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Abstract

In this paper, we investigate optimal control problems for a nonlinear state system
which constitutes a version of the Caginalp phase field system modeling nonisother-
mal phase transitions with a nonconserved order parameter that takes thermal mem-
ory into account. The state system, which is a first-order approximation of a ther-
modynamically consistent system, is inspired by the theories developed by Green
and Naghdi. It consists of two nonlinearly coupled partial differential equations
that govern the phase dynamics and the universal balance law for internal energy,
written in terms of the phase variable and the so-called thermal displacement, i.e.,
a primitive with respect to time of temperature. We extend recent results obtained
for optimal control problems in which the free energy governing the phase transition
was differentiable (i.e., of regular or logarithmic type) to the nonsmooth case of a
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double obstacle potential. As is well known, in this nondifferentiable case standard
methods to establish the existence of appropriate Lagrange multipliers fail. This
difficulty is overcome utilizing of the so-called deep quench approach. Namely, the
double obstacle potential is approximated by a family of (differentiable) logarithmic
ones for which the existence of optimal controls and first-order necessary conditions
of optimality in terms of the adjoint state variables and a variational inequality are
known. By proving appropriate bounds for the adjoint states of the approximating
systems, we can pass to the limit in the corresponding first-order necessary con-
ditions, thereby establishing meaningful first-order necessary optimality conditions
also for the case of the double obstacle potential.

Keywords: phase field model, thermal memory, double obstacle potential, optimal
control, first-order necessary optimality conditions, adjoint system, deep quench
approximation

AMS (MOS) Subject Classification: 35K55, 35K51, 49J20, 49K20, 49J50

1 Introduction

Suppose that  C R? (the two-dimensional case can be treated in the same fashion) is a
bounded, open, and connected set having a smooth boundary I' = 02 with unit outward
normal field n and associated normal derivative 0,, and let, for some given final time
T >0,

Q;:=Q x(0,t) for t € (0,7), Q:=Qr, and X :=1 x (0,7).

We consider in this paper the following optimal control problem:

(CP) Minimize the cost functional

k1 ko ks
I((p,w),u) == §||<P - QOQH%Z(Q) + §||<P(T) - ‘PQH%Z(Q) + 5““’ - wQH%Z(Q)

k4 ks ke
2 lT) — vl + 20w — wylag) + Lan(T) ~ w3z
+ € |ullZ2 ) (1.1)

subject to the state system

Do~ Mg+ Fi(o) + ()~ dw Fi() =0 in Q. 12)
Ow — Aladyw + pw) + Fy(¢)Owp = u in @, (1.3)
Onp = On(adiw + pw) =0 on X, (1.4)
©(0) =g, w(0) =wy, Gw(0)=wy in Q, (1.5)

and the control constraint
u € uad,
with the control space U := L*>(@Q)) and

Upq := {uEU:u* <y <u*ae. in Q}. (1.6)
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Above, the symbols k1, ..., kg, and ¢ denote nonnegative constants which are not all zero,
0o W, wy € L*(Q) and pq, wq, wy € L*(Q) denote some prescribed targets, and 6, > 0
denotes a critical temperature. As for the set of admissible controls U,q, we assume that
Uy, u* with u, < u* (to be intended pointwise) are prescribed threshold functions in
L*>(Q). Notice that the control variable u has the physical meaning of a distributed heat
source.

The state system (L2)—(L3) constitutes an extension of the phase field model for
nonisothermal phase transitions with nonconserved order parameter taking place in the
container 2 which was introduced by G. Caginalp in his seminal paper [I]. The primary
variables of the system are ¢, the order parameter of the phase transition, and w, the
so-called thermal displacement or freezing index. The latter is directly connected to the
absolute temperature 6 of the system through the relation

w(-,t) = wo + /Otﬁ(-,s) ds, te][0,T7. (1.7)

In the recent paper [13], the system ([L2)—-(L3]) was derived from the general principles of
thermodynamics, where the specific free energy governing the evolution was (up to some
physical constants that here are assumed to equal unity for simplicity) of the form

F(0,0) = 00— In(0/0,)) + 0 Fi(¢) + Pal) + 5 [Vl (1.9

Here, 6, > 0 is a reference temperature. In this framework, equation (L2 describes the
dynamics of the phase evolution, while equation ([L3)) is the universal balance of internal
energy, in which the heat flux is in place of the standard Fourier law assumed in the

Green—Naghdi form (see, e.g., [16, 17, 18, 23])
q=—aV(dw) — fVw, with positive constants « and 3, (1.9)

which models the presence of a thermal memory in the system.

For the nonlinearities driving the phase transformation, we assume that Fj is differen-
tiable with a globally Lipschitz continuous derivative Fj on R (typically, F» is a concave
function), while for F; we consider the convex functions

(I+7r)In(l+7r)+(1—r)In(l—r) for re(-1,1)

Fliog(r) = { 2In2 for 7€ {~1,1}, (1.10)
+00 for r ¢ [—1,1]

a0 ={ Yo e )

We assume that |_; 1)+ F5 is a double-well potential. This is actually the case if F(r) =
k(1 —r?), where k > 0; the function I_11) + F5 is then referred to as a double obstacle
potential. Note also that Fj ). () becomes unbounded as r \, —1 and r 1, and that in
the case of (ILTT]) the first equation (L2) has to be interpreted as a differential inclusion,
where F (i) is understood in the sense of subdifferentials. Namely, (L2]) has to be written
as

2 1
dp = Mg+ €+ —Fl(0) — 0w Fi9) =0, €€0 () (112
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We also notice that the equation (L2) is of Allen—Cahn type and is suited for the case
of nonconserved order parameters (while the case of a conserved order parameter would
require a Cahn-Hilliard structure).

As far as well-posedness is concerned, the above model was already treated in [I3] (see
Theorem 2] and Theorem 2:4] below). A discussion of a simpler problem for (L2)—-(TLH)
was already given in [22]. The papers [2,[3] dealt with well-posedness issues and asymptotic
analyses with respect to the positive coefficients o and J as one of them approaches
zero. Other results for this class of systems may be found in [14, [I5]. About optimal
control problems for phase field systems, in particular of Caginalp type, we can quote
the pioneering work [19]; one may also see the specific sections in the monograph [26].
For other contributions, we mention the article [20] dedicated to a thermodynamically
consistent version of the phase field system described above, and the more recent papers
[7] and [11], where the interested reader can find a list of related references.

The optimal control problem (CP) has been treated in [13] for the case of regular and
logarithmic nonlinearities F;. For such nonlinearities, differentiability properties of the
control-to-state mapping, the existence of optimal controls, as well as first-order necessary
optimality conditions could be established. Actually, in [I3] a more general cost functional
was considered which involved the initial temperature vy as a second control variable.
In this paper, we focus on the nondifferentiable case when Fy = Ij_;;;. While a well-
posedness result for system ([L2)-(L5) was proved in [I3] also for this case, in which (I2))
has to be replaced by the inclusion (LI2]), the corresponding optimal control problem
has not yet been treated. While the existence of optimal controls is not too difficult
to show, the derivation of necessary optimality is challenging since standard constraint
qualifications to establish the existence of suitable Lagrange multipliers are not available.
In order to overcome this difficulty, we employ the so-called deep quench approximation
which has proven to be a useful tool in a number of optimal control problems for Allen—
Cahn and Cahn—Hilliard systems involving double obstacle potentials: see, e.g., the papers

[, 5, 18, @, 10, 12, 24].

In all of these works, the starting point was that the optimal control problem had been
successfully treated (by proving Fréchet differentiability of the control-to-state operator
and establishing first-order necessary optimality conditions in terms of a variational in-
equality and the adjoint state system) for the case when in the state system (L2])—(T3])
the nonlinearity F is, for v > 0, given by

Fi =7 Fog.
We obviously have that
0 < Fi,(r) < Fi,r) VreR, if 0<y <7, (1.13)
}{i{%Fm(r) = [_11(r) VreR. (1.14)

In addition, we note that F},  (r) = In (£) and F\ (r) = 12z > 0 for r € (=1,1),
and thus, in particular,

lim 7 () = lim 5 Flju(r) = 0 for 7 € (~1,1),

. . / _ . . / _
i (Jim, 3,0)) = o, li iy 3,0)) = o
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We may therefore regard the graphs of the single-valued functions
Fll,fy(r) = 7F1/,10g(7“)> for re(=1,1) and >0,

as approximations to the graph of the multi-valued subdifferential 0I|_; ;) from the interior
of (=1,1).

For both Fy = Ij_1,1) (in which case (LZ) has to be replaced by the inclusion (LIZ))
and Fy = F,, (where v > 0), the well-posedness results from [I3] yield the existence of a
unique solution (p, w) and (¢, w,) to the state system (L2)-(L5). It is natural to expect
that (¢, w,) = (p,w) as v\, 0 in a suitable topology. Below (cf. Theorem [B.1]), we will
show that this is actually true. Owing to the above construction and the singularity of
F\ ., the approximating functions ¢, automatically attain their values in the domain of
I1_113; that is, we have ||¢,||L=(g) < 1 for all ¥ > 0 which shows that the order parameter
- is limited to range in the physical interval [—1, 1].

In the following the optimal control problem (CP) will be denoted by (CPy) if F; =
Ii_14) and by (CP,) if Fy = Fy,, v € (0,1]. The general strategy is to derive uniform
(with respect to v € (0, 1]) a priori estimates for the state and adjoint state variables of
an “adapted” version of (CP.) that are sufficiently strong as to permit a passage to the
limit as v N\, 0 in order to derive meaningful first-order necessary optimality conditions
also for (CPy). It turns out that this strategy succeeds.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 is devoted to the mathe-
matical analysis of the state system (L2)—(LH]), where we cite results obtained in [13] and
derive a qualitative estimate for the difference between the solutions for different values of
~v. The subsequent Section 3 then brings a discussion of the deep quench approximation
and its properties. In the final Section 4, the first-order necessary optimality conditions
for the problem (CPg) will be derived.

At this point, we fix some notation we are going to employ throughout the paper.
Given a Banach space X, we denote by ||-|| x the corresponding norm, by X* its dual space,
and by (-, ) x the related duality pairing between X* and X. The standard Lebesgue and
Sobolev spaces defined on €, for every 1 < p < oo and k > 0, are denoted by LP(Q2) and
WHkr(2), and the associated norms by |-||zr@) = ||ll, and ||-||wr.r(o), respectively. For
the special case p = 2, these spaces become Hilbert spaces, and we denote by ||-|| = [|*]|2
the norm of L?*(€2) and employ the usual notation H*(Q) := Wk2(Q).

For convenience, we also introduce the shorthands
H:=L*Q), V:=HYQ), W:={veH*Q): 0,v=0 on I'}. (1.15)

Besides, for Banach spaces X and Y, we introduce the linear space X NY, which becomes
a Banach space when equipped with its natural norm ||v||xny = |[v]x + ||v|ly, for
v € XNY. To conclude, for a normed space X and v € L'(0,T; X), we introduce the
convolution products

(1xv)(t) ::/0 v(s)ds, tel0,T], (1.16)

(I®w)(t) := /tTv(s) ds, te€[0,7]. (1.17)
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2 Properties of the state system
The following structural assumptions are postulated throughout this paper.

(A1) «,p, and 6, are fixed positive constants.
(A2) F, € C*(R), and F} is a Lipschitz continuous function on R.

(A3) poeV, wyeV, vy € H, and there are constants 7., r* such that
—1 <r, <po(x) <r* <1 for almost every x € Q.

The first result concerns the existence of weak solutions. Here, let us incidentally notice
that conditions [(A2)| and [(A3)| may in fact be weakened if we are merely interested in
the existence of weak solutions to system ([L2)—(LEH). However, as will be clarified later
on, the optimal control problem we aim at solving requires sufficient regularity properties
for the state system to derive the corresponding first-order necessary conditions. For this
reason, we immediately assume [(A2)|and [(A3)|to hold in the current form.

Theorem 2.1. Assume that|(A1)H(A3)| hold, and assume that either Fy = F} ., for some
v € (0,1] or Fy = Ii_y11y. Then the state system (L2)-(LH) has for every u € L*(0,T; H)
a unique weak solution (¢, w,§) in the sense that

o€ HY0,T; H)Nn L>(0,T;V) N L*0,T; W),
we H*(0,T; VYN Wh>(0,T; H)n H' (0, T; V),
£ L*0,T; H), and &€ 0F(p) ae. inQ,

and that the variational equalities

2 1
/8t<pv+/V(p-Vv+/§v+9—/F2’(go)v—@/&thé((p)v:O, (2.1)
Q Q Q cJo cJa
<8ttw,v>v+oz/V(&gw)~Vv+ﬁ/Vw-Vv+/F2/(<p)8t<pv:/uv, (2.2)
Q Q Q

Q

are satisfied for every v € V and almost every t € (0,T). Moreover, it holds that
QO(O) = ¥0, ’UJ(O) = Wy, 8tw(0) = 1.

Furthermore, there exists a constant K1 > 0, which depends only on Q,T, «, 5,0, and the
data of the system, such that

[l mr.0,mmynzee 0,m3v)n L2073 m2(0) + [[F1(0) || 222 (0,752 (02))

+ ]| z20,05v+ w0 (0.0 E 0.7y < K1 (2.3)

Remark 2.2. In the single-valued situation, when F' = F} ,, the inclusion £ € 0F; ,(¢)
becomes the identity £ = Fl’,,y(go). Note also that the initial conditions are meaningful at
least in H, since, in particular, ¢ € C°([0,7];V) and w € C*([0,T]; H) by interpolation.
Besides, we point out that (2.3]) implies that —1 < ¢ < 1 a.e. in ), which entails that ¢
is also uniformly bounded in L>(Q).
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Proof of Theorem[2.1 The existence and uniqueness results follow as a special case of
Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.2 in [I3]. Moreover, it follows from [(A3)|that /|_11)(p9) = 0
and that, for all v € (0,1], we have ||Fi,(vo)lli = Y| Fi10e(0)l1 < 2 In(2)|Q|, where
|2| denotes the Lebesgue measure of 2. Therefore, the estimates performed in the proof
of [13| Thm. 2.1] apply for both Fy = I_y 1) and Fy = F,, v € (0, 1], which proves the
validity of (2.3)). O

By virtue of Theorem 1] the control-to-state operators 8y : u +— (¢, w,§) and 8, :
u = (p,w, F{_(p)) corresponding to the choices Fy = I|_1 ) and F} = Fy, for v > 0,
respectively, are well defined. Obviously, the above result tacitly defines the space where
the solution operators 8 and 8, map. Namely, it shows that both the operators & and
8, have to be intended as mappings from the control space U into the regularity space Y
defined by

Y:= (H'(0,T; H)N L=(0,T; V)N L*(0,T; W))
x (H*(0,T; V) nWh(0,T; H)yN H'(0,T;V)) x L*(0,T; H).

We will see in the forthcoming Theorem 2.4l that, upon requiring stronger assumptions for
the initial data (cf. ([2I4)), the solution operators 8., can also be interpreted as mappings
from U into a smaller space than Y defined by the regularity properties (ZI5)—(@2I7). The
following result provides a qualitative comparison between the solutions associated with
Fy, = Fy , for different values of v € (0, 1].

Theorem 2.3. Suppose that|(A1)H(A3)|hold, and let, for fited 0 < v < o < 1, controls

Uy, Uny € Uaq be given. Then the corresponding solutions (¢, w,, Fi . (¢4,)) = 84, (u,)
to (L2A)-(LH) associated with Fy = F ., and u = u.,, i = 1,2, satisfy the estimate

¢4 = P llLoeo,rsmnL2o,mv) + 1wy — Wl 710,750 L* (0,137
1/2
< Ks(v2 —m) P LK, 11 (uyy — wp)lz20m0) 5 (2.4)

with a positive constant Ky that depends only on Q,T, «, B, 0. and the data of the system.

Proof. We set, for convenience,

U= Uy = Uyyy P I= Py ™ Py W I= Wy — Wy,

pi = Iy(p,,) fori=1,2, p:=p—ps. (2.5)

Using this notation, we take the difference of the weak formulation (2.1)—(2.2) written for
(¢ Wy, &), Where &, = FY_ (), i = 1,2, which yields the system

2
/at<PU+/VSO'VU‘F/(FI/,%(('O%)_F{W((’Ow))v_'_e_/pv
) 0 0 cJQ

1 1
= Q—E/Qatwf’lvﬂLe—g/QatUbP% (2.6)

<attw,v>v+a[2v<atw>-wm/ﬂvw-vwfﬂat(g(%)—F2<%2))v

_ / w, (27)
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for all v € V and almost everywhere in (0,77). Of course, we also have the initial conditions
©(0) =0, w(0)=0, Gw(0)=0 a.e. in Q. (2.8)

We now first add the term [, v to both sides of (Z]), then take v = ¢ and integrate
with respect to time, which leads to the identity

1 t
IO+ [epas+ | (FLy (o) = Fioy(en) 9
2 1 1
=/, (w - 9—6p><ﬁ+ 2 Qtatwp1<p+ ” Qtathpw
- [ (Fllon) - Fiole)e. (2.9
for all t € [0,7]. Due to the monotonicity of Fj_ , we immediately conclude that the
third term on the left-hand side is nonnegative. The integrals on the right-hand side have

to be estimated individually, where in the following C' > 0 denotes generic constants that
may depend on the data of the system but not on v; and ,.

At first, using the Lipschitz continuity of F} along with the fact that by Theorem 2]
Oyw; € L°°(0,T; H)YN L*(0,T;V), ¢; € HY(0,T; H)N L>*(0,T;V), i = 1,2, we infer that

/t(w—%p><p§0 Qtls@lz,

and, with the help of Holder’s inequality and the continuous embedding V' C L*(Q),

1

t
7 | dwee < 0 [owl(leil+ 1) lellds
c JQt 0

t 1 t
< C(lerllzmorm) +1) [ 0wl lelvds <  [lelt ds + D [ ol
0 0 Qt

where D; is a computable and by now fixed constant. Moreover, we have that

1 t
7 | dwepe < C [ 0wl el elhds
c t 0
! 1 ! 2 ! 2 2
< C [ Nouwally el el ds < 7 [ el ds + € [ owsalp ol as,

where, owing to Theorem 2], the function ¢ — [|Q;wo(t)]|? belongs to L'(0,T).

Finally, we recall that F} ., = 7 Fi o, ¢ = 1,2, and it follows from the convexity of
Fi10g on [—1, 1] and the fact that ¢, , ¢,, attain their values in [—1, 1] almost everywhere
in @ that, a.e. in @,

- (Fll,’yl (30“12) - Fll,’yz (SO“Q)) Y = (72 - 71) Fll,log((p’m) ¥
< (72 = 1) (Friog(071) — Friog(01,)) < (2 —71)2 In2.
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Therefore, collecting the above estimates, it follows from (2.9) that
1 I
SO+ 5 [Tt as
2 2 J,
t
<Cln=) +C [ (1+10usl}p) lelPds+ Dy [ JowP.  (210)
0 Qt

Next, we integrate (2.7) with respect to time using (2.8]), then take v = J,w, and
integrate once more over (0,t) for an arbitrary t € [0,7]. Adding to both sides the terms
§ lw®)|? = o [, wOiw (recall that now w(0) = 0 from (2F)), we obtain that

/‘@wf+fww@W%==— (1* Vw) - V(w)
Qt 2 Q¢

—/ (Fg(%l)—F2(<pw>>atw+/ (1*u)8tw+oz/ w . (2.11)

t t t
We estimate each term on the right-hand side individually. At first, using the identity

/ (1% Vw)-V(Qw) = /Q(l x Vw(t)) - Vw(t) — Vwl?,

Q1

2
the fact that ||1xVw(t)||? < (f(f | Vw|| ds) <T [, [Vw|? as well as Young's inequality,
we infer that

8 [ (15 V) V(o) < %ku)uuc/ V.
Q+ Qt

Then, we recall that the mean value theorem and the Lipschitz continuity of F yield the
existence of some C' > 0 such that

|Fy(r) — Fy(s)| < C(r| +|s|+ D)]r—s| forall r, s eR. (2.12)

Hence, by virtue of the continuous and compact embedding V' C LP(2), 1 < p < 6, we
deduce from Ehrling’s lemma (see, e.g., [21, Lemme 5.1, p. 58]), along with the Holder
and Young inequalities, and invoking (Z3]), that the second term on the right-hand side
can be estimated as follows:

t
- [ (R = Faon)ow < € [ flonl + leal+ 1], o = el 10001 s

t

1 t
< Z/Q |8tw‘2_'_C(H‘:OMH%M(O,T;V) + H‘P’YQH%M(O,T;V) +1)/0 13 ds
t

1 t
<7 [tk el ds+Cs [ ol
Q¢ 0 Qt

for any positive coefficient § (yet to be chosen). Finally, Young’s inequality easily yields
that

1
/ (1*u)8tw+oz/ wow <~ [ |owP+C [ [1*xu+C [ |w
¢ ¢ 4 Qt Q¢ Q¢
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Thus, in view of (ZI1]), upon collecting the above estimates, we realize that

1 o
3 ), Jowl+ w1

t t
< 5/ HgoH%,d8+C5/ \4,0\2—1—0/ \1*u\2+0/ ||w]|%,ds. (2.13)
0 Qt Q+ 0

At this point, we multiply (213 by 4D; and add it to (2.I0); then, fixing § > 0 such that
4 Dy < 1/2, and applying the Gronwall lemma, we obtain the estimate
[l orimnczorvy + Wl ozsmnz=o1v)
< C((yvo =) + 1L ull 2omm)) »
which finishes the proof of the assertion. O

We now derive better regularity and boundedness results for the weak solutions to the
state system that correspond to the logarithmic potentials Fy = Fj -, v € (0, 1].

Theorem 2.4. Assume that|(A1)H(A3)|are fulfilled. Moreover, assume that the following
condition is satisfied:

o €W, 1€ VNLXQ), woeV LX) (2.14)

Then the state system (L2)-(L3]) with Fy = Fi ., has for every v € (0, 1] and every u € U
a unique strong solution (¢, w.) with the reqularity

0, € WH(0,T; H)yN HY(0,T; V)N L®(0,T; W), (2.15)
w, € H*(0,T; H)yn W0, T; V)N H'(0,T; W), (2.16)
dw,, € L=(Q), (2.17)

such that the equations (L2)—([L3) are fulfilled almost everywhere in Q, on 3, or in Q, re-
spectively. In addition, the phase variable ., enjoys the so-called separation property, i.e.,
there exist two values r_(y) € (=1,7.], 7. () € [r*, 1), which depend only on Q, T, c, 3,0,
and the data of the system, such that

—1<r_(v)<ey,<ry(y) <1l ae inQ. (2.18)
Moreover, there exists a constant K3 > 0 such that, for all v € (0, 1],

[0y lwr.e 0,70 E (013v )L 0,152 @)) + 1T A (909) ] oo (0,1

+ |lwy || 52 (0,1 1yWw o0 0,75 )0 E (0,15 12 () F | Okws || Lo (@) < K3 (2.19)

Proof. We want to apply [13 Thm. 2.3]. To this end, we observe the following facts:
first, it obviously holds that Agg — Fy_ (¢o) — G%FQ’(QOO) + eigvon’(goo) € H. Moreover, the
restriction of F} ,, to the interval (—1,1) belongs to C%(—1, 1) and satisfies the conditions
lim,\, 1 F]_(r) = —oo and lim, ~ F{_(r) = +o0o. Therefore, all of the prerequisites
for arguing along the lines of the proof of [I3] Thm. 2.3] are fulfilled, from which we
conclude the validity of the assertion. We only remark that the global estimate ([2Z.19)) is
a consequence of the special form of F} ., = 7F ., and of the fact that we only admit
parameters v in the bounded interval (0, 1]. O

Remark 2.5. It cannot be excluded that for v ~\, 0 we have r_(y) — —1 and/or
74(7) = +1. Therefore, a global (for v € (0, 1]) bound for the L>(Q)-norm of Fy_(¢)
cannot be guaranteed.
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3 Deep quench approximation of the state system

In this section, we discuss the deep quench approximation of the state system (L2)—(LH),
where we generally assume that the conditions [(A1)H(A3)|and (2I4]) are fulfilled. As in
the previous section, we consider the state system for the cases Fy = I|_y 1) and Iy = [,
(v € (0,1]), respectively. By Theorem 2.4l we have for every v € U and F; = Fy,,
v € (0,1], a unique strong solution (¢, w,,&,) = 8,(u) with the regularity specified
by @I5)-@2I7) and with &, := F{_(¢,) € L>(0,T; H), while Theorem 1] implies the
existence of a unique weak solution (°, w?, £°) = 8y(u) to the weak form (ZI)—(22) of the
state system for [} = I|_; 1) that enjoys the regularity specified in Theorem .1l Clearly,
we must have

—1<p,<1lae in @, forallye (0,1], and —1<¢" <1 ae. in Q. (3.1)

We are now going to investigate the behavior of the family {(y,,w,)} >0 of deep
quench approximations as v N\, 0. We expect that the solution operator 8, yields an
approximation of 8y as 7 ~\, 0. This is made rigorous through the following result.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that the assumptions ((A1)H(A3)| and (214) are fulfilled, and
let sequences {v,} C (0,1] and {u,,} C Usq be given such that v, ~\, 0 and u,, — u

weakly-star in U as n — oo for some u € Uyq. Moreover, let (¢, , w,,,&y,) = 8, (un),
neN, and (%, w® £%) = 8o(u). Then, as n — oo, we have that

O — @0 weakly-star in WH=(0,T; H) N HY(0,T; V)N L=(0,T; W)

and strongly in C°(Q), (3.2)

&y = F1 (py,) = & weakly-star in L>(0,T; H), (3.3)
w,, — w  weakly-star in H*(0,T; H)NW">(0,T;V)N H'(0,T; W)

and strongly in C°(Q), (3.4)

onw., — O’ weakly-star in L=(Q). (3.5)

Proof. By virtue of the global estimate ([ZI9), it follows the existence of a subsequence,
which we label again by n € N, and of limits (¢, w, £) such that the convergence statements
B2)—B3) hold true with (©° w?, £°) replaced by (¢, w, £). In this connection, the strong
convergence results in (3.2)) and ([B.4]) follow from standard compactness results (cf., e.g.,
[25 Sect. 8, Cor. 4]). Observe that the strong convergence in (3.2]) along with the Lipschitz
continuity of Fj implies that Fj(¢.,) — Fi(¢) strongly in C%(Q).

We then need to show that (¢, w,&) = (¢, w’ £°%). To this end, consider the time-
integrated version of the system ([ZI))-(22) with test functions v € L?(0,T;V) for F} =
Fi ., and control u = u.,, for n € N. Passage to the limit as n — oo then shows that
(p,w, &) satisfies the initial conditions and is a solution to the time-integrated version of
EI)-22) for the control u, which is equivalent to (2I)—(22). In order to conclude the
proof, it remains to show that £ € 0/j_11)(¢) almost everywhere in Q. Indeed, if this
is the case, then (p,w,§) is the (uniquely determined) solution to the weak form of the
state system for Fy = I|_y; and control u and thus coincides with (¢° w? £%). Once
this is shown, the unicity of the limit point also entails that the convergence properties
B2)—-B.3) are actually valid for the whole sequence {v,} and not just for a subsequence.
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Now define on L?(Q) the convex functional
P(v) = /QI[_LH(U), if Ii_11(v) € LYQ), and ®(v) = +oo, otherwise.
It then suffices to show that £ belongs to the subdifferential of ® at ¢, i.e., that
20~ 0(e) = [ (0-g) Yoe Q) (36)

At this point, we recall that ¢, (z,t) € [-1,1] in Q. Hence, by B2, also ¢(x,t) € [-1,1]
in @, and thus ®(p) = 0. Now observe that in case that I|_y1(v) € L*(Q) the inequality
([B6) holds true since its left-hand side is infinite. If, however, Ij_; yj(v) € L'(Q), then
obviously v(z,t) € [—1,1] almost everywhere in @, and by virtue of (IL.I3) and (L.I4) it
follows from Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem that

lim [ Fi,,(v) =®(v) =0.

n—o0
Q

Now, by the convexity of F} . , and since F} ., (¢,) is nonnegative, we have for all v €
L*(Q) that

Using (B.2) and (B.3), we thus obtain the following chain of (in)equalities:

Lew=er = tm [ Ao e pn) < msw [ (R, - Foe)

n—o0 Q n—oo

< lim [ Fi,,(v) = &) = &(v) — O(p),

n—o0
Q

which shows the validity of (3.0). This concludes the proof of the assertion. O
Remark 3.2. Note that the stronger conditions on the data required by [2I4) yield

additional regularity for the solution also in the case I} = I|_; ;) with respect to the one
obtained from Theorem 2.Jl Indeed, we have

O e W0, T; HYn H'(0,T; V)N L>®(0,T;W), ¢°¢c L>(0,T;H),

w’ € H*(0,T; H)yNnWh=(0,T; V)N HY (0, T; W), 0w’ € L™(Q).

The following result provides a qualitative comparison between the solutions associated
with F1 = ][_171} and F1 = Fl,'y for A (0, 1]

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that [(A1)H(A3)| hold, and let (©°, w°, £%) = 8o(u) and, for any
v € (0,1], (py, wy, FY_(4)) = 8, (u). Then it holds the estimate

||§0’y - <P0HL°°(0,T;H)0L2(0,T;V) + ||w’y - w0||H1(0,T;H)mL°o(0,T;V) < K, 71/2 )

with the positive constant Ky introduced in Theorem [2.3.

Proof. The result follows immediately from Theorem Z.3and the semicontinuity properties
of norms if we set u,, = u,, = v and 7, = 7 in the estimate (2.4)) and take the limit as

7 N\ 0. O
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4 Existence and approximation of optimal controls

Beginning with this section, we investigate the optimal control problem (CPg) of mini-
mizing the cost functional (LI]) over the admissible set U,q subject to the state system

(C2)-([@5) in the form 2.I10),22),(L5) for F; = Ij_1 under the following additional

assumptions on the data of the cost functional:

(A4) The constants ky, ..., ks, ¢ are nonnegative and not all equal to zero.
(A5) g, wq,w, € L*(Q) and ©Q, W, Wy € L*(Q).

(A6) wu,,u* € L>®(Q) and satisfy u, <u* a.e. in Q.

In comparison with (CPyg), we consider for v > 0 the following control problem:

(CP,) Minimize J((p,w),u) for u € Uyg, where ¢, w denote the components
of the solution 8., (u) to the state system.

We expect that the minimizers of (CP,) are for v\, 0 related to minimizers of (CPy).
Prior to giving an affirmative answer to this conjecture, we first recall that (CP,) has,
by virtue of [I3, Thm. 3.1}, for every v > 0 a solution; a corresponding result for (CPy) is
not yet known and will be shown below. We begin our analysis with the following result.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose that [(A1)H(A6)| and 2.I4) are satisfied, and let sequences
{7} C (0,1] and {u,} C Uaa be given such that, as n — oo, v, \ 0 and u, — u

weakly-star in W for some u € Unq. Then it can be shown that

3(So(u),u) < limint 3(S,, (1), ua) (@)
J(So(v),v) = nh_)rgo (8, (v),v) Vv & Up. (4.2)

Proof. Theorem B.1lyields that (¢, ,w,,, F| . (¢4,)) = 8, (u,) fulfills the convergence re-
lations ([B.2)—(B.4). The validity of (.I]) is then a direct consequence of the semicontinuity

properties of the cost functional J.

Now suppose that v € U,q is arbitrarily chosen, and put (¢, w,,, ], (¥5,)) =
8., (v) for all n € N, as well as (¢, w? &%) = 8y(v). Applying Theorem B3I with the
constant sequence u, = v, n € N, we see that ([B.2)-([35]) are valid once more. Since

the first six summands of the cost functional are continuous with respect to the strong
topology of C°([0,T7]; H), we conclude the validity of (Z2]). O

We are now in a position to prove the existence of minimizers for the control problem
(CPyp). We have the following result.

Corollary 4.2. Suppose that |(AL)H(A6)| and [214) are fulfilled. Then the optimal

control problem (CPy) has at least one solution.

Proof. Pick an arbitrary sequence {7,} C (0, 1] such that v, N\, 0 as n — oco. Then the
optimal control problem (CP,,) has for every n € N a solution ((¢,,,w-, ), u, ), Where
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(s Wa, F o (04,)) = 84, (uy,) for n € N. Since U,q is bounded in U, we may without
loss of generality assume that w,, — u weakly-star in U for some u € U,q, the latter being
a consequence of the convexity and the strong closedness of U.,q. We then obtain from
Theorem B3] that (3:2)-(3) hold true with (©°, w?, £%) = 8¢(u). Invoking the optimality
of ((¢y,,wy,), uy,) for (€P,,), we then find from Proposition [l for every v € U,q the
chain of (in)equalities

J(8o(u),u) < liminf J(8,, (u,, ), u,,) < liminf J(8,, (v),v) = J(8o(v),v),

n—oo n—o0

which yields that (8g(u),u) is an optimal pair for (CPg). The assertion is thus proved.
U

Theorem B.1] and the proof of Corollary indicate that optimal controls of (CP)
are “close” to optimal controls of (CPq) as v approaches zero. However, they do not
yield any information on whether every optimal control of (CPg) can be approximated
in this way. In fact, such a global result cannot be expected to hold true. Nevertheless,
a local answer can be given by employing a well-known trick. To this end, let w € U,q
be an optimal control for (CPg) with the associated state 8y(@). We associate with this
optimal control the adapted cost functional

1 _
(¢, w), w) = 3((p,w),u) + 5 lu =Tl L2q) (4.3)
and a corresponding adapted optimal control problem for v > 0, namely:
(6?7) Minimize J((¢,w),u) for u € Uy subject to (o, w) = 8y (u).

With essentially the same proof as that of [13, Thm. 3.1] (which needs no repetition

here), we can show that the adapted optimal control problem (é\f’v) has for every v > 0
at least one solution. The following result gives a partial answer to the question raised
above concerning the approximation of optimal controls for (CPg) by the approximating

problem (6?’7)

Theorem 4.3. Let the assumptions of Proposition[{.]] be fulfilled, suppose that @ € Uyq
is an arbitrary optimal control of (CPg) with associated state (@, w,&) = 8o(u), and let
{V}ren C (0,1] be any sequence such that v, \, 0 as k — oo. Then, for any k € N
there exists an optimal control u., € U,q of the adapted problem ((fj\ﬁwk) with associated
state (-, , Wy, , &y ) = 84, (u,), such that, as k — oo,

u,, — 7 strongly in L*(Q), (4.4)

and such that (3.2)-BH) hold true with (p°, w°, £°) replaced by (B, W, ). Moreover, we
have

lim 3(S,, (us,), us,) = 3(So(m). ). (4.5)

n—oo

Proof. For any k € N, we pick an optimal control u,, € U,q for the adapted problem
(CP_, ) and denote by (., , w,, &, ) = 84, (uy, ) the associated strong solution to the state
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system (L2)—(T3). By the boundedness of U,q in U, there is some subsequence {~,} of
{7} such that
U, — u weakly-star in U as n — oo, (4.6)

for some u € U,g. Thanks to Theorem B.I] the convergence properties (B.2)—(3.5]) hold
true correspondingly for the triple (¢°, w?, £°) = 8y(u). In addition, the pair (So(u),u) is
admissible for (CPy).

We now aim at showing that u = u. Once this is shown, it follows from the unique
solvability of the state system that also (¢°, w?, £%) = (@, w, ). Now observe that, owing

to the weak sequential lower semicontinuity properties of J, and in view of the optimality
property of (8¢(u), @) for problem (CPy),

e 1 _
liminf (S5, (uy,), uy,) > 3(So(u),u) + 5 llu—=llz g

n—oo
S | _
> 3(80(@), W) + 3 llu =l (4.7)

On the other hand, the optimality property of (8., (u.,),u,,) for problem (6? ) Yields
that for any n € N we have

g(S'Yn(UWn)’an) < g(&m(ﬂ),ﬂ) = 3(8,,(u),u), (4.8)

whence, taking the limit superior as n — oo on both sides and invoking (£2]) in Proposi-

tion 1]
hm Sup 5(8'Yn (u'Yn)’ u’Y'n) S hm Sup 5(S'Yn (ﬂ)7 ﬂ)

n—oo n—o0

= limsup J(8,, (w),n) = J(80(w),u) . (4.9)

n—oo

Combining ([7) with (ZJ), we have thus shown that 1 |lu — ﬂ||%2(Q) =0, so that u=1
and thus also (,w, €) = (¢°, w?, ). Moreover, ([{7) and (E3) also imply that

3(So(@). ) = (So(®), W) = liminf §(8.,,(u,, ). u,)

= limsup 5(8% (uvn)a u’Yn) = nh_)nolo 5(8% (uvn)v uvn) )

which proves ([{3]). Moreover, the convergence properties ([3.2)-(B.5) are satisfied. On the
other hand, we have that

d(So(u), ) < ligglf (85, (u% ), Uy,) < limsup J(8,, (u% )5 Ury,)

n—o0

< limsup 5(8% (Uy,)s Uy, ) = 3(80(7), ),

n—oo

so that also J(8., (u, ), u,, ) converges to J(8o(w), w) as n — oo, and the relation in (3]
enables us to infer the strong convergence in ([@4) for the subsequence {u., }.

We now claim that (£4]) holds true even for the entire sequence, due to the complete
identification of the limit v as w. Assume that ([@4]) does not hold true. Then there exist
some € > 0 and a subsequence {v;} of {7} such that

||u7j _EHL2(Q) > ¢ VJ e N.
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However, by the boundedness of U,q, there is some subsequence {v;, } of {7;} such that,
with some u € U,gq,

Uy

i —>u  weakly-star in U as n — oco.

Arguing as above, it then turns out that @ = @ and that (4.4]) holds for the subsequence
{u,, } as well, which contradicts the obvious fact that {u,,} cannot have a subsequence
which converges strongly to @ in L?(Q). O

5 First-order necessary optimality conditions

We now derive first-order necessary optimality conditions for the control problem (CPy),
using the corresponding conditions for (CP. ) as approximations. To this end, we generally

assume that the conditions [(A1)H(A6)| and ([2I4) are fulfilled. Moreover, we need an

additional assumption:
(A7) At least one of the conditions k¢ = 0 or wg, € V' is satisfied.

Now let @ € U,q be any fixed optimal control for (CPg) with associated state (3,7, £)
= §(u), and assume that v € (0,1] is fixed. Moreover, suppose that @, € U,q is an

optimal control for (6?7) with corresponding state (@.,,,) = 8,(u,). The corresponding
adjoint problem is given, in its strong form for simplicity, by

= 0py = F3(@,) Oy — Apy + I, (B,) py + 515 (B,) py — 00, F5 (%) s

= ki (®, — vq) in @, (5.1)
— 0igy — alg, + BA(1® ¢,) — %Fé(¢’y>p“/
= ks(1® (W, — wq)) + ks (0w, — wey) + k(W (T) — wq) in @, (5.2)
OnDy = Ongy =0 on 3, (5.3)
Py(T) = ka(2,(T) — pa) — ke 15(2,(T)) (00, (T) — wgy),
05 (T) = ko(0, (T) — ) in Q, (5.4)

where the product ® is defined in (LIT7). Let us, for convenience, denote by f,. the source
term in (B.2), that is,

fo, = ks(1® (W) — wq)) + ks (9w, — wgy) + ka(W,(T) — wq). (5.5)

According to [I3l Thm. 3.6], the adjoint system has under the assumptions [(A1)H(AT)

a unique weak solution

p, € H'(0,T;V*)NL>(0,T; H)N L*(0,T; V), (5.6)
¢, € H'(0,T; H) N L>(0,T; V)N L*0,T; W), (5.7)
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that satisfies the weak variational form
— By vy — / FU(®,) By v + / Vp, - Vo + / (@) po v
Q
2
o [F@ =g [om B re =k [ @ o 59

1 L
/(%qwhta/% Vv—ﬁ/V 1®q)- —ﬁsz(son,)pwszqvv (5.9)
c JQ Q

for every v € V', almost everywhere in (0,7), and the final conditions

p(T) = ks(@,(T) = pa) — keF3(@, (T))(00,(T) —wg)  in €, (5.10)
0,(T) = k(9w (T) — wp) in Q. (5.11)

The variational inequality representing the first-order necessary optimality condition
for (CP,) then takes the form

/(qv + 0T, + (T, —0)(v—7,) 20 Vo€ Ua. (5.12)
Q

In the following, we now derive some a priori bounds for the adjoint state variables,
where we denote by C}, ¢ € N, constants that depend only on the data of the problem
and not on v € (0,1]. At first, we conclude from the general assumptions [(A1)H(AT)]
and (2.I4) and from the global bound (2.I9]) that the following holds true:

5@ eo@) + 15 (@) lo)y + 171(@, — o)l + a2
+ oy (D + llgy(Dllvy < C1 vy €(0,1]. (5.13)

First estimate: We take v = p, in (5.8), v = —020,¢, in (5.9), add the resulting equalities

and note that two terms cancel out. Then, we integrate over (¢,7") and by parts. Putting
QT := Q x (t,T), we obtain the identity

1 _
s+ [ VP [ L@l e [ joal+
Qf Qf Qf
1 ab?
= (D) +

a92

Ol

_ 2 1 —
L 9—/QT F(7,)8:

t

1 o
v [ om0 [ V0 e)Vow) -6 [ goe 61

Notice that the third term on the left-hand side is nonnegative since FY, > 0. As for the
sixth term on the right-hand side, we note that (1®g¢,)(7) = 0in Q, thus the Young and
Holder inequalities allow us to deduce that

_593 o V(l® q“/) : V(ﬁtqv)

=562 [ V0@ a)0)- Vayft)-502 [ [V

OF+Ca [ Vel

t



18 COLLI-GILARDI-SIGNORI-SPREKELS

For third and last terms on the right-hand side, we infer from (5.I3]) and Young’s inequality
that

92
b @ a0t | gnow <% [ ol | gy,
Qf T

Qt t

Moreover, (5.13]) implies that the terms involving the terminal conditions are bounded by
a constant Cy > 0. Finally, we invoke (5.I3]) and the fact that 0,w,, is uniformly bounded
in L*°(Q) to deduce the estimate

2 _ 2 1 — — 2 2
o ey [ am s [ nr

t

Collecting the above computations, and applying Gronwall’s lemma, we infer that
|2~ oo (0,731 22 0,730 + @ || 1 0,71y Le 0,0vy) < Cs - Yy € (0,1]. (5.15)

Second estimate: Next, we proceed with comparison in equation (5.2)) to deduce that
12 (agy = B0 ® 4)[| 20 < Cr Vv € (0,1]:

Then, setting g, = ag, — (1®¢,), the elliptic regularity theory entails that ||g, || L2, 7wy <

Cs. Hence, solving the equation ag, — f(1®¢,) = g, with respect to 1®gq,, we eventually
obtain that

11 ® gyl 2200wy + gyl 20wy < Coy Vv € (0,1]. (5.16)

Third estimate: For the next estimate, we introduce the space
Q={ve HY0,T;V*)NL*0,T;V): v(0) =0}, (5.17)

which is a closed subspace of H(0,7;V*) N L?(0,T;V) and thus a Hilbert space. As
is well known, Q is continuously embedded in C°([0,T]; H), and we have the dense and
continuous embeddings Q C L(0,T; H) C Q*, where it is understood that

(v,w)g = /OT(v(t),w(t))dt for all w € Q and v € L?(0,T; H). (5.18)

Next, we recall the well-known integration-by-parts formula for functions in H(0,7;V*)
N L%(0,T; V), which yields that for all v € Q it holds the estimate

| [[owwal < | [ 0o0.0,0 dt) #| [ 1) = [ 5,000)

< oy ll20,mv) 10| 20,157+ + [l (D) Jo(T)
< Cullvllaromvey + Culvllcoqommy < Cra ||UHQa (5.19)

where we used (B.13) and (B.15). This actually means that

||8tpy Q* S 013 \V/'y € (0, ]_] (520)
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At this point, we can conclude from the estimates (0.13), (5.15), (5.10]), and (5.20), using
a comparison argument in (B.8)), that the linear and continuous mapping

A Q= R, (A, v)g:= / (@) pyv, (5.21)
Q

satisfies
1A,

o- < Oy Vye(0,1]. (5.22)

Consider now any sequence v, ~\, 0. According to Theorem B and Theorem (3]
we may without loss of generality assume that the sequence {%.,,} converges strongly in
L*(Q) to uw and that the convergence properties ([3.2)-(3.5) are satisfied with (¢.,,, w.,)
and (%, w ") replaced by (@, .w,,) and (@, w,§), respectively. By virtue of the

estimates (5.15)), (514), (5.20), and (522), we may also assume without loss of generality
that, as n — oo

Py, — p  weakly-star in L>°(0,T; H) N L*(0,T;V), (5.23)

¢, = q weakly-star in H'(0,7; H) N L>®(0,T; V)N L*(0,T; W), (5.24)

1®q,, —1®q weakly in L*(0,T; W), (5.25)
Op~, — Opp  weakly in Q, (5.26)
A, — A weakly in Q, (5.27)

for suitable limit points p, ¢, and A.

Then we perform a passage to the limit as n — oo in the adjoint system (B5.8)—(E.11),
written for v = v, and (p, q) = (py,,¢,), for n € N. At first, we recall that by ([B.2) we
have that 7, — @ strongly in C%(Q), and [(A2)] implies that, as n — oo

Fé(@«/n) — F3(p) and Fé’(@ml) — FY(p), both strongly in CO(@). (5.28)
From the convergence results stated above it is then readily seen that, as n — oo,

Fy(®,,) 0iq,, — F3(®) 8ig  weakly in L*(Q), (5.29)

F)(@,,) Py, — F(@)p  weakly in L*(Q), (5.30)

Fy(®,,) Py, — F3(@)p  weakly in L*(Q). (5.31)

Next, observe that by virtue of (8.4) and (8.5) we have that 0,w., — 0w weakly-star
in HY(0,T; H)N L>(0,T;V) N L*(0,T; W)NL>*(Q) and thus, by continuous embedding,
also

oW, — Ow  weakly in C°([0,T]; V). (5.32)
In addition, [25] Sect. 8, Cor. 4] implies that we also may assume that
oW, — 0w strongly in C°([0,T]; L7(2)) for 1 <o < 6. (5.33)

It then easily follows from (5.3), (5.10), and (B.I1)), that
fonn = fo = ks(1® (W — wq)) + ks(90 — wpy) + ka(W(T) —wa)  weakly in L*(Q),
(5.34)

P (T) = p(T) = k2(B(T) = pa) — ke F5(B(T))(00(T) — wg)  weakly in L*(€), o)
2.3

¢y (T) = q(T) = ke(0yw(T) — wg,) weakly in V. (5.36)



20 COLLI-GILARDI-SIGNORI-SPREKELS

Finally, we claim that also
O, Fy(@,,) Py, — 00 Fy (P)p  weakly in L*(Q). (5.37)
Indeed, we have for every v € L*(Q) the identity
[ ., Fi(7,)p,, ~ 0w F(@)) o
Q
= | (0m,. ~0m) K@ pr, v + [ 0, () - @) v
Q

+ [ 070 FY (D) (py, —p)v =2 Tin + Lo + I,

with obvious notation. Since 9w Fy (@)v € L*(Q), we have that I3, — 0 as n — oo.
Moreover, the sequence {d;w,, p,, v} is bounded in L'(Q) so that (5.28) implies that
I, — 0 as n — oco. Finally, using (5.13), (5.13), (5.33) with o = 4, Holder’s inequality,
and the continuous embedding V' C L*(2), we see that

|[1n‘

IA

T
015/0 [P, ()4 (|06, (¢) — O (E) |4 [[v(2) || dt
< Ci6 |05, — 00| coqo,ry24@) 1Py l220.1v) 10l 220,05y — 0 as n— oo,

which proves the validity of the claim (5.37).
Besides, for every v € Q,

T

(Op,v)o = lim (Op,,,v)0 = li_)rn (O~ (t),v(t))v dt
n—oo n o 0

~ lim ( /Q Do, (T)0(T) — /0 T(atv(t), p%(t)>vdt)

n—o0

_ /Q p(T)o(T) — /Q pow. (5.38)

At this point, we may pass to the limit as n — oo in the adjoint system (&.8))—(E1T)
to arrive at the following limit system:

(A, v)g = /p@tv +/p(T)v(T) —I—/@Fé(@)ﬁtqv—/Vp-Vv
—/F” Y pv + — /ath( )pv—l—/k‘l(ga po) forall veQ, (5.39)

—/&q(t)v + a/Vq(t)-Vv _ /V(l@q(t))~Vv
9%/ Ju = / fa(t) for all v € V and a.e. t € (0,7, (5.40)

p(T) = kao(B(T) — pa) — ke F5(7(T)) (00 (T) — wg)  in €, (5.41)
¢(T) = ke(,@(T) — wh) in 9, (5.42)
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where f, is defined in (5.34).

Finally, we consider the variational inequality (B.12) for v = v,, n € N. Passage to
the limit as n — 00, using the above convergence results, yields that

/(q+€ﬂ)(v—ﬂ) >0 Ve Ug. (5.43)
Q

Summarizing the above considerations, we have proved the following first-order nec-
essary optimality conditions for the optimal control problem (CPy).

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that the conditions ((A1)H(AT)| and ZI4) are fulfilled, and

let w € Uag be a minimizer of the optimal control problem (CPo) with associate state
(@, w, &) = 8g(u). Then there exist p,q, and A such that the following holds true:

() peL®(0,T; H)NLX0,T;V), g € H'(0,T; H)NL=(0,T; V)N L*(0,T; W), A € Q*.
(ii)  The adjoint system ([B39)—-(E42) and the variational inequality (543) are satisfied.

Remark 5.2. (i) Observe that the adjoint state (p,q) and the Lagrange multiplier A are
not unique. However, all possible choices satisfy ([5.43)), i.e., u is for £ > 0 the L?(Q)-
orthogonal projection of —¢~'q onto the closed and convex set {u € L>®(Q) : uy < u <
u* a.e. in Q}, and

u(z,t) = max {u, (2, t), min{u*(z,t), —("q(z,t)}} for a.a.(z,t) € Q.

(ii) We have, for every n € N, the complementarity slackness condition (cf. (5.21))

2y
2 n 2

Tn

A, (p,) = /Q F. (@) I

Unfortunately, our convergence properties for {7, } and {p,,} do not permit a passage
to the limit in this inequality to derive a corresponding result for (CPy).
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