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Abstract— We consider a behavioral-feedback SIR epi-
demic model, in which the infection rate depends in feed-
back on the fractions of susceptible and infected agents,
respectively. The considered model allows one to account
for endogenous adaptation mechanisms of the agents in
response to the epidemics, such as voluntary social dis-
tancing, or the adoption of face masks. For this model, we
formulate an optimal control problem for a social planner
that has the ability to reduce the infection rate to keep the
infection curve below a certain threshold within an infinite
time horizon, while minimizing the intervention cost. Based
on the dynamic properties of the model, we prove that,
under quite general conditions on the infection rate, the
filling the box strategy is the optimal control. This strategy
consists in letting the epidemics spread without interven-
tion until the threshold is reached, then applying the mini-
mum control that leaves the fraction of infected individuals
constantly at the threshold until the reproduction number
becomes less than one and the infection naturally fades
out. Our result generalizes one available in the literature
for the equivalent problem formulated for the classical SIR
model, which can be recovered as a special case of our
model when the infection rate is constant. Our contribution
enhances the understanding of epidemic management with
adaptive human behavior, offering insights for robust con-
tainment strategies.

Index Terms— Epidemic models, Susceptible-Infected-
Recovered model, Optimal control problem.

I. INTRODUCTION

The spread of infectious diseases has always been a serious
threat to public health. To reduce their impact, it is essential
to design effective containment strategies. However, this task
is challenging because it requires taking into account several
factors, such as the capacity of the healthcare system and
the social and economic consequences of interventions. When
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the resources are limited, it becomes especially important to
identify policies that use them in the most effective way.

In recent years, mathematical models have become im-
portant tools for predicting how outbreaks evolve and for
assessing the effectiveness of different control strategies.
Deterministic compartmental models play a central role in
capturing the essential features of disease transmission and
supporting the formulation of public health strategies. Among
these, the Susceptible-Infected-Recovered (SIR) model is one
of the most extensively studied because of its simplicity and
generality [2]–[5]. It divides the population into three compart-
ments (susceptible, infected, and recovered) and describes their
evolution in time through a system of nonlinear differential
equations, assuming that the population is large, homogeneous,
and well mixed.

However, a key limitation of the classical SIR model
is its assumption of a constant infection rate, disregarding
behavioral adaptations. Historical and recent evidence shows
that agents change their behavior in response to perceived
infection risk, affecting contact patterns and, consequently, the
disease transmission. For example, during the 1918 influenza
pandemic people avoided crowded areas [6], during the SARS
outbreak, widespread use of face masks and reduced travel
were observed [7], and during the recent COVID-19 pandemic
behavioral responses were further reinforced by government
measures such as social distancing and lockdowns [8].

To incorporate the human behavior into epidemic models,
two main approaches have emerged. The first one consists in
adding to the system new dynamic variables, often based on
evolutionary game theory [9], to model how the agents weigh
the costs and benefits of actions like vaccination or isolation
based on their risk perception and on social influence. The
infection rate is then assumed to depend on such variables,
which in turn depend on the epidemic state [10]–[17]. The
drawback of this approach is that the number of variables of
the system increases, making optimal control problems often
analytically intractable.

The second main modeling approach incorporates the hu-
man behavior through static feedback mechanisms. In these
behavioral-feedback SIR epidemic models, the infection rate
β is a function of the current epidemic state rather than
dependent on additional dynamic variables or constant as in
the classical SIR model [18], [19]. A seminal contribution
for this class of models is [20], which introduced a SIR
model where the infection rate β decreases with the fraction of
infected agents y, producing a unimodal infection curve. Later
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studies confirmed that such feedback can flatten the curve
and preserve key stability properties [21]–[23], and that the
unimodality of the infection curve is preserved even if the
the infection rate depends on both the fraction of susceptible
agents x and infected agents y [24]. Recent work further
explored these effects, deriving bounds on epidemic overshoot
and identifying invariants of motion [25], or studying com-
plex nonlinear feedback with saturation effects [26]. Other
behavioral-feedback SIR models with non-linear infection rate
β(x, y) are considered in [27]–[29]. Time-dependent infection
rates have also been introduced to reflect seasonal or delayed
responses [30].

In this paper, we address an optimal control problem for a
class of behavioral-feedback SIR models where the infection
rate depends on both the fraction of susceptible agents x
and infected agents y. Optimal control of the classical SIR
epidemic model has been extensively studied in recent years
[31]–[35], particularly for calibrating lockdowns to achieve
epidemic control without excessively harming the economy.
For example, [36] proposes an optimal control problem for the
SIR model over a finite time horizon, where the epidemic cost
is linear in the fraction of infected agents, and the economic
cost is linear in the level of intervention, proving that the
optimal control is bang-bang with at most two switches. In
[37], the authors study an optimal control problem where
the economic cost depends on both the severity and duration
of the lockdown, and the epidemic cost is quadratic in the
fraction of infected agents to account for hospital congestion.
They prove that, for an infinite time horizon, a strategy that
stabilizes the fraction of infected agents outperforms one that
stabilizes the reproduction number. Similarly, in [38], the
authors solve an optimal control problem numerically for
network SIR dynamics, showing that optimal policies differ-
entially targeting risk or age groups significantly outperform
uniform policies. In [39] the authors provide the solution of
an optimal control problem of the SIR model with infinite
time horizon, where an external controller aims to minimize
the cost of the intervention while ensuring that the fraction
of infected agents remains below a specified threshold at
every time. This threshold represents the healthcare system’s
capacity, referred to as the ICU capacity constraint, ensuring
comprehensive care for infected patients. Such constraints
reflect scenarios like those observed during COVID-19, where
the number of critically ill patients risked exceeding available
resources, potentially leading to adverse outcomes. Respecting
the ICU constraint guarantees that all patients receive nec-
essary medical care. The optimal strategy consists in setting
the minimum lockdown level needed to satisfy the constraint,
known as the filling the box strategy. In the first stages, the
disease spreads uncontrolled, followed by an abrupt lockdown
when the infection curves meets the threshold, and then a
gradual reopening until a time after which the spread is no
longer regulated and the infection naturally fades out. The
economic rationale behind this optimal policy is to avoid
shutting down society while ICU resources remain unused.
Therefore, whenever the natural spread does not threaten the
ICU constraint, it should proceed without intervention. This
policy is proven to be optimal also in [40], where the authors

propose an optimal control problem for epidemic mitigation
that incorporates both molecular and serology testing.

Our main contribution is to prove that, under some mild
assumptions on the regularity and monotonicity of feedback
mechanism that regulates the infection rate, the filling-the-box
strategy is the optimal control for a general class of behavioral-
feedback SIR models. This result extends the findings of [39],
which apply to the standard SIR model. The proof relies on the
properties of the behavioral-feedback SIR model, in particular
the unimodality of the infection curve, which is guaranteed
under very general assumptions on the feedback mechanism.
Compared to [39], the main technical challenge of our analysis
is that the class of behavioral feedback SIR models considered
in this paper does not admit in general an invariant of motion,
which was exploited in [39] to prove the optimality of the
filling-the-box strategy.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study that
jointly addresses the human adaptive behavior and the optimal
control of epidemics besides our preliminary results in [41],
where the authors study a behavioral-feedback SIR model
with a special feedback mechanism, showing that it admits
a non-trivial invariant of motion and characterize the infection
peak. In addition, [41] analyzes the system under a threshold
constraint on the infection level, showing that a feasible
control strategy consists in applying the minimal amount of
restrictions required to keep the epidemic below a threshold,
and they provide an explicit characterization of the associated
cost. The main novelties of this work with respect to [41] are
the following. First, we consider a general class of feedback
mechanisms, rather than focusing on a specific functional
form. Within this generalized framework, we prove that under
mild conditions on the transmission rate the infection curve
remains unimodal, and we rigorously formulate the associated
optimal control problem. In this setting, we establish that the
filling-the-box strategy is the optimal solution, thus extending
the preliminary results of [41] to a much broader class of
models, where the analysis cannot rely on invariants of motion
and requires different arguments. Finally, we provide a nu-
merical counterexample showing that, when the monotonicity
assumptions on the infection rate are relaxed, the filling-the-
box strategy is no longer optimal.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II
we introduce the controlled behavioral-feedback SIR epidemic
model, formulate the optimal control problem we aim to study,
and present our main result. In Section III, we analyze the
uncontrolled dynamics, which is instrumental for the proof
of our main result. The proof itself is then provided in
Section IV. In Section V, we discuss a counterexample, while
in Section VI we summarize our contribution and discuss
future research lines.

A. Notation

We briefly gather here some notational conventions adopted
throughout the paper. We denote by R and R+ the sets of
real and nonnegative real numbers, respectively. We will often
consider differentiable functions f(x, y) and use the notation
ḟ = fxẋ+ fy ẏ to denote the time derivative of the composed
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function f(x(t), y(t)). Throughout this paper, given an interval
I ⊆ R, we say that u : I → Rn is a piecewise-continuous
function if there exists a subset W ⊆ I that does not contain
accumulation points and is such that:

• u is continuous on I \W;
• in every t0 in W , u has a jump discontinuity, i.e., the left

and right limits

u(t−0 ) = lim
t→t−0

u(t) , u(t+0 ) = lim
t→t+0

u(t) ,

exist and are finite.
A function u : I → Rn is a right-continuous if it is piecewise-
continuous and u(t0) = u(t+0 ) for every discontinuity point
t0. Furthermore, we say that a continuous function u : I →
R is piecewise-C1 if, except for a subset W as above, it is
differentiable and u′ is piecewise-continuous.

II. CONTROLLED BEHAVIORAL-FEEDBACK SIR
EPIDEMIC MODEL

In this section, we introduce the epidemic model studied in
this paper and provide our main result.

A. Model Definition
We build our analysis on an epidemic model that describes

the spread of a disease within a homogeneous population of
agents, incorporating an endogenous feedback mechanism and
an exogenous control signal. Before introducing the model, we
define the simplex ∆ and the space S by

∆ =
{
(x, y, z) ∈ R3

+ : x+ y + z = 1
}
,

and
S = {(x, y) ∈ R2

+ : x+ y ≤ 1} ,

respectively. The controlled behavioral-feedback SIR epidemic
model (CBF-SIR) is the system of ODEs

ẋ = −(1− u)β(x, y)xy,

ẏ = (1− u)β(x, y)xy − γy,

ż = γy ,

(1)

where
• x = x(t), y = y(t) and z = z(t) indicate the fraction of

susceptible, infected and recovered agents, respectively,
for every time t ≥ 0;

• β : S → (0,+∞) is the state-dependent infection rate,
which captures the endogenous behavioral response to the
epidemics, assumed to be a C1 function of (x, y);

• u : R+ → [0, 1] is a right-continuous function of time that
models a control signal available to an external controller
aiming to limit the disease spread by restricting social
interactions. The set of available control signals is

U = {u : [0,+∞) → [0, 1] right-continuous};

• γ > 0 is the recovery rate from the disease.
The following result establishes the well-posedness of the
CBF-SIR model (1) in the simplex ∆.

Proposition 1: Given a state-dependent infection rate β of
class C1, a control signal u in U with jumps in t1 < t2 < · · · ,

and an initial state (x0, y0, z0) in ∆, there exists a unique
piecewise-C1 function (x, y, z) : [0,+∞) → ∆ that solves the
ODE (1) outside the time instants t1 < t2 < · · · , and is such
that

x(0) = x0 , y(0) = y0 , z(0) = z0 . (2)

Moreover:
(i) t → x(t) is non-increasing for every t ≥ 0 and is strictly

decreasing for every t ≥ 0 if and only if x0 > 0 and
y0 > 0;

(ii) y(t) > 0 for every t ≥ 0 if and only if y0 > 0;
(iii) the set of equilibrium points in ∆ is

∆e = {(xe, 0, 1− xe) : xe ∈ [0, 1]};

(iv) (x(t), y(t), z(t)) converges, for t → +∞, to an equilib-
rium point in ∆e.
Proof: See Appendix.

From now on, we will refer to the vector functions constructed
in the previous proposition as to solutions of system (1).

Observe that the map s : S → ∆ defined by

s(x, y) = (x, y, 1− x− y) ,

is a bijection from S to ∆, hence for every time t we can
denote the state by the pair (x(t), y(t)) in S and omit z(t),
under the implicit assumption that z(t) = 1 − x(t) − y(t).
In light of this observation, from now on, we can limit our
analysis to the first two equations in (1). After defining the
reproduction number

R(x, y) =
1

γ
β(x, y)x , (3)

the two equations can be written as{
ẋ = −(1− u)γR(x, y)y ,

ẏ = γ((1− u)R(x, y)− 1)y .
(4)

From now on we will work with the system of ODEs (4) and
refer to it as to the CBF-SIR epidemic model.

To prove both the unimodality of the infection curve and to
further show the optimality of the proposed control strategy,
we rely on the following standing assumption on the feedback
mechanism regulating the infection rate.

Assumption 1: The state-dependent infection rate β satisfies

xβx(x, y)+β(x, y) > 0 , (5)

βy(x, y) ≤ 0 , (6)

for every (x, y) in S.
Remark 1: Note that (5)-(6) are equivalent to assuming that

the reproduction number R(x, y) is increasing in x and non-
increasing in y for every (x, y) in S.

Equation. (5) captures how the infection rate varies with the
fraction of susceptible agents. This condition is satisfied when
βx(x, y) is positive, e.g., when a higher fraction of susceptible
leads to a lower perceived risk, encouraging social interactions
and riskier behaviors that facilitate the transmission of the
disease. Equation (5) can also be satisfied when βx(x, y) is
negative but not too large in magnitude. A negative value of
βx(x, y) can be interpreted as the effect of pandemic fatigue,
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where agents gradually relax self-protective measures as the
epidemic progresses. Indeed, by Proposition 1(i), the fraction
of susceptible agents x decreases over time, so this condition
reflects an increase in the infection rate as time progresses.
Equation (6) captures the tendency of the agents to reduce their
interaction level in response to the number of active cases. We
remark that (5) generalizes the assumption made in [24], while
(6) is a standard assumption in the literature of feedback SIR
epidemic models [21], [22].

Example 1: Let a ≥ 0 and b : R → (0,+∞) be an arbitrary
non-decreasing C1 function. The two families of infection rates

β(x, y) =
b(x)

1 + ay
, (7)

β(x, y) = b(x)(1− ay) , (8)

satisfy (5)-(6). The CBF-SIR epidemic model with infection
rate (7) has been studied in [41]. Note that also the classical
SIR model may be recovered as a special case from (7)-(8)
by letting a = 0 and b being a positive constant.

B. Problem Statement
We consider an external controller that designs a control

signal u in U to reduce the infection rate. The goal of the
controller is to keep the fraction of infected agents below a
threshold ȳ in (0, 1], representing for instance the healthcare
capacity.

Definition 1: Given ȳ in (0, 1] and (x0, y0) in S such that
y0 ≤ ȳ, we say that a control signal u in U is feasible if
the solution of the CBF-SIR epidemic model (4) with initial
condition (x0, y0) satisfies y(t) ≤ ȳ for every t ≥ 0. The set
of all feasible control signals for a given threshold ȳ and initial
condition (x0, y0) is denoted U ȳ

x0,y0
.

Note that U ȳ
x0,y0

is non-empty since it contains the trivial
control signal u ≡ 1.

The implementation of the control has an associated eco-
nomic cost that the controller aims to minimize. The cost is
modeled by the functional J : U ȳ

x0,y0
→ [0,+∞] defined by

J(u) =

∫ +∞

0

u(t) dt .

We then consider the optimal control problem

V ∗(x0, y0) = min
u∈U ȳ

x0,y0

J(u). (9)

Note that the solution of (9) is trivial if y0 = 0, since
Proposition 1(ii) guarantees that in this case y(t) = 0 for
every t ≥ 0 under every control signal in U , including the
zero cost control u ≡ 0. For this reason, we will work under
the assumption that y0 > 0. In the next section we establish
our main result, which provides a solution of (9).

C. Main result
We now formulate our main result, whose proof is deferred

to Section IV. To this end, let S+ = {(x, y) ∈ S : x > 0, y >
0} and

ρ(x, y) =
R(x, y)− 1

R(x, y)
= 1− γ

xβ(x, y)
, (10)
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Fig. 1: Numerical simulation of the CBF-SIR epidemic
model (4) with β(x, y) = 0.35x(1 − y) and γ = 0.05.
The top plot shows in blue the uncontrolled solution and in
green the solution corresponding to the optimal control signal
u∗(t) (11)-(12) with threshold ȳ = 0.2. The optimal control
signal is reported in the bottom plot.

for every (x, y) in S+.
Theorem 1: Let β be of class C2 and let Assumption 1 hold

true. Consider a threshold ȳ in (0, 1] and an initial condition
(x0, y0) in S with 0 < y0 ≤ ȳ. Then, the optimal control
problem (9) admits a solution u∗ in U ȳ

x0,y0
that has the fol-

lowing feedback representation. Indicating with (x∗(t), y∗(t))
the solution of (4) with initial condition (2) under the control
signal u∗(t), we have that

u∗(t) = µ(x∗(t), y∗(t)), ∀t ≥ 0 , (11)

where

µ(x, y) =

{
0 if y < ȳ

[ρ(x, ȳ)]+ if y = ȳ .
(12)

Moreover, u∗ is unique in U ȳ
x0,y0

.

Proof: See Section IV.

The optimal feedback policy u∗(t) allows the disease to
spread without control until the fraction of infected agents
hits the threshold ȳ at a certain time T0. From there on, the
dynamics read {

ẋ∗ = −γȳ

ẏ∗ = 0 ,
(13)

hence the fraction of infected remains constantly at the thresh-
old ȳ. At time T1 such that R(x∗(T1), ȳ) = 1 (or equivalently,
ρ(x∗(T1), ȳ) = 0), the control is released, so that the trajectory
follows the uncontrolled dynamics and the infection curve
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naturally declines from there on. The corresponding control
signal u∗(t) starts abruptly above 0 at time T0 and subse-
quently is adjusted in time to maintain the fraction of infected
exactly at the threshold ȳ until T1. At that point, the control
is deactivated. This policy is known in the literature as filling-
the-box strategy and its optimality relies on the monotonicity
of the reproduction number, which implies the unimodality of
the infection curve. Our result generalizes [39], which proved
that the filling-the-box strategy is the optimal control of the
equivalent optimal control problem formulated for the classical
SIR epidemic model, which is a special case of the CBF-SIR
epidemic model, as noted in Example 1.

A numerical simulation of the CBF-SIR epidemic model (4)
with β(x, y) = 0.35x(1 − y), γ = 0.05, and optimal control
signal u∗(t) (11)-(12) with threshold ȳ = 0.2 is presented in
Figure 1. The top plot illustrates in green the solution y∗(t)
corresponding to the optimal control signal u∗(t), which is
reported in the bottom plot. The dashed blue curve is the
corresponding uncontrolled solution, namely, the solution of
the CBF-SIR epidemic model (4) with u ≡ 0.

The next section analyzes the property of the CBF-SIR
epidemic model without control. This analysis will be instru-
mental for the proof of Theorem 1.

III. UNCONTROLLED BF-SIR EPIDEMIC MODEL

In this section, we analyze the CBF-SIR epidemic model
(4) with u ≡ 0, i.e., the dynamical system{

ẋ = −γR(x, y)y ,

ẏ = γ[R(x, y)− 1]y .
(14)

We shall refer to this system of ODE as the (uncontrolled)
BF-SIR epidemic model.

A. Unimodality of the infection curve
We start by proving that the infection curve of the uncon-

trolled BF-SIR epidemic model (14) under condition (5) is
unimodal, namely, it admits at most one peak. This result
generalizes [24, Theorem 1].

Proposition 2: Consider the uncontrolled BF-SIR epidemic
model (14) with initial condition (2) and let (5) hold true.
Then:

(i) if R(x0, y0) ≤ 1, then t 7→ y(t) is strictly decreasing for
t ≥ 0;

(ii) if R(x0, y0) > 1, then there exists a finite time t̂ such that
t 7→ y(t) is strictly increasing for t in [0, t̂] and strictly
decreasing for t ≥ t̂;
Proof: It follows from the definition of the reproduction

number (3) and from (14) that

Ṙ = −RxγRy +Ryγ(R− 1)y . (15)

Note that, for a given time t̂ in which R(x(t̂), y(t̂)) = 1, this
equation, together with (5), implies that Ṙ(x(t̂), y(t̂)) < 0.
This proves that all stationary points of y(t) are local maxima.
Hence, if R(x0, y0) ≤ 1, it must be R(x(t), y(t)) < 1 for
every t > 0, so that y(t) is necessarily strictly decreasing
for every positive time t ≥ 0, proving item (i). To prove

Fig. 2: Phase portrait of the uncontrolled BF-SIR model (14)
on the state space S, with recovery rate γ = 0.05 and infection
rate (8) with b(x) = (x+ 2)/10 and a = 0.5.

item (ii), let R(x0, y0) > 1 and assume by contradiction that
R(x(t), y(t)) > 1 for every t ≥ 0. Then, y(t) would be
strictly increasing for all times and could not converge to an
equilibrium point, contradicting Proposition 1(iv). Therefore,
t̂ = min{t ≥ 0 |R(x(t), y(t)) = 1} must exist and has to be
finite, otherwise the fraction of recovered agents would diverge
in time due to the third equation in (1), violating Proposition 1.
Hence, y(t) is strictly increasing in [0, t̂]. For t ≥ t̂, item (i)
implies that y(t) is strictly decreasing, proving item (ii).

B. Some geometric considerations

We analyze the dynamics of the uncontrolled BF-SIR model
(14) in presence of a threshold ȳ in (0, 1]. Our goal is
to determine which trajectories remain below this threshold
without requiring external intervention.

It follows from [1, Chapter 2] that, for every initial condition
(x0, y0) in S, the uncontrolled BF-SIR model (14) admits a
unique solution of class C1 in S. Consequently, there exists
a map ϕ : R+ × S → S such that (x0, y0) 7→ ϕ(t, x0, y0)
and t 7→ ϕ(t, x0, y0) are both of class C1 and t 7→ ϕ(t, x0, y0)
is the unique solution of the uncontrolled BF-SIR model (14)
with ϕ(0;x0, y0) = (x0, y0) in S. The positive semi-orbit for
the initial condition (x0, y0) is then defined as

Γ+(x0, y0) = {ϕ(t, x0, y0), t ∈ R+} .

For every state (x, y) in S, we also define the set

Γ−(x, y) = {(x0, y0) ∈ S : (x, y) ∈ Γ+(x0, y0)} ,

of initial conditions in S whose positive semi-orbit contains
(x, y). With a slight abuse of terminology, we shall refer to
Γ−(x, y) as the negative semi-orbit of (x, y) for the uncon-
trolled BF-SIR model (14).
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Let Dȳ denote the set of states that the trajectory can visit
without violating the threshold constraint, that is

Dȳ = {(x, y) ∈ S : 0 < y ≤ ȳ} .

The first part of our analysis leads to a decomposition of Dȳ

into two sets D−
ȳ and D+

ȳ , which will be formally defined after
Lemma 2. Informally, D−

ȳ contains the initial conditions from
which the fraction of infected remains below the threshold ȳ
without requiring an external intervention and is the largest
positively invariant set contained in Dȳ , as established by
Lemma 3. In contrast, D+

ȳ contains all initial conditions such
that the solution of the uncontrolled dynamics would exceed
the threshold ȳ, thus requiring an external intervention. The
two regions are illustrated in Figure 2.

The following statement characterizes the set of states such
that R(x, y) = 1 and is instrumental for the definition of such
sets.

Lemma 1: Let Assumption 1 hold true and assume that

β(1, 0) > γ . (16)

Then, there exists a unique ỹ > 0 such that R(1 − ỹ, ỹ) = 1
and a C1 function κ : [0, ỹ] → [0, 1] such that

{(x, y) ∈ S : R(x, y) = 1} = {(κ(y), y) : y ∈ [0, ỹ]} .
Proof: Note from (3) that R(0, 1) = 0, while R(1, 0) > 1

due to (16). Therefore, since y 7→ R(1 − y, y) is continuous
on [0, 1], there exists ỹ in (0, 1) such that R(1− ỹ, ỹ) = 1. For
every y ∈ [0, ỹ], note that R(0, y) = 0 by (3). Moreover, for
every such y, since R(1 − ỹ, ỹ) = 1, it follows from (5)-(6)
that R(1− y, y) ≥ 1. Therefore, (5) implies the existence of a
unique x = κ(y) such that R(κ(y), y) = 1. The fact that κ is
of class C1 follows from the Implicit Function Theorem [42,
Theorem 9.18] and from (5).

Remark 2: The function κ maps y in [0, ỹ] into the unique
fraction of susceptible agents κ(y) in [0, 1 − y] such that
R(κ(y), y) = 1. In the classical SIR model, ỹ = 1 − γ/β
and κ(y) = γ/β for every y in [0, ỹ].

Figure 2 illustrates in green the curve x = κ(y). Due to
the monotonicity of the reproduction number, this curve splits
S in two areas, the left-hand one with R(x, y) < 1 and the
right-hand one with R(x, y) > 1.

Now, let x̄ = κ(ȳ). It is useful in our analysis to consider
the negative semi-orbit Γ−(x̄, ȳ) for the uncontrolled BF-
SIR model (14). The following result gives information on
Γ−(x̄, ȳ) and permits the definition of D+

ȳ and D−
ȳ .

Lemma 2: Let Assumption 1 and (16) hold true and assume
that ȳ ≤ ỹ. Then, there exists ŷ in [0, ȳ] and a C1 decreasing
function λ : [ŷ, ȳ] → [x̄, 1] such that:

(i) Γ−(x̄, ȳ) = {(λ(y), y) : ŷ ≤ y ≤ ȳ} ;
(ii) there exists (x, y) in Γ−(x̄, ȳ) with x+y = 1 if and only

if ŷ > 0. In such a case, ŷ is the unique element in (0, ȳ]
such that λ(ŷ) + ŷ = 1;

(iii) λ(y) > κ(y) for every y in [ŷ, ȳ) and λ(ȳ) = κ(ȳ) = x̄.
In particular, R(λ(y), y) > 1 for every [ŷ, ȳ);
Proof: We define the dynamics{

ẋ = β(x, y)xy,

ẏ = −β(x, y)xy + γy .
(17)

and let (x(t), y(t)) = ϕ−(t, x̄, ȳ) denote the unique solution
of (17) at time t in R+ with initial condition (x(0), y(0)) =
(x̄, ȳ). Note that (17) is obtained from (14) by letting t → −t,
so that

Γ−(x̄, ȳ) = {ϕ−(t, x̄, ȳ) : t ∈ R+} . (18)

Note that R(x(0), y(0)) = R(x̄, ȳ) = 1. Hence, Proposition 2
and (18) imply that necessarily

R(x(t), y(t)) > 1 , ∀t > 0 . (19)

Therefore, the trajectory enters the set of points with repro-
duction number larger than 1 for positive times t and this set
can be left only if the trajectory leaves S (we remark that S
is not positively invariant under the backward dynamics). This
in turn implies that y(t) is strictly decreasing, while x(t) is
strictly increasing. Now, note that either (x(t), y(t)) belongs to
S for all positive times t, in which case the solution converges
to a point in the boundary of S as t → +∞, or it hits
the boundary of S at some finite time. Let us indicate the
convergence or hit point by (x̂, ŷ). We note that, in the first
case, such point must be an equilibrium, so that necessarily
ŷ = 0 from Proposition (1) (note that the equilibrium points of
the backward dynamics coincide with the ones of the original
dynamics). In the second case, instead, such a point (x̂, ŷ)
must lie on the boundary of S, with ŷ in (0, ȳ] and x̂ = 1− ŷ,
so that x̂ + ŷ = 1. In both cases, the strict monotonicity of
y(t) ensures that the first component of the orbit Γ−(x̄, ȳ)
can be represented as the graph of a function of y, denoted
λ(y) := x(y) and defined on [ŷ, ȳ]. By construction, the
function λ is of class C1 since both x(t) and y(t) are C1 and
y(t) is strictly decreasing. Moreover, λ is a strictly decreasing
function because the strict monotonicity of x(t) and y(t)
implies dx/dy = ẋ/ẏ < 0. This proves item (i). Item (ii)
follows from the fact that ŷ > 0 if and only if (x(t), y(t))
hits the boundary of S, so that necessarily λ(ŷ) + ŷ = 1. The
fact that λ(ȳ) = κ(ȳ) = x̄ follows by construction. The fact
that R(λ(y), y) > 1 for every [ŷ, ȳ] follows from (19), proving
item (iii).

The negative semi-orbit Γ−(x̄, ȳ) is represented by the thick
blue curve in Figure 2. The green and the light-blue area are,
respectively, the sets D−

ȳ and D+
ȳ . If the negative semi-orbit

that starts from (x̄, ȳ) intercepts a point (x, y) on the upper-
right boundary of S, then ŷ > 0, otherwise ŷ = 0.

Lemma 2 allows for the partition of Dȳ in two subsets

D+
ȳ = {(x, y) ∈ Dȳ : y ∈ [ŷ, ȳ], x > λ(y)} ,

D−
ȳ = Dȳ \ D+

ȳ .
(20)

Remark 3: Note that, since R(λ(y), y) > 1 for every y in
[ŷ, ȳ) by Lemma 2(iii) and since R(x̄, ȳ) = 1, D+

ȳ contains
all points with reproduction number larger than 1 due to
the monotonicity condition (6). Therefore, this yields that
ρ(x, y) > 0 for all (x, y) in D+

ȳ .
Remark 4: Let Assumption 1 hold true. Then, if (16) does

not hold true, ỹ and ŷ are not defined and R(x, y) ≤ 1 for
every (x, y) in S. Hence, the set D+

ȳ is empty by Remark 3
and Dȳ = D−

ȳ . Furthermore, the set D+
ȳ is empty if and only if

R(1− ȳ, ȳ) ≤ 1. If (16) holds true, this is equivalent to ỹ ≤ ȳ.
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If in particular ỹ < ȳ, then x̄ does not exist, therefore neither
ŷ and the function λ are well defined. If instead ỹ = ȳ, then
x̄ = 1− ȳ, ŷ = ỹ = ȳ and the curve x = λ(y) degenerates to
a point (1− ȳ, ȳ).

C. Dynamic behavior of the uncontrolled BF-SIR
epidemic model

In this part, we discuss the behavior of the uncontrolled BF-
SIR epidemic model (14) with initial conditions either in D−

ȳ

or in D+
ȳ . In the first case, we show that the orbit remains

inside D−
ȳ and thus, in particular, the number of infected

agents never exceeds ȳ. In this case, u ≡ 0 for all t, is the
optimal control. In contrast, if the initial condition lies in D+

ȳ ,
the trajectory will leave Dȳ at some finite time, violating the
threshold constraint. We also show that the abscissa of the
hitting point is a regular function of the initial condition, a
fact that will play a crucial role in the proof of Theorem 1.

Lemma 3: Let Assumption 1 hold true. Then, the set D−
ȳ

is positively invariant for the uncontrolled BF-SIR epidemic
model (14).

Proof: Let I = {(x, ȳ) ∈ S : x ≤ x̄}. Since S is
positively invariant by Proposition 1 a solution (x(t), y(t))
can exit D−

ȳ by crossing either Γ−(x̄, ȳ) or I. The first option
is not possible for the uniqueness of the solution of the ODE.
Since R(x̄, ȳ) = 1 by construction, it follows from (5) that
R(x, y) < 1 for every point (x, y) ∈ I. Hence, the trajectory
cannot leave Dȳ by crossing I. This concludes the proof.

Lemma 4: Let β be of class C2 and let Assumption 1 hold
true. Then:

(i) for every (x, y) in D+
ȳ , there exists a finite time t such

that ϕ(t, x, y) does not belong to Dȳ;
(ii) for every (x, y) in D+

ȳ , there exists a C2 map h : D+
ȳ →

(x̄, 1 − ȳ] such that (h(x, y), ȳ) belongs to Γ(x, y) and
h(x, y) ≤ x, where equality holds true if and only if
y = ȳ;

(iii) for every (x0, y0) in Γ−(x̄, ȳ),

lim
(x, y) → (x0, y0)

(x, y) ∈ D+
ȳ

h(x, y) = x̄ . (21)

(iv) h is a constant of motion of the uncontrolled BF-SIR
epidemic model (14) in D+

ȳ , that is, h(x, y) = ξ for every
(x, y) in Γ−(ξ, ȳ) with ξ in (x̄, 1− ȳ];

Proof: (i) Recall from Remark 3 that R(x, y) > 1 for
every (x, y) in D+

ȳ . This implies that every trajectory in D+
ȳ is

such that y(t) is strictly increasing in t as long as the solution
remains in D+

ȳ . It thus follows from Proposition 2(ii) that the
solution must necessarily exit D+

ȳ in finite time. Since S is
positively invariant by Proposition 1, the trajectory can leave
D+

ȳ by crossing either Γ−(x̄, ȳ) or the set

J = {(x, ȳ) ∈ S : x̄ < x ≤ 1− ȳ} . (22)

Since Γ−(x̄, ȳ) cannot be crossed because of the uniqueness
of the solutions, the trajectory must necessarily cross J in
finite time. This implies that the trajectory leaves Dȳ in finite
time.

(ii) Given (x0, y0) in D+
ȳ and t ≥ 0, we let

ϕ(t, x0, y0) = (x(t, x0, y0), y(t, x0, y0))

to be the solution of (14) at time t with initial condition
(x0, y0). Now, note that, since the right hand side of (14)
is of class C2, ϕ is of class C2 both in t and in (x0, y0). We
now define T (x0, y0) to be the minimum time t for which
ϕ(t, x0, y0) ∈ J , well defined because of item (i), and define
h : D+

ȳ → (x̄, 1− ȳ] by putting

h(x0, y0) = x(T (x0, y0), x0, y0) .

Note that, for every (x0, y0) in D+
ȳ , y(T (x0, y0), x0, y0) = ȳ

by construction and ẏ(T (x0, y0), x0, y0) > 0 because of
Remark 3. A direct application of the Implicit Function
Theorem [42, Theorem 9.18] (on all points of D+

ȳ including
the boundary segment J ) together with the regularity of ϕ
yields that T is of class C2. Finally, the C2 regularity of h
follows from the analogous regularity of T and ϕ. Note also
that ẋ(T (x0, y0), x0, y0) ≤ 0 for every (x0, y0) in D+

ȳ from
Proposition 1(i), and together with x(T (x0, y0), x0, y0) ≤ x0

leads to h(x0, y0) ≤ x0.
(iv) The fact that h is a constant of motion of (14) is a

consequence of its definition, since the trajectories that start
from points that belong to the same negative semi-orbit will
hit segment J in the same point because of the uniqueness of
the solutions.

(iii) If (x0, y0) = (x̄, ȳ), the thesis is straightforward: fixed
an arbitrary ϵ > 0, for every (x, y) ∈ Bϵ(x0, y0) ∩ D+

ȳ we
have that, thanks to the definition of h and item (ii),

x̄ < h(x, y) ≤ x ≤ x̄+ ϵ

This yields relation (21).
Consider now (x0, y0) in Γ−(x̄, ȳ) \ {(x̄, ȳ)} and let

T (x0, y0) > 0 be the time such that ϕ(T (x0, y0), x0, y0) =
(x̄, ȳ). Fix any positive ϵ < ||(x̄, ȳ) − (x0, y0)|| and let
Tϵ < T (x0, y0) be such that

||ϕ(Tϵ, x0, y0)− (x̄, ȳ)|| = ϵ/2 (23)

Such a time Tϵ exists because of the continuity of the solution
and it holds that ϵy = ȳ − y(Tϵ, x0, y0) ∈ (0, ϵ/2). By
regularity with respect to the initial condition, there exists
δ > 0 such that, for every (xδ, yδ) ∈ Bδ(x0, y0) ∩ D+

ȳ ,

||ϕ(t, x0, y0)− ϕ(t, xδ, yδ)|| < ϵy ∀t ∈ [0, Tϵ] (24)

This implies that ϕ(t, xδ, yδ) belongs to D+
ȳ for all t ∈ [0, Tϵ].

As a consequence of item (ii), we thus have that

h(ϕ(Tε, xδ, yδ)) ≤ x(Tε, xδ, yδ) . (25)

Hence,

x̄ < h(xδ, yδ) = h(ϕ(Tε, xδ, yδ))

≤ x(Tε, xδ, yδ) < x̄+ ϵ/2 + ϵ/2 = x̄+ ϵ ,

where the first inequality follows from the definition of h,
the first equality from item (iv), the second inequality from
(25) and the last inequality from (23)-(24). Because of the
arbitrariness of ϵ > 0, this yields the limit relation (21).
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Remark 5: The quantity h(x, y) is the abscissa of the
crossing point of the orbit that starts from (x, y) in D+

ȳ with
segment J , i.e. the fraction of susceptible agents reached by
the dynamics when the fraction of infected agents hits the
threshold ȳ. An example of trajectory that starts in D+

ȳ is
illustrated in Figure 2 by the light-blue dashed curve.

We now establish a technical result that characterizes the
function h.

Lemma 5: Let β be of class C2 and let Assumption 1 hold
true. Then, for every (x, y) in D+

ȳ :
(i)

hx(x, y)R(x, y) = hy(x, y)(R(x, y)− 1); (26)

(ii)

0 ≤ hy(x, y) ≤
1

ρ(h(x, y), ȳ)
; (27)

(iii) if y = ȳ,

hy(x, y) =
1

ρ(h(x, y), ȳ)
.

Proof: (i) It follows from Lemma 4(iv) that ḣ = hxẋ+
hy ẏ = 0 for every (x, y) in D+

ȳ under the uncontrolled BF-SIR
model (14). Using (14), we then get item (i).

(ii)-(iii) We now show that hx(x, y) ≥ 0 on D+
ȳ . For

(x0, y0) in D+
ȳ , choose ϵ > 0 such that (x0 − ϵ, y0) belongs

to D+
ȳ . Denote by (x(t), y(t)) and (xϵ(t), yϵ(t)) the solutions

associated with initial conditions (x0, y0) and (x0 − ϵ, y0),
respectively. As long as they remain in D+

ȳ , the second
components y(t) and yϵ(t) are both increasing in time, so
that the corresponding orbits can be described as graphicals
of functions, denoted respectively x = f(y) and x = fϵ(y)
with y in [y0, ȳ]. Since the orbits cannot intersect and since
x0 = f(y0) > x0 − ϵ = fϵ(y0), it must be h(x0, y0) =
f(ȳ) > fϵ(ȳ) = h(x0 − ϵ, y0). Given the arbitrariness of ϵ,
this implies that hx(x0, y0) ≥ 0. Moreover, since x 7→ h(x, ȳ)
is the identity function on (x̄, 1], we have that hx(x, ȳ) = 1.
Consequently, thanks to (26) and thanks to the fact that
R(x, y) > 1 for every (x, y) in D+

ȳ because of Remark 3,
we also have that

hy(x, y) ≥ 0 ∀(x, y) ∈ D+
ȳ , (28)

hy(x, ȳ) =
R(x, ȳ)

R(x, ȳ)− 1
=

1

ρ(x, ȳ)
. (29)

Since h(x, y) = x whenever y = ȳ, (29) proves item (iii),
while (28) proves the left hand inequality of item (ii). To
conclude the proof of item (ii), note that

ḣy = ẋ hxy + ẏ hyy

= −Rγyhxy + (R− 1)γyhyy .
(30)

Taking the partial derivative of (26) with respect to y and then
substituting (26) inside this derivative, we get

hxyR = hyy(R− 1) + (hy − hx)Ry

= hyy(R− 1) +R−1hyRy .

Plugging this expression into (30) we finally get

ḣy = −γyR−1hyRy ≥ 0 , (31)

whose sign follows from (6) and (28). Since hy is non-
decreasing in time by (31) and since (h(x, y), ȳ) belongs to
the positive orbit Γ(x, y), we get that

hy(x, y) ≤ hy(h(x, y), ȳ) .

for every (x, y) in D+
ȳ . Combining this with (29) we obtain

the thesis.
Remark 6: Lemma 4 and Lemma 5 guarantee the existence

of h(x, y) for every (x, y) in D+
ȳ under conditions (5)-(6) and

characterize h(x, y). Although its existence and regularity is
essential to prove our main result, the explicit form of h(x, y)
cannot be found unless in some special cases. For instance,
the explicit form of h(x, y) may be found for the classical
SIR epidemic model and for the BF-SIR epidemic model with
feedback mechanism of Example 1, due to the fact that the
BF-SIR epidemic model with such feedback mechanism and
the classical SIR model admit a non-trivial invariant of motion.
We refer to [41], [39] for more details.

IV. PROOF OF OPTIMALITY

In this section we provide the proof of Theorem 1. This
is obtained by first giving a characterization of the candidate
value function in Section IV-A (i.e., the cost of the candidate
optimal control) and then proving optimality in Section IV-B.

A. Candidate value function
In this section, we compute the cost of the candidate optimal

control signal u∗(t) defined in (11)–(12).
We start with a simple preliminary result that characterizes

the dynamics under the optimal control and the associated
cost, when the optimal control is not the trivial control signal
u∗ ≡ 0. As pointed out in Remark 4, if (16) is not verified, or
if (16) holds true and ỹ ≤ ȳ (cf. Lemma 1 for the definition
of ỹ), then D−

ȳ = Dȳ , so that the optimal control is u∗ ≡ 0
by Lemma 3. Hence, in the next part we shall work under
the assumption that (16) holds true and ỹ > ȳ. We let T0 =
T (x0, y0) be the first time the solution of (14) with initial
condition (x0, y0) in D+

ȳ hits the threshold ȳ and let

T1 = T0 +
h(x0, y0)− x̄

γȳ
,

where the function h was introduced in Lemma 4.
Proposition 3: Let Assumption 1 hold true and assume that

a threshold ȳ and an initial condition (x0, y0) in D+
ȳ have been

fixed. Consider the control function

u∗(t) =

{
0 if t < T0 or t > T1

ρ(x̃(t), ȳ) if T0 ≤ t ≤ T1

(32)

where
x̃(t) = h(x0, y0)− γ(t− T0)ȳ .

Then the corresponding solution of the CBF-SIR epidemic
model (4) (x∗(t), y∗(t)) has the following properties:

(i) (x∗(t), y∗(t)) admits the following form for T0 < t < T1:{
x∗(t) = h(x0, y0)− γ(t− T0)ȳ,

y∗(t) = ȳ.
(33)
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(ii) The feedback relation u∗(t) = µ(x∗(t), y∗(t)) holds for
every t ≥ 0.

(iii) u∗ is feasible, namely y∗(t) ≤ ȳ for every t ≥ 0.
(iv) The cost of u∗ is given by

J(u∗) =
1

γȳ

∫ h(x0,y0)

x̄

ρ(x, ȳ)dx .

Proof: (i) By construction, up to time T0 the evolution
of the CBF-SIR epidemic model (4) coincides with the un-
controlled case. By the way T0 is defined, it then follows that

(x∗(T0), y
∗(T0)) = (h(x0, y0), ȳ).

We observe that the vector function in (33) coincides with
(x∗(T0), y

∗(T0)) for t = T0. Moreover a direct check shows
that such a vector function is a solution of (4) with control u∗

in [T0, T1]. This proves item (i). Item (ii) is a direct conse-
quence of the definition of µ and of item (i). To prove item (iii)
notice that, by construction the inequality y∗(t) ≤ ȳ is satisfied
till time T1. Notice now that the solution (x∗(t), y∗(t)) for
t > T1 coincides with the solution of the uncontrolled model
with initial condition x∗(T1) = x̄ and y∗(T1) = ȳ. Since
R(x̄, ȳ) = 1, it follows from Proposition 2(i) that y∗(t) is
strictly decreasing from this time on. This yields y∗(t)<ȳ also
for t > T1 and proves item (iii). Finally,

J(u∗) =

∫ +∞

0

u∗(t)dt =

∫ T1

T0

u∗(t)dt

=

∫ T1

T0

ρ(x∗(t), y∗(t))dt =

∫ T1

T0

ρ(x∗(t), ȳ)dt

=
1

γȳ

∫ h(x0,y0)

x̄

ρ(x, ȳ)dx ,

where the last two equivalences follow from item (i) by a
change of variables. This proves item (iv) and concludes the
proof.

Motivated by Proposition 3, we define our candidate value
function V : Dȳ → R by

V (x, y) =


0 if (x, y) ∈ D−

ȳ

1

γȳ

∫ h(x,y)

x̄

ρ(s, ȳ)ds if (x, y) ∈ D+
ȳ .

(34)

The following result provides some properties of the can-
didate value function that are instrumental for the proof of
Theorem 1.

Lemma 6: Assume that β is a C2 function and let Assump-
tion 1 hold true. Consider V defined in (34), then:

(i) V is continuous on Dȳ and C1 on D+
ȳ ;

(ii) for every (x, y) in D+
ȳ ,

Vy(x, y) =
ρ(h(x, y), ȳ)

γȳ
hy(x, y), (35)

Vx(x, y) = ρ(h(x, y), ȳ)Vy(x, y) ; (36)

(iii) 0 ≤ Vy(x, y) ≤ 1/(γȳ) for every (x, y) in D+
ȳ ;

(iv) Vy(x, y) = 1/(γȳ) for every (x, y) in D+
ȳ with y = ȳ.

Proof: (i) Note that V (x, y) = 0 for every (x, y) in
Γ−(x̄, ȳ) since Γ−(x̄, ȳ) belongs to D−

ȳ . Moreover, it follows

from Lemma 4(iii) and from the Definition of V that for every
(x, y) in Γ−(x̄, ȳ)

lim
(x0, y0) → (x, y)

(x0, y0) ∈ D+
ȳ

V (x0, y0) = 0 .

This, together with the continuity of h(x, y) established in
Lemma 4(i), proves continuity of V on Dȳ . The differen-
tiability of V on D+

ȳ follows from the differentiability of h
established in Lemma 4(ii).

(ii) The statement follows from (34) and (26) by direct
computation.

(iii) The fact that Vy(x, y) ≥ 0 follows from item (ii), from
Lemma 5(ii) and from the fact that ρ(x, y) ≥ 0 for every
(x, y) in D+

ȳ by Remark 3. The right-hand inequality follows
immediately from Lemma 5(ii).

(iv) The statement is a straightforward consequence of
Lemma 5(iii).

Remark 7: Note that since h is a constant of motion of the
uncontrolled BF-SIR epidemic model (14) in D+

ȳ (cf. Lemma
4(iv)), the same property also holds for V .

Lemma 6 states that the candidate value function V (x, y) is
continuous on Dȳ , but continuously differentiable on D+

ȳ only.
In fact, it is not hard to prove that V (x, y) is not continuously
differentiable on Γ−(x̄, ȳ). For this reason, we cannot apply
the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation [43], [44] to prove that
u∗ is the optimal control. In the next section we shall provide
an alternative prove for our main result.

B. Proof of Theorem 1

The next result proves that, for every feasible control with
finite cost, the CBF-SIR model (4) enters the region with
reproduction number less than one in finite time.

Lemma 7: Let u in U ȳ
x0,y0

be such that J(u) < +∞, and
let (x(t), y(t)) be the corresponding solution of the CBF-SIR
epidemic model (4) with initial condition (x0, y0) in Dȳ . Then,
there exists a finite time t̄ such that R(x(t̄), y(t̄)) < 1.

Proof: Assume by contradiction that R(x(t), y(t)) ≥ 1
for every time t and let R̂ be the maximum of the function
R over the compact set S. Integrating the second equation in
(4) and using the inequality

(1− u(t))R(x(t), y(t))− 1 ≥ −u(t)R(x(t), y(t)) ≥ −u(t)R̂

yields

y(t) = y0 exp

(
γ

∫ t

0

((1− u(τ))R(x(τ), y(τ))− 1) dτ

)
≥ y0 exp

(
γR̂

∫ t

0

(−u(τ)) dτ

)
.

Since limt→+∞ y(t) = 0 by Proposition 1(iv), we get that

J(u) = lim
t→+∞

∫ t

0

u(τ)dτ = +∞ ,

proving the statement.
We can now proceed to prove Theorem 1.
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If (x0, y0) belongs to D−
ȳ , the uncontrolled solution remains

below ȳ at all times thanks to Lemma 3. Therefore u ≡ 0 is
an optimal control that satisfies Theorem 1.

We now assume that (x0, y0) belongs to D+
ȳ and we show

that the control signal defined in (32) is optimal.
To this end, consider a feasible control u in U ȳ

x0,y0
such that

J(u) < +∞ and let (xu(t), yu(t)), for t ≥ 0, be the solution
of (4) with such control signal and initial state (x0, y0). Since
R(x, y) > 1 for every (x, y) in D+

ȳ by Remark 3, the solution
(xu(t), yu(t)) must exit D+

ȳ at some finite time because of
Lemma 7 and because J(u) < +∞. By the way D+

ȳ is defined
(equations (20)), it follows that the boundary of this subset in
the positively invariant set S consists of the graphical of λ and
of interval J defined in (22). As u is assumed to be feasible,
necessarily the exit point must be located in the graphical of
λ. In other words, there exists a finite time t◦ such that

yu(t◦) ≤ ȳ, xu(t◦) = λ(yu(t◦)) , (37)

(xu(t), yu(t)) ∈ D+
ȳ ∀t < t◦ . (38)

Let u◦ be the control signal defined as

u◦(t) =

{
u(t) t ∈ [0, t◦)
0 t ∈ [t◦,+∞) ,

(39)

and let (x◦(t), y◦(t)), for t ≥ 0, be the solution of (4)
with control signal u◦ and initial state (x0, y0). Since u is
piecewise-C1, also u◦, by construction, is piecewise-C1. The
solution (x◦(t), y◦(t)) coincides with (xu(t), yu(t)) on [0, t◦]
while coincides with a trajectory of the uncontrolled model for
t > t◦ with an initial condition (xu(t◦), yu(t◦)). In particular,
since (x◦(t◦), y◦(t◦)) belongs to D−

ȳ , Lemma 3 guarantees
that (x◦(t), y◦(t)) belongs to D−

ȳ for all times t ≥ t◦. This
yields y◦(t) ≤ ȳ for all times t. In other terms, the control u◦

is feasible. Moreover,

J(u◦) =

∫ +∞

0

u◦(t) dt =

∫ t◦

0

u◦(t)dt

=

∫ t◦

0

u(t) dt ≤
∫ +∞

0

u(t) dt = J(u).

(40)

In the following, we compare the candidate optimal control
u∗ with the control u◦. In order to do this, we need to
preliminarily study the regularity of the composed function
V (x◦(t), y◦(t)). Because of property (38) and Lemma 6(i),
we have that V (x◦(t), y◦(t)) is piecewise-C1 on [0, t◦) and,
trivially, on (t◦,+∞). Moreover, for every t < t◦ where the
derivative exists, it satisfies

V̇ (x◦(t), y◦(t)) = Vx(x
◦, y◦)ẋ◦ + Vy(x

◦, y◦)ẏ◦

= (ρ(h(x◦, y◦), ȳ)ẋ◦ + ẏ◦)Vy(x
◦, y◦)

(41)

where the second equality follows from (36). Because of
Definition (10) and Assumption 1, the function ρ(x, y) is
increasing in x and decreasing in y. Since h(x◦(t), x◦(t)) ≤
x◦(t) by Lemma 4(ii) and y◦(t) ≤ ȳ for every t ≤ t◦, we thus
have

ρ(h(x◦(t), y◦(t)), ȳ) ≤ ρ(x◦(t), y◦(t)). (42)

Hence, for every t in [0, t◦) where the derivative exists, we
get

V̇ (x◦(t), y◦(t)) ≥ (ρ(x◦, y◦)ẋ◦ + ẏ◦)Vy(x
◦, y◦)

= −γy◦(t)u◦(t)Vy(x
◦(t), y◦(t))

≥ −y◦(t)

ȳ
u◦(t)

≥ −u◦(t)

(43)

where the first inequality follows from (41)-(42) and from
the left-hand inequality of Lemma 6(iii), the equality from
(4), the second inequality from the right-hand inequality of
Lemma 6(iii) and the last one from the feasibility of u◦. On
the other hand, (34) implies that

V̇ (x◦(t), y◦(t)) = 0 = u◦(t) , ∀t > t◦ , (44)

since (x◦(t), y◦(t)) belongs to D−
ȳ for such times.

We now derive an upper bound for V̇ (x◦(t), y◦(t)) for every
t in [0, t◦) where the derivative exists by

V̇ (x◦(t), y◦(t))≤ ẏ◦Vy(x
◦, y◦)

= γy◦[R(x◦, y◦)(1− u◦)− 1]Vy(x
◦, y◦)

≤ γy◦R(x◦, y◦)Vy(x
◦, y◦)

≤ R(x◦(t), y◦(t))

≤ R(1, 0)

(45)

where the first inequality follows from the monotonicity of
x◦(t) and the non-negativity of Vx, the equality from (4),
the second inequality from the left-hand inequality of Lemma
6(iii) and from (x◦, y◦) ∈ D+

ȳ , which together with Remark 4
imply that R(x◦, y◦)(1 − u◦) − 1 ≤ R(x◦, y◦), the third one
from the right-hand inequality of Lemma 6(iii) and the last
one from Assumption 1. Inequalities (43) and (45) together
with relation (44) yield that V̇ (x◦(t), y◦(t)) is a bounded
function on the complementary of a negligible set. Conse-
quently, V (x◦(t), y◦(t)) is an absolutely continuous function
on [0,+∞) and the fundamental theorem of calculus holds.
From relations (43) and (44) we thus obtain

J(u◦) =

∫ +∞

0

u◦(s)ds =

∫ t◦

0

u◦(s)ds

≥ V (x◦(0), y◦(0))− V (x◦(t◦), y◦(t◦))

= V (x0, y0) ,

(46)

since (x◦(t◦), y◦(t◦)) belongs to D−
ȳ and thus

V (x◦(t◦), y◦(t◦)) = 0 by construction.
Consider now the solution of the candidate optimal con-

trol u∗ and the associated solution (x∗(t), y∗(t)) with initial
condition (x0, y0). From Proposition 3(i), we know that the
solution belongs to D+

ȳ for t in [T0, T1). For t in [T0, T1), we
have the following chain of equalities:

V̇ (x∗(t), y∗(t)) = Vx(x
∗, y∗)ẋ∗ + Vy(x

∗, y∗)ẏ∗

= Vx(x
∗, ȳ)ẋ∗

= −ρ(x∗, ȳ)Vy(x
∗, ȳ)γȳ

= −u∗(t) ,

(47)
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where the second equivalence follows from Proposition 3(i)
and from (33), the third one from Proposition 3(i), (36) and
from the fact that h(x∗(t), y∗(t)) = x∗(t) whenever y∗(t) = ȳ
(cf. Lemma 4(ii)), and the last one from Lemma 6(iv) and
from (32). Thanks to the fact that (x∗(T0), y

∗(T0)) ∈ D+
ȳ ,

(x∗(T1), y
∗(T1)) ∈ D−

ȳ and (47), this yields

J(u∗) =

∫ +∞

0

u∗(s)ds =

∫ T1

T0

u∗(s)ds

= V (x∗(T0), y
∗(T0))− V (x∗(T1), y

∗(T1))

= V (x∗(T0), y
∗(T0))

= V (x0, y0)

≥ J(u◦) ,

(48)

where the last equality follows from Remark 7 and the last
inequality from (46). Finally, relations (40) and (48) imply

J(u) ≥ J(u◦) ≥ J(u∗) .

As u was chosen to be any feasible control function, this
proves the optimality of u∗. Since u∗ is feasible by Propo-
sition 3(iii), the proof of existence in Theorem 1 is now
completed.

We now prove uniqueness. Suppose u in U ȳ
x0,y0

is optimal.
Following previous considerations, similarly defining to as the
first time the corresponding solution (xu, yu) exits the region
D+

ȳ and defining uo as in (39), we notice that inequality (40)
must now be an equality. This forces u(t) = 0 for t > to.
We now consider u(t) for t ≤ to and we prove that u must
be 0 before the solution reaches the threshold value ȳ. We
define C = {t ∈ [0, to] | yu(t) < ȳ, u(t) > 0} and prove
that, indicating with µ the Lebesgue measure, µ(C) = 0.
Suppose by contradiction that instead µ(C) > 0. Then standard
considerations on the Lebesgue integral imply that∫

C
u(s)ds >

∫
C

yu(s)

ȳ
u◦(s)ds.

Combining this with the second inequality in (43) and follow-
ing steps as in (46), we obtain∫ t◦

0

u(s)ds >

∫ to

0

yu(s)

ȳ
u◦(s)ds ≥ V (x0, y0) . (49)

This contradicts the supposed optimality of u and implies that
µ(C) = 0. Since u is assumed to be right-continuous and y
is continuous, this implies that u(t) = 0 for every t such
that yu(t) < ȳ. In conclusion, u has to be null as long as
the second component yu(t) of the solution stays below the
threshold value ȳ and from the first time the solution exits
D+

ȳ . Therefore, it can only be non null when the solution
is such that yu(t) = ȳ and xu(t) > x̄. We now conclude by
showing that, necessarily u(t) = ρ(xu(t), ȳ) in all such points.
We first notice that we must have u(t) ≥ ρ(xu(t), ȳ). Indeed,
if u(t̄) < ρ(xu(t̄), ȳ) for some t̄, equations 4 and the right-
continuity of u imply that u would not be feasible as it would
allow the component yu to exceed ȳ in a right neighborhood
of t̄. Moreover, if u(t̄) > ρ(xu(t̄), ȳ) at some point t̄, then,
similarly, yu would be decreasing in a right neighborhood of
t̄ and thus u would be non null in instants where yu is below

(a) (b)

Fig. 3: Numerical counterexample illustrating the filling-the-
box strategy for two different thresholds: (a) ȳ = 0.11 and
(b) ȳ = 0.154. In each case, the top plot shows the infection
dynamics: the uncontrolled epidemic is represented by the blue
dashed curve, while the controlled trajectory under the filling-
the-box strategy is plotted in green. The bottom plot reports
the corresponding control function applied over time.

ȳ. As this fact was already shown to lead to non optimality,
is also forbidden for u. This proves that u(t) = ρ(xu(t), ȳ)
the solution is such that yu(t) = ȳ and xu(t) > x̄, and thus
is necessarily identical to u∗.

V. COUNTEREXAMPLE

In this section we provide a numerical counterexample
that highlights the role of Assumption 1 in guaranteeing
the optimality of the filling-the-box strategy. Specifically, we
consider a transmission rate of the form β(x, y) = (1−0.7x)y,
which does not satisfy Assumption 1 and under this setting,
we show that the filling-the-box strategy is no longer optimal.

To illustrate this, we compare the cost of the filling-the-box
strategy for two different thresholds ȳ. The initial condition is
fixed at y0 = 0.08 and x0 = 1 − y0. Figure 3 shows the two
simulations. In each case, the top plot displays the evolution of
the infection curve: the uncontrolled trajectory is represented
by a blue dashed line, while the controlled trajectory obtained
with the filling-the-box strategy is plotted in green. The bottom
plot shows the corresponding control function applied over
time.

When the threshold is set to ȳ = 0.11, the policy produces
a total cost of 47.7. Surprisingly, increasing the threshold
to ȳ = 0.154 leads to a higher total cost of 51.44. As the
control signal implemented for ȳ = 0.11 is also feasible
for ȳ = 0.154, this proves that the filling-the-box strategy
is not optimal for this transmission rate. The explanation
for this fact is that, since the reproduction number in this
example is increasing in y, keeping the infection curve at
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the highest admissible level allows to deactivate the control
sooner, but requires a stronger intervention (as the bottom plots
of Figure 3 illustrate), resulting in a larger cumulated cost.
This example shows that when Assumption 1 is not satisfied,
the simple filling-the-box strategy may fail to be optimal. In
such situations, the timing of interventions becomes critical,
and optimal policies may require more sophisticated strategies
than a fixed-threshold rule.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper has addressed the optimal control of a
behavioral-feedback SIR epidemic model in which the in-
fection rate depends in feedback on both the fraction of
susceptible and infected agents. Under a general monotonicity
condition on the feedback mechanism, the infection curve is
proven to be unimodal as in the classical SIR model. Building
on this property, we studied an optimal control problem that
minimizes intervention costs while keeping the infection curve
below a prescribed threshold over an infinite time horizon.
Through a geometric analysis of the uncontrolled dynamics,
we showed that, under mild regularity and monotonicity as-
sumptions, the filling-the-box strategy is the unique optimal
control, among the feasible right-continuous control signals.

Our work suggests several directions for future research.
A first step would be to generalize the cost functional, for
instance by introducing nonlinear intervention costs or by
explicitly incorporating the social and economic burden of
infections. Another natural extension is to consider delays
in the infection rate, reflecting the realistic lag in observing
and reacting to epidemic dynamics. Finally, extending the
framework to structured populations or complex networks
would provide further insights into the interplay between
behavioral feedback and optimal control.
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APPENDIX

The right-hand side of (1) is locally Lipschitz with respect
to (x, y, z). Hence, on every time interval on which u is
continuous, local existence and uniqueness of the solution
for the corresponding Cauchy problem is a consequence of
the Picard-Lindelöf theorem [45, I.3]). Consider now any
interval I admitting minimum t0 on which u is continuous.
By integrating equations in (1), assuming, for t = t0, initial
condition (x0, y0, z0) in ∆, we get

x(t) = x0 exp

(∫ t

t0

(−(1− u(τ))β(x(τ), y(τ))y(τ)) dτ

)
,

(50)

y(t) = y0 exp

(∫ t

t0

((1− u(τ))β(x(τ), y(τ))x(τ)− γ) dτ

)
,

(51)

z(t) = z0 + γ

∫ t

t0

y(τ) dτ . (52)

Moreover, the sum of the equations in (1) gives ẋ(t) +
ẏ(t) + ż(t) = 0. This implies that, as long as the solution
(x(t), y(t), z(t)) exists, we must have that

x(t) ≥ 0, y(t) ≥ 0, z(t) ≥ 0, x(t)+y(t)+z(t) = 1 . (53)

In other terms, as long as the solution exists, it lives in ∆. In
particular, this implies that the solution is globally defined
on the whole of I [46, Section 3.3]. We now construct a
global solution on [0,+∞) in a recursive way. We order
the discontinuity points as t1 < t2 < · · · . First, we let
uk : [tk, tk+1] → R for k ≥ 0 (letting t0 = 0) to be the
unique continuous function that coincides with u on [tk, tk+1].

Similarly, we define uk : [tk,+∞) → R when the set
of discontinuities is finite and has cardinality k. We now
define (x(t), y(t), z(t)) on [t0, t1] as the unique solution of
the Cauchy problem relative to (1) with u = u0 and initial
condition (x0, y0, z0). Assuming the solution (x, y, z) to be
constructed up to tk with the desired properties, we extend it to
the next discontinuity (or to +∞ in case this was the last one)
by considering the solution (xk(t), yk(t), zk(t)) of the Cauchy
problem on [tk, tk+1] relative to the input function uk and
initial condition (x(tk), y(tk), z(tk)). We then extend (x, y, z)
to [0, tk+1] by setting (x(t), y(t), z(t)) = (xk(t), yk(t), zk(t))
for t ∈ [tk, tk+1]. This construction yields the first part of the
proposition.

Item (ii) is an immediate consequence of (51). The fact that
x(t) is non-decreasing follows from (53) and from the first
equation in (1). The fact that it is strictly decreasing if and
only if x0 > 0 and y0 > 0 follows from item (ii), which
ensures that y(t) > 0 for every t > 0 if and only if y0, and
from (50), which ensures that x(t) > 0 if and only if x0 > 0.
This proves item (i).

To prove item (iii), note that point (xe, ye, ze) in ∆ is an
equilibrium if and only if

0 = −(1− u)β(xe, ye)xeye,

0 = (1− u)β(xe, ye)xeye − γye,

0 = γye ,

This implies that the points of the form (xe, 0, 1− xe) are all
equilibria and moreover, these are the only equilibria, since
every point with ye ̸= 0 would not satisfy the equilibrium
conditions given above. To prove item (iv), observe that the
sum of the first two equations of (1) is ẋ(t)+ẏ(t) = −γy(t) ≤
0. Since x(t) and x(t) + y(t) are decreasing functions, they
both admit a limit:

x∞ := lim
t→+∞

x(t), ξ∞ := lim
t→+∞

[x(t) + y(t)] .

As a consequence, the following limit

y∞ = lim
t→+∞

y(t) = ξ∞ − x∞ ≥ 0 (54)

exists. Suppose now by contradiction that y∞ > 0. This means
that there exist T,M > 0 such that y(t) > M , for all t ≥ T .
Then, we get

lim
t→+∞

[x(t) + y(t)] = x(0) + y(0)− γ

∫ ∞

0

y(τ)dτ

= x(0) + y(0)− γ lim
t→+∞

∫ t

0

y(τ)dτ

< x(0) + y(0)− γ lim
t→+∞

∫ t

T

y(τ)dτ

< x(0) + y(0)− γM lim
t→+∞

(t− T )

= −∞

As this is a contradiction, it must be y∞ = 0. This concludes
the proof.

https://www.springer.com/us/book/9783319783833
https://www.springer.com/us/book/9783319783833
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