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Abstract

In this paper, we examine the question of the boundary controllability of the one-dimensional non-
isentropic Euler equation for compressible polytropic gas, in the context of weak entropy solutions. We
consider the system in Eulerian coordinates and the one in Lagrangian coordinates. We obtain for both sys-
tems a result of controllability toward constant states (with the limitation y < % on the adiabatic constant
for the Lagrangian system). The solutions that we obtain remain of small total variation in space if the initial
condition is itself of sufficiently small total variation.
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1. Introduction
1.1. General presentation

This paper examines the question of boundary controllability of the non-isentropic Euler equa-
tion for polytropic compressible fluids in one space dimension, in both Eulerian and Lagrangian
forms. The two systems under view are the following hyperbolic 3 x 3 systems of conservation
laws, which in our problem are considered in a space interval (0, L). First, the usual form of the
system, in Eulerian coordinates, is as follows:

9 p + 9x(pv) =0,
3 (pv) + dx (pv* + P) =0,

(1.1)
y—1 , y—1 4 .
0r 5 pv°+ P |+ 0y 5 pv +yPv])=0.

In this system, p = p(#, x) > 0 describes the local density of the fluid at time t € (0, T) and
position x € (0, L), v is the local velocity of the fluid, P > 0 is the pressure. Here y > 1 is
the adiabatic constant. These three equations describe respectively the conservation of mass,
momentum and energy. In particular the specific total energy E of the system is described as

E= 24
=—v e,
2

the internal energy e being connected to the pressure P by

P

e=—. (1.2)
(y =Dp
In Lagrangian coordinates, the system is written as follows:
0T —03yv=0,
v+ 0,P =0,
’ (1.3)

)
0r (e + ?> + 0y (Pv) =0.

Here t := 1/p is the specific volume and e is consequently written as e = %. This system is
obtained from (1.1) through the change of variable

X

y=/p(t,s)ds, (1.4)
x(t)

where x(¢) is a time-dependent path satisfying

x'(@) =v(r,x(0)).
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Regular solutions of (1.1) and of (1.3) are equivalent through the above change of coordinates,
but this turns out to be true even in the case of weak (entropy) solutions (see Wagner [41]) that
are under view in this paper. However the controllability problems described below are different,
since they occur in the fixed space domain (0, L), with boundary controls. This domain is not
invariant through the change of variables (1.4).

Of particular importance in the study of compressible fluids is the physical entropy function.
Setting without loss of generality the usual coefficient ¢, to 1, this function of state reads:

S:=1o (L>—lo (PTV) (1.5)
T o= ) TG =) '

Regular solutions of (1.1) and (1.3) then satisfy respectively the systems

9 p + 0x(pv) =0,

0tV + v,y v+ (0xP)/p =0, (1.6)
;S +v9, S =0,
and
3;1’ — 8yv =O,
v+ 0y, P =0, (1.7)
9;S=0.

However, in the context of weak entropy solutions, systems (1.6) and (1.7) are no longer equiva-
lent to (1.1) and (1.3).

Before describing the problem in detail, let us specify the type of solutions that we consider.
As is well-known, these two systems belong to the class of nonlinear hyperbolic systems of
conservation laws

U+ f(U), =0, f:2cCR"—>R", (1.8)

satisfying the (strict) hyperbolicity condition that at each point d f has n distinct real eigenvalues
A1, ..., Ay. These scalar functions are the characteristic speeds at which the system propagates. It
is classical that in such systems, singularities may appear in finite time even if the initial condition
is smooth. Hence it is natural from both mathematical and physical viewpoints to consider weak
solutions, in which discontinuities such as shock fronts may appear. But since uniqueness is in
general lost at this level of regularity, one has to consider solutions that satisfy additional entropy
conditions aimed at singling out the physically relevant solution. This paper focuses on entropy
solutions with bounded variation. The initial state will be supposed to have small total variation
as in the framework of Glimm [24].

We investigate these two systems from the point of view of control theory, and more precisely
we consider the issue of controllability through boundary controls. This problem is to determine,
given an initial state of the system ug = (g, vo, Po) or ug = (79, vo, Po), which final states u1 can
be reached at some time 7" > 0 by choosing relevant boundary conditions at x =0 and x = L
(given a notion of such boundary conditions). We emphasize that in our problem, boundary
conditions on both sides of the domain can be prescribed. However the question of determining
exactly the set of reachable states seems very difficult, since the nature of the system suggests
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that one has to require additional conditions on u; for it to be reachable (this is in particular
connected to an effect of these systems known as the decay of positive waves, see in particular
Bressan’s monograph [7]). Here we will concentrate on the question of controllability to constant
states. In other words, we aim at proving that given an initial data ¢ in some functional class, it
is possible to find a solution bringing the state to a constant. Moreover, we would like to focus
on the property that the solution should remain of small total variation whenever the initial data
is of small variation.

1.2. Mathematical framework

As mentioned before, we consider in this paper weak entropy solutions, which may present
discontinuities, in particular shock waves. Let us describe exactly this type of solutions by re-
calling the basic definitions.

It will be useful to work with both conservative variables U = (p, pv, pE) and U = (1, v, E)
(respectively for systems (1.1) and (1.3)) and primitive variables u = (p, v, P) and u = (t, v, P).

The solutions that we consider will be of bounded variation in space uniformly in time, that
is in the space L*°(0,T; BV (0, L)) and will not meet the vacuum in the sense that p will be
strictly separated from O (and t bounded). The regularity will be automatically valid for both
conservative and primitive variables since BV is an algebra. Using the equation leads to the fact
that these solutions have a time-regularity of class Lip(0, T; L'(0, L)). We will denote £2 the
domain where the solutions live. It is given by {(p, v, P) / p > 0 and P > 0} for system (1.1),
and by {(zr,v, P) / t > 0 and P > 0} for system (1.3). With a slight abuse of notations, we will
write U € £2 for the conservative variables as well.

Now we can consider weak solutions of (1.8) in the sense of distributions; but as mentioned
before we have to add entropy conditions to the solution in order to retrieve the correct solution.
First, recall that an entropy/entropy flux couple for a hyperbolic system of conservation laws (1.8)
is defined as a couple of regular functions (1, ¢) : £2 — R satisfying:

YU e$2, DnU)-Df(U)=Dq(U). (1.9)

Of course (1, q) = (£Id, £ f) are entropy/entropy flux couples. Then we have the following
definition:

Definition 1. A function U € L>(0, T; BV (0, L)) N Lip(0, T; L' (0, L)) is called an entropy
solution of (1.8) when, for any entropy/entropy flux couple (1, ¢), with  convex, one has in the
sense of measures

N0 +qU)x <0, (1.10)
that is, for all ¢ € D((0, T) x (0, L)) with ¢ >0,
(1(U . x)) e (8. %) + q (U (2, x)) e (8, ) dx dit = 0, (1.11)
(0,T)x(0,L)

Now we notice that in Definition 1, we do not mention boundary conditions, which are how-
ever of primary importance since they compose the control in our problem. Boundary conditions
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for hyperbolic systems of conservation laws are a tedious question, especially when considering
entropy solutions. A precise meaning of such boundary conditions can be given, see for instance
Dubois—LeFloch [20], Sablé-Tougeron [36] and Amadori [1] and references therein. However in
order to avoid this issue, we will rephrase the problem into an equivalent one which does not use
boundary conditions explicitly. We fix an initial condition as above, and consider (1.1) and (1.3)
as under-determined systems (without boundary conditions). The question is to determine for
which states u; there exists a solution u = (p, v, P) or u = (z,v, P) in (0,T) x (0, L), with
initial state u and with u; as final state at time 7. The corresponding boundary values can then
be retrieved by taking the corresponding traces at x = 0 and x = L. At the level of regularity that
we consider, this is not problematic.

1.3. Results

The two results that we establish in this paper are the following. We begin with the result
concerning the system in Eulerian coordinates.

Theorem 1. Let itg := (po, Vo, Po) € R3 with pg, Po > 0. Let n > 0. There exists ¢ > 0 such that
for any ug = (po, vo, Py) € BV (0, L; R?) such that

o — upllLoco,) + TV (uo) <&, (1.12)

for any uy = (p1, v1, Py) with 51, Py > 0, there exist T > 0 and a weak entropy solution of
system (1.1) u € L*°(0, T; BV (0, L)) N Lip([0, T1; LY(0, L)) such that

=0 =ug and up=r =1uq, (1.13)

and
TV(u(t,))<n, Vre(,T). (1.14)
Our second result concerns the system with Lagrangian coordinates. This result is different
from at least two viewpoints: the range of admissible y, and the role played by the physical

entropy.

Theorem 2. Suppose that y € (1, %). Let n > 0. Let ig := (T, Vo, Pg) € R3 with 7o, Py > 0 and
letuy = (T1, 01, P1) withT(, Py > 0, such that

S(u1) > S(up). (1.15)
There exist ¢ > 0 and T > 0 such that for any uy = (79, vo, Po) € BV (0, L; R3) such that
llwg — tollzoo0,2) + TV (o) < e, (1.16)

there is a weak entropy solution u € L*°(0, T; BV (0, L)) N Lip([0, T1; L'(0, L)) of system (1.3)
such that

=0 =uo and up=r =1u1, (1.17)

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
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and

TV(u(t,))<n, Vte(,T). (1.18)

Remark 1.1. Since —S is a convex entropy for (1.3) in the sense of (1.9), associated with the
entropy flux g = 0, the condition (1.15) is necessary (or at least, the non-strict inequality is).

Remark 1.2. We conjecture the result to be false for y > % in the same spirit as in Bressan and
Coclite’s paper [8]. See Section 1.4 below for a brief description of the result of [8].

Remark 1.3. Even in the case where y € (1, %), the controllability of system (1.3) is surprising,
due to the fact that the second characteristic family of the Lagrangian system has constant char-
acteristic speed 0. Of course, this is the worst case scenario for boundary controllability, since
this means that there is no propagation from the boundary to the interior of the domain. Hence
one has to rely on the interactions of the other characteristic families to act indirectly on the sec-
ond one. Note that in the context of regular solutions of class C!, the equivalent result is false,
since one cannot modify the physical entropy: see (1.7). It is the only example that we know,
where there exists a result of boundary controllability in the context of entropy solutions, while
the equivalent fails in the C! framework.

1.4. Previous studies

Let us say a few words about previous studies on connected subjects. Questions of boundary
controllability of one-dimensional hyperbolic systems of conservation laws have been studied in
two different frameworks, which give rather different results.

The first one consists in considering classical solutions of these systems, by which we mean
of class C'([0, T] x [0, L]). Since such systems develop in general singularities in finite time,
the solutions which are considered are in general small perturbations in C! of a constant state,
which ensures a sufficient lifetime of the solution for the controllability property to hold. Re-
sults of controllability for one-dimensional systems of conservation laws and more generally
quasilinear hyperbolic systems in this framework of classical solutions can be traced back to the
pioneering work of Cirina [12]. Many results of very general nature have been obtained in this
framework since, see in particular Li and Rao [32] for an important work on this problem and the
more recent monograph by Li [31]. This framework allows to work with very general hyperbolic
systems (including those in non-conservative form), the main condition being that the character-
istic speeds are strictly separated from zero, see again [32,31] and references therein. A result
which considers the case of a possibly vanishing (but not identically vanishing) characteristic
speed is due to Coron, Wang and the author [16]; as we will see, it can be applied to (1.1), but
not to (1.3); and it considers regular solutions for which the theory is rather different from the
one considered here.

The second framework in which the boundary controllability of one-dimensional hyperbolic
systems of conservation laws has been studied is the one of entropy solutions. One has to under-
line that the situation is very different in both contexts, and not a mere difference of regularity.
One of the reasons for that is that systems (1.8) cease to be reversible in the context of entropy
solutions. The reversibility or the irreversibility of a system is of central importance in control-
lability problems.

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
Differential Equations (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2014.04.013
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Concerning weak entropy solutions, the study of controllability problems for conservation
laws has been initiated by Ancona and Marson [3], in the case of scalar (n = 1) convex con-
servation laws. Then Horsin [27] obtained further results on Burgers’ equation, by using the
return method, which was introduced by Coron in [13] (see also Coron’s book [14]) and which
is also an important inspiration here. Another result in the scalar case was recently obtained by
Perrollaz [35] when an additional control appears in the right hand side.

In the case of systems (n > 2), controllability issues has been first studied by Bressan and
Coclite [8]. For general strictly hyperbolic systems of conservation laws with genuinely nonlinear
or linearly degenerate characteristic fields and characteristic speeds strictly separated from zero,
it is shown that one can drive a small BV state to a constant state, asymptotically in time, by
an open-loop control. Another result in [8], especially important for our study, is a negative
controllability result in finite time. This result concerns a class of 2 x 2 systems containing
the system below (which was introduced by Di Perna [19]), and which is close to isentropic
dynamics:

9 p + dx(pu) =0,

2 K? 1.19
duto L+ = prt) =o. (1.19)
2 y—1

The authors prove that there are initial conditions, with arbitrarily small total variation, and for
which no entropy solution remaining of small total variation for all 7, reaches a constant state.
An important property of system (1.19) to establish this result, is that the interaction of two
shocks associated to a characteristic family generates a shock in the other family. In particular
this allows to prove that, starting from some initial data having a dense distribution of shocks,
this density propagates over time provided that the total variation of the solution remains small.
Consequently, the system cannot reach a constant state in this case. However this property is
not shared by the actual isentropic Euler equation, and this was used by the author in [21] in
order to establish a result on the controllability of this 2 x 2 system. The present paper can be
seen as a sequel to [21]. Note that this property of two shocks of a family generating a shock

in the other family is true for the first and third fields of (1.1) and (1.3) when y > % (at least

for weak shocks), but when y < % such an interaction generates a rarefaction wave in the other

family (see in particular Chen, Endres and Jenssen [10]), a fact which is crucial in the proof of
Theorem 2. The behavior for y > % explains our conjecture of Remark 1.2. We were not able
to prove estimates of decay of positive waves as precise as in [8] for 3 x 3 systems; hence a
generalization of [8] to system (1.3) seems difficult for the moment.

Other important results in the field are due to Ancona and Coclite [2], in which they investigate
the controllability properties for the Temple class systems and to Ancona and Marson [4], in
which they consider the time asymptotic problem, controlled from only one side of the interval.

1.5. Short description of the approaches

The main part of the proof consists in proving the following weaker statements.
Theorem 3. Let i := (po, Vo, Po) € R> with py, Py > 0. Let n > 0. There exist ¢ > 0 and
T > 0 such that for any ug = (po, vo, Po) € BV (0, L) satisfying (1.12), there exist a state u

with 51, P1 > 0 and a weak entropy solution u € L*°(0, T; BV (0, L)) N Lip([0, T1; L'(0, L))
of system (1.1) satisfying (1.13) and (1.14).

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
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Theorem 4. Suppose that y € (1, 3). Let n > 0 and § > 0. Let iig := (o, Vo, Po) € R with

7o, Po > 0. There exist ¢ > 0 and T > 0 such timtfor any ug = (1o, vo, Pg) € BV (0, L) satisfy-
ing (1.16), there exist a state uy € R3 withT,, P >0 satisfying

liy —ug| <6, (1.20)

and a weak entropy solution u € L*°(0,T; BV (0, L)) N Lip([0, T]; L0, L)) of system (1.3)
satisfying (1.17) and (1.18).

When one has succeeded in reaching one constant state, reaching any constant by remaining
of small total variation is simple, especially in the case of system (1.1), where this can be seen as
an immediate consequence of the results [32] and [16] concerning the controllability of hyper-
bolic systems of conservation laws in the framework of regular solutions. System (1.3) having
a characteristic field with constant zero velocity does not enter this framework though, and the
proof needs an additional argument; in particular this is where (1.15) intervenes. Precisely, we
will show the following two statements.

Proposition 1.1. Given u, and uj two constant states in §2 and n > 0, there exist T > 0 and
ue Cl([O, T1 x [0, L]) a regular solution of (1.1) such that u(0, -) =ug,, u(T,-) =uyp in [0, L]
and

lllcoqo, 71:c1 (10, L1y = 1- (1.21)

Proposition 1.2. Given u, and uj two constant states in §2 such that

S(up) > S(ua),

and given n > 0, there exist T > 0 and u € CY([0,T]1 x[0,L]) a regular solution of (1.3) such
that u(0, ) =ugy, u(T,-) =uyp in [0, L], and

lllcoqo, 71:c1 (10, L1y = 1- (1.22)

Consequently the main objective of this paper will be to prove Theorems 3 and 4. In both
cases, we use an idea that was already present in [21], that is to use strong discontinuities. By
strong, we mean discontinuities that are not intended to be of small amplitude, or to be more
accurate that are not seen as small. This may seem strange to introduce such material in view
of (1.14) and (1.18) in Theorems 1 and 2. In fact, we will use discontinuities that we will con-
sider large during the main part of the proof; our analysis relies on interaction estimates due to
Schochet [38]. Only in a final step, we will explain why these discontinuities can be taken not so
large after all.

In the case of Theorem 3, the construction relies on a contact discontinuity of the second
characteristic family, which crosses the domain. Then we use additional waves and cancellation
effects to kill the waves inside the domain along this strong discontinuity, so that in the end the
state in the domain is constant.

In the case of Theorem 4, the construction relies on two shocks of the first and third character-
istic families, which cross the domain one after another. In the case of system (1.3), the second

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
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family cannot be used, having identically zero characteristic speed. The first shock is used to fil-
ter some waves, so that along the second one one can get rid of the remaining waves, still relying
on cancellation effects.

The method that we employ to construct solutions is an adaptation of the wave front tracking
algorithm, inspired in particular by Bressan’s version of the method [6]. It should be underlined
that there are other methods to establish the existence of entropy solutions of conservation laws,
in particular Glimm’s random choice method [24] and the vanishing viscosity method, see the
very general result of Bianchini and Bressan [5]. But we have no idea how to use these approaches
in the context of controllability problems for conservation laws. The random choice method can
be seen however as a method to discretize the control in some cases where the limit system
is known to be controllable, see Coron, Ervedoza and the author [15]. In the same spirit, the
question of being able to pass to the vanishing viscosity limit in controllability problems for
conservation laws is an active research field, limited for the moment to cases where the limit
equation is known from the beginning to be controllable, see in particular [17,25,23,22,29,33].

1.6. Structure of the paper

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall some basic tools of the theory of
one-dimensional hyperbolic systems of conservation laws, and introduce some objects which
are needed in the construction. In Section 3, we introduce some other objects which are more
specific to systems (1.1) and (1.3). In Section 4, we describe the construction for system (1.1).
In Section 5, we describe the construction for system (1.3). It should be underlined that the
construction in the Lagrangian case is also valid for the Eulerian case when y < % In Section 6
we prove the convergence of the front-tracking approximations constructed in Sections 4 and 5
and conclude the proofs of results presented above. Finally in Section 7 we make some remarks
on the size of the solution and on the time of controllability.

2. Some tools for systems of conservation laws

In this section, we recall and introduce some general material for hyperbolic systems of con-
servation laws which is not specific to systems (1.1) and (1.3). We assume that the reader is
familiar with the basic theory of one-dimensional systems of conservation laws; we refer to
Bressan [7], Dafermos [18], Lax [28], LeFloch [30], Serre [39] or Smoller [40].
2.1. Notations

It is useful to put systems (1.1) and (1.3) in the following form rather than in the form (1.8):

) + f(u)x =0, (2.1

where at each point u in the state domain 2

0
the matrix 8_(p is invertible. 2.2)
u

This allows to work with primitive variables and to apply the results of Schochet [38]. These
systems are strictly hyperbolic away from vacuum, that is,
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17 19 f . .
™ o has n distinct real eigenvalues A1 (1) < --- < A, (1), (2.3)
u u
which are the characteristic speeds of the system. To each i = 1,...,n is associated the right

eigenvector r;, determined up to a multiplicative constant; then we define the eigenvectors in
terms of the ¢ variables:

R = —r;, (2.4)
and then the corresponding families of left eigenvectors ¢; and L; which satisfy
Li-rj=L;-Rj=4. (2.5)
The systems under view satisfy the property that
each field is either genuinely nonlinear (GNL) or linearly degenerate (LD), (2.6)
which corresponds respectively to
ri-VAi#0 andto r;-VA; =0 in 2.
In the former case, we will systematically normalize the eigenvectors r; in order for
ri-Vii=1 in£2, 2.7)
to be satisfied. In the latter, we will moreover suppose that
in the coordinates given by u, the vector field r; is constant with |r;| = 1. (2.8)
We denote R; = R;(0;, u_) the rarefaction curves, that is, the orbits of the vector fields r;. The
part corresponding to o; > 0 is composed of points u#. which can be connected to u_ from left
to right by a rarefaction wave. We will refer to couples (u—_,u,) with uy =R;(o;j,u_), 0;i <0

as compression waves. We denote S; = S;(o;, u_) the i-th branch of the Hugoniot locus, which
is the set of solutions u € §2 of the Rankine—Hugoniot equations:

fup) = fu)=s(py) — ), seR. (29)
As usual, given a discontinuity between two states u_ and u, we write [g] for g(uy) — g(u_)

and the shock speed is denoted as s = s(u_, u;). We recall that on S;, one has (see e.g. [18,

(8.1.9)])

1
s = 5 () + 2 0) + O(us —u-P). (2.10)

The curve S; is parameterized in order that admissible shocks correspond to negative values of
the parameter o;. All along this half curve, these shocks satisfy Lax’s inequality
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Muy) <s <), @2.11)

and the discontinuity (u_, u4 ) traveling at shock speed satisfies (1.10) (see also (3.25) and Sec-
tion 6.2.3 below).

We recall that for LD fields, the curves R; and S; coincide and correspond to states connected
to u_ via a contact discontinuity (whatever the sign of the parameter).

We denote by T; = T; (o7, u) the wave curve associated to the i-th characteristic field. We
recall that for GNL fields, it is composed of the curves R; for o; > 0 and S; for o; < 0. For LD
fields, it is composed of the coinciding curves R; and S;.

Let us now be more specific about the parameterization of the curves R;, S; and T;. For the
linearly degenerate fields, the three curves coincide and, using that in the cases considered here
these fields moreover satisfy r; - V#; = 0, one sets

Ti(oi, u) =u +ojri. (2.12)

For the genuinely nonlinear fields the curves are parameterized so that (for instance in the case
of T;):

Ai(Ti(oi,u)) — Ai(u) = 0;. (2.13)

This parameterization, with the normalization (2.7), ensures that the wave curves 7; are of class
C>! and satisfy

92T,
(0, u) = (ri - V)ri (w). (2.14)

do;

aT;
—(0,u)=ri(u) and
30’[

This is a standard computation, see e.g. [7, Section 5.2]. Another important consequence of this
choice of parameterization is that

u=Ri(—o,-)oRi(o,)u, u=38;(—o,-)oS;(o,)u and
u="Ti(—o,)oTi(o, )u. (2.15)

We will denote by o = (03, ..., 0,) the wave vector of a complete Riemann problem and write
T(o,:):=Ty(on,-)o---0Ti(oy, ).

It will be useful to use the notation 7; for the wave curve from the right associated to the i-th
characteristic field:

Ti(U, ) = 7;(_07 ')a that iS, uy= 7}(0’,’, ”r) < Ur = E(Uia M[), (216)
and
T(09 ) = Tl(019 ) ©--+0 Tn(ans )

Note that
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T(o, T (o, u)) =u. 2.17)

Solving the Riemann problem consists in two parts. First, given u_ and u4 in §2, one finds a
vector ¢ such that

uy=T(o,u_).

This is possible at least when u_ and u are close enough (at a distance one from another which
is uniform as u_ lies in a compact of £2) and in that case we denote

o=XWu_,uy).

Then in a second time, one constructs a self-similar function u (¢, x) = U (x/t) as follows. One
sets

uo=u—, u; =Ti(o;,-) o---oTi(a1, uo,
and determines U/ by:
o Ux/t)=u; forx/t € [A;(u;), hit+1(u;)],

e for x/t € [Xj(u;j—1), Ai(u;)]: when the i-th characteristic field is LD or is GNL and 0; <0
one writes the contact discontinuity/shock:

Ux/t)=uj— for ; <s(uj—1,u;) and wu; for )t_c > s(uj_1,u;), (2.18)
and when the i-th characteristic field is GNL and o; > 0 one writes the rarefaction wave:
- X - -
Ux/t)=TRi(G,ui—1) for " =1i(Ri (G, ui—). 6 €[0,0;]. (2.19)

We also recall that a Majda-stable shock [34] is a solution (u_, uy) of the Rankine—Hugoniot
equations (2.9) satisfying moreover that

. . AN
s is not an eigenvalue of | — —(u4), (2.20)
ou ou

{Rj(uy), Aj(ug)>s}Ufpuy) —ou)} U{Rjm-), Aj(u_) <s}isabasisof R". (2.21)
The Majda stability conditions (2.20)—(2.21) are stronger than Lax entropy inequalities, and are

satisfied by all Lax shocks in systems (1.1) and (1.3) (see [38]). Majda’s condition for contact
discontinuities (of family k) is the following:

{rj(u+), j< k} U{uy —u_} U {rj(u+), Jj> k} is a basis of R”. (2.22)

This condition is satisfied by any non-trivial contact discontinuity in systems (1.1) and (1.3).
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2.2. Interactions of weak waves, permutations of characteristic families and cancellation waves

In this section, we consider the estimates for interaction of weak waves, that is, waves that are
small. We begin by recalling the celebrated Glimm estimates.

Proposition 2.1. (See [24] & [18, Theorem 9.9.1].) We assume that system (1.8) is strictly hy-
perbolic and satisfies (2.6). Consider (u1,uz,u3) € 23, and suppose

ur="T(c",uy), u3=T(c" u2), and uz=T(o,uy).
Then
Z(O‘,‘ —o} —o{)ri = Zai’ol//[r,-, ril+ O(|O'/HO’N|[|O’/| + |0”|]). (2.23)
i j<i

Moreover the “O” is uniform as uy, uy and us belong to a compact set of S2.

By the uniformity of the “O” as uy, u and u3 belong to a compact set of £2, we mean that, for
some constant C > 0 depending only on the compact K C §2 where uj, u; and u3 are chosen,
one has

= clo’llo"|[lo’| + o]

Yoo o)~ Soiofn.n
i

j<i

Note that the “—” sign in the right hand side in [18, Theorem 9.9.1] comes from its convention
(7.2.15) on the Lie bracket: [r;, 7j] = (rj - V)r; — (r; - V)rj; here we prefer (as in [24] for instance)
the convention

[ri,rjl= (i - V)rj —(rj - V)r;.

Remark 2.1. The point where r; and [r;, r;] are evaluated (among u1, u2 and u3) has no impor-
tance since the difference can be included in the term O(|o’||o”|[|o’| + |6”|]).

Now an essential remark for the analysis developed here, is that it has no importance in
Proposition 2.1, that the characteristic families (A;, ;) and the Lax curves 7; are sorted in in-
creasing order of the characteristic speed. This ordering of characteristic speeds only matters
when translating the relation “u, = T, (0, ) o --- o T1 (o1, -)u;” into an actual Riemann prob-
lem “find a self-similar entropy solution of the system with initial data (0, x) = u; for x <0
and u(0, x) = u, for x > 0”. Incidentally, it is not important either that we use the usual wave
curves 7; rather than the wave curves from the right 7; (which is clear with our parameterization,
see (2.15)) or the rarefaction curves R;.

A consequence of this is that one can permute the characteristic families, replace some 7; by
7; or R;, and still get a result in terms of compositions of Ty (-), Y (-) or Ri(-). Let us state this
precisely. Let S, be the n-th symmetric group. Given a permutation 7 € S, and &€ € {—1,0, 1}",
we let

T (0,4) = Tye @nny. ) 0 -0 Tort) @ty Ju. 0 €R", ue 2,

7 (n)
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where we denote

Ti1 =T, Ti_1 :=7; and Tio =R,.
One can locally solve the “(rr, £)-swapped” Riemann problem exactly as in the classical case
m=id, § = (1,...,1) (this case corresponds alsoto & : k+—>n —k, § =(—1,...,—1)): given
u_ and uy in £2, close enough (at a distance which is uniform as u_ lies in a compact of £2),
there exists o € R" such that

uy=T"(o,u_).

Indeed, all the maps involved are C>!-regular as in the classical case. The argument relying on
the implicit function theorem can be used without change. We denote

o= u_yuy),  or =S (U uy).

Now one can follow the proof of Proposition 2.1 in [ 18, Theorem 9.9.1] to check that the ordering
according to the characteristic speeds does not intervene, and that the replacement of 7; with 7;
merely implies to put a — sign before r; in the estimates (due to the parameterization (2.16)
of 7;). We obtain the following.

Proposition 2.2. Let w € S,, and & € {—1,0, 1}"*. We assume that system (1.8) is strictly hyper-
bolic and satisfies (2.6). Consider (uy,uz, u3) € §2, and suppose

Uy =T™E (o', u1), uy =T™¢ (0" uz), and uz= T8 (o, uy).

Then

§_ - .
Yoi—o] =0/ ri= Y (=)0 00! ol iy )
i 7 (j)<m (@)

+0(lo'|lo”| [l + [o"]])- (2.24)
Moreover the “O” is uniform as uy, uy and uz belong to a compact set of 52.

When & = (0, ..., 0), this is the classical formula for permutations of flows of vector fields.

An immediate corollary is that many waves conserve their nature (shock/rarefaction, increas-
ing/decreasing contact discontinuity, compression wave/rarefaction wave) across an “interac-
tion”. Actually, concerning systems (1.1) and (1.3), one knows now in great details the result
of the interaction of waves with large size: see in particular Chang and Hsiao [9] and Chen, En-
ders and Jenssen [10]. One of the issues in these papers is the possible appearance of vacuum,
which is avoided here.

Corollary 2.1. There is some k > 0 uniform as uy belongs to a compact set of §2, for which if

wy=T"%(c/ 1), us=T"%(c].uz), and uz=T"(o,uy),

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
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Jj-wave

no outgoing k-wave )
i-wave

R (V> u3)

j-wave k-wave

Fig. 1. A cancellation k-wave.

with max(|o/], |Gl’.'|) <k, andifi # j (resp. ifi = j and o], oj’.’ have the same sign), then o; has
the same sign as o} (resp. as o}, o’/).

We can deduce from Proposition 2.2 the existence of cancellation waves. By cancellation
wave, we mean here a simple wave (u,,u,), associated to two simple waves (u;,u,) and
(4, uy) and designed in order that, in the outgoing Riemann problem (uy, i, ), the wave associ-
ated to the characteristic family k vanishes. Here this simple wave takes the form of a rarefaction
or compression wave. Precisely we obtain the following.

Corollary 2.2. Suppose that n > 3. We assume that system (1.8) is strictly hyperbolic and satis-
fies (2.6). Consider (u1,uz, u3) € §2, and suppose
uy = Ti (i, uy), u3=T;i(Bj,u2),

with a; and B; small. Let k € {1,...,n}\ {i, j}. There exists y; € R such that, denoting o =
X (ur, Ric(yk, u3)), one has

Uk=0,

and additionally

lo; — il +loj — Bjl = O(l«illB;),
vi = —ai Bl - lri,rjl+ O(leil1B)|[lei | +18;1])- (2.25)

Moreover the “O” is uniform as uy, up and u3 belong to compact sets of $2.

We represent the result of Corollary 2.2 in Fig. 1, where the waves are represented as single
discontinuities. There can also be outgoing waves of “uninvolved” families, though we did not
represent them. The case i = j is included in the result.

Remark 2.2. As for Corollary 2.1, we can deduce from Proposition 2.2 some information on the
nature of the additional wave (u3, Ty (u3)): assuming that £ - [r;, ;] does not vanish on some
connected compact set K of §2, there is some « > 0 such that if max(|e;|, [8;]) <« and u; € K,
then y; has the same sign as —a; 8y - [, 7;]. In the same way, reducing « if necessary, o;
(resp. o) has the same sign as o; (resp. ;).

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
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We introduce also another type of cancellation wave in a sideways framework, which makes
an “incoming” wave vanish.

Corollary 2.3. We assume n = 3 and that system (1.8) is strictly hyperbolic and satisfies (2.6).
Consider (uy,u>,u3) € §2, and suppose

up =Ri(—oay,uy), uz =Ty (B2, uz).
Then for some o € R3, one has
u3 ="Ri(—0o1,) o T3(03, -) o Ta(02, uy, (2.26)

and additionally

lo1 — a1l + |o2 — 2| = O(Ja1]|B21),
o3 =a1ols - [r1, r2] + O(Jan||B2l[lat | + 1B21]). (2.27)

Moreover the “O” is uniform as u1, ua and u3 belong to compact sets of 2.
See Fig. 12(c) below for a graphic representation — there u;, u,, and u, replace u1, u> and u3.

Remark 2.3. As before, assuming that £3 - [r1, r2] does not vanish on some connected compact
set IC of £2, there is some « > 0 such that if max(|a |, |82]) <« and u; € IC, then o1, 02 and o3
have the same sign as o1, 2 and —a1 8243 - [r1, 2], respectively.

Proof of Corollaries 2.2 and 2.3. Corollary 2.2 is obtained by using the permutation

S 1 ... k-1 k ... n—1 n
A\l . k=1 k+1 ... n k)’

and the vector £ = (1, ..., 1, 0). Note in particular that one has u» = T (¢’, u1) with o, =8t
and u3 = T™ (0", us) with o, =8;jpBj. Then

Vi = =275 (uy, u3)

satisfies the properties.
Corollary 2.3 is obtained by using the permutation

(1 23
“\2 3 1)

and the vector £ = (1,1,0). O

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
Differential Equations (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2014.04.013




YJDEQ:7465

18 O. Glass / J. Differential Equations eee (eeee) eee—see

2.3. Strong discontinuities, Riemann problem and interaction estimates

Now we present some material allowing to work with strong discontinuities (shocks or contact
discontinuities) in BV solutions. The material that we present here is mainly extracted from
Schochet [38]; we recall it for better readability and to be able to be more specific on some
particular aspect (see Remark 2.6 below).

The first point is that the Riemann problem is locally solvable near a Majda-stable shock or a
Majda-stable contact discontinuity.

Proposition 2.3. We assume that the system (1.8) is strictly hyperbolic and satisfies (2.6), as well

as (2.8) for linearly degenerate fields. Consider (u_, u) which is either a Majda-stable shock
or a Majda-stable contact discontinuity:

i, =T@,u.), o:=(0,...,0,540,...,0).

There exist two neighborhoods w—_ and w4 of u—_ and uy respectively, a neighborhood S of &,
such that for any u_ € w_, any uy € w4, the Riemann problem (u_, uy) is uniquely solvable

with a wave vector in S. Moreover there is a constant C > 0 such that for all ul  u? inw_, all
uﬂr, uz+ inwy, if
i =Ty(oh) oo (ol Jul, i=1.2
for wave vectors (a/.l)j=1.,‘n and (a/.z)jzlmn in S, then
n
2 1 2 1 2 1
Z|oj —oj|§C(|u_—u_|+|u+—u+|). (2.28)

j=1

Proof. Asin Lax’s proof in the case where all waves have small amplitude, this is a consequence
of the inverse mapping theorem. To establish the first claim, it suffices to check that

oT

— (0, u—_) is non-singular. (2.29)
do
It is elementary to check that
oT ri(uy) fori > k,
3—0,-(0’”_)_ L"(U" Dyi(i_) fori <k. (2.30)
e Now let us begin with the case of a shock. To compute a Ly (o,u-) and (o )=
g%(a, u_), one differentiates the Rankine—Hugoniot relation (2.9) to get
aTy asg [of dp |~
—1 = — 2.31
8Gk( u-)= oy { au -$ ou [QO( )] ( )
AT (@) _ af  _dp) ' /[of _de . sk
)= — - —5— — ). 2.32
Tou. = {au “oul, \\ou " ou tle@leg - (2:32)
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Here we used the notations

[o@)] =) — @), (2.33)

and sy = sg(og, u—) = s(u_, Ty (ox, u—)) and the index +/— means that the function has to be
computed at i /u_. Recall from (2.2) and (2.20) that the matrices {% -5 g—;f }+ are non-singular.
We deduce that

(Ai(ay) —35)R; (uy) fori >k,
o ¢l T — o L osom _
{814 Sau}+aa,-(0’”‘)_ g0, L9 ()] fori=k, (2.34)

i@-) =5)Ri(u-) + (ri - Vusp)le@)]  fori <k.

The assertion (2.29) is now a direct consequence of (2.21): by the inverse mapping theorem, the
mapping

A:(u_,o)— (u_, T (o, u_)) (2.35)

is locally invertible near (u_, 7).
e For what concerns the case of a contact discontinuity, one has

oT _ _ ri(ug) fori >k,
da; = { Moi) @) fori <k.
Using (2.12), we infer
ri(u fori >k,
3T o 1( +) .
— (@, u_)=14r fori =k, (2.36)
adi

ri(u_) fori <k,
and one can conclude using (2.22).

Now as before we denote X the above mentioned inverse of A, that is, the mapping
(U_,us) € w_ X wy — S defined by

oc=YXu_,uy) < uy=T(o,u_).
Then estimate (2.28) is just a consequence of the Lipschitz character of ¥. O
Remark 2.4. Shrinking w_ and w4 if necessary, we can assume that any simple wave with
endpoints in w_ and w, is automatically a Majda-stable discontinuity of family & and that each
Riemann problem between two states in w_ or between two states in w4 is solvable.

Remark 2.5. Equivalent formulas can be derived for wave curves from the right.

The next point is to give interaction estimates for such large discontinuities.
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Lemma 2.1. We assume that the system (1.8) is strictly hyperbolic and satisfies (2.6), as well
as (2.8) for linearly degenerate fields. Consider (u—_,u) € w— X wy which is either a Majda-
stable shock or a Majda-stable contact discontinuity:

uy=T@,u_), &:=(0,...,0,540,...,0). (2.37)

1. (Interaction on the right) Let u, be in w4, and introduce o' := X (uy,u,) and 6 :=
X (u_,uy). Then

. (oT\ &,
o=a~|—<£> (;airi(qu))—l—O(lur—qu). (2.38)

2. (Interaction on the left) Let u; be in w—, and introduce o’ := X (uj,u_) and 6 := X (uj, uy).

Then
o AT\ ' aT\ (&
o=a+(£> (E><§o,~r,-<u))+o(|u—ul|2). (2.39)

Proof. This is a direct consequence of Taylor’s formula for X', whose partial derivatives are
easily computed from (2.35), and of Lax’s estimates

n
ur—u+=ZUi/ri(u+)+O(|ur_u+|2)’ or

i=1

n
u,—ulz—Zoi’r,-(u,)—i—(’)(lu, —u1|2). O
i=1

Remark 2.6. We notice that it has no importance that the actual wave curves 7; are used in the
Riemann problem o’ := X (u3, u3). We could replace them by R; without change or by 7; with
a mere change of sign on r;. In other words, we could consider ¢’ := X7 £ (up, u3) instead and
obtain the same result on ¢ := X (u1, u3), up to a change of sign if & = —1. The same is valid
for an interaction on the left.

Remark 2.7. Note that from (2.17), one infers

AT\ "' [or\'/oT
— +| — — ] =0. (2.40)
ao ao ouy

Hence the two formulas (2.38) and (2.39) are “inverted” when one replaces 7" with 7.

Now we distinguish the cases of a shock and of a contact discontinuity.

Lemma 2.2. In the situation where the k-th family is GNL and that (u—_,u) is a Majda-stable
shock, we have 6 =& + o, with:
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e Case 1, Interaction on the right:

af _dp| (OT no i /
(- au} (%)“EU’W“”—S>Rf<u+>+0(|o|2>, (.41)

e Case 2, Interaction on the left:

aOf  _de| (oT
{5 Bu} (%)‘“2“ (A (=) = 5)Ri(u=) + (ri(u=) - Vsi) [p )]}

O(|o"[*). (2.42)
Moreover the “O” are uniform as uj, u_ and u 4, u, belong to compact sets of w— and w.
Proof. This is a direct consequence of Lemma 2.1 and of (2.31)—(2.32). O
Lemma 2.3. In the situation where the k-th family is LD, that (2.8) is satisfied and that (u_, u4)

is a Majda-stable contact discontinuity, we have 6 = & + o, with in the case of an interaction
on the right, respectively on the left:

aT aT -
(80 )o = Zo ri(uy) + O(!a | ) resp. (8_(7)0 = ;ai’ri(u_) + O(|0/|2)_ (2.43)

Moreover the “O” are uniform as u;, u— and uy, u, belong to compact sets of w_ and w.
Proof. This is a consequence of Lemma 2.1 and of (2.36). O

Note that the matrices appearing in Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3 have been computed in the proof of
Proposition 2.3, and that one can use 7" rather than 7', which in some situations can simplify the
writing.
3. About systems (1.1) and (1.3)

3.1. Some characteristic elements of systems (1.1) and (1.3)

3.1.1. Eulerian system (1.1)
For the Eulerian system (1.1) one fixes:

0
u:(v), ue 2 =RT" xR xR, 3.1
P
p pv
pu) = P ) fu)= pv? + P , (3.2)
VT_lpvz—i—P J/T_l,(7113—i—)/Pv

so that ¢ maps primitive coordinates to conservative ones. We have
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1 0 0 1 0 0
d¢<u>=< v p 0>, d¢‘1<u>=<—vl/p 1/p 0>, (3.3)
=0 (y—Dpv 1 =0 —(y—Du 1
v 0 0 voop 0
df (u) = ( v? 2pv 1 ) . ) ldf ) = <0 v l/p) :
”T_l,ov3 3y —Dpv’+yP yv 0 yP v
(3.4
The characteristic speeds (i.e. the eigenvalues of (dg)~'df) are given by
AM=v—c, A=, M =v+ec, 3.5)
with the speed of sound ¢ given by
P
c= XX (3.6)
P

The eigenvectors of (dg)~'df (u) are given by:

rp=— 1 s mn=|0], nR=—— 1 s 3.7
y+1 —pc 0 y+1 pc

and those in terms of the ¢ variable (that is, the eigenvectors of df (dg)~ ', i.e. R; =dg - r;):

3 1 1

el

R1=71< c+v ), R2=( v ),
(y + De (v — Dve + ¢ + K512 y=1,2

1
2
RFipl( oty )
(y +Dc (j/—l)UC—Cz— V;1U2

These eigenvectors r;, i = 1, 3, satisfy in particular (2.7). The corresponding left eigenvectors of
(de)~'df (u) are

1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Elzi 0, =,——), bH=(10,—=), K?a:i 0,.— (3-8)
2 2" 2pc c? 2 2 2pc

It will be useful to extend the definition of the shock speed to rarefactions/compression waves. If
ur =Ri(oi, ur), ui = (pi, vi, ), i =1,2, we set

p2v2 — prvi_ fo %i(Ri(o,u1))R} (Ri(o,u1)) do

oo ) (3.9
p2 = p1 o R (Ri(o,u1))do

s(ui,up) =

where Rl.1 stands for the first coordinate of R;. This obviously gives the shock speed for ac-
tual shocks as well. It is clear that this shock speed also satisfies (2.10), with an O uniform on
compacts of 2 and that
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Differential Equations (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2014.04.013




O. Glass / J. Differential Equations eee (eeee) see—see

s(ur,u) € [Ai(up), A u2) ] U [Ai(u2), Ai(up)].
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(3.10)

Note finally that in the coordinates given by (3.1), the 2-contact discontinuities are given by

Uy =u_+ory, o€R,
and in particular v and P are preserved across the discontinuity.

3.1.2. Lagrangian system (1.3)
For the Lagrangian system (1.3) one fixes:

T T —v
u:(v), <p(u)=< v 2), f(u):(P), ue R =RT xR xR".
P Fh+ Yy Pv

‘We have
1 0 0 1 0
d(p(u)z( 0 1 0 ) dgo_l(u)=< 0 1
2oov oo -1
0 -1 0 0 -1
df(u):(O 0 1), (d<p)—1df(u)=<0 0
0 P v 0o Lt

The characteristic speeds are given by

P P
m=—y == =0, =S
T T T
with ¢ given again by (3.6), that is
c=,yPr.
The eigenvectors of (dg)~'df (u) are given by:
2
2 (€ (é) I s
n=—-—-1|r1t |, = ) r3=—-— T
Y+ 1 —c 0 Yy + 1 c

@3.11)

(3.14)

(3.15)

These eigenvectors r;, i = 1, 3 satisfy (2.7). The eigenvectors in terms of the ¢ variable (that is,

the eigenvectors of df(dgo)_l, i.e. Ri =dy -r;) by:

272 1 1 272
Rl=—1 - ; Ry=| 0 |, R3=71
(¥ + De Sy P (v + e

y—1

—1

C

T

' ) (3.16)
P+

Differential Equations (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2014.04.013
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The left eigenvectors of (d go)_ld f(u) are

1 1 1 1 1 1
le—y—i_ O,_a__ El £2= 1907L k] 63 i 0’_’_ ’ (3.17)
2 2t 2c y P 2 2t 2c

and the ones of df (dp) ™! (l.e. Ly =¢; - (dp)™):

+1/ ¢ v —1
L=~ (—,1+(y—1>—,—y ) (3.18)
4t \yt c c
y—1 v y—1
L2=<—,— y—l)—,—), (3.19)
Y yP ypP
1 -1
Li=2F <_i,1—(y—1)3,y—>. (3.20)
4t YT c c

Here we extend the shock speed to rarefactions/compression waves as follows: if ur =
Ri(oi,u1), ui = (7, vi, P;), i = 1,2, we set

Sy e 20 _ o M Ri@ )R Ri(, 1) do 3.21)
T - o Rl (Ri(o,u1))do ’ '

where Rl.1 stands for the first coordinate of R;. Of course, (2.10) and (3.10) apply here as well.

Finally it will be useful to have the shock/rarefaction curves described in the Lagrangian case
(though in fact they coincide with the ones in the Eulerian case after change of variables). They
can be parameterized through the coefficient

_ P

X =
P_

as follows (see e.g. [40, Section 18.B], [11, Section 6.4]): the shock curves are given by u4 =
S;(x, u_) with

P+ =)CP_,
T+ _Ptx
T Bx+1’ (3.22)

2 1—x
5 Zﬁ_:l:E_ ’
" Vryy =D V/Bx+1

with x > 1 and the + sign for the 1-shocks, with x < 1 and the — sign for the 3-shocks; we have
put

pi=2"" (3.23)

Note that
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[P]>0, [t] <O, [v] <O across a 1-shock,
[P] <O, [t] >0, [v] <0 across a 3-shock. (3.24)

The corresponding shock speed is given by

c_ 1+ﬁx Z'J,_ ,3+x
N _lr [ Brx 2
EIEN T8 T T Ut hx (3.25)

The rarefaction curves parameterized by x are given by uy = R;(x;u_)

ﬁ+ ZXﬁ_,
T,=xYr7_
+ 2_’ (3.26)
c_
TL=0_%+ £—1),
vy =70 - l(x )

with x < 1 and the — sign for the 1-rarefactions, with x > 1 and the + sign for the 3-rarefactions;
we have put
y —1

ci=t (3.27)

Rarefactions of the non-isentropic Euler actually coincide with curves of the isentropic model;
the physical entropy S is conserved along those curves.

The family of 2-contacts discontinuities is simply described by u4 = u_ + ory, so that one
has

[P]=0, [v]=0 across a 2-contact discontinuity. (3.28)

3.1.3. Commutation of rarefaction and compression waves of families 1 and 3
An important relation satisfied by both systems is that

£y - [r1,r3]1=0. (3.29)

This does not mean that r; and r3 commute, but they satisfy the integrability condition of Frobe-
nius’ theorem. It follows that the curves R and Rj3 locally define a submanifold of R3 of
dimension 2, on which (o1, 03) = R1(01, -) o R3(03, -)u and (o1, 03) — R3(01, -) o R (01, )u
give local diffeomorphisms. A consequence is the following.

Lemma 3.1. Consider both systems (1.1) and (1.3). Let u; € 2 and o1 € R and 03 € R small.
Letm € S3and & =(0,0,0). Ifu, =R1(o1, -) oR3(03, Yu; or u, = R3(03,-) oR1 (o1, -)uy, then
Z‘g’g (ur, uy) =0, where 2;,& designates the second component of X .

In other words, the interaction of rarefaction/compression waves of families 1 and 3 does not
generate a 2-contact discontinuity (as long as one considers the Riemann problem in terms of
compression waves rather than in terms of shocks). Note that for large rarefactions, one has to be
careful about the possible appearance of the vacuum (see [10]).
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Another way to look at Lemma 3.1 is to notice that the physical entropy S is constant along the
curves R;, i = 1, 3. This can be seen by a direct computation or relying on (1.6) and (1.7) which
are deduced from (1.1) and (1.3) for regular solutions. Hence the submanifold mentioned above
is a level surface of S (on which the solutions of the isentropic equations live, by the way). But
it is obvious that following the wave curve T, = R, of the second family increases/decreases S,
so there cannot be a non-trivial second component in 7%,

3.1.4. Notations for the elementary waves

We will use the same notations as [11] and [10] to describe elementary waves. The notations
are as follows: § will designate a shock, R a rarefaction wave (either of the first or of the third
characteristic family), J will designate a contact discontinuity (of the second family). We add
C to demgnate a compression wave. Waves of the ﬁrst family will be more precisely described
as S R and C those of the third family S R and C. We will distinguish between the contact
discontinuities satisfying T_ < t4 where t_ (resp. 74.) is the specific volume on the left (resp. on
the right) of the discontinuity, which we denote by J , and those for which t_ > t, denoted J.
We underline that we use this notation including for the system in Eulerian coordinates for which
we rather use p as an unknown; in particular a J satisfies p— > p4 and it corresponds to u4 =
Tr (oo, u_) with op < 0.

In the figures, in order to emphasize the waves that we consider strong, we will put in this case
these letters in blackboard bold style. In those figures, we may also use the letter A to designate
“artificial” waves (see below).

3.2. Some coefficients for interactions with strong discontinuities

Here, we compute several coefficients allowing to estimate the strength (and the nature) of
outgoing waves for some particular strong discontinuity/weak waves interactions, using the tools
of Section 2.3. In the case of the Eulerian system, we are particularly interested in the interaction
of a small 3-wave with a strong 2-contact discontinuity. In the case of Lagrangian coordinates
we are particularly interested in the interaction of a small 3-wave with a strong 3-shock (or the
interaction of a small 1-wave with a strong 1-shock which can be deduced from the latter through
the change of variable x <> —x associated with (t, v, P) < (7, —v, P)).

Notation. The coefficients that we will introduce connect the strength a]’. of a weak wave of

family j, interacting with a strong wave of family k (of strength oy ), with the strength o; of the
outgoing wave of family i. This will be written as

oi = 8ixbi + (o) j or o ;)o} + O(|o] \2),

where ay ; (respectively «; ;) means that the j-wave interacts with the strong k-wave from the
right (resp. left). The coefficient §;; is Kronecker’s symbol. For instance in (3.31) below, the
coefficient 0{3,2 appears when computing the strength of the outgoing wave of the i-th family as
one considers the interaction of a weak wave of the third family with a strong wave of the second
family, the weak wave being the left one.

3.2.1. Eulerian case
Here we consider, in the case of system (1.1), the interaction of a 2-contact discontinuity
(u—, u4) (considered as strong) with a wave of the third family, situated on its left. Of course
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the case of a strong 2-contact discontinuity interacting with a 1-wave on its right is similar (and
obtained via the change of variable x <> —x). We prove the following.

Proposition 3.1. In system (1.1), let i_ = (p_,v_, P_) and ti4 = (o4, V4, P) be two states
in 2 =R* x R x RY joined through a 2-contact-discontinuity:

ur=T@,u-), o0=1(0,02,0), o27#0.
We consider w_ and w4 as in Proposition 2.3. Let u;, u_ be in w_ and uy in wy satisfying

wy =T @6,u_), &=1(0,62,0), 6230,
u = T(o/, u_), o' = (0,0,63/).

Then one has

X(uj,uy)=0+o, (3.30)
with
_ 1 / 12 _ 2 / 12 _ 3 / 12
o1 =03,03+ (9(03 ) 02 =03,03+ 0(03 ) 03 =03,03+ 0(03 ) (3.31)
where
ol o+ — /o o2 2 /p+ (/= — /p+) . 2./p- (332)
2T s+ = 32 NN 32T oy + fP-

Moreover the “O” are uniform as u;, u_ and uy belong to compact sets of w— and w...
Note in particular that aé)g > 0 (resp. aé’z < 0) when p_ < p4 (resp. when p_ > py).

Proof of Proposition 3.1. First, it is straightforward to see that Majda’s stability condition (2.22)
is satisfied by (u—, u4). Now according to Lemma 2.3 and to (2.36), one has X' (u;,u4) =0 +o,
with

o1ri(u—) + oory + o3r3(uy) = o4r3(u—) + O(|U3/|2)~

We consider the matrix

o) -r-) &) -ry Li(u)-r3(uy) L0 Ly(uo)-r3(uy)
pPi= (52(14—) i) bo(u-_)-ry £r(u-)- V3(M+)) = (0 L bau-)- r3(u+)> ,
Gu-)-ri-) €3(u-)-ry £3u_)-r3(uy) 0 0 £3(u-)-r3uy)

so that one has Po =o' + O(|a3’|2). Inverting P, we finally end up with (3.31) with

1

o) r3(uy) s o) r3(uy)
3 () -r3(uy)’

. o 2 = 3
L3(u-) - ra(uy) - L3(u-) - r3(uy)

1 3
¥32= ¥32=
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the denominator being always positive. Computing these coefficients leads to

2p_c_
(p—c— + pycy)

2p_py(ct —c?)
cr(p_c— 4 prcy)’

2 3 _
¥32= ¥32=

But since the pressure is constant across a 2-contact discontinuity, these formulae simplify
to (3.32). O

Remark 3.1. The situation where a 1-wave interacts with a 2-discontinuity from the right is
exactly symmetric. Note that in the symmetry x <> —x, a wave 1-wave (resp. 2-wave, 3-wave) is
transformed into a 3-wave (resp. 2-wave, 1-wave) with the same (resp. opposite, same) strength.

Hence one gets the same result as Proposition 3.1 with
2/p+ 2= — /1) P VP—— P+ (3.33)

1 2
w == J = : = :
2T s+ /ot 21 N/ RSN 2T -+ Py

NYJ ag 1 > 0 (resp. ag | <0) when p_ > py (resp. when p_ < p4).

Remark 3.2. Shrinking w_ and w if necessary, we can ensure that, in the case of the interaction
of a 3-wave on the left (resp. a 1-wave on the right) of the strong 2-discontinuity, o has the same
sign as oz% ,073 (resp. aé 101) and o3 has the same sign as ag’ ,07% (resp. ocg 107

Remark 3.3. Using the notation f = ©®(g) to express that there exist ¢, C > 0 (possibly depend-
ing on #_) such that, for small values of the variables,

cg < f=Cg, (3.34)
we have, for p_ > p that a% , =0(=0), 0531 , = ©(62) and ozg’ ,=0().

3.2.2. Lagrangian case

Here we consider, in the case of system (1.3), the interaction of a 1-shock (u_, u4) (consid-
ered as strong) with a wave of the first family, situated on its right. Again, we are interested in
estimating the resulting outgoing waves using the tools of Section 2.3. Of course the case of a
strong 3-shock interacting with a 3-wave on its left is again obtained via the change of variable
x < —x, (t,v, P) < (t, —v, P). We prove the following.

Proposition 3.2. In system (1.3), let i_ = (T_,v_, P_) and iy = (T4, V4, P) be two states
in 2 =RT xR x RY joined through a 1-shock:

uy=T@,u-), o0=(01,0,0), 01 <0.
We consider w— and w as in Proposition 2.3. Let u_ be in w— and u4, u, in w4 satisfying

uy =T@G,u-), 6=1(61,0,0), 61 <0,

Uy = T(a/,u+), o = (U{,O, 0). (3-35)
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Then one has
YWw_,uy) =6 +o, (3.36)
with
o1 =aj jo{ + O(o}?), oy =aj jo{ + O(a}?), oy=a) o[ +O0(c{?),  (337)

where, denoting s = s(u—_, u4),

1 _ 1 2 Lo(uy) -lo)] A(uy) —s
1= T . oy = ,
36 L) - [p@)] Li(uy) - [ou)] s
L3(uy) - [o@)] A1 (uq) —
P L M A (3.38)

T T ) Tl As(ug) — s

Moreover the “O” are uniform as u_ and u, u, belong to compact sets of w—_ and w .

Proof. It is straightforward to see that Majda’s stability condition (2.20)—(2.21) is satisfied by
any 1-shock (u_,uy). We use Lemma 2.2 and (2.34); we have

as

o1 [p@)] = soaRa(uy) + 03 (A3 ) — 5) Ra(uey) = of (M () — ) Riuy) + O([orf ).

901

We consider the matrix (using again the notation (2.33))

- Li(us) - (9] —sLi(uy) - Ro(us)  (a(us) —$)Li(us) - R3(uy)
P= %Lz(uﬂ lo@)] —sLo(uy) - Ro(uy) (A3(uy) —s)Lo(uy) - R3(uy)
%L3(u+) le@)] —sL3(uy)- Ro(uy) (Az(uy) —s)L3(uy) - R3(uq)
- Li(us) - lp@)] 0 0
= | 95 L2@s) - [p@)] —s 0

aa La@) o] 0 A3(uy) —s

Inverting P, we obtain (3.37) with the coefficients given in (3.38). O
Now we focus on the coefficients 0‘%,1 and ozi |- One has the following result.

Lemma 3.2. Any 1-shock (3.35) satisfies
of > 0. (3.39)
Moreover, for y < %, any 1-shock (3.35) satisfies

aj | <0. (3.40)
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Shrinking w_ and w if necessary, these coefficients are uniformly strictly separated from zero,
and in (3.37), oy has the same sign as a’l‘ 10{, k=2,3.

Proof. First one has clearly
Muy)—s<0, s<0 and XI3(uy)—s>0,
since the Lax inequalities are valid on the whole shock curve (see (3.25)). Now let us determine

the signs of the various L;(uy) - [¢(u)]; actually it will be a bit simpler to work with sL; (u4) -
[e(w)] = L;(us) - [f(u)]. Using the Rankine-Hugoniot relation, we find that

—[v] —1
[f(u)]=<[P])=[v]< s )
[Pv] P_+svy

Now one computes sL1(u4) - [¢(u)] as follows:

—1
sLi(uy) - [ew)] = —[ ]( R P->-

YT+ C+

Note that each term inside the parentheses is negative.
Concerning s Ly (u4) - [¢(u)], one has:

sLa(uy) - [pw)] = -

y—1 ( )(P 1>
Y Py
Using (3.24), we deduce (3.39).
The factor L3(u4) - [¢(u)] is the one sensitive to y. One has

-1 V4 y—1
vy —v )=y —D—/-(PL —P) + (Pyvy —Pv)
y Py y Py

-1
sLy(uy) - [pw)] = —[ ](m s+yc+ P_>
(y + Deg P_ r+s)
=+ -7 —H—+1 — ).
dye? [v]((y )P+ +1+y o

Now we use the representation (3.22) of the 1-shock curve. We find that

1 —1
sLa(uy) - [fﬂ(u)] (y4—:r)c+[ ]< +l-y %)
+

To determine the sign of the last factor, we parameterize the function by ¢t = 1/x and hence
consider only ¢ € (0, 1). The function

1+ Bt
a+8)

hit) =@ —Dt+1—y
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vanishes at 1; its derivative

FroN o T vB 1
K@) =@ —-1 N ey T

is increasing and

1 5
h’(l):y—1+%<0 & y<i.

It follows that for y < % h" <0 on (0,1) and consequently # > 0 on (0, 1). Hence we find
that (3.40) holds for y < 3.

Finally, we obtain a negative upper bound for the coefficients “%,1 and ail by choosing small
compact neighborhoods @_ and @4 of u_ and u4 inside of w_ and w4 such that any 1-shock

from @_ to @, satisfies

Muy)—s<—-k <0, §s<—k<0 and Az(us)—s>k>0. O
Remark 3.4. This implies in particular that the interaction of a strong 1-shock with a small
1-shock generates a rarefaction wave in the third characteristic family, a fact that is well known,
see e.g. [40, Theorem 18.8]. For y > %, this generates a shock, but the interaction of two strong

shocks can be more complex, see Chen, Endres and Jenssen [10].

Remark 3.5. With the notation of Remark 3.3, using (2.10), we can see following the lines above
thata] | =0 (1), @} | = O(67) and (for y < 3) &3 | = O(—67).

We will be also interested in the result of the interaction of such a strong 1-shock with a weak
simple wave (of family 1, 2 or 3) on its left.

Proposition 3.3. In system (1.3), let i_ and iy be two states in 2 =RT x R x R joined
through a 1-shock:

i, =T@.i.), =51,00), 5 <0.

We consider w_ and w4 as in Proposition 2.3. Let i € {1,2,3}. Let u_, u; be in w_ and u, in
w4y satisfying

uy=T(@G,u_), o=1(1,00)), 61 <0, (341
upi=17; (O’i/, u_). (3.42)

Then one has
X, uy)=06+o, (3.43)

with
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o1 = ocl-l’lai/ + (’)(Ui’z), oy = ol + O(o»/z), 03 = ailai’ + (9(072), (3.44)

1

where

5
(xi1>0, Oti1<0 (if)/<§>’ 0‘%,1>0’ “§,1<0’
o3, <0 and o3, >0. (3.45)

The coefficients al{‘2 are bounded and bounded away from zero uniformly and the “O” are uni-
Sform as u;, u_ and uy belong to compact sets of w— and w-.. Moreover, shrinking w_ and w. if
necessary, oy has the same sign as Ollk 101'/ in (3.44).

Remark 3.6. We can deduce as before the equivalent for weak waves interacting on the right of
a strong 3-shock through the change of variables x <> —x. Recall that this transforms a 1-wave
(resp. 2-wave, 3-wave) into a 3-wave (resp. 2-wave, 1-wave) with the same (resp. opposite, same)
strength.

Proof of Proposition 3.3. We follow the same lines as before, applying Lemma 2.2 and the
formula (2.34). We get that

3

[ea)] + Y o) (rjus) —s)Rj(us)

Jj=2

= —o] (M) — ) {Ri(u_) + (riu_) - Vius) [e@)]} + O(|o/[).

as
Ol -~
3(71

The matrix whose columns are formed by [¢(u)], R2(u+) and R3(u4) is invertible. Hence we
find that (3.44) holds, and in particular we can compute the coefficients

Ai(u—) —s det(Ri(u-), R3(uy), [¢])

2
o =
o —s  det(Ra(u+), R3(u4), [9])
o= Ai(u—) —s det(Ri(u—-), Ry(u4), [¢])
ST ha(ug) — s det(Ra(u4), R3(u4), [9])
The quotients Ai(bt_’s)_‘Y and i;((ﬁﬂii are clearly positive for all i; let us determine the signs of

the determinants. Let us remark that using the Rankine—Hugoniot relation, we can replace [¢]
with [ f] in these determinants. To simplify the writing, we will compute the determinants with
the following vectors R; and R3 instead of Ry and R3:

1 —1

s _ (v+1De = (y+1De
=Tz S . - BETp = i
-P+< P+ <

Since we are only interested in the signs of the determinants and since the factor % is posi-

tive, bounded and bounded away from 0 on compact subsets of §2, this replacement is harmless.
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‘We obtain:
- c CcLV Py P, ¢
det(Ra(u1), R3(us), [f1) = —-[Pv] - (P++ . +>[P]— (P14 —= )
T4 T4 Yy — y—ltg

since both [v] < 0 and [P] > 0 across a 1-shock.

o Weak wave of family i = 1. We compute:

det(Ry(u). Ry(uy). [£1) = —[vPP=SF — [v](P ve- P —C+) PP

T_T4 T T4+
C4+ U C_V_ C
—[P](**— >+[Pv](++—>
TJ,_ T— T+ T_
- —[v]zi‘i+ —[P]? <0.
-T+

Hence we deduce that a12 1> 0.

- _ P P _v_
det(Rl(u_xRz(u+),[f])=—c—<[Pv]+ - [v])—[P]( + _ey )
T_ y—1 y —1 [
—- 2P e,
T_y—1 y —1

We use [P] = s[v] and the formulae (3.22) and (3.25) to obtain, with x = P*/P_ > 1:

5 _ P+C_ V4 1+ﬁx 1 1
det(R(u—), Ro(uy), [f1) =— - [v](y 1 _\/:<y -1 + ;>>
We define
N 1+ Bx 1 1
h(x).—y_1 \/E(y—l+x>’

and observe that (1) = 0 and that

ﬁ/(x) = ! <— p X2+ E)c + 1).
ST+ BS/T+Bxx2\ 2(y—1) 2

5y—3 . 5 .
In particular 2'(1) = — W 22/;/ 1}’)2 is negative whenever y < 3, and one checks that in that case

R’ is negative on (1, +00). Recalling that [v] < 0, we deduce that, provided that y < %, one has
det(Ry(u_), Ry(uy), [f]) <0, and hence that o} | < 0.
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o Weak wave of family i = 2. Next:

~ P_
det(Ra(u—). Ry(u). [f1) = %[P”] - <P+ + Ci’*)[m oo (%[v] - [P])

=" - <P++—P_ )[P] <0,
y -1ty y—1

where we used (3.24). Hence oc% 1 > 0. Now:

[P]?
y —1

det(Ry(u_), Ra(uy). [f]) = ——— <0,

It follows that ag 1 < 0.

o Weak wave of family i = 3. We have:

det(Ra(u_), Ra(uy). [f1) = —[v]> =+ — [v](hc _F C*) 4P
‘L'_‘L'+ T— 'C+

C4 V4 C_V_ C_ Cyq
e R ey
c

+
= WP (PP = [v12<~“2 - C+>'
T_T+ T_'L’_;,_

Using (3.25), we see that, with x > 1,

sz_cc+:cc+< /'B+x—1>>0.
T_T4 T_T4 B+1

It follows that 0‘%,1 < 0. Finally:

~ Cc_— P+ P+ C_V_
det(R3(u—), Ro(uy), [f]) = - ([Pv] o [v]) + [P]( S Pt )

y — T

=—C—_[P][v]+< Pt +P_>[v]<s—c—_>>0,
T_ y—1 T_

reasoning as before. Hence 0‘;,1 > ( (recall that s < 0).
This ends the proof of Proposition 3.3. O

Remark 3.7. Here using the notation of Remark 3.3 and following the lines above, we deduce
that of | = ©(67), ] | = O(=67) (for y < 3), 03, = O(1), @3 | = O(=61), af ;| = O(=61)
and a3 | =O(1).
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Fig. 2. A 3-compression wave acting as a cancellation wave.
3.3. Additional cancellation waves and correction waves

In this section, we introduce additional cancellation waves and what we will call correction
waves, relying on the strong discontinuities for systems (1.1) and (1.3) described above. These
waves will be compression waves.

3.3.1. Eulerian case

As in Section 3.2.1, the strong wave that we consider in the case of system (1.1) is a 2-contact
discontinuity. We look for compression waves of the third family, on the left of the 2-contact
discontinuity, that cancel the effect of a 1-shock interacting on its right, in the sense that there is
not outgoing 1-wave after the interaction; see Fig. 2 (where the compression wave is represented
as a fan of discontinuities focusing to a point). The 2-contact discontinuity that we consider is a
j wave (that is, for which t_ < ) rather than a j] one.

Precisely, we establish the following proposition.

Proposition 3.4. In system (1.1), consider a 2-contact discontinuity (i—,u4) as in Proposi-
tion 3.1 with 69 < 0. We consider w—_ and w4 as in Proposition 2.3. Let u; be in w_ and u, u,
in w4 satisfying

um =T(G,u), 6&=1(0,62,0), 62 <0,

ur:T(IBvum)v :3:(,319070)9 ﬂl <01

with | 81| small. There exists y3 < 0 such that, if ii; := R3(—y3, u;), denoting o = X (i, u,), one
has

Il
e

01
and additionally

o

1IN —

1
%1 1

V3=
o

Bi+O(1Bi1%). oa=(a§,1—a§,g >ﬂ1+0(lﬂ1|2)- (3.46)

JRN

1
%32

Moreover the admissible size of |B1| and the “O” are uniform as uy, u,, and u, belong to
compact sets of w— and w4..
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By the uniformity of the admissible size of |fi|, we mean that u; and u,, being in fixed
compacts of w_ and w4, there is a 8 > 0 such that the property is valid whenever | 81| < 8.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Given u; and 65, we consider the mapping:

G:(B1,v3) € (—&,)* = (B1, Z1(Ra(=y3, w), Ti (B1, T2(62, un))),

where as before X' denotes the first component of X' and ¢ is a small positive number. It is clear
that G is C? and its differential at (0, 0) is given by

dG(0,0) = (1 ?)
W1 %39

From (3.32) we know that Ol% P # 0 and in fact, since 6 < 0 (so that p; > p,,,), we deduce that

a3 ) < 0. Even, one can have a negative upper bound for this coefficient, shrinking w_ and w if
necessary. It follows that dG (0, 0) is invertible, of inverse

0
0 ) . (3.47)
32

Hence the existence of y3 for g1 small is the consequence of the inverse mapping theorem (and
one can bound from below the size of 81 for which this is possible in terms of |[dG (0, 0)~!|| and
|Gl c2). The first estimate in (3.46) follows from (3.47). The second estimate on

= X3(Ra(—y3,up), Ti(B1, T2 (62, u1))) (3.48)

is then a first order Taylor expansion. That y3 < 0 comes from the computation of the coefficient

_f2n_ 2VPm
053%,2 A/ Pm — \/_

which is positive since, in the case considered here, one has p; > p,,. O

Remark 3.8. The sign of o3 for || small is given by (3.46); the coefficient can be computed as

o1 =<¢p—m—ﬁ>2+4mm

-
Pl — Pm

%1 2
- (X

L=
IS

which is positive so 03 < 0. However this is not essential in the construction and we will not use
this fact.
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(a) Correcting the effect of a 1- (b) Inverting an increasing J wave (c) Correcting the effect of a 3-shock
rarefaction

Fig. 3. Compression waves acting as correction waves.

3.3.2. Lagrangian case

For the system in Lagrangian coordinates, we consider not only cancellation waves, but also
compression waves which do not cancel one of the outgoing waves, but rather force the outgoing
waves to have a prescribed sign. Hence we refer in that case to these compression waves as
correction waves.

We prove the following result (see Fig. 3).

Proposition 3.5. We consider system (1.3). Let us be given a 1-shock (u_,u4), uy =T1(G1,u-)
with 1 < 0. We consider w_ and w4 as in Proposition 2.3. Let uy, be in w_ and u, in w4+

satisfying
ur=T(6,um), ¢=1(61,0,0), 61 <0,

and consider u; in w—_ such that uy = Y (B, u,,) with B a simple wave of the form (81,0, 0),
(0, B2,0) or (0,0, B3), with |B;| small.
Then there exists y; <0 such that, if u, := R1(y1, u,), denoting o = X (uj, u,), one has

07 <0, 03 >0, (3.49)
and

lyil=0O(IBi). (3.50)

Moreover the admissible size of |B;i| and the “O” in (3.50) can be taken uniform as u;, u,, and
u, belong to compact sets of w_ and wx.

Remark 3.9. The cases § = (81,0,0), 81 >0, 8 =(0, 52,0), B2 >0and 8 = (0,0, B3), B3 <O,
are the non-trivial cases (for the other ones, y; = 0 works). In these situations, we could make
sure that one of 07 or o3 actually vanishes. But it would not be systematically the same one, so
this information is of no use to us in the construction.

Proof of Proposition 3.5. Let

3
Qi1

— >, (3.51)

3
11

2
Oli’

1

11

)

Wi = max(
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Fig. 4. A 3-compression wave acting as a cancellation wave.
and let us prove that
y1:=—(u; + 1D|B;] (3.52)
works. We compute oy, k =2 or 3, by
or=Gr(Bi,v) = Z(Yi(Bir um). Ri(v1. T1(61, um)))-
As in the proof of Proposition 3.4, Gy is of class C? and its differential at (0, 0) is
dGi(0,0)=cf | dfi +af  dy.
Hence
Ge(Bi.y1) = o} 1 Bi +af yy1 + O(1BiI* + Iy ). (3.53)
Since ai | is positive and (xil is negative (see Lemma 3.2), one deduces that
Ga(Bi.y3) < —IBil + O(B) and  G3(Bi.ys) = || — O(B7), (3.54)
which allows to conclude. O

We will also consider actual cancellation waves for system (1.3), as stated in the next propo-
sition. We refer to Fig. 4. The strong shock used here is chosen not too large.

Proposition 3.6. In system (1.3), there exists k > 0 such that the following holds. Consider a

3-shock (u_,uy) given by uy = T3(03,u_) with o3 € (—«,0). Let w_ and w4 be as in Propo-
sition 2.3. Let u; be in w—_ and uy,, u, in w4 satisfying

usz(a—vul)’ &:(070763)7 6—3 <0’
ur=TB,um), p=1(0,p2,0), p2<0.

Suppose, shrinking w_ and w.. if necessary, that 63 € (—%’C, 0). Then for small | B2 |, there exists
y3 < 0 such that, if u; := R3(—y3, u;), denoting 0 = X (u;, u,), one has

02 =0, 01 >0,
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and additionally
o3,
y3=——=-Pr+O(1BaI?). (3.55)
o35

Moreover the admissible size of |B2| and the “O” are uniform as uy, u,, and u, belong to
compact sets of w— and w..

Proof. The proof is roughly the same as that of Proposition 3.4. Here we consider

G: (B2, y3) € (—&,8)* > (B2, Z2(Ra(=y3, w1), To (B2, T3(63, 1))

Again G is of class C? and its differential at (0, 0) is given by

dG(0,0):( o )

¥32 *33

Hence we get as previously the existence of y3 canceling o, and satisfying (3.55) as a conse-
quence of the inverse mapping theorem. Let us now focus on the signs of o1 and y3. For y3 we
have (3.55) and for o1, the first-order Taylor expansion of X1 (R3(—y3, u;), T2(B2, T3(63, up)))
gives:

2

o1 = al 1 ) 2y _ [ 1 _@ 1 ) 2 356

1_a§’2ﬁ2+0{3’§)/3+ (|,32| )— o35 o2 o33 B2+ (|I32| ) (3.56)
3.3

Using the symmetry x <> —x, we know from Propositions 3.2 and 3.3 that (xé , >0, (xé 3 <0,
oeg’z > 0 and ozg,3 < 0. Hence we can conclude that y3 < 0 (if | 82| is small enough), but the two
coefficients in the right hand side of (3.56) are of different signs. To conclude, we use that 73
is not too large (that is, we choose x small). Using Remarks 3.5 and 3.7 and adapting them in
the horizontally symmetric situation, we see that aé’z = ©O(03), oté’3 =06 (—&32), oz%3 =6 (—&32)
and a% , = 6(1). It follows that in (3.56), the second term in the parentheses is predominant over
the first one for small 63. This gives the conclusion. O

4. The construction in the Eulerian case

With the tools exposed in Sections 2 and 3, we are now in a position to give our method to
construct front-tracking approximations leading to a relevant solution for Theorem 3. We recall
that front-tracking approximations are piecewise constant functions on the space—time domain
(here RT x (0, L)), each “piece” on which the function is constant being polygonal. In this
section, we only describe the algorithm that generates these approximations; we will prove in
Section 6 that these approximations converge to a solution of the system, which will establish
Theorem 3.

The construction has some common points with the one of [21] for the controllability of
the isentropic (2 x 2) Euler system for compressible gas, and uses some features of Bressan’s
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front-tracking algorithm [6] for the generation of solutions of hyperbolic n x n systems of con-
servations laws with n > 3. We will first suppose, using the notations of Theorem 3, that:

AM(ug) <0 and Ap(ug) > 0. “.1)

We will explain in Section 6.1.5 how the other cases can be treated.

As in [21], the construction consists of two successive steps. We describe these steps in sep-
arate subsections. A main point in the construction here is to let a strong 2-discontinuity enter
the domain from the left side x = 0 and to use this strong discontinuity to “eliminate” the waves
inside the domain, using cancellation effects. As we will see, this discontinuity eventually leaves
the domain through the right side x = L.

We let v > 0 a small parameter; we construct a front-tracking approximation for each such
v and we will let v go to 0. We also let o > 0 another positive parameter intended to go to 0
(depending on v).

4.1. The strong 2-discontinuity
We consider v, such that (v, #0) is an increasing (in terms of 7) 2-contact discontinuity J:
L_t():Tz(Ez,vO_), gy < 0. “4.2)

We require that it satisfies

3
M(vy) < Z)»l(b_to), (4.3)

which is clearly the case when |o';| is small enough. Note that the velocity s of this discontinuity
satisfies

§ = Aa(iig) > 0. (4.4)

This is the reference discontinuity on which the construction is based. Given such a 2-discontinu-
ity, we will determine ¢ > O such that, if (1.12) is satisfied, the following construction is valid.
This will allow us to get (1.14) by ultimately taking this reference discontinuity small.

Now, given such a discontinuity, the approximations that we are about to construct will take
values in the domain:

D= B(vy;r)UB(ug; r), (4.5)
where r > 0 is small enough. In particular r is chosen in order that:

e B(v,; r) N B(up; r) =¥ (to simplify the discussion),

e D C £ (in particular the vacuum is avoided),

e any two states in B(v, ; r) or in B(uo; r) determine a Riemann problem having a solution
which avoids the vacuum, and the same is true for any “swapped” Riemann problem as
defined in Section 2.2.

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
Differential Equations (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2014.04.013




YJDEQ:7465

O. Glass / J. Differential Equations eee (eeee) see—see 41

e interactions of two simple waves in B(v, ; ) or in B(uo; ) conserve the sign in the sense of
Corollary 2.1, for any permutation of the Riemann problem, and satisfy Lemma 3.1,

® B(v,;r) Cw—, B(ug;r) C ws where w_ and w4 are small enough in order for Proposi-
tions 3.1 and 3.4 and Remark 3.2 to apply,

e any simple wave leading a state of B(v, ; r) to a state of B(ig; r) is an increasing (in terms
of t) 2-contact discontinuity with strength o> and speed s satisfying

l021/2 <lo2| <2|o2| and s> Az(uo)/2, (4.6)
o forany u in B(v, ;1)

A (u) < X1(ug)/2 < 0. 4.7)

We will in particular choose ¢ > 0 in order that (1.12) implies that uq has values in B(u; r), but
€ may have to be chosen smaller in the sequel.
We consider A a positive number such that

A > max|az(u)|. (4.8)

ue

We now proceed to the construction of front-tracking approximations u" of a solution to the
controllability problem; these approximations are in a first time constructed only “under/on the
right” the strong discontinuity (in the (¢, x) domain). In a second time, we resume the construc-
tion above/on the left of this discontinuity.

4.2. Part 1: construction of the approximation under/on the right of the strong discontinuity

In this subsection, we describe the first part of the algorithm, which allows to construct the
part of the approximation u" situated under/on the right of the strong discontinuity, as well as
the value of ¥ immediately on the left of the discontinuity and the location of the discontinuity
itself. Specifically, we construct the function X (#) which represents the location of the strong
discontinuity in (0, L) at time ¢, and which is defined in some interval [0, 71], 71 being the
exit time of the strong discontinuity. This location X (¢) will be an increasing function of time,
depending of course on v; to lighten the notation we do not make this dependence explicit. In
the same time we construct the piecewise constant function u" on {(¢, x) € [0, T1] x [0, L] | x >
X (1)}. Moreover, we also construct the state u" (¢, X () ) on the left of the discontinuity, which
will be exploited in Part 2.

In this part of the algorithm, we will suppose that all the states at points where x > X (¢)
belong to B(ug, r) and the states u"(t, X (t)™) belong to B(vy ,r). Our convention is that the
algorithm stops at a time when this condition starts to fail. We will prove later that the algorithm
does not stop provided that ¢ is small enough.

Step 1. Approximation of the initial data and initiation of the algorithm. We introduce a
sequence of piecewise constant approximations of the initial state () in BV (0, L), with values
in B(ug, r) and satisfying:

TV (uy) < TV (o), lug —@o| o, < luo —dollco  and  |lug —uol 1o, <v. (4.9

Now, the algorithm to construct the approximation u" defined in R™ x (0, L) works as follows.
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w1

uy | UZ/
w = up / Uy = ug

Fig. 5. The accurate Riemann solver.

a. At discontinuity point X of uy in (0, L), we approximate the solution of the Riemann
problem (uy(x ™), u(‘j()_ﬁ)) by using the accurate Riemann solver, that is by defining " around
the point (0, X) as the solution of the Riemann problem, where the rarefaction waves (for family
1 or 3) are replaced by rarefaction fans with accuracy v (described below). On the contrary, shock
waves and contact discontinuities are left unchanged.

The rarefaction fans are defined as follows: given a rarefaction wave between u_ and u4 =
Ti(oj,u_),0; >0,i =1, 3, we introduce the intermediate states

k o;
wp =T —oj,u_ fork=0,...,n:=| — |.
n v

The rarefaction wave (2.19) is then replaced with the rarefaction fan

u_ for(x —x)/t <s(u_,wy),
U/ (t,x) =14 wx for (x —X)/t € (s(wk—1, k), s(wk, wr1)), k=1,...,n—1,
uy for(x —x)/t>s(wp—1,u4),

where the shock speed for rarefactions was defined in (3.9). In other words, the rarefaction fan is
composed of the constant states wy, separated by straight lines at shock speed s(wk, wi+1). See
Fig. 5.

b. At the point X = 0, we solve the Riemann problem (v, u5(0+)); we conserve only the
2-wave and the 3-wave, and replace this 3-wave by a rarefaction fan with accuracy v if this wave
is a rarefaction. The 2-contact discontinuity determines the curve X (¢) for small times. At the
point X = L, we consider that the approximation is continued with uy(L), so that there is no
Riemann problem to solve.

After these operations, we have in (0, L) and for small times a piecewise constant function u",
where the constants are separated by straight lines that we call fronts; the 2-contact discontinuity
originated from O is called strong front, the other fronts being called weak. More precisely, we
declare a front strong when it connects a state from B(vg ;r) to a state in B(ug; r); it is weak
when both states belong to the same connected component of D.

Moreover, all the fronts generated at this step will be called physical fronts, as opposed to
artificial fronts which will be introduced in the next step. For each physical front separating the
left state u; from the right state u,, there exist i € {1,2, 3} (the family of the front) and 0; € R
(its strength) such that u, = T; (o3, u;).

Step 2. Extension of the solution and interactions. To define the approximation u" for larger
t > 0, we have to explain how to extend it over points where two fronts meet, which are called

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
Differential Equations (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2014.04.013




YJDEQ:7465

O. Glass/ J. Differential Equations eee (eeee) eee—see 43

interaction points. We do not extend any front outside of the space domain (0, L), so we do not
have to give special rules when a front hits the boundary.

At an interaction point (7, X), a front on the left separating the leftmost state u; from the
middle state u,, meets a front separating u,, from the rightmost state u,. Of course the left front
travels faster than the right one. When both fronts are physical, one can write:

um =Ti(oi,u) and  u, =Tj(0}, up). (4.10)

Remark 4.1. As in [7], we can change a little bit the speed of a front (by an amount of v at
most), in order to avoid interaction points with more than two incoming fronts involved. Even,
we can ensure that all times of interaction are distinct (not that this is essential). But doing so,
we choose not to modify the speed of contact discontinuities of the second family. This is always
possible since two contact discontinuities traveling at shock speed cannot meet, because two
contact discontinuities which are not separated by other waves travel at the exact same speed.
Also, since this can be done with an arbitrarily small change of speed, we avoid systematically
the meeting of two rarefaction fronts of the same family (such a meeting does not occur naturally
due to the genuine nonlinearity). Finally, we will not change the speed of artificial fronts (which
do not meet either).

According to the situation, the front-tracking approximation u" is extended for ¢ > 7 as fol-
lows.

A. The strong discontinuity is not involved. We suppose that none of the two fronts involved
is the strong one. In this situation, we follow [7] (with a non-essential variant for the simplified
solver). There are subcases.

e Interaction with large amplitude. We suppose that both fronts are physical and that
|oioj| = 0. 4.11)

In that case we extend u" for ¢ > f by using the accurate Riemann solver with accuracy v
for (uj, u;,) at the point (7, x), as in the first step. However, if one of the incoming fronts
(of family k) is a rarefaction front, we do not split the outgoing k-wave in pieces (even if its
strength is larger than v), and extend it as a single front sent at shock speed.

e [Interaction with small amplitude. We suppose that both fronts are physical and that

|crit7‘;~| <o. (4.12)
In that case we extend u” for ¢ > 7 by using the simplified Riemann solver, as described now.

— Ifi # j, thatis, the incoming fronts are of different families, then i > j because otherwise
the two fronts would not meet. The solution of the Riemann problem is approximated by
the succession of a j-front, an i-front and an artificial front traveling at speed A. For that,
we consider the permutation 7 € S3 suchthat (1) = j, 7(2) =i,andset& = (1,1, 1). We
let & := X7 (u;, u,). Then the approximation 1" is extended by a single front separating
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Fig. 6. Simplified solver.

u; and it,, = Tj(6;,u;) traveling at shock speed, a single front separating i,, from
iy .= T;(0i, il;,) and traveling at shock speed, and finally an artificial front separating
u, from u,, and traveling at speed X. See Fig. 6(a).

— If i = j, that is, the incoming fronts are of the same family, then at least one of the fronts is
a shock because otherwise the two fronts would not meet. The outgoing Riemann problem
is approximated by an i-front and an artificial front as follows. Pick a permutation 7 € S3
such that w(1) =i, set & = (1, 1, 1) and let 6 := X% (u;, u,). Then the approximation u"
is extended by a front separating u; and i, := T;(6;, u;) traveling at shock speed and an
artificial front separating i, from u,, and traveling at speed A. See Fi g. 6(b).

e Artificial interaction. We suppose that one of fronts is artificial. The second one is physical
since the algorithm will guarantee that all artificial fronts under the strong front travel at the
same speed . Due to (4.8), the artificial front is the left one (u;, u,,); let us describe the
right front with u, = T;(0}, u,). Then one approximates the outgoing Riemann problem
by a j-front and an artificial front as follows (we will refer to this method as the simplified
Riemann solver as well). Pick a permutation 7 € S3 such that 7 (1) = j,set& = (1,1, 1) and
let & := ™ (u;, u,). We define i, := T;(6j,u;), and one extends u” by a front separating
u; and i, and traveling at shock speed and an artificial front separating i, from u,, and
traveling at speed A. See Fig. 6(c).

Remark 4.2. We could have used the simplified solver from [7]. The (tiny) advantage here is
that the interaction estimates enter the same framework as for the usual interactions, that is,
Proposition 2.2. One can also notice that this simplified solver respects the fact that the interaction
of two rarefactions of family 3 and 1 does not generate a 2-wave, and that the interaction of two
shocks of family 3 and 1 generates a 2-wave whose strength is of third order with respect to the
incoming waves (recall (3.29)).

B. The strong discontinuity is involved. There is only one front considered strong at each time

t in this construction, of type j] , separating a state in B(v, , r) on the left and a state in B(uo, r)
on the right, whose speed satisfies (4.6); otherwise the algorithm has stopped. Moreover, since
in this subsection we are considering the approximation on the right of the strong discontinuity,
at an interaction point the strong front is the left one. Call again u;, u,, and u, the left, middle
and right states. The right front is necessarily of the first family. Indeed, if (u,,, u,) corresponded
to a physical front of the third family or an artificial front, it would travel faster than the 2-front
(uy, uyy). And if (u,,, u,) was separated by a physical front of the second family, it would travel
at the exact same speed as the 2-front (u;, u,,) (recall Remark 4.1).
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Fig. 7. A 1-rarefaction crossing the 2-strong discontinuity.
Hence we let u, = Ty (o1, u,,) and discuss according to the nature of this wave.

e [Interaction with a 1-rarefaction front. In that case, we use the accurate solver as described
above. This generates a 1-rarefaction above the strong 2-discontinuity, modifies the 2-strong
discontinuity and generates a reflected 3-wave, which is a rarefaction wave. The natures of
these waves are deduced from the definition of r, and Remarks 3.1 and 3.2. We extend the
fronts of the 1-rarefaction fan only for small times for the moment. This determines a new
state ii; on the left of the 2-strong discontinuity. See Fig. 7.

e [Interaction with a 1-shock front. In this case, we apply Proposition 3.4. We imagine that the
3-compression wave (ii;, u;) has arrived on the left of the 2-discontinuity exactly at (7, X).
The resulting Riemann problem (ii;, u,) for times ¢ > 7 is solved by a 2-contact disconti-
nuity and a reflected/transmitted wave of the third family (but no 1-wave). We know from
Remark 3.8 that this 3-wave is a shock. We extend u" above the interaction point (7, X)
by using the accurate solver for the Riemann problem (i, u,). Consequently the front of
families 2 and 3 are sent at shock speed. This determines i; as the new state on the left of
the 2-strong discontinuity. Note that actually, we know from Remark 3.8 that for a not too

large j the 3-wave is a shock, but this is not essential. See Fig. 2.

In both cases, we let X () follow the 2-discontinuity. We do not yet extend the fronts emerging
above the strong 2-contact discontinuity (i.e. in the domain {x < X (¢)}), but we keep record
of the state u" (¢, X(¢)~) above this discontinuity; this will be used in the second part of the
construction.

Note that due to (4.6), X (¢) has a positive speed and eventually leaves the domain through
x = L at some finite time 7 > O with:

2L

T < —.
A2 (uo)

(4.13)

The first part of the algorithm ends here.
4.3. Part 2: construction above/on the left of the strong discontinuity

At the end of Part 1, assuming that the algorithm is well-functioning (in the sense that it does
not stop before 77 and generates a finite number of fronts and interaction points), we have a
front-tracking approximation defined under/on the right of the strong 2-contact discontinuity X.
Let us now explain how we extend this front-tracking approximation u” above/on the left of the
strong 2-contact discontinuity.
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Fig. 8. Junction of the two parts of the construction.

Step 1. Fronts emerging from the strong discontinuity. In the construction we have left above
the strong 2-contact discontinuity germs of 1-rarefaction waves that we would like to extend
forward in time and germs of 3-compression waves that we would like to extend backward in
time. This corresponds to the two following situations. At an interaction point (z, X (7)) with the
strong discontinuity in Part 1, the state u" (¢, X (#) ™) on the left of the discontinuity has changed,
andu_ :=u"(#, X(")7) and uy :=u"(#, X(i*)™) are connected:

— either by u4 = T (o1, u_) for some o1 > 0, when the incoming front on the right of X was

of type R,
— or by u_ ="R3(03,u4) for some 03 < 0, when the incoming front on the right of X was of

type S.
See Fig. 8(a). We let fronts emerge front the strong discontinuity as follows.

e In the first situation, the rarefaction wave (u_,u) is treated via the usual accurate solver
and consequently sent forward in time as a rarefaction fan. We could avoid to split these
rarefaction waves generated by the meeting of the strong discontinuity with a rarefaction
front from Part 1; but this has no importance.

e In the second situation, the compression wave (14, u_) is split as a compression fan (with
accuracy v) and sent backward in time. This is the equivalent for ¢ < 7 of what does the
accurate solver for rarefaction waves. To be more precise, call n := [‘0—1)3'1 and introduce

the intermediate states wy := R3(—ko3/n,u_), k =0,...,n, and the propagation speeds
so:=X(@")and s; :=s(wj—1,w;) fori =1,...,n. Then u” is set on the left of X locally at
(f,x) as
_ - X
u'(t,x) =w; fort<t, x<X(@) and xtii()e[si,siﬂ], i=0,....,n—1,
v - x — X(1) -
u'(t,x) =uy fort<t, x<X(@) and ﬁ>snorforx<X(t)andt>t.
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Fig. 9. Simplified solver for side interactions.

It is clear that s1 > A3(u_) > Ap(u_) = so and that s;| > s; fori =1,...,n — 1 since
compression waves satisfy Lax’s inequalities:

)L,'(R,-(oi, u)) < s(u,Ri(oi, u)) <Ai(m), fori=1,3, 0; <O. 4.14)

Step 2. Extension of the fronts. Now we have to explain how we extend these fronts and com-
plete the approximation u"” on the whole R™ x (0, L). The main point is to use L — x as time
variable; we are led to an initial-boundary value situation with a moving boundary, see Fig. 8(b).
In order to avoid the confusion with the actual time variable ¢, we will systematically refer to
this variable L — x as the pseudo-time. The “initial data” on {L} x [T}, +00) is u" (T;", L™) (this
state on the left of the strong discontinuity was determined during the first part of the construc-
tion), and the entering waves from the moving boundary {(z, X (¢)), ¢ € [0, T1]} are the germs
mentioned above.

Now we start from the state u” (T+, L7) at the pseudo-time L —x =0, and let L — x increase.
When an interaction point with the strong discontinuity obtained in Part 1 is met, we let the fronts
enter the domain as described in Step 1. Note that all these fronts evolve forward according to
the pseudo-time. We have to explain how to extend the approximation u#” when an interaction
point inside the domain x < X (7) is met. As we will see, only one case can actually occur.

e Interaction of a 1-rarefaction front with a backward 3-compression front. Assume as in
Fig. 9 that at some pseudo-time L — x = L — X and actual time ¢ = 7, a l-rarefaction front
um = Ti(o1, up), o1 > 0, meets a 3-compression front u,, = R3(03, u,), 03 < 0. Then one solves
the swapped Riemann problem (see Section 2.2):

ur =Ry (ol’, ) oRz(az’, ) o Rg(aé, ~)u1.

Using Lemma 3.1, we see that o) = 0. The fact that the waves of families 1 and 3 conserve their

nature (C and R) across the interaction point, or in other words that o]’ > (0 and 03’ <0,is a
consequence of Corollary 2.1 and the definition of ». We denote

iim =R3(04, ur).
The approximation u" is extended for further pseudo-times as a backward 3-compression wave

separating u; and i, traveling at shock speed and a forward 1-rarefaction front separating i,
and u, and traveling at shock speed.
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Precisely the wave pattern for L — x > L — X is locally given as follows:

1
u for§ < —sm s ]

t—1
with& = ——.

v ~ 1 1
= —_ < < ——
u (t’ x) Um for up) s s, ur)’ X —x

s(im,
1

ur forg>—sm s

We will refer to this construction as the side simplified solver.
The important fact here is that there is no other interaction occurring in this part, other than
of the type described above. Let us justify this.

o In the algorithm above, only forward 1-rarefaction fronts and backward 3-compression fronts
enter from the boundary. Since there is no front initially (for time L — x = 0) and since only

1-rarefaction fronts and backward 3-compression fronts emerge from an R/C interaction
point, there are only forward 1-rarefaction fronts and backward 3-compression fronts in the
domain as long as no interaction of another type occurs.

e In the algorithm above, no front goes back to the strong 2-discontinuity: the forward
1-rarefaction fronts because they go forward in time at negative speed, the backward
3-compression fronts because, in the usual sense of time, they travel faster than the
2-discontinuity.

e There are no interactions of fronts within a family since 1-rarefaction fronts traveling forward
are going away one from another, so do 3-compression fronts when going backward in time
(see (4.14)).

Hence the description of the algorithm is complete.

Remark 4.3. The advantage of using 3-compression waves is that their interactions with
1-rarefactions do not generate a wave in the second family. However we could have used fans of
small 3-shocks to replace the 3-compression waves fan. The (small) cost would have been the

appearance of artificial fronts (traveling to the left) at each R/S interaction point. But since in
that case, the resulting artificial front is of third order with respect to the sizes of the incoming
waves, the estimate of the total strength of these artificial fronts would have been relatively easy.

5. The construction in the Lagrangian case

The construction in the Lagrangian case, still relying on a front-tracking algorithm, is of differ-
ent nature than in the Eulerian case, since, obviously, one cannot make a 2-contact discontinuity
travel through the domain. Here we will use two successive strong shocks: first, a 1-shock cross-
ing the domain from right to left, and then a 3-shock crossing the domain from left to right. There
will be three parts in the construction: first under/on the left of the strong 1-shock, then above/on
the right of the strong 1-shock but before the entrance of the 3-shock, and finally after the en-
trance of the strong 3-shock. A main difficulty here is to eliminate the 2-contact discontinuities,
since they have zero characteristic speed and hence do not propagate to the boundary.

We recall that the construction below is also valid in the Eulerian case when y < %, with
minimal changes.

As before we let v > 0 a small parameter and construct a front-tracking approximation u" for
each v small. We also let o > 0 another positive parameter to be determined (depending on v).
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5.1. The two strong shocks
‘We consider var such that (i, v:{ ) is 1-shock g:

vy =Ti(G1, i), &1 <O0. (5.1
Its velocity s; satisfies
s1 < A1(up) < 0. 5.2)
Then we consider v such that (v, v0+) is 3-shock é:
v3=T3(63,v1_), a3 <0. (5.3)

We suppose that o3 is small enough for Proposition 3.6 to apply. The velocity s3 of this shock
satisfies

53> A3 (vg') > 0. 5.4)
Given these shocks, we introduce the domain:
D:B(ﬁo;r)UB(vg;r)UB(vl_;r), (5.5)
and choose r > 0 small enough in order that:

e B(uo; r), B(vg;r) and B(v; ; r) are disjoint,

e D C £ (in particular the vacuum is avoided),

e any two states in B(ug; r), in B(UJ; r) orin B(v{ ; r), determine a Riemann problem hav-
ing a solution which avoids the vacuum, and the same is true for any “swapped” Riemann
problem as defined in Section 2.2.

e interactions of two simple waves in B(ug; r), in B(vg; r) orin B(v ;r), conserve the sign
in the sense of Corollary 2.1, for any permutation of the Riemann problem, and Remarks 2.2
and 2.3 apply,

e Propositions 3.3 and 3.5 apply with B(ug;r) C w— and B(UJ; r) C w4; Proposition 3.6
applies with B(vg'; r)Cw-and B(v|;r) C wy,

e any simple wave leading a state of B(ig; ) to a state of B(vo+; r) (resp. a state of B(v, ;1)
to a state of B (vS‘ ;1)) is a 1-shock (resp. a 3-shock) with strength o (resp. 03) and speed s
satisfying

[011/2 <lo1l <2|o1| and s <A1(uo)/2, (5.6)
(resp. |63]/2 < |o3| <2|o3| and s > )»3(%")/2), 5.7

and moreover Proposition 3.6 applies to any such 3-shock,
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e forany u in B(v(‘)"; r)

A3 = a3(vg)/2 >0, (5.8)

and for u in B(v, ; r)
M) <A (vy)/2<0. (5.9

We introduce A satisfying:
A > rbtrle%(’kl(u)|. (5.10)

5.2. Part 1: construction below/on the left of the strong 1-shock

In this first part of the construction, we describe the design of u" under/on the left of a strong
1-shock, which enters the domain from x = L at time 0, and eventually leaves the domain through
x = 0. Together with u” we construct the location of this shock which is described by the function
X1(t), defined in some interval [0, 77], 77 being the exit time of the strong 1-shock. Thus the
piecewise constant function u" is determined on {(¢, x) € [0, T1] x [0, L] | x < X(¢)} after this
part. This part of the algorithm also provides the value u" (¢, X i" (t)) immediately on the right of
the strong 1-shock.

Again the algorithm is supposed to generate states belonging to B(iig, r) in {(¢, x) € [0, T1] x
[0, L] ] x < X1(#)} and states belonging to B(va', r) on (¢, Xf'(t)); we consider that it stops as
soon as it should generate another state. We will prove later that provided that ¢ is small enough,
the algorithm does not stop.

Step 1. Approximation of the initial data and initiation of the algorithm. As in Section 4,
we initiate the algorithm by introducing a sequence of piecewise constant approximations of the
initial state (u) in BV (0, L), with values in B(io, ) and satisfying (4.9). Then we start the
algorithm as follows.

a. At a discontinuity point X of ug in (0, L), we approximate the solution of the Riemann
problem (uq(X™), ug()_ﬁ)) by using the accurate Riemann solver, exactly as in Section 4.

b. On the right point X = L, we consider the Riemann problem (u (L ™), va' ) and approximate
its solution by using the accurate Riemann solver, and conserve only the 1-wave, which is a
1-shock due to the restrictions on D. On the contrary, X = 0 is considered a continuity point.

This first step determines the various states of u" and the location X (¢) of the 1-shock for
small times. As before, in order to define u" for later times, one must describe what happens
at interaction points. As in Section 4, we do not extend any front outside of the space domain
(0, L), so we do not give rules concerning a front hitting the boundary.

Step 2. Extension of the approximation and interactions. At an interaction point (7, X), a front
separating the leftmost state u; from the middle state u,, meets a front separating u,, from the
rightmost state u,, which we write again (4.10) when both fronts are physical. Of course, the left
front has a larger speed than the right one. Again we can change a little bit the speed of a front
(of an amount at most of v), in order to avoid interaction points with more than two incoming
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fronts involved. We do not modify the speed of the contact discontinuities (of family 2), though,
and we avoid the meeting of rarefaction fronts of the same family.

According to the situation, the front-tracking approximation #" is extended over an interaction
point as follows.

A. The strong 1-shock is not involved. In this case, we use the exact same strategy as in Sec-
tion 4 that is:

e [nteraction with large amplitude. If both incoming fronts are physical and (4.11) is satisfied,
then we extend u" by using the accurate Riemann solver with accuracy v.

e [nteraction with small amplitude. If both incoming fronts are physical but (4.12) is satisfied,
we extend u#” by using the simplified Riemann solver as in Section 4.2. However here we
set —A as the speed of artificial fronts, which are therefore placed on the left of the outgoing
fronts. This means the following:

— if the two incoming fronts are of different families i > j, we use the permutation
m € §3 determined by 7(2) = j and 7 (3) =i, £ = (1, 1, 1), we consider the correspond-
ing swapped Riemann problem, and extend the approximation via an artificial front at
speed —ia j-front and an i-front at shock speed,

— if the two incoming fronts are of the same family i = j, we use a permutation 7w € S3 such
that #(3) =i, & = (1, 1, 1), consider the corresponding swapped Riemann problem and
extend the approximation via an artificial front at speed —A and an i-front at shock speed.

Hence the situation would be described by Fig. 6 after a vertical symmetry.

e Artificial interaction. If one of the fronts is artificial, we use the simplified Riemann solver,
as we have described it in Section 4, taking the speed —J of artificial fronts into account.
Again one can think of Fig. 6 after a vertical symmetry. This amounts to considering a
permutation 7w € S3 such that w(3) = j, where j is the family of the incoming physical
front, and £ = (1, 1, 1).

B. The strong 1-shock is involved. This is where the strategy changes. We consider the inter-
action of the weak physical front (u;, u,,), let us say,

um = T;(oi,up), (5.11)

with the strong 1-shock (u,,, u,) (which is the continuation of the 1-shock emerging from x = L
at initial time). The weak wave is on the left since we construct the approximation #” under/on
the left of the strong 1-shock. There are no interactions between the strong 1-shock and artificial
fronts, since the latter are faster.

There are six cases according to the family i of the weak wave and to its nature (o; > O or
o; < 0). These six cases are gathered into two groups.

e Groupl: S, J and R. In this group, the incoming weak front is either a 1-shock, a decreasing
2-contact discontinuity or a 3-rarefaction. In that case, we use the usual accurate Riemann
solver for the outgoing waves. We do not yet extend the outgoing fronts further in time,
except for the 1-shock which describes X 1. According to Proposition 3.3 and the definition
of r, the outgoing wave in the family 2 is a J contact discontinuity and the outgoing wave

in the family 3 is an R rarefaction. (This is the reason which brings together these incoming
waves in this group.) This determines a new state on the right of X;.
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Fig. 10. End of Part 1.

e Group II: I? J and S. In this group, the incoming weak front is either a 1-rarefaction, an
increasing 2-contact discontinuity or a 3-shock. Here we use a correction wave. Indeed, we
apply Proposition 3.5, and imagine that a 1-compression wave (u,, i, ), determined as in this
proposition, has arrived at (¢, X) on the right of the strong 1-shock and solve the resulting
Riemann problem (u;, i1, ). We do not extend the outgoing fronts yet, except for the outgoing
1-shock which continues X . Taking this additional 1-compression wave into account, the
outgoing wave in the family 2 is a J contact discontinuity and the outgoing wave in the
family 3 is an R rarefaction as well, as a consequence of Proposition 3.5 and the definition
of r. If this additional 1-compression wave was not there, we would obtain a f contact

discontinuity and an S shock in families 2 and 3 respectively. This determines the new state
on the right of X;.

These two situations allow in particular to extend the strong 1-shock and the function X(¢)
further in time, and to keep track of the state on the right of the strong shock (as long as the
algorithm has not stopped).

Now, if the algorithm has generated only a finite number of interactions and if it has not
stopped, then, due to the definition of 7, the strong 1-shock leaves the domain through x =0 at
some time 77 satisfying

2L

T =< m (5.12)

We represent the situation at the end of Part 1 in Fig. 10.

5.3. Part 2: construction between the two strong shocks

At the end of the first part of the construction and assuming that the algorithm is well-
functioning, we have obtained a front-tracking approximation u#"” defined under the strong
1-shock. Let us now explain how we extend u"” above/on the right this shock.
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Fig. 11. Beginning of Part 2.

To complete the approximation u” we extend the 2-discontinuities and the 3-rarefaction fronts
forward in time and the additional 1-compression waves backward in time. For that purpose, we
will not quite use x as a new time variable (though this gives the main idea), but rather the
variable

D i=x +ut,

with ¢ > 0 chosen small enough so that ¢ is smaller and strictly separated from {|A1(u)|, A3(u),
u € D}. In particular the lines % = constant have a slope strictly separated from the one of char-
acteristics or shocks of the three families as the states belong to D. For this new time variable,
all the fronts emerging from X (including the 2-contact discontinuities) go “forward”. As in
Section 4, we will refer to ¥ as the pseudo-time to avoid confusion with the actual time ¢.

We represent the situation at the beginning of Part 2 in Fig. 11.

The algorithm here is supposed to generate states in B(va' ,r)on {x > X(t)}; as in the first
part, we consider that it stops as soon as it generates another state.

Step 1. Fronts emerging from the strong 1-shock. In the construction we have left above/on
the right of the strong 1-shock germs of 1-rarefaction and 2-contact discontinuities to be extended
forward in time and germs of 3-shock fans to be extended backward in time. See Fig. 10. More
precisely, at a point from where the fronts emerge, let us say (7, x) = (7, X1(1)), the two states
u_:=u"(",x")and uy :=u"(",x") are connected through
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u-=Ri(—0oy1,-) o T3(03,-) o Ta(oz, Yu,

with o1 < 0 (potentially there is no additional 1-compression wave), 03 > 0 and o < 0. We
introduce the intermediate states u,L :=T5(02, -)uy and u,zn = T5(03, -)u,ln
We let fronts emerge from the strong discontinuity as follows.

e The contact discontinuity (u4, u,ln) and the rarefaction wave (u#, uﬁl) are treated via the
usual accurate solver and sent forward in time.

e The compression wave (u_, u%) is as in Section 4 split in fronts of size at most v which
are sent backward at shock speed. Again, from Lax’s inequality (4.14), these fronts emerge
indeed from the strong 1-shock inside the zone {x > X (¢)}.

Step 2. Extension of the fronts. Now, the rest of the algorithm consists in extending fronts
across interaction points; we do not extend fronts outside of the space domain (0, L). In order to
construct u” above/on the right of the curve X, we start from u" (T}, 07) for (¢, x) € (T}, +00) x
{0} (this state was determined in the first part of the algorithm) and progress with the pseudo-time
variable ©#. When an emergence point on X is met, we extend the fronts outgoing from X as
described before (these fronts all go forward according to the time variable ¢}). We have to explain
what we do at interaction points inside {x > X{(#)}.

First, as will be clear from the algorithm, only fronts of the following nature will be produced:
3-rarefaction fronts R (going forward in time t), 2-contact discontinuities J (going forward in
time ) and 1-compression fronts C (going backward in time ¢). It follows that there will be
no interaction between these fronts and the strong 1-shock generated by the first part of the
algorithm: the waves R and J because they go forward at a non-negative speed, the waves C
because they go backward in time and satisfy Lax’s inequalities. It follows also that there will
be no interactions between fronts of the same family: the waves R because they go forward and
spread (because they have positive strength and because of (2.7)), J because they all go forward
at the exact same speed (that is zero), the waves C because they go backward and satisfy Lax’s
inequalities.

The extension of u” beyond an interaction point depends on the nature of the incoming fronts,
which are all weak waves.

e Interaction of R and C. We consider the situation where a backward 1-compression front
(u;, up) with u; above u,, in the (¢, x) plane, meets a forward 3-rarefaction front (uy,, u,)
with u,, on the left of u,. This is described in Fig. 12(a). One has u; = R (e, uy,), @ <0
and u, = T3(B, uy), B > 0.

In that case, we use the same type of solver as in Section 4.3. Precisely we solve the swapped
Riemann problem

ur =Ri(—01,") oRa(03,-) o R3(03, -)us.

Due to Lemma 3.1, one has 02/ = 0. Moreover due to Proposition 2.2 and the definition of r,
one has o{ < 0and 03’ > 0. Setting i1,,, := T3 (03/, u;), we extend the approximation for further
¥ via a single forward 3-rarefaction front (uy, ii,,) and a single backward 1-compression
front (i, u,), both sent at shock speed.
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Fig. 12. Side interactions.

e [Interaction of a contact discontinuity J and a rarefaction R. We consider the case where
a forward 3-rarefaction front (u;, u,,) with u; on the left of u,, in the (¢, x) plane, meets a
forward 2-discontinuity (u,,, u,) with u,, on the left of u,. This is described in Fig. 12(b).
One has u,, = Ra(a, u;), « > 0 and u, = To(B, um), B <O.

In that case, we apply Corollary 2.2 to system (1.3), with k = 1. In other words, we seek to
cancel the “outgoing 1-wave” (outgoing for the usual time 7). We deduce the existence of y,
such that if one sets i, := R1(y, u,), then X1 (uy, ii,) =0, and

| Zo(ur, i) — B + | Z3(up, ity) — | = O(lelIBI).
y =—aBly - [r3,r2] + O((la| + B1) ]| B]).

Now

a 1
013l =—b) - 2 = —— <0,

ot 4T
Hence we deduce that y < 0, that is, (u,, i,) is a 1-compression wave. Due to Corollary 2.1

and the definition of r, the other two resulting waves are of type J and R.
We extend the approximation u" over the interaction point, for further ¥, by the four states

uy, uy, i, and u, separated by the three (smgle) outgoing fronts J R and c traveling at
shock speed; this is forward in time for J and R, and backward in t1me for C.

e [Interaction of a contact discontinuity J and a compression wave C. We consider the case
where a backward 1-compression front (u,,, ;) with u,, below u; in the (¢, x) plane, meets
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a forward 2-discontinuity (u,, u,) with u,, on the left of u,. This is described in Fig. 12(c).
One has u;, = R1(—a, u;), « <0and u, = T (B, un), B <O.

In that case, we apply Corollary 2.3 to system (1.3), with k = 3. In other words, we seek to
cancel the “incoming 3-wave”. We deduce the existence of ¢, such that

ur =Ri(—01,) 0 T3(03, ) o Tr(02, Juy,
lo1 —al + lo2 — Bl = O(l«lIBl), o3 =apfl3-[ri,r2]+ O((Jel + |B])ll|Bl).
Here

¢ [ ] ‘ arl 1 0

ri,m]l=—43 - — =—>0.

3tU-T2 3 ot 4t

Define u,, := Tz (02, u;) and i, = T3(03, i) = Ri(o1, u,). Using the definition of r, we
deduce that 01 < 0, 02 < 0 and o3 > 0, that is, (u,, ,) is a 1-compression wave, (i, i)

is a J wave and (i, i,) is a 3-rarefaction wave. We extend the approximation u" over the
interaction point, for further @, by the states u;, ii,,, ii, and u, separated by the three (single)

outgoing fronts J, R and C traveling at shock speed, the fronts J and R moving forward in
time, and the front C backward in time.

The description of the algorithm for this second part is complete since no fronts are created other
than C, J and R, and the possible interactions between all these types of fronts were covered.

Now we claim the following.

Lemma 5.1. Assuming that the algorithm generates an approximation for all times (with a finite

s
number of interaction points), there are only fronts of type J present in the domain (0, L) for
timest > T»,

(5.13)

Proof. Consider above X1, at some time 7!, a 3-rarefaction front or a 1-compression front & call
Xg its position at time ¢!, and let 9! = xg + ¢! the pseudo-time associated to the point !, Xg).
We have the following algorithm to get back (according to the pseudo-time) to the “origin” of
this front, that is, an interaction point on X| where we consider the front to be coming from.

Step 1. Given a front o, we go to the “earlier” interaction point (according to ¥), that is,

— if the front is a 3-rarefaction, we go back in time ¢ to the previous interaction point,

— if the front is a 1-compression front, we go forward in time ¢ to the next interaction point.
Step 2. At the interaction point, we discuss according to the nature of this point (see again
Fig. 12):

— if itis a C'/R interaction point, follow for earlier ¥ the incoming front of the same family

as o and £0 to Step 1, B
— ifitisa C/ J interaction point, follow for earlier ¢ the incoming C front and go to Step 1
(whether « is a C front or not),
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— ifitisan R / J interaction point, follow for earlier ¢ the incoming R front and goto Step 1

(whether « is an R front or not),
— if it is an interaction point with the strong shock on X1, stop here.

Note that this algorithm stops, since we go from an interaction point to another with decreasing ¥,
and there is no front coming from x =0, ¢ > T7.

Now following the front « from its origin on X1, say 2, X1 (%)), to (¢!, xg) in increasing
pseudo-time, there are pseudo-time-intervals [$»;, ¥2;41] where « is a 3-rarefaction front going
forward in time ¢, and pseudo-time-intervals [¥;41, ¥2;4+2] where « is a 1-shock front going
backward in time ¢. Call (#;, x;) the interactions points corresponding to pseudo-times ;.

The real time ¢ increases during the pseudo-time-intervals [¢2;, ¥2;+1], and decreases during
the pseudo-time-intervals [ 11, ¥2i42]; the position x progresses for all pseudo-time-intervals
[, ¥i+1]. Hence, recalling that the 3-characteristic speed is bounded from below by A3 (var )/2,
we deduce:

2 2L
1_.0
=10 =) bit1 —0i = ———= ) Xitl — X2 = ——,
Xi: 23(vg) Xl: A3(vg)

which proves the claim. O

We consider the second part of the algorithm to stop at time 7>, where the third and last part
of the algorithm begins.

5.4. Part 3: construction using the strong 3-shock

Let us describe how we extend u" for times ¢ > T,. The idea here is to let a 3-strong shock
based on the reference shock (v, var ) enter the domain from x = 0 and eventually leave the
domain through x = L. This 3-strong shock will allow us to get rid of the remaining fronts,
which, according to Lemma 5.1, are J> fronts.

The algorithm here is supposed to generate states in B(vg ,r) below/on the right of the
3-strong shock and states in B(v; , r) above/on the left of the 3-strong shock; it stops otherwise.

Step 1. Under/on the right the strong 3-shock.

Initial data. At time 7>, we have vertical J> fronts in (0, L) coming from the second part of the
algorithm. To these fronts we add at x = 0 the solution of the Riemann problem (v, u’(T»,07)),
from which we conserve only the 3-wave. Using the definition of r, this 3-wave is a (strong)
3-shock. We call X3(¢) its position at time ¢. Now the goal in this step is to construct u” fort > T»,
x > X3(t), together with the position X3 of this strong 3-shock and with the state u" (z, X3(t)™)
on the left of this shock.

Interactions. Since J fronts do no interact between themselves, having all zero speed, we only
need to specify what happens at an interaction point between the strong shock S and a weak
front J. -

We suppose that the strong 3-shock (uy, u,,) meets a decreasing 2-contact discontinuity J
with states (u,,, u,). We apply Proposition 3.6. We deduce that there exists y3 < 0 such that,
assuming that a 3-compression wave (i;, u;) with strength y3 arrives exactly at this interaction
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point from the left side of X3, there is no outgoing J wave, and the outgoing wave for the first
family is a rarefaction one. We extend X3 by following the outgoing 3-shock at shock speed, and
consider the state on the left of the outgoing 3-wave in Proposition 3.6 as the state on the left
of X3. See Fig. 4.

This allows to construct the approximation on the right of X3. Since, assuming that the algo-
rithm has not stopped, all the states on the right (respectively left) side of X3 belong to B(var ,7)
(resp. B(v| , 1)), the speed of the shock satisfies X 3> X3(U6r )/2, so the strong shock leaves the
domain at some time 73 satisfying:

2L

3<T+ .
A3(vg)

(5.14)

Step 2. Above/on the left of the strong 3-shock. We have left to extend u"” above X3. For this,
we follow the same method as in Section 4, see Fig. 8. The only difference here is that the strong
discontinuity is no longer a 2-contact discontinuity but a 3-shock; but this does not intervene
since there are no new interactions with the strong discontinuity.

Hence, we use L — x as a pseudo-time variable. We start from the state u" (73, L ™) at pseudo-
time L — x = 0 (on the “space domain” which is originally [73, +00)). We let the pseudo-time
L — x progress until one meets an interaction point inside the domain, or on the boundary
(L—x,t)=(L— X3(1),1).

Fronts emerging from the boundary. At an interaction point on X3 coming from Step 1, we
have u; = u’(t~, X3(t)) and u, = u"(t*, X3(¢)) connected via a 3-compression wave and a
1-rarefaction wave:

ur =Ti(o1, up), u;p ="R3(y3, un), 01>0 and y;<0.

We extend the approximation u” for larger L — x by tracing between u,, and u; a backward
3-compression fan with accuracy v replacing the actual 3-compression wave; as before we let
the fronts go at shock speed backward in time ¢, that is forward with respect to L — x. We
approximate the rarefaction wave (u,,, u,) by using the accurate solver (splitting it in pieces no
larger than v) and sending the corresponding fronts forward in time at shock speed.

Interactions. Interactions of two fronts C and R are treated using the side simplified solver,
exactly as in Section 4.3 (see in particular Fig. 9); again due to Lemma 3.1 no 2-wave appears
here, and due to Proposition 2.2 the new waves are of the same nature as the incoming ones. There
are no interactions between waves of the same family (the rarefaction fronts go forward in time,
the compression fronts go backward in time and satisfy Lax’s inequality) and no interaction with
the strong 3-shock (rarefaction fronts go forward at negative speed, shock fronts go backward in
time and satisfy Lax’s inequality).
This ends the algorithm in the Lagrangian case.

6. Proofs of the main results
In this section, we establish Theorems 1 and 2, starting with the proofs of Theorems 3 and 4.

For that, we prove that the wave front-tracking algorithms described above are well-functioning,
in the sense that they generate an approximation u" defined for all times, with a finite number of
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Fig. 13. Curves for the BV estimate.

fronts and interaction points. There could be otherwise at some time an accumulation of interac-
tion times. At the same time, we prove estimates on the sequence u” which will allow to extract a
converging subsequence and to prove that the limit is a suitable solution of the problem. Several
parts are done by adapting [7] to our situation.

We will denote as in [7] the fronts by Greek letters. When « is a front, o, € R denotes its
strength, k, € {0, 1, 2, 3,4} its family (with the convention that 4 describes the family of arti-
ficial fronts in the case of Theorem 3, O describes the family of artificial fronts in the case of
Theorem 4).

6.1. Eulerian case: proof of Theorem 3
There are several successive steps.

6.1.1. BV estimates

We first prove uniform BV estimates on the approximation u" (as long as it is well-defined
and all the states belong to D, which a posteriori will be proven to be all times). This is an
adaptation of Glimm’s argument [24], but here Glimm’s functionals have to be defined along
curves which are suited to the geometry of the construction.

We introduce for each time ¢ two curves 1",1 and 1“,3, and for each x € [0, L] a curve C%,
all these curves being drawn inside R* x [0, L]. Our goal is to bound the total variation of the
approximation u" along these curves. These curves depend on v, but to lighten the notation we
do not make this dependence explicit. Recall that the 2-strong discontinuity X has a positive
velocity.

e Given ¢ > 0, we define the curve I'}! as the part of the curve X describing the 2-strong
discontinuity for times in [0, ¢], glued with the horizontal curve {t} x [X(¢), L]. One should
have the representation that the part of X that is considered is X ()™, that is, the right side
of the discontinuity. See Fig. 13(a). We do not consider F,l for ¢ larger than T7.

e The curves C% are obtained by gluing the part of the curve X describing the 2-strong disconti-
nuity situated in the space interval [0, x], with the vertical line segment [ X ~1(x), 400) x {x}.
Here the portion of X considered is the one on the left side. See Fig. 13(b).
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e The curves Ft3 are obtained by gluing the vertical line segment [z, +00) x {0}, the horizontal
line segment {z} x [0, X (¢)] and the part of the curve X describing the 2-strong discontinuity
for times in [¢, T1]. Again one has in mind that the portion of X is considered on the left
side. See Fig. 13(c). For ¢t > T1, the curve 1“,3 is only composed of the vertical line segment
[t, +00) x {0} and the horizontal line segment {7} x [0, L].

We follow 1"t] from left to right according to the variable x, we follow C)% from bottom to top
according to the variable ¢ and finally we follow I“I3 by first following the vertical line segment
from top to bottom, then following the rest of the curve from left to right. We will say that we
follow these curves from “left to right” when we follow them in this way. Given two points on
one of these curves, this gives a meaning to “one being on the left of the other”.

We consider the following Glimm functionals, i = 1, 3:

Vi)=Y (+x8idibr-xm)loal and 0'()= > oallogl. (6.1)
o ‘front ; a, B front cutting F,i
cutting 17 « approaching B

and

Vi) = Y lowl and Q*x)= Y loallogl. (6.2)

o front

] ) a,f front cutting C2
cutting C

o approaching 8
Let us give some precisions:

e We consider that a front crosses 1"t] in its part coinciding with X only when it leads
into/emerges from X on its right, not when it emerges from X on its left. In the same way,
only fronts emerging from X on its left can cross Ft3 or C% (assuming that they touch the
correct part of X), not a front leading into/emerging from X from its right.

e Note that a 3-front can cut 1"[1 twice (once when emerging from X (#) on its right, once
cutting the horizontal part of Ftl); it this case we count this front twice. In the same way,
a 1-front can cut Ff (and be counted) twice.

e We define o and $ cutting Ftl as approaching, when, « (of family i) being on the left of 8
(of family j), one has i > j or i = j and at least one of o or § is a shock. Here artificial
fronts are considered of family 4.

e We consider @ and § cutting Cf as approaching when, « being on the left of S, the couple
(o, B) is of type (R, C).

e We consider o and B cutting I“t3 as approaching when, o being on the left of 8 in the sense
given above, the couple («, B) is of type (C, R).

e k > 1isaconstant to be determined. It is used to put a slightly different weight when the front
a corresponds to i = 1 (a front under the strong shock), k, = 1 (a front of the first family)
and x, > X (t) (the front cuts Ftl on its horizontal part, so that §;; is actually redundant).
This is to take the reflections of waves by the strong discontinuity into account.

Now applying Glimm’s method we prove the following lemma.
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Lemma 6.1. For « > 0 and K > 0 large enough, if TV (uo) is small enough, then

F! () = vl 1)+ KQ1 (t) is non-increasing. (6.3)

Proof. The function F! is piecewise constant in time. Actually it is modified at an interaction
time or at a time where a front leaves the domain (0, L). In the latter case, both the functionals
defining F! decrease, so that we only need to understand what happens at interaction times.
There are two distinct types of interactions.

e [Interaction of weak waves. When at the time of interaction ¢, two weak waves « and 8

interact, then one can perform the classical analysis (relying on Proposition 2.1 when the
accurate solver is used, and on Proposition 2.2 when the simplified solver is used):

V(i) < v(t7) + Cikloallogl, and
0'(t7) = Q'(17) — lowllogl + Caloullogl F' (t7).
As a consequence, given k > 1, there exist K > 0 and § € (0, 1) such that if F 1(t’) <34,

then one has F!(tT) < F1(+~) when crossing an interaction of weak waves. Even, in that
case, we can have

1 1(—
F'(t7) = F'(t7) < —loallogl. 6.4)
e [nteraction with the strong wave. Let us consider a time of interaction ¢, when a weak front
o meets the strong discontinuity. The front « is necessarily of the first family. Whether it
is a rarefaction front or a shock, its interaction with the strong discontinuity will result in

a reflected 3-wave B which crosses I} twice for times just after . Moreover one has the
estimate (see Propositions 3.1 and 3.4)

logl < C3og].
Since after ¢, the front & does no longer cut I'}! on its horizontal part, it follows that
VIT) < VI(t7) +2Csl00] —kloal, and Q'(tT) < Q'(t7) + Caloa|F'(17).
Hence one can find ¥ > 0 such that if F!(~) < 1, then one has F1(+1) < F1(+~) when

crossing an interaction of a weak wave with the strong discontinuity. Even, in that case, we
can have

F'(tT) = F'(t7) < —loal. (6.5)

The above analysis allows to find § > 0 such that if F L) <, then F!is non-increasing. Since
one has F1(0) < Cs(k TV (ug) + K TV (ug)?), one deduces the claim. O

The same method applies to C2 and >, which leads to the following statement.
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Lemma 6.2.

1. If K > 0 is large enough and if TV (ug) is small enough, then

Fz(x) = Vz(x) + KQz(x) is non-decreasing, (6.6)
F3(t) :== V(1) + K Q*(t) is non-increasing. 6.7)

2. For some C > 0, one has

FX(L) <CF'(1y), (6.8)
F3(0) < F2(0) + F*(L). (6.9)

Proof. The first part of Lemma 6.2, that is (6.6) and (6.7), is analogous to Lemma 6.1, relying
on Proposition 2.2. Actually, it is even simpler since there are no artificial fronts above the strong
discontinuity and no wave interact with the strong front in the second part of the construction.
Hence we do not need a «§;, here. Note that V2 and Q? do not change when x corresponds to
an interaction point with the strong discontinuity and only weak interaction points may affect F2.
In the same way at a time where a front ex1ts through x = 0, the functionals V> and Q3 do not
change (for C fronts) or decrease (for R fronts). Also at a time of 1nteract10n with the strong
shock, the functionals V3 and Q3 do not change (if there are no C fronts arriving there) or
decrease (otherwise).

Concerning (6.8), the values F 2(L) and F'(Ty) measure the total strengths of the waves
on the left and right sides of X, respectively (remark that no front leave the domain through
(T1, +00) x {L}). To get (6.8), it suffices to compare the strength of the incoming 1-wave on
the right of X () with the wave that corresponds on the left side: a 1-rarefaction wave if the
incoming front is a rarefaction front, a 3-compression wave if the incoming front is a shock front.
The fact that the waves on the left and on the right have proportional strengths is a consequence
of Remark 3.1 (when the incoming wave is a rarefaction wave) and Proposition 3.4 (when the
incoming wave is a shock).

Finally, (6.9) is obvious since I 03 C Cé U Cz. O

Corollary 6.1. If TV (ug) is small enough, then one has, as long as the algorithm is well-
functioning, that

V(@ (r,; (0, X@®)) + TV (u"(,); (X(@©), L)) < CTV(uo), (6.10)

|u¥ @, ) = vy ||L°°(0,X(t)) + [u@, ) - ﬁ0||L°°(X(t),L)
< C(TV (o) + lluo — itoll L= .L))- (6.11)

Proof. For what concerns (6.10), we only notice that the left hand side of (6.10) can be es-
timated by Fl(r) + F3(¢), which due to Lemma 6.2 can be estimated by CF'(0). For what
concerns (6.11), we can measure the second term in the left hand side by C (||ug —u¢l|oo + Fl()),
because F!(¢) allows to estimate the distance between u" (¢, x), t > 0, x > X (¢), and u}’)(O*). In
the same way, concerning the first term in the left hand side of (6.11), one has
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|u”(t,x) —u” (07, X (0%) )| < CF*(x) fort>0, x e (0,X(1)),

where ¥ (07, X (07)7) is the state on the left of the strong shock just after = 0. Now this state
u”(0%, X (07)7) results from the Riemann problem (v, , u;(01)). It follows from (2.28) that

lvg —u" (07, X(0%)7)| < Clug(0") — 0| < Clluo — ol oo-
Finally it is clear that for 7V (ug) < 1, one has FLO)<CTV(@gy). O

6.1.2. Well-functioning of the algorithm; size of rarefaction and artificial fronts
That the algorithm is well-functioning for ¢ small enough is a consequence of the estimates
above.

Lemma 6.3. If TV (1) is small enough, all the states generated by the algorithm belong to D
and a finite number of fronts and interaction points are created.

Proof. If one chooses TV (u¢) small enough, (6.11) ensures that as long as the algorithm allows
to construct u", the states in #” belong to D. Hence we know that the algorithm does not stop
because it should generate another state. Consequently, if there is no accumulation of interaction
times, the algorithm is functional.

The proof that there is a finite number of fronts and interaction points resembles the case of
the initial-value problem. New physical fronts are only generated at interaction points of weak
waves with large amplitude (under the strong discontinuity) and at interaction points with the
strong wave. But interaction points with large amplitude are in finite number as a consequence
of (6.4). Since new 1-fronts under X are only generated at such interaction points, we deduce that
there is a finite number of 1-fronts under X. Therefore there is only a finite number of interaction
points with the strong wave. It follows that physical fronts are in finite number.

Now we deduce that interaction points involving only physical fronts are in finite number,
so artificial fronts are in finite number as well and finally there is a finite number of interaction
points. O

At this stage we know that for 7'V (1o) small enough, the algorithm generates a front-tracking
approximation u” for all small v > 0. Let us now establish estimates on the size of the fronts that
will be important to prove the consistency of the algorithm.

Lemma 6.4. There exists C > 0 such that a front « in u" satisfies:

e if o is a rarefaction front or a compression front, then |o,| < Cv,
o if «a is an artificial front, then |o4| < Co.

Proof. Consider a front & which is either a rarefaction front, a compression front or an artificial
front. It is clear how to trace back such a front across the various interactions that it has under-
gone, to its creation locus. For that, one follows « back in time (for rarefactions and artificial
fronts) or forward in time (for compression fronts), and at an interaction point, one follows the
front with same nature (family and sign). In this way we trace « to its creation:

— for a rarefaction front: at + = 0, or at an interaction point with large amplitude where no
incoming front is of the same family, or at an interaction point on X,
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— for a compression front: on the strong discontinuity X,
— for an artificial front: at an interaction point with small amplitude.

There is no ambiguity in this tracing process, since in u", rarefaction fronts of the same family
do not interact, nor do compression fronts (which all are of the third family) or artificial fronts.
At s creation, a rarefaction front or a compression front ¢ has a strength |oy| < v; an artificial
front satisfies |oy| < Co, due to Proposition 2.2.
Now we begin with rarefaction under X and artificial fronts. Given such a front « that one
follows over time, one can construct

Vo)=Y (I +k8irybes>x)lopl.

B cutting 1",1
approaching o

Reasoning as before one gets that for some C > 0, Vy(¢) + CQ(¢) and Q(¢) are non-increasing
during the lifetime of the front «. Moreover, forward rarefaction fronts do not interact and nor do
artificial fronts. The strength of a rarefaction front does not increase when it meets a shock in the
same family (either the strength decreases, or the rarefaction front is killed). It follows that their
strength |0 | can only increase at interaction points involving « and a front of another family. At
such interaction times V decreases and one has

00 19)] = o (1) + o () (V1) = V). 6.12)

It follows that 7 > |0 (£)] exp(C’(V, (t) + C Q(t))) is non-increasing and that

|00 (1)] < |ow(s)| exp(C' (Va (1) + C Q1)) < |oa(s)|exp(C TV (ug)),

which gives the conclusion for rarefaction under X and artificial fronts.

The cases of compression fronts or rarefaction fronts above X are similar, replacing the time
variable ¢ with the pseudo-time variable L — x: at pseudo-times where |0y | increases, one obtains
instead of (6.12):

|c7a(x_)| < |0a(x+)| + C/|Ua(x+)|(\7a(x+) — Va(x_)), with Va(x) = Z losl,
ﬁEAa(x)

where A, (x) := {8 fronts cutting C)% and approaching «}. This allows to conclude as before.
This ends the proof of Lemma 6.4. 0O

6.1.3. Total strength of artificial fronts
Here we prove the following proposition.

Proposition 6.1. There exists C > 0 such that if TV (ug) is small enough (depending only on y,
ug and L) and if ¢ > 0 is small enough (depending on v and ), then one has for all t > 0

> lowl =Cv. 6.13)

o artificial front
living at time t
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Proof. Artificial fronts live only below the strong discontinuity, hence we only consider the
approximation there. For this we can follow Bressan’s analysis [6,7]; we recall the argument in
order to check that it fits in our situation.

This analysis relies on the notion of generation of fronts. This is defined as follows: to each
front in u”, under the strong shock, is associated a positive integer called its generation and
computed by the following rules. Each front emerging from ¢# = 0 has generation 1, and when
two weak fronts & and B, of generation g, and gg interact:

o if ky # kg, the outgoing fronts of family k., respectively kg, resp. k ¢ {ky, kg} is of genera-
tion g, resp. gg, resp. max(gq, g) + 1,

o if ky = kg, the outgoing fronts of family k,, respectively k # k,, is of generation min(gy, ),
resp. max(geq, gg) + 1,

and when a 1-front « interacts with the strong 2-discontinuity, the outgoing fronts of family 3
are declared of generation g, . Recall that the artificial fronts are considered of family 4.
Now we can define the functionals:

Vith= > (I +x8i8e-x0)loal and Qi) = > |00,
o front cutting Ftl «, B front cutting 1“,1
of generation >k o approaching 8

with max(gu,gg)>k
with « as in Lemma 6.1. Define

Vk(t) = sup Vi(s).
s€[0,7]

The function Qk(t) is piecewise constant hence BV consequently it can be decomposed into
0k (1) = Ox(t) — Qk (r) with Oy and Qk non- decreasmg, and with Ox(0) = Q4 (0). For k > 2,
one has Q(0) =0 and since Q(t) >0, one has 0 < Qk(t) < Ox(0).

Reasoning as in Lemma 6.1 we see that the only case when Vj can increase is when two
weak fronts « and B with max(gy, gg) = k — 1 interact, and in that case Vi ¢ < Vi@t +
ClOk—1(t7) — Ok—1(t™)]. With V,(0) = 0 for k > 2, we deduce that for some C > 0, one has
for all k > 3,

Vi(t) < COx—1(r) < C Q1 (1).

Now Qy is modified only when a front leaves the domain (in which case it decreases) and at
interaction times. Consider such an interaction time ¢ involving weak fronts o and . Reasoning
as in Lemma 6.1 we get:

o if max(gy, gg) >k, then Qi (t1) — Qk(17) <0,
o if max(gy, gg) =k — 1, then Q1) — Qx(t7) < CV () Qk—1(t7) — Qr—1(t D)1,
o if max(gy, gg) <k —2,then Qx(t") — Qr(t7) < CVR(t)[QG™) — QU )],

When a 1-front « hits the strong 2-discontinuity, one has, due to the reflected 3-wave:

o if go >k, then Qi (™) — Qk(t7) < Clog|V(17) < CV()IVi(t™) = Vit )],
o if go <k — 1 then Qr(t") — Qk(t7) < Clog|Vi(t™) < CVi(t V(™) = V()]
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Summing these inequalities over all possible interactions making Qy increase, we get (for k > 3):

O (1) < CF(0)(Qk—1(t) + Vi(1)) < CF'(0) Qk—1(0).

Hence, if TV (uo) is small enough, one has for some p € (0, 1) that Vi (z) + Qk(t) <Cpk. In
particular, there is some k for which

<

Ve(t) < =

[\.)

Now if initially u,, generates N fronts, then there are at most N 2 interactions of fronts of first
generation, and hence at most C(1 + %)N 2 fronts of second generation, and by induction there
are at most Cx (N, v) interaction points involving fronts of the k-th generation at most (the point
being that this function C; does not depend on ). The total strength of artificial fronts of gen-
eration > k is measured by Vk, the one of artificial fronts of generation < k is measured by
CoC;_ (N, v) for some positive constant C. Hence for ¢ small enough, the latter is less than 7,
which establishes (6.13). O

6.1.4. Passage to the limit

Extraction of a converging subsequence. Adding the strength of the strong discontinuity
to (6.10) and using the definition of r, we deduce that (1"),~¢ is uniformly bounded in the space
L®@R*; BV (0, L)). Now, using that all the fronts in our approximation (including the artificial
ones) have bounded finite speed, we classically deduce that the family is uniformly Lipschitz in
time with values in L! O, L):

|u” @) =" )| 191, = Clt =] max TV (u’(z, ). (6.14)

It follows then from Helly’s compactness theorem that one can extract from (u") a converging
subsequence (u"*) in L' locally in time and, reextracting if necessary, almost everywhere:

u" =@ ae andin L'((0,T) x (0. L)), YT > 0, 6.15)
and the limit i belongs to L>°(R™; BV (0, L)) and to Lip(R*; L1 (0, L)).

The limit point z is an entropy solution. We now prove that the limit point # is a weak solution
of the system and satisfies the entropy inequalities. For that, we first get back to conservative
variables. We denote U" and U the functions " and # translated in conservative variables.
Using the L* bound on U and Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, we get

U —>U ae.andinL! ((0, T) x (0, L)), vT > 0. (6.16)

Note that, since BV is an algebra, (U") is uniformly bounded in L>®(R™; BV (0, L)), so
U belongs to this space as well. Using the L®(RT x (0, L)) and Lip(R™; L'(0, L)) bounds
on ', we deduce that (U"") is uniformly bounded in Lip(R*; L'(0, L)), so U also belongs to
Lip(RT; L1(0, L)).
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Now we consider (1, ¢) an entropy/entropy flux pair, with n convex. We include n(U) = £U
and ¢(U) = £ f(U) in the discussion; this will give us that U is a distributional solution.

In order to prove the entropy inequality associated to (1, g), it is enough to prove that for all
9 € D0, T) x (0, L)) with ¢ > 0, one has

liminf 7, := / [em(U) + oxq(U™)]dtdx = 0. (6.17)

n—-+00
(0,T)x(0,L)

We describe the discontinuities at time ¢ by the family of fronts {«, « € A}; each front o has
position x, (¢) at time 7, and we denote [/], (¢) the jump of the quantity & through the jump o ().
Classically we have, integrating by parts:

In Z/Z‘P(”xa(f)){*a(ﬁ'[n(U”")]a(t)— [q(U™)], ) dr

Z f (t. xaO) (e @) - [n(U™)], ) = [g(U™)], O} dt = Y Ju. (6.18)

o
wed.k front 0 weak front

Here we used the fact that the strong 2-discontinuity (which travels at exact speed) satisfies the
entropy inequality (actually, even as an equality here):

s[n(U™)],@ —[q(U™)], @ =0. (6.19)

This fact is general for any 2-contact discontinuity traveling at shock speed. A way to prove it is
as follows. Denoting U := Sk (o; U_) (with here k = 2), we differentiate

sinl =gl =s(U-, Up)(n(U4) —n(U-)) — (¢Uy) —q(U-))

with respect to o and use the Rankine—Hugoniot relation to obtain

0 ol
5(8[77] ~lql) = %(n(UJr) —n(U-) = Dn(Us) - (Uy — U-)). (6.20)

Here we have = 0, which establishes (6.19) as an equality.
Now, let us con31der the term J, in (6.18) and discuss according to the nature of the weak
front o:

e if o is a shock, it would satisfy the entropy inequality if it was traveling at the exact shock
speed; but since it moves at shock speed up to a small change of v,, we have in general
Jo = —O0(M)vy|og|.

e if o is a rarefaction front or a compression front, one sees easily by differentiation that,
s being the shock speed (3.9), one has

[9(U™)], @ = s[n(U™)], ) = O(loul?),
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which yields
Jo = =O(D)vylog].
(This could be improved in the case of compression fronts, but this has no importance.)

Using the uniform bound on the total strength of physical waves and of artificial waves, this
yields J,, > —Cv,, which establishes (6.17).

The solution z is constant at some time 7 > 0. In our construction, after the exit time 7}
(which satisfies (4.13)), there are only 1-rarefaction fronts in the approximation u#". Indeed, the
compression fronts emerge from the strong 2-discontinuity only and travel backward in time.
Moreover, due to (4.7) the rarefaction fronts travel at speed s less than

< .
Vv

Consider only v < w. Hence after the time 75 defined by

b 2o 2L
27 Moy | (@) — 2v°

6.21)

there is no front inside the domain. Hence all the approximations u" are constant in space after
some uniform time 7'7; consequently so is u.

6.1.5. Remaining cases
We have yet to explain how we treat the cases which are not covered by (4.1). The case
where (4.1) holds will be referred to as Case 1. The other cases are as follows.

Case 2. 11 () > 0 and A2 (ug) > 0. This (supersonic) case is in fact by far the simplest. Indeed,
in this case, introduce r > 0 such that one has A1 (u) > A1(ig)/2 on B(ug, r). Given ug one can
define on R the following initial data:

up=uop on(0,L) and ug=up onR\ (0, L). (6.22)

Then if ug satisfies (1.12) with ¢ > 0 small enough, one can associate to this initial condition
the unique entropy solution # in R™ x R, as in [7]; moreover for & small enough, u has values
in B(ug,r). For instance, one can obtain u as a limit of front-tracking approximations. The
restriction of this solution to (0, T7) x (0, L) is convenient, where

2L
T, = —.
A1 (o)

Indeed, all the fronts have a velocity larger than A (u¢)/2, hence leave the domain before 77, so
u"(t, -) is constant for all v for times ¢ > T7.

Case 3. A (up) < 0 and A3(ug) > 0 & Case 4. L2(ug) < 0 and A3(ug) < 0. These cases are ob-
tained from Case 1 or 2 above by using the change of variable x <> —x.
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Case 5. A2(up) = 0. In that case of course, A(ug) < 0 and A3(ug) > 0. We let a large (and
after all, not so large) 3-shock enter through the left side. In other words, we introduce wg =
13(o03, up), with o3 negative and small. We make sure that its speed satisfies s > 313(ug)/4.
Then we introduce the solution u associated to the initial data

Hop=wg onR™, up=ug on(0,L) and iug=1ug on (L,+00).
This solution can be constructed by the front-tracking method described above; in particular

one can follow the 3-strong shock inside the domain by a curve X3(¢) and get, provided that
TV (ug) + llug — ol L~ is small enough, that the approximations satisfy

TV (u”(t,); (0, X3(0))) + TV (u”(t,); (X3(), L)) < C TV (up). (6.23)

When the 3-shock issued from x = 0 has left the domain (0, L) (for instance at a time T =
2L /A3(up)), we are left with a state u (7', -) in (0, L) which satisfies:

[u(T, ) —wo ||Lm(O’L) + TV (u(T,") < KTV (up). (6.24)

This is proven as Corollary 6.1. Now, if |o'3] was small enough, one has

AM(wg) <0 and A3z(wg) >0, (6.25)
and moreover, due to
r3-Viy = . >0,
y+1
one has
A2(wp) >0, (6.26)

SO we are now in a position to apply Case 1.

6.1.6. Smallness of the solution

The last part of the proof consists in proving (1.14), provided that ¢ > 0 is small enough and
that the large 2-discontinuity (and possibly the preliminary 3-shock of Case 5) is (are) well-
chosen. This depends a bit on the cases described in Section 6.1.5.

Cases 2. & 4. In those cases, the solution that we construct is obtained by the restriction to

(0, L) of a solution defined on R and whose initial data has a total variation less than TV (ug) +
2|lug — oo (see (6.22)). Due to Glimm’s estimates, the solution satisfies that

sup fut, ) = fto]| ooy + TV (u(t. ) < K(T'V (o) + lluo = Tolloo)-

Hence (1.14) follows, and here 7 is a linear function of €.
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Cases 1. & 3. We only consider Case 1 by symmetry. What we have established in this case is
that if

iio="T2(52.vy), 72<0,
there exists €5 = £,(0'2) > 0 such that for any ¢ € (0, £5] if ug satisfies

llwo — uollzocco,) + TV (uo) <e, (6.27)

then the construction given in Section 4 with this strong 2-discontinuity is valid and due to Corol-
lary 6.1 and the definition of r there is K = K (o2) such that, including the strong discontinuity
one has:

supTV(u(t, -)) <C|o2|+ K(G2)e. (6.28)
t

We choose 77 such that |62 < 1n/2C. Then we choose ¢; € (0, £>] such that K (62)e2 < n/2 and
we are done.

Case 5. In this case, there is a preliminary phase before getting into Case 1. In the same way
as before, given 03 < 0 small enough such that wg = 73(573, ig) satisfies (6.25)—(6.26), if € is
small enough and if u satisfies (6.27), then the solution that we construct satisfies

supTV (u(t,")) <Clos|+ K'e,
t
|u(T, ) = wol g p) + TV (@(T, ) < KTV(uo), T =2L/A3(uo).

Here K’ can be chosen independent of 3, by using Glimm estimates. Above, we used cancel-
lation/correction waves for which the constant worsens as the strong shock becomes small; here
this is not the case.

Now, we first choose o3 < 0 and wg such that C|o'3| < n/2. Then reasoning as before, one
can find a size of 6’7 and an &, corresponding to the second phase, with wy as a reference state, in
order for (1.14) to be valid during this second phase. Then we find a size of €3 > 0 corresponding
to the first phase, in order that K’e3 < 1/2 and that the state at the beginning of the second phase
is small enough to satisfy (1.12) with wq as a reference constant state and right hand side &;.

6.2. Lagrangian case: proof of Theorem 4

In this subsection, we prove Theorem 4 by adapting the arguments of Section 6.1 in the situ-
ation given by the construction of Section 5.

6.2.1. BV estimates

The first point is to prove uniform BV estimates on the approximation u" (again, as long as it
is well-defined and all the states belong to D).

For that we introduce six families of curves drawn in Rt x [0, L], defined for fixed v and for
fixed ¢ or x. We recall that the strong 1-shock (resp. 3-shock) is represented by X (resp. X3),
has a negative (resp. positive) speed, that it enters the domain at time O (resp. 7>) and leaves it at
time 77 (resp. T3). The curves are the following.
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Fig. 14. Curves for the BV estimate in the Lagrangian case.

e Given t € [0, T], we define the curve Ft] as the horizontal line segment {¢} x [0, X1(#)],
glued with the part of curve X from (¢, X1(¢)) to (0, L) (or a curve very close on the left
of X1). We do not consider Ftl for ¢ larger than T7.

e The curve C%, defined for x € [0, L], is obtained by gluing the vertical line segment
[X;'(x), 2] x {x} and the portion of X; between (X;'(x),x) and (0, L) (with in mind
that this portion is “above” X1).

e The curve Ff, defined for ¢ € [0, T»], is obtained by gluing the part of the curve X; for
times in [#, 7] (or a curve very close on its right), the horizontal curve {t} x [X(¢), L] and
the vertical line segment [z, T»] x {L}. After time 77, only the horizontal and vertical parts
remain.

e Givent € [T», T3], we define the curve I’,4 as the part of curve X3 from (7>, 0) to (¢, X3(¢))
(or a curve very close on the right of X3) glued with the horizontal part {r} x [X3(¢), L]. We
do not consider I'* for ¢ larger than T3.

e The curve Cﬁ, defined for x € [0, L], is obtained by gluing the portion of X3 between (73, 0)
and (X5 ! (x), x) (with in mind that this portion is “above” X3) and the vertical line segment
(X3! (x), +00) x {x}.

e Given t > T3, the curve 1",6 is obtained by gluing the vertical line segment [¢, +00) x {0},
the horizontal line segment {¢} x [0, X3(¢)] and the part of the curve X3 from (¢, X3(¢)) to
(T3, L) (or a curve very close on the left of X3). For times larger than 73, it remains only the
vertical line segment [#, +00) x {0} and the horizontal line segment {¢} x [0, L].

We represented these six families of curves in Fig. 14.

Let us specify how we follow these curves. For i = 1,4, we just follow the curves for in-
creasing x. For i =2, we first follow the vertical line segment from top to bottom, and then the
part on X from left to right. For i = 3, we first follow the part of X; from left to right, then the
horizontal line segment from left to right and finally the vertical line segment from bottom to top.
For i =5, we first follow the part of X from left to right and then the vertical line segment from
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bottom to top. Finally for i = 6, we first follow the vertical line segment from top to bottom, then
the horizontal part from left to right and finally the part on X; from left to right. In all cases we
will say that we follow the curve “from left to right”. Given two points on one of these curves,
this gives a meaning to “one is on the left of the other”.

Now in order to get a uniform estimate on the total variation in space of u" (provided
that (1.16) holds with & > 0 small enough), we proceed as in Section 6.1.1. For that we introduce
the functionals fori =1, 3, 4, 6:

Vio= Y loal and Q)= Y loallogl, (6.29)

« front cutting I/ a, B front cutting 1']1
o approaching 8

as well as the following ones, fori =2, 5:

Vi)=Y loal and Q'x)= > loal,lopl. (6.30)

o front cutting CL «, B front cutting C.
« approaching 8

Let us give some precisions for these definitions.

e Only fronts crossing the large 1-shock on its left (resp. right) cross F,l (resp. C)%, Ft3) on its
part coinciding with X7.

o In the same way, only fronts crossing the large 3-shock on its right (resp. left) cross 1'}4 (resp.
C3, I'%) on its part coinciding with X3.

e Our convention is that 2-fronts do not cut the vertical part of C2 and of course that the strong
shocks do not cut the curves.

o If o (of family i) and 8 (of family j) cut Flk (k=1,3,4,6), a to the left of B, they are said
to be approaching when i > j or i = j and at least one of « or § is a shock (artificial fronts
being of family 0).

e If @ (of family i) and B (of family j) cut C'; (k=2,5), a to the left of B, they are said to be
approaching when:

—k=2i=1and je{2,3}ori=3and j =2,
- k=5:i=1andj=3.

Note that with respect to (6.29), we do not put a weight in the functionals V. This is due to the
fact that, as in this construction the strong waves are from extremal families, there is no reflected
wave when considering the interaction “from below” between a weak front and one of the two
large discontinuities. This allows to simplify a bit the analysis.

Now we can get as previously the following result.

Lemma 6.5. For C > 0 and K > 0 large enough, the following holds provided that TV (ug) is
small enough.

1. Fork =1,3,4,6, the functional

Fi(t) = Vi(t) + KQi (t) is non-increasing over time
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and

Fz(x) = Vz(x) + KQz(x) is non-increasing,
F x):= Vs(x) + KQ5 (x) is non-decreasing.

2. One has the relations:

F?(0) <CFYT)) and F>(L)<CF*(T3), 6.31)
F0) < F*0)+ F*(L),  FYT»)=F*T») and
FO(T») < F3(0) + F>(L). (6.32)

Proof. As for Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2, the first part is a consequence of Glimm’s estimates for usual
interactions or side interaction of weak waves; Proposition 2.2 can be applied to all those cases.
Note in particular that at times of interaction with one of the strong shocks or at the exit time
of a front, the functionals V/(¢) and Q;(¢) either decrease or stay constant (according to i and
the family of the front). The functionals V3(x) and Q3 (x) do not change when x corresponds
to the location of an interaction with the 3-shock, and Cﬁ does not meet an exit location before
x = 0. The only thing to be careful about concerns F2. Indeed there can be many “simultaneous”
interaction points on Cf when x corresponds to the position of a 2-contact discontinuity. For such
an x, we analyze each interaction separately: making the sum of the contributions gives the same
result as if the interaction times were distinct; moreover the 2-contact discontinuity disappears
from the functionals which gives a supplementary negative contribution.

For the second part, (6.31) is a consequence of Schochet’s estimates for interactions with a
large discontinuity or estimates for cancellation/correction waves at an interaction point with a
large discontinuity (Propositions 3.2, 3.3, 3.5 and 3.6); moreover we notice that no front crosses
(T1, Tz) x {0} or (T3, +00) x {L}. To get (6.32), one just has to compare the curves on which the
functionals rely. O

One can deduce as before the following.

Corollary 6.2. If TV (ug) is small enough, then one has for all times t < T, for which the algo-
rithm is well-functioning that

TV (u”(t,); (0, X1()) + TV (u” @, ); (X1(), L)) < CTV(up), (6.33)
|u¥ @) - ’70HL00(0,x1(z)) +[u @) =g ”LOO(Xl(t),L)

< C(TV(uo) + lluo — ioll>,1)). (6.34)

where we set X1(t) = 0 for t > T1. Moreover for all times t > T, for which the algorithm is
well-functioning one has

TV (u"(t,); (0, X3(0))) + TV (u”(t,-); (X3(), L)) < C TV (up), (6.35)

|u¥@, ) - ”f|}Lw(o,x3(z)) + ¥, ) — vy ”LOO(Xg(t),L)

< C(TV (uo) + lluo — toll L=(0,1)) (6.36)

with X3(t) = L fort > T;.
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6.2.2. Well-functioning of the algorithm
Let us continue the proof by following the lines of Section 6.1. Lemma 6.3 is valid in the
present situation:

Lemma 6.6. If TV (uo) is small enough, all the states that the algorithm generates belong to D
and only a finite number of fronts and interaction points are created.

Proof. The first part of the statement is a direct consequence of Corollary 6.2. We focus on
the second part. The proof has of course common features with the one of Lemma 6.3; let us
nevertheless stress the differences. Here new physical fronts are only created at:

e interaction points of weak waves with large amplitude,
e interaction points involving one of the two strong shocks,

e interaction points involving a forward 3-rarefaction R or a backward 1-compression C with

a 2-contact-discontinuity J, in the second part of the construction. This type is new with
respect to Lemma 6.3.

1. The proof that there is only a finite number of fronts under the strong 1-shock is actually
simpler than in Lemma 6.3: when a weak wave interacts with the strong 1-shock, no front is
reflected under the strong shock. Hence only interaction points of weak waves with large ampli-
tude can increase the number of physical fronts under X1; since they make the functional F!(z)
decrease of an amount at least proportional to g, they are of finite number. It follows that, under
the strong 1-shock, there is only a finite number of physical fronts, hence a finite number of
interactions with weak amplitude and a finite number of artificial fronts as well.

2. Since there is a finite number of interactions with the strong 1-shock, there is a finite number
of fronts emerging from X;. Now between the strong 1-shock and the strong 3-shock, there is
no interaction point that modifies the number of fronts of family 2, hence those remain finite and
do not disappear before meeting the strong 3-shock. Let us call them from left to right (in the x
variable), Ji, ..., Jk.

Now, define for x € [0, L] the number

N(x):= Z >, 3k

o a1 or 3-front,
cutting C2,
and on the left of Ji

We use the same convention as before to determine when a front cuts C)%. Then N (0) is finite
(since C(% coincides with [T, T»] x {0} glued with X; and no front cuts (77, 72) x {0}). The
number N (x) (for increasing x) can only evolve at x where Cf meets an interaction point or a
p01nt where a front leaves the domain [0, 73] x [0, L]. Through an interaction point where a front
R meets a front C N (x) actually stays constant. Moreover only 2-contact discontinuities leave
the domain [0, 7>] x [0, L] elsewhere than through x = L. It follows that A/ (x) changes only
when x corresponds to the position of a 2-contact discontinuity.
Consider such an X corresponding to J;. Now N (xT) differs from N (¥ ™) for two reasons:

o There are fronts R or C that existed before their interaction with Jz (that is for x < X), but
after the interaction (just on the right of X) their contribution to A is 37 less than before.
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o Each interaction point on J; generates a new front of type R (resp. C) when the incoming

front (the corresponding front at x < X) is gf type 5 (resp. ﬁ). The contribution to A (xT)
of such a new front is Zlf:hl 37k <2.37k-1

It follows that V' is non-increasing in [0, L] and A\ loses at least 37X through each mteractlon
point involving a J front that it meets. Hence the number of interactions between a front RorC
and a J front is finite and consequently so is the number of fronts between the two strong shocks.

3. Since there is a finite number of fronts above the strong 1-shock, these generate a finite
number of interactions with the strong 3-shock. Consequently a finite number of fronts emerge
from the strong 3-shock. But above this strong 3-shock, there is no longer any creation of fronts.
In final, there is a finite number of fronts, and consequently of interaction points. O

6.2.3. Conclusion

The rest of the proof is very close to Section 6.1. In particular, the statement of Lemma 6.4
on the size of rarefaction, compression or artificial fronts is valid as it stands. The proof can
be adapted without difficulty and consequently we omit it. The same is true for Proposition 6.1
regarding the total strength of artificial fronts and the same argument can be used (even, a bit
simplified by the absence of reflected waves); again there is no artificial front above the strong
shock. Next the arguments allowing to pass to the limit and obtain a weak entropy solution u can
be entirely reproduced from Section 6.1 except for the proof that the strong shocks satisfy (6.19).
Here we use that in (6.20) the second factor is positive (by convexity of 1) and that the shock
speed is increasing along the shock curve (see (3.25)).

It is finally sufficient in order to conclude to prove the following.

Lemma 6.7. For a time Ty satisfying

2L
<hG+— (6.37)

T4 — 3
|A1(v )] —=2v

one has for all v > 0 small that

u"(t,-) is constant for t > Ty.

Proof. Above the strong 3-shock there is no 2-contact discontinuity, but only fronts of type R
and C. Since no new fronts are created, backward compression fronts C live only before time 73.

It remains to consider the fronts R. , which emerge before time 73, and travel through the domain
from right to left at speed at least of —(A (v, )/2) — v. The conclusion follows. O

The last part of the proof of Theorem 4 consists in proving (1.18). Again, we can prove that
given var and v, satisfying the requirements of Section 5.1, there exists £y such that for any
& < &y, if ug satisfies (1.16), then the construction above is valid. Since va' and v]" can be chosen
arbitrarily close to i, the conclusion follows as in Section 6.1.6.
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6.3. Moving to any constant

6.3.1. Eulerian case: end of the proof of Theorem 1

As we mentioned earlier, once the state of system is driven to a constant, reaching any constant
in the Eulerian situation (keeping an arbitrarily small total variation in x uniformly in ¢) can be
seen as a consequence of [32] and [16]. Indeed, a corollary of these results is the following.

Theorem 5. (See [32,16].) Consider system (1.1). For any u* € 2 and any n > 0, there exist
8 > 0 and a time T such that, for any u,, u; € C'([0, L]) satisfying

|ua —u* ”C‘([O,L]) <& and |up—u* ”Cl([O,LI) =9,

there exists a C' solution u of the system driving the state from ug to up, with
lullcoqo,ry:crqto.L1y) = -

Actually [32] allows to treat the case where 0 ¢ {A1 (u™), A2(©*), A3(©*)} and [16] the remain-
ing cases, relying on ry - VA3 # 0 at points where A> = 0 and on r; - VA; # 0 at points where
Ai=0,i=1,3.

This statement applies of course to u, and uj, constant, but it is local. Now we deduce a
global result: given u1, s € §2, let us explain how to drive 1 to ;. We consider a smooth curve
y(s) from #; to . For n > 0, the above statement gives us a §(s) for each point u™ := y (s)
of this curve. By compactness of the curve, we can extract a finite (sub)cover of y by balls
B(y(sk),8(sk)/2). Then one can drive from u; to uz by successive steps leading a y (sx) to
another. The resulting solution has constantly a C'-norm in space less than 7. This ends the
proof of Proposition 1.1 and hence of Theorem 1.

6.3.2. Lagrangian case: end of the proof of Theorem 2

We begin by proving Proposition 1.2. Here we cannot apply [16] to treat the vanishing char-
acteristic speed X,, because it is identically zero.

The first step of the proof is to go from the constant state u, to another constant state u’ for
which S(u") = S(up). This relies on the following.

Lemma 6.8. Let ug = (19, vo, Po) € 2 and n > 0. For any x > S(u), there exist T > 0 and an
entropy solution u with initial data vy, such that

vVt €[0,T], TV(u(t, -)) <n and S(u(T)) =X. (6.38)

Proof. Of course this could not be achieved via regular solutions. Here the idea is to use a
succession of 1-shocks and 1-rarefactions. We use the parameterizations of S; and R by x as
in Section 3.1.2.

Starting from some # = (T, v, P), one introduces i := Sy (x, -)it and & := R (1/x, -)ii. One
can construct an entropy solution from # to @ by letting first the shock (i, it) cross the domain
from right to left during some interval [0, 7] and then letting the rarefaction wave (i, &t) cross
the domain from right to left during some interval [T}, 7»]; both waves have of course a negative
speed. We write &t = (7, v, f’) and i = (7, 0, 13). Using formulas (3.22) and (3.26), we obtain
that:
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p=P,

><|'—‘

Frx T and f:xl/yfle/”ﬂl_
Bx+1 Bx+1

1—x 2V Pt
/ d d=p— —"F (¢ ).
—5++Pz7 NIT and D=7 ﬁ(y—l)(x )

T =

’

It follows that

V(ut,)) < P(x — 1)+f( Frx _ 1)

Bx+1
+\/E/ Jﬂx— forz € [0, Ti1, (6.39)
V(u@, ) < (x—1)+‘ﬂﬁ;;1( r —1)

n 2\/?? x,3+x
JYy =1 Bx+1

(1—x7%) forte[Ty, T2l (6.40)

It is clear that the right hand sides go to zero as x — 17. Consequently there exists X € (1, 2]
depending on 7 such that, for any x € [1, x], whenever

X\ /Y B
T < <(y — 1)—> and P < Py, (6.41)
Po
the corresponding solution u satisfies

V(u, ) <n. (6.42)

We notice that

Y
gx):=x ptx is increasing as a function of x,
Bx+1
so that g(x) > 1 for x > 1. We introduce n by
—Su
- {X—(_(’)J (6.43)
log(g(x))

Now we obtain a solution to the claim by letting successively n shocks (i’ (Zi) /rarefaction waves
(', ' ) cross the domain, with % := v, it/ = Sy(x,u’), i = R1(1/x,u') and u't' =i, i =
0,...,n —1; and then by letting a last shock (i, 77" *!) and a last rarefaction wave (i1, "H)

cross the domain with #"*t! = S; (x’, #") and @i Al = =R1(1/x',2"t1) where x’ is such that

log(g(x")) = x — S(uo) — nlog(g(®)).
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Note that clearly x” € [1, X] and that after the passage of this last shock, the state has reached the

entropy x.
Let us finally justify that the states appearing during the passage of the successive shocks/rar-

efaction waves satisfy each (6.42). It is easy to see that at each stage the intermediate state
ik = (Tx, vx, Py) satisfies

Te=wg®"",  Pr=P and S(a)=S(uo) +klog(g(®)) < x.
We deduce that

S(@r) X

Py

=k-1

Hence the state u* satisfies (6.41). It follows that (6.38) is satisfied. O

Remark 6.1. The rarefactions above do not change the physical entropy S; however they are
useful to ensure that the pressure does not become large, which would be costly in terms of total
variation of the solution u.

End of the proof of Proposition 1.2. We apply Lemma 6.8 to drive the state u, to a state
u' = (v/,v’, P") for which S(u’) = S(up). It remains to drive u’ to up = (13, vp, Pp). Now, for
the isentropic Euler equation in Lagrangian coordinates:

0;T —0,v=0,
v+ 9, P =0, (6.44)
P=Sup)t7,

one can find a time 7 > 0 and a C' solution (z, v) satisfying

(T V)p=0=(t",v) and (7, V)j=1 = (%, vp),

and

Vi e[0,T], TV((r,u)t,-)<n.

Indeed, since here the characteristic speeds do not vanish at all, it is a consequence of [32] that
Theorem 5 is valid for system (6.44) (see also Gugat-Leugering [26] for a related result). As
before Theorem 5 gives a local solution, but one can reason as in Section 6.3.1 to drive the
solution along a curve from (t’, v’) to (tp, vp). Now, this regular solution (7, v) of the isentropic
model gives a fortiori a solution of the non-isentropic model by setting P = S(up)t 7. And this
solution drives u’ to uy, as required, with cY(o, T1; ¢ (|0, L])) norm bounded by Cn. Reducing
n if necessary, this gives a solution to the problem; this ends the proof of Proposition 1.2. O

Remark 6.2. The fact that solutions of (6.44) give particular solutions for (1.3) is true for regular
solutions but fails for weak solutions. See Saint-Raymond [37] for more details.
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End of the proof of Theorem 2. Consider #g and u#; as in the assumptions of Theorem 2. We
apply Theorem 4 to o and with § > O sufficiently small to ensure that

S(u1) + S(uo)

lu—tigl =8 = Su) = >

We findan e > 0,a T > 0 and a solution driving u( to some constant state #1,2 € B(iig, §). Now
with Proposition 1.2 we drive #1 2 to u; with a sufficiently small CO([O, T1; C1([0, L])) norm,
and this gives a suitable solution to the problem. O

7. Two final remarks
7.1. About the dependence of € with respect to n

Here we give an idea of the size of & with respect to n. Only the first phase of our construction
(driving ug to some constant) is of interest, since for the second phase, the total variation in space
can be chosen arbitrarily small uniformly in time, independently of ¢.

Eulerian case. We first consider the Eulerian case. Discussing as in Section 6.1.6, we see that
it is enough to estimate K (2) as a function of o> (Cases 1, 3 and 5). Recall that the constant
K’ appearing in Case 5 is independent of the strength 3. As we explained, the other two cases
(2 and 4) give an ¢ depending linearly of 7.

Now the coefficients of interaction with a strong shock corresponding to K (o) are of two
types: either coefficients corresponding to standard interaction coefficients (these are bounded as
0> tends to zero), and those who correspond to the use of Proposition 3.4. The latter coefficients
are not bounded as &, tends to zero, but it is not difficult to check from (3.46) that K(a5) is
of order 1/|o2|. To make the right hand side of (6.28) less than 7, one takes &, of order 1 and
then & such that K (&2)e < n/2. This involves that ¢ is of order n?.

Lagrangian case. Now, for what concerns the Lagrangian case, the coefficients corresponding
to the use of the two large shocks are of order K (¢;) = O(1/|o; |2), i =1, 3, see Propositions 3.5
and 3.6. This is due to the fact that in this case we use interactions within a family to get correc-
tion/cancellation waves. An important fact is that the fronts that are canceled along the second
shock (that is, the 3-shock) have a total variation or order O(1)¢, not O(g/|o | |2). Indeed, they
are all J waves which were generated either by a simple interaction with the strong 1-shock (in
the case referred to as Group I in Section 5.2) or by Proposition 3.5 (in the case referred to as
Group II). But in Proposition 3.5, the outgoing J wave has the same order of strength as the in-
coming weak wave independently of & (see in particular (3.51), (3.52), (3.53) and Remarks 3.5

and 3.7) — this not the case for the strength y; of the additional C fan. This involves that here ¢
is of order 7.

7.2. About the time of controllability
We conclude with an informal discussion about the time of controllability, in particular for

small 5. It is clear that when 7 is small, it is costly in terms of time of controllability: think for
instance about the case where || — ug|lco > 7.
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Lagrangian case. We begin with the case of system (1.3). In that case, the time of the first phase
(driving u¢ to some constant) is bounded easily using (5.12), (5.13), (5.14) and (6.37) by:

_ 1 2 1
T <2L + + .
B (lxl(ﬁo)l (v |A1(v1>|>

As 7 tends to zero, one can in fact let the “2L” be closer to L (see (5.6), (5.7), (5.8) and (5.9)),
and the characteristic speeds above converge to their values at . It follows that as n — 0T, one
can estimate the time of this first phase as

_ 1 1
T ~2L .
<|?»1(ﬁo)| * ?»3(170))

In particular, the time of controllability in this first phase is not affected by 7.

Concerning the second phase, that is, driving the constant state 1,2 to the final constant
state i1, there are two parts. The second one consists in using a C! solution to drive from u’
to 711 by using a C! solution of the isentropic equation. It is not difficult to see that one needs
O(luy — u'|/n) steps for this (for instance, one uses rarefaction waves and regular compression
waves). The first part is more expensive. Indeed, to go from it1/> to u’, one uses n steps, with n
defined in (6.43). But one can see that

>y—1+y2 %x—n3+0«x—nﬁ
N 12y3 ’

_ B+x
gu)—X<ﬂx+1

while (6.39)—(6.40) gives a total variation of order x — 1. It follows that here n = O((S(u;) —
Sui2))/ ). Moreover, as n — 07, i1 /2 gets closer to ig, so one can roughly estimate the cost

of this second phase as
T'=0 (M) )
K

Eulerian case. In the case covered by (4.1) (or its vertically symmetric) the time of controlla-
bility to some constant (that is, of the first phase) is estimated by (6.21). Then we let v go to 0,
and as n — 0T, the 2L gets closer to L (see again the definition of r in this case); hence one can
estimate the time of controllability in this first phase by

_ 1 1
T~L + .
<?»2(170) |/\1(ﬁo)|>

In the symmetric case (Case 3), one replaces A; with A3 and puts absolute values on A;. In the
supersonic Case 2 (resp. Case 4), it is easy to check that

_ L ( L >
T ~ — resp. ——— .
A1 (uo) |23 (o)

The critical Case 5 is more complex. One can use a 3-wave to shift the characteristic speed A,
but as this wave is of order 7, the resulting A; is of order n as well; it follows that in this case the
time of the first phase depends on 1 and can be estimated in the rough form
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r-of)

Now, concerning the second phase from 1> to u1, reasoning as before, one can see that, if there
is no critical state (making a characteristic speed vanish) on the way, this second phase needs
O(luy — u12|/n) steps, so

T’:O(M). (7.1)
n

When at some point a characteristic speed A; vanishes, we use waves of the other families to
drive the state of the system away from the characteristic manifold {A; = 0}. This costs a time of
order O(k/n) to obtain |A;| > «. Then one can move in the direction r; by letting successively
i-rarefaction waves or i-compression waves cross the domain. Each step in the direction r; costs
1/« in time for a displacement of order . Hence to obtain a displacement of «r; in this context,

we use a time of
T = (f)(i + 5)
Kn n

. C g .. .. i —iinl1/2
which indicates that it is favorable to take « = /«, and this gives a cost of order O(%).
Acknowledgments

The author is partially supported by the Agence Nationale de la Recherche, Project CISIFS,
Grant ANR-09-BLAN-0213-02. He would like to thank the anonymous referee for valuable re-
marks.

References

[1] D. Amadori, Initial-boundary value problems for nonlinear systems of conservation laws, NoDEA Nonlinear Dif-
ferential Equations Appl. 4 (1) (1997) 1-42.

[2] F. Ancona, G.M. Coclite, On the attainable set for Temple class systems with boundary controls, SIAM J. Control
Optim. 43 (6) (2005) 2166-2190.

[3] F. Ancona, A. Marson, On the attainable set for scalar nonlinear conservation laws with boundary control, SIAM J.
Control Optim. 36 (1) (1998) 290-312.

[4] F. Ancona, A. Marson, Asymptotic stabilization of systems of conservation laws by controls acting at a single
boundary point, in: Control Methods in PDE-Dynamical Systems, in: Contemp. Math., vol. 426, Amer. Math. Soc.,
Providence, RI, 2007, pp. 1-43.

[5] S. Bianchini, A. Bressan, Vanishing viscosity solutions of nonlinear hyperbolic systems, Ann. of Math. 161 (1)
(2005) 223-342.

[6] A. Bressan, Global solutions of systems of conservation laws by wave front tracking, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 170
(1992) 414-432.

[7] A. Bressan, Hyperbolic Systems of Conservation Laws, the One-Dimensional Problem, Oxford Lecture Ser. Math.
Appl., vol. 20, 2000.

[8] A. Bressan, G.M. Coclite, On the boundary control of systems of conservation laws, SIAM J. Control Optim. 41 (2)
(2002) 607-622.

[9] T. Chang, L. Hsiao, The Riemann Problem and Interaction of Waves in Gas Dynamics, Pitman Monogr. Surv. Pure
Appl. Math., vol. 41, 1989.

[10] G. Chen, E. Endres, H.K. Jenssen, Pairwise wave interactions in ideal polytropic gases, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal.
204 (2012) 787-836.

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
Differential Equations (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2014.04.013



http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib416D61646F7269s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib416D61646F7269s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4143s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4143s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib414Ds1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib414Ds1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib414D32s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib414D32s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib414D32s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4269616E6368696E694272657373616Es1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4269616E6368696E694272657373616Es1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4272657373616E3A4654s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4272657373616E3A4654s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib42s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib42s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib424331s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib424331s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4348s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4348s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib43454As1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib43454As1

YJDEQ:7465

82 0. Glass / J. Differential Equations eee (eeee) see—see

[11] G.Q. Chen, D. Wang, The Cauchy problem for the Euler equations for compressible fluids, in: Handbook of Math-
ematical Fluid Dynamics, vol. I, North-Holland, Amsterdam, 2002, pp. 421-543.

[12] M. Cirina, Boundary controllability of nonlinear hyperbolic systems, SIAM J. Control 7 (1969) 198-212.

[13] J.-M. Coron, Global asymptotic stabilization for controllable systems without drift, Math. Control Signals Systems
5(1992) 295-312.

[14] J.-M. Coron, Control and Nonlinearity, Math. Surveys Monogr., vol. 136, American Mathematical Society, Provi-
dence, RI, 2007.

[15] J.-M. Coron, S. Ervedoza, O. Glass, Uniform observability estimates for the 1-D discretized wave equation and the
random choice method, C. R. Math. Acad. Sci. Paris 347 (9-10) (2009) 505-510.

[16] J.-M. Coron, O. Glass, Z. Wang, Exact boundary controllability for 1-D quasilinear hyperbolic systems with a
vanishing characteristic speed, SIAM J. Control Optim. 48 (5) (2009/2010) 3105-3122.

[17] J.-M. Coron, S. Guerrero, Singular optimal control: a linear 1-D parabolic-hyperbolic example, Asymptot. Anal.
44 (3, 4) (2005) 237-257.

[18] C.M. Dafermos, Hyperbolic Conservation Laws in Continuum Physics, third edition, Grundlehren Math. Wiss.,
vol. 325, Springer-Verlag, 2010.

[19] R.J. Di Perna, Global solutions to a class of nonlinear hyperbolic systems of equations, Comm. Pure Appl. Math.
26 (1973) 1-28.

[20] E. Dubois, P.G. LeFloch, Boundary conditions for nonlinear hyperbolic systems of conservation laws, J. Differential
Equations 71 (1) (1988) 93-122.

[21] O. Glass, On the controllability of the 1-D isentropic Euler equation, J. Eur. Math. Soc. 9 (2007) 427-486.

[22] O. Glass, A complex-analytic approach to the problem of uniform controllability of a transport equation in the
vanishing viscosity limit, J. Funct. Anal. 258 (2010) 852-868.

[23] O. Glass, S. Guerrero, On the uniform controllability of the Burgers equation, SIAM J. Control Optim. 46 (4) (2007)
1211-1238.

[24] J. Glimm, Solutions in the large for nonlinear hyperbolic systems of equations, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 18 (1965)
697-715.

[25] S. Guerrero, G. Lebeau, Singular optimal control for a transport-diffusion equation, Comm. Partial Differential
Equations 32 (10-12) (2007) 1813-1836.

[26] M. Gugat, G. Leugering, Global boundary controllability of the de St. Venant equations between steady states, Ann.
Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 20 (1) (2003) 1-11.

[27] T. Horsin, On the controllability of the Burgers equation, ESAIM Control Optim. Calc. Var. 3 (1998) 83-95.

[28] P.D. Lax, Hyperbolic systems of conservation laws, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 10 (1957) 537-566.

[29] M. Léautaud, Uniform controllability of scalar conservation laws in the vanishing viscosity limit, STAM J. Control
Optim. 50 (3) (2012) 1661-1699.

[30] P.G. LeFloch, Hyperbolic Systems of Conservation Laws: The Theory of Classical and Nonclassical Shock Waves,
Lectures Math. ETH Ziirich, Birkhduser, 2002.

[31] T.-T. Li, Controllability and Observability for Quasilinear Hyperbolic Systems, AIMS Ser. Appl. Math., vol. 3,
American Institute of Mathematical Sciences (AIMS)/Higher Education Press, Springfield, MO/Beijing, 2010.

[32] T.-T. Li, B.-P. Rao, Exact boundary controllability for quasi-linear hyperbolic systems, SIAM J. Control Optim.
41 (6) (2003) 1748-1755.

[33] P. Lissy, A link between the cost of fast controls for the 1-D heat equation and the uniform controllability of a 1-D
transport-diffusion equation, C. R. Math. Acad. Sci. Paris 350 (11-12) (2012) 591-595.

[34] A.Majda, Compressible Fluid Flow and Systems of Conservation Laws in Several Space Variables, Springer-Verlag,
New York, 1984.

[35] V. Perrollaz, Exact controllability of scalar conservation laws with an additional control in the context of entropy
solutions, STAM J. Control Optim. 50 (4) (2012) 2025-2045.

[36] M. Sablé-Tougeron, Méthode de Glimm et probleme mixte, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré 10 (4) (1993) 423-443.

[37] L. Saint-Raymond, Isentropic approximation of the compressible Euler system in one space dimension, Arch. Ra-
tion. Mech. Anal. 155 (3) (2000) 171-199.

[38] S. Schochet, Sufficient conditions for local existence via Glimm’s scheme for large BV data, J. Differential Equa-
tions 89 (2) (1991) 317-354.

[39] D. Serre, Systems of Conservation Laws, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1999.

[40] J. Smoller, Shock Waves and Reaction-Diffusion Equations, second edition, Grundlehren Math. Wiss., vol. 258,
Springer-Verlag, New York, 1994.

[41] D. Wagner, Equivalence of the Euler and Lagrangian equations of gas dynamics for weak solutions, J. Differential
Equations 68 (1) (1987) 118-136.

Please cite this article in press as: O. Glass, On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation, J.
Differential Equations (2014), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2014.04.013



http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4357s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4357s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib436972696E61s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib436F46s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib436F46s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib436F726F6E426F6F6Bs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib436F726F6E426F6F6Bs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib434547s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib434547s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib434757s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib434757s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib43473035s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib43473035s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib44616665726D6F73s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib44616665726D6F73s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4450s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4450s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib444C46s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib444C46s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib476C6173732D4549s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib47313061s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib47313061s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib47473037s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib47473037s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib47s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib47s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib474Cs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib474Cs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib474C65s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib474C65s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib48s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4Cs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4C3132s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4C3132s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4C65466C6F6368s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4C65466C6F6368s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4C694C69767265s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4C694C69767265s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4C52s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4C52s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4C69737379s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4C69737379s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4D61s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib4D61s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib5065s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib5065s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib5354s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib537452s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib537452s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib5363s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib5363s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib53s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib536Ds1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib536Ds1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib57s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0022-0396(14)00164-8/bib57s1

	On the controllability of the non-isentropic 1-D Euler equation
	1 Introduction
	1.1 General presentation
	1.2 Mathematical framework
	1.3 Results
	1.4 Previous studies
	1.5 Short description of the approaches
	1.6 Structure of the paper

	2 Some tools for systems of conservation laws
	2.1 Notations
	2.2 Interactions of weak waves, permutations of characteristic families and cancellation waves
	2.3 Strong discontinuities, Riemann problem and interaction estimates

	3 About systems (1.1) and (1.3)
	3.1 Some characteristic elements of systems (1.1) and (1.3)
	3.1.1 Eulerian system (1.1)
	3.1.2 Lagrangian system (1.3)
	3.1.3 Commutation of rarefaction and compression waves of families 1 and 3
	3.1.4 Notations for the elementary waves

	3.2 Some coefﬁcients for interactions with strong discontinuities
	3.2.1 Eulerian case
	3.2.2 Lagrangian case

	3.3 Additional cancellation waves and correction waves
	3.3.1 Eulerian case
	3.3.2 Lagrangian case


	4 The construction in the Eulerian case
	4.1 The strong 2-discontinuity
	4.2 Part 1: construction of the approximation under/on the right of the strong discontinuity
	4.3 Part 2: construction above/on the left of the strong discontinuity

	5 The construction in the Lagrangian case
	5.1 The two strong shocks
	5.2 Part 1: construction below/on the left of the strong 1-shock
	5.3 Part 2: construction between the two strong shocks
	5.4 Part 3: construction using the strong 3-shock

	6 Proofs of the main results
	6.1 Eulerian case: proof of Theorem 3
	6.1.1 BV estimates
	6.1.2 Well-functioning of the algorithm; size of rarefaction and artiﬁcial fronts
	6.1.3 Total strength of artiﬁcial fronts
	6.1.4 Passage to the limit
	6.1.5 Remaining cases
	6.1.6 Smallness of the solution

	6.2 Lagrangian case: proof of Theorem 4
	6.2.1 BV estimates
	6.2.2 Well-functioning of the algorithm
	6.2.3 Conclusion

	6.3 Moving to any constant
	6.3.1 Eulerian case: end of the proof of Theorem 1
	6.3.2 Lagrangian case: end of the proof of Theorem 2


	7 Two ﬁnal remarks
	7.1 About the dependence of ε with respect to η
	7.2 About the time of controllability

	Acknowledgments
	References


