
t =

∫ t
0 ∆

j,kαi
t dt, we find

a constant C independent of k and j with the property that

E

∫ T

0
|∆j,kαt|

2dt ≤ CE

[∫ T

0

n∑

i=1

|F (j),i(X
(k),i
t ,m

(j)
t )−F (k),i(X

(k),i
t ,m

(k)
t )|2 dt

+

n∑

i=1

|G(j),i(X
(k),i
T ,m

(j)
T )− G(k),i(X

(k),i
t ,m

(k)
T )|2

]

= CE

[∫ T

0

n∑

i=1

|E[DiF
(j)(X

(k)
t )−DiF

(k)(X
(k)
t ) | F i

t ]|
2 dt

+
n∑

i=1

|E[DiG
(j)(X

(k)
T )−DiG

(k)(X
(k)
T ) | F i

T ]|
2

]

≤ CE

[∫ T

0

n∑

i=1

|DiF
(j)(X

(k)
t )−DiF

(k)(X
(k)
t )|2 dt

+

n∑

i=1

|DiG
(j)(X

(k)
t )−DiG

(k)(X
(k)
t )|2

]

≤ CE

[∫ T

0
(1 + |X

(k)
t |2)1

{|X
(k)
t |≥k∧j}

dt+ (1 + |X
(k)
T |2)1

{|X
(k)
T

|≥k∧j}

]
. (A.3)

It is easy to see that

‖∆j,kX‖S2 + ‖∆j,kY‖S2 + ‖∆j,kZ‖L2 ≤ C‖∆j,kα‖L2 ,

so in fact (A.3) shows that the sequence (X(k),Y(k),Z(k)) is Cauchy as soon as we show that

E

[∫ T

0
(1 + |X

(k)
t |2)1

{|X
(k)
t |≥k}

dt+ (1 + |X
(k)
T |2)1

{|X
(k)
T

|≥k}

]
k→∞
−−−→ 0,

which in turn would follow (from a uniform integrability argument) from the estimate

sup
k

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T
|X

(k)
t |p

]
< ∞, (A.4)

for some p > 2. To do this, we first note that applying (A.2) with k = 1 shows already the weaker
estimate

sup
k

E

[
sup

0≤t≤T
|X

(k)
t |2

]
< ∞. (A.5)

From this, we can see that the functions

F (k),i(·) = 〈m(k),−i, F 〉, G(k),i(·) = 〈m(k),−i, G〉
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satisfy

|F (k),i(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|2), |DF (k),i(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|), |D2F (k),i(x)| ≤ C,

|G(k),i(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|2), |DG(k),i(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|), |D2G(k),i(x)| ≤ C, (A.6)

for some C independent of k. But now from Lemma 4.11, we know that

α
(k),i
t = −DpH

i(X
(k),i
t , nDv(k),i(t,X

(k),i
t )),

where v(k),i satisfies the PDE{
−∂tv

(k),i −∆v(k),i + 1
nH

i(x, nDv(k),i) = F (k),i(t, x), (t, x) ∈ [0, T ) × R
d,

v(k),i(T, x) = Gi(x), x ∈ R
d.

From (A.6) we deduce that the v(k),i satisfy

|Dv(k),i(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|)

for some constant C independent of k, and so for each k we have |α
(k),i
t | ≤ C(1 + |X

(k),i
t |). Since

dX
(k),i
t = α

(k),i
t dt+ dW i

t and X
(k),i
0 = xi, from here it is standard to show that (A.4) holds.

This completes the proof in the special case that ξi ∈ Lp for some p > 2. To remove this
additional assumption, we again approximate (and here we recycle notation from earlier in the
proof), solving for each k ∈ N the equation





dX
(k),i
t = −DpH

i(X
(k),i
t , NY

(k),i
t )dt+ dW i

t , ,

dY
(k),i
t = −

(
1
nDxL

i
(
X

(k),i
t ,−DpH

i(X
(k),i
t , NY

(k),i
t )

)
+ F (k),i(X

(k),i
t ,m

(k)
t )

)
dt+ Z

(k),i
t dW i

t ,

X
(k),i
0 = ξ(k),i, Y i

T = G(k),i(X
(k),i
T ,m

(k)
t ),

(A.7)

with ξ(k),i = ξi1|ξi|≤k. Defining ∆j,kα, ∆j,kX, ∆j,kY , exactly as above, the same computation

(expanding the dynamics of ∆j,kX ·∆j,kY this time reveals

E

[∫ T

0
|∆j,kαt|

2dt

]
≤ CE[|∆j,kξ||∆j,kY0|].

Applying Hölder’s inequality to the right-hand side and using the fact that the sequence Y
(k)
0 is

bounded in L2 shows that the sequence of solutions in Cauchy, allowing us to pass to the limit and
complete the proof. �
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[27] N. Gozlan and C. Léonard. Transport inequalities. a survey. arXiv preprint arXiv:1003.3852, 2010.
[28] D. Lacker. Limit theory for controlled McKean–Vlasov dynamics. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization,

55(3):1641–1672, 2017.
[29] D. Lacker. On the convergence of closed-loop Nash equilibria to the mean field game limit. The Annals of Applied

Probability, 30(4):1693–1761, 2020.
[30] D. Lacker. Hierarchies, entropy, and quantitative propagation of chaos for mean field diffusions, 2021.
[31] D. Lacker, S. Mukherjee, and L. C. Yeung. Mean field approximations via log-concavity. arXiv preprint

arXiv:2206.01260, 2022.
[32] D. Lacker and A. Soret. A case study on stochastic games on large graphs in mean field and sparse regimes.

Mathematics of Operations Research, 47(2):1530–1565, 2022.
[33] D. Lacker and A. Soret. A label-state formulation of stochastic graphon games and approximate equilibria on

large networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.09642, 2022.
[34] J.-M. Lasry and P.-L. Lions. Mean field games. Japanese journal of mathematics, 2(1):229–260, 2007.
[35] J.-L. Lions. The optimal control of distributed systems. Russian Mathematical Surveys, 28(4):13, 1973.
[36] R. I. Oliveira and G. H. Reis. Interacting diffusions on random graphs with diverging average degrees: Hydro-

dynamics and large deviations. Journal of Statistical Physics, 176(5):1057–1087, 2019.
[37] H. Pham. Continuous-time stochastic control and optimization with financial applications, volume 61. Springer

Science & Business Media, 2009.
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