arXiv:2212.14586v2 [math.AP] 15 Sep 2023

NULL-CONTROLLABILITY FOR WEAKLY DISSIPATIVE HEAT-LIKE EQUATIONS

PAUL ALPHONSE AND ARMAND KOENIG

Abstract. We study the null-controllability properties of heat-like equations posed on the whole Euclidean space ℝ^𝑛. These evolution equations are associated with Fourier multipliers of the form 𝜌(|𝐷_𝑥 |), where 𝜌 ∶ [0, +∞) → ℂ is a measurable function such that Re 𝜌 is bounded from below. We consider the “weakly dissipative” case, a typical example of which is given by the fractional heat equations associated with the multipliers 𝜌(𝜉) = 𝜉^𝑠 in the regime 𝑠 ∈ (0, 1), for which very few results exist. We identify sufficient conditions and necessary conditions on the control supports for the null-controllability to hold. More precisely, we prove that these equations are null-controllable in any positive time from control supports which are sufficiently thick at all scales. Under assumptions on the multiplier 𝜌, in particular assuming that 𝜌(𝜉) = 𝑜(𝜉), we also prove that the null-controllability implies that the control support is thick at all scales, with an explicit lower bound of the thickness ratio in terms of the multiplier 𝜌. Finally, using Smith-Volterra-Cantor sets, we provide examples of non-trivial control supports that satisfy these necessary or sufficient conditions.

1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation. We study the null-controllability properties of the following class of parabolic heatlike equations

(𝐸_𝜌) {

𝜕_𝑡𝑓(𝑡, 𝑥) + 𝜌(|𝐷_𝑥|)𝑓(𝑡, 𝑥) = 1_𝜔𝑢(𝑡, 𝑥), (𝑡, 𝑥) ∈ ℝ^∗_+ × ℝ^𝑛, 𝑓(0, ⋅) = 𝑓_0 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛).

Above, the operator 𝜌(|𝐷_𝑥|) is the Fourier multiplier associated with the symbol 𝜌(|𝜉|), with | ⋅ | the canonical Euclidean norm in ℝ^𝑛, the function 𝜌 ∶ [0, +∞) → ℂ being measurable such that Re 𝜌 is bounded from below, and 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 is a measurable set with positive Lebesgue measure. We investigate the relationship between the geometry of 𝜔 and the null-controllability properties of these heat-like equations, defined as follows.

Definition 1. Let 𝑇 > 0 and 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 be a measurable set with positive measure. The equation (𝐸_𝜌) is said to be null-controllable from 𝜔 in time 𝑇 > 0 when for all 𝑓_0 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛), there exists a control 𝑢 ∈ 𝐿^2((0, 𝑇) × 𝜔) such that the mild solution of (𝐸_𝜌) satisfies 𝑓(𝑇, ⋅) = 0.

Although the null-controllability properties of parabolic equations posed on bounded domains of ℝ^𝑛 have been known for years [19, 22, 23, 3, 4, 7], the same study for parabolic equations posed on the whole Euclidean space ℝ^𝑛, as the equations (𝐸_𝜌), is quite recent. It follows from previous works [1, 2, 6, 11, 12, 14, 21, 25, 26] that the null-controllability properties of such models, and also their approximate null-controllability or the stabilization properties, are associated with the geometric notion of thickness, defined as follows.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 93B05, 93C05, 35R11.

Key words and phrases. Null-controllability; diffusive equations; 𝛾-thick sets; Cantor-Smith-Volterra sets. This work has been partially supported by the ANR LabEx CIMI (under grant ANR-11-LABX-0040) within the French State Programme “Investissements d’Avenir”. 1

Definition 2. Given 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1) and 𝑟 > 0, the set 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 is said to be 𝛾-thick at scale 𝑟, or (𝛾, 𝑟)-thick, when it is measurable and satisfies

∀𝑥 ∈ ℝ^𝑛, Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≥ 𝛾 Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)), where Leb denotes the Lebesgue measure in ℝ^𝑛.

Precisely, it is known from the work [2] that the thickness is a geometric necessary condition for the null-controllability of the general equations (𝐸_𝜌) (in fact, more generally, for the rapid stabilization of such equations). This condition also turns out to be a necessary and sufficient condition that ensures the null-controllability in any positive time 𝑇 > 0 of the fractional heat equations (𝐸_{𝜌𝑠} ) associated with the multipliers 𝜌_𝑠(𝑡) = 𝑡^𝑠 in the regime 𝑠 > 1 [1, 12, 24, 26]. For this particular class of equations, which will serve as a common thread throughout this introduction, it was also proven in [16] that in the weak-dissipation regime 𝑠 ∈ (0, 1), positive null-controllability results can not be obtained from control supports 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 which are not dense in the whole space ℝ^𝑛, this result being also established in the critical dissipation regime 𝑠 = 1 (corresponding to the half-heat equation) in dimension 𝑛 = 1 [17, Théorème 2.3][20].

From this point on, two areas of work naturally emerge. On the one hand, it would be interesting to characterize the multipliers 𝜌 for which the thickness is a necessary and sufficient geometric condition that ensures the null-controllability of the associated evolution equations (𝐸_𝜌), as with the strongly-dissipative heat equations (it is worth noting that the generalized Lebeau-Robianno’s method as stated by Duyckaerts and Miller [10, Theorem 6.1] together with Kovrijkine’s spectral estimate [18] gives a first result on this topic). One the other hand, it would be interesting to study the null-controllability properties of the heat-like equations (𝐸_𝜌) in a weak-dissipation setting, for which very few results have been obtained so far, and to continue the studies carried out in the works [16, 17, 20], in particular by looking for control supports from which these equations can be controlled to zero. In the following, we will only focus on this second point.

1.2. Main results. In the present work, we prove that the null-controllability properties of the parabolic heat-like equations (𝐸_𝜌) is associated with the following stronger notion of thickness in the weak-dissipation regime.

Definition 3. Given some 𝑟_0 > 0 and a function 𝛾 ∶ (0, 𝑟_0] → [0, 1], a measurable set 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 is said to be thick with respect to 𝛾 (or 𝛾-thick) when it satisfies that for every 𝑟 ∈ (0, 𝑟_0] and 𝑥 ∈ ℝ^𝑛, Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≥ 𝛾(𝑟) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)).

This definition can be rephrased as “𝜔 is 𝛾(𝑟)-thick at every scale 𝑟 ∈ (0, 𝑟_0]”. Therefore, being thick with respect to 𝛾 is a far stronger notion than the usual notion of thickness.

We first prove a general result stating that the parabolic equation (𝐸_𝜌) is always null-controllable from control supports 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 being thick with respect to some function 𝛾_𝜌 associated to the multiplier 𝜌 (under reasonnable assumptions).

Theorem 4. Let 𝜌 ∶ [0, +∞) → ℂ be a function such that Re 𝜌 is a non-negative continuous function satisfying lim_{+∞} Re 𝜌 = +∞. Let 𝑟_0 > 0 and 𝛾_𝜌 ∶ (0, 𝑟_0] → (0, 1] be the function defined by

(1) 𝛾_𝜌(𝑟) ≔ 𝑐_0 exp(−𝑐_1(Re 𝜌)(1∕𝑟)^𝛼),

where 𝑐_0 ∈ (0, 1), 𝑐_1 > 0 and 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) are some parameters. Let 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 be 𝛾_𝜌-thick. Then, for every 𝑇 > 0, the parabolic equation (𝐸_𝜌) is null-controllable from 𝜔 in time 𝑇.

Under additional assumptions on the multiplier 𝜌, we also prove that the thickness with respect to some function ̃𝛾_𝜌 ∶ (0, 𝑟_0] → [0, 1] is also a necessary condition for the null-controllability to hold.

Theorem 5. Let 𝐾 > 0 and 𝒞 = {𝜉 ∈ ℂ, Re(𝜉) > 𝐾, |Im(𝜉)| < 𝐾^{−1} Re(𝜉)}. Let 𝜌 ∶ 𝒞 ∪ ℝ_+ → ℂ be such that

∙ 𝜌 is holomorphic on 𝒞, ∙ 𝜌(𝜉) = 𝑜(𝜉) as |𝜉| → ∞, 𝜉 ∈ 𝒞, ∙ 𝜌 is measurable on ℝ_+ and inf_{ℝ+} Re(𝜌) > −∞, ∙ there exists 𝐶 > 0 such that for 𝜉 ∈ 𝒞, |Im(𝜌(𝜉))| ≤ 𝐶 Re(𝜌(𝜉)), ∙ ln(𝜉) = 𝑜(Re 𝜌(𝜉)) in the limit |𝜉| → +∞, 𝜉 ∈ 𝒞.

Let 𝑇 > 0 and 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 be measurable. Assume that the parabolic equation (𝐸_𝜌) is null controllable from 𝜔 in time 𝑇 > 0.

There exists 𝜆 > 0 and 𝑐 > 0 such that if 𝜖 > 0, and if 𝑟 ↦ ℎ_𝑟 is defined for small enough 𝑟 and such that for every 𝑟 small enough, (2) √ ℎ_𝑟(2𝑇 + 𝜖) Re 𝜌 ( 𝜆 ℎ_𝑟

) ≤ 𝑟,

then, for every small enough 𝑟 > 0, and 𝑥 ∈ ℝ^𝑛, we have Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟))

≥ 𝑐𝑟^{−𝑛} exp (−2(𝑇 + 𝜖) Re 𝜌 ( 𝜆 ℎ_𝑟

)) .

Remark 6.

∙ The hypothesis 𝜌(𝜉) = 𝑜(𝜉) is a rigorous way of saying that the heat-like equation (𝐸_𝜌) is weakly dissipative. Since the null-controllability is known to hold for strongly dissipative equations (e.g., the heat equation) on any thick set, one cannot expect to obtain theorem 5 without a hypothesis of this kind.

∙ The hypotheses |Im(𝜌(𝜉))| ≤ 𝐶 Re(𝜌(𝜉)) and ln(𝜉) = 𝑜(Re 𝜌(𝜉)) are mainly assumed for cosmetic reasons. We could prove some results with weaker hypotheses, but the result (and the proof) would be even more tedious. This would be of dubious interest, as such, we prefer not to detail these results here.

∙ The holomorphy hypothesis is a technical limitation of our strategy of proof involving complex deformation of integration path. Proving a version of theorem 5 without this hypothesis is an open problem.

Remark 7. Given some function 𝛾 ∶ (0, 𝑟_0] → [0, 1], an example of set being 𝛾-thick is of course the whole space ℝ^𝑛, but it might be difficult to visualize non trivial examples of sets satisfying this property. In section 4, we construct subsets 𝜔 of ℝ^𝑛 which are 𝛾-thick and such that Leb(ℝ^𝑛 ⧵ 𝜔) > 0. Roughly speaking, when 𝛾 is assumed to be decreasing and satisfying 𝛾(𝑟) → 0 as 𝑟 → 0, these are complements of Smith-Volterra-Cantor sets associated with the sequence ( 24(𝛾(2^{−𝑛})−𝛾(2^{−𝑛−1})) ) 𝑛≥0 (whose definition we recall in definition 17). We refer to proposition 20 for the details.

Let us now apply theorem 4 and theorem 5 to the fractional heat equations.

Example 8. For all positive real number 𝑠 > 0, let us consider the multiplier 𝜌_𝑠 ∶ [0, +∞) → [0, +∞) defined for all 𝑡 ≥ 0 by 𝜌_𝑠(𝑡) = 𝑡^𝑠. Let us consider a positive time 𝑇 > 0 and a measurable set 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛. As recalled in the beginning of the introduction, the null-controllability properties of the associated fractional heat equation (𝐸_{𝜌𝑠} ) are well understood in the high-dissipation regime 𝑠 > 1. We will therefore only focus on the weak-dissipation regime 𝑠 ∈ (0, 1].

On the one hand, it follows from theorem 4 that in the regime 𝑠 ∈ (0, 1], and when the set 𝜔 is thick with respect to the function 𝛾_𝑠(𝑟) = 𝑐_0 exp(−𝑐_1𝑟^{𝛼𝑠}), where 𝑐_0, 𝑐_1 > 0 and 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) are parameters, then the fractional heat equation (𝐸_{𝜌𝑠} ) is null-controllable from 𝜔 at time 𝑇. As far as we know, this is the first positive null-controllability result for the fractional heat equation in the weak-dissipative regime 𝑠 ∈ (0, 1].

On the other hand, notice that when 𝑠 ∈ (0, 1), the condition (2) of theorem 5 is satisfied with ℎ_𝑟 = 𝑟^{2∕(1−𝑠)} for the above multiplier 𝜌_𝑠. As a consequence, still in the regime 𝑠 ∈ (0, 1), it follows from theorem 5 that if the fractional heat equation (𝐸_{𝜌𝑠} ) is null-controllable from 𝜔 at time 𝑇, then there exist some positive constants 𝑐_0, 𝑐_1 > 0 such that 𝜔 is thick with respect to the function 𝛾_𝑠(𝑟) = 𝑐_0 exp(−𝑐_1𝑟^{2𝑠∕(1−𝑠)}). Notice that we do not consider the critical case 𝑠 = 1, whose understanding remains an open problem.

Remark 9. Let us consider the fractional heat equation associated to the Fourier multiplier 𝜌_𝑠(𝑡) = 𝑡^𝑠 as above, with 𝑠 ≤ 1. In dimension one, one popular way to study the null-controllability of PDEs is the moment method. The is the strategy employed by Micu and Zuazua [22], using shaped controls, i.e., controls of the form 𝑢(𝑡)ℎ(𝑥).

Our results underline the difference between shaped controls and internal controls (the kind of controls we are considering). Indeed, example 8 show that if 𝜔 is sufficiently thick, the fractional heat equation is null controllable with internal controls; but if we consider shaped controls, then null-controllability never holds, whatever the profile ℎ is [22, Section 5] (see also [23, Appendix]).

2. Sufficient condition

This section is devoted to the proof of theorem 4, which states that given a function 𝜌 ∶ [0, +∞) → ℂ such that Re 𝜌 is a continuous non-negative function such that lim_{+∞} Re 𝜌 = +∞, the parabolic equation (𝐸_𝜌) is null-controllable from any set 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 being thick with respect to the density 𝛾_𝜌 ∶ (0, 𝑟_0] → (0, 1] defined by eq. (1), and in any positive time 𝑇 > 0.

By the Hilbert Uniqueness Method (see, e.g., [9, Theorem 2.44]), the null-controllability of the parabolic equation (𝐸_𝜌) is equivalent to the observability of the heat-like semigroup (e^{−𝑡𝜌(|𝐷𝑥|)})_{𝑡≥0}, that we recall in the following definition.

Definition 10. Let 𝑇 > 0, and let 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 be measurable. The semigroup (e^{−𝑡𝜌(|𝐷𝑥 |)})_{𝑡≥0} is said to be observable from the set 𝜔 in time 𝑇 if there exists a positive constant 𝐶_{𝜔,𝑇} > 0 such that for all 𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛),

‖e^{−𝑇𝜌(|𝐷𝑥 |)}𝑔‖^2_{𝐿2(ℝ𝑛)} ≤ 𝐶_{𝜔,𝑇} ∫ 𝑇 0 ‖e^{−𝑡𝜌(|𝐷𝑥|)}𝑔‖^2_{𝐿2(𝜔)} d𝑡.

We will prove that the heat-like semigroup (e^{−𝑡𝜌(|𝐷𝑥|)})_{𝑡≥0} is indeed observable, with an upper bound on the observability constant. This will imply that the heat-like equation (𝐸_𝜌) is null-controllable.

Theorem 11. Let 𝑐_0 ∈ (0, 1), 𝑐_1 > 0, 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) and let 𝛾_𝜌 be defined by eq. (1). Let 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 be 𝛾_𝜌-thick. There exists a positive constant 𝐶 > 0 such that for all 𝑇 > 0 and 𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛),

‖e^{−𝑇𝜌(|𝐷𝑥 |)}𝑔‖^2_{𝐿2(ℝ𝑛)} ≤ 𝐶 exp ( 𝐶 𝑇^{𝛼∕(1−𝛼)} ) ∫ 𝑇 0 ‖e^{−𝑡𝜌(|𝐷𝑥|)}𝑔‖^2_{𝐿2(𝜔)} d𝑡,

where 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) is the parameter appearing in the definition of the function 𝛾_𝜌.

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of theorem 11. This will be done in two steps: first proving a spectral estimate reminiscent of Jerison and Lebeau’s spectral inequality [15, Theorem 14.6] or Logvinenko-Sereda-Kovrijkine estimate [18], and second using Lebeau and Robbiano’s method, as stated in the following theorem proven by Beauchard and Pravda-Starov.

Theorem 12 (Theorem 2.1 in [5]). Let 𝜔 be a measurable subset of ℝ^𝑛 with positive Lebesgue measure, (𝜋_𝑘)_{𝑘≥1} be a family of orthogonal projections defined on 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛) and (𝑒^{𝑡𝐴})_{𝑡≥0} be a contraction semigroup on 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛). Assume that there exist 𝑐_1, 𝑐_2, 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑡_0, 𝑚 > 0 some positive constants with 𝑎 < 𝑏 such that the following spectral inequality

∀𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛), ∀𝑘 ≥ 1, ‖𝜋_𝑘𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ 𝑒^{𝑐1𝑘𝑎} ‖𝜋_𝑘𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(𝜔)}, and the following dissipation estimate

∀𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛), ∀𝑘 ≥ 1, ∀0 < 𝑡 < 𝑡_0, ‖(1 − 𝜋_𝑘)(𝑒^{𝑡𝐴}𝑔)‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ 1 𝑐_2 𝑒^{−𝑐2𝑡𝑚 𝑘𝑏} ‖𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_), hold. Then, there exists a positive constant 𝐶 > 1 such that the following observability estimate holds

∀𝑇 > 0, ∀𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛), ‖𝑒^{𝑇𝐴}𝑔‖^2_{𝐿2(ℝ𝑛)} ≤ 𝐶 exp ( 𝐶 𝑇^{𝑎𝑚𝑏−𝑎} ) ∫ 𝑇 0 ‖𝑒^{𝑡𝐴}𝑔‖^2_{𝐿2(𝜔)} d𝑡.

In the rest of this section, in order to alleviate the text, we will denote the spectral projectors associated with the operator (Re 𝜌)(|𝐷_𝑥|) as follows (3) 𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌} = 1_{(−∞,𝜆]}((Re 𝜌)(|𝐷_𝑥|)), 𝜆 ≥ 0. Let us now prove the following spectral estimates.

Proposition 13. Let 𝑐_0 ∈ (0, 1), 𝑐_1 > 0, 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) and let 𝛾_𝜌 be defined by eq. (1). Let 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 be 𝛾_𝜌-thick. Then, there exists a positive constant 𝑐 > 0 such that ∀𝜆 > 0, ∀𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛), ‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ 𝑐e^{𝑐𝜆𝛼} ‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(𝜔)}.

Remark 14. The proof of proposition 13 will be based on Kovrikine’s spectral estimate [18, Theorem 3] stating that there exists a universal positive constant 𝐾 > 0 depending only on the dimension 𝑛 such that for all (𝛾, 𝐿)-thick set 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛, with 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1] and 𝐿 > 0, for all 𝜆 ≥ 0 and 𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛) such that Supp ^𝑔 ⊂ 𝐵(0, 𝜆), we have

(4) ‖𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ (𝐾 𝛾 )𝐾(1+𝐿𝜆)

‖𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(𝜔)}.

Proof of proposition 13. Let us consider some 𝜆 > 0 and 𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛) be fixed. Recall that by definition of thickness with respect to 𝛾_𝜌, the set 𝜔 is 𝛾_𝜌(𝑟)-thick at every scale 𝑟 ∈ (0, 𝑟_0], meaning that the following estimate holds for every 𝑟 ∈ (0, 𝑟_0] and 𝑥 ∈ ℝ^𝑛, Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≥ 𝛾(𝑟) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)).

On the other hand, by definition (3) of the spectral projector 𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}, the function ^ 𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔 is supported in 𝐵(0, 𝜌^†(𝜆)), where 𝜌^†(𝜆) ∶= sup { 𝜇 ≥ 0 ∶ Re 𝜌(𝜇) ≤ 𝜆 } . Notice that 𝜌^†(𝜆) is well-defined since lim_{+∞} Re 𝜌 = +∞ by assumption. We therefore deduce from the spectral estimate (4) that for all 𝑟 ∈ (0, 𝑟_0],

‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ ( 𝐾 𝛾_𝜌(𝑟)

)𝐾(1+𝑟𝜌^†(𝜆)) ‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(𝜔)},

where the constant 𝐾 > 0 only depends on the dimension 𝑛. Assume for now that 𝜆 ≥ 𝜆_𝜌, where 𝜆_𝜌 > 0 is defined so that ∀𝜆 ≥ 𝜆_𝜌, 𝜌^†(𝜆) ≥ 1∕𝑟_0.

Then, by choosing 𝑟 = 1∕𝜌^†(𝜆) ∈ (0, 𝑟_0] in the above estimate, we obtain that ‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ ( 𝐾 𝛾_𝜌(1∕𝜌^†(𝜆)) )2𝐾 ‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(𝜔)}.

Moreover, since the function Re 𝜌 is continuous, it follows from the definition of 𝛾_𝜌 and the definition of 𝜌^†(𝜆) that 𝛾_𝜌(1∕𝜌^†(𝜆)) = 𝑐_0 exp(−𝑐_1(Re 𝜌)(𝜌^†(𝜆))^𝛼) = 𝑐_0 exp(−𝑐_1𝜆^𝛼).

As consequence, we obtain the following estimate

‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ ( 𝐾 𝑐_0 )2𝐾 𝑒^{2𝑐1𝐾𝜆𝛼} ‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(𝜔)}.

For the case 0 < 𝜆 < 𝜆_𝜌, we use again Kovrijkine’s estimate to find a 𝐶_1 such that for every 𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛), ‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ 𝐶_1‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(𝜔)}, since 𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}(𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛)) ⊂ 𝜋_{𝜆𝜌,𝜌}(𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛)). Therefore, for any 𝑐_0 > 0, and in particular for 𝑐_0 = 2𝑐_1𝐾, we have ‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ 𝐶_1e^{𝑐0𝜆𝛼} ‖𝜋_{𝜆,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(𝜔)}.

This ends the proof of proposition 13. □

Proof of theorem 11. Given a positive time 𝑇 > 0 and a set 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ^𝑛 being thick with respect to the function 𝛾_𝜌 defined in (1), we are now in position to prove an observability estimate for the semigroup (e^{−𝑡𝜌(|𝐷𝑥|)})_{𝑡≥0} from 𝜔 in time 𝑇. First notice from Plancherel’s theorem that the following dissipation estimates hold for any 𝑡 > 0, 𝑘 ≥ 1 and 𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛),

‖(1 − 𝜋_{𝑘,𝜌})(e^{−𝑡𝜌(|𝐷𝑥 |)}𝑔)‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) = ‖(1 − 𝜋_{𝑘,𝜌})(e^{−𝑡(Re 𝜌)(|𝐷𝑥|)}𝑔)‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ 𝑒^{−𝑡𝑘}‖𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_). On the other hand, it follows from proposition 13 that there exists a positive constant 𝑐 > 0 such that ∀𝑘 ≥ 1, ∀𝑔 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ^𝑛), ‖𝜋_{𝑘,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ 𝑐e^{𝑐𝜆𝛼} ‖𝜋_{𝑘,𝜌}𝑔‖_𝐿2_{(𝜔)}, where 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1) is the parameter appearing in the definition of the function 𝛾_𝜌. Theorem 11 is then a consequence of theorem 12. □

3. Necessary condition

The aim of this section is to prove theorem 5. To that end, we will use some asymptotics on the evolution of coherent states [16, Section 4], that we recall here.

Let 𝐾 > 0, and 𝒞 ⊂ ℂ be as in the statement of theorem 5. For 𝜉 = (𝜉_𝑖)_{1≤𝑖≤𝑛} ∈ ℂ^𝑛, we will denote |𝜉| = (∑ 𝑖 |𝜉_𝑖|^2

)1∕2

(the usual norm) and 𝑁(𝜉) = (∑ 𝑖 𝜉^2_𝑖

)1∕2

with principal value of the square root. Notice that for 𝜉 ∈ ℝ^𝑛, 𝑁(𝜉) = 𝑁(𝜉) = |𝜉|.

In this section, we choose some quantities as follows:

(1) let 𝜆 > 0 large enough (for instance 𝜆 = 4(𝐾 + 1)) and 𝜉_0 = (𝜆, 0, … , 0) ∈ ℝ^𝑛, (2) let 𝛿 > 0 small enough such that for every 𝜉 ∈ ℝ^𝑛 and 𝑥 ∈ ℝ^𝑛, |𝜉 − 𝜉_0| < 𝛿 and |𝑥| < 𝛿 implies 𝑁(𝜉 + 𝜉_0 + 𝑖𝑥) ∈ 𝒞, (3) let 𝜒 ∈ 𝐶^∞_𝑐 (𝐵(0, 𝛿)) such that 0 ≤ 𝜒 ≤ 1 and 𝜒 ≡ 1 on a neighborhood of 0, say 𝐵(0, 𝛿_2), (4) finally, for every 0 < ℎ ≤ ℎ_0, we define

(5) 𝜖(ℎ) ∶= 𝑇 sup_{|𝜉|<𝛿,|𝑥|<𝛿} ℎ | | | | | 𝜌 ( 𝑁(𝜉 + 𝜉_0 + 𝑖𝑥) ℎ ) | | | | | . Under these assumptions, we will state some upper and lower bounds on the following function:

(6) 𝑔_ℎ(𝑡, 𝑥) ∶= ∫

ℝ^𝑛

𝜒(𝜉 − 𝜉_0)e^{−(𝜉−𝜉0)2∕2ℎ+i𝑥𝜉∕ℎ−𝑡𝜌(|𝜉|∕ℎ)} d𝜉.

Proposition 15. Under the above assumptions, we have uniformly in 0 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑇 and |𝑥| small enough

𝑔_ℎ(𝑡, 𝑥) = (2𝜋ℎ)^{𝑛∕2}e^{𝑖𝑥𝜉0∕ℎ−𝑥2∕2ℎ−𝑡𝜌}

(_{𝑁(𝜉0−𝑖𝑥)} ℎ )_{+𝑂}(_{𝜖(ℎ)}2 ℎ )( 1 + 𝑂(ℎ + 𝜖(ℎ)) ) , in the limit ℎ → 0^+.

Proof. With 𝜌_{𝑡,ℎ}(𝜉) ∶= −𝑡𝜌(𝑁(𝜉)) and with the notations of [16, §3.2], 𝑔_ℎ(𝑡, 𝑥) = 𝐼_{𝑡,ℎ,1}(𝑥). Then apply [16, Proposition 3.5] adapted in dimension 𝑛 [16, §4.3]. □

Proposition 16. Let 𝜂 > 0 and 𝑁 ∈ ℕ. Under the above assumptions, we have uniformly in 0 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑇 and |𝑥| > 𝜂 |𝑔_ℎ(𝑡, 𝑥)| ≤ 𝐶 |𝑥|^𝑁 e^{−𝑐∕ℎ}.

Proof. Apply [16, Proposition 3.7] adapted in dimension 𝑛 [16, §4.3] with 𝜌_{𝑡,ℎ}(𝜉) = −𝑡𝜌(𝑁(𝜉)). Note that with the notations of this theorem, 𝜖_𝑡(ℎ)∕ℎ = 𝑜(𝑐∕ℎ). □ With these estimates, we can prove theorem 5.

Proof of theorem 5. Let 𝜖 > 0 as in the statement of theorem 5, and let 𝜖^′ > 0 small enough (depending on 𝜖) to be chosen later.

Step 1: Observability inequality. — As in the proof of theorem 4 (and see [9, Theorem 2.44]), the exact null-controllability of the system (𝜕_𝑡 + 𝜌(|𝐷_𝑥|))𝑓 = 1_𝜔𝑢 in time 𝑇 is equivalent to the following observability inequality: for every 𝑔_0 ∈ 𝐿^2(ℝ), the solution 𝑔 of (7) 𝜕_𝑡𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥) + 𝜌(|𝐷_𝑥|)𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥) = 0, 𝑔(0, ⋅) = 𝑔_0, satisfies (8) ‖𝑔(𝑇, ⋅)‖_𝐿2_{(ℝ}𝑛_) ≤ 𝐶‖𝑔‖_𝐿2_{((0,𝑇)×𝜔)}.

Throughout this proof, 𝑐 and 𝐶 denote constants that can change from line to line. Step 2: Choice of test functions. — We want to find a lower bound on Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝐿)) by testing the observability inequality on 𝑔_ℎ defined in eq. (6). Since the equation (𝐸_𝜌) is invariant by translation, we may assume that 𝑥 = 0. Notice that 𝑔_ℎ satisfies 𝑔_ℎ(𝑡, 𝑥) = ℎ^𝑛 ∫

ℝ^𝑛

𝜒(ℎ𝜉 − 𝜉_0)e^{−(ℎ𝜉−𝜉0)2∕2ℎ+i𝑥𝜉−𝑡𝜌(|𝜉|)} d𝜉.

Thus, 𝑔_ℎ is a solution to the heat-like equation (7).

Step 3: Lower bound on 𝑔_ℎ. — Let 𝑅 ∈ (0, 1) be such that for every 𝐴 > 2𝐾, 𝐵(𝐴, 𝐴𝑅) ⊂ 𝒞. According to Harnack’s inequality [8, Chapter X, Theorem 2.14], if 𝐴 > 2𝐾 and |𝜇| < 𝐴𝑅, we have Re 𝜌 (𝐴 + 𝜇) ≤

𝐴𝑅 + |𝜇| 𝐴𝑅 − |𝜇|

Re 𝜌 (𝐴) .

Hence, if 𝛿^′ < 𝑅, for every |𝑧| < 𝛿^′ and ℎ > 0 small enough, it follows that Re 𝜌 ( 𝜆 + 𝑧 ℎ ) ≤ 𝑅 + 𝛿^′ 𝑅 − 𝛿^′

Re 𝜌 ( 𝜆 ℎ ) . We choose 𝛿^′ such that (𝑅 + 𝛿^′)∕(𝑅 − 𝛿^′) < 1 + 𝜖^′. Reducing 𝛿 if necessary, we may assume that 𝛿 < 𝜂 and that for 𝜉, 𝑥 ∈ ℝ^𝑛 with |𝜉| < 𝛿 and |𝑥| < 𝛿, |𝑁(𝜉_0 + 𝜉 + i𝑥) − 𝑁(𝜉_0)| < 𝛿^′. In this case, we have

Re 𝜌 (

𝑁(𝜉_0 + 𝜉 + i𝑥) ℎ ) ≤ (1 + 𝜖^′) Re 𝜌 (

𝑁(𝜉_0) ℎ ) = (1 + 𝜖^′) Re 𝜌 ( 𝜆 ℎ ) . Plugging this into the asymptotic of proposition 15, we deduce that for ℎ small enough ‖𝑔_ℎ(𝑇, ⋅)‖^2_{𝐿2(ℝ𝑛)} ≥ ‖𝑔_ℎ(𝑇, ⋅)‖^2_{𝐿2(|𝑥|<𝛿)}

≥ 𝑐ℎ^𝑛 ∫

|𝑥|<𝛿

e^{−𝑥2∕ℎ−2𝑇 Re 𝜌(𝑁(𝜉0+𝜉−i𝑥)∕ℎ)+𝑂(𝜖(ℎ)2∕ℎ)} d𝑥

≥ 𝑐ℎ^𝑛 ∫

|𝑥|<𝛿

e^{−𝑥2∕ℎ−2𝑇(1+𝜖′) Re 𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ)+𝑂(𝜖(ℎ)2∕ℎ)} d𝑥

≥ 𝑐ℎ^{3𝑛∕2}e^{−2𝑇(1+𝜖′) Re 𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ)+𝑂(𝜖(ℎ)2∕ℎ)}.

Since we assumed that |Im(𝜌)| ≤ 𝐶 Re(𝜌), we get that 𝜖(ℎ) ≤ ℎ(1 + 𝜖^′)(1 + 𝐶) Re(𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ)) (see the definition of 𝜖 eq. (5)). We deduce that ‖𝑔_ℎ(𝑇, ⋅)‖^2_{𝐿2(ℝ𝑛)} ≥ 𝑐ℎ^{3𝑛∕2}e^{−2𝑇(1+𝜖′) Re 𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ)}

(_{1+𝑂(𝜖(ℎ))}) . Finally, for ℎ small enough, (1 + 𝜖^′)(1 + 𝑂(𝜖(ℎ))) < 1 + 2𝜖^′. We get ‖𝑔_ℎ(𝑇, ⋅)‖^2_{𝐿2(ℝ𝑛)} ≥ 𝑐ℎ^{3𝑛∕2}e^{−2𝑇(1+2𝜖′) Re 𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ)}. (9) Step 4: Upper bound on 𝑔_ℎ. — Recall that for ℎ small enough, |𝜉| < 𝛿 and |𝑥| < 𝛿, Re 𝜌(𝑁(𝜉_0 + 𝜉 + i𝑥)∕ℎ) ≥ 0. Hence, the asymptotics stated in proposition 15 imply the upper bound |𝑔_ℎ(𝑡, 𝑥)| ≤ 𝐶ℎ^{𝑛∕2}e^{−𝑥2∕2ℎ+𝑂(𝜖(ℎ)∕ℎ)}.

Moreover, according to proposition 16, for every ℎ > 0 small enough and for every 0 < 𝑟 < 𝛿, ‖𝑔_ℎ‖^2_{𝐿2((0,𝑇)×𝜔)} ≤ ‖𝑔_ℎ‖^2_{𝐿2((0,𝑇)×{𝛿<|𝑥|})} + ‖𝑔_ℎ‖^2_{𝐿2((0,𝑇)×{𝑟<|𝑥|<𝛿}))} + ‖𝑔_ℎ‖^2_{𝐿2((0,𝑇)×{|𝑥|<𝑟}∩𝜔)} ≤ 𝐶e^{−𝑐∕ℎ} + 𝐶ℎ^𝑛e^{−𝑟2∕ℎ} + 𝐶ℎ^𝑛 Leb(𝐵(0, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔).

Reducing 𝛿 if necessary, we may assume that 𝑟^2 < 𝑐, and we can drop the first term of the right-hand side:

‖𝑔_ℎ‖^2_{𝐿2((0,𝑇)×𝜔)} ≤ 𝐶ℎ^𝑛e^{−𝑟2∕ℎ} + 𝐶ℎ^𝑛 Leb(𝐵(0, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔).

(10) Step 5: Conclusion. — If the observability inequality (8) holds, according to eqs. (9) and (10), there exist 𝑐, 𝐶 > 0 such that for any 𝑟 > 0 and ℎ > 0 small enough: 𝑐ℎ^{𝑛∕2}e^{−2𝑇(1+2𝜖′) Re 𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ)} ≤ 𝐶e^{−𝑟2∕ℎ} + 𝐶 Leb(𝐵(0, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔).

Since 𝜌(𝜉) = 𝑜(𝜉) and √ ℎ_𝑟2(𝑇 + 𝜖) Re 𝜌(𝜉_0∕ℎ_𝑟) ≤ 𝑟, we get that ℎ_𝑟 → 0 as 𝑟 → 0. Hence, for 𝑟 small enough, we can apply the previous inequality with ℎ = ℎ_𝑟, which gives us 𝑐ℎ^{𝑛∕2}_𝑟 e^{−2𝑇(1+2𝜖′) Re 𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ𝑟 )} ≤ 𝐶e^{−𝑟2∕ℎ𝑟} + 𝐶 Leb(𝐵(0, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔) ≤ 𝐶e^{−2(𝑇+𝜖) Re 𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ𝑟 )} + 𝐶 Leb(𝐵(0, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔).

This gives us Leb(𝐵(0, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔) ≥ 𝑐ℎ^{𝑛∕2}_𝑟 e^{−2𝑇(1+2𝜖′) Re(𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ𝑟 ))} − 𝑐e^{−2(𝑇+𝜖) Re(𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ𝑟 ))} Now, since ln(𝜉) = 𝑜(Re 𝜌(𝜉)), we get ℎ^{𝑛∕2}_𝑟 ≥ 𝐶e^{−2𝑇𝜖′ Re 𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ𝑟 )}. For small enough ℎ_𝑟 (equivalently, small enough 𝑟 > 0), this gives us Leb(𝐵(0, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔) ≥ 𝑐e^{−2𝑇(1+3𝜖′) Re(𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ𝑟 ))} − 𝑐e^{−2(𝑇+𝜖) Re 𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ𝑟)}.

If we choose 𝜖^′ small enough, the second term of the right-hand side is negligible, and we get for ℎ small enough Leb(𝐵(0, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔) ≥ 𝑐e^{−2(𝑇+𝜖) Re 𝜌(𝜆∕ℎ𝑟 )}.

Dividing this inequality by Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) gives the claimed inequality. □

4. Examples of 𝛾-thick sets In this section, we construct non-trivial sets that are 𝛾-thick for any given function 𝛾 ∶ (0, 𝑟_0] → [0, 1]. This construction is based on Smith-Volterra-Cantor sets.

4.1. Thickness of Smith-Volterra-Cantor sets. Let us first recall the definition of Smith-Volterra- Cantor sets.

Definition 17 (Smith-Volterra-Cantor sets). Let (𝜏_𝑛)_{𝑛∈ℕ} be a sequence of real numbers such that 0 < 𝜏_𝑛 < 1. For 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, let 𝐾_𝑛 be the closed subset of [0, 1], finite union of closed disjoint intervals, defined inductively by the following procedure.

∙ 𝐾_0 ∶= [0, 1]. ∙ If 𝐾_𝑛 = ⋃ 𝑘 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘}, where the (𝐼_{𝑛𝑘})_𝑘 are disjoint closed intervals, remove from 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘} the middle part of size 𝜏_𝑛 Leb(𝐼_{𝑛𝑘}) and call the resulting sets^1 𝐼^′_{𝑛𝑘}. Then set 𝐾_{𝑛+1} ∶= ⋃ 𝑘 𝐼^′_{𝑛𝑘}.

Let 𝐾 ∶= ⋂ 𝑛∈ℕ 𝐾_𝑛. The set 𝐾 is the Smith-Volterra-Cantor set associated to the sequence (𝜏_𝑛)_𝑛.

At each step in the construction of a Smith-Volterra-Cantor set, we remove a subset of measure (1 − 𝜏_𝑛) Leb(𝐾_𝑛) from 𝐾_𝑛 (see definition 17), hence:

Proposition 18. With the notations of definition 17, Leb(𝐾_𝑛) =

∏𝑛−1 𝑘=0(1−𝜏_𝑛) and Leb(𝐾) = ∏+∞ 𝑛=0(1 − 𝜏_𝑛).

In particular, Leb(𝐾) > 0 if and only if ∑ 𝑛 𝜏_𝑛 < +∞.

Our first result is some upper and lower bounds on the thickness of the complement of Smith- Volterra-Cantor sets.

Proposition 19. Let (𝜏_𝑛)_𝑛 ∈ (0, 1)^ℕ. Assume that ∑ 𝑛 𝜏_𝑛 < +∞. Let 𝐾 be the associated Smith- Volterra-Cantor set and 𝜔 ∶= ℝ ⧵ 𝐾. There exist 𝑐 > 0, 𝐶 > 0 and 𝑟_0 > 0 such that for every 0 < 𝑟 < 𝑟_0, 1 24 ∑ 𝑘≥log_2(3 Leb(𝐾)∕𝑟)

𝜏_𝑘 ≤ inf_{𝑥∈ℝ}

Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≤ 6 ∑ 𝑘≥log_2(Leb(𝐾)∕4𝑟)

𝜏_𝑘,

where log_2 is the base 2 logarithm log_2(𝑥) = ln(𝑥)∕ ln(2).

With a more careful analysis in the proof below, it seems we could improve this inequality by replacing the log_2(3 Leb(𝐾)∕𝑟) by log_2(𝜅 Leb(𝐾)∕𝑟) with some 𝜅 < 3. We don’t know what the optimal 𝜅 is. We don’t pursue this because we don’t need such a sharp estimate. In the same vein, the factors 1∕24 and 6 are not optimal either.

Proof. Remark that we only need to estimate Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) for 𝑥 ∈ [0, 1]. Indeed, if for instance 𝑥 > 1, 𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) contains [𝑥, 𝑥 + 𝑟], hence Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟))∕ Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ∈ [1∕2, 1].

Step 1: Notations and preliminary computations. — In this proof, we denote by 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘} the intervals that appears in the construction of 𝐾, as defined in definition 17. We denote the length of 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘} (which does not depend on 𝑘) by 𝓁_𝑛. We have

𝓁_𝑛 =

1 − 𝜏_{𝑛−1} 2 𝓁_{𝑛−1}.

Notice that

Leb(𝐼_{𝑛𝑘} ∩ 𝜔) = Leb(𝐼_{𝑛𝑘}) − Leb(𝐼_{𝑛𝑘} ∩ 𝐾) = 𝓁_𝑛 ( 1 − ∏ 𝑘≥𝑛 (1 − 𝜏_𝑘) ) .

1I.e., if 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘} = [𝑎_{𝑛𝑘}, 𝑏_{𝑛𝑘}], set 𝑏′_{𝑛𝑘} ∶= (𝑎_{𝑛𝑘}(1 + 𝜏_𝑛) + 𝑏_{𝑛𝑘} (1 − 𝜏_𝑛))∕2 and 𝑎′_{𝑛𝑘} = (𝑎_{𝑛𝑘}(1 − 𝜏_𝑛) + 𝑏_{𝑛𝑘} (1 + 𝜏_𝑛))∕2, and finally

𝐼^′_{𝑛𝑘} ∶= [𝑎_{𝑛𝑘}, 𝑏^′_{𝑛𝑘} ] ∪ [𝑎^′_{𝑛𝑘} , 𝑏_{𝑛𝑘} ].

In addition, we can estimate the right-hand side in the following way 1 − ∏ 𝑘≥𝑛 (1 − 𝜏_𝑘) = 1 − exp ( ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 ln(1 − 𝜏_𝑘) )

= 1 − exp ( ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 −𝜏_𝑘(1 + 𝑜_𝑘(1)) ) (because 𝜏_𝑘 → 0)

= 1 − exp ( − (1 + 𝑜_𝑛(1)) ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘 ) (because ∑ 𝜏_𝑘 < +∞)

= 1 − ( 1 − (1 + 𝑜_𝑛(1)) ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘 ) (because ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘 �→ 𝑛→∞ 0) = (1 + 𝑜_𝑛(1)) ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘.

Finally, multiplying by 𝓁_𝑛,

(11) Leb(𝐼_{𝑛𝑘} ∩ 𝜔) = (1 + 𝑜_𝑛(1))𝓁_𝑛 ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘.

Step 2: Lower bound when 𝑟 is comparable to 𝓁_𝑛. — Let 𝑟 > 0 and 𝑛 ∈ ℕ be such that 2𝓁_𝑛 ≤ 𝑟 ≤ 6𝓁_𝑛. Let 𝑥 ∈ [0, 1].

If 𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) contains an interval of length ≥ 𝓁_𝑛∕2, Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≥ 𝓁_𝑛∕2. If that is not the case, then, distance(𝑥, 𝐾_𝑛) < 𝓁_𝑛∕4. Since 𝑟 ≥ 2𝓁_𝑛, this implies that 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) contains some 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘}. Hence, according to eq. (11),

Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≥ Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘}) = (1 + 𝑜_𝑛(1))𝓁_𝑛 ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘.

Putting the two cases together, and assuming that 𝑛 is large enough:

inf_{𝑥∈ℝ}

Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≥ 𝓁_𝑛 2𝑟 min ( (1 + 𝑜_𝑛(1)) ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘, 1 2 ) ≥ 𝓁_𝑛 4𝑟 ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘.

Since 𝑟 ≤ 6𝓁_𝑛,

(12) inf_{𝑥∈ℝ}

Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≥ 1 24 ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘,

this inequality being valid whenever 𝑛 is large enough and when 2𝓁_𝑛 ≤ 𝑟 ≤ 6𝓁_𝑛. Step 3: Upper bound when 𝑟 is comparable to 𝓁_𝑛. — Let 𝑟 > 0 and 𝑛 ∈ ℕ be such that 𝓁_𝑛∕3 ≤ 2𝑟 ≤ 𝓁_𝑛. Let 𝑥 ∈ [0, 1] in the middle of a 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘}, so that 𝐵(𝑥, 𝓁_𝑛∕2) = 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘}. Then 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) ⊂ 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘}, and according to eq. (11), Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≤ Leb(𝐼_{𝑛𝑘} ∩ 𝜔) = (1 + 𝑜_𝑛(1))𝓁_𝑛 ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘.

Since, 𝓁_𝑛∕3 ≤ 2𝑟, and assuming 𝑛 is large enough

(13) inf_{𝑥∈ℝ}

Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟))

≤ (1 + 𝑜_𝑛(1)) 𝓁_𝑛 2𝑟 ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘 ≤ 6 ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘,

this inequality being valid whenever 𝑛 is large enough and when 𝓁_𝑛∕3 ≤ 2𝑟 ≤ 𝓁_𝑛. Step 4: Solving the inequality 𝑎𝓁_𝑛 ≤ 𝑟 ≤ 𝑏𝓁_𝑛. — Let 𝑟 > 0 and 0 < 𝜅 < 1. Set 𝑛(𝑟) ∶= ⌈log_2(Leb(𝐾)∕𝑟)⌉, where ⌈⋅⌉ is the ceiling function. We aim to prove that for 𝑟 small enough, 𝜅𝓁_{𝑛(𝑟)} ≤ 𝑟 ≤ 2𝓁_{𝑛(𝑟)}.

According to the definition of 𝐼_{𝑛𝑘}, 𝓁_𝑛 = 2^{−𝑛}

∏𝑛−1 𝑘=0(1−𝜏_𝑘). Recall that Leb(𝐾) = ∏+∞ 𝑘=0(1−𝜏_𝑘) > 0.

Define 𝑞_𝑛 by Leb(𝐾)𝑞_𝑛 =

∏𝑛−1

𝑘=0(1 − 𝜏_𝑘), i.e., 𝑞_𝑛 = ( ∏ 𝑘≥𝑛(1 − 𝜏_𝑘) )−1 . Then 𝑞_𝑛 > 1 and 𝑞_𝑛 → 1 as 𝑛 → +∞. With this notation, we have the equivalences

𝜅𝓁_𝑛 ≤ 𝑟 ≤ 2𝓁_𝑛 ⇔ 2^{−𝑛}𝜅 Leb(𝐾)𝑞_𝑛 ≤ 𝑟 ≤ 2^{1−𝑛} Leb(𝐾)𝑞_𝑛 ⇔ −𝑛 + log_2(𝜅 Leb(𝐾)𝑞_𝑛) ≤ log_2(𝑟) ≤ 1 − 𝑛 + log_2(Leb(𝐾)𝑞_𝑛)

⇔ log_2

( Leb(𝐾) 𝑟 ) + log_2(𝜅) + log_2(𝑞_𝑛) ≤ 𝑛 ≤ log_2

( Leb(𝐾) 𝑟 ) + 1 + log_2(𝑞_𝑛). (14)

According to the definition of the ceiling function,

log_2

( Leb(𝐾) 𝑟 ) ≤ 𝑛(𝑟) < log_2

(Leb(𝐾) 𝑟 ) + 1.

Since log_2(𝜅) < 0, log_2(𝑞_𝑛) > 0 and 𝑞_𝑛 → 1, the inequalities on the right-hand side of eq. (14) are satisfied for 𝑛 = 𝑛(𝑟) and small enough 𝑟 > 0. Hence, for 𝑟 small enough, 𝜅𝓁_{𝑛(𝑟)} ≤ 𝑟 ≤ 2𝓁_{𝑛(𝑟)}, as claimed.

Step 5: Conclusion. — Applying the previous step with 𝜅 = 2∕3, and replacing 𝑟 by 𝑟∕3, we see that lower bound (12) holds for 𝑛 = ⌈ log_2

(_{3 Leb(𝐾)} 𝑟 )⌉ when 𝑟 is small enough. Hence, the lower-bound stated in proposition 19 holds.

Applying step 4 with 𝜅 = 2∕3 and 𝑟 replaced by 4𝑟, we get that the upper bound (13) holds with 𝑛 = ⌈ log_2

(_{Leb(𝐾)} 4𝑟 )⌉ and 𝑟 small enough, which gives the stated upper bound. □

4.2. Construction of 𝛾-thick sets. Let 𝛾 ∶ (0, 𝑟_0] → [0, 1] be such that 𝛾(𝑟) → 0 as 𝑟 → 0.^2 Let us explain how we can use proposition 19 to construct a set that is thick with respect to the function 𝛾.

First, we prove that it is sufficient to treat the case where 𝛾 is increasing. Indeed, set 𝛾_1(𝑟) ∶= sup_{(0,𝑟]} 𝛾, i.e., the smallest non-decreasing function that is larger or equal than 𝛾. Finally, we set 𝛾_2 ∶= 𝛾_1 + 𝜙(𝑟) where 𝜙 is a small increasing function such that lim_{𝑟→0} 𝜙(𝑟) = 0. This function 𝛾_2 is such that 𝛾_2(𝑟) → 0 as 𝑟 → 0, 𝛾_2 is increasing and 𝛾_2(𝑟) ≥ 𝛾(𝑟). Hence, a set that is thick with respect to 𝛾_2 will also be thick with respect to 𝛾. From now on, we assume that 𝛾 is increasing.

We are looking for a sequence (𝜏_𝑘)_𝑘 ∈ (0, 1)^ℕ such that ∑ 𝜏_𝑘 < +∞ and such that the left-hand side of the thickness estimate in proposition 19 is larger than 𝛾(𝑟), at least for small enough 𝑟. Moreover, if 𝐾 is the Smith-Volterra-Cantor set associated to (𝜏_𝑘)_𝑘 we will look for such a sequence such that Leb(𝐾) = 1∕3. In other words, we want 0 < 𝜏_𝑘 < 1 and:

Leb(𝐾) = +∞∏ 𝑘=0 (1 − 𝜏_𝑘) = 1 3 , (15)

∃𝑟_0 > 0, ∀0 < 𝑟 ≤ 𝑟_0, 𝛾(𝑟) ≤ 1 24 ∑ 𝑘≥log_2(1∕𝑟)

𝜏_𝑘.

(16)

The thickness condition (16) imposes ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘 ≥ 24 sup_{[2−𝑛−1,2−𝑛)} 𝛾 = 24𝛾(2^{−𝑛}) since 𝛾 is increasing. Motivated by this, we set 𝜏_𝑛 ∶= 24(𝛾(2^{−𝑛}) − 𝛾(2^{−𝑛−1})) when it is defined, i.e., for 𝑛 ≥ 𝑛_0 ∶= ⌈log_2(1∕𝑟_0)⌉. Notice that since 𝛾 is increasing, we do have 𝜏_𝑘 > 0. For 𝑛 ≥ 𝑛_0, we have ∑ 𝑘≥𝑛 𝜏_𝑘 = 24(𝛾(2^{−𝑛}) − lim_0 𝛾) = 24𝛾(2^{−𝑛}) < +∞. For 𝑛 < 𝑛_0, we choose some arbitrary value for 𝜏_𝑛, for instance 𝜏_𝑛 = 1∕2. This sequence (𝜏_𝑘) satisfies the thickness condition (16) by construction.

2The case 𝛾(𝑟) → 0 as 𝑟 → 0 is the interesting one. In fact, we claim that if lim sup_{𝑟→0} 𝛾(𝑟) > 0 and 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ𝑛 is thick

with respect to 𝛾, then ℝ^𝑛 ⧵ 𝜔 is negligible. Indeed, in this case, the definition of 𝛾-thickness tells us that for all 𝑥 ∈ ℝ^𝑛, lim sup_{𝑟→0} Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟))∕ Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) > 0. On the other hand, Lebesgue’s differentiation theorem applied to 1_𝜔 implies that for almost every 𝑥 ∉ 𝜔, lim_{𝑟→0} Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟))∕ Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) = 0, which is only possible if ℝ^𝑛 ⧵ 𝜔 is negligible.

Of course, we might not have the measure condition (15), and for some 𝑘, we might not even have 𝜏_𝑘 < 1. But we can tweak the sequence (𝜏_𝑘)_𝑘 to ensure these properties. Notice that if we change a finite number of 𝜏_𝑘, the thickness condition (16) still holds (with a smaller 𝑟_0). There are a finite number of 𝜏_𝑘 that are larger or equal than 1 (if any), and we can set them to, e.g., 1∕2. Next, if Leb(𝐾) > 1∕3, increase 𝜏_0 to reduce Leb(𝐾). And if Leb(𝐾) < 1∕3, choose 𝑁 so that ∏+∞ 𝑘=𝑁+1(1 −

𝜏_𝑘) > 1∕3, and decrease 𝜏_0, … , 𝜏_𝑁 to increase Leb(𝐾).

Let us end this construction by noticing that it is almost optimal in the following sense: according to the right-hand side of the thickness estimate in proposition 19, the set 𝜔 = ℝ ⧵ 𝐾 is such that for 𝑟 small enough,

inf_{𝑥∈ℝ}

Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≤ 6 ∑ 𝑘≥log_2(1∕12𝑟)

𝜏_𝑘

= 6 × 24𝛾 ( 2^{−⌈log2(1∕12𝑟)⌉} ) ≤ 144𝛾(12𝑟).

We summarize this construction in the following proposition:

Proposition 20. Let 𝛾 ∶ (0, 𝑟_0] → [0, 1] be such that 𝛾(𝑟) → 0 as 𝑟 → 0. There exists a set 𝜔 ⊂ ℝ such that Leb(ℝ ⧵ 𝜔) > 0 and such that for every 𝑟 small enough,

𝛾(𝑟) ≤ inf_{𝑥∈ℝ}

Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) . Moreover, if 𝛾 is increasing, we can choose 𝜔 = ℝ⧵𝐾, where 𝐾 is the Smith-Volterra-Cantor set associated to a sequence (𝜏_𝑛)_𝑛 such that for 𝑛 large enough, 𝜏_𝑛 = 24(𝛾(2^{−𝑛}) − 𝛾(2^{−𝑛−1})), in which case, for small enough 𝑟, inf_{𝑥∈ℝ}

Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟))

≤ 144𝛾(12𝑟).

This proposition constructs 𝛾-thick sets only in dimension 1. In higher dimension, we can prove that if 𝜔_1 ⊂ ℝ is 𝛾-thick, then 𝜔 ∶= 𝜔_1 × ℝ^{𝑛−1} is thick with respect to 𝑎_𝑛𝛾(𝑏_𝑛⋅), for some universal constants 𝑎_𝑛, 𝑏_𝑛 that depends only on 𝑛. Indeed, let 𝑏_𝑛 > 0 such that [−𝑏_𝑛, 𝑏_𝑛]^𝑛 ⊂ 𝐵(0, 1). Then, Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔) ≥ Leb([𝑥 − 𝑏_𝑛𝑟, 𝑥 + 𝑏_𝑛𝑟]^𝑛 ∩ 𝜔) ([𝑥 − 𝑏_𝑛𝑟, 𝑥 + 𝑏_𝑛𝑟]^𝑛 ⊂ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≥ Leb([𝑥 − 𝑏_𝑛𝑟, 𝑥 + 𝑏_𝑛𝑟] ∩ 𝜔_1)(2𝑏_𝑛𝑟)^{𝑛−1} (( ∏ 𝑖 𝐴_𝑖) ∩ ( ∏ 𝑖 𝐵_𝑖) = ∏ 𝑖(𝐴_𝑖 ∩ 𝐵_𝑖)) ≥ 𝛾(𝑏_𝑛𝑟)(2𝑏_𝑛𝑟)^𝑛 (𝜔_1 is thick with respect to 𝛾).

Thus, Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) ∩ 𝜔) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟) ≥ (2𝑏_𝑛)^𝑛 Leb(𝐵(0, 1)) 𝛾(𝑏_𝑛𝑟).

Appendix A. Heat-like equation on the torus The previous results are stated for equations posed on the whole space. But we can adapt these results when the equation is posed on the torus 𝕋^𝑛 ∶= (ℝ∕2𝜋ℤ)^𝑛. The equation is written in the same way:

(𝐸^𝕋_𝜌 ) {

𝜕_𝑡𝑓(𝑡, 𝑥) + 𝜌(|𝐷_𝑥|)𝑓(𝑡, 𝑥) = 1_𝜔𝑢(𝑡, 𝑥), (𝑡, 𝑥) ∈ ℝ^∗_+ × 𝕋^𝑛, 𝑓(0, ⋅) = 𝑓_0 ∈ 𝐿^2(𝕋^𝑛), where 𝜌(|𝐷_𝑥|) is again defined with the functional calculus, that is to say, for 𝑓 ∈ 𝐿^2(𝕋^𝑛) and 𝑘 ∈ ℤ^𝑛, denoting the 𝑘-th Fourier coefficient of 𝑓 by 𝑐_𝑘(𝑓), we define 𝜌(|𝐷_𝑥|)𝑓 by 𝑐_𝑘(𝜌(|𝐷_𝑥|)𝑓) = 𝜌(|𝑘|)𝑐_𝑘(𝑓).

The strongly dissipative case (e.g. 𝜌(𝜉) = 𝜉^𝑠 with 𝑠 > 1) for these equations on bounded domains or compact manifold is well known, by combining Burq and Moyano’s estimate [7, Theorem 1] and

Lebeau and Robbiano’s method, as stated by Duyckaerts and Miller [10, Theorem 6.1] (see also references in those two articles).

For the weakly dissipative case, we have the following straightforward adaptations of definition 3 and theorems 4 and 5.

Definition 21. Given some 𝑟_0 > 0 and a function 𝛾 ∶ (0, 𝑟_0] → [0, 1], a set 𝜔 ⊂ 𝕋^𝑛 is said to be thick relatively to 𝛾 (or 𝛾-thick) when it is measurable and satisfies that for every 𝑟 ∈ (0, 𝑟_0] and 𝑥 ∈ 𝕋^𝑛,

Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) ≥ 𝛾(𝑟) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)).

Theorem 22 (theorem 4 in the torus). Let 𝜌 ∶ [0, +∞) → ℂ and 𝛾_𝜌 be as in theorem 4, and 𝜔 ⊂ 𝕋^𝑛 be 𝛾_𝜌-thick. For every 𝑇 > 0, the parabolic equation (𝐸^𝕋_𝜌 ) is null-controllable from 𝜔 in time 𝑇.

Sketch of the proof. Egidi and Veselić proved a version of Kovrijkine’s estimate for functions defined on the torus [13, Theorem 2.1]. The proof of theorem 22 is a copy-paste of the one of theorem 4, where we replace Kovrijkine’s estimate (4) by the aforementionned version on the torus. □

Theorem 23 (theorem 5 on the torus). Let 𝐾 > 0, 𝒞 ⊂ ℂ, 𝜌 ∶ 𝒞 ∪ ℝ_+ → ℂ and ℎ_𝑟 be as in theorem 5. Let 𝑇 > 0 and 𝜔 ⊂ 𝕋^𝑑 be measurable. Assume that the parabolic equation (𝐸^𝕋_𝜌 ) is null controllable from 𝜔 in time 𝑇 > 0.

There exists 𝜆 > 0 and 𝑐 > 0 such that if 𝜖 > 0, and if 𝑟 ↦ ℎ_𝑟 is defined for small enough 𝑟 and such that for every 𝑟 small enough, √

ℎ_𝑟(2𝑇 + 𝜖) Re 𝜌 ( 𝜆 ℎ_𝑟

) ≤ 𝑟,

then, for every small enough 𝑟 > 0 and 𝑥 ∈ 𝕋^𝑛, we have Leb(𝜔 ∩ 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟)) Leb(𝐵(𝑥, 𝑟))

≥ 𝑐𝑟^{−𝑛} exp (−2(𝑇 + 𝜖) Re 𝜌 ( 𝜆 ℎ_𝑟

)) .

Sketch of the proof. Consider 𝑔_ℎ as defined by eq. (6) and

𝑔_{ℎper}(𝑡, 𝑥) ∶= ∑ 𝑘∈ℤ^𝑛

𝑔_ℎ(𝑡, 𝑥 + 2𝜋𝑘).

We can check that 𝑔_{ℎper} is a solution of the adjoint equation 𝜕_𝑡𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥)+𝜌(|𝐷_𝑥|)𝑔(𝑡, 𝑥) = 0 on the torus (see [16, §4.2]). Moreover, the terms for 𝑘 ≠ 0 are exponentially small. Hence, when estimating the left-hand side ‖𝑔_{ℎper}(𝑇, ⋅)‖_𝐿2 and the right-hand side ‖𝑔_{ℎper}‖_𝐿2_{([0,𝑇]×𝜔)} of the observability inequality, only the term for 𝑘 = 0 matters. Thus, we can do all the computations of the proof of theorem 5 with 𝑔_{ℎper} instead of 𝑔_ℎ. □

Acknowledgements. The second author thanks Pierre Lissy for interesting discussions on this topic.

References

[1] P. Alphonse & J. Bernier, Smoothing properties of fractional Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups and null-controllability, Bull. Sci. Math. 165 (2020), 102914, 52 pp.

[2] P. Alphonse & J. Martin, Stabilization and approximate null-controllability for a large class of diffusive equations from thick control supports, ESAIM, Control Optim. Calc. Var. 28 (2022), 30 pp.

[3] J. Apraiz & L. Escauriaza, Null-control and measurable sets, ESAIM: COCV. 19(1) (2013), 239–254. [4] J. Apraiz, L. Escauriaza, G. Wang & C. Zhang, Observability inequalities and measurable sets, J Eur Math Soc. 16(11) (2014), 2433–2475.

[5] K. Beauchard & K. Pravda-Starov, Null-controllability of hypoelliptic quadratic differential equations, J. Éc. polytech.

Math. 5 (2018), 1–43.

[6] K. Beauchard, M. Egidi & K. Pravda-Starov, Geometric conditions for the null-controllability of hypoelliptic quadratic parabolic equations with moving control supports, C. R. Math. Acad. Sci. Paris 358 (2020), 651–700.

[7] N. Burq & I. Moyano, Propagation of smallness and control for heat equations, J Eur Math Soc (JEMS) 25 (2023) no. 4, 1349–1377.

[8] J. B. Conway, Functions of One Complex Variable, Second edition, Springer-Verlag (1978). [9] J.-M. Coron, Control and nonlinearity, Mathematical Surveys and Monographs, Vol. 136, American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI (2007).

[10] T. Duyckaerts & L. Miller, Resolvent conditions for the control of parabolic equations, J. Funct. Anal. 11 (2012), 3641– 3673.

[11] M. Egidi & A.Seelmann, An abstract Logvinenko-Sereda type theorem for spectral subspaces, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 500 (2021), 125149.

[12] M. Egidi & I. Veselić, Sharp geometric condition for null-controllability of the heat equation on ℝ^𝑑 and consistent estimates on the control cost, Arch. Math. 111 (2018), 85–99.

[13] M. Egidi & I. Veselić, Scale-free unique continuation estimates and Logvinenko-Sereda theorems on the torus, Ann. Henri Poincaré 21 (2020), 3757–3790.

[14] S. Huang, G. Wang & M. Wang, Characterizations of stabilizable sets for some parabolic equations in ℝ^𝑛, J. Differential Equations 272 (2021), 255–288.

[15] D. Jerison & G. Lebeau, Nodal Sets of Sums of Eigenfunctions, in: Harmonic analysis and partial differential equations.

Essays in honor of Alberto P. Calderón’s 75th birthday. Proceedings of a conference, University of Chicago, IL, USA, February 1996. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press. 223–239 (1999).

[16] A. Koenig, Lack of null-Controllability for the fractional heat equation and related equations, SIAM J. Control Optim. 58 (2020), 3130–3160.

[17] A. Koenig, Contrôlabilité de quelques équations aux dérivées partielles paraboliques peu diffusives, Ph.D thesis, Université Côte d’Azur (2019).

[18] O. Kovrijkine, Some results related to the Logvinenko-Sereda Theorem, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 129, (2001), 3037–3047. [19] G. Lebeau & L. Robbiano, Contrôle exact de l’équation de la chaleur, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 20 (1995), 335–356.

[20] P. Lissy, A non-controllability result for the half-heat equation on the whole line based on the prolate spheroidal wave functions and its application to the Grushin equation, preprint (2022), hal-02420212.

[21] H. Liu, G. Wang, Y. Xu & H. Yu, Characterizations on complete stabilizability, SIAM J. Control Optim. 60 (2022), 2040– 2069.

[22] S. Micu & E. Zuazua, On the controllability of fractional order parabolic equation, SIAM J. Control Optim. 44 (2006), 1950–1972.

[23] L. Miller, On the controllability of anomalous diffusions generated by the fractional Laplacian, Math. Control Signals Systems 18 (2006), 260–271.

[24] I. Nakić, M. Täufer, M. Tautenhan & I. Veselić, Sharp estimates and homogenization of the control cost of the heat equation on large domains, ESAIM, Control Optim. Calc. Var. 26 (2020), 26 pp.

[25] E. Trélat, G. Wang & Y. Xu, Characterization by observability inequalities of controllability and stabilization properties, Pure Appl. Anal. 2 (2020), 93-122.

[26] G. Wang, M. Wang, C. Zhang & Y. Zhang, Observable set, observability, interpolation inequality and spectral inequality for the heat equation in ℝ^𝑛, J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 126 (2019), 144–194.

(Paul Alphonse) Université de Lyon, ENSL, UMPA - UMR 5669, F-69364 Lyon Email address: paul.alphonse@ens-lyon.fr

(Armand Koenig) IMT, Université de Toulouse, CNRS, Université Toulouse III - Paul Sabatier, Toulouse, France

Email address: armand.koenig@math.univ-toulouse.fr