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Abstract. Recently, a deep-learning algorithm referred to as Deep Galerkin Method (DGM), has gained
a lot of attention among those trying to solve numerically Mean Field Games with finite horizon, even if the
performance seems to be decreasing significantly with increasing horizon. On the other hand, it has been
proven that some specific classes of Mean Field Games enjoy some form of the turnpike property identified
over seven decades ago by economists. The gist of this phenomenon is a proof that the solution of an optimal
control problem over a long time interval spends most of its time near the stationary solution of the ergodic
solution of the corresponding infinite horizon optimization problem. After reviewing the implementation of
DGM for finite horizon Mean Field Games, we introduce a “turnpike-accelerated” version that incorporates
the turnpike estimates in the loss function to be optimized, and we perform a comparative numerical analysis
to show the advantages of this accelerated version over the baseline DGM algorithm. We demonstrate on
some of the Mean Field Game models with local-couplings known to have the turnpike property, as well as
a new class of linear-quadratic models for which we derive explicit turnpike estimates.
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1. Introduction and Relevant Literature

In stochastic control, and more recently in dynamic game theory, the turnpike phenomenon refers to
a modern macro-economics principle, that was first identified by Dorfman, Samuelson, and Solow in [12].
It states that in some optimal control problems in large time, the optimal trajectory between two points
that are far apart can often be split into three segments:

• a first short-time arc departing from the point of origin or initial condition to a steady-state,
• a second long-time arc that stays close to the steady-state for most of the time (this is the so-called
turnpike),
• a third short-time arc that leaves the turnpike at some time that is close to the time horizon and
manages to satisfy the terminal condition.

When it holds, the turnpike property is useful because it describes qualitatively the long time behavior of
the finite horizon solution, by leveraging information from the solution of a (usually simpler) stationary
problem without having to analytically solve the original problem. This phenomenon has been identified
in one form or another, in many macro-economic models, and more recently, it appeared in the optimal
control literature and even more recently in the mean field game literature. For deterministic linear
optimal control problems, [22] shows that the control and the state trajectories remain exponentially close
to the solutions of the steady-state version of the problem in finite dimension. Extensions are treated for
non-linear problems in [23] under some appropriate controllability and smallness assumptions, and in [17]
for the linear-quadratic case in finite dimension under the Kalman controllability rank condition.

The long time behavior of mean field games (MFG) has been studied in several settings. This behavior
has been identified in [13] and [14] for finite state mean field games, and in [19] and [18] for the continuous
case. More specifically, the authors of these papers compare the solution of a finite horizon MFG to
its stationary analog, as initially developed by Lasry-Lions in [15] and [16]. The long time behavior
of the value function has been investigated on the torus in the case of local couplings for a quadratic
Hamiltonian of the form H(x, p) = 1

2 |p|
2 in [19, 18, 5], and later on, for more general Hamiltonians [17].
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Under a strong monotonicity assumption on the running cost coupling, the turnpike estimates hold with
an exponential rate. The cases of local and non-local couplings have been addressed respectively in [5] and
[19]. Under the additional assumption of smoothing properties of the coupling functions, an exponential
rate of convergence can be proven. A more precise analysis of the type of convergence and relationship
between the ergodic and finite horizon problems has been performed in [6] through the study of the long
time behavior of the master equation. The paper offers a description of the relationship at the limit of
the time horizon T → ∞ between the finite time value function, the ergodic value function, the ergodic
constant and time. In fact, the monotonicity assumption can be somewhat relaxed as demonstrated in [11],
where the exponential convergence is still ensured by the presence of volatility, which compensates for the
lack of strict monotonicity. The previous results are of a global nature, local results with exponential rates
are also available provided that the value function and the mean field are close enough to the stationary
solution. Illustrations of the manifestation of the global turnpike property for mean field games are
available for a congestion model in [1] and an optimal execution problem in [9]. A local turnpike property
has been shown for a Kuramoto mean field game in [10].

The present paper is concerned with numerical methods to solve mean field games. In the existing
literature, the first numerical schemes consisted in the search of a fixed point by iteration of the solu-
tions of discretized versions of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) and the Kolmogorov-Focker-Planck
(KFP) equations : finite-difference algorithms are one example. Fully-implicit monotone versions of the
finite difference scheme enabled considering long-time horizons at the price of using too many computing
resources when the state space dimension d ≥ 4. More recently, deep learning methods have been devel-
oped to solve such problems. The Deep Galerkin Method (DGM) can be used to solve the MFG Partial
Differential Equation (PDE) system by parameterizing the value function u and the probability density
m as two neural networks that are then trained by Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) to minimize a
loss function involving the residuals of the PDEs, the initial and terminal conditions, as well as eventual
boundary or periodicity constraints. An advantage of the DGM algorithm is that it is mesh-free by the
random sampling of time and space points to form batches : this therefore enables the method to be
scalable for systems of high dimension. Another alternative deep learning algorithm focuses on the MFG
Forward Backward Stochastic Differential Equations (FBSDE) associated and uses a shooting trick à la
Sannikov by replacing the terminal condition of the Backward Stochastic Differential Equation (BSDE)
initial condition to be determined by SGD.

The turnpike property has been touted as a potential tool to improve existing numerical computations
for deterministic control problems. For example, [22] suggests the following scheme that relies on the
intuitive idea that at time t = T/2, the solution is close to the steady-state solution, and the complete
path can be recovered by a double-sided shooting method on the system derived from the Pontryagin
Maximum Principle:

• starting at time T/2 from the steady state solution, reverse the direction of time in the dynamics of
the state, and solve the problem by a shooting algorithm 0← T/2 to match the initial condition;
• similarly following the natural flow of time, solve the problem from T/2 to the time horizon T
and use again a shooting method T/2→ T to match the terminal condition.

However, there is no straightforward generalization of this idea to Mean Field Games of second order.
The main obstacle is the fact that the Pontryagin forward-backward system is now stochastic, deriving
time-reversed dynamics is typically difficult, and when compounded with a shooting method, the results
can be very poor, especially over long time intervals. At best, the Mean Field Games turnpike estimates
give us an information about how close the state statistical distribution can be to the ergodic one, and
possibly the proximity of the derivative of the value function Du(t, x) to the ergodic derivative Du. Here
Du(t, x) is the decoupling field of the FBSDE system derived from the Pontryagin Stochastic Maximum
Principle. However, trying to time-reverse an SDE (corresponding to the dynamics of the BSDE) to
generalize the above scheme is no easy task because of the forward direction of flow of information and
the fact that solutions to stochastic equations need to remain non-anticipative. The first result about
time reversion of diffusion equation models is due to [2]: constructing the reverse-time representation of a
solution of an SDE requires the knowledge of the time-dependent score function ∇x log pt that describes
the evolution of the probability density p(Xt, t|Xs, s) of the state process X = (Xt)t>0. Estimating the
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score function of a generic SDE can be achieved through training a score-based model on samples with
score matching as in [21]. To the best of our knowledge, there are no known result for stochastic control
problems, where the forward SDE dynamics are a priori unknown until the control is determined.

The closest known application of the turnpike idea for Mean Field Games is suggested in [1]: since the
Newton algorithm used in the finite difference method requires a good initial condition, sometimes it is
useful to use the stationary solution of the ergodic problem as an initializer of this step. However, this
warm-start is suggested not only for problems with a turnpike property but for any problem provided
that a stationary solution is relatively easy to compute. More precisely, this trick enables to have a good
initial guess for the distribution variable (which is crucial to guarantee the positivity of the distribution
approximations in the next iterations). Other alternatives are to either simulate the problem on a coarser
grid and use it as the initial guess or to use a continuation method with respect to the viscosity parameter
by decreasing it to the desired value.

In this work, we focus on the numerical solutions of MFGs over long time horizons when the shooting
methods do not perform well, and for second order MFGs for which time reversal of stochastic dynamics is
an issue. As demonstrated in the recent literature on the subject, we rely on machine learning algorithms
to compute numerical approximations of the solutions. To be specific, we work with the Deep Galerkin
Method (DGM) algorithm which has gained a lot of interest thanks to its flexibility and generality.
However, to resolve the weaknesses of the method for long time horizons, we propose an improved version
of the algorithm based on the turnpike property. This is achieved by incorporating forms of the turnpike
estimates into the loss function without any modification of the Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD)
update rules. To demonstrate the positive impact of this modified objective function in the SGD, we
perform a comparison study between the baseline DGM algorithm and our turnpike-accelerated version.
We focus on models for which we have explicit exponential rates of convergence to objectively assess the
nature of the improvements. To further the case for the improved algorithm, we introduce a new class
of linear quadratic Mean Field Games for which we derive global explicit exponential turnpike estimates.
To the best of our knowledge, it is the first of its kind. Indeed, we are only aware of [3] for the long
time behavior of MFGs set on unbounded domains under the assumption of geometric ergodicity for the
dynamics and where no rate of convergence is derived. Comparative results from the implementations of
the two DGM algorithms document the merits of the turnpike-accelerated computations.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews a class of Mean Field Game models
with local coupling interactions, and the turnpike estimates available for them in the literature. We also
identify a specific model which can be solved explicitly and we illustrate graphically the potential impact
of the turnpike property on possible numerics. Section 3 describes the two Deep Galerkin Methods (DGM)
that are being compared in this work. In particular, we detail the form of the accelerated DGM which we
propose to leverage the turnpike property. Section 4 introduces a new class of explicitly solvable models
for which we can derive explicit turnpike estimates and test numerically the performances of both versions
of the DGM algorithm introduced in Section 3. Finally, Section 5 concludes.

2. Mean Field Games PDE Systems and Turnpike Estimates

This section first introduces the finite horizon and ergodic mean field game models that are considered
in the rest of this paper. We refer the reader to the original papers [15] and [16] for more details. We then
present a brief overview of the turnpike estimates linking those models, and focus on the typical case of
local couplings as studied in [19].

For a given dimension d ∈ N∗, we denote the d-dimensional flat torus by Td = Rd/Zd. This will be the
state space of our stochastic systems. We denote the unit cube by Q = [0, 1]d.

2.1. Finite Horizon Mean Field Game. The most common setup of finite horizon Mean Field Games
is given by the following system of Partial Differential Equations (PDE):
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(MFG− T ) :=


− ∂tu− κ∆u+H(x,Du) = F (x,m) in (0, T )× Td,

∂tm− κ∆m− div(mHp(x,Du)) = 0 in (0, T )× Td,

m(0, ·) = m0, u(T, x) = G(x,m(T )).

(1a)

(1b)

(1c)

with additional periodic boundary conditions since we are working on the torus.
The heuristic interpretation of this PDE system is associated with a representative agent that controls

the time evolution of their state X = (Xt)0≤t≤T in Rd through a control process α = (αt)0≤t≤T . For the
purpose of this paper, we work with controls in feedback form, so αt = αt(Xt) for some deterministic
(feedback) function x 7→ αt(x) ∈ Rd. The state of the agent is typically governed by the following SDE:

dXt = αt(Xt)dt+ σdWt, X0 = ξ ∼ m0, (2)

where (Wt)t≥0 is a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion. For a fixed probability flow m = (mt)0≤t≤T

that represents the distribution of the states of the other players, the representative agent aims at mini-
mizing an objective function, expressed as:

JT (α|m) = E
[ ∫ T

0

(1
2
|αs|2 + F (Xs,ms)

)
ds+G(XT ,mT )

]
,

where the total cost consists of a running cost that is accumulated over time and a terminal cost that
penalizes the state in which the agent lands at the end of the time horizon T > 0. Different existence and
uniqueness results are available for this PDE system depending on the nature of the coupling, whether
they are smoothing or local couplings. Typically, the coupling is provided by an instantaneous cost
function F from Rd × P(Rd) into R where P(Rd) denotes the space of probability measures on Rd. We

say that the coupling is local when F is of the form F (x,m) = F̃ (x,m(x)) for a function F̃ (which we
shall still denote by F ) from Rd × R into R, the probability measure m being assumed to have a density
whose value at x we denote by m(x) by a mild abuse of notation.

In any case, because of the special form of the state dynamics and of the running cost, H(x, p) = 1
2 |p|

2

and we expect that the optimal control will be given in feedback form by α∗(t, x) = −DuT (t, x).

2.2. Ergodic Mean Field Game. The case of ergodic cost function offers an infinite horizon model (i.e.
T = ∞) for which the players are infinitely patient. Given the form of the cost given below in (4), the
solution of the ergodic problem is independent of the behavior of the players and the state of the system
at any finite time, and relies on a value function ut = ū, marginal distributions mt = m̄ and an optimal
feedback control function αt = ᾱ which are independent of time and solve the PDE system:

(MFG− e) :=


λ− κ∆u+H(x,Du) = F (x,m) in Td,

− κ∆m− div(mHp(x,Du)) = 0 in Td,

m ≥ 0,

∫
Td

m(x)dx = 1,

∫
Td

u(x)dx = 0.

(3a)

(3b)

(3c)

If the coupling F (x, ·) is monotone in the sense of [15], then the ergodic problem is well-posed; that is,
there exists a unique couple (u,m) and a unique constant λ which solve the above system. Moreover,
u,m are smooth and m > 0. The heuristic interpretation of the ergodic MFG PDE system is similar to
the finite horizon setting, except for the fact that the cost function now reads:

lim inf
T→+∞

1

T
E
[ ∫ T

0

1

2
|ᾱ(Xs)|2 + F (Xs, m̄)ds

]
. (4)

The convergence of the solution of the finite horizon MFG towards the stationary ergodic system when
T → ∞ was analyzed in several settings. [19] and [5] study this convergence when the Hamiltonian is
purely quadratic H(x, p) = 1

2 |p|
2. [17] establishes a complete description of the long time convergence in

the case of non-local smoothing couplings and a uniformly convex Hamiltonian by analyzing the master
equation, while [19] focuses on the case of local couplings and a globally Lipschitz Hamiltonian. This
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is the setting we will focus on in this paper. For convenience, we provide an overview of the turnpike
estimates of [19] in the next subsection.

2.3. Reference Case: H(x, p) = 1
2 |p|

2 with smooth initial data m0, uT , m0 > 0. The turnpike prop-
erty for Mean Field Games can take different forms, but they all capture the idea that the solutions become
nearly stationary around the ergodic solution for a long time. Weak versions of the turnpike property
involve a time-average convergence, while stronger versions provide exponential rates of convergence.

Assumptions. We assume that F : Rd×R ∋ (x,m) 7→ F (x,m) ∈ R is a C1 function which is Zd-periodic
in x and increasing in m. We also assume that m0 : RN → R is Lipschitz continuous, Zd-periodic with
m0 > 0 and

∫
Qm0 = 1, and that G : Rd → R is Zd-periodic and C2.

Proposition 2.1 (Proposition 1 in [19] ). Let the above assumptions hold.

(i) There is a unique classical solution (uT ,mT ) to (1).
(ii) There is a unique classical solution (λ, u,m) to (3). Moreover, m = e−u/

∫
Q e

−u.

Theorem 2.1 (Theorem 2.1 in [19] ). Let us denote vT (t, x) := uT (tT, x) and µT (t, x) := mT (tT, x). As
T → +∞, we have:

(i) the function vT (t, ·)/T converges to (1− t)λ in L1(Q) uniformly with respect to t ∈ [0, 1];
(ii) the functions v/T and vT −

∫
Q v

T (t, y)dy converge respectively to (1− t)λ and u in L2((0, 1)×Q);

(iii) the function µT converges to m in Lp((0, 1)×Q) for any p < (d+ 2)/d.

Proposition 2.2 (Lemma 2.4 and (13) in [19] ).

lim
T→+∞

1

T

∫ T

0

∫
Q
|Du−Du|2dxdt = 0,

lim
T→+∞

1

T

∫ T

0

∫
Q
(F (x,mT )− F (x,m))(mT −m)dxdt = 0.

Theorem 2.2. Furthermore, if we assume the following strengthened form of the Lasry-Lions monotonic-
ity condition, namely there exists γ > 0 such that for all m1 ≥ m2 in R and all x ∈ Rd(

F (x,m1)− F (x,m2)
)
(m1 −m2) ≥ γ(m1 −m2)

2 (5)

then, there exists ω > 0 (independent of T ) such that:

∥ũ(t)− u∥L1(Q) ≤
C

T − t

(
e−ωt + e−ω(T−t)

)
, t ∈ (0, T ), (6)

∥m(t)−m∥L1(Q) ≤
C

t

(
e−ωt + e−ω(T−t)

)
, t ∈ (0, T ), (7)

and ∥∥∥uT (t)
T
− λ

(
1− t

T

)∥∥∥
L1(Q)

≤ C

T
, t ∈ (0, T − 1), (8)

where ũ = uT − ⟨uT ⟩, ⟨u⟩ = 1
|Q|

∫
Q u(x)dx and C may depend on the initial and terminal conditions.

Going over the proof of the exponential turnpike property in [19], we can refine the conclusion of this
theorem and obtain the explicit exponential rate of convergence:

ω =
1

2
min{2π2 ·min

Q
m, γ}, (9)

stemming from the Poincaré-Wirtinger inequality and a better control of the constants appearing through
the proof of Lemma 3.2 in [19].
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Example. A typical coupling satisfying the strengthened monotonicity condition is:

F (x,m) = γm+ U(x),

for some γ > 0 and a C1 function U which is Zd-periodic. In this setting, players have some preference for
their given state x according to the potential U(x), but also care about the number of other players in their
close vicinity through the linear dependence in m. The positive parameter γ corresponds to attractive
interactions such as herding. A negative value would correspond to aversion of crowded regions.

2.4. Numerical Illustration of the Turnpike Phenomenon. Inspired by the example provided in
[8], we consider a running cost satisfying the previous assumptions with γ = 1:

F (x,m) = γm(x) + 50 ∗ (0.1 ∗ cos(2πx) + cos(4πx) + 0.1 ∗ sin(2π(x− π/8))).

We consider a terminal cost of the shape G(x,m) = ψ sin(2π(x + 1
4)) for ψ = 1 and an initial condition

m0(x) = exp(−(x− µ0)/(2σ20))/
∫
Q exp(−(y − µ0)/(2σ20))dy with µ0 = 0.5 and σ0 = 0.2.

x
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(a) Plot of value function uT
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Evolution of m

(b) Plot of the density function mT

Figure 1. Behavior of the solution (uT ;mT ) of the finite horizon game

We computed the solution of the finite horizon MFG by a standard Finite Difference Method (FDM):
the details of the implementation are provided in Appendix A. The solutions are plotted over a 200× 200
grid on [0, T ]×[0, 1]. We also computed the so-called turnpike by approximating the solution of the ergodic
Mean Field Game (3) using the Deep Galerkin Method described in [8]. For the sake of completeness, a
brief description of the DGM method for the ergodic case is provided in Appendix B. We confirmed that
this example has the turnpike property by plotting the L2 norm of u(t, ·)−

∫
Q u(t, x)dx−u and m(t, ·)−m

with respect to time in Figure 3. We observe that starting from the initial density, the distance of the mass
to the ergodic distribution quickly converges to zero and stays there for most of the time interval [0, T ],
before increasing again near the time horizon T , when the terminal density is influenced by the terminal
cost through the value function. Similarly, we observe that the space-mean adjusted value function stays
close to the steady state for most of the time interval, except at times close to the horizon T because of
the terminal condition.

3. Deep Galerkin Method: Baseline and Turnpike-accelerated Versions

In this section, we provide a description of the two numerical methods that are being investigated : the
baseline Deep Galerkin Method as introduced in [20] and a so-called turnpike-accelerated DGM version
that incorporates the additional turnpike estimates in the loss function to be minimized.
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(b) Plot of the density function mT

Figure 2. Behavior of the solution (uT ;mT ) of the finite horizon game
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Figure 3. Norm of mT −m and uT − ⟨uT ⟩ − u

3.1. Baseline Deep Galerkin Method for the Finite Horizon PDE System. We approximate
the functions u(t, x) and m(t, x) by two deep neural networks uθ := ϕ(t, x; θ) and mη := χ(t, x; η) where
θ ∈ RK and η ∈ RK are the respective neural networks parameters to be learned. We denote for
x = (x1, x2, . . . , xd) ∈ Rd and z ∈ R, (x−k, z) := (x1, . . . , xk−1, z, xk+1, . . . , xd). We then consider the
following loss function :

L(u,m) = C(HJB)L(HJB)(u,m) + C(KFP )L(KFP )(u,m) + C(init)L(init)(u,m)

+ CtermL(term)(u,m) + C(norm)L(norm)(u,m) + C(period)L(period)(u,m),

where, using the notation F [m] = F (x,m(t, x)),

L(HJB)(u,m) =
∥∥∥− ∂tu− 1

2
∆u+

1

2
|∇u|2 − F [m]

∥∥∥2
L2([0,T ]×Td)

,

L(KFP )(u,m) =
∥∥∥∂tm− 1

2
∆m− div(m∇u)

∥∥∥2
L2([0,T ]×Td)

,

L(init)(u,m) =
∥∥∥m(0, ·)−m0

∥∥∥2
L2(Td)

,
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L(term)(u,m) =
∥∥∥u(T, ·)−G(·,mT )

∥∥∥2
L2(Td)

,

L(norm)(u,m) =
∣∣∣ ∫

Td

u(t, x)dx
∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣ ∫

Td

m(t, x)dx− 1
∣∣∣,

L(period)(u,m) =

d∑
k=1

|u(t, (x−k, 0))− u(t, (x−k, 1))|2 +
d∑

k=1

|m(t, (x−k, 0))−m(t, (x−k, 1))|2.

and C(HJB), C(KFP ), C(init), Cterm, C(norm), and C(period) are positive constants controlling the relative
importance of each loss component.

The objective is to find the right set of parameters θ, η, so that the neural networks ϕ and χ minimize
an approximation L(uθ,mη) of the loss functional L(u,m) computed on a mini-batch:

L(uθ,mη) = C(HJB)L(HJB)(u,m) + C(KFP )L(KFP )(u,m) + C(init)L(init)(u,m)

+ CtermL(term)(u,m) + C(norm)L(norm)(u,m) + C(period)L(period)(u,m), (10)

We use a Monte Carlo method to approximate the L2 norms and compute the penalty terms as:

L(HJB)(uθ,mη) =
1

M

M∑
k=1

∣∣∣− ∂tuθ(tk, xk)− 1

2
∆uθ(tk, xk) +

1

2
|∇uθ(tk, xk)|2 − F [mη](xk)

∣∣∣2,
L(KFP )(uθ,mη) =

1

M

M∑
k=1

∣∣∣∂tmη(tk, xk)−
1

2
∆mη(tk, xk)− div

(
m(tk, xk)∇uθ(tk, xk)

)∣∣∣2,
L(init)(uθ,mη) =

1

M

M∑
k=1

∣∣∣mη(0, x
i
k)− ρ0(xik)

∣∣∣2,
L(term)(uθ,mη) =

1

M

M∑
k=1

∣∣∣uθ(T, xtk)−G(xtk,mη(T, x
t
k)
∣∣∣2,

L(norm)(uθ,mη) =
∣∣∣ 1
M

M∑
k=1

uθ(tk, xk)
∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣ 1

M

M∑
k=1

mη(tk, xk)− 1
∣∣∣,

L(period)(uθ,mη) =
1

M

M∑
l=1

d∑
k=1

|uθ(t, (x−k
l , 0))− uθ(t, (x−k

l , 1))|2 + 1

M

M∑
l=1

d∑
k=1

|mη(t, (x
−k
l , 0))−mη(t, (x

−k
l , 1))|2.

The pseudo-code is described in Algorithm 1.

3.2. Accelerated Version of the Deep Galerkin Method for the Finite Horizon PDE System.
In addition to the terms in the baseline DGM version, we incorporate the turnpike estimates (6) and (7)
into the loss function by considering :

Lacc(u,m) = L(u,m) + C(TPK)
u L(TPK)

u (u,m) + C(TPK)
m L(TPK)

m (u,m),

where

L(TPK)
u (u,m) =

∫ (1−δ)T

δT

∥∥∥u(t, ·)− ⟨u(t, ·)⟩ − u∥∥∥
L1(Td)

· (T − t) ·
(
e−ωt + e−ω(T−t)

)−1
dt, (11)

L(TPK)
m (u,m) =

∫ (1−δ)T

δT

∥∥∥m(t, ·)−m
∥∥∥
L1(Td)

· t ·
(
e−ωt + e−ω(T−t)

)−1
dt. (12)

We apply the DGM described above with the new loss functional

Lacc(uθ,mη) = L(uθ,mη) + C(TPK)
u L(TPK)

u (uθ,mη) + C(TPK)
m L(TPK)

m (uθ,mη)
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where, by denoting Mt the number of sampled times and Mx the number of sampled space points,

L(TPK)
u (uθ,mη) =

1

Mt

Mt∑
k=1:tk∈[δT,(1−δ)T ]

T − tk
Mx

Mx∑
l=1

∣∣∣uθ(tk, xl)− ⟨uθ(tk, xl)⟩ − u(xl)∣∣∣ · (e−ωtk + e−ω(T−tk)
)−1

,

(13)

L(TPK)
m (uθ,mη) =

1

Mt

Mt∑
k=1:tk∈[δT,(1−δ)T ]

tk
Mx

Mx∑
l=1

∣∣∣mη(tk, xl)−m(xl)
∣∣∣ · (e−ωtk + e−ω(T−tk)

)−1
. (14)

Algorithm 1 Pseudo-code of the DGM algorithm for a finite-horizon MFG

Input: Initialize the parameters of the neural networks and the learning rate α. Maximum number of
iterations N and mini-batches of size M .
for n = 1, . . . , N do

Generate a training sample from the time interval and the domain’s interior, say Ω, initial and final
conditions, i.e. :
• Sample {(tk, xk)}Mk=1 from [0, T ]× Ω according to certain distribution,

• Sample {xik}Mk=1 from Ω according to uniform distribution,

• Sample {xtk}Mk=1 from Ω according to uniform distribution.

Compute the loss functional L(uθ,mη) from (10) for the mini-batch sn = {(tk, xk), xik, xtk}Mk=1.
Similarly, generate a validation sample and compute the corresponding loss functional.
Take a gradient descent step for θ and η at the point sn:

θn+1 = θn − α∇θL(uθ,mη),

ηn+1 = ηn − α∇ηL(uθ,mη).

end for

3.3. Implementation. As in [20], we use the Adam optimizer for the stochastic gradient descent. The
estimation of the first-order and second-order moments of the gradients enables a dynamical adjustment
of the learning rate for each parameter. The global learning rate schedule is chosen as a linear decay from
initial rate of 10−2 to 10−5 in 300,000 iterations. The exponential decay rates of the moment estimation
are β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999 and the numerical stability constant is ϵ = 10−7. The neural networks are
initialized with the Xavier method so that the variance of the activations are identical across all layers,
thus preventing the gradients from exploding or vanishing. The hyperparameters for the cost function
take the values described in Table 1.

Algorithm C(HJB) C(KFP ) C(init) C(term) C(norm) C(period) C
(TPK)
u C

(TPK)
m δ

DGM 50 1 100 600 50 25 0 0 0
DGM-TP 50 1 100 600 50 25 10 100 0.1

Table 1. Values of the hyperparameters

The difficulty of tuning the hyperparameters has been underlined in [8]. Giving too much importance
to one of the loss terms can lead to sub-optimal solutions that only minimize one penalization term while
disregarding the other terms. A noteworthy point is the fact that the hyperparameters for the penalty
terms common to both versions have been fine-tuned based on the performance for the baseline algorithm.

To enable a relatively fair comparison we only fine-tune the turnpike penalty costs C
(TPK)
u and C

(TPK)
m for

the turnpike-accelerated method. As for the neural networks, we use an architecture with 2 hidden layers
and a width equal to 100. Despite the small number of hidden layers, we continue to use the terminology
deep to conform to what is used in the existing literature on the subject. The activation functions are
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chosen to be sigmoid, except for the output layers which are set to be the identity for the value function
neural network and exponential for the density neural network. The training relies on the sampling of
new mini-batches at each SGD iteration with 10,240 points in time and space (in particular Mt = 10 for
time and Mx = 1, 024 for space) for t ∈ (0, T ) and 1,024 points for the initial and terminal conditions.
The mini-batches are generated by :

• Sampling the time points on [0, T ] according to a scaled Beta distribution Beta(a, b) with pa-
rameters a = b = 0.5. This has been found to be empirically better than a uniform sampling
distribution : intuitively, this comes from the forward-backward nature of the PDE system and
the fact that the initial and final conditions need to be learned for the neural networks to not learn
a trivial solution minimizing only the PDE residuals while disregarding the initial and terminal
condition penalties.
• Sampling the space points uniformly on [0, 1] for the initial time t = 0, the terminal time t = T
and the intermediate times in (0, T ).

The convergence of the DGM method is ensured by monitoring the convergence of each validation
penalty term towards zero.

Figure 4. Relative absolute error for the density (on the left) and the value function (on
the right). The axes correspond to the index on a uniform grid of size 200 for time in [0, T ]
and space in [0, 1].

3.4. Numerical Results and Analysis. This subsection presents the solutions obtained for the different
methods considered so far : the Finite Difference Method (FDM), the baseline Deep Galerkin Method
(DGM) and the turnpike-accelerated DGM method (DGM-TP).

To illustrate the performance of the DGM-TP version, we give in Figure 4 heat maps of the relative
error of the DGM-TP solution with respect to the finite difference solution (considered as the exact
solution) evaluated on a uniform 200 × 200 grid of the domain [0, T ] × Q. For the density (left pane
of Figure 4), the errors are concentrated on the transient phases of the turnpike phenomenon, namely
the initial and terminal intervals [0, δT ] and [(1 − δ)T, T ], while there is little error in the long middle
phase, which corresponds to being on the turnpike. For the value function (right pane of Figure 4), the
size of the relative error is orders of magnitude smaller, and the best approximation is achieved at the
terminal time, which is quite natural because of the enforcement of the terminal condition through the
corresponding penalty L(term). The approximation error is higher away from the terminal time.

We compare the performance between the DGM and DGM-TP neural network predictions on the
same 200 × 200 grid with respect to the SGD iterations in Figure 5. The turnpike-accelerated method
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Figure 5. Relative absolute error for the density (left) and the value function (right) with
respect to the training iteration index.

brings improvement to the approximation of the density, while there is no significant gain for the value
function. This can be explained by the fact that the turnpike estimates involve the exact density function,
while the one for the value function involves a mean-adjusted version, so the first estimate brings in more
information about the system than the simple PDE equations. In particular, while monitoring the training
of the value function, we notice that without any prior turnpike information, the baseline DGM neural
network actually learns the shape of the correct value function quite well (after a relatively low number
of iterations). As a result, adding the turnpike penalty to the optimization does not bring significant
improvement for the approximation of the value function.

Figure 6. Plots of the density (top) and the value function (bottom) at three different
times : t0 = 0, t2 = T/2, t4 = T . The solutions obtained by Finite Differences appear in
blue while the orange and green plots correspond to the iteration i = 300, 000 of the DGM
and DGM-TP methods respectively. The red-dotted plot corresponds to the DGM-TP
solution at an intermediate iteration i = 50, 000 (before full convergence of the algorithm).
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Figure 6 displays the graphs of the numerical solutions at different times t ∈ {0, T2 , T}. Both DGM
and DGM-TP solutions are consistent with the solution provided by the Finite Difference method. The
density plots show that the DGM-TP density is closer to the FDM one, especially near the terminal time.
Both DGM and DGM-TP value functions are close to each other, though slightly away from the FDM
value function. The slight difference between them seems to stem from the difference in approximation
performance at the terminal time and a progressive accumulation as the time moves to the initial time.
The terminal approximation error may be caused by the introduction of additional turnpike terms. We
produce an intermediate plot of the solution at an early training stage (iteration 50,000) of the DGM-TP
algorithm to show that the convergence of the iterative optimization is fast. We indeed have a very precise
idea of the density and the value function, except at the terminal time T . At the terminal time, the red-
dotted line is very far from the terminal condition in blue. It will take time to learn this information and
for the red-dotted solution to slowly morph into the final DGM-TP solution in green, at the cost of less
precision on the rest of the time interval.

4. A New Class of Linear-Quadratic MFG Models with the Turnpike Property

Rather than aiming at the greatest possible generality, we introduce a class of simple models which can
be solved explicitly, allowing us to identify the turnpike property readily.

4.1. State Dynamics and Instantaneous Costs. For the sake of simplicity, we assume that the generic
agent controls the dynamics of their own state living in R:{

dXt = −αtdt+ σdWt,

X0 = ξ ∼ m0,
(15)

where the control process α = (αt)t≥0 takes values in a closed convex subset A ⊂ R, W = (Wt)t≥0 is a
given one-dimensional Brownian motion, and m0 ∈ P(R) is the initial distribution of the population of
agents. As in Section 2, we assume that the running cost has a separablee structure, i.e.:

L(x, α,m) =
1

2
|α|2 + F [m](x),

where L : R×A×P(R) 7→ R is assumed to be continuous, and where the operator F [m] is here associated
to a non-local coupling:

F [m](x) = f(x,m) = qx2 + βx ·
∫
ydm(y) + γ

(∫
ydm(y)

)2
.

4.2. Explicit Solution of the Ergodic MFG Problem. In the ergodic version of the problem, the
generic agent wants to minimize the following ergodic cost:

J (x, α) = lim inf
T→+∞

1

T
E
[ ∫ T

0
L(Xt, αt,mt)dt

]
, (16)

where the flow m = (mt)t≥0 of probability measure is stationary in the sense that for every t ≥ 0, mt = m
for some m ∈ P(R), and the control process α is also stationary, namely given by a fedback function
independent of time, i.e. αt = α(Xt) for all t ≥ 0. Using the notation ν := σ2/2, the value function
v(x) = infα J (x,α) and the stationary distribution m are found by solving the ergodic PDE system
becomes:

(LQMFG− e) :=


− ν∆v + 1

2
|∇v|2 − λ = F [m](x),

ν∆m+ div(∇v ·m) = 0,

min v(x) = 0,

∫
T
m(x)dx = 1, m > 0.

(17a)

(17b)

(17c)

The special form of our model was chosen to appeal to an existing solution of the problem. The
following result was proven by Bardi as Theorem 4.1 in [4]. In the current setting, it takes the simple
form :
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Theorem 4.1. Assuming that q > 0 and 2q ̸= −β. Then,

• the system (17) has exactly one solution (λ, v,m) of the quadratic-Gaussian form :
v(x) =

(x− µ)2

2s
, m(x) =

1√
πsσ2

exp
(
− (x− µ)2

sσ2

)
, s =

1√
2q
, µ = 0,

α(x) =
x− µ
s

, J(x, α) = λ, λ =
ν

s
− µ2

2s2
+ γµ2,

(18a)

(18b)

• if in addition β ≥ 0, then it is the unique solution of (17).

4.3. Finite Horizon Linear Quadratic MFG. In the finite horizon form of the model, for a finite
horizon T > 0, we minimize the expected cost:

J(x, α) = E
[ ∫ T

0
L(Xt, αt,mt)dt+ g(T, xT ,mT )

]
, (19)

where the flow m = (mt)0≤t≤T is now time dependent, and expected to coincide in equilibrium with the
distribution of the marginal distribution of the state, i.e. mt = L(Xt). The terminal cost function g is
part of the data of the model.

For the sake of definiteness, we choose a Gaussian initial distribution m0 = N (µ0, σ0), and a terminal
cost function independent of the distribution, and penalizing the distance of the terminal state from a
given value r, to be specific, g(T, xT ,mT ) = Ψ(x− r)2.

The strategy to solve such a model is well known. See for example [7, Section 3.5]. We recall the main
steps to derive the turnpike property. The Hamiltonian takes the form:

H(x,m, p) = max
a
− f(x, a,m)− b(x, a,m) · p,

where, for deterministic constants B and Q to be determined below,

f(x, a,m) =
1

2

(
Qx2 +B

(
x−

∫
ξm(ξ)dξ

)2
+ a2

)
, and b(x, a,m) = −a.

Hence, the first order optimality conditions provides: a∗ = p, so that:

H(x,m, p) =
1

2

(
Qx2 +B(x−

∫
ξm(ξ)dξ)2

)
+

1

2
p2, .

and Hp(x,m, p) = p, so that the HJB equation can therefore be written as:

− ∂tu(t, x)−
σ2

2
∆u(t, x) +

1

2
|∇u(t, x)|2 = 1

2
(Qx2 +B(x−

∫
ξm(ξ)dξ)2),

u(T, x) = Ψ(x− r)2.

We can then use the following ansatz u(t, x) = 1
2ϕtx

2 + χtx + ψt with functions ϕ, χ, and ψ from
[0, T ] to R to be determined. As the HJB equation only depends on the mean field through its mean
µt =

∫
ξmt(ξ)dξ, we can in fact simplify the problem by reducing the KFP equation to an ODE for this

mean. We get:

dµ

dt
−

∫
m(t, x)Hp(x,m(t),∇u(t, x)))dx = 0,

which is easily seen to be equivalent to

dµ

dt
− (ϕtµt + χt) = 0,

by using the normalization condition. The PDE system thus simplifies to the following ODE system :
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dµ

dt
− (ϕtµt + χt) = 0, µ0 = m0,

− dϕ

dt
= −ϕ2t +Q+B, ϕT = 2Ψ,

− dχ

dt
= −ϕtχt −Bµt, χT = 2Ψr,

− dψ

dt
=
σ2

2
pt −

1

2
χ2
t +

1

2
Bµ2t , ψT = Ψr2.

(20a)

(20b)

(20c)

(20d)

4.4. The Turnpike Estimates. Equation (20b) is a Riccati equation, whose solution is given (after
simplification) by:

ϕt =
√
C +

2
√
C(
√
C − γ)

√
C(e2

√
C(T−t) + 1) + γ(e2

√
C(T−t) − 1)

, (21)

where C = Q+B, γ = 2Ψ. We therefore have :

|ϕt −
√
C| = 2

√
C|
√
C − γ|

|
√
C(e2

√
C(T−t) + 1) + γ(e2

√
C(T−t) − 1)|

.

Since 2
√
C(T − t) ≥ 0 for t ∈ [0, T ], we obtain that the denominator which we denote by D is positive,

and that |D| ≥
√
Ce2

√
C(T−t). Hence:

|ϕt −
√
C| ≤ 2|

√
C − γ|e−2

√
C(T−t), t ∈ [0, T ]. (22)

We rewrite the equations of µ and χ as a linear system:

Ẋt = AtXt, Xt =

(
µt
χt

)
, At =

(
−ϕt −1
B ϕt

)
. (23)

The initial-terminal conditions make the system a forward-backward problem. Instead of solving the
backward equation, we use a shooting method to find the right initial condition for χt to ensure that
χT = 2Ψr. This is now a simple ODE system with a non-constant matrix At that generally does not
commute (indeed, for ϕ non identically constant and t ̸= s, AtAs ̸= AsAt), hence we do not have any

closed-form expression for the solution. The case where
√
C = γ is the only one for which we have such

an explicit solution, and for the sake of deriving solutions from explicit formulas which we can compare
to the results of our numerical algorithms, we shall restrict ourselves to this case from now on. The ODE
system becomes:

Ẋt = AXt, A :=

(
−
√
C −1

B
√
C

)
. (24)

Since Q > 0, then A has two distinct real eigenvalues λ1 = −
√
C −B, λ2 = +

√
C −B with respective

eigenvectors v1 = (−
√
C+

√
C−B

B , 1)† and v2 = (−
√
C−

√
C−B

B , 1)†. The solution of the system can therefore

be expressed as : Xt = eMtX0 and the system has the phase diagram depicted in Figure 7.
By a straightforward calculation, the correct initial condition to ensure χT = 2Ψr is given by :

c =
2Ψr + (eλ1T − eλ2T ) B

2
√

C−B)
µ0

0.5 · eλ1T (1−
√
C√

C−B)
)− 0.5 · eλ2T (1 +

√
C√

C−B)
)
. (25)

We note that for T large enough, c ∼ − B√
C−B+

√
C
µ0, so c · µ0 < 0. Thus, we are interested in initial

points located in the second and fourth quadrants of the phase diagram. We also notice that for T large
enough, the initial point (µ0, c) will actually be in the vicinity of the linear function directed by v1 and
will then lead to a trajectory that ends up in the vicinity of the linear function directed by v2. We can
therefore infer that:

|µt|+ |χt| = O
(
e−

√
C−Bt + e−

√
C−B(T−t)

)
, ∀t ∈ [0, T ] (26)
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where O(·) is uniform with respect to T .

Figure 7. Phase plot of the ODE system for (µ, χ) with two trajectories that start at the
initial points marked by a circle.

Matching the running cost coefficients of the running cost functions in the ergodic and finite horizon
problems leads to q = 1

2(Q+B), β = −B and γ = 1
2B. Hence, the ergodic solution u satisfies Du(t, x) =√

Cx. We have the following turnpike estimates:

Proposition 4.1. Under the above assumptions, for every t ∈ [0, T ],∫
x
|u(t, x)− u(t, 0)− u(x)|m(dx) ≤ C

(
e−

√
C−Bt + e−

√
C−B(T−t)

)
, (27)∫

x
|Du(t, x)−Du(x)|m(dx) ≤ C

(
e−

√
C−Bt + e−

√
C−B(T−t)

)
, (28)

|µt| ≤ C
(
e−

√
C−Bt + e−

√
C−B(T−t)

)
. (29)

Proof. For the first inequality :∫
x
|u(t, x)− u(t, 0)− u(x)|m(dx) =

∫
x
|1
2
(ϕt −

√
C)x2 + χtx|m(dx)

≤ 1

2
|ϕt −

√
C|

∫
x
x2m(dx) + |χt|

∫
x
xm(dx)

≤ σ2

2
· |ϕt −

√
C|+

√
2

π
|χt|

by the triangular inequality. From (22) and (26), there exists a constant K > 0 such that :∫
x
|u(t, x)− u(t, 0)− u(x)|m(dx) ≤ K ·

(
e−

√
C−Bt + e−

√
C−B(T−t)

)
For the second inequality :∫

x
|Du(t, x)−Du(x)|m(dx) =

∫
x
|(ϕt −

√
C)x+ χt|m(dx)

≤ |ϕt −
√
C|

∫
x
|x|m(dx) + |χt|

∫
x
m(dx)

≤
√

2

π
· |ϕt −

√
C|+ |χt|
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by the triangular inequality and the normalization condition. From (22) and (26), there exists a constant
K > 0 such that : ∫

x
|Du(t, x)−Du(x)|m(dx) ≤ K ·

(
e−

√
C−Bt + e−

√
C−B(T−t)

)
since 2

√
C ≥

√
C ≥

√
C −B.

□

Figure 8 illustrates the turnpike property computed from the analytical solutions.

(a) Value function u(t, x)
(b) Centered value function u(t, x)−u(t, 0) and the
ergodic value function u(x) plotted at t = T/2

(c) Space derivative of the value function Du(t, x)
and ergodic value function derivative Du(x) plotted
at t = T/2

(d) Average of the finite horizon µt and the ergodic
average µ

Figure 8. Plots of the variation over time of the value function, its centered-at-the-origin
version, its space derivative, and of the average µ(t, x) =

∫
xmt(dx) together with the

respective turnpikes.

4.5. Numerical Results. We implement the baseline DGM method in the form presented in Section 3.
We merely restrict the space on which we compute the solution to D = [−L,L] for L = 3 and modify the
Monte-Carlo estimates accordingly.
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4.5.1. Turnpike accelerated DGM formulation. Since we work on the bounded domain D, we no longer
need the additional ergodic density factor in the turnpike estimates and consider a cost integrating them
in the following fashion:

Lacc(u,m) = L(u,m) + CuL(TPK−LQ)
u/Du (u,m) + CmL(TPK−LQ)

m (u,m),

where

L(TPK−LQ)
u (u,m) =

∫ (1−δ)T

δT

∥∥∥u(t, ·)− u(t, 0)− u∥∥∥
L1(D)

·
(
e−ωt + e−ω(T−t)

)−1
dt, (30)

L(TPK−LQ)
Du (u,m) =

∫ (1−δ)T

δT

∥∥∥Du(t, ·)−Du∥∥∥
L1(D)

·
(
e−ωt + e−ω(T−t)

)−1
dt, (31)

L(TPK−LQ)
m (u,m) =

∫ (1−δ)T

δT

∣∣∣µ(t)− µ∣∣∣ · (e−ωt + e−ω(T−t)
)−1

dt. (32)

where ω =
√
C −B, where µ(t) =

∫ L
−L xm(t, dx), and µ =

∫ L
−L xm(dx).

We apply the DGM described above with the new loss functional

Lacc(uθ,mη) = L(uθ,mη) + CuL
(TPK−LQ)
u/Du (uθ,mη) + CmL

(TPK−LQ)
m (uθ,mη),

where

L(TPK−LQ)
u (uθ,mη) =

1

Mt

Mt∑
k=1:tk∈[δT,(1−δ)T ]

{ 2L

Mx

Mx∑
l=1

∣∣∣uθ(tk, xl)− uθ(tk, 0)− u(xl)∣∣∣} · (e−ωtk + e−ω(T−tk)
)−1

,

(33)

L
(TPK−LQ)
Du (uθ,mη) =

1

Mt

Mt∑
k=1:tk∈[δT,(1−δ)T ]

{ 2L

Mx

Mx∑
l=1

∣∣∣Duθ(tk, xl)−Du(xl)∣∣∣} · (e−ωtk + e−ω(T−tk)
)−1

,

(34)

L(TPK−LQ)
m (uθ,mη) =

1

Mt

Mt∑
k=1:tk∈[δT,(1−δ)T ]

∣∣∣ 2L
Mx

Mx∑
l=1

xl ·mη(tk, xl)− µ
∣∣∣ · (e−ωtk + e−ω(T−tk)

)−1
. (35)

where µ = 2L
Mx

∑Mx
l=1 xlm(xl).

4.5.2. Implementation. We use the exact analytical form of the ergodic quadratic-Gaussian solutions as
knowledge of the turnpike, instead of having the intermediate step of solving the ergodic Mean Field
Game as in Section 3. We therefore have u(x) = 1

2

√
Cx2 and µ = 0. The implementation is similar to

the one described in Section 3 but with a learning rate schedule going from 10−2 to 10−6 in 400,000 SGD

iterations. The hyperparameters are given by Table 2. The choice of C
(TPK)
m = 0.1 is motivated by the

competing normalization condition on m and a value of 1 leads to a degradation of the normalization loss
in the intermediate time interval on which we compute the turnpike loss. The solutions are then evaluated
on a 2, 000× 2, 000 grid of [0, T ]× [−L,L] for T = 10 and L = 3. The parameters of the linear-quadratic
model are Q = 2, B = 2, Ψ = 1 and r = 1.

Algorithm C(HJB) C(KFP ) C(init) C(term) C(norm) C
(TPK−LQ)
u C

(TPK−LQ)
m δ

DGM 100 10 100 600 50 0 0 0
DGM-TP 100 10 100 600 50 1 0.1 0.2

Table 2. Values of the hyperparameters for the DGM methods for the LQ MFG model.

Given the different turnpike estimates derived in the previous subsection, we implement two turnpike-
accelerated versions of the DGM algorithm with on one hand, the turnpike estimates involving u and µ,
and on the other hand the ones involving Du and µ. These are respectively denoted by DGM-TP u and
DGM-TP Du.
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4.5.3. Results and comparisons. We present in Figure 9 the plots of the value functions obtained by the
baseline DGM method and the turnpike-accelerated versions in comparison to the semi-explicit analytical
solution. The left plot suggests that simply following the generic method of monitoring the convergence
of the loss terms to 0 is not enough to provide a good approximation of the solution with the chosen set of
hyperparameters. With the same values, the addition of the turnpike estimates helps the neural network
approximating the value function to learn the correct shape and this results in a smaller relative error as
depicted in Figure 11.

Figure 9. Plot of the value functions obtained through the analytical solution and the
two DGM methods with respect to time in [0, T ] for T = 10 and space in [−3, 3]. The left
pane shows the analytical solution against the DGM one, while the right pane shows the
analytical solution against the DGM-TP u one.

The left pane of Figure 10 gives the evolution of the density function for the DGM-TP-u algorithm.
We observe that the bell shape of the distribution is coherent with the linear-quadratic nature of the
model with a Gaussian initial distribution. The shape is essentially the same for the baseline DGM and
DGM-TP-Du algorithms, up to the value of the mean. On the right pane, the evolution over time of
the average of the distribution µ =

∫
xµ(t, dx) is provided. The turnpike-accelerated methods lead to

a process that is closer to the analytical solution with a middle phase around the steady-state that is
slightly longer than the baseline DGM algorithm.

We now compare the performance of the turnpike-accelerated DGM algorithm with the inclusion of the
turnpike estimates involving on one hand u and µ and on the other hand Du and µ. The relative errors are
provided in Table 3 and their graphs are represented in Figure 11 : we notice that the turnpike-accelerated
methods actually does improve the approximation on both the value function and on the distribution
mean. There is however no significant discrepancy between both turnpike-accelerated versions: indeed,

for the same penalty coefficient C
(TPK)
u , the slight variation comes from the actual value of the turnpike

loss on Du being smaller than that on u and it therefore leads to giving a bit more importance to the
distribution mean turnpike loss term in the first case than in the second.
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Figure 10. Evolution of the density function m(t, x) from the DGM-TP Du method (on
the left) and of the average µ(t) =

∫
xm(t, dx) (on the right).

Included turnpike estimates C
(TPK)
u/Du Relative Error on u C

(TPK)
m Relative Error on µ

None 0 1.113× 10−3 0 5.618× 10−2

u(t, x)− u(t, 0) and µ(t, x) 1 1.019× 10−4 0.1 3.042× 10−2

Du(t, x) and µ(t, x) 1 1.334× 10−4 0.1 2.173× 10−2

Table 3. Relative L2-errors on the solutions for inclusion of different turnpike estimates
into the loss function from the neural networks obtained after the last iteration i = 400, 000.

Figure 11. Plot of the relative errors for the distribution mean µ(t) =
∫
Q xm(t, dx) (left)

and the value function (right).

5. Conclusions, Limitations and Possible Extensions

The thrust of the paper is to propose an original algorithm to compute numerically Mean Field Game
(MFG) equilibria over long time horizons for a specific class of models. Time-dependent equilibria are
notoriously difficult to approximate when the time horizon is large, and even the best known numerical
methods can experience difficulties converging, or take too much time when they do converge. Our strategy
to compute time-dependent equilibria over long time horizons is to assume that the coefficients of the
model are time-independent, and that the solution of the corresponding stationary (i.e. time-independent)
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ergodic version of the model can be computed efficiently. According to the turnpike property, we shall
compute the solution to the time dependent problem only near the time origin and the terminal time,
and use the ergodic (stationary) solution for the bulk of the remaining time. In layman terms, we turn
the turnpike phenomenon into a practical numerical recipe to compute the equilibrium over long time
intervals.

We propose to modify an existing variational method to incorporate the knowledge of the turnpike
property for some Mean Field Game models. We implement a version of the Deep Garlekin Method
(DGM) to compute the distribution function and the value function of the standard coupled MFG PDE
system. In our formulation of the algorithm, both functions are penalized if they fail to satisfy their own
expected turnpike estimates. We demonstrate the rationale for our approach by computing numerically
the solutions of models for which the turnpike phenomenon was argued theoretically, and highlight the
core elements of our proposal.

This first class of MFG models has local interactions. We quantify numerically the superiority of
our turnpike-accelerated DGM over the baseline DGM and an implementation of the standard Finite
Difference Method (FDM) used as baseline since no explicit solution is known for the model in question.
The second class of models on which we test the performance of our numerical algorithm comprise Linear
Quadratic (LQ) MFGs with non-local interactions. While those models have been extensively studied,
mostly because semi-explicit solutions are available for finite time-horizons (even if it is at the cost of
the solution of unstable Riccati equations and ODE systems involving the statistical moments of the
mean field distribution), they have not been studied for the turnpike property. We derive rigorously
the turnpike estimates holding for this class of model, and we proceed to show the superiority of the
turnpike-accelerated DGM over the baseline DGM method and other standard algorithms.

Given the versatility of the DGM algorithm when it comes to tackling high-dimensional problems, the
question of the scalability of the suggested version to higher dimensions is of particular interest. The
experiments conducted on Mean Field Games suggest to revisit some PDE applications, since turnpike
properties are also available for stochastic control problems. Moreover, the turnpike-accelerated method
suggests integrating other types of properties (if available) in the Deep Galerkin Method loss to potentially
enhance the performance of the numerical scheme. Finally, the newly derived turnpike estimates for the
LQ models open the possibility of exploring the application of transfer learning for the training of Mean
Field Games with the turnpike property. Transfer learning refers to the warm-start of the weights of the
neural networks for a specific task, using the solutions trained for a related but usually simpler problem.
The idea would be to first train the neural networks to solve the ergodic MFG PDE system and leverage
this knowledge to accelerate the training of the decoupling field of the Forward-Backward Stochastic
Differential Equation (FBSDE) of the finite horizon problem obtained through the Pontryagin Stochastic
Maximum Principle. This would provide an initialization of the Shooting Method à la Sannikov using
the PDE approach of the ergodic MFG system.
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Appendix A. Finite Difference Discretization

For the sake of completeness, we describe the finite difference method used to compute the finite horizon
solution in the local coupling model from Section3.

A.1. Notations. Let NT and Nh denote two positive integers for a discretization on [0, T ] and [0, 1]
with respectively (NT + 1) and (Nh + 1) points in time and space. Let ∆t = T/NT and h = 1/Nh

and tn = n × ∆t and xi = i × h for n ∈ {0, . . . , NT } and i ∈ {0, . . . , Nh}. We approximate u and m
by the vectors U and M such that u(tn, xi) ≃ Un

i and m(tn, xi) ≃ Mn
i . Let F be a generic matrix in

MNT+1×Nh+1. We consider the following finite difference operators:

FNh+1 ≡ F0, (Convention)

(DtF )
n =

1

∆t
(Fn+1 − Fn), n ∈ {0, . . . , NT − 1},

(DF )i =
1

h
(Fi+1 − Fi), i ∈ {0, . . . , Nh},

(∆hF )i = −
1

h2
(2Fi − Fi+1 − Fi−1), i ∈ {0, . . . , Nh},

[∇hF ]i =
(
(DF )i, (DF )i−1

)†
, i ∈ {0, . . . , Nh}.

A.2. Discretization on [0, T ]. We respectively denote the initial and terminal conditions as ϕ and χ.
Then the PDE system becomes:

− ∂tv − κ∆u+H(x,Du) = F (x,m) in (0, T )× Td,

∂tµ− κ∆µ− div(µHp(x,Dv)) = 0 in (0, T )× Td,

v(T, x) = ϕ(x), µ(0, x) = χ(x),

∫
m(x)dx = 1.

(36a)

(36b)

(36c)

A.2.1. Discrete HJB Equation.

(dHJB)


− (DtVi)

n − κ(∆hV
n)i + H̃(xi, [∇hV

n]i) = Fh[M
n+1]i, 0 ≤ i ≤ Nh, 0 ≤ n ≤ NT − 1,

V T
i = ϕ(xi), initialization

V n
0 = V n

Nh
, periodic conditions
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Algorithm 2 Fixed point iterations of the FDM algorithm

Input: Initial guess (M̃, Ṽ ); damping δ, number of iterations K

Output: Approximation of (M̂, V̂ ) solving the finite difference system.
Initialize
M (0) ← M̃
V (0) ← Ṽ
for k = 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1 do

Let V (k+1) be the solution of:{
−(DtVi)

n − κ(∆hV
n)i + H̃(xi, [∇hV

n]i) = Fh[M
(k),n+1]i, 0 ≤ n ≤ NT − 1,

V NT
i = ϕ(xi).

▷ Since the HJB equation is non-linear, we use a Newton method to linearize its discrete version.
Let M (k+1) be the solution of:{

−(DtMi)
n − κ(∆hM

n)i − Ti(V (k+1),n+1,Mn) = 0, 0 ≤ n ≤ NT − 1,

M
NT1
i = ψ(xi).

Let M̃ (k+1) = δ(k)M̃ (k) + (1− δ(k))M (k+1).
end for
return (M (K), V (K))

Since H(x, p) = 1
2 |p|

2, we consider H̃(x, p1, p2) = 1
2 |PK(p1, p2)|2 where PK is the projection on K =

R− × R−.

A.2.2. Discrete KFP Equation.

(dKFP ) :=



− (DtMi)
n − κ(∆hM

n+1)i − Ti(V n+1,Mn+1) = 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ Nh, 0 ≤ n ≤ NT − 1,

M0
i = χ(xi), initialization

Mn+1
i ≥ 0, non-negativity

1

h

Nh∑
i=0

Mn
i = 1, 0 ≤ n ≤ NT − 1, normalization

Mn
0 =Mn

Nh
, periodicity

where

Ti(U,M) =
1

h

(
MiH̃p1(xi, [∇hU ]i)−Mi−1H̃p1(xi−1, [∇hU ]i−1)

+Mi+1H̃p2(xi+1, [∇hU ]i+1)−MiH̃p2(xi, [∇hU ]i)
)

Appendix B. DGM for an Ergodic MFG

The PDE system is reformulated as an optimization problem with an objective function with the triple
(λ, u,m) being the control. The loss function actually corresponds to the sum of the PDE residuals
and some additional boundary and normalization conditions. We approximate the functions u(x) and
m(x) as two deep neural networks uθ := ϕ(·; θ) and mη := χ(·; η) where θ ∈ RK and η ∈ RK are
the respective neural networks parameters to be learnt. We also consider a constant neural network
λζ = ζ with ζ ∈ R for the ergodic constant. We denote for x = (x1, x2, . . . , xd) ∈ Rd and z ∈ R,
(x−k, z) := (x1, . . . , xk−1, z, xk+1, . . . , xd). We then consider the following loss function :

L(λ, u,m) = C(HJB)L(HJB)(λ, u,m) + C(KFP )L(KFP )(λ, u,m)
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+ C(norm)L(norm)(λ, u,m) + C(period)L(period)(λ, u,m)

where, using the notation F [m] = F (x,m(x)),

L(HJB)(λ, u,m) =
∥∥∥λ− 1

2
∆u+

1

2
|∇u|2 − F [m]

∥∥∥2
L2(Td)

,

L(KFP )(λ, u,m) =
∥∥∥− 1

2
∆m− div(m∇u)

∥∥∥2
L2(Td)

,

L(norm)(λ, u,m) =
∣∣∣ ∫

Td

u(x)dx
∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣ ∫

Td

m(t, x)dx− 1
∣∣∣,

L(period)(λ, u,m) =

d∑
k=1

|u((x−k, 0))− u((x−k, 1))|2 +
d∑

k=1

|m((x−k, 0))−m((x−k, 1))|2.

and C(HJB), C(KFP ), C(norm), and C(period) are positive coefficients controlling the importance given to
each component. The objective is to find the right set of parameters θ, η, so that the neural networks ϕ,
χ, λω minimize the loss functional L(λ, u,m). To that end, we use a Monte Carlo method to approximate
the L2 norms and compute the above residual terms as:

L(HJB)(λζ , uθ,mη) =
1

M

M∑
k=1

∣∣∣λζ − 1

2
∆u(xk) +

1

2
|∇u(xk)|2 − F [m][xk]

∣∣∣2,
L(KFP )(λζ , uθ,mη) =

1

M

M∑
k=1

∣∣∣− 1

2
∆m(xk)− div

(
m(xk)∇u(xk)

)∣∣∣2,
L(norm)(λζ , uθ,mη) =

∣∣∣ 1
M

M∑
k=1

u(xk)
∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣ 1

M

M∑
k=1

m(xk)− 1
∣∣∣,

L(period)(λζ , uθ,mη) =
1

M

M∑
l=1

d∑
k=1

|u((x−k
l , 0))− u((x−k

l , 1))|2 + 1

M

M∑
l=1

d∑
k=1

|m((x−k
l , 0))−m((x−k

l , 1))|2.
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Figure 12. Stationary solution of the ergodic MFG
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