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On a two-scale phasefield model for topology optimization
Moritz Ebeling-Rump, Dietmar Hémberg, Robert Lasarzik

Abstract

In this article, we consider a gradient flow stemming from a problem in two-scale topology optimization. We use
the phase-field method, where a Ginzburg—Landau term with obstacle potential is added to the cost functional, which
contains the usual compliance but also an additional contribution including a local volume constraint in a penalty term. The
minimization of such an energy by its gradient-flow is analyzed in this paper. We use an regularization and discretization
of the associated state-variable to show the existence of weak solutions to the considered system.

1 Introduction

Topology optimization seeks to find an optimal shape for a given physical setting subject to a prescribed physical objective.
In the present paper, we want to find a structure that bends as little as possible under the influence of a given load. To this
end we minimize the compliance for a loaded domain subject to an elastic material response. A phase field is introduced to
distinguish between void and solid parts and a Ginzburg-Landau term is added to the cost functional to avoid the creation
of perforated domains. To avoid trivial solutions we add a global volume constraint thereby restricting the total amount of
material used.

The invention of additive manufacturing increased the interest in topology optimization, since the oftentimes seemingly
nature-inspired designs could now be produced easily. An important trend in additive manufacturing is the creation of
porous infill structures. Compared to fully filled designs, depending on topology, size and density, these cellular structures
can achieve a wide range of properties for different purposes (see [19] and the references therein). A high surface to volume
ratio improves heat transfer efficiency, large numbers of internal pores are beneficial for acoustic or thermal insulators.
Cell structures deform at relatively low stress levels and are thus useful for energy absorption and vibration damping.
Moreover, they show a better design robustness with respect to load variation and local material deficiencies [27] as well
as a significantly increased stability with respect to buckling [8], see also [11].

A well established two-stage procedure to create components with mesostructures is to begin with a topology optimization
of the design space subject to a global volume constraint in order to obtain an optimal macroscopic material distribu-
tion. Then, in a second step, the solid material is replaced with an infill structure, which can be homogeneous, graded
or heterogeneous, made up of regular cells or of pores with varying density as in [23]. See also [26] for an overview of
strut-node mesostructures. In [21], the interior material distribution is determined via Voronoi diagrams leading to irregu-
lar honeycomb-like cell structures, prioritizing the strength-to-weight ratio. Theses two-stage approaches will necessarily
provide at most sub-optimal configurations.

Recently, the authors of the present paper came up with a novel two-scale phasefield approach to create an optimal
macroscopic structure while at the same time developing an optimal porous mesostructure [11]. The coupling of meso-
and macroscale structures is achieved via a local volume constraint.

A major inspiration for this approach was the work [27] by Wu et al. on porous bone-like infill structures. But while in their
case the local volumes stayed fixed throughout the runtime of the algorithm, in [11] novel stress-adaptive local volumes
have been considered. This is advantageous since it allows to place more material in areas with high local stresses while
in less critical areas the porosity is higher, saving weight as well as costs.

In [11], the optimal control problem has been analysed. Numerical results were derived based on a pseudo time-stepping
approach for the associated gradient flow. The main novelty of the present paper is a rigorous analysis of the resulting
Allen-Cahn type gradient flow system coupled to elasticity. Similar systems also arise in other problems in topology opti-
mization [3]. Moreover, such systems have been studied intensively in the realm of crack propagation in elastic solids, see
for instance [13] 24].

A different approach to approximating mesostructures has been taken in [7], where a phase-field-based topology op-
timization approach is used to create optimized topologies with graded density structures by introducing an additional
mesoscopic density variable.
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M. Ebeling-Rump, D. Hémberg, R. Lasarzik 2

The paper is organizes as follows: In Section 2 the main ideas of phase field based topology optimization are explained,
the system equations are derived and the main result is formulated. In Section 3] we provide auxiliary results for analyzing
the mechanical subsystems in Hellinger—Reissner saddle-point formulation and the associated solutions operators. This
enables us to show existence of solution to the coupled system in Section 4} In Section |4.1] we introduce a suitable
regularization and a discretization of the system. The local-in-time existence for the approximate system is provided by
a Schauder-argument in Section which can be extended due to global a priori estimates. Passing to the limit in the
discretization in Section imply the existence of a solution to the system with regularized obstacle potential. Finally,
passing to the limit in this regularization provides the proof of the existence of a solution according to Definition [2.1]in
Section [4.4]

2 Phasefield based topology optimization

2.1 Derivation of model equations

Our goal is to find the mass distribution with the stiffest material response for a design domain 2 C Rd, d = 2, 3 subject
to prescribed surface and body loads f, g, and linear elastic material behaviour. Instead of maximizing the stiffness, we
minimize the compliance

G(o,¢0) = | C7 (p)o:odx
Q

subject to mechanical equilibrium
—dive =¢g inQx(0,T), (
c—C(p)E(u)=0 inQx(0,T), (
u=0 onlp x (0,7), (1
on=f onTy x (0,7), (
on=0 onl"\(fp Uff) x (0,7). (1e)

Here, u is the displacement, o the stress tensor, and C () the fourth-order stiffness tensor, depending on the phasefield
variable ¢ : 2 x (0,7) — [0, 1] . It acts as the control variable and describes whether locally there is material (¢ = 1)
or there is void (¢ = 0). To avoid homogenized structures when minimizing compliance, we penalize large perimeters by
adding a Ginzburg-Landau term

670 = [ (51762 + Lu(e) ) o

with a double obstacle potential 1) given by

Y(p) = % (%0 - 802) + ¥°(p), Pe(p) =

0 f0<p<l
oo otherwise. '
The parameter ¢ is used to control the interface width.

To avoid the trivial optimal solution of covering the whole domain with material. we introduce the volume fractionm € (0, 1)
and impose the global volume constraint

/wdx:m\ﬂl, ®)
Q

where || denotes the Lebesque measure of the domain 2.

As compared to earlier phasefield topology optimization approaches the main novelty is that we strive to create an optimal
mesoscopic pore structure together with the optimal macroscopic material distribution. To this end, we introduce the radius
r, which defines the typical length scale of the desired meso-structure and the local volume fraction u, the fraction of
material present in a local cell.

The local volume constraint only demands that at most a fraction i € (0, 1) of material is used in local meso-cells thereby
allowing for macroscopic voids in the component. This can be described as a pointwise inequality constraint, i.e.

/ ( )xé(q) (p(g) —p) dg <0 forz € Q.
B, (x
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On a two-scale phasefield model for topology optimization 3

To assure that the integrand is evaluated only for ¢ € €2, we have introduced the smoothed characteristic function x¢, €
C3 (R?) of the domain €, such that for any ¢ > 0 we have x§,(z) = 0ifz ¢ Qand x§,(z) = 1 if dist (z,T') > ¢ with
a smooth transition in between. The gradient of ¢, exists and is globally bounded by C¢ > 0, i.e.

|Vx§ ()] < C. Vo eRY.. (4)

Next, we will rewrite the inequality constraint as a penalty function. Using the positive part function [x]+ = max{x,0}
and a proper scaling, we introduce the local volume constraint penalty term as

2
1 ]
V(r, ) 1=/ ld/ Xa(0) (¢ (q) — 1) dg|  da. ()
Q|7 JB.(x)
+
If the local volume fraction is restricted by w in the whole domain, one cannot expect a larger value for the global volume
fraction, m. Thus, it is sensible to choose p» > m. In case of equality, the whole domain will be filled with mesoscale struc-
tures and holes. Introducing a porous mesostructure to a macroscopically optimized structure deteriorates its compliance.
As a remedy, we allow for inhomogeneous mesostructures by introducing a stress dependency of the radius. This leads to
bone-like structures (see, e.g., [22]) and an improved compliance.

All in all, the two-scale topology optimization problem can be formulated as an optimal control problem, where we want to
minimize the cost functional

G(0.0) = G°(p. 0()) + 5V (r(0), ) + 1G5 (). ©

subject to the state system and the global volume constrained (3).This problem has been analysed in [1]. Numerical
results for this optimal control problem have been derived with a pseudo-time-stepping scheme based on a gradient
flow subject to the reduced cost functional j(¢) = G(o(p), ). The resulting multifield model for twoscale topology
optimization subject to a double-obstacle potential comprises a semilinear Allen-Cahn inclusion

1
Ovp — el + —0W%(p) > Flp) inQx(0,T), (7a)
nVo=0 ondQ x (0,T), (7b)

©(0) = o in €. (7¢)

Since the obstacle potential is a nonsmooth-convex functions, we work with the subdifferential formulation in (7a). Remem-
ber that the subdifferential is a set, the exact meaning of the formulation is given in Definition[2.2] below.

System is coupled to the state equation (1) and the adjoint system

—divr =0 inQ x (0,7
T =C(p)&(p) —al(p,0)C(p) Vor(o) inQx(0,T)
p =0 onT'p x (0,7) ®)
™m =f onT'y x (0,T),
™m =0 on 91\ (fD Uff) x (0,7),
where
N U s _ s (.
Fp=-2(o-3)-a [ R GIECRY dCLXBM)(q)()XQ()dq o
—(CTN (p)oT =X,
with
L ¢ — x) xg(x x
A= T oz/g /Q [/Bm,)(q) X () (¢ (¢) — p) d<‘|+XB,»(a)(lZ)( )Xo (2) dgd "
+Z/Q<<,0—;) dx—i—/{)(Cl)'(@)J:de),
and
C(p,0)

1 1 S S g — x
= (r(o-)d /B T(ﬂ)(w)sﬁ(q) —udQ>+ <,r(0.)d+1 /B o (X5(0) Ve () + Vx5 ()¢ (9)] - (g )dq> :
(11)
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M. Ebeling-Rump, D. Hémberg, R. Lasarzik 4

2.2 Notations and assumptions

Assumption A1. Let Q C R% d = 2, 3 be a bounded Lipschitz domain and denote its boundary by T

In case of a Dirichlet boundary I'p C I' the notation
i) (Q,Rd) - {v cH (Q,Rd) | v="0on FD}

is used.

The L? scalar product is denoted by (-, -) 2. Duality pairings for a normed space V and its dual V* are written via
(+, Yy~ v, where the subscript will be dropped if it is clear which spaces are meant.

We denote the set of all symmetric d x d matrices by S%. The Frobenius inner product for second order tensors M, N €
R¥*? s defined by the pairwise sum of element-products

d
M:N = Z M Nij

ig=1
and their norm via
1
M| i= (M M),
d
We compute the product of a fourth-order tensor C' = [Cijkl]i ikie1 € RIxdxdxd and 3 second order tensor M =

[Miafs_; € R4, namely CM € R¥¥4, by

d
[CM];j = ZZCijklel for i,7=1,...,d

k=11=1

and the norm |C| via
|C] ==

d
2
E , Cijkl'
i,5.k,1=1

Assumption A2. We assume that the fourth-order stiffness tensor satisfies the symmetry conditions

Cijit = Criij = Cjip = Cijie for 4,5,k 1 =1,...,d.

Moreover, there exist positive constants ©, (:)7 © such that for all symmetric matrices M, N € S?and all @ € R the
following relationships hold:

i OMP<ClHa)M:M<OIMP,
@iy [(C7Y (@) wM : N| <O |w||M]||N].

The tensors C~* and (C'~1)’ are Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constants L1 and L(c-1y > 0 such that:
|C~ (a) —C71(b)| < Lg-1]a—b|] Va,beR

and

(7N (a) = (CTH(b)| < Lic-1y la—b] Va,beR.

For the construction of a stiffness tensor fulfilling these assumptions we refer to [2, Chapt. 2.2] and [11].

Assumption A3. Theradius r : S¢ — R0, o+ r (o) is a smooth function, globally bounded in Cl with 0 < 7ppin <
T(O') S Tmazx < o0 VO’ € Sd and
|Dor(0)] <C Vo€ se.
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On a two-scale phasefield model for topology optimization 5

2.3 Problem formulation and main result

Definition 2.1 (Solution of the Allen-Cahn system). The tuple (¢, o, u, T, p) is a solution of the Allen-Cahn system in
topology optimization with local volume constraint (), (7) .(8) with the initial value o € L> (£, [0,1]) with [, podz =
m, if the following conditions hold true:

i) The functionp € H' (0,T;L?) N L? (0,T; H') is such that ¢ € [0, 1] almost everywhere. There exists a & €
L x [0, T]) with [, édaz = 0 with ¢ € (1,6/5) such that the function ¢ solves the PDE

O — veAp + lf =F(p) aein Qx(0,7),
€
Vo-n=0 a.e.on 00 x (0,7, (12)
©(0) = o a.e.in €,

with n being the outer normal and F' is given in (9).
i) The function £ € L7(Q x [0,T]) can be interpreted as an element of the subdifferential of the obstacle potential 1,
i.e., it holds that

&(z,t) < Oforae. (z,t) € Q x (0,T) where p(z,t) =0,
&(z,t) > 0forae. (z,t) € Q x (0,T) where p(z,t) =1,
0,1

&(x,t) = 0forae. (x,t) € Q x (0,T) where o(x,t) € ).

iii) The pair (o, u) € L?%/(2=9(Q x (0,T)) x L*(0,T; H'(R2)) solves the elasticity system (T) in the weak sense and
the pair (7,p) € L2(Q x (0,T)) x L?(0,T; H*(2)) solves the adjoint system (8) in the weak sense.

The main result of this work is as follows:

Theorem 2.2. Under Assumptions[AT} [AZ, [A3, the Allen—Cahn system with obstacle potential has a solution ¢ in the
sense of Definition[2.1|for any initial value oo € L (2, [0,1]) N H' () with [, odz = m.

Figure [T] depicts the temporal evolution of the Allen-Cahn system based on a pseudo time-stepping scheme. For details
and further numerical results we refer to [11].

We prove the existence of solutions to the Allen—Cahn equations in the above sense for the nonlocal function F' given
in (© and stemming from topology optimization. The proof is rather involved and we comment on the strategy below. But
beforehand some remarks are in order to put the above definition into context.

Remark (Energy inequality). As the underlying equation is a gradient flow, also an energy equality is fulfilled formally. The
solution constructed in the proof of Theorem [2.2]fulfills an energy inequality, i.e., the solution not only fulfills Definition 2.1
but also the energy inequality

t

t
+/ [0:6(5)|| 72 ds <0 (13)
0

[”;HWs)Hiz +1 / blp(s))da + G (p(s), 0(5) + 5V (r(os), ¢<s>>} 0

for almost every ¢t € (0, T"). This usual estimate can be strengthened such that there exists a monotonously non-increasing
function E : [0, 00) — R such that

t t
{’Y;HVMI; + %/ e(p)dz + G°(p,0) + %V(r(a, @))} < Fa.e.in(0,T) and E‘ +/ Ho%p(s)”iz dr <0
Q s (14)
fora.e. s € [0,00) and all ¢t € (s, T].

From the monotony of E, we infer that lim; ., E(t) = E°° such that

t—o0

t+1
0= lim [E(t) — B(t+1)] ztli)ngo/t |0ep(s)|2, a7 > 0.

This together with implies that the Euler—Lagrange equations for the associated cost functional are fulfilled in the limit,
at least in some weak sense. This is exactly what we try to achieve with the gradient descent algorithm, which gives rise
to the considered problem.

Thus the energy G given in () can be seen as a Lyapunov functional, which provides stability. The energy inequality is often
a crucial ingredient for the derivation of a relative energy inequality [18], which is a common tool in the PDE community to
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(a) initial material distribution b) iteration number: 1

(c) iteration number: 10 ) iteration number: 20

(e) iteration number: 30 f) iteration number: 40

(9) iteration number: 50 ) iteration number: 100

Figure 1: Result of a pseudo-time stepping scheme for two-scale topology optimization for an MBB beam

prove weak-strong uniqueness and stability of solutions [18], consider singular limits or long-time behaviour [16], or
convergence of numerical schemes[]. Thus, this technique could be of interest for future investigations.

By the energy inequality, we could not only infer the stability of solutions, but we also observe the convergence of the
numerical scheme for our numerical algorithm after sufficiently many time steps. The evolution of the topology can be
observed in Figure[] For numerical details we refer to

Remark (Boundary and initial conditions). The traces are well-defined almost everywhere on 9 x (0,7') and in §2,
respectively. From i) we get p € H' (0,T; L?(Q)) N L> (0,T; H'(2)) and it follows that ¢ € C., (0,7 H()),
see [20, Chapter 3, Lemma 8.1]. Additionally, comparing the terms in we get Ap € L1(Q x [0,T]) and therefore
© € LY0,T; W%(Q)), stated differently ¢ (t) € W?21(2) for almost every t € (0,T'). The normal-trace operator is
well-defined as a function from W21 () to L'(92), see for example, [9} Proposition 3.80].

Strategy for the proof: We will shortly explain the main steps in proving the above existence result. The obstacle potential
1) will be regularized in a first step by a C? regularization g, see FigureEl

We will introduce a Galerkin discretization for the mechanical part of our system. For the smoothed potential, we want to
show the existence of a solution of the initial value problem (26). Let us first think about the problem where the material
distribution (5 on the right-hand side is replaced by a € H'(0,T; L?(2,R)) N L?(0, T; H'(12)), which leads to the

DOI 10.20347/WIAS.PREPRINT.3026 Berlin 2023



On a two-scale phasefield model for topology optimization 7

— (5 =0.05

— 5 =0.02

0.8 — =001
original ¢

0.6
0.4
0.2

- /—\

-0.2

-1.0 —0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

Figure 2: Approximation )3 of the double obstacle potential v for three different values of 3

linear parabolic equation:
Oppp — veApp = F(p) a.e.in Qx (0,7),

Vs -n=0 a.e.on 92 x (0,7), (15)
03(0) = o in €.

For a right-hand side Fi3(%) € L'™¢(Q x (0,7')) with & > 0, we infer by the maximal LP-regularity of the heat equation
[10, Thm. 8.2] that the above problem is uniquely solvable. Solving this equation defines an operator 7, @ — @g. If
g is afixed point of 7 then it would be a solution of problem (26). The idea is to use the Schauder fixed point theorem to
show the existence of such a fixed point and therefore the existence of a local solution.

The global existence is deduced from global a priori estimates. In the limit of vanishing discretization, we infer a weak
solution of the regularized system (15). With some nonstandard inequalities, we infer a priori estimates in some reflexive
LP-spaces, which allow to pass to the limit in the regularization in order to infer a solution according to Definition (2.1).

3 Auxiliary results for the mechanical subsystems

3.1 Mechanical equilibrium - the state equation

The approximate system we consider incorporates also a spatial discretization of the mechanical system. Therefore, we
also need several results for the continuous and the discrete spaces. In order to avoid having two sections with very
similar results, we group them together by defining 7 and " to include both cases. Therefore, let H C H: (€, R9)
and N := {n € L*(Q,S%) | Jv € H with £(v) =7} be possibly finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces equipped with the
||-||Hb-norm and the||-|| ; .-norm respectively. We note that some of the results in this section only hold for the discretized
spaces, since we prove them using the norm equivalence in the spatial component. Those results will be pointed out
explicitly. Apart from technicalities, the proofs presented here are quite similar to the ones found in [11].

The following definition is a particular formulation of Brezzi’s splitting theorem.

Definition 3.1. The pair (u, o) € L?(0,T;H)x L*(0,T;N') is a weak solution of the Hellinger-Reissner linear elasticity
problem, if it satisfies the following saddle point problem with a surface load f € L™ (0, T; L3 (Ty, Rd))

(c7 (o) ott)n) , = (€ (uw)) , =0 W eN,

L2 L2

—(a(t),é‘(v))LZZ— g ft) -vdw YveH

for almost all t € (0,T).

Lemma 3.2 (Existence of a solution). Let Assumptions hold true. For a given phase-field p & LQ(O, T; Lz)
0,

and right-hand sides F € L> (0,T;L*), G € L* (0,T; (H}))*> there exists a unique weak solution (u,c) €

DOI 10.20347/WIAS.PREPRINT.3026 Berlin 2023



M. Ebeling-Rump, D. Hémberg, R. Lasarzik 8

L2(0,T;H) x L*(0,T; N) of the saddle point problem

(et e ottrn) = (ne@®)) , = E@.m) Vi €N,
—(0(1),E () ,. = (G(1),) Yo eH

for almost allt € (0,T). The following a priori estimate holds for (u, o)
el iy 100 < P12+ O )

with positive constants C1, Cs.

Remark. We note that the right-hand sides are in L> in time, but the solutions are only in L? in time. The result could be
extended to a higher time regularity of the solutions, but we will not require this in our exposition.

Proof. According to [28| Section 30.1], the saddle point problem above is equivalent to

(C_l (Qa) 07 77)L2(0’T;L2) - (Tlﬁg(u))LQ(O,T;LQ) = <IF777> vn e L2(07T3N)? (18)

—(0,& (v))LQ(O’T;Lz) = (G,v) Vo € L2(0,T;H).
The assertion now follows from assumption A2} Korn’s inequality and Brezzi’s splitting theorem, see [5} p. 132] very similar
to the proof of [11} Lem. 3.1]. O

Lemma 3.3 (The Hellinger—Reissner problem is well-posed). Let Assumptions[A7] [A3 hold true. For a given phase-field
¢ € L2(0,T; L?) there exists a unique weak solution (u, o) € L? (0,T;H) x L? (0, T;N) of the Hellinger-Reissner
linear elasticity system such that Definition|3.1| is fulfilled.

Proof. Set (G(t),v) := — frf f(t) - vdw. Using Hélder’s inequality and the trace theorem we get

< ||f(t)||L2(Ff)||U||L2(Ff)

(G(t),v)| = '/F f(t) - vdw

< Cter(t)HLz(Ff)HU“H}J(Q)
for almost all t € (0,T). Thus, we have G(t) € (H}))* and

IIGIILW(QT;(HB)*) = iiﬁo%?f”GuMkHb}* < ctr ib‘:{;l;;ﬁ)\!f(t)|!m(rf) = curllfll e (o2:22(r,))

such that G € L™ (O, T; (H}))*> The result follows from Lemma O

Definition 3.4 (Time-dependent control-to-state operator). Lemma [3.3]defines a function, known as the control-to-state
operator, which maps the phase-field ¢ to the unique weak solution (u, o) of the elasticity problem

S:L*(0,T;L?%) — L*(0,T;H) x L*(0,T;N), ¢+ (u,0).

In the case of H = H},(Q,Rd) and V' = L?(£2,S%) the second component of S, i.e. the function mapping the phase-
field ¢ to o € L2(0,T; L?(£2,S%)) is denoted by S with

Syt L*(0,T; L) — L*(0,T; L%), ¢ 0.

In the case of H = W* and N = V* being k-dimensional subspaces of H} (2, R%) and L?(£2,S%), respectively, the
second component of S, i.e. the function mapping the phase-field ¢ to o* € L2(0, T; V'*) is denoted by S5 with

SE:L2(0,T; L% — L*(0,T; V"), ¢ oF.

Lemma 3.5. LetAssumptions ho/d true. The control-to-state operators So and S% are continuous from L2 (0, T'; L* (€2, R))
to L2(0, T; N).

DOI 10.20347/WIAS.PREPRINT.3026 Berlin 2023



On a two-scale phasefield model for topology optimization 9

Proof. Show that for a sequence of controls {¢;}, C L?(0,7; L?) converging strongly to a ¢ € L*(0,T; L?), it
holds that the sequence of corresponding states {ai}i converges strongly to o in LQ(O, T; N). First, we show weak
convergence. The a priori bounds of Lemma [3.2)do not depend on ¢ and thus i. These bonds allow to infer via usual
weak-compactness results that there exists a subsequence and elements & € L2(0,7T; L?) and 4 € L?(0,T’; L?) such
that

o; — & inL*0,T;L?* andu; —a inL*(0,T; HH(Q,RY). (19)
We subtract the state equations for ¢;, ¢ and write the result in the equivalent form
- (777 & (ul - u))Lz(O,T;Lz)

(¢ w0 - (0)) oun) e

L2(0,T5L2)

Il
I
N

- (Ui - Uag (U))LQ(O,T;LZ) =0

forallp € L2(0,T;N) and v € L?(0,T;H). Since {;}; C L?(0,T; L?) converges strongly to a ¢ € L2(0,T; L?)
and C~'is uniformly bounded, we get pointwise convergence of {C‘l(gpi)}i and via Lebesgue’s dominated conver-
gence theorem strong convergence of { C ((pi)n}i to C~1(p)nin L?(0, T, L?). Thus, the right-hand side converges to
zero and therefore the left-hand side also converges to zero. Since {C~!(i0;)&(v) }L converges strongly to C ()& (v)
in L2(0, T, V'), we know from the uniqueness of weak solutions, see Lemma[3.2) that & = o and @ = u, where (o, u)
are the solutions of associated to .

Notice that ' and H are possibly finite-dimensional with changing cardinality k, as is the case when going to the limit in
the Galerkin approximation in Proposition To underline this we will write N'* and #F in the finite-dimensional case.
However, u(t) and o (¢) for t € [0, T are elements of infinite-dimensional spaces. To ensure that the differences u; — u
and o; — o arein L2(0,T; N*) and L2(0, T; H*), respectively, we need to project onto these spaces. In the case of
infinite-dimensional spaces N and #, this projection is just the identity function. We will use the H *-projection in space
onto L2(0,T; H*) and the L2-projection in space onto L2(0, T'; N'*) and denote them by Pffl and Pj’ff, respectively. We
setv =u; — Py (u) andn = o; — PY-(c) and get

(C () (05 = ), 0 PN(U)) L2(0,T;L2) (Ul £ (w u))LQ(O»T;LQ)
S (CRE cl<>)aaz Pi(o) ) ,
L2(0,T;L?)
- (0,; -0, (u,; - Pfl(u))) =0.
L2(0,T;L2)
Adding productive zeros, we see that
(T @doi—oroi—a) (0T @)oo Bh) L

— (0 — 0, & (u;i —u)) L2(0,T;L2) (U Px:(0) (ui_u))mm T;L2)

(0 (60~ @) 0.0~ Fhto) ,

< L2(0,T;L2)
_(Ui—o,g(ui— )L20TL2 (0z 05 u—PH( ))) =0.

L2(0,T;L2)

Noticing that ( —0,& (uy appears twice, we reduce the set of equations to a single equation, which

)) L2(0,T;L2)
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M. Ebeling-Rump, D. Hémberg, R. Lasarzik 10

helps to estimate the difference of o and o; via Assumption

010 ~ el < - (07 (0) 7 @) - PC)
L2(0,T;L2

~(¢7 (0 (@i = 0),0 = Pi(0))

L2(0,T;L2)
- (0’1' -0, (u - quf[(u)))
L2(0,T;L?)
n (0 PE(0), € (u; u)>L2(O,T;L2) .

We saw above that {C"l(goi)n}i converges strongly to C~1(¢)n in L2(0,T,H) and that the states converge weakly.
Additionally, the projection P}(o) converges strongly to o in L%(0, T, /) and the projection P%; () converges strongly

to win L?(0,7,H). Thus, as k — oo, the right-hand side tends to zero, which gives us strong convergence of {; }, in
L2(0,T; N). O

We will use the following result only in the case of discretized spaces. Again, the norm equivalence in the finite-dimensional
spatial component will be applied.

Lemma 3.6. Under Assumptions[AT|[AZ the control-to-discretized-state operator is Fréchet-differentiable. Its derivative at
¢ € L%(0,T; L?) in directionw € L?(0,T; L?) is given by

(5%) (p)w = (us, o?),
where (u¥ (t), 0% (t)) € W* x V'* is the unique weak solution of the linearized system
(c7 (ew)ot®im) = (ne @) | == (€ (e®)wyol®)rn) eV,
— (ok(t), € (11))L2 =0 Vv e Wk

for almost all t € (0,t) and (u, o) is the unique weak solution of the Hellinger Reissner system, see Definition (31). The
restriction to the second component of (S*) is understood as in Definition ie. (S5 (p)w = ok

Proof. During the proof, we frequently will use that all norms on finite dimensional spaces are equivalent. We calculate the
linearized system by computing % (-)w(t) derivatives of (T6), which yields

(¢ (w(t))of(t)ﬂl)m—(nyf(u’i(t)» == (€7 (p®) w(o(),n) | = E),m),

L2 L (21)
- (of(t)f (m)LQ ~0
We have F(t) € L? since
|(F(t),m)| < (:)/ lw(®)| |o®)] |n| dz via Assumptionwith 0>0
Q

<O Hw(t)HLz Ha(t)nHL2 via Hélder’s inequality

<O lw®)|| 2 le®]] L Inll za again via Holder’s inequality

<O Hw(t)HL2 Ha(t)“2 17115 via norm equivalence in finite dimensions

with ¢ > 0. Lemma|[3.2]then shows existence of a unique solution
(uf, 0f) € L*(0,T; W) x L*(0,T; V7).
Now we define
uy = u® —ub —uf € L2(0,T;W*) and o, :=0% — 0" — o € L?(0,T; V),

where (u®,0*) is the finite-dimensional solution to the state system corresponding to ¢ + w. Subtracting the lin-
earized system and the state system from the one corresponding to the control p, we see that (u,., o) satisfies the
saddle point problem

(€7 (p®)orm) |, = (0. () o = Eo(t).m) vy vV,
— (07, (v)),, =0 Yo € W,
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On a two-scale phasefield model for topology optimization 11

where

= (€7 (p®) w(t) (0 = o))

The two terms of | (F,.(t), n)| are investigated separately. Using Taylor’s theorem and the Lipschitz continuity of (C'~*)’
for the first term it holds that

Lz’

([0_1 (o) +w(®) - €7 (o) = (€71) (o(t) “’“’] ”w’") :

C7 (1) + w() = C7 (1) = (C71) (p(0) wit)

<c

e lalimll
L

2
w(t)|[ allo” ]Il -

Applying Assumption[A2]to the second term leads to

1
<=L, v
=% (e

w _ _k
o = nl,

(€Y ()t - a*)n) | < B [lto)].

We note that the difference & := 0“ — o* solves system with F = ((C’_l(go) - C p+w)) o, n) , and
L

G = 0. From a similar estimate as above,

(Em)] <[c e +w) - c7 ()|

Lo ®ml| 2 < CaLomllwll gz ol linll

and Lemma we infer that||o* — o*||, < C||wl|,. Thus, F,.(t) € L*(€,S%) and via Lemmait holds for (u,, o)
that

lur(®)lle < C1|[E ()] 12 < c|lw®)ar  llow@)ll2 < CL[Fo(t)]] 2 < c|jw®)]3,

with positive constants C and ¢, which proves the Fréchet-differentiability of the control-to-discretized-state operator. [

3.2 Adjoint Problem

By calculating the ‘g—ﬁ and g—f derivatives, we get the saddle point problem of the adjoint system. The derivative of the
local volume constraint (5) was calculated in [11]. It is given by [T1]

Definition 3.7. The pair (p,7) € L?(0,T;H) x L%(0,T;/N') is a weak solution of the adjoint system, if it satisfies the
following saddle point problem:
(¢ (@) rm) , = (ne (1)
—(7(1),€ (V) 12
forallmy € N and v € H and for almost all ¢ € (0, 7).

Lemma 3.8 (The adjoint problem is well-posed). Let Assumptions hold true. For a given p € LQ(O, T; Hl)
and (u,c) € L*(0,T;H) x L?*(0,T;N') there exists a unique weak solution (p, ) € L?(0,T;H) x L?(0,T; N') of
the adjoint problem such that Definition[3.7is fulfilled.

~a (C(p(t).0(t) Dar (o(1) 1) . .
— fl“f f(t)-vdx

Proof. We aim to show that the conditions for Lemma|[3.2are fulfilled for the right-hand sides

(Ft),n): = —a (C (¢(t),a(t)) Dor (a(1)) ,n)L2
and
(G@t),v) =~ | f(t)-vdz.

Ty

Equivalently to the proof of [ Thm 3.6] we receive F(t) € L* (2, S%). Additionally, ||F(t)|| .2 (q) is bounded. Therefore,
F € L>=(0,T; L?). Additionally, as in Lemma[3.3| we get G € L>(0, T; 1*) and the result follows from Lemma[3.2 O
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M. Ebeling-Rump, D. Hémberg, R. Lasarzik 12

Definition 3.9 (Time-dependent solution operator of the adjoint). Lemma[3.8]defines the solution operator of the adjoint,
which maps the phase-field ¢ and the stress ¢ to the unique weak solution (p, 7) of the adjoint problem

Q: L*(0,T; H') x L*(0,T;N) — L*(0,T; H) x L*(0,T;N), (p,0) — (p, 7).

In the case of H = H}, and N = L?(Q, S%) the second component of (, i.e. the function mapping the phase-field ¢
and the stress o to 7 is denoted by Q5 with

Qo L*(0,T; HY) x L*(0,T; L*) — L*(0,T; L), (p,0) = .

In the case of finite-dimensional subspaces H = W* and /' = V¥, which will be relevant in Section the second
component of ), i.e. the function mapping the phase-field (o and the stress o* to 7 is denoted by Q% with

QY L%0,T; HY) x L*(0,T;V*) = L0, T; V¥, (p,0%) — 7*.

Lemma 3.10. Let Assumptions hold true. The solution operators of the adjoints Qo and Q’g are continuous
from L?(0,T; H* — weak) x L?(0,T;V) to L?(0,T;V — weak), where the first and the last space space is equipped
with the weak topology.

Remark. Formulated in the notion of sequential continuity, this means that even though we only assume weak convergence
of {@1}1 in LQ(O7 T; Hl), we can prove weak convergence of the corresponding adjoint states, e.g. of {Qg(api, 0'7;)}1, in
LQ(O, T;V).

We note that it would also be possible to show strong convergence of the adjoint states as in the proof of Lemma[3.5] but
we do not need this better convergence property in the proof.

Proof of Lemmal3.10 Let {y;}, C L*(0,T; H') be a sequence of controls converging weakly to a ¢ € L*(0,T; H')
and denote the sequence of corresponding adjoints via {TZ}Z According to [28, Section 30.1], the saddle point problem
is equivalent to

(071 (SD) T? 77) L2(O,T;L2) - (777 E (p))L2(O,T;L2) = -« (C (QO, 0) DJT (0) 9 77) L2 (O,T;LQ) )
— (1€ (v)) =— fT J f - vdzdt (@3)
(. L2(0,T;L?) o Jry
forallm € L?(0,T;N') and v € L?(0, T; H). We subtract the adjoint equations for ¢;, ¢ and obtain
(C_l (Lpz) (Ti - T)a n)Lz(O,T;Lz) - (771 £ (pz - p))Lz(O,T;L2)
=« (C ((piv Ui) Dyr (Uz) -C (90’ 0) Dyr (U) ’n)LQ(OA,T;L?)
(24)

~([e - @) ra)

- (Ti -7,& (U>)L2(O,T;L2) =0

L2(0,T;L?)

forallp € L?(0,T; N')and v € L?(0,T;H).

The strong convergence of { UBT(M)(w) x6(€) (on (€) — ) dC} +}. has been shown in the proof of [11, Lem. 3.5].

K3
Since {¢; }, converges weakly in L?(0,T’; H'), we receive weak convergence of

Xa(@)Vei (9) + Vxa(@)ei (9)

and therefore strong convergence of the encompassing integral in L? (2% (0,T)). This implies the existence of a dominat-
ing function for a point-wise converging subsequence via the reverse Lebesgue’s theorem [6, Thm. 4.9]. Note that L

)T

. Strong convergence of C in L?(2 x [0, T']) follows

is bounded from above by Td% and B,(,,)(z) is covered by B,., .
via Lebesgue’s theorem on dominated convergence. This procedure is repeated for the C (;, ;) D, (0;) product since,
by Assumption[A3]

|DO'T (Ui)| S Cr

is bounded with C,. > 0 and therefore, via reverse Lebesgue’s and Lebesgue’s theorem, the product converges strongly
in L?(Q x (0,T)). First, the convergence of the right-hand side implies its boundedness in L*(Q2 x (0,7)) and from
Lemma (3.2), we infer a priori an estimate on the sequence {7; }; in L?(€2 x (0,T)). Selecting possibly a subsequence,
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On a two-scale phasefield model for topology optimization 13

we want to idetify the limit with 7. Therefore, we show that the right-hand side of converges to zero. Convergence of
the last part of the right-hand has already been shown in the proof of Lemma 3.5 The first part convergence due to the
continuity shown above. In total, we get the strong convergence of the right-hand side in such that we infer

T =T in LQ(Q x (0,7)),
pi—p inL*(0,T;Hp(Q))

as i — 00.

4 Proof of Theorem[2.2

4.1 Regularization

The double obstacle potential is not differentiable outside of (0, 1). The idea is to regularize the potential, prove the exis-
tence of a solution for the smoothed potential together with an appropriate a priori estimate and go to the limit afterwards.
To this end, we define the smoothed potential 195 € C?(R) with 0 < 3 < i as

vs(e) = 3 (9= &) +¥5(0), 5)

with the first part being quadratic and the second part being the convex function

2
;ﬂ(gp_(ug)) +L for p>1+8
ﬁ(ap—lf forl<e<1+p
1/15(@) = 0 for0< <1
fﬁg@?’ for —f<p<0
2
%(g@—l—g) +9% forp < —f8

This choice can be seen as a smoothed Yoshida approximation of the obstacle potential in order to get convex C? functions.
This is essential for the regularity estimates in the proof of Theorem Different choices with this property are possible,
we followed [4] with the above choice. Notice that 0 < (¢5)" () < ﬁ and therefore (1/§)" is Lipschitz continuous with
1

E.

We get the weak formulation of the regularized Allen—Cahn system (AC) g by replacing the double obstacle potential v
by the regularized potential 13, meaning that the subdifferential £ and the derivative of the quadratic term is replaced with
5 in the Allen—Cahn system:

Lipschitz constant

Orpp — vel g = Fg(pg) inQanda.e.in (0,7,
Vg -n=0 on N and a.e.in (0,7), (26)
v3(0) = ¢o inQ

with n being the outer normal, o € H'(Q) and

Fa(pp) = = (C71) (pg) 0 : 7= Ag — g% (v8)
(27)
_O‘/Q VBT(@@ Xa() (@5 () — ) dCLxBW)(q) (x) x§ () dg,
where
1 i ) g
A= (@ /Q /Q l /B o Xa(€) (s (Q) — ) d<1+XBr(U)(q) () x§ () dg da "

2 [ eayars [© (en)oirar).
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4.2 Existence - Regularized Allen—Cahn System with Discretized States

In order to improve the regularity properties of the approximate solutions to problem (15), we improve the regularity of
Fp(p) via a Galerkin approximation of the states, the solutions of the mechanical systems. We notice that  and p are
elements of the Hilbert space L?(0,T; H},(2,R?)) and pick an orthonormal basis {¢;}, C H% (2, R?) to write u
and p as linear combinations of these basis functions with time-dependent coefficients. We define the finite-dimensional
subspace

Wk := span {diyi=1,...,k} with CIH}__’ (klim Wk) = H},(Q,Rd),
—00

where CIH}D denotes the closure with respect to the ||-||Hb-norm. In order to have a fitting finite-dimensional subspace for
o and 7, we define

V* .= span {5(@) | s € WE i = 1,...,k} with ¢l (klim V"') — [2(0,89).
edee]

Remark. We chose {¢;}, C H%(Q,R?) to ensure that the space V¥, which is defined via the gradients of ¢;, can be
embedded into L*. This will be necessary when applying Hoélder’s inequality and Norm equivalences on finite dimensional
spaces as in Lemma([3.6)or Lemma[21]

The Galerkin approximations of o and 7 in this space can be written as linear combinations of these basis functions with
time-dependent coefficients {c; ()}, € L>(0,T) and {d;(t)}, € L>(0,T)

k

oF =3 a()E(6), = di(E(®)).

i=1 j=1

We arrive at the weak form of the Galerkin approximated, regularized Allen—Cahn system (AC)g by replacing the con-

tinuous stress o and its adjoint 7 with their respective discretizations o* and 7% in the weak form of the regularized
Allen—Cahn system (AC)a:

Btgag - ’yeAgp’E = Fg(gpg) inQanda.e.in(0,7T),

Vgalf,, n=0 on 9N and a.e. in (0,7), (29)
5(0) = o inQ,
with 1 being the outer normal, o € H'(2) and
& _ , ) ¥ )
o) = — (07 (o) o s =N T (oh)

where

A :—ﬁ a/Q/Q /B Rl (@5 €)= n) ac X8,y @ () Xp(@) dg d
)

+

+2 /Q v (5) dz + /Q (C71Y (o) " 7 dx). (30)

Lemma 4.1. Let Assumptions and hold true. For ¢ € L?(0,T; L* (€2, R)) the right-hand side F; () of the
strong form of the Galerkin approximated, regularized Allen—Cahn system (AC)Z is in L?(0,T; L?). Furthermore, for
@ € L*(0,T; Wh2) it holds that

2
. ~ —n4
[EHE) <& (Iellzs 0wz +1)

L2(0,T;L2%)

for some ¢ > 0.
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On a two-scale phasefield model for topology optimization 15

Proof. Using the finite-dimensionality of o*, 7* as in the proof of Lemmaand the definition of the elasticity tensor, we
see that

elorel o,

The potential term can be split via the definition @ and we get

[ ey o) oo Holae <[y @), oo, |0,
Q

1 . 2
[ 1 (ost0) Pz = [ 15 = 5(6) + 05 (5(0)| o
< Cs(1+ H‘Pﬂ”%%m)-
For the local volume constraint term it holds that
2

/ / [/ (0 (wﬁu)(o—u)dc] X (@ () x5(@) dg| da
/e | /B (2) N

2 2
g/ ‘/ <|}S0ﬁ(t)||L1(Q7R)+/~L|Q|> dq‘ dxg/ (|Q|H¢ﬁ(t)||Ll(Q7R)+M\Q|2 da
QJQ Q
< [ 0P 0a(0ls ) + 71900 = 108 s 3s5 + 1710 < o

Since A is represented as an integral of the previously examined terms, it is bounded.

Estimating the right-hand side, we find
o 2
RECOIRE

< [ley oy oo: twf w [ \Akfdﬂ(V)g [ Joi (e o

€

AN X6 (60 () =) 8| x5, 0 (2) o) do| do

ok ) (@
(++c0) .

2 2 2
_ X y _
<& ol el + epier+ (2) s+ el
+a? (H@(t)HQL1 + 1 \Q|2) |Q>  foralmostallt € (0,T).
Thus, for ¢ € L?(0, T; L?(€, R)) the right-hand side F} () is in L*(0,T; L?).

2 _
All terms except for the first one in HFg (@) ‘ can easily be estimated via a constant d times the norm ”95”%4(0,T;W1’2)'

L2(0,T;L2)
Towards the second part of the lemma, we will examine the term

™
L2(0,T;L2)

more thoroughly. We know from Lemma [3:3]and Lemma [3:8]that

2 2

o*||

L2(0,TL2)

||0k||L2(O,T;L2) < C2HGHL2(O,T;(H}3)*)
and ||Tk||L"‘(0,T;L2) < CN’lHFHLQ(O,T;LZ) + C~12||(G’||L2 (O,T;(H}D)*) )

with
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From the proof of Lemma[3:3we get
€O - < w7 oy -
Thus,

T 2 T 2
2 2
||G||L2 (o,T;(H,g)*) = (/0 HGH(H},)* dt) < </0 C?erHL‘z(rf) dt) = Ct?“Hf||L2(O,T;L2(1"f)) :

From our previous calculations in the proof of Lemma[3:8] we know that

1
B ey <o || s | Xa() (¢ (a.1) — 1) dg
e r(@()? Js, ()@ N
1 . _
— Vo (g,1) + Vx§ 0] (- x)dg|C,
Ty, BT 00+ i@ 0] =)
<ag— (0] sz +12) g 0+ O 1 ) PrasC
- T;inin ¥ L (Q,R) H sz;:; s)||¥P H(Q,R) ' mazT

= CH¢“>H§{] @r) T dlle(®)]| (QR)

Thus

T 2
2 2
”F”L2(O,T;L2(Q)) 3/0 {CHLP(t)HHl(Q,]R) +dH(p(t)HH1(Q,R)} d
4
< QHQOHL‘*(O,T;WLZ) +d.
with ¢, d > 0. Finally, we get

2 2

s

™
_ B B 2
S C2CQQHGHi2 (O,T;(H}:))*) (01||F||L2(O,T;L2) + C2HG||L2 (07T;(H1D)*)>

XTI, 12 _
< b”‘PHLﬂo,T;le?) + CH‘PHL4(0,T;W1,2) te

L2(0,T;L2) L2(0,T;L2)

with b, ¢, € > 0. Together with the other terms it holds that

2
(o ‘
H 5 (%) L2(0,T;L2)

T =14 a2 _
< bl@l a0, rwrzy + €+ DG Lao w2y + €

- 4
(E—|—2d)2 N H‘PHL4(02,T;W1,2) i

IA
o

_4
”‘P”L‘l(O,T;le?)

A (=114
<c (”‘P”L‘l(o,T;wl,z) + 1) )

— =1 7\2
where we used Young’s inequality and defined ¢ := max {b + %, (+d) + e}. O

From Lemma it follows that | [, F[’; (gag)atcpgdﬂ is finite, since 8t<,0§ can be embedded into L2. This means that it
is promising to start the Schauder apparatus in this setting of discretized spaces. Set
Xy = L*0,T; Wh?)
and with M > 0 and £ > 0 to be chosen later
K= {‘I’ € X7 :||1®l pago, w2y < M}
Solving defines 7 : Xp — T(X7r), © — . To apply the Schauder fixed point theorem, we need show that K

is a nonempty, closed, bounded, convex subset of the Banach space X, that 7 is a self-mapping on K and that T is
compact on K.
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Lemma 4.2 (Properties of K). The set K is a nonempty, closed, bounded, convex subset of the Banach space X .

Proof. We first note that K is nonempty, because the constant function ® = 0 lies in K. Also, K is defined as an M -ball
inthe||-[| 14 o7.y11.2y norm and therefore closed, bounded and convex. O

Lemma 4.3 (Self-mapping of 7). Let Assumptionshold true. The functionT : X7 — T(XT), © = ga’g is
a self-mapping on K forsomet < T, ie. T : K — K.

Proof. We need to show that at least for a small £
k
J«5]

We are testing the PDE in with <p’/§ and get via Hoélder’'s and Young'’s inequalities

LA(0,5EW12)

/Btgoggogdx—’ye/ A(pggpgdx:/Fg(gb)gogdx
2dt/ |g0 |2dz+’ye/ |Vg0/3| dx*/ Fﬁ( )(pﬂdx
k|2 k(=2 k\2
= — %) dxg—/F gada:—&—'ye/ap dz.
% [ 1ehiae <= [ Fio) ()

Integrating over (0, t) with ¢ € (0, ) gives

t
/|<pﬁ 2dx</ \goﬂ |dx+—/ / FB dxder'ye/O /Q(go]f;(s))zdmds.

We can apply a corollary of Gronwall’'s Lemma to get

/\@ﬁ )[Pdz < e /|805 |2d$+6t76*/ /F/ﬁ )?dads.

We are taking the essential supremum over ¢ € {0, f} and arrive at

etre,

~ 2
tye k 0 ‘
L2000 © +H%( )

L2

2
2

= esssu dx < —HF ‘

H@ﬁHLOO(OtL 2) teOtp/ 50 5 (%

Furthermore, we are testing the PDE in with 6t<p’§ and apply Young’s inequality towards

/Btsaé@twﬁdx—%/ A@E@@Eda:/Fé“(@)@thdx
Q Q Q

(friora)’ ()
% (/ﬂ F§(¢)2daz> +% (/Q(Btwé)r“dx) .

The last term on the right-hand side and the first term on the left-hand side can be combined. Noting Vgag -n =0, we
apply a partial integration on the second term and receive

1 1 _
i/ﬂ\atcpgfdx—i—ve/ w’gvawgdx < 3 </Q Fg(gp)2dx>
ol |0 |2 da L aed |v |2dx<1 F¥(@)dz _1 FE(p)
2 ), s 2 dt =3\, 2|78

Since the first term is positive, it can be dropped

IN

IN

2

Lz

ye d 1 N
e [ westas< Yescl
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At this point, we again integrate over (0, t)

t
YE k 2 1
— \V4 Hledx < =
2/Q| ()] z_2/0
2

1 2
<3lm @) %l
2 ZH 5 () L2(0,t;L2) + 2

2
_ YeE
FZ;(@HL2 ds + 7 /Q |V<p§(0)|2dx

50)

2

L2
and take the essential supremum over ¢ € (0, 7)

2

o +[veso),

2
7 ) .
5(?) L2(0,EL2)

I /\

2
= esssupHVgoB ‘

[ves,
tefo,] e

Lo°(0,£;L2?)

Combining both of the previous estimates leads via Lemma[4.7]to

2 2
H(‘DZHLN(O,E;WL?) = H(’DﬂHLoc(o,f;Li’) +HV(‘DI’§HLOO(0,£;L2)
o L] R 1] e o) (S T
o L] R L] Rt M O]
< 22 (1Plhegzawny +1) +F 7 g
gi—i(M4+1>+fehf+g::D

(31)

_ 2 2
where we used Lemma the definition of K and defined f := H@E(O) HL2 and g := HV@E(O) HL2' We have

i ) : PG
k k
= 1 H t H dt | <esssu H H / 1dt
H<p5‘ L4(0,5Wh2) </o #5(1) w2 telo, tp o5(t w2\ Jo
~1 ~1
- {1 < /Di1,
H@’@HLN(O,&WL% B

which is smaller than M for a small enough . O

Lemma 4.4 (Compactness of 7). Let Assumpt/onsnl @ hold true. The operator T : K — T(K), ¢ — gog is
compact from K to T (K).

Proof. We calculate the stress o via the control-to-state operator
k/—
= S5(p)

and the adjoint state 7 via the solution operator of the adjoint

They are both part of the right-hand side
k(= k(ak( = k(= ak(=\\ =
Fg (@) = F5(55(9), Q5 (4, 95 (9)), @)
of the Allen-Cahn system (AC)E, which is solved for gog,
k k(~
wp = T(Fg5(p))-
We are viewing 7 as the concatenated solution operator
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The continuity of Fg(nﬁ) — gog is clear since the solution operator of the linear parabolic PDE

Dl — el = F5 ()

is a continuous function according to |25, Thm. 8.35]. The control-to-state operator and solution operator of the adjoint
have been shown to be continuous in Lemmaand Lemma We will first show the continuity of ¢ +— Fg(@

Towards that we pick a sequence {¢,,},, C K C L?(0,7; H"), which converges strongly to @ in L?(0,7; H'). We
get the approximated solution of the elasticity equation with aﬁ = S§(g0n) and the approximated solution of the adjoint
equation with 7% = Q% (,,, o¥). For better readability we will write o, 7,, and \,, instead of 0%, 7% and A¥. Our goal is

to show that the sequence {Fg(g:n)} converges strongly in L?(0, T; L?) to F5 () with
n

Ff(pn) = =(C71Y () 0 7o = du = 2465 (1)
(32)

—a / [ / (O (0 (O) — 1) d<] Xbes. (@) () X0 (@) da.
Q | Y/ Br(on) (@)

+

First, we are looking at the local volume constraint term prove pointwise convergence of fBT(M>(x) xé(() (gon ) — u) d¢

almost everywhere in {2 utilizing the notion of the symmetric difference of two sets A, B, i.e., AAB := (A \ B) U
(B\ 4):

/ X0 (n () — ) dC - / X(C) (2() — ) d¢
Br(op) () B..(5)(x)

/ X6(O) (n () — 1) dC / X6(O) (9n () — 1) d¢
B (o) (@)

B.(5)(z)

4 / X6(O) (o () — ) dC / X6(O) (3(0) — p) A
Bi(s)(z) Br(5)(x)

<

/ (O (o () — )] dC + / () (n — @) (O] de
Bir(oy) () AB(5)(2) Bir(5)(x)

<c W T r(on () — (3 ()] +lon - w) — 0.

The continuity of the control-to-state operator S§ leads to strong convergence of o, in LQ(O,T; Vk), which implies
almost everywhere pointwise convergence of a subsequence denoted in the same way via reverse Lebesgue [6, Thm.
4.9]. Since r is uniformly bounded we get almost everywhere convergence of a subsequence denoted in the same way,
i.e. of (o (2)) to r(a(x)).

We note that the characteristic functions are almost everywhere convergent and that the pairwise product of pointwise
convergent series is itself pointwise convergent, which proves the asserted pointwise convergence.

Additionally, we know that the characteristic functions as well as fBT(mL)(r) Xa(€) (@n ¢) - u) d¢ are bounded, thus

there exists a dominating function of the pairwise product series. Therefore, we can employ Lebesgue’s dominated con-
vergence theorem to get the strong convergence of the local volume constraint term.

The other terms of converge strongly as well. Using Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem yields strong
convergence of {(C~') (¢a)n}, to (C71) (@)n in L*(0,T;V"). Together with the weak convergence of o, in
L?(0,T;V*) we can conclude

(€7 (pn) oum) — (€Y (@)o" ) vy € L(0,T; V),

L2(0,T;V*) L2(0,T;V*)

Since 7,, converges weakly in LQ(O, T; V’“) and in finite dimensions weak convergence equals strong convergence, the

bilinear form
<(071)/ (QOn)Uan) — ((C’fl)/ (®) O'k,Tk)

L2(0,T;V*) L2(0,T;V*)

converges as well.
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Because {gon}n converges strongly to ¢ in LQ(O, T; Hl), we get the existence of an almost everywhere convergent
subsequence denoted in the same way, i.e.

on(z,t) — @(x,t) ae inQx][0,7].

Via the reverse Lebesgue’s theorem [6, Thm. 4.9], there exists a dominating function, namely ¢ € L2(0,T’; L?) with
@(,t) > pn(w,t) almost everywhere. Via the definition of ¢ in (25), we find a dominating function for ¥j3(¢0,,) in
L2(0,T;L?),ie, foralln € N

1-45 . 1

13 gof@ a.e.in x [0,7],

as we have seen in the proof of Lemma [4.1] Applying Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem we get the strong

, 3
’1/15(@“) S g +

convergence of {1/)23 (gpn)} to 55 () in L?(0,T; L?). The Lagrange multiplier \,, is identified with the other terms,

which have already been shown to converge. Thus @ Fﬁ (@) is continuous.

In order to show compactness of T it is left to show that 7 maps bounded sets into relatively compact sets. From maximal
L?-regularity, [T0, Thm 8.2], we know that (AC)? has a solution

¢ € L*(0,T; W») nWh2(0,T; L?).

According to [15, Lemma 3.3], it holds that L2 (0, T; W22)NW12(0, T'; L?) is compactly embedded in L2 (0, T'; W 1+2).

Let {¢n},, be a bounded series in L?(0,7; W?22) N W'2(0,T; L?). By the compact embedding, it holds that there
exists a convergent subsequence denoted in the same way

{on}, C L0, T;Wh?) with ¢, — .

Using the energy estimate (37), we know that {¢,, },, is also bounded in L>°(0,T; W'2) . Together with the strong
convergence of {¢y, },, to @ in L?(0,T; W'?) and

=
Dl

H(pn_@‘L%OTWl?) H(p"_ L2(0TW12)‘¢H— Loo(0,T;W1:2)

we get the strong convergence of {¢,, },, to @ in L*(0, T; Wh2).

We have shown that for 7 : K — T (K) the set T (K) is relatively compact. For any bounded set B C K it holds that
T(B) C T(K)is a closed subset of a compact set and therefore compact, meaning that 7 (B) is relatively compact. O

The results are summarized in the following proposition:

Proposition 4.5. Under Assumptions[A1] [A9 and[A3, the linear parabolic equation has a fixed point, i.e. the regular-
ized Allen—Cahn system (AC) g has at least one solution.

Proof. Since the conditions are met via Lemma[4.2] Lemma[4.3]and Lemma[4.4] we can apply the Schauder fixed point
theorem [6, Ex. 6.26] O

Lemma 4.6. Under Assumptions[AT][A2and[A3 there exists a global solution to the approximated and regularized Allen—
Cahn initial value problem (29).

Proof. We have shown the existence of a solution gpg to via Proposition on a small time interval {O, f}. Now

we need an a priori estimate to extend this to the global interval [0, T]. We define H via H*(¢) = G°(p, S5(p)) +
2V (r(S5(¢)), ) and note that H* > 0. The continuity of #* is clear because of Lemma [3.5(and its differentiability
foIIows from Lemma As in the proof of Lemma we test the system (29) with 3t<P5- We can write

ko k k k Y 1k k Wk(@fé)
/3t80,33t@ﬁd17+76/ V@ﬁv(atW5)d$+;/ Vs(ps)Opgda + ———
Q

“ |

.+ 5 [ Gvesoras 2 [ Sustehone + Gt =o.
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We integrate over [0, ¢] such that for all ¢ € [0, 7] it holds

[V;Hwé@ﬂ g, s =0. e

t
J
The terms in the square brackets are finite since @E(O) is admissible, thus 8,590’5 € L?(0,t; L?). Via a bootstrapping
argument as in [28] Problem 30.2, p. 799], we can extend the local solution to a global solution of on [07 T]. O

Ba(h(s))da + H’“«az(s))} n
Q 0

4.3 Existence - Regularized Allen—Cahn System
We now know that a global solution exists for every Galerkin approximation. The next step is to go to the Galerkin limit and
show that the existence also holds in that case.

Proposition 4.7. Let Assumpt/onsn - E ho/d true. Foreach(0 < 3 < 3 L the Allen—Cahn system with the smoothed
potential, (AC) 4, has a solution ¢ in L7 (0, T; Wh?) nWh2(0, T; L?).

Proof. We know that the {cpg}k is bounded in L?(0,T; H') and that {o'}, , {7}, are subsets of L*(0,T; V¥) and

{u}, , {p}, are subsets of L2(0, T; W*). Previously, we have shown the existence of solutions {‘P’fi }k for the Galerkin

approximated, regularized Allen—Cahn system (AC)Z. According to Equation there exists a ¢ > ( independent of k
and (3 with
H@ﬁHLw 0,T;Wt:2)nWt.2(0,T;L2)

This leads to a weakly convergent subsequence also denoted by {gog}k with

o — g in L0, T; W) nW'2(0,T; L?).

Furthermore, since the space L>°(0,T; W12) N W12(0,T; L?) is compactly embedded in L?(0,T; L?), we get a
strongly convergent subsequence denoted in the same way with <p§ — g in L2(07 T; L2). The goal is to show that ¢z
is solving the regularized Allen—-Cahn system (AC)B. Towards that we prove the convergence of the different terms in the

(AC) g system as k tends to infinity.

From the weak convergence of {(pg}k to pg in W12(0,T; L?) it follows that {8t<pé§}k converges weakly to Oz in
L?(0,T; L?). This already shows that

|(5t90§»<#) = (Ovpp,w)| = |(at<Pf§ — Opp, w)|
converges to zero. Similarly, from weak L2(07 T; W1’2) convergence we get that
(Vb Vw) = (Veg, Vw)| = (Ve — Vs, Vo))

converges to zero as well for all w € L? (0, T W1’2). To show convergence of the potential part we rewrite wg(gp) as
— (wg)’(go), see (25), and apply the Lipschitz continuity of (¢g)’ towards

+ 35 ¢
43 |78

Hw’s (5) — w5 (s%)’ e b -

which converges to zero due to the strong convergence of {gog}k to g in L2(0, T LQ).

It is left to show the convergence of the terms on the right-hand side. The sequence of stresses {crk }k converges strongly
to o in LQ(O,T; L2) according to the continuity of the control-to-state operator proven in Lemma since {gpg}
k

converges strongly in L?(0,T; L?). We also get weak convergence of the adjoints {7"}, to 7 in L*(0, T’; L?) via the
continuity with respect to the weak topology of the solution operator of the adjoint proven in Lemma|3.10| using the weak

converges of {(pg}k in L2(0, T; H*). The convergence

/(C’_l)( ) kdx—)/ "(pp)wo = Tdx (34)
Q
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holds for all w € L*°(2 x (0,T)), since (C‘l)’(@g) is bounded and since the sequences {o k converge strongly in
L?(Qx (0,T)), respectively, we infer a dominating function for {(C”l)’(go’g)ak} via the reverse Lebesgue’s theorem [6]
Thm. 4.9]. Thus, the sequence converges pointwise and Lebesgue’s theorem we get the strong convergence in LQ(Q X
(0,T)). The weak convergence of the sequence {7"} allows to pass to the limit in (34).

The local volume constraint term

/Q /B " Xo(€) (‘Pk () - M) d¢ XBT(Uk)(q) () xq(z) dg
Ok )

converges via Lebesgue, making use of the fact that boundedness was shown in the proof of Lemma [4.4]and the charac-
teristic functions are bounded by 1. Note that ¢ and Ag are identified via terms for which we have already shown their
respective convergences. All the terms converge, thus g does fulfill the Allen—Cahn system with the smoothed potential.
To show the a priori estimates for ¢ g we are passing to the limit with k& — oo in

e ‘ !
2 0
for almost all ¢ € (0,T"). However, we note that via the a priori estimates we only receive weak convergence in time and

not the almost everywhere pointwise convergence that would seemingly be necessary here. We get around this issue by
taking the essential supremum over ¢ € (0, T), leading to

k

‘Vgog( &g(p’g(s)H; ds <0 (35)

2 [ wslebtsde+ 1 <>>]t+

2

esssup P [veso Vs (i (1)) dar + H’“(@g(t))}
te[0,T Q

e 2y

< |FIwes o, + 2 [ vstebonas + weeton)].
which implies
ebbsupHVgo H + esssup wﬂ(gpﬁ( ))dz + esssup H” (gpﬁ( ) < ¢
L tefo,1] Ja t€[0,T)

te[0,T

with ¢ independent of (3, thus gag € L°°(0,T; H'). Then, according to [17, Lemma 2.4], the inequality is equivalent

to
- [ ow [0l

— 4(0) [”2 A0,

/zpﬁ £)dz + HE (1 ))} dt

2
5tgog(t)HL2 dt <0

ZA¢5(¢2(0))dx+Hk(w§(0)>} +/0T o)

forall ¢ € C*([0,T]) with ¢(T) =0, ¢ > 0, and ¢’ < 0on [0, T]. Since the first term in the square brackets is convex,
we get its weak lower semi-continuity, see for example [12, Theorem 10.20]. The second and third term in the square

brackets converge since 13 is continuous and {cpg} converges strongly in L? (0, T L2) together with Lemma
Therefore, defining H(¢) = G°(¢, S2(p)) + SV (r(S2(p)), ¢) it also holds that

- [ o0 [FIvestol+ 2 / alioal)ds + Hlpa) | at
0
~o0 [SIvoa03 + 2 [ vatoatonan +nieso)] + [ owlargatlaa <o

which is again equivalent to

UTeatol+ 2 [ wntontonas + )] | + [ oreato)laas <o

0

for almostall t € (0,T). O

DOI 10.20347/WIAS.PREPRINT.3026 Berlin 2023



On a two-scale phasefield model for topology optimization 23

4.4 Existence - Allen—Cahn System

The goal of this section is to extend the existence result from the Allen—Cahn system with a regularized potential 13 to the
original Allen—Cahn system with a double obstacle potential . This is done by taking the /3 limit, which proves the main
result.

Proof of Theorem[2.2 Since the Hellinger—Reissner elasticity system is analytically equivalent to the pure displacement
ansatz, we get better regularity via the work [14] of Herzog et al. Specifically via [14] Prop. 1.2], we get that fora ¢ > 0,
which is independent of 5 and ¢, there exists a 2 < p < 3 such that

lo®)ll o 50 <€

for almost all t € (0,T") and therefore
1l L 0,70 (2,80)) < 00

We do not need to prove anything for 7. The higher regularity of o'(t) € L” together with 7(¢) € L? is enough to show

that the right-hand side is regular enough: Noting Il) + % = 22 e get via Holder’s inequality

(C™YY (pp(t))olt) - 7(t) € L7z (QR).

The next trick is a way to get this higher regularity onto the other terms, which was also done in [18]. We notice that there
are two potential terms, one in the right-hand side Fz, see and a second one in the identification of Ag, c.f. (28). In
order to prove higher regularity of (1/}5)’ — f9(¢g)’dy, remember that we have split the approximated obstacle potential
into a quadratic and a convex part in (25). The derivative of the convex parts is brought to the left-hand side, whereas the
derivative of the quadratic parts will stay in the right-hand side. Also, since 9,05 € L%(0,T;L?) C Ltz (0,T;L?),
we can move that term to the right-hand side as well. The argument ¢ is not written explicitly for better readability, but the
formulae hold for almost all ¢ € (0, T'). Together with the other terms, we get

Pyt = Py =g+ 205) (09) = 7t [ (05’ (09) da

=—(C™) (pg) o7+ ﬁ/g(c_l)' (ps) o 7dz — g

ol / / VBU X2(Q) (#a (O = m) @ C] X8,y (@) (@) Xo () d da

+

—a / V X(0) (%(C)—u)dél X (@ (%) x5() dg
Q |/ By (2)

+

v (1 ol 1 2p_
~X(=- (= —ps)d Lt
e(z “Dﬁ>+e|ﬂ|/g<2 *”5) voe AT

where the last equality follows from (25). We have
Y n : c 1 c
el + —flps) = Fp,  with f(pp) = [(%)'(sﬁﬁ) “ i /Q(%)/(W)dy}
__4_
which we test by | f ()| 7*2 f(pa) for p > 2, leading to

e / Agg | F(28)| 77 flop)da + 2 / |£(08)| 72 da = / By |(gs)| 7 flgp)dz.  (36)
Q € Jo Q

We are looking at the first term on the left-hand side. Due to V f = (5)" V4§ it holds that

v |Irtea)| 7| = (If(w)f)_pﬂ =2 () P 2ren e Vs
S (1£6e2)) ™ Fonws) s
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and via the chain rule

__4 4 _ﬁ 17 *% e\
\4 [|f(wa)| v f(%)} = (|f ©p !) (W§)" Vs + | flep)| 7 (¥5) Vg
_p—2
Cp+2

We find via multidimensional partial integration-by-parts that

(1£e)]) ™ w5 Vs

—76/ VV@B\f(WB)!_piQ flpg)dz = —76/ Vg 'n!f(sﬁﬂ)\_ﬁ flpp)ds
Q o0
=0

+ae [ Voav [!f(w)|_”i2 f(@ﬂ)} da

-2 = "
:76/91% (‘f(@B)D (%) |VSDB| dz > 0.

The last inequality follows from -, €, p+2 > 0 and, by convexity, (1/15) (¢) > 0. Therefore, if we drop the first term of
Equation we get the inequality

g/ﬂlf(m)lﬁdxé/ﬂﬁﬁ |£(08)| 77 F(pp)da

On the right-hand side we use Hélder’s and Young'’s inequalities to obtain

; 1 f(p5)d F ) +d)

/QFﬁ | f(ep)| f(@ﬁ)mf(/gg x) (/Q | f(p)] | x
_ ~1127p2d = %d v
([0 (o)

*/|f %3 p“da:

which shows by integrating in time

I£tenll 2 c|| B, 2,

Lotz (% (0, T)) LP2 (Qx(0,T))

Thus, we know that {(1/15 |Q| Jo@5) dy] isin Lot (Q x (0,T)), since Fj is in Ltz (2 x (0,7)).

We see that the derivatives of the convex parts of the smoothed potentials are bounded in a reflexive space and therefore
there exists a weakly convergent subsequence

1 ! . , 2p_
{fﬂ}ﬁ—{[w;)'w)m /Q (45) (wﬁ)dy]}ﬁ wih €5 =& in L5 (2 x [0,]).

Notice that fQ &gdx = 0 for all 5. We defined Fﬁ just to make it easier to show the higher regularity. Now we want to
bring the time derivative and keep the terms containing the derivative of the convex part of the potential on the left-hand
side as well. Therefore, we define

By = By 205) (09) = o [ (05 (09) da = By + g,

2
In the following formulation all scalar products have to understood as dual pairings of Lﬁ(Q x [0,7T]) and its dual
2
L2 (2 x [0, T)) given by the integral over €2 x (0,T).

A~ 29
(Bupp,w) +7e(Vips, Vo) + L (€5, w) = (Fylips),w) Voo € L33 (2 x [0, ).
We know that 9,05 — 8y, Vips — Vpand Fis(pg) — F(p)as 8 — 0in L7 0,T; L22Tpp) When taking the limit

8 — 0, we get 5,
(Oup,0) + 7e(Vip, V) + L (6,w) = (F(0),w) Voo € L2 (2 x [0,7)).
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To show the a priori estimates for ¢, we are passing to the limit with 5 — 0 in

t t
TIvesolta+ 2 [ vatostonts + ios0)]| + [ orwslaas <o
0

First, we will keep 14 fixed and just consider the limit 03 — (. From the usual embedding we get strong convergence in
LQ(O, T; L2) and therefore there exists an almost everywhere convergent subsequence of {(,05}6 denoted in the same
way and {1/15(905)} converges to 93 () almost everywhere. Since 1 is a dominating function for any g, we can apply

Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem to receive strong convergence of {13(p3)} to ¥g(y) in L2(0,T; L?).
Similar to the arguments used in the proof of Proposition 4.7} we arrive at

LNTetsila+ 2 [ wntetets + Hs o) [ 10 <o

This shows that
[ vstons < viso
Q

We observe that the sequence of functions ﬁz/)g converges to ) in C(R), where

Y(p) =

(p—1)2% ifp>1
0 f0< <.
@2 if o <0

From the estimate [, 515 (s)dz < O3 and the strong convergence of ¢, we infer in the limit that [, Y(p)dz = 0,
which implies that ¢ € [0, 1] a.e.in 2 x [0, 7] and ¥5(¢) = 1°(¢) = 0. This allows us to replace ) by ¢/ in the above
inequality such that

Svel;. + / Ple(s))da + H(so(s))} o / |0:pl72 ds <0,

which implies additionally that € H* (0,T;L?) N L? (0,T; H').

From the convexity of 1/)163 we get the pointwise inequality
V- (a) — P5(b) < ¥j(a) —¥5(0) < (¥5) (a)(a — D)
fora € R, b € [0,1] and a fixed 5* with 8 < * < i. Therefore, we have

U (ep()) — P5(2(x)) < (V) (ps(x))(ws(z) — @(x)) (37)

for all p(x) € [0, 1]. Let € > 0. We pick test functions that are continuous on a closed interval inside of [0, 1] and fulfill
the volume constraint with mean m, i.e.

PeC(Qe,1—¢]) with /@d:czm.
Q

Then we define the modified, 3-dependent test function

_ _ Y=
P =9 =gy / dx,
? (5) o 9(¢p)

9(p) = 1/8BY5(p) + 1.

Notice that for ¢ with 0 < () < 1 almost everywhere in €2, it holds that g() = 1. We claim that there exists a C' > 0
such that

where

los(x)| + |@(z)|

es@)] =
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For the second summand, boundedness is clear since ¢ is fixed and ’g vp(x ] is bounded from below by 1. For the first
summand, if ¢ 3 becomes large, then (cf. (25)

2
9(pp) < (‘Pﬂ<1+§>> +%+1

which is bounded by an affine function in g, proving the claim. We insert (3 into (37), divide both sides by the continuous
function g( ) and integrate over {2

Vs (pp) —¢5(¢ﬁ)dy < /(wmm)w —98) 4

9(es) oop) Y
c\/ c\/ (905 _@B)
< [ (wsr0n - [wiytoas) E2= 2,
=£p
( — @)
// W5)'( 9(¢s) Tl ¥

where a zero was added in the last step. We will first show that the last term is zero. Entering the definition of the modified
test function ¢ we find

(e =9 = 9(en) Jo frr )
// (¥5) (9p)d ( // (W5) (op)d g(‘;ﬂ)ﬂ o
— c\/ (pﬂ — @ - 806 — @ =
- /Q(%) (pp)de l/@ o(on) Y /Q 9(s) dx} "
and conclude b — )
p-(s) — ¥p(Ps 7¢ﬂ
J e s [ ot e -

We may now passto the limit 5 — 0. First, we will look at the right-hand 3|de of (38): The aforementioned subsequence
& converges weakly to £ in L7 (© x [0,T]). We know from strong convergence of {cpg}ﬁ to ¢ in L2(0, T; L?) that
there exists a subsequence, denoted in the same way, which converges almost everywhere in ) x [0, T]. Noting that g
is continuous and @ is made up of g, g(¢s) and the fixed function @, we see that (pg(x) — @a(z))\g(ws(x)) is
pointwise convergent almost everywhere. We have

Y=
g(Wﬁ)/Q 9(¢s) dz|
= 9(906)/9(905 ~ %) (1 ;(i(;;ﬁ)> dz
< Cﬂg(wﬂ)|jg|1**g(wﬁ)|dx

VeI Vlaton)| ( [ wgwg)dx)é

=:C\/B|glps)| with C > 0.
It was used that [, (g — @) - 1dz = 0 since 3 and @ have the same mean value. We applied the definition of g(3)

|68 — | =

IN

1
2

and Holder’s inequality in the second to last inequality. The term (fQ wg(@g)dm) is bounded because of (35). The
calculation above implies

b —p
9(es)

<CV/B. (39)

Lo°([0,T]x )

Additionally, we receive the boundedness

|0s(@)] +|2(2)] + Cglps(a))]
|9(05(2))]

pp(z) — pp(x))
9(pp(x))

<

<C+C.
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We can apply Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem to receive strong convergence of

$o—Ps\ g PP o in L [0,T]),
9(es) |,

where it was used for the equality that ¢ € [0, 1] a.e.in © x [0, 7] and 1§ () = 0. Putting these observations together,
the right-hand side of converges to [, £(¢ — @)da almost everywhere in (0,T)).

For the convergence of the left-hand side of (38), we are making use of the strong convergence of {(pg}ﬁ to @ in

L2(0,T; L?). As g(pp) is bounded, we see from that {@3}5 converges strongly to  in L>°([0, T'] x ). We also

know that ¢(z,t) € [e, 1 — ¢] almost everywhere. Thus, for all ¢ there exists a 3 > 0 such that gg(x, t) € [0, 1] almost
everywhere. Then, as seen above, it holds that wg(aﬁg) = ¢°(@p) almost everywhere.

From the point wise strong convergence of @g(x,t) — ¢(z,t) and gg(z,t) — @(x,t), we observe by the continuity of
Y5 as well as g that
Vilen) —v5(@s) | Vile) —¥5(2)
9(#s) 9(®)

=) —YP°(p) forae. (x,t€Qx(0,T).

Note that due to (89), for € C(%, [¢, 1 —£]) it holds that 45 (p) = 0 as soon as & :> C'\/B. Therefore, we may apply
Fatou’s Lemma in order to pass to the limit on the left-hand side of for all € > 0, concluding that

/Egp godx>/z/J (p)dx Vp e C(Q, e 1—¢]) with/@@daﬁ:m

Since € > 0 was arbitrary, we infer that

=)o [ wi(e) - Vi (e Yo e C@.O.1) witn [ pdo=m, (40)
Q Q Q
which is the definition of the subdifferential on the space of functions with mean m.

Observing the definition of the obstacle potential (2) and the property ¢ € [0, 1] a.e.in Q2 x (0,7) and ¢ € C(£, (0, 1)),
we find that the right-hand side of always vanishes, i.e. [, ¥°(¢(t)) — ¢¥°(@)dz = 0. Now let A be a measurable
set such that ¢(z) = 0 for a.e. x € A. We may define

(ﬁ(m):{gb(x)l, frecA
P(x) = p(z,t) — |Al/1Q], ifz e Q\A.

We observe that ¢ € L>(9; [0, 1]) with [, dz = M. Additionally, by the density of C'(£, (0,1)) in L>(€; [0,1])

with respect to the weak* topology, we find a sequence {@,, }nen C C(£, (0,1)) such that ¢, — . This implies by
Jo &dz = 0 that

A
0< Jim | &(o - da:—/£<p P)d /fdxﬂm Q/Afdx:_( _IQ|>/A€d$

Note that the density only holds with respect to the weak™® topology and not the norm-topology. But this is enough to pass
to the limit on the left-hand side of (40). Since the A was arbitrary, we find the assertion

&(z,t) < Oforae. (z,t) € Q x (0,T) where p(z,t) =0.
Simmilarly, we find

&(x,t) > Oforae. (x,t) € Q x (0,T) where p(x,t) =1,
&(z,t) = 0forae. (z,t) € Q x (0,T) where p(x,t) € (0,1).
This implies that the subdifferential according to coincides with the point-wise subdifferential of the obstacle potential

we would expect. All conditions of Definitionare fulfilled, proving that o € H'! (0, T; L2) N L? (0, T; Hl) is indeed
a solution of the Allen—Cahn system with obstacle potential. O
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