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An Analog of the Rothe Method for Some Ill-Posed
Problems for Parabolic Equations
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Abstract

The classical method of Rothe proves existence and uniqueness theorems for
initial boundary value problems for parabolic equations using the explicit finite
difference scheme with respect to time. In this method, an elliptic boundary value
problem is investigated on each time step. On the other hand, time dependent
experimental data are always collected on discrete time grids, and the grid step size
cannot be arranged to be infinitely small. The same is true for numerical studies.
Therefore, it makes an applied sense to consider both unique continuation problems
and coefficient inverse problems for parabolic equations, which are written in the
form of finite differences with respect to time and without allowing the grid step
size to tend to zero. This leads to a boundary value problem for a coupled system
of elliptic equations with both Dirichlet and Neumann boundary data, which is
somewhat similar to the Rothe’s method. Dissimilarities are named as well. Two
long standing open questions are addressed within this framework. A specific applied
example of monitoring epidemics is discussed. In particular, a numerical method
for this problem is constructed and its global convergence analysis is provided.
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1 Introduction

The method of Rothe uses the explicit finite difference scheme with respect to the time
t € (0,T) for proofs of existence and uniqueness theorems for the initial boundary value
problems for parabolic Partial Differential Equations with the Dirichlet boundary condi-
tion. For each grid point t; € (0,7") one solves the resulting Dirichlet boundary value
problem for the corresponding elliptic equation. Then the grid step size is allowed to
tend to zero. Since the initial condition is known, then these problems are solved sequen-
tially starting from {¢ = 0}. This method was originally proposed by Rothe for the 1—-D
parabolic equation [29]. We refer to the works of Ladyzhenskaya [21], section 1 of Chapter
2] and Ventzel [32], in which the method of Rothe was applied to proofs of existence and
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uniqueness results for the initial boundary value problem with the Dirichlet boundary
condition for the quasiliniear parabolic equation in the n—D case, also, see [22] section
16 of chapter 3] for a short explanation. The Rothe’s method was successfully utilized by
Timonov [31] to numerically solve a coupled physics (hybrid) inverse problem of conduc-
tivity imaging, which, however, is significantly different from problems considered in this
paper, and this causes a significant difference between [31] and our approach.

Problems considered in this paper have applications in, e.g. heat conduction [I],
medical optical imaging [9] and monitoring of epidemics [20]. We consider the unique
continuation problem (UCP) for a nonlinear integral differential equation with a parabolic
operator in it and a coefficient inverse problem (CIP) for a parabolic Partial Differential
Equation (PDE). It is well known that any CIP is nonlinear. It is also well known that
both these problems are ill-posed in the sense of Hadamard. Furthermore, unlike the
conventional case of the UCP for a parabolic PDE, Volterra integrals

/(...)dT (1.1)

0

are involved in our UCP, and the initial condition at {¢t = 0} is unknown. The question of
stability estimates for our CIP is reduced to that UCP, and the presence of integrals (L))
is essential in this case. The absence of the initial condition being combined with the
presence of the Volterra integrals ((ILT]) in our UCP causes a long standing open question,
which is not addressed at the moment. Our goal here is to address this question within
our approximate framework. This framework has a clear applied sense.

We are motivated by an observation that the time dependent experimental data are
always collected at discrete grid points of time ¢ € (0,7") with a fixed grid step size h,
which cannot be made too small. The same observation is true in the numerical studies.
Therefore, it makes an applied sense to consider UCPs and CIPs for parabolic equations,
assuming that the conventional t—derivative is replaced with finite differences, in which

h > ho > 0, (12)

where an arbitrary number hg is fixed. We call this "¢—finite differences” (TFD) frame-
work. We address two long standing open questions for the above problems within the
TED framework. We point out that all stability estimates of this paper as well as the
numerical method are obtained only within the TFD framework.

A similarity between the TFD framework and the method of Rothe is that the TFD
framework reduces the corresponding UCP/CIP for the parabolic equation to a set of
boundary value problems (BVPs) for a system of coupled elliptic equations. However,
the problem arising in the TFD framework is more complicated that the one in the
Rothe’s method. Indeed, since the initial condition is unknown in the TFD case, then one
cannot solve those elliptic BVPs sequentially. The second dissimilarity is that boundary
conditions for those BVPs are both Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions on a
part of the boundary rather than only the Dirichlet boundary condition of the method
of Rothe. The third dissimilarity is that Volterra integrals (ILI]) are not involved in
the original Rothe’s method. The fourth dissimilarity is that our condition (2] is not
imposed in that method.

Since the initial condition is unknown in our case, then we treat all elliptic equations
of the obtained BVP simultaneously rather than sequentially, as in the original Rothe’s



method. More precisely, first, we apply to each equation of our system a Carleman
estimate for the elliptic, rather than for the parabolic operator. Then we sum up resulting
estimates. This way we obtain our desired results.

Let 2 C R™ be a bounded domain with a piecewise smooth boundary 0€2. Let I" C 0f)
be a part of this boundary, I' € C®. Let x € Q be the spatial variable. Denote

Qr = Q% (0,T), Sp =00 x (0,T), Ty =T x (0,T). (1.3)

Hence, 7 is the time cylinder, and St is its lateral boundary.

The UCP for a parabolic PDE is the problem of finding the solution of this equation,
assuming that both Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions at a part I'y of the
lateral boundary St are known. These are the so-called “lateral Cauchy data”. Currently
Holder [12) [16, 18, 24] and Lipschitz [34] stability estimates are obtained for this problem
only in the domains like ' X (0,7 — o), where o € (0,7/2) is an arbitrary number and
Y C Q is a subdomain, although the Hélder stability estimate of [33, Theorem 3.5.1]
does include {t = T'}. In [7, [I5] logarithmic stability estimates in the entire domain Qr
are obtained: in [15] the lateral Cauchy data are given on the entire lateral boundary S,
and in [7] they are given only on I'y.

However, all results mentioned in the previous paragraph are obtained only in the case
when Volterra integrals (ILT]) are absent. On the other hand, if they are present, and the
t—derivative is regular, then the questions of uniqueness and stability for corresponding
UCPs remain open even for the domains like €' x (0,7 — o) for quite a long time since
the publication [8]. We note that the presence of these integrals is important for CIPs,
see sections 4,7-9.

The first long standing open question we address here within the TFD framework
is the question about Holder and Lipschitz stability estimates for the above nonlinear
UCP in the semidiscrete domains of the form €’ x (0,77, in which only grid points of
the interval [0, T] with the grid step size h are counted. This question is addressed for a
general nonlinear integral differential equation, in which a nonlinear parabolic operator is
present along with the integrals (ILT). The initial condition is unknown, however.

A typical CIP for a parabolic PDE is the problem of the recovery of an unknown
x—dependent coefficient of this equation, given the lateral Cauchy data as well as the
solution u (x,t) of this equation at a certain moment of time tg € [0, 7). There are many
known results about stability estimates and uniqueness of these CIPs. We refer to, e.g.
[12, 16, [18], 34] for some of them. These publications use various modifications of the
method of the paper [§], in which Carleman estimates were introduced in the field of
CIPs. However, it is assumed in all these works that ¢y # 0. The single exception is a
special case when the CIP can be reduced to a similar CIP for an associated hyperbolic
equation [I6] 18], and then the “hyperbolic version” of the technique of [§] can be applied,
see, e.g. [12] [16] 18] for this version. However, since that reduction requires the inversion
of a modified Laplace transform [I2, formula 9.2.1], [16, formula (3.36)], [24] formula
(7.131)] and since this inversion is highly unstable, then only uniqueness theorems are
obtained this way, rather than stability estimates.

Therefore, the second long standing open question we address here within the TFD
framework is the question about Holder and Lipschitz stability estimates for CIPs for
parabolic PDEs in the case when the lateral Cauchy data are combined with the initial
condition at {t = 0}. We reduce this question to a linear version of the above UCP and
then derive our estimates from those for the UCP.



Finally, we demonstrate the performance of our technique for a specific applied exam-
ple. More precisely, we use the TFD framework to prove Holder and Lipschitz stability
estimates for a CIP of monitoring epidemics using boundary measurements. A system
of three nonlinear coupled parabolic equations is involved. We provide both Lipschitz
stability estimate and a construction of a globally convergent numerical method for this
problem. This is a version of the so-called convexification method. Another version of
the convexification for this problem was developed in [20], where the lateral Cauchy data
were combined with the data at t = to > 0, which is unlike our case of t =ty = 0. In this
paper, however, we use the TFD framework to develop a new version of the convexification
method for that CIP with ¢5 = 0.

The convexification method allows one to avoid the well known phenomenon of mul-
tiple local minima and ravines of conventional least squares cost functionals for CIPs
[3, 10, ?, 27]. More precisely, the convexification replaces the local convergence of the
conventional numerical methods for CIPs with the global convergence, see Remark 9.1
about the global convergence property. The development of the convexification was orig-
inated in [?, [I4] and continued since then, see, e.g. [2| 4, Bl 6, 7, 17 18, 19, 20] for some
references.

In particular, some versions of the convexification method for CIPs for parabolic PDEs
were constructed in [I7), 20], [I8, chapter 9] for the case when the lateral Cauchy data are
complemented with the data at ¢t = t5 > 0. As mentioned above, in this paper tq5 = 0.
A notable feature of the convexification method of this paper, which was not the case of
other above cited references, is that the penalty regularization term is not involved here.
We carry out convergence analysis of the version of the convexification method, which is
presented here.

All functions considered below are real valued ones. In section 2 we introduce the
t—finite differences. In section 3 we introduce statements of our UCP and the first CIP,
which we call CIP1. In section 4 we present the TFD framework for CIP1. In section
5 we formulate two Carleman estimates and prove one of them. In section 6 we prove
Holder and Lipschitz stability estimates for our UCP. In section 7 we formulate Holder
and Lipschitz stability estimates for CIP1. Actually theorems of section 7 easily follow
from theorems of section 6. In section 8 we first formulate our CIP of monitoring of
epidemics using boundary measurements. This is CIP2. Next, we reformulate CIP2 in
the TFD framework and formulate Lipschitz stability estimate for so reformulated CIP2.
That estimate easily follows from one of theorems of section 6. In section 9, we formulate
the convexification method for the TFD framework for CIP2 and provide its convergence
analysis.

2 t—Finite Differences (TFD)

2.1 Sets and spaces

Consider the partition of the interval [0, 7] in k& > 3 subintervals,
O=to<ti <..<tp1<t,= T, ti —ti_1 = h, 1= 1, e k. (21)

Denote
k
Y = {ti}i:O . (2.2)



Define semi-discrete analogs of sets (L3) are:
th:QXK SthzaﬂxY, P/LT:PXYV. (23)

Similarly, for any set ¥ C R”
Upr =¥ xY. (2.4)

Therefore, any function defined on W, 1 is actually a (k + 1) —dimensional vector function,
w(z,t) = (u(z,to) ,u(z,ty),..ou(z, ty)" for (z,t) € Uy (2.5)

Let m € [0, 3] be an integer. We now define some spaces associated with vector functions
ZH). Let ¥ C R" be either a bounded domain or a hypersurface such that ¥ € C3.
Then, using ([2.4]), we set

1/2
O™ (Tnr) = S s llulom(g, ) = (Z!\u“ lem >) R

1/2
H™ (Ur) = qut ullgm(w, ) (Z [u(z, t:) IIHm(aJ)) < 00

In particular, C° (ﬁh,T) =C (ﬁh,T) and H° (U, 1) = Ly (U),r) . Recall that T C 90, T €
C3. We set

(2.6)

1/2
H™ (Tar) = ull g, ) <ZHU (@, t3) [z ) <o, (2.7)
We set
=" Uj’:l an, an € 03, anh,T = 8]9 xY. (28)
Using (Z3) and (24]), we set similarly with (27

u: ||u||Hm(Sh’T) =

1/2
Hm (Shj) - > i
= (HUHE’"(MT) + Z Z || (:E,tl)H?{m( ;1) < 00

j=1 i=0

(2.9)

Remarks 2.1.

1. It is well known that when discussing questions of existence and uniqueness of ini-
tial boundary value problems for parabolic equations, spaces like C*'", C?rrer+e/2 2
are conventionally used, where r > 1 is an integer and p € (0,1), see, e.g. [22]. How-
ever, since we do not discuss these questions here and also since we are interested in
stability estimates for our ill-posed problems within the TFD framework, then we will use
spaces C" in the continuos cases and spaces (2.8), (2.7), (2.9) in the semi-discrete cases.
Furthermore, even though in some of our stability estimates we will use H* (Q, 1) of so-
lutions of our resulting BVPs, we will still assume that the lateral Cauchy data belong to
the spaces H* (Up.r), H* (Sp.r) . By trace theorem, the latter can be guaranteed if requiring
the H3 (Qy, 1) —smoothness of those solutions.

2. It 1s well known that minimal smoothness assumptions are minor concerns in the
field of CIPs, see, e.g. [26] and [28, Theorem 4.1]. Therefore, they are also minor concerns
here.



2.2 t—finite differences and discrete Volterra integrals

We now define t—finite differences f] (¢) of the function f (t) € C*[0,T] on the discrete
set (2I0). We set
[ (i) = f(tia)
8h,tf (tl> - 2h

Expression (2I0) is valid for interior points t; of the grid (21]). Temporary allowing
h — 0", we note that it is well known that the second order approximation accuracy
O (h?) is delivered by ([ZI0). In addition, we also need the finite difference derivatives at
the edge points tg = 0 and ¢, = T. It is easy to verify that the following two formulas
deliver the second order accuracy at to = 0 and at ¢, =T :

3f (to) —4f (t1) + f (t2)

ci=1,..k—1. (2.10)

O f (to) = o , (2.11)
Onaf (1) = 3/ (tk) —4f (;2—1) +f (t-2) (2.12)

Remark 2.2. [t is an important observation for our method that values f(t;) at all
points t; € Y are involved in the right hand sides of (2.10)-(212).

We also define the discrete Volterra integral of the function f (¢) via the trapezoidal
rule, which gives the O (h?) accuracy,

/de _ gz;(f (o) + f (1), €Y, i=1,..k (2.13)
0 h o
/de —0,i=0. (2.14)
0 h

Thus, formulas ([213]), (2.14) define discrete Volterra integrals for all ¢; € Y, where the
set Y is defined in (2.2)).

3 Statements of Problems

3.1 Unique continuation problem for a nonlinear integral differ-
ential equation
We now formulate the unique continuation problem for a nonlinear integral differential

equation in the TFD framework. Let the vector function v € C? (ﬁh,T) . Introduce the
vector function P (u,z,t),

P(u,z,t5) =
ts ts
/qu (x,7)drdr | /u /8htu x,T) , (3.1)
0 h 0 h

re, t,eY s=0,.



The nonlinear integral differential equation with discrete Volterra integrals (213), (2.14)
In it 1s :
Opru (z,ts) =
—F(umzmj,VuuP(uxt)xt), (3.2)
,)=1,...,n, x€Q, t; €Y,

where the function F (y,z,t,) € C* (RN x Q1) , where N is the total number of argu-
ments in the vector y, which includes all terms with all components of the vector function
u € C*(Qr), its derivatives and discrete integrals in (B1)), [B2).

Let p# > 0 be a number. We impose the following conditions on the function F'

OF (y,x,t)  OF (y,x,t,)

iae, (@rts)  Dime, @ity Y E R V(@ L) € Vi g =1om, (33)
oF t,

plel” < a(y—’(x))é &5, VEER", Wy € RN V¥ (z,t,) € Q. (3.4)
i,j=1 $z$1 ) s

In the specific case of B3), B4), ts,4, (¥, 1) means the coordinate of the vector y € RY,
which corresponds to .., (7,ts) in [8.2). Obviously conditions B.3), (3.4) are analogs
of the ellipticity conditions. Hence, we call the operator F' in ([B.2) “nonlinear elliptic
operator in €, r”. Problem (B.1))-(8.3) is exactly the Unique Continuation Problem. We
are interested in stability estimates for this problem.

Stability Estimates for UCP BI)-(B.5). Given notation (31l), suppose that
two vector functions uy (z,t5),us (2,t5) € C? () (see Remarks 2.1) are solutions of
equation (3.3) with the following lateral Cauchy data at Ty r -

Ui vy = Gio (2,ts), O |ry o= gin (2,ts), t, €Y, i=1,2, (3.5)

where [ is the outward looking unit normal vector at I'. Assume that conditions (3.3) and
(3-4) hold. Estimate an appropriate norm of the difference uy — uy via certain norms of

differences g10 — g2,0 and gi11 — g2.1-

3.2 A Coefficient Inverse Problem

Let @« = (ay,...,,) be a multii-index with non-negative integer coordinates. Denote
lof = oy + ... + ay. Let DY = D1 Dg2... D3 be the differential operator. For any vector
€=(&,....6,)" € R set €2 = £91..£% Consider functions aq () for || = 2 and a, (x, 1)
for |a| < 1 satisfying the following conditions

a”(x)—aﬂ( x), i,j=1,...,n; z€Q,

pl€f? < Z a;j (2) €5, Vo € Q, V€ €R™, (3.6)
|or|=2
a, € CH(Q) for |af =2, Hachl(ﬁ) <a°

(o, Oray € C (QT) for o <1,

3.7
laallo@,y < D: 19aallem,y < D for |a < 1. (3.7)



Here a° > 0 and D > 0 are certain numbers and a;; (z) are just different notations of

a, () with || = 2. The first two lines of ([B.6]) are linear analogs of conditions (B.3)), (B.4]).
Consider the linear elliptic operator of the second order L with its principal part Ly,

Lu = Z o (2,t) DSu = Lou + Lyu,

la] <2

Lou = Z aq () DSu, (3.8)
|a|=2

Liu = Z o (z,1) Du.
o<1

Consider the parabolic equation with the initial condition at {t = 0} and lateral Cauchy
data at I'p,

uy = Lu, (z,t) € Qr, (3.9)
u(z,0) = f(x), (3.10)
U |rp=po (), Ou |r.=p1(x). (3.11)

Coefficient Inverse Problem 1 (CIP1). Let coefficients of the operator L satisfy
conditions (3.0). Let ag be a fired multi-index, |og| < 2. Suppose that a coefficient
(oy = Qoo (T) of the operator L in (3.8) is unknown, whereas other coefficients as well
as right hand sides in (310) and (311]) are known. Suppose that we have two pairs of
functions (uy, a1 ,4,) and (Uz, as.4,) satisfying equation [(3.9) with the same initial condition
[B10), where functions uy,us € C* (Qr) (see Remarks 2.1). Assume that

Ui [rp=pio (z,t), Ou; |rp=pia (2, 1), i=1,2. (3.12)

Also, assume that

D2 (2)] > ¢ in (3.13)

where ¢; > 0 is a number. Estimate an appropriate norm of the differences u = u; —
Ug, oy = Q1,00 — U2,0, Vi@ certain norms of differences py = p1o—p20 and p1 = p1.1 —P21-

4 The TFD Framework for CIP1 (3.9)-(3.13))

For any two pairs of numbers (b, d;), (ba, ds)

bldl - b2d2 - ’gdl + gbg,

(4.1)
b:bl—bQ, d:dl—dg.

Hence, using ([39)-(312), (A1) and notations of the formulation of CIP1, we obtain

Uy = LWU + Gy, (z) Duy, in Qf,
T (r0) =0 (12)
U |rp= po (v,t), Ot [r,=p1(7,1),

where L(V) is the operator L in (3.8), in which the coefficient a,, (z) is replaced with

a1.0, (7). By 310), BI3) and (£2)
u (x,0)

ey () = Doy (4.3)



Denote
w(x,t) =uy (z,t) . (4.4)

Then w € H? (7). The second line of ([f2)) implies:

t

u(x,t) = /w(:c,T) dr. (4.5)

0

Next,
t

g (2,0) =w(z,0) =w(x,t) — /wt (x,7)dr. (4.6)
0
Thus, ([B:8) and ([£2)-(Z0) lead to the following BVP with the lateral Cauchy data:

t
wy = LWw + Z Orag (x,1) / DSw (z,T)dr+
0

o<1

t

% w (z,t) —[wt (x,7)dr |, (2,t) € Qr, (4.7)
w |FT: at’ﬁO (IL', t) s 81'11] |FT: 8{?51 (l‘, t) . (48)

Thus, we have transformed problem ([4.2]) in BVP (4.1, (A8]), which does not contain
the unknown function a,, (x) but has Volterra integrals. Likewise integral differential
equation (A7) does not have an initial condition at {t = 0} . We are ready now to rewrite
@D, () in the TFD framework.

The TFD Framework for the Problem of Stability Estimates for CIP1: Let
condition (313) be valid. Estimate the vector function v € H* (Q,r) via vector functions
On.tPo (z,t5) and Opp1 (z,ts), assuming that the following conditions ({{.9), ({.10) hold:

ts
Oaw (z,t5) = (LWw) (z,t,) + Z (Ontaa (x,ts)) /D‘;w (x,7)dr | +
0

|| <1
ts (4.9)
+ (D2 (O rug (x,t5))) (Do f (:1:))_1 w(x,ts) — /&L,Tw (x,7)dr ,
0 h
reQ, tyey,
W |r, = Ohebo (2, ts), Qw |, .= Oy (2, ts), ts €Y, (4.10)

where Volterra integrals are understood as in (213) and (2.1]), see Remark 2.2. Thus,
BVP (4.9), (4-10) is a special linear version of UCP (3.3)-(33). In addition, estimate
the function Gq, (x)
- w(x,0)
U (7) = DR (2]’ x €. (4.11)
Formula (@IT]) is obtained from ¢—finite differences analogs of formulas ([A.3]) and (4.4]).
The boundary data (AI0) are incomplete since one might have I" # 0€). Hence, we will
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use (AI0) for the Holder stability estimate. However, for the Lipschitz stability estimate
we need complete data at S, r. Thus, along with (£.I0), we will also consider the following
boundary data:

W |8, »= Onebo (,ts) , Qw |s, = Oneb1 (2, ts) - (4.12)

5 Two Carleman Estimates for Elliptic Operators

5.1 Domains

Let Ay, Ay > 0 be two numbers. Denote T = (x4, 73, ..., 7, ) . Suppose that the part ' € C?
of the boundary 0f2 is:

I'={z:2;=w (@)} C 0N, where T € {|T] < A},

weC3(|T] < A) andlet Q C {x; >w (@), T€ {|7] < A1}}. (5.1)

Change variables as
(l‘l,f) <~ (IL‘ll =T —W(T/Al),T,:T/Al). (52)

For brevity, we keep the same notation for (x,7’) and 2. Then by (&) I" becomes:
I'={z:2,=0,|7] < 1}. Since the domain {2 is bounded, then it follows from (5.1 and
(52) that we can assume that Q C {z; € (0, A4y),|7| < 1}. Changing variables again
r1 < ) = 21/ (2A,) and again keeping the same notation for z; for brevity, we assume

below that
QC{zr:2,€(0,1/2), |z7| <1},

D= {z:a =0,z <1} C 9. (5:3)
Define the function 1 (x) as
Y(x)=x —1—@—%1 (5.4)
S Ty '

Let A > 1 and v > 1 be two large parameters. Define the Carleman Weight Function
¢ () as [24, section 1 of chapter 4], [I8] formula (2.66)]

P (2) = exp (207" (2)) . (5.5)

Let v € [0,1/2) be an arbitrary number from this interval. Define the domains G, G,, as:

—2
T 1 3 3
G:{$Z$1>0,$1+%+Z<Z}:{ZL'1>O,’(/J(ZL')<1}, (56)

2
1 3
sz{x:xl>0,x1+@+—<——7}:{x1>0,w(:p)<§—7}. (5.7)

2 4 4
By B.3), E.6) and B.1)

G, C Gforvye(0,1/2), Gy =G,

aco. (5.8)
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It follows from (5.6) and (5.7) that the boundaries 0G and 0G,, of the domains G and
G, are
0G = 0,G U LG,
0.G = {l‘l =0, |T| < 1} =T,
G ={x1 > 0,4 (z) = 3/4},
0G, = 01G, U LG,
hG,={z, =0,z]° /2 < 1/2 -},
82ny = {.Tl > O,Ip(ﬂf) = 3/4 —"}/} .
Hence, 0,G, is such a part of the level surface of the function ¢ (x), which is located in
the half space {z; > 0}.
Remark 5.1. Thus, we assume below that (5.3) holds and keep notations (5.4))-(29).
It follows from (Z1) and the transformation (53) that the results below are applicable to
quite general domains 2.

(5.9)

5.2 Carleman estimates

There exist two methods of proofs of Carleman estimates. The first one is using symbols
of partial differential operators, see, e.g. [I1], sections 8.3 and 8.4], [I2, Theorem 3.2.1]. Tt
comes up with formulations of Carleman estimates, which include only certain integrals.
Although this method is both elegant and short, it assumes zero boundary conditions of
involved functions. Hence, it does not allow to incorporate non zero boundary conditions.
The second method uses space consuming derivations of pointwise Carleman estimates .
As soon as a pointwise estimate is derived, it is integrated over an appropriate domain,
Gauss formula results in boundary integrals, which, in turn allow to use non-zero boundary
conditions, see, e.g. [16], [I8], sections 2.3, 2.4], [24], section 1 of chapter 4], [34]. Hence,
we formulate pointwise Carleman estimates first and integrate them then.

Carleman estimates for elliptic operators are usually derived from their counterparts
for parabolic operators under the assumption of the independence on ¢ of all involved
functions. Keeping this in mind, there are two types of Carleman estimates for elliptic
operators. In the first type only the tested function and its gradient are estimated. This
kind of estimates allow one to work with non-zero Dirichlet and Neumann boundary
conditions. In the second type, estimates of second order z—derivatives are incorporated
as well, although with a small parameter 1/\. In this case one can work only with the zero
boundary conditions. These two types of Carleman estimates are formulated below. It
is well known that Carleman estimates are formulated only for principal parts of Partial
Differential Operators and do not depend on their low order terms, see, e.g. [I8, Lemma
2.1.1].

Theorem 5.1 (the Carleman estimate of the first type) [24, Lemma 3 in section 1 of
chapter 4], [18, Theorem 2.4.1]. Let the domain S be as in (5.3). Let Ly be the principal
part of the elliptic operator in (38). Assume that conditions (F4) are satisfied. Then
there exist sufficiently large numbers Ao = Ao (Q,a°%, p) > 1 and vo = vy (G,a’ p) > 1 and
a number C = C (Q,a° p) > 0, all three numbers depending only on listed parameters,
such that the following pointwise Carleman estimate is valid with the CWF ¢, , (v) defined

(Lou)® ¢y, > CAv [Vul* ¢y, + OX V™ 202, |, + div Uy,
U] < CXAR™72 (IVul® + u?) o, (5.10)
VYA > X, Vv > v, Vo € G, Yu e C? (Q).
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In Theorem 5.2 we incorporate second order derivatives of the function u in estimate
(5I0). It is convenient to set in this theorem v = vy.

Theorem 5.2 (the Carleman estimate of the second type). Assume that conditions
of Theorem 5.1 hold. Fix v = vo(Q,a% u). Then the Carleman estimate (5.10) can be
modified as:

(LQU)2 o > (C/A) Z uiiijO,\,quF

i,j=1
+ON | Vul? oy, + CXu2py,, + div Uy + div Us,
UL < CX® (|Vul* +u?) ¢y (5.11)

|Us| < (C/A) [Vul Y [thaie; | 92000
ij=1

YA > Ao, Vo €0, Yue O (Q).

Proof. By Theorem 5.1 we need to prove only the involvement of the second deriva-
tives and the estimate in the fourth line of (5.I1]). We have:

2
(LQU) 903\,1/0 = Z Z aijaksumimjumkxsgoiyo- (512)

ij=1k,s=1
In addition, we have:

a'ija'ksua:ixjuaﬂkxsspg\,uo -

- (aijaksuﬂﬁiﬂﬁjuﬂ%w%\,uo)% - aijaksuxixjxsu$k¢§\,U0 - (aijaksspg\,uo)ggs Ug;z; Uz, =
= (aijaksuﬂﬁixjuﬂ%(pi,uo)xs - (aijakswg\,uo)ggs u$il'ju$k+

+ (_aijaksumixsumkwg\,yo)% + (aijaksuarimsuxk@iyo)xj + a'ija'ksumixsumkxjspg\,yo-

(5.13)

It was proven in [23], formula (6.12) of Chapter 2] that

n n n
Z Z aijaksumixsumkmj Z ,U2 Z uilm] (514)

1,7=1k,s=1 i,j=1

Hence, (24), (50), (512)-(EI4) and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality imply:

(Low)* ry > C Y U2, 0r0 — CN [Vul* 0y, + div T,
W . (5.15)
< ¢ |vu| Z ‘umzm]‘ SOA,VO'

ij=1

2

Divide both formulas (£I5) by d\ with an appropriate number d = d (2,a°, 1) > 0 and
sum up with (5.10) setting there v = vy. Then we obtain (5.11]). O

Remark 5.2. [t is clear from (510) and density arguments that the integration
of these pointwise Carleman estimates over the domain G makes the resulting integral
estimate valid for all functions u € H?(G), and in the case of [L11) for all functions
u e {ue H?*(G): Vu=0on dG}.
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6 Holder and Lipschitz Stability Estimates for the
Unique Continuation Problem (3.1])-(3.5)

Theorems of this section address, within the TFD framework, the first long standing open
question formulated in Introduction.

6.1 The first Holder stability estimate

Theorem 6.1 (the first Holder stability estimate). Let My, My > 0 be two numbers.
Consider the ball
D(M)={yeR":|y|<My,i=1,.,N}, (6.1)

where a special role of the vector y € RY is explained in the paragraph below {332). Let
”F(y,x,t)HcQ(m)Xc(gw) < M. (6.2)

Let condition (1.2) be valid. Let the domain G be the one defined in (2.8) and the domain
Q2 be the one in (3.3). Assume that conditions (3.3) and (3-4) hold, where Q is replaced
with G. Given notation (31), let two vector functions

uy (z,t) ,us (z,t) € C* (Gur) (6.3)

are solutions of equation (3.2) in Gy r with the lateral Cauchy data (33) at Ty, r. Assume
that
||ui||02(ah,T) S Mla L= 17 2. (64)

Denote
U=wup — Uz, Jo = 91,0 — 92,0, 91 = g1,1 — 92,1 (6.5)
Let § € (0,1) be a number. Assume that

H§0|’H1<Fh,T) <0 and H?l”LQ(Fh’T) <. (6'6)

Norms in ([6.8) are understood as in (2.7). Choose an arbitrary number ¢ € (0,1/6).
Then there exists a sufficiently small number 61 = &1 (M, Mo, u, G, T, hg,e) € (0,1) such
that the following Holder stability estimate holds:

@51 () < Cr (1+ [Tl 1)) 67, W0 € (0,6, (6.7)

where the number p; = py (My, Mo, i, G, T, hg,e) € (0,1) and the number
Cy = Cy (My, My, 1, G, T, hg,e) > 0. Numbers 1, p, and Cy depend only on listed pa-
rameters. In addition, problem ([31), (Z23), (33) has at most one solution u € C* (G, 1) .
Remark 6.1. Below C7 > 0 denotes different numbers depending only on the above
listed parameters.
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Proof of Theorem 6.1. It follows from (3.3]), (6.3) and (6.3]) that norms in (6.6])
make sense. Using (2.13), (2.14) and (6.4]), we obtain

ts
max,, cy /Ww@ﬂw < Cu,
0 h C(ﬁ)
ts
max,, ey /ﬁm(arndf <o s
0 wllo(a )
ts
max;, cy /|8h7tui (x,7)|dr < C1 My,
0 wlle(@)
i=1.2,

where integrals are understood in terms of (ZI3) and (ZI4). Note that by (&.4), (£.0)

and (0.7
Gs. # @ and ¥ () € (1/4,3/4 — 3¢) in Gi.. (6.9)

Subtract equation (B.2)) for the vector uy from the same equation for u;. Using (B.1) and
the finite increment formula, we obtain for the vector function w :

g (,t,) = Z bij (,t) Upya, (2, t5) +

ij=1
+ 5740 (@) @, (2, t) + dS (2,8,) T (@, t,) +
j=1
n ts ts
T _ 6.10
o>t @ o, i) i ( [amnar) O
a 0 h 0 A

ts
+dé3) (x,t5) /8;17,5@ (x,7)dr | , 2 € G, ts €Y,
0

h
u ‘Fh,T: ?0 ('r? tS) 9 ﬂfl'l |Fh,T: _gl <x7 ts) ) tS S Y7 )
where I is given in (B.3]). It follows from (6.1))-(E4]) that in (G.I0) vector functions
(s)

) 1(0O . . _ <

b €0 @)s il [ oy <20 o

t,7=1,...,n; r=0,....,n; s=1,2,3.

In addition, it follows from (B.3)) and (B.4]) that

bij(x,ts) = bji(w,1s), (x,t5) € G,
- 12
ple? <Y big(at) €85, (wt) € G (6.12)

ij=1
Denote

LY @ (2,t,) = Y bij (0,t) Upya, (2,8,), =0, ...k, x € Q. (6.13)

ij=1
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It follows from (2.I0)-(ZI2) that the function @ (z,ts) / (2h) is involved two times in the
left hand side of (€I0) for each s = 0, ..., k, also, see Remark 2.1. Hence, using (Z10)-

[Z14), (1), ([€10), (611) and (6I3), we obtain the following inequalities:
k
L) (3 (v C1Y (VU (z,t))| +[a(2,t)]), € G; tjt, €Y. (6.14)
=0

Consider a cut-off function y, (z) such that

- 1in ng,
X () € C*(G), x.(z) = 0 in G\ G, (6.15)
between 0 and 1 in G\ Ga..

The existence of such functions is well known from the Analysis course. Denote

vz, t;) =x. (2)u(x,t;), (v,t;) € Gur. (6.16)
It follows from (B9) and (6.I5) and (GI6) that
v (z,t;) = 0 in a small neighborhood of 0,G. (6.17)

Multiply both sides of ([6.I4]) by x. (x), keeping in mind that by (€13 . () > 0 in G.
Use:
XUz, = Uy — (Xa) = Ug; — (Xa)xi u,
Xeﬂl'ill?j = U:m:vj - (Xa) T umz - (Xa)ml umj - (X&‘)mimj u

Hence, using the last line of (G.I0) and (6.I6]), we obtain

L) (v (2 C1 Y (IVo (. t))] + |v (2, 1)])

=0
+C1 (1 — x. (x (Z |V (x

v |Fh,T Xa( )90 (ZL‘ 13 )’ Uy |Fh,T

(6.18)

M;r

| (.’L‘,Q)‘) , T € G, tj,ts € Y,

<.
Il
o

((Xs)xl EO + Xayl) ({L‘, ts) .

Square both sides of each inequality (6.I8)), use Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and then
multiply both sides of the resulting inequality by the function ¢, ,, (), where ¢, , ()
is the CWF (&3] at v = vy, where vq is the number chosen in Theorem 5.1. We obtain

k (L9 (0 (2,1,))]" o, (2) <

O Y (IVo (@, )1 + v (2,8)) o, (2) +

=0 (6.19)
FOL (1 =X (@) Y (V1) o+ (2, 85)[7) s ().

reG; ttseY.

It follows from (GI1)-(6.13) that we can apply the pointwise Carleman estimate (5.I0) to
the left hand side of (6.19). Integrate each of those estimates over the domain G, using
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Gauss formula, the second line of (5.I0) and (6.I7). Then sum up the resulting estimates
with respect to the index s =0, ..., k. We also note that by (£.3)-(5.6)

max @, . (r) = exp (2\ - 47°). (6.20)
G
Let Ag be the number of Theorem 5.1. We obtain for all A > )\
exp (2 - 4) (G0l 1,0y + 19210, ) +

k
+/(1 — X (7)) (Z (I (2, ;)" + Iﬂ(xatj)|2)> Pwe () da+

a 3=0
/Z V0 () + [0 (1)) g () di > (621
G I= Ok
3 S (90t 4 o ) o o) e
G J=0

Note that by @€I5) 1 - . () = 0 in Go. and by @B [3oll(r, ) + 171121, ) < 20"
Choose Ay = Ay (My, My, 11,2, T, hg,e) > Ao depending only on listed parameters such
that C1A;/2 > 1. Hence, using (G21]), we obtain

exp (2 - 40 - \) 6%+
k

Z V@ (2, 5)* + [T (2, 45)) @a, (@) dz >
=0

G\Giae
> O\ /Z Vo a:t)| +)\2\U(5’7t>|)%uo( )dz > (6.22)
GJO
> CiA /Z V@ (2, t;)° + N @ (2,4)[7) or,, () dz, YA > Ay
G3E]O

The last line of (6.22)) is less or equal than its third line since the first line of (5.8)) implies
that Gs. C G. Also, we use @ instead of v in the last line of ([6.22)) due to Next, by (5.0)
and (5.7
1/4 < (2) < 3/4 — 3¢ in Ga.,
3/4—2¢ < () <3/4, in G\ Gae.

Hence, using (&), we obtain

O (1) > p[2)\ (3/4 — 35V "”1 in Gs., (6.23)
Py (1) < exp [ (3/4 — 2¢) 0] in G\ Go..
Denote
§=¢&(My, Mo, 1, Q, T, ho,e) = [(3/4—32)™"" — (3/4—2¢)""] > 0.
Hence, (6.22) and (€23)) lead to
||g||§{1(G35’h7T) < Cpexp (2) - 470) 62 4 Cye=2 ||g||§{1(cw) VA > AL (6.24)
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Choose A = A (9) such that
exp (2X - 470) 6% = 72,

1 1
A=In (?) = e (6.25)

Hence, we should have 6 € (0,d;), where the number §; = §; (M, My, 1, Q, T, ho, &) €
(0,1) is so small that In (6;7) > A;. Using (623) and (6.23), we obtain

Hence,

[l e,y < O (L4 [llgi g, ) 675 V8 € (0,64), (6.26)
(Gacnr) (Gnr)

__ &
T @

The target Holder stability estimate (6.7)) follows immediately from (6.26]) and (6.27]).
To prove uniqueness, we set § = 0. Since the number ¢ € (0,1/6) is an arbitrary one,
then ([6.7) implies that @ (z,t) = 0 in the entire domain Gj . O

€ (0,1). (6.27)

6.2 The second Holder stability estimate

While Theorem 6.1 is about an estimate of the H' (G3. 5, r) —norm of the function @ (z,t),
we now estimate in this subsection a stronger H? (G, ,77) —norm of this function. To do
this, we use the Carleman estimate of Theorem 5.2 instead of Theorem 5.1.

Theorem 6.2 (the second Hélder stability estimate). Assume that all conditions of
Theorem 6.1 hold, except that now (6.3) is replaced with

uy (z,t) ,us (z,t) € C* (Gur) (6.28)
and (6.4) is replaced with estimates in stronger norms
HEOHH?(F,L’T) <6 and ||§1||H2(Fh,T) <9, (6.29)

see Remarks 2.1. Norms in ([6.29) are understood as in ([2.7). Keep notations (6.3).
Choose an arbitrary number € € (0,1/6). Then there exists a sufficiently small number
0o = 09 (M1, Mo, 1, G, T, ho,e) € (0,1) and a number py, = py (My, My, 1, G, T, hg, ) €
(0,1) such that the following Holder stability estimate holds:

[l (e, oy < O (L4 [llgi g,y ) 6720 V8 € (0,65), (6.30)
(Gacnr) (Gnr)

where the number Cy = Cy (My, My, i, G, T, ho,e) > 0. Numbers ds, p, and Cy depend
only on listed parameters.

Proof. By (6.28) norms in (6.29) make sense. Keeping in mind (5.3)) and (5.9,
consider the following function w (z,t) in Gp, 1 :

u(x,ts) =u(x,ts) — Gy (T, ts) + 219, (T, 1s) , (x,ts) € Gpr. (6.31)
Then the last line of (G.I0) implies:

u |Fh,T: axl |Fh,T: 0. (632)
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Taking from (6.31)) w = u + g, + x1g;, substituting this in the first four lines of (6.10]) and
then turning the resulting equation in the inequality, we obtain similarly with (G.14)

k
L (u (x,t Z (IVa (z, t))| + |u(x, t;)]) +

+C Y ZZ\D;@ (z,t;)], € G; tj,t, €Y.

laj<2 j=0 i=0

(6.33)

Next, we proceed similarly with the proof of Theorem 6.1, except that we apply the
Carleman estimate (B.I1) of Theorem 5.2 instead of (B.I0) of Theorem 5.1. It follows

from the third and fourth lines of (5.11]), (€I7) and (6.32]) that boundary terms will not
occur when using Gauss formula, also, see Remark 5.2. Then, using (6.29), we obtain a
direct analog of ([6.26]), (627), in which, however, norms HHHHl(Gh ) and Hﬂ”Hl(GSEhT)

are replaced with ||u]| 12 ) and ||| 12(Gye ) respectively. Next, the use of (€31]) leads

to (6.30). O

6.3 Lipschitz stability estimates

We now replace the domain G of Theorems 6.1 and 6.2 with the domain €2 and recall that
by (B8) G C Q. We also assume now that the lateral Cauchy data are given on the entire
lateral boundary S, r of the semi-discrete time cylinder €2, r instead of the part I', r of

Shr, see (2I)-2.4) and (E.3).

Theorem 6.3 (the first Lipschitz stability estimate). Assume that conditions (I.2),

(28), (23), (61) and (63) hold. Given notation (31), let two vector functions
uy (@) ,up (2, t) € C* (Qr) (6.34)

are solutions of equation (3.2) in Qur and Tpp in (33) is replaced with Sy 1. Assume
that conditions (6.4) hold, in which Gy is replaced with Q. Keep notations (G3).
Then the following Lipschitz stability estimate is valid:

Il 0 0y < Co (18001510 + 19l (50.)) (6.35)

where norms in H' (Sp.r), Lo (Shr) are understood as in (2.8)-(29). The number Cy =
Cy (My, My, 11,2, T, hg) > 0 depends only on listed parameters. In addition, problem
Proof. By (6.34), (2.8) and (2.9) norms in the right hand side of (6.35) make sense.
Below Cy > 0 denotes different numbers depending only on the above listed parameters.
Similarly with the proof of Theorem 6.1, we obtain the following analog of inequality

E.14):
k
L) (5 (2 CoY (VU (z,t))| + [U(z,t)]), x € Q; tj,t, €Y. (6.36)
j=0

In addition,
|Sh T g07 8['11/ ‘Sh T gl' (637)
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Square both sides of each inequality (6.36)), apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, then mul-
tiply by the function cpiyo (), where vq is the number of Theorem 5.1, then integrate
over the domain 2 and apply Carleman estimate (5I0). In doing the latter, use Gauss
formula to div U; and use the estimate for |U;| in the second line of (5.10). Then sum up
resulting inequalities with respect to s = 0, ..., k. Using (6.20) we obtain for all A > A,

14 - 2 2 2
exp (- 4) (1G5, + 19112, 5,0 ) +

+/Z \Va (x,t;) | +|u(xt)|)90>\,y0($)dl‘2

o J=0
k

/ (VT (z,t; D+ N[ (z,t)] )(p)\m () dz, YA > Xo.

(6.38)

q J=0

Choose Ay = Ay (M7, My, 11,2, T, hg) > Ao depending only on listed parameters such that
Cy)A2/2 > 1. Hence, using (6.3]), we obtain

exp (2470 - \) (||§0||§{1(5”) + ||§1||ig(sm)> =z

> Cy [ S (9B )+ 1)) (), Y22 0

o J=0

(6.39)

Next, it follows from (53), (5.4) and (E3) that 3, () > exp (2A(4/5)") in Q. Hence,
(639) implies

Co 1) < X0 A (4 = (4/5))] (10 5,0y + 121250 )+ YA > Ao

Setting here A = Ay = Ay (My, Mo, 1,2, T, hg) and recalling Remark 6.2, we obtain the
target estimate ([6.35]). O

Theorem 6.3 ensures the Lipschitz stability estimate (630 in the H' (Q7) — norm.
We prove in Theorem 6.4 a similar estimate in the stronger H? (€, 7) —norm. Similarly
with Theorem 6.2, we should use in this case Carleman estimate (5.11]) instead of (5.10).
This is because (B.IT]) contains derivatives of the second order.

Theorem 6.4 (the second Lipschitz stability estimate). Assume that conditions of
Theorem 6.3 hold. Suppose that boundary functions

90,91 € H? (Sh.r) (6.40)

(see Remarks 2.1) also that there exists a vector function p(x,t) € H? (O 1) such that

p |ShT 90> 81]9 |ShT 91,

||p||H2(Qh,T) <B (HgOHH?(Sh’T) + ||gl||H2(Sh’T)> , (641)

where the number By > 0 is independent on functions o, Gy, and norms in (0.41) are
understood as in (2.0)-(2.9). Keep notations (6.1). Then the following Lipschitz stability

estimate holds:
[l 2 (0,.r) < Cs (1ol 5,) + 1Nz, ) (6.42)
where the number Cy = C3 (My, My, By, i1, 2, T, ho) > 0 depends only on listed parameters.
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Proof. In this proof C5 denotes different positive numbers depending on the above

parameters. By (28), (2.9) and (€40) norms in the right hand sides of (6.41]) and (6.42])
make sense. Using the first line of (6.41]), and similarly with (G.31)) consider the following

function w :
u(z,ts) =u(x, ts) —p(x,ts), (@, ts) € Q. (6.43)
Then the first line of (G.41]) implies:

U |, = 00T |5, »= 0. (6.44)

Substituting @ = u + p in the first four lines of (€I0) and turning the resulting equation
in the inequality, we obtain the following analog of ([6.33])

M»

L) (@ (x,t,))| < C5 Y (VU (2, t))] + [ (2, 8;)]) +

Il
o

J

+ngZ|Dpxt , x €t ts €Y.

|a|<2 =0

(6.45)

Square both sides of each inequality (6.45]), apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, then multi-
ply by the CWF ¢, ,,, (), apply Carleman estimate (5.11) and then integrate the resulting
inequality over the domain €2, using Gauss formula. It follows from the third and fourth
lines of (BI1) and (644]) that boundary integrals will not occur. Summing up resulting
estimates with respect to s = 0, ..., k, using the second line of (€.41]) and (€43 and pro-
ceeding similarly with the part of the proof of Theorem 6.3, which starts from (6.38]), we
obtain the target estimate (€.42). O

7 Stability Estimates for CIP1 in the TFD Frame-
work (4.9)-(4.12))

Theorems of this section address, within the TFD framework, the second long standing
question formulated in Introduction. We do not prove Theorems 7.1-7.4 since the TFD

framework ([9)-([I2]) is just a linear case of UCP ([B2)-(B1). Following (Z10) and (£12),

denote
qo (l’, t) = ah,tﬁo (l’, t) , 41 (l’, t) = 8h,tﬁ1 (l’, t) . (71)
Then
w |r, .= qo (z,t), Ow |r, ,= q1 (,t) in the case [EID), (7.2)
w ‘Sh,T: Qo (x,t), Qw ‘Sh,T: ¢ (x,t) in the case ([AI12). (7.3)

Theorem 7.1 is an analog of Theorem 6.1. Recall Remark 5.1.
Theorem 7.1. Assume that in conditions (3.8), (313), (4-9)-(4-11), the domain
is replaced with the domain G of ([54), and in so replaced conditions ({{.9)-(4.11), the

vector function w € H?* (Gyr). Let conditions (I3), (7)) and (7.2) hold. Suppose that
conditions ([3.7) are replaced with

(o, Oy € C (ﬁhj) for o] <1,

74
laalle(, ) < Ds N0nstallo@, ) < D for faf < 1. (74)
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Let § € (0,1) be a number. Assume that the following analog of (6.8) is valid:
HQOHHl(rh’T) < 0 and ||Q1||L2(rh7T) < 0. (7.5)

Choose an arbitrary number € € (0,1/6). Then there exists a sufficiently small number
03 = 03 (a®, D, pu, G, T, c1, ho, ) € (0,1) such that the following Hélder stability estimates
hold:

ol gy < Co (1 Il g 1) 07 ¥ € (0,65). (7.6)

laoll (e ) < Co (14wl e, ) 8% V6 € (0,65) (7.7)
(Gaenr) (Gnr)

where the number ps = p3 (a®, D, u, G, T, c1, hy,€) € (0,1) and the number Cy = Cy (a°, D, i, G, T, c1,
0. Numbers d3, p; and Cy depend only on listed parameters. In addition, problem ({.9)-
[{-11) has at most one solution (w,ds,) € H* (Ghr) x Ly (G) . Also, there exists at most
one vector function (w,Ga,) € H* (Ghr) X Lo (G) conditions (£.9)-({-11).
Theorem 7.2 is an analog of Theorem 6.2.
Theorem 7.2. Assume that all conditions of Theorem 7.1 hold, except that estimates
(7-3) are replaced with estimates in stronger norms,

9011, ) < 0 a0 s,y <

see Remarks 2.1. Then estimates (7.6) and (7.7) become:
lollga () < Co (14 Il g, ) 07 V8 € (0,65).

ool oy ) < Co (1 0l (g ) 8745 96 € (0,05),

where the number p, = py (a®, D, i, G, T, c1, ho,€) € (0,1) depends only on listed parame-
ters.
Theorem 7.3 is an analog of Theorem 6.3.

Theorem 7.3. Assume that conditions (12), (238), (34), (313), (#9), ({-11),
#-13), (23), (71), (7.3) and (74) hold and the vector function w € H* (Qr). Then

there exists a number Cs = Cs (a°, D, u,Q, T, c1,ho) > 0 depending only on listed param-
eters such that the following Lipschitz stability estimates hold:

[l () < Cs (H%Hm(shj) + qul\LQ(Sh,TQ , (7.8)
Zaollaer < C5 (Iaolzs 5,0 + 115,09 ) - (7.9)
In addition, problem ({{-9), {{-11), {{-13) has at most one solution (w,dy,) € H* (Qp1) X

Ly (€2) .

Theorem 7.4 is an analog of Theorem 6.4.

Theorem 7.4. Assume that all conditions of Theorem 7.3 hold. Suppose that func-
tions qo,q1 € H* (Sn1) (see Remarks 2.1). In addition, assume that there exists a vector
function p(x,t) € H? (Qnr) such that

ﬁ\sh’T: q0, 8lﬁ|sh,T= qi,
15012 0, < B2 (laoll o) + Il s (5,.r) )
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where the number By > 0 is independent on functions qo,q1. Then estimates (7.8) and

(7-9) become:

ol ) < Co (ol + N2 (50.0) )
@aall ey < Co (I0llr2 (5, p) + N1l a5, )

where the number Cs = Cq (a®, D, 1, Q, T, c1, By, ho) > 0 depends only on listed parame-
ters.

8 An Applied Example: Temporal and Spatial Mon-
itoring of Epidemics

8.1 The CIP of monitoring of epidemics

Let ©Q C R? be a bounded domain modeling a city where an epidemic occurs. Let S be the
number of susceptible patients, I be the number of infected patients and R be the number
of recovered patients in this city. Traditionally this so-called SIR model is governed by a
system of three coupled Ordinary Differential Equations (), which was originally proposed
by Kermack and McKendrick in 1927 [I3], also, see [25] for this system. However, this
system describes only the total number of SIR patients in the affected city at any moment
of time. To obtain both spatial and temporal distributions of SIR populations, Lee, Liu,
Tembine, Li and Osher have proposed a new model, which governs hose distributions via
a system of three coupled nonlinear parabolic PDEs [25].

It was noticed in [20] that coefficients of this system, which describe infection and
recovery rates, are unknown. Hence, a CIP of the recovery of these coefficients was posed
in [20] and a globally convergent numerical method for it, the so-called convexification
method, was developed analytically and tested numerically in [20], also, see Introduction
about the convexification method. The results of [20] indicated that if those coefficients
are recovered, then it is possible to monitor spatial and temporal distributions of SIR
populations inside of that city using temporal measurements of both SIR populations and
their fluxes only at the boundary of the city. The latter is intriguing, since the cost of
monitoring might be significantly decreased.

However, it was assumed in the CIP of [20] that the lateral Cauchy data for that
system are complemented by the measurements of its solution at t = ¢y € (0,7") inside the
domain Q. Stability estimates for that CIP were not obtained in [20], although uniqueness
theorem was proven. The goal of this section is to use the TFD framework to prove
Lipschitz stability estimate for the direct analog of CIP of [20], assuming that ¢, = 0.
In the next section we develop a new version of the convexification method for this CIP
within the TFD framework.

8.2 The CIP of monitoring epidemics within the TFD frame-
work
We keep notations (L3]), although, to shorten the presentation, we consider only the

case of complete data given at the entire lateral boundary S, thus setting I' = @. Let
us (,t),ur (x,t) and ug (z,t) be the numbers of S,I and R populations respectively at
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the point (z,t) € Q7. The SIR system of parabolic PDEs is [25, formulas (2.1)]:

Brug — (1%/2) Aug + div (ugqs) + B () ugur = 0, in Qr,
Our — (03/2) Aup + div (urgr) — B (2) usus + 7 (x)uy =0, in Qr, (8.1)
Oyur — (NR/2) Aug + div (ugqr) — v (z) uy = 0, in Qr.

Initial and boundary data for system (81]) are:
us (,0) = fs(z), us(x,0) = fr(z), ug(z,0) = fr(x), in Q, (8.2)

s |sp= gs (v,t), Owur |sy= g1 (z,t), Our |s,= gr (7,1). (8.3)
In BI), n%,n%,n% > 0 are the so-called viscosity terms, gs,q; and gr are 2D vectors of

velocities of propagations of S,I and R populations respectively. We assume solely for
brevity that

2 2 2
Os T _ Tk _ , (8.4)
2 2 2

gs.ar.ar € (C* (). (8.5)

Normal derivatives in ([83]) are fluxes of those populations through the boundary of that
city. Next, 8 (x) and ~ (x) are infection and recovery rates respectively.

System (BJ]) is a nonlinear one. Therefore, unlike the well investigated linear case
[23, Chapter 4], existence of a sufficiently smooth solution of problem (&I)-(83]) can be
proven only under a certain assumption imposed on the length 7" of the interval (0,7,
see, e.g. [23, Theorem 7.1 of Chapter 7| for the case of the Dirichlet boundary condition
for one nonlinear parabolic PDE. Uniqueness of the forward problem (81))-(83]) can also
be proven by one of classical techniques of [23]. However, we are not interested in these
questions. Rather, we are interested in CIP2 which we pose below. Our Lipschitz stability
estimate of Theorem 8.1 immediately implies uniqueness of that CIP within the TFD
framework.

Coefficient Inverse Problem 2 (CIP2). Assume that there exists the vector func-
tion @ (z,t) = (us,ur, ug) (z,t) € (C3 (ﬁT))3 (see Remarks 2.1) satisfying conditions
(81)-(83). Suppose that coefficients f(x),v (z) € C () are unknown. Also, assume
that in addition to the right hand sides of (82), (83), Dirichlet boundary conditions for
functions ug,ur, ug are known,

ug |sp=ps (z,t), ur |s,=pr(x,t), ur|s,=pr(z,t). (8.6)

Find functions 5 (z) and 7 (z).

We assume the availability of the data (86]) on the entire lateral boundary Sy for
the sake of brevity only. In fact, results, similar with ones of Theorems 6.1 and 6.2 for
incomplete data, also hold true. The knowledge of the right hand sides of (83]) and
(B.8) means that both fluxes and the numbers of SIR populations are measured at the
boundary of the affected city. Our technique allows to find the vector function ® (z,t)
along with the unknown coefficients 5 (z),~ (x). This means that our technique allows
one to monitor spatial and temporal distributions of SIR populations inside of the affected
city using boundary measurements.

We now reformulate CIP2 in the TFD framework. Denote:

vy (z,t) = Quug (x,t) ,vg (z,t) = Opuy (x,t) ,v3 (z,t) = Qur (x, 1),

V(2,t) = (v1,v9,03)" (z,1), V € (C? (ﬁT))3. (8:7)
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By (82) and (87)

t t

ug (x,t) = /vl (x,7)dT + fs(x), ur (z,t) = /U2 (x,7)dr + fr (2),
: t : (5.5)
un(a,t) = [ vao7)dr + fu ).
v (x,0) = v; (z,t) — /&vi (x,7)dr, 1 =1,2,3. (8.9)
Assume that
|fs ()], [f1 ()] = 2 >0, (8.10)

where ¢ > 0 is a positive number. Set ¢ = 0 in the first and third equations (8.1]). Using

®2), B4), B3 D), BY) and (BI0), we obtain

1 t .
B(x) = m —vy (x,t) + [8,52)1 (x,7)dr + Afs (z) —div (fs () gs (x)) |, (8.11)

1 t .
v (z) = @) vs (z,t) — [@tvg (x,7)dr — Afr(x) +div (fr (z)qr (z))] - (8.12)

Differentiate equations (8.]) with respect to t. Then, write the resulting equations in fi-
nite differences with respect to ¢, using also discrete versions (213)), (2-I4]) of Volterra inte-
grals and keeping the same notations for semi-discrete versions v; (x,ts) , vo (z,ts) , v (x, ts)
of functions vy (z,t), vy (x,t) ,v3 (z,1),

V (2,t) = (v1,09,03)" (2, t,) € (H? (1))°. (8.13)

The smoothness assumption in (8I3) is reasonable due to the second line of (1) and

(4], also, see Remarks 2.1. In addition, we use ([84), (83) and [871)-(8I2). We obtain

three integral differential equations. The first equation is:

Ay (V) (x,ts) = Opvn (2, ts) — Avy (2, t5) + div (v1 (2, ts) gs (x)) +
+[(fsfr) (@) %

X | —vq (z,ts) + /8h,tvl (x,7)dr | 4+ Afs(z)—div(fs(x)gs(x))| %

. (8.14)
« | on [Wummf Fh@) | o [mmmmf Fhs() || =
h h

=0,z t; €Y.
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The second equation is:

Ay (V) (L) = 8“@2(3:15) Av( s)—l—dlv(vg(a:t)q[(:c))—

X | —vp (x,ts) /8“1)1 x,T) +Af5 —div (fs(x)gs (z))] x

v (2, 1,) / w(ar)dr | +fi@) | +
« 0. h + (8.15)

S

o (2, ) / o (@ r)dr | + fs(@)

+(fr (x) 7! vs (z,t5) — /ah,tv?,(.T,T)dT - _

0
—Afr (@) +div (fr (2) g ()
=0, zeQt, €Y.

The third equation is:
A3 (V) (x,ts) = Op vz (2, t5) Avg (x,ts) + div (vs (2, ts) qr (z)) —

—(fr ()™ / Onets (@) AT | = | (ot = (8.16)

A fr (@)t div (fr (7) g <x>>h
=0, 2z, t, €Y.

Cauchy boundary data for system (8.14)-(8.10) are obtained from (&3)), (86) and (8.1),

Q <U17,027,U3> |ShT (8]1 tPs, ah tp[a ah tpR) <x7ts> ) ts c }/7
(alvlu al'UQ, alv3) ‘ShT (8]1 tg57 g[7 8]1 th) (.T, ts) ) ts S Y

Suppose that BVP (8I4)-(8I1) is solved. Then, using ([89), (RI1) and [BI2), we set

B () = ((fsfr) (@) [=vr (2,0) + Afs (2) = div (fs (2) gs (2))], (8.18)
v (x) = (fr (2)) " s (2,0) = Afr (x) + div (fz («) gr ()] '

(8.17)

8.3 Lipschitz stability estimate for problem (8.14)-(8.18))
BVP ([BI4)-([8I7) is the full analog of UCP (B.J))-(3.3), in which T’y 7 in (B3) should be

replaced with S, r. Hence, we will formulate an analog of Theorem 6.4. Recall that we
took in section 8 the complete data at S}, instead of the incomplete data at I';, p only
for the sake of brevity. The second small difference with problem (B.1])-(3.3) is that we
now have three equations (8I4))-(8I0) instead of one equation (3.2)). It is clear, however,
that Theorem 6.4 can easily be extended to this case. We omit the proof of Theorem 8.1
since it is very similar with the proof of Theorem 6.4.

First, we formulate analogs of conditions (6.2), (64]) for our specific case of problem
(RI4)-(BI]). Let R > 0 be a number. We assume that

"V|’<H2(Qh7T))3 <R, (8.19)
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HQS”<01(§))2 ] ”qIH(CQ(ﬁ))Q g ”qRH(Cl(ﬁ))Q <R, (8.20)
||fS||cz(§) ) ||fI||Cz(§) ) ||fR||Cz(§) <R. .

Assume that there exist two vector functions (V; (z,t,), 5, (z),7, (x)), i = 1,2 satis-
fying conditions (8.I3)-(&I9) as well as boundary conditions generated by (8I7]):

Qi = Vi lsp= (Onapis (7, ts) , Onapi g, Onapir) (,ts) , ts €Y, i =1,2,

. 8.21
Z; = OV; |sp= (0n,t9i,8, Ont9i1; Ona9ir) (2, t5), ts €Y, i=1,2. (8.21)

Denote

Qt(% ts) = (Ont (P15 — P2,5) s Ont (P11 — P2,1) s Ont (PrR — P2,R)) (2, L5)
Z (x,ts) = (One (91,8 = 92.8) s Ont (911 = 92,1) s Ont (91,0 — 92.R)) (2, L) | (8.22)
Vi(z,ts) = Vi (x,ts) — Vo(x,ts), v € Qts €Y.

Using (R13) and (821)-([R.22), we obtain
Vs r=Q, aV |5, .= Z. (8.23)
Following Remarks 2.1, we assume that
Q.Z € (H* (Sur)” . (8.24)
Suppose that there exists a vector function W (z, t,) such that

W (Qur), Wls, ;= Q. OW |s,,= Z,
Wl , >>3<B3<H@H sy 12 Hgsm)s)’

where the number B3 > 0 is independent on vector functions @ and Z. In Theorem 8.1
we naturally mean the obvious 2D analog of condition (B.3]).
Theorem 8.1. Let the initial conditions fs, fr, fr € C? (Q) . Assume that conditions

(2), 238), (23), (M) and (820) hold. Assume that there exist two vector functions
(Vi(z,t5), B; (x) ,7; (%)), © = 1,2 satisfying conditions (813)-(813) and (8.21)-(8.24)).
Denote B (z) = By (z) — B, (z), 7 (x) =7, (x) =7, () . In addition, assume that there ex-
ists a vector function W satisfying conditions (8.21) with the number Bs > 0 independent
on é and Z. Then the following Lipschitz stability estimate is valid:

e Pl <€ (1l | )

where the number C; = C7(Q, R, T, co, B3, hg) > 0 depends only on listed parameters.
Problem has at most one solution (V,3,~) € (H? (Qh,T))3 x C(Q) xC(Q).

(8.25)

L +||B

700

9 Convexification Method for Problem (8.14))-(8.18])

9.1 The convexification functional

To numerically solve the problem (8I4)-(8I8), the convexification method constructs a
globally strongly cost functional for finding the vector function V' (z,¢s). We want to be
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close to our previous numerical paper about this subject [20]. Recall that in [20] a different
version of the convexification was constructed and numerically tested for the case ¢y # 0.
Hence, it is convenient now to replace the domain €2 in (B3]) with the square

Q={zr=(21,22) 1 a < 1,29 < b}, (9.1)

where 0 < a < b are some numbers, which is similar with formula (2.1) of [20].

The next question is about the choice of the CWF. The CWF (5.4]), (5.5]) is good for
the Carleman estimate for a general elliptic operator Lg in (B.8) with variable coefficients.
However, due to its dependence on two large parameters A, v > 1, this function changes too
rapidly, which is inconvenient for computations. The same was also observed in [4], 5, [6] for
the second generation of the convexification method for some CIPs for hyperbolic PDEs.
Since the principal part of each elliptic operator in equations (8I4)-(8I7) is the Laplace
operator, then a simpler CWF depending only on one large parameter can work. Thus,
keeping in mind a possible future numerical implementation of the method introduced
below, we use below a simpler CWF. This CWF as well as the subspace HZ () C H? ()
are:

Oy, (:U) _ 62>\x§’
Hg (Q) = {’LL € H? (Q) U |aQ: 8lu |aQ: 0} .

Theorem 9.1 (Carleman estimate [?, Theorem 4.1], [I8, Theorem 8.4.1]). Let the
domain € be as in (1) and the function ¢, (x) be as in (Z2). Then there exists a
sufficiently large number Ao = \o () > 1 and a number C' = C (2) > 0, both numbers
depending only on €1, such that the following Carleman estimate holds:

/(Au)2 (2)dz > (C/\) /(Zu ) ©) dat

0 2,7=1
—1—0)\/ (IVul® +u?) oy (x) dz, YA > No, Yu € H2 ().
Q

(9.2)

(9.3)

To avoid the use of the penalty regularization term, we now consider only the case

V e (H? (thT))3 instead of V € (C* (ﬁh’T))s in (813). Embedding theorem implies:
3
||V||(C(§h’T))3 <K ||V||(H2(Qh7T))3> vV e (H2 (Qh,T)) ) (9-4)

where the number K = K (€2, hy,T') > 0 depends only on listed parameters. Let R > 0
be the number in (819), (R20). Introduce the set of functions B (R) as

B -] )" IVl s, 2y < (9.5)
boundary conditions (8I7) hold. . '

Let A; (V) (z,ts), 7 = 1,2, 3 be the nonlinear integral differential operators in the left
hand sides of equations (8.14)-(8.IG). We consider
Minimization Problem. Minimize the functional J\ (V') on the set B (R), where

3 k
I (V)=/ [ZZ(Aj (V) (%%))2] P () d. (9.6)

Q Jj=1 s=0
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Note that the penalty regularization term is not a part of this functional, unlike our
previous works on the convexification for CIPs for parabolic PDEs [17, 20], [18, section
9.3.2]. Also, theorems formulated below claim that all required properties of Jy (V') take
place only for sufficiently large values of the parameter . This seems to be inconvenient
since the function ¢, (z) changes too rapidly then. Nevertheless, a rich computational
experience of all above cited publications on the convexification shows that reasonable
values A € [1,5] are sufficient for obtaining accurate reconstructions of unknown coeffi-
cients. This can be explained by an analogy with any asymptotic theory. Indeed, such a
theory typically states that if a certain parameter X is sufficiently large, then a certain
formula Y is valid with a good accuracy. However, in specific numerical studies only
computational results can typically show which exactly values of X are sufficiently large
to ensure a good accuracy of Y. And quite often these values are reasonable ones. More
precisely, in [20] the optimal value A = 3. On the other hand, Figures 1,2 of [20] indicate
that if A = 0, i.e. in the case when the CWF ¢, (z) = 1, then the computational results
might likely be unsatisfactory.

9.2 Theorems
3

Denote [,] the scalar product in (HZ (2))”.
Theorem 9.2. Let the initial conditions fs, f1, fr € C* (Q). Let (13), (810) and
(8.20) hold with certain constants hg, ca, M3 > 0. Let the domain 2 be as in (1) and let
Ao > 1 be the number of Theorem 9.1. Then:
1. At each point V' € B (R), the functional Jy (V') has the Fréchet derivative J§ (V') €

(H? (thT))B. Furthermore, this derivative is Lipschitz continuous, i.e.

5, 0V2) = 5 V)l gy < Mo Vi = Vall oy Was Ve € BTR) (9.7

with a certain constant Mz = Msz (X, Q2, R, T, hy) > 0 depending only on listed parameters.

2. There exists a sufficiently large number Ay = A\ (Q, R, T, ca, hg) > Ao such that the
functional J\ (V') is strongly convex on the set B (R) for all X\ > Ay, i.e. the following
inequality holds

Ty (V) = 1 (V2) = [ (V) Va = VA 2 e Vo = Vil [, 0 (9.8)
V)\Z)\la \v/‘/h‘/?eB(R)’ |

where the number Cy = Cg (Q, R, T, co,hg) > 0 is independent on Vi, V,. Both numbers
A1 and Cy depend only on listed parameters.
3. For each A\ > A\ there exists unique minimizer Vi mm € B (R) of the functional

Iy (V) on the set B (R) and the following inequality holds:

[J;\ (VA,min) ) V- V)\,min] Z 07 vV e (R) (99)

Below Cs = Cg (2, R, T, ¢3, hg) > 0 denotes different numbers depending on the listed
parameters. In practice, the boundary data (8I7) are always given with noise of a level § €
(0,1). One of the main assumptions of the regularization theory is the assumption of the
existence of the true solution for the ideal, noiseless data [30]. The vector function Vj min
is called then the “regularized solution”. The question of the d—dependent estimations
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of the accuracy of the regularized solutions is an important topic of the regularization
theory. Theorem 9.3 addresses this question for our case.

Let the true solution of problem ®I)-®IR) be (V*, 8, 7*) € (H* (1))’ x C (Q) x
C (ﬁ) . The boundary data for V* are vector functions Q*and Z*, which are full analogs
of the boundary data (8I7). Thus,

Vi 0= Q, OV |s,,= 2" (9.10)

Let B*(R) be the full analog of the set B (R) in (@.1]), in which, however, boundary
conditions (8I7) are replaced with right hand sides of (@.I0). Assume that there exist
vector functions W, W* such that

W e B(R),W*e B*(R), ©0.11)
HW_W*H(HQ(Q}LT))S <5 :
Theorem 9.3 (the accuracy of the regularized solution V) in). Let
A =X (2, R, T,co,ho) > 1 be the number, which was found in Theorem 9.1. Assume
that conditions (@10), (@11) hold. In the parameters for i replace R with 2R and let
Ao be such that Ao = Ay (2,2R, T, co, ho) > A (Q, R, T, ¢y, ho) > 1. For any X\ > Ay choose
the level of noise in the data 6 (\) so small

(exp (A (> —a?)) +1) 6 (N) =5 (\) < R. (9.12)

Let _

Ve B* (R -3 ()\)) . (9.13)
Fiz a number X > Xo. Let V\ min € B (R) be the unique minimizer of the functional Jy (V')
on this set, which was found in Theorem 9.2. Then the following accuracy estimates hold:

[Vosmin = V*ll 2, )2 < (1 0xp (A (2 = a2))) 3, V6 € (O,E(A)) ,

. (9.14)
[E——% Loy S Cs8 V8 € (0.5().

*

Lo (Q) + Hf}/)\,min -

where functions By i, (¥) and vy i, () are found from the first and third components
respectively of the vector function Vymin via full analogs of formulas (8.18).

Let A > Ay and let the number 0 (A\) be the one defined in (@.12]). Let 6 (\) be so small
that

o\ € (0, g) . (9.15)

Let
Voe B (g —ZS’(A)) (9.16)

be an arbitrary point. The gradient descent method of the minimization of the functional
Jy (V') constructs the following sequence:

Vo=V —wJiy(Vi1), n=1,2,.., (9.17)

where the step size w > 0. Note that since by Theorem 9.1 .J, (V,_1) € (H2 (7)) , then
the second line of (@.2) implies that all iterates V,, have the same boundary conditions

EI1D).
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Theorem 9.4 (global convergence of the method (Q.I7)). Let A > A\o. Assume that
conditions (910)-(912), (913) and (9108) hold. Let (913) be replaced with

V* e B* (? —S(A)) . (9.18)

Then there exists a sufficiently small number wy € (0,1) such that for any w € (0,wp)
there exists a number 6 = 6 (w) € (0,1) such that all iterates V,, € B (R) and the following
convergence estimate for the sequence (9.17) is valid:

< (1 exp (A (B = ))) 8+ " [[Vamin = Vol 12, )7 V0 € (0’5()\» - (919)

Remark 9.1. We call a numerical method for a CIP globally convergent, if there is a
theorem, which claims that it delivers at least one point in a sufficiently small neighborhood
of the true solution without any advanced knowledge of this neighborhood. Thus, since
R > 0 is an arbitrary number and since Vg is an arbitrary point in [914), then (9.18)
and (313) implies the global convergence of the sequence (J.17).

9.3 Proof of Theorem 9.2

Let Vi, Vo € B(R) be two arbitrary vector functions and

V=V,-V. (9.20)
Then triangle inequality, (0.2]) and (@.5]) imply:
V e By 2R) = {v e (H2 () |V < zR} . (9.21)

It follows from (@.6) that to prove (0.8)), we need to analyze the differences

(A ) = (4 W) = (4 (i + 7)) = (00, =123, (922

where the operators A; are defined in (814)-(8.16]). Since the operator Az has the simplest
form out of these three, then, to save space, we consider only the case of As. Two other
cases are completely similar. By (816l

~ 2 ~ ~
(45 (Vi + V)" = (45 (04) = Aggin (V) + Agomin (V) (9.23)
where As i, (\7> and As nonlin (?) are linear and nonlinear operators respectively with
respect to V. Let Vi = (v11,v21,v31) and V= (U1, 02, v3) . The explicit form of Asy, is:
Agin (V) (.1,) V) @.t) - As (V) (. 8,)

AL (V) (@) = (DB (2,1,) — ATy (e, S)+d1v (B (2,t,) qr (x))) —

2454,
)
_ (f[ (g;))il /’173 (SL’, ts) — (/ &Mﬁg (SL’, T) dT ’U271 (.T, ts) - <924)

h

= (fr (@) | (0, t) —
—(f1 (@) (=Afg (2) + div (fr () ar (2))) 0 (2, )

0h,tv3 1 (SL’ T) dr /1}\2 (.T, ts)

ref) tyey.
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The explicit form of Az yoniin (‘7) (x,ts) is:

Apponin (V) (21 = [A0, (V)] (@1 s ey (9.25)

Since formulas, similar with ones of (3.23)-([@.23]), are also valid for j = 1,2 in (©:22)), then
[@Q) leads to:

where A, jn (?) (x,ts) for j = 1,2 depend linearly on 17, and they are similar with

~ ~\12
A3 Jin (V) (x,ts). Also, [Agllzn (V)] (x) for j = 1,2 are similar with (@.25]).
Since V € (H (Qh,T)) by ([@21)), then the integral term in the first line of (Q.20) is a
bounded linear functional .J, <‘7) - (H2 (Q1))" = R. Next it follows from (I28) that

n(n+7) =0 h) -4 (V)

=0.

||‘7||(H2<Qh7T>)3 H‘/}H(HQ(QhT))S

A~

Hence, J, <V) is the Fréchet derivative of the functional Jy (V') at the point V;. By Riesz
theorem, there exists a point J} (V1) € (H2 (Qu1))” such that J (?) = [J/’\ (Vl),\/}]

for all V € (H? (Qh,T))B. Thus, the existence of the Fréchet derivative of the functional
Jy (V) is established. Its Lipschitz continuity property (@.7) can be proven similarly with
[2, Theorem 3.1] and [I8, Theorem 5.3.1]. Thus, we omit the proof of (9.7)).

Note that until now we have not used the Carleman estimate of Theorem 9.1. Now,
however, we focus on the proof of the strong convexity property (0.8]) and use, therefore,

Theorem 9.1. Using (2I0)-2I4), (8I9), Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (@.24), (@.25) as
well as obvious analogs of the two latter formulas for A; ,onlin (17 (r,ts), j = 1,2, we

obtain

3 k

A ()] ) 2 (1/2) (80, (2,1) — €6 D2 37 (190 +22) (2,82 (9.27)

m=1 =0

j=123 2€Q; t;,t; €Y.
Hence, using (@.26) and ([@.27]), we obtain

A (v1 +?) —Hh(A) = [ (), V]
k

3 k

> (1/2)/22 (AT;)? dx—Cg/Z |V@\j|2+@2) (x,ts) @y (7) dx.
Q

j 1 s=0 j:1 s=0
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Applying Carleman estimate (@.3]) to the second line of this inequality, we obtain

A <V1+I7> — I\ (Vh) - [J;(Vl),ﬂ >

Seny / S S S () ) (k) o () dat

0 m,r=1 j=1 s=0

+C\ / Z > V) (2 k) + NVD? (2, 1,)] ¢y () do—

3k
~Co [ 323 (V8 +) (.t 4 () o YA = o
-~
Hence, there exists a sufficiently large number A\; = Ay (2, T, M3, ¢, hg) > Ao such that
I <V1+IA/> — (V1) — [J;\(Vl)’f}] >

Z > ( S (@),0) + IV +@2> (z, @] o, (2) do, (9.28)

m,r=1

YA > A

Since by (@I) and ([@2) ¢, (z) > ¢*** in Q, then (@28), 0) and @20) imply @1).
Finally, we omit proofs of the existence and uniqueness of the minimizer V) i, € B (R)
as well as of inequality (0.9) since these statements follow from a combination of (9.7

and (@.8) with two results of [2]: Lemma 2.1 and Theorem 2.1. [J

9.4 Proof of Theorem 9.3

Let V € B(R) be an arbitrary vector function. Denote

V=V-WV =V —W~ (9.29)
Using the first line of (O.11)), (@I3)), (@21)) and (@29]), we obtain
V,V' € By (2R). (9.30)
Consider the functional I,
L:By(2R) = R, I, (V) = J, (V+W). (9.31)

Then the full analog of Theorem 9.2 is valid for the functional I, (V) for all A > Aq. Let

Vmin € Bo (2R) be the unique minimizer of I, (V) on the set By (2R), which was found
in that analog. Then by the analog of (9.9])

15 (Vamin) V= Vamin] =0, YV € By (2R), VA > Xs. (9.32)
By the analog of (@.8), (@29) and (@.30)
L (V) = B (Vamin) = [ (Vawin) V= V| =

b 9.33
Z CS€2>\G2 V - V)\ min 39 ( )
-l ()
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Using ([@32]), we obtain — [Iﬁ\ (V,\mn) V- V,\,mm} < 0. Next, —1, (V,\,min) < 0. Hence,
@33) implies

—a?

o) S T I, (V) (9.34)
Estimate now IA( ) By B14)-E16), (1), (12), (@1T), @29) and (T31)

HV V)\ min

L(V)=n(V+w)=n((V+w)+w-n)) <

) (9.35)
< 2Jy (V*) + Cgd®e®”,
However, Jy (V*) = 0. Hence, using (@.34) and (@.3H), we obtain
7T < M) 5 A > N,
HV V)\,mm (H2<Qh’T))3 S € 5, W = N2
Hence, using triangle inequality, (@Q.I1]) and (@.29]), we obtain
_ . 2,2
| Vs + W) =V 2, 1y < (e’\(b ) + 1) 5, YA > N (9.36)

Let 0 () be the number defined in ([@IZ) and let § € (0,5@)) . Then it follows from
@13), ([@3d) and triangle inequality that

(Vimin+ W) € B(R). (9.37)

Let Vi min € B (R) be the unique minimizer of the functional Jy (V') on the set B (R),
which was found in Theorem 9.2. Then by (@31)) and (@37

J)\ (V)\,min) S J)\ (V)\7min + W) - I)\ (V)\,min) .
This inequality is equivalent with
J)\ (V)\,min) - J)\ ((V)\,min - W) + W) - I)\ (V)\,min - W) < I)\ (V)\,min) . (938)

Since (Vymin — W) € By (2R), then (0.38) implies that (V) min — W) is another minimizer,
in addition to V, .min, Of the functional I (V) on the set By (2R). However, since such
a minimizer is unique, then Vy i, — W = V)\ min- Hence, V) nin = V,\ min + W. This and
(@36]) apply the estimate in the first line of (@.I4) immediately. The second estimate
[@I4) easily follows from a combination of the first one with full analogs of formulas

BI3). O

9.5 Proof of Theorem 9.4

Recall that A > Xo. Let again V) i, € B (R) be the unique minimizer of the functional
Jx (V') on this set, which was found in Theorem 9.2. By (@.12), the first line of (O.14),
(@I]) and triangle inequality

<8 yse (0.501).

”VA,min”<H2(Qh7T))3 < HV*H(HQ(Q}L’T))S +3(N) 3
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Hence, by [@3) Vimin € B(R/3). Hence, applying Theorem 6 of [19], we obtain the
existence of a sufficiently small number wy € (0,1) such that for any w € (0,w) there
exists a number 6 = 0 (w) € (0, 1) such that V,, € B(R) for all n =0, 1, ... and also

||V)\7min - Vn||(H2(Qh7T))3 S 08011 ||V)\,min — ‘/'OH(HQ(Q}L’T)):g y n = ]_, ceey (939)

for all ¢ € (O,g()\)) . Next, using the first line of ([@I4]), (@39) and triangle inequality,

we obtain

. ~ (9.40)
OO [Vasain = Voll i,y V0 € (o,m)) n=1,..

The similar estimate for [|3,, — 5||;,) + |70 — 7"l 1, follows immediately from (@.40)
and full analogs of formulas ]
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