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EXISTENCE THEORY FOR NON-SEPARABLE MEAN
FIELD GAMES IN SOBOLEV SPACES

DAVID M. AMBROSE

ABSTRACT. The mean field games system is a coupled pair of nonlin-
ear partial differential equations arising in differential game theory, as a
limit as the number of agents tends to infinity. We prove existence and
uniqueness of classical solutions for time-dependent mean field games
with Sobolev data. Many works in the literature assume additive sepa-
rability of the Hamiltonian, as well as further structure such as convex-
ity and monotonicity of the resulting components. Problems arising in
practice, however, may not have this separable structure; we therefore
consider the non-separable problem. For our existence and uniqueness
results, we introduce new smallness constraints which simultaneously
consider the size of the time horizon, the size of the data, and the
strength of the coupling in the system.

1. INTRODUCTION

Mean field games have been introduced in the mathematics literature by
Lasry and Lions as limits of problems from game theory, as the number of
agents tends to infinity [18], [19], [20]. From a control theory perspective,
mean field games were also introduced around the same time by Huang,
Caines, and Malhame [16], [I7]. The mean field games system of partial
differential equations is the following coupled system for a value function,
u, and a probability measure, m :

(1) ug + Au+ H(t, z,m, Du) = 0,

(2) my — Am + div (mH,(t, z, m, Du)) =0,

with z € T? and t € [0, T], for some given T > 0. The function H is known
as the Hamiltonian, and we treat the local case, in which #H : R?¥*2 — Ris a
function of its arguments, as opposed to the nonlocal case in which it might
involve an integral operator applied to the unknowns. These equations are
supplemented with initial and terminal boundary conditions. We primariy
assume that the initial value of m and the final value of u are prescribed
functions,

(3) m(O,ﬂc) = mo(l‘), U(T,ﬂj‘) = UT($)
This is a special case of the more general payoff problem, which uses the

following:

(4) m(0,z) = mo(x), uw(T,z) = G(x,m(T, x)),
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where G is known as the payoff function. While we will focus on (3] for
simplicity, we can treat the more general problem () as well, and will discuss
this in some detail in Section [5.1] below.

The author has previously adapted ideas from the work of Duchon and
Robert on vortex sheets in incompressible flow [11] to prove existence of
strong solutions for mean field games. Duchon and Robert developed a
Duhamel formula for the vortex sheet which integrated both forward and
backward in time, and found a contraction in function spaces based on the
Wiener algebra, proving the existence of small spatially analytic solutions.
The ideas of Duchon and Robert have been extended to finite time horizons
and the spatially periodic setting by Milgrom and the author [22]. All of
these features are thus also characteristics of the author’s work [4] on mean
field games. This was extended somewhat in [5], in which non-separable
Hamiltonians were treated, and a result in the case of weak coupling, making
use of the implicit function theorem, was also given.

Other authors have proved existence theorems for mean field games, fo-
cusing much attention on the case of separable mean field games. The
assumption of separability is that the Hamiltonian, H, separates additively
as H(t,x,m,Du) = H(t,x,Du) + F(t,z,m). This H is then also known
as the Hamiltonian, and the function F' is known as the coupling (for if
one were to take F' = 0, then the system decouples). The separability as-
sumption, as well as further structural assumptions such as convexity of H
and monotonicity of F, allow certain mathematical methods to be brought
to bear on the problems (i.e., use of convex optimization and montonoic-
ity methods, as well as techniques of optimal transportation). Porretta has
proved in the separable case, using such techniques, the existence of weak
solutions [24], [25], [26]. Results in this vein for strong solutions are by
Gomes, Pimentel, and Sanchez-Morgado in the case of superquadratic and
subquadratic Hamiltonians [13], [14], and by Gomes and Pimentel for the
case of logarithmic coupling [12].

Although the separable case does have a number of sophisticated math-
ematical techniques available for existence theory, unfortunately, problems
actually arising from game theory and economics do not tend to have this
separable structure [23]. Therefore a study of existence theory not relying
on this structure is essential. A particular example of a nonseparable mean
field game arising in practice is a model of household wealth [1], [2]. The
author has proved the first existence theorem for the time-dependent version
of this model for household wealth [6]. The techniques of the present paper
are related to those used in [6], but we treat a general class of Hamiltonians
here rather than the one arising from the specific application.

As mentioned above, the author has previously made one study of mean
field games with non-separable Hamiltonians [5], and this work contained
two different results. The first of these placed a smallness condition on the
data, and the other considered a small parameter in front of the Hamil-
tonian. There are a few other existence results in the literature for mean
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field games with non-separable Hamiltonians. Cirant, Gianni, and Man-
nucci have proven an existence theorem for non-separable mean field games
in Sobolev spaces, under a smallness condition on the time horizon [9]; they
also place a restriction on the initial distribution of agents, requiring that
this be bounded away from zero (we have no such restriction). In [9] the
boundary conditions () are used, with the assumption that the payoff func-
tion G is smoothing. We will focus primarily on the boundary conditions (3])
in the present work; since in this case we consider u to be more regular than
m, this falls into their paradigm of having G be smoothing. We do, however,
go beyond this, proving a theorem in Section [ in which G is not assumed
to be smoothing. The only other proofs in the literature of existence for
non-separable mean field games of which the author is aware are for a par-
ticular form of Hamiltonian related to modeling problems with congestion
[15]; in this work, Gomes and Voskanyan made a smallness assumption on
T, the length of the time horizon, and still do make structural assumptions
such as monotonicity on part of the Hamiltonian. We also address problems
with congestion in Section [Bl

In the present work, we introduce a unified smallness condition which
considers at once the size of the time horizon, the coupling parameter in-
troduced by the author in [5], and in some cases, the size of the data. In
addition to unifying the smallness constraints, a benefit of the present work
as compared to [5] is the setting of more customary Sobolev spaces as op-
posed to the spaces based on the Wiener algebra used previously. We also
prove a uniqueness theorem, and as in the case of our existence theorem, a
smallness condition must be satisfied. This smallness condition again con-
siders at once a parameter which we describe as measuring the coupling in
the system (unrelated to the concept of coupling in the separable case), the
size of the time horizon, and in some cases, the size of the initial data. Such
a smallness constraint is perhaps not just a feature of our proof, but may
be more fundamental: Bardi and Fischer have recently given an example in
mean field games of non-unique solutions, in the case of large time horizon
[§]. Cirant and Tonon have also given an example of non-uniqueness [10].
While their settings may not be exactly the same as ours (we study the
problem on the torus, and their construction uses the domain as the real
line in a fundamental way), it is strongly suggestive that constraints such
as those we impose are not in general avoidable. Bardi and Cirant have
a related uniqueness theorem, for separable mean field games with some
smallness constraints [7].

The plan of the paper is as follows. Immediately below, in Section [T, we
give some elementary definitions and results on Sobolev spaces. In Section
B, we reformulate the problem slightly and introduce an approximating se-
quence for solutions. In Section Bl we prove our first main theorem (stated
at the end of the section as Theorem [l), that under our smallness assump-
tion, the approximating sequence converges to a solution of the mean field
games system. We next treat uniqueness of solutions in Section (] stating
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our second main theorem, Theorem [@] at the end of the section. We close
with some discussion in Section Bl Included in this discussion section is
a proof of existence of solutions for mean field games with nonsmoothing
payoff functions, and also as a corollary of our main theorem, a proof of
existence of solutions for mean field games with congestion

1.1. Function spaces and preliminaries. We will make repeated use of

Young’s Inequality: for any a > 0, for any b > 0, and for any o > 0, we have
a’>  ob?

(5) ab < % + -

To be very definite, we say that we let N = {0,1,2,...} be the natural

numbers, including zero.

We now define our function spaces and norms. The d-dimensional torus is
the set [0, 271]? with periodic boundary conditions. The Fourier transform of
a function f may be denoted either as Ff(k) or f(k), with Fourier variable
k € Z4. Of course, the Sobolev space H°(T9) is equal to L?(T?), with the
same norm. We need multi-index notation for derivatives with respect to
the = variables. We will use a € N¢ for this purpose. Thus, given such an

d

a, we will have 9% = 03! --- 934. The order of a is |a| = Zag. For s € N,

/=1
with s > 0, the Sobolev space of order s is the set of functions

HY(T?) = {f € LA(T") : | £l < oo},

where the norm is defined by

IF1E=">_ 10 flis.
0<|a|<s
Here, as is usual, the notation || - ||o = || - ||z2 is used. This definition is

equivalent to any other usual definition of Sobolev spaces with index in the
natural numbers. We need an elementary interpolation lemma, which we
now state.

Lemma 1. Let m and s be real numbers such that 0 < m < s. There exists
¢ > 0 such that for all f € H®,

m/s 1-m/s
1Fllm < el FIT/5 N F 16"

We do not include a proof of Lemma [} the proof can be found many
places, one of which is [3]. We also need an elementary lemma about prod-
ucts in Sobolev spaces; this is part of Lemma 3.4 of [2I], and the proof can
be found there.

Lemma 2. Let m € N. There exists ¢ > 0 such that for all f € L N H™
and for all g € L* N H™,

D 10%(f9) = f0°gllee < e (IDflocl D™ gllz + D™ fl2]gloo) -

0<|a|<m
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2. FORMULATION AND THE APPROXIMATING SEQUENCE

As we have said, we will track three effects in our existence theorem: the
size of the time horizon (i.e., the magnitude of the value T'), the size of the
initial data, and the strength of the coupling between the two equations of
the mean field games system. We now explain what we mean by this third
item. We introduce a slight modification of the system (), (2]):

u + Au + eH(t, z,m, Du) = 0,
my — Am + ediv(mHy(t, z,m, Du)) =0,
for some ¢ € R. Obviously if e = 1, this is exactly the system (), ). If
instead € = 0, then the system decouples — one could solve the linear heat
equation for m and then the other linear heat equation for u. We may call
the case of small values of € the case of weak coupling of the system, and

one of the theorems of [5] was in the case of weak coupling. We will perform
our existence theory for the system with ¢ included as a parameter.

We let m = ————~, which is the average value of m (since m is a prob-
vol(T9)

ability distribution). It is convenient to introduce p = m — m. We also
subtract the mean from wu, since inspection of the right-hand sides of the
evolution equations indicates that the mean of © does not influence the evo-
lution. We introduce a projection operator, P, which removes the mean of a
periodic function (so, we could have said before that 4 = Pm), and denote
w = Pu. Note that then Dw = Du.

We now introduce the system of equations satisfied by (w, u), first giving
notation for the Hamiltonian in terms of (w, ) :

O(t, z, u, Dw) = H(t, z,m, Du).
We then have the (w, p) system:
(6) w + Aw + ePO(t, x, u, Dw) = 0,

(7) pe — Ap+ ediv(pu©,(t, z, p, Dw)) + emdiv(©,(t, z, pn, Dw)) = 0.
Of course, we have initial data for p :

w(0,x) = po(x) :==m(0,z) —m.

We will discuss the data for w soon below.

Remark 1. We will be proving an existence theorem with a smallness con-
dition. The reason for subtracting m from m to form p and for replacing
u with w is to clarify this smallness condition. Taking m arbitrarily small
18 mot compatible with the fact that m should be a probability measure. Fur-
thermore, since the mean of u is not relevant for the right-hand sides of the
equation, requiring the mean of u to be small would be artificial. Instead, the
smallness condition will include information about the initial size of p, and
about the size of the data for w; as far as m goes, then, we will be measuring
how far m is from a uniform distribution.
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It is convenient to introduce a regularization operator, which will be useful
as we construct solutions. Let § > 0 be given. We let Ps be the Fourier
multiplier operator which projects onto Fourier modes with wavenumber at

most 1/4 :
Fesn o= { 77 W

We may use the convention Pg = I, where this signifies the identity operator.
We then set up an iterative approximation scheme, which will depend

slightly on the choice of boundary conditions. In either case, we initialize

in the same way, and we solve for x4 in the same way. Define u° = 0 and

w? = 0. Given (w", u"), we define u"*! to be the unique solution of the

initial value problem for the following forced, linear heat equation:

(8)

it — At ediv(p O, (t, , u, Dw™)) 4 emdiv(O,(t, z, u™, Dw™)) = 0,

9) p" 0, 2) = Psuo(x).

We define w"™*! to be the unique solution of the following forced, linear
heat equation:

(10) wit + Aw™ ™ 4+ ePO(t, x, u™, Dw™) = 0,

(11) w" (T, x) = Pswr(z),

where wr = Pup. We may be completely explicit as to what these solutions
(w1, "1 are, by using Duhamel’s formula; for w we have
(12)

T
wn+1(t7 ) = eA(T_t)]P)JwT - EP/ eA(s—t)@(& *y :u'n(37 ’)7 Dwn(37 )) ds.
t

For u, we instead integrate forward in time, finding
(13)

t
/j,n+l(t, ) = eAt]P)J,UIO_E/ eA(t_S)diV (Nn(sa ')@p(37 ) Nn(37 ’)7 Dwn(37 ))) ds
0
t
P / A diy (O, (s, -, 1" (s, ), Du"(s,))) ds.
0

Remark 2. Because of the presence of the projection Pgs, the initial and
terminal data for p™ and w™, respectively, for all n, is infinitely smooth.
Furthermore, p'™ and w™ satisfy linear heat equations. It is trivial to show
by induction, then, that for all n, the solutions given by (I2) and ([I3) are
infinitely smooth at each time t € [0,T], at least if the Hamiltonian is C*
(the regularity of the iterates is otherwise only limited by the regularity of
H). This fact helps to justify the estimates to be carried out in Section
below.
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3. UNIFORM ESTIMATES AND EXISTENCE OF SOLUTIONS

Having defined a sequence of approximate solutions (w™, ™) in Section
2, we will now work towards passing to the limit as n goes to infinity. In the
present section, we will state assumptions on the Hamiltonian which will
allow us to make estimates uniform in 7.

We introduce now some further multi-index notation. We will use this
for denoting derivatives of ©. Consider © = O(t,x1,...,24,q¢,P1,---,Pd)- A
multi-index £ is an element of N24+1; the first d positions correspond to the
spatial variables 1, T3, ... x4, the (d+ 1) position corresponds to the vari-
able ¢ (which is a placeholder for i), and the final d positions correspond to

the p variables. Derivatives with respect to such a multi-index 8 are denoted
2d+1

9”, and the order of 3 is |B] = Z By, as is usual. We make the following

=1
assumption on H :

(H1) The function #H is such that there exists a non-decreasing function
F :]0,00) — [0,00) such that for all 8 € N**! with |3| < s+ 2,

070, Dy)| < F (vl + IDylec)

We use Sobolev embedding to replace F' with the closely related F, which
is also a non-decreasing function and which instead satisfies

14) [0 D) < F (Il + IDulRayy ).

for all 8 as above. Based on this assumption, we may conclude a useful
lemma.

Lemma 3. Assume (H1) is satisfied. There exist constants ¢ > 0 and
C > 0 such that for multi-indices B (as defined at the beginning of this
section) and for multi-indices o (as defined in Section [I1]),

S Haa ((aﬁG)(t,-,u,Dw))‘

181<2 \Ja|<s—1

L2(T9)
< oF (Il s + 1Dl ey ) (5 oo + )
2 2
and furthermore,

(15) > @Ot Dw)

181<2

s—1

< OF (WilRagsy + IDwlapsy ) 1+ deoa + ol
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It is helpful to expand the divergence which appears in the evolution

equation for "', We have the following formula:
d
(16) div (©y(t, 2, 1", Dw™)) = 3 O,y (b, ", Dus™)
i=1
d d d
2 w™
Y 1Oy, (b2 ™, Dw™)) (D™D D | (Opup, (b, 1", D)2, 0")]
i=1 =1 j=1

Remark 3. There are clearly three kinds of terms on the right-hand side of
@6). We will be making energy estimates for (w™, ™) € H® x H*~L, for all
m. The first kind of term involves no derivatives of pu™ and first derivatives
of w"™, and may be treated routinely in the estimates. The second kind of
terms involve first derivatives on each of pu™ and w™. The first derivatives
on w" cause no problems because of the choice of function space. The first
derivatives on u" indicate that these are transport terms, which could typ-
ically be treated in the energy estimate by integration by parts. However,
because of our iterative scheme, the necessary structure for integration by
parts is not present. We will instead bound these terms using the available
parabolic smoothing. The third kind of term on the right-hand side of (L6l)
involves no derivatives on u'™ and second derivatives on w™; these terms will
also be bounded by taking advantage of parabolic smoothing.

Similarly to the above, we apply 0, to (IQl:
n+1l __ n n
(17)  Op;wi™ = —A0y;w" ™ — €Oy, (-, -, pu", Dw")

—e(04(-, -, p", Dw™) —EZ{ pi (s " Dw™ ))393% w"

Notice that we have dropped the operator P, since 0,, P = 0,;.

We now are ready to begin proving our existence theorem. We will be
making energy estimates for the unknowns, and to get the estimates to
yield control over norms of the unknowns, we will, as we have said, make
a smallness assumption. Unfortunately it would be quite complicated to
state the smallness assumption before the estimates have been carried out
since it involves a constant which arises in the course of making the energy
estimates. Rather than attempt to state this condition now, we will begin
carrying out the energy estimates and make the assumption (H2) at the
appropriate time below. We now make an statement of the theorem to be
proved, and will restate it again afterwards to be more specific about the
smallness condition.

Theorem 4. Let T > 0 and € > 0 be given. Let s > {dizﬂ and let
po € H*Y(TY) be such that m + py is a probability measure. Let up €
H*(T%) be given. Assume that the condition (H1) is satisfied. If the prod-
uct eTF(8(||poll?_1 + [[Dwr||? 1)) is sufficiently small, then there exists
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pw € L([0,T); H=1) N L2([0,T); H*) and there exists u € L>([0,T]; H*) N
L2([0,T); H**Y) such that m + p is a probability measure for all t € [0,T],
and such that (u,m+ p) is a classical solution of (), @), B)). Furthermore,
for all ' €10,s), we have u € C([0,T]; H¥ ') and u € C([0,T]; H*).

We commence with the proof of the existence theorem. We provide some
notation for certain norms which we will be useful for our estimates. For all
n € N, we define M,, and N,, to be

(18) M, = sup (|Dw"[2_y + [u"I3-1) ,
te[0,7

(19) Z / |0*Dw™ |2 dr + Z / |0*Du™||2 dr.

1<]al<s 0<]a|<s—1

We will be proving an estimate for the solutions which is uniform in n. We
will do so in stages; first, we will prove an estimate for (w"*1, z"*1) in terms
of (w™, u™). Then we will proceed inductively, making an assumption about
(w™, ™), and showing that this implies the corresponding bound holds for
(w1, " +1). This inductive step will use our smallness assumption (which
remains to be stated).

Let a be a multi-index (as defined in Section [[T]) of order |a| = s — 1.
We compute the time derivative of the square of the L?-norm of 0%y

d1 an+12
(20) %g/w(aﬂ )" de

:/ (80‘;[‘“) (OO‘A,u"H) dZE—E/ (8O‘,u"+1) 0% (D" - ©p(-,x, u", Dw")) dx
Td Td

d
_ a, n+1l) g n = § : . n n

i=1

d
_E/Td (aa n+1) ( Z gp: (T, 1, Dw™)) (O Mn)]> dx

1=

—E/Td (0 u "ty o™ | (1™ + m) zd:i:[ Opip; (-, pu", Dw™)) <8§sz ")] dz.

=1 j=1

[y

We integrate by parts in the first integral on the right-hand side, we move
the resulting integral to the left-hand side, and we integrate (20]) in time,
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over the interval [0, ] :

(21)
1 o, n+1 2 1 o, n+1 2 ! a, nt1|2
= (0% (t,x))” do—= (0% (0, 2))” da+ | DO " dadr
2 Td 2 Td 0 Td

t
= —s/ / (aaw“) 0% (D" - Op(1,z, u", Dw")) dxdr
0 Jrd

t d
— E/ / (80‘//”1) o0 <(,u" +m) Z Ouip, (T, 2, 11", Dw")) dxdr
0 Jrd

i=1

_E/O /Td (8aun+1) a <(Mn " m) Z [(qui (T’ T ’un’ Dwn)) (5@#")]) drdr

t d
_E/O /]Td (8““71-1—1) o~ (Mn + m) ;; |:(®pipj (T,.Z',,U,n,Dwn)) (831553’[1)”)] dedr
=I+IT+1IT+1V.

We first work to estimate I, and we begin by adding and subtracting:

t
= [ [ @@ D) - 0y(r.. " Do) dadr
0 JTd

¢
w2 [ [ @0 0Dyt - €, " D) = 5 (D" Oy, ", D)) dadr

o Jre

=14+ Ip.
We start with /4, pulling the supremum of the ©,, term outside the integrals:
¢
Lo suw Oyt Dun)e | [ [ o0 D o
te[0,T] 0 JTd

We use (I4) to bound O, in terms of M, :

t
T4 < eF(M,) / / 0% 1™ |0 D™ dadr.
0 JTd

Next, we continue by using (Bl) with positive parameter o1, which will be
determined presently:

1

T T
1a <) (o [0t i ar+ 5 [ oDyt ar )

1 T o, n4112 g1
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We let 01 = 28TeF(M,), and this choice then yields the following:

1 T
(22) 14 < 56T |, 0% |2 dr + 142 T (F(M,))%N,

1
< — | sup [|0%u TG | + 14T (F(My))* Ny.
96 \ te(0,7

We turn now to estimating Ip; we start by using (B]) with parameter o :
t
Ip < &?/ \(8au"+1)\‘(8°‘Du”)-@p(7,x,,u",Dw”)—@a(Du”@p(T,x,u”,Dw")) dxdr
0o Jrd

T 1 +1,2
<e — | 0% " |5d
<c [ gllore s

E09

5 OT H(@O‘Du")-@p(ﬂaﬁ,u", Dw™)—0%(Du"-Op(r, z, u", Dw"))”i dr.

We let 09 = 28T¢, and we continue:

1
Ip < — | sup [[0%u" 3
56 te[0,7

T 2
+1452T/0 H(f‘?C‘Du")-Gp(T,-,u",Dw")—aa(DM"‘@p(Tv'7”n’Dwn))Ho dr.

Next, we use Lemma [2] and Sobolev embedding as follows (we temporarily
suppress the dependence of ©, on its arguments):

o n o n s—1, n S— n 2
10%(Dp™©) = (0" Du™)-Op|[§ < € (IDOp|oc [ D* 1™ o + | D~ Opllo] Do)
2
< ¢ (I10pllpagsq 1™ lls—1 + 1Opllsll" I pasa1 )~ < ell@pl2 112
Here, we have used the condition s > {%] . By Lemma Bl we have

1Oplls—1 < cF(M,)(1 + M,)~1/2,

Putting this information together, we complete our bound of Ip :

1

(23)  Ip < — | sup [|0°u"FY[G | + e TP(F(My))? M (1 + My)*
56 \ tef0,7]

Note that this constant c is independent of ¢, T', n, and ¢; instead it depends

only upon s and d. The same will be true for any constants which we call ¢

in the sequel.
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We are ready to estimate the term II. We begin by using Young’s in-
equality (Bl) with parameter o3 = 287 :

4)
a, n+1|2
M<e / / LG
Td 20’3 2

1 T
< — | sup |lovp"TH3 +14E2T/
56 t€[0,T] 0

We use the Sobolev algebra property and Lemma [Bl to bound the integrand:

(24)
2

d
oo (W )Y O (7,407, Dw">) dudr

i=1

2

dr.
0

d
o* ((Nn + m) Z O, (T, 1", Dw”))

i=1

(25)

d
o~ ((Iun + m) Z ®mipi(7—a “ Iun’ Du)n)>

=1 0
< el 4 m2 (F(M)P (14 M) < e(F(M,)2(1+ M),

2 2

d
(1" +m) Z Op,pi (T, 1", Dw")
i=1

s—1

Combining (25)) with (24]), we complete our bound for the term IT :

1
(26)  II< = < sup Haau"“HS) + ce*T?(F(M,))* (1 + M,,)°.
te(0,T

Before estimating 111, we again add and subtract to isolate the leading-
order term. We have Il = I11, + IIlp, with 1114 given by

d
Iy = —E/ / (0% u" ) (u"+m Z api (T2, 1", Dw™)) (0%0q, p1")] dxdr,
T4 i=1

and the remainder II1p given by

t d
Il = —¢ /0 [ (@0 {8“ (w 1) Y (O, (7, 2. ", Du™)) @M)
=1
d
1 +17) S (O (7, 17, D)) (9% i) } dudr,

i=1

We begin estimating 1114 by using the triangle inequality and pulling the
lower-order terms through the integrals:

tel0,7],:€4{1,...,d}

d T
« Z/O /Td 0% 1| 9% 0, 17| dadr
=1

IITy <ce(1+ Mn)1/2 ( sup |®qpi(ta T Dwn)|00>
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Next, we use (I4)), and we use Young’s inequality (Bl) with parameter oy :
1/2 ! 12 , 94 2
ITT4 < ce(1+ M,)Y F(Mn)/ 5 106%™ 15 + 7”8‘@“"”0 dr.
0 204

We take 04 = 28ceT(1 + M,)/>F(M,), and we complete our estimate of
II14:

te[0,T]

1
(27)  III4 < o < sup Haawﬂu(%) + ce®T(1 + My,)(F(M,))*N,.

We next estimate I11p. We begin by applying Young’s inequality, with
parameter o5 > 0 :

t
1
IIIB ég/ / _|aalun+1|2
0 J1d 20'5

2

d d
g (63 n n n — o n
+200 ((u £m) 3 (O, )0t >) — () 3 (O ) (0 D)
i—1 i=1
t
_ & o, n+1)2
= o [ o ar
E0p

t d d
>/ (w +m>Z<@qpi><axiu">> (" +m) (O ) (0 Or, ")

=1 i=1

We proceed by using Lemma [2] as in our previous estimate for the term Ipg;
we find the following:

T
115 < =— | sup [0 YR ) + cTeos(F(M,)2(1 + M,)*+.
205 \ tefo,1]

We conclude the estimate of I11g by setting o5 = 287 :

1
(28)  IIIg < — | sup [|0°u™ 3| + T%3(F(M,,))2(1 + M,,)*.
56 \ tefo,7)

For the term IV, we again must separate the leading-order term by adding
and subtracting. We write IV = IV + IVp, with IV, given by

+ d
IV, = —s/ / (0% u" ) (W +m)
0 JTd -

i=1 j=1

dxdr

[(6101'10]‘ (1,2, 1", Dw™)) (80‘851_%_10

dr.

)} dzdr,
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and with the remainder IVp given by

IV =
_g/ /Td aa n+1 {aa (1" +1m) :1;[ plp]('rﬂ? w", Dw™ )) <8§le ")}
d d
ZZ [ pip; (T, 2, 1, Dw'™) ) <3aaglx3 n)] } dxdr.
i=1 j=1

To estimate IV, we first pull u" +m and ©,,,, through the integrals by
taking supremums:

¢
IVa < ce(14M,)'/? < sup sup\@pzpj\oo> E / /d laau"HH@a@ixjw"\ dxdr.
— Jo JT
27]

te[0,T] ,J

We estimate this by using (I4]), and we use Young’s inequality with param-
eter o6 > 0 :

Vi < ceF )L+ 00 / a0 203w

i

Taking ¢ = 28¢ceT (14 M,,)'/2F(M,,), and proceeding as we have previously,
we arrive at our final bound for IVy :

1
(29) IVa < — | sup [0°u" 3 ) + ce®T(1 + My)(F(My))* Ny,
26 te[0,7

We estimate I'Vg just as we have estimated I11p, finding that

1
(30) IVg < — | sup H@"u"HHg +cT2€2(F(Mn))2(1 + Mn)SH.
56 t€[0,T]

To summarize our progress so far, we add (22)), [23), 24q), 7)), 28]), (29),

and (B0), and we make some elementary bounds, to find the following:

(31) I+II+1IT+1V

1

5| sup ||aaw+1||3> + 22T (F(My,))? ((1+T)(1+Nn)(1+Mn)s+1>.
t€[0,T
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Continuing, we compute the time derivative of the square of the L?-norm
of 80, w" ™, substituting from (I7):

d1

(32) o3 / (00, w12 do = — /T (00w (0" Ay da

—E/ (80‘0503.20"“)80‘ (@xj(-,a;,u",Dw")) dx
Td

— [ (@0, umor (O, Dut) ) da
Td

d
o n+1\ g n n 9 n
_E/Td(@ Oz ;w" )0 <Z [(@pi(-,x,,u , Dw™))dy 4w }) d.

i=1
We integrate by parts in the first integral on the right-hand side and we

integrate (32]) in time over the interval [t, T|; we also rearrange terms slightly,
arriving at the following:

(33) 1/ (8aax_wn+l(t7x))2 dx—l/ (8aax_wn+l(T7x))2 dr
2 Td J 2 Td J
T
+/ |DO%0p,w" T ? dadr
t Td
T
:z—:/ (aaaij"“)aa (O, (-, 1™, Dw™)) dadr

Td
T
e [ [ @ronur o (O D)) dedr
Td ’
d

+E/ » aaaxjw"“ (Z[ sz, 1, Dw™ ))8%1_1,3_11)"]) dxdr

=V4+VI+VIIL

The term V is straightforward to estimate; we begin with Young’s in-
equality, with parameter o7 > 0 :

T
1
V< 5/ / —|0%0, w2 + Z|0%0, |* drdr.
\ Jpa 2070 OO 2 :

We choose o7 = 20T, we use Lemma [3] and we estimate similarly to the
previous terms to find the following:

1
(34) V< 0 (t S[lé[;] H(‘?O‘ax]w"HW) + ce®T*(F(M,))*(1 + M,)*™*
€

Before estimating VI, we must add and subtract to isolate the leading-
order term. We have VI =V Iy, + Vg, with VI, given by

T
Vij = 5/ (8“8ij"+l)(@q(7,x,u", Dw™)) (0%, u"™) dxdr,
t JTd
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and with the remainder VIp given by

T
VIB = E/t /Ed(aaaxjwn—i-l){aa ((@q(T,LE,Mn,Dwn)) (axglu’n))

— (Og(7,z, u", Dw™)) (8“8xju") } dxdr.

We begin estimating V' 14 by taking the supremum of ©, with respect to
space and time, and pulling this through the integrals:

T
Vig<e < sup \Gq(t,',,u",Dw")\oo> / / \8o‘8xjw"+l\]8‘”8xju"] dxdr.
t€[0,T) t Td

We then bound the ©, term by using (I4]) and by using Young’s inequality
with positive parameter og :

T

VIjy <eF(M,) /

o8
t E”C{)aaxjwnﬂ\\g + EHE?Q&CJ.M"H% dr.

We take og = 20eT'F(M,,), and estimate as we have previously, finding the
following:

1
(35) VIg < — | sup H@Ol@xjw"HH% + ce*T(F(M,))?N,.
40 \ tef0,1)

We begin estimating VI with use of Young’s inequality, with positive
parameter og :

T
VIp < s/ / L1990, w1 P4 %2 |0%((84)(0a, 1)) — (84)(0°0s, u™)| dudr.
L Jea 2090 2 : i

We take g9 = 20T, and proceed as usual:

1
Vig < — | sup [|0%0, w"||?
- (temu Rl

+ 2T ( sup [[0%((€)(0z, 1)) — <eq><aa8xju">H§> :

t€[0,T]
Using Lemma [2] and Sobolev embedding, we bound this as follows:

1
Vig < — | sup [|070,,w™ 3
40 \ scjo,77

+ o1 < sup 10 asaq 1072 + ||@q||§_1||w||?@1> -
te[0,T) 2 2
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Using Lemma[3] and the fact that s is sufficiently large (s > [%w is needed
here), we conclude our bound of VI :

1
(36)  VIp<— | sup [|0%0p,w" 5 | + ce®T*(F(My))*(1 + My,)*.
40 te[0,T)

For the term VII, we must again add and subtract to isolate the leading-
order contribution. We write VII =V Iy + VIIg, with VII4 given by

T d
VIIjy = z—:/t /Td(ﬁo‘amjwnﬂ) ; [(@Z,i(T,x,u",Dw")) (80‘8:%2_1,3_10")] dxdr,

and with the remainder VIIg given by

d

T
VIl :a/ / (0°0,,w™+) { aZ[ o (7,2, 1", Dw™ ))agﬁ_w"}
t Td !

i=1
- Zd: [(@pi (1,2, 1", Dw")) <8Q8§imjwn)] } dxdr.

i=1

To begin to estimate V114, we pull ©,, through the integrals (after taking
its supremum):

d
VIIA < 26 < sup |®P1(t7 7Mn7Dwn)|OO>
i—1 te[0,T
T
« / / 00, w1002, w| dudr.
t JTd

We estimate ©,, by using (I4)), and we use Young’s inequality with positive
parameter oy :

VI < ZsF / /Td Fwwaﬁ%wnﬂﬁ + %Wa@ixjwﬂ dzdr.

We choose the value 019 = 20deT F(M,,), and thus find the following bound:

1
(37) VIIjy < — | sup ||8aamjw"+1||(2) + ce(F(M,))*TN,.
40 \ sejo,7)

We now estimate the final term, VIIp. We interchange the summation
and the integrals, and we use Young’s inequality with positive parameter
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011 -

VIiig < 62/ /]Td E|aaamjwn+l|2

+ T (63,)(82,,w™) = (6,,)(0°92,p w) dardr

T T
eTd

<— | sup Haaaxjw"“\\g
2011 \vejo,1]

d
+°’11;Tz<sup 107 () (2,0;0™)) = (6)(0°0F w0 ”>H%)~

i—1 \t€[0,7]

We thus choose 011 = 20eT'd, and we use Lemma 2 and Lemma [Blas we have
previously:

1
(38) VIIg < — | sup [[0%0,w" |5 | + c®T*(F(My))*(1 4 My)®.
40 \ sejo,7]

We are now in a position to add (34), (35), (36l), (37), and (B8]); we then

make some elementary estimates, finding the following:

(39) V+VI+VII

< é < sup ||8°‘5mjw"+l||(2)> Fe2T(F(My))? <(1+T)(1+Nn)(1—|—Mn)s+1>.
t€[0,T]

We return to (2I)), considering (B3I). We isolate the first term on the
left-hand side of (21]), finding the following bound:

1 1 1
SN0l < 0% 0, ) + 5 < sup ||aw"+1||8)

t€[0,T

+ ce?T(F(M,))? ((1 +T)(1+ N,)(1 + Mn)5+1> .

Taking the supremum with respect to ¢ (which does not change the right-
hand side) and rearranging, we have

(40)

ool w

<Sup Hao‘u”“H%) < 2Hao‘ PO, )15

t€[0,T

+ ce®T(F(M,))* ((1 +T)(1+ N,)(1 + Mn)s+1> .
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We next isolate the time integral on the left-hand side of (21]), again using
this with (3I). As before, we find

t 1 1
/ DO G dr < < [|0%p™ 0, )1 + < | sup (0% TG
0 2 8 \ tejo,7]

+ ce®T(F(M,))* ((1 +T)(1+ N,)(1 + Mn)s+1> .

We again take the supremum in time, and this again does not affect the right-
hand side. We add the result to ([@0]), and rearrange to find the following:

1 T
() Z<sup uaw“n%>+ [ ootz ar

te[0,T
< [|9%u" 0, )[§ + e=* T (F(My))? ((1 +T)(1+ Np)(1 + Mn)s“> :

We perform the same manipulations regarding (33]) and (39), and add the
results to ([4I]). These considerations imply the following:

1
(42) 7 ( sup [|9%p" |5 + sup ||8“6zjw"“||%)
(0,77 t€[0,T7]

T T
4 / 1DO% 1 (7, )2 dr + / 1D0* 0y, w"™* (v, )| dr
0 0

<010, )IF + 1100, w" THT )

+ ce*T(F(M,))* ((1 +T)(1+ Np)(1 + Mn)S“) .

We sum (42]) over multi-indices « such that 0 < |a| < s —1 and also over
natural numbers j such that 1 < j < n, and we multiply by 4; this results
in the following:

My1+ 4Nt < 40,3 + 4| DT, )12
+ ce®T(F(M,))* ((1 +T)(1+ Np)(1 + Mn)s+1> .
We substitute the boundary conditions (@) and (II):
(43) M1+ ANng1 < 4Popiol3-y + 4| DPswr -

+ ce®T(F(M,))* ((1 +T)(1+ N,)(1 + Mn)s+1> .
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We are now ready to both state our smallness constraint and make our
inductive hypothesis. Let S € R satisfy

A pol2_1 + 4| Dwr |2, < S.

Note that because of the definition of the smoothing operator Ps and Plancherel’s
theorem, an immediate consequence is

APspuoll2_1 + 4| DPswr|2_y < 4llpoll2_y + 4| Dwrli; <S8, V5 >0.

Our smallness assumption is:

(H2) The function F' and the constants ¢, €, T, and S satisfy
ce?T(F(285))? ((1 +T)(1+ 23)8”) <S.

Then, our inductive hypothesis is that
(44) M, + 4N, <2S.

It is trivial to see that when n = 0, since u° = w® = 0, that My + 4Ny < 28S.
We assume the inductive hypothesis for some n € N. Then, we see that
M, <25 and N, < 28 as well. Since the function F' is monotonic, we have
F(M,) < F(2S). Combining the inductive hypothesis ([@4) with (H2) and
the bound (43)), we conclude M, 11 + 4N, 4+1 < 2S8. Thus, we have proved
that for all n € N, (44)) holds.

The estimate ([d4]), together with the definition of M, implies that the
sequence (u™,w™) is bounded in the space C([0,T]; H*~! x H?), uniformly
with respect to n. Our specification of s is sufficiently large so that inspection
of (), (I0) shows that uj and wj are uniformly bounded. From this, we
are able to conclude that (u”,w™) forms an equicontinuous family, with
compact domain [0,7] x T%. Applying the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, we find
that a subsequence converges uniformly to a limit (u,w) € (C(]0,T] x T%))2.
This implies, since the domain is compact, that the convergence also holds in
C([0,T); H° x H®). Applying Lemma [T} using the uniform bound in H*+! x
H?*, we also find convergence in the space C([0,T]; H¥~! x H*'), for any
s €10,s).

The uniform bound (44)) also implies that the sequence w™ is uniformly
bounded in L%([0,7]; H**!) and the sequence p™ is uniformly bounded in
L%([0,T); H*). These are Hilbert spaces and therefore bounded sequences
have subsequences with weak limits, with the weak limits obeying the same
bounds. So, we may take w € L2([0,T]; H*™!) and p € L*([0,T]; H®), with
the bound

T
(45) /0 oty Y ers + e, )= dt < e,

with ¢ being an absolute constant related to the definitions of the norms.



NON-SEPARABLE MEAN FIELD GAMES 21

Integrating (&), (I0) in time, and using the boundary conditions (@) and
(D), we see that u"*! and w"*! satisfy the equations
(46)

Nn+1(t7 ) = PJNO""/O [Aﬂn—i_l(ﬂ ) — ediv ((m + Nn(Tv )) @P(T7 " :u'na Dwn))] dT,

T
(47) w1 (t, ) = Pswr + / [Aw™(7,) + eO(r, -, u", Dw™)] dr.
t

We have established sufficient regularity of the solution (i, w) to pass to the
limit as n — oo and as § — 0 in (46]) and ([@7); taking these limits, we have

(48) pult,) = po + /0 (Au(r, ) — ediv (7 + p(r, ) Op(r, -, 1, Dw))] dr,

T
(49) w(t, ) = wp + /t [Aw(r, ) + £PO(r, -, Dw)] dr.

Differentiating ([48)) and ([@9) with respect to time, we find that (u,w) are
classical solutions of (@) and (), with the boundary values pg and wy.

To recover m from pu, one simply needs to add m. To recover u from w
and p, one simply integrates () with respect to ¢, since the right-hand side
is determined in terms of w and m.

This completes the proof. We conclude with a more formal statement of
what we have proved.

Theorem 5. Let T > 0 and € > 0 be given. Let s > {diz‘f’] and let
po € H3™Y(TY) be such that m + po is a probability measure. Let ur €
H*(T%) be given. Assume that the conditions (H1) and (H2) are satis-
fied. Then there exists p € L>°([0,T); H*~YYNL2([0,T]; H®) and there exists
u € L2([0,T]; H*) N L2([0,T]; H*TY) such that m + u is a probability mea-
sure for all t € [0,T), and such that (u,m+ u) is a classical solution of (),
@), @). Furthermore, for all s' € [0,s), we have p € C([0,T]; H¥ 1) and
ue C([0,T]; H).

Remark 4. In [5], we gave two existence theorems for non-separable mean
field games with data in the Wiener algebra, with each of these theorems
having a different smallness constraint. Here, we treat up to three different
sources of smallness in a unified constraint. Clearly, either by taking € suffi-
ciently small for fired T and S, or by instead taking T sufficiently small for
fized € and S, we may satisfy (H2). The third source of smallness depends
on the form of the Hamiltonian; if, for instance H(t,z,m, Du) = m|Du|*,
then the function F could go to zero with S, and by taking S sufficiently
small, with fized values of € and T, the condition (H2) would be satisfied.
For other choices of the Hamiltonian, however, it may not be the case that
F vanishes as S vanishes. In summary, this unified condition treats the size
of the time horizon, the strength of the coupling in the model, and in some
cases, the size of the data.
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4. UNIQUENESS

We consider two solutions, (w', ') and (w?, u?) in H® x H*~!, for s >

2+ g, with the norm of these solutions bounded in these spaces by some
K > 0. We define E(t) = E,(t) + E(t), with

d
By(t) = %Z; /T (O (1,7) — 00 (1,)”

Thus, we are measuring the difference of Dw in L? and the difference of p
also in L2,

We must have a Lipschitz property for the Hamiltonian for our unique-
ness argument. We make the following assumption:

(H3) For all multi-indices 3 (as described in the beginning of Section 3)
with 0 < |3| < 2, for any (p’,¢") in a bounded subset of R4, there exists
a constant ¢ > 0 such that

d
o°e(t,z,p',q") - a’39(?571’,192412)( <c (!pl P+ gl — q?!) :
=1

We are now able to state our uniqueness theorem

Theorem 6. Let (u',m + p') and (u?,m + p?) be two classical solutions of
@, @), @), with the same data:

Assume that there exists K such that the solutions are each bounded by K :
1D | ot + [l ger < K, i€ {1,2},

for some s > 2 + %. Assume (H3) holds. There exists a nondecreasing
function G : [0,00) — [0,00) such that if eT(G(K)) < 1, then (u',p!) =
(u?, 1)

Proof. To estimate the growth of the difference of the two solutions, we take
the time derivative of E, starting with £,,. To begin, we have simply

dE,,

= [t =it = ) da
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We substitute for y} and p? from (7)), and we do some preliminary adding
and subtracting. This leads us to the expression

dE
By _ /T (- A ) da

dt
— [t = )iy (= 128y, D)) o
- E/ (M —H )le ( (@ (t7x7M17Dw1) - Gp(th'?:u'za Dw2))) dx
—Em/ pt — p?)div (Gp(t,x,,ul,le) — @p(t,x,u2,Dw2)) dx.
We apply the divergence operators on the right-hand side, making the ex-
pansion
14
=2V
(=1

where we now list each of these terms:

V= [ =i - ) do.
Vo =—¢ /W(u1 —1®) (V (u' = 1)) - ©p(t, 2, ', Dw') da,
T /T ()’ div (8, (1, ', D)) d,
Vim e [ (= i) (Oy(t.2.11, Dut) = 8, (t,2.5%, Du)) do.

[Q@m (t,:n,,ul,le) — Op,z, (t,a:,,u2, Dw2)] dz,

-

Vs= /T ) )

1

)

ot
[Gpiq(t,x,ul,le)axi Opiq(t, , 4, Dw? )(%:

-

Vo =—¢ /Td(ul—uz)(uz)

1

)

Vi =~ /Tu—u Zd:[plthu Dw)<w>} dz,

=1

d d 62?,01
= — (t Dw)———
b e [0 [t D 0

=1 j=1

0?w!
— Oy, .(t,x,,u2,Dw2) dx,
Pibj Z?xzax]

d_d O (w' — w?)
o= e [ 00 33 O, 0u) (55 )

=1 j=1
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d
‘/10 = —Em (Ml _luz) Z [@piwi(t7x7M17Dw1) - @pimi(t7x7/~l27Dw2)j| dflf,

d
] 3 ou’ O
V?ll = —E&m (ILLl—M2) |:@piq(tax7M17le) ax - @PiQ(t7x7u27le) 8$

= 1 2 g 2 oy (0! — %)
Vig=—em | (0 —p )Z@piq(t,x,u , Dw*) <T> dx,

Td i=1
12 . 1 n Ol
Vig = —em Td(ﬂ H );; Oras (645, D )&viax]
9wl
t,z, u?, Du?
@pm]( y Ly o, LW )al‘lal‘]] da,
and finally,
d
82 (w! — w?)
- 12 . 2 Du?) [ —————= .
V14 Em Ad(ﬂ H );j:1 |:®Pzpj(t’$”u LW ) axlaﬂfj d

We integrate V; by parts:

(50) Vi = —/W 1V (i = 2)[ de.

We also integrate each of Vs, V7, and Vi5 by parts:
€

Vy = 5/ ( 1 ,uz)zdiv (@p(t7$,u1,Dw1)) dz,
Td

d
Vi= 2 ;/Td(ﬂ w) O ((1*)Opyq(t, 2, pt, Dw')) da,

_d
em 1 gy O . .
~ 9 — ") 5 (Opq(t D ,
V12 2 ;/]rd('u ,U/) 8$Z (67’2[]( s Ly U w )) dflf

These terms, and also V3, are then bounded in terms of the energy, using
the bound on the solutions. We distinguish between two kinds of bounds,
though; there exists a nondecreasing function G; which may be taken so as
to converge to zero if K vanishes, such that

(51) Vi <eGi(K)E,.

The fact that G; can be taken to vanish with K is because of the presence of
the linear factor ;2 in V7. Also note that the regularity requirement s > 2+%l
allowed us here to estimate u? in L*; the requirement comes into play in

the same way several times throughout the rest of the argument. On the
other hand, we have a nondecreasing function Gy such that

(52) Vo + Vs + Vig <eGo(K)E,.
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For most of the remaining terms, we estimate them using the Lipschitz
properties of ©, and its derivatives; these terms satisfy

(53) Vit Vs+ Vo + Vs + Viy + Vi < eGi(K)(B, + EY?EY?),

where G (K) is as before, and where its vanishing property is again because
of the presence of linear factors such as ;2 in the terms. Another term relies
on the Lipschitz estimate for ©,, but does not have such a linear factor of
the unknowns present; for this, we again have the existence of Go(K) such
that

(54) Vio < eGo(K)(E, + E}/*EY?).

This leaves two more terms to deal with, Vo and Vi4. We will use Young’s
inequality for these, and later bound them by a contribution from FE,,. For
Vo, we begin by bounding 6y, and u? with G1(K) :

82w —w2)
Vo < eGi(K ZZ/ ut — p?) 0.0, o, dzx.

=1 j=1

We then apply Young’s inequality, with parameter 4¢G; (K) :

d
Vo < 6291(K)/ (pt — p?)? dx + % Z/ (0, (Dw' — Dw?))? da
Td = Jmd

< 2G,(K)E, + - Z/ — Du?))? da.

The remaining term, Vi4, is entirely similar, except that we use Gy instead

of Ql :
Via<e Qg wt s Z/ — Dw2))2 dx.
Adding these results for Vg and V14, we have
d
1
(55) Vot Vi < (i (K) + Ga(K)) By + 7 3 /d(axj (Dw! — Du?))? dr.
j=1"T

Summarizing the terms we have estimated so far, leaving V4 out for the
moment, by adding the bounds (EIl), (52), (53), (B4), and (B5l), we have

concluded the following;:

(56)
14
S Vi < e(G(K) + Go(K)) By + B Z/ ~ Duw?)? de.
(=2 T

We turn our attention to E,,, and we write E,, = Z =1 EZ,, with

J
d(% _ / (O, 0" — By, w?) 04D, 0" — By, 0?) da
Td
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We then add and subtract to make the following decomposition:
dE, N
o =2 Wi
(=1

with
le - /Ed(axjwl - amjw2)A(amjwl - 8:ij2) dil}‘,

W2] =€ /Ed(axjwl - amjw2) (Qmj(tafnmulval) - ®mj(ta$nu27Dw2)) dz,
Wi =—¢ Ad(ﬁxjwl—(‘)xjw2) <®q(t,x,u1,le)uij - @q(t,x,,u2,Dw2)uglcj> dx,

Wi =—¢ Ad(ﬁxjwl—(‘)xjw2) <®p(t,x,u2,Dw2)uij - @q(t,x,uz,DwQ)uij) dx,

d
Wg = _62/,]1‘11(8%101_6%’“)2) <@pi(ta$vﬂ17Dw1)aimjwl - ®Pi(ta$7/‘27Dw2)a§imjwl) d$7
1=1

d
Wg = —¢ Z / (al'jwl_axjw2) (@pz (t7 f]}', /1/27 Dw2)8£ixjwl - (—)pi (t7 f]}', /1/27 Dw2)8§ixjw2) df]}'
i=1 /T
We integrate Wf by parts:
le :/ |V8xj (wl —w2)|2 dx.
Td
We may also integrate Wg by parts, to find the following:
d
;€
Wi = 3 Z/Td(axjwl — 0y, w?)?0y, (O, (t, 2, 1*, Dw?)) da.
i=1

With G; and G, as before, we may estimate many of the terms forthwith:

(57) Wi +W{ < eGo(K)(Ey + B2 E/),
(58) Wi + Wi < eGi(K)(Ey + EifE}/?).

We are left with one term to deal with more carefully, WZ . We first bound
O,(t, z, pu?, Dw?) in L™ by Go(K), finding

WAf < eGy(K) Ad(ﬁxjwl — 8xjw2)8xj (' — p?) da.
We next use Young’s inequality, with 2G5 (K) as the parameter, finding
W] < &2Go(K)Ey + i /T (0 pt = 0y, ) da.
Adding contributions from (57)) and (G8]) to this, we have

6 d
(59 33" WE < £(G1() + QoK) (B + ) + 5 [ 1Dyt = D da
=2 j=1 T4
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We are now ready to integrate with respect to time. Integrating dc% over
the interval [0, ], we find

¢t 14

B0 =E,0)+ [ YV

0 —1

We then use the bound (56, finding

E,(t) < Eu(0) + eT(G1(K) + Go(K))(EL + Ey)

t 1d
- . (Dw' — Dw?))? .
+/0 W+4;Ad(8j(w w))? de| dr

We next integrate Ex over the interval [t, 7], finding

T d 6 '
Ew(t):Ew(T)—/t > wi dr.

j=1 ¢=1

We use the estimate (59)), then, as follows:

d
Ey(t) < Ey(T) 4+ T(G1(K) + Go(K))(Ey + E,,) — Z/T W dr
j=17"

1 T
+ —/ / |Dpt — Dp?|? dxdr.
4 t ’]I‘d

We apply the definitions of V; and Wf , and summarize what we have found
thus far:

t T
(60) Ew(t)—l—EH(t)+/ |Dut — Dp?|2 d7+/ |D*w! — D*w?|} dr
0 t
< Ey(T) + Eu(0) + eT(G1(K) + Go(K))(Ew(t) + Eu(t))

1 [T 1t
- Z/ |Dpt — Dp?||% dr + 1 / | D*w! — D*w?||% dr.
t 0

On the right-hand side, we bound the integrals with integrals over the entire
time interval:

t T
(61) Ew(t)—kEM(t)—k/ |Dpt — Dp?||2 dT+/ |D*w! — D*w?||% dr
0 t
< Ey(T) + Eu(0) +eT(G1(K) + G2(K)) (Ew(t) + Eu(t))

1 [T 1 [T
g [ 1ot =D are g [ D2t - DR dr
0 0
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Isolating the first integral on the left-hand side of (€&Il), we conclude from
this that

(62)

t
| IDK DRI dr < BulT)+ B (0)+T(G1 ()4 Gal)) (Bult)+ B (1)
0
1 (7 17
+ —/ |Dp' — Dp?|| dr + —/ | D*w' — D*w?||2 dr.
1/ 1/
We take the supremum over time in both sides of (62]), finding

T
(63) / |Du! — D3 dr < Eu(T) + E,(0)
0

+ ET(gl(K) + g2(K)) ( sup (Ew(t) + Eu(t))>

te[0,7

1 [T 1 (7
- Z/ |Dpt — Dp?||3 dr + Z/ | D*w! — D*w?||2 dr.
0 0

We similarly treat the other integral on the left-hand side of (&1l), finding
T
(64) / |D?*w' — D*w?||} dr < Ey(T) + E,(0)
0
+eT(G1(K) + G2(K)) ( sup (Ey(t) + EN)))
te[0,7
1 g 1,22 1 T2 2,212
w2 [ IDpt - DR dr+ 5 [ D%t — DR .
4 Jo 4 Jo
We add (63]) and (64)) and rearrange the integrals, finding
T T
| 10at = Dy dr o+ [ 0%t - DR dr
0 0
<2E,(T) +2E,(0) + eT(Gi1(K) + Go(K)) ( sup (Ey(t) + Eu(t))> .

te[0,T

Using this with (&Il), we have

(65)  sup (Ey(t)+ Eu(t))

te[0,T
< ngm + gmm + T(G1(K) + Ga(K)) ( sup (B, (t) + Eu<t>>> :
t€[0,T

If eT(G1(K) + G2(K)) < 1, then we have established (local) uniqueness
of solutions. For then, if w!(T, ) = w?(T,-) and if u!(0,-) = p?(0,-), then
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E,(T) = E,(0) =0, and (65) implies

sup (Eyw(t) + Eu(t)) <0.
te[0,7

Thus w' = w? and u' = p2. This completes the proof. O

Remark 5. As we did in Remark[{] following the statement of our smallness
condition for use in Theorem [, we remark now on the smallness condition
for Theorem [8. The function G(K) mentioned in the statement of Theo-
rem [0 is equal to G1(K) 4+ Go(K). Clearly the smallness condition may be
satisfied by taking either € or T sufficiently small, and we remarked on this
similarly in Remark[{] for existence. It is also possible, for some Hamiltoni-
ans, that uniqueness follows in the case of small data. The function Gi(K)
does go to zero as K goes to zero, but whether Go(K) does as well depends on
the Hamiltonian. For example, for the Hamiltonian H = m|Du|?, we have
H, = 2mDu, and the Lipschitz constant for H, then does not become small
when the solution is small. For other choices of Hamiltonian, however, the
Lipschitz constant may be small when the solution is, and for such Hamil-
tonians, one would gain from this theorem uniqueness of small solutions for
larger values of € and T.

5. EXTENSIONS AND DISCUSSION

Having proved our main existence and uniqueness theorems, we now close
with some remarks.

5.1. Extension to more general payoff conditions. We have carried out
the above analysis with a prescribed terminal condition, i.e. with boundary
conditions (B]). As discussed in [9], there seem two possible ways to prove
both existence and uniqueness for the more general conditions (4)). One of
these is the assumption pursued in [9], in which the payoff function G is
regularizing, and the other option, mentioned briefly in [9], is to make some
further smallness assumption. We state now and give a sketch of the proof
(as most of the proof is the same as for Theorem [ above) of existence of
solutions under such an additional smallness hypothesis.

To state the additional smallness condition, it will help if we introduce
some further notation. Loosely speaking, we let €1 be an upper bound for
©p,p,; this is made precise in (66]) just below. In the following theorem, in
which we have a non-regularizing payoff function G, we will assume that the
product eeq is sufficiently small. Clearly this could be achieved for Hamil-
tonians with fairly general forms by simply having ¢ small. Alternatively,
for some Hamiltonians such as m?|Du|*, second derivatives with respect to
p can be small if the data for u is small; i.e. for such Hamiltonians, €1 may
itself be taken small.

Theorem 7. Assume that the payoff function G is a continuous mapping
from T¢ x H5(T%) to H*(T%). Let T > 0 and € > 0 be given. Let s > {%]
and let pg € H*(T?) be such that m + po is a probability measure. Let
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ur € H5(T?) be given. Assume that the condition (H1) is satisfied. Let
€1 > 0 satisfy

_ €1
(66) supsup |Op,p, (¢, z, po, DG(z, pro +m)| < 5

,] L
If T is sufficiently small and if the product ee1 is sufficiently small, then there
exists € L>([0,T); H$)NL2([0, T); H**1) and there exists u € L>([0,T]; H*)N
L2([0,T); H**Y) such that m + u is a probability measure for all t € [0,T],
and such that (u,m~+ p) is a classical solution of (@), @), ). Furthermore,
for all s' € [0, ), we have p € C([0,T); H*) and u € C([0,T]; H*).
Proof. We follow the proof of Theorem Bl with some changes.

Considering the general payoff problem (@) instead of the prescribed prob-
lem (3)), we replace (1) with the following:

w" (T, z) = PsPG(z,m" (T, z)).

Of course, there is the related change in the Duhamel formula as well:

eA(S_t)Q(Sv Bl :un(sv ')7 Dwn(sv )) ds.

wn+l(t7 ) = eA(T_t)P5PG('7 mn(T7 ))
T

—eP

t

Taking v € H® and m € H?, there is only one problematic term in the
analysis, and it is the analogue of the term IV, in the proof of Theorem [l
We define the new norms as

M, = sup ([[Dw"[Z_, +||p"]?).
t€[0,71]

T
o= > [ [le*Durlp+ |07 D] ar,
1<|a|<s 70
in contrast to (I8) and (I9). As in the proof of Theorem [5, the proof relies
on induction, with the inductive hypothesis

M, + 4N, < 28,
where § > 0 is taken to satisfy
4 poll3 + 4l Dwr 3y < S.

Considering (60), and in light of the inductive hypothesis, we can take 7' > 0
to be sufficiently small (such that this smallness requirement will turn out
to be independent of n) such that
(67) supsup Oy, (t, , u", Dw")| < e1.
i, tx

To be clear, this is because the time derivative of u™ is bounded, so that u"
and thus ©y,,. will not vary too much over a bounded time interval.

All terms except the ‘analogue of IV are estimated the same as previously;
we call this analogue IV 4. The formula for IV 4 is actually just the same
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as the formula for I'V4, but with the understanding that the order of a may
now be higher (that is, previously the order of & was at most s — 1 while it
now may be of order up to s). We have

IV, =

_E/Ot 5 (0°u"th) (M"er)i:i:[(Gpipj(r,x,u",l)w")) (gyxagzxj )} dudr.

i=1 j=1

We integrate by parts, and decompose the result as A% A= v Ag+ A% Aiis
with

JVAZ_s/ / ZZ (0“0, "t (1™ + 1) (Opip, ) (0% 0, w™) dadr,

=1 j=1

_ t d d
IV a4 = 6/ / (0™t Z Z (" +m)Opp,)) (%0, w™) dadr.
0 Jra

i=1 j=1

The important point here is that the term v A,i involves up to s+ 1 deriva-
tives of u"*1 as well as up to s s + 1 derivatives of w". Therefore neither of
these factors are controlled by Mn+1 or Mn, and both must be contolled in-

stead by Nn+1 or N,,. In the proof of Theorem Bl we did not have a product
of two such terms which needed to be controlled by Nn+1 or . N,

Of course, in addition to v A, we also have terms I 11 1, 111 I, and A% B; all

of these, as well as v A,ii» can be estimated just as in the proof of Theorem
Bl yielding the following estimate:

(68)
1

t
1 / (0t 2))? d— / (005710, 2))2 dat / / DO 2 dadr
2 Td 2 Td 0 ']Td

— 1
< IVaitg sup 0% 1™ FH|[§+ceT(F(M))? (1 + T)(1 + No)(1 + My,)**?) .
te[0,T

Next we estimate the important term, v A,i- We use Young’s inequality
without a small parameter, and we also use ([67)), finding

(69) IVAZg%Z 1+ L) 1/22// 1020,y dadr

ee1d?
2

(1+ M,)'2N,.



32 DAVID M. AMBROSE

By taking the product ee; small enough, and combining (69]) into (G8]),
we find

%/Td(aa (g, )2 dw—%/ (O 1(0,2))? de

/ / |D8a n+1|2 dZEdT< ~ sup Haa n+1||2
te[OT}

+ce (e1 + T(F(My))?) (L4 T)(1 4 Np)(1+ M,)*+?) .
The rest of the proof then follows as in Theorem [l O

Finally, we close this section by remarking that we could also prove
uniqueness in this case (i.e., the case of a general, non-regularizing payoff
function), just as we proved Theorem [6] above.

5.2. Extension to problems with congestion. Some other works have
considered mean field games with congestion, in which the Hamiltonian has
the particular form with a power of m in the denominator. The solutions
proven to exist in [I5], for example, are shown to always satisfy m > 0,
then. Our analysis could be extended to such Hamiltonians when the data
satisfies mg > 0. In this case, smallness constraints can again be used to
keep m positive and to control the nonlinear evolution. We now make this
precise.

Corollary 8. Let s > {d+5] be given, and let v > 0 be given. Let ur € H?®

and mo € H5™ be given, such that mg satisfies mo(z) > ~ for all x € T,
Let the Hamiltonian take the form

(70) H(t,z,m, Du) = ¢(m)Hy(t, z,m, Du) + Ho(t,x,m, Du),

where Hy and Hs each satisfy (H1) and where ¢ : (0,00) — R is smooth
and satisfies |¢(q)| — oo as ¢ — 0. Let F' be as above. If the product
eTF is sufficiently small, the system (), ), @) has a classical solution
(u.m) € L>([0,T); H® x H5™1).

So, for example, we could let Hy and Hs be given by the examples dis-
cussed in Remark [ or Remark [ for instance, and we could let ¢(m) be
given by In(m) or m? for any o < 0. The proof of Corollary [§ is a brief
application of our main theorem and further application of our smallness
conditions; we now provide this proof.

Proof. Let n € (0,1) be given. We want to maintain the property that
m(t,x) > ny for all x and t. We introduce a cutoff function v, such that
1 : R — R is smooth and monotone, such that ¥ (8) = ny/4 for 8 < nvy/4,
and (B8) = B for B > ny/2. We introduce a modified Hamiltonian, H,
defined by

H(t,x,m,Du) = ¢(¢(m))H1(tv$vmv D’LL) + H2(t7$7m7 D’LL)
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Then the modified Hamiltonian H satisfies (H1), and thus Theorem [l ap-
plies. Thus, for eT'F sufficiently small, there exists a solution to the problem

ug + Au+ eH(t,x,m, Du) = 0,

(71) m¢ — Am + ediv(mHy(t, z,m, Du)) = 0,

with data given by (3]).
We now consider (7I]) in more detail; we write the Duhamel formula for
this:

¢
m(t,-) = e Amg — E/ e~ A=) div(mH,(s,-, m, Du) ds.
0

We know from the maximum principle that (e2*mq)(¢,2) > + for all ¢ and
x. To show that m(t,z) > ny for all z and t, it is sufficient to demonstrate

t
E/ e A=) div(mH,(t, -, m, Du) ds
0

<(1-n),

for all t. For k > d/2, by Sobolev embedding and the triangle inequality we
have

t
6/ e~ A=) div(mH,(t, -, m, Du)) ds
0

o0

t
< 6/ e~ A=) div(mH,(t, -, m, Du)) ds
0

Hk
t

<e / e iy (mH, (¢, -, m, D)) e ds.
0

Then using the action of the heat semigroup on Sobolev spaces and making
an elementary supremum inequality, we have

t
6/ e_A(t_s)diV(me(t,-,m,Du)) ds
0

[ee]
t

< 5/ |div(mHy(t, -, m, Du))|| gr ds < €T sup |[[mHy(t, -, m, Du)| gr+1.
0 t€[0,T]

So, as long as

(72) €T sup |mH,y(t,-,m, Du)||gr+1 < (1 —n)y,
te[0,7

we know that m(t,z) > ny for all ¢t and . To be definite, we take k to be
the integer ceiling of (d 4+ 1)/2.
We know that the solutions guaranteed to exist by Theorem [l satisfy

sup |[Dull2_; + ||ul?_, <8 (HDUTﬂg—l + HNOHg—l) .
te[0,7

By Lemma [3] then, we see that there exists a constant K > 0 such that

S{%I;] lmHp(t, -, m, Du)l| s < K (eTF (8[| Dur|3_y + 8|mollZ-1)) -
tel0,
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Thus, if the product eT'F is sufficiently small, we do have that condition
([72)) is satisfied. Therefore m(t,z) > ny for all t and z, and thus ¢¥(m) = m.
Since ¥ (m) = m, we have ﬁ(t, x,m, Du) = H(t, z,m, Du) for our solutions
(u, m). This completes the proof. O

5.3. Final remarks. Future work to be done includes studying questions
regarding regularity and uniqueness. For questions of regularity, this in-
cludes both lowering regularity requirements on the data to get results such
as those in the present work, and also inferring still higher regularity of so-
lutions such as those we have proved to exist. The uniqueness question also
certainly deserves further attention; while we have presented a uniqueness
theorem with a smallness constraint, as have Bardi and Cirant [7], as we have
discussed in the introduction, Bardi and Fischer and Cirant and Tonon have
given examples of non-uniqueness [§], [10]. Understanding when solutions
are and are not unique and characterizing the mutiple possible solutions is
an important problem to be studied.
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