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Cost of controllability of the Burgers’ equation linearized at a steady shock
in the vanishing viscosity limit

Vincent Laheurte

ABSTRACT. We consider the one-dimensional Burgers equation linearized at a stationary shock, and investi-
gate its null-controllability cost with a control at the left endpoint. We give an upper and a lower bound on
the control time required for this cost to remain bounded in the vanishing viscosity limit, as well as a rough
description of an admissible control. The proof relies on complex analysis and adapts methods previously used
to tackle the same issue with a constant transport term.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Shock profiles for Burgers equation. When considering the one-dimensional inviscid Burgers’
equation
Ou(t,z) + u(t,x)dyu(t,z) = 0, te R,z €R, M
’LL(O,:E) ZUO(:E)’ z € R,

shocks may arise in finite time regardless of the initial datum’s regularity. Indeed, by the method of charac-
teristics, if u is at least C'! and there exists some 2 € R such that uf,(z) < 0, two distinct characteristics
will meet in time
1
infyer ul(z)’
1

T =
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which causes a jump discontinuity to appear in the solution w for times greater than 7.
Such shocks are jumps from u~ to u™, with = > u™, and propagate, by the Rankine-Hugoniot condition,
at a speed
u” +ut
2
Stationary shocks therefore exist and are jump discontinuities from a positive value to its opposite.
To study the shocks, we may restrain the equation to an interval [—L, L], L > 0 and impose suitable
Dirichlet conditions on the endpoints:

S =

Oyu + uOyu = 0,
u(t,—L) =1,

_ (2
u(ta L) -

u(0,x) = up(x).

This system admits infinitely many stationary solutions, which are all of the form

U, (z) = 1 if x < o,
7 -1 ifz>o.

Moreover, if the initial datum ug has bounded variations, then the corresponding solution converges in finite
time to one of these stationary solutions.

If the initial datum has low regularity, the system becomes ill-posed, as initial solutions with a jump dis-
continuity from a smaller to a greater value lead to infinitely many weak solutions. To avoid this issue and
define the “right” unique solution, the approach first used by Hopf [10] is to add a small viscosity term €92,
which makes the system well-posed, and make € tend to 0. We are therefore interested in the viscous system

€ € £ __ 2,¢€
Opu® + u°0yu = 0 us,

us(t,—L) =1, 3)
ut(t,L) = —
Contrarily to the inviscid system (2), this one admits a unique stationary shock, which is given by
KX
U?(x) = —r tanh (—) , 4
() rtanh | o “)

where x > 0 is such that U (£L) = F1.

The L? stability of such viscous shocks in the context of Burgers equation was first studied by II’in and
Oleinik [11] by a maximum principle, as well as Sattinger [23] via spectral analysis tools. We refer to
[12,21,22] for L2 stability results with other flux functions f(u), convex or non-convex.

We wish to study some controllability aspects of the viscous Burgers equation linearized at the shock profile

.

1.2. Vanishing viscosity controllability problem. We study the left-side null-controllability of the
viscous Burgers’ equation linearized around a stationary shock. Namely, we set an arbitrary control time
T > 0, and consider the control system

s + 0, (Uf) = ed*uf, x e (—L,L),te(0,T),

D) =i te 0.7) “
w(t, L) = € (0,T)
( ) = Uo, T € (_LaL)7

where the initial datum wuq lies in H} o NH 2(—L, L), and the shock profile U¢ is given by

Uf(z) = — tanh (;—E) ,

)



where we ignore the x from (4) as it does not affect the calculations in a meaningful way.

Given ¢ > 0,7 > 0, the issue of null-controllability is, for any initial datum, to find a control h € L%(0,T)
such that the solution of (5) satisfies u*(7") = 0. If this is possible, we may define the null-controllability
cost:
C(T,e) := sup inf {[|ll 20,y s u*(T) = 0}.
uoEHFNH?, ||lug||2=1

This type of problems has been deeply studied [5] and the system (5) can be proved to be null-controllable
for any € > 0 and T" > 0. In this paper, we will tackle the issue of uniform null-controllability in the
vanishing viscosity limit. Namely, we want to find the minimal time 73,,;¢ such that, for any 17" > Tt the
controllability cost C(7, €) remains bounded as ¢ — 0.

1.3. Control of the limit system. Formally taking ¢ = 0, the limit control problem we obtain can be
written as

6
u(t,L) =0, ©)
u(0,2) =0
By the method of characteristics, for any time ¢ > 0, the solution w(t) of this system is given by
—t t< L
vee (-1,0), u(t,r) = {07 et @)
ht—x—L) t>x—1L
t) t<L—
voe(0.0), uta) =4 00T v (®)
0 t>x—L

and the solution has a Dirac in z = 0 of mass

_ fftuo(w) ds t< L
= {f—LL up(z)dx + fOt_L h(s)ds t>1L ©)

From this expression, one easily obtains that the system (6) is only null-controllable if 7" > L, and u(T) = 0
if and only if the two following constraints on h are verified:

h(t)=0, t>T-1L, (10)
T-L L
/ h(t)dt + / up(x)de =0 (11)
0 —L
We then immediately conclude that the optimal control associated to an initial datum ug is given by
1 L .
— d ft<T—L
nty = |~z - ve(@)de, ift < ’ (12)
0 ift>T—L.

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz’ inequality, the null-controllability cost of the limit system is therefore given by

V2L
T—-1L
It may then be expected that the viscous problem (5) is uniformly null-controllable for times 7" > L, and

that its null-controllability cost converges to lim._,oC(T,¢) = C(T,0) = T—‘/E_]Z

C(T,0) = (13)
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1.4. Related problems. This kind of problem was first addressed by Coron and Guerrero [3], where
they consider a transport-diffusion system with a constant transport:

ou+ Moyu = saiu,
u(t,0) = h(t), (14)
u(t,L) = 0.

This system highlights different behaviors depending on the sign of the transport M. By using a dissipation
argument and Carleman estimates, Coron and Guerrero [3] obtained a first upper-bound on uniform null-
controllability time, which was later improved by Glass [8] through a method of moments, and by Lissy
[18] with a reduction to the control of heat equation in short time. This result was later improved by Dardé-
Ervedoza [4] with sharper estimates on the heat equation. In [19], Lissy also provided a non-trivial lower
bound on the uniform null-controllability time, with complex-analytic tools.

Similar results were then obtained for non-constant transport terms M (¢, z) in several space dimensions by
Guerrero and Lebeau [9], only proving the existence of a uniform time, without any estimate on it. Laurent
and Léautaud [15,16] later provided an upper bound on the uniform control time in similar contexts.

In the nonlinear case, some partial results were given by Glass and Guerrero [7] for the Burgers equation,
and extended by Léautaud [17] to other conservation laws, by first bringing the solution to the neighborhood
of a traveling wave.

1.5. Main results. We state below the main results, giving the existence and constraints on the control
time required for the null-controllability cost to remain bounded in the vanishing viscosity limit.

THEOREM 1.1. There exists a minimal time Tynie < 00 such that the system (5) is uniformly null-
controllable for any time T’ > Tynit. Moreover, this minimal time verifies

T € [(4\/5 —2):4V3| L. (15)

REMARK 1.2. The upper bound on the uniform null-controllability time matches the one obtained in [18]
with M = 1, as we work on an interval of length 2L. The lower bound is however slightly worse than the
one from [19] due to the behavior of the eigenfunctions of our system.

We also provide a description of some admissible control function h for times large enough.

THEOREM 1.3. Let T > T* = 4v/3L. Then, there exists C' > 0 such that, for any ug € H{NH? >0,
there exists a control function hS,, € L*(0,T) such that the solution u® of (5) satisfies u*(T') = 0 and

2v/2L _c
1Az llz2(0,1) < (T—T* + Ce ) luwoll2(~1,1)- (16)
As € goes to 0, this control function converges in L*(0, T') towards the limit control
2 L T—T*
W (4)={ T Jopuo(@)dz, ¢ <=, (17
o 0 t> T_ZT*.

The proof of Tynir < 4+/3L and of (16) is given in Section 3.1. It uses two intermediate results which
are proved, respectively in Section 3.2 and in Section 3.3. The proof of T,uir > (4v/2 — 2)L is given in
Section 4. These results rely on a the spectral analysis of the operator at stake in the system (5) which is
performed in Section 2. The proof of Theorem (1.3) is done within the proof of the upper bound, as we give
a constructive proof of the control cost. More precisely, the estimate (16) is proven in Section 48, and the
limit behavior (17) is given in (56) and (77).

REMARK 1.4. The admissible control built in Theorem 1.3 has the same structure as the optimal control of
the limit system (12). It morally cancels out the mean of the solution «° in an arbitrarily small time and then
exploits the strong dissipation of the system.
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It is currently unclear whether these results may improve or prove further controllability results in the non-
linear case, extending the work of [7], or if similar results can be obtained for other conservation laws or
more generally for systems with other singularities.

2. Spectral analysis of the operator

We are interested in the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the linearized Burgers operator

Lou(z) == —0, <tanh <;—€> u(:n)) — e0%u(x).

This operator, among other viscous conservation laws, has been studied in [14], with a deeper look at the
metastability phenomenon in [6,20]. In these papers, the authors highlighted that the eigenvalues (A7)0
of the operator £° are simple, real, positive, and are distributed as follows:

1 1
8:(9<exp<—g>>, i>4—€,k:21.

The first notable difference with the operator of the Coron-Guerrero system (14) is the presence of an
exponentially small eigenvalue. The results from [3, 8] make use of the strong dissipation of the system. If
we wish to use a similar approach, we need to treat the term corresponding to the first eigenvalue separately.
Moreover, In order to apply the method of moments, we need sharper estimates regarding the distribution of
the eigenvalues, as well as some information about the eigenfunctions. We obtain the following result:

LEMMA 2.1. The eigenvalues (\)>o of the operator LF acting on H} N H?*(—L, L) verify the following
estimates:

IC>0:0< ) < Ce =, (18)
1 e 1 e
— R <A< —+(k+1)*—, k>1 19
T NS g D k2 (19
2
2 2T .
Moreover, the associated eigenfunctions (U, )i>0 of (L%)* are such that
1961l 22 (—r,1)
—— < 2V2L, (21)
le(¥5)'(=L)]
£
lVellLe(-1,n) - 4L E> 1 (22)

e(Wp) (=L)| ~ kmyE T
More precisely, the first eigenfunction satisfies, as € — 0,
Uh AL
e(¥6) (- L)
Above the operator (£%)* denotes the adjoint operator of £° with homogeneous Dirichlet condition, so that
an eigenfunction of (L°)* satisfies the eigenvalue problem

(L) 0" = N,
¥ (L) =0,

1 (23)

(24)

REMARK 2.2. The distribution of the eigenvalues (19) and the information about the gap (20) are important
in the computations later, and are not directly obtainable to our knowledge by standard methods such as
perturbation tools, Sturm-Liouville theory or min-max formulation. We also insist on the fact that the
eigenvalues of our operator (£%)* strongly resemble the ones of the Coron-Guerrero operator, for M = +1
and an interval of length 2L.
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PROOF. We proceed in four steps.
Step 1. Reduction to an self-adjoint operator. Following [6, 15] we start by observing that the operator
LF is conjugated to the self-adjoint operator:

1 1
Pf = —?0? — — + — tanh? <2£> ,

4 2 €
by
1
L® = sech (i) —P*® ) cosh <£> , (25)
2e/ \ e 2e
Therefore the eigenvalue problem (24) can then be reduced to the simpler problem
pPe .
s — )¢ a’
e’ (26)
¢ (+L) =0,
by taking

T
(1) = sech <_> e
°(x) =sech (- ) ¥
Step 2. Reduction to a constant potential. As seen in [1, Proposition 3.1], the operator P can be factored
under the form

PE — (CLE ) *a€’
where the operator a is given by

1 T
£ = — h (—) .
a €0y + 5 tan 5

Moreover, switching a® and its conjugate gives the much simpler operator

1
af(af)* = —202 + 7

The price we have to pay is that the boundary condition is no longer the Dirichlet condition but rather a
Robin condition. Indeed we now have the equivalent eigenvalue problem

(—52832 + i) fE=eXfe,
(@) f*(£L) = 0.

(27)

If the eigenpair (\°, f€) solves the system (27), then the pair (A%, (a®)* f€) solves (26). Conversely, a pair
(A%, ¢°) solving (26) leads to a solution to system (27) by taking (A, a®¢®). In the sequel we distinguish
two cases.

Step 3. An exponentially small eigenvalue.

If an eigenvalue satisfies A\, < 4_15’ then there exists A, B € R such that the associated eigenfunction f¢ is

of the form
/3 —ex V3 —ex
fe(x) = Acosh ¢ + Bsinh —
The boundary condition (a®)* f¢(£L) = 0 then translates to

/L c)e
A=0, 1o ENE = ltanh <£> tanh [ L2 1. (28)

4 2 2e €

By a concavity argument, this constraint admits two solutions in the interval (—oo, %] L which we discard

©de?
. . . 1
as it does not give any nonzero function f¢, and some \j € [0, ;- ).



Rewriting the condition (28) immediately gives

1 5
L 1 EAG
4eXE = 1 — tanh? [ = ) tanh2 | Y22 ,
2¢e €
and performing rough upper bounds quickly yields
1 5
L 1 €A%
dedg <2 | —exp <—> + exp _vVE 0y
2e €

We note that A\j must be small, in particular \j < 3

15=» and immediately conclude that the first eigenvalue of
LF verifies

C
0 <A< e,
€
The corresponding eigenfunction is given by

. TN
f5(z) = sinh fm . (29)

Therefore the corresponding eigenfunction of P* is

1 5 1 €
1 \/ 7 — €A 1 T—EA
0o = ()" f5 = —/ i eA§ cosh %Ox + = tanh (i) sinh | Y200 (30)

2 2e

Finally the corresponding eigenfunction for (£%)* is 4§ () = cosh (%) ¢ (). Direct estimates then give
the upper bound

ol n < Y22, a1
while taking the derivative in x = — L gives the lower bound
e () (D) = 7. (2)
Combining the bounds (31) and (32) then gives the desired estimates (21).
We may refine this result in the limit ¢ — 0, and obtain
—2e(¢f) (-L) = 1, (33)
oy HEED (34)

This finally yields (23).
Step 4. The other eigenvalues. Now, let us consider eigenvalues verifiying A* > 4%. Then an associated
eigenfunction can be written as

ex—1 ENE —
ff(z) =Acos | ¥—=z | + Bsin | ———=x

ENT,
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The boundary condition then leads to one of the two following constraints:

1 1
1 ENE — = 1 L EN — 7
ENE — 1 sin %L 3 tanh (2—€> cos %L =0, (35)
or
1 1
1 ENE — 2 1 L EAT — g
ENE — Z COS %L + 5 tanh <2—€> sin %L =0. (36)

We introduce the unknown

Constraints (35) and (36) then read

1 1
1 E)\a B Z g E)\a a Z 1>
sim| +—L—-6°1 =0 or cos| —L—6| =0. (37)
€ €
Therefore \¢ > % is an eigenvalue if and only if it satisfies
1
ENE — 1= % (k‘g + H‘E) , forsome k > 1. (38)

The constraint (38) has a unique solution Aj, for each k. Moreover, since 6° ¢ (0, 2) and 6° is an increasing
function of A°, we immediately deduce the properties (19) and (20). We distinguish two cases.

e If k£ > 1is even, the constraint (35) holds and the associated eigenfunction of a(a®)* is
1
e T

fi(z) =cos | ———=

€

The corresponding eigenfunction for P* is then given by ¢} (z) = (a®)* f7 (), that is

1 eI 1 L eXs — 1
or(x) = —y/eXf — 2 sin %x + 3 tanh <£> cos %w . (39)
Finally the eigenfunction for £¢ is obtained by taking 1/} () = cosh (%) . Direct estimates

then give the upper bound

L
I8l 2(c,0) < /X cosh (2—) , 0

as well as the lower bound on the derivative

/ 1 1 L
D012 3y 3 - oot (52). m

Combining (40) and (41) leads to the desired estimate (22).
e Likewise, when k is odd, we instead get the following formula for the eigenfunction ¢f, of P¢:
1 5
1 N T 1 1 L\ . AT 1
op(x) =1/, — 168 | /= + 3 tanh <2—€> sin | ————

The same analysis leads again to the estimate (22) and the proof of Lemma 2.1 is complete.
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REMARK 2.3. The information on Aj is not new and does not improve the one obtained by [14] by using
an eigenfunction of £¢ acting on H?(IR) which is exponentially small in 4-L, yet we provide an alternative
proof, as the Darboux transformation, see Step 2, allows us to do so, and gives an exact expression of the
associated eigenfunction.

3. Proof of the upper bound on 77t

3.1. Scheme of the proof. As mentioned in Section 2, we control the solution of system (5) to zero in
two steps, splitting the imparted time time interval (0, T") into two parts (0, 7) and (7, T'), for an intermediate
time 7 € (0,7") which will be determined later, see (47). In a first time, we eliminate the first mode
of u®, namely its projection on the eigenfunction 5. Then, we control the rest by exploiting the strong
dissipation, and concluding with the method of moments, similarly to the work of O. Glass in [8] and P.
Lissy in [18]. This is the object of the two following preliminary lemmas. Recall that the functions (¢ )y
are the eigenfunctions of the operator (£°)* defined in (30) and (39).

LEMMA 3.1. Let T > 0, 7 € (0, T). For any € > 0 and any initial datum uo € H* N H{, there is a control
function hy € L?(0,7) verifying:

2V2L

[h1llz20,7) < luwollp2(—r,L)s 42)

such that the solution u® of (5) satisfies at time T, for any k € N,

r_ —A§T T
(¢§)/( L) e 7 (ug, v) / e~ (530t gy @3)
(45 (—L) T 0

where the brackets (-,-) denote the inner product in L*(—L, L).

In particular, for k = 0,

(UE(T),T/)@ = e_AiT<u07¢l€c> -

(u(7), ¢5) = 0. (44)

In the following lemma we continue from the state u°(7) as a new initial data for the system (5) now
considered on the time interval (7, 7").

LEMMA 3.2. LetT > 0, 7 € (0,T) with
T—7>T"=4V3L. (45)

Then there exists C' > 0 such that for any ug € H? N H&, for any € > 0, there exists a control function
hy € L?(7,T) with
<l

||h2HL2(T,T) <Ce” |U0HL2(_L,L) (46)

such that the solution u® of (5) on the time interval (,T') starting at time T with the initial data u® (1) given
by the formula (43), for k € N, satisfies u(T) = 0.

The proofs of Lemma 3.1 and 3.2 are respectively given in the next two sections. Let us take them as granted
for the moment and conclude the proof of the upper bound on 7, that is Ty ,if < 4+/3L and (16). We fix
atime T > T, and set

=T
- —
sothat T — 7 > T*. Lete > 0,uy € H} N H?. We obtain our control h € L?(0,T) by concatenating the
two controls Ay, ho built in Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, namely

h(t) = hi(t) Tf0<t<7',
ho(t) ifr <t<T.

T

(47)



10 V. LAHEURTE

This choice of control steers the initial datum g to the final state u*(7") = 0.
Moreover such a control A verifies

1Al L2 0,0y < I1P1llz20,0) + P2l 22 (rm)

<<2\/E

T-T*

C
+ C€_5> luoll 2 —1.z) > (48)

which proves the uniform controllability time verifies Ty, < 7, and leads to (16).

3.2. Controllability of the first mode. Proof of Lemma 3.1. We begin with a preliminary lemma
exploiting duality equalities to describe the behavior of each mode of the solution.

LEMMA 3.3. Lete > 0, t1,ty € [0,T], and k > 0. The evolution of the k-th mode of the solution u® of the
control problem (5) is prescribed by the relation:

(u(t2), ) = e 2 (ul (1), 0) + e(¥5) (L) / TN -y @9

t1

PROOF. We introduce (j (¢, ) as the solution to the adjoint uncontrolled system

G + (L7)" ¢ =0,

CGe(t, —L) = G (t, L) =0, (50)
Ce(t, z) = i ().
Using the definition of the operators £¢, (£%)* and integrating by parts, it holds
d

E(ue(t), C]i(tl +to—1t)) = 6890(;(751 +to —t,—L)u(t,—L). (51)
Therefore, integrating this relation from #; to ¢5, we have the duality equality
to
(u*(t2), Gi(t1)) = (u(t1), G (t2)) + / €0, G (t, —L)h(ty + 12 — 1) dt (52)
t1

Then, we recall 1}, is an eigenfunction of £, so that ¢ is explicitly known as

Gt ) = Y (w)e 0,
Substituting this into (52) yields

to
(U (t2), 1) = e =00 (e (1), ) + () (L) / e RER(t + ty — ) dt,

t1

which concludes the proof. U

Applying Lemma 3.3 with £ = 0, ¢t; = 0,t2 = 7 gives the relation

(uf(7), 95) = e (ug, 1§) + e(¥§) (—L) / "o Noth(r — 1) dt. (53)

0

We then choose \
(uo, ¥5) e~ Aot
h(t) = — : . 54
©) e(vg)(=L) 7 O

It immediately follows that
(u(7),¥5) = 0.
We have the upper bound
WSHL?(—L,L) ) ”U0HL2(—L,L)

MOl < Syl -
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Using the estimate (21) then immediately yields

2V2L

1Al L2007 < lwollr2(—r,1)-

Finally, to perform the desired identities on u®(7), we apply Lemma 3.3 again, for k > 1 and ¢ty = 0,t5 = 7.
This leads to the duality equalities

(0 () ) = €N o, ) + e (L) [ e (e — )t

0
Plugging the expression of the control A(t), the solution at final time then verifies, for k& > 1,
e (VR)'(=L) e X7 (uo,¥5) [T _(ne—xey
(uf(7),45) = e %7 (ug, ¥f) — : / e~ PRt g, (55)
' FW (L) T 0

This concludes the proof of Lemma 3.1.
We additionnally note that, as ¢ — 0, we may compute the limit of the control / using the property (23) of
the eigenfunction 1)§. It holds

ot L2(0,7) 1

(& L2(~L,L)
e(¥§) (-L)

Plugging those limits in the expression of the control (54), we obtain

1.

207), 5 (@) da
T

he - , (56)

which proves the first half of (17)
3.3. Controllability of the other modes. Proof of Lemma 3.2. Let7 > 0, 7 € (0,7") with
T—7>T"=4V3L. (57)

Let up € HE N H?, and u®(7) prescribed by the conditions (43).
We perform the change of variable

_t
w(t,z) :=e®u(t+7,2), (58)
so that the solution u° of (5) on the time interval (7,T") starting at time 7 with the initial data u°(7) provides
a solution w to the system

( 1
oyw + <E€——>w:0,
4e

w(t,—L) = h(t), (59)
w(t,L) =0,

w(0,z) = u(1,x),

on (0,7) with
T:=T-—71, h(t)= efsh(t + 7).
The eigenvalues of the operator £° — 4% acting on HO1 N H? are given by

1
=N —-—, k>0 60
M k 45’ — Y ( )

and the associated eigenbasis is the family (1/})x>0. The interest of this new system is that, by Lemma 2.1,
the eigenvalues (17),>1 of the associated operator look like the ones of the heat operator, for which one
has some precise controllability results, in particular from [24]. The eigenvalue 1 is negative of order — ﬁ,
but this does not induce any problem as we already eliminated the corresponding eigenmode in the previous
step.
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Without control the system already dissipates and drives the system close to zero in finite time. However,
driving the state exactly to zero in finite time will require a control which may be huge a priori. In order to
exploit the dissipation of the system, we therefore split again the imparted time interval into two parts by
introducing m € (0, 1) which we will determine later, to optimize the control cost, and our strategy is as
follows. First, on the time interval [0, mf], we set h(t) = 0 and let the dissipation happen. Then, we apply
a duality result similar to Lemma 3.3 to the operator £L* — ﬁ, to obtain that for any £ > 0,

T
s

(w(T), 65) = e T (w(0), v5) +e(wf) (—L) | _h(t)e i T dt, (61)

mT
Therefore, since the (1} )r>0 form a Hilbert basis, the null-control problem, which by (58), reduces to
w(T') = 0, is equivalent to finding a control h(t) so that for any k > 0,

' h(t)e!st dt = _ (wl(0),vg) . (62)
m? e(yp)'(=L)
Shifting the integral to center the time interval around 0, one rephrases this condition as
(1-m)T/2 _ 1 ) i (w(0). UE
/ _h ( 4 Ir T> eMit dt = _e—ukT“T_@“(E ),MM . 63)
—(1-m)T/2 2 e(y) (L)

A classical method used for such moment problems, in particular for controllability results on the heat
equation and other parabolic systems, is to look for a control /() as a series of functions (g );>1 which are

bi-orthogonal to the functions (e"? t) in L? <—%, %» see [5]. To determine such functions

Jj=0
(Gr)k>1 we are going to use the following result regarding the construction of a family bi-orthogonal to the
functions (e“it)

E>1°
LEMMA 3.4. For anye > 0, T > 0, there exists a family of functions (q},)i>1 in L? (—%, %) such that
T
2
Vji>0k> 1,/ elity () dt =0, (64)
T
B

Moreover, for any k > 1, there exists such a family and a constant ¢ = c(e, k, L, Tv) which is a rational
function of its arguments, independent of k > 1, such that

1 3kL2

z =\ < c—e T | 65
HQk”Lz(_%,%) = (65)
This result is proved in Appendix A and heavily relies on the construction of [24]. We then use Lemma 3.4
for T = (1- )T and for some x > 1 to be determined later, see (76). We may now construct the control
he L*0,T), as

0,
h(t) = = A 66
© {_ > k1 Ckdy ( - m—HT) t e [mT,T], (66)

where the coefficients ¢ are given by

o e (0(0).05)
| () (-L)

We will prove that this control is well-defined, steers the solution of (59) to 0, and satisfies suitable L?
estimates.
This choice of control clearly solves the moment problem (63), and this yields, for &£ > 0,

(w(T),¢5) = 0. (68)

(67)
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Therefore, provided h is well-defined, since y(7") = w(T )6_4_7;, the control
h(t) = e T h(t — 1)
steers u® (1) to u®(T") = 0.

We may now estimate the norm of the control h. We start by bounding the coefficients c¢;. Reminding that
w(0) = u®(7) is given by the conditions (43), we can rewrite

~ 15 —A§T T £
cp = e~ T (e—AiT <u€07,7pk> e / =Mt gy <U€07,¢0> ) 69)
e(Wp)(=L) T Jo e(vg)(=1)
We estimate both terms separately. For the first term, we use the property (22) of the eigenfunctions 17, it
gives:

‘e—uiHT’nfe—AzT (uo, ¥g) ‘ luoll o 19kl L2(-L,p)
() (=L) le(yi) (=L
4L

< Tz lluoll 2~z - (70)

For the second term, we use the property (21) of the first eigenfunction /5.

e—ui”Tmfe_AgT /T —OEA) g (ug, V§) ‘ - 1 . lwoll 2,0y 196l 22 (- .1
T Jo e(5) (L) | ~ T(AL = Aj) |e(45)'(=L)]
2vV2L
< 7_()\72 ) ||u0HL2(—L,L)' (71)
Combining the estimates (70) and (71) we deduce from (69) that for any k£ > 1,
4L 2v2L

< . 72
'm—<mﬁ+ﬂ&—%ommm%” 7

Finally, the estimate (65) gives

~ 1 4L 2v/2L 3kL?
~ < _ .
HhHLz(O’T) - Z (knr\/g + T(Af — AS)) cow (6(1 - m)T) Fuolla-z.1) 73)

e
kZI’uk

By the distribution of the eigenvalues (19), the sum is finite, and there exists ¢ = c(e, k, L, T,m,7) > 0 a
rational function of its arguments such that,

~ 3kL?
||h||L2(0,f) < cexp (m) lluoll 72 - (74)

Since h vanishes on [0, mf] and h(t+71) = e_Ttsﬁ(t), it immediately follows that

_mT  ~
1Pl 2(rry < €™ 5 (IRl 2o 7

mT 3k L2
< cexp <_4—5 + m) ||U0HL2(_L,L) (75)

12k L2

mT 3kL?
+ m(1l—m)

_mT i ; 772
Then the term —~5 (o) T is negative whenever 7% >

and obtain that the cost to steer u°(7) to 0 is exponentially small as soon as

T > 4V/3\/kL = /KT, (76)

. We take m = % to minimise that bound,
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which is possible for some « > 1 by the assumption (45). This concludes the proof of Lemma 3.2. Moreover,
it implies that

2
e 0D, g, (77)

Combining (56) and (77) concludes the proof of identity (17), and of Theorem 1.3

4. Proof of the lower bound on 7,,,;;

In this section we prove that Ty,i¢ > (4v/2—2) L. We follow the work from [19], improving [2, pp 106-109],
to give a lower bound on the norm of any control function steering a well-chosen initial datum to zero.

We set I' > 0,e > 0, and choose the initial datum of the control system (5) as uf = sech ( ) ¢]. Let h(t)
the associated optimal control function. By definition of the null-controllability cost, it verlﬁes

Ibllzz.m) < C(T,)||sech (5-) ¢ 78)
Moreover, applying Lemma 3.3 on the whole time interval [0, 7’|, we have, for k& > 0
T g X (T
(uf (T),0f) = e (sech (=) 5. 40) + () (L) / h(t)e T dt.
= (gt gf) ) (D) [ e 79)

‘We introduce the function
T

T T ‘
v(z) = /2 h <t+ —) et dt. (80)
_T 2
2
v is the Fourier transform of a compactly supported function, and is therefore entire.
Since the operator P¢ acting on H} N H?(—L, L) is self-adjoint, the family (¢ )x>1 is an orthogonal family.
It then follows from (79) and the constraint u*(7") = 0 that

€
T

e _letl? E—1
v(iAg) = (i) (=L)’ (81)

0, k#1.

Using the bound (78), we also have, for any z € C

lv(2)| < C(T, e)v/Texp <w> Jsech (2)

We defined the rescaled entire function

1) =2 (%)

which immediately verifies, for z € C,
T\T
()] < (T, Texp (’L) [seen () &5

Similarly to the proof of the upper bound, we rewrite the null-control problem in terms of moments of
the control function h, and we express it as the inverse Fourier transform of some entire function with
prescribed values at some key points. This point of view is well studied in complex analysis, notably with
the Hadamard and Weyl factorization theorems. In this case, we will apply a representation theorem from
[13, p.56] to write, for z in the upper half-plane,

In|f(2) |—Zln

>1

(82)

+dm( )+ Im(z) / ln|f(8)|ds, (83)

T R |s— 2|2
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where o is the type of the entire function f and the (ay),>1 are the roots of f in the upper half-plane. We
apply this equality in z = 4ie\], and want to find an upper bound on the right-hand side.
For the second term, we know from the estimate (82) that the type of f verifies o < %, so that

NT

olm(4icA]) < (84)
Applying the estimate (82) again with s € R, we get
x
< - >
In|f(s)] < In <C(T,e)\/f Hsech (25) #|)
and we may directly deduce a bound for the third term:
Im(4ie)s) / In|f(s)] 4eX§ x 1
Oy < 9 1y (oW seen (2) ) [ by
0 R |8 — 4ie5|? = n (C(T, VT [sec AL R 2+ (4e)5)? §
< 1n( (T, ) \/_Hsech< >¢1 ) (85)

Finally, for the first term, we only use the known roots of the form 4ie\j, for k& > 2, which provides the

upper bound
E In .
/\a + )\5

k>2

dieA] —ay
die\] —ag

> I

>1
With the distribution of the eigenvalues (19) and (20), this becomes

X - X (b +1)* 1)
Zln()\f )\i>ézln< 2 em?
k>2 kT AL k>2 + (k% + 1)4L
Z 4L2 3671'
- k2 + 1 a7r2 4L2

k>2

Comparing the series with an integral and integrating by parts then yields the upper bound

2 2
Zln g—\/EL+2ln<1+i€>+1 <£2>+2. (86)

3em
0>1

die\] — ay

die\] —ag
Replacing f(4ie\]) with its expression and combining the bounds (84), (85) and (86) then gives
T ]I V2L 2L
— 1 <—42In(14+ —=
" <5(1,Z)‘i:)’(— D))= U T
4L2 )\1 T
+In <3€7T > +2+ N +1In ( (T,E)\/THsech (2_5) 5

Rearranging the terms gives the lower bound on the null-controllability cost

2 2\ 2 €112
(1/} (26) (pIH €

3em? m2e2 Hsech

Finally, we use the expression of the eigenfunctlon 7 given by (39), which implies the existence of a

constant ¢ > 0 such that )
II% | ( L )
>cexp|—— ). (88)
e()(—L) [|sech (£) i 2e

Plugging this estimate into the bound (87) leads to

412 22 \? 5L L
C(T,e) > ce”- <1 + ) exp <—/\§T + \/_? — —> (89)

3em? m2e2
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Since Af < % + 4e 4722 , the null-controllability cost C(7',¢) explodes as ¢ approaches 0 if the quantity
—% + V2L — % is positive, namely whenever

T < (42 —2)L. (90)

The proof of the lower bound on T},,,;¢ is then concluded.

Appendix A. Construction of the bi-orthogonal family, proof of Lemma 3.4

We follow the construction of the bi-orthogonal family by Tenenbaum and Tucsnak [24], with a few small
adaptations to fit the spectrum of our operator. Let 7" > 0,¢ > 0, x > 1. We wish to build a family (¢ )r>1
which satisfies the constraints (64), as well as the L? estimate (65).

Rescaling in time, we set
2 2
T ~ 4L
where we recall (py) is defined by (60), and we instead construct a family (pi) k>1 of L? (—g, %) that

verifies

Vi >0,k > 1/ et pi(t) dt = 0jp, O
-3
and then take ) )
4L 4L4t
0 =2t (%) )
From Proposition 2.1, and more precisely estimates (18), (19) and (20), the family (77 )x>¢ satisfies:
L? .
5=~ +0('), (93)
(k+1?2>np >k, k>1, (94)
05 =il = 17 =K, Gk =1 (95)

We want to build a family of entire functions g,k > 1 that are integrable on the real axis, and verify, for
any j > 0,k > 1,

gk (i) = djp- (96)
An approach to build such a family has been developed in [5], and consists in taking functions of the form
f(z2)
gr(2) = p(2) 77—, O7)
S (i)

where @, is a "natural” entire function with its poles in the (47); ) j«x, and the function f is a multiplier which
aims at compensating the growth of ®;, on the real axis.
We define, for any k£ > 1,

—iz =0
or(z)= [ —2 (98)
2057k kT
For any j > 0,k > 1, it immediately holds
Py, (i) = 0. (99)
Moreover, using the estimates (94) and (95), there holds, for z € R,
—iz — —iz — (j + 1)?
k@) < |—2| 1] |—m==|
M= M0 1y oz, J
—ix —ng| |—ir — k2 —ix — j°
< . . - 4 100
_‘ni—mﬁ o1 Al |7 (10

JzLj#k



17

Rewriting the last product using Hadamard’s product formulation of the sine, it then leads, for any x € R,
to

|Pk ()] < e(x, k,e,L)exp (71\/ ]w\/2> , (101)

where, here and in the rest of the proof, c is an abuse of notation to denote a rational fraction of its arguments.
Moreover, for any k£ > 1 and z € C we have

ENEI | (1 v %‘”’“) -
20,5k e =1

By the distribution of the spectrum (95), the sum 3., [75 — n5 |~ converges, so that

Dp(2) <exp(c(k,e,L)| —iz —ngl).
It immediately follows, for k > 1,z € C,

|Pk(2)| < e(k,e, L) exp(c(k,e,L)|z]). (102)
We now introduce the same multiplier used in [24]. For 5 > 0,6 > 0, we set

(m+0)?

V= ——

g

and we define the entire function Hg by

Hg(z) := Cy/

-1

1 y .
exp <—m — Zﬂtz> dt, (103)

where C,, is the normalizing constant such that Hg(0) = 1. The entire Hg then verifies the following
estimates:

. 1 Ayl >
|Hp(iy)| > TN ES R <2\/v—+1 , Yy € R, (104)
|Hp(z)] < 9P VzeC,, (105)
u%uﬂgdﬁavwwmm<%iww+;vﬁo, vz € R. (106)

We choose the multiplier
z
Recalling the definition of g (97) and combining (101), (104) and (106), we obtain

B 3v J )
)| <clx, ke, Lyv)exp | —————+ — — —=+/|z 107
@) < ef Joxp (~ g + 5 - 55V 107)
We then set 8 € (%,S), and 0 > 0 such that

(4 —0)m?k

v < 1S

It immediately follows, for any k£ > 1, that

exp (5%
mo
By growth estimates (102) and (105), we may apply the Paley-Wiener theorem, and there exists a family

(P7)k>1in Lz(—%, g) such that

HngLl(R) < 6(67 "{7L7 S) (108)

NI

gk (2) = / pr(t)e” "% dt, (109)

ol
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33k

and [|pil|2(_s 5y < cle s, L, $) ()" exp <ﬁ>

Moreover, the relation (99) translates to g (znj ) = d;, for j > 0,k > 1, and therefore the family (P )k>1
satisfies (91).
Finally, the family (g )x>1 defined by (92) immediately verifies (64), as well as

2L g
NG Prllzz(-5.5)

2
< cle,, L, S)(n)~ exp <3W )

Hq}iHy(_;g)

45

3kL?
Sc(s,m,L,S)(,ui)_l exp Hf , (110)
5

which proves the estimate (65). The Lemma 3.4 is now fully proven.
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