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Abstract. In this paper we investigate optimal control problems governed by elliptic
variational inequalities with additional state-constraints. We present a relaxed formulation
for the problem. With penalization methods and approximation techniques we give qualifi-
cation conditions to get first order optimality conditions.
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1. Introduction. In this paper we investigate optimal control problems
governed by elliptic variational inequalities with additional state-constraints.
This topic has been widely studied by many authors. We mainly could mention
Barbu [1, 2, 3], Friedman [11, 12], Mignot [13], Mignot & Puel [14], Tiba [15]
or Bermudez & Saguez [8]. Most of these contributions (for example [1, 2, 3])
study the problem via the penalization of the state (in)equation. On the other
hand Mignot & Puel [14] (for instance) give an equivalent formulation of the
variational inequality via the associated lagrange multiplier for the obstacle
problem example. We have followed this point of view; our purpose is to set
optimality conditions for such a problem that could easily be used from the
numerical point of view. This paper is the generalization of the case of the
obstacle problem that we have been studying in [5]. We deal here with quite
abstract variational inequalities. Following our previous work, we first present
a relaxed form of the original problem which can be considered as a good “ap-
proximation” of this problem. Then using both Moreau-Yosida approximation
techniques and a penalization method we are able to set optimality conditions.
We end the paper with the example of the obstacle problem.

2. Setting the Problem. Let V and H be a pair of real Hilbert spaces
such that V is a dense subset of H and V. C H C V' algebraically and
topologically (V' denotes the dual of V). We suppose in addition that

(2.1) the injection V' C H is compact



so that H C V' is compact too. (For example one may choose V = H(Q)
and H = L?(Q) where Q is an open bounded “regular” subset of IR3.) We
denote (, ) the pairing between V and V', (, )y the H-scalar product and
| |v the norm of V. We call Ay : V' — V' the canonical isomorphism. Let
U be another Hilbert-space (such that U = U’);we consider the variational
inequality

(2.2) Ay+ 0®(y) > Bu+ f

where
e A:V — V'isalinear, continuous operator satisfying the coercivity condition

(2.3) Jw>0,YoeV  (Av,v) > wpl} ;

(2.4) ® is a convex, proper, lower semi-continuous (Isc) function

from Vto R U {400} ;

We denote
dom®d={yeV|®(y) <+oco }

the domain of ® (which is convex and V-closed). We recall that the subdiffer-
ential 0P(y,) of ® at y, € V is :
00(yo) ={ 2" € V' [V eV (y) — D(yo) — (z",y — ¥o) = 0},

and that dom ® = dom 0®.
e feV and

(2.5) B is a linear, compact operator from U to V' .

Let us recall some general results about solutions of (2.2)(see [2, 3] for exam-
ple).

THEOREM 2.1. (Barbu [2] p 40) Under assumptions (2.3)-(2.4) and for
all ¢ € V' the variational inequality

Ay + 0®(y) o ¢

has a unique solution y(v) € V and the mapping 1 — y(1) is Lipschitz from
V'toV.

COROLLARY 2.1. (Barbu [2] p 63) With the assumptions of the previous
theorem, for all w € U, there ezists a unique y(u) € V solution of (2.2) and
the mapping u — y(u) is weakly-strongly continuous from U to V. [

In order to get some regularity results, we suppose from now that

(2.6) feHand Be L(UH),



so that (2.5) is fulfilled and we may use in addition the following result (Barbu
[2] p 42) :let us denote Ay : H — H the operator

(2.7) Ap(y) =Ayforally e D(Ag)={yeV |Aye H }.

This operator is maximal monotone in H x H and we have
THEOREM 2.2. Assume (2.3) and suppose in addition that there exists
z € H and c € IR such that

(2.8) Vye V,YA>0 O+ Mpg) t(y+X2) < ®(y) + e .

Then for every i» € H the solution y(¢) of Ay + 0®(y) > ¢ belongs to D(Agr)
and

[Ay()|a < (1 + [¢ln) -

|

From now we suppose that (2.8) is ensured. This is the case for example
for the obstacle problem given as an example in the last section of this paper,
where V = H}(Q), H = L*(Q) and D(Ay) = H2(Q) N HX ().

Applying this regularity result to our case we get that for all u € U,
f+ Bu € H so that the solution of (2.2) y belongs to D(Ag) C V, that is
Ay e H.

REMARK 2.1. One could think that this regularity assumption is not re-
ally necessary. Indeed, it is not useful to prove the results of next section.
Nevertheless, when we investigate penalized problems, then we shall need some
“strong” convergence for the penalized solutions, that is with the compactness
assumptions “weak” convergence in the pivot-space H.

Now, we investigate the following optimal control problem

min  g(y) + h(u)
(P) Ay+0®(y) > Bu+ f
(yvu) € K x Uad ’

where
e g is convex from H to IR, finite everywhere ( dom(g) = H) and continuous.
This implies ([4] proposition 1.9 p.85) that

(29) 3J(ag,cg) € Hx R suchthat Vye H g(y) > (ag,y)y +cq

(because g is Isc) and g is everywhere subdifferentiable.
e h is convex from U to IR, finite everywhere ( dom(h) = U), continuous and
coercive :

(2.10) lim hlu) = +00 ;
July—+oo |uly



e Uyq (resp. K) is a closed, convex, non empty subset of U (resp. V). We
note that y €dom 9® Cdom & so that one may always suppose that

(2.11) K C dom @ .

REMARK 2.2. From now, we always suppose that these assumptions are
satisfied. They are not of course optimal. To get more information one can
refer to Barbu [3] p. 150.

We end this section with an existence result for (P).

THEOREM 2.3. Under assumptions (2.8),(2.4),(2.9),(2.10), problem (P)
has (at least) one optimal solution.

Proof - The proof is quite similar to the one given in Barbu [3] p 151. The
main difference is the addition of the state constraint y € K which does not
modify the proof. [

3. “Relaxation” of the Problem. We denote ®* : V/ — IR the conju-
gate function of ®; it is also a convex, proper, lsc and and we know that (see
4, 10)

(3.1) 2 €0P(y) & yedd*(z) & P(y) + 2*(2) = (y,2) .

Because of the regularity result we always have Bu + f — Ay € H , so that
z=Bu+ f— Ay € 0®(y) N H and (3.1) is equivalent to

2 €0®(y) & yecdd(z) & P(y) +2%(2) = (v,2)y -

REMARK 3.1. In addition such an element z belongs to dom 0®* C dom
O* so that the condition “z € dom ®*” is implicitly included in relation (3.1).
Finally, problem (P) is equivalent to

min  g(y) + h(w)
~ Ay=Bu+ f—-—z€ H
(P) f( ) _ _

(y) +@*(2) — (y,2)y =0,

ye D(Ag)NK, (u,z) € Uyg x (dom ®* N H) .
w = (u, z) is now considered as a new control variable. Problem (P) is a state-
constrained optimal control problem with a non-convex (because of the bilinear
term) constraint coupling the state y and the control w. This constraint is
quite difficult to deal with. It is not convex and the equality constraint makes
the interior of the feasible domain empty in a very strong sense. So as we have
done in [5] for the particular case of the obstacle problem we had rather study
a “relaxed” problem. More precisely we consider

min  g(y) + h(u)

Ay =Bu+ f —z,

(y) +@*(2) = (y,2)y <
ye K, (u,z) € Ugg x By,

(Pa)



where a > 0, R >0, Bj = By (0, R)Ndom ®* and By (0, R) is the H-ball of
radius R. B}, is convex and H-closed (since dom ®* is convex and V'-closed

)- N

REMARK 3.2. Let us comment this “relazed” form for problem (P). First
we know that ®(y) + ®*(2) — (y, )y is always nonnegative. So

(3.2) P(y) +2%(2) — (y,2)y <«

is equivalent to |®(y) + ®*(2) — (y,2)y | < a. This is the relazed term : we
have replaced the equality “ = 07 with the inequality “ < a 7, where o may
be as small as wanted. This is quite realistic from the numerical point of view
where equalities are indeed inequalities up to .

On the other hand, if we do not add the constraint “z2 € By (0,R)” the
relazed problem is not coercive and so in general it has no solution. Moreover,
by virtue of assumptions (2.8) and (2.10) the optimal solutions (y,u) and Ay
remain in a bounded set of H x U and H and the constant R has to be chosen
accordingly (that is large enough); in particular R is greater than |Ay— f—Bu|g
for any (7, ) solution of (P), so that the feasible domain of (PE) is non empty.

Anyway, this additional condition is not very restrictive. One could instead
add a regularization term (as |z|%/R) to the cost functional, which would have
exactly the same effect. One may also add adapted penalization terms to this
cost functional as |y — g3 or |z — z|% .

From now we fix R so that we always omit the index R in the notations and
(PE) becomes (P,).

THEOREM 3.1. For every o > 0, (P,) has at least one optimal solution
denoted (Yo, Uas 2a). Moreover, when o — 0, yo strongly converges to g in 'V,
uq weakly converges to w in U and z, weakly converges to z in H where (i, u)
is a solution of (P) and z = Ay — Bu — f € H.

Proof - Let o > 0; we have chosen R such that the feasible domain of (P,) is
always non-empty. We first prove that that d, = inf (P,) € IR.The coercivity
and continuity assumptions on A yield that A is an isomorphism from V to V.
Let (yn, Un, z,) be a minimizing sequence : y, = A=Y (Bu, + f — zn), |2nly <
R, up € Ugg, ®(yn) +P*(2n) — (Un, 2n) gy < o and g(yn) +h(uy,) — dqo. Because
of (2.9) we have

9(yn) + h(un) > (agv A_l(Bun +f- Zn))H + h(un) + Cqg
> (ag, A™

As |zp|g < R then — (ag, A_lzn)H +cq+ (ag, A_lf)H is bounded from below.
If do = —oo then (ag, A Buy,);; + h(u,) — —oco. If (u,) were bounded in
U then (extracting a subsequence) u, would be weakly convergent to some @
in U; as B is continuous Bu, would be convergent to Bu weakly in H and
strongly in V'. Therefore A~!Bu,would be strongly convergent to A~!B# in
V and (ag, A'Buy,),; — (ag, A"'Ba),,. Moreover h is Isc, so that —oo <

1Bun)H + h(un) — (ag, A*Izn)H +¢g + (ag, Aflf)H )



h(2)< lim Jirnf h(uy) ; so we get a contradiction. This means that (uy) is
n—roo

unbounded. Coercivity assumption (2.10) implies that

h
(un) = 400 .
n=50 [un|y

Moreover Cauchy-Schwartz inequality shows that

(ag, A" Bun) y

’un’U

|| .
_— (0] )
||t

So
(ag, A"'Buy) i h(un)

’un|U |Un‘U

lim (ag,A_lBun)H + h(upn) = |unlv [ = +o0,

n—-+o0o

and we get a contradiction.
e As |zp|g < R one may extract a subsequence (still denoted z,) weakly con-
vergent in H to z, € B} (since B}, is weakly closed). As dy > —o00, h(uy)
is bounded , and by coercivity (uy) is bounded in U; so (extracting a sub-
sequence) u, weakly converges to u, € U (Usq is weakly closed in U).
The continuity of B yields that Bu, converges to Bu, weakly in H. So
Ay, = Buy + f — 2z, converges to Bug + f — 2o weakly in H and strongly in V.
As A is an isomorphism from V to V', y,, converges to yo, = A~ (Bug+ f — 24)
strongly in V. Moreover y, € K since K is closed.
e Let us prove that (ya, Ua, zo) is feasible for (P,). It remains to show that
D(ya) + 2*(20) — War2a)yg < a. ® and ®* are convex and lower semi-
continuous so they are weakly lower semi-continuous and we have

D(yo) + P (2q) < liminf ®(y,) + liminf ®*(z,) < liminf [®(yy,) + P*(2,)] -

n—-—+00 n—-—+00 n——+00

Moreover the strong convergence of y, to y, in H and the weak convergence
of z, to zo in H gives

nEIJIrloo (ynazn)H = (ya’Za)H :

Finally
D(Ya) + " (2a) — (ymza)H < %E_il_gg [@(yn) + @*(2n) — (ynazn)H] <a.

Therefore (yq, Ua, 2o) is feasible for (Py) and g(ya) + h(ua) > do. As g and h
are lsc we have also

9(y) + h(uq) < lim inf g(ya) + liminf h(uy) < liminf [g(gn) + h(un)] = da -

n—-+o0o

Finally ¢(ya) + h(ua) = do and (ya, Ua, 24) is an optimal solution for (Py).



e It remains to prove the convergence of (Ya,Ua, 2o) to an optimal solution
of (P). Let (yo,uo,2,) be an optimal solution of (P) such that z, € Bj
(remember that we have chosen R to ensure the existence of such a solution).
It is also a feasible triple for (P,), for any a > 0. So

Va>0 —o0<dy=9Ua)+h(ua) < g(yo)+ h(u,) =d, .

So d, is bounded from above in IR. If it were not bounded from below then
we could find a sequence «,, — 0 such that d,, — —oco. The same proof as
before shows that it is impossible. So h(uq) is bounded (independently of «)
and by coercivity (uqy) is bounded in U as well. Similarly (z4) is bounded
in H (2o € Bp). Then one can show (as we have proved the existence of
(Yo, Uars 2o)) that

Yo — ¥y strongly in V' | u, — @ weakly in U and z, — z weakly in H ,
where (7, @) is a solution of (P) with Z = Ay — Bu — f and that

Tim [g(y) + h(ua)] = 9(5) + h(a)

4. Penalization of (P,).

4.1. The approximated-penalized problem. From now, we fix also
a > 0 as small as wanted and we shall omit the index « most of time. We
are going to approximate and penalize the state-equation of (P,) to get an
approximated problem (P5). Then we shall derive optimality conditions for
this problem and set qualification conditions allowing us to pass to the limit
with respect to €. For € > 0, we consider the following problem :

(Pe) { min J; (y, u, z) )
o (y,u,2) € K x Ugq x By, ,
where
Je(y, u, z) = gi(y) + he(u) .
ool Ay = Bu— f+ 2+ o [(y) + @L(2) — (4,2)y — o}
3y = vald + sl — uall + 31z — 2l

Here gy = max (0,¢), and g., he, ®. and ®} are the Moreau-Yosida approx-
imations of g, h, ® and ®*.

First, we briefly recall some useful properties of Moreau-Yosida approxi-
mation of convex functions. Let ¢ be a convex, proper, lower semi continuous
function from H to IR U {+o0} where H is an Hilbert space (not necessarily
identified with its dual). The Moreau-Yosida approximation of ¢ is defined by

i |z —y3,
@e(z) = inf {725 +oy), yeH }



and we have the following properties ([3] pp.49-55) :
THEOREM 4.1. Let us call I. = (Ay + D)~ the prozimal mapping with
D = 0y, Ay the canonical isomorphism from H to H', and D. = —e ' Ay (1. —
I).
1. I is single valued and non expansive.
it. Dex € 0p(I.x) forallx € H , and for allz € dom(0y) lin%) D.x =D € 8@(:6)'
e—

(strongly in H') where D°(x) is the element of minimal norm of Op(x).

114. For all x € dom ¢ I.x converges strongly in 'H towards x.

w. If e, > 0, x, — x, strongly in H and D., x., — y, weakly in H' then
Yo € Op(wo).

v. @e is Fréchet-differentiable and . = D, is Lipschitz (so that . is C').

vi. Forallx € H ande >0 p(l.x) < p-(x) < () .

Moreover, for all x € H, éllir(l) ve(z) = () . [
In addition, as we need sharper convergence results we set some further as-
sumptions about the function ¢ and we suppose that

V(xz.) € dom ¢ strongly convergent (in H ) to z € dom ¢

(4.1) then ¢ (x¢) is bounded in H' (with respect to €).

Then we have the following useful theorem
THEOREM 4.2. For any convex, proper, lsc function o,
i. If 2o strongly converges to some x in H then liH(l) I.x. = x (strongly in H).
E—
it. If x. weakly converges to some x € dom Oy inH, then lim iélf ve(Te) > () I
E—>

iii. If o satisfies condition (4.1) and if x. € dom @ strongly converges to some
x € dom ¢ then hII(l) ve(r:) = o(x) and x € dom Jep.
E—

Proof - i. and ii. are direct consequences of Theorem 4.1. To prove iii. we use
the relation (2.18) given in Barbu [3] p.66 :

Vz,y € H,VE > 07 @E(y) - SOE(Z) g <90,a(y)7y - Z>H/7H

where ( , >H’,H denotes the pairing between H and H’'.
We use it first with z = 2. and y = « and then with y = z. and y = x; this
gives
|02 () — e (@)] < max(|el(ze) |2, |9 (@)|3)|2 — zelp -

With Theorem 4.1 ii., assumption (4.1) and the strong convergence of z. to z,
we get the strong convergence of . (zc) to p:(x). We conclude with Theorem
4.1 vi. [ |

REMARK 4.1. The above property is satisfied for any convex, proper, lsc
function ¢ as soon as x € int(dom ¢ ) since Op(x) is locally bounded in this
case (see [4] p. 60). Anyway, here it may happen that int(dom ¢ ) is empty
and this resull cannot be used.

We precise now the hypotheses on functions ® and ®*; from now we assume
that

(4.2) ® satisfies (4.1) with H =V and ®* satisfies (4.1) with H = V" .



This assumption is not so restrictive since it allows to consider a wide class
of convex functions; let us give some examples :

ExXAMPLE 4.1. Convex functions satisfying (4.1).
e Any continuous, convex function defined on the whole space V satisfies (4.1)
since int(dom ¢ ) = V so that dp(z) is locally bounded for any z (we use also
Theorem 4.2 i., Theorem 4.1 ii. and a result of Barbu & Precupanu [4] p. 60).
e Any indicator function ¢ = 1¢ of a convex, closed, non empty subset C' of
H satisfies (4.1) also; we recall that

_J o ifyeC
lo(y) = { +o0 else

and I.(r) = Po(xz) where Pg is the H-projection on C. Then

o) = =P (2=re)

D and L (x) = A (T

If z. strongly converges to z in C' =dom ¢, then ¢.(z.) = 0 for all € and so
remains bounded in H'. n

EXAMPLE 4.2. Convex functions satisfying (4.2).

e If ® is the indicator function of a convex closed cone C' of V' then ®* = 14+
where C* is the polar cone of C in V’; so with Example 4.1. we see that (4.2)
is ensured.

This case involves the obstacle problem or the Signorini problem.

o If ®(x) = |z|y is continuous and dom (®) = H then ®* is the indicator

function of the unit ball of V.

e O(z) = %|:1;|1€/ then ®*(z) = l,|:c|1‘”,/, where p,p’ €]1, +o0o[ are conjugate num-

bers (see Ekeland-Temam [10]). This leads to a semilinear state-equation.
|

REMARK 4.2. The approximation process concerns the functions g, h, ®
and ®* which are not necessarily Fréchet-differentiable and are replaced by
their Moreau- Yosida approximations. This method provides C' functions.

We have also added two kinds of penalization terms : the state-equation and
the inequality (mon convex) constraint are penalized in a standard way. The
other terms are adapted penalization terms which ensure the strong convergence
of the penalized solution towards the desired solution (when uniqueness does
not hold).

First we have an existence and convergence result for (P%).

THEOREM 4.3. For all ¢ > 0, problem (P;) has (at least) a solution
(Ye, Ue, ze). Moreover, when € — 0, (Ye, Ue, 2e) — (Yo, Ua, Za) Strongly in V X
UxH.

Proof - We first prove the existence of a solution for (P5). We notice that
(Yo, Uas 2o ) 18 a feasible triple for (PS) so that the feasible domain of (P%) is
n n

non empty and we may find a minimizing sequence (y,u”, 2l') converging to



d. = inf(Pg). Setting I. , = (Iy +c0g) ! and I.;, = (Iy +cdh) ™! we get

Je(y,u,2) > ge(y) + he(u) > g(Ie,g<y)) + h(Is,h(u)) )

and
pnf Je(yu,2) = inf g(leg(y)) + h(lep(u)) =7 > o0

because of the properties of ¢ and h. So d. € IR and the end of the proof is
standard (see Theorem 3.1).

Now we prove the convergence result. Since (yq, Ua, 2o) is a feasible triple for
(P:) we have

(4.3) d. = Je(@/auaa Za) < g(?Ja) + h(ua) =dq .

We have just seen that d. is lower bounded (with respect to ¢) so that
Ye, Ue and z. are bounded in V, U and H. Extracting a subsequence, we get
the weak convergence of (ye,ue, 2:) to (9,4,2) in V x U x H; in particular,
this yields that Ay, — Bu. — f + 2. converges to Ay — Bt — f + Z weakly in V.
Moreover Ay. — Bu. — f + z. converges to 0 strongly in V' so that Ay —
Bu — f+z = 0. In addition, as Uy, K and B} are weakly closed we get
U € Uyq, y € K and z € Bj,.

The injection of V' in H is compact, so y. — ¥ strongly in H; as z. — Z weakly
in H we get the convergence of (ye, 2:) to (7,Z)y. Moreover Theorem 4.2
gives

liran_)iélf O (y-) > P(y) and liraIl_%lf DI(z.) > P*(2) .

So we get
D)+ B(2) = (5, ) g — ol < Honind[Be(ye) + @2(22) — (9, 22) g — s

Since lin%[fbe(ys) + ®%(2.) — (Y, 2:) g — )3 = 0 this yields
e—

[@(5) +27(2) = (9,2)y — e+ =0.

So (g, u, 2) is feasible for (P,). Now relation (4.3) gives

1 1
Ye — ya’%/ + 5 lue — ua‘QU + 5’25 - Zocﬁ{ < 9(Ya) + h(ua) -

1
ge(ya) + hs(us) + = B

5|
Passing to the inf-limit in the above relation we get

~ o1 o 1. o 12 2 ~ ~
9(@)+h(@)+515=yalv +5lu—talg+ 51220l < 9(ya) +h(ua) < 9(g)+h(a) ,
since (¢, @, Z) is feasible for (Py). S0 § = Yo, U = uq and Z = z,. Furthermore

lim |ye — yo|y =0, lim |us — un|y = 0 and lim |2 — z4|g = 0 and we get the
e—0 e—0 e—0
strong convergence. [}

10



COROLLARY 4.1. There exists (y*,2*) € 0P*(za) X 0P(yn) such that
DL (y.) — 2* weakly in V' and ®F (2.) — y* weakly in V (and strongly in H).
Moreover

(44) lim (DL(ye), ye) = (") and lim (@2 (22),2) = (v", Za)y -

Proof - As y. € K C dom(®) strongly converges to y, in V', we use assumption
(4.2) to infer that ®.(y.) is bounded in V’. So we may extract a subsequence
(denoted similarly) such that ®.(y.) weakly converges in V' to z*. Theorem
4.1 iv. implies that z* € 0®(y,). Similarly, we may prove that @:’(za) —y* e
0P*(z4) weakly in V and strongly in H, since z. strongly converges to z, in
V’. Relations (4.4) are obvious. [

4.2. Optimality Conditions for (P;). Now, we want to derive opti-
mality conditions for (P%). J; is C! and the feasible domain of (P%) is convex,
so using convex variations we have

(4.5¥(y,u, z) € K x Uyq X By VJe(Ye, ey 2e) (Y — Yoy — ey 2 — 2e) > 0.

This leads to the following penalized optimality system :
THEOREM 4.4. For all € > 0 (small enough), there exist ¢ € V and
Ae € IRT such that

Yy e K

(92 (We), y= Ye) g+ (Ye = Yar Y=Ye )y + (A e +A[PL(Ye) — 2e], y—we) > 0
(4.6)
(4.7) Vu € Upg  (RL(ue) — B Ge + e — g, u —ue)y, >0,

(48)  VzeBh (@ AL®L (2) —yel + 2 —zarz—2) 20,

where A* and B* are the adjoint operators of A and B.
Proof - Relation (4.5) may be decoupled to obtain

(4‘9) Vy e K vyJE(yaa Ue, Za)(y - ya) >0
(410) Yu € Uad vuJE(yEauaaza)(u - UE) >0 ’
(411) VZ S B}k% szS(y87u67zﬁ)(z - 25) Z 0 .

Let us precise these relations : setting ¢. = A‘_/-l(sg) eV ,and

o= e Buem vz gy, o [Pl TOE() = (e ) —ale 1R+|

9 9

relation (4.9) gives, for all y € K

(gels(ys)vy - ys)H + (ye —Yar Y — ye)v +
(A[@L(Ye) — 2]y — ye) + (@, Ay — ¥e)) 2 05
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introducing the adjoint operator A* of A we get (4.6). The other relations are
obtained similarly. [

REMARK 4.3. Equation (4.8) (and (4.7) as well) can be reformulated
using the normal cone to By. Indeed, as By is convex this normal cone is
characterized with

Np:(2) ={€¢€H| (§,z2—2)y >0 Vz€By}
(see for instance Clarke [9] p.53 ), so that relation (4.8) is equivalent to

(4.12) —[ge + Ae(DF (2) — ye)] € 2 — 20 + N (%) -

5. Optimality Conditions for (P,). In order to pass to the limit (with
respect to ¢) in the previous relations we need further estimations on the
multipliers g. and ..

5.1. Estimations of the penalized multipliers. Let be (y,u, z) € K X
Ui x B, and let us add relations (4.6)-(4.8). This gives

(9:(We),y — ye) g + (h(ue),u — ue)y +
(ya Yo, Y — ya) +(ua_ua’u_ua)U+(Za_ZaaZ_ZE)H+
(¢e; Ay — Bu+ 2z — f — (Aye — Bue + 2. — f)) +

A [(@000) = 200y — ) + (82 (20) — g2 — 22). ] >0.

Using the definition of ¢. and that € (g-, Ayg.) > 0 we get

(—=@e, Ay—Bu+ 2z — f) — A [@’e(ya)—za,y — Ye) + ((I):/(Za) — Yoy 2 — Za)H]
<

(gé(ya),y - ya)H + (hé(ug),u — UE)U
+ (We = Y ¥ = Ye)y + (e — va, u — )y + (2 — 20,2 — 2)py -

The right-hand side term is bounded since (ye, te, 2:) — (Ya, Ua, 2a) Strongly
in V xU x H, and (g.(y-), h-(ue)) = (y%,ul) € 9g(ya) x Oh(uy) weakly in
H x U (because of Theorem 4.2 iii. and the continuity of g and h). The
bounding constant o depends only of (y,u, z). So we have, for all £ > 0 small
enough,

—Ae [(‘I)f-:(ya) — ZeY — ya> + ((I):/(Za) Y2 ZE)H]

(5.1)
_<anAy_BU+Z_f> < U(?j,u,Z) .

We first estimate the real number A.. If the solution (ya, Ua, zo) is such that
the non-convex constraint is inactive, i.e.

(I)(ya) + (p*(za) - (yOéJzOc)H — = G(youza) <0 )

12



then convergence results yield
Jeo >0, Ve <o, Pe(ye) + Po(2e) — (Yey2e)y — <0,

as well and A = 0; hence the limit A\, = 0.
Now, we investigate the case when the constraint is active that is

‘I)(ya) + (I)*(Za> — (Yars Za)H —a = G(Ya, Za) =0.

Let us assume the following condition (Hj) :

(Hy) Vo such that G(ya, zo) = 0, Y(y*, 2%) € 09*(24) x 0P(ya)
! 3,4, 2) € K x Uyq x Bf such that Aj = B+ f — % and
(522 (ya) = 2(Y") — (Wa — ¥, A)] + [27(20) — ©*(2") — (20 — 27, 9)] < 2a.

REMARK 5.1. Relation (5.2) is indeed equivalent to
<ya _y*ag_za> + <Za _Z*vg_ya> >0

as we shall prove it later. Moreover, in our very case, (Yo —y*,Z) = (Yo — ¥, 2) 4l
since z € H.

THEOREM 5.1. Assume (Hyp); then A is bounded by a constant indepen-
dent of ¢ and we may extract a subsequence converging to Ao € IRT.
Proof - If o is such that G(ya, 2o) < 0 we have already seen that A\, = 0.
If G(Ya,2a) = 0, we use (Hy). Let be (y*,2%) € 09*(z4) X 0P(yo) C V x V/
given by Corollary 4.1. Let us apply relation (5.1) with the triple (g,a, 2),
given by (Hy). We get

(5:3) Ao [(ze = @L(ye) 5 —ye) + (e — O (). 2 — ) | < €
and
®(ya) = (y") = (Yo =y, D) + 27 (20) = D(2") = (20 — 27, 7) < 200
As y* € 00%(24) and 2* € 9B(yg) we have B(y*) + ®*(2a) = (y*, 7a)y and
*(2") + ©(Ya) = (2", Ya)-

Moreover we are in the case where ®(yo) + ®*(204) = (Ya, 2a) g + @, so that
(5.2) is equivalent to

p:(ya—y*,é—za)HJr(za—z*,z]—yJ >0,

as mentioned in Remark 5.1.
Convergence results given in Theorem 4.3 and Corollary 4.1 imply that

i (g — @2 (), 7= 22) |+ (2 = BLy) G —ye) = p > 0 .

13



So, there exists €, > 0 such that for all 0 < ¢ < g, we have

/

(v — @2 (), 5= ), + (o — B G -9 2 5
Then relation (5.3) gives

Ve < &, 0< Aggé’.

N D

So A is bounded and converges to some \, € IR" (extracting a subsequence).
|
It remains to bound ¢.. Following [7] we assume the (qualification) condition

(Hz) :

dW separable Banach subspace such that
W C V' continuously and densely |,
(H2) dM C K x Uyq x B, bounded in V' x U x H, such that
0 € Inty7 (M) in W-topology
where 7 (y,u,2) = Ay — Bu— f+z .

More precisely, 0 € Inty7 (M) means the existence of p > 0 such that
VEe W, [Elw <1, 3(ye, ug, z¢) € M such that Aye = Bug + f — z¢ + p€ .

THEOREM 5.2. Assume (Hy) and (Hs); then q. is bounded in W' and one
may extract a subsequence converging weak* to qo in W'.
Proof - Let be p > 0 given by (Hs) and £ € W such that [¢|y < 1. We use
relation (5.1) with (ye,ue, 2z¢) and we get

<_q57p£> < Cl + 02>‘8 )

where (' and Cy are constants dependent only of (ye,ue,z¢). Assumption
(Hp) provides a bound for A\. and M is bounded. So there exists a constant
C' (depending only of M) such that

VEEW, lEhw <1 (g E)yrw <O

(as W C V' and ¢. € V then ¢. € W'). Thus ¢, is bounded in W". n
Now, we are able to pass to the limit in the penalized optimality system
with respect to €.

5.2. Optimality Conditions for (P,).

THEOREM 5.3. Let be a > 0 and assume (Hy) and (Hs); then there exists
(Y9, ul, 25, 9%) € 0g(ya) X Oh(ua) X 0P (ya) X 0P (24) C Hx U x V! x V and
(qas M) € W x IRT such that

Vy € K such that A(y — yo) € W

5.4 .
( )(y?wy —Ya) g + (qa, Ay — ya))W/,W + Ao (2 — %0,y — ycx>v/,v >0,
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Yu € Uyq such that B(u — uy) € W
(5.5) (uhu—u) — (Qa, B(u — uq)) >0
(o) a U )y [0 W’7W - )
Vz € By such that z — zo € W
<Qaa Za>w/w+)\ ( yaaz_za) >0,
(5.7) Ao [®(Ya) + 2" (20) = (Yar 2a) g —a] =0 .

(5.6)

Proof - Let be y € K such that A(y—ya) € W, u € Uyq such that B(u—1uq) €
W and z € B such that z — 2z, € W. We use relations (4.6-4.8) with these
test functions and add them to get :

(gé(ys) y—- ys) (hla(ue)au_us)U+
( — Yo, Y — ye) +(Ua_uaau_us)U+(Ze_zavz_ze)]{‘i‘
(¢e, Ay — Bu+z— f — (Aye — Bus + 2. — f)) +

Ae [( t(y )—Za,y—y5>+(q’é"(ze)—ye,z—za)H} >0,
that is, as subsection 2.1,

(g ( )Y — ys) + (hlg(ue),u—us)U—l—
(ua_uon UE)U+<25_Za72_Z6)H+
(¢e, A(Y — Ya) — B(u — ua) + 2 — Za)yr  +

Ao [(@L(e) = 2oy —ye) + (@ (20) — ez — =) | >0

As g and h are continuous and finite everywhere, (g.(ye),hL(u:)) converges
towards some (y9,u?) € 9g(ya) X Oh(ys). Then we may pass to the limit in
the above relation to infer

<y y Y — Ya )H+(ug)7u_ua)U+
(das A(Y = Ya) — Blu —uy) + 2 — Za>W’,W +
/\a [( —Ray Y — ya>+(y*a_youz_za)H] ZO .

Taking in turn y = yo, u = uq and z = z, we obtain relations (5.4)-(5.6).
Finally if ®(ya) + ®*(2a) — (Ya» 2a) g — & < 0 we have seen that A\, = 0. So
relation (5.7) is satisfied. [}

REMARK 5.2. As we already mentioned it in Remark 4.3, equation (5.6)
s equivalent to

(5.8) —Ga — (Y — Ya) € Npx A(zat W) (2a) -

COROLLARY 5.1. With assumptions of Theorem 5.3, there exists (yg,ul) €
99(ya) x Oh(ua) C H x U and (qas Aa) € W' x IRT such that

Vy € K s.t. A(y —ya) €W

(5.9) Wy — Ya) g + (das AW — Ya) ) +
Ao [(I)(y) + (I)*(Za) - (3/7 Za)H - 04] >0,
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Vu € Uyg s.t. Blu—uy) €W (uh u— ua)U — {qa, B(u — ua)>W,’W >0,

) -

Vz€ B st z—zo €W
(¢, z — Za>W/,W + A [2(Ya) + 27(2) = (Yo, 2)y — ] 2 0,

Aa [P(Wa) + P (2a) = (Yas 2a)y — ] =0

(5.10)

Proof - Theorem 5.3 gives (z},y%) € 0P(ya) X 0P*(24) C V' x V such that
relations (5.4) and (5.6) are satisfied.
As z} € 0P(yq) we get, for all y € K such that Ay —ya) € W

D(y) — P(Ya) > (20,Y — Ya) »

so that relation (5.4) becomes

(ygay - ya)H + <CIaa A(y - ya))W’,W + Ao [(I)(y) - (I)(ya) - (Zavy - ya)H] >0.

Using (5.7) we obtain relation (5.9). We can show similarly relation (5.10). m
COROLLARY 5.2. With assumptions of the previous theorem and if g and
h are Gateauz-differentiable, there exists (qa, o) € W' x IRY such that

Vye K s.t. A(y —ya) €W I
(9" (Ya), ¥ = Ya) i + {das AW = Ya))wrw + Aa [(Y) + 27 (20) — (20,y)y —a] 20,

Vu € Uyg s.t. Blu—ugy) € W (W (ua), v — ta) ;= (ga, B(u — Ua))yrw = 0,

Vze Bp st z—2 €W
<Qa7 Z— ZOl>W’,W + Ao [(I)(yoa) + (I)*(Z) - (Z7yoc)H - Oz] >0,

Ao [@(Ya) + % (2a) — Wa, 2a)y —a] =0

REMARK 5.3. The natural idea would be now to study the asymptotic
behavior of the previous optimality system when o — 0. Unfortunately, we
would have to set an “(H1)-like” assumption with o = 0, to be able to pass to
the limit in the a-optimality system. This is impossible since the interior of
the feasible domain of P is empty because of the non convex equality constraint
and an assumption like (H1) with o = 0 would be never ensured. However,
as we have already mentioned, this relaxed approach is sufficient for numerical
applications.

6. Example of The Obstacle Problem. In this section, we study an
example where the variational inequality leads to an obstacle problem.

Let €2 be an open, bounded subset of IR™ with a smooth boundary 9€). We
consider a bilinear form a(.,.) defined on H}(Q) x H}(Q) and A the continuous
linear operator from H!(Q) to H— () associated to a such that
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Ay = =Y Oy, (aij(2)0,y) + ao(z)y with
2,7=1

(6.1) aij,ap € C3(Q) fori,j=1,...,n, inf {aog(z) | 2 € Q} >0
> ag(x)&&; > 0> & Ve e QVEERY, >0,

ij=1 i=1

We shall denote || ||, the L?(Q2)-norm, ( , ) the L?(2)-scalar product and ( , )
any duality-product. We set

V=H)Q), H=L*Q), Dy(A) = H* ()NH)(Q), U = L*(Q) and B = Id;2q) J
Let us set also
K=Vand Ct={y |y HXQ), y>0ae. inQ}.

The convex function @ is the indicator function I, of C*, Then ®* is the
indicator function I_ of the negative cone C~ of H~! and we have already
mentioned that ® and ®* satisfy condition (4.2). Then we get as a state
equation

(6.2) Ay=f+v—zinQy=0onT,

with f, v and z belong to L?(Q2) (because of the regularity result mentioned
in Section 1.) The constraint z € 0®(y) becomes

y=0,2<0, (y,2)=0,
and the a-inequality constraint ®(y) + ®*(2) — (v, 2) < « gives :

yZO,ZSOa (y,—Z)SOé.

We set & = —z, so that the original control problem is defined as follows (see
[5) X Y
min{J(y,v):/(y—zd)Qda:—i-/dex}, (P)
2 Jao 2 Ja
(6.3) Ay=f+v+€& in Q,y=0 on T',
(6'4) (y7 /U7 g) 6 D7
where

D = {(y,v,€) € Hy(Q) x L*(Q) x L*(Q) | v € Vg, y 20, € >0, (,€) = 0}

and z4 € L?(Q); The relaxed problem is

(P) min J(y, v),

17



(6.5) Ay=v+¢ in Q, y € HL{(Q),

(6.6) (y,v,€) € D,

where

DI ={(y,v,&) € Hy(QQxL*(Q)XL*(Q) [ v € Una, y >0, £ 20, [[¢[| < R, (1,€) < o}l

The results of the previous section may be applied with W = LP(Q) and we
get :
THEOREM 6.1. Assume

Va such that (Ya,&a) = a ,
3(9,0,€) € CT x Upqg x By such that (H1)
Aj=o+€&  and (§,60) + (yar€) <20 .

and

dp e [17+OO[7 dp>0, Vxe LP(Q)a ||X||LP(Q) <1,
I(yy, vy, &) bounded in CT x Uyq x By, (independently of x) , (H2)
such that Ay, = vy, + &, + px in Q.

and let (Yo, Va,&a) be a solution of (P%); then a lagrange multiplier (qo, Aa) €
LY () x IR* exists, such that

Vy € CT such that A(y — ya) € LP(Q)

(6.7) (Yo = 2a,Y = Ya) + (o A(Y = Ya)) + Ao (§ar ¥ —¥a) 20,
(6.8) Vo €U, v—v4 € LP(Q) (Mvg — qa,v —vq) >0,
(6.9) VEE€EBR, {-&el’(Q)  (Aa¥a—la§— &) =0,
(6.10) Aa (Yay€a) —a) =0

For more details one can refer to [5]. We just mention that assumptions (H1)
and (Hs) are satisfied for instance if Uyg = L?(Q) or Ugg = { v € L2(Q) | v >
1 >0ae. in Q}.

7. Conclusion. As already mentioned at the beginning of this paper,
we have in mind the numerical aspects of the question: that is why we have
underlined that the “relaxed” problem P, is a good approximation of the
original problem. Now, we think that the main tool for a good numerical
approach for such problems is the (necessary) optimality conditions that we
have obtained in Theorem 5.3. They allow to interpret the optimal solution
as the first argument of the saddle-point of a linearized lagrangian function,
though the problem is not convex. We have developed this point of view and
presented some algorithms in [6], for the case of the obstacle problem. The
numerical behavior of these methods is quite nice.

On the other hand, though we have not tested methods using Yosida ap-
proximation, we believe that the use of penalization is not helpful for numerics.
It seems to be too much unstable (because of the suitable choice of the pa-
rameter €) and we think is is only a theoretical tool.
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