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ABSTRACT. This paper deals with the hierarchical control of the anisotropic
heat equation with dynamic boundary conditions and drift terms. We use the
Stackelberg-Nash strategy with one leader and two followers. To each fixed
leader, we find a Nash equilibrium corresponding to a bi-objective optimal
control problem for the followers. Then, by some new Carleman estimates, we
prove a null controllability result.

1. Introduction. A control problem consists of finding a control that steers the
system under consideration from an initial state to a fixed target. In many situ-
ations, the resolution process leads to a single-objective optimal control problem,
and generally, under some appropriate conditions, the existence and uniqueness of
optimal control problems can be proved.

The modeling of many industrial and economic complex problems reveals several
criteria to optimize simultaneously. For example, in the heat transfer, in a room, it
is meaningful to try to guide the temperature to be close as much as possible to a
fixed target at the end of the day and, additionally, keep the temperature not too
far from a prescribed value at some regions. This can be done by applying several
controls at different locations of the room. This problem can be seen as a game
with controls as players.

To solve a multi-objective optimal control problem, there are several strategies
to choose the best controls, depending on the character of the problem. Among
these strategies, let us mention the cooperative strategy proposed by Pareto [40],
the Nash non-cooperative strategy [44], and the Stackelberg hierarchical strategy
[41].

In the context of the control of evolution equations, a relevant question is whether
one can steer the system to the desired state exactly or approximately by controls
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corresponding to one of these strategies. Up to now, there are several papers related
to this topic. In the seminal papers [35] and [36], J. L. Lions introduced and studied
the Stackelberg strategy for the hyperbolic and parabolic equations. Later on, the
authors in [14] and [15], studied the existence and uniqueness of Stackelberg-Nash
equilibrium, as well as its characterization. In these works, the followers and the
leader have an approximate controllability objective. Then again, from a theoret-
ical and numerical point of view, the papers [12, 20, 23, 47] dealt with the above
questions, for parabolic equations and the Burgers equation, respectively. We refer
also to [37], where the authors obtained results of hierarchical control for parabolic
equations with moving boundaries. Eventually, let us mention that the Stackelberg-
Nash strategy for Stokes systems has been studied in [26]. We emphasize that all
the above results deal with the hierarchical control for the evolution equation only
in the case of approximate controllability. In [5], the authors developed the first
hierarchical results in the context of the controllability to trajectories. These results
were recently improved in [4] by imposing some weak conditions on observation do-
mains for the followers. The same idea is also applied for the wave equation and
the degenerate parabolic equations in the papers [20] and [6], respectively. More
recently, in [7], the authors dealt with the hierarchical exact controllability of par-
abolic equations with distributed and boundary controls. The same method was
also applied in the context of parabolic coupled systems in [27] and [28] and mixed
with robust control in [29] and [39]. The previous works have considered Dirichlet
and Neumann boundary conditions.

In this paper, we are interested in developing the Stackelberg-Nash strategy for
a parabolic equation with dynamic boundary conditions. This type of boundary
conditions has been considered in the context of null controllability, when only one
control is acting on the system, in [33, 38]. The cost of approximate controllability
and an inverse source problem of such equations were also studied in [9] and [2],
respectively. For some controllability results of hyperbolic equation with dynamic
boundary condition, the reader can see [21]. We refer to [24] for a derivation and
physical interpretation of such boundary conditions, and to [13, 25, 32, 42, 43, 48, 49|
for the study of the existence, the uniqueness and the regularity of their solutions.
Note also that the controllability problems of evolution equations is extensively
studied in the case of static boundary conditions in [1, 3, 8, 11, 45] and reference
therein. It is worth mentioning that the presence of dynamic boundary conditions,
in evolution problems, creates a transmission problem between the dynamics in the
domain and on the boundary, also appear in various interesting physical models and
motivated by problems occurring diffusion, reaction-diffusion, and phase-transition
phenomena, special flows in hydrodynamics, models in climatology, and so on. We
refer to [24] for a derivation and physical interpretation of such boundary conditions.

Our main results rely on a new Carleman estimate of a coupled system. In
our case, the first equation is a direct heat equation those the second term is in
L2 and an adjoint equation with terms in a Sobolev space of negative order H~!.
To our knowledge, our paper is the first to deal with Carleman estimates for a
coupled system with terms in H~*, especially in the context of hierarchical control
of evolution equations.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formulate the problem under
consideration and state the main result. In Section 3, we introduce some needed
functional spaces and recall some previous results on the well-posedness. Section
4 deals with the proof of existence and characterization of Nash equilibrium. In
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Section 5, we prove some suitable Carleman estimates and deduce our null con-
trollability result in the linear case. The semilinear case is considered in Section
6.

2. Problem and its formulation. Let Q be a bounded open set of RN, N > 2, with
smooth boundary I' := 9€2. Let w, w1 and w2 be arbitrary nonempty open subsets strictly
contained in Q. Given T' > 0, we denote Qr := Q x (0,7) and I'r :=T" x (0,7T). Consider
the heat equation with dynamic boundary conditions

Oy — div(AVy) + B(z,t) - Vy + a(z,t)y = flo + v1le, +v2le, in Qp,
Oryp — divr(ArVryr) + 8{,41/ + Br(z,t) - Vryr + b(z,t)yr =0 on I'r, (1)
(¥(0),yr(0)) = (yo,yr,0), in QxT.

Here, yr denotes the trace of y on T, yo € L*(Q) and yr,o0 € L*(I") the initial data in
the domain and on the boundary, respectively. We emphasize that yr o is not necessarily
the trace of yo, since we do not assume that yo has a trace, but if yo has a well-defined
trace on I', then the trace must coincide with yr,o, and v is the outer unit normal field,
Aty = (AVy - V)| is the co-normal derivative at I'. The functions a, b, B and Br
belong to L>=(Q7), L=®(Tr), L=(Qr)Y and L®(I'r)Y, respectively; 1o, 1o, and 1,
are the characteristic functions of w, w1 and w2, respectively, and f, vi and v2 are the
control functions which act on the system through the subsets w, w1 and w2, respectively.
The boundary I'" of € is considered to be a (N — 1)-dimensional compact Riemannian
submanifold equipped by the Riemannian metric g induced by the natural embedding

I' € RY. Let (z;) be the natural coordinate system, we denote (z2-) the corresponding

tangent vector field and g;; = (%7 %). We define the inner product and the norm on
i J

the tangent space by

N—1
1
g(X,Y) = (X,Y)r = ) gij(x)asf3j and [X]y = (X, X){
ij=1
N—1 P N-L g
for all X = ; aiﬁ_xi and Y = Zz:; 528_1:1 in the tangent space and we simply denote

XY = (X,Y)r. For any smooth function y on I', the tangential gradient of y on T is
N-1
i 0y 0 . -
- ij 6= (a¥) i i — (0
defined as Vry = iJZ::1g 8_96] 9z; where the matrix § = (g*/) is the inverse of g = (gi;),
see [34] and [48] for more detail. We also recall, from [33], the following weak definitions

of the divergence operator div(-) and the tangential divergence operator divr(-). For
F € L*(Q) and Fr € L*(T)

div(F): H'(Q) — R, uH—/F~Vudx+(F-u,u‘p> 1 I
Q H™2(T'),H2 (I

divr(Fr) : HY(I) — R, ur — — / Fr - Vrur do.
r
Here, do is the natural surface measure on I'. Viewed as linear forms on H*'(Q) and H'(T'),
div(F) and divr(FT) are continuous. In particular, we have the following estimates.
(div(F), )] < CLllF 2oy lull gy F € L2(Q),u € H(Q),
|(dive(Fr),ur)| < Col|[Fo|l 2y lur gy Fr € L2(T),ur € H'(D),

where C7 and C2 are positive constants. For Fr = Vrur,ur € Hl(l“)7 we define the
Laplace-Beltrami operator Ar as follows
Arur = divr (VFUF)'

Throughout this paper, we assume that the matrices A and Ar satisfy the following
assumptions.
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(1) A(C) = (c(-)i) € CHOLRY*NY and Ar(-) = (cp.(1)i,;) € CHT,RY*N) are symmet-
ric, i.e., ¢(z)i,; = c(x);,: and cp(z)i; = cp (@),

(ii) \A(-) and Ar(-) are uniformly elliptic, in particular there exist constants o > 0 and
o > 0 such that

(A@)¢,¢) > al¢]’,  and (Ar(z;)¢,¢) > o] (2)
for each z € Q, z. € T, and ¢ € RV,

This paper deals with Stackelberg-Nash strategy for the null controllability of the above
heat equation with dynamic boundary conditions. To be more specific, we introduce, for
i = 1,2, the non-empty open sets w;q C €2, representing the observation domains of
the followers, and the fixed target functions y; 4 € L*(0,T;L*(wi,q)). Let us define the
following main cost functional

. 2
W=z e 3)

and the secondary cost functional

Ji(fivlﬂ)?):%/ Iy—yi,d|2dxdt+ﬂ/ lvi|*dedt, i=1,2, (4)
2 w;,qa%x(0,T) 2 w; X (0,T)

where o, u; are positive constants and Y (f,vi,v2) = (y(f,v1,v2),yr(f,v1,v2)) is the
solution to (1). For a fixed f € L*(0,T; L*(w)), the pair (vi,v3) = (vi(f),v3(f)) is called
a Nash equilibrium for (J1, J2) associated to f if
Ji(f;v1,08) < Ji(fiv,08) Yo e L2(0,T; L (w)), (5)
Jo(f;01,v3) < Jo(f;01,w) Ywe L*(0,T; L (w2)),

or equivalently

Ji(f;o1,03) = min Ji(f3v,03),

veL2(0,T;L2(w1)) (6)
Jo(f;01,03) = min J2(f;01,v).

vEL2(0,T;L2 (ws))

Since the functionals J; (i = 1,2), are differentiable and convex, then, by well-known char-
acterization results, see, e.g. Theorem 3.8 of [30] or [16], the pair (v}, v3) = (vi(f),v5(f))
is a Nash equilibrium for (J1, J2) associated to f if and only if

{ gar(fiof,08)(v) =0 Vv € LX(0, T; L2 (wn))

9. (f;v1,v3)(w) =0 Vw€L2(07T;L2(wz)7). (7)

Ovg

Our goal is to prove that, for any initial data Yo = (yo,yo.r) € L? = L*(Q)x L*(T"), there
exist a control f € L*(0,T;L?(w)) with minimal norm (called leader) and an associated
Nash equilibrium (v}, v3) = (vi(f),v3(f)) € L*(0,T;L*(w1)) x L*(0,T; L*(w2)) (called
followers) such that the associated state Y (Yo, f, v, v3) of (1) satisfies Y'(f, v1,v3)(T) = 0.
To do this, we shall follow the Stackelberg-Nash strategy: for each choice of the leader
f, we look for a Nash equilibrium pair for the cost functionals J; (i = 1,2); which means
finding the controls v (f) € L?*(0,T; L?(w1)) and v3(f) € L*(0,T; L*(w2)), depending on
f, satisfying (7). Once the Nash equilibrium has been identified and fixed for each f, we
look for a control f such that

J(f) = min J(f,v1(f), v3(f)), (8)

T reLromiLa(w)
subject to the null controllability constraint
Y(T, f,vi(f), vs(H)(T) = 0. )
Assume that the control regions satisfy the following assumption
Wd = W1,d = Wa,d, and wg Nw 75 0. (10)

The main result in this paper is the following.
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Theorem 2.1. Let us assume that (10) holds and p; > 0, ¢ = 1,2, are sufficiently large.
There exists a positive weight function p = p(t) blowing up at t = T such that for every
yi,a € L?(0,T; L*(w;)) satisfying

/ PPyl adz dt < 0o, i=1,2, (11)
wi, g x(0,T)

and every Yo = (yo,yr.o) € L2, there exist a control f € L*(0,T;L?*(w)) with minimal
norm and an associated Nash equilibrium (v},v3) € L*(0,T;L*(w1)) x L*(0,T; L?(w2))
such that the corresponding solution to (1) satisfies Y (T, f,vi,v3) = 0.

Remark 1. (a) As mentioned by several authors, the assumption (11) seems to be nat-
ural. It means that the follower targets y; 4, ¢ = 1,2, approach to 0 as T — 0, and with
this the leader finds no obstruction to control the system. It remains an open problem to
verify if this condition is necessary.

(b) In [4], the authors have considered some weak conditions than (10), for instance
wi,d NW # wa,q Nw, in the context of the heat equation with Dirichlet conditions. This
generalization will be treated in a forthcoming paper for dynamic boundary conditions.
(c) The hierarchical control is motivated by applications where more than one objective
is desirable. For example, we can think of y and yr the concentration of some chemical
product in Q and on the boundary I', respectively. The process is to guide the system
under consideration to 0 by means of an optimal control f acting on the domain w, and
without, in the course of the action, going too far from y,4 in a small subdomain wg.

3. Preliminaries. Let Q@ C RY be a bounded open set with smooth boundary I' := 8.
Following [38], we introduce the product space defined by

L? = L*(Q) x L*(I),

Here, we have considered the Lebesgue measure dz on €2 and the natural surface measure
do on I'. Equipped by the scalar product

((u,w), (v7z)>H‘2 = (u, ) r2(0) + (W, 2) 2(r) = / uv dz + / wz do.
Q r

IL? is a Hilbert space. Recall that H'(T") and H?(T) are real Hilbert spaces endowed with
the respective norms

1

lull g1y = (u, u)él(r), with (u,v) g1y = / uvdo + / VruVrudo,
r r
and
1
[lull g2y = (u, u>1%12(1")7 with (u,v) g2y = / wvdo + / AruAruvdo.
r r

We point out that the operator Ar can be considered as an unbounded linear operator
from L*(I') in L?(I"), with domain

D(Ar) = {u e L*(I'): Arue L*()},

and it is known that —Ar is a self-adjoint and nonnegative operator on L? (T"). This implies
that —Ar generates an analytic Co—semigroup (e'T);>o on L*(T'). If T is smooth, then
one can show that D(Ar) = H?*(T'), and u + ||u|z2(r) + | Arul| 21y defines an equivalent
norm on H?(T"), see [38] and the references therein for more details. As in [38], we denote

H* = {(u,ur) € H*(Q) x H*(T) : ur =upr}, k=1,2,

viewed as a subspace of H*(Q) x H*(I') with the natural topology inherited by H*(Q) x
H*(T) and

E(toﬂfl) = H2(t07t1;]L2) ﬂL2(to7t1;H2) for t1 > to, and E; = E(07T).
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We denote (H*(Q))’, H™*(I') and H™* the topological dual of H*(Q), H*(T") and HF,
respectively, k = 1,2, and

W={UecL*0,T;H"): U eL*0,T;H ")}
Now we shall recall some results on the well-posedness of the nonhomogeneous forward
system

Oy — div(AVy) + B(z,t) - Vy + a(z, t)y = f in Qr,
Ovyp — dive (ArVryr) + 2ty + Br(z,t) - Vryr + b(z,t)yr =g  onl'r, (12)
(4(0),yr(0)) = (yo,yr,0) in Qr
and the nonhomogeneous backward one
—0p — div(AVep) — div(By) + a(z,t)p = fi in Qr,
—wpr — divr (ArVrer) + 87 — dive (Bror) + ¢rB - v + b(z, t)or = g1, onDr,
(@(T), or(T)) = (¢r, ¢r.1), in€ xT.

13
Remark first that the system (12) can be rewritten as the following abstract Cau(ch;
problem
Y'(t) =AY —-D@)Y+F t>0,
{ Y (0) = Yo = (yo,yr.0),
where we denoted Y = (y,yr), F = (f,9),

_ (div(AV 0 D(A) =
A<(A) )(A)]HI

(14)

- divr (ArVr)

and
_ (B(t)-V+a(t) 0
b= ("7 B Ve +50)

Following [38], we can show that the operator A satisfies the following important property.

Proposition 1 ([38]). The operator A is densely defined, and generates an analytic Co-
semigroup (e/*)¢>o0 on IL2. We have also (]Lz,]HIZ)%y2 =H'.

The following existence and uniqueness results hold, see [9] for the proof.

Proposition 2 ([9]). For every Yo = (yo,yr,0) € L2, f € L?(Qr) and g € L*(T'r) the
system (12) has a unique mild solution given by

Y (t) = 'Yy + /Ot e""IA(F(s) — D(s)Y(s))ds (15)

for allt € [0, T]. Moreover, there exists a constant C > 0 such that
1Y leqo.ryzy < C(1Yollez + 11fllz2@qp) + lgllz2og))- (16)
For the backward system, we have the following well-posedness result, see [32].

Proposition 3. For every ®r = (por,¢r,r) € L2, fi € L*(0,T;(H*(Q))") and g1 €
L*(0,T; H™Y(T")), the backward system (13) has a unique weak solution ® = (¢, pr) € W.
That is

T
/0 (000, V) (100 11(0) d1€~6-/Q AVLp~Vvd:cdt—/Q @B - Vudz dt
T

T

T
+ / apvdz dt + / <at(PF7UF>H71(F)’H1(F) dt + ArVrer - Vrvrdo dt
Qr 0

Cr

T
— / tprB[‘ - Vrordo dt + / b(pr’t)rdo’ dt = / <f1, v>(H1(Q))/,H1(Q) dt
T'r Lr 0

T
+/ <g1,vr>H71(F))H1(F) dt (17)
0
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for each (v,vr) € L*(0,T;H"), with v(0) = vr(0) = 0 and (o(T),er(T)) = (er,er.r).
Moreover, we have the estimate

2 2 2
OféltaéXT ez + H‘I’”L?(o,T;Hl) + H(IDIHL2(O,T;]HI*1) <

2 2 2
C(lI®r iz + 111720701y + 19112 0,7:0-1(0))s (18)
where C' is a positive constant.

4. Existence, uniqueness and characterization of Nash-equilibrium. In this

section, using the same ideas as in [5], we shall prove the existence and provide a charac-

terization, in term of an adjoint system, of the Nash-equilibrium in the sense of (7). In
the sequel, if X is a Hilbert space, (-,-)x stands for the scalar product of X.
For ¢ = 1,2, consider the functional given by (4) and denote the spaces

Hi = L*(0, T; L*(w;)), Hia = L*(0,T; L*(wia)), H =H1 x Ho and Hg = H1,a X Ho.a.
Define the operators L; € L(H;, L*(0,T;1L?)) and £; € L(H;, L*(0,T; L*(Q))) by
Li(vi) =Y = (ys,yr 1), and &i(vi) = yi,

where Y; = (s, yr,:) is the solution to

Ory; — div(AVy;) + B(x,t) - Vyi + a(z, t)ys = vile, in Qr,

atym — din(.Aeryr,i) + 8:,4112 + Br(wﬂf) - Vl“yl",i + b(£C7t)y1“,i =0 on FT7

(:(0),yr.:(0)) =0 in Q xT.

(19)
So, we can write Y as follows
Y (f,v1,v2) = L1(v1) + L2(v2) + Q(f),

where Q(f) = (g, gr) solves the system

Orq — div(AVq) + B(z,t) - Vg + a(z,t)g = 1o f in Qr,

8tql“ — din(AerqF) + 8;4ql" + BF(JZ7 t) - VFQF + b(:C7 t)qr =0 on FT7 (20)

(9(0),4r(0)) = Yo in QxT.

Using some ideas of [5], we shall prove the existence and uniqueness of Nash-equilibrium.
More precisely, we have the following result.

Proposition 4. There exists a constant p1o > 0 such that, if p; > po, ¢ = 1,2, then for
each f € L?(0,T; L*(w)) there exists a unique Nash-equilibrium (vi(f),vs(f)) € Hi x Ha
for (Ji, J2) associated to f. Furthermore, there exists a constant C > 0 such that
T (F)s vz (Pl < CA+ 1S ll20.7:22 ) (21)
Proof. For i = 1,2 and a fixed f, we have
DiJi(f3v1,v3)(vi) = @il (v]) + L2(v3) + q(f) — Yi,a, i (Vi) 2, 4 + palvi,vi)s,  Yvi € Ha,
here, 0;J; = g—i:_’ stands for the i-th partial derivative of J;. Using (7), we deduce that
(v, v3) is a Nash-equilibrium if and only if
a; (01 (vT) + L2(v3) — Tirdy bi (Vi) 7y g + wilvy,vi)u, =0 Vv, € Ha,
where ¥;.a = ¥i,a — q. Thus
i ([0 (v]) 4+ L2(v3) = Fi,a), Vi) w4 + (V] vi)n, =0 Vi € Ha.
Finally, (v}, v3) is a Nash-equilibrium if and only if
Qili [0 (v]) L, g+ L2(03) L, 4] + a0 = @il (Gi,alw, 4)-
We define the operator R = (R1, R2) € L(H) as follows
Ri(v1,v3) = il [l1(v]) 1w, 4 + L2(v3)1u, 4] + pivy] .
We have
R(v1,v7) = (aili(J1,alw 4)s 21 (F2,alw, 4))-
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Let us prove that R is invertible. We have
(R(v1,v1), (v1,01))m = (Ri(v3,v1),v1 ), + (R2(vi, v3),v3) %,
= a1 (Luy o £ (01) + Tuy o 2(v3), (1)) 2y + o1 |13,
+ a2 (Luy 401 (V7)) + Luy 1 02(03), L2(v])) 30, + p2|v3 |32,
(©3), 1 (01)) 1y + [ Luy (2 (0D) 15, + pmallvr |3,
+ @z (Luy 41 (V1) £2(03)) 145 + 1 [Ty 1 C2(v3) |13, + 1203|132,

= a1 (Luy b2
> —Il\lwl,d@l\gmz,wl,@HUSH% + |0 13,
22 g o1l Bty 00,000 ey + 05
Choosing the parameters p1 and p2 such that
dpr > 02|\1w2,d€1||2£(711,7{2,d) and 4us > a1|\1w1,d52”%(7{2,7{1,d)7
there exists a constant C; > 0, such that
(R(v1, 1), (v1,01))2 > Cu|(v1,03) |3-

Since R is continuous, we deduce, from Lax-Milgramm theorem, that R invertible. Fur-
thermore, we have

(03, v2) [l < Cll(ali(Gr,alw, 4); 0201 (F2,alwy o)l < C(L+ (1 fllL2 0,72 (0))-

This achieves the proof. O

Now, we shall characterize the Nash-equilibrium in term of the solution to an adjoint
system. To this end, let us introduce the following adjoint systems

—0pp' — div(AV ") — div(¢'B) + a(z, t)p’ = ai(y — yz d)lwl " in Qr,
—87:(,0F — divr (ArVreh) — dive (phBr) + b B - v + 92to" + b(x t)pb =0 onI7,
(¢"(T), o1 (T)) =0 in QxT,
i =1,2.

(22)

Multiplying (19) by ®° = (o, ¢}) and integrating by parts, we find

ai{y(f,v1,v2),4:(vi)) 20,1502 (92)) = (@5 Vi) #; - (23)
We deduce that, (v7,v3) is a Nash-equilibrium if and only if

(" 1), + (Ui, o), =0 and (%, va)a, + p2(v3, Vo), =0, (vi,v2) € H.
Then
i —%ﬂwix(w) fori=1,2. (24)

Let us collect all the previous results in a same system. We obtain the following for-
ward—backward system, called optimality system

Oy — div(AVy) + B(z,t) - Vy + a(z,t)y = fl, — —<p Moy — —<p g in Qr,
Ovyy. — divr(ArVryr) + Br(z,t) - Vryr + 07'y + b(x t)yr = O on I'r,
—0rp" — div(AVe') — div(¢'B) + a(,t)¢" = i(y — yid)lw, 4 inQr,
=0, — divr (ArVret) — dive (¢} Br) + ¢hB - v + It + b(x t)pk =0 onI'r,
(4(0),yr(0)) = Yo in QxT,
("(T),er(T)) =0 in QxT,
i=1,2.

(25)
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In Section 5, we will show that the null controllability for the system (25) is equivalent to
a suitable observability inequality for the following adjoint system

—0iz — div(AVz) — div(Bz) + a(z,t)z = oelz/)llwlyd + 0‘21/’21w1,d in Qr,
—0¢zp. — divr(ArVrzr) — dive(Brzr) + 2zrB - v + 0tz + b(z,t)z2r =0 on I'r,
A’ — div(AVY') + B - V' +az, )" = — Lz 1w, in Qr,
dupl. — dive (ArVroh) + Br - Vi + 079" + b(z, )y =0 on I'p,
(2(T),2r(T)) = Zr in QxT,
(6(0), 4(0)) = 0 nQxT,
i=1,2.

(26)

5. Carleman estimates and null controllability.

5.1. Carleman estimates. In this section, we shall state and show some suitable Carle-
man estimates needed to prove our main result concerning null controllability. To this end,
let us first introduce the following well-known Morse function, see [19] for the existence of
such function. Let w’ be an open set of € such that

w Cwn [}
and 1o € C*(Q) be a function such that
no>0 inQ and no=0 onT,

Vil £0 i O,
[Vrno| =0, dvmo < —c, Vmno=0mv onl
for some constant ¢ > 0.
Introduce the following classical weight functions
e 2lnolloo +m0(2)) J (1) = etMnollee _ o22(lmo lloo+n0(2))
(T —t) ane oLt = tHT —t) ’

§(z,t) =

where z € Q,t € (0,T) and A > 1. The following lemma summarizes some important
properties of the above functions. In what follows, C stands for a generic positive constant
only depending on €2 and w, whose value can change from line to line.

Lemma 5.1. The functions & and « satisfy the following properties.
1. O] < CE, 0] < CE, |Va| < CAE.
2. |at (83)\453672311) | S 084)\455672311’ ‘v (83)\453672311) ‘ S 084)\554672311.
3. |div (AV (£2e7°%)) | < Cs" NP2,
4. For all s >0 and v € R, the function e **“£" is bounded on Qr.

Now, we recall some Carleman estimates for heat equation with dynamic boundary
conditions needed to show our main result. Let us first introduce the following quantity

(s, \; ®) :sAQ/ Ee P \VplPdrdt + s\ [ €7 |Vror | do dt
Qp r'rp
+sA [ e Mo pPdodt + s° A | 2e Y| da dt
Qp

Tp

+ 83)\3 6-3672‘9&'801_‘|2do_dt7
Ir

where A and s are positive real numbers and ® = (¢, ¢r) is a smooth function. Consider
the following general form of the adjoint system

—0vq — diV(Avq) =Fy+ diV(F) in Qr,
—0iqp — divr (ArVrgr) + 03'¢ = —F - v + Fro + dive(Fr)  on I'r, (27)
(a(T),qr(T)) = Qr in QxT,
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where Fy € L*(Qr), F € (L*(Q7))Y, Fro € L*(T'r), Fr € (I2(I'7))Y and Qr € L% We
have the following Carleman estimates, see [2] and [9] for the proof.

Lemma 5.2. (i)If F = Fr = 0, then there exist A1 > 1, s1 > 1 and C1 = C1(w, Q) >0
such that the solution Q = (g, qr) to (27) satisfies

I(s,A;Q)gcl(/ e*2sa|F0|2dxdt+/ ¢ 2| Fp o|2do dt

Qp Tp
+83)\4/ ( )£3efzm|q|2dxdt)
wXx(0,T

for all A\ > X1 and s > s1.

(%) If the functions F and Fr are not necessarily zero, then there exist Ao > 1, s2 > 1
and Ca = C2(w,Y) > 0 such that the solution Q = (g, qr) to (27) satisfies

I(s,1Q) < Cz(/

e 2| FolPdx dt +/ e 2| Fro|*do dt
Qr

T'r

+52,\2/ e || F || da dt + SW/ e 2% ¢%|| Fr||*do dt
Qr

T'r
+ 53)\4/ 536723a|q|2d$dt)
wx(0,T)

for all A > X2 and s > sa.
Now, we shall prove a Carleman estimate for the coupled system (26).

Theorem 5.3. Assume that (10) holds. Then there exist A3 > 1, s3 > 1 and C > 0 such
that every solution (Z, ¥', U?) to (26) satisfies

T(s,\; Z) +I(s,\; H) < 037,\8/ e 2T 2 da dt (28)
wx(0,T)

for all s > s3 and X > A3, where Z = (z,2zr) and H = (h,hr) = a1 Ul + a¥? =
ar (P, ¥r) + aa (P2, 91).
Proof. Let w} be open sets such that

W Cwi CCwNuwa. (29)
Let 6 € C*°(Q) such that

0<60<1, 8=1inw and supp(d) C wi.

Applying Carleman estimate given in the second point of Lemma 5.2 to Z with the obser-

vation region w’ instead of w and Fy = hle, —az, F = Bz, Fr o = —bzr, Fr = Brzr, we

find

(s, \; Z) < C(/ e 2% |h)|?dx dt +/ e 2" az|*dz dt + 82)\2/ £2e % Bz|? dx dt+
Qr Qr Qr

222 526*25a|BFzF|2dadt+/ e 2 |bzr |Pdo di+
I'r T'r

53)\4/ 536725a|z|2d1:dt)
W’ % (0,T)

gc(/ e |2 de dt + |\a||§o/
Q Q

T
||BF||3,052,\2/ §2ef2sa|zp|2dadt+||b|\2/ e %" zr|*do dt+
I'r Ir

53)\4/ {367250|Z|2d$dt)7
w’x(0,T)

efzm|z|2dxdt—|—||B||§Os2)\2/ e 2z P da di+
Qr

T
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Choosing sz large enough, the previous inequality becomes

I(s,\; 2) gc(/

e 2% |h|Pdx dt + s>\ /
Qp

367252 dx dt). (30)
w’x(0,T)

Using the Carleman estimate given in the first point of Lemma 5.2 for H, and the fact
that & > %57 we obtain

I(s,\ H) < C(/

6728a|z|2d:cdt+/ e 2" |ah|*dx dt
Qp

Qp

+/ 6*28“|B.Vh|2d:cdt+/ e >**|bhr|*do dt
Qp I'r

+/ 6*25“|BF.vphr|2dadt+ssA4/ 536*2”|h|2dxdt).
I'p w

% (0,T)

SC(/ e 2% 22 da dt + Ha||§o/ e 2| da dt

Qr Qr

+|\B|\§o/ 56*23a|Vh|2dxdt+||b|\§o/ e |hr*do dt
Qp Tt

+|\BF||§O/ 56*28“|Vphp|2dodt+s3,\4/ 536*2”|h|2dxdt).
T'r w

’x(0,T)

By choosing s; large enough, one has

I(s,\; H) < c(/ 6*25“|z|2dxdt+s3A4/

Qr w!x(0,T)

3725 2 dar dt). (31)

From (30) and (31) and choosing s; and s2 large enough, we deduce

(s, 3 7) + (s, 3 H) < (32)

c <33)\4/ e Y2 dx dt+53x*/ 5362”|h|2dmdt> .
w’x(0,T) w!x(0,T)

Thanks to (10) and (29), we have
h = —0iz — div(AVz2) — div(Bz) + a(z,t)z in w]. (33)
Using (33) and the fact that supp(f) C w}, we find

33,\4/ 0&%e™ > |n|*dx dt =
w’x(0,T)
83)\4/ 0% h(—yz — div(AVz) — div(Bz) + a(x,t)z)dx dt
w’x(0,T)
=s%\? / e 220 hdx dt + s°A\* / 0:(0€%e™*** ) zhdzx dt
w’ % (0,T) w

/% (0,T)

+5°\! / div(AV (0% ?**h))zdx dt + s> \* / B - V(0% ***h)zdx dt
W’ % (0,T) w! % (0,T)

+ 32 / 0¢3e™ 2 ahzdzdt.
W’ x(0,T)

By the symmetry of the matrix .4, we obtain
div(AV(0€%e2**h)) =div(AV (0%~ >**))h + div(AVh)OE e~ 2>
+2V(0€3e ™) . AVh,
V(0> h) = hV (0% %) 4 0% ***Vh.
Then
33,\4/ 0% > |h|*dx dt =
w! % (0,T)
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s3I / 053 ~250 0, hdx dt 4+ s2A* / hz0; (e %) da dt
'%(0,T W’ % (0,T)

+ s°A* / div(AV (0% ") hzdx dt + s°A* / div(AVh)0E* e zdz di
w! % (0,T) w’x(0,T)

+ 2%\ / V(0€e™**) - AVhzdx dt + s°\* / V(0&2 e > hzdz dt
w! % (0,T) w’x(O,T)

+ s°A* / 0% ***B - Vhzdx dt + s°\* / e ahzdadt.
w! % (0,T) w’x(0,T)

Using the equation satisfied by h = a1’ + aze?, we find

53)\4/ 0% |h)*dx dt < (34)
x(0,T)

ﬂs%‘/ 032 2 4y dt + 2 3,\4/ 0g3e 2% dx dt
H1 x(0,T) H2 x(0,T)

+ 52\ / hzdy (€% Ydx dt + s°\* / div(AV(0€°e**) ) hzdz dt
w! % (0,T) w’x(0,T)

+ 25°\* / V(0€2e™ ) - AVhzdx dt 4+ s°\* / B - V(0> hzdz d.
w! % (0,T) w’x(0,T)
By the properties of the functions o and £ given in Lemma 5.1, we can estimate the the

four last terms in the right hand side in the above inequality. To this end, fix € small
enough and using Young inequality, we deduce for the first term

PN / (€% 0)zh dx dt < Cs*\* / E5e %% zh dx dt (35)
% (0,T) w’x(0,T)
C 7>\8

€

/ e Y 2P da dt + Ces®\! / e > |h)|?dx dt.
% (0,T) x(0,T)

For the second one, we have

sSX*/ div(AV(£2e**0))hzdz dt < 085)\6/ e " |hl||z|dzedt  (36)
% (0,T) w’x(0,T)
<¢ 7,\8/ e |z|2dmdt+Cess)\4/ e |h)?dx dt.
€ % (0,T) x(0,T)
The third one can be estimated as

- 53,\4/ 2Vh- AV (e 2°*0)dx dt < 034,\5/ e 2| Vh|dz dt  (37)
x(0,T) w’x(0,T)
< gs7A8/ e |z|2dxdt—|—C’e)\2/ £e 3 |Vh|*dz dt.
€ % (0,T) x(0,T)

For the last one, we have
3t / V(0ee >V hada dt < s*N° / hzdzx dt (38)
X (0 T)

w’x(0,T)
< 937A8/ £le |z|2dxdt+6’653)\4/ €37 |n)dax dt.
€ W’ x(0,T) w’x(0,T)

Using (32), (35)-(38) and choosing € small enough, we find
Z(s,\Z)+Z(s,\;H) <

ﬂs%‘*/ e 22 dr dt + 22 ,\4/ 06362 2 g dt
M1 x (0,T) H2 x(0,T)

+Cs7)\8/ e 2| du dt.
wx(0,T)
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For s1 and s2 large enough, we conclude
T(s,\; Z) +I(s,\; H) < 037)\8/ e Y 2| da dt.
wx(0,T)

The proof is then finished. O

Remark 2. As mentioned in [5], the assumption (10) is used to prove the Carleman
estimate (28).

To prove the needed observability inequality, we are going to improve the Carleman
inequality (28). To this end, following [5], we modify the weight functions £ and «. More
precisely, we introduce the functions

o T2 /4 if t € (0,7/2),
(t)= HT —t) ifte (T/2,7T),

and
_ A% oo +n° (@) oA 70 llog —eA Rl oo 00 (@)
= — alxz,t) =
(1) 10) » a(wt) 10) ;
£ (t) = minf(z,t) and @*(t) = maxa(z,t). (39)
zEQ zEQ

Point out that the functions £ and @ do not blow up at ¢t = 0, this will be important to
get an improved Carleman estimate. We also denote

I(s,\; Z) = / e 2T 2P da dt +/ e 2 2r 2 do dt,
Qx(0,T) I'x(0,T)

where s, A > 1 and Z = (z, zr) . With these definitions and the same notations of Theorem
5.3, we have the following result.

Lemma 5.4. Assume that (10) holds, then there exist Aa > 1, s4 > 1 and C > 0 such
that every solution (Z, V" U?) to (26) satisfies

1Z(0)I72 +Z(s,\; Z) + Z(s,\; H) < C’/ e Y 2| da dt
wx(0,T)

for all s > s4 and X\ > A4.

Proof. The proof relies on the Carleman estimate (28) and some energy estimates. Fol-
=4

lowing the strategy in [5], let us introduce a function n € C*([0,T]) such that

n=1 1in[0,7/2], n=0 in[37/4,T] andn <C/T> (40)
Set P =nZ. It is clear that P = (p,pr) satisfies
—0yp — div(AVp) — div(pB) + a(z,t)p = nhle, + 0 nz in Qr,
—8:py. — divr(ArVrpr) — dive(prBr) + prB - v+ 97'p + b(z, t)pr = d:nzr  on I'r,
(p(T),pr(T)) = 0, in Qx I
(41)

From the energy estimate (18) for P, there exists a positive constant C such that
Z0)|I22 + |23 <C —1 Z|? + || H||?
L L2(0,T/2;L 2 L2(T/2,3T/4;L L2(0,3T/4;L :
1Z(0)[IL= + (| Z]] 2(0,T/2;L2) T A 2(T/ /4;L2) Il 2( /4;1.2))

Using the fact that the weight functions e”>** and € (resp. e~ 2** and ¢ ) are bounded in
Q x [0,T/2] (vesp. Q x [T/2,3T/4]), we deduce

uﬂw@+/

Qx(0,T/2)
1 _ 1 _
SC(—Q/ e 2sa§3|z|2d:cdt+—2/ e 2% 2r | do dt
T? Jax(r/2,sr/4) T? Jax(r/2,sr/4)

6725623|Z|2d1¢ dt —|—/ 6725623|2F|2d0 dt
I'x(0,T/2)
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+/ |h|2d1:dt+/ |hr|*do dt)
Qx(0,3T/4) I'x(0,3T/4)

<CO(Z(s, M\ Z2) + HHH2L2(O,3T/4;]L2))‘ (42)
On the other hand, since a = @ and £ = £ in (T/2,T), we have
/ e 2 2P du dt +/ e 28 ar Pda dt < CI(s, )\, Z).  (43)
Qx(T/2,T) I'x(T/2,T)
From (42) and (43), we obtain
1Z(0)] 72 +/ eiQSaZS|z|2d:c dt +/ eiQSaZS|zr|2d:c dt <
Qx(0,T) I'x(0,T)

0(2(57 A Z) + HHH2Lz(O,3T/2;]L2))‘

Using again the energy estimate and the fact that the weight functions e~
bounded in [0, 37'/4], we see that

259 and € are

« a —2sa 73
HHH2L?(0,3T/2;]L2) <o(=+2) </Q o e 2 |z|2d:cdt+/
x (0,

6725623|2F|2d0dt .
H1o p2 I'x(0,T)

For p1 and pe large enough, we deduce

nﬂw@+/

e 2 P da dt +/ e 2% |ar[Pdo dt < CZ(s, \, Z).
Qx(0,T)

I'x(0,T)
Then, we conclude that
I1Z(O)[F2 +Z(s,A; 2) + (s, A H) < C((Z(s, A5 Z) + L(s, A H)).

By Carleman estimate (28) and this last inequality, we find

1Z0)|I72 +Z(s,\; Z) +Z(s,\; H) < C e 27| 2|? du dt.
wx(0,T)

This finishes the proof. |

5.2. Observability and null controllability. In this section we will prove our main
result of controllability given in Theorem 2.1. Let us first recall that the characterization
(24) of the follower controls adds two additional equations to the system (1), and our
problem is then reduced to look for a control f € L?(0,T; L?*(w)) such that the solution
(Y, ®*, ®?) to the optimality system (25) satisfies Y(T) = 0. To this end, we shall prove
the following observability inequality.

Proposition 5. Assume that (10) holds and p; > 0, i = 1,2, are large enough. Then,
there exist a constant C > 0 and a positive weight function p = p(t) blowing up at t =T,
such that, for any Zp € .2, the solution (Z, ¥, U?) to (26) satisfies the following inequality

2 2
1Z(0)]22 +Z/ p*2|wi|2dxdt+§:/ p b Pdodt < C |2|? dwdt. (44)
i=1Y Q1 i—1 /07

wx(0,T)

Proof. Fix s large enough and set p = e**". Thus p is a positive function blowing up at
t =T. For i = 1,2, using the equation satisfied by ¥* in (25), we readily see that

d — 7 — (3 7 — 7 7 — 7
U@ + [ AV Ve - [ B Ve [ alpT e e
Q Q Q

N =

+ [ oAVt Vevido - [ o 0B Vrvtdo + [ bl v o =
r T r

1 -2 i)2 =32
;HP 2| 12(0,1:02(wp)) T PP 1P Iz
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By Young inequality and for a positive A, we have

-2 1 i A —1 4 1 — i
7B e < SIBI 10T ey + g5l T

o g i A 14 1 i .

[ 5720 Br - Vevids < S1Bel 07 v ey + 507 Vet in (0.7)

r
Using the ellipticity of A and Ar and choosing A large enough, we obtain
1d 154 i
sz le " (1)IE2) < C(1 A llallss + [Bllos + [1Bl12 + [1Br|12) 19 (1) 12
1, _
+ ;HP ZZH%/Q(O,T;LQ(WI-))V t€(0,T).

Thus, from Gronwall ’s lemma and the fact that ¥*(0) = 0, it follows that
e @ @D)IIEz < Cllp 272 (0m:22(00)> T € (0,7T)- (45)
Using Lemma 5.4, we find
11Z(0)|I72 +/ p 2zPdedt + T(s,\; H) < C | e 27|z da dt. (46)
Qr wr

From the inequalities (45) and (46) and the fact that the function e™2**¢7 is bounded in
Qr, we obtain

12(0)|% + / P2l Pda dt + / P2k 2do di+

Qr I'r

+/ p*2|w2|2d:cdt+/ p YEPdodt < C | |z dxdt.
Qp Lr

wT

This ends the proof. |

Now, we prove the controllability result in Theorem 2.1. Since we have proved the
existence and uniqueness of Nash equilibrium in Proposition 4, it remains to prove the
following result.

Proposition 6. Let p = p(t) the weight function given in Proposition 5. Then, for any
Yi.a € Hia, i = 1,2, satisfying (11) and Yo € L2, there exists a control f € L*(0,T; L*(w))
with minimal norm such that

1122072200 < C (IVlle + loyr.all o gy + lovzall o)) (47)

and the associated state satisfies Y(T) = 0, where (Y, ®', ®?) is the solution to (25) and
C' is a positive constant.

Proof. Multiplying the solution (Y, ®', ®?) to (25) by the solution (Z, ¥', ¥?) to (26) and
integrating by parts, we find
2

(Y(T), Z(T))p2 — (Y (0), Z(0)),2 = / fodrdt =Y a; / yiat'dzdt. (48)

wx(0,T) i—1 w; g% (0,T)

Thus, the null controllability property is equivalent to find, for each Yy € L2, a control f
such that, for any Zz € L2, one has

2
A o [P dmdt= —(¥(0), Z(0))r2 + ;a A yi.atide dt. (49)

i,a%x(0,T)

To this end, let ¢ > 0 and Zr € L2. Introduce the following functional

1
J.(Zr) = _/ 22dx dt + €| Zr > + (Yo, Z(0))12
2 wx(0,T)

2
- o / yi.atp' de dt.
i=1 wi, ax(0,T)



16 I. BOUTAAYAMOU, L. MANTAR AND O. OUKDACH

It is clear that J. : L> — R is continuous and convex. Moreover, from Young inequality
together with the observability inequality (44), we have, for § > 0,

1 2 1 2
(¥(0), 202 2 —55lYolle2 = 5 1Z(0)]lc

> 2 c/ |z|2dmdt+/ p*2|w1|2dxdt+/ p 2| Pd dt
2 wx(0,T) or Qr

1 2
— —||Yt
o5 1Yol
and
2

2
; 1 2 2
- Qi Yi,ap' drdt > —— / a;yi,a|"dz dt
; ' /wi,dx(o,T) 20 2 w

i=1 i,ax(0,T)

/ p 2| P da dt.
1 Y w;,ax(0,T)

i

NS

2
i=
Choosing § = % and using the above inequalities, we get
2
(oo dt+ el Zrls — € (Yol + 3o [ Plysaldedt | .
i—=1 wi,ax(0,T)
(50)

Consequently, J. is coercive in .2, and then J. admits a unique minimizer Z%. If Z% # 0,
we have

Je(Z7) > i/

wx(0,T")

(J(Z%), Zr)2 =0, Zp € L2 (51)
Then, for all Z7 € L?, we have

/ 2 zdx dt + 6<$7 ZT>]LQ + <§/07 Z(O)>ILZ — Z (o7} / yi,dz/)idx dt =0,
wx(0,T) HZTHIL2 : w;i ax(0,T)

1=1

(52)
where we have denoted by (Z., ¥, ¥2) the solution to (25) with Zr = Z%. Take f. = z

in (48), we find

Z€
(o, Zr)12 + (Ye(T), Zr)2 =0, Zr € L% (53)
127 Iz
Hence

[Ye(T) ||z < e (54)

Taking z = z. in (52), and using observability inequality (44) together with Young in-
equality, we deduce

2
HféHiQ(O,T;LQ(w)) <C <|Y0|2 + ZO‘?/ p’y; adx dt) . (55)
i=1 wi,dX(O,T)
If Z% = 0, arguing as in [17], we deduce that
lim Z<(£Z1) >0, Zrel? (56)
t—0t

Using (56) and take f. = 0, we obtain (54) and (55). By (55), we deduce that there exist
f € L?0,T; L*(w)) and a subsequence, still denoted by fe, such that

fe — [ weakly in L*(0,T; L*(w)).
By energy estimate, we deduce
Y.(T) — Y(T) weakly in L°. (57)

Using (54) and (57), we deduce that Y(7) = 0. This concludes the null controllability
result. a
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As a consequence of the above HUM method, see for instance [46], the control we have
constructed is one of the minimal norm, and it is characterized as follows.

Corollary 1. Let Z3 be the unique minimizer of Je, then the leader control with minimal
norm is given by the limit of fe = z1., = zelw as € goes to zero, where (Y, Z, ol P2 Ul \1’2) =

((y7 yF)7 (27 ZF)7 (SOl? 9011")7 (SOZ7 9012")7 (1/117 1/}11‘)7 (1/}27 1/}1%‘)) satisﬁes

Oy — div(AVy) + B(z,t) - Vy + a(z,t)y = luz — ﬁ(pllwl - :—24p21w2, inQr
oyy — dive(ArVryr) + Br(z,t) - Vryr + 07'y + b(z, t)yr = 0, onl'r
—0iz — div(AVz) — div(Bz) + a(z,t)z = oelz/)llwlyd + Oézi/)zlwlyw inQr
—0Oz. — divr(ArVrzr) — dive(Brzr) + 2zrB - v + 8{,42 + b(z,t)zr =0, onI'r
—0pp' — div(AV ") — div(Be") + a(z, t)p’ = ai(y — Yi,d)lw; 45 inQrp
—85,0? — divr(ArVrap%) —divr (Brotk) + VLB v+ 910" + b(z,t)ph =0, onTr
o' —div(AVY') + B - VY + a(z, t)yY" = —u%_z 1o,, inQr
3t¢’£ — divr(ArVrgh) + Br - Vb + 924" + b(z, t)yh = 0, onI'r
(4(0),yr(0)) = Yo, inQxT
(2(T),2r(T)) = Z7, inQxT
(" (T), or(T)) =0, inQxT
(¥*(0),vr(0)) =0, inQxT
1 =1,2.
(58)

Remark 3. (a) For a penalized HUM method of constructing controls with minimal norm,
we refer to [10] and [22].

(b) We shall give the idea behind the form of the observability inequality (44) and we
prove the equivalence between the controlability of (25) and the observability inequality
(44). To this end, let us introduce the following functionals

Lr: L*(0,T; L*(w)) — L2

and
Rr : L? x L3(0,T; L*(wi,a)) X L2(0, T; L* (w2,4)) — L°
defined by
Lr(f)=Y(T,Yo=0, f,y1,4 = 0,y2,4 = 0) = Y1(T)
and
Rr(Yo,y1,4,Y2.a) = Y(T, Yo, [ = 0,y1,4,y2,4) = Y2(T),
where

L2(0,T; L (wi,a)) = {u € L*(0,T; L* (wi.a)) : / p’udzdt < oo}

i,d % (0,T)
and (Y, ®', ®?) is the solution to (25). Multiplying the adjoint system (26) by (Y, ®*, &?)
and integrating by parts, we get

2
¥ (1), 2(T)e = (o, 200 + Y [ vyt ddt =
i=1 wi’dX(O,T)
2 _
/ zfdxdt — Z — / 2" dxdt. (59)
wx(0,T) =1 M Jw;x(0,1)

In the same way, multiplying the system (25) by (Z, ¥', ¥?) and integrating by parts, we
get

/ ;' (y — yia) dedt = —— 2" dx dt. (60)
wi, ax(0,T) Hi Jw;x(0,T)

If Yo =0 and y1,4 = y1,¢4 = 0, by using (59) and (60), we find

(Y1(T), Zr) :/ zf dz dt.

wx(0,T)
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This proves that
,C}(ZT) = le.
If now f = 0, using again (59) and (60), we get

(Yao(T), Z(T))p2 = (Yo, Z(0))r2 — » o / Com yi,at’ dzdt.

1=1
That is
Ry (Zr) = (Z(0), —a1p "', —azp™ '9?).

The relation between observability inequality (44) and null controlability of the system
(25) follows from Theorem 1.18 of [50].

6. Similar results for semilinear problems. In this section, following [5, 9], and using
the results obtained in the linear case with a fixed point argument, we deduce similar results
for the following semilinear problem

Oy — div(AVY) + F(y,Vy) = flo +v1le, +v2le, in Qr,
dryy — dive (ArVryr) + 7'y + G(yr, Vryr) =0 onl'r, (61)
((0),yr(0)) = (yo,yr.0) in QxT,

with F : (s,¢1,...,CN) — F(s,(1,..,Cn) and G : (s,(1y . Cn) — G(s,Cay ..., CN) are
in C'(R x RY) such that F(0) = G(0) = 0. We assume furthermore that there exist
Lp, Lg > 0 such that
|F(s,0) = F(r,¢")I < Le(ls = r| + € = ¢, (62)
|G(s,¢) = G(r, ) < La(ls —r[+ 1€ = D) (63)
for all s,r € R and ¢,¢ € RN,
Since the method is standard, we only give the main ideas. In the semilinear framework,

the corresponding functionals J; and J2 are not convex in general. For this reason, we
must consider the following weaker Nash equilibrium.

Definition 6.1. Let f € L?(0,T; L*(w)) be given. The pair (v1,v2) is called Nash quasi-
equilibrium of (Ji, Jz) if

{ B vl
Jug 3 V1, V2 4 2)):
Introduce the following notations
Fi(y) = 0:F(y,Vy), Fay) = (0, Gy, Vy), oy Oy Fy, Vy)),
Gi(y) = 0:G(y, Vy), Ga(y) = (06, Gy, Vy), -, Ocx F(y, V).
Using the same ideas as in [5], the Nash quasi-equilibrium (v}, v3) of (J1, J2) is given by

1

U; = _;wilwiX(O,T) for i = 1,2 (64)
where (o', ¢?) satisfies
—ip" — div(AVY") — div(¢ Fa(y) + Fa(y)e' = ai(y = yia)lw,y _ in Qr,
—0py. — dive (ArVrer) — dive(erGa(yr)) + erFa(y) - v + o'+ Gi(yr)pe =0 on I'p,
(" (1), ¢r(T)) = 0 in QxT,

i=1,2,
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Accordingly, we have the next optimality system
Oy — div(AVy) + F(y,Vy) = flo, +vile, +v2le, in Qr,
Ovyp — divr(ArVryr) + 8;“y + G(yr, Yryr) =0 onl'r,
—8p" — div(AV') — div(¢' Fa(y)) + Fi(y)e’ = iy — us, @)l in Qr,
—0upy. — dive(ArVreh) — dive (pRGa(yr)) + ¢t Fa(y) - v+ 97'¢" + Gi(yr)ph =0 on I'r,
(¥(0),yr(0)) = (yo,yr.0) inQxT,
(" (T), (1)) =0 in QxT,
i =1,2.
(65)

Using the same ideas as in the linear case, we can prove the null controllablity of the
optimality system (65). Then, by some well-known fixed point arguments, we deduce the
same results for the semilinear system (61). More precisely, we have the next theorem.

Theorem 6.2. Under the same assumptions of Theorem 2.1, there exists a positive weight
function p = p(t) blowing up at t = T such that for every yi.q € L*(0,T; L*(w;)) satisfying
(11) and every Yo = (yo,yr,0) € L2, there exist controls f € L*(0,T;L?*(w)) and asso-
ciated Nash quasi-equilibrium (v},v3) € L*(0,T; L*(w1)) x L*(0,T; L?(w2)) such that the
corresponding solution to (61) satisfies Y (T, foor, v3) = 0.

7. Conclusion. In this paper we have studied a hierarchical control problem of heat equa-
tion with general dynamic boundary conditions. Following the Stackelberg-Nash strategy
with one leader and two followers, we have proved, for each fixed leader, the existence
and uniqueness of a Nash-equilibrium, and by means of an adjoint system, we have char-
acterized the Nash-equilibrium, and we have deduced an optimality system. By suitable
Carleman estimates, we have established an observability inequality which is the key to
deduce our controllability result. The similar results are also obtained for the semilinear
system.
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