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Abstract

In this thesis we investigate the analytical treatment of optimal control problems gov-
erned by a class of elliptic variational inequalities of the first kind with unilateral and
bilateral constraints.

Since the control-to-state mapping u +— y is non-smooth and not Fréchet differentiable
which makes difficult to get sharp optimality conditions and solve the problem numer-
ically. To overcome this difficulty we used some smoothing (regularizing) technique to
get smooth mapping u +— y. where ¢ — oc.

We considered a Moreau-Yosida approximation technique to reformulate the gov-
erning variational inequality of the first kind as an operator equation involving the
max —function. Therefore, solving the variational inequality is equivalent to solving
this regularized equation.

Regularized control problem is introduced and the convergence of the regularized op-
timal solutions towards a solution of the original control problem is verified. For each
regularized problem an existence of necessary optimality conditions is derived and an
optimality system for the original control problem is obtained as limit of the regular-
ized ones. Thanks to the structure of the proposed regularization, complementarity
relation between the variables involved are derived.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Introductive sentences and overview

The theory of variational inequalities introduced by Stampacchia [6] in the early sixties
has played a vital role in the study of a wide class of problems arising in pure and
applied sciences including mechanics, optimization and optimal control, operations re-
search, game theory, mathematical economics and engineering sciences.

In many physical processes “obstacles” appear in a natural way having strong influence
on the character of the examined problem. A simple example of such a situation is
the study of contrast between a vibrating membrane and a vibrating membrane set
between obstacles. In the 1970’s there was considerable interest in the analysis of
obstacle problems. This was connected with the development of research on varia-
tional inequalities and has been studied by many authors. Although, in the words
of J.L. Lions [17], this “simple, beautiful and deep” problem is naturally associated
with partial differential equations of elliptic type, it arises in many other frameworks
and in different kinds of free boundary problems (see [4] or [5], and their references)
and it is related to variational inequalities. The variational formulations (also called
weak formulations) of many non-linear boundary value problems result in variational
inequalities rather than variational equations. Analogously to partial differential equa-
tions, variational inequalities can be of elliptic, parabolic, hyperbolic, etc. type.

The obstacle problem for elliptic partial differential equations appears classically in
elasticity as the equation that models the shape of an elastic membrane that is con-
strained to remain above or below an obstacle (which pushes the membrane from below
or respectively from above). Elliptic obstacle problems refer to find the equilibrium
position of an elastic membrane whose boundary is held fixed, and which is constrained
to lie above a given obstacle. It can be considered as a model problem for variational
inequalities (see, e.g, [4]), and it has found applications in a number of different fields
as elasticity and fluid dynamics. For example, applications include fluid filtration in
porous media, optimal control, and financial mathematics. Numerous important opti-
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mization problems arising in continuum mechanics, economy, transportation networks
etc. can be modeled as optimal control of variational inequalities or complementar-
ity problems. Optimal control problems for elliptic variational inequalities have been
much studied.

In this thesis we investigate the analytical treatment of optimal control problems gov-
erned by a class of elliptic variational inequalities of the first kind with unilateral and
bilateral constraints. Moreover, we consider constraints on both the control and the
state. These kind of problems have been extensively studied by many authors, as for
example K. Ito and K. Kunisch [1], [13], or more recently Karl Kunisch and Daniel
Wachsmuth [2],[3] ).

In the optimal control problem of a variational inequality the main difficulty comes
from the fact that the mapping between the control and the state (control-to-state
operator) is not differentiable but only Lipschitz-continuous and so it is not easy to
get first order optimality conditions. As a consequence of this, to get sharp optimality
conditions and build numerical algorithms are difficult tasks. To overcome this diffi-
culty different authors (see for example, K. Ito and K. Kunisch [1], [13], Karl Kunisch
and Daniel Wachsmuth [2],[3] and the references therein) considered a Moreau-Yosida
approximation technique to reformulate the governing variational inequality of the
first kind as an operator equation involving the maz function. After that, optimality
conditions for the regularized problems are derived and an optimality system for the
original control problem is obtained as limit of the regularized optimality systems. But
the reformulation in terms of the max function in this case lead the authors to propose
an semi-smooth Newton methods, or equivalently the iterative primal-dual active set
strategy, for its numerical solution of the regularized control problem.

This thesis is primarily based on the results from the papers by Karl Kunisch and
Daniel Wachsmuth [2], K. Ito and K. Kunisch [1].

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the analytical background of an optimal
control problem subject to elliptic variational inequalities of the first kind with uni-
lateral and bilateral obstacle problems and develop a regularization method (i.e. to
approximate the nondifferentiable ones depending on (¢ > 0 ¢ — o0)) for solving
a nondifferentiable minimization problem. We also derive optimality conditions for
the regularized problems and first order necessary optimality system for the original
control problem is obtained as limit of the regularized optimality systems.

1.2 Outline of Thesis

Let us briefly outline the structure of the paper.
In chapter 2, we briefly mention some basic definitions and preliminaries of functional
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analysis tools which we are going to use in the subsequent chapters. We recall some
classical results and existence of solutions of Variational Inequalities of First Kind.

In chapter 3, we investigate optimal control problems governed by variational inequal-
ities and involving constraints on both the control and the state. The formulation of
the optimal control problem subject to unilateral obstacle problem is described, and
we present regularity assumptions that we use throughout this paper. A regularized
family of optimal control problems is introduced. The regularized problems are investi-
gated and convergence of the regularized optimal solutions to the associated solutions
of the obstacle problem is studied. Using a local smoothing of the max function, a
first order optimality system for each regularized problem is derived. We also analyze
properties of solutions of the regularized problem and their convergence as well as rate
of convergence.

In chapter 4, we focus on the formulation of the optimal control problem subject to
bilateral obstacle problem. A regularized family of optimal control problems is in-
troduced. The regularized problems are investigated , and feasibility, regularity and
convergence of the regularized optimal solutions is studied.

In chapter 5, we study an optimal control problem governed by semilinear elliptic
regularized equation. Existence of a sequence of solutions of the regularized problem
converging weakly and strongly to solutions of the original problem is studied. The
regularity of the adjoint state and the state constraint multiplier is also studied. A
sharp optimality system for the original control problem is obtained as limit of the
regularized optimality systems.

In chapter 6, we formulate the obstacle problems for which the solution algorithms
are developed. A regularized problem and iterative second-order algorithms for its
solution are analyzed in infinite dimensional function spaces. Motivated from the dual
formulation, a primal-dual active set strategy and a semismooth Newton method for
a regularized problem are presented and their close relation is analyzed.

In chapter 7, we give a summary and concluding remarks.

In the Appendix, some general definitions for normed linear space are listed.
At the end of the thesis the list of considered literature is listed.

1.3 What is an optimal control problem?

An optimal control problem has the goal to find a control function for a given system
such that a certain optimality criterion is achieved. The essential component of an
optimal control problem is firstly the objective functional, a function of state and con-
trol variables, which is to be minimized (maximized). Moreover the problem includes
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in general partial differential equations of the state y and the control function u as
constraints. In addition, further constraints on u and y may be given. The control
function is to be chosen in that way such that the objective functional is minimal.

There are a lot of applications of optimal control problems for example in aeronautics,
in robotic and in the control of chemical processes.

In this thesis, the constraint is not given by a partial differential equation, but by a
variational inequality (VI). This significantly complicates the discussion of the associ-
ated optimal control problem, since VIs provide a certain non-smooth character. The
finite dimensional counterpart of the optimal control problems with VIs are mathemat-
ical programs with equilibrium constraints (MPECs). As an example let us consider
the following optimal control problem in which the state y is formulated as a solution
of an elliptic variational inequality (cf. [7], page 2)

minJ(y,u) over ye K, ueU, (1.1)
st (Ay—g(u),v—y) >0 Yo e K '

A is a second order linear elliptic partial differential operator and K denotes a closed
convex cone in a Banach space. Moreover g(-) denotes a source term. If one introduces
a slack variable £, the variational inequality can be formulated as a complementary
problem.

Ay—€&=g(u), y>0 ae in Q, (v—y) >0 YveK
©Ay—E=gu), y=0, £=0, (y,£ =0

This arising problem is called a mathematical program with complementarity con-
straints (MPCC) in the function space, which is a special form of a MPEC. For this
form of an optimal control problem all classical constraint qualifications are violated.
Thus one can not apply the standard optimality theory, which is the essential difficulty
for this sort of optimization problems.

1.4 What is an obstacle problem?

In this master thesis we will concentrate on a special form of (1.1), where the VI is
given by the obstacle problem. The obstacle problem is a classical instance for VIs and
free boundary problems. It describes the problem to find the equilibrium position of
an elastic membrane. In classical elasticity theory a membrane is a thin plate offering
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no resistance to bending, but acting only in tension. The boundary of the observed
domain is held fixed and the membrane is constrained to lie above a given obstacle.
The problem is related to the study of minimal surfaces and the capacity of a set in
potential theory as well. To be more precise, we can formulate the obstacle problem
as the problem to find the minimizer of the Dirichlet energy functional

J(u):/D%|Vu|2d:p, (1.2)

where the function u represent the vertical displacement of the membrane. We denote
by D a Lipschitz domain in R”. Let a smooth function ¢ : D — R be given, such that
¢lap < 0. Moreover define the set K = {v € Hj(D) : v|]sp =0 and v > ¢}, which
is closed and convex. The membrane takes that form, which yields minimal potential
energy. Then the solution of the obstacle problem is the function, which minimizes
(1.2) overall functions v belonging to K. Since this is a convex optimization problem,
we can equivalently reformulate it by its first-order optimality conditions: Seeking the
energy minimizer in the set K it is equivalent to seek u € K such that

/Vu~V(v—u)dx20 Yo e K,
D

which is a VI of the same type as in (1.1).



Chapter 2

Notation, basic definitions and
theorems

In this chapter we briefly mention some basic definitions and preliminaries of functional
analysis tools which we are going to use in the subsequent chapters. We recall some
classical results and existence of solutions of Variational Inequalities of First Kind. In
the Appendix some basic facts about normed linear spaces are given.

2.1 Notation

We start with the introduction of some basic notation and with some assumptions on
the quantities involved.

Throughout the thesis we will use the following notation: Let €2 be an open, bounded
subset of RY with smooth boundary 00 = I'. Throughout this thesis, unless specified,
the L*(Q) inner product is defined by (-,-). The duality pairing between Hj () and
its dual HJ(Q)* = H! is often denoted by (-,-). It is well known that H!(Q) —
L*(Q) — H () with compact and dense injection.

2.2 Sobolev Spaces

Let Q € RY be a bounded Lipschitz domain. We denote by || its N-dimensional
Lebesgue measure.

Definition 2.1. (LP—space)
We consider by LP(§2),1 < p < oo, the space of all (equivalence classes of ) measurable
functions y : Q — R satisfying

/Q\y(x)|pdx < 00. (2.1)

6
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LP(Q2) is equipped with the norm

lollzrcay = ( / jy() ) 7. (2.2)

All functions, which are only different on sets of measure zero are seen to be equal.
They belong to the same equivalence class.

Definition 2.2. (L*™ — space)
By L>(Q2) we denote the space of essentially bounded and measurable functions y :
Q) — R equipped with the norm

1yl Loe() = ess sug\y(xﬂ. (2.3)
S

For all p € [1,00] the spaces LP() are Banach spaces. L*(Q) is, when equipped, with
the scalar product (u,v)r2q) = [, uvdx a Hilbert space.

Definition 2.3. (Weak derivative)
Let y € L}, .(Q) be given and a = (ay,- - -, ) be a multi-index. If there exists a
function w € L}, (Q) fulfilling

/Q y(2) Do ()dz = (—1) /Q w()(@)de Vo € C2(Q), (2.4)

then we call w the weak derivative of y and the derivative is denoted by D%y.
The set Li,.(Q) consists of all the functions g : @ — R, which for every compact subset

loc

K C Q are Lebesgue-integrable, so being in L'(K).

Definition 2.4. (Sobolev Space)

Let 1 < p < oo,k € N. We define by W*P(Q) the linear space of all y € LP(S2), for
which all weak derivatives D*y with |a| < k ezists and belong to LP(Q), equipped with
the norm

1 llwr = Z/ID“ Pdz) /P, (2.5)

la| <k

Moreover, we introduce W*>(Q) for p = oo whose norm is given by

Iyl = max [[ D%yl =@ (2.6)

These spaces are called Sobolev spaces.
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All Sobolev spaces W¥*P(Q) are Banach spaces. Of special interest is the case p = 2,
where we put
H*(Q) := WH2(Q). (2.7)

In view of Definition (2.4) the space H*(£2), which we often need in our later discussion
is defined
HY Q) :={ye L*(Q): Dy L*(Q) i=1,2,---,n}, (2.8)

and equipped with the norm

ol = ( / (7 + [Vy2)da) 2. (2.9)

By introducing the scaler product

(u, V) g1(0) :/uvd:c+/Vu~Vvdx (2.10)
Q 0

H'(Q2) becomes a Hilbert space.

Definition 2.5. (The Sobolev space Wi*())

The closure of C5°(Q) in WHP(Q) is called WEP(Q). This space is equipped with same
norm as W5P(Q) and it is a closed subspace of WkP(Q). In particular we define
HE(Q) = W(Q).

For more detailed information about Sobolev spaces see for instance Fredi Troltzsch [§]

The usefulness of Sobolev spaces is to a large extent determined by embedding results
and trace theorems. We follow the standard text by Fredi Troltzsch [8]

Theorem 2.6. (Sobolev Embedding).
Let Q C RY be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Moreover, let 1 < p < 0o, and let m be a
nonnegative integer. Then the following embeddings exist and are continuous:

Np
N—mp

o formp < N: W™mP(Q) — L1(Q) if 1 <q <

o formp=N:WmP(Q)— LINQ) if 1 <g< oo

o formp > N: WmP(Q) — C(Q).
In particular, if Q@ C R?, then H'(Q2) = Wh3(Q) — L(Q) for all 1 < ¢ < oo, and
if Q@ C R, then H'(Q) — L5(Q). The smoothness properties of boundary values are
described by the following result.

Theorem 2.7. Let m € N with m > 0, and let the boundary T" be a class C™ V1. Then

formp < N the trace operator T is continuous from W™P(Q) into L"(I"), provided that

1<r< H. If mp = N, then 7 is continuous for all 1 < r < oco.
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Theorem 2.8. Suppose that € is a domain of class C™, and let 1 < p < oco. Then the
trace operator T is continuous from W™P(Q) onto Wm=1/P2(I),

In particular, the continuity of the mapping 7 : H*(Q) — H'/?(T") follows; 7 is even
surjective.

Theorem 2.9. (Rellich). Suppose that € is a bounded Lipschitz domain, and let
1 <p<ooandm €N, with m > 0. Then every bounded set in W™P(Q) is relatively
compact in Wm=LP(Q).

The above property is called a compact embedding. In particular, bounded subsets of
H'(Q) are relatively compact in L?(€2).

Lemma 2.10. (Lax-Milgram)

Let V' be a real Hilbert space and a :V xV — R be a bilinear form with the following
properties:

There exists positive constants vy and vy such that for all y,v € V' the relations

la(y, v)] < Gllyllv[lv]lv (Boundedness)
aly,y) > Cellyll¥ (V-Ellipticity or coercivity)
are fulfilled. Then the variational formulation

a(y,v) =L(v) forall veV,

admits for every { € V* exactly one solution y € V and there exists a constant
independent of £, such that the following inequality holds:

lyllv < plle|

By the Riesz identification theorem we can uniquely identify ¢ € V* with a f € V so
that ((v) = (f, v)v and [|€]ly = [[f][v.

Theorem 2.11. (Holder inequality)
Let p,q € [1, 00] with % + % =1 and let f € LP(Q), g € LI(R2), then it follows that

|7

fg € LNQ) and ||fgllone) < Ifllzellgllzow).

Lemma 2.12. (Young’s inequality)
Let a,b >0, p,q>1,1/p+1/q=1. Then
P bq
ab < @ + —.
p q
Lemma 2.13. (Modified Young’s inequality)
Leta,b>0,e>0,p,q>1,1/p+1/qg=1. Then
eaP  elmIpe

ab < — +
p q
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Lemma 2.14. (Poincaré-Friedrichs inequality)
Let Q) be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Then there exist a constant c,, only depending

on ), such that
/Iyl2d:v < cp/ Vy|*dz
Q Q

A semilinear PDE is a partial differential equation, whose main part of the differ-
ential operator is linear. An example for semilinear PDE is given by

for ally € H}(Q).

~Ay+y* = u in Q
y=0 = on I.

2.3 Basic convergence concepts

Definition 2.15. (strong convergence)
A sequence {x,}>2, C X converges to x € X i.e. x, — x, if
lim ||z, —z| =0. (2.11)
Definition 2.16. (Weak Convergence)
Let X be a Banach space. We say that a sequence (x,) converges weakly to v € X,
written
Ty — T, (2.12)
of
(", xn)xx — (", 2)x+x as n— o0 Va*e X" (2.13)
Definition 2.17. (Weakly continuous)
Let X, Y be reflexive Banach spaces. A function f : X — 'Y s called weakly continuous

of
T, =z in X = f(z,) = f(z) nY (2.14)

Theorem 2.18. (Lower weakly Semicontinuity)
Let X be a Banach space. Then any continuous, convexr functional f : X — R is
weakly lower semicontinuous, i.e.

x, — v = liminf f(x,) > f(x). (2.15)
Definition 2.19. (Radially unbounded)
A function f: X — R is called radially unbounded if for all sequences (x,) in X it
holds:
[zn]l = +00 = f(2n) — +o0 (2.16)
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Theorem 2.20. Let H be a Hilbert space. Then it holds:
rn, = x in Hand |z,||g — ||z||lg for n — o0 = x,, — x in H for n — oo. (2.17)

Definition 2.21. (Convexity of a Set)
A set C' of a normed linear space X 1is called convex, if

ryeC= X+ (1—-NyeC VAxe]0,1].

Definition 2.22. (Convexity of a function)
A functional f: X — R in a normed linear space is called,

(i) convex, if
Oz + (1 =Ay) <Af(z) + (1 =N f(y)
for all x,y € X and all X € [0, 1].

(ii) strict conver, if the strict inequality holds for all x # y and for all X € (0,1).

2.4 Differentiability in Banach Spaces

In the following let X and Y be Banach spaces, U C X be an openset and f: X — Y
be a given function.

Definition 2.23. (Directional Derivative)
If forx € X, h € X the limit

_ o Sl tth) = f(z)
5f(x,h)—lt1lr£1 ;

exists in' Y, then f is directionally differentiable at x in direction h.

Definition 2.24. (Gateaur Derivative)
Let f be directionally differentiable at x in all directions h € X.
If there exists an operator A € L(X,Y) such that

df(z,h) = Ah Yh,
then f is said to be Gateaux differentiable at x.

Definition 2.25. (Fréchet Derivative)
Let f be Gateaux differentiable at x. If

o W) = f@) =6 @hlly

||l x —0 Pl x

then f s called Fréchet-differentiable at x.
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Definition 2.26. (Newton Derivative)
If there is a mapping 0f : U — Y such that

o @) = f(2) = 3f @+ Wbl
l|hl|x—0 |\ P x

=0,

then [ 1is called Newton-differentiable in U.

Remark 2.27. If f is Fréchet differentiable and d f is Lipschitz on an open set U C X,
then [ is Newton-differentiable on U.

2.5 Existence of solutions of Variational Inequalities
of First Kind

The obstacle problem is a classic motivating example in the mathematical study of
variational inequalities and free boundary problems. The problem is to find the equi-
librium position of an elastic membrane whose boundary is held fixed, and which is
constrained to lie below a given obstacle.

Before we formulate the Model problem, it will be convenient to recall and discuss
the following notations, definitions and theorems of the existence and uniqueness of
variational inequalities of First Kind. Now let us begin with the state-equation which
is a variational inequality. We denote the set of admissible controls by :

Upa = {u € L*() 1 uq <u < up}

be a nonempty, closed, convex subset of L?(Q2). For each u € U,y we define y = y(u)
( the state function of the system) as the solution of the variational inequality of the

first kind:
Find y € H}(Q2) such that y is a solution of the problem

aly,v—y) > (u,v—y), YWwe K yeK (2.18)
where the set K is given by
K={veH} Q) :v<y}

is a closed convex nonempty subset of H}(€2).
From the Riesz representation theorem for Hilbert spaces, there exists an operator

A€ L(H}Q), H1(Q2)) such that
a(y,v) = (Ay,v), Vy,v € Hy(Q).

The following results are taken from J.F.Rodrigues [4] and Roland Glowiniski [5]
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Theorem 2.28. (Lions-Stampacchia)
Let K C H}(2) be a closed, nonempty, convex and A : K — H~Y(Q) a Lipschitz and
coercive operator (not necessarily linear),that is,

|Ay — Av||g-1» < Cylly — v||lgr, Vy,v € K, (2.19)

(Ay — Av,y —v) > Celly — v|51, Vy,v €K, (2.20)

for some constants Cy, C. > 0. Then for each v € H™Y(Q), there erists a unique
solution to the variational inequality

yeK:(Ay—u,v—y) >0, YveK. (2.21)

Moreover the (nonlinear) solution mapping is Lipschitz continuous, that is, if u; €
H(Q)
(7 =1,2) and y; is the corresponding solution, then

1
lyr — yallm < 5”“1 — Ug||g-1. (2.22)

c

Remark 2.29. : In the case K = H}(Q) (or y is an interior point of K ), (2.21)
reduces to the equation Ay —u = 0, since then the (v —y) ranges over a neighborhood
of the origin in HI(S).

Corollary 2.30. (i) (Stampacchia theorem) [5]
Let K C Hy(Q) be a closed, nonempty, conver set, w € H Q) and a(-,-) a
continuous and coercive bilinear form. Then there exists a unique solution to the
variational inequality

yeK:aly,v—y) > (u,v—y), YveK. (2.23)

(ii) (Laz-Milgram theorem)
In the case K = H}(Q), (i) reduces to Lax-Milgram, one has unique solvability

of
ye Hy(Q): aly,v) = (u,v), Yve& HyQ). (2.24)

Proposition 2.31. In H}(2), the variational inequality
y<v: (Ay—u,v—y) >0, Vo< (2.25)

for any ¢ € HY(Q), with ¥|aq > 0 is equivalent to the nonlinear complementarity
problem
y<v, Ay—u>0 and (Ay—u,y—1)=0. (2.26)

Remark 2.32. 1. Let ¢ : R — R, ¢ € C°(R), nondecreasing with ¢(0) = 0 and
ue H Q).
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The nonlinear elliptic equation defined by:
Find y € H} () such that

18 equivalent to

Ay+¢(y) =u, ye Hy(Q), oly) e L'(Q)NH Q).

2. (2.27) has a unique solution.

14

(2.27)

(2.28)



Chapter 3

Optimal control with unilateral
constraints

In this chapter we investigate the analytical treatment of optimal control problems
governed by a class of elliptic variational inequalities of the first kind with unilateral
constraints. Moreover, we consider constraints on the control.

In the optimal control problem of a variational inequality the main difficulty comes
from the fact that the mapping between the control and the state (control-to-state
operator) is not Gateaux differentiable (the reason for this fact is that its derivative
is also a solution of a variational inequality in (P) and therefore it is not linear with
respect to the direction) but only Lipschitz-continuous and so it is not easy to get first
order optimality conditions. As a consequence of this, to get sharp optimality condi-
tions and build numerical algorithms are difficult tasks. To overcome this difficulty
different authors (see for example, K. Ito and K. Kunisch [1], [13], Karl Kunisch and
Daniel Wachsmuth [2],[3] and the references therein) consider a Moreau-Yosida ap-
proximation technique to reformulate the governing variational inequality of the first
kind as an operator equation involving the maz function.

Problems in robotics and biomechanics such as trajectory planning or resolution of
redundancy can be effectively solved using optimal control. Such systems are often
subject to unilateral constraints. Examples include tasks involving contacts (e.g.,
walking, running, multifingered or multiarm manipulation), and other tasks that may
not involve contacts but in which the system state or the inputs must satisfy inequality
conditions (e.g., limits on actuator forces), to read more see [20].

15
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3.1 Formulation of the optimal control problem in
the variational form

We start with the introduction of some basic notation and with some assumptions on
the quantities involved that we use in the forthcoming sections. In this section we
will discuss the regularization method by introducing a Lagrange multiplier for the
non-differentiable term (or we have approximate the variational inequality by a com-
plementarity constraint formulation) to overcome the difficulty associated with the
nondifferentiability of the functional J in (P). The idea of the regularization method
is to approximate the non-differentiable term by a sequence of differentiable ones. Ap-
proximation of the unilateral obstacle problem to a certain semilinear elliptic equation
is shown.

Suppose that € is an open, and bounded subset of RY(N < 3) with Lipschitz-
continuous boundary I' = 0f).
For the definition of Sobolev spaces we refer the reader section 2.2.

We define the bilinear form a(-,-) : H} () x H}(Q) — R by

N
_ dy v
v)= ”ZI/ Y B Oz, Ox; ozt Z/ axzvdx + /Qcoyvd«T (3.1)

where a;;, b; ,co belong to L>(Q2). Moreover, we suppose that a;; € C%'(Q) (the space
of Lipschitz continuous function in €2, where €) is the closure of Q) and ¢ > 0, to
ensure a “good” regularity of the solution and satisfying the conditions a;; = a;; and

N

> a(@)&& > Sollé]” ae. on Q VEeRY. (3.2)

ij=1
By construction the bilinear form a(-,-) is continuous on H}(Q2) x H}(Q):
A0, >0, Y(y,v) € Hy(Q) x Hy(Q)  aly,v) < Collyllug vl (3-3)
and is coercive (H!-ellipticity):
3C. >0, Yy € Hy(Q)  aly,y) = Cellylin o) (3.4)

We call A: Hj — H! the linear (elliptic) operator associated to a(-,-) such that
(Ay,v) == a(y,v) Vy,ve Hy(). (3.5)

The operator A is an elliptic differential operator defined by

Zax aij(

i,7=1

) + co(x)y(x) (3.6)
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We note that the coercivity assumption (3.4) on a implies that

vy € Hy(Q)  (Ay,y) > Cellyll o) (3.7)
Consider the following variational inequality
a(y,v—y) > (u,v —vy), Yve K, uecUy (3.8)

where
K={veHyQ):v<1 ae on Q}

and the set of admissible controls

Upa = {u € L*() 1 uy <u < up}

are nonempty, closed, and convex subset of H}(Q2) and L*(§2) respectively.

The optimal control problems subject to variational inequality (obstacle problem) to
be studied in this chapter can be set in the following general form:

min J(y, u) = g(y) + j(u)
(P) over ye K, ue Uy
st a(y,v—y) > (u,v—y) Yve K

Here we call variable y is the state and u is the control. The function ¢ (obstacle)
denotes the bound constraint on the state, i.e., y < v has to hold pointwise almost
everywhere (a.e.) in €. Note that the mapping control-to-state is not differentiable
(and even not continuous if we define it on the whole space Hj(2)).

It is well known that under the conditions that has been specified above on the co-
efficients of the bilinear form a and introducing a multiplier A\, the obstacle problem
(3.8) can be equivalently written as complementary condition as follows:

Ay + X = u,
y <,
A>0,

where A € H'(Q) is the associated Lagrange multiplier to the solution (P) and
Y € HY(Q) with |p > 0.

(3.9)

In this way the optimal control of variational inequality (P) is interpreted as opti-
mization with complementarity constraints. If A\ has extra regularity in sense that
A € L*(), the optimality system (3.9) can equivalently be expressed as

Ay+X=u in L*Q)
(3.10)
A =max(0,\ + c(y — 1))
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for any ¢ > 0 and where max denotes the pointwise a.e. maximum operation. Since
this max —function is non-smooth, the variational inequality in (P) makes the optimal
control problem (P) non-smooth.

The optimal control problem (P) therefore can be equivalently expressed as minimiz-
ing J(y,u) subject to (3.10).

Since z — max(0,z) is not C' regular (not Gateaux differentiable), to regular-
ize the max —function in (3.10) we are tempted to use the well known smoothing
(C'—approximation)

T, for z > i
max.(0,2) = § £(z + 57)%, for |z] < o (3.11)
0, for x < —2%.

where ¢ > 0. Then max.(0,z) = [*_ sgn.(s)ds, where sgn (z) is defined by

1, for x > 2%
sgn.(z) = § clz +5;), for |z < 5 (3.12)
0, for v < — L.

2c

Equation (3.10), can be approximated by the following smooth semilinear equation

Ay + max (X + c(y — ) = u, (3.13)

where 0 < s < 1/2 and inf X > 0, X € L>(f2), the max —operation was replaced
by a generalized Moreau-Yosida type regularization. Regularization refers to the fact
that the inequality involving the operator A is replaced by an equality by means of an
appropriate Lagrangian variable.

As a consequence the regularized control problems that we are interested are given by

min J(y, u) = g(y) + j(u)
(P.) over u € U,y, subject to
Ay +max (N +cly — ) =u, y € HHQ)

where 0 < s < 1/2 and inf A > 0, A\ € L®(Q), is fixed during the regularization
process given, and max, is a C'—approximation of x — max(0,z). If g and j are
Cl—regular, then the first order optimality system for (P.) is given by

Ay, + max (A + c(y. — ) = u,,
Ape + esgng (A + c(ye — ¥))pe + ¢'(ye) = 0, (3.14)
(j/(uc) = Pe, U — uc) > O, Yu € Uad
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where sgn, in (3.12) and expressions
Ae = maxc(csj\ +c(y. —v)) and p. = csgnc(cs;\ + c(ye — ¥))pe

in (3.14) tend to measure Lagrange multipliers as ¢ — oo, here ¢ is the regularization
and smoothing parameter.

We are now in position to state the following regularity assumptions that we use
throughout this thesis paper: (cf. [2])

Standing assumptions

Assumption 1. (i) The domain Q@ C RY, N € {2,3} is bounded, and its boundary
is of class C'''.

(ii) The operator A is an elliptic differential operator defined by

) = = 3 o (aa)os() + 3 byl + ool

ij=1 "7
with functions a; € C%'(Q), bj, 52-b;, o € L>(Q) satisfying the conditions
J

aij(x) = aﬂ(l‘) and
N
Z aij(2)€& > 00)|€]|* ae. on Q VE € RN,
ij=1

with some ¢y > 0. Additionally, we require co(z) > §; > 0 with §; sufficiently
large such that the bilinear form a(-,-) induced by A fulfills the coercivity con-
dition (3.4).

(iii) The obstacle ¢ fulfills » € H'(Q) N L=(Q) with Ay € L=(Q) and |p > 0.

(iv) g : L*(2) — R is continuously Fréchet-differentiable and bounded from be-
low, moreover the restriction g : Hi(Q) — R is twice continuously Fréchet-
differentiable.

(v) j: L*(2) — R is twice continuously Fréchet-differentiable and weakly lower semi-
continuous. Moreover, we assume j to be radially unbounded,i.e., j(u,) — +oco
whenever [[u,||r2@) — oo with u, € L*().

Some results can be obtained under weaker requirements on g.
Let us introduce the adjoint operator A* to A by

N

(AP = =30 5 (Z 0 (8) )+ <x>p<x>> +aolalpo).

i=1
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3.2 Necessary Optimality Conditions for (P)

In this section we investigate first-order necessary optimality conditions for optimal
control problem (P) of variational inequality. The derivation of necessary optimality
conditions is challenging due to the lack of Fréchet differentiability of the associated
control-to-state map. To overcome this difficulty many authors have used either ap-
proximation of the variational inequality by penalization, or the differentiability almost
everywhere for Lipschitz continuous mappings or the generalized gradient.

Let us briefly summarize known results about unique solvability of the underlying
variational inequality (3.9).

Lemma 3.1. (i) For each u € H '(Q) the variational inequality (5.8) admits a
unique solution y* € H (),

(ii) ifu € H (), then the mapping u — vy is Lipschitz continuous from u € H1(Q)
to H3(Q).

(iii) if v € L*(QY), then the mapping u — y is Lipschitz continuous from u € L*(Q)
to L>(Q2).

Proof. (i) Suppose the contrary to our claim, that there exist two solutions y* and ¢
of the variational inequality in (P), i.e.,

aly* v —y*) > (u,v—y*) Y eK, y ek (3.15)

a(g,v—9) > {u,v—79) Ywve K, ge K (3.16)

Now let us insert v = ¢ in (3.15) and v = y* in (3.16) and add the arising inequalities
(3.15) and (3.16), giving in turn

(u—u,y—y*):O
0.

-y
)

a(y” —
~ a’(y* - ga

ik"x
NSNS}
IN IV

Since one knows that a(y* — g, y* — g) > 0, by the coercivity of a and the positivity of
norms, it follows that a(y* — ¢, y* — ) = 0. From this we conclude

|y = 9l =0 g =y" ae inQ

Hence y* € K is the unique solution of the variational inequality in the original optimal
control problem (P).
(ii) Our proof starts with the observation that

Ym = Y(Um) & a(Y(Um), v = Y(Um)) = (Um, v — y(um)) Yo € K,y(u,) € K (3.17)

Yn = Y(un) & a(y(un), v —y(u,)) > (Un,v —y(u,)) Vv € K, y(u,) € K (3.18)
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where u,,, u, € H () are arbitrary. Inserting v = y(u,) in (3.17) and v = y(u,,) in
(3.18) and adding the arising inequalities yield

<um — Un, y(un) - y(um>>
(e = tn, Y (tm) = y(un)).

a(y(um) = y(un), y(un) — y(um))
& a(y(um) — y(un), y(um) — y(un))

IN IV

In the following step we use the coercivity of the bilinear form, therefore one receives

a(y(um) = y(un), Yy(Um) — y(un)) < (Wmn — Un, Y(tm) — y(un))
[ = tn, Y(um) = y(un))| < |lum — wnllm-1@) |y (umn) = y(wn)l 520

Celly(um) = y(ua) |10

VARVAN

The last inequality follows from the definition of the operator norm |[u, — || z-1(q)-
Thus we obtain

1y (um) — y(un)HHé(Q) < Llfum — unHH—l(Q)a

where L = Cic For the proof of (iii) we refer the reader to see Lemma 2.2 in [2| on
page 6. This completes the proof. O

Under the strong regularity assumptions (1) above we get the following result (cf. the
result can be found from Brezis and Stampacchia [19)]).

Lemma 3.2. For u € L*(Q) the unique solution (y,\) of (3.9) belongs to (Hi(Q2) N
H?(Q))x L3(Q). If in addition u € LP(2) and max(0, Ay —u) € LP(2), forp € [2,00),
then (y,\) € WP(Q) x LP(Q).

Now we prove that conditions (iv) and (v) of assumption 1 together with Lemma 3.1
imply the existence of at least one solution (y*,u*) with y* = y(u*) to (P).

Proposition 3.3. Let j : L*(2) — R be weakly lower semi-continuous. There exists
a solution (y*,u*) € H}(Q) x L*(Q2) to (P).

Proof. Since j is radially unbound and g is bounded below, every minimizing sequence
{(y(un),u,)} to (P) has a weakly convergent subsequence, denoted by the same sym-
bol, with weak limit u* € L?(Q) and (y*,v*) € Hy X Uuq such that u,, — u* weakly in
L? and y,, — y* weakly in H}. Moreover, it follows that y,, — y* strongly in H} and
that y* is the solution to (3.8) with u = u*.

Due to weak lower semi-continuity of j and continuity of g : H}(Q) — R

J(y(u*),u) < lim inf J(y(u,), u,), (3.19)
and consequently (y*, u*) is a solution to (P). O

In [25], Anton Schiela and Daniel Wachsmuth had obtained the following optimality
condition system
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Theorem 3.4. Let (y*,u*) be a locally optimal pair for the optimal control problem (P)
with associated multiplier \* € L*(2). Then there exist adjoint states p* € H(2) N
L>(Q) and p* € HY(Q) N (L>(Q))* such that

Ap"+u +4dw)=0 and p* >0 where y* =1, (3.20)

Np*=0 ae on Q and (u*,p*) >0 (3.21)

Wy =) =0, (3.22)

(1,6) > 0 forall ¢ HYQ) with (\,6) =0 and ¢>0 on {y =}, (3.23)

(J'(Ww) —p*u—u*) >0 Yu € Uy (3.24)

Moreover, we have the following sign condition for p* on the biactive set B = {\ =
0,y =}

(u*,¢) >0 forall ¢ € HY), ¢$>0 on B, ¢=0 on Q\B. (3.25)

This last condition (3.25) is true only if the admissible set U,q is the whole space

L*(Q).

Note that conditions (3.20) to (3.24) is called C-stationary and the C-stationary to-
gether with the last condition is called strong stationary.

It is well known that in the case of nonlinear equations the first order conditions are
in general not sufficient for optimality. A second order sufficient optimality conditions
for a class of elliptic boundary control problems is derived in [2].

3.3 A semilinear elliptic regularized problem

The elliptic equation occurring in problem (3.13) is semilinear. In this and the next
two sections we will discuss existence, regularity and feasibility of the solution of the
semilinear elliptic regularized problem of (3.13) with homogenous Dirichlet boundary
value problem.

Ay + max, (A +c(y —¢)) =u in Q } (3.26)

y=0 on I

The elliptic differential operator A is assumed to take the form (3.6), and the function
u will play the role of the controls. This class of elliptic problems exhibits the essential
difficulties associated with nonlinear equations.

We recall that problems in which the control occurs as a source term on the right-
hand side of the partial differential equation are termed distributed control problems.
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Now we give a review of some classical existence results for weak solutions to Dirichlet
problems concerning nonlinear elliptic operators (3.26). First of all, we refer to some
classical results involving the so-called monotone operators and then we show how
these results can be applied to Dirichlet problems for nonlinear elliptic operators.

Definition 3.5. A mapping B : K — H~Y(Q) is called

e monotone if
(By — Bv,y —v) >0, Yy,ve Hi(Q), (3.27)

e strictly monotone if it is monotone and

<By—B’U,y—U> >07 Vy,veHol(Q),y;év, (328>

e hemicontinuous if

(B(y1 + ty2),v) — (By1,v) as t— 0" Yy, y,v € HOI(Q). (3.29)

Obuviously if A is a continuous operator, then A is also hemicontinuous, but the contrary
1s not true in general. Nevertheless hemicontinuity plus monotonicity and boundedness
of an operator yields the continuity.

A bounded, hemicontinuous and monotone operator is not enough to get an existence
theorem. This result may be proved by assuming that the operator is coercive.

e coercive if

(By,y)
1yl a2

— +00 as |lyllgg — +oo forany y € K (3.30)

e strongly monotone if

<By—BU,y—U> ZBOHy_UH?{(}a Vy,UGH&(Q), (331)

To prove the existence of solutions of the regularized problem (3.26) we use the fol-
lowing theorem which is due to Browder and Minty (cf. Fredi Troltzsch [8]).

Theorem 3.6. (Main Theorem on Monotone Operators)

Let V' be a separable Hilbert space, and let a mapping B : V. — V* be monotone,
coercive, and hemicontinuous. Then the equation By = f has for every f € V*(Q)
a solution y € V(Q). The set of all solutions is bounded, closed and convex. If B is
strictly monotone, then y is uniquely determined. If B is moreover strongly monotone,
then the inverse B~': V* — V is Lipschitz continuous mapping.
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Proof. Tts proof can be found in, e.g., Eberhard Zeidler, Léo F. Boron [21]. O

We apply this theorem to problem (3.26) in the space V = H}(Q2) and f = u. To do
this, we first have to define the notation of a weak solution to the nonlinear elliptic
boundary value problem (3.26). The idea is simple: we bring the nonlinear term
max.(c*A + c¢(y — ¢)) in (3.26) to the right-hand side of the equation, thus obtaining
a boundary value problem with the right-hand side @ = u — max.(c*\ + c(y — )
and linear differential operators on the left-hand side. For this purpose , we use the
variational formulation for linear boundary value problem.

Definition 3.7. A function y € H} () is called a weak solution to problem (3.26) if
we have, for every v € Hy(Q),

a(y,v) + /Q maz.(A + c(y — ))vdr = /qudx. (3.32)

Assumption 2. Let @ C RV, N < 3, is a bounded Lipschitz domain with boundary
I', and A is an elliptic differential operator of the form (3.6) with bounded and mea-
surable coefficient functions a;; that satisfy the symmetry condition and the condition
(3.2) of uniform ellipticity.

Note that max,(c*A + c(y — 1)) is bounded, since

1

Imax (A + c(y — ¥))| < |A+c(y — )| + %0

and it is monotone increasing with respect to y almost everywhere in €.

Theorem 3.8. Suppose that Assumption 2 hold. Then for each ¢ > 0 and for every
right-hand side u € L*(Q) there exists a unique solution y. € Hy(Q) of the semilinear
elliptic equation (3.26). Moreover, there is some constant v > 0 such that

1Yellm @) < Vllullz2@)- (3.33)
Proof. We apply the main theorem on monotone operators in V = H}(Q).

(i) Definition of a monotone operator B : Hy — H~!
It follows from section 3.1 that the bilinear form (3.1) generates a continuous
linear operator A : Hi — H~! through the relation

<Ayc> U) - a(yca U)'

This is the linear part of nonlinear operator B. The nonlinear part of B is
formally defined by the identity (A;y.)(z) := max.(c*A+ ¢(y.(x) —1)). The sum
of the two operators yield the the operator B, i.e., B= A+ A;.
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(ii) Monotonicity
We show that the operators A and A; are monotone so that this property then
also holds for B. First, A is monotone, since a(y.,y.) > 0 for all y. € H}(Q).
Next, we consider A;. Owing the monotonicity of max,. in y,., we have

(max (A + ¢(yea (r) = ¥)) — maxe(c*A + e(ye2 () = 1)) (Yea (z) = Ye(r)) 2 0

for all ye1,y.2 € Hy () and all z. Therefore, for all y.1,y.2 € Hy(Q)

<A1(yc,1) - Al(yc,Q)a Ye1 — yc,2>

= / (max(c* Ate(ye (1) =) —maxe (¢ Ae(ye,2(2) =) (Y1 (2) —Ye(2))dz > 0
Q
Note that the boundedness condition for max,. guarantees that the function

2+ max,(c*A + c(ye1 () — 1)) — max (A + c(yea(r) — 1))

is square integrable for y.1,y.2 € L*(Q), so that the above integral exists. In
conclusion, A; is monotone.

(iii) Coercivity of B
A is coercive follows from (3.4) and (3.5),i.e.,

(Ae,ye) = aYes ye) = Cellyellly  Vye € Hy (). (3.34)

For all y. € H}(Q)

<A1yc> yc> = <maXC(CS;\ + C(yc - ¢))> yC>
= /[maxc(cs)\ + e(y. — ) — max.(c*N)](y. — )

Q
+ max.(c*\ + c(y. — ) + / max.(c¢*A) (ye — )
Q Q

By the monotonicity of max,,

/Q fmas, (A + c(ye — 1)) — maxo(cN)] (g — ©) > 0 (3.35)

and the last two integrals above can be estimated as

| [ ma(ei el =00l < [ @4y —uDlu
Q Q 7
< (@ + ellylln + )11 43.36)

/ Csj“yc - w|
Q

< M zee Ulyellsy + I11le) (3.37)

IN

| / max, () (e — )
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Using equations (3.34), (3.35), (3.36) and (3.37) one can show
(BYe,ye)  (Aye + Arye, ye)

HyCHHg B HyCHH(}

— +00 as ||yellgy — +oo for any y. € K (3.38)

Then this proves the claim that B = A + A; is coercive.

(iv) Hemicontinuity of B
We show that the operators A and A; are continuous so that this property then
also holds for B and follows the claim. Observe that for any fixed y € HJ(Q)
the linear mapping a, : Hy(2) — R,v — a(y,v) is continuous on HJ(Q2). For
the linear operator A : Hy(Q2) — H (), y +— a, we have

Ayl = sup Jay(v)| = sup fa(y,v)]

v =1 ) =1
Ioll 3 Ioll 3

< sup Gillylmllvllm = Collyllmy-

HU”H(%Zl

Clearly, this implies that ||A]| < Cj. Hence, A is bounded and implies it is
continuous.

Referring section 4.3.3 in [8], one conclude that our Nemytskii operator A; :
L? — L[? is continuous. Applying the embedding property Hy — L? — H~! we
get

Yen — Ye in Hé (Q) = Yen — Ye n LQ(Q)
= Al (yc,n) - Al (yc> n Lz(Q)
= Al (yc,n) - Al (yc) in H_I(Q)

This proves that A; : HY — H~! is continuous.

(v) Well-posedness of the solution
Existence and uniqueness of a weak solution y. € H}(2) now follow directly
from the main theorem on monotone operators. Since B is obviously strongly
monotone, the asserted estimate also holds. Now to prove the estimate we take
Y. itself as the test function to obtain

0(Yer o) + (max (X + (g — ), ) = / wyed.

a(Ye,Ye) = /uycdx — / max.(c*A + c(y. — )y dz
Q Q

< /Q|uyc|dx+/ﬂ|cs/\—|—c(yc—@/))||yc|dx

< ullzzllyellze + [ 1Mz + e(llgellz2 + 1 llz2)]llyell 2
< lullezllyellan + [l zoe +eligellar + [ lle2) el
< lullze + Mz~ + ellyella + cllll 2

vllyellzn

V[[Yell
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absorbing the third term in the right hand side by the left hand side term then the
asserted estimate follows. This concludes the proof of the theorem. O

3.4 Elliptic regularity and continuity of solutions of
regularized problems

In this section, we will prove the results concerning essential boundedness of the solu-
tion to the semilinear elliptic boundary value problem (3.26) in section 3.3.

Theorem 3.9. Suppose that Assumption 2 hold, and let r > N/2. Then for any pair
u e L"(Q), we have y. € L ().

To prove this theorem we apply a method of Stampacchia. It makes use of the following
auxiliary result (cf. David Kinderlehrer, Guido Stampacchia [18]).

Lemma 3.10. Let ky € R, and suppose that ¢ is nonnegative and nonincreasing
function defined in [k, 00) and having the following property: for every h >k > ko,

o(h) < G

with constants C' > 0,a > 0, and b > 1. Then p(ko+ ) = 0, where
5% = Cip(ko)t 12551,

Proof. of Theorem 3.9
The idea of proofs to the general theorems stated in this section were obtained from
Fredi Troltzsch [8] for Neumann boundary conditions to deal with the present case.

(i) Preliminaries

To this end, we will test the solution y, to (3.26) in the variational formulation
with the part of y. that is larger than k£ > 0 in absolute value, and then show
that this part vanishes for sufficiently large k. Integrability property of u was
postulated in the statement of the theorem. Here, we denote the order of inte-
grability by 7. We thus have u € L™(Q), where 7 > N/2.

We first assume N > 3 and explain at the end of the proof which modifications
have to made for the case of N = 2. We fix some A € (1, X=1) sufficiently close
to unity such that

. o N
r>ri= N AN D)
Since N > 3, and owing to the choice of A, we obviously have r > 1. If we
succeed in proving the result for r, then it will be valid for all ¥ > r. The
conjugate exponent 1’ for r is given by

1 1 N -2

S (e :
r r N (3:39)
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Below, we will use the embedding estimate
11 1 N-=2 1

iy < gy for —=-——=—"_“ = _— 3.40
Iollvey < Bllolney for - = 5= %= 53 = 51 (3.40)

Since 2r" < p, this implies that

[0]] L2 0y < Blloll (e (3.41)
Next, we define for each k > 0 a function vy € Hj(2), such that
Yye(@) =k, if ye(x) = k
vp(x) = ¢ 0, if Jy.(z)| < k (3.42)

ye(x) + k, if ye(z) < —k.

We aim to show that v, vanishes almost everywhere for sufficiently large k,
which then implies the boundedness of y.. For the sake of brevity, we suppress
the subscript k, writing v, simply as v. We introduce the set

Qk) = {2 € Q: |ye(r)| = K}

(ii) Convergence of monotonicity
We claim that

/ max. (A + c(ye — ¥))odz > 0 (3.43)
Q
To see this, let
Qu(k) :={z € Q:y.x) > k}.
On the set € (k) one can immediately observe that

/ max,(c*\ + c(y. — ¥))vdr = / max.(c’ A+ c(ye — ) (ye — k)dz > 0
Q4 (k) Q4 (k)
7 (3.44)
On the set Q_(k) :== {z € Q : y.(x) < —k}; since max.(c*X + c(y. — ¥)) is
monotonic increasing with respect to y., we have
max. (A + c(y. — ) < max. (X + c(—k — 1))
< 0 if k is large enough.

This implies that

/ max,(c*\ + c(y. — ¥))vdr = / max,(c*A + c(y. — ¥))(ye — k)dz >0
Q- (k) Q_ (k)

(3.45)
Then (3.44) and (3.45) prove (3.43).
From the variational formulation for y., we infer that, with the bilinear form

a(ye,v) defined in (3.1),

y67 / ma'Xc c >\ + C ’l/}))vdx = / uvdx
Q
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hence from (3.43), we have

a(Ye, v) S/qudx (3.46)

(iii) Estimation of ||v||m ()
We claim that

a(v,v) < a(ye,v) (3.47)

Indeed, we obviously have ggycc_ = 2 in Q(k) and v = 0 in Q\Q(k), hence it
follows that

Y. 81} B ov v
/. Z g giste = [, 2 oy gt
8yc B N o
/Zb 7.0 /Q;bla—xivdx

Moreover, since y. —k > 01in Q, (k), y.+k <0in Q_(k), and v = 0 in Q\Q(k),

/ Cch'de - / Cch(yc - k>dx + / Cch(yc + k)dl‘
Q 2 (k) Q_(k)

= / CO[(yc - k)2 + (yc - k})k?]dl’ + / CO[(yc + k)Q - (yc + k‘)k‘]dl‘
Q4 (k) Q_ (k)

> / covide.
Q

From (3.46) and (3.47) and the coercivity property of the elliptic boundary value
problem, we conclude that, with some 6 > 0,

002 < /Q wds. (3.48)

(iv) Estimation of both sides of (3.48)
Now recall the embedding inequality in (3.40) and Young’s inequality ab < ea®+
%abz for all a,b € R and ¢ > 0. With some generic constant § > 0, and using
Holder’s inequality, we can estimate the right-hand side as follows:

\/qudx| < HUHLT(Q)HU”L“(Q)

el / o[> dz)4( / 1dz)}]?
Q(k) Q(k)
ety 0] o ey [2(R) 27
1
Blull e o [0l e |2 (K) 2
Blull2 iy |2(E) [ + 020
)\2
Bl 2B + 0l o

1
-

Il IA

VANRVAN
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The number € > 0 is yet to be determined. Now, by choosing ¢ := 6/2, we may
absorb into the left-hand side of (3.48) the term &||v||3,: () occurring in the last
inequality:.

Invoking (3.48) and the estimate given in (3.40), we find that

2
([ 1oda)? < Bl
Q(k)
hence, by the definition of v,

( / (vl — BPdz)? < Bllolpe, (3.49)
Q(k)

(v) Application of Lemma 3.10
Suppose that h > k. Then Q(h) C Q(k), and thus [Q(h)] < [Q2(k)|. Therefore,

| — k)Pdx)r > | — k)Pdax)
</Q(k)<\y| ) ></Q(h)<\y\ o)

> ([ (h- by
Q(h)
= (h= Pl
Finally, we infer from (3.49) and (3.48) that
< Bllullt o2k
= Bllullir@(2k)]

SN

(h — k)*|(R))]

AN iSA[S

))\
Putting p(h) := |Q(h)|%, we therefore obtain the inequality
(h = k)*o(h) < Bllull-@e (k)
for all h > k > 0. We now apply Lemma 3.10 with the specifications
a=2, b=X>1, kg=0, C=plull?q-

We obtain §? = B||u||%r(g), hence the assertion follows: in fact ¢(d) = 0 means
that |y.(x)| < ¢ for almost every x € .

(vi) Modification for the case N=2

Let r > % = 1 be the order of integrability of u assumed in the theorem. In

the case of N = 2, the embedding inequality (3.40) is valid for all p < co. We
therefore define p with A > 1 by

1 1

D o

With this specification, all conclusions subsequent to (3.40) in the N > 3 case
carry over to N = 2, resulting the validity of the assertion.
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This concludes the proof. O

Remark 3.11. : In particular, if we consider the case where r = 2, then we have
r =2 > N/2 which implies N < 3. In the above theorem, we have already proved for
the case where N =2 and N = 3. Therefore we conclude that if u € L*(2), then the
weak solution y. € HY(Q) is actually essentially bounded(reqular), i.e., y. € L=(Q).

3.5 Feasibility of solutions of regularized problem for
large c

For fixed A > inf A > 0, 0 < s < 1/2 and for large ¢ sufficiently large the optimal
states y. of (P.) are feasible, i.e., y. < 1.

We modify a proof given in Lemma 3.10 of 2] to deal with our case. Let us first prove
an estimate on the norm of the violation of the constraint y < 1. Let us define for
solutions . of the regularized equation.

(bc = maX<07 Ye — 1/})

Then from the definition of the max we have ¢. > 0 and ¢. € H}(2). Furthermore,
we have the following Lemma.

Lemma 3.12. Let y. be a solution of the reqularized equation (3.13) for a given right-
hand side u € L*(Q). Then the violation of y. < 1 can be estimated by

el + clldellzz < Ce™{lmax(u — Ay — *X, 0)|7

with a constant C' independent of ¢, X\, u, ..
Furthermore, if ¢ is chosen large enough in the above estimate, then the solutions y.
are feasible,i.e., y. < .

Proof. Testing the regularized equation
Ay, + max (A + c(y. — 1)) = u
with ¢. = max(0,y. — 1) > 0 and using the fact that max.(z) > max(0, z) we obtain
(Aye — A, @) + (max(0, A+ c(ye — ¥)), ¢c) < (u— A, ¢c)
Since from the definition max(0,z) > x and (y. — ¥, ¢.) = ||dc|32, it follows
(max(0, A+ clye — ), d) > (A elye — 1), 60)
= ("N, ¢c) + el delz:

This implies B
<Ayc - Awa ¢c> + (Cs)‘a ¢c> + C”(bc”%Q S (U - Ai/% (bc)



CHAPTER 3. OPTIMAL CONTROL WITH UNILATERAL CONSTRAINTS 32

and the claim follows with

(Age, pe) + cll@ell7: < (u— A — X, ¢e) (3.50)
< (max(u - Aw - 685‘7 O)7 ¢c>
< [[max(u — Ay — ¢*A, 0)| 2| ocl| 2
1 _
= (elmatu— 4 = X0 s ) (el )
1 5% c
< oolimax(u— Ay — K 0)[3: + S lol
by the assumption on the elliptic operator A. O

Proposition 3.13. Let p > 0 and let y. € Hy(Q) denote the solution to B
Aye + max.(c*X + c(y. — ¢)) = v with u € B, = {u : |lulz. < p}. If X >
max(0, p — A) for any ¢ > 0, then y. is feasiblei.e., y. < b for each ¢ > 0.

Proof. Let u € B,. Due to the assumption on A we have since ¢, > 0

(u - Ai/f - 685‘7 (bc) S (p - Aw - maX(Oap - Aw% ¢c> S 0

Then the equation (3.50) implies ¢. = 0 and hence y, < 9. O

3.6 Convergence Analysis of regularized Equations

In this section we study on the convergence properties of the solutions of the semilinear
elliptic regularized equation (3.13) as the regularization parameter ¢ — oo:

Ay + max (¢’ + c(y — ) = u,

and define )
Ae = max.(c* A + c(y — ¥)).

We will consider a sequence of solutions of the regularized problem converging weakly /strongly
to solutions of the original problem.

In the following section, we require that A € L>(2) and A\ > inf A > 0, which is

fixed during the following process ¢ — oo. The following convergence result is the
modification of the Lemma in K. Ito and K. Kunisch [13] to our case.

Lemma 3.14. Let A € L>(Q) be given. For u € L*(Q) let (ye, \e) € HL() x L3()
be the solution of the reqularized problem (3.13). Then the solution (y., A\.) converges
to the solution (y,\) of (3.9) in the sense that y. — y = y(u) strongly in H}(Q) and
Ae — A strongly in H~1(Q) as ¢ — oo.

Proof. For every ¢ > 0 from (3.9) and (3.13), y. € H; () satisfy

a(yc, Ye — y) + ()‘ca Ye — y) = (u, Yo — y)
A = max.(c*A + c(ye — ¥)) } (3.51)
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Since A\, > 0 and y € K, i.e., ¢ —y > 0 we have

A A
()‘07yc_y) = ()\c,Ferc—i/th— 1,5>
1 - 1 _
Z E()\ca A + C(yc - w)) - cl-s ()‘ca )‘)

Note that for |z| < 5= where z := ¢*A + ¢(y. — ¥) and A, := max.(z), we have

> mas(r) -
max.(r) — —

T 2 max(z) — o

1
= max,(r).z > max.(z)* — 2—.maxc(x)
c
1 1
> max.(1)* — 12 (since max.(z) < 2_0)
and hence . . .
()‘cayc - y) > EH)‘CH%Q o 4—63 - F()‘Ca )‘) (352>
Using this inequality in equation (3.51) and employing Young’s inequality we get
1 1 1 <
a(yw yc) + EH)\CH%Q S a(yw y) + (u, Ye — ) + F + (/\07 /\)

v 1 1
< ZHycH?p + ;”y”Hl - ( y) + HyCHHl + = HUHLz
1

1 2
+ 5T %H)‘CHLQ

N[
- A2

2125

v 2 1 1, 9 1
= §”yc”H1 + ;”y”Hl + lullzllyl g + ;HUHLQ + 15

1 2 N\ (12
+ 2_C||)‘c||L2+W||/\HL2

The terms %||yc[|3,: and ;|| Ac[|7. are absorbed by the left hand side implies the right
hand side is independent of c. Since a is coercive, this implies that

1
Vyellin + Z Il

is uniformly bounded with respect to ¢ > 1 and hence by (3.13) the family {\ }.>1 is
bounded in H~1(Q).
Consequently there exist (y*, \*) € H3(2) x H~ () and a sequence {(y.,, A, )} with
lim ¢,, = oo such that

(Yeur Ae) = (¥, A7) in Hy(Q) x H7H(Q).

Henceforth we drop the subscript n with ¢,. Implies that y. converges to y* a.e. in €2
and therefore y* < 1) since v, is feasible, i.e., y. < 1.
From (3.9) and (3.13) we also have

a(yc_yayc_y)+<)\c_)\ayc_y> :07
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By the Young’s inequality we have

1 _ 1 1 -
s Aed) = (ﬁAamA)

< Il + e IV
and by (3.52)
e =9) 2 <INl = 15 = <INl = s I3
implies
Ot =) 2 ~ 13— g3
Hence

0 < Tim vllye — ylf < lim (A, e —y) = (A y" =) <0,

where we used the complementarity condition (A\,y — 1) = 0 and y* < 1. It follows
that lim, ...y. = v in H}(Q) and hence y* = y. Taking the limit in

a(yYe,v) + (A, v) = (u,v) Yo € Hy(Q),

we find
aly, v) + (V' 0) = (u,v) Vo € HA(Q),

This equation is also satisfied with A* replaced by A and consequently A = A*. Since
(y, A) is the unique solution to (3.10) the whole family {(y., A.)} converges in the sense
given in the statement of the theorem. O

3.7 Convergence Rate of regularized Equations

In this section we derive the rate of convergence of the family {y.}.~0 to y in L>®(Q).
The idea of proofs to the general theorems stated in this section were obtained from

2].

Proposition 3.15. Let A € L>(Q) be given. Let y and y. denote the correspond-
ing solutions of the variational inequality (3.8) and the regularized equation (3.13),
respectively. Then -

[Allge 1

+ o
Cl—s 202

1ge = yll o) <
for ¢ sufficiently large.
Proof. Let the test function be defined as
Yy—ye—k, if y—y.>k

¢k:: y_yc+k37 ify—yc<_k
0, else



CHAPTER 3. OPTIMAL CONTROL WITH UNILATERAL CONSTRAINTS 35

where k& € R*. Subtracting (3.13) from the first equation in (3.9) and testing with ¢y
gives -
a(y — Yo, (bk) + <)‘ - maXC(CS)‘ + C(yc - w>>7 ¢k> =0 (353>

Since max(¢y,0) and min(¢y,0) belong to HJ(2), we can split ¢, = max(¢y,0) +
min(¢y, 0). Since A > 0 we get (A, max(¢y,0)) > 0. By feasibility of y. we find

0 > min(¢y,0) = min(y —y.+k,0) > min(y — ¢ + £, 0)
> min(y —¢,0) =y — .
By the complementarity condition this implies
02 (A min(gr, 0)) = A,y — ¥) = 0.
On the set {¢, > 0} since y — y. > k = ¢ —y. > k, we get
max (A + c(y. — 1)) < max.(c*A + c(ye — y))

- 1 M= 1
< max.(c*\ —ck) < maxc(—Q—C) =0, for k> Hcl”Ls + 22

and hence B

(max.(c*X + ¢(y. — ¥)), max (¢, 0)) = 0.
Since from the definition max,(c*A + ¢(y. — ¢)) > 0, we have

—(max,(c*\ + c(y. — ¥)), min(¢, 0)) > 0.
Thus from (3.53), we get a(y — ye, ¢r) < 0 for k > ”ﬂ'—f;’o + 5.
Due to properties of the bilinear form a and the definition of ¢y, we have a(y—ye., pr) >
a(¢g, ¢r), which implies ¢y = 0. O

Up to now, we studied convergence of solutions for fixed right-hand side u in (3.13). Let
us now turn to the case, where the right-hand side is a (possibly weakly) convergent
sequence. Due to the monotonicity of the max.function we obtain the following
Lipschitz continuity result for the solutions of the regularized equation.

Lemma 3.16. Let A € L™(2) be given. Let up,,u, € H () be given. Then there
exists a constant L > 0 independent of ¢ such that

[ye(tm) — yc(un)HH(} < Lltm — || -1

Proof. The proof is similar to the one of Lemma 3.1. The main idea again is to take

a(Ye, v) + (max. (X + c(ye — 1)), v) = (u,v)

with u = w,, and v = u,,. Then we insert v = ye(uy) — Ye(u,) and v = y(un) — Ye(tm)
in the arising equalities. The summation of both equations yields

0 = a(yc(un)a_yc(um) - yc(un)) - a(yc(um)>iyc(um) - yc(un))
(maxe (A + c(ye(un) = ¢)) — maxe (A + c(ye(um) = ¥)), ye(tm) = ye(un))

+
+ <um — Unp, yC(“M) - yC(un»
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<0 = a(yc(um)a_yc(um) - yc(un)) - a(yc(un)a ?{c(um) - yc(un)) (354)
+ (maXc(cs/\ + C(yc(um) - ¢)) - maxc(cs)\ + C(yc(un) - w))a yc(um) - yc(un))
<um — Unp, yc(um) - yc(un»

Because of the monotonicity of the max function it is obvious that

(max (A + c(ye(um) — ¥)) — maxe(c*A + c(ye(un) = ¥)), Ye(tm) = ye(un)) = 0

According to the above equality (3.54), and with the coercivity of the bilinear form,
we have

0 > a(ye(um), Ye(tm) = ye(tn)) — a(ye(tn), Ye(tm) = Ye(tin)) — (Um — Un, Ye(tUm) — Ye(un))
> a(yc(um) - yc(“n)a yc(um> - yc(un>> - Hum - unHHfl(Q) Hyc(um> - yc(”n)”H&(Q)
> Cellye(um) — yC(“ﬂ)H?{é(Q) — |t — unHH—l(Q)Hyc(um) - yc(un)HH(}(Q)
1
= Hyc(um) - yc(un)HHé(Q) < 5||Um - unHH*l(Q) (3'55)
which establishes the case with L := Cic OJ

Lemma 3.17. Let A € L>(Q) be given. Let u. — u in L*(Q).
Then y. — y in H}(Q) strongly.

Proof. 1t holds

[Ye(ue) = (W)l < [ye(ue) = ye(u)l[ar + llye(w) — y(u)llar-

The first addend can be majorized by Llju. — u|/z-1 due to Lemma 3.16. By compact
embeddings this term tends to zero for ¢ — oo. The second addend tends to zero
according to Lemma 3.14. O



Chapter 4

Optimal control with bilateral
constraints

In this chapter we investigate the analytical treatment of optimal control problems
governed by a class of elliptic variational inequalities of the first kind with bilateral
constraints. Moreover, we consider constraints on the control.

Approximation of the bilateral obstacle problem to a certain semilinear elliptic equa-
tion is shown. The treatment of bilateral constraints gives rise to some additional
difficulties. Existence results are given and an optimality system is derived.

4.1 Formulation of the optimal control problem in
the variational form

In this section we formulate the optimal control problem governed by bilateral state
constraints. We consider approximation of the variational inequality by an equation
where the maximal monotone operator (which is in this case the subdifferential of
a Lipschitz function) is approached by a differentiable single-value mapping, with
Moreau-Yosida approximations techniques.

Let © be an open, bounded subset of RY (N < 3) with a smooth boundary T' = 9.
The optimal control problems subject to bilateral obstacle problem to be studied in
this chapter can be set in the following general form:

min J(y,u) = g(y) + j(u)
(P over ye K', ue Uy
st aly,v—y) > (u,v—y) Yve K’

where 1, 1, € H'(Q), ¥, < 9y, are given functions.

K' ={ve HyQ) ¢, <v<1hy ae on Q}

37
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and
Upa = {u € L*(Q) : ug <u < upt

are nonempty, closed, and convex subset of H}(Q2) and L*(§2) respectively.

All the properties of the bilinear form a(-,-) and its Riesz representative A are the
same as we defined in chapter 3.

Consider the following variational inequality in (P’):

aly,v —y) > (u,v —y), Yve K, (4.1)

where u belongs to U,q as a source term. Introducing multipliers A\* and \?, the vari-
ational inequality in (P’) can equivalently be expressed as complementary condition:

Ay + AP — A = 4,

1/1a < Y < wba

A >0 and \* >0, (4.2)
(Abay_qu)b) - (/\aay_qu)a) =0

where A\, ¢ € H71(Q) are the associated Lagrange multipliers to the solution (P’)
and waawb € Hl(Q> and wa‘F <0< wb‘F'

In this way the optimal control of variational inequality (P’) is interpreted as opti-
mization with complementarity constraints. If A’, \* has extra regularity in sense that
N \e € L2(Q), the optimality system (4.2) can equivalently be expressed as

Ay+ X =X =u in L*(Q)
(4.3)
Al — 2 = max(0, A+ c(y — 1)) — max(0, A + c(Yy — y))

for any ¢ > 0 and where max denotes the pointwise a.e. maximum operation. The
optimal control problem (P’) therefore can be equivalently expressed as minimizing
J(y, u) subject to (4.3). This is the reason that the constraint (4.1) makes the optimal
control problem (P’) non-smooth.

Since * — max(0, ) is not C' regular(not Gateaux differentiable), to regularize the
max —function in (4.3) we use the well known smoothing (C'—approximation), max..
Then the complementarity system (4.3) will be approximated by means of the regu-
larized state equation

Ay 4+ max, (A + c(y — p)) — max. (X + (g — y)) = u, (4.4)

where 0 < s < 1/2 and inf A > 0 , the max —operation was replaced by a generalized
Moreau-Yosida type regularization.
As a consequence the optimal control problem subject to regularized equation is given

by

minJ(y, u) = g(y) +j(u)
(P)) < over u€ U,y, subject to
Ay +max (A + c(y — ) — maxe (A + c(¢ —y)) = u, y € Hy(Q)
(4.5)
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where inf A > 0, A € L®(Q), is fixed during the regularization process given, and
max, is a C*—approximation of ¥ — max(0,z). If g and j are C'—regular, then the
first order optimality system for (P!) is given by

Ay. + maxc(csj\ + c(ye — p)) — maXC(CSS\ + (Vo — Ye))

A*pe + c(sgn (X + c(ye — Uy)) + 58, (N + (Vo — Ye)))pe + 9'(ye) =0, (4.6)
(j/(uc) - pcau - uc) Z Oa ‘v’u S Uad

uC?

where expressions
A — A% = max (X + c(y. — ¥p)) — maxe (A + c(Yq — e))
and B B
e+ e = clsgne(e A + e(ye — 1)) + sene(e A + (Vo = ye)))pe
in (4.6) tend to measure Lagrange multipliers as ¢ — 0.

4.2 A semilinear elliptic regularized problem

The elliptic equation occurring in problem (4.4) is semilinear. In this and the next
two sections we will discuss existence, regularity and feasibility of the solution of the
regularized problem (4.4) with homogenous Dirichlet elliptic boundary value problem.

(4.7)

Ay + max.(c*\ + c(y — p)) — max (A + (g —y)) =u in Q
y=0 on I

The elliptic differential operator A is assumed to take the form (3.6), and the function
u will play the role of the controls.

To prove the existence and uniqueness of solutions of the regularized problem (4.7), we
apply Main Theorem on Monotone Operators 3.6. We follow the same procedure as
in the proof of Theorem 3.8. To do this, we first have to define the notation of a weak
solution to the nonlinear elliptic boundary value problem (4.7). The idea is simple:
we bring the nonlinear term max.(c*A + c¢(y — 1)) — max.(c*A + c(¢, — y)) in (4.7)
to the right-hand side of the equation, thus obtaining a boundary value problem with
the right-hand side @ = u — max,(c*\ + c(y — ¥p)) + max.(c*X + ¢(1, — y)) and linear
differential operators on the left-hand side. For this purpose , we use the variational
formulation for linear boundary value problem.

Definition 4.1. A function y € H}(Q) is called a weak solution to problem (4.7) if
we have, for every v € H}(Q),

a(y,v) + /Q(maxc(cs)\ +c(y — 1)) — max (X + c(Y, — y)))vdr = /qudx. (4.8)
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Note that max,(c*A + c(y — 1)) — max.(c*A + (¢, — y)) is bounded as,

- - - - 1
[maxc(c"A+e(y—1y)) —maxe(c*A+c(va —y))| < [ Ate(y =)+ A+c(va—y) |+ 5,
and monotone increasing almost everywhere in 2.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that Assumption 2 hold. Then the for each ¢ > 0 and for
every right-hand side w € L*(S)) there exists a unique solution y. € HJ () of the
semilinear elliptic equation (4.7). Moreover, there is some constant v > 0 such that

[Yell () < Yllullz2). (4.9)
Proof. We apply the main theorem on monotone operators in V' = H} ().

(i) Definition of a monotone operator B : Hy — H ™!
It follows from section (3.1) that the bilinear form (3.1) generates a continuous
linear operator A : Hi — H~! through the relation

<Ayca U) = a’(yca U)'

This is the linear part of nonlinear operator B. The nonlinear part of B is for-
mally defined by the identity (Asy)(x) := max.(c*A+c(y.(x) — 1)) — max.(c* X+
c¢(e — ye(x))). The sum of the two operators yield the the operator B, i.e.,
B = A+ A,.

(ii) Monotonicity
We show that the operators A and Ay are monotone so that this property then
also holds for B. First, A is monotone, since a(y.,y.) > 0 for all y. € H}(Q).
Next, we consider As. Owing the monotonicity of max, in y,., we have

[(maxe(e* A+ e(yea (z) — ¥y)) — maxe(c*A + c(tha — Yo (2))))

—(maxe(c* A+ c(ye(x) — ) —maxe(c* A+ (Vo — Ye2(2))))] (Yer () = ye2(2)) = 0
for all y.1,v.2 € HL(Q) and all x. Therefore, for all y.1,y.2 € H}(Q)

<A2(yc,1) - A2(yc,2), Ye1 — yc,2>
- / [(maxe(eX + c{yon(z) — %)) — maxe(eA + (e — yon (2)))
(8% (€ At (o) — ) — 8% (At (a2 (2))))] (s (2) e () )z > O

Note that the boundedness condition for max,. guarantees that the function

7 [(maxe(A + e(yes () = ¥r)) = maxe(c'A + e(ha = Yen(7))))
—(maxe(¢"A + ¢(yea(®) =) — max. (A + (Yo = yea())))]

is square integrable, so that the above integral exists. In conclusion, A, is mono-
tone.
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(iii) Coercivity of B
A is coercive follows from (3.4) and (3.5),i.e.,

(Aye,ye) = aYes ye) = Cellyellly  Vye € Ho (). (4.10)

For all y. € H}(Q)

(Aoye,ye) = (maxe(c"A + c(ye — vy)) — maxe(c A+ c(vha — Ye)), ve)

_ /Q [max(¢*A + ey, — vp)) — max ()] (e — vy)

+ /[—maxc(cs/\ + (Vg — y.)) — max.(c*N)](ye — 1)

Q
- max,(c*A + ¢(ye — Uy)) Uy + / max(¢*A) (ye — 1)
0 Q

— / maxc(cs;\ + C(¢a - yc))wa + / maxc(csj\) (yc - Qﬁa)
Q Q

By the monotonicity of max.,

/Q fmas, (3 + cye — ) — maxe(c3)](ye — ) > 0 (4.11)

/Q —max (A + et — 1)) — maxo(EN)](We — ) >0 (4.12)

and the estimation of the last four integrals above (following the same procedure
as we proved Theorem 3.8), applying these results we obtain

(Azye, Ye)

— 400 as ||yc|lgr — +oo for any y. € K'.
HyCHHg

This proves the claim that B = A 4+ A, is coercive.

(iv) Hemicontinuity of B
We show that the operators A and Ay are continuous so that this property then
also holds for B and follows the claim. The operator A is linear and continu-
ous and thus hemicontinuous. Referring section 4.3.3 in [8], one conclude that
our Nemytskii operator A, : L? — L? is continuous. Applying the embedding
property H} < L? — H~! we get

Yen — Ye in Hé(Q> = Yen — Ye n LQ(Q)
= AQ(yc,n) - AQ(yC) n L2(Q)
= AQ(yc,n) - AQ(yC) n Hﬁl(Q)

This proves that Ay : HY — H~! is continuous.
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(v) Well-posedness of the solution
Existence and uniqueness of a weak solution y. € H}(2) now follow directly
from the main theorem on monotone operators. Since B is obviously strongly
monotone, the asserted estimate also holds. Now to prove the estimate we take
1. itself as the test function to obtain

a(ya yC) + <maXC(CSS‘ + C(yc - wb» - maXC(CSS‘ + C(% - yC))a yt:) = /Quycdx-

a(Ye,ye) = /Q uy.dr — /Q (maxc(°A + c(ye — 1)) — max (A + (g — Ye)))yed

IN

/ fugelde + / 1%+ e(ge — )] + 1A + (e — o)) lgelde
9] Q

lull 2 llyellz2 + [e* 1Ml 2o + e(llyellze + sl z2) + e*[|A]| o

c(I¥allzz + Nlyell c2)lye | 2

lullz2llyellzr + [ 1Mz + e(llyellm + sl z2) + ML

c(l¥allz + lyell a)llyell e

lullzz + Mz + cllyellm + 1Wollz2) + Mz + c(ll¢allze + lyellmr)

VHyCH?{l

IN 4+ IN + IA

v[|yel

then the asserted estimate follows. This concludes the proof of the theorem. O

4.3 Elliptic regularity and continuity of solutions of
regularized problems

In this section, we will prove the results concerning essential boundedness of the solu-
tion to the semilinear elliptic boundary value problem (4.7) in section 4.2.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose that Assumption 2 hold, and let r > N/2. Then for any pair
u e L"(Q), we have y. € L= ().

Proof. We follow the same technique as the proof of Theorem 3.9 for the unilateral
case.

(i) Preliminaries
To this end, we will test the solution y. to (4.7) in the variational formulation with
the part of y. that is larger than £ > 0 in absolute value, and then show that this
part vanishes for sufficiently large k. Integrability property of u was postulated
in the statement of the theorem. Here, we denote the order of integrability by
7. We thus have u € L"(Q), where 7 > N/2.
We first assume N > 3 and explain at the end of the proof which modifications
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have to made for the case of N = 2. We fix some A € (1, %) sufficiently close

2
to unity such that
N

N — XN —-2)
Since N > 3, and owing to the choice of A, we obviously have r > 1. If we

succeed in proving the result for r, then it will be valid for all 7 > r. The
conjugate exponent 7’ for r is given by

r>ri=

1 1 N -2
=]l == 4.13
R (4.1
Below, we will use the embedding estimate
1 1 1 N -2 1
p() < 1) for —=-— — = —— = — 4.14
[vllze@) < Bllvll o) for PR sy by v (4.14)
Since 21" < p, this implies that
||U||L2r’(9) < Bllvllme (4.15)
Next, we define for each k > 0 a function v, € Hj(f2), such that
Ye(x) =k, it ye(x) > k
vp(x) = ¢ 0, it ye(x)] < k (4.16)

ye(x) + k, if ye(z) < —k.

We aim to show that v, vanishes almost everywhere for sufficiently large k,
which then implies the boundedness of y.. For the sake of brevity, we suppress
the subscript k, writing v;, simply as v. We introduce the set

Qk) = {z € Q: [y(r)| = k}

(ii) Convergence of monotonicity
We claim that

/Q(maxc( X+ c(ye — ) — maxe (A + (g — ye)))vdz > 0 (4.17)

On the set Q4 (k) :={x € Q: y.(z) > k};

/ max,(c* X + c(y. — ) Jvdr = / max.(c*\ + c(y. — Up)) (y. — k)dz > 0.
Q+( ) Q+(k)
(4.18)

Since —max.(c* A+ ¢(¥, — ¥.)) is monotonic increasing with respect to 7., on the
set Q. (k) we have

—max. (A + c(Vy — ye)) > —max. (N + (v, — k)
= 0 if k is large enough.



CHAPTER 4. OPTIMAL CONTROL WITH BILATERAL CONSTRAINTS 44

implies
/ —max,(c*\ + c(Y, — ye))vdz > 0 (4.19)
Q4 (k)

From (4.18) and (4.19) it follows that

/Q " (max.(c*\ + c(ye — ¥p)) — maxe (A + (Vg — y.)))vdw

- /Q (k)(maxc(cs/_\ + C(yc - ¢b)) - maxc(csj\ + C(wa — yc)))(yc — k’)d?[f >0

On the set Q_(k) :={x € Q: y.(x) < —k};

/ —maxc(csj\—l—c(wa—yc))vdx = / —maxc(csj\—l—c(wa—yc))(yc—i—k:)dx > 0.
Q_ (k) Q_ (k)

(4.20)
Since max.(c*A + ¢(y. — 1)) is monotonic increasing with respect to y., on the
set Q_(k) we have
max,(c*X + c(y. — ¥p)) < max.(c*A + c(—k — 1))
< 0 if kis large enough.
implies
/ max,(c*\ + c(y. — ¥p))vdxr > 0 (4.21)
Q_ (k)

From (4.20) and (4.21) it follows that

/ (max,(c*X + c(ye — ¥p)) — max. (X + (g — ye)))vdx
Q_ (k)

- /Q (k)(maxc( EXN+ c(ye — Uy)) — maxe (N + (Ve — ye))) (ye + k)dz > 0

This proves (4.17).
From the variational formulation for y., we infer that, with the bilinear form

a(ye, v) defined in (3.1),

a(ye,v) + /Q(maxc(c A+ c(ye — Up)) — maxe (A + (v, — y.)))vdr = /qudx

hence from (4.17), we have

a(ye, v) S/qudx (4.22)
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(iii) Estimation of ||v||m ()
We claim that

a(v,v) < a(ye,v) (4.23)

Indeed, we obviously have ggycj = g—; in Q(k) and v = 0 in Q\Q(k), hence it

follows that
/ i 8yc 81} / Z . v 81}
Q5 Y 9, (%] Y O, ax]

/ aaszvd / Z b T

Moreover, since y. —k > 0 in Q+(k), Ye+k <0in Q_(k), and v = 0 in Q\Q(k),

/ Cch'de - / Cch(yc - k>dx + / Cch(yc + k)dl‘
Q 2 (k) Q_(k)

= / CO[(yc - k)2 + (yc - k})k?]dl’ + / CO[(yc + k)Q - (yc + k‘)k‘]dl‘
Q4 (k) Q_ (k)

> / cov?dz.
Q

From (4.22) and (4.23) and the coercivity property of the elliptic boundary value
problem, we conclude that, with some 6 > 0,

0||v||§{1(9) S/qudx. (4.24)

(iv) FEstimation of both sides of (4.24)
Now recall the embedding inequality in (4.14) and Young’s inequality ab < a®+
ébZ for all a,b € R and € > 0. With some generic constant 5 > 0, and using
Holder’s inequality, we can estimate the right-hand side as follows:

| / wodz| < ful| ooy [0l o

lll([ ([ 1dny
Q(k) Q(k)

el @y 0] 2 gy 12K | 27
Bllull e 0]l 111y |2 (k) |27
Bllull? )| Qk) |7 + ellv]3 )
= Bllulle o) Q) + ellvlFn g

1
-

I VA

VANRVAN

The number € > 0 is yet to be determined. Now, by choosing ¢ := 6/2, we may
absorb into the left-hand side of (4.24) the term e||v||3,, () occurring in the last
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inequality:.
Invoking (4.24) and the estimate given in (4.14), we find that

2
( / oPPda)} < BlulZ o,
Q(k)

hence, by the definition of v,
2
([ = 07d)? < Bl (4.25)
Q(k)

(v) Application of Lemma 3.10
Suppose that h > k. Then Q(h) C Q(k), and thus [Q(h)] < [Q2(k)|. Therefore,

( / Ll —ppant 2 /  (lud —kpa’
h— k\Pdz)»
> / (k)

— (h— kPl

Finally, we infer from (4.25) and (4.24) that
(h =k’ < BllullZe)lQk)*
< Bllullzro)(12(k))

SAIN AN

A

>/\
Putting ¢(h) = \Q(h)\%, we therefore obtain the inequality
(h— k)e(h) < BllullZ k),
for all h > k > 0. We now apply Lemma3.10 with the specifications
a = 2, b=\> ]_, k?() = 0, C= ﬁ”uH%r(Q)

We obtain §% = 6HUH%T(Q), hence the assertion follows: in fact ¢(0) = 0 means
that |y.(x)| < ¢ for almost every x € €.

(vi) Modification for the case N=2

Let r > % = 1 be the order of integrability of u assumed in the theorem. In

the case of N = 2, the embedding inequality (4.14) is valid for all p < co. We
therefore define p with A > 1 by

1 1

D o

With this specification, all conclusions subsequent to (4.14) in the N > 3 case
carry over to N = 2, resulting the validity of the assertion.



CHAPTER 4. OPTIMAL CONTROL WITH BILATERAL CONSTRAINTS 47

This concludes the proof of the theorem. O

Remark 4.4. : In particular, if we consider the case where r = 2, then we have
r =2 > N/2 which implies N < 3. In the above theorem, we have already proved for
the case where N =2 and N = 3. Therefore we conclude that if u € L*(2), then the
weak solution y. € HY(Q) is actually essentially bounded(reqular), i.e., y. € L=(Q).

4.4 Feasibility of solutions of regularized problem for
large c

For fixed A > inf A > 0, 0 < s < 1/2 and for large ¢ sufficiently large the optimal
states y. of (P!) are feasible, i.e., 1, < y. < .

C —

We follow the proof given for unilateral case in Lemma 3.12 to deal with our bilat-
eral case. Let us prove an estimate on the norm of the violation of the constraint
Ve <y < . First of all let us define for solutions y,. of the regularized equation:

¢c = maX(Oa Ye — ¢b)7
gc = min(0> Ye — Qba)'

Then from the definition of the max we have ¢, > 0 and ¢, € Hj(2), and of min we
have ¢, < 0 and &. € H}(Q). Furthermore, we have the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.5. Let y. be a solution of the reqularized equation (4.4) for a given right-
hand side uw € L*(Q) and ¥y — g > 0 > 0 a.e. for o € R. Then the violation of
Ve < Yo < Uy can be estimated by

e[l + clldellze < Ce™ ' max(u — Ay — ¢*A, 0)]| 7, (4.26)

gl + ellécllze < Cc | max(Ady —u —c*A, 0)]I7: (4.27)

for ¢ large enough, with a constant C' independent of ¢, \, u, ye.
Furthermore, if ¢ is chosen large enough in the estimates (4.26) and (4.27), then the
solutions y. are feasible, i.e., 1, < y. < Uy.

Proof. From the definition of ¢.,

be >0 ye > Yy > Y,

Since —max.(c*A + ¢(¥, — ¥.)) is monotonic increasing with respect to y. we obtain
on the set {¢. > 0} and for large ¢ > 0

—max,(c*X + (Vg — y.)) > —max.(c*\ + (Y, — Up)) =0 (4.28)
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Testing the regularized equation
Ay, +max (X + c(y. — 1)) — max, (X + (Vg — ye)) = u
with ¢. = max(0,y. — ¥») > 0 and using (4.28) we obtain

<Ayc - Awba ¢c> + (maxc( S)\ + C( wb))v ¢c) < <u - Awbv ¢c>

Now using the fact that max.(x) > max(0,z) and the second term on the left-hand
side of the above equation is positive, we get

<Ayc - Awba (bc) (maX<0 Cs)\ + C( 1/%))7 ¢c) < <U - Awba ¢c>

Since from the definition max(0,z) > x and (y. — ¥y, ¢c) = ||¢c]|35, it follows

(max(0, X+ c(ye — Up)), de) > (X +c(ye — ), de)
= (X, ) + cllgell 7

This implies

(Aye — Ay, @e) + (X, be) + cl|@ell72 < (u — Ay, ¢c)
and then (4.26) follows with

(Ade 00 +ellodfe < (u= Ay — X0 429
< (max(u — Ay, — A, 0), @)
< ||max(u — Ay, — ¢*X, 0) || 2| de || 22
= (Sellmaxtu— 4, X0z ) - (VElocle)
1 —
< 2—CH max(u — Ah, — *X, 0)||7 + g”(bcH%?

by the assumption on the elliptic operator A.
To prove (4.27) we follow the same idea as the proof given above. From the definition
of & and Yy, — ¢, > 0 > 0 ae. for o € R,

£ <0 Y. <Yy <y

Since max.(c*A + c(y. — 1)) is monotonic increasing with respect to y. we obtain on
the set {£. < 0} and for large ¢ > 0

max (A + c(ye — 1)) < maxe(c*A + c(Y, — 1)) =0 (4.30)
Testing the regularized equation

Ay, + max, (X + c(ye — Vp)) — max (N + (Vg — y.)) = u
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with & = min(0, y. — ¥,) < 0 and using (4.30) we obtain
<Ayc - Awaa £c> + (_maXc(CSS‘ + C(wa - yc))a gc) - <U - Awaa §c>

Note that the second term on the left hand side of the above equation is positive. Thus
we rewrite it as

(Aye — Apa, &) + (max (A + (Y = ¥e)), =€) = (u — Ay, &)
Now using the fact that max.(z) > max(0,z) we get
<Ayc - A%, §c> + (max(O, CS;\ + C(¢a - yc))> _gc) < <u - A¢a> £c>

Since from the definition max(0,z) > = and (g — Ye, —&) = ||&cl|32, it follows

(max(0, ¢*A + c(Pa = 9e)), =€) = (A + e(tha = 1), =E0)
= (A —&) + &z

This implies
(Aye — Aa, &) + (X, =€) +cllécl| 72 < (Ava — u, —E.)
and then (4.27) follows with

(A&, &) + C||§C||%2 < (A —u-— A, &) (4.31)
< (max(Ay, —u — c*),0), —&,)
< [Imax(Ad, —u— "X, 0)[] 2]l 2
1 _
= (%H max (A, —u — A, O)HL2> ) (\/EH&HH)
1 o5 c
< gollmax(Ave —u— X 0)lIZz + SlIEllz2
by the assumption on the elliptic operator A. O

4.5 Convergence Analysis of regularized Equations

In this section we study on the convergence properties of the solutions of the semilinear
elliptic regularized equation (4.4) and derive the rate of convergence of the family
{Yc}eso to y in L°(9) as the regularization parameter ¢ — oo:

Ay + maxc(cs;\ +c(y —y)) — maxc(cs;\ + (Vg —vy)) = u,
and define
AP — A% = max.(c*A + e(y — 1)) — max.(c*X + c(¢, — y)).

For the proof of the following Lemma we follow the same procedure as for proof of
Lemma 3.15.
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Proposition 4.6. Let A € L>(Q) be given. Let y and y. denote the corresponding
solutions of the variational inequality (4.1) and the regularized equation (4.4), respec-

tively. Then

Al 1

— ooy < -
lye = yllz=@ < = + 52

for ¢ large enough.

Proof. Let the test function be defined as

y—vye—k, if y—y.>k
Gri=Q Y—ye+k, if y—y.<—k
0, else

where k € R*. Subtracting (4.4) from the first equation in (4.2) and testing with ¢y
gives

a(y —Ye, ¢/€) + <)‘b - maxc(cs;\ + C(yc - wb))v ¢/€> - <)\a - maxc(cs;\ + C(wa - yc))a ¢k> =0

(4.32)
Since max(¢y,0) and min(¢y,0) belong to H (), we can split ¢p = max(¢y,0) +
min(¢g, 0). We rewrite (4.32) as

a(y —Ye, o) + (N, max (o, 0)) + (X, min(¢y, 0)) — (max. (X + c(y. — 1)), max(¢y, 0))
—(max.(c*A + c(ye — ¥)), min(¢y, 0)) — (A*, max(¢y, 0)) — (A*, min(¢y, 0))
+(max,(c* A +c(Va—ye)), max (¢, 0)) 4+ (maxe (A +c(g —y.) ), min(¢y, 0)) = 0 (4.33)

Since A’ A" > 0 we get (A\°, max(¢y,0)) > 0 and —(A\*, min(¢,0)) > 0. By feasibility
of Ye, i‘e‘u ¢a < Ye < wb we find

0 > min(¢x,0) = min(y — y. + k,0) > min(y — 1 + £, 0)

> min(y — ¥, 0) =y — ¥,
and
0 <max(¢x,0) = max(y —y. — k,0) < max(y — ¥, — k,0)
< maX(y_wa70> :y—%-

By the complementarity condition this implies
0= <)‘ba min((bka O)> 2 <)‘ba Yy— wb> =0
and

0 < (A% max(¢y, 0)) < (A, y — ) = 0
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On the set {¢ > 0} since y —y. >k = by — yo >y — y. > k, we get

0 < max.(c*X+ c(y. — Uy))
0 1
Pl

< max (A +¢(—k)) =0, for k> 55 ez’
s c

9}

and on the set {¢p < 0} since y — y. < —k = g — Y <y — Yo < —k, we get

0 < max.(cA+ (Vg — ye))
- Al | 1
< max (A (k) =0, for k> I 4
and hence .
(max.(c*A + c(ye — ¥)), max(¢y, 0)) =0
and

(max.(cEA + (¥ — ye)), min(é, 0)) = 0

Since from the definition max,(c*A + ¢(y. — 1)) > 0 and max.(c*A + c(v, — y.)) > 0,
we have B
—(max.(c’A + ¢(ye — 1)), min(¢y, 0)) > 0.

and

(max (A + (Vg — ), max(dy, 0)) > 0.
Thus substituting the above results into (4.33), we get a(y — ye, ¢x) < 0 for k& >
Ploce 4 L
Due to properties of the bilinear form a and the definition of ¢, we have a(y—ye., ¢x) >
a(¢g, ¢r), which implies ¢y = 0. O

V



Chapter 5

Optimal control of semilinear elliptic
regularized equation

In this chapter, we study an optimal control problem governed by elliptic semilinear
regularized equation. Existence of a sequence of solutions to the optimal control prob-
lem with regularized equation is proved and weakly or strongly convergence of (P,) to
solutions of the original problem (P) is studied. The regularity of the adjoint state
and the state constraint multiplier is also studied. A sharp optimality system for the
original control problem is obtained as limit of the regularized optimality systems.

For convenience we repeat the problem formulation:

min J(y,u) = g(y) + j(u)
(P.) over u € Uy, subject to
Ay + max (A + c(y —¥)) =u, y € HLHQ)

where the state y and the control u are coupled by the semilinear elliptic boundary
value problem.

5.1 Existence of solutions to (P.)

Definition 5.1. (i) A control u € Uy is said to be optimal if it satisfies, together
with the associated optimal state y = y(u), the inequality

J(y(u),u) < J(y(u),u) Yu € Ui.

(ii) A control u € U,y is said to be locally optimal in the sense of L*(Y) if there
exists some p > 0 such that the above inequality holds for all w € U,y such that

|u — |2y < p-

In this section we prove the existence of at least one solution (y.(u.),u.) with y. =
Ye(ue) to (Pr).

52
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Proposition 5.2. Let j : L*(Q) — R be weakly lower semi-continuous. For every
¢ >0, there exists a solution (y.,u.) € Hy(2) x L*(Q2) to (P,).

Proof. Since j is radially unbound and ¢ is bounded below, every minimizing sequence
{(ye(un), un)} to (P.), i.e., J(ye(un),u,) is monotonicity decreasing and

lim J(y.(un), u,) = inf J(y.(u.), u.) subject to (3.13), (5.1)

n—oo

has a weakly convergent subsequence, denoted by the same symbol, with weak limit
u, € L*(Q).

By Lemma 3.17 we find y.(u,) — y.(u.) strongly in H}(Q2). Weak lower semi-
continuity of j and continuity of g : Hj(Q) — R imply that (y.(u.),u.) is a solution
to (P,.). O

5.2 Necessary Optimality Conditions for (P.)

Since the control problems governed by nonlinear equations are nonsmooth and non-
convex optimization problems, the standard methods for deriving necessary conditions
of optimality are inapplicable here. To cope with this problem, the idea is to approx-
imate the given problem (P) by a family of smooth optimization problems (P.), and
then to tend to the limit in the corresponding optimality equations [22].

Suppose g and j are C'—regular. Next a formal derivation of the first order necessary
optimality conditions for regularized optimal control problem (P.) is given. Suppose
that there exists a Lagrange multiplier p. € HJ(Q) x L>(2) (adjoint state) satisfies
the Lagrangian functional given by

L(yca ucapc) = g(yc) + ](uc) + <Ayc + maXc(Csj\ + C(yc - Tﬂ)) - ucapc>

We find B
L, =0: A'p.+csgn(c* A+ c(y. —¥))pe+ ¢ (ye) =0
L,,=0:  j(u.)—p.=0
Ly, =0: Ay +max.(c*\ + c(ye — 1)) — ue = 0

Then we obtain formally the necessary optimality system for (P.):
Ay, + max (A + c(y. — ) = u,,

(0C)  § A*pe+ esgn (X + c(ye — ¥))pe + ¢'(ye) = 0,
(j/(uc> - pca u — uc) 2 O

In the following proposition we will address convergence of the solutions of the regu-
larized optimal control problem (P.) to those of the original problem (P).



CHAPTER 5. OPTIMAL CONTROL OF SEMILINEAR ELLIPTIC REGULARIZED EQUATIO!

Proposition 5.3. Let j : L*(2) — R be weakly lower semi-continuous.

For every subsequence of controls {u.,} converging weakly in L*(Q)) to some u*, the
corresponding states y., = y(u.,) converge strongly in Hi(Q) to y* = y(u*), and
(y*,u*) is a global solution to (P). Moreover

Ae, = maz (X + cn(ye, — 1)) — Mu*) weakly in H=1(€2).

In addition, in the feasible case with y., < ¥ for all n, {(pe,, e, )} converge weakly
in HY(Q) and weakly star in L=(Q)* to (p*, u*) € Hi () x L>®(Q)* satisfying (5.20)-
(3.24).

Proof. By proposition 5.2 we have a family of solutions {(y., u.)} to (P.).

Let y.(0) denote the solution to the equality constraint in (P.) with « = 0, and note
that {y.(0)}.>1 is bounded in H} (). Hence {g(y.(0))}c>1 is bounded as well.

Then (y.(0),0) is a feasible pair for (P.) for every ¢ > 0, and J(y., u.) < J(y.(0),0).
Thus {j(uc)}e>1 is bound and radial unboundedness of j implies that {u}e>1 is
bounded in L?(Q). Since every bounded sequence in a reflexive Banach space con-
tains a weakly convergent subsequence, consequently there exists a weakly conver-
gent subsequence u., in L?(Q2) with weak limit v* € L*(Q). By Lemma 3.17 the
sequence Y., = y(u.,) — y(u*) strongly in Hj(Q). Moreover by Lemma 3.14 ), =
max,, (¢*\ + ¢, (ye, — 1)) — A(y*) strongly in H~1(Q), where Ay* + \(y*) = u*. Now
passing to the limit in (P, ) as n — oo and obtain that (y*, u*) is a solution to (P),
with associated Lagrange multiplier A\(y*). By Theorem 3.4 there exists an associated
adjoint state p* € Hy(Q) and p* € H () N L*°(Q)* satisfying (3.20)-(3.24).

Taking the inner product of the second equation of (OC') by p,., we find

a(pe, pe) + c(sgn (A + c(ye — ¥))pe, pe) = — {9 (Ye), pe)-

Since sgn,.(c*A +c(y. —)) > 0 and a is coercive on H{ (), there exists a constant M,
independent of ¢ > 1 such that

Ipelly + clsgne(cA + c(ye — ))pe, pe) < M. (5.2)

Next, we show that j. = csgn,.(c*A + c(y. — ¥))p. is bounded in L'(€) uniformly with
respect to ¢ > 1. For € > 0 define the function p. by

1, T >€;
pe(x) =19 %, |z[<s (5.3)
-1, =z < —¢,

and note that 0 < pL(z) < % on R. Taking the duality product of the second equation
in (OC) with p.(p.) we obtain

(A"pe, pe(pe)) + (csgn (A + c(ye — ©))pe, pe(pe)) = (9 (ye), p=(pe))-
Since a(p-(p.), pe) = 0 , by the definitions of 5.3 and 3.1, we have

(esgne(c*A + c(ye — ¥))pe; pe(pe)) < Ilg'(ye) 2.
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Moreover, p.(pe)p. — |pe| a.e in Q as e — 0 and sgn,(c*\ + c(ye. — ¥))p. < 1 and thus
by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem ||u.||z1 < ||¢'(ve)|| L1

Hence there exists a subsequence {c,} of {c} and p* € H}(Q) and p* € (L>=(Q2))* such
that

Pe,, — P weakly in Hg(Q),

e, — p* weakly star in (L>(£2))*. O

5.3 Existence of approximating families

In this section we will introduce a family of regularized problems (P.) which asymp-
totically approximate (P) as ¢ — oo. Let (y*,u*) be strictly locally optimal pair for
(P). Then by definition 5.1 there exists p > 0 such that

J(y*,u) < J(y,u) Y(y,u) satisfying (3.9) and 0 < ||u—u"||z2 <p (5.4)

In the next theorem we will show that there is a family of local solutions (ye, u.) of
(P,.) for each strictly optimal pair (y*,u*) of the original problem (P) that converges
strongly to (y*,u*) in Hy(Q) x L*(9).

Theorem 5.4. Let j be weakly lower semi-continuous. Moreover, we require for j that
u, —u in L*(Q) ,and j(u,) — j(u) imply u, —u in L*(Q). (5.5)

Let (y*,u*) be a strictly locally optimal pair for (P). Then there exists a family of local
solutions (ye,u.) of (P.) that converges strongly to (y*,u*) in Hg(2) x L*(9).

Proof. Let p be given by (5.4) and take p’ with 0 < p/ < p. Consider the auxiliary
problem

min J(y,u) = g(y) + j(u)
(P) qover u€ Uy, with |Ju—u*|2 <p' and subject to
Ay + maxc(c*A + c(y — ¥)) =

Then by Proposition 5.2 the optimal control problem (P?') is solvable for every ¢ > 0.
Let u. denote a global solution of (P?"). By construction, the set {u.}.s¢ is bounded,
which yields weak convergence of a subsequence u,., — @ in L?(Q) with ||a—u*||;2 < p/.
By Lemma 3.17 we find that y., — ¢ strongly in H}(Q), where (7, @) is a solution of
the original optimal control problem (P) . In the assumption since (y*, u*) is a strictly
locally optimal pair for (P), then it follows J(y*,u*) < J(g,@).

Let y.(u*) denotes the solution of the regularized equation to the control u*, we have

")
(yc, &) < J(ye(u*),u*). By Lemma 3.14, we have y.(u*) — y* in H} () as ¢ — oo.
By (5.4), the optimality and convergence properties above, we obtain

Sy ut) < J(g,u)
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9() + j(@) < lim g(ye,) + liminf j (uc, )

lim g(y,, ) + limsup j(u,, ) (5.6)
lim g(ye, (u")) +j(u”)

9(y") +j(u*).

= 9(y") + ()

INIAIA

Then follows J(y*,u*) = J(y,u) and since (y*,u*) is strict local optimality of (P),
then we get u* = @. Moreover, it follows that lim j(u.,) = j(@) which yields u., — u*
in L*(Q) by (5.5). Since u* is the unique local solution in the L?—neighborhood of u*
of radius p, the whole family u,. converges u*.

Convergence of u, — u* also implies the existence of ¢y such that ||u. — u*||z2 < p’ for
all ¢ > ¢y. Consequently, if ¢ > ¢, then (y., u.) is locally optimal for (FP,). O

Now we show the convergence of adjoint and multipliers of (P.) to (P).

Corollary 5.5. Let (y.,u.) be a family of local solutions of (P.) converging strongly
in HY(Q) x L*(Q) to (y*,u*). Let (y*,u*) solve the variational inequality and sat-
isfy together with (XN*,p*, u*) the first-order optimality system (3.20)-(3.25) given by
Theorem 3.4. Then we have

Ae = N and pe — p* oin HHQ), p.—p* in Hy(Q)
where (Ae, De, te) are the corresponding multipliers and adjoint state for (P.), see (OC).

Proof. Since y.., u. are strongly converge, the strong convergence of \. follow immedi-

ately
e = U — Ay, — u* — Ay* = \* in H(Q).

Testing the second equation in (OC) by p. gives

Cellpellin < g’ (we)llzzllpell e,

which gives boundedness of {p.} in H}(Q). Then, we get a subsequence {p,, } which
converges weakly in H}(Q) and strongly in L?(2) to p. Hence, the last equation in
(OC) implies

J'(te,) = e, — 3'(u") = B,
which gives p = p* by optimality condition (3.24). Since the adjoint state p* is uniquely
determined by (y*,u*), the whole family p. converges weakly in H}(2) to p*. Arguing
as above, we find for p,

e =—A"p. — g'(ye) = =AD" —g'(y") =" in H (),

which finishes the proof. O



Chapter 6

Obstacle problems

The study of variational inequalities occupies a central position in calculus of variations
and in the applied sciences [24|. Variational inequalities form an important family of
nonlinear problems. Some of the more complex physical processes are described by
variational inequalities.

The obstacle problem is typical of a class of inequality problems known as elliptic
variational inequalities (EVIs) of the first kind in our case (see for e.g., [5]). They
are of interest both for their intrinsic beauty and for the wide range of applications
they describe in subjects from physics to finance. Many important problems can be
formulated by transformation to an obstacle problem, e.g., the filtration dam problem,
the Stefan problem, the subsonic flow problem, American options pricing model, etc
(see Yongmin Zhang [12]).

In this chapter, we formulate the obstacle problems for which the solution algorithms
are developed in the forthcoming sections. A regularized problem and iterative second-
order algorithms for its solution are analyzed in infinite dimensional function spaces.
Motivated from the dual formulation, a primal-dual active set strategy and a semis-
mooth Newton method for a regularized problem are presented and their close relation
is analyzed.

6.1 Problem Formulation

Suppose the bilinear form a, a second order linear elliptic partial differential operator
A associated to a and the closed convex subset K of H} () be the same as we defined
in chapter 3. We then consider the approximation of obstacle problems of the following

type:

(6.1)

Find y € K such that
a(y,v—y) > (u,v—y) Yve K.

o7
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It was shown by Lions and Stampacchia in [6] that, under slightly weaker conditions
(symmetry is not needed), there exists a unique solution to Problem 6.1. Furthermore,
(with symmetry) Problem 6.1 is equivalent to

Problem. Find y € K such that

J(y) = inf J(v) (6.2)

veK

with the closed, convex, and non-empty set K,
K={ve H(Q)v<vy ae in Q}.

and the energy functional 7,

1
._7(1}) = 5&(’0, U) B (U, U>7 (63>
is induced by a symmetric, H-elliptic, bilinear form af(-, ).
Concerning the existence and uniqueness of solutions of problem (6.2), we have the
following classical results from Stampacchia [6]:

Theorem 6.1. If the function v — J(v) satisfies
J(v) — +oo when ||v||gr — o0, vE K. (6.4)

then there exists a solution y of (6.2).

A sufficient condition for (6.4) to be satisfied is that

{ there exists C,. > 0 such that

a’(U7U> > CCHIUH%_F Yv € K. (65)

Theorem 6.2. If the function v — J(v) is strictly convezx, then problem (6.2) admits
at most one solution.

Since the obstacle problem is nonlinear, the computation of approximate solutions can
be difficult and expensive. A major difficulty in solving the problem (6.1) numerically
is the treatment of the non-differentiable term. Semismooth Newton methods and
primal-dual active set methods are efficient methods for coping with nondifferentiable
functionals in infinite dimensional spaces; see, e.g., [2],[13], [14], [16].

We shall now study some constructive methods for the infinite dimensional approxi-
mation of the solution y of the obstacle problems (6.1).
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6.2 Infinite-dimensional Approximation Methods

An infinite dimensional analysis gives more insight into the problem, which is also
of significant practical importance since the performance of a numerical algorithm is
closely related to the infinite dimensional problem structure [6] .

A finite dimensional approach misses important features as, for example, the regularity
of Lagrange multipliers and its consequences as well as smoothing and uniform defi-
niteness properties of the involved operators. It is well accepted that these properties
significantly influence the behavior of numerical algorithms [4].

The approximate solution of obstacle problems is usually solved by variable projec-
tion method, for example, the relaxation method [5], multilevel projection method
[12], multigrid method [10], and projection method [23] for nonlinear complementarity
problems.

In the next subsections we will consider some approaches for the iterative solution of
obstacle problems ; see, for instance, [13], [14], [15] and the references given there.

6.2.1 Penalization Method

The method of penalization consists in substituting the obstacle problem by a family
of nonlinear boundary value problems and demonstrating that their solutions converge
to the solution of the obstacle problem. Penalty methods based on straightforward
regularization are popular in the field of engineering.

The idea of penalization consists of approximating (6.1) by equations in which the re-
lation appearing in (6.1), which expresses the fact that y belongs to K, is replaced by a
penalization term which becomes progressively larger as the solution moves awayfrom
K and thus forces the limit of the approximate solutions to belong to K.

Using this technique the obstacle problem is approximated by a series of nonlinear
boundary value problems. Specifically, we introduce a penalization operator m which
has the following properties [15]:

7 is Lipschitz continuous,
Ker(m) =K (6.6)

7 1S monotone,

the obstacle problem (6.1) can be approximated by the penalized equation

alyer o) + 2 (), 0) = (u,0) Vo € HY(Q), (6.7

with € > 0 being the penalty parameter. Due to the monotonicity of the nonlinear
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operator 7, equation (6.7) has a unique solution y. (see, e.g., [6]).

In [15], M. Hintermiiller and I. Kopacka considered
7(v) == —max(0, —v) Vv € Hy(Q)

as the penalty operator where the max —operation is to be understood point-wise. As
the max(0, -)-function is not differentiable at the origin we introduce different regular-
izations yielding C%—approximations of max(0, -).

The following result describes the approximation properties of the regularized penal-
ized equations (cf. Stampacchia [6]).

Theorem 6.3. Asec — 0, y. — y in Hy (), y being the solution of (6.1).

6.2.2 The primal-dual active set method

In this section a regularized problem and iterative second-order algorithms for its so-
lution are analyzed in infinite dimensional function spaces. Motivated from the dual
formulation, a primal-dual active set strategy for a regularized problem is presented.

This method is an efficient way to solve discrete obstacle problems which is given by
active set strategies [10]. Basic iteration of active set strategies consists of two steps.
In the first phase, the (mesh) domain is decomposed into active and inactive parts,
based on a criterion specifying a certain active set method. In the second phase, a
reduced linear system associated with the inactive set is solved.

Recall that in chapter 3 we approximated the obstacle problem (6.1) by a semilinear
equation (3.13): For convenience we repeat the problem formulation

a’(y7 U) + <)\Ca U_) = (U, U) V'U S HOI(Q) (6 8)
A =max(0, A + c(y — ) ’
which is also equivalent to
Ay + max(0, X + c(y — ) = u (6.9)

where A € L(H, H™') and (Ay,v) = a(y,v).
Note that for each ¢ > 0 )
y — max(0, X + ¢(y — 1))

is Lipschitz continuous and monotone from Hj(Q) to H;(2). Thus by the monotone
theory we have proved the existence of a unique solution (y., A\.) € H3(Q) x L*(Q) to
(6.8).

The primal-dual active set strategy for (6.8) is given next. We introduce xg,,,, the
characteristic function of the set A, C Q.
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Primal-dual active set(PDAS) algorithm
(i) Choose ¢ > 0, (o, Ao); set k = 0.

(ii) Set Apy1 = {z: (A +c(yp — ) (@) >0}, Tpr = Q\Agy1.
(ifi) Solve for yy € HL(Q) :

a(Yrs1,v) + (EX+ c(Ypr1 — ), Xa,,0) = (w,0) Yo € Hy(Q). (6.10)
(iv) Set
0 on  Zgy1,
Akl =9 %
AN+ c(ypr1 — ) on Ay

(v) Stop or k =k + 1, goto (ii).

The iterates Ay 41 as assigned in step (iv) are not necessary for the algorithm but they
are useful in the convergence analysis.

Remark 6.4. 1. The primal-dual active set method discussed above is equivalent
to the semi-smooth Newton method (see; e.g., [14], [16])

2. For every ¢ > 0 we have limy_oo (Yi, M) = (Ye, Ae) in HJ () x L*(2).
This guarantees global convergence of a semi-smooth Newton method, i.e., the
algorithm converges for any initial condition.

3. [f )‘0 < Lz(Q) and H)‘O - )\CHL2(Q) is suﬁCiently 3ma”7 then (yka)\k) - (yca )\c>
super-linearly in Hy(Q) x L*(9).

In chapter 4, we have seen that a class of optimization problems with bilateral con-
straints ¢, <y < 1, can be expressed as

Ay+ A —u =0,
(6.11)
A =max(0, A+ c(y — ¥p)) — max(0, A + ¢(v, — y))

The primal-dual active set strategy applied to (6.11) can be express as

AYpy1 —u+ A1 = 0,

Yer1 =y 0 A7 = {a: Ne(2) + c(yn(x) — o)) > 0},

Aep1 =0 in Iy = {z : Ap(2) + c(yp(z) — tha(@)) <0 < Ai(@) + clyr(z) — ¥u(2))},

Yher = o in A ={z: A(2) + c(yk(2) = Yalz)) < O}
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Summary

In the optimal control problem of a variational inequality the main difficulty comes
from the fact that the mapping between the control and the state (control-to-state op-
erator) is not differentiable but only Lipschitz-continuous. As a consequence of this,
to get sharp optimality conditions and build numerical algorithms are difficult tasks,
overcoming this difficulty was a major motivation of our study.

In this dissertation we have investigated the analytical background of an optimal con-
trol problem subject to elliptic variational inequalities of the first kind with unilateral
and bilateral obstacle problems and studied a regularization method (i.e. to approx-
imate the nondifferentiable ones depending on (¢ > 0 ¢ — o0)) for solving a nondif-
ferentiable minimization problem.

Convergence properties of the optimal solutions of the regularized problems (P,.) to-
wards the solution of the original problem (P) are proven and an L*— error estimate
for the convergence is obtained.

Using a local smoothing of the max function, we derived a first order optimality con-
ditions for the regularized problems and first order necessary optimality system for
the original control problem is obtained as limit of the regularized optimality systems,
i.e., the regularity of the adjoint state and the state constraint multipliers of the the
original control problem is obtained as limit of the regularized optimality systems.

A regularized problem and iterative second-order algorithms for its solution are ana-
lyzed in infinite dimensional function spaces. Motivated from the dual formulation,
a primal-dual active set strategy and a semismooth Newton method for a regularized
problem are presented and their close relation is analyzed.
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Appendix

Normed linear Spaces

Definition 7.1. (Norm-Banach space)
Let X be a real vector space.

(1) The mapping || | : X — [0,00) is called norm on X, if

a) [|ul] >0 Vue X

b) [u| =0 u=0

c) [[Aull = |M||u]| Yue X, XeR  (positive homogeneity)
d) [Ju+ o] < |u| +|lv] Yu,ve X (triangle inequality)

Then {X, || - ||} is known as a real(normed) space.

(ii) A normed real vector space X is called Banach Space, if it is complete, i.e. if
every Cauchy-sequence converges in X, thus a limit u € X exists.

Definition 7.2. (Inner product- Hilbert space)
Let H be a real vector space.

(1) A mapping (-,-) : H x H — R is called inner product on H, if

a) (u,v) = (v,u) VYu,ve H
b) For every v € H the mapping u € H — (u,v)is linear
c) (u,u) >0 Yue€ H and (u,u) =0« u=0.

ii vector space H with an inner product (-,-) and a related norm
ii) A vect H with ' duct d lated
Jull == v/ (u, )
15 called Pre-Hilbert space.

(iii) A Pre-Hilbert space (H, (-,-)) is called a Hilbert space, if it is complete with respect

to its norm ||ul| := \/(u, u).

63
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Theorem 7.3. (Cauchy-Schwarz-inequality)
Let H be a Pre-Hilbert space. Then the Cauchy-Schwarz-inequality

[(w, )| < [ulll[v]]  Vu,ve€ H
holds. [

Definition 7.4. (Linear operator)
A mapping A : X — Y is called linear operator, if

Alx +y) = Az + Ay Vo, y € X
A(A\x) = Nz Ve € H and VX €R.

Definition 7.5. (Bounded linear operator)
A linear operator A : X — Y 1is called bounded, if there exists a ¢ > 0 such that

JAzlly < clle|x Vo€ X

Definition 7.6. (Linear functionals and dual space)

(i) Let X be a Banach space. A bounded (continuous) linear operator u* : X — R
denoted by u* € L(X,R) is called a linear functional on X.

(ii) The space of the bounded (continuous) linear functionals on X is called the dual

space X* = L(X,R) of X.

(iii) For an application of a linear, continuous functional v* — X* to an element
r € X we often write the expression

(U, 2)x+ x = (u*, z) dif u*(z).

We call the application u* on x dual pairing.

Definition 7.7. (Operator norm)
We denote by

Ax
lAllceyy def  sup [|Aafly = sup 122
= Jal=1 o#0 ||7]|x

the operator norm of A.

Definition 7.8. (Adjoint operator)
Let G and H be Hilbert spaces and B € L(G,H). A mapping B* : H — G is called
the (Hilbert space)-adjoint operator associated to B, if

(Bg’ h)H = (97 B*h)G

forallg € G and h € H. In the case that G = H, B is called self-adjoint, if B* = B.
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Definition 7.9. (Bilinear form)
A bilinear form a(-,-) on a linear space X is a mapping a : X x X — R such that each
of the maps v — a(v,w) and w — a(v,w) is a linear form.

(1) a is called bounded if, there exists Cy, > 0 such that

la(v,w)| < Cy|lv||||w]| for each (v,w) € X>.

(ii) a is called symmetric if, and only if,

a(v,w) = a(w,v) for each (v,w) € X2
(iii) a is called skew-symmetric or alternating if, and only if,

a(v,w) = —a(w,v) for each (v,w) € X>.
(iv) a is called positive semidefinite if, and only if,

a(v,v) >0 for each v € X.

(v) a is called positive definite if, and only if, a is positive semidefinite and

(a(v,v) =0 v=0) foreach veX.

(vi) a is called coercive or elliptic if, there exists C. > 0 such that

a(v,v) > C.||v||* for each v € X.
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