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Abstract: We consider a self-interacting diffusion X on a smooth compact Riemannian man-
ifold M, described by the stochastic differential equation

dXt =
√
2dWt(Xt)− β(t)∇Vt(Xt)dt,

where β is suitably lower-bounded and grows at most logarithmically, and

Vt(x) =
1

t

∫ t

0

V (x,Xs)ds

for a suitable smooth function V : M2 → R that makes the term −∇Vt(Xt) self-repelling.
We prove that the normalized occupation measure µt of X converges almost surely in total
variation to the uniform distribution U , and we provide a polynomial rate of convergence. The
key to this result is showing that µet shadows the solution to the measure valued ordinary
differential equation

ν̇t = −νt + U .

This work complements and extends results from [13] and [4].
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1 Introduction and main result
Let M a smooth compact Riemannian manifold, and let M(M) denote the space of finite
signed Borel measures on M. For any smooth function V : M2 → R and any µ ∈ M(M) we
write

Vµ(x) := µ(V (x, ·)) :=
∫
M
V (x, y)µ(dy) for all x ∈ M. (1)

A stochastic process X is called a self-interacting diffusion on M, if it satisfies an equation of
the type

dXt =
√
2dWt(Xt)− β(t)∇Vµt(Xt)dt, (2)

where V : M2 → R is smooth, ∇ denotes the surface gradient on M, β : [0,∞) → R is a
continuous function,

µt =
1

t

∫ t

0

δXsds

is the normalized occupation measure of the process X up until time t, and W is a standard
Brownian vector field on M.

Here, V describes the type of self-interaction and β is the temporal weight that is given to
the self-interaction mechanism. The asymptotic behavior of X has been studied for different
choices of V and β, and we provide a summary of corresponding results and methods in Section
1.1 below. Let us now describe the assumptions under which we work in the present article.

Assumption 1.1. There is a smooth function v : M → RN with ∥v∥∞ = 1 and∫
M
v(x)dx = 0 (3)

such that
V (x, y) = v(x) · v(y) for all x, y ∈ M,

where · denotes the euclidean inner product.

With this choice of V , (1) yields

Vµt(x) = µt(v) · v(x) =
(
1

t

∫ t

0

v(Xs)ds

)
· v(x).

Hence, the drift term −∇Vµt(Xt) is self-repelling in the sense that it tends to drive v(Xt) away
from the temporal mean of (v(Xs))s∈[0,t]. This interpretation is particularly intuitive in the
case where

M = Sn = {x ∈ Rn+1 : |x| = 1}

and v(x) = x, so that

V (x, y) = x · y = cos(d(x, y)) for all x, y ∈ Sn,

where d is the geodesic distance on Sn.
Next, we explain our assumptions on β. Here and everywhere else in this article, C and

t0 denote finite, positive, deterministic constants, the exact value of which is unimportant and
may change from one step to the next with no indication.
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Assumption 1.2. The function β : [0,∞) → R is differentiable and there are a ∈ (0,∞) and
γ ∈ (0, 1] such that

|β(t)| ≤ a log t and |β′(t)| ≤ Ct−γ for all t ≥ t0.

Assumption 1.2 allows the weight β(t) of the self-repelling drift −∇Vµt to increase to infinity,
but not fast enough to fully compensate the normalization 1

t
of the occupation measure. The

generic case that we will usually have in mind is that of

β(t) = b log(t+ 1) with b > 0.

Other valid choices include β(t) = b log(log(t+e)) or simply β ≡ b. Note that we cap γ at 1 only
for simplicity, as γ > 1 provides no meaningful improvement for the estimates that are relevant
to our proofs and only results in awkward case distinctions. Also note that the normalization
∥v∥∞ = 1 in Assumption 1.1 makes sure that the parameter a is actually meaningful and
cannot simply be hidden in v.

Assumption 1.2 does not require β to be non-negative, but we will assume a suitable lower
bound in Assumption 1.3 below. Before we can state it precisely, we need to introduce some
notation. Let m ∈ RN . Setting

Z(m) =

∫
M
e−m·v(x)dx,

we define a probability measure Π(m) on M via

Π(m)(dx) =
e−m·v(x)

Z(m)
dx.

We also interpret Π as a function on M(M) by setting

Π(µ) := Π(µ(v)) for all µ ∈ M(M). (4)

Furthermore, for any probability measure µ on M and any f ∈ (L2(µ))N we write

Covµ(f) =
(
µ(fifj)− µ(fi)µ(fj)

)
i,j∈{1,...,N} ∈ RN×N .

Assumption 1.3. There is a β0 ≥ 0 such that

β(t) ≥ −β0 > − 1

Λ
for all t ≥ t0, (5)

where

Λ = sup
m∈RN

(
sup

x∈RN , |x|=1

xT CovΠ(m)(v)x

)
.

Assumption 1.3 means that while the weight factor in front of the self-repelling drift −∇Vµt

is in fact allowed to turn negative, we do require a suitable lower bound that depends on v. In
other words, we allow a limited amount of self-attraction. Clearly,

0 < Λ ≤ ∥v∥2∞ , (6)
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so (5) makes sense. In particular, β ≡ b is covered in our setting if and only if b > −1/Λ.
We always equip M(M) with the total variation norm

∥µ∥ = sup{µ(f) : f ∈ F , ∥f∥∞ ≤ 1} for all µ ∈ M(M),

which, due to density arguments, is the same whether we take F as C(M) or C∞(M) or the
real-valued measurable functions on M or just the indicator functions of Borel-measurable
subsets of M. Our main result is the following:

Theorem 1.4. Let U denote the uniform distribution on M. There is a constant κ ∈ (0,∞)
such that if the Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 hold with 2aκ < γ, then

lim sup
t→∞

log ∥µt − U∥
log t

≤ −η almost surely, (7)

where
η = min

{γ
2
− aκ, 1− Λβ0

}
> 0.

In particular, Theorem 1.4 yields weak convergence

µt
w−→ U almost surely for t → ∞,

i.e. the ergodicity property

1

t

∫ t

0

f(Xs)ds
t→∞−−−→ U(f) almost surely for all f ∈ C(M).

However, Theorem 1.4 is much stronger than this, as it also includes some uniformity with
respect to f and a polynomial convergence rate.

Example 1.5 (Weak self-interaction). Let

β ≡ b > − 1

Λ
.

Depending on the sign of b, this corresponds either to a self-repelling (b > 0) or self-attracting
(b < 0) diffusion, and since β is constant in time, we speak of weak self-interaction.

Then β′ ≡ 0 and for any a > 0 we have |β(t)| ≤ a log t for all t ≥ t0 = eb/a. Hence, Theorem
1.4 can be applied with γ = 1, β0 = max{0,−b} and any a > 0, and we get that

lim sup
t→∞

log ∥µt − U∥
log t

≤ −min

{
1

2
, 1− Λ|b|

}
almost surely.

In the particular case M = Sn and v(x) = x, this strengthens part (i) of [4, Theorem 4.5]. In
Section 3, we provide a more detailed investigation of this connection and also a proof that we
can actually weaken Assumption 1.3 in this situation (Proposition 3.4).

Example 1.6 (Moderate self-repulsion). Let

β(t) = b log(t+ 1) with b > 0.

In this situation, β is positive and increases to infinity, but slower than the normalization factor
t in µt, so we speak of moderate self-repulsion.

Then |β′(t)| ≤ Ct−1 and for any a > b there is a t0 > 0 such that |β(t)| ≤ a log t for all
t ≥ t0. Hence, Theorem 1.4 can be applied whenever b < 1

2κ
, and we get that

lim sup
t→∞

log ∥µt − U∥
log t

≤ −
(
1

2
− bκ

)
almost surely.
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1.1 Context

The asymptotic behavior of self-interacting diffusions has been studied with various degrees of
generality concerning the state space M and the type of self-interaction governed by V . The
weight β(t) is usually chosen as either β ≡ b or β(t) = bt, which are sometimes referred to
as weak and strong self-interaction respectively. In this sense, the prototypical case β(t) =
b log(t+ 1) of Assumption 1.2 corresponds to moderate self-interaction.

There are a number of case studies and some general results for M = Rn (e.g. [9, 12, 11, 8]),
but our focus lies on compact state spaces. Some of the results in the following summary are
more general than others, but all of them are valid for M = Sn and include the important
case V (x, y) = cos(d(x, y)) (self-repulsion) or V (x, y) = − cos(d(x, y)) (self-attraction).1 The
general expectation is that a diffusion with sufficient self-attraction will asymptotically be
concentrated around (or even converge to) some limit random variable X∞ ∈ M, while a self-
repelling diffusion (on a compact state space) will quite contrarily be uniformly distributed in
the limit.

We will now give a brief overview of the methods that have been used in these different
cases, the corresponding results are summarized in Table 1.

The case of weak self-interaction has been studied the most thoroughly, in particular in the
series of papers [4, 5, 6, 7]. Under mild conditions on V , the authors link µt to a measure-
valued ordinary differential equation and use this to precisely describe its asymptotic behavior
for some specific choices of V . The same approach is used in [13] to treat the case of mod-
erate self-interaction. This turns out to be more delicate and only the self-attracting case is
solved satisfyingly. The case of moderate self-repulsion is the content of the present paper,
and we use a similar strategy. A detailed explanation of the general idea of this method is
presented in Section 1.2 below, including a discussion of the differences between [4], [13], and
the present paper. The case of strong interaction has been studied with different methods. In
[3], the authors rewrite (2) as a time-homogeneous proper stochastic differential equation for
an extended variable (Xt, Yt) ∈ Sn × Rd and prove that in the self-repelling case it is Harris
recurrent and exponentially ergodic, where the invariant distribution in restriction to Xt is
the uniform distribution. Almost sure convergence in the self-attracting case is proved in [10],
again with arguments that involve the shadowing of an ordinary differential equation, but in
a completely different way than in [4], [13], or the present paper.

Of course, it seems plausible that increasing the strength of the repulsion or attraction by
increasing the weight β should not change the results qualitatively. If β̃ is asymptotically larger
than β, and the self-repelling diffusion with weight β is asymptotically uniformly distributed,
then the same should be true for the self-repelling diffusion with weight β̃. Similarly, if the
self-attracting diffusion with weight β converges to a random variable X∞ in some sense,
then the self-attracting diffusion with weight β̃ should converge to some X̃∞. However, such
comparison theorems are not available, and they do not seem to be within reach. In view of
these considerations, it also seems counter-intuitive that we need a to be sufficiently small in
Theorem 1.4 and that the rate of convergence decreases when a increases. This can be thought
of as a technical assumption that is an "artifact" of our method.

1Of course, it is somewhat arbitrary to include the sign that distinguishes repulsion from attraction in V
instead of β, but this choice reinforces the interpretation of V as the type of interaction and β as a weight
(even though our Assumptions 1.2 and 1.3 do not require β to be non-negative).
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M = Sn
strong

β(t) = bt

moderate
β(t) = b log(t+ 1)

weak
β(t) = b

self-attraction
V (x, y) = − cos(d(x, y))

Xt → X∞ a.s.
([10])

µt
w−→ δX∞ a.s.
([13])

µt
w−→ µ∞(b, n) a.s.

([4, 5, 6, 7], this paper)

self-repulsion
V (x, y) = cos(d(x, y))

µt
w−→ U a.s.

([3, 2] for n = 1)
∥µt − U∥ → 0 a.s.

(this paper)
∥µt − U∥ → 0 a.s.

([4, 5, 6, 7], this paper)

Table 1: An (incomplete) overview of the literature on the asymptotics of self-interacting
diffusions on Sn. In the case of weak self-attraction, we have µ∞(b, n) = U if b ≤ n + 1,
and else µ∞(b, n) is a Gaussian distribution centered around a random X∞ ∈ Sn, but with a
deterministic variance that depends on b and n. The present paper is primarily focussed on
moderate and weak self-repulsion, but also contains a partial improvement of this result on
weak self-attraction.

Remark 1.7. The factor
√
2 in front of dWt(Xt) in (2) is absent both in [13] (where this

equation is mentioned explicitly only in the abstract) and in [4] (where the corresponding
equation is the first one of the article).

In [13] this factor
√
2 is hidden in the vector fields ei, so that (2) is entirely equivalent to

[13, (1)] and the results from [13] are compatible with our setting with no adjustment of the
parameters.

In [4] however, this is not the case and this factor
√
2 leads to a factor 2 in [4, (11)] when

compared to our definition of Π in (4), and also to a factor 1/2 in the definition of Aµ just
below [4, (2)] when compared to our definition in (12). This has to be taken into account when
comparing our results with those from [4].

1.2 Outline of proof

In order to get a grip of the long time behavior of

µt =
1

t

∫ t

0

δXsds,

we calculate its time evolution. First, we have

∂tµt =
1

t
(−µt + δXt) ,

where the derivative is to be understood as the derivative of a real function pointwise in all
f ∈ C(M). In order to eliminate the factor 1

t
, we look at the dynamics on an exponential time

scale, i.e.
∂tµet = −µet + δXet

.

If t > 0 is large, the distribution of Xt should be close to the equilibrium of the current drift
potential β(t)Vµt(x), i.e. to the probability distribution Π(β(t)µt) as defined in (4). If our
intuition of the process is correct, Π(β(t)µt) on the other hand should be close to the uniform
distribution U on M. Therefore, we set

ε1t := δXet
− Π(β(et)µet)
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and
ε2t := Π(β(et)µet)− U ,

so that
∂tµet = −µet + U + ε1t + ε2t . (8)

If ε1t and ε2t are asymptotically negligible in a suitable sense, then the trajectory t 7→ µet

shadows that of a solution to the measure-valued ordinary differential equation

ν̇t = −νt + U , (9)

so that in particular µt converges to U . The details of this argument are given in Section 2.3
below, but first we devote Sections 2.1 and 2.2 to the required analysis of the asymptotics of
ε1 and ε2.

Our proof strategy is inspired by [4] and [13]. In these works, the authors study the equation

∂tµet = −µet +Π(β(et)µet) + ε1t , (10)

which will also be very useful for us in Section 2.2. The formal limit equation corresponding
to (10) is

ν̇t = −νt +Π(β(et)νt). (11)

Note that under (3) we have Π(U) = U , and so (11) can be viewed as a variant of the limit
equation (9) that is less specific to a particular situation. For constant β as in [4], the equation
(11) is homogeneous in time and hence after establishing that µet shadows it, powerful results
from the theory of dynamical systems can be used to study the long-time behavior of µt for
several different choices of V (cf. [4, Sections 3 and 4]). For non-constant β as in [13], this
link can still be established under certain conditions (cf. [13, Theorems 2.1 and 2.2]), but it
is not as fruitful, since (11) is no longer homogeneous in time. In particular, [13, Theorems
2.1 and 2.2] are not used in the proof of the convergence result for moderately self-attracting
diffusions on the sphere ([13, Theorem 3.1]) which is instead proved "by hand".

The limit equation (9) is much simpler than (11), because it is tailor-made for cases in
which we expect µt to converge to the uniform distribution (while in other cases we might not
expect a deterministic limit at all). Introducing the second error term ε2 allows us to move
the explicit dependence of the problem on β entirely into the error terms.

2 Proof of the main result
For Section 2.1, we only need the Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2 to hold. In Sections 2.2 and 2.3 on
the other hand, we suppose that all of the Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 hold.

2.1 Dealing with ε1

This subsection is mostly taken from Section 2 of [13]. We include this detailed summary, since
many of the objects and intermediate results will be used in the next subsection.

Let us fix µ ∈ M(M) and consider the time-homogeneous stochastic differential equation
with no self-interaction

dYt =
√
2dWt(Yt)−∇Vµ(Yt)dt,

7



where we think of the dynamics as those arising from freezing the drift potential in (2) at
some time t0, so that formally µ = β(t0)µt0 . These dynamics can also be described via the
infinitesimal generator

Aµf = ∆f −∇Vµ · ∇f for all f ∈ D(Aµ) ⊃ C2(M), (12)

and the corresponding equilibrium is given by Π(µ) as defined in (4). Let (P µ
s )s≥0 denote the

transition semigroup on L2(Π(µ)) = L2(dx) generated by Aµ. Then Aµ satisfies a Poincaré
inequality and therefore P µ

s f converges to Π(µ)(f) exponentially fast with respect to the L2-
norm for any f ∈ L2(dx) (see Sections 1.1 and 1.4.3 of [14]). Using this and basic semigroup
theory, one can easily show that

Qµf := −
∫ ∞

0

P µ
s (f − Π(µ)(f))ds for all f ∈ L2(dx),

is well-defined and satsifies

AµQµf = QµAµf = f − Π(µ)(f) for all f ∈ D(Aµ),

so Qµ is "almost an inverse to Aµ".
Now set

At := Aβ(t)µt , Qt := Qβ(t)µt .

Then for all f ∈ C∞(M) we can rewrite

ε1t (f) = f(Xet)− Π(β(et)µet)(f) = AetQetf(Xet).

If we set
F f
t (x) :=

1

t
Qtf(x), (13)

applying the change of variables r 7→ log r and then Ito’s formula yields∫ t

s

ε1r(f)d =

∫ et

es
ArF

f
r (Xr)dr

= F f
et(Xet)− F f

es(Xes)−
∫ et

es
Ḟ f
r (Xr)dr +

(
M f

t −M f
s

)
,

(14)

where (M f
t )t≥0 is a martingale with

⟨M f ,M g⟩t =
∫ et

1

∇F f
r (Xr) · ∇F g

r (Xr)dr for all f, g ∈ C∞(M) (15)

(compare [13, Section 3.3] and [4, Remark 2.2]). Therefore, in order to estimate the integral
over ε1, we need to estimate F f

t , ∇F f
t , and the time derivative Ḟ f

t , which can be done with
the help of the following lemma that will also be needed in Section 2.2 below in order to deal
with ε2.

Lemma 2.1. There is a constant
κ ∈ (0,∞) (16)

such that for all f ∈ C∞(M) and t ≥ t0 the following estimates hold.
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1. ∥Qtf∥∞ ≤ Ctaκ ∥f∥∞,

2. ∥∇Qtf∥∞ ≤ C(1 + a log t)1/2taκ ∥f∥∞,

3. ∥∂tQtf∥∞ ≤ C(log t)3/2t2aκ−γ ∥f∥∞.

Proof. Thanks to Assumption 1.2, this follows from Lemmas 2.3 and 2.8 of [13]. These lemmas
mainly rely on classical results about log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities for the operator
At and an application of the Bakry-Emery criterion.

From now on, κ will always be the constant from (16). In particular, this is the same κ
that we use in Theorem 1.4.

Proposition 2.2. If 2aκ < γ, then almost surely

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
log

(
sup
s≥0

∥∥∥∥∫ t+s

t

ε1rdr

∥∥∥∥) ≤ −
(γ
2
− aκ

)
.

Proof. This follows from [13, Theorem 2.1], which is proved via (14), (15), and Lemma 2.1.
The exact value on the right hand side is not given explicitly in [13, Theorem 2.1], but can be
deduced from a careful reading of the proofs in [13, Section 2.2.2].

2.2 Dealing with ε2

We start this section with a preparatory lemma about properties of Π. Recall that

Π(m)(dx) =
e−m·v(x)

Z(m)
dx with Z(m) =

∫
M
e−m·v(x)dx

for all m ∈ RN .

Lemma 2.3. 1. The mapping Π: RN → M(M) is Lipschitz continuous, i.e.

∥Π(m)− Π(m′)∥ ≤ C |m−m′| for all m,m′ ∈ RN .

2. For all m ∈ RN , we have
Π(m)(v) = −∇ logZ(m) (17)

and
CovΠ(m)(v) = Hess logZ(m), (18)

where Hess denotes the Hessian matrix.

Proof. For the first part, it is easy to check that the derivative of Π is bounded. The second
part is a simple calculation.

By combining the first part of Lemma 2.3 and the first part of Assumption 1.2, we get∥∥ε2t∥∥ =
∥∥Π(β(et)µet(v))− Π(0)

∥∥ ≤ Ct |µet(v)| . (19)

Lemma 2.6 below provides a speed of convergence to 0 for the right hand side, but we first need
another preparatory lemma. For the remainder of this section, we use the shorthand notation

mt := µet(v) ∈ RN for all t ≥ 0.

9



Lemma 2.4. There is a family of strongly convex functions Jt : RN → R such that

ṁt = −∇Jt(mt) + ε1t (v) for all t ≥ 0 (20)

and
m · ∇Jt(m) ≥ (1− Λβ0) |m|2 for all t ≥ t0 and m ∈ RN . (21)

Proof. By (10), we have
ṁt = −mt +Π(β(et)mt)(v) + ε1t (v).

Using (17) and the fact that Π(0)(v) = 0 due to (3), we see that (20) holds with

Jt : RN → R, Jt(m) =
1

2
|m|2 + 1β(et )̸=0 ·

1

β(et)
logZ(β(et)m).

Because of (18), we get

Hess Jt(m) = 1N×N + β(et) CovΠ(β(et)m)(v),

and thanks to Assumption 1.3, this implies that the smallest eigenvalue of Hess Jt(m) is at
least 1− Λβ0 > 0. Therefore Jt is strongly convex, more precisely

(m−m′) · (∇Jt(m)−∇Jt(m
′)) ≥ (1− Λβ0) |m−m′|2 for all m,m′ ∈ RN .

Since ∇Jt(0) = Π(0)(v) = 0, setting m′ = 0 yields (21).

Remark 2.5. Jt(m), ∇Jt(m), and Hess Jt(m) are all continuous with respect to t ∈ [0,∞).

In what follows, η will always be the constant from Theorem 1.4, i.e.

η = min
{γ
2
− aκ, 1− Λβ0

}
> 0.

Lemma 2.6. If 2aκ < γ, then

eδtmt
t→∞−−−→ 0 almost surely for all δ < η.

Proof. 1.) Set
m̃t := mt − Fet(Xet) (22)

where
Ft(x) := (F vi

t (x))i=1,...,N = t−1(Qtvi(x))i=1,...,N

(compare (13)). The first estimate of Lemma 2.1 implies

|eδtmt| ≤ eδt
(
|m̃t|+ |Fet(Xet)|

)
≤ eδt|m̃t|+ Ce−(1−aκ−δ)t for all t ≥ t0.

Since δ < γ
2
− aκ < 1− aκ, the second summand in the above bound vanishes for t → ∞, and

hence it suffices to show for this lemma that

eδtm̃t
t→∞−−−→ 0 almost surely for all δ < η. (23)

Note that we know a priori that |mt| has a deterministic upper bound and then (by Lemma
2.1) so has |m̃t|.
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2.) In this step, we use a similar approach as in Sections 3.1 - 3.4 of [13] in order to find a
stochastic differential equation that is fulfilled by |m̃t|2. In order to calculate the dynamics of
m̃t, we first deduce from (14) that

Fet(Xet)− Fes(Xes) =

∫ t

s

ε1r(v)dr +

∫ et

es
Ḟr(Xr)dr − (M v

t −M v
s ), (24)

where we read M v
t as the vector (M vi

t )i=1,...,N . Combining (24) with (20) yields

dm̃t = −∇Jt(mt)dt− etḞet(Xet)dt+ dM v
t . (25)

We set
Ht = −etḞet(Xet)− (∇Jt(mt)−∇Jt(m̃t)) (26)

and rewrite (25) as
dm̃t = −∇Jt(m̃t)dt+Htdt+ dM v

t .

Ito’s formula and (15) then yield

d|m̃t|2 =
(
−2m̃t · ∇Jt(m̃t) + 2m̃t ·Ht + et |∇Fet(Xet)|2

)
dt+ 2m̃t · dM v

t . (27)

3.) Our next goal is to find a suitable upper bound for the drift in (27). For the rest of the
proof we assume that t ≥ t0 and

0 < α < 2η = min {γ − 2aκ, 2(1− Λβ0)} .

Since
Ḟ vi
t = − 1

t2
Qtvi +

1

t
∂tQtvi,

the first and third estimates of Lemma 2.1 yield∣∣∣etḞet(Xet)
∣∣∣ ≤ Ce(aκ−1)t + C(1 + at)3/2e(2aκ−γ)t ≤ Ce−αt. (28)

By the first parts of Lemmas 2.3 and 2.1 respectively,

|∇Jt(mt)−∇Jt(m̃t)| ≤ (1 + C|β(et)|) |mt − m̃t| ≤ C(1 + t)e(aκ−1)t ≤ Ce−αt. (29)

Combining (28), (29), and the fact that |m̃t| is bounded, we can conclude that with H from
(26) we have

2m̃t ·Ht ≤ Ce−αt. (30)

For the third summand of the drift term in (27), the second estimate of Lemma 2.1 implies

et |∇Fet(Xet)|2 = e−t

N∑
i=1

|(∇Qetvi)(Xet)|2 ≤ C(1 + at)e(2aκ−1)t ≤ Ce−αt. (31)

Finally, plugging (30) and (31) as well as (21) from Lemma 2.4 into (27) yields

d|m̃t|2 ≤
(
−2(1− Λβ0)|m̃t|2 + Ce−αt

)
dt+ 2m̃t · dM v

t . (32)
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4.) With (32) at hand, we can now investigate the asymptotics of m̃t. Setting

ξ := 2(1− Λβ0)

and plugging (32) into
d
(
eξt|m̃t|2

)
= ξeξt|m̃t|2dt+ eξtd|m̃t|2,

we get

|m̃t|2 ≤ e−ξ(t−t0)|m̃t0|2 + C

∫ t

t0

e−ξ(t−r)−αrdr + 2

∫ t

t0

e−ξ(t−r)m̃r · dM v
r

≤ Ce−αt + 2e−ξtNt,

(33)

where

Nt =

∫ t

t0

eξrm̃r · dM v
r .

By (15) and (31), we have

⟨N⟩t ≤
∫ t

t0

e2ξr |m̃r|2 er |∇Fer(Xer)|2 dr ≤ C

∫ t

t0

e(2ξ−α)r |m̃r|2 dr. (34)

Since m̃ is bounded and α < 2ξ, (34) yields

⟨N⟩t ≤ Ce(2ξ−α)t, (35)

so the law of the iterated logarithm implies

lim sup
t→∞

Nt

e(ξ−
α
2 )t log(t)

< ∞ almost surely. (36)

Combining (33) and (36) yields

eδtm̃t
t→∞−−−→ 0 almost surely for all δ <

α

4
. (37)

This can be plugged back into (34) in order to improve (35) to

⟨N⟩t ≤ Ke(2ξ−(α+2δ))t

for any δ < α
4
, where K = K(δ) is an almost surely finite random variable. Then we use the

same argument as above to improve (37) to

eδtm̃t
t→∞−−−→ 0 almost surely for all δ <

3α

8
.

Iterating this argument shows that for any n ∈ N we have

eδtm̃t
t→∞−−−→ 0 almost surely for all δ <

(2n − 1)α

2n+1
.

Since n can be arbitrarily large and α arbitrarily close to 2η, it follows that (23) holds, and
thus the proof is completed.
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Remark 2.7. Note that Lemma 2.6 can be interpreted as a statement on the polynomial
decay of the drift potential β(t)Vµt of (2). More precisely, for 2aκ < γ it implies that almost
surely

lim sup
t→∞

log ∥β(t)Vµt∥∞
log t

≤ −η.

We can now prove the main result of this section.

Proposition 2.8. If 2aκ < γ, then almost surely

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
log
∥∥ε2t∥∥ ≤ −η.

Proof. This follows from (19) and Lemma 2.6.

2.3 Putting the pieces together

The unique solution to (9) with the initial value ν0 ∈ M(M) is given by

Φ(t, ν0) = e−tν0 + (1− e−t)U for all t ≥ 0, (38)

and the mapping
Φ: [0,∞)×M(M) → M(M), (t, ν0) 7→ Φ(t, ν0),

defines a semiflow on the normed space M(M) in the sense of [1, p. 9].

Proposition 2.9. If 2aκ < γ, then almost surely (µet)t≥0 is a (−η)-pseudotrajectory of the
semiflow Φ, i.e. almost surely

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
log

(
sup

s∈[0,T ]

∥µet+s − Φ(s, µet)∥

)
≤ −η for all T > 0. (39)

Proof. By (8) and (9) we have for all f ∈ C(M)

(µet+s − Φ(s, µet))(f) = −
∫ s

0

(µet+r − Φ(r, µet)) (f)dr +

∫ s

0

(
ε1t+r + ε2t+r

)
(f)dr,

so

(µet+s − Φ(s, µet))(f) =

∫ t+s

t

e−(t+s−r)
(
ε1r + ε2r

)
(f)dr. (40)

Since integration by parts yields∫ t+s

t

e−(t+s−r)ε1r(f)dr =

∫ t+s

t

ε1r(f)dr −
∫ t+s

t

e−(t+s−r)

(∫ r

t

ε1u(f)du

)
dr,

we get from (40) that

∥µet+s − Φ(s, µet)∥ ≤
∥∥∥∥∫ t+s

t

ε1rdr

∥∥∥∥+ ∫ t+s

t

e−(t+s−r)

∥∥∥∥∫ r

t

ε1udu

∥∥∥∥ dr + ∫ t+s

t

∥∥ε2r∥∥ dr.
The claim now follows from Propositions 2.2 and 2.8.
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Intuitively, Proposition 2.9 says that µet is exponentially close to the behavior of a solution
of (9). Since any solution of (9) converges exponentially fast to U , Theorem 1.4 now follows
from a general result about pseudotrajectories.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. By (38),

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
log ∥Φ(t, ν0)− U∥ = −1 for all ν0 ∈ M(M).

Thanks to this and Proposition 2.9, all of the conditions of part (i) of [1, Lemma 8.7] (with
B = M(M), K = {U}, X(t) = µet , Y (t) = U , α = −η > −1 = λ) are fulfilled, and hence we
get

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
log ∥µet − U∥ ≤ −η almost surely,

which is equivalent to (7).

Remark 2.10. Note that the final step of the proof of Proposition 2.9 also works with the
supremum in (39) being taken over all s ≥ 0 instead of only s ∈ [0, T ]. However, this stronger
variant of the pseudotrajectory property is not needed for the argument in the proof of Theorem
1.4 to work.

3 A closer investigation of the case M = Sn and v(x) = x

For this entire section, let
M = Sn and v(x) = x.

In the case of weak self-interaction, i.e. β ≡ b, Theorem 4.5 of [4] then implies that2

µt
w−→ U almost surely ⇔ b ≥ −(n+ 1), (41)

while Theorem 1.4 implies

b > − 1

Λ
⇒ ∥µt − U∥ → 0 almost surely with polynomial speed (42)

(compare Example 1.5). Because of (41) and (42), we already know that Λ ≥ (n + 1)−1. In
this section, we provide a way to calculate Λ, show numerically that it is in fact strictly larger
than (n + 1)−1, but then prove that the conclusion of (42) nevertheless actually holds for all
b > −(n+ 1).

3.1 Calculating Λ

In the following, for any m ∈ Rn+1 we use the notation

m̄ =

{
m
|m| , if m ̸= 0,
0, if m = 0.

2Note that our notation differs slightly from that in [4]: the parameter a there corresponds to what is b/2
in our notation, and there is another factor 2 in [4, (11)] that is not in our definition of Π (compare Remark
1.7).
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Figure 1: Plots of ϱ and λ for n ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}.

Lemma 3.1. Let

ϱ(r) = −
∫ π

0
cosxe−r cosx(sinx)n−1dx∫ π

0
e−r cosx(sinx)n−1dx

for all r ≥ 0.

1. For all m ∈ Rn+1 we have
Π(m)(v) = −ϱ(|m|)m̄. (43)

2. We have
lim
r→0

ϱ(r)

r
=

1

n+ 1
,

and we therefore interpret ϱ(0)
0

as 1
n+1

in the following.

3. For all m ∈ Rn+1 we have

CovΠ(m)(v) =

(
ϱ′(|m|)− ϱ(|m|)

|m|

)
m̄m̄T +

ϱ(|m|)
|m|

1(n+1)×(n+1)

and its largest eigenvalue is given by λ(|m|), where

λ(r) =
2ϱ(r)

r
− ϱ′(r) for all r ≥ 0. (44)

4. We have

Λ = max
r≥0

λ(r) ∈
[

1

n+ 1
,

2

n+ 1

)
. (45)

Proof. The first part of this lemma is just a reformulation of [4, Lemma 4.7]. Note that for all
r ≥ 0

ϱ(r) =
H ′(r)

H(r)
with H(r) =

∫ π

0

e−r cosx(sinx)n−1dx
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and hence

ϱ′(r) =
H ′′(r)

H(r)
−
(
H ′(r)

H(r)

)2

> 0 (46)

where the inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwarz. As shown in the proof of [4, Lemma 4.8],
d

dr

H ′′(r)

H(r)
> 0,

H ′′(0)

H(0)
=

1

n+ 1
,

and since an integration by parts yields

H ′(r) =
r

n
(H(r)−H ′′(r)) for all r ≥ 0, (47)

we get
d

dr

ϱ(r)

r
=

d

dr

(
1

n

(
1− H ′′(r)

H(r)

))
< 0,

ϱ(r)

r

r→0−−→ 1

n+ 1
. (48)

In particular, we have

0 >
d

dr

ϱ(r)

r
=

ϱ′(r)

r
− ϱ(r)

r2
for all r > 0

so, together with (46),

0 < ϱ′(r) <
ϱ(r)

r
for all r > 0. (49)

Combining (43) with the second part of Lemma 2.3, we get

CovΠ(m)(v) =

(
∂mi

(
ϱ(|m|)
|m|

mj

))
i,j=1,...,n+1

=

(
ϱ′(|m|)− ϱ(|m|)

|m|

)
m̄m̄T +

ϱ(|m|)
|m|

1(n+1)×(n+1)

and hence its largest eigenvalue is

sup
x∈Sn

xT CovΠ(m)(v)x =

∣∣∣∣ϱ′(|m|)− ϱ(|m|)
|m|

∣∣∣∣+ ϱ(|m|)
|m|

= λ(|m|),

where the last equality uses (49). Plugging (49) into (44) yields
ϱ(r)

r
< λ(r) <

2ϱ(r)

r
for all r > 0,

which, in combination with (48), implies (45).
Remark 3.2. With the help of Lemma 3.1, one can easily show that if (mk)k∈N ⊂ Rn+1

satisfies |mk| → ∞ and m̄k → m ∈ Sn for k → ∞, then Π(mk)
w−→ δ−m for k → ∞.

Remark 3.3. It follows from (46) and (47) that ϱ satisfies the differential equation

ϱ′(r) = 1− ϱ(r)
(n
r
+ ϱ(r)

)
,

so thanks to (44), we can express both λ(r) and λ′(r) as functions of r and ϱ(r). This makes it
easy to calculate λ and λ′ and thus approximate the maximum of λ numerically. Simulations
suggest that λ(r) attains Λ as its unique local and global maximum in a position r = argmaxλ
that grows linearly in n. Furthermore, these simulations suggest that Λ · (n + 1) is indeed
strictly greater than 1, even though it is decreasing in n and the upper bound 2 from (45) is
far from optimal. Note however, that even (45) is a vast improvement over the trivial bound
from (6). See Table 2 for some approximate values and Figure 1 for a visualisation of ϱ and λ.
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n Λ = maxλ Λ · (n+ 1) argmaxλ

1 0.548 1.096 1.442
2 0.363 1.090 1.930
3 0.272 1.087 2.405
4 0.217 1.084 2.876
5 0.180 1.083 3.345
6 0.154 1.081 3.812
7 0.135 1.080 4.278
8 0.120 1.079 4.744
9 0.108 1.079 5.210
10 0.098 1.078 5.676
20 0.051 1.075 10.329
50 0.021 1.073 24.288
100 0.011 1.073 47.552

Table 2: Numerical approximations for Λ, Λ · (n+ 1), and argmaxλ.

3.2 Improving Theorem 1.4 in the case of weak self-attraction

The following proposition means that we can improve [4, Theorem 4.5 (i)] for all cases in which
the uniform distribution is the limit, with the exception of the critical value b = −(n+ 1).

Proposition 3.4. Let β ≡ b > −(n+ 1). Then

lim sup
t→∞

log ∥µt − U∥
log t

≤ −min

{
1

2
, 1 +

b

n+ 1

}
almost surely.

Proof. The case b ≥ 0 is already covered entirely in Example 1.5, so let

0 > b > −(n+ 1).

Since Proposition 2.2 implies

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
log

(
sup
s≥0

∥∥∥∥∫ t+s

t

ε1rdr

∥∥∥∥) ≤ −1

2
almost surely,

it only remains to show that

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
log
∥∥ε2t∥∥ ≤ −min

{
1

2
, 1− |b|

n+ 1

}
almost surely, (50)

since then the proof can be completed in the exact same way as in Section 2.3. In order to
prove (50), we will need to revisit and refine the arguments from Lemmas 2.4 and 2.6 (the
notation of which we adapt in the sequel) and make explicit use of [4, Theorem 4.5 (i)].

Since the second and third parts of Lemma 3.1 imply

lim
r→0

λ(r) = λ(0) =
1

n+ 1
< |b|−1,

we can choose ϑ > 0 such that

ζ := sup
m∈Rn+1,|m|≤ϑ

(
sup
x∈Sn

xT CovΠ(bm)(v)x

)
= sup

r∈[0,ϑ|b|]
λ(r) < |b|−1.
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Then with the same argument as in Lemma 2.4 we get

m · ∇Jt(m) ≥ (1− |b|ζ) |m|2 for all m ∈ Rn+1 with |m| ≤ ϑ. (51)

We already know from [4, Theorem 4.5 (i)] that almost surely µt
w−→ U (compare (41)), so

mt → 0 and hence also m̃t → 0 (compare (22) and Lemma 2.1). Therefore, there is an almost
surely finite random time τ = τ(ϑ) such that |m̃t| ≤ ϑ for all t > τ , so with (51) we get

−m̃t · ∇Jt(m̃t) ≤ −(1− |b|ζ) |m̃t|2 for all t ≥ τ . (52)

Also note that
−m̃t · ∇Jt(m̃t) ≤ C for all t ∈ [t0, τ). (53)

With
0 < α < min {1, 2− 2|b|ζ} ,

we can show as in the proof of Lemma 2.6 that

d|m̃t|2 ≤
(
−2m̃t · ∇Jt(m̃t) + Ce−αt

)
dt+ 2m̃t · dM v

t for all t ≥ t0. (54)

If we set ξ := 2− 2|b|ζ, plug (54) into

d
(
eξt|m̃t|2

)
= ξeξt|m̃t|2dt+ eξtd|m̃t|2,

and then apply (52) and (53), we can estimate

|m̃t|2 ≤ e−ξ(t−t0)|m̃t0 |2 + C

∫ t

t0

e−ξ(t−r)−αrdr + C

∫ τ

t0

e−ξ(t−r)dr + 2

∫ t

t0

e−ξ(t−r)m̃r · dM v
r

≤ Ke−αt + 2e−ξt

∫ t

t0

eξrm̃r · dM v
r ,

where K is a positive, almost surely finite random number. Now, (50) follows from the same
line of reasoning as in the last step of the proof of Lemma 2.6 and in the proof of Proposition
2.8.

Remark 3.5. The general idea behind the proof of Proposition 3.4 is not restricted to the
specific case treated in this section: there is potential for the Assumption 1.3 on the lower
bound for β to be weakened, whenever we already know that µt

w−→ U and thus only need
to bound the eigenvalues of β(et) CovU(v) in order to make the arguments in the proofs of
Lemmas 2.4 and 2.6 work.
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