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EXISTENCE AND RELAXATION FOR OPTIMAL CONTROL

GOVERNED BY STEADY, QUASILINEAR PDES

PABLO PEDREGAL†

Abstract. We focus on optimal control problems governed by elliptic, quasi-
linear PDEs. Though there are various examples of such problems in the
literature, we make an attempt at describing some general principles by deal-
ing with three basic situations. In the first one, we assume that the state
equation is variational; the second one focuses on a non-variational, monotone
operator as state equation; finally, we add a non-linear term off the divergence
part of the equation. In the first two cases, existence of optimal solutions can
be established under suitable sets of assumptions, while relaxation is required
for the third situation. Concerning the cost functional, and though more gen-
eral examples can be dealt with, we will take a typical case consisting of two
terms: one depending on the state, and another one of the form of a typical
Thychonov regularization. Optimality, especially for the last situation, will be
addressed in a forthcoming work.

1. Introduction

We would like to address the basic issues of existence of optimal solutions and
optimality conditions for optimal control problems under state equations of the
general structure

(1.1) − div[A(x, yu(x),∇yu(x))] + a(x, yu(x),∇yu(x)) = f(u(x)) in Ω,

and some appropriate boundary condition around ∂Ω for yu in such a way that the
operation u 7→ yu is well-defined. Here

A(x, y,y) : Ω× R× R
N → R

N , a(x, y,y) : Ω× R× R
N → R,

are functions that are assumed continuous, or even smooth, in variables (y,y) and
measurable in x, while f(u) : R → R is a continuous function. Since our interest
is not to examine results under the most general hypotheses on the domain Ω, we
will assume it to be as regular as we may need it to be. The variable u represents
the control while yu stands for its associated state. For the cost functional, we will
put

E(u) =

∫

Ω

F (x, yu(x), u(x),∇yu(x),∇u(x)) dx

for an integrand

F (x, y, u,y,u) : Ω× R× R× R
N × R

N → R
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which will be assumed with the necessary hypotheses in each particular situation
considered.

One could envision even more general problems where the interaction of state
and control both in the state equation and the cost functional runs at a deeper,
more general level beyond the situations to be explored here. But such degree
of generality leads to a far too general framework in which the structure of the
state equation (1.1) might be completely lost. Keep in mind the well-known case
of optimal control problems where the control acts on the coefficients of a linear
elliptic equation, and the fundamental field of homogenization ([22]).

For the sake of definiteness, and to stress what our main contribution is, we will
focus on state equations of the simplified form

(1.2) − div[A(∇yu(x))] + a(∇yu(x)) = f(u(x)) in Ω,

overlooking explicit dependence on pairs (x, yu). These more general situations
can easily be adapted. To be specific, with the target in mind of learning how to
deal with non-linearities, we will treat three situations of increasing complexity, as
regards the state equation and its structure:

(1) State equations of variational nature with a ≡ 0.
(2) Non-linear, monotone state equation with a ≡ 0.
(3) Quasilinear state equation: a, non-vanishing.

In the first situation, we assume that the state equation (1.2) is variational, i.e.
it is the optimality equation with respect to y for a cost functional

I(y, u) =

∫

Ω

[W (∇y(x)) + f(u(x))y(x)] dx

where the integrands

W (y) : RN → R, f(u) : R → R,

are uniformly of quadratic growth and convex, and continuous, respectively, in such
a way that the state equation (1.2) becomes

− div[∇yW (∇yu(x))] + f(u(x))) = 0 in Ω,

and

c(|y|2 − 1) ≤W (y) ≤ C(|y|2 + 1), 0 < c < C.

Compared to our general model problem (1.2), we see that the coefficient a ≡ 0
and the divergence part is variational.

The second case corresponds to a non-variational, non-linear, monotone equa-
tion. This time, for the state equation in (1.2) we have the crucial monotonicity
property

(1.3) (A(y1)−A(y2)) · (y1 − y2) ≥ 0;

moreover, the condition

(1.4) (A(y1)−A(y2)) · (y1 − y2) = 0

implies y1 = y2. The map A(y) : RN → R
N is assumed continuous and of linear

growth

(1.5) |A(y)| ≤ C(|y| + 1), C > 0.

Coefficient a still vanishes identically.
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In the final model, we will take a state equation of the form (1.2), where this
time the function a is non-vanishing, a(0) = 0, and it is Lipschitz. In particular,
we will have

|a(y)| ≤ C|y|, C > 0.

If the mapping A is elliptic, then it is well-known that the corresponding state equa-
tion will have a unique solution for each feasible control function u, provided, for
instance, that the right-hand side f(u) in (1.2) is a uniformly bounded, continuous
function. Since in this third situation, we will mainly be concerned with the effect
of the non-linearity a(y), we will simplify the main part of the equation as much
as possible, and will write A(y) = y, so that it becomes the Laplace operator, and
our state equation will be

−∆yu + a(∇yu) + byu = f(u) in Ω, yu ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω),

for a scalar b sufficiently large to ensure existence and uniqueness of the solution
yu.

Concerning the cost functional, again for the sake of definiteness, we will always
take

E(u) =

∫

Ω

F (yu(x)) dx+
M

2

∫

Ω

|∇u(x)|2 dx,

where F (y) is a continuous real function, that could also depend on x, and M > 0
is a constant. Eventually, one could also take

E(u) =

∫

Ω

F (yu(x)) dx+
M

2

∫

Ω

|u(x)|2 dx,

taking this time control variables u in L2(Ω) instead of in H1(Ω). We will comment
on how this change may affect our results.

We will be able to show existence of optimal solutions in the first two situa-
tions, when a ≡ 0: Theorem 2.1, Corollary 2.2, and Theorem 3.1; however, when
this coefficient a is non-vanishing, non-existence is expected, in general, and the
corresponding optimization problem is in need of relaxation (Theorem 4.7). In ad-
dition to recalling some fundamental results from the theory of Young measures
(Theorems 4.2 and 4.3) and some corollaries adapted to our needs in this work
(Corollaries 4.4 and 4.5), our main analytical concept in this framework is that of
measure-valued solution of a PDE. This is a quite common concept in the field of
conservation laws or in the area of Navier-Stokes equations, but, to the best of our
knowledge, have not received much attention outside those fields. The literature on
this topic is rapidly expanding though we will only cite the pioneering book [11].
Since Young measures is a common tool in the analysis of non-convex variational
problems ([1], [13], [14], [16], [18], [19]), it is not surprising that they play a central
role for non-linear optimal control problems as well ([17]).

Definition 1.1. A family of probability measures ν = {νx}x∈Ω, supported in R
N

complying with the integrability condition
∫

Ω

∫

RN

|λ|2 dνx(λ) dx <∞,

is a measure-valued solution of the PDE

− div[A(∇y(x))] + a(∇y(x)) + f(x) = 0 in Ω, y ∈ H1
0 (Ω),
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with A, and a, continuous, and

|A(y)| ≤ C(|y| + 1), |a(y)| ≤ C|y|, C > 0,

if

− div[A(x)] + a(x) + f(x) = 0 in Ω,

where

∇y(x) =

∫

RN

λdνx(λ), y ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω),

A(x) ≡

∫

RN

A(λ) dνx(λ), a(x) ≡

∫

RN

a(λ) dνx(λ).

Relaxation for the last situation examined will require this kind of generalized
state equation with measure-valued solutions (Theorem 4.7).

Optimal control problems for non-linear PDEs have been extensively studied,
especially the semilinear case. The bibliography for this case is abundant covering
a rich spectrum of issues and possibilities [23]. See also [17], [18] for a finer, more
sophisticated treatment. The quasilinear case has also been addressed ([6], [7])
even for dynamic problems [4], but for state equations having a linear structure,
with coefficients possibly depending on the state, on the gradient of the state. The
special case of the p-Laplace equation has received some attention too [5], [8].

Our methods can be applied, without essential changes, to more general situa-
tions, especially in the first two cases. We will treat and comment on some of them
as we move on to deal with each of the situations indicated above.

2. State equations with variational structure

Although, as indicated in the Introduction, more general situations can be
treated, for the sake of simplicity we will focus on the following optimal control
problem

(2.1) Minimize in u ∈ H1(Ω) : E(u) =

∫

Ω

F (yu(x)) dx+
M

2

∫

Ω

|∇u(x)|2 dx

subject to

I(yu, u) = min
y∈H1

0
(Ω)

I(y, u)(2.2)

I(y, u) =

∫

Ω

[W (∇y(x), u(x)) + f(x)y(x)] dx.

Assumptions on the various elements defining this problem are:

(1) Integrand F is a continuous, bounded real function. If N > 2, it can only
be assumed such that

−C ≤ F (y) ≤ C(|y|2N/(N−2) + 1), C > 0.

(2) Integrand W (y, u) is strictly convex in y for every u, and

c(|y|2 − 1) ≤W (y, u) ≤ C(|y|2 + 1), 0 < c < C.

(3) M > 0 is a constant, and f ∈ L2(Ω).

Under these assumptions, it is elementary to check that there is a unique yu, min-
imizer in (2.2), and the optimization problem is well-defined.



OPTIMAL CONTROL. EXISTENCE AND RELAXATION 5

Theorem 2.1. Under the hypotheses just described, there is an optimal solution
u0 for our optimal control problem (2.1).

The proof of this result follows that utilized in [12] in a much more involved
situation of non-linear systems of PDEs. It is however worthwhile to write it in
this context, so as to bring attention to it.

Proof. Let {uj} be a minimizing sequence for our problem, with corresponding
states {yj}. The bounds assumed on the various ingredients of our problem enables
us to conclude that the first sequence is uniformly bounded in H1(Ω) (the integrand
F is bounded from below by some constant), and so is the second. Consequently,
there are, after taking suitable subsequence not relabeled, weak limits u and y,
respectively. The issue is if they are related through the minimization problem
(2.2), i.e. if y = yu for the limit u. This is indeed so.

Let z be an arbitrary function in H1
0 (Ω). For each j, we should have

I(yj , uj) ≤ I(z, uj)

that is
∫

Ω

[W (∇yj(x), uj(x)) + f(x)y(x)] dx ≤

∫

Ω

[W (∇z(x), uj(x)) + f(x)z(x)] dx,

because yj is the unique minimizer corresponding to uj . We would like to take
limits in the previous inequality. To this end, note that uj → u strongly in L2(Ω),
and that W is convex in y, for fixed u. Thus by weak lower semicontinuity

(2.3) I(y, u) ≤ lim
j
I(yj , uj).

Notice that no convexity ofW is necessary in the variable u because the convergence
uj → u is strong, and not just weak. Hence

I(y, u) ≤ lim
j

∫

Ω

[W (∇z(x), uj(x)) + f(x)z(x)] dx

=

∫

Ω

[W (∇z(x), u(x)) + f(x)z(x)] dx,(2.4)

again by the same strong convergence uj → u, and our bounds onW . The resulting
inequality for arbitrary z ∈ H1

0 (Ω), implies that the limit y is indeed yu for u the
limit of the initial minimizing sequence for the problem.

Once we have this crucial information at our disposal, and realizing that, once
again, yj → y ≡ yu in L2(Ω) strongly, and that E(uj) ց m, the value of the
infimum of the control problem, by weak lower semicontinuity of E with respect to
{uj},

m ≤E(u) =

∫

Ω

F (yu(x)) dx+
M

2

∫

Ω

|∇u(x)|2 dx

≤ lim
j

∫

Ω

F (yj(x)) dx+
M

2

∫

Ω

|∇uj(x)|
2 dx(2.5)

= lim
j
E(uj)

=m.

The limit pair (y, u) is then feasible, and becomes an optimal solution. �
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The situation in which the cost functional does not depend, in an explicit, coer-
cive form, in the gradient of the control,

E(u) =

∫

Ω

F (yu(x), u(x)) dx

is drastically distinct, because we can no longer rely on the strong convergence of a
minimizing sequence {uj}, but only weak is guaranteed (under coercivity of F with
respect to u). The most demanding issue for the proof of Theorem 2.1 to be valid
in this other case, concerns equality (2.4). This forces, under weak convergence of
uj ⇀ u, that the dependence of W in u be affine. In addition, inequality (2.3)
requires W to be fully convex in all of its variables, and inequality (2.5) asks for a
convex dependence of F in u. We are talking about the problem

(2.6) Minimize in u ∈ H1(Ω) : E(u) =

∫

Ω

F (yu(x), u(x)) dx

subject to

I(yu, u) = min
y∈H1

0
(Ω)

I(y, u)

I(y, u) =

∫

Ω

[W (∇y(x)) + w(y(x))u(x) + f(x)y(x)] dx.

Note that the state equation reads

− div[∇yW (∇yu(x))] + w′(yu(x))u(x) + f(x) = 0 in Ω,

in case W and w are differentiable, and suitable bounds are assumed on such
derivatives.

The existence result requires assumptions to be changed to:

(1) Integrand F (y, u) is a continuous, real function, convex in u for each fixed
y such that

C(|u|2 − 1) ≤ F (y, u), C > 0.

(2) Integrand W (y) is strictly convex, and

c(|y|2 − 1) ≤W (y) ≤ C(|y|2 + 1), 0 < c < C.

(3) f ∈ L2(Ω), and the real function w(y) is continuous.

Corollary 2.2. Under this new set of assumptions, problem (2.6) admits optimal
solutions.

Proof. The proof follows exactly along the lines of that of Theorem 2.1. We have
enforced hypotheses to ensure that inequality (2.3), equality (2.4), and inequality
(2.5) still hold. Hence the outcome is similar: the existence of optimal solutions for
problem (2.6). �

3. Monotone state equations

We now deal with the second situation in which the state equation does not have
variational structure. More specifically our problem is

(3.1) Minimize in u ∈ H1(Ω) :

∫

Ω

F (yu(x)) dx+
M

2

∫

Ω

|∇u(x)|2 dx

under

(3.2) − div[A(∇yu(x))] = f(x, u(x)) in Ω, yu ∈ H1
0 (Ω),
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for a positive constant M , and function

(3.3) f(x, u) : Ω× R → R, |f(x, u)| ≤ C(|u|+ 1).

The function F is assumed non-negative and continuous. Concerning the central
map A(y), we will assume that it is strictly monotone as expressed in (1.3)-(1.4),
more specifically

(3.4) (A(y1)−A(y2)) · (y1 − y2) ≥ c|y1 − y2|
2, c > 0,

and complies with

(3.5) |A(y)| ≤ C(|y| + 1), A(y) · y ≥ c(|y|2 − 1), C > c > 0.

Under these circumstances, for a feasible control u, there is a unique state yu
solution of (3.2) (check for instance [9]). The proof of Theorem 2.1 can no longer
be adapted to this situation.

An interesting family of examples of this kind is that of a perturbed variants of
linear elliptic equations of the form

− div[a∇y(x) + g(∇y(x))] = f(x, u(x)) in Ω,

where the coefficient a could depend on x, and

a(x) ≥ a0 > 0,

while the mapping g : RN → R
N is globally Lipschitz with a Lipschitz constant L

such that a0 − L > 0. Without loss of generality, we can assume g(0) = 0, and
hence

|g(y)| ≤ L|y|.

Under these circumstances, the map

A(y) = ay + g(y)

turns out to be strictly monotone (3.4)-(3.5). This is elementary to check.
To learn about difficulties we face better, suppose {uj} is a bounded, minimizing

sequence in H1(Ω). It converges weakly in H1(Ω) and strongly in L2(Ω), after iden-
tifying a suitable non-relabeled subsequence, to some u. Let {yj} be the associated
sequence of states so that

(3.6) − div[A(∇yj)] = f(x, uj) in Ω, yj ∈ H1
0 (Ω).

If we use yj itself as a test function, and bearing in mind (3.5), we conclude, in
a standard way, that {yj} is uniformly bounded in H1

0 (Ω), and, as such, after a
suitable non-relabeled subsequence, it converges to some y ∈ H1

0 (Ω). As in the
previous situation, the crucial fact is to decide if, indeed, u and y are related to
each other through the state equation, i.e. y ≡ yu

(3.7) − div[A(∇y)] = f(x, u) in Ω.

This time however, we cannot resort to the same arguments as in Section 2 as
we are dealing with a non-variational PDE. Yet, because, the control variable u
does not occur in the main part of the equation, the usual arguments based on
monotonicity still can be used and applied. This set of ideas is identified as the
method of Browder and Minty ([9]).

Theorem 3.1. Optimization problem (3.1) under state equation (3.2) admits op-
timal solutions provided hypotheses (3.3)-(3.5) hold.
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Proof. We start from the non-negativeness condition
∫

Ω

(A(∇yj)−A(∇v)) · (∇yj −∇v) dx ≥ 0,

which is valid for an arbitrary v ∈ H1
0 (Ω). For the first term

∫

Ω

A(∇yj) · ∇yj dx,

we know, because of (3.6), that it is equal to
∫

Ω

f(x, uj(x))yj(x) dx,

and hence
∫

Ω

[f(x, uj)yj −A(∇yj)∇v −A(∇v) · (∇yj −∇v)] dx ≥ 0.

We would like to take limits in j in this inequality. This forces us to write

A(∇yj)⇀ A in L2(Ω;RN )

for some function A which, in general, is not A(∇y). This is in fact the heart of the
difficulty. We will come back to this crucial issue in the next section where we will
be most interested in understanding a way to tame these non-linear weak limits.
Because the product f(x, uj)yj converges strongly to f(x, u)y since both factors
do, we have

∫

Ω

[f(x, u)y −A · ∇v −A(∇v) · (∇y −∇v)] dx ≥ 0.

On the other hand, taking limits in (3.6) leads to

(3.8)

∫

Ω

A · ∇w dx =

∫

Ω

f(x, u)w dx

for every w ∈ H1
0 (Ω). In particular, using this identity for w = y, we can also write

our resulting inequality in the form
∫

Ω

(A−A(∇v) · (∇y −∇v) dx ≥ 0,

for all v ∈ H1
0 (Ω). If we now take y − v = λw for a positive scalar λ,

∫

Ω

(A−A(∇y − λ∇w)) · ∇w dx ≥ 0.

If we take λ→ 0, we find
∫

Ω

(A−A(∇y)) · ∇w dx ≥ 0.

The arbitrariness of w ∈ H1
0 (Ω) implies that, in fact,
∫

Ω

(A−A(∇y)) · ∇w dx = 0,

and, then, recalling (3.8), we conclude
∫

Ω

A(∇y) · ∇w dx =

∫

Ω

f(x, u)w dx,

for every w ∈ H1
0 (Ω). This shows that (3.7) is correct.
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The rest of the proof proceeds in a standard way just like that of Theorem 2.1.
Note that we could allow a more general integrand F depending in a convex way
in ∇yu. �

The more general problem that is the result of changing the term

M

2

∫

Ω

|∇u(x)|2 dx

by
M

2

∫

Ω

|u(x)|2 dx

in the functional cost has some important consequences concerning existence. As
a matter of fact, the convergence uj to some feasible u is no longer strong, and
one has to be contented with only weak convergence. In such a situation, the limit
of the right-hand side f(x, uj) is no longer f(x, u), not even in a weak sense. In
general, there is no way to recover the existence of optimal solutions, unless f(x, u)
is linear in u. The proof of Theorem 3.1 is still valid but the limit of f(x, uj) needs
to be conveniently identified. This can only be done through the Young measure
ν = {νx}x∈Ω associated with (a suitable subsequence of) a minimizing sequence
{uj}. There is a reach tradition of the use of Young measures in optimal control
problems, precisely to furnish tools to deal with those problems for which non-
existence, as a result of some non-convexity, is a fact ([20], [21]). These analytical
tools have been used to provide descriptions of relaxed versions of optimal control
problems without solutions in a variety of scenarios. Check [18] for an account of
a more recent, quite sophisticated treatment of these issues.

Since the use of Young measures associated with sequences of feasible controls,
at least as existence and relaxation is concerned, is by now well understood, we will
not insist on this point in this section. Rather, we would like to see how Young
measures corresponding to sequences of associated states {yj ≡ yuj

} can be utilized
to deal with main non-linearities in the state equation.

4. Non-linear state equations

In the final step, we would like to go from a state equation

− div[A(∇y(x))] = f(x, u(x)) in Ω

to
− div[A(∇y(x))] + a(∇y) + by = f(x, u(x)) in Ω.

Note how the presence of the non-divergence term a(∇y) spoils, in general, the
strategy we have used in the previous two sections. As a matter of fact, the nature
of optimal control problems under such state equations is rather different as we will
shortly see. Since, on the other hand, the role played by the monotone, divergence
term A(∇y) is similar to what we have seen in the last section, for the sake of
simplicity, we will only examine the case

A(∇y) = ∇y, − div[A(∇y)] = −∆y,

so that our state equation will be taken to be

−∆y + a(∇y) + by = f(u) in Ω,

where
|a(y)| ≤ C(|y| + 1), |f(u)| ≤ C(|u|+ 1),
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for some constant C > 0. Both a and f are assumed to be continuous. The final
term by is there to ensure the existence of a solution of the state equation. If, in
addition, a is Lipschitz, the solution is unique.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose a : RN → R is continuous and

|a(y)| ≤ C(|y| + 1), C > 0.

If b > 0 is sufficiently large, then there are solutions of

(4.1) −∆y + a(∇y) + by = F in Ω, y ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω),

for F ∈ L2(Ω). If, in addition, a is Lipschitz, the solution is unique (for b even
larger if necessary).

Proof. The existence for this kind of quasilinear equations, for b sufficiently large,
is established through fixed-point techniques as an application of Schaefer’s Fixed
Point Theorem. Check [9], Section 9.2.2, or [10] for more elaborate situations.

The uniqueness part is elementary. If yi, i = 1, 2, are two solutions, multiplying
the difference of the equations corresponding to y1 and y2, by the difference y1−y2,
and performing a standard integration by parts, we find

(4.2)

∫

Ω

[|∇y1 −∇y2|
2 + (a(∇y1)− a(∇y2))(y1 − y2) + b(y1 − y2)

2] dx = 0.

If L is the Lipschitz constant of the function a, then

|(a(∇y1)− a(∇y2))(y1 − y2)| ≤ L|∇y1 −∇y2| |y1 − y2|,

and for ǫ > 0, we can write

|(a(∇y1)− a(∇y2))(y1 − y2)| ≤
L

2
ǫ2|∇y1 −∇y2|

2 +
L

2

1

ǫ2
|y1 − y2|

2.

If we take this inequality back to identity (4.2), we have
∫

Ω

[(

1−
L

2
ǫ2
)

|∇y1 −∇y2|
2 +

(

b−
L

2

1

ǫ2

)

|y1 − y2|
2

]

dx ≤ 0.

If we take set ǫ2 = 2/L, and take b sufficiently large, then

0 ≤

(

b−
L2

4

)
∫

Ω

(y1 − y2)
2 dx ≤ 0

implies y1 ≡ y2. �

Once we have clarified the nature of the state equation (4.1), and the conditions
under which it admits a unique solution, we focus on the optimal control problem

(4.3) Minimize in u ∈ H1(Ω) : E(u) =

∫

Ω

F (yu(x)) dx+
M

2

∫

Ω

|∇u(x)|2 dx

under

(4.4) −∆yu + a(∇yu) + byu = f(u) in Ω, yu ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω),

for positive constant M , continuous, uniformly-bounded function f , and Lipschitz
a. Without loss of generality, we can assume that a(0) = 0, because an arbitrary
constant can be incorporated in the function f . In this way, we can assume that

(4.5) |a(y)| ≤ C|y|, C > 0.

The function f has been assumed uniformly bounded to avoid some technical dif-
ficulties. The parameter b is chosen sufficiently large depending on a, f , and D,
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to ensure existence and uniqueness of the associated state yu for each feasible u,
according to Lemma 4.1. We suppose that these ingredients are fixed once and for
all so that the optimal control problem is well-defined.

To realize the difficulties to show existence of optimal solutions in this more
complicated framework, as compared to the other situations treated earlier, suppose
{uj} is a minimizing sequence, which is bounded in H1(Ω), and converging to some
feasible u strong in L2(Ω), weak in H1(Ω), and pointwise. Let {yj} be the sequence
of corresponding states

(4.6) −∆yj + a(∇yj) + byj = f(uj) in Ω, yj ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω).

Similar calculations as the ones utilized in the uniqueness part of Lemma 4.1 lead
us to conclude that {yj} is uniformly bounded in H1(Ω), and hence it converges
to some y weakly in this space. As in previous situations, the whole issue is to
ensure that this limit y is indeed the associated state corresponding to the above
limit u. The presence of the non-linear term a(∇yj) outside the divergence part of
the equation makes the success of the previous convexity/monotonicity arguments
impossible so that there is, apparently, no way to prove that

−∆y + a(∇y) + by = f(u) in Ω.

If we multiply (4.6) by a test function z ∈ H1
0 (Ω), and integrate by parts in the

first term, we see that
∫

Ω

[∇yj · ∇z + a(∇yj)z + byjz] dx =

∫

Ω

f(uj)z dx.

When taking limits in j, we can identify the limit for all the terms except for the
product a(∇yj)z. Indeed, if a(∇yj)⇀ a weakly in L2(Ω), then

∫

Ω

[∇y · ∇z + az + byz] dx =

∫

Ω

f(u)z dx.

In general, a is not a(∇y), as we well know. There is no way to resolve the situation,
except by the use of some tool that permits to express and manipulate the weak
limits of non-linear quantities of the form {a(∇yj)}. This is the whole point of
Young measures, and measure-valued solutions of PDEs. We need to incorporate
these special limit PDEs into the problem to ensure existence of optimal solutions,
as is usual in relaxed formulations of optimization problems.

Before formulating in precise terms the generalized optimal control problem,
let us recall two fundamental well-known results taken from the theory of Young
measures ([1], [2], [13], [16], [18], [14], [19]). The statement for both of them
has been adapted to the situation in this work. Much more general versions are
possible. The first one is the typical result that stresses the fundamental property
of the Young measures corresponding to a sequence of functions. It is capable of
reproducing weak limits of compositions with arbitrary non-linear quantities.

Theorem 4.2. Let Ω ⊂ R
N be a regular, bounded domain, and let yj : Ω → R

N

be a sequence of measurable fields such that

sup
j

∫

Ω

|yj(x)|
2 dx <∞.

There is a subsequence, not relabeled, and a family of probability measures ν =
{νx}x∈Ω (the associated Young measure) supported in the target space R

N , such
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that
∫

Ω

∫

RN

|λ|2 dνx(λ) dx <∞,

and with the property that whenever the sequence {ψ(x,yj(x))} is weakly convergent
in L1(Ω) for an arbitrary Carathéodory integrand ψ(x,y), the weak limit is the
function

(4.7) ψ(x) =

∫

RN

ψ(x, λ) dνx(λ), ψ(x,yj(x))⇀ ψ(x).

The important point is that the Young measure is determined by the sequence
{yj} but it is independent of the function ψ.

The second one characterizes the family of probability measures that can occur
as Young measures of arbitrary sequences {∇yj} for uniformly bounded sequences
{yj} in H1(Ω). This particular statement is adapted directly from [14] (Theorem
8.7).

Theorem 4.3. Let ν = {νx}x∈Ω be a family of probability measures supported in
R

N and depending measurably on x, where Ω ⊂ R
N is a regular, bounded domain.

The necessary and sufficient conditions to find a bounded sequence of functions {yj}
in H1

0 (Ω) with {|∇yj|
2}, weakly convergent in L1(Ω), and with associated Young

measure ν (according to the previous statement) are

∇y(x) =

∫

RN

λdνx(λ), y ∈ H1
0 (Ω),(4.8)

∫

Ω

∫

RN

|λ|2 dνx(λ) dx <∞.(4.9)

As a result of this last theorem, we will designate by PH1
0 (Ω) the set of families

of probability measures supported in R
N verifying (4.8)-(4.9).

An important consequence of these two fundamental results is worth stating by
itself.

Corollary 4.4. Let {uj} be a uniformly-bounded sequence in H1(Ω), with ν, the
Young measure associated with the sequence of their gradients {∇uj}. There is an-
other sequence {ũj}, uniformly-bounded in H1(Ω) with {|∇ũj|

2}, converging weakly
in L1(Ω), generating the same Young measure ν.

The main issue here is that for the initial sequence {∇uj}, it may not be true that
{|∇uj|

2} is weakly convergent in L1(Ω); yet, it can be modified slightly to {∇ũj},
without changing the underlying Young measure, in such a way that {|∇ũj |

2} is
indeed weakly convergent in L1(Ω).

The following corollary is directly adapted for our purposes for the study of our
optimal control problem (4.3).

Corollary 4.5. Let ν ∈ PH1
0 (Ω), and {∇yj} ⊂ H1

0 (Ω), a generating sequence
(with Young measure ν). If a(y) : RN → R is such that

|a(y)| ≤ C(|y|α + 1), α < 2,

then

(4.10) a(∇yj)⇀ a(x) ≡

∫

RN

a(λ) dνx(λ) in L1(Ω).
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Proof. By our result above, the sequence of squares {|∇yj|
2} is uniformly bounded.

If the exponent α < 2, the sequence of α-powers {|∇yj|
α} is weakly convergent

in L1(Ω) (this is elementary). By the reproducing property (4.7) of the Young
measure ν, we immediately find (4.10). �

We are now in a position to start looking for a relaxed formulation of our optimal
control problem, once we have recalled the above fundamental tools and results we
are in need of. What might look like a good candidate for relaxation is, as a matter
of fact, just a first step. We will see that a second stage is necessary. We formulate
an intermediate optimal control problem precisely in the following terms. Consider
the following generalized optimal control problem

(4.11) Minimize in u ∈ H1(Ω) : E(u) =

∫

Ω

F (yu(x)) dx+
M

2

∫

Ω

|∇u(x)|2 dx

where

νu = {νu,x}x∈Ω ∈ PH1
0 (Ω),

is a measure-valued solution of the state equation (4.4), i.e.

−∆yu + a+ byu = f(u) in Ω,(4.12)

∇yu(x) =

∫

RN

λdνu,x(λ), a(x) =

∫

RN

a(λ) dνu,x(λ), yu ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω).

Proposition 4.6. Problem (4.11) is a sub-relaxation of problem (4.3) in the sense
m ≤ m if m and m are the respective infima of both problems.

Proof. Under the identification, as it is usual when Young measures are used in
optimization problems,

(4.13) νu,x = δ∇yu(x), −∆yu+a(∇yu)+byu = f(u) in Ω, yu ∈ H2(Ω)∩H1
0 (Ω),

it is easy to realize that E(u), computed in (4.3) or calculated in (4.11) under
(4.13), is the same number. This immediately implies that m ≤ m. �

The fundamental point of a full relaxation is to show the equality m = m, and
to identify a true minimizer for (4.11). Suppose we pretend to prove that this
is so, and let {uj} be a minimizing sequence of the original problem, with {yj}
the sequence of their corresponding states. We are certain that E(uj) → m, the
infimum of the problem, and that

−∆yj + a(∇yj) + byj = f(uj) in Ω.

We claim that the sequence {|∇yj |
2} is uniformly bounded in L1(Ω). To check this,

we perform some elementary calculations similar to the ones in the proof of Lemma
4.1. Multiply the previous state equation by yj , integrate by parts in the first term,
and complete squares in the form

∫

Ω

[

(

1−
C2

4b

)

|∇yj |
2 + b

(

yj −
C

2b
y2j

)2
]

dx =

∫

Ω

f(uj)yj dx.

From here, we deduce in a standard way that
(

1−
C2

4b

)

‖∇yj‖
2
L2(Ω) ≤ ‖f(uj)‖L2(Ω) ‖yj‖L2(Ω),
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and, through Poincaré’s inequality, the uniform bound on {uj}, and the bound on
f , we can conclude that

(

1−
C2

4b

)

‖∇yj‖L2(Ω) ≤M

for some fixedM , depending on f , but independent of j. Note that we are allowing
the constant b to be taken as large as necessary, depending on the various ingredients
of the problem. In particular, it should be true that

(

1−
C2

4b

)

> 0.

Recall that C is the Lipschitz constant in (4.5).
According to Theorem 4.2, for a non-relabeled subsequence of {∇yj}, there is

an associated Young measure ν = {νx}x∈Ω with

(4.14)

∫

Ω

∫

RN

|λ|2 dνx(λ) dx <∞

and complying with the representation property (4.7). For functions with linear
growth, (4.7) is correct under (4.14); in particular

∇yj ⇀

∫

RN

λdνx(λ) = ∇y(x),

and

a(∇yj)⇀

∫

RN

a(λ) dνx(λ) = a(x).

These conclusions imply that ν ∈ PH1
0 (Ω) is a measure-valued solution of (4.12).

Note that f(uj) → f(u) because the convergence uj to u is strong, as we have a
uniform bound on the size of {∇uj}. Finally, it is easy to find that

E(u) ≤ lim inf
j→∞

E(uj), E(u) ≡ E(u, ν),

because yj → y strong in L2(Ω) and point-wise, as well as
∫

Ω

|∇u|2 dx ≤ lim inf
j→∞

∫

Ω

|∇uj |
2 dx,

through convexity and weak lower semicontinuity. Therefore

m ≤ E(u, ν) ≤ lim inf
j→∞

E(uj) = m

but this is not yet enough to conclude m = m. This equality would force
∫

Ω

|∇u|2 dx = lim inf
j→∞

∫

Ω

|∇uj |
2 dx,

and this in turn, together with the weak convergence ∇uj ⇀ ∇u would imply the
strong convergence uj → u in H1(Ω), which, in general, would be hard to achieve.
There is, therefore, an additional step to take to reach a full relaxation. It involves
to describe the behavior of minimizing sequences of feasible controls through their
associated Young measures as well.

Consider the optimal control problem

(4.15) Minimize in µ : E(µ) =

∫

Ω

F (yµ(x)) dx+
M

2

∫

Ω

∫

RN

|λ|2 dµx(λ) dx
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where
µ = {µx}x∈Ω ∈ PH1(Ω),

and
ν = {νµ,x}x∈Ω ∈ PH1

0 (Ω),

is a measure-valued solution of the state equation (4.4), i.e.

(4.16) −∆yµ + a+ byµ = f(u) in Ω,

with

∇u(x) =

∫

RN

λdµx(λ), u ∈ H1(Ω),

∇yµ(x) =

∫

RN

λdνµ,x(λ), a(x) =

∫

RN

a(λ) dνµ,x(λ), yµ ∈ H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω).

As can be figured out, PH1(Ω) stands for the class of Young measures complying
with (4.8)-(4.9), replacing the condition u ∈ H1

0 (Ω) by simply u ∈ H1(Ω).

Theorem 4.7. Problem (4.15) is a full relaxation of problem (4.3) in the sense:

(1) If m and m are the respective infima of both problems then m = m.
(2) m is attained: there is a feasible minimizer µ for (4.15).

Proof. The proof has essentially been indicated in our above discussion. On the one
hand, by considering trivial families of Dirac delta measures, it is easy to realize
that the original problem (4.3) is embedded into (4.15), and hence, m ≤ m.

On the other, let µ ∈ PH1(Ω) be a feasible element for (4.15) with

(4.17) ∇u(x) =

∫

RN

λdµx(λ), u ∈ H1(Ω).

According to Theorem 4.3, there is a sequence of feasible controls {uj} in such a
way that

(4.18)

∫

Ω

|∇uj |
2 dx →

∫

Ω

∫

RN

|λ|2 dµx(λ) dx,

and uj converging to u weakly in H1(Ω), and strongly in L2(Ω).
Suppose now that {yj} is the sequence of states corresponding to {uj} under

(4.18). The sequence of gradients {∇yj} is uniformly bounded in L2(Ω), just as
we have argued before. Let, according to Theorem 4.2, ν be its respective Young
measures (again for a suitable, non-relabeled subsequence). From

−∆yj + a(∇yj) + byj = f(uj) in Ω,

one can easily deduce (4.16). Recall that uj → u point-wise and in L2(Ω), so that
f(uj) → f(u). In this way we see that ν ≡ νµ, yj → yµ, and (4.18) guarantees that

E(µ) = lim
j→∞

E(uj).

The arbitrariness of µ implies that indeed m = m.
If, further, we take a minimizing sequence {uj} for our original problem (4.3), and

we let µ be its corresponding Young measure, by Corollary 4.4, possibly changing
slightly {uj}, we can take for granted that {|∇uj |

2} is weakly convergent so that
(4.18) holds, and then conclude that

m ≤ E(µ) = lim
j→∞

E(uj) = m = m.

µ is indeed a minimizer of (4.15). �



16 PABLO PEDREGAL†

References

[1] Balder, E. J., Lectures on Young measure theory and its applications in economics. Workshop
on Measure Theory and Real Analysis (Italian) (Grado, 1997). Rend. Istit. Mat. Univ. Trieste
31 (2000), suppl. 1, 1–69.

[2] Ball, J. M., A version of the fundamental theorem for Young measures. PDEs and continuum
models of phase transitions (Nice, 1988), 207–215, Lecture Notes in Phys., 344, Springer,
Berlin, 1989.
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[18] Roub́ıček, T., Fine metrizable convex relaxations of parabolic optimal control problems. SIAM

J. Control Optim. 59 (2021), no. 2, 1293–1311.
[19] Valadier, M., A course on Young measures. Workshop on Measure Theory and Real Analysis

(Italian) (Grado, 1993). Rend. Istit. Mat. Univ. Trieste 26 (1994), suppl., 349–394 (1995).
[20] Young, L. C. Generalized surfaces in the calculus of variations. Ann. of Math., I, (2) 43

(1942), 84–103; II, 530–544.
[21] Young, L. C., Lectures on the calculus of variations and optimal control theory. Foreword by

Wendell H. Fleming W. B. Saunders Co., Philadelphia-London-Toronto, Ont. 1969.
[22] Murat, F., Tartar, L. Calcul des variations et homogénéisation. (French) [Calculus of vari-
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