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MEAN FIELD GAMES OF CONTROLS WITH BOUNDARY CONDITIONS &
INVARIANCE CONSTRAINTS

P. JAMESON GRABER AND KYLE ROSENGARTNER

ABSTRACT. In a mean field game of controls, a large population of identical players seek to mini-
mize a cost that depends on the joint distribution of the states of the players and their controls. We
first consider the classes of mean field games of controls in which the value function and the dis-
tribution of player states satisfy either Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions. We prove that
such systems are well-posed either with sufficient smallness conditions or in the case of monotone
couplings. Next, we consider mean field games of controls under invariance constraints imposed on
the state space. We prove the existence and uniqueness of weak solutions to our mean field game
system, and then we prove higher regularity of solutions under some additional assumptions.

1. INTRODUCTION

A mean field game (MFQG) is a type of differential game in which a large population of identical
rational players seek to minimize a cost (or maximize a utility) that depends on the distribution of
player states. The theory of mean field games was introduced independently by Lasry and Lions in
[30] and by Caines, Huang, and Malhamé in [25]. A typical mean field game can be characterized
by a forward-backward system of PDE in which the optimal cost « for a generic agent at time ¢ and
state x satisfies a backward-in-time Hamilton-Jacobi (HJ) equation and the distribution m of player
states satisfies a forward-in-time Fokker-Planck (FP) equation:

—uy — z” aij(x)afju + H(t,z, D,u) = f(t,x,m), (t,z) €[0,T] x Q
(1) my — 3, 0%(ag(x)m) =V - (mD,H(t,z, Dyu)) = 0, (t, x)_E [0,T] x Q
w(T,x) = g(x,m(T)), m(0, ) = mo(z), x €2

In System (T)), the coupling is only through the distribution of players’ states, i.e. through m.

By contrast, in mean field games of controls (MFGCs), each player’s cost depends on the joint
distribution p of states and controls (see System (6))). This type of game is elsewhere referred to as
an extended mean field game (see [[17,18]]), but the terminology “mean field game of controls” now
appears to be standard, cf. [I1]]. Compared to System (I}, MFGCs have been much less studied in
the literature. Perhaps the most comprehensive results on the existence of solutions to MFGCs are
found in Kobeissi’s 2022 papers [26,[27]]. To derive these results, it is necessary to make a detailed
study of how the Hamiltonian /I depends on the distribution of states and especially controls,
in comparison with its dependence on the momentum variable D, u, since this comparison will
determine which a priori estimates are possible. A certain class of “potential” MFGCs has been
studied in [6}21]], where the potential provides an alternative way to establish a priori estimates
using the calculus of variations. The existence of solutions is now well-established on the torus T"
(i.e. with periodic boundary conditions) or on R".

The focus of the first sections of the present article is on MFGCs with Dirichlet and Neumann
boundary conditions on a smooth bounded domain. Such problems naturally arise in applications
such as economics [1,24]]. Dirichlet boundary conditions model players who must leave the game
on reaching a certain threshold. This is the case, for example, in the exhaustible resource production
models found in [12,|13]], which have inspired a number of mathematical results for particular
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classes of MFGCs with Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions [7,19,20,22,23|]. Our purpose
is to present a more general theory of MFGCs with boundary conditions.

A recent paper by Bongini and Salvarani has addressed the existence of solutions to mean field
games of controls under Dirichlet boundary conditions [5]. The authors assumed that the set of
controls is compact, and therefore the Hamiltonian is linearly bounded. By contrast, we wish to
examine the case where the Hamiltonian is coercive with respect to the momentum variable. As
for Neumann boundary conditions, some probabilistic results are given by [4] for mean field games
of controls with state reflections. Beyond this, we are unaware of any previous works on MFGC
with Neumann boundary conditions. Finally, some have examined invariance conditions for MFGs
(see [35]) as well as the master equation (see [42]]). However, to our knowledge, there has been no
investigation of MFGCs under invariance conditions for the state space.

The purpose of the first part of this article is to prove the well-posedness of mean field games
of controls with both Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions. We prove that our results for
Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions hold under two different sets of assumptions on the
Hamiltonian and/or Lagrangian. In the first set, we carefully parametrize the growth of the Hamil-
tonian with respect to the distribution of controls and relate it to the growth with respect to the
momentum variable, in the spirit of [27]]. Uniqueness is then proved under a smallness assumption
on the data. In the second set, we impose the well-known Lasry-Lions monotonicity condition,
which in the case of MFGCs is most conveniently imposed on the Lagrangian L rather than the
Hamiltonian /, under the standard assumption that /7 is the Legendre transform of L with respect
to the velocity variable; cf. [[11,26]. This structure allows an alternative way to prove many of the
a priori estimates leading to the existence of solutions, and in addition it guarantees uniqueness of
solutions without any smallness assumptions.

In the last section of the article, we consider the class of MFGCs under invariance constraints, in
which we impose conditions on the drift-diffusion terms such that the domain {2 is an invariant set
for the controlled dynamics of the players, regardless of their controls. In the control community,
this property is sometimes referred to as the viability of the state space. In the spirit of [35]], most
of our investigation will be done by taking solutions to an approximating MFGC on a sequence of
subdomains. This will rely on the well-posedness of MFGCs under Neumann boundary conditions,
and we will focus our attention in this section on the case of monotone coupling.

This type of invariance constraint is a special case of state constraints, under which the dynamical
state is forced to remain inside the domain (with probability 1), often by putting restrictions on the
class of admissible controls. In [8},9], the authors examine the first-order mean field game system
under state constraints. More recent papers (see [36,,38]]) have considered the second-order ergodic
MFG system with state constraints (including infinite Dirichlet boundary conditions), which relied
on the aysmptotic behavior of D, u near the boundary, established in [2]. In [29], Lasry and Lions
establish properties of solutions to elliptic equations with state constraints in both the ergotic and
non-ergotic cases.

Our main contribution is as follows. We provide a systematic, comprehensive set of results on
existence and uniqueness to MFGCs with both Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions. We
synthesize many of the ideas found in Kobeissi’s papers [26,27] so as to provide one self-contained
treatment of several classes of coupling, both monotone and non-monotone. More importantly,
we provide a priori estimates on classical solutions that apply even when the boundary conditions
create additional difficulties. For example, to prove an a priori bound on the gradient of the value
function is considerably more technical, since to apply a Bernstein type argument one has to analyze
its behavior near the bounday (see Section [2.4). As for the distribution of states and controls,
Dirichlet boundary conditions create the added difficulty of mass absorption, so that the standard
Wasserstein metric is no longer the appropriate tool to analyze the behavior of the distribution
of states. We handle this differently from [5], preferring to use a metric very much akin to the
Wasserstein metric (cf. [22]). Additionally, we combine these results with the methods used in [35]]
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to give a number of results on the existence, uniqueness, and regularity solutions to MFGCs under
invariance constraints on the state space.

The remainder of this manuscript is organized as follows. In the rest of this introduction, we
introduce some notation and useful preliminaries, followed by a presentation of the PDE systems
that we study. In Section [2] we introduce the first set of assumptions and prove existence of solu-
tions to (6) under Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions with non-monotone coupling, under
carefully parametrized smallness assumptions. Then in Section [3| we introduce the second set of
assumptions, in particular the Lasry-Lions monotonicity condition, and prove the existence of solu-
tions to this system under such couplings. In Section ] we prove the uniqueness of solutions under
both monotone and non-monotone coupling. Finally, in Section [5] we introduce the assumptions
that we will use in our analysis of MFGCs under invariance constraints; we prove the existence and
uniqueness of solutions, as well as increased regularity of solutions under additional assumptions.

1.1. Notation and Preliminaries. We begin by recalling a few definitions from [35].

Definition 1.1. We say K C R" is a compact domain of class C? if K is a compact connected set
and there exists M € N such that for 1 < i < M, there exist x; € OK, r; > 0, ¢; : B,,(z;) = R
so that

() 0K C Uy, By, ()
(2) OK N B,,(z;) = {x € By, (x;) : ¢;i(x) =0}
(3) ¢; € C*(B,,(x;)) with D?_¢; bounded.

Definition 1.2. For every ¢ > 0, we will denote by I'. and €). the sets
. ={x eR":d(z,Q) < ¢} Q. =Q\TI..

Furthermore, we will denote by do a C*(Q) function such that there exists ¢g > 0 with do(x) =
d(z,Q) in T, (see [10,14]). When there is no ambiguity, we will merely write d for dq,.

Next, we define the following spaces of measures and the metrics we impose on them, which
will vary depending on the boundary conditions. Given R > 0 and sets A, B C R", define M(A)
to be the set of Borel measures p on A with p(A) < 1 and define M, (A x B) to be the set of
Borel measures p € M(A x B) with suppp C {(a,b) € A x B : |b|] < R}. We endow these
spaces with a metric, depending on the boundary conditions. In the Neumann case, as the “total
mass”’ fQ m(t)dz remains constant, we can restrict to the space P C 9t consisting of probability
measures, which is endowed with the Wasserstein metric

@ () = Wilpw) = int { [lo = ylante.p) 7w € ) |

where I1(x, ) denotes the set of all couplings between 1 and v. By Kantorovitch duality, we also
have the characterization

) W) =sup{ [ edn =) <ol < 1}

See [40] for more details. We will also denote by P, r(A x B) the set of all probability measures
in moo,R(A X B)

To deal with the “mass escape” that occurs in the Dirichlet case and the variation of mass in the
sequence of solutions to approximating problems found in Section [5| we will endow 9t with the
metric

4" (1, v) = sup { [ettn=0): Il < 1ol < 1}.
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We will also define the quantities

4) Ny(p) = (/Q . Ialqdﬂ($7a)> q

for 1 < ¢ < oo and

5) Awe(p) = sup{lal : (.)€ suppu}
as in [26,,27]. These will allow us to quantify the dependence of H on p.

As for function spaces, for non-negative integers 7, k we denote by C7* the space of all functions
u(t, ) on () that are j times continuously differentiable with respect to ¢ and & times continuously
differentiable with respect to z. For a fraction o € (0,1) we denote by C'T®/22* the usual
parabolic Holder space as introduced for instance in [28]]. As for Sobolev spaces, we use similar
notation as in [28], in particular V[/pl’2 denotes the space of all functions with weak derivatives up
to order 1 in time and 2 in space, whose weak derivatives are all L” summable.

Finally, we recall the well-known Leray-Schauder fixed point theorem by which we will prove
existence of solutions.

Theorem 1.3 (Leray-Schauder). Let X be a Banach space and let T : X x [0,1] — X be a
continuous and compact mapping. Assume there exist o € X and C > 0 so that T'(z,0) = x
forallz € X and ||z||x < C forall (x,7) € X x [0, 1] such that T'(x,7) = x. Then there exists
x € X such that T(x,1) = x.

Aside from these preliminaries, we specify that the constant C' appearing in many results de-
notes a generic constant that depends only on the data, specifically on the constants found in the

Assumptions (that is, in Section or[3.1).

1.2. The Systems of PDE. Let () C R" be a bounded, convex (we need not assume convexity in
the Dirichlet case), C**# domain for some 3 € (0,1). In Sections |2 and [3, we will consider the
system

—uy — vAu+ H(t,xz, Dyu, p) = f(t,z,m), (t,x) € Q
©) my —vAm —V - (mD,H(t,x, Dyu, pn)) =0, (t,x) € Q
p=(I,—D,H(t,-, Dyu, pu))#m, t €[0,7]
w(T,z) = g(z,m(T)), m(0,z) = mo(z), =€Q
paired with either Dirichlet
(ed) u=m =0, (t,x) e X
or Neumann
(on) % = V(Z—:’; +mD,H(t,z, Dyu, p) -7 =0, (t,z) € X

boundary conditions, where Q = [0, T] x Q and X := [0, 7] x 92 for some T > 0.
For the purpose of variation, we will investigate classical solutions in Section [2|and strong solu-
tions in Section 3] We define these respectively as follows.
Definition 1.4. We will say (u,m, j1) is a classical solution to (6)-(6d) (resp., (6)-(6h)) if
(1) uw € CY*(Q) is a classical solution to the Hamilton-Jacobi equation;

@ m e {p € L20.T: HY(Q) : py € LA0.T: H- ()} (resp. m & {p € L0, T+ H'(<)) :
pi € L*(0,T; H(Q)*)}) satisfies
(7) /(mtgo + (vDym +mD,H) - Dyp)dz =0
Q

forall p € Hy(Q) (resp., p € H'(Q)) and a.e. 0 <t < T}
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(3) 1 € C°0, T; M(QxR™)) (resp. i € C°(0, T; P(2 x R™))) satisfies the fixed-point relation
= ([7 _DPH(tv ) D:L“uv :U’))#m at every t € [07 T]’
@) (u,m) satisfies u(T,-) = g(-,m(T)), m(0,:) = mg, and uls = 0 (resp., 3%|s, = 0)
pointwise.
Definition 1.5. We will say (u,m, 1) is a strong solution to (6)-(6d) (resp., (6)-(6h)) if
(1) u € COYQ) N W,*(Q) is a strong solution to the HI equation, i.e.,
—uy — vAu+ H(t,z, Dyu, p) = f(t,x,m)
forae. (t,x) € Q;
@€ {p € 0T, HY() o € 0T H @) trsp. m € {p € L0, T3 H0)
pr € L*(0,T; H'(Q)*)}) satisfies (A) for all o € HL(Q) (resp., p € H'(Q)) and a.e.
0<t<T;
(3) € C°%0,T; M(Q x R™)) satisfies u = (I, —D,H(t,-, Dyu, p))#m at everyt € [0,T);
@) (u,m) satisfies w(T,-) = g(-,m(T)), m(0,:) = mg, and uls = 0 (resp., 3%|s, = 0)
pointwise.
It will be useful in later sections to notice the following stochastic interpretations of our boundary
value problems.

Remark 1.6. We note that X (t) ~ m(t) and (X (t), —D,H (t, X (t), Dyu(t, X (t)), u(t))) ~ p(t),
where
(1) In the Dirichlet case,

X(t)=x9— /OMT D,H(s,X(s), Dyu(s, X(s)), u(s))ds + @/OMT dB(s

where B(t) denotes n-dimensional Brownian motion and T is the stopping time

r=1inf{t € [0,T]: X(t) € 0 ort =T}

(See [9])).

(2) In the Neumann case,
dX(t) = —D,H(t, X (t), Dyu(t, X (1)), p(t))dt + V2vdB(t) — [, 7i( dL(t)
X(O) =Xy

where L(t) is the local time of X (t) and 1i(x) is the unit outward normal vector. For
convex (), [39] shows that this equation can be solved. See [4) for an analysis of reflection
boundary conditions in the case of MFGCs specifically.

In Section 5] we will show that the system

—ut—z caii(x)05u + H(t,x, Dyu, p) = f(t,z,m), (t,x) € Q
@) Z” 9% (aij(x)m) — V- (mDpH(t, x, Dyu,pn)) =0, (t,z) € Q

:u_(] DH(7 7Dxu>u))#mv tE[O_,T]

w(T,z) = g(x,m(T)), m(0,x) = mo(x), x €}

is well-posed in a weak sense without need for boundary conditions, given the assumption that the
diffusion coefficient @ and the Hamiltonian H satisfy the following invariance constraint:

@) tr(a(x)D*d(x)) — DpH(t, x, p, u) - Dd(x) > 4(z)D dcgz)' Dd()

forall t € [0,7] and p € R", for some C' > 0, for z in some neighborhood of 0€2. To this end, we
define weak solutions as in [35]].

— Cd(x)
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Definition 1.7. We will say u is a weak solution of

{—ut—z Jag(2)0%u+ H(t,z, Dyu) =0, (ta) €Q

©) u(T,z) = g(x), x €€

provided

(1) u e L=(Q):
(2) ue L*0,T;WY(K)) for each K CC
(3) Forevery ¢ € C*((0,T] x Q), u satisfies

T
/ / [ugat +aDyu - Dy + (bDyu + H)ga] dxdt = / gp(T)dx
o Jo Q

where b;(x) = S0, Qiaij(x) forj =1,...,n

Definition 1.8. Given a locally bounded vector field b : [0,T] x Q@ — R", we will say m €
LY([0,T] x Q) is a weak solution of

o — X, BB ()m) — V- (mb) =0, (t.2) € (0.7) x 0
(Oal”) mo(z), x €2
provided
(1) m € C°0,T; L)) withm > 0;
(2) Forevery o € C(0,T; L*(2)) N L>(Q) satisfying

—r = 25050 + b - Dy € L®(Q)
e(T) =0

in the sense of distributions, we have

/ / azjawgo—l—b D, | dedt = /mogo 0)dzx.

Definition 1.9. Given R > 0, we will consider (u,m, i) € C%*([0,T] x Q) x C°(0,T; L*(Q2)) 4 x
C°0,T; Moo (2 x R™)) a weak solution to [®) if

(1) w is a weak solution to the first line of () in sense of Definition[I.7}

(2) m is a weak solution to the second line of (§)) in sense of Definition[I.8}

(3) w satisfies the third equation of (§)) at every t € [0,T];

(4) (u,m) satisfy the last line of (8)) pointwise.

2. DIRICHLET & NEUMANN BOUNDARY CONDITIONS WITH NON-MONOTONE COUPLING

For the first problem, we will make the majority of our assumptions on the Hamiltonian, and we
will prove existence of classical solutions using an approach similar to that of [27].

With the aim of applying the Leray-Schauder fixed point theorem, we will consider the following
parametrized system:

—uy — vAu+ NH(t,z, Dyu, p) = 0, (t,x) € Q
(11 my —vAm — AV - (mD,H(t,x, Dyu, i) =0, (t,x) € Q

p=(I,=AD,H(t,-, Dyu, p))#m, t €[0,7]

uw(T,z) = Ag(x,m(T)), m(0,7) = Amg(z), €N

paired with either
(TT4d) u=m =0, (t,z) € X
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or
(TTh) Ou oM AmD,H(t, x, Do, 1) - i — 0 (t,z) €S
an_yan m z, zU; [ n==u, » L

where A € [0, 1] is given.

2.1. Assumptions. In the case of non-monotone couplings, we will make the following assump-
tions. The constants Cy, Ao, A1, A2, ¢, o and the functions &, &, &5 listed below are fixed indepen-
dent of the data.

A 1. For every R > 0, the Hamiltonian H : [0, T] x Q x R" x M., p(2 x R™) — R is differentiable

with respect to (x, p), strictly convex with respect to p, satisfies the coercivity condition
. H(t,z
llm ( ) 7p7 M) — +OO’
[pl =00 ]

and H and its derivatives are continuous with respect to (t,x,p, ). Moreover, the Lagrangian
L:[0,T] x Qx R* x M, g(Q2 x R*) = Ris C' and strictly convex with respect to a.

A 2. We take mg € C*(Q); with [, modz = 1. For all m € (), we have g(-,m) € C*F(Q)
with glaq = 0 (resp., %bﬂ = 0)and ||g(-,m)|cs+s @ < Co for some constant Co. Furthermore,
m +— g(-,m) is continuous from L*(Q) into L*(Q).

A 3. In this problem, we will assume f = 0. (If f is sufficiently smooth such that | and its
derivatives are bounded, we need only replace H with H — f. Then there is no loss of generality
in assuming f = 0.)

A 4. |D,H(t,z,p,u)|
2/(a— 1), and X € (0,

AS. D,H(t,x,p,p)-p— H(t, 2, p, ) > CoH(Ipl7 — MAg (1)) — Co.

< Co(1 + |p|7Y) + MMy, (1) for some constants q € (1,00), qo < ¢’ =
1); in the Dirichlet case we require q < 2.

A6. |H(t,z,0,1)| < XAy (1) + Co, where Ay and Xy satisfy 0 < \; < (l_c# — CoAa.

0
A7 | D H(t,z,p, 1) < Co(1+ |p|?+ Ay (1)7).
A 8. Forevery R> 0, p € R, and ji1, j1a € Moo g(2 X R™) with p; = (I, o) #p, we have
|DyH (t, ,p, f11) — DpyH(t, 2, p, p2)| < Laf|a — a’2|| Lao )
for some Ly € (0,1).
A 9. Forevery R> 0, p € R", and ji1, 13 € Moo g(2 X R™) with p; = (I, o) #pi, we have
Dy H (t, 0,y 1) — DyH (b, 2,9, )] < (s, )10, o)
for some continuous function &, : R? — [0, 00).
A 10. Forevery R > 0, p € R", and i1 € M, r(Q2 x R™), we have
|DypH (t, 2, p1, 1) — DpH(s,y, p2, )]
< (Ipr = pol® + & =yl + [t = s|”*)&a(pi ] Ip2| s Ao (1)
for some continuous function &, : R® — [0, 00).

A 11. Forevery R > 0, p € R, and ji1, 13 € Moo g(2 X R™), we have

’H(ta z,p, ,U/I) - H(S7 z,p, M2)| < (|t - 8|B/2 + d*(:ula :uQ)ﬂ>§2(|p| 7AOO(M1)7AOO<M2))
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A 12. Forevery R > 0, p1,ps € R”, and py, j12 € Moo r(2 x R™), we have

| Do H (8, p1, ) — Dot (s, y, p2, )]

< (|z - y’ﬁ + |t — S‘B/Q +|p1 — p2‘ﬁ + d*(ﬂl,ﬂﬂﬁ)fa(ypl‘ P2l Ao (111), Ao (12))
for some continuous function &3 : R* — [0, 00).

For motivating examples, one could pair the examples in [27, Section 6] with relevant bound-
ary conditions. For instance, one could consider the linear-demand exhaustible resource model
with non-positively correlated resources paired with Dirichlet boundary conditions, which would
model a situation in which players must leave the game when their production capacities reach the
boundary of a specified region. Alternatively, one consider models of crowd dynamics or flocking
birds paired with Neumann boundary conditions, which would model a situation in which mem-
bers are reflected off of the boundary and must therefore remain inside the enclosed region. It is
straightforward to check that our assumptions are satisfied by these examples.

2.2. Fixed-Point Relation in y. In this section, we address the well-posedness of the third equa-
tion in System (6]), which we regard as a fixed-point relation for the measure .

Lemma 2.1. Assume Al and A8 hold. Given t € [0,T], A € [0,1], p € C°(S;R™), and

m € M(SY), we have the following:
1) There exists a unique j1 € IM(Q x R™) such that

(12) p= (I, =AD,H(t,-,p(-), 1)) #m.
2) For any q € [1, 00|, we have

(13) M) < 755 (14 Pl gmetan ) -

Combining and AH|gives R > 0 (depending on p,m) such that i € M, g(Q X R™). Moreover,
ifm € P(Q) then i € P( x R).

Remark 2.2. Note that since we have fQ mdx < 1, Jensen’s inequality gives that

Ag, (pa) < Agy (pa)
for1l < q < gy < o0, where p, = (I, a)#m for some .

Proof of Lemma[2.1} 1) Define &, : CO(;R") — CY(2;R") given by
(Ppm) (@) (@) = =ADH(t, 2, p(x), (I, 2)#m).

Then

Dy (1) = Pl (@2) [0 = Asgg |DpH(t, z,p(), (I, n)#m) — D H(t, z,p(x), (I, ag)#m)|
< Lyl — | pao(m)
< Li|log — azf|eo-

By the Banach fixed point theorem, since L; < 1, @ﬁpm) has a unique fixed point «. In particular,
w = (I, a)#m uniquely solves (12).

2)If ¢ > qo,
Ag(p) = A HDpH(t, z,p, N)Hm(m)
< AMCo@+ 11177 + AoAgo (1)]] 11y
< ACo(L A+ ([l | o)) + AMoAa(re)
and so

ACy _
T— (1 + [lpl? 1Hm<m))

Ag(p) <



MEAN FIELD GAMES OF CONTROLS WITH BOUNDARY CONDITIONS & INVARIANCE CONSTRAINTS 9

If ¢ < g, we use a similar argument to get

AC _
2a10) € A1) < 205 (1 1101 o)

Il

Lemma 2.3. Assumehold. Let (t1,, Ak, Pr, My )nen be a sequence in [0, T]x [0, 1]x C°(Q, R™) x
LY(2) such that

oty = tin[0,T] and N\, — Nin [0, 1];

o p, — pin CO(;R");

o |lmullpi) < 1and my, — min L'(9).
Then p* — pin Moo r(Q x R™), where u* and i are the fixed points associated to (ty,, \i, pi, M)
and (t, \, p, m), respectively.
Proof. Since (pg)ren is bounded in C°(€; R™), by (13)),

Co _
Aso(ph) < 5= AL 1Pkl ) < C

and so suppu* C {(z,a) : |a| < C}. Thus, the p* are uniformly compactly supported. Hence,

k. . . n k; . . ~
e o0 . y .
(") ken is compact in Mo, (€2 x R™). Take a subsequence (44" ) jey converging to some fi. In the
spirit of [41, Special case 6.16], we have

d* (1", (I, =AD,H(t,z,p, i) #m)

S/|AijpH(tkj7xupkjuﬂkj)_)\DPH(tvap7/1)|dm
Q

+ max{1, \g,05c(DyH (tr;, -, pi, (+), 1))} / |m — my,; |dx
Q
— 0.

Therefore, i = (I,—AD,H(t,-,p(:), it))#m. By uniqueness of the fixed point, this shows that
i = fi. Thus, the map (¢, A\, p, m) — p is continuous. O

Remark 2.4. This shows that for any (A\,u,m) € [0,1] x C%(Q) x C°(0,T; L*(2)), the map
t— pu(t) = (I, =AD,H(t,-, Dyu(t,-), u(t))#m(t) is continuous. Furthermore, if (Ax, Dk, M) ke
converges to (N, Dyu,m) in [0,1] x C°(Q;R™) x C°(0,T; L*(2)), then pux(t) defined by

pr(t) = (I, =M\ DpH (¢, -, pi(t, ), p(t))) FEm(t)
converges to i uniformly on [0, T).

2.3. Estimates for u. The main purpose of this section is to establish a priori bounds on u for
solutions of System (6)). This will require some a priori estimates on g as well, which follow from
so-called “energy estimates” that are now standard in mean field games.

Proposition 2.5. Assume All3|hold. Fix \ € [0, 1] and let (u, m, u) be a classical solution of (11)).
Then

T T
~ maxu(T, @-A/ VF (-0, j(5))lods < u(t, ) < max u(T, x)+—|—)\/ (., 0, 1(5)) | ods
x t x t
Proof. Note that for w(t,z) = u(t,x) — A ftT | H(t,-,0,1(s))]|cds, we have

d 1
pr Q(w — k)3dx > 2/Q <U|me|2 + AMw — k) /0 D,H(t,z,sD,u, pu(t))ds - Dgcw) Xuw>kdT

> ~C DI [ (w0 bid.
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By Gronwall’s inequality,

/(w(t,x) —k)ide < cCv 2 IIDp H 13 (T—1) /(w(T, z) — k)2dz.
Q

Q

Choosing k = maxw(T, x)y = maxu(T, x)y givesu(t, x) < maxu(T )+ j;T |H(t,z,0,u1(s))||cods.
By an analogous argument, u(t, ) > maxu(T x) )\ft |H(t, 2,0, 1(s))||cods. O

Lemma 2.6. Assume Al and A8\ hold. Then for any 6 € (0,1), we have

A\ ’+1cq T
[tlloo < (T, )loo + CoAT + 22—_C0_ [ gioa'p 4 (1 — g)'- / / \Dyultdm(t, 2)dt |
(1— )\)\0) o

As a corollary,

Ao\ +1C'q

< |Ju(T, - AT
Julle < BT, oo+ COAT + 5

(07 + (1= )| Doullt.) T
Proof. By Proposition 2.5 we have

T
[ulloo < Nlu(T, oo + A/0 IH (L, -, 0, (1)) |oodt.

By Lemma 2.1 we get

|H(t7 z, 07 M)| < OO + )‘QA%(:U)(I/

e » ’
< — (1 D, ul? a0 (m
<ot T (L NPl o)
AQAq/Cgl 1—¢ 1- 1
< q -q q- .
< Cot g (677 (1= 0 Dl ™ )

Using o < ¢ and recalling m(t, -) is a probability density, we have ||| Dy u|?!||%. Laoemy < [1DaullTq
|| D, u||,, which concludes the proof. D

Lemma 2.7. Assume A3 hold. Then
T
//]Dxu]qdm(t,:v)dt
0o Ja
’ -1 ’ ’
M CF ) M Cf
<[1- C2(1+T) + Collu 0o__p
—( (1_)\>\0)q’<1_9>q’—1> < o(1+T)+ Colull +(1_)\)\O)q0q—l

forall 0 € (0,1) with (A;AMC) (1—0)7 <1

Proof. Multiply the HJ equation in (IT)) by m and integrate by parts to get the standard “energy
identity” for mean field games:

/Q(g(x, m(T,z))m(T, z) — u(0, x)mo(x))dx + /0 /Q(DpH - Dyu — H)dm(t, x)dt = 0.
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By A}

T
/ / Dol tdm (t, z)dt
0 Q

< CT + Cy /Q(U(O,x)mg(x) — g(z)m(T, z))dx + )\1/0 Ago () dt

2 /\IXJIO((J], 1—¢' 1—-¢' ! q

. A cd
Thus for 6 € (0,1) with (1_,\%1)‘1’(139)‘7'*1 < 1, we have

T / ! -1 / ! v
M CY M CT P~

Dul%dm(t,z)dt < | 1 — 0 21+T o+t "0 7.
/0 /Q| ulfdm(t, x)dt < ( (1= )7 (1— 9)q,_1> (CO( +T) + Collull + 1= )7

g

Proposition 2.8. Assume All6land AS|hold. Then ||u|| < C, where C depends only on ||[u(T, -)||s
and the constants in the assumptions.

Proof. Choose 6 € (0, 1) such that A A7 + Corp A7+ < =0 7;2,17’“0)(1 . By lemmasand
0

we have

Do N1 / T
lulloe < (T, Yoo + CAT + 222 Co(groap (1 _gy1-a / / IDultdm(t, )t
(1 —AXg)4 o Ja

’ / , ’ —1
AT 1O ~ MATC | + C
= (1= A\)? (1 —6)7 1 (1= Ao)? (1 — 6)7—1 o e

-1
, L—M\)9 (1 -7t :
= CoA A7 1! <( J 5/ ) — >\1)\q> |u]|o0 + Co
Co
’ I_q , -1
Since Cohp A4 1 ((1_’“0);(5,1_9)(1 — A A? ) < 1, this concludes the proof. O
0

2.4. Gradient Estimate. In this section we prove a priori bounds on | D, u/| for solutions of System
(TT). We use what is commonly known as a Bernstein method. For mean field games of controls,
we follow an outline similar to that which is found in [27]], where the boundary conditions play no
role. Here, we will need to adapt the argument to the case of Neumann or Dirichlet type boundary
conditions. We will start with the Neumann case.

Theorem 2.9. Assume hold. Let (u,m, ) be a classical solution of (I1)-(TTh) with u €
C3([0,T) x Q). Then
|Dyu| < CAz.

Proof. By vector calculus,
1 2V 2 2 2, A 2
— §8t|Dzu| - §A\DIU\ +v|Diul® + §DI]Dxu] - D,H(t,z, Dyu, p)
= —AD.H(z, Dyu, ) - Dyu.
Define the following functions:

o(v) = exp (exp (—a = bllullLv) ) , for fo] < [lullec
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w(t,z) = p(u(T —t,x))| Dyu(T — t,2)[?
where ¢ > 1 and b > 0 are constants that will be defined below. Note that

fafbHquolv

@' (v) = =bllull e p(v),
" (v) = b[ul|2ea bl (1 + e_“_b”“”‘;}”) o(v),

and hence

—a-+b

L<pv) <e blullge™ ™" <

< bHUH 1 7a+b
Furthermore,

/
Opw — vAw + ADyw - D, H (t, x, Dyu, ) + 2% Dyw - Dyu + 20| D2, ul?
¥

/ /"

-9 AV
e = 2(¢)

P
/ "o — 9(p)2

. [Dxu -DyH(t,x, Dyu, pn) — H(t, z, Dyu, ,u)} — I/M
¥ ¥

We now bound the right-hand side from above. To begin, notice that ¢"¢ — 2(¢’)? > 0 provided

a > b. By All}

—2¢0D,u - D H(x, Dyu, pn) < 2Cop|Dyul (1 + [Dyul? + Ay, (u)q,>

¥

= w [—atu —vAu+ ADyu- D,H(t,z, D,u, u)] — w? — 20\pDyu - Dy H (x, Dyu, )
¥

w? — 2\pDyu - Dy H (2, Dyu, ).

Since ¢’ < 0, AB|gives

¢’ i wits ‘ ¢ _1y 7] 4
—w |Dyu- DyH(t,x, Dyu, u) — H(t,x, Dyu, p)| < —Cy zw 2 + Co—w + C, wly, ().
© [ p } 991+, © 0 © q0
By Lemma 2.1 we get
'] 1 ath c » o
A q < b a+ (Ql q 1—-6 1—q go>
an” <l S (07 4 (- 0

for 0 € (0,1) defined below. Also note that

—a+b

/
|90 | > bHquole—a—be—%e

(1—0)1=9(1 = \)?

Qi3
Combining these inequalities, we get
(14) ,
Ow — vAw + A\Dyw - D,H (t, x, Dyu, j1) — 2V£wa - Dyu + 2u| D2 ul?
2
- MCE
<A | =Cw'™E 4 buf| e — Nl + Capo(1+ [l 21+ [ ||H2)]

—a+b

where C' = C;b||u|Zle=* e3¢ " Since |w(0, -)||os < eCZ, we get that the constant function

_2

lollas® + O+ ullo) (14 hollod

U= A2Ha _9) 7 1(1 )

is a super-solution to (T4) with ||w (0, )||ec < © (Where C' = C + (eC2)'*2). Note that v = w — ¥
satisfies

) >\qu 2b5ett
(1

Opv — VAV + Dy - ()\D H—2%D u) <C (f;1+% _ wl+a) .
v
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Recall that we are assuming in the case of Neumann boundary conditions that €2 is convex. Thus,
for all z € C*(Q) with 22 = 0 on 99, we have -Z|D,2|> < 0 on 9 (See [33,34]). Hence, we get
%w < 0. Since

v+dm—|—21// |Dov|*xwssdr < 21//

U+va-ﬁd0(l‘)+2/
o9

/
vy Dyo- ()\DPH _ 2V£Dxu> dz,
Q

dt ©®

this implies

7112
21 Ipal) [ ez
? lloo Q

By Gronwall’s inequality, it follows that w < v. This implies

q —a+b
)\10q 2b e3¢

(1= 0)7=1(1 = Ao)”

d
— / vide < O, (AQHDPHHio + 412
dt Jq ’

q
[w]led ? < A

14q
Newlla® + C 1+ Jlulloe) (1 + [Jwllo )]

q_—a+b

By AlS n ch b. 9 such that 22C6 <2 1 hd
y AP} we can choose a, b, 6 such that 7= o 7—-C and so

1+3 / =
[wlloe * < ACT (1 + [lufloc) { 1+ llwlled ) -

1 1

If |w|| 2% < 2X2C" (14 ||ul|o ), we are done. So suppose ||w||Z > 2A2C"(1+ ||u|o ). Then we have
1 1tq

||w ||1+2 < 1)\%||w|]§o 1+ Hw||o§q , which implies ||w| < Az. Since ¢ > 1, this completes

the proof. U

To handle the Dirichlet case, we first need to prove an a priori bound on|D,u| on the boundary.
Arguments of a similar spirit can be found in [28, Chapter V]. Here it is necessary to have ¢ < 2
(see Assumption ). Indeed, for superquadratic Hamiltonians, the phenomenon of “gradient blow-
up” is well-known for Hamilton-Jacobi equations with Dirichlet boundary conditions. See e.g. 3]
and references therein.

Lemma 2.10. Assume A8 hold. Let (u, m, it) be a classical solution of (T1)-(TTH). Then
|D,ul < C
on .

Proof. Let S be a section of 052 such that, under a C*? smooth change of coordinates y = y(x), the
image of S is contained in R"~* x {0} and the image of 2 is contained in R} = {y € R" : y,, > 0}.
We will denote by S and €2 the images of S and (2, respectively. Define u(t, y(x)) = u(t, z). Note
that

8iu(t, SZJ) = Clkakfb(t, y), &ju(t, ;U) = Aijklalkil(t, y) + Bijkﬁk&(t, y)
where we follow the convention of summing over repeated indices, and we define
At = 0iyxOju1, Bijr = iy, Cij = Oy;.

Let Ay = S0, Aum, By = S0, B, and H(t,y, Dya(t,y)pu) = MH(t,z, Du(t,x), ) —
v By 0,u(t,y). Note that all coefficients are bounded, there exists ap > 0 with

Ap&r& > aolé)?, V¢ e R”,
and
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where M depends on the change of coordinates. (Here we have used ¢ < 2.) Now note that u
satisfies

—(9tﬂ - VAklﬁklﬂ + I:.,(t, Yy, Dyﬂ, LL) = O, (t, ZE) S (0, T) X Q
a(t,z) =0, (t,z) € [0,T] x 09

Define v = ’® — 1 with v > 0 to be chosen below. Then
—aﬂ) - VAklakﬂ) + 1/7267”1Ak18ka8m + ’76711]‘?(15, Yy, Dyﬂ, M) =0

and so
— O — VAR”Ow + aguy? ™| Dyail® < M~(1 + |Dyﬁ|2)ew
Choosing v = % gives
M? .
—0w — VAR Oy < —e < C,
aoglV
using the bound on % coming from the maximum principle.
Define w(t,y) = v(t,y) + ne ¥, where 7 is a constant to be chosen below. Note that
—Ow — VA Opw < C — l/nA,me’d
where d is the diameter of . For 7 large enough, we get

—Ow — VAR Oyw < 0.

By the maximum principle,

w(t,y) < max _w.
([0,T]xQ)UHT}x2)

Since v(t, y) = 0 for all y € 9 and since Q0 C R?, it follows that

max w = 1.
[0,T]x 0%

Moreover, for 1 large enough, we have
anw(Ta y) = ’Ye’Yﬁ(Ty)(‘)n{L(T, y) — ne_yn S ,-)/67“9”00 HC’Lk”ooHngHOO o 77€_d S 0

and hence

maxw(T,y) = max = 7.
Q a9
Since w attains its maximum value of 7 on [0, 7] x S provided 7 is large enough, we get that for
y € S, 0w < 0 and hence 9,4 < %7767”“”00. Since D,u - i = C'0,, this gives an upper bound on
the normal derivative of u on the boundary. A similar argument gives a lower bound on the normal
derivative. Since u = 0 on 2, the tangential derivatives are all 0. U

Theorem 2.11. Assume hold. Let (u,m, i) be a classical solution of (LI)-(TId) with u €
C13([0,T) x Q). Then

|Dyul < C.

Proof. The argument is almost identical to the proof of theorem [2.9] taking into account Lemma
to estimate the gradient on the boundary. O
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2.5. Bootstrapping. Let X = C%2%5(Q) x C°(0,T; L*(Q2)). With the aim of applying the
Leray-Schauder fixed point theorem, we will define map the ¥ : X x [0, 1] — X as follows: Given
(a,m) € X and A € [0, 1], define

|m(t,z)| . ~

Tl L7 )@ > 1
m(t,x) = it )],  if0 < |mt,)|me <1

0 if ([ (t, )21 @) = 0

and let (u,m) = W(a,m, A) be the classical solution to

p

—uy — vAu+ NH(t,z, D, u, 1) = 0, (t,x) € Q
my —vAm — AV - (mD,H(t,x, D,u, 1)) = 0, (t,z) € Q
(15) Ia = (Iv_ADpH(t77Dzﬂuﬂ))#m7 te [07T]
= (,—AD,H(t,-, D,a,t))#m, te[0,7]
\u(T, z) = Ag(x,m(T)), m(0,x) = Amg(z), = €Q
paired with either
(T51) u=m =0, (t,z) e X
or
(h) Ou O  \mDH(t 2, Daii, ) - i — 0 (t,x) €
aﬁ - an Y x 7/’[/ - ) Y

Remark 2.12. By A4| A} A7} we have uniform bounds for H and each of its first-order deriva-
tives (depending only on || D,u||~ and the constants in the assumptions). By Lemma 2.1 and the
arguments from [|16, Section 7.1.2], we get that ji, m, and Tt are well-defined.

In order to prove the continuity and compactness required to apply Leray-Schauder, we will need
prove higher regularity and a priori estimates for (u, m), possibly depending on ||| s/2.1+5 () and

I coo.1:22(9) -
Lemma 2.13. Assume hold. Then there exists C' > 0 (depending only on || D, 0|, ||m0]]cos
v, n, T, and |$)|) such that
[ oo () < C.
Proof. In the Dirichlet case, this follows directly from [28, Theorem V.2.1]. For the convenience

of the reader, we sketch a proof that holds in both Dirichlet and Neumann problems. We use Moser
iteration. First note that for p > 2, we have

t
/mpdx+up(p—1)/ /me‘Dxm‘deL'dT

—)\/mgda:—)\p( —1//m7’ 'D,H - D,mdxdr

p—1)
/m / /mp *|Dym|*dwdr + = ( ||D H|?, / /mpdde

The inequality is established formally by multiplying the FP equation by m?~!, which is a valid test
function when m is bounded; to establish the inequality for all weak solutions, one can multiply by
¢(m) where ¢(s) is a smooth bounded function chosen to approximate s”~! for s > 0 (we omit the
details). Now, by Sobolev’s inequality,

P 2 2 P 1
Im Ol 2, g = 17821172 g < CRAIM(O) 7o) + 1 D2(m()?) [ 12(0))?
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and so

N

.
S—
H

3
=

_l’_

S
=
o
E
Y

~

N———
S =

=

1 p(p—1) g
<o (1+; ) (||m0|| + TnDpHnionmn’zp(Q))

By interpolation,

/m1+ WPdr < (/ mn- ng;) ( mpdx>
< ([me m> ( [ mtas+ 22V, [ /mpdxdt)

3

2
LU+r(Q)
2
1

oz -1) Eeam
< 1+,2L D p(p .DH 2 p n
LT - (Il + 220,

1 N S
D p (+ 2w p(p—1) ’
<O (14 5 ) (ol + 22D, HI Il g

1 — 1 1
Y P (a+Zp p(p—1) g
< Cp M <T+ m) <\Q\ + —HDpHHgo max{|[mo[ (@), [[mllr@)}-

Let v = 1 + 2 and define a sequence (p)S, by px = 2v*. Now define the sequence (ay,)%, by

ap = max{HmOHLoo Alm| e} By 1nduct10n
o p; i pi(p; — 1) p%'
< C,:j+1 T J 0 J\7J D.H 2
ap+1 < ag j”o + 20(p; — 1) (| |+ 2 IDpHI%

As the series

|1 1 ; 1 (pj — 1
> InC, + m(T+—2 )4+ —m (|Q|+MHDPH||§O)
= | i Pj+1 2vp;—1) ] p 2v

o0

1 1 2y 297/(297 — 1) 2
= —InC,,+ ———In|T+ —+—— —1 Q+ ——=||D,H
Z 27]+1 n + 2,}/]—}-1 n ( + 21/(27] _ 1)> + 27] n <| | + Qv || p ||oo

J=0

converges, it follows that
1

= P; s pilp; — 1) b
[[e <T+W‘7_1)) (IQH#HDPHH{;
J

j=0
also converges, thus completing the proof. O
Lemma 2.14. Assume hold. Then there exist o € (0, 3) and C > 0 so that m € C*>*(Q)
with

Im|carzag) < C,
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where C depends on (i, m).

Proof. 1In the Dirichlet case, this follows from [28, Theorem V.1.1] or [[15, Theorem I1.1.2]. In the
Neumann case, this follows by arguments similar to those used to prove [[15, Theorem I1.1.3]. [J

Lemma 2.15. Assumehold Then h(t,x) = D,H(t,z, D,i(t,z), fi(t)) € C*/2B(Q) with
llomzony < CUDLE gy + Il + 1)

Proof. Note that for x,y € Qand t € [0, T,
\h(t,x) — h(t,y)| <|D,H(t,z, Dyu(t, z), i(t)) — DyH(t,y, Dya(t, z), 1(t))]|
+ [DpH(t,y, Doult, x), 1i(t)) — DpH (L, y, Dyt(t, y), fi(t))]
<O+ I Dyill o )| = 91

Furthermore, for all ¢, s € [0, T],

17 (t, ) = h(s,)lloc SIDpH(t, -, Dyult,-), 1i(t)) — DpH(t, -, Dyt(t,-), (I, h(t,-))#m(s))||
+[DpH(t, -, Dyt(t, ), (I, ( )) m(s)) — DpH (¢, -, Dya(t, ), 7(s))llos
+[DpH(t, -, Doti(t, -), 1i(s)) — DpH (s, -, Dau(s, ), 1i(s)) oo

<Cd*(m(t),m(s))” + Li|[h(t,-) — h(s, )]l

+ C(LA+ | Daill oo gt — 517

and
d*(m(t),m(s)) < max{l,dz'am(Q)}/ im(t) —m(s)|dx
Q
< max{1, diam(Q)}Q] [ml| ozt — 1%,
As L, € (0,1), this completes the proof. U

Remark 2.16. This gives us estimates for fiin C' (0, T; Moo r(QXR™)) (resp. in c% (0, T; Poo,r (€2
R™))). By and this gives us estimates for H in C*%* /%% (Q) and D, H in C*%*/%°F* (Q; R™).
By [28, Theorem IV.5.2] (resp., (28, Theorem 1V.5.3]), this shows that V is well-defined. Fur-
thermore, we get bounds for u in WZ}’Z(Q) for arbitrarily large p (see [28, Section IV.9]). By

[28, Lemma I1.3.3], we get estimates for u and D u in C/*%(Q) and C?/*#(Q;R™), respectively.
Lemma 2.17. Assume AINl 1\ hold. Then u € C'+o8° /2205 ()Y with

||U||cl+a£2/2,2+a52(Q) < O/\<||H||Ca52/2»0432(Q) + ||9||c2+a62(9)>-
Proof. This follows from Theorem 5.2 (resp., Theorem 5.3) from chapter IV of [28]. g

Finally, in order to use the results from Section [2.4]to get a priori estimates for fixed-points, we
will need to prove even higher of w.

Lemma 2.18. Assume AIHI2| hold and fix b € C**%(Q) such that 1|sq = 0. Then for j =
L,...,n, we get |[VO;ull crvas/eoras(q) < Cy. In particular, u € CY?([0,T] x Q).

Proof. Note that for G == (2ny¢ - Dydju + vOuly + M (9, H + D,H - Dxaja)>, we have

G € C*F*/208° (). By Theorem IV.5.2 from [28], there exists a solution w € C1+e#*/22+e8((9)
to

—Ow — vAw + G =0, xeQ

w(T,2) = Mpyg(e, m(T)), z €0

w =0, xr e
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and it satisfies

||w||cl+aﬁg/2,2+aﬁ2(Q) < C(HGHcaﬁQ/ZaBQ(Q) + )‘H@Z}ajg“(j%aﬁg(g)) < 00.

By uniqueness of solutions in the sense of distributions, it follows that w = ¥0;u. U

2.6. Existence. With the results from Section [2.5] we are ready to prove our first existence result.

Theorem 2.19. Under assumptions Al there exists a classical solution to (6)-(6d) (resp., (6)-
(©h)).

Proof. Define X and ¥ : X x [0,1] — X as in section
U (-, 0) is constant: First, note that for every (u,m) € X, ¥(u,m,0) = (0,0).
Bound for fixed-points: By the results from the previous sections, we get

||u||cl+aﬁ2/2,2+aﬁ2 + ||m||CO(o,T;L2(Q)) <C
(@)

for all (u,m, A) € X x [0, 1] with U(u,m, \) = (u,m).

Continuity: That WU is continuous in A is clear. Now fix A € [0,1]. Take (ug, my) — (u,m)
in X. Define (uy,my) = ¥(ag, my, A) and (u,m) = ¥(a,m,)). By Remark [2.4] it follows
that % = (I, —\D,H(t,-, Dy, ii*))#my converges to ji = (I, —AD,H(t,-, D,a, ji))#m uni-

formly in [0, T] Since 1, — @ in C%Y(Q), we get uniform bounds for D, 1y, and hence for
H(t,z, Dy, i*) and each of its first-order derivatives. Since

/ |m — my|2dx

< Cua (HDpHHio /Q m — my|*dzx + [|m|| 22 | Dy H (. @, Do, i) — DpH(t, @, Dy, ﬂ"“)llio) :
Gronwall’s inequality gives
/ [m —my[de < Cu\T|[ml[faiqye™ P 1=T || D, H(t, 2, Dyi, i) — DpH(t, x, Doy, i) %
Q

< O(| Dyt — Dyigllos + sup d*(a(t), @*(1)))?
te[0,7)
— 0
and so my, — min C°(0,T; L*(0)). Again, by Lemmal[2.3] we get 7i* — 7. Furthermore, by the re-
sults in Section see in particular Lemma , we get uniform bounds for ||uy || p1+ap2/2,24052 @)

By the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, there is a subsequence (uy; )2, converging to some v in Co2He(Q).
Since

d
21// |Dyu — Dyuyg|*de — —/ lu — ug|*dx
Q dt Jo

< / lu — ug|*da +/ |H(t, 2, Dyti, 1) — H(t, 2, Dy, u*)|*du,
it follows from Gron?;vall’s inequality tﬁat
Ju— Uk”%%cg) ST@T(HH(ta x, Dy, i) — H(t, Dwﬁk7/7k)||%2(o,T;L2(Q))
+llg(@,m(T)) — gz, mu(T)II72(0))
—0

and so uy, — win L*(Q). By the uniqueness of the limit in L*(Q), this gives v = u and so (uy,)7,
converges to u in C*/212(Q).

Compactness: Take (i, My )reny bounded in X and let (ug, my) = W(g, My, A) and (u, m) =
W(a@,m, ). By similar arguments to those above, there is a subsequence (uy;)32; converging to
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some u in C%'(Q). Likewise, we get uniform bounds for m, in C*/%%(Q), and so my,, converges
in C°(Q) (and hence C°(0, T'; L*(2))), passing to a subsequence if necessary.

By the Leray-Schauder fixed point theorem, it follows that there exists some (u,m) € X with
U(u,m,1) = (u, m). Letting

p=(I,—D,H(t,z, Dyu, p))#m,
we get that (u, m, i) is a classical solution to (6)-(6d) (resp., (6)-(6n). O
3. DIRICHLET & NEUMANN BOUNDARY CONDITIONS WITH MONOTONE COUPLING

For this problem, we will make most of our assumptions on the Lagrangian, and we will prove the
existence of strong solutions to (6)) using an approach similar to that of [26]], which leverages Lasry-
Lions monotonicity to obtain a priori estimates. To this end, for ¢ € (0, 1], define LO(t, z, a, 1) =
OL(t,x, 5,0 (p)) where © : IM(Q x R™) — M(Q x R") is given by O(u) = (I @ 51)#pu. Note
that the associated Hamiltonian is given by H? (¢, z, p, 1) = 0H (¢, x,p, ©(p)). Extending to 6 = 0
gives H® = 0 and
0, a=0

oo, else

Lt z, a, i) = {

With the aim of applying the Leray-Schauder fixed point theorem, we will consider the following
parametrized system:

—uy — vAu+ H(t,z, Dyu,p) = 0f(t,z,m), (t,z) € Q

(16) my — vAm —V - (mD,H’(t,x, Dyu, i) =0, (t,z) € Q

= (I,=DyH(t,-, Dyu, p))#m, te[0,T]

w(T,x) =0g(x,m(T)), m(0,z) = mo(z), x €
paired with either
(T6[d) u=m=0, (t,x) e X
or

ou om 0 S
(T6n) 57 = Van +mD,H"(t,x, Dyu, ) - i =0, (t,x) e X

3.1. Assumptions. In the case of monotone couplings, we will still assume A However, we
will replace A[TH9| with the following assumptions:

A 13. Forall R > 0 and piy, j1a € Moo g(€2 x R™), we have
| @tmaum) - Lt v aups)d(n - m)e.a) 2 0.
QxR™

A 14. The Lagrangian L : [0,T] x Q x R™ x M(Q x R") — R is differentiable with respect to
(x,a), and L and its derivatives are continuous on [0,T] x  x R™ x M, (2 x R™) for any
R >0.

A 15. Foreveryt € [0,T), x € Q, and p € R", the maximum in

(17) sup [p-a— L(t,z, o, )]
CVGR”

is achieved at a unique o € R™.

A16. L(t,z,a,p) > Cio|oz]q/ —Cy (1 + Aq/(,u)q') for some q € (1,00), ¢ = 45, and Co > 0. In
the Dirichlet case, we require q < 2.

A17. |L(t,z,a, p)| + | DoL(t, z, . )| < Cp (1 + o] + Aq,(ﬂ)q’).
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A 18. We take mo € CP(Q) with [, modx = 1. For every m € MM(Q), we have g|s, = 0 (resp.,
%bg = 0) and Hg(-,m)||03+5(§) + N f Gy sm)lesrzassg) < Co. Furthermore, m v g(-,m) is
continuous from L?(Q) into L*(Q), and m — f(-,-,m) is continuous from L*(Q) into L*(Q).

As an example, one could consider a variation of the exhaustible resource model discussed in
[26] paired with Dirichlet boundary conditions. This would correspond to a situation in which
players are forced to leave the game when their production capacities reach the boundary.

Remark 3.1. Note that for § € (0, 1], Al6117| give
1—¢’

Lot z, o, ) > o la]? — Cof — Cof* =7 Ay (1)
0

L0 (t, 2, 00, )| + | Do LO(t, 2, 0, )| < Cob) + Cof* ™7 (1 + ]l + Aq/w)q’)

Remark 3.2. If we assume further regularity of D,H with respect to |1 (e.g. such that we
have Holder estimates for i, we get classical solutions as in the previous problem. However, due to
the nature of |1 as a fixed-point, such estimates seem to require some kind of “smallness condition”.
In this problem, we will instead show that we get strong (not classical) solutions under relatively
modest assumptions.

3.2. Estimates on the Hamiltonian and Lagrangian. We start by recalling results from [26] for
the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian, which rely heavily on properties of convex functions (see [37]).

Lemma 3.3. Fix § € (0,1]. If LY is coercive and differentiable with respect to o, then L° being
strictly convex is equivalent to

Lemma 3.4. Fix 0 € (0,1]. Under assumptions A the Hamiltonian H°(t,x,p, u) is differ-
entiable with respect to x and p, and H and its derivatives are continuous on [0,7] x Q x R" x
Moo, (2 x R") for all R > 0. Furthermore, there exists Cy > 0 (depending only on Cy) so that

(18) |D,HO(t, 2, p, )| < Cof(1+ |p|7" + Ay ()

(19) |HO(t, %, p, )] < Cob(1 + |p|?) + Cob' ™7 Ay (11)”

(20) p- DyHO(t,2,p, 1) — HO(t, 2, p, ) > éilplq — Cobl — Cob 7 Ay (n)”
0

Q1) \D,H(t,2,p, 1) < Cof(1 4 |p|?) + Cof'~7 Ay (11)7

forallt € [0,T), z€Q, p€ R, and 1 € M(Q x R™). Without loss of generality, we will assume
Co = Cp.

3.3. Fixed-Point Relation in ;.. As was done in [26], we will use our monotonicity assumption
to get a priori estimates for A () and will prove the existence and uniqueness of the fixed-
point 1 using, respectively, the Leray-Schauder fixed point theorem and the monotonicity approach
found in [[11, Lemma 5.2].

Lemma 3.5. Assume Al3H17 hold. Givent € [0,T], 6 € (0,1], p € C°(Q;R"™), and m € IM(),
we have the following:
1) If pu satisfies
(22) p= (I, =Dy H"(t, . p("), w))#tm,
then we have

"\g—1 200)q

(23) Ay ()7 < 40207 + %Gq'HpH%q(m),
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(24) Aso(p1) < Cof(1 + [|plloc + Agr(12))-
2) There exists a unique j1 € Mo, p(Q x R") satisfying @2), where R > || D, H?|| .
Proof. 1) Applying to u and m ® g gives
/ (LO(t,x,a, ) — LO(t, 2,0, @ &) )dpu + /(Le(t,x, 0,m® &) — LO(t,x,0, p))dm > 0.
QxRn 0
All7) gives
/ LO(t,2,0,m ® &y)dm < Cyf.
Q
Thus, by Al6|and Lemma 3.3 we get

1—q' )
(900 /Q . |O-/|q d/l < 2009 + /S;([ﬁ(t’x’alt’M) _ Le(tax,o,,u))dm
X n

<200 + / o DoLO(t, 7,0, 1)
QOxR"

where 1 = (I, a")#m. Since p(x) = —D,L?(t,z, o, 1) and yz < qu, quq for z,y > 0 and
c > 0, we get

/

07 , 2Coq'07 1) f'
/ la|Tdp < 26’09—1-(0(]—/ Ip(z)|%dm + / | dp.
C10 QxRn® 2610 QxRn

Since 7 + 1= gand (¢’ — 1) = 1, this gives (23). Combining this with (18] gives (24).
2) Takep € CY(Q;R"). For A € [0, 1], define

_ q
”Mt%mMZAﬁ@%&M%ﬂl—M<M|—&ﬁ@o

and denote by HP* the associated Legendre transform. As |a - p(z)| < |a‘q + 2q - |/ o> We can

assume (up to a change of Cy) that LP satisfies A Thus, (A, t,z, p, ) > D HPA(t, 2, p, 1)
is continuous on [0, 1] x [0, T] x © x R™ x My, z(Q x R™) for all R > 0.

Define @ : CO(Q;R") x [0,1] — C°(Q;R") by ®(a, \) = —D,HP ¢, 2, P, (I, a)#m). Note
that ®(-,0) is constant, and that ® is continuous by the continuity of the map (A, ¢, z,p, u) —
D,HP(t,x,p, ). Forevery R > 0, Ag = [0,1] x [0,T] x Q© x Br(0) x M p(2 x R") is
compact, and hence (\,t,z,p, ) — D,HP*(t,z,p, ) is uniformly continuous on Ag (by the
Heine-Cantor theorem). Furthermore, p is uniformly continuous on Q. Thus, the Arzela-Ascoli
theorem gives that ® is compact. Finally, if ®(a, A) = « for some A € [0, 1], then (23),(24) give
a uniform bound for |||| . By the Leray-Schauder fixed point theorem, there exists some oy such
that ®(«y, 1) = ap and hence o = (I, o) #m satisfies (22)).

To prove uniqueness, suppose /i1, 1o both satisfy 22). Letting o; = —D,H(t, -, p, p;), A
gives

0< [ (@ tmaun) - Lm0 )i - e)(w.0)
QxR"
= /(L(ta$7061,M1) - Le(twrao@nul) + Le(tax>a27,u2) - Le(tvxvalaﬂ2>>dm
Q

S /(DaLe(t7w7a17M1) : (052 - Oll) + DaLe(t,J),ag,Mg) : (041 - &2))dm-
Q

As Do L%(t,x, o, p1;) = p, this shows that o, = ay m-a.e. O
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We conclude this section by introducing two continuity results, the first will be useful in this
section and the second will be useful in Section [5] The proofs are omitted as they are nearly
identical to that of Lemma

Lemma 3.6. Assume A13H17\hold. Fix 0 € (0,1] and let (tx, px, Mk )nen be a sequence in [0, T x
C(Q,R"™) x LY(Q) such that

o i —tin [O,T]_,

e p, = pin CO(Q;R");

o HmkHLl < land my — min Ll(Q)
Then pi* — i in ,‘J)TOO,R(Q x R™), where ¥ and p are the fixed points associated to (., py, my,) and
(t, p, m), respectively.
Lemma 3.7. Assume / hold. Fix 6 € (0, 1] and let (ty, pr, mi)ken be a sequence in [0,T] X
C°(Q,R™) x LY() such that

ot —tin|0,T];

e |pr| < C and py — p pointwise in $;

o |lmil i) < Cand my — min L'(Q).
Then pif — pin Moo p(Q x R™), where 1i* and 1 are the fixed points associated to (1., py,, my) and
(t,p, m), respectively.
Remark 3.8. This shows that for any 0 € (0,1], u € C%L([0,T] x Q), and m € C°(0,T; L*()),
themap t — pu(t) = (I, —D,H(t,-, Dyu(t, ), u(t))#m(t) is continuous. Furthermore, if (px, My ) ren
converges to (Dju,m) in C’O(Q R™) x C’O( ,T; L' (QQ)), then pu,(t) defined by

p(t) = (I, =Dy H(t, -, pi(t, -), pu(t))) #mu ()

converges to i uniformly on [0, T).

3.4. A Priori Estimates. In this section, we prove a priori bounds on ,and A, (1) using
an approach similar to that found in [26], which we adapt to account for the boundary conditions.
This approach leverages our Lasry-Lions monotonicity assumption, allowing us to eliminate some
of the “smallness conditions” that we required in the non-monotone case. As before, we start with
the Neumann case.

Theorem 3.9. Assume hold and suppose (u, m, 11) is a strong solution to (16)-(16n). Then
there exists some C' > 0 (depending only on the constants in the assumptions) such that ||u||. <
CO. Furthermore, if u € C'3([0,T] x Q), < CH2 and
sup A (p(t)) < C6.

t€[0,T]

Proof. Estimating fOT Ay (@) dt:
Define (X, «v) by
oy = —D,HO(t, Xy, Dyu(t, Xy), u(t))
dX; = aydt +2vdB; — K,
Xo=E&~mg
where {Bt}te[o,T] is a Brownian motion independent of £ and K; enforces the reflection boundary
conditions. Note that for ¢ € [0,7] and s € [t,T],

/t (L9(s, X2 o, ju(s)) + OF (. X2 m(s)))ds + 0g(X8, m(T))

s = argminF

a/

where
Xy = ajdt + V2vdB] — K
X&' =€ ~mg
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{B{}icpor is a B~rownian motion independent of £, and K f‘/ enforces the reflection boundary con-
ditions. Define X by

dXt =V 2l/dBt — kt
Xo=E&~my

and define the measures m(t) = L(X;) and ji(t) = L(X;) ® &, where £L(X,) denotes the law of
Xi.
Taking o/ = 0 gives

/OT/M{" Le(ta$7a>ﬂ(t))dﬂ(t>$aa)dt+/OTLQf(t,$,m(t))dm(t,x)dt+/Qég(x,m(T))dm(T,g:)

T T

< / / Lt 2, 0, () dit, 2, )t + / / OF(t, 2. m(t))din(t, )dt + / 0g(, m(T))diin(T, ).
0 QxR™ 0 Q Q

By ATS|

T T

/ / L0t 2, 0, () dplt, , )t < / / Lt 2, 0, pu(t))djit, 2, @)t + 2Co0(1 +T)

0 QxRn? 0 QO xRn?

Furthermore, by and we get

/ L0(t, v, (1)) dji(t, 2y ) + / L9(t, 2, , j(t))dp(t, 2, )
OxR" QOxR"

< / LOt, @, a, p(t))dp(t, o, o) + / LOt, x, o, (1)) dfu(t, o, )
QOxR" QOxR"

and

/Q N LO(t, x, o, u(t))dji(t, x, ) ZH/QL(t,a:,o,g(t))m(t,dx) < Cyb.

By A[I6] these estimates give

T / T !
| stwrae= [ [ jaifdute .y
0 0 QOxR"

T
< C209T + Cop ! / / L0t 2, (1)) dplt o, o)t
0 QxRn?
< 20207 (1 + 2T).
Estimating ||u||oo: For w(t,z) = u(t,x) + 2Co0(t — T) — Cof' =7 ftT Ay (p)dt, we have

d
— (w—k)idx22/

1
v|Dyw|* + (w — k) / D,H®(t,z,5Du, ju(t))ds - Dyw | Xwsrdw
dt Jo Q 0 -

> D, [ (0= e
0
By Gronwall’s inequality,
/Q (w(t,z) — k)% dz < S IPHI5(T=0) /Q (w(T, z) — k)2 da.
Choosing k¥ = maxw(T,z)y = maxu(T,x)y gives u(t,z) < maxu(T,z); + 2Co0(T — t) +

Co* =7 ftT Ay (p)dt. Similarly, u(t, ) > —maxu(T,z)_ + 2C0(t — T) — Cof* 7 ftT Ay (p)dt.
In particular,

T
Jull < Cob(1+27) + ot [ A ().
0
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Estimating || D,u||: Note that if u € C12([0, T] x ), then
1
- 58,5]Dxu]2 —vADuu - Dyu+ D? uD,H(t, 2, Dyu, 1) - Dyu + D H? (x, Dyu, pt) - Dyu = Dy f - Dyu.

If ||u]| o = 0, then u = 0. So suppose ||u||s > 0. Define the following functions:

T
p(0) = exp (exp (<1 = B10))  for o] £ R o= fulo + (14 ot [ ()7,
0

w(t,x) = <u(T —t,z)+ (1+ Co)Ql_q,/O Aq/(u(s))q/ds> |Du(T —t,z)|.

Recall that

/
S bR_l, ‘90 ’
¢(v) o't

Furthermore, by similar arguments to those in the proof of Theorem [2.9]

1 <o) <e, bR 'e 2 < > bR e 273,

[S]N<}

/
Ow — vAw + Dyw - DyH(t, 2, Dyu, 1) — 2u£wa - Dyu + 2v@| D2 ul?
'a

/

=2 [Qf + Dyu - DyH?(t, 2, Dyu, pn) — H(t, 2, Dy, 1) + (1 + CO)Gl_q'Aq/(,u)q/]
¥
"o 2 N2
— VMU}Z —2pD,u - D, H? + 200D, f - D,u.
2

We now bound the right-hand side from above. To begin, notice that "¢ — 2(¢’)> > 0 for a > b.
By (1),
—2¢D,u - DyH? < 2000 Do (9 +0|Dyul? + elfq/Aq/(u)q') .

Since ¢’ < 0, (20) gives

%w [9 f+ Dyu- D,H'(t,x, Dyu, jt) — H(t, 2, Dyu, 1) + (1 + Co)elfq/Aq,(u)q’}

/

/ / /
19 F ¥, el g
< CO 9¢1+%w 2 —|—2009 » w— 6 o qu/(,u) .
Combining these inequalities, we get

/
Ow — vAw + Dyw - Dy H(t, x, Dyu, 1) — 21/£wa - Dyu + 2v| D2 ul?
¥

92 4
62

e 2 q
——w'"2 2w —

1
C2 Cob?

!

S QC()R_l |: - Aq/(u)q w

+ 2Rw? (26% w4 e%e-q’Aq,(u)q’) }
(25)
e 2e 3 q
<OCoR™! { <g -~ ) w2+ C., (1+2R)
0

1 / ~ /
+ (5 - W) Ag ()" w + (C.+2R) 6077 Ay (u)"]

<0C., (077 A (0" +1)
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~ _ t .
for all e > 0. Note that v = w — C,, (91 7 Ay (u(s)? ds + 075) satisfies

/
oy —vAv + Do - (DPHG — 21/£D$u) <0.
2

Recall that for all = € C*(Q) with 22 = 0 on 99, we have 2|D,z|*> < 0 on 9. Hence,
%w < 0. Since

d
pr (v—k) dx+2y/|D v| xv>kdx<2/(v—k;)+D v (D He—Zl/gD u)d
Q ¥
wehave
d o |
G [wo=wide <o, (IDH 1 + 02| E] 1Dl ) [ (0= 02de
Q o Q

By Gronwall’s inequality, it follows that v < ||v(0, -)||s and so

T
w < Jw(0, Yoo + Ceg (91‘1’/ Ay ()7 dt + 9T> <00,
0

Since ¢ > 1, this shows || D, ul|o < 0:C.
Estimating A (41): Combining our gradient estimate with (23),(24) gives A, (1) +Aoo (1) < CH
for some constant C' depending only on the constants in the assumptions. U

Theorem 3.10. Assume Al3{18| hold and suppose (u,m, ) is a strong solution to (16)-(16d).

Then there exists some C' > 0 (depending only on the constants in the assumptions) such that
|[ullso < CO. Furthermore, if u € C'3([0,T] x ), then || Dyul|o < C and sup Ay (u(t)) < CO.

t€[0,T]
Proof. The proof is nearly identical to the proof of Theorem [3.9] with an estimate for the gradient
on the boundary given by an argument similar to the proof of Lemma[2.10] O

3.5. Bootstrapping. Let X = C%(Q) x C°(0,T; L*(©2)). With the aim of applying the Leray-
Schauder fixed point theorem, we will define the map I' : X x [0,1] — X so that (u,m) =
['(a,m, 0) is the unique strong solution to

—uy — vAu+ H(t,z, Dy, p) = 0f(t,z,m),  (t,z) € Q

26) my — vAm —V - (mD,H (t,x, Dyii, i) =0, (t,z) € Q
pw=(I,—D,Ht,-, Dy, p))#m, t€[0,7]
w(T,z) = 0g(x,m(T)), m(0,z) = mo(x), z€Q

paired with either

@5 u=m=0, (tz)ex

or

[26h) Ou ya—ermDHG(txDﬁ )i =0 (t,x) €X
an - an PR} x 7,“ - )

(where 7 is defined as in section [2.3).

Remark 3.11. As in section m and v are well-defined. Moreover, 28, Theorem 1V.9.1] (resp.,
the discussion at the end of |28, Section IV.9]) gives that there is a unique strong solution u in
W;’z(Q) for arbitrarily large §. Hence, u € C’%Hﬁ(Q) with bounds depending only on || D, 1| .
Thus, 1 is well-defined.
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Lemma 3.12. Assume A hold. Then there exist o € (0, ) and C > 0 so that m € C%/?%(Q)
with
[m|carzag) < C,

where C' depends only on || D, 1|« and the constants in the assumptions.

Theorem 3.13. Assume AIOHI8 hold. If (u,m, p) is a strong solution to (16)-(T6M) (resp., (16)-
(L6h)), then we have

||U||CB/2,1+B(Q) <,
where C' depends only on the constants in the assumptions.
Proof. Let ay, be a sequence in CP+/2%(Q; R™) converging to — D, H(t, z, Dyu, j1) with ||ag|ee <
C. Letting 6 € [0,1] and zi* = (I, oy )#£m, arguments similar to those in section[2] give C'*([0, T']
1) classical solutions to the HJ equation
(27) _8tuk _VAuk+H0(tavaxukauk> = 9f<tax7m)7 (t,.’[) € Q

Uk(T,IE) :eg($am(T)>a [Eeﬁ

paired with ug|s, = 0 (resp., %ig s> = 0). By nearly identical arguments to those used to prove

our a priori estimates, this gives uniform bounds for || D,u||~ and hence [uy||cs/2145(). By the
Arzela-Ascoli theorem, we get that there is a subsequence uy; converging to some v € C*HQ).
Since

d
ZV/ | Dy, —Dxu|2d:c——/ lu — uy, [*dx
Q dt Jo
= 2/(u — uy, ) (H’(t, x, Dy, , ™) — H(t, x, Dy, p))da
Q

<v [ 1D, = DauPis + €1+ D) [ = o + O (u), (1))
Q Q

fora.e. 0 <t < T, Gronwall’s inequality gives that

T
[l far< ¢ [ ar ) i @)@
Q t

T 28
< C/ (/ |D,H’(t, 2, Dyu, ) +akj\dm) dr
0 0

—0

forae. 0 <t < T. By uniqueness, it follows that u = v and so |[u[|¢cs/2145(g) < C (by Remark
B.11). O

3.6. Existence.

Theorem 3.14. Under assumptions AIOHI8) there is a strong solution to (6)-(6d) (resp., (6)-(6h)).

Proof. Define X and T : X x [0,1] — X as in section[3.5]

['(-,0) is constant: First, note that for every (u,m) € X, I'(a,m,0) = (0, p), where p is the
weak solution to the heat equation p; = vAp with p(0, x) = mg and p|s, = 0 (resp., %h =0).

Bound for fixed-points: By the results from the previous sections, we get

[ullgsrznsngy + Imllcorizzy < €
for all (u,m,0) € X x [0, 1] with I'(u, m, 8) = (u, m).

Continuity: Fix 0 € [0, 1] and take (ug, my) — (@, m) in X. Define (uy, my) = I'(ux, My, 0) and
(u,m) = I'(&@,mm,0). By Remark [3.8] it follows that 1* = (I, —D,H'(t,-, D, iy, u*))#mm con-
verges to u = (I, —D,H(t, -, D, i))#m uniformly in [0, T']. Since D, iy, is uniformly bounded,
so are HY (t,z, D, uy, ,uk) and each of its first-order derivatives.
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By similar arguments to those in the proof of Theorem[2.19} we get my — m in C°(0, T; L*(Q2)).
Furthermore, by the results in Section see in particular Lemma [3.13] we get uniform bounds
for ||ug||cs/2148(g)- By the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, there is a subsequence (uy, )32, converging to
some v in C%!(Q). By similar arguments to those in the proof of Theorem v = u and so
(ug)f2., converges to u in C%(Q).

Compactness: Take (ty, my)reny bounded in X and let (uy, my) = T'(tg, My, 0) and (u,m) =
['(@,m,0). By similar arguments to those above, there is a subsequence (uy,)52, converging to
some u in C*(Q). Likewise, we get uniform bounds for my, in C*/%%(Q)), and so my, converges
in C°(Q) (and hence C°(0,T'; L*(12))), passing to a subsequence if necessary.

By the Leray-Schauder fixed point theorem, it follows that there exists some (u, m) € X with
[(u,m,1) = (u,m). Letting

= ([> _DpH(ta z, Dyu, M))#ma
we get that (u, m, i) is a strong solution to (6)-(6d) (resp., (6)-(6h)). O
4. UNIQUENESS

In this section, we prove uniqueness of solutions to our boundary-value problems under two
different types of assumptions. For the first case, we use the approach found in [26], which relies
on the monotonicity assumptions and

A19. Forallt € [0,T) and my, my € M(Q), we have

L@@m@—m%mMWh—mﬁmZO
and

téﬁ@%mﬂ—ﬂt%mﬂﬂmrme@zﬁ

Theorem 4.1. Assume AI3|AI9 and either All| or AI4I5| hold. Then there is at most one strong
solution (u,m, 1) to (6)-(M) (resp., (6)-(6h)).

Proof. Let (u1,my, pt1) and (ug, Mo, 112) be strong solutions. By we get

0 < | (9. (7)) = gl ma(T))m (T-2) = (7 )
—i—/o /Q(f(t,x,ml) — f(t, z,mz))(mq — my)dxdt
:/ / my(H(t,x, Dyuy, py) — H(t, x, Dyug, o) + Dy(ug — wy) - DpH (t, 2, Dyuy, p))dadt

T
+ / / mo(H (t, z, Dyus, o) — H(t, x, Dyuy, 1) + Dy(uy — ug) - DpyH(t, x, Dyug, pe))dadt.
0 Ja

Note that forz =1, 2,
L(t,x, o ;) = Dyu; - DyH(t, x, Dywi, p;) — H(t, x, Dyug, ;)
and
Dyu; = =Dy L(t, x, o™ ;).
Thus,

0 </ /m1 (t,x, 0, pg) — L(t, 2, M, 1) + Do L(t, x, 0", pig) - (o — a*?))ddt

l//mztxwwm L{t, 5,0, 1) + DaL(t, 7,0% i) - (0 — o)) dadt.
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Since L is strictly convex,
(28) L(t,l‘, o1, ,u) o L(t,l‘, a2, ,u) + DQL(t7 Z, a1, M) ’ (Oé? - Oél) <0

with equality holding if and only if ov; = 5. Hence,

T
0 S/ / (’ﬂh(L(t,x, ol o) — L(t,x, o pq)) + mao(L(t, x, o2, pq) — L(t, x, o, M2))) dudt
0 Q

T
= / / (L(tVT’ a, ”1) - L(t7 L, a)M?))d<,u1 - ,UQ)(J}, O./)dt
0 QxR™
By this gives
T
/ / (ml(L(t,az,a“z,,ul)—L(t,aj,a“l,,ul))—i—mQ(L(t,a:,a“l,/,LQ)—L(t,a:,a“2,,u2)))d:cdt:0.
o Jo

By the condition for equality for (28), we get |{(t,z) € Q : o' # a*?,m; # 0} = 0 for
1 = 1,2. Therefore, ot = a*?. By the uniqueness of solutions to the Fokker-Planck equation,
my = msy. Therefore, 3 = (I, a*)#m; = ps. By the uniqueness of solutions to the Hamilton-
Jacobi equation, u; = us. ]

For the second case, we refrain from assuming Lasry-Lions monotonicity and instead use an
approach adapted from [27] to prove the uniqueness of classical solutions. This requires a short
time horizon but may be more realistic for some models (e.g. models of crowd dynamics).

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that D, H is Lipschitz in p and that we have uniform bounds on ||u||c1.2(0)

and ||m|| ga.ar2(q) for solutions (u,m, 1) to (@)-(6d) (resp., (©)-(6h)) (as is the case if AlIi12| hold).
Then there exists Ty > 0 such that if T' < Ty and

(1) For all my,my € M(S2), we have
1g(-,m1) — g(-,ma)|lcrsq) < Cod* (M1, ma);
(2) Forevery p € R", ay,ay € CO(Q;R™), and my, my € M(Q), we have
|H(t,z,p, (I, a1)#my) — H(t,x,p, (I, a)#ms)| < Co(l|ar — aslleo + d*(my, m2)),
| DpH (t, 2, p, (I, cn)#ma) — DpyH(t 2, p, (I, o) #fma)| < Laflon — o,

’-DpH<t7 x,p, (‘[7 al)#ml) - DpH(tu T, P, <]7 al)#m2)| S O()d*(mla m2)
for some Ly € (0,1);
then there is at most one classical solution to (6)-(6d) (resp., (6)-(6h)).

Proof. Let (u1,mq, p1) and (ug, ma, pi2) be solutions. Then there exist & € (0,1) and C > 0
(depending only on the constants in the assumptions) so that

lurllerz@) + lluallerz@) + [Imalloerzaig) + mallcarzaq) < €.

Define u = uy — ug, m = my — mo, o;(t,z) = —D,H(t,z, Dyu;(t,x), p;), and o := o3 — .
Then
|O{| §|DpH(ta x, D:cula ,ul) - DpH(ta Z, DxUJl? ([7 al)#m2)|

+ |D,H(t,z, Dyuy, (I, 00)#me) — D, H(t, x, Dyuq, o)
+ ‘DpH(ta X, Dxula ,UQ) - DpH(ta Z, Dxu2> ﬂ2)’
Sng*(ml, mg) + Ll‘Oé’ + C’|D$u|
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and
d*(my(t),ma(t)) < max{1, diam()} /Q |ma(t) — ma(t)|dz

< max{1,diam(Q)}Q[z sup [ma(s) —ma(s)| 20
0<s<T

<G Tl
and so ||| < C||Dyul|o provided T is sufficiently small. Now note that u solves
—Ut — vAu + H(t7 x, D.tul? :ul) - H(t7 x, D$u27 IUQ) = 07 (t7 [L’) € Q
u(T-) = g(;m(T)) = g(-,ma(T)), r e
(with either Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions). Note that

‘H(t,.fﬂ, Dxulalul) - H(t,l', D:cu%:u?)‘ < C sup ”Dafu(t)HOO
0<t<T

Furthermore, by Theorem 6.48 (resp., Theorem 6.49) in [32], since u(T,-) € C1*+4(€2), we get that
u € C5H(Q) with
8

[ Dzullose < [ Daul(T,-)|loo + CT 2 ([| Dattl|oo + [[u(T, )l cr+5(0))-
Combining this with our assumptions gives

| D] 0o < Cod* (my,m2) + CT?2(| Dyt o + Cod* (my, my))

< O(T + T2 + T'P2)|| Dyul| o
Thus, choosing 7" sufficiently small gives D,u = 0 and hence m = 0. This implies that m; = ma,
1 = o, and finally u; = uo. ]
5. INVARIANCE CONSTRAINTS

In this final section, we shift our attention to MFGCs under invariance constraints imposed on
the state space.

5.1. Assumptions. In the case of invariance constraints, we will still assume A[10{17, and
hold. However, we will replace the rest of our assumptions with the following:

A 20. There exists a sequence of non-negative numbers \ such that
(1) a is uniformly bounded in C**5(Q)"*";
) Zm(a(x))ij&fj > \i[€]? for every & € R™ and x € Qy .

A 21. There exists a matrix o € W (Q) such that a(z) = o(z)o*(x).

A 22. mg € CP2P(Q) withmg > 0 and [, modz = 1. For every m € C°(0,T; (1)), we have
1£(; - m)|lcarzarsqy < Co. Furthermore, the map m v f(-,-,m) is continuous from L*(Q) into

L2(Q)-

A 23. The map g : L'(Q) — C°(Q) given by m + g(-,m) is such that %bg = 0 and the map
m > g(-,m) is continuous from L*(Q) into L?(Q2). Furthermore, there exist a sequence {)°} of
convex, C**® subdomains such that s, C QF C Q. and a sequence of functions g.(x, m) satisfying

(1) For every e > 0 and m € IM(QF), we have g—fi|age =0,
Hgs(‘am)”clw(ﬁ) < Co;

(2) Forevery e > 0, m +— g.(-,m) is continuous from L*(Q) into L*(QF);

(3) If m. — min L'(Q), then (up to a subsequence) g.(-,m.) — g(-,m) a.e.;

ga('um)|lc3+/3(§) < 0(6), and
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For an example satisfying Assumption let Q) be C**P-smooth, m + g(-,m) be continuous
from L'(2) into L*(Q), and ||g(-,m)||¢s+s < C for all m: Then there exists a collar region

{z :|d(z)| < r} on which d(z) is C**#. Let e < r/2. Pick a C*° smooth non-increasing function
ne : [0,00) — [0,00) such that 7.(s) = ¢ for s € [0,¢] and 7. has compact support in [0, 2¢).
Define £ = £(t, ) to be the flow map given by solving the ODE

(29) S8 (a(ew)) pa(ew), €)==

As the vector field V(§) = n. (d(€)) Dd(€) is C*™* smooth, the map = — &(t,z) is a C3+F
diffeomorphism for every ¢t > 0. Since|Dd| = 1, we have

d

(30) 72 (E(1) = Dd (£(1)) - di—(f) = (a(60)).

From the structure of 7. we can deduce that d (£(¢,z)) > e forall ¢ > 1 and all z € €2, and on
the other hand (¢, x) = x whenever d(x) > 2. We now set ¢.(z) = £(1,z). Then v, is a C3F
diffeomorphism. Setting 2° := 1).(2), we have Q. C Q° C Q.. If we set g. (-, m) == g(-,m)oy L,
we have the desired properties.

A 24. There exist some 6 > 0 and C' > 0 so that H satisfies (8F) for all p € R" and all (t,z) €
[0, T] x T's. Without loss of generality, we may assume that 6 < o, where £ is the constant given

in Definition

Remark 5.1. In the previous sections, we proved the well-posedness of MFGCs with Neumann
boundary conditions in the case where a = v1. However, the arguments can be generalized easily
enough to the case of variable coefficients a;; € C 148(Q)), provided they satisfy the uniform ellip-
ticity constraint a;;(x)&;€; > v|€|? for some constant v > 0. On the other hand, in Assumption A@
we take the ellipticity constraint to degenerate as x approaches the boundary of §). The reason for
this is as follows. Consider the approximating system without variable coefficients in the diffusion:

(0. — vAu, + H(t,z, Dyuc, i) = f(t,x,m.), (t,x) € [0,T] x Q°
Ome —vAm, —V - (m.D,H(t,z, Dyuc, j1.)) = 0, (t,xz) € [0, T] x Qe
Me(t) = (]7_DpH(ta':Dzuaaﬂe))#m(ta')’ le [OvT]
us(T7 l’) :gs<xams(T)>7 ms(07m> :mo(x)v x € (F

kDIuE M. =0, [vDyme +m.D,H(t,x, Dyuc, pe)] - 7. =0, (t,x) € [0,T] x 0Q°.

By careful review of the proofs in the previous sections, we get a solution (u., me, ji.) with uni-
form bounds on D,u. and hence on D,H (t, x, Dyu., j1.). As € — 0 this is incompatible with the
invariance constraint (8F) (see [35, Remark 4.4]).

5.2. Example (Cournot). To motivate the application of invariance constraints to MFGCs, we will
consider a modified version of the Cournot mean field game system (see [[7]) without a discount
term, which we adjust to allow for degeneracy of the diffusion coefficient. Let {2 = (0, L) for some
L > 0. Now let a(x) = o(x)? for some o € C?([0, L]) such that

(1) 0(0) =0(L) =0and o(x) > v(e) > 0in (e, L — ¢) for every £ > 0.
(2) There exist C,, 0 > 0 so that o(z) < C,z in (0,9) and o(z) < C,(L — z)in (L — §, L).

Let ¢ € C?([0, L]) be a function such that ¢(z) > 0 for z > 0 and ¢(x) < x in [0, £] for some £ > 0.
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Consider the system

( —Oyu — ad?,u + sup{vd,u + v (t) — yv — %)} =0, in[0,7] x (0,L)
v>0
dym — 9%,(am) — 0,(mq*) =0, in [0, 7] x (0, L)
31) 7(t) = P (t, JE gt mymt, az)daz) , in [0, 7]
w(T,z) = g(x), m(0,x) = mgy(x), in (0, L)
q*(t, x) = argmax{vo,u + v (t) — yv — #;)}
L v>0

where P(t, -) is a decreasing function for all ¢ € [0, T].
Note that

—aP (t, fOL ozpdx) + ya + %, a>0

00, a <0

L(t,z,a, (I,a)#p) =

satisfies Al13|for ju1, o € M([0, L] x [0, 00)), as
/ (L(taxyanul) _L(t7$7aa,u2))d(y’1 _/1’2)($705)
[0,2] % [0,00]

L L L
=P (t,/ &2[)26195) - P (t,/ a101d$> / (a1p1 — aopo)dx
0 0 0

>0

where 11; = (I, v;)#p;. Furthermore, the Hamiltonian

v>0 c(x)

L 2
H(t,z,p, (I,a)#p) =sup § vp + v P (t/ apdar) - ——
0

satisfies

. c
DyH(t,z,p,p) = q*(t,x) = (

(w)(p+P+v))
2 +

and

Mr = ¢(x) (p—+ D 7>2

DIH(t7x7p7 :u) = C/(ZE) |: C(ZE) 2

_|_

31

a.e. In Lemma [5.3] we will establish bounds on D,u and p that are independent of the diffusion
coefficients. Therefore, to establish the invariance condition (8), it is enough to show that there
is some constant C' > 0 such that o(z)? < —zD,H(t,z,p,u) + Cz? in (0,6) and o(z)* <
(L —x)D,H (t,x,p, ) + C(L —x)*in (L — 4, L) for all p, u satisfying |p|, | P| < M, where M is
defined a priori and P is defined in terms of 1 as above. Indeed, on (L — 4§, L) we just need C' > C2,

while in (0, 0) we observe that —zD,H (¢, x,p, u) = —xc(z) (W) > —a3(M +7/2), so it
+

suffices to take C'= C2 + M + /2.

We note that the assumptions A[TO{I4] and A24] are not technically satisfied (e.g. we need to
restrict ourselves to non-negative controls and p, y satisfying given a priori estimates). However, the
well-posedness of this system follows by nearly identical arguments to those found in the following

sections.
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5.3. Existence of Solutions. In this section, we will prove the following existence result:
Theorem 5.2. Assume AIOHI7|and AT 24 hold. Then there is a weak solution to (8)).

Throughout this section, we will assume A and A hold. For e > 0, define (u., me, i)
to be the unique strong solution to

(32)

(—&ug — Z ama e + H(t,x, Dyue, pe) = f(t, 2, m.), (t,z) €10, T] x Q°
Oym. — Z” 9% (aiyme) =V - (meDpH (t, 2, Dyue, pie)) = 0, (t,z) €0, T] x Qe
pe(t) = (I, =DpH(t, -, Dyue, pic))#me(t, ), te[0,T]
us(T, z) = ge(x,m(T)), me(0, ac) mo(z), x € QF

| aDgtte - 7. =0, [a*Dym. + mo(b(x) + DyH(t, 2, Dyue, pi))] - . = 0, (t,x) € [0,T] x 9

We extend to @ by setting u. = m. = 0 on Q \ [0,7] x Q°. Note that m. > 0 with [,. m.dz =
Jo modx < 1forallt € [0,T7]. By and f(t, z,m.) and g.(x, m.) are uniformly bounded.
By arguments nearly identical to those used to prove Theorem [3.9] we get

T
(33) [Jtte oo + / Ag(pe)?dt < C
0
and
(34) | Detie || oo + Aq’(ﬂzs)q, + Ao (pte) < C.

Furthermore, adapting the argument in [35] for Lipschitz regularity, we can actually bound C.
uniformly in €.

Lemma 5.3. Assume AlIOH]7/\and AI924\hold. Then there exists some constant C' > 0 independent
of € such that

[ Dyte|oe < C.

Proof. We will assume that . is smooth (otherwise, we can approximate u. as in Lemma [3.13).
As was done in [35]], we will define w, = |D,u.|*e?" for some v € (0, 1). Then we have

—0yw. — tr(aD? w.) =2¢* Dyu, - (Dpf — DyH — D,HD? u.) — 2vd" ' (aD,d) - D,w,
+ (Yd7? = y(y = 1)) w.(aDyd) - Dyd — yd' " r(aD2, d)w.
+ 2¢e? Z(@kaijakuaﬁfjua - aijﬁfkugafkua).

ik
Assumption and give

and assumption gives
Z(@k@ijakugafjug — aij(??kusafkus 2 Z a,lakad@kusa Uy — Z |o* DO, |?
k

.5,k i,k
< C|Dyu |’
<C..
Thus,
—0uw. — tr(aD2,w.) + (DpH + 2yd" "} (aDyd)) - Dyw: < cow: + C.,
where

c. =~yd" "N (D,H - D,d — tr(aD?,d)) + (v*d** — y(y — 1)d"?)(aD,d) - D,d.
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By we get

c. < —yd""*(aDpd) - Dpd + (V*d* 2 — y(y — 1)d""?)(aD.d) - Dpd + Cod” + C
= ~*(d — 1)(aD,d) - Dpd + Cod” + C
<C

in 0\ Q5. Combining this with (34), we get that
(35) —Oyw, — tr(a.D2 w.) + (DyH + 2yd" " (a.D,d)) - Dyw. < C.(w. + 1).

By [31, Lemma 4], the maximum of w. must not be attained on [0, T'] x 0S).. Furthermore, applying
the maximum principle to (35]), we get that the maximum must be attained on {7} x Q°. Thus,
gives the desired estimate. O

With this, we are ready to prove our existence result.

Proof of Theorem[5.2] By Lemma we get uniform bounds for A and each of its first-order
derivatives, which in turn gives uniform bounds for u. in C#/2'*5([0, T] x K) for each K CC (.
By the Arzela-Ascoli theorem and a diagonal argument, there is some u € C%1([0,T] x Q) such
that u. — u in C%([0,T] x K) for every K CC .

Similarly, for every £y > 0 and every ¢ € (0, &), m. is uniformly bounded in C*/2'+<([0, 7] x
Q.,), and hence we have a subsequence converging to some m uniformly on [0,7] x Q.,. By a
diagonal argument, there is a subsequence (which we will still denote by m.) converging to some
m in C%'([0,7] x K) for K CC €. Note that m > 0 and [, m(t,-)dz < 1forall t € [0,T7].

By nearly identical arguments to those used to prove [35] Proposition 4.3], we get that for each

t € [0,7],
/Qme(t,x)dx%/gm(t,x)dx

and hence m.(t,) — m(t,-) in L*(2) (by Scheffé’s lemma). Thus, applying Lemma|[3.7] gives that
(e (t) converges to

M(t) = (I’ _DpH(tv " D:vu(t’ ')v :u(t)))#m(t’ )

forall ¢t € [0,7]. By Lemma 3.4] this gives that D, H (t, z, D,u., t.) — D,H(t,z, Dyu, jt) point-
wise. By [35} Proposition 4.3], m. — m in C°(0,T; L'(Q)) and m is a weak solution to the FP
equation. By AR2)and AR3| f(¢,z,m.) — f(t,z,m)ae. and g(z,m.(T)) = g(z,m(T)) in LP()
for p < oo. By [35} Proposition 3.4], u is a weak solution to the HJ equation, thus completing the
proof. U

Notice that as an immediate consequence of Lemma we have a gradient estimate for the
solutions constructed in the proof of Theorem Moreover, by the uniqueness of solutions (see
Section [5.4)), this gives an a priori bound for the gradient of solutions.

5.4. Uniqueness of Solutions. Now that we have proven the existence of solutions, we shift our
focus to uniqueness. The first half of our uniqueness proof will follow the argument used in [35].
However, for the second half, we apply the strategy used in [26] to adapt the argument to the MFGC
setting.

Theorem 5.4. Assume and AT924| hold. Then there is at most one solution to (8).
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Proof. Let (u,m, ) and (v, p,v) be solutions to (§)). Defining Q¢ as before, let (u., m., ui.) and
(Ve, pe, ve) be solutions to the approximating systems

(36)

(O, — > i @iiOiue + H(t, x, Dyue, pe) = f(t,2,m), (t,x) € [0,T] x Q°
Om. — 37, O (agme) =V - (m.DyH(t, x, Dyue, p.)) = 0, (t,x) € [0,T] x Q°
pe(t) = (I, —=D,H(t,-, Dyu., pu.))#m(t,-), te[0,7]
us(T,z) = ga(ajv m(T))7 me (0, 33) = mo(x), x e QF

| D - i = 0, [a*Dym. + me(b(x) + DyH(t, 2, Dyue, pi))] - e = 0, (t,x) € [0,T] x O

and
(37

(. — > @iOhve + H(t, x, Dyve, ve) = f(t, 2, p), (t,z) € [0,T] x Q°
Owp= — 2 05 (aipe) =V - (p-DpH (t, x, Dy, ve)) = 0, (t,z) € [0,T] x Q°
ve(t) = (I,—D,H(t,-, Dyv., v.))#p(t, ), te 0,77
(T, z) = g:(z, p(T)), (0, xz = myo(z), x € QF

| Dz e - 71 = 0, [a*Dyp. + p:(b(x) + Dy H(t, x, Dyve,ve))] - 7. =0, (t,z) € [0,T] x 9Q°

respectively. As in section [5.3] for each K CC €, we have uniform estimates for u. and v, in
CPBI21+8([0, T] x K), which implies that every subsequence has a subsequence converging point-
wise in C%1([0, T]x §2). Applying Lemmas and give convergence of H (t, z, DyUy(e), Hp(e))»
H(t, 2, Dyvg(e), V(o)) DpH (t, 2, Dytip(e), fho(e))> and DpH (t, 2, Dyvy(ey, Vg (e ). By [35, Corollary
3.9], it follows that the limits of the subsequences u,(.), v, () (and hence the sequences themselves)
are v and v, respectively. Similarly, since we have D, H (¢, x, Dy, pi.) — Dp,H(t, z, Dyu, v) and
D,H(t,x, Dyv.,v.) = D,H(t,x, D,v, v) pointwise, [35, Proposition 4.3] gives that m. — m and
pe — pin C°(0,T; L*(2)).
By arguments of the same spirit as those in [26], we get

T
[ (ool = gl o) ome = o+ [ [ (rltizim) = 0,0, me — pu)do
Q= 0 E
T
= / / lme(H(t,x, Dyue, pe) — H(t,z, Dyv., ve) + DpyH(t, x, Dyue, pie) - (Dyue — Dyv.))
0 €
+ pe(H(t,x, Dyve,ve) — H(t, z, Dyue, pi.) + DpyH(t, x, Dyve, ve) - (Dyve — Dmua))] dxdt
T
:/ / |:m€(L(t7x7aV€7V5) _L(thaaueaus)+D04L(t7x7ays>l/€)'(aus _al/s))
O 1>
L0, 1) = Lt 0%, + DLt .0 ) 0 = )| o
T
< / / lma(L(t,x, at v.) — L(t,xz, oM, pe)) + p(L(t, z, 0", pe) — L(t, z, o=, 1/5))] dxdt
0 £

T
= _/ / (L(t,il),Oé,,ug) - L(t,x,a,ljg))d(pg - Va)
0 QxR
< 0.
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By AR2}23|and the fact that (m. — p.) — (m — p) in C°(0,T; L*(2)), it follows that

0 < / (9(z, m(T)) — g(z, p(T)))(m — p)dz + / / F(tz.m) — f(t,z.p))(m — p)dadt

T
< / / {m(L(t,m, ot v) — L(t,x, ot 1)) + p(L(t,x, 0", u) — L(t, z, ", v)) | dxdt
O €

In particular, these integrals must vanish. Recall that since L is strictly convex,
(38) L(t,x, a1, 1) — L(t,x, a0, ) + Do L(t, z, a1, 1) - (g — ) = 0

if and only if oy = as. Hence, o = «”. By uniqueness of solutions the FP equation, m = p. By
Lemma [3.5] this implies ;2 = v. Finally, by uniqueness of solutions to the HJ equation, u = v. [

5.5. Regularity of Solutions. In this section, we investigate the regularity of the solutions to our
system. First, we state results on the semiconcavity of « and the boundedness of m in L>°(Q),
which are proved using identical arguments to those used for the analogous results in [35].

Theorem 5.5. Assume AlI0j17 and A1924 hold. Now suppose o € W**°(Q) and
L (- m)lwzee @) + (9 (5 m)lwzee @) < Co

forallt € [0,T] andm € L*(Q). Finally, assume that for v € Mo, p(Q X R™), there exist constants
Ch1, Cy, depending only on Ay (v), such that

H(t,x,p,v)+ H(t,y,q,v) — 2H (t,z, Z%,I/)
>—Ci(lz— 2P+ ly— 2+ lz+y— 2201+ |p+4q|) — Colz — yllp — ¢

forany xz,y,z € Q, p,q € R", andt € (0,T). If (u,m, ) is a solution to @), then u(t,-) is
semiconcave for all t € (0,T), with a semiconcavity constant bounded uniformly in t. In particular,

forallt € (0,T).

Theorem 5.6. Assume the conditions of Theorem hold. Now suppose that there exists 6y > 0
such that

(z}(x) + D, H(t,z,p, u)) - D,d(z) <0
forall x € T's, and p € R™. Then if (u, m, u) is a solution to (8), we have m € L*(Q) with
Il =) < C.

Finally, we prove that under a few additional assumptions, the value function v will satisfy the
HIJ equation in a classical sense on the interior of our domain.

Theorem 5.7. Assume AlOH17 and / hold. Now assume that for p € L'(Q) with ||p|| ;1) <
1, we have ||g-(-,m)| c2+5q) < Co. Finally, assume there exist Ly € (0,1) and & : R* — [0, 00)
continuous such that for R > 0, p € R", and puy, j1o2 € Moo r(2 X R™) we have:

o If i = (I,a%)dp, then
|DPH<th7p7 :ul) - DPH(t7x7p7 ,U/2)| S [/IHOCM1 - OZ'LLQHLQO(p)
o If i = (I, 0)dps, then
‘DPH(taxapa ,ul) - DPH(t7$7p7 /L2)’ < d*<p17p2)ﬁ£1<’p‘ ) H&”OO)

Then the unique weak solution (u,m, 1) to @) is actually a classical solution (in the sense that u
is a classical solution to the HJ equation in [0, T] x Q).
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Proof. As in the proof of Theorem let (u., m., 1) be a sequence of solutions to converging
to (u, m, ;). However, in this case, the (u., m., p.) are classical solutions on [0, T'| xQ2.. Combining
the Lipschitz estimate from Lemma [5.3] with the arguments from Sections [2.5] and [3.5] for each
K ccC Q, we get bounds for u, in C**%/22+2([0, T] x K) uniformly in . By the Arzela-Ascoli
theorem and a diagonal argument, we get a subsequence that converges in C1%([0, 7] x K) for all
K CC Q, and hence u. and its derivatives converge pointwise in [0, 7] x 2. By the uniqueness of
the limit, we get that u € C2([0, 7] x K) for all K CC 2. Furthermore, by AR23|and Lemma[3.4}
passing to the limit gives that u satisfies the HJ equation on [0, 7] x €. U
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