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Abstract. The paper addresses the study of a class of evolutionary quasi-variational inequalities of the parabolic type
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1. Introduction. This paper concerns the optimal selection of a supporting surface for the minimal
accumulation of some granular cohensionless material that is being poured into a known region. The
corresponding mathematical model can be formulated as an optimal control problem for an evolutionary
quasi-variational inequality (QVI), or a quasi-variational sweeping process, with a gradient type constraint
discussed in what follows. The problem is not standard in nature as the control variable acts on the
nonconvex constraint set, and thus face significant complexity in establishing well-posedness and deriving
necessary optimality conditions; see below for more details.

In mathematical terms, the initial supporting surface y0 is defined as a function on a certain domain
Ω which is vanishing at the boundary ∂Ω. Suppose that the density rate of the cohensionless granular
material that is poured over yref

0 is known and is denoted by f . The resulting final shape of the growth
surface is denoted by y. Furthermore, a subdomain Ω0 ⊂ Ω is provided, where we are supposed to avoid
the accumulation of material on a certain time interval [0, T ]. Assume also that certain perturbations of
yref

0 are allowed while leading us to a shape y∗0 , where we aim to maintain the constraints 0 ≤ y∗ − y∗0 �
y − yref0 over Ω0 in a prescribed sense. Here y∗ is the state corresponding to the initial surface y∗0 . A
schematic of this behavior in typical cases has been depicted in Figure 1.

Having in mind that the problem possesses insurmountable difficulties in the original setting (in
particular, it can be viewed as the control of the fixed point of a discontinuous mapping), we initially
tackle a semi-discrete (in space) version of the problem with a regularized upper bound of the gradient
constraint. In this setting, we are able to prove existence of feasible solutions to the resulting QVI
by developing monotone regularization techniques, and then the existence of minimizers to the overall
optimization problem by properly identifying conditions for the Mosco set convergence associated to the
gradient constraint. Furthermore, we develop several regularization and approximation procedures, which
allow us to model an appropriate version of the basic problem as optimal control of the quasi-variational
sweeping process, which has been never considered in the literature. Nevertheless, applying advanced
tools of variational analysis and second-order generalized differentiation enables us to derive efficient
necessary optimality conditions for fully discretized quasi-variational sweeping process expressed entirely
via given data of the original problem.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formulate the original QVI control
problem in appropriate functional spaces and discuss its regularization. The semi-discrete (in space)
QVI is analyzed in Section 3, where the existence and time-regularity are justified. In the same section,
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Fig. 1.1. (LEFT) Depiction of the initial supporting structure yref0 , the density rate of poured material f and the
location of the subdomain Ω0, where the material should not accumulate. (CENTER) Final resulting shape at time t = T
for the material with a very flat angle of repose. (RIGHT) Optimal supporting structure y∗0 , which coincides with the final
growth shape y∗ at time t = T given that no material is accumulating anywhere.

the perturbation of solutions with respect to supporting structures is studied. The latter allows us to
obtain an existence result for the semi-discrete optimization problem. A formal derivation of stationarity
conditions for a regularized problem is provided in Section 4. In Section 5, we consider a fully discrete
problem and establish existence of solutions to the corresponding optimization problem. Section 6 reviews
tools of first-order and second-order variational analysis and generalized differentiation, which allow us
to derive necessary optimality conditions for the discretized sweeping control problem with smoothed
gradient constraints. The concluding Section 8 summarizes the major results obtained in this paper with
a discussion on subsequent numerical implementations and a future outlook.

2. Problem Formulation and Smoothing. Let y0 : Ω → R with Ω ⊂ Rd be a supporting
structure such that y0|∂Ω = 0, and let y : (0, T ) × Ω → R as t ∈ (0, T ) be the height of the pile of a
granular cohensionless material that begins pouring into the domain. Suppose that y(t)|∂Ω = 0, which
implies that the material is allowed to abandon the domain freely. The material is characterized by its
angle of repose θ > 0 that corresponds to the steepest stable angle at which a slope may arise from a
point source of the material. The (density) rate of the granular material being deposited at each point
of the domain Ω is given by f : (0, T ) × Ω → R. The mathematical description of such problems was
pioneered by Prigozhin and his collaborators [2, 3, 4, 23, 24, 25, 26] in the case of homogeneous materials
(see also [13, 14, 15]). In this setting, we arrive at the following QVI problem with respect to the variable
y, with p ∈ [2,∞] and (·, ·) denoting the L2(Ω) scalar product,

Problem (QVI(y0)). Find y ∈ L2(0, T ;H1
0 (Ω)) with ∂ty ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Ω)) and

y ∈ Kp(y, y0) :=
{
z ∈ H1

0 (Ω)
∣∣ with |∇z|p ≤Mp(y, y0)

}
(2.1)

a.e. in (0, T ), and for which we have

(∂ty − f, v − y) ≥ 0 (2.2)

whenever v ∈ Kp(y, y0) a.e. in (0, T ). The operator Mp(w, y0) : Ω→ R in QVI(y0) is given by

Mp(w, y0) :=

{
α if w > y0,

max
(
α, |∇y0|p

)
if w = y0,

(2.3)

where α := tan(θ). In particular, this means that if the material has accumulated, then the gradient
constraint is the material dependent one, but if it has not, we may get higher gradients on the supporting
surface. This actually permits the material to slide off high slopes into other regions.

A few words are to be said about the problem (QVI(y0)). Namely, this is a highly nonsmooth and
nonconvex problem, where the intrinsic nonconvexity is induced by the constraint y ∈ Kp(y, y0). Even
for the case when Mp(y, y0) ≡ C, a constant, the problem is nonsmooth, and the fact that the gradient is
constrained pointwise increases the nonlinearity (with respect to the obstacle constraints) of the overall
problem. However, the major difficulty associated to the aforementioned problem is the fact that Mp is
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discontinuous, and thus the solution to QVI(y0) is a fixed point of a discontinuous mapping. Existence,
stability, and the overall analysis for this kind of problems are extremely challenging and are still open
in the most general setting.

The choice of p in QVI(y0) determines possible shapes of y and hence the possible structures of the
piles. In particular (and formally), if we consider a point source f in the case p = 2, the structure of y
(for a flat y0) corresponds to a growing cone. Other cases like p =∞ would imply that a point source of
sand would generate a pyramid structure, where sides are aligned with the horizontal and vertical axis
instead. In the latter case, note that v ∈ K∞(y, y0) implies that

−M∞(y, y0) ≤ ∂xiv ≤M∞(y, y0) a.e. in Ω and for i = 1, 2, . . . ,d.

A natural optimal control problem for QVI(y0) can be described in words as follows. We want
to modify y0 (slightly), with respect to some reference structure yref

0 , in order to maintain a certain
region of Ω0 ⊂ Ω relatively free of material. This leads us to the following optimization problem with a
quasi-variational inequality constraint.

Problem (P). Given σ > 0, f ∈ L2(Ω)+, and yref
0 ∈ L2(Ω), consider the optimization problem:

minimize

∫ T

0

∫
Ω0

(y − y0) dxdt+
σ

2

∫
Ω

(y0 − yref
0 )2dx over y0 ∈ H1

0 (Ω)

subject to (s.t.) y solves QVI(y0),

y0 ∈ A,

where the constraint set A is described by

A :=
{
z ∈ H1

0 (Ω)
∣∣ yref

0 + λ0 ≤ z ≤ yref
0 + λ1 a.e.} (2.4)

with λi ∈ H1
0 (Ω) for i = 0, 1 and λ0 ≤ λ1 a.e. in Ω.

Here σ > 0 is the given regularization parameter. Let us discuss some underlying features of the
optimization problem (P). This problem can be viewed as an optimal control problem for quasi-variational
inequalities with state functions y ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)) and control functions y0 ∈ H1
0 (Ω) over the parabolic

QVI (2.2) subject to the hard/pointwise control constraint (2.4) and the mixed state-control constraint
(2.1). This type of optimal control problems are among the most challenging in control theory. As
mentioned above, the state-control constraint (2.1) is really complicated from the viewpoint of quasi-
variational inequalities. This constraint also creates trouble to handle it from the viewpoint of optimal
control and to derive the necessary optimality conditions.

Observe also that we consider H1
0 (Ω) control perturbations in (2.4) with certain pointwise bounds. In

particular, this makes it possible for specific regions to get modified, while other regions of yref
0 may remain

the same. Note further that even the application of the direct method of calculus of variations falls short
to tackle the existence of optimal solutions to (P). In particular, without certain additional hypotheses,
a minimizing sequence {yn0 } of this problem does not allow us to pass from “yn solves QVI(yn0 )” to the
existence of a function y∗ solving QVI(y∗0), where y∗0 is some accumulation point of {yn0 }. We discuss
the main assumptions needed for the application of the direct method in the next section.

In order to overcome part of these challenges, we consider certain smoothing approximation proce-
dures to deal with the mapping Mp, which is discontinuous, a major obstacle from both theoretical and
numerical viewpoints. To this end, we observe that the mapping Mp can be redefined as

Mp(w, y0) :=


α if w > y0 + ε,

max
(
α, |∇y0|2

) (y0 + ε− w)

ε
+ α

(w − y0)

ε
if y0 + ε ≥ w > y0,

max
(
α, |∇y0|2

)
if w = y0.
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Smoother approximations M̃p of Mp may be obtained by using higher-order interpolants as well as regu-
larizations of the max function and the Rd norm. Due to this, we assume throughout the paper that

M̃p is k times continuously differentiable for some k ≥ 2.

The above redefinition of Mp and its approximations allow us to correct a major difficulty associated to
the model. Indeed, this induces that the solution y to problem (QVI(y0)) can be equivalently formulated
as a fixed point of a now continuous mapping, which allows us to employ some perturbation methods.

3. The semi-discrete problem. In this section, we construct a semi-discrete version of the original
QVI control problem (P) involving a space discretization of the Ω in the QVI model. Given f : (0, T )→
RN , the semi-discrete QVI problem is formulated as follows: Find y : (0, T )→ RN such that

y(t) ∈ Kp(y(t),y0) with (y′(t)− f(t),v − y(t))RN ≥ 0 for all v ∈ Kp(y(t),y0) (QVIN (y0))

and a.e. t ∈ (0, T ). The two most important choices for Kp(y(t),y0) are p = 2 and p = ∞, where for
arbitrary w and z

K2(w, z) :=
{
v ∈ RN

∣∣ √|(D1v)i|2 + |(D2v)i|2 ≤
(
M2(w, z)

)
i
, i = 1, . . . , N

}
, (3.1)

and

K∞(w, z) :=
{
v ∈ RN

∣∣ − (M∞(w, z)
)
i
≤ (Djv)i ≤

(
M∞(w, z)

)
i
, j = 1, i = 1, 2, . . . , N

}
, (3.2)

with D1,D2 ∈ RN×N and M2,M∞ : RN × RN → RN . Observe that D1, and D2 represent discrete
approximations of the partial derivatives ∂/∂x and ∂/∂y, respectively. In this vein, we have that D :=
(D1,D2) : RN → R2N provides an approximation of the gradient.

For the rest of possible p values, i.e., 2 < p <∞, for arbitrary w, z the Kp(w, z) sets are defined as

Kp(w, z) :=
{
v ∈ RN

∣∣ (Dv)i|p :=
(
|(D1v)i|p + |(D2v)i|p)

) 1
p ≤

(
Mp(w, z)

)
i
, i = 1, . . . , N

}
, (3.3)

where the mapping Mp is defined by

(
Mp(w, z)

)
i

:=


α if wi > zi + ε,

max
(
α, |(Dz)i|p

) (zi + ε−wi)

ε
ε+ α

(wi − zi)

ε
if zi + ε ≥ wi > zi,

max
(
α, |(Dz)i|p

)
if wi = zi

(3.4)

with Dz := (D1z,D2z) and (Dz)i := ((D1z)i, (D2z)i). Although Mp is only continuous, we can consider

smooth approximations M̃p of Mp as explained in the previous section.
Now we prove that the quasi-variational inequality (QVIN (y0)) admits at least one solution. Although

the proof of the following theorem can be inferred from other sources, we include it for the sake of
completeness and due to pieces and parts are used later for other arguments.

Theorem 1 (existence of solutions to semi-discrete QVIs). Let y0 ∈ RN , and f : (0, T )→ RN be
such that f ∈ L2(0, T ). Then there exists a solution y : (0, T )→ RN to (QVIN (y0)) with the properties

y ∈ C([0, T ]) and y′ ∈ L2(0, T ). (3.5)

Proof. We split the proof of the theorem into the following four major steps, where each of the steps
is of its independent interest.

Step 1: Existence of solutions to the regularized variational inequality. We confine ourselves to the case
where p = 2, while observing the the general case with 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ can be done similarly. Given γ > 0,
consider the nonlinear ordinary differential equation

y′(t) = f(t)− γG
(
t,y(t)

)
, y(0) = y0 (3.6)
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with the mapping G in the right-hand side of the equation defined by

G(t,y(t)) := DT(|Dy(t)|22 −M(t)2)+Dy(t),

where M(t) := M2(z(t),y0) for an arbitrary z ∈ C(R), y0 ∈ RN , and(
h(t)

)+
:=
(

max(h1(t), 0),max(h2(t), 0), . . . ,max(τM (t), 0)
)

for h : (0, T )→ RN . Note that the mapping RN 3 h 7→ G(t,h) ∈ RN is monotone for each t in RN , i.e.,〈
G(t,h1)−G(t,h2),h1 − h2

〉
≥ 0 whenever h1,h2 ∈ RN , (3.7)

and that we have J(h)′d = G(t,h)d for the convex function J(h) := ((|Dh|22 −M(t)2)+Dh,Dh).
The integral formulation of (3.6) is then given by

y(t) = y0 +

∫ t

0

f(s)ds− γ
∫ t

0

G
(
s,y(s)

)
ds =: Λ(y)(s), (3.8)

where Λ : C([0, T ])→ C([0, T ]) and Λ(y)′(s) ∈ L2(0, T ) for y ∈ C([0, T ]).
To verify the existence of a solution to (3.8) for each γ > 0, we use the classical Leray-Schauder

theorem. First note that the operator Λ : C([0, T ]) → C([0, T ]) is continuous. Taking now a sequence
{yn} bounded in C([0, T ]) ensures that {Λ(yn)} is also bounded in C([0, T ]), and furthermore {Λ(yn)′}
is bounded in L2(0, T ). Indeed, if C > 0 is such that

sup
n
‖yn(t)‖C([0,T ]) ≤ C,

then we clearly get the estimate

‖Λ(yn)′‖L2(0,T ) ≤ ‖f‖L2(0,T ) + γ‖DT‖ · ‖D‖CT 1/2
(
‖D‖2C2 + ‖M‖C([0,T ])

)
.

It follows, by the compact embedding of V := {v ∈ L2(0, T ) | v′ ∈ L2(0, T )} into C([0, T ]), that
Λ(yn) → g for some g ∈ C([0, T ]) along a subsequence. This tells us that Λ : C([0, T ]) → C([0, T ]) is
completely continuous. Finally in this step, we prove that the set

Y :=
{
y ∈ C([0, T ])

∣∣ y = λΛ(y) for some λ ∈ (0, 1)
}

is bounded. To this end, observe first that if y ∈ Y , then y(0) = y0 and

y′(t) = λf(t)− γλG
(
t,y(t)

)
.

Taking the inner product of y with the integral from 0 to s < T gives us

‖y(s)‖22 − ‖y0‖22 = λ

∫ s

0

f(t) · y(t)dt− λγ
∫ t

0

G(s,y(s))y(s)ds

≤ λ

(
sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖y(s)‖2

)∫ T

0

‖f(s)‖2ds,

where we use that G(s,h)h ≥ 0 for all h ∈ Rn and all s ∈ (0, T ). It follows that

sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖y(t)‖2 ≤ C1(y0, f) <∞, (3.9)

i.e., all elements of Y are bounded. Therefore, the Leray-Schauder theorem yields the existence of a
solution yγ to (3.8) for each γ > 0.

Step 2: Uniqueness of solutions to the regularized variational inequality. To verify the uniqueness,
suppose that we have two solutions yγi for i = 1, 2. Then, since both functions satisfy (3.6), we subtract
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term by term and test the equation with yγ1 − yγ2 with integrating it from 0 to s < T . Thus it follows
from the monotonicity in (3.7) that

‖(yγ1 − yγ2 )(s)‖22 = −γ
∫ t

0

〈
G
(
s,yγ1 (s)

)
−G

(
s,yγ2 (s)

)
,yγ1 (t)− yγ2 (t)

〉
dt ≤ 0,

which therefore justifies the uniqueness of solutions to (3.6).

Step 3: Existence and uniqueness of solutions to the variational inequality problem. Arguing similarly to
Step 2 allows us to verify the uniform boundedness of solutions yγ to (3.6) with respect to γ > 0. Indeed,
we get from (3.6) by integrating from 0 to t and using G(s,h)h ≥ 0 for all h ∈ Rn and all s ∈ (0, T ) that

‖yγ(t)‖22 − ‖y0‖22 ≤

(
sup

t∈(0,T )

‖yγ(s)‖2

)∫ T

0

‖f(s)‖2ds.

This readily implies the estimate

sup
γ>0

sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖yγ(s)‖2 ≤ C1(y0, f) <∞. (3.10)

By testing in (3.6) with an arbitrary v ∈ L2(0, T ) such that v′ ∈ L2(0, T ), we get

γ

∫ T

0

G
(
s,yγ(s)

)
v(s)ds =

∫ T

0

f(s)v(s)ds−
∫ T

0

(yγ)′(s)v(s)ds (3.11)

≤

(∫ T

0

‖f(s)‖22ds

)1/2(∫ T

0

‖v(s)‖22ds

)1/2

+

∫ T

0

yγ(s)v′(s)ds+ yγ(T )v(T )− y0v(0)

≤

(∫ T

0

‖f(s)‖22ds

)1/2(∫ T

0

‖v(s)‖22ds

)1/2

+ C1(y0, f)T 1/2

(∫ T

0

‖v′(s)‖22ds

)1/2

.

Since V := {v ∈ L2(0, T ) | v′ ∈ L2(0, T )} is continuously and compactly embedded in C([0, T ]), we have

γ

∫ T

0

G
(
s,y(s)

)
v(s) ≤ C2(y0, f , T )

(∫ T

0

‖v(s)‖22ds

)1/2

+

(∫ T

0

‖v′(s)‖22ds

)1/2


for some C2(y0, f , T ). This yields the estimate

sup
γ>0
‖γG

(
s,y(s)

)
‖V ∗ ≤ C2(y0, f , T ),

and hence supγ>0 ‖(yγ)′‖V ∗ ≤ C3(y0, f , T ). In particular, we get that

sup
γ>0
‖(yγ)′‖L2(0,T ) ≤ C3(y0, f , T ). (3.12)

Note that {yγ}γ>0 is bounded in V , so we can choose a a sequence yn := yγn with γn → ∞ such that
yn ⇀ y∗ for some y∗ ∈ V . Since V is continuously and compactly embedded in C([0, T ]), it follows that

yn → y∗ in C([0, T ]) and (yn)′ ⇀ (y∗)′ in L2(0, T ).

Moreover, observe from (3.11) that

lim
n→∞

∫ T

0

G
(
s,yn(s)

)
v(s)ds =

∫ T

0

(
(|Dy∗(t)|22 −M(t)2)+Dy∗(t),Dv(s)

)
ds = 0, (3.13)
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from which we deduce that |Dy∗(t)|2 ≤ M(t), i.e., y∗ ∈ K2(z(t),y0). Testing further (3.6) with w =
v − yn as v ∈ K2(z(t),y0) gives us the equality∫ T

0

〈
(yn)′(t)− f(t),v(t)− yn(t)

〉
dt = γ

∫ T

0

〈
G
(
t,v(t)

)
−G

(
t,y(t)

)
,v(t)− y(t)n

〉
, (3.14)

where the condition G(t,v) = 0 is used. Employing the fact that h 7→ G(t,h) is monotone, we have that
the right hand-side of (3.14) is nonnegative. Passing there to the limit as n→∞ leads us to∫ T

0

〈
(y∗)′(t)− f(t),v(t)− y∗(t)

〉
dt ≥ 0. (3.15)

Since v was chosen arbitrary, a simple density device shows that y∗ solves the variational inequality

y(t) ∈ K2
(
z(t),y0

) ∣∣ 〈y′(t)− f(t),v − y(t)〉RN ≥ 0 for all v ∈ K2
(
z(t),y0

)
, (3.16)

and the claimed uniqueness follows by monotonicity arguments.

Step 4: Existence of solutions to the quasi-variational inequality problem. Denote by y = S(z) the
(single-valued by Step 3) solution mapping of the variational inequality (3.16). Arguing similarly to
Step 3 ensures that the mapping S : V → V is compact. Furthermore, by the estimate

M2

(
z(t),y0

)
≤ max(α, |Dy0|∞) =: β

we deduce that S maps K2
β into K2

β , where

K2
β :=

{
v ∈ C([0, T ])

∣∣ |Dy(t)|2 ≤ β a.e.
}
.

Employing finally Schauder’s fixed point theorem yields the existence of a fixed point y = S(y), and
therefore the quasi-variational inequality (QVIN (y0)) admits a solution satisfying (3.5). This verifies the
statement of Step 4 and thus completes the proof of the theorem. 4

Now we formulate the following optimal control problem with the (QVIN (y0)) constraints. The
previous theorem allows us to pose the problem in a slightly more regular space than chosen initially.

Problem (PN ). Given a number σ > 0, a nonnegative (i.e., with nonnegative components) mapping
f : (0, T )→ RN , and vectors a,yref

0 ∈ RN , consider the following optimal control problem for (QVIN (y0)):

minimize J(y,y0) :=

∫ T

0

〈
a,y(t)− y0

〉
dt+

σ

2

〈
y0 − yref

0 ,y0 − yref
0

〉
over y0 ∈ RN

subject to y solves QVI(y0),

y ∈ V :=
{
v ∈ L2(0, T )

∣∣ v′ ∈ L2(0, T )
}
,

y0 ∈ A,

where the latter control constraint set is defined by

A :=
{
z ∈ RN

∣∣ yref
0 + λ0 ≤ z ≤ yref

0 + λ1

}
,

with λ0,λ1 ∈ RN such that 0 ≤ λ0 ≤ λ1.

Our next goal is to verify the existence of solutions to the formulated optimal control problem (PN ).
Before this, recall the notion of Mosco convergence for sets in reflexive Banach spaces.

Definition 1 (Mosco convergence). Let K and Kn as n ∈ N be nonempty, closed, and convex subsets
of a reflexive Banach space V . Then the sequence {Kn} is said to converge to K in the sense of Mosco
as n→∞, which is signified by

Kn M−−→K,

if the following two conditions are satisfied:
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(I) For each w ∈ K, there exists {wn′} such that wn′ ∈ Kn′ for n′ ∈ N′ ⊂ N and wn′ → w in V .
(II) If wn ∈ Kn and wn ⇀ w in V along a subsequence, then w ∈ K.

Here is the aforementioned existence theorem for the formulated optimal control problem.

Theorem 2 (existence of optimal solutions to (QVIN (y0))). The optimal control problem (PN ) for
(QVIN (y0)) admits an optimal solution.

Proof. We spit the proof of the theorem into the two major steps.

Step 1: Properties of minimizing sequences in (PN ). Observe first that Theorem 1 tells us that for
each y0 ∈ A there exists a y ∈ V solving QVIN (y0). This yields the existence of a minimizing sequence
{(yn,yn0 )} for problem (PN ), i.e., for each n ∈ N we have

(yn,y
n
0 ) ∈ V ×A, yn solves QVI(yn0 ) with J(yn,y

n
0 )→ inf J as n→∞.

Since yn0 ∈ A for all n ∈ N, this implies that for every n ∈ N there exists a subsequence of the minimizing
sequence (no relabeling) and y∗0 ∈ A such that

yn0 → y∗0 as n→∞.

Taking into account that the solutions yn of QVI(yn0 ) are in V and deducing from (3.10) and (3.12) that

sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖yn(s)‖2 ≤ sup
y0∈A

C1(y0, f) <∞ and ‖y′n‖L2(0,T ) ≤ sup
y0∈A

C3(y0, f , T ) <∞ (3.17)

with C1(y0, f) and C3(y0, f , T ) being independent of n, let us check that these bounds are uniform in
n ∈ N. To verify the uniformity, we get from yn ∈ C([0, T ]) and the proof of Theorem 1 that for each
n ∈ N there exists zk ∈ V satisfying the equation

zk(t) = yn0 +

∫ t

0

f(s)ds− k
∫ t

0

Gn
(
s, zk(s)

)
ds (3.18)

where the integrand Gn(s, z(s)) is given by

Gn(s, z(s)) := D∗(|Dz(t)|22 −Mn(t)2)+Dz(t)

with D∗ standing for the matrix transposition/adjoint operator, and with the mapping Mn defined by

Mn(t) := M2

(
yn(t),yn0

)
. (3.19)

Observe further by the proof of Theorem 1 that we have the convergence

zk → yn in C([0, T ]) and (zk)′ ⇀ (yn)′ in L2(0, T ),

and that the following bounds are satisfied:

sup
k∈N

sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖zk(s)‖2 ≤ C1(y0, f) and sup
k∈N
‖z′k‖L2(0,T ) ≤ C3(y0, f , T ),

This verifies (3.17) by noting that supy∈A C1(y0, f) and supy∈A C3(y0, f , T ) are finite.
It follows from (3.17) that, along a subsequence (no relabeling), we have

yn → y∗ in C([0, T ]) and (yn)′ ⇀ (y∗)′ in L2(0, T ) (3.20)

for some y∗ ∈ V , which is an optimal solution to (PN ) as shown below.

Step 2: The limiting function y∗ is a solution to the quasi-variational inequality QVI(y∗0). It follows
from (3.20) that the mapping Mn defined in (3.19) is such that

Mn →M∗ in C([0, T ]) with M∗(t) := M2

(
y∗0,y

∗(t)
)
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and that Mn(t) ≥ α > 0 for all n by definition. Thus we now show that the convergence

K 2(yn,y0) M−−→K 2(y∗,y0) (3.21)

in the sense of Mosco in the V topology holds true, where

K 2(z,y0) :=
{
w ∈ V

∣∣ w(t) ∈ K2(z(t),y0) for all t ∈ [0, T ]
}
.

This clearly follows for item (II) in Definition 1: If wn ∈ K 2(yn,y
n
0 ) and wn ⇀ w∗ in V for some w∗,

then w∗ ∈ K 2(y∗,y∗0). Indeed, since V is continuously and compactly embedded in C([0, T ]), we observe
that wn → w∗ in C([0, T ]). Employing then the estimate√

|(D1wn(t))i|2 + |(D2wn(t))i|2 ≤
(
M2(yn(t),yn0 )

)
i

for t ∈ [0, t] and i = 1, . . . , N tells us that√
|(D1w∗)i|2 + |(D2w∗)i|2 ≤

(
M2(y∗,y∗0)

)
i
,

i.e., w(t) ∈ K2(y∗(t),y∗0) for all t ∈ [0, T ], which thus verifies the statement.
Now we turn the attention to (I) in Definition 1. Note that Mn ≥ α > 0 and Mn →M∗ in C([0, T ]),

and so the positive numbers

βn :=

(
1 +
‖Mn −M∗‖C([0,T ])

α

)−1

are such that βn ↑ 1, and that for w∗ ∈ K 2(y∗,y∗0) we have βnw∗ ∈ K 2(yn,y
n
0 ) and βnw∗ → w∗ in V

as n → ∞. This therefore verifies (3.21). Hence the set convergence in (3.21) implies that the function
y∗ ∈ K 2(y∗,y∗0) satisfies the inequality∫ T

0

(
(y∗)′(t)− f(t),v(t)− y∗(t)

)
dt ≥ 0 for all v ∈ K 2(y∗,y∗0).

Employing the standard density arguments shows that y∗ is actually a solution to the quasi-variational
inequalities QVI(y∗0) while justifying in this way the statement of Step 2.

Finally, the lower semicontinuity of the objective functional ensures that

J(y∗,y∗0) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

J(yn,yn0 ) = lim
n→∞

J(yn,yn0 ) = inf J,

which thus completes the proof of the theorem. 4
In the above result we have shown existence of solution to (PN ). Before, we introduce the fully

discrete problem and provide a rigorous derivation of the first order optimality conditions, we consider a
formal derivation of the first order stationarity conditions for a regularized version of (PN ). The aim of
this upcoming section is give a flavor of the first order conditions and provide a potential alternative to
numerically solve (PN ).

4. Regularized Problem and Stationarity Conditions. The following regularized problem is
obtained from problem (PN ) by a natural regularization of its quasi-variational constraint (see (3.6)):

Problem (P̃N ). Given numbers σ, γ > 0, a mapping f : (0, T )→ RN with nonnegative components,
and vectors a,yref

0 ∈ RN , consider the regularized problem

minimize J(y,y0) :=

∫ T

0

〈
a, (y(t)− y0)

〉
dt+

σ

2
|y0 − yref

0 |22 over y0 ∈ RN

subject to y ∈ V solving the primal state equation

y′(t) = f(t)− γG(t,y(t),y0),

y(0) = y0

(4.1)
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with G(t,y(t),y0) := DT maxε

(
0, |Dy(t)|22 − M̃p(y(t),y0)2

)
Dy(t) where maxε is a smooth approxima-

tion of the max operator, and

y0 ∈ A :=
{
z ∈ RN

∣∣ yref
0 + λ0 ≤ z ≤ yref

0 + λ1

}
,

where λ0,λ1 ∈ RN are such that 0 ≤ λ0 ≤ λ1.

Let us provide a formal derivation of stationarity conditions for the above regularized problem by
using the Lagrangian formalism. To proceed, we introduce the Lagrangian functional

L(y,y0,p) = J(y,y0)−

(∫ T

0

〈
p(t),

(
y′(t) + γG(t,y(t),y0)− f(t)

)〉
dt

)

and observe that a variation of L with respect to y at a stationary point (y,y0,p) leads us to the state

equation (4.1). Applying further integration by parts to the term
∫ T

0

〈
p(t),y′(t)

〉
dt, we arrive at

L(y,y0,p) = J(y,y0)

−

(∫ T

0

(
−
〈
y(t),p′(t)

〉
+ γ
〈
p(t), G(t,y(t),y0)

〉
−
〈
p(t), f(t

〉
)
)

dt+
〈
p(T ),y(T )

〉
−
〈
p(0),y(0)

〉)
.

To derive the adjoint system, compute a variation of L with respect to y at the stationary point (y,y0,p)
in the direction h and get in this way the relationships:

0 = Ly(y,y0,p)(h) =

∫ T

0

〈
h(t),a

〉
dt−

( ∫ T

0

(
−
〈
h(t),p′(t)

〉
+ γ
〈
p(t), Gy(t,y(t),y0)h(t)

〉)
dt

+
〈
p(T ),h(T )

〉)
,

where we use that y0 is fixed and thus its variation is equal to zero. Choosing first that h to be
compactly supported and then considering the general case brings us to the following adjoint equation
and its boundary condition: Find p solving the adjoint system{

−p′(t) + γ
〈
Gy(t,y(t),y0),p(t)

〉
= a, t ∈ (0, T ),

p(T ) = 0.
(4.2)

Finally, the minimization of L with respect to y0 and subject to y0 ∈ A leads us to the variational
inequality for the control variable y0 formulated as follows:

〈
σ(y0 − yref

0 ), ŷ − y0

〉
− γ

∫ T

0

〈
p(t), Gy0(t,y(t),y0)(ŷ − y0)

〉
≥ 0 for all ŷ ∈ A. (4.3)

To summarize, the stationarity system corresponding to the above regularized problem is given by the
relationships(4.1), (4.2), and (4.3).

5. Quasi-Variational Sweeping Process and Discrete Approximations. First we recall the
construction of the normal cone to a convex set Θ at a point x defined by

NΘ(x̄) :=

{ {
x∗ : 〈x∗, x− x̄〉 ≤ 0 for all x ∈ Θ

}
if x̄ ∈ Θ,

∅ otherwise.
(5.1)

Therefore, the convexity of the sets Kp(y, y0) from (2.1) allows us to rewrite the semi-discrete quasi-
variational inequality problem from Section 3 in the form as a quasi-variational sweeping process

− y′(t) ∈ F
(
y(t),y0

)
:= NKp(y(t),y0)

(
y(t)

)
− f(t). (QVIN (y0))
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Note that the classical (uncontrolled) sweeping process was introduced by Moreau in the 1970s motivated
by applications to elastoplasticity; see [22] with the references to his original publications. A characteristic
feature of Moreau’s sweeping process and its modifications is that the moving set under the normal cone
operator depends on time in a certain continuous way. We refer the reader to the excellent recent
survey in [5] with the comprehensive bibliography therein concerning various theoretic aspects and many
applications of Moreau’s sweeping process and its further extensions.

Since the Cauchy problem for the aforementioned sweeping processes admits a unique solution due to
the maximal monotonicity of the normal cone operator [5], the consideration of any optimization problem
for such processes is out of question. This is quite opposite to optimal control theory for Lipschitzian
differential inclusions of the type ẋ ∈ F (x) and the classical theory for systems governed by differential
equations ẋ = f(x, u), u ∈ U , and their PDE counterparts.

Starting with [9], various optimal control models for sweeping dynamics have been formulated rather
recently including derivation of optimality conditions. They include: problems with moving sets depend-
ing on time and control variables [9, 10], problems with controls in associated ODEs [6], problems with
controls in additive perturbations of the dynamics [1, 11, 28], problems with controls in both moving sets
and dynamics [7, 8]. The cited papers impose different assumptions on the problem data, develop diverse
approximation techniques, derive various sets of necessary optimality conditions, and contain references
to other publications in these directions. But the common point of all these models for controlled sweep-
ing processes is a highly non-Lipschitzian (in fact, discontinuous) nature of the sweeping dynamics, which
restricts the usage of variational machinery employed in the study of Lipschitzian differential inclusions.
Observe also that the very definition of the normal cone (5.1) and their nonconvex extensions yields the
unavoidable presence of pointwise state and mixed state-control constraints of irregular types, which are
among the most challenging issues even in classical theory.

Having said that, we emphasize that—to the best of our knowledge—no optimal control problems
have been considered for sweeping processes with moving sets depending not only on time and control
variables but on state variables as well, which is the essence of quasi-variational vs. variational inequalities.
This is the case of the (QVIN (y0)) and (QVIMN (y0)) problems studied in what follows.

Our approach is based on the method of discrete approximations and tools of generalized differ-
entiation developed in [17] to derive necessary optimality conditions in optimal control problems for
Lipschitzian differential inclusions with finite-dimensional state spaces and then extended in [18, Chap-
ter 6] to infinite-dimensional systems. Since the Lipschitz continuity is crucial in the device of [17, 18] and
related publications, the extension of this method to the non-Lipschitzian sweeping dynamics requires
significant improvements, this has been accomplished in [7, 8, 9, 10] and other papers for different type
of controlled sweeping processes associated with variational inequalities. Here we develop some aspects
of this method for optimal control of the quasi-variational sweeping process under consideration.

According to the general scheme of the discrete approximation method, we introduce now the fully
discretized (in time and space) form of the quasi-variational inequality (QVIN (y0)) by using for simplicity
the uniform Euler scheme in the replacement of the time derivative ẋ by finite differences. For this matter,
take any natural number M ∈ N and consider the discrete grid/mesh on (0, T ) defined by

TM :=
{

0, τM , . . . , T − τM , T
}
, τM :=

T

M
,

with the stepsize of discretization τM and the mesh points tMj := jτM as j = 0, . . . ,M . Then the
quasi-variational inequality in (QVIN (y0)) is replaced by

yMj ∈ Kp(y0,y
M
j )

∣∣∣∣∣
(

yMj − yMj−1

τM
− fMj ,v − yMj

)
RN

≥ 0 for all v ∈ Kp(y0,y
M
j ) (QVIMN (y0))

with the discrete time j = 1, . . . ,M and the rate discretization

fMj =

∫ jτM

(j−1)τM

f(t)dt j = 1, . . . ,M. (5.2)
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Equivalently, (QVIMN (y0)) can be written as the discretized quasi-variational sweeping process

yMj ∈ yMj−1 + τMF
M
j (yMj ,y0), j = 1, . . . ,M, (5.3)

where the feasible discrete velocity mappings FMj are defined by

FMj (y,y0) := −NKp(y,y0)(y) + fMj , j = 1, . . . ,M, (5.4)

via the normal cone operator of the state and control dependent set Kp(y,y0).

Given {yMj } satisfying (QVIMN (y0)), its piecewise linear extension yM (t) to the continuous-time
interval (0, T ), i.e., the Euler broken line, is defined by

yM (t) :=

M∑
j=1

yMj χIj (t), where Ij =
[
(j − 1)τM , jτM

)
, j = 1, . . . ,M.

Similarly to Theorem 1, we can verify that, for each fixed y0 ∈ RN , the discretized quasi-variational
inequality (QVIMN (y0)) admits a solution y = {yMj }Mj=1. The discrete version of the optimal control
problem (PN ) is formulated as follows:

Problem (PMN ). Given σ > 0, a nonnegative mapping f : (0, T ) → RN , and vectors a, yref
0 ∈ RN ,

consider the discrete-time optimal control problem:

minimize JM (y,y0) :=

M∑
j=1

τM
〈
a,yMj − y0

〉
+
σ

2

〈
y0 − yref

0 ,y0 − yref
0

〉
over yM0 ,yM1 , . . . ,yMM ∈ RN ;

subject to y = {yMj }Mj=1 solves QVIMN (y0),

y0 ∈ A.

In this problem, the dynamics constraints can be written in the quasi-variational sweeping form

ẏ(tMj ) ∈ FMj (y(tMj ),y0) for all tMj ∈ (0, T ) (5.5)

with FMj (y,y0) from (5.4), the control constraint y0 ∈ A is expressed in terms of the set

A :=
{
z ∈ RN

∣∣ yref
0 + λ0 ≤ z ≤ yref

0 + λ1

}
, (5.6)

where λ0,λ1 ∈ RN with 0 ≤ λ0 ≤ λ1, and the hidden state constraints are given by

−
(
M∞(y(tMj ),y0)

)
i
≤
(
Dky(tMj )

)
i
≤
(
M∞(y(tMj ),y0)

)
i

(5.7)

with i = 1, . . . , N , k = 1, 2, and j = 1, . . . ,M , where the mapping Mp is defined in (3.4).

Similarly to the proof of Theorem 2, we arrive at following existence theorem of optimal solutions.

Theorem 3 (existence of optimal solutions to discretized sweepings QVIs). For each natural
numbers N and M , the discretized sweeping control problem (PMN ) admits an optimal solution.

It has been well understood in the developments of the discrete approximation method for Lip-
schitzian differential inclusions [17, 18] and for sweeping control problems associated with variational
inequalities [7, 8, 9, 10] that optimal solutions to the discrete-time problems of the above type strongly
converge in the suitable space topologies to the prescribed local minimizer of the original continuous-time
problem. A similar result holds for the controlled quasi-variational sweeping process (PN ) and its discrete
approximations (PMN ) under consideration by imposing appropriate assumptions, while we postpone the
precise clarification of this issue to our future research.

Our further goal in this paper is to derive necessary optimality conditions for local minimizers of
the discrete-time quasi-variational sweeping control problem (PMN ) for each N,M ∈ N. According to
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the previous discussions, such necessary optimality conditions for (PMN ) can be viewed as suboptimality
(almost optimality) condition for (PN ) and the original quasi-variational control problem (P).

Looking at the structure of each problem (PMN ) tells us that it can be reduced to a problem of finite-
dimensional optimization while with a special type of (increasingly many) geometric constraints given in
the unavoidably nonconvex graphical form induced by the very nature of the quasi-variational sweeping
process. Handling such constraints require the usage of adequate tools of nonconvex variational analysis
and generalized differentiation, which we briefly review in the next section.

6. Generalized Differentiation for QVI Sweeping Dynamics. First we present here the gen-
eralized differential notions for sets, set-valued mappings, and extended-real-valued functions that are
used in what follows. More details and references can be found in the books [18, 19, 27].

Following the geometric approach of [18, 19], we start with generalized normals to sets. Given a set
Θ ⊂ Rs locally closed around z̄ ∈ Θ, the (Mordukhovich, limiting) normal cone to Θ at z̄ is defined by

NΘ(z̄) :=
{
v ∈ Rs

∣∣ ∃ zk → z̄, wk ∈ ΠΘ(zk), αk ≥ 0 with αk(zk − wk)→ v
}
, (6.1)

where ΠΘ(z) stands for the (nonempty) Euclidean projector of z ∈ Rs onto Θ. If Θ is convex, the
normal cone (6.1) agrees with normal cone of convex analysis (5.1), but otherwise (6.1) is nonconvex in
very common situations, e.g., for the graph of ϕ(x) := |x| and the epigraph of ϕ(x) : −|x| at (0, 0) ∈ R2.
Nevertheless, the normal cone (6.1) and the associated generalized differential constructions for mappings
and functions defined below enjoy comprehensive calculus rules the proofs of which are based on the
variational/extremal principles of variational analysis.

Let F : Rn ⇒ Rm be a set-valued mapping/multifunction with graph

gphF :=
{

(x, y) ∈ Rn × Rm
∣∣ y ∈ F (x)

}
locally closed around (x̄, ȳ) ∈ gphF . The coderivative of F at (x̄, ȳ) is defined via the normal cone (6.1)
to the graph of F at this point by

D∗F (x̄, ȳ)(u) :=
{
v ∈ Rn

∣∣ (v,−u) ∈ NgphF (x̄, ȳ)
}

for all u ∈ Rm. (6.2)

This is an extension to the case of nonsmooth and set-valued mappings the notion of the adjoint operator
(matrix transposition) for the Jacobians ∇F (x̄) of single-valued smooth mappings in which case we have

D∗F (x̄)(u) =
{
∇F (x̄)∗u

}
, u ∈ Rm,

where the indication of ȳ = F (x̄) is dropped in the coderivative notation.
Let ϕ : Rn → R̄ := (−∞,∞] be an extended-real-valued function that is lower semicontinuous (l.s.c.)

around x̄ with ϕ(x̄) <∞, i.e., with x̄ ∈ domϕ. Proceeding geometrically, the (first-order) subdifferential
of the function ϕ at the point x̄ is defined as

∂ϕ(x̄) :=
{
v ∈ Rn

∣∣ (v,−1) ∈ Nepiϕ

(
x̄, ϕ(x̄)

)}
(6.3)

via the normal cone to the epigraph epiϕ of ϕ at (x̄, ϕ(x̄)) while observing that the subgradient mapping
∂ϕ admits various equivalent analytic descriptions that can be found in the aforementioned books.

Following the “dual derivative-of-derivative” scheme of [16], we finally introduce the major second-
order generalized differential construction used in the paper. Given (x̄, v̄) ∈ gph ∂ϕ for an l.s.c. function
ϕ : Rn → R̄, the second-order subdifferential, or the generalized Hessian, of ϕ at x̄ relative to v̄ is

∂2ϕ(x̄, v̄)(u) :=
(
D∗∂ϕ

)
(x̄, v̄)(u), u ∈ Rn. (6.4)

When ϕ is C2-smooth around x̄, we have the representation

∂2ϕ(x̄)(u) =
{
∇2ϕ(x̄)u

}
for all u ∈ Rn

via the (symmetric) Hessian matrix of ϕ at x̄. The well-developed second-order calculus is available
for (6.4) in general settings, and explicit evaluations of this construction is given for major classes of
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functions important in applications to nonsmooth optimization, optimal control, and related topics; see,
e.g., [18, 19, 21] and the references therein. Note that coderivatives and second-order subdifferentials has
been already used in [20] in the study of nondynamic finite-dimensional quasi-variational inequalities in
the framework of generalized equations, which is totally different from our current consideration.

To efficiently proceed in the setting of this paper, we modify (PMN ) a bit with replacing the constraint
mapping M∞ in (5.7) by its smooth version M̃∞ for p = ∞. The corresponding set (3.2), with the
replacement of M∞ by M̃∞, is labeled as K̃∞. Define further

Θ :=
{

(y,y0) ∈ RN × RN
∣∣ glk(y,y0) ≥ 0

}
, l = 1, . . . , N,N + 1, . . . , 2N, k = 1, 2, (6.5)

via the twice continuously differentiable mapping g : R2N → R4N with the components

gik(y,y0) = (Dky)i +
(
M̃∞(y,y0)

)
i
, gN+i

k (y,y0) =
(
M̃∞(y,y0)

)
i
− (Dky)i, (6.6)

where yi stands for the ith coordinate of the underlying vector.

For our application to deriving necessary optimality conditions for problem (PMN ) with the smoothed
constraints as above (no relabeling), we are going to compute the second-order subdifferential (6.4) of the
indicator function ϕ := δΘ(z) of the set Θ from (6.5), i.e., such that δΘ(z) := 0 if z ∈ Θ and δΘ(z) :=∞
otherwise. In this case, we have ∂ϕ = NΘ and ∂2ϕ = D∗NΘ. Recall that the domain (dom) of a
set-valued mapping contains those points where the mapping has nonempty values,

Theorem 4 (second-order computation for the discretized QVI sweeping process). Consider
problem (PMN ) with the smoothed constraints for any fix N,M ∈ N, and let F := FMj be taken from (5.4)

with p = ∞ and with K∞ replaced by K̃∞, where fMj is generated by f in (5.2). Given (y,y0) ∈ Θ,

assume that the gradient vectors {∇g1
1(y,y0), . . . ,∇g2N

2 (y,y0)} for the functions from (6.6) are linearly
independent. Then there exists the collection of nonnegative multipliers λ1, . . . , λ2N uniquely determined
by the equation −∇g(y,y0)∗λ = w + f for λ = (λ1, . . . , λ2N ) such that

D∗F (y,y0, w)(y) =
⋃

λ≥0,−∇g(y,y0)λ=w+f

{(
−

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

λlk
〈
∇2

yg
l
k(y,y0), y

〉
} − ∇yg(y,y0)∗γ, 0

)}
for all y ∈ domD∗NK̃∞(y,y0)

(
y, w + f

)
, where the coderivative domain is given by

domD∗NK̃∞(y,y0)(y, w + f) =
{
y
∣∣ ∃λ ≥ 0 such that −∇g(y,y0)λ = w + f ,

λlk〈∇glk(y,y0), y〉 = 0 for l = 1, . . . , 2N, k = 1, 2
}

with γlk = 0 if either glk(y,y0) > 0 or λlk = 0 and 〈∇glk(y,y0), y〉 > 0, and with γlk ≥ 0 if glk(y,y0) =
0, λlk = 0, and 〈∇glk(y,y0), y〉 < 0.

Proof. Define the set-valued mapping G and the single-valued smooth mapping f̃ by, respectively,

G(y,y0) := NK̃∞(y,y0)(y) and f̃(y,y0) := f .

The coderivative sum rule from [18, Theorem 1.62] tells us that

z∗ ∈ ∇f̃(y,y0)∗y +D∗G
(
y,y0, w + f

)
(y)

for any y ∈ domD∗NK̃∞(y,y0)(y, w + f) and z∗ ∈ D∗F (y,y0, w)(y). Observe further that

G(y,y0) = NK̃∞(y,y0) ◦ g̃(y,y0) with g̃(y,y0) := f ,

where the Jacobian of latter mapping is obviously of full rank. Employing further the coderivative chain
rule from [18, Theorem 1.66] to the above composition for G yields

z∗ ∈ ∇f̃(y,y0)∗y +∇g̃(y,y0)∗D∗NK̃∞(y,y0)

(
y, w + f

)
(y). (6.7)

To deduce finally from (6.7) the exact formulas claimed in the theorem, we use for representing D∗NK̃∞
the second-order calculation for inequality constraint systems taken from [12, Theorem 3.3] in the case
of the linear independence condition imposed in this theorem. 4
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7. Necessary Optimality Conditions for Discrete-Time Problems. The main result of this
section provides constructive necessary optimality conditions for each problem (PMN ) expressed in terms
of its initial data. As discussed above, for N,M ∈ N sufficiently large such conditions may be viewed as
suboptimality conditions for problems with the semi-discrete (PN ) and continuous-time (P) dynamics.

To accomplish our goal with taking into account the complexity of smoothed problem (PMN ), we
split the derivation of necessary optimality conditions into two theorems. The first theorem presents
necessary optimality conditions for (PMN ) that involve the limiting normal cone to graphs of discrete
velocity mappings, i.e., their coderivatives. The final result benefits from the coderivative computations
for such mappings furnished in Theorem 4 and thus provides necessary optimality conditions for (PMN )
explicitly expressed in terms of the problem data.

Our general scheme of deriving necessary optimality conditions for (PMN ) is similar to the one in
[8] addressed an optimal control problem for a sweeping process over state-independent and canonically
controlled prox-regular moving sets of the type

C(t) = C + u(t) with C :=
{
x ∈ Rn

∣∣ gi(x) ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . ,m
}
, (7.1)

where x and u stand for the state and control variables, respectively. However, the setting of problem
(PMN ) is very different from [8]. First of all, we have the state-dependent moving sets (the essence of QVI)
with nonlinear control functions. Indeed, the counterpart of C(t) in (7.1) is the set K̃∞(y,y0) depending
on both state y and control y0 variables being described in form (6.5) via the functions gik(y,y0) from
(6.6). Observe also that, in contrast to (7.1), the functions from (6.6) are C2-smooth while may be
nonconvex, which does not allow us the claim the prox-regularity of the moving sets in (PMN ) as in [8].
Nevertheless, we can proceed with deriving necessary optimality conditions for problem (PMN ) by reducing
it to a problem of mathematical programming with functional and geometric constraints and then using
the machinery of variational analysis and generalized differentiation discussed above.

Here is the first theorem involving coderivatives (without their explicit computations) of the mappings
in the smoothed dynamic constraints (5.5) with FMj defined by

FMj (yMj ,y0) := −NK̃∞(yM
j ,y0)(y

M
j ) + fMj , j = 1, . . . ,M, (7.2)

according to our previous discussions, where the state-control dependent moving sets K̃∞(yMj ,y0) are

generated by the functions gik from (6.6).

Theorem 5 (coderivative-based necessary optimality conditions for discretized QVI prob-
lems). Let

(
ȳM , ȳ0

)
= (ȳM1 , . . . , ȳMM , ȳ0) be an optimal solution to problem (PMN ) with smoothed con-

straints, and let Fj := FMj be taken from (7.2). Assume that the gradients {∇g1
1(ȳ, ȳ0), . . . ,∇g2N

2 (ȳ, ȳ0)}
are linearly independent. Then there exist dual elements λM ≥ 0, αkM =

(
αkM1 , . . . , αkM2N

)
∈ R2N

+ , and
pMj ∈ RN as j = 1, . . . ,M satisfying the conditions

λM + ‖αkM‖+

M∑
j=1

∥∥pMj ∥∥+ ‖ψ‖ 6= 0, (7.3)

αkMl glk(ȳMM , ȳ0) = 0 for all l = 1, . . . , 2N and k = 1, 2, (7.4)

pMM =

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇ȳM
M
glk(ȳMM , ȳ0), (7.5)

(
pMj+1 − pMj

τM
− λMaᵀ,− 1

τM
λM (−τmaᵀ + σȳ0) +

1

τM

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇ȳ0
glk(ȳMM , ȳ0), pMj+1

)

∈
(

0,
1

τM
ψ, 0

)
+N

((
ȳMj , ȳ0,−

ȳMj+1 − ȳMj
τM

)
; gphFj

) (7.6)
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for all j = 1, . . . ,M − 1 and k = 1, 2 together with the inclusion

ψ ∈ NA (ȳ0) , (7.7)

where the functions gik and the set A are taken from (6.6) and (5.6), respectively.

Proof. Fix ε > 0 and consider the vector

z :=
(
yM1 , . . . ,yMM ,y0,Y

M
1 , . . . ,YM

M−1

)
.

Then (PMN ) is equivalent to problem of mathematical programming (MP ) with respect z:

minimize φ0(z) :=

M−1∑
j=0

∫ tMj+1

tMj

〈
a,yMj − y0

〉
dt+

σ

2

〈
y0 − yref

0 ,y0 − yref
0

〉
subject to the functional and geometric constraints

Hj(z) := yMj+1 − yMj − τMYM
j = 0, j = 0, . . . ,M − 1,

Llk(z :) = −glk(yMM ,y0) ≤ 0, l = 1, . . . , 2N, k = 1, 2,

z ∈ Ξj :=

{
z

∣∣∣∣ YM
j ∈ Fj

(
yMj ,y0

)}
, j = 1, . . . ,M,

z ∈ Ω :=

{
z

∣∣∣∣ y0 ∈ A
}
.

Applying now the necessary optimality conditions from [19, Theorem 6.5] to finite-dimensional mathe-
matical programming problem (MP ) at its optimal solution

z̄ :=
(
ȳM1 , . . . , ȳMM , ȳ0, Ȳ

M
1 , . . . , ȲM

M−1

)
∈ R2MN

gives us dual elements λM ≥ 0, pMj ∈ RN , j = 2, . . . ,M , αkM = (αkM1 , . . . , αkM2N ) ∈ R2N
+ as k = 1, 2, and

z∗j =
(
y∗1j , . . . ,y

∗
Mj ,y

∗
0,Y

∗
1j , . . . ,Y

∗
(M−1) j

)
∈ R2MN

for j = 1, . . . ,M , which are not zero simultaneously, while satisfying the following relationships:

z∗j ∈ NΞj
(z̄) +NΩ(z̄), j ∈ {1, . . . ,M, (7.8)

− z∗1 − . . .− z∗M ∈ λM∂φ0(z̄) +

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇Llk(z̄) +

M−1∑
j=0

∇Hj(z̄)
∗pMj+1, (7.9)

αkMl Llk (z̄) = 0 as l = 1, . . . , 2N and k = 1, 2. (7.10)

To specify more, note that in (7.8) we apply the normal cone intersection formula from [19, Theorem 2.16]
to z̄ ∈ Ωj ∩ Ξj for j = 1, . . . ,M − 1, where the qualification condition therein holds due to the graphical
structure of the sets Ξj and the coderivative computation from Theorem 4. Furthermore, the structure
of the sets Ωj and Ξj together with (7.8) leads us to the relationships(

y∗11, . . . ,y
∗
M1,y

∗
0,Y

∗
11, . . . ,Y

∗
(M−1)1

)
∈ NΞ1

(z̄) +NΩ(z̄),
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(
y∗12, . . . ,y

∗
M2,y

∗
0,Y

∗
12, . . . ,Y

∗
(M−1)2

)
∈ NΞ2 (z̄) +NΩ(z̄),

. . .

(
y∗1M , . . . ,y

∗
MM ,y

∗
0,Y

∗
1M , . . . ,Y

∗
(M−1)M

)
∈ NΞM

(z̄) +NΩ(z̄).

In this way we arrive at the inequality〈(
y∗11, . . . ,y

∗
M1,y

∗
0,Y

∗
11, . . . ,Y

∗
(M−1)1

)
,
((

ȳ1, . . . , ȳM , ȳ0, Ȳ1 . . . , ȲM−1

)
−
(
y1, . . . ,yM ,y0,Y1, . . . ,YM−1

))〉
≤ 0,

where Ȳj ∈ Fj(ȳj , ȳ0) and Yj ∈ Fj(yj ,y0) for all j = 1, . . . ,M − 1, and where ȳ0,y0 ∈ A. Combining
the above verifies that y∗ij = Y∗ij = 0 if i 6= j, for all j = 1, . . . ,M . The obtained relationships ensure
that the inclusions in (7.8) are equivalent to

(
y∗jj ,y

∗
0 − ψ,−Y∗jj

)
∈ N

((
ȳMj , ȳ0,−

ȳMj+1 − ȳMj
τM

)
; gphFj

)
, j = 1, . . . ,M − 1, (7.11)

while all the other components of z∗j are equal to zero for j = 1, . . . ,M − 1. We also get from above that
ψ ∈ N (ȳ0;A), which justifies (7.7). It follows furthermore that

−z∗1 − . . .− z∗M =
(
− y∗11, . . . ,−y∗M−1M−1, 0,−y∗0,−Y∗11, . . . ,−Y∗M−1M−1

)
.

The set on the right-hand side of (7.9) is represented by

λM∂φ0(z̄) +

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇Llk(z̄) +

M−1∑
j=0

∇Hj(z̄)
∗pMj+1.

Using the definitions of Llk and Hj , we easily obtain the equality(
2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇Llk(z̄)

)
(ȳM

j ,ȳ0,ȲM
j )

=

(
−

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇ȳM
j
glk(ȳMM , ȳ0),−

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇ȳ0g
l
k(ȳMM , ȳ0), 0

)

for j = 1, . . . ,M − 1 together with the representationsM−1∑
j=0

∇Hj(z̄)
∗pMj+1


ȳM
j

=
(
−pM1 , pM1 − pM2 , . . . , pMj − pMj+1, . . . , p

M
M−1 − pMM , pMM

)
,

M−1∑
j=0

∇Hj(z̄)
∗pMj+1


ȲM

j

=
(
− τMpM1 ,−τMpM2 , . . . ,−τMpMM

)
.

The set λM∂φ0(z̄) is represented as the collection of

λM
(

(τma)yM
1
, . . . , (τma)yM

M−1
, 0, (−τma + σȳ0)(y0), 0YM

1
, . . . , 0YM

M−1

)
.

Combining the above gives us the relationships

− y∗11 = λMτa − pM2 , (7.12)
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− y∗jj = λMτma + pjM − p
j+1
M , j = 2, . . . ,M − 1, (7.13)

0 = pMM −
2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇ȳM
M
glk(ȳMM , ȳ0), (7.14)

− y∗0 = λM (−τma + σȳ0)−
2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇ȳ0g
l
k(ȳMM , ȳ0), (7.15)

−Y∗jj = −τMpMj+1, j = 0, . . . ,M − 1. (7.16)

Using the obtained representations, we can now proceed with completing the proof of the theorem. First
observe that the transversality condition (7.5) follows directly from (7.14). Next we extend the vector
pM by adding the component pM1 := y∗1M . This tells us by (7.13), (7.15), and (7.16) that

y∗jj
τM

=
pMj+1 − pMj

τM
− lλMa

τM
,

y∗0
τM

= − 1

τM
λM (−τma + σȳ0) +

1

τM

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇ȳ0g
l
k(ȳMM , ȳ0),

Y∗jj
τM

= pMj+1.

Substituting these relationships into the left-hand side of (7.11) and taking into account the equalities
obtained in (7.10), (7.13), (7.15), and (7.16) verify the optimality conditions claimed in (7.4)–(7.6).

It remains to justify the nontriviality condition (7.3). On the contrary, suppose that λM = 0, ψ =
0, αkM = 0, and pMj = 0 for all j = 1, . . . ,M − 1, which implies in turn that y∗1M = pM1 = 0. Then

we deduce from (7.14) that pMM = 0, and so pMj = 0 for all j = 1, . . . ,M . It follows from (7.12), (7.13),

and (7.15) that
(
y∗jj ,y

∗
0

)
= 0 for all j = 1, . . . ,M − 1. By (7.16) we have that Y∗jj = 0 whenever

j = 1, . . . ,M − 1. Since all the components of z∗j different from (y∗jj ,y
∗
0,Y

∗
jj) are obviously zero for

j = 1, . . . ,M − 1, this tells us that z∗j = 0 for such j. Employing y∗1M = pM1 = 0 ensures that z∗M = 0
while the other components of this vector are zero. Overall, z∗j = 0 for all j = 1, . . . ,M , and thus the
nontriviality condition for (MP ) fails. The obtained contradiction completes the proof. 4

The final result of this paper establishes necessary optimality conditions for smoothed problem (PMN )
expressed entirely in terms of the initial problem data. The desired conditions are derived by incorporating
the second-order calculations of Theorem 4 into the corresponding conditions of Theorem 5 in the case
where the mappings Fj = FMj therein are given by (7.2).

Theorem 6 (explicit necessary conditions for discretized QVI sweeping control problems).
Let z̄M = (ȳM , ȳ0) be an optimal control z̄M = (ȳM , ȳ0) to the smoothed problem (PMN ) with the
sweeping dynamics defined by (7.2) under the assumptions of Theorem 5. Then there exist dual el-
ements (λM , αkM , pM ) and ψ ∈ NA (ȳ0) together with vectors ηkMj =

(
ηkM1j , . . . , ηkM2Nj

)
∈ R2N

+ as

j = 1, . . . ,M, k = 1, 2 and γkMj =
(
γkM1j , . . . , γkM2Nj

)
∈ R2N as j = 1, . . . ,M − 1 and k = 1, 2 such

that the following relationships hold:

• nontriviality condition

λM + ‖ηkMM ‖+

M∑
j=1

‖pMj ‖ 6= 0. (7.17)

• dynamic relationships for all j = 1, . . . ,M − 1:

ȳMj+1 − ȳMj
τM

+ fMj = −
2∑
k=1

∑
l∈I(ȳM

j )

ηkMij ∇ȳM
j
glk(ȳMj , ȳ0), (7.18)
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pMj+1 − pMj
τM

− λMTaᵀ

τM
= −

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

ηkMlj

〈
∇2

ȳM
j
glk(ȳMj , ȳ0),−pMj+1

〉
−

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

γkMlj ∇ȳM
j
glk(ȳMj , ȳ0), (7.19)

− 1

τM
λM (Taᵀ + σȳ0) +

1

τM

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

ηkMlM ∇ȳ0
glk(ȳMM , ȳ0)− 1

τM
ψ = 0. (7.20)

• transversality condition

pMM = −λMTa +

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

ηkMlM ∇ȳM
M
glk(ȳMM , ȳ0). (7.21)

• complementarity slackness conditions

glk(ȳMj , ȳ0) > 0 =⇒ ηkMlj = 0, (7.22)

[
glk(ȳMj , ȳ0) > 0 or ηkMlj = 0, 〈∇glk(ȳMj , ȳ0),−pMj+1〉 > 0

]
=⇒ γkMlj = 0, (7.23)

[
glk(ȳMj , ȳ0) = 0, ηkMlj = 0, and 〈∇glk(ȳMj , ȳ0),−pMj+1〉 < 0

]
=⇒ γkMlj ≥ 0 (7.24)

for j = 1, . . . ,M − 1, l = 1, . . . , 2N , and k = 1, 2. Furthermore, we have the implications

glk(ȳMj , ȳ0) > 0 =⇒ γkMlj = 0 for j = 1, . . . ,M − 1, l = 1, . . . , 2N, and k = 1, 2, (7.25)

glk(ȳMM , ȳ0) > 0 =⇒ ηkMlM = 0 for l = 1, . . . , 2N and k = 1, 2, (7.26)

ηkMlj > 0 =⇒ 〈∇glk(ȳMj , ȳ0),−pMj+1〉 = 0. (7.27)

Proof. The adjoint dynamic inclusion (7.6) of Theorem 5 can be written by the coderivative definition
(6.2) in the coderivative inclusion form(

pMj+1 − pMj
τM

− λMTa

τM
,− 1

τM
λM (Taᵀ + σȳ0) +

1

τM

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇ȳ0
glk(ȳMM , ȳ0)− 1

τM
ψ

)

∈ D∗Fj

(
ȳMj , ȳ0,−

ȳMj+1 − ȳMj
τM

)
(−pMj+1), j = 1, . . . ,M − 1.

(7.28)

It follows from (7.2) and the inclusions
ȳMj+1 − ȳMj
−τM

− fj ∈ N(ȳMj ; K̃∞(ȳMj ,y0)) for j = 1, . . . ,M − 1

that the exist vectors ηkMj ∈ R4N
+ as j = 1, . . . ,M − 1 and k = 1, 2 such that the conditions in (7.18)

and (7.22) are satisfied. Employing the second-order formula from Theorem 4 with y := ȳMj , y0 :=

ȳ0, w :=
ȳMj+1 − ȳMj
−τM

, and y := −pMj+1 and combining this with the domain formula therein give us

vectors γkMj ∈ R4N for which we have the equalities

(
pMj+1 − pMj

τM
− λMTa

τM
,− 1

τM
λMσ +

1

τM

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

αkMl ∇ȳ0
glk(ȳMM , ȳ0)− 1

τM
ψ

)

=

(
−

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

ηkMlj

〈
∇2

ȳM
j
glk(ȳMj , ȳ0),−pMj+1

〉
−

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

γkMlj ∇ȳM
j
glk(ȳMj , ȳ0), 0

)
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whenever j = 1, . . . ,M − 1. This clearly ensures the fulfillment of all the conditions claimed in (7.19),
(7.20), (7.23), and (7.24). Now we denote ηkMM := αkM , where αkM are taken from Theorem 5, and note
that ηkMj ∈ R4N

+ for j = 1, . . . ,M . Thus we get (7.3) and deduce the transversality condition (7.21) from

(7.5). Observe also that (7.26) follows immediately from (7.4) and the construction of ηkMM , and that the
adjoint inclusion (7.28) readily yields

−pMj+1 ∈ domD∗NK̃∞(ȳM
j ,y0)

(
ȳMj ,

ȳMj+1 − ȳMj
−τM

+ fj

)
.

Based on this and coderivative formula from Theorem 4, it is easy to check that (7.27) is satisfied.
It remains to verify the nontriviality condition (7.17) taking into account the imposed gradient linear

independence condition. On the contrary, suppose that (7.17) is violated, i.e., λM = 0, ηkMlM = 0 for
l = 0, . . . , 2N, k = 1, 2, and that pMj = 0 for j = 1, . . . ,M . Then it follows from (7.21) with

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

ηkMlM ∇glk(ȳMM , ȳ0) = 0

that pMM = 0. Then (7.20) tells us that ψ ≡ 0, and hence (7.19) implies that

2∑
k=1

2N∑
l=1

γkMlj ∇glk(ȳMj , ȳ0) = 0 for j = 1, . . . ,M − 1.

This contradicts the fulfillment of (7.3) and thus verifies (7.17). The proof is complete. 4

8. Concluding Remarks. This paper is the first attempt to study optimal control problems gov-
erned by evolutionary quasi-variational inequalities of the parabolic type that arise in the formation and
growth modeling of granular cohensionless material. The formulated mathematical problem is revealed
to be very complicated due to the presence of nonsmooth and nonconvex gradient constraints and thus
calls for developing various regularization and approximation procedures for its efficient investigation and
solution. Designing such procedures and verifying their well-posedness, we arrive at an adequate version
described as optimal control of a discrete-time quasi-variational sweeping process, which is different from
those previously considered in the literature. Nevertheless, employing powerful tools of variational analy-
sis and generalized differentiation brings us to the collection of necessary optimality conditions expressed
entirely via the initial data of the original problem. These conditions are derived in Theorem 6.

Some future research directions include, designing efficient numerical algorithms for the system of
optimality conditions presented in Theorem 6. More work is needed to establish convergence analysis of
some of the regularization and approximation procedures constructed in this paper, for instance, regular-
ization of the gradient constraints. This will, in particular, be critical to obtain optimality conditions for
(PN ) and (P) by passing to the limit from those established in Theorem 6 for the fully discrete problem.
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