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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to perform a Stackelberg strategy to control parabolic equations. We
have one control, the leader, that is responsible for a null controllability property; additionally,
we have a control the follower that solves a robust control objective. That means, that we seek
for a saddle point of a cost functional. In this way, the follower control is not sensitive to a
broad class of external disturbances. As far as we know, the idea of combining robustness with
a Stackelberg strategy is new in literature

1 Introduction

Let @ ¢ RY, N > 1 be a bounded open set with boundary 0Q € C?. For T > 0, we denote

Q=9x(0,T)and ¥ = 90 x (0,T). Let w and O be nonempty subsets of Q with wN O = 0. We

consider the semilinear heat equation

ye — Ay + f(y) = hxw +oxo +¢ nQ, 1)
y=0 onX, y(x,0)=ye(z) inf

where f is a globally Lipschitz-continous function, yo € L?(£2) is a given initial data and ¢ € L?(Q)
is an unknown perturbation.

In (1), y = y(x,t) is the state and h = h(z,t), v = v(z,t) are two different control functions
acting on the system through w and O, respectively.

We want to choose the controls v and h in order to achieve two different optimal objectives:

1. solve for the “best” control v such that y is “not too far” from a desired target yq4 which is
effective even in the presence of the “worst” disturbance v, and

2. find the minimal L?-norm control h such that y(-,T) = 0.

The first problem, introduced in [4] for the linearized Navier-Stokes system, looks for a control
such that a cost functional achieves its minimum for the worst disturbance. Solving for such control
is a way of achieving system robustness: a control which works even in the presence of the worst
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disturbance 1 will also be robust to a class of other possible perturbations. This approach is useful
in physical systems in which unpredictable disturbances are common.

The second problem is a classical null controllability problem. It has been thoroughly studied
in the recent years for a wide variety of systems described by partial differential equations, see for
instance [11].

When dealing with multi-objective optimization problems, a concept of a solution needs to be
clarified. There are different equilibrium concepts (see [23, 24, 26]) which determine a strategy
leading to choice good controls. In the framework of control of PDEs, there are several works
applying successfully these strategies, see, for instance, [2, 14, 16, 19, 21, 22].

Here, we use the so-called hierarchic control introduced by Lions in [22] to achieve the desired
goals. This technique uses the notion of Stackelberg optimization. Below, we will explain both
the robust control and the null controllability problem and then how we will apply the hierarchic
control methodology to solve the multi-objective optimization problem.

Using the idea of hierarchic control described above, we want to get y(7') = 0 using the minimal
L?-norm control h and to “stay near” a desired state y4 with the control v but there is now a
perturbation affecting the performance of the system.

In the case where ¢ = 0, this problem has been solved in [1].The aim of this paper is to combine
the concept of hierarchic control with the concept of robust control appearing in optimal control
problems (see, for instance, [4, 5, 3]). As far as we know, the idea of combining robustness with a
Stackelberg strategy is new in literature.

1.1 The control problem

Let O4 C Q be an open set representing an observation domain. Let us introduce the cost functional

1 1
Jr(Y,v;h) = = // ly — ya|*dedt + = | 2 // |v?|dxdt — ~* // ||2dedt| . (2)
2 JJoux,1) 2 0x(0,T) Q

where £,y > 0 are constants and yq € L?(Og % (0,T)) is given. This functional describes the robust
control problem. We seek to simultaneously maximize .J, with respect to v and minimize it with
respect to v, while maintaining the state y “close enough” to a desired target yq in O4 x (0,T). Note
that the functional (2) generalizes some classical optimization problems (see, for instance, [20, 28]).

As explained in [5], one can intuitively consider the problem as a game between a designer
looking for the best control v and a malevolent disturbance i spoiling the control objective. The
parameter ¢ may be interpreted as the price of the control to the designer: the ¢ — oo limit
corresponds to a prohibitively expensive control and results in v — 0 in the minimization with
respect to v. On the other hand, the parameter 42 may be interpreted as the magnitude of the
perturbation that the problem can afford. The v — oo limit results in ¥y — 0 in the maximization
with respect to 1.

The robust control problem is considered to be solved when a saddle point (7,) is reached.
As we will see further, for v > =y and ¢ > ¢y, where 7, £y are some critical values, we obtain the
existence and uniqueness of the saddle point.

The second problem we aim to solve is to find the minimal norm control satisfying a null
controllability constraint. More precisely, we look for a control h € L?(w x (0,T)) minimizing

1
J(h) = 5 // |h|?>dxzdt subject to y(-,T) = 0. (3)
wyx (0,T)



It is well-known that for nonlinear terms f satisfying a global Lipschitz condition, system (1) is
null controllable (see, for instance, [11, 12, 13]). The proof combines an observability inequality
for a suitable adjoint linear system and a fixed point technique. We will use a similar argument to
deduce the null controllability within the hierarchic control framework.

Now, we are in position to describe the hierarchic control strategy to solve the optimization
problems associated to the cost functionals (2) and (3). According to the formulation originally
introduced by H. von Stackelberg [26], we denote h as the leader control and v as the follower
control.

First we assume that the state is well defined in function of the controls, the perturbation and
the initial condition, that is, there exists y = y(h,v,1) uniquely determined by h, v, 1, and yo.
Then, the hierarchic control method follows two steps:

1. The follower v assumes that the leader h has made a choice, that is, given h € L?(w x (0,7T))
we look for an optimal pair (v,) such that is a saddle point to (2). Formally defined:

Definition 1. Let h € L*(w x (0,T)) be fized. The control v € Vaq, the disturbance 1 € Woq
and the associated state y = y(h,v,1) solution to (1) are said to solve the robust control
problem when a saddle point (1, v) of the cost functional (2) is achieved, that is

Jr(ﬁaw;h) S Jr(ﬁv/lz;h) S JT(’U,’JJ;h), V(’an) S Vad X \IJad' (4)

Here, V,q and V,q are non-empty, closed, convez, and bounded or unbounded sets defining
the set of admissible controls and perturbations, respectively.

Under certain conditions, we will see that there exists a unique pair (v,1) and § = (h, v, 1))
satisfying (4).

2. Once the saddle point has been identified for each leader control h, we look for an optimal
control A such that

Jr(h) = min Jp, (h) (5)
subject to B
Remark 2. e As in [22], we use the hierarchic control strategy to reduce the original multi-

objective optimization problem to solving the mono-objective problems (4) and (5)—(6). How-
ever, in the second minimization problem the optimal strategy of the follower is fixed and its
characterization needs to be considered. Indeed, the follower anticipates the leader’s strategy
and reacts optimally to its action, then if the leader wants to optimize its objective it has to
take into account the optimal response of the follower.

e Here, we use the fact that w N O = (. Observe that, in practice, the leader control cannot
decide explicitly what to do at the points in the domain of the follower. Indeed, if this
assumption is not true, once the leader has been chosen, the follower is modifying the leader
at those points.

1.2 Main results

The first result concerning the robust hierarchic control is the following one:



Theorem 3. Assume that wN Qg # 0 and N < 6. Let f € C*(R) be a globally Lipschitz function
verifying f(0) = 0 and f” € L®(R). Then, there exist vo, £y and a positive function p = p(t)
blowing up at t = T such that for any v > o, any £ > Ly, any yo € L?(Q), and any yq verifying

// P°lyal* < +oo, (7)
©4x(0,T)

there exist a leader control h and a unique associated saddle point (v,1) such that the corresponding
solution to (1) satisfies (6).

As usual in the robust control problems, the assumption on v means that the possible distur-
bances spoiling the control objectives must have moderate L?-norms. Indeed, if this condition is
not met we cannot prove the existence of the saddle point (24). On the other hand, the assumption
on the target y; means that it approaches 0 as ¢ — 7. This is a common feature in some null
controllability problems (see, for instance, [27, 1]).

In the same spirit, we are interested in proving a hierarchic result when the follower control v
and the perturbation ¢ belong to some bounded sets. To this end, let F; and Es be two non-empty,
closed intervals such that 0 € E;. We define the set of admissible controls by

Voa = {v € L*(0 x (0,T)) : v(x,t) € E; for ae. (z,t) € O x (0,T)}, (8)
and the set of admissible perturbations by

Vo = {¥ € L*(Q) : ¥(z,t) € By for ae. (z,t) € Q}. 9)

Defined in this way, the sets V,4 and ¥,4 are non-empty, closed, convex, bounded sets of L?(O x
(0,7)) and L?(Q), respectively.

We will carry out the optimization problem in the set V,q X ¥,4 and restrict ourselves to the
linear case. The controllability result is the following:

Theorem 4. Let us assume that f(y) = ay for some a = a(z,t) € L>®(Q) and that wN Oq # 0.
Then, there exist vo, £y and a positive function p = p(t) blowing up at t = T such that for any
v > v, any £ > Ly, any yo € L2(Q), and any yq € L*(Ogq x (0,T)) verifying (7), there exist a
leader control h and a unique associated saddle point (0,1) € Vaq X Waq such that the corresponding
solution to (1) satisfies (6).

The above theorem allows us to consider more practical situations. In real-life applications, we
may desire to constrain the controls due to the maximum and minimum limits of the actuators.
On the other hand, we would like to take into consideration the perturbations affecting the system
from a family of functions a priori known, without the necessity to look for the optimal performance
over a large set of disturbances.

The rest of the chapter is organized as follows. In section 2, we study the corresponding part to
the robust control problem. In fact, we will see that provided a sufficiently large value of ~y, there
exists an optimal pair (7,4) that can be chosen for any leader control. Then, in section 3, once
the follower strategy has been fixed, we proceed to obtain the leader control h verifying the null

controllability problem. We devote section 5 to prove Theorem 4.



2 The robust control problem

2.1 Existence of the saddle point

We devote this section to solve the minimization problem concerning the robust control problem.
To do this, we will follow the spirit of [5]. Here, we present results needed to prove the existence
and uniqueness of the saddle point, as well as its characterization. In this stage, we assume that
the leader has made a choice h, so we will keep it fixed all along this section.

It is well-known (see, for instance, [18]) that for a globally Lipschitz function f and any yo €
L2(Q), any (h,v) € L?>(w x (0,T)) x L?*(O x (0,T)) and any 9 € L?(Q), system (1) admits a unique
weak solution y € W(0,T'), where

W(0,T) := {y € L*(0,T; Hy(Q)), y¢ € L*(0, T; H ()} - (10)
Moreover, y satisfies an estimate of the form

lyllwo.ry < C (IyollL2) + 1Bl L2@x 0,1 + [vllL2@x 0,1 + 1Pl 22(0)) » (11)

where C' > 0 does not depend on 9, h, v nor yo. If, in addition, yo € H}(2), then (1) admits a
. . 2,1
unique solution y € W5 (Q), where

W5 (Q) = {y € L*(0,T; H*(Q) N H}(Q)), y € L*(0,T; L*(2))} . (12)

Remark 5. In order to obtain a solution to (1) it is sufficient to consider a locally Lipschitz function
f. Moreover, if f satisfies a particular growth at infinity, system (1) is null controllable in the
classical sense, see [12]. At this level, the assumptions on f in Theorem 3 are too strong. However,
they will be essential for the differentiability results for the functional (2).

The main goal of this section is to proof the existence of a solution (o,%) to the robust control
problem of Definition 1. The result is based on the following:

Proposition 6. Let J be a functional defined on X x Y, where X and Y are convex, closed,
non-empty, unbounded sets. If

1. Yve X, ¢ J(v,1) is concave and upper semicontinuous,
2.V eY, v J(v,9) is conver and lower semicontinuous,
8. Jvg € X such that limjjy||, -0 J (vo, ) = —00,

4. po €Y such that limj, ) « o0 J(v,%0) = 400,

then J possesses at least one saddle point (v,1) and

3(0,9) = Umei)rgztelg J(v,) = max inf J(v,1h).

The proof can be found on [7, Prop. 2.2, p. 173]. We intend to apply Proposition 6 to the
functional (2) with X = L?(O x (0,T)) and Y = L?(Q). In order to establish conditions 1-4 for
our problem, we need to study first the differentiability of the solution to (1) with respect to the
data. We have the following results:



Lemma 7. Let f be as in Theorem 3 and h € L*(w x (0,T)) be given. Then, the operator
G: gz/J, v) — y solution to (1) is continuously Fréchet differentiable from L?(O x (0,T)) x L*(Q) —
W3 (Q). The directional derivate in every direction (v',1) is given by

G, )V, ) = w (13)

where w is the solution to the linear system

(14)

wy — Aw + f(y)w = v'xo +9', inQ,
w=0 onX, w(x0)=0 inf.

with y = G(v,¥) solution to (1).

Proof. We derive in a straightforward manner the first derivative of the operator G and its charac-
terization. The arguments used here are by now classic, see for instance [9], [25].

Given (v,9) € L*(0 x (0,T)) x L*(Q) and 7 € (0, 1), we will prove the Fréchet-differentiability
of G by showing the convergence of w™ — w as 7 — 0 where w” := (y" — y)/7 for 7 # 0, with
y =y(h,¥,v), y" = y(h,v+ 70,9+ 7¢’) and w is the solution to the linear problem (14). From a
simple computation we obtain that w” satisfies

wj = Aw”+ 2 (f(y7) ~ f(y) =v'xo +¢/, nQ, (1)
w'=0 onX%, w (x,00=0 in Q.
Since f is continuously differentiable, we can use the mean value theorem to deduce that
1 ~T T
g (@) = — (f(y") = f(y)) = F1 (T w (16)

where §7 =y — 0,(y” —y) with 8, € (0,1). Replacing (16) in (15) and then multiplying by w™ in
L?(Q), it is not difficult to see

lw™ () L2 + IVW 2200181 (0)) < C (10"l L2(0,m5220)) + 1" 22 »
vVt €[0,T], Vre(0,1).

Hence, the sequence {w™} is bounded in C([0,T]; L3(Q)) N L*(0,T; H}(£2)). Taking into account
the above estimate, together with (15), (16) and since f is globally Lipschitz, we conclude that
there exists a positive constant C independent of 7, v' and ¢’ such that

lw™lwory < C (1V]|L20,702(00) + 19| 22(0)) » V7 € (0,1).

On the other hand, w”™ can be viewed as the solution of an initial boundary-value problem with
right-hand side term § := v'xyo + ¥’ — ¢7 and zero initial datum. Thus, from classical energy
estimates,

lo™ 20 < Clidliz@,  ¥r € (0,1).

for some constant C' independent of 7, v and 1/'. In view of the expression of ¢g” and from the the
global Lipschitz property of f, we deduce the existence of a positive constant still denoted by C,
independent of 7, v" and v’, such that

lw™ lwz1q) < C (IvllL2o,rc20)) + ¥ lL2@)) . V7 € (0,1).



Since the space W' (Q) is reflexive, we have that (extracting a subsequence)
w” — b weakly in W3 (Q), (17)

as 7 — 0, for some element w. Now, from the continuity of y with respect to the data (see Eq.
(11)), and combining (17) with the fact that W3 (Q) C L?(Q) with compact imbedding, we get

9" = f'yw in L*(Q). (18)

Taking the weak limit in (15) and using (18) is not difficult to see that @ is solution to (14).
On the other hand, since W' (Q) < L2(0,T; H}(Q)) with compact imbedding, we have that the
convergence is strong in this space. O

Lemma 8. Under assumptions of Proposition 7. The operator G : (1,v) — y solution to (1) is
twice continuously Fréchet differentiable from L*(O x (0,T)) x L*(Q) — W (0,T). Moreover, the
second derivative of G at (v,1) is given by the expression

G"(v,9)[(v1, 1), (v2,12)] = = (19)

where z is the unique weak solution to the problem

{Zt —Az+ f'(y)z = —f"(Y)wrwz  in Q, (20)

z=0 on%, z(z,0)=0 inQ.

with y = G(v, ) solution to (1), and where w; is the solution to (14) in the direction (v, ;).

Proof. We follow will the arguments of [28] and use the implicit function theorem to deduce that
G is twice continuously Fréchet differentiable. We rewrite system (1) as follows:

y=Gq(v,v — f(y)) + Go(h,yo) (21)

where Gg € L(L*(0 x (0,T)) x L*(Q); W(0,T)) and Gy € L(L*(w x (0,7)) x L*(Q); W(0,T)).
More specifically, we rewrite y as
Yy=u1+y2 (22)

where y; and y» are solution to
{yl,t —Ayp =vxo+9¥— fly) inQ {y2,t —Ays = hx, inQ
y1=0 on¥, yi(z,0)=0 inQ y2=0 on ¥, y(x,0)=yo inQ
Equivalently, we express equation (21) in the form
0=y—Go(v,¥ = f(y)) + Goyo =: F(y,v,9)

In this way, F is twice continuously Frechet differentiable from L?(O x (0,7)) x L?(Q) x L?(£2) into
W(0,T). Indeed, Gg and Gy are continuous linear mappings and the operator y — f(y) is twice
continuously Frechet differentiable.

On the other hand, the derivative 9, F (y, v, v) is surjective. In fact,

ayF(yvvvw) =w



is equivalent to
W=7+ Go(0,~f'(v)Y).

Setting ¢ =y —w and using the definition of the mapping G, we have that the above equation is
equivalent to the problem

{ct —AC= 'Y+ )T i Q, (23)

(=0 on¥, ((z,0)=0 inQ,

Thanks to the assumptions on f, for every w € L?(Q), system (23) has a unique solution ¢ €
W(0,T). Hence, by the implicit function theorem, the equation F(y,v,®) = 0 has a unique
solution y = y(v, ) in some open neighborhood of any arbitrarily chosen point (g, v, {/JV) Moreover,
the implicit function theorem yields that G inherits the smoothness properties of F', therefore G is
twice continuously Fréchet differentiable.

To obtain the characterization of the second derivate, we note from (21) that

Y= G(va) = GQ(va - f(G(va))) + Goyo-

Then, differentiating on both sides of the above equation with respect to (v,%) in the direction
(v1,91), we get

G/(U, 1/})(’017 1/)1) = _GQ (f/(G(’U, U)))[G/ (1), 7/’)(01a 1/}1)]) =+ GQ (1)1, 1/)1)

Repeating the process in the direction (va,12) yields

GH(Uv w)[(vlvwl)v (U27 ¢2)] = GQ {f”(G(’U, dj)) (G/(U7 w)(vludjl)) (GI(Uu ’@[])(U% ¢2))
+1(G (v, ¥))G" (v, ) [(v1,91), (v2, ¥2)]}

Setting y = G(v,v), w; = G'(v,9)(vs,%;) and z = G”(v,9)[(v1, 1), (v2,12)] in the previous
equation, we obtain that

z=—Go{l"(Wwiwz + f'(y)2}
Therefore, from the definition of G¢, we conclude that z is solution to (20). O

With Lemmas 7 and 8, we are ready to proof one of the main result of this section:

Proposition 9. Under assumptions of Lemma 7. Let yo € L?(Q) and h € L%(w % (0,T)) be given.
Then, for~ and { sufficiently large, there exists a saddle point (v,1) € L*(0 x (0,T)) x L*(Q) and
g =1y(h,0,v) such that

Jr(0,9:h) < Je (0,93 h) < Jo(v,93h), V(v,9) € L2(0 x (0,T)) x L*(Q)- (24)
Proof. In order to prove the existence of the saddle point (7,v) we will verify conditions 1-4 from
Proposition 6.
Condition 1. By Lemma 7, and since the norm is lower semicontinuous, the map ¢ — J(v, ) is
upper semicontinuous. To check the concavity, we will show that

9(7‘) =Jr (va + T"/Jl)



is concave with respect to 7 near 7 = 0, that is, §(0) < 0. Using the notation previously introduced,
we set y := G(v,¢ + 7¢’). In view of the results of Lemmas 7 and 8, we have that G(7) is a
composition of twice differentiable maps. Then it can be readily verified that

9@o=/] (Glos 4+ 79) — ya) G (v, + 79/)(0, ' )drdl
04x(0,T)

—v? / (¢ + ) ¢ dxdt.
Q
A further differentiation with respect to 7 yields

(7 ://o o (G(v, ¥+ 7¢") —ya) G" (v, + 7¢') [(0,4"), (0,9")] dadt

+// |@@w+mmmwm%mﬁ—f/ [ Pt
OdX(O,T) Q

We define ¢’ := G(v,¢ + 7¢')(0,v¢") and 3" := G"(v,v + 7¢")[(0,%’), (0,4")] which, according to
Lemmas 7 and 8, are solution to

(25)

yi =AY+ f'y)y' =¢" inQ, (26)
y =0 on, ¢ (x,00=0 in Q,

yl = Ay + [y = —f"Wly']? inQ, (27)
y'=0 onX, ¢"(x,00=0 inQ.

Then, we rewrite (25

// (y — ya)y ”dxdt—i—// v/ |2 dxdt — 2// | |2dadt. (28)
04x(0,T) 0ax(0,T) Q

Now, we will see that for sufficiently large v the last term in the above equation dominates and
thus §”(0) < 0 for (v,%) € L*(O x (0,T)) x L*(Q).

We begin by estimating the second term. Thanks to the assumptions on f, there exists L > 0
be such that |f'(s)| + |f"(s)] < L, Vs € R. Since the linear system (26) has a unique solution
y' € W(0,T) for any ¢’ € L*(Q), we can obtain

// |/ |*dadt < Cl/ |’ |2dadt. (29)
0gx(0,T)

for some C; > 0 only depending on 2, O4, L and T'.
To compute the first term, we need an estimate for y”. We multiply (27) by " in L?*(Q) and
integrate by parts, whence

337 [ Paes [ 9 Pas = [ plyPae= [l ey
<L WPdesL [ P
Q Q

and using Gronwall’s and Poincare’s inequality, we obtain

//Q ' 2dadt < c//Q /21y | ddt. (30)



Applying Holder inequality in the above expression yields

/ /Q 1y Pddt < CllY 1220 0 o0 o I 0.6 (31)

where 1/p+1/p’ =1 and 1/g+ 1/¢' = 1. To bound the right-hand side of the previous inequality,
the idea is to find p and ¢ such that

y" € LP(0,T; LU(Q)), o € L (0,T; L* (2))
First, recall that ¢’ is more regular than W (0, T'). In fact, from classical results (see, for instance,

[8]) we have that y' € L2(0,T; H*(Q)) N L>=(0,T; H}(Q)) with y; € L?(0,T; L*(Q2)). Moreover, we
have the estimate

191 oo 0,513 ) + 1Y 220,712 ) + Wil 220,720 < ClIY ll22(q)- (32)
In view of (32), it is reasonable to look for conditions such that the following embedding holds
L2(0,T; H2()) N L>(0,T; HE (Q)) — L* (0, T; L7 (). (33)
Let X and Y be Banach spaces. From well-known interpolation results, we have

1 1-6 0
LPo(0,T; X)) N LP(0,T;Y) — LP?(0,T;B), — = + -,
Do Do P1

(34)

with 0 < # < 1 and where B is the intermediate space of class 6 (with respect to X and Y), that
is, B is the space verifying

lgllz < Clglx °llglly. VgeXnY, 0<6<1,

for some C.
From (33) and (34), we deduce that
1 0
W o (35)
On the other hand, from classical Sobolev embedding results, we have
H*(Q) — L¥1(9), (36)
HY(Q) — L¥3(9). (37)

for some maximal N to be determined. Then, the space L (Q) is an intermediate space with
respect to (36) and (37) if

1 (N-4)9 (N-2)(1-0)
—_— = 0 1.
57 o + SN , 0<éb< (38)

Setting p’ to a fixed value such that 6 € (0,1) and replacing (35) into (38), we obtain

q/ _ p/N
FCED T

10



and from (35) and (39), we deduce that
p=p/('=1) and q=p'N/(2p'+2). (40)

Thus, from (33), (31) and estimate (32), we get
//Q ly"[Pdzdt < Cl|v' (1720 19" | Lo 0,759 (0) -

It remains to verify that LP(0,T;L9(2)) < L?(0,T; L*(Q)). From (40), it is not difficult to see
that this is true if 2 < p’ and N < 4(p'+1)/p’. Setting p’ = 2, we get N < 6 and thus the estimate

19"l 20,7522 2) < Coll¥ |72 (41)
Putting together (28), (29) and (41) yields
§"(0) < (C2+ CL =)W'l 12iq), W' € L*(Q), v/ #0.

Therefore, for v large enough we have §”(0) < 0 and therefore ¢ — J(v, ) is strictly concave.
Condition 2. By Lemma 7, and since the norm is lower semicontinuous, the map v — J(v,v) is
lower semicontinuous. In order to show convexity, it is sufficient to prove that

S(r) = J(v+ 10 1)

is convex with respect to 7 near 7 = 0, that is, §”(0) > 0. Arguing as above, we obtain

§'(r) = // (y — ya)y" dxdt + // v/ |2 dxdt + 02 // |v'|Pdzdt.  (42)
0ax(0,T) 0ax(0,T) wx (0,T)

where we have denoted ' = G(v + 70',9)(v',0) and vy’ = G" (v + 7v',¢)[(v,0), (v/,0)]. Note that
estimates for ' and 3" can be obtained in the same way as in the proof of Condition 1 by putting
v instead of ¢’ in (26)—(27). Then, it is not difficult to see that

§7(0) = (1* = Ca = C)llvl 2o 0my): Vv € L*(O x (0,7)), v #0.

Thus, under the assumption that ¢ is large enough, v — J(v, ) is strictly convex.
Condition 3. Taking v = 0 and using formulas (21)—(22) for y = y(0,4) we obtain

2
nowin) = [ e = gaPasae -3 [[ s
04 x(0,T) Q

2
"
< —7||¢H%2(Q) + Cll¢l720) + Cs,

where Cj is a positive constant only depending on g, h and y4. Hence, for a sufficiently large value
of v, condition 3 holds.
Condition 4. Taking 1 = 0 in (2) we get

62
Jo(v,0;h) > —// |v|2dadt,
2 JJoxo,m

and condition 4 follows immediately. This ends the proof.
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2.2 Characterization of the saddle point

The existence of a saddle point (,1)) for the functional J, implies that

oJ, 0J,
v o

so our task is to find such expressions. Indeed, is not difficult to see that

(6J (v,1), (v1,0 ) // (y — ya)wydzdt 4 02 // vurdrdt (44)
04x(0,T) 0x(0,T)

0J,
( 81/) (’U, 2/1)7 (07¢1)> = //de(O,T) (y - yd)wwd‘rdt - 72 / o W/Jldiﬂdt (45)

where w, and wy, are the directional derivatives of y solution to (1) in the directions (v1,0) and
(0,11), respectively. To determine the solution of the robust control, we define the adjoint state

—q — Aq+ f'(y)g = (y — ya)xo, inQ,
g=0 onX%, g¢xz,T)=0 1in Q.

“(9,9) =0 and

~(0,9) = (43)

(46)

We have the following result:

Lemma 10. Let y = y(h,v,v) € W(0,T) be the solution to (1). Let w be the solution to (14) with
(v1,71) € L2(O0 x (0,T)) x L?(Q) and q be the solution to (46). Then

// (y — ya)w dadt = // quidzdt + // qyrdzdt (47)
94x(0,T) 0x(0,T) Q

Proof. We multiply (46) by w in L?(Q) and integrate by parts, more precisely

//Q(y—yd)Xodqudt: // (—qr — Aq + f'(y)q) w dadt
- /q“”lx // (w — Aw + f'(y)w) dzdt

Upon substituting the initial data for ¢ and w and the right-hand side of (14) in the above equation,
we obtain (47). O

Replacing (47) in (44), with ¢ = 0 and taking an arbitrary v; € L*(O x (0,T)) we get

<8JT (v,9), (vl,())) = // quidxdt 4 0* // vurdedt, Vv, € L2(0 x (0,7)).
v 0% (0,T) 9% (0,T)

In particular, we deduce

M 0) = (g + o)l (49)

Analogously, from (47) and (45) with v; = 0 and ¢ € L?(Q) as arbitrary we have

oJ,
<a¢ (v,v), (07¢1)> = //Q qrdxdt —72/Q¢¢1dwdt, vy € L*(Q).

whence 57
3—1/:(% ¥) =q— 7. (49)
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Proposition 11. Let h € L?(w x (0,T)) and yo € L?(Q) be given. Let (v,1)) be a solution to the
robust control problem in Definition 1. Then

_ 1 ~ 1
v=—€—2q|w and wZ?q (50)

where q is found from the solution (y,q) to the coupled system

ye — Ay + f(y) = hxw — maxo + 24 nQ,

—qt — Aq+ f'(y)a = (y — ya)Xxo. in Q,

(51)
y=q=0 on X,
y(x,0) = yo(x), q(z,T)=0 in Q.

which admits a unique solution for sufficiently large v and £.

Proof. The existence of the solution to the robust control problem is ensured by Proposition 9
provided the parameters v and £ are large enough. A necessary condition for (7,%)) to be a saddle
point of J, is given in (43), therefore from (48) and (49) we conclude that (50)—(51) holds.

To check uniqueness assume that (7,1)) and (6,1/;) are two different saddle points in L?(w x
(0,T)) x L3(Q). Then, from the strict convexity and strict concavity proved in Proposition 9, we
have ~ B

3(5,0) < 3(0.) < 35, %)
On the other hand,

(0, v) < 3(0,¢) < 3(0,9)

These lead to a contradiction, and therefore the saddle point (7,1)) is unique. O

Summarizing, what we found in this section is that given a leader control h, there exists a
unique solution to the robust control problem stated in Definition 1. Moreover, it is characterized
by the coupled system (51). However, this characterization added a second equation coupled to the
original system, so we need to take into account system (51) to obtain a solution to the leader’s
minimization problem (see Remark 2).

3 The null controllability problem: the observability inequal-
ity
Once the optimal strategy for the follower control has been chosen (see Section 2.2), the next step

in the hierarchic methodology is to obtain an optimal control h such that

J(h) = m}%n J(h) subject to y(-,T)=0. (52)

where y can be found from the solution (y, ¢) to (51). We start by proving an observability inequality
for the adjoint system to the linearized version of (51)

—pr — Ap + ap = Oxo, in Q,

1 1 .
9t—A9+09——4—2<PX0+?90 in Q, (53)
y:q:o on E,

0@, T) =T (z), 0(z,0)=0 in Q.
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where a,c € L>®(Q) and ¢! € L?(€). Such inequality will be the main tool to conclude the proof
of Theorem 3.
The main result of this section is the following one:

Proposition 12. Assume that wN Oy # 0 and that v and £ are large enough. There exist a positive
constant C only depending on Q, w, O, O4, |la|loo, ||¢llcc, and T, and a weight function p = p(t)
blowing up att = T only depending on 2, w, O4, ||a||lco, |l¢|lco and T such that, for any T € L*(Q),
the solution (¢, 0) to (53) satisfies

/|cp(0)|2dx+// p_2|9|2d:cdt§0// o dadt. (54)
Q Q wx(0,T)

We postpone the proof of this result until the end of this section. The main tool to prove
Proposition 12 is a well-known Carleman inequality for linear parabolic systems.
First, let us introduce several weight functions that will be useful in the reminder of this section.

We introduce a special function whose existence is guaranteed by the following result [13, Lemma
1.1].

Lemma 13. Let B CC 2 be a nonempty open subset. Then, there exists n° € C?(Q) such that
n(x) >0 allxeQ, 7°lae = 0,
V0Ol >0 for all x € Q\B.
For A > 0 a parameter, we introduce the weight functions

e oo — A(207°loo+0° () A2l oo +n° (2))

For m € R and a parameter s > 0, we will use the following notation to abridge estimates:

In(s,\;2) = // efzsa(sg)m72)\m71|Vz|2+// efzsa(sg)m/\m+1|z|2,
Q Q
I s(s,A;2) = // e (sE)m AT 2)2,
Bx(0,T)

First, we state a Carleman estimate, due to [17], for solutions to the heat equation:

Lemma 14. Let B CC ) be a nonempty open subset. For any m € R, there exist positive constants
Sms Am, and Cp, such that, for any s > sm, A > Ay, F € L?(Q) and every 2° € L?(Q), the solution
z to

z—Az=F n Q,

z=0 on X,

2(z,0) = 2%(x) in Q,
satisfies

In(s,)\;2) < Cp <Im73(s, A z) + // e2sa(sA§)m3|F|2dxdt> . (57)
Q

Furthermore, Cy, only depends on w, B and m and s,, can be taken of the form s;, = om (T + T2)
where oy, only depends on w, B and m.

14



Remark 15. Note that by changing ¢ for T'— ¢, Lemma 14 remains valid for linear backward in time
systems. Therefore, we can apply it interchangeably in what follows.

The observability inequality (54) is consequence of a global Carleman inequality and some energy
estimates. We present below a Carleman inequality for the solutions to system (53):

Proposition 16. Under assumptions of Proposition 12. There exist positive constants constant C
and og such that the solution (p,0) to (53) satisfies

Is(s. 3 0) + Ta(s, X;6) < C / / 2T P, (58)
wx(0,T)

for any s > so = 02(T+T2—|—T2(||a||g</,3 + ||c||g</33—|— ||a—c||é</32)), any A\ > C and every ¢ € L*(Q).

Proof. Hereinafter C' will denote a generic positive constant that may change from line to line.
We start by applying Carleman inequality (57) to each equation in system (53) with m = 3,
B =w CCwy:=wnNOy and add them up, hence

13(87 )‘; (P) + 13(87 )‘; 9)

<c <13,w/ (50 0) + T (5, X: ) + / / ey, [2dudt
Q

+ [ et dovo + o+ [[ etaliiop + [[ e 2telior)
Q @ ¢

Taking the parameter s large enough we can absorb some of the lower order terms in the right-hand
side of the above expression. More precisely, there exists a constant o; > 0, such that

13(87 )‘; (P) + 13(87 )\; 9)

S C (13,w’(87 )‘; (P) + I3,w’(87 )‘; 9) + // 6_28a|9XOd|2 + // e—2so¢| - gLZSDXO + 712()0|2>
Q Q

is valid for every
s> s1= o (T + T+ T(|all35* + || 2£%)). (59)

Then, taking the parameter A large enough we get
I3(s,X50) + I3(5,A;0) < C' (I3, (5, A1) + Isur (s, 4:0)) - (60)

for every s > s; and A > C.
The next step is to eliminate the local term on the right hand side corresponding to §. We will
reason out as in [27] and [15]. We consider a function ¢ € C§°(RY) verifying:

0<(¢<1inQ, (=1 inw, supp( C wo, (61)
A \%
—Cl/g € L>(), —Cl/i e L= Q)N (62)

Such function exists. It is sufficient to take ¢ = ¢* with ¢ € C§°(Q) veryfing (61).
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Let s > s; with s1 given in (59). We define u = e=25*s3)\*¢3. Multiplying the equation satisfied
by ¢ in (53) by uC6, integrating by parts over ) and taking into account that u(x,0) vanishes in

we obtain
//Q u¢|0*xo, Z//Q(a — c)pbud + //Q ©OCOu — //Q VA (ul)
—2//QV<u<)-V9so+%//Q|¢|2u< (63)

::Il —|—IQ +13+I4+I5

Let us estimate each I;, 1 < ¢ < 4, we keep the last term as it is. From Hoélder and Young
inequalities, we readily obtain

n- | /Q (@ = otuc <o | /Q wClof + g5l — el | /Q uclel. (64)

for any d; > 0. Observe that
|0pu| < 3s3A1E2¢e7 25 4+ 253N e 250y,
< OTs* XAt e 250 4 OT "N ¢Pe 250,
< OTs*NePe 250,

where we have used that a; < CT¢?. Then, we can estimate

i< [[ lelblowic < o1 [[ statgezegc
Q Q
2
<o [[ uctor + S [[ satgeepli
Q 02 JJo

<o [ /Q wlop+ 5 | /{D2 STAIETe 2002 (65)

for any d2 > 0, where we have used in the last line that s > 017
In order to estimate I3, we compute first

A (e NEC) = A (7P NEP) (4 Alem PN + 2V (e > 5PN - V¢ (66)
and
|A (e725s° M%) | < Cem 25572067, (67)
[V (e722s° A7) | < Cem s N7¢H, (68)
where the above inequalities follow from the fact that
i = —0;6 = —CXOn°¢ < CAE.
Then, from (66)—(68) and using (62), we obtain

) <C / / llfle25 5 20E5¢ + C / / ||l B NAEBC 12
Q Q

+C// |(p||9|e—2so¢84)\5§4<1/2'
Q
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Using Holder and Young inequalities and (61) yield

1) <64 / / uClof? + / / 200 TASET| o2
63 wDX(OT
-y
03 wox(0,T) 03 wo X (0,T)

for some 3 > 0. Note that £~ < CT?/4, then, for any v, u € N with v > p we have
(s€) = sie”eh™" < Oshe” (T2 [4)~ 1) < Ose?, (69)

since s > CT?. Hence,
2, C 250 ;T\8¢T| 2
[Is| <05 || uClO] + — e TN ol (70)
Q 63 w()X(O,T)
Using (62), (68) and (69), we estimate I as

<0 [[ e (SN Tlelct + 5% Vo)
Q
S E// e—2sas)\2€|v9|2 4 g// e—2sas7)\8§7|(p|2 (71)
Q € wo % (0,T)
for e > 0.

Setting §; = 1/6,1 < i < 3, and € = E with C' the constant in (60), and upon substituting

estimates (64)-(65) and (70)—(71) in (63), we obtain

J[ eresniglorvo, <C [ e fla Nl + NP
Q wo % (0,T)

1 1 (72)
- —2sa )\2 ve? _// —2sa 3)\4 3 2'
vap [ eremaver s [ st
Thus, in view of (60)—(61) and (72), we obtain
// e—2so¢ (S)\2§|V90|2+33)\4§3|90|2) +// e—ZSa (S)\2§|v9|2 +83)\4§3|9|2)
Q Q
SC”CL _ CHgo// 672sa83/\4€3|90|2 4 O// 672sa87/\8€7|90|2
on(O,T) WQX(O,T)
C
4 _2// 672sa53>\4§3|¢|2.
v Q
Taking s > CT?||a — c||(1,é27 the above inequality now reads
// 672501 (SA2€|V@|2+53>\4€3|(/)|2) +// 672501 (SA2§|v9|2+53>\4§3|9|2)
Q Q (73)

C
Sc// 6_2sa57>\8§7|<p|2—|——2// 6—250183/\4€3|90|2'
wo % (0,T) Y Q
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for every s > sy with
s2 = 0o(T +T% + T?(||al|2® + ||cl|22® + l|la — ]| 1L%)). (74)

for some o3 only depending on €2, w and Og.

Observe that the last term in (73) has the same power of s, A and ¢ as in the corresponding
term on the left-hand side. Thus, provided ~ is large enough, we can absorb it into the right-hand
side. Finally, since supp wg C w, we obtain the desired inequality (58). Therefore the proof is
complete. O

Now, we are going to improve inequality (58) in the sense that the weight functions do not
vanish at ¢ = 0. First, let us consider the function

() = T?/4 for 0<t<T/2,
T —-t)  for T/2<t<T,
and the functions
eAMn’lloe — AN oo+ (2)) A 2lIn°lleo+n° (=)
B(z,t) = , o t) = ————,

1(t)
B*(t) = max Sz, ), ¢"(t) = ming(z,1).

e e

1(t)

With these definitions, we have the following:

Proposition 17. Let s and A as in Proposition 16 and £, be large enough.Then there exists a
positive constant C' depending on Q, w, wq, S, A, ||a]lco, ||¢]lco and T such that

H‘P(O)H%?(Q) +//Q 6_256*(¢*)3|90|2dxdt+//Q e 287 (¢*)?10)? dacdt

<c / / e=29 7 |pf2dudt,
wx(0,T)

for any o* € L?(Q2), where (p,0) is the associated solution to (53).

Proof. The proof is standard and relies on several well-known arguments [|. First, by construction
a=Fand £ =¢in Q x (T/2,T), hence

T T
/ /672sa€3|<p|2+/ /672sa€3|9|2
T/2JQ T/2JQ
T T
:/ /6—25,8¢3|90|2+/ /6_256¢3|9|2
T/2JQ T/2JQ

Therefore, from (58) and the definition of 8 and v we obtain

[ e [ [emappzo [ e (76)
T/2J0 T/2J¢ wx(0,T)

On the other hand, for the domain € x (0,7/2), we will use energy estimates for system (53). In
fact, let us introduce a function n € C*([0,T]) such that

n=1in[0,7/2], n=0in[37/4,T), |7 () <C/T.
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Using classical energy estimates for ny solution to the first equation of system (53) we obtain

1
leO)172q) + |\<PH%2(0,T/2;H5(Q)) <C <ﬁ||80||2L2(T/2,3T/4;L2(Q)) + ||779|%2(0,3T/4;L2(Q)))

From the definition of 7, Poincaré inequality and adding ||9H%2(0 7/2;12(0)) On both sides of the
previous inequality we have

”90(0)”%2(52) + ||90||%2(0,T/2;L2(Q)) + ||9H%2(0,T/2;L2(Q)) (77)
<C (”90”%2(T/2,3T/4;L2(Q)) + ||9H%2(T/2,3T/4;L2(Q)) + HGH%Q(O,T/Q;L?(Q)))

In order to eliminate the term H9||2L2(O T/2,12(0y) 0 the right hand side, we use standard energy
estimates for the second equation in (53), thus

1 1
or=c _// S"”‘// ol
//Qx(o,T/z)H (74 Q|| o O><(O,T)||
¢ 2
[
= min{7, 07} //Q ! (7®)

Replacing (78) in (77) and since v and £ are large enough we obtain

H<P(0)H%2(9)4'||80||%2(0,T/2;L2(Q)) + H9||%2(0,T/2;L2(Q)) (79)
<C (H<PH%2(T/2,3T/4;L2(Q)) + ”9H%Q(T/Q,BTM;L?(Q)))

Using (76) to estimate the terms in the right hand side of (79) and taking into account that the

weight functions are bounded in [0, 37/4] we have the estimate

10020y + / / 298 9|of2 / / 20§92
<o(f[ el
wx(0,T)

This estimate, together with (76), and the definitions of ¢* and 5* yield the desired inequality
(75). O

Proof of Proposition 12. The observability inequality (54) follows immediately from Proposition 17.
Indeed, let us set s = sy as in (74) and define p(t) = e*#". Thus p(t) is a non-decreasing strictly
positive function blowing up at ¢ = T that depends on Q, w, O4, ||a|lco, ||¢]|co and T, but can be
chosen independently of O, ¢ and 7.

We obtain energy estimates with this new function for 6 solution to the second equation of (53).
More precisely

1 1
// p 2|02 dxdt < C — // 0 2|o|?dzdt + 1 // p~2|p|?dxdt
Q Y Q ¢ 0Ox(0,T)
< C// P2l dat
Q

Since e=2°#¢7 < C for all (x,t) € Q and noting that the right hand side of the previous inequality
is comparable to the left hand side of inequality (75) up to a multiplicative constant, we obtain
(54). This concludes the proof of Proposition 12. O
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4 Proof of Theorem 3

In this section, we will end the proof of Theorem 3. We have already determined an optimal strategy
for the follower control (see Proposition 11). It remains to obtain an strategy for the leader control
h such that (y, q) solution to (51) verifies y(T") = 0.

The proof is inspired by well-known results on the controllability of nonlinear systems (see, for
instance, [29, 27, 9, 6, 10]) where controllability properties for linear problems and suitable fixed
point arguments are the main ingredients.

Proof of Theorem 3. We start by proving the existence of a leader control h for a linearized version
of (51). In fact, for given a,c € L>®(Q), yo € L*(Q) and yq € L*(Og4 x (0,T)), we consider the
linear system

—Ay+ay =hx, — maxo + 324 nQ,

—qt — Aq+cq = (y — ya)xo, in Q, (50)
y=q=0 on Y,
y(2,0) = yo(z), q(z,T)=0 in Q.

and the corresponding adjoint system (53). Then, the following result holds

Proposition 18. Assume that wN Oy # (. Let C and p as in Proposition 12. For any e > 0, any
Yo € L*(Q), and any yq € L*(O4 x (0,T)) such that

// P lya|?dzdt < 400

there exists a leader control he € L*(w x (0,T)) such that the associated solution (ye,q:) to (80)
satisfies

19(T)ll2(0) <€ (81)
Moreover, the controls {he}e>o are uniformly bounded in L*(w x (0,T)), namely

IPell L2 @wx 0.7)) < VC (Iyoll 2oy + lpvallz2@)) . Ve > 0. (82)

Proof. The proof is by now standard. For the sake of completeness, we sketch some of the steps.
For any fixed € > 0, consider

1
.’fa(ipT) =3 // lo|2dxdt + chpTHLz(Q) —|—/ yop(0)dx — // Oyq dzdt (83)
wx(0,T") Q 04x(0,T)

where (i,0) is the solution to (53) with initial data ¢ € L?(Q). It can be verified that (83) is
continuous and strictly convex. From Holder and Young inequalities and using the observability
inequality (54) is not difficult to see that

1
76" 2 3 [ et el i = € (Il + ol
wx (0,

hence (83) is also coercive. Consequently, F. reaches its minimum at a unique point ¢! € L?(Q).
When ¢! # 0, the optimality condition can be computed, that is

// %wdwdH( P >

wx (0,T) o2l L2(Q)

+/ Yo (0)dz — // yaf drdt =0, Vol € L?(Q),
Q 04%(0,T)
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where (¢, 0) is the solution to (53) with initial condition ¢I. Set h. = ¢ xw, then (y., g-) solution
to (80) associated to this control verifies (81). To conclude, observe that setting @7 = oI in (84)
and using the observability inequality (54) yields estimate (82). O

Now, we will apply a fixed point argument to prove an approximate controllability result for
the nonlinear system (51). For a given globally Lipschitz function f € C?(R) verifying f(0) = 0,
we can write

f(s)=g(s)s, VseR,

where ¢ : R — R is a continuous function defined by

1
o(s) = / f'(os) do-

The continuity of f and f’ and the density of C°(Q) in L?*(Q) allow to see that g(z) and f’(z)
belong to L>(Q) for every z € L*(Q).

For each z € L?(Q), let us consider the linear system (80) with a = a, = g(z) and ¢ = ¢, = f'(2).
Thanks to the hypothesis on f, there exists M such that

lazllso, llezlloo < M, Vz € L*(Q) (85)

In view of Proposition (18), for any given £ > 0 there exists a leader control h, € L?(w x (0,T))
such that the solution (y.,q.) to (80) corresponding to a.,c, satisfies

lly=(T) L2 <e.

Moreover, we have the estimate (uniform with respect to € and z)

IRl 22 @x o0, < VC(Ilvollzz + lpyallz2@)): ¥z € LAH(Q) (86)

where C' only depends on 2, O4, O, M and T and p only depends on €2, Oy, M and T'.

We consider the mapping A : L?(Q) — L*(Q) defined by Az = y, with (y.,q.) the solution to
(80) associated to the potentials a., ¢, and the control h, provided by Proposition 18. By means
of the Schauder fixed point theorem, we will deduce that A possesses at least one fixed point. It can
be proved that if £ and v are large enough then (80) has a unique solution y, € W(0,T) veryfing

ly=llwo.r) < C 1+ |hllL2@wx0,1)) (87)

where C only depends on 2, O, Oq4, v, ¢, K, yo, yq and T. In view of (85)—(87), we deduce that A
maps L2(Q) into a bounded set of W (0,T). This space is compacty embbeded in L?(Q), therefore
it exists a fixed compact set K such that

A(L*(Q) € K.

It can be readily verified that A is also a continuous map from L?(Q) into L?(Q). Therefore, we
can use Schauder fixed point theorem to ensure that A has at least one fixed point y = y., where
(Ye, g=) together with the control h. = h,_ solve

Yet — DY +9(Ye)ye = heXw — X0 + 22¢-: I Q,
—Get + Age + ['(Ye)e = (Yo — Ya)xo, in Q,
Ye =q: =0 on X,
Ye(2,0) = yo(z), ¢:(x,T)=0 in €.

(88)
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verifying (81).

To conclude the proof of Theorem 3, we will pass to the limit in (88) and (81). Thanks to (86),
the control A, is uniformly bounded in L?(w x (0,7")). Since (85) holds, the solution (y., g-) lies in
a bounded set of W (0,T) x W (0,T) and therefore in a compact set of L?(Q) x L?(Q). Then, up
to a subsequence, we have

he —h weakly in L*(w x (0,7)),

(ye,qc) = (y.q) in L*(Q) x L*(Q),
Y(T) » y(T) in L*(Q),

for some h € L?(w x (0,7)) and some (y,q) € W(0,T) x W(0,T). Due to the continuity of g,
we can pass to the limit in (88), thus (y,q) solves (51) with leader control & and initial datum
yo. Moreover, passing to the limit in (81) we conclude that y(-,7) = 0. Therefore the proof is
complete. O

5 Proof of Theorem 4

In the previous sections, we proved the existence of a robust Stackelberg control for a nonlinear
system when (v,v) € L2(0 x (0,T)) x L?(Q). Here, we will follow the arguments to show that a
similar result can be obtained when the follower control v and the perturbation ¥ belong to the
bounded sets (8)—(9), respectively.
As stated in the theorem, we consider the linear system
Yo — Ay +ay = hxw +vxo +¢ inQ, (89)
y=0 on, y(x,0)=yo(z) inf.

where a € L*(Q) and yo € L?() is given.

It is clear that for given yo € L?(Q2), any h € L?(w x (0, 7)) and each (v,1)) € Voq X ¥ 4q, system
(89) admits a unique solution y € C([0,77]; L*(2)) N L2(0,T; H()).

As before, we begin by proving the existence of a saddle point (,1)) for the cost functional (2).
The following result will give us conditions to determine its existence:

Proposition 19 (Prop. 2.1, p. 171, [7]). Let J be a functional defined on X XY, where X and Y
are convex, closed, non-empty, bounded sets. If

1. Yve X, ¥ — J(v,4) is concave and upper semicontinous,
2.V eY, v J(,) is conver and lower semicontinous,

then J possesses at least one saddle point (v,%) and

(@, ¢) = min sup J(v,¢) = glgggg)f( J(v,1). (90)

We will apply Proposition 6 to (2) with X =V,; and Y = U,4. In fact, verifying the conditions

1-2 will be easier than in the nonlinear case. Recall that in the first part of the hierarchic control
the leader control h is fixed. First, we have the following:
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Lemma 20. Let h € L*(w x (0,T)) and yo € L*(Q) be given. The mapping (v,%) — y(v,v) from
Vaa X Uaq into L2(0,T; HY(Q)) is affine, continuous, and has Gateau derivative y'(v',v") in every
direction (v',") € L*(0 x (0,T)) x L?(Q). Moreover, the derivative y'(v',1)') solves the linear
system

{yé — Ay +ay =v'xo +1 inQ, (01)

y=0 onX, ¢(z,00=0 inQ.

Proof. The fact that (v,v) — y(v,v) is affine and continuous follows from the linearity of (89)
and well-known energy estimates for the heat equation. In the same way, thanks to linearity, the
existence of the Gateau derivative and its characterization can be obtained by letting A tends to 0

in the expression y* := (y(v + \', ¥ + A') — y(v,9)) /A O

With this lemma, we are in position to check conditions 1-2 of Proposition 19. This will give
the existence of at most one saddle point of functional (2).

Proposition 21. Let yo € L?*(Q) and h € L?*(w x (0,T)) be given. Then, for v sufficiently large,
we have that

1. Y € Upog, v = Jr(v,1) is strictly convex lower semicontinuous,
2. Yv € Vyq, ¥ = J.(v,%) is strictly concave upper semicontinuous.

Proof. Condition 1. Thanks to Lemma 20, the map v — J.(v,4) is lower semicontinuous. Since
v = y(v, ) is linear, the strict convexity of J, can be readily verified.

Condition 2. Also, by Lemma 20, the map 9 — J,.(v, 1) is upper semicontinuous. To prove the
concavity, we will argue as in the nonlinear case. To this end, consider

S(1) = Jr(v,p + 7).

Then, it is sufficient to prove that G(7) is concave with respect to 7. We compute

§'(r) = //OCIX(QT)(yﬂLTy'—yd)y’—”y2 //Q(#)Jrﬂ/)’)i/f’

where ¢’ is solution to (91) with v’ = 0. It is clear that 3’ is independent of 7, hence

5= [ o / /Q 2

From classical energy estimates for the heat equation, we obtain
§'(r) < =( = O |32y, VY € L*(Q)

where C is a positive constant only depending Q, O4, ||la|| and T. Then, for a sufficiently large
value v, we have §”’(7) < 0, Vr € R. Thus, the function § is strictly concave, and the strict
concavity of ¥ — J,.(v, 1)) follows immediately. This concludes the proof. O

Combining the statements of Propositions 19 and 21, we are able to deduce the existence of
at most one saddle point (v,1)) € Vaaq X ¥,q. Unlike the nonlinear case, the solution (v,1)) to the
robust control problem may not necessarily satisfy (43), unless it is located in the interior of the
domain Vad X \Ijad-
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To characterize in this case the solution to the control problem, we use the fact that if (v,v) is
a saddle point of J, then

Jr(0,9) < T (1= N)0 4+ Av,¥), Vv € Vaa,

or equivalently -
0< J-(04+Av—10)) = J-(0,%), Yv&Vyq.

Dividing by A and taking the limit as A — 0, we obtain from the above expression

where ¥ is the solution to (89) evaluated in (,%) and § stands for the directional derivative (91)
in the direction (v — 7,0). We introduce the adjoint state g solution to the linear system

{_Qt —Aq+aq=(y—ya)xo, inQ, (93)

g=0 onX, ¢(z,T)=0 inQ.

Multiplying (93) by § and integrating by parts in L2(Q), it is not difficult to see that we can rewrite
(92) as

OS// (q+0%0)(v —0), Yv € Vaq.
0x(0,T)
Also, from the properties of the saddle point (7,1)), we have

T (0, (1 =N + M) < J(0,9), Vb € Uy

Arguing as above, we deduce that

//codx(o,T)(y_yd)g_72 //m(o,:r)d_)w ¥ =0, (94)

where y is the solution to (89) evaluated in (,1) and § denotes the directional derivative (91) in
the direction (0,1 — ). If we multiply (93) by ¢ and integrate by parts in L?(Q), we can rewrite
(94) as

/A?<q—72w><w—w>go, Vi € Uy,

In this way, we have that (,) satisfies the robust control problem (4) if (y,p,?,) satisfies the
following optimality system:

Y — Ay +ay = hxo +9x0 +¢ inQ,

—qt — Aq+aq = (y — ya)xo, inQ, (95)
y=q=0 onX, y(z,0)=yo(z), ¢(x,T)=0 inQ,
v e Vada ’J] € \Ijada (96)
// (¢ + o) (v —0) >0, Vo€ Vaa, (97)
Ox(0,T)
/ /Q (@) —F) <0, Vi€ Ty, (98)
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From the hierarchic control methodology, the next step is obtain a leader control h such that y
solution to the coupled system (95) satisfies y(7') = 0. The idea is to apply the results from Section
4. We follow the spirit of [1].

First, note that ¢ satisfying the variational inequality (98) can be written as the projection onto
the convex set W4, that is,

/‘Z =Ily,, (%Q) .
The same is true for (97). In this case, we have
v =1y, (—%dlo)-
In view of this, the optimality system (95)—(98) now reads
ye — Ay + ay = hyxw + v, , (= zalo)xo + My, (559) nQ,
—¢r —Aq+aqg = (y — Ya)xo, nQ,

y=q=0 onX,
y(z,0) = yo(x), ¢z, T) =0 in Q,

(99)

As in the semilinear case, we will analyze the null controllability of (99) by means of a fixed
point method. To do this, note that for every z € L*(Q), Ily,, can be expressed in the form
Iy, ,(z) = p(z)z where the function p(z) is defined as

1’ if Z(Iat) € Wuq
P =1 .
v,,(2)/z, otherwise.

for a.e. (z,t) € Q.

Defined in this way, 2z — p(z) is continuous on L?(Q) and |p(2)|lec < 1, Vz € L?(Q). Analo-
gously, we can define a function o such that Ily_, can be expressed in the form Iy, , = o(z)z for
every z € L?(0 x (0,T)).

Therefore, the controllability problem is now to find h € L?(w x (0,7)) such that the solution
to

ye — Ay +ay = hxw — 5(q) maxo + p(@)5z9  in Q,
—qt — Aq+aq = (y — ya)xo, inQ,

y=q=0 onX,

y(x70) = yO(iU)a Q(‘TvT) =0 in Qu

(100)

verifies y(T')=0. In system (100), 6(q) stands for &(q) = 0(7—12q|@) while p(q) denotes p(q) = p(712q).
We will establish the null controllability for (100) arguing as in section 4.
For each § € L?(Q), let us consider the linear system

ye — Ay + ay = hxw — 5(4) axo + p(@)5z9 in Q,
—q —Aq+aq = (y —ya)xo, inQ,

y=q=0 on,

y(x,0) = yo(z), q(z, T)=0 in Q.

(101)
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In this case, adapting the arguments in Section 3, is not difficult to obtain an observability inequality
(see Eq. 54) for the solutions to the adjoint system

—pr — Ap + ap = Oxo, n Q,
O — A0+ = —55()pxo + =00 inQ,
y=q=20 on X,
o(x,T) = T (z), 6(x,0)=0 in Q.

With this new observability estimate and following Section 4, we can build a control h associated
to each ¢ € L?(Q) such that

19(T)| 20 < e, (102)

where we have denoted by ¢ the first component of (7,q) solution to (101) with this control.
Moreover, the control h satisfies

H;L”L?(wx(O,T)) <C, (103)
for some C' > 0 that can be chosen independently of v and #.
Thanks to (103), the controlled solution (g,q) is uniformly bounded in W(0,7) x W(0,T).
Therefore, we can deduce that the mapping ¢ — ¢ has at least one fixed point. The rest of the
proof follows as in Section 4.
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