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Abstract. We propose an approach to directly estimate the moments or marginals for a high-

dimensional equilibrium distribution in statistical mechanics, via solving the high-dimensional

Fokker-Planck equation in terms of low-order cluster moments or marginals. With this approach,
we bypass the exponential complexity of estimating the full high-dimensional distribution and

directly solve the simplified partial differential equations for low-order moments/marginals.

Moreover, the proposed moment/marginal relaxation is fully convex and can be solved via
off-the-shelf solvers. We further propose a time-dependent version of the convex programs to

study non-equilibrium dynamics. We show the proposed method can recover the meanfield

approximation of an equilibrium density. Numerical results are provided to demonstrate the
performance of the proposed algorithm for high-dimensional systems.

1. Introduction

A central question in statistical mechanics is the determination of the equilibrium distribu-
tion [34] from a stochastic differential equation (SDE). Standard approaches include applying
Monte-Carlo method to simulate an SDE or variational inference method that minimizes an en-
tropic regularized energy functional [4, 46]. While these approaches have various successes, a less
explored route to study the equilibrium is via solving the partial differential equation (PDE)
associated with the SDE, which characterizes the evolution of the distribution. Obtaining the
equilibrium distribution can be done by looking at the time-independent version of such a PDE.
However, for a d-dimensional SDE, one has to solve a d-dimensional PDE which results in the curse-
of-dimensionality. While one can solve the resulting PDE via assuming various low-complexity
ansatz such as a neural-network or tensor-network for the solution, obtaining the solution requires
optimizing a non-convex objective function over high-dimensional spaces [8,10,19,47]. In this note
we take a different approach to it via using a convex-relaxation strategy to obtain the moments of
the distribution. While our method could potentially be used to study the transient behaviour of
general SDEs, we demonstrate the success of our method for the case of overdamped Langevin dy-
namics [42], where we solve for the equilibrium distribution via solving the Fokker-Planck equation
(FPE).

1.1. Fokker-Planck equation. In the rest of the paper, we assume we are given a confining
potential function (see, e.g., [3, Definition 4.2]) V : Rd → R that has a pairwise structure, i.e.

(1) V (x) =

d∑
i=1

Vi(xi) +

d∑
i ̸=j=1

Vij(xi, xj).

The pairwise potential function is ubiquitous in a wide range of physical, chemical systems and
molecular dynamics simulations [18,29,31,41].

The goal is to study the equilibrium distribution ρ⋆(x) ∝ exp(−V (x)/T ) of the following over-
damped Langevin processes,

dxt = −∇V (xt) dt+
√

2β−1 dWt,(2)

where xt ∈ Ω ⊂ Rd is the state of stochastic system, β = 1/T where T is the temperature, and
Wt is a d-dimensional Wiener process.
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2 CONVEX RELAXATION FOR FOKKER-PLANCK

Standard approaches (for example in molecular dynamics) use a long time Markov-chain Monte-
Carlo (MCMC) simulation to study the equilibrium distribution [25]. For V with a complicated
landscape and high-dimensionality, the mixing-time of an MCMC can be long.

Deterministic approaches include the solution to the following variational problem

(3) min
ρ≥0,

∫
ρ(x)dx=1

⟨ρ, V ⟩+ 1

β
⟨ρ, log ρ⟩

where the minimizer is in fact the equilibrium distribution ρ⋆. Since ρ : Rd → R is a high-
dimensional function, various low-complexity ansatz such as meanfield [4], bethe approximation
[22], generative models [26], and tensor-networks [11] has been used to represent ρ. These ap-
proaches either leads to a non-convex optimization domain, or approximations to the entropy
term [40].

On the other hand, the equilibrium distribution satisfies the d-dimensional stationary FPE:

(4) Lρ(x) = − 1

β
∆ρ(x)−∇ · (ρ(x)∇V (x)) = 0.

There are many approaches available to solve the FPE. The traditional finite difference and finite
element methods work well for low-dimensional problems but they both scale exponentially with
the number of dimensions. To circumvent the curse of dimensionality, researchers propose to pose
various low-complexity ansatz on the solution of FPE to control the growth of parameters. For
example, [19,47,48] propose to parametrize the unknown PDE solution with deep neural networks
and optimize their underlying stochastic differential equations or variational problems instead.
[1, 6, 7, 20] approximates the differential operators with data-sparse hierarchical matrices. [23]
parametrizes the PDE solution using tensor networks [32, 33, 37] where a similar approach [8] is
proposed for the adjoint equation. These parametric models effectively controls the complexity of
the problem but again, obtaining them requires the use of non-convex optimization.

1.2. Our contributions. In this paper, we propose a novel approach to obtain the moments
of the equilibrium distribution, via solving for the FPE in terms of the low order marginals
or cluster moments, which circumvent the curse-of-dimensionality. The optimization problems
we proposed are fully convex, hence avoiding the difficulty of optimizing a globally nonconvex
objective in neural network and tensor network approaches. While this has similarities to the
convex hierarchies proposed to solve (3), due to the linearity of the FPE, we completely bypass
the need to approximate the entropy term in terms of the moments, which often leads to a non-
convex cost (as in the case of Bethe approximation). We show theoretically that a meanfield
approximation can be recovered when being used to obtain the 1-marginals of the equilibrium
density. Hence our approach can be regarded as a convex-relaxation approach for obtaining a
meanfield solution to the meanfield FPE (or McKean-Vlasov type equations) which is nonlinear
[13].

We view this note as extending methods described in [27] for solving 1D PDE to high-dimensional
cases. We show via analysis and numerical experiments that choices convex-hierarchies (cluster
moment and marginal relaxations) in similar spirit with cluster expansion [5] or marginal relax-
ation [9, 36, 43] can be used to handle high-dimensional systems that are weakly correlated. We
note that this work is substantially different from [39] where the non-negative density is param-
eterized as a sum-of-squares polynomial. For us, only the moments of the distribution is solved
for, which allows us to efficiently characterize a degenerate distribution.

1.3. Organization. The rest of the note is organized as follows. In Section 2, we propose various
convex hierarchies to solve (4). In Section 3, we extend the proposed method to time-dependent
problem. In Section 4, we analyze the recovery property of recovering the meanfield approximation
to an equilibrium density from the proposed convex hierarchies. In Section 5, we study the
proposed method in a few numerical experiments. We then conclude in Section 6.
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2. PDE hierarchies for solving the FPE

In this section, we present two formulations: cluster moments relaxation (Section 2.1) and
marginal relaxation (Section 2.2) for solving the FPE.

2.1. Cluster moment relaxation. Let Ω ∈ R be the computational domain for a single variable.
Let T := {t | t : Ωd → C} be a finite dimensional function space. Furthermore, let Q := {q | q :
Ωd → C, q ≥ 0} be a finite dimensional space of non-negative functions.

Suppose we want to solve

(5) Lρ = 0, ρ ≥ 0,

∫
ρ(x)dx = 1.

While this is a linear PDE in ρ, it requires exponential number of basis in d to discretize ρ. To
overcome the dimensionaliy of the problem, we solve a relaxed version of the PDE problem via
enforcing necessary conditions for Lρ = 0 and ρ ≥ 0 via test functions t ∈ T and q ∈ Q. More
specifically, we let:

⟨L∗t, ρ⟩ = ⟨t, Lρ⟩ = 0, ∀t ∈ T ,
⟨q, ρ⟩ ≥ 0, ∀q ∈ Q,∫
ρ(x)dx = 1.(6)

where the adjoint operator L∗ apply to t ∈ T is

L∗t(x) = − 1

β
∆t(x) +∇t(x) · ∇V (x)

(7)

The adjoint operator is derived using the fact that we impose the boundary condition

(8) ρ(x), ∇ρ(x) = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω.
This is a reasonable assumption especially when V is confining. We now discuss choices of space
for T and Q that lead to tractable convex program.

2.1.1. Cluster basis. Let {ϕj : Ω ⊂ R → C}nj=1 be a set of single variable basis. Let FK
be the space of one-body to K-body functions where FK = span{ϕj1(xi1) · · ·ϕjK (xiK ) | J :=

(j1, . . . jK) ∈ [n]K , I := (i1 . . . , iK) ∈
(
d
K

)
}. For our purpose, we choose {ϕj}nj=1 to be the mono-

mial or Fourier basis and ϕ1 ∝ 1. In what follows, we often use the notations xI := (xi1 , · · · , xiK )
and ϕJ (xI) := ϕj1(xi1) · · ·ϕjK (xiK ). We also let the set of sum-of-squares functions be SK =
{[ϕJ (xI)]IJA[ϕJ (xI)]

T
IJ | A ⪰ 0, ϕJ ∈ FK} where the positive-semidefinite matrix A has size(

d
K

)
nK ×

(
d
K

)
nK .

We choose T = FK and furthermore Q = SK . In this case, applying the adjoint operator L∗

to t ∈ T gives

(L∗t)(xI) = − 1

β
∆t(xI) +∇t(xI) · ∇V (x)

=

K∑
k=1

− 1

β

∂2t(xI)

∂x2ik
+

K∑
k=1

∂t(xI)

∂xik

∂Vik(xik)
∂xik

+
∑

il:il ̸=ik

∂Vik,il(xik , xil)

∂xik

 , I ∈
(
d

K

)
.(9)

Suppose Vk,l(xk, xl) can be expanded by {ϕik(xk)ϕik(xl)}nik,il=1 up to sufficient numerical pre-

cision. Furthermore, we pick t = ϕJ (xI), J ∈ [n]K , I ∈
(
d
K

)
where K ≥ 1. In this way, (6) can

be written in terms of the following matrix variable

(10) MIJ ,I′J ′ =

∫
ϕJ (xI)ϕJ ′(xI′)ρ(x)dx

that scales as
(
d
K

)
nK ×

(
d
K

)
nK , since {ϕJ (xI)ϕJ ′(xI′)} = FK ⊗FK and this includes

(11) − 1

β

∂2ϕJ (xI)

∂x2ik
,

∂ϕJ (xI)

∂xik

∂Vik(xik)

∂xik
,

∂ϕJ (xI)

∂xik

∑
il:il ̸=ik

∂Vik,il(xik , xil)

∂xik
,
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in FK , FK ⊗ F1, FK ⊗ F2 respectively. More precisely, the main optimization problem derived
from (6) becomes

lIJ (M) = 0, J ∈ [n]K , I ∈
(
d

K

)
M ⪰ 0
MI=∅J=0,I′=∅J ′=0 = 1(12)

where lIJ (M) = 0 is the reformlutation of∫
(L∗ϕJ )(xI)ρ(x)dx = 0

in terms of the moment matrix M , and the positive semidefinite constraints M ⪰ 0 comes from
the fact that ∫

[ϕJ (xI)]IJA[ϕJ (xI)]
T
IJ ρ(x)dx ≥ 0

for any A ⪰ 0.

2.1.2. Symmetric cluster basis. For interacting particle systems, often one needs to deal with a
potential V that is symmetric, i.e. V (x1, . . . , xd) = V (xσ(1), . . . , xσ(d)) for any σ in the symmetric

group Sym(d). In this case one can let T = FS,K where FS,K = { 1
d!

∑
σ∈Sym(d) f(xσ(1), . . . , fσ(d)) | f ∈

FK}, which consists of symmetric functions in FK . This allows us to span FS,K with nK basis
instead of

(
n
K

)
nK basis, hence achieving a significant complexity gain. Similarly, one can let the

set of nonnegative functions Q = SS,K where SS,K = {[ϕJ (x)]JA[ϕJ (x)]TJ | A ⪰ 0, ϕJ ∈ FS,K},
i.e. the symmetric sum-of-squares functions.

2.2. Marginal relaxation. Another possible convex relaxation to solve (4) is via discretized low-
order marginals. This can be useful, when V exhibits singularities (for example when pairiwse
interactions Vij is coulombic). Let ρI be the I-th marginal of ρ:

ρI(xI) :=

∫
ρ(x)dx[d]\I ,(13)

where I ∈
(
d
K

)
. A reduced order PDE in terms of the marginal can be derived by partial integra-

tions of the FPE:

(14)

∫ [
− 1

β
∆ρ(x)−∇ · (ρ(x)∇V (x))

]
dx[d]\I = 0

which gives

(15) − 1

β

K∑
k=1

∂2ρI(xI)

∂x2ik
−

K∑
k=1

∂

∂xik

 ∑
j:j∈Ic

∫
ρI∪j(xI , xj)

∂Vikj
∂xik

(xik , xj)dxj

 = 0.

This gives equations for all ρI and {ρI∪j}dj=1. We further impose neccessary conditions that these
marginals are derived from the same density ρ, i.e.
(16)∫

ρI∪j(xI∪j)dxj = ρI(xI), ρI∪j ≥ 0, ∀j ∈ [d], I ∩ j = ∅,
∫
ρI(xI)dxI = 1, ∀I ∈

(
d

K

)
.

Now to solve (15) along with (16), we let ρ̃I be a nK points discretization of ρI for each I. Then
∂2ρI(xI)
∂x2

ik

and
∂ρI∪j

∂xik
are discretized by a central and forward difference respectively in terms of ρ̃I

and ρ̃I∪j , and we get a discretized version of (15):

(17) L̃I(ρ̃I , {ρ̃I∪j}j) = 0.

Along with a quadrature scheme for enforcing (16) one has a Sherali-Adams type linear program-

ming hierarchy [28] with
(

d
K+1

)
nK+1 number of variables (K ≥ 1). For example, when discretizing
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the domain Ωd as a uniform grid X ⊂ Rd, one can use the quadrature scheme
(18)∑
xj∈Xj

ρ̃I∪j(XI , xj)wxj
= ρ̃I(XI), ρ̃I∪j ≥ 0, ∀j ∈ [d], I∩j = ∅,

∑
xI∈XI

ρ̃I(xI)wxI = 1, ∀I ∈
(
d

K

)
where XI denotes the slice of grid points X in I-th dimension, and wxI ’s are the quadrature
weights. As in [9, 24, 36], one can further add semidefinite constraints to strengthen the convex-
relaxation:

(19) [GII′ ]II′ ⪰ 0 where GII′ = ρ̃I∪I′ , GII − diag(GII) = 0, diag(GII) = ρ̃I

where G has size
(
d
K

)
nK ×

(
d
K

)
nK . We remark that as in the case of cluster moments relaxation,

symmetrization can also be done with marginals, leading to variable with size nK , as in [24].

2.3. Additional regularizations. As we show later in Section 4, suppose the underlying equi-
librium density ρ⋆ admits a meanfield or block meanfield type solution, i.e. ρ(x) ≈

∏
I ρI(xI)

where {I} partitions [d], the proposed convex programs can stably determine each ρI . However,
in generally one cannot hope to recover higher order marginals ρI∪j or moments MIJ ,I′J ′ in (10)

(moments of ρI∪I′), since the total number of equations scales as
(
d
K

)
= O(dK), and the number

of these higher order marginals or moments scales as O(d2K) or O(dK+1) respectively.
In order to reduce the number of variables, one can introduce penalties to regularize the solution

such that it admits a meanfield type behavior. One can add the following cost to the convex
programs in Section 2.1 and 2.2: (1) Minimize the nuclear norm ∥MIJ ,I′J ′∥∗ for each pair (I, I ′) ∈(
d
K

)
×
(
d
K

)
for moment relaxation. Minimize the nuclear norm ∥ρ̃I∩j∥∗ for each (I, j) ∈

(
d
K

)
× [d]

for marginal relaxation, treating ρ̃I∩j as a n
K ×n matrix. (2) Maximize the entropy of each ρ̃I∩j

for each (I, j) ∈
(
d
K

)
× [d] for marginal relaxation. For ρI∩j with marginals being ρI and ρj , the

maximum entropy solution is ρI∩j = ρIρj . In a similar vein, interior point methods [38] for convex
programming always have a log barrier function, which serves as an entropic-like regularization
for ρ̃I∩j .

3. Time-dependent problems

In this section, we discuss possible extensions of our framework to study non-equlibrium dy-
namics with time-dependent Fokker-Planck equation

(20)
∂ρ(x, τ)

∂τ
= −Lρ(x, τ), (x, τ) ∈ Ωd × [0, T ]

subject to initial on ρ(x, 0) and extra boundary conditions on ρ(x, τ). For example when studying
first passage time [2, 45], one would have the boundary conditions

ρ(x, 0) = δ(x− a),

ρ(x, τ) = 0, x ∈ A ⊂ Ωd, τ ∈ (0, T ].(21)

where particle starts at τ = 0 at a ∈ Rd and gets absorbed when hitting region A. We let A be a
semialgebraic set defined by

(22) h(x) ≤ 0,

for example a ball or a half-space

(23) h(x) = |x− b|2 − r2 ≤ 0, b ∈ Rd, h(x) = cTx ≥ 0, c ∈ Rd.

Then the support of ρ can be characterized by h(x) ≥ 0.



6 CONVEX RELAXATION FOR FOKKER-PLANCK

3.1. Time dependent cluster moment relaxation. To apply convex relaxation to such a prob-
lem, we perform a direct discretization in time by approximating ρ(x, t) as ρ1(x) := ρ(x, t1), . . . , ρ

m(x) :=

ρ(x, tm), where tl =
(l−1)T
m−1 . We again have an equation

(24)
ρl+1(x)− ρl(x)

δτ
+ Lρl(x) = 0, l = 1, . . . ,m− 1,

where its convex relaxation can be obtained via testing against t ∈ T , which gives〈
t,
ρl+1 − ρl

δτ
+ Lρl

〉
= 0, ∀t ∈ T , ∀l = 1, . . . ,m− 1

⟨q, ρl⟩ ≥ 0, ∀q ∈ Q, ∀l = 1, . . . ,m
⟨sh, ρl⟩ ≥ 0, ∀s ∈ Q, ∀l = 1, . . . ,m
⟨w, ρ1⟩ = ⟨w, δ(· − a)⟩, ∀w ∈ T , ∀l = 1, . . . ,m∫
ρ1(x)dx = 1.(25)

3.2. Time dependent marginal relaxation. In this section, we present a different way to solve
the time-dependent problem via marginal relaxations. We denote the I-th marginal at time l by

ρlI(xI) :=

∫
ρ(x, tl)dx[d]\I(26)

and its disretization on the I-th slice XI ⊂ Ω|I| of X ⊂ Ωd as ρ̃lI . We again look at the time
discretized equation (24), however, we integrate the equation in (24) with

∫
· dx[d]\I and solve

for ρlI in terms of the discretized ρ̃lI , while imposing constraints such as (18) on ρ̃lI for each time
l. As opposed to the discretized stationary equation (17), we have

ρ̃l+1
I − ρ̃lI
δτ

= −L̃I(ρ̃I , {ρ̃I∪j}j),

∀l = 1, . . . ,m.∑
xj∈Xj

ρ̃I∪j(XI , xj)wxj
= ρ̃I(XI), ∀j ∈ [d], I ∩ j = ∅, ∀l = 1, . . . ,m

ρ̃lI ≥ 0,
∑

xI∈XI

ρ̃I(xI)wxI = 1, ∀I ∈
(
d

K

)
, ∀l = 1, . . . ,m,

[GlII′ ]II′ ⪰ 0 where GlII′ = ρ̃I∪I′ , GlII − diag(GlII) = 0, diag(GlII) = ρ̃I ,∀l = 1, . . . ,m,

(27)

where L̃I is defined as in (17). As for the initial and boundary conditions in (21), we approximate
them as

(28) ρ̃1I(XI) = f0(XI), ρ̃lI(XI ∩AI) = 0, ∀l = 2, . . . ,m, ∀I ∈
(
d

K

)
,

where f0 : R|I| → R is a locally supported function that approximates the |I| dimensional delta
function δ(· − aI), and aI , AI are the I-th slice of the coordinate a ∈ Ωd and set A ⊂ Ωd

respectively.

4. Analysis

In this section, we analyze the recovery property of the continuous marginal relaxation (Sec-
tion 2.2). We show that the proposed convex program can determine a meanfield approximation
to the equilibrium density ρ⋆. This is in stark contrast with determining the meanfield approxi-
mation from a nonlinear Mckean-Vlasov type equations [13,14], since the equation we are solving
is completely linear in terms of variables on a convex domain. We believe the proof technique is
generalizable to moment based relaxation (Section 2.1) and discretized marginal relaxation (18)
by suitably incorporating the error of approximating low-order marginals by moments or interpo-
lations.
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4.1. Preliminaries and assumptions. For simplicity, we assume that each variable is on a
periodic domain Ω = [0, 1]. The potential V ∈ C∞(Ωd) gives rise to the equilibrium density
ρ⋆ ∈ C∞(Ωd). Since the goal is to determine the marginals of ρ⋆ ∈ C∞(Ωd), we further assume
that for i, i′ ∈ [d], ρi ∈ C∞(Ω), ρii′ ∈ C∞(Ω2). To facilitate the discussion, we define Li :
C∞(Ω)× C∞(Ω2)d−1 → C∞(Ω) as

(29) Li(ρi, {ρii′}i′∈[d]\i) := −
1

β

∂2ρi(xi)

∂x2i
− ∂

∂xi

 ∑
i′∈[d]\i

∫
ρii′(xi, xi′)

∂Vii′

∂xi
(xi, xi′)dxi′

 , i ∈ [d],

Ti : C
∞(Ω2)d−1 → C∞(Ω) as

(30) Ti({ρii′}i′∈[d]\i) := −
∂

∂xi

 ∑
i′∈[d]\i

∫
ρii′(xi, xi′)

∂Vii′

∂xi
(xi, xi′)dxi′

 , i ∈ [d],

and Fi : C
∞(Ω2)d−1 → C∞(Ω) as

(31) Fi({ρii′}i′∈[d]\i) := −

 ∑
i′∈[d]\i

∫
ρii′(xi, xi′)

∂Vii′

∂xi
(xi, xi′)dxi′

 , i ∈ [d].

One can think of Fi as some “effective force” exerted on the i-th dimension.
We now make a few assumptions needed for the proof. For the Fokker-Planck operator L, it

can be shown that for some function s,

(32) L(ρ⋆s) = ρ⋆Ls

and furthermore

(33) ⟨t, ρ⋆Ls⟩ = D(t, s), D(t, s) :=

∫
∇t(x) · ∇s(x)ρ⋆(x)dx.

(See for example [35].) We now make assumptions on the bilinear formD (also called the Dirichlet’s
form).

Assumption 1. The bilinear form D satisfies

(34) λ1∥s∥2L2(ρ⋆) ≤ D(s, s) =: ∥s∥2D
for any s that is not a constant ρ⋆-almost everywhere.

This assumption on the lower-bound of the bilinear form is a standard “spectral gap” assump-
tion for showing the convergence of a time-dependent Fokker-Planck equation [30]. The second
assumption concerns the existence of a meanfield approximation.

Assumption 2. We assume that the probability density ρ⋆ ∝ exp(−βV ) can be approximated by
a meanfield, i.e.

(35)

∏d
i=1 ρ

⋆
i (xi)

ρ⋆(x)
= 1 + ϵ(x), ∥ϵ∥H1(ρ⋆) ≤ η1.

This assumption is rather natural, since we first need the equilibrium density to be well approxi-
mated by a meanfield, before trying to determine the components of the meanfield computationally.

4.2. Main theorem. The goal is to show the solution of the following convex problem

Li(ρi, {ρii′}i′∈[d]\i) = 0, i ∈ [d]∫
ρii′(xi, xi′)dxi′ = ρi(xi), ρii′ ≥ 0, i′ ∈ [d] \ i,

∫
ρi(xi)dxi = 1, ∀i ∈ [d],

d∑
i=1

∫
si(xi)

2ρi(xi)dxi −
d∑

i ̸=i′=1

∫
ρii′(xi, xi′)si(xi)si′(xi′)dxidxi′ ≥ 0, ∀s1, · · · , sd ∈ S

ρi
ρ⋆i
,
ρii′

ρ⋆i ρ
⋆
i′
∈ S,∀i, i′ ∈ [d], i ̸= i′(36)
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recovers the meanfields ρ⋆i , i ∈ [d]. Here, the set S is defined to be

(37) S := {s | ∥s∥L2(ρ⋆) ≤ ∞, ∥∇s∥L2(ρ⋆) ≤ R∥s∥L2(ρ⋆), R > 0}.
By an abuse of notation, in this section we treat a single variable function si acting on the i-th
dimensional variable xi as a C

∞(Ω) and C∞(Ωd) function interchangeably. In the latter case, we
think of si(xi), xi ∈ Ω as si(x) = si(xi), x ∈ Ωd. Although it seems like the third set of constraints
has infinite number of constraints, it is equivalent to the positive semidefinite constraints in (19)
(with a suitable discretization using basis in S), and therefore can be enforced with semidefinite
programming.

In order to prove our main theorem, we make another assumption, specifically pertaining the
convex relaxation (36). This assumption is relatively unusual in the literature of Fokker-Planck
equation.

Assumption 3. We assume that Fi defined (31) satisfies

(38)

d∑
i=1

〈
∂si
∂xi

, Fi({ρii′ − ρiρi′}i′∈[d]\i)

〉
≤ η2

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i
∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆)

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥si∥2D, i ∈ [d]

for any {ρii′}i,i′∈[d],i̸=i′ satisfying the constraints in (36).

This assumption essentially says the “effective force” computed from any 2-marginals {ρii′}i′∈[d]\i
is not that different from treating each 2-marginal as independent, i.e. ρii = ρiρi′ . This depends
on the nature of V , and also on the constraints in (36). In some sense, one can think of η2 as
“relaxation error”. In Section 4.3, we give a non-trivial example with strong pairwise interactions
to show how this assumption can hold without separability.

We are now ready to present the main theorem.

Theorem 1. Under Assumption 1,2,3, the solution to the marginal relaxation problem (36) sat-
isfies

(39)

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i − 1

∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆i )

≤
√
2η1 + η2

λ1(1−
√
2η1)

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i
∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆i )

, i ∈ [d].

Proof. For ρi, {ρii′}i′∈[d]\i satisfying the constraints in (36), we have

0 =

d∑
i=1

⟨si, Li(ρi, {ρiρi′}i′)⟩+ ⟨si, Ti({ρii′ − ρiρi′}i′∈[d]\i)⟩

=

d∑
i=1

⟨si, Li(ρi, {ρiρi′}i′)⟩ −
〈
∂si
∂xi

, Fi({ρii′ − ρiρi′}i′∈[d]\i)

〉
=

d∑
i=1

〈
si, L

(
d∏

i′=1

ρi′

)〉
−
〈
∂si
∂xi

, Fi({ρii′ − ρiρi′}i′∈[d]\i)

〉
=

d∑
i=1

〈
si, ρ

⋆L

(∏d
i′=1 ρi′

ρ⋆

)〉
−
〈
∂si
∂xi

, Fi({ρii′ − ρiρi′}i′∈[d]\i)

〉
=

d∑
i=1

〈
∂si
∂xi

,
∂

∂xi

(∏d
i′=1 ρi′

ρ⋆

)
ρ⋆

〉
−
〈
∂si
∂xi

, Fi({ρii′ − ρiρi′}i′∈[d]\i)

〉
=

d∑
i=1

〈
∂si
∂xi

,
∂

∂xi

(
ρi
ρ⋆i

)
ρ⋆i

〉
+

〈
∂si
∂xi

,
∂

∂xi

(∏d
i=1 ρi∏d
i=1 ρ

⋆
i

ϵ

)
ρ⋆

〉
−
〈
∂si
∂xi

, Fi({ρij − ρiρi′}i′∈[d]\i)

〉

≥
d∑
i=1

D

(
si,

ρi
ρ⋆i

)
−

d∑
i=1

〈
∂si
∂xi

, Fi({ρii′ − ρiρi′}i′∈[d]\i)

〉
−

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥si∥2D

∥∥∥∥∥
∏d
i=1 ρi∏d
i=1 ρ

⋆
i

ϵ

∥∥∥∥∥
D

≥
d∑
i=1

D

(
si,

ρi
ρ⋆i

)
−

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥si∥2D

∥∥∥∥∥
∏d
i=1 ρi∏d
i=1 ρ

⋆
i

ϵ

∥∥∥∥∥
D

− η2

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥si∥2D

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i
∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆)

(40)
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The first equality follows from the first constraints of (36). The second equality follows from
integration by parts and the definitions in (30) and (31). The fourth and fifth equality is due to
the property of the Fokker-Planck operator (32) and (33). The sixth equality is based on letting∏d
i=1 ρ

⋆
i = ρ⋆(1 + ϵ). The first inequality is due to Cauchy-Schwarz, and the last inequality is due

to Assumption 3. Now, let

(41) si =
ρi
ρ⋆i
− 1

from (40) we get

0 ≥
d∑
i=1

∥si∥2D −
√
2η21

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥si∥2D

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥si + 1∥2L2(ρ⋆) + ∥si∥
2
D −

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥si∥2D

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i
∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆)

η2

≥ (1−
√
2η1)

d∑
i=1

∥si∥2D −
√
2η1

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥si∥2D

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥si + 1∥2L2(ρ⋆) −

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥si∥2D

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i
∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆)

η2

(42)

where we apply Assumption 2 in the first inequality. Combining this with Assumption 1 we get
the conclusion

(43) λ1(1−
√
2η1)

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i − 1

∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆i )

≤
√
2η1

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i
∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆i )

+ η2

√√√√ d∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i
∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆i )

.

□

4.3. Example. At the first sight, it seems like the only pairwise potential that satisfies Assump-
tion 3 with a small enough η2 is that each Vii′ has the form Vii′(xi, xi′) = Ei(xi) + Ei′(xi′), i.e.
a separable potential. However, in this section we argue that it is possible to have non-separable
Vii′(xi, x

′
i) = Ei(xi)+Ei′(x

′
i)+δii′(xi, x

′
i) where δii′ is much larger compare to Ei, Ei′ . Let Ei = E

for all i ∈ [d], and further

(44)
∂

∂xi
δii′(xi, xj) :=

∑
ki,ki′∈[n]

aii′(ki, ki′)ϕki(xi)ϕki′ (xi′)

where each aii′ ∈ Rn×n, and {ϕj}nj=1 ⊂ L2(ρ⋆) is a set of orthonormal single variable basis. We

let aii′(ki, ki′) ∼ N (0, σ2). In what follows, we show that one can have σ as large o(
√
d), and still

η2/λ1 ∼ o(1), giving rise to a meaningful upper-bound in Theorem 1. In this case, the term δii′

completely dominates Ei, Ei′ when d is large.
To calculate η2 in Assumption 3 for this setting, we first notice that∑

i′∈[d]\i

〈
ti
∂Vii′

∂xi
, ρii′ − ρiρj

〉
=

∑
i′∈[d]\i

〈
ti
∂δii′

∂xi
, ρii′ − ρiρi′

〉
=

∑
i′∈[d]\i

⟨t̃iaii′ , Gii′⟩ −
∑

i′∈[d]\i

⟨t̃iaii′ , ρiρi′⟩(45)

where Gii′ ∈ Rn×n, t̃i ∈ Rn×n are formed by discretizing with {ϕi}ni=1. In particular
(46)

Gii′ =

[∫
ϕj(xi)ρii′(xi, x

′
i)ϕj′(x

′
i)dxidx

′
i

]
j,j′∈[n]

, Gii′ = diag

([∫
ϕj(xi)ϕ

′
j(xi)ρi(xi)dxi

]
j,j′∈[n]

)
,

i, i′ ∈ [d], and

(47) t̃i =

[∫
ti(xi)ϕj(xi)ϕj′(xi)ρ

⋆
i (xi)dxi

]
j,j′∈[n]

.
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One can think of G = [Gii′ ]i,i′∈[d] as a size nd×nd matrix. It has several properties, in particular,

G ⪰ 0 due to the constraint in (36). Further tr(Gii′) ≤ n. We can factorize G = Y Y T where
Y = [Y T1 , · · · , Y Td ]T and each Yi ∈ Rn×n, and further ∥Yi∥2F = tr(Gii) ≤ n. Now we have∑

i′∈[d]\i

⟨t̃iaii′ , Gii′⟩ = ⟨[aii′ ]i,i′∈[d]Y, diag([t̃i]i∈[d])Y ⟩

≤ ∥[aii′ ]i,i′∈[d]∥2∥Y ∥F
√∑
i∈[d]

∥t̃iYi∥2F

≤ O(σ
√
nd)∥Y ∥F

√∑
i∈[d]

∥t̃i∥2F

≤ O(σnd)

√∑
i∈[d]

∥ti∥2L2(ρ⋆)

≤ O(σn
√
d)

√∑
i∈[d]

∥ti∥2L2(ρ⋆)

√√√√∑
i∈[d]

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i
∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆)

(48)

for
∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆ ∥∥∥

L2(ρ⋆)
≤ constant (Eq. (37)). The second inequality follows from standard spectral norm

bounds on the nd× nd random Gaussian matrix [aii′ ]i,i′∈[d] [44], and the third inequality follows

from ∥Yi∥F ≤
√
n. In the following we treat n as a constant. Similarly, by replacing Y in the

above derivation by

(49) Y ← [[⟨ρi, ϕj⟩]j∈[n]]i∈[d] ∈ Rnd,

we can also derive

(50)
∑

i′∈[d]\i

⟨t̃iaii′ , ρiρi′⟩ ≤ O(σ
√
d)

√∑
i∈[d]

∥ti∥2L2(ρ⋆)

√√√√∑
i∈[d]

∥∥∥∥ ρiρ⋆i
∥∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆)

.

This gives an upperbound for (45), and by letting ti =
∂si
∂xi

, we obtain η2 = O(σ
√
d) in Assump-

tion 3.
We now compare η2 to the eigenvalue λ1 in Assumption 1. Let λ and ψ and ν be the second

lowest eigenvalue and its corresponding right and left eigenfunctions for the following equation

(51) (LMF
i ψ)(xi) := −

∂2ψ(xi)

∂x2i
− ∂

∂xi

(
ψ(xi)

∂E(xi)

∂xi

)
= λψ(xi), L∗

0ν = λν, ν = ψ/ρMF

where ρMF ∝ exp(−E). Letting β = (d− 1)−1, the operator L becomes

(52) Lρ = (d− 1)
∑
i∈[d]

LMF
i ρ+

∑
i∈[d]

∂

∂xi

 ∑
i′∈[d]\i

∂δii′

∂xi′
ρ

 .

We now want to show this operator L is not that different from (d − 1)
∑
i∈[d] L

MF
i . The second

smallest eigenvalue of the first term (d− 1)
∑
i∈[d] L

MF
i is simply (d− 1)λ, stemming from the fact

that

(53) (d− 1)
∑
i∈[d]

LMF
i ψ1 = (d− 1)λψ1.

by choosing ψ1(x) = ψ(x1). We now want to study the effect of perturbation on the eigenvalue
caused by δii′ ’s. Let ν1(x) = ν(x1). First order perturbation theory [17] says the eigenvalue of L

λ1 ≈ (d− 1)λ+
∑
i∈[d]

〈
ν1,
∑
i∈[d]

∂

∂xi

∑
i′∈[d]\i

∂δii′

∂xi
ψ1

〉
(54)
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and further ∑
i∈[d]

〈
ν1,
∑
i∈[d]

∂

∂xi

∑
i′∈[d]\i

∂δii′

∂xi
ψ1

〉
=

〈
∂ν

∂x1
,
∑

i′∈[d]\1

∂δ1i′

∂x1
ψ1

〉

=
∑

i′∈[d]\1

〈
∂ν

∂x1

∂δ1i′

∂x1
, ψ

〉
≤ O(σ

√
d)

∥∥∥∥ ∂ν∂x1
∥∥∥∥
L2(ρ⋆)

∥∥∥∥ ψρ⋆
∥∥∥∥
L2(ρ⋆)

≤ O(σ
√
d) ∥ν1∥L2(ρ⋆) ∥ψ1∥L2(ρ⋆)

(55)

where the first inequality follows from Var
(〈

∂ν
∂x1

∂δ1i′
∂x1

, ψ
〉)
≤
∥∥∥ ∂ν
∂x1

∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆)

∥∥∥ ψρ⋆ ∥∥∥2
L2(ρ⋆)

, due to the

fact that
〈
∂ν
∂x1

∂δ1i′
∂x1

, ψ
〉
is a sub-gaussian random variable [44]. The second inquality follows from

(37) and ν1 = ν. By first order perturbation theory of the eigenvalue, we get λ1 ≈ (d − 1)λ +

O(σ
√
d). In this case

(56) η2/λ1 = o(1)

for σ = o(
√
d), leading to a meaningful upper-bound for Thm. 1.

A similar perturbation analysis based on first order perturbation theory gives eigenfunction
perturbation η1 in Assumption 2 where η1/λ1 = o(1) if σ = o(

√
d).

5. Numerical Experiments

5.1. Stationary solution. In this subsection, we demonstrate the numerical performance of solv-
ing the stationary FPE via cluster moment relaxation. We consider two systems in this subsection,
one with the separable double-well potential, which is intrinsically an 1D potential so we can easily
visualize, and the other one with the Ginzburg-Landau potential, for which we can only try to
compare the moments or marginals since the true density is exponentially sized.

5.1.1. Double-well Potential. We consider the following double-well potential function

V (x) = (x21 − 1)2 + 12

d∑
j=2

x2j ,(57)

which essentially only contains one-body terms and can be easily separable. The equilibrium
distribution for this is simply

ρ⋆(x) =
1

Zβ
exp

(
−β(x21 − 1)2

) d∏
j=2

exp
(
−12βx2j

)
,(58)

where Zβ is the partition function. The separable structure gives us a convenient way to visualize
the distribution via the 1-marginals. In this example, we take β = 2.5 and a d = 10 dimensional
system.

We use monomials as test functions for this example. More specifically, we let the single variable
basis set to be monomials, i.e. {ϕj(·) = (·)j−1}9j=1 and we take the test functional space to be the
induced 1-body functional space T = F1. The potential function V can be exactly expanded by
monomials up to order 4. For convenience, we denote the moment matrixM in (12) as second-order
moments with notationM2 and introduce the first-order moment vectorM1 = vec(MIJ ,I′=∅J ′=0)
to be a subset of M2. We solve the feasibility semidefinite programming problem (12) with CVX
[15,16].

We compare the estimated moments M̂1 and M̂2 from the proposed semidefinite relaxation with
the ground truth moments. We measure the relative errors in first and second order moments,
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defined by

E1 =
∥M1 − M̂1∥2
∥M1∥2

, E2 =
∥M2 − M̂2∥F
∥M2∥F

,(59)

respectively. In our example, we achieve E1 = 5.30 × 10−3 and E2 = 7.84 × 10−3 error for first
and second order moments.

Next, we can estimate the 1-marginals from the estimated moments by solving the following
maximum entropy problem

max
ρi

∫
ρi(xi) ln(ρi(xi))dxi

s.t.

∫
ρi(xi)ϕj(xi)dxi =MI={i}J={j},I′=∅J ′=0,(60)

where ρi is the i-th marginal, which is a standard method for density estimation from moments [12].
We show the estimated 1-marginal by solving a discretized program of (60) and the true 1-marginal
in Figure 1.

-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2
x

1

0

0.1
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0.4

0.5
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0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1

True 1-marginal
Reconstruct 1-marginal

Figure 1. Visualization of ground truth 1-marginals and reconstructed 1-
marginals for double-well potential system.

5.1.2. Ginzburg-Landau Potential. The Ginzburg-Landau theory was developed to provide a phe-
nomenological description of many-body systems [21]. In this numerical example, we consider a
periodic discretized Ginzburg-Landau model,

V (U) :=

d+1∑
i=1

λ

2

(
Ui − Ui−1

h

)2

+
1

4λ
(1− U2

i )
2,(61)

where h = 1/(d+1) and Ud+1 = U1, U0 = Ud based on periodic condition. We fix d = 10, λ = 0.03
and the temperature β = 1/16. We let the computational domain to be U ∈ [−1.6, 1.6]d.

In this example, we demonstrate the performance of the proposed relaxation with complex
Fourier basis. We note that the performance using monomial basis is similar. More specifically,
we take {ϕj(·) = exp(i π3.2 ·)

j}10j=−10 as univariate basis functions for each dimension which induce
the test function space T = F1. The potential function V can be expanded with the same set of
21 complex Fourier basis functions in each dimension with relative error 5.31× 10−3.

Using the test function space discussed above, we achieve E1 = 1.55×10−2 and E2 = 5.11×10−1

relative error in first and second order moments. The proposed method is able to identify the first
order moment accurately but the estimated second order moment has a relatively large error. We
may need to use to third order moments if we want to identify the second order moments to high
accuracy, due to the deviation of Ginzburg-Landau model from a mean-field model.
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Similarly we can solve the maximum entropy problem (60) to reconstruct the estimated marginals
from the moments for any dimension. Here we compare the reconstructed marginal (red solid line)
and ground truth marginal (blue dashed line) in Figure 2.
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Reconstruct 1-marginal

Figure 2. Visualization of ground truth 1-marginals and reconstructed 1-
marginals for periodic Ginzburg-Landau potential system.

5.2. Time-dependent problem. In this subsection, we demonstrate the numerical performance
of solving the time-dependent FPE via marginal relaxation. More specifically, we consider the
extension of our framework to time dependent Fokker-Planck equation as discussed in Section 3.

We consider a double-well system (57) with d = 2 for better visualization purpose. For all
spatial dimensions, we restrict the support of our marginals in hypercube [−2, 2]2 and use 100
evenly distribution grid points to discretize each dimension. This means we consider the density
ρ to be negligible outside the hypercube [−2, 2]2, which is a property of systems with confining
potential. The time dimension is discretized by 100 grid points as well with a gap δt = 2× 10−4.
We solve the time dependent optimization problem (27) with marginals of order at most 2.

We use the initial and boundary conditions in (21). We assume the particles are concen-
trated around (−1, 0, 0, 0, 0), one of the local minima of the double-well potential, at the begin-

ning of evolution. More specifically, we let ρ(x, 0) = ρ1(x1, 0)
∏d
i=2 ρi(xi, 0) where ρ1(x1, 0) =

Uniform[−1, 2, 0.8], ρi(xi, 0) ∝ exp(−0.3|xi|2), i ̸= 1. We test two scenarios for absorbing states:
(1) there is an absorbing state at 0.2 and we require ρ(0.2, τ) = 0 for all τ ∈ [0, 0.02], and (2) there
is an absorbing state at 1.0 and we require ρ(1.0, τ) = 0 for all τ ∈ [0, 0.02].

Since the double-well potential is separable, the ground truth 1-marginals can be obtained by
solving the time-dependent Fokker-Planck equation for the first dimension only,

∂ρ1(x1, τ)

∂τ
=

1

β

∂2ρ1(x1, τ)

∂x21
+ 4x1(x

2
1 − 1)

∂ρ1(x1, τ)

∂x1
,

ρ1(x1, 0) = Uniform(−1.2,−0.8), ρ1(xa, τ) = 0, ∀τ ∈ [0, 0.02],(62)

where xa = 0.2, 1.0 corresponds to scenarios (1) and (2), respectively.
We compare the estimated 1-marginals with the ground truth marginals by solving (62). The

average elementwise relative error for all 1-marginals over time is (1) 1.02×10−1 and (2) 1.39×10−1

for the two scenarios mentioned above. We further visualize the evolution of 1-marginals in Figure
3 and Figure 4.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a novel algorithm to solve the low-order marginals/moments for high-
dimensional equilibrium distributions in statistical mechanics via solving the Fokker-Planck PDE.
We further reformulate the PDEs as constraints in our convex programs via cluster moments or
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(a) Ground truth 1-marginals over time
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(b) Estimated 1-marginals over time

Figure 3. Comparison of the ground truth 1-marginals and the estimated
marginals over time. Here we assume there exists an absorbing state at x1 = 0.2.
We use dashed vertical line to indicate the absorbing state.
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Figure 4. Comparison of the ground truth 1-marginals and the estimated
marginals over time. Here we assume there exists an absorbing state at x1 = 1.0.
We use dashed vertical line to indicate the absorbing state.

marginal relaxations. The resulting optimization problem is fully deterministic and convex, which
can be solved to desired accuracy with existing convex program solvers.

By solving the low-order marginals/moments instead, we reduce the total number unknown
parameters to estimate and as a result, we break the curse of dimensionality. The complexity of
the algorithm depends on the number of dimensions and the number of marginals/moments to
solve for. Moreover our algorithm can be used potentially to provide a coarse description of the
equilibrium distribution by providing a meanfield solution, and can be used to initialize other local
optimization algorithms (e.g. MCMC or tensor-networks) for further refinement. Lastly, we also
discuss generalization to time dependent Fokker-Planck equation which could be used to study
non-equilibrium physics.
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