arXiv:2204.07757v1 [math.PR] 16 Apr 2022

Fluctuation suppression and enhancement in interacting particle systems

Jiaheng Chen^{∗2} and Lei Li^{†1}

1School of Mathematical Sciences, Institute of Natural Sciences and MOE-LSC, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai, 200240, P. R. China 2Zhiyuan College, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai, 200240, P. R. China

Abstract

We investigate in this work the effects of interaction on the fluctuation of empirical measures. The systems with positive definite interaction potentials tend to exhibit smaller fluctuation compared to the fluctuation in standard Monte Carlo sampling while systems with negative definite potentials tend to exhibit larger fluctuation. Moreover, if the temperature goes to zero, the fluctuation for positive definite kernels in the long time tends to vanish to zero, while the fluctuation for negative definite kernels in the long time tends to blow up to infinity. This phenomenon may gain deeper understanding to some physical systems like the Poisson-Boltzmann system, and may help to understand the properties of some particle based variational inference sampling methods.

1 Introduction

The interacting particle systems are ubiquitous in natural sciences [15, 3, 43, 33], in biological sciences [49, 2, 11] and social sciences [22, 1, 39]. We consider in this work the following first order ODE/SDE systems for N interacting particles X_i ∈ X i = 1, · · · , N in the mean field scaling [45, 16, 30] dX_i = −∇V (X_i)dt − 1 N N∑ j=1 ∇W (X_i − X_j )dt + √ 2β^{−1} dB_i, i = 1, · · · , N, (1.1)

where W is the interaction potential, V is the potential for some external field and {B_i}^N_{i=1} are i.i.d. standard Brownian motions (or Wiener process). β^{−1} is the temperature of the heat bath in which these particles are placed. We assume the state space X is the ddimensional Euclidean space R^d or the torus T^d. Here, the side length of T^d is assumed to be 2π for convenience, i.e., T^d = [0, 2π]^d with periodic boundary condition. We remark that the first order systems are rich enough in applications [2, 11, 33] and can also be viewed as the overdamped limit (see for example [14, 24]) of some second order systems (like Langevin dynamics [43] and the one in [10]).

As the number of particles N → ∞, the many particle system (1.1) can be approximated by the mean-field approximation [27, 37, 35, 26, 34]. In particular, the empirical measure

μ_N := 1 N N∑ i=1 δ(x − X_i(t)) (1.2)

∗sjtuchenjiaheng@sjtu.edu.cn †leili2010@sjtu.edu.cn

can be shown to converge in some sense to the solution of the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation

∂_tμ = ∇ · ((∇V + ∇W ∗ μ)μ) + β^{−1}Δμ. (1.3)

A popular research topic is to justify this limit and the related propagation of chaos property rigorously [38, 47, 44, 26, 34].

In the plasma, the interaction kernel Φ is the Coulomb interaction between electrons [31, 6]. When the interaction potential is the Coulomb potential W = Φ ∝^1_{rd−2} for d ≥ 3, which is positive definite, the justification of the mean field limit is challenging. In [44, 5], the method of the modulated energy has been adopted to show the convergence, namely, almost surely ‖μ_N − μ‖^2_Φ → 0, N → ∞, where ‖f‖^2_Φ = ∫ ∫ X×X f(x)Φ(x − y)f(y)dxdy. In the Coulomb case, ‖f‖_Φ corresponds to the H^{−1} norm of f.

Now that μ_N converges to μ, another question goes to the fluctuation of μ_N in the large N regime. Recently, Chen et. al. [9] viewed the training process of certain two layer neural networks as the interacting particle systems. They discovered some dynamical central limit properties for training, which seems to be smaller than the direct Monte Carlo method. Motivated by their work, we are interested in the statistical properties of μ_N in the general particle systems under the thermal equilibrium.

Let us explain the problem briefly here. The distribution of the particles in the mean field limit (i.e., N → ∞) under the thermal equilibrium is given by the minimizer of the free energy functional (see [32, 8])

F (μ) := E(μ) + β^{−1}H(μ) = 1 2 ∫∫ X×X W (x − y)μ(dx)μ(dy) + ∫ X V (x)μ(dx) + β^{−1}H(μ), (1.4)

where E(μ) = 1 2 ∫∫ X×X W (x − y)μ(dx)μ(dy) + ∫ V (x)μ(dx) (1.5)

is the energy and H(μ) = ĺ∫ ρ(x) log ρ(x)dx, μ(dx) = ρ(x)dx, +∞, otherwise

(1.6)

is the entropy. The minimizer of (1.4) can be shown to exist and be unique under certain conditions imposed on V and the interaction potential Φ (see, for example, [7, 20]). The minimizer μ_∗ is a stationary solution of the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation (1.3) (see the discussion in Appendix A). Clearly, in the mean field limit, if a particle has initial position drawn from this equilibrium μ_∗ and evolves according to the mean field SDE dX = −∇V (X) dt − ∇W ∗ μ(X) dt + √ 2β^{−1} dB, (1.7)

its distribution will be the same as μ_∗. Moreover, if there are N particles X̄_i(0) drawn independently from μ_∗ and they evolve according to this SDE, then they will be independent from each other for any t > 0. This means that these particles can be viewed as the Monte Carlo samplings from μ_∗ for every t.

Now that ‖μ_N − μ‖_Φ → 0 almost surely and also this estimate can be uniform in time under some conditions [19, 12, 41], the N particles {X_i}^N_{i=1} can be viewed as the samples from μ_∗ for large t. What we are interested in is that how μ_N will compare to the direct

Monte Carlo sampling. In particular, we aim to investigate whether the fluctuation in μ_N will exhibit any interesting statistical difference from the fluctuation in

μ̄_N = 1 N N∑ i=1 δ(x − X̄_i), (1.8)

where X̄_i(t)’s are N i.i.d. copies of (1.7).

The fluctuation in the N → ∞ limit

η := lim_{N→∞} √ N(μ_N − μ) (1.9) and η̄ := lim_{N→∞} √ N(μ̄_N − μ) (1.10)

can be shown to exist, where the limit is understood in the weak sense (see, for example, [50]). Though the mean field limit points out that μ_N and μ̄_N will be close if N is large. We expect, however, that the fluctuations η_t and η̄_t will be different. Motivated by the modulated energy approach in [44, 5], we assume that the interaction kernel is definite (either positive definite or negative definite, see (2.19) below)

W = ±Φ, Φ is positive definite,

and compare ‖η‖_Φ with ‖η̄‖_Φ. A typical model with negative definite interaction kernel is the Keller-Segel model [28, 23]. For the system with noise, the approach in [9] using the flow mapping is not accessible. Instead, we make use of the SPDE that the fluctuation satisfies to perform the discussion.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we introduce the basic setup of the problem and derive the main equations for the fluctuations. Using the set of eigenfunctions of the corresponding Fokker-Planck generator, we reduce the equations to a system of equations of Volterra type. In section 3, we present and prove our main results. Roughly speaking, we show that if the interaction potential is positive definite, the fluctuation in the interacting particle systems is suppressed, and if the interaction potential is negative definite, the fluctuation is enhanced. Moreover, when the temperature is low, the fluctuation suppression and enhancement phenomena are more obvious. We conclude the work and make a discussion in section 4.

2 Setup and the governing equations

Introduce the effective potential U(x, t) = V (x) + W ∗ μ = δE δμ . (2.1)

Under certain conditions on V and W , the fluctuation η_t defined in (1.9) exists and satisfies the following stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE) (see, for example, [50, 13, 25]) ∂_tη = ∇ · (∇U(x, t)η) + σΔη + ∇ · (∇W ∗ ημ_t) − √ 2β^{−1}∇ · ( √ μ_tξ), (2.2)

where ξ is a space-time white noise so that Eξ(x, t) ⊗ ξ(y, s) = I_{d×d}δ(x − y)δ(s − t) and μ_t is the solution to the mean field nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation (1.3). This SPDE characterizes the asymptotic behavior in the N → ∞ limit of the fluctuation, and should be understood in the weak sense. Moreover, it applies to systems with some singular interaction kernels like the point vortex model approximating the 2D incompressible Navier-Stokes equation and the 2D Euler equation [50]. We will always assume the conditions on V and W such that this SPDE is well-posed as in the notion in [50].

Similarly, for the fluctuation of the mean field SDE (1.7), η̄_t defined in (1.10) satisfies the following SPDE: ∂_tη̄ = ∇ · (∇U(x, t)η̄) + β^{−1}Δη̄ − √ 2β^{−1}∇ · ( √ μ_tξ). (2.3)

Clearly, the properties of the fluctuation crucially rely on the transition probability (Green’s function) of the following linear Fokker-Planck equation

∂_tp = ∇ · (∇U(x, t)p) + β^{−1}Δp =: L^∗_t (p). (2.4)

In particular, let G(x, t, y, s) be the solution to ∂_tG(x, t, y, s) = L^∗_{t,x}G = ∇ · (∇U(x, t)G) + β^{−1}ΔG, t > s, G(x, s, y, s) = δ(x − y). (2.5)

Here, the subindex x means that the operation is acted on the argument in G where x occupies.

Assuming that for the two fluctuation systems, we start with the same fluctuation η_0. In other words, we can imagine like this: we get the samples X_i(0) = X̄_i(0) for all i = 1, · · · , N and then let them evolve according to different dynamics, one by the interacting system (1.1) and one by the mean-field SDE (1.7). The fluctuations will be η_t and η̄_t respectively as N → ∞, with the same initial fluctuation η_0. The fluctuations are given respectively by the Duhamel’s principle by

η_t = ∫ X G(x, t, y, 0)η_0(dy) + ∫_t 0 ∫ X G(x, t, y, s)[− √ 2β^{−1}∇ · ( √ μ_sξ)](dy)ds + ∫_t 0 ∫ X G(x, t, y, s)∇ · (∇W ∗ η_sμ_s)(dy)ds, (2.6) and η̄_t = ∫ X G(x, t, y, 0)η_0(dy) + ∫_t 0 ∫ X G(x, t, y, s)[− √ 2β^{−1}∇ · ( √ μ_sξ)](dy)ds. (2.7) Below, we will assume that μ_t = μ_∗ which is the minimizer of the functional F (μ) and the stationary solution of the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation so that the system is in the thermal equilibrium. In this case, η̄_t is a stationary process and for each t, the fluctuation is the same as the one for the Monte Carlo sampling, which is a Gaussian random field by the central limit theorem. We first review some basic properties of the Green’s function in subsection 2.1. Then we derive the basic equations for the fluctuations in subsection 2.2. Some discussion on the case without noise is made in subsection 2.3. In subsection 2.4, we reduce the equations to a system of equations of Volterra type by using eigen-expansion.

2.1 Basics of the linear Fokker-Planck equation

In this subsection, we collect some basic properties of the Fokker-Planck equation that are useful to us later.

The Green’s function and backward equation

Recall the definition of Green’s function (2.5). Regarding the variables (y, s), it is well-known that ∂_sG + L_{s,y} G = 0, s < t, (2.8) where L_s = −∇U(·, s) · ∇ + β^{−1}Δ is the adjoint of L^∗_t . The subindex y means that the operation is acted on y (U takes value as U(y, s)). This is known as the backward Kolmogorov equation of the Green’s function. To see this relation, let us consider the solution to the equation ∂_τ H(x, t; z, τ) + L^∗_{τ,z}H(x, t; z, τ) = 0, τ < t H(x, t; z, t) = δ(z − x). We now identify H with G. To do this, we note the equation for G so that 0 = ∫_t s ∫ X H(x, t; z, τ)[∂_τ G(z, τ; y, s) − L_{τ,z}G(z, τ; y, s)]dzdτ = ∫ X G(z, τ; y, s)H(x, t; z, τ)|^t_sdz − ∫_t s ∫ X G(∂_τ H + L^∗_{τ,z}H)dzdτ = G(x, t; y, s) − H(x, t; y, s). Pick a test function φ. Define u(y, t, s) = Eφ(X_t |X_s = y) = ∫ X φ(x)G(x, t, y, s)dx. (2.9) Using the property of G above, one can find that u satisfies the backward Kolmogorov equation as well ∂_su + L_{s,y}u = 0. (2.10)

Time homogeneous case

If U(x, t) ≡ U(x) that is independent of t, then the operators L^∗ = ∇ · (∇U·) + β^{−1}Δ, L = −∇U · ∇ + β^{−1}Δ are also independent of t, and the dynamics is time homogeneous so that G(x, t, y, s) = G(x, t − s; y). (2.11) Consequently, ∂_tG = −∂_sG and by equations (2.5) and (2.8), one has L^∗_xG = L_yG. (2.12) This can also be seen formally as follows L^∗_xG = L^∗_xe^{(t−s)L∗x} δ(x − y) = e^{(t−s)L∗x} L^∗_xδ(x − y) = e^{(t−s)L∗x} L_yδ(x − y) = L_ye^{(t−s)L∗x} δ(x − y) = L_yG. The second last equality holds because L^∗_x and L_y commute. This formal verification indeed follows from the fact that L^∗_xG − L_yG = 0 for t = s and that it satisfies the equation (∂_t − L^∗_x)(L^∗_xG − L_yG) = 0.

The relation (2.12) holds only for time homogeneous case. This relation tells that the backward Kolmogorov equation for u(y, t) = E(φ(X_t |X_0 = y)) now becomes

∂_tu = L_yu = ∫ X φ(x)L_y G(x, y, t−0)dx = ∫ X φ(x)L^∗_xG(x, y, t−0)dx = ELφ(X_t |X_0 = y). (2.13) The last equality is nothing but the Feynman-Kac formula, which can be derived using Itô’s calculus directly.

Now note that when U is independent of t, L is a self-adjoint nonpositive operator in L^2(μ_∗): ∫ X (Lf)(y)g(y)μ_∗(dy) = ∫ X f(y)(Lg)(y)μ_∗(dy). (2.14)

In fact, A := −L = ∇U(x) · ∇ − β^{−1}Δ = −β^{−1}e^{βU} ∇ · (e^{−βU} ∇). (2.15) One finds that A is a nonnegative operator easily.

Our analysis will be made based on the following assumptions on the potential U and the generator L:

Assumption 2.1. The generator L = β^{−1}e^{βU} ∇ · (e^{−βU} ∇) has a spectral gap in the sense that λ var(f) ≤ D_L(f) for some λ > 0, where var(f) = μ_∗((f − μ_∗(f))^2) and D_L(f) := ⟨−Lf, f⟩_{μ∗} = β^{−1}⟨∇f, ∇f⟩_{μ∗} is the corresponding Dirichlet form.

Then A = −L is a nonnegative self-adjoint operator in L^2(R^d ; μ_∗) with discrete spectrum [40]. The eigenvalue problem for the generator is −Lϕ_n = λ_nϕ_n, n = 0, 1, ... Notice that ϕ_0 = 1 and λ_0 = 0. The eigenvalues of the generator are real and nonnegative: 0 = λ_0 < λ_1 ≤ λ_2 ≤ · · · .

Furthermore, the eigenfunctions {ϕ_j }^∞_{j=0} are real-valued and span L^2(R^d ; μ_∗) in the form of a generalized Fourier series: f = ∑ n ϕ_nf_n, f_n = ⟨f, ϕ_n⟩_{μ∗} with ⟨ϕ_n, ϕ_m⟩_{μ∗} = δ_{nm}.

2.2 The basic equations in the thermal equilibrium

Assume that the system is in the thermal equilibrium so that μ_t ≡ μ_∗, which is a minimizer of (1.4). Then U(x) = V (x) + W ∗ μ_∗(x), and μ_∗ satisfies μ_∗ = ρ_∗(x) dx ∝ exp(−βU(x)) dx. (2.16) See Appendix A for the discussion. Here, ρ_∗(x) is the density of μ_∗.

By (2.6) and (2.7), one has η_t = η̄_t + ∫_t 0 ∫ X G(x, t, y, s)∇ · (∇W ∗ η_sμ_s)(dy)ds. (2.17) As we mentioned, we will consider W = ±Φ (2.18) where Φ(x−y) is a positive semi-definite kernel. This means that for any given x_i, 1 ≤ i ≤ m and c_i ∈ R, 1 ≤ i ≤ m, one has ∑ 1≤i,j≤m c_ic_j Φ(x_i − x_j ) ≥ 0. (2.19)

In other words, the matrix (Φ(x_i − x_j ))_{1≤i,j≤m} is positive semi-definite for any x_i. The Fourier transform of Φ Φ̂(ω) = ∫ X Φ(x)e^{−iω·x}dx, ω ∈ X̂ (2.20) is nonnegative by the Bochner’s theorem [42]. Here, X̂ represents the space for ω. If X = T^d, then X̂ is discrete. We recall that the inverse Fourier transform is given by Φ(x) = 1 (2π)^d ∫ X̂ Φ̂(ω)e^{iω·x}dω. (2.21)

Remark 2.1. In the case T^d = [0, 2π]^d, Φ(x) =^1_{(2π)d} ∑ ω∈Z^d Φ̂(ω)e iω·x so the coefficient

in the inverse transform is also^1_{(2π)d} . Hence, we will generally write “dω” as the natural measure on X̂. If X̂ is discrete, this is the counting measure. This allows us to treat the different cases uniformly.

Assumption 2.2. Assume that Φ̂ ≥ 0 is not identically zero, and Φ̂ ∈ L^1(X̂) ∩ L^2(X̂) so that ν(dω) := 1 (2π)^d

Φ̂(ω)dω (2.22)

is a finite measure on X̂.

Note that this measure ν corresponds to convolution with Φ. Clearly, we have Lemma 2.1. Let Assumption 2.2 hold. Then,

1. Φ ∈ C_b(X) ∩ L^2(X).

2. The energy norm can be written as ‖f‖^2_Φ = ‖f̂‖^2_L2_{(ν)}. (2.23) The first is obvious, while the second claim is a direct application of Plancherel’s formula [46].

This motivates us to consider the evolution of the Fourier transform of η: η̂_t(ω) = ∫ X e^{−iω·x}η_t(dx), ^̄η_t(ω) = ∫ X e^{−iω·x}η̄_t(dx). (2.24) Both are well-defined since e^{−iω·x} ∈ C^∞_b for any ω.

Proposition 2.1. Both η̂_t and ^̄η_t are Gaussian stochastic processes. Moreover, ^̄η_t is a stationary process with mean zero and variance 1 − |μ̂_∗(ω)|^2 for each t. They satisfy the relation η̂_t(ω) = ^̄η_t(ω) ∓ 1 (2π)^d ∫_t 0 ∫ X̂ k(ω, ω^′, t − s)Φ̂(ω^′)η̂_s(ω^′)dω^′ds, (2.25) where “−” sign corresponds to W = Φ and “+” corresponds to W = −Φ respectively, and k(ω, ω^′, s) = β ∫ X Ă e^{− 12 sA}e^{−iω·y} Ł A(e^{− 12 sA}e^{iω′ ·y})μ_∗(dy). (2.26) For each s, k is Hermitian with k(ω, ω^′, s) = k(ω^′, ω, s) (2.27) and is positive semi-definite in s.

Proof. The claims about η̂(ω) and ^̄η(ω) that they are Gaussians are clear as the equations governing η and η̄ are linear. The statistics of ^̄η(ω) follow from simple calculation. Let u(y, t − s; ω) = ∫ X e^{−iω·x}G(x, t − s; y)dx. By (2.13), we find that u(y, t − s; ω) = e^{(t−s)L}e^{−iω·y}, which is understood as (e^{(t−s)L}g)(y) with g(z) = e^{−iω·z}.

Moreover, ∇W ∗ η_s = ± 1 (2π)^d ∇_y ∫ X̂ Φ̂(ω)e^{iω·y}η̂_s(ω)dω. (2.28) Since μ_s ≡ μ_∗, one finds that

η̂_t(ω) = ^̄η_t(ω) ± 1 (2π)^d ∫_t 0 ∫ X Ă e^{(t−s)L}e^{−iω·y} Ł ∫ X̂ Φ̂(ω^′)∇_y · Ă ∇_ye^{iω′ ·y}ρ_∗(y) Ł η̂_s(ω^′)dω^′dyds. Recall that μ_∗(dy) = ρ_∗(y)dy, ρ_∗(y) ∝ exp(−βU(y)).

Note that

∇_y · (∇_y φ(y)ρ_∗(y)) = (Δ_yφ − β∇U · ∇_yφ)ρ_∗(y) = β(L_yφ)ρ_∗(y). (2.29)

Then, one finds

η̂_t(ω) = ^̄η_t(ω) ± β (2π)^d ∫_t 0 ds ∫ X̂ dω^′Φ̂(ω^′)η̂_s(ω^′) ∫ X Ă e^{(t−s)L}e^{−iω·y} Ł (L_ye^{iω′ ·y})μ_∗(dy). Introducing k(ω, ω^′, s) := −β ∫ X ( e^{sL}e^{−iω·y} ) (L_ye^{iω′ ·y})μ_∗(dy). Since A = −L is self-adjoint and nonnegative in L^2(μ_∗), it follows that k(ω, ω^′, s) := β ∫ X Ă e^{− 12 sA}e^{−iω·y} Ł A(e^{− 12 sA}e^{iω′·y})μ_∗(dy). Using this formula, it is easy to find that this kernel is Hermitian for each s and is positive semi-definite in time.

Let us introduce the operator Af(ω, t) = ∫_t 0 ∫ X̂ k(ω, ω^′, t − s)f(ω^′, s)ν(dω^′)ds, (2.30) which is a Volterra type operator. As a mapping on L^2(ν × ds), it is not a symmetric operator. The equation 2.25 becomes

(I ∓ A)η̂_t = ^̄η_t. (2.31)

2.3 Discussion on the case without noise

If β = +∞ or the temperature is zero, then the particles will have definite trajectories given the initial configuration. For this case, one can study the evolution of the distribution using the flow maps like in [9]. Instead of using the flow maps, we explore briefly how the fluctuation behaves using the SPDEs for them in this subsection.

The fluctuations η_t and η̄_t satisfy respectively the equations ∂_tη_t = ∇ · (∇V η) + ∇ · (∇W ∗ μ_tη) + ∇ · (∇Φ ∗ ημ_t) = ∇ · (∇U(x, t)η) + ∇ · (∇Φ ∗ ημ_t), (2.32) and ∂_tη̄_t = ∇ · (∇V η̄) + ∇ · (∇W ∗ μ_tη̄) = ∇ · (∇U(x, t)η̄_t), (2.33) where again U(x, t) = V + W ∗ μ_t.

The Green’s function for the corresponding transport equation ∂_tp = ∇ · (∇U(x, t)p) = L^∗_{t,x}p (2.34) is given by G(t, x, s, y) = δ(x − X(t; y, s)), (2.35) where X is the trajectory of the particle, given by Ẋ(t; y, s) = −∇U(X, t), X(s; y, s) = y. (2.36) This means that the particle moves from y at time s to X(t; y, s) at time t. The mapping y → X(t; y, s) is understood as the flow map. Clearly, ∫ X G(t, ·; y, s)μ_s(dy) = (X(t; ·, s))_#μ_s. This means that Green’s function automatically gives the pushforward of the measure under X. By the Duhamel’s principle, one obtains

η_t = ∫ X G(t, x, 0, y)η_0(dy) + ∫_t 0 ∫ X G(t, x, s, y)∇ · (∇W ∗ η_sμ_s)dyds = η̄_t + ∫_t 0 ∫ X G(t, x, s, y)∇ · (∇W ∗ η_sμ_s)dyds. (2.37)

The term η̄_t is the fluctuation for the mean field dynamics and clearly for any test function ∫ X φ(x)η̄_t(dx) = ∫ X φ(X(t; y, 0))η_0(dy). Taking the Fourier transform on both sides, one has η̂_t(ω) = ^̄η_t(ω) + ∫_t 0 ∫ X e^{−iω·X(t;y,s)}∇_y · (∇W ∗ η_sμ_s)(dy)ds. It follows that

η̂_t(ω) = ^̄η_t(ω)− 1 (2π)^d ∫_t 0 ds ∫ X̂ dω^′Ŵ (ω^′)η̂_s(ω^′) ∫ X e^{−iω·X(t;y,s)}ω · ∇_yX(t; y, s) · ω^′e^{iω′ ·y}μ_s(dy). (2.38) Note that ∇_yX(t; y, s) satisfies the equation d dt J^y_{ts} = −∇^2U(X(t; y, s)) · J^y_{ts}, J^y_{ss} = I. Hence, ∇_yX(t; y, s)·ω^′e^{iω′ ·y} is nothing but J^y_{ts}(ω^′e^{iω′ ·y}). Hence, (2.38) agrees with Corollary 3.3 in [9].

If μ_∗ is a minimizer of E(μ) = 1 2 ∫ μ(dx)W (x − y)μ(dy) + ∫ V μ(dx), then μ_t ≡ μ_∗ and supp(μ_∗) ⊂ argmin(W ∗ μ_∗ + V ).

The trajectory for y ∈ supp μ_∗ is X(t; y, s) ≡ y and ∇^2U(y) is positive semi-definite. J^y_{t,s} = e^{−(t−s)H(y)}, H(y) = ∇^2U(y). In this case, the kernel k(ω, ω^′, s) = ∫ X e^{−iω·y}ω · e^{−sH(y)} · ω^′e^{iω′ ·y}μ_s(dy) is Hermitian for each s and positive semi-definite in time s. However, the structure of such case is not clear. Below, we will only focus on β < +∞, which has more structure and might be better understood.

2.4 Reduced system using eigen-expansion

In this subsection, we assume β < +∞ and Assumption 2.1 holds for U(x) = V (x) + W ∗ μ_∗. We first reduce the equation (2.25) to a Volterra integral equation taking values in R^N .

Since e^{iω·y} ∈ L^2(R^d ; μ_∗) for any ω, one may write e^{iω·y} = ∑ j≥0 c_j (ω)ϕ_j (y), c_j (ω) = ⟨e^{iω·y}, ϕ_j ⟩_{μ∗} = ∫ X ϕ_j (y)e^{iω·y}μ_∗(dy). (2.39) We have the following simple observations:

Lemma 2.2. • For any ω ∑ j≥0 |c_j (ω)|^2 = ∫ X μ_∗(dy) = 1. (2.40)

• The family of functions {c_j (ω)} is linearly independent in the sense that if ∑ j α_j c_j (ω) = 0, ∀ω, then α_j = 0.

The second claim of the lemma follows from the fact that the dual basis is given by d_j (ω) = ∫ ϕ_j (y)e^{iωy}dy. In other words, ∫ X̂ c_i(ω)d_j (ω)dω = (2π)^dδ_{ij} . It is natural to introduce the “matrix” of size N × N with component G_{ij} := ∫ X̂ c_i(ω)c̄_j (ω)ν(dω). (2.41)

Here, we consider the operator G defined by (GX)_i = ∑ j≥0 G_{ij} X_j , (2.42)

for a sequence X = (X_0, X_1, · · · ). Proposition 2.2. For all i, j G_{ij} = ∫∫ X×X Φ(y − y^′)ϕ_i(y)ϕ_j (y^′)μ_∗(dy)μ_∗(dy^′) ∈ R. (2.43)

The operator G : ℓ^2 → ℓ^2 is positive semi-definite. If moreover Φ̂ has full support in X̂, G is positive definite.

Proof. By definition, one obtains ∫ X̂ c_i(ω)c̄_j (ω)ν(dω) = ∫ ( ∫ e^{iω·y}ϕ_i(y)μ_∗(dy) )( ∫ e^{−iω·y′} ϕ_j (y^′)μ_∗(dy^′) ) ν(dω) = 1 (2π)^d ∫∫ ( ∫ e^{iω·(y−y′)}Φ̂(ω)dω ) ϕ_i(y)ϕ_j (y^′)μ_∗(dy)μ_∗(dy^′) = ∫∫ X×X Φ(y − y^′)ϕ_i(y)ϕ_j (y^′)μ_∗(dy)μ_∗(dy^′) ∈ R. The formula for G_{ij} then follows, implying that

Φ(y − y^′) = ∑ i≥0,j≥0 G_{ij} ϕ_i(y)ϕ_j (y^′),

Then, for any X ∈ ℓ^2 it holds that ‖GX‖^2_ℓ2 = ∑ i | ∫∫ X×X Φ(y − y^′)ϕ_i(y)( ∑ j X_j ϕ_j (y^′))μ_∗(dy^′)μ_∗(dy)|^2

= ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ X Φ(· − y^′)( ∑ j X_j ϕ_j (y^′))μ_∗(dy^′) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

L^2(μ_∗)

Since Φ is bounded, this is clearly finite. Hence, G : ℓ^2 → ℓ^2. Moreover, ⟨X, GX⟩_ℓ2 = ∑ i≥0 ∑ j≥0 X_iG_{ij} X_j = ∫ ∫ X×X ( ∑ i≥0 X_iϕ_i(y) ) Φ(y − y^′) ( ∑ j≥0 X_j ϕ_j (y^′) ) μ_∗(dy)μ_∗(dy^′) = ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ i≥0 X_iϕ_iμ_∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2_Φ ≥ 0,

which means that G is positive semi-definite.

If Φ̂ has full support, then ∑ i≥0 X_iϕ_iμ_∗ has zero Fourier transform so that (since μ_∗ has positive density everywhere) ∑ i≥0 X_iϕ_i = 0.

One then must have X_i = 0.

According to Proposition 2.2, we find that G is actually the convolution operator Gf(x) := ∫ X Φ(x − y)f(y)μ_∗(dy) expressed under the basis {ϕ_j }_{j≥0} in L^2(μ_∗). Note that in the convolution, the measure is μ_∗(dy) instead of the Lebesgue measure. Clearly, the square root of G, or G^{1/2}, is welldefined operator.

With the introduced family {c_j (ω)}, one has the kernel to be k(ω, ω^′, s) = β ∫ X ( ∑ j≥0 e^{−λj s}c̄_j (ω)ϕ_j (y) )( ∑ j≥0 λ_j c_j (ω^′)ϕ_j (y) ) μ_∗(dy) = β ∑ j≥0 λ_j e^{−λj s}c̄_j (ω)c_j (ω^′), (2.44)

where we recall λ_0 = 0.

For the convenience, we also introduce

X̃_i(t) = ∫ X ϕ_i(y)η_t(dy), Ỹ_i(t) = ∫ X ϕ_i(y)η̄_t(dy). (2.45)

These are the fluctuations tested on the eigenfunctions. The vectors X̃ := (X̃_0, X̃_1, · · · ) and Ỹ = (Ỹ_0, Ỹ_1, · · · ) are expected not to be in ℓ2. In fact, it is expected that EỸ 2_i (t) = 1 for i ≥ 1. Formally, one has ∑ i ϕ_i(y)ϕ_i(y^′) = 1 ρ_∗(y) δ(y − y^′), ∑ i Ỹ_iϕ_i(y) = η̄^t(y) ρ_∗(y) . Hence, one cannot hope Ỹ to be in ℓ^2. Even so, we note that X := G^{1/2}X̃, Y := G^{1/2}Ỹ (2.46) are well-defined quantities.

The following proposition gives the basic properties of these introduced quantities. Proposition 2.3. (i) Almost surely, X(t) = G^{1/2}X̃(t) ∈ ℓ^2 and Y (t) = G^{1/2}Ỹ (t) ∈ ℓ^2. (ii) It holds that ‖η_t‖^2_Φ = ‖η̂_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)} = ⟨X, X⟩_ℓ2 = ⟨X̃, GX̃⟩_ℓ2 , and similar relations hold for η̄_t and Y (t).

(iii) Introducing a family of operators Λ(t) : ℓ^2 → ℓ^2 for t > 0, defined by (Λ(t)X)_i = λ_ie^{−λi t}X_i, then the following equation holds X(t) = Y (t) ∓ β ∫_t 0 G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s)ds, (2.47)

where “−” sign corresponds to W = Φ and “+” corresponds to W = −Φ respectively. Proof. (i+ii) On the one hand, it is noted that one has ∫ X̂ c_i(ω)η̂_t(ω)ν(dω) = ∫ X̂ c_i(ω) Ą∫ e^{−iωy}η_t(dy) Ń ν(dω) = ∑ j ∫ X̂ c_i(ω)c̄_j (ω)ν(dω) ∫ X ϕ_j (y)η_t(dy) = ∑ j G_{ij} ∫ X ϕ_j (y)η_t(dy) = (GX̃)_i.

Meanwhile, by direct computation, ∫ X̂ c_i(ω)η̂_t(ω)ν(dω) = ∫ X̂ ( ∫ X e^{iω·y}ϕ_i(y)μ_∗(dy) ) η̂_t(ω)ν(dω) = 1 (2π)^d ∫ X ( ∫ X̂ e^{iω·y} Õ Φ ∗ η_t(ω)dω ) ϕ_i(y)μ_∗(dy) = ⟨Φ ∗ η_t, ϕ_i⟩_{μ∗} , which implies that Φ ∗ η_t(y) = ∑ i (GX̃)_iϕ_i(y). Consequently, ⟨X, X⟩_ℓ2 = ⟨X̃, GX̃⟩_ℓ2 = ∑ i (GX̃)_i ∫ ϕ_i(y)η_t(dy) = ∫ ( ∑ i (GX̃)_iϕ_i(y) ) η_t(dy) = ∫∫ X×X Φ(y − y^′)η_t(dy^′)η_t(dy) = ‖η_t‖^2_Φ = ‖η̂_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}.

The last equality is due to Lemma 2.1.

Clearly, similar relations also hold for η̄_t and Y (t) ‖η̄_t‖^2_Φ = ‖^̄η_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)} = ⟨Ỹ , GỸ ⟩_ℓ2 = ⟨Y, Y ⟩_ℓ2 .

The first two claims then follow.

(iii) Recall (2.25) and (2.44). One can derive that

η̂_t(ω) = ^̄η_t(ω) ∓ β ∫_t 0 ∑ j≥0 λ_j e^{−λj (t−s)}c̄_j (ω)(GX̃(s))_j ds

= ^̄η_t(ω) ∓ β ∫_t 0 ∑ j≥0 c̄_j (ω)(Λ(t − s)GX̃(s))_j ds. (2.48)

Now, by the definition of c_j (ω), one notes that

η̂_t(ω) = ∫ X ∑ j≥0 c̄_j (ω)ϕ_j (y)η_t(dy) = ∑ j≥0 c̄_j (ω)X_j .

Similar expression goes for ^̄η_t. Using the linear independence in Lemma 2.2, one has

X̃_j (t) = Ỹ_j (t) ∓ β ∫_t 0 (Λ(t − s)GX̃(s))_j ds. Note that ∫_t 0 Λ(t−s)GX̃(s)ds ∈ ℓ^2. Hence, it is well-defined to consider acting G^{1/2} on both sides to obtain X = Y ∓ β ∫_t 0 G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s)ds, which holds in ℓ^2.

3 The main results

Due to the property of k(ω, ω^′, s), we expect that when W is positive definite, the fluctuation in the interacting particle system is smaller, while when W is negative definite, the fluctuation in the system is larger.

We first establish the statistical properties of Y (t) so that it then suffices to study (2.47) for the fluctuation.

Proposition 3.1. The process Ỹ satisfies that

EỸ_i (t)Ỹ_j (s) = ĺ 0 i = j = 0, δ_{ij} e^{−λi|t−s|} otherwise. Consequently,

EY_i (t)Y_j (s) = ( G^{1/2} ( I − ∫_{|t−s|} 0 Λ(τ)dτ ) G^{1/2} ) ij − (G^{1/2})_{i0}(G^{1/2})_{j0}. (3.1)

Proof. We first note that Ỹ can be written as Ỹ_i(t) = e^{−λ}i^t ∫ X ϕ_i(y)η_0(dy) + √ 2β^{−1} ∫_t 0 e^{−λi(t−s)} ∫ X ∇ϕ_i(y) · ξ(y, s) È ρ_∗(y)dyds. Here, ξ is a vector space-time white noise such that ⟨ξ(y, s) ⊗ ξ(y^′, s^′)⟩ = Iδ(y − y^′)δ(s − s^′).

Let s ≤ t. It can be verified directly that EỸ_i (t)Ỹ_j (s) = e^{−λit−λj s} ∫∫ X×X ϕ_i(y)ϕ_j (y^′)[μ_∗(dy)δ_y (dy^′) − μ_∗(dy)μ_∗(dy^′)] + 2β^{−1} ∫_s 0 e^{−λi(t−τ )}e^{−λj (s−τ )} ∫ X ∇ϕ_i(y) · ∇ϕ_j (y)μ_∗(dy)dτ =: I_1 + I_2.

Clearly, I_1 = e^{−λi t−λj s}(δ_{ij} − δ_{i0}δ_{j0}). By (2.29), one has I_2 = −2β^{−1}e^{−λi(t−s)} ∫_s 0 e^{−λiτ −λj τ} dτ ∫ X ϕ_i∇ · (∇ϕ_j (y)ρ_∗(y))dy = −2e^{−λi(t−s)} ∫_s 0 e^{−(λi+λj )τ} dτ ∫ X ϕ_iL(ϕ_j (y))ρ_∗(y)dy. If j = 0, I_2 = 0. Otherwise, I_2 = δ_{ij} (e^{−λi (t−s)} − e^{−λit−λis}). Hence,

EỸ_i (t)Ỹ_j (s) = ĺ 0 i = j = 0, δ_{ij} e^{−λi(t−s)} otherwise. Consequently, EY_i (t)Y_j (s) = ∑ m,n≥0 (G^{1/2})_{im}(G^{1/2})_{jn}EỸ_m (t)Ỹ_n(s)

= ∑ n≥1 (G^{1/2})_{in}(G^{1/2})_{jn}e^{−λn|t−s|} = ( G^{1/2}(I − ∫_{|t−s|} 0 Λ(τ)dτ)G^{1/2} ) ij − (G^{1/2})_{i0}(G^{1/2})_{j0}.

3.1 The space homogeneous systems on torus

In this section we set X to be the torus [0, 2π]^d. Consider V (x) ≡ 0 and μ_t(dx) ≡ μ_∗(dx) = (2π)^{−d}dx. The effective potential U(x, t) = V (x) + W ∗ μ ≡ const.. The equation of fluctuation (2.2) now becomes ∂_tη = β^{−1}Δη + ∇ · (∇W ∗ ημ_t) − √ 2β^{−1}∇ · ( √ μ_∗ξ). (3.2) Similarly, the fluctuation of the mean field limit η̄_t now satisfies ∂_tη̄ = β^{−1}Δη̄ − √ 2β^{−1}∇ · ( √ μ_∗ξ). (3.3) Moreover, the generator in this case becomes A = −L = −β^{−1}Δ. The eigenvalue problem for the Laplace operator on the torus [0, 2π]^d is −β^{−1}Δϕ_j = λ_j ϕ_j , j = 0, 1, ... Also, ϕ_0 = 1 and λ_0 = 0. The eigenvalues of the generator are real and nonnegative 0 = λ_0 < λ_1 ≤ λ_2 ≤ · · · , λ_j → ∞ as j → ∞.

In fact, the eigenvalues and the eigenfunctions are given by λ = β^{−1}|k|^2, √ 2cos(k · x), √ 2sin(k · x) where k = (k_1, k_2, · · · , k_d) ∈ Z^d and |k|^2 = k^2_1 +k^2 +· · ·+k^2_d. Below, we use k(j) to represent the order rearrangement according to {λ_j }^∞_{j=0}, namely that for j ≥ 1 λ_{2j−1} = β^{−1}|k(j)|^2, ϕ_{2j−1}(x) = √ 2sin(k(j) · x);

λ_{2j} = β^{−1}|k(j)|^2, ϕ_{2j} (x) = √ 2cos(k(j) · x). Furthermore, the eigenfunctions {ϕ_j }^∞_{j=0} span periodic functions with period 2π in L^2([0, 2π]^d; μ_∗), which has the form of a (generalized) Fourier series: f = ∑ j ϕ_j f_j , f_j = ⟨f, ϕ_j ⟩_{μ∗} with ⟨ϕ_i, ϕ_j ⟩_{μ∗} = δ_{ij} .

Since Φ(x) = Φ(−x), one can set the expansion of Φ Φ(x) = ∑ n≥0 Φ_{2n}ϕ_{2n}(x), Φ_{2n} = ⟨Φ, ϕ_{2n}⟩_{μ∗} .

It is clear that Φ_{2n} = √ 2 (2π)^d

Φ̂(k(n)) = √ 2 (2π)^d Φ̂(−k(n)), n ≥ 1. In this space homogeneous systems on torus, one can further simplify the problem and obtain refined results. Specifically, one has the following proposition at first Proposition 3.2. (i) G is diagonal. For X ∈ ℓ^2,

(GX)_i = ĺ Φ_0X_0 i = 0, 1√ 2 Φ_{2⌈} i_{2 ⌉}X_i i ≥ 1, where ⌈x⌉ is the smallest integer not less than x.

(ii) It holds that for every j

X_j (t) = Y_j (t) − C_j ∫_t 0 e^{−(Cj +β−1|k(⌈ j2 ⌉)|2)(t−s)}Y_j (s)ds, if W = +Φ; X_j (t) = Y_j (t) + C_j ∫_t 0 e^{−(−Cj +β−1|k(⌈ j2 ⌉)|2)(t−s)}Y_j (s)ds, if W = −Φ, (3.4)

where C_j :=^{1√}_2 Φ_{2⌈} j_{2 ⌉}|k(⌈^j_2 ⌉)|^2. (iii) The process Y satisfies that

EY_i (t)Y_j (s) = ĺ 0 i = j = 0, δ_{ij}^{1√}_2 Φ_{2⌈} i_{2 ⌉}e^{−λi|t−s|} otherwise.

Proof. (i) Recall from (2.43) that G_{ij} = ∫ ∫ X×X Φ(y − y^′)ϕ_i(y)ϕ_j (y^′)μ_∗(dy)μ_∗(dy^′). = ∑ n≥0 Φ_{2n} ∫ ∫ X×X ϕ_{2n}(y − y^′)ϕ_i(y)ϕ_j (y^′)μ_∗(dy)μ_∗(dy^′)

= ĺ δ_{ij} Φ_0 i = 0, 1√ 2 δ_{ij} Φ_{2⌈} i_{2 ⌉} i ≥ 1, where the second last equality comes from the following formula ϕ_{2n}(y − y^′) = 1 √ 2 ( ϕ_{2n}(y)ϕ_{2n}(y^′) + ϕ_{2n−1}(y)ϕ_{2n−1}(y^′) ) , n ≥ 1.

(ii) By (2.47), one has X(t) = Y (t) ∓ β ∫_t 0 G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s)ds. In the case that G is diagonal and λ_j = β^{−1}|k(⌈^j_2 ⌉)|^2, one obtains that for every j

X_j (t) = Y_j (t) ∓ C_j ∫_t 0 e^{−β−1|k(⌈ j2 ⌉)|2(t−s)}X_j (s)ds, (3.5) where C_j =^{1√}_2 Φ_{2⌈} j_{2 ⌉}|k(⌈^j_2 ⌉)|^2.

Then, one can solve these Volterra equations 3.5 and find that for every j X_j (t) = Y_j (t) − C_j ∫_t 0 e^{−(Cj +β−1|k(⌈ j2 ⌉)|2)(t−s)}Y_j (s)ds, if W = +Φ; X_j (t) = Y_j (t) + C_j ∫_t 0 e^{−(−Cj +β−1|k(⌈ j2 ⌉)|2)(t−s)}Y_j (s)ds, if W = −Φ. (iii) This result is the version of Proposition 3.1 about the space homogeneous systems on torus.

Due to the explicit expressions of X, we may find the pointwise estimate of the fluctuations and investigate the asymptotic behaviors.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that V = 0 and let Assumption 2.2 hold.

(i) If W = Φ, then E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ is decreasing in time, and for any t > 0 E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ < E‖η̄_t ‖^2_Φ.

Moreover, as t → ∞ one has lim_{t→∞} E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ = ∑ j≥1 E|Y_j |^2 1 + βE|Y_j |^2 , and consequently lim_{β→+∞} lim_{t→∞} ‖η_t‖^2_Φ = 0.

(ii) If W = −Φ, then E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ is increasing in time, and for any t > 0 E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ > E‖η̄_t ‖^2_Φ, Moreover, there is a critical value β_c such that when β > β_c, lim_{t→∞} E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ = +∞.

Proof. (i) Recall from Proposition 2.3 that ‖η_t‖^2_Φ = ⟨X, X⟩_ℓ2 , ‖η̄_t‖^2_Φ = ⟨Y, Y ⟩_ℓ2 .

For ‖η̄_t‖^2_Φ, it is clear that

E‖η̄_t ‖^2_Φ = ∑ j≥0 E|Y_j (t)|^2 = 1 √ 2 ∑ j≥1 Φ_{2⌈} j_{2 ⌉} = √ 2 ∑ n≥1 Φ_{2n} = Φ(0) − Φ_0,

where Φ_0 =^1_{(2π)d} ∫ X Φ(y)dy ≤ Φ(0) is due to the property of positive definite kernel.

Recall from (3.4) that X_j (t) = Y_j (t) − C_j ∫_t 0 e^{−(Cj +λj )(t−s)}Y_j (s)ds, if W = +Φ; X_j (t) = Y_j (t) + C_j ∫_t 0 e^{−(−Cj +λj )(t−s)}Y_j (s)ds, if W = −Φ, where C_j =^{1√}_2 Φ_{2⌈} j_{2 ⌉}|k(⌈^j_2 ⌉)|^2 and λ_j = β^{−1}|k(⌈^j_2 ⌉)|^2.

If W = Φ, using Proposition 3.1, one can derive that E|X_j (t)|^2 = E|Y_j (t)|^2 − 2C_j ∫_t 0 e^{−(Cj +λj )(t−s)}EY_j (t)Y_j (s)ds + C^2_j E | | ∫_t 0 e^{−(Cj +λj )(t−s)}Y_j (s)ds | |^2 = E|Y_j |^2 ( 1 + C_j C_j + λ_j (e^{−2(Cj +λj )t} − 1) ) ≤ E|Y_j |^2, where we used E|Y_j |^2 because this is independent of t. Then,

E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ = ∑ j≥0 E|X_j (t)|^2 ≤ ∑ j≥0 E|Y_j (t)|^2 = E‖η̄_t ‖^2_Φ.

Moreover, it is clear that E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ is decreasing in time and

lim_{t→∞} E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ = ∑ j≥1 E|Y_j |^2 1 + βE|Y_j |^2 .

By the dominant convergence theorem, it is found that

lim_{β→∞} lim_{t→∞} E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ = 0.

(ii) In the case of W = −Φ, one finds that

E|X_j (t)|^2 = { E|Y_j |^2 ( 1 +^{−Cj} −C_j +λ_j (e −2(−C_j +λ_j )t − 1) ) , C_j ≠ λ_j , E|Y_j |^2(1 + 2λ_j t), C_j = λ_j ,

hence E|X_j (t)|^2 ≥ E|Y_j |^2 and E|X_j (t)|^2 is increasing in time.

Then it follows that

E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ = ∑ j≥0 E|X_j (t)|^2 ≥ ∑ j≥0 E|Y_j (t)|^2 = E‖η̄_t ‖^2_Φ.

Note that if λ_j < C_j , namely β^{−1} <^{1√}_2 Φ_{2⌈} j_{2 ⌉}, then lim_{t→∞} E|X_j (t)|^2 = +∞, which implies lim_{t→∞} E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ = +∞.

Consequently, take β_c = min_{j≥1} √ 2 Φ_{2⌈j/2⌉} , if β > β_c, then lim_{t→∞} E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ = +∞.

In the W = Φ case, the repulsive force prevents all the particles to collapse together. In the β → ∞ (zero temperature limit), the fluctuation in the interacting particle systems is expected to vanish. Theorem 3.1 only gives a qualitative estimate regarding the vanishing rate of the fluctuation as β → ∞. Some quantitative estimates might be obtained if one knows the decay rates of the modes in Φ. For example, if Φ_{2⌈j/2⌉} ∼ j^{−α} with α > 1, then lim_{t→∞} E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ ∼ β^{− α−1α} .

This can be seen by ∑ j j^{−α} 1 + βj^{−α} = ∑ j≤β^ν + ∑ j>β^ν ≤ ∑ j≤β^ν β^{−1} + ∑ j>β^ν j^{−α} ∼ β^{ν−1} + β^{ν(1−α)}. Choosing ν ∼ α^{−1} gives the rate.

On the other hand, when particles attract each other, namely W = −Φ, the fluctuation is increasing in time. In this case, the small temperature (smaller than a critical value) leads to the infinite fluctuation as t → ∞.

The analysis for singular Φ such that Φ̂ /∈ L^1 is more challenging and left for the future. For example, the particles with Coulomb interaction in periodic box, with charge neutrality condition.

3.2 Results in general cases

In this part, we turn to analyze the phenomena of fluctuation suppression and enhancement in more general cases, especially for its long-time behaviour.

Recall that in the case of W = Φ, our basic equation is X(t) + ∫_t 0 Γ(t − s)X(s)ds = Y (t), (3.6) where Γ(t) := βG^{1/2}Λ(t)G^{1/2} is the Volterra kernel and of positive type [18, Chap. 16]. The Laplace transform clearly satisfies X̃(s) = (I + Γ̃(s))^{−1}Ỹ (s).

We may expect that the norm of X is again smaller as in the special case discussed above. However, it is not easy to obtain the comparison for every t:

E‖η_t ‖^2_Φ ≤ E‖η̄_t ‖^2_Φ.

According to the definition of the positive type kernel, we may expect to get the comparison in the time average sense. In fact, by the positive definiteness of the kernel, one has ∫_T 0 ⟨X(t), Y (t)⟩_ℓ2 dt = ∫_T 0 ⟨X(t), X(t)⟩_ℓ2 dt + ∫_T 0 ∫_t 0 ⟨X(t), Γ(t − s)X(s)⟩_ℓ2 dsdt ≥ ∫_T 0 ⟨X(t), X(t)⟩_ℓ2 dt. (3.7)

Hence, we may expect that the analogues of the results in Theorem 3.1 could hold in the average sense. In fact, we have the following results.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. Then, we have the following claims.

(i) (W = Φ, positive definite case) For any T > 0, it holds almost surely that 1 T ∫_T 0 ‖η_t‖^2_Φdt < 1 T ∫_T 0 ‖η̄_t‖^2_Φdt. (ii) (W = −Φ, negative definite case) Assume the interaction is weak such that ‖G‖ ≤ 2β^{−1}, where ‖ · ‖ is the operator norm ‖G‖ = sup_{‖X‖} ℓ2 =1 ‖GX‖_ℓ2 = sup_{‖Y ‖μ} ∗ =1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ⟨ Φ(y − x), Y (x) ⟩ μ_∗(dx) ‖ ‖ ‖_{μ∗(dy)}. Then for any T > 0 it holds almost surely that 1 T ∫_T 0 ‖η_t‖^2_Φdt > 1 T ∫_T 0 ‖η̄_t‖^2_Φdt.

Proof. Clearly, it reduces to check L^2(ν) norms of η̂ and ^̄η.

(i) By direct computation, ∫_T 0 ‖η̂_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt = ∫_T 0 ‖^̄η_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt − 2β ∫_T 0 ∫_t 0 ⟨ X(t), G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s) ⟩ ℓ^2 dsdt − β^2 ∫_T 0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s)ds ‖ ‖ ‖^2_{ℓ2} dt < ∫_T 0 ‖^̄η_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt − 2β ∫_T 0 ⟨ X(t), ∫_t 0 G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s)ds ⟩ ℓ^2 dt. Here, it is easy to see that the term we threw away is negative. By some direct calculations one finds that ∫_T 0 ∫_t 0 ⟨ X(t), G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s) ⟩ ℓ^2 dsdt = 1 2 ∑ j≥0 λ_j e^{−2λj T} q^2_j (T ) + ∫_T 0 ∑ j≥0 λ^2_j e^{−2λj t}q^2_j (t)dt ≥ 0, where

q_j (t) := ∫_t 0 e^{λj s}(G^{1/2}X(s))_j ds. It follows that ∫_T 0 ‖η̂_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt < ∫_T 0 ‖^̄η_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt.

(ii) In the case of W = −Φ, one has ∫_T 0 ‖η̂_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt = ∫_T 0 ‖^̄η_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt + 2β ∫_T 0 ∫_t 0 ⟨ X(t), G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s) ⟩ ℓ^2 dsdt − β^2 ∫_T 0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s)ds ‖ ‖ ‖^2_{ℓ2} dt > ∫_T 0 ‖^̄η_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt + 2β ∫_T 0 ∫_t 0 ⟨ X(t), G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s) ⟩ ℓ^2 dsdt − β^2‖G‖ ∫_T 0 ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s)ds ‖ ‖ ‖^2_{ℓ2} dt. After some calculations, one finds that ∫_T 0 ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 Λ(t − s)G^{1/2}X(s)ds ‖ ‖^2_{ℓ2} dt = ∫_T 0 ∑ j≥0 λ^2_j e^{−2λj t} ( ∫ t 0 e^{λj s}(G^{1/2}X(s))_j ds )_2 dt

= ∫_T 0 ∑ j≥0 λ^2_j e^{−2λj t}q^2_j (t)dt. Then, ∫_T 0 ‖η̂_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt > ∫_T 0 ‖^̄η_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt + β ∑ j≥0 λ_j e^{−2λj T} q^2_j (T )

+ (2β − β^2‖G‖) ( ∫ T 0 ∑ j≥0 λ^2_j e^{−2λj t}q^2_j (t)dt ) . It is clear that under the assumption of ‖G‖ ≤ 2β^{−1}, one has ∫_T 0 ‖η̂_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt > ∫_T 0 ‖^̄η_t‖^2_L2_{(ν)}dt,

which concludes the proof.

Compared with the results in Theorem 3.1, the results in Theorem 3.2 are in almost surely sense but the average is taken along time. Again, we find that the fluctuation η_t is smaller for systems with positive definite kernels while the fluctuation could be larger for systems with negative definite kernels, compared with the fluctuation η̄_t in standard Monte Carlo sampling. It is more interesting to investigate the behavior

lim_{β→∞} lim_{T →∞} 1 T ∫_T 0 ‖η_t‖^2_Φ.

For general systems, the values of the kernel at different time points Γ(t_1) and Γ(t_2) do not commute, which brings difficulty in analysis. We leave the analysis of this asymptotic behavior for future study.

Below, we perform some discussion using the resolvent of the Volterra equation. The resolvent Ω satisfies Ω = Γ − Γ ∗ Ω = Γ − Ω ∗ Γ.

Under some appropriate assumptions, the resolvent Ω is also of positive type [18, Chap. 16, Theorem 5.6], and the solution of equation (3.6) is given by X(t) = Y (t) − ∫_t 0 Ω(t − s)Y (s)ds. Since Ω is of positive type, one has ∫_T 0 ⟨X(t), Y (t)⟩_ℓ2 dt = ∫_T 0 ⟨Y (t), Y (t)⟩_ℓ2 − ∫_T 0 ∫_t 0 ⟨Y (t), Ω(t − s)Y (s)⟩_ℓ2 dsdt ≤ ∫_T 0 ⟨Y (t), Y (t)⟩_ℓ2 . Together with (3.7), one has the desired comparison.

When W = −Φ, the basic equation turns out to be X(t) − ∫_t 0 Γ(t − s)X(s)ds = Y (t). (3.8) Similarly, if there exists some Ω̃ satisfying

Ω̃ = Γ + Γ ∗ Ω̃ = Γ + Ω̃ ∗ Γ. (3.9)

then one can solve (3.8) as

X(t) = Y (t) + ∫_t 0 Ω̃(t − s)Y (s)ds. We expect that if the interaction is weak and the L^1 norm of Γ is small, then Ω̃ is of positive type.

The result in Theorem 3.2 (ii) requires the type of inequality q ∫_T 0 ∫_t 0 ⟨ X(t), Γ(t − s)X(s) ⟩ ℓ^2 dsdt ≥ ∫_T 0 ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 Γ(t − s)X(s)ds ‖ ‖^2 ℓ^2 dt. This in fact requires the anti-coercivity of the kernel as discussed in [18, Chap. 16]. The positive constant q is called coercivity constant of Γ. It is clear that if G^{1/2}Λ(t − s)G^{1/2} is of anti-coercive type with coercivity constant q = 2β^{−1}, one can recover the result in Theorem 3.2 (ii).

The resolvent can be written out explicitly using a series. For example, if W = Φ that is integrable, then one has Ω = ∞∑ j=1 (−1)^{j−1}Γ^{∗j} , (3.10)

where Γ^{∗j} means the j-fold convolution. Then,

X(t) = Y (t) + ∞∑ j=1 (−1)^j ∫_t 0 Γ^{∗j} (t − s)Y (s) ds.

This series expansion is reminiscent of the Dyson series [17, 48, 36]. Intuitively, the jth term in the series means the contribution of the fluctuation after j times of interaction.

4 Conclusion and discussion

We have shown that in the interacting particle systems, if interaction potential is positive definite, the fluctuation of empirical measure is suppressed to be smaller compared with the fluctuation in Monte Carlo sampling (or in the mean field dynamics) while the systems with negative definite potentials tend to exhibit larger fluctuation.

For the space homogeneous systems on torus, we performed the explicit comparisons including pointwise (in time) estimate and the estimate of long time behaviors. As temperature goes to zero, the long time fluctuation goes to zero for positive definite interaction while the fluctuation goes to infinity for negative definite interaction. In the general systems, we have analyzed the time average of the fluctuation.

Future topics include the pointwise comparison in time and the asymptotic behavior of fluctuations for t → ∞ for the general systems. More interestingly, we expect that in the zero temperature limit (as β → ∞), the fluctuation suppression and enhancement phenomena could be put to the extreme. Besides, the analysis of fluctuation in more general situations, such as not under the thermal equilibrium, will be a much more significant and interesting problem for the future.

It is remarked that the phenomena of fluctuation suppression and enhancement may help to gain deeper understanding to some physical systems like the Poisson-Boltzmann system [21]. Moreover, it may help to understand the properties of some particle based variational inference sampling methods (e.g. Kernel stein discrepancy descent in [29]). The sampling methods based on positive definite interaction potentials may give smaller fluctuation and variance compared to standard Monte Carlo sampling, which means better sampling properties.

Acknowledgement

This work is partially supported by the National Key R&D Program of China, Project Number 2021YFA1002800. The work of L. Li was partially sponsored by the Strategic Priority Research Program of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Grant No. XDA25010403, NSFC 11901389, 12031013, and Shanghai Science and Technology Commission Grant No. 20JC144100, 21JC1403700.

A The minimizer of free energy functional (1.4)

Lemma A.1. The minimizer of the free energy functional

F (μ) = E(μ) + β^{−1}H(μ) = 1 2 ∫∫ X×X W (x − y)μ(dx)μ(dy) + ∫ X V (x)μ(dx) + β^{−1}H(μ) satisfies μ_∗(x) = Z^{−1}exp(−βU(x; μ_∗)) dx, where U(x; μ_∗) := W ∗ μ_∗(x) + V (x) and Z^{−1} is the normalization constant. Consequently, μ_∗ is a stationary solution of the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation (1.3).

Before we present the proof, let us derive this formally, using the standard KKT conditions [4], for the density ρ_∗ = dμ_∗/dx. For the minimizer of F (ρ), using the KKT for ρ ≥ 0 and ∫ ρdx = 1, one has the Lagrangian: L(ρ, s, λ) = F (ρ) − ∫ s(x)ρ(x)dx + λ Ą∫ ρdx − 1 Ń . The KKT conditions give

W ∗ ρ_∗ + V + β^{−1}(logρ_∗ + 1) − s(x) + λ = 0, s(x)ρ_∗(x) = 0, s ≥ 0.

If ρ_∗(x) is zero somewhere, then the left hand side would be −∞. Hence, one expects that s ≡ 0 and ρ_∗ > 0. The result then follows. Below, we justify this.

Proof. For the energy to be finite μ_∗ must have a density ρ_∗ as the entropy is finite.

We first show that μ_∗ is positive almost everywhere (with respect to Lebesgue measure m). If not, there is a set Ω_0 such that

μ_∗(Ω_0) = 0, m(Ω_0) > 0.

One can take Ω_0 such that m(Ω_0) < ∞. Consider

ρ_ϵ = (1 − ϵ)ρ_∗ + ε m(Ω_0)

1_{Ω0} .

Below, we identify ρ_ϵ with the corresponding measure μ_ϵ(dx) = ρ_ϵ dx. One may check that E(ρ_ϵ) is Lipschitz in ϵ. However, for the entropy, it is

H(ρ_ϵ) = (1 − ϵ) ∫ ρlogρdx + (1 − ϵ)log(1 − ϵ) + ϵ ∫ Ω_0 1 m(Ω_0) log ϵ m(Ω_0) dx. Since there is ϵlogϵ, one has ϵ log ϵ + Cϵ < 0 for any C > 0 when ϵ is small enough. Thus, one must have F (ρ_ϵ) < F (ρ_∗) for some ϵ small. This is a contradiction.

Next, we check that there exists γ(β; μ_∗) such that

U(x; μ_∗) + β^{−1}logρ_∗(x) = γ(β; μ_∗).

To see this, consider the set Γ_{ε0} := {x : ρ_∗(x) ≥ ε_0}.

For some ε_0 small enough, m(Γ_{ε0} ) > 0. For bounded measurable function v with compact support supp(v) ⊂ Γ_0 satisfying ∫ vdx = 0, ρ_∗ + ϵv is still a probability density for |ϵ| < ε_0.

Hence (by identifying ρ_∗ + ϵv with μ_∗ + ϵv) d dϵ F (ρ_∗ + ϵv)|_{ϵ=0} = 0.

That is ∫ (U(x; μ_∗) + β^{−1}logρ_∗(x))vdx = 0.

Hence, U(x; μ_∗) + β^{−1}logρ_∗(x) is a constant on Γ_{ε0} (even if the set is is disconnected, the constant should be the same). Since ε_0 is arbitrary and Γ_{ε0} is monotone in ε_0, the claim then follows.

References

[1] G. Albi and L. Pareschi. Binary interaction algorithms for the simulation of flocking and swarming dynamics. Multiscale Modeling & Simulation, 11(1):1–29, 2013.

[2] A. L. Bertozzi, J. B. Garnett, and T. Laurent. Characterization of radially symmetric finite time blowup in multidimensional aggregation equations. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 44(2):651–681, 2012.

[3] C. K. Birdsall and A. B. Langdon. Plasma physics via computer simulation. CRC press, 2004.

[4] Stephen Boyd, Stephen P Boyd, and Lieven Vandenberghe. Convex optimization. Cambridge university press, 2004.

[5] Didier Bresch, Pierre-Emmanuel Jabin, and Zhenfu Wang. On mean-field limits and quantitative estimates with a large class of singular kernels: application to the Patlak– Keller–Segel model. Comptes Rendus Mathematique, 357(9):708–720, 2019.

[6] J. A. Carrillo, Y.-P. Choi, and S. Salem. Propagation of chaos for the Vlasov–Poisson– Fokker–Planck equation with a polynomial cut-off. Communications in Contemporary Mathematics, 21(04):1850039, 2019.

[7] J. A. Carrillo, R. J. McCann, and C. Villani. Kinetic equilibration rates for granular media and related equations: entropy dissipation and mass transportation estimates. Revista Matematica Iberoamericana, 19(3):971–1018, 2003.

[8] Djalil Chafaï, Nathael Gozlan, and Pierre-André Zitt. First-order global asymptotics for confined particles with singular pair repulsion. The Annals of Applied Probability, 24(6):2371–2413, 2014.

[9] Zhengdao Chen, Grant Rotskoff, Joan Bruna, and Eric Vanden-Eijnden. A dynamical central limit theorem for shallow neural networks. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:22217–22230, 2020.

[10] F. Cucker and S. Smale. Emergent behavior in flocks. IEEE Transactions on automatic control, 52(5):852–862, 2007.

[11] P. Degond, J.-G. Liu, and R. L. Pego. Coagulation–fragmentation model for animal group-size statistics. Journal of Nonlinear Science, 27(2):379–424, 2017.

[12] François Delarue and Alvin Tse. Uniform in time weak propagation of chaos on the torus. arXiv preprint arXiv:2104.14973, 2021.

[13] Begona Fernandez and Sylvie Méléard. A hilbertian approach for fluctuations on the mckean-vlasov model. Stochastic processes and their applications, 71(1):33–53, 1997.

[14] Mark Freidlin. Some remarks on the Smoluchowski–Kramers approximation. Journal of Statistical Physics, 117(3):617–634, 2004.

[15] D. Frenkel and B. Smit. Understanding molecular simulation: from algorithms to applications, volume 1. Elsevier, 2001.

[16] A. Georges, G. Kotliar, W. Krauth, and M. J. Rozenberg. Dynamical mean-field theory of strongly correlated fermion systems and the limit of infinite dimensions. Reviews of Modern Physics, 68(1):13, 1996.

[17] Marvin L Goldberger and Kenneth M Watson. Collision theory. Courier Corporation, 2004.

[18] Gustaf Gripenberg, Stig-Olof Londen, and Olof Staffans. Volterra integral and functional equations. Number 34. Cambridge University Press, 1990.

[19] Arnaud Guillin, Pierre Le Bris, and Pierre Monmarché. Uniform in time propagation of chaos for the 2d vortex model and other singular stochastic systems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.08675, 2021.

[20] Arnaud Guillin, Wei Liu, Liming Wu, and Chaoen Zhang. Uniform Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities for mean field particles systems. Annals of Applied Probability, 2022.

[21] Yan Guo. The vlasov-maxwell-boltzmann system near maxwellians. Inventiones mathematicae, 153(3):593–630, 2003.

[22] S.-Y. Ha and J.-G. Liu. A simple proof of the Cucker-Smale flocking dynamics and mean-field limit. Commun. Math. Sci., 7(2):297–325, 2009.

[23] Dirk Horstmann. From 1970 until present: the keller-segel model in chemotaxis and its consequences. 2003.

[24] Scott Hottovy, Austin McDaniel, Giovanni Volpe, and Jan Wehr. The Smoluchowski- Kramers limit of stochastic differential equations with arbitrary state-dependent friction. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 336(3):1259–1283, 2015.

[25] Kiyosi Itô. Distribution-valued processes arising from independent brownian motions.

Mathematische Zeitschrift, 182(1):17–33, 1983.

[26] P.-E. Jabin and Z. Wang. Quantitative estimates of propagation of chaos for stochastic systems with W^{−1,∞} kernels. Inventiones mathematicae, 214(1):523–591, 2018.

[27] M. Kac. Foundations of kinetic theory. In Proceedings of the Third Berkeley Symposium on Mathematical Statistics and Probability, volume 3, pages 171–197. University of California Press Berkeley and Los Angeles, California, 1956.

[28] Evelyn F Keller and Lee A Segel. Initiation of slime mold aggregation viewed as an instability. Journal of theoretical biology, 26(3):399–415, 1970.

[29] Anna Korba, Pierre-Cyril Aubin-Frankowski, Szymon Majewski, and Pierre Ablin. Kernel stein discrepancy descent. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 5719–5730. PMLR, 2021.

[30] J.-M. Lasry and P.-L. Lions. Mean field games. Japanese journal of mathematics, 2(1):229–260, 2007.

[31] Dustin Lazarovici and Peter Pickl. A mean field limit for the Vlasov–Poisson system.

Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis, 225(3):1201–1231, 2017.

[32] Thomas Leblé and Sylvia Serfaty. Large deviation principle for empirical fields of Log and Riesz gases. Inventiones mathematicae, 210(3):645–757, 2017.

[33] Lei Li, Jian-Guo Liu, and Yijia Tang. Some random batch particle methods for the poisson-nernst-planck and poisson-boltzmann equations. Communications in Computational Physics, 2022.

[34] Lei Li, Jian-Guo Liu, and Pu Yu. On the mean field limit for Brownian particles with Coulomb interaction in 3D. Journal of Mathematical Physics, 60(11):111501, 2019.

[35] J.-G. Liu and R. Yang. Propagation of chaos for large Brownian particle system with Coulomb interaction. Research in the Mathematical Sciences, 3(1):40, 2016.

[36] Jianfeng Lu and Zhennan Zhou. Path integral molecular dynamics with surface hopping for thermal equilibrium sampling of nonadiabatic systems. The Journal of Chemical Physics, 146(15):154110, 2017.

[37] H. P. McKean. Propagation of chaos for a class of non-linear parabolic equations.

Stochastic Differential Equations (Lecture Series in Differential Equations, Session 7, Catholic Univ., 1967), pages 41–57, 1967.

[38] S. Méléard and S. Roelly-Coppoletta. A propagation of chaos result for a system of particles with moderate interaction. Stochastic processes and their applications, 26:317– 332, 1987.

[39] S. Motsch and E. Tadmor. Heterophilious dynamics enhances consensus. SIAM review, 56(4):577–621, 2014.

[40] Grigorios A Pavliotis. Stochastic processes and applications: diffusion processes, the Fokker-Planck and Langevin equations, volume 60. Springer, 2014.

[41] Matthew Rosenzweig and Sylvia Serfaty. Global-in-time mean-field convergence for singular Riesz-type diffusive flows. arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.09878, 2021.

[42] Walter Rudin. Fourier analysis on groups. Courier Dover Publications, 2017.

[43] Tamar Schlick. Molecular modeling and simulation: an interdisciplinary guide: an interdisciplinary guide, volume 21. Springer Science & Business Media, 2010.

[44] S. Serfaty. Mean field limit for Coulomb-type flows. Duke Mathematical Journal, 169(15):2887–2935, 2020.

[45] H. E. Stanley. Phase transitions and critical phenomena. Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1971.

[46] Elias M Stein and Rami Shakarchi. Fourier analysis: an introduction, volume 1. Princeton University Press, 2011.

[47] A. S. Sznitman. Topics in propagation of chaos. Ecole d’Ete de Probabilites de Saint- Flour XIX - 1989, 1464:165–251, 1991.

[48] John C Tully. Molecular dynamics with electronic transitions. The Journal of Chemical Physics, 93(2):1061–1071, 1990.

[49] T. Vicsek, A. Czirók, E. Ben-Jacob, I. Cohen, and O. Shochet. Novel type of phase transition in a system of self-driven particles. Physical review letters, 75(6):1226, 1995.

[50] Zhenfu Wang, Xianliang Zhao, and Rongchan Zhu. Gaussian fluctuations for interacting particle systems with singular kernels. arXiv preprint arXiv:2105.13201, 2021.