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Approximate controllability of a class of semilinear systems
with boundary degeneracy

CHUNPENG WANG

Abstract. In this paper we consider the approximate controllability of a class of degenerate semilinear
systems. The equations may be weakly degenerate and strongly degenerate on a portion of the lateral
boundary. We prove that the control systems are approximately controllable and the controls can be taken
to be of quasi bang-bang form.

1. Introduction

Controllability theory has been widely investigated for nondegenerate linear and
semilinear parabolic equations over the past 40 years and there have been a great
number of results (see for instance [2,11-13] and the references therein for a detailed
account). The null controllability and the approximate controllability have been shown
to be consistent and the sufficient conditions and necessary conditions have been
obtained. Particularly, it has been shown that the approximate controllability is a con-
sequence of the null controllability for the control systems governed by nondegenerate
linear parabolic equations [11, 12]. However, the study on the controllability of degen-
erate parabolic equations just began several years ago and very few results have been
known [1,3-8,14,17,20-22,24]. Among these, some authors have investigated the
null controllability of one-dimensional linear and semilinear equations with boundary
degeneracy. In particular, the null controllability of the following degenerate semilin-

ear equation has been considered:
ou a o Ou
= o\ ) el u) =h(x, Dxw. (1) €(0,1) x(0,T), (LD
at  0x ox

where a > 0, & is the control function, x,, is the characteristic function of w, a non-
empty subinterval of (0, 1), while g is locally Lipschitz continuous with respect to u
and satisfies some structural conditions, whose linear case is just
glx,t,u)y=clx,t)u, (x,t,u) € (0,1)x 0, T) xR
(c € L*°((0, 1) x (0, T))). (1.2)
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Equation (1.1) can be used to describe some physical models. For instance, in [4,5,21]
we can find a motivating example of a Crocco-type equation coming from the study
on the velocity field of a laminar flow on a flat plate. It is noted that Eq. (1.1) is degen-
erate at {0} x (0, T), a portion of the lateral boundary. As we know, the well-posed
problems for parabolic equations with boundary degeneracy are different from the
common ones [23,26]. In [1,3-8,22], the degeneracy of Eq. (1.1) is divided into weak
one and strong one according to the value of «, and different boundary conditions are
proposed for the two cases. More precisely, the boundary value condition is

u@,t) =u(l,t)=0, te(©,7) (1.3)

in the weakly degenerate case with 0 < o < 1, while is

(xaa_”) 0,0)=u(l,1)=0, 7€ (,T) (1.4
dx

in the strongly degenerate case with & > 1. Indeed, the following initial value condi-
tion is proposed for both cases

u(x,0) = up(x), x € (0,1). (1.5)

Then, the null controllability problem of the semilinear system (1.1), (1.3) or (1.4),
(1.5) is defined as follows: for any ug € L?((0, 1)), is there a control function A such
that the solution of the system becomes null at the time 7? The answer is that the
system is null controllable if 0 < « < 2, while not if « > 2. Here, the proof of the
null controllability is based on Carleman estimates.

Since the semilinear system (1.1), (1.3) or (1.4), (1.5) may be not null controllable,
a natural question is whether the system is approximately controllable. That is to say,
for any given initial datum ug € L?((0, 1)), the desired datum uy € L%((0, 1)) and
the admissible error value ¢ > 0, whether there exists a control function 4 such that
the solution u of the problem (1.1), (1.3) or (1.4), (1.5) approximately approaches the
desired datum u, at time 7, i.e.,

luC, T) —ua() 201y <& (1.6)

For the degenerate linear system (1.1) with (1.2), (1.3) or (1.4), (1.5), (1.6), it has been
shown via a variational approach in [24] that the system is approximately controllable
and the control can be taken to be of quasi bang-bang form for each « > 0. Therefore,
different from the control systems governed by nondegenerate parabolic equations, the
null controllability and the approximate controllability are inconsistent for the control
systems governed by degenerate parabolic equations.

In this paper, we investigate the approximate controllability of the semilinear sys-
tem (1.1), (1.3) or (1.4), (1.5), (1.6). In general, we consider the multi-dimensional
case, i.e., the equation

2—? —div(a(x,t)Vu) + g(x, t,u) =h(x,t)xp, (x,t) e Qr =2 x (0,7T),
(1.7)
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where a € C(Q7)NC!(Qr) andis positive in @ x [0, T], 1 3¢ € L>®(Q7), @ C R"
is a bounded domain with smooth boundary, D is an open and nonempty subset which
is compactly embedded in €2, / is the control function, y p is the characteristic function

of D, and g is a measurable function in Q7 x R satisfying
lgCx, 1, u) — g(x, 1, v)| < Colu —v|, (x,1) € Or, u,veR (1.8)

and

d
g(x,t, ) is differentiable at # = 0 uniformly in Q7 and H —g(x, t,0)
du L>(0r)
< Co (1.9)

with some Cyp > 0. Itis noted that a can be allowed to vanish at some points on the lateral
boundary 0<2 x (0, T'), and thus Eq. (1.7) is degenerate on the set {(x, 1) €dR2x(0,T)
ralx,t) = 0}, a portion of the lateral boundary. However, D, the set where controls
are supported, is away from the region where Eq. (1.7) is degenerate since it is com-
pactly embedded in 2. As mentioned in [24], we cannot apply the classical theory by
Fichera and Oleinik to Eq. (1.7) since there is a restriction a € W2°°(0Q7) in the clas-
sical theory [23]. Different from [1,3-8,22], in the present paper we do not prescribe
the Neumann boundary condition for Eq. (1.7) on the boundary where the equation is
strongly degenerate, but describe this boundary condition via restricting the solution
space just as done in [24]. That is to say, we propose the following boundary and initial
value conditions and desired terminal control condition

ulx,t) =0, ((x,1)eXx, (1.10)
u(x,0) =upg(x), x e, (1.11)
I, T) = a2y < &, (1.12)

where ¥ is the nondegenerate and weakly degenerate parts of the lateral boundary,
i.e.,

Y ={(x,1)edXx0,T):a(x,t) >0}

U [(x, 1) €0 x(0,T):a(x,t)=0 and there exists 0 <§ < min{t, T — ¢t}

t+6 1

such that / dyds < 400 (1.13)
-5 JanBsix) a(y,s)

with Bs(x) being the ball in R" centered at x and with radius & (see [24] for details).

We will prove that the degenerate semilinear system (1.7), (1.10)—(1.12) is approx-
imately controllable in this paper. Our method is inspired by Fabre et al. [10], where
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the authors studied the approximate controllability of the following nondegenerate
semilinear system

%—Au—i—g(x,t,u) =h(x,t)xp, (x,t)€0r, (1.14)
ux,t) =0, (x,1) €9 x(0,7), (1.15)
u(x,0) =ug(x), x e, (1.16)
luC T) —uaOll2) < €. (1.17)

It was shown that for fixed ug € L3(2), ug € L*(Q) and ¢ > 0, there exists a
control function & € L*(Q7) for the nondegenerate semilinear system (1.14)—(1.17)
by using the approximate controllability of the linear systems and the Kakutani fixed
point theorem. In the present paper, we establish the approximate controllability of
the degenerate semilinear system (1.7), (1.10)—(1.12) in a similar way. However, since
Eq. (1.7) can be degenerate on a portion of the lateral boundary, weak solutions with
poor regularity should be considered and some compact estimates for solutions of non-
degenerate equations are missing. For example, there is a L2 estimate for the gradient
of the solution to the problem (1.14)—(1.16), which plays an important role in study
controllability, while it fails for the problem (1.7), (1.10), (1.11) due to the boundary
degeneracy for Eq. (1.7). Therefore, we have to seek techniques to establish necessary
compact estimates. It is noted that (1.8) implies

lgCx,t,w)| < C(lul + 1), (x,t,u) € Or xR

for some C > 0. This growth condition is optimal in the sense that the semilinear
system (1.7), (1.10)—(1.12) is not approximately controllable if g is superlinear [10].

The paper is organized as follows. In Sects. 2 and 3, we do some necessary com-
pact estimates of solutions to the linear problem and prove the well-posedness of the
semilinear problem, respectively. In Sect. 4, we recall the approximate controllability
of the linear system and do some preliminaries to study the semilinear system. The
approximate controllability of the semilinear system is proved in Sect. 5 subsequently.

2. Well-posedness of the linear problem and some compact estimates

In this section, we first recall the well-posedness of the linear problem and then do
some necessary compact estimates of solutions.
Consider the linear problem

?)_L: —div(a(x,t)Vu) + c(x,Hu = f(x,t), (x,t) € Qr, 2.1
ux,t) =0, (x,t)ex, 2.2)
u(x,0) =upglx), xeQ, 2.3)

where ¢ € L®(Q7), f € L*(Qr), ugp € L*(), and ¥ is the nondegenerate and
weakly degenerate parts of the lateral boundary given by (1.13).
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The following two definitions are given in [24].

DEFINITION 2.1. Define % to be the closure of the set C§°(Q7) with respect to
the norm

1/2
lullg = (// a(x, t)(ju(x, > + [Vu(x, t)|2)dxdt) , ueA.
or
As to the set A, we give the following remark whose proof can be found in [26,
Corollary 2.1 and Remark 2.1].

REMARK 2.1. If u € 4, then u|y, = 0 in the trace sense, while there is no trace
on (02 x (0, T))\ X in general.

DEFINITION 2.2. A function « is called to be a weak solution of the problem (2.1)—
(2.3),ifu € L>®((0, T); L*(2))NZ and for any functiongp € L>®((0, T); L*(Q))NZA
with %—f € L?(Q7) and ¢(-, T)|q = 0, the following integral equality holds

[/ (—u(x, t)E;—(f(x, t)+alx,t)Vu(x,t) - Vo(x,t)+clx, Hu(x, He(x, t)) dxdr
or
= // f(x, He(x, t)dxds +/ up(x)e(x, 0)dx.
or Q

REMARK 2.2. Assumethatu € L®((0, T); L*())NZ with 2* € L2(Qr). Then
u is a weak solution of the problem (2.1)—(2.3), if and only if the integral equality

// (2—?(;@ De(x, ttalx, )Vu(x, t) - Vo(x, Htc(x, Hulx, He(x, t)) dxdr
or
=/ S, He(x, t)dxdt
or

holds for any function ¢ € L*°((0, T); L2(2))N 4, and (2.3) holds in the trace sense.
The problem (2.1)—(2.3) is well-posed.

PROPOSITION 2.1. Forany ¢ € L®(Qr), f € L*(Q7) and ug € L*(2), there
exists uniquely a weak solution u € L°((0, T); L*(2)) N A to the problem (2.1)—
(2.3). Furthermore, the solution u satisfies

(1) It holds that
2T 00
11} o 0.7y 120y < €N IE D) (2||fu||L1(Q,) + ||uo||iz(m)

and

2 2 2T 0
el o0 0,7y 2002y T @l VulZllLiopy = Cre lellzoocor)

X (1120, + 0122 0))

where C1 > 0 is a constant depending only on T;
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(ii) Forany 0 <t < T, it holds that 3* € L*(Q x (v, T)), a|Vu|* € L®((z, T);
LY(Q)) and

2
+ llalVul™ll oo (2, 1): 21 (2))
L2(Q><(r 7))

AT 00
<G (1+||c||LOO(QT))e Ili@n (112 g, + 0l 20 )

1 da
a ot ||L°°(QT)

(iii) If alVuol* € LY () additionally, then 3* € L*(Qr), a|Vul> € L®((0, T);
LYQ)) and

and t;

au |?
ot

2
oy, H 11Vl 010 <€ (1+1eBwiop)
T

2T ||c|| o0
xeMIlien (1 12, o ol 22 g + a1 Vuo Pl ey ).

where C3 > 0 is a constant depending only on T and H =5 HLOO(QT),
@iv) Ifug € L>®(2) and f € L°°(Q7) additionally, then u € L*°(Q1) and

T 00
lull ooy < e 1M>@D (T Fll oo + lluollog)) -

Proof. The proofis similar to [24, Theorem 2.1], where the existence is proved by par-
abolic regularization method and the uniqueness is proved by the Holmgren method.
For any positive integer number k, choose ax, ck, fx, u(()k) € C*®(Qr) satisfying

1 day
ai ot

1 0a

1
a(-x9t)+ESak(-x9t)§a(x9t)+ a ot

zv

L>Qr) L>(Q7)

k=1,2,...,

k
lexlloeocor) < llellLecorys I fkllrzcom <N FllL2or [ )”LZ(Q) <lluollz2(@)
k=1,2,...

and
ok — cand fy - fin L2(Q7), ul) — upin L*(Q),  ask — oo;
further,

Jawtvu 2|

o) H k=12, ...

L) — H v L@’

if a|Vuo|> € L'(Q) additionally, and
k
||u(())||L°°(Q) < lluollz=), Nfeleeor) < N fllLeor), k=1,2,...

ifug € L*°(2) and f € L°°(Q7) additionally. Consider the problem
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u®

— div (ak(x, t)Vu(k)) + ¢ (x, t)u(k) = fr(x,t), (x,t) € 0T, 2.4)
u®x,1)=0, (x,1) €9 x(0,T), (2.5)
uPx, 00 =ul ), xeq. (2.6)

According to the classical theory on parabolic equations, the problem (2.4)—(2.6)
admits a unique classical solution #®. Multiply Eq. (2.4) by u®) and then integrate
over Qs (0 < s < T) by parts to get

10
// (55 (|u(k)|2) + ar | Vu®)? +ck|u(k)|2) dxdf = // feu®dxdr.
0s x

Therefore,

10
// (58_<|u<k>|2>+ak|w<’<>|2) dxdt < |lcllzx(op) // |u®?dx dt
o} t o}

+// fku(k)dx dft, O0<s<T.
Qs

Using the Holder inequality and the Gronwall inequality, we can get by a standard
process (see for example [25,26]) that

/ |u(k)(x, t)|2dx < 2// (GZHCHNO(QT)(’*S) — 1) fr(x, s)u(k)(x, s)dx ds
Q t

+ / Iu(()k)|2dx
Q

+2// fete, Hu®(x, s)dxds, 0<r<T 2.7)
o

and
(k)12 (k)2
[l ”LOO((O,T);LZ(Q)) + Hak|vu | ‘ L10r)
2T 0 k
< c = @n (| £l g, + 1 gy ) - 238)

Since @ € C(Q7) and is positive in Q x [0, 7], (2.8) implies that {u®}>° is uni-
formly bounded in L*°((0, T'); L2(2)) and L2((0, T); Hl1 (2)). It follows from the

oc
diagonal principle that there exist a subsequence of {u(k)},fozl, denoted by itself for

convenience, and a function u € L*°((0, T); LZ(Q)) N L2((0, T); Hl1 (€2)) such that

oc

u® — iy weakly in L>(Q7), Vu® — Vu weakly in L%((0, T); L? (),

loc

as k — oo. 2.9
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Further, one gets from (2.7)~(2.9) that u € L°°((0, T); L*(2)) N 2 satisfies

/ lu(x, 1)?dx < 2// (eZHC”L”(QT)(’_S) — 1) F(x, $)u(x, s)dxds
Q t

+/ |u0|2dx+2// f(x, s)u(x, s)dxds
Q O

< el (2||fu||L1(Qr) + ””0”%2(9)) » 0=2=T
(2.10)

and

27 lell oo
”””LOO((O @) T llalVul* Lo, < Ce llelizeocor)

(1 aop + M0l2og)) - 1D

Now let us show that u is just a weak solution to the problem (2.1)—(2.3). For any
function ¢ € C'(Q7) satisfying ¢(x, 1) = 0 for x near Q2 or + = T, multiply
Eq. (2.4) by ¢ and then integrate by parts over Q7 to get

// ( —i—akVu(k) V<p+cku(k) )dxdt
or
:/Q dexdt+/ng")(x)<p(x,0)dx.

T

Letting k — oo and using (2.9), one gets

ad
// (—u—(p +aVu~V<p+cug0) dx dr :/ fgodxdt+/ up(x)e(x, 0)dx.
or ot or Q

For any function ¢ € L*®((0, T); L>(2)) N % with %—‘f € L>(Q7) and (-, T)| =
0, the above integral equality still holds after an approximate procedure sincegLZt €
L>((0, T); L>(2)) N 4. Therefore, u is a weak solution to the problem (2.1)~(2.3).

Let us prove the estimates in (i)—(iv). First, (2.10) and (2.11) are just the estimates
in (i). Second, if a|Vug|?> € L'(Q) additionally, multiplying Eq. (2.4) by a“ and
then integrating over Q; (0 < s < T) by parts, we get

8u(k) 1 0 ou® au®
—ar - (Vu®P? () 21 ddt:// dudr,
//S + g (VU + qu —— | dx stk oy
i.e.
au® > 10 o2 o ou®
~—(|V —— | dxdr
//S or | Tag @IV A au e

Ju® 1aak
= Vu®12 )dx dr.
//S(f" or T V)



Vol. 10 (2010) Approximate controllability of a class of degeneracy 171

Using the Holder inequality and the Gronwall inequality, together with the estimate
(2.8), we can get that

du® ?

ot

n Hak|w<’<>|2H
L2(07)

Loo((0,7); L' ()
= C (14 lleklE g,y ) €71Nv10n

k k
x (112200, + Nt 1220 + Nl Vg Pllgy) . 212)

which leads to the estimate in (iii). Third, if ug € L*°(R2) and f € L*°(Q7) addition-
ally, then it follows from the maximum principle that

T oo k
1P liop < 1@ (T filliior + g i@ )

which yields the estimate in (iv). Now let us show the estimate in (ii). Fix0 < 7 < T.
From the mean value theorem and the estimate (2.8), there exists a 7y € (0, T) such

that
1 (k)2
= - ai|Vu'™|“dxdrt
LY@ T !

C 2T ell, 2 (k) 12
®Q7)
= —e T (IIfklle(QT) + llug ||L2(sz)) :

(2.13)

Jatva® . 0P|

Similar to the proof of (2.12), we can get that

au® ?

at

n Hak|w<’<>|2H

0 A
L2(Qx (%, T)) L ((ze, T); L1 ()

= € (1+ NlewlF(gy ) & M@
X (112 ey 180 € T2 + Nl Ve ® C m Pl )
(2.14)

It follows from (2.14), (2.13) and (2.8) that

dut |

2
+ llax | Vu®) lLoocr.my: L1 ()
L2(2x(7,T))

1 2 4T ¢l oo 2 (k)2
<c (1 + ;) (1 + ||ck||LOO(QT)) T lelloeiop) (llkaILz(QT) + flu ||Lz(9)) :

which leads to the estimate in (ii).
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Finally, let us prove the uniqueness by the Holmgren method. Let &z and & be two
weak solutions of the problem (2.1)—(2.3) and denote

w(x,t) =u(x,t) —u(x,t), (x,t)e€Qr.

Then w € L*®((0, T); L>(2)) N % and for any function ¢ € L>®((0, T); L*>(R))NA
with %—‘f e L>(Qr) and (-, T)‘Q = 0, the following integral equality holds

9
// (—w—(p +aVw- Vo + Cw(p) dxds = 0. (2.15)
or ot

For any & € L*>(Q7), the above existence result shows that the problem

_aa_lﬁl —div(a(x, )VY) +c(x, )y = E(x, 1), (x,1) € O,
W(-xst)zo, ()C,t)EE,

Y(x,T)=0, xeQ

admits a weak solution ¥ € L°((0, T); L*()) N Z with % € L*(Q7), which
implies that

// (—8—1/,<p +aVi - Vo + Cl/f(p) dxdt = / Epdx dr (2.16)
or ot or

for any function ¢ € L®((0, T); L>(2)) N A. Taking ¢ = ¢ in (2.15) and ¢ = w in
(2.16), we get

/ Ewdx dr = 0.
or

This leads to
w(x,t) =0, ae. (x,t)€0r
owing to the arbitrariness of & € L*>(Q7). Therefore,
u(x,t) =u(x,t), ae.(x,t)eQr.

The proof is complete. 0

COROLLARY 2.1. Assume that |lcxllz=(op, Il fill 2o, and llug |l 2y are
uniformly bounded and

cx — ¢ weakly % in L*(Q7), fi — f weakly in L>*(Q7),
u(()k) — ug weakly in LZ(Q). 2.17)

Then there exists a subsequence of {u® 221, which converges to u weakly in L2(Q7)
and strongly in L' (Q7), where u is the solution of the problem (2.1)~(2.3), while u®
is the solution of the problem (2.1)—(2.3) with ¢ = ¢k, f = fr and up = uék) for
k=1,2,....
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Proof. From Proposition 2.1 (i) and (ii), one gets that u® e L>®((0, T); L*(Q))N A
with d” € L?(2 x (1, T)) forany 0 < v < T satisfies
qu®

- <C (218
L2(Qx(z,T))

¢ ||L°°((O T:L2(@) T la|Vu®? o +

with some C > 0 independent of k. Therefore, there exist a subsequence of {u(k)},f"zl,
denoted by itself for convenience, and a function u € L*((0, T); L2(Q)NL2(0, T):;

IOC(Q)) and a n-dimensional vector function { € L*(Q7) such that

u® <~y and @'?Avu® —~ Z weakly in LZ(QT),
Vu® ~ Vu  weakly in L?((0, T); L3,.(2)) (2.19)
and
u® > u inL'(Q7p). (2.20)

Here, (2.19) is derived from (2.18) directly, while (2.20) is derived from (2.18) via
the following detailed discussion. Fix a positive integer m > 1/ T satisfying {x € Q :
dist(x, 02) > 1/m} # . For any integer m > m, denote

Q= fx € Q:dist(x, Q) > I/m}, OV =Q, x (1/m,T).

On the one hand, it follows from the embedding theorem and (2.18) that there exists
a subsequence of {u(k)},fil, denoted by {u % (’))}fil, such that

u®n®) sy in L2(Q(T"_1)) as | — oo.

Similarly, for m > m + 1, there exists a subsequence of {u("m—l(l))}fi |» denoted by
{u®m @} "such that

ubn® s yin L2(QYY)  asl — oo (2.21)

On the other hand, it follows from the Holder inequality that

2
// u® — ydxds <meas QT\Q("” // u® — u2dxds
0r\0y” \o7
< 2meas QT\Q(m) // Iu(k)l +u )dxdt

< 4T C*meas (QT\Q(T’")) — 0, asm — oo.
(2.22)

Give ¢ > 0. Owing to (2.22), there exists a positive integer mo > m + 1 such that

// oy 180 — uldxdr < g k=1,2,.... (2.23)
or\07"
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Due to (2.21), there exists a positive integer /o such that for the so fixed m( and any

[ >y,
// @@ _ y1dxdr < £ (2.24)
Q(Tmm 2

Therefore, for any m > mg + [y, we get from (2.23) and (2.24) that

// u(km(m»_u‘dxd,:// (m)‘u(km(m))—u‘dxdt
Or or\Q;"°
+
le_no)

lim ﬂ ‘u(km (m)) _ u
m—0oQ
or

Finally, let us show that u is just the solution of the problem (2.1)—(2.3). It is not
hard to verify from (2.19) that u € % and

u®mm) )l dxdt < e.

Hence

dxdr = 0.

e, 1) = @, )" *Vu(x, 1), ae. (x,t) € Or. (2.25)

For any function ¢ € L*°(Q7) N %A with %—‘f € Lz(QT) and (-, T)|q = 0, it follows
from the definition of weak solutions that

a
// (—u(k)—(p +avu® . Vo + cku(k)go) dxdr
or at

= // frpdxdt + / uld (V) (x, 0)dx.
or Q

Letting k — oo with (2.17), (2.19), (2.20) and (2.25), we get that

a
// (—u—(p +aVu-Vo + cugo) dxdt = / fodxdt +/ up(x)e(x, 0)dx.
or dr or o

Since ¢ € L>®(Q7) and u € L*®((0, T); L>(R)), the above integral equality still
holds for each ¢ € L>®((0, T); L*(2)) N £ with %—‘f € L*(Q7) and (-, T)}Q =0.
The proof is complete. 0

For 0 < ¢ < T, since a is allowed to vanish at some points on the lateral boundary
a2 x (0, T), it seems impossible to get a subsequence of {u(k)(o, t)},fil, which con-
verges to u(-, 1) strongly in L?(2), in Corollary 2.1. In the following three lemmas,
we establish this convergence under some additional conditions.

COROLLARY 2.2. Assume that ||ck||L~0r), | fillr2c0,) and ||u(()k)||Lz(Q) are
uniformly bounded and

cx — ¢ weakly  in L*(Q7), fi — fin L*(Qr), u(()k) — ugin L*().
(2.26)
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Then there exists a subsequence of {u(k)},fil, which converges to u in L*°((0, T);
L2(R2)), where u is the solution of the problem (2.1)~(2.3), while u® is the solution
of the problem (2.1)~(2.3) with ¢ = ¢y, f = fi and ug = ul)’ fork =1,2, ...

Proof. First, it follows from Proposition 2.1 (i) that

Hu(k) — u‘ 2.27)

<
L2Qr) —

with some C > 0 independent of k. Second, due to Corollary 2.1, there exists a
subsequence of {u®}> | denoted by itself for convenience, such that

u® > win L'Y(Q7) ask — oo. (2.28)

Now, from the assumption of this corollary, we get that u® —u € L>((0, T); LZ(Q))N
A is just the weak solution of the problem

* _
W —div (a(x, t)V(u(k) - u)) + cr (x, t)(u(k) —u)

= fi(x, 1) — f(x, 1) — (ck(x,1) —c(x,Nu(x, 1), (x,1) € Qr, (2.29)
@® —u)(x, =0, (x,1)ezx, (2.30)
@® —u)(x,0) = ul’ (x) —up(x), xeQ. (2.31)

It follows from Proposition 2.1 (i) that

16 = o 0,77:1200
= € (ICfi = £ = (e = 0 @® = wllagp) + luf’ = ol g )
= € (I = H@Y =0l + ek = ua® =il
! = uoll3q)) 2.32)

with some C > 0 independent of k. Let us estimate the terms on the right side of
(2.32). On the one hand, it follows from (2.26) and (2.27) that

|h=p@® —w| | <= iz e® = ull 2, = 0.
L'(Q71)
ask — oo (2.33)

and

tim | = uo| (2.34)

k— 00

L2(2) -
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On the other hand, for any M > 0, one gets that

ek — Qu™® — w10

k
< llex — cllzeon lu@® — w1,

= llex = cllz=con ] Jue, 0@ e, 1) — e, 1| axar
{(e.0)eQr:u(x,0)|>M}

Hla = clmcon [ uee @O e, 1) — ute. )| dxas
{r,eQr:lu(x,n<M}

12
<llex—cllz=ionlla® =l 2, (// . ”'2‘”“”)
{(x,)eQr:|u(x,t)|>M}

+M ek = ellzon 4™ —ull 1o,
which implies

‘(ck — c)u(u(k) —u) H (2.35)

lim ‘ =0
k—o00 LY(Q7)
owing tou € L?(Q7) with (2.27) and (2.28). Letting k — oo in (2.32), we get from
(2.33)—(2.35) that
lim Hu(k) — uH

k—o00 Lo°((0,T); L2(R)) -

The proof is complete. U

k
COROLLARY 2.3. Assume that ”Ck”LOO(QT)’ ||fk||L°°(QT) and ||I/t(() )||L°°(Q) are
uniformly bounded and

cp — c weakly x in L°°(Q71), fix — f weakly x in L°°(Q7),

u(()k) — ug weakly * in L°°(Q).

Then there exists a subsequence of {u(k)},foz |» Which converges to u in L2(Qr), where
u is the solution of the problem (2.1)~(2.3), while u® is the solution of the problem
Q.1)-Q23) withc = ¢, f = fr andug = ul fork =1,2,.. ..

Proof. From Proposition 2.1 (i), (ii) and (iv), one gets that u® € L>®(Q7) N £ with

w®h ¢ [2(Q x (v, T)) forany 0 < T < T satisfies

du®
ot

<C (2.36)
L2(Qx(1,T))

u® || ooy +

a|Vu(k)|2‘

LY(Q7)

with some C > 0 independent of k. Therefore, there exist a subsequence of {u®) [alp
denoted by itself for convenience, and a functionu € L>®(Q7)NL?*((0, T); H! ()
and a n-dimensional vector function Z € L?(Q7) such that
u® oy weakly * in L>(Q7), a’?vy® E weakly in LZ(QT),
(2.37)
Vu® —~ Vu weakly in L>((0, T); L},.(2)) (2.38)

loc
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and
u® = uin L>(Q7). (2.39)

Here, (2.37) and (2.38) are derived from (2.36) directly, while (2.39) is derived from
(2.36) via a similar process as the proof of (2.20). On the one hand, (2.21) holds. On
the other hand, instead of (2.22), one gets from (2.36) that

// o u® — u2dxds < meas (QT\Q(T’")) 1u® —ull? (0,9
Or QT

< 4C*meas (QT\Q(Tm)) — 0, asm — oo.
(2.40)
Then, (2.39) follows from (2.21) and (2.40). Finally, we can prove that u is just the

solution of the problem (2.1)—(2.3) via the same process as the one in the proof of
Corollary 2.1. The proof is complete. 0

COROLLARY 2.4. Assume that ||| L=, | fill 120y and llu || 2 are uni-
formly bounded and

(ck — ¢)> = Oweakly % in L®(Q7), fi — fin L}(Qr), ul® — ugin L}(Q).
(2.41)

Then {u“‘)},‘zil converges to u in L*((0, T); L*()), where u is the solution to the
problem (2.1)—(2.3), while u® is the solution to the problem (2.1)—(2.3) with ¢ = ¢,
f = franduy = uék)fork =1,2,....

Proof. As shown in Corollary 2.2, u® —u e L®((0, T); L*(2)) N 4 is just the
weak solution to the problem (2.29)—(2.31). It follows from Proposition 2.1 (i) that

2
k
[u® —u < C(Ifi = £ = @ = Ol + lu) = uoll2g))

L®((0,T):L2(Q)) —
= C (I = Bagp + e = ullagg,,
k
— 2 2.2
= Ik = o, + I = 110,y
k
+||u(() ) - MOH%‘Z(Q))

with some C > 0 independent of k. Then, one gets from (2.41) that
li ® _ o0 . =0.
Jim [ wll oo (0.7 22(2))

The proof is complete. 0
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3. Well-posedness of the semilinear problem

In this section, we prove the well-posedness of the semilinear problem

2—1; —div(a(x,t)Vu) + g(x, t,u) = f(x,t), (x,t) € Q0r, 3.1
ulx,t)=0, (x,t)eXx, 3.2)
u(x,0) =ug(x), x e, 3.3)

where f € L2(Qr) and ug € L*().

DEFINITION 3.1. A function u is called to be a weak solution to the problem (3.1)—
(3.3),ifu € L>®((0, T); L*>(2))N% and for any function g € L>((0, T); L*(Q))NA
with %—‘f € L2(Q7) and ¢(-, T)‘Q = 0, the following integral equality holds

[/ (—u(x, t)%—gf(x, H4a(x,t)Vu(x,t)-Vo(x,t)+g(x, t,ulx, t))(x, t)) dxdt
or
= // f(x, He(x, t)dxds +/ up(x)e(x, 0)dx.
or Q

As shown in the introduction, g is a measurable function in Q1 x R satisfying (1.8)
and (1.9). Define the function

gx,t,u) —gx,1,0)
u

28 (x.1,0), (x.1) € Q7. u=0.
u

, (x,1) € 01, 0 #u e R,
o(x,t,u) =

Then o € L*°(Qr x R). Furthermore, o satisfies the following property.

LEMMA 3.1. Assume that {wy}72, converges to w in LY(Q7). Then
o(x,t,wi(x,1) = o(x,t,w(x,t)) weakly x in L*°(Qr) ask — oo
and
(o(x,t,wr(x, 1)) —o(x,t,w(x, t)))2 — O weakly x in L°(Qr1) ask — oo.

Proof. We first prove

lim // lo(x,t, wr(x, 1)) —o(x,t, w(x,t))|dxdt = 0. 3.4
k—00 or
For any ¢ > 0, it follows from (1.9) that there exists a § > 0 such that

<e, |u|l <4, (x,1) e Or. 3.5)

g
o(x,t,u)— a—(x,t,O)
u
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For any u, v € R with |u|, |[v] > §, one gets from (1.8) that

lo(x,t,u) —o(x,t,v)|
— U(g(-x’t? I/l) _g(xstv U)) - (u - U)(g(x,t, U) _g(xvt’o))

uv
- 'g(x,t,u)—g(x,t, V) n u—v||lg,t,v)—gx,t0)
u u v
u— u—v Co
< Co + Co 52?|u—v|, (x,1) € Or. (3.6)

Fix k > 1. Denote

GV ={(x,) € Or : lwi(x,1)] <8, [w| < 8},
G ={(x,1) € Or : |wi(x, )| = 8, |w| > 8},
GV ={(x,1) € Or : lwi(x, )| < 8, [w| > 6},
G = {(x.1) € Or : Jwe(x, )] = 6, [w| < 8.

. . k) ~k)
Le;us esktlmate the integers of |o (x, ¢, wr(x, 1)) — o (x, t, w(x, 1)) over G|, G,
Gg ), Gf1 ) , respectively. First, it follows from (3.5) that

// © lo(x,t, we(x, 1)) —o(x,t,w(x,t))|dxds
Gl

S //
Gl

9
+// o (x, 1, wx, 1)) — —g(x,t,O)‘dxdt
Gik) ou

9
o (x. 1, w(x, 1)) — a—g(x, 1,0)| dxds
u

< 2emeas(GY). (3.7)

Second, (3.6) leads to

// w 10O 1wk (x, 1) — o (x, 1, wlx, 1)]dxdr
GZ
Co
<20 i (x, 1) — wx, £)|dxdr. (3.8)
5 JJow
Third, we get from (3.5) and (3.6) that
J[ 1ot w0 = o et e
G3
< [ ottt = ot dsentute ofavar
G3

+//<k> o (x. 1, 8sgn(w(x, 1)) — o (x, £, w(x, 1))|dxdr
G3
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S ﬂ
Gy

+// lo(x,t,dsgn(w(x,t))) — a—g(x, t, O))dxdt
G du

0
o(x,t, wig(x,t)) — a—i(x, t,0)| dxdr

C
+2—°// 18sgn(w(x, 1)) — w(x, £)|dxds
8§ Jgw

C
< 2emeas (G§k>) + 2?0 // © |lwi (x, 1) — w(x, t)|dxdz. (3.9
G3
Similar to the proof of (3.9), one can prove

//aw o (x, 2, wie(x, 1) — o (x, 1, wlx, 1))|dxds
< //(k) lo(x, 1, wg(x,1)) —o(x,t,8sgn(wg(x, 1)))|dxdr
G4
+\//;U<) lo(x,¢t, (Ssgn(U)k(x, ) —o(x,t,w(x,t))|dxdt
4

C
<20 // |wi (x, 1) — w(x, 1)|dxds + 2emeas (Gflk)) . (3.10)
5 J)g®
It follows from (3.7)—(3.10) that

// lo(x, t, wr(x, 1)) —o(x,t, w(x,t))|dxdt
Oor

C
< 2emeas<Qr>+27°// i (x, 1) — wx, ldxdr,
or

which leads to (3.4).
Give ¢ € L'(Q7). For any M > 0, we get that

// (o(x,t, wg(x, 1)) —o(x,t,wx,)e(x, t)dxds
or
= // (o(x,t, we(x, 1) —o(x, 1, wx, 1))e(x, t)dxdt
{(x,NeQT:|p(x,1)|>M}
+// (o(x,t,wr(x, 1) —o(x, 1, w(x, ))e(x, 1)dxdr
{(x.0)eQr:l9(x,1)]|<M}

< 2||U||L°°(QT><]R)// lo(x, t)|dxdt
{(x.0)eQr:|p(x.1)|>M}

+M// lo(x, t, wr(x, 1)) —o(x,t, w(x,t))|dxdt
{(x,HeQr:le(x,0)|<M}
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and

/ (0 (x, 1, wi(x, 1)) — o (x, 1, w(x, 1))@ (x, )dxdr
or
= // (o (x, 1, wi(x, 1)) — o (x, 1, w(x, 1)) >p(x, )dxdr
{(x.€QT:|p(x.0)|> M)}

+// (o(x,t,wr(x,t)) —o(x,t, w(x, t)))2<p(x, t)dxdr
{(x,)e0r:|p(x,1)|<M}

< o ligren ] e, 1) dxdr
{(x,neQr:lp(x,t)|>M}

F2Mlo o (0p x2) // o Ce. 1, wi (x, 1)
{(x,))eQr:|lpx,t)|<M}

—o(x,t,w(x,t))|dxdr.

From these estimates, together with ¢ € L'(Qr) and (3.4), we get that

lim / (o(x,t, wr(x,1)) —o(x,t,wx, ), t)dxdr =0
or

k—o00
and
kli)rglo/QT (o(x,t,wi(x,t)) —o(x,t, w(x, t)))2<p(x, t)dxdt = 0.
The proof is complete. O

Let us establish the existence and uniqueness results for the weak solution to the
problem (3.1)—(3.3).

THEOREM 3.1. For any f € L*(Q7) and ug € L*(), there exists uniquely a
weak solution to the problem (3.1)—(3.3).

Proof. Let us prove the existence by the Schauder fixed point theorem. For any w €
L'(Q7), we get that o (x, 1, w(x, 1)) € L®(Q7) owingto 0 € L®(Qr x R). It
follows from Proposition 2.1 that the problem

8_u —div(a(x,t)Vu) +o(x,t,w(x, t)u = f(x,t) — g(x,t,0), (x,¢) € Or,

ot

3.11)
ux,t) =0, (x,1)ex, (3.12)
u(x,0) =upx), xe (3.13)

admits a unique weak solution u € L°°((0, T); L%(Q)) N A. Define the mapping
A LY(Q7r) — LY(Qr) as follows:

Aw)=u, welL'(Qr),

where u is the solution of the problem (3.11)—(3.13).
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On the one hand, let us show that the range of A is precompact. Give {wi}72, C
L'(Q7). Then, {o(x, 1, wi(x, )12, is uniformly bounded in L*°(Q7) owing to
o € L*®(Q7 x R). Therefore, there exists a subsequence of {0 (x, ¢, wi (x, t))},fil,
which converges weakly * in L°(Q7). From this convergence and Corollary 2.1,
there exists a subsequence of {A(wk)},fi], which converges in L'(Q7). Hence the
range of A is precompact.

On the other hand, let us show that A is continuous. Assume that {wy },‘:Ozl converges
to w in L1(Q7). It follows from Lemma 3.1 that

(o(x,t,wr(x, 1)) —o(x,t, w(x, t)))2 — 0 weakly x in L*°(Qr) ask — oo.

Then, {A(wy)}32, converges to A(w) in L>°((0, T); L>(2)) and thus in L'(Q7) due
to Corollary 2.4. Therefore, A is continuous.

From the above discussion, one gets that the restriction of the mapping A to the
close and convex hull of the range of A satisfies the hypotheses of the Schauder fixed
point theorem [15, Theorem 11.1]. Therefore, A admits a fixed point u € L' (07).
That is to say, u = A(u) € L*((0, T); L*(Q)) N A is just a weak solution to the
problem (3.1)—(3.3).

Finally, the uniqueness can be proved by the Holmgren method (see for example
[25,27]). Let & and & be two weak solutions to the problem (3.1)—(3.3) and denote

w(x,t) =iu(x,t) —u(x,t), (x,t)e€Qr.

Then w € L*®((0, T); L*(2)) N2 and for any function ¢ € L>((0, T); L*(Q))NA
with %—f € L?(Q7) and ¢(-, T)|q = 0, the following integral equality holds:

// (—wa—(p +aVw -V + cwcp) dxdt =0, (3.14)
or ot
where
g(x’tvlz(x’t))_g(xvtsiz(xvt)) — ~
c(x, 1) = w(x,t)—u(x,t) ’ ux, 1) Fulx, 1), (x,1)€ 0.

Co, u(x, t)y=u(x,t),

It follows from (1.8) that ¢ € L°°(Q7). For any & € LZ(QT), the existence result of
Proposition 2.1 shows that the problem

B
—a—l/; —div(a(x, )Vy¥) +cx, )y = E(x,t), (x,t) € O,

Y(x, ) =0, (x,t)€X,
1p()“]w):o, XEQ

admits a weak solution ¥ € L*°((0, T); LZ(Q)) N % with aa—f € LZ(QT), which
implies that

// (—%(p +aVy - Vo + cdfgo) dxdr = / Epdxdr (3.15)
or dt or
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for any function ¢ € L*®((0, T); L>(2)) N %. Taking ¢ = ¢ in (3.14) and ¢ = w in
(3.15), we get

/ Ewdxdt = 0.
or

This leads to
w(x,t) =0, ae.(x,t) €07
owing to the arbitrariness of £ € L?(Q7). Therefore,
u(x,t) =1u(x,t), ae. (x,1)e Qr.
That is to say, the weak solution of the problem (3.1)—(3.3) is unique. The proof is
complete. 0
4. Approximate controllability of the linear system and some preliminaries

In this section, we recall the approximate controllability of the linear system, which
was proved in [24], and do some preliminaries to study the semilinear system.

For convenience, we just consider the following linear control system with null
initial data:

z—? —div(a(x,t)Vu) + c(x,H)u = h(x,t)xp, (x,t) € Or, “.nH
ux,t)=0, (x,1)ex, 4.2)
ux,00=0, xeQ, 4.3)
luC, T) —ua()l2q) <€ (4.4)

The study on the approximate controllability of the system (4.1)—(4.4) is related to its
conjugate problem

0
_8_1; —div(a(x,H))Vv) + c(x,t)v =0, (x,1) € Qr, 4.5)
v(x,1) =0, (x,1)eX, (4.6)
v(x, T) =v9(x), x €. 4.7
Define the mapping

£ L2(Q) x L®(Q1) — LY (Q1), (vo,¢) —> v,

where v is the weak solution to the conjugate problem (4.5)—(4.7). This mapping is of
the following two properties. On the one hand, it is obvious from Corollary 2.4 that ¥
is a continuous linear operator from L2() x L®°(Q7) to L' (Q7). On the other hand,
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the weak solution of the conjugate problem (4.5)—(4.7) has the following property of
unique continuation:

ZL(vg,c) =0a.e. (x,t) € Dy = L(vg,c) =0a.e. (x,t) € Or, 4.8)

where D is an open and nonempty subset which is compactly embedded in €2 as men-
tioned in introduction, D7 = D x (0, T'). Here (4.8) is deduced from the property of
unique continuation for nondegenerate equation. Assume that .Z(vg, ¢) = 0 a.e. in
Dy . For any domain G satisfying D C G CC 2, Eq. (4.5) is uniformly parabolic in
G x (0, T) and thus we get from [9, Theorem 1.1] that £ (vg, ¢) = Oa.e.in G x (0, T).
Then £ (vg, ¢) = 0 a.e. in Q7 owing to the choice of G.

Fix ¢ > 0. For any u, € L?*() and ¢ € L®(Q7), define the functional

1 2
J(vo; ug, c) = 3 (//D |-Z (v, ¢)(x, t)|dxdt) + 8||v0||Lz(Q)—/S2 ug(x)vo(x)dx,
vo € LX(RQ).

This functional possesses the following property [24, Proposition 3.1]:

LEMMA 4.1. Forany ug € L*(2) and ¢ € L®(Q7), the functional J(-; ug, ¢) is
strictly convex and achieves its minimum at a unique point 0o in L*(S2).

It has been shown in [24, Theorem 3.1 and Remark 3.1] that the linear system (4.1)—
(4.4) is approximately controllable and the control can be constructed by the conjugate
problem (4.5)—-(4.7) with vg = 0. This construction should be owed to Lions [18,19].

LEMMA 4.2. Forany ug € L*(Q) and ¢ € L>®°(Q7), there exists z € sgn(d) xp
such that the weak solution u of the problem (4.1)—(4.3) with

h(x,t) = 1Dl ppyz(x, 1), (x,1) € Or

satisfies (4.4), where 0 is the weak solution to the conjugate problem (4.5)—(4.7) with
vo = Vg and Vg is the unique minimum of J(-; ug, ¢). In the present paper, we say
z € sgn(v), if z(x, t) = 0(x,1)/|0(x, t)| when v(x, t) # 0, while |z(x, )| < 1 when
v(x,1) =0.

In the rest of this section, let us investigate the properties of g with respect to us and
¢, which are preliminaries for the semilinear system. For convenience, we introduce
a mapping defined as follows:

M LAHQ) x L®(Q1) — LX(Q), (ug, ¢) —> bo,

where g is the unique minimum point of the functional J(-; ug4, c).

PROPOSITION 4.1. Assume that K is a compact subset of L*(Q2) and B is a
bounded subset of L®(Q7). Then .# (K x B) is a bounded subset of L*(S2).
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Proof. For any (ug4, c) € K x B, it holds that
J(O;ug,c)=0.
Therefore, it suffices to prove that

J(vo; ug, c . .
im M > ¢ uniformly in (u4,c) € K x B. 4.9)
|\v()HL2(Q)‘>+OO “vO”LZ(Q)

Let us prove (4.9) by contradiction. Otherwise, there exist two sequences {(ufik),
c)lie; € K x Band {v(()k)},fil C L*(Q) satisfying

k k
(s )

. k .
Jim o ll20) = +oo,  lim. —Er < (4.10)
o 2
Define
o o0
UO _?, k=1,2,
lvg "2 ()

Since {u Dyee | c K is compact in L2(R), {cx)22, C B is bounded in L°°(QT)
and {vo )}k | is bounded in LZ(Q) there exists a subsequence of {(ud s Ck» D) ))}k 1
denoted by itself for convenience, such that

D —ugin L2(Q), o —c weakly xin L(Q7), 5 — o weakly in L>(£),
@.11)

where ug € L2(Q), ¢ € L®(Qr) and ¥y € L*(Q) with lvoll 2 < 1. It follows

from Corollary 2.1 with (4.11) that there exists a subsequence of {,,Sf (v(k) ck)},fil,

denoted by itself for convenience, which converges to .2 (g, ¢) in L' (Qr). Addition-
ally, (4.10) yields

hm // |.,2”(v ,cr)(x, t)|dxdr = 0.
Hence

// |.Z (vg, ¢)(x, t)|dxdt = 0.
Dr

This and (4.8) lead to £ (vg, ¢) = 0 a.e. in Q7 and thus 79 = 0 a.e. in  from the
uniqueness result in Proposition 2.1, which, together with (4.11), implies

(k) (k)
d
lim Joug (x)vy” (x)dx _ lim/ )(x) (()k)(x)dx—o

k
k—o0 ||v(() )”LZ(Q) k—
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Hence
. J (v(()k); u;k), ck)
o Pl
which contradicts (4.10) and shows that (4.9) holds. The proof is complete. O

PROPOSITION 4.2. Assume that ufik) converges to ug in L*>(), lckllLoe oy is
uniformly bounded and cj converges to ¢ weakly * in L°°(Qr). Then there exists a
subsequence of{e///(u((ik), ck)},fil, which converges to A (ug, c) in L%(Q).

Proof. For convenience, we denote
bo = Mg, c), 03 =MWV ), k=1,2,....

It follows from Proposition 4.1 that {13(()]()},2’0:1 is bounded in L?(Q). Therefore, there
exist a subsequence of {06")}}?1 |» denoted by itself for convenience, and a function
Yo € L*() such that ﬁ(()k) converges to Uy weakly in L2(2). Then, it follows from

Corollary 2.1 that there exists a subsequence of {. (f)(()k), ck)},fil, denoted by itself
for convenience, such that

LX) - L@o,¢)in L'(Qr) ask — oo. 4.12)
Therefore,
tim 7 (2674, ex) = J oz ua o). (4.13)
k—00

Via a same argument, there exists a subsequence of {.Z'(o, cx)};2, denoted by itself
for convenience, such that

L (Do, cx) — L(Do, ¢) in L'(Q1) ask — o0,
which leads to
lim (B0: 4 ) = J oz wa ). (4.14)
Letting k — oo in
J (ﬁ(()k); u;k), ck) <J (ﬁo; u;k), ck) , k=1,2,...
and using (4.13) and (4.14), we get that
J (Vo3 ua, ¢) < J (0o ua, ),
which implies from the uniqueness result of Lemma 4.1 that

Vo =09 and lim J (ﬁ(()k); ui,k), Ck) = J(Vo; ug, c). 4.15)
k—o00
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From (4.12) and (4.15), we get furthermore that

lim //
k=00 JJ pr

LG, e, t)‘ dxdt = // 1L (%o, ©) (x, 1)|dxdr
Dr

= // |.Z (09, ¢)(x, t)|dxdz.
Dt

converges to ug in L?(€2) and ﬁ(()k) converges to vy = 0o

(4.16)

Additionally, since u
weakly in L2(2), one gets that

(k)
d

lim / ulP )pl (xydx = / g ()0 (x)dx. 4.17)
k—oo JQ Q
It follows from (4.15)—(4.17) that
. (k) N
l == 9
kggo vy ||L2(Q) ||UO||L2(Q)

which implies furthermore that ﬁ(()k) converges to 7o in L%(2) and completes the

proof. 0

5. Approximate controllability of the semilinear system

In this section, we prove the approximate controllability of the semilinear system
(1.7), (1.10)—(1.12) by using the Kakutani fixed point theorem.

For any w € L2(QT), it holds that o (x, 1, w(x,t)) € L*®(Q7) due to o €
L*®(Q7 x R). Let & be the weak solution of the problem

8_u —div(a(x,)Viu) +o(x, t,w(x, t))u = —g(x,t,0), (x,t) € Q0r,

ot

5.1
ulx,1) =0, (x,1) e, (5.2)
u(x,0) =up(x), xeQ. 5.3)

Consider the control system

Z—IZ —div(a(x,)Vi) + o (x, 1, w(x, ) = h(x, D xp, (x,1) € Or,

54
u(x,t) =0, (x,t) ez, (5.5)
u(x,00=0, xeQ, (5.6)
lii(, T) = (a () — @G, T2 < & (5.7)

It follows from Lemma 4.2 that the control system (5.4)—(5.7) is approximately con-
trollable with a control given by

h(x, l) = ||ﬁ||Ll(DT)Z(x, t), (x, t) S QT, (58)
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where z € sgn(0) xp and 0 is the weak solution of the conjugate problem

A

_8_1) —div(a(x,))V0) +o(x,t,w(x, )0 =0, (x,1) € Or, 5.9

at
v(x,1) =0, (x,1) € X, (5.10)
0(x, T) =0p(x), xeQ (5.11)

with 09 = A4 (ug(x) — i(x, T), o ((x, t, w(x, t))) being the unique minimum point
of the functional

J(o(x); ua(x) —u(x, T), o ((x, 1, w(x, 1))

1 2
=5 (//D |-Z (vo(x); o ((x, £, w(x, 1)) (x, t)ldxdt) +ellvollz2(q)
T

- / (ua(x) — i(x, T)vo(x)dx, vy € L*().
Q
Let
u(x, 1) =u(x,t) +ulx, 1), (x,1)€Qr.

Then u is just the weak solution of the problem

u . N
o~ dV@ DV o (.t wle D)u=—g (e 1,0) + 1Dt py) 2. Do,

(x,1) € Or, (5.12)
ulx,t) =0, (x,1)ex, (5.13)
u(x,0) =up(x), x e, (5.14)

and satisfies
lu(, T) —uaOll2) = i, T) = wa () = al, D)2 q) < €
For convenience, we denote
ulx, 1) = ufwl(x, 1), (x,1) € 0r,
i(x, 1) =ulw, z](x, 1), (x,1) € Or,
0(x, 1) = 0[wl(x, 1), (x,1) € Qr,
ulx,t) =ulw, zl(x, 1), (x,t) € Qr,

where i, 11, 0 and u are the solutions to the problems (5.1)—(5.3), (5.4)—(5.8), (5.9)-
(5.11) and (5.12)—(5.14), respectively.
Now we define the following mapping A with set values

Ay ={u=ulw, 2] € L2Qp) : uC =4Ol 2@ Ze. 2 € sen(Blwhap, |

w e L*(Qr).

According to the above discussion, A(w) is a nonempty subset of L%(Qr) for any
w € L?(Qr). Furthermore, the mapping A possesses the following properties:
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PROPOSITION 5.1. The mapping A satisfies that
(i) There exists a compact subset X C L*(Qr) such that

A(w) C X, weL*0r);

(i) A(w) is a nonempty convex compact subset of L2(QT) forany w € LZ(QT).

Proof. (i) We first prove that
Y = {ﬁ[w](-, Ty:we LZ(QT)}

is a precompact set in L2(2). Give {we e, C L*(Q7). Owing to 0 € L®(Q71 %
R), there exists a subsequence of {0 ((x,, w(x, 1))}, which converges weakly
x in L°°(Qr). Then, it follows from Corollary 2.2 that there exists a subsequence
of {u[wi]}72 |, which converges in L*°((0, T'); L%(R)). Hence Y C L?*() is pre-
compact and the closure of ¥ in L?(2) is compact. Using Proposition 4.1 and o €
L>®(Qr x R), one gets that

[ #@at) =, 7). 0 (e wix, 00w e 1201}
is bounded in LZ(£2), which implies from Proposition 2.1 (i) that
Z = {100l o2 2 € sen(@lw o, w € LA(Qn)}
is a bounded set in L°°(Q7). Now let us show that the set
Xo = {ulw. 2] : 2 € sen(@lwlxp, w € LX)}
is precompact. For any u = u[w, z] € Xo, we can rewrite
ulw, z](x, 1) = alwl(x, t) + ulw, z](x, 1), (x,1) € Or.

Since o € L*®°(Q7 x R) and Z is bounded in L*°(Q7), it follows from Corollary 2.2
and Corollary 2.3 that

Xo = {ﬁ[w] ‘we L2(QT)}
is precompact in L>((0, T); L*(2)), while
Xo = {iilw, 21 : z € sen(Glw) o, w € L2(Q1)]

is precompact in L2(Q7). Thus, X, is precompact and we can take X as the closure
of X in L2(Q7) to complete the proof of (i).

(i) Fix w € L*(Q7). As mentioned before this proposition, A(w) is a nonempty
subset of L2(Q7). It is easy to verify that A (w) is convex. Therefore, we just need to
show that A (w) is compact. Furthermore, as A(w) C X with X C L*(Q7) being a
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compact set, it suffices to prove that A(w) is closed. Assume that {u[w, zk]}},foz] C
A(w) converging to a function v € X in L2(QT), where z; € sgn(v[w])xp for
k =1,2,.... It is not difficult to show that there exists a subsequence of {zk},fil,
denoted by itself for convenience, such that

zk — z € sgn(0[w])xp weakly * in L*(Qr) ask — oo.

Then, it follows from Corollary 2.1 and Proposition 2.1 (ii) that there exists a sub-
sequence of {u[w), zx]}72,, which converges weakly to u[w, z] € A(w) in L%(07).
This yields v = u[w, z] € A(w) and completes the proof of (ii). [l

LEMMA 5.1. Assume that {wy}72 | converges to w in L2(Q7). Then, there exists
a subsequence of {D[wi]1}72,, which converges to v[w] in L*°((0, T); L2()).

Proof. 1t follows from Lemma 3.1 that

o(x,t,wg(x,1)) = o(x,t,w(x,t)) weakly *in L(Q7) ask — oo
(5.15)

and

(o(x,t, wr(x,t)—o(x,t, w(x, t)))z—\O weakly x in L°°(Q7) as k—o00.

(5.16)

Using Corollary 2.4, one gets from (5.16) that {L?[wk]},fil converges to u[w] in

L0, T); L3(2)). From this convergence and (5.15), by Proposition 4.2 we can

extract a subsequence of {.Z (uy(x) — w[wi](x, T), o ((x, t, wi(x, 1))}, denoted
by itself for convenience, such that

M (ug(x) — ulwi](x, T), o ((x, t, w(x, 1)) = A (ug(x) — u[w](x, T),

o ((x. 1, w(x, 1)) in L*(Qr). (5.17)

Finally, using Corollary 2.4 again, it follows from (5.16) and (5.17) that {D[wg]};2,

converges to d[w] in L®((0, T); L*(2)). O

PROPOSITION 5.2. The mapping A is upper hemicontinuous in L>*(Qr). That is
to say, for any & € L>(Qr), the functional

AMw:;E) = sup // ux, HE(x, Hdxds, w e L*(Q7)
or

ue(w)
is upper hemicontinuous in L*>(Qr).

Proof. For fixed & € L2(Qr), let us prove that A(-; £) is upper hemicontinuous
in L2(Qr). Otherwise, there exists a sequence {wi}pe, C L?*(Q7) and a function
w e L2(QT), such that

wr — win L2(Qr) ask — oo (5.18)
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and
Iim A(wg; &) > A(w; ). (5.19)
k— 00

Owing to (5.18), one gets by Lemma 3.1 that

o(x, 1, wg(x,1)) = o(x,t,w(x, 1)) weakly * in L°(Q7) ask — oo.
(5.20)

Since A (wy) is compact owing to Proposition 5.1 (ii), there exists uy = ug[wg, 2x] €
A (wy) such that

Mwg; €) = // i (x, DEx, yddr 5.21)
or
foreachk =1, 2, ..., where

zk € sgn(@[we)xp, k=1,2,....

From Lemma 5.1 with (5.18), there exists a subsequence of {f)[wk]}]‘:‘;1 , denoted by
itself for convenience, such that

dlwr] — O[w]in L0, T); L*(Q)) ask — oo. (5.22)

From this convergence, we can extract a subsequence of {zx};- |, denoted by itself for
convenience, such that

7k — z € sgn(¥[w])xp weakly *in L*(Qr) ask — oo. (5.23)

Using Corollary 2.1 with (5.20), (5.22) and (5.23) and using Proposition 2.1 (ii), we get
that there exists a subsequence of {uy[wy, zx]}72 |, denoted by itself for convenience,
which converges weakly to u = u[w, z] € A(w) in L?(Q7). From this convergence
and (5.21), we get that

klirn AMwg; &) = // u(x, )é(x, t)ydxdr < AM(w; &),
— 00 QT

which contradicts (5.19). The proof is complete. g

From these two propositions, we can prove the approximate controllability of the
semilinear system (1.7), (1.10)—(1.12) by using the Kakutani fixed point theorem.

THEOREM 5.1. The semilinear system (1.7), (1.10)—(1.12) is approximately con-
trollable. More precisely, for any ug € L*(), uq € L*(Q) and & > 0, there exist
v e L®((0,T); L2(Q)) N B and z € sgn(v) xp such that the weak solution u of the
problem (1.7), (1.10), (1.11) with

h(x,t) = vl ppztx, 0, (x,1) € Or

satisfies (1.12).
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Proof. For fixed ug € LZ(Q), ug € LZ(Q) and ¢ > 0, it follows from Proposi-
tions 5.1 and 5.2 that the restriction of the mapping A to the convex hull of X satisfies
the hypotheses of the Kakutani fixed point theorem [16]. Therefore, A admits a fixed
point u € L>(Q7). Thatis to say, u € L>((0, T); L*>(2)) N A is a weak solution to
the problem

au . N
vl div(a(x, )Vu) + g(x, t,u) = |Vllp1(pHz(x, Hxp, (x,1) € O,
ux,t) =0, (x,1)ex,

u(x,0) =ug(x), x €
and satisfies
lu(-, T) — ”d(')”LZ(Q) <e,

where z € sgn(v) xp, while v € L®((0, T); L*>(2)) N 2 is the weak solution of the
conjugate problem

—Z;—l; —div(ia(x,t)Vv) +o(x,t,ulx,t))v =0, (x,t) € O,
vix,t) =0, (x,1)ex,
v(x,T) = M (ug(x) —u(x,T),o((x,t,u(x,t))), xe

with it € L*®((0, T); L*>(2)) N % being the weak solution to the problem

Z;—I: —div(a(x,H)Vu) + o (x, t,u(x,t)u = —g(x,t,0), (x,t) € Qr,
u(x,t) =0, (x,1)eXx,
u(x,0) =up(x), x e Q.

The proof of the theorem is complete. U

REMARK 5.1. The controls obtained in Theorem 5.1 are quasi bang-bang controls.
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