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The analysis of noise-induced escape in ensembles of bistable elements is challenging, because non-
linearity, coupling, and noise all play essential roles. We show that the interplay of these three factors
yields three qualitatively distinct escape mechanisms in diffusively coupled bistable elements, de-
pending on the coupling strength. To clarify the relation between coupling strength and mean escape
time, we derive effective one-dimensional dynamics: nonlinear mean-field Fokker–Planck equation
in the weak-coupling regime, stochastic mean-field dynamics in the strong-coupling regime, and
deterministic mean-field dynamics in the intermediate regime. We validate these reduced descrip-
tions by comparing predictions with numerical simulations. We identify a distinct dominant driving
factor of escape processes in each regime. Notably, the three escape mechanisms emerge through
the interplay of nonlinearity, diffusive coupling, and dynamical noise — rather than bifurcations of
the noise-free system. Our approach serves as a framework applicable to other diffusively coupled
stochastic nonlinear systems, motivating a further search for similar synergistic phenomena.

Introduction. External forcings on bistable systems
induce switching between the two typical states [1, 2].
This has motivated the use of bistable models in prac-
tical research on abrupt changes in systems’s states,
from epilepsy [3, 4] and climate change [5] to social up-
risings [6]. When external forcings are stochastic, the
switching behavior is known as noise-induced escape [7].
This phenomenon is theoretically interesting because it
necessitates both bistability, i.e. nonlinearity, and noise.

Pioneered by Kramers in 1940 [8], the literature on
noise-induced escape has extended its scope to ensembles
of bistable elements, where the escape of one element af-
fects the dynamics of others through coupling. Previous
studies [7, 9–15] have analyzed the influence of changes
in the coupling strength on escape dynamics, which are
often characterized by the mean escape time: i.e. the
expected time until the system escapes. Coupling is of-
ten assumed to be diffusive, facilitating synchronization
among elements. Despite the accumulated literature on
noise-induced escape, we identify a gap in our knowledge
of the effect of varying coupling strength. Systems of dif-
fusively coupled bistable elements exhibit bifurcations re-
garding the coupling strength. Accordingly, many exist-
ing studies have distinguished parameter regimes based
on bifurcations: the weak-coupling regime, where all the
fixed points of the uncoupled system exist; the intermedi-
ate “slow-domino” regime, where fixed points disappear
through saddle-node bifurcations; and the synchronized
or “fast-domino” regime, which is beyond the largest
bifurcation point [7, 10]. There are two limitations in
this bifurcation-based approach. Firstly, it cannot ex-
plain the effect of varying coupling strength in the last
regime. In our previous study, we numerically showed
that the mean escape time first declines, then increases,
and then reaches an asymptotic value as the coupling
strength is increased [16]. Since this non-monotonic be-

havior is observed in the fast-domino regime where no
bifurcation occurs, one must consider other factors to
explain it. Secondly, it is often unfeasible to analyze bi-
furcations of large or networked systems. Indeed, most
previous works have either considered small systems with
a few components [7, 13, 15, 17] or conducted numeri-
cal and data-driven analyses of large and networked sys-
tems [4, 16, 18, 19]. In light of these limitations, more
coarse-grained theoretical approaches that do not require
detailed knowledge of bifurcations would complement the
literature on noise-induced escape, advancing our under-
standing of the effect of varying coupling strength in a
broader parameter regime.
In the remainder, we first introduce the model and de-

fine the mean escape time. Then, we derive effective one-
dimensional dynamics that approximate collective escape
processes in three parameter regimes, which is our main
results. Each of the reduced descriptions represents a
distinct escape mechanism. Our theoretical results are
verified by direct numerical simulations of the original
model. We conclude this letter by highlighting the syn-
ergistic role of nonlinearity, diffusive coupling, and dy-
namical noise in the collective escape.
Model and mean escape time. We analyze the model

governed by the following stochastic differential equa-
tions (SDEs):

ẋi = f(xi) +
K

N

N
∑

j=1

(xj − xi) +
√
2Dξi, (1)

f(x) := −x(x− r)(x− 1), (2)

where K is the coupling strength, N is the system size,
D is the noise strength, and ξi denotes pairwise inde-
pendent white Gaussian noise satisfying ⟨ξi(t)⟩ = 0 and
⟨ξi(t)ξj(t+ τ)⟩ = δijδ(τ). The local flow f(x) induces
bistability of each element in the absence of coupling

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

01
38

8v
1 

 [
nl

in
.A

O
] 

 1
 D

ec
 2

02
5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.01388v1


2

x
i

0.0

0.5

1.0

(a) K=0.1

x
i

0.0

0.5

1.0

(b) K=1.0

time

0 10 20 30 40 50

x
i

0.0

0.5

1.0

(c) K=100.0

r=0.05, D=0.005, N=64, seed=634

FIG. 1. Typical trajectories in different regimes. Light gray
lines depict the evolution of all the elements. Bright red lines
show trajectories of the mean field. (a) Elements are non-
synchronous in the weak-coupling regime. (b) In the inter-
mediate regime, elements’ states evolve around the mean field
while maintaining non-negligible variance. (c) The ensemble
behaves as a single unit under strong diffusive coupling.

and noise. The system ẋ = f(x) has stable fixed points
at x = 0 and 1 and an unstable fixed point at x = r.
Throughout this research, we assume 0 < r ≪ 0.5, in
which case x = 1 is much more stable than x = 0. In the
following, we refer to x = 0 and 1 as the “background”
and “active” states, respectively. The strong asymmetry
in bistability allows us to focus on the escape from the
background to active states, ignoring the probability of
the opposite transition. In this letter, the diffusive cou-
pling among elements is assumed to be global: i.e. every
element interacts with all the others. We generalize our
results to networked systems in another article. As illus-
trated in Fig. 1, stronger couplings lead to higher degrees
of synchronization among elements.

In the noise-free case (D = 0), the model (1) exhibits
bifurcations regarding K [7, 10]. Due to the diffusive na-
ture of coupling, there always exist two stable and one
unstable uniform steady states: i.e. x0 = (0, . . . , 0)⊤,
x1 = (1, . . . , 1)⊤, and xr = (r, . . . , r)⊤, respectively. In
the uncoupled limit of K = 0, the system has 3N fixed
points. As K increases, non-uniform fixed points disap-
pear through saddle-node bifurcations, leaving only the
three uniform steady states. At the largest bifurcation
point Kb, a pitchfork bifurcation occurs, where two non-

uniform saddles collide the uniform unstable node xr,
which then becomes a saddle. The linear stability anal-
ysis of xr reveals Kb = r(1− r), which is independent of
N [20].
We define the mean escape time as follows. First, the

system is initialized to the collective background state
x0. Then, the first escape time of element i is defined as

τi := inf
t
{t > 0 s.t. xi(t) ≥ ξ given xi(0) = 0}, (3)

where ξ is a fixed threshold between the background and
active states. We use ξ = 0.5 in the following, but the
choice is arbitrary as long as ξ is not close to r or 1. As
τi is defined for each element, we summarize them by
taking the ensemble average within a system, and define
its expectation to be the mean escape time τ̄ :

τ̄ :=

〈

1

N

N
∑

i=1

τi

〉

. (4)

For a one-dimensional system with an associated po-
tential V (x), the mean first passage time formula [21,
Section 5.5] allows us to calculate the mean escape time.
To be precise, let us consider a stochastic process gov-
erned by ẋ = −V ′(x) +

√
2Dξ defined in the interval

(−∞, ξ) between a reflecting boundary at x = −∞ and
an absorbing one at x = ξ. The expected time until a
particle initially at x = 0 exits the interval through x = ξ,
which is the mean first passage time T , is given by

T =
1

D

∫ ξ

0

dy

∫ y

−∞

dz exp

(

−V (y)− V (z)

D

)

. (5)

When V (x) is a double-well potential, the formula sim-
plifies to the Eyring-Kramers law [12] in the low-noise
limit [16].
Effective one-dimensional dynamics. To identify

dominant driving factors of escape processes, we reduce
the model to obtain effective one-dimensional dynamics.
First, we consider a case where coupling is weak enough
to assume independence among elements [20]. The N -
variate Fokker-Planck equation (FPE) corresponding to
our model (1) governs the evolution of the N -variate
probability density function (PDF), pN (x1, . . . , xN , t).
By marginalizing pN regarding x2, . . . , xN , the N -variate
FPE becomes the evolution equation of the univariate
PDF p1(x1, t), which depends on the bivariate PDF
p2(x1, xm, t) (m ̸= 1). To resolve such dependencies
among PDFs, which is known as BBGKY hierarchy, it
is common to introduce the molecular chaos assumption,
ignoring correlations among elements. More precisely, by
assuming p2(xi, xj , t) ≈ p1(xi, t)p1(xj , t), one obtains a
closed evolution equation of p1(x, t) as follows:

∂tp1 = − ∂x[f(x) +K(⟨x⟩ − x)]p1 +D∂2
xp1, (6)

where ⟨x⟩ =
∫

xp1(x, t) dx denotes the expectation of p1.
The derived equation (6) involves the “mean-field” ⟨x⟩
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and hence nonlinear in p1. Accordingly, it is called a non-
linear mean-field Fokker-Planck equation (NlinMFFPE).
To calculate the mean escape time based on Nlin-

MFFPE, let us introduce the probability current

J(x, t) := [f(x) +K(⟨x⟩ − x)−D∂x]p1(x, t), (7)

with which NlinMFFPE is written as ∂tp1 = − ∂xJ . The
probability density that passes through x = ξ at time t
is J(ξ, t). Due to the choice of r = 0.05 ≪ 0.5, the den-
sity is expected to always flow towards the active state,
implying J(ξ, t) ≥ 0. Therefore, one may regard J(ξ, τ)
as the PDF of the escape time τ , allowing us to estimate
the mean escape time τ̄ by

τ̄ =

∫

∞

0

t J(ξ, t) dt. (8)

Next, we consider the strong-coupling regime. Intro-
ducing the mean field

X :=
1

N

N
∑

i=1

xi, (9)

one can rewrite the model [eq. (1)] as:

ẋi = f(xi) +K(X − xi) +
√
2Dξi. (10)

Let yi denote the deviation of xi from the mean field:
i.e. yi := xi − X. Because the coupling is diffusive, yi
decreases as K increases. Expanding the local bistable
flow f(xi) around X, one obtains the following evolution
equations of X and yi [20]:

Ẋ =f(X) +
f ′′(X)

2
Z +

√

2D

N
ηX , (11a)

Z :=
1

N

N
∑

i=1

y2i , (11b)

ẏi =− [K − f ′(X)]yi +
√
2Dηi, (11c)

where ηX and ηi are effective zero-mean white Gaussian
noise satisfying

⟨ηX(t)ηX(t+ τ)⟩ =δ(τ), (12a)

⟨ηi(t)ηj(t+ τ)⟩ =δ(τ)

(

δij −
1

N

)

, (12b)

⟨ηX(t)ηi(t+ τ)⟩ =0. (12c)

A notable feature ofX dynamics [eq. (11a)] is the appear-
ance of Z, the variance within the system, which results
from noise. For sufficiently large K [i.e. K ≫ f ′(X)],
yi dynamics [eq. (11c)] are independent of X, describing
an N -variate Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process. In ad-
dition, the correlation function of ηi [eq. (12b)] suggests
that cross-correlations among ηi would be negligible for
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FIG. 2. Bifurcation diagram of deterministic mean-field dy-
namics (DMFD). The system is monostable for K < K2 ≈

7.99 and bistable otherwise.

large N . Hence for largeK and N , each yi approximately
follows a one-dimensional OU process governed by

ẏ = −Ky +
√
2Dη, (13)

whose stationary variance is D/K. Consistently, when
K is large, the time scale of yi would be much faster
than that of X. Hence, approximating as Z ≈ D/K, one
obtains the closed evolution equation of X:

Ẋ = f(X) +
f ′′(X)

2

D

K
+

√

2D

N
ηX , (14)

which we call the stochastic mean-field dynamics
(SMFD), following a previous work [22]. Its central
assumption is that xi follows a Gaussian distribution
around X, which is implied by the OU approximation
of yi. The contribution of the variance Z to the dynam-
ics originates from the system’s nonlinearity, reflected in
non-vanishing f ′′(X). As such, the second term of SMFD
[eq. (14)] clearly illustrates the synergistic effect of non-
linearity, coupling (K), and noise (D). SMFD can be
written in the potential form. Thus, the mean first pas-
sage time formula (5) allows us to calculate the mean es-
cape time. In the strong-coupling limit (K → ∞), SMFD
simplifies to Ẋ = f(X)+

√

2D/NηX , based on which the
asymptotic value of the mean escape time, T∞(N), is ob-
tained. The limiting dynamics illustrate the reduction in
the effective noise strength by 1/N due to diffusive cou-
pling.
For sufficiently large N , the diffusion term of SMFD

[eq. (14)] is negligible, yielding the following deterministic
mean-field dynamics (DMFD):

Ẋ = g(X;K) := f(X) +
f ′′(X)

2

D

K
. (15)

As K is varied, this system exhibits a saddle-node bifur-
cation at K = K2 as shown in Fig. 2. In particular, the
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FIG. 3. The effective potential V1d(x;X,K) for X = 0, with
different values of K. While V1d has two minima when K is
small, the influence of diffusive coupling becomes more pro-
nounced for larger K, eventually making the system monos-
table.

system is monostable for K < K2 with a unique sink cor-
responding to the active state (X ≈ 1). Put differently,
the escape of the mean field — and hence all elements
— occurs deterministically in this intermediate regime.
Here, the influence of random forcing on the mean field is
negligible: the noise-induced diversity within the system
is what drives the collective escape.
Interestingly, one can also derive DMFD from Nlin-

MFFPE under the same set of assumptions: i.e. large N
and normally distributed y. For largeN , one may assume
the equivalence of the mean field X and the expectation
⟨x⟩. Then, the evolution of X is governed by

Ẋ =
d

dt

∫

xp1(x, t) dx =

∫

x ∂tp1(x, t) dx, (16)

where one can employ NlinMFFPE (6) to rewrite ∂tp1.
Expanding f(x) around X and assuming a Gaussian dis-
tribution of y to neglect its third moment

〈

y3
〉

, eq. (16)
coincides with DMFD [20].
Beyond the bifurcation point (K > K2), the stable

branch around the background state prohibits a deter-
ministic escape of X. In the monostable regime (K <
K2), the mean escape time corresponds to the travel time
of X from X = 0 to ξ, which is calculated by

τ̄ =

∫ t(X=ξ)

t(X=0)

dt′ =

∫ ξ

0

dt

dX
dX =

∫ ξ

0

dX

g(X;K)
. (17)

So far, we obtained three reduced descriptions of
escape dynamics: NlinMFFPE in the weak-coupling
regime, DMFD in the intermediate regime, and SMFD
in the strong-coupling regime. We now determine the
regime boundaries of coupling strength K based on prop-
erties of the reduced dynamics. Firstly, we estimate the
critical coupling strength K1 above which SMFD is valid.

We choose K1 to be the boundary between the weak-
coupling and intermediate regimes, because DMFD is
valid for large N as long as SMFD is valid. The central
assumption in deriving SMFD is that x follows a Gaus-
sian distribution around X. To determine K1, let us as-
sume large N to regard X as an external time-dependent
parameter independent of xi. Then, the model [eq. (10)]
is a one-dimensional system with an associated potential
V1d(x;X,K) satisfying − dV1d/dx = f(x) + K(X − x).
As illustrated in Fig. 3, V1d has two minima when K
is small, but the influence of diffusive coupling becomes
more pronounced as K increases, making V1d closer to a
quadratic potential. Since a quadratic potential, which
produces a Gaussian distribution, has no inflection point,
SMFD is unlikely to be valid as long as V1d has an in-
flection point. Solving V ′′

1d = 0 for x [20], one finds that
inflection points disappear at

K1 =
1− r + r2

3
. (18)

We adopt this value as the boundary K1, because K >
K1 should be a necessary condition for the validity of
SMFD. The boundary between the intermediate and
strong-coupling regimes, K2, is the saddle-node bifurca-
tion point of DMFD, where it changes from monostable
to bistable. The boundary K2 is significant in that the
mean escape time diverges at K2 in the thermodynamic
limit (N → ∞). Put differently, K2 separates phases
where the escape rate 1/τ̄ is finite (K < K2) and zero
(K > K2) in this limit. The bifurcation point K2 can be
found numerically by solving g(X0;K) = 0 for K, where
X0 is the position of the minimum of g(X;K) [20]. For
the current parameter values (r = 0.05 and D = 0.005),
we obtained K2 ≈ 7.99.
Numerical verification. Thus far, we obtained the

following theoretical predictions. First, in the weak-
coupling and intermediate regimes (K < K2), the mean
escape time is estimated by eq. (8) based on NlinMFFPE.
Second, in the intermediate and strong-coupling regimes
(K > K1), the mean first passage time formula (5)
with the effective potential and noise strength (D/N)
of SMFD predicts the mean escape time. Third, in the
intermediate regime, eq. (17) based on DMFD is also
capable of estimating the mean escape time. To verify
them, we numerically solved the model SDEs and mea-
sured mean escape times [23]. The result is shown in
Fig. 4, where measured and predicted mean escape times
are compared. Overall, the theoretical lines agreed well
with the numerical results (markers). As expected, only
NlinMFFPE could reproduce the numerical result in the
weak-coupling regime; SMFD came to be valid around
K1; and NlinMFFPE and DMFD coincided in the in-
termediate regime between K1 and K2. Predictions of
SMFD deviated from those of DMFD at smaller K for
smaller N , because the fluctuation in X is stronger for
smaller systems, invalidating the deterministic approxi-
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FIG. 4. Numerically measured mean escape times (markers) and theoretical predictions (lines) against coupling strength K.
Numerical results agreed well with our theoretical predictions. Background colors distinguish the three regimes (weak-coupling:
green, intermediate: purple, and strong-coupling: yellow), separated by K1 and K2. The horizontal dashed line T0 indicates
the mean escape time of the uncoupled system (K = 0). (a) Weak-coupling and intermediate regimes. (b) Intermediate and
strong-coupling regimes. The case of N = 1024 was omitted.

mation. We also note that the relation between the mean
escape time andK was non-monotonic beyond the largest
bifurcation point Kb, which cannot be explained by bi-
furcations.

Discussion. To analyze noise-induced escape in large
ensembles of bistable elements, we derived effective
one-dimensional dynamics in three regimes. In the
weak-coupling regime below K1, we obtained nonlin-
ear mean-field Fokker-Planck equation (NlinMFFPE). In
the strong-coupling regime beyond K2, stochastic mean-
field dynamics (SMFD) was derived. In the interme-
diate regime between K1 and K2, both NlinMFFPE
and SMFD reduced to deterministic mean-field dynamics
(DMFD). The ensemble is synchronized when K > K1,
in the sense that one can characterize the collective es-
cape only by tracking the mean field. In contrast, es-
capes are non-synchronous in the weak-coupling regime,
as the distribution p1 is necessary for capturing the pro-
cess. Among the two “synchronized” (i.e. intermediate
and strong-coupling) regimes, the fluctuation of the mean
field is crucial for the collective escape in the strong-
coupling regime, while only the variance within the en-
semble is sufficient in the intermediate regime. In short,
we identified three qualitatively distinct mechanisms of
collective noise-induced escape. Importantly, all mecha-
nisms involve the interplay of nonlinearity, diffusive cou-
pling, and dynamical noise.

We emphasize that, although both previous stud-
ies and our research have divided the parameter space

into three regimes, our classification is different from
the previous one based on bifurcations. Indeed, our
weak-coupling regime spans all — i.e. weak-coupling,
slow-domino, and fast-domino — regimes of the litera-
ture [7, 10], as seen from Kb < K1. Interestingly, in the
marginal region between Kb and K1, escapes are non-
synchronous in the sense discussed above, even though
non-uniform steady states no longer exist.

The following two assumptions are vital for our results.
The first is the diffusive nature of the coupling. While
our results may qualitatively apply to cases of nonlinear
diffusive coupling, our approach cannot be generalized to
non-diffusive cases. The other is the homogeneity of the
isolated dynamics of each element. If, for instance, values
of r and D had significantly differed among elements, it
would have been much more challenging to derive low-
dimensional effective dynamics.

Our analysis can be generalized in several aspects.
Firstly, we do not expect our results to be sensitive to
the definition of the mean escape time, especially in the
intermediate and strong-coupling regimes. One might
instead measure, for instance, the escape time of the
mean field or the median of escape times among ele-
ments. Secondly, while the assumption of global coupling
greatly simplified the analysis in this letter, it is possible
to extend our approach to networked systems, which we
present in another article. It turns out that the insights of
this letter remain qualitatively valid in networked cases.
Thirdly, the approach of SMFD is applicable to other
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diffusively coupled stochastic nonlinear systems. In fact,
our approach was inspired by the previous work on the
model for elastically coupled hair bundles [22]. A further
search for synergistic phenomena arising from the inter-
play of nonlinearity, diffusive coupling, and dynamical
noise would be a stimulating direction for future research.
We thank Benjamin Lindner and Ralf Tönjes for

insightful discussions. This study was supported by
the World-leading Innovative Graduate Study Program
in Proactive Environmental Studies (WINGS-PES), the
University of Tokyo, and JSPS KAKENHI Grant Num-
ber JP24KJ0635 to H.I.
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1 Linear stability analysis of the uniform unstable steady state

We calculate the largest bifurcation point of the system, which is associated with the uniform unstable steady
state xr = (r, . . . , r)

⊤
. In the simplest case of N = 2, the Jacobian matrix of the system is

J2(x) =

(
f ′(x1)− K

2
K
2

K
2 f ′(x2)− K

2

)

, (S1)

where f ′(x) = df/dx. At xr, the eigenvalues of J2(xr) are λ+ = f ′(r) and λ− = f ′(r)−K, whose corresponding

eigenvectors are (1, 1)
⊤

and (1,−1)
⊤

, respectively. The eigenvalue λ+ indicates the growth rate of a uniform
perturbation along the diagonal line in the phase space. Since f ′(r) = r(1− r) > 0, the fixed point xr is

repelling in this uniform mode. The stability of the other mode in the direction of (1,−1)
⊤

depends on the
coupling strength K. When K < f ′(r), the eigenvalue λ− is positive, and hence the fixed point xr is a source.
Otherwise — when K > f ′(r) — the eigenvalue λ− is negative, making xr a saddle. The bifurcation point,
where a source turns into a saddle, is Kb = f ′(r) = r(1− r).

In the general N element cases, the eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix at xr remain the same. The Jacobian
matrix is

JN (x) =









f ′(x1)− K(N−1)
N

K/N · · · K/N

K/N f ′(x2)− K(N−1)
N

...
...

. . . K/N

K/N · · · K/N f ′(xN )− K(N−1)
N









. (S2)

At the unstable uniform fixed point xr, a uniform perturbation δ+ = (1, . . . , 1)
⊤

satisfies

JN (xr) δ+ = f ′(r) δ+, (S3)

indicating that δ+ is an eigenvector with the eigenvalue λ+ = f ′(r). Inspired by the other eigenvector (1,−1)
⊤

in the N = 2 case, let us consider a non-uniform perturbation of the form δ
(2)
− = (1,−1, 0, . . .)

⊤
. It satisfies

JN (xr) δ
(2)
− = [f ′(r)−K] δ

(2)
− , (S4)

indicating that δ
(2)
− is another eigenvector of JN (xr) with the eigenvalue of λ− = f ′(r) −K. More generally,

one can consider a non-uniform perturbation δ
(i)
− , whose first component is 1, ith component is −1, and all

the others are 0. Due to the symmetry of the model, all the N − 1 vectors δ
(i)
− are also eigenvectors with the

same eigenvalue λ−. Considering that δ
(i)
− are linearly independent, λ− is the eigenvalue of JN (xr) with the

multiplicity of N − 1. Since the rank of JN (xr) is N , this establishes that an eigenvalue of JN (xr) is either λ+

or λ−. Consequently, the bifurcation point Kb = f ′(r), where λ− equals zero, does not depend on the system
size N .
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2 Derivation of nonlinear mean-field Fokker-Planck equation

The N -variate Fokker-Planck equation (FPE) corresponding to our model [eq. (1)] reads

∂tpN = −
N∑

j=1

∂xj

([

f(xj) +
K

N

N∑

m=1

(xm − xj)

]

pN

)

+D
∑

i,j

∂xixj
pN , (S5)

where pN (x1, . . . , xN , t) denotes the N -particle probability distribution function (PDF). To derive the non-
linear mean-field FPE (NlinMFFPE), we first integrate the FPE (S5) over all variables except x1. By this
marginalization, the left-hand side (LHS) simply becomes

∂tp1(x1, t). (S6)

In the right-hand side (RHS), we begin with the drift terms. I introduce

A0(x) := f(x)−Kx (S7)

to simplify the notation. Within the drift terms, the following part,

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl

N∑

j=1

∂xj
[A0(xj)pN ], (S8)

does not involve interaction terms. I first calculate the case of j = 1 within the summation:

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl ∂x1
[A0(x1)pN ] =

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl[pN ∂x1
A0(x1) +A0(x1) ∂x1

pN ] (S9a)

=p1(x1, t) ∂x1
A0(x1) +A0(x1) ∂x1

p1(x1, t) (S9b)

= ∂x1
[A0(x1)p1(x1, t)]. (S9c)

To calculate the other terms (i.e. j ̸= 1), it suffices to consider the case of j = 2:

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl ∂x2
[A0(x2)pN ]

=

∫

dx2

N∏

l=3

dxl[pN ∂x2
A0(x2) +A0(x2) ∂x2

pN ] (S10a)

=

∫

dx2[p2(x1, x2, t) ∂x2
A0(x2) +A0(x2) ∂x2

p2(x1, x2, t)] (S10b)

=

∫

dx2 ∂x2
[A0(x2)p2(x1, x2, t)] (S10c)

=

[

A0(x2)p2(x1, x2, t)

]x2=∞

x2=−∞

(S10d)

=0. (S10e)

To have the last equality, I dropped the surface term, assuming p2(x1,±∞, t) ≡ 0. Similar assumptions will be
made in the following. The interaction terms can be organized as

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl ∂x1

[

K

N

N∑

m=1

xmpN

]

=
K

N

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl

N∑

m=1

∂x1
[xmpN ] (S11a)

=
K

N

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl

[

∂x1
(x1pN ) +

N∑

m=2

xm ∂x1
pN

]

. (S11b)

The first term with x1 becomes

K

N

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl ∂x1
(x1pN ) =

K

N
∂x1

[x1p1(x1, t)]. (S12)
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To calculate the second part involving summation, I first consider the case of m = 2:

∫ N∏

l=2

dxlx2 ∂x1
pN =

∫

dx2x2

∫ N∏

l=3

dxl ∂x1
pN (S13a)

=

∫

dx2x2 ∂x1
p2(x1, x2, t) (S13b)

= ∂x1

∫

dx2x2p2(x1, x2, t). (S13c)

It follows that

N∑

m=2

∫ N∏

l=2

dxlxm ∂x1
pN = ∂x1

N∑

m=2

∫

dxmxmp2(x1, xm, t). (S14)

To summarize, marginalizing the drift terms resulted in

− ∂x1

[

A0(x1)p1 +
K

N
x1p1 +

N∑

m=2

∫

dxmxm p2(x1, xm, t)

]

. (S15)

Let us now calculate the diffusion terms, which can be rewritten as

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl

∑

i,j

∂xi
∂xj

pN

= ∂2
x1
p1(x1, t) + 2 ∂x1

N∑

j=2

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl ∂xj
pN +

N∑

i,j=2

∫ N∏

l=2

dxl ∂xi
∂xj

pN .

(S16)

To calculate the second part, I consider the case of j = 2:

∂x1

∫

dx2

∫ N∏

l=3

dxl ∂x2
pN = ∂x1

∫

dx2 ∂x2
p2(x1, x2, t) (S17a)

= ∂x1

[

p2(x1, x2, t)

]x2=∞

x2=−∞

(S17b)

=0. (S17c)

The same holds for j ≥ 3, and hence the second part equals zero. The last part also vanishes:

N∑

i,j=2

∫

dxi dxj

∏

l≥2,l ̸=i,j

dxl ∂xixj
pN =

N∑

i,j=2

∫∫

dxi dxj ∂xi
∂xj

p3(x1, xi, xj , t) (S18a)

=

N∑

i,j=2

∫

dxi ∂xi

[

p3(x1, xi, xj , t)

]xj=∞

xj=−∞

(S18b)

=0. (S18c)

Put together, the diffusion terms simplifies through marginalization to

D∂2
x1
p1(x1, t). (S19)

Combining the drift and diffusion terms, one obtains the following marginalized FPE for p1(x1, t):

∂tp1 = − ∂x1

[(

f(x1)−Kx1

)

p1 +
K

N

(

x1p1 +

N∑

m=2

∫

dxm xmp2(x1, xm, t)

)]

+D∂2
x1
p1. (S20)

One sees that the evolution of a single-particle PDF p1(x1, t) depends on the two-particle PDFs p2(x1, xm, t)
(m ̸= 1). Such hierarchical dependence among PDFs is known as the “BBGKY hierarchy”. To resolve this
dependency, the “molecular chaos” assumption is introduced:

p2(xi, xj , t) ≈ p1(xi, t) p1(xj , t). (S21)
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This entails two sub-assumptions. The first is the independence among elements, which justifies expressing the
two-particle PDF as a product of two single-particle PDFs. The second is the indistinguishability. In general,

the functional form of p1 may differ across elements: i.e. p1 has indices of elements as p
(i)
1 (xi, t). The molecular

chaos assumption implies the sub-assumption of p
(i)
1 (xi, t) ≡ p1(x, t) for all i. In the current setting, all elements

are indeed indistinguishable. Therefore, the validity of the assumption is contingent on the independence among
elements. One expects that as the coupling becomes stronger, the independence assumption gets less valid.

Under the molecular chaos assumption, the integral involving p2 can be simplified in the following manner:

1

N

N∑

m=2

∫

dxm xmp2(x1, xm, t) ≈ 1

N

N∑

m=2

∫

dxm xmp1(x1, t)p1(xm, t) (S22a)

=p1(x1, t)
N − 1

N

∫

dxx p1(x, t) (S22b)

=
N − 1

N
⟨x⟩p1(x1, t), (S22c)

where ⟨x⟩ is the expectation regarding p1(x, t):

⟨x⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞

xp1(x, t) dx. (S23)

Therefore, the evolution equation of p1(x, t) for large N reads

∂tp1 ≈ − ∂x

{[
f(x) +K

(
⟨x⟩ − x

)]
p1
}
+D∂2

xp1, (S24)

which is eq. (6) in the main text.

3 Evolution of mean field and deviations

Assuming that deviations yi := xi −X are small, we expand f(x) as

f(x) = f(X) + f ′(X)y +
f ′′(X)

2
y2 +

f ′′′(X)

6
y3 +O

(
y4
)
. (S25)

Noting that
∑N

i=1 yi = 0, the evolution of the mean field is by definition

Ẋ =
1

N

N∑

i=1

ẋi ≈ f(X) +
f ′′(X)

2

1

N

N∑

i=1

y2i

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Z

+
f ′′′(X)

6

1

N

N∑

i=1

y3i +
√
2Dη̂X , (S26)

where I introduced

η̂X :=
1

N

N∑

i=1

ξi. (S27)

It follows from the properties of ξi that η̂X is a Gaussian random variable satisfying

⟨η̂X(t)⟩ = 0, ⟨η̂X(t)η̂X(t+ τ)⟩ = 1

N
δ(τ). (S28)

In the main text, we instead introduced

ηX :=
1√
N

N∑

i=1

ξi (S29)

to normalize its variance, so that the reduction in the effective noise strength from D to D/N is more visible.
The evolution of deviations is, to the first order,

ẏi = ẋi − Ẋ ≈ −[K − f ′(X)]yi +
√
2Dηi, (S30)

where

ηi := ξi −
1

N

N∑

j=1

ξj = ξi −
ηX√
N

. (S31)
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Again, it is a Gaussian random variable with the following statistical properties:

⟨ηi(t)⟩ = 0, (S32a)

⟨ηi(t)ηX(t+ τ)⟩ = 0, (S32b)

⟨ηi(t)ηj(t+ τ)⟩ = δ(τ)

(

δij −
1

N

)

. (S32c)

As yi dynamics [eq. (S30)] describe an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process, yi would follow a Gaussian distribution

in a stationary state. Therefore, the third moment of deviations — i.e.
〈
y3
〉
≈ 1

N

∑N

i=1 y
3
i — would vanish,

simplifying X dynamics [eq. (S26)] to eq. (11a) in the main text.

4 Derivation of deterministic mean-field dynamics from nonlinear

mean-field Fokker-Planck equation

As explained in the main text, we assume the equivalence between X and ⟨x⟩, which corresponds to assuming
large N . The evolution of the mean field is governed by

Ẋ =

∫

x ∂tp1(x, t) dx (S33a)

=−
∫
{
x ∂x[f(x)p1(x, t)] +Kx[∂x(⟨x⟩ − x)p1(x, t)] +Dx∂2

xp1(x, t)
}
dx. (S33b)

We calculate each term on the RHS, integrating by parts and dropping surface terms:
∫

x ∂x[f(x)p1(x, t)] dx = [xf(x)p1(x, t)]
∞
−∞ −

∫

f(x)p1(x, t) dx = −⟨f(x)⟩, (S34a)

∫

x ∂x[(⟨x⟩ − x)p1(x, t)] dx = [x(⟨x⟩ − x)p1(x, t)]
∞
−∞ −

∫

(⟨x⟩ − x)p1(x, t) dx = ⟨x⟩ − ⟨x⟩ = 0, (S34b)

∫

x ∂2
xp1(x, t) dx = [x ∂xp1(x, t)]

∞
−∞ −

∫

∂xp1(x, t) dx = 0. (S34c)

Due to the assumption that X ≈ ⟨x⟩, we can calculate as ⟨f(X)⟩ = ⟨f(⟨x⟩)⟩ = f(X). Hence, expansion of f(x)
around X yields the following:

⟨f(x)⟩ ≈ f(X) + f ′(X)⟨y⟩+ f ′′(X)

2

〈
y2
〉
+

f ′′′(X)

6

〈
y3
〉
. (S35)

It holds that ⟨y⟩ = 0. Moreover, by additionally assuming Gaussianity of y, its third moment
〈
y3
〉

would vanish,
resulting in

Ẋ = f(X) +
f ′′(X)

2
Z, (S36)

which is the deterministic mean-field dynamics (DMFD).

5 Derivation of regime boundaries of coupling strength

We defined the boundary between the weak-coupling and intermediate regimes, K1, as the point at which
inflection points of the effective one-dimensional potential

V1d(x;X,K) =
1

4
x4 − 1 + r

3
x3 +

r +K

2
x2 −KXx (S37)

disappear. An inflection point x∗ satisfies

d2

dx2
V1d = 3x2 − 2(1 + r)x+ r +K =

(
x∗ − x∗

+

)(
x∗ − x∗

−

)
= 0 (S38)

where

x∗
± =

1 + r ±
√
1− r + r2 − 3K

3
, (S39)
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from which it follows that

K1 =
1− r + r2

3
. (S40)

The boundary between the intermediate and strong-coupling regimes, K2, is the bifurcation point of deter-
ministic mean-field dynamics (DMFD) [eq. (15) in the main text]. To numerically obtain the bifurcation point,
we calculate the position of the minimum of DMFD’s flow,

g(X;K) = −X3 + (1 + r)X2 −
(

r +
3D

K

)

X +
D(1 + r)

K
, (S41)

which is

X0 =
1

3

(

1 + r −
√

1− r + r2 − 9D

K

)

. (S42)

For small K, g(X0;K) is positive. It declines as K increases, and a saddle-node bifurcation occurs when
g(X0;K) = 0. Beyond this bifurcation point K2, DMFD is bistable. Accordingly, one can determine K2 by
numerically solving g(X0,K) = 0 for K.

6 Numerical methods

All numerical analysis was performed using Julia in Docker containers in addition to Apptainer containers on a
high performance computer. For numerical integration of differential equations, DifferentialEquations.jl [1]
was utilised. As specific solvers, a variant of Runge-Kutta method, Tsit5() [2], was used for ODE systems
such as DMFD. For SDE systems, an adaptive version of a stochastic Runge-Kutta scheme [3], SOSRA(), was
used [4]. An escape of each element, which is an upward zero-crossing event of xi−ξ, was detected using Callback
functionalities, particularly SciMLBase.ContinuousCallback. Figures were generated using CairoMakie.jl,
which is a backend of Makie.jl [5].

To predict the mean escape time by eq. (8) based on NlinMFFPE, I first solved a discretised version of
NlinMFFPE in the interval x ∈ (a, b). Spatial derivatives were discretised with the step size ∆x according to
the central difference scheme. The resulting ODE system was solved using Tsit5(). The numerical integration
was terminated when the mean field X approached the active state (specifically, X > 0.9) and the probability
current at the threshold, J(ξ, t), became small to satisfy J(ξ, t) ≤ Jξ,min. The termination functionality was
implemented using Callback functionalities. Results of numerical integration were recorded with the time
interval of ∆t. Specific values of numerical parameters are shown inside relevant figures so as to eliminate a
room for a human error in transcription. The integral in eq. (8) was approximated by a summation, which
was calculated using the obtained time series of J(ξ, t). The integral in eq. (17) was also approximated by
a summation. On the other hand, Integrals.jl was utilised to approximate the integrals in the mean first
passage time formula, such as eq. (5). The bifurcation point of DMFD, K2, was calculated using find_zero()

of Roots.jl. Specific parameter values are shown in each figure to avoid mistakes in transcription.
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