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Abstract

We prove a novel stability estimate in L*(L”) between the regular Lagrangian flow of
a Sobolev vector field and a piecewise affine approximation of such flow. This approxi-
mation of the flow is obtained by a (sort of) explicit Euler method, and it is the crucial
tool to prove approximation results for the solution of the continuity equation by using
the representation of the solution as the push-forward via the regular Lagrangian flow
of the initial datum. We approximate the solution in two ways, using different approx-
imations for both the flow and the initial datum. In the first case we give an estimate,
which however holds only in probability, of the Wasserstein distance between the so-
lution of the continuity equation and a discrete approximation of such solution. The
approximate solution is defined as the push forward of weighted Dirac deltas (whose
centers are chosen in a probabilistic way). In the second case we give a deterministic
estimate of the Wasserstein distance using a slightly different approximation of the reg-
ular Lagrangian flow and requiring more regularity on the velocity field u than in the
previous case. An advantage of both approximations is that they provide an algorithm
which is easily parallelizable and does not rely on any particular structure of the mesh
with which we discretize (only in space) the domain. We also compare our estimates
to similar ones previously obtained in [27], and we show how under certain hypotheses
our method provides better convergence rates.

Keywords: Continuity equation, regular Lagrangian flow, Sobolev velocity field,
forward Euler method

1. Introduction
One of the most important results in classical analysis is the Cauchy-Lipschitz theorem:

Theorem 1.1. (Cauchy-Lipschitz)
Letu : [0,T] X R - R? be bounded, continuous in t and Lipschitz in x, uniformly in
time. Then, for every x, € RY and for every T > 0, the solution of the Cauchy problem
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IThere exist many different versions of this theorem. The boundedness of u is not usually required,
but we assume it since in the following the velocity u that we consider will always be bounded.
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¥0) = x,
exists for all t € [0, T] and it is unique.

The Cauchy problem (L. is strictly connected with the following initial value problem
for the continuity equation:

d,p +div (up) =0 in(0,T)x R4 (12)
p(0,4) = p, in R4, '

The link between (I.1)) and (I.2) in the classical setting (namely when the velocity field
u satisfies the assumptions of Theorem[L.)) is provided by the method of characteristics,
a well-known tool for first order linear PDEs which shows that the solution p of
can be represented as

P(t, ) = (I)(t7 ')#Po,

where @ is the flow of u, i.e. ®(-, x) satisfies for every x:

0,P(t, x) =u(t,®t,x)) ifr>0
D0, x) =x ift=0.

It is well-known that in the assumption that u is continuous in time can be re-
moved asking for example only summability, but it is also important for several ap-
plications to significantly weaken also the Lipschitz regularity condition in the space
variable. Indeed (I.2) is often part of many equations coming from physics (a very
important example is fluid dynamics, where the continuity equation is part of the in-
homogeneous Navier-Stokes equations) which encodes the “conservation of mass”, i.e.
the quantity ||p(#, -)|| .1 (ray is constant in time, and in this setting the velocity does not
have Lipschitz regularity in general. The first breakthrough in this direction A was ob-
tained in [11], where the authors proved well-posedness for solutions of (I.2)) in the class
L>(0,T; LY(R%)) with a velocity field u € [L'(0, T; W'(R9))]¢ with 1/p+1/q = 1
and such that div(u) € L'(0,T; L*(R?)) (see [[11] for the details). Well-posedness was
later extended in [1] to velocity fields u € [L'(0,T; BV (R%))]¢ with the negative part
of the divergence (denoted in the following as div(x)~) in L'(0, T; L*(R?)). Moreover,
in [[1] the author introduced the following notion of “regular Lagrangian flow” which
generalizes the classical notion of flow.

Definition 1.1. (Regular Lagrangian Flow, [1])
We say that @ is a regular Lagrangian flow associated to the vector field u if:

o For % ae. x € RY,t » ®(,x) is an absolutely continuous solution of
0,D(, x) = u(t, ®(t, x)) with (0, x) = x;

2Some progress had in fact already been made, proving well-posedness for (IT) also for functions u
satisfying the Osgood condition [2€] or a uniform one-sided Lipschitz condition.



o Let Y be the d-dimensional Lebesgue measure. There exists a constant L =
L(T) > 0 such that ®(t,-),Z* < LZL? foreveryt € [0,T].

The constant L is often called in the literature “compressibility constant” and it can
be proved that this constant is essentially controlled by div(u)~ (in fluid dynamics a
common condition on velocity fields is the incompressibility, namely div(x) = 0, which
in turn implies L = 1). Even though the authors proved the well-posedness, both in
[11] and in [[1] they did not exhibit any kind of quantitative stability, since their proofs
rely on the method of renormalized solutions, which is not well suited for quantitative
estimates. The first quantitative result was obtained in [9], where the authors prove
stability estimates on regular Lagrangian flows for u € [L'(0,T; (W'P(R9))]¢ with
p > 1. More recently in [29, 30] the author used tools from optimal transport theory
and the results from [9] to give stability estimates in a suitable logarithmic Wasserstein
distance for the solution p of (1.2).

In recent years the topic of approximating p in presence of non Lipschitz velocity fields
with numerical methods has also been investigated. To the best of our knowledge, the
first works in this direction have been [[34] and [5], where using a discontinuous Galerkin
method and a finite volume scheme respectively they prove strong convergence of ap-
proximate solution, although without explicit rates of convergence. However, it is worth
mentioning that in [3] they conjecture a rate of 1/2 based on numerical simulations,
which matches the rate for smoother vector fields [l. The rate was proved to be optimal,
although only for Lipschitz velocity field, in [22,23]. The first quantitative estimate of
the error in presence of a vector field with Sobolev regularity (although only in a weak
sense, i.e. the logarithmic Wasserstein distance introduced in this context in [29]) was
obtained in [27], where the authors consider an explicit finite volume upwind scheme
and whose proof requires (for technical reasons) the use of cartesian meshes M to dis-
cretize the spatial domain. Such results have been extended to more general meshes in
[28] by using an implicit method, and recently they have been adapted to include dif-
fusion in [24, 25]. Recent developments concerning the numerical approximation of
(L.2) have been obtained in [4] and [[17]. In [4] in particular they obtain strong conver-
gence (i.e. in L? norm) of approximate solutions of non linear continuity equations of
the form 0,p + div(uf(p)) = 0 with different approximations schemes: for example their
results prove strong convergence of the Lax-Friedrichs ([19, 20, 21]) and of the upwind
scheme. Their argument relies on bounding the semi-norms of the approximate solutions
on a precise logarithmic Sobolev space (see also [3]) which embeds compactly in L”.
We refer the interested reader to [4, Theorem 8] pointing out that, while not explicitly
derived, the results obtained in [4] allow to get a quantitative rate of convergence (see
[4, Corollary 11] and the discussion after that). However, as in [27], the main restric-
tion is that the estimates are only valid in a cartesian mesh. The issue has been partially
solved in [17], where the authors obtain similar results for the continuity equation on non

3The key estimate in their paper relies on the L? — L? strong boundedness of the maximal function,
which only holds if p > 1.

4The method is actually of first order, but the rate of convergence falls to 1/2 if the initial datum is not
regular, see [[18,110,[5].

3L.e. a mesh whose elements are isometric axis-parallel rectangular boxes.



cartesian meshes with some additional hypotheses (they require some periodicity con-
dition). Moreover, in [[17] they manage to treat a system of equations where the density
solving (I.2)) and the velocity are coupled in a non linear way (see [17, Theorem 1.7]).
We stress that, since the continuity equation is often part of many different physical
models, studying the coupling of (I.2)) with other equations is crucial in many different
parts of physics and biology. A non exhaustive list comprehend [14, [15] for compress-
ible Navier-Stokes, [2, 12, [13] for compressible Stokes, [32] for swarming and [6] for
chemotaxis, see also [[17] and the references therein. To the best of our knowledge, so
far every approximation scheme has used an Eulerian point of view of (1.2)). We will
instead use a Lagrangian one, managing to prove quantitative estimates, although only
in a weak sense, for non cartesian meshes without any regularity assumptions, requiring
only a bound on the diameter of the cells. This seems to be the first explicit method
which gives quantitative estimates on a non cartesian mesh (we recall that in [28] they
used an implicit scheme). Another useful feature of our method, from the point of view
of numerics, is that it is parallelizable in a straightforward way.

The main result of this paper, i.e. Theorem[2.1] is a stability estimate in the spirit of [9],
which we use as a tool to prove approximation results for the solution of the continuity
equation. In particular we consider the following initial value problem:

(1.3)

d,p +div (up) =0 in(0,T)xT?
p(0,-) = p, in T9.

Remark 1. Our results are stated on the d-dimensional torus T¢ for simplicity. How-
ever, with some care, they can be extended to more general ambient spaces.

We will work with functions belonging to the following class:

-

py € LT

Ju € [L'O.T; W' (TH) 0 LSO, T)x THI with 1/p+1/g=1, p> 1 (14
div(u)~ € L=((0,T) x T%) ifl<p<d
div(u)~ € LY(0,T; L®(T?)) if p>d.

Notice that when 1 < p < d we are asking a little more than what is asked in [1] for
having well-posedness. Namely, we are not asking that div(u)~ € L'(0,T; L®(T¢)), but
rather div(u)~ € L®((0, T) x T¢). This stronger assumption will be crucial in our proof
of Lemma[2.2] The idea is to use Lagrangian estimates to get estimates at the Eulerian
level (i.e. for the solution p of (1.3))). The key observation is that in the DiPerna-Lions
setting it still holds that the solution p of (I.3)) can be represented as

p(ta ) = Q(t’ ')#p(),

with p, the initial datum and @ the regular Lagrangian flow associated to the velocity u,
as defined in Definition[I.Il Then we approximate the solution p with

pE(t’ ) = (I)E(t’ ')#,Ll,



where @ is an approximation of ® and y is an approximation of p,. This method
is in principle quite flexible, in the sense that any “good” approximation of ® and p,
should give a “good” approximation of p which we will specify more precisely later
on. In particular we will approximate p in two ways, using different approximations
for both ® and p,. In the first one we consider a mesh of the domain with some mild
assumptions on the sets {Q,} l]‘i , of the mesh, and for every set Q; we choose (according
to a uniform probability distribution) a point x; € Q, and a weight M; > 0 so that
U = ZZ] M6, approximates the initial datum p,. As for the approximation of the
regular Lagrangian flow ® we construct, for every point x € T¢, a piecewise affine map
@, (-, x) obtained by a (sort of) explicit Euler method applied to the velocity field u.
The precise definition of @ will be given in Definition[2.1l The approximation p will
therefore be a weighted sum of Dirac deltas whose positions evolve in time in a piecewise
linear fashion. We prove that p approximates in Wasserstein distance the solution p of
(L.3)), although only in probability (see Theorem [3.2] Theorem [3.3] and Proposition [3.1]
for the precise statements). We do not know if, at least in some cases, similar estimates
hold for every choice of the initial positions of the Dirac deltas, i.e. in a deterministic
sense (see Remark [8). We also consider a different approximation @ . of the flow (see
Definitiond.1l) which, if p > d and considering an approximation of the initial datum in
the strong L' norm, provides a deterministic approximation of p in Wasserstein distance
(see Theorem [4.1)). The novelty is that this an explicit method which can be performed
on unstructured meshes, it provides an easily parallelizable algorithm and it uses the
Lagrangian formulation of the problem, whereas in previous works the Eulerian point
of view was always employed.

Let us now discuss briefly the organisation of the paper. Section 2 is dedicated to proving
Theorem 2.1, where we give a novel L®(L?) stability estimate for the difference of the
regular Lagrangian flow ® of a velocity field u satisfying (I.4)) and an approximation @
of such flow, whereas previously known stability estimates considered the difference of
two regular Lagrangian flows (see [9]). In Section 3 we use such a stability estimate to
approximate, in Wasserstein distance, the solution p of the continuity equation via
the push-forward through @, of suitably chosen Dirac deltas. The estimates are proved
both in 1-Wasserstein distance and logarithmic Wasserstein distance. In the latter case
in particular we show that in expected value the rate of convergence is of order 1/2 if
1 < p £ d, as the rate obtained in [27], and it is better than that if p > d (see Theorem
[3.2]and Theorem [3.3]for the details). We believe that the logarithmic rates we obtain are
optimal for the range 1 < p < d (as suggested also in [27]), but the case p > d does not
give any precise rate. In Section 4 we consider, for reasons explained in Remark[T1] only
velocity fieldsu € [L'(0, T; W2 (THNL®((0, T)xT4)]¢ such that p > d and we assume
to approximate the initial datum strongly in L'. Under these stronger assumptions, using
a sligthly different approximation ®, of the regular Lagrangian flow, we are able to
prove estimates similar to the ones of Section 3, but which hold deterministically. In
this case, moreover, we prove a convergence of order 1 of the method with respect to the
logarithmic Wasserstein distance. We refer the reader to Theorem 4.1l for the details. In
Section 5 we sum up the results obtained and highlight some open questions and future
research perspectives. As a final note, we remark that in [8] we are also considering
an approximation via a #-method of the regular Lagrangian flow, with which we can



approximate the solution of (I.3)) with a divergence free vector field which, even outside
the range of DiPerna-Lions theory, is able to select the unique Lagrangian solution of
(1.3), i.e. the unique solution which is representable as a push-forward of the initial
datum via the regular Lagrangian flow of the velocity field.

2. Stability estimates

Let us immediately state the main result of the paper, i.e. a stability estimate between
the regular Lagrangian flow @ and an approximation @, of such flow, which will be
introduced shortly after the statement.

Theorem 2.1. (L” stability estimate between ® and © )
Let u satisfy assumptions (LL4). Then if ®@ is the regular Lagrangian flow of u and @, is

defined as in Definition 2 llwith 6 = \/ At if 1 < p < d, we have

”Q(t, ) - ®E(t’ ')llLP('ﬂ'd) S C[l log(At)l_l,

where C, = 0 ast — 0. Moreover, if p > d the same estimate holds even if div(u)~ €
L'0,T; L(T%)).

We point out here that we will make extensive use of the notation X < Y, which means
X < CY for some positive constant C > 0 that we omit explicitly writing both to keep
the notation lighter and because C is uniformly bounded. Crucially relying on Theorem
2.1l we will be able to prove two approximation results for the solution p of (L3) in
different Wasserstein distances: Theorem [3.2] and Theorem In section 4 we will
also introduce another approximation @ .. of ® (see Definition .T)) and we will prove a
result analogous to Theorem i.e. Proposition with which we will get another
approximation of the density p: see Theorem 4.1l

The vector field @ is explicitly constructed by a sort of forward Euler method, and we
now give its precise definition.

Definition 2.1. (Euler approximation of a regular Lagrangian flow)
Let u satisfy conditions (L4) with 1 < p < d, and let

ug(t,-) :=mnz * u(t,-) 2.1)

for some & > 0, where n is a standard mollifier in R?, ns(x) := 6 n(x/8) and the
convolution is in space only. We denote as ® (where “E" stands for “Euler") the so
called Euler approximation of the regular Lagrangian flow @ of u, with time step At and
regularisation parameter 6. Fort € (t,,1,,,) we define:

@ (1, %) 1= Ot x) + (1 —1,) f (s, @ (1, X)), 2.2)

where 0 =t, <t, < - <t,, =T isapartition of [0, T] witht, , —t, = At and
®,(0,x) = x Vx € T If p > d, we define @, directly with the u as

@1, %) 1= Dp(t,, %) + (1 —1,) f " (s, @, X))ds. 2.3)

6



We remark that in order to keep the notation as light as possible, we omit explicitly
writing the dependence of @ on At and (eventually) 6.

In order to prove Theorem 2.1, we need some preliminary estimates. We now give a
Lemma which estimates the intrinsic error in considering u; instead of u if 1 < p < d.
Notice that this is a L” extension of an equivalent L' estimate obtained in [9, Theorem
2.9] which may be of independent interest. To highlight this link, we have decided to
keep the notation of [9], denoting as b and b the vector fields and as X and X their
regular Lagrangian flows.

Proposition 2.1. (L? stability estimate for regular Lagrangian flows)

Let b and b be bounded vector fields belonging to L'(0, T; W'»(R%)) for some p > 1.
Let X and X be regular Lagrangian flows of b and b respectively and denote by L and
L their compressibility constants. Then, for every time t € [0, T, we have

~ - -1
X, ) — X, |L"(Br(0)) < C, |log(||b - b”Ll(o,;;Lp(BR(o)))) ,

where R = r+T||b||, and the constant C, only depends on t,r, ||b|| . 116]| ., L, L and
[|D.bl|11(1r Moreover, C, - 0 ast — 0.

Proof: Let 5 = \/”b - EllLl(O,t;Lp(BR(O))) Wlth R =r + Tlll;lloo and let

> p 1/p
2(r) = l/ log <1 + |X(t,x)—X(t,x)|> dxl .
B,(0) o

For simplicity of notation, we will omit explicitly writing the dependence on ¢ and x
when this will not be necessary. So we will often write X and X in place of X (¢, x) and
X (t, x). Differentiating in time:

x-X\"" _ ¥ 3
ig(r)=1g(r)‘—l’/ plog<1+' '> 6 1X=-X (ix_ix
dt p B,©) 2 §+|X—-X|6|X-X| \dt" dt

2.4)
g(t)!? X - X[\ 1 o
< / log <1+—> __|b(t, X) — B(z, X)|dx
5 Jso 5 1+ 1X - X|/6
1)l-r X - X[\ 3
< 80 / log<l+g> L bt X) — bt X)|dx
5 Jso 5 1+ |X - X|/6
g(t)'r X - X1\ 1 .
+ / log <1 + —> —_|b(t, X) = B(z, X)|dx.
5 Jao 5 1+ X - X|/6

©)

Considering @ we have, thanks to Lemmal[6.1t

7



|b(2, X (t, %)) = b(t, X (1, )| < ¢,|1X(1,x) = X (2, )|[Mz(IDbD(1, X (£, %)) (2.5
+ M (| Db|)(t, X (1, X)),

for almost every ¢ € [0, T] and (at fixed 7) for almost every x € R?, with R = T(||b||+
1151])-

Remark 2. Notice that the compressibility constraint in the definition of regular La-
grangian flow is crucial for 2.3)) to hold almost everywhere. Indeed, for almost every
t we have that b(x) := b(t,x) € WP(R?). Then @.3) holds only if X(t,x), X(t,x) €
R?\ N,, with N, a null set. Then inequality 2.3) holds for almost every x € R since

ZLUX(t,)"(N,) < LZ%N,)=0and Z*(X(t,-)"'(N,)) < LZ*(N,) = 0.
Using 2.3):

(1) < c,g(0)'” /

~ \ p-1 i
10g<1+|X_X|> X = XU0 s Dbl X6,
B.(0)

8 14+]X - X|/6
+ Mz(|Db|)(t, X (t,x))]dx

1_ X - X1\ s
<c,g(t) ”/ log |1+ 5 [Mz(|Db|)(t, X (t,x)) + Mz(|Db|)(t, X (t,x))]dx
B.(0)

X - X\
— e [ tog (14 5SE) oo, xa s
B.(0)

. 7
Vv

®

X - X\"" 8
+c,g(t)'™" / log (1 + |5—|> M (| Db])(t, X (1, x))dx .
B,(0)

. 7
v

@

For @, applying Holder’s inequality with exponents p and p/(p — 1) yields

(3) < ¢80 75! ( /
B,.(0)

and changing variables setting y = X (¢, x) gives

1/p
[MzDb(t, X(1, x))]”dx) ,

1/p
(3) <, L < / [MzDb(t, y)]de) < ,C,, L'P11DB( | 1o, 0
ByiT bl ()

with R" = r + 3T max{||b||.||b||.,}, thanks to the continuity of the local maximal
function on L? ([9, Lemma A.2]). With this choice of R/, it is easy to see that with the
same argument we get



71
@ < ¢, oL P11DD(E, | 15,00

As for @, we clearly have:

1- X\
3 <20 / log<1+|X5_X|> |b(t, X (1, %)) — bit, X(t, %) dx.
B,(0)

First using Holder’s inequality and then changing variables as before:

Lip -
(@) < =116, ) = bt | s, 01
where we recall that R = r + T'||b|| .. Inequality (Z.4) now reads:

L\/»p

d ~
—g() <Lcc (Ll/p + Ll/p) || Db(t, ')”LP(BR/(O)) + 5

dt = Cn ||b(t, ')_b(t, ')”LP(BR(O))'

Thanks to the choice of 4, integrating in time from O to ¢ € [0, T'] we get:

gt) < C forallt €[0,T],

with C, being a constant depending on t, 7, L, L, || Db 11105,y |10l]e» 11D] ], and p,
and it can be easily seen that C, = 0 as t — 0. This means that, for every ¢t € [0, T']:

X -X P

/ log<l+| @, x) (”x)|> dx < C. (2.6)

5
B,(0)

By Chebychev inequality, for every # > 0 there exists a set K such that |B, \ K| < n
and

X(t,x)— X@ Pecr
10g<| (,X)5 (,X)|+1> <% ok
n

Then, on K:

X Cp
|X(t,x)—X(t,_x)|l’ < 5pexp m )
n

Integrating over B,
\ p v 4 d D C[p
1X(t.x) = X0l dx < n1X 1l + X1 + 0, exp (57 ). @)
B,(0)

with w, :=|B,(0)|. Choosing n = 2’C’|log 6|~ we get

Cpr\ _ p _ p _ -p/2yy = §-P/2
o (7) = (g =50 (-5 108®) = xptons™ = 6

9



so (2.7)) reads as:

/ |X (2, x) — X(t,)|Pdx < 2°CP(|| X || + || X1],,)"| log 6|7 + w,r67/%.  (2.8)
B,.(0)

Taking the p-th root, and assuming that 6 = \/ ||b—b]| L10L0(Bgoy 1S small enough so
that | log(8)]~' >> 1/8, we conclude. O

Remark 3 (The choice of 6). In the previous Proposition we assumed 6 = \/ 116 = Bl 10, Lr(BR(0))

in order to bound g(t) with a constant C, — 0 ast — 0. If instead we had chosen
8 =|b— bl L1 L0(BR0)) The proof would have still worked, with g(t) < C. In particu-

lar, it holds:
X, ) — X(t, -
log| 1+ | (~ ) t. )
116 = bl 110410800

Thanks to Proposition 2.1 we easily obtain:

<C.

Lr(T9)

Corollary 2.1. (Error of regularisation)
Consider @ the regular Lagrangian flow of a vector field u satisfying (L4), and let ®;
be the (classical) flow of us defined in @.1)). Then for everyt € [0, T]:

|| D, ) — Ds(2, ')”Lpard) S G| log([|u — uﬁllLl(o,t;Lp(w)))l_l <G| 10g(5)|_1,
withC, —» Oast — 0.

Proof. For the first inequality, use the L? estimate between regular Lagrangian flows in
Proposition 2.1l For the second one notice that denoting with B, the ball centered in 0
and of unitary radius, using Lemma 6.1}

|ut, x) — us(t, x)| =

u(t,x) — / ns(z)u(t,x + z)dz
Td

u(t, x) — / n(yu(t,x +6y)dy
B,

< / nO)u(t, %) — u(t, x + 5y)ldy
B,

S 5/ n(WIM (| Dul)(t, x) + M(|Du|)(t, x + 6y)]dy
B,
= 6M (| Du|)(t, x) + 6[n; * M(|Du)](t, x).

Take the L? norm on both sides and conclude using the Young convolution inequality
and the boundedness of the maximal operator, and finally integrating in time we have

[lu— ”5||L1(o,;;Lp(1rd)) So6 = log(||u— u,sllLl(o,t;Lp(W))) S log(6)

= | log(||u - uéllL‘(O,t;LP('ﬂ'd)))l 2 [log(d)|
= |log(||u— u5||Ll(0,t;Lp(1rd)))|_l S 10g(5)|_1-

10



We now need to estimate ||®s(2, -) — @ (7, -)|| ;5ra) uniformly in 7, but since @ is not
properly a flow we cannot use the stability estimate in Proposition 2.1l We need the
following Propositions as a key tool to treat the case 1 < p < d. As we will see later,
this will not be needed if p > d.

Proposition 2.2. (Compressibility estimate for ® )

Consider @, defined as in 2.2) with 6 = \/ At. Then 3¢ > 0 not dependent on At such
that det(V ® (1, x)) > ¢ for every (t,x) € [0, T] x T¢.

Proof. Define ®,(t, x) in [0, Af] X T as

tn+l
D, (1,x) := x+tf ugs(s,x)ds.
t

n

Notice that @ can be seen as a composition of such ®,’s, i.e. if t € [z, 1,1

Ot x) =D, —1,, D, (AL, D, (..., Dy (AL, X)))...).

Differentiating in space:

VO (t,x) =V D,(t—1,..)V.®,_(At,...)... V. D,(AL, x),
and by Binet:

det[V. @ (1, x)] = det[V. D, (1 = 1,,...)] det[V D, (A, ...)] ... det[V Dy(AL, x)].

~
~1/At times

We will uniformly bound det[V ,®,] from below, but the argument is the same for every
®; (the only difference in the definition is the time interval). We have

At
det (V,®y(A1,x)) = det (I + At f V. us(s, x)a’s)
0

At
= det(I + AtA), where A :=f V., us(s,x)ds.
0

It is known (see [[16, Chapitre I ,section 3 , equations (4) and (6)]) that

d
det(I + AtA) = 1+ At[tr(A)] + Y (AtYo,(4. ... Ay).
=2
where o; are symmetric polynomials of degree j and 4, are the eigenvalues of A. By
our definition each entry of the matrix A is bounded by ~ 1/4/Af since u; is 1/4/At-
Lipschitz, and thus [4;| S 1/4/At for every i. Then, |6;(4;,..., 4| S (At)~//%. Since
we also have that tr(A)~ = div(uz)~ € L®((0,T) x T9), there exists C > 0 such that:

d
det( + AtA) > 1 — At[div(u)"] — Z:(At)j(At)‘j/2 >1—-CAt 2.9

j=2
Multiplying ~ 1/At times such determinants we can estimate det(V,® ) uniformly
from below, and the proof is complete. L
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Remark 4. In the following we will always assume 6 = \/At. In view of the proof of
Proposition it is clear that other choices are possible. However, as we will see in

Theorem the choice of 6 = /At will be crucial for obtaining a O(\/ At) rate of
convergence if we consider a logarithmic Wasserstein distance, assuming that the space
discretization scale Ax is equal to At.

Proposition 2.3. (Injectivity and Lipschitzianity of © )

Let ®, be defined as in (2.2)) and let 6 = \/ At. Then AC,, > 0 such that

Coirlx =y S |@p(t,x) = @p(1,y)| < Cpyrlx =yl forall t € [0, T1.

In particular, ® (¢, -) is Lipschitz continuous and injective.

Proof. Consider two points x, y € T¢, with |[x—y| = #. At the first step in the definition
of @ (i.e. up to time r = At) we have, since u; is 1/4/At-Lipschitz:

A
|® (A1, x) — Dp(AL, y)| < [x -y +/ tHus(s, x) —us(s, ylds S £(1 + VA1,
0

Iterating T'/ At times we get a Lipschitz constant C,, - = exp(T /v/At), and with the

same argument we get an estimate from below with C;:T = exp(—T/\/ At). L

We are now ready to prove the following Proposition, whose proof is strongly inspired
by the proof of [28, Lemma 6]:

Proposition 2.4. (L stability estimate for ®; and © )

Let ® be defined as in 2.2)) with u satisfying assumptions (L4), and let 6 = \/At.
Then:

||¢5(t9 ) - ®E(t’ ')llLP('ﬂ'd) S C[l log(At)l_l fOr every e [09 T]a

where C, — 0 as t — 0 and ®; is the flow of uz. Ifu € L'(0,T; W"P(T%)) with p > d,
then

1@, ) = (2, M| oy S C, | log(AD|™ for every t € [0, T],

where C, — 0 ast — 0 and @, is defined as in 2.3). Moreover, if p > d the conclusion
holds even if we only require div(u)~ € L'(0,T; L®(T?)).

Proof. In the first part of the proof we will work without loss of generality with ®; with
the assumption 1 < p < d, since the argument is identical if p > d. The difference will
appear only at the end of the proof, where we differentiate the two cases. We want to
prove that

sup
t€[0,T']

log <1 + |¢5(t’ ) - ¢E(t’ )l >

<C, 2.10
At — t ( )

Lo(T4)

with a constant C, not dependent on At such that C, — 0 as t — 0. Once we prove
that, the conclusion follows as in Proposition 2.1l Notice that, by the concavity of the
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logarithm and by the fact that log(1 + x) is an increasing monotone function, for every
a, b > 0 it holds

|b—al
l+a’

In particular, let ¢ = ¢, for simplicity. We have (since the estimate is pointwise we omit
the dependence on x to keep the notation as light as possible):

log(1 + b) — log(1 + @) < di [log(l + x)] b—a| =
X x=a

log <1 + |P5(,) — (I)E(tn)|> ~ log <1 + |®s(1,_)) — (I)E(tn_l)|>

At At
< At | |®5(2,) — Pp@)| — [Ds(t,_) — Pp(t,_DI |
T Ds(,y) — P, + At At
19,0, = Bult,) = @1,) = Ppt, DI _ 1, 14505 Do) = (s, @6,
- |q)§(tn—l) - (I)E(tn—l)l + At |(I)5(tn—l) - q)E(tn—l)l + At

Iterating the estimate above up to ¢, = 0 we get by telescopic summing:

_ nel | [ ug(s, @4(5)) — (s, @ g(t;))d s
log<1+|<b5<rn) <1>E(t,,)>|> J; a5 ©5(8)) — (s, @l ol

At = Z |D5(t;) — Pp(t)| + At

J=0

n

N f,f"“ ug(s, @5(5)) — uz(s, D5(t,))ds| + | /t;f“ (s, @4(1,)) — us(s, @ (t;))dss|
|®,(1,) — @p(1)| + At

1l S (s, @p(8)) = (s, @Uds 1t [ (s, @5(1))) = us(s, Pp(t))]ds
~ |@,(1;) — PL(t))| + At 0 |D;(t;) — Dp(t))] + At '

Jj=
- - 7/

IA

~.
Il
o

IA

(.

5 5

Now, notice that by Lemma

/j+ |lus(s, @s(s)) — us(s, s(t,))|ds

J

S/J+ |@;(s) — @s(1))| [M(|Dug|)(s, @y(s)) + M (| Dug|)(s, y(1;))]d s

J

/’j+1
t.

J

[M (| Dus|)(s, @;(s)) + M (| Dus |)(s, Dy(1;))1d s

/s us(s, ®ys(s))ds

J

< IILt(sIIC,c,At/j+ [M (| Dug|)(s, @s(s)) + M (| Dug|)(s, @s(1;))]ds.

J

Then, since At/(|<I>5(tj) — @p(1,)] + A1) < 1, we have
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n-l Tj+1
@S Z/ [M (| Dus|)(s, @5(s)) + M (| Dus|)(s, @;(t;)))d s
j=0 71;
T
=/ M (| Dul)(s, <I>5(s))a’s+2/ M (| Duy|)(s, ®;(t,))ds.
0

Considering the L” norm:

T
/ M (| Dul)(s, ®5(s))ds+z / M (| Dug|)(s, @5(t)))ds (2.12)
0

Lp(T4)
T -l 1j+1
S/ || M (| Dus|)(s, q)(s(s))”uard) + Z/ ”M(lDu,sl)(S,(D(s(tj))”u(wrd)ds
0 i— i

S ”M(Dua)”Ll(or Lr(Td) ~ ||D”||L1(0T Lp(TdY)>

where in the last inequalities we used the L* bound on the compressibility to change
variables in each addendum, the boundedness of the maximal operator and Young’s

convolution inequality. As for @, we need to differentiate the case 1 < p < d and
p>d.

e If 1 < p <d, we repeat the argument above. We have

/H lus(s, @5(t;)) — us(s, Pp(t)))|ds

Jj

< ®4(1) — (1)) / " M1 Duy (5. @ (1,)) + M| Duty (s, (1 )]s,

and we can estimate |®,(z,) — @ (1)) /(|D,(;) — Pk(#;)| + Ar) < 1. Then, after
summing over j:

n—l i1
@sY / [M (| Du|)(s. @5(t,)) + M(| Dty )(s, @ (t)]ds.
J=0 “1;

After considering the L” norm the estimate goes as in (2.12). For the second
addendum, notice that by Proposition the map @, is Lipschitz and injective
(so we are allowed to change variables in the usual way) and by Proposition
the compressibility is controlled, thus the change of variables does not cause any
problem as in (2.12)) when we were dealing with ®@;, and we can conclude.

e If p > d, recall that we work directly with @, and not with ®;. In this case we use
Lemmal6.2l with p € (d, p) to get:
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/tjfw lu(s, @(t,)) — u(s, ®p(t;)|ds . |D(t)) —d)E(tj)|/tj’j+1 £ (s, ®())ds|

|O()) — Dp(t))] + At ~ |®()) — Dp(t))] + At
(2.13)
< [ s
where
f(s,x) := [M(|Du|?)(s, x)]'/? € L'(0, T; LP(T%)). (2.14)

To conclude we just need to sum over j, consider the L? norm and use the com-
pressibility estimate on ® to change variables. Notice that p € (d, p) is needed
to have | Duy(s, -)| € L?/?(T?) with p/p > 1 in order to have boundedness of the
maximal operator. Notice also that in this case we do not need any compress-
ibility estimate for @ since the argument of f is @(¢;), whose compressibility
is controlled by the hypothesis on the divergence even assuming only div(u)~ €
L'(0,T; L*(T%)), as we assumed in (I.4).

At this point, we can conclude the proof by arguing as in Proposition 2.1l with A7 in
place of 6. L

We are ready to prove Theorem 2.1} whose proof is now trivial:

Proof of Theorem[2. 1l Combine Proposition [2.1] and Proposition 2Z4lif 1 < p < d. If
p > d, we already proved this result in Proposition 2.4 O

3. Singular probabilistic approximation of p

The goal of this section is to use the results from Section 2 to approximate, in a suitable
sense that we will specify shortly, the solution p of (I.3). Let us state a standard result,
whose proof we put in the Appendix for the sake of completeness, which will be crucial
in order to exploit Theorem 2.1l for approximating p.

Lemma 3.1.
Consider a vector field u and an initial density p, satisfying (L4). Let ® be the regular
Lagrangian flow of u. Then

p(t, ) 1= D(t, )up
is the solution of (1.3).

As we mentioned in the introduction the idea is to exploit the Lagrangian representation
p(t, ) = D(t, -)up, of the solution of (L3]) by constructing a vector field @ ;. and a measure
u which approximate @ and p,, respectively, so that p.(t) := ® (¢, -),u approximates p
in some sense. Before stating the main result of this section, let us give the definition of
Wasserstein distance. For the sake of simplicitly we state this definition and some other
results in the metric space (R?, d) rather than (T¢, d), but analogous results hold also in
the latter case.
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Definition 3.1. (Wasserstein distance)
Consider u, p two positive measures in (R4, d), with d a distance, such that y(R?) =
V(R?). We define the Wasserstein distance between u and v as

W(u,v) := inf //d(x,y)dﬂ(x,y) 3.1
R4 R4

z€l(u,v)

where T is the set of measures on R X R whose marginals are y and v. If in particular
d(x, y) = |x — y|, we denote with W, the so called 1-Wasserstein distance:

W,(u,v) := inf / |x — yldzn(x, ). (3.2)
z€l(p,v) RrRd JRd
We also define a logarithmic Wasserstein distance with respect to the distance
. |x — ¥l
d,(x,y) :=log | 1+ e for some a € [0, 1] and h > 0, 3.3)

which we will denote as Wa. We will never explicitly write the dependence of d, and Wa
on h in order to have a lighter notation.

We will not use the above definition, but its dual formulation given by the Kantorovich-
Rubinstein duality theorem:

Theorem 3.1. (Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality theorem, [33])
Let p, v be positive measures with compact support on the metric space (R4, d) and with
the same mass. Then, it holds that

inf / / d(x, y)dn(x,y) = sup f)d(u = v)(x),
R4 J R4

xel'(u,v) Lip(f/)<1 J R4

where f is 1-Lipschitz with respect to the distance d.

We can now state the two main reasults of this section, which we decided to present in
two separate Theorems: one for the 1-Wasserstein distance and the other for the loga-
rithmic one. The reason is that a single statement would have been too long, and while
the proofs of both theorems are very similar we believe both of them deserve to be pre-
sented in detail. Indeed while on the one hand the 1-Wasserstein distance is far more
commonly used than the logarithmic one, on the other hand the latter is more suited to
precisely capture the rate of convergence of the method, as we will see. We recall that
the first time such a logarithmic distance was used (at least in the context of the conti-
nuity equation in the DiPerna-Lions setting) is in [29] and that in [27, 28] the authors
use such a logarithmic Wasserstein distance to evaluate the rate of convergence of their
approximation method, so we decided to use the same distance to have a clearer com-
parison. We also remark that, for the sake of simplicity, in this section we will restrict
ourselves to the case p, € L®(T“) and non negative. The non negativity assumption is
clearly not a problem: we can always split the initial datum as in its positive and negative
parts. We will explain how to deal with the unbounded case in Remark Ol As a final
note, we point out that we are forced to distinguish between bounded and unbounded
initial densities due to our choice of a uniform probability P, which will play a crucial
role in Theorem[3.2]and Theorem[3.3l With a different choice of P this issue can be fixed
and one does not need to distinguish the two cases. We refer to Remark [10 for a more
detailed discussion on the matter. Let us now state the two main results of this section:
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Theorem 3.2. (Singular probabilistic approximation of p in 1-Wasserstein distance)
Assume that u satisfies (L4) and p, > 0 and bounded, and let p be the solution of (L3).
Assume also that the domain T¢ is partitioned into sets {Q, }f\:’ | such that diam(Q,) <
Ax Vi = 1,..., N for some space discretization scale Ax > 0. Choose, for every set
Q,, a random starting point xg € O, according to a uniform probability distribution on
Q,, and define M, := /Q_ podx. Fort € [0, T] consider the measure given by:
N N
pE(t, %) 1= Z Mi%,;(r,xg) = @p(t, )y (Z Miéxg) ) (3.4)
i=1 i=1

1 1=

where X, = (X}, X3, ..., X)) and @ is defined as in @.2) with a time step At > 0 and

withé = \/Atif1 < p < d orasin 3) otherwise. Denoting with W, the 1-Wasserstein
distance defined in (3.2)) it holds that, in expected value, for every a € (0, 1):

E[W 1 (p(t, ), p(t, )] S C,[ 1og(AN| ™" + (Ax)!™* + 127" log(Ax)| 7, (3.5

with C, - 0 ast — 0. We can also estimate the variance of W,(p(t, "), p(t, X)) if
N < (Ax)74. In this case:

Var[W,(p(1, ), pp(t, %))] S C?|log(AD)| ™ + (Ax)** + 1C,| log(AD)| ™" + r*a™”| log(Ax)| ™.
(3.6)

Theorem 3.3. (Singular probabilisitc approximation of p in logarithmic Wasserstein
distance)
Consider the same setting of Theorem[3.2l It holds that, given the Wasserstein distance

~

. defined in Definition 3 llwith h := max{At, Ax} and assuming a = 1/2,if 1 < p <
d:

E[W, 5(p(t. ). p(t. %] S 1 3.7)

and if N < (Ax)™4, we also can estimate the variance as

Var[W, ,(p(t, ), p(t. %) < |log(R)|. (3.8)
If p > d, it holds that for any a« € (0, 1):

~ _ | log(h)|'”
EIW,_(p(t, ), pp(t, X)) S 1+ o (3.9)
and if N < (Ax)™4:
~ _ | log(h)|*”
Var[W,_,(p(t, ), pp(t, Xp)] S [log(h)] + ————. (3.10)
If moreover p > 2, we have that:
Var[W ,(p(t, ), pp(t, )] S 1 (3.11)

ifl <p<d, and
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log(h)|*P
+| g(h)|

Var[Wl_a(P(fa ')’ pE(t’ )_CO))] p 1 al

(3.12)

ifp>d.
Before proving Theorem [3.2]and Theorem we will need the following:

Lemma 3.2.
Let u,v be two positive measures with compact support on R? and such that p(R¢) =
v(RY). Let M, v, withi =1, ..., N be positive measures such that

N N
U= Z U,y V= Z v, and M, = u,(R?) = v.(RY) for every i.
i=1 i=1
Define also the probability measures

A, =, /M, and v, := v,/ M,.
Then

N N
W v) < ) Wnv) = ), M Wi, 7). (3.13)
i=1 i=1

Proof. First of all let us prove that for every i it holds

Wy, vi) = M W, (i, V).
By definition:

W(g,;, v;) = inf / d(x, y)dn(x, y)
R4xR4

7€l (i;, ;)

and given a sequence of measures z, realising the infimum in (3.2) with marginals f;
and v;,, Mz, will realise the infimum in (3.2) with marginals y;, v;, so

W](ﬂia Vi) = Mi W](ﬂia ‘7,' .

For every i and every € > 0 we consider z; a transport plan between ji; and v, such that

/ d(x, y)dr,(x,y) < Wi, 7) +¢/N.
R4 xR4

Then it is easy to see that 7° (= ZL M;x; € I'(u, v), since for every A, B Borel:

N N N
T (AXRY = Y Mz (AxR) = Y Mj(A) = Y u(A) = u(A),
i=1 i=1 i=1

and similarly we see that 7¢(RY X B) = v(B). Then:
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N
W(M, V) S / d(x, y)dﬂg(x, y) = Z Mi / d(x, y)d”i(x’ J’)
R4 xR4 i1 R

dXRd
N N
<Y MW7) +e= ) W, v) +e
i=1 i=1

We conclude since € is arbitrarily small. ]

Remark 5. The above lemma has an heuristic obvious “proof”. What we are doing
is simply to impose that the mass of y; is sent to v, for every i, and we minimize this
cost foreveryi = 1,..., N. Of course by doing this we are putting more constraints on
w € I'(u,v), so the inequality is just a consequence of the fact that we are considering
the infimum in on a smaller set than T'(u, v).

We are now ready to prove the theorems.

Proof of Theorem[3.2] First of all, we notice that in order to prove (3.3) we can work
without loss of generality with ®; instead of ®@ if | < p < d. By Proposition2.1] using
Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality, we have:

W (D1, )y gy Pt )ypo) < / Po(X)| D1, X) — Dy(t, x)|dx (3.14)

Td

< poll Lol 1@(t, ) = @52, )| 1o S C I 1og(d)™" = C,| log(An)| ™.

At time 7 fixed, consider X, = (x/, ..., x}') as a random variable in (T*)", B(T)V, P),
with B(T?) the Borel sigma algebra on T?,

P=P,®P, - ® Py, with P, being a uniform distribution over Q,. (3.15)

We also define pj) := p,L Q; and 5 := (p,L Q,)/ M, if M, > 0, otherwise M, = | = 0,
where uL A denotes the restriction of a measure y to the set A. In the following, each
time we consider an expected value E[-] or a variance Var[-] it will be with respect to
the probability P. We consider

Hy 2= Dyt )(pgL Q) and v, 1= My, ) = Dp(t, ) (M;6.,),

which have the same mass, so we can apply Lemma[3.2] For the moment we will work
in a fixed set Q = Q, of the partition such that M, # 0, so in order to keep the notation
lighter we will drop the subscript and in the following we will implicitly assume that
the measures are restricted to Q and normalized, also we will write x, instead of xf).
Since p(t, ) = Dy(t, -)4p,y, We need to estimate E[W (Dy(%, -)4P, 5%(,,)(0))]. By triangle
inequality

E[W (D;(2, )4y, 5<I>E(t,x0))] <E[W,(Ds(2, )Py 5<I>5(LXO))] (3.16)
+ |E[W1 (5<I)5(t,x0)’ 6<I>E(t,xo))]'
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For the first addendum in (3.16)), recalling that /Q po(x)dx = 1:

W1(®5(t, ')#P_o, 5<p5(;,x0)) (3. 17)

= sup (/ ﬁo(x)h(d)é(t,x))dx—/ﬁo(x)h(Qa(t,xo))dx>
(0] o

Lip(h)<1

S/P_o(x)m)a(t, x) — @4(t, x,)|dx.
o

Using Lemmal6.3we can consideraset K C T with |[K¢| = a™?c} A (R, @,)"| log(Ax)| ™
for @ € (0,1) such that Lip(®4(,- )L K) < (Ax)™ forevery 0 < ¢t < T. Notice
that A (R, ®;) does not depend on the mollification scale 6, since ||D, usl|p 1, <

[|D,ullpis for every 6 > 0 by Young’s inequality. Then using that |x — x| ;
diam(Q) < Ax and (3.17):

E [W(@5(2, )4ps Op1.x,)] (3.18)

1 _
< Z90) l/QnK </Qr‘.K Po(X)|Dy(t, x) — Dy(2, xo)ldx> dx,

+ / (/ Po(X)|Dy(t, x) — Dy(2, x0)|dx> dx,
ONnK OnK¢

+ / </ Po(X)|Dy(t, x) — Dy (2, xo)ldx> dxol
OnK« (0]

< (AX)l_a”ﬁol |L1(Qm<) + (Ax + 2t||ul] ) <||p_0||L1(QnKC) +

ZY0n KC))
z40 )’

where we used that

|®5(t, x) — Pg(t, xo)| < Ax + 2f||u||,, and that ||p|| ;1) = 1 by construction.
As for the other addendum in (3.16)), we have:
W1(5®5(1,X0)’ 5(I)E(I,X0)) = Sl.lp </ h(x)d5®5(t,x0) - / h(x)déq)E(t’xo)> (3.19)
Lip(h)=1 T T
< |CI)5(t, xo) —DL(1, xo)l-

So, considering the expected value:

1
[E[w1(5<1>5(t,x0)’ 5<I>E(t,x0))] < gd—@ /Q |@5(2, x0) = (2, x)|dx,. (3.20)
Then using Lemma 3.2}
N
E[W (D5, )ypg, pe(t, Xo))] < E [Z M, W, (q)(s(ta ‘)#P_é), 5(1)5(,,)())] (3.2D)
i=1
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N
Z M[E [W CD (t )#p()’ (0] (tx))]

i=1

N
ZM <(Ax)l 1 p, ”L](QinK) +(Ax+2t||u||m)||ﬁg||L‘(Q,nK")

. ZUQNK) 1
Z4Q) | 290, /Q (Pell: )= Bl x)ldx>

+ (Ax + 2t |ul| )

N
=y <(Ax>1—“||pgllu<g,nk> + (Ax + 2001l A 1o,k

i=1

+11pgl o (Ax + 2t[ul| )L (Q; N K) +1pol I / |D (1, x) — Ds(1, X)IdX>
o

S (AX)I_aHPo”U(W) + 1l pol | ko) + 110l L (K) + [1] 100 [ |@5(2, x) — (2, || picra

S (A" + [1polle

log(Ax)|™?
(tl og( px)l +C,|10g(At)|‘1> ’
(04

where we use that ||pg|| 1 xe) < [1pgllZ(K) with Z9(K¢) ~ a7?|log(Ax)| ™. We

also have

|1®@5(t, x) = @ (t, )| 11y S G| log(AD)|™! (3.22)

by Holder inequality and Proposition 2.4, and thus we have proved (3.5). We now esti-

mate the variance. By definition

Var[X] = E[X?] - E[X]%.

We will simply estimate Var(X) from above with E[X?]. First of all we verify that, in
order to prove (3.6), if 1 < p < d we can work without loss of generality with @ instead

of @. Indeed:

Wl((I)(t, ‘)#P_o, PE(t, xo))z <2 Wl(q)(t, ‘)#P_o, (I)(s(t, ')#[’0)2 +2 W1(®5(t, ')#F_’o, PE(t, -’_Co))z,

(3.23)

and by we have

W (D1, )40, Ps(t, yho)* S C7 | log(AD)| 2. (3.24)

We now restrict to working in a fixed set Q;. As we did before, we omit writing the
index i and we will denote (pyL Q,)/ M, and x; as j, and x,. It holds:

W (@y(1, )Py, 6<I)E(t,x0))2 S 2W (@4, )y Py, 5®5(I,x0))2 + 2 W, (6, x,) 5<I>E(z,x0))2-
(3.25)

For the first addendum in the right hand side of (3.23)), using (3.17)), the same choice of
K,

the decomposition in (3.18)) and the elementary inequality (a + b+ c)* < 4a* +4b* +

4c2:

21



E[W (@51, 4Bos O, 1.00)°1 S (DX 501171 gy + (Ax + 21l ol 131 ok,

(3.26)
QN K

+ (Ax + 2| |u]]|1)? 2O

For the second addendum in (3.23)), using (3.19) in expected value:

1
EIW (8o, ) 8,00) ] S S / |®5(t, xo) — P, x,)|*dx, (3.27)
Z40) Jo

< ”(I)(S(t, )_q)E(t’ )”oo
B Z4(0)

_ 2llullut
- ZY0)

The conclusion follows as in (3.13)), using (3.26)), (3.27) and that by Cauchy-Schwartz:

o

o

N N
W, (1 v) < ) MW, (. 7) = W, (v <N Y M2W, (4. 7,
i=1 i=1

Indeed

N
E[W, (B, Jypos (1. %) 1 < N Y MZE [w1 (@1, )7, 5¢E(,,x))2] (3.28)

i=1

N
SN Y M} <<Ax)2-2“||ﬁg| 2 onk) T QX +DBIG 6 ke,
i=1
(0, N K ‘ /
' + | (¢, x) — D (t,x)|dx>
Z4(Q,)? 290 Jo, © °

N
<N Z M; ((AX)Z_Zallﬂf)l |L1(Ql.) + (2(Ax)2 + 2t2)| |p6||L1(QinKC)
i=1

+ (Ax +1)?

£ QA + 201yl LK 0 0) + llpy]l / 1@, %) — By, x>|dx> |
0,

N
<N Z M, ((AX)Z_Z"IIPSIILI(Q,.) + (4(Ax)* +41)]|pol | Z (K N Q)
i=1
+ t”pOlloo/ |(I)E(ta X) - q)ﬁ(ta X)ldx> .
9

By the assumption on diam(Q,) we have M, < ||p,l|].(Ax)? for every i, and also by
assumption N < (Ax)™ , so
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E[W (®@;(2, )ypg, pE(, xo))z]
N

S loolle D, <(AX)2'2“IIPSIIL1(Q,> + 29l 2! (K ﬂQ,-)+tIIpo||Lw/
0

i=1

= |poll <(Ax)2_2a||ﬂo||Ll(w) + 2211 pol | L4 (K) +t||p0||oo/ | P (7, x) — <D5(t,x)|dx>
Td

| D (2, x) — Dy(2, x)|dx>

i

< llpollw <(Ax)2_2a||p0| |L1(1rd) + tzllpo”oogd(KC) + 1ol / | (2, x) — Dy(2, x)ldx>
Td

S 110lleo (AX* 721 pol | 1ray + 1120l 0@ 10g(AX)| P + 1C,| [ 9y || | Tog(AD| ')

and together with (3.23) and (3.24) we can conclude and get (3.6). O

Remark 6. A simple sufficient condition to impose in order to have that N S (Ax)™ is
a lower bound on the volume of the cells, i.e. |Q;| > c(Ax)? for some ¢ > 0 for every i.

Remark 7 (The role of a). We will try to give an heuristic explanation of the role of
a. It essentially takes into account the fact that one cannot estimate p(t, -) better than
a certain threshold even for small times, since we have a discretization of the initial
datum at scale Ax. We can check that if t = 0, we can consider a = 1 and estimate

W, ( Pos ZN O, ) deterministically. Indeed, let p|, be the probability distribution in Q,

. 1
i=1 "X,

defined in the statement of Theorem By Kantorovich-Rubinstein:

W, (7}, 6,) = sup ( / OBy (x)dx - / f(xo)ﬁg<x)dx>
Lip(H)<1 \Jo, 0

=/ Po(OLf (%) = f(xo)ldx < AX/ Py(x)dx,
o, o,

i

and we can easily conclude applying Lemma(3.2]

Remark 8 (The role of the expected value). If we did not consider any expected value
in Theorem 3.2 instead of (3.20) we would have had to estimate pointwise differences
between ®; and @, which we are unable to control. Indeed, while it is certainly possible
to control in a pointwise sense the difference if we allow either At or Ax to be much
smaller than the other, in the more interesting case where At = Ax = h for some h > 0,
it is not clear if a pointwise estimate holds as h — 0.

Before proving Theorem[3.3] let us remark once again why it is more precise than Theo-
rem[3.2] While before we had for every a € (0, 1) essentially the same logarithmic rate,
in this case defining 2 := max{At, Ax} the optimal rate A* for which we will be able to
estimate both the expected value and the variance will be 1/2 for 1 < p < d, while for
p > d we get better estimates. Namely, if p > d we can estimate the VNVl_a—distance, but
with constants that diverge to +co0 as a — 0. We thus do not have a sharp rate for this
case. We notice that the convergence rate of 1/2 is likely sharp if 1 < p < d (as shown
in [27] for the upwind scheme).
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Proof of Theorem[3.3] Since the relevant quantity will be 4 in the following, we can
assume without loss of generality that h = At = Ax. If 1 < p < d, we first need to
estimate W »(®(z, )ypy, P52, -)4p,) since we want to work with @; in lieu of ® with

o= \/ﬁ Notice that this will not be necessary if p > d. By Kantorovich-Rubinstein
duality

g |¢(t,X)—¢5(t,X)|
Td

Vh
|D(, -) — @y(2, )]
log| 1+
S

where we have used the estimate of Remark Bl since [|u — ;|11 S \/Z, because

<C,

< ||P0||anrd)

Lo(T4)

0= \/E Arguing as in Theorem [3.2] we restrict to working in a fixed set Q; and we will
omit the index for the moment to lighten the notation, in particular p,, x, and Q will
denote (p,L Q,)/M,, xf) and Q, respectively. By triangle inequality:

E [Wl/z((ba(ta ')#ﬁo, 5<I>E(z,x0))] <E [Wl/z(q)a(ta ‘)#ﬁo, 56)5(!,)(0))] (3.30)

+E [W1/2(5®5(z,x0)’ 5®E(z,x0))] .

For the first addendum in the right hand side of (3.30)) it holds the analogous of (3.17),
1.e.

W 5 _ |D(t, x) — D1, X,)|
Wipa( @5t )4Por O, 1) < / po(x) log (1 +— 200 )dx
)

Vh
By Lemmal[6.3 we can choose K C T such that |T¢ \ K| = 27c/ A (R, ®;)"| log(h)|™”

and Lip(D4(r, )L K) < 1/ \/Z for every . Notice that A (R, ®;) does not depend on the
mollification scale 6, since || D us|| 110 < || Du|| 1110 for every 6 > 0. Then it holds

ETW, /2@t )4P0» By 1))

1 _ |Ds(2, x) — Dy(t, x)|
< 1 1 d d
gy Lo ([ a1+ 0220200 o o,
+ / </ po(x) log (1 + D5t ) = @50 %) ) dx> dx,
OnkK OnKe¢ \/ﬁ
+ / ( / 7o(x) log (1 1+ 19500 = Dyt xo)| > dx> a’x0]
onke \Jo Vh

ZQNnK°)
Z90)

S ||ﬁo||Ll(Qm<) + | log(h)| ||ﬁ0||L1(QmK6) + | log(h)|
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where in the first addendum we used the Lipschitz estimate on @4(¢, -)L K, while for the
second and third addenda we simply estimated the logarithm as | log(/)| and used that
[12o!11(0) = 1. For the second addendum in (3.30), using the analogous of (3.19):

W 1 D, (2, o) — @ (1, )|
[E[W1/2(5<I)(t,x0), 5(I)E([,x0))] S gd—@ /Qlog <1 + 3 0 \/Z E 0 dxo.

So, estimating as in (3.21):

N
E[W, o(@5(t, ). pe(t, %o))] < E [Z (5t 4Pl 80 (,x))] (3.31)

Il
.MZ

1

1

M-

< M, <||ﬁ6”L1(QimK) + | log(h)| ||ﬁ6||L1(QinK¢‘)

gd(anK) 1 |(I)5(t,X)—(I)E(t,X)|
+|log(h)| Z40) +ffd(Q,-) /Qilog<1+ 7 )dx)

N
<y <||pg||L1<Q,.nK> + [og(m)| 1ol Z(Q, N K°)
i=1

D, (1, x) — DL(1,
oz llal1. 2@, 0 K+l | 10g<1+| 0~ Dl x)|>dx)
0 \/E

c |Ds(1, x) — Dp(t, x)|
S ol zicray + [Tog(] H1po] o, Sfd<l<>+||po||m/ 1°g<1+ : VA - dx

T4

1

1

S ||Po||L1(1rd) + 1ol (l 10g(h)|1_” + 1) <C.

Combining (3.29) and (3.31) we get (3.7). With the same estimates used in Theorem[3.2]
we can also recover the estimate for the variance. First of all, let us see thatif 1 < p <d
we can work without loss of generality with @ in lieu of ®. Indeed we can use (B.23)
and (3.29) with W1/2 to get W1/2(<I>(t VuPo» @51, )upy)* < C. We are left to estimate

1/2(<I>5(t, VuPos PE(t, X)) and by (3.25) we first estimate:

[E[Wl/z(q)g(t, DuPo> 5(I>5(t,x0))2]

2
1 _ |(I)5(t, X) - q)ﬁ(t, xO)l
< 1 1 d d
S ZiQ) /an </QK Ao °g< ¥ N > x) o
2
+ / </ po(x)log <1 + [s(t, ) = D0, x| ) dx) dx,
OnK ONnK¢ \/ﬁ
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2
+ / ( / 7o(x) log (1 L 185t 0) — Dyt x0)|>dx> dx,
onke \ Jo Vh

2 Z4(0NK°
Z40)
where in the first addendum we used the Lipschitz estimate on ®4(#, -)L K and in the last

two addenda we simply estimated the logarithm as | log(n)|. The other relevant estimate
is:

S ||ﬁo||L1(Qm<) + | 10g(h)|2 [15,] |L1(Qm<c) + | log(h)

E [w1/2(5®5(t,x0)’ 5<I>E(t,x0))2] <

2
1 |(D5(t, xo) - q)E(ta xo)l
Z40) /Qlog <l + \/ﬁ > dx,

(3.32)

| log(h) D1, X,) = D (1, x|
S 240 /Qlog (1 * NG )dxo'

Summing over j as in (3.28) we have

~

Var[W, ,(p(t, ), pp(t, Xo)] S 110l <| ol | 1vay + 11og(W 9ol 1oL (K©)

D —-®
+| log(h)| ||p0||oo/ 10g<1+| 5(1,x0) E(t,XO)|)de)
Td \/Z

S Hoolleo(2ol iray + 1ol og()*™ + [pgll, | Tog(R)])
S |log(h),

so we have proved (3.8). The stronger rate for p > d can be proved by noticing that we
do not need to first estimate (3.29) and by defining K such that

|T? \ K| < a“’c[‘;Ap(R, ®)?| log(h)|™" and Lip(®(t, )L K) < h™ for every ¢.

Every estimate works the same way, but keeping track of the dependence on a gives us
(3.9) and (3.10). Finally, if we also assume p > 2 we can keep the square in the integrand
on the first line of (3.32)), and with the same estimates as above we can conclude:

Var[W, ,(p(t. ). pp(t, Z)1 S 19l 1 11vay + ool 1< | Tog() [~

2
D.(1,x,) — D.(1, x
+||p0||m/log<1+' st X0) — D °)'> dx,.
Td \/ﬁ

Since p > 2 we can use estimate the last integral using Holder inequality and (2.10),
and we have proved (3.11). The estimate (3.12)) can be proved similarly, keeping track
of the dependence of @ on Z9(K¢). U
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Remark 9 (The case p, & L®(T?)). As already said, for the sake of simplicity we as-
sumed p, to be bounded. In the general case, one can simply estimate p, with py1, -,
with 1, denoting the indicator function of the set A. After this first approximation one
should keep track of the dependence of the estimates on K.

Remark 10 (A possible alternative choice for P). If the choice of the point xf) in the
cell Q, is not made according to a uniform distribution, but according to the probability
density function (p,L Q;)/ M,, one can verify that both Theorem [3.21 and Theorem
hold without the need to distinguish between the bounded and the unbounded cases. In
particular, we point out that the crucial technical advantage here lies in the fact that if
X, is picked according to the ad hoc probability just defined, it holds:

Mi[E[w1/2(5d>(t,x0)’5(I>E(t,x0))] = Mi/
0

_ / po(x0)10g<l | 190 x0) = @400, x0)|> i
o NG

i

D (1, - ®.(1,
ﬁo(x0)10g<1+| o Xo) £l XO)l)dxo

Vh

(3.33)

while using a uniform distribution we needed to use that M,/ %% (Q,) < ||pll. cru-
cially relying on the boundedness of p,. There are two reasons why we preferred to give
the proofs using a uniform probability distribution even though it produces less sharp
results. The first one is that a uniform probability distribution is simpler, and the second
reason is that, in many practical cases, the initial distribution is bounded and the issue
is given by the low regularity of the velocity field. We also notice that while using a
bounded density we essentially only used L' stability estimates for the flow, if we had
used the probability distribution just defined we would have really needed the full L?
stability estimate on the flows. Indeed after summing the terms like (3.33) for every i we
would have needed to use an estimate like:

/ po(x0)10g<l | 1o xo)—ch(t,xo)l) dx, <
- NG

log <1 L1500 - @4t ->|>
Vh

Thanks to the above results we can now easily prove the following, which in a certain
sense i1s a Monte Carlo-like method. For the sake of simplicity and since the arguments
would be identical, we give the result for a specific choice of Az, Ax, a and only with
respect to the 1-Wasserstein distance.

||p0||Lq(Td)

Lr(Td)

to conclude.

Proposition 3.1.

Let u, py and {Q}Y satisfy the assumptions of Theorem Moreover, assume for

simplicity a = 1/2, At = Ax = h for some h > 0 and that C,|log(h)|™' >> \/ﬁ Then,
defining

27



S, =1 ' 0
i=1

the mean of n realizations of p . (we omit to explicitly write in every p', the dependence
on X)) it holds that for every k > 1

_ C,|log(h)|~!
P (I Wi(S,(0, p(t, ) = ELS,(D]] > k1] %) < %

where C, — 0 as t — 0 and E[W,(S,(?), p(t,-))] < C, log(h)|™".

Proof. Let X, := W ,(p(t, -), p"E(t)) be a random variable with respect to the probability
P defined in (3.13). By Lemma[3.2%

WL(S,0. ) < = Wy (a0, (1, )
i=1
so by (&3)

E[W, (S, (1) p(t, )] < % D EIW, (0, 0). pt. )] S G, log(h)] ™", (3.34)
i=1

and we proved the upper bound on E[W,(S,(?), p(7, -))]. By construction the random
variables X,’s are independent and identically distributed, so by (3.6)

Var[X] < C,|log(h)|™!
. )

Var[S,(1)] = (3.35)

n
Finally by Chebychev inequality and (3.35):

_ C.|log(h)|™! _
p (lSn(o ~E[5,01] > ky/ %) <P (15,00 - ELS,0)1] > ky/Var[S,00])

1
E.

4. Diffuse deterministic approximation of p

In the previous section we showed how, in expected value, an approximation of the
initial datum by a sum of Dirac deltas, each advected by the vector field @, led to an
approximation (in expected value) of the density p(z, -) which solves (I.3). The point was
to prove that the analogue of the explicit Euler method applied to one of the simplest
(weak) approximation of the initial datum (i.e. a sum of Dirac deltas) works also in
this low regularity setting. Such an approximation however is not well suited for many
applications where one really wants a diffuse approximation of the density rather than
a singular one (for instance when there is a coupling between the continuity equation
and another equation). Moreover, we want to also present an approximation scheme
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which works deterministically. We thus consider a variation of the previous results to
cover also this important case, showing how allowing for a stronger approximation of
the initial datum and a suitable approximation of the regular Lagrangian flow ® we can
give a simple estimate both of the 1-Wasserstein distance and of the logarithmic one.
As already noted there are two major problems with the method presented in Section 3:

1. The approximation of p is a singular measure. Often one would like a diffuse
approximation of a diffuse initial datum;

2. The estimates are valid in expected value only, and this essentially is due to the
high sensitivity (at least a priori, see Remark([§]) of the choice of the points xé) €0,

A way to fix the above issues is to approximate the flow @ by performing an additional
averaging in space and to consider a strong (in L' norm) approximation of the initial
datum. In this way, estimates for both the 1-Wasserstein distance and for the logarithmic
Wasserstein distance introduced in the previous section will follow easily, as we will see
in Theorem 4.1l Let us now make these ideas rigorous.

Definition 4.1. (Definition of ® )
Assume the domain T is partitioned in sets {Q, Y- Let u satisfy conditions @4 with
p > d. For every Q, fix a point x; € Q,. Givent € (t,,t,,,) and x € Q,, we define:

tn+l _ . .
DL(1,x) 1= D(t,,x)+ (t — tn)f f u(s, ®p(t,, x,) +y — x,)dyds, “4.1)
tn Qi

where 0 = t, < t; < - < ty, = T is a partition of [0, T with t, ., — t; = h for some
h > 0and ®.(0,x) = x Vx € T9. In order to keep the notation as light as possible, we
omit explicitly writing the dependence of ® . on h.

Before proving the stability estimate between ® and ® ., we believe it is convenient to
explicitly explain what the idea behind the definition of ®, is and what approximation
of p it can yield. Since the argument does not depend on the particular element of the
partition, we drop the subscripts. Consider a point x € Q. In the time interval [0, A],
such a point is transported by @ . to

h
@E(h,x):x+/ fu(s,y)dyds:x+v.
0 (0]

This translation by v is applied to every point in Q, so in the first time step we are just
translating Q by the vector v = foh fQ u(s, y)dyds. Let O := Q + v. In the second
time step, we have defined @ so that it is constant on Q and it acts on Q by translating
it by thh fQ u(s, y)dyds . Indeed, consider ¥ € Q. There exists x € Q such that
X =®g(h,x) =x+v € Q. Then for every X € Q:

2h
®,.(2h,x) = D (h,x) + / f u(s,®,(h,x)+y—x)dyds
h 0

2h 2h
=)~c+/ fu(s,y+u)dde=5C+/ fu(s,z)a’zds=5c+w
h 0 h 0
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with w not dependent on X. This is, in a sense, the same thing we have done when
defining @ . The difference is that while with @, we were only integrating u in time
(when p > d) and we kept the space variable fixed, here we also average over some
translation of Q. To sum up, if we partition the initial datum as:

N N
Py = ZpoLQ,- = Zpg,
i=1 i=1

the proposed approximation of p(z, -) via @ will simply be:

N N
[D(t,Vapo = D[Pt Vuph = ) pi(x = Pt x))).
i=1 i=1
We now prove the stability estimate between ® and @ ..

Proposition 4.1.

Consider {Q,.}l.]i1 a partition of T? such that diam(Q,) < h for every i, for some h > .
Let u be a vector field satisfying (L4) with p > d and let ® be defined as in Definition
Then it holds that:

”(D(t, ) - (_DE(t, )l |LP S C[l log(h)l_l
withC, = Oast — 0.
Proof. We mimic the proof of Proposition 2.4l with @ . in place of ® .. We recall that the

following is a pointwise inequality, which holds for every x, x, € Q with Q € {Q, }l.]i :
and for this reason we write ®(7), ® .(¢) in place of (7, x), D (1, x). We have that:

log (1 + |D(2,) —hCDE(fn)|> —log <1 n | D, ) —th)E(tn_l)|>

< h | |@(t,) — Pp(t,)] = |9, ) = Pp(t, )] |
T @, ) = Pt I+ h h
< |D(,) — Op(t,_) — (Pg(t,) — Ppt,_))I

|D(,_1) = Pp,_)|+ h

‘f,tl u(s, ®(s)) — (fQ u(s, @, ,x,) +y— xo)dy> ds

|D(t, ) —Dp(t, )| +h

For the sake of readability, we denote:

h;(y) = d_)E(tj,xo) +y — x,.

By telescopic summing, just like in Proposition 2.4, we end up having:

(4.2)

log <1 4 |D(,) —hCDE(tn))I

> - ‘ [ (s, @(5)) = (£ uts. By )y ) ds
<

j=0 |(I)(tj)_(i)E(tj)| +h
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] /,]ff“ u(s, d(s)) — u(s, d(t)))ds| +

3
|

S us, (1)) = (£, u(s, by () ) ds

< =
= (1) = @, (1) + h
1 5 s, D) — s, e s et 7 [uts. @1 - (fQ u(s,hj(y))dy>‘ds
< - - + - .
2 Tow it [©(;) — Byl +

5 5

As we will see, we will get estimates which are independent of the specific Q. The term
@ can be estimated exactly as in Proposition[2.4l As for @, we use that diam(Q) < h,
so arguing as in (2.13):

s, (1) = £y us, i, DAY |uCs. (1) = us. b (y)dy
|D(1,) = DLt + h = (1)) = Pp(t)| + h

g £o 1) —h,(»ldy

"D = et +h

4.3)

£(5,0(1,) < f(5,D(1)),

where we used the anisotropic estimate of Lemmal6.2] f defined as in (2.14)) and for the
last inequality the fact that for every y € QO:

|D(t;) — h,(»)| < |D(;) = Pp(t)] + |y — xo| < |D(;) — Dp(t)] + A 4.4)
We conclude that

@t ) — D, -
sup 10g<1+ ) ( )|> <C,
t€[0,T] h Ip
with C, — 0 as ¢t — 0 arguing as in Proposition 2.4] and given this bound on the L?
norm we can conclude as in Proposition 2,11 O

Remark 11 (The restriction p > d). The anisotropic estimate of Lemma is crucial
for our proof of Proposition and that is the reason why we only considered the case
p>d. If 1 < p <d we do not have such an estimate, and we cannot estimate @ using
Lemma Indeed, contrary to what we could do with @, we cannot change variables
when using ®, since it is clearly not injective. A more refined argument may solve the
issue for 1 < p < d, but this will need further investigations.

We can now prove the following.

Theorem 4.1. (Diffuse deterministic approximation of p)

Consider a partition {Qi}f\:’1 of T4, an initial density p, and a vector field u such that
diam(Q,) < hforevery i and u satisfies (L4) with p > d. Then, given ® ;. as in Definition
K. 1land a function py such that ||py — pol| i gy < € for some € > 0, it holds that

W, (p(1, ), [ (1, )]45y) S max{C,|log(h)| ™", €}.
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Consider Wl the Wasserstein distance defined in Definition[3. llwith a = 1. It holds that

W, (p(t, ), (D (1, ))yBy) S max{C,, | log(h)|e}.

Proof. By triangle inequality we have

=p(t,")
- f_/;\ - - -
Wi (p(t, ), [Pp(t, )]spy) < W (D, )upy, [Pr(t, )upy) + W ([P L, )]upgs [P, )]upp)-
4.5)

We can estimate the second term with ||p, — py||,1 < € and the first one with

/ pol @ — q_)Eldx < ||Po||m(1rd)||q) - q_)E”Lmrd) S Gl 10g(h)|_1
T4

by Proposition 4.1l As for the estimate for VNV1 , it follows in the exact same way. We
just notice that 1-Lipschitz functions on T¢ with respect to the distance d,, defined in
(3.3) with @ = 1, are uniformly bounded by ~ |log(h)| so we estimate the second ad-
dendum in (4.3) (with VNV1 in place of W) with | log(h)|e, implicitly using Kantorovich-
Rubinstein duality. In the same way we can estimate the first addendum with:

N _ | (1, x) — DL(t, x)|
W (®(t, )upy, [Pp(t, )]upy) < /d po(x)log <1 + > dx

T h
< ||Po||m(1rd) 10g<1+ n £ S ¢
LP(T4)
by Proposition 4.1}, and the proof is complete. O

We remark that the method presented above is very easily implemented numerically and
parallelizable. Moreover, it provides a better rate of convergence for the logarithmic
Wasserstein distance than the one proved in [27], having A in the denominator in the

logarithm rather than \/E We finally remark that such an improvement in the case
p > d is in accordance with what we proved in Theorem [3.3

Remark 12 (A CFL condition). In Section 3 we worked essentially in a mesh-less set-
ting, and the partition {Q, }f\i | had the only role of providing an approximation of the
initial datum by selecting a Dirac mass with suitable weight inside each Q,. We had
either a situation where both the time step At and the space discretization scale Ax
contributed to the total error separately (Theorem [3.2)) or a situation where we gave
estimates with respect to the maximum of the two (Theorem[3.3)). In particular, we never
had to assume any particular relation between At and Ax. In Theorem instead we
need a CFL condition in order to have a stability estimate for ® . Indeed, compare the
proofs of Theorem[2.1land of Propositionid. 1l In Theorem2.1lthe At in the denominator
was used to estimate @ in @.11). In Proposition the same quantity in the denom-
inator is needed in the estimate of @ in @.3) via the use of (A.4). In this situation, it
is clear from that considering a spatial discretization of order Ax we can assume
h = Ax. But at the same time we estimate @ in @.2) the same way we did in (2.1)), and
for this reason we need At/Ax S 1.
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Remark 13 (Weak vs. strong approximations of p,). In Section 3 we worked with a
sum of Dirac deltas which approximated, in a weak sense, the initial datum p,. Choos-
ing such a measure was very natural, since we wanted a “true” approximation method,
in the sense that it is truly implementable in a computer. Indeed in Section 3 we used
@, which is not locally constant in the space variable, so the only possibility was to
use measures concentrated on points. In section 4, working with ® . which is locally
constant in space, we are more free to choose the initial datum, and actually we can
compute the push-forward of every initial datum p, as we explained after Definitiond. 1)
In TheoremE_Tlwe imposed that p,, approximated p, in a strong L' sense, so it is natural
to wonder if the same result holds only assuming p, to be a measure approximating p,, in
a weak sense (for instance, one could consider p,, to be a sum of Dirac deltas just like in
Section 3). Given W the Wasserstein distance with respect to some distance d, in order
to estimate W(p(t,-), [P (1, ))upy) = W(D({, )upy, [P (2, )]up,) we crucially rely on
the triangle inequality. Namely, we need to estimate either W(®(t, -)4p,, P(t, -)up,) o1
W([D (1, upos [D (1, )wpo). The problem is that, to the best of our knowledge, in gen-
eral such distances can only be estimated with the L' norm of the difference between p,
and p,. If f is a Lipschitz function it actually holds that W(fyu, fsv) < Lip(f) W(u, v),
however neither ® nor ®, are Lipschitz. And even if we previously approximated u
with some Lipschitz function i, the Lipschitz constant of the flow of ii would depend
exponentially on both Lip(ii) and on the time t, which is clearly not ideal.

5. Final discussion, questions and future perspectives

We conclude by briefly summing up the results obtained, pointing out some questions
and future possible research directions. In our paper, we proved a novel stability esti-
mate between the regular Lagrangian flow of a vector field u with Sobolev reglarity in
space and an approximation of such flow via a (sort of) explicit Euler method. We gave
two approximations of the flow, i.e. ®, and ®, for which the same stability estimate
holds. We used that the solution p of the continuity equation (I.3)) is representable as
a push-forward of the initial datum p, via the regular Lagrangian flow ® of u to ap-
proximate it using our approximations @, and @, of ® and different approximations
of the initial datum p,. In section 3 we used @ to approximate ® and a sum of Dirac
deltas to approximate p,. In this setting, we proved that the Dirac deltas, advected by
® ., approximate p in suitable Wasserstein distances. However such an approximation
holds only in expected value, since a priori it strongly depends on the choice of the Dirac
deltas.

Question 1. Is the estimate truly valid in expected value only, or it can be made deter-
ministic if h = At = Ax is small enough?

In section 4, we used a different approximation @, of ® and a strong approximation fj,
of p, in L' norm to prove a deterministic estimate. However, due to technical reasons
in our proof of Proposition 4.1l we can prove that the crucial estimate on ||®D(7, ) —
@ (1, -)|| Lore) holds only assuming p > d.

Question 2. Does the stability estimate on ||®(t, ) — ®(t, )| Lo(ray also hold for 1 <
p<d?

33



Moreover, as already said in Remark we do not know if a strong approximation of
P, is truly needed in Theorem 4.1k

Question 3. Does TheoremHd 1lhold even assuming to have as an initial datum a measure
po approximating p,, in a weak sense (for example in some Wasserstein distance)?

Of course, it is totally possible that a better explicit approximation of @, that has nothing
to do with either @ or ®, and for which there are no issues like the ones we just
described above, exists. For example, in [§] we are considering an approximation of ®
based on the #-method, which however for 8 # 0 is implicit. To conclude, we highlight
possible future research directions. While numerical approximation methods for the
continuity equation (see (4, 3,17, 27,128,34]) and recently advection diffusion equation
([24]) have received some attention, more general situations where there is a non linear
coupling between the density and the velocity field seem less studied. In this direction
we cite [17], whose results can be applied also to some non linear systems. However,
a limitation of the available methods is a certain “rigidity" with respect to the mesh
which seems somehow unavoidable (see [[17, Example 1.1]) when using an explicit finite
volume scheme (we recall [28], where they do not need a cartesian mesh, but using an
implicit upwind finite volume method). For this reason the mesh needs to be either
cartesian (as in [27]) or at least satisfy some additional conditions (as in [[17]), which
may be problematic in some situations. Our method does not need any assumption on
the mesh other than an upper bound on their diameter and, eventually, a lower bound
on their volume. Moreover it is easily parallelizable, but it only provides weak stability
estimates in Wasserstein distance.

Future challenges could be the approximation of the solution of coupled systems without
relying on any particular structure of the mesh, or developing methods based on the
Lagrangian point of view of (I.3)) that approximate the solution p in a stronger topology,
and for this reason we think that our point of view could be useful in such a task.

6. Appendix

We list here some results used in the above sections. We point out that the following
results are stated in R?, while we have worked in T¢. This is not a substantial problem
since the estimates are of local nature.

Lemma 6.1. (/31])
Let f € BV (R?). There exists a negligible set N C R? and a constant ¢, > 0 such that

|f () = FW)] < ¢,lx = y|(M,Df(x)+ M,;Df(y)) for x,y € R \ N with |x — y| < 4.
Lemma 6.2. ([7, Lemma 5.1])
Let f € WP (RY) with p > d. Then

| £ () = FW < ¢g,lx = YIIM (DS for every x,y € R?.

Lemma 6.3. (/9, Theorem 2.1 and Proposition 2.3])
Let b be a bounded vector field belonging to L'(0, T; W'P(R?) for some p > 1 and with
div(b)~ € LY(0,T; L*(R%)). Let X : [0,T]1 x RY - RY be a regular Lagrangian flow
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for b. Let L be the compressibility of the flow as defined in Definition[[.1l Define the
quantity:

Xt x)— X(¢ p 1/p
A (R, X) = l/ <sup sup f log <1+ | X (1, x) (’y)|>dy> dxl .
B(0) \0<i<T 0<r<2R J B (x) r

It holds that A,(R, X) < C(R, L, || D,bl| 1)) Moreover for every € > 0 and every
R > 0 we can find a set K C Bg(0) such that | Bg(0) \ K| < € and for every t € [0,T]
it holds

cqA,(R, X)
51/1J ’

Lip(X(¢,-)L K) < exp (
where c; > 0 is a dimensional constant.
We finally report the proof of Lemma[3.1}

Proof of Lemma(3.1l We give for granted both the uniqueness of the solution of (I.3)
and the existence of ® (see [11], [9]), so we need only to verify that p satisfies (1.3)), i.e.

T
/ / p(0, +u- V. Edxdt + / Po(X)E(0, x)dx = 0 for every & € C¥([0,T) x T%).
o J1¢ T¢

Indeed by definition, denoting with (-, -) the duality pairing:

T
(0,p + div, (up), &) = / / (0,p, &) + (div(pu), &)dxdt.
0o Jra

Now:
T T T
/ (0,0, &)t = [pE]" — / podt = —py(x)E(0, x) — / po&di
0 0 0
and
/ div(up)édx = —/ pu-V Edx.
Td Td
So p solves (L3)) if

T
0 =(d,p + div_(up), &) = — / oE(0, x)dx — / / p(0,& +u -V Edxdt.
Td 0 Td

Applying the push forward formula in the second integral, since p(t, -) = D(t, -)4p,:
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T
/ / plo,& + (V. & -u)ldxdt
0o Jre

T
=/ / pol0,&(t, @(1, x)) + V., &(t, P(1, x)) - u(t, (1, x))]d xd1
0 T4

T d T J
:/0 /W Po(x>g(f(f, (@, x)))dxdt = /W po(x) </0 E(f(t, (8 x)))dt> dx
== / po(x)E(0, x)dx,

Td

and we conclude. [l
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