arXiv:2010.15104v3 [math.AP] 1 Sep 2022

CONTROLS INSENSITIZING THE NORM OF SOLUTION OF A
SCHRODINGER TYPE SYSTEM WITH MIXED DISPERSION

ROBERTO DE A. CAPISTRANO-FILHO* AND THIAGO YUKIO TANAKA

ABSTRACT. The main goal of this manuscript is to prove the existence of insensitizing controls for
the fourth-order dispersive nonlinear Schrédinger equation with cubic nonlinearity. To obtain the
main result we prove a null controllability property for a coupled fourth-order Schrédinger system
of cascade type with zero order coupling which is equivalent to the insensitizing control problem.
Precisely, by means of new Carleman estimates, we first obtain a null controllability result for the
linearized system around zero, then the null controllability for the nonlinear case is extended using
an inverse mapping theorem.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Setting of the problem. Inspired by the difficulties in finding data in applications of dis-
tributed systems, Lions [27] introduced the topic of insensitizing controls. Precisely, this kind of
problem deals with the existence of controls making a functional (depending on the solution) in-
sensible to small perturbations of the initial data. Considering some particular functional, it has
been proven that this problem is equivalent to control properties of cascade systems [4, 19].

The insensitivity can be defined in two different ways: An approximate problem or an exact
problem. Approximate insensitivity is equivalent to approximate controllability of the cascade
system, while exact insensitivity is equivalent to its null controllability. Before giving the reader
more details about it and a state of the art related to these problems, let us introduce the model
we want to study.

In this article, we address the exact insensitizing problem for the cubic fourth-order Schrédinger
equation with mixed dispersion, the so-called fourth-order nonlinear Schrodinger system (4NLS)

(1.1) Uy + Ugy — Upggr = )\|u|2u,

where z,t € R and u(x,t) is a complex-valued function. Equation (1.1) has been introduced
by Karpman [23] and Karpman and Shagalov [24] to take into account the role of small fourth-
order dispersion terms in the propagation of intense laser beams in a bulk medium with Kerr
nonlinearity. Equation (1.1) arises in many scientific fields such as quantum mechanics, nonlinear
optics and plasma physics, and has been intensively studied with fruitful references (see [3, 23, 30]
and references therein).

To introduce our problem, consider €2 := (0,L) C R be an interval and assume that 7" > 0.
We will use the following notations Q7 = Q x (0,7, ¥ = 092 x (0,T) and wr = w x (0,T), where
w C € is the so-called control domain. Let us consider the system

Wy + Ugy — Ugggr — <|u|2u = f + 1wha in QTa
(1.2) u(t,0) = u(t,L) = uy(t,0) = uy(t,L) =0, on te(0,T),
u(O,x) = uO(x) + TﬂO(x)a in

where ¢ € R, 7 is an unknown (small) real number, h stands for the control, u is the state function
and 1g(z) is an unknown function.
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Let J : R x L?(gr) — R be a functional (called sentinel functional) defined by

(1.3) //O u(z, t;7, h)[*dwdt,

where u = u(z, t; 7, h) is the corresponding solution of (1.2) associated to 7, h is the control function
and Op = O x (0,T), where O is the so-called observation domain. Thus, our objective can be
expressed in the definition below.

Definition 1 (Insensitizing controls). Let ug € L*(Q) and f € L*(Qr). We say that a control h
insensitizes the functional J, associated with the solution u(x,t;T,h) of (1.2), if

0 ~ , ~
(1.4) —J(7,h) =0, Ve L*Q) with 4ol 20y = 1.
or 7=0
The definition (1.3) above can be seen as this: the sentinel does not detect (small) variations
of the initial data ug provoked by the unknown (small) perturbation 7ig in the observation domain
O when the system evolve from a time t =0 to a time t =T

1.2. Insensitizing control problems for PDEs. As we have mentioned, the first time that
insensitizing problem was approached was in the early of 90’s by Lions [27, 28], where the author
studied second and fourth order parabolic equations in limited domains considering a functional
with the local L?—norm of the solution of a system with null initial data and where the control
domain (located internally) intersect the observation domain (the set where we want to analyze the
functional).

Since then, variations of this problem have been considered, i.e., to find controls which turn
a functional depending on the solution (or some derivative) insensitive to small perturbations
depending on the initial data. We will give a brief state of the art to the reader, precisely, we will
present a sample of the insensitizing problems for partial differential equations (PDEs) and some
control results to the system (1.1).

The first mathematical results concerned the insensitivity of the L?—norm of the solution
restricted to a subdomain, called the observatory. In [11], the author proves that insensitizing
control problems cannot be solved for every initial data. Additionally, de Tereza [14] used a global
Carleman estimate approach to get the existence of exact insensitizing controls for a semilinear heat
equation. Still with respect to semilinear heat equation, Bodart et al. [4, 5] proved the existence
of insensitizing controls for this system with nonlinear boundary Fourier conditions.

Concerning to the variations of the sentinel functional, in [19], the author consider a functional
involving the gradient of the state for a linear heat system, in the same way, Guerrero [21] treated
the case of the sentinel with the curl of the solution of a Stokes system. With regard to wave
equation, Alabau-Boussouira [1], showed the exact controllability, by a reduced number of controls,
of coupled cascade systems of PDE’s and the existence of exact insensitizing controls for the scalar
wave equation. She gave a necessary and sufficient condition for the observability of abstract-
coupled cascade hyperbolic systems by a single observation, the observation operator being either
bounded or unbounded.

A variation of the (exact) control strategy was presented in [4], where the authors considered
an approximated insensitizing problem (called e—insensitizing control) for a nonhomogeneous heat
equation. We observe that by smoothing the control strategy it was possible to prove in [13] positive
results where the control domain and observation region do not intersect each other. Also in [10]
the author proved insensitizing control results on unbounded domains, in [29] the authors treated
insensitizing controls for both linear and semilinear heat equation but with a partially unknown
domain, finally see [32] for the semilinear parabolic equation with dynamic boundary conditions. It
is important to point out that in [22] the second author also treated it with a gradient type sentinel
associated with the solutions of a nonlinear Ginzburg-Landau equation.

With respect to the structure/type of the equations/systems many variations were considered.
In [8] the author treated insensitizing controls for the Boussinesq systems and in [7] the authors
proved a result for a phase field system. In [17] it is considered a Cahn-Hilliard equation of
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fourth order with superlinear nonlinearity and in [16] the authors proved insensitizing (exact and
approximated) controls for a large-scale ocean circulation model.

To finalize this small sample of the state of the art, we cite Bodart et al. [5, 6] that studied
systems with nonlinearities with certain superlinear growth and nonlinear terms depending on the
state and its gradient. For a dispersive problem, we can cite Kumar and Chong [31] that worked
with the KdV-Burgers equation. Finally, let us mention a recent work due Lopez-Garcia et al.
[12]. In this work, the authors presented a control problem for a cascade system of two linear
N —dimensional Schrédinger equations. They address the problem of null controllability by means
of a control supported in a region not satisfying the classical geometrical control condition. The
proof is based on the application of a Carleman estimate with degenerate weights to each one of
the equations and a careful analysis of the system in order to prove null controllability with only
one control force.

We caution that the literature is vast and one can see the references cited previously for the
existence of the insensitizing controls for other types of PDEs.

1.3. Main results. The main goal of this paper is to close the gap that was missing when discussing
the insensitizing control for the Schrodinger type equation. Here, we present the insensitizing control
for the Schrodinger type equation with mixed dispersion. Precisely, we are interested in proving
the existence of a control h which insensitizes the functional J defined by (1.3). The first result of
this article can be read as follows.

Theorem 1.1. Assume that wNO # () and ug = 0. There exists a constant C > 0 and 6 > 0 such
that for any f satisfying

Hec/tfHLQ(QT) <4,
one can find a control h(x,t) =: h € L?(qr) which insensitizes the functional J defined by (1.3), in
the sense of Definition 1.

As mentioned at the beginning of this work, the existence of insensitizing controls for (1.2)
can be defined equivalently by means of a null controllability problem for a cascade type system
similar to the initial (1.2). In fact, the process consists in analysing the adjoint state of (1.2), more
precisely by means of Definition 1 and since J is given by (1.3), the left-hand side of the second
equation of (1.5) is the adjoint state of the derivative of (1.2) with respect to 7 (with 7 = 0) and
the right-hand side couples this equation with the localized state 1pu. Then it is not difficult to
see that condition (1.4) is equivalent to v|—g = 0 in Q'. So, in this spirit, due to the choice of
J, we will reformulate our goal as a partial null controllability problem to the nonlinear system of
cascade type associated to (1.2). In other words:

Problem A: Can we find a control h(z,t) = h € L?(qr) such that the solutions (u,v) of the
following optimality coupled system

WUt + Uz — Ugzzz — C’uPu = f + 1wh, mn QT7
1 + Vg — Vzgzx — Zﬂ% - 2Z|U|QU = lou, in  Qr,

(1.5) u(t,0) = u(t,L) = v(t,0) =v(t, L) =0, on te(0,T),
Uz (t,0) = ug(t, L) = vy(t,0) = vy (t,L) =0, on te (0,7),

u(0,x) = uo(z), v(T,z)=0, in Q,
satisfies, in the time t = 0, v|y—g = 07

The answer to such a question motivates the next theorem, which is the main result of this
paper.

Theorem 1.2. Assume that w N O # () and the initial data ug = 0. Then, there exists positive
constants C' and 0, depending on w, 2, O, ¢ and T, such that for any f satisfying

1€ Fllp2(py < 6,

ISce [4, 27] for a rigorous deduction of this fact and [33] for an explicit computation to obtain the cascade system
with a general nonlinearity for a Ginzburg-Landau equation.
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there exists a control h € L?(qr) such that the corresponding solution (u,v,h) of (1.5) satisfies
V|t=o = 0 in Q.

Thus, to find controls insensitizing the functional J, that is, to prove Theorem 1.1, it is
sufficient to prove the partial null controllability result given in Theorem 1.2. Therefore, from now
on, we will concentrate on proving Theorem 1.2.

1.4. Heuristic and structure of the manuscript. Let us now explain the ideas to prove the
results introduced in the last subsection. The main strategy adopted is based on duality arguments
(see, e.g. [15, 26]). Roughly speaking, we prove suitable observability inequalities for the solutions
of an adjoint system, where the main tool is a new Carleman estimate. This Carleman estimate
with right-hand side in weight Sobolev spaces will be the key point to deal with the coupling terms
of the linear system associated to (1.5).

In details, to prove Theorem 1.2 we will first prove a null controllability result for the linearized
system associated to (1.5) around zero, which is given by

WUt + Ugy — Ugzzr = fO + 1wh7 in QTa
1t + Vg — Vzgze = fl + 1(’)u7 in QTa

(1.6) u(t,0) = u(t,L) = v(t,0) = v(t, L) =0, on te(0,T),
Uz (t,0) = uy(t, L) = v,(¢,0) = v, (¢, L) =0, on te€(0,T),
u(0,2) = up(z),v(T,x) =0, in Q.

Here, f and f! are (small) source terms in appropriated LP—weighted spaces. In order to prove
it, we consider the adjoint system of (1.6), namely,

i(pt + Orz — Prazz = 10¢ + 90’ in QTa
iwt + wmm - wmmmm = gla in QT,

(1'7) (P(t70) = (P(t7L) = (Px(ta 0) = (Px(ta L) =0, on te (07T)7
1/1(’5’ 0) = ¢(t7L) = %(E@ = %(ED =0, on te (07T)7
o(T,z) = 0,9(0,2) = Yo(z), in Q.

With this in hand, we are able to prove an observability inequality, with aspect like the one below,

(18) // ol + [¢)dadt < C // polioPdedt + // p3(1g% + 9" ) dudt,
Qr wr Qr

where p;, i = 1,2,3, are appropriate weights functions. Then, by duality approach, the desired
partial null controllability property is a direct consequence of the (1.8) and can be read as follows.

Theorem 1.3. Assuming that wNO # () and the initial data ug = 0, there exists a positive constant
C, depending on 8, w, Q, O and T, such that for f° and f', in a suitable weighted spaces, one can
find a control h such that the associated solution (u,v) of (1.6) satisfies v|i—p =0 in Q.

The last step is to use an inverse mapping theorem to extend the previous result to the
nonlinear system.

Remarks 1. Finally, the following comments are now given in order:

1. In the Definition 1, it is important to point out that the data ug will be taken in a convenient
way, precisely, will be taken such that the functional J, given by (1.3), is well-defined.

2. On the Theorem 1.2, the smallness of f is related to the fact that we will apply a local
inversion argument, that is, we first study this problem when a linearized form of equation
(1.5) is considered and then we apply a local inversion mapping theorem.

3. We claim that Theorem 1.1 is equivalent to Theorem 1.2. In fact, considering (u,v) solution
of (1.5) and using the boundary conditions of (1.5), a direct calculation leads us to the
following

0

(1.9) EJ(T, h)) » = —Re/ﬂiﬂov(())dx.

Therefore, we can conclude that the left-hand side of (1.9) is zero, for all Uy € L*(Q) with
ol 20 = 1, if and only if, v(0) = 0 in €.
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4. It is worth mentioning that, in our work, we need a Carleman estimate with internal ob-
servation, differently from what was proven by Zheng [34]. Another interesting point is that
on the Zheng’s work, he proved the reqularity of solution of the 4NLS in the class

CH([0, T); L () N C°([0, TT; HP () N HG (),

which is also different in our case, we need more reqular solutions (see Section A) to help
us to use the inverse mapping theorem.

5. Finally, observe that our sentinel functional J is defined in the sense of L>—norm. If we
want to insensitize a functional with a norm greater than L?, for example, O™u, for n > 1,
then we need a system coupled in the second equation of (1.5) in the form 92 (1pd%u), this
means, the coupling has twice as many derivatives. More details about this kind of problem
will be given in Section 4.

Our work is outlined in the following way: Section 2 is devoted to presenting a new Carleman
estimate which will be the key to prove the main result of this manuscript. In the Section 3, we
show the null controllability results, that is, the linear case (Theorem 1.3) and the nonlinear one
(Theorem 1.2). Section 4, we present further comments and some open problems which seem to
be of interest from the mathematical point of view. Finally, for completeness, at the end of this
paper, we have an Appendix A about the existence of solutions for the systems considered here.

2. CARLEMAN ESTIMATES

In this section we prove a new Carleman estimate to the fourth order Schrédinger operator
Ofu — 0%u. For the sake of simplicity, we will consider the operator £ = Jtu, that is, only with
the higher term. So, to derive this new Carleman, first, let us introduce the basic weight function
n(x) = (r — xp) with zop < 0. Now, for A > 1 and p > 1 we define the following

51 0 . e3un(z) 1 1 )\eiﬂm(r) — eBullnlles
(2.1) =¢, 5(,$)—m and (t,z) = HT — 1)

Our result will be derived from a previous result due to Zheng [34], which can be seen as follows.

Proposition 2.1. There exists three constants oy > 1, Cy > 0 and C > 0 such that for all pn > g
and for all X > Co(T + T?),

// (A7p8£792|u|2 + A5p6£592|ux|2 + >‘3M45392|Um|2 + )‘N2592|Umx|2) dudt

Qr

(2.2) i )

<C <// 0 Pu|?dzdt + )‘3M3/ (£30%|uge|?)(t, L)dt + )\,u/ (592|umx|2)(t,L)dt> ’
Qr 0 ;

where Pu = iOyu + Otu.

With the previous theorem in hand, we are in position to prove a new Carleman estimate
associated to the operator Lu. The result is stated in the following way.

Theorem 2.2. Let w,O C Q be open subsets such that w N O # 0. Then, there exists a positive
constant py, such that for any p > p1, one can find two positive constants A1 and C' depending on
A, i, Q, w such that for any A > A\ (T + T?) the following estimate for o and ¥ of (2.4) holds

J] OGP 4 000 o N praf? + NP0 1) dnd
T

(2.3) - // (ATBETO[W]? + N pPEP0%[1he]” + NP p 0% thge | + MNP0 [Yhaga|®) dadt
T

gC(// 92(|go|2+|gl|2)dazdt+)\u/ 592|go|2da:dt>.
Qr wr
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Before proving to prove this result, let us give the idea to derive (2.3). To do it, we split
the proof in several steps. The first one, consists in applying the Carleman estimate given by
Proposition 2.1 for (y,) solutions of

10 + Pz — Praze = lo + 90’ in Qr,
Wi + Yoz — Vozza = 91’ in Qr,

(2'4) gD(t,O) = gD(t,L) = SD:v(ta 0) = SD:v(ta L) =0, on te (O,T),
¢(t’ 0) = ZZ)(t,L) = ¢:B(t’0) = ¢:B(t’L) =0, on te€ (O,T),
SD(T’ x) =0, T;Z)(O’ x) = o, in Q.

The second step concern the estimate for a local integral term of v in terms of a local integral of
¢ and global integral terms of ¢°, g, ¢, ¥ and smaller order terms of 1. Finally, we will estimate
integral terms on the border in terms of global integral of ¢ , ¢ and smaller order integral terms.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. In what follows, remember that 2 C R is a bounded domain whose boundary
09 is regular enough. Consider T' > 0, w and O to be two nonempty subsets of 2. Additionally,
as defined at the beginning of this work Qp = Q x (0,7), wpr = w x (0,T), Xp = 002 x (0,T),
Or = O x (0,T) and denote by C' a generic constant which can be different from one computation
to another. Thus, let us split the proof in three steps.

Step 1: Applying Carleman estimates (2.2).
Thanks to (2.2) we have, for ¢ and 1, solution of (2.4), that

S TGO 4 NS0 P X 6% ral? + NP0 )
T

(2.5) gc(// 92|gom|dxdt+// 92|g0|2dxdt+// 62 || ?dxdt
Qr Qr Or

T T
08 [ €l P Lt [ (€l L)
0 0

For A, u large enough, we obtain

J[ ORGP 4 NS 0P NP raf? + MO ) dd
T
T
(2.6) SC( [ eaasies [ upadee st [0 D
T T

T
| <se2mmr2><t,L>dt)-

Now, applying (2.2) for v, we get that

[ OTEETOPI0P 4 NP + XA a4 NP 0o )
T

(2.7) gc(/ 92\¢m\dxdt+// 02191\2dmdt+// |2 dxdt
QT Qr Or

T T
00 [ @Ploaa Pt Lt + s [ (€% o) L)dt) .
0 0

Again, by using (2.7) for A, u large enough we have the following:

// (ATEBET? [ + N UOE0% |1y | + N3t E20% |ty | + Mi*E0° [tpa|*) dadt

(28) " 21 .12 3.3 T 392 2 T 2 2
<C 9 dxdt + \ 02|he |2) (¢, L)dt + A 021wz |?) (¢, L)dt ) .
< (//T lg" |*dx u/o(£ V2] %) (L, L) M/O(§ [Pz ”)( ))
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Note that, putting together (2.6) and (2.8), we obtain the following estimate

S OGO 4 NS P N il + MO )
Qr

b [ TP NGOl + XA bl 4 NP o) s
Qr

gc(// 92|go|2dxdt+// 92|gl|2dxdt+// 62 || ?dxdt
T Qr Or

T T
ey /0 (€302 (omal? + 0a?)) (8. L)t + A /O (€62 (| azal® + [ons?))(t, L)t

(2.9)

Step 2: Estimates for the local integral of .

In this step, let us estimate the last term in the right-hand side of (2.9), that is, the local
integral term of ¢ in Op. Now, since w N O # (), there exists Wy C w N O. From now on, take a
cut-off function n € C§°(w) such that n =1 in wp. Observe that

Y= —10t + Puw — Prazze — gO, in Or,

//OT 02| 2 dadt < //WT 0622 dadt = //wT 02 Tddt

(210) = Re //@T UGQE (_i@t + Pz — Przar — 90) dxdt
4
- Z i}
i=1
where U;, for i = 1,2, 3,4, are the integrals of the right-hand side of (2.10). We now estimate these
terms. For Wy, integrating by parts in ¢ we have that
= Re // 0% (—ip;)dxdt = Re <(779 P( z<p // 776?2 i(p)dﬂtdlf)
T
< // 7792 E (—ip)dxdt — // 7792Et(—ig0)dxdt> .
wT a}T

(0] = [(e™)e] = [e™ (ml)] = [me™ (1)e] < mOATE ™,
then, for m = 2, we get that |(n62);| < CA¢262, and by using Young inequality we obtain
(2.12)

Re< / / (n6°), 9 ( icp)dxdt) < CRe ()\ / ] gza%cpdmdt)
— Re ( / / (A% ,ﬁg%a@) (Cx% u*‘*g*%@) dmdt)

<O\ u8 // 5792|¢|2dxdt—|—C)\_5,u_8/ 3|2 dadt.
Qr o

SO

(2.11)

Since,

Combining (2.11) with (2.12), we get

¥, = Re (— / /w ) ne%t(—z'<p)dmdt>

(2.13)
+ AT 8 / 02| Pdxdt + CA 8 / €73 |2 dadt.
Qr wp
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So, for ¢ small enough we can absorb the global integral term of (2.13) with the left-hand side
of (2.9). Due to the boundary conditions for ¢ and ¢ and since 1 has compact support on @ by
integrating by parts for space variable, we obtain

Uy = Re / /w n0?hpypdrdt = Re ( / /w (n6*¢) cpdmdt)
(2.14) = Re ( / /w ) (n6?), bpdadt + 2 / /w ) (16%), Dypdadt + / /w ) nHQEMcpdxdt)
i=1

To bound each term of the right-hand side of (2.14) first observe that the following estimates, for
the derivative in space of the weight function 6, holds true

(). =

[(0%).] = e (20);

= 2[60%1,| < CAugo?
and

(@)l = (), | = [(00) | =210,

<4072 | 4 2(0%150] < 40|17 + 20%|14|
< ON2U2E20% + CAu?0? < CX* e,

Therefore, it yields that

WUy1 = Re ( / / (n6%) . Egodxdt> < Re (cv;ﬁ / ] 5292@@6&)
(2.15) — Re ( / / (A%,ﬁg%e@) (CA—%M—%—%@@) dxdt)

< N8 / 0% Pdadt + CA 3t / £7302|p|*dxdt
Qr wr

and

Wy = 2Re ( / / (7702)$E$cpdxdt> < Re (C)\M / 502E<pdxdt>
(I}T a}T
(2.16) — 2Re < / A% ;ﬁg%e@m) (cx% ;ﬂg*%e@) dmdt)
< NS // 5021, |Pdadt + A3 —4/ 73022 dadt.
T (:JT

Finally, W53 does not need to be estimated since we use it to obtain the equation for ¢. Now,
combining (2.14), (2.15) and (2.16) we get

Wy < ON73 —4/ £730%|p|? dxdt

wr

6<>\7u8 // 0%y Pdadt + N p® // 5702|¢|2dxdt+)\7,u8/ 5792|1/)m|2dxdt>.
Qr Qr Qr

(2.17)
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For W3 we use the boundary conditions and integrate with respect to space variable four times
to obtain

v e [ W)t = e < ji 7). <—so>d:cdt>
e ([ )., Tedoaea [| ), Tt vo [ (), et
+ Re (4 / /w (08°), Vi + / /w 10 (Vs apdwdt)

Now our task is to estimate these terms. Observe that we have the following estimates in space
variable for k—th order derivative in space variable for the weight function 6,

(2.18)

0),,] <20 (¥ket) o

thus

U3 = Re ( / /w ) (19) 0 &pdxdt)

< Re (cx&ﬁ / g4a2wdmt>
wr

— Re ( / / (A%,ﬁg%e@) <C)\%§%9<p> dxdt)

< ONTpB // 5702]1/1\2dxdt+0)\/ 6% || dadt,
Qr %

U39 = Re <4 /[ (n@z)xm Eﬂpd&ﬂdi)
< ReX3u? ( / ] 5392Exgpdxdt>
— Re (// <)\%u3§%6@$> (C)\%S%H(p> dwdt)

<X b // 5502]1/1x]2dxdt+6’)\/ £0%|p|* dzdt,
Qr ”

wT

(2.19)

(2.20)

< Re

U335 = Re (6 / / (n6?) . Emdxdt>
(cﬁﬁ / ] 5292wmdxdt>
— Re ( / / (A%,ﬂg%e@m) <C)\%§%9<p> dxdt)

< SNt / / E30 |1y |*dxdt + CX 6% || *dadt
Qr »

wr

(2.21)
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V34 = Re <4 // (n02)$ﬂxm<pdxdt>
< Re (C)\u / ] ge%mcpdmdt>
— Re < / ~ (A% ugéewm) (CAégéagp) dxdt)

< oAp? / g E0 [V |Pddt + CA / 0| dadt.
T

wT

and

(2.22)

We do not estimate W35 since we use this term to obtain the equation for ¢. By putting (2.19),
(2.20), (2.21) and (2.22) in (2.18), we conclude

U3 < Re <// 7702ﬁmm<pdxdt> + C’)\/ £0%|p|*dxdt
L:)T &)T

(2.23)
+s < / / INTISETO2 02 4 NP pOE0% 1 2 + N3 E0% o + NiZE0% o] da:dt> .
Qr

Finally, for W4 we get

U, = Re // 1792 dﬂ:dt
or

< A8 / / 0?2 dedt + CX T8 / / £770%¢° 2 dadt.
Qr Qr

Combining (2.10), (2.13), (2.17), (2.23) and (2.24) we get

/ 02 |¢|? ddt
Or

< c( / 0% |2 dxdt + X3 —4/ E730%p|?dxdt + \7° —8/
UJT L:)T UJT

+ Re <// no>p “/Jt + Py, — wmm) dxdt) +CX T8 // £770%¢° 2 dadt
wr QT

+5 ( / / INTUEETO P+ N pOE0% i 2 + NP UAE3 02 sl + Ma2E0% g’ dxdt> .
Qr

(2.24)

' 3|go| dmdt)
(2.25)

Since we get i@t + Em — Emm = =1 + Yue — Vogze = 9_1 in Q7 and

(2.26) Re <// 7792cpgldxdt> <N 8// E70%pPdwdt + CN T8 // 0% g P dudt,
wT QT

then, putting together (2.25) and (2.26), yields that
// 02|y 2dadt < CX"Tp~8 // €707 (19°1* + 19" ) dxdt+5)\7p8// €702 | |2 dadt
Or Qr T
(2.27) +C (A / 0% Pdadt + X3t / €302 dadt + X P8 / 5—3\<p\2dxdt>
or wor wr

s ( / (N3 02 ()7 + NpOE0? 0, | + NP €202 |Whna|® + MPE0% g dmdt> :
Qr
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Combining (2.9) with (2.27) we obtain the following
J] ORGP 4 NS a4 NP ral? + MO 1) dn
Qr
b [ WEETOPP 4 NSOl N il + NP 0o )
T
<C <// 6> (19°1% + 19" ?) dwdt + X\~ pu 8// 70 (Ig°|2+|91|2)dwdt>
Qr
+c< / 0% || Pdaxdt + N~ 3#‘4/ £ 392|go|2d:cdt+)\_5u_8/ 5_3|gp|2dxdt>
+4 ( / / NP0 (ol + [1?) + NP0 hu ] + N pt 02 [ual” + Mi*€0% |z ]dwdt)
T
+C <A3 3 (207 (|owal® + [Yual?)) (£, L)dt + A /0 (£0% (lpawal® + [Vraal?)) (t,L)dt)-
Then, for A, 4 large enough and § small enough we get
J] TGO 4 NS 0P NG raf? + MO ) d
T
+// (A7ﬂ8§792‘¢’2 +)‘5M6§502‘¢J3‘2 +)\3M4§302’,¢}zx’2 +)‘M2§02‘¢J3$$‘2) drdt
Qr

(2'28) <C (// 92 (|90|2 + |gl|2) dxdt + )\/ 592|90|2d$dt>
Qr “r

T T
+ N /0 (E20%(|0aal? + [aal)) (8, L)t + CAp /0 (£0° (|aaal® + [taaal?)) (¢, L)dt
::I+Bl+82.

Step 3: Estimates of the boundary terms.

Now, we will find an estimate for the boundary term on the right-hand side of (2.28), precisely,
B and Bs. Using trace Theorem (note that 5/2 < 7/2) we have

T
B, = C/\3u3/0 (€202 (|pwal® + [ual?)) (¢, L)dt
T
2.29 < O\ 3/ 3p2 t L 2 2 &t
(2:29) <o | (€)@ L) el g g, 1905,
T
<C)\33/ °0?) (t,L 2 2 dt
= e ) (670%) (¢, L) (L2 P L PP
and

T
82 C)‘,u/ (592 (|SD:1::1::1:|2 + |7pmﬂ$|2)) (t’L)dt
(2.30) T
<o [ @) e (Il + ok, ) o

So, putting together (2.29) and (2.30), yields that

T
(2.31) By +Bs < cx’yﬁ/o (€671, L) (H@HH o I 7 6, >dt.
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Using interpolation in the Sobolev spaces H*(Q2), for s > 0, yields that

21
Bi+ By < clx‘m?)/o (€0) D el | Il

»—“M

Il

L
H'3 (or

SRy / (€262) (& 1) |0
0

21
11

= oot [ (EeRotkoeB) e olelty el

L~
H'3 (or

189 86

T
+ N / (e BoBo %) (1,1) uwu“l_ kup
0 H3 UJT

wT)
< CA%u® /T(§255986)(t L) [lol 22y dt + eX2p /T (FW@*Q) (L) el 1y dt
N 0 ’ L*@r) 0 ’ HS (@r)

T
6,6 255 36 2,2 —189 2
+C€)\u/0 (£7596%) (&, L) 911 F2 () At + €A™ /0 (5 0 )(t L)WII i gy O

or equivalently,

T
B+ B < 0% [ (€7°0) (0. ol

T
A2 2/ =9972) (¢, L 2 dt
+eX ; (¢ ) (t, )H@IIHL;(&T)

9.39 r
(2.32) +ONB0 / (€2596%9) (¢, L) |25, lt
0

T
2 —2 —9p—2 2
rat? [ oy,
=11 + 1o + 13 + 1y,

for some positive constant C..
At this moment, our goal is to prove integrals Z;, for ¢« = 1,2,3, can be absolved by the
left-hand side of (2.28). Let us start with the analysis of Z,, precisely the quantity

T
—9pn—2 2
/0 (€072 (6 L) el g )t

Consider ¢1(t,x) := &1(t)p(t, z) with

Gt)y=0""¢2
Then ¢ satisfies the system
=101t + Plaz — Placas = fl = 511&80, in QT,
(2.33) ¢1(t,0) = p1(t, L) = 12(t,0) = 12(t, L) =0,  on (0,7),
Qpl(T’x) = 0, in Q.

Now, observe that, since ¢ (¢,0) = 0 and [£1;] < C’)\fgﬂ_l, we have

51l32gr < € [[ 072026 ot
(2.34) @r

< C// {NEol* + X3 oal? + N zal® + A7 0aaal’ } 07 %dadt,
Qr

for some constant C' > 0 and all s > so. Moreover, thanks to Section A, ¢, € L2(0,T; H*(Q)) N
C([0,T); L?(2)). Then, interpolating between L?(0,T; H?(2)) and L*>(0,T; L*(2)), we infer that
@1 € L*(0,T; H/3(Q)) and

(2.35) H<P1HL2(0,T;H5/3(Q)) <C ”fl”LQ(QT) )
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Let po(t, x) := & (t)p(t, x) with

Then vy satisfies system (2.33) with f; replaced by
fo =& Mo
Observe that ‘92t9f1‘ < CA. Thus, we obtain
(2.36) 1f2ll 20,1503 02)) < CM 1l 20,7 m52(02)) -

Now, by using that ¢, belongs to L? (O,T; H4(Q)) and L (O,T; H2(Q)), thanks to (A.4), and
interpolating these two spaces, we have that

w2 € L2(0,T; H''*(Q)) N L(0,T; HY*(Q))
with
(2-37) ”902”L2(0,T;H11/3(Q))0L°o(o,T;HS/S(Q)) <C Hf2”L2(0,T;H5/3(Q)) :
Thus we infer from (2.35)—(2.37), the following

HSD2H22(O,T;H“/3(Q)) < Cl)‘”le%?(QT)

< Cz/ (N1 + A oal® + N @acl? + |0rae|) 0~ dadt.

Qr

(2.38)

Hence, replacing @9 = 0*1@_% in (2.38), for some constant C3 > 0, yields that

T
€D et oy
(2.39)
< Cs/ (N0 + X ol + N2 |0aal® + |0azal?) 0 2dadt.

Qr

Note that analogously we can infer the same relation for ¢, that is,

T
€L I ey
(2.40)
< Cs/ (MWL + MNtpal* + N [hal? + [nae|*) 0~ 2dadt.
Qr

Therefore, adding (2.39) and (2.40), putting in (2.32) and, finally, comparing with (2.28), for A and
u large enough, yields that,

[ TGO 4 N a4 NP raf? + MO 1) d
T
(041)  + / / (ATREETO2 2 + NS UOE30 o+ ABHAE30% o + Ma2EO | thraal?) derd
T

<C (// 02(1g°1? + |g'?)dzdt + /\/ 502\<p\2dxdt> ,
Qr wr

since |(£2°5086)(¢, L)| is bounded in terms of ¢ € [0, 7] due to the choices in (2.1), what guarantees
(2.3), and so the Carleman is shown. O
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3. NULL CONTROLLABILITY RESULTS

In this section we prove the existence of insensitizing controls for the linearized system (1.6).
First we need to obtain an estimate as in Theorem 2.2, with weights that remain bounded as t — T,
i.e., have blow-up only in ¢ = 0. To this purpose we introduce the new weights

e3kn(x) e3un(@) _ o5plinlleo
c=¢e"  v(tx)= and m(t,z) = A ,
) (1) v(t)
(3.1) o =e", Vv(t) =minv(z,t) and m*(t) = minv(z,t),
. z€eQ e
g=¢€",  D(t)=maxv(z,t) and m(t) = maxv(z,t),
€N z€QN

where 7 is given by

(3.2) (1) = { HT —t), 0<t<T/2

T2/4, T/2<t<T.

Combining Carleman estimate (2.3) with classical energy estimates for the fourth order Schrédinger
system, satisfied by ¢ and v, we can prove the following result.

Proposition 3.1. With the hypothesis of Proposition 2.2 the solution (¢,v) of (2.4) satisfies the
following

el 222 + el 2@y, mz @) + 10zl l2 (/2,002 9)
< 1, W)l r2(ryarsoz @y + 16% g2 /o mr2))2
and
1l L2 (ry2,mi0200)) + Wzl L2ry2m0200)) + ezl L2(r/2,m:02(0)
< [llz2erjar/zrz@) + 19 2 /o2 -
Proof. Let us consider x € C'([0,77]) such that

(o0, iftelo,T/4],
1, ifte[r/2,T).

Note that if (¢,) is a solution for (2.4) , so (kg, k1) satisfies the following system
i(’{@)t + (K@)mm - (/‘{SD):B:B:B:B = 1(’)("’{#)) + "‘{go + 1K, in  Qr,

i(’ﬂb)t + (/‘ﬂp)mm - (/‘ﬂp)mmmm = ’{g + 1K), in Qr,
(3.3) (5p)(t,0) = (kp)(t, L) = (k9)a(t,0) = (rp)a(t, L) =0, on te€(0,T),
¥(t,0) = (kY)(t, L) = (k)2 (t,0) = (k9)2(t, L) =0,  on t€(0,T),

(re) (T, ) = 0, (k))(T, ) =0, n Q.

Now, since K, Kt € C([O,T]) and C([0,T]) < L>(0,T), moreover, x1, ktp € L2(0,T; H3(Q)).
Then, for g' € L(0,T; H3(2)) we get that xi) satisfy a fourth order Schrodinger system equation
with null data and right-hand side in L%(0,7; H3(2)). Therefore, we get that

/| |dx+// |/-€1,Z)m|dxdt+// |kt | dazdt
gc(//Q \ngl\dxdt—i—//Q \ntw\dmdt)

Multiplying the first equation of (3.3) by ke and integrating over {2 we obtain, after taking
the real part and using Young inequality for the integral term of 1pkikp, that

—~— | |k(®)e(t 2—|—/ K@y de—i-/ Kpa |2 da
535 | KO0 + [ frodo+ [l
< C(/ |/§go|2daz+/ |/£tgo|2dx—i—/ |m/)|2dx> +5/ |/£go|2dx.
Q Q Q 1}

(3.4)

(3.5)
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Finally, integrating (3.5) in [¢,T], combining with (3.4) and taking ¢ small enough, we get

/ |k(t) !2dac—|— // |k dmdt—i—// ‘,ﬂpm’ dxdt
<cC (// |/€|2(90|2 + |gl|)2d$dt + // |Kt|2(g0|2 + |7,Z)|2)d$dt> ‘
Qr Or

Therefore, Proposition 3.1 is a consequence of equations (3.4) and (3.6). O

(3.6)

As a consequence of the previous result, and due to the definition of (3.1), the following
Carleman estimate, with new weight functions o and v, can be obtained.

Proposition 3.2. There exists a constant C(s,\) := C > 0, such that every solution (p,v) of
(2.4) satisfies

[ O 4 Nk P Nt 0% )
T

(37) + // ()\7M v o'2|¢|2 ,U' v 0-2|7;Z)m|2 :U’ v 0-2|7;Z)mm| )dxdt

<C (// a2(1¢° % + |g*|?)dxdt + )\// 1/02|g0|2d3:dt> .
T wr

Proof. The result is consequence of Proposition 3.1. Indeed, noting that £ = v and [ = m, for
t € [0,7'/2], and since [ is constant in [1'/2, T, yields that

T/2
/ / (NP7 0? |0 + N urP0? [pu|* + Nt o? s |?) dadt
0 Q
T/2
+/ / (N BV 2 + A 01502 2 + N udv 02 s |?) dadt
0 Q
T/2
= [ ] OO X o+ N )
T/2
+/ /(A7M8§762‘¢’2+)\5M6§502W}x’2+)\3M4§392‘¢$$‘2) dadt.
0 Q
Additionally, for ¢ € [T'/2,T], we have that
T
[ [ G021 4 NP P 4 XA ) d
T/2 )0

T
b [ [ EGTORIOR NSO + NP ) dad
172 )0

IN

T 2 2 2 2 2 2
(3.9) C(/T/Q/Q(M + [0z]” + |@az]® + [V + 2] + 2zl )dmdt)

T/2 T
c(/ [P +1oPrazie+ [ ] <\g°\2+1g112>dxdt>
T/4 JQ T/2JQ
T/2 T
¢ ( [ [ €oer +1oPrdade+ [ [ o1gP + \91\2>dmdt> ,
T/4 JQ T/2JQ

thanks to Proposition 3.1.

IN

IN
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Finally, we note that

// 92(\g°\2+\g112)dmdt+>\// 62| dxdt
QT @r

<C <// a*(1¢°* + |g" [*)dxdt + )\// 1/0'2’(,0’2d.%'dt> :
Qr or

Thus, the result follows from (2.3), (3.8), (3.9) and (3.10). O

(3.10)

Remark 3.1. We point out that Proposition 3.1 holds true by taking the minimum of the weights
in the left-hand side and mazimum of the weights in the right-hand side of (3.4).

3.1. Null controllability: Linear case. In what follows we use (3.7), from Proposition 3.2, to
deduce the desired null controllability property. Denote £ = L* = i0; + Oz — Opzze and introduce
the following space

C= {(u,v, h); (6) " u € L(Qr), (6) v € L2(0,T; H2(Q)), (2)72(6)'h € L*(qr),
()2 (0" (Lu — 1uh) € LA(Qr), (v°) "2 (0*) " (L — Lou) € L2(0,T; H2(Q)),
()26 u € L2(0,T; H*(Q)) N L°°(0, T; HZ (Q)),

()26~ v € L*(0,T; H3 () N L™®(0,T; L*(R)), v|e—r = 0 in Q} .

Remark 3.2. [t is important to observe that C is a Banach space endowed with its natural norm.
Additionally, as consequence from the definition of the set C, an element (u,v,h) € C is such that
v|y=0 = 0 in Q. This holds since (7)~26~1v belongs to L>°(0,T; L*(2)) and (?)~26~1 blow-up only
att=0.

We are now in position to prove the null controllability property for solutions of (1.6). The
result can be read as follows.

Theorem 3.3. Assume the same hypothesis of Proposition 3.2. Additionally, consider
() 2(6) 0 e LA(Qr) and (V) "2(6)7f' e LX(0,T; H2(Q)).

Therefore, we can find a control h(z,t) = h such that the associated solution (u,v) of

WU + Uy — Ugzze = fo + 1uh, in  Qr,

1t + Vg — Vzgze = fl + 1(’)“7 mn QT7
(3.11) u(t,0) = u(t,L) = v(t,0) =v(t,L) =0, on te(0,7),

Uz (t,0) = ug(t, L) = vgy(t,0) = vy (t,L) =0, on te (0,7),

u(0,x) = ug(x),v(T,z) =0, in Q,

satisfies (u,v,h) € C. In particular, v|i=o = 0 in Q.
Proof. We introduce the following spaces
Ry = {u € H3(Q); Ugaza € H ()},
Yo = C((0, T); H () N CH([0, T]; H§ ()
and
Yi = C((0, T} H3(©)) N C1([0,T); H2(2).
Also, let us consider

Py ={(p,¥)) €Y1 x Yy : L — lou € L*(Qr)}.

Thanks to Theorem A.2; Py is nonempty. Moreover, from now on we will use £ instead of L*, since
both are equal.
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Now, define the bilinear form a : Py x Py — R by

a((3,D), (,9)) = Re < /[ @ (@65~ 10%) (T~ Tov)dadt + / / £w><£w)dxdt>

+ Re <// 1 Lp(pdﬂtdlf)
@r

and the linear form G : Py — R given by

(G.(p.0)) = Re [ )

where (-, -) denotes the duality between H~2(2) and HZ(f2). Thanks to Proposition 3.2, the bilinear
form over Py x Py, is sesquilinear, positive and coercive. Let P be the completion of Py with the
norm induced by a(-,-), in this case, a(-,-) is well-defined, continuous and coercive on P x P. Now,
note that for all (¢,v) € Py we have

(G,(0,9)) —Re// fogod:cdt+/ (f')d

<//T ) (l* + ] )dacdt)l/2
(// DT d“dH/T(V*)7(0*)2!\le§{2(Q)dt>

T 1/2
< Cal(g, ), (0, ) (// V72| O dudt + / <u*>7<a*>2||f1||%1-2m>dt) ,

where we use Young inequality on the first inequality. Therefore, GG is a bounded functional on P,
and we can extend it continuously to a bounded functional on P due to the Hahn-Banach theorem.
Hence, from Lax-Milgram’s lemma, we deduce that the variational problem

{ Find (¢,1) € P such that, V(g, ) € P,
a((@, 1), (¢, ¥)) = (G, (0, 9)),

X0
})ePxP.
) by

0— T 1 7
fPedzdt + | (f' ) dt,
0

1/2

(3.12)

has a unique solution (¢,
Let us define (4,0, h

@ =(6) (Lp— lo¥), in Qr,
(3.13) b= (6)2L, in Qr,
h=—i(6)%¢, in Qr,

remembering that £* = £. Thanks to (3.12) and (3.13), we have that
// )7 (18 + 18P + (2) M hP) dedt = a ((5.9). (2. 9)) < oo

Considering (%, 7) be a weak solution of

WUy + Uy — Uggre = fO + 1wha in QTa

10 + Vpz — Uzgzx = fl + lou, in QTa
(3.14) a(t,0) = a(t, L) = 8(t,0) = (t, L) =0,  on te (0,T),

n(£,0) = i (t, L) = 55(£,0) = 65(t,1) = 0, on t € (0,T),

w(0,z) = 0,0(T,z) =0, in

with control h = h and source terms f9 and f!, since h € L2 (gr), we have, from well-posed result
given by Theorem A.2, that (@, ?) are well defined. In the following we prove that the weak solution



18 CAPISTRANO-FILHO AND TANAKA

(@,0) is a solution by transposition. In fact, for every (¢, ) € Pp, it holds from (3.12) and (3.13)
that

T
Re / fOpdrdt + / (f' ) o, o dt + Re / / higdzdt
Qr 0 0 @

:Re//Ta(m)dde/oT (0,L¢) s <z At

From (3.15), we get that

T
A_O ~ _1 — 7 —
Re//Tug d:cdt+/0 <v,g >H—2xH§ dt = Re //@ hpdxdt

T
+Re/ f%dxdwr/ <f1,¢>H_2ng dt,
Qr 0

for all (¢°, gt) € L2(0,T; H}(Q)), that is, (4,0) = (4, @)
Now on, we prove that solutions @ and ¥ of (3.14) are, in fact, more regular. Let us start
defining the functions

(3.15)

wei= (0)7H0) M, ve= ()70

)~
f=@)7206)7 (0 +hly) and f = (0)72(6) 7 f
ng

It follows, from (3.11), that w., v, f} and f2 satisfies the following system
)i+ (0)es = (Worar = 24 (0)2(0) D)0 in .
(3 16) Z‘(U*)t + (U*)xx - (U*)JJJ:J:J: = fx} + loux +1 ((ﬁ)72(&)71)t@7 in QT7
) Ux = Uy = 0, in X,
(us)t=0 = 0, (vs) [t=1 = 0, in Q.

Now, since ( 2(6)~ ) < OT?s( )_ we get that fO + i((ﬁ)_2(6)_1)tz} € L?*(Q) and also
4 ((0)72( )t € L?(0,T; H2(2)). Now, using the results of Section A, for (3.16), we
obtain

uy € L2(0,T; HY(Q)) N L0, T; H2(Q))
and
v, € L2(0,T; H*(Q)) N L>(0, T; L*(Q)).
This finishes the proof of Theorem 3.3. O

3.2. Null controllability: Nonlinear case. In this section we use an inverse mapping theorem
to obtain the existence of insensitizing controls for the fourth order nonlinear Schrodinger equation
(1.5). We invite the reader to see the result below as well as additional comments on [2].

Theorem 3.4 (Inverse Mapping Theorem). Let By and By be two Banach spaces and let
Y:By — B

satisfying Y € CY(By, Ba). Assume that by € By, Y(by) = by and

V' (b1) : By — Bs
is surjective. Then, there exists § > 0 such that, for every ' € By satisfying

16" = bal| B, <6,
there exists a solution of the equation

Y(b)="b, be B.

Finally, we will give the proof of the main result of this manuscript.
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Proof of Theorem 1.2. Consider, in Theorem 3.4, the following
Bi=C and By = L*((#)~%(6)7°(0,T); L*(Q)) x L*((#)~°(6)>(0,T); H*(2)).
Define the operator
V: Bl — BQ

such that B B

V(u,v,h) = (Lu — C|ul*u — 1,h, Lv — Ca*T — Cul*v — low).
Claim 1. Operator Y belongs to C*(By, Bs).

Indeed, first note that all terms of ) are linear except: |u|?u, u?v and |u|?v. So, the Claim 1
is equivalent to prove that the trilinear operator given by
((u1,v1,h1), (u1,v1, ha), (wa, 01, b)) = urugus
and
((u1,v1, h), (w1, 01, ha), (ur, 01, b)) = urugus,

are continuous maps from C3 to L2((2)~%(6)~1(0,T); L3(2)). However, (u;,v;, h;) € C, thus we get
that

(9)7%(&) " u € L2(0,T5 HY((R)) N L%(0, T; H5 (Q) — L*(Qr)
and

()72(6) " u € L*(0, T3 H?((2)) N L*(0, T3 L*(Q)) = L°(Qr),
since we are working in an unidimensional case. At this point, we have fixed A and p such that

By € LA((v) 2 (0") M0, T): LA(Q) x LX((vr") "2 (o) 70, T); H ()
holds. Therefore, by using Holder inequality, we get that
[1()75) P wnuzus|| ) = |1((2)726) ) (2)726) M) (9)726) u3) | g

3 3
<cT]|
k=1

(3.17)

(ﬁ)72(6)71uiHL6(QT) <C H ||(ui’viazi)||(}
k=1

and analogously, we have

3
(79)_6(5)_3U1U2U3HL2(QT) <C H I (ui,vis 20| s
k=1

showing the Claim 1.
Claim 2. Y'(0,0,0) is surjective.

First, note that )(0,0,0) = (0,0). By the other hand, observe that }’(0,0,0) : By — Ba is

given by

y’(O, 0, 0)(ua v, h) = (iut + Upy — Uggge — 1wh, Wt + Vpg — Vpggr — 1(’)u)a
for (u,v,h) € By. Invoking the null controllability result for linear system (1.6), that is, thanks to
Theorem 3.3, V'(0,0,0) is surjective, proving the Claim 2.

Finally, by taking b; = (0,0,0), bo = (0,0) and using Theorem 3.4, there exists 6 > 0 such
that if ||(f°, f1)||B, < §, then we can find a control h such that the triple (u,v,h) € Bj satisfies
V(u,v,h) = (f°, f1). By a particular choice of f0 = f € L2((?)7%(6)71(0,T); L?(R?)) and f! =0,
Theorem 1.2 is showed since a triple (u,v,h) € Bj satisfies v(0) = 0 in £ and solves (1.5). O

4. FURTHER COMMENTS AND OPEN ISSUES

To our knowledge, these results in this article are the first with respect to the existence of
insensitizing controls for the fourth-order Schrédinger equation, in this way, we believe that this
manuscript can open a series of questions, which are discussed now.

2Note that if necessary we could have taken A and u large enough in such a way that this inclusion is still satisfied.
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4.1. Null condition of the initial data. In this point, we discuss the necessity to assume the
null condition of the initial data in Theorem 1.2. In [11], the author proves that under some suitable
conditions the existence of insensitizing controls may or may not hold, which indicates that this
kind of problem cannot be solved for every initial data. In this way, we also have the same drawback
in our result. To overcome this difficulty, we believe that the techniques used for Heat equation, due
De Tereza [11], can be adapted for our case. Precisely, the idea consists in using the fundamental
solution to construct an explicit solution where the observability inequality does not hold.

4.2. About the nonlinear terms. Note that if we change the cubic term |u|?u by a more general
term |u|P~2u, with p > 3, then one must prove a partial null controllability for the following system

WUy + Uy — Uzgzs — |u|p 2u = [+ 1uh, in Q,
W + Vg — Vzgax — Cp|u|pu v — (p + 1)<|u|p = lou, in @,
u(t,0) = u(t,L) = v(t,0) =v(t,L) =0, on te(0,T),
Uy (t,0) = ug(t, L) = v,(¢,0) = vy (¢, L) =0, on te(0,T),
u(0,x) = up(z),v(T,x) =0, in Q.

If the structure of the problem is still the same and we only change the nonlinearity, the main
difficult here is to obtain well-posedness results which gives enough regularity for the solutions to
obtain the analogous Holder estimate as in (3.17). In fact, to solve it one must have valid embedding
from the state spaces into L?~2(Q), for p > 3, which is possible since the following estimate holds

i < Ollullfirsq

1l ]| e

Q)
when s > % and p > 3, see [25] for well-posedness of the general nonlinear problem.

Additionally, if we change to a general type nonlinearity g, we obtain the following optimal
system

g + Ugpy — Ugggr + g(u) = [+ 1uh, in @,
iVt + Voo — Vgzzz + 9 (u)v = low, n Q,
u(t,0) = u(t,L) = v(t,0) =v(t,L) =0, on te(0,T),
Ug(t,0) = ug(t, L) = vy(t,0) = v, (¢, L) =0, on te€(0,7),
u(0,z) = up(z),v(T,x) =0, in Q.

It is expected that most of these problems have no solution, i.e., it is not possible to insensitize
the functional unless we impose some conditions on g. To exemplify the comments above, some of
these issues were already considered for the case of nonlinearities with superlinear growth at infinity.

In [5], the authors dealing with a semilinear heat equation proved positive result of existence of
insensitizing controls considering g € C'! a nonlinear function verifying ¢” € LS (R), g(0) = 0 and
g'(s)

)

lim ————— =
|s|—o0 111(1 + |S|)
furthermore, the result is also valid for nonlinearities g of the form

l9(s)| = |p1(s)[ (1 + |pa(s))),

for all |s| > sp > 0, with « € [0,1) and p;, i = 1,2, are affine functions. Moreover, they proved
negative results of existence considering a nonlinearity g verifying the conditions above, that is,
taking g as

Is|
g(s) = / In%(1+ |o|*)do, for all s € R,
0

but choosing o > 2. Similar results are proved in [33] for a class of nonlinear Ginzburg-Landau
equation.

Thus, in the case of the fourth-order nonlinear Schréodinger equation, this kind of situation,
that is, introducing a function g with certain properties and to prove existence of insensitizing
controls is still an open issue.
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4.3. About the sentinel functional. One way to solve the problems of nonlinearity is to change
the structure of the functional. Due to the lack of regularity of the characteristic function, if we
change it to a more regular function then one can still prove result for more general nonlinearity
|u|P~2u, with p > 3, considering a functional of the form

J(r,h) = % / [ R@)ute, P dza,

where R € C*°(1) is a smooth function with Supp(R) C O.

We note that there exists an uncountable insensitizing control problems as we change the
sentinel functional. In fact, by the equivalent formulation in a cascade system with double the
equations of the original system, controllability problems with less control forces then equations
are not fully understood in PDEs, so they can also be interesting from the control theory point of
view. Some of the motivations for these problems arise from physical phenomena, thus typically
we focus our attention in functionals which have “physical” meanings: If the functional is the local
L?—norm of the the solution then we are looking for controls that locally preserve the energy (kinetic
or potential, depending on the modeling) of the system, and if we change to a first derivative (or
gradient in the N—dimensional case) the problem consists in finding controls that locally preserves
the mean value of the energy.

In this perspective, let D be a derivative operator such as Du = u, or Du = ;. An
interesting — and difficult — problem is to analyze the existence of insensitizing controls when the
sentinel functional take the form

1
J(1,h) = —/ |Du(z, t)*dadt.
2 T
In such, the optimal system become

Z‘ut + Uzpy — Uggaa —_C’U\QU :_f + 1wh7 in QT7
iV + Vog — Vpzze — C0°0 — 2(|u|>v = D(10Du), in  Qr,
u(t,0) = u(t,L) = v(t,0) =v(t,L) =0, on te(0,T),
Uy (t,0) = ug(t, L) = v,(¢,0) = v (¢, L) =0, on te (0,7,
u(0,x) = up(z),v(T,x) =0, in Q.

Again, it is not expected to obtain positive results of existence of insensitizing controls for every
differential operator D in virtue of the lack of regularity provoked by coupling term D(1pDu), since
(again) the characteristic function is not regular. Despite that, Guerrero [19] dealt with a parabolic
equation. The author proved a positive result of existence considering a functional depending on
the gradient of the solution. Since the equation was linear, with constant coefficients, the argument
consisted in considering a global Carleman estimate with different exponents, not for the equation,
but for the equation satisfied by the Laplacian of the solutions to then recover information using
the equation with the coupling. This is not the case when dealing with a nonlinear problem since
deriving the equation would give us many other terms. In [21], the same author proved a similar
result considering a linear Stokes equation with constant coefficients but with for the curl of the
solution. Finally, we cite the work of the second author [22], where the authors proved positive
results of insensitizing controls considering a functional depending on the gradient of the solution
for the cubic nonlinear Ginzburg-Landau equation. The result arose by proving a new suitable
Carleman estimate for the Ginzburg-Landau equation.

In this spirit, there are many alternatives to define the sentinel functional related with the
insensitizing controls problems for 4NLS. Thus, we expect that these three works together with the
results on this paper, open prospect to prove similar results considering a sentinel functional with
the gradient of the solution. Moreover, since the Carleman estimate (2.3) has third order terms,
maybe it is possible, at some point, to adapt the arguments to consider a functional with the
Laplacian of the solution of the 4NLS, but clearly, to prove it is necessary new arguments of those
that were applied here, at least proving a new Carleman estimate for the fourth-order Schrodinger
equation, as was done in [18, Theorem 1.1] for the Cahn-Hilliard type equation. The readers are
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invited to read the recent and interesting work by Imanuvilov and Yamamoto [20], which proves a
Carleman estimate for a fourth-order parabolic equation in general dimensions.

4.4. N—dimensional case. Zheng and Zhou [34] studied the boundary controllability of the 4NLS
in a bounded domain Q C R”. Using a L?—Neumann boundary control, the authors proved that
the solution of 4NLS is exactly controllable in H~2(f2) using the Hilbert Uniqueness Method and
multiplier techniques. In the sense of existence of insensitizing controls, we conjecture that the
Carleman inequality shown here can be extended to the N —dimensional case. Thus, if we consider
the sentinel functional as defined in (1.3), our result remains valid, for this case. However, the main
issue here is when we consider a functional like the one mentioned in the Subsection 4.3 or other
types of functional associated with the nonlinear problem. This type of problem looks interesting
and still is open for the fourth-order nonlinear Schrédinger equation.
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CAPES grants 88881.311964/2018-01 and 88881.520205/2020-01, MATHAMSUD grant 21-MATH-
03 and Propesqi (UFPE).

APPENDIX A. WELL-POSEDNESS

In this section we will show some results about the existence of solution for system

WU + Uy — Uggze = FO, in  Qr,
W + Vg — Vpgzx = F! + lou, in  Qr,

(A1) w(t,0) = w(t, L) = un(t,0) = wa(t, L) =0, on e (0,T),
v(t,0) = v(t,L) = v,(t,0) = vy(t, L) =0, on te(0,7),
u(0,x) = up(z),v(T,x) =0, in Q,

for given ug and (F°, F'). The proofs in here can be adapted to prove the existence of solutions
for systems (1.6) and (2.4).

A.1. The linearized system. We first consider the simplest linear equation with null boundary
conditions which is a linearized version of (1.2) around zero. More precisely, we consider the
following

Ut + Ugy — Uggger = f, in QT,
(A.2) u(t,0) = u(t,L) = ugy(t,0) = uy(t,L) =0, on (0,7),
u(0,x) = up(z), in Q.

The first result is a consequence of the semigroup theory. Before presenting it, let us consider the
differential operator A : D(A) C L*(Q) — L?*(Q) given by
AU = Uy — MWaper,

with domain D(A) = H*(Q) N HZ(Q). Thus, the nonhomogeneous linear system (A.2) takes the
form

(A.3) {Ut(t) = Au(t) +if(t), tel0,T],

u(0) = wo.
The following proposition guarantees some properties for the operator A. Precisely, the result
ensures the existence of regular solutions for the system (A.2).

Proposition A.1. Let f € C*([0,T]; L*(Q)) and ug € D(A), then (A.2) has a unique solution
(A4) u € C([0,T]; HH(Q) N Hg(Q)) N ([0, T]; L* ().
Proof. Consider the linear operator defined by A. This allows us to rewrite (A.2) in the abstract

form (A.3). We have that A is self-adjoint operator and A is m-dissipative. Indeed, first, is not
difficult to see that

(Au,v)12(0) = (u, Av)[2(q),
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for all u,v € D(A). That is, A is symmetric. Additionally, D(A*) = D(A), so A is self-adjoint.
Finally, we have

(Au,u)r2(0) = Re (z/(um - umm)ﬂdx> = Re <z/ —(Jug|* + \uml2)dx> =0,
Q Q

for any u € D(A), and then A is dissipative. Therefore, A is a m-dissipative operator (e.g. [9,
Corollary 2.4.8]) and by the Hille-Yosida—Phillips theorem (e.g. [9, Theorem 3.4.4]) we obtain that
A is a generator of a contraction semigroup in L?(Q). Thus, if ug € D(A) and f € C([0,T]; L*(2)),
then equation (A.2) has solutions u with the regularity (A.4). (e.g. [9, Proposition 4.1.6]). O

A.2. The coupled linearized system. We are now concerned with the existence of solutions
for the coupled linearized system. More precisely, we will prove the well-posedness results to the
system (A.1). First, consider the linear unbounded operator A defined in the previous subsection

and
Alu = —tUgy + Upgas € H*Q(Q)7
D(Ar) = H3(Q).

Both operators are m-dissipative with dense domains; therefore, they generate the Cjy semigroups
of contractions Sy and Sy, respectively. Now, consider the following spaces:

Yo = C((0,T]; D(4)) N C([0, T]; L*(%2)
and
Yi = C(0.7); D(A) 1 CH((0,T); H~2()).

The next result is dedicated to prove the existence of regular solutions for (A.1)
Theorem A.2 (Regular solutions). Assume that ug € D (A),

F' e C([0,7), HY(Q) N HF(Q)) nWh (0,7 HY(Q) N HF (Q))
and

FleC (0,7, H Q) nWwh(0,T; H*(Q)).

Then, problem (A.1) has a unique regular solution in the sense that

(u,v) € Yo x Y1,

. + _ _ FO

Wt ™ Ugy — Uggaxxr = s

W + Vpz — Vzzor = Ft + low,
ul,_y = uo, V|,_p = 0.

Proof. Note that, thanks to [9, Proposition 4.1.6], we get that the mild solution
t
u(t) = So(t)uo +/ So(t — s)FO(s)ds € Y
0
verifies

(A.5)

- _ 170
1t + Ugy — Uggze = I,
ul,_y = Uo.

Now, it is not difficult to see that

T T
/ |(ulp) (s)H%_z(Q) ds < sup / / |ul - sdzdt < // u|? dadt,
0 CEHg(Q),||C||Hg(Q):1 0 o Qr

and hence ulp € C ([0,T], H2(Q)) N W (0,T; H2()) . Then, applying again [9, Proposition
4.1.6], and we get that the mild solution

T
v(t) = /t Si(s —t) (F1 + lou) (s)ds € 3
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satisfies
(AG) 1t + Vg — Vzgze = F! + 1Ou7
Vg =0
Thus, Theorem A.2 is achieved putting together (u,v) satisfying (A.5) and (A.6). O

A.3. Transposition solutions. In what follows, we will talk about transposition solutions that
are of particular interest for the purposes of this paper.

Definition 2. Let ug € L%(Q) and (F°, F') € [L2(0,T; H=2(Q))]2. We say that a pair
(u,v) € L*(0,T; H3(Q)) x L*(Q7)

is a solution in the transposition sense of (A.1), if it satisfies

T T
/0 <90’U>H—2Hg dt:Re/ﬂgp(O)u_od:c—l—/O <F0’90>H—2Hg dt

T T
Re// glvdxdt:Re/ /uﬂdxdwr/ (F' ) o dt
Qr 0o Jo 0 0

for every (go,gl) € L? (O,T; H_Q(Q)) x L% (Qr), where {-,-) denotes the duality between H~2(£
and H2(Q), and (¢,1)) is the solution of

(A7)

10t + Pre — Pazez = 90’ in  Qr,
Wt + Yoz — Vrgze = 91’ in  Qr,

(A.8) @(t,0) = o(t, L) = ¢z (t,0) = 2 (t, L) =0, on t€(0,T),
1/)(75,0) = ¢(t’ L) = T;Z)m(t’o) = T;Z)m(ta L) =0, on te (OaT)’
o(T,x) = 0,¢¥(0,z) =0, m Q.

We have the following result about the existence and uniqueness of transposition solutions.

Theorem A.3. Forug € L*(Q) and (F°, F') € [L*(0,T; H*Q(Q))]Q, there exists a unique (u,v) €
[LQ (O,T; HS(Q))]Q satisfying (A.7) for every (go,gl) € L? (O,T; H_Q(Q)) x L2 (Qr), where (o, 1))
is solution of (A.8).

Proof. Let Wy : L2(0,T; H3(2)) — R the operator defined by

T
0y — — 0
\Ill(h ) - RG/QQD(O)Uodx +/ <F ’SD>H_2H§ dt’
where ¢ satisfies the first equation of (A.8) for ¢° := rY_ .. € L*(0,T; H=2(Q)). From the energy

estimates, it is easy to see the continuity of W;. Then thanks to the Lax-Milgran theorem, there
exists u € L?(0,T; H3(Q)) such that

T
/ <go,u>H,2Hg dt = Re // R Tppdrdt = Wy (h0),
0 Qr

for every ¢ € H~2(Q), with ¢° = hY,... Analogously, we have the existence of v € L?*(Qr)

satisfying the second equation of (A 7), since the linear form

= Re / / u - pdaxdt + / <F1,¢>H,2Hg dt

is continuous in L?(Qr).

Claim: We have that v belongs to L?(0,T; HZ(f2)).

Indeed, first, we take sequences of regular data such that ufj — uo in L*(Q2) and (F3, Fj) —
(F°,F') in L* (0,T; H%(Q)) x L?(Qr). We show that the regular solutions (uy,,vy,) for (A.1)
(whose existence is given in Theorem A.2) with initial data u{ and (F,g ,Fﬁ) on the right-hand
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side, are also a solution in the transposition sense; moreover, it is bounded in [L2 (O, T; Hg(Q))]2

Hence, in the limit, we obtain that (u,v) € [L* (0, T} H2(Q))]2
Finally, for uniqueness, suppose that (G, ) is another solution of ( . Thus,

T
Re/ <g0,u > 22 dt =0 and Re// (v—"20) dwdt—Re/ / wdxdt
0 QT

for all ¢ € L?(0,T; H%(Q2)) and ¢g' € L? (Q7) . Hence, y = § and z = 2. O
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