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Abstract. In this article, we study a simplified version of a density-dependent first-order mean
field game, in which the players face a penalization equal to the population density at their final
position. We consider the problem of finding an equilibrium when the initial distribution is a discrete
measure. We show that the problem becomes finite-dimensional: the final piecewise smooth density
is completely determined by the weights and positions of the initial measure. We establish existence
and uniqueness of a solution using classical fixed point theorems. Finally, we show that Newton’s
method provides an effective way to compute the solution. Our numerical simulations provide an
illustration of how density penalization in a mean field game tends to the smoothen the initial
distribution.

1. Introduction

Mean field games were introduced by Lasry and Lions [LL06a, LL06b, LL07] and Caines, Huang,
and Malhamé [HMC06] in order to model the interactions between large numbers of agents playing
a differential game; see for instance [BFY13, CD17, G+14, ACD+20] for an overview of the field.
In this article, we are interested in first-order, or deterministic, mean field games. Typically, these
are modeled using a first-order coupled system of partial differential equations, as follows:

(1.1)


−∂tu+H(x,∇xu) = F (x,m), x ∈ Rd, t ∈ (0, T ),

∂tm−∇x ·
(
DpH(x,∇xu)m

)
= 0, x ∈ Rd, t ∈ (0, T ),

m(x, 0) = m0(x), x ∈ Rn,

u(x, T ) = G
(
x,m(x, T )

)
, x ∈ Rn.

Here H is the Hamiltonian for an optimal control problem, which a representative agent solves for
a given population density m(x, t). The functions F and G model the cost this player must pay as a
function of the density m. In Nash equilibrium, the density will evolve according to the continuity
equation driven by the optimal feedback vector field −DpH(x,∇xu).

There are now many results on the existence and uniqueness of suitably defined weak solutions
to System (1.1) [Car15, Gra14, CG15, CGPT15] as well as regularity of solutions [PS17, GM18,
Mun22]. As far as we know, all of these results apply only when the initial distribution m0 is a
density, i.e. it has no singular part with respect to Lebesgue measure. It remains an open question
how to analyze weak solutions in the case where m0 is replaced with a more general measure, which
could have singular parts.

In this article, we contribute to the theory of mean field games by analyzing an example in which
the initial measure is entirely discrete, i.e. it is a weighted sum of Dirac measures. We simplify the
problem by choosing F = 0, H(x, p) = 1

2p
2, and G(x,m(x, T )) = m(x, T ). We will also set the
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space dimension d = 1. In this case the problem can be viewed as a static, “one-shot” game in
which a player starting at a point x only has to choose a point y to minimize the cost

(x− y)2

2T
+m(y, T ).

There is nothing particularly important about the value of T , so we will set T = 1/2, and we
will denote by f(y) the final density m(y, T ). Hence the cost to a player starting at point x and
choosing to move to point y is given by

(1.2) J(x, y, f) = (x− y)2 + f(y),

where f can in principle be any probability density function, i.e. a non-negative measurable function
such that

∫∞
−∞ f(x) dx = 1. To avoid dealing with too many measure-theoretic issues, we will impose

the restriction that f must be continuous.

The initial distribution will be given by m =
n∑

j=1

ajδxj with a1 + · · ·+ an = 1, aj ≥ 0 and x1, . . . , xn

distinct points in R. Thusm is an empirical measure in which aj is the proportion of players initially
located at each xj . Without loss of generality, we will assume x1 < · · · < xn, i.e. we put the points
in the initial measure in order from left to right.

In this context, a Nash equilibrium is a measure π on R× R such that:

(1) π(A × R) = m(A) =
∑N

j=1 ajδxj (A),where δxj (A) =

{
1 if xj /∈ A

0 if xj ∈ A
, i.e. first marginal of

π is m,

(2) π(R×B) =
∫
B f(x) dx for a continuous density f, i.e. the second marginal of π is the den-

sity f , and

(3) for π - a.e. (x, y), y ∈ argmin J(x, ·, f), i.e. π couples points x and y such that y is an
optimal move starting from x.

In other words, given the cost function J , a density function f is chosen to possibly be an equilibrium
measure. With the knowledge of this function f , the players choose the optimal strategy for
themselves, resulting in some final distribution. If this final distribution matches f , then f is in
fact an equilibrium. The idea of a “Self-Fulfilling Prophecy” can be helpful to understand this: f
is “prophesied” to be an equilibrium measure, and, if it turns out to result in an equilibrium, then
f in a sense “fulfilled its prophecy.” The below diagram demonstrates this phenomenon.

Figure 1. Mean Field Games Diagram

2



In this article, our purpose is two-fold:

(1) prove there exists a unique Nash equilibrium, and

(2) compute solutions using a numerical method.

As far as we know, this constitutes the first result on existence and uniqueness of solutions to
first-order mean field game with singular measures. Our approach relies on the fact that we take an
entirely discrete measure, which allows us to rewrite the problem in an equivalent finite-dimensional
formulation. Intuitively, all we need to compute is how each Dirac mass ajδxj in the initial distri-
bution will “fan out” into a density of total mass aj centered around point xj . As explained below,
the precise shape of this density is known through a priori considerations. This approach makes
the problem amenable to classical methods. We believe it also provides geometric insight for what
is going on more generally in density-penalized mean field games of first order.

Remark 1.1. The main results of this article were first announced in the second author’s under-
graduate thesis [Zim24].

2. Reformulation of the equilibrium problem

Let π be an equilibrium, and let f be the corresponding final density.

Definition 2.1. The support of π, supp π, is the set of all (x, y) such that, for all ϵ > 0,

π(Bϵ(x, y)) > 0, where Bϵ(x, y) =
{
(z, w)|

√
(x− z)2 + (y − w)2 < ϵ

}
, or, equivalently, π(U) > 0

for every open set containing (x, y).

The support of f , supp f , is the closure of the set of all y such that f(y) > 0.

Lemma 2.2. If (x, y) ∈ suppπ, then x = xj for some j and y ∈ supp f . Conversely, if y ∈ supp f ,
then there exists xj such that (xj , y) ∈ suppπ.

Proof. If (x, y) ∈ suppπ, then for all ϵ > 0 we havem(Bϵ(x)) = π(Bϵ(x)×R) > 0 and
∫
Bϵ(y)

f(z) dz =

π(R × Bϵ(y)) > 0. It follows that x = xj for some j, and y ∈ supp f since for every ϵ > 0 there
exists z ∈ Bϵ(y) such that f(z) > 0.

Conversely, suppose y ∈ supp f . For every ϵ > 0, π(R×Bϵ(y)) =
∫
Bϵ(y)

f > 0. Since π(R×Bϵ(y)) =∑n
j=1 π({xj} × Bϵ(y)), for each ϵ there is a j such that π({xj} × Bϵ(y)) > 0. We can then

find a sequence ϵk ↓ 0 and a fixed j such that π({xj} × Bϵk(y)) > 0 for all k, which implies
(xj , y) ∈ suppπ. □

Now if (xj , y) ∈ suppπ, the definition of equilibrium implies y ∈ Ej where

Ej = argmin
{
y : (xj − y)2 + f(y)

}
,

i.e. Ej is the set of minimizers y for the cost J(xj , y, f). By Lemma 2.2, supp f ⊂
⋃n

j=1Ej ; the
intuitive meaning is that every player must move into one of the sets Ej . On the other hand, for
y ∈ Ej we have f(y) = Cj − (xj − y)2, where

Cj = min
{
y : (xj − y)2 + f(y)

}
.

Thus, f is completely determined by Cj and Ej , and these in turn are coupled by the definition of
Ej . So how do we determine Cj and Ej? A first clue is the following proposition, whose proof is
elementary:
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Proposition 2.3. Ej =
{
y : Cj − (xj − y)2 ≥

(
Ck − (xk − y)2

)
+

∀k
}
, where x+ := max{x, 0}.

Proof. If y ∈ Ej , then (xj − y)2 + f(y) = Cj , and at the same time (xk − y)2 + f(y) ≥ Ck for all k
by definition of Ck. Recalling that f ≥ 0, we see that Cj − (xj − y)2 = f(y) ≥

(
Ck − (xk − y)2

)
+

for all k.

Conversely, suppose y /∈ Ej . If y ∈ Ek for some other k, then Cj − (xj − y)2 < f(y) = Ck −
(xk − y)2. If y /∈

⋃n
1 Ek, then f(y) = 0, hence Cj − (xj − y)2 < 0. It follows that Cj − (xj − y)2 <(

Ck − (xk − y)2
)
+
for at least one k. □

Corollary 2.4. Let fj(y) = Cj − (xj − y)2. Then f(y) = max
{
0, f1(y), . . . , fn(y)

}
and Ej ={

y : f(y) = fj(y)
}
.

Intuitively, all the players initially concentrated at xj should spread out according to the density
function fj over the set Ej . We now make this intuition rigorous.

Proposition 2.5. Ej =
{
y : (xj , y) ∈ suppπ

}
, and

∫
Ej

f =
∫
Ej

fj = aj.

Proof. If (xj , y) ∈ suppπ, then by definition of equilibrium, it follows that y ∈ Ej . Conversely,
suppose y ∈ Ej . As explained below in Lemma 3.1, Ej is an interval, and if y is in the interior of that
interval, then y /∈ ∪k ̸=jEk. By Corollary 2.4 and Lemma 2.2 we deduce that (xj , y) ∈ suppπ. If y is
on the boundary of Ej , there is a sequence yk → y with yk in the interior of Ej , so (xj , yk) ∈ suppπ
and thus (xj , y) ∈ suppπ.

To prove the remaining statements, start with the following inequality:

(2.1) aj = m({xj}) = π
(
{xj} × R

)
= π

(
{xj} × Ej

)
≤ π

(
R× Ej

)
=

∫
Ej

f.

Summing over j, we get

(2.2) 1 =
n∑

j=1

aj ≤
n∑

j=1

∫
Ej

f =

∫
f = 1.

It follows that
∫
Ej

f = aj , as desired. □

With these results, we can now reformulate the problem using only the parameters C1, . . . , Cn.

Definition 2.6. For a given vector C = (C1, . . . , Cn) ∈ Rn,

• let f
(C)
j (x) = Cj − (x− xj)

2 for j = 1, . . . , n;

• let f (C)(x) = max{f (C)
1 (x), . . . , f

(C)
n (x), 0};

• let E
(C)
j =

{
x : f

(C)
j (x) = f (C)(x)

}
for j = 1, . . . , n;

• let Fj(C) =
∫
E

(C)
j

f (C)(x) dx when E
(C)
j is nonempty, and let Fj(C) = 0 if E

(C)
j is empty,

for j = 1, . . . , n; and

• let F (C) =
(
F1(C), . . . , Fn(C)

)
.
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We remark that, in what follows, f
(C)
j , f (C), and E

(C)
j will often be written more cleanly as fj , f ,

and Ej , when it is clear from context that C is fixed.

To better understand these definitions, consider the following image: The graph of f(x) is the

Figure 2. Visualization of the density f(x)

solid-color part (i.e. the maximum). Each individual curve fj(x) can be thought of the density
after the population sitting at point xj “fans out” and forms a “bubble” surrounding that point.

With these definitions, we now state the problem we wish to solve as follows:

Problem 2.7. Given a vector a = (a1, . . . , an), whose components are the weights in the discrete
measure m =

∑
j=1 ajδxj , we want to find a vector C such that F (C) = a.

By the arguments we have just given, if f(x) is an equilibrium density, then f(x) = f (C)(x) where
C is the solution to Problem 2.7. Conversely, suppose C is the solution to Problem 2.7 and let
f(x) = f (C)(x). To see that f(x) is an equilibrium density, first define a function T : R → R
that sends every point in the interior of Ej = E

(C)
j to the point xj . Notice that m is now the

push-forward of the density through T . (We say a measure ν is the push-forward of a measure µ
through a function T if ν(B) = T♯µ(B) := µ

(
T−1(B)

)
; in this case ν = m and dµ = f(x) dx.) Set

π to be the push-forward of the density f by the function y 7→ (T (y), y). It follows that π is an
equilibrium.

We now state our main result:

Theorem 2.8 (Existence and uniqueness). For each a such that aj > 0 for j = 1, . . . , n, there
exists a unique C such that F (C) = a.

Theorem 2.8 immediately implies the existence and uniqueness of a Nash equilibrium for any game
where the initial distribution is discrete. We will prove Theorem 2.8 in two sections: Section 4
shows existence, and Section 5 proves uniqueness. These proofs rely on our analysis of F (C) in
Section 3, in which we establish certain formulas for Fj(C) and its derivatives, prove continuity
and coercivity, and the convexity of the effective domain of F (namely, the set of all C for which
Fj(C) > 0 for all j).
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3. Structure of F (C)

The proof of Theorem 2.8 is based on various properties of F (C), as given in Definition 2.6.
Whenever C is fixed, we will usually suppress the argument C and simply write fj(x), f(x), and

Ej instead of f
(C)
j (x), f (C)(x), and E

(C)
j . In Section 3.1, we study the set Ej , namely the set over

which f(x) = fj(x). We also study the effective domain of F (C), over which we look for solutions
to Problem 2.7, and we prove it is convex. In Section 3.2 we seek more or less explicit formulas
for Fj(C) and its derivatives. Section 3.3 shows that F is a coercive function on certain domains,
while Section 3.4 shows that it is continuous everywhere. In reading these technical results, it will
be useful to recall that we have ordered the points x1, . . . , xn from left to right, i.e. x1 < · · · < xn
without loss of generality.

3.1. Properties of Ej. We begin with the following claim:

Lemma 3.1. Ej is convex and compact, hence either empty, a singleton, or a closed, bounded
interval.

Proof. First note that fj is concave and continuous. Then observe that for every i, fj − fi is affine,
hence also concave and continuous. Indeed,

(3.1) fi(x)− fj(x) = Ci − Cj + 2(xi − xj)

(
x− xi + xj

2

)
.

We can write Ej is the intersection of super-level sets

(3.2) Ej = ∩i{x : fj(x)− fi(x) ≥ 0}
⋂

{x : fj(x) ≥ 0},

which is therefore convex and closed by the first three observations. Moreover, it is compact because
{x : fj(x) ≥ 0} = {x : (x− xj)

2 ≤ Cj} is compact. The proof is complete. □

In light of this, we introduce the following notation:

Definition 3.2. In the case that Ej is and interval, we define αj and βj as the left and right end
points of Ej, i.e. [αj , βj ] = Ej. We denote the length of Ej by

∥∥Ej

∥∥ = βj − αj.

Before proceeding, we observe that Definition 2.6 leaves open the possibility that Fj(C) = 0. Since
we are trying to solve F (C) = a where all the components of a are positive, the true domain of
interest is given as follows:

Definition 3.3. G =
{
Cj : F (Cj) > 0 for j = 1, . . . , n

}
.

Corollary 3.4. If C ∈ G, then Ej is an interval for all j = 1, . . . , n.

Proof. First, by definition of G, if C ∈ G, then Fj(C) > 0 for all j = 1, . . . , n. Further, by Definition
2.6, it is clear that, in order for Fj(C) to be greater than 0, then Ej cannot be empty or a singleton.
Thus, by 3.1, if F (C) ∈ G, then Ej must be an interval for all j = 1, . . . , n. □

The most crucial points of interest will be the intersections between parabolas, namely where
fi(x) = fj(x), or Ci − (x− xi)

2 = Cj − (x− xj)
2. We define the unique solution by

(3.3) γij =
Ci − Cj

2(xj − xi)
+

xj + xi
2

, i ̸= j.

6



By Equation (3.1), fi − fj is increasing when i > j and decreasing when i < j. It follows
that if x > γij for some i > j or if x < γij for some i < j, then fi(x) > fj(x) and thus
x /∈ Ej . We deduce that βj ≤ min{γij : i > j} and αj ≥ max{γij : i < j}. Conversely, if
max{γij : i < j} ≤ x ≤ min{γij : i > j}, then we deduce fj(x) ≥ fi(x) for all i. It follows that Ej is
the intersection of the interval max{γij : i < j} ≤ x ≤ min{γij : i > j} with the set where fj(x) ≥ 0,

i.e. the interval xj −
√
Cj ≤ x ≤ xj +

√
Cj . We are especially interested in the case when Ej is not

empty.

The content of the following lemma is essentially to say that when C ∈ G then Figure 2 is exactly
the right visualization of the function f (C)(x), in the sense that the points of intersections between

parabolas can be ordered from left to right. In particular, in order to locate E
(C)
j , it is sufficient to

identify where f
(C)
j (x) and its nearest neighbors f

(C)
j+1(x) and f

(C)
j−1(x) intersect.

Lemma 3.5. For C ∈ G, we have min{γij : i > j} = γj(j+1) and max{γij : i < j} = γ(j−1)j.

Thus αj and βj are continuous functions of C ∈ G given by αj = max{γ(j−1)j , xj −
√

Cj} and

βj = min{γj(j+1), xj +
√

Cj}, which results in the following formulas:
(3.4)

αj =


Cj−1 − Cj

2(xj − xj−1)
+

xj + xj−1

2
if fj(αj) > 0,

xj −
√
Cj , if fj(αj) = 0,

βj =


Cj − Cj+1

2(xj+1 − xj)
+

xj+1 + xj
2

, if fj(βj) > 0,

xj +
√

Cj , if fj(βj) = 0.

Moreover, they satisfy the ordering property βj−1 ≤ αj < βj for all j (where β0 := −∞ for
convenience), and βj−1 = αj if and only if fj(γ(j−1)j) ≥ 0.

Proof. We claim that min{γij : i > j} = γj(j+1). Suppose to the contrary that there exists some
i > j + 1 such that γij < γj(j+1). We will now show that Ej+1 is empty. Indeed, if x < γj(j+1),
then we have fj(x) > fj+1(x), so x /∈ Ej+1. On the other hand, since γj(j+1) > γij , it follows
that fi(γj(j+1)) > fj(γj(j+1)) = fj+1(γj(j+1)). Then since fi − fj+1 is increasing, we see that
fi(x) > fj+1(x) for all x ≥ γj(j+1), so Ej+1 is empty. This contradicts the assumption that C ∈ G,
so the claim follows. The mirror image of this argument shows that max{γij : i < j} = γ(j−1)j .

We have already established that Ej is the intersection of the interval max{γij : i < j} ≤ x ≤ min{γij : i > j}
with the set where fj(x) ≥ 0, i.e. the interval xj −

√
Cj ≤ x ≤ xj +

√
Cj . From here it is straight-

forward to deduce the formulas in Equation (3.4). The ordering property βj−1 ≤ αj follows from
βj−1 ≤ γ(j−1)j ≤ αj , and αj < βj because Ej is not empty. If βj−1 = αj , then they both must equal
γ(j−1)j , which implies that fj(γ(j−1)j) ≥ 0. Conversely, if fj(γ(j−1)j) = fj−1(γ(j−1)j) ≥ 0, then we

deduce that xj −
√
Cj ≤ γ(j−1)j ≤ xj−1 +

√
Cj−1, and this implies βj−1 = αj = γ(j−1)j . □

Corollary 3.6. If C ∈ G, then the length of Ej(C) is given by

(3.5)
∥∥Ej

∥∥ = kj(C) = min{γj,j+1(C), xj +
√
Cj} −max{γj−1,j(C), xj −

√
Cj}.

In fact, C ∈ G if and only if kj(C) > 0 for all j. In particular, G is a convex set.

Proof. If C ∈ G, use Lemma 3.5 to see that
∥∥Ej

∥∥ = βj−αj = kj(C) > 0. If C /∈ G, then at least one
Ej must be a singleton or empty, i.e. fj(x) is never the maximum in f(x) = max{f1(x), . . . , fn(x), 0}.
We deduce that one of the following inequalities must be true:

(1) γj(j+1) < γ(j−1)j

(2) γ(j−1)j > xj +
√

Cj
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(3) γj(j+1) < xj −
√

Cj

hence kj(C) ≤ 0.

Since kj(C) is a concave function and G = {C : kj(C) > 0 ∀j}, it follows that G is convex. □

We make one more simple observation about G.

Lemma 3.7. G is non-empty.

Proof. To show G is non-empty, by 3.3, we need a C such that Fj(C) > 0 for all j = 1, . . . , n. So,
let ϵ > 0. Choose ϵ small enough so that, if Cj = ϵ for all j = 1, . . . , n, then fj(αj) = 0 = fj(βj) for
all j = 1, . . . , n, i.e. no fj intersects any fi, i ̸= j above the x-axis. Then Ej = [xj −

√
ϵ, xj +

√
ϵ]

for all j = 1, . . . , n. Thus, we have

(3.6) Fj(C) =
4

3
ϵ3/2,

which is greater than 0. Thus, G is non-empty. □

Thus, the set G is both non-empty and convex, which will be useful in the proof of uniqueness of
equilibria.

3.2. Computing Fj(C) and its Derivatives. In this section, we want to calculate Fj(C) and all
of its derivatives for C ∈ G. So, we have the following:

Proposition 3.8. Fj(C) = Cj(βj − αj)− 1
3(βj − xj)

3 + 1
3(αj − xj)

3 for every C ∈ G.

Proof. We can compute this explicitly:

(3.7) Fj(C) =

∫ βj

αj

Cj − (x− xj)
2 dx = Cj(βj − αj)−

1

3
(βj − xj)

3 +
1

3
(αj − xj)

3.

In particular, taking into account the different possibilities for αj and βj (see 3.2):

Fj(C) =

∫ βj

αj

Cj − (x− xj)
2 dx = Cj(βj − αj)−

1

3
(βj − xj)

3 +
1

3
(αj − xj)

3

If fj(αj), fj(βj) > 0,

Fj(C) = Cj

(
Cj − Cj+1

2(xj+1 − xj)
+

xj+1 + xj
2

)
− 1

3

(
Cj − Cj+1

2(xj+1 − xj)
+

xj+1 + xj
2

− xj

)3

− Cj

(
Cj−1 − Cj

2(xj − xj−1)
+

xj + xj−1

2

)
+

1

3

(
Cj−1 − Cj

2(xj − xj−1)
+

xj + xj−1

2
− xj

)3

,

or if fj(αj), fj(βj) = 0,

Fj(C) =

(
Cj(xj +

√
Cj)−

1

3
(xj +

√
Cj − xj)

3

)
−
(
Cj(xj −

√
Cj)−

1

3
(xj −

√
Cj − xj)

3

)
=

4

3
C

3/2
j .

The other two cases, when fj(αj) > 0, fj(βj) = 0 and when fj(αj) = 0, fj(βj) > 0, are straightfor-
ward variations of these two cases. □

Remark 3.9. These calculations show that, in particular, 0 ≤ Fj(C) ≤ 4
3C

3/2
j for any C. This

will be useful later.
8



Proposition 3.10.
∂Fj(C)

∂Cj

(C) =
∥∥Ej

∥∥+ fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)
+

fj(αj)

2(xj − xj−1)
for every C ∈ G.

Proof. With F (C) now calculated, we can easily calculate
∂Fj(C)

∂Cj

, taking into account the different

possibilities for αj and βj as above:

If fj(αj), fj(βj) > 0,

∂Fj(C)

∂Cj

=

(
Cj − Cj+1

2(xj+1 − xj)
+

xj+1 + xj
2

)
+

(
Cj

2(xj+1 − xj)

)
− 1

2(xj+1 − xj)

(
Cj − Cj+1

2(xj+1 − xj)
+

xj+1 − xj
2

)2

−

(
Cj−1 − Cj

2(xj − xj−1)
+

xj + xj−1

2

)
+

(
Ci

2(xj − xj−1)

)
− 1

2(xj − xj−1)

(
Cj−1 − Cj

2(xj − xj−1)
− xj − xj−1

2

)2

=
∥∥Ej

∥∥+ fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)
+

fj(αj)

2(xj − xj−1)
,

or if fj(αj), fj(βj) = 0,

∂Fj(C)

∂Cj

= 2Cj .

(3.8)

Again, the other two cases are straightforward adaptations. In any case, we have

(3.9)
∂Fj(C)

∂Cj

=
∥∥Ej

∥∥+ fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)
+

fj(αj)

2(xj − xj−1)
,

which is a continuous function of C. Notice that this holds for every case; for example, if
fj(αj), fj(βj) = 0, then those components of the partial derivative would be 0, leaving

∥∥Ej

∥∥, which
is in fact 2Cj in that case. In particular, the partial derivative is seen to be continuous everywhere,
since as we approach the boundary cases where fj(αj) or fj(βj) goes to zero, the formula still holds
in the limit. □

Theorem 3.11. For every C ∈ G,
∂Fj(C)

∂Cj−1

=
fj(αj)

2(xj − xj−1)
,
∂Fj(C)

∂Cj+1

=
fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)
, and

∂Fj(C)

∂Ci

=

0 if i /∈ {j − 1, j, j + 1}.

Proof. Suppose βj−1 < αj . From Lemma 3.5, we see that fj(γ(j−1)j) < 0 and thus Ej does not
depend on Cj−1 for small perturbations of C. Similarly, if βj < αj+1, then Ej does not depend
on Cj+1 for small perturbations of C. More generally, we deduce that Ej never depends on Ci for
C ∈ G if i /∈ {j − 1, j, j + 1}.

So we only consider the case when fj(γ(j−1)j), fj(γj(j+1)) ≥ 0. In this case Lemma 3.5 implies that
αj = γ(j−1)j and βj = γj(j+1). The case fj(γ(j−1)j) = fj(αj) > 0 is stable under small perturbations
of C, and we differentiate the formula from Proposition 3.8 to get
(3.10)

∂Fj(C)

∂Cj−1

= − 1

2(xj − xj−1)

( Cj − Cj−1

2(xj−1 − xj)
+

xj−1 − xj
2

)2

− Cj

 =
fj(γ(j−1)j)

2(xj − xj−1)
=

fj(αj)

2(xj − xj−1)
.

As fj(γ(j−1)j) → 0, this formula converges to 0, which agrees with the case fj(γ(j−1)j) < 0.
Similarly, the case fj(γj(j+1)) = fj(βj) > 0 is stable under small perturbations of C, and we

9



differentiate the formula from Proposition 3.8 to get
(3.11)

∂Fj(C)

∂Cj+1

=
1

2(xj − xj+1)

( Cj+1 − Cj

2(xj − xj+1)
− xj − xj+1

2

)2

− Cj

 =
fj(γj(j+1))

2(xj+1 − xj)
=

fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)
.

As fj(γj(j+1) → 0, this formula converges to 0, which agrees with the case fj(γj(j+1)) < 0. This
establishes the existence and continuity of the partial derivatives. □

We notice the following, deduced from the formulas in Lemma 3.5 and the result of Theorem 3.11:

Remark 3.12.
∂Fi(C)

∂Cj

=
∂Fj(C)

∂Ci

for every C ∈ G and for every i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

This implies that F is in fact a gradient, i.e. there exists a smooth function Φ : G → R such that
F (C) = ∇Φ(C) for all C ∈ G. This is a remarkable coincidence, as it is already well-known that
the mean field game (1.1) is a potential game, meaning that there exists a potential whose critical
points are Nash equilibria. However, it must be emphasized that usually this potential is defined on
the space of (paths defined on) probability measures, and its derivative is supposed to be the cost paid
to individual players. See e.g. [BCS17, CH17, Gra24], [LL07, Section 2.6], [CD17] and references
therein. Here the context is quite different, as we have significantly transformed the problem, so the
“potential” in this case does not have precisely the same meaning as in these references.

3.3. Coercivity. We say that the vector field F (C) is coercive provided that lim
∥C∥→∞

F (C) · C
∥C∥

= ∞,

where∥C∥ =
(
C2
1 + · · ·+ C2

n

)1/2
is the norm of the vector C. This is the usual condition for a vector

field to be surjective, as in the Minty-Browder Theorem [Bro67]. There is no chance for F (C) to
be coercive on all of Rn, since Fj(C) = 0 whenever Cj ≤ 0. However, this will not matter, is we
are always aiming at restricting to vectors C with non-negative components. Instead, we will use
the following substitute for coercivity to prove existence of solutions.

Lemma 3.13. There exist constants δ ∈ (0, 1) and M > 0 such that if C is any vector in Rn with
Cj = max{C1, ..., Cn} ≥ M , then Fj(C) ≥ δCj.

Proof. Choose a Cj such that Cj = max{C1, ..., Cn} ≥ M . We now seek to estimate Fj(C). Recall
that, from the discussion before Lemma 3.5, Ej is the intersection of the interval

max{γij : i < j} ≤ x ≤ min{γij : i > j} with the interval xj −
√

Cj ≤ x ≤ xj +
√
Cj . By the max-

imality of Cj ,

max{γij : i < j} ≤ max

{
xj + xi

2
, i < j

}
=

xj + xj−1

2
,

min{γij : i > j} ≤ min

{
xj + xi

2
, i > j

}
=

xj + xj+1

2
.

We can assume that

M ≥ max

{(
xi+1 − xi

2

)2

: i = 1, . . . , n− 1

}
.
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Then it follows that

xj −
√

Cj ≤
xj + xj−1

2
, xj +

√
Cj ≥

xj + xj+1

2
.

We can now conclude that Ej = [αj , βj ] with

αj ≤
xj−1 + xj

2
, βj ≥

xj + xj+1

2
.

This gives a lower bound on how close αj and βj can get to xj . Thus,

Fj(C) ≥
∫ xj+xj+1

2

xj−1+xj
2

Cj − (x− xj)
2 dx = Cj

xj+1 − xj−1

2
− 1

3

((
xj+1 − xj

2

)3

−
(
xj − xj−1

2

)3
)
.

Define

δ̄ :=
minj

{
xj+1 − xj−1

}
2

, M̄ :=
1

3
max

j

((
xj+1 − xj

2

)3

−
(
xj − xj−1

2

)3
)

+

,

where we recall x+ := max{x, 0}. Then
Fj(C) ≥ δ̄Cj − M̄.

Pick any 0 < δ < min{δ̄, 1} and assume M ≥ (δ̄ − δ)−1M̄ . If Cj ≥ M , we get Fj(C) ≥ δCj , as
desired. □

We remark that Lemma 3.13 can be used to prove that F is coercive on Rn
≥0, which is defined to

be the set of all (x1, . . . , xn) such that xj ≥ 0 for every j. The reason is that if C ∈ Rn
≥0 and

Cj = max{C1, . . . , Cn}, then
F (C) · C ≥ Fj(C)Cj .

For the remaining details, let us first define the norm

∥x∥∞ = max
{
|x1| , . . . ,|xn|

}
and note that ∥x∥∞ = max{x1, . . . , xn} for x ∈ Rn

≥0. Recall that

∥x∥∞ ≤∥x∥ ≤
√
n∥x∥∞ .

Let M, δ be as in Lemma 3.13. If C ∈ Rn
≥0 and ∥C∥ ≥ M

√
n, then ∥C∥∞ ≥ M and so

F (C) · C ≥ Fj(C)Cj ≥ δC2
j = δ∥C∥2∞ ≥ δ√

n
∥C∥2 .

Thus F is coercive on Rn
≥0. However, we also note that only Lemma 3.13, and not coercivity per

se, will be used directly to prove the existence of solutions.

3.4. Continuity. With coercivity proved, we move to prove that F (C) is continuous. Before doing
so, we need to explore what happens in Ej = ∅.

Lemma 3.14. Let I ⊆ {1, . . . , n} and CI be the set of all C such that Ej(C) = ∅ for all j ∈ I.

Then CI is open, i.e. for every C ∈ CI , there exists ϵ > 0 such that, if
∥∥∥C̃ − C

∥∥∥ < ϵ, then C̃ ∈ CI .

Proof. Let C ∈ CI . Define f̃ (C)(x) = max{f (C)
j (x) : j ∈ I}. Then f (C)(x) > f̃ (C)(x) for all

x, because all of the sets Ej(C), j ∈ I, are empty. Since all of the f
(C)
j (x) are parabolas that

go to −∞ as |x| → ∞, there exists M > 0 such that if |x| > M , then f (C)(x) − f̃ (C)(x) ≥ 1.

Now f (C)(x) − f̃ (C)(x) is a continuous and positive function, hence it has a minimum δ > 0 on
the compact set [−M,M ]. Without loss of generality, we can assume δ ≤ 1; in particular, we
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have f (C)(x) − f̃ (C)(x) ≥ δ for every x. Now assume
∣∣∣C̃j − Cj

∣∣∣ < δ/2 for j = 1, 2, . . . , n. Then∣∣∣∣f (C̃)
j (x)− f

(C)
j (x)

∣∣∣∣ < δ/2 for every j and every x. It follows that
∣∣∣f (C̃)(x)− f (C)(x)

∣∣∣ < δ/2 and∣∣∣f̃ (C̃)(x)− f̃ (C)(x)
∣∣∣ < δ/2, so

f (C̃)(x)− f̃ (C̃)(x) = f (C̃)(x)− f (C)(x) + f (C)(x)− f̃ (C)(x) + f̃ (C)(x)− f̃ (C̃)(x)

> −δ/2 + δ − δ/2 = 0.
(3.12)

It follows that all the sets Ej(C̃), j ∈ I, are empty, and so C̃ must also be in CI . Thus, CI is
open. □

With this in mind, we can now prove continuity:

Theorem 3.15. F (C) is continuous on Rn.

Proof. It is sufficient to prove that each component function Fj(C) is continuous. First, let us
point out that we can remove certain components from consideration if the corresponding sets
Ej(C) are empty. Let I be the set of all indices j such that Ej(C) = ∅, so that C ∈ CI , the
set defined in Lemma 3.14. Take a sequence of vectors C(k) → C. Then, for k sufficiently large,
C(k) ∈ CI also. So Fj(C

(k)) = Fj(C) = 0 for every j ∈ I. In light of this, we can remove the
indices in I and relabel the sequence {1, . . . , n}\ I, calling it {1, . . . ,m}. Then f(x) will still be the
max{f1(x), f2(x), . . . , fm(x), 0}, as those indices which may have been removed will not affect the
maximum. Thus, we can assume (without loss of generality) for the remainder of this proof that
Ej(C) ̸= ∅ for every j, and thus we will be able to appeal to previously derived explicit formulas
for the component functions Fj(C).

Let j be fixed but arbitrary. Since Ej(C) is not empty, by Lemma 3.1 it is either an interval or

a single point. Suppose that Ej(C) is an interval. Choose a sequence of vectors C(k) → C. By

Proposition 3.8, Fj(C) is simply a polynomial in terms of C, and thus Fj(C
(k)) → Fj(C).

Lastly, suppose Ej(C) is a single point. Then, by the contra-positive of Corollary 3.4, Fj(C) = 0.

Again, we choose a sequence of vectors C(k) → C. So, we need to show Fj(C
(k)) → 0. If Fj(C

(k)) >

0 then Ej(C
(k)) is an interval whose length is given by kj(C

(k)) defined in Corollary 3.6. Further,

since kj(C) is a continuous function of C and Ej(C) is a single point, then kj(C
(k)) → 0 as k → ∞.

Therefore, whenever Ej(C
(k)) is an interval, its length shrinks to zero as k → ∞, and since in any

other case we have Fj(C
(k)) = 0, we deduce that Fj(C

(k)) → 0 as k → ∞. □

We have now sufficiently explored various properties of f(x) and F (C), so we may now move onto
our first goal:

4. Proving Existence of a Solution

In this section, we seek to show that a solution C to the equation F (C) = a exists for all a with
positive components. Before we begin the proof, we state Brouwer’s Fixed Point Theorem:

Lemma 4.1. Every continuous function from a nonempty convex compact subset K of a Euclidean
space to K itself has a fixed point.

See e.g. [Flo03]. We now begin the main result:
12



Theorem 4.2. Let a = (a1, . . . , an) with aj > 0 for each j. Then there exists a solution C to the
equation F (C) = a.

Proof. Let a be given. Define L : Rn
≥0 → Rn

≥0 as Li(C) :=
(
Ci + ai − Fi(C)

)
+

(recall x+ :=

max{x, 0}). We will use the norm

∥C∥1 := |C1|+ · · ·+|Cn| = C1 + · · ·+ Cn.

It is useful to recall that

∥C∥∞ ≤∥C∥1 ≤ n∥C∥∞ .

By Lemma 3.13, there exist constants δ ∈ (0, 1) and M > 0 such that if Cj = ∥C∥∞ ≥ M , then
Fj(C) ≥ δCj . In this case,

Lj(C) ≤
(
(1− δ)Cj + aj

)
+
= (1− δ)Cj + aj .

In general,

Li(C) ≤ Ci + ai.

Summing over all i, we deduce that∥∥L(C)
∥∥
1
≤∥C∥1 +∥a∥1 − δCj .

Recall that Cj =∥C∥∞ ≥ n−1∥C∥1. Let r >∥a∥1 n/δ. Then we have

(4.1)
∥∥L(C)

∥∥
1
≤∥C∥1 +∥a∥1 − δn−1∥C∥1 <∥C∥1 if ∥C∥1 ≥ r.

We now restrict to a compact, convex set. Let Mr be the set of all x ∈ Rn
≥0 such that ∥x∥1 ≤ r.

Then Mr is closed and bounded, so Mr is compact, and it is clearly nonempty. Lastly, Mr is convex,
as it is the intersection of two convex sets, namely, Rn

≥0 and the closed unit ball for the 1-norm.
Thus, by Lemma 4.1, any continuous function g : Mr → Mr has a fixed point.

Define a function

(4.2) P (D) :=

D,∥D∥1 ≤ r
rD

∥D∥1
,∥D∥1 > r.

Note that P maps Rn
≥0 into Mr. Finally, let Q(C) := P (L(C)) for C ∈ Mr. Then Q is continuous,

as it is the composition of continuous functions, and it maps Mr to itself. Thus, by Lemma 4.1, Q
has a fixed point C ∈ Mr. If ∥C∥1 = r, then

(4.3) r =∥C∥1 =
∥∥Q(C)

∥∥
1
=
∥∥P (L(C))

∥∥
1
.

By construction of P , this implies

(4.4)
∥∥L(C)

∥∥
1
≥ r.

But this contradicts (4.1). It follows that ∥C∥1 < r. Thus,

(4.5) r >∥C∥1 =
∥∥Q(C)

∥∥
1
=
∥∥P (L(C))

∥∥
1
.

Hence, P (L(C)) = L(C), so finally we have

(4.6) C = Q(C) = P (L(C)) = L(C).

This implies that for each i,

Ci =
(
Ci + ai − Fi(C)

)
+
.

If Ci > 0, this implies

Ci = Ci + ai − Fi(C) ⇒ Fi(C) = ai.
13



If Ci = 0, then Fi(C) = 0 and we get

0 = (ai)+ = ai

which contradicts the assumption ai > 0. Hence Ci > 0 for all i and F (C) = a, as desired. □

5. Proving Uniqueness of a Solution

By Theorem 4.2, we know that for any vector a with positive entries there exists a solution C ∈ G
to F (C) = a. In this section, we prove that the solution is unique. To do so, we show that F (C)
is strictly monotone in a classical sense. It is interesting to note that monotonicity is often used
to prove uniqueness in mean field games, the most commonly used notion being the “Lasry-Lions
monotonicity condition” (cf. [LL07]). (For a discussion on alternative monotonicity conditions, see
[GM23].) Here, the coupling is indeed precisely through the density of players, and therefore the
Lasry-Lions monotonicity condition holds. However, it is interesting to note that the monotonicity
of F (C), a function of the parameters C1, . . . , Cn, is not a direct consequence the Lasry-Lions
monotonicity condition in any obvious way.

Lemma 5.1. On G, F (C) is strictly monotone, i.e. for any C, C̃ ∈ G, (F (C)−F (C̃)(C − C̃) > 0.

Proof. Recall that G is convex by Corollary 3.6. To show F is strictly monotone, then, it suffices
to show that

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∂Fi(C)

∂Cj

· (vivj) > 0 ∀ C, v ∈ Rn with v ̸= 0.

Assume for the sake of notation that v0 = 0 = vn+1. By Lemma 2.11,

S :=

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∂Fi(C)

∂Cj

vivj =

n∑
j=1

(
∂Fj(C)

∂Cj

(vj)
2 +

∂Fj(C)

∂Cj−1

(vj−1vj) +
∂Fj(C)

∂Cj+1

(vjvj+1)

)
.

Using the derivative formulas from (3.10),

S =
n∑

j=1

(∥∥Ej

∥∥+ fj(αj)

2(xj − xj−1)
+

fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)

)(
vj
)2

−

(
fj(αj)

2(xj − xj−1)

)(
vj−1vj

)
−

(
fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)

)(
vjvj+1

)
.

Since f1(α1) = 0 = fn(βn), we can rewrite this as

S =
n∑

j=1

∥∥Ej

∥∥vj2 + n∑
j=2

 fj(αj)

2(xj − xj−1)

(
vj
)2 −( fj(αj)

2(xj − xj−1)

)(
vj−1vj

)
+

n−1∑
j=1

 fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)

(
vj
)2 −( fj(βj)

2(x(j+1) − xj)

)(
vjvj+1

) .
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Since fj+1(αj+1) is either fj(βj) or 0, we can combine to get

S =
n∑

j=1

∥∥Ej

∥∥vj2 + n−1∑
j=1

fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)

(
vj+1

)2 − 2fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)

(
vjvj+1

)
+

fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)

(
vj
)2

=
n∑

j=1

∥∥Ej

∥∥vj2 + n−1∑
j=1

(
fj(βj)

2(xj+1 − xj)

)(
vj+1 − vj

)2
> 0.

Thus, F (C) is strictly monotone on G. □

We now have everything we need to prove uniqueness.

Theorem 5.2. The solution to the equation F (C) = a is unique.

Proof. Suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that C1, C2 ∈ G with C1 ̸= C2 are both solutions to
F (C) = a. Then F (C1) = F (C2), so (F (C1)−F (C2)(C1−C2) = 0. But this contradicts 5.1. Thus,
the solution to F (C) is unique. □

Remark 5.3. As a result of Lemma 5.1, the potential Φ defined in Remark 3.12 is strictly convex
on G. The unique solution of F (C) = a can be characterized as the unique minimizer of Φ(C)−C ·a
over C ∈ G.

We have now shown that a unique solution to F (C) = a exists and is unique. We now move on to
numerical approximations.

6. Numerical Simulations

We used Newton’s Method to find approximate solutions to F (C) = a. By algebraically solving
4
3C

3/2
j = aj , we obtain an initial guess C = C(0) such that Fj(C) ≤ aj for each j (see Remark 3.9).

Then we define an approximating sequence C(n) by

(6.1) C(n+1) = C(n) −DF
(
C(n)

)−1
(
F
(
C(n)

)
− a

)
,

where DF (C) is the Jacobian matrix computed in Section 3.2. The residual

∥∥∥∥F (C(n)
)
− a

∥∥∥∥ can

be computed easily; in practice it becomes vanishingly small after only a few iterations. Below we
report on three simulations. In each case, the initial distribution m =

∑n
j=1 ajδxj is illustrated a

set of n bars located at position xj with height aj . Then the final density f(x) is then graphed
over these bars. The function f(x) is piecewise quadratic with the jth parabola centered at xj and
representing the spreading of the population that starts at xj ; the area under this parabola above
the x-axis equals aj . This accords with our geometric intuition about the game: players spread
out as much as possible so as to avoid areas of high population density, and the shape of the final
density matches the quadratic cost (x− y)2 of traveling from x to y.
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Figure 3. Example 1: x = (1, 2.25, 3, 3.75), a = (0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)

In the first simulation (Figure 3), we took an initial population uniformly distributed over four
points: m = 1

4 (δ1 + δ2.25 + δ3 + δ3.75). In this example, the leftmost quarter of the population is
far enough away from rest that it can spread out without colliding with the others, whereas the
other three are close enough to each other that players have less room to move, resulting in a
narrower probability density.
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Figure 4. Example 2: x = (1, 2, . . . , 10), a = random

Figure 5. Example 3: x = random, a = random

17



In the second simulation (Figure 4), we let xj − xj−1 be constant and let a be random. (Note that
we did not normalize the components of a to sum to 1, but this does not change the shape of the
solution.) Notice how in this sample the probability density has a very interesting contour. For
example, the “bubble” (i.e. piece of parabola) corresponding to x = 9 barely appears because it
is crowded by neighboring “bubbles.” This demonstrates how the different weights locally change
the shape of the density.

In the last simulation (Figure 5), the vectors x and a are random (and a is normalized to be a
probability vector). Although the initial measure is highly irregular, the final density will still be
smooth, though it appears less so as the number of random points are chosen. Indeed, as the proof
of uniqueness in Section 5 suggests, the problem becomes more and more ill-conditioned as the
points xj get closer together, since the lengths of the intervals Ej necessarily get smaller.

As a final remark, we recall that F = ∇Φ for some potential Φ, and that solving F (C) = a is
equivalent to minimizing Φ(C)− C · a (see Remarks 3.12 and 5.3). Since Φ is strictly convex, one
might hope that Newton’s method converges globally. However, it is not true in general that strict
convexity implies global convergence for Newton’s method, as explained in this Stack Exchange
discussion [new]; see also [BV04]. The proof of Lemma 5.1 suggests that the lower bound on the
Hessian ∇2Φ(C) goes to zero as any of the lengths

∥∥Ej

∥∥ vanishes. One can infer that the problem
is better conditioned if the points xj are sufficiently spread out and/or the weights aj are such
that the equilibrium density has a uniform lower bound on the lengths of the intervals Ej . We see
this in numerical experiments: if the distance between points xj becomes too small, the algorithm
appears not to converge.

7. Conclusion

In this paper we have studied a mean field game with final cost equal to the population density of
players. We considered the case where the initial measure is discrete, which seems to be new in the
literature. We showed that the problem reduces to a finite dimensional problem, which can prove is
well-posed by classical methods. Our numerical simulations illustrate the “smoothing effect” that
mean field games with density penalization are expected to have. For future research, it would
be interesting to see if this approach could be extended to more general mean field games with
density-dependent costs and discrete initial measures.
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