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Abstract

In this paper, we deal with the boundary controllability of a one-dimensional de-
generate and singular wave equation with degeneracy and singularity occurring at the
boundary of the spatial domain. Exact boundary controllability is proved in the range
of subcritical /critical potentials and for sufficiently large time, through a boundary con-
troller acting away from the degenerate/singular point. By duality argument, we reduce
the problem to an observability estimate for the corresponding adjoint system, which
is proved by means of the multiplier method and a new special Hardy-type inequality.

1 Introduction

Controllability issues for nondegenerate hyperbolic equations have been a mainstream topic
over the past several years, and numerous developments have been pursued (see for example
[4, 7, 21, 23, 27, 32] and the references therein).

In the present paper, we consider the following degenerate/singular hyperbolic equation

Yit — (%Yz)e — #==y =0, (t,z) € Q:=(0,T) x (0,1),
y(l):fu t€(0,7),
y(t,0) =0, if0<a<l, (1.1)
{ (z%y,)(t,0) =0, ifl<a<?2, te©1),
y(Ov‘T) - yo(fb), yt(O,I) = yl(x)a (S (07 1)a

where a and p are two real parameters, (y,y:) is the state variable, (yo,y1) is regarded as
being the initial value, 7' > 0 stands for the length of the time-horizon and f € L?(0,7) is
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the control at = 1 (that is, away from the degenerate and singular point). In particular, if
a € (0,1) we say that the problem is weakly degenerate (WD), if o € [1,2) then it is strongly
degenerate (SD).

In order to study problem (1.1), we assume that the parameters a and p satisfy the
following assumption:

€10,2)\ {1} and 1 < p(a), (1.2)
where
(o) = L= (13)
is the constant appearing in the following generalized Hardy inequality: for all « € [0, 2),
(1 —40)2 /01 x;‘i dz < /01 2®u? dz, (1.4)

for all u € C2°(0,1) (the space of infinitely smooth functions compactly supported in (0, 1)).
We refer for example to [12; chap 5.3].
We emphasise that (1.4) ensures that, if « € [0,2)\{1} and if u € H . ((0,1]) is such that

1%y, € L?(0,1), then ﬁ belongs to L?(0,1). On the contrary, in the case o = 1,
x [e3

(1.4) (which reduces to a trivial inequality) does not provide this information anymore.
Hence, it is not surprizing if with our techniques we cannot handle this latter special case
and we refer to [14] and [24] where this issue is attacked in a different way for the heat
equation.

Now, observe that when p = 0, the problem above is purely degenerate. In this case,
controllability properties by means of a boundary control have been investigated in various
papers. We refer the reader to the following pioneering contributions [1, 2, 13, 16, 18, 28].
We also refer to [29, 30] for other works on controllability problems by means of a locally
distributed control.

On the other hand, when o = 0, system (1.1) becomes purely singular with a singularity
that takes the form of an inverse-square potential. As far as we know, [10] and [25] are
the unique published works on this subject; they are concerned with the problem of exact
controllability for the linear multidimensional wave equation with singular potentials.

We underline that this is the first paper to consider the exact boundary controllability
for the system (1.1) that couples a degenerate variable coefficient in the principal part with a
singular potential. More precisely, we will solve the following problem: Given a time-horizon
T > 0, initial data (yo,y1) and a target (yd,yT), we ask whether there is a suitable control
function f such that the corresponding solution of the system (1.1) satisfies

(v, u)(T,) = (y5 1 ) () (1.5)

In the view of the linearity and the time-reversibility of system (1.1), it can be shown that
this system is exactly controllable through the boundary Dirichlet conditions at x = 1 if
and only if it is null controllable (see [31, Proposition 2.3.1]). This guarantees that (1.1)
is exactly controllable if and only if, for any (yo,y1) there exists a control f such that the
corresponding solution (y,y;) of (1.1) satisfies

y(T,-) =y(T,-) = 0. (1.6)

This result is actually equivalent to an observability inequality for the solutions of the adjoint



system

gy — (2%Ug)e — Fzu =0, (t,r) € Q,

u(t,0) =0, %fO_a<1, e (0,T),

(x%uy)(t,0) = 0, ifl<a<?2, (1.7)
u(1) =0, te (0,7),
uw(0,2) = uo(x), u(0,2) =uy(x), x € (0,1).

The main contribution of this paper consists precisely in proving this observability inequality.
To be more precise, we show that, for T large enough and all u < p(«), there exists C' > 0
such that

1 T
/ {uf(O,:E) + 2%u2(0, ) — xﬁ‘l u2(0,:v)} dx < C/ u?(t, 1) dt. (1.8)
0 0
We refer to Theorem 4.1 for a precise statement of this result. The proof of (1.8) relies on
the multiplier method which has first been given in [17] and can be found in [19, 20, 22].
As a consequence of this inequality, it follows that system (1.1) is exactly controllable in
time T by a control acting at x = 1. More precisely, our main result is the boundary exact
controllability of (1.1) for T' > 0 sufficiently large and independent of i < p(«) (see Theorem
5.1 for a rigorous statement).

Let us notice that in the subcritical case p < p(a), in view of Lemma 3.1, one could
proceed as in the case of the purely degenerate wave equation (when p = 0). However,
this would produce a controllability time T depending on p and such that T — +o00 as
1 — (). Hence the time of controllability T# would not be uniform with respect to the
parameter p. Moreover, by this method, no result could be expected in the critical case
p= pla).

In order to overcome this issue, we prove the following new weighted Hardy-type in-
equality that generalizes [25, Theorem 1.1], which is crucial in order to get a uniform time
of controllability and to also treat the critical case p = u().

Theorem 1.1. Let pu(«) be as in (1.3). For all a € [0,2) and for all u € C°(0,1), we have

1 1 2 1_ _ 1
/ r*u? dr < / <x°‘ui - u(a)%) dx + M/ u? dx. (1.9)
0 0 z 4 0

The proof of this theorem is given in an appendix at the end of the paper.

Remark 1. Actually, using multiplier method, the authors in [1] proved the null control-
lability of purely degenerate wave equations with a more general speed coefficient. In the
pure power case (i.e. the system (1.1) with g = 0), they provided an explicit expression for
the controllability time given by

- 1
T, = 5 (4 + 2amin{2,

1
-« V2 —« }) '
Different from [1], it is worth mentioning that the authors in [28], also proved the null
controllability of (1.1) when = 0 by using a spectral approach. In particular, they provided
a sharp controllability time given by

4
T, = .
T 2-a
Here, by means of the multiplier method and the special Hardy-type inequality (1.9), we
retrieve the expected minimal time of controllability Ty, which coincides with the one that
the spectral method gives for the purely degenerate wave equation.



2 Preliminary results

In this section, we state some lemmas that play an important role in the rest of the paper.
First of all, we prove the following new weighted Hardy-Poincaré inequality which is crucial
in every situation.

Lemma 2.1. Let p(a) be as in (1.3). Then, for all a € [0,2)

1 1 2
/ u?dr < Ca/ (zaui — (@) ;L_ > dx Yu € C2°(0,1), (2.1)
0 0 e
where 16
T ap

Proof. The result will be obtained by the expansion of the square method as in [6]. Assume
that v € C2°(0,1) and let A > 0. Then we write

N l—a 1 ?
OSO €T Uy — 5 WU—F)\’UJ dx.

Expanding the above inequality, we obtain

1 2 1 1 1
o 9 (1-a) 1 9 9 11—« 1 9
Og/oxuxdx—l— 1 /0 pomrll da:—l—)\/ouda:— 7 ), xl—_a(u)mda:

1 1
1
a/2 ()2 _ _ 2
+/\/0 2% (u )x dx — A1 04)/0 pommyoL dx.

Then integrations by parts lead to

1 2 pl 1
1- 1
Og/ xo‘uid:r—l—( @) / 5 u2dx+/\2/ u? dx
0 4 0o T¢ 0

N2 gl 1
_d-qa) / ! u? dx — M1 — g)/ 2 @72/22 4y
2 0 inO‘ 2 0

1 2 1
= /0 (waui — () a:ga) dx +/0 [/\2 — A1 - %)x(a_2)/2] u? dx.

Using the fact that a € [0,2), we deduce that

1 2 1
0< / (waui — () ;i ) dx + {)\2 - A1- g)} / u? dx.
0 e 2°1 Jo

Now, observe that

9 « (2 — a)?
—XNl—=)> —(— 7
A =X 2) - 16
with equality if and only if A = —220‘. By choosing this value, we get the result. O

By the definition of o and (1.9) combined with (2.1), we obtain the following inequalities
which are needed for proving a refined trace result (see Lemma 3.4).

Lemma 2.2. Let p(a) be as in (1.3).
1. Ifa €]0,1), then

1 1 2
/ z?u? dr < / (waui - u(a)%) dx Yu € C2°(0,1). (2.2)
0 0



2. If o € [1,2), then

2

1 1
/ r*u? dr < C(’l/ (xo‘ui — p(@) :vg—o‘) dx Yu € C2°(0,1), (2.3)
0 0

where

Cui= |14 SO

Remark 2. In the weakly degenerate case, observe that owing to (1.9) and (2.1), we obtain

two different bounds for ||u||%2(0_’1) in terms of fol (a:aufc — ,LL(OL)“—2) dz. By taking the

72—«
minimum of the two corresponding constants, one can deduce the following sharp Hardy-

Poincaré inequality: for all « € [0,1)

1 1 w2
/ u? da < ca/ (wo‘ui — () 2a> dx Yu € C°(0,1),
0 0 x

where

cormmin (S e

3 Basic properties for the degenerate and singular wave
equation
Before considering controllability issues, we address the question of well-posedness of the

degenerate and singular hyperbolic problem (1.1). To this end, we first need to state some
basic properties of nonhomogeneous wave equations of the following type:

Utt — (xaum)w - sz—au = h7 (t,l’) € Qu

u(t,0) =0, %fO_a<1, te (0,7),

(x%ug)(t,0) = 0, ifl<a<?, (3.1)
u(1l) =0, te (0,7),
uw(0,2) = uo(z), u(0,2) =uy(x), x € (0,1),

where h € L?(Q) is a given source term.

3.1 Finite energy solutions for homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions

The first step is to prove the existence of finite energy solutions for (3.1). In this purpose,
we briefly recall some usual weighted Sobolev spaces that are naturally associated with
degenerate problems (see [8]). For all 0 < o < 2, we consider the following weighted Hilbert
space

HL(0,1) := {u € L2(0,1) N HL((0,1]) | 2°/?uy € L2(0, 1)} :

with the norm
a/2

HUHQHé(O,l) = ||U||%2(o,1) + ||z ux||%2(o,1)-

Obviously, for any u € HL(0,1), the trace at # = 1 exists. On the other hand, the trace
of u at © = 0 only makes sense when 0 < o < 1 (see for example [9]). For this reason, we
consider the following space H,, ; depending on the value of o



(i) For 0 < a < 1, we define
H, o(0,1) := {u € HY(0,1) | u(0) = u(1) = 0}.
(i) For 1 < a < 2, we define
H25(0,1) = {u € H2(0,1) | u(1) = 0}
We recall that in both cases, H, ((0,1) is the closure of C2°(0,1) for the norm || - || g1 (0,1),

see for example [9]. Therefore one can deduce that (1.4) holds true for any u € H} ((0,1).
Then, one can show that

1 3
Yu € HiﬁO(O, 1), HUHHLO(O,I) = (/0 ru? dx) ,

defines a norm on Hy ,(0,1) that is equivalent to || - |31 ¢ -
Next, we also set

H2(0,1) == {u € H} ,(0,1) | 2%u, € H'(0,1)},

where H'(0,1) denotes the classical Sobolev space of all functions u € L?*(0,1) such that
ug € L*(0,1).

Let us pass to introduce the functional setting associated to the degenerate/singular
problems (see [5] or [24]). For any u < u(«), we consider the Hilbert space H:#(0,1) given
by

1
HY(0,1) = {u e L2(0,1) N HL,((0,1]) | / (xo‘ui - xz’ﬁa uQ) do < —I—oo}
0

endowed with the scalar product
! [
(U, v) 1w 1= / uv + 2%Uy vy — ———uv da.
P 0 72—

According to [24], the trace at x = 0 of any u € H}#(0,1) makes sense as soon as o < 1.
This leads us to introduce the next space:

(i) For 0 < a < 1, we define
HH(0,1) := {u € HY"(0,1) | u(0) = u(1) = 0}.
(ii) For 1 < a < 2, we change the definition of Hi:g(O, 1) in the following way

HYH(0,1) == {u € HY"0,1) [ u(1) = 0}.

Let us mention that in both cases, Hi’_ﬁ((), 1) may be seen as the closure of C¢°(0,1) with
respect to the norm induced by (-, ) ;1. and thus (1.4), (1.9) and (2.1) also hold true in

H;g(O, 1). Therefore, thanks to (1.4), one can see that

1 u 3
2 2
el 0.0) = (/0 Uy — U dw)

defines a norm on H, (0, 1) which is equivalent to |- | 20,1y~ Hence H%(0,1) is a Hilbert
space for the scalar product

1
W
<u,v>H1,;6 ::/ T ULV — ——uv dz.
a, 0 T



Moreover, we also remark that in the case of a sub-critical parameter p < p(a), thanks to
(1.4), it is easy to see that Holt’fOL(O, 1) = H} 4(0,1). On the contrary, for the critical value
= p(a), the space is enlarged (see [26] for this observation in the case o = 0):

Hy 0(0.1) € Hy 6 (0,1).
To be more precise, in the subcritical case, one can prove the next result.

Lemma 3.1. Assume that o € [0,2) \ {1} and pu < p(e). Then there exist two constants
Ch,. >0 and CZ , > 0 such that, for every u € H} ,(0,1)

Cé,uHuHilé,o(OJ) < ”“”?1;’5(0,1) < CZ,M”u”?{i’O(oyl)-

More precisely,

Further, we define H;é’“(o, 1) the dual space of H;g(O, 1) with respect to the pivot
space L?(0,1), endowed with the natural norm

W00y = o500 9y o). a0
Y g ‘H;’Y%(O,l)zl 1 1

Besides, we also set

H21(0,1) := {u e HL#(0,1) N H2,((0,1]) | (2%ua), + ——u € L2(0, 1)} .

r2—o u
Finally, for all u < p(«), we define the operator

A= (a%ug)e + 2

with domain
DY = D(AL) = HL(0,1) N H2#(0,1).

Now, we are ready for the well posedness result of (3.1).
Theorem 3.1. Assume that (1.2) holds.

(i) For every (ug,u1) € H;g(o, 1) x L?(0,1) and h € L*(Q), there exists a unique mild
(or weak) solution uw € C([0,T7; H;”g((), 1))NCH([0,T); L?(0,1)) of (3.1) satisfying the

following estimate:
[(u(®), we(E) gg2on 2 < C( (w0, ur) | grn 2 + [0l ryiz20,0)) ), VE€[0,T].
a,0 a,0
(ii) Moreover, if (ug,u1) € D¥ X Holt’fé((),l) and h € C*([0,T]; L*(0,1)), then problem
(3.1) admits a unique classical solution uw € C ([0,T]; D¥) N Cl([O,T];H;g(O, 1))nN
C? ([0,T]; L*(0,1)) that satisfies
[ (u(t), ue ()| pr sz < C(”(“Oaul)”DZxL? + ”h”Ll((O,T);L?(O,l)))v vt € [0,T7.

Proof. Observe that the evolution equation (3.1) is equivalent to

{u (t) = v(t), vi(t) = APu(t) + h(t),

u(0) =ug, v(0) =us.



Now, we introduce the energy space
H = Hyh(0,1) x L*(0,1),

equipped with the inner product defined by

1
m
(U, Uz)y = / U g U2, — ——a Witz + V102 da,
0

where
Ui = (us,v)T €M, i=1,2.

We know that H is a Hilbert space equipped with the adequate scalar product (-, ).
The differential system (3.2) can be rewritten in the abstract form

(1) = 4T + (1),
r {§<0> _ (),

v = (&) =0 F0= (i)

Here A# is the unbounded linear operator defined by A% : D(AY) C H — H

() (2). () emer

D(A%) = {(u,v) € H | u € D(A),v € Hyh(0,1)}.

We claim that A# is maximal dissipative on H. Indeed, for U = (u,v)T € D(A"), we have

o= (). ()

1 1

:/ T ULV, — ;ﬁ uvdw—i—/ ((:Co‘um)m—i— 2” u)vdw
0 e 0 reTe

0.

where

with domain

Hence A% is dissipative.
Next, we are going to show that I — A" is surjective. Given a vector g = (g1, g2) € H,
we seek a solution (u,v) € D(AX) of

(I = AL (u,0)" = (g1,92)"-
This is equivalent to the following system:
u— Aju = g1 + g2, (3.3)
v=u-—g. (3.4)

Suppose that we have found u with the appropriate regularity, then we solve (3.4) and we
obtain v € H;’)g(o, 1).

Now we state the process on how to get w. For this, we recall that Hi’fé(O, 1) is a Hilbert
space for the scalar product (-, '>H},;“' Consequently, for all (g1,92)7 € H, there exists a
unique u € H;’)‘OL(O, 1) such that

1
Vi € HUA(O,1), () e = /0 (g1 + g2)t da-.



Since C°(0,1) C Hi:g(O, 1), we have

1

1
[ ot atun - Fowvde = [t gvds Vo e cz0.0),
0 0

By duality, this implies that

u— (%) u=gi+ gz,

r2—«a
in the sense of distribution. Hence u € D(A) and
u—Abu=g1+g2 ae in (0,1),

and the claim follows.

Applying the Hille-Yosida theorem (see [3, Theorem 4.5.1] or [11, Theorem A.7]), we
conclude that if F € C([0,T);H), i.e., h € C1([0,T]; L(0,1)) and (up,u1) € D(A*), i.e.,
ug € Hyh(0,1), Alug € L*(0,1), uy € H,'5(0,1), then system (3.2) (equivalently problem
(3.1)) has a unique solution

d
we CHO0,THHL50.), = € CN0. T L(0,1)),

Al e C([0,T]; L*(0,1)).

If ug € Holéig(O, 1), u; € L?(0,1) and h € L?(Q) then the Cauchy problem (CP) has a mild
solution
(u,ur) € C([0,T]; Hy(0,1)) x C([0, T]; L*(0, 1))

O

Remark 3. In order to prove our main controllability result we use the so-called multiplier
method. The justification of the computations may sometimes be delicate since we work in
non standard weighted spaces, specially in the critical case. For this reason, we make formal
computations that may be justified by the regularization process described in [24, Remark
5]. More precisely, one can define a regularized operator

I
ARy = (2%Uy ) + —————u
@ ( ) ($+ %)2_01

whose domain is the same as in the purely degenerate case, that is to say D% := H2(0, 1) (see
[8]). Therefore the classical solutions u™ of the regularized problem possess all the regularity
required to justify the computations (see [1]). Passing to the limit as n — 400, we recover
the result for the solutions u of (3.1). In what follows, we directly write the computations
formally for the solutions u of (3.1).

For all u < u(a), we define the generalized energy of a mild solution u of (1.7) by:

1 1
E.(t)= 5/0 {uf(t,x) + x%ui(t,x) — leia u2(t,:17)} dx

1
2

(3.5)
(e 30,0 + Nu@lZs] . >0,
Classical computations show that the generalized energy E,, of the solution is constant.

Proposition 3.1. Assume (1.2) holds and consider (ug,u1) € H;’)g(o, 1) x L?(0,1). Then
the energy t — E,(t) of the mild solution u of (1.7) is constant in time, i.e.

Eu(t) = E,(0), Vt>0. (3.6)



Proof. Suppose first that u is a classical solution of (1.7). Then, multiplying the equation
by u; and integrating by parts, we obtain

0= /01 u(t, x) {Utt(tu T) — (:Co‘um(t,x))x -

=L E.(t)

;ﬁa u(t, x)} dx

x

= /0 {ut(t, X)ug (t, ) + 2%y (t, ) ug (6, x) — xzi_aut(t,x)u(t,:c)} dz
— [z u(t, 2)ug (t, 2)) 22 -

Using the boundary conditions, we see that the boundary terms vanish. We conclude that
the energy of u is constant. The same conclusion can be extended to any mild solution by
an approximation argument. |

We give now some important lemmas that we shall need to handle boundary conditions
in the proof of the multiplier identity (3.10).

Lemma 3.2. Let 0 < a < 1 be given. Then, for all u € H2(0,1),
M2 (r) -0 asx— 0T, (3.7)

Proof. By the definition of H2(0,1) in the case 0 < o < 1, we know that x%u, € H*(0,1) C
L*>(0,1) and u(0) = 0. Then,
/ uy (o) do
0

This implies |:v°‘_1u2 (x)‘ < cx'™. Thus, a < 1 yields the claim. O

|um($)| S cx” % and |U({L’)| = S C.’I]l_a,

Lemma 3.3. Let 1 < a < 2 be given. Then, for all u € H(;O(O, 1),
WP (z) -0 asz— 0T, (3.8)

Proof. Let ube givenin H], 4(0,1). By the definition of H} ;(0,1), we know that v € L*(0,1)
and 2%/%u, € L?(0,1). Then 2~ 'u? € L'(0,1). Moreover, we have:

(xa71u2)x = (a — D)2 2u? + 22 'uu,.

By (1.4), it is easy to see that 2~ 2u? € L'(0,1) and 2 tuu, = (2%/27u) (2*/%u,) €
L'(0,1). Hence, z**u? € Wb1(0,1). Thus, 2 *u? — L >0 as 2 — 07. Finally, L = 0
since L # 0 would imply z%/2~1u ¢ L?(0,1). This completes the proof. O

3.2 Hidden regularity result

In this subsection, we prove a regularity result for (1.7) which is often called hidden regularity
result.

Lemma 3.4. Assume that (1.2) holds. For any mild solution uw of (1.7) we have that
ug (., 1) € L2(0,T) for every T >0 and

T
/ug(t,l)dtg(2T+4)Eu(0), if 0<a<1 and
0

T (3.9)
/ ul(t, 1) dt < (2T + 4C%) E,.(0), if 1<a<2,
0

10



where C!, is the constant appearing in (2.3).

Moreover,
[ ena= [ [ laea 00 (e - Lowen)) aa
’ e o ! (3.10)
+2 [/0 g (t, 2)us(t, x) d:v] e

Proof. The proof relies on the multiplier method combined with the new Hardy-type in-
equality (1.9). Suppose first that (ug,u1) € D x H;g(O, 1), so that u is a classical solution
of (1.7). Then, by multiplying (1.7) by zu, and integrating over (0,7 x (0, 1), we obtain

0= // xuy (t, x) utt(t z) — (z%ug(t, x)), — u(t,x)) da dt

= U wug (t, 2)uy(t, 7) d:v] // T (t, o) (¢, 1) do dt

// (az®u?(t,2) + 2 ug (b, 2)uge (t, ) dodt — // Yu(t, ) dz dt
([ ettt dx] [ eivaraca

L (252, (22 (242

(3.11)
Arguing as in the proof of [1, Lemma 3.2], integrations by parts lead to
ut (t,z)
drdt = ut (t,z)dx dt and
(3.12)
a—i—l t .I) 1 a 2
s ddt—2 u?(t, 1) dt — (t,z) dx dt.
* 0

We proceed to integrate by parts the last term in the right hand side of (3.11). We obtain

(t,x) e a=1,2
// ( >z dxdt=§/0 [z (t, x)}x :1:2* d dt.
Clearly :C"_luQ‘ _, = 0. Now, we show also that
z®t?| =0, (3.13)

To this end, we recall that according to Remark 3, we consider regular solutions of the
regularized problem. Thus u takes its values in D = H2(0,1). Hence, in the case 0 < o < 1,
the claim follows by Lemma 3.2. Moreover, applying Lemma 3.3, the same conclusion still
holds true if 1 < a < 2.

It follows that

[ (), o= [ 5

Then the identity (3.10) follows by inserting (3.12) and (3.14) into (3.11).
Next, we proceed to prove (3.9). At this step, we need to distinguish two cases.

)zt (3.14)

11



If « € [0,1). For any p < u(«), we have

1

5/ {uttx + z?u? tx}da:
(by (2.2))

g%/o {ut(t z) + z%u3(t, ) —
E,(0) Vt>0.

1
/ g (t, x)u (L, )
0

(3.15)

—a u?(t, x)} dx

If @ € (1,2). Similarly, by Young inequality and using (2.3), we also have for any
1< (@)

1 ’ 1
/0 g (b, x)u(t, ) de| < %/0 {uf(t,x)—l—x u?(t,x) — x;iauQ(t,x)} dx

=C/E,0) vt > 0.

Now, we deduce (3.9) from (3.10), (3.15), (3.16) and the constancy of the energy. The
conclusion has thus been proved for classical solutions.

In order to extend (3.9) and (3.10) to the mild solution associated with the initial data
(ug,u1) € Hl”O‘(O 1) x L*(0,1), it suffices to approximate such data by (uf,u?}) € D# x

H 01“8(0, 1) and use (3.9) to show that the normal derivatives of the corresponding classical
solutions give a Cauchy sequence in L?(0,T). O

3.3 Solutions defined by transposition

Since we are dealing with boundary controls, we need to define the solution of (1.1) by the
transposition method in the spirit of [20].

Definition 3.1. Let f € L?(0,7T) and let (yo,y1) € L?(0, 1)><H;é’“(0, 1) be fixed arbitrarily.
We say that y is a solution by transposition of (1.1) if

y € C1([0.T]; H, 5"'(0,1)) N C([0, T]; L*(0,1))

satisfies, for all T > 0 and all, (v}, w}) € Hi’_ﬁ((), 1) x L?(0,1),

1
<y/(T)’w%>H;};“(071)-,Hi’,‘5(0,1) - /0 y(Tywr do = (w0 e 0,1), 12500

1 . (3.17)

- / yow'(0) dz — / F(t)wy (¢, 1) dt.

0 0
where w is the solution of the backward equation

Wit — (xawm)m - IQL—aw = 07 (t,.’IJ) € Q7

w(t,1) =0, te (0,7),
t,0) =0 if 0 < 1 3.18
’U}(, ) ) 1 _CY< ) t6(07T)7 ( )

(x%wy)(t,0) = 0, ifl<a<?,
w(T,z) = wh(z), w(T,z)=wh(z), ze(0,1).
Note that equation (3.18) can be reduced to (1.7) by changing ¢ in T'—¢. In fact, thanks

to the change of variable u(t,z) = w(T — t,z) and according to Theorem 3.1, the backward
system (3.18) admits a unique solution w € C*([0,T]; L?(0,1))NC([0, T]; Hi’_ﬁ((), 1)) for each
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T > 0. Moreover, this solution depends continuously on (w%,w%p) € Holt’fOL(O, 1) x L*(0,1)
and the energy E,, of w is conserved through time.
Now let us define £ by

1 T
L (w%, wlT) = (y1, w(O))H 10(0,1), HL%(0,1) /0 yow'(0) dw — /0 f)wy(t,1)dt.

In view of the direct inequality (3.9), there exists a constant D > 0 such that
T
/ w(t,1)dt < DE,(0) = DE,(T),
0

where
1

Bu(T) = 5 [lwhllfe + lwh 2]

Thus, the mapping £ is a continuous linear form with respect to (wT,wT) c H) Ly £(0,1) x
L?(0,1). Therefore, from Riesz Theorem, there exist a unique couple (yd,y7) € L2( 1) x
H_ y*(0,1) such that

a7

1
A (w’%v ’LU’}“) ’ L (w’%a w’}") = <yf7 w%>H;,%’H(O,l),H;”g(O,l) - A yOTw%p dx.

Hence, there is a unique solution by transposition y € C1([0, T; H;é’“(o, 1))NC([0,T]; L?(0,1))
of (1.1) (we refer to [20, Theorem 4.2, page 46-54] for the details).

4 Boundary observability

In this section the problem of boundary observability of the degenerate/singular wave equa-
tion (1.7) is studied. Our result guarantees the observability of system (1.7) under the
condition (1.2). In order to prove such a result, we first prove the following identity.

Lemma 4.1. For any mild solution u of (1.7) we have that, for each T > 0,

t=T

/OT/Ol {xaui(t,x) - Izlfa u(t, @) — uf(t,x)} dtdz+ [/01 w(t, z)u(t, x) d:v] —0. (4.1)

t=0

Proof. Suppose that u is a classical solution of (1.7). Multiplying the wave equation (1.7)
by u and integrating over (0,1) x (0,7), we obtain

o_// (t,z) utttx) (2%ua(t, 7)), — — (t,a:)) dz dt

_UO ult, x)ut(txda:] // W2 (t, x) d dt
_/OT[x u(t, x)ug (t, z)]” . Odt+// tx dxdt—// g u?(t, x) d dt.

The conclusion follows from the above identity because z*u(t, x)u,(t, ) vanishes at z = 0, 1,
owing to [1, Proposition 2.5] and also Remark 3. An approximation argument allows usto
extend the conclusion to mild solutions. O

We are now ready to prove the following inverse or observability inequality.
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Theorem 4.1. Assume (1.2) holds and let w be the mild solution of (1.7). Then, for every
T>0,

/Tui(t,ndtz {(2—0a)T — 4} E,(0). (4.2)
0

Proof. As usual, we suppose that u is a classical solution of (1.7), since the case of mild
solutions can be recovered by approximation arguments. By adding to the right-hand side
of (3.10) the left side of (4.1) multiplied by &, we obtain

T
/ 2(t,1) 1—— // ul(t,x) + x*u2(t,z) — 2'lfau2(t,:v)} da dt
0 x

t=T t=T

+2 [ /O wug(t, 2)us(t, ) dw} o % { /O 1 ult, @)ue(t, ) dw} .

Using the definition of E, and having in mind (3.6), this can be rewritten as

t=T

%/OTui(t,l)dtZ(1—%)TEU(0)+[/Olut(t,x)(:Cum(t,:v)—i—%u(t,x)) dw} . (43)

t=0

We now estimate the last term on the right-hand side of the inequality (4.3). First we write

1 1 «
< §Hut||2L2(o,1) + 5”17% + Zuﬂiz(o,n- (4.4)

/01 ug(t, ) (xuz(t, x) + %u(t, a:)) dx

Next, we compute:

1 1 2 1
« « «
[zue + ZUH%Z(OJ) = /o o dr + Z/o w(u?), de + 16 J, u? da

1 2 1
:/ r?u? do + o ° / u? du.
0 16 4) )/,
Using (1.9), it follows that

« 1—a)la—3 o? — 4o !
ot + Sl < Nl + | S22 | [

< |‘uHiILg(a)'

Hence (4.4) becomes

/01 ug(t, ) (:zrux(t, x) + %u(t, a:)) dx

1 2 1 2
< §HutHL2(O,1) + §||U||H;,ﬁ<a>-

Since || - pe < 11+ gty (70 < (@), we get

/01 ue(t, ) (:zrux(t,x) + %u(t,x)) dr| < E

Combining this last estimate together with (4.3), we obtain the observability inequality (4.2)
with explicit constants. O

We recall that (1.7) is said to be observable in time T > 0 if there exists a constant
C' > 0 such that for every (ug,u1) € Hi:g((), 1) x L?(0, 1), the mild solution of (1.7) satisfies

T
/ u?(t, 1) dt > CE,(0).
0
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To make sure that the constant C' > 0, we have to impose

T>T, := .
- 2—«

Summarizing, the main observability result is as follows:

Corollary 4.1. Assume (1.2). Then (1.7) is observable in time T, provided that
T>T,. (4.5)

Remark 4. Notice that when o = 0, the system (1.1) is a non-degenerate linear wave
equation perturbed by a singular inverse-square potential. By the known controllability
results in [25] and [10], the observability time is Ty = 2, which coincides with the classical
observability time for the classical wave equation, see [4]. Letting « tend to zero, one can
find that (ELHO T, = Ty and thus the above result complements those in [25] and [10] in the

1-dimensional case.

5 Boundary controllability

In this section, we study the boundary controllability of the degenerate and singular wave
equation (1.1). Our main result guarantees the exact controllability of system (1.1) under
the condition (1.2). More precisely, the main controllability result of this paper can be
stated as follows.

Theorem 5.1. Assume (1.2) holds. Then, for everyT > T, and for any (yo,y1) € L*(0,1)x
H;}J’”(O, 1), there exists a control f € L2(0,T) such that the solution of (1.1) (in the sense
of transposition) satisfies (y,y:) (T,.) = (0,0).

Proof. The proof relies on the use of the Hilbert uniqueness method (HUM) introduced by
J.-L. Lions in [20]. Let (yo,y1) € L?(0,1) x H;é’“(o, 1), (w9, wk), (v%,vk) € H;g(O, 1) x
L?(0,1) be arbitrary pairs. Let w and v be the mild solutions of the backward problem (3.18)
with final conditions W7 := (w$,w}) and VT := (v%, v}.), respectively. Let us consider the
bilinear form A on Hy'%(0,1) x L2(0,1) defined by

T
AW, VT ;:/ we(t, Vv (6, 1) dt YW, VT € Hyh(0,1) x L2(0,1).
0

From the direct inequality (3.9), it is clear that A is continuous on H;g(O, 1) x L?(0,1). On

the other hand, thanks to the observability inequality (4.2), A is coercive on H, Olt';g(O, 1) x
L?(0,1) provided T > T,.
Next, we define the continuous linear map

1
C(VT) = (1, 0(0) g1 0,0), 100 0,1 —/O yov'(0)dz, YVT € HYH(0,1) x L*(0,1).

Since A is continuous and coercive on H, ig (0,1)x L?(0,1), and £ is continuous on the Hilbert

space H;g(O, 1) x L?(0,1), by the Lax-Milgram Lemma, the variational problem
AWT VY =e(vT) T e Hyh(0,1) x L*(0,1)

has a unique solution Wr € H;g(O, 1) x L?(0,1). Then setting f = w,(t,1) and T > Ty,
where w € C([0,7]; H,'5(0,1)) N C*([0,T]; L(0,1)) is the mild solution of the backward
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problem (3.18) with (w,wk.) as the final data, we see that

T T
/ ft)vg(t, 1) dt = / wy(t, v, (t, 1) dt = A (W, VT)
0 0 (5.1)

1
= <y1"U(O»H;h’”(0,1)7Hé’ﬁ(0,1) —/ yov/(()) dx, vy T c Hi:g((), 1) X LQ(O7 1).
? ’ 0

On the other hand, if y is the solution by transposition of the problem (1.1), then equality
(3.17) implies that, for all VT € H2%(0,1) x L2(0,1), we have

T 1
- [ 1O @ = @) o mgon — [ 9Dk de

1
= (Y1, 0(0)) g1 0.1y, 12 0.1) +/o yov'(0) dz.

Comparing the last relations (5.1)-(5.2), it follows that

(5.2)

1
<y’(T),U?F> (0,1, (0,1) / y(T)vpdz =0, V(v},v7) € Hl”o‘(O 1) x L*(0,1).
0

From this we finally deduce that (y(7'),y'(T)) = (0,0), i.e. the system (1.1) is boundary
null controllable in time 7' > T,,. O

6 Conclusions and open problems

In this paper, we have analyzed the boundary controllability of the 1-D degenerate/singular
wave equation. By means of the multiplier method, we have shown that the equation
is observable. As a consequence, applying the Hilbert uniqueness method, we deduced
the exact controllability result when the control acts on the nondegenerate/nonsingular
boundary. Moreover, the optimal time of controllability was given.

We present hereafter a non-exhaustive list of comments and open problems related to
our work.

1. As a first thing, we point out that combining our proofs with the ideas of [24], bound-
ary exact controllability result can be obtained for the case of a degenerate/singular

2. In [1], the authors treat the case of a degenerate operator (a(z)u,), with a general
coefficient a(x) that vanishes at = 0. It would be interesting to consider a simul-
taneously degenerate and singular equation with a general degenerate inhomogeneous
speed and general singular potential.

3. Inspired by the results in [18], it would also be interesting to study the wave equation
with degeneracy and singularity at the interior of the space domain as done in [15] for
the heat equation.

4. Finally, the study of null controllability properties of degenerate or singular coupled
wave equations is still to be done and many further directions remain to be investigated.

7 Appendix

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.1 which is inspired by [25, Theorem 1.1].
The main point in the proof is the following change of variables

a—1

U(z) =272 u(x), e, uzr)= xliTaU(x)
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Next we compute

! ! l—a -—1-o l1—a 2
/ r*u? dr = / z? (—:v = U+ x?Um) dz
0 0 2

1 1_ 2 2
:/ << a> U U 4 (1 - )2 <U—) dx
0 2 2 /),
Vi1 —a\? (1-a)2-a)
:/ ( 5 ) xlfaU2+x3*aU§——2 ' 7U? | da.
0

On the other hand, we have
/lxauidx_/lxa <1;axl2aU+xlTaUz>2 da
0 0
((1 5 >2x—1U2+a:U3+(1—a) (U;> ) dx
_/01 ((1;O‘>2x1U2+xU§> d.
Therefore,

1 2 1 2 21—«
o 2 u 1-a 1,092 9 l—a\ "z
_ dr = U Uz —
[ (o) o= [1((52) womems - (57)
1
:/xU:fda:.
0

Hence (1.9) may be rewritten exactly as follows:

1 1
/ x3_°‘U12d:C§/ U2 da.
0 0

And this inequality is trivially true by the definition of .
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