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Holder Stability and Uniqueness for The Mean Field
Games System via Carleman Estimates”
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Abstract

We are concerned with the mathematical study of the Mean Field Games system
(MFGS). In the conventional setup, the MFGS is a system of two coupled nonlinear
parabolic PDEs of the second order in a backward-forward manner, namely one
terminal and one initial conditions are prescribed respectively for the value function
and the population density. In this paper, we show that uniqueness of solutions
to the MFGS can be guaranteed if, among all four possible terminal and initial
conditions, either only two terminal or only two initial conditions are given. In both
cases Holder stability estimates are proven. This means that the accuracies of the
solutions are estimated in terms of the given data. Moreover, these estimates readily
imply uniqueness of corresponding problems for the MFGS. The main mathematical
apparatus to establish those results is two new Carleman estimates, which may find
application in other contexts associated with coupled parabolic PDEs.
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1 Introduction

The mean field games (MFG) theory was first developed in the seminal works of Lasry
and Lions [311, 28, 29] as well as of Huang, Caines and Malhamé [7,[8]. This theory studies
the behavior of infinitely many agents, who are trying to optimize their values. There are
many applications of this theory in social sciences. Some examples of those applications
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are: finance, economics, pedestrians flocking and interactions of electrical vehicles, see,
e.g. [T, B, 25 29, 38]. We also mention applications of the MFG theory in the fight with
corruption [24], [25, Preface| and the cyber security [23].

The methodology of this publication comes from the theory of Ill-Posed and Inverse
Problems. The authors have been heavily involved in this field throughout their careers,
see, e.g. [3,[4], [I1]-[19], [3T,32]. The apparatus of Carleman estimates was first introduced
in the field of coefficient inverse problems in the work of Bukhgeim and Klibanov [4], and
it was first introduced in the MFG theory by Klibanov and Averboukh [20], also, see two
follow up publications [21} 22].

Accuracy estimates for the solution of the mean field games system (MFGS) with
respect to the input data, which the authors also call “stability estimates”, were unknown
in the MFG theory prior to [20, 21, 22]. In the meantime such estimates are quite desirable
ones since the input data for the MFGS are given with errors. Besides, these estimates
imply uniqueness of corresponding problems for the MFGS.

Let u (x,t) be the value function of a mean field game and let m (z,t) be the function,
which describes the density of agents [I, 29]. Here x € R™ and ¢ are the spatial variable
and the time variable respectively and ¢t € (0,7). The mean field games system (MFGS)
of the second order is a crucial part of the MFG theory. The MFGS is a system of two
coupled nonlinear parabolic equations with respect to functions w (x,t) and m (z,t). A
substantial complication of the MFGS is that times are running in two different directions
in those two PDEs. Therefore, the conventional theory of parabolic PDEs is inapplicable
to the MFGS.

The following are four possible terminal and initial conditions for the MFGS:
u(z,T),m(z,0),m(z,T),u(z,0). (1.1)
In the conventional setting the following two out of these four functions are known:
u(z,T) and m(x,0). (1.2)

In addition, usually functions u (z,t) and m (x,t) are assumed to be periodic with respect
to each component of the vector z, see, e.g. [I}, 29]. However, uniqueness of the solution
of the MFGS is in question then, unless quite restrictive the so-called “monotonicity”
conditions are not imposed [2]. On the other hand, if one assumes that either of two
vector functions

(u(z,T),m(x,0),m(z,T)), (1.3)
(u(z,T),m(x,0),u(z,0)) (1.4)

is known and zero Neumann boundary conditions are imposed on both functions u (z,t)
and m (z,t), then the Lipschitz stability estimate for either of cases (IL3) or (L4]) holds
along with the uniqueness [20, 21]. In [22] both a Hélder stability estimate and uniqueness
are obtained in the case when Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions for functions
u(x,t) and m (z,t) are known, whereas all functions in (ILT]) are unknown.

Still, three functions are known in either (I3) or (I4]), which means an over-determination
in the data. Hence, the following question is natural one to be posed: Can only two out of
four terminal and initial conditions (I.1) provide both a stability estimate and uniqueness
for the MFGS? The goal of this paper is to address this question positively. More pre-
cisely, we demonstrate here that if Neumann boundary conditions are imposed on both



functions w (z,t) and m (x,t), then the replacement of the conventional pair (2]) with
either of two pairs

(u(x,T),m(z,T)) or (u(z,0),m(z,0)) (1.5)

leads to both: a Holder stability estimate and uniqueness. In other word, if the conven-
tional pair ([L2]) is replaced by one of two pairs (LI), then uniqueness of the solution
of the MFGS is restored even for the non-overdetermined case, and, in addition, Holder
estimate of the accuracy of the solution is in place.

Assuming that the function m (x,T') is known, we actually assume that we can mea-
sure the final distribution of players. Next, solving the MFGS with the terminal data
(u(z,T),m(x,T)), we provide a retrospective analysis of the process [20]. On the other
hand, an approximate knowledge of the initial condition u (x,0) of the value function can
be obtained via polling of players in the beginning of the process about their ideas about
their value function [21]. At the same time, since polls are expensive efforts, then it is rea-
sonable to obtain the result of a poll only once, rather than conducting polls at several mo-
ments of time.

Results of the current publication as well as of [20} 21], 22] are about a single measure-
ment case. As to the case of infinitely many measurements, we refer to two recent results
of [33, B4], which prove uniqueness of the reconstruction of the interaction term of the
MFGS.

We rely below on two new Carleman estimates for the MFGS, which were derived in
[20, 21]. Carleman estimates are traditionally used for proofs of stability and uniqueness
theorems for ill-posed Cauchy problems for various PDEs, although only the case of a
single PDE is usually considered, unlike our case of a system of PDEs, see, e.g. see, e.g.
[14], 15 18, B0, 40]. Starting from the originating publication [4], Carleman estimates
have been actively used for proofs of global uniqueness and stability results for coefficient
inverse problems. Since this paper is not a survey of publications devoted to the method
of [4], we refer now only to a few of those and references cited therein [3] [6], 9], [10] 1T} 12,
13, 14, 15, 18, 40]. In addition, the idea of [4] was extended to numerical methods for
coefficient inverse problems, see, e.g. [16]-[19].

Remark 1.1. We are not concerned here with the issue of the minimal smoothness.
In doing so we follow the tradition of the field of Inverse Problems, see, e.g. [35,[36], [37,
Theorem 4.1].

We work below only with real valued functions. We formulate our two problems in
section 2. In section 3 we formulate Carleman estimates of [20, 2I]. We prove Holder
stability estimates and uniqueness of our two problems in sections 4 and 5.

2 Two Problems

Below 3 = const. > 0. Let x = (21,9, ...,x,) € R™ denotes the position = of an agent
and t > 0 denotes time. Let 2 C R™ be a bounded domain with the piecewise smooth
boundary 992 and T' > 0 be a number. Denote

Qr =Qx (0,T),Sp =00 x (0,T).

Recall that u(z,t) the value function and m(x,t) is the density of players at the
position x and at the moment of time ¢. The conventional MFGS of the second order



consists of the system of two homogeneous nonlinear parabolic PDEs with times running
in two different directions [I}, 29]. However, we consider in this paper a more general case
of two heterogeneous parabolic PDEs. To do this, we incorporate non-zero terms in the
right hand sides to the conventional PDEs forming the MFGS. Hence, this is a generalized
MFGS of the form:

u(x,t) + BAu(x, t)—r(z)(Vu(x,t))?*/2+

4F /M(x,y)m(y,t)dy,m(x,t) — Gy (1,1), (.)€ Qr, (2.1)
Q

my(z,t) — BAM(z, t)— div(r(z)m(x, t)Vu(z,t)) = Gy (x,t), (x,t) € Q. (2.2)

Here, the coefficient r(z) € C' (Q) is similar with the elasticity of the medium, the
function F' is the interaction term. We assume zero Neumann boundary conditions, i.e.
the full reflection from the boundary

8,,u ‘ST: &,m ‘ST: 0, (23)

where v = v (z) is the unit outward looking normal vector at the point (x,t) € Sp. We
consider in this paper the following two problems:

Problem 1. Assuming that functions u,m € H* (Qr) satisfy conditions (21))-(2.3),
obtain a Hélder stability estimate and uniqueness theorem for the case when the following
two functions ur (x) and my (x) are known:

u(x,T)=ur(x), m(x,T)=mr(x), z €. (2.4)

Problem 2. Assuming that functions u,m € H?* (Qr) satisfy conditions (21)-(2.3),
obtain a Hélder stability estimate and uniqueness theorem for the case when the following
two functions ug (z) and mq (x) are known:

u(z,0) =wuo(z), m(z,0)=mg(z), x €. (2.5)

Remark 2.1. The data in the right hand sides of (24]) and (23) are measured
with errors, so as the right hand sides of equations (21) and (23). This is why stability
estimates, which are actually accuracy estimates for solutions of the MFGS, are important
in Problems 1,2, so as for problems considered in [20, (21, [22].

3 Carleman Estimates

A Carleman estimate for a partial differential operator is always proven only for the
principal part of this operator since it is independent on its lower order terms [I8, Lemma
2.1.1]. Therefore we formulate in this section Carleman estimates for principal parts
Oy + BA, 0, — BA of operators of equations (21]), (Z2)). Carleman estimates for Problems
1 and 2 are different. The difference is in the difference of Carleman Weight Functions,
i.e. weight functions involved in the resulting integral inequalities. Denote

Hi (Qr) = {u € H*(Qr) : Oyu |s,= 0} .



3.1 Carleman estimates for Problem 1

Introduce three parameters b > 0, A\ > 0 and k£ > 2. Also, introduce our first Carleman
Weight Function
Prp (1) = exp ()\ (t+ b)"“) te(0,T). (3.1)
Theorem 3.1 [20]. There exists a number C; = Cy (b, T, B) > 0, which depends only
on listed parameters, such that the following Carleman estimate is valid:

/ (ug + fAU)? @3 pdxdt > C, / (uf + (Au)Q) @3 pdwdt+
Qr Qr
+C) K / (Vu)? 3 ydadt + CLAK? / w3 dwdt—
Qr Qr
— 2 THD)" / [(Vgcu)2 + Xk (T + b)* uQ] (z,T)dx,

(3.2)

Q
VA > 0,Vk > 2, Vu € HZ (Qr) .

Theorem 3.2 [20]. There exist a sufficiently large number ko = ko (8,T,b) > 2 and
a number C' = C (T,b) > 0 depending only on listed parameters such that the following
Carleman estimate holds:

/ (u; — BA)? @3 pdadt >

Qr
> C’lx/Eﬁ/ (Vu)® Q3 pdxdt + C’l)\krz/u%oi’kdxdt—
Qr Qr
—CY\k (T + b)F! A (T+D)" /u2 (z,T)dx — Ce* / [(Vu)2 + vru?] (z,0) dz,

Q Q
VA > 0,VEk > kg (B,T, b) > 2, Yu € Hg (QT),

(3.3)
where the number Cy = Cy(a,T,5) > 0 depends on the same parameters as ones in
Theorem 3.1.

In addition, we formulate a new integral identity, which was proven in [20]. In the
past only a similar inequality rather than identity was known [26] Chapter 2, §6].
Lemma 3.1. Suppose that the domain €2 is a rectangular prism. Then the following

integral identity holds:
2 5 2
/(Au) dx = Z /uwixjdx,
Q

0 ij=1

Vu e {ue H*(Q):dulo=0}.

3.2 Carleman estimates for Problem 2

Let ¢ > 2 be a number. Let A\ > 2 be a sufficiently large parameter. We will choose
parameters ¢ and A later. Introduce the second Carleman Weight Function ¢, (¢),

er(t) =exp ((T=t+0)), te (1), (3.4)



Theorem 3.3 [21]. Choose the number c in (37) as: ¢ > 2. Define the number g

as:
Xo =X (T, ¢) =16 (T + ¢)* > 16¢* > 64. (3.5)

Then the following Carleman estimate is valid:

/ (ug + BAU)? pidxdt >
Qr

> CyV/A / (Vu)? pidadt + Cor*c* 2 / u? i dwdt+ (3.6)
Qr Qr
—Che* / (Vu)® +u?) (2,T) — CoA (T + )™ 2T +e)” /u2 (z,0) dx,
Q Q
YA > o, Vu € HZ (Qr),

where the constant Cy = Cy (¢, T, ) > 0 depends only on listed parameters.
Theorem 3.4 is not exactly a Carleman estimate but rather a quasi-Carleman estimate.

This is because of two test functions u and v are involved in it rather than just a single

one.
Theorem 3.4 (a quasi-Carleman estimate) [21]. Let the numbers ¢ and Xy be the

same as the ones in Theorem 3.3. Let the function g € H' (Qr) and

sup [g|, sup [Vg[ < oco.
Qr Qr
Then the following quasi-Carleman estimate holds for any two functions u,v € H3 (Qr):

/ (e — BAU+ gAv)* 3 >
Qr

> CsAeM? / (Vu)® p3dadt + Cs\*c? 2 /u2<p§d:cdt—

Qr Qr
— OA (T + )M / (Vu)? o2 dadt— (3.7)
Qr
AT+ )M 2T +e)” /u2 (x,0)dz, VA > A,
Q

where the number Cs = Cs (6, c, ||g||01<§T)> > 0 depends only on listed parameters.



4 Holder Stability and Uniqueness for Problem 1

For any number ¢ € (0,7) define the domain Q. r as:

Qa,T =0 x (€,T) C QT- (41)

Theorem 4.1. Let Dy, Dy, D3, Dy > 0 be certain numbers. Let in (21), (22)
functions G1,Gy € Lo (Qr). Let F be the function in (21)). Assume that the function
F (y,z) : R* = R has derivatives F,, F, € C (R?) such that

max (sup |Fy (y, 2)| ,sup | Fy (y, z)|) < Dj. (4.2)
R? R

In (Z13), (Z2), let the functions M (z,y) and r € C* (Q) be such that
sup |M (z,y)], HTHCI(Q) < D,. (4.3)
Qx0

Define sets of functions K3 (D3) and K4 (Dy) as

K (D2) = {u € B (Qr)  suplu sup Vul sup 8] < Da . (1.4)
Qr Qr Qr
Ky (Dy) = {u € H; (Qr) : Sclglp |ul ,Sclglp |Vu| < D4} : (4.5)
Let
D = max (Dl, DQ, Dg, D4) . (46)

Assume that two pairs of functions (uiy,mq) and (us, mo) satisfy equations (21)- (2.3)
with two pairs of functions (G11,G2,1) and (G2, Gao) respectively and are such that

(Ul, ml) s (Ug, mg) € Kg <D3) X K4 <D4) . (47)

Assume that these two pairs of functions (uy, mq) and (ug, ms) have the following terminal

conditions (see (2.4)):

uy (z,T) = u(Tl) (), my (x,T) = mgpl) (), © e, (4.8)
u (2,T) = ul? (x), mg (x,T) =m$ (z), x €. (4.9)

Let the number ¢ € (0,T) and let Q.1 be the domain defined in ({{.1). Then there
exists a number Cy = Cy4(6,D,T,Q,e) > 0 and a sufficiently small number 6y =
0o (B, D, T,Q,¢) € (0,1) depending only on listed parameters such that if § € (0,00)
and

) —

o <3, (4.10)
H1(9) L2(9)

|G — G1,2||L2(QT) NG — G2,2||L2(QT) <9, (4.11)

then there exists a number p = p (8, D,T,Q,¢e) € (0,1/6) depending only on listed param-
eters such that the following two Holder stability estimates are valid:

10cur = Beusll 1, q. ) + 1 Aur = Auall ) + l[ur = w2l (g, 1) <

4.12
< 04 <1 + ”ml - m2HH2(QT)> 5P’ Vo € (0, (50), ( )



I3 = 210 gy < Co (14 Im1 = mall ey ) (4.13)
Furthermore, if the domain 2 is a rectangular prism, then estimate [{.13) can be strength-
ened as:
s = sl s (.. < C (14 s = sl ) 0 (4.14)
Furthermore, if in ({{.8) and ({{.9)
up) (z) = uf? (2), my) (@) =m (2), v € Q, (4.15)
G171 (l‘, t) = GLQ (ZL‘,t) s G271 (l‘, t) = G272 (l‘, t) s (l‘, t) € QT, (416)

then uy (z,t) = uy (x,t) and my (z,t) = mo (z,t) in Qr, which means that Problem 1 has
at most one solution (u,m) € K3 (Ds) x Ky (Dy).

Remark 4.1: Consider the condition of this theorem that two pairs (uy, my), (ug, mso)
belong to an a priori chosen bounded set K3 (D3) x Ky (Dy). Such conditions are typical
ones in the theory of ill-posed problems, see, e.g. [3, [30].

Proof of Theorem 4.1. In this proof C, = Cy (8,D,T,Q) > 0 denotes different
numbers depending only on 8, D, T, Q and Cy = Cy (5, D, T, &) > 0 denotes different
numbers depending not only on parameters £, D,T,€) but on ¢ as well. Consider four
arbitrary numbers y1, 21, y2, 20 € R. Let y = y; — y2 and zZ = 2z; — 23. Hence,

Y121 — Yaz2 = Y21 + ZYa. (4.17)

Denote
v(z,t) =uy (2,t) —ug (z,t), plx,t) =my (z,t) —ma (z,t), (x,t) € Qr, (4.18)
v (x) = ugpl) () — ugg) (), pr(z)= mgpl) (x) — m&?) (x), = €9, (4.19)

Gy (z,t) = (G1y — Gia) (x,1), Go(2,1) = (Gog — Goo) (2,1) , (2,1) € Q. (4.20)
Using (A2)-(#1) and the multidimensional analog of Taylor formula [39], we obtain

F /M@wmmmwwm@ﬁ -

~F / M (z,y) ms (y, ) dy, ma (z,2) | = (4.21)

=ﬁmw/M@wmmw+ﬁmmem
Q

where functions fi, fo are such that

|f1 (.T},f})|,‘f2 (.T,f})| <D, (SL’,t) EQT' (4'22)

Subtract equations (210), (22) for the pair (ug, ms) from corresponding equations for
the pair (uq,my). Then use [@7)-(E3), @IT)-(ZE22) and recall that Carleman estimates



can work with both equations and inequalities [3], 4] [I8] 30, 40]. Hence, it is convenient
to replace resulting equations with two inequalities:

(z,t), (x,1) € Qr, (4.23)

-+ B0l (26) < G 190+ [ Ip (w0l -+ 19l + |G
Q

Ipe = 8] (,8) < G (IVpl + Ipl + [A0] + Vol + |G|} (2,8), (0,8) €Qr, (424)
6Vv |ST: O, 81,]? |5T: 0, (425)
v(z,T)=vp(x), p(z,T)=pr(x), v €Q. (4.26)

Squaring both sides of equation ([@23]) and ([£.24]), applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
multiplying by the CWF 3 , (t) defined in (1)) and integrating over Q, we obtain

/ (v + BAV)? @3 pddt < Cy / (Vo)? 3 pdadt+

Qr Qr
(4.27)
+C4/ p*+ /p2 (y. 1) dy + G3 | 3 . dudt,
Qr Q
/ (p: — BAP)® 3 pdwdt < 54/ ((Vp)2 + p?) 3 pdadi+
e or (4.28)
+C4/ ((Av)2 + (Vo)? + 02 + G%) @3 pddt.
Qr
Note that
/ / PRy D) dy | @3, (1) dadt < C, / PR (1) dadt. (4.29)
Qr Q Qr
Set
b=1 (4.30)

in the Carleman Weight Function ¢, ; (t) . Apply Carleman estimate (8.2)) to the left hand

side of (A.27) and use ([A25]), ([A26) and ([£29). We obtain

6'4/ (p2 + é%) 3 pdwdt >
Qr
> / (v} + (A’U)2) @3 pdrdt+
Qr
+ Ak / (Vo)? 3 pdadt + Nk / v? 03 pdadt—
Qr Qr
EGRESNCaRL / [(Veon)? + X (T + 1) 3] d,

Q
VA > 0,Vk > 2.

(4.31)
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Choosing Ay = A\ (5, D, T,€Q) > 1 so large that
A > 20, (4.32)
and recalling that k& > 2, we obtain from (3Tl
Cy /p2¢?\7kdxdt +Cy / é%cpikdxdt >
Qr Qr
> / (v + (Av)z) @3 pdrdt+
Qr
+\k / (Vo)? 3 pdadt + Nk / v? 3 pdadt—
Qr Qr
— O T+ / [(VJCvT)2 + M (T +1)° v%} dr,

Q
YA > A\ VE > 2.

We now apply Carleman estimate ([83]) to the left hand side of ([L28]). We obtain

54/ <<Av)2 +ot+ ég) PR addt + Gy / ((Vp)* +p?) @3 pdudt >

(4.33)

Qr Qr
> \/E/ (Vp)? @3 dxdt + K /p2<p§\ pdrdt—

7 7 (4.34)

Qr Qr

Mk (T + b)F NI+ /pQT (z) do — e / [(Vp)2 + \/Epz} (z,0)dr,
0 Q
VA > 0,Yk > ko =ko(8,T) > 2.
Choose the number kg = ko (8,7 so large that

ko > max (2, 46*3) , (4.35)

and, until (L48)), set k = ko. Also, let A > Ay, where the number \; = A\ (8, D, T,Q) > 1
is defined in (??7). Then (@34 implies
C / <(Av)2 +v? + é%) Q3 pdwdt >
Qr
> / (VD) @3 ddt + A / P*@3 pdwdt—
Qr Qr
—CyA (T + 1)t AT+ /pZT (x)dr — 546”‘/ [(Vp)® + p?] (2,0) dx,

Q Q
YA > A

In particular, it follows from (Z38]) that

/ P23\ pdadt < G / ((Av)2 +02 4 ég) 3 pdzdi+

e er (4.37)
+C e T+ /p?p () dx + C462>‘/ [(Vp)2 +p?] (2,0) dz, VA > A;.

Q Q

(4.36)
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Replacing the first term of the first line of (433]) with the right hand side of inequality

([£37), we obtain

C AN T+ / [p5 + (Vaur) + v7] () dx + 6’4/ (éf + é;) o3 pdadi+

Q Qr
+5462’\/ (x,0) dz+
% / ) 3 pdxdt > (4.38)
/( go/\ rdxdt+
Qr
+A / (V0)? @3 pdadt + N / 0?3 pddt, YA > Ay
Qr Qr

By [@32) Cy/\ < 1/2, VA > A;. Hence, terms in the 4™ and 5™ lines of [Z38) absorb
terms in the 3 line of ([£38). Hence,

CAe T+ / (3 + (Vaur) + v7] (z) dx + 6’4/ (éf + ég) o3 pdadi+

Q Qr

+6'462’\/ [(Vp)2 +p°] (2,0) dx >

Q
> / (vf + (Av)z) @3 pdadt+ (4.39)
Qr
+A / (V0)? @3 pdadt + N / V23 pddt, YA > Ay
Qr Qr

Comparing the last two lines of (£39) with the first line of (4.30]), we obtain

G T+ / (P2 + (Vour)® + 2] (2) do + 54/ (é% + @%) @3 pdwdt+

Q Qr

+ Cye? / (z,0) dx > (4.40)
Q

> /(Vp)2 go?\kdxdt + )\/ngoikd:pdt, YA > A1
Qr Qr
Summing up (£39) and ([£40), we obtain

/ (v + (Av)* + (Vo)? + 02 + (Vp)® + p?) 3 pdzdt <
Qr
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< Oy eNT+D" / [p2 + (Vaor) + v7] (z) d (4.41)
Q
+Cye? / [(Vp)? +p?] (,0) d + Cy / (Gt +G3) @R ududt, YA > 1.
Q Qr

Since by (1) Q.7 C Qr, then replacing Qr with Q.1 in the first line of (A1), we

strengthen this inequality. Hence,

/ (v + (Av)* + (Vo)? + v + (Vp)® + p?) o1, pdadt <

QE,T
< 5’463/\(T+1)k/ [p2 + (Vaor) + v7] (z) d (4.42)
Q
+Cye? / [(Vp)? +p?] (z,0) dz + Cy / (Gt +G3) @R ududt, YA > .
Q Qr
Next, by @), (EI) and [@30)
min ¢}, (£) = e, (4.43)
e, T
max @3 ;. (t) = AT+, (4.44)

T

Also, by (E10), @.1T), EI19), @20) and E.44)

CeNTHD" / [P+ (Vavr) +v2] (2) dx + 54/ (éf + é;) @3 pdadt <

Q Qr
< T 52, (4.45)
By the trace theorem
046”/ [(VD)* + 7] (2,0) dz < Cae® |Ipll32(0,) - (4.46)
Q

Hence, using (@42), [@43), [@A5) and [@AE), we replace Cy with Cy (see the beginning
of this proof) and obtain for all A > A; :

||Ut||iQ(QE7T) + ||Av||iQ(Q67T) + ||U||§{1,0(Q67T) + ||P||§{1,0(Q67T) < (4.47)

1
A (e+ 1)1 - —— 2 i s
(e+1) < o1 1)k>] 1212
Recalling (£35]), choose ky =k (5,T,¢) > ko (8,T) so large that

1
(e + 1)kl

< 0463A(T+1)k52 1 Oy exp

(4.48)

<1
2
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and set k = ky. Then (£47) implies
||Ut||iQ(QE7T) + ||Av||iQ(QE7T) + ||'U||§-]1,0(Q57T) + ||p||§-]1,0(Q57T) < (4.49)

< Oy T G2 4 Oy XD [pl[2 0, - A= Ar.
Choose A = A (9) such that

ePOTHN 52 5. (4.50)
Hence,
A(6) = In [5<3<T+1>>’1] , (4.51)
k
) g g, LEFLN T 4.52
‘ PE3\Tv1) T (4.52)

Choose 09 = 0¢ (8, D, T,€Q,¢) € (0,1) so small that
A () = In [5<3<T+1>>’1} > A (4.53)
Then (A.47)-(@.53) imply that

vtLQ(QE? AV L, (g ) F0lao(g.r) F 1Pl io(q.r) <

4.54
< Cy (14 Iln) s ¥3 € (0.60). p € (0,1/6). .

The rest of the proof of the target Holder stability estimates ({I2)-(ZI4]) follows imme-

diately from (@), @3), (A1), @I9), @54) and Lemma 3.1.
We now prove uniqueness. Assume that identities (LIH) and ([@I6]) hold. Then by

(@I0) and (EII) 6 = 0. Hence, (AI2) and [@I3) imply that wuy (x,t) = wus (z,t) and
my (x,t) = mg (x,t) for (z,t) € Q.r. Setting ¢ — 0, we obtain u; (z,t) = us (z,t) and
my (z,t) = mo (x,t) for (z,t) € Qr. O

5 Holder Stability and Uniqueness for Problem 2

Similarly with (£1]), for any number ¢ € (0,7") define the domain F. r as:
P.pr=Qx(0,T—¢) CQr. (5.1)

Theorem 5.1. As in Theorem 4.1, let Dy, Dy, D3, Dy > 0 be certain numbers. Let
functions G, Gy € Ly (Qr) be the right hand sides of equations (21), (22). Let functions

F,M,r in (21), (223) satisfy conditions of Theorem 4.1. Keep notations (4.4)-({4-0) of
Theorem 4.1. Assume that two pairs of functions (uy,my) and (ug, ms) satisfy equations

(21)-(2.3) with two pairs of functions (Gi1,Ga1) and (G2, Ga2) respectively and are
such that
(ul, ml) , (UQ, mg) € Ky (Dg) x K, (D4) . (52)

Assume that these two pairs of functions (uy,my) and (ug, my) have the following initial

conditions (see (2.13)):

uy (z,0) = u(()l) (x),my (z,0) = mél) (x), = € Q. (5.3)
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ug (x,0) = u((f) (), ma(z,0) = m((f) (), €. (5.4)

Let the number ¢ € (0,7) and let P.r be the domain defined in (Z1l). Then there
exists a number Cs = Cs5(6,D,T,Q,e) > 0 and a sufficiently small number 6y =
0o (B8, D, T, ¢) € (0,1) depending only on listed parameters such that if 6 € (0,0dy),

(1) _ @

<4, (5.5)

— % L2(92)

-

HY(Q)

and also if inequalities ([4.11]) hold, then there exists a number n = n(8,D,T,Q,¢c) €
(0,1/6) depending only on listed parameters such that the following Hélder stability esti-
mate holds:

lur = ol gro(p, ) + 1l = mall o, ) <

< O (1 s — sll g2y + lma — m2||H1(QT)) 5", 8 € (0,8) .

Furthermore, if in (3.3) and [57)
u? (@) = w? (2), mg” () = mi? (1), 2 € Q,

and if {{.16) holds as well, then u; (z,t) = us (x,t) and my (x,t) = mo (x,t) in Qr, i.e.
Problem 2 has at most one solution (u,m) € K3 (Ds3) x Ky (Dy).

Proof. Similarly with the proof of Theorem 4.1, in this proof 6’5 = 6’5 (8,D,T,22) >0
denotes different numbers depending only on 5, D,T,Q and Cs = C5 (8, D, T,Q,¢) > 0
denotes different numbers depending not only on parameters £, D, T, ) but on ¢ as well.
We will choose below the number ¢ = ¢(7T') > 2 in ([B.4) as:

c:c(T):2+\/T+i. (5.6)

We introduce the number & = £ (T,

T T+2+\/T+1/4
te_HirVo A (0,1). (5.7)
¢ (2 +/T+1/ )

The reason of the choice of (5.6]), (B.7) is explained in this proof below.
Keep notations (£I8)) and ([4.20) and replace (£I9) with

£=£(T) =

v(z,0) =1 (x) = uél) (x) — u((f) (x), €8, (5.8)
p(2,0)=po(z) =mi (2) = mP (z), x € Q. (5.9)

Similarly with (£23))-(4.26) we obtain two inequalities:
-+ B0l (2,6) < Cs | 10l + [ Ip (w0l dy + 1ol + )@) (0,t), (0,t) € Qr, (510)
<

lpe — BAD + 12 () my Av] (z,t)

) (z,t), (z,1) € Qr, (5.11)

< G (199l + Ipl + Vol + |Go
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6Vv |ST: O, 81,]? |5T: 0, (5.12)

v(z,0) = v (z), p(x,0) =po(z). (5.13)
Note that the difference between (B.I1]) and (£.24]) is that the term with Awv is in the
left hand side of (B.I1]) rather than being in the right hand side of (£24]). This is because
the quasi-Carleman estimate of Theorem 3.4, being applied to the left hand side of (5.11),
helps us to handle this.
Below the parameter ¢ = ¢(T') in the Carleman Weight Function ¢, (¢) in (B4 is as
in (B.0). Applying to (B.I0) and (GI1]) the same procedure as the one in the proof of
Theorem 4.1, we obtain the following analogs of (£.27) and (4.28):

/ (vr + BAV)® p3dwdt < Cs / (Vo) @3 dadt+
Qr Qr

(5.14)
+Cs / P*+ /p2 (y,t)dy + G | pXdadt,
Qr Q
/ (pr — BAp + r? () mlAv)2 pidxdt < Cs / ((Vp)2 + p?) pidadi+
QT _ _ QT (515)
+Cs / ((W)2 +G§) o3 dwdt.
Qr

Take \g = Ao (7)) as in (B.3) and apply Carleman estimate ([B.6]) to the left hand side of
(514). We obtain

Cye2 / ((V0)? 4+ 0%) (2, T) + CsA (T + ¢ 2T+ /v2 (z,0) do+

+Cs / (Vo) p3dadt + 6'5/ p? + /p2 (y.t)dy + G2 | p2dadt > (5.16)
Qr Qr Q
> VA / (Vo)? Q2dadt + N2 / vip2dxdt, YA > Ao.
Qr Qr
Choose \y = Ay (B, D, T,Q) > XNy > 64 such that
Vs > 2Cs. (5.17)

Then the term with C5 (Vo)? in the left hand side of (5I8) is absorbed by the term with
VA (Vo)? in the right hand side of (5.16). Hence, we obtain

Csee’ / ((V0)® +02) (2,T) + CsA (T + ) 2T+ /v2 (z,0) do+
0 Q
+Cs / P+ / PP (y.t) dy + G? | p3dwdt > (5.18)
Qr Q
> \/X/ (Vv)2 ©2dxdt + N2 /vzgoid:cdt, YA > )\,
Qr Qr
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Since

/ / P’ (y.t)dy | Pidadt < Cs / Proidudt,
Qr \ @ Qr

then (B.I8) implies

Cye2 / ((Vo)® +02) (2,T) + CsA (T + ) 2T+ /v2 (z,0) do+
Q Q
~ 2 | 2,2
Qr
> \/X/ (Vv)2 pidzrdt + A2eA2 /vQQO?\dxdt, VA > )\
Qr Qr

Now the question is on how to estimate the integral containing p? in the left hand side

of (519). We will do this via working with (5.15).
Using Carleman estimate (3.7)), we estimate the left hand side of (.17]) as:

/ (pe — BAp +1* () mlAv)Q ordrdt >
Qr

> Csae ! / (Vp)? idadt + Cs\2c* 2 /p%pid:cdt—
Qr Qr
—CsA (T +¢) / (Vo) @2 dadt—
Qr
~\(T + ) eX(T+e) /p2 (x,0)dz, VA > .

Q
Comparing this with (G.I5), we obtain

A(T + ¢) ! eX(T+e) /p2 (x,0) dz+
0
+Cs / ((Vp)* + p?) p3dudt+

Qr
_ _ _ (5.20)
+Cs / <(Vv)2 + G%) p3dxdt + Cs\ (T + )Mt / (Vo) p2dadt >

Qr Qr
> \AM! / (Vp)? p3dadt + N2 ¢ 2 / pro2dadt, YA > X
Qr Qr

Since Ay > Ag > 64 and ¢ > 2 by (5.6]), then (5.17) implies

AT +¢)* ™ > 2C5 and A\ > 205, YA > \o.
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Hence, (5.20) can be rewritten as:

CoM (T + ¢) 1 2T+ /p2 (x,0) dz + Cs / Gipidxdt+

Q Qr

+55A(T+c)“/(vu)2g0§dxdtz (5.21)
Qr
> A\t / (Vp)® p2dadt + N2 / p*o3dadt, YA > Ay
Qr Qr

In particular, (5.21]) gives us the following desired estimate for the integral containing p? :

/p%pidazdt < CseM! / (Vo) @2 dadt+

N Qr . Qr N (5.22)
+Cs5 (T 4 ¢)M ! e2(THe) /p2 (2,0)dz + Cs / Gapidzdt, YA > Ao,
Qr

Q

where the number £ = £ (T) € (0,1) is defined in (B.1), and this is the reason for our
above choice of (0.0]), (B.7). Hence,

—6’5/19 Qidadt > —€M 1/(Vv)2 p3drdt—

_ Qr R Qr _ _ (523)
—Cs5 (T 4 ¢)* ! 2(THe) / P (x,0) dz 4 Cs / G2p3dxdt, YA > .

Q Qr

Choose A3 = A3 (B8, D, T,Q) > Ay such that

e <2 s,

Then substitute (523)) in (E19). We obtain

/ ((Vv)2 + 0?) pidadt <

<G [ (Vo +0) (1) + G+ [ (0,0)di+ (5.2
QO Q
LT /p 2.0) d:c+C5/ (G2 +G3) @hawdt, vA > 2.
Q Qr

Hence, the integral with (Vo)? in the left hand side of (5.2I)) can be estimated via the
right hand side of (:24]). This means, in turn that integrals in the right hand side of



(B2T)) can also be estimated via the right hand side of (5.24]). Thus, we obtain

/ ((Vp)* +p*) p3dadt <
Qr
< Cge2’ / ((V0)* + 02) (2, T) + CsA (T 4 ¢)* " 2T+ /v2 (z,0) do+
0

Q
LB (T 4 P 2T / p? (2,0) dz + Cs / (éi + ég) Q2dxdt, YA > \s.

Q Qr

18

(5.25)

We recall now the domain P. r C Qr defined in (5.]). Hence, using (1)), (5.5), (5-9),

(E9), (24), (525) and the trace theorem, we obtain

/ ((Vv)2 + 0%+ (Vp)? + p?) pidadt <
PE,T
< GoedTroP g2 | G (HvHiz(QT) + Hp”ip(QT)) YA > Mg

By () and (1) A
min g, (1) = el

e, T

Hence, using (5.26), we obtain

2 2 oA
HUHH1,0<P57T> + Hp”Hl’O(PE’T) S C5€3<T+ ) 52_'_

+Csexp [-2(c+e) (1= (/ ¢+ 2))| (Il + IPlinen)
VA > As.

Choose \y = \y (B, D, T,Q,e) > A3 such that

c A 1
< — VA 2> M\,
(c+z—:) _2’v_4

Then (5.27) implies

2 2
. ”UHHLO(PE/,\T) + Hp”Hl,O(PE’T) <
c —(c 2 2
< Cae3 462 4+ Cse™ @ (ol + IPlnggn) » VA 2 Au

Let A = A (0) be such that
3T+ 52 — 5.

Hence,
A(6) = In [5—<3<T+c>‘1>] _
Then N ]
(et g gp - _CTE 2
‘ 4173 (T+¢) 3

(5.26)

(5.27)

(5.28)

(5.29)

(5.30)

(5.31)



19

Choose dg = 0¢ (8, D, T,Q,¢) € (0,1) so small that

In [50 (3(”6’1)} > AL (5.32)

Hence, using (5.28)-(5.32), we obtain

HUHH170<P57T) _'_ HpHH1v0<PE’T) S
< G5 (14 [0llisqy) + 1Pl ) 87 V0 € (0,0)

The rest of the proof is the same as the part of the proof of Theorem 4.1 after ({.54). O
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