arXiv:2004.03465v1 [math.CA] 6 Apr 2020

BEST CONSTANT FOR ULAM STABILITY OF FIRST-ORDER h-DIFFERENCE EQUATIONS WITH PERIODIC COEFFICIENT

DOUGLAS R. ANDERSON, MASAKAZU ONITSUKA, AND JOHN MICHAEL RASSIAS

Abstract. We establish the best (minimum) constant for Ulam stability of first-order linear hdifference equations with a periodic coefficient. First, we show Ulam stability and find the Ulam stability constant for a first-order linear equation with a period-two coefficient, and give several examples. In the last section we prove Ulam stability for a periodic coefficient function of arbitrary finite period. Results on the associated first-order perturbed linear equation with periodic coefficient are also included.

1. introduction

Ulam [25] introduced a new question of stability, partially answered by Hyers [12] and extended by Rassias [23]. In this way Ulam stability, also known as Hyers–Ulam stability or Hyers–Ulam–Rassias stability, has developed in the context of operators, functional equations, differential equations, and difference equations (recurrences); see Brillouët–Belluot, Brzdęk, and Ciepliński [6] for a good broad overview of the literature on this topic, or more recently Brzdęk, Popa, Raşa and Xu [7]. Particular to Ulam stability in the discrete setting, Popa [20, 21] had some of the earlier papers, and more recently András and Mészáros [4], Brzdęk and Wójcik [8], Hua, Li and Feng [11], Jung and Nam [13], Nam [15, 16, 17], Shen [24], Rasouli, Abbaszadeh, and Eshaghi [22], and the present authors [1, 2], have considered recurrences, difference equations, or dynamic equations on time scales in relation to Ulam stability, respectively.

Very little work has been done in the area of Ulam stability and discrete (h-difference) equations with periodic coefficients. In what follows we will define what Ulam stability (US) is in the context of first-order h-difference equations with a periodic coefficient, and establish parameter values in terms of the periodic coefficient and the constant step size h > 0 for which the equations exhibit Ulam stability. In the case of Ulam stability, best constants will be found in the sense of the minimum constant needed for an approximate solution (perturbation) to track close to a specific solution of the said equation. We will begin with the easier case of a period-two coefficient, followed by the complete explanation of the general period-n coefficient case. These results set the stage for

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 39A10, 34N05, 39A23, 39A45.

Key words and phrases. stability; periodic; best constant; Hyers–Ulam–Rassias; difference equations; variation of constants.

researchers exploring second and higher order discrete h-difference equations with periodicity in the coefficients.

2. best constant for first-order equations with two-cycle coefficient Let h > 0, and define the uniformly discrete set H := {0, h, 2h, 3h, . . .}.

In this section we consider on H the Ulam stability of the first-order linear homogeneous difference equation with two-cycle (period-two) coefficient

Δ_hx(t) − p(t)x(t) = 0, Δ_hx(t) := x(t + h) − x(t) h , (2.1) where p : H → C is given by

p(t) := p_0 :^t_h ≡ 0 mod 2, p_1 :^t_h ≡ 1 mod 2

(2.2)

for p_0, p_1 ∈ C \{^{−1}_h } with p_0 ≠ p_1. This equation (2.1) has Ulam stability if and only if there exists a constant K > 0 with the following property:

For arbitrary ε > 0, if a function ϕ : H → C satisfies |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| ≤ ε for all t ∈ H , then there exists a solution x : H → C of (2.1) such that |ϕ(t) − x(t)| ≤ Kε for all t ∈ H .

Such a constant K is called an Ulam stability constant for (2.1) on H .

The results in this section may be viewed as a discrete version of the results by Fukutaka and Onitsuka [9] given for first-order homogeneous linear differential equations with a periodic coefficient, by using a different approach to the proofs and by allowing the periodic coefficient function p in (2.1) to take non-real (complex) values. Remark 2.1. Set

e_p(t) := t−h h∏ j=0 (1 + hp(jh)) , where −1∏ j=0 f(j) ≡ 1. (2.3)

It is straightforward to check that e_p satisfies (2.1), and e_p(0) = 1. Let p_0, p_1 ∈ C \{^{−1}_h } with p_0 ≠ p_1. If |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| = 1, then (2.1) is not Ulam stable. To see this, let arbitrary ε > 0 be given. For e_p given above in (2.3), let ϕ be defined by ϕ(t) := εℓte_p(t), t ∈ H , where ℓ := min

{_1 |1+hp_0| , 1 } . Then ϕ satisfies the inequality

|Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| = εℓ|e_p(t + h)| = εℓ |1 + hp_0| :^t_h ≡ 0 mod 2 1 :^t_h ≡ 1 mod 2 ≤ ε for all t ∈ H . Since x(t) = ce_p(t) is the general solution of (2.1), then |ϕ(t) − x(t)| = |εℓt − c| |e_p(t)| → ∞ as t → ∞ for t ∈ H and for any c ∈ C , since e_p is bounded and bounded away from zero; see [1, Theorem 3.10 (ii)]. In this case, (2.1) lacks Ulam stability on H . ♦

Theorem 2.2. Assume p_0, p_1 ∈ C \{^{−1}_h } with p_0 ≠ p_1 and 0 < |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| ≠ 1. Let ε > 0 be a fixed arbitrary constant, and let the function ϕ : H → C satisfy the inequality |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| ≤ ε, t ∈ H . Then one of the following holds, where e_p is given in (2.3).

(i) If |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| > 1, then lim_{t→∞} ϕ(t) e_p(t) exists, and the function x given by

x(t) := ( lim_{t→∞} ϕ(t) e_p(t) ) e_p(t) is the unique solution of (2.1) with |ϕ(t) − x(t)| ≤ K_1ε for all t ∈ H , where

K_1 := h max { 1 + |1 + hp_0| −1 + |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| , 1 + |1 + hp_1| −1 + |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| } (2.4)

is the minimum Ulam stability constant for (2.1).

(ii) If 0 < |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| < 1, then any solution x of (2.1) with |ϕ(0) − x(0)| < εh ( 1 + |1 + hp_1| 1 − |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| )

satisfies |ϕ(t) − x(t)| < εh max { 1 + |1 + hp_0| 1 − |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| , 1 + |1 + hp_1| 1 − |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| }

for all t ∈ H .

Proof. Assume p_0, p_1 ∈ C \{^{−1}_h } with p_0 ≠ p_1 and 0 < |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| ≠ 1. Throughout this proof, as |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| ≤ ε for all t ∈ H , there exists a function q : H → C such that Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t) = q(t), |q(t)| ≤ ε (2.5) for all t ∈ H .

(i): First we consider the case |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| > 1. The variation of constants formula then yields

ϕ(t) = ϕ(0)e_p(t) + e_p(t) t−h h∑ k=0 hq(hk) e_p(hk + h) , with standard assumption −1∑ k=0 f(k) ≡ 0. (2.6)

This ϕ can be rewritten as ϕ(t) = [ ϕ(0) + ∞∑ k=0 hq(hk) e_p(hk + h) ] e_p(t) − e_p(t) ∞∑ k=^t_h hq(hk) e_p(hk + h) , (2.7)

where x_0 := ϕ(0) + ∞∑ k=0 hq(hk) e_p(hk + h) ∈ C exists and is finite due to the definition of e_p in (2.3), and the assumption |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| > 1. Clearly x(t) := x_0e_p(t), t ∈ H is a solution of (2.1), and lim_{t→∞} ϕ(t) e_p(t) = ϕ(0) + ∞∑ k=0 hq(hk) e_p(hk + h) = x_0

exists. Consequently, x(t) = ( lim_{t→∞} ϕ(t) e_p(t) ) e_p(t), and |ϕ(t) − x(t)| = | | | | | −e_p(t) ∞∑ k=^t_h hq(hk) e_p(hk + h) | | | | | ≤ hε|e_p(t)| ∞∑ k=^t_h 1 |e_p(hk + h)| = hε ( 1 |1 + hp(t)| + 1 |1 + hp(t)||1 + hp(t + h)| + · · · )

= hε 1+|1+hp_1| −1+|1+hp_0||1+hp_1| : p(t) = p0 1+|1+hp_0| −1+|1+hp_0||1+hp_1| : p(t) = p1

holds for all t ∈ H . Consequently, (2.1) has Ulam stability with Ulam constant K_1 given by (2.4).

We next show in case (i) that x is the unique solution of (2.1) such that |ϕ(t) − x(t)| ≤ K_1ε for all t ∈ H . Suppose ϕ : H → C is an approximate solution of (2.1) such that |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| ≤ ε for all t ∈ H for some ε > 0. Suppose further that x_1, x_2 : H → C are two different solutions of (2.1) such that |ϕ(t) − x_j (t)| ≤ K_1ε for all t ∈ H , for j = 1, 2. Then we have for constants c_j ∈ C that x_j (t) = c_je_p(t), c_1 ≠ c_2, and |e_p(t)||c_1 − c_2| = |x_1(t) − x_2(t)| ≤ |x_1(t) − ϕ(t)| + |ϕ(t) − x_2(t)| ≤ 2K_1ε;

letting t → ∞ yields ∞ < 2K_1ε, a contradiction. Consequently, x is the unique solution of (2.1) such that |ϕ(t) − x(t)| ≤ K_1ε for all t ∈ H .

Finally we show in case (i) that K_1 in (2.4) is the minimum Ulam constant. In (2.5), if q(t) ≡ ε for t ∈ H , then (2.6) and (2.7) imply the function ϕ : H → C given by

ϕ(t) := [ ϕ(0) + ∞∑ k=0 hε e_p(hk + h) ] e_p(t) − e_p(t) ∞∑ k=^t_h hε e_p(hk + h) satisfies the equality |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| = ε, t ∈ H . As x(t) := [ ϕ(0) + ∞∑ k=0 hε e_p(hk + h) ] e_p(t) is a solution of (2.1),

|ϕ(t) − x(t)| = hε|e_p(t)| ∞∑ k=^t_h 1 |e_p(hk + h)| = hε 1+|1+hp_1| −1+|1+hp_0||1+hp_1| : p(t) = p0 1+|1+hp_0| −1+|1+hp_0||1+hp_1| : p(t) = p1 ≤ K_1ε holds for all t ∈ H . As a result, all parts of (i) hold.

(ii): Now assume 0 < |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| < 1. It is straightforward to check that ϕ takes the form

ϕ(t) = ϕ(0)e_p(t) + e_p(t) t−h h∑ k=0 hq(kh) e_p(kh + h) by the variation of constants formula. Let x be any solution of (2.1) with |ϕ(0) − x(0)| < εh ( 1 + |1 + hp_1| 1 − |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| ) . Then x takes the form x(t) = x(0)e_p(t), t ∈ H , and we have

ϕ(t) − x(t) = e_p(t) (ϕ(0) − x(0)) + e_p(t) t−h h∑ k=0 hq(kh) e_p(kh + h) . It follows that |ϕ(t) − x(t)| ≤ |e_p(t)||ϕ(0) − x(0)| + εh|e_p(t)| t−h h∑ k=0 1 |e_p(kh + h)| < |e_p(t)|εh ( 1 + |1 + hp_1| 1 − |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| ) + εh|e_p(t)| t−h h∑ k=0 1 |e_p(kh + h)| . Now |e_p(t)| = |1 + hp_0|^n|1 + hp_1|^{n−1} : t = (2n − 1)h |1 + hp_0|^n|1 + hp_1|^n : t = 2nh and |e_p(t)| t−h h∑ k=0 1 |e_p(kh + h)| = (_{1−|1+hp0|n|1+hp1|n+|1+hp0|−|1+hp0|n|1+hp1|n−1} 1−|1+hp_0||1+hp_1| ) : t = (2n − 1)h (_{1−|1+hp0|n|1+hp1|n+|1+hp1|−|1+hp0|n|1+hp1|n+1} 1−|1+hp_0||1+hp_1| ) : t = 2nh. Piecing it all together, |ϕ(t) − x(t)| < εh |1+hp_0|^n|1+hp_1|^{n−1}+|1+hp_0|^n|1+hp_1|^n+1−|1+hp_0|^n|1+hp_1|^n+|1+hp_0|−|1+hp_0|^n|1+hp_1|^{n−1} 1−|1+hp_0||1+hp_1| |1+hp_0|^n|1+hp_1|^n+|1+hp_0|^n|1+hp_1|^{n+1}+1−|1+hp_0|^n|1+hp_1|^n+|1+hp_1|−|1+hp_0|^n|1+hp_1|^{n+1} 1−|1+hp_0||1+hp_1| = εh 1+|1+hp_0| 1−|1+hp_0||1+hp_1| : t h ≡ 1 mod 2

1+|1+hp_1| 1−|1+hp_0||1+hp_1| : t h ≡ 0 mod 2 ≤ εh max { 1 + |1 + hp_0| 1 − |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| , 1 + |1 + hp_1| 1 − |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| }

for all t ∈ H . Thus, (ii) holds and the proof is complete. □

Using Theorem 2.2, we get the following result immediately.

Theorem 2.3. Assume p_0, p_1 ∈ C \{^{−1}_h } with p_0 ≠ p_1 and 0 < |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| ≠ 1. Then (2.1) has Ulam stability with Ulam stability constant

K_0 := h max { 1 + |1 + hp_0| |1 − |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1|| , 1 + |1 + hp_1| |1 − |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1|| } (2.8)

on H . Moreover, if |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| > 1, then K_0 is the minimum Ulam stability constant for (2.1).

Remark 2.4. It is known that the constant coefficient h-difference equation

Δ_hx(t) − ax(t) = 0

lacks Ulam stability on H when a = 0 or −2/h; see [1, Remark 3.3] and [18, Remark 1.1]. When p(t) has infinitely many zeros or infinitely many points satisfying p(t) = −2/h, does (2.1) have Ulam stability on H ? Our result can give a positive answer to this question. Specifically, consider the functions

p_0(t) := p_0 ∈ R \ {0, −^2_h } :^t_h ≡ 0 mod 2, p_1 = 0 :^t_h ≡ 1 mod 2 and p_− 2_h (t) := p_0 ∈ R \ {0, −^2_h } :^t_h ≡ 0 mod 2, p_1 = −^2_h :^t_h ≡ 1 mod 2 for t ∈ H ; that is, p_0(t) has infinitely many zeros and p_− 2_h (t) has infinitely many points satisfying p(t) = −2/h. Clearly, we see that p_0 ≠ p_1 and 0 ≠ |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| ≠ 1 hold. The following results are obtained by Theorem 2.3 and simple calculations. Our main equation with p(t) = p_0(t) or p_− 2_h (t) has Ulam stability with Ulam constant K_0 given by (2.8). In these cases, Ulam constants K_0 are represented in the same form

K_0 =

h^2p_0 2+hp_0 : p0 < − 2 h , 2p_0 2+hp_0 : − 2 h < p_0 < −^1_h , −2 p_0 : − 1 h < p_0 < 0, 2+hp_0

p_0 : 0 < p0.

Additionally,^{h2p0}_{2+hp0} and^{2+hp0}_{p0} are the best (minimum) constants for Ulam stability when p_0 < −^2_h and 0 < p_0, respectively. ♦

Remark 2.5. Extending Remark 2.4, given the two-cycle p_0, p_1 ∈ C \{^{−1}_h } with p_0 ≠ p_1, and fixed step size h > 0, the key quantity is |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1|. Let I_h be the Hilger imaginary circle [10] or [5, pages 51–53]. If both p_0, p_1 ∈ I_h, that is to say if there exist α_j, β_j ∈ R with

p_j = α_j + iβ_j, ( α_j + 1 h )_2 + β^2_j = 1 h^2 , j ∈ {0, 1}, then |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| = 1 and (2.1) is not Ulam stable by Remark 2.1. Now for p_0, p_1 ∈ C \{^{−1}_h }, consider the two-cycle coefficient function

p(t) := p_0 ∈ C \ I_h :^t_h ≡ 0 mod 2, p_1 ∈ I_h :^t_h ≡ 1 mod 2 for t ∈ H ; here p lands on I_h infinitely often. Clearly p_0 ≠ p_1, |1 + hp_1| = 1, and 0 < |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| ≠ 1 hold. Again by Theorem 2.3, equation (2.1) has Ulam stability with Ulam constant K_0 given by (2.8). In this case, the Ulam constant K_0 is

K_0 = h 2 1−|1+hp_0| : 0 < |1 + hp0| < 1, |1+hp_0|+1 |1+hp_0|−1 : |1 + hp0| > 1. Additionally, K_0 =^{h|1+hp0|+h}

|1+hp_0|−1 is the best (minimum) constant for Ulam stability when |1 + hp0| > 1,

that is, when p_0 is outside the Hilger imaginary circle and p_1 is on it. ♦

3. perturbed linear equations

In this section, we consider the first-order perturbed linear equation Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t) = f(t, ϕ(t)), (3.1) where p(t) is given in (2.2) and f(t, ϕ) is a complex-valued function on H × C . We say that the solutions of (3.1) are uniform-ultimately bounded for a bound B if and only if there exists a constant B > 0 with the following property:

For any α > 0, there exists a T (α) > 0 such that |ϕ_0| < α with ϕ_0 ∈ C imply that |ϕ(t)| < B for all t ≥ T (α) with t ∈ H , where ϕ(t) is a solution of (3.1) satisfying ϕ(0) = ϕ_0.

The uniform-ultimate boundedness of the solutions has long been treated as an important problem in the field of ordinary differential equations and dynamical systems. For example, see [14, 26]. Using Theorem 2.2, we can obtain the following result.

Corollary 3.1. Let δ > 0 be an arbitrary constant. Suppose that there exists an L > 0 such that |f(t, ϕ)| ≤ L for all (t, ϕ) ∈ H × C . Suppose also that all solutions of (3.1) exist on H . If 0 < |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| < 1, then all solutions of (3.1) are uniform-ultimately bounded for a bound LK_0 + δ, where K_0 is given in (2.8).

Proof. Set B = LK_0 + δ for fixed δ > 0. Let ϕ(t) be the solution of (3.1) with the initial condition ϕ(0) = ϕ_0 ∈ C with |ϕ_0| < α, where α is a fixed arbitrary constant. Since |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| = |f(t, ϕ(t))| ≤ L holds for all t ∈ H , from Theorem 2.2 (ii) we can find a solution x of (2.1) with the initial condition |ϕ_0 − x(0)| < Lh ( 1 + |1 + hp_1| 1 − |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| ) ≤ LK_0 that satisfies |ϕ(t) − x(t)| < LK_0 for all t ∈ H . This solution is written as x(t) = x(0)e_p(t) on H . Consequently, we have |ϕ(t)| ≤ |ϕ(t) − x(t)| + |x(t)| < LK_0 + |x(t)| = LK_0 + |x(0)e_p(t)| ≤ LK_0 + (|x(0) − ϕ_0| + |ϕ_0|)|e_p(t)| < LK_0 + (LK_0 + α)|e_p(t)| for all t ∈ H . Note here that 0 < |e_p(t)| ≤ max{1, |1 + hp_0|} holds for all t ∈ H by 0 < |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| < 1. Hence, together with this and the above inequality, we obtain |ϕ(t)| < LK_0 + (LK_0 + α) max{1, |1 + hp_0|} for all t ∈ H . If (LK_0 +α) max{1, |1+hp_0|} ≤ δ then |ϕ(t)| < B for all t ∈ H ; that is, ϕ(t) is uniformultimately bounded for a bound B. Next, we will consider the case (LK_0 +α) max{1, |1+hp_0|} > δ. Set T (α) = h ( 2 log_{|1+hp0||1+hp1|} δ (LK_0 + α) max{1, |1 + hp_0|} + 1 ) . If t = (2n − 1)h ≥ T (α) then |e_p(t)| ≤ max{1, |1 + hp_0|}(|1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1|)^{n−1} = max{1, |1 + hp_0|}(|1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1|)^{12} (^{th −1}) ≤ max{1, |1 + hp_0|}(|1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1|)^{12} (^{T (α)h −1}) = δ LK_0 + α , and if t = 2nh ≥ T (α) then |e_p(t)| ≤ (|1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1|)^n = (|1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1|)^{t2h} ≤ (|1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1|)^{T (α)2h} < δ (LK_0 + α) max{1, |1 + hp_0|} ≤ δ LK_0 + α . Consequently, we have |ϕ(t)| < LK_0 + δ = B for all t ∈ H . Thus, the proof is now complete. □

4. best constant for first-order equations with n-cycle coefficient In this section we consider on H the general extension of Section 2 to arbitrary finite period, namely the Ulam stability of the first-order linear homogeneous difference equation with n-cycle (period n) coefficient

Δ_hx(t) − p(t)x(t) = 0, Δ_hx(t) := x(t + h) − x(t) h , (4.1) where n ∈ N, p : H → C is given by

p(t) := p_k if t h ≡ k mod n (4.2)

for k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , n−1}, and p_0, p_1, . . . , p_{n−1} ∈ C \{^{−1}_h } such that the coefficient function p is periodic with period n, and p is not periodic for any k < n.

Remark 4.1. It is straightforward to check that e_p in (2.3) satisfies (4.1), and e_p(0) = 1. Let p_0, p_1, . . . , p_{n−1} ∈ C \{^{−1}_h }. For convenience, note that |e_p(kh)| = |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| · · · |1 + hp_{k−1}|, k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. If |e_p(nh)| = 1, then (4.1) is not Ulam stable. To see this, let arbitrary ε > 0 be given. For e_p given above in (2.3), let ϕ be defined by ϕ(t) := εℓte_p(t), t ∈ H , where ℓ := min

{_1 |e_p(h)| , 1 |e_p(2h)| , . . . , 1 |e_p((n−1)h)| , 1 |e_p(nh)| } . Then ϕ satisfies the inequality |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| = εℓ|e_p(t + h)| = εℓ|e_p((k + 1)h)| ≤ ε for^t_h ≡ k mod n for all t ∈ H . Since x(t) = ce_p(t) is the general solution of (2.1), then |ϕ(t) − x(t)| = |εℓt − c| |e_p(t)| → ∞ as t → ∞ for t ∈ H and for any c ∈ C , since e_p is bounded and bounded away from zero; see [1, Theorem 3.10 (ii)]. In this case, (4.1) lacks Ulam stability on H . ♦

Remark 4.2. Assume the coefficient function p satisfies (4.2) for p_0, p_1, . . . , p_{n−1} ∈ C \{^{−1}_h }. Let

S_0 = 1 |1 + hp_0| + 1 |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| + · · · + 1 |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1| · · · |1 + hp_{n−1}| (4.3) and S_k = 1 |1 + hp_k| + 1 |1 + hp_k||1 + hp_{k+1}| + · · · + 1 |1 + hp_k| · · · |1 + hp_{n−1}| + 1 |1 + hp_k| · · · |1 + hp_{n−1}||1 + hp_0| + · · · + 1 |1 + hp_k| · · · |1 + hp_{n−1}||1 + hp_0| · · · |1 + hp_{k−1}| (4.4)

for k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}. We will refer to these sums in the following theorem. ♦

Theorem 4.3. Assume the coefficient function p satisfies (4.2) for p_0, p_1, . . . , p_{n−1} ∈ C \{^{−1}_h }, with 0 < |e_p(nh)| ≠ 1. Let ε > 0 be a fixed arbitrary constant, and let the function ϕ : H → C satisfy the inequality |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| ≤ ε, t ∈ H .

Then one of the following holds, where e_p is given in (2.3), and S_0, S_k are given in (4.3), (4.4), respectively.

(i) If |e_p(nh)| > 1, then lim_{t→∞} ϕ(t) e_p(t) exists, and the function x given by

x(t) := ( lim_{t→∞} ϕ(t) e_p(t) ) e_p(t) is the unique solution of (4.1) with |ϕ(t) − x(t)| ≤ K_nε for all t ∈ H , where

K_n := h|e_p(nh)| −1 + |e_p(nh)| max {S_0, S_1, . . . , S_{n−1}} (4.5)

is the minimum Ulam stability constant for (4.1), using (4.3) and (4.4). (ii) If 0 < |e_p(nh)| < 1, then any solution x of (4.1) with |ϕ(0) − x(0)| < εh ( |e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| )

satisfies |ϕ(t) − x(t)| < εh|e_p(nh)| 1 − |e_p(nh)| max {S_0, S_1, . . . , S_{n−1}} for all t ∈ H .

Proof. Assume the coefficient function p satisfies (4.2) such that p_0, p_1, . . . , p_{n−1} ∈ C \{^{−1}_h }, with 0 < |e_p(nh)| ≠ 1. Throughout this proof, as |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| ≤ ε for all t ∈ H , there exists a function q : H → C such that Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t) = q(t), |q(t)| ≤ ε (4.6) for all t ∈ H .

(i): First we consider the case |e_p(nh)| > 1. The variation of constants formula again yields (2.6). This ϕ can be rewritten as (2.7). As in the proof of Theorem 2.2, x(t) = ( lim_{t→∞} ϕ(t) e_p(t) ) e_p(t), and for k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n − 1} we see that |ϕ(t) − x(t)| = | | | | | −e_p(t) ∞∑ j=^t_h hq(hj) e_p(hj + h) | | | | | ≤ hε|e_p(t)| ∞∑ j=^t_h 1 |e_p(hj + h)| = hε ( 1 |1 + hp(t)| + 1 |1 + hp(t)||1 + hp(t + h)| + · · · )

= hε (_∞ ∑ j=0 1 |e_p(nh)|^j ) S_0 : p(t) = p_0, S_k : p(t) = p_k = hε 1 −^1_{|ep(nh)|} S_0 : p(t) = p_0, S_k : p(t) = p_k

holds for all t ∈ H , where S_0 and S_k are given in (4.3) and (4.4), respectively. Consequently, |ϕ(t) − x(t)| ≤ hε|e_p(nh)| −1 + |e_p(nh)| max{S_0, S_k}, k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, and (4.1) has Ulam stability with Ulam constant K_n given by (4.5).

We next show in case (i) that x is the unique solution of (4.1) such that |ϕ(t) − x(t)| ≤ K_nε for all t ∈ H . Suppose ϕ : H → C is an approximate solution of (4.1) such that |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| ≤ ε for all t ∈ H for some ε > 0. Suppose further that x_1, x_2 : H → C are two different solutions of (4.1) such that |ϕ(t) − x_j (t)| ≤ K_nε for all t ∈ H , for j = 1, 2. Then we have for constants c_j ∈ C that

x_j (t) = c_je_p(t), c_1 ≠ c_2, and |e_p(t)||c_1 − c_2| = |x_1(t) − x_2(t)| ≤ |x_1(t) − ϕ(t)| + |ϕ(t) − x_2(t)| ≤ 2K_nε; letting t → ∞ yields ∞ < 2K_nε, a contradiction. Consequently, x is the unique solution of (4.1) such that |ϕ(t) − x(t)| ≤ K_nε for all t ∈ H .

Finally we show in case (i) that K_n in (4.5) is the minimum Ulam constant. In (4.6), if q(t) ≡ ε for t ∈ H , then (2.6) and (2.7) imply the function ϕ : H → C given by

ϕ(t) := [ ϕ(0) + ∞∑ j=0 hε e_p(hj + h) ] e_p(t) − e_p(t) ∞∑ j=^t_h hε e_p(hj + h) satisfies the equality |Δ_hϕ(t) − p(t)ϕ(t)| = ε, t ∈ H . As x(t) := [ ϕ(0) + ∞∑ j=0 hε e_p(hj + h) ] e_p(t) is a solution of (4.1),

|ϕ(t) − x(t)| = hε|e_p(t)| ∞∑ j=^t_h 1 |e_p(hj + h)| = hε 1 −^1_{|ep(nh)|} S_0 : p(t) = p_0, S_k : p(t) = p_k ≤ K_nε holds for all t ∈ H . As a result, all parts of (i) hold.

(ii): Now assume 0 < |e_p(nh)| < 1. It is straightforward to check that ϕ takes the form

ϕ(t) = ϕ(0)e_p(t) + e_p(t) t−h h∑ j=0 hq(jh) e_p(jh + h) by the variation of constants formula. Let x be any solution of (2.1) with |ϕ(0) − x(0)| < εh ( |e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| ) , where S_0 is as in (4.3). Then x takes the form x(t) = x(0)e_p(t), t ∈ H , and we have

ϕ(t) − x(t) = e_p(t) (ϕ(0) − x(0)) + e_p(t) t−h h∑ j=0 hq(jh) e_p(jh + h) . It follows that

|ϕ(t) − x(t)| ≤ |e_p(t)||ϕ(0) − x(0)| + εh|e_p(t)| t−h h∑ j=0 1 |e_p(jh + h)|

< εh|e_p(t)| ( |e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| ) + εh|e_p(t)| t−h h∑ j=0 1 |e_p(jh + h)| .

Now

|e_p(t)| =

|1 + hp_0|^m|1 + hp_1|^{m−1} · · · |1 + hp_{n−1}|^{m−1} : t = (mn − n + 1)h |1 + hp_0|^m|1 + hp_1|^m|1 + hp_2|^{m−1} · · · |1 + hp_{n−1}|^{m−1} : t = (mn − n + 2)h . . . . |1 + hp_0|^m · · · |1 + hp_{n−3}|^m|1 + hp_{n−2}|^{m−1}|1 + hp_{n−1}|^{m−1} : t = (mn − 2)h |1 + hp_0|^m · · · |1 + hp_{n−2}|^m|1 + hp_{n−1}|^{m−1} : t = (mn − 1)h |1 + hp_0|^m|1 + hp_1|^m · · · |1 + hp_{n−2}|^m|1 + hp_{n−1}|^m : t = mnh. For t = (mn − n + 1)h, we have

|ϕ(t) − x(t)| < εh|e_p(t)| ( |e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| ) + εh|e_p(t)| t−h h∑ j=0 1 |e_p(jh + h)| = εh|e_p(t)| ( |e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| ) + εh|e_p(t)| [ |e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| ( 1 |e_p(nh)|^{m−1} − 1 ) + 1 |e_p(t)| ]

= εh|e_p(nh)|S_1 1 − |e_p(nh)| , and for t = (mn − n + 2)h, we have

|ϕ(t) − x(t)| < εh|e_p(t)| ( |e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| ) + εh|e_p(t)| t−h h∑ j=0 1 |e_p(jh + h)| = εh|e_p(t)| ( |e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| )

+εh|e_p(t)| [ |e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| ( 1 |e_p(nh)|^{m−1} − 1 ) + 1 |e_p(nh)|^{m−1}|1 + hp_0| + 1 |e_p(t)| ]

= εh|e_p(nh)|S_2 1 − |e_p(nh)| ; this pattern continues until for t = (mn − 1)h we have |ϕ(t) − x(t)| < εh|e_p(nh)|S_{n−1} 1 − |e_p(nh)| and for t = mnh we have |ϕ(t) − x(t)| < εh|e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| .

Putting it all together, |ϕ(t) − x(t)| < εh|e_p(t)| ( |e_p(nh)|S_0 1 − |e_p(nh)| ) + εh|e_p(t)| t−h h∑ j=0 1 |e_p(jh + h)| ≤ εh|e_p(nh)| 1 − |e_p(nh)| max {S_0, S_1, . . . , S_{n−1}} for all t ∈ H . Thus, (ii) holds and the proof is complete. □ Using Theorem 4.3, we get the following result immediately.

Theorem 4.4. Assume the coefficient function p satisfies (4.2) for p_0, p_1, . . . , p_{n−1} ∈ C \{^{−1}_h }, with 0 < |e_p(nh)| ≠ 1. Let S_0 and S_k for k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n − 1} be given by (4.3) and (4.4), respectively. Then (4.1) has Ulam stability with Ulam stability constant K_0 := h|e_p(nh)| |1 − |e_p(nh)|| max {S_0, S_1, . . . , S_{n−1}} (4.7) on H . Moreover, if |e_p(nh)| > 1, then K_0 is the minimum Ulam stability constant for (2.1). Remark 4.5. Let n = 3 and p_0 ≠^{−1}_h , and consider the 3-cycle

p(t) := p_0 ∈ C \ I_h :^t_h ≡ 0 mod 3 p_1 = 0 :^t_h ≡ 1 mod 3 p_2 = 0 :^t_h ≡ 2 mod 3 for t ∈ H ; that is, p has infinitely many zeros. Clearly p is a 3-cycle, and 0 ≠ |e_p(3h)| = |1 + hp_0||1 + hp_1||1 + hp_2| = |1 + hp_0| ≠ 1 holds. The following result is obtained by Theorem 4.3 and simple calculations. Our main equation with this p has Ulam stability with Ulam constant K_0 given by (4.7). Note that S_0 = 3 |1 + hp_0|

, S_1 = 2 + 1 |1 + hp_0|

, S_2 = 1 + 2 |1 + hp_0| . In this case, the Ulam constant K_0 is

K_0 = h|1+hp_0|S_1 |1+hp_0|−1 : 1 < |1 + hp0|, h|1+hp_0|S_0 1−|1+hp_0| : 0 < |1 + hp0| < 1. Moreover,^{h|1+hp0|S1}

|1+hp_0|−1 is the best (minimum) constant for Ulam stability when |1 + hp0| > 1. See also

Remarks 2.4 and 2.5. ♦ Acknowledgements The second author was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number JP17K14226.

References

[1] D. R. Anderson and M. Onitsuka, Hyers–Ulam stability of first-order homogeneous linear dynamic equations on time scales, Demonstratio Mathematica, Volume 51, pp. 198–210 (2018).

[2] D. R. Anderson and M. Onitsuka, Hyers–Ulam stability for a discrete time scale with two step sizes, Applied Mathematics and Computation, Volume 344–345, pp. 128–140 (2019).

[3] D. R. Anderson and M. Onitsuka, Best constant for Hyers–Ulam stability of second-order h-difference equations with constant coefficients, preprint (2019).

[4] S. András and A. R. Mészáros, Ulam–Hyers stability of dynamic equations on time scales via Picard operators, Appl. Math. Computation, 219 (2013) 4853–4864.

[5] M. Bohner and A. Peterson, Dynamic Equations on Time Scales, An Introduction with Applications, Birkhäuser, Boston, 2001.

[6] N. Brillouët–Belluot, J. Brzdęk, and K. Ciepliński, On some recent developments in Ulam’s type stability, Abstract Appl. Anal., Volume 2012, Article ID 716936, 41 pages.

[7] J. Brzdęk, D. Popa, I. Raşa and B. Xu, Ulam Stability of Operators, A volume in Mathematical Analysis and its Applications, Academic Press, 2018.

[8] J. Brzdęk and P. Wójcik, On approximate solutions of some difference equations, Bull. Australian Math. Soc., Volume 95 no. 3, pp. 476–481 (2017).

[9] R. Fukutaka and M. Onitsuka, Best constant in Hyers–Ulam stability of first-order homogeneous linear differential equations with a periodic coefficient, J. Math. Anal. Appl., 473:2 (2019) 1432–1446.

[10] S. Hilger, Analysis on measure chains–a unified approach to continuous and discrete calculus, Results in Mathematics, 18:1–2 (1990) 18–56.

[11] L. Hua, Y. Li and J. Feng, On Hyers–Ulam stability of dynamic integral equation on time scales, Mathematica Aeterna, Vol. 4 no. 6, pp. 559–571 (2014).

[12] D. H. Hyers, On the stability of the linear functional equation, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. U.S.A., 27 (1941) 222–224. [13] S.-M. Jung and Y. W. Nam, Hyers–Ulam stability of Pielou logistic difference equation, J. Nonlinear Sci. Appl., Volume 10, pp. 3115–3122 (2017).

[14] A. N. Michel, L. Hou and D. Liu, Stability of Dynamical Systems, On the Role of Monotonic and Non-monotonic Lyapunov Functions, Second edition, Systems & Control, Foundations & Applications, Birkhäuser/Springer, Cham, 2015.

[15] Y. W. Nam, Hyers–Ulam stability of hyperbolic Möbius difference equation, arXiv:1708.08662v1 (2017), 30 pages.

[16] Y. W. Nam, Hyers–Ulam stability of elliptic Möbius difference equation, Cogent Mathematics & Statistics, Volume 5 no. 1, pp. 1–9 (2018).

[17] Y. W. Nam, Hyers–Ulam stability of loxodromic Möbius difference equation, arXiv:1808.09813 (2018), 34 pages. [18] M. Onitsuka, Influence of the stepsize on Hyers–Ulam stability of first-order homogeneous linear difference equations, Int. J. Difference Equ., 12(2) (2017), 281–302.

[19] M. Onitsuka, Hyers–Ulam stability of second-order nonhomogeneous linear difference equations with a constant step size, Journal of Computational Analysis and Applications, 28(1) (2020), 152–165.

[20] D. Popa, Hyers–Ulam stability of the linear recurrence with constant coefficients, Adv. Differ. Equ., (2005) 2005: 407076.

[21] D. Popa, Hyers–Ulam–Rassias stability of a linear recurrence, J. Math. Anal. Appl., 309 (2005) 591–597.

[22] H. Rasouli, S. Abbaszadeh, and M. Eshaghi, Approximately linear recurrences, J. Appl. Anal., 24:1 (2018) 81–85.

[23] Th. M. Rassias, On the stability of linear mapping in Banach spaces, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 72 (1978) 297–300.

[24] Y. H. Shen, The Ulam stability of first order linear dynamic equations on time scales, Results Math, 72(4) (2017) 1881–1895.

[25] S. M. Ulam, A Collection of the Mathematical Problems, Interscience, New York, 1960. [26] T. Yoshizawa, Stability Theory by Liapunov’s Second Method, The Mathematical Society of Japan, Tokyo, 1966.

Department of Mathematics, Concordia College, Moorhead, MN 56562 USA E-mail address: andersod@cord.edu

Okayama University of Science, Department of Applied Mathematics, Okayama, 700-0005, Japan E-mail address: onitsuka@xmath.ous.ac.jp

National and Kapodistrian University of Athens, Department of Mathematics & Informatics, Attikis 15342, GREECE

E-mail address: jrassias@primedu.uoa.gr