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Abstract

This paper deals with the controllability for a one-dimensional wave equa-
tion with mixed boundary conditions in a non-cylindrical domain. This
equation models small vibrations of a string where an endpoint is fixed and
the other is moving. As usual, we consider one main control (the leader)
and an additional secondary control (the follower). We use Stackelberg-Nash
strategies.
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1. Introduction and main result

There are plenty of situations where several controls are required in
order to drive a system to one or more objectives. Usually, if we assign
different roles to the controls, we speak of hierarchic control. The concept
of hierarchic control in the context of hyperbolic PDEs was introduced in
[1] when the author analyzed the approximate controllability for a system
associated with a wave equation. There, he considered one main control
(the leader) and an additional secondary control (the follower).

In [2, 3], the hierarchic control of a parabolic PDE and the Stokes sys-
tems have been analyzed and used to solve an approximate controllability
problem. In [4, 5], a strategy has been used to deduce the exact control-
lability (to trajectories) for a parabolic PDE. Recently, in [6], the authors
studied a hierarchic control problem for a hyperbolic PDE.
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In this article, motivated by the arguments contained in the work of J.-L.
Lions [1], we investigate a similar question of hierarchic control for the wave
equation, employing the Stackelberg strategy in the case of time dependent
domains.

In spite of the vast literature on the controllability problems of the wave
equation in cylindrical domains, there are only a few works dealing with
non-cylindrical case. We refer to [7, 8, 9, 10] for some known results in this
direction.

Some other basic references on controllability can be found in [11] and
[12].

The novelty of this paper relies on the consideration of moving bound-
aries. The approach proposed consists in a suitable change transforming a
system written over a moving domain into an equivalent system written over
a fixed domain.

1.1. Statement of the problem
As in [13], given T' > 0, we consider the non-cylindrical domain defined
by
Q={(z,t) eR* 0 <z < ay(t); t€(0,T)},
where

ag(t) =1+ kt, 0<k<l.
Its lateral boundary is defined by S = io U ia, with

S5 = {(ag(t),t); t€(0,T)} and So=S\S¢={(0,8); t € (0,T)}.

We also represent by € and € the intervals (0, a(t)) and (0,1), re-
spectively. R
Consider the following wave equation in the non-cylindrical domain Q:

" . A
U — Uz =0 in Q,

w(t) on
ula.t) = i (1.1)
0 on Eo,

u(z,0) = up(z), u'(x,0) =wui(z) in Q,

where u is the state variable, w is the control variable and (ug(x),u1(x)) €

L?(0,1) x H=%(0,1). By v’ = «/(z,t) we represent the derivative 8_:: and
2

U
by gy = Uz (x,t) the second order partial derivative —. Equation (1.1)
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models the motion of a string where an endpoint is fixed and the other one
is moving. The constant k is called the speed of the moving endpoint.

The main goal of this article is to analyze the hierarchic control of (1.1)
and, in particular, to prove that the Stackelberg-Nash strategy allows to
solve the approximate controllability problem.

The control system of this paper is similar to that of [14]. But motivated
by [13], the control is put on a different boundary. To overcome the difficul-
ties, we transform the system (1.1) into an equivalent wave equation with
variable coefficients in the cylindrical domain and establish the approximate
controllability of this equation by Holmgren’s Uniqueness Theorem.

Following the work of J.-L. Lions [1], we divide §8 into two parts

S5 =3 US,, (1.2)
and consider
@ = {Wy, Wy}, W; = control function in L3(3;), i = 1,2. (1.3)
Thus, we observe that the system (1.1) can be rewritten as follows:
W —ug, =0 in @,

Wi(t) on Iy,

u(z,t) =< We(t) on o, (1.4)
0 on i\i*,

u(z,0) = up(z), v (x,0) =wui(z) in Q.

In the decomposition (1.2), (1.3) we establish a hierarchy. We think of w;
as being the “main” control, the leader, and we think of ws as the follower,
in Stackelberg terminology.

Let us define the following secondary cost functional

J2 wl,wg // wl,wg — UQ) dxdt + = [ % di, (15)
P
and the main cost functional
~ 1 S
J(wy) = - wy dX, (1.6)
2 Js

where & > 0 is a constant and @y is a given function in L2(Q).

Remark 1.1. From the reqularity and uniqueness of the solution of (1.4)
(see Remark (1.3)) the cost functionals Jo and J are well defined.



Now, let us describe the Stackelberg-Nash strategy. Thus, for each choice
of the leader wy, we try to find a Nash equilibrium for the cost functional
Ja, that is, we look for a control wy = §(w;), depending on w;, satisfying:

jg(’&jl,’[ﬁg) = ian jg(’lfljl,ﬁ)\g). (17)
WoeL?(32)

After this, we consider the state u (w1, §(w1)) given by the solution of

~

" .
U — Uz =0 in Q,

151 on il,

u(z,t) =14 F(w1) on ig, (1.8)
0 on i‘\i*,

u(z,0) = up(z), v (x,0) =wui(z) in Q.

We will look for any optimal control w; such that

J(wy,§(w1)) = inf_ J(@1,F(w)), (1.9)

E16L2(21)

subject to the following restriction of the approximate controllability type

(u(e, Ty w1, §(@1)), o' (z, Ts w1, F(@1))) € Braap) (@, po) X By-1(a,)(u', p1),
(1.10)
where By (C,r) denotes the ball in X with center C' and radius 7.

To explain this optimal problem, we are going to consider the following
sub-problems:

e Problem 1 Fixed any leader control w, find the follower control
wy = §(wq) (depending on w;) and the associated state u, solution of (1.4)
satisfying the condition (1.7) (Nash equilibrium) related to Jo, defined in
(1.5).

e Problem 2 Assuming that the existence of the Nash equilibrium
wo was proved, then when w; varies in Lz(il), prove that the solutions
(u(ﬂ?,t;’wl,@2),2/(33,15;’@1,@2)) of the state equation (1.4), evaluated at t =
T, that is, (u(w,T;@l,{Dg),u'(x,T; {171,1172)), generate a dense subset of
L2(QT) X H_l(QT).

Remark 1.2. By the linearity of system (1.8), without loss of generality we
may assume that ug =0 = uq.



1.2. Reduction to controllability problem in a cylindrical domain

When 0 < k < 1, in order to prove the main result of this paper (Theorem
1.1), we first transform (1.1) into a wave equation with variable coefficients
in a cylindrical domain.

For this, we divide X into two parts

Yo =2X1UZXy, (1.11)
and consider
w = {wy,ws}, w; = control function in L*(%;), i = 1,2. (1.12)
We can also write
w = w; +wy, with 3§ =% = Xo. (1.13)

Note that when (z,t) varies in Q the point (y,t), with y =
in @ = x(0,7), where Q = (0,1). Then, the application

C:Q—Q, ((z,1)=(y,1)

s of class C? and the inverse ¢! is also of class C?. Observe that in (1.13)
Y, = (%)@ = 1,2). Therefore the change of variables u(x,t) = v(y,t),
transforms the initial-boundary value problem (1.4) into the equivalent sys-
tem

, varies

a(t)

V' +Lv=0 in Q,

wp on X,
v(y,t) =< wy on Yo,
0 on X\X,
v(y,0) = wo(y), v'(y,0) = vi(y), y€Q,

(1.14)




where

Br(y,t) ()
Lv _[ ak(t) Uy:|y + ak(t) Uy ’
o k2 2
(1) = i
Ye(y) = —2ky,

¥ =YoUXs,
Yo={(0,t): 0<t <T},

So={(1,t): 0<t < T},

28 =37 UXo.

We consider the coefficients of the operator L satisfying the following
conditions:

(H1) Bi(y,t) € CHQ);
(H2) y(y) € WH(Q).

Remark 1.3. By a similar method used in [15], we get that for any given
(vo,v1) € L2(Q) x H71(Q) and w; € L2(§,~), (1.14) admits a unique solution
in the sense of transposition, with v € C([0,T7; L*(Q)nc!t ([0, T7J; H1(Q)).

Using the diffeomorphism C_l(y, t) = (x,t), from Q onto @, we o0b-
tain a unique global weak solution u to the problem (1.4) with the regularity
ue C([0,T); L*(%) N CH([0,T); H ().

e Cost functionals in the cylinder (). From the diffeomorphism ¢,
which transforms Q into ), we transform the cost functionals Js, J into the
cost functionals Js, J defined by

Jo(wi,wr) = /‘/ak zmwﬁ—w@ﬁﬂwﬁ+%/1@ﬂ
Yo

(1.15)
and

1
J(wl):§/2 w? dY, (1.16)
1



where o > 0 is a constant and ve(y,t) is a given function in L?(Q2 x (0,7)).
Associated with the functionals J5 and J defined above, we will consider
the following sub-problems:
e Problem 3 Fixed any leader control wy, find the follower control wy
(depending on wy) and the associated state v solution of (1.14) satisfying
(Nash equilibrium)

Jg(wl, ’LUQ) = @2€1Ln2f(22) Jg(wl, ’LUQ), (1.17)
related to Jo defined in (1.15).

e Problem 4 Assuming that the existence of the Nash equilibrium
woy was proved, then when w; varies in L?(X1), prove that the solutions
(v(y, t;wr, ws), v (y, t;wi,w2)) of the state equation (1.14), evaluated at
t = T, that is, (v(y,T;wl,wg),v'(y,T;wl,wg)), generate a dense subset
of L*(Q) x H~Y(Q).

The main result of this paper is the following:

Theorem 1.1. Assume that (3.3) and (3.4) hold. Let us consider wy €
L*(21) and wy a Nash equilibrium in the sense (1.17). Then (v(T),v(T)) =
(v(., T, w1, w2),v' (., T, w1, ws)), where v solves the system (1.14), generates
a dense subset of L*(Q) x H1(1Q).

The contents of this paper are organized as follows. Section 2 is devoted
to establish the existence and uniqueness of Nash equilibrium. In Section 3,
we investigate the approximate controllability proving the density Theorem
1.1. In Section 4, we present the optimality system for the leader control.
Finally, we present some additional comments and questions in Section 5.

2. Nash equilibrium

In this section, fixed any leader control w; € L*(X1) we determine the
existence and uniqueness of solutions to the problem

inf J.
wndBiy B0 @

and a characterization of this solution in terms of an adjoint system.
In fact, this is a classical type problem in the control of distributed
systems (cf. J.-L. Lions [16]). It admits a unique solution

wy = §(w1). (2.2)



Indeed, for solution of the problem (2.1), we will minimize the functional
Jo. For this, we consider Uy,q = {(v,ws) € L*(Q)x L*(X3) : v solution of (1.14)}
and Jy : Uyg — R defined by (1.15). We write v = v(w1,wz) and prove the
following items:

(a) U,q is non-empty, closed convex subset of L?(Q) x L?(3s).
(b) Ja is weakly coercive.
In fact, using the triangle inequality, we have
v = vallz2q) = |[lvllL2(q) — [lvallL2q)|

and as vy is fixed, it follows that

. 1 1 2 o 9
HuHLQI(Ig)ﬁoo J2(U7w2) — §H(ak(t))2(v_'02)‘|L2(Q)+§ ||ZU2||L2(22) — 0OQ.

HU’ZHLZ(EZ)*’OO

(c) Jy is weakly sequentially lower semicontinuous.

Indeed, as Uy,q is a closed subset of Hilbert space L*(Q) x L%*(X2)
then (v,ws) € U,q. We consider two sequences (v") C L?*(Q) and
(wh) C L*(X2) such that

v —=wv  in L3(Q)
wh — wy in L*(X).

Therefore,

lim inf%”(ak(t))%(vn — U2)HL2(Q) > lH(ak(t))%(U - ”2)HL2(Q)

n— 00 2
and
Jiminf [[w3{[L2(sy) 2 [[wallz2(z,)-
Now,

lim inf Jo (0", wh) = nh_)llololnf {§||(ak(t))2(v - UQ)HLZ(Q) + ) ||ws H%Z(Zz)}

n—oo

.. 1 Loon 2
zyggn;olnf{§||<ak(t))2(v —U2)HL2(Q)}

. . 9 n||2
+nh_)n;olnf{§ Hw2HL2(Zz)}

1 1 2 o 2
> 5 |l(ar(®)2 (v = v2)|[ 12y + gllw2lliz(s,).



that is,
lim inf Jo (0™, wy) > Jo(v,ws).

n— o0

(d) Jo is strictly convex.

In fact, we consider A € (0,1) and (v, w2), (V,W3) € Uaq with (v, we) #
(v, wa). Writing va = Ava + (1 — A)vg, we have

J2[A(v, wa) + (1 — X) (v, w2)]
:%/ /Qak YA+ (1 = N)T — vy]?dy dt
+g/) Aws + (1 — \)wo)?dx
2Ty
1
:5/ /ak YA+ (1= N0 = Avg — (1 — N)wo]?dy dt (2.3)

+— / Nwg + (1 — N)@o)?dE
/ / k(AW — v9) + (1 — N (T — v9)2dy dt

+— / Awa + (1 — N)an)?dx.
2 Js,

Expanding the expression after the last equal sign in (2.3), we obtain

2 T
%/0 /Qak(t)(v—vg)zdydt

T
+)\(1—)\)/0 /Qak(t) (v—v9)(V—vy) dydt
T ) 2 (2.4)
/ / ag(t) (v — vg)zdy dt + — w% dx
0 JO 2 3o

_|_

1— 2
—|—O’)\(1—/\)/ 'LUQ'I:UQdE“‘u/ @%dz

After applying Young’s inequality to (%) and noting that A\(1—X) > 0



it follows that

T
A1 — A)/ / o (E) (0 — v2) (B — vo)dydt

A1 —
/ /ozk (v —v2) 2dydt (2.5)
1 _
/ /ak ) (U — va) dydt

Similarly, we estimate (xx) as

1 —
o1 - /w2w2d2< 7 A A)/ w3 d¥
22 2 Z:2

)\)/

Substituting (2.5) and (2.6) into the right-hand side of (2.3), we get
J2[Mv, wa) + (1 = A)(0, wy)]

2 T
< %/0 /Qozk(t)(v — wp)2dy dt
(1-X)

ag(t)(v — v9) dydt

(2.6)

0 JO
T
ag(t) (v — vg) dydt
0 Q
_)\2 T )\2
)/ ag(t) (v — vy) dydt+—/ w%dZ
0 Q 2 )

L) / w} _A)/ w3 dY
3o
/~2d2— //ak )(v — v2) dydt—l—a/\ wgdz
T _
+ / /ak(t)(’u—vg)2d dt + ol A)/ w3 dY
2 Jo Ja 2 S
1 g 2 g 2
=\|= ozk(t)(v—vg) dydt + — wy dY
2 Jy,
[ / /ozk (U — vo)?dy dt + — / %dZ]
P

= )\JQ('U ZUQ) )\)JQ('U ’w2)

10



that is,
JQ[)\(U,wg) + (1 — )\)(17, ’[172)] < )\JQ(U,U)Q) + (1 - )\)JQ(@, ’[172)

Now, we will calculate the Gateaux derivative of the functional (1.15).
For 6, € L? (Q X (O,T)), 0y € L? (Eg) and € > 0, we have

1
Jy (v, wy) = hn% {Jg(v + e01,wa + €ba) — Jg(v,wg)}

= lim — { //ozk (v 4 €6 — vp)dy dt + = /(w2—|—592)d
e—0¢€ 2 PO

_%/ /ak(t)(v—vg)zdydt—%/22103072}

= lim - { / /ozk (v — v2)? —|—2€91(v—v2)+6292]dydt

1
+2 / (wy + 62)%d% — —/ / () (v — vg)?dy dt — f/ w3 dY
2 o 2 2 3o
= lim — { / /ozk (v —v9) dydt+z—:/ /ozk (v — vg)b1dy dt
e—0¢€
1 2 g 2 g 2 2
€ ag(t)0idy dt + wydX +e0 | webadX + — € 6“dx
2 0 Q 2 Yo Yo 2 P
1 [T o
- —/ / o (t) (v — vg)?dy dt — —/ w3 d¥
2 )0 Ja 2 3o
T
:/ / ag(t) (v — vg)01dy dt + O’/ wolbodX.
0 Q P

Therefore, the Euler - Lagrange equation for problem (2.1) is given by

T
/ / () (v — vo)Bdy dt + a/ WalladS) = 0, Vi € LX(e),  (2.7)
0 JQ 3o

where v is solution of the following system

v +Lo=0 in Q,

0 on X,

U= { Wy on o, (2.8)
0 on 2\ (21 U 22) s

3(y,0) =0, v'(y,0) =0, y e

11



In order to express (2.7) in a convenient form, we introduce the adjoint state
defined by
P+ L p=au(t)(v—uvy) In Q,
p(T)=p(T) =0, yeQ, (2.9)
p=0 on X,

where L* is the formal adjoint of the operator L.
Multiplying (2.9) by v and integrating by parts, we find

T
1
/ /ak(t)(v—vg)adde/ L @iz =0, (2.10)
0o Jo sy (1)

so that (2.7) becomes
py = oai(t)wy on s (2.11)
We summarize these results in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1. For each wy € L*(3) there exists a unique Nash equilibrium
we in the sense of (1.17). Moreover, the follower wy is given by

1
aai(

wy = F(wy) = 0 Py on Yo, (2.12)

where {v,p} is the unique solution of (the optimality system,)

V' +Lv=0 in Q,
P'+ L p=ay(t) (v—v2) in Q,
wy on X,
v = # on 2
vo2(t) P 2 (2.13)
0 on X\X§,
p=0 on X,
v(0) =v'(0) =0,
p(T) =p'(T) =0, ye.
Of course, {v,p} depends on wy:
{v,p} = {v(w1),p(w1)}. (2.14)

12



3. Approximate controllability

Since we have proved the existence, uniqueness and characterization of
the follower ws, the leader w; now wants that solutions v and v’, evaluated
at time ¢t = T, to be as close as possible to (vo, vl). This will be possible if
the system (2.13) is approximately controllable. We are looking for

inf 21 /21 w? dY, (3.1)

where w1 is subject to
(o(T5w1), 0" (T w1)) € Bray (0%, po) X By-1ay(v', p1), (32)
assuming that wy exists, pg and p; being positive numbers arbitrarily small

and {v°,v1} € L2(Q2) x H=Y(Q).
As in [13], we assume that

2k(1+k)
A (3.3)
> = :
k
and
0<k<l (3.4)

Now as in the case (1.13) and using Holmgren’s Uniqueness Theorem (cf.
[17]; and see also [13] for additional discussions), we conclude this section
with the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1
We decompose the solution (v,p) of (2.13) setting

v=1vy+9, (3.5)
P =Dpo +q,

where vg, po is given by

vy +Lvg=0 in Q,
0 on X,

1

vy = —_— Y (3.6)

0 a2 (0 (po)y on X,
0 on X\Xg,

vo(0) = v5(0) =0, y € Q,

13



Py + L*po = ag(t) (vg —v2) in Q,
po=0 on X,
po(T) = po(T) =0, ye€Q,

and {g, ¢} is given by

J'"+Lg=0 in Q,

wp on X,

. 1

7 vl
0 on ¥\,

9(0) =4g'(0) =0, yeQ,

y on g,

q"+ L*q=ay(t)g in Q,

q=0 on X,

o(T) =4 (T)=0, yeQ.
We next set

A LA(%) — HYQ) x L2(Q)

wy > Aw = {g(T;w) + 6g(Tywr), —g(Tywi)},

which defines
Ae L (L*(%); H Q) x L*(Q)),

where § is a positive constant.
Using (3.5) and (3.10), we can rewrite (3.2) as

(3.7)

(3.10)

Awy € {_UO(T)—i_ég(T)—i_BHfl(Q)(U17pl), —UO(T)—l—BLz(Q)(UO,pO)}. (3.11)

We will show that Aw; generates a dense subspace of H~1(Q) x L?().
For this, let {f0, f1} € H}(Q) x L?(Q2) and consider the following systems

(“adjoint states”):

"+ L p=a(t)y in Q,
=0 on X,

o(T)=f% ¢ (T)=f', yeq,

14
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W+ L =0 in Q,
0 on 21,

0 on X\Xg,
$(0) =4'(0) =0, yeQ.
Multiplying (3.13); by ¢, (3.12); by g, where ¢, g solve (3.9) and (3.8),
respectively, and integrating in ) we obtain

T 1 1
aktgq/}dydt:——/ ——— Gy Py dX, 3.14
/O/Q (t > ), e (3.14)

and
(G (1), 1) v @yxma i) + 09D ) 120y x oy — (9(T), 1)

1
=— —— py w1 dX.
/21 ap(t) ™

Considering the left-hand side of the above equation as the inner product of
{g'(T)+0g(T), —g(T)} with {f°, f'} in H~1(Q) x L*(2) and H () x L*(2),
we obtain

(3.15)

<<Aw1,f>> = —/Z a%(t)(pywl dx,

1k
where <<, > represent the duality pairing between H~'(Q) x L?(Q2) and
H}(Q) x L*(Q2). Therefore, if

((Awy, f)) =0
for all wy € L?(%), then
@y =0 on . (3.16)
Hence, in case (1.13),
=0 on X, so thaty =0. (3.17)
Therefore
"+ L* =0 ¢=0o0nYx, (3.18)

and satisfies (3.16). Therefore, according to Holmgren’s Uniqueness Theo-
rem (cf. [17]; and see also [13] for additional discussions) and if (3.3) holds,
then ¢ = 0, so that f© =0, f' = 0. This ends the proof. |

15



4. The optimality system

Thanks to the results obtained in Section 2 , we can take, for each wq,
the Nash equilibrium wy associated to solution v of (1.14). We will show
the existence of a leader control w; solution of the following problem:

inf J(wy), (4.1)

where J(w;) is given in (1.16). For this, we will use a duality argument due
to Fenchel and Rockafellar [18] (cf. also [19, 20]).
The following result holds:

Theorem 4.1. Assume the hypotheses (H1) — (H2), (1.13), (3.3) and (3.4)
are satisfied. Then for {f, f'} in HL(Q)x L*() we uniquely define {@,,v,p}
b

Y " w .

@'+ L' =ap(t)y in Q,

'+ Ly =0 in Q,

V' +Lv=0 in Q,

P+ Lp=ap(t)(v—r2) in Q,

p=0 on
0 on X,
rl,Z) _ O'Oéz(t) ‘;Dy 25
0 on X\Xg,
4.2
Lo (+2)
_ag—(t) @y on X,
_ ) — by
U= aai(t) by on =2
0 on X\Xg,
p=0 on

p(.T) =12 ¢ (. T)=f' in Q
v(0) =2 (0) =0 in Q,
p(T)=p'(T)=0 in Q.

We uniquely define {f°, f'} as the solution of the variational inequality
720 71
<U/(T7 f) - Ul)f - f0>H*1(Q)><Hé(Q) - (U(T7 f) - ’U07f - fl)
+or (11 = 11 + po (1711 = 1£11) = 0,V f € HY(Q) x LA(9).

16



Then the optimal leader is given by

1
wy = ——— on i,
1 Oé%(t) Py 1

where @ corresponds to the solution of (4.2).

Proof. Let A be the continuous linear operator defined by (3.10) and
introduce the following two convex proper functions:

F: L*(%)) — RU{oo},

1 4.4
Fl(wl) = —/ ’LU% dx ( )
2 )y,
and
Fy: HY(Q) x L*(Q) — RU {o0},
given by

Fy(Awy) = Fo({¢/ (T, w1) + 69(T,w1), —g(T,w1)})

0 if { §(T) +0g(T) € v —p(T) +09(T) + 1 Br-vey (59
= ’ —g(T) e -+ U()(T, wl) - p()BLZ(Q), '
400, otherwise.
With these notations, problems (3.1)—(3.2) become equivalent to
inf ~ [Fi(w1) + Fa(Awr)] (4.6)

wi1€L2(Xq)

provided we prove that the range of A is dense in H () x L?(Q), under
conditions (3.3) and (3.4).

By the Duality Theorem of Fenchel and Rockafellar [18](see also [19],
[20]), we have

inf [Fl (ZU1) + Fg(Awl)]
w1€L2(q)
(fOfH)eH () x L2 ()

(4.7)

where F}" is the conjugate function of F;(i = 1,2) and A* the adjoint of A.
We have

A* L HHQ) x L2(Q) — L2(%)

R R

1 (4.8)
o (t) o
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where ¢ is given in (3.12). We see easily that
FY(wr) = Fi(w) (4.9)
and

Fﬁk({foafl}) = <Ul_U()(T)+6Q(T)7J?O>H*1(Q)><H3(Q)

4.10
o)~ ) ol Pl

So, from (4.8)—(4.10), the expression in (4.7) becomes
inf  [F)(wr) + Fa(Aw)] = — inf O/ /")s (w11

w1€L2 (%) (JO.F1)eHF Q)X L2(Q)

where the functional © : H}(2) x L*(Q) — R is defined by

2
oM T =5 [ () 5+ (w7

— (vt =y (T) +59(T)=JZD>H*1(Q)><H3(Q) +PlH]a)H +PO\J?1’~

This is the dual problem of (3.1), (3.2). Hence, we can use the primal or
the dual problem to derive the optimality system for the leader control. =

5. Some additional comments and questions

As a future work we are looking for improvements and generalizations of
these results to other models. To close this section, we make some comments
and briefly discuss some possible extensions of our results and also indicate
open issues on the subject.

e In the case of k = 1, some results have been obtained in [13]. However,
we do not extend the approach developed in this paper to the case k = 1.

e In the case k > 1, the moving boundary is a spacelike surface, on which
an initial condition rather than a boundary condition needs to be imposed.
It would be quite interesting to study the controllability for (1.1) in this
case. For interested readers on this subject, we cite for instance [13], [21],
and [22].

e In [6], those authors considered the controllability for semilinear wave
equations using a fixed-point formulation. Moreover, they proposed as a
future work possible extensions to boundary controls and/or superlinear
nonlinearities.
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