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Optimal control of a phase field system of

Caginalp type with fractional operators
Pierluigi Colli, Gianni Gilardi, Jirgen Sprekels

Abstract

In their recent work “Well-posedness, regularity and asymptotic analyses for a fractional phase
field system” (Asymptot. Anal. 114 (2019), 93—128), two of the present authors have studied
phase field systems of Caginalp type, which model nonconserved, nonisothermal phase tran-
sitions and in which the occurring diffusional operators are given by fractional versions in the
spectral sense of unbounded, monotone, selfadjoint, linear operators having compact resolvents.
In this paper, we complement this analysis by investigating distributed optimal control problems
for such systems. It is shown that the associated control-to-state operator is Fréchet differentiable
between suitable Banach spaces, and meaningful first-order necessary optimality conditions are
derived in terms of a variational inequality and the associated adjoint state variables.

1 Introduction

The Caginalp phase field model is a well-known system of partial differential equations modeling the
evolution of a temperature-dependent phase transition with nonconserved order parameter ¢ that
takes place in a container 2 C R3. A classical form that was introduced and analyzed in the seminal
paper [4] (see also, e.g., [5H7]) is given by the evolutionary system

pCyv o + Lo — kKAY = u,
agp — € Ap + F(p) = 20,

which is to be satisfied in the set ) := Q x (0,7"), where T > 0 is a given final time. The first
equation in the above system is an approximation to the universal balance law of internal energy,
while the second one governs the evolution of the order parameter. The quantities p, Cy, ¢, k, o, €
are positive physical constants; in particular, ¢ is closely allied to the latent heat released or absorbed
during the phase transition process, and & is a measure for the thickness of the transition zone
between the different phases. The unknowns ¢ and ¢ stand for a temperature difference and the
order parameter (usually a normalized fraction of one of the phases involved in the phase transition),
while u represents a control (a heat source or sink) and F'is a double-well potential whose derivative
F" is the thermodynamic force driving the phase transition. For a derivation of the model equations
from general thermodynamic principles, we refer the reader to |3, Chapter 4].

In their recent paper [11], two of the present authors have studied a variation of the Caginalp model,
namely the system

00 + U)o + A*Y = u in Q,
O + B*¢ + F'(p) = 9L(p) inQ,
9(0) = Jo, ©(0) = @, in Q. (
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P. Colli, G. Gilardi, J. Sprekels 2

The main difference to the Caginalp system (besides the fact that many physical constants are nor-
malized to unity and that the quantity ¢ representing the latent heat is allowed to depend on the order
parameter () is given by the fact that in (T.1)-(T.2) the expressions A%” and B??, with p > 0 and
o > 0, denote fractional powers in the spectral sense of self-adjoint, monotone, and unbounded linear
operators A and B, respectively, which are supposed to be densely defined in H := LQ(Q) and to
have compact resolvents. The standard example occurs when A%” = B27 = — A, with zero Dirichlet
or Neumann boundary conditions.

The nonlinearity ¢ is assumed to be a smooth function, while I’ denotes a double-well potential.
Typical and physically significant examples are the so-called classical regular potential, the logarithmic
potential, and the double obstacle potential, which are given, in this order, by

Fuslr) = 1 (7 =17, reR, (14)
(1+r)In(1+7)+ (1 —7)In(l —7r) — 17, € (—-1,1)

Fiog(r) = 210g(2) —C1, rec { 17 1} ) (15)
+00, Z[-1,1]

Foops(1) :=co(1 —7%) if |r| <1, and Fogps(r) := +o00 if [r| > 1. (1.6)

Here, the constants in and satisfy ¢y > 1 and cs > 0, so that the corresponding func-
tions are nonconvex. In cases like (1.6), one has to split F' into a nondifferentiable convex part F
(the indicator function of [—1, 1], in the present example) and a smooth perturbation F». Accordingly,
in the term £’ () appearing in (.2), one has to replace the derivative F] of the convex part F} by the
subdifferential O F} and interpret as a differential inclusion or as a variational inequality involving
F rather than OF7.

In [11], general results on well-posedness, regularity and asymptotic behavior have been proved for
the state system (1.1)—(1.3). In this paper, we complement the analysis in [11] by studying the optimal
control of this system. More precisely, given nonnegative constants 3;, 1 < ¢ < 5, target functions
va,% € L*(Q) and ¢q, Vg € L*(Q), as well as threshold functions wmin, Umaee € L>®(Q) with
Upmin < Umaz N (), we consider the following optimal control problem:

(CP) Minimize the tracking-type cost functional

By [T B3
3((.9),u /w —gal? + —//w—mr? 4 —/|ﬁ<T>—ﬁQ|2
2 0 Q 2 Q
+@//|0—0Q|2+&/|u|2 (1.7)
2 Jo Ja 2 0

over the set of admissible controls
Uag = {u € L=(Q) : Umin < U < Upar ae.in Q}, (1.8)

subject to the state system (1.1)—(7.3).

The optimal control problem (CP) constitutes a generalization of investigations for the original Caginalp
phase field system with regular potential /., that were begun in the early nineties of the past century;
in this connection, we refer the reader to the pioneering works [8,29-32] (see also the related sections
in the monograph [42]). For more recent contributions, we mention the papers [11[12,/13,22,/35], where
in [35] a thermodynamically consistent version of the phase field system was considered. We also
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Optimal control of fractional Caginalp systems 3

mention the papers [23,/33,/41] that were devoted to optimal control problems for the Penrose—Fife
phase field model of phase transitions with nonconserving kinetics.

The problem (CP) can also be seen in comparison with a class of optimal control problems for Cahn—
Hilliard type systems of the form

ady + dp + A% = 0, (1.9)
BOp + B+ F'(¢) = p+u, (1.10)
1(0) = o, ©(0) = o, (1.11)

where (1 represents the chemical potential and « > 0 and 3 > 0. Obviously, (T-1)—(T.3) is in the
special case /() = ¢ > 0 of the above type (put u = ¢, « = 1/¢ and 5 = 1), where, however, the
control u appears in the phase equation. For the case when o = 0 and 5 > 0, optimal control prob-
lems for (1.9)—(1.11) have been treated in the recent papers [18,[19] and reviewed in [17]. Moreover,
for the classical case when A = B = —A, p = 0 = 1/2, with various boundary conditions (i.e.,
Dirichlet, Neumann, and dynamic conditions), there exist many contributions in which optimal control
problems have been studied; for a number of recent references in this direction, we refer the reader
to [19].

Another closely related phase field system is given by a model for tumor growth for which control
problems have recently been studied. The fractional version of this model reads as follows (cf. [20,21]):

ady + 0o + A% = P(p)(S — ), (1.12)
Bowp + B> o + F'(¢) = p, (1.13)
9,5+ C?7S = —P()(S — ), (1.14)
1(0) = po, ¢(0) = o, S(0) = So. (1.15)

Indeed, if P(¢) = 0, then ({.12), decouple from and attain the form (7.9), for
u = 0. Also for the system (1.12)—(1.75) optimal control problems have been studied for the classical
case A = B =C = —-A,p =0 =71 = 1/2, with zero Neumann boundary conditions. In
this connection, we refer to the works [14}36-39]. In [24], also terms modeling chemotaxis were
incorporated in the model. Even more involved models have been studied in [26H28].

In this paper, in which we study the state system (1.1)—(1.3), we have to focus on the interplay be-
tween the nonlinearity /' and embedding properties of the domains of the involved operators. Quite
surprisingly, it turns out that in our case, where « = 1/¢ > 0 if we consider (1.9), the situation is
more delicate than in the abovementioned works where o = (. The reason for this is that a proper
treatment of the nonlinear term F’(y) in the optimal control problem (in particular, the derivation of
results concerning Fréchet differentiability) makes it necessary that F'(¢) € L*°(Q). This means,
at least in the case of the irregular potentials Fj,s and Faqps, that the values attained by the solution
component ¢ must be uniformly separated from the critical values (in this case #-1). To show such
a separation condition, however, it is somehow needed that the right-hand side ¢(¢)? of (14, in
the case of or (1.13)) is bounded. In terms of the expected regularities, this condition is more
restrictive in our situation. Indeed, if V{ = D(A”) denotes the domain of the fractional operator A”,
then it turns out that it maximally holds ¥ € L>°(0,T’; V}}) in the case of the system (T.1)—(1.3), which
corresponds to 1 € L>(0,T'; V}) for the system ({.9)—(T-T7) with v > 0, while one can recover the
better regularity € L=(0,T; Vi) if a = 0.

It turns out that an appropriate separation property (the condition (GB) below) holds true in certain
cases for regular potentials and singular potentials of the logarithmic type. For such cases, the Fréchet
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P. Colli, G. Gilardi, J. Sprekels 4

differentiability can be shown (see Section [3), and first-order necessary optimality conditions can be
derived (see Section[4.2). The last Section[4.3|brings the derivation of first-order necessary conditions
also for the case of the double obstacle potential F5s. In this case, where a separation condition like
(GB) cannot be expected to hold and where we do not have Fréchet differentiability, we apply the
so-called deep quench approximation, taking advantage of the results established in Section for
logarithmic potentials.

Throughout this paper, we denote for a given Banach space (X, || - ||x) by X* the dual space of
X and by (-, -)x the duality product between X* and X. We will also make frequent use of the
elementary Young inequality

1
ab < (5a2+4—562 forall a,b € R and ¢ > 0. (1.16)

Finally, we denote by W*P(Q) for s > 0 and p € [1, +oc] the fractional Sobolev—Slobodeckij spaces
defined in, e.g., [25]. We put H*(Q2) := W*2(Q) for s > 0 and notice that for s > 0 and in three
dimensions of space we have the continuous embeddings (cf., e.g., [25, Thms. 6.7, 8.2])
H*(Q) C LIQ) for2s<3and 1 <q<6/(3—2s), (1.17)
H*(Q2) C C°(Q) for 25 > 3. (1.18)

Observe that the latter embedding is compact, while the former is compact only for 1 < ¢ < 6/(3 —
25s). In particular, we have

H*(Q) c L*Y(Q) if s>3/8 and H*(Q) C L°(Q) if s>1/4. (1.19)

2 Statement of the problem and and the state system

In this section, we state precise assumptions and notations and present some results for the state
system (T.1)—(1-3). Throughout this paper, 2 C R? is a bounded and connected open set with smooth
boundary I' := 0f2 and volume |2|. We denote by n the outward unit normal vector field and by Oy,
the outward normal derivative. We set

H = L[*(Q) (2.1)
and denote by || - || and (-, - ) the standard norm and inner product of H. We generally assume:

(A1) A : D(A) C H —- Hand B : D(B) C H — H are unbounded, monotone,
self-adjoint, linear operators with compact resolvents.

Therefore, there are sequences {\;}, {\;} and {e;}, {€}} of eigenvalues and of corresponding
eigenfunctions such that

Aej = Njej, Bely = Nel, with (e;,¢;) = (e,¢j) =0 Vi,j €N, (2.2)

0< A <A<, 0N SA <, with lim Ay = lim \) = 400,  (23)
j—o0 Jj—o0

{ej} and {e}} are complete systems in H. (2.4)
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Optimal control of fractional Caginalp systems 5

As a consequence, we can define the powers of A and B for arbitrary positive real exponents: we
have, for p > 0,

Vi = D(A?) = {v € H: Z X (v, e) P < +oo} and (2.5)
00 J=1

APy = Z N(v,ej)e; forve VY, (2.6)
j=1

the series being convergent in the strong topology of H. By endowing Vj with the graph norm, i.e.,
setting

(v, w)ye = (v,w) + (A?v, APw) and |v|lys = (v,v)‘l//; forv,w € V¥, (2.7)

we obtain a Hilbert space. In the same way, we define the power B for every o > 0, starting from

(2:2)-(2:4) for B. We therefore set Vg := D(B7), with the norm || - ||yg associated with the inner
product

(v, w)yg = (v,w) + (B0, B’w) forv,w € Vg. (2.8)

Since A; > 0 and )\; > ( for every j, one immediately deduces from the definitions that A” : V} C
H — H and B° : V§ C H — H are maximal monotone operators. Moreover, it is clear that, for
every p1, p2 > 0, we have the Green type formula

(AP1HP2y w) = (AP, AP?w) forevery v € VI and w € V{2, (2.9)

and that a similar relation holds for . Due to these properties, we can define proper extensions of
the operators that allow values in dual spaces. In particular, we can write variational formulations of
(1.1) and (1.2). It is convenient to use the notations

ViP= V), Vg7 :=(V3)*, forp>0ando > 0. (2.10)
Then, we have that
AP e L(VEVP), B> e L(VS,V5), (2.11)
as well as
AP e L(H, V"), B e€L(H V7). (2.12)

Here, we identify H with a subspace of V,” in the usual way, i.e., such that
(v,w)ye = (v,w) foreveryv € Handw € V. (2.13)

Analogously, we have H C V57 and use corresponding notations. Observe also that the following
embeddings are continuous and compact:

Vit cvitc H, VT Cc VSt C H, forpr >0,ps >0and oy > 0,00 >0, (2.14)
ViCcHCV,”, V§CHCVg? forp>0ando>0. (2.15)
From now on, we generally assume for the nonlinear functions entering (1.1) and (1.2):

(F1) F = F| + F,, where F; : R — [0,400] is convex and lower semicontinuous with
F1(0) = 0. Moreover, there are constants ¢; > 0, co > 0, such that

F(s)>c1s°—cy VseR. (2.16)

DOI 10.20347/WIAS.PREPRINT.2725 Berlin 2020



P. Colli, G. Gilardi, J. Sprekels 6

(F2) There are r_,7, with —oo < r_ < 0 < r; < +oo suchthat I} € C3(r_,r,), and
it holds F7(0) = 0.

(F3) F, € C3(R), and F} is Lipschitz continuous on R with Lipschitz constant L > 0.

(F4) ¢ € C*(R),and (%) € L=(R) for 0 < i < 2.

Remark 2.1. It is worth noting that all of the potentials (1.4)—(1.6) satisfy the general conditions (F1)—
(F3), where D(Fy) = D(0F;) = Rfor F' = F,o, while D(Fy) = [—1,1] and D(0F}) = (—1,1)
for ' = Flog, and D(Fy) = D(0F) = [—1,1] for F' = Fy,1,s. Here, and throughout this paper,
we denote by D(F;) and D(OF}) the effective domains of F; and of its subdifferential OF7,
respectively. We notice that OF7 is a maximal monotone graph in R x R and use the same symbol
OF for the maximal monotone operators induced in L? spaces. Moreover, for r € D(OF}), we use
the symbol OF?(r) for the element of OF(r) having minimal modulus. If, however, OF7 is single-
valued (which is the case if (r_, 7, ) = R), then we denote the sole element of the singleton JF (r)
by F(r). We also remark that (F3) implies that £, grows at most linearly on R, while F;, grows at
most quadratically.

For the other data of the state system, we postulate:
(A2) p and o are fixed positive real numbers.

(A3) ¥y € V¥, o € V29, and there are constants 7_, 7o, such that
A

ro<ro. < o <rop <ry ae.in . (2.17)

(A4) The embeddings V¢ C L*(Q) and Vg C L*(2) are continuous.

Remark 2.2. If, for instance, A = —A with domain H?(2) N H} () (thus, with homogeneous
Dirichlet conditions, but similarly for zero boundary conditions of Neumann or third kind), then ij C
H?P(Q); it then follows from that (the first embedding in) (A4) holds true if p > 3/8. Likewise,
we have in this case V/ C L°(2) for p > 1/2 as wellas V§ C C°(Q) provided that p > 3/4.

For the data entering the cost functional (1.7) and the admissible set U,4 defined in (1.8) we generally
assume:

(A5) 1997909 € Lz(Q)s 196,2’%0@ € LQ(Q): Uminy Umax S LOO(Q) SatiSfy Umin S Umaz
a.e.in Q.

Finally, once and for all we fix some open and bounded ball in L>°((Q) that contains the admissible
set.

(A6) R > 0isa constant such that Unq C Ug := {u € L®(Q) : [Jull1=) < R}

At this point, we are in a position to make use of (2.9) and its analogue for B to give a weak formulation
of the state system (1.1)—(1.3) and to introduce our notion of solution. In particular, we present (1.2) in
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Optimal control of fractional Caginalp systems 7

the form of a variational inequality. We look for a pair (¢, ) satisfying

¥ € HY0,T; H) N L>(0,T; V) N L*(0,T; Vi), (2.18)
© € Wh(0,T; H)n H*(0,T;Vg), (2.19)
Fi(p) € LY(Q), (2.20)
and solving the system
00 + L(0)Oyp + A9 = u ae.in Q, (2.21)

(Gep(t), p(t) — v) + (B7(t), B7((t) = v)) +/QF1(s0(t)) + (F(p(1), ¢(t) — v)

< (U(p()0(t), p(t) —v) + /QF1<U) fora.e. t € (0,7) and every v € V5, (2.22)

9(0) = o, ¢(0) = wo. (2.23)

Here, it is understood that [, Fi (v) = +oo whenever I (v) ¢ L'(Q). We follow a similar rule for
expressions of the type [ [, F1(v) whenever v € L*(Q) but F1(v) ¢ L}(Q).

We notice that (2.22) is equivalent to its time-integrated variant, that is,

/O (B (1), () — v(t)) dt + / (B (t), B (o(t) — v(t))) dt
| 2’ , —v d
T /Q Fip) + / (F(o(8)), o(t) — v(t)) dt
1 9(t), —o(t))d Fi(v) forallv € L*(0,T;V3). :
< [ @etnpo. oty vy ars [[ Aoy oratve 20TV, 22

0

Similarly, (2.21) is equivalent to a corresponding time-integrated version with test functions v €
L2(0,T; V).

We have the following well-posedness result (cf. [11, Thm. 2.10]).

Theorem 2.3. Let the assumptions (F1)—<F4), (A1)—A4), and (A6) be fulfilled. Then the problem
(2:21)(2.23) has for every u € U a unique solution (¥, ) satisfying (2.18)—(2.20). Moreover, there

is a constant K1 > 0, which depends only on R and the data of the state system, such that
||19||H1(o,T;H)mLoo(o,T;vg)mp(o,T;vjﬂ) + llellwree o mnm o.rvg) + //Q Fi(p) < Ky, (2.25)

whenever (U, @) solves ([2.21)—2.23) for some u € Ug.

Proof. Owing to the assumptions (F2) and (2.17), we have that 0Fy (o) = F{(vo) € H, and thus
all of the conditions for the application of [11, Thm. 2.10] are fulfilled. O

By virtue of Theorem the control-to-state operator
S§: Ur > ur 8(u) = (Y, p) (2.26)

is well defined and bounded as a mapping from Ug C L*°(Q) into the Banach space specified by
the regularity properties (2.18), (2.19). In the following, we look for conditions that guarantee that &
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is Fréchet differentiable between suitable Banach spaces. To this end, we make use of the following
global boundedness assumption which has proved to be very useful in the framework of Cahn—Hilliard
type systems with fractional operators (cf. the recent works [17-19,21]):

(GB) There are constants ag, br such that
ro<ap <@ <bgp<ry ae.inQ (2.27)
whenever (¢, @) = 8(u) for some u € Ug.

The condition (GB) is rather restrictive and has to be verified from case to case. As a rule, it cannot
be satisfied for potentials of indicator function type like F5.1,s. It can, however, be satisfied for regular
potentials like I, (see the case (ii) below) and singular potentials like Fi,, (see the case (i) below).
Indeed, we have the following result, whose assumptions are commented in the next Remark[2.5]

Lemma 2.4. Assume that the conditions (A1)—(A4) and (F1)—<F4) are satisfied and, in addition, that

Y(v) € H and (B* v, (v)) >0 forevery v € V2’ and every monotone
and Lipschitz continuous mapping ) : R — R vanishing at the origin. (2.28)

In addition, assume that

lim F(r) = —o0, lim Fj(r) = +o0. (2.29)
r—r_ =Ty
Then (GB) is satisfied in any of the following situations:
1
5.
(i) (r_,ry) =R, B> = B = —A with zero Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions
and g € D(B).

(i) A = —A with zero Neumann or Dirichlet boundary conditions, and p > % or p=

Proof. Suppose that (¥, ) = 8(u) for some u € Ug. Assume first that the assumptions of (i) are
satisfied. In the following, we denote by C; > 0, 7 € N, constants that depend only on R and the data.
We have, owing to ({-18), that (cf. also Remark[2.2) V{ C H?* () C L*>(Q) if p > 3/4. Hence, by
it turns out that

ll~@ < o 2.30)

in this case. On the other hand, if p = 1/2, then ¢ solves a standard linear parabolic problem with
right-hand side u — ()0, which is bounded in L>(0,T; H) for u € Ug. Then the validity of
follows from standard results on linear parabolic problems (see, e.g., [34, Chap. 7]). Hence, in
both cases, we have that ||{()¥||L=(g) < Cj since ¢ is bounded, and the validity of (GB) with
ag,bp satisfying r_ < ar < ro- < rop < br < ry follows from the assumptions (2.28)—(2.29) as
in the proof of [21, Thm. 2.4].

Now, let the assumptions of (i) be fulfilled. Then, we remark that (r_,7,) = R excludes singular
potentials like Fj,, and we have to prove that ¢ is bounded in L>(Q) uniformly with respect to
u € Ug. Let, for A > 0, FY , denote the Moreau-Yosida approximation of F] at the level \. It is
well known (see, e.g., [2]) that in this special case, where the subdifferentials are single-valued and
FJ(0) = 0, the following conditions are satisfied:

FY , is globally Lipschitz continuous on R, FY ,(0) = 0, and it holds
|F ()] < |Fi(r)| and }\% F{\(r) = F{(r) forall r € R. (2.31)
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Optimal control of fractional Caginalp systems 9

In the proofs of [11, Prop. 2.4 and Prop. 2.9] (for details, see [11}, Sect. 5]) it has been shown, using
(2:29) and a special case of (2.28), that there is some A > 0 such that for every A € (0, A] the
general system

00y + L(p\)Opox + A%y = u ae.in Q, (2.32)
Opr + B or + Fi 5 (o2) + F3(pn) = Upa)dn ae.in Q, (2.33)
UA(0) =y, ©a(0) =po ae.in Q, (2.34)

has for every u € Ug a unique solution pair (¢, ¢, ) such that

Hﬁ/\HH1(O,T;H)OLOO(O,T;Vj)ﬂLQ(O,T;Vj”) + lleallwroe o.05m)nm 0,13V L2 0, rvzey < Ma, (2.35)

where, here and in the following, M; > 0, ¢ € N, denote constants that may depend on R and on
the data of the system, but not on A € (0, A]. It was then shown in [11] that (¢, ¢, ) converges to
(9, ¢) in a suitable topology. We repeat here a part of the argument and use with v = ()
and i) = F ;. We test by F ,(a(t)) to obtain for almost every t € (0, T) the identity

(B ox(t), Fl\(oa(1))) + / P (o)

- / FL (02(0) (Lor)0r(1) — Fo(oa()) — dupa(t). 2.36)

where the first summand on the left-hand side is nonnegative and, by virtue of (2.35) and the general
assumptions for the nonlinearities, the right-hand side is bounded by an expression of the form

1 2
5 L@ +
Q

whence we obtain that

“F{,A(¢A> HLOO(O,T;H) < M3-
Thanks to our assumption on B it follows that ¢, solves a standard linear parabolic initial-boundary
value problem, where the right-hand side £(x)x— 7 \(ox) — F5(¢x) is boundedin L>(0, T'; H),
independently of A € (0, A]. Moreover, ¢y € D(B) C L>(f2). Applying the classical results of [34,

Chap. 7], we therefore can infer that ||z z=(g) is bounded independently of A € (0, A]. Hence,
©x — ¢ weakly-star in L>°((), and the lower semicontinuity of norms yields the assertion. O

Remark 2.5. The assumptions on B2’ made in (ii), and the condition we also used in the
second part of the proof, are not in contradiction with each other. In fact, the former implies the latter.
Indeed, in this case, V3 = H}(Q2) or VZ = H'(2), and therefore it holds for every monotone and
Lipschitz continuous function 1 vanishing at the origin that for every v € V2% C H?({)) we have
P(v) € HY(Q), as well as

(B0, (v)) = (~Av, (v)) = / H(0) Vol > 0.

Moreover, in both (i) and (ii), the Laplacian can be replaced by more general second-order elliptic
operators in divergence form with smooth coefficients complemented with more general zero boundary
conditions. Furthermore, regarding A in (i), even higher order operators can be considered provided
that the assumptions on p are modified accordingly. For instance, one can take the plate operator
A = A?, assuming as domain the set of v € H*(1) satisfying suitable boundary conditions. Two
possibilities are v = v = 0 and dyv = I, Av = 0. In both cases, V§ C H*(2), and then the
condition V} C L>(£2) used in the above proof is satisfied if p > 3/8.
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Remark 2.6. If condition (GB) is fulfilled, then it follows from the assumptions (F2)—(F4) that, by
possibly taking a larger constant /; > 0, it holds the global bound

max |F7(@)llie@ + max 157 (@)llie@ + max [(0()[i~e) < K1 (237)

whenever (9, ¢) = 8(u) for some u € Ug.

The next step in our analysis is to show that under the condition (GB) a rather strong stability estimate
holds true for the solutions to the state system, which constitutes an important preparation for the later
proof of Fréchet differentiability. We have, however, to make a further assumption:

(A7) VN L>(Q)isdensein V3.

The condition (A7) is, for example, fulfilled if V5 coincides with one of the Sobolev—Slobodeckij spaces
H*(Q2) for s > 0. We combine it with (GBY) to prove the lemma below. Similar results were established
in [11], Prop. 2.4 and Prop. 2.9] under an assumption close to (2.28).

Lemma 2.7. Suppose that the conditions (F1)—(F4), (A1)—A4), (A6)—A7), and (GB) are satisfied.
Then, for every u € Ug, the solution (1, ) to the state system satisfies the variational equation

(Orp(t),v) + (B7(t), Bv) + (F'(p(t)), v) = (L(p(t))9(t),v)
fora.e.t € (0,T) andall v € V3. (2.38)

Moreover, by possibly enlarging the constant K that appears in (2.25) and (2.37), we have the esti-
mate

H90||W1a°°(O,T;H)ﬂHl(O,T;VE)QLOO(O,T;V]%”) < K. (2.39)
In particular, (¥, ) is a strong solution to the state system.

Proof. By recalling (GB), we set 0 := min{ar — r_, 7, — br}. Take now an arbitrary w € Vg N
L>(Q), and let €9 > 0 be such that go||w||ze) < 0/2. Then, v 1= ¢(t) + cw is for every
e € (0,&0) an admissible test function in (2.22), and F(v) € L'(). By using it and then dividing
by —&, we obtain (for a.a. t € (0,7))

(Oup(t), w) + (B%(t), B°w) + /Q Fl(@@(t)%tg)—ﬂ(w(t))

+ (o), w) > (Ep(®)0(t), w).

Since r_ +0/2 < p(t) +ew < ry — /2 forevery € € (0,e0), and since p(t) + cw converges to
©(t) in the strong topology of Vg N L>°(Q2) as € \, 0, we immediately deduce that

(Orp(t), w) + (B7o(t),w) + (Fi(e(t), w) + (F(e(t),w) > (L(e(t)d(t), w).

By changing w into —w, we obtain the opposite inequality, and thus equality. Finally, by accounting
for (A7), we can remove the boundedness assumption on the test function.

Let us come to (2.39). A part of it is already given by (2.25). To derive the maximal space regularity,
we notice that (2.38) can be written as

B¥ ¢ =g:= (o)) — 0o — F'(p) inV57, ae.in(0,T),

and that g is bounded in L>°(0,T; H) by a constant that only depends on R and the data thanks to
(2.25) and (2.37). ]
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We derive the following result.

Theorem 2.8. Suppose that the conditions (F1)—(F4), (A1)—(A4), (A6)—(A7), and (GB) are satisfied.
Then there is a constant KXo > 0, which depends only on R and the data of the state system, such
that the following holds true: whenever (U;, p;) = 8(u;), i = 1,2, for some controls uy,us € Ug,
then, for every t € (0, T,

H191 - 792”H1(0,t;H)ﬂL°°(0,t;V£) + H<P1 - 902HW17°°(0,t;H)ﬂH1(0,t;V§)
< Ky [Jur — ual| 220,68 (2.40)

Proof. Since (GB) is fulfilled, the global bounds (2.25) and (2.37) are satisfied for (9;, ¢;), i = 1, 2.
Moreover, by Lemma we can replace the variational inequality (2.22) by the variational equa-
tion (2.38). Now let ¥ := 1}y — ¥, ¢ 1= 1 — @9, @and u = u; — up. Then it is easily seen that
(9, ) is a strong solution to the system

0 + A% + (£(pr) = U(p2))0hpr + Lp2)Dp = u in Q, (2.41)
Oip + B0 + F'(p1) — F'(a) = (Lpn) — Lpa))01 + L(p2)0 in Q, (2.42)
9(0) =0, ¢(0)=0, inQ. (2.43)

To begin with, we test (2.47) by 9 and 2.42) by 0, € L*(0,T; V5), add the resultlng equations and
integrate over (2 x (0,t), where t € (0, T). Adding the same term 3 [|o(¢)||? = fo Jo, 9 Orp 10 both
sides of the resulting identity and noting a cancellation, we arrive at the equation

S190I° + S 1et0l; + [ [ avop+ [ [ o
= [ [ = [ [ oceton— e + [ [ ot
—/Ot/Q(F’(sm) — F'(g2))Orp +/Ot/ﬂ¢3t%0 = Ei:fw (&.44)

with obvious notation. We estimate the terms on the right-hand side individually, using the Young and
Hélder inequalities, the embedding conditions of (A4), as well as the global bounds and (2.37),
repeatedly without further reference. In this process, C;, 7 € N, denote constants that depend only on
R and the data of the state system. Clearly, we have

t
1] < //192 //\uP. (2.45)
0 JQ

Moreover, for every 0 > 0 (which is yet to be specified) it follows that

t
|Ia| < 01/0 [9(s) | l(8) |2 1001 (5) ]| ds

t C t
) / 19(s) I3y ds + = / 101 (8)I135 lio(s)[3 ds (2.46)

In addition, we see that

t
I3 < 03/ 191(s) || @y |2(8) [ Lagey [|Oep(s) || ds
0

IN

t C t
5 [10k + 5t [ 10as)13 o) ds. 247
0 0
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Finally, owing to the Lipschitz continuity of " in [ag, bg], it turns out that

t C t
Iy +115] < 0 10y0)? + = lo]?. (2.48)
1)
0JQ 0JQ

Now observe that the mapping s > ||191(s)||%/£ + [|0ipr(s)[li5 belongs by to L'(0,T).

Hence, choosing 6 = 1/4, we can infer from Gronwall’'s lemma that for every ¢ € (0,T") we have the
estimate

19| o 0,690 z20,6v8) + el 0.smnz=©nvg) < CsllullL2(sm) - (2.49)

In the next estimate, we argue formally, noting that the arguments can be made rigorous by using,
e.g., finite differences in time and the fact that (0) = (0) = 0. Indeed, we formally differentiate
(2.42) with respect to time to obtain the identity

e + B 0o+ (F" (1) — F"(92))0ip1 + F" (92)Opp
= (l'(¢1) — U(p2))01 Oppr + £ (2)V1 Opp + s (1) — L(2))
+ VU (p2)Opp2 + £(p2) 040 . (2.50)

Let us add 0;¢ to both sides of (2.50). Then, we (formally) test (2.41) by 0,9 and (2.50) by 0;¢ and
add the resulting equations. After a cancellation of terms, we obtain the identity

/Ot/9|8t19|2 + %HAW(L‘)HQ + %H@tgo(t)HQ + /Ot Hatgp(s)u%/gds

= [ Jwoi [ [e0 - ttemoeian ~ [ [ (#e0 - Feiaie
+/Ot/ﬂ(1 — F"(¢2))|0kpl* +/Ot/9(£’<¢1) — (02))910,01 000 +/Ot/ﬂg/(%)19l|at¢|2
+ /0 t /Q 01 (L(p1) — U(p2)) 0 + /0 t /Q 90 (92)0rp20pp = Zijjj, (2.51)

with obvious notation. We estimate the terms on the right-hand side individually, using the Young and
Holder inequalities, the embeddings from (A4), and the estimates (2.25), (2.37), and (2.49) without
further reference. Again, we denote by C; > 0, 7 € N, constants that depend only on R and the data.

Now let § > 0 be arbitrary (to be chosen later). We obviously have

]+ ] < 6//|atz9|2+cl (146 //W 252)

Moreover, it is clear that

t
| Jo| < 02/0 1000 (s) [ 101 ()| s o ()| o) ds

t C. t

5//|3ﬂ9|2 + 73 ||90||%°°(0,t;V§)/ ||at901(8)”%/§ ds
0JQ 0
t C t

o[ [iaor + S [ [ 259
0JQ 0JQ
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Also, using the Lipschitz continuity of £ in [ag, bg] and (2.49) once more, we infer that

PA

IN

t
cs / o ()l sy 19rn ()l e 10rp(s) | ds

< G HSOHLOO(O,t;Vg) H%HHI(O,t;Vg) H<P||H1(0,t;H)

t
07//\u|2- (2.54)
0JQ

Similarly, in view of (F4) we observe that

N

IN

t
|Js] < Cs/ ()l za@ [101(8) | () 191p1.(8) | Loy 0o () || oo dis
0

Cy
||791”L<>00tv'” ||S01||H1 (0,t,V8) ||<P||L (0,V5)

t
<5 / 10np(s)I2 ds + =
0
! 2 CIO 2
5/ 0p(5)]IE g ds + 22 /| 2. (2.55)
0

IA

We also have

t
S| < Cn/ [01(s)l| 2 106 ()| Loy [|Oesp(s) | ds
012

| /\

t
/ 00 () g ds + S22 012w / 10uo(s)|P? ds

C’
<5 [ lonetsiligds + <2 [ [1ur 259
0

Moreover, it turns out that

t
|J7| < 014/ 10:91(3)] ll(8) | o) 10k () || Loy ds

Cis
< 5 [ 1onels)lig s + S22 10 Im ol m0ans)

C
5 / lowe(s) g as + 5 [ / uf?. 2.57)
0

t

[ Js| < Cw/ [9(s)[| [19:p2(5) | (<) 100 () Loy dis
0

Cis

IN

Finally, we deduce that

IA

t
5 [ 10 ds + S 101 e [ Noneato) I ds

' 2 Cl9 2
5 [1oeligas + 2 [ [ 259
0

Summarizing the estimates (2.57)—(2.58), and choosing 4 > 0 small enough, we have thus shown the
estimate

IN

t
”ﬁHi[l(o,t;H)mLoc(o,t;vj) + ”90HI2/VL°°(0,t;H)ﬂH1(O,t;V§) < CZO/O/Q‘UF- (2.59)

This concludes the proof of the assertion. O
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3 Fréchet differentiability of &

In this section, we aim to show the Fréchet differentiability of the conlrol-to-state mapping & between
suitable Banach spaces. To this end, we fix some u € U and set (,p) = 8(u). We then consider
the linearized problem

om+ 1 (@) 02+ UP)0E + A*n=h in Q, (3.1)
W+ BYE+ F (@) =U(@)0E+L(p)n in Q, (3.2)
7(0) = £(0) =0 in Q. (3.3)

The expectation is that if a Fréchet derivative DS(w) of 8 at u exists, then, for a given direction h,
it should satisfy DS(u)[h] = (n,£), where (1, £) is the solution to (8-1)—(3-3). We first show the
following result.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that the general assumftions (F1)«F4), (A1)—<A4) and (A6) as well as (GB)
are fulfilled, and let w € Ug be arbitrary and (¥, ) = 8(u). Then the linearized system (3.1)—(3-3)
has for every h € L*(Q) a unique solution (n,&) such that

ne HY0,T; H)NL¥0,T; V)N L*0,T; Vi), (3.4)
£€ HY(0,T; H)YN L>(0,T;V5)N L*0,T; V7). (3.5)

Moreover, the linear mapping h — (n, £) is continuous as a mapping between the spaces L? (Q) and
(Hl(O,T;H)ﬂLOO(O,T;Vj)ﬂH(O,T,V )) ((Hl(O,T,H)ﬂLOO(O,ﬂVB)ﬂLQ(O,T,VB?")).

Proof. We use a Faedo-Galerkin method. To this end, let (see (2.2)) {¢;}jen and {€}jen be the

orthonormalized eigenfunctions of A and B, respectively. We define the n-dimensional spaces V,, :=
span{ey,...,e,} and V! := span{e], ..., e/ } and search for every n € N functions of the form

t) = Zaj(t)ej(x), En(x,t) Zb
=1
such that

(atnnv U) + (Apﬁm APU) + (€<¢>atfm U) = _(6/(6) at@fn; U) + (h7 U)

forevery v € V,, and a.e.in (0,7), (3.6)
(0i&n,v) + (B7En, B70) + (F"(@)én,v) = (£(9) 0 &n,v) + (€)1, 0)

forevery v € V! and a.e.in (0,7), (3.7)
1.(0) = &,(0) = 0. (3.8)

We choose v = e;, 1 < k < n,in (3.7), which, thanks to the orthogonality of the eigenfunctions,
leads to n explicit first-order ordinary differential equations with leading terms 0;b;, 1 < k < n.
Next, we insert v = e, 1 < k < n, in (3.6), and we substitute the explicit expressions for Oby.,
1 < k < n,inthe terms ({(©)0i&n, e) for k = 1,...,n. By doing this, we obtain from (3.6)—
a standard initial value problem for a linear system of 2n ordinary differential equations in the
unknowns ay, . . ., a,, by, . . ., b,. Since all of the occurring coefficient functions belong to L2(0, 7)),
it follows from Carathéodory’s theorem the existence of a unique solution (a1, ..., a,, by, ..., b,) €
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H'(0, T;R?") which specifies the unique solution (1,,&,) € (HY(0,T;V,) x HY(0,T;V)) to
@.8-(.8).

In the following, we derive some a priori estimates for the Galerkin approximations. In this process,
we denote by C; > 0, i € N, constants that may depend on R and the data of the state system, but
not on n € N. We recall that Remark [2.6] applies to . To begin with, we insert v = 7,, in and
v = 0¢&, in (3.7), and add the results, which leads to a cancellation of terms. Then, we integrate over
time and add to both sides of the resulting identity the same term £ [|&,,(¢)(|* = fofﬂgnatgn We then
obtain the equation

S @I + 3la @l + [ [1amr + [ [logr
/ / gy, — / / ?) 0 Enmn — / / F"(@)&n 0ikn
+ [ [e@is0e + [ [eoe - ;Lj, 69

with obvious meaning. Let d > 0 be arbitrary (to be specified later). At first, it is readily seen that

1 t t C t
Ll Lal 12l < 5 [ [P e+ 5[ ol + S [ ek o
0JQ 0JQ 0JQ

Moreover, we observe that

IN

t
| o] 02/0 1952 ()| (<) 160 (8) |2 I (s) ] ds

t t
< [P+ [ 10wl IOl ds. @.11)
0JQ 0

Finally, we have the estimate

t
|La| < Cs/o [9(s) | () 16n(8) ] 242 1016 ()| ds

t C t
[ 16 + 5 [ 1761 6ol ds. @12)
0JQ 0

Now observe that the mapping s — [[0,5(s)|l5 + H@(s)”%/g is known to belong to L'(0, 7).

Hence, combining (3.9)—(3.71), and choosing 6 > 0 small enough, we obtain from Gronwall’s lemma
the estimate

IN

H77nHLOO(O,T;H)mH(o,T;Vg) + &nll e 0.m:mnr=0,mvg) < Crllbll L2070y - (3.13)

From (3.13) we can draw some consequences. Namely, invoking the general bounds (2.25) and (2.37),
as well as the embeddings given by (A4), we can easily verify that

1'(@) 07 & + €(®) 0knll 20y < Csl|l 220,750
1€() 0 &+ €(@) nn — F" (@) &all 20y < Collbll20,rmy.
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But then we may insert first v = 0,7,, and then v = A% 1), in (3.6) to conclude that

H77n”Hl(o,T;H)mLoo(o,T;vg)nm(o,T;vjf’) = ClOHhHLQ(O,T;H)- (3.14)
Likewise, by inserting v = B%7¢,, in (3.7), we find that

1&nll 21 0,3y 0.173vg L2 0.13v2ey < Cuallhllz20.7,m)- (3.15)

Hence, there is a pair (17, ) such that (first only for a subsequence, but, by the uniqueness of the limit,
eventually for the entire sequence) we have the convergence properties

Nn — 1 weakly-starin H'(0,T; H) N L=(0,T; V%) N L*(0,T;V3"),
&, — € weakly-starin H*(0,T; H) N L>®(0,T;V3) N L*(0,T; Vi%).

It is then a standard matter (which needs no repetition here) to show that (7, £) is a strong solution
to the linearized system (3.1)—(3.3), and the validity of the assertion concerning the continuity of the
mapping h — (1, &) follows from (3.14) and (3-15) by using the semicontinuity properties of norms.

It remains to show the uniqueness of the solution. To this end, let (7;,&;), ¢ = 1,2, be two solutions
enjoying the regularity properties and (3.5), and letn := 1, — 12, £ ==& — &. Then (n,€) isa
strong solution to the system (3.1)—(3.3) with 2~ = 0. Repeating the a priori estimates leading to
for the continuous problem, we obtain an estimate for (7, £) which resembles (3.13), but this time with
h = 0 on the right-hand side. Thus, 7 = & = 0. This concludes the proof of the assertion. O

We are now ready to prove the Fréchet differentiability of the control-to-state operator. To be able to
perform this analysis, we need a slightly stronger embedding condition than that of assumption (A4).
We have to postulate:

(A8) The embeddings V2" C L8(2) and Vg C L5(Q) are continuous.

Remark 3.2. The second condition is more restrictive than the first one. Indeed, if A = B = — A with
zero Dirichlet or Neumann conditions, then Vg C H?*?(Q) C L(Q) if o > 1/2, by {I.19). On the
other hand, V” ¢ H*(Q) C L%(Q) provided that p > 1/4. Notice that V¥ < L*(Q) if p > 3/8
(see also Remark[2.2), so that in this case the postulate for A in (A8) is not more restrictive than that
required in (A4).

With these preparations, the road is paved for the proof of Fréchet differentiability.
Theorem 3.3. Suppose that the conditions (F1)—F4), (A1)—-A4), (A6)—(A8), and (GB) are fulfilled.

Then the control-to-state operator 8 is Fréchet differentiable on Ur as a mapping from L>(Q)) into
the Banach space

Y= (H'(0,T;V,)NC°([0, T]; H)NL*(0, T; V) x (H'(0, T; H)NL>(0,T; V). (3.16)

Moreover, if i € Up and (U, %) = 8(u), then the Fréchet derivative DS () € L(L>®(Q),Y) of 8
at u, applied to h € L>(Q), satisfies DS(u)[h] = (n,£), where (n,&) is the unique solution of

(3.1)—3.3).
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Proof. Letw € Ug be arbitrary and (¢, ) = 8(u). Since U is open, there is some A > 0 such
that @ + h € Ug whenever ||A|| () < A. In the following, we only consider such perturbations /.
For any such h, we set (9", ") = 8(u + h), and we denote by (1", £) the unique solution to the
linearized system (3.1)—(3.3) associated with /. Moreover, we put

y =" =0 -0, =gt - gt

Since the linear mapping i — (1", £") is by Theorem|3.1] continuous from L>°(Q)) into Y, it suffices
to show that there is a mapping Z : (0, +00) — (0, +00) such that

. Z(s)
H(yh,zh)Hy < Z(||h||L°°(Q)) and lim

=0. 3.17
Jm (3.17)

To begin with, note that (yh, zh) satisfies the regularity properties (see also (2.39))

y" € HY(0,T; H) N L>(0,T;VE) N L*0,T; V37, (3.18)
e HY0,T; H) N L>(0,T;V5) N L*0,T; V2). (3.19)

Moreover, (1, %) and (9", ") satisfy the global estimates (2.25) and (2-37), and from (2.40) we have
forall t € (0,77 the estimate

||19h - 5||Hl(o,t;H)mLoo(o,t;vj) + ||90h - @”Wl*m(O,t;H)ﬂHl(O,t;Vg) < Ky ||hllzem - (320)

In the following, we denote by C' > 0 constants that may depend on R and the data of the state
system, but not on the special choice of h € L*°(()) with w + h € Ug. Observe that the meaning of
C' may change from line to line within formulas.

At this point, we observe that Taylor’s theorem with integral remainder shows that we have almost
everywhere in () the identities

") = @) + (@) (" — D) + (¢" —)* RE, (3.21)
F'(¢") = F'(@) + F'(@)(¢" — ) + (¢" — $)* R}, (3.22)

with the remainders
1 1
Rl = / (1- )@+ s(¢" — 7)) ds, RE= / (1— ) F"(@+ s(¢" — 7)) ds.
0 0

By (F2)—(F4), (GB) and the boundedness of I in [ag, bg], we have

1R 2=(@) + [I1R3]l1=(q) < C. (3.23)
Now observe that yh and 2" are strong solutions to the system
Oy + Ay = Q} in Q, (3.24)
02"+ B¥ = Qb in Q, (3.25)
y"(0) =2"(0) =0 inQ, (3.26)
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where simple algebraic manipulations using and show that
Q= —(U(¢") — L)) (0" — 0p) — U()0r2" — 1'(2)2" 0ip — Ry (¢" —9)* Oip, (3.27)
Qb = (L") — £(@)) (0" = 0) + L@)y" + T ()" + TR (o — 9)? — F"(p)2"
— Ry (" =), (3.28)

Now we test (3.24) by y" and (3.25) by 0,z", add the results (whereby two terms cancel), and add
the same term 3 ||2"(t)||> = [, [,2"9,2" to both sides of the resulting identity. Since the terms
involving the product "0, 2" cancel out, we obtain that

SO + 310l + [ [+ [ [lanr
= - [ [ - ot -om - [ [t@ozy
- [ [rre —wrasy+ [ [ - oo -mazt
+/t/w(¢>zhatzh w [ [rt e -2z
[ fo-rerar - [ R -prad < Sw o

with obvious meaning. Let & > 0 be arbitrary (to be specified later). We estimate the terms on the
right-hand side individually, using the Young and Hélder inequalities, the global bounds (2.25), (2.37]
and (3.23), the stability estimate (3.20), as well as the embedding conditions (A4) and (A8), repeatedly
without further reference. Here, for the sake of brevity, we often omit the argument s of the involved
functions. At first, we have

t
|M;| < C/ 16" = Pl ey 100" — 0@ || Laey |1y" || ds
0
t
<C H‘Ph - @HQLOO(O,tMg) HSOh - @H?{l(o,t;vg) +/0 HthQdS

t
< C Il + / 1P ds. 3.:30)
0

Moreover, we see that

| M|

IN

t
c / 101+ 1| oy 1" ds

IN

t
¢ [ oy (117 + 11213 ) s @31
0

t
¢ [ [ 16 =Bl 0@l I ds
0

t
<C ||90h - @H%N(O,T;V”) ||@||12ql(o,T;VU) + ||yh||2 ds
B B 0

as well as

IN

| Ms|

IN

t
C Nl 0 + / 1" ds. 3.:32)
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Also, it follows that
t —
M < C [ N = Blasia 19" = Flasio 192 ds
0
' h2 Coa 2 h 32
< 5/0 10:2"]]" ds + 5 1% _¢||L°°(0,t;\/§) [ _19||Loo(o,t;v/§)
t N C
<3 101 ds + 5 Il 339
0
and that
t _ t C t
|Ms| < C/ 19| () th||L4(Q) 10,2" | ds < 5/ 10,2"|* ds + E/ HZhH%/g ds, (3.34)
0 0 0
as well as
t
3 h— h
|Mg| < C/o ||19||L6(Q) 12 —SOH%fi(Q) 10:2"(| ds

t
C _
<5 [ ot ds + 516" = Plhmoan

t
C
< 5 [ 1017 ds + S il (3.35)
Finally, we infer that
t C t
|M;| < 5/ 10,2"|* ds + 3/ |2"||* ds (3.36)
0 0
and
! h 2 h ' h||12 C 4
Ml < C [ =l 10" ds < 6 [ 10" ds + G 1Bl - (@3

At this point, we observe that the map s +— [|9;%(s)]|vg belongs to L*(0, T'). Thus, choosing d > 0
small enough and combining the estimates (3.29)—(3.37), we conclude that

||yh||L°°(0,T;H)mL2(o,T;vj) + th||H1(0,T;H)OL°°(O,T;V§) < C||h||%z(07T;H). (3.38)

With this estimate shown, it is a simple comparison argument in (3.24) (which we may leave to the
reader) to verify that also

||yh||H1(o,T;v;”) < CHhH%Q(O,T;H)‘

Now observe that H'(0,T;V*) N L?(0,T;VY) is continuously embedded in C°([0,T]; H), so
that (3-17) is satisfied with a function of the form Z(s) = C's?, for a sufficiently large C' > 0. This
concludes the proof of the assertion. O

As an immediate consequence of Theorem[3.3] we now deduce a first necessary optimality condition
for the optimal control problem (CP).
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Corollary 3.4. Suppose that the conditions (F1)—F4), (A1)—(58), and (GB) hold true. Moreover, let
u € U,q be an optimal control for the problem (CP) and (J,%) = 8(@). Then, there holds the
variational inequality

51 [ 1)~ ea)€T) + 6 [ [ (7= wa)€ + i [ (B(T) ~ b0y ()
Q Q Q
+ﬂ4//(ﬁ—ﬁg)n+ﬂ5//a(u—a)20 Vu € U, (3.39)
Q Q
where (n, £) is the unique solution to the linearized system associated with h = u — .
Proof. By virtue of the quadratic form of J and Theorem the reduced cost functional 5(u) =

J(8(u), u) is Fréchet differentiable on U g. Since U,q is convex, we must have DJ(w)[u —u] > 0 for
all u € U,q. The result then follows in a standard manner from the chain rule and Theorem (3.3 O

4 The optimal control problem

In this section, we investigate the optimal control problem (CP).

4.1 Existence of optimal controls

We begin our analysis of (CP) with an existence result.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that (F1)—«F4) and (A1)—A4) are fulfilled. Then (CP) has a solution.

Proof. We pick a minimizing sequence {u,,} C U,q and set (I, p,,) := 8(uy,), for alln € N. We fix
R > 0 such that U,q C Upg and account for (2.25). Hence, invoking standard compactness results
(cf., e.g., [40l Sect. 8, Cor. 4] for the strong compactness), we may assume that there are u € U.q
and (¢, ¢) such that, at least for a subsequence,

u, — u weakly-starin L>(Q), (4.1)
¥, — ¥ weakly-starin H'(0,T; H) N L>(0,T; V) N L*0,T; Vi),

strongly in C°([0,T]; H) and pointwise a.e. in Q, (4.2)
©On — @ weakly-starin Wh>(0,T; H) N H'(0,T;Vg),

strongly in C°([0,T]; H) and pointwise a.e. in Q. (4.3)

We now show that (1, ) = 8(u) which implies that the pair ((¢, ), u) is admissible for (CP). Once
this is proved, the lower semicontinuity of norms shows that (v, ¢), u) is an optimal pair.

At first, note that obviously 1(0) = 9o and ¢ (0) = ¢y. In additon, by Lipschitz continuity, £3(p,,) —
F}(¢) and £(p,) — £(p), both strongly in C°([0, T|; H). Since {{(p,)V,} is easily seen to be
bounded in L?(Q), the latter entails that £(,,),, — £()Y weakly in L?(0,T; H).

Now, we write the time-integrated version of (2.27), written for v = w,, and (¢,¢) = (J,, ¥n),
with test functions v € L?(0,T; V{). Taking the limit as n — oo, we find that (9, ) satisfies the
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time-integrated version of (2.21), which is equivalent to (2.21) itself. It remains to show the validity
of (2:22). To this end, we use the semicontinuity of F; and (@.3), which yield that 0 < Fj(p) <
liminf, , Fi(p,) a.e.in Q. Then, owing to Fatou’s lemma and to (2.25),

0 s// Fi(y) < nmmf// Filpn) < K.
Q n—oo Q

In particular, Fi(¢) € L'Y(Q). Now, the quadratic form v fOTHB”v(t)szt is lower semi-
continuous on L?(0,T; V§). Thus, starting from (2.24) written for (1J,,, ¢,,), we can deduce, for every
v € L*0,T;Vg), the following chain:

[ o0, vy + [ £

< liminf (/OT(B”gon(t),B”(gpn(t) —v(t))dt + //Q Fl(@n))

n—oo

< timint ([ ()t - 000 = Fit)on —v) + //Q Fi(v)
- // )9 — dyp — Fy(9)) (¢ — v) // Fi(v (4.4)

In other words, (¥, ¢) satisfies (2.24), which is equivalent to (2:22). This concludes the proof of the
assertion. 0

4.2 Necessary optimality conditions

We now turn our interest to the derivation of first-order necessary optimality conditions. To this end, we
assume that u € U,q is an optimal control with associated state (3, ), and we assume that all of the
general assumptions (F1)—(F4), (A1)—(A8), and (GB) are satisfied. Hence, in particular, the double
obstacle potential F5,,s is excluded from the consideration. We aim at eliminating the expressions
involving (7, &) from the variational inequality by means of the adjoint state variables. The
adjoint system formally reads:

—0iq — L(@)p+ A%q = Bu(¥ —Yg) in Q, (4.5)
— O —U(@)0ig + B> p+ F"(@)p — '(@)0p = fo(? — ¢q) in Q, (4.6)
q(T) = Bs(I(T) — Vo), p(T)=B1(B(T) — pa) — Bsl(B(T))(I(T) — o) in Q. (47

Owing to the low regularity of the final data appearing in (4.7), we cannot expect to obtain a strong
solution to this system. Indeed, it turns out that (4.6) is meaningful only in its weak form

(=0wp(t), v)vg — (E@(1)Aha(t), v) + (B7p(t), B7v) + (F"(@(1))p(t), v)
— (C@)I(O)p(1),v) = Ba(B(t) — po(t),v)

forall v € Vg andae.t € (0,7). (4.8)

Another point is that, in order to derive a priori bounds, one would like to test (4.6) by p and (4.5) by
—0yq, which makes it necessary to assume that the associated final datum belongs to Vj. We thus
postulate:
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(A9) Itholds (5 q € VY.

This condition is satisfied if 53 = 0 or ¥ € V{. In the first case, there is no endpoint tracking of the
temperature in the cost functional, while in the second the regularity of the target function coincides
with that of the associated state (which makes sense). We have the following well-posedness result:

Theorem 4.2. Let the assum_ptions (F1)<(F4), (A1)—(A9), and (GB) be fulfilled, and letw € U,q be
given with associated state (9, ) = 8(u). Then the adjoint problem (#.5), (&-8), (4.7) has a unique
solution (p, q) such that

g € HY0,T; H) N C°([0,T]; V§) N L*(0,T; V7), (4.9)
p€ HY0,T;V;7)NnC°([0,T); H) N L*(0, T; Vg). (4.10)

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem|[3.1] we use a Faedo—Galerkin technique with the eigenfunctions of
the operators A and B. With the notations used there, we look for functions of the form

t) = Zaj(t)ej(x), pn(z, 1) Zb
j=1
satisfying the system

= (Ougn(t),v) = (€@ (0)pn(t), v) + (APqn(t), APv) = (ga(t), v)

forall v € V,, andae. t € (0,7), (4.11)
= (Opa(t), v) = (€(2(1))Oran (1), v) + (Bpn(t), B7v) + (F"(@())pn(t), v)
— (@) (t)pa(t),v) = (ga(t),v) forallv € V! anda.e. t € (0,T), (4.12)

(Qn(T)’U) - (g3,1)> Vo € an (pn(T)7U) = (gl,v) - (€<¢(T))g3av> Vo € Vr{v (4-13)

where we have set

91 =B1(B(T) — a), go=52(B— ¢q), g5 = Bs(IT) — Vq), g1 =Ps(0—Vg). (4.14)

Using an analogous argument as in the proof of Theorem [3.1] we can infer that the system (4.11)—
(#13) enjoys a unique solution pair (¢,, p,) € (H'(0,T;V,) x H*(0,T; V).

We now derive a priori estimates for the approximations (g,,, p,), where we denote by C;, i € N,
constants that may depend on R and the data, but not on n € N. To begin with, we insert v =
—0iqn(t) in and v = p,(t) in (#12), add the results, and integrate over (¢,7") where ¢t €
[0, 7). Noting a cancellation of two terms, and adding the same quantity 1 ||, (¢)[|* = 3 ||¢.(T)||* —

ftT Je @02y to both sides, we arrive at the identity

1 1 T T T )
SO + 5l + [ [ 100l + [ [15ne+ [ [ Few
t JQ t JQ t JQ

1 1 T T T )

= Sl + 310y = [ [ 0an+ [ [ - [ [ B
t JQ t JQ t JQ
T N T
+//€’(¢)19pi—//qn0tqn. (4.15)
t JQ t JQ
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Note that the fifth term on the left-hand side of (4.15) is nonnegative due to (F1)-(F2). By means of the
Holder and Young inequalities, we readily conclude that the sum of the five integrals on the right-hand
side, which we denote by I, satisfies

< 1 ! CYRE g 2 2 g 2 2
1< 3 10:q,” + Ci (lg2? + [gal?) + (Ign]? + |pnl?)
t JQ t JQ t JQ
T

+ 02/ 19(s)l| sy 12 () 12 ()| 22 s
t

%/tT/antan + 03(/tT/Q(!g2!2+|g4|2) +/tT/Q(!%’2+|pn|2)>

1 [T T
b3 [ [l 2187 + 00 [ 1B, IR as. oo
t t

IN

It remains to estimate the final value terms. At first, note that the second identity in just means
that p,,(7") is the H-orthogonal projection of g; — ¢(@(T)) g3 onto V.. Thus, ||p.(T)|| < ||¢1]| +
Cs ||g3]|- By the same token, we have that ||, (T))|| < ||gs||- Now observe that J(T') € V5. There-
fore, invoking (A9), we have g3 € V%. But this entails that

142 (T)))* = (qu(T), A% qu(T)) = (g3, A* 4 (T'))
= (Algs, APqn(T)), e, |[APqu(T)| < [[APgs].

Hence, it turns out that ||, (T)[|lve < [|g3/|v¢. Observing that the mapping s — ||§(3)||%,£ belongs

to L'(0,T'), we obtain from the above estimates, using Gronwall’s lemma, that

gnll e 0,73y L0 0.75v2) + IPnllLos 0.1 mynL20v9)
< Cs <||91||L2(Q) + llg2llr2@) + llgsllve + ||94||L2(Q)> Vn eN. (4.17)

Next, we insert v = A*’q,, in @TT). Using the estimate ||g,(T)|[y» < [|gs|lv once more, we can
infer that also

laallaoriey < Cr (Igallz + lgellzz) + losllvg + lgallizg)) ¥n €N, (@18)

and comparison in (4.12) shows that

IPalliorgey < Cs (lgallze + lgallizgy + lgslivg + lgallizg)) ¥neN. @19

From the above estimates there follows the existence of a pair (¢, p) such that, possibly only on a
subsequence which is still indexed by n,

Gn — q weakly-starin H*(0,T; H) 0 L=(0,T; V%) N L*(0,T; V"), (4.20)
pn — p weakly-starin H'(0,T;V;7) N L>(0,T; H) N L*(0,T;V3). (4.21)
Moreover, by continuous embedding, ¢ € C°([0,T]; V) and p € C°([0, T]; H).

At this point, it is a standard argument (which needs no repetition here) to show that (¢, p) is a solution
to the system (@.5), (4-8), (4.7). It remains to show uniqueness. To this end, let (¢;, p;), i = 1,2, be

two solutions, and ¢ = q; — g2, p = p1 — po. Then (g, p) solves (@.5), (#.8), (4.7) with zero right-
hand sides. We now repeat the estimates leading to (4.17) for the continuous problem, concluding that

q = p = 0. The assertion is thus proved. O
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We now can eliminate the variables (7, &) from the variational inequality (3-39).

Theorem 4.3. Let the assumptions (F1)—<F4), (A1)—(A9),_and (GB) be fulfilled, and letu € U,q be
an optimal control of problem (CP) with associated state (¥, p) = 8(u) and adjoint state (p, q). Then
it holds the variational inequality

//QQ(“_U>+55//QE(U—E)ZO Vu € Upq. (4.22)

Proof. We fix u € U,q and consider the associated linearized system (3.1)—(3.3) with h = u —u. We
multiply (3.1) by ¢ and (3.2) by p, add the results, and integrate over (). We obtain

//QCJ(u—u ://8t77q+// ?) 0B € + L) Di€) q+//nAzp
+//Q & p +/0(B°'p(t),305(t))dt
+//QF”(¢)€p—//Qé’(a)ﬁgp_//czg(@)np

By also integrating by parts with respect to time in three of the terms, we deduce that
//Q qlu —7) = /(n(T) (T) + L(B(T))E(T)q(T) + £(T)p(T))
/ / [—0hg + A%q — (()p] — / T<5tp(t), E())vy dt
/(B" (1), B7E(t)) dt +//g D)0+ F'(@)p — €(@) ).

Thus, using the adjoint system (4.5), (4.8), (4.7), we find the identity

//%q(u—ﬂ) =51/Q(¢(T) —9a)&(T) + Ba //Q(a_%)g
+ 53/9(5@) = Da)n(T) + P //Q(E—%)n

By combining this with (3.39), we obtain (4.22). O

Remark 4.4. If 35 > 0, then (4.22) just means that u is the LQ(Q)-orthogonal projection of —ﬂglq
onto U,q, i.e., we have

U = max {umm, min {—ﬁglq,umax}} a.e.in Q. (4.23)

4.3 The double obstacle case
In this section, we study the case of the double obstacle potential Foqs in which Fy = Ij_q 1y is

the indicator function of the interval [—1,1] that is given by I[_q1)(r) = 0 for r € [—1,1] and
I1_11)(r) = 400 otherwise. Then the conditions (F1) and (F2) are fulfilled with (r_,r; ) = (—1,1).
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For the other nonlinearities F5 and ¢ we assume that (F3) and (F4) are valid. We then consider the
following optimal control problem:

(CPy) Minimize J((9,¢),u) over U,q subject to the state system ([2.27)-(2:23) with

Remark 4.5. Notice that the condition F}() € L*(Q)) for our notion of solution can only be satisfied
for Fy = I|_1 ) if ¢ € [—1, 1] almost everywhere, which in turn entails that the term involving F7 ()
on the left-hand side of (2.22) vanishes.

Since we cannot expect the condition (GB) to be satisfied in this case, the control theory developed
in the previous section does not apply. We therefore argue by approximation, using the deep quench
approximation, which has proved to be successful in a number of similar situations (see, e.g., [9,10.15,
17,1937])). The general idea behind this approach is the following: we define the logarithmic functions

I4+r)In(l+r)+ (1 —=r)In(l —7r) ifre(=1,1)
h(r):=< 2In(2) ifre{-1,1} (4.24)
+oo if r ¢ [—1,1]

ho(r) :=ah(r) forr € R and a € (0,1]. (4.25)

It is easily seen that
h{% ha(r) = Ii—11(r) VreR. (4.26)

Moreover, i'(r) = In(1=£) and h”(r) = 25, and thus
lim A (r) =0 forall —-1,1
lim L(r)y=0 foralre(—1,1),

hm( lim h;(ﬂ) = —o0, lim (hm hfx(r)> = +00. (4.27)
a0\ 1 a0

Hence, we may regard the graphs of the single-valued functions h., over the interval (—1, 1) as ap-
proximations to the graph of the subdifferential 8][_171]. Observe that this is an interior approximation
defined in the interior of the domain of 8][,171] in contrast to the exterior approximation obtained via
the Moreau—Yosida approach.

In view of (4.26)—(4.27), it is near to mind to expect that the control problem (CPy) is closely related
to the control problem (which in the following will be denoted by (CP,,)) that arises when in we
choose [} = h, for & > 0. Indeed, by virtue of Theorem the system (2.21)—(2.23) enjoys for
both F} = I;_1 1 and F = h,, a solution pair (¢, ¢) and (U4, ¢ ). We introduce the corresponding
solution operators

So:Ugdur— (9,0), Sq:Urdur— (Va,pa)

It can be expected that (1J,, ¢, ) converges in a suitable topology to (7, ) as a \, 0. Moreover,
the optimal control problem (CP,,) belongs to the class of problems for which in Section [4.2)first-order
necessary optimality conditions in terms of a variational inequality and the adjoint state system have
been established. One can therefore hope to perform a passage to the limit as o \, 0 in the state
and the adjoint state variables in order to derive meaningful first-order necessary optimality conditions
also for (CPy).
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In order to carry out this program, we now make a restrictive assumption, which still includes the
classical situation:

(A10) It holds B> = B = —A with zero Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions,
and A = —A with zero Neumann or Dirichlet boundary conditions with either
p>3orp=1/2.

Remark 4.6. If (A10) is valid, then the conditions (A4), (A7) and (A8) are automatically satisfied.

We now assume that also the assumptions (A1)—(A3), (A5) and (A6) are fulfilled. Now observe that
under (A10) both the assumption (i) of Lemma|2.4|and the condition are met (see Remark[2.5).
Since the functions h,, satisfy the condition (2.29), we thus can conclude from Lemma [2.4{i) and its
proof that the solutions (9, ) to the state system with F; = h,, satisfy both the boundedness
condition and the condition (GB) for every o > (. Therefore, for every a > 0, there are
constants af, b%, ¢ such that

—1<a%h <y, <bp <1l and |9, <ck ae.in Q, (4.28)

whenever (U4, ©o) = Sa(u) for some u € Ug. In addition, as it was established in Lemma 2.7} the
variational inequality (2.22) takes for every o« > 0 the form of a variational equality, namely

(Orpa(t), v) + (Vpa(t), Vo) + (ho(pa(t)), v) + (F(¢a(t)), v)
= (U(pa(t)Vs(t),v) forae.t € (0,T)andall v € H(Q), (4.29)
and (U,, ¢4 ) is in fact a strong solution.

The approximating control problem reads:

(CP,) Minimize the cost functional (1.7) over U,q subject to the state system (2.21),
4.29), (2.23).

We recall Remark [4.6]and state the following approximation result.

Theorem 4.7. Suppose that (F3), (F4), (A1)—(A3), (A5)—A6), and (A10) are fulfilled, and assume that
(Vs a) = S8al(uy) for some u, € Ug and o € (0, 1]. Then there is some constant K3 > 0, which
depends only on R and the data, such that

[Dall g (0,T;H)NL>(0,T;VA)NL2(0,T;V3?)

+ ||@allwreeorm)nm om0 () +//Q ho(pa) < K. (4.30)
Moreover, there is a sequence {«,,} C (0, 1] with o, N\, 0 such that
U, — u  weakly-starin L>(Q), (4.31)
Vo, — O weakly-starin H*(0,T; H) 0 L=(0,T;V?) N L*(0,T;V3?),
strongly in C°([0,T|; H) and pointwise a.e. in Q, (4.32)
o, — ¢ weakly-starin WH>°(0,T; H) N H*(0,T; H()),
strongly in C°([0,T; H) and pointwise a.e. in Q, (4.33)

where (U, ) denotes the unique solution to the state system [2.21)—(2.23) for [} = I [—1,1] @and the
control u.
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Proof. The validity of the estimate follows from a closer inspection of the derivation of the a
priori estimates performed in [11]: indeed, by virtue of (A3) it turns out that the bounds derived there
are for F; = h,, in factindependent of o € (0, 1]. Hence, there are a sequence «,, \, 0 and u, ¥,
satisfying (@.37)-(4.33), where the strong convergence in C°([0,T]; H) follows from [40, Sect. 8,
Cor. 4]. It remains to show that (9, ¢) = So(u).

At first, it is easily seen that ¥(0) = g and ¢(0) = . Moreover, we observe that entails,
by Lipschitz continuity, that (., ) — £(¢) and Fi(pa, ) — Fs(p), both strongly in C°([0, T'); H).
Moreover, the sequences {{(04,, )0;Pa, } and {(¢a, )V, } are bounded in L?(Q) since / is bounded.
This entails that

Upa, )0tPa, — L(p)Orp and L(pa, )V, — (@)Y, both weakly in LQ(Q).

Hence, we may write (2.21), with F} = h,,, and control u,,,, and pass to the limit as n — oo to see
that (1), ) satisfies (2.21) with control w. It remains to show (2.22) with F; = I[_; ;). We are going
to prove it in the time-integrated form (2.24).

To this end, we first note that (4.30) entails that we must have ¢,, € [—1,1] a.e.in Q. Since
Pa, —  pointwise a.e.in @, also € [~1,1] a.e.in Q andthus [, Ii-11(p) = 0.

Now let v € L*(0,T; H'(Q)) be arbitrary. If Ii_11;(v) & L'(Q), then the inequality is fulfilled since
its right-hand side is infinite. Otherwise, we have v € [—1,1] a.e.in Q and thus 0 = [_; 1j(v) <
ha, (v) < hi(v) a.e.in Q. Since, thanks to @.26), h, (v) — Ij_11)(v) pointwise a.e.in (), we infer
from Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem that 0 = [ [, Ij—1,1(v) = limse0 [, (V)
Therefore, using the lower semicontinuity of the quadratic form v — [ [, [Vv|* on L*(0,T; H(92)),
we can infer that

// —11](¢ //Vgp V(e —v) <hm1nf//V<pan- (Pa, — V)
< lim inf / / (Pan)Van = Oan = Fo(@an)) (Pan — / / an (
- [[ @0 - Fitene—v +//Qf[1,11(v)

This finishes the proof of the assertion. O

Remark 4.8. Notice that a uniform (with respect to e € (0, 1]) bound resembling (2-37) for F; = h,,
cannot be expected to hold true, since it may well happen that a% ~\, —1 and/or b% 7 +1 as
a N\ 0, so that h, (¢, ) and h(¢,) may become unbounded as a ~\ 0.

In view of the expression of the functional J and of Theorem [4.7| it is not difficult to argue that
optimal controls of (CP,,) are “close” to optimal controls of (CP). However, from Theorems [4.7| we
cannot infer sufficient information on the family of the minimizers of (CPg). In order to find first-order
necessary optimality conditions, we recall that in the previous section we have been able to derive
such conditions for the problem (CP,). Thus, we can hope to establish corresponding results for (CP)
by taking the limit as o ™\, 0. However, such an approach fails since the convergence property
is too weak to pass to the limit as o \ 0 in the variational inequality (written for an optimal
control 1, and the corresponding adjoint state ¢, ). For this, we seem to need a strong convergence
of {Ti,} in L*(Q).
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To this end, we employ a well-known technique. Let us assume that u € U..q is any optimal control for
(CPy) with associated state (1), ) = 8y(u). We associate with it the adapted cost functional

1 _
and a corresponding adapted optimal control problem:

(é\f’a) Minimize the cost functional (4.34) over U.q subject to the state system (2.27)—
(2.23), where F; = h,.

With the same direct argument as in the proof of Theorem we can show that (Eﬁa) has a
solution. The following result indicates why the adapted control problem suits better for our intended
approximation approach.

Theorem 4.9. Suppose that (F3)—(F4), (A1)—(A3), (A5)—(A6), and (A10) are fulfilled, assume that
% € Uaq is an arbitrary optimal control of (CPy) with associated state (1, %), and let {a,} C (0, 1]
be any sequence such that o, ~\, 0 as n — o0. Then there exist a subsequence {ank}keN of
{a,}, and, for every k € N, an optimal control Us,, € Uaq of the adapted problem (6?0%) with

associated state (19a,Lk,¢ank) such that, as k — oo,

Ua,, — W strongly in L*(Q), (4.35)

n

and the properties (4.32) and (4.33) are satisfied correspondingly. Moreover, we have

10 3((Ta, B, ) Tan,) = B(7,5),7). (4.36)

Proof. Let a, \/Ojs n — oo. Forany n € N, we pick an optimal control u,,, € U,q for the adapted
control problem (CP,, ) and denote by (J,,,, ¢., ) the associated solution to the state system with
Fy = h,, and u = u,, . By the boundedness of U,q in L>°((Q), there is some subsequence {«,, }
of {cv, } such that

Up,, — u weakly-starin L>(Q) as k — oo, (4.37)

n

with some © € U,q4, and, thanks to Theorem the convergence properties (4.32) and (4.33) hold
true with the pair (J, ) = So(u). In particular, the pair ((, ¢), u) is admissible for (CPy).

We now aim to prove that u = . Once this is shown, it follows from the unique solvability of the state
system that also (¢, ) = (¥, P), which implies that (4:32) and (4.33) hold true with (¢J, ¢) replaced
by (¢, ).

Now observe that, owing to the weak sequential lower semicontinuity of 5 and in view of the optimality
property of ((1), %), ) for problem (CPy),

e 1 _
hmlnf 3((19047%7()0047%)7“@7%) Z H((197 90)7?1’) + 5 ||U - u“%Q(Q)

k—o0

— 1
> 3((0.9),0) + 5 llu—lzaq) (4.38)

On the other hand, the optimality property of ((Ja,, ;¥as, )s Ua,, ) for problem ((/3\15%) yields that
for any k € N we have

(9, Pan ) Uan,) = 3(8an (Uay, )y Ua, ) < 3(8a,, (W),T). (4.39)
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Finally, with the same argument used at the beginning of the proof of Theorem [4.7]to justify the esti-
mate (4.30), one sees that Sank (u) satisfies a similar bound, whence a subsequence (not relabeled)
converges to some pair (1, ¢) in the topologies specified in (#.32)—(4.33). As in the proof of the above-
mentioned theorem, one shows that (9, v) solves the original state system associated with @, i.e., it
coincides with 8y (). Therefore, invoking_the continuity properties of the cost functional with respect
to the topologies of the spaces C°([0, T|; H) and L*(Q), we deduce from that

im sup J((Va,, » Pa, ): oy, ) < limsup J(Sa,, (7),7)

k—00 k— 00

= 3(8o(m),w) = 3((9,9),m) = 3((V, %), 7). (4.40)
Combining 4@ with (14_40|) we have thus shown that 3 ||u —ﬂH%Q(Q) = 0, sothat u = u and thus
also (9, ) = (9, 7). Moreover, (4.38) and (4.40) also imply that

3((0,9).1) = 3((9,9),0) = liminf J((Va,,, Pa,, ) ta,,)

= limsup J((Ja, : Pan, )s o) = M0 (Vs P, ) Uern, )

k—o0

which proves (4.35) and (4.36) at the same time, of course along with (4.32) and (4.33). This concludes
the proof of the assertion. O

We now discuss the first-order necessary optimality conditions for ((/3\15,1), assuming that the gen-
eral assumptions (F3)—(F4), (A1)—-(A3), (A5)—(A6), (A9) and (A10) are fulfilled. Obviously, the adjoint
system is the same as for (CP,), and Theorem and Theorem apply to this situation. More
precisely, the adjoint state (p,, g.) solves the variational system

— 04a — U(Po) Pa + A%q0 = g§ in Q, (4.41)
(=0ipa(t),v) — (U(B4(1) Brgalt), v) + (Vpa(t), Vo)
+ (W7 (t) + 95 (1) palt), v) — (C(Ba () Pa(t)palt),v) = (95(t),v)

forall v € H'(Q) andae.t € (0,7, (4.42)
@(T) =95, pa(T) = g7 —U(B.(T)) g5 in Q, (4.43)
where, for o > 0,
U= (@a), V3 = F(®), 97 = Bi@a(T) —¢a), 95 = Pa(Ba — va),
95 = Bs(Ua(T) = Va), gi = Ps(Va —Vq). (4.44)
By virtue of the general bounds (4.28), and owing to (A9), we have that

105 | o) + 1971l + 195 1 22 @) + 195 ”V” + 195 2@) £ C1 Ya € (0,1], (4.45)

where, here and in the following, C; > 0, 7 € N, denote constants that may depend on the data of
the system, but not on « € (0, 1]. Observe that a corresponding bound for ¥ cannot be expected.

On the other hand, the variational inequality characterizing optimal controls is different (nevertheless,
obtained using the same arguments that led to (4.22) in Theorem- Namely, if 1, € U.q is optimal
for (CPa) and (pa, g« ) is the associated adjoint state, then we have that

J[ 0o+ o =)= ) = 0 et w19
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Our aim is to let « tend to zero in both the above inequality and the adjoint system. Thus, we have
to derive some a priori estimates for the adjoint variables that are uniform with respect to « € (0, 1].
To this end, we note that the estimates (4.17), (4.18), derived for the Faedo—Galerkin approximations,
persist by the semicontinuity of norms under limit processes, whence we infer that

||qa||Hl(o,T;H)nLoo(o,T;vg)mL2(o,T;ij) + lpall oo o.rmnnzz a2
< Co (g8l + g5 2@ + g5 vy + 95 I12@)) < Cs Vae(©1. (@47

However, the comparison argument leading to (4.19) does not work in this situation, because we do
not have a bound for #){*. For this reason, we introduce the space

2 :={ve H(0,T; H (Q)*) N L*(0,T; H'(R)) : v(0) = 0}. (4.48)

Since the embedding (H*(0,T; H'(Q)*) N L*(0,T; H*(R2))) C C°([0,T]; H) is continuous, the
zero condition for the initial value is meaningful, and Z is a closed subspace of H'(0,7; H*(2)*) N
L*(0,T; H*(€2)) and thus a Banach space when endowed with the natural norm of this space. More-
over, the embedding Z C C°([0,T]; H) is continuous, and we also have the dense and continuous
embedding Z C L?(0,T; H) C Z*, where it is understood that

T
(v,2)7 = / (v(t),2(t))dt forall v e L*(0,T;H)and z € Z. (4.49)
0

Now, let v € Z be arbitrary and use it as test function in (#.42). By integrating (4.42) over (0, T"), with
the help of (4.43) we find out that

/Q (@ (T)) g2 — g2)o(T) + / (O00(2), pa(6)) s

_//C/(@a)at%v+//vaa(-)Vv+//Q¢fpav
+//Q¢§pav—//Q£’(@a)§apav_//Qggv, (4.50)

Then, due to (F4), and (4.47), we have that
T
[ (@05 =)o)+ [ @lt)pa(®)n it
0

< (Gsllgsll + llgz ) Ivlleo oy

+ |Pall 220, ) [10:0 || 20711 () < Cal|vl]2 - (4.51)
Moreover, obviously yields that
16(@a) Ordallz2@) + 195 Pallzz@) + 192 l22@) < Cs. (4.52)

Furthermore, using also (4.30) for (U, @, ) and the fact that (A10) implies (A8) (see Remark and
thus also the continuity of the embedding Vj’) C L*(92), we deduce that

]/ Ve - Vo —// e’(@)ﬁapav‘
Q Q

T
< Colloll =y + Cr / 1Tl 10l o(0)]] dt
0

< G llvllz + Cs1all p2(o 2o 1Pallzzomsmi@y 1vllcoqomm < Collvllz (4.53)
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for all v € Z. Hence, comparison in (4.50) leads to

1A

2o < Cro,  with Ao = Yf'pa = ah"(P,)pa, Ya € (0,1]. (4.54)

At this point, we are in a position to show the following first-order optimality result.

Theorem 4.10. Suppose that the conditions (F3)—(F4), (A1)—-A3), (A5)—A6), (A9) and (A10) are
fulfilled, and let u € U,q be an optimal control for (CPy) with associated state (5, @). Then there
exist (q, p, \) such that the following statements hold true: i) g € H*(0,T; H)NC°([0, T); VAN
L2(0,T; V),

p € L>®0,T;H)NL*0,T; H'(Q)), and A € Z*.

(i1) The adjoint system, consisting of (4.5)), the final condition
¢(T) = B5(I(T) — dg) in Q (4.55)

and the equation

[ (Rt EE@)@T) = 00) = () ~ p))olD)

T
/ (&U( ) Hl Q)dt // 8tqv+/ Vp Vv + <A U>
// F)(p pv—// @)opv = 62// P —wg)v forallv e Z, (4.56)

is satisfied.

(ii1) It holds the variational inequality

// (g + Bsu)(u—u) >0 forallu € Uy . (4.57)
Q

Proof. We choose any sequence {«, } such that o, N\ 0. By Theorem we may assume that there
are optlmal controls %,, € U,q of the adapted problem (CP%) with associated states (19%, Po, )
such that (4-35) and the analogues of (.32)-(@.33) hold true. Then, we deduce that ¥, — 1 weakly
in CY(0, T], Vp) and@, — P strongly in C’O([O, T); L7(Q)) for 1 < r < 6, by virtue of, e.g., [40,
Sect. 8, Cor. 4], and it also follows that

U(@a,) = (@) and L(,,) = {(P)

strongly in C°([0, T]; L™ (Q)) for 1 < r < 6, (4.58)
91" = Bi1(P(T) — ) strongly in H, (4.59)
95" — Ba(® — ¢g) strongly in L*(Q), (4.60)
g5m — B3(N(T) — Vq) weaklyin V1, (4.61)
g5m — Ba(¥ —Vg) strongly in L*(Q), (4.62)
as well as
Fy(@,,) — F3 (@) stronglyin L"(Q) for 1 < r < +o00, (4.63)
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since FY is continuous and bounded. Moreover, by virtue of the estimates (@.47) and (4.54), and
invoking [40l Sect. 8, Cor. 4] once more, there are limits ¢, p, A such that, at least for a subsequence
which is again indexed by n,

(o, — q weakly-starin H*(0,T; H) N L>(0,T; V%) N L*(0,T; Vi),

weakly in C°([0, T; V) and strongly in C°([0, T]; H), (4.64)
Pa, — p weakly-starin L>(0,T; H) N L*(0,T; H' (1)), (4.65)
A" — A weaklyin Z*. (4.66)

With these convergence results, it is an easy task to show that

(B, )Pan = L@)D, U@y, )00, — LP)Orq,  F5 (By, )Pan — F5 (@)D,
(@, )anPa, — L' (@)0p, allweaklyin L'(Q), (4.67)

by using for the latter with 7 = 4, the strong convergence J,, — ¥ in C°([0,T]; H), and the
weak convergence p,, — pin L°°(0,T; L*(2)) ensured by and (4.65), respectively. A fortiori,
since all of the sequences occurring in are bounded in L?(QQ), we even have weak convergence
in L2(Q).

At this point, we write the variational inequality fora = a,, n € N, and pass to the limit
as n — oo, which immediately yields the validity of (4.57). Next, we easily see that the final value
condition holds true. Moreover, writing with @ = a,, n € N, and passing to the limit as
n — 00, we recover (4.5). It remains to show that is satisfied, but this can be easily achieved
by taking the limit in written for « = «,, because of (4.59)—(4.61) and (4.65)—(4.67). With this,
the assertion is proved. O

Remark 4.11. Unfortunately, we are unable to derive any complementarity slackness conditions for
the Lagrange multiplier A. Indeed, while it is easily seen that

liminf// A, Do, = liminf// W (B ) Pan]”> > 0 Vn €N,

the available convergence properties do not suffice to conclude that (A, p); > 0.
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