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Abstract

A Lyapunov-based approach for the trajectory generatiandf-dimensional Schrodinger
equation in whol&N is proposed. For the case of a quantum particle iNatimensional
decaying potential the convergence is precisely analyzéd. free system admitting a
mixed spectrum, the dispersion through the absolutelyimootis part is the main obstacle
to ensure such a stabilization result. Whenever, the syst@mmpletely initialized in the
discrete part of the spectrum, a Lyapunov strategy encdatitiyythe distance with respect
to the target state and the penalization of the passagegthritne continuous part of the
spectrum, ensures the approximate stabilization.

1 Introduction

1.1 Main results

We consider a quantum particle in Bikdimensional space, with a potentia(x),
and coupled to an external (laser) figld> u(t) € R through its dipole moment
K (X). Under appropriate change of scales, the system’s wavidanevolves fol-
lowing the Schrodinger equation

i(;—LtIJ(t,x) = —AW(t,X) 4 (V(X) —u(t)u(x))¥(t,X), xe RN, 1)
W(0,x) = Wo(X). (2

This is a bilinear control system, denoted &Y, (where
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e the control is the external field: R, — R,
e the state is the wave functidd : R, x RN — C with Y(t) € S for everyt > 0,
with S = {9 € L2(RN;C) | [|9]|.> = 1}.

We distinguish between four different situations: dimen$l > 4; dimensiorN =

3; dimensiorN = 2; and dimensiolN = 1. For each of these cases, we will assume
some appropriate decay assumptions for the potevitial. Indeed, through this
paper, we will assume the following assumption:

Decay assumption (A) We assume for the potentMlthat zero is neither an eigen-
value nor a resonance of the Hamiltonidg = —A +V. Furthermore, we as-
sume one of the following assumptions (depending on theesgiacensioriN)

N=1:(1+x))V € L}(R) [22];

e N=2:|V(X)| <C(1+|x|)~3¢ [41];

N =3:V e L2 ¢(R3) NL2+¢(RS) [21];

N > 4:V e LT and(1+ |x|?)¥/2V(x) is a bounded operator on the sobolev space

HY for somev > 0 andy > n+ 4 [29].

A brief discussion on the origin of the above assumption @ gbtentialV is
provided in the Subsectidn 1.3. As one will see these de@yngstions are chosen
to assure relevant dispersive estimates.

Furthermore, note that, under the decay assumg@éipon the potentiaV/, the free
HamiltonianHy = —A +V(X) admits a mixed spectrum:

0 (Ho) = adisc(Ho) N Tac(Ho),

where the discrete spectruagisc(Ho) contains a finite number of eigenvalues of
finite multiplicities and the essential spectrum is actuah absolutely continuous
spectrumoac(Hp) = [0,). Under the decay assumpti¢f), this decomposition
of the spectrum for the 1D case is a classical result of thHeesadays of quantum
mechanics (in fact one only needsc L1(R), see e.g.[39], Sec. XlIl.4). For the
2D case, one can find a proof in [43]. The 3D case has been pio{28]. Finally,
the decomposition for thE-dimensional case, witN > 3, is a classical result as
the potential is a short range potential in the sense of Agjtipn

Concerning the bound stateBpj}'jV':O, we know thatg; € H?(RN,C). Moreover,
the decay assumptid) on the potential implies that € LL . andV_ € Mo the

loc
local Stummel class (se€ [2], page 8, for a definition). Thsuees the exponential

decay of the eigenfunction{sp 'j\":O (see e.g.]2], page 55, Corollary 4.2).

Let us recall the following classical existence and unigssresult for the open-
loop system[(I1)E(2). A proof of this result is given in the Agpylix.

Proposition 1 Let the potential \(x) satisfy the decay assumpti¢®) and consider
peL®(RN R). LetWg e S, T >0and uc C°([0, T],R). There exists a unique weak



solution of (@)-(2), i.e. a function € C°([0, T],S) NCL([0, T],H?(RN,C)) such
that

W(t) = e Holw(0)
+i/0t e Hot=Sy(s)u(x)W(s)ds  in2(RN,C)fort € [0,T], (3)

and then(T)) holds in H2(RN, C).

If, moreoverWo € H2(RN, C) and multiplication byu(x) defines a bounded oper-
ator over H*(RN,R), thenW is a strong solution, i.e¥¥ € C%([0,T],H?RN,C))
NCL([0, T],L%(RN,C)), the equatior(@) holds in [>(RN,C) for t € [0,T] and the
initial condition (2) holds in H*(RN, C).

The weak (resp. strong) solution is continuous with respette initial condition
for the ([0, T], L?)-topology (resp. €([0, T],H?)-topology).

Assuming the potentiadV/ (x) such that the discrete spectrumgisc(Ho) is non-
empty, we are interested here in stabilizing one of the digetions in this discrete
part. Fixinge > 0 to be a small positive constant and considegirtg be a normal-
ized eigenfunction in this discrete part, we are interegtadesigning a feedback
law ugs (W) such that, the solutioW(t, x) of (1)-(2) satisfies

lminf | (W(t.) | () > > 1 €. (4)

Here _
€10 = [ €T (0

denotes the Hermitian product bf(RN, C). Note thatW andg living on the unit
sphereS of LZ(RN,C), the limit (4) denotes the approximate stabilization of the
eigenfunctionp(x).

Note that, even though the feedback stabilization of a quarslystem necessitates
more complicated models taking into account the measurebaakaction on the
system (see e.d. [26,25]34]), the kind of strategy consdler this paper can be
helpful for the open-loop control of closed quantum systdndeed, one can apply
the stabilization techniques for the Schrodinger equatisimulation and retrieve
the control signal that will be then applied in open-looploateal physical system.
As it will be detailed below, in the bibliographic overviesych kind of strategy has
been widely used in the context of finite dimensional quargystems.

The main result of this article is the following one.

Theorem 2 Consider the Sclidinger equatior{T))- (2). We suppose the potential
V() to satisfy the decay assumptigh) and we takgs € .Z(RN)NL*(RN). We as-
sume the discrete spectrurgsc of Hy = —A +V(X) to be non-empty. We consider
moreover the following assumptions:



Al Wy = z'jv'zo aj@; where{g, }'J-V':O are different normalized eigenfunctions in the
discrete spectrum of ¢

A2 the coefficientry corresponding to the population of the eigenfunctinn
the initial conditionWy is non-zero:ag # 0.

A3 the Hamiltonian K admits non-degenerate transitions;, — Ay, # Aj, — Ay,
for (j1,ki) # (i2,kz) and where{A;}1; are different eigenvalues of the Hamil-
tonian H;

A4 the interaction Hamiltoniam(x) ensures simple transitions between all eigen-
functions of H:

(g | @) #0  Vi#ke{01...M}.

Then for anye > 0, there exists a feedback lawtii= ug(W(t)) (that we will con-
struct explicitly), such that the closed-loop system asimitinique weak solution
in CY([0,T],S)NCY([0,T],H~2(RN,C)). Moreover the state of the system ends up
reaching a population more thaii — €) in the eigenfunctiorqy (approximate sta-
bilization):

liminf [ (W(t,X) | @(x)) >>1—¢.

If, moreover multiplication byi(x) defines a bounded operator ovef@RN), then
W is a strong solution, i.&¥ € CO([0, T],H? (RN, C)) nC([0, T],L?(RN, C)).

Remark 3 In this Theorem? denotes J,>, LP(RMN).

Remark 4 Note that, as the initial state is a linear combination of Hoeind states,
we have in particulat¥g € H? and decays exponentially.

Remark 5 Note that, here a finite dimensional approximation of theesysoy re-
moving the continuous part of the spectrum is not sufficetreat the stabilization
problem. In fact, even if the system is initialized in theghite part of the spectrum
(as assumed iAl), the interaction Hamiltoniam will make the solution leave this
discrete part. The state of the system will therefore le@igedubspace just after
the initial time.

The assumptiona1 throughA4 can be relaxed significantly. However, as the final
result with the relaxed assumptions may seem too compticete will discuss this
relaxations, separately, in Sectidn 5.

1.2 A brief bibliography

The controllability of a finite dimensional quantum systéﬁgw = (Ho+u(t) H)W
whereW € CN andHg andH; areN x N Hermitian matrices with coefficients in
C has been completely explored [46,37/3,4,49]. Howeves, dbies not guarantee
the simplicity of the trajectory generation. Very often ttfgeemists formulate the
task of the open-loop control as a cost functional to be mirech Optimal control



techniques (see e.gl, [42]) and iterative stochastic igals (e.g, genetic algo-
rithms [32]) are then two classes of approaches which are coosmonly used for
this task.

When some non-degeneracy assumptions concerning thezie@aystem are sat-
isfied, [35] provides another method based on Lyapunov tgaks for generating
trajectories. The relevance of such a method for the confrchemical models
has been studied in [36]. Since measurement and feedbaakaimgn systems
lead to much more complicated models and dynamics than the&ager equa-
tion [26/34], the stabilization techniques presented Bl @e only used for gen-
erating open-loop control laws. Simulating the closedpleystem, we obtain a
control signal which can be used in open-loop for the physigstem. Such kind
of strategy has already been applied widely in this fram&fb8/45].

The situation is much more difficult when we consider an itdirdimensional
configuration. Concerning the controllability problemywéew results are avail-
able [48,8,10]. In[[8,10] the controllability of a particie a moving one dimen-
sional quantum box has been studied. A local controllgbrisult is therefore
provided using the return methad [16]. In [12], applying ®ogeometric control
tools, the authors provide a quite general result concgrthie controllability of
discrete-spectrum Schrodinger equation. Finallyl ir],[#7e authors consider the
controllability of some particular Schrodinger equasavith continuous spectra.

Concerning the trajectory generation problem for infiniteehsional systems still
much less results are available. The very few existingditee is mostly based on
the use of the optimal control techniques [6,7]. The sinifyliof the feedback law
found by the Lyapunov techniques in [35,9] suggests the tiseessame approach
for infinite dimensional configurations. However, an exten®f the convergence
analysis to the PDE configuration is not at all a trivial peohl Indeed, it requires
the pre-compactness of the closed-loop trajectories, pepty that is difficult to
prove in infinite dimension. This strategy is used, for exbEmp [15].

Let us mention some strategies for proving the stabilizatiinfinite dimensional
control systems. One can try to build a feedback law for winok has a strict
Lyapunov function. This strategy is used, for example, fgpdrbolic systems of
conservation laws iri_[14], for the 2-D incompressible Ewdguation in a simply
connected domain in [17], see alsol[19] for the multi-coneecase. For systems
having a non controllable linearized system around thelibgiuim considered, the
return method often provides good results, see for exard@gfpr controllable
systems without drift and [20]) for Camassa-Holm equatlarthe end, we refer
to [18] for a pedagogical presentation of strategies forptuef of stabilization of
PDE control systems.

In this paper, we propose a Lyapunov-based method to appadely stabilize a
particle in anN dimensional decaying potential under some relevant assonsp



We assume that the systemis initialized in the finite dinmmalidiscrete part of the
spectrum. Then, the idea consists in proposing a Lyapunastifun which encodes
both the distance with respect to the target state and thessi¢ of remaining
in the discrete part of the spectrum. In this way, we previeatgossibility of the
“mass lost phenomenon” at infinity. Finally, applying sonispérsive estimates of
Strichartz type, we ensure the approximate stabilizatfanaarbitrary eigenfunc-
tion in the discrete part of the spectrum.

The ideas of this paper (a short and simplified version isadlyepublished as a
communication/[33]) have been recently adapted to the das€oantum particle
in an infinite potential well[11]. In[[11], as we are dealingthva pure discrete
spectrum, much less restrictive assumptions are needetstwesthe approximate
stabilization of the system.

As it can be remarked through the bibliography, except foery ¥ew results/ [47],
all the previous work on the control of the infinite dimensbguantum systems
deal with discrete-spectrum Schrodinger equations eirsethat the techniques of
this paper and the possibility of the relaxations, expldimeSectiori b, can open a
new gateway to investigate this class of quantum systems.

1.3 Free dynamics and dispersive estimates

Before treating the control problem, let us have a look athbbavior of the
system in the absence of the control fieldt{ = 0). We will denote byS(t) =
exp(—itHg) theCo-semigroup on.?(RN, C) spanned by the infinitesimal generator
(—A +V(x))/i. Note in particular thatS(t) induces an isometry ovér (RN, C):
ISPl = @2

Moreover, we denote bPgisc the projection operator over the discrete subspace
generated by the bound states and defined%RN, C). Finally, P5c denotes the
projection over the orthogonal subspag; = |d — Pyjsc.

The discrete part of the freely evolving soluti®giscS(t)Wo represents a quasi-
periodic behavior:

M M .
Wo disc = PaiscPo = %aj @ (X) = PiscS(t) Wo = %ajemjtfpj (%).
= =

The continuous part, however, represents a dispersivevimehim this subsection,
we provide a very brief overview of the dispersive estimated in particular the
ones we use in this paper.



In heuristic terms, for the potential-free probl&h= 0, the explicit solution

x-yi?

@49)00 =cut ™2 [ & y(y)dy
R

implies the dispersive estimate [44]

tsil(g)\th/zllétAWI!mRN) < @lliaeyy V@ e LHRY) NLARY).

For generaV # 0, no explicit solutions are available and therefore onalsde
proceed differently. Consider the perturbed Hamiltortgn= —A +V, we seek
to prove similar estimates on the time evolution oper&byPac = e itHop, . The
projection onto the absolutely continuous spectruntHgfis needed to eliminate
bound states which do not decay over any length of time. \Waetbre, have the
following dispersive estimate:

Theorem 6 Under the decay assumpti¢A) on the potential V, we have

_N
1S(t) Pacl| 1500 < [t| 72 ()

Such dispersive estimates have a long history. For expafigrdecaying poten-
tials, Rauch[[38] proved dispersive bounds in exponegtiakightedL2-spaces.
Jensen and Katd [27] replaced exponential with polynoméglagg and obtained
asymptotic expansions @& "o (in terms of powers of) in the usual weighted
L29 spaces. The first authors to address a dispersive estimtite fufrm [5) were
Journée, Soffer, and Sogge [29]. They were able to proveisipersive estimatél(5)
under the fourth case of the decay assumpgforfor N > 3.

Concerning the cagd = 3, following a large amount of results [51]40,22], finally
Goldberg [21] proved the dispersive estimate (5) underhivd tase of the decay
assumptior(A). In contrast, trying to adapt these results to higher dinogisshas
lead Goldberg and Visah [24] to show that fér> 4, (3) fails unles§/ has some
amount of regularity, i.e., decay alone is insufficient &y to hold ifN > 4.

The one-dimensional case was open until recently. Weddrfd&ed a version
of Theoreni B under the stronger assumption 4tV (x)|(1+ |x|)3/2t2dx < .
Finally, in a similar way to[[50], Goldberg and Schlagl[22]reeble to prove (5)
under the first case of the decay assumpton

Finally, concerning the two-dimensional case, Yajima [&24 Jensen, Yajima [28]
proved thel P(R?) bounded-ness of the wave operators under stronger decay as-
sumptions ofY (x) (than the decay assumpti¢h)), but only for 1< p < «. Hence

their result does not imply{5), buf — LP estimates for k p < 2. The first paper

to provide anL! — L*® dispersive estimate of the forl (5) in two dimensions was
that of Schlag([41] that provek|(5) under the second caseead¢lcay assumption

(A).



Note that, interpolating with the?-bound||e”™oPa.|| 2 < ||@|| 2, we have

Corollary 7 Under the decay assumptigf) on the potential vV, we have

supt/ " 3) SO Pacl Ly < [@lle forall e LAEN AL2EY),  (6)
t>0

wherel < p§2and%+%:1.

Furthermore, through®*T argument,[(6) leads to the class of Strichartz estimates
(see e.g.[31)):

Theorem 8 Under the decay assumpti¢A) on the potential V, we have

2 N N
ISOPact s <Clle. foral 45 =5, 2<q<e. ()

1.4 Structure of the paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sedtion 2willeprovide the
heuristic of the proof of the Theorem 2. In this aim, we wilsfiannounce a new
Theoren ® providing the same result as the Thedrem 2 but guthee more re-
strictive assumptions. After discussing heuristically groof of this new theorem,
we will give the elements to extend the proof to that of thedrken[2.

The Theorem]9, will be proved in Sectioh 3. Through a rathapg change in the
feedback law, we will be able to extend this proof to that @& Theoreni 2. This
will be addressed in Sectidn 4.

As it can be seen, the assumptions of the Thedidem 2 may it $eo restrictive.
However, through some arguments based on the analytiarpatiton of linear op-
erators and the quantum adiabatic theory, we are able to sedaificantly these
assumptions. This will be treated in Sectidn 5.

2 Heuristic of the proof

From now on, we will assume that the system is initially pregan a purely dis-
crete state:

Wo = Wo disc € Sdisc,
wheredyisc (resp.éac) denotes Rand®gisc) (resp. Rang@sc)). The control task is
to steer the systems state in the eigenspace correspondingigenfunctiog of
the free Hamiltonian. Note that this eigenfunctigncan be any eigenfunction in



the discrete part of the spectrum and does not have to be dhedstate. During
the control process the system might and will cross the oaotn&c.

Following the stabilization results for the finite dimensab systems [35]9], a first
approach for this control problem might be to consider thepée Lyapunov func-
tion

V(W) =1- (W] @)[*
The fact that¥ and @ are both normalized, together with the Cauchy-Schwartz
inequality, ensures that (W) > 0. The feedback law will be given byl[9]:

G(W) = O [ @) (@ | ¥)), (8)

where[d denotes the imaginary part of a complex number. A deep asdigsed
on LaSalle type arguments shows that with such a feedbaategi, one can not
avoid phenomenons like mass lost at infinity. The populatibthe stateg will
surely keep increasing during the evolution. But, in oraebé able to apply the
LaSalle invariance principle for such infinite dimensiosgstem, one needs to en-
sure the pre-compactness of the trajectorids’ (RN, C). In the particular case, of
the Schrodinger equation with the decaying potentialsm®red in this paper and
with the feedback law (8), one can not even hope to have suck-egmpactness
result. Indeed, as it has been said before, while the papnlaf the stateg keeps
increasing through the application of the feedback [dwd8)ing this same period
some of the population might go through the continuous datespectrum. This
population has then the possibility to disperse rapidly $efbsection 113) and so
we might have some un-controlled part of ttfenorm which will be lost at infinity.

The approach of this paper consists in avoiding the pomuiab go through the
continuum while stabilizing the state around the targeesgg So, we consider a
Lyapunov function?; (W) which encodes these both tasks:

M
Ye(W)i=1—(1—¢) .%|<W‘§0j>|2_5|<w‘¢b>‘27 (9)
J:

where 0< € < 1 is a small positive constant. Such a Lyapunov functionrttea
verifies:

0<%(W) and % (W)=0s|(W|@)| =1 (10)
Here still, we have used the fact tHétand ¢’s are all normalized in.2(RN, C).
Moreover, as the system is initially prepared in the discprt of the spectrum,
and as (Wo | @) | > 0,

Ve(Wo) =1—(1—¢)—¢[(¥o| @) | <e&. (11)

This Lyapunov function clearly encodes two tasks: 1- it pres theL2-mass lost
through the dispersion of the absolutely continuous pduia2- it privileges the
increase of the population in the eigenfunctign



By a simple computation we have,

d M
a”f/s(tl’) =-ut)[(1—¢) Z)D(WLP | @) (@ | W)+ e0((UY | @) (@ | ¥))].
J:
(12)
A natural choice is therefore to consider the feedback law:

M
U(W) = ug(¥) :=c[(1-¢) %D(WW [ @) (@ | W) +e0((u¥ | @) (@ | ¥))],
]:

(13)
wherec > 0 is a positive constant. Such a feedback law clearly ensoestecrease
of the Lyapunov functiory;. Looking at the structure of the Lyapunov functigh (9),
the feedback law (13) penalizes strongly exiting from theedite part of the spec-
trum. Actually, as?:(Wo) < €, the decrease in this Lyapunov function ensures that
the population in the discrete part of the spectrum will glsveemain more than
1— €. Therefore in the worst case, we will only have @h?-norm which will be
lost by dispersing in the continuum.

At the same time, this feedback lalv [13) slightly encourabhesincrease in the
population of the target statg. It remains therefore to check whether this increase
actually provides some kind of convergence toward thisréigection or not. This
will be addressed in Sectidn 3, where we prove the followihgdrem:

Theorem 9 Consider the Sclidinger equatior{ll)- (2). Assume the space dimen-
sion N> 2. We suppose the potential¥j to satisfy the decay assumpti¢h)

and we takeu € L2N=(RN) nL*(RN). We assume the discrete spectragy. of

Ho = —A +V(x) to be non-empty. We consider moreover the following assump-
tions:

Al Yo = Z'jv':o aj@; where{g, }'J-V':O are different normalized eigenfunctions in the
discrete spectrum of ¢

A2 the coefficientry corresponding to the population of the eigenfunctinn
the initial conditionWg is non-zero:ag # 0.

A3 the Hamiltonian K admits non-degenerate transitions;, — Ay, # Aj, — Ay,
for (j1,k1) # (j2,k2) and where{A; }'J-V':O are different eigenvalues of the Hamil-
tonian Hy;

A4 the interaction Hamiltoniam (x) ensures simple transitions between all eigen-
functions of H:

(Mg @) #0  Vj#ke{0,1,..,M}.
Then for anye > 0, applying the feedback lawm(t) = ug(W(t)) given by(13), the

closed-loop system admits a unique weak solutio?{fiCT],S)NCL([0, T],H?(RN, C)).
Moreover the state of the system ends up reaching a popnlatare than(1 — ¢)

10



in the eigenfunctiogy (approximate stabilization):

liminf [ (W(t,X) | @(x)) >>1—¢.

If, moreover, the multiplication by (x) defines a bounded operator ove?@RN),
thenW is a strong solution, i.e¥ € C°([0,T],H? (RN, C))nC([0, T],L?(RN,C)).

Remark 10 This theorem admits some more restrictive assumptionsresect
to the Theoreng2). In fact, we remove the 1D case and we assume the interaction
Hamiltoniany to be in a smaller space?l—(RN) nL>(RN), where

LN ®N = | LP,
2<p<2N

and therefore, BN~ (RN) ¢ .Z(RN).

The Theoreni]9 will be proved by studying thé-weak limit of W(t) for t — oo,
Namely, let(tn)ney be an increasing sequence of positive real numbers such that
th — . Since||W(ty)|| 2 = 1, there exist$Ps, € L2(RN,C) such that, up to a sub-
sequence¥(tn) — W, weakly inL?(RN, C). Furthermore, through the dispersive
estimates of the Subsectionl1.3, we will provide a strongeaence result with re-
spect to the semi-noriy|| » = max(||Pgiscy|| 2, || 1| 2). Through such a strong
convergence and the Assumptioh8 andA4 of the Theorem, we will prove that

Yo = B@, wheref € C and|B| < 1. Through some further investigations and ap-
plying the Assumptior\1 we will be able to show thaB|?> > 1 — ¢ and this will
finish the proof of the Theorem 9.

A deep study of the proof of the Theoréin 9, shows that the netricgons (with
respect to the Theorem 2) may be removed if we could ensurbeatlmmging of
the feedback law (W(t)) to the spacéd*° for & € (0,1]. In fact, the feedback
law (I3) only belongs to the spat@ as% = —%ug. However, we may improve
this through the following change of the feedback law:

Ue.a (W) = cH(W)[F (W)Y, (14)

where
M
f(W):=[(1-¢) %D(W‘P | @) (@ | W)+ e0((UY | @) (@ | W))],
=

anda > 0 andc > 0. This choice of the feedback law implies

d C]'Jr a 2ta

I+a
)

—Ye=———|u
gt /e~ ~rallea

2+a

and thereforey; ¢ € L{**. As a — o this ensures that the feedback lay, be-
longs toL{*° for anyd € (0, 1].

11



3 Proof of the Theorem

We proceed the proof of the Theoréin 9 in 3 steps: 1- we proveiieposedness
of the closed-loop system; 2- we prove the existence of ampsytic regime in
some appropriate Hilbert space and we characterize the ardiakit set, i.e. the set
of the functiongf. in L?(RN) such that there exists a sequence of tiftgl> ,

o such thatd(tn) — W, weakly inL?; 3- we finish the proof of the theorem through
the application of the assumptioA4 throughA4.

3.1 Solutions of the Cauchy problem

Proposition 11 Let € > 0 and Wy € S. There exists a unique weak solutigh
of (@)-(@) with the the feedback law(t) = ug(W(t)) given by(@3), i.e.¥ € CO(R*,S)
NCHRT,H=2(RN,C)), @) holds in H?(RN, C) for every te R* and the equal-
ity (2) holds inS.

If, moreoverWy € H?(RN, C) and multiplication byu(x) defines a bounded oper-
ator over H*(RN), thenW is a strong solution, i.e® € CO([0, T],H? (RN, C))n
CY([0,T],LARN,C)).

Proof. Let M € N* be the number of bound statestdd = —A +V(x) andT > 0
such that

2(M + )| |2 TeMDellEe T 9 (15)

In order to build solution o0, T], we apply the Banach fixed-point Theorem to
the following map

0: CY%[0,T],S) — C°([0,T],S)
'3 — W

whereW is the solution of[(I1)£([2) withu(t) = ug(&(1)).

The mapO is well defined and map&®([0,T],S) into itself. Indeed, wherf ¢
CO([0,T],S), u:t s ug(&(t)) is continuous and thus the Propositidn 1 ensures
the existence of a unique weak solutigh Notice that the ma® takes values

in C°([0,T},8)) NCX([0, T, Hg?).

Let us prove tha® is a contraction o€%([0,T],S). Let & € C°([0,T],S), uj :=
Ug(&j), Wj :=0(¢;), for j = 1,2 andA := W1 — Wo. We have

A =1 [ &IOS + (1 - i) Wa(9)ds

12



Thanks to [(IB), we havéui| =) < (M + 1)cf|p|[> for j = 1,2 and vy —
Val|Le(0,) < 2(M+1)c||t|ie][€1 — &2llcogo,1],L2)- Thus

t
1ALz < /0 (M+2)c||kE=AS) [z +2(M + L)c|| | E= | €1 = E2llcoom) L2)dS
(16)
Therefore, the Gronwall Lemma implies

2
1AM lleoo 2 < 2M + L) |2 TEMFVMIET ) £ — &5l coo 1) 12).

and so[(1b) ensures th@tis a contraction of the Banach sp&¥ |0, T],S). There-
fore, there exists a fixed poit¥ € C°([0,T],S) such thatO(¥) = W. Since®
takes values i€°([0, T],S)NCY([0, T],H2(RN,C)), necessaril{¥’ belongs to this
space, thus, it is a weak solution bf (L)-(2) [@nT].

If, moreoverWy € H?(RN, C) and multiplication byu(x) defines a bounded oper-
ator overH?(RN,R), then applying the Propositidn 1, the m@ptakes values in
CO([0, T],H2(RN,C)) NCY([0, T],L2(RN,C)) thusW belongs to this space and it is
a strong solution.

Finally, we have introduced a time > 0 and, for everylVgy € S, we have built
a weak solutiort¥ € C°([0,T],S) of (@)-@) on[0,T]. Thus, for a given initial
condition Wo € S, we can apply this result of®, T|, [T,2T], [2T,3T] etc. This
proves the existence and uniqueness of a global weak soligtidhe closed-loop
system[]

Note that, by AssumptioAl, the initial statedq is spanned by the exponentially
decaying bound states and thereféig € SN H2(RN). This, together with the
Proposition 111, terminates the proof of the well-posedpessof the Theorern| 9.

3.2 Weakw-limit set

Before studying the weak-limit set of the closed-loop system, let us announce
two simple and two rather complicated Lemmas that we willdneecharacterize
this asymptotic regime.

Lemma 12 The feedback law & us (W) defined by{I3)is a member of &(R*, R).
In particular, for anyy > 0 there exists J> 0 large enough such that:

[ ue(wis)Pas<y.
Ty

Proof. By definition, we have% = —(—1:|ug(LIJ)|2. The Lyapunov functiorvg (W)
being a decreasing non-negative function, there existssdiy® constant’ such

13



that 7: (W(t)) \, v > 0. Therefore, we have

[ 1wy Pdt=—c [*TE o (wo) - v) < o
0 o dt

O

Lemma 13 Let W(t) denote the weak (or strong) solution of the closed-loop sys-
tem. There exists a sequence of tirfigs>_, ”* « and some functioW., € L>(RN,C)
(with ||We|| 2 < 1) such that:

Wt,) — W,  weaklyin2(RN,C), (17)
Pgisc¥(th) — PaiscP  strongly in 2(RN, C). (18)

Proof. The solutior¥ belonging taC®(R*,S), we have|W(t)|| 2 = 1 and therefore
the existence of a subsequeritg? , « andW, L2 such that[(1I7) holds true is
trivial. Moreover,

|Wal iz < liminf [[W(t)l.2 = 1.

The key to the proof of (18), is in the fact théifisc = RangéPgisc) is finite dimen-
sional. Indeed, the weak convergerice (17) implies

<W<tn)‘g0]>_><w°°‘goj>7 j:O717‘”7M7

and therefore
M M _
1= =

[
Lemma 14 Let W(t) denote the weak (or strong) solution of the closed-loop sys-

tem. Consider a sequence of tim@gg),,_; * © and some strictly positive time
constantr > 0. We have

S(1)Pac(t) =0 strongly in L, (RN, C) (19)

Proof.We have the Duhamel’s formula:

S(T)W(th) = S(th+ 17)Wo + I—l /Otn Ug(W(9)) S(th+ T —s)u(Xx)W(s)ds
and therefore

[HS(T)Pac(tn)[| L2 < [|HS(th + T)PacWol|.2
th
+/o |U(W(9))] I4(X) S(ta+T —S)Pact () ¥(5) | 2dS  (20)

14



where we have applied the fact that the semigroup ope8itpiof Hy commutes
with the eigenprojection operatyc of the same Hamiltonian.

We know by the assumption of the Theorem 9otthat 4 € LP(RN) wherep €
[2,2N). Applying the Holder inequality, we have

1 1
[H(X) S)Pac( 2 < [|p]l pl[S(H)Pacl[] g, B‘i‘a =5 (21)

wherey € L2(RN).

Moreover, applying the dispersive estimate of the Corg[lgrwe have
_N 1 1
[S(t)Pac|[ g < [t] P ||'~l’|||_g’a a‘i‘a =1, (22)

for g € LY NL2.

Let us apply these estimatés(21) aind (22) to the inequé@y. Eor the first term
in (20), we have

N
It St +T)Pacol|z < [tn+T[ [ ullLplWoll - (23)

where we have used the fact thigg LY as itis a linear combination of the bound
states and therefore decaying exponentially [2]. For tberse term, we have

_N
lp Stn+T = 9)Pack(X)W(8)[|z < [tn+T =5 P[[u[plHP(S)]] ¢
N N
<ltn+ T8 Pl W(S)llz = ta+ TSP llKIEp. (24)

Here, to obtain the second line from the first one, we havaegbplholder inequal-
ity noting thatg: = 3 + +.

Furthermore, for any > 0 takingt, > T, (whereT, is given by Lemma_12), we
have

[ ()] 1400 St T~ 9 Pact (9(9) g0~
Ty
1) 1100 St + T 9 Pact(9W(s)] st

[ 0P 1100 St T~ SPect WS z0s (25)
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Inserting the estimaté (R4) in the first integral[of](25), vesén

[ (O] 09 S+ a0 (9) <

Ty N 1/2
Juew )l [t r-97Fas) <

P _2N-p _2N-p\1/2
e Oy (7T o) 29

where we have applied the Cauchy Schwartz inequality. Notparticular that,
p being strictly less than, 2 T is strictly positive, and therefore the above
integral (26) tends to 0 ag — .

Applying once again the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, timeetfor the second in-
tegral in [25), we have

/ Ue(W(8)] (%) Slta+ T — I Pactt(W(S) | s <

2 1/2 tn N 1/2
IIMHLp(/ pev@Pat) ([Mtarr-s pds) <

Yy
B 2 1/2
\/T ||/J|||_P<|T| —|tn+T Ty| ) , (27)

where, we have used the fact that by definitionTpf ﬁ;|ug(W(t))|2dt <Yy.In
particular, this implies

Iitm_inf/ U (W(9)] |H(X) Sltn+ T — 9Pack (X)¥(s) | oS

\f J200 112 1|~ 2552
< T 20 . (28

Gatheringl(26) and (28), we have shown

Iitm_inf/ U (W(9)] |H(X) Sltn+ T — 9Pack (X)¥(s) | oS
R Y V7T R =
< T 20 . (29
i Pyl @9)

Note, however, that we can choose the consfant0O as small as we want and
therefore we have:

Jim / Ue(W()] [IH(9) Sita+ T~ IPac(W(S) | zds=0.  (30)

16



This, together with[{23), finishes the proof of Lemma 14 anchaee

Jim [|uS(T)Pac(tn) |z = 0. (31)
O
Applying the above Lemmas, we have the following Lemma, prgthe continuity
of the solution of the closed-loop system with respect tnitsal state in thel 3 -
topology.
Lemma 15 Let W(t) denote the weak (or strong) solution of the closed-loop sys-

tem. Consider the time sequer{tg},;,_, /" « and the weak limi#., as in Lemma13
and define¥q, gisc = Pdisc . Consider the two closed-loop systems

. d

|aLPn — —ALIJn +V(X)Lpn + Ug(qJn)u(X)LPn, wn‘tzo — LP(tn), (32)
d -~ - L - -
|aLIJ =AY +V(X)W+us(W)u(x)W, W/i—o = Wo = W disc.  (33)

We have, for any > 0, that
Paisc¥n(T) — PaiscP(7) strongly in L? as n— oo. (34)
Proof.In this aim, we consider a stronger semi-norm thég; defined byl| Y| ,» =

maxX(||Pgisc|| 2, || 1] 2). Note however that this semi-norm is weaker than the
L?(RN)-norm

[Paisclliz < @l and  [[udflz < [pllee (@l

and therefore

[@lle < kll@llz@ny, — wherek =max(, ||ul|L=). (35)

It is clear that this is enough to prove
|Wh(T) —W(T)||,» =0  asn— . (36)
We have by the Duhamel’s formula

Po(1) = SOW() + 7 [ Ue(Wn(9)SIT - ¥n(s Yds

B(1) = SO+ [ ve(P()ST-9u0P(s s

17



Noting by W, (1) = Wn(1) — ¥(1), we have

5 () = S(T)(W(t)~ Fo) + T [ Ue(Wn(9)SIT—u(x)5n(9)ds

This implies

18Wn(T) || < IS(T) (W(tn) — Wo) -
+K/O |Ue (Wn(8))[[[S(T — ) U (X) 6%n(S) | 2(n)dS

[ |ue(n(9) — e P(9)| ST~ 9P iz (37

where we have applied the inequality (35).

Furthermore, noting tha(t) induces an isometry over the spdc&RN,C), we
have

HS(T—S)H(X)5WE(S)HL2(RN) = HH(X)f‘Pn(S)HLZ(RN) < ||5‘Pn~(5)H%7
IS(T = U)W (S)[lL2mn) = [[HX)P(S)llL2@ny < (1]l [|¥(S)]] L2 < [[m[L-

where, for the second line, we have also applied
19(8)[l2 = [P(O) |2 < [|Walli2 < 1.

Inserting the above inequalities [n.{37), we have

18Wn(T) . < IS(T) (WCta) ~ T+ Kl [ 18%i(s)] s

T
ey
0

Note, in particular that, by the definition of the feedbaak &, ||ug||.> < c(M +
1)|| ||~ Let us study the second line ¢f (38). We have

Ug(Wn(s)) —ug(W(s))|ds (38)

Us(Wn(s))—ug(LTJ(s))) <
M ~ o~
o(1-8) 3 [(n¥n(s) | @) (@ | ¥n(s) — (k¥(9) | 1) (@ | P(9))]
J:

+ce| (H¥n(3) | ) (@ | Wa(s)) = (HP(S) | @) (@ | D(s))

Y
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and for allj € {0,1,...,M}

(1¥n(S) | @) (@ | Wa(9) = (H¥(9) | 95) (@ | B(9))| <
(u8Wn(9) | @) (@ | Wal(9) | +|(HP(S) | 91) (@ | 8%n(9)] <
| HEWnlluzqeny + Il [Paiscd¥n(9) lz(y) < (1 [1l=) [8%n(S) e

where, for the last inequality, we have applied the Cauattyartz inequality, the
facts that|Wn(s)|| > = 1 and||%(s)|| < 1, and thaf (¢ | ¢;) | < ||Paisctf|| 2.

The above inequality, together with (38), implies
18%n(T) [l < [IS(T)(W(tn) — Po) |~
okl (M+2+ =) [ 89 rds (39
Applying the Gronwall Lemma td (39), one only needs to prove
IS(T)(W(tn) — Po)llr =0 asn— . (40)
As a first step, we clearly have
PaiscS(T) (W(tn) — Po) L2 = || Paisc¥(tn) — Poll2 = O, (41)

where we have used the fact that the semigi®apinduces an isometry de?(RN),
and that the projection operatgisc commutes with the evolution operat§(r).

Moreover applying the fact thaBgisc+ Pac = 1d| 2, we have
IS(T)(W(tn) — Po)liz < || 1llL=]|S(T) (Paisc¥ (tn) — Po)| 2+ || US(T)PactP (tn) || 2-

Applying (1), the first term||S(1) (Pgisc¥ (tn) — Wo) || 2 converges toward 0 when-
evern — . Moreover, applying the Lemniall4

|US(T)Pac¥(tn) |2 — 0  ash— co.

Therefore, N
[US(T)(W(th) —Wo)[[l2—0  asn— . (42)

The two limits [41) and(42) imply the limif (40) and thereddiinish the proof of
the Lemma 1500

We are now ready to characterize the weakmit set.
Proposition 16 Let W(t) denote the weak (or strong) solution of the closed-loop

system. Assume for a sequeltpg>_, o of times that¥(ty) — W € L2(RN, C)
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weakly in Z(RN, C) (with ||Wel| 2 < 1). DefineWs gisc = PdiscP. One necessarily
has

M
US<LP°°,diSC) cl(1-¢ % <ULP00 disc | q’j> <§01 | W, dISC>
J_

+ €0((MWo disc | @) (@ | Voo disc))] =

Proof.Consider the Lyapunov functiorg (W) defined in[(9). As it is shown in (12),
the choice[(1B) ofi; (W) ensures that the Lyapunov functigf(W(t)) is a decreas-
ing function of time. The Lyapunov functio¥; being a positive functiori_ (10), we
have

lim 7¢(WP(t)) =n, (43)

t—o0
wheren > 0 is a positive constant.

Consider now, the sequené®},,_, o« of times. The Lyapunov functiotts (¢)
is trivially continuous with respect tg for the L2-weak topology. Therefore, as
WY, is the weak limit of¥(t,), we have

Ve(Wa) = lim Ye(W(tn)) = n.

n— o0

Furthermore, noting that the Lyapunov functiép only deals with the population
of the bound states, we have

%(W) = %(Pdiscq‘o,

and therefore
Ve(Woo disc) = 1. (44)
As in the Lemma 15, let us consider the closed-loop Schgitiaquation with the

wavefunction® and the initial stataly = Wo disc: Applying Lemme[Ib, for any
T > 0, we have

Puisc¥(th+ 1) — W(1)  Strongly inL?(RN,C) asn — c.

As the Lyapunov functior/z () is continuous with respect ¢ for theLZ, semi-
norm, we have

Ye(Wtn+1)) — %(P(T))  ash— c.
But, applying [(48), we know that

Ye(Wth+1)) —n asn — oo,
and therefore,

Ye(P(1) = N = Ve (Ve dise) = % (P(0)). (45)
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Thus, the Lyapunov functioifz remains constant on the closed-loop trajectory of
WY(t). This, together with[(12) and (1L3), implies

o -~ 1,
Z(®(1) = —E(@(1) =0, (46)

and therefore by continuity af,(¥(1)) with respect tor and passing to the limit
att = 0, we can finish the proof of the Propositiod 16.

3.3 Non-degeneracy assumptions and the proof of Thedrem 9

We have now all the elements to finish the proof of the Thedrem 9
Proposition 17 Let W(t) denote the weak (or strong) solution of the closed-loop
system. Consider the sequeritg,_, , «, the weak limitV, and its discrete part

W, gisc as in Propositior 16. Under the assumptigkisthroughA4 of Theoreni 9,
we have

Wodisc= G, [¢[>>1—e. (47)
Proof. Definen as in [43). We now, in particular that,
Ve(Weo) = 1N < 16(W(0)) < € (48)
where we have applied (IL1) (and therefore the assumptiGraadA2).

Let us take
M
Weo disc = g G-
j:

Taking the closed-loop systeﬁﬁ(t) as in the proof of the Propositign]16, we have
by (48) thatus(W(1)) = 0. Therefore the wavefunctioi(7) evolves freely with
the HamiltoniarHy = —A +V (x) and so is given as follows

M .
Y=Y ge Mg
j; j j

By (48) we have

M .
u(®) =c(1-¢) ; Gad BT (g | g)
j,k=0

M .
+ce %c_ocje’()“))‘i)r (ug |@)=0  Vvt>0.
=
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The assumptio®3 of non-degenerate transitions applies now. As the aboee rel
tion holds true for any > 0, we can easily see that

G(Hm | @) =0  Vjke{0,1,..,M}.
This together with the assumptié@ of simple couplings imply
Ga=0  Vjke{01,..,M}.
Thus
3j€{0,1,...,M} suchthagj=¢#0 andg =0 VKk#j.

We show that the only possibility for this indgxs to be 0. If this is not the case
(j # 0) takingW = ¢¢; with |¢| < 1,

N="7(Wo)=1-(1-¢)c>¢,
which is obviously in contradiction with (48). Thus
Weo disc= P
with |¢| < 1. Therefore
Ye(Wa) = 1— (1—g)[¢]*—gl¢[? = 1—[¢[*.

Apply once again(48), we have-1|¢|? < € and so we can finish the proof of the
Proposition 117

Let us now, finish the proof of Theorem 9.

Proof of Theorem |The well-posedness of the closed-loop system has been ad-
dressed in Propositidnil1. In order to prove the approxistateilization result, let
us assume that there exists a sequence of t{iag%_, * « such that

(W) | @) P<1l-g  vn. (49)

As in Propositior 17, we can extract from this sequence aegjEnce (noted still
by {tn}1n_, for simplicity sakes) such that

~ . L2— -
PgisctP(th) iongcqb asn — oo,

with |¢]? > 1— €. This obviously implies

. . ~ 2 _

liminf | (¥(t) [ @)|">1-¢
and is in contradiction with_(49). We have therefore finisttelproof of the Theo-
rem[9.0]
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4 Proof of the Theorem

Let us now get back to the Theordm 2. Comparing to the ThebietheQonly
difference is in the fact that, we are also considering thedge and that the inter-
action Hamiltoniaru € 2 NL* instead oL.2N~ NL* for the Theorerfl9. Therefore
the only cases remaining to be treated are either the 1D cabe acases where
p € LP(RN) N L=(RN) with p > 2N.

Considering these cases and following the same steps as prabf of the The-
orem[9, the only place where we will have a problem to prockedptoof is the
passage from (26) and (27) fo {28) ahd| (29). IndeedNas B is not strictly posi-
tive, we can not ensure the convergence towards 0 of the far(@8) and[(2V).

A deep study of the estimatés (26) ahd| (27) shows that thepeamproved if one

hadug € L{° for & € (0,1) instead ol as in the proof of the Theorelm 9. Indeed,
if one could show that

(58 —@)
Ug € Ly for somew > 0, (50)

we could replace the estimatés](26) and (27) with

[ ()] 100 Sttt T Pac (999 z05<
" N 1/2
(O] 5o ( [ (tn+r—s)%ds) <

) 1/2
p ZN
SR IO gl (o T o)

(51)
and
/ U (W(9))] [11(¥) S(t+ T — YPack ()W(s) | zds <
12 , o\ 12
£ N wd n - _7d -~
IIMHLp</ (¥ ) ([ wrr-9 Fas) <
y1/2 ZN—p 12 2
kb (1 T ) e2)
where
_ p—@(p—N)
=N "w(p_N)’ (®3)



noting that we have applied the Holder inequality and thetfzet

L1
p
N

=1

N B

Note that, ap > 2N (this is also true for the 1D case ps> 2), prN € (1,2] and
therefore there exists some positoge> 0 such thatp%N — w > 1. Furthermore, we
have
;- P-o@(p=N) _p
N—w(p—N) N’
and therefor& N — p is positive. We can thus proceed the proof of the Thedrem 2
following the same steps as those of the Thedrem 9.

However, it seems that one can not hope to prove an estimgte é6rm [50) for
the feedback law; of (13). We, therefore, need to change the feedback strategy
This might be done applying the feedback lawl (14).

The following Proposition clearly implies the Theorem 2.

Proposition 18 Consider the Sclidinger equatior(d)- (@). We suppose the as-
sumptions of the Theorelm 2 on the potentigkVand we takeu € LP(RN)N
L=(RN) for some p> 2N. We suppose moreover the assumptihthroughA4 to
hold true.

Then for anye > 0, applying the feedback lawt) = ug o (W(t)) of (14) with

q— p—2N+w@(p—N)

O<w<L
N-w@(p-N)

N—p’

the closed-loop system admits a unique weak solutior?{(f0CT],S) NC([0, T],
H~2(RN,C)). Moreover the state of the system ends up reaching a populatore
than(1— ¢) in the eigenfunctiogy (approximate stabilization):

nmmﬂcwum|%u»ﬁ>1—a

If, moreover multiplication byi(x) defines a bounded operator ovef@RN), then
W is a strong solution, i.&¥ € CO([0, T],H? (RN, C)) nC([0, T],L?(RN, C)).

Proof. Considering the Lyapunov functioft of (9), the choice of the feedback law
implies

d C1+ a 2+a

I+a ,

gt ¢ = —WW&G
and therefore proceeding as in the proof of the Lerhma 12

2+a b w

Usg ELFTT =L . (54)
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In particular, fory > 0, we will choseT, such that
o0 wa
| lue(w(e) P Pds< y. (55)
Ty

One can then proceed the proof of the Propositidn 17, exastiy the proof of the
Theoreni ®, replacing only the Lemind 12 withl(54) dnd (55) aedestimates (26)

and [27) by[(51) and (52)]

5 Reaxations

As it has been proved in previous sections, the approxintaéization of a quan-
tum particle around the bound states of a decaying potdisa#isfying the decay
assumptior{A)) may be investigated through explicit feedback laws (13(1dh.
The assumptions on the potentialor the interaction Hamiltoniap are not so
restrictive and seem to be satisfied for a large class of palysystems. However,
the assumption81 throughA4 may seem to be too restrictive. In particular, the
assumptiorA 1 does not allow the approximate stabilization of an initiamefunc-
tion with a non-zero population in the absolutely continsipartéye.

The aim of this Section is to give some ideas to relax thesengssons and to
consider some more general situations. Some discussiotisecassumptioi 1

will be addressed in subsectibn5.1. Furthermore, a sigmificelaxation of the
assumption®A3 and A4 will be addressed in subsectibn5.2. Concerning the as-
sumptionA2, we only give the following remark which states that thisuesption

is, actually, not at all restrictive in practice.

Remark 19 Physically, the assumptioA2 in not really restrictive. Indeed, even
if (Yo | @) =0, a control field in resonance with the natural frequencieghef
system (the difference between the eigenvalues corresgptadan eigenfunction
whose population in the initial state is non-zero and theugie state) will, instan-
taneously, ensure a non-zero population of the ground statke wavefunction.
Then, one can just apply the feedback law of the Thebleni D or 2.

5.1 AssumptioAl

Before discussing an idea which may result in a significalaixegion of this as-
sumption, let us provide a remark which states that thetresthe Theorerh2 still
holds true if we relax slightly the assumptiéii.

Remark 20 Consider the Sclidinger equatiorfl)- (2) with the same assumptions
onV andu as in Theorem]2. We consider moreover the assumpA@rthrough
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A4 and we replacé\1 with

Al

[Pacollizeny < 1551 (W] @) |2
The feedback la{L4) still ensures the approximate stabilization of the closmap.

one only needs to note that,
€
Te(Wo) <1—(1-£)(1—7—[(Wo| @) %) —el(Wo| @) P =¢,

where we have applied the assumptiédds and A2. The rest of the proof follows
exactly as in the Theore 9.

Here, we have relaxed the assumptidhby allowing a very small part of the popu-
lation of the initial state to belong to the continuum. Intfahbis allowed continuum
population is bounded by an(®)-proportion of the population in the target state
.

The assumptio1’ of the RemarkK 20 is still quite restrictive. The question is
therefore to provide a strategy permitting us to approxatyagtabilize an impor-
tant part of the continuum. Note that the controllabilitytbis particular problem
has never been treated. It seems that one can not in genpetdbave a strong
controllability result. In fact, considering the poteidi& andu of compact sup-
ports and taking an initial state of support outside g\Mppsupf i), it seems that
an important part of the population may be lost at infinityothlgh the dispersion
phenomena and this before the controller even has the timeetand to influence
the state. However, one might be interested to control agbéine continuum.

Consider for example the potentidfsand u to be negative and of compact sup-
ports and moreover that sugp C supgV). Considering the HamiltoniaH) =

— A4V + AU in the strong coupling limitA — o), this Hamiltonian admits more
and more bound states. One can therefore cover a higher ghdridimensional
subspace df?(RN) through the discrete eigenspace-f. Assume an initial state
Yo which has a large population in the continuumtyf = —A +V but a small
population in the continuum dfl, for someA > 0. Applying the strategy of the
Theorenm 2, to the free Hamiltoniaty and the interaction Hamiltonigm one may
hope to reach ag-neighborhood of an arbitrary bound statéfyf. Note, in particu-
lar that while reaching this bound state the control figlg has converged towards
—A. Letting now the control fieldi(t) ~ —A varying slowly towards zero and ap-
plying the quantum adiabatic theory (see e.gl [5]) the sbathe system will
follow closely a bound state of the Hamiltoniaty (A — 0). If the target bound
state ofH, is chosen to be on the analytic branch corresponding to thietn of
the ground state dflp (see e.g.[[30]), as the control tends to 0, we may reach the
e-neighborhood of the desired targgt This idea of applying the quantum adia-
batic theory and the large coupling limit to ensure the admfa population in the
continuum will be explored in future works.
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5.2 Assumptiond3 andA4

After the above discussions on the assumptidfisand A2, let us study the non-
degeneracy assumptioAs8 and A4. Similar assumptions t&3 and A4 have al-
ready been considered for the stabilization of finite dineeme quantum sys-
tems [35,9]. When dealing with finite dimensional systerhs, assumptions3
andA4 are equivalent to the controllability of the linearized tgys around vari-
ous eigenstates of the system. For these finite dimensigstms, it was shown,
in [35] through the quantum adiabatic theory, and_in [9] tigio the implicit Lya-
punov control techniques, that the non-degeneracy assumman be relaxed sig-
nificantly. These relaxations have even been applied toribielgm of the approx-
imate stabilization of the quantum particle in an infinitagodial well, being an
infinite dimensional system (s€e [11]). In this subsectwawill see that such re-
laxations may also be considered for our control problenhefguantum particle
in a decaying potential.

In this aim, we consider the potentidl and the interaction Hamiltoniaa both
to satisfy the decay assumpti¢i). Similarly to the previous works, we consider
the family of the perturbed Hamiltonidty = —A +V (X) + o (X) with |o| < 1 a
small real constant. The familjH} is a self-adjoint holomorphic family of type
(A) in the sense of Kato (see [30], page 375). Thus, the egjass and the bound
states oH, are holomorphic functions af around zero.

The absence of zero energy eigenstateHgpe= — A +V as been assumed in the
decay assumptiofA) implies the existence of a strictly positive threshotdsuch
that for o evolving in (—o*,0*) the bound stateg; of Hp stay bound states of
Hg and do not join the continuum. This ensures that that, thieifesd eigenvalues
{)\07]}']-\":0 of Hg (with Ag j = Aj) are well-defined and remain less than zero. Note
that, one might have the appearance of new bound statessdobtimd states dflp

will not disappear while considering perturbations of aitople || < o*. We have
therefore the following Theorem:

Theorem 21 Consider the Sclidinger equatior(@)- (2) with the decay assump-
tion (A) on both V andu. We assume moreover that the space dimensich2\
andu € LN~ N L™, We consider the assumptioAg and A2 and we replaceA3
andA4 with:

(A3-A4)’ there existso € (0,0*) such that the non-degeneracy assumptidBs
andA4 hold for the eigenvalues and the eigenstates of the pertiLiHaeniltonian
He=-A+V+op.

There exists then a feedback lawd), such that the closed-loop system admits a
unique weak solution and that

Ilmlogﬂ(w(t) | @) | >1—¢.
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Remark 22 Roughly speaking the non-degeneracy assumpéi@rendA4 are al-
ways satisfied unless some kind of symmetry is admitted poteatial. Formally,

the assumptiofA3-A4)’ states that if we can break this symmetry through the ad-
dition of the interaction Hamiltonian, we are still able togure the approximate
stabilization result.

Remark 23 Applying the same technique as in Proposifioh 18, one camexhe
result of the Theorein 21 to the case of dimensionsNandu € £ NL*.

Proof. By the analyticity of the eigenvalues; j and g, j with respect tao around
zero, the assumptiaiA3-A4)’ ensures the existence of a strictly positive constant
o’ € (0,0™) such that the non-degeneracy assumpti®andA4 hold true for the
perturbed Hamiltonianil; with any o in the interval(0, o¥).

Applying once more the analyticity of the bound sta{[qyﬁa}'}"zo with respect tar
in (0,0%) implies that one can choosg! € (0, o%) such that

o € E[(Wo @)l

Vj=0,1,---,Mandvo € (0,0%). (56)

Now, applying the inequality (56), the assumptiB implies:

[{(Wo | o) 2> (Wo| @) [>—2[(Wo | @0 — @)
> [(Wo | @) > —2||¢j.0 — ¢ill2 >0, Vo e (0,0%), (57)

where we have applied the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality amébitt that

€ 1

2M+1)(2—¢)+2¢ 2

Let us consider the Schrodinger equat{@y ) characterized by the free Hamilto-
nianHy, = —A 4V + o and the interaction Hamiltonigm for someo € (0, g*).
Applying the assumptiofA3-A4)’, the assumption83 andA4 hold true for this
system. Moreover, the inequality (57) implies the assuomph2 for this system.
Finally, applying [(56), we haveMy +1 > M + 1 is the number of the bound states
of Hy)

Mg M
IEDac("'o)(w )Zl— | W |(P'70 |2§1— | b |(P'70 |2
0 j;< ol o) j;< ol o)

M
<1-3 (%l a0) 2= 2l|g0— oilli2)
J:

2(M+1)e[(Wo | @) > &/2
2IM+1)(2—¢)+2e 1-¢/2

[(Wo | @)|®.  (58)

28



This implies the assumptiohl’ or the systeniZy)(having replaced by €/2).

Considering therefore the feedback law

Mo
Vs o(W(t)) == c(1-5) 3 (01 8.0) (B0 | 910)

£
+es (MY | o) (o |P(1),  c>0, (59)
and applying the Theorenh 9, we ensure the approximate igttinh result:
liminf | (W) | @o)lc>1—¢/2 (60)

Note that, the feedback lal (59) means the application ofgbdbacku .= —o +
v%va(lv(t)) for the main Schrodinger equatidn (1)-(2). Finally theitig0) implies

liminf [ (W(t) | o) |* > liminf (| (Y1) | @.o) |*~ 2] .0~ wllL2)
>1-¢/2—¢/2=1—¢, (61)

where once again we have applied|(38).

6 Appendix

This appendix is devoted to the proof of the Proposition 1.

Proof of PropositiofilLet Wo € S, T > 0 andu € C°([0, T],R). Let Ty € (0, T) be
such that

[l flull 2oy < 1. (62)

We prove the existence &f < CO([0, Ty],L2(RN,C)) such that[(B) holds by apply-
ing the Banach fixed point theorem to the map

©: Co([0,Ty],L?) — CO([0, T4],L?)
3 — W

whereW is the weak solution of

OF oW —uOR(E,  W(0.X) = Wol¥

i.e. W e CO([0,Ty],L?) and satisfies, for evetyc [0, T1],

W(t) =e Molyg 4 /O t e Ho(t=S)y(s)u(x)& (s)dsin LA(RN, C).
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Notice that® takes values i€1([0, ], H 2(RN, C)).

Foré&1,& € CO([0,Ty],L2(RN,C)), W1 := O(&1), W2 := O(&,) we have
t .
(1= W)(t) =1 [ el — E)(S)ds
thus t
[(W1—W2) (1)l 2 < ||IJ||L°°/0 u(s)|ds|é1— &2llcoqo,my),L2)-

The assumptiori (62) guarantees t&ais a contraction o€°(]0, Ty],L?), thus,®
has a fixed poin¥ € C%([0, T1],L?). Since® takes values i€1(]0, Ty],H~2), then
WY belongs to this space. Moreover, this function satisfies (3)

Finally, we have built weak solutions @6, T1] for everyWy, and the timéel; does
not depend oy, thus, this gives solutions df, T|.

Let us prove that this solution is continuous with respecth&the initial condition
Wy, for the L2(RN,C)-topology. LetWy, ®g € S and ¥, ® the associated weak
solutions. We have

(W= ®)(t)]|L2 < [[Wo— Pol| 2+ [| 1L /Ot u(s)|I(¥ —®)(s)| 2ds
thus Gronwall Lemma gives
|(W = ®))Le < | Wo— o e Mrom,
This gives the continuity of the weak solutions with resgedhe initial conditions.

Now, let us assume thaby € H?(RN, C). TakeC to be the bound of the multi-
plication operatop overH?: i.e.C is a positive constant such that for everye
HZ(RN,C), 1o [lq2 < C| ¢]l2. We consider, therlT, > 0 such thaC||ul| 1o,
< 1. By applying the fixed point theorem on

0, : Co([0,T,],H?) — C°([0, Ty],H?)

defined by the same expressior2sand using the uniqueness of the fixed point of
©, we get that the weak solution is a strong solution. The ooty with respect

to the initial condition of the strong solution can also bevad applying the same
arguments as in above.

Finally, let us justify that the weak solutions take valuesi For W € H?, the
solution belongs t€*([0,T],L?) NC%(]0, T],H?) thus, the following computations
are justified

d , oW
SIvwiz-20 (5 1w) —o
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ThusW(t) € S for everyt € [0, T].

For Wy € S, we get the same conclusion thanks to a density argumenthend t
continuity for theC°([0, T], L?)-topology of the weak solutions with respect to the
initial condition.

Acknowledgments : The author thanks K. Beauchard and J-M. Coron for many
helpful discussions.
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