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Abstract. This paper studies a class of mixed mean-field jump processes on an abstract
state space Π, together with their associated N -particle systems. The dynamics consist of
the superposition of an independent Markovian component and a bounded mean-field jump
interaction; in particular, piecewise deterministic Markov processes (PDMPs) with mean-
field interactions are covered by this framework. Under a second-order bounded difference
condition on the mean-field jump kernel, we establish entropic propagation of chaos as N →
∞. In particular, we obtain an explicit qualitative bound on the relative entropy between
the law of the N -particle system and the product measure induced by the mean-field limit.
The proof relies on the second-order concentration inequality introduced in [19].

1. Introduction

Mean-field models describe the macroscopic behavior of large systems of weakly interacting
components and arise naturally in statistical physics, biology, information theory, and the
study of large-scale stochastic networks[37, 45, 44, 30, 6, 27, 40, 3, 33, 7, 39]. In this setting,
one is often interested in understanding how the behavior of an N -particle system approx-
imates that of its mean-field limit as N becomes large. A central concept in this direction
is the propagation of chaos, which asserts that individual particles become asymptotically
independent as N →∞.

One classical example of a mean-field model is the McKean–Vlasov diffusion [47, 38]. The
corresponding N -particle system is typically described by the system of stochastic differential
equations: for i = 1, 2, . . . , N ,

X i
t = X i

0 +

∫ t

0

b
(
X i

s, µ
N
s

)
ds+

∫ t

0

σ
(
X i

s, µ
N
s

)
dBi

s, µN
t :=

1

N

N∑
k=1

δXk
t
, (1.1)

where {{Bi
t}t≥0}Ni=1 are independent Brownian motions, and

b : Rd × P(Rd)→ Rd, σ : Rd × P(Rd)→ Rd×d

are measurable, measure-dependent drift and diffusion coefficients. For each i, the process
{X i

t}t≥0 describes the evolution of the i-th particle in Rd, where the coefficients depend on the
empirical distribution µN

t of the entire system. In other words, each particle interacts with
the others only through the current empirical measure, representing a weak and symmetric
mean-field interaction among all particles.

The N -particle system (1.1) admits a mean-field description, which characterizes the limit-
ing behavior of individual particles as N →∞. In this limit, each particle evolves according
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to a nonlinear McKean–Vlasov SDE of the form

X̄ i
t = X̄ i

0 +

∫ t

0

b(X̄ i
s, ρ̄

i
s)ds+

∫ t

0

σ(X̄ i
s, ρ̄

i
s)dB

i
s, ρ̄it = law(X̄ i

t). (1.2)

Compared to (1.1), the system (1.2) is decoupled in the sense that the coefficients depend only
on the law of the particle itself, rather than on the empirical measure of the finite system.
As a consequence, if the initial states X̄1

0 , . . . , X̄
N
0 are i.i.d., then the solutions {X̄ i

t}t≥0 for
i = 1, . . . , N remain independent and identically distributed for all t ≥ 0, each following the
common mean-field law ρ̄t.

The first step of the study is to establish the well-posedness of the mean-field equation
(1.2). Under the standard assumption that the coefficients b and σ are Lipschitz continuous
with respect to both the spatial variable and the measure argument, where the measure
dependence is quantified in the Wasserstein-2 metric W2, classical results [45] guarantee the
existence and uniqueness of solutions. More precisely, suppose there exists a constant L > 0
such that for all x, y ∈ Rd and µ, ν ∈ P2(Rd),

|b(x, µ)− b(y, ν)|+ ∥σ(x, µ)− σ(y, ν)∥F ≤ L
(
|x− y|+W2(µ, ν)

)
, (1.3)

where ∥ · ∥F denotes the Frobenius norm of matrices. Under this condition, for any i.i.d.
initial data X̄ i

0 ∼ µ0, the nonlinear McKean–Vlasov SDE (1.2) admits a unique solution
{X̄ i

t}t≥0, and its law ρ̄it evolves continuously in time with respect to the W2 metric.
With the well-posedness of the mean-field equation (1.2) established, the next natural step

is to investigate the relationship between the N -particle system (1.1) and its mean-field limit.
In particular, one is interested in the propagation of chaos, which describes the phenomenon
that, as N → ∞, finite collections of particles {X i

t}Ni=1 become asymptotically independent
and each follows the law of the limiting nonlinear process {X̄ i

t}Ni=1. More precisely, for any

fixed k ≥ 1, the joint law ρ
N |k
t ∈ P(Πk) of (X1

t , . . . , X
k
t ) converges, as N →∞, to the product

measure ρ̄⊗k
t ∈ P(Πk), where ρ̄t is the law of a single particle in the mean-field limit. The

classical result, due to Sznitman [45], establishes that under the Lipschitz condition (1.3) on
the drift and diffusion coefficients, propagation of chaos holds.

The study of mean-field limits and propagation of chaos has classically developed around
McKean–Vlasov dynamics, dating back to McKean’s foundational works and the subsequent
survey tradition [37, 38, 45]. A modern line of results further systematizes these ideas for
stochastic particle systems and Vlasov-type models, including comprehensive reviews and
strong-form criteria [25, 26, 10, 11, 31]. Within this paradigm, the coupling method is par-
ticularly natural in the SDE setting: one constructs a pathwise coupling of two N -particle
systems—e.g., (1.1) and (1.2)—by driving them with the same Brownian motions and then
estimates inter-particle distances to show chaos propagation as N → ∞ [20, 23, 41]. Such
couplings admit quantitative control in Wasserstein distance and related metrics, which is
now a standard tool for stability and convergence of interacting Markov processes [1, 17, 46].
These techniques extend beyond purely diffusive settings to McKean–Vlasov limits with
jumps or Lévy noise, where coupling-based arguments and Lipschitz/regularity assumptions
yield well-posedness and propagation-of-chaos estimates [2, 15, 9]. For further connections to
control and mean-field games—another vantage point on McKean–Vlasov systems—see [8].



3

Mean-field theory has also been studied beyond the classical SDE framework. To treat
a broader class of systems, one can adopt an abstract mean-field generator approach, as
introduced and developed in [10, 36, 41]. In this framework, a mean-field system on a
(Polish) state space Π is described by a family of mean-field dependent generators

{L(µ)}µ∈P(Π),

where, for each probability measure µ ∈ P(Π), L(µ) is a Markov/Feller generator that
encodes the infinitesimal evolution of a single particle under the influence of the mean-
field µ. In other words, given the current distribution of the system, L(µ) specifies the
short-time dynamics of a particle, whether via diffusion, jump, or more general stochastic
mechanisms. This abstract formulation allows one to treat a wide variety of dynamics in a
unified way, including classical McKean–Vlasov diffusions, pure jump processes, and piecewise
deterministic Markov processes (PDMPs), without relying on a pathwise SDE representation.
For example, the McKean–Vlasov system given in (1.1) has the mean-field generator

L(µ)f(x) = b(x, µ) · ∇f(x) + 1

2
tr
[
σ(x, µ)σ(x, µ)⊤∇2f(x)

]
, f ∈ C2

b (Rd).

In this abstract setting, the N -particle system and the corresponding mean-field process can
be rigorously constructed by solving an associated martingale problem. See Section 2 for
details.

In the abstract generator setting, particularly when no SDE representation is available
and path-level coupling is therefore not applicable, existing results on mean-field theory and
propagation of chaos remain limited due to the inherent difficulties in constructing suitable
couplings. To address this, the recent work [36] by the first author develops a timewise
coupling approach, which establishes the well-posedness and mean-field limit for such abstract
systems without relying on pathwise SDEs.

Beyond the coupling method, several other approaches have been developed to establish
propagation of chaos; for a comprehensive overview, see the review articles [10, 11] by Chain-
tron and Diez. Among these, the entropy/PDE-based method, introduced by Jabin–Wang
[26] and further developed by Lacker [32], has been particularly influential recently. The key
idea of this approach is to control the relative entropy between the law of the N -particle
system and the product measure of the mean-field limit. By combining this with functional
inequalities or PDE techniques, one can derive quantitative bounds on how well the finite
system approximates the mean-field behavior as N →∞. See also [21, 34, 12, 5, 24, 18, 22],
and the references therein for the recent development using this method.

The objective of the present paper is to establish propagation of chaos for a class of mixed
mean-field jump models, as introduced in [10], using this entropy/PDE-based approach. In
the mean-field generator framework, a mixed mean-field jump process on an abstract state
space Π is described by the generator

L(µ) := K +A(µ),

where K is a Markov generator on Π representing the independent evolution of each particle
(which could correspond to drift, diffusion, or other Markovian dynamics), and {A(µ)}µ∈P(Π)
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is a mean-field dependent jump generator given by

A(µ)φ(x) :=
∫
Π

[
φ(y)− φ(x)

]
Λ(x, dy;µ),

with {Λ(µ)}µ denoting a mean-field jump kernel that encodes interactions among particles
through the current distribution µ. Intuitively, each particle evolves according to its own
independent Markovian behavior through K, while simultaneously interacting with the rest
of the system through jumps dictated by A(µ).

Our model naturally encompasses both the mean-field piecewise deterministic Markov pro-
cesses (PDMPs) and mean-field jump processes introduced in [10]. Specifically, if one sets
K to be the generator of a deterministic dynamical system on Π, the resulting process is a
mean-field PDMP, where each particle follows a deterministic flow between stochastic jumps
governed by A(µ). On the other hand, setting K ≡ 0 reduces the model to a pure mean-field
jump process, where the particle evolution is entirely driven by the mean-field dependent
jump generator.

A key feature of the mixed mean-field jump model considered here is that the generator
L(µ) may depend on the measure µ in a nonlinear fashion. This is in contrast to earlier
works employing the entropy/PDE-based approach, where the mean-field generator typically
depends on µ only in a linear or affine manner; that is, the generator often takes the averaged
form

L(µ) =
∫
Π

L̃x dµ(x)

for some family of generators {L̃x}x∈Π. To the best of our knowledge, the present paper
establishes the first quantitative entropic propagation of chaos result for a system whose
generator exhibits such a general, nonlinear dependence on the mean-field measure. In fact,
even in the case of a linear, bounded A(µ), our result provides the first entropic propagation
of chaos statement in the abstract generator setting, despite the fact that certain special
cases have been previously considered in the literature [35].

Our approach is primarily inspired by the methods of [26, 35]. The key idea is to control the

renormalized relative entropy between the density ρ
(N)
t ∈ L1(ν⊗N) of the N -particle system

and the tensorized density ρ̄
(N)
t = ρ̄⊗N

t ∈ L1(ν⊗N) of the mean-field limit:

HN(ρ
(N)
t ∥ρ̄

(N)
t ) :=

1

N

∫
ΠN

ρ
(N)
t log

ρ
(N)
t

ρ̄
(N)
t

dν⊗N .

Our main result is a bound on this quantity of order O(N−1), which directly implies prop-
agation of chaos. To obtain this estimate, we combine a range of functional inequali-
ties—including the data processing inequality, Gibbs’ variational principle, and Grönwall’s
inequality—with a concentration-type inequality for product measures.

The key difference in our approach lies in the concentration inequality employed in the
entropy estimate. In [26, 35], the argument relies on a concentration bound of the form∫

ΠN

exp
( 1

N

∑
i̸=j

Φ̃(xi, xj)
)
dρ⊗N(x1, . . . , xN) ≤ C, (1.4)
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where (Π, ρ) is a probability space and Φ̃ : Π2 → R is a bounded measurable kernel satisfying a
suitable cancellation condition. This inequality is inherently linear in the empirical measure.
In fact, in both works the estimate (1.4) constitutes the main technical component needed
to close the entropy argument.

In contrast, our argument requires a concentration estimate that remains valid for nonlinear
dependence on the empirical distribution. Specifically, we make use of∫

ΠN

exp
( N∑

i=1

Φ(xi, µ−i)
)
dρ⊗N(x1, . . . , xN) ≤ C, µ−i :=

1

N − 1

∑
j ̸=i

δxj
, (1.5)

where Φ : Π × P(Π) → R satisfies a cancellation condition together with a second-order
bounded difference property. Observe that (1.5) reduces to (1.4) by taking

Φ(x, µ) =

∫
Π

Φ̃(x, y) dµ(y).

Thus, (1.5) is a genuine generalization of the concentration inequality in [26]. This general-
ization allows us to extend the entropy-based propagation of chaos result to models where
the generator depends on the law in a nonlinear manner.

Our proof of the generalized concentration inequality (1.5) relies on the recent second–order
concentration inequality obtained by Götze and Sambale [19]. In [19], this inequality is de-
rived via logarithmic Sobolev inequality, and used to establish exponential concentration
bounds for functionals of independent random variables whose fluctuations are dominated by
second–order interactions, with applications in particular to U-statistics and eigenvalue sta-
tistics in random matrix theory. Hence, the present work provides an additional application
of this second–order concentration inequality to the analysis of interacting particle systems
arising from mean-field models.

Organization. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section,
we formulate the mixed mean-field jump system on the abstract state space Π and state the
main assumptions and results of the present work. Our main results are twofold: (1) the
well-posedness of the mean-field evolution equations; and (2) quantitative entropic estimates
comparing the law of the N -particle system with the tensorized density of the mean-field law.
In Section 3, we establish the well-posedness theory. Although the existence and uniqueness
results follow from classical arguments, we provide the proofs for completeness and derive
additional bounds on solutions that are crucial for the propagation of chaos analysis. Section
4 is devoted to establishing propagation of chaos via entropic estimates, with the technical
proof of the generalized concentration inequality deferred to Section 5. In Section 6, we
present two examples of mixed mean-field jump systems to which our main results apply.
Finally, the appendix collects the proofs of several auxiliary lemmas used throughout the
paper.

2. Settings and Main Results

In this section, we introduce the mixed mean-field systems and state the main results
of the present work. We begin by clarifying the general setting and the notations adopted
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throughout the paper. Sections 2.2 and 2.3 are devoted to preliminary materials: we recall the
notions of adjoint Markov semigroups and generators, together with the concept of Markov
jump kernels and several auxiliary results. The constructions of the mixed mean-field jump
processes and their corresponding N -particle systems are presented in Sections 2.4 and 2.5,
respectively. Finally, the main theorems of the paper, Theorems 2.15, 2.19 and 2.22, will be
stated in Sections 2.4 and 2.6.

2.1. Settings and Notations. Throughout this paper, we work on a state space (Π,B, ν),
where Π is a Polish space equipped with its Borel σ-algebra B, and ν is a finite Borel
measure, referred to as the reference measure. We adopt the following notations for the
associated function and measure spaces:

• P(Π): the set of Borel probability measures on Π;
• M(Π): the (Banach) space of finite signed measures on Π with total variation norm
∥ · ∥TV;
• M+(Π): the space of finite (positive) measures on Π;
• B(Π): the space of measurable functions on Π;
• Bb(Π): the (Banach) space of bounded measurable functions φ : Π → R, equipped
with the supremum norm

∥φ∥∞ := sup
x∈Π
|φ(x)|;

• Lp(ν), p ∈ [1,∞]: the usual Lp-spaces of p-th integrable functions on Π→ R;
• J (Π): the space of bounded signed kernels on Π;
• J+(Π): the space of bounded (positive) kernels on Π;
• J 0

+(Π): the space of bounded Markov jump kernels on Π.

See Section 2.3 for further discussion of kernels.

2.1.1. Notations for pairings. We will frequently use the notion of natural pairing between
measures and functions:

⟨·, ·⟩ :M(Π)× Bb(Π)→ R, ⟨µ, φ⟩ :=
∫
Π

φdµ.

The total variation norm for a signed measure µ ∈M(Π) satisfies the duality relation

∥µ∥TV = sup
∥φ∥∞≤1

| ⟨µ, φ⟩ |.

The pairing between two measurable functions w.r.t. the reference measure ν is denoted as

⟨·, ·⟩ν : B(Π)× B(Π)→ R, ⟨ψ, φ⟩ν =

∫
Π

ψ(x)φ(x)dν(x),

so long as the integral w.r.t. the reference measure ν makes sense.
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2.1.2. Notations in High Dimensions. A variable x ∈ Π is interpreted as the state of the
evolution system. For a fixed integer N ≥ 1, representing the number of particles in the
system, we define the N -fold product measure space

(ΠN ,ν), ν = νN :=

N︷ ︸︸ ︷
ν ⊗ ν ⊗ · · · ⊗ ν .

Whenever the context is clear (for instance, when N is fixed), we suppress the subscript N
in the tensorized reference measure ν for brevity.

Elements of ΠN are written in boldface, such as x or y, and represent collective states of
the N -particle system. In particular, for x ∈ ΠN , we write

x = (x1, x2, . . . , xN), xk ∈ Π for 1 ≤ k ≤ N.

For x ∈ ΠN and k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, the k-th truncated variable is defined as

x−k = (x1, . . . , xk−1, xk+1, . . . , xN) ∈ ΠN−1,

which represents the collective state of the system after removing the k-th particle. Through-
out this work, the convention is that boldface symbols (for example, x, Φ, ρ) denote objects
defined on the product space ΠN , while ordinary symbols (for example, x, φ, ρ) are reserved
for objects defined on the single-particle space Π.

For N ≥ 1, we denote by P̂N(Π) ⊂ P(Π) the subset of all empirical probability measures
of (N−1) particles, that is,

P̂N(Π) =
{ 1

N − 1

N−1∑
k=1

δxk
: x1, . . . , xN−1 ∈ Π

}
. (2.1)

We emphasize that, despite the notation, the subscript N refers to empirical measures of
(N−1) particles. This convention is adopted to simplify later expressions, as the (N−1)-
particle case arises frequently in the analysis.

We also introduce the empirical measure operator

µ :
⊔
N≥1

ΠN →
⋃
N≥2

P̂N(Π), µ(x) =
1

N

N∑
k=1

δxk
∈ P̂N+1(Π),

which assigns to each configuration the empirical distribution of its components. In the
description of our mean-field model, the empirical measure formed by a truncated variable
x−k is frequently used:

µ(x−k) =
1

N − 1

N∑
ℓ=1, ℓ̸=k

δxℓ
∈ P̂N(Π),

representing the mean-field generated by all particles except the k-th.
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2.2. Adjoint Markov semigroups. In this work we are interested in those Markov semi-
groups {Tt}t≥0 whose adjoint defines a strongly continuous (C0-) semigroup on L1(ν), i.e.,
the formal adjoint T ∗

t , for each t ≥ 0, preserves absolute continuity of probability measures
w.r.t. the reference measure ν. This motivates the following definition:

Definition 2.1 (Adjoint Markov semigroup and generator). Let (Π, ν) be a finite measure
space.

(i) An adjoint Markov semigroup on L1(ν) is a C0-semigroup {St}t≥0 on L1(ν) satisfying:

• (Positivity). If ρ ≥ 0, then Stρ ≥ 0 for all t ≥ 0;
• (Mass conservation). For all ρ ∈ L1(ν),∫

Π

Stρ dν =

∫
Π

ρ dν.

(ii) The infinitesimal generator associated with {St}t≥0 is the (typically unbounded) op-
erator K∗ on L1(ν) defined by

K∗ρ := lim
h↘0

Shρ− ρ
h

, whenever the strong limit in L1(ν) exists.

Its domain D(K∗) consists of all ρ ∈ L1(ν) for which the above limit exists.
(iii) Any operator K∗ that arises as the infinitesimal generator of an adjoint Markov semi-

group on L1(ν) is called an adjoint Markov generator.

Adjoint Markov semigroups arise naturally as the dual semigroup of a Markov semigroup
{Tt}t≥0 admitting a transition kernel {κt(x, dy)}t≥0. For each t ≥ 0, the operator Tt : B(Π)→
B(Π) acts on bounded measurable functions by

Ttφ(x) =

∫
Π

φ(y)κt(x, dy).

The corresponding (formal) dual semigroup acts on the space of signed measures via the left
action (see the coming subsection)

T ′
t [µ] = µκt.

When this dual semigroup preserves absolute continuity with respect to a reference measure ν
and is strongly continuous on the space of L1(ν)-densities, it is an adjoint Markov semigroup.

The following provides a characterization of adjoint Markov generators, which is a direct
consequence of [43, Corollary 2.3].

Proposition 2.2. Let {St}t≥0 be a C0-semigroup on L1(ν), and let (K∗, D(K∗)) denote its
infinitesimal generator. The following statements are equivalent:

• {St}t≥0 is an adjoint Markov semigroup;
• for every ρ ∈ D(K∗), the following conditions hold:∫

Π

K∗ρ dν = 0,

∫
{ρ>0}

K∗ρ dν ≤ 0. (2.2)

Remark 2.3. In (2.2), the first condition expresses mass conservation, while the second
corresponds to the positive maximum principle.
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We often assume the following bounded growth condition for an adjoint Markov generator:

(K1) We have 1 ∈ D(K∗), and it holds ∥K∗1∥L∞(ν) <∞.

The bounded growth condition ensures that the semigroup generated by K∗ does not amplify
the density too rapidly in an exponential sense. The next proposition makes this statement
precise by providing a logarithmic bound. Its proof is elementary and can be found as a
special case of Proposition 3.5, which treats a more general setting.

Proposition 2.4. Let K∗ be an adjoint Markov generator on L1(ν) satisfying (K1). Let ρ0 ∈
L1(ν) with ∥ log(ρ0)∥L∞(ν) < ∞. Then it holds ∥ log(etK∗

ρ0)∥L∞(ν) ≤ ∥ log(ρ0)∥L∞(ν) +Mt,
where M := ∥K∗1∥L∞(ν).

2.3. Markov jump kernels, jump generators, and adjoint. We now provide a more
detailed discussion of kernels, Markov jump kernels, and jump generators, since these objects
play a central role in this work. For a detailed discussion we point the readers to [4, 16, 28].

2.3.1. The space of bounded signed kernels. Let (Π,B) be a measurable space. A signed
kernel is a map Λ : (Π,B)→ (−∞,∞) such that

• for every E ∈ B, the map x 7→ Λ(x,E) is measurable;
• for each x ∈ Π, the map E 7→ Λ(x,E) is a bounded signed measure on (Π,B).

A positive kernel, or simply kernel, is defined similarly, except the second condition is replaced
by:

• for each x ∈ Π, the map E 7→ Λ(x,E) is a bounded positive measure on (Π,B).
Alternatively, a signed kernel may be regarded as a map

Λ : Π→M(Π), x 7→ Λ(x) := Λ(x, dy),

while a positive kernel is a map Λ : Π → M+(Π). Clearly every positive kernel is a signed
kernel.

Definition 2.5 (The space of bounded kernels). A signed kernel Λ : Π→M(Π) is bounded
if

∥Λ∥J := sup
x∈Π
∥Λ(x, ·)∥TV <∞. (2.3)

J (Π) denotes the Banach space of all bounded signed kernels with norm given in (2.3). Let
J+(Π) ⊂ J (Π) denote that of all positive kernels, which forms a positive cone in J (Π).

For every bounded positive kernel Λ ∈ J+(Π), one defines two natural actions. The right
action on measurable functions φ and the left action on measures µ:

(Λφ)(x) :=

∫
Π

φ(y) Λ(x, dy), (µΛ)(E) :=

∫
Π

Λ(x,E)µ(dx).

These actions satisfy the duality relation

⟨µΛ, φ⟩ = ⟨µ,Λφ⟩.
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If φ, µ are bounded, namely φ ∈ Bb(Π), µ ∈ M(Π), then so are Λφ ∈ Bb(Π), µΛ ∈ M(Π).
Moreover, the following bounds hold for all φ ∈ Bb(Π), µ ∈M(Π) and Λ ∈ J (Π):

∥Λφ∥∞ ≤ ∥Λ∥J ∥φ∥∞, ∥µΛ∥TV ≤ ∥Λ∥J ∥µ∥TV. (2.4)

2.3.2. Markov jump kernels. A Markov jump kernel Λ is a positive kernel with the additional
property that no mass is assigned to the starting point, namely

• for all x ∈ Π,Λ(x, {x}) = 0.

As introduce earlier, we denote J 0
+(Π) ⊂ J+(Π) the set of all bounded Markov jump kernels

on Π. Given such a kernel, one defines the associated Markov jump generator A = AΛ as
the operator acting on bounded measurable functions φ ∈ Bb(Π) by

Aφ(x) :=
∫
Π

[
φ(y)− φ(x)

]
Λ(x, dy), x ∈ Π. (2.5)

We denote AΛ to stress this dependency.
If the jump kernel Λ has bounded intensity, in the sense of (2.3), then we have

Aφ(x) = Λφ(x)− Λ(x,Π)φ(x). (2.6)

In this case we say A is a bounded Markov jump generator. Specifically, the generator A is
bounded on Bb(Π) and therefore gives rise to a Markov semigroup {Tt}t≥0 on B(Π). The
semigroup admits a transition kernel κt(x, dy) such that

Ttφ(x) =

∫
Π

φ(y)κt(x, dy), φ ∈ Bb(Π),

and A serves as the infinitesimal generator of this semigroup. In this way, every Markov
jump kernel with bounded intensity generates a transition kernel.

Given a bounded Markov jump generator A = AΛ with Λ ∈ J 0
+(Π), following (2.6) the left

action of Markov jump generator AΛ onto measures µ ∈M(Π) is naturally defined as

µA = µΛ− Λ(x,Π)µ. (2.7)

Specifically Λ(x,Π)µ is understood as Λ(x,Π)µ(dx). We note µA is a signed measure, and
the duality relation holds: for any φ ∈ Bb(Π), µ ∈M(Π) it holds

⟨µA, φ⟩ = ⟨µ,Aφ⟩ .

Recall the total variation–type distance between two bounded Markov jump kernels Λ,Θ ∈
J 0

+(Π), defined in (2.3),

∥Λ−Θ∥J := sup
x∈Π
∥Λ(x)−Θ(x)∥TV.

The functional ∥ · ∥J is in fact a norm on the space of bounded kernels. It induces a natural
metric structure and provides convenient operator bounds for the associated jump generators.
The following proposition records these bounds; the proof is straightforward and thus omitted.



11

Proposition 2.6. Let AΛ and AΘ be the bounded Markov jump generators associated with
Λ and Θ. Then for any φ ∈ Bb(Π),

∥(AΛ −AΘ)φ∥∞ ≤ 2∥Λ−Θ∥J ∥φ∥∞.

Also for any ρ ∈M(Π), we have

∥ρ(AΛ −AΘ)∥TV ≤ 2∥Λ−Θ∥J ∥ρ∥TV.

2.3.3. Adjoint kernels and adjoint generators. As seen earlier, the left action of A defines a
bounded operator on the space of signed measures, M(Π) → M(Π). In this work we are
primarily interested in the evolution of measures that admit a density with respect to a fixed
reference measure ν. For a more refined analysis, it is desirable that the left-action operator
extends to a bounded operator A∗ on L1(ν) ⊂M(Π), where we identify ρ ∈ L1(ν) with the
measure ρ dν ∈ M(Π). Since A is defined as an integral operator with respect to the kernel
Λ, it is natural to begin with the notion of the adjoint kernel.

Definition 2.7 (Adjoint jump kernel). Let Λ ∈ J +(Π) be a positive kernel. Given a reference
measure ν on Π, we say Λ∗ ∈ J +(Π) is the adjoint kernel of Λ w.r.t. ν if it holds

Λ(x, dy) ν(dx) = Λ∗(y, dx) ν(dy), (2.8)

Note the above is understood as an equality of measures on Π2. That is, for every bounded
measurable F ∈ Bb(Π2), we have∫

Π2

F (x, y) Λ(x, dy) ν(dx) =

∫
Π2

F (x, y) Λ∗(y, dx) ν(dy).

Example 2.8 (Reversible case). If Λ = Λ∗, then (2.8) reduces to the detailed balance con-
dition, which arises in the study of reversible Markov processes. In this case, the operator
φ 7→ Λφ is self-adjoint in L2(ν).

Example 2.9 (Absolutely continuous kernels). Suppose Λ is absolutely continuous with
respect to ν, i.e.

Λ(x, dy) = λ(x, y) ν(dy),

for some nonnegative measurable function λ : Π2 → [0,∞). Then the adjoint kernel is given
explicitly by

Λ∗(y, dx) = λ(y, x) ν(dx).

In particular, if λ is symmetric, λ(x, y) = λ(y, x), then Λ = Λ∗ and hence Λ satisfies the
detailed balance condition.

A technical question arises: given a reference measure ν, does a positive kernel Λ admits
an adjoint jump kernel Λ∗. We provide a characterization for the existence, whose proof is
given in the appendix.

Proposition 2.10. A bounded positive kernel Λ ∈ J+(Π) admits a bounded adjoint kernel
Λ∗ with respect to the reference measure ν if and only if

d(νΛ) = λ dν with λ ∈ L1(ν), λ ≥ 0.
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that is, the measure νΛ is absolutely continuous with respect to ν with density λ ∈ L1(ν). In
this case, the adjoint kernel Λ∗ is uniquely determined ν-a.e., and moreover

∥Λ∥J = ∥λ∥L∞(ν).

Suppose Λ admits an adjoint kernel Λ∗ with respect to ν. Given ρ ∈ L1(ν), and abusing
notation write ρ(dx) = ρ(x) ν(dx). By Tonelli/Fubini (justified since Λ is a bounded jump
kernel and ρ ∈ L1(ν)), for any φ ∈ Bb(Π) we have

⟨ρΛ, φ⟩ = ⟨ρ,Λφ⟩ =
∫
Π

Λφ(x) ρ(x) ν(dx)

=

∫
Π2

φ(y) Λ(x, dy) ρ(x) ν(dx) =

∫
Π2

φ(y) ρ(x) Λ∗(y, dx) ν(dy)

=

∫
Π

φ(y)

(∫
Π

ρ(x) Λ∗(y, dx)

)
ν(dy) =

∫
Π

φ(y) (Λ∗ρ)(y) ν(dy) = ⟨Λ∗ρ, φ⟩ν .

Hence the measure ρΛ has density Λ∗ρ with respect to ν. The identity above is the key
ingredient in the proof of the two next propositions, which identifies the L1(ν)–adjoint of the
jump generator AΛ.

Proposition 2.11. Let Λ ∈ J 0
+(Π) be a bounded Markov jump kernel admitting an adjoint

kernel Λ∗. Let A = AΛ denote the jump generator associated with Λ. Then the operator A∗

defined by

A∗(ρ) := Λ∗ρ− Λ(x,Π)ρ, ρ ∈ L1(ν), (2.9)

is the L1(ν)-adjoint of A, in the sense that for all φ ∈ L∞(ν) and ρ ∈ L1(ν),

⟨ρ, Aφ⟩ν = ⟨A∗ρ, φ⟩ν .

Furthermore, A∗ is a bounded linear operator on L1(ν) satisfying

∥A∗∥L1(ν)→L1(ν) ≤ 2∥Λ∥J .

Finally, A∗ is an adjoint Markov generator on L1(ν). If additionally Λ∗ has bounded intensity,
i.e., ∥Λ∗∥J < ∞, then A∗ extends to a bounded linear operator on L∞(ν) → L∞(ν), with
bound

∥A∗∥L∞(ν)→L∞(ν) ≤ ∥Λ∥J + ∥Λ∗∥J .

Proof. The duality is proved in the paragraph before the proposition. The L1(ν) → L1(ν)
bound follows direction from (2.7), while the L∞(ν)→ L∞(ν) bound follows from (2.9) □

Proposition 2.12. Let Λ, Λ̃ ∈ J 0
+(Π) and assume they admit adjoint kernels Λ∗, Λ̃∗. Let

A∗
Λ,A∗

Λ̃
be their adjoint operators as in (2.9). Then for every ρ ∈ L1(ν),

∥A∗
Λ(ρ)−A∗

Λ̃
(ρ)∥L1(ν) ≤ 2

∫
Π

∥Λ(x, ·)− Λ̃(x, ·)∥TV |ρ(x)| dν(x).

In particular,
∥A∗

Λ −A∗
Λ̃
∥L1(ν)→L1(ν) ≤ 2∥Λ− Λ̃∥J .
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Proof. Fix φ ∈ L∞(ν) with ∥φ∥L∞ ≤ 1. Observe that

|⟨(A∗
Λ −A∗

Λ̃
)ρ, φ⟩ν | = |⟨ρ, (AΛ −AΛ̃)φ⟩ν |

=

∣∣∣∣∫
Π

ρ(x)

∫
Π

(φ(y)− φ(x))[Λ(x, dy)− Λ̃(x, dy)]dν(x)

∣∣∣∣
≤
∫
Π

|ρ(x)|
∣∣∣∣∫

Π

(φ(y)− φ(x))[Λ(x, dy)− Λ̃(x, dy)]

∣∣∣∣ dν(x)
≤ 2

∫
Π

|ρ(x)| ∥Λ(x, ·)− Λ̃(x, ·)∥TVdν(x).

In the last inequality we use the bound | ⟨µ, φ⟩ | ≤ ∥φ∥L∞∥µ∥TV. The L
1-bound then follow

from L1-L∞ duality. □

2.4. Mixed mean-field jump processes: evolution equations and its well-posedness.
We now introduce the notion of mixed mean-field jump processes. Simply put, it is a Markov
process obtained by superposing a mean-field jump component with an independent Markov
component, which may correspond to a diffusion, drift, or jump mechanism. At the genera-
tor level, such a process is governed by the sum of an independent Markov generator and a
mean-field jump generator.

2.4.1. Mean-field jump kernels, generators, and evolution equations. Let us begin by recalling
the notion of mean-field jump generators, as developed in [10].

Definition 2.13 (Mean-field jump kernels and generators). (i) A mean-field jump kernel is
a map

Λ : P(Π) −→ J 0
+(Π), µ 7−→ Λ(µ) = Λ(x, dy;µ).

In particular, for each x ∈ Π, µ ∈ P(Π), and E ∈ B(Π), the object Λ(µ) ∈ J 0
+(Π) is

a bounded jump kernel, Λ(x;µ) ∈ M+(Π) is a positive measure, and Λ(x,E;µ) ∈ [0,∞)
denotes the jump intensity measure of the set E.

(ii) The associated mean-field jump generator A = AΛ is defined as in (2.5). For any test
function φ ∈ B(Π), we write

A(φ;µ)(x) = AΛ(µ)φ(x) =

∫
Π

[
φ(y)− φ(x)

]
Λ(x, dy;µ).

(iii) In the case where, for each µ ∈ P(Π), the operator A(µ) admits a well-defined L1(ν)-
adjoint, we denote this adjoint byA∗(µ). The operatorA∗(µ) then acts as a bounded operator
from L1(ν) to L1(ν). For any ρ ∈ L1(ν), we use the notation

A∗(ρ;µ) := A∗(µ)ρ = Λ∗(µ)(ρ)− Λ(x,Π) ρ ∈ L1(ν).

The mixed mean-field process {X̄t}t≥0 is a (typicaly nonlinear) Markov process on Π char-
acterized at the generator level by

L(µ) = K +A(µ), (2.10)

where K denotes the generator of an independent (single-particle) Markov process, and
{A(µ)}µ is the mean-field jump generator associated with the mean-field jump kernel {Λ(µ)}µ.
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At the process level, {X̄t}t≥0 evolves as the superposition of two dynamics: the independent
Markov dynamics driven by K, and the mean-field jump mechanism encoded by A(µt), where
µt = law(X̄t) denotes the distribution of the process at time t.

To recover the process from the generator, one follows the classical martingale problem for-
mulation for nonlinear Markov processes. Specifically, the mixed mean-field process {X̄t}t≥0

is defined as a solution to the following nonlinear martingale problem: for all test functions
φ ∈ D(K),

Mφ
t := φ(X̄t)−

∫ t

0

[
Kφ(X̄s) +A(φ;µs)(X̄s)

]
ds, µs = law(X̄s) (2.11)

is a martingale with respect to the natural filtration of {X̄t}t≥0. The well-posedness of this
martingale problem holds under fairly general assumptions on the generators K and {A(µ)}µ.
See [16, 29].

The law of the process, assuming it admits a density with respect to the reference measure
ν, is governed by the nonlinear Fokker–Planck equation{

∂tρt = K∗ρt +A∗(ρt; ρt), t > 0,

ρ0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν),
(2.12)

where K∗ and A∗(µ) denote the L1(ν)-adjoints of the operators K and A(µ), respectively.
Equation (2.12) will be referred to as the mean-field evolution equation associated with the
mixed mean-field jump process. The well-posedness of (2.12) (in an appropriate weak sense)
is closely linked to that of the martingale problem (2.11). We shall next examine this property
in more detail. We also remark that the recent work [36] establishes well-posedness under
the Wasserstein topology on P(Π).

Let us assume K∗ is an adjoint Markov generator, namely, the generator of an adjoint
Markov semigroup on L1(ν). We impose the following assumption on the mean-field jump
kernel Λ : P(Π)→ J 0

+(Π):

(Λ1) (Bounded intensity and Lipschitz continuity). The kernel Λ(µ) admits a uniform
bounded intensity, that is, it holds

MΛ := sup
µ∈P(Π)

∥Λ(µ)∥J <∞.

Moreover, for each µ ∈ P(Π), Λ(µ) admits an adjoint kernel Λ∗(µ). Moreover, there
is C ≥ 0, for every ρ, ρ′ ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν), it holds

∥Λ(ρ)− Λ(ρ′)∥J ≤ C∥ρ− ρ′∥L1(ν).

(Λ2) (Bounded adjoint intensity). The adjoint kernel Λ∗ satisfies the bound

M∗
Λ := sup

µ∈P(Π)

∥Λ∗(µ)∥J <∞.

Remark 2.14. A consequence of (Λ1), together with Propositions 2.11, 2.12, is that the
L1(ν)-adjoint A∗(µ) = A(µ)∗ exists, and is bounded on L1(ν)→ L1(ν) with bound

∥A∗(µ)∥L1(ν)→L1(µ) ≤ 2∥Λ(µ)∥J ≤ 2MΛ.
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and Lipschitz continuous with bound

∥A∗(µ)−A∗(ρ)∥L1(ν)→L1(µ) ≤ 2∥Λ(µ)− Λ(ρ)∥J ≤ 2C∥µ− ρ∥L1(ν).

Similarly if (Λ2) is satisfied, then Proposition 2.11 implies

∥A∗(µ)∥L∞(ν)→L∞(µ) ≤ ∥Λ(µ)∥J + ∥Λ∗(µ)∥J ≤MΛ +M∗
Λ.

We now introduce some notions of solutions associated to the Cauchy problem (2.12) in
the framework of semigroup theory. For T ∈ (0,∞), a curve {ρt}t≥0 ⊂ C([0, T ];L1(ν)) is
called a mild solution of (2.12) if it satisfies

ρt = etK
∗
ρ0 +

∫ t

0

e(t−s)K∗[A∗(ρs; ρs)
]
ds, for all t ∈ [0, T ].

It is said to be a classical solution if t 7→ ρt is continuously differentiable in L1(ν) and satisfies
the evolution equation (2.12) pointwise in time. Note that every classical solution to (2.12)
is a mild solution.

We now state the well-posedness of the mean-field evolution equation (2.12), together with
a linear-in-time growth bound for the logarithmic oscillation of its solutions. For notational
convenience, we introduce the oscillation norm of a function f : Π→ R:

∆(f) := ess sup
x,y∈Π

|f(x)− f(y)| ∈ [0,∞]. (2.13)

Note that ∆(f) <∞ if and only if ∥f∥L∞(ν) <∞.

Theorem 2.15. Let K∗ be an adjoint Markov generator, {Λ(µ)}µ be a mean-field jump kernel
satisfying (Λ1), and {A∗(µ)}µ be the associated adjoint mean-field jump generator.

(i) For every ρ0 ∈ L1(ν), the Cauchy problem (2.12) of the mean-field equation admits a
unique global mild solution {ρt} ∈ C([0,∞);L1(ν)).

(ii) Assume additionally ρ0 ∈ D(K∗). Then the mild solution to (2.12) is a classical
solution.

(iii) Suppose K∗ satisfies (K1) and Λ satisfies (Λ2). Let {ρt} be the global mild solution of
(2.12). It holds for all t ≥ 0:

∆(log ρt) ≤ ∆(log ρ0) + 2Mt, M := sup
µ∈P(Π)

∥K∗(1) +A∗(1;µ)∥L∞(ν).

Let us briefly comment on the linear-in-time bound for the logarithmic oscillation. The
estimate in Part (iii) above is vacuous if ∆(log ρ0) = ∞. The essential content is that,
whenever the initial logarithmic density has bounded oscillation, its oscillation can grow at
most linearly in time. This control is particularly useful when deriving entropy estimates for
solutions evolved under the mean-field dynamics.

The well-posedness of the Cauchy problem (2.12), on the other hand, follows from the
standard theory of abstract Cauchy problems on Banach spaces. For completeness, a short
proof is provided in Section 3.
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2.4.2. Empirical jump kernels/generators. In the upcoming subsections, when an N -particle
system for a fixed N ≥ 2 is considered, the dynamic of a single particle depends only on the
“mean-field” formed by the empirical distribution of the remaining N − 1 particles. Thus,
only the restriction of L(µ) to empirical measures µ ∈ P̂N(Π) ⊂ P(Π) is relevant, where

P̂N(Π) denotes the collection of all empirical probability measures on Π formed by (N − 1)
particles, as introduced in (2.1)

Definition 2.16 (Empirical jump kernel and generators). Fix N ≥ 2. An N-particle empir-
ical jump kernel is a map

Λ : P̂N(Π)→ J 0
+(Π).

Notations for the associated generators such as A(φ;µ),A∗(ρ;µ), for φ ∈ B(Π), ρ ∈ L1(ν)

and µ ∈ P̂N(Π) are defined in the same way as in Definition 2.13.

Remark 2.17. An alternative view of Λ is that Λ : ΠN−1 → J 0
+(Π), where Λ satisfies the

invariant under coordinate permutation: for any permutation σ on {1, · · · , N − 1},
Λ(x1, x2, · · · , xN−1) = Λ(xσ(1), xσ(2), · · · , xσ(N−1)).

We caution the reader about the distinction between the mean-field jump kernel Λ :
P(Π) → J 0

+(Π) (see Definition 2.13) and the empirical jump kernel Λ : P̂N(Π) → J 0
+(Π),

although the notation is identical. In particular, given a mean-field jump kernel Λ, its re-
striction to P̂N(Π) ⊂ P(Π) defines an N -particle empirical jump kernel. Conversely, starting

from an empirical kernel Λ defined on P̂N(Π), one can associate a corresponding mean-field
kernel, denoted by Λ̄, as follows.

Definition 2.18 (Averaged mean-field jump kernel). Let Λ : P̂N(Π)→ J 0
+(Π) be an empir-

ical jump kernel.
(i) The averaged mean-field jump kernel Λ̄ : Π→ J 0

+(Π) is defined by

Λ̄(x, dy; ρ) =

∫
ΠN−1

Λ
(
x, dy;µ(y)

)
dρ⊗(N−1)(y), µ(y) =

1

N − 1

N−1∑
k=1

δyk ∈ P̂N(Π).

That is, Λ̄(ρ) is the average of Λ(µ(y)) with respect to the tensorized law ρ⊗(N−1)(dy).
(ii) The associated averaged mean-field jump generator is given by

Ā(φ; ρ)(x) =
∫
Π

[
φ(y)− φ(x)

]
dΛ̄(x, dy; ρ) =

∫
ΠN−1

A(φ;µ(y))(x) dρ⊗(N−1)(y).

(iii) If Λ(µ) admits an adjoint kernel for each µ ∈ P̂N(Π), the averaged adjoint mean-field
generator Ā∗ is defined similarly as Definition 2.13(iii). Note that it holds

Ā∗(ρ′; ρ) =

∫
ΠN−1

A∗(ρ′;µ(y))(x) dρ⊗(N−1)(y).

Given an N -particle empirical kernel {Λ(µ)}µ∈P̂N (Π), we introduce the corresponding av-
eraged dynamics, governed by the evolution equation associated with the averaged adjoint
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mean-field jump generator {Ā∗(µ)}µ∈P(Π):{
∂tρ̄t = K∗ρ̄t + Ā∗(ρ̄t; ρ̄t), t > 0,

ρ̄0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν).
(2.14)

We refer to (2.14) as the averaged mean-field equation associated with the N -particle mixed
mean-field jump system. This equation serves as a key object in our analysis, particularly in
establishing the entropic estimates for the N -particle mean-field dynamics.

To discuss the well-posedness of the Cauchy problem (2.14), we impose the following as-
sumptions on the N -particle empirical kernel. They are parallel to (Λ1), (Λ2), except that

it is restricted to µ ∈ P̂N(Π).

(A1) (Bounded intensity). The kernel Λ(µ) admits a uniformly bounded intensity:

MΛ := sup
µ∈P̂N (Π)

∥Λ(µ)∥J <∞.

Moreover, for each µ ∈ P̂N(Π), Λ(µ) admits an adjoint kernel Λ∗(µ).
(A2) (Bounded adjoint intensity). The adjoint kernel {Λ∗(µ)}µ admits the bound

M∗
Λ := sup

µ∈P̂N (Π)

∥Λ∗(µ)∥J <∞.

We now state the well-posedness and linear-in-time growth bound for the logarithmic
oscillation of solutions to (2.14), in parallel with Theorem 2.15. This result follows directly
from Theorem 2.15, whose proof will be presented in Section 3.

Theorem 2.19. Let K∗ be an adjoint Markov generator on L1(ν), and let {Λ(µ)}µ∈P̂N (Π) be

an N-particle empirical jump kernel satisfying Condition (A1), with corresponding adjoint
jump generator {A∗(µ)}µ∈P̂N (Π).

(i) For every ρ̄0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν), the Cauchy problem to the averaged mean-field equation
(2.14) admits a unique mild solution {ρ̄t}t≥0.

(ii) If additionally ρ̄0 ∈ D(K∗), then the mild solution {ρ̄t}t≥0 is classical.
(iii) Assume K∗ satisfies (K1) and (A2) holds. Then the mild solution {ρ̄t}t>0 satisfies for

all t ≥ 0:

∆(log ρ̄t) ≤ ∆(log ρ̄0) + 2Mt, M := sup
µ∈P̂N (Π)

∥K∗(1) +A∗(1;µ)∥L∞(ν).

Specifically the bound holds with M = ∥K∗(1)∥L∞ +MΛ +M∗
Λ, where MΛ,M

∗
Λ ≥ 0 are from

Conditions (A1), (A2).

2.5. Mean-field N-particle systems. Given N ≥ 1 and a mean-field dependent generator
of the form

L(µ) = K +A(µ),
where K is a Markov generator and {A(µ)}µ∈P̂N (Π) denotes a family of mean-field Markov

jump generators, one can associate an N -particle system represented by the ΠN -valued
Markov process

{X t}t≥0 = {(X1
t , . . . , X

N
t )}t≥0,
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where, for each 1 ≤ k ≤ N , the coordinate process {Xk
t }t≥0 describes the state of the k-th

particle. In what follows, we describe the dynamics of {X t}t≥0 through its adjoint generator
L∗ = L∗

N . We note that this construction extends to more general classes of generators (see
[10, 36]), although we focus here on the case of mixed mean-field jump processes. Throughout
the discussion, we assume the empirical jump kernel satisfies Condition (A1).

The dynamics of the full N -particle system are described by the generator L∗ = L∗
N on

the space L1(ΠN ,ν), ν = ν⊗N , which takes the form

L∗
N =

N∑
k=1

(K∗(k)
N +A∗(k)

N ).

For each 1 ≤ k ≤ N , K∗(k)
N ,A∗(k)

N in the summation are generators on ΠN corresponding to
the action of the single-particle description applied to the k-th particle in the system. The
precise definition is given as follows.

Let us begin with the case k = 1, i.e., the generator acting on the first particle. Before
that let us recall the convention of boldface symbol from Section 2.1.2, such as x,Π,Φ,ρ,

for variables in high dimensions. K∗(1)
N is defined by

K∗(1)
N := K∗ ⊗

N−1︷ ︸︸ ︷
I ⊗ · · · ⊗ I .

That is, K∗(1)
N is the adjoint generator K∗ acting on the first coordinate (or particle), repre-

senting the evolution of the first particle under the Markov generator K while keeping the
remaining (N − 1) coordinates fixed.

Let us next define A∗(1)
N . For ρ ∈ L1(ν) and x = (x1,x−1) ∈ Π× ΠN−1, we define

A∗(1)
N [ρ](x) = A∗(ρ( · ,x−1);µ(x−1)

)
(x1).

That is, for each fixed x−1 ∈ ΠN−1, we regard the map x1 7→ ρ(x1,x−1) as a function in
L1(Π) (note by Fubini’s theorem this functions is in L1(ν) for νN−1-a.e. ,x−1 ∈ ΠN−1). We
then apply the adjoint mean-field generator A∗(µ(x−1))—with

µ(x−1) =
1

N − 1

N∑
k=2

δxk
∈ P̂N(Π)

the empirical measure formed by the remaining particles—to this function. Concretely, writ-
ing as an integral operator of its associated adjoint mean-field jump kernel Λ∗(µ), which
exists by Condition (A1). In light of (2.9), we have for ρ ∈ L1(ν):

(A∗(1)
N ρ)(x) =

∫
Π

ρ(y1,x−1) Λ
∗(x1, dy1;µ(x−1))− Λ(x1,Π;µ(x−1))ρ(x) (2.15)

=

∫
ΠN

ρ(y)Λ∗(1)(x, dy)−Λ(1)(x,ΠN)ρ(x),

where Λ(1),Λ∗(1) are jump kernels given by

Λ(1)(x, dy) = Λ(x1, dy1;µ(x−1))⊗ δx−1 , Λ∗(1)(x, dy) = Λ∗(x1, dy1;µ(x−1))⊗ δx−1
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Specifically, Λ(1)(x),Λ∗(1)(x) are both measures supported on the set Π× {(x2, . . . , xN)} ⊂
ΠN . From a process perspective, this means that when a jump occurs, only the first
coordinate—corresponding to the first particle—changes, while all the other coordinates re-
main fixed. One may easily verify that Λ∗(1) is the L1(ν)-adjoint kernel of Λ(1).

The descriptions of K∗(k)
N and A∗(k)

N are identical to the case k = 1 above, except that
the mean-field generator or jump kernel acts on the k-th coordinate. An efficient way to
define these operators is via the action of coordinate permutations. Let σ : {1, 2, . . . , N} →
{1, 2, . . . , N} be a permutation, i.e., a bijection. Given a function ρ ∈ L1(ν), we define the
action of σ on ρ by

(σρ)(x1, x2, . . . , xN) := ρ(xσ(1), xσ(2), . . . , xσ(N)).

For 1 ≤ k ≤ N , let σk denote the permutation that interchanges 1 and k. In particular, σ1
is the identity permutation. Then we define

K∗(k)
N := σ−1

k K∗(1)
N σk, A∗(k)

N := σ−1
k A∗(1)

N σk. (2.16)

Explicitly, for 1 ≤ k ≤ N ,

K∗(k)
N = I⊗(k−1) ⊗K∗ ⊗ I⊗(N−k).

Summing over all particle indices k = 1, . . . , N , we obtain the full generator of the mean-
field N -particle system:

L∗
N :=

N∑
k=1

σ−1
k

[
K∗(1)

N +A∗(1)
N

]
σk =

N∑
k=1

(
K∗(k)

N +A∗(k)
N

)
=: K∗

N +A∗
N . (2.17)

We refer to L∗
N as the adjoint generator of the mean-field N-particle system associated with

the mean-field generator L∗(µ) = K∗ + A∗(µ). By an entirely analogous construction, one
obtains the corresponding forward generator LN . Once the superposition generator LN is
defined, the N -particle process {X t}t≥0 can be characterized as the (unique) solution to the
martingale problem: for every test function φ ∈ D(LN),

Mφ
t := φ(X t)−

∫ t

0

LNφ(Xs) ds is a martingale.

We have now constructed the adjoint generator L∗
N of the N -particle system. A natural

question is whether this operator indeed generates an adjoint Markov semigroup on L1(ν).
The answer is affirmative, following a classical perturbation result from semigroup theory.
From (2.17) we recall that L∗

N = K∗
N +A∗

N . The operator K∗
N is the generator of the tensor

product adjoint Markov semigroup

etK
∗
N = etK

∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ etK∗
.

Hence K∗
N is an adjoint Markov generator. Moreover, for each k, by Proposition 2.11

and (A1), the operator A∗
N is bounded on L1(ν), with

∥A∗
N∥L1(ν)→L1(ν) ≤

N∑
k=1

∥A∗(k)
N ∥L1(ν)→L1(ν) ≤ 2

N∑
k=1

∥Λ(k)∥J ≤ 2NMΛ. (2.18)
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Similarly, if (A2) holds, then Proposition 2.11 implies

∥A∗
N∥L∞(ν)→L∞(ν) ≤

N∑
k=1

∥A∗(k)
N ∥L∞(ν)→L∞(ν) ≤

N∑
k=1

(∥Λ(k)∥J + ∥Λ∗(k)∥J ) ≤ N(M∗
Λ +MΛ).

By the bounded perturbation theorem for C0-semigroups (see, e.g., [14, 42]), it follows that
L∗

N generates a strongly continuous semigroup {etL∗
N}t≥0 on L1(ν). Furthermore, both the

mass conservation and the positive maximum principle are preserved under finite summation
of generators. Hence, by the characterization in Proposition 2.2, the semigroup {etL∗

N}t≥0 is
indeed an adjoint Markov semigroup.

Proposition 2.20. Let K∗ be an adjoint Markov generator on L1(ν), {Λ(µ)}µ∈P̂N (Π) be

a mean-field jump kernel satisfying (A1), and {A∗(µ)}µ∈P̂N (Π) be its adjoint Markov jump

generator. Then the operator L∗
N generates an adjoint Markov semigroup {etL∗

N}t≥0 on L
1(ν).

2.6. Entropic estimate of the law of mean-field N-particle systems. Our main result
on entropic propagation of chaos is established within the empirical framework. Recall that
the well-posedness of the mean-field evolution equation requires only a pointwise bound on
the kernel Λ, valid for each µ ∈ P(Π) (or µ ∈ P̂N(Π)). However, such a condition alone is
insufficient to guarantee propagation of chaos. For this, additional regularity with respect to
perturbations of µ ∈ P̂N(Π) is needed.
Intuitively, changing a single particle in the mean-field empirical measure, say replacing

x2 by x
′
2, alters the empirical distribution by an amount of order N−1, which in turn induces

a perturbation of comparable size in the kernel Λ. This requirement is referred to as the
first-order bounded difference condition. Moreover, in order to control entropy dissipation,
we also need a stronger property, the second-order bounded difference condition, formulated
below.

In what follows, expressions of the forms

µ = σ + 1
N−1

δx, µ′ = σ′ + 1
N−1

(δx + δy),

are always understood as µ, µ′ ∈ P̂N(Π), with σ the empirical measure formed by N − 2
particles in the first case, and σ′ that formed by N−3 particles in the second case. Specifically
σ has total mass 1− (N − 1)−1, and σ′ has 1− 2(N − 1)−1.

Let us assume the following bounded difference conditions: there is a constant Θ ≥ 0 such
that the following holds.

(A3) (First-order bounded difference condition). For any x1, x
′
1 ∈ Π, if

µ = σ + 1
N−1

δx1 , µ(1) = σ + 1
N−1

δx′
1
,

then for Υ = Λ,Λ∗, it holds:∥∥Υ(µ)−Υ(µ(1))
∥∥
J ≤

Θ

N − 1
.

(A4) (Second-order bounded difference condition). For any x1, x
′
1, x2, x

′
2 ∈ Π, if

µ = σ + 1
N−1

(δx1 + δx2), µ(1,2) = σ + 1
N−1

(δx′
1
+ δx′

2
),
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µ(1) = σ + 1
N−1

(δx′
1
+ δx2), µ(2) = σ + 1

N−1
(δx1 + δx′

2
),

then, for Υ = Λ,Λ∗, it holds:∥∥Υ(µ)−Υ(µ(1))−Υ(µ(2)) + Υ(µ(1,2))
∥∥
J ≤

Θ

(N − 1)(N − 2)
.

Conditions (A3) and (A4) may be interpreted as discrete analogues of, respectively, a
Lipschitz-type regularity and a second-order Lipschitz (or quadratic displacement) regularity
of the map µ 7→ Υ(µ) with respect to the total variation norm. The following proposition
provides natural sufficient conditions on a mean-field jump kernel ensuring that these discrete
bounds hold for empirical measures.

Proposition 2.21. Let {Υ(µ)}µ∈P(Π) be a mean-field jump kernel.
(i) If Υ is Lipschitz continuous with respect to the total variation, that is, if there exists

Θ′ ≥ 0 such that for all µ0, µ1 ∈ P(Π),
∥Υ(µ0)−Υ(µ1)∥J ≤ Θ′∥µ0 − µ1∥TV,

then the restriction Υ|P̂N (Π) satisfies Condition (A3).

(ii) Suppose that Υ satisfies the second-order bounded displacement condition with respect
to the total variation: there exists Θ′ ≥ 0 such that for all µ0, µ1 ∈ P(Π) and all t ∈ [0, 1],∥∥Υ(µt)− (1− t)Υ(µ0)− tΥ(µ1)

∥∥
J ≤

Θ′

2
t(1− t) ∥µ0 − µ1∥2TV, µt = (1− t)µ0 + tµ1,

then the restriction Υ|P̂N (Π) satisfies Condition (A4).

Proof. (i) This follows directly from the observation that for µ ∈ P̂N(Π) and µ
(1) as in (A3),

one has ∥µ− µ(1)∥TV ≤ 2
N−1

.

(ii) Let µ, µ(1), µ(2), µ(1,2) be as in (A4). Set µ0 = µ, µ1 = µ(1,2), and µ̃0 = µ(1), µ̃1 = µ(2).
Observe that the interpolations µt = (1 − t)µ0 + tµ1 and µ̃t = (1 − t)µ̃0 + tµ̃1 coincide at
t = 1

2
. Using this and rewriting the second-order difference in (A4) as the difference of the

two midpoint deviations, we obtain

∥Υ(µ)−Υ(µ(1))−Υ(µ(2)) + Υ(µ(1,2))∥J ≤ 2
∥∥∥1
2
Υ(µ0) +

1
2
Υ(µ1)−Υ(µ1/2)

∥∥∥
J

+ 2
∥∥∥1
2
Υ(µ̃0) +

1
2
Υ(µ̃1)−Υ(µ̃1/2)

∥∥∥
J
.

By the second-order displacement condition,∥∥∥1
2
Υ(µ0) +

1
2
Υ(µ1)−Υ(µ1/2)

∥∥∥
J
≤ Θ′

8
∥µ0 − µ1∥2TV,

and similarly for the tilde terms. Since ∥µ0−µ1∥TV = 4
N−1

(the two empirical measures differ

by two atoms of mass 1
N−1

), and the same bound holds for µ̃0, µ̃1, we obtain

∥Υ(µ)−Υ(µ(1))−Υ(µ(2)) + Υ(µ(1,2))∥J ≤
8Θ′

(N − 1)2
≤ 8Θ′

(N − 1)(N − 2)
.

This proves Condition (A4). □
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Our main result provides an estimate on the renormalized relative entropy between the
probability densities ρt = etL

∗
Nρ0 and the tensorized law ρ̄t = ρ̄⊗N

t , where {ρ̄t}t≥0 denotes the
solution of the averaged mean-field equation (2.14). For two densities ρ,σ ∈ P(ΠN)∩L1(νN),
the renormalized relative entropy is defined by

HN(ρ ∥σ) :=
1

N
H(ρ ∥σ) = 1

N

∫
ΠN

ρ log
(ρ
σ

)
dνN .

As mentioned earlier, the averaged mean-field equation (2.14) describes the mean dynamics
of the N -particle system. Our main estimate below shows that, under Assumptions (A3)
and (A4), the law ρt remains close to the tensorized averaged law ρ̄t in the entropic sense.

Theorem 2.22 (Entropic estimate). Let K∗ be an adjoint Markov generator satisfying (K1),
{Λ(µ)}µ∈P̂N (Π) be an N-particle empirical jump kernel, and assume Conditions (A1)–(A4)

hold for some constants MΛ,M
∗
Λ,Θ ≥ 0. Let L∗(µ) = K∗ +A∗(µ) and denote L∗ = L∗

N the
associated adjoint generator of the N-particle system as in (2.17).

Let ρ0 ∈ P(ΠN) ∩ L1(ν) and ρ̄0 ∈ ∩(Π) ∩ L1(ν), and assume

ρ0 logρ0 ∈ L1(ν), ∆(log ρ̄0) <∞.

Set ρt = etL
∗
ρ0 and let {ρ̄t}t≥0 be the mild solution to the averaged mean-field equation

(2.14). Define the product law ρ̄t := ρ̄⊗N
t . Then, for any T ≥ 0, there is β = βT depending

on T, ∥K∗1∥L∞ ,MΛ,M
∗
Λ,Θ and ∆(log ρ̄0), such that the following relative entropy estimate

holds:

sup
t∈[0,T ]

HN(ρt ∥ ρ̄t) ≤ HN(ρ0 ∥ ρ̄0)e
βt +

log 2

N

(
eβT − 1

β

)
.

2.7. Propagation of chaos of mixed mean-field systems. Let us now address the prop-
agation of chaos for our mean-field model. Fix N ≥ 1 and consider a permutation-invariant
probability density ρ(N), that is, for every permutation σ : {1, . . . , N} → {1, . . . , N}, we have

ρ(N)(x1, x2, . . . , xN) = ρ(N)(xσ(1), xσ(2), . . . , xσ(N)).

Informally, a sequence of probability densities {ρ(N)}N≥1 is said to be chaotic if, as N →
∞, the particles become asymptotically independent—namely, if ρ(N) approaches a product
measure in the appropriate sense. A dynamics is said to exhibit propagation of chaos if this
asymptotic independence, when present at the initial time, is preserved (or propagated) at
later times. The precise definitions are given below.

Definition 2.23 (Chaos). Let (Π, ν) be a measure space, and denote νN , for N ≥ 1, the
N -fold product measure on ΠN . Let ρ ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν) be a probability density, and for
N ≥ 1, let ρ(N) ∈ P(ΠN) ∩ L1(νN) be permutation- invariant probability densities on the
product space ΠN .

(i) We say the sequence {ρ(N)}N is L1 ρ-chaotic if it holds for all k ≥ 1 that

ρ(N |k) → ρ⊗k in L1(νk), where for N > k, ρ(N |k)(xk) =

∫
ΠN−k

ρ(N)(xk,xN−k)dνN−k(xN−k).
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(ii) We say the sequence {ρ(N)}N is entropic ρ-chaotic if it holds

lim
N→∞

HN(ρ
(N)∥ρ⊗N) = 0.

Definition 2.24 (Propagation of chaos). For each N ≥ 1, let {XN
t }t∈[0,T ] be a permutation-

invariant Markov process on ΠN , with {ρ(N)
t }t≥0 being its density w.r.t. νN . Let {ρt}t∈[0,T ]

be a curve of probability densities. We say the sequence {{XN
t }t≥0}N≥1 of Markov processes

exhibits the L1 (resp. entropic) propagation of chaos (w.r.t. {ρt}t∈[0,T ]) if the following holds.

If the initial law ρ
(N)
0 is L1 (resp. entropic) ρ0-chaotic, then for each t ∈ [0, T ], the law ρ

(N)
t

is L1 (resp. entropic) ρt-chaotic.

Remark 2.25. We note entropic chaos (and hence entropic propagation of chaos) implies
L1-chaos (and hence L1 propagation of chaos). This follows as a consequence of Pinsker
inequality. See the proof of Corollary 2.26.

Recall that the entropic estimate in Theorem 2.22 is stated for the N -particle empirical
kernel family {Λ(µ)}µ∈P̂N (Π). To formulate propagation of chaos we return to the mean-field

setting {Λ(µ)}µ∈P(Π). For a fixed N ≥ 2 denote the restriction of Λ to empirical measures by

ΛN := Λ
∣∣
P̂N (Π)

. (2.19)

Similarly, write Λ̄N , ĀN and Ā∗
N for the associated averaged kernel, averaged generator, and

its adjoint, respectively, defined as in Definition 2.18. We emphasize that, in general, the
averaged objects Λ̄N , ĀN , Ā∗

N may depend on N ; in particular they are N -independent only
in special cases (for example, when µ 7→ Λ(µ) is linear).

In this setting, we consider the N -dependent averaged mean-field equation with a fixed
initial condition: ∂tρ̄

(N)
t = K∗ρ̄

(N)
t + Ā∗

N(ρ̄
(N)
t ; ρ̄

(N)
t ), t > 0,

ρ̄
(N)
0 = ρ0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν).

(2.20)

Theorem 2.22 provides an estimate for the renormalized relative entropy between ρ
(N)
t and the

tensorized law ρ̄
(N)
t = (ρ̄

(N)
t )⊗N , where {ρ̄(N)

t }t≥0 is the density solution to (2.20). To apply
this estimate and conclude the propagation of chaos property, we require the convergence of

{{ρ̄(N)
t }t}N towards a limiting curve of densities {ρt}t, which is naturally expected to solve

the mean-field evolution equation (2.12).

Corollary 2.26. Let K∗ be an adjoint Markov generator satisfying (K1). Let {Λ(µ)}µ∈P(Π)

be a mean-field kernel, and assume that for each N ≥ 2, the restricted N-particle kernel
{ΛN(µ)}µ defined in (2.19) satisfies (A1)–(A4) with constants independent of N . Let ρ̄0 ∈
P(Π) ∩ L1(ν) and assume ∆(log ρ̄0) < ∞. For each N ≥ 2, let {ρ̄(N)

t }t≥0 be the solution of

(2.20) with initial condition ρ̄
(N)
0 = ρ0.

(a) Suppose that for some T > 0, there exists a curve of densities {ρt}t∈[0,T ] such that

lim
N→∞

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ρ̄(N)
t − ρt∥L1(ν) = 0. (2.21)
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Then the mean-field N-particle system exhibits the L1-propagation of chaos with respect to
{ρt}0≤t≤T as N →∞.

(b) If additionally log ρ̄
(N)
t converges to log ρt as N → ∞ in L∞(ν), we have the entropic

chaos hold.

Proof. (a) The main ingredients of this proof is the following two inequalities: (1) monotonic-
ity of the renormalized relative entropy given N ≥ 1, two probability densities ρN ,σN ∈
L1(ν⊗N), and 1 ≤ k ≤ N , it holds

Hk(ρ
(N |k)∥σ(N |k)) ≤ HN(ρ

N∥σN);

(2) Pinsker inequality: given two probability densities ρ, σ ∈ L1(ν) it holds

∥ρ− σ∥L1(ν) ≤ H(ρ∥σ).

Fix k ≥ 1, N ≥ k, and let {ρ(N)
t }t≥0 the law of N -particle system, {ρ̄(N)

t }t≥0 be the solution

of (2.20) and {ρt}t≥0 be the solution of (2.12). Denote ρ̄
(N |k)
t = (ρ̄

(N)
t )⊗k. Then

∥ρ(N |k)
t − ρ⊗k

t ∥L1(νk) ≤ ∥ρ
(N |k)
t − ρ̄

(N |k)
t ∥L1(νk) + ∥ρ̄

(N |k)
t − ρ⊗k

t ∥L1(νk)

To bound the first term, combining the two inequalities from the previous paragraph, we
have

∥ρ(N |k)
t − ρ̄

(N |k)
t ∥L1(νk) ≤

√
2kHk(ρ

(N |k)
t ∥ρ̄(N |k)

t ) ≤
√
2kHN(ρ

(N)
t ∥ρ̄

(N)
t ).

By Theorem 2.22, we obtain an explicit bound for the relative entropy HN , which gives

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ρ(N |k)
t − ρ̄

(N |k)
t ∥L1(νk) ≤

CT

√
k√

N
→ 0 as N →∞.

Also the convergence (2.21) and the tensorization property of L1-norm give

lim
N→∞

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ρ̄(N |k)
t − ρ⊗k

t ∥L1(νk) ≤ k lim
N→∞

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ρ̄(N)
t − ρ⊗k

t ∥L1(ν) = 0.

Combining both we conclude

lim
N→∞

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ρ(N |k)
t − ρ⊗k

t ∥L1(νk) = 0.

Therefore, {ρ(N)
t }N is L1 ρt-chaotic.

(b) Assume the setting from (a). Denote ρ̄
(N)
t = (ρ̄t)

⊗N . For each t ≥ 0, we have

HN(ρ
(N)
t ∥ ρ⊗N

t ) =
1

N

∫
ΠN

ρ
(N)
t

[
log

(
ρ
(N)
t

ρ̄
(N)
t

)
+ log

(
ρ̄
(N)
t

ρ⊗N
t

)]
dνN

≤ HN(ρ
(N)
t ∥ ρ̄(N)

t ) +
1

N

∫
ΠN

ρ
(N)
t

∥∥∥log(ρ̄(N)
t )− log(ρ⊗N

t )
∥∥∥
L∞(νN )

dνN

≤ HN(ρ
(N)
t ∥ ρ̄(N)

t ) +
∥∥∥log(ρ̄(N)

t )− log(ρt)
∥∥∥
L∞(ν)

.
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Then by Theorem 2.22 and the assumption on log ρ̄
(N)
t → log ρt in L

∞(ν), we conclude that

the law ρ
(N)
t is entropic ρt-chaotic. □

Let us now discuss conditions ensuring the convergence of the family of laws {{ρ̄(N)
t }t}N to

the limit curve {ρt}t≥0 described by (2.12) as N → ∞. Heuristically, for each fixed N ≥ 2,

the curve {ρ̄(N)
t }t≥0 represents the averaged solution of the mean-field evolution equation

(2.12), where the mean-field interaction is approximated by the i.i.d. empirical measure

µ
(N)
t =

1

N − 1

N−1∑
k=1

δXk
t
,

with {Xk
t }N−1

k=1 being independent random variables of common law Xk
t ∼ ρ̄

(N)
t . By the

(uniform) law of large numbers, the empirical measure µ
(N)
t concentrates, in an appropriate

sense, to its expected law ρ̄
(N)
t as N increases. Therefore, one expects ρ̄

(N)
t → ρt provided that

the mean-field generator µ 7→ A∗(µ), or equivalently the mean-field jump kernel µ 7→ Λ(µ),
depends continuously on µ in a topology compatible with this empirical convergence. In
particular, any such limit {ρt}t≥0 must then solve the mean-field equation (2.12).

Let us now impose a continuity assumption on the mean-field kernel µ 7→ Λ(µ), which will
be sufficient to guarantee the convergence of the laws.

(A5) (Continuity of the mean-field kernel). There exists a nonnegative function Ξ : Π ×
P(Π)2 → [0,∞) such that:
• For each N ≥ 1 and ρ ∈ L1(ν), define

εN(ρ) :=

∫
ΠN

Ξ
(
x1, µ(x−1), ρ

)
dρN(x), dρN(x) := ρ⊗N(x)dν⊗N(x),

where µ(x−1) =
1
N

∑N
k=2 δxk

. Then, for all sufficiently large R > 0,

lim
N→∞

sup
ρ:∥ρ∥L∞(ν)≤R

εN(ρ) = 0.

• For each x ∈ Π, the map µ → Λ(x, ·;µ) ∈ M(Π) is Lipschitz continuous with
respect to Ξ in the sense that, for all µ, ρ ∈ P(Π),

∥Λ(x, ·;µ)− Λ(x, ·; ρ)∥TV ≤ Ξ(x, µ, ρ).

Intuitively, the functional Ξ serves as a (semi)metric on the space of probability measures,
quantifying the continuity of the mean-field kernel Λ. Meanwhile, εN(ρ) measures the ex-
pected deviation between the empirical measure µ(xN) and its law under i.i.d. sampling with
density ρ. The limit condition then ensures that this expected deviation vanishes uniformly
over all densities with a uniform L∞-bound as N →∞.

We are now in a position to state the convergence result for the laws as N → ∞ under
this setting.

Proposition 2.27. Let {Λ(µ)}µ∈P(Π) be a mean-field jump kernel satisfying (A1), (A2),

(A5), N ≥ 2, and denote Λ̄N as in (2.19), and let {ρ̄(N)
t }t≥0 be the solution of (2.20) with a
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fixed initial condition ρ̄
(N)
0 = ρ0. Let {ρt}t≥0 be the solution of (2.12) with the same initial

condition. Let K = 2(MΛ + C), for all t > 0 it holds

∥ρt − ρ̄(N)
t ∥L1(ν) ≤ 2t

(
eKt − 1

K

)
sup
s∈[0,t]

εN(ρ̄
(N)
s )

Specifically, the convergence (2.21) holds.
If additionally {Λ(µ)}µ satisfies (A3), (A4), and K∗ is an adjonit Markov generator sat-

isfying (K1), then the N-particle system associated with the generator L∗(µ) = K∗ + A∗(µ)
exhibits the L1-propagation of chaos property as N →∞.

3. Well-posedness of Mean-Field Evolution Equations

In this section, we establish the well-posedness of the mean-field evolution equation (2.12)
and the averaged version (2.14) in the settings of mild solutions. We follow the classical
approach in the theory of evolution equations. First, we establish the well-posedness of the
linear evolution problem {

∂tρt = K∗ρt +A∗
t (ρt), t ∈ (0, T ),

ρ0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν),
(3.1)

where {A∗
t}t∈[0,T ] is a (continuous) curve of bounded adjoint Markov generators acting on

L1(ν). As a consequence, for a given bounded adjoint mean-field generator {A∗(µ)}µ and
a prescribed curve of mean-fields {σt}t ∈ C([0, T ];P(Π) ∩ L1(ν)), the prescribed mean-field
equation {

∂tρt = K∗ρt +A∗(ρt; σt), t ∈ (0, T ),

ρ0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν),
(3.2)

admits a unique solution. Finally, the well-posedness of the nonlinear mean-field equation
(2.12) follows from a standard application of the contraction mapping theorem.

3.1. Well-posedness of linear Fokker-Planck equations. Let us begin with the work of
well-posedness of the linear problem. We begin with a simple comparison principle between
classical super- and subsolutions to the Fokker-Planck equation.

Lemma 3.1 (Comparison principle). For t ∈ [0, T ] K∗,A∗
t be adjoint Markov generators.

Suppose {ρt}t, {σt}t ∈ C1([0, T ];L1(ν)) satisfies ρ0 ≥ σ0 and the following differential in-
equalities in the classical sense:

∂tρt ≥ K∗ρt +A∗
t (ρt), ∂tσt ≤ K∗σt +A∗

t (σt), t ∈ (0, T ).

Then it holds ρt ≥ σt for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Proof. Let zt = ρt − σt. Then {zt}t ∈ C1([0, T ];L1(ν)) satisfies the differential inequality

∂tzt ≥ K∗zt +A∗
t (zt), z0 ≥ 0.
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Consider the integral of z−t := max{−zt, 0}. Taking the derivative of the integral and using
the chain rule, we obtain

d

dt

∫
Π

z−t dν =

∫
Π

∂tz
−
t dν =

∫
Π

χ{−zt>0}∂t(−zt)dν

≤
∫
Π

χ{−zt>0} [K∗(−zt) +A∗
t (−zt)] dν

=

∫
{−zt>0}

K∗(−zt)dν +
∫
{−zt>0}

A∗
t (−zt)dν ≤ 0.

The last step is due to Proposition 2.2 (with ρ = −zt), and that K∗,A∗
t are adjoint Markov

generators. Therefore, the quantity obtained by integrating the negative part of zt over Π
with respect to ν has a non-positive time derivative. Since z0 ≥ 0, its negative part vanishes
and this integral is zero at time t = 0. It must therefore remain zero for all t ∈ [0, T ], which
forces z−t = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. In particular, we conclude that ρt ≥ σt for all t ∈ [0, T ]. □

Next, we present the following well-posedness result in the abstract linear problem with
time-independent operators on L1(ν). It follows as a direct consequence of [42, Chapter 6,
Theorems 1.2, 1.7].

Proposition 3.2. Let {A∗
t}t∈[0,T ] be a curve of bounded operators on L1(ν)→ L1(ν), with

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥A∗
t∥L1(ν)→L1(ν) <∞.

Assume also t 7→ A∗
t is continuous with the operator norm. Let K∗ be the infinitesimal

generator of a C0-semigroup on L1(ν). Then for every ρ0 ∈ L1(ν) the initial value problem{
∂tρt = K∗ρt +A∗

t (ρt), t ∈ (0, T ),

ρ0 ∈ L1(ν),

has a unique mild solution ρ ∈ C([0, T ];L1(ν)), namely

ρt = etK
∗
ρ0 +

∫ t

0

e(t−s)K∗[A∗
s(ρs)

]
ds.

and the mapping ρ0 7→ {ρt}t is Lipschitz continuous from L1(ν) into C([0, T ];L1(ν)). More-
over, if we further assume ρ0 ∈ D(K∗), {ρt}t belongs to C1([0, T );L1(ν)), and it is a classical
solution.

If additionally K∗,A∗
t ’s are adjoint Markov generators, then the evolution equation pre-

serves probability densities.

Proposition 3.3. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.2, suppose in addition that K∗

and {A∗
t}t∈[0,T ] are adjoint Markov generators, and that ρ0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν). Then the corre-

sponding mild solution satisfies ρt ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν) for all t ∈ [0, T ].
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Proof. First, assume ρ0 ∈ D(K∗). Then by Proposition 3.2 {ρt}t is a classical solution of
(3.1). Using the mass conservation property of the generators K∗ and A∗

t , we obtain

∂t

∫
Π

ρt dν =

∫
Π

∂tρt dν =

∫
Π

K∗ρt dν +

∫
Π

A∗
t (ρt) dν = 0.

Hence,
∫
Π
ρt dν =

∫
Π
ρ0 dν = 1 for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Next, since ρ0 ≥ 0 and σt ≡ 0 is a (classical) solution of (3.1), the comparison principle
(Lemma 3.1) implies that ρt ≥ σt = 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Thus, ρt is a probability density.
Finally, to extend the result to a general initial condition ρ0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν), note that
P(Π)∩D(K∗) is dense in the closed set P(Π)∩L1(ν), and that the solution operator (mapping
ρ0 to ρt for each fixed t ≥ 0) is continuous. The conclusion then follows by approximation. □

Before we proceed, let us establish a stability estimate of solutions to (3.1) with respect to
the initial conditions and generators {At}t.

Proposition 3.4. Let K∗ be an adjoint Markov generator on L1(ν), {At}t, {Bt}t be two
curves of bounded adjoint Markov generators. Let

MT := sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥A∗
t∥L1(ν)→L1(ν) CT := sup

t∈[0,T ]

∥A∗
t − B∗

t ∥L1(ν)→L1(ν).

Let {ρt}t be a mild solution of (3.1), and {σt}t be that to the evolution equation

∂tσt = K∗σt + B∗
t σt, t ∈ (0, T ).

Then it holds for t ∈ [0, T ] :

∥ρt − σt∥L1(ν) ≤ ∥ρ0 − σ0∥L1(ν) +

∫ t

0

MT∥ρs − σs∥L1(ν)ds+

∫ t

0

∥A∗
s − B∗

s∥L1(ν)→L1(ν)ds.

Specifically, the following estimate holds,

∥ρt − σt∥L1(ν) ≤ ∥ρ0 − σ0∥L1(ν) +
CT (e

tMT − 1)

MT

.

Proof. Let zt = ρt − σt ∈ L1(ν). Then, by subtracting the two integral equations (satisfied
by the two mild solutions) we have

zt = etK
∗
z0 +

∫ t

0

e(t−s)K∗
(A∗

s(ρs)− B∗
s(σs))ds

= etK
∗
z0 +

∫ t

0

e(t−s)K∗A∗
s(zs)ds+

∫ t

0

e(t−s)K∗
(A∗

s − B∗
s)(σs)ds.

Taking L1(ν)-norm and using the L1-contraction of the semigroup {etK∗}t≥0, ∥σs∥L1(ν) = 1,
and the bound for operators, it holds for all t ∈ [0, T ]

∥zt∥L1(ν) ≤ ∥z0∥L1(ν) +

∫ t

0

MT∥zs∥L1(ν)ds+

∫ t

0

∥A∗
s − B∗

s∥L1(ν)→L1(ν)∥σs∥L1(ν)ds

≤ ∥z0∥L1(ν) +

∫ t

0

[MT∥zs∥L1(ν) + CT ]ds.
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The desired inequality then follows by Grönwall inequality. □

Let us record a general bound on the growth of the logarithmic oscillation of solutions.
Recall the definition of the oscillation norm from (2.13).

Proposition 3.5. Let K∗ and {A∗
t}t∈[0,T ] be as in Proposition 3.3. Assume in addition that

1 ∈ D(K∗) and that
C := sup

0≤t≤T
∥K∗(1) +A∗

t (1)∥L∞(ν) <∞.

If {ρt}t∈[0,T ] is a mild solution to (3.1), then for all t ≥ 0,

∆(log ρt) ≤ ∆(log ρ0) + 2Ct.

Proof. Let us first assume additionally ρ0 ∈ D(K∗), in which case {ρt}t solves the equation
(3.1) in the classical sense (see Proposition 3.2). SetM := ess sup ρ0 and consider the function
gt :=MeCt. Since 1 ∈ D∗(K), we find that {gt}t is a (classical) super-solution to (3.1):

∂tgt =MCeCt ≥MeCt[K∗(1) +A∗
t (1)] = K∗gt +A∗

t (gt).

By the comparison principle (Lemma 3.1), it follows ρt ≤ gt = MeCt for all t ≥ 0. A
similar argument, using the subsolution g̃t = me−Ct, m = ess inf ρ0, yields the lower bound
ρt ≥ me−Ct. Combining the two inequalities gives me−Ct ≤ ρt ≤ MeCt. Taking logarithms,
we obtain for ν-a.e. x ∈ Π:

logm− Ct ≤ log ρt(x) ≤ logM + Ct.

This implies ∆(log ρt) ≤ logM − logm + 2Ct. The desired inequality follows by that
∆(log ρ0) = logM − logm.

In the above we have establish the bound for classical solutions. To extend the bound
to mild solutions {ρt}t with ∆(log ρ0) < ∞, we need an approximation of mild solutions
using classical solutions but bounded logarithm oscillation. Indeed by Lemma 3.7, there

is a sequence {ρ(n)0 }n ⊂ D(K∗) of probability densities such that ρ
(n)
0 → ρ0 in L1(ν) and

∆(log ρ
(n)
0 )→ ∆(log ρ0). Let {ρ(n)t }t≥0 be the solution of (3.1) with initial condition ρ

(n)
0 . By

the first part of the proof, we have

∆(log ρ
(n)
t ) ≤ ∆(log ρ

(n)
0 ) + 2Ct, t ∈ [0, T ].

By Proposition 3.2, the solution map is continuous in L1(ν), so ρ
(n)
t → ρt in L

1(ν) for each
fixed t ∈ [0, T ]. Then the desired bound holds for mild solutions as well. □

3.2. Well-posedness of mean-field equations. Following the well-posedness theory for
the linear equation, we may now proceed next to the well-posedness of the prescribed mean-
field equation (3.2).

Corollary 3.6. Let K∗ be an adjoint Markov generator satisfying (K1), {Λ(µ)}µ be a mean-
field jump kernel satisfying (Λ1), and {A∗(µ)}µ be the associated mean-field jump generator.
Fix a curve of probability densities {σt} ∈ C([0, T ];P(Π)∩L1(ν)). For every initial condition
ρ0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν), there is a unique mild solution {ρt}t ∈ C([0, T ];P(Π) ∩ L1(ν)) to the
problem (3.2). Moreover, if ρ0 ∈ D(K∗), then the mild solution is a classical solution.
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Proof. Set A∗
t = A∗(σt) be a generator on L1(ν) for all t ∈ [0, T ]. By the Lipschitz as-

sumption from (Λ1), Proposition 2.6 and that t 7→ σt is continuous in L1(ν), it implies
that t 7→ A∗

t is continuous in the space of bounded operators on L1(ν) → L1(ν), with
supt∈[0,T ] ∥A∗

t∥L1(ν)→L1(ν) < ∞. By Propositions 3.2 and 3.3, for every initial condition

ρ̄0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν), (3.2) admits a unique mild solution {ρ̄t} ∈ C([0, T ];P(Π) ∩ L1(ν)).
Moreover, if ρ̄0 ∈ D(K∗), then the solution is classical. □

We may now establish Theorem 2.15.

Proof of Theorem 2.15 (i). Denote the space Y := C([0,∞);L1(ν)) and equip it with the
weighted norm for some ω > 0 to be determined:

∥ρ∥Y := sup
t∈[0,∞)

e−ωt∥ρt∥L1(ν),

We note (Y, ∥ · ∥Y ) defines a Banach space. Let YP ⊂ Y the subspace of curves of probability
densities:

YP := C([0,∞);P(Π) ∩ L1(ν)).

Since YP ⊂ Y is closed w.r.t. ∥ · ∥Y , the inherited subspace is a complete metric space.
Fix a probability density ρ0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν) and consider the solution map Φ : YP → YP

of the Cauchy problem to the prescribed mean-field equation (3.2), that is, given µ ∈ YP , let
ρ = Φ(µ) ∈ YP be the (mild) solution of (3.2) with initial condition ρ0. Corollary 3.6 implies
the map is well-defined.

We shall next show Φ is a strict contraction, provided ω > 0 large. Specifically, for
σ, σ′ ∈ YP , let ρσ = Φ(σ), ρσ

′
= Φ(σ′). By Proposition 3.4 and Lipschitz property (Remark

2.14), it holds for all t ≥ 0:

e−ωt∥ρσt − ρσ
′

t ∥L1 ≤
∫ t

0

e(M−ω)(t−τ)e−ωτ∥A∗(στ )−A∗(σ′
τ )∥L1(ν)→L1(ν)dτ

≤
∫ t

0

e(M−ω)(t−τ)e−ωτC∥στ − σ′
τ∥L1(ν)dτ.

Taking the supremum over t ∈ [0, T ] and using the definition of the Y -norm gives

∥ρσt − ρσ
′

t ∥Y ≤
∫ T

0

e(M−ω)(T−τ)C∥σt − σ′
t∥Y dτ ≤

C

ω −M
∥σt − σ′

t∥Y .

By choosing ω sufficiently large, we ensure that the contraction factor C
ω−M

is strictly less
than 1, hence Φ is a contraction on YP .

By the Banach fixed-point theorem, Φ admits a unique fixed point. This fixed point is
precisely the unique mild solution of (2.12).

(ii) Let ρ be the mild solution of (2.12) we obtain in (i), then let A∗
t = A∗(ρt), then the

continuity of map t 7→ ∥A∗
t∥L1(ν)→L1(ν) is give by Assumption (Λ1), Proposition 2.6 and C0

of mild solution. Therefore, we assume ρ0 ∈ D(K∗) and invoke Proposition 3.2 to see that
there is a classical solution to (2.12), and since classical solution is also a mild solution, by
uniqueness of solution, we know that ρt is a classical solution.
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(iii) Since Assumption (K1) implies ∥K∗(1)∥L∞ <∞ and Assumption (Λ1),(Λ2) imply

sup
µ∈P(Π)

∥A∗(1;µ)∥L∞(ν) ≤ sup
µ∈P(Π)

∥A∗(µ)∥L∞(ν)→L∞(ν) ≤MΛ +M∗
Λ <∞.

We know that C := supµ∈P(Π) ∥K∗(1) +A∗(1;µ)∥L∞(ν) < ∞. Therefore let A∗
t = A∗(ρt), by

Proposition 3.5 we know that the inequality is satisfied. □

Proof of Theorem 2.19. (i) The key step is to verify that the averaged mean-field jump kernel
Λ̄ satisfies assumption (Λ1), i.e., there exists C ≥ 0 such that for any ρ, ρ′ ∈ L1(ν),

∥Λ̄(ρ)− Λ̄(ρ′)∥J ≤ C∥ρ− ρ′∥L1(ν).

Recall that the averaged kernel is defined as 2.18

Λ̄(x, dy; ρ) =

∫
ΠN−1

Λ
(
x, dy;µ(x−1)

)
dρ⊗(N−1)(x−1),

where Λ : P̂N(Π) → J 0
+(Π) denotes the empirical jump kernel. By assumption (A1), we

obtain

∥Λ̄(ρ)− Λ̄(ρ′)∥J = sup
x∈Π
∥Λ̄(ρ)− Λ̄(ρ′)∥TV

= sup
x∈Π

sup
∥φ∥∞≤1

∣∣ 〈Λ̄(ρ)− Λ̄(ρ′), φ
〉 ∣∣

= sup
x∈Π

sup
∥φ∥∞≤1

∣∣∣∣∫
Π

φ(y)
[
Λ̄(x, dy; ρ)− Λ̄(x, dy; ρ′)

]∣∣∣∣
= sup

x∈Π
sup

∥φ∥∞≤1

∣∣∣∣∫
ΠN−1

∫
Π

φ(y) Λ
(
x, dy;µ(x−1)

) (
ρN−1 − ρ′

N−1

)
(x−1) dνN−1(x−1)

∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

x∈Π
sup

∥φ∥∞≤1

∥φ∥∞ sup
µ∈P̂N (Π)

∥Λ(x, ·;µ)∥TV ∥ρN−1 − ρ′
N−1∥L1(νN−1)

≤MΛ∥ρN−1 − ρ′
N−1∥L1(νN−1).

Next, observe that by interpolation,

∥ρN−1 − ρ′
N−1∥L1(νN−1) =

∥∥∥∥∥
N−1∑
k=1

ρk−1 ⊗ (ρ− ρ′)⊗ ρ′
N−1−k

∥∥∥∥∥
L1(νN−1)

≤ (N − 1) ∥ρ− ρ′∥L1(ν).

Substituting this into the previous bound yields

∥Λ̄(ρ)− Λ̄(ρ′)∥J ≤ (N − 1)MΛ ∥ρ− ρ′∥L1(ν).

The boundedness of Λ̄ is given by

sup
ρ∈P(Π)

∥Λ̄(ρ)∥J = sup
ρ∈P(Π)

∥∥∥∥∫
ΠN−1

Λ(µ(x−1))dρN−1(x−1)

∥∥∥∥
J
≤ sup

µ(x−1)∈P̂N (Π)

∥Λ(µ(x−1))∥J ≤MΛ.

Therefore, the averaged operator Λ̄ satisfies (Λ1) with Lipschitz constant (N − 1)MΛ. By
Theorem 2.15, it follows that for every L1-initial condition, there exists a unique mild solution
to 2.14.
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(ii) The density preservation follows from Theorem 2.15.
(iii) We verify that the adjoint averaged jump operator Ā∗(ρ) satisfies the bound:

sup
ρ∈P(Π)

∥Ā∗(1; ρ)∥L∞(ν) = sup
ρ∈P(Π)

∥∥∥∥∫
ΠN−1

A∗(1;µ(x−1)) dρ
⊗(N−1)(x−1)

∥∥∥∥
L∞(ν)

≤ sup
µ∈P̂N (Π)

∥A∗(1;µ)∥L∞(ν) ≤MΛ +M∗
Λ <∞.

Then, Theorem 2.15 give the inequality and the deravition above gives M = ∥K∗(1)∥L∞ +
MΛ +M∗

Λ as desired. □

3.3. Convergence of solutions of averaged mean-field system to mean-field system.
Let us now present the proof of Proposition 2.27.

Proof of Proposition 2.27. Fix N ≥ 2 and let {ρt}t, {ρ̄(N)
t }t be the mild solutions from Propo-

sition 2.27. Note they share the same initial conditions ρ0 = ρ̄
(N)
0 . Consider their L1 differ-

ence. By the definition of mild solutions and the contraction property of the adjoint Markov
semigroups, it follows

Dt := ∥ρt − ρ̄(N)
t ∥L1(ν) =

∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

e(t−s)K∗
[A∗(ρs; ρs)− Ā∗(ρ̄(N)

s ; ρ̄(N)
s )]ds

∥∥∥∥
L1(ν)

≤
∫ t

0

[As +Bs + Cs]ds,

where the quantities As, Bs, Cs are given and bounded using Assumption (Λ1) and Remark
2.14 as follows:

As :=
∥∥A∗(ρs; ρs)−A∗(ρ̄(N)

s ; ρs)
∥∥
L1(ν)

≤ ∥A∗(ρs)∥L1(ν)→L1(ν) ∥ρs − ρ̄
(N)
s ∥L1(ν)

≤ 2MΛ∥ρs − ρ̄(N)
s ∥L1(ν) = 2MΛDs

Bs :=
∥∥A∗(ρ̄(N)

s ; ρs)−A∗(ρ̄(N)
s ; ρ̄(N)

s )
∥∥
L1(ν)

≤
∥∥A∗(ρs)−A∗(ρ̄(N)

s )
∥∥
L1(ν)→L1(ν)

∥∥ρ̄(N)
s

∥∥
L1(ν)

≤ 2C∥ρs − ρ̄(N)
s ∥L1(ν) = 2CDs

Cs :=
∥∥A∗(ρ̄(N)

s ; ρ̄(N)
s )− Ā∗(ρ̄(N)

s ; ρ̄(N)
s )

∥∥
L1(ν)

For Cs using Proposition 2.12 and Assumption (A5), we may further bound it by

Cs ≤ 2

∫
Π

∥Λ(x1, ·; ρ̄(N)
s )− Λ̄(x1, ·; ρ̄(N)

s )∥TVdρ̄
(N)
s (x1)

= 2

∫
Π

∥∥∥∥Λ(x1, ·; ρ̄(N)
s )−

∫
ΠN−1

Λ(x1, ·;µ(x−1))d(ρ̄
(N)
s )⊗(N−1)(x−1)

∥∥∥∥
TV

dρ̄(N)
s (x)

≤ 2

∫
Π

∫
ΠN−1

∥∥Λ(x1, ·; ρ̄(N)
s )− Λ(x1, ·;µ(x−1))

∥∥
TV
d(ρ̄(N)

s )⊗(N−1)(x−1)dρ̄
(N)
s (x)

≤ 2

∫
ΠN

Ξ(x1, µ(x−1), ρ̄
(N)
s )d(ρ̄(N)

s )⊗N(x) = 2εN(ρ̄
(N)
s ).
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Inserting all the bounds for As, Bs, Cs established above to the integral inequality for Dt, we
find

Dt ≤
∫ t

0

[2(MΛ + C)Ds + 2εN(ρ̄
(N)
s )]ds.

Let K = 2(MΛ + C). Applying Grönwall inequality, we arrive at

Dt ≤
(
eKt − 1

K

)∫ t

0

2εN(ρ̄
(N)
s )ds ≤ 2t

(
eKt − 1

K

)
sup
s∈[0,t]

εN(ρ̄
(N)
s ).

We note that Theorem 2.19(iii) implies ∥ρ̄(N)
s ∥L∞ is uniformly bounded inN ≥ 2 and s ∈ [0, t].

Passing N → ∞, Condition (A5) guarantees that the supremum term vanishes as N → ∞.
Hence, the bound above implies for all T ≥ 0,

sup
t∈[0,T ]

Dt = sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥ρt − ρ̄(N)
t ∥L1(ν) → 0. □

3.4. Logarithmic regularized approximation of probability densities. Let us record
the following lemma, which is used in Proposition 3.5 and the coming section.

Lemma 3.7. Let K∗ be an adjoint Markov generator on L1(ν) satisfying (K1) with C :=
∥K∗1∥L∞ < ∞, and ρ0 ∈ L1(ν) ∩ P(Π) be such that ∥ log ρ0∥L∞ < ∞. There is a family

{ρ(λ)0 }λ>0 ⊂ P(Π) ∩D(K∗) such that

sup
λ≥2C

∆(log ρ
(λ)
0 ) ≤ ∆(log ρ0) + log 3, ρ

(λ)
0 → ρ0 in L1(ν).

Proof. Given λ > 0, denote the bounded operator Iλ : L1(ν) → L1(ν) the scaled resolvent
operator

Iλ = λ(λI −K∗)−1 =

∫ ∞

0

λe−λsesK
∗
ds.

We note that Iλ is positive and mass conserving. Specifically for any ρ0 ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν),
Iλ(ρ0) ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν). Moreover, the scaled resolvent operator for all λ > 0 that satisfies
Iλρ ∈ D(K∗) and Iλρ→ ρ in L1(ν), see [14].

Now given ρ0 as in the lemma, let ρ
(λ)
0 = Iλρ0. LetM := ess sup log(ρ0),m := ess inf log(ρ0).

By Theorem 2.4, it holds for all λ ≥ 2C:

ρ
(λ)
0 =

∫ ∞

0

λe−λsesK
∗
ρ0ds ≤

∫ ∞

0

λe−λsesK
∗
[eM ]ds ≤

∫ ∞

0

λe−λseM+Csds ≤ λeM

λ− C
≤ 2eM .

By the same argument, we also have

ρ
(λ)
0 =

∫ ∞

0

λe−λsesK
∗
ρ0ds ≥

∫ ∞

0

λe−λsesK
∗
[em]ds ≥

∫ ∞

0

λe−λsem−Csds ≥ λem

λ+ C
≥ 2em.

Hence we have

m+ log

(
λ

λ+ C

)
≤ log ρ

(λ)
0 ≤M + log

(
λ

λ− C

)
,
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which then implies

∆(log ρ
(λ)
0 ) ≤M −m+ log

(
λ+ C

λ− C

)
≤ ∆(log ρ0) + log(3). □

4. Proof of Entropic Estimate (Theorem 2.22)

The aim of this section is to establish an entropic estimate for the law of mean-field N -
particle systems, and thereby to prove Theorem 2.22. The section is organized as follows. In
the next subsection, we introduce a key integral inequality that serves as the main tool for
deriving the entropic estimate, while deferring the proof of a crucial intermediate result to
Section 4.6. The proof of Theorem 2.22 itself will be developed over Sections 4.2–4.5.

4.1. Integral inequalities for relative entropy. Let us first establish an important inte-
gral inequality for the analysis. In this section, we will state these inequalities in the general
settings, then apply them later in the special case.

Throughout this subsection, let us assume the setting in Section 3. Let (Π, ν) be a finite
measure space and denote L1(ν) = L1(Π, ν). Given two probability densities ρ, σ ∈ P(Π) ∩
L1(ν), we denote the relative entropy functional between ρ and σ by

H(ρ∥σ) :=
〈
ρ, log

(ρ
σ

)〉
ν
=

∫
Π

ρ log
(ρ
σ

)
dν.

Here we recall the natural pairing notation

⟨φ, ψ⟩ν :=

∫
Π

φψ dν.

Our goal in this subsection is to establish an integral inequality that bounds the relative
entropy between two probability densities evolving under distinct Markovian flows. Let
(K∗, D(K∗)) be an adjoint Markov generator on L1(ν). Consider two families, {A∗

t}t∈[0,T ],
and {B∗

t }t∈[0,T ] of bounded adjoint Markov generators on L1(ν). We impose the following
assumptions:

(K1) 1 ∈ D(K∗), and ∥K∗1∥L∞ <∞.
(K2) The maps t 7→ A∗

t ,B∗
t are continuous with respect to the operator norm L1(ν) →

L1(ν), and satisfy the uniform bounds

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥A∗
t∥L1→L1 <∞, sup

t∈[0,T ]

∥B∗
t ∥L1→L1 <∞. (4.1)

(K3) For each t ∈ [0, T ], the operators A∗
t and B∗

t extend to bounded linear operators on
L∞(ν)→ L∞(ν), with uniform bounds

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥A∗
t∥L∞→L∞ <∞, sup

t∈[0,T ]

∥B∗
t ∥L∞→L∞ <∞. (4.2)

We can now state the main integral inequality.
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Proposition 4.1. Let K∗, {A∗
t}t, and {B∗

t }t be as above, and assume (K1)–(K3) hold. Let
{ρt}t and {σt}t be mild solutions to the Fokker–Planck equations

∂tρt = K∗(ρt) +A∗
t (ρt), ∂tσt = K∗(σt) + B∗

t (σt), t ∈ (0, T ). (4.3)

Assume further that

ρ0 log ρ0 ∈ L1(ν), ∥ log σ0∥L∞(ν) <∞.

Then for all t ∈ [0, T ] and η > 0, it holds that

H(ρt∥σt) ≤ H(ρ0∥σ0) + η

∫ t

0

[
H(ρs∥σs) + log

∫
Π

exp

(
1

η

(A∗
s − B∗

s)σs
σs

)
dσs

]
ds.

The integral inequality above follows directly from the combination of the next two lemmas.

Lemma 4.2. Assume the setting of Lemma 4.1. Then the following estimate holds:

H(ρt∥σt) ≤ H(ρ0∥σ0) +
∫ t

0

∫
Π

ρs
(A∗

s − B∗
s)σs

σs
dν ds. (4.4)

Lemma 4.3 (Gibbs’ variational principle). Let φ : Π→ R be a bounded measurable function,
and let ρ, σ ∈ P(Π) be two probability measures. For every η > 0, it holds that∫

Π

φdρ ≤ η

(
H(ρ∥σ) + log

∫
Π

eη
−1φ dσ

)
. (4.5)

Combining the two lemmas above, we can now complete the proof of the main integral
inequality.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. By Lemma 4.2, the estimate (4.4) holds. From Proposition 3.5, we
further have the uniform bound

∥ log σt∥L∞ ≤ ∥ log σ0∥L∞ + 2Mt, M = sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥K∗1 +A∗
t1∥L∞ .

We note C <∞ by Conditions (K1), (K3). Notice also that the function

φs :=
(A∗

s − B∗
s)σs

σs

is bounded, since both log σs and (A∗
s − B∗

s)σs are bounded by (4.2). Applying Lemma 4.3
to the inner integral in (4.4) with φ = φs and dσ = σs dν, we obtain the desired inequality.
Hence, Lemma 4.1 follows. □

Let us now discuss the two lemmas used in the proof. Lemma 4.3 is the classical Gibbs
variational principle for the relative entropy; a proof can be found, for instance, in [26,
Lemma 1]. Lemma 4.2, on the other hand, is a standard integral inequality frequently
employed in the entropy method (see, e.g., [35]). A complete proof will be provided at the
end of this section, while for the moment we give an informal justification to convey the main
idea.
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LetW (t) denote the relative entropy between the densities ρt and σt for t ∈ [0, T ]. Formally
differentiating W (t) and applying the product and chain rules, we obtain

W ′(t) =
d

dt

∫
Π

ρt
[
log(ρt)− log(σt)

]
dν

=

∫
Π

∂tρt log

(
ρt
σt

)
dν +

∫
Π

ρt

(
∂tρt
ρt
− ∂tσt

σt

)
dν

=

∫
Π

L∗
tρt log

(
ρt
σt

)
dν +

∫
Π

ρt

(
L∗

tρt
ρt
− M

∗
tσt
σt

)
dν, (4.6)

where we used the equations (4.3) and the abbreviations L∗
t = K∗ +A∗

t andM∗
t = K∗ + B∗

t .
We further compute

W ′(t) =

∫
Π

L∗
tρt log

(
ρt
σt

)
dν +

∫
Π

ρt

(
L∗

tρt
ρt
− L

∗
tσt
σt

)
dν +

∫
Π

ρt

[
(L∗

t −M∗
t )σt

σt

]
dν.

By the data-processing inequality (see Lemma 4.7), the sum of the first two integrals is
nonpositive. Since L∗

t −M∗
t = A∗

t − B∗
t , we obtain

W ′(t) ≤
∫
Π

ρt

[
(A∗

t − B∗
t )σt

σt

]
dν, (4.7)

which represents the differential form of (4.4).
The rigorous proof follows the same line of computation. The main technical difficulty lies

in extending the above formal estimate to the setting of mild solutions {ρt} and {σt}, for
which time differentiability is not guaranteed.

4.2. Set up of integral inequality. The coming four subsections are devoted to the proof
of Theorem 2.22. We begin by recalling the setting of the theorem. Fix N ≥ 1, the number
of particles in the system. Let (Π, ν) be a finite measure space with its L1-space denoted as
L1(ν) = L1(Π, ν), and consider the N -fold product measure space

(ΠN ,ν), ν = νN := ν⊗N , L1(ν) = L1(ΠN ,ν).

Let K∗ be an adjoint Markov generator on L1(ν). Let {Λ(µ)}µ∈P̂N (Π) be an N -particle

empirical jump kernel, and let {A∗(µ)}µ denote adjoint Markov jump generator associated
with the jump generator {Λ(µ)}µ. We further write {Ā∗(µ)}µ for the corresponding averaged
mean-field jump generators. See Definitions 2.16 and 2.18 for the precise formulations of these
notions. Throughout the proof, we shall omit any super- or subscript involving N in densities,
generators, and related quantities, as N will remain fixed for the entire argument.

Let L∗ = K∗ + A∗ be the adjoint generator associated with the N -particle system; see
Definition 2.17. By Proposition 2.20, it generates an adjoint Markov semigroup on L1(ν).
Fix an initial density ρ0 ∈ L1(ν), and for t ≥ 0 define

ρt = etL
∗
ρ0 ∈ L1(ν).
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The curve {ρt}t≥0 ∈ C([0,∞);L1(ν) ∩ P(ΠN)) is then a mild solution to the evolution
equation

∂tρt = K∗ρt +A∗ρt, t > 0. (4.8)

Next, fix an initial density ρ̄0 ∈ L1(ν) with bounded logarithm ∥ log ρ̄0∥L∞(ν) <∞, and let
{ρ̄t}t≥0 denote a mild solution to the averaged mean-field evolution equation (2.14). Define
the tensorized density ρ̄t := ρ̄⊗N

t . We note that {ρ̄t}t≥0 satisfies, in the mild sense, the
evolution equation

∂tρ̄t = K∗ρ̄t + Ā∗
(ρ̄t; ρ̄t), t > 0, (4.9)

where the adjoint Markov generator Ā∗
(µ) on ΠN , depending on the mean field µ ∈ P(Π),

is defined analogously to A∗
N in (2.15)–(2.16), as the N -fold tensorization of the averaged

adjoint mean-field generator Ā∗(µ):

Ā∗
(µ) =

N∑
k=1

σ−1
k

[
Ā∗(µ)⊗ IN−1

]
σk. (4.10)

To see why the tensorized density {ρ̄t}t≥0 satisfies (4.9), let us first assume that ρ̄0 ∈ D(K∗).
By Theorem 2.19(ii), the curve {ρ̄t}t≥0 is a classical solution to (2.14). Applying the product
rule for time differentiation and using (2.14) and (4.10), we compute:

∂tρ̄t =
N∑
ℓ=1

ρ̄
⊗(ℓ−1)
t ⊗ ∂tρ̄t ⊗ ρ̄⊗(N−ℓ)

t

=
N∑
ℓ=1

ρ̄
⊗(ℓ−1)
t ⊗ [K∗ρ̄t + Ā∗(ρ̄t; ρ̄t)]⊗ ρ̄⊗(N−ℓ)

t

=
N∑
ℓ=1

(
I⊗(ℓ−1) ⊗K∗ ⊗ I⊗(N−ℓ)

)
ρ̄t +

N∑
ℓ=1

(
I⊗(ℓ−1) ⊗ Ā∗(ρ̄t)⊗ I⊗(N−ℓ)

)
ρ̄t

= K∗ρ̄t + Ā∗
(ρ̄t; ρ̄t).

Hence, {ρ̄t}t≥0 satisfies (4.9) in the classical sense, and therefore also in the mild sense. To
extend the result to arbitrary initial data ρ̄0 ∈ L1(ν), we use the density of D(K∗) in L1(ν)
and the continuity of the solution operator ρ̄0 7→ {ρ̄t}t≥0.
To proceed with the proof, we establish an integral inequality for the normalized relative

entropy between ρt and ρ̄t:

W (t) =WN(t) :=
1

N
H(ρt∥ρ̄t) =

1

N

∫
ΠN

ρt log

(
ρt

ρ̄t

)
dν.

We will invoke Proposition 4.1 with the setting (ΠN ,ν) in place of (Π, ν) andK∗,A∗
t , {Ā

∗
(ρ̄t)}t

in place of K∗, {A∗
t}, {B∗

t }.
Let us verify that Conditions (K1)–(K3) hold under the present setting. For (K1), since

1 ∈ D(K∗) and ∥K∗1∥L∞(ν) <∞ as assumed in Theorem 2.15, it follows from the tensorization
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property of adjoint operators that 1 ∈ D(K∗), with

∥K∗1∥L∞(ν) ≤ N∥K∗1∥L∞(ν) <∞.
For (K2) and (K3), note that A∗

t = A∗ (a time-independent generator), which satisfies both
conditions since A∗ is a bounded operator from L1(ν) to L1(ν) and from L∞(ν) to L∞(ν);
see the discussion surrounding (2.18). Finally, the operator B∗

t = Ā∗
(ρ̄t) also satisfies the

continuity and boundedness requirements in (K2) and (K3). The corresponding estimates
are analogous to those established in (2.18).

Now invoking Proposition 4.1, we obtain, for any η > 0, the integral inequality

W (t) ≤W (0) +

∫ t

0

η [W (s) + α(s)] ds, (4.11)

where

α(s) :=
1

N
log

∫
ΠN

exp
[
η−1F s(x)

]
ρ̄s(x) dν(x), (4.12)

F s(x) :=
A∗(ρ̄s)− Ā∗

(ρ̄s; ρ̄s)

ρ̄s

(x).

We specifically note here that the adjoint generator K∗ is cancelled in the expression of F s

above, due to the difference A∗
t − B∗

t .
Let us further simplify the expression for F s. Using the tensorized structure of ρ̄s and the

adjoint generators A∗ and Ā∗
(µ) from (2.15), (2.16) and (4.10), the expression of F s can be

rewritten as

F s(x) =
N∑
k=1

[
A∗(ρ̄s;µ−k)− Ā∗(ρ̄s; ρ̄s)

]
(xk)

ρ̄s(xk)
, (4.13)

where µ−k =
1

N−1

∑
j ̸=k δxj

is the empirical measure of all particles except the k-th.
We shall further clarify the structure of each term appearing in the summation. For

notational simplicity, we introduce abbreviations for the (N − 1)-fold product densities and
measures, together with a slight abuse of notation:

ρ̄(−1)
s (y) =

N−1∏
k=1

ρ̄s(yk), ν(−1) = ν⊗(N−1), dρ̄(−1)
s (y) = ρ̄(−1)

s (y) dν(−1)(y).

For s ≥ 0 we define two functions

Φs : Π× P̂N(Π)→ R, Φ̄s : Π→ R.

by

Φs(x, µ) :=
A∗(ρ̄s;µ)(x)

ρ̄s(x)
, Φ̄s(x) :=

∫
ΠN−1

Φs(x, µ(y))dρ̄
(−1)
s (y) (4.14)

That is, for each x ∈ Π, Φ̄s(x) represents the expectation of Φs(x, µ) with respect to the

empirical mean-field µ = 1
N−1

∑N−1
k=1 δyk under the tensorized probability density ρ̄

(−1)
s . From
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the definition of the averaged mean-field generator in (2.18), we in fact have

Φ̄s(x) =
Ā∗(ρ̄s; ρ̄s)(x)

ρ̄s(x)
.

Consequently, F s in (4.13) can be expressed compactly as

F s(x) =
N∑
k=1

[
Φs(xk, µ−k)− Φ̄s(xk)

]
.

4.3. A Concentration Inequality for Exponential Integrals. To proceed with bounding
the exponential integral α(s) from (4.12), we introduce a concentration inequality that will
be instrumental in the estimation. Before doing so, let us consider a more general framework.
Let (Π, ρ) be a probability space, and

Φ : Π× P̂N(Π)→ R
be a given function. We may interpret Φ as a function on the collective configuration
(x1, x2, . . . , xN) ∈ ΠN , where it depends explicitly on the first coordinate x1 and on the
remaining coordinates (x2, . . . , xN) only through their empirical measure. As discussed ear-
lier, the function Φs defined in (4.14) is an example of such a function. We shall next state
a concentration inequality for functions of this type.

Let us next state the assumptions on Φ for the concentration inequality. In what follows,
we adopt the same convention as in Section 2.6. Whenever we write, for x, y, z ∈ Π,

Φ
(
z, σ + 1

N−1
δx
)
, Φ

(
z, σ′ + 1

N−1
(δx + δy)

)
,

the second arguments in the expressions above are always understood as empirical measures
in P̂N(Π). We impose the following assumptions: there exists a constant C ≥ 0 such that,
for each z ∈ Π and measures σ, σ′, the following hold:

(Φ1) (Bounded difference in the first argument). For every µ ∈ P̂N(Π) and x, x′ ∈ Π, it
holds

|Φ(x;µ)− Φ(x′;µ)| ≤ C.

(Φ2) (Centered in x). For every µ ∈ P̂N(Π), it holds∫
Π

Φ(x, µ) dρ(x) = 0.

(Φ3) (First-order bounded difference in measures). For any x1, x
′
1 ∈ Π, if µ = σ +

1
N−1

δx1 , µ
(1) = σ + 1

N−1
δx′

1
, then

|Φ(z, µ)− Φ(z, µ(1))| ≤ C

N − 1
.

(Φ4) (Second-order bounded difference in measures). For any x1, x
′
1, x2, x

′
2 ∈ Π, if

µ = σ + 1
N−1

(δx1 + δx2), µ(1,2) = σ + 1
N−1

(δx′
1
+ δx′

2
),

µ(1) = σ + 1
N−1

(δx′
1
+ δx2), µ(2) = σ + 1

N−1
(δx1 + δx′

2
),
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then ∣∣Φ(z, µ)− Φ(z, µ(1))− Φ(z, µ(2)) + Φ(z, µ(1,2))
∣∣ ≤ C

(N − 1)(N − 2)
.

For N ≥ 1, denote by ρN = ρ⊗N the N -fold product measure of ρ. Define Φ̄ : Π→ R by

Φ̄(x) =

∫
ΠN−1

Φ
(
x, µ(y)

)
dρN−1(y), (4.15)

that is, Φ̄ is the expectation of Φ(x, µ) with respect to the empirical measure µ(y) =
1

N−1

∑N−1
k=1 δyk under the product measure ρN−1. The concentration inequality will be applied

to the exponential integral with respect to ρN of the function F = F Φ : ΠN → R defined by
the symmetrized superposition of Φ(x1, µ(x−1))− Φ̄(x1):

F Φ(x) =
N∑
k=1

[
Φ
(
xk, µ(x−k)

)
− Φ̄(xk)

]
. (4.16)

With the above setup, we are now in a position to state the concentration inequality that
governs the fluctuation of F Φ under the product measure ρN . The proof will be deferred to
Section 5.

Lemma 4.4. Let (Π, ρ) be a probability space and N ≥ 2. Suppose Φ : Π × P̂N(Π) → R
satisfies Conditions (Φ1)–(Φ4) for some constant C ≥ 0. Define F Φ : ΠN → R by (4.16),
(4.15). Then there exists a universal constant b > 0 independent of N , such that∫

ΠN

exp
( b
C
|F Φ(x)|

)
dρN(x) ≤ 2.

4.4. Verification of Conditions (Φ1)–(Φ4). We apply Lemma 4.4 to the function Φ =

Φs : Π×P̂N(Π)→ R defined in (4.14). Using the adjoint identity (2.9), we may rewrite it as

Φs(x, µ) =
(Λ∗(µ)ρ̄s)(x)

ρ̄s(x)
− Λ(x,Π;µ). (4.17)

To invoke Lemma 4.4, it remains to verify that Φs satisfies Conditions (Φ1)–(Φ4).

Throughout this verification, a key ingredient is the oscillation norm of the logarithm of
the mean-field density ut := log ρ̄t, which follows from Theorem 2.19 (iii). Specifically, with
M = ∥K∗1∥L∞ +MΛ +M∗

Λ, it holds

∆(ut) ≤ ∆(u0) + 2Mt, t ≥ 0.

Consequently, for all y, z ∈ Π, we have

ρ̄t(y)

ρ̄t(z)
= exp

(
ut(y)− ut(z)

)
≤ exp

(
∆(u0) + 2Mt

)
=: B(t). (4.18)
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Condition (Φ1). Taking the L∞-norm on both sides of (4.17) and using (A1), (A2), we obtain
for all s ∈ [0, T ],

|Φs(z, µ)− Φs(z
′, µ)| ≤ 2∥Φs(·, µ)∥L∞(ν) ≤ 2

[∥∥∥∥∫
Π

ρ̄s(y)

ρ̄s(z)
Λ∗(z, dy;µ)

∥∥∥∥
L∞(ν)

+ ∥Λ(µ)∥J

]
≤ 2(B(T ) ∥Λ∗(µ)∥J + ∥Λ(µ)∥J ) ≤ 2(B(T )MΛ +M∗

Λ).

Condition (Φ1) follows.

Condition (Φ2). For any µ ∈ P̂N(Π), the operator A∗(µ) is a bounded adjoint Markov
generator. Hence, for every ρ ∈ L1(ν), it satisfies

∫
Π
A∗(ρ;µ) dν = 0. Applying this property

to ρ = ρ̄s, we have∫
Π

Φ(x, µ) ρ̄s(x) dν(x) =

∫
Π

A∗(ρ̄s;µ)(x)

ρ̄s(x)
ρ̄s(x) dν(x) =

∫
Π

A∗(ρ̄s;µ)(x) dν(x) = 0.

Hence, Condition (Φ2) is verified.

Condition (Φ3). For z, x1, x
′
1 ∈ Π, let µ, µ(1) be defined as in Assumption (A3). We compute,

for all s ∈ [0, T ],

|Φs(z, µ)− Φs(z, µ
(1))| =

∣∣∣∣∣
[
(Λ∗(µ)− Λ∗(µ(1)))ρ̄s

]
(z)

ρ̄s(z)
−
(
Λ(z,Π;µ)− Λ(z,Π;µ(1))

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣∫

Π

ρ̄s(y)

ρ̄s(z)

(
Λ∗(z, dy;µ)− Λ∗(z, dy;µ(1))

)∣∣∣∣+ |Λ(z,Π;µ)− Λ(z,Π;µ(1))|

≤ B(T ) ∥Λ∗(µ)− Λ∗(µ(1))∥J + ∥Λ(µ)− Λ(µ(1))∥J .

By Assumption (A3), it follows that

|Φs(z, µ)− Φs(z, µ
(1))| ≤ (B(T ) + 1)Θ

N − 1
,

verifying Condition (Φ3).

Condition (Φ4). Let z, x1, x2, x
′
1, x

′
2 ∈ Π and µ, µ(1), µ(2), µ(1,2) be defined as in Assump-

tion (A4). Using the same computation as above and applying Assumption (A4), we obtain
for all s ∈ [0, T ],

|Φs(z, µ)− Φs(z, µ
(1))− Φs(z, µ

(2)) + Φs(z, µ
(1,2))|

≤ B(T ) ∥Λ∗(µ)− Λ∗(µ(1))− Λ∗(µ(2)) + Λ∗(µ(1,2))∥J

+ ∥Λ(µ)− Λ(µ(1))− Λ(µ(2)) + Λ(µ(1,2))∥J ≤
(B(T ) + 1)Θ

(N − 1)(N − 2)
,

which establishes Condition (Φ4).
We have verified that Conditions (Φ1)–(Φ4) hold with the uniform constant

C = CT := max{ 2B(T )MΛ +M∗
Λ, Θ(B(T ) + 1) } .
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Invoking Lemma 4.4, there exists b > 0 such that

α(s) =
1

N
log

∫
ΠN

exp

(
b

CT

F s(x)

)
ρs(x) dν(x) ≤

log 2

N
.

4.5. Conclusion. Set β = βT = b
CT

. Inserting the bound for α(s) obtained above into the

inequality (4.11), we derive the integral inequality: for t ∈ [0, T ],

W (t) ≤W (0) +

∫ t

0

[
βW (s) +

log 2

N

]
ds.

Apply Gronwall’s inequality, we finally conclude the proof of Theorem 2.22:

W (t) ≤W (0)eβt +
log 2

N

(
eβt − 1

β

)
, t ∈ [0, T ].

We remark that the constant β depends on T, ∥K∗1∥L∞ ,MΛ,M
∗
Λ,Θ and ∆(log ρ̄0).

4.6. Proof of Lemma 4.2. Let us return to the proof of Lemma 4.2. As seen in (4.6),
the argument rests on differentiating the entropy functional along a time-dependent density.
To make this rigorous we interpret time derivatives in the Banach space L1(ν). Concretely,
given a curve f : [0, T ] → L1(ν) we say that f is differentiable at t ∈ [0, T ) with derivative
∂tft ∈ L1(ν) if

∂tft = lim
h→0

ft+h − ft
h

in L1(ν),

and we adopt the right-hand derivative at t = 0. We denote by C1([0, T ];L1(ν)) the class
of curves f for which the derivative exists for every t ∈ [0, T ] (interpreted as the right-hand
derivative at t = 0) and the map t 7→ ∂tft is continuous as an L

1(ν)-valued function.
With this convention, all formal manipulations in (4.6) are understood as equalities in

L1(ν) (or equivalently, after integrating against a test function). In particular, differentiation
rules such as linearity, the product rule, and the chain rule may be rigorously justified for
curves that are continuously differentiable in L1(ν). For later use, we record the following
lemma.

Lemma 4.5. Let {ft}t∈[0,T ) and {gt}t∈[0,T ) be elements of C1([0, T );L1(ν)).
(i) Assume that

sup
t∈[0,T )

∥ft∥L∞(ν) <∞ and sup
t∈[0,T )

∥gt∥L∞(ν) <∞.

Then the product curve {ftgt}t∈[0,T ) belongs to C1([0, T );L1(ν)), and its derivative is given
by

∂t(ftgt) = (∂tft) gt + ft (∂tgt) for all t ∈ [0, T ).

(ii) Let Φ : R → R be a continuously differentiable function with bounded derivative,
∥Φ′∥L∞ < ∞. Then the composition curve {Φ(ft)}t∈[0,T ) belongs to C1([0, T );L1(ν)), and it
satisfies

∂tΦ(ft) = Φ′(ft) ∂tft for all t ∈ [0, T ).
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The proof of Lemma 4.5 is elementary and follows from standard arguments based on the
Vitali convergence theorem; hence, we omit it here. As a direct application, we obtain the
following regularity property for the relative entropy functional.

Lemma 4.6. Let {ρt}t∈[0,T ) and {σt}t∈[0,T ) be curves in C1([0, T );L1(ν)) consisting of prob-
ability densities. Assume that

sup
t∈[0,T )

∥ log ρt∥L∞(ν) <∞, sup
t∈[0,T )

∥ log σt∥L∞(ν) <∞.

Then the map t 7→ ρt log(ρt/σt) belongs to C
1([0, T );L1(ν)). Moreover, the entropy functional

W (t) :=

∫
Π

ρt log
(ρt
σt

)
dν

is differentiable in time, with derivative given by

W ′(t) =

∫
Π

∂tρt log
(ρt
σt

)
dν +

∫
Π

ρt

(
∂tρt
ρt
− ∂tσt

σt

)
dν.

With the preparatory results above, we can now rigorously justify the data processing
inequality used in the proof.

Lemma 4.7 (Data processing inequality). Let L∗ be an adjoint Markov generator on L1(ν),
and let ρ, σ ∈ D(L∗) be two probability densities. Define ρt = etL

∗
ρ and σt = etL

∗
σ, and

assume that the maps t 7→ log(ρt) and t 7→ log(σt) are uniformly bounded in L∞(ν) for
t ∈ [0, 1]. Then the following inequality holds:∫

Π

L∗ρ log
(ρ
σ

)
dν +

∫
Π

ρ

(
L∗ρ

ρ
− L

∗σ

σ

)
dν ≤ 0.

Proof. Let T ∗ : L1(ν)→ L1(ν) be a positive, mass-conserving operator; that is, if f ≥ 0 then
T ∗f ≥ 0, and ∫

Π

T ∗f dν =

∫
Π

f dν for all f ∈ L1(ν).

In particular, T ∗ preserves probability densities. By the classical data processing inequality
(see Proposition A.2), one has

H(T ∗ρ ∥T ∗σ) ≤ H(ρ ∥ σ),

where H denotes the relative entropy.
Now consider two probability densities ρ, σ ∈ P(Π) ∩ L1(ν), and define

W (t) := H(ρt ∥ σt), ρt = etL
∗
ρ, σt = etL

∗
σ.

Assume that W (0) is finite. Since the semigroup etL
∗
is positive and mass-conserving for all

t ≥ 0, the classical data processing inequality mentioned above implies

W (t) = H
(
etL

∗
ρ
∥∥ etL∗

σ
)
≤ H(ρ ∥ σ) = W (0).

In particular, if the right-hand derivative W ′(0+) exists, then necessarily W ′(0+) ≤ 0.
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Next, assume that ρ, σ ∈ D(L∗) and that log ρt, log σt are locally uniformly bounded in
L∞(ν). Then {ρt}t and {σt}t belong to C1([0,∞);L1(ν)), and Lemma 4.6 ensures that W is
differentiable with

W ′(0+) =
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

∫
Π

ρt log
(ρt
σt

)
dν =

∫
Π

L∗ρ log
(ρ
σ

)
dν +

∫
Π

ρ

(
L∗ρ

ρ
− L

∗σ

σ

)
dν.

Combining this identity with the fact that W ′(0+) ≤ 0 yields the desired inequality. □

We may now complete the proof of Lemma 4.2.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. The proof proceeds in four steps, establishing the integral inequal-
ity (4.4) under progressively weaker assumptions on the initial densities ρ0, σ0:

• Step 1: ρ0, σ0 ∈ D(K∗) and ∥ log ρ0∥L∞ , ∥ log σ0∥L∞ <∞.
• Step 2: ρ0 ∈ D(K∗), σ0 ∈ L1(ν), and ∥ log ρ0∥L∞ , ∥ log σ0∥L∞ <∞.
• Step 3: ρ0, σ0 ∈ L1(ν) and ∥ log ρ0∥L∞ , ∥ log σ0∥L∞ <∞.
• Step 4: ρ0, σ0 ∈ L1(ν), ρ0 log ρ0 ∈ L1(ν), and ∥ log σ0∥L∞ <∞.

Step 1. Since ρ0, σ0 ∈ D(K∗), the corresponding solutions {ρt} and {σt} to (4.3) are clas-
sical, that is, {ρt}, {σt} ∈ C1([0, T );L1(ν)). Because the logarithms of the initial conditions
are bounded in L∞, Proposition 3.5 implies that their L∞-norms grow at most linearly in
time. Hence, the assumptions of Lemma 4.6 are satisfied. By this lemma, the computation in
(4.6) is justified, leading to the differential inequality (4.7). Integrating this inequality over
[0, t] yields the desired integral bound (4.4).

Step 2. We now remove the regularity assumption on σ0. Let σ0 ∈ L1(ν) with ∥ log σ0∥L∞ <

∞. By Lemma 3.7, there exists a sequence {σ(n)
0 }n ⊂ D(K∗) such that

σ
(n)
0 → σ0 in L1(ν), ∥ log σ(n)

0 ∥L∞ < ∥ log σ0∥L∞ + log 3. (4.19)

Let {σ(n)
t } be the corresponding solutions of (4.3) with initial data σ

(n)
0 . Since σ

(n)
0 ∈ D(K∗),

each {σ(n)
t } is a classical solution (Proposition 3.2). Moreover, the following convergence

holds:

σ
(n)
t → σt in C([0, T ];L1(ν)).

By Lemma 3.5, the logarithmic bounds propagate linearly in time:

∥ log σ(n)
t ∥L∞ ≤ ∥ log σ(n)

0 ∥L∞ + 2Ct ≤ ∥ log σ0∥L∞ + log 3 + 2Ct.

Hence, for all t ∈ [0, T ],

log(σ
(n)
t )→ log(σt) in measure (with respect to dν), sup

n≥1, t∈[0,T ]

∥ log σ(n)
t ∥L∞ <∞.

Next, since σ
(n)
t → σt in L1(ν), A∗

t ,B∗
t ∈ L1(ν) → L1(ν), and the σ

(n)
t ’s are uniformly

bounded away from zero, we have

F
(n)
t :=

(A∗
t − B∗

t )σ
(n)
t

σ
(n)
t

→ (A∗
t − B∗

t )σt
σt

=: Ft in measure (with respect to dt× dν). (4.20)
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Moreover, we have the following uniform L∞-bound, which follows from (K3) and (4.19):

sup
n≥1, 0≤t≤T

∥F (n)
t ∥L∞ <∞.

From the integral inequality established in Step 1, it holds for each n ≥ 1:∫
Π

ρt
[
log(ρt)− log(σ

(n)
t )
]
dν ≤

∫
Π

ρ0
[
log(ρ0)− log(σ

(n)
0 )
]
dν +

∫ t

0

∫
Π

ρs F
(n)
s dν ds. (4.21)

Finally, we pass to the limit as n → ∞ in (4.21). Since σ
(n)
t → σt in L1(ν), we have

log σ
(n)
t → log σt in measure by the uniform logarithmic bound established above. Similarly,

by (4.20), F
(n)
t → Ft in measure with respect to dt×dν, and the family {F (n)

t }n,t is uniformly
bounded in L∞. Hence, by the dominated convergence theorem, we obtain∫

Π

ρt log σ
(n)
t dν →

∫
Π

ρt log σt dν,

∫ t

0

∫
Π

ρsF
(n)
s dν ds→

∫ t

0

∫
Π

ρsFs dν ds.

Passing to the limit in (4.21), we therefore obtain the same inequality with σt in place of

σ
(n)
t , which establishes (4.4) for all σ0 ∈ L1(ν), ∥ log σ0∥L∞ <∞.
Step 3. To remove the regularity assumption on ρ0, we proceed as in Step 2. Let {ρ(n)0 }n ⊂

D(K∗) be a sequence satisfying (4.19) with “ρ” in place of “σ”, and denote by {ρ(n)t }t the
corresponding solutions of (4.3) with initial data ρ

(n)
0 . By the same argument as in Step 2,

we have ρ
(n)
t → ρt in L

1(ν), and the family {log ρ(n)t } is uniformly (locally in t) bounded in

L∞(ν). Consequently, ρ
(n)
t log ρ

(n)
t → ρt log ρt in L

1(ν) (as f(u) = u log u is continuous and

ρ
(n)
t is uniformly-in-n bounded above). Passing to the limit n→∞ in the estimate obtained

in Step 2 yields (4.4) for general ρ0 ∈ L1(ν) with ∥ log ρ0∥L∞ <∞.

Step 4. Let ρ0 ∈ L1(ν) satisfy ρ0 log ρ0 ∈ L1(ν). ies {ρ(n)0 }n≥1 such that

ρ
(n)
0 → ρ0 in L1(ν),

∫
Π

ρ
(n)
0 log ρ

(n)
0 dν →

∫
Π

ρ0 log ρ0 dν.

Let {ρ(n)t }t≥0 denote the corresponding mild solutions of (4.3) with initial data ρ
(n)
0 . Then

ρ
(n)
t → ρt in L

1(ν) for all t ≥ 0. By Step 3, for each n ≥ 1 we have∫
Π

ρ
(n)
t

[
log ρ

(n)
t − log σt

]
dν ≤

∫
Π

ρ
(n)
0

[
log ρ

(n)
0 − log σ0

]
dν +

∫ t

0

∫
Π

ρ(n)s Fs dν ds,

where Fs is given by (4.20). Passing to the limit as n → ∞ and applying Fatou’s lemma
together with the convergence properties above, we obtain∫

Π

ρt[log ρt − log σt] dν ≤ lim inf
n→∞

∫
Π

ρ
(n)
t [log ρ

(n)
t − log σt] dν

≤ lim inf
n→∞

∫
Π

ρ
(n)
0 [log ρ

(n)
0 − log σ0] dν + lim inf

n→∞

∫ t

0

∫
Π

ρ(n)s Fs dν ds

=

∫
Π

ρ0[log ρ0 − log σ0] dν +

∫ t

0

∫
Π

ρsFs dν ds.
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This establishes the desired inequality for general initial data ρ0 ∈ L1(ν) with ρ0 log ρ0 ∈
L1(ν).

We now construct the approximating sequence {ρ(n)0 }. Define the truncated densities

ρ̃
(n)
0 (x) := min

{
max{ρ0(x), n−1}, n

}
=


n, ρ0(x) ≥ n,

ρ0(x), ρ0(x) ∈ (n−1, n),

n−1, ρ0(x) ≤ n−1.

Then ρ̃
(n)
0 → ρ0 in L

1(ν), and since the function u 7→ u log u is decreasing near 0 and increasing

for large u, we have ρ̃
(n)
0 log ρ̃

(n)
0 ↗ ρ0 log ρ0 pointwise. By the monotone convergence theorem,∫
Π

ρ̃
(n)
0 log ρ̃

(n)
0 dν →

∫
Π

ρ0 log ρ0 dν.

Normalize by setting

ρ
(n)
0 = Z−1

n ρ̃
(n)
0 , Zn =

∫
Π

ρ̃
(n)
0 dν.

Then ρ
(n)
0 are probability densities, Zn → 1, and hence ρ

(n)
0 → ρ0 in L1(ν). Finally,∫

Π

ρ
(n)
0 log ρ

(n)
0 dν = Z−1

n

∫
Π

ρ̃
(n)
0 [log ρ̃

(n)
0 − logZn] dν −→

∫
Π

ρ0 log ρ0 dν.

This completes the construction and the proof. □

5. Concentration Inequality (Proof of Lemma 4.4)

In this section we prove the concentration inequality, Lemma 4.4, used in the proof of the
main result. Throughout this section, we assume the settings from the lemma: let (Π, ρ) be
a probability space, and (ΠN ,ρN) be its N -fold product probability space:

ΠN = Π× · · · × Π, ρN = ρ⊗N .

To prove Lemma 4.4, we will apply the second-order concentration inequality established
by Götze and Sambale in [19]. We first recall the relevant difference operators. For a function
F : Π→ R with variable x ∈ Π, we define the first-order difference operator Dx by

(DxF )(x
′, x) := F (x)− F (x′).

Similarly, for a function G : Π2 → R with variables (x, y) ∈ Π2, we define the second-order
difference operator Dx,y by

(Dx,yG)(x
′, y′; x, y) := G(x, y)−G(x′, y)−G(x, y′) +G(x′, y′). (5.1)

We emphasize that Dx maps measurable functions F : Π→ R to functions on Π2 → R, while
Dx,y maps functions G : Π2 → R to functions on Π4 → R. Moreover, for any G : Π2 → R
with variables (x, y), the operators satisfy the composition rule

Dx,yG = Dy

[
DxG

]
,

where DxG is understood as the first-order difference operator acting on the x-variable.
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We now introduce the tensorized versions of the first- and second-order difference operators
acting on functions G : ΠN → R. For x = (x1, . . . , xN) ∈ ΠN and indices 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N with
i ̸= j, let

x′
i := (x1, . . . , x

′
i, . . . , xN), x′

ij := (x1, . . . , x
′
i, . . . , x

′
j, . . . , xN), (5.2)

that is, x′
i is obtained from x by replacing the ith coordinate xi with x

′
i, while x

′
ij is obtained

by replacing the ith and jth coordinates by x′i and x
′
j, respectively.

For G : ΠN → R, we define the first- and second-order difference operators by

DiG(x′i;x) := G(x)−G(x′
i), (5.3)

DijG(x′i, x
′
j;x) := Di

[
DjG

]
(x′i, x

′
j;x) = G(x)−G(x′

i)−G(x′
j) +G(x′

ij),

where the special case for i = j:

DiiG := 0. (5.4)

Based on these operators, we further define the quantities

diG(x) :=

[
1

2

∫
Π

(
DiG(x′i;x)

)2
dρ(x′i)

]1/2
, (5.5)

dijG(x) :=

[
1

4

∫
Π2

(
DijG(x′i, x

′
j;x)

)2
dρ(x′i) dρ(x

′
j)

]1/2
.

and define the Hessian matrix of G:

d(2)G(x) = (dijG(x))1≤i,j≤N

We remark that the matrix d(2)G has zero diagonal, due to 5.4. Finally, recall that the
Hilbert–Schmidt (Frobenius) norm of a matrix A = (aij)1≤i,j≤N is given by

∥A∥HS :=

(
N∑

i,j=1

|aij|2
)1/2

.

We next introduce the expectation operator with respect to the product measure ρN . For
a measurable function F : ΠN → R, we write

E[F ] = EρN
[F ] :=

∫
ΠN

F (x) dρN(x).

We also define the conditional expectation operator. For 1 ≤ k ≤ N , let

E−k[F ] = E[F | xk] :=
∫
ΠN−1

F (x) dρN−1(x−k),

where we recall x−k = (x1, . . . ,��xk, . . . , xN) ∈ ΠN−1. In particular, E−k[F ] is the conditional
expectation of F with respect to the σ-algebra generated by the variable xk, and therefore
depends only on xk.
Now we state the concentration inequality proved in [19].
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Theorem 5.1 (Theorem 6.1, [19]). Let (Π, ρ) be a probability space, N ≥ 2, and F : ΠN → R
be a bounded measurable function such that

E[F ] = 0,
N∑
k=1

E−k[F ] = 0. (5.6)

Assume that the following holds for some B1, B2 ≥ 0:

max
i=1,··· ,N

|diF | ≤ B1 and ∥d(2)F ∥HS ≤ B2 (5.7)

Then, with c = 1
11
, we have

E
[
exp

(
c

B1 +B2

|F |
)]

=

∫
ΠN

exp

(
c

B1 +B2

|F |
)
dρN ≤ 2.

With this theorem in place, we may now prove Lemma 4.4.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. Let Φ : Π×P̂N(Π)→ R satisfy (Φ1)–(Φ4) with uniform constant C ≥ 0
and consider the setting of Theorem 5.1 with F = F Φ from (4.16). For notational simplicity
let us introduce the shorthand: for x ∈ ΠN , denote µ−k := µ(x−k) = 1

N−1

∑
ℓ̸=k δxℓ

, then
introduce for 1 ≤ k ≤ N :

Ψk(x) := Φ(xk, µ−k), Ψ̄k(xk) := E−k[Ψk(x)] = E−k [Φ(xk, µ(x−k))] . (5.8)

We note the function Ψ̄k depends only on xk because the truncated variable x−k is integrated
out by the expectation operator E−k. Following this we have:

F (x) =
N∑
k=1

[Ψk(x)− Ψ̄k(xk)]. (5.9)

Clearly F is a bounded measurable function, since by (Φ1) for each 1 ≤ k ≤ N , Ψk is a
bounded function on ΠN → R.

To apply Theorem 5.1, it remains to verify Conditions (5.6) and (5.7). We begin with the
expectation conditions in (5.6). It suffices to show that

E−k[F (x)] = 0, for all 1 ≤ k ≤ N. (5.10)

If the above holds, then by the tower property of conditional expectation,

E[F (x)] = E[E−k[F (x)]] = 0,

which establishes the first condition. The second follows also.
Now let us show (5.10). Indeed, since the (Φ2) implies for all ℓ ̸= k.

E−k[Ψℓ(x)] = E−k[Φ(xℓ, µ(x−ℓ))] =

∫
ΠN−1

Φ(xℓ, µ(x−ℓ)) dρN−1(x−k) = 0,

E−k[Ψ̄ℓ(xℓ)] = E−k[E−ℓ[Φ(xℓ, µ(x−ℓ))]] =

∫
Π

E−k[Ψℓ(x)]dρ(xk) = 0.
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Therefore, this yields

E−k[F (x)] = E−k

[
N∑
ℓ=1

(
Ψℓ(x)− Ψ̄ℓ(xℓ)

)]
= E−k [Φ(xk, µ−k)− E−kΦ(xk, µ−k)] = 0.

We next check the two bounds from (5.7). Recall the notations introduced in (5.2). For
the first bound, since the argument is identical, we may without loss showing only for the
case i = 1, that is we show for some B1 ≥ 0, it holds for all x′1 ∈ Π,x ∈ ΠN :

|D1F (x)| ≤ B1.

We note by (Φ3), for every k ≥ 2, Ψk from (5.8) satisfies

|Ψk(x)−Ψk(x
′
1)| ≤

C

N − 1
.

By (Φ1), for k = 1 we also have

|Ψ1(x)−Ψ1(x
′
1)| ≤ C, |Ψ̄(x1)− Ψ̄(x′1)| ≤ C.

By the definition of the first order difference order from (5.3), we have also D1Ψ̄k(x
′
k;x) ≡ 0

for all k ̸= 1. Combining these we conclude:

|D1F (x′1;x)| =

∣∣∣∣∣Ψ1(x)− Ψ̄1(x1)−Ψ1(x
′
1) + Ψ̄1(x

′
1) +

N∑
k=2

(Ψk(x)−Ψk(x
′
1))

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ |Ψ1(x)−Ψ1(x

′
1)|+ |Ψ̄1(x1)− Ψ̄1(x

′
1)|+

N∑
k=2

|Ψk(x)−Ψk(x
′
1)| ≤ 3C

By the definition of the difference operator d1 (see (5.5)), this leads us to

d1F (x) =

[
1

2

∫
Π

(D1F Φ(x
′
1,x))

2dρ(x′1)

]1/2
≤
[
1

2

∫
Π

(3C)2dρ(x′1)

]1/2
=

3C√
2
.

Hence the bound from (5.7) holds with B1 =
3√
2
C.

We now consider the second bound from (5.7). To begin let us start with bounding DijF ,
i ̸= j, and as before without loss consider only the case (i, j) = 1, 2. We note D12 acting
on any single variable functions, particularly Ψ̄k from (5.8), are zero. Following from the
definition of the linearity of the second order difference operators and the decomposition of
F from (5.9),

D12F (x′1, x
′
2;x) =

N∑
k=1

D12Ψk(x
′
1, x

′
2;x) =

(
D12Ψ1 +D12Ψ2 +

∑
k≥3

D12Ψk

)
(x′1, x

′
2;x).

Let us now consider D12Ψk for k = 1. In this case, the difference operator D12 is acting
on the first variable of Φ(x, µ), and the second via 1

N−1
δy. Using the first order bound from

(Φ3), with σ = 1
N−1

∑
k≥3 δxk

,

|D12Ψ1(x
′
1, x

′
2;x)| = |(Ψ(x)−Ψ(x′

2))− (Ψ(x′
1)−Ψ(x′

12))|
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≤
∣∣Φ(x1, σ + 1

N−1
δx2)− Φ(x1, σ + 1

N−1
δx′

2
)
∣∣

+
∣∣Φ(x′1, σ + 1

N−1
δx2)− Φ(x′1, σ + 1

N−1
δx′

2
)
∣∣ ≤ 2C

N − 1
.

For k = 2, the case is similar, leading to the same bound above. For k ≥ 3, the difference
operator D12 is acting on µ via 1

N−1
(δx1 + δx2). Borrowing the same notations from (Φ4), the

condition implies

|D12Ψk(x
′
1, x

′
2;x)| = |Φ(x1, µ)− Φ(x1, µ

(1))− Φ(x1, µ
(2)) + Φ(x1, µ

(1,2))| ≤ C

(N − 1)(N − 2)
.

Collecting all the bounds above for k = 1, 2, 3, · · · , N . This gives for all N ≥ 2:

D12F Φ(x
′
1, x

′
2;x) ≤

2C

N − 1
+

2C

N − 1
+

(N − 2)C

(N − 1)(N − 2)
≤ 5C

N − 1
.

Thus,

d12F Φ(x) ≤

[
1

4

∫
Π2

(
5C

N − 1

)2

dρ(x′i)dρ(x
′
j)

]1/2
≤ 5

2
· C

N − 1
.

This bound is independent of i ̸= j and x ∈ ΠN and hence we have for all N ≥ 3:

∥d(2)F Φ(x)∥HS =

[∑
i̸=j

(dijF Φ(x))
2

]1/2
≤ 5C

2(N − 1)
·
√
N(N − 1) =

5C

2

√
N

N − 1
≤ 5C

2

√
3

2
.

This concludes ∥d(2)F Φ(x)∥HS ≤ B2 :=
5C
2

√
3
2
.

Finally, we invoke Theorem 5.1. With the choice c = 1
11

and

b = c

(
3√
2
+

5

2

√
3

2

)−1

the following bound for the exponential integral holds:∫
ΠN

exp

(
b

C
|F (x)|

)
dρ(x) ≤ 2. □

6. Some special Cases for Entropic Chaos

In this last section, we present several illustrative examples of mixed mean-field jump
systems satisfying the propagation of chaos property. Our aim is to identify explicit and
verifiable conditions under which Assumptions (A3)–(A5) hold.
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6.1. 2- and 3-body linear interaction jump kernels. Let (Π, ν) be a finite measure
space. We consider a multi-body mean-field jump kernel that averages over two- and three-
body interactions. Let

Γ(1) : Π2 →M+(Π), Γ(2) : Π3 →M+(Π),

where we recallM+(Π) denotes the set of bounded positive measures on Π. Let us make the
following assumptions on Γ(1),Γ(2).

(Γ1) For each z, z′ ∈ Π, the kernels

(x,E) 7→ Γ(1)(x, z, E), (x,E) 7→ Γ(2)(x, z, z′, E)

are Markov jump kernels, and admit kernels w.r.t. the measure ν, denoted by Γ(∗1)

and Γ(∗2), respectively. Moreover, we assume the existence of a constant C1 ≥ 0 such
that, for all x, z, z′ ∈ Π,

max
{
Γ(1)(x, z,Π), Γ(∗1)(x, z,Π), Γ(2)(x, z, z′,Π), Γ(∗2)(x, z, z′,Π)

}
≤ C1.

The first kernel Γ(1) represents the two-body interaction: the jump of a particle at state x ∈ Π
is influenced by the state z ∈ Π of a single other particle. The second kernel Γ(2) represents
the three-body interaction: the jump of a particle at x is influenced simultaneously by the
states (z, z′) ∈ Π2 of two other particles.

Now for a fixed N ≥ 3, define the N -particle mean-field empirical kernel as follows. For
µ ∈ P̂N(Π) with µ = 1

N−1

∑N−1
k=1 δzk ,

ΛN(x,E;µ) :=

∫
Π

Γ(1)(x, z, E)dµ(z) +
N − 1

N − 2

∫
Π2\∆

Γ(2)(x, z, z′)dµ(z)dµ(z′) (6.1)

=
1

N − 1

N−1∑
k=1

Γ(1)(x, zk, E) +
1

(N − 1)(N − 2)

∑
k ̸=ℓ

Γ(2)(x, zk, zℓ, E).

where ∆ = {(z, z′) : z = z′} ⊂ Π2. Consider the averaged mean-field kernel Λ̄N of ΛN as in
Definition 2.18. We have

Λ̄N(x,E; ρ) =

∫
ΠN−1

ΛN(x,E;µ(x−1))dρ
⊗(N−1)(x−1)

=

∫
Π

Γ(1)(x, z, E)dρ(z) +

∫
Π2

Γ(2)(x, z, z′, E)dρ(z)dρ(z′).

We note here the averaged kernel does not depend on N . Hence we denote it as Λ̄. In this
case, the averaged mean-field law, which is the solution of 2.14, does not depend on N as
well, if the given initial conditions are identical.

Proposition 6.1. Let Γ(1),Γ(2) satisfy (Γ1), and define the N-particle empirical jump kernel
ΛN as in (6.1). Then ΛN from (6.1) satisfies (A1)–(A4). Particularly if K∗ is an adjoint
Markov generator satisfying (K1), the N-particle system associated with L∗

N(µ) = K∗ +
A∗

N(µ), where A∗
N(µ) is the adjoint Markov jump operator associated to ΛN(µ), has the

entropic propagation of chaos property as N →∞.
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Proof. Let us consider (A1), (A2) together. Let µ = 1
N−1

∑N−1
k=1 δzk ∈ P̂N(Π) with N ≥ 3.

Then by (Γ1) it holds:

ΛN(x,Π;µ) =

∫
Π

Γ(1)(x, z,Π) dµ(z) +
N − 1

N − 2

∫
Π2\∆

Γ(2)(x, z, z′,Π) dµ(z) dµ(z′)

≤ C1 µ(Π) +
N − 1

N − 2
C1 (µ⊗ µ)(Π2 \∆) ≤ 3C1,

and the same holds for Λ∗
N , following the identical computation. Hence (A1) and (A2) hold

uniformly in N .
Now consider (A3). Fix N ≥ 3 and let us denote

µ =
1

N − 1

N−1∑
k=1

δzk , µ(1) =
1

N − 1

(
δz′1 +

N−1∑
k=2

δzk

)
.

Note that ∥µ− µ(1)∥TV = 2
N−1

. We compute for any x ∈ Π and measurable set E ∈ B(Π):∣∣ΛN(x,E;µ)− ΛN(x,E;µ
(1))
∣∣ ≤ | 〈Γ(1)(x, ·, E), µ− µ(1)

〉
|+

|
〈
Γ(2)(x, ·, ·, E)χΠ2\∆, µ⊗ µ− µ(1) ⊗ µ(1)

〉
| = I + II.

where we use the natural pairing notation ⟨µ, φ⟩ =
∫
φdµ. Using the bound from (Γ1),

we have I ≤ 2C1

N−1
. On the other hand, with Φ(z, z′) = Γ(2)(x, z, z′, E), the second term is

bounded above by

II ≤ 1

(N − 1)(N − 2)

N−1∑
k=2

[Φ(z1, zk)− Φ(z′1, zk) + Φ(zk, z1)− Φ(zk, z
′
1)] ≤

4C1

N − 1
.

Combining both we obtain

∥ΛN(µ)− ΛN(µ
(1))∥J ≤

6C1

N − 1
.

The same argument for adjoint kernel yields the same bound above with Λ∗
N in place of ΛN .

This gives (A3).
Lastly consider (A4). Fix N ≥ 3 and set a := 1

N−1
. Let

η := δx1 + δx2 , η(1) := δx′
1
+ δx2 , η(2) := δx1 + δx′

2
, η(1,2) := δx′

1
+ δx′

2
.

µ := σ + aη, µ(1) := σ + aη(1), µ(2) := σ + aη(2), µ(1,2) := σ + aη(1,2).

Fix z ∈ Π, E ∈ B(Π) and define the second-order combination:

DΛN(z, E) := ΛN(z, E;µ)− ΛN(z, E;µ
(1))− ΛN(z, E;µ

(2)) + ΛN(z, E;µ
(1,2)).

From (6.1), we write ΛN = Λ
(1)
N + Λ

(2)
N with

Λ
(1)
N (z, E;µ) :=

∫
Π

Γ(1)(z, z1, E) dµ(z1),
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Λ
(2)
N (z, E;µ) :=

N − 1

N − 2

∫
Π2\∆

Γ(2)(z, z1, z2, E) dµ(z1) dµ(z2).

Since Λ
(1)
N is linear in µ, its second-order difference vanishes, i.e., DΛ

(1)
N (z, E) = 0.

Let us now consider DΛ
(2)
N . Since µ = σ + aη, we have

µ⊗ µ = σ ⊗ σ + a(σ ⊗ η + η ⊗ σ) + a2 η ⊗ η,

and the analogous expansions hold for µ(1), µ(2), µ(1,2). Given a finite measure, denote

I2(ρ, ρ
′) :=

∫
Π2\∆

Γ(2)(z, z1, z2, E) d(ρ⊗ ρ′)(z1, z2).

Note that Λ
(2)
N (z, E;µ) = N−1

N−2
I2(µ, µ). By the bilinearity of I2 we have

I2(µ, µ) = I2(σ, σ) + aI(σ, η) + aI(η, σ) + a2I(η, η),

and the similar identities hold for µ(1), µ(2), µ(1,2). Hence we find

DΛ
(2)
N (z, E) =

N − 1

N − 2

(
I2(µ, µ)− I2(µ(1), µ(1))− I2(µ(2), µ(2)) + I2(µ

(1,2), µ(1,2))
)

=
N − 1

N − 2
a2
(
I2(η, η)− I2(η(1), η(1))− I2(η(2), η(2)) + I2(η

(1,2), η(1,2))
)
.

We note all the a-linear terms cancel, due to the bilinearity of I2.
We note next by (Γ1) it holds

I2(η, η) = Γ(2)(z, x1, x2, E) + Γ(2)(z, x2, x1, E) ∈ [0, 2C1].

Likewise, all terms in the round bracket are ∈ [0, 2C1]. This follows

|DΛN(z, E)| = |DΛ
(2)
N (z, E)| ≤ N − 1

N − 2
· a2 · 4C1 =

4C1

(N − 1)(N − 2)
.

This completes the proof of (A4). The second order estimate for the adjoint kernel Λ∗
N follows

by the same argument.
Now consider the N -particle system generated by L∗

N(µ) = K∗ +AN(µ). Since Conditions
(A1)–(A4) are satisfied, the entropic estimate in Theorem 2.22 applies. As noted before
Proposition 6.1, the averaged mean-field equation does not depend on N . Consequently,
the entropic estimate yields the entropic propagation of chaos for the N -particle system as
N →∞. □

6.2. Rk-parametrized jump kernels. In this last subsection, let us consider a class of
mean-field jump system whose jump kernel is parametrized by a parameter θ ∈ Rk. Let
κ : Π2 → Rk be a measurable function. For x ∈ Π, µ ∈ P(Π), define the vector

(κ ∗ µ)(x) :=
∫
Π

κ(x, y)µ(dy) ∈ Rk.
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We note the definition above naturally extends to general bounded (signed) measures and
the following Young’s-type inequality holds:

∥(κ ∗ µ)(x)− (κ ∗ µ′)(x)∥L∞(ν) ≤ ∥κ∥L∞(Π2)∥µ− µ′∥TV (6.2)

Let Γ : Π×Rk×Π→ [0,∞) be a measurable function. Given κ and Γ as above, we define
the associated mean-field jump kernel by

Λ(x, dy;µ) = Γ
(
x, (κ ∗ µ)(x), y

)
dν(y). (6.3)

In other words, the jump mechanism of a particle located at x ∈ Π is determined by the
parameter θ = (κ ∗ µ)(x) ∈ Rk, which is obtained by averaging the vector field κ against the
mean-field distribution µ. Since the interaction enters only through the Rk-valued quantity θ,
this structure allows one to exploit the law of large numbers when estimating the fluctuation
of (κ ∗ µ)(x), and hence to verify Condition (A5). In particular, the dependence on a finite-
dimensional parameter often yields explicit rates of convergence in the propagation-of-chaos
analysis.

A simple but illustrative example is the following:

Λ(x, dy;µ) := λ((κ ∗ µ)(x)) P (x, y)dν(y), λ : Rk → R+.

Here the jump distribution of a particle at x is given by a fixed probability kernel P (x, y)dν(y),
while the jump intensity is modulated by the function λ(θ), where θ = (κ ∗ µ)(x) encodes
the averaged interaction effect of the environment.

To apply the main theorem of this work, we impose the following assumptions over κ,Γ:

(Θ1) Uniform bound on κ,Γ. There exists M1 ≥ 0 such that for all x, y ∈ Π, θ ∈ Rk

|κ(x, y)|, Γ(x, θ, y) ≤M1.

(Θ2) Lipschitz continuity in the parameter. There exists M2 ≥ 0 such that, for all x, y ∈ Π
and θ, θ′ ∈ Rk,

|Γ(x, θ, y)− Γ(x, θ′, y)| ≤M2 |θ − θ′|.
(Θ3) The second order displacement bound on θ. There is M3 ≥ 0 such that the following

holds. For all θ0, θ1 ∈ Rk, with θk = (1−t)θ0+tθ1, it holds for Υ = Γ,Γ∗ and t ∈ [0, 1]:

|Γ(x, θt, y)− tΓ(x, θ1, y)− (1− t)Γ(x, θ0, y)| ≤
M3

2
t(1− t)|θ0 − θ1|2.

Proposition 6.2. Let κ : Π2 → Rk and Γ : Π×Rk ×Π→ [0,∞) satisfy assumptions (Θ1)–
(Θ3). Then the family of mean-field jump kernels {Λ(µ)}µ∈P(Π), defined in (6.3), satisfies
assumptions (A1)–(A5). Specifically, if K∗ is an adjoint Markov generator satisfying (K1),
then the N-particle system associated to L∗(µ) = K∗+A∗(µ) exhibits L1-propagation of chaos
as N →∞.

Proof. Let us begin with Conditions (A1), (A2). We first note for each µ ∈ P(Π), the jump
kernel Λ(x, dy, µ) admits a density w.r.t ν(dy), as shown in (6.3). We note the adjoint kernel
is given by

Λ∗(y, dx;µ) = Γ(x, (κ ∗ µ)(x), y)dν(x).
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We next check the bounds for the mean-field kernel Λ and adjoint kernel Λ∗. Combining
(Θ1) and (6.2), we check

∥Λ(µ)∥J = sup
x∈Π
∥Λ(x, ·;µ)∥TV = sup

x∈Π
∥Γ(x, (κ ∗ µ)(x), y)∥L1(ν,dy) ≤M1ν(Π),

∥Λ∗(µ)∥J = sup
x∈Π
∥Λ∗(y, ·;µ)∥TV = sup

y∈Π
∥Γ(x, (κ ∗ µ)(x), y)∥L1(ν,dx)

≤ sup
y∈Π
∥Γ(x, 0, y)∥L1(ν,dx) + sup

y∈Π
∥Γ(x, (κ ∗ µ)(x), y)− Γ(x, 0, y)∥L1(ν,dx)

≤M1ν(Π) +M2

∫
Π

|κ ∗ µ(x)|dν(x) ≤M1ν(Π) +M2ν(Π)∥κ ∗ µ∥L∞

≤M1ν(Π) +M1M2ν(Π).

Next we verify Condition (A3). This follows by the Lipschitz continuity of µ 7→ Υ(µ) w.r.t.
the total variation norm, Υ = Λ,Λ∗, see Proposition 2.21. We note by (Θ2), (6.2) it holds
for all µ, ρ ∈ P(Π):

∥Λ(µ)− Λ(ρ)∥J = sup
x∈Π
∥Γ(x, (κ ∗ µ)(x), y)− Γ(x, (κ ∗ ρ)(x), y)∥L1(ν,dy)

≤
∫
Π

|(κ ∗ µ)(x)− (κ ∗ ρ)(x)| dν(x) ≤ ν(Π)∥(κ ∗ µ)− (κ ∗ ρ)∥L∞

≤ ν(Π)M1∥µ− ρ∥TV.

A same computation above, replacing L1(ν, dy) by L1(ν, dx), gives the same Lipschitz bound
for µ 7→ Λ∗(µ). Hence (A3) follows.

Next consider (A4). By Proposition 2.21, it suffices to verify the second order displacement
condition: with Υ = Λ,Λ∗, it holds for some Θ′ ≥ 0 and all µ0, µ1 ∈ P(Π), t ∈ [0, 1]:

∥Υ(µt)− tΥ(µ1)− (1− t)Υ(µ0)∥J ≤
Θ

2
t(1− t)∥µ0 − µ1∥2J , µt = (1− t)µ0 + tµ1. (6.4)

Fix µ0, µ1 ∈ P(Π). If we set θi(x) = (κ ∗ µi)(x) ∈ Rk for i = 1, 2, then by linearity of the
map µ 7→ κ ∗ µ, the interpolation θt(x) ∈ Rk, t ∈ [0, 1], is given by

θt(x) = (1− t)θ0(x) + tθ1(x) = κ ∗ µt(x), µt = (1− t)µ0 + tµ1.

This follows:

∥Λ(µt)− tΛ(µ1)− (1− t)Λ(µ0)∥J
= sup

x∈Π
∥Γ(x, κ ∗ µt(x), y)− (1− t)Γ(x, (κ ∗ µ0)(x), y)− tΓ(x, (κ ∗ µ1)(x), y)∥L1(ν,dy)

≤
∫
Π

M3

2
t(1− t)|κ ∗ µ0(x)− κ ∗ µ1(x)|2dν(y) ≤

M2
1M3ν(Π)

2
t(1− t)∥µ0 − µ1∥2TV.

Similary, the same computation above gives the same bound for Λ∗. Hence 6.4 holds. This
verifies (A4).

Finally, we verify (A5). By (Θ2) and (6.3), for any fixed x ∈ Π, µ, ρ ∈ P(Π), we have

∥Λ(x, ·, µ)− Λ(x, ·, ρ)∥TV = ∥Γ(x, (κ ∗ µ)(x), y)− Γ(x, (κ ∗ ρ)(x), y)∥L1(ν,dy)
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≤ ν(Π)
∣∣(κ ∗ µ)(x)− (κ ∗ ρ)(x)

∣∣ =: Ξ(x, µ, ρ).

Now fix ρ ∈ L1(ν) ∩ P(Π) and N ≥ 1, and consider the quantity εN(ρ) appearing in (A5).
By Jensen’s inequality,

εN(ρ)
2 =

[∫
ΠN

Ξ
(
x1, µ(x−1), ρ

)
dρ⊗N(x)

]2

=

[
ν(Π)

∫
ΠN

∣∣(κ ∗ µ(x−1))(x1)− (κ ∗ ρ)(x1)
∣∣ dρ⊗N(x)

]2

≤ ν(Π)2
∫
Π

∫
ΠN−1

∣∣∣∣ 1

N − 1

N∑
k=2

κ(x1, xk)−
∫
Π

κ(x1, y) dρ(y)

∣∣∣∣2dρ⊗(N−1)(x−1) dρ(x1).

For fixed x1, the inner integral is the variance of an i.i.d. sample of size N−1 with common
distribution ρ. By the standard variance estimate, it is bounded above by:

1

N − 1
Varρ

[
κ(x1, ·)

]
≤ 1

N − 1
∥κ(x1, y)∥2L2(ρ,dy).

Substituting this into the previous bound and applying (Θ1), we obtain

εN(ρ)
2 ≤ ν(Π)2

N − 1

∫
Π

∥κ(x1, y)∥2L2(ρ,dy) dρ(x1) =
ν(Π)2

N − 1
∥κ∥2L2(ρ⊗2) ≤

ν(Π)2

N − 1
∥κ∥2L∞ ≤

M2
1 ν(Π)

2

N − 1
.

Thus,

εN(ρ) ≤
M1ν(Π)√
N − 1

−→ 0 as N →∞,

uniformly over all densities ρ. This establishes (A5).
The propagation of chaos property for the N -particle systems follows from Proposition

2.27 and Corollary 2.26. □

Appendix A.

A.1. Existence of Adjoint Kernels.

Proof of Proposition 2.10. →. Suppose that Λ admits an adjoint kernel Λ∗ ∈ J+(Π) with
respect to ν. For any E ∈ B with ν(E) = 0,

(νΛ)(E) =

∫
Π

Λ(x,E) ν(dx) =

∫
Π×E

Λ(x, dy) ν(dx)

=

∫
Π×E

Λ∗(y, dx) ν(dy) =

∫
E

Λ∗(y,Π) ν(dy) = 0.

Thus νΛ≪ ν. Let λ denote the Radon–Nikodym density, so that d(νΛ) = λ dν.
To show λ ∈ L∞(ν), take any φ ∈ L1(ν). Then

⟨λ, φ⟩ν =

∫
Π

φ(y)λ(y) ν(dy) =

∫
Π

φ(y) (νΛ)(dy)
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=

∫
Π2

φ(y)Λ(x, dy) ν(dx) =

∫
Π2

φ(y)Λ∗(y, dx) ν(dy) =

∫
Π

φ(y) Λ∗(y,Π) ν(dy).

Hence

| ⟨λ, φ⟩ν | ≤ ∥φ∥L1(ν) ∥Λ∗(·,Π)∥L∞(ν) = ∥φ∥L1(ν) ∥Λ∗∥J .
By L1–L∞ duality, ∥λ∥L∞(ν) ≤ ∥Λ∗∥J <∞.

←. Assume now that νΛ ≪ ν with density λ ∈ L∞(ν). Define a finite measure γ ∈
M+(Π

2) by

γ(dx, dy) := Λ(x, dy) ν(dx).

Let π : Π2 → Π be the projection π(x, y) = y. Its pushforward is

ν ′ := π♯γ = νΛ = λ ν.

By the disintegration theorem, there exists a Markov kernel Λ̃ : Π→ P(Π) such that

γ(dx, dy) = Λ̃(y, dx) ν ′(dy).

We note that the kernel Λ̃(y, dx) is unique ν ′-almost everywhere, and hence also ν-almost
everywhere. Substituting ν ′(dy) = λ(y)ν(dy) gives

Λ(x, dy) ν(dx) = γ(dx, dy) = λ(y) Λ̃(y, dx) ν(dy).

Define Λ∗(y, dx) := λ(y) Λ̃(y, dx). Then Λ∗ is an adjoint kernel of Λ. Moreover, since both
λ and Λ̃ are uniquely determined up to ν-null sets, it follows that the adjoint kernel Λ∗ is
unique ν-almost everywhere.

Finally, since Λ̃(y,Π) = 1,

sup
y∈Π

Λ∗(y,Π) = sup
y∈Π

λ(y)Λ̃(y,Π) = ∥λ∥L∞(ν).

Thus Λ∗ ∈ J+(Π) with ∥Λ∗∥J = ∥λ∥L∞(ν). □

A.2. Data processing inequality. The data processing inequality expresses the monotonic-
ity of relative entropy under the action of a Markov flow. Specifically, if ρ and σ are two
probability measures and T ∗ denotes an adjoint Markov operator, then

H(T ∗ρ∥T ∗σ) ≤ H(ρ∥σ).

In other words, the application of a Markov operator cannot increase the information di-
vergence between two probability measures. This property encapsulates the intuitive notion
that post-processing cannot generate additional information about the original distribution.
While the classical proof of this result (e.g., [13]) typically relies on the kernel represen-
tation of Markov operators, to fit the theme of the present work we shall instead employ
an operator-based approach. Our proof relies solely on the positivity, linearity, and mass-
preserving properties of Markov operators, together with a Jensen-type inequality that forms
the key step in the argument below.
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Lemma A.1 (Jensen’s inequality for Markov operators). Let (Π, µ) and (Π̃, µ̃) be two finite
measure spaces, and let T̃ : L1(Π, µ) → L1(Π̃, µ̃) be a positive linear operator such that
T̃1 = 1. Let Φ : R+ → R be a convex function. Then, for all nonnegative η ∈ L1(µ),

Φ(T̃ η) ≤ T̃ [Φ(η)].

If, in addition, T̃ is mass conserving, i.e.∫
Π̃

T̃ η dµ̃ =

∫
Π

η dµ for all η ∈ L1(µ),

then ∫
Π̃

Φ(T̃ η) dµ̃ ≤
∫
Π

Φ(η) dµ.

Proof. By convexity of Φ, one may represent it as

Φ(u) = sup
(a,b)∈A

(au+ b), A = {(a, b) ∈ R2 : av + b ≤ Φ(v) for all v ≥ 0}.

Fix any (a, b) ∈ A. Using the linearity of T̃ and the property T̃1 = 1, we have

aT̃ η + b = T̃ (aη + b).

Since (a, b) ∈ A implies aη + b ≤ Φ(η) pointwise, and T̃ is positive (thus order-preserving),
it follows that

aT̃ η + b = T̃ (aη + b) ≤ T̃ [Φ(η)].

Taking the supremum over all (a, b) ∈ A yields

Φ(T̃ η) ≤ T̃ [Φ(η)],

which establishes the first claim.
If T̃ is mass conserving, we integrate the inequality with respect to µ̃ to obtain∫

Π̃

Φ(T̃ η) dµ̃ ≤
∫
Π̃

T̃ [Φ(η)] dµ̃ =

∫
Π

Φ(η) dµ,

where the equality follows from the mass conservation property. □

Proposition A.2 (Data processing inequality). Let T ∗ : L1(ν) → L1(ν) be an adjoint
Markov operator. Then, for any pair of probability densities ρ, σ ∈ L1(ν),

H(T ∗ρ∥T ∗σ) ≤ H(ρ∥σ),
where H(ρ∥σ) =

∫
ρ log(ρ/σ) dν denotes the relative entropy.

Proof. Fix a density σ ∈ L1(ν) and define the measures

dµ = σ dν, dµ̃ = T ∗σ dν.

Both µ and µ̃ are probability measures. Define the operator T̃ : L1(µ)→ L1(µ̃) by

T̃ (η) :=
T ∗(ησ)

T ∗σ
.
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Then T̃ is linear, positive, satisfies T̃1 = 1, and is mass conserving:∫
Π̃

T̃ η dµ̃ =

∫
Π

η dµ.

Let ρ ∈ L1(ν) be another density, and set η = ρ/σ. Then

T ∗ρ

T ∗σ
=
T ∗(ησ)

T ∗σ
= T̃ (η).

Define Φ(u) = u log u, a convex function on R+. Applying A.1 gives

H(T ∗ρ∥T ∗σ) =

∫
T ∗ρ log

(
T ∗ρ

T ∗σ

)
dν =

∫
T ∗ρ

T ∗σ
log

(
T ∗ρ

T ∗σ

)
T ∗σ dν

=

∫
Π̃

Φ(T̃ η) dµ̃ ≤
∫
Π

Φ(η) dµ =

∫
Π

ρ

σ
log
(ρ
σ

)
σ dν = H(ρ∥σ).

This proves the claim. □
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