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NEUMANN BOUNDARY CONTROLLABILITY OF THE GEAR-GRIMSHAW
SYSTEM WITH CRITICAL SIZE RESTRICTIONS ON THE SPACIAL
DOMAIN

ROBERTO A. CAPISTRANO-FILHO, FERNANDO A. GALLEGO, AND ADEMIR F. PAZOTO

ABSTRACT. In this paper we study the boundary controllability of the Gear-Grimshaw system
posed on a finite domain (0, L), with Neumann boundary conditions:

Ut + Uy + Uzaz + Aaze + 10V + a2(uv), = 0, in (0,L) x (0,7,
cVt + Tz + VU3 + abUgzs + Vezs + a2buty + a1b(uv)z =0, in (0,L) x (0,7),
Uzz(0,t) = ho(t), uz(L,t) = hi(t), uzz(L,t) = ha(t), in (0,7),
me(07 t) = gO(t)7 'Uﬂc(Lv t) =91 (t)v vm:t(Lft) = gQ(t)v in (07 T)7
u(z,0) = u’(z), wv(z,0) =), n (0, L).

We first prove that the corresponding linearized system around the origin is exactly controllable
in (L?(0,L))? when hz(t) = g2(t) = 0. In this case, the exact controllability property is derived
for any L > 0 with control functions hg, go € Hf%(O,T) and hi,g1 € L?(0,T). If we change the
position of the controls and consider ho(t) = ha(t) = 0 (resp. go(t) = g2(t) = 0) we obtain the
result with control functions go, g2 € H™ 3 (0,7) and hi, g1 € L?(0,T) if and only if the length L of
the spatial domain (0, L) belongs to a countable set. In all cases the regularity of the controls are
sharp in time. If only one control act in the boundary condition, ho(t) = go(t) = ha(t) = g2(t) =0
and g1(t) = 0 (resp. hi(t) = 0), the linearized system is proved to be exactly controllable for
small values of the length L and large time of control T. Finally, the nonlinear system is shown
to be locally exactly controllable via the contraction mapping principle, if the associated linearized
systems are exactly controllable.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Setting of the Problem. The goal of this paper is to investigate the boundary controllability
properties of the nonlinear dispersive system

Up + Uy + Ugpy + AUzze + A10Vy + az(uv)y = 0, in (0,L) x (0,T),
(1.1) cvp + Tz + VU + abUgyy + Vigr + agbuug + arb(uv), =0, in (0,L) x (0,7),
u(x,0) = u'(z), wv(z,0) =), in (0, L),

with the following boundary conditions

(1 2) um(O,t) = h()(t), ux(L,t) = hl (t), um(L,t) = hg(t),
vmx(oa t) = gO(t)a Ux(La t) = g1 (t), wa(La t) = gQ(t)-

In (1.1), a1,as,a,b,c and r are real constants, u = u(x,t) and v = v(z,t) are real-valued functions
of the two variables x and ¢ and subscripts indicate partial differentiation. The boundary functions
h; and g;, for i = 0,1, 2, are considered as control inputs acting on the boundary conditions. Our
purpose is to see weather we can force the solutions of the system to have certain properties by
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choosing appropriate control inputs. More precisely, we are mainly concerned with the following
exact control problem:

Given T > 0 and u®,v°,ul, v € L?(0,L), can one find appropriate control inputs h;, g;, for
i =0,1,2, such that the corresponding solution (u,v) of (1.1)-(1.2) satisfies

(1.3) (u(z, T),v(x,T)) = (ul(az),vl(a:))?

In order to provide the tools to handle with this problem, we assume that the coeflicients
a,b,c and r satisfy

(1.4) b,c and 7 are positive and 1 — a®b > 0.

System (1.1) was derived by Gear and Grimshaw in [3] as a model to describe strong interac-
tions of two long internal gravity waves in a stratified fluid, where the two waves are assumed to
correspond to different modes of the linearized equations of motion (we also refer to [I, 14] for an
extensive discussion on the physical relevance of the system). This somewhat complicated model
has the structure of a pair of Korteweg-de Vries (KdV) equations coupled through both dispersive
and nonlinear effects and has been object of intensive research in recent year. It is a special case
of a broad class of nonlinear evolution equations for which the well-posedness theory associated to
the pure initial-value problem posed on the whole real line R, or on a finite interval with periodic
boundary conditions, has been intensively investigated. By contrast, the mathematical theory per-
taining to the study of the boundary value problem is considerably less advanced, specially in what
concerns the study of the controllability properties. As far as we know, the controllability results
for system (1.1) was first obtained in [l 1], when the model is posed on a periodic domain and
r = 0. In this case, a diagonalization of the main terms allows to the decouple the corresponding
linear system into two scalar KdV equations and use the previous results available in the literature.
Later on, assuming that (1.4) holds, Micu et al. [12] proved the local exact boundary controllability
property for the nonlinear system, posed on a bounded interval, considering the following boundary
conditions:

(1.5)

u(07t) =0, U(Lvt) = fl(t)> um(L>t) = fQ(t)a
0(0,8) = 0, v(L, ) = kv (t), va(L,t) = ka(t).

The analysis developed in [12] was inspired by the results obtained by Rosier in [10] for the scalar
KdV equation. It combines the analysis of the linearized system and the Banach’s fixed point
theorem. Following the classical duality approach [7, 9], the exact controllability of system linearized
system is equivalent to an observability for the adjoint system. Then, the problem is reduced
to prove a nonstandard unique continuation property of the eigenfunctions of the corresponding
differential operator. Their main result reads as follows:

Theorem A (Micu et al. [12]) Let L > 0 and T' > 0. Then there exists a constant § > 0, such
that, for any initial and final data u®,v°, u', vt € L%(0, L) verifying

1@, o) |(z20.2y2 <0 and (!, oY) (220,02 < 6,
there exist four control functions fi,k1 € HY(0,T) and fa, ke € L?(0,T), such that the solution
(u,0) € C([0,T): (L*(0, L)) n L*(0, T3 (H'(0, L))*) N H' (0, T; (H (0, L))?)

of (1.1)-(1.5) verifies (1.3).

Later on, the same problem was addressed by Cerpa and Pazoto [5] when only two controls act
on the Neumann boundary conditions, i.e., assuming that f; = k1 = 0. In this case, the analysis of
the linearized system is much more complicated, therefore the authors used a direct approach based
on the multiplier technique that gives the observability inequality for small values of the length L
and large time of control 7. The fixed point argument, as well as, the existence and regularity
results needed in order to consider the nonlinear system run exactly in the same way as in [12].

The program of this work was carried out for a particular choice of boundary conditions and
aims to establish as a fact that such a model predicts the interesting controllability properties
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initially observed for the KdV equation. Therefore, to introduce the reader to the theory developed
for KAV with the boundary conditions of types (1.5) and (1.2), we present below a summary of the
results achieved in [10] and [3], respectively.

Rosier, in [10], studied the following boundary control problem for the KdV equation posed
on the finite domain (0, L)
Up + Uy + Uy + Uggy = 0 in (0,L) x (0,7),
(1.6) u(0,t) =0, u(L,t) =0, ug(L,t) = g(t) in (0,7),
u(z,0) = u’(z) in (0, L),

where the boundary value function g(¢) is considered as a control input. First, the author studies
the associated linear system

Up + Up + Ugze = 0 in (0,L) x (0,7),
(1.7) u(0,t) =0, u(L,t) =0, ug(L,t) = g(t) in (0,7,
u(z,0) = u’(z) in (0,L)

and discovered the so-called critical length phenomena, i.e., whether the system (1.7) is exactly
controllable depends on the length L of the spatial domain (0,L). More precise, the following
result was proved:

Theorem B (Rosier [10]) The linear system (1.7) is exactly controllable in the space L*(0,L) if
and only if the length L of the spatial domain (0, L) does not belong to the set

(1.8) N = {f/%\/k2+kl+l2 ky eN*}.

Then, by using a fixed point argument, the controllability result was extended to the nonlinear
system when L ¢ N.

Theorem C (Rosier [10])Let T > 0 be given. If L ¢ N, there exists 6 > 0, such that, for any
ul,ul € L?(0, L) with
14° 20,2y + e [ L20,2) <,

one can find a control input g € L?(0,T), such that the nonlinear system (1.6) admits a unique
solution

u € C([0,T]; L*(0,L)) N L*(0,T; H(0, L))
satisfying o) — aT(0).

More recently, in [3], Caicedo et al. investigated the boundary control problem of the KdV
equation with new boundary conditions, namely, the Neumann boundary conditions:

ug + (14 Bug + tggpr =0 in (0,L) x (0,7),
(1.9) Ugr(0,8) = 0, uy(L,t) = h(t), uze(L,t) =0 in (0,7),
u(z,0) = u’(z) in (0,L).

In (1.9), 8 is a given real constant and g a control input. For any § # —1, the authors obtained
the following set of critical lengths

km
vVB+1

2
(1.10) Rpi={ ——o B2+ kl+12 k| €N* u{ :keN*},
V3(1+6)
and proved that the following result holds:

Theorem D (Caicedo et al. [3])

(i) If B # —1, the linear system (1.9) is evactly controllable in the space L?(0,L) if and only
if the length L of the spatial domain (0, L) does not belong to the set Rg.

(ii) If B = —1, then the system (1.9) is not exact controllable in the space L*(0,L) for any
L>0.
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In addition, for the nonlinear system

Up + Uy + Uy + Uggy = 0 in (0,L) x (0,T),
(1.11) Ugz(0,8) = 0, uyp(L,t) = h(t), ugy(L,t) =0 in (0,7),
u(z,0) = up(z) in (0, L),

the result below was proved by using a fixed point argument:

Theorem E (Caicedo et al. [3]) Let T > 0, B # —1 and L ¢ Rg be given. There exists 6 > 0,
such that, for any u®,u” € L*(0, L) with

1u® = Bllr20,0) + Ilu" = Bllz20,2) < 0,
one can find a control input h € L*(0,T), such that the system (1.11) admits unique solution
we C([0, T} L%(0, L)) N L*(0, T; H'(0, L))

satisfying .
u(z,T) =u" ().

Both theorems, Theorems B and D, were proved following the classical duality approach [7, 9]
which reduces the problem to prove an observability inequality for the solutions of the corresponding
adjoint system. Then, the controllability is obtained with the aid of a compactness argument
that leads the issue to a nonstandard unique continuation principle for the eigenfunctions of the
differential operator associated to the model. The critical lengths in (1.8) and (1.10) are such
that there are eigenfunctions of the linear scalar problem for which the observability inequality
associated to the adjoint system fails'. However, in [3], the authors encountered some difficulties
that require special attention. For instance, the adjoint system of the linear system (1.9) is given
by

¢t+(1+ﬁ)waz+wxmm =0 in (OaL) X (OaT)7
(L4 8)¥(0,t) + 12a(0,8) =0 in (0,7),
(1.12) (L4 B)(L,t) + thaa(L,t) =0 in (0,7),
¢x(0,t) =0 in (O,T),
Y(x, T) = T (z) in (0,L).

The exact controllability of system (1.9) is equivalent to the following observability inequality for
the adjoint system (1.12):

1 20,0y < CllYoa (L, MIr20,m)s
for some C' > 0. Nonetheless, the usual multiplier method and compactness arguments used to
deal with the system (1.12) only lead to

(1.13) HwTH%ﬂ(o,L) < Ci[a(L, ')H%Q(O,T) + Co (L, ')H%?(O,T)y

where C and C are positive constants. In order to absorb the extra term present in (1.13), Caicedo
et al. derived a technical result, which reveals some hidden regularity (sharp trace regularities) for
solutions of the adjoint system (1.12):

Theorem F (Caicedo et al. [3]) For any T € L*(0,L), the solution
¢ € C([0,T]; L*(0, L)) N L*(0, T; H'(0, L))
of the problem (1.12) possesses the following sharp trace properties

T . T
(1.14) 5 110500 iz o,y < Ol sz

'In the case of L € N (resp. L € Rp), Rosier (resp. Caicedo et al. in [3]) proved in [10] that the associated
linear system (1.7) is not controllable; there exists a finite-dimensional subspace of L?(0, L), denoted by M = M(L),
which is unreachable from 0 for the linear system. More precisely, for every nonzero state ¢ € M, g € L*(0,T) and
u € C([0,T]; L*(0, L)) N L?(0,T; H*(0, L)) satisfying (1.7) and u(-,0) = 0, one has u(-,T) # ¢. A spatial domain
(0, L) is called critical for the system (1.7) (resp. (1.9)) if its domain length L € A (resp. L € Rg).
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forr=0,1,2, where C, are positive constants.

Estimate (1.14) is then combined with compactness argument to remove the extra term in (1.13).
We remark that the sharp Kato smoothing properties obtained by Kenig, Ponce and Vega [13] for
the solutions of the KdV equation posed on the line, played an important role in the proof of the
previous result. The same strategy has been successfully applied by Cerpa et al. [6] for the study
of a similar boundary controllability problem.

1.2. Main Result. We are now in position to return considerations to the control properties of
the system (1.1). First, we prove that the corresponding linear system with the following boundary
conditions

Uz (0,8) = ho(t), ug(L,t) = hi(t), uze(L,t) =0,

Ua:x(oat) = g()(t), Uz(Lat) = g1(t), 'Uxm(L,t) =0,
is exactly controllable in (L2(0, L))? with controls hg, go € H*%(O,T) and hy, g1 € L*(0,T). In
this case, any restriction on the length L of the spatial domain is required. However, if we change

the position of the controls a critical size restriction can appear. This is the case when we consider
the following boundary conditions

Ugz(0,8) = 0, uyp(L,t) = hi(t), uge(L,t) =0,
Ufm“(ovt) = gO(t)’ Uw(Lvt) = gl(t)’ Uﬂcm(Lvt) = 92(t)'

In this case, the exact controllability result in (L?(0, L))? is derived with controls gg, g2 € H -3 (0,7)
and hy, g1 € L?(0,T) if and only if the length L does not belong of the following set

1— a2b 1— a2b)alk, |
(1.15) fr::{zwk ¢ :kEN*}U{W\/( ¢ )a(”m’n’s):k,l,m,n,seN*},

T 3r

where
o = a(k,l,m,n, s) =5k + 81% + 9m? + 8n? + 55 + 8kl + 6km
+ 4kn + 2ks + 12ml + 8in + 3ls + 12mn + 6ms + 8ns.

As in [3], the hidden regularity for the corresponding adjoint system (1.1) was required. Here, the
result is given in Proposition 2.4, which is the key point to prove the controllability result.

Finally, for small values of the length L and large time of control 7" we derive a exact con-
trollability result in (L2(0,L))? by assuming that the controls gi(t) = 0 (resp. hi(t) = 0) and
go(t) = g2(t) = 0. In this case, the analysis of the linearized system is much more complicated,
therefore we use a direct approach based on the multipliers technique, as in [5]. In all cases, the re-
sult obtained for the linear system allows to prove the local controllability property of the nonlinear
system (1.1) by means of a fixed point argument.

The analysis describe above are summarized in the main result of the paper, Theorem 1.1.
However, in order to make the reading easier, throughout the paper we use the following notation
for the boundary functions:

fz1 = (0,h1,0), g1 = (90, 91,92) and fzz = (ho, k1, h2), G2 = (0,41,0),

hs = (ho, h1,0), g3 = (90,91,0) and  hg = (0,h1, h2), Ga = (0,91,92),

hs = (0, h1,0), g5 = (0,0,0) and he = (0,0,0), gs = (0,41,0).
We also introduce the space X := (L%(0, L))? endowed with the inner product

L L
(,0), (9, ) == /0 u(z)p(z)ds + /0 v(@p(@)de,  Y(u,v), (9.0) € X,

Cc

and the spaces
Hyp = H3(0,T) x L*(0,T) x H™3(0,T) and Z7 = C([0,T); (L2(0, L))%) N L2(0, T, (H'(0, L))?)

endowed with their natural inner products.
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Thus, our main result reads as follows:

Theorem 1.1. Let T > 0. Then, there exists 6 > 0, such that, for any (u®,0%), (u*,v!) € X =
(L?(0, L))? verifying
1(u®, %)l + [l (ut, o) ]2 < 6,
the following holds:
(i) If L € (0,00) \ Fy, one can find hi,g; € Hp, for i = 1,2, such that the system (1.1)-(1.2)
admits a unique solution (u,v) € Zr satisfying (1.3).
(ii) For any L > 0, one can find h;,g; € Hr, for j = 3,4, such that the system (1.1)-(1.2)
admits a unique solution (u,v) € Zr, satisfying (1.3).
(iii) Let T > 0 and L > 0 satisfying
BCr r
> )
” T * c
where Cr is the constant in (2.20) and 3 is the constant given by the embedding H%(O, T) C
L?(0,T). Then, one can find hy,Gx € Hr, for k = 5,6, such that the system (1.1)-(1.2)
admits a unique solution (u,v) € Zr, satisfying (1.3).

Before close this section, we observe that the exact controllability result given in Theorem A
holds without any restriction of the Length L. However, we believe that, with another configuration
of the controls, it is possible to prove the existence of a critical set for the system (1.1).

The article is organized as follows:

— In Section 2, we show that the system (1.1)-(1.2) is locally well-posed in Zr, whenever
(u®,0%) € (L2(0,L))?, ho, go € H_%(RJF), hi, g1 € L*(RY) and hg, g € H_%(]Rﬂ. Various
linear estimates, including hidden regularities, are presented for solutions of the corresponding
linear system. As we pointed before, such estimates will play important roles in studying the
controllability properties.

— In Section 3, the boundary control system (1.1) is investigated for its controllability. We
investigate first the linearized system and its corresponding adjoint system for their controllability
and observability. In particular, the hidden regularities for the solutions of the adjoint system
presented in the Section 2 are used to prove observability inequalities associated to the control
problem.

—- Finally, the proof of our main result, Theorem 1.1, is presented in Section 4.

2. WELL-POSEDNESS

2.1. Linear System. In this section, we establish the well-posedness of the linear system associ-
ated to (1.1)-(1.2):

Up + Uggr + QUpze = 0, in (0? L) X (07 T)7
U+ g+ %bumx + %vmx =0, in (0,L) x (0,7),
(2.1) Uz (0,8) = ho(t), ug(L,t) = hi(t), uze(L,t) = ho(t), in (0,T),
Uzz(oa t) = gO(t)u U:U(L7 t) =a0 (t)u U:vas(Lv t) = 92<t)7 in (07 T):
u(z,0) = u’(z), v(z,0)=1"x), in (0,L).
We begin by considering the following linear non-homogeneous boundary value problem
Ut + Uzgr + Wz = f, in (07 L) X (07 T)v
v + %bux;cz + %’U;czw =S, in (0 L) X (OvT)7
(2.2) Uz (0,8) = ho(t), ug(L,t) = hi(t), uze(L,t) = ho(t), in (0,T),
vm(O,t) - gO(t)a Um(Lat) - gl(t)a Umx(Lvt) - 92<t), in (0 T):
u(z,0) = uo(z), wv(z,0) =), in (0, L),

with the notation introduced in Section 1. Then next proposition shows that the, problem (2.2) is
well-posed in the space X.
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Pr0p051t10n 2.1. Let T > 0 be given. Then, for any (u°,0°) in X, f,s in L'(0,T; L%(0,L)) and
n ., J € Hr, problem (2.2) admits a unique solution (u,v) € Zr, with

(2.3) Ok, kv € L2(0, Ly H'S* (0,7))

Moreover, there exist C > 0, such that

. k=0,1,2.

2
1w, 0)ll 27 + D N, )] < C{lI(u", 0"l x
k=0

LOO(OL(H (0 T))2) —

_>
IR Dl + 10 ) 0.rsz20.000%) |-
Proof. We diagonalize the main term in (2.1) and consider the change of variable

{ u = 2au + 2av,
v=((t-D+Na+ (-1 =37,

where A = \/(l — 1)2 + 49% Thus, we can transform the linear system (2.2) into

[

. » ~
Ut + O Uppy = f;

Ut + Q4 Vgaz = 8,
(2.4) Uz (0,8) = ho(t), Up(L,t) = hi(t), Upa(L,t) = ho(t),

U2 (0,8) = go(t), Va(L,t) = g1(t), Vaa(L,t) = ga(t),
u(z,0) =u(z), o(z,0)=70"x),

where a4 = — %((7—1):&/\) and
F=—5 G/ +39) Go=—3(xu" = 5"), hi=—3(55hi— %), i=0,12,
S= (5T de)s =30k, G=b(Shi-de), i=012

Note that condition (1.4) guarantees that oy are nonzero. Therefore, system (2.4) can be decoupled
into two single KdV equations as follows:

Uy + - Tigzr = f,
(2.5) tiaa(0,) = ho(t), Ta(L,t) = hi(t), Tua(L,1) = ha(t),

u(0,z) = u°(x)
and

Ut + Q4 Vgaz = S,
(2.6) U2 (0,1) = go(t), Va(L,t) = g1(t), Vaa(L,t) = ga(t),

9(z,0) = v°(z).
Here, we consider the solutions written on the form {W;5 (¢)};>0 that will be called the boundary
integral operator. For this purpose we use a Lemma, which can be found in [!, Lemma 2.4], for
solutions of (2.5) (or (2.6)):
Lemma 2.2. The solution u of the IBVP (2.5) (or (2.6)) can be written in the form

3

w(z,t) = Wil (e, ) = Wi (2, t) = S (Wi Aol (2, 8),
7,m=1

where

(2.7) (Wbl (2, 8) = [Ujmh](2,t) + [Ujmh](2, 1)
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with
1 e i3t AT (p)zq 27+
(28) Uty = = [ €N 32108 (oo
forj =13, m=1,2,3 and
L[ 8 Af () (1=a)q 21+

(2:9) Vbl )= 5= [ e 500032008 h(p)ap
form =1,2,3. Here

() AS L (0) it
(2.10) [QF.1(p) = Aj;(p) h(p),  [Q3..h(p) = AQLF(p) e’ Wht(p)

for j =1,3 and m = 1,2,3. Here h*(p) = h(ip®), AT (p) and Azm(p) are obtained from A(s) and
Ajm(s) by replacing s with ip® and )\Jr( ) = X\;(ip*) where

A=A ()\1()\3 —A2)e M+ A (A — Az)e N 4 Ag(Ag — )\1)6_)‘3> ;
Ar1=eMAA3(As — A2), Az =e 2N A3( M1 — A3), Azq=e A\ — \);
Arp = M5 = ™), Ao = MNAF( — M), Agp = AAS (M —e™);

Ars = Aadg(Aae™ — A3e™), Agg = MAz(Aze™ — Ae™), Ags = Ada(Are™ — Age™).

Since N
~ -
(@,5%) € X, (f,5) € L0, T3 (L*(0,L))*) and h, g & My,
by [3, Proposition 2.5], we obtain the existence of (u,v) € Zr, solution of the system (2.4), such
that
ok, 955 € L°(0, Ly H's (0,T)), k=0,1,2,
and
2 =

=
Iz + 30D 5 0y < {1+ 1B Tl

+I(F, g)HLl(O,T;(LQ(O,L))Q)} ;

for some constant C' > 0. Furthermore, we can write © and v in its integral form as follows

= t _
u(t) =Wy ()’ + Wy, () h + / Wy (t —7)f(1)dr,

0 = W5 (07 + Wi 0 + [ W - st
where {W;(t)};>0 are the Cp-semigroup in the space L?(0, L) generated by the linear operators
AT — _Oé:tgm
with domain
D(A%) ={ge H*(0,L): ¢"(0) = ¢'(L) = ¢"(L) = 0},
and {W;5 (t)}:>0 are the operator given in Lemma 2.2 (see also [3, Lemma 2.1] for more details).
Then, by change of variable we can easily verify that

u(t) = WO()U + Wy, (t h+/ Wy (t —7)f(r)dr,

o(0) = W (00 + Wiy (07 + [ Wi = m)s(rlar
and the result follows. O

The global well-posedness of the system (2.1) is obtained using a fixed point argument.
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%
Proposition 2.3. Let T > 0 be given. Then, for any (u®,v°) € X and h,q € Hr, problem (2.1)
admits a unique solution (u,v) € Zr with
1—k

O, v € L0, L; H3 (0,T)), k=0,1,2.

Moreover, there exist C > 0, such that

2
0.0 -
0z + D169l gy < © {1l + 1 T

+[(f, S)HLl(o,T;(L2(0,L))2)} :

Proof. Let Fr := {(u,v) € Zr: (u,v) € LX(0, L; (H%(O,T))Q),k =0,1, 2} equipped with the
norm
2

1w, 0)l| 7 = 1w, 0) |2 + D ()]
k=0
Let 0 < 8 < T to be determined later. For each u,v € Fg, consider the problem

Lee(0,L;(H 5 (0,7))2)

Wt + Wege + ANzgz = 0, in (07 L) X (Oaﬁ)a

ne + %bwrxx + %nxrm = _gvm; in (07 L) X (075)7
(211) wzm(oyt) = ho(t), W:B(Lat) = hl(t)7 wxm(Lat) = h2(t)? in (07 ﬂ)a

nwﬂv(oa t) = gO(t)a nw(La t) = gl(t)v nZI(La t) = QQ(t), in (07 6)7

w(z,0) =u’(z), v(x,0)=1"(z), in (0, L).

According to Proposition 2.1, we can define the operator
I':Fg— Fp, givenby T'(u,v)=(w,n),
where (w,n) is the solution of (2.11). Moreover,
ﬁ
(212) [P0z, < C LI+ 1, Dl + 110, vl 0 szz000 |
where the positive constant C' depends only on T'. Since

1
H(OaUm)HLl(O,ﬂ;LZ(O,L)) < B2 |’(U7v)”fga

we obtain a positive constant C' > 0, such that
= 1
(2.13) IT(u, v)|| 7, < C {II(UO,UO)HX +ICh, 7)IIHB} + CB2||(u, v)| 75

. —
Let (u,0) € Br(0) i= {(u,0) € Fy: [|(w,0)lz, <}, with v = 20 {JI(a®, o)l + 1(%, F) e, }-
Choosing 5 > 0, satisfying

[NIES

(2.14) Cpz <

)

N =

from (2.13) we obtain
IT(u, v) || 75 <7
The above estimate allows us to conclude that
I': B.(0) C Fs — B,(0).
On the other hand, note that I'(u;,v1) — I'(ug, v2) solves the following system
Wi + Wege + ANpgr = 0, in (0,L) x (0, ),

e+ %waxx + %nzxcﬁ = *g(le - U21)7 mn (O,L) X (0, B)a
W:c:r;(oat) = Wx(Lat) = wx:c(Lyt) =0, m (Ovﬁ)v
nxx(o’t) = UI(L,t) = 77:1::(:([/’ ) =0, in (075)7
w(z,0) =0, wv(z,0)=0, in (0,L).
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Again, from Proposition 2.1 and (2.14), we have

[T (ur,v1) — T(uz, v2)||l 75 < Cl[(0, v1z — v2z)||L1(0,8:(22(0,1))2) < OB |[(ur,v1) — (uz,v2)| 7,
< Sl v1) = (uz, v2)l 7,
Hence, I" : B, (0) — B,(0) is a contraction and, by Banach fixed point theorem, we obtain a unique
(u,v) € B,(0), such that
F(u,v) = (’LL,’U) € fﬁ7

and (2.12) holds, for all + € (0,3). Since the choice of 3 is independent of (u°,v°), the stan-
dard continuation extension argument yields that the solution (u,v) belongs to Fr. The proof is

complete. O
2.1.1. Adjoint System. Consider the following homogeneous initial-value problem associated to
(1.1)-(1.2):

Ut + Ugpy + QUppr = 0 in (0,L) x (0,7),

vt + %UI + afb“;tzz + 'Uzz:v =0, in (07 L) x (O7T)’
(2.15) Uze (0, ) = ux(L t) = um(L,t) =0, in (0,7),

Vg (0,t) = vz (L, t) = 03 (L, t) =0, in (0,7),

u(z,0) = u’(z), v(z,0)=0%z), in (0,L).

), we multiply the first equation of

In order to introduce the backward system associated to (2.15
(2.15) by ¢, the second one by ¢ and integrate over (0,L) x (0,7"). Assuming that the functions
u, v, and ¥ are regular enough to justify all the computations, we obtain, after integration by
parts, the following identity:

L

L
/0 (u(z, T)p(x,T) 4+ v(z, T)(x,T)) doe — / (uo(:v)go(:c, 0) + v0($)¢(az, 0)) de =

0

/T /L u(z,t) (@(:U,t) + Qraa(,t) + acwam(:r,t)> dudt

/ v(z, < P(x,t) + f7,D(ac,t) + aPrzz(T,t) + i%:m(%ﬂ) dxdt

T
+

/ 0
—/ o (L, 1) < (L) + 2 w(L t)) dt+/Tw:a:(0 0 (w(o,t) + “fwo,w) dt
|

[zt () + Lotz e [ D (0.1 <sox<o,t>+“%<o,t>) a

T T
/ u <90mc(L t) + wmz L t > t+/ U <‘;0:ch 0 t + @ZJ:JC:E(O t)) dt
0 ¢ 0
T 1 T
/ Vo (L <a<p(L t) + —(L,t) ) dt+/ Vg2 (0 <ag0 (0,t) + w 0 t)) dt
0 c 0

T T
+/ v, (L (a%(L t) + 11/1x(L t)> dt — [ (0 <a% (0,1) + wx(o t)) dt
0 C

0

/OT <ag0m(L t) + i@bm(L t) + ¢( )) dt
+/0 v(0, 1) (awm(o t) + @bm(o #) + 2/)(0 t)) dt.

Having the previous equality in hands, we consider backward system as follows

{‘Pt + Vrzz + %bwma:x =0, in (07 L) X (O,T),

(2.16) / ) '
Yy + Lthe + 0Pzaz + cWzze =0, in (0,L) x (0,T)
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satisfying the boundary conditions,

apx(0,) + £12(0,1) = 0, in (0,7),
02 (0,1) + Ly, (0, 1) = in (0,7),
Paz(Lyt) + Lepya (L, t) o in (0,7),
(2.17) @z (0, 1) + La(0,8) = 0, in (0,7),
apza(L,t) + 2bge (L t) + (L, t) = 0, in (0,T),
az2(0,t) + 140,0(0,8) + Z1p(0,¢) =0,  in (0,7)

and the final conditions

(2.18) pla,T)=¢' (),  o(@T)=¢'(2),  in(0,L)
Since the coefficients satisfy 1 — a?b > 0, we can deduce from the first and second equations of
(2.17) that the above boundary conditions can be written as

‘px(oa t) = @Z}x(oa t) =0, in (07 T)a
Paw(Lyt) + Loy (L,t) =0, in (0,7),
(2.19) Paz(0,t) + Lpy,(0,8) = 0, in (0,7),
aPur(Lyt) + 2hue (L, t) 4+ Zp(L,t) = 0, in (0,T),
az2(0,t) + 240,,(0,8) + Z9p(0,¢) = 0, in (0, 7).

The following proposition is the key to prove the controllability of the linear system (2.1). The
result ensures the hidden regularity for the solution of the adjoint system (2.16)-(2.19).

Proposition 2.4. For any (¢!, ') € X, the system (2.16)-(2.19) admits a unique solution (¢,)) €
Zr, such that it possess the following sharp trace properties

Oi‘lg H )H (OT THSO HL2 (0,L)>
(2.20) r

sup Haw Myt o < Ol 20,0,

o<z< )

for k =0,1,2, where C, is a positive constant.

Proof. Proceeding as the proof of Proposition 2.3, we obtain the result. Indeed, first we consider
the change of variable t — T'—t and * — L — z, then for any (¢, ) in Zp, we consider the system
Ut + Uggq + Uwa:a: - O ( ) T)?
UVt + QUggy + Cvxxz = _E'Uza in (OaL) X (OvT)a
@(x’o) = 900(1‘)’ 111(%0) = 1][)0(;[:)7 in ( )

with boundary conditions

Y 9

ug(L,t) = vg(L,t) =0, in (0,7),
Usa(L,t) = = Ltbao(L, 1), in (0,7),
Uga (0, 1) = —Lapy, (0, 1), in (0,7),
VUze (L t) = —acpua(Lyt) — rp(L, 1), in (0,T),
| V22(0,t) = —acpz(0,1) —rp(0,¢),  in (0,T).

By using a fixed point argument the result is archived. O
The adjoint system possesses a relevant estimate as described below.

Proposition 2.5. Any solution (, ) of the adjoint system (2.16)-(2.19) satisfies

1 1 b r
(et oD% <Z (s )2 o) + 3l (L, Wiz + 2e1¥a(L, Wiz + 2L, Nz0m)
2 b 2
+ N
L2(0,7) 2c

)

1
a@z(La ) + 71/]96(117 )
¢ 12(0,7)

(2.21) 41 @ (L, ) + %b%(h )

4
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with initial data (%, ') € X

Proof. Multiplying the first equation of (2.16) by —t, the second one by —%tlb and integrating by
parts over (0,7) x (0, L), we obtain

/ / / (,t)dwdt + / / taae (2, £)(z, t)ddt

- /0 [somw)so( )~ 520+ Doale 100, 1) — Do e 1)

ab L
—i—?w(:s, t)pra(, t)} dt

0
and
™ [t ,
% V(x, T)de = — w x, t)drdt — — t<pxm x, t)(x, t)dxdt
0
L

[ [C’;wm(x,t)w 0~ peaVat) + (o) d

0
Adding the above identities, it follows that

T 1 T Ty 1 L
I = e = [ #2000 (apnn(ot) + Tonalont) + Sian)) |
T Ty 1 1 ab L
— ; t |:2C¢x(x’t) <agox(x,t) + wa(SU,t)> - §@x(x7t) <90x(xat) + quz)x(xvt))]() dt

o E ot0) (saa(.0)+ a0 - l”“w?(:c,t)rdt.

2¢? 0
Then, from (2.19), we obtain

T 1 ol [T 1
SO <500 DB + 5 [ e(t) (apalLe) + Ln(Lit) ) at

/ ¢z(L,1) (%(L t) + ab%,t(LJ)) dt

b T b T

4 / VAL, t)dt — = / 20, 1)d
Finally, (2.21) is obtained by applylng Young mequahty in the right hand side of the above inequal-
ity. O

2.2. Nonlinear System. In this subsection, attention will be given to the full nonlinear system
(1.1)-(1.2). The proof of the lemma below is available in [2, Lemma 3.1] and, therefore, we will
omit it.

Lemma 2.6. There ezists a constant C' > 0, such that, for any T > 0 and (u,v) € Zr,
1 1
lwvz |l ro0,m02(0,)) < C(T2 +T3)||ul 2, ||v]| 27.-

We first show that system (1.1)-(1.2) is locally well-posed in the space Z7.

%
Theorem 2.7. For any (u°,v%) € X and h = (ho,hl,hg),7 = (90,91,92) € Hr, there exists
T* > 0, depending on ||(u®,v°)|x, such that the problem (1.1)-(1.2) admits a unique solution
(u,v) € Zp« with
Oku, kv € L°(0,L; H' (0,T%)), k=0,1,2.

Moreover, the corresponding solution map is Lipschitz continuous.
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Proof. Let Fr = {(u,v) € Zr: (u,v) € LX(0, L; (H%(O,T))Q),k =0, 1,2} equipped with the
norm

2
00y = D0z + 3200, 5 ey

Let 0 < T* < T to be determined later. For each u,v € Fp«, consider the problem

Wt + Wezz + Nggr = f(u7 U); in (0, L) X (0, T*),

N+ %wamc + %77:6:0:1: = S(U,U), in (07 L) X (O’T*)’
(2.22) wWrr (0,8) = ho(t), we(L,t) = hi(t), wee(L,t) = hao(t), in (0,77%),

775650(0) t) = gO(t)a Ux(L, t) =41 (t), 771‘:1:([/’ t) = gQ(t)) in (07 T*),

w(z,0) = u'(z), v(z,0)="(), in (0,L),
where

flu,v) = —ai(vvy) — ag(uv),
and ) )
__r, _a» _ @b
s(u,v) = Ua - (uuy) . (uv)y.

Since [[vz || z10,7+12(0,0)) < ﬂ%HvHZT*, from Lemma 2.6 we deduce that f(u,v) and s(u,v) belong
to L1(0,7%; L?(0, L)) and satisfies

e *\
(223) (f )1 0752200,02) < CLT)2 +(T9)3) (lull%,.. + (lullzp- + Dlvlzp. + 0l1Z,.)
for some positive constant C1. Then, according to Proposition 2.1, we can define the operator
I': Fp« — Fp=, given by T'(u,v) = (w,n),
where (w,n) is the solution of (2.22). Moreover,
%
@20 0@ o)l <O IO+ 1E Dl + 109z 0 @00 -
where the positive constant C' depends only on 7. Combining (2.23) and (2.24), we obtain
%
D)7y <0 100,00+ 1 Tl )
" *\
+CCL((T)2 +(17)3) (lull%,.. + (lullzp. + Dlvlzp. +lv],.) -
%
Let (u,v) € B;(0) = {(u,v) € Fr- : |(w,0) 5. <7}, wherer =20 {[|(w®, %) |x + (B, F) s |-

From the estimate above, it follows that

(2.25) I0(u,0) |7y < 5+ CCLUT™2 +(T7)3) (3r + D).
Then, by choosing 7™ > 0, such that

1
(2.26) COL((T*)2 + (T*)3) (3r + 1) < 5

from (2.25), we have
IT(w, 0)[| 77 <7
Thus, we conclude that
T : B,(0) C Fr- — B,(0).
On the other hand, I'(u1, v1) — I'(ug2, v2) solves the system

Wi + Ware + ANaze = f(ur,v1) — f(ug,v2), in (0,L) x (0,77),
M+ Loy + Lnpee = s(ur,v1) — s(uz, v2), in (0,L) x (0,77,
Wzz(0,t) = wy(L,t) = wez(L,t) =0, in (0,77%),

Nz (0,8) = np (L, t) = Nge(L,t) =0, in (0,77),

w(z,0) =0, wv(z,0)=0, in (0, L),
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where, f(u,v) and s(u,v) were defined in (2.22). Note that
| f(u1,v1) — fluz,v2)| < Cof ((v2 — v1)vae +vi(v2 — V1) + (u2(v2 —v1))z + ((u2 — u1)v1)e) |
and
|s(u1,v1) — s(ug,v2)| < Co| ((v2 — v1)x + (2 — u1)ugz + ui(u2 — u1),
+(uz(v2 — v1))z + ((u2 — ur)v1)z) |,

for some positive constant Ca. Then, Proposition 2.1 and Lemma 2.6, give us the following estimate
[T (u1,v1) = T(uz, v2)|| 7 < C|I(f(ur,v1) = f(u2,v2), s(u1,v1) — s(uz, v2))| L1 0,7+ (£2(0,1))2)
< C3((T7)2 + (T7)9)(8r + Dl (w1 = u, 01 = )|
for some positive constant C3. Choosing T, satisfying (2.26) and such that

C((T)} + (T3 (8r +1) < &

2’
we obtain
ITCur, v1) = Dluz, v2) | 77 < 5 H(u1 — u2,v1 — V2)|| Fpe
Hence, I' : B,(0) — B,(0) is a contraction and, by Banach fixed point theorem, we obtain a unique
(u,v) € By(0), such that I'(u,v) = (u,v) € Fr- and, therefore, the proof is complete. O

Remark 2.8. From the proof of Proposition 2.1, we deduce that solution of the system (1.1)-(1.2)
can be written as

(20 ) =wao (6] )+t ( )

¢ a1 (vvg)(T) + az(uv).(7)
— [ Wolt—7 dr,
/0 ot =7) ( L0g(7) + 22 (wug ) (1) + 22 (uv), (1) >

C

_ (W) 0 _( W) O
WO(t) - ( 00 WOJr(t) > and Wbdr(t) - < b% Wbtlr(t) > ;

where {WE(t)}iso are the Co-semigroup in the space L*(0,L) generated by the linear operators

with

+ "
A = —a+g ,

1 2 4q2
—1>i\/<—1> L et
C C C

D(A%) ={g € H*(0,L) : g"(0) = ¢'(L) = ¢"(L) = 0},
and {lec[lr(x)}tzo is the operator defined in LemmaZ2.2.

where

O+

Il
|
N | =
N
—

with domain

3. ExacT BOUNDARY CONTROLLABILITY FOR THE LINEAR SYSTEM

%
In this section, we study the existence of controls h := (hg, h1, ha) and g = (90,91,92) € Hr,
such that the solution (u,v) of the system

Ut + Uggy + WUy = 0 in (0,L) x (0,7),
(3.1) Ut + L0p 4+ Lty + L0gpe =0 in (0,L) x (0,T),
u(z, 0) (m) (:c 0) =%(z), in (0,L),

satisfying the boundary conditions

(3 2) { U:m:(oat) = hO(t)a ( at) hl( )7 umz(L7t) = h2(t) in (OvT y
‘ me(()?t) = gO(t)7 Vg ( >t) ( )7 UmI(L7t) = .92(t) in (OvT)a
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satisfies
(3.3) u(-, T) = u'(-), and v(-,T) =v'(-).
More precisely, we have the following definition:

Definition 3.1. Let T > 0. System (3.1)-(3.2) is exact controllable igtz’me T if for any initial
and final data (u®,v%) and (u',v') in X, there exist control functions h = (ho,h1,hs) and 7 =
(90,91, 92) in Hr, such that the solution of (3.1)-(3.2) satisfies (3.3).

Remark 3.1. Without any loss of generality, we shall consider only the case u® = v = 0. Indeed,
let (u°,0%), (u',v') in X and h, g in Hr be controls which lead the solution (,7) of (3.1)
from the zero initial data to the final state (u',v') — (w(T),v(T)), where (u,v) is the mild solution
corresponding to (3.1)-(3.2) with initial data (u®,v°). It follows immediately that these controls also
lead to the solution (u,v) + (u,v) of (3.1)-(3.2) from (u®,v°) to the final state (u',v!).

In the following pages, we will analyze the exact controllability of the system (3.1)-(3.2) for
different combinations of four controls and one control.

3.1. Four Controls.

3.1.1. Case 1. Consider the following boundary conditions:

(3.4) { Uz (0,1) = ho(t), up(L,t) = hi(t), uz(L,t) =0 in (0,7),
) Vg2 (0,1) = go(t), vy(L,t) = g1(t), vgx(L,t) =0 in (0,7).

We first give an equivalent condition for the exact controllability property.
Lemma 3.2. For any (u',v!') in X, there exist four controls W= (ho, h1,0) and ¢ = (g0, 91,0)
in Hr, such that the solution (u,v) of (3.1)-(3.4) satisfies (3.3) if and only if
b 1 1 1 4 ab
[ Wt @t @) de= [ rao (o0, + Lo0.0) d
T ab
+ / hy (t) ((px(L,t) + ?¢x(La t)) dt
0
r 1
(3.5) +/ go(1) <a90(0,t) + Cw(O,t)> dt
0

T
1
+ [ 00 (aealzo + untton)) a
0
for any (', ¢') in X, where (¢,) is the solution of the backward system (2.16)-(2.19) with initial
data (o', ¢1).

Proof. The relation (3.5) is obtained by multiplying the equations in (3.1) by the solution (¢, )
of (2.16)-(2.19), integrating by parts and using the boundary conditions (3.4). O

The following observability inequality plays a fundamental role for the study of the controlla-
bility properties.

Proposition 3.3. For T > 0 and L > 0, there ezists a constant C' := C(T, L) > 0, such that

2 2
I v < c{“(—mé (b0 + Lo0.) | ot + Duatr
L2(0,T) ¢ L2(0,T)
1 1 2 1 2
(3.6) + H(_At)G (aLp(O, )+ Ew(O, )> + |lapz (L, ") + Ewm(L, ) ,
L2(0,T) L2(0,T)

for any (', ') € X, where (¢,v) is a solution of (2.16)-(2.19) with initial data (p*,+"'), where
At = 8152
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Proof. We argue by contradiction, as in [10, Proposition 3.3], and suppose that (3.6) does not hold.
In this case, we obtain a sequence {(¢k, 1)}, cn, satisfying

1 b 2 b 2
L= gk w2 {H(—Am (2094 20 00)| - fnalZed + Dinal.)
12(0,7) ¢ L2(0,7)
| 1 2 1 2
(37) # |20k (0004 20,00) |+ lapnatzo + onatze } .
L2(0,1) ¢ 12(0,7)

Consequently, (3.7) imply that

©n(0,) + 24,(0,-) — 0 in H3(0,T),
(3.8) apn(0,-) + 240,(0,-) = 0 in H3(0,T),
ene(L,") + Lppo(L,-) 0 in L*0,7),
ana(L,) + tp (L) -0 in L2(0,7),

as n — oo. Since 1 — a?b > 0, (3.8) guarantees that the following converge hold

(3.9) {%(0,‘)—>0, Pn(0,-) =0 in H3(0,T),

Ona(Ly) =0, n.(L,-)—0 in L*0,T),

as n — o0o. The next steps are devoted to pass the strong limit in the left hand side of (3.7). First,
observe that from Proposition 2.4 we deduce that {(¢n, ¥n) bnen is bounded in L2(0, T; (H(0, L))?).
Then, (2.16) implies that {(¢¢n, ¥tn) nen is bounded in L2(0,7; (H~2(0,L))?) and the compact
embedding

HY0,L) — L*(0,L) — H~%(0,L)

allows us to conclude that {(¢n, 1) tnen is relatively compact in L?(0,7T;X). Consequently, we
obtain a subsequence, still denoted by the same index n, satisfying

(3.10) (s ) = (p,7) in L2(0,T; X), as n — oo.
On the other hand, (2.20) and (3.7) imply that the sequences
{pn(0,) }neny and {9 (0, ) }nen are bounded in H%(O,T).
Then, the following compact embedding
(3.11) H3(0,T) — L2(0,T)

guarantees that the above sequences are relatively compact in L?(0, 7)), that is, we obtain a subse-
quence, still denoted by the same index n, satisfying

@n(o")—)(p(oa') in LQ(O,T),
¢n(0,‘)—>¢(07‘) in L2(07T)>

as n — oo. Then, from (3.9) and (3.12) we deduce that

Moreover, (2.20), (3.7) and (3.11) imply that {@,(L,t)}nen and {1, (L, t) }nen are relatively com-
pact in L?(0,T). Hence, we obtain a subsequence, still denoted by the same index, satisfying

on(L,-) = o(L,-) in L*(0,T),
wn(La ) — w(La ) in L2(07T)a

(3.12)

(3.13)
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as n — oo. In addition, according to Proposition 2.5, we have
1 1
1 ,1\)2 2
1Coms Yu)llz <7l (@ns ¥n) L2 0m520) + 5 lloma(Ly ME2om)

b br
+ %Hwn,x(L, ')H%?(O,T) + gHwn(L, ')H%%o,T)
+ + o

2 2o 2 L207)
Then, from (3.8), (3.9), (3.10) and (3.13) we conclude that {(o}, 1)} en is a Cauchy sequence in
X and, therefore, we get
(3.14) (oL by — (', 9!) in X, as n — occ.
Thus, Proposition 2.4 together with (3.14) imply that

ab 1
@n,:c(La ) + ?wn,m(La ) aSOn,z(L7 ) + Ewn,w(Ly )

(3.15) {Spn,:c(lh ) — Soa:(Lv ) in L2(O7T)7
Yno(L,+) = (L, ) in L?(0,T)
and
Onae(Ly ) + L ge(Ly-) = aa(Dy ) + Lohua(L, ) in L*(0,7),
Pnaw(0;7) + Lhn,za(0,-) = aw(0, ) + Dehey (0, ) in L*(0,7),
aPn ez (Ly ) + ¥nze(Ly ) + En(L, ) = apee(L,-) + ¢ua(Ly ) + Lo(L, ) in L2(0,7),
APn, zz( ) 1% 22 (0,°) + %%(07 ) — a‘Pm(Oa ) + cz/Jzz( )+ Ew(oy ) in LZ(O,T),
as n — oo. Since (¢n,¥y) is a solution of the adjoint system, we obtain that
ua(Ls ) + Liua(L, ) =0,
©aa(0,) + L1as(0,-) = 0,
apra(Ly ) + ttua(Ly ) + 59(L,-) = 0
@i (0,°) + ¢z (0,7) + LY(L, ) =
On the other hand, from (3.9) and (3.15) we have
Finally, we obtain that (¢, 1) is a solution of
(01 + Paaa + 0Lty = 0, in (0,L) x (0,7),
Ve + 5o + @Purs + ¢Wzae = 0, in (0,L) x (0,7),
0ua(Lyt) + $tha(Lyt) + £0(Ly 1) =0, in (0,7),
(3.16) 0000 (0,1) + 11000 (0,1) + 59(0,) =0, in (0,7),
prx(La t) + %b¢xx(L7 t) =0, in (0’ T)'
#aw(0,1) + L (0,1) = 0, in (0,7).
0z(0,t) = 1,(0,t) =0, in (0,7),
p(@,T)=¢'(z), Y@T)=y'(x), in(0, L),
satisfying the additional boundary conditions
(3.17) 2(0.8) = 0(0.) = (L, 1) = oL, 1) =0 in (0.T)
and
(3.18) I(eh, oY) lx = 1.
Observe that (3.18) implies that the solutions of (3.16)-(3.17) can not be identically zero. However,
by Lemma 3.4, one can conclude that (¢,1) = (0,0), which drive us to a contradiction. O

Lemma 3.4. For any T > 0, let Ny denote the space of the initial states (o', ') € X, such that
the solution of (3.16) satisfies (3.17). Then, Ny = {0}.
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Proof. The proof uses the same arguments as those given in [10].

If Ny # {0}, the map (¢!,9!) € Ny — A(Ny) € CNp (where CNp denote the complexifica-
tion of N7) has (at least) one eigenvalue. Hence, there exist A € C and g, vy € H?(0,L) \ {0},
such that

Moo + @p + Ly =0, in (0, L),
Mo + Ly + apl + 24’ =0,  in (0, L),
vo(z) = Pp(z) = 0, in {0, L},
apf(x) + L (x) + Leho(x) = 0, in {0, L},
() + Ly (z) = 0, in {0, L},
©0(0) = 10(0) = 0.

The notation {0, L}, used above, mean that the expression is applied in 0 and L.
Since 1 — a?b > 0, the above system becomes
Ao + @ + Ly =0, in (0, L),
Xo + £ + apg + gvg =0, in (0,L),
©0(0) = ¢(0) = ¢5(0) = 0,
o(0) = 15(0) = ¥ (0) =0.
By straightforward computations we see that (¢g,10) = (0,0) is a solution of (3.19) for all L > 0,
which concludes the proof of Lemma 3.4 and Proposition 3.3. O

(3.19)

The following theorem gives a positive answer for the control problem:

Theorem 3.5. Let T > 0 and L > 0. Then, the system (3.1)-(3.4) is exactly controllable in time
T.
Proof. Let us denote by I' the linear and bounded map defined by
': L?0,L)x L*0,L) — L%(0,L) x L*(0,L)
@ Ce) = T@),0'() = (ul, T),v( T)),

where (u,v) is the solution of (3.1)-(3.4), with

hO(t) = (_At)% (‘P(O?t) + %bw(o>t)) ) hl(t) = (px(L,t) + %wa(L,t),

1
g0(t) = (=203 (ap(0,8) + ¢¥(0,1)) ,  91(t) = aa(L, 1) + £9hu(L, 1),

and (¢, 9) the solution of the system (2.16)-(2.19) with A; = 9? and initial data (!, 1!). According
to Lemma 3.2 and Proposition 3.3, we obtain

(3.20)

b 2 2
(F(‘Plv 1/}1)7 (Spla ¢1>>(L2(0,L))2 = ‘ <P;U<L7 ) + %¢$(L7 ) + CLSOg;(L, ) + %ww(La )
L2(0,T) L2(0,T)
1 b b
+(Ca0d (6004 L0(0.9) 000 + o0,
12(0,T)
+ (a0} (@009 + £010.9) ap0.) + L0(0.)
12(0,7)
2 2
e+ Buaw)| gt + uatz
L£2(0,7) ¢ 12(0,T)
2
-2t (a0, + Lo
L2(0,T)
) b 2
+ a0k (w094 Lo
L2(0,T)
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Thus, by the Lax-Milgram theorem, T is invertible. Consequently, for given (u!,v') € (L?(0, L))?,
we can define (¢!, ') ;= T~ (ul,v!) to solve the system (2.16)-(2.19) and get (p,) € Zr. Then,
if ho(t), h1(t), go(t) and g1(t) are given by (3.20), the corresponding solution (u,v) of the system
(3.1)-(3.4), satisfies

(u(-,O),v(',O)) = (an) and (u(-,T),v(',T)) = (ul(')a = Ul('))'
]

Remark 3.6. An important question is whether the exact controllability holds, in time T > 0,
when we consider the boundary condition with another configuration, for example,

Uz (0,8) =0 ug(L,t) = hi(t) wze(L,t) = ha(t), in (0,T),
(3.21) { (0. =0, v(Lt) = g1(t). ves(Lot) = g(t), in (0.T).

Observe that, in this case it would be necessary to prove that the following observability inequality

! b 2 b 2
(e )% <C { a0t (wz+ Loz etz + Ltz
£2(0,T) ¢ 12(0,7)
! 1 2 1 2
# =20 (apzr + o)t fapeo + o } ,
L2(0,T) ¢ 12(0,7)

holds for any (¢',¥1) in X, where (¢,) is solution of (2.16)-(2.19) with initial data (o*, ). It
can be done using Proposition 2.4 together with the contradiction argument used in the proof of

Proposition 3.3. Thus, the next result about the exact controllability of the system (3.1)-(3.21) also
holds:

Theorem 3.7. Let T' >0 and L > 0. Then, the system (3.1)-(3.21) is exactly controllable in time
T.

3.1.2. Case 2. We consider the following boundary conditions:

wen(0,8) =0 up(Lot) = ha(t) waw(L,t) =0,  in (0,T),
(3:22) { V2 (0,8) = go(t), va(L,t) = gll(t)v Uz (Lyt) = g2(t), in (0,T).

First, as in subsection above, we give an equivalent condition for the exact controllability property.
It can be done using the same idea of the proof of Lemma 3.2.

%
Lemma 3.8. For any (u',v') in X, there exist four controls h = (0,hy,0) and g = (90,91, 92)
in Hr, such that the solution (u,v) of (3.1)-(3.22) satisfies (3.3) if and only if

[ @t + o vt wian = [ o (ast0.0+ o)) ar
+ [0t (aputt) + Tone) ) a
(3.23) - [ 0 (ot + Loizn) e
v f ") (a2 + Lu(rn)

for any (o, 1) in X, where (p,) is the solution of the backward system (2.16)-(2.19).

To prove the exact controllability property, it suffices to prove the following observability
inequality:
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Proposition 3.9. Let T > 0 and L € (0,00) \ F;, where F, is given by (1.15). Then, there exists
a constant C(T, L) > 0, such that

2 2

[T <0{H (~80)% (ap(0.)+ 200, ) erlL.) + Dt )

:

L2(0,T)
2

£2(0,T)
1 2
|20k (aptz + 2o } ,
L2(0,T)

for any (%, 9') in X, where (p,1) is solution of (2.16)-(2.19) with initial data (o', '), where
At = atz

=

+ gL, ) + <unlL,)

L2(0,T)

Proof. We proceed as in the proof of Proposition 3.3 using the contradiction argument. Therefore,
we will summarize it. Firstly, we show that the sequences {(¢k,¥!)}en,

{06n0,) + (0, Vet
{ason(Lv ) + %¢n(La ')}neN»

1
{awn,x(La )+ E¢n,x(La ) }nen

and )
{@n,z(La ) + %wn,w([/; ')}nENy

are relatively compact in X and L?(0,T;X), respectively. Next, we proceed as in the proof of
Proposition 3.3 to get that

apn(0,) + 4 (0,) = 0,

apn(L,) + ~nlL,) 50,
(pn,x(Lv ) —0, ¢x(La ) — 0,
as n — 0o, and
1(e: V)l (L2(0,2))2 = 1-
Finally, combining the hidden regularity of the solutions of the adjoint system (2.20) and the
compact embedding H%(O, T) < L%*(0,T), we conclude that (¢, 1)) satisfies

Pt + Paze + Lthyge =0 in (0,L) x (0,T),
Yt + 5 + ez + ¢Puz = 0 n (0, L) x (0,T),
Pzz(Lst) + a?b¢zz(L7t) =0 in (O,T)a

(3.24) Paz(0,1) + L1py, (0,8) = 0 in (0,7),
aza(L,t) + Loe(L,t) + Zop(L,t) =0 in (0,7),
APy (0,t) + %wm(o,t) + Z9(0,t) =0 in (0,7,
(P:c<07t> = %(OJ) =0 in (O,T),
p(z,T) = @' (z), ¥(x,T) =P (2) in (0, L)

and

ap(L,t) + %¢(L,t) =0 in (0,7),
(3.25) ap(0,t) + 14(0,t) =0 in (0,7),

(Px(Lat) = %(LJ) =0 in (O7T)7
| %WH;{ =1.

Notice that the solutions of (3.24)-(3.25) can not be identically zero. Therefore, from Lemma
3.10, one can conclude that (p,1) = (0,0), which drive us to a contradiction. O
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Lemma 3.10. For any T > 0, let Ny denote the space of the initial states (o*,1') € X, such that
the solution of (3.24) satisfies (3.25). Then, for L € (0,00) \ F., Np = {0}.

Proof. By the same arguments given in [10], if Ny # {0}, the map (¢!, ') € Ny — A(Np) C CNp
has (at least) one eigenvalue. Hence, there exist A € C and g, € H3(0, L) \ {0}, such that

Apo + ¢ + Ly’ =0, in (0, L),
Mo + L + agy + v’ =0, i (0,L),
(3.26) apo(z) + ¢o(z) =0, in {0, L},
wo(z) = Yp(x) =0, in {0, L},
wo () + LUg(z) =0, in {0, L},
agl () + 298 (@) + () =0, in {0,L}.

To conclude the proof of the Lemma 3.10, we prove that this does not hold if L € (0,00) \ F,. To
simplify the notation, henceforth we denote (¢g, ¥0) := (@, 1).

Lemma 3.11. Let L > 0. Consider the assertion

Ap + " + Ly = 0, in (0, L),

Mp+ L 4 ap” + 1" =0,  in(0,L),

_ 3 ap(x) + ¢i(z) =0, in {0, L},
(N): INeC,Fp,v € H(0,L)\ (0,0), such that o (2) = /(z) = 0, in (0.1},
(P”(x) + %bwll(x) =0, in {Oa L}v

Lag” (z) + %w”(w) + Lip(x) =0, n {0, L}.

Then, (N') holds if and only if L € F,.

Proof. We use an argument similar to the one used in [10, Lemma 3,5]. Let us introduce the
notation ¢(¢) = fOL e o (x)dx and P(€) = fOL e~ (x)dz. Then, multiplying the first and the
second equations in (A') by e#¢ and integrating by part in (0, L), it follows that

¥
(7 + Do) + o) (P + Do) + 62 (o0 + Do) ] =0

0

and

(309° + L€+ 1) 519 + 01 + | (0" (@) + 207@) + Lue))
L

+(i6) (a¢/@) + L0/@)) + (192 (ap(o) + o)) ) 7] =0,

0

The boundary conditions allow us to conclude that

(G)° + AP(E) + 2 (6)%5(©) = (197 (10) + Z0(0) = (w(2) + L(r) ) e8]
(3.27)

L1068 +r(i€) + eAWD(E) +ali)*p(€) = .
Then, from the first equation in (3.27), we obtain

i£)? (« e—tLE
plo = Lot B

(3.28) G,
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where o = (0) + %bd)(()) and = —p(L) — %bq/)(L). Replacing the above expression in the second
equation in (3.27) it follows that

[ | a’b(i€)° ] o o a(ig)® (a+ Be ')
E (25)3 + T(Zf) +ch — W Tﬁ(f) - (25)3 A :
Thus,
(329) 9(e) = - wlit) (o + e )

(1 —a?b)(i€) 4+ r(i&)* + (¢ + DA(EE)3 + rA(i€) + cA\?”
Replacing (3.29) in (3.28), we obtain

(6 = (i€)% ((i€)3 + r(i€) + cA) (a + Be~ %)
P T = a20) (i) + 7 (i€)% + (c+ DAGE)S + rA3E) + A2

Setting A = ip, p € C, from the previous identities we can write ¥(§) = —ifacf(£)] and $(§) =
—ig(€), where

£ (a + Be_iLf)
P(¢) 7

f§) =

£ (&8 —r&—cep) (a+ pe)

9(§) = P ,

with
P(§) := (1 - a0)&® — 1" — (c+ 1)pE° + rp€ + cp.
Using Paley-Wiener theorem (see [15, Section 4, page 161]) and the usual characterization of H?(R)

functions by means of their Fourier transforms, we see that (N) is equivalent to the existence of
p € C and (o, 8) € C%\ (0,0), such that

(i) f and g are entire functions in C,
(i) /R!f(f)IQ(l +[€]%)%de < oo and [ [g(&)P(1 + [¢]*)?d€ < oo,

(iii) V€ € C, we have that |f(€)] < c1(1 + [€])FellI™El and |g(€)] < ¢ (1 + |€])FellI™El | for some
positive constants ¢; and k.

Notice that if (i) holds true, then (ii) and (iii) are satisfied. Recall that f and g are entire functions

if and only if the roots &, &1, &2, &3, &4 and & of P(€) are roots of £ (a + Be™ %) and £2(&3 —r¢ —

cp) (a + 5e_iL5).

Let us first assume that £ = 0 is not a root of P(§). Thus, it is sufficient to consider the case
when a + fe”"¢ and P(€) share the same roots. Observe that the roots of a + fe~*¢ are simple,
unless a = B = 0 (Indeed, in this case ¢(0) + %bw(()) =0 and ¢(L) + %bw(L) = 0 and using the
system (3.26) we conclude that (¢,) = (0,0), which is a contradiction). Then, (i) holds provided
that the roots of P(§) are simple. Therefore, it follows that (A) is equivalent to the existence of
complex numbers p and &y and positive integers k, [, m,n and s, such that, if we set

27 27 27 27 27
(3.30) & =&+ fk, =8+ fl, =86+ T &=8+ " and & =&+ 75

P(§) can be written as follows

P(&) = (£ —&)(E—&)(E—&)(E—&)E—E&)(E — &)

In particular, we obtain the following relations:
(3.31) fo+&+&L+8+84+86 =0,

(3.32) L& +L+8+4+86)+a (e +8+4+86)+o(@B+Ha+E)
+&3(8a + &5) + &uls = —

_r
1—a2b
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and
§081£2836485 = <1_CaQb) p°.

(3.30) and (3.31) imply that

€+ (€0+2L7Tk> 4 <50+2L”(k+z)) 4 <§o+2L7T(k+l+m)> + <§0+22(k+z+m+n)>

2
+ <§0—|—£T(k‘—|—l—|—m+n—|—s)> =0.

Straightforward computations lead to
T

(3.33) fo=—37

On the other hand, from (3.32), we obtain

(5k + 4l + 3m + 2n + s).

2 2 2
£ <5go+ L”(5k+4z+3m+2n+s)) + (go + L”k) <4§0+ ;(4k+4l+3m+2n+s)>
2 2
+ <§0+;(k+l)> <3§0+Z(3k+3l+3m+2n+s)>

2 2
+ (£o+£r(k+l+m)> <2£0+£T(2k+2l+2m+2n+5)>

2 2
+ <§o+g(k:+l+m+n)> <§0+L7T(k+l+m+n+s)> S
Thus, we have

(3.34) 1562+ 27 (95K 120 + 15m 1 100+ 5s)6g + oy T
‘ 0T MOS0 T TR T T T a2y

where

n = k(10k 4 10l + 9m + Tn + 4s) + (6k + 61 + 6m + 5n + 3s)

+m@Bk+3l+3m+3n+2s)+nk+l+m+n+s).

Replacing (3.33) in (3.34), we obtain
3rL? B

1—a2b

From the discussion above, we can conclude that

(L _ 71_\/(1 —a’b)a(k,l,m,n, 8)7
3r

7 (5(5k + 4L+ 3m + 2n + 5)* — 12n) .

(3.35) foz—g(5k+4l+3m+2n+s),

b \/ (1~ a®b)éE1&26:64Ss

c
where

alk,l,m,n,s) =5k + 81% + 9m? + 8n? + 55 + 8kl + 6km + 4kn + 2ks + 12ml
+ 8In + 3ls + 12mn + 6ms + 8ns.

1—a2b’

23
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Now, we assume that £y = 0 is a root of P(§). Then, it follows that p = 0 and

55 (a+l8€—iL§) B f(a+ﬁe_“35)
(1 —a2b)é6 —rgd (1 —a2b)€2 — ¢’

f(&) =

= E8=r9) (atpetd) (€ —r) (at feit)
g (1= a?)? —re! E(—aE 1)

In this case, (N) holds if and only if f and g satisfy (i), (ii) and (iii). Thus, (i) holds provided that

.
=0, &=/7— ad &=—\/r—

are roots of a + fe 4. Therefore, we can write & = & + 2%1{:, for k € Z. Consequently, it follows
that

1—a2b
—

Finally, from (3.35) and (3.36), we deduce that (N) holds if and only if L € F,., where F, is given
by (1.15). This completes the proof of Lemma 3.11, Lemma 3.10 and, consequently, the proof of
Proposition 3.9. ]

(3.36) L =27k

The next result gives a positive answer for the control problem, and can be proved using the
same ideas presented in Theorem 3.5 and, thus, we will omit the proof.

Theorem 3.12. Let T > 0 and L € (0,00) \ F,, where F, is given by (1.15). Then, the system
(3.1)-(3.22) is exactly controllable in time T.

Remark 3.13. As in the previous subsection, the question here is weather system (3.1)-(3.37) is
exactly controllable with another configuration of the boundary condition, for example,

{ Uz (0,8) = ho(t), uz(L,t) = hi(t), uz(L,t) = ha(t) in (0,7T),
v22(0,2) =0, ve(L,t) = g1(t), vze(L,t) =0 in (0,T).

The answer for this question is positive if we prove that the following observability inequality

[CI e {H(—Aﬁ <¢<0’ )+ v ‘>) 1201

(2. + Doz, ;M)} ,

holds, for any (p',¢') in X, where (p,%)) is solution of (2.16)-(2.19) with initial data (o', ¥').
Note that it can be proved using Proposition 2.4 together with the contradiction argument as in the
proof of Proposition 3.9. Thus, the exact controllability result is also true in this case.

(3.37)

2 2

ou(L,-) + %b%(La )

.

12(0,T)

o=

_|_

+[(—A
H( ) L2(0,T)

1
a‘pw(Lv ) + Eww(Lv )

Theorem 3.14. Let T > 0 and L € (0,00)\F,. Then, the system (3.1)-(3.37) is exactly controllable
in time T.

3.2. One Control. In this subsection, we intend to prove the exact controllability of the system
by using only one boundary control h; or g1 and fixing hg = he = go = g2 = 0, namely,

Uz (0,8) =0 uz(L,t) = hi(t), ugx(L,t) =0, in (0,T),
(3.38) { (08 = 0, (L) =0, oeLt)=0. in(0.T).
Ugz(0,8) =0 uy(L,t) =0 Ugr(L,t) =0, in (0,7),
(3.39) { Van(0.8) = 0, vu(Lot) = g1(t), van(L.t) =0, in (0.T).

The result below give us an equivalent condition for the exact controllability and the proof is
analogous to the proof of the Lemma 3.2.
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Lemma 3.15. For any (u',v!') in X, there exist one control 7= (0,R1,0) and g = (0,0,0)

(resp. W= (0,0,0) and ¢ = (0,91,0)) in Hr, such that the solution (u,v) of (3.1)-(3.38) (resp.
(3.1)-(3.39)) satzsﬁes (3.3) if cmd only if

/L(ul(rc)apl(x) + ol (z)y! (z))de = /T hi(t) [%(L, t) + “—bwz(L, t)} dt
0 0 c
(resp. /0 L(ul(a:)gol(x) + o' (2)p (2))dz = /0 ! g1(t) [a%(L, t) + %%(L, t)] dt>

for any (o', 1) in X, where (p,1)) is the solution of the backward system (2.16)-(2.19).

Note that using the change of variable 2’ = L — z and ¢’ = T — t, the system (2.16)-(2.19) is
equivalent to the following back-forward system

Pt + Prgx + a?b¢mcx =0, in (0,L) x (0,7),
(3.40) e + ET/Jx + 0Pzze + %w:ca:m =0, in (0,L) x (0,7),
¢(z,0) :QOO(.f), Y(,0) :¢O(x)> in (0, L),

with boundary conditions

Puz(T,) + Loy (2,t) = 0, in {0,L} x (0,7),
(3.41) apza(T,t) + Lhge (2, t) + Zop(z,t) = 0, in {0,L} x (0,T),
(PI(L’t) = %(L t) 07 in (O,T).

It is well know (according to the previous sections) that the observability inequality

ab 2
(3.42) 1600 < € a0+ (0.
12(0,7)
or
1 2
(3.43) 00N < € lapa(0.) + 25,00,
¢ 12(0,T)

plays a fundamental role for the study of the controllability. To prove (3.42) (resp. (3.43)), we use
a direct approach based on the multiplier technique that gives us the observability inequality for
small values of the length L and large time of control T

Proposition 3.16. Let us suppose that T > 0 and L > 0 satisfy

(3.44) 1> [L + ]

where Cr is the constant in (2.20) and B is the constant given by the embedding H%(O,T) C
L%*(0,T). Then, there ezists a constant C(T, L) > 0, such that for any (¢°,4°) in X the observability
inequality (3.42) (resp. (3.43)) holds, where (p,v) is solution of (3.40)-(3.41) with initial data
(%, 9°).

Proof. We multiply the first equation in (3.40) by (T — t)p, the second one by %(T — t)y and
integrate over (0,7) x (0, L), to give us:
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:g/OL<%()+ by ) //( (2,1) + qu(mt))dxdt

+/0 (T —1) o(L,t) (som(L,tHwam(L,t)ﬂ dt
@ =0)[60.0) (0.0 + Liaa(0.0)) | a

2c

=0 [-200.0 (apet0.0+ 2200 4 0]

)

+ /OT(T —t) :Iéw(L,t) <a90m(L,t) + w”(th) + Tiﬁ(hﬂ)] dt
/0 2c
:

From the boundary conditions (3.41), we have that

1 br [(TT—t
0 2 2
(% 99| < TH(«p ¢)IIL2(om> + 2T||w( M2 — 02/0 Twm) dt

T b
b [ ]200+ 2200.00:0.0+ Su200)

2

9

220 + 0,0,

1 9 Bbor 9
<l DB + 0O+ )

L2(0,T)

2
o [laee(0,) + 20,)

3(0,7)

1 b
G@pmwww@sTm%wﬁmm@+Z;W<>w

L2(0,T)

)

where (3 is the constant given by the compact embedding H 3 (0,7) C L?(0,T). On the other hand,

note that L>°(0, L) C L?(0, L), thus

(3.45) loC 72,0y < LlleC Ol oy and (190,01 Z20,r) < LIBC 70,10

Hence,

T b
oM or = [ {100y + I o
<L ! S 1)||3 2, B2 dt
=k loC Ol T 0,0y + Hl/f( s )L 0,1)
< L3ll? LTS

H3(0TL°°(0L) H3(0,T:L=(0,L))

Thanks to the Proposition 2.4, we obtain

LﬂCT bLBCT ,BCTI)T
1%, v 1% T 16 17200,y + TIIwO\ILz(O,L) + = 10122 0.1
1 ab 2
+ —= ‘Px(()» ) + *%(03 )
a?b c L2(0.T)
LAC BCrr 1 ab 2
<ETEN O+ NP M + g [ent00 + P
L2(0,T)
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Finally, it follows that
2

m¢qu2<K\%: )+ L0,
12(0,T)
under the condition
1 BCr r1\
(3.46) K= <1—T[L+CD > 0.

From the observability inequality (3.42), the following result holds.

Theorem 3.17. Let T > 0 and L > 0 satisfying (3.44). Then, the system (3.1)-(3.38) (resp.
(3.1)-(3.39) ) is ezxactly controllable in time T.

Proof. Consider the map
I': L?0,L)x L?(0,L) — L?(0,L) x L?(0, L)
@' (),91() = D), 9'() =
where (u,v) is the solution of (3.1)-(3.22), with
{m@)zwﬁLi)+?¢AL¢%
91(t) = apa(L,t) + ;¥a(L,t),

d (¢,v) is the solution of the system (2.16)-(2.19) with initial data (¢!, !). By (3.42) (resp.
(3.43)) and the Lax-Milgram theorem, the proof is achieved. O

4. THE NONLINEAR CONTROL SYSTEM

We are now in position to prove our main result considering several configurations of the
control in the boundary conditions. Let T" > 0, from Theorems 3.5, 3.7, 3.12, 3.14 and 3.17, we can
define the bounded linear operators

AN XXX — Hr xHrp (i=1,2,3,4,5),
such that, for any (u%,v%) € X and (u!,v!) € &,

() (2)-(5)

where h; and g; were defined in the Introduction.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. We treat the nonlinear problem (1.1)-(1.2) using a classical fixed point ar-
gument.
According to Remark 2.8, the solution can be written as

< ZE;; > =Wo(t) ( Zg ) + Whar (1) < ;zz >

—/OtWO(t—T)< a1(vvg)(7) + az(uv). (1) >d7‘,

Lug(1) + “2b(uuw)(7') + alb(uv) (1)

fori=1,2,3,4,5, where {Wy(t) }+>0 and {Wpa,(t) }+>0 are the operators defined in Proposition 2.1.
We only analyze the case i = 1, since the other cases are analogous we will omit them.
For u,v € Zp, let us define

(ot ) = ) e =0 (B0 T80 5 )o
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and consider the map

(2o (1) oo (£)(5) (o)
+

If we choose

o () ()

from Theorem 3.12, we get

and

P (o) (ot ) = Coptny ) = (1)

Now we prove that the map I' is a contraction in an appropriate metric space, then its fixed point
(u,v) is the solution of (1.1)-(1.2) with h; and § defined by (4.1), satisfying (1.3). In order to
prove the existence of the fixed point we apply the Banach fixed point theorem to the restriction
of I' on the closed ball

B, = { (u,0) € Zr : ||(w,)ll, <7},
for some r > 0.
(i) T maps B, into itself.
Using Proposition 2.3 there exists a constant C; > 0, such that

GOl = 1G] (C8)- (4 + Gt )

G {/o ( ’;ux(51@“02@)85(3(f%&)v)m ) H;\e dT} '
Moreover, since

(G G Gt M, =l LG

ot )
applying Lemma 2.6, we can deduce that

()

where Cjy is a constant depending only 7'. Thus, choosing r and § such that

r= 203(5

o)

S

< Cs30 + 04(7“ + 1)7",
Zp

and
20304(5 + C4 S %7

the operator I' maps B, into itself for any (u,v) € Zr.

(ii) T is contractive.



CONTROLLABILITY GEAR-GRIMSHAW WITH CRITICAL SIZE RESTRICTIONS 29

Proceeding as the proof of Theorem 2.7, we obtain

N RN

< C5(T’ + 1)7“
Zr

I

Zr

()= (5)

=

for any (u,v), (u,v) € B, and a constant C5 depending only on 7. Thus, taking § > 0, such that

v=2C5C50 + C5 < 1,

we obtain

St

)l =l 0F)

Zr

Therefore, the map I' is a contraction. Thus, from (i), (ii) and the Banach fixed point theorem,
I" has a fixed point in B, and its fixed point is the desired solution. The proof of Theorem 1.1 is,

thus, complete.

O
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