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A Coefficient Inverse Problem for the Mean Field

Games System

Michael V. Klibanov ∗

Abstract

A Coefficient Inverse Problem (CIP) of the determination of a coefficient of the
Mean Field Games System (MFGS) of the second order is considered. The input
data are generated by a single measurement event. Lateral Cauchy data, i.e. Dirich-
let and Neumann boundary data are given for solutions of both equations forming
the MFGS. In addition, solutions of both these equations are given at a fixed moment
of time. Hölder stability estimates are obtained for both complete and incomplete
lateral Cauchy data. These estimates imply uniqueness of our CIP. Furthermore,
our Hölder stability estimates can be arranged to become almost Lipschitz stability
estimates. The apparatus of Carleman estimates is the main mathematical tool of
this paper.
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estimates, uniqueness
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1 Introduction

The mean field games (MFG) theory is a relatively new field, which studies the collective
behavior of large populations of rational decision-makers. This theory was first introduced
in 2006-2007 in seminal publications of Lasry and Lions [24] as well as of Huang, Caines
and Malhamé [7]. Social sciences enjoy a rapidly increasing role in the modern society.
Therefore, mathematical modeling of social phenomena can potentially provide a quite
important societal impact. In this regard, the MFG theory is the single mathematical
model of social processes, which is based on an universal system of coupled Partial Dif-
ferential Equations (PDEs) [4]. This is the so-called Mean Field Games system (MFGS).
The number of applications of the MFGS to the societal problems is flourishing and in-
cludes such areas as, e.g. finance, fight with corruption, cybersecurity, election dynamics,
quantum information theory, robotic control, etc., see, e.g. [1, 4, 5, 22, 23, 24, 31] and
references cited therein.

Thus, due to a broad range of applications of the MFGS, it is important to address
various mathematical questions for this system. One of these questions is addressed in
the current paper. The author addresses in this paper the question of Hölder stability
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estimates and uniqueness theorems for a Coefficient Inverse Problem (CIP) for the MFGS
of the second order. Stability estimates with respect to possible errors/noise in the input
data are proven here. They can also be considered as accuracy estimates. Such estimates
are important since the input data are always noisy. In addition, our stability estimates
imply uniqueness of our CIP.

Furthermore, our Hölder stability estimates can be arranged to become almost Lips-
chitz stability estimates, see Remark 2.2 in subsection 2.3 as well as item 3 in Remarks
3.3 in subsection 3.3.

The MFGS of the second order is a system of two coupled nonlinear parabolic PDEs
with two different directions of time [1, 24]. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be the domain of interest where
agents are located (not necessary in the physical sense). Let x ∈ Ω be the location of an
agent and t ∈ (0, T ) be time. The first equation, which is the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
(HJB) equation, describes the behavior of the price/value function u (x, t). The second
equation, which is Fokker-Plank equation, describes the density m (x, t) of agents in space
and time.

The so-called global and local interaction terms depending on m (x, t) are parts of the
HJB equation. The local interaction term usually has the form f (x, t)m (x, t), and it is
much easier to handle than the global interaction term. Unlike this, the global interaction
term is a highly unusual one in the theory of CIPs. This is the integral operator

∫

Ω

Y (x, y)m (y, t) dy (1.1)

with the kernel Y (x, y) ∈ L∞ (Ω× Ω) [5, formulas (3.1)]. The presence of this term causes
a significant challenge here. We refer to subsection 2.3 and the first item of Remark 3.2
(subsection 3.1) for further comments about (1.1).

Since two parabolic equations forming the MFGS have two opposite directions of time,
then the classical theory of parabolic PDEs in inapplicable to the MFGS. Indeed, until very
recently uniqueness theorems for the MFGS were unknown unless restrictive conditions
are not imposed [2]. Recently the author with coauthors has addressed the uniqueness
question in four works [15]-[18], all of which are for the case of a single measurement
data. This was done via introducing either one extra terminal/initial condition in the
MFGS [15, 16, 18] or via considering lateral Cauchy data and ignoring terminal and
initial conditions [17]. Both Lipschitz and Hölder stability estimates for solutions of
corresponding problems for the MFGS were obtained in these references. Such estimates
for the MFGS were unknown prior [15]-[18].

For the first time, the apparatus of Carleman estimates was introduced in the MFG
theory in [15]. This apparatus is also used in [16]-[18] as well as in this paper. While
works [15]-[18] consider the case when coefficients of the MFGS are known, in [19] both
Hölder and Lipschitz stability estimates are derived for some CIPs for the MFGS with
the final overdetermination. The latter means that the initial and terminal conditions are
given for both functions u (x, t) and m (x, t), and also either partial or complete lateral
Cauchy data are given for these two functions. In the case of one parabolic equation, a
CIP, similar with the one of [19], was considered by the author in [14]. CIPs of [19] are
significantly different from the one considered in this paper.

Both the method of [19] and the technique of the current paper use a significantly
modified framework of the so-called Bukhgeim-Klibanov method, which was first pub-
lished in [3]. In this reference, the tool of Carleman estimates was introduced in the field
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of Inverse Problems for the first time, see, e.g. [8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 32, 33] and references cited
therein for some follow up publications. The author with coauthors has also extended the
idea of [3] from the theory to the so-called convexification globally convergent numerical
method, see, e.g. [12, 13] including the most recent works for problems of the MFGS
[20, 21].

There is also a significant additional difficulty here, which we overcome. This difficulty
is due to the fact that the unknown coefficient of the MFGS is involved in this system
together with its first x−derivatives. Nevertheless we work with the data resulting from
a single measurement event. We also refer to [10] for a CIP for a hyperbolic equation
and to [32] for CIP for a parabolic equation. In both these cases unknown coefficients are
involved together with their first derivatives. However, it is yet unclear whether techniques
of [10, 32] can be adapted for our case.

The author is aware about only three previous analytical works of other authors on
CIPs for the MFGS [9, 26, 27]. Publications [26, 27] are the first theoretical results for
CIPs for the MFGs. In [26, 27] uniqueness of the reconstruction of the interaction term
F (x,m (x, t)) in the HJB equation is proven in the case when multiple initial conditions
m (x, 0) are known. Using the Carleman estimate of [8, 33] and the framework of [3],
Lipschitz stability estimate is proven in [9] for an inverse source problem for the MFGS.
It is well known that the question about stability and uniqueness of a CIP can usually
be reduced to the same questions for an inverse source problem. However, although the
problem considered in [9] is similar with the one of this paper, our case of the CIP for the
MFGS, in which the unknown coefficient is involved together with its first derivatives in
the underlying PDEs as well as integral term (1.1) is present, does not fit the framework
of [9], also, see subsection 2.3. We refer to [5, 6, 20, 21] for numerical studies of CIPs for
the MFGS.

Remark 1.1. We are not concerned below with extra smoothness conditions since
traditionally they are not of a significant concern in the field of CIPs, see, e.g. [29], [30,
Theorem 4.1].

All functions of this paper are real valued ones. We use below Cauchy-Schwarz and
Young’s inequalities multiple times without further mentioning. We formulate our CIP in
section 2. In section 3, we formulate our theorems. We prove these theorems in sections
4 and 5.

2 Coefficient Inverse Problem

2.1 Problem statement

Let x = (x1, x2, ..., xn) denotes points in Rn and let x = (x2, ..., xn) . To make the presen-
tation simpler, we assume that our domain of interest Ω ⊂ Rn is a rectangular prism. Let
a, b, Bi > 0, i = 1, ..., n and T > 0 be some numbers and a < b. We set:

Ω = {x : a < x1 < b,−Bi < xi < Bi, i = 2, ..., n} ,
Ω1 = {x : −Bi < xi < Bi, i = 2, ..., n} ,

Γ+
1 = {x ∈ ∂Ω : x1 = b} ,Γ−

1 = {x ∈ ∂Ω : x1 = a} ,Γ±
1,T = Γ±

1 × (0, T ) ,
Γ±
i = {x ∈ ∂Ω : xi = ±Bi} , Γ±

iT = Γ±
i × (0, T ) , i = 2, ..., n,

QT = Ω× (0, T ) , ST = ∂Ω × (0, T ) .

(2.1)
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Keeping in mind notations (2.1), denote

H2,1 (QT ) =



u : ‖u‖2H2r,r(QT ) =

∑

|α|+2m≤2

‖Dα
x∂

m
t u‖2L2(QT ) < ∞



 ,

H2,1
(
Γ±
iT

)
=






u : ‖u‖2
H2,1(Γ±

iT )
=

n∑

j=1,j 6=i

∥∥uxj

∥∥2
L2(Γ±

jT )
+

+
n∑

j,s=1,(j,s)6=(i,i)

∥∥uxjxs

∥∥2
L2(Γ±

jT )
+

1∑

j=0

∥∥∂j
t u
∥∥2
L2(Γ±

jT )
< ∞,






,

H2,1 (ST ) =

{
u : ‖u‖2H2,1(ST ) =

n∑

i=1

‖u‖2
H2,k(Γ±

iT )
< ∞

}
,

H1,0
(
Γ±
iT

)
=

{
u : ‖u‖2

H1,0(Γ±

iT )
=

n∑

j=1,j 6=i

∥∥uxj

∥∥2
L2(Γ±

iT )
+ ‖u‖2

L2(Γ±

iT )
< ∞

}
,

i = 1, ..., n,

H1,0 (ST ) =

{
u : ‖u‖2H1,0(ST ) =

n∑

i=1

‖u‖2
H1,0(∂±

i ΩT ) < ∞
}
.

We consider the MFGS of the second order in the following form [5, formulas (3.1)],

ut(x, t) + ∆u(x, t)−k(x)(∇u(x, t))2/2+

+

∫

Ω

Y (x, y)m (y, t)dy + f (x, t)m (x, t) = 0, (x, t) ∈ QT ,

mt(x, t)−∆m(x, t)− div(k(x)m(x, t)∇u(x, t)) = 0, (x, t) ∈ QT ,

(2.2)

where ∇u = (ux1
, ..., uxn

) , the coefficient k(x) ∈ C1
(
Ω
)
and f (x, t)m (x, t) is the local

interaction term. Thus, we use in the second line of (2.2) both global and local interaction
terms. We assume below that the function f (x, t) is twice differentiable with respect to
t and functions f, ft, ftt ∈ L∞ (QT ) . The first equation (2.2) is the Hamilton-Jacobi-
Bellman (HJB) equation and the second one is the Fokker-Plank equation. The function
Y (x, y) ∈ L∞ (Ω× Ω) is specified in subsections 2.4 and 2.5.

We now formulate two CIPs, which we study in this paper.
Coefficient Inverse Problem (CIP). Assume that functions u,m ∈ C4

(
QT

)
satisfy

equations (2.2). Let t0 ∈ (0, T ) be a number. Let

u (x, t0) = u0 (x) , m (x, t0) = m0 (x) , x ∈ Ω,
u |ST

= g0 (x, t) , ∂nu |ST
= g1 (x, t) ,

m |ST
= p0 (x, t) , ∂nm |ST

= p1 (x, t) ,
(2.3)

where n (x) is the unit outward looking normal vector at the point x ∈ ∂Ω. Determine
the coefficient k (x) ∈ C1

(
Ω
)
, assuming that the right hand sides of equalities (2.3) are

known.
Remarks 2.1:

1. The right hand sides of second and third lines of equalities (2.3) are called “lateral
Cauchy data”.
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2. Even though the lateral Cauchy data in (2.3) are given on the entire lateral boundary
ST and represent, therefore, complete lateral Cauchy data, we also consider below
the case of incomplete data, see item 1 of Remarks 3.3, in subsection 3.3.

2.2 Some comments

This is a CIP with the single measurement data. In a real game scenario, the input
data (2.3) can be obtained by conducting polls of game players. In the case of the
boundary data, polls are usually conducted not just at the boundary but rather in a
small neighborhood of the boundary. Consider, for example the 1d case when Ω = (a, b) .
Then polling for both value function u (x, t) and the density function m (x, t) is conducted
for x ∈ (a, a+ γ) ∪ (b− γ, b) , where γ > 0 is a small number. Hence, it is possible to
approximately figure out both Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions at x = a, b
for both functions u (x, t) and m (x, t) . To figure out functions u (x, t0) , m (x, t0) , one
needs to arrange polling of game players at a fixed moment of time {t = t0} . Similar
considerations are valid for the n−D case, which we consider here. Our input data (2.3)
require less information than the data of [6, Model 1, Model 2], in which case the data
are given for all (x, t) ∈ QT .

In the case of one parabolic equation, uniqueness theorems for CIPs for the situation
when the data are known at a moment of time t0 ∈ (0, T ) , in addition to the incomplete
lateral Cauchy data, where proven by the method of [3] in a number of publications of
the author, see, e.g. [11], [13, section 3.4.2]. In [8, 33] Lipschitz stability estimates were
proven for this problem.

2.3 Comments about the global interaction term (1.1)

It was pointed out in section 1 that this term is the one, which causes a significant challenge
of this paper. Indeed, it is the presence of this term in MFGS (2.2), which does not allow
almost “automatic” applications of the previously developed theory of CIPs for a single
parabolic equation to CIPs for the MFGS.

In [8] Lipschitz stability estimate was proven for a CIP for a single parabolic equation,
and that CIP is quite similar with ours, also, see [33]. In addition, the Lipschitz stability
estimate for an analog of our CIP (2.2)-(2.3) for the MFGS is proven in the recent work
[9] using a close analog of the idea of [8]. Thus, it seems to be, at least at the first glance,
that the Lipschitz estimate can indeed be proven for our CIP (2.2)-(2.3) via basically the
same method as the one in [8, 9, 33]. However, the above mentioned significant challenge
of the MFGS, which is

Y (x, y) 6= 0, (2.4)

is not addressed in [9]. This indicates that, at least at the time being, the CarlemanWeight
Function, which is used in [8, 9, 33] to obtain the above mentioned Lipschitz stability
estimates, is not capable to handle the case (2.4) for our CIP (2.2)-(2.3). Furthermore, the
author is unaware about any ideas of obtaining Lipschitz stability estimates for problem
(2.2)-(2.3) under condition (2.4).

Remark 2.2. In fact, our Hölder stability estimates can be arranged to become almost
Lipschitz stability estimates, see item 3 in Remarks 3.3 in subsection 3.3.

The author cannot handle the case (2.4) for a general function Y (x, y). Nevertheless,
the author can handle two important less general forms of the function Y (x, y) , see
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subsections 2.4 and 2.5. The price we pay for being able to handle our two cases with
condition (2.4) is that we obtain Hölder stability estimates for our CIP rather than the
anticipated and more challenging Lipschitz stability. Still, the author firmly believes that
Hölder stability estimates of this paper are better than the current absence of any stability
estimates with condition (2.4), especially due to the numerical consideration in the next
two paragraphs. To work out these, we use a special Carleman Weight Function, see
subsection 3.1.

Finally, another important consideration in favor of the Hölder stability estimates
of this paper is the numerical one. Indeed, we have already obtained numerical results
via the convexification method for our CIP (2.2)-(2.3) [21]. These results have about
the same good quality as the ones in our previous works for a similar CIP for a single
parabolic equation [12], [13, chapter 9]. Note that in our recent numerical work [20] a
version of the convexification method was applied to a different problem for the MFGS
and good quality results were obtained. The distinctive feature of the convexification is
its rigorously guaranteed global convergence, which is a rare case in the field of CIPs.

In any version of the convexification method one basically adapts the proof of the
corresponding uniqueness/stability theorem to specific needs of the convexification. This
is exactly what is done in [21]. The presence of the Carleman Weight Function in the
numerical scheme is a crucial element of the convexification. However, the Carleman
Weight Function of [8, 9, 33] depends on two large parameters, which means that it
changes too rapidly. The latter is inconvenient for the numerical implementation. On
the other hand, in [21] the Carleman Weight Function of subsection 3.1 is used, that
function depends on a single large parameter, and our experience of [12], [13, chapter 9]
demonstrates that this function is truly convenient to work with in numerical studies.

2.4 The first form of the kernel Y (x, y) of the integral operator

in (2.2)

It was pointed out in [28, page 2653] that a popular choice of the kernel Y (x, y) of the
integral operator in the first equation (2.2) is the product of n Gaussians,

n∏

i=1

exp

(
−(xi − yi)

2

2σ2
i

)
(2.5)

with some numbers σi > 0. Since Gaussians approximate the δ−function in the distribu-
tion sense, then this justifies our choice of the function Y (x, y) in (1.1) in the form, which
is somewhat more general than (2.5), i.e.

Y (x, y) = δ (x1 − y1) Y (x, y) ,
Y ∈ L∞ (Ω1 × Ω1) ,

∥∥ Y
∥∥
L∞(Ω1×Ω1)

≤ N1.
(2.6)

In (2.6) δ (x1 − y1) is the δ−function and N1 > 0 is a number. By (2.6) the integral in
the first equation (2.2) becomes

∫

Ω

Y (x, y)m (y, t) dy =

∫

Ω1

Y (x, y)m (x1, y, t) dy, x = (x1, x) ∈ Ω, t ∈ (0, T ) . (2.7)

Thus, the integral operator in the right hand side of (2.7) represents local interaction with
respect to x1 and global interaction with respect to x2, ..., xn.
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2.5 The second form of the kernel Y (x, y) of the integral opera-

tor in (2.2)

For z ∈ R let H (z) be the Heaviside function,

H (z) =

{
1, z > 0,
0, z < 0.

Consider the function Y (x, y) in the form

Y (x, y) = H (y1 − x1) Y (x, y) , (x, y) ∈ Ω× Ω,
Y ∈ L∞ (Ω× Ω) ,

∥∥ Y
∥∥
L∞(Ω×Ω)

≤ N1.
(2.8)

Then by (2.1) and (2.8) the integral in the first equation (2.2) becomes

∫

Ω

Y (x, y)m (y, t) dy =

=

∫

Ω1




b∫

x1

Y (x1, x, y1, y)m (y1, y, t) dy1



 dy, x = (x1, x) ∈ Ω.

(2.9)

Therefore, the integral operator in (2.9) represents the global interaction with respect to
all n spatial variables x1, ..., xn.

3 Formulations of Theorems

Remark 3.1. Let t0 ∈ (0, T ) be the number in (2.3). Without any loss of generality we
set everywhere below t0 = T/2.

3.1 Two Carleman estimates

Let α > 0 and λ ≥ 1 be two parameters, which we will choose later, and λ will be
sufficiently large. The Carleman Weight Function in our case is ϕλ (x1, t) ,

ϕλ (x1, t) = exp
[
2λ
(
x2
1 − α (t− T/2)2

)]
. (3.1)

Let the number ε ∈ (0, T/2) . Denote

Qε,T = Ω× (ε, T − ε) . (3.2)

It follows from (2.1), (3.1) and (3.2) that

maxQT
ϕλ (x1, t) = ϕλ (b, T/2) = e2λb

2

,

minQT,ε
ϕλ (x1, t) = exp

[
2λ
(
a2 − α (T/2− ε)2

)]
.

(3.3)

Remarks 3.2:
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1. The Carleman Weight Function (3.1) for parabolic operators ∂t ±∆ depends only
on one spatial variable x1 and has only one large parameter λ rather than two large
parameters of [8, 9, 11, 32, 33], [13, section 2.3], [25, Chapter 4, §1] and other
references. This Carleman Weight Function was previously used in the works of the
author with coauthors [12, 17, 21], [13, formula (9.20)]. In particular, publications
[12], [13, chapter 9] are about numerical studies of a similar CIP for one parabolic
equation via the convexification method, and the most recent work [21] is about nu-
merical studies of our CIP (2.2)-(2.3) using the convexification method. As stated in
subsection 2.3, function (3.1) is more convenient for the numerical implementation
in the convexification method than those depending on two large parameters. The
author is unaware about other publications, in which Carleman Weight Function
(3.1) is used.

2. The reason why we choose (3.1) is that it allows us to work with the integral term
in (2.2) for cases (2.7), (2.9).

3. The reason of our assumption that the domain Ω in (2.1) is a rectangular prism is
that Theorem 3.1 is proven in [17] only for this case. It is not yet clear whether this
theorem is valid for a more general domain Ω. Still, it is clear from (2.7) and (2.9)
that Ω should be a cylindrical domain.

4. In addition to item 3, based on his experience, the author believes that a non very
general shape of the underlying domain is rarely a primary concern when working
with CIPs, since CIPs are very difficult ones in their own rights anyway, see, e.g.
[11, sections 2.3, 2.4], [12], [13, sections 3.2, chapters 7-10], [25, §1 in Chapter 4].

Theorem 3.1 [17]. Let conditions (2.1) and (3.1) hold. Then there exists a sufficiently
large number λ0 = λ0 (α,Ω, T ) ≥ 1 and a number C0 = C0 (α,Ω, T ) > 0, both numbers
depending only on listed parameters, such that the following two Carleman estimates hold:

∫

QT

(ut ±∆u)2 ϕλdxdt ≥ (C0/λ)

∫

QT

(
u2
t +

n∑

i,j=1

u2
xixj

)
ϕλdxdt+

+C0

∫

QT

(
λ (∇u)2 + λ3u2

)
ϕλdxdt−

−C0

(
‖∂nu‖2H1,0(ST ) + ‖u‖2H2,1(ST )

)
e3λb

2−
−C0

(
‖u (x, T )‖2H1(Ω) + ‖u (x, 0)‖2H1(Ω)

)
exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2)) ,

∀λ ≥ λ0, ∀u ∈ H3 (QT ) .

(3.4)

Suppose now that
u |ST�(Γ+

1T )
= 0. (3.5)

Then the third line of (3.4) becomes

−C
(
‖∂nu‖2H1,0(Γ+

1T )
+ ‖u‖2

H2,1(Γ+

1T )

)
e3λb

2

. (3.6)

The implication of (3.6) from (3.5) can be obtained by a slight modification of the
proof of [17].
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3.2 Estimates of some integrals

In this subsection we estimate from the above weighted L2 (QT ) norms of terms of terms
in the right hand sides of (2.7) and (2.8) as well as one more integral. The weight is the

Carleman Weight Function (3.1). In this subsection C̃ = C̃ (N1, QT ) > 0 denotes different
numbers depending only on listed parameters.

Lemma 3.1. Let Y (x, y) be the function in (2.6), (2.7). Then the following estimate
is valid

∫

QT




∫

Ω1

Y (x, y) h (x1, y, t) dy




2

ϕλ (x, t) dxdt ≤

≤ C̃

∫

QT

h2ϕλdxdt, ∀h ∈ L2 (QT ) , ∀λ > 0.

(3.7)

The proof of this Lemma is obvious since the function ϕλ (x1, t) is independent on x.

Lemma 3.2. Let Y (x, y) be the function in (2.8). Then the following estimate is
valid

∫

QT



∫

Ω

Y (x, y)h (y, t)dy




2

ϕλ (x, t) dxdt ≤

≤ C̃

∫

QT

h2ϕλdxdt, ∀h ∈ L2 (QT ) , ∀λ > 0.

(3.8)

Proof. By (2.9), Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Fubini theorem

∫

QT




∫

Ω

Y (x, y)h (y, t)dy




2

ϕλ (x, t) dxdt ≤

≤ C̃

∫

QT



∫

Ω1




b∫

x1

h2 (y1, y, t) dy1


 dy


ϕλ (x1, t) dxdt =

= C̃

T∫

0

∫

Ω1





b∫

a



∫

Ω1




b∫

x1

h2 (y1, y, t) dy1


 dy


ϕλ (x1, t) dx1



 dxdt ≤

≤ C̃

T∫

0

∫

Ω1




b∫

a




b∫

x1

h2 (y1, y, t) dy1



ϕλ (x1, t) dx1



 dydt.

(3.9)

We obviously have

b∫

a




b∫

x1

f (x1, y1) dy1



 dx1 =

b∫

a




y1∫

a

f (x1, y1) dx1



 dy1, ∀f ∈ L1 ((a, b)× (a, b)) .

Hence, using the fact that the ϕλ (x1, t) is increasing with respect to x1 ∈ (a, b) , we obtain
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in the last integral of (3.9)

b∫

a




b∫

x1

h2 (y1, y, t) dy1


ϕλ (x1, t) dx1 =

b∫

a




y1∫

a

ϕλ (x1, t) dx1


h2 (y1, y, t) dy1 ≤

≤
b∫

a




y1∫

a

ϕλ (y1, t) dx1


h2 (y1, y, t) dy1 ≤ (b− a)

b∫

a

h2 (y1, y, t)ϕλ (y1, t) dy1.

Hence,
T∫

0

∫

Ω1




b∫

a




b∫

x1

h2 (y1, y, t) dy1



ϕλ (x1, t) dx1



 dydt ≤

≤ (b− a)

T∫

0



∫

Ω

h2 (x, t)


ϕλ (x, t) dxdt = (b− a)

∫

QT

h2ϕλdxdt.

Comparing this with (3.9), we obtain the target estimate (3.8). �

Lemma 3.3 ([11], [13, Lemma 3.1.1]). The following inequality holds

∫

QT




t∫

T/2

h (x, τ ) dτ




2

ϕλdxdt ≤

≤ C1 (1/λ)

∫

QT

(h2ϕλ) (x, t) dxdt, ∀λ > 0, ∀h ∈ L2 (QT ) ,

(3.10)

where the number C1 = C1 (α) > 0 depends only on the parameter α in (3.1).

3.3 Hölder stability estimates and uniqueness

Let N2, N3, N4 > 0 be three numbers. Recall that the number N1 > 0 was introduced in
(2.6). Denote

S1 (N2) =
{
v ∈ C4

(
QT

)
: ‖v‖C4(QT )

≤ N2

}
,

S2 (N3) =
{
k ∈ C1

(
Ω
)
: ‖k‖C1(Ω) ≤ N3

}
,

N = max (N1, N2, N3) .

(3.11)

Suppose that we have two triples

(ui, mi, ki) ∈ S2
1 (N2)× S2 (N3) , i = 1, 2 (3.12)

satisfying the following analogs of conditions (2.3), see Remark 3.1:

ui (x, T/2) = u0,i (x) , mi (x, T/2) = m0,i (x) , x ∈ Ω, i = 1, 2,
ui |ST

= g0,i (x, t) , ∂nui |ST
= g1,i (x, t) , i = 1, 2,

mi |ST
= p0 (x, t) , ∂nmi |ST

= p1,i (x, t) , i = 1, 2.
(3.13)

Denote

ũ = u1 − u2, m̃ = m1 −m2, k̃ = k1 − k2,
ũ0 = u0,1 − u0,2, m̃0 = m0,1 −m0,2,

g̃0 = g0,1 − g0,2, g̃1 = g1,1 − g1,2, p̃0 = p0,1 − p0,2, p̃1 = p1,1 − p1,2.

(3.14)
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Using (3.11)-(3.14) and triangle inequality, we obtain

(
ũ, m̃, k̃

)
∈ S2

1 (2N2)× S2 (2N3) ,

ũ (x, T/2) = ũ0 (x) , m̃ (x, T/2) = m̃0 (x) , x ∈ Ω,
ũ |ST

= g̃0 (x, t) , ∂nũ |ST�Γ−

1T
= g̃1 (x, t) ,

m̃ |ST
= p̃0 (x, t) , ∂nm̃ |ST

−= p̃1 (x, t) .

(3.15)

Theorem 3.2. Let either conditions (2.6), (2.7) or conditions (2.8), (2.9) be in
place. Suppose that there exist two triples (ui, mi, ki) , i = 1, 2 satisfying equations (2.2)
and conditions (3.11)-(3.15). Assume that

1

2
|∇u0,1 (x)|2 ≥ c, x ∈ Ω, (3.16)

where c > 0 is a number. Also, let the function f (x, t) in the first equation (2.2) be such
that there exist its t−derivatives f, ft, ftt ∈ L∞ (QT ) and

∥∥∂k
t f
∥∥
L∞(QT )

≤ N, k = 0, 1, 2.

Let δ > 0 be a sufficiently small number. Assume that

‖ũ0‖H1(Ω) , ‖m̃0‖H1(Ω) ≤ δ,

‖∂s
t g̃0‖H2,1(ST

−) , ‖∂s
t p̃0‖H2,1(ST ) ≤ δ, s = 0, 1, 2,

‖∂s
t g̃1‖H1,0(ST ) , ‖∂s

t p̃1‖H1,0(ST ) ≤ δ, s = 0, 1, 2.
(3.17)

Let ρ ∈ (0, 1) be an arbitrary number. Then for every ε satisfying

T

2
(1−√

ρ) < ε <
T

2
. (3.18)

there exists a sufficiently small number

δ0 = δ0 (N, ε,Ω, T, c, ρ) ∈ (0, 1) , (3.19)

and a number C = C (N, ε,Ω, T, c) > 0, both numbers depending only on listed parame-
ters, such that

‖∂s
t ũ‖H2,1(Qε,T ) , ‖∂

s
t m̃‖H2,1(Qε,T ) ,

∥∥∥k̃
∥∥∥
L2(Ω)

≤ Cδ1−ρ, ∀δ ∈ (0, δ0) , s = 0, 1, 2. (3.20)

Also, CIP (2.2)-(2.3) has at most one solution (u,m, k) ∈ S2
1 (N2)× S2 (N3) .

Theorem 3.3. Assume that all conditions of Theorem 3.2 hold, except that the normal
derivatives ∂nui and ∂nmi, i = 1, 2 are unknown at ST�Γ+

1T . On the other hand, assume
that (3.17) is replaced with

‖ũ0‖H2(Ω) , ‖m̃0‖H1(Ω) ≤ δ,

g̃0 (x, t) = p̃0 (x, t) = 0, (x, t) ∈ ST�Γ+
1,T ,

‖∂s
t g̃1‖H1,0(Γ+

1,T )
, ‖∂s

t p̃1‖H1,0(Γ+

1,T )
≤ δ, s = 0, 1, 2.

(3.21)

Then estimate (3.20) still holds as well as uniqueness.
Remarks 3.3:
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1. Therefore, it follows from (3.13), (3.14), (3.21) and Theorem 3.3 that if Dirichlet
boundary conditions for two pairs (u1, m1) and (u2, m2) coincide at ST�Γ+

T , then
stability and uniqueness for our CIP still hold, even if the Neumann boundary con-
ditions at ST�Γ+

T are unknown for these two pairs. In other words, Theorem 3.3
works for the case of incomplete lateral Cauchy data for our CIP.

2. Everywhere below C = C (N, ε,Ω, T, c) > 0 denotes different numbers depending
only on listed parameters. Also, in the course of the proof of Theorem 3.2 we will
choose the parameter α > 0 in the Carleman Weight Function (3.1), so that it will
depend only on Ω, T and ε, i.e. α = α (Ω, T, ε) > 0. Hence, we do not indicate the
dependence of some parameters on α in the proof of Theorem 3.2.

3. Note that if ρ ≈ 0, then (3.20) is almost Lipschitz stability estimate, in which case
one must have Cδ instead of Cδ1−ρ in (3.20).

4. A condition like (3.16) is always imposed in publications about the Bukhgeim-Klibanov
method, including the above cited ones [3, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 32, 33].

4 Proof of Theorem 3.2

In this proof the integral term in the first equation (2.2) is:

∫

Ω

Y (x, y)m (y, t) dy =

=





∫

Ω1

Y (x, y)m (x1, y, t) dy, in the case (2.7),

∫

Ω1




b∫

x1

Y (x1, x, y1, y)m (y1, y, t) dy1


 dy in the case (2.9).

(4.1)

Subtract equations (2.2) for the triple (u2, m2, k2) from the same equations for the
triple (u1, m1, k1) . Use the formula

y1z1 − y2z2 = ỹz1 + y2z̃, ∀y1, y2, z1, z2 ∈ R,

where ỹ = y1 − y2 and z̃ = z1 − z2. Using notations (3.14), we obtain

ũt +∆ũ+

∫

Ω

Y (x, y) m̃ (y, t)dy + f (x, t) m̃ (x, t)−

−k2 (x)∇ũ (∇u1 +∇u2) /2 = k̃ (x) (∇u1)
2 /2, (x, t) ∈ QT ,

(4.2)

m̃t −∆m̃− div (k2 (x) m̃∇u1)− div (k2 (x)m2∇ũ) =

= div
(
k̃ (x)m1∇u1

)
, (x, t) ∈ QT .

(4.3)

Denote
v (x, t) = ũt (x, t) , q (x, t) = m̃t (x, t) . (4.4)
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Then by (3.15) and (4.4)

ũ (x, t) =

t∫

T/2

v (x, τ) dτ + ũ0 (x) , m̃ (x, t) =

t∫

T/2

q (x, τ) dτ + m̃0 (x) . (4.5)

Also, setting in (4.2) t = T/2 and using (3.13), (3.15) and (4.4), we obtain

k̃ (x) = 2 (∇u0,1 (x))
−2 v (x, T/2) + F (x) , (4.6)

where

F (x) =

= 2 (∇u0,1 (x))
−2


∆ũ0 +

∫

Ω

Y (x, y) m̃0 (y) dy + f (x, 0) m̃0 (x)


−

− (∇u0,1 (x))
−2 k2 (x)∇ũ0∇ (u0,1 + u0,2) (x) .

(4.7)

Next,

v (x, T/2) = v (x, t)−
t∫

T/2

vt (x, τ ) dτ. (4.8)

Substituting this in (4.6), we obtain

k̃ (x) = 2 (∇u0,1 (x))
−2


v (x, t)−

t∫

T/2

vt (x, τ) dτ


 + F (x) . (4.9)

Differentiating equations (4.2) and (4.3) with respect to t, and using (4.4)-(4.9), we obtain
two integral differential equations. The first equation is:

vt +∆v +

∫

Ω

Y (x, y) q (y, t) dy + fq + ft

t∫

T/2

q (x, τ ) dτ−

−k2∇v (∇u1 +∇u2) /2− k2




t∫

T/2

∇v (x, τ) dτ


 (∇u1t +∇u2t) /2

− (∇u0,1 (x))
−2 (∇u1)

2


v (x, t)−

t∫

T/2

vt (x, τ ) dτ


 =

= F (x) (∇u1)
2 /2− ftm̃0 + k2 ∇ũ0 (∇u1t +∇u2t) /2, (x, t) ∈ QT .

(4.10)
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And the second equation is

qt −∆q − div (k2q∇u1)− div


k2∇u1t

t∫

T/2

q (x, τ ) dτ


−

− div (k2m2∇v)− div


k2m2t

t∫

T/2

∇v (x, τ) dτ


−

− div





2 (∇u0,1)

−2


v (x, t)−

t∫

T/2

vt (x, τ) dτ





m1∇u1


 =

= div (Fm1∇u1) + div (k2∇u1tm̃0) + div (k2m2t∇ũ0) , (x, t) ∈ QT .

(4.11)

Since the term
t∫

T/2

vt (x, τ ) dτ (4.12)

is present in both equations (4.10) and (4.11), then we differentiate equations (4.10) and
(4.11) with respect to t once again. Denote

w (x, t) = vt (x, t) , r (x, t) = qt (x, t) . (4.13)

Then term (4.12) is replaced in the resulting equations either with v (x, t) or with

t∫

T/2

w (x, τ) dτ. (4.14)

Using (4.10), (4.13) and (4.14), we obtain

wt +∆w +

∫

Ω

Y (x, y) r (y, t) dy + 2ftq + fr + ftt

t∫

T/2

q (x, τ ) dτ−

−k2∇w (∇u1 +∇u2) /2− k2∇v (∇u1t +∇u2t)−

−k2




t∫

T/2

∇v (x, τ ) dτ


 (∇u1tt +∇u2tt) /2−

−2 (∇u0,1 (x))
−2∇u1t∇u1


v (x, t)−

t∫

T/2

w (x, τ) dτ


 =

= F (x) (∇u1t∇u1)− fttm̃0 + k2 ∇ũ0 (∇u1tt +∇u2tt) /2, (x, t) ∈ QT .

(4.15)
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Also, (4.11) and (4.13) lead to

rt −∆r − 2 div (k2r∇u1)− div (k2q∇u1t)−

− div (k2m2∇w)− 2 div (k2m2t∇v)− div


k2m2tt

t∫

T/2

∇v (x, τ ) dτ


−

− div





−2 (∇u0,1 (x))

−2


v (x, t)−

t∫

T/2

w (x, τ) dτ





 (m1∇u1)t


 =

= div (F (x) (m1∇u1)t) + div (k2∇u1ttm̃0)+
+div (k2m2tt∇ũ0) , (x, t) ∈ QT .

(4.16)

It is well known that Carleman estimates can work not only with Partial Differential
Equations but with differential inequalities as well. Hence, it is convenient to rewrite
equations (4.10), (4.11), (4.15) and (4.16) in the more compact forms of differential in-
equalities. Thus, using (2.6), (3.11)-(3.17), (4.7) and (4.10), we obtain:

|vt +∆v| ≤ C


|∇v|+ |v|+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

|∇v| (x, τ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

|w| (x, τ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣


+

+C




∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

|q| (x, τ ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
+G (q) (x, t) + |q|


+ Cδ (x, t) , (x, t) ∈ QT .

(4.17)

In (4.17)
G (q) (x, t) =

=






∫

Ω1

|q| (x1, y, t) dy in the case

of the second line of (4.1),
∫

Ω1




b∫

x1

|q| (y1, y, t) dy1



 dy in the case of

the third line of (4.1).

(4.18)

Using (3.7), (3.8) and (4.18), we obtain

∫

QT

[G (h) (x, t)]2 ϕλ (x, t) dxdt ≤ C̃

∫

QT

h2ϕλdxdt, ∀h ∈ L2 (QT ) , ∀λ > 0. (4.19)
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Using (4.11), we also obtain similarly with the above

|qt −∆q| ≤ C


|∇q|+ |q|+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

(|∇q|+ |q|) (x, τ ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣


+

+C


|∆v|+ |∇v|+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

(|∆v|+ |∇v|) (x, τ ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣


+

+C

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

(|∇w|+ |w|) (x, τ ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
+ Cδ (x, t) , (x, t) ∈ QT .

(4.20)

Similarly, (4.13) and (4.15) lead to:

|wt +∆w| ≤ C


|∇w|+ |w|+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

|w| (x, τ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣


+

+C


|∇v|+ |v|+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

|∇v| (x, τ ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣


+ C |r|+

+C


|q|+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

|q| (x, τ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
+G (r) (x, t)


+ Cδ (x, t) , (x, t) ∈ QT .

(4.21)

Finally, using (3.11)-(3.17), (4.7) and (4.16), we obtain

|rt −∆r| ≤ C (|∇r|+ |r|+ |∇q|+ |q|+ |∆v|+ |∇v|+ |v|)+
+C (|∆w|+ |∇w|+ |w|)+

+C

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

(|∆v|+ |∇v|+ |v|) (x, τ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

+C

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∫

T/2

(|∇w|+ |w|) (x, τ ) dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
+ Cδ (x, t) , (x, t) ∈ QT .

(4.22)

In (4.17)-(4.22) δ (x, t) ∈ L2 (QT ) denotes different non-negative functions such that
∥∥δ (x, t)

∥∥
L2(QT )

≤ δ. (4.23)

Using (3.15), (4.4) and (4.13) we obtain the following lateral Cauchy data for the system
of inequalities (4.17)-(4.22):

v |ST
= g̃0t (x, t) , ∂nv |ST

= g̃1t (x, t) ,
q |ST

= p̃0t (x, t) , ∂nq |ST
= p̃1t (x, t) ,

w |ST
= g̃0tt (x, t) , ∂nw |ST

= g̃1tt (x, t) ,
r |ST

= p̃0tt (x, t) , ∂nr |ST
= p̃1tt (x, t) .

(4.24)
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Square both sides of each of inequalities (4.17)-(4.22). Then multiply each of the
resulting inequalities by the Carleman Weight Functions ϕλ (x1, t) defined in (3.1) and
apply the Carleman estimates (3.4) using the first line of (3.3), where λ0 ≥ 1 was chosen
in Theorem 3.1. Also, use second and third lines of (3.17) as well as (4.23) and (4.24). In
addition, use use (3.10), (4.18) and (4.19). We obtain four inequalities.

4.1 Estimating functions v and q

The first inequality is:

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
v2t +

n∑

i,j=1

v2xixj

)
ϕλdxdt+

∫

QT

(
λ (∇v)2 + λ3v2

)
ϕλdxdt

≤ C

∫

QT

[
|∇v|2 + |v|2

]
ϕλdxdt+

+C

∫

QT

w2ϕλdxdt+ C

∫

QT

q2ϕλdxdt+

+C
(
‖v (x, T )‖2H1(Ω) + ‖v (x, 0)‖2H1(Ω)

)
exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))+

+Ce3λb
2

δ2, ∀λ ≥ λ0.

(4.25)

Choose a sufficiently large number

λ1 = λ1 (N, ε,Ω, T, c) ≥ λ0 ≥ 1 (4.26)

such that λ1 > 2C. Then (4.25) and trace theorem lead to

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
v2t +

n∑

i,j=1

v2xixj

)
ϕλdxdt +

∫

QT

(
λ (∇v)2 + λ3v2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤

≤ C

∫

QT

(w2 + q2)ϕλdxdt+

+C exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2)) ‖v‖2H2(QT ) + Cδ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.27)

Applying similar arguments to (4.20), we obtain

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
q2t +

n∑

i,j=1

q2xixj

)
ϕλdxdt +

∫

QT

(
λ (∇q)2 + λ3q2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤

+C

∫

QT

(
(∆v)2 + (∇v)2 + (∇w)2 + w2

)
ϕλdxdt+

+C exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2)) ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + Cδ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.28)

It follows from (4.28) that
∫

QT

q2ϕλdxdt ≤
(
C/λ3

) ∫

QT

(
(∆v)2 + (∇v)2 + (∇w)2 + w2

)
ϕλdxdt+

+C exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2)) ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + Cδ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.29)
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Substituting (4.29) in (4.27) and using (1/λ) >>
(
1/λ3

)
for all λ ≥ λ1, we obtain

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
v2t +

n∑

i,j=1

v2xixj

)
ϕλdxdt +

∫

QT

(
λ (∇v)2 + λ3v2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤

≤ C

∫

QT

[(
1/λ3

)
(∇w)2 + w2

]
ϕλdxdt+

+C exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.30)

In particular, (4.30) implies
∫

QT

(∆v)2 ϕλdxdt ≤ C

∫

QT

[(
1/λ2

)
(∇w)2 + λw2

]
ϕλdxdt+

+Cλ exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2λe3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.31)

Substituting (4.31) in (4.28), we obtain

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
q2t +

n∑

i,j=1

q2xixj

)
ϕλdxdt +

∫

QT

(
λ (∇q)2 + λ3q2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤

+C

∫

QT

(
(∇v)2 + (∇w)2 + λw2

)
ϕλdxdt+

+C exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2)) ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + Cδ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.32)

Summing up (4.30) and (4.32), we obtain

(1/λ)

∫

QT

[
(v2t + q2t ) +

n∑

i,j=1

(
v2xixj

+ q2xixj

)]
ϕλdxdt+

+

∫

QT

[
λ
(
(∇v)2 + (∇q)2

)
+ λ3 (v2 + q2)

]
ϕλdxdt ≤

≤ C

∫

QT

(
(∇w)2 + λw2

)
ϕλdxdt+

+Cλ exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2λe3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.33)

4.2 Estimating functions w and r

We now estimate functions w and r. Using (4.21), we obtain similarly with (4.27)

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
w2

t +
n∑

i,j=1

w2
xixj

)
ϕλdxdt+

∫

QT

(
λ (∇w)2 + λ3w2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤

≤ C

∫

QT

(
(∇v)2 + v2 + q2

)
ϕλdxdt+ C

∫

QT

r2ϕλdxdt

+C exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2)) ‖w‖2H2(QT ) + Cδ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.34)
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Next, using (4.22), we obtain similarly with (4.28)

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
r2t +

n∑

i,j=1

r2xixj

)
ϕλdxdt+

∫

QT

(
λ (∇r)2 + λ3r2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤

+C

∫

QT

(
(∆v)2 + (∇v)2 + v2

)
ϕλdxdt+

+C

∫

QT

(
(∆w)2 + (∇w)2 + w2

)
ϕλdxdt+

+C exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2)) ‖r‖2H2(QT ) + Cδ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.35)

By (4.31) and (4.33)
∫

QT

(
(∆v)2 + (∇v)2 + v2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤ C

∫

QT

[(
1/λ2

)
(∇w)2 + λw2

]
ϕλdxdt+

+Cλ exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2λe3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.36)

Substituting (4.36) in (4.35), we obtain

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
r2t +

n∑

i,j=1

r2xixj

)
ϕλdxdt+

∫

QT

(
λ (∇r)2 + λ3r2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤

≤ C

∫

QT

(
(∆w)2 + (∇w)2 + λw2

)
ϕλdxdt+

+Cλ exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + ‖r‖2H2(QT )

)

+Cδ2λe3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.37)

Next, substituting (4.36) in (4.34), we obtain

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
w2

t +

n∑

i,j=1

w2
xixj

)
ϕλdxdt+

∫

QT

(
λ (∇w)2 + λ3w2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤

≤ C

∫

QT

(q2 + r2)ϕλdxdt+

+Cλ exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))×
×
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + ‖w‖2H2(QT ) + ‖r‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2λe3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.38)

In particular, (4.37) implies
∫

QT

r2ϕλdxdt ≤
(
C/λ3

) ∫

QT

(
(∆w)2 + (∇w)2

)
ϕλdxdt+

+
(
C/λ2

) ∫

QT

w2ϕλdxdt+]

+C exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + ‖r‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.39)
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Substituting (4.39) in (4.38), we obtain

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
w2

t +
n∑

i,j=1

w2
xixj

)
ϕλdxdt+

∫

QT

(
λ (∇w)2 + λ3w2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤

≤ C

∫

QT

q2ϕλdxdt+

+Cλ exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))×
×
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + ‖w‖2H2(QT ) + ‖r‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2λe3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.40)

In particular, (4.40) implies

∫

QT

(∆w)2 ϕλdxdt ≤ Cλ

∫

QT

q2ϕλdxdt+

+Cλ2 exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))×
×
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + ‖w‖2H2(QT ) + ‖r‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2λ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.41)

Substituting (4.41) in (4.37), we obtain

(1/λ)

∫

QT

(
r2t +

n∑

i,j=1

r2xixj

)
ϕλdxdt+

∫

QT

(
λ (∇r)2 + λ3r2

)
ϕλdxdt ≤

≤ C

∫

QT

(
(∇w)2 + λw2 + λq2

)
ϕλdxdt+

+Cλ2 exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))×
×
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + ‖w‖2H2(QT ) + ‖r‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2λ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.42)

Summing up (4.40) and (4.42), we obtain the following analog of (4.33):

(1/λ)

∫

QT

[
(w2

t + r2t ) +

n∑

i,j=1

(
w2

xixj
+ r2xixj

)]
ϕλdxdt+

+

∫

QT

[
λ
(
(∇w)2 + (∇r)2

)
+ λ3 (w2 + r2)

]
ϕλdxdt ≤ Cλ

∫

QT

q2ϕλdxdt+

+Cλ2 exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))×
×
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + ‖w‖2H2(QT ) + ‖r‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2λ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.43)
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4.3 Estimate all four functions v, q, w, r simultaneously

Summing up (4.33) and (4.43), we obtain

(1/λ)

∫

QT

[
(v2t + q2t + w2

t + r2t ) +

n∑

i,j=1

(
v2xixj

+ q2xixj
+ w2

xixj
+ r2xixj

)]
ϕλdxdt+

+λ

∫

QT

[(
(∇v)2 + (∇q)2 + (∇w)2 + (∇r)2

)]
ϕλdxdt+

+λ3

∫

QT

(v2 + q2 + w2 + r2)ϕλdxdt ≤

≤ Cλ2 exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2))×
×
(
‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + ‖w‖2H2(QT ) + ‖r‖2H2(QT )

)
+

+Cδ2λ2e3λb
2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.44)

4.4 The target Hölder stability estimate

By (3.2) and (3.3)

∫

QT

h2ϕλdxdt ≥ exp
[
2λ
(
a2 − α (T/2− ε)2

)] ∫

Qε,T

h2dxdt, ∀h ∈ L2 (QT ) . (4.45)

Introduce the vector function V (x, t) as well as its two norms,

V (x, t) = (v, q, , w, r)T (x, t) ,

‖V ‖2
H2,1(Qε,T ) = ‖v‖2

H2,1(Qε,T ) + ‖q‖2
H2,1(Qε,T ) + ‖w‖2

H2,1(Qε,T ) + ‖r‖2
H2,1(Qε,T ) ,

‖V ‖2H2(QT ) = ‖v‖2H2(QT ) + ‖q‖2H2(QT ) + ‖w‖2H2(QT ) + ‖r‖2H2(QT ) .

(4.46)

Obviously
‖V ‖H2(QT ) ≤ C. (4.47)

Using (4.44)-(4.46), we obtain

exp
[
2λ
(
a2 − α (T/2− ε)2

)]
‖V ‖2

H2,1(Qε,T ) ≤
≤ Cλ2 exp (−2λ (αT 2/4− b2)) ‖V ‖2H2(QT ) + Cδ2λ2e3λb

2

, ∀λ ≥ λ1.
(4.48)

Dividing both sides of (4.48) by exp
[
2λ
(
a2 − α (T/2− ε)2

)]
and noticing that λ2e−2λa2 <

1 for λ ≥ λ1, we obtain

‖V ‖2
H2,1(Qε,T ) ≤ C exp [−2λ (αε (T − ε)− b2)] ‖V ‖2H2(QT )+

+Cδ2 exp
[
2λ
(
3b2/2 + α (T/2− ε)2

)]
, ∀λ ≥ λ1.

(4.49)

Let the number β > 0. Choose the parameter α as

α =
(1 + β) b2

ε (T − ε)
. (4.50)
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Then in the first line of (4.49)

exp
[
−2λ

(
αε (T − ε)− b2

)]
= exp

(
−2λβb2

)
. (4.51)

Next, using (4.50), we obtain in the second line of (4.49)

exp
[
2λ
(
3b2/2 + α (T/2− ε)2

)]
= exp (2λd) , (4.52)

d =

[
3

2
+

(1 + β) (T/2− ε)2

(ε (T − ε))

]
b2. (4.53)

Recall that the number ρ ∈ (0, 1) . Choose λ = λ (δ) such that

δ2e2λ(δ)d = δ2−2ρ. (4.54)

Hence, in (4.52)

2λ (δ) = ln
(
δ−2ρ/d

)
. (4.55)

Since we must have
λ (δ) ≥ λ1 = λ1 (N, ε,Ω, T, c) ≥ 1, (4.56)

see (4.26), then we must have

δ ∈ (0, δ0) , δ0 = δ0 (N, ε,Ω, T, c, ρ) = exp

(
−λ1d

ρ

)
∈ (0, 1) . (4.57)

Substituting 2λ (δ) from (4.55) in the right hand side of (4.51), we obtain

exp
(
−2λ (δ) βb2

)
= δ(2ρβb

2)/d. (4.58)

Next, using (4.53), we obtain

2ρβb2

d
=

2ρβ

3/2 + (1 + β) (T/2− ε)2 / (ε (T − ε))
. (4.59)

By (4.52) and (4.54) the term in the second line of (4.49) can be estimated from the above
by Cδ2−2ρ when δ → 0. Hence, we want the multiplier C exp [−2λ (αε (T − ε)− b2)] in
the first line of (4.49) not to exceed Cδ2−2ρ as δ → 0. Hence, it follows from (4.51), (4.54),
(4.58) and (4.59) that we should have

ρβb2

d
=

ρβ

3/2 + (1 + β) (T/2− ε)2 / (ε (T − ε))
≥ 1− ρ. (4.60)

This is equivalent with

β

[
ρ− (1− ρ)

(T/2− ε)2

ε (T − ε)

]
≥ (1− ρ)

[
3

2
+

(T/2− ε)2

ε (T − ε)

]
. (4.61)

To find numbers β > 0 satisfying (4.61), it is necessary and sufficient to have

ρ− (1− ρ)
(T/2− ε)2

ε (T − ε)
> 0. (4.62)
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It obviously follows from (3.18) that inequality (4.62) holds. Thus, if we choose any β
satisfying (4.61), then (4.57)-(4.60) imply

exp
(
−2λ (δ)βb2

)
= δ(2ρβb

2)/d ≤ δ2−2ρ, ∀δ ∈ (0, δ0) .

Combining this with (4.49)-(4.58) and recalling (4.47), we obtain

‖V ‖H2,1(Qε,T ) ≤ Cδ1−ρ, ∀δ ∈ (0, δ0) .

Hence, by (4.46)

‖v‖H2,1(Qε,T ) +‖q‖H2,1(Qε,T ) +‖w‖H2,1(Qε,T ) +‖r‖H2,1(Qε,T ) ≤ Cδ1−ρ, ∀δ ∈ (0, δ0) . (4.63)

Next, it follows from the first line of (3.21), (4.4), (4.5), (4.13) and (4.63) that we also
have:

‖∂s
t ũ‖H2,1(Qε,T ) , ‖∂

s
t m̃‖H2,1(Qε,T ) ≤ Cδ1−ρ, ∀δ ∈ (0, δ0) , s = 0, 1, 2. (4.64)

Finally, using the first line of (3.17), (4.6)-(4.8), Lemma 3.3 and (4.63), we obtain
∥∥∥k̃
∥∥∥
L2(Ω)

≤ Cδ1−ρ, ∀δ ∈ (0, δ0) . (4.65)

The target estimate (3.20) of this theorem follows immediately from estimates (4.64) and
(4.65).

To obtain the uniqueness result claimed by this theorem, it is sufficient to set in (3.17)
and (3.20) δ = 0. Then we obtain ũ (x, t) = m̃ (x, t) = 0 in Qε,T and

k̃ (x) ≡ 0 in Ω. (4.66)

Next, applying Theorems 4.1 and 5.1 of [18] to the system (4.2), (4.3) with condition (4.66)
and zero Neumann boundary condition at ST (see (3.15), (3.17)) in domains Ω × (0, ε)
and Ω× (T − ε, T ) respectively, we obtain ũ (x, t) ≡ m̃ (x, t) ≡ 0 in QT . �

5 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Estimate (4.25) was obtained under the assumption that inequalities in the second line of
(3.17). The same is true for the above estimates, similar with (4.25), for functions q, w, r.
Now, however, it follows from (3.21) that we can use the implication of (3.6) from (3.5)
and those estimates will be still valid. Then we can precisely repeat the proof of Theorem
3.2 and obtain Hölder obtain estimates (3.20).

As to uniqueness, if δ = 0, then the above paragraph implies of course that ũ (x, t) =
m̃ (x, t) = 0 in Qε,T , and (4.66) is also in place. As to Theorems 4.1 and 5.1 of [18] being
applied to the system (4.2), (4.3) with condition (4.66), a little problem is that these
theorems are valid only if Neumann boundary conditions equal zero at the entire lateral
boundary ST whereas in our case they are equal to zero only at Γ+

1,T , see (3.21). On the

other hand, Dirichlet boundary conditions equal zero on the rest of the boundary ST�Γ+
1,T .

Still, proofs of Carleman estimates of [18], which are actually taken from [15, 16], can be
straightforwardly rewritten for the case when zero Neumann boundary conditions are
given at Γ+

1,T and zero Dirichlet boundary conditions are given at ST�Γ+
1,T . Therefore,

just as in the end of the proof of Theorem 3.2, results of [18] again imply now that
ũ (x, t) ≡ m̃ (x, t) ≡ 0 in QT . �
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