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Abstract

For strongly continous semigroups on Hilbert spaces, we investigate admissibility properties of control
and observation operators shifted along continuous scales of spaces built by means of either interpolation
and extrapolation or functional calculus. Our results show equivalence of admissibility in, on the one
hand, a fractional domain of the generator and, on the other hand, a (different, in general) quadratic
interpolation space of the same “Sobolev order”. Furthermore, such properties imply quantified resolvent
bounds in the original state space topology. When the semigroup is a group, the resulting frequency-
domain estimates are in fact equivalent to the aforementioned time-domain properties. In the case of
systems with both control and observation, we are able to translate input-output regularity properties
into high-frequency growth rates of operator-valued transfer functions. As an application, based on
results by Lasiecka, Triggiani and Tataru on interior and boundary regularity of the wave equation under
Neumann control, we derive optimal asymptotics for the Neumann-to-Dirichlet wave transfer function.
With that in hand, we establish non-uniform energy decay rates for the wave equation posed in a rectangle
and subject to Neumann damping on an arbitrary open subset of the boundary.

Keywords. Strongly continuous semigroups, admissibility, quadratic interpolation, non-uniform sta-
bility, wave equation.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Orientation and sample results

In the control theory of linear semigroups on Hilbert spaces, admissible control operators are those
through which L2-inputs produce well-defined solutions in the original state space. On the other hand,
admissible observation operators give outputs that are well-defined in the L2-sense for all semigroup
solutions. The question of admissibility is relevant for controls and observations that cannot be modelled
as bounded linear maps into or from the space on which the semigroup operates. Most notably this
applies to boundary control problems for partial differential equations. For more insight into classical
admissibility theory, the reader is referred to [Wei89a,Wei89b,TW09] or the survey article [JP04]; also,
proper definitions are recalled in Section 3 below. Despite their ubiquitous character in semigroup- and
system-theoretic approaches (see, e.g., [RTTT05,Mil05, CW06, TW14]), admissible operators exclude a
number of classical models in partial differential equations. A prime example is the multidimensional
wave equation with Neumann boundary control in the space of finite-energy data [LT90,Tat98], which
we return to in greater detail in Section 1.2.

The goal of the present paper is to investigate, in the semigroup setting, relaxed admissibility-type con-
ditions formulated in terms of abstract Sobolev scales, and derive quantitative connections with frequency-
domain properties. We now, slightly informally, present some of our main results; precise definitions and
statements will follow in Sections 2 and 3.

Let A be the infinitesimal generator of a strongly continuous semigroup {St}t>0 on a Hilbert space
X. Filling the gaps in the standard two-sided discrete Sobolev tower {Xn}n∈Z based on A, we define two
continuous Hilbert scales {Xfr

s }s∈R and {X in
s }s∈R composed of fractional domains of −A and quadratic

interpolation spaces, respectively. Consider an A-bounded control operator B, that is, a bounded linear
map B from some other Hilbert space U into the extrapolation space X−1.

Theorem 1.1. Let 0 6 η 6 1. Consider the inhomogeneous Cauchy problem

ẋ = Ax+Bu, x(0) = 0, (1.1)

and let T > 0. The following are equivalent:

(i) For all controls u ∈ L2(0, T ;U), the final state x(T ) lies in Xfr
−η;

(ii) For all controls u ∈ L2(0, T ;U), the final state x(T ) lies in X in
−η;

(iii) For all controls u ∈ Hη(0, T ;U), the final state x(T ) lies in X.

It is worth noting that the two first conditions of Theorem 1.1 are equivalent even though the spaces
X in

−η and Xfr
−η need not coincide in general; see Remark 2.3 below. Both have their own benefits: the

scaling operators associated with {Xfr
s }s∈R lie in the functional calculus of the generator A and, as such,

commute with the semigroup; on the other hand, {X in
s }s∈R is an (exact) interpolation scale and, in

practice, identification with standard function spaces might be easier. Theorem 1.1 also means that one
may return to the original state space X at the cost of η-smoother controls in the usual Sobolev sense.

Theorem 1.2. Let σ be any real number larger than the growth bound of {St}t>0. Given 0 6 η 6 1, if
one of the equivalent properties of Theorem 1.1 holds, then

‖(σ + iω − A)−1B‖L(U,X) = O(|ω|η), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (1.2)

If {St}t>0 is right-invertible, then (1.2) is equivalent to the properties of Theorem 1.1.
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In the right-invertible case (typically, when the semigroup is a group), Theorem 1.2 establishes an exact
correspondence between the lack of admissibility as measured by the equivalent criteria of Theorem 1.1
and the growth rate at high frequencies of the operator-valued function p 7→ (p−A)−1B. Note here that
the estimate (1.2) is given in the uniform operator topology from U to X: with Theorem 1.2, one can
trade boundedness properties in “weaker” spaces for resolvent growth at the original X-level. The precise
statements of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 are contained in Theorem 3.9 below. Their analogues for A-bounded
observation operators C, involving positive order spaces for “smoother” initial data and negative order
spaces for distributional outputs, are given in Theorem 3.2.

When simultaneously dealing with A-bounded control and observation operators B and C, we are
moreover able to translate input-output regularity properties into high-frequency growth rates of the
transfer function p 7→ C(p − A)−1B. The next result is valid under a (mild) technical assumption
guaranteeing that C(p − A)−1B is a bounded linear map from the input space U into the output space
Y ; see (3.16) below.

Theorem 1.3. Let 0 6 η1, η2 6 1. Assume that B and C satisfy the conditions of Theorem 1.1 and their
observation operator analogues with parameters η1 and η2, respectively. Choose σ as in Theorem 1.2 and
let T > 0. The following are equivalent:

(i) For all u ∈ L2(0, T ;U), the solution x to (1.1) satisfies Cx ∈ H−η1−η2(0, T ;Y );
(ii) We have

‖C(σ + iω − A)−1B‖L(U,Y ) = O(|ω|η1+η2), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (1.3)

Theorem 1.3, whose detailed version is Theorem 3.12 below, is designed with applications to partial
differential equations in mind. It allows us to turn sharp time-domain regularity available in the literature
into frequency-domain estimates that, in many cases of interest, improve on those obtained solely by means
of functional calculus and trace theory.

1.2 Motivation and applications to partial differential equations

Having reviewed our contributions in the abstract setting, we now turn to partial differential equations.
Admissible control and observation operators often translate “hidden regularity” properties; see, e.g.,
[Cor07, Remark 2.10]. For instance, given a domain Ω in R

d, d > 2, consider the wave equation (∂2
t −

∆)w = 0 posed in Ω × (0, T ) with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition w = 0 on ∂Ω × (0, T ).
A relatively elementary differential multiplier argument reveals that all finite-energy solutions w have
a Neumann boundary trace ∂~nw that is well-defined in L2(∂Ω × (0, T )); see [Kom94, Theorem 2.2].
In other words, the Neumann trace defines an admissible observation operator for the wave group on
H1

0 (Ω) × L2(Ω). It follows from a duality argument that Dirichlet boundary data u ∈ L2(∂Ω × (0, T ))
generate solutions in the (weaker but natural) state space L2(Ω) × H−1(Ω). For a full account of the
Dirichlet problem, the reader is referred to [LLT86].

Boundary and interior regularity of waves under Neumann control. The case of inhomogeneous
Neumann boundary conditions is more delicate. It was first shown by Lasiecka and Triggiani that, in
general, Neumann boundary data u ∈ L2(∂Ω × (0, T )) fail to produce finite-energy solutions; see in
particular [LT90, Theorem 2.3] for a counterexample. In a series of papers [LT81, LT90, LT91], they
investigated the regularity of solutions to the wave equation and their boundary traces under Neumann
input in the case of a sphere or a rectangle (using direct eigenfunction expansions) and a general smooth
domain (using pseudodifferential calculus). In the smooth case, these results were further refined by
Tataru in [Tat98]. Define the “loss of derivative” parameter η as follows:

η , 1/3 for general (smooth) Ω, η , 1/4 if ∂Ω is flat, η , 1/6 if ∂Ω is concave. (1.4)

For the precise meaning of “flat” and “concave”, we refer the reader to [Tat98]. What follows is a slightly
modified1 version of [Tat98, Theorem 9].

Theorem 1.4 ( [Tat98]). Assume that Ω is smooth. For all u ∈ L2(∂Ω × (0, T )), the corresponding
solution w to the initial boundary value problem

(∂2
t −∆)w = 0 in Ω× (0, T ), ∂~nw = u on ∂Ω× (0, T ), (w, ∂tw)|t=0 = 0, (1.5)

satisfies
(w, ∂tw)|t=T ∈ H1−η(Ω)×H−η(Ω), w|∂Ω ∈ H1−2η(∂Ω× (0, T )). (1.6)

Tataru’s theorem is sharp in the sense that, in each case described by (1.4), one can construct ge-
ometries where (1.6) would fail to hold for any better exponent η. By [LT91, Theorem A], when Ω is a
rectangle in R

2, the results of Theorem 1.4 also hold with η = 1/4 + ε for arbitrary ε > 0.

Transfer function asymptotics for waves. We shall combine our semigroup-theoretic apparatus
with the above regularity results to obtain new high-frequency bounds for the Neumann-to-Dirichlet
wave transfer function. In what follows, ∆N denotes the L2(Ω)-realisation of the Laplacian with zero
Neumann boundary condition, γ is the trace operator and γ∗ is its adjoint.

1See Remark 6.6 below.
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Theorem 1.5. Assume that Ω is either a rectangle, a smooth bounded domain or a suitable2 smooth
unbounded domain. As |λ| → +∞, λ ∈ R,

‖γ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N)−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω)) = O(|λ|2η−1), (1.7a)

‖γ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N)−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),H1(∂Ω)) = O(|λ|2η). (1.7b)

The exponents in (1.6) are optimal, at least in the smooth case; as a matter of fact, one could use our
results to deduce Theorem 1.4 from Theorem 1.5. On the other hand, a “geometry-agnostic” approach
relying solely on continuity of the trace map from H1/2+ε(Ω) into L2(∂Ω), ε > 0, would lead to a strictly
worse parameter η = 1/2+ε in (1.7). The reader may notice a resemblance between (1.7) and wavenumber-
explicit Neumann-to-Dirichlet bounds for Helmhotz-type equations, as considered in scattering theory;
see, e.g., [Spe14,BSW16]. The transfer function asymptotics of Theorem 1.5, and especially (1.7a), have
a wide range of applications, some of which are presented in this manuscript. They are especially useful
in, e.g., applying “semi-abstract” techniques in control and stability problems, as we now illustrate.

Energy decay rates for waves with Neumann feedback. For a class of “well-posed, conservative”
systems, Russell’s principle [Rus78] states that exact observability of the uncontrolled dynamics is equiva-
lent to uniform exponential stability under a natural output feedback. In boundary stabilisation problems
this control often takes the form of a dissipative boundary condition, and the well-posedness condition
essentially amounts to continuity on L2(∂Ω× (0, T )) of a certain “boundary to boundary” (input-output)
operator. For (1.5), this operator would be the map u 7→ ∂tw|∂Ω, which, as we have just seen, fails to
meet that requirement; see also the discussion in [LT03]. In the context of non-uniform stability, the
analysis in [AT01,AL14,CPS+23,KW24] reveals that Russell’s principle remains partially effective: re-
laxed but quantified observability properties yield (possibly non-optimal) energy decay rates for smooth
feedback solutions. As shown in [CPS+23], in the case of an unbounded control operator, this procedure
requires knowledge of transfer function bounds such as (1.7). Following that spirit, we combine our re-
sults with observability properties established in [RTTT05,TT09] to derive explicit decay rates for the
boundary-stabilised wave equation on a rectangle.

Theorem 1.6. Let Ω be a rectangle of R2 and let b ∈ L∞(∂Ω), b > 0, be such that, for some nonempty
open subset O of ∂Ω and some positive constant b0, b > b0 a.e. on O. Let (w0, w1) ∈ H1(Ω)×H1(Ω) be
initial data satisfying ∆w0 ∈ L2(Ω) and the compatibility condition ∂~nw0 = −b2w1 on ∂Ω, and let w be
the corresponding solution to the initial boundary value problem

(∂2
t −∆)w = 0 in Ω× (0,+∞), ∂~nw = −b2∂tw on ∂Ω× (0,+∞), (w, ∂tw)|t=0 = (w0, w1). (1.8)

Then, for any fixed ε > 0,

E(t;w) ,
1

2

∫

Ω

|∂tw(x, t)|
2 + ‖~∇w(x, t)‖2 dx = o(t−2/3+ε), t→ +∞. (1.9)

The energy decay in Theorem 1.6 is unlikely to be sharp and the exponent remains 1/3 + ε off the
a priori rate o(t−1) that one may expect under Schrödinger group observability; see [AL14, Part II],
and also [AN15, Remark 2.6]. The latter reference suggests that, specifically when b is constant and
nonzero on some side of the rectangle and zero elsewhere, the energy decay rate o(t−1) can be established
through separation of variable and explicit Fourier expansion of the feedback solutions. However, for
general control function b the result of Theorem 1.6 is, to our knowledge, new and also the best possible
among currently available blackbox methods. Note that, for general (smooth) bounded domains Ω,
Proposition 7.7 below gives a priori energy decay rates under the so-called non-uniform Hautus test.

1.3 Additional background and outline

In the context of abstract linear systems on Hilbert spaces, admissible control and observation operators
in their current form have been introduced in [Wei89a, Wei89b], but the concept can be traced back
to [HR83] and also appears in, e.g., [Sal87]. Admissibility in the Banach space setting is also a topic of
interest [HK07, JSZ19,AGPS24, PS24]; note however that most work in that direction relies on various
special features of the semigroup, the state space or the space of controls. Several relaxed admissibility-
type properties can be found in the literature: for instance, a weighted property called “α-admissibility”,
which is tailored to analytic semigroups, is considered in [HLM05,HK07]; also, [LRS05] introduces “β-
admissibility” in order to deal with controls and observations that cannot be modelled as A-bounded
operators.

In [GO23, GLO24b], the authors investigate causal translation-invariant linear operators between
vector-valued Bessel potential spaces and their relationship with polynomially-growing multipliers in
the frequency domain. Their results bear some similarity with our Theorem 1.3, although the setting and
the techniques required differ substantially. Our framework should make it possible to combine regularity

2Here, largely for simplicity, we take Ω to be either a half-space or an unbounded domain with bounded boundary.
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properties in Theorem 1.3 and semigroup stability in order to verify the input-output “Sobolev stability”
property introduced in [GLO24b]; see also [GLO24a] for related system-theoretic applications.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 contains notation, definitions and, most
importantly, the precise construction of the semigroup-theoretic Sobolev scales under consideration in
our work, along with their basic properties. In Section 3 we state the complete versions of our main
results. Section 4 is devoted to their proofs. In Section 5 we apply our main results to a special class
of second-order systems, which in particular encompasses the wave model (1.5). In Section 6, we carry
out our case study of the wave equation with Neumann boundary data (1.5). In addition to proving
Theorem 1.5, we also give sharp regularity results for the Schrödinger equation posed in the half-space
and subject to a Neumann boundary condition. Section 7 is devoted to observability-based energy decay
results for second-order systems under dissipative feedback; there, we prove Theorem 1.6, which pertains
to the wave equation with Neumann boundary damping, but the abstract results of Section 7.1 may be
of independent interest to the reader. Finally, Section 8 concludes our paper, and Appendices A and B
contain various technical results used throughout the manuscript.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation and definitions

Basic notation. In this paper, R+ and N stand for the sets of nonnegative reals and integers, respectively.
We make standard use of asymptotic “big-O” and “small-o” notation. The letter C indicates various spaces
of continuous (often vector-valued) functions. Also, unless stated otherwise, K,K′, . . . denote generic
positive constants that may change from line to line but remain independent of all variables of interest
in a given situation.

Vector spaces. Throughout this work, all vector spaces are over the ground field C of complex numbers.
The norm of a normed vector space E is denoted by ‖ · ‖E . We use brackets 〈·, ·〉 to write sesquilinear
forms: if E is a Hilbert space, 〈·, ·〉E denotes its scalar product; if E is a Banach space, E∗ stands for its
topological antidual (equipped with the dual norm) and 〈·, ·〉E∗,E indicates the antiduality pairing between
E∗ and E. If E and F are Banach spaces, L(E,F ) denotes the space of bounded linear operators between
E and F , equipped with the operator norm, which makes it a Banach space. Given a Banach space E,
L(E) denotes the Banach algebra L(E,E). If A : dom(A) ⊂ E → E is an (in general unbounded) linear
operator, dom(A), ker(A) and ran(A) denote its domain, kernel and range, respectively. The resolvent
set ρ(A) of such an operator A is the set of all complex numbers µ such that µ−A possesses a two-sided
inverse in L(E). Here and in the sequel, when µ is a complex number we shall use the same symbol to
denote the linear operator µ id, where id is the identity.

Interpolation spaces. Let E0 and E1 be Hilbert spaces such that E1 is a subspace of E0 with continuous
and dense embedding. Given 0 < θ < 1, [E1, E0]θ denotes the (unique) geometric interpolation space of
exponent θ between E0 and E1; see [McC92] in the separable case and [CWHM15, Section 3]3 in general.
As explained in [CWHM15], this is, up to renormalisation, the same Hilbert space as produced by standard
quadratic interpolation techniques, namely: • the K- and J-methods with parameter q = 2 [BL76,
Chapter 3]; • the methods of trace spaces with parameters p = q = 2 [Lio61]; • complex interpolation
[BL76, Chapter 4]; • diagonalisation of a positive operator Λ on E0 such that dom(Λ) = E1, see [LM68,
Section 2.1, Chapter 1] or [CWHM15]. For convenience of notation, we also let [E1, E0]1 , E0 and
[E1, E0]0 , E1. Given two other Hilbert spaces F0 and F1 with continuous and dense embedding F1 →֒ F0

and a linear map S that is continuous from E0 into F0 and also from E1 into F1, then S continuously
maps [E1, E0]θ into [F1, F0]θ for any 0 6 θ 6 1, and moreover

‖S‖L([E1,E0]θ,[F1,F0]θ) 6 ‖S‖1−θL(E1,F1)
‖S‖θL(E0,F0). (2.1)

Note the absence of indeterminate constant in (2.1). When using operator norm estimates of this kind,
we will write for short that we interpolate between E0 → F0 and E1 → F1.

Vector-valued Sobolev spaces. Let E be a Hilbert space and let −∞ 6 a < b 6 +∞. The space
of E-valued test functions, i.e., infinitely differentiable functions ϕ : (a, b) → E with compact support,
is denoted by D(a, b;E). The space D′(a, b;E) of E-valued distributions is the space of linear mappings
from D(a, b;E) into E that are continuous in the following sense: u ∈ D′(a, b;E) if and only if for every
compact set K ⊂ (a, b), there exist a real number M > 0 and an integer m > 0 such that the inequality
‖u[ϕ]‖E 6 M

∑m
j=0 supt∈K ‖(dj/dtj)ϕ(t)‖E holds for all ϕ ∈ D(K,E). Having identified (classes of)

locally Bochner-integrable E-valued functions on (a, b) with regular distributions (see, e.g., [Ama95,
Section 1.1, Chapter III]), for m ∈ N, we define the L2-based E-valued Sobolev space

Hm(a, b;E) ,

{

u ∈ D′(a, b;E) :
dju

dtj
∈ L2(a, b;E), j = 0, . . . ,m

}

, (2.2)

3A corrigendum available online completes this reference.
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endowed with its natural Hilbert norm. In (2.2), the derivatives are a priori understood in the distribu-
tional sense: given u ∈ D′(a, b;E), (d/dt)u is defined in D′(a, b;E) by (d/dt)u[ϕ] = −u[(d/dt)ϕ] for all
ϕ ∈ D(a, b;E). Following [Ama95, Theorem 1.2.2, Chapter III] or [Tem12, Lemma 3.1, Chapter II], we
can also characterise H1(a, b;E) as the space of all u ∈ L2(a, b;E) such that, for some v ∈ L2(a, b;E)
and u0 ∈ E, u(τ ) = u0 +

∫ t

0
v(t) dt for a.e. τ ∈ (a, b). For such u, (d/dt)u = v in D′(a, b;E) and we may

identify u with its unique continuous representative. For reals s = m+ θ, m ∈ N, 0 < θ < 1, we let

Hs(a, b;E) , [Hm+1(a, b;E),Hm(a, b;E)]1−θ. (2.3)

Up to equivalence of norms, the space defined by (2.3) coincides with the E-valued Sobolev-Slobodeckii
space W s,2(a, b;E) as used in, e.g., [Sim90,Ama97]. For s > 0, we define Hs

0(a, b;E) as the closure of
D(a, b;E) in Hs(a, b;E); we then let

H−s(a, b;E) , (Hs
0(a, b;E))∗. (2.4)

We may (and will) identify L2(a, b;E) with its antidual through the Riesz isomorphism. Furthermore,
given real numbers 0 6 s1 6 s2, we recall that Hs2

0 (a, b;E) →֒ Hs1
0 (a, b;E) →֒ L2(a, b;E) with continuous

and dense embeddings. This results in a chain of continuous and dense embeddings

Hs2
0 (a, b;E) →֒ Hs1

0 (a, b;E) →֒ L2(a, b;E) →֒ H−s1(a, b;E) →֒ H−s2(a, b;E), 0 6 s1 6 s2, (2.5)

where the antiduality pairing between H−s2(a, b;E) and Hs2
0 (a, b;E) extends that between H−s1(a, b;E)

and Hs1
0 (a, b;E), which in turn extends the scalar product in L2(a, b;E). In particular,

‖u‖H−s(a,b;E) = sup
ϕ∈D(a,b;E)\{0}

|〈u, ϕ〉L2(a,b;E)|

‖ϕ‖Hs(a,b;E)

, u ∈ L2(a, b;E), s > 0. (2.6)

Finally, Sobolev spaces enjoy the restriction property : given s ∈ R and two nonempty open intervals I
and J of R with J ⊂ I , the restriction map u → u|J is continuous from Hs(I,E) into (in fact, onto)
Hs(J,E).

Remark 2.1. It is more common to define negative order Sobolev spaces as duals of Hs
0 -spaces instead of

antiduals. The distinction is insignificant in practice as antidual and dual spaces are trivially isomorphic
via the antilinear map 〈u, ·〉 7→ 〈u, ·〉. We find that antiduals are more convenient when dealing with
Gelfand triples and adjoint operators.

The Fourier transform. The Schwartz space of smooth rapidly decreasing E-valued functions on R is
denoted by S(R, E) and endowed with its canonical Fréchet space topology. The space S ′(R, E) of E-
valued tempered distributions is the space of continuous linear maps from S(R, E) into E. It is equipped
with the topology of uniform convergence on bounded sets. The Fourier transform

F [ϕ](ω) ,

∫

R

e−iωtϕ(t) dt, ω ∈ R, ϕ ∈ S(R, E), (2.7)

is an isomorphism from S(R,H) onto itself. Furthermore its extension to S ′(R, E), defined by F [u]ϕ ,
uF [ϕ] for all u ∈ S ′(R, E) and ϕ ∈ S(R, E), is also an isomorphism from S ′(R, E) onto itself. With the
Fourier transform we can characterise the spaces Hs(R, E) as Bessel potential spaces. More precisely,
using, e.g., [Ama19, Theorems 4.4.2 and 4.5.1, Chapter VII] we see that, for all s ∈ R,

Hs(R, E) =
{

u ∈ S ′(R, E) : (1 + ·2)s/2F [u] ∈ L2(R, E)
}

(2.8)

and (
∫

R
(1+ω2)s‖F [·](ω)‖2E dω)1/2 is an equivalent norm on Hs(R, E). Note that, for (2.8) to make sense

when s < 0, we implicitely rely on the identification between S ′(R, E) and the topological antidual of
S(R, E); see [Ama19, Corollary 1.4.10 and Theorem 1.7.5, Appendix].

The Laplace integral. Finally, let u : (0,+∞) → E be a Bochner-measurable function that is integrable
on (0, τ ) for all (finite) τ > 0. We define the Laplace transform û of u by

û(p) , lim
τ→+∞

∫ τ

0

e−ptu(t) dt (2.9)

for any p ∈ C such that the limit exists in E. The reader is referred to [ABHN01, Part A, Section 1.4]
for more details on the convergence of the Laplace integral. Denote by L the operator sending u to û. If
u ∈ L1(0,+∞;E), having extended u with zero for negative time, we have

û(iω) = L[u](iω) = F [u](ω), ω ∈ R. (2.10)
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2.2 Semigroup-theoretic framework

Let A : dom(A) → X be the infinitesimal generator of a strongly continuous semigroup {St}t>0 on the
Hilbert space X. In that follows, µ is a fixed element of the resolvent set ρ(A) of A; if possible, it is
convenient to choose µ = 0. The domain dom(A) of A is equipped with the norm ‖(µ−A) · ‖X , which is
equivalent to the graph norm, and the resulting Hilbert space is denoted by X1. The first extrapolation
space X−1 is the completion of X with respect to the norm ‖(µ−A)−1 · ‖X and is itself a Hilbert space;
see, e.g., [ENB00, Section II.5.a]. We have the chain of continuous and dense embeddings

X1 →֒ X →֒ X−1. (2.11)

We use the same symbols to denote the unique extensions of A in L(X,X−1) and A−1 in L(X−1, X).
Furthermore, {St}t>0 uniquely extends to a strongly continuous semigroup on X−1, which we likewise
denote by the same symbol. More generally, we consider the standard discrete Sobolev tower {Xn}n∈Z

(i.e., the extrapolated discrete power scale generated by A): if n ∈ N, Xn denotes dom(An) equipped
with the norm ‖(µ − A)n · ‖X , while X−n stands for the completion of X with respect to the norm
‖(µ−A)−n · ‖X . The semigroup {St}t>0 and its generator A, after extension or restriction, act naturally
on {Xn}n∈Z; we refer the reader to [ENB00, Section II.5.a] and the diagrams therein for more details. In
particular, for any n ∈ Z, we have Xn →֒ Xn−1 with continuous and dense embedding, and µ − A is an
isometric isomorphism from Xn onto Xn−1.

In order to fill the gaps in {Xn}n∈N, we now introduce two continuous scales of intermediate spaces
based on the functional calculus of µ− A and interpolation in Hilbert spaces, respectively.

(i) The operator µ − A possesses fractional powers (µ − A)s, s ∈ R; see for instance [Ama95, Section
II.2.9] or [ENB00, Section II.5.c]. For s > 0, we let

Xfr
s , dom((µ−A)s), (2.12)

equipped with the norm ‖(µ − A)s · ‖X (the superscript “fr” stands for “fractional”). For s < 0, we
define Xfr

s as the completion of X with respect to the norm ‖(µ− A)s · ‖X . This produces Hilbert
spaces. For all real numbers s1 6 s2, we have Xfr

s2 →֒ Xfr
s1 with continous and dense embedding,

and
(µ− A)s2−s1 : Xfr

s2 → Xfr
s1 is an isometric isomorphism. (2.13)

(ii) Let s ∈ R and write s = n+ θ with n ∈ Z and 0 6 θ < 1. We define X in
s by

X in
s , [Xn+1, Xn]1−θ (2.14)

(here, “in” stands for “interpolation”). Again, for all reals s1 6 s2, we haveX in
s2 →֒ X in

s1 with continous
and dense embedding. Interpolating between discrete values, we see that, for any s ∈ R, µ − A is
an isometric isomorphism between X in

s+1 and X in
s . This allows us to show, with the reiteration

property, that {X in
s }s∈R is an exact interpolation scale, i.e., for s2 > s1 and 0 < θ < 1, having set

s , (1− θ)s1 + θs2, we have
X in
s = [X in

s2 , X
in
s1 ]1−θ (2.15)

with equality of norms.

Remark 2.2. A different choice of µ ∈ ρ(A) leads to the same spaces as above up to equivalence of norms.

Let Xs denote either Xfr
s or X in

s . Just as in the discrete setting, the semigroup {St}t>0 behaves well on
the continuous scale {Xs}s∈R. Given s ∈ R, after extension or restriction, {St}t>0 as a collection of oper-
ators in L(Xs) is well-defined, satisfies the semigroup property and is strongly continuous. Furthermore,
the domain of its infinitesimal generator as a semigroup on Xθ is precisely Xθ+1, that is,

{

x ∈ Xs : lim
t→0+

Stx− x

t
exists in Xs

}

= Xs+1. (2.16)

In the case Xs = Xfr
s , these facts readily follow from commutativity of the semigroup with any fractional

power of µ−A. WhenXs = X in
s , one can again use interpolation between discrete values; see also [Ama00,

Section V.2] for a more detailed and general study of semigroups in interpolation-extrapolation scales.

Remark 2.3. The spaces X in
s and Xfr

s need not coincide. However, they are equal (with equivalence of
norms) when A generates a contraction semigroup [Lun09, Corollary 4.30]. Another sufficient condition
for X in

s and Xfr
s to coincide is that −A possesses a bounded H∞-calculus [Yag10, Theorem 16.3]. On the

other hand, [Yag10, Chapter 16, Section 1.5] exhibits generators A of analytic semigroups for which the
spaces X in

1/2 and Xfr
1/2 are not equal.

Finally, denote by σ0 the growth bound of {St}t>0, that is, the infimum of all reals σ such that there
exists K > 0 with ‖St‖L(X) 6 Keσt for all t > 0. The resolvent p 7→ (p − A)−1 is bounded in operator
norm on closed half-planes of the form {p ∈ C, Re p > σ}, where σ > σ0. It follows from the resolvent
identity that, for each σ > σ0,

‖(σ + iω − A)−1‖L(X,X1) = O(|ω|), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (2.17)
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We can then deduce from (2.17) that, for σ > σ0 and 0 < s < 1,

‖(σ + iω −A)−1‖L(X,Xs) = O(|ω|s), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (2.18)

In the case Xs = Xfr
s , (2.18) is obtained by using the moment inequality [Haa06, Proposition 6.6.4]. If

Xs = X in
s , then the estimate can be derived by interpolating between the pairs {X,X} and {X,X1}. Note

also that, on bounded subsets of such half-planes, the resolvent is bounded in L(Xs2 , Xs1) for all s1 > s2.
We shall make use of this fact without further comment and focus on high-frequency asymptotics.

3 Main results for operator semigroups

3.1 Admissibility of observation operators

We consider the Cauchy problem associated with the semigroup {St}t>0:

ẋ = Ax, x(0) = x0. (3.1)

Recall that classical solutions x to (3.1) are those originating from initial data x0 in X1. Such solutions
have regularity x ∈ C(R+, X1) ∩ C1(R+, X).

Let Y be another Hilbert space and consider a map C ∈ L(X1, Y ), which we will interpret as an
A-bounded observation operator. Having noted that Cx is well-defined in C(R+, Y ) for any solution to
(3.1) with initial data in X1, let us recall the definition of admissibility of C as an observation operator
for the semigroup {St}t>0.

Definition 3.1 (Admissible observation operators). The operator C is admissible if there exist K, T > 0
such that solutions x to (3.1) satisfy

‖Cx‖L2(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X , x0 ∈ X1. (3.2)

If (3.2) holds for some T > 0 then it holds for all T > 0, up to a change of constant K. In particular,
if C is admissible, for any T > 0, the map x0 7→ Cx uniquely extends as a bounded linear operator from
X into L2(0, T ;Y ).

Our first theorem shows the equivalence of three conditions generalising (3.2) and establishes a con-
nection with frequency-domain growth of the operator-valued function p 7→ C(p− A)−1. We recall that
σ0 is the growth bound of {St}t>0.

Theorem 3.2 (Admissibility of observation operators). Let 0 6 η 6 1. Consider solutions x to the
Cauchy problem (3.1) with initial data x0. The following are equivalent:

(i) (Smoother data, fractional power.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖Cx‖L2(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖Xfr
η
, x0 ∈ X1; (3.3)

(ii) (Smoother data, interpolation.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖Cx‖L2(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖Xin
η
, x0 ∈ X1; (3.4)

(iii) (Distributional outputs.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖Cx‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X , x0 ∈ X1. (3.5)

Furthermore, if (i) through (iii) are satisfied then:

(iv) (Frequency-domain condition.) For some (equivalently, all) σ > σ0,

‖C(σ + iω − A)−1‖L(X,Y ) = O(|ω|η), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (3.6)

Finally, under the additional assumption that {St}t>0 is left-invertible,4 (i) through (iv) are all equivalent.

Remark 3.3. If any of the conditions (i) through (iii) holds for some T > 0, it must hold for all T > 0.
This is straightforward for (i) and (ii) and follows from our proof for (iii).

The case η = 0 corresponds to classical admissibility: (i) through (iii) are identical statements and (iv)
reads as uniform boundedness of p 7→ C(p−A)−1 on vertical lines σ+iR. The fact that admissibility implies
this boundedness property, and the converse implication in the left-invertible case, was already known;
see, e.g., [TW09, Theorem 4.3.7 and Corollary 5.2.4]. On the other hand, if η = 1 then the properties
in Theorem 3.2 are always true due to A-boundedness of C. This can be seen directly: (i) and (ii) are
trivially satisfied, one can check (iii) similarly as in Lemma 4.1 below and (iv) follows from (2.17), which
is a direct consequence of the resolvent identity. To our knowledge, the results of Theorem 3.2 in the
case 0 < η < 1 are completely new. In the light of Section 2.2, (i) and (ii) amount to admissibility of C
for the semigroup {St}t>0 restricted to the spaces (of “smoother” initial data) Xfr

η and X in
η , respectively.

We stress again that those spaces are different in general. Item (iii) means that, even for solutions at the
X-level, i.e., mild solutions, the output Cx is well-defined in a distributional sense in H−η-spaces.

4The semigroup {St}t>0 is left-invertible (resp. right-invertible) if for some (hence all) t > 0, the operator St possesses a
left inverse (resp. right inverse) in L(X).
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Remark 3.4. It is interesting to compare Theorem 3.2 with [Haa06, Theorem 6.7.3], which, specialised
to our setting, reads as follows: for 0 < θ < 1, the condition ‖C(λ − A)−1‖L(X,Y ) = O(λθ−1), λ ∈ R,
λ→ +∞, is equivalent to C being bounded from the real interpolation space (X1, X)1−θ,1 into Y . Thus
real line resolvent growth characterises a certain form of relative boundedness of C with respect to A.
In contrast, growth conditions on vertical lines such as (3.6) need not imply additional boundedness
properties of C.

Remark 3.5. To some extent, one may shift the equivalent conditions of Theorem 3.9 up and down across
the Sobolev scale: see for instance the proof of Proposition 4.4 and the tools therein for the spaces
{Xfr

s }s∈R, and Lemma 4.13 below for {X in
s }s∈R.

Before moving on to the next section, let us introduce some terminology, mostly for the sake of
simplifying further statements.

Definition 3.6 (η-admissible observation operators). Let 0 6 η 6 1. We say that the operator C is
η-admissible if it satisfies any of the conditions (i) through (iii) of Theorem 3.2.

3.2 Admissibility of control operators

Let U be another Hilbert space and B ∈ L(U,X−1). We will say that B is a A-bounded control operator.
Consider the inhomogeneous Cauchy problem

ẋ = Ax+Bu, x(0) = 0. (3.7)

Given T > 0, input functions u in (say) L2(0, T ;U) produce solutions x in C([0, T ], X−1), with

x(t) =

∫ t

0

St−sBu(s) ds, 0 6 t 6 T. (3.8)

Let σ > σ0. If u has further regularity, say u ∈ H1(0, T ;U), integrating by parts in (3.8) yields

x(t) = e−σt(A− σ)−1(StBu(0)−Bu(t)) +

∫ t

0

St−s(A
−1 − σ)−1B(u̇(s)− σu(s)) ds, 0 6 t 6 T, (3.9)

which shows that for such inputs, x belongs to C(R+, X). With that in mind, we recall the definition of
admissibility of B as a control operator for the semigroup {St}t>0.

Definition 3.7 (Admissible control operators). The operator B is admissible if there exist K,T > 0 such
that solutions x to (3.7) satisfy

‖x(T )‖X 6 K‖u‖L2(0,T ;U), u ∈ H1(0, T ;U). (3.10)

Remark 3.8. Equivalently, admissibility of B can be defined as follows: for all inputs u ∈ L2(0, T ;U), the
final state x(T ), a priori defined in the extrapolation space X−1, belongs to the original state space X.
Indeed, the quantified estimate (3.10) then follows from the closed graph theorem.

Again, the particular choice of T does not matter, and when admissibility holds, the map u 7→ x(T )
uniquely extends as a bounded linear operator from L2(0, T ;U) into X. Furthermore, a simple translation
argument shows that solutions x generated by inputs u ∈ L2(0, T ;U) in fact satisfy x ∈ C([0, T ], X).

Our next result is the control operator counterpart to Theorem 3.2 and, likewise, sheds light on
situations intermediate between admissibility and mere A-boundedness.

Theorem 3.9 (Admissibility of control operators). Let 0 6 η 6 1. Consider solutions x to the inhomo-
geneous Cauchy problem (3.7) with controls u. The following are equivalent:

(i’) (Rougher state, fractional power.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖x(T )‖Xfr
−η

6 K‖u‖L2(0,T ;U), u ∈ H1(0, T ;U); (3.11)

(ii’) (Rougher state, interpolation.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖x(T )‖Xin
−η

6 K‖u‖L2(0,T ;U), u ∈ H1(0, T ;U); (3.12)

(iii’) (Smoother inputs.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖x(T )‖X 6 K‖u‖Hη(0,T ;U), u ∈ H1(0, T ;U). (3.13)

Furthermore, if (i’) through (iii’) are satisfied then:

(iv’) (Frequency-domain condition.) For some (equivalently, all) σ > σ0,

‖(σ + iω − A)−1B‖L(U,X) = O(|ω|η), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (3.14)
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Finally, under the additional assumption that {St}t>0 is right-invertible, (i’) through (iv’) are all equiva-
lent.

We make several comments analogous to those following Theorem 3.2. The case η = 0 is already
covered in the literature; see, e.g., [TW09, Proposition 4.4.6 and Theorem 5.2.2]. For η = 1, the conditions
of Theorem 3.9 are always satisfied by A-boundedness of B: (i’) and (ii’) are immediate, (iii’) follows from
(3.9) and (iv’) is obtained by means of resolvent identity. With a closed graph argument as in Remark 3.8,
we may reformulate (i’) and (ii’) as the range of the input-to-state map u 7→ x(T ) applied to L2(0, T ;U)
being contained in the negative order spaces Xfr

−η and X in
−η , respectively. As a matter of fact, Theorem 3.9

reveals that, if this range is contained in Xfr
−η or X in

−η for some 0 < η < 1, it must in fact be contained in
the (in general smaller by Remark 2.3) subspace Xfr

−η ∩X
in
−η . On the other hand, (iii’) means that inputs

η-smoother in time on the (positive) Sobolev scale produce X-valued (i.e., finite-energy) solutions.

Definition 3.10 (η-admissible control operators). Let 0 6 η 6 1. We say that B is η-admissible if it
satisfies any of the conditions (i’) through (iii’) of Theorem 3.9.

3.3 Transfer function asymptotics

We now turn our attention to the properties of the input-output map u 7→ Cx, where x solves the
inhomogeneous Cauchy problem with zero initial data (3.7), in relation to the operator-valued transfer
function

p 7→ C(p− A)−1B. (3.15)

The previous standing assumptions remain in place. In contrast to our input and output results, we have
to resort to an additional hypothesis in order to make sense of (3.15). Namely, we assume that there
exists an intermediate Hilbert space Z satisfying X1 →֒ Z →֒ X with continuous embeddings, and that

C ∈ L(Z, Y ), ran((p− A)−1B) ⊂ Z for some (hence all) p ∈ ρ(A). (3.16)

Since Z is continuously embedded into X and (p − A)−1B ∈ L(U,X), a closed graph argument yields
(p−A)−1B ∈ L(U,Z) for any p ∈ ρ(A). In particular, this allows us to define the transfer function (3.15)
as a L(U, Y )-valued function on the open right-half plane. Note that Z need not be invariant under the
semigroup.

Remark 3.11. A possible choice of Z is given by the solution space XB
1 , X1+ran((µ−A)−1B) equipped

with the norm

‖x‖2XB
1

, inf{‖w‖2X1
+ ‖u‖2U : w ∈ X1, u ∈ Y, x = w + (µ− A)−1Bu}. (3.17)

It is a Hilbert space [Sta05, Lemma 4.3.12] that satisfies our requirements for Z. In fact, any suitable
space Z must contain XB

1 .

Let T > 0; further integrating by parts in (3.9) and using (3.16) show that, when u ∈ D(0, T ;U),
the corresponding solution x to (3.7) satisfies x ∈ C([0, T ], Z).5 For such solutions, Cx is defined in a
classical, pointwise sense.

Theorem 3.12 (Transfer function estimate). Let 0 6 η1, η2 6 1. Assume that the control and observation
operators B and C are η1- and η2-admissible, respectively. Consider solutions x to the inhomogeneous
Cauchy problem (3.7) with controls u. The following are equivalent:

(a) (L2-inputs produce H−η-outputs.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖Cx‖H−η1−η2 (0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖u‖L2(0,T ;U), u ∈ D(0, T ;U). (3.18)

(b) (Frequency-domain condition.) For some (equivalently, all) σ > σ0,

‖C(σ + iω − A)−1B‖L(U,Y ) = O(|ω|η1+η2), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (3.19)

If (3.19) holds for some σ > σ0, then (a) holds, even without assuming η1- and η2-admissibility of B and
C.

Note that equivalence between the time-domain and frequency-domain conditions does not require
additional invertibility properties of the semigroup {St}t>0. This is in contrast to Theorems 3.2 and 3.9.
Now, solutions x to (3.7) are exactly convolution products with the semigroup {St}t>0, and (b) can be
seen as a related Fourier multiplier property; hence, the connection with H−η-spaces is natural and the
result might seem straightforward. The challenging part of the proof actually consists in extending the
finite-time property (a) into a suitable Bessel potential space estimate; see Proposition 4.19 in the proof
below. In that regard, we wish to point out that the idea of viewing weighted transfer functions as Laplace
multipliers also appears in [GO23,GLO24b].

Similarly as before, one can pass to the limit in (3.18) and see that, assuming (a), all solutions x to
(3.7) produced by inputs u ∈ L2(0, T ;U) possess an output Cx that is well-defined in a distributional

5See the proof of Lemma 4.16 below for details.
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sense in H−η1−η2(0, T ;Y ). Also, in the case that η1 = η2 = 0, B and C are admissible control and
observation operators, and (a) means that, in addition, the system defined by the semigroup generator A
and the control and observation operators B and C is well-posed in the sense of Weiss; see, e.g., [TW14].
In the other extremal case, namely η1 = η2 = 1, (a) and (b) are again automatically satisfied.

Remark 3.13. Existence of a space Z satisfying (3.16) allows a straightforward definition of the transfer
function (3.15), at the cost of some generality. Perhaps more so than Theorems 3.2 and 3.9, Theorem 3.12
is mostly application-driven and such a hypothesis is rarely an issue in the context of partial differential
equations. The reader interested in system-theoretic and algebraic aspects of transfer function theory is
referred to [Sta05,TW14] and the references therein.

4 Proofs of the main results

4.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3.2. Theorem 3.9 will then follow by duality arguments.

Notation. In this subsection, the variable x will always denote the (unique) solution to the abstract
Cauchy problem

ẋ = Ax, x(0) = x0, x0 ∈ X, (4.1)

i.e., x(t) = Stx0 for t > 0. If x0 ∈ X1, then x is a classical solution to (4.1) and satisfies x ∈ C(R+, X1) ∩
C1(R+, X). We shall frequently assume that x0 ∈ X1, derive estimates that are uniform with respect to
the X-norm, and then pass to the limit for general data x0 ∈ X by density. Throughout the proofs, we
will repeatedly make use of exponential shifting, so it is convenient to introduce the following notation:
given any vector-valued function f defined on R

+, we let

f̃(t) , e−tf(t), t > 0. (4.2)

Furthermore, unless specified otherwise, vector-valued functions f defined on R
+ are extended to functions

on R by setting f(t) = 0 for t < 0. In particular, if f̃ ∈ L1(0,+∞;E) we have the identity

F [f̃ ](ω) = L[f̃ ](iω) = f̂(1 + iω), ω ∈ R, (4.3)

where we recall that the hat denotes the Laplace transform.

Simplification. We observe that, given σ ∈ R, replacing x by e−σ·x (which amounts to replacing A by
A − σ) does not change whether or not conditions (i) through (iii) hold. Furthermore, by the resolvent
identity, for any σ, σ′ > σ0, we have

C(σ + iω − A)−1 = C(σ′ + iω − A)−1 + (σ′ − σ)C(σ + iω − A)−1(σ′ + iω − A)−1, ω ∈ R. (4.4)

Since supω∈R
‖(σ′ + iω − A)−1‖L(X) < +∞, (4.4) proves the “for some (equivalently, all)” part in (iv).

Without loss of generality, we may assume that the semigroup {St}t>0 is uniformly bounded and that
0 ∈ ρ(A). In particular, we choose µ = 0 when defining the norms of Section 2.2. Note also that {St}t>0

remains uniformly bounded as a semigroup on any of the spaces X in
s or Xfr

s , s ∈ R.

4.1.1 Basic lemmas

We continue by establishing three auxiliary results. First, the following lemma shows that we can always
define Cx in a distributional sense even for initial data in X.

Lemma 4.1. The map x0 7→ Cx̃, defined from X1 into C(R+, Y ), uniquely extends to a bounded linear
operator from X into H−1(0,+∞;Y ).

Proof. We recall that X1 is dense in X and let x0 ∈ X1. Then x is a classical solution to (4.1) and, by
A-boundedness of C, Cx̃ is defined in a classical, pointwise sense, with Cx̃ ∈ C(R+, Y ). For t > 0, let
z(t) ,

∫ t

0
x(s) ds. Then, z(t) = StA

−1x0 − A−1x0 for t > 0, which gives

‖Cz̃‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖A−1x0‖X1 = K‖x0‖X . (4.5)

Furthermore, z̃ ∈ C1(R+, X1) with (d/dt)z̃ = −z̃ + x̃. Integration by parts yields

〈Cx̃, ϕ〉L2(0,+∞;Y ) =

∫ +∞

0

〈Cz̃(t), ϕ(t)〉Y dt+

∫ +∞

0

〈Cz̃(t), (d/dt)ϕ(t)〉Y dt, ϕ ∈ D(0,+∞;Y ). (4.6)

We use (4.6) and our previous L2-estimate (4.5) to deduce that

|〈Cx̃, ϕ〉L2(0,+∞;Y )| 6 K‖Cz̃‖L2(0,+∞;Y )‖ϕ‖H1(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K′‖x0‖X‖ϕ‖H1(0,+∞;Y ) (4.7)

for arbitrary ϕ ∈ D(0,+∞;U). Together with (2.6), this gives ‖Cx̃‖H−1(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X , as required.
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Next, we demonstrate how we may take advantage of the semigroup properties in order to extend the
H−η-norm estimate (iii) from the finite time interval (0, T ) to the half-line (0,+∞).

Lemma 4.2. Let 0 6 η 6 1. Supposing that (iii) holds, the map x0 7→ Cx̃ is in fact continuous from X
into H−η(0,+∞;Y ).

Proof. Let us fix T > 0 as in (iii). Let x0 ∈ X1. By Lemma B.1, we have

‖Cx̃‖2H−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K

+∞
∑

n=0

‖Cx̃(nT + ·)‖2H−η(0,T ;Y ) + ‖Cx̃((n+ 1/2)T + ·)‖2H−η(0,T ;Y ). (4.8)

Multiplication by e−· is continuous on H−η(0, T ;Y ). Thus,

‖Cx̃(nT + ·)‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) = e−nT ‖Cx(nT + ·)‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 Ke−nT ‖Cx‖H−η(0,T ;Y ), n ∈ N. (4.9)

Now, for all n ∈ N and 0 6 t 6 T , Cx(nT + t) = CStx(nT ). Therefore, using the hypothesis (ii) and
boundedness of the semigroup {St}t>0 yields

‖Cx(nT + ·)‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖x(nT )‖X 6 K′‖x0‖X , n ∈ N. (4.10)

It follows that
+∞
∑

n=0

‖Cx̃(nT + ·)‖2H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K

+∞
∑

n=0

e−2nT ‖x0‖
2
X 6 K′‖x0‖

2
X . (4.11)

We complete the proof by estimating the second term in (4.8) in a similar way.

Finally, under condition (i) (resp. (ii)) we derive some other half-line estimates for data in Xfr
η (resp.

X in
η ) as well as preliminary resolvent bounds.

Lemma 4.3. Let 0 6 η 6 1 and let Xη denote Xfr
η (resp. X in

η ). Assume that (i) (resp. (ii)) holds. Then,

‖Cx̃‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖Xη , x0 ∈ X1. (4.12)

Furthermore,
‖C(1 + iω − A)−1‖L(Xη,Y ) = O(1), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (4.13)

Proof. Let x0 ∈ X1 and ω ∈ R. As x is a classical solution to (4.1) and {St}t>0 is uniformly bounded, x
remains bounded in X1. In particular, x is Laplace transformable and for all complex p with Re p > 0,
x̂(p) exists as an absolutely convergent X1-valued integral. Therefore,

C(2 + iω − A)−1x0 =

∫ +∞

0

e−(2+iω)tCx(t) dt =

∫ +∞

0

e−(1+iω)tCx̃(t) dt, (4.14)

with integrals that are absolutely convergent in Y . Using the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we then obtain

‖C(2 + iω − A)−1x0‖
2
Y 6

(∫ +∞

0

e−2t dt

)(∫ +∞

0

‖Cx̃(t)‖2Y dt

)

=
1

2

∫ +∞

0

‖Cx̃(t)‖2Y dt. (4.15)

On the other hand,

∫ +∞

0

‖Cx̃(t)‖2Y dt =
+∞
∑

n=0

e−2nT

∫ T

0

e−2t‖Cx(nT + t)‖2Y dt 6
+∞
∑

n=0

e−2nT

∫ T

0

‖Cx(nT + t)‖2Y dt. (4.16)

Using the hypothesis (i) or (ii) together with the property that the operators St are also uniformly
bounded in L(Xη)-norm, we get

∫ T

0

‖Cx(nT + t)‖2Y dt 6 K‖x(nT )‖2Xη
= K‖SnTx0‖

2
Xη

6 K′‖x0‖Xη , n ∈ N. (4.17)

Substituting (4.17) into the sum (4.16), which is made convergent by the factors e−2nT , leads to the first
desired estimate (4.12). By plugging (4.12) into (4.15), we then obtain

‖C(1 + iω −A)−1x0‖Y 6 K‖x0‖Xη . (4.18)

This holds for arbitrary x0 ∈ X1 and ω ∈ R. Because X1 is dense in Xη, it follows that

sup
ω∈R

‖C(2 + iω − A)−1‖L(Xη,Y ) < +∞. (4.19)

By using that C(1 + iω −A)−1 = C(2 + iω −A)−1 +C(2 + iω −A)−1(1 + iω −A)−1 for ω ∈ R, and that
supω∈R

‖(1 + iω − A)−1‖L(Xη) < +∞, we can deduce (4.13) from (4.19) and complete the proof.
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4.1.2 The case of fractional powers of the generator

We shall now prove the part of Theorem 3.2 involving fractional powers of the semigroup generator. Our
approach is based on the technique of resolvent growth cancellation; see, e.g., [LS01, Lemma 3.2] or the
more general [BCT16, Theorem 5.5]. Given 0 6 η 6 1, we introduce the following intermediate condition:

(v) (Alternative frequency-domain condition, fractional powers.)

‖C(1 + iω − A)−1‖L(Xfr
η ,Y ) = O(1), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (4.20)

We already know from Lemma 4.3 that (i) implies (v). The other implications we need are collected in
the following proposition.

Proposition 4.4 (Fractional powers). Let 0 < η 6 1. Then,

(i) =⇒ (v), (iv) ⇐⇒ (v), (iii) =⇒ (i) in general; (4.21a)

(v) =⇒ (i) under the left-invertibility assumption. (4.21b)

Proof. We start by introducing some notation and parameters. Fix some real number µ0 > 4. Let
0 < φ < π/6 and let γ be the piecewise smooth simple curve running from ∞e−iφ to ∞eiφ and made
up of the union of the rays {−1 + teiφ, t > 0} and {−1 − teiφ, t > 0}. Because A − µ0 is a semigroup
generator and {p ∈ C : Re p > 2} ⊂ ρ(A− µ0), one can always find φ for which there exists K > 0 such
that, denoting by Σφ the sector generated by γ, Σφ ⊂ ρ(A− µ0) and

‖(µ0 + p− A)−1‖L(X) 6
K

1 + |p|
, p ∈ Σφ. (4.22)

The operator (µ0 − A)−η admits the integral representation

(µ0 − A)−ηx0 =
1

2πi

∫

γ

(−µ)−η(µ0 + µ− A)−1x0 dµ, x0 ∈ X. (4.23)

The integral converges absolutely in X due to (4.22). Just as in the proof of [LS01, Lemma 3.2], as a
consequence of the resolvent identity we see that

(p−A)−1(µ0 − A)−ηx0 =
1

2πi

∫

γ

(−µ)−η(p− A)−1(µ0 + µ− A)−1x0 dµ

=
1

2πi

(∫

γ

(−µ)−η

µ0 + µ− p
dµ

)

(p−A)−1x0 −
1

2πi

∫

γ

(−µ)−η

µ0 + µ− p
(µ0 + µ− A)−1x0 dµ (4.24)

for all p ∈ C satisfying p− µ0 6∈ γ and Re p > 0, and all x0 ∈ X. Let

Ip ,

∫

γ

(−µ)−η

µ0 + µ− p
dµ, p 6∈ γ. (4.25)

We observe that Re(µ0 + µ − 1 − iω) > 2 for all ω ∈ R and µ ∈ γ. As a consequence, I1+iω is defined
for any ω ∈ R. The following estimate, proved in [LS01], will be instrumental in the proof: there exist
positive constants K0 and ω0 such that

1

K0|ω|η
6 |I1+iω| 6

K0

|ω|η
, |ω| > ω0. (4.26)

We shall complement (4.26) by proving also that |I1+iω| is bounded uniformly in ω ∈ R. First, we note
that

|µ0 + µ− 1− iω| > Re(µ0 + µ)− 1 = Re(µ+ 1) + µ0 − 2, ω ∈ R, µ ∈ γ. (4.27)

But by definition of γ, Re(µ+ 1) = cos(φ)|µ+ 1|. Recalling that µ0 > 4, we find that

|µ|−η

|µ0 + µ− 1− iω|
6

|µ|−η

cos(φ)|µ+ 1|+ 2
, ω ∈ R, µ ∈ γ, Reµ > 0. (4.28)

On the other hand, we also have

|µ|−η

|µ0 + µ− 1− iω|
6

1

2
, ω ∈ R, µ ∈ γ, −1 6 Reµ < 0. (4.29)

Combining (4.28) and (4.29) finally yields a K1 > 0 such that

|I1+iω| 6 K1, ω ∈ R. (4.30)

After these preparations, we are ready to prove the various implications in Proposition 4.4. As mentioned
above, (i) =⇒ (v) already follows from Lemma 4.3.
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(iv) ⇐⇒ (v): First, we can rewrite (v) as follows: for ω ∈ R, ‖C(1+iω−A)−1(−A)−η‖L(X,Y ) = O(1)
as |ω| → +∞. We then use the resolvent identity to obtain

C(1 + iω − A)−1 = CA−1 + (1 + iω)CA−1(1 + iω − A)−1, ω ∈ R, (4.31a)

C(1 + iω − A)−1(−A)−η = CA−1(−A)−η + (1 + iω)CA−1(1 + iω − A)−1(−A)−η, ω ∈ R. (4.31b)

Recalling our assumption of A-boundedness of C, we see that the desired result amounts to equivalence
between, on one hand,

‖CA−1(1 + iω − A)−1‖L(X,Y ) = O(|ω|−1+η), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞, (4.32)

and, on the other hand,

‖CA−1(1 + iω −A)−1(−A)−η‖L(X,Y ) = O(|ω|−1), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (4.33)

Furthermore, since (−A)η(µ0 −A)−η is an isomorphism on X, we may replace (−A)−η by (µ0 −A)−η in
(4.33) and (4.31b). Let ω ∈ R be such that |ω| > ω0. By applying CA−1 ∈ L(X,Y ) to (4.24), we obtain,
for all x0 ∈ X,

CA−1(1 + iω − A)−1(µ0 − A)−ηx0

=
I1+iω

2πi
CA−1(1 + iω − A)−1x0 −

1

2πi
CA−1

∫

γ

(−µ)−η

µ0 + µ− 1− iω
(µ0 + µ−A)−1x0 dµ. (4.34)

The second term on the right-hand side of (4.34) is dealt with by making use of the sectorial growth
condition (4.22) together with the uniform boundedness (4.29) of I1+iω:

∥

∥

∥

∥

CA−1

∫

γ

(−µ)−η

µ0 + µ− 1− iω
(µ0 + µ− A)−1x0 dµ

∥

∥

∥

∥

Y

6 ‖CA−1‖L(X,Y )

∫

γ

|µ|−η

|µ0 + µ− 1− iω|
‖(µ0 + µ−A)−1x0‖X dµ 6 K‖x0‖X , x0 ∈ X. (4.35)

Upon combining (4.34) and (4.35), we end up with the following estimates, valid for |ω| > ω0:

|I1+iω|
−1‖CA−1(1 + iω −A)−1(µ0 − A)−η‖L(X,Y ) 6 K‖CA−1(1 + iω)−1‖L(X,Y ) +K′, (4.36a)

|I1+iω|‖CA
−1(1 + iω)−1‖L(X,Y ) 6 K +K′‖CA−1(1 + iω − A)−1(µ0 − A)−η‖L(X,Y ). (4.36b)

The desired equivalence between (4.32) and (4.33) then follows from the lower and upper bounds on
|I1+iω| provided by the crucial estimate (4.26).

(iii) =⇒ (i): Given x0 ∈ X1, we will write

x(t) = Stx0, v0 , (µ0 −A)−ηx0, v(t) , Stv0 = St(µ0 −A)−ηx0, t > 0. (4.37)

A priori, the v-variable is smoother than the x-variable by η unit on the scale {Xfr
s }s∈R. We also recall

that (µ0 − A)−η is an isomorphism from X onto Xfr
η and from X1 onto Xfr

1+η. By density of Xfr
1+η in

X1, to get (i), it suffices to derive an estimate of the form ‖Cw̃‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X for arbitrary
x0 ∈ X1, which we now fix. By (iii) and Lemma 4.2, ‖Cx̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X . This has the following
consequences. First, if 0 < η 6 1/2, then by Proposition A.7 extension by zero is a continuous map from
H−η(0,+∞;Y ) into H−η(R, Y ) and we directly obtain that

‖Cx̃‖H−η(R,Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X . (4.38)

If 1/2 < η 6 1, again by Proposition A.7 extension by zero is continuous H1−η
0 (0,+∞;Y ) → H1−η(R, Y ).

This suggests using the variable z(t) ,
∫ t

0
x(r) dr = StA

−1x0 −A−1x0, t > 0, similarly as in Lemma 4.1,
so that Cz̃ ∈ H1

0 (0,+∞;Y ). Then, (d/dt)z̃ = x̃− z̃ and by Proposition A.6 we obtain

‖Cz̃‖H1−η(R,Y ) 6 K‖Cz̃‖H1−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K′‖Cz̃‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) +K′‖Cx̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K′′‖x0‖X , (4.39)

where we also used A-boundedness of C to control the L2-term. Now, regardless of the value of η, we
observe that (4.38) and (4.39) lead to the same frequency-domain estimate, namely

∫

R

1

(1 + ω2)η
‖Cx̂(1 + iω)‖2Y dω 6 K‖x0‖

2
X . (4.40)

With (4.40) in hand, we return to the smoother v-variable. Thanks to the formula (4.24), we are able to
derive the following frequency-domain expression of Cṽ:

Cv̂(1 + iω) =
I1+iω

2πi
C(1 + iω −A)−1x0 −

1

2πi
C

∫

γ

(−µ)−η

µ0 + µ− 1− iω
(µ0 + µ−A)−1x0 dµ, ω ∈ R. (4.41)
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Recall that for the purpose of the proof x0 is chosen to be in X1; thus the integral in (4.41) is absolutely
convergent in X1 and we may apply C to it. For ω ∈ R, let G1(ω) and G2(ω) be the first and second terms
in (4.41), respectively. Let gi , F−1[Gi], so that Cṽ = g1 + g2 a.e. in (0,+∞). A closer examination of
G2 reveals that, for a.e. t ∈ R,

g2(t) = −1(−∞,0)(t)
1

2πi
C

∫

γ

e(µ0+µ−1)t(−µ)−η(µ0 + µ− A)−1x0 dµ. (4.42)

In particular, g2 = 0 a.e. in (0,+∞), meaning that the L2(0,+∞;Y )-norms of Cṽ and g1 coincide. Using
Plancherel’s theorem,

‖g1‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 ‖g1‖
2
L2(R,Y ) =

1

2π

∫

R

‖G1(ω)‖
2
Y dω 6 K

∫

R

|I1+iω|
2‖C(1 + iω −A)−1x0‖

2
Y dω. (4.43)

We split the last integral in (4.43) into low frequencies |ω| < ω0 and high frequencies |ω| > ω0. On the
one hand,

∫ ω0

−ω0

|I1+iω|
2‖C(1 + iω − A)−1x0‖

2
Y dω 6 K

∫ ω0

−ω0

‖C(1 + iω − A)−1x0‖
2
Y dω 6 K′‖x0‖

2
X , (4.44)

where we first used (4.30) and then A-boundedness of C together with boundedness of the resolvent in
L(X,X1)-norm on bounded subsets of the open right-half plane. On the other hand,

∫

|ω|>ω0

|I1+iω|
2‖C(1 + iω − A)−1x0‖

2
Y dω 6 K

∫

|ω|>ω0

|ω|−2η‖C(1 + iω − A)−1x0‖
2
Y dω

6 K′

∫

R

1

(1 + |ω|η)2
‖C(1 + iω − A)−1x0‖

2
Y dω

(4.45)

by to the upper bound for |I1+iω| in (4.26). Recalling (4.40), we see that the last integral in (4.45) is
bounded by K‖x0‖

2, and we finally obtain the desired estimate ‖Cṽ‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖ by substituting
(4.44) and (4.45) back into (4.43), concluding the proof of (i).

(v) =⇒ (i) (With {St}t>0 left-invertible): Let Cη , C(−A)−η. Then Cη is A-bounded and since
(−A)−η commutes with the resolvent of A, (v) is equivalent to

‖Cη(1 + iω − A)−1‖L(X,Y ) = O(1), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (4.46)

Thus, taking advantage of the left-invertibility of {St}t>0 (as a semigroup on X), by [TW09, Corollary
5.2.4],6 we may deduce from (4.46) that Cη is an admissible observation operator in the usual sense of
Definition 3.1. Recall that (−A)−η commutes with the semigroup, and is also an isomorphism from X
onto X in

η and from X1 onto X in
η+1. We may therefore reformulate the admissibility property of Cη as the

existence of positive constants K, T such that

∫ T

0

‖CStx0‖
2
Y dt 6 K‖x0‖

2
Xfr

η
, x0 ∈ Xfr

1+η . (4.47)

By density of Xfr
1+η in X1, (i) follows.

Remark 4.5. For the implication (v) =⇒ (i), it is to tempting to apply [TW09, Corollary 5.2.4] directly
to {St}t>0 as a semigroup on Xfr

η ; however the left inverses provided by left-invertibility assumption might
not be in L(Xfr

η ) in general.

4.1.3 The case of interpolation spaces

We now turn to the part of the proof of Theorem 3.2 involving the interpolation spaces X in
η . The key

result here is the following proposition.

Proposition 4.6. Let 0 6 η 6 1 and assume that (ii) holds. Given x0 ∈ X, consider the new variable z
defined by

z(t) ,

∫ t

0

x(r) dr = StA
−1x0 − A−1x0, t > 0. (4.48)

There exists K > 0 such that

‖Cz̃‖H1−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X , x0 ∈ X. (4.49)

To prove Proposition 4.6 we will make use of a general interpolation result, which we state here for
the convenience of the reader; see, e.g., [Tay96, Proposition 2.4, Chapter 4] or [LM68, Theorem 10.1,
Chapter 1] for proofs and additional statements.

6The reader will also find the argument in the proof of Proposition 4.9 below.
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Theorem 4.7. Let E0 and E1 be Hilbert spaces with continuous and dense embedding E1 →֒ E0. Let
{Tt}t>0 be any bounded strongly continuous semigroup on E0 such that the domain of its generator
(equipped with the graph norm) is E1. Fix 0 < θ < 1. Then, given a vector u ∈ E0,

u ∈ [E1, E0]θ if and only if

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 3−2θ
‖(Tt − 1)u‖2E0

dτ < +∞. (4.50)

Furthermore, there exists K > 0 such that

K−1‖u‖2[E1,E0]θ
6 ‖u‖2E0

+

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 3−2θ
‖(Tt − 1)u‖2E0

dτ 6 K‖u‖2[E1,E0]θ
, u ∈ [E1, E0]θ . (4.51)

Proof of Proposition 4.6. The result is straightforward if η = 0 or η = 1, so we assume that 0 < η < 1.
Applying Theorem 4.7 to the left translation semigroup on L2(0,+∞;Y ) leads to a Besov-type charac-
terisation of the space H1−η(0,+∞;Y ): given f ∈ L2(0,+∞;Y ), we have f ∈ H1−η(0,+∞;Y ) if and
only if

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 3−2η

∫ +∞

0

‖f(t+ τ )− f(t)‖2Y dtdτ < +∞. (4.52)

The integral in (4.52) defines an equivalent norm on H1−η(0,+∞;Y ) if supplemented with a lower-order
L2-term; see also [LM68, Section 10, Chapter 1] or [Sim90]. In what follows, we write S̃t , e−tSt for
t > 0. Clearly, {S̃t}t>0 is also a bounded strongly continuous semigroup and its generator is A − 1. Fix
x0 ∈ X. We already know that ‖Cz̃‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X by A-boundedness of C. We also observe that

z̃(t+ τ )− z̃(t) = S̃t(S̃τ − 1)A−1x0 − (e−t−τ − e−t)A−1x0, t > 0, τ > 0. (4.53)

Therefore, with (4.52) in mind, we obtain

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 3−2η

∫ +∞

0

‖Cz̃(t+ τ )−Cz̃(t)‖2Y dt dτ 6 2

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 3−2η

∫ +∞

0

‖CS̃t(S̃τ − 1)A−1x0‖
2
Y dtdτ

+ 2‖CA−1x0‖
2
Y

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 3−2η

∫ +∞

0

|e−t−τ − e−t|2 dt dτ. (4.54)

Of course e−· is in H1−η(0,+∞), which means that the second double integral on the right-hand side of
(4.54) is finite. Moreover, ‖CA−1x0‖Y 6 K‖x0‖X by A-boundedness of C. Now, under condition (ii) we
can use Lemma 4.3, whose first statement can be rewritten as follows: there exists K > 0 such that

∫ +∞

0

‖CS̃tv0‖
2
Y dt 6 K‖v0‖

2
Xin

η
, v0 ∈ X in

η . (4.55)

Equation (4.55) applied to v0 = (S̃τ − 1)x0, τ > 0, yields

∫ +∞

0

‖CS̃t(S̃τ − 1)A−1x0‖
2
Y dt 6 K‖(S̃τ − 1)A−1x0‖

2
Xin

η
, τ > 0. (4.56)

Plugging (4.56) into (4.54) and using our preliminary L2-estimate, we obtain

‖Cz̃‖2L2(0,+∞;Y ) +

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 3−2η

∫ +∞

0

‖Cz̃(t+ τ )−Cz̃(t)‖2Y dt dτ

6 K‖x0‖
2
X +K′

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 3−2η
‖(S̃τ − 1)A−1x0‖

2
Xin

η
dτ. (4.57)

Recall from Section 2.2 that the domain of the generator of {S̃t}t>0 restricted to X in
η is precisely X in

1+η .
Notice also that X1 = [X in

1+η , X
in
η ]η . Therefore, Theorem 4.7 yields

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 3−2η
‖(S̃τ − 1)A−1x0‖

2
Xin

η
dτ 6 K‖A−1x0‖

2
X1

= K‖x0‖
2
X , (4.58)

which finally leads to ‖Cz̃‖2H1−η 6 K‖x0‖
2, as required.

Corollary 4.8 ((ii) implies (iii)). Let 0 6 η 6 1 and assume that (ii) holds. Then there exists K > 0
such that

‖Cx̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X , x0 ∈ X1. (4.59)

In particular, for any T > 0, there exists K > 0 such that

‖Cx‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X , x0 ∈ X1. (4.60)
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Proof. Let x0 ∈ X1 and define z as in Proposition 4.6. Since (d/dt)z̃ = −z̃ + x̃, (4.59) follows from the
H1−η-estimate (4.49) and the elementary L2-bound ‖Cz̃‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X using Proposition A.6.
Equation (4.60) then readily follows from the restriction property and the fact that multiplication by e·

is continuous H−η(0, T ;Y ) → H−η(0, T ;Y ).

With the help of Proposition 4.6 and Corollary 4.8, we are able prove another series of implications.

Proposition 4.9 (Interpolation). Let 0 6 η 6 1. Then,

(ii) =⇒ (iii) =⇒ (iv), (ii) ⇐⇒ (iii) in general; (4.61a)

(v) =⇒ (iii) under the left-invertibility assumption. (4.61b)

Proof. We already know from Corollary 4.8 that (ii) implies (iii).
(ii) =⇒ (iv): We shall prove that

sup
ω∈R

1

|2 + iω|
‖C(2 + iω − A)−1‖L(X,Y ) < +∞. (4.62)

The corresponding growth estimate on 1 + iR can then be deduced using the resolvent identify, much as
in the proof of Lemma 4.3.

Let x0 ∈ X1. The corresponding solution x to (4.1) satisfies x ∈ C(R+, X1) ∩ C1(R+, X) and x is
bounded in X1. Since C is A-bounded, the Y -valued function F defined by

F (p) ,
1

pη
Cx̂(p) =

1

pη
C(p− A)−1x0, Re p > 0, (4.63)

is holomorphic and bounded on every open half-plane of the form Re p > σ with σ > 0. By the Paley–
Wiener theorem [ABHN01, Theorem 1.8.3], F is the Laplace transform of a measurable Y -valued function
f that satisfies e−σ·f ∈ L2(0,+∞;Y ) for any σ > 0. We can then write

F (2 + iω) =

∫ +∞

0

e−(2+iω)tf(t) dt, ω ∈ R, (4.64)

where the integral is absolutely convergent in Y . The Cauchy–Schwarz inequality yields

‖F (2 + iω)‖2Y 6

(
∫ +∞

0

e−2t dt

)(
∫ +∞

0

‖e−tf(t)‖2Y dt

)

=
1

2

∫ +∞

0

‖e−tf(t)‖2Y dt, ω ∈ R. (4.65)

By Plancherel’s theorem,
∫ +∞

0

‖e−tf(t)‖2Y dt =
1

2π

∫

R

‖f̂(1 + iξ)‖2Y dξ =
1

2π

∫

R

1

|1 + iξ|2η
‖Cx̂(1 + iξ)‖2Y dξ. (4.66)

Substituting (4.66) into (4.65) gives

1

|2 + iω|2
‖C(2 + iω − A)−1x0‖

2
Y 6

1

4π

∫

R

1

|1 + iξ|2η
‖Cx̂(1 + iξ)‖2Y dξ, ω ∈ R. (4.67)

Under condition (ii), Proposition 4.6 and Corollary 4.8 yield the estimates

‖Cx̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X , ‖Cz̃‖H1−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K′‖x0‖X . (4.68)

Just as in the proof of the implication from (iii) to (i) in Proposition 4.4, we may deduce from (4.68) that
∫

R

1

(1 + ξ2)η
‖Cx̂(1 + iξ)‖2Y dξ 6 K‖x0‖

2
X . (4.69)

In combination with (4.67), this shows that

1

|2 + iω|
‖C(2 + iω −A)−1x0‖Y 6 K‖x0‖X , ω ∈ R. (4.70)

Equation (4.70) is valid for arbitrary data x0 in X1 and thus for x0 in X by density.
(iii) =⇒ (ii): We already know from Lemma 4.2 that, under condition (iii), the map x0 7→ Cx̃ is

continuous X → H−η(0,+∞;Y ). Let us show that it is also continuous X1 → H1−η(0,+∞;Y ). Pick
some (smoother) data v0 = A−1x0 ∈ X1, and write v(t) , Stv0 and x(t) , Stx0 for t > 0. We have
(d/dt)ṽ = −ṽ + x̃ so that, using Proposition A.6 and also A-boundedness of C,

‖Cṽ‖H1−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖Cṽ‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) +K‖Cx̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K′‖v0‖X1 , (4.71)

as required. Now, by Proposition A.14, L2(0,+∞;Y ) = [H1−η(0,+∞;Y ),H−η(0,+∞;Y )]1−η . With
that in hand, we obtain continuity X in

η → L2(0,+∞;Y ) of the map x0 7→ Cx̃ by interpolating between
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X → H−η(0,+∞;Y ) and X1 → H1−η(0,+∞;Y ). It immediately follows that the map x0 7→ Cx is
continuous X in

η → L2(0, T ;Y ) for any T > 0, which proves (ii).
(iv) =⇒ (iii) (With {St}t>0 left-invertible): Here we will take advantage of the left-invertibility

assumption to deduce information on semigroup orbits x from convolution products S ∗ x.7 To this end,
we start by observing that, as a consequence of (iv),

sup
ω∈R

1

(1 + ω2)η/2
‖C(1 + iω −A)−1‖L(X,Y ) < +∞. (4.72)

Hence ω 7→ C(1 + iω − A)−1 is a Fourier multiplier from L2(R, X) into H−η(R, Y ), i.e.,
∫

R

1

(1 + ω2)η
‖C(1 + iω −A)−1f̂(iω)‖2Y dω 6 K

∫

R

‖f(t)‖2X dt, f ∈ L2(R, X). (4.73)

In particular,
‖C(S̃ ∗ g)‖H−η(R,Y ) 6 K‖g̃‖L2(0,+∞;X), g ∈ L2(0,+∞, X). (4.74)

Now, let x0 ∈ X1 and observe that

x(t) =
1

t

∫ t

0

x(t) dr =
1

t

∫ t

0

St−rSrx0 dr =
1

t
(S ∗ x)(t), t > 0. (4.75)

Therefore (notice that we take the norms on the interval (1,+∞)),

‖Cx̃‖H−η(1,+∞;Y ) = ‖(1/·)C(S̃ ∗ x)‖H−η(1,+∞;Y ). (4.76)

Both the function t 7→ 1/t and and its derivative t 7→ t − 1/t2 are bounded on (1,+∞), and with
interpolation and duality it is straightforward to show that that multiplication by t 7→ 1/t is continuous
with respect to the H−η(1,+∞)-norm. Using the restriction property, we then have

‖(1/·)C(S̃ ∗ x)‖H−η(1,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖C(S̃ ∗ x)‖H−η(1,+∞;Y ) 6 K′‖C(S̃ ∗ x)‖H−η(R,Y ). (4.77)

On the other hand, the Fourier multiplier estimate (4.74) applied to x yields

‖C(S̃ ∗ x)‖H−η(R,Y ) 6 K‖x̃‖L2(0,+∞;X) 6 K′‖x0‖X . (4.78)

With (4.76) and (4.77), it follows that

‖Cx̃‖H−η(1,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X . (4.79)

Equation (4.79) valid for arbitrary data x0 ∈ X and we may rephrase it as continuityX → H1−η(0,+∞;Y )
of the map x0 7→ [Cx̃](·+1). Next, we recall from Lemma 4.1 that x 7→ Cx̃ is well-defined as a bounded lin-
ear operator X → H−1(0,+∞;Y ). Note here that, as right translations continuously map H1

0 (0,+∞;Y )
into itself, by duality left translations extend to bounded linear operators on H−1(0,+∞;Y ). Since we
assume left-invertibility of the semigroup, there exists Sleft

−1 ∈ L(X) such that Sleft
−1 S1 = id. Let x0 ∈ X,

x−1 , Sleft
−1 x0 and v(t) , Stx−1 for t > 0. It is easy to check that Cx̃ and e−1[Cṽ](· + 1) coincide

as elements of H−1(0,+∞;E). But we also know from above that [Cṽ](· + 1) must in fact belong to
H−η(0,+∞;Y ) and we have an estimate of its H−η-norm in terms of ‖v(0)‖X = ‖x−1‖X . Thus

‖Cx̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖x−1‖X = K‖Sleft
−1 x0‖X 6 K′‖x0‖X . (4.80)

Just as in the proof of Corollary 4.8, we infer from (4.80), which is valid for arbitrary x ∈ X, that the
map x 7→ Cx is continuous X → H−η(0, T ;Y ) for any T > 0. In particular, (iii) is true.

4.2 Proof of Theorem 3.9

Theorem 3.9 is essentially the dual version of Theorem 3.2. Considering the inhomogeneous Cauchy
problem with zero initial data

ẋ = Ax+Bu, x(0) = 0, (4.81)

we shall show that each item of Theorem 3.9 is equivalent to its counterpart in Theorem 3.2 stated for
the adjoint semigroup generator A∗ and the dual output operator B∗. Again, without loss of generality
we may assume that {St}t>0 is uniformly bounded and that 0 ∈ ρ(A).

7In the context of standard admissibility theory, a similar idea is used in the proof of [TW09, Corollary 5.2.4].
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4.2.1 Duality in abstract Sobolev scales

Let A∗ : dom(A∗) → X be the adjoint of A and let Xd
1 denote dom(A∗) equipped with the graph norm

‖A∗ · ‖X . As in Section 2.2, we may define for any −1 6 θ 6 1 the spaces Xd,fr
θ and Xd,in

θ associated
with A∗. Let 0 6 θ 6 1 and let Xd

θ denote either Xd,fr
θ or Xd,in

θ . Recall that Xd
1 →֒ Xd

θ →֒ X with
continuous and dense embeddings. By considering the natural restriction maps (which are the adjoints
of the previous embeddings), we see that

X∗ →֒ (Xd
θ )

∗ →֒ (Xd
1 )

∗. (4.82)

The embeddings are continuous and, since our spaces are reflexive, also dense. Now let j : X → X∗ be
the map defined by

〈jx, ϕ〉X∗,X , 〈x,ϕ〉X , x ∈ X, ϕ ∈ X. (4.83)

In view of (4.82), we have

〈x, ϕ〉X = 〈jx, ϕ〉X∗,X = 〈jx, ϕ〉(Xd
θ
)∗,Xd

θ
= 〈jx, ϕ〉(Xd

1
)∗,Xd

1
, x ∈ X, ϕ ∈ Xd

1 . (4.84)

Furthermore, by Riesz’ theorem, j is an isometric isomorphism from X onto X∗. In the sequel, X−θ

denotes either Xfr
−θ (if Xd

θ = Xd,fr
θ ) or X in

−θ (if Xd
θ = Xd,in

θ ).

Proposition 4.10. Let 0 6 θ 6 1. Then j extends to an isometric isomorphism between X−θ and (Xd
θ )

∗.

Proof. We start by writing

〈x,ϕ〉X = 〈x, (−A∗)−θ(−A∗)θϕ〉X = 〈(−A)−θx, (−A∗)θϕ〉X , x ∈ X, ϕ ∈ Xd,fr
θ . (4.85)

Recalling that (−A∗)θ is an isometric isomorphism from Xd,fr
θ onto X, we have, for all x ∈ X

‖jx‖
(X

d,fr
θ

)∗
= sup
ϕ∈X

d,fr
θ

\{0}

|〈(−A)−θx, (−A∗)θϕ〉X |

‖(−A∗)θϕ‖X

= sup
ψ∈X\{0}

|〈(−A)−θx, ψ〉X |

‖ψ‖X
= ‖(−A)−θx‖X = ‖x‖Xfr

−θ
.

(4.86)

Since X is dense in Xfr
−θ, (4.86) shows that j extends to an isometry Xfr

−θ → (Xd,fr
θ )∗. In particular, the

extension, which we still denote by j, is injective. To check that it is surjective, we first note that the
image of Xfr

−θ under j must contain X∗ and is therefore dense in (Xd,fr
θ )∗; owing to the isometric nature

of j and completeness of Xfr
−θ , this image must also be closed and the claim follows.

The result is now proved for the scale of domains of fractional powers. In particular, the case θ = 1
means that j : X−1 → (Xd

1 )
∗ is an isometric isomorphism. We can now deduce the required property for

the interpolation scale by interpolating between X−1 → (Xd
1 )

∗ and X → X∗. More precisely, we recall
that X in

−θ = [X,X−1]1−θ and apply [CWHM15, Theorem 3.7] to see that

(Xd,in
θ )∗ = ([Xd

1 , X]1−θ)
∗ = [(Xd

1 )
∗, X]θ, (4.87)

with equality of norms. As a result, considering j and j−1, we finally obtain that j : X in
−θ → (Xd,in

θ )∗ is
an isometric8 isomorphism as well, which completes the proof.

Proposition 4.10 makes possible the identification X−θ ≃ (Xd
θ )

∗ through the map j. In particular, X
is identified with its antidual X∗ and we can work with the chain of continuous and dense embeddings

Xd
1 →֒ Xd

θ →֒ X →֒ X−θ →֒ X−1, 0 < θ < 1, (4.88)

where the antiduality pairing 〈·, ·〉X−1,X
d
1

naturally extends 〈·, ·〉X
−θ ,X

d
θ
, which in turn extends the scalar

product 〈·, ·〉X .

4.2.2 Duality between control and observation

Having also identified U with its antidual, we define the adjoint B∗ ∈ L(Xd
1 , U) of B in the pivot duality

Xd
1 →֒ X →֒ X−1 by

〈u,B∗x〉U , 〈Bu, x〉X−1,X
d
1
, u ∈ U, x ∈ Xd

1 . (4.89)

We will apply Theorem 3.2 to the adjoint semigroup {S∗
t }t>0 with generator A∗ : Xd

1 → X and the
A∗-bounded observation operator B∗ : Xd

1 → U . We also note that {St}t>0 is right-invertible if and only
if {S∗

t }t>0 is left-invertible. Furthermore, for all ω ∈ R, u ∈ U and x ∈ X,

〈(1 + iω −A)−1Bu, x〉X = 〈Bu, (1− iω − A∗)−1x〉X−1,X
d
1
= 〈u,B∗(1− iω − A∗)−1x〉U . (4.90)

8Recall that our choice of norm for interpolation spaces preserves constants in interpolation inequalities; see (2.1).
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As a consequence,

‖(1 + iω − A)−1B‖L(U,X) = ‖B∗(1− iω −A∗)−1‖L(X,U), ω ∈ R. (4.91)

Now, given T > 0, let ΦT be the map that associates to an input u defined on (0, T ) the state x(T ),
where x solves the inhomogeneous Cauchy problem (4.81). It follows from (3.8) and (3.9) that

ΦT ∈ L(L2(0, T ;U), X−1), ΦT ∈ L(H1
0(0, T ;U), X). (4.92)

Similarly as in Lemma 4.1, we also see that the map ΨT : x0 7→ B∗x, where x solves ẋ = A∗x, x(0) = x0,
satisfies

ΨT ∈ L(Xd
1 , L

2(0, T ;U)), ΨT ∈ L(X,H−1(0, T ;U)), (4.93)

where we extended ΨT by density in the second statement. The following lemma is an implementation
of a well-known duality relation between input and output maps; see, e.g., [TW09, Section 4.10].

Lemma 4.11. The following identity holds:

〈ΦT [u(T − ·)], x0〉X = 〈u,ΨTx0〉L2(0,T ;U), u ∈ H1
0 (0, T ;U), x0 ∈ Xd

1 . (4.94)

Proof. Let u ∈ H1
0 (0, T ;U) and x0 ∈ Xd

1 . Certainly, u ∈ H1
0 (0, T ;U) if and only if u(T −·) ∈ H1

0 (0, T ;U).
We recall that [ΨTx0](t) = B∗S∗

t x0 for 0 6 t 6 1 and

ΦT u =

∫ T

0

ST−tA
−1Bu̇(t) dt, ΦT [u(T − ·)] = −

∫ T

0

ST−tA
−1Bu̇(T − t) dt. (4.95)

Therefore,

〈ΦT [u(T − ·)], x0〉X = −

∫ T

0

〈ST−tA
−1Bu̇(T − t), x0〉X dt = −

∫ T

0

〈A−1Bu̇(T − t), S∗
T−tx0〉X dt. (4.96)

Now, for a.e. 0 < s < T ,

〈A−1Bu̇(T − s), S∗
T−sx0〉X = 〈Bu̇(T − s), (A∗)−1S∗

T−sx0〉X−1,X
d
1
. (4.97)

Furthermore, as x0 ∈ Xd
1 , the function t 7→ (A∗)−1S∗

T−tx0 belongs to C1([0, T ], Xd
1 ) and

d

dt
(A∗)−1S∗

T−tx0 = −S∗
T−tx0, 0 < t < T, (4.98)

in the sense of strong differentiation in Xd
1 . Therefore, using differentiation rules for continuous sesquilin-

ear forms, we may integrate by parts in (4.96) and obtain

〈ΦT [u(T − ·)], x0〉X =

∫ T

0

〈Bu(T − t), S∗
T−tx0〉X−1,X

d
1
dt =

∫ T

0

〈u(t), B∗S∗
t x0〉U , (4.99)

which is the desired equality.

We are finally in a position to complete the proof of Theorem 3.9.

Proof of Theorem 3.9. As mentioned above, we shall show that each input condition in (i’) through (iv’)
stated for A and B in Theorem 3.9 is equivalent to its output counterpart in (i) through (iv) for A∗ and
B∗ in Theorem 3.2.

(i) ⇐⇒ (i′), (ii) ⇐⇒ (ii′): We treat the cases of fractional powers and interpolation spaces
simultaneously. Recall that (i) (if Xd

η = Xd,fr
η ) or (ii) (if Xd

η = Xd,in
η ) hold if and only if there exist

K,T > 0 such that
‖ΨTx0‖L2(0,T ;U) 6 K‖x0‖Xd

η
, x0 ∈ Xd

1 ; (4.100)

whereas (i’) or (ii’) hold if and only if there exist K, T > 0 such that

‖ΦTu‖X−η 6 K‖u‖L2(0,T ;U), u ∈ H1
0 (0, T ;U). (4.101)

Now, let T > 0. If u ∈ H1
0 (0, T ;U), then ΦTu ∈ X and, recalling from Proposition 4.10 that X−η ≃ (Xd

η )
∗

through the Riesz map of X,

‖ΦT u‖X−η = sup
x0∈X

d
1
\{0}

|〈ΦTu, x0〉X−η ,X
d
η
|

‖x0‖Xd
η

= sup
x0∈X

d
1
\{0}

|〈ΦTu, x0〉X |

‖x0‖Xd
η

= sup
x0∈X

d
1
\{0}

|〈u(T − ·),ΨTx0〉L2(0,T ;U)|

‖x0‖Xd
η

,

(4.102)
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where we used the density of Xd
1 in Xd

η and also Lemma 4.11. Similarly, if x0 ∈ Xd
1 , then ΨTx0 ∈

L2(0, T ;U) and

‖ΨTx0‖L2(0,T ;U) = sup
u∈L2(0,T ;U)\{0}

|〈ΦT [u(T − ·)], x0〉X−η,X
d
η
|

‖u‖L2(0,T ;U)

. (4.103)

We note that the map u 7→ u(T − ·) preserves the L2-norm and we deduce from (4.102) and (4.103) that
if (i) (resp. (ii)) holds for some K,T > 0, then (i’) (resp. (ii’)) holds with the same constants, and vice
versa.

(iii) ⇐⇒ (iii′): Let T > 0. We use Lemma 4.11 again to obtain the following equalities:

‖ΦT u‖X = sup
x0∈X

d
1
\{0}

|〈ΨTx0, u(T − ·)〉H−η(0,T ;U),H
η
0
(0,T ;U)|

‖x0‖X
, u ∈ H1

0 (0, T ;U); (4.104a)

‖ΨTx0‖H−η(0,T ;U) = sup
u∈H1

0
(0,T ;U)\{0}

|〈x0,ΦT [u(T − ·)]〉X |

‖u‖Hη(0,T ;U)

, x0 ∈ Xd
1 . (4.104b)

Using interpolation, we see that the map u 7→ u(T − ·) is bounded with respect to the Hη-norm, and
(4.104) shows that (iii) in Theorem 3.2 is equivalent to the condition

‖x(T )‖2X 6 K‖u‖Hη(0,T ;U), u ∈ H1
0 (0, T ;U), (4.105)

where x solves the inhomogeneous Cauchy problem (4.81). On the other hand, (iii’) in Theorem 3.9 is
almost the same as (4.105), but for u ∈ H1(0, T ;U) instead of H1

0 (0, T ;U). It therefore remains to show
that (4.105) actually implies (iii’).

• First case: 0 6 η 6 1/2. By density of D(0, T ;U) in Hη(0, T ;U) (see Proposition A.3), we have
Hη(0, T ;U) = Hη

0 (0, T ;U) and there is nothing left to prove.
• Second case: 1/2 < η 6 1. We recall from trace theory that the map u 7→ u(τ ) is well-defined and
continuous from Hη(0, T ;U) into U for any 0 6 τ 6 T ; see, e.g., [Sim90, Corollary 27]. Furthermore,
according to Proposition A.3 and Remark A.9, Hη

0 (0, T ;U) is precisely the space of those u ∈ Hη(0, T ;U)
such that u(0) = u(T ) = 0. Let u ∈ Hη(0, T ;U). We may write u = u1 + u2, where u2 is the unique
affine function such that u2(0) = u(0) and u2(T ) = u(T ). Then, by construction u1 ∈ Hη

0 (0, T ;U) and,
by (4.105), ‖ΨTu1‖X 6 K‖u1‖Hη(0,T ;U) 6 K‖u‖Hη(0,T ;U)+K‖u2‖Hη(0,T ;U). On the other hand, because
u2 is affine,

‖u2‖Hη(0,T ;U) 6 K‖u2‖H1(0,T ;U) 6 K′‖u(0)‖U +K′‖u(T )‖U 6 K′′‖u‖Hη(0,T ;U). (4.106)

Furthermore, recall from (3.9) that

ΦTu2 = STA
−1Bu(0)− A−1Bu(T ) +

∫ T

0

ST−tA
−1Bu̇2(t) dt. (4.107)

Using A-boundedness of B and (4.106), we deduce from (4.107) that ‖ΦT u2‖X 6 K‖u2‖H1(0,T ;U) 6
K′‖u‖Hη(0,T ;U). After summation and use of the triangle inequality we are left with the desired estimate
‖ΦT u‖X 6 K‖u‖Hη(0,T ;U).

(iv) ⇐⇒ (iv′): The equivalence readily follows from (4.91).

4.3 Proof of Theorem 3.12

This section contains the proof of Theorem 3.12. At this point, Theorems 3.2 and 3.9 are proved and
will be used in the arguments. In particular, recalling Definition 3.10 we will say that the input operator
B is η1-admissible if any of the (equivalent) conditions (i’) through (iii’) of Theorem 3.9 is satisfied with
parameter 0 6 η1 6 1. Similarly, in accordance with Definition 3.6, the output operator C is said to be
η2-admissible if (i) through (iii) are verified with parameter 0 6 η2 6 1.

First we need to take care of the dependence on the real numbers σ in part (b) of Theorem 3.12.

Lemma 4.12. Assume that B and C are η1- and η2-admissible, respectively. Let σ, σ′ > σ0. Then,

‖C(σ+ iω−A)−1B‖L(U,Y ) = ‖C(σ′ + iω−A)−1B‖L(U,Y ) +O(|ω|η1+η2), ω ∈ R, |ω| → +∞. (4.108)

Proof. By the resolvent identity,

C(σ+ iω −A)−1B = C(σ′ + iω −A)−1B + (σ′ − σ)C(σ+ iω −A)−1(σ′ + iω −A)−1B, ω ∈ R. (4.109)

On the other hand, for all ω ∈ R,

‖C(σ+iω−A)−1(σ′+iω−A)−1B‖L(U,Y ) 6 ‖C(σ+iω−A)−1‖L(X,Y )‖(σ
′+iω−A)−1B‖L(U,X). (4.110)

By Theorems 3.2 and 3.9, the factors on the right-hand side of (4.110) grow like O(|ω|η2) and O(|ω|η1),
respectively, as |ω| → +∞, and the result follows immediately.

21



Lemma 4.12 proves the “for some (equivalently, all)” part of (b). Furthermore, it is clear that replacing
A by A− σ for σ ∈ R does not change (a). Therefore, under η1- and η2-admissibility of B and C, for the
proof of equivalence between (a) and (b), we may assume that {St}t>0 is uniformly bounded and that
0 ∈ ρ(A).

As indicated previously, the main idea behind Theorem 3.12 is rather simple but the step of extending
the finite-time condition (a) into a suitable estimate (Proposition 4.19 below) on the real line is lengthy
and contains some tedious technicalities. The reader may wish to skip these by assuming Proposition 4.19
in the first instance and going straight to the end of the present section.

Let us recall and introduce some notation. Given T > 0, the operator ΦT ∈ L(L2(0, T ;U), X−1)
maps input signals u defined on (0, T ) to the final state x(T ), where x is the corresponding solution
to ẋ = Ax + Bu, x(0) = 0. For the sake of convenience, if 0 < t < T , we shall write Φtu instead of
Φt[u|(0,t)], and we also set Φ0 , 0. On the other hand, we define ΨT ∈ L(X1, L

2(0, T ;Y )) to be the
operator mapping an initial state x0 into Cx, where x solves ẋ = Ax, x(0) = x0. Finally, as mentioned
above, when u ∈ D(0, T ;U), then the function t 7→ Φtu belongs to C([0, T ], Z). This allows us to define
the input-output map ΞT as follows:

ΞTu , (t ∈ [0, T ] 7→ CΦtu), u ∈ D(0, T ;U). (4.111)

Finally, we recall that the tilde denotes multiplication by e−·. Before delving into the input-output
problem, we prove a lemma that also complements Theorem 3.2.

Lemma 4.13 (Regularity shift). Let 0 6 η1, η2 6 1 and T > 0. If C is η2-admissible then ΨT extends
to a continuous mapping from X in

−η1 into H−η1−η2(0, T ;Y ).

Proof. Because C is assumed to be η2-admissible, we already know that the map x0 7→ Cx̃ is continuous
X1 → H1−η2(0,+∞;Y ). In order to avoid the trouble of interpolating between spaces of positive and
negative order, we will start from smoother solutions and then differentiate to reach the X in

−η1 -level. First,
let x0 ∈ X1, v0 , A−1x0, x(t) , Stx0 and v(t) , Stv0, t > 0, so that v̇ = x. By A-boundedness of C and
the aforementioned continuity property, we see that

‖Cv‖H1(0,T ;Y ) + ‖Cx‖H1−η2 (0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖x0‖X1 = K‖v0‖X2 . (4.112)

Using Proposition A.6, we infer from (4.112) that ‖Cṽ‖H2−η2 (0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖v0‖X2 . Renaming the vari-
ables, we may reformulate this estimate as follows:

x0 7→ Cx is continuous X2 → H2−η2(0, T ;Y ). (4.113)

We can then interpolate between X2 → H2−η2(0,+∞;Y ) and X1 → H1−η1(0,+∞;Y ) to obtain that

x0 7→ Cx̃ is continuous X in
2−η1 → H2−η1−η2(0,+∞;Y ). (4.114)

To complete the proof, given x0 ∈ X1, this time we let v0 = A−2x0, x(t) , Stx0 and v(t) , Stv0 for
t > 0. Now v̈ = x and applying Proposition A.6 twice (with Remark A.9) leads to

‖Cx‖H−η1−η2 (0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖Cv‖H2−η1−η2 (0,T ;Y ) 6 K′‖v0‖Xin
2−η1

= K′‖x0‖Xin
−η1

, (4.115)

where we applied (4.114) to the v-variable and also used that A−2 is an isometric isomorphism from X in
−η1

onto X in
2−η1 .

With Lemma 4.13 in hand, let us summarise the different continuity properties of the input, output
and input-ouput maps that we will use in the proof:

• Given 0 6 η1 6 1, if the control operator B is η1-admissible then ΦT is continuous from L2(0, T ;U)
into X in

−η1 for any T > 0;
• Given 0 6 η2 6 1, if the observation operator C is η2-admissible, then ΨT is continuous from X in

−η1

into H−η1−η2(0,+∞;Y ) for any T > 0;
• If 0 6 η1, η2 6 1 and T > 0 are such that the input-ouput hypothesis (a) is satisfied, then ΞT defined

by (4.111) extends to a bounded linear operator from L2(0, T ;U) into H−η1−η2(0, T ;Y ).

From now on, the variable x will be used to denote the unique (in general X−1-valued) solution to the
inhomogeneous Cauchy problem with zero initial condition

ẋ = Ax+Bu, x(0) = 0, (4.116)

where the input u is assumed to be at least locally integrable. As pointed out before, when u ∈
D(0,+∞;U), then x ∈ C(R+, Z); a stronger statement is given in Lemma 4.16 below. Our first goal
here is to establish the following proposition.

Proposition 4.14 (Windowed estimate). Let 0 6 η1, η2 6 1. If condition (a) holds for some T > 0,
under η1- and η2-admissibility of B and C, there exists K > 0 such that

+∞
∑

n=0

e−2nT ‖Cx̃(nT + ·)‖2H−η1−η2 (0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖ũ‖2L2(0,+∞;U), u ∈ D(0,+∞;E). (4.117)
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Proposition 4.14 is the first step towards an H−η1−η2 -estimate of Cx̃ in terms of the L2-norm of ũ.
Its proof makes use of two simple lemmas that are given below. Fix T > 0. In order to simplify notation,
given an input u and the corresponding solution x, we will write

xn , x(·+ nT ), un , u(·+ nT ), n ∈ N. (4.118)

Lemma 4.15. Let u ∈ L2(0,+∞;U). Then,

xn(t) = Φtun +

n−1
∑

k=0

SkT+tΦTun−k−1, 0 6 t 6 T, n ∈ N. (4.119)

Proof. This is a straightforward consequence of the variation of constants formula (3.8).

Next, let U be the subspace of L2(0,+∞;U) comprised of all those u ∈ D(0,+∞;U) such that
un ∈ D(0, T ;U) for all n ∈ N. It is easy to see that U is dense in L2(0,+∞;U).

Lemma 4.16. Let u ∈ D(0,+∞;U). Then, x ∈ C(R+, Z) ∩ L∞(0,+∞;Z). Furthermore, if u ∈ U, then
for all n ∈ N, the function t 7→ Φtun belongs to C([0, T ], Z), and also ΦTun ∈ X1.

Proof. Here u is smooth and satisfies u(0) = u̇(0) = 0. Using the formula (3.9) with an additional
integration by parts leads to

x(t) = −A−1Bu(t)− A−2Bu̇(t) +

∫ t

0

St−sA
−2Bü(s) ds, t > 0. (4.120)

Thus, boundedness of x in Z follows from A−1B ∈ L(U,Z), A−2B ∈ L(U,X1) and the continuous
embedding X1 →֒ Z, together with boundedness of the semigroup and the fact that u is smooth and
compactly supported. Furthermore, un ∈ D(0, T ;U) by definition of U , which implies continuity of the
function t 7→ Φtun from [0, T ] into Z. Since every un vanishes at the end points t = 0 and t = T , using
the variation of constants formula again we see that

ΦTun =

∫ T

0

ST−sA
−2Bü(s) ds (4.121)

which in turn proves that ΦTun ∈ X1 for all n ∈ N.

Remark 4.17. Note that Φtun need not be in X1 for 0 < t < T .
As a consequence of Lemma 4.16, when u ∈ U , we can apply the operator C to each term of the formula

(4.119) in a classical, pointwise sense. We can now give the proof of Proposition 4.14, which combines our
technical machinery with some ideas from the system-theoretic literature, namely a convolution argument
seen in, e.g., [Sta05, Theorem 2.5.4].

Proof of Proposition 4.14. We will write η , η1 + η2 and assume that T > 0 is as in (a). By density, it is
enough the prove the result for u ∈ U . First, as noted in the proof of Corollary 4.8, ‖Cx̃n‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6
K‖Cxn‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) for all n ∈ N. Next, recalling the formula (4.119) from Lemma 4.15, we have

e−nT ‖Cxn‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 e−nT ‖ΞTun‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) +

n−1
∑

k=0

‖ΨTSkTΦTun−k−1‖H−η(0,T ;Y ), n ∈ N. (4.122)

By η2-admissibility of C and Lemma 4.13, for all 0 6 k 6 n− 1,

‖ΨTSkTΦTun−k−1‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖SkTΦTun−k−1‖Xin
−η1

6 K′‖ΦTun−k−1‖Xin
−η1

, (4.123)

where we also used that {St}t>0 extends to a uniformly bounded semigroup on X in
−η1 . Furthermore, by

η1-admissibility of B, for all 0 6 k 6 n− 1, we have

e−nT ‖ΦTun−k−1‖Xin
−η1

6 Ke−nT ‖un−k−1‖L2(0,T ;U)

= Ke−T e−kT e−(n−k−1)T ‖un−k−1‖L2(0,T ;U).
(4.124)

Also, since condition (a) is assumed, the bound ‖ΞTun‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖un‖L2(0,T ;U), which relates
outputs and inputs, holds uniformly in n ∈ N. Plugging this estimate, together with (4.123) and (4.124),
into (4.122) leads to

e−nT ‖Cxn‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 Ke−nT ‖un‖L2(0,T ;U) +K

n−1
∑

k=0

e−kT e−(n−k−1)T ‖un−k−1‖L2(0,T ;U) (4.125)

for all n ∈ N. By means of a discrete Young’s convolution inequality, we deduce from (4.125) that

+∞
∑

n=0

e−2nT ‖Cxn‖
2
H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K2

(

+∞
∑

n=0

e−nT
)2 +∞
∑

n=0

e−2nT ‖un‖
2
L2(0,T ;U) 6 K′‖ũ‖2L2(0,+∞;U), (4.126)

as required.
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We are now able to turn the finite-time property of (a) into a half-line estimate.

Corollary 4.18 (Half-line estimate). In the setting of Proposition 4.14, there exists K > 0 such that

‖Cx̃‖H−η1−η2 (0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖ũ‖L2(0,+∞;U), u ∈ D(0,+∞;U). (4.127)

Proof. Let η , η1 + η2. We write

xn+1/2(t) , x((n+ 1/2)T + t), 0 6 t 6 T, n ∈ N, (4.128a)

x1/2(t) , x(T/2 + t), u1/2(t) , u(T/2 + t), t > 0. (4.128b)

By Lemma B.1, it suffices to show that, for all u ∈ D(0,+∞;U),

+∞
∑

n=0

e−2nT ‖Cx̃n‖
2
H−η(0,T ;Y ) +

+∞
∑

n=0

e−2(n+1/2)T ‖Cx̃n+1/2‖
2
H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖ũ‖2L2(0,+∞;U). (4.129)

The estimate for the first sum in (4.129) follows directly from Proposition 4.14. To handle the second
sum, we observe that x1/2 solves the inhomogeneous Cauchy problem

ẋ1/2 = Ax1/2 +Bu1/2, x1/2(0) = x(T/2), (4.130)

so that, formulating the variation of constants formula in terms of the operators St and Φt,

x1/2(t) = StΦT/2u+ Φtu1/2 t > 0. (4.131)

Let v(t) , StΦT/2u and w(t) , Φtu1/2 for t > 0. In accordance with (4.118), the subscript n will indicate
translation by nT and restriction to [0, T ]. It is immediate that

+∞
∑

n=0

e−2(n+1/2)T ‖Cx̃n+1/2‖
2
H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K

+∞
∑

n=0

e−2nT
(

‖Cṽn‖
2
H−η(0,T ;Y ) + ‖Cw̃n‖

2
H−η(0,T ;Y )

)

. (4.132)

Since v is a semigroup orbit, η2-admissibility of C, Lemma 4.13 and boundedness of the semigroup on
Xfr

−η1 imply that

‖Cṽn‖
2
H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖Cvn‖

2
H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K′‖SnTΦT/2u‖

2
Xin

−η1

6 K′′‖ΦT/2u‖
2
Xin

−η1

, n ∈ N. (4.133)

Summing (4.133) over N and using η1-admissibility of B yield

+∞
∑

n=0

e−2nT ‖Cṽn‖
2
H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖ΦT/2u‖

2
Xin

−η1

6 K′‖u‖2L2(0,T/2;U) 6 K′‖ũ‖2L2(0,+∞;U). (4.134)

Let us now deal with w. Note that u1/2 need not be in D(0,+∞;U); nevertheless we may temporarily
replace it with approximations fε ∈ D(0,+∞;U) that satisfy fε → u1/2 in L2(0,+∞;U) as ε→ 0. After
applying Proposition 4.14 and passing to the limit, we obtain

+∞
∑

n=0

e−2nT ‖Cw̃n‖
2
H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖ũ1/2‖

2
L2(0,+∞;U) 6 K‖ũ‖2L2(0,+∞;U), (4.135)

and we complete the proof of (4.129) by summing (4.134) and (4.135).

Finally, we are in a position to deduce the required Bessel potential space estimate from the half-line
property of Corollary 4.18.

Proposition 4.19 (H−η(R, Y )-estimate). Let 0 6 η1, η2 6 1. Assuming (a), η1-admissibility of B and
η2-admissibility of C, there exists K > 0 such that

∫

R

1

(1 + ω2)η1+η2
‖Cx̂(1 + iω)‖2Y dω 6 K‖ũ‖2L2(0,+∞;U), u ∈ D(0,+∞;U). (4.136)

Proof. Let η , η1 + η2. The argument depends on the value of η.

• First case: 0 6 η 6 1/2. By Proposition A.7, the extension by zero is continuous H−η(0,+∞;Y ) →
H−η(R, Y ) and we may deduce (4.136) directly from the estimate ‖Cx̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖ũ‖L2(0,+∞;U)

provided by Corollary 4.18.
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• Second case: 1/2 < η < 3/2. Given u ∈ D(0,+∞;U), consider the twice integrated variable z defined
by z(t) ,

∫ t

0

∫ r

0
x(s) ds dr for t > 0. Then

Cẑ(p) =
1

p2
Cx̂(p) = −

1

p2
CA−1Bû(p)−

1

p
CA−2Bû(p) +CA−1(p−A)−1A−1Bû(p), Re p > 0. (4.137)

Here we recall that CA−1 ∈ L(X,Y ), A−1B ∈ L(U,X), and also CA−1B ∈ L(U, Y ) by (3.16). Thus,
with Plancherel’s theorem we readily infer from (4.137) that

‖Cz̃‖2L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖ũ‖L2(0,+∞;U). (4.138)

Next, we wish to estimate theH2−η-norm of z̃ in terms of theH−η-norm of Cx̃. To do so we implement an
“elliptic regularity” argument. Let L be the operator on L2(0,+∞;Y ) given by L , −(d2/dt2)−2(d/dt)+4
with dom(L) , H2(0,+∞;Y )∩H1

0 (0,+∞;Y ). Note that L∗ = −(d2/dt2)+2(d/dt)+ 4 with dom(L∗) =
dom(L). In what follows, y denotes an arbitrary element of dom(L). First, pairing Ly and y leads to

‖ẏ‖2L2(0,+∞;Y ) − 2〈ẏ, y〉L2(0,+∞;Y ) + 4‖y‖2L2(0,+∞;Y ) = 〈Ly, y〉L2(0,+∞;Y ). (4.139)

so that, by Young’s inequality,

1

4
‖ẏ‖2L2(0,+∞;Y ) +

7

4
‖y‖2L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 ‖Ly‖2H−1(0,+∞;Y ), (4.140a)

1

2
‖ẏ‖2L2(0,+∞;Y ) +

3

2
‖y‖2L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6

1

2
‖Ly‖2L2(0,+∞;Y ). (4.140b)

Note that (4.140) also holds with L replaced by L∗. Thus, both L and L∗ are coercive and in particular
L−1 is well-defined and continuous from L2(0,+∞;Y ) onto dom(L). In fact, (4.140a) shows that L−1

and (L∗)−1 extend to bounded linear operators from H−1(0,+∞;Y ) onto H1
0 (0,+∞;Y ). On the other

hand, (4.140b) allows us to prove that the graph norms of L and L∗ are equivalent to the H2-norm. We
now aim to establish the following property:

L−1 is continuous H−η(0,+∞;Y ) → H2−η
0 (0,+∞;Y ). (4.141)

If η = 1, (4.141) is already proved. Assume then that 1/2 < η < 1. By interpolation,

L−1 is continuous [L2(0,+∞;Y ),H−1(0,+∞;Y )]η → [dom(L),H1
0 (0,+∞;Y )]η. (4.142)

First,
[L2(0,+∞;Y ),H−1(0,+∞;Y )]η = ([H1

0 (0,+∞;Y ), L2(0,+∞;Y )]1−η)
∗

= (Hη
0 (0,+∞;Y ))∗ = H−η(0,+∞;Y ),

(4.143)

where we used [CWHM15, Theorem 3.7] to pass to antiduals and then Lemma A.10 to characterise the
interpolation space on the right-hand side. Second, we recall that dom(L) equipped with the graph
norm coincides algebraically and topologically with H2(0,+∞;Y ) ∩ H1

0 (0,+∞;Y ) equipped with the
H2-norm. Therefore by Lemma A.12 the interpolation space at the right-hand side of (4.142) is precisely
H2−η

0 (0,+∞;Y ), and (4.141) is proved. For the case 1 < η < 3/2, we notice that by duality (4.141) is
equivalent to:

(L∗)−1 is continuous Hη−2(0,+∞;Y ) → Hη
0 (0,+∞;Y ), (4.144)

which we can prove exactly as in the previous case since L∗ enjoys the same properties as L and η is
such that 1/2 < 2 − η < 1. Having established (4.141), we may return to our z-variable. We see that
−LCz̃ = Cx̃− 3Cz̃, and by (4.138) and (4.141) we have

‖Cz̃‖H2−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖Cx̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y ) +K‖Cz̃‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K′‖ũ‖L2(0,+∞;U). (4.145)

Now recall from Proposition A.7 that extension by zero is continuous H2−η
0 (0,+∞;Y ) → H2−η(R, E).

This allows us to deduce that ‖Cz̃‖H2−η(R,Y ) 6 K‖ũ‖L2(0,+∞;U), which in turn leads to the required
estimate (4.136) via the Laplace representation (4.137) of z.
• Third case: 3/2 < η 6 2. We use the z-variable again but in a slightly different way. Because η > 1, it
follows from (4.138) that

‖(d/dt)Cz̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖(d/dt)Cz̃‖H−1(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K′‖ũ‖L2(0,+∞;U). (4.146)

Recall that (d2/dt2)Cz̃ = −2(d/dt)Cz̃ − Cz̃ + Cx̃. By Proposition A.6 we obtain

‖(d/dt)Cz̃‖H1−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖(d2/dt2)Cz̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y ) +K‖(d/dt)Cz̃‖H−η(0,+∞;Y )

6 K′‖ũ‖L2(0,+∞;Y ).
(4.147)

Applying Proposition A.6 again yields

‖z̃‖H2−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖z̃‖H1−η(0,+∞;Y ) +K‖(d/dt)z̃‖H1−η(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K′‖ũ‖L2(0,+∞;Y ), (4.148)

where the H1−η-norm can be controlled by the L2-norm since η > 1. By Proposition A.7, extension by
zero is continuous H2−η(0,+∞;Y ) → H2−η(R, Y ) and we complete the proof just as in the previous case.
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• Fourth case: η = 3/2. In this case (4.147) remains valid. We recall from Proposition A.7 that the
extension by zero map (denoted by π) is continuous H−1/2(0,+∞;Y ) → H−1/2(R, Y ). Therefore

‖π(d/dt)z̃‖H−1/2(R,Y ) 6 K‖ũ‖L2(0,+∞;U). (4.149)

Here we use the explicit notation π to avoid confusion as the derivative of the extension by zero need not
be the extension by zero of the derivative, although it is true here for z̃ ∈ H1

0 (0,+∞;Y ). Then

L

[

dz̃

dt

]

(p) =
p

(1 + p)2
C(1 + p− A)−1Bû(1 + p), Re p > 0, (4.150)

so that we can readily turn our estimate (4.149) for (d/dt)z̃ into the desired inequality (4.136).

Remark 4.20. When 0 6 η < 1, it it not clear whether one can derive an intermediate estimate of (d/dt)z̃
in H−η-norm using merely A-boundedness of B and C or the technical hypothesis (3.16). This is why
we used the ad hoc elliptic argument in that case, as opposed to the more straightforward application of
Proposition A.6 in the other cases.

Proof of Theorem 3.12. We first prove (a) =⇒ (b) and then, simultaneously, (b) =⇒ (a) and the last
statement in the theorem.

(a) =⇒ (b): Here we assume that B and C are η1- and η2-admissible, respectively. Let u ∈
D(0,+∞;U). By Lemma 4.16, x ∈ L∞(0,+∞;Z) so x is Laplace transformable as a Z-valued function
and Cx̂(p) = C(p−A)−1Bû(p) for all p ∈ C with Re p > 0. In particular, the Y -valued function F defined
by F (p) , p−ηC(p− A)−1Bû(p) is holomorphic and bounded on each set of the form {p ∈ C,Re p > σ},
σ > 0. Therefore, by the Paley–Wiener theorem, F is the Laplace transform of some measurable Y -valued
function f satisfying e−σ·f ∈ L2(0,+∞;Y ) for all σ > 0. Similarly as in the proof of Theorem 3.2, by
Plancherel’s theorem the H−η-estimate (4.136) provided by Proposition 4.19 implies that f must satisfy
‖f̃‖L2(0,+∞;Y ) 6 K‖ũ‖L2(0,+∞;U).

Since u 7→ ũ is a bijection on D(0,+∞;U), it then follows that the map ũ 7→ f̃ is well-defined and
extends as a bounded linear operator Θ : L2(0,+∞;U) → L2(0,+∞;Y ). Define defined the L(U, Y )-
valued function G

G(p) ,
1

(1 + p)η
C(1 + p− A)−1B, Re p > 0. (4.151)

We may check that Θ is exactly multiplication by G in the Laplace domain: L[Θv](p) = G(p)v̂(p) for all
p ∈ C with Re p > 0 and v ∈ L2(0,+∞;U). By definition of Θ, this is immediate when v ∈ D(0,+∞;U),
and it follows from a density argument using the Paley–Wiener theorem when v is merely in L2(0,+∞;U).
As a consequence of its Laplace multiplier representation, the operator Θ is also shift invariant, i.e.,
Θ[v](· − τ ) = Θ[v(· − τ )] for all τ > 0 and v ∈ L2(0,+∞;U).

Now, recall that shift invariant bounded operators on Hilbert-valued L2(0,+∞)-spaces are char-
acterised by bounded holomorphic transfer functions on the open right-half plane; see [FS55, Wei94].
More precisely, [Wei94, Theorem 3.1] provides a bounded holomorphic L(U, Y )-valued function H de-
fined on the open right-half plane and such that L[Θv](p) = H(p)v(p) for all p ∈ C with Re p > 0 and
v ∈ L2(0,+∞;U). Using elements v of the form v(t) = e−tv0, v0 ∈ U , it is easy to see that G and H
coincide on the open right-half plane. Therefore, we have proved that

sup
Re p>0

‖G(p)‖L(U,Y ) < +∞, and thus sup
ω∈R

‖G(iω)‖L(U,Y ) < +∞, (4.152)

where we also used that G is continuous on the closed right-half plane. The growth condition (b) for
C(1 + iω − A)−1B then follows from (4.152).

(b) =⇒ (a): Here we no longer assume η1- and η2-admissibility of B and C. We also drop the
working hypothesis that {St}t>0 is uniformly bounded and 0 ∈ ρ(A). We shall prove that if (3.19) holds
for some σ > σ0 then (a) holds, which also gives (b) =⇒ (a). Assuming (3.19), ω 7→ C(σ + iω − A)−1B
is a Fourier multiplier between L2(R, U) and H−η(R, Y ). Let u ∈ D(0, 1;U), which we extend with
zero outside of (0, 1), so that u ∈ D(0,+∞;U). The Fourier transform of e−σ·Cx is precisely ω 7→
C(σ + iω − A)−1Bû(σ + iω) and the above multiplier property leads to

‖Ce−σ·x‖H−η(R) 6 K‖e−σ·u‖L2(0,+∞;U) 6 eσK‖u‖L2(0,1;U). (4.153)

Now (a) follows from the restriction property and continuity on H−η(0, 1; Y ) of multiplication by eσ·.

5 A class of second-order systems

5.1 Admissibility for second-order systems

In this section, we present specialised versions of Theorems 3.2 and 3.9 for a class of abstract (wave-type)
second-order systems studied in, e.g., [Mil05,Mil12,CPS+23,KW24].
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Let L : dom(L) → H be a nonnegative self-adjoint operator on the Hilbert space H . Fix ε > 0 or take
ε = 0 if 0 ∈ ρ(L). The spectral theory of self-adjoint operators provides fractional powers of (L+ ε)s for
s ∈ R. Define the Hilbert spaces9

Hs , dom((L+ ε)s/2), ‖ · ‖Hs , ‖(L+ ε)s/2 · ‖H , s > 0. (5.1)

For s < 0 we let Hs be the completion of H with respect to the norm ‖(L+ ε)s/2 · ‖H . Different choices
of ε lead to equivalent norms. For all real numbers s1 > s2, Hs1 is continuously and densely embedded
into Hs2 . Also, after identifying H with its antidual, we have (Hs)

∗ = H−s for all s > 0, with equality
of norms. Furthermore, {Hs}s∈R constitutes a continuous scale of interpolation spaces. Consider the
second-order Cauchy problem

ẅ + Lw = 0, w(0) = w0, ẇ(0) = w1. (5.2)

Initial data (w0, w1) in H2 ×H1 (resp. H1 ×H) generate classical solutions w ∈ C(R+,H2)∩ C1(R+,H1)
(resp. mild or finite-energy solutions w ∈ C(R+, H1)∩ C1(R+,H)) to (5.2). The (w, ẇ)-variables give rise
to a strongly continuous group {St}t∈R on the phase space X , H1 ×H .

Let Y be another Hilbert space. Given Q0 ∈ L(H2, U) and Q1 ∈ L(H1, U), we are interested in
outputs of the form Q0w and Q1ẇ. Typically Q0 is allowed to be “more unbounded” than Q1. We deal
with both cases simultaneously for the sake of compactness; the reader interested in one or the other may
of course set either Q0 or Q1 to be 0.

Theorem 5.1 (Observation operators for second-order systems). Let 0 6 η 6 1. Consider solutions w
to the second-order Cauchy problem (5.2) with initial data (w0, w1). The following are equivalent:

(i) (Smoother data.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖Q0w‖L2(0,T ;Y ) + ‖Q1ẇ‖L2(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖w0‖H1+η +K‖w1‖Hη , (w0, w1) ∈ H2 ×H1; (5.3)

(ii) (Distributional outputs.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖Q0w‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) + ‖Q1ẇ‖H−η(0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖w0‖H1 +K‖w1‖H , (w0, w1) ∈ H2 ×H1; (5.4)

(iii) (Frequency-domain condition.)
{

‖Q0((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1‖L(H,Y ) = O(|λ|η),

‖Q1((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1‖L(H,Y ) = O(|λ|η−1),
λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (5.5)

Remark 5.2. The high-frequency bounds in (5.5) can be reformulated as “resolvent conditions with variable
coefficients” in the terminology of [Mil12]. For instance, the estimate related to Q1 reads as follows: there
exist K,λ0 > 0 such that

‖Q1w‖
2
U 6

K(1 + λ2η)

λ2
‖(L− λ2)w‖2H +K(1 + λ2η)‖w‖2H , w ∈ H2, λ ∈ R, |λ| > λ0. (5.6)

Let U be yet another Hilbert space and let P ∈ L(U,H−1) represent a control operator. We now
consider the inhomogeneous second-order Cauchy problem

ẅ + Lw = Pu, w(0) = 0, ẇ(0) = 0. (5.7)

Given T > 0, inputs u ∈ L2(0, T ;U) produce solutions w in C([0, T ],H) ∩ C1([0, T ],H−1); furthermore,
when u ∈ H1(0, T ;U), w ∈ C([0, T ],H1)∩ C1([0, T ],H). This can be seen using the semigroup arguments
of Section 3.2.

Theorem 5.3 (Control operators for second-order systems). Let 0 6 η 6 1. Consider solutions w to the
second-order inhomogeneous Cauchy problem (5.7) with controls u. The following are equivalent:

(i’) (L2-inputs.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖w(T )‖H1−η + ‖ẇ(T )‖H−η 6 K‖u‖L2(0,T ;U), u ∈ H1(0, T ;U); (5.8)

(ii’) (Smoother inputs.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖w(T )‖H1 + ‖ẇ(T )‖H 6 K‖u‖Hη(0,T ;U), u ∈ H1(0, T ;U); (5.9)

(iii’) (Frequency-domain condition.)

‖((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1P‖L(U,H) = O(|λ|η−1), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (5.10)

9We use the same scaling as in [Mil05,Mil12] so that, in the prototype case where L is a positive Laplacian with prescribed
boundary conditions, the abstract spaces Hs and the usual Sobolev spaces Hs(Ω) are somewhat comparable. Our spaces Hs

are the spaces Hs/2 in the notation of [TW09,CPS+23,KW24].
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Theorems 5.1 and 5.3 tell us that, even though the semigroup formulation of problems (5.2) and (5.7)
give rise to two state variables (or “coordinates”), the admissibility properties of Theorems 3.2 and 3.9
are completely determined by the behaviour of a single quadratic operator pencil in L(U,H) or L(H,Y ).

Proofs of Theorems 5.1 and 5.3. The first part of the proof consists in recasting the second-order prob-
lems (5.2) and (5.7) in the semigroup framework of Sections 2.2 and 3. The generator A of the group
{St}t∈R associated with the second-order Cauchy problem (5.2) posed on X = H1 ×H is given by

A =

(

0 1
−L 0

)

, dom(A) = H2 ×H1. (5.11)

Up to norm equivalence, the associated Sobolev scales {X in
s }s∈R and {Xfr

s }s∈R coincide and are given by
Xs , H1+s ×Hs. In particular, X−1 = H ×H−1. The resolvent of A has the form

(p− A)−1 =

(

p(p2 + L)−1 (p2 + L)−1

−L(p2 + L)−1 p(p2 + L)−1

)

, Re p > 0. (5.12)

In first-order form, the associated observation and control operators C0, C1 ∈ L(X1, Y ), B ∈ L(U,X−1)
are given by

C0 ,
(

Q0 0
)

, C1 ,
(

0 Q1

)

, B ,

(

0
P

)

. (5.13)

We start by giving the proof of Theorem 5.1. It follows from (5.12) that
{

C0(p− A)−1 =
(

pQ0(p
2 + L)−1 Q0(p

2 + L)−1
)

,

C1(p− A)−1 =
(

−Q1L(p
2 + L)−1 pQ1(p

2 + L)−1
)

,
Re p > 0. (5.14)

Applying Theorem 3.9 to C0 and C1 as observation operators for the group {St}t∈R shows that (i) and (ii)
in Theorem 5.1 are equivalent and amount to the following four estimates when λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞:

‖Q0((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1‖L(H1,Y ) = O(|λ|η−1), ‖Q0((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1‖L(H,Y ) = O(|λ|η), (5.15a)

‖Q1L((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1‖L(H1,Y ) = O(|λ|η), ‖Q1((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1‖L(H,Y ) = O(|λ|η−1). (5.15b)

In particular, both (i) and (ii) imply (iii). Assume now that (iii) holds, i.e., suppose that the frequency-
domain estimates for Q0 and Q1 in (5.5) are valid. We need to prove that the second estimate in (5.15a)
(resp. (5.15b)) implies the first one.

Let us start with Q0. The resolvent identity yields

Q0((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1 = Q0(1 + L)−1 + (2iλ − λ2)Q0((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1(1 + L)−1, λ ∈ R. (5.16)

Recall that (1+L)−1 is an isomorphism from H ontoH2 and Q0(1+L)
−1 ∈ L(H,Y ). Plugging theQ0-part

of (5.5) into (5.16), we see that ‖Q0((1+ iλ)2+L)−1‖L(H2,Y ) = O(|λ|η−2) when λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. Using
interpolation between H → Y and H2 → Y , we deduce that ‖Q0((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1‖L(H1,Y ) = O(|λ|η−1),
as required.

Next, we consider Q1. Recalling that H1 = dom(L1/2), it suffices to prove that

‖Q1((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1L1/2‖L(H,Y ) = O(|λ|η), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (5.17)

To do so, we start from the factorisation ((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1 = (1 + iλ + iL1/2)−1(1 + iλ − iL1/2)−1 valid
for all λ ∈ R. After using the resolvent identity in the second factor, we obtain that, for all λ ∈ R,

Q1((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1L1/2 = Q1(1− iL1/2)−1(1 + iλ+ iL1/2)−1L1/2

− iλQ1((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1(1− iL1/2)−1L1/2. (5.18)

Now, Q1(1− iL1/2)−1 ∈ L(H,Y ) and (1− iL1/2)−1L1/2 is an isomorphism on H . Furthermore, using the
spectral theorem and the functional calculus of the (self-adjoint) operator L1/2, we can write

(1 + iλ+ iL1/2)−1L1/2 =

∫ +∞

0

µ

1 + iλ+ iµ
dE(µ), λ ∈ R, (5.19)

where E is a spectral measure, and deduce from (5.19) that ‖(1 + iλ + iL1/2)−1L1/2‖L(H) 6 1 whenever
λ > 0. This shows that the first term on the right-hand side of (5.18) is uniformly bounded in L(H,Y )-
norm for λ > 0. By the hypothesis (5.5), the L(H,Y )-norm of the second term must grow like O(λη) as
λ→ +∞. In turn, we see that the growth rate (5.17) holds as λ→ +∞. To show that (5.17) is also valid
as λ → −∞ and thereby complete the proof, we carry out an analogous argument, but this time we use
the resolvent identity to expand the factor (1+ iλ+ iL1/2)−1 instead and employ the spectral theorem to
bound (1 + iλ− iL1/2)−1L1/2 uniformly for λ 6 0.
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It remains to prove Theorem 5.3. We have

(p− A)−1B =

(

(p2 + L)−1P
p(p2 + L)−1P

)

, Re p > 0, (5.20)

and by Theorem 3.9 it suffices to show that the L(U,H)-estimate (5.10) implies

‖((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1P‖L(U,H1) = O(|λ|η), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (5.21)

Here we use a simple pairing argument. Let λ ∈ R with |λ| > 1 (say), u ∈ U and w , ((1+iλ)2+L)−1Pu.
Then 〈Lw + 2iλw − λ2w,w〉H = 〈Pu,w〉H−1,H and taking the real part gives ‖L1/2w‖2H − λ2‖w‖2H =
Re〈Pu,w〉H−1,H . Applying the Cauchy–Schwarz and Young inequalities, we arrive at

‖w‖2H1
6 K(‖u‖2U + λ2‖w‖2H ), (5.22)

where we used that (‖L1/2 ·‖2H+‖·‖2H)1/2 defines an equivalent norm on H1. Rewriting (5.22) in resolvent
terms and plugging it into (5.10) directly yields (5.21).

5.2 Transfer functions for second-order systems

We now give a second-order version of Theorem 3.12 which applies to transfer functions of the form

p 7→ Q0(p
2 + L)−1P, p 7→ pQ1(p

2 + L)−1P. (5.23)

Note that for velocity observation modelled by Q1 ∈ L(H1, Y ), we automatically have Q1(p
2 + L)−1P ∈

L(U, Y ) for Re p > 0. However, for Q0 we will make an additional assumption, similar to that of Sec-
tion 3.3: namely, there exists a Hilbert space W satisfying H2 →֒ W →֒ H1 with continuous embeddings
and

Q0 ∈ L(W,Y ), ran((µ+ L)−1P ) ⊂W for some (hence all) µ ∈ ρ(L). (5.24)

This implies Q0(p
2 + L)−1P ∈ L(U, Y ) for Re p > 0. We will also see that, given T > 0, when u ∈

D(0, T ;U), the corresponding solution w to (5.7) belongs to C1([0, T ],W ).

Theorem 5.4 (Transfer functions for second-order systems). Let 0 6 η1, η2 6 1. Suppose that P satisfies
the conditions of Theorem 5.3 with parameter η1. Suppose also that Q0 and Q1 satisfy the (equivalent)
conditions of Theorem 5.1 with parameter η2. Consider solutions w to the inhomogeneous second-order
Cauchy problem (5.7) with controls u. The following are equivalent:

(a) (L2-inputs give H−η-outputs.) There exist K,T > 0 such that

‖Q0w‖H−η1−η2 (0,T ;Y ) + ‖Q1ẇ‖H−η1−η2 (0,T ;Y ) 6 K‖u‖L2(0,T ;U), u ∈ D(0, T ;U); (5.25)

(b) (Frequency-domain condition.)
{

‖Q0((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1P‖L(U,Y ) = O(|λ|η1+η2),

‖Q1((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1P‖L(U,Y ) = O(|λ|η1+η2−1),
λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (5.26)

Proof. Let Z , W ×W . We shall first prove that Z satisfies the conditions of Section 3.3 for the group
{St}t∈R. Clearly, H2×H1 is continuously embedded in Z; also, C0 and C1 both belong to L(U,Z). Now,
pick p ∈ C with Re p > 0. By (5.12),

(p− A)−1B =

(

(p2 + L)−1P
p(p2 + L)−1P

)

. (5.27)

By definition, the operators p(p2 + L)−1P and (p2 + L)−1P map U into W , which is also continuously
embeddeded into H1. It follows from (5.12) that the range of (p − A)−1B is indeed contained in Z, as
required. Now, the transfer functions associated to C0 and C1 are given by

C0(p− A)−1B = Q0(p
2 + L)−1P, C1(p− A)−1B = pQ1(p

2 + L)−1P, Re p > 0, (5.28)

respectively, and we readily complete the proof by applying Theorem 3.12.

Finally, we consider a special case of interest, sometimes referred to as that of “collocated input and
output”; see, e.g., [CW06,AN14]. We let again P be the control operator, identify the input space U with
its antidual and introduce the adjoint P ∗ ∈ L(H1, U) of P in the pivot duality H1 →֒ H →֒ H−1:

〈u, P ∗w〉U , 〈Pu,w〉H−1,H1 , u ∈ U, w ∈ H1. (5.29)

When P ∗ plays the role of the observation operator Q1, the situation becomes much simpler. In partic-
ular, one can deduce input-to-state and state-to-output properties from the corresponding input-output
properties.
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Theorem 5.5 (Systems with collocated input and output). Let 0 6 η 6 1. The following are equivalent:

(1) The equivalent conditions of Theorem 5.1 with Q0 = 0, Q1 = P ∗ and parameter η;
(2) The equivalent conditions of Theorem 5.3 with parameter η.

Furthermore,

(3) (Frequency-domain condition.)

‖P ∗((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1P‖L(U) = O(|λ|2η−1), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞, (5.30)

implies (1) and (2).

Proof. Equivalence between (1) and (2) follows from the identity

‖((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1P‖L(U,H) = ‖P ∗((1− iλ)2 + L)−1‖L(H,U), λ ∈ R. (5.31)

As for the implication from (3) to (1) and (2), we use a pairing argument. Let λ ∈ R, u ∈ U and
w , ((1 + iλ)2 +L)−1Pu. Then, 〈Lw+ 2iλw− λ2w,w〉H = 〈Pu,w〉H−1,H and taking the imaginary part
yields

2λ‖w‖2H = Im〈Pu,w〉H−1,H1 = Im〈u, P ∗((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1Pu〉U . (5.32)

If λ 6= 0, with the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality we get

‖((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1Pu‖2H 6
1

2|λ|
‖u‖U‖P

∗((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1Pu‖U . (5.33)

Equation (5.33) holds for arbitrary u ∈ U and λ 6= 0. Thus,

‖((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1P‖2L(U,H) 6
1

2|λ|
‖P ∗((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1P‖L(U), λ ∈ R, λ 6= 0. (5.34)

The result follows from the frequency-domain characterisations of properties (1) and (2) in Theorems 5.1
and 5.3.

Remark 5.6. Taking η = 0 in Theorem 5.5, we recover the fact that the impedance passive system defined
by the equations (5.2) and (5.7) with output P ∗ẇ is well-posed in the sense of Weiss if and only if its
transfer function p 7→ pP ∗(p2 +L)−1P is bounded on some vertical line in the open right-half plane; see,
e.g., [Sta02, Theorem 5.1].

6 The wave and Schrödinger equations with Neumann bound-

ary data

6.1 Frequency-domain asymptotics for the wave equation

Let Ω be a domain in R
d, d > 2, with Lipschitz boundary10 ∂Ω. We will assume that Ω satisfies at least

one of the following conditions: • Ω has bounded boundary; • Ω is the half-space. In this section we
consider the initial boundary value problem

(∂2
t −∆)w = 0 in Ω× (0, T ), (6.1a)

∂~nw = u on ∂Ω× (0, T ), (6.1b)

(w, ∂tw)|t=0 = 0 in Ω, (6.1c)

where T > 0 is fixed and ∂~n denotes the outward normal derivative. Define the Neumann Laplacian ∆N

on L2(Ω) as follows:

dom(∆N ) , {w ∈ H1(Ω) : ∆w ∈ L2(Ω), ∂~nw = 0}; ∆Nw , ∆w, w ∈ dom(∆N ). (6.2)

The above definition makes sense since any function w in H1(Ω) such that ∆w (defined a priori as a
distribution) belongs to L2(Ω) has a Neumann trace ∂~nw well-defined in H−1/2(∂Ω); to see this, one may
use Green’s formula.11 When Ω is bounded and smooth, the domain of ∆N is exactly the space of all
w ∈ H2(Ω) such that ∂~nw = 0, and its graph norm is equivalent to the H2(Ω)-norm; see, e.g., [Bre11,
Theorem 9.26]. In any case, −∆N is a nonnegative self-adjoint operator, and dom((−∆N)1/2) = H1(Ω)
with equivalence of norms. Next, denote by γ = ·|∂Ω ∈ L(H1(Ω), L2(∂Ω)) the trace operator. Having
identified L2(Ω) and L2(∂Ω) with their respective antiduals, the adjoint γ∗ ∈ L(L2(∂Ω), (H1(Ω))∗) of γ
is given by

〈γ∗u,w〉(H1(Ω))∗,H1(Ω) = 〈u, γw〉L2(∂Ω) =

∫

∂Ω

uw dσ, u ∈ L2(∂Ω), w ∈ H1(Ω). (6.3)

10We follows [Gri85, Definition 1.2.1.1], which in particular does not exclude unbounded boundary.
11Here and in the sequel, the use of Green’s formula is justified by appropriate density arguments.

30



In accordance with its standard variational formulation, we can rewrite (6.1) as a second-order abstract
Cauchy problem fitting into the framework of Section 5, namely

ẅ −∆Nw = γ∗u in (H1(Ω))∗, w(0) = 0, ẇ(0) = 0. (6.4)

It follows that boundary data u ∈ L2(∂Ω× (0, T )) ≃ L2(0, T ;L2(∂Ω))12 produce solutions w that satisfy
at least w ∈ C([0, T ], L2(Ω)) ∩ C1([0, T ], (H1(Ω))∗). When u ∈ D(∂Ω× (0, T )) (or even D(0, T ;L2(∂Ω))),
we see from the arguments of Section 5 that w ∈ C1([0, T ],H1(Ω)).
Remark 6.1 (Neumann harmonic extension). An alternative operator model for (6.1), used for instance
in [LT81,LT91], is given by

ẅ −∆N(w −Nu) = 0, w(0) = 0, ẇ(0) = 0, (6.5)

where N is the Neumann harmonic extension map. Recall that N maps Hs(∂Ω) continuously into
Hs+3/2(Ω) for all s ∈ R and in particular ∆NN is continuous from L2(∂Ω) into (H1(Ω))∗. Using Green’s
formula, it is easy to show that γ∗u and ∆NNu coincide for all u ∈ L2(∂Ω), so that (6.4) and (6.5) give
rise to the same solutions.

In the sequel, we are interested in the transfer function

p 7→ γ(p2 −∆N )−1γ∗ (6.6)

associated with the input-output behaviour of system (6.1), the output being the Dirichlet trace of the
solutions. It is clear from the above discussion that for each λ ∈ R the operator in (1.5) belongs to
L(L2(∂Ω)). The next lemma, based on Nečas’ results on elliptic regularity, shows that it is also well-
defined and continuous from L2(∂Ω) into H1(∂Ω).13

Lemma 6.2. Let w ∈ H1(Ω) be such that ∆w ∈ L2(Ω). If ∂~nw ∈ L2(∂Ω), then w|∂Ω ∈ H1(∂Ω). In fact,
there exists K > 0 such that all such w satisfy

‖w|∂Ω‖H1(∂Ω) 6 K(‖w‖H1(Ω) + ‖∂~nw‖L2(∂Ω) + ‖∆w‖L2(Ω)). (6.7)

In the case that Ω is bounded, Lemma 6.2 is a straightforward application of [Neč12, Theorem 2.1,
Chapter 5]. Otherwise some additional (simple) arguments are required and we refer the reader to
Appendix B for the complete proof. Next, we can recast Lemma 6.2 in our transfer function framework
and, more specifically, verify that the technical hypothesis (5.24) holds when considering H1(∂Ω) as an
output space for the observation w|∂Ω.

Corollary 6.3. Let W , {w ∈ H1(Ω) : ∆w ∈ L2(Ω), ∂~nw ∈ L2(∂Ω)}, equipped with the norm

‖w‖2W , ‖w‖2H1(Ω) + ‖∆w‖2L2(Ω) + ‖∂~nw‖
2
L2(∂Ω), w ∈ W. (6.8)

Then W is a Hilbert space that satisfies dom(∆N ) →֒ W →֒ H1(Ω) with continuous embeddings. Fur-
thermore, the trace map γ is continuous from W into H1(∂Ω) and, for each p ∈ C with Re p > 0,
(p2 −∆N )−1γ∗ maps L2(∂Ω) into W . In particular,

γ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗ ∈ L(L2(∂Ω),H1(∂Ω)), λ ∈ R. (6.9)

Proof. It is clear that W is a subspace of H1(Ω) with continuous embedding. To check that it is a
Hilbert space, observe first that any Cauchy sequence {wm}m∈N in W must converge in H1(Ω) to some
limit w, which we will prove belongs to W . The elements ∆wm converge to ∆w strongly in H−1(Ω) but
they must also have a weak sublimit in L2(Ω), so that ∆w ∈ L2(Ω) as well. Similarly, using Green’s
formula, we see that ∂~nwm converges to ∂~nw strongly in H−1/2(∂Ω) and also have a weak sublimit in
L2(∂Ω), so that ∂~nw ∈ L2(∂Ω), as required. The continuous embedding dom(∆N ) →֒ W is also clear. By
Lemma 6.2, γ is indeed continuous from W into H1(∂Ω). Finally, let u ∈ L2(∂Ω), p ∈ C with Re p > 0,
and w , (p2 −∆N )−1γ∗u ∈ H1(Ω). Pairing (p2 −∆N)w = γ∗u with test functions ϕ ∈ D(Ω) shows that
p2w −∆w = 0, and in particular ∆w ∈ L2(Ω). Then, pairing the same equality with arbitrary elements
v ∈ H1(Ω) and using Green’s formula give ∂~nw = u in H−1/2(∂Ω), which implies ∂~nw ∈ L2(∂Ω). Here,
(6.9) directly follows from the estimate (6.7) in Lemma 6.2.

Recall from Section 1.2 that our “loss of derivative” parameter η is defined as follows:

If Ω is smooth, η ,











1/6 if ∂Ω is concave,

1/4 if ∂Ω is flat,

1/3 otherwise;

η , 1/4 + ε if Ω is a rectangle, (6.10)

where ε is any (small) positive real. Note that the cases of concave and flat boundary are mostly relevant
when Ω is unbounded, e.g., in exterior problems. The following theorem summarises regularity results
from Lasiecka, Triggiani [LT91, Theorem A] and Tataru [Tat98, Theorem 10].

12The identification stems from Fubini’s theorem.
13When Ω is smooth, ∂Ω has a canonical Riemannian submanifold structure and H1(∂Ω) is the subspace of L2(∂Ω) with

square-integrable Riemannian gradient; see, e.g., [Tay96, Section 3, Chapter 4]. When Ω is merely Lipschitz but has bounded
boundary, we can define H1(∂Ω) as in, e.g., [CWGLS12, Appendix A].
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Theorem 6.4 (Sharp interior and boundary regularity [LT91,Tat98]). Let Ω and η be as in (6.10). For
all u ∈ L2(∂Ω× (0, T )), the corresponding solution w to (6.1) satisfies

(w, ∂tw)|t=T ∈ H1−η(Ω)×H−η(Ω), w|∂Ω ∈ H1−2η(∂Ω× (0, T )), (6.11)

with continuous dependence on u.

First, we use our results in combination with Theorem 6.4 to establish an estimate for (6.6) in
L(L2(∂Ω))-norm.

Theorem 6.5 (Transfer function asymptotics, L2(∂Ω)-level). Let Ω and η be as in (6.10). We have

‖γ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω)) = O(|λ|2η−1), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (6.12)

Proof. We will apply Theorems 5.3 and 5.4. Denote by {Hs}s∈R the Sobolev scale associated with −∆N ,
built following the procedure of Section 5. Recall that the spaces Hs form an interpolation scale so that,
up to equivalence of norms,

H1−η = [H1,H ]η = [H1(Ω), L2(Ω)]η = H1−η(Ω). (6.13)

Notice also that, regardless of Ω, we always have 0 6 η < 1/2, which means that Hη(Ω) = Hη
0 (Ω). Thus,

regarding H−η(Ω) as a space of antilinear forms,

H−η = (Hη)
∗ = (Hη

0 (Ω))
∗ = H−η(Ω). (6.14)

Therefore, continuity L2(∂Ω × (0, T )) → H1−η(Ω) × H−η(Ω) of the map u 7→ (w, ∂tw)|t=T , where w
solves (6.1), as given by Theorem 6.4, is exactly η-admissiblity of the Neumann control operator γ∗ for
our wave group on H1 × H = H1(Ω) × L2(Ω). Together with Theorem 5.5, this moreover shows that
the Dirichlet trace γ of the velocity defines an η-admissible observation operator. We are therefore in a
position to apply Theorem 5.4. First, recall from, e.g., [LM68, Section 13.3, Chapter 1] that H1−2η(∂Ω×
(0, T )) ≃ L2(0, T ;H1−2η(∂Ω)) ∩ H1−2η(0, T ;L2(∂Ω)), so that by Proposition A.6 the map u 7→ ∂tw|∂Ω
is continuous L2(0, T ;L2(∂Ω)) → H−2η(0, T ;L2(∂Ω)). The transfer function estimate (6.12) then follows
from Theorem 5.4.

Remark 6.6. In [Tat98], the regularity result (6.11) appears in a seemingly weaker form, namely:

w ∈ H1−η(Ω× (0, T )), w|∂Ω ∈ H1−2η(∂Ω× (0, T )). (6.15)

Fortunately, owing to the special structure of (6.4), the property w ∈ H1−η(Ω×(0, T )) can be transformed
into w ∈ C([0, T ],H1−η(Ω))∩C1([0, T ],H−η(Ω)) by means of a short functional-analytic argument, which
is presented in full at the end of Appendix B.

Our next result provides high-frequency bounds for the transfer function (6.6) in the (stronger)
L(L2(∂Ω),H1(∂Ω))-norm. While the L2-regularity property for u 7→ ∂tw|∂Ω in Theorem 6.4 fitted nicely
into our abstract framework, here we will make us of additional partial differential equation arguments. By
using a wavenumber-dependent a priori estimate for the Helmhotz equation, derived by Spence in [Spe14]
and based on a quantified version of Nečas’ elliptic regularity results [Neč12], we are able to control the
L(L2(∂Ω),H1(∂Ω))-norm of (6.6) in terms of its L(L2(∂Ω))-norm up to additional growth and lower-order
terms.

Lemma 6.7. There exists K > 0 such that, for all λ ∈ R,

‖γ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),H1(∂Ω)) 6 K
(

1 + (1 + |λ|)‖γ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω))

+ ‖((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),H1(Ω)) + (1 + |λ|)‖((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),L2(Ω))

)

. (6.16)

Proof. Lemma B.3, which is a slightly modified version of [Spe14, Lemma 3.5], states that there exists
K > 0 such that for all k > 1 and f ∈ L2(Ω), if w ∈ H1(Ω) solves ∆w + k2w = −f and ∂~nw ∈ L2(∂Ω),
then

‖w|∂Ω‖H1(∂Ω) 6 K(‖∂~nw‖L2(∂Ω) + k‖w|∂Ω‖L2(∂Ω) + ‖~∇w‖L2(Ω)d + k‖w‖L2(Ω) + ‖f‖L2(Ω)). (6.17)

Here, explicit control over the parameter k is crucial. Now let u ∈ L2(∂Ω), λ ∈ R with |λ| > 1 and
w , ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1u. Then w solves ∆w + λ2w = w − 2iλw, ∂~nw = u, and applying (6.17) yields

‖w|∂Ω‖H1(∂Ω) 6 K′(‖u‖L2(∂Ω) + (1 + |λ|)‖w|∂Ω‖L2(∂Ω) + ‖w‖H1(Ω) + (1 + |λ|)‖w‖L2(Ω)

)

. (6.18)

We reformulate (6.18) in resolvent terms: for all u ∈ L2(Ω) and λ ∈ R with |λ| > 1,

‖γ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗u‖H1(Ω) 6 K′(‖u‖L2(∂Ω) + (1 + |λ|)‖γ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N)−1γ∗u‖L2(∂Ω)

+ ‖((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗u‖H1(Ω) + (1 + |λ|)‖((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗u‖L2(Ω)

)

. (6.19)

The vector u being arbitrarily chosen in L2(∂Ω), (6.16) follows at once.
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Theorem 6.8 (Transfer function asymptotics, L2(∂Ω) → H1(∂Ω)-level). Let Ω and η be as in (6.10).
We have

‖γ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),H1(∂Ω)) = O(|λ|2η), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (6.20)

Proof. In the proof of Theorem 6.5, we saw that the Neumann control operator γ∗ is η-admissible for the
wave group on H1(Ω)× L2(Ω). Thus by Theorem 5.3,

‖((1 + iλ)2 −∆N)−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),L2(Ω)) = O(|λ|η−1), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (6.21)

Just as in the proof of Theorem 5.1 (see the step around (5.22)), we can deduce from (6.21) that

‖((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),H1(Ω)) = O(|λ|η), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (6.22)

We complete the proof by substituting (6.12), (6.21) and (6.22) into the inequality (6.16) from Lemma 6.7.

As a direct consequence of Theorems 5.3 and 6.8, we obtain the following improvement over Theo-
rem 6.4.

Corollary 6.9. Let Ω and η be as in (6.10). In addition to the properties listed in Theorem 6.4, solutions
w to (6.1) with Neumann boundary data u ∈ L2(∂Ω× (0, T )) satisfy

w|∂Ω ∈ H−2η(0, T ;H1(∂Ω)), (6.23)

with continuous dependence on u.

Remark 6.10. Equation (6.23) does not directly follow from the property w|∂Ω ∈ H1−2η(∂Ω × (0, T )).
The latter merely implies that tangential derivatives lie in H−2η(∂Ω × (0, T )), which is a larger space
than H−2η(0, T ;L2(∂Ω)).

6.2 The Schrödinger equation on the half-space

In this section, Ω is the half-space {(x, y) ∈ R × R
d−1 : x > 0}, so that ∂Ω ≃ R

d−1. We consider the
Schrödinger equation posed in Ω with Neumann boundary data u:

(i∂t −∆)Ψ = 0 in Ω× (0, T ), (6.24a)

∂~nΨ = u on ∂Ω× (0, T ). (6.24b)

Perhaps surprisingly, regularity results pertaining to the linear Schrödinger equation with Neumann
boundary condition appear to be rather scarce in the literature. A negative result, which we shall return
to shortly, is proved in [LT03, Section 8.2]. On the other hand, [LTZ04] contains a priori estimates
for the L2(Ω)-energy of solutions to the Schrödinger equation (that is, without prescribed boundary
conditions). Also, in the special case that Ω is a rectangle in R

2, [RTTT05, Proposition 3.1] states that
the Dirichlet trace is an admissible observation operator for the Schrödinger group with homogeneous
Neumann boundary condition on L2(Ω), which by duality means that L2(∂Ω × (0, T ))-boundary data
produce L2(Ω)-solutions. The goal of our analysis here is twofold:

• We illustrate how our results may be used to obtain regularity properties;
• We provide an example of an observation operator that is admissible for the Schrödinger group on
L2(Ω) but not admissible for the wave group on H1(Ω)× L2(Ω). This proves that the technique of
transference from waves to Schrödinger, as seen in, e.g., [TT09, Section 6.8] and [Mil12], only goes
one way.

The choice of the half-space allows us to keep the partial differential equation techniques at an ele-
mentary level, but we believe that this case study is instructive nonetheless.

Theorem 6.11 (Sharp regularity under L2-Neumann control). For all u ∈ L2(∂Ω × (0, T )), the corre-
sponding solution Ψ to (6.24) satisfies

Ψ|t=T ∈ L2(Ω), Ψ|∂Ω ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(∂Ω)) ∩H−1/2(0, T ;H1(∂Ω)), (6.25)

with continuous dependence on u.

Proof. The operator formulation for (6.24) is given by Ψ̇ = −i∆NΨ− iγ∗u. The abstract framework and
validity of our technical hypotheses have already been discussed in the previous section, so we shall not
go into more detail than necessary when applying the results from Section 3.

The main part of the proof consists in deriving Neumann-to-Dirichlet bounds for the “damped”
Helmhotz equation

(−i + k2 +∆)w = 0 in (0,+∞)× R
d−1, (6.26a)

∂xw|x=0 = −u on R
d−1. (6.26b)
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that are uniform in k > 0 and u ∈ L2(Rd−1). Note that for all such k and u there exists a unique solution
w ∈ H1(Ω) = H1((0,+∞) × R

d−1) to (6.26) (actually w ∈ W , where W was defined in Corollary 6.3),
which is given by w = −(−i+k2+∆N)−1γ∗u. We shall temporarily deviate from our notation convention
and denote by ŵ (resp. û) the Fourier transform of w (resp. u) in the tangential direction, that is, in
the y-variable. Then ŵ ∈ H1((0,+∞) × R

d−1) as well and in particular the function τ 7→ ŵ(·, τ ) lies in
L2(Rd−1,H1(0,+∞)). For a.e. τ ∈ R

d−1, ŵ(·, τ ) satisfies the following ordinary differential equation and
initial condition:

∂2
xŵ(x, τ ) + (k2 − ‖τ‖2 − i)ŵ(x, τ ) = 0, ∂xŵ(0, τ ) = −û(τ ). (6.27)

The characteristic equation r2+ k2−‖τ‖2− i = 0 has two distinct roots r = ±r(k, τ ), with Re r(k, τ ) > 0
and |r(k, τ )| = |i + ‖τ‖2 − k2|1/2. Using (6.27) together with the property that ŵ(·, τ ) ∈ L2(0,+∞) for
a.e. τ ∈ R

d−1, we find that ŵ is given explicitely by

ŵ(x, τ ) =
û(τ )

r(k, τ )
e−xr(k,τ), x > 0. (6.28)

Therefore,
∫

Rd−1

|ŵ(0, τ )|2 dτ =

∫

Rd−1

|û(τ )|2

1 + |‖τ‖2 − k2|2
dτ 6

∫

Rd−1

|û(τ )|2 dτ. (6.29)

Finally, using Plancherel’s theorem and reformulating the result in resolvent terms, we obtain that

‖γ(−i + k2 +∆N)−1γ∗‖2L(L2(∂Ω)) 6
1

(2π)d−1
, k > 0. (6.30)

The rest of the proof relies primarily on our abstract results; in particular the special geometry does
not play a role. Let λ ∈ R, u ∈ L2(∂Ω) and w , −i(1+iλ+i∆N )−1γ∗u. Then, multiplying (1+iλ+i∆)w
by w and using Green’s formula give

∫

Ω

|w|2 + iλ|w|2 − i‖~∇w‖2 dx+ i

∫

∂Ω

uw dσ = 0. (6.31)

After taking the imaginary part of (6.31) and making use of the Cauchy–Schwarz and Young inequalities,
we obtain

‖(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),H1(Ω)) = O(1), λ→ −∞ (6.32)

(the case λ < 0 can be seen as an elliptic regime). As a result, by continuity H1(Ω) → L2(∂Ω) of the
trace,

‖γ(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω))) = O(1), λ→ −∞ (6.33)

Equation (6.30) implies that the bound (6.32) is also valid when λ → +∞. Taking the real part of the
pairing identity (6.31) (much as in the proof of Theorem 5.5), we see that, as |λ| → +∞, λ ∈ R,

‖(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖2L(L2(∂Ω),L2(Ω)) 6 ‖γ(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω)) = O(1). (6.34)

Theorems 3.9 and 3.12 now directly yield the L2-parts of the desired regularity properties (6.25).
It remains to prove the H−1/2(0, T ;H1(∂Ω))-regularity in (6.25). To this end we shall establish the

bound
‖γ(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),H1(∂Ω)) = O(|λ|1/2), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (6.35)

Again, in the case λ → −∞ we may use elliptic estimates. Let λ < 0, u ∈ L2(∂Ω) and w , (1 + iλ +
i∆N )−1γ∗u. Multiply (1 + iλ+ i∆)w this time by ∆w to obtain

−

∫

Ω

‖~∇w‖2 dx+

∫

∂Ω

wu dσ + i

∫

Ω

|λ|‖~∇w‖2 + |∆w|2 dx+ i

∫

∂Ω

wu dσ = 0. (6.36)

By taking the imaginary parts of (6.31) and (6.36), we deduce that the W -norm of w is controlled by the
L2(∂Ω)-norm of u uniformly in λ 6 −1. By Corollary 6.3, γ is continuous from W into H1(∂Ω), and thus
(6.35) is indeed valid for λ→ −∞. For λ→ +∞ we use the same technique as in the proof of Lemma 6.7.
If λ > 1 (say) we let k , λ1/2 so that, given u ∈ L2(∂Ω), w defined just as above solves (k2 +∆)w = iw,
∂~nw = u, and by the a priori estimate (6.17) provided by Lemma B.3 we obtain

‖w|∂Ω‖H1(∂Ω) 6 K(‖w‖H1(Ω) + k‖w‖L2(Ω) + ‖u‖L2(∂Ω) + k‖w|∂Ω‖L2(∂Ω)). (6.37)

Thus, for all λ > 1,

‖γ(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),H1(∂Ω)) 6 K
(

1 + λ1/2‖γ(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω))

+ λ1/2‖(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),L2(Ω)) + ‖(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),H1(Ω))

)

. (6.38)

With (6.34) already in hand, to get (6.35) it suffices to prove that

‖(1 + iλ + i∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω),H1(Ω)) = O(λ1/2), λ→ +∞. (6.39)
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To do so, we return to the pairing identity (6.31), from which we readily deduce that

‖(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖2L(L2(∂Ω),H1(Ω)) 6 K(1 + λ‖(1 + iλ+ i∆N )−1γ∗‖2L(L2(∂Ω),L2(Ω))), λ > 1. (6.40)

This gives (6.39) and completes the proof of (6.35), which in turn gives the final part of (6.25) via
Theorem 3.12.

Remark 6.12. Using interpolation between L2(∂Ω) → L2(∂Ω) and L2(∂Ω) → H1(∂Ω) at the transfer
function level (or, alternatively, some variant of the intermediate derivative theorem [LM68, Theorem
2.3, Chapter 1]), we also obtain Ψ|∂Ω ∈ H−θ/2(0, T ;Hθ(∂Ω)) for all 0 < θ < 1.

Remark 6.13. In [LT03, Section 8.2] it is shown that, for arbitrary ε > 0, there exists u ∈ L2(∂Ω× (0, T ))
such that Ψ 6∈ L2(0, T ;Hε(Ω)). With a slight modification of their argument, we also see that Ψ|∂Ω 6∈
L2(0, T ;Hε(∂Ω)) in general. Therefore the space regularity in Theorem 6.11 is optimal, at least in terms
of the Sobolev exponent.

7 Energy decay rates under non-uniform Hautus test

7.1 Energy decay rates in the abstract setting

In this section we study energy decay rates for second-order damped systems of the form

ẅ +DD∗ẇ + Lw = 0, w(0) = w0, ẇ(0) = w1, (7.1)

where L is as in Section 5.1 and D ∈ L(U,H−1). Equation (7.1) gives rises to a strongly continuous
semigroup {SDt }t>0 on the phase space H1 ×H . Its infinitesimal generator AD is given by

dom(AD) = {(w0, w1) ∈ H1 ×H1 : DD∗w1 + Lw0 ∈ H}, AD =

(

0 1
−L −DD∗

)

. (7.2)

Following [AT01,CPS+23, KW24], we are interested in sufficient conditions for quantified decay of the
energy

E(t;w) ,
1

2
‖L1/2w(t)‖2H +

1

2
‖ẇ(t)‖2H , t > 0, w solves (7.1), (7.3)

in terms of observability properties of the uncontrolled dynamics (5.2) with output D∗ẇ. In the case that
0 ∈ ρ(L), as in [CPS+23, Section 2B], the feedback semigroup {SDt }t>0 is contractive and 2E(t;w) is the
squared norm of (w(t), ẇ(t)) in H1 × H . We consider a non-uniform Hautus-type condition similar to
that of [JL20, Proposition C.2] or [CPS+23, Proposition 3.10]; see also [KW24, Definition 1.1].

Definition 7.1 (Non-uniform Hautus test). The pair (iL,D∗) satisfies the non-uniform Hautus test if
there exist functions m,M : R → [1,+∞) and a real number λ0 > 0 such that

‖w‖H 6M(λ)‖(L− λ2)w‖H +m(λ)‖D∗w‖U , λ ∈ R, |λ| > λ0, w ∈ H2. (7.4)

Remark 7.2 (High-frequency unique continuation). An immediate consequence of the non-uniform Hautus
test is the following unique continuation property: for all λ ∈ R with |λ| > λ0, if w ∈ H1, w 6= 0, satisfies
(L− λ2)w = 0, then D∗w 6= 0.

Remark 7.3 (Schrödinger group observability). When D∗ is an admissible observation operator for the
Schrödinger group {eitL}t∈R on H , the non-uniform Hautus test holding with constant parameters m,M
for all frequencies λ ∈ R is equivalent to exact observability of {eitL}t∈R via D∗; see [Mil05, Theorem 5.1].

The following proposition can be seen as a second-order version of [CPS+23, Theorem 3.2] and will
allow us to go from non-uniform Hautus test to a high-frequency second-order resolvent estimate for (7.1).
Just as in [CPS+23], in the absence of input-output well-posedness for (5.7), this procedure comes at the
cost of multiplicative terms penalising transfer function growth.

Proposition 7.4 (Second-order resolvent estimate). Suppose that

(1) (iL,D∗) satisfies the non-uniform Hautus test with parameters m, M and λ0;
(2) (Transfer function growth.) There exists 0 6 η 6 1 such that

‖D∗((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1D‖L(U) = O(|λ|2η−1), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (7.5)

Then, for λ ∈ R with |λ| sufficiently large, (L+ iλDD∗ − λ2)−1 is well-defined as a map on H and

‖(L+ iλDD∗ − λ2)−1‖L(H) = O(|λ|1+4η(M(λ)2 +m(λ)2)), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞. (7.6)
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Proof. For brevity we will write

L(λ) , L+ iλDD∗ − λ2, R(λ) , ((1 + iλ)2 + L)−1, λ ∈ R. (7.7)

Observe that L(λ) ∈ L(H1,H−1), L(λ)∗ = L(−λ) and R(λ) ∈ L(H−1,H1) for all λ ∈ R. The first step
of the proof consists in deriving an a priori estimate. Let λ ∈ R with |λ| > λ0, and let w ∈ H1 be such
that L(λ)w ∈ H . Define v , w + iλR(λ)DD∗w. Then

(L− λ2)v = (L− λ2)w + iλ(L+ 1 + 2iλ − λ2)R(λ)DD∗w − iλ(1 + 2iλ)R(λ)DD∗w

= (L− λ2)w + iλDD∗w − i(1 + 2iλ)λR(λ)DD∗w = L(λ)w − i(1 + 2iλ)λR(λ)DD∗w.
(7.8)

A first consequence of (7.8) is that Lv ∈ H , i.e., v ∈ H2. Therefore, we may apply the Hautus test
estimate (7.4) to v and obtain, making further use of (7.8),

‖v‖H 6M(λ)‖L(λ)w‖H +M(λ)(1 + 2|λ|)‖λR(λ)D‖L(U,H)‖D
∗w‖U

+m(λ)‖D∗w‖U +m(λ)‖λD∗R(λ)D‖L(U)‖D
∗w‖U . (7.9)

Suppose now that |λ| > 1. We also have ‖w‖H 6 ‖v‖H + ‖λR(λ)D‖L(U,H)‖D
∗w‖U , thus

‖w‖H 6M(λ)‖L(λ)w‖H + 3|λ|M(λ)‖λR(λ)D‖L(U,H)‖D
∗w‖U

+m(λ)
(

1 + ‖λD∗R(λ)D‖L(U)

)

‖D∗w‖U . (7.10)

On the other hand, taking the imaginary part of the identity 〈L(λ)w,w〉H = ‖L1/2w‖2H + iλ‖D∗w‖2U −
λ2‖w‖2H and using the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality give

|λ|‖D∗w‖2U 6 ‖L(λ)w‖H‖w‖H , ‖D∗w‖U 6 |λ|−1/2‖L(λ)w‖
1/2
H ‖w‖

1/2
H . (7.11)

Substituting (7.11) into (7.10) yields

‖w‖H 6M(λ)‖L(λ)w‖H + 3|λ|1/2M(λ)‖λR(λ)D‖L(U,H)‖L(w)‖
1/2
H ‖w‖

1/2
H

+m(λ)
(

1 + ‖λD∗R(λ)D‖L(U)

)

‖L(λ)w‖
1/2
H ‖w‖

1/2
H . (7.12)

We may use Young’s inequality and deduce from (7.12) that

‖w‖H 6
(

4M(λ) + 18|λ|M(λ)2‖λR(λ)D‖2L(U,H) + 2m(λ)2
(

1 + ‖λD∗R(λ)D‖L(U)

)2
)

‖L(w)‖H . (7.13)

Now we shall prove that L(λ)−1 is well-defined in L(H) for large |λ| and give an estimate of its operator
norm. Denote by F (λ) the sum of terms in the outermost parentheses in (7.13). At this point we have
proved that, for arbitrary λ ∈ R with |λ| > max{λ0, 1} and w ∈ H1 such that L(λ)w ∈ H , ‖w‖H 6
F (λ)‖L(λ)w‖H . In particular, ‖L(−λ)w‖H > F (−λ)‖w‖H for all w ∈ H1 such that L(−λ)w ∈ H .
Consider L(λ) as an unbounded operator onH . One may check that theH-realisation of L(λ) is a (densely
defined) closed operator; furthermore, its adjoint is the H-realisation of L(λ)∗. Since L(−λ) = L(λ)∗

and F (−λ) > 0, we have also proved that L(λ)∗ is bounded below. Therefore, by [Bre11, Theorem 2.20],
L(λ) : dom(L(λ)) → H is surjective. We moreover have ‖L(λ)w‖H > F (λ)‖w‖H for all w ∈ dom(L(λ)),
which means that L(λ) is also injective (as F (λ) > 0) and ‖L(λ)−1‖L(H) 6 F (λ). Finally we use (2) to
give a more explicit estimate. Recalling (5.31) and (5.34) from the proof of Theorem 5.5, we have

‖λR(λ)D‖2L(U,H) = O(|λ|2η), ‖λD∗R(λ)D‖2L(U) = O(|λ|4η), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞, (7.14)

which, with crude estimates, leads to F (λ) = O(|λ|1+4η(M(λ)2 +m(λ)2)) and completes the proof.

The second-order resolvent estimate of Proposition 7.4 is the main ingredient for obtening quantified
energy decay of solutions to (7.1), as shown in the next theorem. At this stage, the technical machinery
that we need in order to conclude is already contained in the literature [Leb96, BT10, AL14, CPS+23,
KW24], so we will just sketch the arguments.

Theorem 7.5 (Non-uniform energy decay rates). In addition to the hypotheses (1) and (2) of Proposi-
tion 7.4, suppose that

(3) (Compact resolvent.) For some (hence all) µ ∈ ρ(L), the operator (L− µ)−1 is compact on H;
(4) (Low-frequency unique continuation.) For all λ ∈ R with 0 < |λ| < λ0, if w ∈ H1 satisfies w 6= 0

and (L− λ2)w = 0, then D∗w 6= 0;
(5) (Polynomial growth.) The functions m and M are of the form M(λ) =M0(1 + |λ|α) and m(λ) =

m0(1 + |λ|β) for some α, β > 0 and m0,M0 > 1.
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Let (w0, w1) ∈ H1 × H1 be initial data such that DD∗w1 + Lw0 ∈ H, i.e., (w0, w1) ∈ dom(AD). Then,
the corresponding (classical) solution w to (7.1) satisfies

E(t;w) = o(t−1/(1+2η+α+β)), t→ +∞. (7.15)

Without assumptions (3) and (4), the same conclusion is valid if we assume instead that 0 ∈ ρ(L) and
the non-uniform Hautus test (1) holds for all frequencies λ ∈ R.

Proof (sketch). If 0 lies in the spectrum of L, assuming that L has compact resolvent, one can show
that 0 is an isolated eigenvalue of AD; see [KW24, Lemma 3.4]. Note that the argument is particularly
delicate when D has maximal unboundedness, i.e., when D 6∈ L(U,Hε−1) for any ε > 0. This allows us
to decompose, via Riesz projections, the phase space X = H1 ×H into the (in general, non-orthogonal)
direct sum of ker(AD) and a suitable (topological) complement X̊. The subspace X̊ can be renormalised
with the energy seminorm (that is, the square root of the expression in (7.3)) and then {SDt }t>0 restricted
to X̊ becomes a contraction semigroup; see [KW24, Lemma 3.6] for more details. This decomposition is
standard in the context of bounded control operator; see, e.g., [AL14, Section II.4]. In short, polynomial
energy decay of classical solutions to (7.1) is equivalent to polynomial stability in X̊ of the restricted
semigroup. By [BT10, Theorem 2.4], the latter is characterised by the growth in L(X̊)-norm of (iλ−ÅD)−1

as λ ∈ R, λ→ +∞. Here the unique continuation property guarantees that iλ lies in the resolvent set of
ÅD for all λ ∈ R, where ÅD is the restriction of AD on X̊; see [KW24, Lemma 3.11]. Furthermore, there
exist λ1,K,K

′ > 0 such that, for all λ ∈ R with |λ| > λ1,

‖(iλ − ÅD)
−1‖L(X̊) 6 K‖(iλ −AD)

−1‖L(X) 6 K′ +K′|λ|‖(L+ iλDD∗ − λ2)−1‖L(H); (7.16)

see for instance [KW24, Lemmas 3.6 and 3.9]. In particular, by Proposition 7.4,

‖(iλ− ÅD)
−1‖L(X̊) = O(|λ|2+4η+2α+2β), λ ∈ R, |λ| → +∞, (7.17)

which in turn leads to the energy decay rate (7.15) for initial data (w0, w1) in dom(AD). In the case that
0 ∈ ρ(L), the energy and the squared norm in X are proportional, and 0 ∈ ρ(AD). When L has compact
resolvent, the above arguments directly apply to AD and the result follows. In the absence of compact
resolvent for L but under the additional assumption that the non-uniform Hautus test (7.4) holds for all
frequencies λ ∈ R, [CPS+23, Proposition 3.10] gives iR ⊂ ρ(AD) and the resolvent growth (7.17) for AD.
Again, the energy decay rate (7.15) follows from [BT10, Theorem 2.4].

Remark 7.6. The assumption (5) that m and M are polynomials is included mostly for the sake of
simplicity. Using [RSS19, Theorem 3.2] instead of [BT10, Theorem 2.4], one can consider functions m
and M that are continuous, non-decreasing and of positive increase (and obtain an energy decay rate
involving suitable inverses of m and M). Note however that, in this more general setting, decay rates are
given in “big-O”, as opposed to the “small-o” improvement of [BT10] for the scale of polynomial growths.

7.2 The wave equation with Neumann boundary damping

Let Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain of Rd, d > 2. Fix some function b ∈ L∞(∂Ω) with b > 0. We now
consider the feedback problem

(∂2
t −∆)w = 0 in Ω× (0,+∞), (7.18a)

∂~nw = −b2∂tw on ∂Ω× (0,+∞), (7.18b)

(w, ∂tw)|t=0 = (w0, w1) in Ω. (7.18c)

In what follows, the (continuous, self-adjoint) multiplication operator on L2(∂Ω) associated with b is
denoted by the same letter. We may recast (7.18) in the abstract framework of Section 7.1:

ẅ + γ∗b2γẇ −∆Nw = 0, w(0) = w0, ẇ(0) = w1. (7.19)

Solutions to (7.18) give rise to a strongly continuous semigroup on the phase space H1(Ω)×L2(Ω). The
energy is given by

E(t;w) =
1

2

∫

Ω

|∂tw(x, t)|
2 + ‖~∇w(x, t)‖2 dx, w solves (7.18). (7.20)

Proposition 7.7 (A priori decay rates under non-uniform Hautus test). Let Ω and η be as in (6.10).
Assume that there exist m0,M0 > 0 and α, β, λ0 > 0 such that

‖w‖L2(Ω) 6M0(1 + |λ|α)‖(∆− λ2)w‖L2(Ω) +m0(1 + |λ|β)‖bw|∂Ω‖L2(∂Ω) (7.21)

for all w ∈ H2(Ω) and λ ∈ R with |λ| > λ0. Then, for all initial data (w0, w1) ∈ H1(Ω) ×H1(Ω) such
that ∆w0 ∈ L2(Ω) and ∂~nw0 = −bw1 on ∂Ω, the corresponding solution w to (7.18) satisfies

E(t;w) = o(t−1/(1+2η+α+β)), t→ +∞. (7.22)
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Proof. This is mostly a direct application of Theorem 7.5 but we have some hypotheses to check. Here, Ω
is assumed to be bounded: by, e.g., [Gri85, Theorem 1.4.3.2], H1(Ω) is compactly embeddeded in L2(Ω),
which implies that the Neumann Laplacian ∆N has compact resolvent. Item (4) in the theorem boils down
to a standard application of the John–Holmgrem theorem on unique continuation across non-characteristic
hypersurfaces for differential operators with analytic coefficients; see, e.g. [Joh82, Uniqueness Theorem,
Section 5]. Now, condition (2) in Proposition 7.4 requires an estimate of the high-frequency growth of
λ→ bγ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N)−1γ∗b in L(L2(∂Ω))-norm, but it is clear that, for all λ ∈ R,

‖bγ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N)−1γ∗b‖L(L2(∂Ω)) 6 ‖b‖2L(L2(∂Ω))‖γ((1 + iλ)2 −∆N )−1γ∗‖L(L2(∂Ω)), (7.23)

and by Theorem 6.5 the right-hand side of (7.23) grows like O(|λ|η−1) as |λ| → +∞.

The remainder of the section is devoted to the special case where Ω is a rectangle in R
2. In that case

we are able to derive explicit energy decay rates by combining boundary observability properties already
established in [RTTT05,TT09] and our transfer function estimate (6.12).

Lemma 7.8 (Non-uniform Hautus test). Assume that Ω is a rectangle of R2 and let O be a nonempty
open subset of ∂Ω. There exist m0,M0 > 0 such that

‖w‖L2(Ω) 6M0‖(∆ − λ2)w‖L2(Ω) +m0‖w|∂Ω‖L2(O), λ ∈ R. (7.24)

Proof. First, [TT09, Theorem 1.1] states that the Schrödinger group generated by −i∆N on L2(Ω) is
exactly observable with respect to the observation operator 1Oγ: there exist K, T > 0 such that, letting
Ψ(t) , e−it∆Nw0,

∫

Ω

|w0(x)|
2 dx 6 K

∫∫

O×(0,T )

|Ψ(x, t)|2 dσ dt, w0 ∈ dom(∆N ). (7.25)

Furthermore, according to [RTTT05, Proposition 3.1], the observation operator 1Oγ is admissible for
{e−it∆N }t∈R on L2(Ω). Thus, as mentioned in Remark 7.3, we may apply [Mil05, Theorem 5.1] and
directly deduce (7.24) from (7.25).

Theorem 7.9 (Energy decay rates for the rectangle). Assume that Ω is a rectangle in R
2. Suppose also

that there exist a positive constant b0 and an open subset O of ∂Ω such that b > b0 a.e. on O. Then,
for all initial data (w0, w1) ∈ H1(Ω) × H1(Ω) such that ∆w0 ∈ L2(Ω) and ∂~nw0 = −bw1 on ∂Ω, the
corresponding solution w to (7.18) satisfies, for any fixed ε > 0,

E(t;w) = o(t−2/3+ε), t→ +∞. (7.26)

Proof. We apply Lemma 7.8 to O and get (7.24), which we may rewrite in the form of (7.21) since b is
bounded from below on O. In the rectangle case, we may choose η = 1/4+ ε, and the result follows from
Proposition 7.7.

8 Concluding remarks

In this section we give some comments and perspectives.

• Our frequency-domain estimates (3.6), (3.14) and (3.19) can be refined with explicit control over
the real part of the Laplace variable. For instance, under the hypotheses of Theorem 3.2 we actually
have, for fixed (small) ε > 0,

‖C(σ + iω − A)−1‖L(X,Y ) 6
K(1 + |ω|η)

(σ − σ0 − ε)1/2
, σ > σ0 + ε, ω ∈ R. (8.1)

Equation (8.1) may be seen as a Weiss-type resolvent estimate with growth along vertical lines. On
the other hand, via lifting to the space Xfr

η or X in
η , techniques and problems related to the so-called

Weiss property (see, e.g., [JP04, Section 3.2] or the literature review in [PS24]) for observation
operators extend to our framework.

• The question of admissibility is of course also relevant in the Banach space setting, and the exponent
p > 1 when considering Lp-based control spaces constitutes an additional tuning parameter to obtain
smoother solutions. For instance, for the heat equation with Neumann boundary condition, the space
of solutions produced by boundary data u ∈ Lp(0, T ;L2(∂Ω)) lies in L2(Ω) if and only if p > 3/4;
see [HK07]. Extending our results to semigroups on Banach spaces would be an interesting but
delicate endeavour. In the absence of a vector-valued Plancherel’s theorem, many of the arguments
in our proofs break down. What is more, in contrast with the quadratic, Hilbert space case, different
interpolation techniques (e.g., real and complex interpolation) may give different (non-isomorphic)
spaces, which adds a layer of complexity when building Sobolev scales for the semigroup data and
inputs or outputs.
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A On Hilbert-valued Sobolev spaces

This section contains technical results which are, for the most part, generalisation to the vector-valued
case of more or less classical facts about scalar-valued Sobolev spaces, as found for instance in [LM68,
Chapter 1]. We do not claim any novelty here: closely related results may be found scattered across the
literature, however, often in forms which do not meet our exact requirements. For example, [Ama00,
Ama19] deal with more general (in particular, Lp-based, Banach-valued) function spaces but avoid the
“critical” parameters for fractional order Sobolev spaces (in our case, s ∈ 1/2 + N), which we need. Note
also that a number of simplifications are made owing to the one-dimensional variable in our setting. In
what follows, given a Hilbert space E, we shall use without further comment that the trace map u 7→ u(0)
is well-defined and continuous from H1/2+ε(0,+∞;E) into E for any ε > 0; see, e.g., [Sim90, Corollary
27]. The first lemma is an implementation of the method of extension by reflection.

Lemma A.1 (Extension by reflection). Let E be a Hilbert space and m > 1 be an integer. There exists
a linear map πm : L2(0,+∞;E) → L2(R, E) that satisfies the following properties:

1. πmu = u a.e. on (0,+∞) for all u ∈ L2(0,+∞;E);
2. πm ∈ L(Hs(0,+∞;E),Hs(R, E)) for all 0 6 s 6 m;
3. There exists another linear map π′

m : L2(0,+∞;E) → L2(R, E) such that

π′
m ∈ L(Hs(0,+∞;E),Hs(R, E)), 0 6 s 6 m− 1, (A.1a)

(d/dt)πm = π′
m(d/dt). (A.1b)

Proof. The construction is similar to that of [LM68, Lemma 12.2, Chapter 1]. First, we claim that there
exist real numbers α1, . . . , α2m and β1, . . . , β2m such that the βk are negative and

2m
∑

k=1

αkβ
j
k = 1, j = −m, . . . , m− 1. (A.2)

This follows from a simple linear algebra argument. Then, for any u ∈ L2(0,+∞;E), we define πmu a.e.
in R by

[πmu](t) , u(t) if t > 0, [πmu](t) ,
2m
∑

k=1

αku(βkt) if t < 0. (A.3)

Clearly, πm is linear and continuous L2(0,+∞;E) → L2(R, E). Furthermore, when u ∈ Hm(0,+∞;E),
we have

dj

dtj
[πmu](t) ,

2m
∑

k=1

αkβ
j
k

dju

dtj
(βkt) for a.e. t < 0, j = 0, . . . ,m. (A.4)

It follows from (A.2) that
dju

dtj
(0) =

dj

dtj
[πmu](0), j = 0, . . . , m− 1, (A.5)

which in turn allows us to prove that πm is in fact continuous Hm(0,+∞;E) → Hm(R, E). By in-
terpolation, it must also be continuous Hs(0,+∞;E) → Hs(R, E) for all 0 6 s 6 m. Finally, for
u ∈ L2(0,+∞;E), π′

mu is defined a.e. by

[π′
mu](t) , u(t) if t > 0, [π′

mu](t) ,

2m
∑

k=1

αkβku(βkt) if t < 0, (A.6)

so that the identity (A.1b) holds. Again, continuity of π′
m : L2(0,+∞;E) → L2(R, E) is immediate, and

continuity Hm−1(0,+∞;E) → Hm−1(R, E) is obtained by making use of the algebraic condition (A.2),
and finally (A.1a) follows by interpolation.

In preparation for the characterisation of Hs
0 -spaces, we establish the following lemma, which is a

somewhat simplified version of [LM68, Lemmas 11.1 and 11.2, Chapter 1].

Lemma A.2. Let E be a Hilbert space and s > 0. If 0 6 s 6 1/2, let V , Hs(R, E). If s > 1/2, define
V as follows:

V , {u ∈ Hs(R, E) : u(j)(0) = 0, j ∈ N, j < s− 1/2}, (A.7)

where u(j) = (dj/dtj)u, equipped with the norm of Hs(R). Denote by D0 the subspace of D(R, E) com-
prised of all those ϕ which vanish in a neighbourhood of 0. Then, D0 is dense in V .

Proof. Using continuity H1/2+ε(R, E) → E of the trace map, we see that V is well-defined and in fact
a closed subspace of Hs(R, E), making it a Hilbert space. Recalling the Fourier characterisation (2.8) of
Hs(R, E), the linear map u 7→ (F [u], | · |sF [u]) is continuous H → L2(R) × L2(R) and injective. This
allows us to regard V as a closed subspace of L2(R, E) × L2(R, E). In view of that embedding and by
the Hahn–Banach theorem, any u ∈ V ∗ extends to a continuous antilinear form on L2(R, E)× L2(R, E).
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Having identified L2(R, E) × L2(R, E) with its antidual, this means that, for every u ∈ V ∗, there exists
a (not unique, in general) pair (f, g) ∈ L2(R, E)× L2(R, E) such that

〈u, v〉V ∗,V =

∫

R

〈f(ω) + |ω|sg(ω),F [v](ω)〉E dω, v ∈ V. (A.8)

To show that the subspace D0 is dense in V , we shall prove that its orthogonal is trivial. Let u ∈ V ∗ be
such that 〈u, ϕ〉V ∗,V = 0. We find (f, g) so that u can be written as in (A.8) and let h , F−1[f + | · |sg].
Note that a priori h is defined as a Schwartz distribution in S ′(R, E). Moreover D0 ⊂ S(R, E). It
follows from (A.8) together with the distributional Parseval–Plancherel formula [Ama19, Proposition
1.7.4, Appendix] that 0 = 〈u, ϕ〉V ∗,V = 〈h, ϕ〉S′(R,E),S(R,E) for all ϕ ∈ D0, i.e., for all Schwartz functions
ϕ that vanish in a neighbourhood of 0. It follows that the support of h (as a distribution) is contained in
{0}, and there must therefore exist a finite number of vectors h0, . . . , hk ∈ E such that

h =
k
∑

j=0

δ(j) ⊗ hj , (A.9)

where δ(0) = δ is the Dirac mass at 0, δ(j) = (d/dt)δ(j−1) for j > 1, and ⊗ denotes the tensor product;
see [Ama19, Example 1.8.6(d), Appendix]. Taking the Fourier transform of (A.9) yields f(ω)+ |ω|sg(ω) =
∑k
j=0(iω)

jhj for a.e. ω ∈ R. Now, by construction of h, we also have

1

1 + | · |s
F [h] ∈ L2(R, E), i.e.,

∫

ω∈R

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k
∑

j=0

(iω)j

(1 + |ω|)s
hj

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

dω < +∞. (A.10)

The L2-condition of (A.10) implies that hj = 0 whenever j > s − 1/2. In particular, in the case
0 6 s 6 1/2, we immediately obtain h = 0, hence u = 0 as required. As for the case s > 1/2, we let v ∈ V
and write, using (A.8) and (A.9),

〈u, v〉V ∗,V =
∑

j∈N

j<s−1/2

(−1)j〈v(j)(0), hk〉E = 0 (A.11)

by (A.7). Equation (A.11) holds for arbitrary v ∈ V , thus u = 0 and the proof is complete.

The next proposition comes as a straightforward consequence of Lemma A.2.

Proposition A.3 (Characterisation of Hs
0 -spaces). Let E be a Hilbert space. Then

Hs
0(0,+∞;E) = Hs(0,+∞;E), 0 6 s 6 1/2, (A.12a)

Hs
0(0,+∞;E) = {u ∈ Hs(0,+∞;E) : u(j)(0) = 0, j ∈ N, j < s− 1/2}, s > 1/2. (A.12b)

Proof. Let s > 0 and m ∈ N with s 6 m. The inclusions from left to right in (A.12) are clear and
the inclusions from right to left amount to density of D(0,+∞;E) in the sets on the right-hand side
(with respect to the Hs(0,+∞;E)-norm). We will use an extension map πm from Lemma A.1. Let
u ∈ Hs(0,+∞;E) if 0 6 s 6 1/2 or, if s > 1/2, u ∈ Hs(0,+∞;E) such that u(j)(0) = 0 for j ∈ N

with j < s − 1/2. By Lemma A.1, πmu ∈ Hs(R, E), and by Lemma A.2, there exists a sequence of
test functions ϕn ∈ D(R, E), with each ϕn vanishing in a neighborhood of 0, such that ϕn → πmu in
Hs(R, E). Then, for all n, ϕn also belongs (after restriction) to D(0,+∞;E) and

‖u− ϕn‖Hs(0,+∞;E) = ‖πmu− ϕn‖Hs(0,+∞;E) 6 K‖πmu− ϕn‖Hs(R,E), (A.13)

which proves that ϕn → u in Hs(0,+∞;E), as required.

Remark A.4. In the case s 6∈ N+1/2 we refer the reader to [Ama19, Section 1.4, Chapter VIII] for related
results.

With Proposition A.3 in hand, we can establish a stronger version of Lemma A.1 which guarantees
that the extension map is also continuous in negative order Sobolev norms.

Lemma A.5 (Extension by reflection, continued). Let E be a Hilbert space and m > 1 be an integer.
There exists a linear map πm : L2(0,+∞;E) → L2(R, E) that satisfies, in addition to the properties 1
through 3 of Lemma A.1:

4. πm ∈ L(H−s(0,+∞;E),H−s(R, E)) for all 0 6 s 6 m;
5. The map π′

m of 3 can be chosen so that π′
m ∈ L(H−s(0,+∞;E),H−s(R, E)) for all 0 6 s 6 m+ 1.

Proof. We construct πm ∈ L(L2(0,+∞;E), L2(R, E)) exactly as in Lemma A.1 and we observe that its
adjoint π∗

m ∈ L(L2(R, E), L2(0,+∞;E) is given by

[π∗
mu](t) = u(t)−

2m
∑

k=1

αkβ
−1
k u(β−1

k t) for a.e. t > 0, u ∈ L2(R, E). (A.14)

40



Let 0 6 s 6 m. Using duality, we see that πm ∈ L(H−s(0,+∞;E),H−s(R, E)) is equivalent to π∗
m ∈

L(Hs(R, E),Hs
0(0,+∞;E)). It is clear from (A.14) that π∗

m is continuous Hs(R, E) → Hs(0,+∞;E) and
it remains to prove that it maps Hs(R, E) into Hs

0(0,+∞;E). By Proposition A.3, if 0 6 s 6 1/2, there
is nothing else to prove, while if s > 1/2, it suffices to show that (dj/dtj)[π∗

mu](0) = 0 for all j ∈ N with
j < s− 1/2 and all u ∈ Hs(R, E). Assuming that s > 1/2, for all such j we have

dj

dtj
[π∗
mu](t) =

dju

dtj
(t)−

2m
∑

k=1

αkβ
−j−1
k

dju

dtj
(β−1
k t) for a.e. t > 0, u ∈ Hs(R, E), (A.15)

and the desired property follows again from the algebraic condition (A.2), concluding the proof of 4. As
for 5, we define π′

m as in (A.6) and notice that, for any j = 0, . . . ,m,

dj

dtj
[(π′

m)∗u](t) =
dju

dtj
(t)−

2m
∑

k=0

αkβ
−j
k

dju

dtj
(β−1
k t) for a.e. t > 0, u ∈ Hm(R, E) (A.16)

(compare with (A.15)). This allows us to prove, with the same arguments, that π′ is actually continous
H−s(0,+∞;E) → H−s(R, E) for all 0 6 s 6 m+ 1, and the proof is complete.

We are finally ready to establish the following simple-looking but useful result.

Proposition A.6. Let E be a Hilbert space and s ∈ R. There exists K > 0 such that

K−1‖u‖Hs(0,+∞;E) 6 ‖u‖Hs−1(0,+∞;E) + ‖u̇‖Hs−1(0,+∞;E) 6 K‖u‖Hs(0,+∞;E) (A.17)

for all u ∈ Hs(0,+∞;E).

Proof. First, pick m ∈ N such that −m 6 s 6 m and consider an extension map πm as provided by
Lemma A.5. Using the Fourier transform and the Bessel potential characterisation (2.8) of Sobolev
spaces on R, it is easy to see that

K−1‖πmu‖Hs(R,E) 6 ‖πmu‖Hs−1(R,E) + ‖(d/dt)πmu‖Hs−1(R,E) 6 ‖πmu‖Hs(R,E) (A.18)

for all u ∈ Hs(R, E). For such u, we also have ‖πmu‖Hs(R,E) 6 K‖πmu‖Hs(0,+∞;E) = K‖u‖Hs(0,+∞;E);
on the other hand, making use of the various properties of Lemmas A.1 and A.5 depending on the value
of s, we also have ‖πmu‖Hs−1(R,E) 6 K‖u‖Hs−1(0,+∞;E), ‖πmu‖Hs(R,E) 6 K‖u‖Hs(0,+∞;E), and finally

‖(d/dt)πmu‖Hs−1(R,E) = ‖π′
mu̇‖Hs−1(R,E) 6 ‖u̇‖Hs−1(0,+∞;E). (A.19)

We may now deduce (A.17) from (A.18) to complete the proof.

In our main proofs, we make repeated use of the extension by zero operator. The following proposition
gives some of its properties.

Proposition A.7 (Extension by zero). Let E be a Hilbert space. Let π : L2(0,+∞;E) → L2(R, E) be
the map defined as follows: for u ∈ L2(0,+∞;E), [πu](t) = u(t) for a.e. t > 0, [πu](t) = 0 for a.e. t < 0.
It is continuous

Hs(0,+∞;E) → Hs(R, E), − 1/2 6 s < 1/2; (A.20a)

Hs
0(0,+∞;E) → Hs(R, E), 1/2 < s < 3/2. (A.20b)

Proof. The argument depends on the value of s.

• First case: −1/2 6 s 6 0. For the ease of notation we take 0 6 s 6 1/2 and prove that π is continuous
H−s(0,+∞;E) → H−s(R, E). Recalling (2.5) and (2.6), we let u ∈ L2(0,+∞;E) and pair πu with an
arbitrary test function ϕ ∈ D(R, E). Since ϕ (restricted to (0,+∞)) belongs to Hs(0,+∞;E), which
coincides with Hs

0(0,+∞;E) by Proposition A.3, there exists a sequence of elements ϕn ∈ D(0,+∞;E)
such that ϕn → ϕ in Hs(0,+∞;E). With this in mind, we can write

|〈πu, ϕn〉L2(R,E)| = |〈u, ϕn〉L2(0,+∞;E)| 6 ‖u‖H−s(0,+∞;E)‖ϕn‖Hs(0,+∞;E) (A.21)

for all n, where we used that ϕn ∈ D(0,+∞;E). Letting n→ +∞ in (A.21) leads to

|〈πu, ϕ〉L2(R,E)| 6 ‖u‖H−s(0,+∞;E)‖ϕ‖Hs(0,+∞;E) 6 K‖u‖H−s(0,+∞;E)‖ϕ‖Hs(R,E), (A.22)

which gives the desired continuity property.
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• Second case: 0 < s < 1/2. Here (and in the subsequent cases) we mostly follow the proof of
[LM68, Theorem 11.4, Chapter 1], which carries over to the vector-valued case. By Proposition A.3,
D(0,+∞;E) is dense in Hs(0,+∞;E) and it suffices to show that there exists K > 0 such that
‖ϕ‖Hs(R,E) 6 K‖ϕ‖Hs(0,+∞;E) for all ϕ ∈ D(0,+∞;E). To do so, we use the Besov-type characteri-
sation of Hs-spaces and observe that the required property will follow from the estimate

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 2s+1

∫

R

‖ϕ(t+ τ )− ϕ(t)‖2E dt dτ 6 K

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 2s+1

∫ +∞

0

‖ϕ(t+ τ )− ϕ(t)‖2E dtdτ (A.23)

holding for all ϕ ∈ D(0,+∞;E), or equivalently,

1

2s

∫ +∞

0

1

t2s
‖ϕ(t)‖2E dt 6 K′

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 2s+1

∫ +∞

0

‖ϕ(t+ τ )− ϕ(t)‖2E dtdτ, (A.24)

which is established in [LM68, “Proof of (11.27)”, page 59].
• Third case: 1/2 < s < 1. By definition, D(0,+∞;E) is dense in Hs

0(0,+∞;E) and again the result
follows if (A.24) holds for all ϕ ∈ D(0,+∞;E), which is established in the proof of [LM68, Theorem 11.3].
• Fourth case: s = 1. This case is immediate: use that ϕ(0) = 0 for all ϕ ∈ H1

0 (0,+∞;E).
• Fifth case: 1 < s < 3/2. We must show that ‖ϕ‖Hs(R,E) 6 K‖ϕ‖Hs(0,+∞;E) for all ϕ ∈ D(0,+∞;E),
or equivalently by Proposition A.6,

‖ϕ‖Hs−1(R,E) + ‖ϕ̇‖Hs−1(R,E) 6 K‖ϕ‖Hs−1(0,+∞;E) +K‖ϕ̇‖Hs−1(0,+∞;E). (A.25)

But ϕ̇ ∈ D(0,+∞;E) and 0 < s− 1 < 1/2, so (A.25) follows from our previous analysis.

Remark A.8. The extension by zero map is not continuous H1/2(0,+∞) → H1/2(R); see [LM68, Theorem
11.4, Chapter 1].

Remark A.9 (Finite intervals). The results of Propositions A.3, A.6 and A.7 generalise without difficulty
to the case where the half-line (0,+∞) is replaced by a finite interval of the form (0, T ), T > 0. To see
this, build for instance smooth functions α and β defined on [0, T ] such that α + β = 1, α vanishes in a
neighborhood of T and β vanishes in a neighborhood of 0; see, e.g., the proof of [LM68, Theorem 2.1,
Chapter 1]. Then any vector-valued function u defined on (0, T ) can be written as the sum of αu defined
(after extension by zero) on (0,+∞) and βu defined on (−∞, T ). The properties of α and β guarantee
that the maps u 7→ αu and u 7→ βu are bounded in suitable Sobolev norms.

The remainder of this section is devoted to characterising certain interpolation spaces. The first lemma
in the series pertains to interpolation between H1

0 - and L2-spaces.

Lemma A.10. Let E be a Hilbert space. Then, for any 0 6 s 6 1 with s 6= 1/2,

[H1
0 (0,+∞;E), L2(0,+∞;E)]1−s = Hs

0(0,+∞;E). (A.26)

Proof. The proof is largely inspired by that of [LM68, Theorem 11.6, Chapter 1]. To obtain the inclusion
from left to right in (A.26), we recall from Proposition A.7 that the extension by zero map π is continuous
L2(0,+∞;E) → L2(R, E) and also H1

0 (0,+∞;E) → H1(R, E). By interpolation,

π is continuous [H1
0 (0,+∞;E), L2(0,+∞;E)]1−s → Hs(R, E). (A.27)

Let u ∈ [H1
0 (0,+∞;E), L2(0,+∞;E)]1−s. By viewing u as the restriction to (0,+∞) of πu ∈ Hs(R, E) by

(A.27), we see that u ∈ Hs(0,+∞;E). If 0 6 s < 1/2, Hs(0,+∞;E) = Hs
0(0,+∞;E) by Proposition A.3

and the desired inclusion is proved. If 1/2 < s 6 1, according to Proposition A.3, it suffices to check that
u(0) = 0, which holds because u = [πu]|(0,+∞) with πu ∈ Hs(R, E), s > 1/2, and πu = 0 a.e. in (−∞, 0).
For the inclusion from right to left, consider the map R : L2(R, E) → L2(0,+∞;E) defined by

[Ru](t) = u(t)− u(−t) for a.e. t > 0, u ∈ L2(R, E). (A.28)

Then, R is continuous L2(R, E) → L2(0,+∞;E) but also H1(R, E) → H1
0 (0,+∞;E). By interpolation,

R is continuous Hs(R, E) → [H1
0 (0,+∞;E), L2(0,+∞;E)]1−s. (A.29)

Furthermore, we see that Rπu = u for any u ∈ L2(0,+∞;E). Keeping in mind that s 6= 1/2,
Propositions A.3 and A.7 guarantee that π (continuously) maps Hs

0(0,+∞;E) into Hs(R, E); thus,
by (A.29), writing any u ∈ Hs

0(0,+∞;E) as Rπu reveals that Hs
0(0,+∞;E) is indeed contained in

[H1
0 (0,+∞;E), L2(0,+∞;E)]1−s. The proof is now complete.

Remark A.11. Lemma A.12 is false when s = 1/2; see [LM68, Theorem 11.7, Chapter 1].

With a similar proof, we also obtain the following result, which we need for the ad hoc “elliptic
regularity” argument of Proposition 4.19.
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Lemma A.12. Let E be a Hilbert space. Then, for any 0 6 s < 1/2,

[H2(0,+∞;E) ∩H1
0 (0,+∞;E),H1

0 (0,+∞;E)]1−s = H1+s(0,+∞;E) ∩H1
0 (0,+∞;E)

= H1+s
0 (0,+∞;E).

(A.30)

Proof. First, recall that, given 1 6 r 6 2, Hr(0,+∞;E)∩H1
0 (0,+∞;E) equipped with the Hr-norm is a

closed subspace of Hr(0,+∞;E); in particular, it is also a Hilbert space. Thus, the interpolation spaces
in (A.30) are all well-defined. Moreover, the second equality in (A.30) follows from Proposition A.3. Now
Lemma A.1 provides an extension map π2 that is continuous Hr(0,+∞;E) → Hr(R, E) for all 0 6 r 6 2.
Since the norms on H2(0,+∞;E)∩H1

0 (0,+∞;E) and H1
0 (0,+∞;E) are those induced by H2(0,+∞;E)

and H1(0,+∞;E), respectively, it follows that π2 is also continuous from the former spaces into H2(R, E)
and H1(R, E), respectively. By interpolation,

π2 is continuous [H2(0,+∞;E) ∩H1
0 (0,+∞;E),H1

0 (0,+∞;E)]1−s → H1+s(R, E). (A.31)

Therefore, any u in [H2(0,+∞;E) ∩ H1
0 (0,+∞;E),H1

0 (0,+∞;E)]1−s is the restriction to (0,+∞) of
some element of H1+s(R, E) and, in particular, belongs to H1+s(0,+∞;E). Of course, such functions
u also belong to H1

0 (0,+∞;E) and the inclusion from left to right in (A.30) is now proved. As for the
opposite inclusion, consider again the map R introduced in the proof of Lemma A.10. It is clear that R
also continuously maps H2(R, E) into H2(0,+∞;E) ∩H1

0 (0,+∞;E) and, by interpolation,

R is continuous H1+s(R, E) → [H2(0,+∞;E) ∩H1
0 (0,+∞;E),H1

0 (0,+∞;E)]1−s. (A.32)

Recall that R is a left inverse for the extension by zero map π. Furthermore, by Proposition A.7, π is
continuousH1+s

0 (0,+∞;E) → H1+s(R, E). By writing u = Rπu, we obtain that any u ∈ H1+s
0 (0,+∞;E)

must belong to [H2(0,+∞;E) ∩H1
0 (0,+∞;E),H1

0 (0,+∞;E)]1−s, as required.

Our next lemma is essentially [LM68, Proposition 2.1, Chapter 1].

Lemma A.13. Let H and V be Hilbert spaces such that V →֒ H with continuous and dense embedding.
Identifying H with its antidual, we have [V, V ∗]1/2 = H with equivalence of norms.

Proof. Replacing if the scalar product of V by an equivalent one if necessary, we can assume that ‖u‖V >
‖u‖H for all u ∈ V . As a first step, define L ∈ L(V, V ∗) by 〈Lu, v〉V ∗,V = 〈u, v〉V for all u, v ∈ V . In
view of the embedding chain V →֒ H →֒ V ∗, we may also regard L as an unbounded operator on H , with
dom(L) = {u ∈ V : Lu ∈ H}. Then, L is a strictly positive (i.e., coercive) self-adjoint operator on H . The
spectral theorem and functional calculus of self-adjoint operators give fractional powers Ls for all s ∈ R.
Then dom(L1/2) = V , moreover V ∗ coincides with the completion of H with respect to the norm ‖L−1/2 ·
‖H . In particular, L−1/2 extends as an isomorphism V ∗ → H . Recalling that L−1 to an isomorphism
V ∗ → V , this gives [V, V ∗]1/2 = H by virtue of the “diagonalisation” characterisation of quadratic
interpolation spaces; see the discussion in Section 2.1 and also, more specifically, [CWHM15].

The final result of this section shows that we can recover L2-spaces by interpolation between Sobolev
spaces of positive and negative orders.

Proposition A.14. Let E be a Hilbert space and 0 6 s 6 1. Then, up to equivalence of norms,

[H1−s(0,+∞;E),H−s(0,+∞;E)]1−s = L2(0,+∞;E). (A.33)

Proof. The result is trivial when s = 0 or s = 1. The proof is split into different cases depending on the
value of s ∈ (0, 1).

• First case: s = 1/2. This special case readily follows from Lemma A.13, where we setH = L2(0,+∞;E)
and V = H1/2(0,+∞;E) and recall from Proposition A.3 that

H1/2(0,+∞;E) = H
1/2
0 (0,+∞;E), hence (H1/2(0,+∞))∗ = H−1/2(0,+∞;E). (A.34)

• Second case: 0 < s < 1/2. By Proposition A.3, Hs
0(0,+∞;E) and Hs(0,+∞;E) coincide and

[H1−s(0,+∞;E),H−s(0,+∞;E)]1−s = [H1−s(0,+∞;E), (Hs(0,+∞;E))∗]1−s. (A.35)

From now on we follow the proof of [LM68, Theorem 12.5, Chapter 1]. First, using for instance
Lemma A.13, we have [H1(0,+∞;E),H1(0,+∞;E)∗]1/2 = L2(0,+∞;E). Hence

H1−s(0,+∞;E) = [H1(0,+∞;E), L2(0,+∞;E)]s

= [H1(0,+∞;E), [H1(0,+∞;E), (H1(0,+∞;E))∗]1/2]s

= [H1(0,+∞;E), (H1(0,+∞;E))∗]s/2,

(A.36)

where we used the definition (2.3) of fractional order Sobolev spaces and the reiteration property. Simi-
larly, using also duality [CWHM15, Theorem 3.7], we obtain

(Hs(0,+∞;E))∗ = [H1(0,+∞;E), (H1(0,+∞;E))∗]1−s/2. (A.37)
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Plugging (A.36) and (A.37) into (A.35) and using the reiteration property lead to

[H1−s(0,+∞;E),H−s(0,+∞;E)]1−s = [H1(0,+∞;E), (H1(0,+∞;E))∗]1/2 = L2(0,+∞;E), (A.38)

as required.
• Third case: 1/2 < s < 1. In place of (A.35), we shall use the fact that

[H1−s(0,+∞;E),H−s(0,+∞;E)]1−s = [H1−s
0 (0,+∞;E),H−s(0,+∞;E)]1−s, (A.39)

which is again a consequence of Proposition A.3. Working this time in the pivot duality H1
0 (0,+∞;E) →֒

L2(0,+∞;E) →֒ H−1(0,+∞;E), Lemma A.13 gives

[H1
0 (0,+∞;E),H−1(0,+∞;E)]1/2 = L2(0,+∞;E). (A.40)

Recall from Lemma A.10 that

H1−s
0 (0,+∞;E) = [H1

0 (0,+∞;E), L2(0,+∞;E)]s. (A.41)

Starting from (A.39) and using (A.26) and (A.40), we readily complete the proofas in the previous
case.

B Other technical results

In our main proofs, we make use of the following lemma.

Lemma B.1. Let E be a Hilbert space. Let T > 0 and 0 6 s 6 2. There exists K > 0 such that, for all
u ∈ H−s(0,+∞;E),

‖u‖2H−s(0,+∞;E) 6 K

+∞
∑

n=0

‖u(nT + ·)‖2H−s(0,T ;E) + ‖u((n+ 1/2)T + ·)‖2H−s(0,T ;E). (B.1)

Lemma B.1 allows us to estimate negative order Sobolev norms of a function u by summing estimates
on finite time windows. Note that, without the shifted term in the sum in (B.1), the inequality would be
false; indeed, in the scalar case define u ∈ H−1(0,+∞) by 〈u, ϕ〉 , ϕ(T ), then

∑+∞
n=0 ‖u(nT+·)‖2H−1(0,T ) =

0 but of course u 6= 0. The result follows from another lemma, which we state next.

Lemma B.2. Let E be a Hilbert space. Let T > 0, 0 6 s 6 2 and χ ∈ D(0, T ). There exists K > 0 such
that

+∞
∑

n=0

‖χ(·)ϕ(nT + ·)‖2Hs(0,T ;E) 6 K‖ϕ‖2Hs(0,+∞;E), ϕ ∈ Hs(0,+∞;E). (B.2)

Proof. By density arguments, it suffices to prove (B.2) for ϕ ∈ D(0,+∞;E). We omit the straightforward
proofs of the cases s = 0, 1, 2 and suppose, to begin with, that 0 < s < 1. Define X(t) =

∑+∞
n=0 χ(t− nT )

for t > 0 (here χ is extended by zero outside of (0, T )). It is clear that X ∈ C∞(R+)∩W 1,∞(0,+∞) and,
as a result, Xϕ ∈ Hs(0,+∞;E). In order to estimate the left-hand side of (B.2) in terms of the Hs-norm
of Xϕ, we use the Besov characterisation of Hs-spaces of one variable [LM68,Sim90] and start by writing

∫ +∞

0

1

τ 2s+1

∫ +∞

0

‖X(t+ τ )ϕ(t+ τ )− X(t)ϕ(t)‖2E dtdτ 6 K‖Xϕ‖2Hs(0,+∞;E). (B.3)

In what follows, we use the notation ϕn , ϕ(nT + ·). Since χ has compact support, there exist τ0, ε > 0
such that if χ(t) 6= 0, then t+ τ0 ∈ (ε, T − ε). Hence we may write

∫ τ0

0

1

τ 2s+1

∫ +∞

0

‖X(t+ τ )ϕ(t+ τ )−X(t)ϕ(t)‖2E dtdτ

=
+∞
∑

n=0

∫ τ0

0

1

τ 2s+1

∫ T

0

‖χ(t+ τ )ϕn(t+ τ )− χ(t)ϕn(t)‖
2
E dtdτ. (B.4)

Using again the equivalent translation-type Sobolev norm, this time on the finite interval (0, T ), we see
that there exists K > 0 such that, for all n ∈ N,

‖χϕn‖
2
H−s(0,T ;E) 6 K

∫ τ0

0

1

τ 2s+1

∫ T

0

‖χ(t+ τ )ϕn(t+ τ )− χ(t)ϕn(t)‖
2
E dtdτ +K‖χϕn‖

2
L2(0,T ;E). (B.5)

Summing (B.5) over N, using (B.4) and then (B.3), and absorbing the left-over L2-term, we obtain

+∞
∑

n=0

‖χϕn‖
2
H−s(0,T ;E) 6 K

(

‖Xϕ‖2L2(0,+∞;E) + Left-hand side of (B.4)
)

6 K′‖Xϕ‖2Hs(0,+∞;E). (B.6)
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We recall that multiplying by X is continuous on Hs(0,+∞;E) and immediately deduce (B.1). It re-
mains to deal with the case 1 < s < 2. To do so, we simply write (d/dt)χϕn = χ̇ϕn + χϕ̇n and use
Proposition A.6, resulting in

‖χϕn‖
2
Hs(0,T ;E) 6 K‖χϕn‖

2
L2(0,T ;E) +K‖χ̇ϕn‖

2
H1−s(0,T ;E) +K‖χϕ̇n‖

2
H1−s(0,T ;E), n ∈ N. (B.7)

Since χ̇ ∈ D(0, T ;E), (B.7) shows that the result readily follows from the previous case 0 6 s < 1.

Proof of Lemma B.1. The first step of the proof consists in some simple manipulation with smooth cut-
off functions. We start by picking some χ ∈ D(0, T ) taking values in [0, 1] and such that χ(t) = 1 for
t ∈ [T/3, 2T/3]. Then, we define ρ : [T/2, 3T/2] → [0, 1] as follows:

ρ(t) , 1− χ(t), T/2 6 t 6 T ; ρ(t) = 1− χ(t− T ), T 6 t 6 3T/2. (B.8)

Note that ρ ∈ D(T/2, 3T/2). In order to deal with the boundary t = 0, we also pick χ0 ∈ C∞([0, T ])
such that χ0(t) = 1 for t ∈ [0, T/2] and χ0(t) = χ(t) for t ∈ [T/2, T ]. Again, χ and ρ are extended with
zero outside of their domains of definition. Set X ,

∑+∞
n=0 χ(· − nT ) and P ,

∑+∞
n=0 ρ(· − nT ), with

X,P ∈ C∞(R+), and observe that

X(t) + P(t) = 1, t > T/2; χ0(t) + ρ(t) = 1, 0 6 t 6 T/2. (B.9)

We now turn our attention to (B.1), which we will establish for arbitrary u ∈ L2(0,+∞;E). Let ϕ ∈
D(0,+∞;E). To simplify the notation, we write ψ , ρ(· − (1/2)T ) ∈ D(0, T ) and also, for n ∈ N,

ϕn , ϕ(nT + ·), un , u(nT + ·), ϕ1/2+n , ϕ((n+ 1/2)T + ·), un+1/2 , u((n+ 1/2)T + ·). (B.10)

With (2.5) and (2.6) in mind, we will estimate the H−s-norm of u by pairing it with ϕ. In view of (B.9),
we may write ϕ = Xϕ+ Pϕ on (T/2,+∞), and ϕ = χ0ϕ+ ρϕ on (0, T/2), which in turn leads to

∫ +∞

0

〈u(t), ϕ(t)〉E dt =

∫ T

0

〈u(t), χ0(t)ϕ(t)〉E

+

+∞
∑

n=1

∫ T

0

〈un(t), χ(t)ϕn(t)〉E dt+

+∞
∑

n=0

∫ T

0

〈un+1/2(t), ψ(t)ϕn+1/2(t)〉E dt. (B.11)

Furthermore, we see that χ0ϕ belongs to D(0, T ;E), and so do χϕ and ψϕn+1/2, n ∈ N. This allows us
to deduce from (B.11) that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ +∞

0

〈u(t), ϕ(t)〉E dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

6 ‖u‖H−s(0,T ;E)‖χ0ϕ‖Hs(0,T ;E)

+

+∞
∑

n=1

‖un‖H−s(0,T ;E)‖χϕn‖Hs(0,T ;E) +

+∞
∑

n=0

‖un+1/2‖H−s(0,T ;E)‖ψϕn+1/2‖Hs(0,T ;E). (B.12)

The Cauchy–Schwartz inequality gives

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ +∞

0

〈u(t), ϕ(t)〉E dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

6 4

(

+∞
∑

n=1

‖un+1/2‖
2
H−s(0,T ;E)

)(

+∞
∑

n=0

‖ψϕn+1/2‖
2
Hs(0,T ;E)

)

+ 4

(

+∞
∑

n=1

‖un‖
2
H−s(0,T ;E)

)(

+∞
∑

n=1

‖χϕn‖
2
Hs(0,T ;E)

)

+ 4‖u‖2H−s(0,T ;E)‖χ0ϕ‖
2
Hs(0,T ;E). (B.13)

By Lemma B.2,

+∞
∑

n=1

‖χϕn‖
2
Hs(0,T ;E) 6 K‖ϕ‖2Hs(0,+∞;E),

+∞
∑

n=0

‖ψϕn+1/2‖
2
Hs(0,T ;E) 6 K‖ϕ(T/2 + ·)‖2Hs(0,+∞;E). (B.14)

Left translations are continuous on L2(0,+∞;E), on H1(0,+∞;E) and thus also on Hs(0,+∞;E) by in-
terpolation. This gives ‖ϕ(T/2+·)‖2Hs(0,+∞;E) 6 K′‖ϕ‖Hs(0,+∞;E) and, coming back to (B.13) and (B.14),

|〈u, ϕ〉L2(0,+∞;E)|
2 6 K‖ϕ‖2Hs(0,+∞;E)

+∞
∑

n=0

‖un‖
2
H−s(0,T ;E) + ‖un+1/2‖

2
H−s(0,T ;E)

+K‖u‖2H−s(0,T ;E)‖χ0ϕ‖
2
Hs(0,T ;E). (B.15)

After absorbtion of the last term in (B.15), the proof is complete.
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Next, we give a slightly modified version of an a priori estimate for the Helmhotz equation from
[Spe14, BSW16], with explicit dependence on the wavenumber. Lemma 6.2, which we used above, is a
byproduct of the proof. In what follows, ~∇τ denotes the tangential gradient, that is, the projection of
the gradient onto the tangent hyperplane.14

Lemma B.3. Let Ω be a Lipschitz domain in R
d, d > 2, which satisfies one of the following conditions:

• Ω has bounded boundary; • Ω is the half-plane. There exists K > 0 such that for all k > 0, w ∈ H1(Ω)
and f ∈ L2(Ω), if w solves ∆w + k2w = −f and ∂~nw ∈ L2(∂Ω) then w|∂Ω ∈ H1(∂Ω) and

‖~∇τw‖L2(∂Ω)d−1 6 K(‖∂~nw‖L2(∂Ω) + k‖w|∂Ω‖L2(∂Ω) + ‖∇w‖L2(Ω)d + k‖w‖L2(Ω) + ‖f‖L2(Ω)). (B.16)

In particular, for k > 1 (say) and up to a change of constant K, the H1(∂Ω)-norm of w|∂Ω is bounded
by the right-hand side of (B.16).

Proof. We will use the space W defined in Corollary 6.3, which we recall is comprised of all elements
w ∈ H1(Ω) such that ∆w ∈ L2 and ∂~nw ∈ L2(∂Ω). We claim that the space W̃ = {ϕ|Ω : ϕ ∈ D(Rd)}
is dense in W ; the proof is ommited but is similar to that given in [MS14, Appendix A]. The following
Rellich-type identity holds for all real-valued vector fields ~h = (h1, . . . , hd) ∈ C1(Ω)d, w ∈ W̃ and k > 0:

∫

Ω

2Re
(

~h · ~∇w(∆w + k2w)
)

− (~∇ · ~h)(‖~∇w‖2 − k2|w|2) + 2Re
d
∑

i=1

d
∑

j=1

∂hj
∂xi

∂w

∂xi

∂w

∂xj
dx

=

∫

∂Ω

2Re
(

~h · ~∇w∂~nw
)

+ (k2|w|2 − ‖~∇w‖2)(~h · ~n) dσ; (B.17)

see, e.g., [Spe14, Lemma 3.7]. We shall deduce trace identities from (B.17) by choosing an appropriate
vector field ~h. If Ω is bounded, [Gri85, Lemma 1.5.1.9] states that there exist ~h ∈ C∞(Ω)d and δ > 0 such
that ~h · ~n > δ a.e. on ∂Ω. In fact, by following the proof of this lemma, one may construct ~h ∈ D(Rd)d

satisfying the same property even for domains Ω that are unbounded but have bounded boundary. On
the other hand, if Ω is the half-space {(x, y) ∈ (0,+∞)×R

d−1}, we simply let ~h(x, y) , −χ(x)(1, 0) for all
(x, y) ∈ Ω, where χ : R+ → R is any smooth function equal to 1 near 0 and 0 away from 0; such a vector
field also satisfies the same property. In any case, with a series of applications of the Cauchy–Schwarz
and Young inequalities we may deduce from (B.17) that, for all w ∈ W̃ and k > 0,

δ

∫

∂Ω

‖~∇τw‖
2 dσ 6 K~h

(∫

∂Ω

|∂~nw|
2 + k2|w|2 dσ +

∫

Ω

|∆w + k2w|2 + ‖~∇w‖2 + k2|w|2 dx

)

, (B.18)

where we also used that ‖~∇w‖2 = |∂~nw|
2 + ‖~∇τw‖

2 a.e. on ∂Ω; here, K~h is a positive constant that
depends only on our construction of ~h. For fixed k > 0, the right-hand side of (B.18) is controlled by
‖w‖2W . Furthermore, since w is assumed to be sufficiently smooth,

‖w|∂Ω‖
2
H1(∂Ω) 6 K

∫

∂Ω

‖~∇τw‖
2 + |w|2 dσ; (B.19)

this is immediate if Ω is the half-space, and we refer the reader to [CWGLS12, Appendix A] in the case
where Ω has bounded boundary. By density of W̃ in W , we see that the trace map extends to a continuous
linear operator from W into H1(∂Ω), as required (in particular Lemma 6.2 is now proved). This also
shows that (B.18) is valid for arbitrary w ∈ W . As for the a priori estimate (B.16) which holds uniformly
in k > 0, it suffices to observe that any w ∈ H1(Ω) solving ∆w+k2w = f , f ∈ L2(Ω), with ∂~nw ∈ L2(∂Ω)
belongs to W , and then use (B.18) with |∆w+k2w|2 replaced by |f |2. The final statement of Lemma B.3
readily follows.

Finally, we prove the claim of Remark 6.6. The key ingredients are Lions and Magenes’ intermedi-
ate derivative theorem [LM68] and Strauss’ results on continuity of solutions to abstract second-order
evolution equations [Str66].

Complement to Theorem 6.4. Let u ∈ L2(∂Ω× (0, T )). We assume that the corresponding solution w to
(6.1) satisfies w ∈ H1−η(Ω×(0, T )). Recall that on the one hand H1−η(Ω×(0, T )) = L2(0, T ;H1−η(Ω))∩
H1−η(0, T ;L2(Ω)) and on the other hand, denoting by {Hs}s∈R the abstract Sobolev scale associated with
−∆N , H1−η = H1−η(Ω) and (here, 0 6 η < 1/2) H−η = H−η(Ω). Thus w ∈ L2(0, T ;H1−η) and ẅ ∈
L2(0, T ;H−1−η) + L2(0, T ;H−1) = L2(0, T ;H−1−η). We introduce the lifted variable v = (1−∆N )−ηw.
Then

v ∈ L2(0, T ;H1) = L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)), v̈ ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1) = L2(0, T ; (H1(Ω))∗). (B.20)

By [LM68, Proposition 2.2, Chapter 1], which is a corollary of the intermediate derivative theorem [LM68,
Theorem 2.3, Chapter 1], (B.20) implies that

v̇ ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(Ω)). (B.21)

14Because the domain Ω is Lipchitz, the outward unit normal vector ~n is defined for a.e. point of the boundary.
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Furthermore, because w solves ẅ − ∆Nw = γ∗u, v must solve v̈ − ∆Nv = (1 − ∆N )−ηγ∗u with (1 −
∆N )−ηγ∗u ∈ L2(0, T ; (H1(Ω)

∗)). Together with (B.20), (B.21) and [Str66, Theorems 4.2 and 4.3], we
deduce that v ∈ C([0, T ],H1(Ω)) ∩ C1([0, T ], L2(Ω)). Returning to the w-variable, this gives

w ∈ C([0, T ],H1−η(Ω)) ∩ C1([0, T ],H−η(Ω)), (B.22)

as required.
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