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Abstract

We investigate a distributed optimal control problem for a phase field model of Cahn-Hilliard
type. The model describes two-species phase segregation on an atomic lattice under the
presence of diffusion; it has been introduced recently in [4], on the basis of the theory
developed in [15], and consists of a system of two highly nonlinearly coupled PDEs. For
this reason, standard arguments of optimal control theory do not apply directly, although
the control constraints and the cost functional are of standard type. We show that the
problem admits a solution, and we derive the first-order necessary conditions of optimality.

1 Introduction

Let Q C IR® denote an open and bounded domain whose smooth boundary I' has outward
unit normal n, let 7" > 0 be a given final time, and let Q) := Q x (0,7), ¥ :=1 x (0,7).
In this paper, we study distributed optimal control problems of the following form:

(CP) Minimize the cost functional
_ 1 2 b ’ 2
J(u,p, ) = 3 lp(z,T) — pr(z)|” dz + 5 \u(x,t) — pr(z,t)|” do dt
Q 0o Ja

62 T 2
+—= |u(x, t)|* dz dt (1.1)
2 Jo Ja

subject to the state system

(e+2p)e+ppr —Ap=u a.ein Q, (1.2)
opy — Ap+ f'(p) =p aeinQ, (1.3)
dp _ Ou
n - n a.e.on X, (1.4)
p(l’,O) IPO(x)7 M(SL’,O) :MO(I)7 a.e.in Q? (1.9)

and to the box control constraints

UWEUy={uel®Q);0<u<U aein@}. (1.6)

Here, 81 > 0, B2 > 0, ¢ > 0,and § > 0 are constants; U € L*((Q) denotes a given
bound, and pr € L*(Q) and pur € L*(Q) represent prescribed target functions of the
tracking-type functional .J. Although for large parts of the subsequent analysis much more



general cost functionals could be admitted, we restrict ourselves to the above situation for the
sake of a simpler exposition.

The state system (1.2)—(1.5) constitutes a phase field model of Cahn-Hilliard type that describes
phase segregation of two species (atoms and vacancies, say) on a lattice in the presence of
diffusion; it has been introduced recently in [15, 4]. The state variables are the order parameter
p, interpreted as a volumetric density, and the chemical potential 1. For physical reasons,
we must have 0 < p < 1 and p > 0 almost everywhere in (). The control function u
on the right-hand side of (1.2) plays the role of a microenergy source (see below). Moreover,
the nonlinearity f is a double-well potential defined in (0,1), whose derivative f’ is singular
at the endpoints p = 0 and p = 1l:e.g., f = fi + f2, with fo smooth and fi(p) =
c(plog(p) + (1 —p) log(1l — p)),with ¢ a positive constant.

System (1.2)—(1.5) is singular, with highly nonlinear and nonstandard coupling. In particular,
nasty nonlinear terms involving time derivatives occur in (1.2), and the expression f'(p) in
(1.3) may become singular. For the case © = 0 (no control), this system was analyzed in a
recent paper [4]; the case € \, 0 was studied in [5]. We also refer to the papers [2] and [3],
where the corresponding Allen-Cahn model was discussed.

The mathematical literature on control problems for phase field systems is scarce and usually
restricted to the so-called Caginalp model of phase transitions (see, e.g., [11], [9], [10], [17], and
the references given there). More general, thermodynamically consistent phase field models
were the subject of [13]. Control problems for the system (1.2)—(1.5) have never been studied
before. We remark at this place that it would be a challenging task to study boundary control
problems for the PDE system (1.2), (1.3) in place of distributed ones as in this paper; notice,
however, that this would require to first establish appropriate well-posedness results for non-
homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions or for non-homogeneous boundary conditions of
third kind. Such results are presently not available.

The paper is organized as follows: below, we briefly recall the thermodynamic background of
the state system (1.2)—(1.5). In Section 2, we establish the existence of a solution to the optimal
control problem. First-order necessary optimality conditions, as usual given in terms of the ad-
joint system and a variational inequality, are derived in Section 3. A large part of this analysis is
devoted to proving that the control-to-state mapping is directionally differentiable in appropriate
function spaces.

1.1 Some thermodynamic background

The state equations (1.2), (1.3) result from the balances of microenergies and microforces pos-
tulated in a model for phase segregation and diffusion of atomic species on a lattice introduced
in [15], a paper we refer the reader to for details. That model is a variation of the Cahn-Hilliard
system

pe— kA =0, p=-Ap+ f'(p), (1.7)
when, for the sake of simplicity, the mobility coefficient x > 0 is taken equal to one. Customarily,
the equations in (1.7) are combined so as to get the well-known Cahn-Hilliard equation

pe =k A(=Ap+ f(p)), (1.8)



which describes diffusive phase separation processes in a two-phase material body.

A generalization of (1.8) was introduced by Fried and Gurtin in the papers [6] and [8]. Here is
their line of reasoning:

(i) toregard the second equation in (1.7) as a balance of microforces:
dvE+m+~v=0, (1.9)

where the distance microforce per unit volume is split into an internal part @ and an external
part v, and where the contact microforce per unit area of a surface oriented by its normal n is
measured by £ - i in terms of the microstress vector & ;

(i) to interpret the first equation in (1.7) as a balance law for the order parameter :

pr = —divh + o, (1.10)
where the pair (h, o) is the inflow of p;
(iii) to restrict the admissible constitutive choices for 7, &, h, and the free energy density 1,
to those consistent in the sense of Coleman and Noll [1], with an ad hoc version of the Sec-

ond Law of Thermodynamics — namely, a postulated “dissipation inequality that accommodates
diffusion” — given in the form

Yo+ (m—p)pe—&- Vo +h-Viu <0 (1.11)

(cf., in particular, Eqg. (3.6) of [8]). Within this framework, an admissible set of constitutive pre-
scriptions turns out to be:

b =1(p,Vp), T(p,Vp,p)=p—d,0(p,Vp), &p,Vp)=de(p,Vp), (1.12)

together with .
h=—-MVpu, where M = M (p,Vp,u, V). (1.13)

Moreover, it follows that the tensor-valued mobility mapping M must obey the inequality

—~

V- M(p,Vp, i, Vi)V > 0.
It follows from (1.9), (1.10), (1.12), and (1.13); that

pr = div (MV ((‘%@Z(p, Vp) — div(dv,0(p, V) — v)) +0;

the Cahn-Hilliard equation (1.8) results for the special choice

~

1
Wp, Vo) = f(p) + 5IVel*s M =&, (1.14)

provided that the external distance microforce v and the order parameter source term o are
taken identically zero.

In contrast to the theory developed by Fried and Gurtin, the approach taken in [15] was the
following: while step (i) was retained, the order parameter balance (1.10) and the dissipation
inequality (1.11) were replaced, respectively, by the microenergy balance

g=e4w, e:=—dvh+7a, w:=—-mp+E Vp, (1.15)



and the microentropy imbalance
n, > —divh 4+ 0, h:=ph, o:=ud. (1.16)

The salient new feature of this approach to phase segregation modeﬂng is that the microentropy
inflow (h, o) is deemed proportional to the microenergy inflow (h,a) through the chemical
potential | ; consistently, the free energy is defined to be

vi=¢e—p ', (1.17)

where the chemical potential plays the same role as the coldness in the deduction of the heat
equation. Just as the absolute temperature is a macroscopic measure of microscopic agitation,
its inverse — the coldness — measures microscopic quiet. Likewise, as argued in [15], the chem-
ical potential can be seen as a macroscopic measure of microscopic organization; and, just as
is always done for coldness, one can provisionally assume that p is positive almost everywhere
in (). This assumption, which is important to proving that the resulting system of field equations
does have solutions, must be justified a posteriori. The requirement that @ be positive is also
the reason why we cannot admit negative controls « in the control problem (1.1)—(1.6).

Combining (1.15)-(1.17), and assuming that ;+ > 0, one finds that
b <o) +p -V —mp+ €V (1.18)

this reduced dissipation inequality replaces (1.11) in filtering out a /a Coleman-Noll the inadmis-
sible constitutive choices.

On taking all of the constitutive mappings delivering 7, &, 7, and h, to depend in principle on
the list of variables p, Vp, 1, Vi, and on choosing

- 1
¥ =10(p,Vp,p) = —pp+ [p) + 5[Vl (1.19)
one sees that compatibility with (1.18) implies that
(0, V. 11) = —=0,0(p, Vo, 1) = i — f'(p),
&(p, Vp, 1) = dg,i(p, V. 1) = Vp,
T(p, Vp, 1) = 120,30(p, Vp, ) = —1i2p, (1.20)

2

together with
R(p,Vp, 1. V) = H(p,Vp, 1, Vi)V, V- H(p,Vp,u, V)V > 0.

If we now choose for f{\ the simplest expression H = k1, implying a constant and isotropic
mobility, and if we once again assume that the external distance microforce v and the source
o are null, then we can infer from (1.20) and (1.17) that the microforce balance (1.9) and the
energy balance (1.15) become, respectively,

div(Vp) +p— f'(p) =0, (1.21)



20 pe + ppr — K Ap = 0. (1.22)

This is a nonlinear system for the unknowns p and 1, to be compared with system (1.7): while
equations (1.21) and (1.7) o coincide, equation (1.22) is considerably more difficult to handle
than (1.7) 1 . Indeed, the latter is linear while the former is not; moreover, the time derivatives of
p and p are both present in (1.22), and there are nonconstant factors in front of both p; and
p¢ that should remain positive during the entire evolution. Note that, for nonzero microenergy
source o, Eq. (1.22) becomes:

2ppr + ppr — K Ap = —o. (1.23)

In this sense, the control variable « in (1.2) is nothing but —o .

So far, it has not been possible to tackle the system (1.21), (1.22) (nor (1.21), (1.23)) mathe-
matically. Not so for system (1.2), (1.3), a regularized version of (1.21), (1.23) (with ©u = —0)
obtained by introducing the extra terms ¢ 0,y in (1.23) and ¢ 0;p in (1.21), with small posi-
tive coefficients € and ¢ (our motivations for including such terms have been proposed and
emphasized in [4]).

2 Problem statement and existence

Consider the optimal control problem (1.2)—(1.6). For convenience, we introduce the abbreviated
notation H = L*(Q), V = HY(Q), W = {w € H*(Q)); Ow/On =0 on I'}. We endow
these spaces with their standard norms, for which we use self-explaining notation like || - ||v ;
for simplicity, we also write || - ||z for the norm in the space H x H x H . Recall that the
embeddings W C V C H are compact. Moreover, since V' is dense in H , we can identify
H with a subspace of V* in the usual way, i.e., by setting (u,v)y~y = (u,v)g for all
uw € H and v € V, where (-, -)y«y denotes the duality pairing between V* and V. Then
also the embedding H C V'* is compact, and since N < 3, we have the continuous Sobolev
embeddings W C C(Q) and V C L(9).

We make the following assumptions on the data:

(A1) f = f1 + fo,where f; € C?(0,1) is convex, f» € C?[0,1], and

lim f1(r) = —co, lim fy(r) = +oo. (2.1)

(A2) po € W, f'(po) € H, o € VN L®(Q), and

inf {po(z); x € Q} >0, sup{po(z); x € Q} <1, py>0ae.in Q. (2.2)

Notice that (A2) implies that py € C'(2), and that the convexity of f; impliesthat f(py) € H .

An argumentation that parallels (and thus needs no repetition) the lines of the proofs of Theorem
2.2 and Theorem 2.3 of [4] (where we had u = 0) shows that the following well-posedness
result holds for the state system (1.2)—(1.5):



Theorem 2.1  Suppose that the hypotheses (A1) and (A2) are satisfied. Then we have:

(i) Forevery u € U,y the state system (1.2)—(1.5) has a unique solution (p, i) such that
peWh(0,T; H)Nn H*(0,T; V)N L®(0,T; W), (2.3)
pe HY0,T; HYn C°([0,T); V)N L*(0,T; W) N L™(Q). (2.4)

(i) There are constants 0 < p, < p* < 1, u* > 0, and K] > 0, depending only on the
data, such that for every u € U,q the corresponding solution (p, 1) satisfies

O0<p.<p<p'<l, 0<pu<yp, aein@, (2.5)

|’p|’W1’°°(07T;H)OH1(07T;V)OL°°(O,T;W) + HMHH1(O,T;H)mco([o,T];V)mL2(0,T;W)mLoo(Q) < K7,
(2.6)

(iii) Let uy,us € Uyq, andlet (p1, pi1), (pa, i12) be the corresponding solutions to (1.2)—(1.5).
Moreover, let u = uy — ug, p = p1 — p2, b = ji1 — p2. Then, forall t € [0,T7],

t t
max () + IoIR) + [ (ol + o)) ds < K3 [ (o)l ds.
=5= 0 0
(2.7)
with a constant K5 > 0 that may depend on the data, but not on u; , us.

Remarks: 1. Owing to (2.7), the solution operator S : u — (p, i) is Lipschitz continuous as
a mapping from U, (viewed as a subset of L?(Q)) into (H'(0,7; H) N C°([0,T];V)) x
(L2(0,T5V) N CO([0,T; H))

2. Thanks to (2.5) and to f € C%(0,1), we have f'(p) € L>°(Q). Moreover, owing to (2.4)
and to the embedding V' C L%(2), we have . € C°([0,T]; L°(12)). Note that (2.3) implies,
in particular, that p is continuous from [0, 7] to H*(f2) for all s < 2. Now, provided that s is
sufficiently large, we have H*(Q2) C C(f2); consequently, p € C(Q). Hence, without loss of
generality (by possibly choosing a larger K7 ), we may assume that also

lolle@) + lrllcoqorszs@) + llpellrzom i) < Ki - (2.8)

We are now prepared to prove existence for the control problem (CP):

Theorem 2.2  Suppose that the conditions (A1) and (A2) are satisfied. Then the problem (CP)
has a solution w € U,,.

Proof. Let {u,} C U, be a minimizing sequence for (CP), and let {(py, ttn)} be the se-
quence of the associated solutions to (1.2)—(1.5). We then can infer from (2.6) the existence of
atriple (u, p, ) such that, for a suitable subsequence again indexed by 7., we have

u, — u weakly star in L>°(Q),
pn — p weakly starin Wh(0,T; H) N H'(0,T; V)N L>*(0,T; W),
o — [ weakly starin H'(0,T; H) N L>®([0,T); V) N L*(0,T; W).



Clearly, we have that u € U,4. Moreover, by virtue of the Aubin-Lions lemma (cf. [14, Thm.
5.1, p. 58]) and similar compactness results (cf. [16, Sect. 8, Cor. 4]), we also have the strong
convergences

pn — p stronglyin C°([0,T]; H*(Q2)) forall s < 2, (2.9)
tn — Ji stronglyin C°([0,T]; H) N L*(0,T; V). (2.10)

From this we infer, possibly selecting another subsequence again indexed by n, that p, —
p pointwise a.e. in Q. In particular, p, < p < p* a.e.in Q and, since f € C?(0,1),
also f'(p,) — f'(p) strongly in L?(Q). Now notice that the above convergences imply, in
particular, that

pn — p stronglyin C°([0, T]; L(QY), Oypn — O,p weaklyin L*(0,T; L*(2)),
tn — i stronglyin L*(0,T; L*(Q)), Ot — Oi  weakly in L*(Q).
From this, it is easily verified that
fin Opn, — [ O,p  weaklyin L'(0,T; H),
Pn Oyt — pOi weakly in L2(0,T; L3/*(Q)).

In summary, if we pass to the limit as n — oo in the state equations (1.2)—(1.5) written for the
triple (wn, pn, fin), we find that (p, i) = S(@), that is, the triple (@, p, i) is admissible for the
control problem (CP). From the weak sequential lower semicontinuity of the cost functional J
it finally follows that @, together with (p, ji) = S(u), is a solution to (CP). This concludes the
proof. n

Remarks: 3. It can be shown that this existence result holds for much more general cost func-
tionals. All we need is that .J enjoy appropriate weak sequential lower semicontinuity properties
that match the above weak convergences.

4. Since the state component p is continuous on (@, the existence result remains valid if suitable
pointwise state constraints for p are added (provided the admissible set is not empty). For
instance, consider the case when the state has to obey the one-sided obstacle condition

oz 1) z% Vi€ 0,T] (2.11)

for some fixed z* € 2 (which of course requires that po(x*) > 1/2). If the set of admissible
controls in U,4 is not empty, i.e., if there is at least one u € U,4 such that the corresponding
state component p satisfies (2.11), then an optimal control exists. Indeed, we pick a minimiz-
ing sequence of admissible controls {u,} C U,s with associated states (p,, i) obeying
(2.11). Since (2 is a bounded three-dimensional domain, we can infer from (2.9) and Sobolev
embeddings that p, — p uniformly in @ whence it follows that p satisfies (2.11).

3 Necessary optimality conditions

In this section, we derive the first-order necessary conditions of optimality for problem (CP). In
this whole section, we generally assume that the hypotheses (A1) and (A2) are satisfied and that



u € U,q is an optimal control with associated state (p, ji), which has the properties (2.3)—(2.6)

and (2.8); in particular, we have p € C(Q)). For technical reasons, we need to take a slightly
smoother nonlinear term f; precisely, we take

(A3) [ e C30,1).

With this assumption, we can improve the stability estimate (2.7). Before stating the result, let
us observe that (2.3) implies, in particular, that the solution component p is weakly continuous
from [0, 7] into W, which justifies the formulation of the next estimate (3.1).

Lemma 3.1  Suppose that (A1)—(A3) are satisfied, and let ui,us € U,y be given and
(p1, 111), (p2, 112) be the corresponding solutions to (1.2)—(1.5). Moreover, let u = u; — us,
p=p1—p2, L =1 — pa. Then, forall t € [0,T],

max ([lpe(s)IIv + lu(s)llv + o)) + /O(H/Lt(S)H?q + llpe(s)lliy) ds

0<s<t
t
< K5 [ (o)l ds. @.1)
0

with a constant K5 > 0 that may depend on the data, but not on w; , us.

Proof.  Obviously, the pair (p, 1) is a solution to the system

(e+2p0)pe + 2ppag + ppis+pepr—Ap=u aein Q, (3.2)
Opr—Ap=p — (f'(p1) = f(p2) aeinQ, (3.3)
dp _ op
- n 0 a.e.on, (3.4)
p(x,0) = p(z,0) =0, a.e.in Q. (3.5)

We test Eq. (3.2) by p . It then follows, with the use of Young’s inequality, that
e [* ) 1 , 1 )
5 [ M)l ds + SIVe@lly < 5 [ lluls) ds
0 0
t
[ @lollnaal + 1l lpual + sl Il el d ds. 6)
0 Jo

We estimate the terms on the right-hand side individually. In this process, C; (i € IN) denote
positive constants that only depend on the constants ¢, d, p., p*, u*, T, K7, K5 . On using
Halder's and Young'’s inequalities, as well as the continuity of the embedding H'(Q2) C L*(Q2),
we have that

t t
ot et e ds <[ ) )L a5
' 2 Cl ' 2 2
<o [ Im@lds + 2 [ ok, e

8



Observe that, owing to (2.6), the function s +— ||p1+(s)||?- belongs to L'(0,T"). Moreover, by
(2.5) and Young'’s inequality,

t t C t
| [sliod i dzds <o [l ds + 2 [ laokds. e
0J0Q 0 7 Jo

where the second integral on the right-hand side can be estimated using (2.7). In addition, we
have

t t t
Cs
foim [ [2lollnsel el dnds < [ i) s+ = [ nasl)ls 1o(6) iy ds.
0/9Q 0 T Jo
(3.9)
Now, observe that the embedding W' C L>°(£2), in combination with standard elliptic estimates
and (2.7), implies that

10(8) 2y < Ci / la() % dr + Cs | An(s)]%, 3.10)
whence
! 2 CG ! 2 ! 2 2
ho< [l ds + ([ llds + [ el 1806 ds) . @10

where the mapping s — ||2.4(5)||% belongsto L'(0,T).
Next, we formally test Eq. (3.3) by —Ap; . On integrating by parts, we find that

t t
5 [19n s + 5 18000 < [ [t (o) = 7)) Apidads.
’ 08 (3.12)
After a further integration by parts, this time with respect to ¢, and invoking Young'’s inequality
and (2.7), we find that

t
1
//uAptda:ds —— [uysods + [ [ papdvds < Glasol
0JQ
2 C'7 2 ! 2
o Hm(s)HHm; 1 A(s)I3 ds + Co [ huls) 3 ds. 319
0 0 0

Moreover, integration by parts with respect to ¢, with the help of Young’s inequality, (2.6), and
(2.7), yields:

/ / (1) — F(p2) Apyda ds < / (o)) — /(o)) 1 2p(0)] de

n / / (17" el + 1£"(o1) — £ (p2) 1pal) g dz ds

1 t t
< 1800 + [ 180l ds + Co [ u(s)ds + . @14
0 0

9



where

I= / / F(or) — £ (p2)! |2 |0 da ds

From this inequality, on applying the mean value theorem, (2.6), (2.7), Young’s inequality, and
the continuity of the embedding H'(Q2) C L*(£2), we deduce the following estimate:

t
I < Cm/IIAp(S)IIHHMS)IIM(@) [192,6(8)[| 242 ds
0

< O max |[p(s)]lv / 1p2.6(8)[lv [[Ap(s) | e ds

0<s<t

< ([ oaelf 130ty s + [ ulas). @19

Observe that by (2.6) the mapping s — ||p2:(s)||3 belongsto L'(0,T).

At this point, we may combine the estimates (3.6)—(3.15): in fact, choosing v > 0 appropriately
small, and invoking Gronwall’s lemma, we find the estimate:

/0 (e + 1Vpi(s)l1% ) ds + max (Iu(s)]F + llo(s)])
< (i3 /OtHu(s)H%{ ds, (3.16)

forall t € [0, 7). Next, we formally differentiate Eq. (3.3) with respect to ¢, and obtain

ope — Apy = e — f"(p1) pe — (f"(p1) — f"(p2)) P2, (3.17)

with zero initial and Neumann boundary conditions for p; (cf. (3.4), (3.5), and (1.5)). Hence,
testing (3.17) by p;, invoking Young’s inequality, and recalling (2.7), and (3.16), we find that

5 t t
SOl + [ IVo(s) s < Cu [ (o) ds
t
[ [ leael #7600 = £(ea)l 1 da . @18
0JQ

Moreover, using Hélder’'s and Young'’s inequalities, (A3), (2.6), and (2.7), we see that

/ / pael 1F(01) — 1" (p2)] 1] d ds
0JQ

t
< i / oo () s 1005l o 192 () 11 s
0

IN

t t
Cie (/0 lpe(5) |17 ds + ggg{tﬂp(s)ﬂ%//o ”p2,t<5)’|%/d8)

IN

t
017/ Hu(s)quds (3.19)
0

10



Finally, we test (3.17) by —Ap; . Using Young’s inequality and (3.16), we find that

5 t !
IVl + / 1Ap()I% ds < ~ / 1 Apu(s)|% ds

C //
/ Ju(s ||Hds+//|p2t|rf o) — £"(p2)| |Ap| da ds

C
227/ 1306 s + 2 [t s + g )1 [ ol 05
0

t C
sm/ 1Ap(s)I ds + <2 / lu(s) |2 ds (3.20)
0

Choosing v > 0 appropriately small, we can infer that the estimate (3.1) is in fact true. This
concludes the proof. -

3.1 The linearized system

Suppose that h € L>(Q)) is an admissible variation with respect to 4, i.e., that there exists
A > 0 such that @ + \h € U,y whenever 0 < A\ < \. We have to determine the directional
derivative D Jyeq(w)h of the “reduced” cost functional Jieq(u) := J(u, Su) at @ in the direc-
tion . This requires to find the directional derivative DS(@)h of the solution operator S at
in the direction /. To this end, we consider the following system, which is obtained by linearizing
the system (1.2)—(1.5) at (p, 1) :

(e+2p)m—An+2mé+a&+mpn="h aeinQ, (3.21)
0§ —AE=—f"(p){ +n aeinQ, (3.22)
of _on _
I 0 a.e.on, (3.23)
£(x,0) =n(z,0) =0 a.e.in Q. (3.24)

We expect that (£,7) = D.S(u)h, provided that (3.21)—(3.24) admits a unique solution (£, 7).
In view of (2.3) and (2.4), we can guess the regularity of £ and 7 :

£€ H'Y(0,T; H)nC([0,T]; V) N L0, T; W) N L¥(Q), (3.25)

ne HY(0,T; H)ynC°([0,T); V) N L*(0, T; W). (3.26)

Indeed, if (3.25) and (3.26) hold then the collection of source terms in (3.21), i.e., the part

h—2p: & — & — pym, belongs to L*(Q) (as it should for a solution 7 satisfying (3.26)),

whereas the regularity (3.26) for 1 allows us to conclude from (3.22) that also £ € C(@) (by
applying maximal parabolic regularity theory, see, e.g., [7, Thm. 6.8] or [17, Lemma 7.12]).

In fact, as to £, we can count on an even better regularity. Indeed, we may differentiate (3.22)
with respect to ¢ to find that

0 — A& = —f"(p) pe & — " (p) & + e (3.27)
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with zero initial and Neumann boundary conditions for &;. Since the right-hand side of (3.27)
belongs to L?(Q), we may test by any of the functions &;, &;,and —A&,, to obtain that even

¢c H*0,T; H)nCH[0,T); V)N HY (0, T; W) . (3.28)

Notice, however, that this fact has no bearing on the regularity of 7, since the coefficient i in
(3.21) only belongs to L?(Q).

We first prove the well-posedness of the linear system (3.21)—(3.24).

Proposition 3.2  Suppose that (A1)-(A3) are fulfilled. Then the system (3.21)—(3.24) has a
unique solution (£, 7)) satisfying (3.26) and (3.28).

Proof. We proceed in series of steps.

Step 1: Approximation.  Following the lines of our approach in [4], we use an approximation
technique based on a delay in the right-hand side of (3.22). To this end, we define for 7 > 0 the
translation operator 7, : L'(0,7; H) — L'(0,T; H) by putting, for every v € L*(0,T; H)
and almost every t € (0,7,

(Too)(t) =v(t—7)ift>7, and (T,v)(t)=0if t <. (3.29)

Notice that, for any v € L?(Q)) and any 7 > 0, we obviously have | 7;v|2(q) < [|vlr2(0) -

Then, for any fixed 7 > 0, we look for functions ({7, 77), which satisfy (3.25) and (3.26) and
the system:

(e+2p)nf — AN +2[ & +p& +pen” =h aeinQ, (3.30)
08 — A+ () =T aeinQ, (3.31)
ogm  onT
™ =0 a.e.onX, (3.32)
£ (x,0)=n"(2,0) =0 a.e.in Q. (3.33)

Precisely, we choose for 7 > 0 the discrete values 7 = T'/N , where N € N is arbitrary, and
putt, =n7,0<n<N,and [, = (0,t,). For 1 <n < N, we solve the problem

(+20) Moy — A + 2/t &+ [1ény + prnn = h acecin Qx I, (3.34)
% =0 aeonl xI,, Ma(z,0) =0 a.e.in (3.35)

0 s — A&y + () 0 = Trnn acein QX I, (3.36)

% =0 aeonl xI,, &n(2,0) =0 a.e.in Q, (8.37)

where the variables 7, and &, , defined on [,,, have obvious meaning. Here, 7, acts on
functions that are not defined on the entire interval (0, 7") ; however, for n. > 1 it s still defined
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by (3.29), while for n = 1 we simply put 7,7, = 0. Notice that whenever the pairs (&, 1)
with

& € H (I HYNCV(L; VYN LA(Li; W) N C(Q x 1), (3.38)
e € H (Ii; H) N CO(Ly; V) N L2 (I; W), (3.39)

have been constructed for 1 < k < n < N, then we look for the pair (§,+1,7,+1) that
coincides with (&,,7,) in I,,, and note that the linear parabolic problem (3.36), (3.37) has a
unique solution &,.1 on  x [, that satisfies (3.38) for k = n + 1. Inserting &,41 in
(3.34) (where n is replaced by n + 1), we then find that the linear parabolic problem (3.34),
(8.35) admits a unique solution 7,,.1 that fulfills (3.39) for £ = n + 1. Hence, we conclude that
(&7,n") = (v, my) satisfies (3.30)—(3.33), and (3.25), (3.26).

Step 2: A priori estimates.  We now prove a series of a priori estimates for the functions
(£7,17) . In the following, we denote by C; (i € IN) some generic positive constants, which
may depend on ¢,9, p., p*, ¥, T, Ki, K5, but not on 7 (i.e., not on N'). For the sake of
simplicity, we omit the superscript 7 and simply write (£, 7). We recall the continuity of the
embedding H'(Q2) C L%(Q).

First a priori estimate. ~ Observe that 2 pnn, = (pn?), — pr n*. Hence, testing (3.30) by 7,
we have, for 0 <t < T,

/Q (% +p) n(t)* de + /Ot IV (s) 1% ds < %/Ot ()7 + Nh()N7) ds

t t
w2 [ [illeln s + [ [ lallgl nldods. .40
0 JQ 0 JQ

For any v > 0, we have by Young’s inequality that

t t
léLMWmeSMM@AM@M%®M@

t C t
sW/naw@@+§]me@@. 3.41)
0 0

Moreover,

t t
//ﬁmawwwS/nMﬂmwwm@M@mmms
/Mmm+—/MIMKm% (3.42)

Notice that, by virtue of (2.6), the mapping s — ||fi;(s)||% belongsto L'(0,T).

Next, we add & on both sides of Eq. (3.31) and test the resulting equation by &;. On using
Young'’s inequality again, we obtain:

T ] 16 as + 5 Qe + 19sl)

< oy ([ Il as + [ el ds). 849
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Adding the inequalities (3.40) and (3.43), and choosing v > 0 sufficiently small, we conclude
from the above estimates and Gronwall’s lemma that

T T
[ Ol + (o)) at + s (1 + In(®lf) < Ca [ M) dr. @49

By comparison in (3.31), and thanks to (3.32), we may also infer (possibly by choosing a larger
C4 ) that

T T
/M@%ﬁﬁ@/ww%ﬁ- (3.45)
0 0

Second a priori estimate.  We test (3.30) by 7; and apply Young’s inequality in order to obtain

e [* 1
= [ o)l ds + 5 19n(o) I
0

1 t t
< o [ ds + [ [ @lillel + lallsl + 1o o)) pnldeds. @4
0 0

Since 1 € L™(Q), we can infer from Young's inequality that

t t C t
//mewmmmJWM%Mw%i/M@%%- (3.47)
0 JQ 0 7 Jo

Moreover, by virtue of H6lder’s and Young'’s inequalities,

t_ t Ct_

4wamwmsVAM@%@+$AWWMWM@M@@
! 2 C7t72 2

<o [ I ds + [ 1) Il ds. (3.48)
0

Observe that by (2.6) the mapping s — ||:(s)||?, belongsto L'(0,T).
Finally, we have, owing to the continuity of the embedding W C L*°(£2) and (3.44),

t - t O t -
/AMMHWW%SV/WW%M&+$/HMﬂWW%%@%
0 0 0

t 2 Co ! 2 o 2 2
< [Inlgds + ([ I ds + [Nl 1866 ds) . @40
0 7 Mo 0

where, owing to (2.6), the mapping s — ||fi:(s)||% belongsto L'(0,T).
Next, we test (3.31) by —A&; to obtain, for every t € [0, T,

' 2 1 2 _ ! o "e—
[ VeI ds + 518600 = [ [ (=@ + 10)6) Asdeds. @50
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Now, by virtue of (3.44) and (3.45), and invoking Young’s inequality, we have

‘// Aftdxds /\ ()] [A&()| da +//|at (T.n)| |AE| dx ds

< 1AM + / Im(s) 1By ds + Co / ()2, ds. 350)

Moreover, it turns out that

"(p)E A& drds

< [IrGoliennago
"(5) By "5 €| A deds. (3.
+/O/Q\f (5) &+ () &l A€ dads. (352)
We have, owing to (2.5) and (3.44),
/If” DIE@)AE()| da < —||A€( Nz + Cu/ 17 (s)]17 ds . (3.53)

Also the second integral on the right-hand side of (3.52) is bounded, since (2.5), (2.6), (3.44),
and (3.45) imply that

/O/Q |f"(p) pe &+ f"(P) &l |AE| d ds

t t
< o [ I 166 s + [ 1AS() I ds

IN

Crs max €(0)]2 / 12 ds + / JAg(s)I2 ds

0<t<T

< Cu / V()| ds (3.54)
0

thanks to the continuity of the embedding V' C L4(Q). Thus, combining the estimates (3.46)
—(3.54), choosing v > 0 sufficiently small, and invoking Gronwall’s inequality, we can infer that

[ (1Ol + 161) dt + max, (IO + 101 < s [ I0OIE a

(3.55)
Now, testing (3.30) by —Amn, and arguing as for (3.46)—(3.49), we find that
T T
| ol i < Cuo [ ibeol ar.
0 0
Next, we differentiate Eq. (3.31) with respect to 7. We obtain:
06 — A& = 0(Trm) — ["(p)pe € = f'(P) & aein Q. (3.56)
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From (2.5), (2.6), (3.44), and (3.55), we can infer that the expression on the right-hand side of
(3.56) is bounded in L?(Q)) . Therefore, we may test (3.56) by any of the functions &;, —A&;,
and &, in order to find that

T T
/0 (@ + 1A&(®I% ) dt + max @I} < Cur / IRl dt. @57)

Step 3: Passage to the limit.  Let ({y,7y) denote the solution to the system (3.30)—(3.33)
associated with 7y = T'/N , for N € IN.. In Step 2, we have shown that there is some C' > 0,
which does not depend on NV, such that

HfN"H2(O,T;H)m(]1([O,T};V)ﬂHl(O,T;W)ﬁC(@) + H77N”H1(O,T;H)ﬁCO([O,T};V)ﬂLQ(O,T;W) < C.
(3.58)
Hence, there is a subsequence, which is again indexed by /V, such that

Ev — € weaklystarin H*(0,T; H)NW'*°(0,T; V)N H(0,T; W),
ny — 1 weaklystarin H'(0,7; H)N L>(0,T; V)N L*(0,T; W). (3.59)

By compact embedding, we also have, in particular,

Env — & strongly in C(Q), ny — n  stronglyin L*(Q), (3.60)

sothat prn, — pme and fibyy — fi&, both weakly in L3(Q), f"(5)én — f"(P)§
strongly in L*(Q), as well as ji; Eny — jir & and pymn — py 1, both strongly in L1(Q).
Finally, it is easily verified that {’Z}/NUN} converges strongly in L2(Q) to 1. In conclusion,
we may pass to the limitas N — oo in the system (3.30)—(3.33) (written for 7 = T'/N) to find
that the pair (£, 7) is in fact a strong solution to the linearized system (3.21)—(3.24).

It remains to show the uniqueness. But if (£1,71), (§2,72) are two solutions having the above
properties, then the pair (£,7), where £ = & — & and n = n; — 1, satisfies (3.21)—(3.24)
with A = 0. We thus may repeat the first a priori estimate in Step 2 to conclude that £ = 1 = 0.
This concludes the proof. -

3.2 Directional differentiability of the control-to-state mapping

In this section, we prove the following result.

Proposition 3.3  Suppose that the assumptions (A1)—(A3) are satisfied. Then the solution
operator S, viewed as a mapping from U,y , subset of LQ(Q) , into

(Hl(O,T; H)nC([0,T; V)N L*0,T; W)) x (CO([O, T); H)N L*(0,T;V)),

is directionally differentiable at @ in the direction h . The directional derivative (&,m) = DS (u)h
is given by the unique solution (£,m) to the linearized system (3.21)—(3.24).

Proof. Let A > 0 be such that @+ \h € Uy for 0 < A < X. We put

uA:a+)‘h> (p)‘,u’\):S(u)‘)7 y)\:p)\_ﬁ_)‘fa Z)\:NA_[I'_)‘U'

16



We have to show that there is a function Z : [0, \] — [0, +00) with limy\ o Z(A)/A2 = 0
such that

Hy)\”?{1(O,T;H)QCO([O,T];V)OL2(0,T;W) + ”Z)\H%’O([O,T};H)HL%O,T;V) < Z(N). (3.61)

Using the state system (1.2)—(1.5) and the linearized system (3.21)—(3.24), we easily verify that
for 0 < X\ < \ the pair (y*, z") is a strong solution to the system

(+20) % + o 2 + iy + 20y — A2

= =2 — ) (0" =p) = (p? = p) (W — ) aeinQ, (3.62)
0y = Ay + f1(0Y) = F'(p) = A f"(p) €= 2", aeinQ, (3.63)
oy? B 02> B

% = % = O, a.e. on E, (3.64)
M 2,0) = 22(2,0) =0 a.e.in Q. (3.65)

Notice that
y* € HY(0,T; H)nC%([0,T]; V) N L*(0, T; W) N C(Q),
e HY(0,T; H)n C°([0,T]; V) N L*(0,T; W).

For the sake of a better readability, in the following estimates we omit the superscript A of y’\
and 2. As before, we denote by C; (i € IN) certain positive constants that only depend on
,0,ps, p*, 105, T, Ky, K5, K, but noton .

We now add y on both sides of Eq. (3.63) and test the resulting equation by v, . Using Young’s
inequality, we find that for all ¢ € [0, T it holds

3 | @ ds 5 (Vo1 + It0l) < 5 [ 1)1 s

+ 0 / ly(s)12 ds + Co / 1Y) = £(5) = AP O ds.  (366)

In order to handle the third term on the right-hand side of (3.66), we note that the stability
estimate (3.1) implies, in particular, that

1P = pllieig) < K3 A (01320 (3.67)

thatis, p» — p uniformly on Q@ as A \, 0. Since f € C3(0,1), we can infer from Taylor's
theorem that

") |0 =" + 1) |yl on Q.
(3.68)

[F(0) = F ()= A f"(p)€] < 5 max

It then follows from the estimates (3.1) and (3.66) that
5 ! 1 2 2 ! 2 ! 2 4
: / lov(s) By s + 5l DI < / l=(5)[% ds + Cs [lly(s)[% ds + Cox*, (3.69)
0 0 0
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since we can assume that ||h||z2g) < 1. Next, observe that 2pz 2 = (pz?), — pr 2%
Therefore, testing (3.62) by z yields for every ¢ € [0, T that

[ Gow) 2w+ [ 19l ds = - //uw+thW%
—2// —ut p —p zdxds—// oy — u —u) zdx ds. (3.70)

We estimate the terms on the right-hand side of (3.70) individually. At first, using (2.6) and
Young’s inequality, we find that

t - t O t
//MWMWMBSf/MmWMWMi/W®%%- @.71)
0JQ 0 Y Jo

Moreover, using the continuity of the embedding H'(Q) C L*(), as well as Hélder’s and
Young’s inequalities,

t t
[ llolleldzas < [ sl l=ls 99 ds
0 0
< ! 2 Cﬁt— 2 2d
<o [l ds + S [l vl i e

Observe that by (2.6) the mapping s — ||fi:(s)||% belongsto L'(0,T).

At this point, we can conclude from (3.1) and (3.67), invoking Young’s inequality, that

//2|Mt ful | = pl |2l du ds

= /H — ) (8)] 160" = 2)(5) || oy N12(8)lr s
< (4 H(pk_p)(S)HLoo(Q)/o H(M?—ﬂt)(s)ni ds +/0 12(s)|1% ds

t
S/ llz(s)||3 ds + Cg A\*. (3.73)
0

Finally, we invoke (3.1) and Hélder’s and Young’s inequalities, as well as the continuity of the
embedding H'(2) C L*(2), to obtain that

t
| [ 1= i =l el dwas
0JQ

< gua 1) [ 6= 2Oy 10 = 06 gy
< 5 max [l=(s) [ + = / [ =)@l ds / I =)l s
< 5 mas l=(5)[% + Cuo M. @74
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Combining the estimates (3.69)—(3.74), taking the maximum with respect to ¢ € [0, T, adjust-
ing v > 0 appropriately small, and invoking Gronwall’s lemma, we arrive at the conclusion that
(y*, 2*) = (y, 2) satisfies the inequality

A A 4
|y ||%Il(O,T;H)mCO([0,T};V) + |z ||200([0,T};H)0L2([0,T};V) < O A, (3.75)

Finally, testing (3.63) by —Agy”, and using (3.68), we find that also
1 1220wy < CrzA™ (3.76)

This concludes the proof of the assertion. m

Corollary 3.4  Let the assumptions (A1)—(A3) be fulfilled, and let u € U,y be an optimal
control for the problem (CP) with associated state (p, i) = S(u). Then, forevery v € Uyq,

/OT/Qﬁg u(v—1a) dmdt+/ﬂ(p(T)—pT)§(T) d:c+/0T/ﬂﬁl (i—pr)ndrdt > 0, (3.77)

where (£,m) is the unique solution to the linearized system (3.21)—(3.24) associated with h =
V—U.

Proof. Let v € U,y be arbitrary. Then h = v — @ is an admissible direction, since @+ Ah €
U,q for 0 < XA < 1. Forany such A, we have

< J(a+ Ah, S(u+ Ah)) — J(a, S(u))

0

A
< J(u+ A, S(u+ Ah)) — J(u, S(u+ Ah))  J(u,S(u+ A\h)) — J(u, S(u))
< 3 + S :

It follows immediately from the definition of the cost functional J that the first summand on the
right-hand side of this inequality converges to fOTfQ Bouhdxdt as A ™\, 0. For the second
summand, we obtain from Proposition 3.3 that

. J(@, S(a+ \h)) — J(au, S(u . T )

iy Z SN =TS ) pry ey o+ [ [5G e
ANO A Q 0 Jo

whence the assertion follows. -

3.3 The optimality system
Let u € U,q be an optimal control for (CP) with associated state (p, i) = S(@). Then, for

every v € Uyq, (3.77) holds. We now aim to eliminate (£,7) by introducing the adjoint state
variables. To this end, we consider the adjoint system:
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—(e+2p) @ —prqg—ADq=p+ 5 (i—pr) aein@, (3.78)

@ =0 a.e.in X, q(x,T)=0 a.e.inQ, (8.79)
on

—ope —Ap+ f(P)p=Ra—fuq inQ, (3.80)
g—i =0 onX, O0p(T)=p(T)—pr inQ, (3.81)

which is a linear backward-in-time parabolic system for the adjoint state variables p and q.

It must be expected that the adjoint state variables (p, ¢) be less regular than the state variables
(p, ji) . Indeed, we only have p(T') € L*(f), and thus (3.80) and (3.81) should be interpreted
in the ususal weak sense. That is, we look for a vector-valued function p € H'(0,T;V*) N
C°([0,T); H) N L?(0,T; V) that, in addition to the final time condition (3.81), satisfies

(=5(t) by + [ Vple)- Vode + [ 1(o(0) pit) v

= [ a0 = it a(v) v, @52)

forevery v € V and almostevery t € (0, T). Notice thatif ¢ € H'(0,T; H)NC°([0,T]; V),
then it is easily seen that fiq, — i, ¢ € L*?(Q), so that the integral on the right-hand side
of (3.82) makes sense. On the other hand, if p has the expected regularity then the solution to
(3.78), (3.79) should belong to H'(0,T; H) N C°([0,T]; V) N L3(0, T; W).

Lemma 3.5 Suppose that the system (3.78)—(3.81) has a unique solution (p,q) where
pe HY 0, T;V*)nC°[0,T); H) N L*(0,T;V) and g € H'(0,T; H) N C°([0,T]; V) N
L*(0,T;W). Then we have

/Q (5(x,T) - pr(2)) €(x, T) do + / / By (i — o) m s it = / / ghdzdt. (383)

Proof.  The assertion follows from repeated integration by parts, using the well-known integra-
tion by parts formula

/0 (0e(8), W)y + (w(t), o(E))ver) dt = /Q (o(T)w(T) — v(0)w(0)) d,

which holds for all functions v,w € H(0,T;V*) N L*(0,T;V). Since this calculation is
standard in optimal control theory, we may leave it to the reader to work out the details. -

Proposition 3.6  The adjoint system (3.78)—(3.81) has a unique solution (p,q) with p €
HY0,T;V*) N C°[0,T]; H) N L*(0,T;V) and ¢ € H(0,T;H) N C°([0,T];V) N
L?(0,T; W), where (3.80) and (3.81); are understood in the sense of (3.82).
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Proof.  We proceed in a series of steps.

Step 1: Approximation.  As in the proof of Proposition 3.2, we employ a delay technique. How-
ever, this time we have to use a negative delay, since the system (3.78)—(3.81) runs backwards
in time.

For 0 < 7 < T, we define the translation operator 7, : L'(0,T; H) — L'(0,T; H) by
putting, for every v € L*(0,7T; H) and almost all ¢t € (0,T),

(T0)(t) =v(t+7) ift<T—7, and (Zv))=0 ift>T—71; (3.84)
clearly, we have that ||7~;v||L2(Q) < ||vlr2(q) . for every v € L*(Q) andany 7 € (0,T).
We then consider for 7 € (0,7") the following approximating problem: find functions

pT € H'(0,T;V*)nC°([0,T]; H) N L*(0, T; V),
q¢- € H(0,T; H)n C°([0,T); V)N L*(0, T; W) (3.85)

that solve the system

—(e+20)q — A +q" =1+ p) T, +Tp" + (i — pr) aein Q, (3.86)
oq”

e 0 aeon ¢ (x,7)=0 ae.in, (3.87)
(<650 b+ [VT(0): Voda & [ £(p(0) (1) vda
Q Q

- / (ﬁ(t) ar(t) — ﬂt(t)qT(t)>vdx VeV, foraete (0,T), (3.88)
Q
dp"(T)=p(T) — pr a.e.in Q. (3.89)

We choose for 7 € (0,7T) the discrete values 7 = T//N, where N € IN is arbitrary, and
weputt, =n7,0<n<N,and I, = (t,,T).Forn = N —1,...,1,0, we solve the
problem:

—(420) Gnt — A + o = (L + pt) Trgn + Topn + B1(i — por)
a.e.in Q0 x I,, (3.90)
G
on

(=6 pug(), V) v + / Vpu(t) - Vodz + / F(5(8)) pult) v da

=0 aeon qz,T)=0 aeinf, (3.91)

= /(/?L(t) Qnt(t) — (1) qn(t)> vdx forallv eV, fora.e. te€ (t,,T), (3.92)
Q

dpn(T) =p(T) — pr a.e.in QL (3.93)

Here, 7, acts on functions that are not defined on the entire interval (O~, T); however, for
n < N — 1 itis still defined by (3.84), while for n = N — 1 we simply put Z,.p,, = 7.q, = 0.
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Whenever the pairs (pg, q) with

pr € H'(Ii; V) N CO (L H) 0 L2 (I; V), (3.94)
qr € H' (I;; H) N C°(I;; V) N LA(Ij; W), (3.95)

have been constructed for 0 < n < k < N — 1, we look for the pair (£,_1,7,-1) that
coincides with (&, 7,) in I, . Note that the linear parabolic problem (3.90), (3.91) has a unique
solution ¢,,_1 on 2 x I,_; that satisfies (3.95) for k = n — 1 (see, e.g., [12]) . On inserting
Gn—1 in (3.92) (with n replaced by n — 1), we then find (e. g., by using an appropriate Galerkin
approximation) that the linear parabolic problem (3.92), (3.93) admits a unique solution p,,_1
that fulfills (3.94) for K = n — 1. Hence, we conclude that (p”, q") = (po, qo) satisfies (3.86)—
(3.89) and (3.85).

Step 2: A priori estimates.  We now prove a series of a priori estimates for the functions
(p™,4q") . In the following, we denote by C; (¢ € IN) some generic positive constants, which
may depend on ¢, 9, p., p*, 1", T, Ki, K5, but not on 7 (i.e., not on V). For the sake of
simplicity, we omit the superscript 7 and simply write (p, q).

We multiply (3.86) by —¢; and integrate over € x [t,T'] to obtain, using Young’s inequality,

3

: / lac(s) 1% ds + = <|qu<>||z+||q<t>||z>

T T
<o+ o (W + o)) ds + [ [ 1d Tallaldsds. @0
t t

Moreover, by virtue of Holder’s and Young’s inequalities, and invoking the continuity of the em-
bedding H'(2) C L*(Q), we have, for any v > 0, that

/ / 2l [Tl ] de ds < / 120() sy [ Foa () 2o llas () 1 s
t

T—71
<4 / la(s) % ds + 2 / 1)1 llats + I ds (3.97)
t

Observe that by (2.6) the mapping s — ||:(s)||?, belongsto L'(0,T).

Next, we insert v = p(t) in (3.88) and integrate over [t,T’], where t € [0,7"]. We find, using
(3.93), that

6 1 T T
S + 5 [ I9p6Eds < G+ G [ (o)l s
t t

T T
T A 99
t JQ t JQ

Let us denote for short the last two integrals on the right-hand side of (3.98) by [; and I,
respectively. Since i € L>°(()), we have that

’ 2 Cs [T 2
W< [ lalds + 2 [ () ds. 3.99)
t t
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Moreover, we conclude from (2.6), invoking Hblder’s and Young’s inequalities, that

T
I S/ 172 ()L lg()l| (e Ip(s) | ooy ds
t

T 07 T
<o [+ <[l ) ds. @0
t t

where the mapping s — ||fi;(s)||% belongsto L'(0,T).

Now, we combine the estimates (3.96)—(3.100). On choosing v > 0 sufficiently small, and on
applying Gronwall’s lemma, we find that

Ipllcoqommnrzo.rvy + lldllarormacoqomvy < Cs. (3.101)
It is now a standard matter to verify, by comparison in (3.86) and (3.88), respectively, that also

ol a0y + llallzomwy < Co. (3.102)

Step 3: Passage to the limit.  Let (py, gn) denote the solution to the system (3.86)—(3.87)
associated with 7y = T'/N , for N € IN. In Step 2, we have shown that there is some C' > 0,
which does not depend on NV, such that

N ||z 0,057y nco o1z 0,0v) + llawll e o.1smynce o, mvynzz 0wy < C.
Hence, there is a subsequence, which is again indexed by NV, such that
py — p, weakly starin H'(0,T;V*)N L>(0,T; H) N L*(0,T;V),
qn — q, weakly starin H'(0,T; H) N L>(0,T; V)N L*(0,T; W).
By compact embedding, we also have the strong convergences (see, e.g., [16])
py — p, stronglyin L*(Q), gy — q, stronglyin C°([0,T]; H) N L*(0,T; V).
From this, we can conclude the following convergences:
pane — pqr weaklyin L*(Q), Agy — Aq weakly in L*(Q),
Trngy — g strongly in L2(Q),  Tr/vpy — p strongly in L*(Q),
pi Trynan — prq  strongly in L*(Q).

Hence, passing to the limit as N — oo in (3.86)—(3.87) for 7 = T'/N, we find that the
pair (p, q) gives a strong solution to the parabolic problem (3.78)—(3.79). Next, we notice that
the weak convergence of {py} to p in H*(0,7;V*) N L?(0,T;V) implies that py — p
weakly in C°([0,T]; H). We may thus conclude, in particular, that d p(T) = p(T) — pr.
Since f”(p) and [ are bounded, we also have the following convergences:

f"(p)py — ["(p)p stronglyin L*(Q), jigny — jiq: weaklyin L*(Q).
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Therefore, (3.82) is fulfilled for any v in C*(Q), which is a dense subset of H'(£), because
() is a Lipschitz domain. From this, it easily follows that (3.82) is satisfied for every v € H'(£2).
In conclusion, the pair (p, q) is a solution to the adjoint system (3.78)—(3.81) that enjoys the
asserted smoothness properties.

Uniqueness remains to be shown. But if (p1,¢q1), (p2,g2) are two solutions having the above
properties, then the pair (p, q), where p = p; — p and ¢ = ¢; — ¢, satisfies (3.78)—(3.81),
where the inhomogeneities (31(jz — pr) and p — pr on the right-hand sides of (3.78) and
(3.81), respectively, cancel out by subtraction. We may then repeat the a priori estimates of
Step 2 to see that in the present situation the constants C'; and C!y appearing, respectively, in
(3.96) and (3.98), simply do not occur. Consequently, the application of Gronwall’s lemma yields
p = g = 0. This concludes the proof. -

In summary, we have proved the following result concerning first-order necessary optimality
conditions.

Theorem 3.7  Suppose that u € U,y is an optimal control for (CP) with associated state
(p, i) = S(w). Then the adjoint system (3.78)—(3.81) has a unique weak solution (p, q) with
p e HY0,T;V*)nC°[0,T); H) N L*(0,T;V), q € HY0,T;H)NC°0,T];V)N
L?(0,T; W) ; moreover, for any v € Uy,q, we have the inequality:

T T
//ﬁga(v—ﬁ)dxdt + / /q(v—ﬁ)dmdt > 0. (3.103)
0 Ja 0 Jo

Remark: 5. Since U,y is a nonempty, closed and convex subset of LQ(Q), (3.103) has the
following implications:

e For (35 > 0, the optimal control # is nothing but the LQ(Q) orthogonal projection of
—B5 ' q onto Uyg. In other words,

Wz, t) = Pouven (=0 ' q(z,t) aeinQ,
where, forany a,b € IR suchthat a <b, Pp(u) := min{b, max {a,u}}.

e For 35 = 0, we have that almost everywhere

u(z,t) = {

a bang-bang situation where no information can be recovered for points at which
q(z,t) = 0.

0 if g(x,t) >0
Uz, t) if g(z,t) <0
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