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1. INTRODUCTION

This paper is devoted to the study of the behavior, as t — oo, of the probability
solution p; to the Cauchy problem for the nonlinear Fokker-Planck-Kolmogorov
equation

Oppe = 0x,0s, (a” (x, ) pe) — O, (V' (@, pre)pue) s po = v (1.1)
with respect to probability measures on R?, where v is a given initial distribution.
Let
L, = a"(x, p)0y, 0y, + b'(z, )0y,
with summation over repeated indices, where the coefficients are defined for all
x € R? and probability measures p from some set of probability measures on R

A family of probability measures {u;} on R is a solution to the Cauchy problem
(1.1) on [0, 77 if, for every function ¢ € C§°(R?), there holds the equality

t
/@dﬂtz/wdwr/ /Luydﬂsds
0

for almost all ¢ € [0,7]. Here we assume that the coeflicients are Borel functions
integrable with respect to the measure us(dx)ds on bounded sets. A stationary
solution is a probability measure 1 on R? satisfying the equation

0, 0s, (0" (2, p)pt) — Doy (V' (2, p)pa) = 0, (1.2)

which is understood in the sense of the integral equality

/Lugpd,u:()

for every function ¢ € C§°(R?). Below for brevity we write equations (1.1) and (1.2)
in the form

Oty = Ly, py  and L =0.
Equations of this form arise in physical, biological and probabilistic models (see
[1]). In this paper we consider a nonlocal type of nonlinearity, where the coefficients

depend on the measure, but not on the pointwise values of its density. Typical
examples are equations with coefficients of the form

/K(x, y) e (dy).
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Nonlinear Fokker—Planck-Kolmogorov equations with such nonlinearities arise nat-
urally in the following problem. Let us consider the system of differential equations

N
P=N"" ZK(Ii,J]j)7
j=1

where K(x,y) is some function of two variables. It is readily verified that the

measure
N
pl =Ny 8,
j=1
satisfies the Vlasov equation

Oy = =0 (b, u )p),  blw, ) = /K(%y)u(dyx

which is a particular case of the Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov equation. Under broad
conditions on K one can show that, as N — oo, the measures u¥ converge weakly to
a measure ji; that also satisfies the Vlasov equation. There is an extensive literature
on such equations, we mention in the first place the pioneering paper of Dobrushin
2] and also the papers [3], [4], [5]. In case of functions K(z,y) of a special form
Vlasov equations can be regarded as a particular case of the theory of gradient flows
(see [6], [7]). If in place of the system of deterministic equations we consider the
system of stochastic equations

N
drj = N™' " K(a, o])dt + v2dwj,
j=1
where w! are independent Wiener processes, then one can show that the one-
dimensional distributions p;" (i.e., ;"(B) = P(x; € B)) converge weakly to some
measure j; as N — oo and this measure satisfies the McKean—Vlasov equation

Outin = At — D (b, o)), b 1) = / K, ) ul(dy),

which is also a particular case of the Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov equation. There
are fundamental works [8], [9], [10], [11] on such equations. In this paper, as com-
pared to the above examples, we study a more general situation where the diffusion
matrix depends on the solution.

Note that there exists a deep connection between Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov
equations and the corresponding stochastic equations, which is expressed in the
form of the so-called superposition principle (see [12], [13], [14], [15]). This principle
asserts that under broad conditions on the coefficients of the linear Fokker—Planck—

Kolmogorov equation for every solution {u;} there exists a probability measure P
on C[0,T] such that

/ o dyi; = /C | PP Vo€ O

and the process

w(w(t))—w(w(()))—/o [tr(AD%p) + (b, V)] (x(s)) ds

is a martingale with respect to the measure P and the filtration o(z(s), s € [0,1]).
Thus, to every solution of the Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov equation there corre-
sponds a solution to the martingale problem, moreover, an analogous assertion is
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also true for nonlinear equations, which finds applications in deriving and justify-
ing probability representations of solutions to partial differential equations (see [15],
[16]). The problems of existence and uniqueness of solutions to stochastic McKean-
Vlasov equations under very weak restrictions on their coefficients are discussed in
the papers [17], [18], [19], [20]. The last paper gives a generalization of the known
method of Lyapunov functions to the nonlinear case.

The problems of existence and uniqueness of probability solutions to the Cauchy
problem (1.1) and to the stationary equation (1.2) are discussed in the papers
21], [22], [23], [24], [25]. Infinite-dimensional nonlinear Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov
equations are discussed in [26], [27]. A survey of the theory of linear Fokker—Planck—
Kolmogorov equations is given in the book [28].

In this paper we study convergence to the stationary distribution and show that
in the case where the nonlinear Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov equation is in a sense a
small perturbation of the linear equation, there holds the estimate

W (e = B)lrv < qre™®*
with
W(r) =1+ |z|,

where {1} is the solution to the Cauchy problem (1.1), & is the solution to the
stationary equation (1.2), || - ||rv denotes the total variation norm on the space of
measures and W¥o is the measure with density W* with respect to o.

The problems of convergence to stationary distributions of solutions to nonlinear
Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov equation are considered in many papers, among which
we note [29], [30], [31], and [32]. Most of the known results give merely weak
convergence or convergence in the Kantorovich metric. Convergence in variation
is concerned only in the recent papers [33], [34] and [35], in which, however, only
the drift coefficient b depends on u, but the diffusion matrix A does not depend
on u. Dependence of the diffusion matrix on the solution considerably complicates
this study, which is seen even in the proof of uniqueness of solutions to the Cauchy
problem. For instance, an example is given in [25] in which the drift coefficient b is
zero and the diffusion matrix A(¢,x, ) is Lipschitz in p, but the Cauchy problem
has several solutions.

In case of locally bounded coefficients and a nondegenerate diffusion matrix the
solution {y:} to the Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov equation for almost all ¢ > 0 has a
density o(x,t) with respect to Lebesgue measure and this density possesses a version
continuous in all variables (see [28]). A similar assertion is true for solutions to the
stationary equation. Thus, in the case of a nondegenerate diffusion matrix it is nat-
urally to consider convergence in variation (in L'(R?)), but not in the Kantorovich
metric.

2. MAIN RESULTS

Let k > 1. Let 2*(R?) denote the set of probability measures i on RY with
finite kth moment, i.e., |x[¥ € L'(u). Let Z2%(R?) denote the subset of Z2%(R?)
consisting of absolutely continuous measures. The space Z%(R?) with the metric
|W*(u — )|y is complete.

Suppose that for every measure yu € 22%(R9) and every € € [0,1] we are given

Borel functions z +— a¥(x, ) and x +— b'(z,u). Let the following conditions be
fulfilled.



(H1) The matrix A (x, 1) = (a¥(z, 1)) is symmetric and positive definite, more-
over, there exist constants A > 0 and « > 0, independent of € and p, such that

|Ac(z, ) — Ac(y, )| < Az —y|, o' <Az, p) <al

(H2) There exist constants By > 0, £ > 0, B2 > 0, f3 > 0 and m > 0,
independent of € and p, such that

b= (2, )] < Bo(L+ )™ [WHnllzv,  (be(w, ), x) < By — Bola* + eBs|[WEpl[Fy -
(H3) There exists a constant N > 0, independent of €,  and o, such that
|[As(2, 1) = A, 0)| < eN|[W* (e = 0)l|zv
and for all 1 <1,j5 <d
0,08 (, 1) = D0 (2, 0)| + [l (2, p) — bl(2, 0)| < eN(L+ [x))™[WH (i — o)l

Ty e

Example 2.1. Let

Adeop) = 1+ [ Q) utdy), bulosp) =~ -+ [ Koy ().
Suppose that () is a symmetric matrix and

0§Q($,y)§01], |Q(:E,y)—Q(Z,y)| §02|CC—Z|,
(K(z,y),2) < C3(L+ [y) (1 + |2]),  [K(z,y)] < Ca(l+ |z)™ (1 + |y]).
Then conditions (H1), (H2), (H3) are fulfilled.

Throughout we consider the solution {z$} to the Cauchy problem (1.1) in which
the coefficients of the Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov equation are precisely A. and b.,
but for notational simplicity we omit the index . Similarly we do in the case of a
stationary solution and a stationary Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov equation.

The following theorem is the main result of this paper.

Theorem 2.2. Let conditions (H1), (H2), (H3) be fulfilled and r € (0, 52/2ak).
Suppose that exp(r|z|**) € LY(v). Then there exists eg € (0,1] along with positive
numbers qi, qa such that for all e € [0,0] there holds the estimate

IW* (g — 1) lrv < e,

where {5} is the solution to the Cauchy problem (1.1) with initial condition v and G®
is the solution to the stationary equation (1.2). The constants o, q1 and g2 depend
only on d, v, v and the constants from conditions (H1), (H2), (H3).

We observe that the existence of a solution {y} on [0, 7] for every T' > 0 follows
from [25, Theorem 3|. Sufficient conditions for uniqueness are obtained in the papers
23] and [25]. In [25, Theorem 5] under conditions close to (H1), (H2) and (H3),
uniqueness is proved under the additional very essential assumption that the initial
distribution v has a density gg with respect to Lebesgue measure and ggln g €
LY(R9). In this paper we do not impose this restriction on the initial distribution.
However, it will be shown below (see Corollary 3.5) that g.(z,t)In o.(x,t) € L'(R?)
for all t > 1, where g.(x,t) is the density of the solution uf. An assertion analogous
to [25, Theorem 5], is discussed in Remark 3.8. Thus, we can use the uniqueness
condition for ¢ > 1, which is sufficient for extending the solution to [0, 4+00). Hence
under our conditions there exists a solution {u$} to the Cauchy problem (1.1) on
the whole half-line [0, +00). Note that for the existence of solutions we do not need
that € be small.

We now show that for e sufficiently small there exists a stationary solution from
the class 2%(R?) introduced above.
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Proposition 2.3. Suppose that conditions (H1), (H2), (H3) are fulfilled. Then there
exists g > 0 such that for all € € [0,¢&¢] the corresponding stationary equation has a
solution p® in the class 2% (R%).

Proof. Let 0 € 22%(R%). According to [28, Corollary 2.4.2 and Theorem 4.1.6], there
exists a unique solution p to the linear stationary equation L} x = 0. The solution
1 possesses a density with respect to Lebesgue measure. Note that

Lol < 20d + 20y — 20a|x]** + 2235]|[Who]|7y.
According to [28, Theorem 2.3.2], there holds the estimate

[ 1ol td) < adss "+ 5u; + <y [ Wl

Suppose that ||[W#*¢o||ry < R. Then |[W¥o||2,, < R and
W pllrv < C1 + eCoR,

where C, Cy depend only on «a, (3, (2, f3 and k. Let R = 2C} and € < 1/(2C5).
Then we have C} + eCyR < R. We denote by &y the set of probability measures
o € Pk (RY) satisfying the inequality

||W2kO'HTV S R

Thus, we have the well-defined mapping 7" that to every measure o € H associates
the solution p € &i. We observe that for every measure o € & we have

[be(x, )| < BoVR(L+ |2)™, (b, 0),2) < Bi + BsR — Falar[*.

Moreover, applying again [28, Theorem 2.3.2], one can show that for p = T'(¢) and
any p > 1 there holds the estimate

/ (1+ |al)? (de) < C(p),

in which the constant C'(p) depends only on p, d, «, 51, o, 03 and R. Let py = T'(01)
and 1o = T'(03). Denote by g,, the density of the measure z15. By [36, Theorem 3.1]
with V(x) = (1 + |z|)* one has the estimate

W4 =) By < Ca( [ 1AGu) P20 dps) ([ (1) (1 A)20) dic).
(2.1)

where
(A(u1) = A(p2)) Vo,
Ous
' (u) = ' (1) — 0 ().
Here for shortening the notation we omit indication of x in the coefficients. Accord-

ing to [28, Corollary 3.4.7|, for every p > 1 there exists a constant Cy, depending on
p, R and the constants from conditions (H1), (H2), (H3), for which

/‘ VQMQ
Ous

(1+ [A(u) 20 )? < G|

¢ = — (hlp2) = h(mm)),

p
dpp < Cy.

We observe that

4

\%
22| Cy(1+ [a])

Ous
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Therefore,
[ P+ AG) ) d
1/2

< (fariapyram) " ( [a+ 1A 2orrdn) < o

From the estimate

Vo, |?
[AGu) 0] < 2@\% A1) — A(jzz) 2 + 200 h(uz) — h(p)

H2

and condition (H3) we obtain the estimate

|A(M1)_1/2<I>|2 < 2aN%?|Wk(oy — 02)||2TV(’VQQM

o

S ).

whence
/ |Alpa) V20 dpy < ECe[WH (0, — 02)|

Thus, we have estimated the expressions in the right-hand side of (2.1) and now
we can write down the estimate for the distance between p; and ps through the
distance between o; and oy:

[W* (1 = po2) |7 < eCo||WH (o1 — 02)||7v,

where Cy does not depend on e. It is clear that for sufficiently small ¢ > 0 the
mapping 7" is contracting. Hence there exists a unique fixed point p = T'(x), which
is the desired solution to the stationary equation. 0

The uniqueness of a stationary solution in the class 22*(R9) follows immediately
from Theorem 2.2. Note that under somewhat different assumptions the existence
and uniqueness theorem was obtained in the papers [21], [37].

3. AUXILIARY RESULTS AND PROOFS

For the proof of the main result we need several auxiliary assertions, in which we
substantially use various facts from the theory of linear Fokker—Planck-Kolmogorov
equations. In particular, we apply a priori estimates with a Lyapunov function,
upper bounds on the density of the solution, estimates for the logarithmic gradient
and entropy, and estimates for distances between solutions.

We recall that pi = o.(x,t) dx is the solution to the Cauchy problem (1.1) and
that we assume throughout that the coefficients of the Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov
equation satisfy conditions (H1), (H2), (H3). For shortening the notation we omit
the index ¢ and write simply p; and o(z,t).

Below we always assume that the constants N; can depend only on r, d, v and
the constants from conditions (H1), (H2), (H3), but do not depend on ¢, 7, T', &, 1.

The next lemma is based on estimates with a Lyapunov function.

Lemma 3.1. There holds the estimate
/exp(r|x|2k) pi(der) < Ny Vit > 0.

Proof. Note that the constants C;, C! and M; used below depend only on d, r, k, «
and 3;. First we obtain a bound on ||W?*1||7y. There holds the inequality

Ly Ja™ < C1 = Cola| ™2 + eCsla 2| W |7



Note that ||[W¥*u||2,, < [[W? |7y In addition, by Young’s inequality

B 2k — 2 _ 2k _
|I|2k 2|y|2k S 4k_2|x|4k 2+ 4k_2|y|4k 2.

Therefore,
LyaaP* < G — Chla| + <C / 192 iy (dy).

It is readily seen that

[(ei=culaecy [ mian)) mtdo) = (€5 -2C5) [ [ol* 2 ).

Let C} € (0,C%) and let € be so small that C) +eC% < Cf. Repeating the reasoning
from the proof of [28, Theorem 7.1.1] and taking into account that —|z|[*~2 <
1 — |z|*, we obtain the inequality

/ecit|x]2]€ i (dr) < /\x|2k v(dz) + Chelit.
Thus, [[(1 + |y[)*ull < R, where
R =4F 4% / 2% v(dx) + 45 C5.

Therefore, ||(1 4+ |z|)*u]|* < R and

<b($a:ut)ax> < ﬁi - B2|:B|2ka 51 = ﬁl + 63R

We now obtain a bound on the integral of exp(r|z|?*) for r < 3,/2ak. There
holds the inequality

Ly, exp(r|z|**) < My — My exp(r|z|**).
Let M3 € (0, My) and V (z) = exp(r|z|?*). Then
9, (M) + Ly, (eM'V) < MyeM.
By [28, Theorem 7.1.1] we have

/BMBtV d,ut S /VdV -+ M1M3_1€M3t.
Therefore,
/Vdm < eM3t/Vdv+M1M31 < /de/+M1M31 = Ny,

which completes the proof. O

Remark 3.2. Below we always assume that ¢ < ;. In the proof of Lemma 3.1 we
obtained the estimate ||W*u,||%,, < R. Therefore, condition (H2) can be rewritten
as follows:

[b(, 1e)| < Bo(L+Ja )™, (b(x, ), x) < By — Bol|*,
where 3, = fov/R and (] = 3, + 3R. We shall use condition (H2) in this form.

Remark 3.3. Let p € Z%(R?) and 7 > 0. Let us consider a probability solution
{0} to the Cauchy problem

ooy = Loy, 07 =, t>T.

By Lemma 3.1
/exp(r|x|2k) dp, < Ny.
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In addition, as in the proof of Lemma 3.1, one can obtain the inequality
Ly exp(rla*) < Mi(p) — Ma(p) exp(rlz[**),

whence one can derive the bound
[ esptria) o) < [ explrial) nfao) + My(u) = Ny + M) = M),

where the constants M;(u) and Nj(u) depend on d, r, k, the constants from condi-
tions (H1) and (H2) and the measure p through the expression ||[W* |7y

In the following lemma we establish an upper bound on the solution density.
Lemma 3.4. For allt > 1 one has o(z,t) < Ns.

Proof. We observe that the measures p;_14s = o(z,t — 1 + s) dx satisfy the Fokker—
Planck-Kolmogorov equation with the operators L,, .. on the interval (0,2). Let v
be a number larger than (d+2)/2. By [28, Corollary 7.2.3], in which we set © = 1/2,
one has the inequality

o(z,t — 1+ 5) < Crs~ @21 1 &1 / / (1+ |2[2™) o_r,r (de) dr,
s/2

where C depends only on d, v, ) and the constants from conditions (H1) and (H2).
By the estimate

o < Cy exp(rfal™),
where Cy depends only on «, m, r, k, the integral of |x|*™ with respect to the
measure fi;_14, is estimated from above by a constant CyN;. Therefore, for s = 1
we obtain the estimate o(x,t) < C1(1 + CoNy). O

From Lemma 3.4 one immediately deduces an estimate for the entropy, which we
apply below.

Corollary 3.5. For allt > 1 one has
/Q(l’ﬂf) In o(x,t) de < In Ns.

In the following assertion we obtain an estimate on the logarithmic derivative of
the solution.

Lemma 3.6. Let 7> 1 and T > 0. Then

T+T 2
/ %dmdtﬁjvg(ljuﬂ

Proof. The measure pi,4; = o(z, 7 + t) dz satisfies on the interval [0, 7] the Fokker—
Planck-Kolmogorov equation with the operator L, ,, and at ¢ = 0 it equals the
measure [i,. By [28, Theorem 7.4.1] (see also the remark after the cited theorem)
one has the estimate

T
/ /lng_i_t @) d:vdt§01+oz/ /]b(:v,u7+t)|29(x,7+t)dxdt
0

T+t x

+ 2 / o(z,7)Ino(x, 7) dr + 2a(d + 1) /ln(max |z], 1)o(T + 7, x) dz,

where C] depends only on «a, d, A. The integral of o(z,7)Ino(x,7) is estimated
by a constant In Ny according to the previous assertion. In addition, the function
b(z, 1174¢)]? is estimated by the expression (3))%(1 + |x])*™, hence, it is estimated
by the expression exp(r|x|**) with some constant factor. The function In(max |x|, 1)
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is also estimated by the expression exp(r|z|**) with some constant factor. Thus,
the integral of |b(z, jt,4¢)|? is estimated by the quantity CoT'N; and the integral of
In(max |z|, 1) is estimated by the quantity CoNy, where Cy depends only on /), m
r, k. Therefore,

Y

t,
/ /WQ T:t 2 dasdts01+a1nNz+2a(d+1)C2N1*O‘CQNQT’
7' .CL"

which completes the proof. O

The next assertion is a corollary of estimates obtained in the paper [24] and plays
the key role in justification of convergence to the stationary distribution.

Lemma 3.7. Let 7 > 1, T > 0 and let u be some probability measure in P%(R?).
Suppose that a family of measures o from P*(R?) fort € [r,7+T) is a solution to
the Cauchy problem

ooy = Loy, 07 = lir.
Then

W4 = ollry < eNaG) ([ GOV = )l ds)

where G is a positive function such that
T
/ G(t)dt < NyT + N,
Proof. Applying [24, Corollary 1.2, we obtain the estimate

t
W (e — o) 2 < 451 (1 + (1)) / / |A) 20 dp, ds,

where

o — CULZRIDTVE (1) — (),

Wi () = b (1) — D, 0 (),
n(t) = /exp(él_kr(l + |2)?*) oy (dz) < er/exp(rm%) o(dz).

Here for shortening the notation we omit indication of z in the coefficients. We
recall that by conditions (H1) and (H3) the following inequalities are fulfilled:

Alp) ™2 < oL JA(k) = Alp)] < eNIIWE (= ) v,
[P() = hpe)] < eN(L+ [2))™ [[WE (i = pe) v
G(t) = /Rd de + /Rd(l + |2])*™o(z, t) dx.

o(t, )

Set

Then
/ AG) 2820 dx < NG ()W (1 — 1) 12

We now observe that by Lemma 3.1, Remark 3.3 and Lemma 3.6 we have
n(t) < e"Nj(p), /T+T G(t)dt < N3T + Ns.
We finally obtain '
WG~ oy < CaN 4 (1 7 N G) [ GG~ )l s

as required. O
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Remark 3.8. Let us show that with the aid of [24, Corollary 1.2] one can derive
the uniqueness of solutions of the Cauchy problem Oy = L7, p, pro = v on a
sufficiently small interval [0, 7], provided that the initial distribution v has a density
0o with respect to Lebesgue measure such that gylngy € L'(R?). The following
reasoning actually repeats the proof of Theorem 5 from [25]. Similarly to the proof
of Lemma 3.7 one can apply [24, Corollary 1.2] and [28, Theorem 7.4.1], which for
two solutions u} and p? to the Cauchy problem yields the estimate

sup (WG = )l < Cs | Gls)dssup W4l = ) -

where C does not depend on 7 and the function G(s) is integrable on [0, 7]. Let 7
be so small that

/T G(s)ds < 1/2C1.

Then sup, [|[W*(u} —pu2)||7v = 0. Note that without the assumption of finite entropy
in the general case a solution can be nonunique (see [25, Example 3]).

The next assertion is a particular case of [35, Lemma 3.5] (see also [38]).

Lemma 3.9. Let 1 € 2¥(RY) be a stationary solution and let {o,} be the solution
to the Cauchy problem Oiop = Lyo, 09 =1 € P*(RY). Then there exist numbers
A1 > 0 and Ao > 0 such that

IW*(or — ) |7 < Ae 2 |[WE(n — ) [|7v.

In [35] (as well as in [38]) this assertion was proved with the aid of the known
Harris theorem (see [39]). A drawback of applying the Harris theorem is that the
constants A\; and Ay depend on the coefficients of the operator L, in a complicated
way. There are other methods of justification of such convergence, in particular,
the method of coupling (see [34]). However, these methods usually require greater
regularity of the coefficients than is necessary for applying the Harris theorem. Note
that if the constants A; and Ay are known, then it is not very difficult to control
dependence of the constants ¢; and ¢ on the coefficients of the equation.

We are now able to prove Theorem 2.2. The idea of the proof is this. It suffices
to show that for some 7' > 0 there exists ¢ € (0,1) such that for every 7 > 1 one
has the estimate

W (pirsr = ) lrv < glIW* (e = 7).

For the proof of this estimate we compare on the interval [7, 7+ T the solution {u;}
and the solution {0y} to the Cauchy problem 0,0y = Lro, with o, = pi, and use
that for o, convergence to Ju is already known.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Let 7 > 1 and T' > 0. Let {0} be the solution to the Cauchy
problem
0oy = Lgat, Or = lUr-
We have
IW* (e = ) llrv < [WE o = B)llv + [WE (e — o) v
Then by Lemma 3.7 and Lemma 3.9 there holds the inequality

IW* (1 — 1) || v
1/2

t
< Me DIy — )l + i / GEIW (us — )y ds) - (31)

We pick T" > 1 such that
Ae T < 1/2.
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From the inequalities ¢ < 1 and e 2(=7) < 1 we obtain

t
IWE (e = )7y < 202 WH (ke = )17y + 2Nf/ G() W (ks — )7 ds.

By Gronwall’s inequality

T+T
W4 = lFry < 2800, = )y exp (287 [ Gty ae).
Applying the estimate for the integral of the function GG, we obtain
W (e = )y < 223 e — )3y exp (2N3(NST + Ns) ).

Substituting this estimate into (3.1) and estimating the integral of the function G
again, for t = 7 + T we arrive at the inequality

W iz sz = m)llrv < aW*(pr = 7)llzv,
where
= % + eNM2Y2(NGT + Ns)Y2 exp (Nf(NgT + N5)>.
Let us pick € so small that ¢ < 1. By the fact that 7 was arbitrary we obtain

Wz = )llzv < ¢ IIW* (e = B) v

It remains to observe that on [0, T] the expression |[W*(u; — )|y is bounded. We
note that the constants ¢; and ¢ from the formulation of the theorem depend on
|W*l|| 7. However, by the uniqueness of 7, which follows from the established
convergence of p; to @, we can assume that we consider the stationary solution
constructed in Proposition 2.3. For this sttaionary solution the expression ||W*i| 7y
is estimated by a quantity depending only on the constants from conditions (H1),

(H2) and (H3). O

Remark 3.10. It is easy to see in the proof of Lemma 3.1 that, taking ¢ sufficiently
large, we can assume that the constant N; does not depend on the initial distribu-
tion v. This implies that for 7 sufficiently large all constants N; appearing in the
estimates of the solution y; on the interval [7,7 + T'] do not depend on v. There-
fore, the number ¢ from the proof of Theorem 2.2 does not depend on v, hence the
constant ¢y from the formulation of the theorem does not depend on the measure v.

Remark 3.11. The assumption that ¢ is small is essential. Technically it is used
in Lemma 3.1 for obtaining a priori estimates with Lyapunov functions and in the
proof of Theorem 2.2, when we ensure the smallness of the factor ¢ in the key
estimate. It is important to bear in mind that without this assumption a stationary
solution need not exist. Let us consider a simple example. Let d =1, A = [ and
b(x,n) = —x+ 14 eB(u), where

B(p) = /Ryu(dy)

It is readily verified that conditions (H1), (H2) and (H3) are fulfilled. However, for
¢ = 1 the stationary equation has no solutions, since for a stationary solution i the
equality (1 —¢)B(f) = 1 must hold.

In conclusion we formulate several problems, investigation of which is of interest in
connection with the study of convergence of solutions of nonlinear Fokker—Planck—
Kolmogorov equations to the stationary distribution.

1. For comparing the solution to the linear equation and the solution to the
nonlinear equation an important role is played by the estimate of the integral of the
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square of the logarithmic derivative of the density of one of the solutions. It is of
great interest to obtain various estimates on the logarithmic derivative of the density
of the solution in the case where the coefficients of the Fokker—Planck—Kolmogorov
equation have a considerable growth at infinity.

2. We have established above convergence to the stationary solution in the case
where the stationary solution is unique. It is important and interesting to study
the case where there exist several stationary solutions. This case is not sufficienty
studied (see a discussion of this problem in [35]).

3. It has been shown above that convergence holds in the case of a sufficiently
small parameter . This actually means that the nonlinear perturbation is so small
that it does not spoil the linear equation, whose solutions converge to the stationary
solution. It would be interesting to obtain results on convergence in the case where
the nonlinear part is not small and convergence is due to the nonlinearity.

This work is supported by the REBR Grants 17-01-00662, 18-31-20008, the CRC
1283 at Bielefeld University, the DFG Grant RO 1195/12-1, and the Simons funda-
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