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Abstract. This paper is concerned with impulse approximate controllability
for stochastic evolution equations with impulse controls. As direct applica-
tions, we formulate captivating minimal norm and time optimal control prob-
lems; The minimal norm problem seeks to identify an optimal impulse control
characterized by the minimum norm among all feasible controls, guiding the
system’s solutions from an initial state within a fixed time interval toward a

predetermined target while the minimal time problem is to find an optimal
impulse control (among certain control constraint set), which steers the solu-
tion of the stochastic equation from a given initial state to a given target set
as soon as possible. These problems, to the best of our knowledge, are among
the first to discuss in the stochastic case.

1. Introduction

Impulse control, situated within a significant realm of control theory, boasts ex-
tensive applications (refer, for instance, to [6, 7, 21, 22]). In numerous scenarios,
impulse control emerges as a compelling alternative for addressing systems resistant
to continuous control inputs. Consider, for example, the control of a bacterial pop-
ulation; employing impulse control allows for instantaneous changes in bactericide
density. In contrast, continuous control mechanisms risk bolstering bacterial drug
resistance (cf. [20, 22]). In [22], the author systematically elucidates the theory and
applications of impulse controlled ordinary differential equations. The exposition
not only delves into the foundational principles but also provides insights into the
practical implementation of impulse controls. The realm of optimal control and
controllability for impulse controlled equations has garnered considerable attention
in the literature. In [9], the authors delved into a specific minimal norm optimal
control problem concerning a semilinear heat equation integrated with impulse con-
trols. This problem involves identifying an impulse control solution characterized
by the minimal norm, directing the controlled system from an initial state to a pre-
defined target within a fixed time interval. In [10], a different perspective emerged,
focusing on a minimal time control problem applied to a linear evolution equation
incorporating impulse controls. This problem revolves around two crucial parame-
ters: the upper limit of control constraints and the timing of impulse occurrences.
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2 Impulse approximate controllability and its applications

The objective here is to identify an optimal impulse control, within a specified
control constraint set, that swiftly guides the evolution equation’s solution from
an initial state towards a predefined target set. Additionally, in [23], the authors
investigated optimal control scenarios for semilinear evolutionary distributed pa-
rameter systems featuring impulse controls. Their study derived necessary optimal
control conditions, extending the conventional Pontryagin’s maximum principle.
For further exploration in the domain of impulse control problems, see [8, 18, 19]
and references therein.

Note that the previous research mentioned focused on deterministic equations.
However, in practice, the consideration of stochastic effects requires replacing deter-
ministic functions with stochastic processes as mathematical descriptions, leading
to the formation of stochastic equations. In [5], the authors established the ex-
istence of optimal controls within the framework of a comprehensive stochastic
impulse control problem. The key insight lies in characterizing the value func-
tion as the pointwise minimum among a set of superharmonic functions. Further-
more, it emerges as the unique continuous viscosity solution to quasi-variational
inequalities and as the limit of a sequence of iterated optimal stopping problems.
Employing a synthesis of these characterizations, they construct optimal controls,
avoiding reliance on any regularity of the value function beyond its continuity. In
[4], a broader examination unfolds, encompassing a general class of nonzero-sum
N-player stochastic games featuring impulse controls, where players exert discrete
interventions to manipulate the underlying dynamics. Employing a verification ap-
proach, the authors present sufficient conditions governing the Nash equilibria of
the game. Notably, their study includes a detailed numerical analysis spanning
scenarios such as the single-player case, the two-player game, and the mean-field
game with impulse controls. This comprehensive exploration unveils the profound
impact of competition on the optimal strategy of players, accompanied by a sensitiv-
ity analysis of the model parameters. In [14], the authors delved into the intricacies
of optimal product management, particularly in the context of multiple product
generations evolving continuously over time. This investigation naturally gave rise
to the exploration of dynamic optimal control problems, characterized by the inclu-
sion of intervention costs and partially controlled regime shifts. Consequently, the
study focuses on the analysis and resolution of stochastic impulse control problems
featuring regime-switching within a broad and general framework. For further ex-
ploration in the domain of impulse control problems for stochastic equations, see
[1, 11, 12] and references therein.

Thus far, there has been no research on the impulse approximate controllability
for controlled stochastic systems. This paper presents the first attempt to address
this problem for stochastic systems. As direct applications, we formulate captivat-
ing minimal norm and time optimal control problems; The minimal norm problem
seeks to identify an optimal impulse control characterized by the minimum norm
among all feasible controls, guiding the system’s solutions from an initial state
within a fixed time interval toward a predetermined target while the minimal time
problem is to find an optimal impulse control (among certain control constraint
set), which steers the solution of the stochastic equation from a given initial state
to a given target set as soon as possible. Compared to the deterministic case, sto-
chastic terms arise when studying the impulse approximate controllability, which
complicates further study of the norm optimal control problem. To overcome this
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difficulty, we adopt relevant techniques from [15, 17] to establish the the impulse
approximate controllability and to study the minimal norm control problem. On
the other hand, it is important to recognize that we cannot employ the time change
technique and treat the backward and forward equations in the same manner as
in the deterministic case. This is because the stochastic system requires adapted-
ness, which cannot be disregarded in calculations. The adaptedness of stochastic
processes has emerged as a crucial hindrance in exploring the impulse approximate
controllability. Notably, the solutions of the forward and backward deterministic
parabolic equations are equivalent to show the impulse approximate controllabil-
ity. However, for stochastic equations, the solutions of these equations are not
equivalent. This is the main difficulty that we shall overcome in this paper.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, the main problem
is formulated and the main results Theorem 2.1, Theorem 2.2 and Theorem 2.3
are stated. In Section 3, some auxiliary results to be used later are presented.
The proof of Theorem 2.1 is provided in Section 4. In Section 5 and 6, we delve
into the discussions of forthcoming norm and time optimal control problems (to
be formulated later) and provide the proofs for Theorem 2.2 and Theorem 2.3,
respectively. Finally, in Section 7, we show some specific evolution equations, which
are covered by the abstract framework of this paper.

2. Problem formulation and main results

At first, let us introduce necessary notations.
Let (Ω,F , {Ft}t≥0 ,P) be a fixed complete filtered probability space, on which

a one dimensional standard Brownian motion {W (t)}t≥0 is defined, and {Ft}t≥0

is the corresponding natural filtration, augmented by all the P-null sets in F . We
denote by F the progressive σ-field w.r.t. {Ft}t≥0.

Let H and U be two separable Hilbert spaces with inner products 〈·, ·〉H and
〈·, ·〉U ; and norms ‖ · ‖H and ‖ · ‖U , respectively. Fix t ≥ 0, p ∈ [1,∞), we denote
by Lp

Ft
(Ω;H) the Banach space consisting of all H-valued, Ft measurable random

variables X(t) endowed with the norm

‖X(t)‖Lp

Ft
(Ω;H) =

(
E‖X(t)‖pH

) 1
p

.

Denote by Lp
F
(0, T ;Lq(Ω;H)), p, q ∈ [1,∞), the Banach space consisting of all

H-valued, {Ft}t≥0-adapted processes X endowed with the norm

‖X(·)‖Lp

F
(0,T ;Lq(Ω;H)) =

(∫ T

0

(E‖X(t)‖qH)
p
q dt

) 1
p

.

Denote by Lp
F
(Ω;Lq(0, T ;H)), p, q ∈ [1,∞), the Banach space consisting of all

H-valued, {Ft}t≥0-adapted processes X endowed with the norm

‖X(·)‖Lp

F
(Ω;Lq(0,T ;H)) =

[
E

(∫ T

0

‖X(t)‖qHdt

) p
q
] 1

p

.

Denote by L∞
F
(0, T ;R), the Banach space consisting of all R-valued, {Ft}t≥0-

adapted bounded processes, with the essential supremum norm.
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Denote by Lq
F
(Ω;C([0, T ];H)), q ∈ [1,∞), the Banach space consisting of all H-

valued, {Ft}t≥0-adapted continuous processes X endowed with the norm

‖X(·)‖Lq

F
(Ω;C([0,T ];H)) =

(
E‖X(·)‖qC([0;T ];H)

) 1
q

.

In the sequel, we shall simply denote

Lp
F
(0, T ;H) := Lp

F
(Ω;Lp(0, T ;H)) with p ∈ [1,∞),

and denote by | · | the Lebesgue measure on R
n, n ≥ 1.

Let 0 < T̃ < T ≤ 2T̃ . Consider the following forward controlled stochastic
evolution equation:

{
dy = Aydt+ F (t)ydW (t), t ∈ (0, T ) \ {T̃},
y(0) = y0, y(T̃ ) = y(T̃−) +Bu,

(2.1)

where y0 ∈ L2
F0

(Ω;H), the control variable u ∈ L2
FT̃

(Ω;U),

y(T̃−) := lim
t↑T̃

y(t) in H, P− a.s.,

the operator A generating a C0-semigroup {S(t)}t≥0 on H is a linear self-adjoint
operator from D(A) into H , where D(A), being the domain of A, is a subspace
of H , B ∈ L(U,H) (the space of linear continuous operators from U to H) and
denote by B∗ ∈ L(H,U) the adjoint operator of B and F ∈ L∞

F
(0, T ;R) is a given

function. By the classical well-posedness result for forward stochastic evolution
equations, see e.g., Section 3 in [17], we know that equation (2.1) admits a unique
solution y ∈ L2

F
(Ω;C([0, T ];H)).

Now, we write

0 < λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ · · ·
for the eigenvalues of −A, and {ej}j≥1 for corresponding eigenfunctions which form
an orthonormal basis for H . For each λ > 0, we define

Eλf =
∑

λj≤λ

〈f, ej〉Hej, and E⊥
λ f =

∑

λj>λ

〈f, ej〉Hej , for each f ∈ H.

Consequently, we have

f = Eλf + E⊥
λ f.

Next, we introduce the following assumptions:
(H): There are constants γ ∈ (0, 1) and N > 0 such that for any λ > 0,

‖Eλf‖H ≤ eN(1+λγ)‖B∗Eλf‖U , for all f ∈ H.

(B):

‖B∗f‖U ≤ ‖f‖H , for all f ∈ H.

(S): Let a control sequence {un}n≥1 ⊂ L2
FT

(Ω;U) and solution yn(·; y0, un) be
satisfied the following system

{
dyn = Ayndt+ F (t)yndW (t), D × (0, T ) \ {T̃},
yn(0) = y0, yn(T̃ ) = yn(T̃

−) +Bun.

If there is a u ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;U) such that

un → u weakly in L2
FT

(Ω;U) as n → ∞,
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then there is a y ∈ L2
F
(Ω;C([0, T ];H)) solving (2.1) such that

yn → y strongly in C([0, T ];H), P− a.s., as n → ∞.

The following is our main result.

Theorem 2.1. Let 0 < T̃ < T ≤ 2T̃ . Suppose the assumptions (H) and (B) hold.
Then system (2.1) is impulse approximate controllability. That is to say, for any
y0 ∈ L2

F0
(Ω;H), ǫ > 0, the solution y of (2.1) satisfies the following inequality:

E‖y(T )‖2H ≤ ǫE‖y0‖2H . (2.2)

Moreover, there exist two constants C3 > 0, C4 > 0 such that the control u ∈
L2
FT̃

(Ω;U) satisfies

E‖u‖2U ≤ e
C4

[

1+
(

1
T−T̃

)
γ

1−γ

]

e

[

C3
T−T̃

ln(e+ 1
ǫ )

]γ

E‖y0‖2H . (2.3)

In order to prove Theorem 2.1, let us introduce the following backward stochastic
evolution equation:

{
dz = −Azdt− F (t)Zdt+ ZdW (t), t ∈ (0, T ),

z(T ) = η,
(2.4)

where η ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;H). We denote by (z(·; η), Z(·; η)) the solution of equation (2.4)
given the terminal condition η = z(T ).

Based on Theorem 2.1, we consider the following minimal norm control problem
(NP)Ty0

: Given ǫ > 0,

N(T, y0) := {E‖u‖2U : E‖y(T )‖2H ≤ ǫE‖y0‖2H}, (2.5)

where y is the solution of (2.1).

In problem (NP)Ty0
, a control u ∈ L2

FT
(Ω;U) is called admissible, if E‖y(T )‖2H ≤

ǫE‖y0‖2H and a control u∗ ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;U) is called optimal, if it is admissible and

E‖u∗‖2U = N(T, y0), which is the optimal norm.

The second main result is to address the norm control problem (NP)Ty0
.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose the assumptions (H), (B) and (S) hold. For any y0 ∈
L2
F0
(Ω;H) and given ǫ > 0, problem (NP)

T
y0

has a unique optimal control.

Next, consider the following forward controlled stochastic evolution equation:
{

dy = Aydt+ F (t)ydW (t), D × (0,+∞) \ {T̃},
y(0) = y0, y(T̃ ) = y(T̃−) +Bu.

(2.6)

For each M > 0, we define a control constraint set UM as follows:

UM , {u ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;U) : ‖u‖L2
FT

(Ω;U) ≤ M}.

Given T̃ > 0, ǫ > 0 and M > 0, we now consider the minimal time control problem

(TP) : T ∗ , inf
u∈UM

{T > T̃ : y(T ; y0, u) ∈ Bǫ(0)}, (2.7)

where

Bǫ(0) := {f ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;H) : E‖f‖2H ≤ ǫE‖y0‖2H},
and y(·; y0, u) is the solution of (2.6).
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For this problem (TP), we say that Bǫ(0) is the target set, and that u ∈ UM

is an admissible control if there exists a T > T̃ such that y(T ; y0, u) ∈ Bǫ(0); we
denote by T ∗ the optimal time if it exists, and by u∗ ∈ UM an optimal control if
T ∗ > T̃ such that y(T ∗; y0, u

∗) ∈ Bǫ(0).
The third main result is to address the time optimal control problem (TP).

Theorem 2.3. Suppose the assumptions (H), (B) and (S) hold. Let T̃ > 0, M > 0,
ǫ > 0 and η ∈ L2

FT
(Ω;H) with η 6= 0. Then, the time optimal control problem (TP)

admits a solution, i.e., there exists a unique optimal control u∗ ∈ UM such that when
T ∗ > T̃ , we have y(T ∗; y0, u

∗) ∈ Bǫ(0). Moreover, the optimal control is defined as

u∗ = M
B∗z(T̃ )

(
E‖B∗z(T̃ )‖2U

) 1
2

,

where z(T̃ ; η) is the solution of (2.4) at time T̃ , and it satisfies

E‖u∗‖2U = M2. (2.8)

Several Remarks are given in order.

Remark 2.4. The system (2.6) can be understood as follows: Over (0, T ), the
system (2.6) with an impulse control u ∈ L2

FT̃
(Ω;U) is controlled, which is the

same as system (2.1). Then, over (T,+∞), we let the system (2.6) without control
freely evolve.

Remark 2.5. In the event that no admissible control exists for (NP)Ty0
and (TP),

we say that inf ∅ = +∞. However, it is noteworthy to emphasize that the sets of
admissible controls for (NP)Ty0

and (TP) are, in fact, not empty based on Theorem
2.1.

Remark 2.6. In Theorem 2.1, we make an assumption 0 < T̃ < T ≤ 2T̃ . This
is because in the proof of the impulse approximate controllability of system (2.1),

we construct a control u ∈ L2
FT−T̃

(Ω;U), which along with y(T̃ ) = y(T̃−) + Bu

in system (2.1) and the adaptedness of y(T̃ ), it implies that we should assume

0 < T̃ < T ≤ 2T̃ . For a detailed exposition, please refer to Theorem 4.2.

Remark 2.7. In Theorem 2.3, we suppose η 6= 0. This is because by the claim
(3.7) below and the assumption (B), we see that E‖B∗z(t)‖2U 6= 0. Then the optimal
control u∗ defined in Theorem 2.3 is meaningful. However, in Theorem 2.1 and
Theorem 2.2, we do not suppose η 6= 0.

Remark 2.8. We shall present some specific equations which are covered by (2.1)
and satisfy the assumption (H), (B) and (S), please see Section 7 for more details.

3. Auxiliary conclusions

In this section, we give some auxiliary results that will be used later. At first,
by linearity for (2.4), it is easy to check that

z(t; Eλη) =
∑

λj≤λ

zj(t; ηj)ej = Eλz(t; η);

z(t; E⊥
λ η) =

∑

λj>λ

zj(t; ηj)ej = E⊥
λ z(t; η), (3.1)
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where ηj = 〈η, ej〉H and (zj(·; ηj), Zj(·; ηj)) is the solution of the following backward
stochastic differential equation

{
dzj = λjzjdt+ F (t)Zj(t)dt+ ZjdW (t), t ∈ (0, T ),

zj(T ) = ηj .
(3.2)

Set

τ = ‖F‖2L∞

F
(0,T ;R).

Now recall an important result used later in this paper:

Lemma 3.1. [15, Lemma 2.3] Given any η in the space of L2
FT

(Ω;H), we have
for each t ∈ [0, T ], the solution of (2.4) satisfies

E‖z(t; E⊥
λ η)‖2H ≤ e(−2λ+τ)(T−t)

E‖η‖2H . (3.3)

Lemma 3.2. Given T > 0. Suppose E ⊂ (0, T ) is a measurable set with positive
measure. Then there exists a positive constant C such that the solution z to the
equation (2.4) satisfies the following observability inequality

E‖z(0; η)‖2H ≤ C‖χEB
∗z(·; η)‖2L2

F
(0,T ;U). (3.4)

Proof. From Theorem 2.1 in [15], we can obtain (3.4). �

Next, based on Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.2, we provide an interpolation inequal-
ity for system (2.4).

Lemma 3.3. Suppose the assumptions (H) and (B) hold. Given η ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;H),
we have for each t ∈ [0, T ), θ ∈ (0, 1) such that there exists a constant C > 0, the
solution of (2.4) satisfies

E‖z(t; η)‖2H ≤ e
C

[

1+( 1
θ(T−t) )

γ
1−γ

]

(
E‖B∗z(t; η)‖2U

)1−θ (
E‖η‖2H

)θ
. (3.5)

Proof. We only need to prove the case η 6= 0. Set z = z(·; η), then it follows from
the spectral-like condition (H) that

E‖Eλz(t)‖2H ≤ eN(1+λγ)
E‖B∗Eλz(t)‖2U

≤ eN(1+λγ)
(
E‖B∗z(t)‖2U + E‖B∗E⊥

λ z(t)‖2U
)
.

Therefore, by the decay estimate (3.3) we obtain that

E‖z(t)‖2H = E‖Eλz(t) + E⊥
λ z(t)‖2H

≤2(E‖Eλz(t)‖2H + E‖E⊥
λ z(t)‖2H)

≤eN(1+λγ)
(
E‖B∗z(t)‖2U + E‖B∗E⊥

λ z(t)‖2U
)
+ E‖E⊥

λ z(t)‖2H
≤2eN(1+λγ)

(
E‖B∗z(t)‖2U + E‖E⊥

λ z(t)‖2H
)

≤2eN(1+λγ)
(
E‖B∗z(t)‖2U + e(−2λ+τ)(T−t)

E‖η‖2H
)

≤2eN(1+λγ)eτT
(
E‖B∗z(t)‖2U + e−2λ(T−t)

E‖η‖2H
)
.

Note that for each t ∈ [0, T ) and by the Young inequality, we have ∀ ǫ > 0,

Nλγ =
N

[ǫ(T − t)]γ
[ǫλ(T − t)]γ ≤ ǫλ(T − t) +

(
N

[ǫ(T − t)]γ

) 1
1−γ

.



8 Impulse approximate controllability and its applications

From these, we have for each t ∈ [0, T ) and ∀ ǫ > 0,

E‖z(t)‖2H ≤2eNeǫλ(T−t)eτT e(
N

[ǫ(T−t)]γ )
1

1−γ (
E‖B∗z(t)‖2U + e−λ(T−t)

E‖η‖2H
)

=2eNeτT e(
N

[ǫ(T−t)]γ )
1

1−γ (
eǫλ(T−t)

E‖B∗z(t)‖2U + e−(1−ǫ)λ(T−t)
E‖η‖2H

)
.

(3.6)

Next, we claim that

E‖z(t)‖2H 6= 0, for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ] ⇒ E‖B∗z(t)‖2U 6= 0, for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.7)

Indeed, by contradiction, we suppose that χEB
∗z(·; η) = 0, for some measurable

sets E ⊂ (0, T ), such that |E| > 0, which, along with (3.4) in Lemma 3.2, we have

E‖z(0)‖2H = 0.

This shows a contradiction. By the energy estimate for (2.4) and assumption (B),
there exists a positive constant C0 such that the solution of (2.4) satisfies

E‖B∗z(t)‖2U ≤ E‖z(t)‖2H ≤ C0E‖η‖2 for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ],

which, along with η 6= 0 and the above claim, we can choose

λ =
1

T − t
ln

C0E‖η‖2H
E‖B∗z(t)‖2U

> 0.

This together with (3.6) implies

E‖z(t)‖2H ≤2eNeτT e(
N

[ǫ(T−t)]γ )
1

1−γ (
C0E‖η‖2H

)ǫ (
E‖B∗z(t)‖2U

)1−ǫ

+
(
E‖B∗z(t)‖2U

)1−ǫ

≤4C0e
NeτT e(

N
[ǫ(T−t)]γ )

1
1−γ (

E‖η‖2H
)ǫ (

E‖B∗z(t)‖2U
)1−ǫ

≤e
C2

[

1+( 1
ǫ(T−t) )

γ
1−γ

]

(
E‖η‖2H

)ǫ (
E‖B∗z(t)‖2U

)1−ǫ
,

where C2 > 0. This is the desired estimate (3.5) and the proof is completed. �

Proposition 3.4. Suppose the assumptions (H) and (B) hold. Given any η ∈
L2
FT

(Ω;H), then we have for each t ∈ [0, T ), ǫ > 0 such that the solution of (2.4)
satisfies

E‖z(t; η)‖2H ≤ Cγ(t, ǫ)E‖B∗z(t; η)‖2U + ǫE‖η‖2H , (3.8)

where

Cγ(t, ǫ) = e
C3

[

1+( 1
T−t)

γ
1−γ

]

e[
C3
T−t

ln(e+ 1
ǫ )]

γ

, for some C3 > 0.

Proof. Set z = z(·; η). From Lemma 3.3, we can rewrite (3.5) in the following way:

E‖z(t)‖2H ≤
(
e

C
1−θ

[

1+( 1
θ(T−t))

γ
1−γ

]

E‖B∗z(t)‖2U

)1−θ
(
E‖η‖2H

)θ
.

Now, by the following inequality; see [8, Step 2, page 1144]: for any a, b, c > 0 and
θ ∈ (0, 1),

a ≤ bθc1−θ ⇔ a ≤ ǫb+ (1− θ)θ
θ

1−θ ǫ−
θ

1−θ c, ∀ǫ > 0,
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choosing a = E‖z(t)‖2H , b = E‖η‖2H , c = e
C

1−θ

[

1+( 1
θ(T−t) )

γ
1−γ

]

E‖B∗z(t)‖2U , we have

E‖z(t)‖2H ≤εE‖η‖2H + (1 − θ)θ
θ

1−θ ǫ−
θ

1−θ e
C

1−θ

[

1+( 1
θ(T−t) )

γ
1−γ

]

E‖B∗z(t)‖2U

≤εE‖η‖2H + ǫ−
θ

1−θ e
C

1−θ

[

1+( 1
θ(T−t) )

γ
1−γ

]

E‖B∗z(t)‖2U .

By denoting β =
θ

1− θ
, it holds

E‖z(t)‖2H ≤ εE‖η‖2H + ǫ−βe
C(1+β)

[

1+( 1+β
β(T−t) )

γ
1−γ

]

E‖B∗z(t)‖2U .

Now, denote a0 = K

[
1 +

1

T − t

] γ
1−γ

, b0 = K

(
1

T − t

) γ
1−γ

, for some constant

K > 0, and note that

ǫ−βe
C(1+β)

[

1+( 1+β

β(T−t) )
γ

1−γ

]

≤ ea0+β[ln(e+ 1
ǫ )+a0]+( 1

β )
γ

1−γ b0 .

Choose β =

(
b0

ln
(
e+ 1

ǫ

)
+ a0

)1−γ

. Then for some constants c0, c1 > 0, we have

ea0+β[ln(e+ 1
ǫ )+a0]+( 1

β )
γ

1−γ b0 ≤ec0a0+c0[ln(e+ 1
ǫ )+a0]

γ
b1−γ
0

≤ec1a0+c1[ln(e+ 1
ǫ )]

γ
b1−γ
0 .

Therefore, we obtain the desired inequality:

E‖z(t)‖2H ≤ e
C3

[

1+( 1
T−t)

γ
1−γ

]

e[
C3
T−t

ln(e+ 1
ǫ )]

γ

E‖B∗z(t; η)‖2U + ǫE‖η‖2H ,

where C3 > 0. The proof is completed. �

4. Impulse approximate controllability

In this section, we shall show that the system (2.1) is impulse approximate
controllability.

Let T̃ ∈ (0, T ), for any l, ǫ > 0, we define a functional on L2
FT

(Ω;H):

J (η) =
l

2
E‖B∗z(T − T̃ ; η)‖2U +

ǫ

2
E‖η‖2H − E〈y0, z(0; η)〉H , (4.1)

where y0 ∈ L2
F0

(Ω;H) is the initial state of (2.1) and z(·; η) is the solution of (2.4).
First, we prove the existence of the minimizer of J defined in (4.1).

Lemma 4.1. Suppose y0 ∈ L2
F0

(Ω;H). Then there exists η∗ ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;H) such
that

J (η∗) = min
η∈L2

FT
(Ω;H)

J (η).

Proof. One can easily check that the J (·) is convex and continuous.
Now, we prove the coercivity, let {ηn} ⊆ L2

FT
(Ω;H) such that

E‖ηn‖2H → ∞ as n → ∞,

and let

η̃n = ηn/E‖ηn‖2H ,
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so that E‖η̃n‖2H = 1. Then

J (ηn)

E‖ηn‖2H
=

l

2
E‖ηn‖2HE‖B∗z(T − T̃ ; η̃n)‖2U +

ǫ

2
− E〈y0, z(0; η̃n)〉H .

Note that

|E〈y0, z(0; η̃n)〉H | ≤ (E‖y0‖2H)1/2(E‖z(0, η̃n)‖2H)1/2 ≤ C(E‖y0‖2H)1/2.

If lim inf
n→∞

E‖B∗z(T − T̃ ; η̃n)‖2U > 0, we have

J (ηn) → ∞ as E‖ηn‖2H → ∞, (4.2)

which implies the coercivity of J .
If lim inf

n→∞
E‖B∗z(T − T̃ ; η̃n)‖2U = 0, then it follows from (3.4) and the uniqueness

of solution for (2.4), that η̃n is bounded in L2
FT

(Ω;H). Thus, we can extract a
subsequence {η̃nj

} ⊆ {η̃n} such that η̃nj
⇀ η̃ weakly in H and z(·; η̃nj

) ⇀ z(·; η̃)
weakly in C([0, T ];H), P-a.s. Moreover, by lower semi-continuity we obtain

E‖B∗z(T − T̃ ; η̃)‖2U ≤ lim inf
j→∞

E‖B∗z(T − T̃ ; η̃nj
)‖2U = 0.

Then by (3.4), we get z(0; η̃) = 0, P-a.s., and thus

lim inf
n→∞

J (ηn)

E‖ηn‖2H
≥ lim inf

j→∞

J (ηnj
)

E‖ηnj
‖2H

≥ lim inf
j→∞

[
ǫ

2
− E〈y0, z(0; η̃nj

)〉H ]

=
ǫ

2
− E〈y0, z(0, η̃)〉H =

ǫ

2
,

which implies (4.2), and so J is coercive.
To sum up, we showed that J is convex, continuous, and coercive, and thus the

minimizer of J exists. �

Next, we present several equivalent inequalities.

Theorem 4.2. Let 0 < T̃ < T ≤ 2T̃ and l, ǫ > 0. For any η ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;H), the
following two statements are equivalent.

(i): ∀ y0 ∈ L2
F0

(Ω;H), there exists a control u ∈ L2
FT̃

(Ω;U) such that the solution

of (2.1) satisfies

1

l
E‖u‖2U +

1

ǫ
E‖y(T )‖2H ≤ E‖y0‖2H .

(ii): The solution of (2.4) satisfies

E‖z(0)‖2H ≤ lE‖B∗z(T − T̃ ; η)‖2U + ǫE‖η‖2H .

Proof. Set z = z(·; η). We first prove (i) ⇒ (ii).
For system (2.1), system (2.4) replaced t by T − t and Itô formulate, we have

d〈y(T − t), z(T − t)〉H =〈dy(T − t), z(T − t)〉H + 〈y(T − t), dz(T − t)〉H
+ 〈dy(T − t), dz(T − t)〉H .

Then integrating from (0, T ) and taking the expectation, we obtain

E〈y0, z(0)〉H − E〈y(T ), η〉H = E〈u,B∗z(T − T̃ )〉U . (4.3)
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By Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality and using the inequality in (i), one can deduce
that

E〈y0, z(0)〉H

≤
(
E‖u‖2U

) 1
2

(
E‖B∗z(T − T̃ )‖2U

) 1
2

+
(
E‖y(T )‖2H

) 1
2
(
E‖η‖2H

) 1
2

≤ 1

2l
E‖u‖2U +

1

2ǫ
E‖y(T )‖2H +

l

2
E‖B∗z(T − T̃ )‖2U +

ǫ

2
E‖η‖2H

≤1

2
E‖y0‖2H +

1

2

[
lE‖B∗z(T − T̃ )‖2U + ǫE‖η‖2H

]
,

which, along with choosing y0 = z(0), it implies

E‖z(0)‖2H ≤ lE‖B∗z(T − T̃ ; η)‖2U + ǫE‖η‖2H .

Next, we prove (ii) ⇒ (i).
From Lemma 4.1, we know that the functional J has a minimizer η∗ ∈ L2

FT
(Ω;H),

i.e.,

J (η∗) = min
η∈L2

FT
(Ω;H)

J (η).

Consider the following backward systems:
{

dz̃ = −Az̃dt− F (t)Z̃dt+ Z̃dW (t), t ∈ (0, T ),

z̃(T ) = η∗,

and {
dh = −Ahdt− F (t)Hdt+HdW (t), t ∈ (0, T ),

h(T ) = hT ,

where η∗ is the minimizer of the functional J and hT ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;H). Noting that

J ′(η∗)hT = 0, for any hT ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;H),

we have for any hT ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;H),

lE〈B∗z̃(T − T̃ ), B∗h(T − T̃ )〉U + ǫE〈η∗, hT 〉H − E〈y0, h(0)〉H = 0. (4.4)

On one hand, similar to (4.3), we obtain

E〈u,B∗h(T − T̃ )〉U − E〈y0, h(0)〉H + E〈y(T ), hT 〉H = 0. (4.5)

Noting that 0 < T̃ < T ≤ 2T̃ , by choosing

u = lB∗z̃(T − T̃ ) ∈ L2
FT−T̃

(Ω;U) ⊂ L2
FT̃

(Ω;U)

and along with (4.4) and (4.5), it implies that the solution of (2.1) satisfies:

y(T ) = ǫη∗.

Furthermore, after calculation, we have

lE‖B∗z̃(T − T̃ )‖2U + ǫE‖η∗‖2H =
1

l
E‖u‖2U +

1

ǫ
E‖y(T )‖2H . (4.6)

On the other hand, taking h(t) = z̃(t) for any t ∈ [0, T ], by (4.4), we get

lE‖B∗z̃(T − T̃ )‖2U + ǫE‖η∗‖2H − E〈y0, z̃(0)〉H = 0,
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which, along with Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality and the inequality of (ii), it holds

lE‖B∗z̃(T − T̃ )‖2U + ǫE‖η∗‖2H ≤
(
E‖y0‖2H

) 1
2
(
E‖z̃(0)‖2H

) 1
2

≤
(
E‖y0‖2H

) 1
2

[
lE‖B∗z̃(T − T̃ )‖2U + ǫE‖η∗‖2H

] 1
2

.

This implies

lE‖B∗z̃(T − T̃ )‖2U + ǫE‖η∗‖2H ≤ E‖y0‖2H ,

which, together with (4.6), it holds

1

l
E‖u‖2U +

1

ǫ
E‖y(T )‖2H ≤ E‖y0‖2H .

The proof is completed. �

Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 2.1.

proof of Theorem 2.1. Set z = z(·; η). From Proposition 3.4 and the energy esti-
mate of solution for (2.4), we have that for some constant C > 0, the solution of
(2.4) satisfies

E‖z(0)‖2H ≤CE‖z(T − T̃ )‖2H
≤Cγ(T − T̃ , ǫ)CE‖B∗z(T − T̃ )‖2U + ǫE‖η‖2H .

Now, by Theorem 4.2 with l = Cγ(T − T̃ , ǫ)C and along with the above inequality,
we have that the solution of (2.1) and the control u satisfies

1

l
E‖u‖2U +

1

ǫ
E‖y(T )‖2H ≤ E‖y0‖2H .

This implies the desired estimates (2.2) and (2.3). The proof is completed. �

5. Norm optimal control problem

In this section, based on Theorem 2.1, we shall prove Theorem 2.2.

proof of Theorem 2.2. At first, by Theorem 2.1, we see that problem (NP)Ty0
has

an admissible control. So there exist a sequence {u∗
n}n≥1 ⊆ L2

FT
(Ω;U) holding

E‖u∗
n‖2U ≤ N(T, y0) +

1

n
and E‖y(T ; y0, u∗

n)‖2H ≤ ǫE‖y0‖2H , (5.1)

where y(·; y0, u∗
n) is the solution of (2.1) with the control u∗

n. By the first inequality
in (5.1), there exists a subsequence of {u∗

n}n≥1, denoted in the same manner, and
u∗ ∈ L2

FT
(Ω;U) such that

u∗
n → u∗ weakly in L2

FT
(Ω;U) as n → ∞. (5.2)

and

E‖u∗‖2U ≤ lim inf
n→∞

E‖u∗
n‖2U ≤ N(T, y0). (5.3)

Consider the following equation:
{

dyn = Ayndt+ F (t)yndW (t), D × (0, T ) \ {T̃},
yn(0) = y0, yn(T̃ ) = yn(T̃

−) +Bu∗
n,

(5.4)
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which admits a solution yn = y(·; y0, u∗
n). Let y = y(·; y0, u∗) satisfies the following

system: {
dy = Aydt+ F (t)ydW (t), D × (0, T ) \ {T̃},
y(0) = y0, y(T̃ ) = y(T̃−) +Bu∗,

(5.5)

According to the assumption (S) with (5.2), we have

y(·; y0, u∗
n) → y(·; y0, u∗) strongly in C([0, T ];H), P− a.s. (5.6)

This, together with the second inequality of (5.1), implies that

E‖y(T ; y0, u∗)‖2H ≤ ǫE‖y0‖2H , (5.7)

which shows that u∗ is also an admissible control. Then we have

N(T, y0) ≤ E‖u∗‖2U .
This together with (5.3) and (5.7) implies u∗ is a optimal control to problem
(NP)Ty0

.
Next, we prove the uniqueness. By contradiction, assume there are two different

norm optimal controls u∗
1, u

∗
2 ∈ L2

FT
(Ω;U) such that the solution of (2.1) satisfies

E‖y(T ; y0, u∗
1)‖2H ≤ ǫE‖y0‖2H and E‖y(T ; y0, u∗

2)‖2H ≤ ǫE‖y0‖2H .

Then w = (u∗
1 + u∗

2)/2 ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;U) is also a norm optimal control such that the
solution of (2.1) satisfies

E‖y(T ; y0, w)‖2H ≤ ǫE‖y0‖2H .

Since

u∗
1 6= u∗

2 for a.e.x ∈ U,

which along with the Hilbert space L2
FT

(Ω;U) is a strictly convex space (see [17,
page 34]) (i.e., let Y is a strictly convex space and u, v ∈ Y , if ‖u‖Y = ‖v‖Y = 1
and u 6= v for a.e.x ∈ Y , it shows that ‖u+ v‖Y < 2), it implies that

E‖w‖2U < N(T, y0),

which contradicts with (2.5). The proof is completed. �

6. Time optimal control problem

In this section, we shall show that the time optimal control problem (TP) has a
solution.

We start with the existence of optimal controls to the problem (TP) for any

T̃ > 0, M > 0 and any ǫ > 0.

Lemma 6.1. Suppose the assumptions (H), (B) and (S) hold. Let T̃ > 0, M > 0
and ǫ > 0. Then the problem (TP) has at lease one optimal control.
Proof. From Theorem 2.1, we see that there exists an admissible control to the
problem (TP).

We next claim that

(TP) has at least one optimal control. (6.1)

For this purpose, on one hand, according to (2.7), there exist sequences {Tn}n≥1 ⊆
(T̃ ,+∞) and {un}n≥1 ⊆ UM so that

Tn → T ∗ ∈ (T̃ ,+∞) and {y(Tn; y0, un)}n≥1 ⊆ Bǫ(0). (6.2)
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On the other hand, since {un}n≥1 ⊆ UM , there exists a control ũ ∈ UM and a
subsequence of {un}n≥1, still denoted in the same manner, so that

un → ũ weakly in L2
FT

(Ω;L2(D)), (6.3)

which, along with the first relation of (6.2) and according to the assumption (S)
with (6.3), similar to (5.6), we can take the limit for n → +∞ to obtain that

y(Tn; y0, un) → y(T ∗; y0, ũ) strongly in C([0, T ];H), P− a.s.

This, along with the second relation of (6.2), implies that

y(T ∗; y0, ũ) ∈ Bǫ(0).

Hence, ũ is an optimal control to (TP), i.e., (6.1) follows. In summary, we finish
the proof of this lemma. �

We now turn to the proof of Theorem 2.3.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. We divide the proof into three Steps.
Step 1. Let T̃ > 0, M > 0 and ǫ > 0. According to Lemma 6.1, we see that

T ∗ > T̃ and (TP) has an optimal control u∗.
Step 2. We prove that any optimal control u∗ satisfies (2.8).
Arbitrarily fix u1, u2 ∈ UM , and α ∈ [0, 1]. Let






uα , (1− α)u1 + αu2;

y1(t) , y(t; y0, u1), t ∈ [0, T ];

y2(t) , y(t; y0, u2), t ∈ [0, T ];

yα(t) , y(t; y0, uα), t ∈ [0, T ].

One can easily check that

yα(T ) = y1(T ) + y(T ; 0, α(u2 − u1)).

Then, after calculation, we have

E‖yα(T )‖2H − E‖y1(T )‖2H
= E‖y(T ; 0, α(u2 − u1))‖2H + 2E

〈
y(T ; 0, α(u2 − u1)), y1(T )

〉
H
.

(6.4)

Let u∗ be an optimal control to (TP). Arbitrarily take u ∈ UM . Then choosing
u1 = u∗, u2 = u in (6.4), we obtain that for all u ∈ UM ,

α2
E‖y(T ; 0, u− u∗)‖2H + 2αE

〈
y(T ; 0, u− u∗), y(T ; y0, u

∗)
〉
H

≥ 0,

which, implies that for all u ∈ UM

E〈y(T ; 0, u− u∗), y(T ; y0, u
∗)〉H ≥ 0. (6.5)

For system (2.6) (with y0 = 0, u∗ replaced by u − u∗), system (2.4) (with η =
y(T ; y0, u

∗) 6= 0) and applying Itô’s formula, we obtain

E

〈
u− u∗, B∗z(T̃ )

〉

U
= −E〈y(T ; 0, u− u∗), y(T ; y0, u

∗)〉H . (6.6)

This, along with (6.5) stands that

E

〈
u− u∗, B∗z(T̃ )

〉

U
≤ 0, for each u ∈ UM ,
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which implies

E〈B∗z(T̃ ), u∗〉U = max
u∈UM

E〈B∗z(T̃ ), u〉U . (6.7)

This shows that

E〈B∗z(T̃ ), u∗〉U ≤ M
(
E‖B∗z(T̃ )‖2U

) 1
2

.

Noting that η 6= 0, by the claim (3.7), we can denote

u0 = M
B∗z(T̃ )

(
E‖B∗z(T̃ )‖2U

) 1
2

. (6.8)

It implies u0 ∈ UM . Also, we have

E〈B∗z(T̃ ), u0〉U = E

〈
B∗z(T̃ ),M

B∗z(T̃ )
(
E‖B∗z(T̃ )‖2U

) 1
2

〉

U

= M
(
E‖B∗z(T̃ )‖2U

) 1
2

,

which, along with (6.7), it holds

E〈B∗z(T̃ ), u∗〉U = M
(
E‖B∗z(T̃ )‖2U

) 1
2

.

Therefore, we have

u∗ = M
B∗z(T̃ )

(
E‖B∗z(T̃ )‖2U

) 1
2

.

This implies (2.8).
Step 3. We prove the uniqueness.
Suppose that v∗ is also an optimal control to (TP). It is clear that (u∗ + v∗)/2

is an optimal control to (TP). According to (2.8),

E‖u∗‖2U = E‖v∗‖2U = E‖(u∗ + v∗)/2‖2U = M2.

These, together with the parallelogram rule, yield that

E‖u∗ − v∗‖2U = 2
(
E‖u∗‖2U + E‖v∗‖2U

)
− E‖u∗ + v∗‖2U = 0.

Hence, u∗ = v∗. In summary, we finish the proof of Theorem 2.3. �

7. Examples

In this Section, we present some specific equations which are covered by (2.1)
and satisfy the assumption (H), (B) and (S).

Let D be a bounded domain of Rd, d ≥ 1 with boundary ∂D of class C2 and
G ⊂ D be a measurable and nonempty subset with positive measure and denote by
χG the characteristic function of G. Throughout this Section, we denote by 〈·, ·〉
the scalar product in L2(D) and denote by ‖ · ‖ the norm induced by 〈·, ·〉.

Example 7.1. Let H = U := L2(D) and the Laplacian with A = −∆ with
D(A) = H2(D) ∩H1

0 (D). We defined B : U → H in the following manner:

Bu := χGu, for all u ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;U).
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Then the assumption (H) holds with γ =
1

2
; see [3]. Obviously, the assumption

(B) stands. The corresponding evolution equation (2.1) is as follows:
{

dy = −∆ydt+ F (t)ydW (t), D × (0, T ) \ {T̃},
y(0) = y0, y(T̃ ) = y(T̃−) + χGu.

It is well known that y ∈ L2
F
(Ω;C([0, T ];L2(D))) ∩ L2

F
(0, T ;H1

0 (D))).
Next, we show that in this example, the assumption (S) holds.
Indeed, consider the following equation:

{
dyn = −∆yndt+ F (t)yndW (t), D × (0, T ) \ {T̃},
yn(0) = y0, yn(T̃ ) = yn(T̃

−) + χGun,
(7.1)

which admits a solution yn = y(·; y0, un), and there is a u ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;L2(D)) such
that

un → u weakly in L2
FT

(Ω;L2(D)) as n → ∞. (7.2)

Let y = y(·; y0, u) satisfies the following system:
{

dy = −∆ydt+ F (t)ydW (t), D × (0, T ) \ {T̃},
y(0) = y0, y(T̃ ) = y(T̃−) + χGu,

(7.3)

Denote ȳn = yn − y. By equation (7.1) and equation (7.3), we have
{

dȳn = −∆ȳndt+ F (t)ȳndW (t), D × (0, T ) \ {T̃},
ȳn(0) = 0, ȳn(T̃ ) = ȳn(T̃

−) + χG(un − u),
(7.4)

Similar to [17, (9.8) in page 276], for a positive constant C independent of n, we
have the energy estimate of the solution:

‖ȳn‖L2
F
(Ω;C([0,T ];L2(D)))∩L2

F
(0,T ;H1

0 (D)) ≤ CE‖χG(un − u)‖2, (7.5)

which, along with (7.2) implies ȳn is bounded in L2
F
(Ω;C([0, T ];L2(D)))∩L2

F
(0, T ;H1

0 (D)).
Then there exists a ȳ ∈ L2

F
(Ω;C([0, T ];L2(D))) ∩ L2

F
(0, T ;H1

0 (D)) such that

ȳn → ȳ weakly in L2
F
(Ω;C([0, T ];L2(D))) ∩ L2

F
(0, T ;H1

0 (D)) as n → ∞. (7.6)

This together with the embedding H1
0 (D) →֒ L2(D) is compact; see [13, Section

5.7 Theorem 1], implies that there exists a subsequence of {ȳn}n≥1 denoted itself
converging in L2(D) for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ), P− a.s., to some limit ȳ(t):

lim
n→∞

‖ȳn(t)− ȳ(t)‖ = 0, for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ), P− a.s.,

which implies
ȳn → ȳ strongly in C([0, T ];L2(D)), P− a.s. (7.7)

Passing to the limit for n → ∞ in (7.4), by (7.2) and (7.6), we obtain
{

dȳ = −∆ȳdt+ F (t)ȳdW (t), D × (0, T ) \ {T̃},
ȳ(0) = 0, ȳ(T̃ ) = ȳ(T̃−),

(7.8)

Thus by the uniqueness of the solution of (7.8), we have ȳ = 0 in D P-a.s. This
along with (7.7), implies that ȳn → 0 strongly in C([0, T ];L2(D)), P-a.s., i.e.,

y(·; y0, un) → y(·; y0, u) strongly in C([0, T ];L2(D)), P− a.s.,

i.e., the assumption (S) holds.
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Example 7.2. Let D := (0, 1) and H = U := L2(D) and the one-dimensional
degenerate operator with A = −∂x(x

α∂x) with α ∈ (0, 2), and D(A) := {v ∈
H1

α(D) : (xαvx)x ∈ L2(D) and BCα(v) = 0}, where

H1
α(D) :=

{
v ∈ L2(D) : v is absolutely continuous in D, x

α
2 vx ∈ L2(D)

and v(1) = 0

}
,

and

BCα(v) =

{
v|x=0

, α ∈ (0, 1),

(xαvx)|x=0
, α ∈ [1, 2),

endowed with the norms ‖v‖2H1
α(D) := ‖v‖2 + ‖

√
xαvx‖2.

We defined B : U → H in the following manner:

Bu := χGu, for all u ∈ L2
FT

(Ω;U).

Then the assumption (H) holds with γ ∈ (0, 1) is defined as follows; see [16].

γ =





3

4
, if α ∈ (0, 2) \ {1},
3

2σ
for any σ ∈ (0, 2), if α = 1.

Obviously, the assumption (B) stands. Similar to the discussion in example 7.1 and
along with the embedding H1

α(D) →֒ L2(D) is compact; see [2], the assumption (S)
is valid for this case.
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