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Abstract

We consider the null controllability problem for two coupled parabolic equations with a
space-depending coupling term. We analyze both boundary and distributed null controllabil-
ity. In each case, we exhibit a minimal time of control, that is to say, a time Ty € [0, oo] such
that the corresponding system is null controllable at any time 7' > Ty and is not if T < Tp. In
the distributed case, this minimal time depends on the relative position of the control interval
and the support of the coupling term. We also prove that, for a fixed control interval and a
time 79 € [0, 00], there exist coupling terms such that the associated minimal time is 7g.
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1 Introduction and main results

This paper deals with the controllability of non-scalar parabolic equations with a reduced number
of controls. The control of parabolic systems is a challenging issue, which has attracted the interest
of the control community in the last decade. These parabolic systems arise, for example, in the
study of chemical reactions and in a wide variety of mathematical biology and physical situations
(see e.g. [23], [33], [16], ...). More precisely, the aim of this paper is to investigate the relationship
between the location of the controls and the action of the coupling terms. We will see that in this
framework new phenomena arise.

To this end, let us fix T > 0 and w = (a,b) C (0, 7) and consider the following control problems:

Yt — Yazx + q(x)Aoy =0 in QT = (Oaﬂ-) X (07T)a

y(0,-) = Bu, y(m,-)=0 on (0,7), (1.1)
y(-,0) =wo in (0, ),
and
Yt — Yzw + q(x) Aoy = Bul, in Qr,
y(0,)=0, y(r-)=0 on (0,7T), (1.2)
y(+,0) = yo in (0,7),

where Ag € L(R?) and B € R? are respectively given by:

A0<8 é) and B<(1)>. (1.3)

In systems (1.1) and (1.2), ¢ € L>(0, 7) is a given function, yq is the initial datum and u € L?(0,7)
and v € L?(Qr) are the control functions.

Let us remark that for every u € L?(0,T) (resp., v € L?(Qr)) and yo € H~1(0,m;R?) (resp.,
yo € L%(0,7;R?)), system (1.1) (resp., system (1.2)) possesses a unique solution defined by trans-
position (resp., a unique weak solution) which satisfies

y € L*(Qr;R?) n CO([0, T]; H~1(0,m; R?))
(resp., y € L2(0,T; H}(0,m;R?)) N C°([0, T]; L?(0, w; R?)))
and depends continuously on the data u and gy, i.e., there exists a constant C' = C(T") > 0 such
that
lyllz2(Qrsr2) + [lWllcoqo, -1 (0,mr2)) < C (HyOHH*(O,w;R?) + ||U||L2(0,T))
(vesp., [1Yll 20,7812 (0,m2)) + NWllcoo,ry;22 0,mm2)) < C ([9ollL20,mm2) + 0l 22(@r)))-

Let us recall that the function y* € L*(Q7;R?) N CY([0,T]; H~1(0,m;R?)) (resp., the function
y* € L2(0,T; H}(0,m;R?)) N C°([0,T]; L*(0,7;R?))) is a trajectory of system (1.1) (resp., of
system (1.2)) if y* is the solution of (1.1) (resp., of (1.2)) corresponding to the data u* € L?(0,7)
and yi € H1(0,m;R?) (resp., v* € L?(Qr) and y; € L?(0,7;R?)). With the previous notations,
we define:

Definition 1.1. 1. It will be said that system (1.1) (resp., system (1.2)) is approximately con-
trollable in H~1(0, 7;R?) (resp., in L?(0,m;R?)) at time 7T if for every yo,yq € H (0, m; R?)
(resp., Yo, ya € L?(0,7;R?)) and for every e > 0, there exists a control u € L?(0,T) (resp.,
v € L?(Q7)) such that the solution y to (1.1) (resp., to (1.2)) satisfies

ly(-,T) — yd”H*l(O,w;R?) <e (resp., [y(-,T) - yd||L2(0,7r;R2) <e).



2. Tt will be said that system (1.1) (resp., system (1.2)) is null controllable at time T if for
every yo € H~1(0,m;R?) (resp., yo € L?(0,7;R?)), there exists a control u € L?(0,T) (resp.,
v € L?(Qr)) such that the solution y to (1.1) (resp., to (1.2)) satisfies

y(-,T) =0 in H~*(0,m;R?) (resp., in L?(0,m;R?)).

3. Finally, it will be said that system (1.1) (resp., system (1.2)) is exactly controllable to trajec-
tories at time 7' > 0 if for every yo € H (0, 7;R?) and every trajectory y* of system (1.1)
(resp., for every yo € L?(0,m;R?) and every trajectory y* of system (1.2)), there exists a
control u € L?(0,T) (resp., v € L?(Qr)) such that the solution y to (1.1) (resp., to (1.2))
satisfies

y(-,T) =y*(-,T) in H1(0,7;R?) (resp., in L(0, 7;R?)).

In this work we are interested in studying the controllability properties of systems (1.1)
and (1.2). Let us observe that we are exerting only one control force on the systems (a boundary or
distributed control) but we want to control the corresponding state y which has two components.
In fact, the first equation in (1.1) and (1.2) is indirectly controlled by means of the term g(z)ys.
Of course, this coupling term must be different from zero, i.e., ¢ Z 0. On the other hand, using
the linearity of systems (1.1) and (1.2), it is easy to see that the null controllability property at
time T of the previous systems is equivalent to the exact controllability to trajectories at time T
for these systems.

Systems (1.1) and (1.2) are particular classes of more general n x n parabolic control systems
of the form:
yt — DAy + A(x,t)y = Bvl, in Qp:=Q x (0,7),
y = Culr,, on Xp =90 x (0,7), (1.4)

y(-,0) = o in Q,

where w and Ty are, respectively, open subsets of the smooth bounded domain  C RY and of its
boundary 9, D = diag (dy,--- ,d,) € L(R™), withn > 1, is a positive matrix, B, C' € L(R™, R"),
with m < n, are given matrices, and A = (ay;),<; ;<o € L (Qr; L(R")) is a matrix-valued
function. When m < n, the issue for this system is to control the whole components of the system
with a control function acting, locally in space or on a part of the boundary, only on some of them.
We refer to [5] for a review of results for the controllability problem of system (1.4).

The first results on controllability of the scalar case, n = 1, concerns the one-dimensional case
N = 1. They have been established by H.O. Fattorini and D.L. Russell (see [19, 20]) through
the moment method. The controllability of the N-dimensional case, still for the scalar equation
(n = 1), has been established later by G. Lebeau and L. Robbiano in [31] and by A. Fursikov
and O. Yu. Imanuvilov in [22] using Carleman estimates. It is interesting to point out that the
boundary and distributed null controllability of scalar parabolic problems is valid for any positive
time T, for any I'g C 092 and for any w C §2.

Let us also underline the reference [18], where the author proves the existence of a minimal
control time for the one-dimensional heat equation with controls on the form f(z)u(t), with
f € H (0, 7), a given fixed function, and u € L*(0,T).

The first results on controllability of coupled parabolic equations (n > 1) have been established
in [35, 13, 3, 25]. They concern mainly system (1.4) with n = 2, C' = 0 (distributed control) and

b= ().

In all the previous works the authors use Carleman inequalities for the corresponding adjoint
system to (1.4). The main assumption on the matrix-valued function A is that there exist an open
subset wy C w and a positive constant ¢ such that

a12>0>0 or a;a<—0<0 in wyx(0,T). (1.5)



It is interesting to point out that in [25], under the weaker assumption
|a12| >0>0 in wy X (O,T), (16)

the authors prove a null controllability result at time 7' > 0 for some generalizations of system (1.4).

The previous controllability results have been extended in [26] to n > 2 when system (1.4)
has a particular structure: cascade systems. To this end, the authors assume a generalization
of assumption (1.5) on the coupling matrix A(-,-) and, again, use Carleman inequalities for the
adjoint problem for proving the null controllability result.

In [4], a necessary and sufficient condition for the approximate and null controllability at time
T > 0 is established when A is a constant matrix. This condition does not depend on T and
generalizes the algebraic Kalman condition (see [28]), well-known for the controllability of finite
dimensional systems. In the case n = 2, this necessary and sufficient condition reduces to a2 # 0.

Let us now describe the existing results on boundary controllability of system (1.4) (B = 0).
There are few results on this framework and most of them concern the one-dimensional case
(N =1), D =1Id and A a constant matrix. When D = Id and A is a constant matrix, a necessary
and sufficient condition is exhibited in [21] and [6]. This condition is different from the one that
characterizes the distributed null controllability of system (1.4) in the constant case (see [4]).
As a consequence and unlike the scalar case, we deduce that the distributed and boundary null
controllability properties of non-scalar parabolic systems are in general not equivalent.

The boundary null controllability problem for system (1.4) in the constant case is more intricate
if D £ Id. When n = 2, the boundary null controllability property holds if T is greater than a
minimal time Ty € [0, 00] which depends on the coefficients of the constant matrices D and A
(see [10]). For instance, if the diffusion matrix D, the coupling matrix A and the control vector
C are given by

D =diag(1,d%), d#0,1, A<8 (1)) c(?), (1.7)

then system (1.4) is approximately controllable at time 7" > 0 if and only if d is an irrational
number and the minimal time T of null controllability depends on the diophantine approximation
of d. Let us also underline that this phenomenon (minimal time of controllability for parabolic
equations) has been observed for the first time in the scalar case in [18], but concerning pointwise
controls. We would like to comment that, for system (1.4) with the previous data (1.7), it is
possible to select positive numbers d > 0 for which system (1.4) is approximately controllable at
any positive time 7" and never null controllable (see [10]). Unlike the scalar case, from the results
in [10] we infer that the approximate and null boundary controllability properties for non-scalar
parabolic systems are, in general, not equivalent.

In [21], [6] and [10], the authors use the moment method (see [19, 20]) to prove the positive
null controllability result at time 7. They carry out a study on bounds of biorthogonal families to
exponentials associated to complex sequences. In fact, the previous minimal time Ty is related to
the index of condensation of the sequence of eigenvalues of the operator associated to the system
(see [10]).

Finally, in [12] the authors extend the one-dimensional boundary null controllability results
from [21] and [6] to the N-dimensional case when the domain (2 is a cylindrical domain.

Unlike the distributed controllability problem for system (1.4), Carleman estimates for the
corresponding adjoint system seem not to be suitable when dealing with the boundary null con-
trollability problem of system (1.4).

Let us come back to systems (1.1) and (1.2). First, observe that from the null controllability
result stated in [25], if the function ¢ satisfies (1.6), with o > 0 and wy C w an open interval, then
system (1.2) is null controllable at any positive time T. Therefore, a natural question arises: what
happens if Supp ¢ Nw = (1?7 The first and partial answer concerns the approximate controllability
of this system. More precisely, in [29], the approximate controllability of system (1.2) at every
time 7" > 0 is proved when ¢ = 1¢ with O a nonempty open subset of ). Later, other partial



answers are given for the null controllability of systems (1.1) and (1.2) under sign conditions on
the function ¢ (see [2], [34], [1] and [17]):

g#0 and ¢>0 or ¢<0 in (0,m). (1.8)

These results have been obtained as a consequence of the corresponding hyperbolic results by using
the transmutation strategy (see [32]). Of course in the N-dimensional case (N > 2), they assume
the Geometric Control Condition (CGC) defined in [11] on both sets w and Supp q. Clearly these
assumptions are not necessary in the parabolic setting.

The first satisfying answer without sign conditions on g concerns the null controllability of
systems (1.1) and (1.2) when ¢ satisfies the condition

/07r q(z) dx # 0. (1.9)

Under this condition, in [7] the authors give a necessary and sufficient condition for the approximate
and null controllability at time T' > 0 of system (1.1). As a consequence, they also obtain the null
controllability property at any positive time T for (1.2) under the same conditions.

The first general result for the distributed controllability of system (1.2) concerns the approxi-
mate controllability and is proved in [14]. For general open sets w, the authors provide a necessary
and sufficient condition for the approximate controllability of system (1.2) in terms of Supp g and
the connected components of Q\ w.

Some results presented here have been announced in [9]. In fact, in [9] the controllability of
system (1.1) and the controllability of system (1.2) when the function ¢ and the control interval
w = (a, b) satisfy the geometrical condition

Suppq C [0,a] or Suppgq C [b,7] (1.10)

are analyzed. Under the previous condition (1.10), a minimal time of boundary and distributed
null controllability, To(q) € [0, +o0], arises in such a way that these systems are null controllable
at time T if T' € (To(q), 00) and are not when T € (0, Tp(q)).

In this paper, we are going to provide a complete answer to the controllability problem of
system (1.1) and system (1.2) without imposing condition (1.10) and when the control domain is
an interval, w = (a, b). More precisely, we will analyze the controllability properties of system (1.1),
for a general function ¢ € L>°(0,7), and of system (1.2), when ¢ satisfies

SuppgNw = 0, (1.11)

i.e., when Suppq C [0,a] U [b, 7].
In the sequel, we set ¢}, the normalized eigenvectors of the Dirichlet laplacian in (0, 7), i.e.,

or(z) = \/zsin(kx), Vr e (0,m), k>1.

On the other hand, the corresponding eigenvalues are given by k2, k > 1.
For any k > 1, we associate with the function ¢ € L>°(0,7) satisfying (1.11) the sequences
{Ik(Q)}kzl and {Ii,k(Q)}kzp i = 1,2, given by

K

Lxlg) = /an<x>|sok<x>|2dx, Lo(q) = /b o(@)ox ()2 de,

B} (1.12)
Ti(q) = Ty (q) + Ton(g) = / 4(2)|on ()| da.

Let us present our boundary control results, that is, our main result related to system (1.1).

Theorem 1.1. Let us consider Ag and B given by (1.3) and ¢ € L>®(0,7), a given function.
Then, one has:



1. System (1.1) is approzimately controllable at time T > 0 if and only if

I(q) #0 Vk>1. (1.13)

2. Assume that condition (1.13) holds and define

—log |I;(q)]

5 € (0,00, (1.14)

To(q) := lim sup
Then, if T > To(q) system (1.1) is null controllable at time T. On the other hand, if
T < Ty(q) system (1.1) is not null controllable at time T.

This result has been announced in [9].

Remark 1.2. The approximate controllability result stated in Theorem 1.1 does not depend on
the final time T approximate controllability of system (1.1) at a time Ty > 0 is equivalent to the
approximate controllability of system (1.1) at any time T > 0. On the other hand, condition (1.13)
characterizes the approximate controllability property of system (1.1). Thus, (1.13) is a necessary
condition for the null controllability at time T" > 0 of this system.

Remark 1.3. Note that the sequences {I;x(¢)},~,, 4 = 1,2, and {Ix(q)},~, are convergent and
from a simple computation one has: B B

. 1 [" . 1 [ . 1 /™
lim I (q) = 7/ q(z)dz, lUmI x(q) = ;/ q(z)dz, lmls(q) = f/ q(x) dx.
0 0 b

s s

From this, it readily follows that the sequence {I;(q)*}rea is bounded and Ty(q) = 0 whenever
condition (1.9) holds (for the expression of the set A, see (1.16)). Observe that, under condi-
tion (1.8) on the function ¢, (1.13) holds and Ty(g) = 0. In particular, Theorem 1.1 generalizes
the one-dimensional parabolic boundary controllability results obtained in [1] and [34].

Remark 1.4. We will see in Section 7 that there are functions ¢ € L°°(0, ) such that Ty(q) > 0
(in fact, fo(q) may take any value in [0,00]). In particular, Theorem 1.1 implies that, even
in a parabolic setting, a positive time of control may appear and that, unlike the scalar case,
boundary approximate and null controllability are not equivalent properties in the non-scalar case
(see also [10] for a similar result). On the other hand, Theorem 1.1 also infers negative boundary
controllability results for hyperbolic versions of system (1.1). Indeed, if ¢ € L*°(0, ) is such that
To(q) > 0, the transmutation strategy (see [32]) implies that the corresponding hyperbolic version
of (1.1) is not controllable in the natural space associated to the system (see Theorem 3.6 in [1])
at any time 7" > 0.

For the distributed control problem (system (1.2)), let us first recall a recent result on approx-
imate controllability:

Theorem 1.2 ([14]). Let us consider Ay and B given by (1.3) and ¢ € L>=(0,7), a function
satisfying (1.11). Then, system (1.2) is approxzimately controllable at time T > 0 if and only if

k(@) + [T1k(g)| #0 VE = 1. (1.15)
For the sake of completeness this result will be proved in Section 4.

Remark 1.5. As in the boundary case, the approximate controllability result for system (1.2)
does not depend on the final time T": system (1.2) is approximately controllable at a time Ty > 0
if and only if it is approximately controllable at any time 7' > 0.



To state our null controllability result for system (1.2) when ¢ € L*(0,7) satisfies (1.11), we
need some definitions and notations. First, let us define the sets

A= {k >1: Ik(q) 7&0} = A UAs,
A= {kGAZILk(q)¢O}, Ao = {kGAIILk(q):O} and (116)
As:={k>1:1;(¢q) =0},
where I;(¢) and I (g) are given in (1.12). Observe that A1, Ay and Ag are disjoint sets and, of
course, A1 UAs UA3 = AUA3; = N*,
On the other hand, let us assume that the function ¢ € L>(0, 7) is such that condition (1.15)

holds. Thus, we can introduce the quantities —log |I1 x(q)| and —log |I;(q)| where we will use the
notation — log |x| = co when x = 0. With this notation and under assumption (1.15), we deduce

min{—log |1 x(¢)|, — log |[Ix(q)|} € R, Vk>1.
One has:

Theorem 1.3. Let us consider Ag € L(R?) and B € R?, given by (1.3), and ¢ € L*(0,7), a
function satisfying (1.11). Let us also assume condition (1.15), and define

min{—log | x(q)|, —log |I(q)|}

To(g) := limsup 12

(1.17)

Then, given T' > 0, one has:

1. Assume that T > Ty(q). Then, system (1.2) is null controllable at time T .

2. If T < Ty(q), then system (1.2) is not null controllable at time T .

As in the boundary case, condition (1.15) characterizes the distributed approximate control-
lability of system (1.2). This implies that (1.15) is a necessary condition for the distributed null
controllability at time T' > 0 of (1.2).

We end the presentation of our main results with some remarks.

Remark 1.6. Under condition (1.15), the minimal time Ty(q) is well-defined and, taking into
account Remark 1.3, satisfies Tp(g) € [0, 00]. We will check in Section 7 that, given the control
interval w = (a,b), there are functions ¢ € L°°(0,7), which fulfill condition (1.11), for which
To(g) > 0 and even Ty(gq) = oo. For such functions, system (1.2) is approximately controllable
at all positive time T but it is not null controllable at time T if T € (0,75(q)). Again and
unlike the scalar case, the distributed approximate property is not equivalent, in general, to the
distributed null controllability property in the non-scalar case. Also, following the reasoning in
Remark 1.4, from Theorem 1.3, we deduce that when ¢ € L*>°(0, 7) satisfies (1.11) and To(g) > 0,
the hyperbolic version of system (1.2) is not controllable in the natural space associated to the
system (see Theorem 3.5 in [1] and Definition 1.1 in [17] for the definition of this space) at any
time T" > 0.

Remark 1.7. Let us fix a function ¢ € L*°(0,7) and a control interval w that satisfies (1.11).
Taking into account that condition (1.13) implies (1.15) and the inequality To(q) < To(q), the
boundary controllability at time T° > 0 of system (1.1) implies the distributed controllability at
time T' > 0 of system (1.2) provided the control interval w satisfies (1.11). But, it is interesting
to note that there exist functions ¢ € L>°(0,7) and control intervals w fulfilling condition (1.11)
for which Ty(q) < To(q) (see Example 7.3). This provides another difference with the scalar case:
boundary and distributed controllability are not equivalent in the non-scalar parabolic setting.
However, if w = (a,b) and ¢ € L*(0,7) are such that (1.10) holds, then Ty(q) = Top(q) and
system (1.1) is null controllable at time 7" > 0 if and only if system (1.2) is also null controllable
at time T



Remark 1.8. The minimal time Tp(g) (see (1.17)) depends on the function ¢ but also on the
position of the control interval w (satisfying (1.11)). This fact provides a new phenomenon in the
framework of the distributed controllability of non-scalar parabolic problems: the dependence of
the controllability result on the position of the control set. Indeed, we will also see in Section 7 (see
Example 7.3) that, given 7y € (0, 00] (which could be 79 = o), there exist a function ¢ € L>°(0, )
and control intervals wy,ws C (0, ), satisfying (1.11), such that (1.15) holds, for w; and ws, and

Tél)(q) =0 and TéQ)(q) =710 > 0.

In the previous equalities, Tél)(q) is the minimal time associated to the function ¢ and to the
interval w; (see (1.17)). In conclusion, system (1.2) is null controllable at every positive time T, if
the control is exerted on wy, but it is not null controllable at time T if T € (0, 79) and the control
is exerted on wy. This is another big difference with the scalar parabolic case. This dependence
of the zone of control was highlighted in [14], in the case of the approximate controllability of
system (1.2).

Remark 1.9. Under assumption (1.8) on the function g, conditions (1.13) and (1.15) hold for every
interval w C (0, 7) satisfying (1.11). This means that systems (1.1) and (1.2) are approximately
controllable at any positive time T'. In fact, taking into account Remark 1.3, we get that fo(q) =
To(g) = 0 and systems (1.1) and (1.2) are also null controllable at any positive time 7. Thus, our
results recover the one-dimensional parabolic version of the results in [29], [34], [1] and [17], with
less restrictive assumptions on gq.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we set and analyze some preliminary
results related to the spectrum and the (generalized) eigenspaces of the operator associated with
systems (1.1) and (1.2). Section 3 is devoted to studying the boundary controllability problem for
system (1.1), namely to the proof of Theorem 1.1. For clarity, this section has been divided into two
subsections; in the first one it can be found the proofs concerning the approximate controllability
of system (1.1). In Subsection 3.2, the null-controllability property of this system is proved. The
distributed approximate controllability problem is considered in Section 4. Theorem 1.3 is proved
in Sections 5 (the positive null-controllability part) and 6 (negative null-controllability part). The
last section contains some complementary results and some examples that illustrate the different
situations.

2 Some preliminary results

In this section we will give some properties which will be used below. Let us consider the vectorial
operator
d2
L:=——
dz?
with domain D(L) = H?(0,;R?) N H}(0,7;R?) and also its adjoint L*. We will always denote
by (-,-) the standard scalar product of either L*(0,7;R) or L*(0,m;R?), by (-,-) x, x the duality
pairing between the Hilert space X and its dual X’.
We are interested in studying the spectrum of the operators L and L*. To this end, given a
function ¢ € L*(0,x), we consider the quantity I;(q) given by (1.12), k¥ > 1. With this notation,
one has:

Id+ q(z)Ao : D(L) C L*(0,m;R?) — L?(0, m; R?) (2.1)

Proposition 2.1. Let Ay be given by (1.3) and consider the operator L given by (2.1) and its
adjoint L*. Then,

1. The spectra of L and L* are given by o(L) = o(L*) = {k* : k > 1}.

‘1)1,k=(<%k), ‘I)z,kz(i];),

2. Givenk > 1, if



(resp., if

T,k:<zzz>a (I);’k:((;)k)),

where 1y 1s the unique solution of the non-homogeneous Sturm-Liouville problem:

— gz — k2¢ = [IK(Q) - Q(m)} P in (077T)’
P(0) =0, (m)=0,

- (2.2)
| @iz =0,
0
then,
(L —k*1)®1, =0 and (L—kIq)Pok = Ie(q) P (2.3)
(resp.,
(L* — k1) ®F ), = Iu(q)®3 . and  (L* — k*I) @5, =0). (2.4)

In particular, if k € A then k* is a simple eigenvalue and ®1 ) and ®oy (Tesp., @3\, and
<I>>1k7k) are, respectively, an eigenfunction and a generalized eigenfunction of the operator L
(resp., L*) associated to k?, while if k € A3 then ®1 1, and ®a . are both eigenfunctions of L

(resp., L*) associated to k>.
_( A«
=(3 %)

where A = j—; : L2(0,71) — L2(0,7) with domain D (A) = H?(0,7) N HL(0,7) is, as is well-
known, boundedly invertible with compact inverse. We can check that:

L= ( (—AO>1 - (-A)(ixi(_ A)! )

Proof. First, L can be written

which readily implies that L~! is a compact operator on L?(0,7;R?). Thus, the spectrum of L
reduces to its point spectrum.
We have now to solve the eigenvalue problem:

-y + qy2 = Ay in (0,7),
_yIQ/ = /\yQ in (Oaﬂ-)7
y1(0) = 42(0) =0, y1(m) = ya(m) = 0.

If yo = 0, then, A = k? is an eigenvalue of L and taking y; = ¢, we obtain ®; ; as associated
eigenfunction of L. If we now assume that yo # 0, then, again A = k2 and yo = ¢}, is a (normalized)
solution to the second o.d.e. Observe that the first equation admits a solution if and only if k£ € A3,
i.e., Ix(g) = 0. In this case, Py is a second associated eigenfunction of L. In conclusion, if k € Ag,
then k? is a double eigenvalue of L.

From the above considerations, it is clear that if Ix(g) # 0, then the eigenvalue k? of L is
simple and @, j is an associated eigenfunction. Observe that, taking ®s ;, = (y1,92), the equation
(L — K?I5)®a ) = c®q ) writes:

—y — k*y1 = cpr — qy2 in (0,7),
—y5 — k*y2 = 0 in (0, ),
y1(0) = 42(0) =0, y1(m) = ya(m) = 0.

Thus, again, choosing y» = ¢ and inserting this expression in the first equation, we get for y;:

—yi — Ky = [c — qleow,
yl(o) = yg(O) =0



A necessary and sufficient condition for the previous nonhomogeneous Sturm-Liouville problem to
have a solution is that

/Oﬂ[c—q(x)]|<pk(w)|2dx:0, ie, c=1Iy(q).

With this value of ¢, the Sturm-Liouville problem has a continuum of solutions given by y; =
Yok + ¥ where v € R is arbitrary and vy, is the unique solution of (2.2). This proves that, for
k € A, ®o, is a generalized eigenfunction of L associated to k2.

Note that since the eigenvalues of L are real, then o(L*) = o(L) and the corresponding
eigenspaces have the same dimension. Finally, reasoning as before, it is not difficult to prove the
assertions concerning L*. This ends the proof. O

In the next result we are going to give an explicit expression and some properties of the
function . This expression and properties will be used later and will be crucial in the proof of
Theorems 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3. One has:

Proposition 2.2. Let us fir ¢ € L>°(0,7) and take k > 1. Then, one has:

onle) = awprle) = [ sin(hie - ) [10) ~ a©)] or(€) de

T opm (2.5)
1 .
an =g [ [ sintkle ~ ) [1(@) - a(©)) pr(©pn(o) de
0Jo
In addition, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that
C C
ol < Z0 Ilzeom € 7o Wkl mom <G FE2 L (26)

Proof. Let us fix k > 1. Starting from formulae (2.5), it is straightforward that i, satisfies (2.2).
Finally, the properties (2.6) can be easily deduced from the formulae (2.5) . This finalizes the
proof. O

Using the eigenfunctions and the generalized eigenfunctions of the operators L and L* (see
Proposition 2.1), we are going to construct two bases of the space L?(0,7;R?). To this end, let us

consider the sets
B = {q)l,lm CI)QJC ke N*},
(2.7)
B = {®],, 05, ke N},
where ®; ; and @7, ¢ = 1,2, are given in the statement of Proposition 2.1. The next result states
that B and B* are bases for the space L?(0,m;R?). One has:

Lemma 2.3. Given a function g € L>(0,7), the sequences B and B* are biorthogonal Riesz bases
in L?(0,m; R?).

Proof. Let us first prove that B and B* are biorthogonal families. Indeed, using (2.3) and (2.4),
it readily follows from the equality:

(L — K 12)®, 1, @ ;) = (D gy (L* — K1) @)

that
opli (q) (P1k, @ ) = (% = k) (@, @5 )+ 01, L5(q) (Ppuky 5 5) (2.8)

where k,j > 1,v,p € {1,2} and 4, is the Kronecker symbol (equal to 1 if 4 = v, and to 0
otherwise). We claim that

Jj# k= (P @ ;) =0, for v,pe{l1,2}.
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Actually, if j # k, setting (u,v) = (1,2) in (2.8) leads to (1 x, <I>§’j> = 0 and setting (u,v) = (1,1)
gives (®q ., <I>>1k’j> = 0. Using this and considering the cases (u,v) = (2,2) and then (u,v) = (2,1)
give the other orthogonality relations. For j = k, direct computations show that <<I>l,)k, Q7 k> =
Oy for v, =1,2.
Let us show that B is complete in L2(0,7;R?). Indeed, if f = (f1, f2) is such that
<fa q)v,k> = Oa vk 2 17 Vv = 1727

then in particular

<f1>1/)k> + <f2,30k> =0.

This implies that f; = fo = 0 (since {¢px},, is an orthonormal basis in L?(0,7)) and proves the
completeness of B. We prove in the same way that B* is complete in L?(0, 7; R?).

We are now ready to show that B is a Riesz basis for the space L?(0,7;R?). To this end, we
use the following result which can be found in [24] or [27] for instance:

sz:[’ { <f1790k>207

Lemma 2.4. Let {xy}r>1 be a sequence in a Hilbert space X. Then the following statements are
equivalent.

1. {xk}r>1 is a Riesz basis in X.

2. {xp}tr>1 is a complete Bessel sequence in X and possesses a biorthogonal system {yg}r>1
that is also a complete Bessel sequence in X. O

We recall that the sequence {z}r>1 in the Hilbert space X is a Bessel sequence if it satisfies

Z\ (x,21) x |* < 00, Vx€X.
E>1
As a consequence of the previous lemma, the task consists in showing that the series
* 2 * 2
S1= Z {(f, O ) + <f7‘1)2,k>2] and Sy = Z [<f7 k) +(f®5k) }
k>1 E>1
converge for any f € L?(0,m;R?).

It is easy to see that:

S1= 3 (Il + 1w + foul] s 82 =7 [k + (o o) + 1 fak

k>1 E>1

’]
where f; i is the Fourier coefficient of the function f; with respect to . Relation (2.6) allows to
bound S; (i = 1,2) as follows:

1
S;<Cy (fl,k|2 [ fol® + k2> =
k>1

This proves the convergence of the series S7 and S5 and finishes the proof. O

Remark 2.1. It is interesting to point out that, indeed, B is quadratically close to the canonical
orthonormal basis of L2(0, 7;R?) (see [24] for a definition):

> 0
s fou () o= (2)
0 Pk k>1
since, thanks to (2.6)

2 2 2
> (”(I)L’“ = OLkllLa (0 mme) + P26 — @21’<||L2(0,W;R2)) =>. [nlT20,m) < o0
k>1 k>1

11



Corollary 2.5. Given a function ¢ € L>(0, ), then B*is a basis in HE(0,m;R?), biorthogonal to
B C H7Y0,m;R?), where B* and B are given in (2.7).

Proof. We take L?(0,7;R?) as a pivot space and then
HY(0,m;R?) < L2(0,m; R?) < H™1(0,m;R?) = (HL(0,m;R?))’ .

First, it is clear that B* C Hg (0, m;R?) and is complete in this space since it is in L?(0, 7;R?). On
the other hand, by definition of the duality pairing, <(I>V’k’q)ltxj>H*1,H01 = (Py, (I)Z,j> = 6uu0k;
for k,j > 1 and v,u € {1,2}. Thus B C H~*(0, 7;R?) is biorthogonal to B* and B* is minimal in
H}(0,7;R?). Tt remains to prove that for any f = (f1, f2) € H}(0,m;R?), the series

ZkaSDk

k>1

Z {<f7 q)l,k> q)ik + <fv ¢2,k> (D;,k} =

k>1 S sty </07r fi(@)r(x) do + f2,k) P

E>1 E>1
(2.9)
converges in Hg(0,m;R?). But >, <, fixpk, ¢ = 1,2, converges in Hj(0,7) (fix is the Fourier
coefficient of the function f; € HE(0,7m) with respect to ¢i). On the other hand, the series
> k> [k also converges in Hg (0, 7). Indeed, since fi € Hj(0,7), one has

1
S fklllilieom < CY Ifrkl <C YR Akl + D = | <o

k>1 k>1 k>1 k>1

where we have used the properties in (2.6).
Let us assume that there exists a constant C' > 0 such that the inequality

C

< 72 Vk > 1, (2.10)

/ " (@) (x) da

holds for any function f; € H}(0, 7). This implies that the series

DK

k>1

2

/7r f1(@)g(z) dx
0

converges and assures the convergence in Hg (0, 7) of the series
> (/ fi(z)dr () dx) Pk
k>1 N0

This completes the proof of the convergence in Hg (0, 7; R?) of the series in (2.9) and finalizes the
proof.
Let us see (2.10) for a function f € Hg(0,7):

[ sernrae = [ 5@ [ s

From the expression of ¢, (see (2.5) and (2.6)), we get ¥ () = apor(x)— 1 H(z) with |ay| < C/k
and

H,(z) = sin(kz) /O " cos(kE) () on (€) dé — cos(ka) /0 " Sin(k) i (€)on €) d,

with hy = I (q) — q. Therefore, the function hy is uniformly bounded in (0, 7). Also, we have:

/0”” VYr(s)ds = \/zo;: (1 —cos(kz)) — ;/Ow Hy(s)ds,

12



and
[ Hu(s) s = — o) [ coslbOm(Opn(e) e+ [ co (k)m(E)on(e) de
— psin(ha) [ sin(ROm(pu€) de + 1 [ sint (R (€oule) de
Therefore, for some positive constant C,

/0'»" Yi(s)ds

Combining the previous formulas we get (2.10). O

C

Let us finish this section by giving an expression in w of the function 1y, the solution of (2.2).
This expression will be crucial in the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Proposition 2.6. Let ¢ € L>®(0,7) be a function satisfying (1.11) with w = (a,b) C (0,7). Let
us also consider the function vy constructed in Proposition 2.1. Then, for any k > 1:

VYr(r) = Tk (r) + gr(z), Vr€w,

with
1 a
n= 31 [ a©m© s
and .
gk () = —Ik]iq) /0 sin(k(z — &))pr (&) d§ — gllkT(q) cos(kx), Vz € w,

where the quantities o, Ii(q) and I 1 (q) are respectively given in (2.5) and (1.12).

Proof. Fix k > 1. The function 1y, is given by (2.5). Taking into account (1.11), if x € w, one
gets from formulae (2.5)

L) / sin(k(z — €))pu(€) dé + + / " sin(k(z — €)a(€)pr(€) e

= Trk(2) + gk (@),

V() = agpr(z) —

where 7 and gy are given above. O

3 Boundary controllability problem

In this section we will prove Theorem 1.1. To this end, let ¢ € L>°(0,7) and Ay given by (1.3).
We introduce the backward adjoint problem associated with systems (1.1) and (1.2):

0y~ 0,0 +g(@)A50 =0 in Qr,
0(0,-)=0, 6O(r,-)=0 on (0,T), (3.1)
0(-,T) =6y in (0, ),

where 0y € L%(0,7;R?) is a given initial datum. Let us first see that this problem is well posed.
One has:

Proposition 3.1. Assume that 0y € L?(0,7;R?) is given. Then, system (3.1) admits a unique
solution 0 € L*(0,T; H} (0, m;R?)) N C°([0,T]; L?(0, 7; R?)) which writes

0(t) = Ze_kZ(T_t) ({00, ®1.k) (BT — (T — ) I (q) @5 1) + (0o, P2 i) D5 ) (3.2)

k>1
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and in addition satisfies
101l L2 0,723 (0,msm2)) + 0]l o 0.77:L20.m:R2)) < CllOollL2(0.7:k2),

for a positive constant C independent of 6y. Furthermore, if 0y € HE(0,m;R?), then the solution
0 of the adjoint problem (3.1) satisfies

6 € L2(0,T: H2(0, m R?) N HY(0,m R?)) N C(0, T; HY (0,75 R2)),

and
1011 22 0.7 5212 (0,7:m2)) + 10l oo, 7:12 (0,7:72)) < CllOoll 12 0,7:2)

for a new constant C > 0 independent of 6.
The next proposition provides a relation between systems (1.1) and (3.1):

Proposition 3.2. Let us consider Ay and B given by (1.3) and ¢ € L*(0,7). Then, for any
Yo € H1(0,m;R?), w € L%(0,T;R?) and 0y € H}(0,m;R?), one has

T
| B 00,00 de = (7,801 — 00000,

where y € L*(Qr;R?) N CY([0,T); H1(0,m;R?)) and 6 € L*(0,T; H*(0,m;R?) N HE(0,m;R?)) N
C°([0,T]; HL(0,7;R?)) are, resp., the solutions to (1.1) and (3.1) associated with (u,yo) and 6p.

For a proof of the previous results see for instance [36] or [21].
The controllability of system (1.1) can be characterized in terms of appropriate properties of
the solutions to the adjoint problem (3.1). More precisely, we have:

Proposition 3.3. Under the previous assumptions, one has:
1. System (1.1) is approzimately controllable at time T > 0 if and only if the following unique
continuation property holds:
“Let 6y € H(0,7m; R%) be given and let 0 be the corresponding solution of the adjoint
problem (3.1). Then, if B*0,(0,t) =0 on (0,T), one has 8y =0 in (0,7).”

2. System (1.1) is null controllable at time T > 0 if and only if there exists a positive constant
C such that the observability inequality

T
10600 mmey <€ [ 100,07 at (33

holds for every 0y € H(0,7;R?). In (3.3), 0 is the adjoint state associated with 0.

Again, this result is well known. For a proof see, for instance, [37], [15], [36] or [21].

3.1 Boundary approximate controllability

This subsection is devoted to proving the approximate controllability of system (1.1), that is to
say, the first point of Theorem 1.1. To this end, we are going to apply item 1 of Proposition 3.3.
Recall that Ay € L(R?) and B € R? are given in (1.3) and ¢ € L°(0, 7) is a given function.

Necessary condition: By contradiction, let us assume that condition (1.13) does not hold,
i.e., that there is kg > 1 for which Ix,(¢) = 0. Let us see that the unique continuation property for
the adjoint system (3.1) is no longer valid. Indeed, let us take g = a®7 , +b®3, € H}(0,m; R?),
with a,b € R to be determined. In this case, kg € A3 (see (1.16)) and the functions @7, = and
3 4, are eigenfunctions of the operator L* (see Proposition 2.1) associated with the eigenvalue
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k2. Thus, it is not difficult to see that the corresponding solution to the adjoint problem (3.1) is
given by

APk,

O(-1) = e FT=0 [qd* , 4 bd%, | = e F6(T—1)
( ) [ 1,ko 2,k0] awko + b(pko

Therefore,

B*0,(0,t) = e—kS(T—t) <a1/);m (0) + bko \/2) , Vte(0,T).

Just taking a = koy/2/m and b = —iy, (0) we get B*0,(0,-) = 0 on (0,7) but § # 0. So,
system (1.1) is not approximately controllable at time T' > 0. This proves the necessary part of
the first point of Theorem 1.1.

Sufficient condition: Let us now assume that condition (1.13) holds. The task now is to
prove that the unique continuation property for the solutions of the adjoint problem (3.1) holds.
To this end, let us take 8y € H(0,7;R?) and assume that the corresponding solution 6 of (3.1)
satisfies

B*0,(0,t) =0 Vte (0,T).

From Corollary 2.5, we know that B* is a basis for H}(0,7;R?) (for the expression of B*,
see (2.7)). Therefore,

Bo(x) =) (an®] x(2) + b @3 1(2)) |

k>1

where the previous series converges in Hg (0, 7;R?). In this series the coefficients are given by
ar = (6o, P1x) and by, = {0y, P2 ) for any k > 1. In view of (3.2) in Proposition 3.1, we have:

Oz, t) = e (=0 [q (@5, — (T —t) Iy (q) 5 1,) + b P34 ] -
E>1

This series converges in C°([0, T]; H}(0, w; R?)) and this property allows us to write:

B 0,(0,6) = Y e F T {[ap B @} 5, (0) + B D3, (0)] — (T — )T (q) ax B* @5 5, (0)}

k>1
2 2 2 2
Y ek [awm v bkk\ﬂ - e T g a2
k>1 T = T

for any t € (0, 7). On the other hand, from the results proved in [21] and [6] about biorthogonal
families to exponentials, we infer that the family {e*th,te*kgt}kzl C L?(0,T) is minimal® in
L?(0,T). Recall that we have assumed B*6,(0,-) = 0 on the interval (0, 7). Then, the expression
of B*0,.(0,-) together with the property of the exponentials imply a; = by = 0 for any & > 1.
This proves the continuation property for the solutions to the adjoint problem (3.1) and, thanks
to Proposition 3.3, the approximate controllability of system (1.1) at any positive time T'.

3.2 Boundary null controllability

In this subsection we will study the null controllability properties of system (1.1), i.e., we will
prove the second item in Theorem 1.1. Let us first observe that condition (1.13) is a necessary
condition for having the null controllability property of system (1.1) at time 7" > 0. This, in
particular, implies that A = N* (the set A is given in (1.16)) and Ty(q), given by (1.14), is well
defined and Ty(q) € [0, <]

1We say that a sequence {zx}1>1 in a Banach space X is minimal if for any I > 1 one has ; ¢ span {zj, : k # [}.
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3.2.1 Positive boundary controllability result

Let us assume that T > Tp(q) € [0,00) (see (1.14)). Our objective is to prove that system (1.1)
is exactly controllable to zero at time T. To this end, for yo € H~1(0,7;R?), we will reformulate
the null controllability problem as a moment problem.

Using Propositions 3.1 and 3.2, we deduce that the control u € L?(0,T) drives the solution
of (1.1) to zero at time T if and only if u € L2(0,T) satisfies

T
/ u(t)B*ew(Ovt) dt = _<y07e('50)>H—1,H(}7 Voo, € H01(077T;R2)a
0

where § € C°([0,T]; H (0, m;R?)) is the solution to the adjoint problem (3.1) associated with 6.
Since B* is a basis of Hg (0, 7;R?) (see Corollary 2.5), the null controllability property at time T
for system (1.1) is equivalent to find u € L?(0,T) such that

/OT u(t)B* 070, 1) dt = —(yo, 0°*(-,0)) -1 gy, Yk >1, Vi=1,2, (3.5)
where %% is the solution of system (3.1) associated with 6y = @7, (for the expression of the
function P71, see Proposition 2.1). Let us take

u(t)=v(T —t), te(0,T).
Developing the equality (3.5), one has:
L. If we take g = @3 ; , the solution of the adjoint problem is 02k (- 1) = e"‘“2(T_t)<I>§JC and (3.5)

becomes,

T
1 —
/ e_kztv(t) dt = —k\/ie_sz@o, 3 k)1, mp = e_szMfk)(yoﬁ Yk > 1.
0

It is easy to see that

MP(go)| < Cllyoll 10 mmey ¥ =1, (3.6)
for a positive constant C' independent of k£ and .

2. Let us now take 6o = ®7 ;. In this case the solution of the adjoint system (3.1) is

2 2
O () = e MR — (T —t) I (@) e 77003,

s

and, then, the equality (3.5) transforms into (u(t) =v(T —1t), t € (0,T))

T T
44(0) / ety (t) dt — I(q)h(0) / te () dt

0
= *T [<y0,‘1’7,k>H*1,Hé — Ty (q) <y0’q)§a’f>H’lvH3} '

Thus, the control u = v(T — -) must also satisfy

T —
te R ty(t) dt = S M (go), Yk >1,
| e an = G B ). vk

where

~(k 1 T ~(k % .
M (yo) = k\@ {eh M (o) + |(yo, @3 )1, = T (a) (9o, 3 1)1 3] }
Using the properties of the function ¥y stated in Proposition 2.2 (see (2.6)), one has
VP (o) < Cllgoll s o.mizey, Vo> 1. (3.7)

for a new positive constant C independent of k and yqg.
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Summarizing, we have proved that u € L2(0,T) is such that the solution y of system (1.1)
satisfies y(-,T) = 0 in (0, ) if and only if v = u(T — -) € L?(0,T) satisfies

T
/ e oty dt = e M T MM (yo),
0

te v(t)dt = M5 (yo), Vk>1,
/0 ) Ii(g) ~* (80)

with ]T/fl(k) (yo) and ]T/fék) (yo) satisfying (3.6) and (3.7).
From the results in [21] (see also [6]), we can conclude that the sequence

.2 1.2
{el,k =k t,eg)k = te " f’}
E>1

admits a biorthogonal family {q1 k, g2k }x>1 in L?(0,7), i.e., a family {q1 x,qox}r>1 in L*(0,T)
satisfying
T
/ er ks, (t) dt = Ojors,  Vk,j =1, 1<r,5<2, (3.9)
0
which moreover satisfies that for every € > 0 there exists a constant C. 7 > 0 such that

lgikllzzory < Core™, VE>1, i=1,2. (3.10)

Using the formulas in (3.8) and the property (3.9), we infer that an explicit formal solution of
the moment problem (3.5) is given by

AT — 1) = o(t) = S e *T (375 (yoran Ry O .
T-0 =0 =3 (B b ) + 5 75 a0

Let us see that this series defines an element of L?(0,T) when T > Tg(q), i.e., the previous
series converges in L2(0,7T) if T > Tp(q). Indeed, from the definition of the minimal time Tp(q)
(see (1.14)) and for any fixed € > 0, we can infer that there exists a positive constant C. such that

1
[1x(q)]

On the other hand, we can use the bound (3.10) and get a new positive constant C, p for which

<k (To@+e)  wp >,

2 2
o—K2T ek
<Cqr

L2(0,T) [k (q)]

1.2 —~ 1 —~
e F T (Mfk)(yo)m,k + mMék) (yO)(D,k)

< Cope -T2,

This last inequality proves the absolute convergence of the series which defines the control u since
e may be chosen arbitrarily small. This proves the null controllability of system (1.1) at time T
when T' > Ty(q).

3.2.2 Negative boundary controllability result

In order to finish the proof of Theorem 1.1, let us prove that if 0 < T < To(q), then system (1.1)
is not null controllable at time 7. Recall that condition (1.13) holds. We argue by contradiction.

Assume that system (1.1) is null controllable at time T' < fo(q). By means of Proposition 3.3,
this last fact is equivalent to the existence of a positive constant C' such that the observability
inequality (3.3) holds for every solution 6 of the adjoint problem (3.1). Let us work with the

particular solutions associated with initial data 6y = ap®y , + bk¢>§7k, with ag,br € R, to be
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determined, and @7 , and ®; , given in Proposition 2.1. With this choice, the solution 6% of (3.1)
is given by

0% (1) = are ™M T (®F , — (T — )1y, (q) ®5 ) + bre ™ T=005 . vk > 1.
Thus, the observability inequality (3.3) becomes
Ay <CAyy, Yk2>1,

with

)

2 2
A= €T LR a2 4 [lag P41 (0,m + K (bk = The(@)ax)? | } = e TR a2, VE > 1,

and

T
Asy ::/ et 0 (0) + (bg — tu(@)ar) b (O dt, Wk > 1.
0

Taking ar = 1 and by, = —1},(0)/¢},(0) = —1+/3%%(0), the inequality observability transforms
into T
X 2
e T2 < Ay < CAyy = C= |L(g))? k2/ et at, k> 1,
™ 0
that is to say, for a new constant C' > 0 not depending on k, one has,

1< 0T |I(q)f, VEk>1. (3.11)

From the definition of Tp(g), we obtain the existence of an increasing unbounded subsequence
{kn}nzl such that
~ el
To(g) = lim —log |k, (@)l

€ (0, ).

Assume that 0 < Ty(g) < oo (the case Ty(q) = oo is much simpler and the details are left to the
reader). In this case, for every € > 0, there exits a positive integer n. such that

—log |, (q)]

K2 , Vn>n..

To(q) —¢ <
This last inequality together with (3.11) provide the new inequality
1< Ce_Qki(TO(q)_T_E), Vn > n..

The previous inequality gives a contradiction if we take 0 < € < (fo(q) — T) /2. This ends the

proof.

4 Distributed approximate controllability

In this section we will address the problem of the approximate controllability at time T > 0 of
system (1.2), i.e, we will prove Theorem 1.2. As said above, Theorem 1.2 is a direct consequence
of the results on approximate controllability stated in [14]. For the sake of completeness we will
provide a direct proof of the result.

As in Section 3, we will first establish the relation between system (1.2) and (3.1). On the other
hand, we will also give a general characterization of the controllability properties of system (1.2).
One has:
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Proposition 4.1. Let us consider Ag and B given by (1.3) and g € L*°(0,7), a given function.
Then, for any yo € L?(0,m;R?), v € L?(Qr) and 0y € L?(0,m;R?), one has

// oz, )1, B0z, 1) de dt = {y(-.T).60) — {y0.6(-.0))

wherey,0 € L*(0,T; Hg (0, 7;R?))NCC([0, T]; L2(0, 7;R?)) are, resp., the solutions to (1.2) and (3.1)
associated to (yo,v) and 0.

For a proof of the previous result see for instance [15], [36] or [21].

Proposition 4.2. Under assumptions of Proposition 4.1, one has:

1. System (1.2) is approximately controllable at time T > 0 if and only if the following unique
continuation property holds:

“Let 0y € L*(0,7; R?) be given and let § be the corresponding solution of the adjoint prob-
lem (3.1). Then, if B*0 =0 in w x (0,T), one has 6o =0 in (0,7).”

2. System (1.2) is null controllable at time T > 0 if and only if there exists a positive constant
C such that the observability inequality

100, 0)250.mus0) < C // \B*0(a, 1) dr dt (4.1)
wx(0,T)

holds for every 8y € L?(0,m;R?). In (4.1), 0 is the adjoint state associated to 0y, i.e., the
solution of (3.1) associated to 6.

Again, this result is very well known. For a proof see, for instance, [37], [15] or [36].
We can already prove Theorem 1.2. The arguments will be similar to those used in Section 3.
We recall that ¢ € L*°(0, ) is a function satistying (1.11), where w = (a, b).

Necessary condition: Again, we argue by contradiction. Let us suppose that condition (1.15)
does not hold, i.e., that there exists ko > 1 such that Iy,(¢) = I1,x,(¢) = 0. We will see that the
distributed unique continuation property for the adjoint system (3.1) fails to be true.

First, from Proposition 2.6, the function vy, is given by:

1/1]@0(%) = TkoPko (1[,’), Vr € w, (42)

(since Iy, (¢) = I1,5,(q) = 0) where 7y, is given in Proposition 2.6.
On the other hand, let us take 6y = a®y, +bP5, € L?(0,m;R?), with a,b € R to be
determined. Again, the functions ®7, = and @3, are eigenfunctions of the operator L* (see

Proposition 2.1). Thus, the solution of the adjoint problem (3.1) is given by (3.4), so that:
B*e(mv t) = e—kS(T—t) (awko (l‘) + b@’fo (Z‘)) = e_kg(T_t) (aT}fo + b)‘)oko (x)7 V(l‘, t) EwX (07 T)7

thanks to (4.2). Just taking a =1 and b = —7, we obtain B*# =0 in w x (0,7) and 6 # 0. This
contradicts the distributed unique continuation property for system (3.1). So, system (1.2) is not
approximately controllable at time 7" > 0. This proves the necessary part of Theorem 1.2.

Sufficient condition: Let us assume that condition (1.15) holds. The objective is to show
that system (1.2) is approximately controllable at time T', when ¢ € L°(0,7) satisfies (1.11).
This amounts to prove the distributed unique continuation property for system (3.1) stated in
Proposition 4.2.

Let us fix 6y € L?(0,7;R?) and assume that the corresponding solution @ of (3.1) satisfies

B*0=0 in wx(0,7).

Since B* is a basis for L?(0,7;R?) (for the expression of B*, see (2.7)), we can write

o = Z (ar®] y + br®5 1)

k>1
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where the coefficients are given by ar = (6p, ®1,%) and by = (0y, P2 ) for any k > 1. As it has
been already observed, we have:

0(, 1) = e T Loy [@F , — (T — )1 () @3] +bu®3,} in Qr.
k>1

In fact, following the ideas in Lemma 2.3, it is not difficult to prove the convergence of this
series in C°([0,T7; L?(0, 7; R?)). Thus,

BO( )= e~k (T—1) [k B*®7 | + bk B*®5 4[] — > (T — e TDg, I (q) B*®} |

E>1 k2l
5 2
=> eI aprle + brprle] = Y (T = t)e ™ T Vapli(@)onle
= k>1

for any t € (0,T). Using again that the family {e =", te*k%}kzl C L?(0,T) is minimal in L?(0,T)
and the assumption B*0 =0 in w x (0,T) we get

apVilw + brprle =0 and  aplip(@)erle =0 VE>1

It is clear that from the previous identities that ay = by = 0 for all & € A. On the other hand,
taking into account the expression of the vy in w (see Proposition 2.6), the last equality becomes

I
(a7 + bi)pr(z) — \/i 1’2((]) apcos(kz) =0 Vrew, VkeA;.

Using the independence of ¢y, and the function cos(k-) in w, we conclude that a; = by, = 0 for every
k € As. This proves that 6y = 0. Therefore, we have proved the distributed continuation property

for the solutions to the adjoint problem (3.1) and the approximate controllability of system (1.2)
at any positive time 7.

5 Proof of Theorem 1.3: The positive null controllability
result

This section will be devoted to proving the null controllability of system (1.2) at time 7' > 0, when
this time satisfies T' > To(q) (To(q), given by (1.17), is assumed to be finite in this section). In
order to make the proof clearer, we will divide it into several steps.

5.1 The moment problem

We start the proof of the first point of Theorem 1.3 by reformulating the null controllability
property for system (1.2) as a moment problem. To this end, let us consider T > Tj (¢) (1o (q)
is given by (1.17)). The aim is to prove that for any yo € L2(0,7;R?) there exists a control
v € L?(Qr) such that the corresponding solution y of system (1.2) satisfies y(-,7) = 0 in (0, 7).

Let us fix an initial datum yo € L?(0,7;R?). Thanks to Proposition 3.1 and 4.1, it is easy to
see that the solution y € C°([0, T]; L?(0, 7; R?)) of system (1.2) associated with yo and a control
v € L%(Qr) satisfies y(-,T) = 0 in (0, ) if and only if the control v € L?(Q7) satisfies

// o(w, )1 B 0(x, t) da dt = — (yo,0(-,0)), V0o € L2(0, 7 R),

where 6 is the solution of the adjoint problem (3.1) corresponding to 6y. Using that B* is a basis
of L%(0,m;R?) (see Lemma 2.3) this last property is equivalent to v € L?(Qr) and satisfies

// (2, )10 B O (@, ) dedt = — (o, 0, 4(-0)), ki >1, Vi=1,2, (5.1)
Qr
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where 6, denotes the solution of system (3.1) associated with 8y = ®},. By means of the
previous problem we have reformulated the null controllability property for system (1.2) as a
moment problem.

In order to solve the moment problem (5.1), the first main idea is to search controls under the
particular form

v(z,t) = fi(x)v (T —t) + fo(x)ve(T — 1), (x,t) € Qr, (5.2)

where v1, vy € L?(0,T) are new controls, only depending on t, and fi, fo € L?(0, ) are appropriate
functions satisfying the condition Supp f1, Supp f2 C w = (a,b). This choice will be made clearer
a little further in the text.

For k > 1 and 6 = @3 ;, the solution to (3.1) is given by g i (-, 1) = e*kz(T’t)q);’k. Thus, after
a change of variables, the moment problem (5.1) with controls v given by (5.2) reads as follows:

T T
ka/ Ul(t)efk tdt 4+ fzyk/ vg(t)efk tdt = —e FT <y0,<1>§7k>,
0 0

where fi 1, for are, respectively, the Fourier coefficients with respect to ¢, corresponding to fi,
fa:
s
fipi= / F@)en(@)de, i=1,2, Vk>1. (5.3)
0

For 6y = @7 ;, the corresponding solution of (3.1) is given by
2
0(-,1) = e T (] — (T — )1 (q) D3 -

From the expression of functions ®7 (see the statement of Proposition 2.1), for K > 1 and i = 1,
the equality (5.1) with controls v given by (5.2) changes into

T T
f1,k/ Ul(t)efkgt dt + fz,k/ Uz(t)efk%dt
0 0
T

T
(@) fik / on(t) te ¥t dt — Tn(q) o / v (£) te =Rt dt
0 0
= —€_k2T (<y07 éaik> - TIk(q) <y07 (bs,]q>) ’

where, for k£ > 1, ﬁ,k, fgk are given by

Fni= / ey (@) de, i =1,2. (5.4)
0
Let us point out that, thanks to the properties of the function i (see (2.6)), one has
= ¢ .
fi,k‘ S Ea Z:]-an 1fk2 1, (55)

for some positive constant C.

Summarizing, we have transformed the null-controllability problem at time 7' > 0 for sys-
tem (1.2) into the following moment problem: Find v € L?(Qr) under the form (5.2) such that
v1,v9 € L%(0,T) satisfy

T T
fl,k /O (% (t)eikrzt dt —|— f2,k /O V2 (t)eith dt = —Bisz <y0, ‘I)§7k>

T T
flvk/ vl(t)e*thdtJrfz,k/ va(t)e Ft dt
0 0 k>1
T

T
_I’“(q)fl,k/o v1(t) te_kztdt—fk(Q)fzk/O v (t) te ¥t dt

= —e M ((yo, @} 1) — TIi(a) (yo, @3.1.))
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with the notations in (5.3) and (5.4).

Our objective is to solve the previous moment problem under the assumption (1.15) and when
T > Ty(q) (see (1.17)). To this end, we will construct appropriate functions fi, fo € L?(0,7)
satisfying Supp f1,Supp fo € w = (a,b). Let us remark that, if we fix k& > 1, (5.6) is a linear
system of two equations and four unknown quantities:

T R T ) T ) T .
/ vl (t)e_k "t / vg(t)e_k “dt, / v (t) te™*tdt and / va (1) te Ft dt.
0 0 0 0

The moment problem (5.6) can be written as

ALV + Zkf/k =F, Vk>1, (5.7)
whith for k > 1 :
~ 0 0

R AR LR C N A (5.8)

fie  for (@) fie —1e(Q) for

T R T R

/ vy (t)e Ftdt N / v (t)te Ftdt

Vi = 0 . V= 0 , (5.9)

T 2
/ va(t)e Ftdt
0

and
2
_e—k T <y0’ (D§7k>

—e T ({40, @7, ) = Thila) (90, ®5,.))

Remind that f;; is the Fourier coefficient of f; with respect to ¢, and ﬁ-yk is given by (5.4).

P, = (5.10)

5.2 Construction of the functions f; and f;

In this subsection we will construct appropriate functions f1, fo € L?(0,T) satisfying
Supp f1, Supp f2 € w,

which will allow us to solve the moment problem (5.7) . One has:

Lemma 5.1. There exist functions f1, fo € L*(0,7) satisfying Supp f1, Supp fo C w and such that

. C
min {|f1 k[, [f2.6]} = L Yk > 1,
~ N C (5.11)
|B| = ‘fl,kfz,k —forfip] = 50 VRZ L

In (5.11) C s a positive constant only depending on f1 and fa, fir (i = 1,2) is the Fourier
coefficient of the function f; with respect to ), and f; 1 is given by

ﬁk = / fi(x)cos(kx)dx, k>1, i=1,2. (5.12)
0

Proof. Let us consider the functions f1 := 1(4, 5,) and fa := 1(q,p,) With a1,b1,a2,b2 € w and
a; < b;, 1 =1,2. Then,

~ 7T 2 ) ) o ‘
fik:/ fi(x) cos(kx) dx = — cos (kaz—i_bl)sin (klw>
’ 0 k 2 2
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Direct computations show that

4 20 bi —ar . by —az . ar +b1 —az — by
|Bk|—k2\/;sm(k 5 )bln(k} 5 )sm(k 5 )‘

Let us now take by = a1 + 2¢, as = a1 + £ and by = ay + 3¢, with a; € (a,(3a + b)/4) and
¢ € (0,(b— a)/4) such that a1 /7 is a rational number and ¢/ is an irrational algebraic number
of order 2. In this case, we have that (a; +¢) /7 and (a1 + 2¢) /7 are also irrational algebraic
numbers of order 2. Thus, a1,b,a2,b0 € w and a; < b;, i = 1,2. On the other hand, let us
admit the following property which will be proved below: if £/m € (0, 00) is an irrational algebraic
number of order 2, then

Inf (k |sin(kE)]) = €. (5.13)

for a positive constant C' only depending on £.
Coming back to the expressions of fix, for and |By| and taking into account the previous
property, one obtains

2 /2 . ol
= k\/;|s1n(k (a1 + &) [sin (k€)] = -3,
2 /2 . _ O,
| fokl = E\/% Jsin (k (a1 + 20))][sin (k)] > 3,

4 /2 . 3 C3
|By| = kQ\/;|Sln (kO)|” > e Vk > 1,

with C1, Cs and Cj5 positive constants only depending on a; and ¢. This proves (5.11).
Let us finalize the proof showing inequality (5.13). This inequality is a consequence of Liou-
ville’s theorem on diophantine approximation:

| f1.5

Lemma 5.2 ([30]). Let v be an irrational algebraic number of degree n > 2, i.e., v is an irrational
number which is the root of a polynomial of degree n with integer coefficients. Then, there exists
a positive number C, depending on v, such that
C
‘V—p’ >—, Vp,geN', ¢>0.
q q
Let us consider £ > 0 such that £/ is an irrational algebraic number of degree 2 and let us
see inequality (5.13). First, for any k > 1 there exists hj, € N* such that

kﬁ—hk
™

< vk > 1.

N

Indeed, we can take hy = |k&/7| if k&/m — |k€/7| < 1/2 or hy, = |k&/m] + 1 otherwise (|-] is the
floor function, i.e., for € R, |z]| gives the largest integer less than or equal to ).
If we now apply Lemma 5.2 with v = &/m, n =2, ¢ = k and p = hy, we get

Cr 7
=T < ke — < = >
’ < |k¢ hk77|727 Yk > 1,
and o
k|sin (k€)| = k |sin (k€ — hgm)| = ksin |k§ — hym| > ksin (;) >2C, Vk>1
In the last inequality we have used
sinx _ 2
> —, Vze(0,7/2].
x ™
This proves inequality (5.13). O
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As a consequence of the previous result, we also have:

Corollary 5.3. Let us consider the functions fi1 and fo provided by Lemma 5.1 and the associated
matriz Ay given in (5.8). Then, there exists positive constants C1 and Cy (only depending on fi
and fa) such that

det Ay| > ¢y 12 ’“(q” - 02”’“29’)', Vk > 1. (5.14)

Proof. Let k > 1. We have (see (5.8))
det Ay, = (fucfz,k - f2,kJ71,k> ,

where f1; and far, are the Fourier coefficients of f; and fo and where J?l,k and fgk are given
by (5.4). Using Proposition 2.6 and taking into account that Supp f; C w, one gets

fir =Tifir+ /OTr fi(z) gr(x) du.

det Ay = <f1,k /O7r f2(z) gr(2) dx — fa /OW fi(z) gr(2) dx) :

Using again Proposition 2.6, g; can be written as

gk (z) = —IkT(Q) /x sin(k(x — &))pr(€) d€ — \/EII’Z((Z) cos(kz), Vzre€w, Vk>1

0

We deduce then that

ml I
det A = —\/; 1.4(9) (f1 Icf2 k— f2, 1 k) k](f) (fi,xGok — foxGrk), k>1,
where ﬁk is given in (5.12) and

Gip = / / filw) sin(k(z — €))pr(€) dé de,

for i = 1,2 and k£ > 1. Finally, from (5.11) and using that the sequence {G; x}r>1 (1 = 1,2) is
bounded, we deduce (5.14) for k > 1. This ends the proof. O

5.3 Solving the moment problem

We will devote this subsection to solving the moment problem (5.7) when T > To(q) (To(q), given
by (1.17), is assumed to be finite in this section). To this end, we will work with the functions f;
and fy provided by Lemma 5.1 and Corollary 5.3.

Theorem 5.4. Let yo € L?(0,m;R?) be given and let us consider the moment problem (5.7).
Then, we can find a solution of this problem under the form

T
/o vi(t)e_k% dt = e‘szMl(i)(yo),
. 2 o (5.15)
/0 vit) te ™t dt = e M T MM (),

where the quantities Mi(,];) (yo) € R, with k > 1 and 1 < 1,5 < 2, satisfy the following property: for
any € > 0 there exists a positive constant C. (only depending on €) such that

‘M(k) Yo ‘ <C. ek2(To(q)+2s)||y0||L2(0 ez, VE>1, 1<ij<2 (5.16)
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In the sequel, let us fix € > 0. From the definition of the minimal time Ty(q), we can infer the
existence of a positive integer k. for which

min {—log |11 x(q)|, —log|Ii(q)|}
k2

<Tolq)+e, V> k.. (5.17)

In order to find a solution of the moment problem (5.7) under the form (5.15), we are going
to distinguish if k£ belongs to the set Ay, the set Az or the set Az (see (1.16)).

5.3.1 The case k € A;

Let us start solving the moment problem (5.7) when k € Ay (for the definition of A1, see (1.16)).

1. Let us first consider & € A; with k < k.. Thanks to Lemma 5.1 (see (5.11)) we can deduce
that f1rf2r # 0 for any k > 1. In this case, we solve the moment problem (5.7) as follows. Take

T T
/ va(t)e Kt dt = / vt te ¥ Tdt =0, VkeA, k<k..
0 0

With this choice, system (5.7) is equivalent to

T
f17k/0 ’Ul(t)e_th dt = F]gl),

. T R T ) (518)
fl,k/ vi(t)eF tdt—Ik(q)ka/ o () te ¥t dt = F,
0 0

with k € Ay, k < k. and where F,Ei), i =1,2, are the components of Fj, (see (5.10)). Observe that
in the set A; one has I;(q) # 0. Therefore, the previous problem can be solved as in the boundary
case (see Section 3.2) obtaining a solution under the form (5.15), for any k € A; with k < k.. In

. k k
particular, Ml(Q)(yO) = M2(72)(y0) =0.

Using the properties of f; . (see (5.5)) and taking into account that k € A; and k < k., we
deduce the existence of a positive constant C. such that

‘MW ‘<C||y0||L207rR2) Vke A, k<k., 1<ij<2 (5.19)

As a consequence, we get inequality (5.16) for any k € Ay, with k& < k..

2. Let us now deal with the case k € A; and k > k.. As before, our objective is to solve the
moment problem (5.7). To this end, for k& > k., let us split the set A; into two subsets

3
Aig = {keAl k> k. and — log|Ik( )| §T()(q)—|—2g}7

3
A= {kEAl k> k. and — log|Ik( )| >T0(q)_|_25}.

If k € A7, then we reason as in the previous case. We take

T T
/ va(t)e Kt dt = / vt te ¥t dt =0, Vk e A},
0 0

and the moment problem (5.7) is equivalent to (5.18), with k € A] .. Again, we can compute the
solution of this system, which is given by (5.15) (k € Aj _), where Ml(kQ) (yo) = Mékz)(yo) =0 and

-1 .
flT <y0, @27k> )

-1 fl k
M™ (yo) = ———— L0 —TT, D) 4+ 2 (@5 )
2,1 (yo) fl,ka(CI) <<yo 1,k> k (Q) <yo 2,k> fl,k <y0 2,k>

M1(k1) (yo0) =
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From the properties satisfied by k., fix, fl,k and the definition of Aj_ (see (5.17), (5.11)
and (5.5)), we get

k 1,12
M) (40)| < CFlyolla o mme) < Coee

1 2
65816 2 «
‘Mgf? (yo)‘ < Cerprlvolliacomzs) < Coel T DY2) ol o may,  Vh € AT,

for a positive constant C. independent of k and yo. We have then proved the bounds (5.16) in the
case k € A]

Let us now consider k € Ay .. From the definition of the set Ay and the inequality (5.17), it
is easy to see that the minimun in (5.17) is reached in —log |I1 x(¢)| and therefore

—log|I 3 —log|I
w < To(q) +e < To(q) + 3¢ < %(q)\’ VEk € Ay .,
whence -
Ie(q)| < e 2 I k(q)], VK € A
This last inequality together with inequality (5.14), allow us to write:
|det Ay| > Cee™ 2% |1 4(q)|, Yk € Ay, (5.20)

(possibly for an integer k. larger than before). The matrix Ay is given by (5.8) and C. is a new
positive constant depending on ¢ > 0.
We can now solve the moment problem (5.7) when k € A; .. To this end, we will take

T T
/ vi(t)te Ftdt = / va(t)te ¥ T dt =0, ke A,
0 0

Thus, the moment problem (5.7) is equivalent to ApVy = Fj, whith A, Vi and Fj respectively
given by (5.8), (5.9) and (5.10). The solution of the system is explicitely given by Vj = A,;le,
ie.,

T
/ vt)e tdt = e T MM (yo), ke A
0

Taking into account inequality (5.20), the expression of F (see (5.10)) and the properties of ﬁ ks

it is not difficult to prove that M( )(yo) satisfies (5.16) for any 4,5 :1<i,j7 <2 and k € Ay .
This finalizes the proof of Theorem 5.4 in the case k € A;.

5.3.2 The case k € A,

Let us continue with the proof of Theorem 5.4 in the case kK € As. Observe that in this case
I 1(q) = 0 and Ix(gq) # 0 (see (1.16)) and therefore, inequality (5.17) changes into

—log |11(q)|
kQ

When k € Ay and k < k. we can repeat the arguments developed for £k € Ay and k < k.
and obtain that we can solve the moment problem (5.7) with a solution under the form (5.15)
where M( )(yo) satisfies (5.19) for every 4,5 : 1 < 4,5 <2 (k € Ay and k < k.). In particular, we
deduce (5 15) and (5.16) for k € Ay and k < k..

Let us now consider an integer k € As such that & > k.. In this case we can reason as in the
case k € A] .. Indeed, we set

<Tolq)+e, Vk>k., kel (5.21)

T T
/ va(t)e F T dt = / vty te ¥ dt =0, Vke A},
0 0
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and (5.7) becomes (5.15) (k € Az), where M{"y (yo) = My (yo) = 0 and

k -1 X
M1(,1) (y0) = H <yo, ¢2,k>7

(k) _
M1 (w0) = fredi(q)

<<y07(1)ik> =TI (q) {yo, P5 1) + j:i L (yo, P35 k>>

Combining the previous expressions, the inequality (5.21) and the properties of f1 x (see (5.11))

and f1 i (see (5.5)), we infer that the coefficients M( )(yo) satisfy the bounds (5.16) for any k € Aq,
with k& > k., and 1 <4, j < 2. This completes the proof of Theorem 5.4 in the case k € As.

5.3.3 The case k € Aj

In order to finish the proof of Theorem 5.4, let us deal with the case k € Az, with Az given
n (1.16). In this case I;(¢) = 0 and the inequality (5.17) reads as follows

—log |11 x(q)|

12 < TQ(q) +e, Vk>k., keAs. (522)

When k € Az the moment problem (5.7) is simpler. It can be written as AyVy = Fi (A,
Vi and Fj are given in (5.8), (5.9) and (5.10)). Using inequality (5.14) we deduce det Ay # 0
for any k € A3 and the solution of (5.7) is given by Vi, = A; ' Fj,. Combining inequalities (5.5),
again (5.14) and (5.22), we get the formulas (5.15) (Mz(kl) (yo) = 0,4 =1,2, in this case) and (5.16)
for k € As.

5.4 Conclusion

In this subsection we will finish the proof of the null controllability result for system (1.2). To
this end, we will show that if T > Ty(q), To(q) given by (1.17), there exist controls v1,vy €
L?(0,T) such that the control v € L?(Q), given by (5.2) (f1 and fo are the functions provided by
Lemma 5.1), satisfies the moment problem (5.1) or, equivalently, (5.7). Thanks to Theorem 5.4,
this amounts to the existence of controls vy,vs € L?(0,T) which satisfies (5.15) for coefficients
Mi(j;)(yo), 1<4,j <2, k> 1, that fulfils the bounds (5.16).

Let us find controls vy, ve in L2(0,T) satisfying (5.15). To this effect, we are going to reason as
in Subsection 3.2.1. Indeed, using the property (3.9), we can obtain an explicit formula for these

controls: .
0i(t) = > e T (M) (wo)arn(t) + MEY (wo)aa (1)), i =1,2.
k>1

Then, the control v given by (5.2) is a solution of the moment problem (5.1) as soon as the previous
two series converge in L2(0,T). But taking into account the bounds (5.16) and the property of the
biorthogonal sequence {q1 k, g2,k }x>1, we can conclude that the series are absolutely convergent in
L2(0,T) if T > Ty(q). Indeed, we can write

2 2 2 2
<C.r o~ KT ok (To(@)+22) pehk® — Cor ¢ K (T=To(@)=3¢)

—k2T ¢ r(k) ’
M, t
He X (yo)Qe,k( ) L2(0.T)

forany k> 1 and £,7:1 < ¢,7 < 2. Observe that if we take

€€ <O, T~ Tol) ?7;0((1)>

we can conclude the absolute convergence in L?(0, T) of the series defining vy and v,. This finalizes
the proof of the positive null controllability result stated in Theorem 1.3.
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Remark 5.1. An inspection of the previous proof shows that the null controllability result for
system (1.2) at time T holds if the function g € L*°(0, ) satisfies

Ii(g) = /Oﬁqu)m(x)ﬁdx#o, E 1,

and T > Ty(q) (see (1.14)). In particular, this result occurs if the open interval w = (a, b) satisfies
SuppgNw # 0.

This result is not optimal because if ¢ € C°(0,7) N L>(0,7) and Supp ¢ Nw # (), then there exist
an open interval wy C w and o > 0 such that one has condition (1.6). From [35, 13, 3, 25], we
know that the null controllability result for system (1.2) is valid for any positiver time T

6 Proof of Theorem 1.3: The negative null controllability
result

In order to prove the negative null controllability result stated in Theorem 1.3, let us assume
that T € (0,75(q)), where To(q) is given in (1.17). In particular, we assume that Tp(g) > O,
otherwise there is nothing to prove. We are going to follow the same argument developed for
the boundary controllability problem for system (1.1) (see Subsection 3.2.2). Indeed, we will
prove that system (1.2) is not null-controllable at time T by contradiction. As in the boundary
case, system (1.2) is null-controllable at time T if and only if there exists a constant C' > 0 such
that any solution 6 of the adjoint problem (3.1) satisfies the observability inequality (4.1) (see
Proposition 4.2).

Let us fix an arbitrary k& > 1. For 6y = ax®7 ; + bp®5 ;, with (ax,bx) € R? and @7, given in
Proposition 2.1, the previous inequality reads as

A < CAyy, (6.1)

with
Avg = T a2 4 [lanl 1l 32 .y + (0 — Tarln())’] }

and

Asyy = / / 2 0y (@) + (b — tarLi(q))en () da

Using the expression of ¢y (x) given in Proposition 2.6 and

ou(0) = =D [ niha — )16 — \[THhalwycosth), v e

then by choosing ar = 1 and b, = —7%, we get:

AQ k= / / —2k2%t

with g defined by

\/>Il lli;( Y cos(kz) + I (q) (gr (@) — tor(x))| dadt

aie) =~ [ sin(hlo - ) eu©)ds, k21

From the expression of A; ) we directly obtain the inequality A;; > e 2RT Therefore,
inequality (6.1) can be rewritten as

1< 0T 4y 4 < CEFT (| (@) + T4(q) ) = CHT (2oslhntal 4 (2lestiv(a))

(6.2)
< Ce2¥° [ min(~log|Ty x(q)].~ log| I (0))~T]
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From the definition of Ty(g) (see (1.17)) there exists a subsequence of indices {ky}n>1 C N*
satisfying:
in (—log |7 —log|I
To(q) = lim (2108 11k (@)], ~log T, (@)

If Th(gq) < oo, as a consequence, we deduce that for any € > 0 there is n. > 1 such that

min (—log |11 1, (q)| , — log |11, (¢)|)
k2

>To(q) —e, Yn>n..

Coming back to inequality (6.2), we obtain
1< Ce*%i[To(Q)*E*T], Vn > n.,

which gives a contradiction if we take € € (0,Ty(q) —T'). In the case in which Ty(q) = oo, the rea-
soning is easier and we also get a contradiction. This proves that the observability inequality (4.1)
does not hold and finishes the proof of the negative null controllability result of Theorem 1.3.

Remark 6.1. For proving the second item in Theorem 1.3, the assumption (1.11) on the support
of ¢ has been strongly used. To be more precise, observe that (see Proposition 2.2)

Ur(2) = (@) pr(2) + gr(2), Vo € (0,m).

But thanks to assumption (1.11), 7 is a constant function on w. This is the key point in the
contradiction argument.

7 Complementary results. Some examples

We will devote this section to giving some complementary results on the minimal times fo(q) and
To(q) (see (1.14) and (1.17)) associated to the null controllability of systems (1.1) and (1.2). In
the distributed case (1.2), we will also provide some examples which clarify the dependence of this
minimal time Tp(q) on the coefficient ¢ € L*(0,7) and on the position of the control interval w
with respect to Supp ¢ when condition (1.11) holds.

Before giving these complementary results and examples, let us state a technical result which
will be used later:

Lemma 7.1. Let us fized 70 € [0,00], ®g € [0,00) and € > 0. Then, there exist an irrational
number v > 0 such that |v — x| < € and

— log |sin (kv)]
52
This result has been essentially proved in [18] and [10]. For the sake of completeness we will

include its proof in Appendix A.
The first result reads as follows:

lim sup

=1T70- (71)

Theorem 7.2. For any 179 € [0,00], there exists ¢ € L>®(0,7) satisfying (1.13) such that the
minimal time To(q) associated to the system (1.1) (see (1.14)) is given by To(q) = 170. Moreover,
the function q can be chosen such that ¢ > 0 in an open interval [0,¢) (¢ > 0) and

Supp ¢ = [0, 7).

Proof. The proof is a direct consequence of Lemma 7.1. Indeed, let us fix 79 € [0, 00]. Applying
Lemma 7.1 with o = 1 and € = 1/2, we deduce the existence of an irrational number v € [1/2, 3/2]
satisfying (7.1). Let us take a = v/2 € [1/4,3/4] and consider the function ¢ € L*°(0, ) given by

1 if x € 0, am),
q(z) =

= if x € [am, 7).
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Clearly, ¢ > 0 in [0, am) and Supp ¢ = [0, 7]. On the other hand,

4 -1
Ii(q) 12/0 q(x)|pr(@)|? da = msm(%fm)~
Therefore I (q) # 0, for any k& > 1, and

—log |I(q)| .. —log |sin (2kam)| —log |sin (kvr)|
— = lim sup 12 — =

This ends the proof. O

To(q) = lim sup = lim sup = 7.

Remark 7.1. It is interesting to observe that there is not a clear relation between the minimal
time of null controllability of system (1.1) (see (1.14)) and the length of the set

{z € [0,7] : q(x) > 0}.

(resp., the set
{z € [0,7] : ¢(x) < 0}).
With the previous ideas, we can prove:
“For any 19 € [0,00] and € € (0,7), there exists ¢ € L*°(0,7) satisfying ¢ > 0 in [0,7 — €]
(resp., ¢ < 0 in [0,7 —€]), Supp ¢ = [0, 7] and fo(q) =19.”
As said before, if ¢ # 0 and ¢ > 0 in [0,7] (resp., ¢ < 0 in [0,7]), then To(q) = 0, ie.,
system (1.1) is null controllable at time T, for any T > 0.

The next result is related to the minimal time of distributed null controllability To(g) (see (1.17))
of system (1.2). One has:

C (0,7). Then, for any 19 € [0, 0], there exists a function
15) such that the minimal time of null controllability, Ty(q),
A7) ) is given by

To(q) = 0.

Theorem 7.3. Let us fit w = (a ,b)
q € L>(0,m) satisfying (1.11) and (1.
associated to the system (1.2) (see (1

Proof. The proof is very similar to the one done in Theorem 7.2. Indeed, let us assume that a > 0.
The proof is similar if b < 7. We are going to work with the function ¢(z) given by:

B 1 ifzeam (a1 +a)n),
R U Y

with ai,a € (0
12

1) to be determined. Suppose that (a1 + 2a) 7 < a. Then, it is not difficult to
show (see (1.12))

5 that
I x(q) = Ix(q) = /Oa q(z)|or(z)? dz = —% sin? (kar) sin (2km (a3 + «)).

Given 79 € [0, 0¢0], from Lemma 7.1, let us take o € (0,a/(37)), an irrational number satisfy-
ing (7.1) for 79/2, i.e.,
: —log|sin (kam)| 79
1 —_— = —. 7.2
im sup 12 5 (7.2)
On the other hand, let us also take ¢, an irrational algebraic number of degree 2, such that
¢ € (2a/(3m),4a/(3w)). With these two quantities, let us set

a = - —a.
tT 2
Whit this choice, it is easy to check

0<aim < (a1 +20)m <a
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and therefore, Supp ¢ C (0,a) and (1.11) holds. The previous choice also gives
2
Lix(q) = Ir(q) = o sin? (kar) sin (k7f) ,
™

and (1.15) holds (a, ¢ are irrational numbers). Using inequality (5.13) (£ = n{), we deduce

2 2 C
—log <k‘ﬂ'> — 2log |sin (kar)| < —log |Ix(q)] < —log <k7r> — 2log |sin (kam)| — log (k) ,
for a positive constant C. These last inequalities and (7.2) provide

min{—log |11 x(q)|, —log [Ix(q)|}
kQ =T0.

This ends the proof of Theorem 7.3. O

To(g) = limsup

Remark 7.2. Following the ideas in the proof of Theorem 7.3, it is possible to give an example
of function ¢ and control interval w, with a positive minimal time of controllability, such that
condition (1.11) holds and

SuppqUw = [0, 7].

Indeed, let us fix 79 € (0,00] and consider a € (0,1/2), an irrational number which will be
chosen later, w = (7/2,7) and

1

;@ if x € [0,am),

q(z) = . r
—Q Ixre [om, 5] .

With these data, one has condition (1.11) and

1
I i(q) = Ix(q) = - sin (2kar) .
Since « is an irrational number, again, condition (1.15) holds. Finally, as a direct consequence
of Lemma 7.1, it is posible to find v = 2« € (0,1) for which condition (7.1) holds. Taking into
account this last property and the expression of the distributed minimal time (see (1.17)) we can
conclude Ty(q) = 79.

Let us finalize giving an example which reveals the dependence of the minimal time Ty(q) for
the null controllability of system (1.2) on the position of the control interval w.

Example 7.3. Let us consider a; € (4/5,1), az € (1/5,2/5), two irrational algebraic numbers of
degree 2. Let us also take ¢ € (0,1/5), another irrational number which (will be selected later)
satisfying appropriated properties. On the other hand, let us set

1 1
alzg(al—ag—f)ﬁ, a2:§(0z1+a2—€)77.

With the previous choice, one has

0<ai <ay+ilr<as <asg+ 4w <m.

Indeed,
1 1/4 2 1 s
a1—2(a1—a2—€)ﬂ’>2(5—5—5)71‘—10>0,
1 1 2 1 4
ag — (a1 +4m) = (e — O) ™ > 0; a2+€7T:2(a1+a2+€)7r<2(1+5+5>=57r<7r.
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Let us also introduce the function ¢:

1 ifz€lar, a1 + 0],
q(x) == .
-1 ifz € as+Im as+ ln].

With this function ¢, the objective is to analyze the dependence of the minimal time of null
controllability for system (1.2) on the position of the control open set w = (a,b) C (0,7). To this
end, we will consider three different situations:

1. |SuppgNw # B |: In this case, system (1.2) is a particular case of system (1.4) (C' = 0) where

the coefficient a12 = ¢ satisfies condition (1.5) with ¢ = 1 and wg could be a connected
component of the interior of the set Supp¢Nw # 0. From very well-known results (see for
instance [35], [25] or [26]), we deduce that system (1.2) is null controllable at time T' for any
T > 0, that is to say, the minimal time of distributed null controllability is zero: Ty(q) = 0.

2. ’ ar+L<a<b<ay ‘: In this case, condition (1.11) holds and it is easy to show (see (1.12))

I k(q) = % {é - %sin (ktr) cos (k (2a1 + éw))} ,

Lx(q) = —% {e - %sm(ke) cos (k: <2a1 + 2%)” :

2 . :
Ii(q) = Tik(a) + Lak(g) = — o sin (klm) sin (k (a1 + az + £m)) sin (k (a2 — a1))
= _ki sin (kér) sin (kaym) sin (kag) .
™

Thanks to the assumption on ay, as and ¢, we deduce that I;(q) # 0 for any k£ > 1 and
q fulfills condition (1.15). Since £ > 0, we also obtain the existence of ky > 1 such that
|1 k(q)] > |Ix(q)| for all k > ko. Therefore (see (1.17)),

—log |11 x(q)|

2 =0.

To(g) = limsup
In conclusion, under the previous geometrical situation, one obtains that system (1.2) is
approximately and null controllable at any positive time 7. Observe that the null controlla-
bility property of system (1.2) is independent of the diophantine approximation properties
of the irrational number /.

3./10<a<b<a ‘ or ’ag +l<a<b<m ‘: In this case, condition (1.11) also holds. Let us
analyze the case 0 < a < b < ay. An analogous result can be obtained in the case as + £ <
a < b <m. With the previous choice, I; x(q) =0,

I(q) = —% sin (kér) sin (ko) sin (kagm) ,

and

Ty(q) = timsup — D (_ 7).

Again, we will use the properties of irrational algebraic numbers proved before. To be precise,
as a consequence of inequality (5.13) applied to ay7 and aqm, we deduce the existence of
two positive constants C7 and Cs such that

2 2
—log (lmr) — log |sin (kém)| < —log |Ix(q)| < —log < i’;fQ) —log |sin (kém)|, Vk > 1.

As a consequence,
. — log |sin (kfm
To(q) = limsup %7
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and the minimal time of null controllability for system (1.2) depends on the diophantine
approximation properties of the irrational number ¢. Thanks to Lemma 7.1, given 7y €
[0,00], there is £ € (0,1/5) satisfying (7.1), that is to say, there is £ € (0,1/5) such that
To(g) = 70. In contrast with the geometrical situation in item 2, in the current case, the null
controllability property of system (1.2) strongly depends on the diophantine approximation
property of the irrational number /.

Summarizing, with this example we have shown that, given a function ¢ € L*(0, ), the null

controllability property of system (1.2) is different when the function ¢ and the control interval
w satisfy SuppgNw # 0 or Suppg Nw = (. But even in this last case, i.e., in the case in which
condition (1.11) holds, the distributed null controllability result depends on the relative position
of the set Suppq and the control interval w. For the same function ¢ and the same non-scalar
parabolic problem, we can find control intervals satisfying (1.11) for which the minimal time of
null controllability can be zero and if we move the control interval (still satisfying (1.11)) the
minimal time is positive or even co. This phenomenon is very well-known in the framework of the
controllability of hyperbolic problems but, to our knowledge, is new in the parabolic framework.
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Proof of Lemma 7.1

will obtain the proof of Lemma 7.1 as a consequence of Lemma 5.2 and the result:

Lemma A.1. 1. Let us fized 19 € (0,00), g € [0,00) and € > 0. Then, there exist an

irrational number v > 0 and a sequence of rational numbers {py/qi},~, such that py and g
are co-prime positive integers, the sequences {py},~, and {qi},~, are strictly increasing,

v —xzo| <e and lim e70% |y — 2E| = 1, (A1)
qk
Moreover, for any k > 1 one has
0<|gxv —pi| <lqv—p|l, Vp,q €N, withq< qrs1- (A.2)

2. For any o € (0,00), xg € [0,00) and € > 0, there exists an irrational number v > 0 and a

We

sequence of rational numbers {py/qr}~, such that py and g are co-prime positive integers,
the sequences {px}.~, and {qx},~, are strictly increasing and

v— LRl —o. (A.3)

. 240
v —xo] <e and lime%
dk

The previous result has been proved in [10] (see Lemma 6.22, Corollary 6.25 and Appendix A).
Let us fix zp > 0 and ¢ > 0. In order to prove Lemma 7.1 we will use some ideas from [10].
will divide the proof of Lemma 7.1 into three different cases:
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Case 79 = 0. Given zg > 0 and € > 0, let us take v € [zg —¢€, zo + €] a positive irrational algebraic
number of order 2. From (5.13) applied to & = vmr, we deduce the existence of a positive constant
C such that

|sin (kvm)| > % VEk > 1.
Thus,
-1 in (k -1 k
lim sup o8 |SI]I;2( vrm)l < limsup # =0.

Taking into account that the previous limit superior is always nonnegative, we deduce (7.1). This
proves the result for 75 = 0.

Case 79 € (0,00). Given zg > 0, £ > 0 and 79, we can apply the first item in Lemma A.1 and
conclude the existence of an irrational number v € [z —e¢, zo +¢] satisfying (A.1) and (A.2) for the
sequences of positive integers {py},~,; and {qgr},~;. With this choice we deduce that v satisfies

limpy, /g = v,
1
lim <e”°qi lvqr —pkl) =1 and
dk

0<l|vg —pi| < lvg—pl, VP, €N", ¢ <qrysr.

(A.4)

Let us see that the previous number v satisfies (7.1).
From the first equality in (A.4) we deduce lim |vg; — pi| = 0 and

_log Isi _
! — limsup 1% |sin [Wéy% Pe)ll
qj dj
_ 7Toq2)
—log [ |vgr — pel] _ lim log (que §
a} ai

—log |sin (vkm)| —log [sin (vqim)|

k2

To(q) = lim sup > lim sup

= lim

=T0.

Then fo (q) > 70. Observe that the previous reasoning also implies the existence of the following
limit: )
—log |sin [ (vg — p)]|

ai

lim

=T0-
Let us now prove the inequality T 0(q) < 10. To this end, let us fix £ > 0. From the previous

property, there exists ko(e) > 1 such that

—log |sin [7 (vqr — pi)]|
2
Qi

<7to+e, Vk=>kole). (A.5)
As in the proof of Lemma 5.2, for every n > 1 there is h,, € N* for which
1
lvn — hy| < 2 Vn > 1.

Let us take no(e) = giy() > 1. Thus, using that the sequence {gx},~, is strictly increasing,
if n > no(e), we infer the existence of k > ko(g) such that g < n < gxy1. These last properties
together with the second formula in (A.4) allow us to write

0 <|vge —pi| < [vn—hy| < %,
and
sin (vnm)| = |sin (vnw — h,m)| = sin |vnw — h, 7|
{ > sin jyqem — pew| = |sin (vgem — pr)|, V> ng(e) @ g <n < gr41-
Since g < n < gr+1, the previous inequality and (A.5) give

— log |sin (vnm)| <= log |sin [7 (vqr — pi)]|

< e <1o+e, Vn>mngle):qr <n < qryr,
k

n2
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and
—log |sin (vnm)|

5 <719+e Ve>DO0.

lim sup
n

In conclusion, we have obtained (7.1). This proves Lemma A.1 when 79 € (0, 00).
Case 19 = 00. For 79 = 00, 9 > 0 and € > 0, we apply the second item in Lemma A.l with,

for instance, 0 = 1/2. We deduce the existence of a positive irrational number v which fulfills
property (A.2). Repeating the arguments of the previous point we deduce lim |vg — px| = 0 and

(0 = 1/2)

— log |sin (vkm)] —log |sin (vggm)| —log |sin [7 (vqx — pi)]|

To(q) = limsup 2 > lim sup 2 = lim sup 2
k K
1 _g2te
o imimbapl_ os(et)
= lim 5 = lim 5 = 0.
45 95

This shows that To(q) = oo and finishes the third case and the proof of Lemma 7.1.
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