arXiv:2403.12829v1 [math.AP] 19 Mar 2024

KINETIC-TYPE MEAN FIELD GAMES WITH NON-SEPARABLE LOCAL HAMILTONIANS

DAVID M. AMBROSE, MEGAN GRIFFIN-PICKERING, AND ALPÁR R. MÉSZÁROS

Abstract. We prove well-posedness of a class of kinetic-type Mean Field Games, which typically arise when agents control their acceleration. Such systems include independent variables representing the spatial position as well as velocity. We consider non-separable Hamiltonians without any structural conditions, which depend locally on the density variable. Our analysis is based on two main ingredients: an energy method for the forward-backward system in Sobolev spaces, on the one hand and on a suitable vector field method to control derivatives with respect to the velocity variable, on the other hand. The careful combination of these two techniques reveals interesting phenomena applicable for Mean Field Games involving general classes of drift-diffusion operators and nonlinearities. While many prior existence theories for general mean field games systems take the final datum function to be smoothing, we can allow this function to be non-smoothing, i.e. also depending locally on the final measure. Our well-posedness results hold under an appropriate smallness condition, assumed jointly on the data.

1. Introduction

Mean Field Games (MFGs) models were first proposed around the mid 2000s in the seminal works of Lasry–Lions ([49, 50]) and Huang–Malhamé–Caines ([44]). The objective of both groups was to characterize limits of Nash equilibria for stochastic N-player games, when N → +∞. A natural way to analyze MFGs is via a coupled system of forward-backward nonlinear PDEs: a Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equation describing the evolution of the value function of a representative agent and a Kolmogorov–Fokker–Planck (KFP) equation describing the evolution of the agent population density.

In this paper we consider the following kinetic-type MFG system:

(1.1) −∂_tu(t, z) − v · D_xu(t, z) −^1_2 Δ_vu(t, z) − ϵH(t, z, m(t, z), D_v u(t, z)) = 0, ∂_tm(t, z) + v · D_xm(t, z) −^1_2 Δ_vm(t, z) + ϵ div_v (mD_pH(t, z, m(t, z), D_v u(t, z))) = 0, u(T, z) = δg(z, m_T (z)), m(0, z) = m^0(z),

where the two PDEs are posed over the domain (0, T ) × M × R^d , where M is either the ddimensional flat torus T^d or the whole d-dimensional Euclidean space R^d , and T > 0 stands for a given time horizon. Throughout the paper we use the short notation z := (x, v) ∈ M × R^d to denote the position and velocity of the agents.

The data consist of m^0 ∈ P(M × R^d ) ∩ H^s(M × R^d ) which stands for the initial agent distribution (a probability measure, whose density is taken in a suitable Sobolev space), a Hamiltonian H : (0, T )×M × R^d ×[0, +∞)×R^d → R and a final cost function g : M × R^d ×[0, +∞) → R. The penultimate variable in the domain of definition of H is the placeholder for the density variable and the last variable stands for the placeholder of the gradient of the value function with respect to v. Similarly, the last variable in the domain of definition for g is a placeholder for m(T, x, v). We emphasize at this point that both H and g are considered to depend locally on the density variable m, i.e. we always evaluate them at m(t, x, v). We have placed two parameters ϵ, δ > 0 in front of H and g, respectively to emphasize that the ‘size’ of the Hamiltonian and final cost function can be tuned. In particular, in this paper we seek to prove a local well-posedness result for (1.1) in suitable Sobolev spaces H^s(M × R^d ) and we will achieve these under suitable smallness conditions on these data and the additional parameters. 1

Literature review. Most of the well-posedness theories for MFGs assume a structural condition on the Hamiltonian, specifically that H is additively separable: in the current context, the separability assumption would look like H(t, x, v, D_v u) = H_0(t, x, v, D_v u) − F (t, x, v, m), for some H_0 and F . The first of these, H_0, would again be known as the Hamiltonian, and the second of these, F, would be known as the coupling function or running cost. Frequently the Hamiltonian H_0 is then assumed to be convex in the variable which stands for the generalized momentum and the coupling function is assumed to be monotone.

Examples of well-posedness theories under these separability assumptions for the MFG PDE system (in the usual, non-kinetic setting, i.e. without the presence of the velocity variables, and when Hamiltonians depend locally on the density variable) are [5, 18, 26, 27, 35, 37, 36, 49, 50, 57, 62]. For a relatively complete literature review on these models we refer to the lecture notes [20].

Many important models of MFGs arising in applications in fact involve non-separable Hamiltonians, such as the model of household wealth and savings [1], models for natural resource extraction [22], and models of traffic flow with congestion effects [4, 33, 38]. There are many fewer well-posedness theories for MFGs involving non-separable Hamiltonians; without the structure afforded by these assumptions, smallness assumptions are typically relied upon to prove existence and uniqueness results. The first author proved existence of solutions for MFGs with data in spaces related to the Wiener algebra in [6] and with data in Sobolev spaces [8] (see also [9]), and the authors of [25] have proved similar results. Other than these general existence theorems, there are also existence theorems for mean field games with non-separable Hamiltonians for specific applications [4, 7, 33, 38, 39]. When Hamiltonians and final data functions are nonlocal and regularizing in the measure variable, such well-posedness theories have been settled for short time (cf. [21, 17]). The only global in time well-posedness results involving non-separable nonlocal Hamiltonians are in the displacement monotone setting, obtained in [32, 56, 10].

The present work is the first to provide existence theory for kinetic-type mean field games with non-separable Hamiltonians that depend locally on the measure variable. In contrast to many results for MFGs in the literature, we will consider non-smoothing final data functions, g. The work [25] on existence theory for non-separable MFGs (with local Hamiltonians) used smoothing final data functions and alluded to the need for an additional smallness condition if this functions were instead non-smoothing. In [8], through the bulk of the work smoothing final cost functions were used, but this additional smallness condition was specified in remarks at the end. In the present work, we use from the beginning a non-smoothing g and deal clearly with the smallness conditions which are therefore needed for the argument.

Kinetic-type MFG have been considered relatively recently in the literature. These models are prototypical examples for MFGs where the agents are subject to general control systems in their individual optimization problems. In particular, such models have been first considered in the setting when agents control their acceleration. In the setting of regularizing separable Hamiltonians and final cost functions, such models (with control on the agents’ acceleration or in the case of more general linear control systems) have been intensively studied recently in [2, 3, 11, 16, 19, 28, 30, 34, 53, 54, 55].

To the best of our knowledge, kinetic-type MFGs models involving Hamiltonians depending locally on the measure variable, have been considered in only two papers in the past. In [40], the second and third authors proposed a variational framework to deal with first order models, while in [58] the author studied weak and renormalized solutions in the case of separable Hamiltonians.

Our contributions in this paper. The main theorem of this paper can be formulated in an informal way as follows (we refer to Theorem 4.2 for the precise statement).

Theorem 1.1. Let H and g satisfy suitable regularity assumptions. Let m^0 ∈ H^s_z (M × R^d ) be given, where s is an integer such that s > d+1. Then there exist ϵ_∗ > 0, δ_∗ > 0, T_∗ > 0 such that, for all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ_∗), δ ∈ (0, δ_∗), T ∈ (0, T_∗), the Mean Field Games system (1.1) has a unique solution (u, m) ∈ (C^0_t ([0, T ]; H^s_z (M × R^d )))^2 for which (D_vu, D_v m) ∈ (L^2_t ([0, T ]; H^s_z (M × R^d ; R^d )))^2. If in addition s > d + 2, this solution is classical.

The parameters (ϵ_∗, δ_∗, T_∗) can be made explicit given H, g, and ‖m^0‖_Hs_z .

To prove Theorem 1.1 we proceed along a somewhat similar program as for the proof of existence and uniqueness of solutions to non-kinetic non-separable mean field games in [8]. However, along the way we need to develop new techniques to account for additional difficulties.

A central issue is the differing roles of derivatives in the v-variables versus those with respect to the x-variables: the diffusion is degenerate, acting in the v directions only, while x derivatives D_x appear only through the transport operator ∂_t + v · D_x. In order to obtain suitable energy estimates on solutions we therefore require new methods compared to [8]. The specific technique that we use is to measure H^s regularity in z using a modified norm, which varies over time t in a manner adapted to the transport—see Subsection 2.2. The use of such modified quantities (variously described depending on context as energies, entropies, or Lyapunov functionals) is long established and ubiquitously used in the literature on kinetic equations to obtain well-posedness results and regularization and decay estimates (see e.g. [46, 65, 41, 42]). Our presentation is phrased in terms of a family of vector fields that commute with the transport operator, taking inspiration from the approach of [64] to the study of small data solutions for for the Vlasov– Poisson system by an adaptation to the setting of transport equations of the vector field method for wave equations [47]; see also [29, 52, 23, 24, 14, 12] for applications of vector field methods to stability/decay results for other kinetic models from mathematical physics.

The spatial domain in [8] was taken to be the torus, which is of course compact; this provided the possibility of using compactness to prove convergence of an iterative scheme and construct solutions. In the present work, however, the velocity variable v cannot be taken to be from a compact domain. We therefore replace the compactness argument with a Banach fixed point argument; we use energy estimates to find a smallness condition such that a contraction mapping exists between suitably chosen function spaces. Moreover, we are required to prove additional estimates as compared to [8], to ensure that the solutions are controlled at large velocities.

Remark 1. (1) In this paper we consider Hamiltonians and final data functions that depend locally on the density variable. Our approach, however, under suitable similar assumptions would also result in a well-posedness theory in cases where the data involve nonlocal (or both local and nonlocal) dependence on the measure variable. See Subsection 3.2 for further discussion on this point.

(2) We chose the differential operator present in (1.1), as this arises in models where agents control their acceleration. However, the very same techniques that we develop here would apply to a more general class of MFGs systems.

For example, our approach can immediately be applied to models in which players’ individual control system is a linear system of the form

(1.2) dZ_t = (BZ_t + Πα_t) dt + σ dW_t,

where the state variable Z_t ∈ R^n , α_t ∈ R^n represents the control variable, W is an n-dimensional Brownian motion, and B, Π, σ ∈ R^{n×n} are constant matrices, such that Π is of rank k (with possibly k < n), and σ is such that |σ^⊤ξ|^2 ≥ c_0|Π^⊤ξ|^2 for some c_0 > 0 for all ξ ∈ R^n . This corresponds to a MFG system of the form { −∂_tu − (Bz) · D_zu −^1_2 σσ^⊤ : D^2_z u + H(t, z, m, Π^⊤D_zu) = 0,

∂_tm + div_z(Bzm) −^1_2 D^2_z : (σσ^⊤m) + div_z(mΠD_pH(t, z, m, Π^⊤D_zu)) = 0,

supplemented with suitable initial and final conditions. It would also be possible to generalise the method to general drifts and non-constant diffusion matrices. The key condition is that the diffusion term should be coercive in the same directions of D_z as those upon which the Hamiltonian H depends.

We emphasise that here we do not impose any hypoellipticity condition on the diffusion operator (i.e. (parabolic) Hörmander/Kalman rank condition), although for the kinetic case ∂_t + v · D_x −^1_2 Δ_v this is satisfied. It has been known since the celebrated work of Hörmander [43] that diffusion equations of the form

(1.3) ∂_tm − V_0m − 1 2 l∑ i=1 V^2_i m = f, z ∈ R^n , where V_0, . . . , V_l are C^1 vector fields, enjoy smoothing properties under a non-degeneracy condition on the vector fields. Namely, defining V_0 := {V_1, . . . , V_l} , V_j := V_{j−1} ∪ {[W, V_j ] : j ≥ 0, W ∈ V_{j−1}} , the diffusion equation (1.3) is hypoelliptic if the vector fields ⋃ j V_j span R^n at every point z of the state space. In the constant coefficient case (1.2), this is equivalent to the Kalman rank condition that the matrix (Π, BΠ, . . . B^{n−1}Π) is of full rank n.

The gain of regularity in m compared to f varies depending on the direction in which derivatives are taken, according to the type of commutators required to produce that direction [63]. In particular, directions involving commutators with the drift field V_0 gain strictly less than one derivative. For example, in the case of the operator ∂_t +v·D_x −^1_2 Δ_v appearing in the MFG system (1.1), we would expect to have at most H^{s+1/3}_x estimates for a solution with H^s_{x,v} data and H^s_xH^{s−1}_v source [31, 63, 15, 61]. On the other hand, since the Hamiltonian in a Mean Field Game would not be expected to be regularising with respect to the momentum variable, the nonlinearities in the corresponding Mean Field Games system lose a full derivative Π^⊤D_zu on the value function in the control directions. This loss would not be compensated by the fractional gain of regularity arising from the hypoellipticity property. For this reason we impose the restriction that the control directions and diffusive directions should be aligned.

It is interesting to notice that in [28], where Hörmander-type operators with no drift V_0 ≡ 0 are considered, the authors similarly assume that the Hamiltonian depends on a subgradient given by the V_0 directions. Although this philosophy is similar in spirit to ours, [28] used completely different techniques from ours, as the model problem there is time independent and the dependence of the Hamiltonian on the measure variable was assumed to be regularizing.

(3) At no point in our analysis do we really use the fact that the Hamiltonian H appearing in the HJB equation is necessarily related to the drift involving D_pH in the KFP equation. Indeed, the very same techniques developed in this paper apply to systems of the form { −∂_tu − (Bz) · D_zu −^1_2 σσ^⊤ : D^2_z u + H[m, Π^⊤D_zu] = 0, ∂_tm + div_z(Bzm) −^1_2 D^2_z : (σσ^⊤m) + div_z(ΠJ [m, Π^⊤D_zu]) = 0,

equipped with suitable initial and terminal conditions. Here H is a scalar valued operator, while J is a vector valued operator, acting between suitable function spaces, and satisfying our standing assumptions. Such systems should remind the reader of the so-called extended mean field games, introduced recently in [51] (see also [60, 59]). Therefore, our main results hold true for a suitable class of extended MFG models, involving a general class of drift-diffusion operators described above. Interestingly, [28] also studied in fact an extended MFG system, as there also the Hamiltonian is not necessarily related to the drift operator appearing in the KFP equation.

(4) We would like to emphasize once more that it is purely for pedagogical considerations that we restrict our study to systems of the form (1.1). It would be without too much philosophical difficulty (but at the price of a much heavier technical language) to extend our main results to more general systems described above. At some crucial places in our analysis below, we have emphasized what would change if one would consider a more general scenario, i.e. when involving state equations of the form (1.2).

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we begin by listing some notation, our standing assumptions, and other preliminaries including definitions of function spaces and norms and useful estimates. These estimates include bounds related to the method of vector fields we use, as well as technical composition estimates in Sobolev spaces. These will serve as building blocks for the steps leading to the proof of our main theorem. In Section 3, we provide a number of estimates for a prototypical linear degenerate diffusion equation (with source), which will be used later to define a map that we will employ in a fixed point argument. Specifically, in Subsection 3.1 we provide estimates for solutions of a single initial value problem, and the corresponding terminal value problem. Then, in Subsection 3.2 we set up a system of linear equations with source whose solution map will form the basis of our fixed point argument. In Section 4 we show that, for a suitable range of the parameters (δ, ϵ, T ) this map is indeed a contraction on a complete metric space, proving our main theorem, Theorem 1.1, on existence and uniqueness of solutions of (1.1). Finally, in Appendix A we give the technical proof of an important estimate.

2. Standing assumptions and preliminaries

We use the notation s_∗ := d + 1 to denote the critical (integer) exponent s_∗ such that H^s_z (M × R^d ) embeds continuously into L^∞(M × R^d ) for all s ≥ s_∗.

We impose the following standing assumptions throughout the paper.

Assumption 1. For some integer s ≥ s_∗ + 1, H is a continuous function of all arguments, and a C^{s+2} function of (z, m, p). There exists a non-decreasing function Φ_H : [0, +∞) → [0, +∞) such that, for any r > 0 and t ∈ [0, T ], (2.1) ‖H(t, ·, ·, ·)‖_Cs+2_{(M ×R}d_{×Br (0))} ≤ Φ_H (r) and, for all multi-indices α with |α| ≤ s and any functions (m, p) ∈ (L^2 ∩ L^∞)(M × R^d ; R × R^d ),

(2.2) sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ‖∂^α_z H(t, ·, m, p)‖_L2_z ≤ Φ_H ( ‖(m, p)‖_L2_{z ∩L}∞_z ) . We also assume the following on the terminal coupling g.

Assumption 2. For the same s ≥ s_∗ + 1 as above, g : M × R^d × [0, +∞) → R is a C^{s+1} function of all arguments, for which there exists a non-decreasing function Φ_g : [0, +∞) → [0, +∞) such that, for any r > 0, ‖g‖_Cs+1_{(M ×R}d_{×Br (0))} ≤ Φ_g(r), and for all multi-indices α with |α| ≤ s and any function m ∈ (L^2 ∩ L^∞)(M × R^d ),

(2.3) ‖∂^α_z g(·, m)‖_L2_z ≤ Φ_g ( ‖m‖_L2_{z ∩L}∞_z ) . Remark 2. The L^2 type condition (2.2) is satisfied for example if |∂^α_z H(t, z, m, p)| ≲ |(m, p)| as (m, p) → 0. Since H is C^{s+2} with the uniform-in-z bounds (2.1), this is equivalent to asking that |∂^α_z H(t, z, 0, 0)| ≡ 0, which reduces to (2.4) H(t, z, 0, 0) ≡ 0. Similarly, the condition

(2.5) g(z, 0) ≡ 0,

suffices to ensure that (2.3) is satisfied.

Moreover, it suffices for conditions (2.4)-(2.5) to hold only outside of a compact set in z.

Remark 3. Examples of admissible Hamiltonians include functions of the form H(t, z, m, p) = a(t, z)f(m, p), where a ∈ C^0_t ( C^{s+2}_z ∩ H^s_z ) , and f is any C^{s+2} function. Functions H depending on m and p only and satisfying (2.4) are also included. For example, we would like to be able to include

(2.6) H(m, p) = |p|^2 a + m , for any a > 0.

However until we know that m > −a, this is not sufficiently smooth. We therefore first let ϕ_a be a C^∞ function such that ϕ_a(ω) = ω for all ω ≥ 0, and ϕ_a(ω) > −^a_2 for all ω. We then modify (2.6) to

(2.7) H(m, p) = |p|^2 a + ϕ_a(m) . This now satisfies the assumptions. Furthermore, if the solution m which we prove to exist is in fact a probability distribution (so that m ≥ 0), then (2.7) reduces to (2.6). As we will comment in Remark 11 below, it is indeed the case that if m_0 is a probability distribution, then the solution we prove to exist will remain a probability distribution at later times.

In the rest of this section, we will give results on vector fields, function spaces, and basic estimates which will be useful many times throughout the remainder of the paper.

2.1. Function spaces. We make use of the usual L^p spaces over [0, T ] × M × R^d , with norm ‖f‖_Lp = (∫_T 0 ∫ M ×R^d |f(t, x, v)|^p dx dv dt )_{1/p} . Subscripts indicate L^p norms taken with respect to only some of the variables, e.g. ‖f(t, ·)‖_Lp_z = (∫ M ×R^d |f(t, x, v)|^p dx dv )_{1/p} , where we have used the shorthand z = (x, v) ∈ M × R^d , as well as mixed L^p norms, with different orders of integration in different variables. For example,

‖f‖_L∞_{t L}2_z := sup_{t∈[0,T ]} (∫ M ×R^d |f(t, x, v)|^2 dx dv )_{1/2} . We denote by Ḣ^s_z the homogeneous Sobolev spaces of functions having all s-order derivatives with respect to the variable z in L^2, equipped with the semi-norm ‖ · ‖_{Ḣs} defined as follows: ‖f‖^2_{Ḣsz} := ∑ |β|=s ‖∂^β_z f‖^2_L2_z .

The non-homogeneous Sobolev spaces of L^2 functions with all z-derivatives of order less than or equal to s will be denoted by H^s_z . We will use the norm ‖ · ‖_Hs_z defined by

‖f‖^2_Hs_z := ‖f‖^2_L2_z + ‖f‖^2_{Ḣsz} ,

which by interpolation is equivalent to the usual one involving a sum over derivatives of all admissible orders.

Similarly, Ḣ^s_x, H^s_v etc. will denote the corresponding Sobolev spaces where derivatives are taken with respect to, respectively, the x or v variables only.

We will use similar shorthand notations for mixed spaces, for example L^2_t H^s_z := L^2_t ((0, T ); H^s_z (M × R^d )).

For functions with values in spaces of dimension higher than one, we use abbreviations of the form (L^2_t H^s_z )^l := L^2_t ((0, T ); H^s_z (M × R^d ; R^l )) (here l ∈ N).

When there is no ambiguity involved, especially for functions which do not depend on the time variable, we use interchangeably the notation L^p and L^p_z = L^p_{(x,v)}, and similarly in the case of the corresponding Sobolev spaces.

Let X, Y be normed spaces. The notation X ∩ Y denotes the intersection space (see e.g. [13]), with the norm ‖ · ‖_{X∩Y} being defined by ‖f‖_{X∩Y} = ‖f‖_X + ‖f‖_Y . The notation ι_Ω : Ω → Ω always denotes the identity map ι_Ω(ω) = ω, ∀ω ∈ Ω, for any set Ω.

When there is no ambiguity, we drop the subscript Ω in ι_Ω.

2.2. Tools for the Transport Operator. In this subsection, we will introduce the key tools used in our analysis to handle the kinetic transport operator ∂_t + v · D_x: a basis of vector fields, chosen so as to commute with ∂_t + v · D_x, and the flow map describing the transport. Definition 1 (Vector fields). For j = 1, . . . d, let γ_j = ∂_{xj} . For j = d + 1, . . . , 2d, let γ_j = t∂_{xj−d} + ∂_{vj−d} . In other words, the column vector γ with entries (γ_j )^{2d}_{j=1} can be expressed in the form γ = ( I_d 0_d tI_d I_d ) D_z, where I_d denotes the identity matrix in dimension d, and 0_d is the zero matrix in dimension d. Sometimes we write explicitly the dependence of γ on t, as γ(t).

Remark 4. In the case of the general constant coefficient control system (1.2), one would consider the differential operators given by the entries of the column vector e^{tB⊤} D_z, where e^{tB⊤} is the matrix such that d dt e^{tB⊤} = B^⊤e^{tB⊤} , e^{tB⊤} |_{t=0} = I. Remark 5. Observe that the following commutation relations hold. All γ_j commute with each other:

(2.8) [γ_j , γ_k] = 0 for all j, k.

Moreover, they commute with pure v-derivatives, and hence in particular with the Laplacian Δ_v:

[γ_j, ∂_{vk} ] , = 0 [γ_j , Δ_v] = 0, for all j, k. Finally, each γ_j commutes with the transport operator: [γ_j, ∂_t + v · D_x] = 0 for all j.

We will use multi-index notation to denote compositions of the {γ_j }^{2d}_{j=1}, in the usual way: for a multi-index β ∈ N^{2d} , let (2.9) γ^β = γ^{β1}_1 . . . γ^{β2d}_{2d} Since the operators {γ_j }^{2d}_{j=1} commute (2.8), all finite compositions thereof can be expressed in the form (2.9).

We note the following relations, which we will use to convert between Sobolev estimates and estimates in terms of γ^β.

Lemma 2.1. For any s ∈ N there exists C_{s,d} > 0 such that for all f ∈ Ḣ^s_z (M × R^d ) we have the following two inequalities ‖f‖_{Ḣsz} ≤ C_{s,d}(1 + t)^s ∑ |β|=s ‖γ^βf‖^2_L2_z 1/2 , ∑ |β|=s ‖γ^βf‖^2_L2_z 1/2 ≤ C_{s,d}(1 + t)^s‖f‖_{Ḣsz} .

Proof. Writing A(t) := ( I_d 0_d tI_d I_d ) , we have γ(t) = A(t)D_z . Thus, for any multi-index β of order |β| = s, |γ^β(t)f| = |(A(t)D_z )^βf| ≤ ‖A(t)‖^s ∑ |β^′|=s |∂^{β′} f| ≤ (1 + t)^s ∑ |β^′|=s |∂^{β′} f|. Hence ‖γ^β (t)f‖_L2_z ≤ C_{s,d}(1 + t)^s‖f‖_{Ḣsz} . For the reverse inequality, we note that D_z = A^{−1}(t)γ(t), and that ‖A^{−1}(t)‖ ≤ (1 + t). The estimate therefore follows by the same argument. □ We may therefore use the operators γ to define (semi-)norms for the Sobolev spaces H^s_z and Ḣs_z that are adapted to the transport flow.

Definition 2. Let t ∈ [0, T ]. The semi-norm ‖ · ‖_{Γ̇s(t)} is defined, for any function f ∈ Ḣs(M × Rd ), by ‖f‖^2_{Γ̇s(t)} := ∑ |β|=s ‖γ^β (t)f‖^2_L2_z .

The norm ‖ · ‖_Γs_{(t)} is defined, for any function f ∈ H^s(M × R^d ), by ‖f‖^2_Γs_{(t)} := ‖f‖^2_{Γ̇s(t)} + ‖f‖^2_L2_z .

Note that for each t ∈ [0, T ], by Lemma 2.1, ‖ · ‖_{Γ̇s(t)} and ‖ · ‖_Γs_{(t)} are equivalent respectively to the standard (semi)-norms ‖ · ‖_{Ḣs} and ‖ · ‖_Hs .

In the next subsection, we will consider Sobolev estimates for compositions of functions. It will be useful for later sections to phrase these estimates in terms of the modified norms ‖ · ‖_Γs . For this purpose it will be convenient for us to make use of the transport flow map. Definition 3. The flow map ϕ : [0, T ] × M × R^d → M × R^d is defined such that, writing ϕ = (ϕ_X , ϕ_V ) ∂_tϕ_X = ϕ_V , ∂_tϕ_V = 0; ϕ(0, z) = z, ∀z ∈ M × R^d . Explicitly, ϕ(t, x, v) = (x + vt, v). Remark 6. The key property of ϕ that we will use is that, for any f ∈ C^1(M × R^d ), D_z(f ∘ ϕ) = (γf) ∘ ϕ. We note moreover that ϕ(t, ·) : M × R^d → M × R^d is a diffeomorphism for all t ∈ [0, T ], with det D_zϕ(t, ·) ≡ 1.

Hence ‖f‖^2_{Γ̇s(t)} = ∑ |β|=s ‖[∂^β (f ∘ ϕ(t, ·))] ∘ ϕ^{−1}(t, ·)‖^2_L2 = ‖f ∘ ϕ(t, ·)‖^2_{Ḣsz} , and thus also (2.10) ‖f‖_Γs_{(t)} = ‖f ∘ ϕ(t, ·)‖_Hs_z .

Remark 7. In the case of the general constant coefficient control system (1.2), one would consider the flow map satisfying ∂_tϕ = Bϕ; ϕ(0, z) = z, ∀z ∈ M × R^d , i.e. ϕ(t, z) = e^{tB} z.

2.3. Sobolev Estimates for Composite Functions. The goal of this subsection is to establish Proposition 2.2 below, showing that the operations of composition with the Hamiltonian H and terminal coupling g define continuous and bounded maps between suitable functional spaces.

For convenience we introduce the following shorthand notation for the function (t, z, m, p) → mD_pH(t, z, m, p), which we will use globally throughout the paper.

Definition 4. The function J : (0, T ) × M × R^d × R × R^d → R^d is defined by J(t, z, m, p) := mD_pH(t, z, m, p). Definition 5 (Composition operators). The (nonlinear) operators H, J are defined for functions m : [0, T ] × M × R^d → R and p : [0, T ] × M × R^d → R^d by the formal expressions H[m, p] := H ∘ (ι_{[0,T ]×M ×R}d , m, p), J [m, p] := J ∘ (ι_{[0,T ]×M ×R}d , m, p). The operator G is defined for functions μ : M × R^d → R by G[μ] := g ∘ (ι_{M ×R}d , μ). We will show that under Assumption 2 the operator G is Lipschitz continuous and bounded on bounded subsets of H^s_z , and that under Assumption 1, the operators H, J are Lipschitz continuous and bounded on bounded subsets of the function space L^∞_t H^{s−1}_z ∩ L^2_t H^s_z . The choice of this function space is suggested by the regularization properties of the kinetic diffusion operator ∂_t + v · D_x −^1_2 Δ_v. The key point is that the highest order derivatives in z (H^s_z ) require merely an L^2_t bound with respect to time, while only derivatives of strictly lower order (H^{s−1}_z ) require an L^∞_t control. This reflects the fact that we expect a gain of one derivative in v from the diffusion, but in an L^2_t sense (see Section 3). It is working in this function space, therefore, that will allow us to compensate the loss of a v derivative in u inside the nonlinearities H and D_pH by the regularizing effect of the degenerate diffusion.

Proposition 2.2. Let s ≥ s_∗ + 1.

(i) Let H satisfy Assumption 1. The operators H and J given by the expressions in Definition 5 are well-defined as maps from (L^∞_t H^{s−1}_z ∩ L^2_t H^s_z )^{d+1} into, respectively, L^2_t H^s_z and (L^2_t H^s_z )^d. Moreover these maps are bounded and Lipschitz continuous on bounded sets.

More precisely, there exists a non-decreasing function F : [0, +∞) → [0, +∞) such that, for any (m, p) ∈ (L^2_t H^s_z ∩ L^∞_t H^{s−1}_z )^{d+1}, ‖H[m, p]‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} + ‖J [m, p]‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} ≤ ( T + ‖(m, p)‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} ) (1 + T )^{2s} F ( ‖(m, p)‖^2_{L∞t Γ}s−1_z ) , and for any (m_i, p_i) ∈ (L^2_t H^s_z ∩ L^∞_t H^{s−1}_z )^{d+1}, i = 1, 2,

‖H[m_1, p_1] − H[m_2, p_2]‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} + ‖J [m_1, p_1] − J [m_2, p_2]‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} ≤ (1 + T )^{2s} F ( ‖(m, p)‖^2_{L∞t Γ}s−1_z )

× ( ‖(m_1 − m_2, p_1 − p_2)‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} + ‖(m_1 − m_2, p_1 − p_2)‖^2_{L∞t Γ}s−1_z (T + max_i ‖(m_i, p_i)‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} ) ) . (ii) Let g satisfy Assumption 2. The operator G given by the expression in Definition 5 is welldefined as a map from H^s_z into H^s_z , and is bounded and Lipschitz continuous on bounded subsets of H^s_z .

More precisely, there exists a non-decreasing function G : [0, +∞) → [0, +∞) such that, for any μ ∈ H^s_z ,

‖G[μ]‖^2_Γs_{(T )} ≤ (1 + T )^{2s} G ( ‖μ‖^2_Γs_{(T )} ) , and for any μ_i ∈ H^s_z , i = 1, 2,

‖G[μ_1] − G[μ_2]‖^2_Γs_{(T )} ≤ (1 + T )^{2s} G ( ‖μ‖^2_Γs_{(T )} ) ‖μ_1 − μ_2‖^2_Γs_{(T )}.

For the proof of this proposition, we will require certain Sobolev regularity estimates on composite functions of the form z → Θ(z, h(z)), where we are given h ∈ H^s_z (M × R^d ; R^n ). We consider functions Θ satisfying the following hypotheses.

Assumption 3. The function Θ : M × R^d × R^n → R^l satisfies, for some integer s ≥ s_∗:

• M × R^d × R^n ∋ (z, h) → Θ(z, h) is of class C^s, with bounds uniform in z and locally uniform in h. That is, for all 0 ≤ s^′ ≤ s there exists a non-decreasing function Φ^{(s′)}_Θ : [0, +∞) → [0, +∞) such that, for all r > 0,

‖Θ‖_Cs′_{(M ×R}d_{×Br (0))} ≤ Φ^{(s′)}_Θ (r).

• Pure z-derivatives are L^2 when composed with an L^2 ∩L^∞ function, with locally uniform bounds, i.e. for all 0 ≤ s^′ ≤ s there exists a non-decreasing function Φ̃^{(s′)}_Θ : [0, +∞) → [0, +∞) such that ‖ ∂^α_z Θ ∘ (ι_{M ×R}d , h) ‖ L^2 ≤ Φ̃^{(s′)}_Θ (‖h‖_{L2 ∩L∞} ) ∀h ∈ (L^2 ∩L^∞)(M × R^d ), α ∈ (N ∪{0})^m , |α| ≤ s^′. Without loss of generality we will take Φ^{(s′)}_Θ = Φ̃^{(s′)}_Θ .

For Θ satisfying Assumption 3, we define s(Θ) to be the maximal integer s ≥ s_∗ such that Assumption 3 holds for this value of s (if Assumption 3 holds for all s ≥ s_∗, then s(Θ) := +∞).

We then have the following Sobolev estimate on the composition Θ ∘ (ι_{M ×R}d , h) (see the discussion in [8]), which is phrased in terms of the standard H^s norms.

Lemma 2.3. Let Θ : M × R^d × R^n → R^l be a function satisfying Assumption 3. Let h : M × R^d → R^n be an H^s function, where s is an integer such that s(Θ) ≥ s ≥ s_∗. Let ι = ι_{M ×R}d . Then the composition Θ ∘ (ι, h) : M × R^d → R^l is of class H^s with

‖Θ ∘ (ι, h)‖_L2_z ≤ Φ^{(0)}_Θ (‖h‖_L2_{∩L}∞ ), ‖Θ ∘ (ι, h)‖_{Ḣsz} ≤ C_{s,d} (1 + ‖h‖^s_Hs ) Φ^{(s)}_Θ (‖h‖_L2_{∩L}∞ ), where Φ^{(0)}_Θ , Φ^{(s)}_Θ : [0, +∞) → [0, +∞) are the functions defined in Assumption 3.

If s ≥ s_∗ + 1, we may obtain the following refined dependence on the highest order derivative of h.

Lemma 2.4. Let s be an integer such that s ≥ s_∗ + 1. Assume that Θ : M × R^d × R^n → R^l satisfies Assumption 3 for s(Θ) ≥ s. Let h : M × R^d → R^n be a function of class H^s and let ι = ι_{M ×R}d . Then the composition Θ∘(ι, h) is an H^s(M × R^d ) function. Furthermore, there exists a non-decreasing function Ψ^{(s)}_Θ : R_+ → R_+ (depending on Θ) such that the following estimate holds:

‖Θ ∘ (ι, h)‖_{Ḣs} ≤ (1 + ‖h‖_Hs ) Ψ^{(s)}_Θ (‖h‖_Hs−1 ) .

The proof requires the classical Kato–Ponce inequality.

Lemma 2.5. [45, Lemma X4] Let f, h ∈ H^s ∩ L^∞. Then ‖fh‖_Hs ≤ C_s (‖f‖_Hs ‖h‖_L∞ + ‖f‖_L∞ ‖h‖_Hs ) . Proof of Lemma 2.4. Let β ∈ (N ∪ {0})^m be a multi-index of order |β| = s. Then there exists j such that β_j ≥ 1, and thus the multi-index β − e_j has non-negative coordinates. By the chain rule for Sobolev functions we may therefore write ∂^β [Θ ∘ (ι, h)] = ∂^{β−ej} ∂_j(Θ ∘ (ι, h)) = ∂^{β−ej} ( ∂_{zj} h · (D_hΘ ∘ (ι, h)) + ∂_{zj} Θ ∘ (ι, h) ) . Observe that ∂_{zj} Θ satisfies Assumption 3 at order s(D_zΘ) = s(Θ) − 1. Hence, by Lemma 2.3, ∂_{zj} Θ ∘ (ι, h) ∈ H^{s−1}, with the estimate ‖ ‖∂_{β−ej} [∂_{zj} Θ ∘ (ι, h)] ‖ ‖ L^2 ≤ C_{s,d} ( 1 + ‖h‖^{s−1}_{Hs−1} ) Φ^{(s−1)}_{Dz Θ} (‖h‖_L2_{∩L}∞ ).

To control ∂^{β−ej} ( ∂_{zj} h · (D_hΘ ∘ (ι, h)) ) , we first work under the additional assumption that D_hΘ satisfies Assumption 3 with s(D_hΘ) ≥ s − 1, i.e. we assume L^2 estimates on the following derivatives (2.11) ‖ ∂^α_z D_hΘ ∘ (ι_{M ×R}d , h) ‖ L^2 ≤ Φ (s−1) D_hΘ (‖h‖L^2 ∩L^∞ ) ∀h ∈ L 2 ∩ L^∞(M × R^d ), |α| ≤ s − 1. Then, by the Kato–Ponce inequality (given in Lemma 2.5): ‖∂_{zj} h · D_hΘ ∘ (ι, h)‖_{Ḣs−1} ≤ C_{s,d} ( ‖∂_{zj} h‖_{Ḣs−1} ‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, h)‖_L∞ + ‖∂_{zj} h‖_L∞ ‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, h)‖_{Ḣs−1} ) By Lemma 2.3, ‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, h)‖_{Ḣs−1} ≤ C_{s,d} ( 1 + ‖h‖^{s−1}_{Hs−1} ) Φ^{(s−1)}_{DhΘ} (‖h‖_L2_{∩L}∞ ).

We then observe that in fact this estimate holds without the additional estimates (2.11). The role of the L^2 estimates on pure z derivatives in the proof of Lemma 2.3 is to control in L^2 the terms of the form ∂^α_z Θ ∘ (ι, h) in the expansion of ∂^α_x (Θ ∘ (ι, h)). In the present setting, scrutiny of the Leibniz/Faa di Bruno expressions for derivatives ∂^α ( ∂_{zj} h · D_hΘ ∘ (ι, h) ) shows that quantities of the form ∂^α_z D_hΘ ∘ (ι_{M ×R}d , h) only appear in products with derivatives of h. A separate L^2 estimate is therefore unnecessary.

It follows that ‖∂^β [Θ ∘ (ι, h)]‖_L2 ≤ C_{s,d}(1 + ‖Dh‖_L∞ ) ( 1 + ‖h‖^{s−1}_{Hs−1} ) Φ^{(s−1)}_{Dz,hΘ}(‖h‖_L2_{∩L}∞ ). + C_{s,d}Φ^{(1)}_Θ (‖h‖_L2_{∩L}∞ )‖h‖_{Ḣs} .

Then, since ‖Dh‖_L∞ ≤ C_d‖h‖_Hs∗+1 and s ≥ s_∗ + 1, we conclude that ‖∂^β (Θ ∘ (ι, h)‖_L2 ≤ C_{s,d}(1 + ‖h‖_Hs ) ( 1 + ‖h‖^{s−1}_{Hs−1} ) Φ^{(s)}_Θ (C_d‖h‖_Hs∗ +1 ), which completes the proof. □ Lemma 2.6. Let s be an integer such that s ≥ s_∗ + 1. Let Θ : M × R^d × R^n → R^l be given. Assume that Θ : R^m × R^n → R^l satisfies Assumption 3 for s(Θ) ≥ s + 1. Let h_1, h_2 : M × R^d → R^n be H^s functions. Then there exist non-decreasing functions Λ^{(0)}_Θ , Λ^{(s)}_Θ : R_+ → R_+ such that

‖Θ ∘ (ι, h_1) − Θ ∘ (ι, h_2)‖_L2 ≤ ‖h_1 − h_2‖_L2 Λ^{(0)}_Θ ( max_i ‖h_i‖_Hs−1 )

‖Θ ∘ (ι, h_1) − Θ ∘ (ι, h_2)‖_{Ḣs} ≤ (‖h_1 − h_2‖_Hs + (‖h_1‖_Hs + ‖h_2‖_Hs )‖h_1 − h_2‖_Hs∗ )

× Λ^{(s)}_Θ ( max_i ‖h_i‖_Hs−1 ) . Proof. We first use the fundamental theorem of calculus to write, for any z ∈ M × R^d ,

Θ(z, h_1(z)) − Θ(z, h_2(z)) =

∫_1 0 D_hΘ(z, ηh_1(z) + (1 − η)h_2(z)) · (h_1(z) − h_2(z)) dη.

Then, taking the L^2 norm with respect to z, by Minkowski’s integral inequality we obtain

‖Θ ∘ (ι, h_1) − Θ ∘ (ι, h_2)‖_L2 ≤

∫_1 0 ‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2)‖_L∞ ‖h_1 − h_2‖_L2 dη.

Then, since ‖ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2‖_L∞ ≤ max_i ‖h_i‖_L∞ for all η ∈ [0, 1], it follows that ‖Θ ∘ (ι, h_1) − Θ ∘ (ι, h_2)‖_L2 ≤ ‖Θ‖_C1_{(M ×R}d_{×Bmaxi ‖hi‖L∞ )}‖h_1 − h_2‖_L2

≤ Φ^{(1)}_Θ ( max_i ‖h_i‖_L∞ ) ‖h_1 − h_2‖_L2 .

For higher order derivatives we have similarly the following bound

‖Θ ∘ (ι, h_1) − Θ ∘ (ι, h_2)‖_{Ḣs} ≤

∫_1 0 ‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2) · (h_1 − h_2)‖_{Ḣs} dη.

By the Kato–Ponce inequality (Lemma 2.5), ‖Θ ∘ (ι, h_1) − Θ ∘ (ι, h_2)‖_{Ḣs} ≤ C_{s,d}‖h_1 − h_2‖_{Ḣs} ∫_1 0 ‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2)‖_L∞ dη + C_{s,d}‖h_1 − h_2‖_L∞ ∫_1 0 ‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2)‖_{Ḣs} dη.

Then, since ‖ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2‖_L∞ ≤ max_i ‖h_i‖_L∞ for all η ∈ [0, 1], it follows that ∫_1 0 ‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2)‖_L∞ dη ≤ ‖Θ‖_C1_{(M ×R}d_{×Bmaxi ‖hi‖L∞ )} ≤ Φ^{(1)}_Θ ( max_i ‖h_i‖_L∞ ) . To estimate ‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2)‖_{Ḣs} , we apply Lemma 2.4 to obtain

‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2)‖_{Ḣs} ≤ (1 + ‖ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2‖_Hs ) Ψ^{(s)}_{DhΘ} (‖ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2‖_Hs−1 )

≤ (1 + η‖h_1‖_Hs + (1 − η)‖h_2‖_Hs ) Ψ^{(s)}_{DhΘ} ( max_i ‖h_i‖_Hs−1 ) . Hence

∫_1 0 ‖D_hΘ ∘ (ι, ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2)‖_{Ḣs} dη ≤ (1 + 1 2 (‖h_1‖_Hs + ‖h_2‖_Hs )) Ψ^{(s)}_{DhΘ} ( max_i ‖h_i‖_Hs−1 ) . As in the proof of Lemma 2.4, L^2 estimates on ∂^α_z D_hΘ are not actually required for this estimate, since these quantities only appear in products with derivatives of h_1 − h_2 and ηh_1 + (1 − η)h_2.

Combining these estimates gives

‖Θ ∘ (ι, h_1) − Θ ∘ (ι, h_2)‖_{Ḣs} ≤ C_{s,d}Φ^{(1)}_Θ ( max_i ‖h_i‖_L∞ ) ‖h_1 − h_2‖_{Ḣs}

+ C_{s,d} (1 + ‖h_1‖_Hs + ‖h_2‖_Hs ) ‖h_1 − h_2‖_L∞ Ψ^{(s)}_{DhΘ} ( max_i ‖h_i‖_Hs−1 ) . Finally, the estimates ‖h_1 − h_2‖_L∞_z ≤ C_d‖h_1 − h_2‖_Hs∗_z and ‖h_i‖_L∞_z ≤ C_d‖h_i‖_Hs∗_z complete the proof. □ Next, we will rephrase these composition estimates in terms of our adapted norms ‖ · ‖_Γs_{(t)}.

In the present case we can obtain this straightforwardly from the estimates in standard norms by using the flow map ϕ introduced in Definition 3.

Lemma 2.7. Let s be an integer such that s ≥ s_∗ + 1. Assume that Θ : M × R^d × R^n → R^l satisfies Assumption 3 for s(Θ) ≥ s. Then there exist non-decreasing functions Ψ^{(s)}_Θ , Λ^{(s)}_Θ : R_+ → R_+ (depending on Θ, s and the dimension d) such that the following estimates holds:

(i) Let h : M × R^d → R^n be a function of class H^s. Then

‖Θ ∘ (ι_{M ×R}d , h)‖_Γs_{(t)} ≤ (1 + ‖h‖_Γs_{(t)}) (1 + t)^sΨ^{(s)}_Θ ( ‖h‖_Γs−1_{(t)} ) ∀t ∈ [0, T ]. (ii) Let h_1, h_2 : M × R^d → R^n be H^s functions. Then

‖Θ ∘ (ι, h_1) − Θ ∘ (ι, h_2)‖_Γs_{(t)} ≤ ( ‖h_1 − h_2‖_Γs_{(t)} + (‖h_1‖_Γs_{(t)} + ‖h_2‖_Γs_{(t)})‖h_1 − h_2‖_Γs∗_{(t)} ) × (1 + t)^sΛ^{(s)}_Θ ( max_i ‖h_i‖_Γs−1_{(t)} )

Remark 8. If the function Θ does not depend explicitly on the z variable, then the additional factors of (1 + t)^s do not appear.

Proof. Using the identity (2.10), we have ‖Θ ∘ (ι_{M ×R}d , h)‖_{Γ̇s (t)} = ‖Θ ∘ (ϕ, h ∘ ϕ)‖_{Ḣsz} . We will check that the function Θ̃ := Θ ∘ (ϕ(t, ·), ι_Rn ) satisfies Assumption 3. Indeed, for any multi-index α of order |α| = s^′, | |∂_{αz} Θ̃(z, r) | | = |(A(t)D_z )_αΘ(z, r)| ≤ C_α(1 + t)_s^′ ∑ |β|=s^′ | |∂_{βz} Θ(z, r) | | ,

Hence

‖Θ̃‖_Cs_{(M ×R}d_{×Br (0))} ≤ C_α(1 + t)^s‖Θ‖_Cs_{(M ×R}d_{×Br (0))} ≤ C_α(1 + t)^sΦ^{(s)}_Θ (r)

and, for any function h ∈ L^2 ∩ L^∞ and multi-index α of order |α| = s^′, ‖ ‖ ‖∂^α_z Θ̃ ∘ (ι_{M ×R}d , h) ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2z} ≤ Cα(1 + t)^{s′} ∑ |β|=s^′ ‖ ‖ ‖∂^β_z Θ ∘ (ι_{M ×R}d , h) ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2z} ≤ C_α(1 + t)^{s′} Φ^{(s′)}_Θ (‖h‖_L2_{z ∩L}∞_z ).

Thus Θ̃ satisfies Assumption 3 with s(Θ̃) = s(Θ) and

Φ^{(s′)}_{Θ̃} ≲ (1 + t)^{s′} Φ^{(s′)}_Θ ∀s^′ ≤ s(Θ).

Then, by Lemma 2.4,

‖Θ ∘ (ι_{M ×R}d , h)‖_{Γ̇s (t)} ≤ (1 + ‖h ∘ ϕ(t, ·)‖_Hs_z ) Ψ^{(s)}_{Θ̃} ( ‖h ∘ ϕ(t, ·)‖_Hs−1_z )

≤ C_{s,d}(1 + t)^s(1 + ‖h‖_Γs_{(t)}) Ψ^{(s)}_Θ ( ‖h‖_Γs−1_{(t)} ) . We redefine the function Ψ^{(s)}_Θ to absorb the uniform constant C_{s,d}, and the statement (i) follows. Statement (ii) can be proved by a similar argument using Lemma 2.6. □ As the final part of this section, we may now complete the proof of Proposition 2.2.

Proof of Proposition 2.2. It follows directly from Assumption 1 that H satisfies the assumptions of Lemma 2.7. We will show that the same is true for the function J (recall Definition 4).

It is clear that J is continuous in all arguments and C^{s+1} in (z, m, p). For the L^2 estimate, if |α| ≤ 1 with α_m = 0 and 0 ≤ β ≤ s, then ∂^α_{z,p}∂^β_z J = m∂^α_{z,p}∂^β_z D_pH. Then, for each t ∈ [0, T ] and any function m ∈ (L^2_z ∩ L^∞_z )(M × R^d ), ‖∂^α_{z,p}∂^β_z J ∘ (t, ι_{M ×R}d , m, p)‖_L2_z = ‖m ∂^α_{z,p}∂^β_z D_pH ∘ (t, ι_{M ×R}d , m, p)‖_L2_z ≤ ‖m‖_L2_z ‖∂^α_{z,p}∂^β_z D_pH ∘ (t, ι_{M ×R}d , m, p)‖_L∞ ≤ ‖H(t, ·, ·, ·)‖_Cs+2_{(z,m,p) (M ×Rd ×B‖(m,p)‖L∞z )}‖m‖_L2_z ≤ Φ_H (‖(m, p)‖_L∞_z )‖m‖_L2_z . Otherwise, if ∂^α = ∂_m, then ∂_m∂^β_z J = ∂^β_z D_pH + m∂_m∂^β_z D_pH. Hence ‖ ‖∂_m∂_{βz} J ∘ (t, ι_{M ×Rd} , m, p) ‖ ‖ L^2_z ≤ ‖∂^β_z D_pH∘(t, ι_{M ×R}d , m, p)‖_L2_z +‖m ∂_m∂^β_z D_pH∘(t, ι_{M ×R}d , m, p)‖_L2_z . As before, we have ‖m ∂_m∂^β_z D_pH ∘ (t, ι_{M ×R}d , m, p)‖_L2_z ≤ ‖H(t, ·, ·, ·)‖_Cs+2_{(z,m,p) (M ×Rd ×B‖(m,p)‖L∞z )}‖m‖_L2_z ≤ Φ_H (‖(m, p)‖_L∞_z )‖m‖_L2_z . By the L^2 estimates for D_pH in Assumption 1 we have ‖∂^β_z D_pH ∘ (t, ι_{M ×R}d , m, p)‖_L2_z ≤ Φ_H (‖(m, p)‖_L∞_z ).

Hence ‖ ‖∂_m∂_{βz} J ∘ (t, ι_{M ×Rd} , m, p) ‖ ‖ L^2_z

≤ (1 + ‖m‖_L2_z ) Φ_H ( ‖(m, p)‖_L2_{z ∩L}∞_z ) . Thus J also satisfies the assumptions of Lemma 2.7. Applying this lemma to H and J and taking the L^2_t norm completes the proof. □ 3. Linear estimates

The goal of this section is to establish energy estimates for solutions of the initial value problem for the linear Kolmogorov equation with source: ( ∂_t + v · D_x − 1 2 Δ_v ) w = h, w|_{t=0} = w_0,

and to apply them in the setting of a decoupled MFG system that anticipates the fixed point argument we will use to construct solutions. In Subsection 3.1 below we develop estimates for solutions of a single linear equation. Then, in Subsection 3.2, we consider the decoupled MFGtype equations, obtaining bounds on both individual solutions and differences between solutions with different source terms.

3.1. Estimates for solutions of a Kolmogorov equation. In the following lemma we recall an elementary estimate for solutions of the Kolmogorov equation that will be the key tool in our construction of solutions to the Mean Field Games system (1.1). We first define the space of solutions we will consider. For any s ≥ 0, let X^s denote the set

X^s := { w ∈ C^0 ( [0, T ]; H^s_z (M × R^d ) ) : D_vw ∈ L^2 ( (0, T ); H^s_z (M × R^d ) )} . X^s forms a Banach space when equipped with the norm ‖ · ‖_Xs , defined by

‖w‖^2_Xs := sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ‖w(t, ·)‖^2_Γs_{z (t)} + ∫_T 0 ‖D_v w(τ, ·)‖^2_Γs_{z (τ )} dτ.

We note that ‖ · ‖_Xs is equivalent to the standard norm ( ‖w‖^2_{C0t Hsz} + ‖D_vw‖^2_{L2t Hsz} )_{1/2} . Lemma 3.1. Let w ∈ X^0 satisfy

(3.1) ( ∂_t + v · D_x − 1 2 Δ_v ) w = h_1 + div_v h_2

in the sense of distributions, where h_1, h_2 ∈ L^2([0, T ] × M × R^d ). Then sup t∈[0,T ] ‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_T 0 ‖D_v w(t)‖^2_L2_z dt ≤ 2‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z + 4 ∫_T 0 [ T ‖h_1(t)‖^2_L2_z + ‖h_2(t)‖^2_L2_z ] dt. Proof. Formally test the equation (3.1) with the function w; after integrating by parts in the diffusive term and the term involving h_2, we obtain 1 2 ‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z + 1 2 ∫_t 0 ‖D_vw(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ = 1 2 ‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d h_1w dz − ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d h_2 ·D_v w dz dτ. This can be made rigorous by an approximation argument, since w ∈ C^0_t L^2_{x,v} ∩ L^2_{t,x}Ḣ^1_v (see Appendix A for the details).

By Hölder’s inequality,

‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_t 0 ‖D_v w(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ ≤ ‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z +2 ∫_t 0 ‖h_1(τ)‖_L2_z ‖w(τ)‖_L2_z dτ +2‖h_2‖_L2_{t,z} ‖D_vw‖_L2_{t,z} .

By Young’s inequality,

‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_t 0 ‖D_vw(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ ≤ ‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z + 1 2t ∫_t 0 ‖w(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ + 2t ∫_t 0 ‖h_1(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ + 1 2 ∫_t 0 ‖D_v w(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ + 2 ∫_t 0 ‖h_2(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ.

Rearranging terms gives

‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z + 1 2 ∫_t 0 ‖D_v w(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ ≤ 1 2 sup τ ∈[0,t] ‖w(τ)‖^2_L2_z + ‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z + 2 ∫_t 0 t‖h_1(τ)‖^2_L2_z + ‖h_2(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ.

We next take supremum over t ∈ [0, T ] and multiply by two to obtain

2 sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_T 0 ‖D_v w(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ ≤ sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z

+ 2‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z + 4 ∫_T 0 T ‖h_1(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ + ‖h_2(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ.

We rearrange once more to absorb the supremum term on the right hand side, which completes the proof: sup t∈[0,T ] ‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_T 0 ‖D_vw(t)‖^2_L2_z dt ≤ 2‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z + 4 ∫_T 0 T ‖h_1(t)‖^2_L2_z + ‖h_2(t)‖^2_L2_z dt. □ Corollary 3.2. Let w ∈ X^s (s ∈ N) satisfy (3.1) in the sense of distributions, where h_1, h_2 ∈ L^2_t H^s_z . Then ‖w‖^2_Xs ≤ 2‖w(0, ·)‖^2_Hs_z + 4 ( T ‖h_1‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} + ‖h_2‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} ) . Proof. Let β ∈ (N ∪ {0})^{2d} be a multi-index with |β| = s, and consider the function γ^βw ∈ X^0. By the commutation relations noted in Remark 5, γ^βw satisfies ( ∂_t + v · D_x − 1 2 Δ_v ) γ^βw = γ^βh_1 + div_v γ^βh_2.

Since h_1, h_2 ∈ L^2_t H^s_{x,v} by assumption, we have γ^βh_1, γ^βh_2 ∈ L^2_{t,z}. Hence, by Lemma 3.1, sup t∈[0,T ] ‖γ^β (t)w(t, ·)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_T 0 ‖γ^β (t)D_v w(t, ·)‖^2_L2_z dt

≤ 2‖∂^β w(0, ·)‖^2_L2_z + 4 ∫_T 0 T ‖γ^β(t)h_1(t, ·)‖^2_L2_z + ‖γ^β (t)h_2(t, ·)‖^2_L2_z dt.

Summing over all β of order |β| = s, we obtain the estimate sup t∈[0,T ] ‖w(t, ·)‖^2_{Γ̇sz (t)} + ∫_T 0 ‖D_v w(t, ·)‖^2_{Γ̇sz (t)} dt ≤ 2‖w(0, ·)‖^2_{Ḣsz} + 4 ∫_T 0 ( T ‖h_1(t, ·)‖^2_{Γ̇sz (t)} + ‖h_2(t, ·)‖^2_{Γ̇sz (t)} ) dt. Combining this with the L^2 estimate from Lemma 3.1 completes the proof. □ We collect the results of this subsection into the following proposition.

Proposition 3.3. Let s ∈ N ∪ {0}, w_0 ∈ H^s(M × R^d ) and h_1, h_2 ∈ L^2 ( (0, T ); H^s(M × R^d ) ) . Then there is a unique weak solution w ∈ X^s of the problem

(3.2) ( ∂_t + v · D_x − 1 2 Δ_v ) w = h_1 + div_v h_2, w|_{t=0} = w_0.

Furthermore, w satisfies the estimate

(3.3) ‖w‖^2_Xs ≤ 2‖w_0‖^2_Hs_z + 4 ∫_T 0 [ T ‖h_1(t, ·)‖^2_Γs_{z (t)} + ‖h_2(t, ·)‖^2_Γs_{z (t)} ] dt. Proof. The proof of existence of solutions for this linear problem is classical. We use the representation formula in terms of the fundamental solution computed by Kolmogorov [48] for equation (3.2); see [43] for the case of general drift-diffusion operators: S(t, z^′) := ( 3 π^2 )_{d/2} t^{−2d}e^{− 12t} ( 4|v^′|^2+^{12}_t v^′·x^′+^3_{t2} |x^′|^2 ) . If w_0, h_1, h_2 are smooth (C^∞) functions, then the following formula defines a smooth solution of (3.1): w(t, z) = S(t, ·) ∗_z w_0(x − tv, v) + ∫_t 0 S(τ, ·) ∗_z [h_1(t − τ, ·) + div_v h_2(t − τ, ·)](x − τv, v) dτ. For general w_0 ∈ H^s(M × R^d ) and h_1, h_2 ∈ L^2 ( [0, T ]; H^s(M × R^d ) ) , take smooth approximating sequences w^{(n)}_0 , h^{(n)}_1 , h^{(n)}_2 such that

(3.4) lim_{n→+∞} ( ‖w^{(n)}_0 − w_0‖_Hs + ‖h^{(n)}_1 − h_1‖_L2_{t H}s_z + ‖h^{(n)}_2 − h_2‖_L2_{t H}s_z ) = 0.

Let w^{(n)} be defined by the formula w^{(n)}(t, z) = S(t, ·)∗_z w^{(n)}_0 (x−tv, v)+ ∫_t 0 S(τ, ·)∗_z [h^{(n)}_1 (t−τ, ·)+div_v h^{(n)}_2 (t−τ, ·)](x−τv, v) dτ. Then w^{(n)} is an X^s solution of

(3.5) ( ∂_t + v · D_x − 1 2 Δ_v ) w^{(n)} = h^{(n)}_1 + div_v h^{(n)}_2 , w^{(n)}|_{t=0} = w^{(n)}_0 .

We will show that w^{(n)} is a Cauchy sequence in X^s, and therefore converges.

Therefore let n, j ∈ N. Since the equation (3.1) is linear in w, the difference w^{(n)} − w^{(j)} satisfies ( ∂_t + v · D_x − 1 2 Δ_v ) (w^{(n)} − w^{(j)}) = (h^{(n)}_1 − h^{(j)}_1 ) + div_v(h^{(n)}_2 − h^{(j)}_2 ),

with initial condition (w^{(n)} − w^{(j)}) |_{t=0} = w^{(n)}_0 − w^{(j)}_0 . By the estimates of Corollary 3.2,

‖w^{(n)} − w^{(j)}‖^2_Xs ≤ 2‖w^{(n)}_0 − w^{(j)}_0 ‖^2_Hs_z + 4 ( T ‖h^{(n)}_1 − h^{(j)}_1 ‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} + ‖h^{(n)}_2 − h^{(j)}_2 ‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} ) . By (3.4), the right hand side tends to zero as n, j → +∞. Hence the sequence (w^{(n)})^∞_{n=1} is indeed Cauchy in X^s. In particular (w^{(n)})^∞_{n=1} is Cauchy in C^0_t H^s_z , and (D_v w^{(n)})^∞_{n=1} is Cauchy in L^2_t H^s_z , and there exists a limit w ∈ C^0_t H^s_z with distributional derivative D_vw ∈ L^2_t H^s_z , such that

(3.6) lim_{n→+∞} ( ‖w^{(n)} − w‖^2_L∞_{t H}s_z + ‖D_v (w^{(n)} − w)‖^2_L2_{t Hsz} ) = 0.

Finally, using (3.4) and (3.6) we may pass to the limit in the weak form of the equation (3.5) to deduce that w is a X^s distributional solution of (3.2). The estimate (3.3) is then a direct consequence of Corollary 3.2. □

We conclude this subsection with some comments on the backward problem

(3.7) − ( ∂_t + v · D_x + 1 2 Δ_v ) w = h_1 + div_v h_2, w|_{t=T} = w_T .

This terminal value problem may be transformed into an initial value problem by a time reversal, i.e. by considering w̃ = w ∘ (T − ι_{[0,T ]}, ι_{M ×R}d ), which satisfies

(3.8) ( ∂_t − v · D_x − 1 2 Δ_v ) w̃ = h̃_1 + div_v h̃_2, w̃|_{t=0} = w_T .

This is not of the form (3.1) due to the appearance of the backward transport operator ∂_t −v·D_x. In particular the vector fields γ do not commute with ∂_t − v · D_x, and so we cannot apply Proposition 3.3 immediately as we would in the case of the heat operator ∂_t − Δ_z. However we may obtain estimates on w in terms of the norm ‖ · ‖_Xs by the following procedure. Corollary 3.4. Let w ∈ X^s be a distributional solution of equation (3.7), where h_1, h_2 ∈ L^2_t H^s_z . Then

‖w‖^2_Xs ≤ 2‖w(T, ·)‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} + 4 ∫_T 0 [ T ‖h_1(t)‖^2_Γs_{z (t)} + ‖h_2(t)‖^2_Γs_{z (t)} ] dt. Remark 9. We emphasise that the norm appearing on the terminal datum is the Γ^s_z(T ) norm adapted to the terminal time T . This is particularly significant since we intend to use these estimates in the context of a coupled forward-backward problem. The information we require on the terminal datum for the backward problem is of the same type as is output by the forward problem for its solution at time T . Thus, by working in the adapted norms throughout, we are able to avoid losing any additional factors of (1 + T ) through the terminal coupling, that might otherwise arise from the conversion between Γ^s and standard H^s norms. Proof of Corollary 3.4. The same argument as in Lemma 3.1, up to a change of sign, shows that the zero-order estimate holds also for equation (3.8), hence sup t∈[0,T ] ‖w(T −t)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_T 0 ‖D_vw(T −t)‖^2_L2_z dt ≤ 2‖w_T ‖^2_L2_z +4 ∫_T 0 T ‖h_1(T −t)‖^2_L2_z +‖h_2(T −t)‖^2_L2_z dt.

The transformation t → T − t results in the X^0 estimate for w:

(3.9) sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_T 0 ‖D_vw(t)‖^2_L2_z dt ≤ 2‖w_T ‖^2_L2_z + 4 ∫_T 0 T ‖h_1(t)‖^2_L2_z + ‖h_2(t)‖^2_L2_z dt.

Then, for the order s estimate, we observe that γ^βw solves the backward problem (3.7) for any multi-index β of order |β| = s. Hence, by the X^0 estimate (3.9) (which holds for any solution of the backward problem (3.7)), sup t∈[0,T ] ‖γ^βw(t)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_T 0 ‖D_vγ^β w(t)‖^2_L2_z dt ≤ 2‖γ^β (T )w_T ‖^2_L2_z +4 ∫_T 0 T ‖γ^βh_1(t)‖^2_L2_z +‖γ^βh_2(t)‖^2_L2_z dt,

and we conclude by summing over β that sup t∈[0,T ] ‖w(t)‖^2_Γs_{z (t)} + ∫_T 0 ‖D_v w(t)‖^2_Γs_{z (t)} dt ≤ 2‖w_T ‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} + 4 ∫_T 0 T ‖h_1(t)‖^2_Γs_{z (t)} + ‖h_2(t)‖^2_Γs_{z (t)} dt. □ 3.2. Estimates for the MFG equations. We apply the estimates of Proposition 3.3 in the setting of MFGs systems. We consider the following slight generalisation of (1.1):

(3.10) −∂_tu − v · D_xu −^1_2 Δ_vu − ϵH[m, D_vu] = 0, ∂_tm + v · D_xm −^1_2 Δ_vm + ϵ div_v (J [m, D_v u]) = 0, u|_{t=T} = δ G[m(T, ·)], m(0, z) = m^0, where now H, J , G denote continuous functions between the following spaces: H : ( L^2_t H^s_z ∩ L^∞_t H^{s−1}_z )_{d+1} → L^2_t H^s_z J : ( L^2_t H^s_z ∩ L^∞_t H^{s−1}_z )_{d+1} → ( L^2_t H^s_z )_d G : H^s_z → H^s_z , that are bounded and Lipschitz on bounded subsets of their respective domains. In quantitative terms, we assume the following.

Assumption 4. (i) There exists a function F : [0, +∞)^2 → [0, +∞) which is non-decreasing with respect to both variables and such that, for functions m ∈ L^2_t H^s_z ∩ L^∞_t H^{s−1}_z and p ∈ ( L^2_t H^s_z ∩ L^∞_t H^{s−1}_z )_d , we have ‖H[m, p]‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} + ‖J [m, p]‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} ≤ F ( T, ‖(m, p)‖^2_{L2t Γsz ∩L∞t Γ}s−1_z ) ; and for m_i ∈ L^2_t H^s_z ∩ L^∞_t H^{s−1}_z and p_i ∈ ( L^2_t H^s_z ∩ L^∞_t H^{s−1}_z )_d (i = 1, 2),

‖H[m_1, p_1] − H[m_2, p_2]‖^2_L2_{t Γsz} + ‖J [m_1, p_1] − J [m_2, p_2]‖^2_L2_{t Γsz}

≤ ‖(m_1 − m_2, p_1 − p_2)‖^2_{L2t Γsz ∩L∞t Γ}s−1_z F ( T, max_i ‖(m_i, p_i)‖^2_{L2t Γsz ∩L∞t Γ}s−1_z ) . (ii) There exists a function K : [0, +∞)^2 → [0, +∞) which is non-decreasing with respect to both variables and such that, for μ ∈ H^s_z ,

‖G[μ]‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} ≤ K ( T, ‖μ‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} ) ; and for μ_i ∈ H^s_z (i = 1, 2),

‖G[μ_1] − G[μ_2]‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} ≤ ‖μ_1 − μ_2‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} K ( T, max_i ‖μ_i‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} ) . By Proposition 2.2, Assumption 4 is satisfied by Hamiltonians and terminal couplings depending locally on m, for H and g satisfying Assumptions 1 and 2. However, it can also apply to cases with non-local dependence on m, or mixed local and non-local dependence.

In anticipation of the fixed point argument we will use to construct solutions, we consider u ∈ X^s satisfying

(3.11) { −∂_tu − v · D_xu −^1_2 Δ_vu = ϵH[m̃, D_vũ] u|_{t=T} = δG[m̃(T, ·)] and m ∈ X^s satisfying

(3.12) { ∂_tm + v · D_xm −^1_2 Δ_vm = −ϵ div_v (J [m̃, D_vũ]) m|_{t=0} = m^0,

where m^0 ∈ H^s_z , m̃ ∈ X^s and ũ ∈ X^s are assumed to be given. Using the estimates from Proposition 3.3 and Corollary 3.4, we obtain the following estimates for u and m. Lemma 3.5. Let s ≥ s_∗ + 1 and let m^0 ∈ H^s_z , m̃ ∈ X^s and ũ ∈ X^s. Let H, J and G satisfy Assumption 4.

Then there exists u ∈ X^s satisfing (3.11) and m ∈ X^s satisfying (3.12) in the sense of distributions. Moreover the following estimate holds:

‖m‖^2_Xs + ‖u‖^2_Xs ≤ 2‖m^0‖^2_Hs_z + 2δ^2K(T, ‖m̃‖^2_Xs ) + 4ϵ^2(1 + T )F ( T, (1 + T )‖(m̃, ũ)‖^2_Xs ) . Proof. Since m ∈ X^s satisfies (3.12) in the sense of distributions, by Proposition 3.3 with h_1 = 0 and h_2 = −ϵJ [m̃, D_vũ],

‖m‖^2_Xs ≤ 2‖m^0‖^2_Hs_z + 4ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖J [m̃, D_vũ]‖^2_Γs_{(t)} dt.

Since u ∈ X^s satisfies (3.11) in the sense of distributions, by Corollary 3.4 with the choice of h_1 = −ϵH[m̃, D_vũ] and h_2 = 0,

‖u‖^2_Xs ≤ 2δ^2‖G[m̃(T, ·)]‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} + 4ϵ^2T ∫_T 0 ‖H[m̃, D_vũ]‖^2_Γs_{(t)} dt.

By Assumption 4(i), ∫_T 0 T ‖H[m̃, D_vũ]‖^2_Γs_{(t)} + ‖J [m̃, D_vũ]‖^2_Γs_{(t)} dt ≤ (1 + T )F ( T, ‖(m̃, D_vũ)‖^2_{L2t Γsz ∩L∞t Γ}s−1_z ) . By Assumption 4(ii), ‖G[m̃(T, ·)]‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} ≤ K ( T, ‖m̃(T, ·)‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} ) . Finally, we note that ‖D_vũ‖^2_{L2t Γsz ∩L∞t Γ}s−1_z ≤ ‖ũ‖^2_Xs and ‖m̃‖^2_{L2t Γsz ∩L∞t Γ}s−1_z ≤ (1 + T )‖m̃‖^2_Xs , ‖m̃(T, ·)‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} ≤ ‖m̃‖^2_Xs . Substituting into the above estimates and summing completes the proof. □

We next consider differences between solutions with different forcing terms. For i = 1, 2, let (m̃_i, ũ_i) ∈ X^s × X^s and consider (m_i, u_i) ∈ X^s × X^s the distributional solutions of { −∂_tu_i − v · D_xu_i −^1_2 Δ_vu_i = ϵH[m̃_i, D_vũ_i] u_i|_{t=T} = δG[m̃_i(T, ·)] and { ∂_tm_i + v · D_xm_i −^1_2 Δ_vm_i = −ϵ div_v (J [m̃_i, D_vũ_i]) m_i|_{t=0} = m^0.

Lemma 3.6. Let (m_i, u_i), (m̃_i, ũ_i) ∈ X^s × X^s be as above. Then

‖(m_1 − m_2, u_1 − u_2)‖^2_Xs ≤ ‖(m̃_1 − m̃_2, ũ_1 − ũ_2)‖^2_Xs × [ 2δ^2K ( T, max_i ‖m̃_i‖^2_Xs ) + 4ϵ^2(1 + T )^2 F ( T, (1 + T ) max_i ‖(m̃_i, ũ_i)‖^2_Xs )] . Proof. The difference m_1 − m_2 ∈ X^s satisfies

(∂_t + v · D_x − 1 2 Δ_v)(m_1 − m_2) = −ϵ div_v (J [m̃_1, D_vũ_1] − J [m̃_2, D_vũ_2]) ; (m_1 − m_2)|_{t=0} ≡ 0.

By Proposition 3.3 and Assumption 4(i),

‖m_1 − m_2‖^2_Xs ≤ 4ϵ^2 ∫_T 0 ‖J [m̃_1, D_vũ_1] − J [m̃_2, D_vũ_2]‖^2_Γs_{(t)} dt

≤ 4ϵ^2‖(m̃_1 − m̃_2, D_vũ_1 − D_vũ_2)‖^2_{L2t Γsz ∩L∞t Γ}s−1_z F ( T, max_i ‖(m̃_i, D_vũ_i)‖^2_{L2t Γsz ∩L∞t Γ}s−1_z )

≤ 4ϵ^2(1 + T )‖(m̃_1 − m̃_2, D_vũ_1 − D_vũ_2)‖^2_Xs F ( T, (1 + T ) max_i ‖(m̃_i, D_vũ_i)‖^2_Xs ) . The difference u_1 − u_2 ∈ X^s satisfies { −(∂_t + v · D_x +^1_2 Δ_v)(u_1 − u_2) = ϵ (H[m̃_1, D_vũ_1] − H[m̃_2, D_vũ_2]) ; (u_1 − u_2)|_{t=0} = G[m̃_1(T, ·)] − G[m̃_2(T, ·)].

By Corollary 3.4 and Assumption 4,

‖u_1 − u_2‖^2_Xs ≤ 2δ^2 ‖G[m̃_1(T, ·)] − G[m̃_2(T, ·)]‖^2_Γs_{z (T )}

+ 4ϵ^2T ∫_T 0 ‖H[m̃_1, D_vũ_1] − H[m̃_2, D_vũ_2]‖^2_Γs_{(t)} dt

≤ 2δ^2‖m̃_1(T, ·) − m̃_2(T, ·)‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} K ( T, max_i ‖m̃_i(T, ·)‖^2_Γs_{z (T )} )

+ 4ϵ^2T ‖(m̃_1 − m̃_2, D_vũ_1 − D_vũ_2)‖^2_{L2t Γsz ∩L∞t Γ}s−1_z F ( T, max_i ‖(m̃_i, D_vũ_i)‖^2_{L2t Γsz ∩L∞t Γ}s−1_z )

≤ 2δ^2‖m̃_1 − m̃_2‖^2_Xs K ( T, max_i ‖m̃_i‖^2_Xs )

+ 4ϵ^2T (1 + T )‖(m̃_1 − m̃_2, ũ_1 − ũ_2)‖^2_Xs F ( T, (1 + T ) max_i ‖(m̃_i, ũ_i)‖^2_Xs ) . Summing completes the proof. □ 4. Local Well-posedness We prove local well-posedness by a fixed point argument.

Definition 6. Let m^0 ∈ H^s_z be a given probability density function. Let H, J , G satisfy Assumption 4. The map M : X^s × X^s → X^s × X^s is defined for all (m̃, ũ) ∈ X^s × X^s by M(m̃, ũ) = (m, u), where m is the unique X^s solution of (3.12) and u is the unique X^s solution of (3.11).

Note that Proposition 3.3 ensures that M is well defined. We will show that, for suitable choices of the parameters ϵ, δ and T , M is a contraction on a closed ball in X^s × X^s. It will then follow from the Banach fixed point theorem that M has a unique fixed point on this set. This is the content of the next lemma. Recall the functions F and K from Assumption 4. Lemma 4.1. Suppose that there exists L_∗ > 0 such that (4.1) 2δ^2K (T, L_∗) + 4ϵ^2(1 + T ) F (T, (1 + T )L_∗) < L_∗ Define

K_∗ := sup { K > 0 : 2δ^2K (T, L_∗ + K) + 4ϵ^2(1 + T ) F (T, (1 + T )(L_∗ + K)) < L_∗. } , with the convention that K_∗ = +∞ if the set is unbounded.

Then, for any m^0 ∈ H^s(M × R^d ) such that ‖m^0‖^2_Hs_z ≤ K 2 < K_∗ 2 , M maps the set (4.2) Y := { (m, u) ∈ X^s × X^s | ‖(m, u)‖^2_Xs ≤ K + L_∗ } into itself, and is Lipschitz on Y with Lipschitz constant √ (1 + T )L_∗.

Remark 10. The condition (4.1) can be satisfied for any L_∗ and T by taking δ, ϵ small enough. Likewise, K_∗ can be taken as large as desired by taking δ, ϵ small enough. Proof of Lemma 4.1. By Lemma 3.5, if (m, u) ∈ X^s × X^s then

‖M(m, u)‖^2_Xs ≤ 2‖m^0‖^2_Hs_z + 2δ^2K(T, ‖(m, u)‖^2_Xs ) + 4ϵ^2(1 + T )F ( T, (1 + T )‖(m, u)‖^2_Xs ) . Hence, if ‖(m, u)‖^2_Xs ≤ K + L_∗, then

‖M(m, u)‖^2_Xs ≤ K + 2δ^2K(T, K + L_∗) + 4ϵ^2(1 + T )F (T, (1 + T )(K + L_∗)) . Thus, since K < K_∗, ‖M(m, u)‖^2_Xs ≤ K + L_∗, which shows that M maps Y into Y .

Next, for i = 1, 2 consider (m_i, u_i) ∈ Y . By Lemma 3.6,

‖M(m_1, u_1) − M(m_2, u_2)‖^2_Xs ≤ ‖(m_1, u_1) − (m_2, u_2)‖^2_Xs × ( 2δ^2K ( T, max_i ‖m_i‖^2_Xs ) + 4ϵ^2(1 + T )^2 F ( T, (1 + T ) max_i ‖(m_i, u_i)‖^2_Xs )) . Since each (m_i, u_i) ∈ Y , we may estimate this by

‖M(m_1, u_1) − M(m_2, u_2)‖^2_Xs ≤ ‖(m_1, u_1) − (m_2, u_2)‖^2_Xs × ( 2δ^2K (T, K + L_∗) + 4ϵ^2(1 + T )^2 F (T, (1 + T )(K + L_∗)) ) . Since K < K_∗, 2δ^2K (T, K + L_∗) + 4ϵ^2(1 + T )^2 F (T, (1 + T )(K + L_∗)) ≤ (1 + T )L_∗.

Thus ‖M(m_1, u_1) − M(m_2, u_2)‖^2_Xs ≤ (1 + T )L_∗‖(m_1, u_1) − (m_2, u_2)‖^2_Xs which completes the proof. □

We are ready to state and prove the main theorem of our paper.

Theorem 4.2. Let s ≥ s_∗ + 1. Assume that H, J and G satisfy Assumption 4. Suppose that δ, ϵ, T > 0 are such that there exists L_∗ <^1_{1+T} satisfying (4.1). Then, for any m^0 ∈ H^s_z such that ‖m^0‖^2_Hs_z < K_∗/2, there exists a unique distributional solution (m, u) ∈ X^s × X^s of the Mean Field Games system (3.10) such that ‖(m, u)‖_Xs < L_∗ + K_∗.

Proof. Let K > 0 be such that 2‖m^0‖_Hs_z ≤ K < K_∗, and let Y be defined by (4.2). Since (1 + T )L_∗ < 1, by Lemma 4.1 M is a contraction on Y , which is a complete metric space (and non-empty since (0, 0) ∈ M). Hence, by the Banach fixed point theorem, M has a unique fixed point (m, u) ∈ Y . M(m, u) = (m, u) is precisely the statement that (m, u) satisfies the Mean Field Games system (3.10). □

Remark 11. The solution m is a probability distribution at each time as long as the initial data m^0 is. This is because the equation for m is positivity-preserving and also preserves the mean, as long as solutions have some slight regularity. The H^s regularity of the theorem is certainly sufficient.

As a consequence of Theorem 4.2 and Proposition 2.2, in the local case we have the following theorem.

Theorem 4.3. Let s ≥ s_∗ + 1. Let H, g satisfy Assumptions 1 and 2. Let m^0 ∈ H^s_z and T > 0 be given. There exist positive parameters (ϵ_∗, δ_∗) such that, for all ϵ < ϵ_∗, δ < δ_∗, there exists a distributional solution (u, m) ∈ X^s × X^s of (1.1), which is the unique solution such that ‖(u, m)‖_Xs ≤ Q_∗, for some constant Q_∗ > 2‖m_0‖_Hs_z .

Furthermore, if s ≥ s_∗ + 2, the solution is classical.

Proof. Choose constants K_∗ > 2‖m_0‖_Hs_z and L_∗ < (1 + T )^{−1}. As explained in Remark 10, the condition (4.1) can be satisfied for these values of L_∗, T and K_∗ by taking ϵ_∗ and δ_∗ small enough. The existence and uniqueness statement then follows from Theorem 4.2.

It remains to prove only the final assertion. If s ≥ s_∗ + 2, then u, m ∈ C^0_t C^{2,α}_z . Thus ∂_tu = −v · D_xu − 1 2 Δ_vu + ϵH(t, z, m, D_v u) ∈ C^0_t C^{0,α}_z ∂_tm = −v · D_xm + 1 2 Δ_vm − ϵ div_v (mD_pH(t, z, m(t, z), D_v u(t, z))) ∈ C^0_t C^{0,α}_z , and hence the solution is classical. □

Remark 12. If instead one wished to fix ϵ and δ rather than take them as small as necessary for Theorem 4.3, it is in some cases still possible to find existence of a solution. As long as the Hamiltonian is such that the associated functions F and K admit T > 0 and L_∗ > 0 such that (4.1) is satisfied, and if L_∗ < (1 + T )^{−1}, then there exists K_∗ > 0 such that for any m_0 with ‖m_0‖^2_Hs_z <^{K∗}_2 , we have demonstrated that there is a solution of (1.1).

Appendix A. Approximation argument for a key estimate We give the approximation argument to show that, if w ∈ X^0 satisfies

(A.1) ( ∂_t + v · D_x − 1 2 Δ_v ) w = h_1 + div_v h_2

in the sense of distributions D^′((0, T ) × M × R^d ), where h_1, h_2 ∈ L^2_{t,x,v}, then for all t ∈ [0, T ], 1 2 ‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z + 1 2 ∫_t 0 ‖D_v w(τ)‖^2_L2_z dτ = 1 2 ‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d h_1w dz − ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d h_2D_vw dz dτ.

Recall that w satisfies (A.1) in D^′ ( (0, T ) × M × R^d ) if and only if, for all test functions ϕ ∈ C^∞_c ( (0, T ) × M × R^d ) , the following equality holds:

− ∫_T 0 ∫ M ×R^d w ( ∂_t + v · ∇_x + 1 2 Δ_v ) ϕ dz dt = ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d h_1ϕ − h_2 · ∇_vϕ dz dt.

Since ∇_vw ∈ L^2_{t,z} by assumption, it is equivalent to require that

(A.2) − ∫_T 0 ∫ M ×R^d w (∂_t + v · ∇_x) ϕ dz dt + 1 2 ∫_T 0 ∫ M ×R^d ∇_vw · ∇_vϕ dz dt = ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d h_1ϕ − h_2 · ∇_vϕ dz dt. We now construct a sequence of smooth test functions that approximates w. Fix a smooth, non-negative, radially symmetric function ψ ∈ C^∞_c (R × M × R^d ) and define for δ > 0 ψ_δ(t, x, v) := δ^{−(1+2d)}ψ ( t δ , x δ , v δ ) .

We localise separately in the t and (x, v) variables. In (x, v), for each R > 0 let ζ_R ∈ C^∞_c (M × R^d ) be a non-negative function satisfying

ζ_R(z) = { 1, |z| ≤ R, 0, |z| > 2R, ‖∇ζ_R‖_L∞ ≤ C R .

For the time variable, we fix a time t ∈ (0, T ]. Then, for each 0 < τ < t/2, let η_τ be a smooth non-negative function of s such that

η(s) = { 1, τ ≤ s ≤ t − τ 0, s ≤^τ_2 , s ≥ t −^τ_2 ‖η^′_τ ‖_L∞ ≤ C τ .

Now define the test function ϕ := η_τ ζ_R(ψ_δ ∗ (η_τ ζ_Rw)). We substitute this choice of ϕ into the weak form (A.2) to find (dropping subscripts for ease of notation) that

(A.3) − ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d ((∂_tη)ζw) ψ ∗ (ηζw) dz ds + 1 2 ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d (ηζ∇_vw) · ψ ∗ (ηζ∇_vw) dz ds − ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d (ηζw) ((∂_t + v · ∇_x)ψ) ∗ (ηζw) dz ds = ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d (ηζh_1)ψ ∗ (ηζw) − ηζh_2 · [ψ ∗ (ηζ∇_vw)] dz ds + ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d η [ (v · ∇_xζ) w − ∇_vζ · ( h_2 + 1 2 ∇_vw )] ψ ∗ (ηζw) dz ds − ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d ηζ ( h_2 + 1 2 ∇_vw ) · ψ ∗ (η∇_vζw) dz ds. Since ψ is radially symmetric, ∂_tψ(s, x, v) = −∂_tψ(−s, x, v), ∇_xψ(s, x, v) = −∇_xψ(s, −x, v). It follows that ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d (ηζw) ((∂_t + v · ∇_x)ψ) ∗ (ηζw) dz ds = − ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d (ηζw) ((∂_t + v · ∇_x)ψ) ∗ (ηζw) dz ds = 0. We now take the limit δ → 0. Since w, ∇_v w ∈ L^2_{t,z}, the same is true of the functions ηζw, η∇ζw, ηζ∇_v w ∈ L^2_{t,z}. Then, by standard results on the continuity of mollification (continuity of translations) in L^2, lim_{δ→0} ‖ψ_δ ∗ (ηζw) − ηζw‖_L2_{t,z} + ‖ψ_δ ∗ (η∇ζw) − η∇ζw‖_L2_{t,z} + ‖ψ_δ ∗ (ηζ∇_vw) − ηζ∇_vw‖_L2_{t,z} = 0. Since also (∂_tη)ζw ∈ L^2_{t,z}, we may pass to the limit in equation (A.3) to find that

(A.4) − 1 2 ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d ∂_t(η^2)ζ^2|w|^2 dz ds + 1 2 ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d η^2ζ^2|∇_vw|^2 dz ds = ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d η^2ζ^2[h_1w − h_2 · ∇_vw] dz ds + ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d η^2ζ (v · ∇_xζ) w^2 dz ds − ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d η^2ζ∇_vζ · (∇_vw + 2h_2)w dz ds.

Next, we take the limit R → +∞. The functions ζ^2, ζ (v · ∇_xζ) and ζ∇_vζ are all bounded uniformly in R and converge pointwise as R → +∞. Then, since w, ∇_v w, h_1 and h_2 are all L^2_{t,z} functions, we may pass to the limit in the integrals in (A.4) by the dominated convergence theorem. Since lim R→+∞ ζ^2 = 1, lim_{R→+∞} ζ (v · ∇_xζ) = 0, lim_{R→+∞} ζ∇_vζ = 0,

we deduce that − 1 2 ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d ∂_t(η^2)|w|^2 dz ds+ 1 2 ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d η^2|∇_vw|^2 dz ds = ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d η^2[h_1w−h_2 ·∇_vw] dz ds.

Finally, we take the limit τ → 0. Since lim_{τ →0} η^2 = 1 pointwise, the convergence of the two terms involving η^2 follows by dominated convergence as before. It remains only to consider the term − 1 2 ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d ∂_t(η^2)|w|^2 dz ds = − 1 2 ∫_τ 0 ∫ M ×R^d ∂_t(η^2)|w|^2 dz ds − 1 2 ∫_t t−τ ∫ M ×R^d ∂_t(η^2)|w|^2 dz ds.

Now recall that s → w(s, ·) is a continuous trajectory in L^2(M × R^d ). We write, for example, − 1 2 ∫_τ 0 ∫ M ×R^d ∂_t(η^2)|w|^2 dz ds = − 1 2 ‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z ∫_τ 0 ∂_t(η^2) ds + 1 2 ∫_τ 0 ∂_t(η^2)(‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z − ‖w(s)‖^2_L2_z ) ds.

We evaluate the integral ∫_τ 0 ∂_t(η^2) ds = η(τ)^2 − η(0)^2 = 1 − 0 = 1.

For the remaining term, since |^1_2 (η^2)^′| ≤^C_τ , | | | 1 2 ∫_τ 0 ∂_t(η^2)(‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z − ‖w(τ)‖^2_L2_z ) ds | | | ≤ C τ τ sup_{s∈[0,τ ]}(‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z − ‖w(s)‖^2_L2_z ).

The right hand side converges to zero as τ tends to zero by L^2(M × R^d ) continuity of w. Thus

lim_{τ →0} − 1 2 ∫_τ 0 ∫ M ×R^d ∂_t(η^2)|w|^2 dz ds = − 1 2 ‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z .

Similarly,

lim_{τ →0} − 1 2 ∫_τ 0 ∫ M ×R^d ∂_t(η^2)|w|^2 dz ds = − 1 2 ‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z (∫_t t−τ ∂_t(η^2) ds ) = 1 2 ‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z .

We conclude that, for all t ∈ [0, T ], 1 2 ‖w(t)‖^2_L2_z + 1 2 ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d |∇_vw|^2 dz ds = 1 2 ‖w(0)‖^2_L2_z + ∫_t 0 ∫ M ×R^d h_1w − h_2 · ∇_vw dz ds. Acknowledgements DMA is grateful to the National Science Foundation for support through grant DMS-2307638.

MGP is grateful for support from the Additional Funding Programme for Mathematical Sciences, delivered by EPSRC (EP/V521917/1) and the Heilbronn Institute for Mathematical Research. ARM has been partially supported by the EPSRC New Investigator Award “Mean Field Games and Master equations” under award no. EP/X020320/1 and by the King Abdullah University of Science and Technology Research Funding (KRF) under award no. ORA-2021-CRG10-4674.2.

References

[1] Y. Achdou, F. J. Buera, J.-M. Lasry, P.-L. Lions, and B. Moll. Partial differential equation models in macroeconomics. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. Ser. A Math. Phys. Eng. Sci., 372(2028):20130397, 19, 2014.

[2] Y. Achdou, P. Mannucci, C. Marchi, and N. Tchou. Deterministic mean field games with control on the acceleration. NoDEA Nonlinear Differential Equations Appl., 27(3):Paper No. 33, 32, 2020.

[3] Y. Achdou, P. Mannucci, C. Marchi, and N. Tchou. Deterministic mean field games with control on the acceleration and state constraints. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 54(3):3757–3788, 2022.

[4] Y. Achdou and A. Porretta. Mean field games with congestion. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré C Anal. Non Linéaire, 35(2):443–480, 2018.

[5] D. M. Ambrose. Small strong solutions for time-dependent mean field games with local coupling. C. R. Math.

Acad. Sci. Paris, 354(6):589–594, 2016.

[6] D. M. Ambrose. Strong solutions for time-dependent mean field games with non-separable Hamiltonians. J.

Math. Pures Appl. (9), 113:141–154, 2018.

[7] D. M. Ambrose. Existence theory for a time-dependent mean field games model of household wealth. Appl.

Math. Optim., 83(3):2051–2081, 2021.

[8] D. M. Ambrose. Existence theory for non-separable mean field games in Sobolev spaces. Indiana Univ. Math.

J., 71(2):611–647, 2022.

[9] D. M. Ambrose and A. R. Mészáros. Well-posedness of mean field games master equations involving nonseparable local Hamiltonians. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 376(4):2481–2523, 2023.

[10] M. Bansil, A. R. Mészáros, and C. Mou. Global well-posedness of displacement monotone degenerate mean field games master equations. arXiv:2308.16167, 2023.

[11] M. Bardi and P. Cardaliaguet. Convergence of some mean field games systems to aggregation and flocking models. Nonlinear Anal., 204:Paper No. 112199, 24, 2021.

[12] J. Bedrossian, M. Coti Zelati, and M. Dolce. Taylor dispersion and phase mixing in the non-cutoff Boltzmann equation on the whole space. arXiv:2211.05079, 2022.

[13] J. Bergh and J. Löfström. Interpolation Spaces. Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg New York, 1976. [14] L. Bigorgne. Asymptotic properties of small data solutions of the Vlasov-Maxwell system in high dimensions.

Mém. Soc. Math. Fr. (N.S.), (172):123, 2022.

[15] F. Bouchut. Hypoelliptic regularity in kinetic equations. J. Math. Pures Appl. (9), 81(11):1135–1159, 2002. [16] P. Cannarsa and C. Mendico. Mild and weak solutions of mean field game problems for linear control systems.

Minimax Theory Appl., 5(2):221–250, 2020.

[17] P. Cardaliaguet, M. Cirant, and A. Porretta. Splitting methods and short time existence for the master equations in mean field games. J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS), 25(5):1823–1918, 2023.

[18] P. Cardaliaguet, P. J. Graber, A. Porretta, and D. Tonon. Second order mean field games with degenerate diffusion and local coupling. NoDEA Nonlinear Differential Equations Appl., 22(5):1287–1317, 2015.

[19] P. Cardaliaguet and C. Mendico. Ergodic behavior of control and mean field games problems depending on acceleration. Nonlinear Anal., 203:Paper No. 112185, 40, 2021.

[20] P. Cardaliaguet and A. Porretta. An introduction to mean field game theory. In Mean field games, volume 2281 of Lecture Notes in Math., pages 1–158. Springer, Cham, [2020] ©2020.

[21] R. Carmona and F. Delarue. Probabilistic theory of mean field games with applications. I, volume 83 of Probability Theory and Stochastic Modelling. Springer, Cham, 2018. Mean field FBSDEs, control, and games.

[22] P. Chan and R. Sircar. Bertrand and Cournot mean field games. Appl. Math. Optim., 71(3):533–569, 2015. [23] S. Chaturvedi. Stability of vacuum for the Boltzmann equation with moderately soft potentials. Ann. PDE, 7(2):Paper No. 15, 104, 2021.

[24] S. Chaturvedi, J. Luk, and T. Nguyen. The Vlasov-Poisson-Landau system in the weakly collisional regime.

J. Amer. Math. Soc., 36(4):1103–1189, 2023.

[25] M. Cirant, R. Gianni, and P. Mannucci. Short-time existence for a general backward-forward parabolic system arising from mean-field games. Dyn. Games Appl., 10(1):100–119, 2020.

[26] M. Cirant and A. Goffi. Lipschitz regularity for viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equations with L^p terms. Ann. Inst.

H. Poincaré C Anal. Non Linéaire, 37(4):757–784, 2020.

[27] M. Cirant and A. Goffi. Maximal L^q -regularity for parabolic Hamilton-Jacobi equations and applications to mean field games. Ann. PDE, 7(2):Paper No. 19, 40, 2021.

[28] F. Dragoni and E. Feleqi. Ergodic mean field games with Hörmander diffusions. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 57(5):Paper No. 116, 22, 2018.

[29] D. Fajman, J. Joudioux, and J. Smulevici. A vector field method for relativistic transport equations with applications. Analysis & PDE, 10(7):1539–1612, 2017.

[30] E. Feleqi, D. Gomes, and T. Tada. Hypoelliptic mean field games – a case study. Minimax Theory Appl., 5(2):305–326, 2020.

[31] G. B. Folland and E. M. Stein. Estimates for the ¯∂_b complex and analysis on the Heisenberg group. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math., 27:429–522, 1974.

[32] W. Gangbo, A. R. Mészáros, C. Mou, and J. Zhang. Mean field games master equations with nonseparable Hamiltonians and displacement monotonicity. Ann. Probab., 50(6):2178–2217, 2022.

[33] M. Ghattassi and N. Masmoudi. Non-separable mean field games for pedestrian flow: Generalized Hughes model. arXiv:2310.04702, 2023.

[34] J. Gianatti and F. J. Silva. Approximation of deterministic mean field games with control-affine dynamics.

Foundations of Computational Mathematics, to appear, 2024.

[35] D. A. Gomes and E. Pimentel. Time-dependent mean-field games with logarithmic nonlinearities. SIAM J.

Math. Anal., 47(5):3798–3812, 2015.

[36] D. A. Gomes, E. Pimentel, and H. Sánchez-Morgado. Time-dependent mean-field games in the superquadratic case. ESAIM Control Optim. Calc. Var., 22(2):562–580, 2016.

[37] D. A. Gomes, E. A. Pimentel, and H. Sánchez-Morgado. Time-dependent mean-field games in the subquadratic case. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 40(1):40–76, 2015.

[38] D. A. Gomes and V. K. Voskanyan. Short-time existence of solutions for mean-field games with congestion.

J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2), 92(3):778–799, 2015.

[39] P. J. Graber and A. Bensoussan. Existence and uniqueness of solutions for Bertrand and Cournot mean field games. Appl. Math. Optim., 77(1):47–71, 2018.

[40] M. Griffin-Pickering and A. R. Mészáros. A variational approach to first order kinetic mean field games with local couplings. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 47(10):1945–2022, 2022.

[41] F. Hérau. Short and long time behavior of the Fokker-Planck equation in a confining potential and applications. J. Funct. Anal., 244(1):95–118, 2007.

[42] F. Hérau and F. Nier. Isotropic hypoellipticity and trend to equilibrium for the Fokker-Planck equation with a high-degree potential. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 171(2):151–218, 2004.

[43] L. Hörmander. Hypoelliptic second order differential equations. Acta Math., 119:147–171, 1967. [44] M. Huang, R. P. Malhamé, and P. E. Caines. Large population stochastic dynamic games: closed-loop McKean-Vlasov systems and the Nash certainty equivalence principle. Commun. Inf. Syst., 6(3):221–251, 2006.

[45] T. Kato and G. Ponce. Commutator estimates and the Euler and Navier-Stokes equations. Comm. Pure App.

Math., 41:891–907, 1988.

[46] S. Kawashima. The Boltzmann equation and thirteen moments. Japan J. Appl. Math., 7(2):301–320, 1990. [47] S. Klainerman. Uniform decay estimates and the Lorentz invariance of the classical wave equation. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math., 38(3):321–332, 1985.

[48] A. Kolmogoroff. Zufällige Bewegungen (zur Theorie der Brownschen Bewegung). Ann. of Math., 2(35):116– 117, 1934.

[49] J.-M. Lasry and P.-L. Lions. Jeux à champ moyen. II. Horizon fini et contrôle optimal. C. R. Math. Acad.

Sci. Paris, 343(10):679–684, 2006.

[50] J.-M. Lasry and P.-L. Lions. Mean field games. Jpn. J. Math., 2(1):229–260, 2007. [51] P.-L. Lions and P. E. Souganidis. Extended mean-field games. Atti Accad. Naz. Lincei Rend. Lincei Mat.

Appl., 31(3):611–625, 2020.

[52] J. Luk. Stability of vacuum for the Landau equation with moderately soft potentials. Ann. PDE, 5(1):Paper No. 11, 101, 2019.

[53] P. Mannucci, C. Marchi, C. Mariconda, and N. Tchou. Non-coercive first order Mean Field Games. J.

Differential Equations, 269(5):4503–4543, 2020.

[54] P. Mannucci, C. Marchi, and N. Tchou. Non coercive unbounded first order mean field games: the Heisenberg example. J. Differential Equations, 309:809–840, 2022.

[55] C. Mendico. A singular perturbation problem for mean field games of acceleration: application to mean field games of control. J. Evol. Equ., 23(3):Paper No. 56, 27, 2023.

[56] A. R. Mészáros and C. Mou. Mean field games systems under displacement monotonicity. SIAM J. Math.

Anal., 56(1):529–553, 2024.

[57] A. R. Mészáros and F. J. Silva. On the variational formulation of some stationary second-order mean field games systems. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 50(1):1255–1277, 2018.

[58] N. Mimikos-Stamatopoulos. Weak and renormalized solutions to a Hypoelliptic Mean Field Games system.

SIAM J. Math. Anal., 56(2):2312–2356, 2024.

[59] C. Mou and J. Zhang. Minimal solutions of master equations for extended mean field games. J. Math. Pures Appl. (9), 184:190–217, 2024.

[60] S. Munoz. Classical solutions to local first-order extended mean field games. ESAIM Control Optim. Calc.

Var., 29:Paper No. 14, 21, 2023.

[61] L. Niebel and R. Zacher. Kinetic maximal L^2-regularity for the (fractional) Kolmogorov equation. J. Evol.

Equ., 21(3):3585–3612, 2021.

[62] A. Porretta. Weak solutions to Fokker-Planck equations and mean field games. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 216(1):1–62, 2015.

[63] L. P. Rothschild and E. M. Stein. Hypoelliptic differential operators and nilpotent groups. Acta Math., 137(3-4):247–320, 1976.

[64] J. Smulevici. Small data solutions of the Vlasov-Poisson system and the vector field method. Annals of PDE, 2(2):11, 2016.

[65] C. Villani. Hypocoercivity. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 202(950), 2009.

Drexel University, Department of Mathematics, Philadelphia, PA 19104 USA Email address: dma68@drexel.edu

Department of Mathematics, University College London, London, UK & Heilbronn Institute for Mathematical Research, Bristol, UK

Email address: m.griffin-pickering@ucl.ac.uk

Department of Mathematical Sciences, Durham University, Durham, UK Email address: alpar.r.meszaros@durham.ac.uk