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AssTrACT. We study optimal control problems that are governed by semi-
linear elliptic partial differential equations that involve non-Lipschitzian non-
linearities. It is shown that, for a certain class of such PDEs, the solution
map is Fréchet differentiable even though the differential operator contains a
nondifferentiable term. We exploit this effect to establish first-order necessary
optimality conditions for minimizers of the considered control problems. The
resulting KKT-conditions take the form of coupled PDE-systems that are posed
in non-Muckenhoupt weighted Sobolev spaces and raise interesting questions
regarding the regularity of optimal controls, the derivation of second-order
optimality conditions, and the analysis of finite element discretizations.

1. Introduction. This paper is concerned with optimal control problems of the
following type:

Minimize J(y, u)
wrt.y € HYQ), wue L*(9),
st. —Ay+sgn(y)|yl®* =uwin Q, y=0on 9N,
and u € Uyg.

(P)

Here, Q C R?, d € N, is a nonempty open bounded set with boundary 9€; the spaces
H}(Q) and L?(Q) are defined as usual (see [1]); J: HE(Q) x L*(2) — R is a Fréchet
differentiable objective function; A denotes the Laplace operator; sgn: R — R
denotes the signum function; o € (0,1) is a given number; U,q is a nonempty
convex subset of L?(£2); and the governing partial differential equation (PDE) is
understood in the weak sense. Note that the salient feature of (P) is that the state
equation contains a Nemytskii operator that is neither differentiable nor Lipschitz
continuous. The main purpose of this paper is to point out that (P) nevertheless
possesses a Fréchet differentiable control-to-state map S: L*(Q) — H(Q), u — v,
and, thus, allows for the derivation of first-order necessary optimality conditions
in qualified form. For the main results of our analysis, we refer the reader to
Theorem 4.8, Corollary 4.9, and Theorem 5.3.
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Before we begin with our study of the problem (P), let us give some background:
Semilinear PDEs involving non-Lipschitzian nonlinearities of the type sgn(y)|y|®,
a € (0, 1), arise, for instance, when modeling chemical reactions in porous media and
processes in desalination plants; see [2, 4, 11, 13] and the references therein. In these
fields, the exponent « is also known as the order of the reaction process [11], and
the semilinearity sgn(y)|y|® as the Freundlich isotherm [4]. A main feature of the
nonlinearity sgn(y)|y|%, a € (0, 1), is that it promotes the formation of so-called dead
zones within  where the PDE-solution y vanishes identically [6, 11]. The price that
one pays for this effect is that the term sgn(y)|y|® is neither Lipschitz continuous
nor differentiable and, thus, induces a form of nonsmoothness that is often hard
to handle analytically. The latter is in particular true when first-order necessary
optimality conditions for optimal control problems like (P) are considered as these
classically require at least some form of (directional) differentiability for the PDE-
constraint [14]. Because of these difficulties, optimal control and inverse problems
governed by partial differential equations involving non-Lipschitzian nonlinearities
are rarely addressed in the literature. One of the few contributions on this topic is
[11] which studies the existence of optimal controls for minimization problems that
are governed by PDEs similar to that in (P). Compare also with [3] in this context
where general regularization techniques are considered.

The main goal of the present paper is to point out that problems of the type (P)
are amenable to classical techniques from optimal control theory even in the presence
of the nonsmooth term sgn(y)|y|*. The key observation is that, although nonsmooth
and non-Lipschitzian, the state equation of (P) possesses a Fréchet differentiable
solution map S: L?(Q) — H(Q), u ~ y; see Theorem 4.8 and Corollary 4.9. This
causes the reduced objective function L?*(Q) 3 u — J(S(u),u) € R of (P) to be
Fréchet differentiable as well, makes it possible to formulate a standard Bouligand
stationarity condition for minimizers of (P) (see Proposition 5.2), and allows for the
derivation of a KKT-type optimality system (see Theorem 5.3). Note that these
results also imply that PDEs of the form —Ay + sgn(y)|y|* = v with a € (0,1)
are, in a certain sense, better behaved than elliptic partial differential equations
that involve a Lipschitz continuous, directionally differentiable semilinearity; see [§].
However, the nonsmoothness of the PDE governing (P) is not without consequences
either. As the analysis of Section 5 shows, it causes the obtained KKT-systems to
involve Sobolev spaces with singular weights that depend on the state, may blow
up arbitrarily fast, and typically do not satisfy a Muckenhoupt property. At least
to the best of the author’s knowledge, this effect and the resulting KKT-conditions
have not been documented so far in the literature. Note that the appearance of the
weighted Sobolev spaces also causes the derivation of further results, e.g., on finite
element error estimates, quadratic growth conditions, and regularity properties of
optimal controls, to be a very interesting topic.

We would like to mention at this point that we consider (P) as a model problem
in this paper. Extensions to more complicated differential operators etc. are possible
without major problems. It should further be noted that the techniques that we use
in Section 4 for analyzing the differentiability properties of the control-to-state map
S of (P) are, in fact, part of a larger theoretical machinery for the analysis of elliptic
variational inequalities (VIs) of the second kind that also allows for generalizations
in various other directions; see Remark 4.10 and [7, 9]. We focus on the model
PDE —Ay + sgn(y)|y|* = w in this paper to avoid obscuring the basic ideas of our
analysis and the underlying mechanisms with technicalities.
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We conclude this introduction with an overview of the content and the structure
of the remainder of the paper.

Sections 2 and 3 are concerned with preliminaries. Here, we clarify the notation
and recall basic results on the state equation of (P). In Section 4, we establish the
Fréchet differentiability of the control-to-state operator S: L%(Q2) — H}(Q), u — .
The proof that we use in this section relies on Lipschitz continuity properties of .S, a
reformulation of the PDE —Ay +sgn(y)|y|* = u as an elliptic variational inequality
of the second kind, and techniques that have been developed in [7, 9]. Section 5
is concerned with the derivation of first-order necessary optimality conditions for
local minimizers of (P). Here, we also show that the obtained KKT-systems and
Stampacchia truncation arguments allow to establish improved L7(Q)-regularity
properties for optimal controls of (P). The paper concludes with some remarks on
open questions and topics for future research.

2. Basic notation. In what follows, we use the symbols || - || and (-,-) to denote
norms and inner products on real vector spaces, respectively, equipped with a sub-
script that clarifies the space under consideration. For the Euclidean norm on R?,
d € N, we write | - |. The space of linear and continuous functions from a normed
space (X, || - ||x) to a normed space (Y, | - ||y) is denoted by £(X,Y"). In the special
case Y = R, we write X* := L(X,R) for the topological dual space of X and (-,-)x
for a dual pairing, i.e., (z*,2)x = 2*(z) for all 2* € X*, 2 € X. The modes of

weak and strong convergence in a normed space (X, || - || x) are denoted by — and
—, respectively. If (X, || - ||x) embeds continuously into (Y,| - ||y), then we write
X < Y. Recall that a function F': X — Y between normed spaces (X, || - | x) and
(Y|l - |ly) is called Gateaux differentiable if the directional derivative
F'(z;h) ;== lim Fletrh) - F)
0<T—0 T

exists for all x, h € X and is linear and continuous in A. In this case, the operator
F'(x;) € L(X,Y) is called the Gateaux derivative of F' at z and denoted by F'(z).
If, for every x € X, there exists F'(z) € £(X,Y") such that

|F(z+h) = F(x) — F'(z)h]ly
0<[[hllx—0 |2l x

holds, then F is called Fréchet differentiable with derivative F': X — L£(X,Y). If
the argument of F' has several components, then a partial Fréchet derivative with
respect to (w.r.t.) a component z is denoted by 0,.

Given a Lebesgue measurable set  C R?, d € N, we denote by L(Q), 1 < ¢ < oo,
the standard real Lebesgue spaces on €2, equipped with their usual norms. For level
sets and complements of level sets of elements v of the Lebesgue spaces (defined
up to sets of measure zero), we use the shorthand notation {v = ¢} and {v # ¢},
¢ € R, respectively. The {0, 1}-indicator function of a measurable set D C ) is
denoted by 1p € L>°(Q). If Q is a nonempty, open, and bounded set, then we write
Wka(Q), H*(Q), k € N, 1 < ¢ < oo, for the Sobolev spaces on 2, defined as in |1,
Chapter 5] and again equipped with their usual norms. With H}(Q), we denote the
closure of the set C'2°(£2) of smooth functions with compact support on Q w.r.t. the
H'(Q)-norm. Recall that the space Hg () is Hilbert when endowed with the inner
product

=0

(”’U’)H(}(Q) = (—Av,w)Hé(Q) = /QVU -Vwdz Yo, w € Hy ().
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Here, A and V are the distributional Laplacian and the weak gradient, respectively.
As usual, we denote by H~1(2) the dual space of Hg(Q) with pivot space L*(Q),
i.e., we use the identifications HJ(Q) — L*(Q) = L?(Q)* — H~(Q). Recall that
the Sobolev embeddings imply that we have

1, oc] ifd =1,

HYQ) < LIQ)  Yge Qq:= Uﬁo;d

1, —— if d > 2
L2 tase,

and, by duality,

[1, 00] if d=1,
LIQ)— H Q) Vge Q) := (1,52] if d =2, @)
[m,oo] ifd>2;

see [1, Theorem 5.7.2]. Recall further that the embeddings in (1) are compact
except for the limit case ¢ = 2d/(d — 2), d > 2; see [1, Theorem 5.7.7]. (Note
that no regularity of the boundary 9 is needed here due to the zero boundary
conditions.) By Schauder’s theorem, this also implies that the embeddings in (2)
are compact, except for the case ¢ = 2d/(d + 2), d > 2. We remark that additional
symbols etc. are introduced in the remainder of this paper wherever necessary. This
notation is clarified on its first appearance.

3. Well-posedness and Lipschitz stability of the governing PDE. We begin
our study of the optimal control problem (P) by collecting preliminary results on
the well-posedness and Lipschitz stability of the state equation

—Ay +sgn(y)|ly|* =uin Q, y =0 on JN. (D)
For the sake of clarity, we restate our assumptions on the quantities in (D) in:
Assumption 3.1 (standing assumptions on the governing PDE).

i) Q C R, d €N, is a nonempty open bounded set;
ii) o € (0,1) is a given exponent;
i) u e H1(Q) is a given right-hand side.
As usual, we understand solutions of (D) in the weak sense.

Definition 3.2 (weak solution). Given u € H~1(2), we call y a weak solution
of (D) with right-hand side u if y € Hg(Q) holds and

Kyyw+wwM%m:mmwnwf%m» 3)

The existence of a unique weak solution of (D) for all u € H~*(Q) is a straight-
forward consequence of standard results from monotone operator theory.

Lemma 3.3 (unique solvability of (D)). The PDE (D) possesses a unique weak
solution y € Hg(Q) for all u € H1().

Proof. This follows from [14, Theorem 4.1] and trivial calculations. O

Due to Lemma 3.3, it makes sense to introduce the following definition.

Definition 3.4 (solution operator). We denote by S: H=1(Q) — H}(Q), u > vy,
the solution operator of the partial differential equation (D).
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Note that, in the remainder of this paper, the operator S is sometimes also
considered on domains of definition that are smaller than H~1(Q) (e.g., L*(2) in
the context of the problem (P)). We denote these restrictions of S with the same
symbol for the sake of simplicity. The next lemma establishes a connection between
the PDE (D) and a certain elliptic variational inequality of the second kind.

Lemma 3.5 (equivalence to an elliptic VI). Let u € H-*(Q) be given. A
function y € HE(Q) is the weak solution of (D) with right-hand side u if and only
if it solves the elliptic variational inequality of the second kind

y € Hy(),

|a+l |y|0¢+1

v
(Y, = Y)mp () + /Q Q—de A Q—de > (U, v — Y) Hi () V)

Yo € Hy ().

Proof. If y € H}(Q) is the weak solution of (D), then our definition of the H}(Q)-
inner product, (3), and the properties of convex subgradients imply

—Wv =Y my) T (w0 — Y@ = /ngn(y)IyIQ(v —y)dz

a—+1 a+1
< i T — lyl** dz Vv e H} Q).

o« + 1 0« + 1
Thus, y is a solution of (V) as claimed. Note that this also shows that (V) possesses
at least one solution for all u € H~1(Q); see Lemma 3.3. As (V) can have at most
one solution (as one may easily check by means of a trivial contradiction argument;
see the next corollary and also [12, Theorem 4.1]), it follows that every solution of
(V) coincides with the unique weak solution of (D). This completes the proof. O

The main advantage of the variational inequality (V) is that it does not involve
the signum function or potentially singular fractions (as appearing in (D) when
using the reformulation sgn(y)|y|* = y/|y|*~%). This is why we choose (V) as the
point of departure for the analysis of the differentiability properties of S in Section 4
instead of (D). From Lemma 3.5, we also easily obtain that S is globally Lipschitz.

Corollary 3.6 (Lipschitz continuity of the solution operator). The solution
map S: H=Y(Q) — H(Q) of (D) (respectively, (V)) is globally one-Lipschitz, i.e.,

1S (u1) = S(ua) gz < llur = uallg-1@)  Yur,ue € H'(Q).

Proof. If uy,us € H-1(2) are given and y; := S(u;) for i = 1,2, then, by choosing
y2 as the test function in the VI (V) for y1, by choosing y; as the test function in
the VI (V) for yo2, and by adding the resulting inequalities, we obtain that

1 = y2lF o) < (ur = uz, 91 = ¥2) 3oy < llus — w2l g1 o) llyr — vellm @)-

This proves the assertion of the corollary. O

4. Differentiability of the PDE solution map. With the preliminaries in place,
we can turn our attention to the analysis of the differentiability properties of the
solution map S: u — y of (D). To prove that this map possesses classical derivatives
even though (D) contains terms that are merely Holder continuous, we will exploit
the characterization of S by means of (V) and techniques that have been developed
for the analysis of elliptic VIs of the first and the second kind in |7, 9]. We begin
with a technical lemma that is a special version of [7, Lemma 4.2.2].
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Lemma 4.1 (Taylor-like expansion for powers of absolute value functions).
Let € (0,1). Then, for all x € R\ {0}, t > 0, and z € R, we have

1 to|BHL | |8+

[ <|I = i o 1>|x|‘““)

=iy (R ) @

t
+ tizux ] — |2 2(8% + 5)/0 (1= 5)((1 = 9)lal + sl + tz|)571ds.

Further, it holds

L D W (R 2 e R 5
AN [l + 2] + [2])2

and
42 9 dtxz + 1222

254+ 2°.
(lz] + [z + tz])? (Jz] + [z + t2)?

(6)

1
(e +t2] — fal)? =

Proof. As the function (0,¢) 3 s+ s°T! € Risin W9(0,¢) forall 1 < ¢ < (1-5)""
and all ¢ > 0, Taylor’s theorem implies

VL — ot = (B4 1)’ (b —a) + (b—a)* (B3 + B) /01(1 —5)((1 = s)a+ sb)?tds

for all @ > 0 and b > 0. If we choose a := || > 0 and b := |z + ¢tz| > 0 in the
above and plug into the left-hand side of (4), then (4) follows immediately. The
equalities in (5) and (6) are obtained by straightforward calculation. Indeed, by
distinguishing between the cases sgn(z + tz) = sgn(z) and sgn(z + tz) # sgn(z),
one easily checks that
1 [z +tz| — |z z
t ( t (lz + tz] + |=])2
holds for all x € R\ {0}, ¢ > 0, and z € R. This proves (5). Using the third binomial
identity, we may further compute that
(|z + tz|*> — |z|?)? 1
t2 (o + 2] + |2[)?
(2tzz + t227)? 1
12 (|lw + tz] + |x|)?
B 4a?2% + dtwz® + 1224
(lz + t2| + [x])?
42 9 dtxz + 1222
= z2° 4+ z°.
([ + e +22))2 " (Jo] + |+ t2])?

2
- |x|_1xz> = (lz +tz| — |z| — t|z]| " '22)

1
(2 + t2] — Jal)? =

This establishes (6) and completes the proof of the lemma. O

To prepare our sensitivity analysis, we next introduce some notation.

Definition 4.2 (difference quotient). Given u,h € H=Y(Q) and 7 > 0, we
denote by 6, € H}(Q) the difference quotient

S(u+7h) — S(u)

0, 1=

(7)
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By exploiting Lemma 3.5, it is easy to establish that the difference quotients of
S are also characterized by an elliptic variational inequality of the second kind.

Lemma 4.3 (VI for the difference quotients). For every u € H () with
state y := S(u), every h € H=1(Q), and every 7 > 0, the difference quotient &, is
the (necessarily unique) solution of the variational inequality

5, € Hy(Q),
(07,2 — 5T)Hg(sz)

1 1 + 72 a+l a—+1
+ / - ('y ™ ™ _ (a+1)sgn(y)ly|*z | dz
Q

(®)

(a+1) T T
1 1 [ |y+ 76|t — |y|ot! o
- L2 (B s s, ) ae

> (h,z =6 () Yz € Hy(9).

Proof. To show that d, solves (8), one chooses test functions of the form v = y+ 72
in the VI (V) satisfied by S(u + 7h), plugs in the identity S(u + 7h) = y + 76,
obtained from (7), exploits the variational identity (3) satisfied by y, divides the
resulting inequality by 72, and artificially introduces the |y|**!-terms (which add
up to zero in (8)). That (8) can have at most one solution again follows from a
trivial contradiction argument; see [12, Theorem 4.1]. O

Note that the integrands in (8) have the same form as the left-hand side of (4).
From Corollary 3.6, we further obtain that the family of difference quotients {d,}
associated with a right-hand side u € H~!(Q) and a perturbation h € H~1(Q) is
bounded in H}(Q) and, thus, possesses weakly convergent subsequences for 7 — 0.
In what follows, the main idea is to pass to the limit 7 — 0 in (8) along weakly
convergent subsequences of difference quotients to arrive at a limit variational in-
equality and to exploit this limit VI to show that the difference quotients ¢, can
have only one weak accumulation point in H}(Q) for 7 — 0. By means of a trivial
contradiction argument, it then follows that the whole family of difference quotients
8, converges weakly in H}(Q2) to a unique 6 € H}(Q2) for 7 — 0, and by means of
bootstrapping and compactness arguments, that the solution operator S of (D) is
Fréchet differentiable as a function S: L?(Q) — H}(Q). The most delicate point
when arguing along these lines is, of course, the limit transition with the nonsmooth
terms in (8). We proceed in several steps, starting with the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4 (behavior of the a-d,.-terms). Let u,h € H=(Q) be given. Define
y = S(u). Suppose that o, := ., are difference quotients as in (7) associated with
a sequence {1} C (0,00). Assume that T, — 0 holds and that 5 — & in HE(Q) for
some § € H} (). Then it holds

=0 ae in{y=0} (9)
and
- 1|y + 7wk — [yl o
oo>l1krggéf{(a+l) /QT_k ( - — (a+ 1) sgn(y)|y|“dx | dz

2
> g/ %dx
2 Jiyzoy lyl'=

(10)



8 C. CHRISTOF
Proof. By choosing the test function z = 0 in the VI (8) for dj, we obtain that

(h 0k) 2 ()
> (h, 0k) 3 () — H‘SkHifé(Q)

1 1 Y + TR 2T — |y|ott o
> (a+1)/m—k(' E B a senlola ) do
(11)
1 1 [y + 7! = [y|ot? o
“la+1) /{ Loy T < ™ — (a+ 1) sgn(y)|y|*dy | dx
Yy
a—1

Tk / a+1
+ |0k | dx.
(CY + 1) {y=0}

Note that the left-hand side of (11) is bounded. This establishes the first inequality
n (10). As difference quotients of convex functions dominate the derivatives that
they approximate, we further have that the integrands in the integrals in (11) are
all nonnegative. In combination with the convergence &, — ¢ in L?() obtained
from the compactness of the embedding H}(Q) < L?(£2), this yields

0 = limsup (a + 1)71 " *(h, k) H1(Q) = limsup/ |6k |0 dr = / |6]2 T da.
k—o0 k—o0 {y=0} {y=0}

Thus, § satisfies (9) as claimed. By revisiting (11), by noting that the first term on

the right-hand side of (4) is nonnegative (again due to the properties of difference

quotients of convex functions), and by invoking Fatou’s lemma [5, Corollary 2.8.4]

(keeping in mind that all of the involved integrands are nonnegative and that 6 — §

holds in L?(2)), we further obtain that

a+l a—+1
lim inf [/ S (|y 71| v —(a+1) Sgn(y)|y|a5k> d:v]
Q

k—o0 Tk Tk
1 5 a+l a+1
> lim inf / — (|y + 70| £l —(a+1) Sgn(y)|y|°‘6k> dz
k— oo {y#0} Tk Tk

2
> lim inf / (|y+m6k|—|y|)
k— o0 {y#0} Tk

(0?4 ) /01(1 — s)((l —s)|y| + sly + Tk5k|)aldsdx]

2 2
2 Jyyzoy Iyl

This completes the proof. O

Lemma 4.4 motivates the following definition.

Definition 4.5 (weighted Sobolev space). Given a right-hand side u € H~1(£2)
with associated state y := S(u), we denote by V,, the subspace of HE(Q) given by

2

Vy = ’UEH&(Q)Z/ %dx<ooandv=0a.e. in {y =0} ;.
ty#0y 1Yl

We further define (-,-)v, to be the bilinear form

vw
dx.

(), Vy xV, =R, (v,w)y, = (v,w)Hé(Q) + a/ T o
{0} 1Yl
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Note that V;, is Hilbert when endowed with (-, -)y, as the inner product and that
the limit § in Lemma 4.4 satisfies § € V, by (9) and (10). The next lemma shows
how to handle the limit transition with the nonsmooth terms involving the test
function z in the variational inequality (8).

Lemma 4.6 (behavior of the a-z-terms). Let u € H~1(Q) be given. Define
y = S(u). Suppose that {7} C (0,00) is a sequence satisfying 7, — 0. Then, for
all z € V,, we have

. 1 1 [ |y + 7mpz]ott —|ylott >
lim — — (x4 1)sgn Y2 ) dx
i s [ (e (a+ sen(y)ll

2
2 Jyzoy Yl

Proof. Due to the identities in Lemma 4.1, it holds

1 (Iy + 12| — [y t!

—(a+1) Sgn(y)|y|a2>
Tk Tk

Wyl(ly + mwz] = |y|) — eyz 22

(ly+mezl +1yh?  fyl'=

+(a2+a)( 4 2)/1(1—3)( 1y )1_Otdszl—2
(lyl + 1y + 7z /) Jo (1= 8)[yl + sly + x| lylt=

4 2,2 1 -« 2
+(a2+a)< TRYZ + TEZ 2)/ (1—3)( ly| ) ds%
Iyl + 1y +7z))? /) Jo (1= 9)[yl + sly + 7k2| ly|

a.e. in {y # 0}. From the triangle inequality and elementary estimates, we further
obtain that we have

=(a+1)

’Iyl(|y+m2|— lyD) = meyz| _ Jy + ezl lyl + wlz]
(ly + 72| + ly])? ly+mezl+lyl T
and
4 2 1 11—« 1
( J 2)/(1—5)( v ) ds§4/ (1—19)%ds
Iyl + 1y +72))? /) Jo (1= 9)lyl + sly + 72| 0
4
<
T a+1
and

Aryz + 122 /1(1—5)( |y )l_ads
(lyl + 1y + 1e2))?| Jo (1 =)yl + sly + 7iz|

47—k|y||z|+7—1322 /1(1 )ozd
— S S
= (yl+ly +7ez))? Jo

5
T a+1

a.e. in {y #0}. As z =0 holds a.e. in {y = 0} and since 2%|y|*~! is an element of
L'({y # 0}) by our assumption z € V,,, the above allows us to invoke Lebesgue’s
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dominated convergence theorem [5, Theorem 2.8.1] to obtain

: |y + ez — Jylot )
lim — (¢ + 1) sgn Yz | dx
g s [ 2 ( - (0 + 1) senlw)ly
1 1 a+l a+1
= lim / (|y * 72 £l —(a+1) sgn(y)lylaz) dx
koo (@ +1) Jiyoy T T
2
= g/ —da.
2 Jiyzoy [yl
This completes the proof. O

By putting everything together, we can now pass to the limit in (8) to arrive at
a VI for the weak accumulation points of the difference quotients {0, } for 7 — 0.
Proposition 4.7 (VI for limits of difference quotients). Let u,h € H=1(Q)
be given. Define y := S(u). Suppose that oy := d., are difference quotients as in
(7) associated with a sequence {1} C (0,00). Assume that 7, — 0 holds and that
Sk — & in H () for some 6 € H}(Q). Then d;, converges even strongly in Hg(£2)
to & and § is the solution of the variational inequality

deVy,,

22 a 5
02D+ [ T3 ) 72 5 =Py 12
Vz € V.

Proof. Due to (8), we know that

(hy Ok = 2) 3 () + (On: 2) 3 ()
1 1 [y + mpz]@tt — |y|ott X
(a+1) /Q Tk ( - — (a+1)sgn(y)ly|*z | dz
1 Yy + 7 ) o+l Y a+1 N
(a+1) / (l : k|7k S (a+1)sgn(y)|y|*ox | dz

holds for all k£ and all z € V},. By taking the limes superior for k& — oo on the left
and the right of this inequality, by exploiting the weak lower semicontinuity of the
function H}(Q) 3 v — ||v € R, and by using Lemmas 4.4 and 4.6, we get

> 10kl (@) +

2
s o)

22

«
(h,0 = 2) () + (6, 2) g () + /{y?ﬁo} ly'~ =

52
> a/ — Oédgc—i—hmsup||(51€HHl
{yoy 1Yl

k—o00
N 52 (13)
> = / T dx—i—hmlnf ||5kHH1 @
{y0 1]
52
> O‘/ ——dr+ [0 VZEV
{yoy 1Yl

This shows that § satisfies (12) and, since the choice z = § € Vj, is allowed in (13)
by Lemma 4.4, that [|dk[|g2q) — [16]/m1 (@) holds. In combination with the weak

convergence d; — § in H} () and the binomial identities, it now follows immediately
that dj, converges also strongly in H{ (£2) to § and the proof is complete. O
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As a straightforward consequence of Proposition 4.7, we now obtain our first
main result.

Theorem 4.8 (Gateaux differentiability of the solution operator S). The
solution operator S: H=1(Q) — H}(Q) of the PDE (D) is Gateaux differentiable at
all points w € H=Y(Q). Further, the Gateauz derivative S’(u) € L(H (), Hi(£2))
of S at a point u € H~1(Q) with state y := S(u) is precisely the solution operator
H= Q)3 hw § €V, C H} Q) of the variational problem

Proof. Let u,h € H=*(Q) be fixed and define y := S(u). From Corollary 3.6,
we obtain that the family of difference quotients {d,} associated with « and h is
bounded in H{(f2) and, thus, possesses weak accumulation points in Hg () for
7 — 0. From Proposition 4.7, we obtain that all of these weak accumulation points
are, in fact, strong accumulation points of the family {d,} for 7 — 0 and solutions
of the variational inequality (12). As (12) can have at most one solution (cf. the
proof of Corollary 3.6 or [12, Theorem 4.1]), it follows by contradiction that there
can only be one accumulation point §, that §, — ¢ holds in H}(Q2) for 7 — 0,
and that § is uniquely characterized by (12). This shows that S is directionally
differentiable at w in direction h with directional derivative §. By choosing test
functions of the form 6 + sz in (12) for arbitrary s € (0,1) and z € V,,, by dividing
by s in the resulting inequality, and by letting s go to zero, one further easily checks
that (12) can be recast as (14). As (14) is precisely the variational problem that
characterizes the Riesz representative of h € H=1(2) C V, in the Hilbert space V},
and since V,, < H{(Q) holds, it follows that the directional derivative § € Hg ()
depends linearly and continuously on the direction h € H~1(£2). Thus, S is Gateaux
differentiable as claimed, with the Gateaux derivative being characterized by (14).
This completes the proof. O

Due to the Lipschitz estimate for S in Corollary 3.6 and the compactness of the
embedding L9(Q) — H~1(Q) for all max (1,2d/(d+2)) < ¢ < oo, Theorem 4.8
also implies the following Fréchet differentiability result for S.

Corollary 4.9 (Fréchet differentiability of the solution operator S). The
solution map S of the PDE (D) is Fréchet differentiable as a function from L9(2)
to H3(Q) for all max(1,2d/(d+2)) < q < oco. Its Fréchet derivatives S'(u) €
L(L9(2), H(Q)) are characterized by the variational identity (14) in Theorem 4.8.

Proof. The assertion follows from a classical contradiction argument. We begin with
the case ¢ # oo. Suppose that there are max (1,2d/(d + 2)) < g < oo and u € L(9Q)
such that S is not Fréchet differentiable at u as a function S: LI(Q2) — H(Q). Then
there exist a number ¢ > 0 and sequences {h;} C L%(Q) and {7} C (0,00) such
that ||hg||La(q) = 1 for all k, 7, — 0 for & — oo, and

S(u+ mhi) — S(u) — 7.5 (u)h
¢ < liminf 1S(u+ 7hk) — S(u) — 738" (u) k”Hé(Q)'
k—oo Tk

As {hy} C L) is bounded and ¢ € (1,00), we may assume without loss of
generality that hy, — h holds in L?(2) for some h € L?(£2). Due to the compactness
of the embedding L4(Q) — H~1(£2), Corollary 3.6, the Gateaux differentiability of
S at u in direction h obtained from Theorem 4.8, and S'(u) € L(H~(Q), H}(Q)),
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it follows that
15 (u + 7hy) — S(u) — 718" (w)hi|| 5 @)

e < liminf
k— o0 Tk
S(u+ 1:h) — S(u) — 7.5 (u)h
Sliminf<|| ( wh) = S(u) = 78" (w)h| g (0
k— o0 Tk

N [1S(u+ 7hy) — S(u+ 76h)|| g1 (@)

Tk

+ 19" (w)h - S/(U)thHg(sz))
< 0+ liminf [|hy — hHH—l(Q) +0=0.
k—o00

This produces the contradiction 0 < € < 0 and shows that S indeed has to be Fréchet
differentiable as a function S: L(Q) — HE(Q) for all max (1,2d/(d + 2)) < ¢ < .
To obtain the assertion for ¢ = oo, it now suffices to use Holder’s inequality. This
completes the proof. O

We conclude this section with some comments.
Remark 4.10.

e Note that neither Theorem 4.8 nor Corollary 4.9 makes a statement about the
continuity of the deriwative w — S’(u). The question of whether/on which
sets the operator S is continuously differentiable is inherently related to the
questions of how the space V, varies with y and of whether the Meyers-Serrin
identity H = W holds in'V,,. Compare also with the remarks after Theorem 5.3
in this context. We leave this topic for future research.

e [t is possible to prove analogues of Theorem 4.8 and Corollary 4.9 for PDEs

of the form
Vy

Ay <7
Y |Vy|l-

with a € (0,1); see [7, Section 4.3.5]. As one cannot exploit the compactness of
Sobolev embeddings when studying the PDE (15), doing so, however, requires
more involved instruments from the field of sensitivity analysis of elliptic Vs
of the second kind; cf. [7, Chapters 1, 4].

)_qu, y =0 on 09, (15)

5. Necessary optimality conditions for the optimal control problem. With
the differentiability results in Theorem 4.8 and Corollary 4.9 at hand, we can turn
our attention to the derivation of first-order necessary optimality conditions for the
optimal control problem

Minimize J(y, u)
wrt.y € HY(Q), ue L*9Q),
st. —Ay+sgn(y)|y|* =win Q, y =0 on 99,
and u € Uyg.
We begin by recalling our assumptions on the quantities in (P).
Assumption 5.1 (standing assumptions on (P)).

i) Q C R, d €N, is a nonempty open bounded set;

i) J: HH(Q) x L*(Q) — R is a Fréchet differentiable function;
iii) o € (0,1) is a given exponent;
iv) Uaq is a nonempty and convex subset of L*(S2).
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Note that, to be able to ensure that (P) possesses an optimal control-state pair,
one requires more assumptions on U,q and J than stated in Assumption 5.1. For
the discussion of necessary optimality conditions, however, this is irrelevant. As a
first consequence of Corollary 4.9, we obtain the following result.

Proposition 5.2 (Bouligand stationarity condition). Suppose that 4 € L?(Q)
is a locally optimal control of (P) with associated state j := S(u), i.e., an L*(Q)-
local minimizer of the reduced problem

Minimize J(S(u),u) s.t. u € Uyg.
Then u is a solution of the variational inequality
U € Upa, (0yJ(y,u),S"(u)(u— ﬁ)>H01(Q) + (0ud (§,0), 4 — W) 2y = 0 Vu € Una.

(16)
Here, 0,J(y,u) € H7'(Q) and 9,J(y,u) € L*(Q) = L*(Q)* denote the partial

Fréchet derivatives of J w.r.t. y and u at (y,u), respectively.

Proof. The assertion of this proposition follows immediately from Corollary 4.9, the
Fréchet differentiability of J, the chain rule, and the convexity of Uyq. |

By exploiting the characterization of S’(u) by means of the variational identity
(14), we can reformulate (16) to arrive at a more tangible optimality condition. The
resulting stationarity system is the second main result of this work.

Theorem 5.3 (KKT-system). Let i € L*(Q) be a control with associated state
g := S(u). Then u satisfies the Bouligand stationarity condition (16) if and only if
there exists an adjoint state p such that the following KKT-system holds:
U € Uy, y € Hy(Q), peEVy,
—Ag+sgn(@)|y|® =a in Q, =0 on 09,

_ Dz o (17)
(p’ Z)Hé(Q) + a/{y;é()} Wdfb = <8yJ(y,u), Z>H%(Q) Vz € Vg,
(P + 0ud (Y, 1), u — W) 2y =0 Vu € Usa.
Here, the state equation is again understood weakly and Vy is defined by
2
Vy =< v e Hi(Q): / f)de<oo andv =0 a.e. in {y=0},. (18)
{20y [~

Proof. Suppose that 4 and § := S(u) satisfy (16). Then the Riesz representation
theorem implies that there exists a unique p satisfying

peVy, (D, 2)v, = (ayJ(g,a),z>Hé(Q) Vz e Vy. (19)
Using (14), we may compute that
<6’UJ(Q7 ﬂ)u Sl(a)(u - /U’)>H&(Q) = (ﬁa S/(i)(u - ﬂ’))V@
u

= < - ﬁaﬁ>Hé(Q) = (Z_)au - a)L2(Q)

holds for all u € U,q. If we plug this identity into (16) and collect everything, then
we obtain that @ and g satisfy (17) as claimed.

To prove that every tuple (@, y) that satisfies (17) for some p € Vj is a solution of
the variational inequality (16), we can proceed along the exact same lines in reverse.
This establishes the assertion. O
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Note that the nondifferentiability of the function R 5 s — sgn(s)|s|* € R present
in (D) manifests itself in (17) in the form of the singular weight |5 150} and
the weighted Sobolev space V;. We remark that the appearance of these quantities
significantly complicates the analysis of the regularity properties of the adjoint state
p. As the state y may be arbitrarily smooth and, thus, may go to zero arbitrarily
fast when approaching the zero level set {§ = 0}, one cannot expect that the
function |y|*~! is integrable or satisfies a Muckenhoupt property. In particular, it
is typically completely unclear whether results like the theorem of Meyers-Serrin
(i.e., the statement H = W) hold in the space V3 or not and whether p possesses,
e.g., some form of W29-regularity; cf. [15] and the references therein. Note that the
latter question is of particular interest as it is crucial for the derivation of a-priori
error estimates for finite element discretizations of (P). The only thing that can be
established rather easily for the adjoint state p in (17) is improved L9(Q2)-regularity
as the following result shows.

Corollary 5.4 (higher Lebesgue regularity for the adjoint state). Suppose
that u, y, and p satisfying (17) are given and that 0,J(y,w) € L*(2) holds for some
max(1,2d/(d+ 2)) < s < co. Define

[1,00] if s >d/2,

1, 00) if s =d/2,

(D)) e

Then it holds p € L"(Q2) for all r € R.

Rs =

Proof. Define py, := p — min(k, max(—k,p)), k > 0. Then py, is an element of Vj; for
all k > 0 since pr, = 0 — min(k, max(—k,0)) = 0 holds a.e. in {§ = 0} and

9 )
/ —plk,a dz < / %dw < 0 Vk > 0.
(g0} 7] (g0} Ul

In particular, py is a valid test function in (19). In combination with (1) and the
lemma of Stampacchia [1, Theorem 5.8.2], this allows us to conclude that

cqllPrllZay < IoklZ o) < Pr,Pr)vy < (B, Br)v; = /Q 8y J (9, w)pr dz

holds for all ¢ € Q4 with some constants ¢, > 0 and Qg as in (1). To obtain the
assertion, it now suffices to invoke [10, Lemma 3.4]. This completes the proof. [

Prototypical examples of functions J that are covered by Corollary 5.4 are tracking-
type objectives of the form

1 v
J: HYQ) x L*(Q) — R, J(y,u) = 5”3/ —yplliz) + 5”“”%2(9)7

involving a desired state yp € L?(£2) and a Tikhonov parameter v > 0. For this type
of objective function, we obtain from Theorem 5.3 and Corollary 5.4 that the adjoint
state p associated with a Bouligand stationary control @ has to satisfy p € VzNL"(Q)
for all » € R4, where R4 is given by

[1, 0] it d < 4,
Rd = [1,00) ifd:4,

2d .
|:1,m> if d > 4.,
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where Vj is defined as in (18), and where d is the dimension of Q. If, additionally,
we assume that U,q has the form U.q = {u € L?(): uy < u < up a.e. in Q} for
some uq, up € H() satisfying u, < 0 < up a.e. in Q, then the projection formula

% = max (ua, min (ub, _B))
v

obtained from the last line in (17) and Stampacchia’s lemma [1, Theorem 5.8.2] also
imply that @ inherits all of these regularity properties from p, i.e., we have

aueVyNL"(Q) Vr € Rq.

As already mentioned, whether optimal controls u and their associated adjoint states
P possess higher regularity properties than those above in the situation of (P) (e.g.,
Lipschitz regularity or a form of W?29-regularity) is an open problem. The same
is true for the derivation of (no-gap) second-order optimality and quadratic growth
conditions for problems of the type (P). We leave these topics for future research.
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