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UNIFORM-IN-TIME CONVERGENCE RATES TO A NONLINEAR MARKOV

CHAIN FOR MEAN-FIELD INTERACTING JUMP PROCESSES

ASAF COHEN AND ETHAN HUFFMAN

Abstract. We consider a system of N particles interacting through their empirical distribution
on a finite state space in continuous time. In the formal limit as N → ∞, the system takes the
form of a nonlinear (McKean–Vlasov) Markov chain. This paper rigorously establishes this limit.
Specifically, under the assumption that the mean field system has a unique, exponentially stable
stationary distribution, we show that the weak error between the empirical measures of the N-
particle system and the law of the mean field system is of order 1/N uniformly in time. Our
analysis makes use of a master equation for test functions evaluated along the measure flow of the
mean field system, and we demonstrate that the solutions of this master equation are sufficiently
regular. We then show that exponential stability of the mean field system is implied by exponential
stability for solutions of the linearized Kolmogorov equation with a source term. Finally, we show
that our results can be applied to the study of mean field games and give a new condition for the
existence of a unique stationary distribution for a nonlinear Markov chain.

Keywords: Nonlinear Markov chains, exponential ergodicity, mean field games, linearized system
AMS subject classification: 60J27, 4L30, 91A16

1. Introduction

This paper considers the long-time behavior of a system of N interacting particles on a finite

state space [d] := {1, . . . d}. The state of each particle (Xi,N
t )t≥0, i ∈ [N ] := {1, . . . , N}, evolves

by jumping to a new state according to a rate matrix α(µNt ) = (αxy(µ
N
t ))x,y∈[d], where µ

N
t is the

empirical distribution of the system at time t. More precisely, we have

P(Xi,N
t+ε = y | Xi,N

t = x, µNt = µ) = αxy(µ)ε+ o(ε), x 6= y.

The empirical distribution of the system is a Markov chain which evolves according to

P(µNt+ε = µ+ 1
N (δx − δy) | µNt = µ) = Nµxαxy(µ)ε+ o(ε), x 6= y,

where δz is the zth standard basis vector in R
d. In the limit as N → ∞, we expect to have a single

representative particle Yt, whose dynamics are given by

P(Yt+ε = y | Yt = x) = αxy(Law (Yt))ε + o(ε), x 6= y.

We refer to this limiting system as the mean field system and notice that Yt is a nonlinear Markov
chain, that is, a Markov chain whose transition rates depend on the law of the process. The law of
the mean field system, (m(t;µ))t≥0, obeys the (nonlinear forward) Kolmogorov equation

d

dt
m(t;µ) = m(t;µ)α(m(t;µ)), m(0;µ) = µ, (1)

which is posed on the simplex, Sd, of probability measures on [d].
The main result of this paper shows that the empirical measures of the N -particle system

converge to the law of the mean-field system uniformly in time, in a weak sense. This convergence
holds when the mean-field system has a unique, exponentially stable stationary distribution, and
the derivatives of the mean-field system with respect to initial conditions are uniformly Lipschitz
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in the measure argument. Namely, for any sufficiently regular test function Φ: Sd → R, we show
that

∣

∣E
[

Φ(µNt )
]

− Φ(m(t;µ))
∣

∣ ≤ C

N
, (2)

uniformly in time. The prototypical example of Φ is the squared Euclidean distance, |· − ν∞|22, for
ν∞ an attracting stationary distribution of (1). Denoting by µN∞ the stationary distribution of the

system (Xi,N
t )i∈[N ] and letting t→ ∞, this Φ gives us that

E
[

|µN∞ − ν∞|22
]

≤ C

N
,

which recovers Equation (2) in [39]. Our result is stronger, as it establishes a uniform bound on
the distance between the N -particle system’s distribution and the limiting distribution for all time
instances t, rather than only in the stationary regime.

Additionally, as it can be difficult to verify the exponential stability of the mean field system,
we show that the exponential stability of all solutions to a linear ordinary differential equation,
which we call the linearized Kolmogorov equation, implies the exponential stability of the mean
field system. This implication allows us to obtain a new condition for the existence of a unique,
exponentially stable stationary distribution for a nonlinear Markov chain which is simple to check
and relatively unrestrictive. In fact, we obtain further that, under these conditions, derivatives of
the nonlinear Markov chain with respect to the measure are Lipschitz in their measure argument
uniformly in time. Finally, we discuss the application of our results to the convergence problem in
mean field games, showing that our results apply to an N -player game with players using controls
derived from the ergodic master equation as defined in [17, 18].

1.1. Background. Delarue and Tse recently demonstrated in [19] that the empirical measures of
a weakly interacting N -particle system on the torus converge weakly to the law of a McKean–
Vlasov process, with a convergence rate of 1/N . Notably, this convergence is uniform in time—a
challenging aspect in propagation of chaos results. Indeed, Malrieu [33] showed by an example of a
diffusion on Euclidean space that even when the limiting process has a unique, globally attracting
stationary distribution, uniform convergence in time may not hold. Although there are several
results concerning uniform-in-time propagation of chaos for diffusion processes on Euclidean space
where the drift term originates from a potential [32, 23, 36, 15, 20, 38], results beyond this setting
remain sparse. Recently, Lacker and Le Flem [28] extended previous work of Lacker [27] and
established uniform-in-time convergence in relative entropy for the joint law of the first k of N
particles. More precisely, they showed convergence to the k-fold product of the limiting process’s
law at rate (k/N)2, which implies convergence in the Wasserstein metric at rate (k/N).

In the finite state case, Ying [39] used Stein’s method to analyze systems with mean-field particle
interactions, showing that the squared distance between the stationary distribution of theN -particle
system and that of the mean-field system converges to zero at rate 1/N . Budhiraja, Dupuis,
Fischer, and Ramanan [6, 7] used the relative entropy of the mean-field system with respect to
the N -particle system’s stationary distribution as a Lyapunov function, establishing stability for
mean-field systems in cases of slow adaptation or locally Gibbs-type interactions. Going beyond the
case of a single, asymptotically stable stationary distribution to models with simple ω-limit sets,
Borkar and Sundaresan [5] derived a large deviation principle, following the approach of Freidlin
and Wentzell [21], on the simplex for the stationary distributions of the empirical measures of
N -particle systems.

Nonlinear Markov chains, initially introduced by McKean [34] in the context of plasma physics,
were later studied in general by Kolokoltsov [26]. The long-term behavior of nonlinear Markov
chains is significantly more complex than that of linear Markov chains, leading to limited results on
the uniqueness of stationary distributions and ergodicity. In discrete time, Butkovsky [8] showed
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that an analog of Dobrushin’s condition, under small interactions, ensures a unique, globally at-
tracting stationary distribution. Saburov [37] obtained a similar result using hypermatrices. Also in
discrete time, Light [31] has shown that for nonlinear Markov chains with an aggregator, there are
monotonicity conditions that ensure the existence of a unique stationary distribution. In continuous
time, Neumann [35] has provided a condition for the existence of a unique stationary distribution
that uses the invariant distributions of each α(µ) separately. Additionally, Neumann has shown
that for d = 2, 3 there are conditions for a unique stationary distribution to be asymptotically
ergodic.

Mean field games (MFGs) were introduced as a limiting model of symmetric N -player stochastic
differential games by Lasry and Lions [30] and independently by Huang, Malhamé, and Caines [24].
MFG models approximate Nash equilibria in large-player games, where the concept of a mean field
equilibrium serves as the MFG analog of a Nash equilibrium. This equilibrium is defined via a fixed
point, which can be characterized either probabilistically or by two differential equations: a forward
equation describing the evolution of the measure under equilibrium, and a backward equation for
the value function, which is a Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman equation. The forward-backward system
can be encapsulated in a single differential equation, known as the master equation. Finite-state
MFGs with finite time horizons have been extensively studied, including the existence of the master
equation and its application in analyzing the game [4, 14, 16], and adding common noise [2, 3, 12].
Recent work has also focused on the long-term behavior of MFGs. Cardaliaguet and Porretta [10]
studied ergodic MFGs of diffusions on the torus, under the monotonicity condition (interpreted as
players seeking to avoid congestion), analyzing the master equation and proving the existence and
uniqueness of a weak solution. In the finite-state setting, Gomes, Mohr, and Souza [22] introduced
the ergodic MFG system and, under contractivity assumptions, demonstrated that it admits a
unique solution. Cohen and Zell [17] extended this result by removing the contractivity requirement,
assuming monotonicity, and introducing an ergodic master equation for finite-state MFGs, proving
both the existence and uniqueness of its solution. In a subsequent work [18], they showed that

controls derived from the MFG system or the master equation yield a (C/
√
N)-Nash equilibrium

for the corresponding N -player game. Recently, Höfer and Soner [25] considered a two-state game
with periodic controls and an anti-monotone cost, demonstrating that the ergodic system can have
infinitely many mean field equilibria.

1.2. Contributions. In Section 2 we introduce our model and main results. We operate primarily
under the ergodicity assumption (Erg), which states that the mean field system is exponentially
stable and has Lipschitz derivatives of its law. As this condition is somewhat difficult to verify,
we also include the simpler to check assumption (Lin-Erg), which requires that solutions to the
Cauchy problems for the linearized Kolmogorov equations have exponential decay, and later we show
that this implies (Erg). To illustrate the importance of these assumptions, we provide examples
of systems that display counterintuitive behavior in Example 2.4 and Example 2.5.

We start by giving rigorous definitions of the dynamics for the N -particle system XN
t =

(X1,N
t , . . . ,XN,N

t ), and the mean field system, Yt, and present our main result, Theorem 2.7, which
for a sufficiently regular test function Φ on the simplex, gives that (2) holds uniformly in time when

the initial distribution of each particle Xi,N
0 is independent and equal to the initial distribution

of the mean field system, which we denote by µ. In order to prove this result, we introduce in
Proposition 2.8 the function U(t, µ) := Φ(m(t;µ)) and show that it satisfies the master equation

∂U
∂t

(t, µ) =
∑

z∈[d]

δU
δm

(t, µ, z)(µαz(µ)), U(0, µ) = Φ(µ).

The proof of Theorem 2.7 consists of two main components. Firstly, we show in Proposition 2.9 that
the error introduced by evaluating Φ at m(t;µN0 ) instead of µNt is of order 1/N uniformly in time.
Intuitively, this is handling the difference between propagating the test function along the measure
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flow of the mean field system and that of the N -particle system. Secondly, in Proposition 2.10, we
show that the error coming from the difference between m(t;µN0 ) and m(t;µ) is also of order 1/N
uniformly in time. This step shows that the approximation of the initial distribution of the mean
field system by the initial empirical distribution of the N -particle system, which is N independent
samples from µ, also results in an error of order 1/N .

Section 3 contains the proof of Theorem 2.7 proceeding by the subresults outlined above. First,
we show the necessary regularity of the master equation in Proposition 2.8 by applying the chain
rule we prove in Appendix A to the test function and using our ergodicity assumption. We prove
a form of Itô’s formula for the N -particle system in Lemma 3.1 and, by expressing the difference
terms therein in terms of the linear functional derivative, we are able to apply the master equation
to obtain a tractable expression for the time propagation error, see Proposition 3.3. Using the ex-
ponential decay of solutions to the Kolmogorov equation (9) and their linear functional derivatives,
we then complete the proof of Proposition 2.9. For Proposition 2.10, the properties of the linear
functional derivative are used to express the sampling error in terms of derivatives of the solution
of the master equation, the necessary regularity of which is established in Proposition 2.8.

In Section 4 we show that the assumption (Erg) used for our main result can be replaced
by the assumption (Lin-Erg). Specifically, in Proposition 4.4, we show that the exponential
stability of all solutions to the linearized Kolmogorov equation, potentially with a source term,
implies the exponential stability of the mean field system. This result leverages the connection
between particular solutions of the linearized Kolmogorov equation and derivatives of the nonlinear
Kolmogorov equation as well as the properties of the linear functional derivative.

In Section 5 we turn our results towards applications. Proposition 4.4 allows us in Section 5.1
to demonstrate two new and particularly simple conditions for the existence of unique and expo-
nentially stable stationary distributions for nonlinear Markov chains, as well as further regularity
of the solution trajectories. Then, in Section 5.2, we show that our results are also applicable to
the convergence of finite state large population games with mean field interactions and long-term
average (ergodic) costs. Indeed, the exact conditions which are common in the mean field game
literature to ensure the existence of unique mean field equilibria allow us to apply our main result.
Our result extends that of Cohen and Zell [18] by showing that propagation of chaos applies to the
N -player game with controls derived from the master equation uniformly in time, rather than just
with the stationary distribution of the mean field system.

We finish the present section with an overview of our notation and some basic definitions and
properties that will be used throughout the paper.

1.3. Notation. We fix positive integers d and N and use the notation [d] := {1, . . . , d} and [N ] :=
{1, . . . , N}. Indices x, y, z, etc. will take values in [d], while indices i, j, k, etc. will generally take
values in [N ].

We denote by R
d
0 the set of all v ∈ R

d such that
∑

z vz = 0. The (d− 1)-simplex considered as a

closed subset of Rd is denoted by Sd, and we identify the space of probability measures on [d] with
Sd. For any vector v ∈ R

d, we denote by |v| the L1 norm
∑

x∈[d] |vx|.
The vector δz is the zth standard basis vector in R

d, which we will often think of as the Dirac
measure at z, and we let δyz := δz − δy.

For x = (x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ [d]N , we denote the empirical measure

µNx :=
1

N

N
∑

i=1

δxi .

For z ∈ [d] and q ∈ R
d, we denote

∆zq := (qy − qz)y∈[d].
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Additionally, for a function F : [d]N → R, we denote by ∆iF (x), the vector of differences of F
in the ith coordinate, i.e.

∆iF (x) :=
(

F (x1, . . . , xi−1, 1, xi+1, . . . , xN )− F (x), . . . , F (x1, . . . , xi−1, d, xi+1, . . . , xN )− F (x)
)

.

Throughout, we will use C to denote a generic constant, which may change from line to line.
Wherever C depends on a parameter we will mention this explicitly.

The space

S̃d :=
{

m ∈ R
d−1 :

∑

z∈[d−1]

mz ≤ 1
}

.

is naturally isomorphic to Sd. The isomorphism is

π : Sd → S̃d, π(m1, . . . ,md) := (m1, . . . ,md−1),

which has inverse π−1(m1, . . . ,md−1) = (m1, . . . ,md−1, 1−
∑d−1

x=1mx). For a function F : Sd → U ,

where U is an arbitrary metric space, we define the function F̃ : S̃d → U by

F̃ (m̃) := F (π−1(m̃))

In our analysis, it will frequently be necessary to take derivatives of functions defined on Sd,
for which there are several different, yet related, notions in the literature. We define two types of
derivatives for a function F : Sd → R. First, for y, z ∈ [d] and µ ∈ Sd, we define:

Dm

yzF (µ) := lim
ε→0+

F (µ+ εδyz)− F (µ)

ε
,

whenever the expression within the limit is valid and the limit exists. This derivative is simply
the restriction of the directional derivative from R

d in the direction of δyz . We also define Dm

y :=
(Dm

yz)z∈[d], which we think of as a row vector. Second, for z ∈ [d] and µ ∈ Sd, we define:

δF

δm
(µ, z) := lim

ε→0+

F ((1 − ε)µ + εδz)− F (µ)

ε
,

also whenever the limit exists. This second notion of derivative aligns with the linear functional
derivative used in much of the literature dealing with diffusion processes. A useful feature of the
linear functional derivative is that it respects the geometry of the simplex, in the sense that it
naturally restricts to the tangent space of the simplex at µ. By passing to S̃d it is straightforward
to see that

δF

δm
(µ, z) = Dm

1 F (µ) · (δz − µ). (3)

Using (3), we can easily see that the linear functional derivative satisfies the normalization condition

∑

z∈[d]

δF

δm
(µ, z)µz = 0. (4)

To pass between these concepts of derivatives we use that, by (3), we have

Dm

yzF (µ) =
δF

δm
(µ, z)− δF

δm
(µ, y) (5)

and by (3) and (5) we have
∑

y∈[d]

Dm

yzF (µ)µy =
δF

δm
(µ, z). (6)

Taking µ0, µ1 ∈ Sd, we have the fundamental theorem of calculus:

F (µ1)− F (µ0) =

∫ 1

0

∑

z∈[d]

δF

δm

(

(1− ζ)µ0 + ζµ1, z
)

(µ1 − µ0)z dζ. (7)
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In the case that we have a function F : Sd → R
n, we define the derivative δF

δm (µ, z) ∈ R
n, to be

the vector of derivatives of the components of F , i.e.
(

δF

δm
(µ, z)

)

i

:=
δFi
δm

(µ, z).

Functions F : Sd → R
n×n are handled likewise. In the case that F is a function of the time t as

well, the linear functional derivative is defined as above with t fixed, and denoted by δF
δm (t, µ, z).

2. The Model and the Main Result

In Section 2.1, we introduce the model under consideration, describing the dynamics of the N
particles and the dynamics of a nonlinear Markov chain Xt as well as the evolution of its distribution
m(t;µ) according to the nonlinear Kolmogorov equation. We also define the linearized Kolmogorov
operator Lm and describe the auxiliary Cauchy problems which we use throughout our analysis.
The assumptions under which we will work are presented in Section 2.2. Finally, in Section 2.3, we
present our main result, Theorem 2.7, which establishes the bound (2), and give a brief overview
of the proof, including introducing the master equation for U(t, µ).

2.1. Finite State System Setup. We consider processes with state space [d] for d > 1 an integer.
The transition rates are of the form α : Sd → R

d×d, where, for all µ ∈ Sd, αxy(µ) ∈ A for x 6= y ∈ [d]
and

∑

y αxy(µ) = 0. The notation αx(µ) will be used to denote the row of α(µ) corresponding to

x. Occasionally, where notationally convenient, we will write αxy(µ) as αy(x, µ).
We rigorously adopt the representation of dynamics introduced by Cecchin and Fischer [13], in

which the dynamics of particle i are described by the following stochastic differential equation:

Xi,N
t = ξi +

∫ t

0

∫

Ad

∑

y∈[d]

(

y −Xi,N
s−

)

1
{uy∈(0,αy(X

i,N

s−
,µN

s−
))}

N (ds, du), (8)

where the ξi are [d]-valued random variables, and we abuse notation by abbreviating µNs = µN
XN

s

for the empitical distribution of XN
s := (X1,N

s , . . . ,XN,N
s ). The Poisson random measure N has

intensity measure ν, defined by

ν(E) :=
∑

y∈[d]

Leb(E ∩ A
d
y),

where A
d
y := {u ∈ [0,M ]d | ux = 0 for all x 6= y}. The element αxy(µ) gives the transition rate of

the process from state x to state y given the distribution µ.
As the number of particles goes to infinity with the ξi i.i.d, we expect (8) to converge to a

McKean–Vlasov process described by

Yt = ξ +

∫ t

0

∫

Ad

∑

z∈[d]

(z − Ys)1{uz∈(0,αz(Ys,Law (Ys))}N (ds, du).

We denote the distribution of Yt starting from an initial distribution µ by m(t;µ), which evolves
according to the Kolmogorov equation:

d

dt
m(t;µ) = m(t;µ)α(m(t;µ)), m(0;µ) = µ, (9)

where here and in the following, all d-dimensional vectors are considered as row vectors.
To follow [19], given η ∈ Sd we define the linearized Kolmogorov operator Lη : R

d
0 → R

d
0

Lηq := η





∑

z∈[d]

δα

δm
(η, z)qz



+ qα(η)
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We will consider Cauchy problems of the form

d

dt
q(t)− Lm(t;µ)q(t)− r(t) = 0,

with q(0) = q0 for a source term r : R+ → R
d
0. We denote this problem by (Linear-[µ, q0, r])

and call it the linearized Kolmogorov equation. Note that this has the same form as the original
Kolmogorov equation but with the nonlinear term replaced by the linear operator Lm(t,µ) and an
additional source term r.

2.2. Assumptions. Our analysis relies on propagating regularity results from α and test functions
to the solutions of the master equation, which we will introduce below. In particular, we will
assume that several functions are Lipschitz continuous and differentiable with Lipschitz continuous
derivative. With that in mind, for F : Sd → E with E ⊂ R

d, we will say that F lies in (D-Lip)
when all components of F are Lipschitz continuous and differentiable with Lipschitz continuous
derivative. Throughout the following, we will apply this assumption to the transition rates α in
particular.

We introduce two ergodicity assumptions, which will be central to our analysis. The first of
these is quite standard, and in particular, allows for the existence of continuous functions on Sd
defined by the solutions of the Kolmogorov equation.

Assumption 2.1. (Erg) We say that the transition rates function α satisfy (Erg) if there exist
constants λ, c1 > 0 such that for all µ, µ̂ ∈ Sd and t ≥ 0, we have

|m(t;µ)−m(t; µ̂)| ≤ c1e
−λt|µ− µ̂|, (10)

which we call the exponential stability of the Kolmogorov equation, and further we have thatm(t;µ)
is differentiable with respect to µ for all t ≥ 0 with derivative satisfying

∣

∣

∣

∣

δm

δm
(t, µ, z)− δm

δm
(t, µ̂, z)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ k1|µ− µ̂|, (11)

for a positive constant k1.

Remark 2.2. This assumption implies that if α is in (D-Lip), there exists a unique stationary
solution ν∞ of (9) and it is exponentially stable, i.e. for the constants λ > 0 and c1 > 0 as above,
for all µ ∈ Sd and t ≥ 0, we have

|m(t;µ)− ν∞| ≤ c1e
−λt|µ− ν∞|.

To show the uniqueness of the stationary measure, we suppose that µ1 and µ2 are both stationary
measures. We then have that m(t;µ1) = µ1, and m(t;µ2) = µ2 for all t ≥ 0. Then, by (10), we
must have

|µ1 − µ2| ≤ 2c1e
−λt,

for all t ≥ 0, which clearly implies that µ1 = µ2, so any stationary measure is unique. To prove
existence, we fix µ ∈ Sd and set µ1 = m(s;µ) and µ2 = µ in (10), which yields

|m(t+ s;µ)−m(t;µ)| ≤ 2c1e
−λt,

since m(t + s;µ) = m(s;m(t;µ)). So m(t;µ) must converge to some limit as t → ∞, which we
denote by ν∞. As, by lying in (D-Lip), α is Lipschitz as a function of m, we have by [29, XIV.3.2],
that the map µ 7→ m(t;µ) is continuous. Thus, rewriting m(t + s;µ) = m(s;m(t;µ)) and taking
t→ ∞ we see m(s; ν∞) = ν∞, and so ν∞ is a stationary measure. Finally, taking µ1 = ν∞ in (10),
which by the above implies m(t;µ1) = ν∞, we obtain that all m(t, µ) converge to ν∞ exponentially
fast.

The nonlinearity of the Kolmogorov equation makes it difficult to directly verify (Erg), so we
also introduce an assumption that is easier to verify.
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Assumption 2.3. (Lin-Erg) We say that α satisfies (Lin-Erg) if there exist λ > 0 and c2 ≥ 0,
such that for any µ ∈ Sd, q0 ∈ R

d
0, and r : [0,∞) → R

d
0 bounded and measurable, the solution q(t)

of the Cauchy problem (Linear-[µ, q0, r]) satisfies

|q(t)| ≤ c2

[

e−λt|q0|+
∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)|r(s)|ds

]

.

We will show in Proposition 4.4 that (Lin-Erg) implies (Erg). Effectively, the relationship
between (Erg) and (Lin-Erg) consists of replacing the Kolmogorov equation with all possible
tangent equations. Indeed, we will see that certain solutions of the linearized Kolmogorov equation
represent functional derivatives of solutions to the Kolmogorov equation, and we will then integrate
these solutions with respect to the initial condition to pass from (Lin-Erg) to (Erg).

In contrast to linear Markov chains, even when the transition rates of the processes Xi,N
t are

bounded away from zero, this is insufficient to guarantee (Erg). We illustrate this with the following
example, similar to that of Neumann [35]:

Example 2.4. Taking d = 2, let

α(µ) =

(

−(µ21 + µ1 + 1) µ21 + µ1 + 1
31µ21 − 18µ1 + 3 −(31µ21 − 18µ1 + 3)

)

.

Notice that the transition rates are bounded in the interval [1, 16]. The system defined by this α
does not satisfy (Erg). This can be seen by the fact that µ̄0 = (0.25, 0.75), µ̄1 = (0.5, 0.5), and
µ̄2 = (0.75, 0.25) are all invariant under the Kolmogorov equation. By Proposition 4.4 this also
implies that α does not satisfy (Lin-Erg).

Additionally, even when there is a unique, asymptotically stable stationary distribution, the
convergence to this distribution may not be exponential, as in the following example:

Example 2.5. Let d = 2 and let

α(µ) =

(

−(2µ21 + µ1 + 1) 2µ21 + µ1 + 1
30µ21 − 19µ1 + 4 −(30µ21 − 19µ1 + 4)

)

.

Here, there is a unique stationary distribution ν∞ = (0.5, 0.5), and the solution to the Kolmogorov
equation has the form

m1(t;µ) =
1

2
+

sgn(µ1 − 1
2)

2
√

1
(1−2µ1)2

+ 16t
,

for µ1 6= 1
2 . It is clear that all solutions converge to ν∞, but the convergence occurs at a rate of

1/
√
t, rather than exponentially.

Indeed, the behavior of a nonlinear Markov chain can be arbitrarily complex, and systems with
d ≥ 4 can even exhibit chaotic behavior, as shown in the example below:

Example 2.6. Letting d = 4, the mean field system defined by

α(µ) =












−(a+ ρ+ σ)− bµ2 − a(1+β+a)
bµ1

a+ ρ+ a
bµ1

bµ2 +
a(β+a)
bµ1

σ

σ −(1 + ℓ+ σ)− a(ρ+a)+b2µ1µ3
bµ2

ℓ 1 + a(ρ+a)+b2µ1µ2
bµ2

ℓ a −(β + a+ ℓ)− a(µ1+µ2)
µ3

β + a(µ1+µ2)
µ3

1
µ4

(

µ1(a+ ρ+ bµ2) +
a(1+β+a)

b

)

σµ2
µ4

aµ3
µ4

− 1
µ4

(

µ1(a+ ρ+ bµ2) +
a(1+β+a)

b + σµ2 + cµ3

)
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with σ = 10, β = 8/3, ρ = 28, a = 35, b = 200, and ℓ = 0.1 satisfies our assumptions. The first
three components of this system are a shifted and scaled version of the Lorenz system:

dx

dt
= −σx+ σy,

dy

dt
= ρx− y − xz,

dz

dt
= −βz + xy,

which is known to exhibit chaotic behavior with the given parameters.

2.3. Main Result and the Master Equation. We are interested in bounding quantities of the
form

∣

∣

∣
E
[

Φ(µNt )
]

− Φ(Law (Yt))
∣

∣

∣
,

where Φ: Sd → R is in (D-Lip) acting as a test function, and µNt is as in (8). More precisely, our
main result is the following:

Theorem 2.7. Assume that α is in (D-Lip) and satisfies (Erg), and that for all N ≥ 1, we have
that the ξi in (8) are independent with distribution µ0 := Law (Y0). Then, there exists a constant
C, independent of µ0, such that for any N ≥ 1 and Φ in (D-Lip), we have

sup
t≥0

∣

∣

∣E
[

Φ(µNt )
]

− Φ(Law (Yt))
∣

∣

∣ ≤ C

N
.

We now briefly describe the proof of the of this result, including the key intermediate results.
To approach the problem, we investigate the function U : [0,∞)× Sd → R defined by

U(t, µ) := Φ(m(t;µ)). (12)

We show that U has the following properties:

Proposition 2.8.

(1) Assume that α is in (D-Lip) and satisfies (Erg). For Φ in (D-Lip), we have that for any
t ≥ 0, µ ∈ Sd, and z ∈ [d], δU

δm (t, µ, z) exists and is Lipschitz continuous in µ, uniformly in
time.

(2) Assuming that Φ is differentiable, U satisfies the following PDE, which we call the master
equation:

∂U
∂t

(t, µ) =
∑

z∈[d]

δU
δm

(t, µ, z)(µα(µ))z = Dm

1 U(t, µ)(µα(µ))T , (13)

with the initial condition U(0, µ) = Φ(µ).

To proceed in our proof of the main result, we follow [19] and make the following decomposition:

Φ(µNt )− Φ(Law (Yt)) =
(

U(0, µNt )− U(t, µN0 )
)

+
(

U(t, µN0 )− U(t, µ)
)

. (14)

We will then bound the expectation of each of the two terms on the right-hand side separately.
For the first term on the right-hand side of 14, we define the function Ut : [0, t] × [d]N → R for

any t ≥ 0 by

Ut(s, x1, . . . , xN ) := U
(

t− s,
1

N

∑

i∈[N ]

δxi

)

. (15)

This allows us to rewrite the first term in (14) as

Ut(t,X
1
t , . . . ,X

N
t )− Ut(0,X

1
0 , . . . ,X

N
0 ),

and we have the following result:
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Proposition 2.9. Assuming that α is in (D-Lip) and satisfies (Erg), and that Φ is in (D-Lip),
for all t ≥ 0, we have that

∣

∣

∣E [Ut(t,Xt)− Ut(0,X0)]
∣

∣

∣ ≤ C

N
,

where C is independent of t, N and the distribution of X0.

We prove this result by applying the master equation to a form of Itô’s formula, as well as using
the regularity results proved for the solutions of the Kolmogorov equation.

Likewise, for the second term on the right-hand side of (14), we obtain that

Proposition 2.10. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.7, we have that
∣

∣

∣E
[

U(t, µN0 )
]

− U(t, µ0)
∣

∣

∣ ≤ C

N
,

where C is again independent of t, N and µ0 := Law(Y0).

This result is more straightforward and follows from Proposition 2.8 Part (1), and the general
properties of the functional derivative.

Clearly, Proposition 2.9 and Proposition 2.10 together imply Theorem 2.7, and so we will work
towards proving these two results in Section 3.

3. Proof of Theorem 2.7

We begin by showing our main result under the assumption (Erg). First, we prove Propo-
sition 2.8, showing that U is in (D-Lip), and that U solves the master equation. We will use
the regularity of U several times in the proofs of Proposition 2.9 and Proposition 2.10. We then
prove Proposition 2.9 through a form of Itô’s formula, to which we can apply the master equation.
Finally, we complete the proof of our main result by directly proving Proposition 2.10.

3.1. Proof of Proposition 2.8.

Proof of Proposition 2.8. Proof of part (1): To show that U is differentiable if Φ is, we apply
the chain rule for functional derivatives (Proposition A.1), and see that for µ ∈ Sd and z ∈ [d], the
derivative of U is given by

δU
δm

(t, µ, z) =
δΦ

δm
(m(t;µ), ·)

(

δm

δm
(t, µ, z)

)T

= Dm

1 Φ(m(t;µ))

(

δm

δm
(t, µ, z)

)T

. (16)

The second equality follows from (5) and the fact that δm
δm (t, µ, z) ∈ R

d
0 for all t, µ, z.

We next show that δU
δm is Lipschitz continuous in µ uniformly in time. Using the above expression

for derivatives of U , we have that
∣

∣

∣

∣

δU
δm

(t, µ, z)− δU
δm

(t, ν, z)

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

δΦ

δm
(m(t;µ), ·)

(

δm

δm
(t, µ, z)

)T

− δΦ
δm

(m(t; ν), ·)
(

δm

δm
(t, ν, z)

)T
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

δΦ

δm
(m(t;µ), ·) − δΦ

δm
(m(t; ν), ·)

)(

δm

δm
(t, µ, z)

)T

+
δΦ

δm
(t, ν, ·)

(

δm

δm
(t, µ, z) − δm

δm
(t, ν, z)

)T
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

.
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We recall that we require Φ and δΦ
δm to be Lipschitz continuous. Then, denoting the Lipschitz

constant of δΦδm by K, we have that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

δΦ

δm
(m(t;µ), ·) − δΦ

δm
(m(t; ν), ·)

)(

δm

δm
(t, µ, z)

)T
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ K|m(t;µ)−m(t; ν)| ≤ c1K|µ− ν|,

where the last inequality follows from the uniform Lipschitz continuity of m(t;µ) included in (Erg).
Then, denoting the Lipschitz constant of Φ by C, we also have that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

δΦ

δm
(t, ν, ·)

(

δm

δm
(t, µ, z) − δm

δm
(t, ν, z)

)T
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Ck1|µ− ν|,

where we have used the uniform in time Lipschitz continuity of δm
δm assumed in (Erg) By the

triangle inequality, this yields the uniform Lipschitz continuity of δU
δm .

Proof of part (2): The second equality in (13) follows from (5) and the fact that µα(µ) ∈ R
d
0

for all µ ∈ Sd. Hence, the rest of the proof is dedicated to the first equality.
From the semi-group property of m(t;µ), we have that

m(t− s;m(s;µ)) = m(t;µ), t ≥ s ≥ 0. (17)

As U(t, µ) = Φ(m(t;µ)), we thus obtain that U(t − s,m(s;µ)) = U(t, µ), and so is independent of
s. Expanding 0 = d

dsU(t − s,m(s;µ)), making use of the chain rule in Proposition A.1, and using
(17), we get

0 =
d

ds
Φ(m(t− s;m(s;µ))) =

∑

z∈[d]

δΦ

δm
(m(t;µ), z)

d

ds
mz(t− s;m(s;µ)). (18)

Then, by the chain rule and (9), we have

d

ds
mz(t− s;m(s;µ)) = −∂mz(t− s;m(s;µ))

∂t
+
∑

y∈[d]

δmz

δm
(t− s,m(s;µ), y)

d

ds
my(s;µ)

=
∑

y∈[d]

[

−my(t;µ)αyz(m(t;µ)) +
δmz

δm
(t− s,m(s;µ), y)(m(s;µ)αy(m(s;µ)))

]

.

As this must hold for all s, we can take s = 0 and combine the above with (18) to get

0 =
∑

z∈[d]

δΦ

δm
(m(t;µ), z)

(

−m(t;µ)α(m(t;µ)) +
δm

δm
(t, µ, ·)(µα(µ))T

)

z

.

Rearranging, we have

δΦ

δm
(m(t;µ), ·) · (m(t;µ)α(m(t;µ))) =

(

δΦ

δm
(m(t;µ), ·)δm

δm
(t, µ, ·)

)

(µα(µ))T . (19)

Expressing U using (12), and applying the chain rule from Proposition A.1, we have

∂U
∂t

(t, µ) =
δΦ

δm
(m(t;µ), ·) · (m(t;µ)α(m(t;µ))) , (20)

and
δU
δm

(t, µ, z) =
δΦ

δm
(m(t;µ), ·) · δm

δm
(t, µ, z).

Substituting these into (19) yields the master equation as desired. �
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3.2. Proof of Proposition 2.9. We begin by showing a form of Itô’s formula for Ut.

Lemma 3.1. Assuming that U is differentiable, such as is the case if Φ is differentiable, and letting

Xs :=
(

Xi,N
s

)

i∈[N ]
be a vector of processes as in (8), we have

E [UT (t,Xt)− UT (0,X0)] = E





∫ t

0
∂sUT (s,Xs)ds +

∑

i∈[N ]

∫ t

0
∆iUT (s,Xs−)α(X

i,N
s−

, µNs−)ds





Proof. We first note by the standard form of Itô’s formula for jump processes that

UT (t,Xt)− UT (0,X0) =

∫ t

0
∂sUT (s,Xs)ds +

∑

s≤t,∆Xs 6=0

UT (s,Xs)− UT (s,Xs−).

As the jump times of the Xi,N are almost surely distinct, this is almost surely equivalent to

UT (t,Xt)− UT (0,X0) =

∫ t

0
∂sUT (s,Xs)ds +

∑

i∈[N ]

∑

s≤t,∆Xi,N
s 6=0

UT (s, [X
−i
s−
;Xi,N

s ])− UT (s,Xs−).

Taking expectations and applying (8), we obtain

E [UT (t,Xt)− UT (0,X0)] = E

[ ∫ t

0
∂sUT (s,Xs)ds+

+
∑

i∈[N ]

∫ t

0

∫

Ad

UT (s, [X
−i
s−
;Xi,N

s−
+
∑

y∈[d]

(y −Xs−)10<ξy<αy(X
i,N

s−
,µN

s−
)
])− UT (s,Xs−)ν(dξ)ds

]

.

We can rewrite the inside most integral as
∫

Ad

∑

z∈[d]

(

UT (s, [X
−i
s−
; z])− UT (s,Xs−)

)

1
0<ξz<αz(X

i,N

s−
,µN

s−
)
ν(dξ),

and as the terms involving UT are independent of ξ, this is equal to
∑

z∈[d]

(

UT (s, [X
−i
s−
; z]) − UT (s,Xs−)

)

αz(X
i,N
s−

, µNs−).

Substituting this back into the expectation, we obtain the desired result. �

Applying the master equation to the above form of Itô’s formula will allow us to progress, but
in order to do so, we need to express the ∆iUt terms as expressions in the derivatives of U .
Lemma 3.2. For Ut defined as in (15), under the assumption of Lemma 3.1, we have that

(∆iUt(s,Xs))z =
1

N
Dm

Xi,N
s z

U(t− s, µNs ) +
1

N
τz(t− s,Xs, i),

where

τz(t− s,Xs, i) :=

∫ 1

0

[

Dm

Xi,N
s z

U
(

t− s, µNs + ζ
N (δz − δ

Xi,N
s

)
)

−Dm

Xi,N
s z

U(t− s, µNs )
]

dζ.

Proof. By applying (7), we obtain that

(∆iUt(s,Xs))z =
1

N

∫ 1

0

[

∑

y∈[d]

δU
δm

(

t− s, µNs + ζ
N (δz − δ

Xi,N
s

), y
)

(δz − δ
Xi,N

s
)y

]

dζ.

Simplifying, this is equal to

1

N

∫ 1

0

[δU
δm

(

t− s, µNs + ζ
N (δz − δ

Xi,N
s

), z
)

− δU
δm

(

t− s, µNs + ζ
N (δz − δ

Xi,N
s

),Xi,N
s

)]

dζ,
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which, by (5), is equal to

1

N

∫ 1

0

[

Dm

Xi,N
s z

U
(

t− s, µNs + ζ
N (δz − δ

Xi,N
s

)
)]

dζ.

We add and subtract Dm

Xi,N
s z

U(t− s, µNs ) to get the desired result. �

Now, we may combine the two preceding lemmas with the master equation, obtaining:

Proposition 3.3. Again assuming that U is differentiable, we have the expression

E [UT (t,Xt)− UT (0,X0)] = E

[∫ t

0

1

N

∑

i∈[N ]

τ(T − s,Xs− , i)α(X
i,N
s−

, µNs−)
T ds

]

. (21)

Proof. We apply the preceding lemma to Itô’s formula to get

E [UT (t,Xt)− UT (0,X0)] =

= E

[ ∫ t

0
∂sUT (s,Xs)ds

+
∑

i∈[N ]

∫ t

0

1

N

(

Dm

Xi,N

s−

U(T − s, µNs−) + τ(T − s,Xs− , i)
)

α(Xi,N
s−

, µNs−)
Tds

]

.

We then apply the master equation to the first integral to get that this is equal to

E

[∫ t

0
−Dm

1 U(T − s, µNs )(µ
N
s α(µ

N
s ))

T

+
1

N

∑

i∈[N ]

(

Dm

Xi,N

s−

U(T − s, µNs−) + τ(T − s,Xs− , i)
)

α(Xi
s− , µ

N
s−)

Tds

]

.

Using that αx(µ) ∈ R
d
0 for all x ∈ [d] and µ ∈ Sd, we can replace Dm

Xi,N

s−

U(T − s, µNs−) with

Dm

1 U(T − s, µNs−). Then, we note that

∑

i∈[N ]

1

N
α(Xi,N

s−
, µNs−) = µNs−α(µ

N
s−).

Thus, we have

E [UT (t,Xt)− UT (0,X0)] = E

[ ∫ t

0

{

Dm

1 U(T − s, µNs−)
(

µNs−α(µ
N
s−)
)T

−Dm

1 U(T − s, µNs )
(

µNs α(µ
N
s )
)T

+
1

N

∑

i∈[N ]

τ(T − s,Xs− , i)α(X
i,N
s−

, µNs−)
}

ds

]

.

Note that the integral of the first two terms is 0. This follows from the fact that the set of jump
times of the process µNs is almost surely discrete. Hence, we obtain (21).

�

The above representation of the term under consideration for Proposition 2.9 allows us to apply
the regularity results we have obtained. Indeed if we can show that the integrand in (21) decays
sufficiently quickly in s and is of order 1/N , we will have proven Proposition 2.9.
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Proof of Proposition 2.9. We show that the integrand in (21) decays sufficiently quickly. We can
rewrite τz(t− s,Xs− , i) as

∫ 1

0

[δΦ

δm

(

m(t− s;µNs− + ζ
N (δz − δ

Xi,N

s−

), ·
)(

Dm

Xi,N

s−
z
m
(

t− s, µNs− + ζ
N (δz − δ

Xi,N

s−

)
))T

− δΦ

δm

(

m(t− s;µNs−), ·
)

(

Dm

Xi,N

s−
z
m(t− s, µNs−)

)T ]

dζ.

Again using (Erg) and that δΦδm is bounded and Lipschitz yields that there exists C > 0, independent
of t,N , and Law(X0), such that,

∣

∣

∣τz(t− s,Xs− , i)
∣

∣

∣ ≤ Ck1e
−λ(t−s).

Combining this with the boundedness of α, we obtain the desired decay.
To conclude, we need that τ(t − s,Xs− , i) is of order 1/N , but this follows immediately from

the Lipschitz continuity of δΦδm and Dmm, so we are done.
�

3.3. Proof of Proposition 2.10.

Proof of Proposition 2.10. Recall the notation µ0 := Law(Y0). We first define

µNζ := µN0 + ζ
(

µ0 − µN0
)

,

then, by (7), we have that

U(t, µ0)− U(t, µN0 ) =

∫ 1

0

∑

z∈[d]

δU
δm

(t, µNζ , z)(µ0 − µN0 )zdζ.

Defining ξ̃1 to be a random variable with law µ0 independent of ξ1, . . . , ξN , the initial conditions of
the N processes and taking expectations, we obtain

E
[

U(t, µ0)− U(t, µN0 )
]

=

∫ 1

0
E

[

δU
δm

(t, µNζ , ξ̃1)−
1

N

∑

i∈N

δU
δm

(t, µNζ , ξi)

]

dζ,

which, by our assumption for Theorem 2.7 that the {ξi}i∈[N ] are identically distributed according
to µ0, is equal to

∫ 1

0
E

[

δU
δm

(t, µNζ , ξ̃1)−
δU
δm

(t, µNζ , ξ1)

]

dζ.

Defining µ̃N0 := µN0 + 1
N (ξ̃1 − ξ1), and µ̃

N
ζ := µ̃N0 + ζ(µ0 − µ̃N0 ), we see that

E

[

δU
δm

(t, µNζ , ξ1)

]

= E

[

δU
δm

(t, µ̃Nζ , ξ̃1)

]

,

and thus

E
[

U(t, µ0)− U(t, µN0 )
]

=

∫ 1

0
E

[

δU
δm

(t, µNζ , ξ̃1)−
δU
δm

(t, µ̃Nζ , ξ̃1)

]

dζ.

Taking norms, and using the uniform in time Lipschitz continuity of δU
δm , we get, for C a constant

independent of t, N , and µ0, that
∣

∣

∣

∣

E
[

U(t, µ0)− U(t, µN0 )
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ E

[

C

∫ 1

0
|µ̃Nζ − µNζ |dζ

]

.

It is straightforward to see that |µ̃Nζ − µNζ | ≤ 2
N , and so, by modifying C, we finally obtain

∣

∣

∣

∣

E
[

U(t, µN0 )− U(t, µ0)
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C

N
,
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as desired. �

4. Exponential Stability from the Linearized System

In this section, we show that the exponential stability of the linearized Kolmogorov equation,
(Lin-Erg), implies the exponential stability of the original Kolmogorov equation, (Erg). We begin
our analysis by proving several auxiliary results on the measure flow m(t;µ) and the solutions to
the linearized Kolmogorov equation. In particular, in Lemma 4.2, we show that the derivative of
m(t;µ) with respect to µ is realized by the solution to a linearized Cauchy problem. This is crucial,
as it provides the link between the bounds provided by (Lin-Erg) and the bounds we need to
prove (Erg). Using the fundamental theorem of calculus for functional derivatives to apply this,
we obtain Proposition 4.4, which shows that m(t;µ) is exponentially stable, and in (D-Lip) with
uniform Lipschitz constants in time.

Initially, we find it necessary to fix a time horizon and prove two regularity results with constants
depending on this horizon. Later, we will be able to remove this restriction under (Lin-Erg). For

any µ, ν ∈ Sd, we definem
(1)(t, µ, ν) to be the solution to the Cauchy problem (Linear-[µ, ν−µ, 0]).

Lemma 4.1. Assuming α is in (D-Lip), then for a fixed T > 0, and for all µ, µ̂ ∈ Sd, and
any t ∈ [0, T ], there exist positive constants C1(T ) and C2(T ), potentially depending on T but
independent of t, µ, and µ̂, such that

|m(t; µ̂)−m(t;µ)| ≤ C1|µ̂− µ|, (22)

and

|m(t; µ̂)−m(t;µ)−m(1)(t, µ, µ̂)| ≤ C2|µ̂− µ|2. (23)

Proof. To prove (22), we apply a form of Gronwall’s inequality to |m(t; µ̂)−m(t;µ)|. By the fun-
damental theorem of calculus and the Lipschitz continuity of α, then for some C > 0, independent
of s, t, µ, and µ̂, we have that

|m(t; µ̂)−m(t;µ)| ≤ |µ̂− µ|+
∫ t

0
C|m(s; µ̂)−m(s;µ)|ds.

Thus, by the standard form of Gronwall’s inequality, |m(t; µ̂) −m(t;µ)| ≤ C1(T )|µ̂ − µ|, for some
positive constant C1(T ), potentially depending on T but independent of µ, µ̂, and t.

We next define ρ(t) := m(t; µ̂) −m(t;µ) −m(1)(t, µ, µ̂). Differentiating ρ with respect to t, we
obtain

d

dt
ρ(t) = m(t; µ̂)α(m(t; µ̂))−m(t;µ)α(m(t;µ)) −m(1)(t, µ, µ̂)α(m(t;µ))−

−m(t;µ)

(

∑

z∈[d]

δα

δm
(m(t;µ), z)m(1)

z (t, µ, µ̂)

)

.

Rewriting, we see that this is

d

dt
ρ(t) = Lm(t;µ)ρ(t) +B(t),

where

B(t) := (m(t; µ̂)−m(t;µ))
(

α(m(t; µ̂))− α(m(t;µ))
)

+

+m(t;µ)

(

α(m(t; µ̂))− α(m(t;µ)) −
∑

z∈[d]

δα

δm
(m(t;µ), z)

(

mz(t; µ̂)−mz(t;µ)
)

)

.
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In the following, we use a constant C̄, which is independent of t, µ, and µ̂, and may change from
line to line. By Taylor’s theorem and the fact that α is in (D-Lip), we know that
∣

∣

∣

∣

αxy(m(t; µ̂))− αxy(m(t;µ))−
∑

z∈[d]

δαxy
δm

(m(t;µ), z)(m(t; µ̂)−m(t;µ))

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C̄|m(t; µ̂)−m(t;µ)|2.

Additionally, as α is Lipschitz in m, we have that

|αxy(m(t; µ̂))− αxy(m(t;µ))| ≤ C̄|m(t; µ̂)−m(t;µ)|.
Combining these with our expression for B(t), we get

|B(t)| ≤ C̄|m(t; µ̂)−m(t;µ)|2.
Applying (22), and incorporating a factor of C̄ into C1(T ), we have that

|B(t)| ≤ C1(T )|µ̂ − µ|2.
We now use that ρ is the solution to (Linear-[µ, 0, B]) and apply Gronwall’s inequality to obtain

|ρ(t)| ≤ C1(T )

∫ t

0
|B(s)|ds ≤ C2(T )|µ̂− µ|2,

as desired.
�

By this result, we may think of m(1)(t, µ, ν) as the derivative of m(t;µ) with respect to µ in the
direction ν. This is made precise by the following lemma:

Lemma 4.2. For α in (D-Lip), t ≥ 0, µ ∈ Sd, and z ∈ [d], we have that

δm

δm
(t, µ, z) = m(1)(t, µ, δz).

Proof. For any fixed t, we can take T > t and apply Lemma 4.1 to get that

|m(t; µ̂)−m(t;µ)−m(1)(t, µ, µ̂)| ≤ C2(T )|µ̂− µ|2.
Then, we have that

δm

δm
(t, µ, z) = lim

ε→0

m(t; (1 − ε)µ+ εδz)−m(t;µ)

ε

= lim
ε→0

m(1)(t, µ, (1 − ε)µ + εδz) + o(ε2)

ε

= m(1)(t, µ, δz),

where the last equality follows from the fact that, as (Linear-[µ, q0, 0]) is linear and homogeneous,

m(1)(t, µ, (1 − ε)µ + εµ̂) = εm(1)(t, µ, µ̂). �

Remark 4.3. The assumption (Lin-Erg) ensures that the derivatives of m(t;µ) with respect to µ
are exponentially decaying. More precisely, as m(1)(t, µ, ν) is the solution to (Linear-[µ, ν−µ, 0]),
the statement of (Lin-Erg) immediately shows that

sup
µ,ν∈Sd

|m(1)(t, µ, ν)| ≤ 2c2e
−λt,

where λ and c2 are as in (Lin-Erg).

The previous results now allow us to justify that (Lin-Erg) is indeed an ergodicity condition,
and in fact implies (Erg).



UNIFORM-IN-TIME CONVERGENCE RATES FOR MEAN-FIELD INTERACTING JUMP PROCESSES 17

Proposition 4.4. Under (Lin-Erg) and the assumption that α is in (D-Lip), α satisfies (Erg),
i.e. solutions to (9) are exponentially stable as in (10), differentiable with respect to the initial
condition, and the derivative is Lipschitz continuous in the initial condition uniformly in time as
in (11).

Proof. As, by Lemma 4.2, we have that m(1)(t, µ, δz) =
δm
δm (t, µ, z), for any µ, µ̂ ∈ Sd, we can write

m(t;µ)−m(t; µ̂) =

∫ 1

0

∑

z∈[d]

m(1)(t, τµ + (1− τ)µ̂, δz)(µ̂ − µ)z dτ.

Then, by Remark 4.3, we get

|m(t;µ)−m(t; µ̂)| ≤ 2c2|µ− µ̂|e−λt. (24)

By Lemma 4.2, we know that m(t;µ) is differentiable in µ, so it only remains to show that the
derivative, δmδm (t, µ, z) is Lipschitz continuous in µ uniformly in t.

We show this by expressing a difference of derivatives as a solution to a linearized Cauchy
problem. For any µ, µ̂ ∈ Sd, we have by Lemma 4.2 that

d

dt

(

δm

δm
(t, µ, z) − δm

δm
(t, µ̂, z)

)

= Lm(t;µ)
δm

δm
(t, µ, z) − Lm(t;µ̂)

δm

δm
(t, µ̂, z),

Letting ρ(t) := δm
δm (t, µ, z)− δm

δm (t, µ̂, z), we see that ρ satisfies

d

dt
ρ(t) = Lm(t;µ)ρ(t) + r(t), ρ(0) = µ̂− µ,

where

r(t) =
(

Lm(t;µ) − Lm(t;µ̂)

) δm

δm
(t, µ̂, z)

=
δm

δm
(t, µ̂, z)

(

α(m(t;µ)) − α(m(t; µ̂))
)

+m(t;µ)





∑

y∈[d]

δα

δm
(m(t;µ), y)

(

δm

δm
(t, µ̂, z)

)

y





−m(t; µ̂)





∑

y∈[d]

δα

δm
(t,m(t; µ̂), y)

(

δm

δm
(t, µ̂, z)

)

y



 .

It follows from the fact that α is in (D-Lip) and the boundedness of δmδm (t, µ, z) that

|r(t)| ≤ C|µ− µ̂|,
for some constant C > 0 independent of µ, µ̂, and t. Then by (Lin-Erg), we have that

|ρ(t)| ≤ c
(

e−λt|µ − µ̂|+ |µ− µ̂|
)

,

thus showing that δm
δm (t, µ, z) is Lipschitz continuous in µ uniformly in t.

�

5. Applications to Nonlinear Markov Chains and Mean Field Games

5.1. Nonlinear Markov Chains. The question of exponential stability for nonlinear Markov
chains is significantly more challenging than for linear Markov chains. In particular, for d > 2, it
is difficult to obtain an easily verifiable condition that ensures exponential stability. We apply our
results in Section 4 to obtain two conditions for the exponential ergodicity of a nonlinear Markov
chain in the case that α is in (D-Lip).
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Proposition 5.1. For α in (D-Lip), the nonlinear Markov chain with transition rates given by
α satisfies (Erg) and, in particular, is exponentially ergodic if we have either of the following
conditions:

(1) For all x 6= y ∈ [d], there is a uniform lower bound, L, for αxy(µ), and the Lipschitz
constant of α, which we denote by K, satisfies K < L/d.

(2) For all x, y ∈ [d] and µ ∈ Sd, α satisfies
∑

z,w∈[d]

µzD
m

wxαzy(µ)µw > −αxy(µ),

Proof. For a given α, define

Axy(t, µ) := m(t, µ) · δα·,y

δm
(m(t;µ), x) + αxy(m(t;µ)).

Then the linearized Kolmogorov equation takes the form

d

dt
q(t) = q(t)A(t, µ) + r(t).

As shown in [17, Lemma 3.3], if A(t, µ) has off-diagonal entries that are strictly positive, then
(Lin-Erg) holds. Thus, by applying Proposition 4.4, we obtain that the nonlinear Markov chain
is exponentially ergodic if A(t, µ) has strictly positive off-diagonal entries. We can rephrase this
condition as

∑

z∈[d]

µz
δαzy
δm

(µ, x) > −αxy(µ), (25)

for all x 6= y ∈ [d]. As α(µ) > L for all x 6= y and µ ∈ Sd, it clearly suffices to have

∑

z∈[d]

µz
δαzy
δm

(µ, x) > −L,

and so by the definition of K, we obtain the first condition. For the second condition, we have by
(6) that (25) is equivalent to

∑

z,w∈[d]

µzD
m

wxαzy(µ)µw > −αxy(µ),

which is exactly the second condition. �

5.2. Large Population Games and Mean Field Games. Large population games are chal-
lenging to analyze due to the complexity of interactions and the difficulty in finding exact equilibria.
In some specific cases, such as finite horizon games, solutions are more tractable when using either
open-loop or closed-loop feedback controls. In the open-loop case, each player observes and reacts
to their own dynamics, whereas in the closed-loop feedback case, players’ actions depend on the
current states of all the players [9].

For ergodic games, where each player aims to minimize a long-run average cost, results are
known only in certain scenarios. For example, the open-loop control case was studied in [1], while
the closed-loop feedback case remains an open problem. Recent progress has been made in [17],
where asymptotic (in the number of players) Nash equilibria were constructed using policies derived
from the limiting model, the ergodic MFG.

Two approaches to constructing these asymptotic equilibria are presented in [17]:

• Independent Controls: Players use controls independent of the others, constructed from
an algebraic system of equations describing the mean field equilibrium. The equations
correspond to the Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equation and the stationary distribution
of the limiting MFG.
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• Mass-Dependent Controls: Players respond to the current mass distribution of others.
These controls are derived from the master equation of the MFG (different from (13)), which
provides a comprehensive characterization of the MFG. The master equation of the MFG
is a partial differential equation that captures the evolution of the value function and the
distribution of players over time, enabling the construction of more concentrated equilibria.

In the following, we describe the ergodic N -player game, the asymptotic regimes of Nash equi-
libria, some previously established results, and the contribution of the current paper in extending
these findings.

5.2.1. The Ergodic N -Player Game - Setup. To make the section more self contained, we briefly
describe the game from [17]. Consider an N -player game where each player i selects a feedback
control (a rate matrix), denoted by βi. By symmetry among players, βi can be assumed to depend

only on the private state of player i at time t, Xi,N
t ∈ [d], and the empirical distribution of all

players, µNt := µN
X

N
t

, where XN
t = (X1,N

t , . . . ,XN,N
t ) is the state of the players at time t.

The cost incurred by player i, given the initial state vector XN
0 = (X1,N

0 , . . . ,XN,N
0 ) ∈ [d]N and

a strategy profile β = (β1,N , . . . , βN,N ), is defined as:

J i,N0 (X0,β) := lim sup
T→∞

1

T
E

[

∫ T

0

{

f(Xi,N
t , βi(Xi,N

t , µNt )) + F (Xi,N
t , µNt )

}

dt

]

,

where f and F represent the running costs for player i based on their individual and collective
strategies.

An ǫ-Nash equilibrium is a strategy profile in which no player can improve their cost by more
than ǫ by unilaterally deviating from their chosen strategy. In this setting, each player’s strategy
is nearly optimal, with at most a margin of ǫ in improvement.

We now state the main assumptions from [17] that are needed in order to obtain the asymptotic
optimality of the profiles we would work with.

(A1) For all x 6= y ∈ [d], the set of allowed transition rates from state x to y is [L,U ] for some
0 < L < U .

(A2) The value of the individual running cost function f(x, a) is independent of the value of ax.
Also, the interaction F (x, ·) is in (D-Lip) for all x ∈ [d], and Lasry–Lions monotone, i.e.
for all µ, ν ∈ Sd,

∑

x∈[d]

(F (x, µ)− F (x, ν))(µx − νx) ≥ 0.

(A3) The Hamiltonian H : [d]× R
d → R, defined by

H(x, p) = min
a

{f(x, a) + a · p},
is twice continuously differentiable with respect to p, the gradient DpH and the Hessian
D2
ppH are Lipschitz in p and there exists C2,H > 0 such that D2

ppH(x, p) ≤ −C2,H .

We define γ∗(x, p) := DpH(x, p), which (by properly defining γ∗x(x, p) = −∑y 6=x γ
∗
y(x, p)) is the

vector of transition rates out of the state x, shown below in (29).
A mean field equilibrium is characterized as a fixed point of the best response mapping for

a representative player minimizing an ergodic cost. We omit the formal definition of the mean
field equilibrium, as it is not central to the following discussion. Instead, we focus on the relevant
equations of the mean field game from which the asymptotic Nash equilibria are derived.

5.2.2. Two Sets of MFG Equations and the Implied Asymptotically Nash Equilibria Regimes. MFGs
are typically described by a forward-backward coupled system of differential equations. In this
system, the backward equation is an HJB equation that describes the value function, while the
forward equation governs the evolution of the state distribution of the representative player under
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the mean field equilibrium. Another key equation in this framework is the master equation of the
MFG, which encapsulates the forward-backward system into a single differential equation. This
formulation has been employed, for instance, in [9], [4], and [14] to analyze the convergence of Nash
equilibria in N -player games to the mean field equilibrium.

In contrast, the ergodic case presents a different scenario. Due to the stationarity nature of
the problem, we have a stationary (algebraic) MFG system, which consists of a stationary HJB
equation and a distribution equation. This system characterizes the stationary state alone. This
master equation of the MFG, however, is more general. It incorporates a feedback structure and
can describe states beyond the stationary regime, offering a broader perspective. We will now delve
into more detailed aspects of this distinction, taking the equations from [17, 18].

We start with the stationary ergodic MFG system is

{

− ¯̺+H(x,∆xu) + F (x, µ) = 0,
∑

y∈[d] µyγ
∗
x(y,∆yu) = 0.

(26)

The solution of (26) is a triple, (¯̺, u, µ), which under the assumptions above is unique. It has the
interpretation that the value of the MFG (the cost under the ergodic mean field equilibrium) is
given by ¯̺ ∈ R, the potential vector is u ∈ R

d
0, and the stationary distribution of a representative

player in the mean field game is µ ∈ Sd. The potential vector u represents the “cost-to-go” from
a given state, incorporating both the immediate cost and the long-term behavior of the system. It
can be thought of as analogous to the value function in the finite-horizon case, but is more precisely
the limit of differences of the value functions for the discounted mean field game as the discount
rate goes to zero. It is unique up to an additive contact vector: (c, . . . , c) for any c ∈ R. The
transition rate γ∗z (y,∆yū) from state y to z, which is independent of t and µ, governs the mean
field equilibrium of the representative player in the MFG.

We also consider the ergodic master equation of the MFG :

¯̺ = H(x,∆xU
0(·, µ)) + F (x, µ) +

∑

y,z∈[d]

µyD
m

yzU
0(x, µ)γ∗z (y,∆yU

0(·, µ)), (27)

which has solutions of the form (¯̺, U0), where ¯̺ ∈ R is again the value of the MFG, U0 : [d]×Sd → R

is the master equation potential function (like the “cost-to-go” ū, but in a feedback form), and
γ∗z (y,∆yU

0(·, µ)) is the transition rate from state y to z, when the current distribution of the state
of the representative player is µ, in a mean field equilibrium.

Altogether, we presented two transition rates that govern the mean-field equilibrium of the
representative player in the MFG. However, we do not discuss the mean-field equilibria in this
paper, as it is not directly relevant to the results we will prove. Instead, we will use these rates
in an N -player game setup, as described below. Before doing so, we first establish the connection
between the two.

By vanishing discount type arguments, Cohen and Zell have shown in [17] that solutions to (26)
correspond to mean field equilibria and that by plugging in the stationary distribution in the master
equation of the MFG, namely µ = µ̄, one restores (27). Specifically, γ∗z (y,∆yU

0(·, µ̄)) = γ∗z (y,∆yū)
and up to a constant additive factor in the potential, solutions to (27) correspond to solutions of
the stationary ergodic MFG system.

In [17, Corollary 3.1] it is shown that the independent control profile or MFG system derived
profile:

Γ̄ := (γ̄)i∈[N ] where γ̄ := [γ∗y(x,∆xū)]x,y∈[d],
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achieves an O(n−1/2)-Nash equilibrium and that the costs to the players under this profile are
asymptotically ¯̺:

|J i,N (XN
0 , Γ̄)− ¯̺| ≤ C√

n
.

Also, if (Xi,N
0 )i∈[n] are exchangeable, though not necessarily independent, with Xi,N

0 ∼ µ̄ for all
i ∈ [n], then:

sup
t∈R+

E|µΓ̄t − µ̄| ≤ C√
n
, (28)

where µΓ̄t is the empirical distribution of the players at time t under the profile Γ̄. Note that we are
comparing the empirical distribution at time t to the stationary distribution in the MFG, given in
(26).

Additionally, [17] considers also the mass-dependent controls or master equation derived profile:

Γ0 := (Γ0)i∈[N ] where Γ0 := [γ∗y(x,∆xU
0(·, µΓ0

t ))]x,y∈[d],

where (µΓ
0

t )t≥0 is the empirical distribution process under this profile. In [17, Theorem 2] it is

shown that this profile achieves an O(n−1/2)-Nash equilibrium and that the costs to the players
under this profile are asymptotically ¯̺:

|J i,N (XN
0 ,Γ

0)− ¯̺| ≤ C√
n
.

Also, if (Xi,N
0 )i∈[n] are exchangeable, though not necessarily independent, with Xi,N

0 ∼ µ for all
i ∈ [n], then:

lim
t→∞

E|µΓ0

t − µ̄| ≤ C√
n
.

Note that this result is slightly different from (28). Here we compare the limit of the empirical
distribution to the stationary one, and we allow for initial distributions other than the stationary
distribution. Next, we demonstrate how our main result, Theorem 2.7, strengthens these findings
in both regimes.

5.2.3. Uniform in Time Convergence of the Empirical Distributions. We present the following theo-
rem for the mass-dependent controls. The results for the case with independent controls are simpler
to prove, as the players’ dynamics are independent.

Theorem 5.2. Assuming (A1), (A2), and (A3), the N -player system with players using the
master equation of the MFG derived strategies satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 2.7, and so,
taking m(t;µ) to be the solution to (9) with αxy(µ) = γ∗y(x,∆xU

0(·, µ)), we have that the empirical
distributions of the N -player games converge weakly to m(t;µ) at rate 1/N .

Proof. As the regularity assumptions on α are included in (A2), all that remains to apply Theo-
rem 2.7 is to show (Erg), which we do in three steps. In the first, we provide the time-dependent
ergodic MFG system that includes (9) with α as defined in the statement of the theorem. We
then establish the necessary regularity and exponential decay of the measure flow for a relevant
discounted MFG system. Finally, we use a vanishing discount argument to transfer these properties
to the solution of the ergodic MFG system, establishing (Erg).
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Step 1: We introduce the time-dependent ergodic MFG system, given in [18], which is given by
the following system of equations:











− d
dt ǔ(t, x) + ˇ̺ = H(x,∆xǔ(t, ·)) + F (x, µ̌),

d
dt µ̌(t, x) =

∑

y∈[d] µ̌yγ
∗
x(y,∆yǔ(t, ·)),

µ̌(0) = µ ∈ Sd.

(29)

A solution of (29) is a triple (ρ̌, ǔ, µ̌) with ˇ̺ ∈ R, ǔ : [0,∞)× [d] → R, and µ̌ : [0,∞)× [d] → Sd.
1

Taking u(t, x) := U0(x,m(t;µ)), we will first show that (¯̺, u,m(t;µ)) solves (29). By (37) and
(5), we have that

d

dt
u(t, x) =

∑

z∈[d]

Dm

1zU
0(x,m(t;µ))

d

dt
mz(t;µ)

=
∑

z∈[d]

Dm

1zU
0(x,m(t;µ))

∑

y∈[d]

my(t;µ)γ
∗
z (y,∆yU

0(·,m(t;µ)))

=
∑

y,z∈[d]

my(t;µ)D
m

y1U
0(x,m(t;µ))γ∗z (y,∆yU

0(·,m(t;µ)))

+
∑

y,z∈[d]

my(t;µ)D
m

1zU
0(x,m(t;µ))γ∗z (y,∆yU

0(·,m(t;µ))),

where the last equality follows from the fact that γ∗z takes values in R
d
0. Using that for any

differentiable function F : Sd → R we have Dm

yzF = Dm

y1F +Dm

1zF , we can rewrite this as

d

dt
u(t, x) =

∑

y,z∈[d]

my(t;µ)D
m

yzU
0(x,m(t;µ))γ∗z (y,∆yU

0(·,m(t;µ)))

= ¯̺−H(x,∆xU
0(·,m(t;µ))) − F (x,m(t;µ)),

where we have used (27) in the last step. This is exactly the first equation in (29), and so we have
that (¯̺, u,m(t;µ)) solves (29).

Step 2: We now prove regularity results for solutions of the time-dependent discounted MFG
system:











− d
dtu

r(t, x) = −rur(t, x) +H(x,∆xu
r(t, ·)) + F (x, µr)),

d
dtµ

r(t, x) =
∑

y∈[d] µ
r
yγ

∗
x(y,∆yu

r(t, ·)),
µr(0) = µ,

(30)

which additionally requires the discounted master equation of the MFG :

rU r(x, µ) = H(x,∆xU
r(·, µ)) + F (x, µ) +

∑

y,z∈[d]

µyD
m

yzU
r(x, µ)γ∗z (y,∆yU

r(·, µ)), (31)

with r > 0, both of which were studied in [17]. Taking, as in the ergodic case, ũr(t, x) :=
U r(x,mr(t;µ)), where mr(t;µ) is a solution to (9) with αrxy(µ) = γ∗y(x,∆xU

r(·, µ)), it follows
by the same argument as in Step 1 that (ũr,mr) is a solution to (30) with the initial condition
mr(0;µ) = µ. By [17, Prop. 2.2 (iii)], there exists r0 > 0 such that for all discount factors r ∈ (0, r0)
the solutions (ur,mr(t;µ)) and (ûr,mr(t; µ̂)) to the discounted MFG system (30) satisfy

|mr(t;µ)−mr(t; µ̂)| ≤ Ce−λt|µ − µ̂|. (32)

1Note that (26) is also (29) with µ = µ.
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We want to establish a similar result to the above for the derivatives of mr with respect to µ.
Precisely, we will show that

∣

∣

∣

∣

δmr

δm
(t, µ̂, z)− δmr

δm
(t, µ, z)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Ce−θt|µ̂− µ|. (33)

Our argument requires a linearized system around (ur,mr(t;µ)) given by











− d
dtvx(t) = −rvx(t) + γ∗(x,∆xu

r(t)) ·∆xv(t) +Dm

1 F (x,m
r(t;µ)) · q(t),

d
dtqx(t) =

∑

y∈[d] qy(t)γ
∗
x(y,∆yu

r(t)) +
∑

y∈[d]m
r
y(t;µ)∇pγ

∗
x(y,∆yu

r(t)) ·∆yv(t),

q(0) = q0 ∈ R
d
0, v is bounded.

(34)

By [17, Prop. 5.1] the system above has a solution (v, q) for r sufficiently small. Also, by [17,
Cor. 7.1] there exist constants C, θ > 0 independent of q0, t, and r, such that

|q(t)|+ |∆v(t)|+ |v(t)| ≤ Ce−θt|q0|. (35)

If we can show that

q(t) =
δmr

δm
(t, µ, z) (36)

for the appropriate choice of q0, then (35) will give us the desired exponential stability (33), since for
(v, q), (v̂, q̂ solutions of (34) with initial conditions q0, and q̂0 respectively, we have that (v− v̂, q− q̂)
solves (34) with the initial condition q0 − q̂0.

By [17, Lem. 7.1], we know that for (ur,mr(t;µ)) and (ûr,mr(t; µ̂)) solutions of (30) and (v, q)
the solution of (34) with q0 = µ− µ̂, we have

sup
t∈[0,∞)

|mr(t, µ̂)−mr(t;µ)− q(t)| ≤ C|µ− µ̂|2.

We use this to show agreement in (36). Thus, for each z ∈ [d], we let (v(z), q(z)) be the solution

to (34) with q(z)(0) = δz − µ and (v
(z)
ε , q

(z)
ε ) be the solution to (34) with q

(z)
ε (0) = ε(δz − µ), and

obtain

δmr

δm
(t, µ, z) = lim

ε→0

mr(t; (1 − ε)µ + εδz)−mr(t;µ)

ε
= lim

ε→0

q
(z)
ε (t)

ε
.

It is straightforward to see that in fact q
(z)
ε (t) = εq(z)(t), so we obtain

δmr

δm
(t, µ, z) = qz(t),

showing the agreement between the two forms of linearized system, and by (35) that we have (33).

Step 3: We now show by a vanishing discount argument that these results transfer to m(t;µ).
By the proof of Theorem 2.1 (i) in [17], we know that there exists a sequence of discount factors

(rn)n converging to 0 such that

U rn(x, ·)− U rn(1, ·) → U0(x, ·)

and

DmU rn(x, ·) → DmU0(x·)
both uniformly in the measure argument. We claim that this shows convergence of mrn(t;µ) to
m(t;µ) pointwise in t and uniformly in µ. Defining αrnxy(µ) := γ∗y(x,∆xU

rn(·, µ)) and fixing t ≥ 0,
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we have that

|mrn
x (t;µ)−mx(t;µ)| ≤

∫ t

0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

y∈[d]

[

mrn
y (s;µ)αrnyx(m

rn(s;µ))−my(t;µ)αyx(m(t;µ))
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

ds

≤
∫ t

0

{∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

y∈[d]

mrn
y (s;µ)αrnyx(m

rn(s;µ))−mrn
y (s;µ)αyx(m

rn(s;µ))

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

y∈[d]

mrn
y (s;µ)αyx(m

rn(s;µ))−my(t;µ)αyx(m(t;µ))

∣

∣

∣

∣

}

ds.

The Lipschitz continuity of α gives that the second term in the integral is bounded by C|mrn(s;µ)−
m(s;µ)| where C is a constant independent of µ, s, t and rn. Then the uniform convergence of
∆yU

rn to ∆yU
0, together with the Lipschitz continuity of both αrn and α, gives that there exists

N such that for all n ≥ N , the first term is bounded by ε. Thus we obtain that, for n ≥ N ,

|mrn
x (t;µ)−mx(t;µ)| ≤ tε+

∫ t

0
C|mrn

x (s;µ)−mx(s;µ)|ds.

Applying Gronwall’s inequality, we get that

|mrn
x (t;µ)−mx(t;µ)| ≤ tε+

∫ t

0
sεCeC(t−s)ds,

which shows that for any fixed t, mrn(t;µ) converges uniformly to m(t;µ). Thus we have by (32)
that m(t;µ) satisfies (10).

Applying the same procedure to the linearized equation satisfied by δmrn

δm shows that it converges

pointwise in t and uniformly in µ to δm
δm and so by (33), we get that δm

δm satisfies (11). Thus, we
have shown that the mass-dependent controls satisfy (Erg) and so we may apply Theorem 2.7.

�

Appendix A. Chain Rule for Functional Derivatives

Proposition A.1. For functions F : Sd → R, ϕ : R → Sd, and ψ : Sd → Sd, each everywhere
functional differentiable, we have

d

dt
(F ◦ ϕ)(t) = δF

δm
(ϕ(t), ·) · d

dt
ϕ(t), t ∈ R, (37)

and
δ(F ◦ ψ)
δm

(µ, z) =
δF

δm
(ψ(µ), ·) · δψ

δm
(m, z), (µ, t) ∈ Sd × R. (38)

Proof. We first prove (37). We see that, defining F̃ and ϕ̃ as usual, we have for any t ∈ R,

F (ϕ(t)) = F̃ (ϕ̃(t)),

and thus
d

dt
F (ϕ(t)) =

d

dt
F̃ (ϕ̃(t)).

By [11, Proposition 5.66], we have that

∂F̃

∂mz
(µ̃) = Dm

dzF (µ), µ̃ ∈ S̃d, (39)
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which, combined with the chain rule, gives

d

dt
(F ◦ ϕ)(t) =

∑

z∈[d−1]

∂F̃

∂mz
(ϕ̃(t))

d

dt
ϕ̃z(t)

=
∑

z∈[d−1]

(

δF

δm
(ϕ(t), z) − δF

δm
(ϕ(t), d)

)

d

dt
ϕz(t)

=
∑

z∈[d]

δF

δm
(ϕ(t), z)

d

dt
ϕz(t),

where the last equality follows from the fact that
∑

z∈[d]
d
dtϕz(t) = 0, which in turn follows since

∑

z∈[d] ϕz(t) = 1. This concludes the proof of (37).

We now prove (38). Again, we define F̃ and ψ̃ as usual, and see that for any µ̃ ∈ S̃d,

∂

∂mz
(F̃ ◦ ψ̃)(µ̃) =

∑

y∈[d−1]

∂F̃

∂my
(ψ̃(µ̃))

∂ψ̃y
∂mz

(µ̃).

Applying (39), this is equal to
∑

y∈[d−1]

Dm
dyF (ψ(µ))D

m
dzψy(µ),

which we can expand to get

∑

y∈[d]

δF

δm
(ψ(µ), y)

(

(

δψ

δm
(µ, z)

)

y

−
(

δψ

δm
(µ, d)

)

y

)

,

where similarly to before, we have used the fact that
∑

y∈[d]

(

δψ
δm (µ, z)

)

y
= 0.

Replacing F̃ with F̃ ◦ ψ̃ in (39), we get that for any z ∈ [d− 1],

δ(F ◦ ψ)
δm

(µ, z)− δ(F ◦ ψ)
δm

(µ, d) =
δF

δm
(ψ(µ), ·) ·

(

δψ

δm
(µ, z)− δψ

δm
(µ, d)

)

. (40)

Next, we multiply both sides by µz and sum over z to get

−δ(F ◦ ψ)
δm

(µ, d)µd + (µd − 1)
δ(F ◦ ψ)
δm

(µ, d) =
δF

δm
(ψ(µ), ·) ·

(

− δψ
δm

(µ, d)µd + (µd − 1)
δψ

δm
(µ, d)

)

.

Simplifying, this is equal to

δ(F ◦ ψ)
δm

(µ, d) =
δF

δm
(ψ(µ), ·) · δψ

δm
(µ, d).

We then substitute this back into (40) to obtain (38). �
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