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CONVERGENCE RATES FOR IDENTIFICATION OF ROBIN COEFFICIENT FROM

TERMINAL OBSERVATIONS

SUBHANKAR MONDAL

Abstract. This paper deals with the problem of identification of a Robin coefficient (also known as impedance coefficient)
in a parabolic PDE from terminal observations of the temperature distributions. The problem is ill-posed in the sense
that small perturbation in the observation may lead to a large deviation in the solution. Thus, in order to obtain stable
approximations, we employ the Tikhonov-regularization. We propose a weak source condition motivated by the work of

Engl and Zou (2000) and obtain a convergence rate of O(δ
1

2 ), the main goal of this paper, where δ is the noise level of
the observed data. The obtained rate is better than some of the previous known rates. Moreover, the advantage of the
proposed source condition is that we are getting the above mentioned convergence rate without the need for characterizing
the range space of modelling operator, which is in contrast to the general convergence theory of Tikhonov-regularization
for non linear operators, where one obtain the same order of convergence by characterizing the range of the adjoint of the
Fréchet derivative of modelling operator, a challenging task for many problems.
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1. Introduction

Let d ∈ {2, 3} and Ω ⊂ R
d be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary ∂Ω. Let τ > 0 be fixed and we denote the

sets Ω× [0, τ ] and ∂Ω× [0, τ ] by Ωτ and ∂Ωτ , respectively. We consider the PDE

(1.1)







ut −∆u = f in Ωτ ,
∂u
∂ν

+ γ(x)u = g on ∂Ωτ ,

u(·, 0) = u0 in Ω,

where f ∈ L2(0, τ ;L2(Ω)), g ∈ L2(0, τ ;L2(∂Ω)), γ ∈ L∞(∂Ω) and u0 ∈ L2(Ω). Here, for a Banach space Y , we used the
notation L2(0, τ ;Y ) for the space of all Y -valued measurable functions φ on [0, τ ] such that

∫ τ

0 ‖φ(t)‖2Y dt <∞. The Robin
coefficient γ is the impedance coefficient that represents the heat exchange on the boundary ∂Ω, ν denotes the outward
unit normal of the boundary ∂Ω. The direct or forward problem for (1.1) is to find u(x, t) satisfying (1.1)(possibly in
weak sense) for the known impedance coefficient γ and the input data f, g and u0, and the existence of solution of the
forward problem is well known.

The system (1.1) models heat conduction phenomenon where the impedance coefficient characterizes the thermal
properties of the conductive material on the interface and certain physical processes, e.g. corrosion, on the boundary
[2, 20]. Thus, the value of the impedance coefficient γ is of significant interest in thermal imaging such as safety analysis
of nuclear reactor and thermal protection of space shuttles [3]. In practice, the impedance coefficient γ cannot be specified
from direct measurements since the domain Ω may be embedded in an unknown region [30]. Therefore, one has to deal
with the inverse problem of identifying the impedance coefficient from some available observations, for example, a final
time observation on the whole spatial domain [30], partial Dirichlet boundary observation for the full time period [2, 19],
time integral observation on the full spatial boundary [14, 23], final or an intermediate time observation on the full spatial
boundary [14]. Considering the amount of work that has been devoted for this type of parameter identification problem
and various type of observations over the years, it is impossible to list all of them, however, the interested reader may
refer to [9, 18, 20, 21, 22, 31, 32].

In the applications of heat transport in the high temperature, it is not possible to measure the temperature distribution
in the whole time interval [0, τ ]. Therefore, following [12, 5] (see also the recent work [6]), in this paper, we assume that
the terminal status observations of the temperature distribution is known and with this knowledge we consider the inverse
problem of identifying the spatially dependent impedance coefficient γ. More precisely, we assume that

(1.2) u(x, t) = φ(x, t) in Ω× [τ − σ, τ ],

is known at hand, where σ > 0 is small so that τ − σ > 0, and then we consider the problem of identifying γ from the
knowledge of φ or its noisy approximations φδ satisfying

(1.3)

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖φ− φδ‖
2
L2(Ω) dt ≤ δ2

for some noise level δ > 0.
1
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It can be observed that our inverse problem is non linear. Furthermore, as can be seen from next section, the inverse
problem is also ill-posed, that is, a small perturbation in the observed data may lead to a large deviation in the correspond-
ing solutions. Thus, some regularization scheme has to be employed in order to obtain stable approximations. We employ
the standard Tikhonov regularization for obtaining the approximations for γ. It is well known that the convergence of the
stable approximations obtained by regularization can be arbitrary slow [26] unless some apriori conditions, the so-called
source conditions (cf. [10, 24]) is assumed on the unknown that has to be identified. In Tikhonov regularization theory
for non linear operators in Hilbert spaces, generally the source condition involves the adjoint of the Fréchet derivative of
the non linear operator involved [10]. More precisely, if X and Y are Hilbert spaces, F : X → Y is a (non linear) operator
which is Fréchet differentiable, consider the problem of solving an ill-posed operator equation

F (x) = y

in the sense that small perturbation in y may lead to a large deviation in the solution of the operator equation. Let y
be the exact data and x† be the unique solution (i.e. F (x†) = y) to be identified from the knowledge of yobs ∈ Y, the
observed data satisfying ‖y − yobs‖Y ≤ δ. The stable approximations are the minimizers of the functional

min
x∈X

‖F (x)− yobs‖2Y + α‖x− x∗‖2X ,

for a fixed α > 0, the regularization parameter, and x∗ is an initial guess for x† that incorporates some apriori smoothness
assumptions. Let F ′ denotes the Fréchet derivative of F . Moreover, we assume that the Fréchet derivative of F is
Lipschitz continuous with the Lipschitz constant CLip. Then it is known that(cf. [10, 11, 25]) if

x† − x∗ = F ′(x†)∗ϕ

for some ϕ satisfying the smallness condition

(1.4) CLip‖ϕ‖ ≤ 1

then the rate of convergence of the regularized solution is O(δ
1

2 ), provided the regularization parameter α is chosen as
α ∼ δ. In many problems it is extremely difficult to characterize these range spaces whereas in many problems these range
spaces turns out to be certain Sobolev spaces with higher smoothness, see for e.g. [15]. In addition to these difficulties,
verification of the smallness condition (1.4) is another challenging task. In order to overcome these challenges, a new
type of source condition was proposed by Engl and Zou in [12] for a parameter identification problem in heat conduction,
which is simple and verifiable (atleast for some reasonable regularity assumptions on f, g and u0), does not require any
smallness condition and also does not require much higher smoothness assumption on the unknowns. Motivated by the
work in [12] and also the recent work in [6], we consider a similar weak source condition and obtain the convergence
rates, which is the main goal of this paper. Also, we show explicitly that our source condition is verifiable under certain
regularity assumption(see Theorem 4.4).

We now discuss the advantages and shortcomings associated with our considered observation (1.2) in comparison to
some of the recent works where the observations are different from (1.2).

In [23] the authors have considered the problem of reconstruction of γ(x) associated with a system similar to (1.1)
with f = 0, u0 = 0 from the non-local measurement of the form

(1.5)

∫ τ

0

w(t)u(x, t) dt = h(x) on ∂Ω,

for some weight function w. Since the governing PDE is a homogeneous heat equation, by using the fundamental solution
of the heat equation, the authors could make use of their boundary observation (1.5) in the analysis of the inverse problem
of reconstructing γ. In fact, the inverse problem of reconstructing γ is transformed into a problem of solving a system of
ill-posed non linear integral equations, where at first one has to solve for a certain potential q(x, t) that arises from the
fundamental solution (see [23, pg.4]) and then solve for the impedance coefficient. Moreover, for the stable reconstruction
the authors have considered a semi-Tikhonov regularization scheme in which the penalty term involves the potential q
(an auxiliary unknown) in contrast to our approach of traditional Tikhonov regularization functional where the penalty
term is comprised of γ, the actual unknown to be identified. Although the observation (1.5) seems to be more realistic
(as it deals with measurement only in the spatial boundary) than (1.2), but their analysis requires f = 0 and u0 = 0,
which is not the case in this paper. Moreover, the work in [23] does not provide any error estimate.

In [30] the authors have considered the the problem of simultaneous identification of γ(x) and the initial temperature
u0(x) associated with a system similar to (1.1) from the final time observation on the full spatial domain, that is, the
data used for the inversion is of the form

(1.6) u(x, τ) = h(x) in Ω,

and in this work the authors could overcome the restriction of u0 = 0 that they have considered in their earlier work
[23]. Because of the ill-posedness of the inverse problem, the authors in [30] have obtained a stable approximations for γ
by a regularization scheme that involves the mollification of inversion input data h, and that is achieved by using higher
regularity on h, namely h ∈W 3,p(Ω) for some p > 2. Since h is an inversion input data, assuming such higher regularity
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of h is not that much realistic from application point of view. Moreover, for a noisy observation hδ of h the authors
have obtained a Hölder rate of convergence O(δν), for some ν ≤ 1

5 (see [30, pg.603]) under some source condition on γ

and u0 which may be not feasible in applications, because it is assumed that the unknowns γ and u0 are sufficiently
regular so that h ∈W 3,p(Ω). In contrast to these, as mentioned earlier, in this paper we will obtain stable approximations
for γ using Tikhonov regularization and our regularity assumption on the inversion input data φ(see (1.2)) is only that

φ ∈ L2(Ω × [τ − σ, τ ]). Moreover, under a verifiable source condition that only requires γ ∈ H
1

2 (∂Ω) we obtain a better

rate of convergence, namely, O(δ
1

2 ). Thus, again it is to be noted that although the observation (1.6) apparently seems
more realistic than (1.2), but in terms of source condition and regularity assumption our work is more realistic than [30]
with a better convergence rate.

This paper is organised as follows: In Section 2 we collect all the existing results related to existence and uniqueness of
solutions for forward problem, precisely state the inverse problem that we consider and analyze the existence, uniqueness
and ill-posedness of the inverse problem. In Section 3 we do the convergence analysis of the regularized approximations,
propose the source condition and proof the convergence rate result, the main result of this paper. In Section 4 we discuss
about the source condition, its compatibility, regularity and then show that it is indeed verifiable by a simple construction.

2. The Inverse Problem

In this section we recall all the definitions, results related to the PDE (1.1) that will be used later and in addition we
formulate the inverse problem more precisely and discuss about its uniqueness and ill-posedness. Throughout the paper
whenever we come across a function defined on the boundary ∂Ω, it is to be understood in the sense of trace [1, 13].

Definition 2.1. (Weak solution) An element u ∈ L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) ∩ L∞(0, τ ;L2(Ω)) is said to be a weak solution of
(1.1) if

{ ∫ τ

0

∫

Ω
[−u∂η

∂t
+∇u · ∇η] dx dt +

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω
γuη dx dt

=
∫ τ

0

∫

Ω fη dx dt+
∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω gη dx dt+
∫

Ω u0η(·, 0) dx

for all η ∈ H1(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) with η(·, τ) = 0. ♦

We now state a result about existence and uniqueness of the forward problem. Let

A = {γ ∈ L∞(∂Ω) : 0 < γ ≤ γ ≤ γ}

be the set of admissible parameters, for some constants γ and γ.

Theorem 2.2. (cf. [29]) Let γ ∈ A, f ∈ L2(0, τ ;L2(Ω)), g ∈ L2(0, τ ;L2(∂Ω)) and u0 ∈ L2(Ω). Then there exists a
unique weak solution u of (1.1) satisfying the estimate

(2.1) max
[0,τ ]

‖u(t)‖L2(Ω) + ‖u‖L2(0,τ ;H1(Ω)) ≤ C(‖f‖L2(0,τ ;L2(Ω)) + ‖g‖L2(0,τ ;L2(∂Ω)) + ‖u0‖L2(Ω));

where C is a constant depending only on γ, Ω and τ.

Before proceeding further, let us first precisely state the inverse problem that is considered.

(IP) Identify γ ∈ A from the observation φ ∈ L2(τ − σ, τ ;L2(Ω)) such that the unique weak solution u
of (1.1) satisfies (1.2).

We now discuss about the existence and uniqueness of the solution of the inverse problem (IP). Let g ∈ L2(τ −

σ, τ ;L∞(∂Ω)), φ ∈ L2(τ − σ, τ ;H1(Ω)) be such that φ, ∂φ
∂ν

∈ L2(τ − σ, τ ;L∞(∂Ω)) and
∫ τ

τ−σ

φdt 6= 0 a.e. on ∂Ω.

Then from the Robin boundary condition in (1.1) and using (1.2), we have

(2.2) γ =

∫ τ

τ−σ
g dt−

∫ τ

τ−σ
∂φ
∂ν
dt

∫ τ

τ−σ
φdt

.

Thus, the inverse problem to identify γ from the exact observation φ satisfying (1.2) has a unique solution γ ∈ L∞(∂Ω)
given in (2.2).

Next, we observe that the inverse problem (IP) is non linear since the temperature distribution u(x, t) depends on the
impedance coefficient γ. Also, it is ill-posed in the sense that small perturbation in the observation data φ in (1.2) may lead
to large deviation in the corresponding solution of the inverse problem. This is the case because the expression (2.2) for γ
contains a derivative of the observation φ. Thus, in order to obtain some stable approximations for γ some regularization
method has to be employed. We will consider the Tikhonov regularization for obtaining stable approximations in the
next section.
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3. Convergence rates with weak source condition

Let u(γ) denotes the unique weak solution of (1.1) for a fixed γ ∈ A. For δ > 0, let φδ be the noisy data corresponding
to the exact data φ satisfying (1.3). As discussed in the previous section, the inverse problem is ill-posed, and thus we shall
use the Tikhonov-regularization in order to obtain stable approximations. Throughout we shall denote by γ† ∈ L2(∂Ω)
the exact impedance coefficient to be identified for the corresponding exact data φ. For a fixed α > 0, consider the
output-least square Tikhonov functional

(3.1) J(γ) :=

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γ)− φδ|
2 dx dt+ α‖γ − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω),

where γ∗ ∈ L2(∂Ω) is an initial guess for γ† that incorporates some apriori smoothness assumption on γ†. By γαδ we
denote a minimizer of the optimization problem

(3.2) min
γ∈A

J(γ).

These minimizers are the Tikhonov-regularized solutions. Note that the initial guess γ∗ may not belong to the admissible
set A. Our next two results are about the existence and stability of such minimizers, which in turn ensures that the
minimizers are indeed regularized solutions. It is to be noted that by now the arguments for the proof of existence and
stability is well established in the literature (cf. [12]), but since the context of this paper is different, in order to keep the
paper self contained we include the proof also.

Theorem 3.1. The minimization problem (3.2) has a solution.

Proof. It is clear that A is a convex set. Let {γn} be a minimizing sequence in A. Clearly, {γn} is a bounded sequence
in L2(∂Ω). Thus, there exists a subsequence {γm} and a γα ∈ L2(∂Ω) such that γm ⇀ γα in L2(∂Ω). Now the closedness
and convexity of A implies that A is weakly closed, thus, γα ∈ A. Since u(γm) is the weak solution of (1.1) for γ = γm,

by the estimate (2.1), it follows that {u(γm)} is a bounded sequence in L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)). Thus, there exists a subsequence,
still denoted by {u(γm)}, and u

∗ ∈ L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) such that u(γm) ⇀ u∗ in L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) as m → ∞. Now, for any
η ∈ L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)), writing

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γm u(γm)η dx dt =

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γα u(γm)η dx dt +

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

(γm − γα)u(γm)η dx dt,

using the weak convergence of γm and the boundedness of u(γm), it follows that
∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γm u(γm)η dx dt →

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γα u∗η dx dt as m→ ∞.

Therefore, using the fact that u(γm) is a weak solution of (1.1) for γ = γm, and the weak convergence of {u(γm)}, it
follows that

∫ τ

0

∫

Ω

[−u∗
∂η

∂t
+∇u∗ · ∇η] dx dt +

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γα u∗η dx dt =

∫ τ

0

∫

Ω

fη dx dt+

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

gη dx dt+

∫

Ω

u0η(·, 0) dx

for all η ∈ H1(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) with η(·, τ) = 0. Since u(γα) is the unique weak solution of (1.1) for γ = γα, we have
u∗ = u(γα). We now consider the identity

lim inf
m

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γm)− φδ|
2 dx dt

= lim inf
m

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

[

|u(γm)− u(γα)|2 + |u(γα)− φδ|
2 + 2

(
u(γm)− u(γα)

)(
u(γα)− φδ

)]

dx dt.

Since u(γm) and u(γ
α) are the weak solutions of (1.1) for γ = γm and γα, respectively, using the estimate (2.1), we have

lim
m→∞

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γm)− u(γα)|2 dx dt = 0.

Therefore,

lim inf
m

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γm)− φδ|
2 dx dt =

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γα)− φδ|
2 dx dt.

Thus, using the weak lower semi-continuity of the L2-norm and using the fact that {γn} is a minimizing sequence for the
minimization problem (3.2), we have

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γα)− φδ|
2 dx dt+ α‖γα − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

≤ lim inf
m

{∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γm)− φδ|
2 dx dt + α‖γm − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

}

= min
γ∈A

J(γ).
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This shows that γα is a minimizer of (3.2). �

We now prove the stability of the minimization problem (3.2) with respect to the observation data φδ. That is, we
establish that the minimizers of (3.2) are indeed regularized solutions.

Theorem 3.2. Let {φn} be a sequence such that φn converges to φδ in L2(τ − σ, τ ;L2(Ω)). For a fixed α > 0, let γαn be
the minimizer of

(3.3) min
γ∈A

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γ)− φn|
2 dx dt+ α‖γ − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω).

Then there exists a subsequence {γαn} that converges to a minimizer γαδ .

Proof. Since γαn is a minimizer of (3.3), we have
∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαn )− φn|
2 dx dt+ α‖γαn − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω) ≤

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γ)− φn|
2 dx dt+ α‖γ − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

for any γ ∈ A. Thus, {γαn} is a bounded sequence in L2(∂Ω). Therefore, there exists a subsequence, with abuse of notation,
denoted by {γαn} and a γα ∈ L2(∂Ω) such that γαn converges weakly to γα in L2(∂Ω) as n→ ∞. Now, the closedness and
convexity of A implies that γα ∈ A.

Since u(γαn ) is the unique weak solution of (1.1), by (2.1) it follows that {u(γαn )} is bounded in L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)). Thus,
there exist a subsequence, still denoted by u(γαn ) and a u∗ ∈ L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) such that u(γαn ) converges weakly to u∗ in
L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) as n→ ∞.

Now, for any η ∈ L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)), writing
∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γαn u(γ
α
n )η dx dt =

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γα u(γαn )η dx dt+

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

(γαn − γα)u(γαn )η dx dt,

using the weak convergence of γαn and the boundedness of u(γαn ), it follows that
∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γαn u(γ
α
n )η dx dt →

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γα u∗η dx dt as n→ ∞.

Therefore, using the fact that u(γαn ) is a weak solution, and the weak convergence of {u(γαn )}, it follows that
∫ τ

0

∫

Ω

[−u∗
∂η

∂t
+∇u∗ · ∇η] dx dt+

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γα u∗η dx dt

=

∫ τ

0

∫

Ω

fη dx dt +

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

gη dx dt+

∫

Ω

u0η(·, 0) dx

for all η ∈ H1(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) with η(·, τ) = 0. Since u(γα) is the unique weak solution of (1.1), we have u∗ = u(γα).

Now the weak lower semi continuity of L2-norm implies

‖γα − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω) ≤ lim inf
n

‖γαn − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

and ∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γα)− φδ|
2 dx dt ≤ lim inf

n

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαn )− φδ|
2 dx dt.

Since φn → φδ in L2(τ − σ, τ ;L2(Ω)), it follows that

lim inf
n

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαn )− φn|
2 dx dt

= lim inf
n

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

[

|u(γαn )− φδ|
2 + |φn − φδ|

2 + 2
(
u(γαn )− φδ

)
(φδ − φn)

]

dx dt

= lim inf
n

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαn )− φδ|
2 dx dt

= lim inf
n

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

[

|u(γαn )− u(γα)|2 + |u(γα)− φδ|
2 + 2

(
u(γαn )− u(γα)

)(
u(γα)− φδ

)]

dx dt.

Since u(γαn ) and u(γ
α) are the weak solutions of (1.1) for γ = γαn and γα, respectively, using the estimate (2.1), we have

lim
n→∞

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαn )− u(γα)|2 dx dt = 0.

Therefore,

lim inf
n

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαn )− φn|
2 dx dt =

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γα)− φδ|
2 dx dt.
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Thus,
∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γα)− φδ|
2 dx dt+ α‖γα − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

≤ lim inf
n

{∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαn )− φn|
2 dx dt+ α‖γαn − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

}

≤ lim sup
n

{∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαn )− φn|
2 dx dt+ α‖γαn − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

}

≤ lim sup
n

{∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γ)− φn|
2 dx dt+ α‖γ − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

}

=

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γ)− φδ|
2 dx dt+ α‖γ − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

for any γ ∈ A. This shows that γα is a minimizer, and we denote this by γαδ . Also, taking γ = γαδ in the last equality, we
have

(3.4)

{

limn

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω |u(γαn )− φn|
2 dx dt+ α‖γαn − γ∗‖2

L2(∂Ω)

=
∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω |u(γαδ )− φδ|
2 dx dt+ α‖γαδ − γ∗‖2

L2(∂Ω)

We now establish the convergence of γαn to γαδ in L2(∂Ω) as n → ∞. The proof is by contradiction. Suppose that γαn
does not converge to γαδ in L2(∂Ω). Then, clearly

‖γαδ − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω) < lim sup
n

‖γαn − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω) =: ǫ.

Thus, there exists a subsequence of {γαn}, say {γαm} such that γαm converges weakly to γαδ in L2(∂Ω) and

‖γαm − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω) → ǫ as m→ ∞.

Now from (3.4), we have

lim
m

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαm)− φm|2 dx dt

=

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαδ )− φδ|
2 dx dt+ α

(

‖γαδ − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω) − lim
m

‖γαm − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

)

=

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαδ )− φδ|
2 dx dt+ α

(

‖γαδ − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω) − ǫ
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

<0

.

Hence,

lim
m

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαm)− φm|2 dx dt <

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαδ )− φδ|
2 dx dt.

Therefore, we have
∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαδ )− φδ|
2 dx dt = lim inf

n

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαn )− φn|
2 dx dt

≤ lim
m

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαm)− φm|2 dx dt

<

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαδ )− φδ|
2 dx dt,

a contradiction. �

Let f ∈ L2(0, τ ;L2(Ω)), g ∈ L2(0, τ ;L2(∂Ω)) and u0 ∈ L2(Ω). Then by Theorem 2.2, we know that for each γ ∈ A,
(1.1) has a unique weak solution in L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) ∩ L∞(0, τ ;L2(Ω)) and we have used the notation u(γ) to denote this
weak solution. For notational simplicity we denote this by a map F , that is, F : A → L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) ∩ L∞(0, τ ;L2(Ω))
is defined as γ 7→ F (γ) := u(γ).

In order to avoid notational complexity, throughout C will denote a generic constant that may depend only on
Ω, τ, σ, γ, γ, u0, f, g, the operator norm of the trace operator (and also on some function ψ considered later in Theorem
3.4).

LEMMA 3.3. The mapping F : A ⊂ L∞(∂Ω) → L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) ∩ L∞(0, τ ;L2(Ω)) is Fréchet differentiable.
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Proof. Since u(γ) denotes the unique weak solution of (1.1), we have

(3.5)

{ ∫ τ

0

∫

Ω[−u(γ)
∂η
∂t

+∇u(γ) · ∇η] dx dt +
∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω γu(γ)η dx dt

=
∫ τ

0

∫

Ω
fη dx dt+

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω
gη dx dt+

∫

Ω
u0η(·, 0) dx

for all η ∈ H1(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) with η(·, τ) = 0. Let h ∈ L∞(∂Ω) be such that γ + h ∈ A. Then, we have

(3.6)

{ ∫ τ

0

∫

Ω
[−u(γ + h)∂η

∂t
+∇u(γ + h) · ∇η] dx dt +

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω
γu(γ + h)η dx dt

=
∫ τ

0

∫

Ω fη dx dt+
∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω gη dx dt+
∫

Ω u0η(·, 0) dx

for all η ∈ H1(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) with η(·, τ) = 0. Thus, from (3.5) and (3.6), we have

(3.7)

{ ∫ τ

0

∫

Ω
−[u(γ + h)− u(γ)]∂η

∂t
dx dt+

∫ τ

0

∫

Ω
[∇u(γ + h)−∇u(γ)] · ∇η dx dt

+
∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω(γ + h)[u(γ + h)− u(γ)]η dx dt+
∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω hu(γ)η dx dt = 0

for all η ∈ H1(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) with η(·, τ) = 0. Now consider the PDE

(3.8)







∂v
∂t

= ∆v in Ωτ ,
∂v
∂ν

+ γv = −hu(γ) on ∂Ωτ ,

v(·, 0) = 0 in Ω.

By Theorem 2.2 there exist a unique weak solution v of (3.8) satisfying

(3.9)

∫ τ

0

∫

Ω

v
∂η

∂t
dx dt−

∫ τ

0

∫

Ω

∇v · ∇η dx dt−

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

γvη dx dt =

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

hu(γ)η dx dt

for all η ∈ h1(0; τ,H1(Ω)) with η(·, τ) = 0 in Ω. Moreover, from (3.8) and the estimate (2.1) it follows that

max
t∈[0,τ ]

‖v(t)‖L2(Ω) + ‖v‖L2(0,τ ;H1(Ω)) ≤ C‖hu(γ)‖L2(0,τ ;L2(∂Ω))

≤ C‖h‖L∞(∂Ω)‖u(γ)‖L2(0,τ ;L2(∂Ω))

≤ C‖h‖L∞(∂Ω)‖u(γ)‖L2(0,τ ;H1(Ω)).

Therefore, for a fixed γ ∈ A, the map h 7→ v, where v is the unique weak solution of (3.8), is a bounded linear operator
from L∞(∂Ω) → L∞(0, τ ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(0, τ ;H1(Ω)). Let w := u(γ + h)− u(γ)− v, then from (3.9) and (3.7), we have

(3.10)

∫ τ

0

∫

Ω

−w
∂η

∂t
dx dt+

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

(γ + h)wη dx dt +

∫ τ

0

∫

∂Ω

hvη dx dt

for all η ∈ H1(0, τ ;H1(Ω)) with η(·, τ) = 0 in Ω. Therefore from (3.10), the definition of weak solution and the estimate
(2.1), it follows that there exists a constant C depending only on γ, Ω and τ such that

(3.11) max
t∈[0,τ ]

‖w(t)‖L2(Ω) + ‖w‖L2(0,τ ;H1(Ω)) ≤ C‖hv‖L2(0,τ ;L2(∂Ω)).

Now using the fact that u(γ) is a weak solution of (1.1), from Theorem 2.2 it follows that

‖u(γ)‖L2(0,τ ;H1(Ω)) ≤ C‖h‖L∞(∂Ω)(‖f‖L2(0,τ ;L2(Ω)) + ‖g‖L2(0,τ ;L2(∂Ω)) + ‖u0‖L2(Ω)).

Therefore, from (3.11) we have
{

maxt∈[0,τ ] ‖w(t)‖L2(Ω) + ‖w‖L2(0,τ ;H1(Ω))

≤ C‖h‖2
L∞(∂Ω)(‖f‖L2(0,τ ;L2(Ω)) + ‖g‖L2(0,τ ;L2(∂Ω)) + ‖u0‖L2(Ω)).

Thus, it follows that F is Fréchet differentiable, and

F ′(γ)h = v,

where v is the unique weak solution of (3.8) for a given γ ∈ A. �

We are now in a position to state and proof our main result about the convergence rate under a weak source condition.
Let us recall that γ† ∈ A is the exact Robin coefficient to be identified and γ∗ ∈ L2(∂Ω) is an apriori initial guess for γ†,
and u(γ†) denotes the unique weak solution of (1.1) for γ = γ†.

Theorem 3.4. (Convergence rate) Let ψ ∈ H1
0 (τ − σ, τ ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(τ − σ, τ ;H2(Ω)) be such that

(3.12)

∫ τ

τ−σ

u(γ†)ψ dt = γ† − γ∗ on ∂Ω.

For fixed α, δ > 0, let γαδ be the minimizer of (3.1). Then

‖γ† − γαδ ‖L2(∂Ω) ≤ C
(δ2

α
+ α

) 1

2

,

for some constant C > 0 independent of α, δ, γ† and γαδ .
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Proof. Since γαδ is a minimizer of (3.1) for a fixed α, using (1.3), it follows that
∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γαδ )− φδ|
2 dx dt+ α‖γαδ − γ∗‖L2(∂Ω)

≤

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

|u(γ†)− φδ|
2 dx dt+ α‖γ† − γ∗‖L2(∂Ω)

≤ δ2 + α‖γ† − γ∗‖2L2(Ω).

Thus,
∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖
2
L2(Ω) + α‖γ† − γαδ ‖

2
L2(∂Ω)

≤ δ2 + α
[
‖γ† − γαδ ‖

2
l2(∂Ω) + ‖γ† − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω) − ‖γαδ − γ∗‖2L2(∂Ω)

]

= δ2 + 2α〈γ† − γαδ , γ
† − γ∗〉L2(∂Ω).

The source condition implies

α〈γ† − γαδ , γ
† − γ∗〉L2(∂Ω) = α〈

∫ τ

τ−σ

u(γ†)ψ dt, γ† − γαδ 〉L2(∂Ω) = α

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

u(γ†)ψ (γ† − γαδ ) dx dt.

Since F is Fréchet differentiable, taking h = γαδ − γ†, η = ψ, u(γ) = u(γ†) and using the identity (3.9), we get
∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

u(γ†)ψ (γαδ − γ†) dx dt =

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

[F ′(γ†)(γαδ − γ†)
∂ψ

∂t
−∇F ′(γ†)(γαδ − γ†) · ∇ψ] dx dt

−

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

γ†F ′(γ†)(γαδ − γ†)ψ dxdt.

Thus,

α〈γ† − γαδ , γ
† − γ∗〉L2(∂Ω) = α

( ∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

[
− F ′(γ†)(γαδ − γ†)

∂ψ

∂t
+∇F ′(γ†)(γαδ − γ†) · ∇ψ

]
dx dt

+

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

γ†F ′(γ†)(γαδ − γ†)ψ dxdt
)

.

Let wαδ := u(γαδ )− u(γ†)− F ′(γ†)(γαδ − γ†). Then, we have

(3.13)







α〈γ† − γαδ , γ
† − γ∗〉L2(∂Ω)

= α
[ ∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

(
− [u(γαδ )− u(γ†)]∂ψ

∂t
+∇[u(γαδ )− u(γ†)] · ∇ψ

)
dx dt

+
∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω γ
†[u(γαδ )− u(γ†)]ψ dxdt

+
∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

(
wαδ

∂ψ
∂t

−∇wαδ · ∇ψ
)
dx dt−

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω γ
†wαδ ψ dxdt

]

Taking w = wαδ , from (3.10), we have
∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

[−wαδ
∂ψ

∂t
+∇wαδ · ∇ψ] dx dt +

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

γαδ w
α
δ ψ dxdt+

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

(γαδ − γ†)F ′(γ†)(γαδ − γ†)ψ dxdt = 0.

Thus,
∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

[wαδ
∂ψ

∂t
−∇wαδ · ∇ψ] dx dt −

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

γ†wαδ ψ dxdt =

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

(γαδ − γ†)(u(γαδ )− u(γ†))ψ dxdt.

Therefore, from (3.13), we have

α〈γ† − γαδ , γ
† − γ∗〉L2(∂Ω)

= α
[ ∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

(
− [u(γαδ )− u(γ†)]

∂ψ

∂t
+∇[u(γαδ )− u(γ†)] · ∇ψ

)
dx dt

+

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

γαδ (u(γ
α
δ )− u(γ†))ψ dxdt

]

= α
[ ∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

(
− [u(γαδ )− u(γ†)]

∂ψ

∂t
+ [u(γ†)− u(γαδ )]∆ψ

)
dx dt

+

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

[u(γαδ )− u(γ†)]
∂ψ

∂ν
dx dt +

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

γαδ [u(γ
α
δ )− u(γ†)]ψ dxdt

]

=: I1 + I2 + I3 + I4.
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We now estimate the integrals I1, I2, I3 and I4. We will be using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Young’s inequality
appropriately which will involve an arbitrary ε > 0.

|I1| = |α

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

Ω

−[u(γαδ )− u(γ†)]
∂ψ

∂t
dx dt|

≤ α

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− u(γ†)‖L2(Ω)‖
∂ψ

∂t
‖L2(Ω) dt

≤ α

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖L2(Ω)‖
∂ψ

∂t
‖L2(Ω) dt+ α

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖φδ − u(γ†)‖L2(Ω)‖
∂ψ

∂t
‖L2(Ω) dt

≤ ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖
2
L2(Ω) dt+

α2

4ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖
∂ψ

∂t
‖2L2(Ω) dt

+ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖φδ − u(γ†)‖2L2(Ω) +
α2

4ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖
∂ψ

∂t
‖2L2(Ω) dt

≤ ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖
2
L2(Ω) dt+ δ2ε+

α2

2ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖
∂ψ

∂t
‖2L2(Ω) dt.

Similarly, we obtain

|I2| = |α

∫ τ

τ−σ

[u(γ†)− u(γαδ )]∆ψ dxdt|

≤ ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖
2
L2(Ω) dt+ δ2ε+

α2

2ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖∆ψ‖2L2(Ω) dt.

In order to estimate I3 and I4, additionally we will make use of the continuity of the trace map from H1(Ω) to L2(∂Ω).

|I3| = |α

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

[u(γαδ )− u(γ†)]
∂ψ

∂ν
dx dt|

≤ α

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− u(γ†)‖L2(∂Ω)‖
∂ψ

∂ν
‖L2(∂Ω) dt

≤ Cα

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− u(γ†)‖L2(Ω)‖
∂ψ

∂ν
‖L2(∂Ω) dt

≤ Cα

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖L2(Ω)‖
∂ψ

∂ν
‖L2(∂Ω) dt+ Cα

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖φδ − u(γ†)‖L2(Ω)‖
∂ψ

∂ν
‖L2(∂Ω) dt

≤ ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− u(γ†)‖2L2(Ω) dt+ δ2ε+
C2α2

2ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖
∂ψ

∂ν
‖2L2(∂Ω) dt.

Similarly, we have

|I4| = |α

∫ τ

τ−σ

∫

∂Ω

γαδ [u(γ
α
δ )− u(γ†)]ψ dxdt|

≤ γ Cα

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− u(γ†)‖L2(Ω)‖ψ‖L2(∂Ω) dx dt

≤ ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖
2
L2(Ω) dt+ δ2ε+

γ2 C2α2

2ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖ψ‖2L2(∂Ω) dt.

Therefore, we obtain

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖
2
L2(Ω) + α‖γ† − γαδ ‖

2
L2(∂Ω)

≤ δ2 + 8ε

∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖
2
L2(Ω) dt+ 8δ2ε

+
α2

ε

[ ∫ τ

τ−σ

(

‖
∂ψ

∂t
‖2L2(Ω) + ‖∆ψ‖2L2(Ω) + C2‖

∂ψ

∂ν
‖2L2(∂Ω) + γ2C2‖ψ‖2L2(∂Ω)

)

dt
]

.
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Thus, taking ε = 1
16 , we have
∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖
2
L2(Ω) dt+ 2α‖γ† − γαδ ‖

2
L2(∂Ω)

≤ 3δ2 + 32α2
[ ∫ τ

τ−σ

(

‖
∂ψ

∂t
‖2L2(Ω) + ‖∆ψ‖2L2(Ω) + C2‖

∂ψ

∂ν
‖2L2(∂Ω) + γ2C2‖ψ‖2L2(∂Ω)

)

dt
]

≤ C(δ2 + α2).

Therefore,
∫ τ

τ−σ

‖u(γαδ )− φδ‖
2
L2(Ω) dt ≤ C(δ2 + α2)

and

‖γ† − γαδ ‖L2(∂Ω) ≤ C
(δ2

α
+ α

) 1

2

.

�

Remark 3.5. From the estimate obtained in the above theorem for ‖γ† − γαδ ‖L2(∂Ω) under the source condition (3.12)

it follows that if we choose the regularization parameter α as α ∼ δ, then we have ‖γ† − γαδ ‖L2(∂Ω) = O(δ
1

2 ). ♦

Remark 3.6. As observed, our analysis could produce the rate O(δ
1

2 ). It would be interesting to analyse the convergence
rates by proceeding along the recent line of research based on variational source conditions (see for e.g., [7, 16, 17, 28])
which to the best of our knowledge still remains to be explored in the context of impedance coefficient identification. In
fact we are aware of only a very recent paper [8] that deals with Robin coefficient identification using variational source
condition for elliptic PDE only. ♦

4. Discussion about source condition

We now discuss advantages of the source condition (3.12). From Theorem 3.4 it is clear that our source condition
does not require any smallness condition to be verified unlike the smallness condition of the form (1.4), that is required
in standard convergence theory for Tikhonov-regularization for non linear operators (cf. [10, 11]). Moreover, in order

to obtain a convergence rate of O(δ
1

2 ) we do not need to assume that γ† belongs to the range of the adjoint of the
Fréchet derivative of the parameter-to-solution operator. This is another big advantage since most often the range of such
operators is nothing but some Sobolev spaces with higher smoothness (see for e.g. [15]), and thus our source condition
being free from such apriori range condition means that we can obtain the said convergence rate without imposing higher
smoothness assumption on γ†, which is obviously not known to us.

We now discuss about the apriori regularity of γ† that is embedded in the source condition (3.12). Recall that
for defining trace operator, the minimal assumption that we need is that

∫ τ

τ−σ
u(γ†)ψ dt ∈ H1(Ω), and in that case

it follows that we must have γ† − γ∗ ∈ H
1

2 (∂Ω). Thus, in order that the source condition (3.12) makes sense, the

regularity assumption that we require is that γ† − γ∗ ∈ H
1

2 (∂Ω). We shall show that in our setting we do always have
∫ τ

τ−σ
u(γ†)ψ dt ∈ H1(Ω), thanks to the following very recent result on multiplication of elements in Sobolev spaces [4].

Theorem 4.1. (cf. [4, Theorem 7.4]) Let D ⊂ R
d, d ∈ {1, 2, 3}, be a bounded domain with Lipschitz continuous boundary.

Let si(i = 1, 2), s be real numbers such that si ≥ s ≥ 0 and s1 + s2 − s > d
2 . Then there exists a constant C depending

only on s1, s2, s, d and Ω such that

‖UV ‖Hs(D) ≤ C ‖U‖Hs1(D)‖V ‖Hs2 (D), ∀U ∈ Hs1(D), V ∈ Hs2(D).

Since ψ ∈ L2(τ−σ, τ ;H2(Ω)) and u(γ†) ∈ L2(τ−σ, τ ;H1(Ω)), by Theorem 4.1 it follows that
∫ τ

τ−σ
u(γ†)ψ dt ∈ H1(Ω).

Remark 4.2. It is to be noted that one can also derive a sufficient condition for
∫ τ

τ−σ
u(γ†)ψ dt ∈ H1(Ω) based on the

results related to Banach algebra properties of Sobolev space, but with this argument we need to assume H2- spatial
regularity of u(γ†), which of course is a drawback. Indeed, recall that for d ∈ {2, 3}, Ω ⊂ R

d, Hs(Ω), s ≥ 2, is a Banach
algebra. Thus, if we assume that u(γ†) ∈ L2(τ − σ, τ ;H2(Ω))(such a regularity indeed holds if the initial profile u0 and
the source function f in (1.1) are assumed to be of appropriate spatial regularity) then

∫ τ

τ−σ
u(γ†)ψ dt ∈ H2(Ω) ⊂ H1(Ω)

and thus by the property of trace operator it follows that we must have γ† − γ∗ ∈ H
3

2 (∂Ω) ⊂ H
1

2 (∂Ω). ♦

We now look into the compatibility issue related to the source condition. From the expression of the source condition
(3.12), one may think that on some portion of the boundary ∂Ω near the terminal time status, it may happen that u(γ†)
vanishes(in the sense of trace) but γ† − γ∗ does not, and this implies that on such portions one has to know γ†. But this
is compatible with the fact that for terminal time status, if u(γ†) vanishes (in the sense of trace) on some portion of the
boundary ∂Ω then it is impossible to recover γ† on such portions, as can be observed from (2.2).
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Next, we give a procedure to verify the source condition explicitly, motivated from the construction given in [12] for
the case of 1-dimensional diffusion coefficient identification problem. However, our construction is valid for the dimension
d ∈ {2, 3} as considered in this paper, but provided we have u(γ†) ∈ L2(τ − σ, τ ;H2(Ω)). Indeed, we construct a
ψ ∈ H1

0 (τ − σ, τ ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(τ − σ, τ ;H2(Ω)) that satisfies the source condition (3.12). Before proceeding further, we
recall the following interesting result from [27].

Theorem 4.3. (cf. [27, Theorem A.2.9]) Let D ⊂ R
d be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary. Let s > d

2 . If

U ∈ Hs(D) and U ≥ c > 0 for some constant c, then 1
U

∈ Hs(D).

Our next result is about verification of source condition under certain smoothness assumption.

Theorem 4.4. Let γ†, γ∗ ∈ L∞(∂Ω) ∩H
3

2 (∂Ω) and u(γ†) ∈ L2(τ − σ, τ ;H2(Ω)). Let ψ1 ∈ H1(τ − σ, τ) be an arbitrary
function. Define

u1(x) :=

∫ τ

τ−σ

(τ − t)(τ − σ − t)ψ1 u(γ
†) dt.

Assume that

(4.1) u1 6= 0 a.e. in Ω and
1

u1
∈ L∞(Ω).

Then there exists a ψ ∈ H1
0 (τ − σ, τ ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(τ − σ, τ ;H2(Ω)) satisfying the source condition (3.12).

Proof. Let ψ2 ∈ H1(τ −σ, τ) and ϕ ∈ Hm(Ω), m ≥ 2, be two arbitrary functions. We will write u to denote u(γ†). Define

u2(x) :=

∫ τ

τ−σ

(τ − t)(τ − σ − t)ψ2ϕu dt.

Let Υ†,Υ∗ ∈ H2(Ω) be such that γ† and γ∗ are their traces, respectively. We define

ψ := (τ − t)(τ − σ − t)
(

ψ2ϕ+ ψ1
Υ† −Υ∗ − u2

u1

)

.

We claim that this ψ satisfies the source condition. Observe that from the L∞-assumption in (4.1) and from Theorem

4.3, it follows that 1
u1

∈ H2(Ω) and hence Υ†−Υ∗−u2

u1

∈ L2(τ−σ, τ ;H2(Ω)). Also, from the definition of ψ it clearly follows

that ψ(·, τ − σ) = 0 = ψ(·, τ) in Ω. Thus, ψ ∈ H1
0 (τ − σ, τ ;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(τ − σ, τ ;H2(Ω)). Moreover,

∫ τ

τ−σ

u(γ†)ψ dt =

∫ τ

τ−σ

(τ − t)(τ − σ − t)
(

ψ2ϕu + ψ1 u
γ† − γ∗ − u2

u1

)

on ∂Ω

= γ† − γ∗ on ∂Ω.

This completes the proof. �

Remark 4.5. Note that the non-zero assumption in (4.1) does make sense, because otherwise it would mean u(γ†)
vanishes on the boundary near the terminal time τ(i.e., [τ − σ, τ ]), but then from (2.2) it follows that the impedance
coefficient γ† is impossible to recover. ♦

5. Conclusion

We have considered an inverse problem of identifying a spatially dependent impedance coefficient in a parabolic PDE
from a short-time observation of the temperature distribution. We have proposed a weak-type source condition that

allowed to obtain a convergence rate of O(δ
1

2 ) provided we choose the regularization parameter α ∼ δ, where δ is the
deterministic noise level. As compared to the standard convergence theory of Tikhonov regularization for non linear
operators in Hilbert spaces, the above rate of convergence is obtained under a simple source condition which does not
require any range condition of the adjoint of Fréchet derivative, no smallness condition to be verified and requires a
regularity assumption that γ† ∈ H

1

2 (∂Ω). Moreover, if it is known that u(γ†) vanishes(in the sense of trace) on some
portion of the boundary ∂Ω, then one has to know γ† apriori over those portions, as it is impossible to recover the
impedance coefficient on those portions.
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