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Abstract A minimum effort optimal control problem for the undamped wave
equation is considered which involves L°—control costs. Since the problem is
non-differentiable a regularized problem is introduced. Uniqueness of the solu-
tion of the regularized problem is proven and the convergence of the regularized
solutions is analyzed. Further, a semi-smooth Newton method is formulated
to solve the regularized problems and its superlinear convergence is shown.
Thereby special attention has to be paid to the well-posedness of the Newton
iteration. Numerical examples confirm the theoretical results.
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finite elements

1 Introduction

In this paper a minimum effort problem for the wave equation is considered.
Let 2 c R d € {1,...,4}, be a bounded domain, T > 0, J = (0,7T),
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Q=Jx 82, and ¥ = J x 9f2. We consider the following problem

. 1 2 a2
v [Cuoy — 2ll72¢q) + by lull g gy, st
Ay=B, v inQ, (Pp)
y(0) = yo in £2,
Cy=0 on Y

for given state space X, control space U, initial point yg, parameter o > 0 and
desired state z € L?(Q). A denotes the wave operator, B, the control oper-
ator, C,,: X — L?(Q) an observation operator, where w,,w. C {2 describe
the area of observation and control, and C: X — L?(Q) denotes a boundary
operator. A detailed formulation in a functional analytic setting is given in the
following section.

The interpretation of the cost functional in (P;) can be described as mini-
mizing the tracking error by means of a control which is pointwise as small as
possible. The appearance of the L>°—control costs leads to nondifferentiability.
The analytic and efficient numerical treatment of this nonsmooth problem by
a semi-smooth Newton method stands in the focus of this work. We prove
superlinear convergence of this iterative method and present numerical exam-
ples.

Numerical methods for minimum effort problems in the context of ordinary
differential equation are developed in publications, see, e.g., Neustadt [13],
and Ito and Kunisch [9] and the references given there. In the context of
partial differential equations there exist only few results, see the publications
on elliptic equations by Grund and Rosch [5] and Clason, Ito, and Kunisch [1].

The literature for numerical methods for optimal control of the wave equa-
tion is significantly less rich than for that for equations of parabolic type.
Let us mention some selected contributions for the wave equation. In [6] Gu-
gat treats state constrained optimal control problems by penalty techniques.
Gugat and Leugering [7] analyze bang-bang properties for L>°-norm minimal
control problems for exact and approximate controllability problems and give
numerical results. Time optimal control problems are considered by Kunisch
and Wachsmuth [11] and semi-smooth Newton methods for control constrained
optimal control problems with L?—control costs in Kréner, Kunisch, and Vexler
[10]. Gerdts, Greif, and Pesch in [4] present numerical results driving a string
to rest and give further relevant references. A detailed analysis of discretization
issues for controllability problems related to the wave equation is contained in
the work by Zuazua, see e.g. [16] and Ervedoza and Zuazua [2].

We will present an equivalent formulation of the minimal effort problem
(Py) with a state equation having a bilinear structure and controls satisfying
pointwise constraints, i.e. we move the difficulty of nondifferentiability of the
control costs in the cost functional to additional constraints. To solve the
problem we apply a semi-smooth Newton method.

Special attention has to be paid to the well-posedness of the iteration of
the semi-smooth Newton scheme. The lack of smoothing properties of the
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equations (when compared to elliptic equations) requires careful choice of the
function space setting to achieve superlinear convergent algorithms; in partic-
ular, the problem is not reformulated in the reduced form as in [1] and the
well-definedness of the Newton updates has to be shown.

The restriction to dimensions d < 4 is due to the Sobolev embedding
theorem which is needed in Lemma 5.1 to verify Newton differentiability.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we make some preliminary
remarks, in Section 3 we formulate the minimal effort problem, in Section 4
we present a regularized problem, in Section 5 we formulate the semi-smooth
Newton method, in Section 6 we discretize the problem, and in Section 7 we
present numerical examples.

2 Preliminaries

In this paper we use the usual notations for Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces.
Further, we set

Y= H D) x L2 (), P! = L*(Q) x H} (),
Y0 = L*(02) x H (1), P’ = H™'(2) x L*(92).
There holds the following relation between these spaces
(YH* =P, (Y°) = P,
where * indicates the dual space. For a Banach space Y we set
L2(Y) = L*(J,Y),
HYY)=HY(JY).
Further, we introduce the following operators
A X =L*YY)NH (YY) —Y =LY e (H(P))",
A*: Y = L2 (PYNHY(P") — X* = L*P") @ (H'(Y?)"

(0 —id « [0 —A
A_(A at)’ A _<idat> (2.1)
for the Laplacian (—A): Hi(2) — H~(£2) and identity map id: L?(Q) —
L?(Q). For (y,p) = (y1,y2,p1,p2) € X X Y* there holds the relation

(Ay,p)y,y- + (¥(0),p(0)) 20y = (y, A"p) x x+ + (W(T),p(T))L2(02), (2:2)

since

<<8?;Zl__j;1> 7 (g;> >Y7Y* + ((0), p(0)) L2(2)

N <<Z;> ’ (_—agt?;z_—Apzjz> >X7X* + (1), p(T))12(0)- (2.3)

with
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We introduce the observation and control operator

Cwo = (Xwo ld, 0) : L2 — LQ, (24)
ch = (O, Xwe ld) : L2 — L2

with the characteristic functions x,, and x,, of J X w, and J X w, for
given nonempty open subsets w,,w. C 2. Here we used the notation Lo =
L2(L?(82) x L*(£2)). Further, we define the boundary operators

CZCQ?
B = Bj,.

For the inner product in L?(Q) we write
('7 ) = ( ')LQ(Q)'

Throughout this paper C > 0 denotes a generic constant.

3 The minimum effort problem for the wave equation

In this section we present the minimum effort problem (P;) in detail and for-
mulate an equivalent problem in which we move the difficulty of the nondiffer-
entiability of the control costs to additional control constraints. Furthermore
we derive the optimality system for the latter problem.

To make the minimum effort problem (P;) precise we choose U = L*°(Q),
yo € Y! and the operators A, B, C,,,C and B as defined in the previous
section.

Problem (P;) can be formulated equivalently as

i 1 2 a5
min J(y,c) =5 ICu,y — 2 + —c%, s.t.
(y,u,c)€EX XU xR (y ) 2 H wol ||L2(Q) 2

Ay=B, u in Q,

y(0)=yo  in2 (P2)
Cy=0 on X,
[ull; < c.

Except for the case ¢ = 0 problem (P,) is equivalent to problem (Ps) given
by

(y,u,c)é][}(hxlUx]R;r Ty,e) = % 1Cuwy — ZHiz(Q) + %C2, s.t.
Ay =cB,u inQ,
y(0) = yo in £2,
Cy=0 on X,
ully < 1.
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By standard arguments the existence of a solution (y*,u*,c*) € X x U x
R{ of problem (P3) can be verified. The reformulation of the problem has
the advantage that the domain of the control space does not depend on the
parameter c.

Remark 3.1 For ¢ = 0 any control u with ||ul|;; < 1 is a minimizer of (P3). To
avoid this case we assume that

* * 1
I'e) < 5 12l (3.1)

for a solution (y*,u*,c*). If ¢ = 0 problem (Ps) reduces to

1 2
1 J = — Cw — 5 .t.
(ywl)rél)fng (y) B 1Cu,y Z||L2(Q) S
Ay=0 1inQ,
y(0) =yo in £,
Cy=0 onlX,
[ully < 1.

Thus, y is determined by the equation and u can be chosen arbitrarily as far
as the pointwise constraints are satisfied. If (3.1) holds, we have

1 2 (0% 1 2

B 1Cu.y — 2ll12¢0) + 502 <3 12122

and with ¢ = 0 this leads to the contradiction

L2 L2
5 21 z2(q) < 3 12022 -
By standard techniques the optimality system can be derived.

Lemma 3.1 The optimality system for problem (Ps) is given by

A"p+C;, C,y—C} 2=0, p(T)=0, Bpls =0,

=B} p,du—wu) >0 for all u with ||0ull;ew o) <1,
(-Bg, ) f 16wl Loe () (3.2)
ac— (u, B}, p) =0,

Ay —cByu=0, y(0)=y, Cylz=0
withp € Y.
From the pointwise inspection of the second relation in the optimality system

(3.2) we obtain for (¢t,2) € J x 2

1 if BY, p(t,z) > 0,
u(t,z) = —1 if B}, p(t,x) <0, (3.3)
s€[-1,1]if B} p(t,x) =0
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or equivalently u € Sgn(B}, p) with

1 if s >0,
Sgn(s) =< —1 if s <0,
[—1,1] if s = 0.

Eliminating the control we obtain the reduced system
A'p+C,Cuy—Cz=0, p(T)=0, Bplz=0,
ac— HB:JCPHU(Q) =0, (3.4)
Ay — By, sgn(B, p) 50, y(0) =y, Cylx=0.
Under certain conditions the solution of (Ps) is unique.

Lemma 3.2 For ¢ # 0 and w. C w, the solution of problem (Ps) is unique if
we set the control to zero on Q \ (J X we).

Remark 3.2 The value of the control on the domain @ \ (J x w.) has no in-
fluence on the solution of the control problem as far as [[ul| ;o\ (sxw.)) <
[ull o (%) To obtain uniqueness we set u =0 on @\ (J x we).

Proof of Lemma 3.2 Because of the equivalence of (P3) and (Py) for ¢ # 0
it suffices to prove uniqueness for the latter one. Let S: U — L?(Q) be the
control-to-state mapping for the state equation given in (P ). Further, let (y, u)
be a solution of (P;) with the cost given by

1 2 « 2
F(u) = 3 [Cu,S(u) = 2ll72(0) + 5 ull e (o) -

For w, = {2 the map C,, S is injective and we have strict convexity of

1
S 1G5 = 2122 ).

Further, the L°°-norm is convex, so F' is strictly convex and we obtain unique-
ness.
Uniqueness in the more general case w, C w, is proved as follows. Let

Ay =Byu1in @, v1(0)=yoin 2, Cy;=0o0n%,
Ay =By uz in Q, y2(0)=yoin 2, Cyz=0o0n ¥

for (y;,u;) € X x U, i = 1,2, with
Cwoyl = Cwon. (35)
This implies, that y; —y2 = 0 on J X w,. Hence, A(y; —y2) = 0 on J X w, and

thus, u; = ug on J X w,.. Consequently, we derive y; = y2 on . Thus C,, 95 is
injective and we are in the situation as above.
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Remark 3.3 For general w, C {2 and w, C {2 we cannot expect uniqueness
due to the finite speed of propagation. Consider a one dimensional domain
2 =(0,L), L >0, with w, = (0,¢), € > 0 small, and w. = £2. Let (y,u) be a
corresponding solution of (P;) with y # 0 in an open subset of @ \ (J X w,).
Then there exists an open set J in Q \ (J X w,) in which the adjoint state p
does not vanish. Thus we have u % 0 on J. Let g be the solution of

Aj=B, ginQ, ¢0)=0inf2, g=0onX
with

_ [ —sen(u)nin Bs,
9730 else

for 8,7 > 0 and Bs C J and the usual sgn—function. Here, Bs denotes a
ball with radius  with respect to the topology of Q. Then ||u + Il gy =

[ull (@) and Cu,(§ +y) = Cu,y for 6,n > 0 sufficiently small. Thus we
obtain a second solution (u + g, ).

4 The regularized minimum effort problem

The optimality system in (3.4) is not (in a generalized sense) differentiable.
Therefore we consider a regularized minimum effort problem given by

P ) = 5 1Cuy 2l + Il + 5
s.t.
Ay =cB,u inQ,
y(0) = %o in £2,
Cy=0 on X,
Jull poo () <1

(Preg)
for yo € Y, parameters a, 8 > 0, and z € L?(Q).
The existence of a solution follows by standard arguments which we denote

by (ys,us,cp)-

Remark 4.1 The regularization term scales linearly with the parameter c. Al-
ternative regularizations, where the penalty term is constant or quadratic in
¢, are discussed in [1].

Remark 4.2 Let (yg, ug, cg) be a solution of (Preg). To exclude the case cg = 0
for B sufficiently small we assume z # 0 and

* * 1
J(y*, ) < 3 ||Z||i2(Q)' (4.1)
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If cg = 0 we have

1 2 1 a
3 12lz2(q) = 5 1Cw,ys — 232 ) 2 HuﬁHL2(Q) +5e
1 * 2 B * % [0
< 5 ICw " = 2l gy + = llu I720) + 5( )?
*\2
< Jy*, )+ B<C2 ) meas(Q)

1 2 * % 2 B(C*)Q
< B HZHLz(Q) + J(y*, ") — HZ||L2(Q) + Tmeas(@)

which is a contradiction to (4.1) for all 8 > 0 sufficiently small.

The optimality system for the regularized problem is given by
(Bup —Bg, pg,u—wug) =0 for all u with [[ufl e g) <1,
A*ps+ C, (Cu,ys —2) =0, ps(T)=0, Bpglz=0,
acg + 5 Hu6||L2<Q) (ug, BZ, pg) = 0,
Ayg — csBo,ug =0, ys(0) =yo, Cysls =0

with pg € Y.
By pointwise inspection of the first relation we have
1 B:Cpﬁ(t,,T) >,
ug = sgng(Bg pg) = 4 ~1 pa(t,z) < —B, (4.2)

1B* p(t,x) |B (t,x)| < pB.

Before we prove uniqueness of a solution of (Pyes) we recall the following well-
known property. Let N = {0} x L?(Q). Then we can introduce the inverse
operator

ATV N 5 Ly, frey,
where y € X, y(0) = 0, is the unique solution of

<Ay7 90>Y,Y* = (fa c)O)LQ v‘P ey

By a priori estimates, see, e.g., Lions and Magenes [12, p. 265], we obtain that
A~!is a bounded linear operator. Consequently, there exists a well-defined
dual operator (A~1)*: Ly — N satisfying

(A7) w,v)z, = (w, A7)y, (4.3)

for w € Ly and v € N.

Using this property we can guarantee uniqueness of a solution of the reg-
ularized problem under certain conditions. The uniqueness is not obvious be-
cause of the bilinear structure of the state equation.
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Lemma 4.1 Let (yg,ug,cg) be a solution of (Preg). Then yg and ug are
uniquely determined by cg. Conversely, cg and ys are uniquely determined
by ug. Further, for o > 0 sufficiently large there exists a unique solution of
problem (Preg).

Proof To prove uniqueness we use a Taylor expansion argument as in [1, Ap-
pendix A]. To utilize (4.3) we need to transform (P.g) into a problem with
homogeneous initial condition. For this purpose let § € X be the solution of

Ay=0 inQ,
y(0) =yo in £, (4.4)
Cy=0 onlX.

We set z = —C,,,§ + z and introduce problem (Pjom) given by

oty PO % |Cupy = 2lI72(q) + % lull @) + 5%
s.t.
Ay=cB,,u inQ,
y(0) =0 in £2,
Cy=0 on X,
Jully < 1.

(Phorn)

The control problems (Preg) and (Phom) are equivalent. Thus, without re-
striction of generality we can assume that the initial state yq is zero.
We define the reduced cost

1 -1 2 Be 2 a o
F(U,C) = § HCWOA (CBU‘)CU) - Z||L2(Q) + ? ||u||L2(Q) + 50 .
To shorten notations we set M = C,, A~'B,,_, i.e.

B A1 C,

we o

M: L*(Q) N Ly L*(Q).

Since M is a linear, bounded operator and using (4.3) we derive the optimality
conditions

cs(Bus — M2 + cgM"Mug,u —ug) 20 for all |[uf i) <1,  (4.5)

6 2 * 2
acg + 3 llugllza(g) — (ug, M™2) + ¢ [Mugl|72 ) = 0. (4.6)
5 @ @
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The partial derivatives of F' at (ug,cg) are given by
Fyu = cM*M + Begid,
2
Fe.= ||MUBHL2(Q) + a,
Fue =2csM ™ Mug — M*z + Sug,
Fuue = 2¢5M*M + fid,
Fccu = QM*M’LLg,
Fuyee = 2M*M.

Let (u,c) be an admissible pair. Then we set
U=u—ug, ¢=c—cga.

The Taylor expansion is given as follows, we use the fact, that F.(ug,cg) =0,
see (4.6), and that the derivatives commute

F(u,c) — F(ug,cg) = cg(Bug — Mz + cgM*Mug, )

C% 12 Beg 2
T3 [Ma||72q) + N 1l 72(g)

1 2 R
+ 5 (IMusll7 ) +a) &
+ (2¢sM*Mug — M*z + Bug, )¢

3 24 2
+ = (205 Ml gy ¢+ B 1132 €)
+ (Mug, Ma)é?

6 2 2
+ 52 M7z ) .

Using twice (4.5) we further have

C% 2 B A A2
F(u,c) — F(ug,cg) > o M| 720y + 5(06 + &) lall72g) +

. ) -
+t3 (||Mul3Hi2(Q) + O‘) ¢ + cp(Mug, Mir)¢
~ 112 A
+ cp IMf|7 g ¢
. 1 12 A
+ (Mug, Mi)é? + o [ M2 ) ¢,
With

. I n 2 1 L2
(Mug, Ma) = (y/qMug, (v/)”"Ma) > —5 Mgz o) = m M| 72 ()

we obtain
2 1 153
B 112 o112
F(u,0) = F(ug, cp) 2 5 (1= 1) IMillza(g) + Gellalzeq) 47)
1 2 R 112 A
+ §(a -n ||MU6||L2(Q))02 +¢p HM“HL?(Q) c.
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Set K :=sup{ ||MuH2L2(Q) | llull oo gy < 1} and choose n = 1. For o > K? we
have

1

B a2 ., 2
Flu,) = Flug,cs) 2 ellilag) + 5 (@~ K2 + o M2 g ¢ > 0.

(4.8)

Let (ug,cg) and (ug/,cg) be two solutions. Then we obtain from (4.8), that
(ug, cp) = (up:, cpr).

From (4.7) we see, that for c¢g = cg also ug = ug for any n > 1 and
for ug = ug we have cg = cg for n > 0 sufficiently small. These last two
statements do not require any assumption on «.

In the following we analyze convergence of the the solution of (Peg) for
8 — 0 and proceed as in [1].

Lemma 4.2 For 8 > 0 let (yg,ug,cg) denote a solution of (Preg). Further
let (P3) have a solution (y*,u*,c*) which we associate with § = 0 and also
denote by (yo,uo,co). Then for any 0 < < ' we have

2 2
Cp ||u,3'||L2(Q) < cp H“ﬂ”p(@) ) (4.9)
J(ys,c8) < J(ysr,cpr)s (4.10)
ﬂc 2 * % ﬂC* *(2
J(ys,ep) + 57 NlusllZegg) < T ¢) + 5 ullzag) - (411)

Proof We recall the proof from [1] and apply it to the time-dependent case.
Since (yg,ug,cp) is a solution of (Preg) and (yo,uo,co) a solution of (Ps),
respectively, we have for 0 < 8 < ' that
Bes 2 Begr 2
J(ys,cp) + Bl ||Uﬁ||L2(Q) < J(ypr,up) + S ||“ﬁ’||L2(Q) :
Thus, further

(ﬂl - ﬂ)cﬁ/ Huﬁ/

505 2 2
J(yg,cﬁ) + 5 HUBHLz(Q) + D) ||L2(Q)

5/06' 2
< J(ys,co) + o Huﬂ’HLZ(Q) (4.12)
5/05 2
< J(yﬁ,Cg) + T ”uB”L2(Q) .

From the outer inequality we have (8" — 8)(cg: ||ug: ||2Lz(Q) —Cp Huﬂ||2L2(Q)) <0
implying the first assertion. From (4.12) we derive

T(ys, ca) = J (Y, cpr) < Blep lugr 720, — s lusllrago)) (4.13)

and the right hand side is smaller than or equal to zero by the previous result
and thus (4.10) follows. Assertion (4.11) follows from the last inequality in
(4.12) by setting 8/ = 8 and 8 = 0.
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After this preparation we prove convergence of minimizers of (Preg) follow-
ing [1].
Theorem 4.1 Let (Ps) have a unique solution. Then any selection of solu-
tions
{ (s, up,c8) }ssg of (Preg) are bounded in X x L(Q) x Ra and converges

weak * to the solution of (Ps) for 8 — 0. It converges strongly in X x LI(Q) x
R{ for g € [1,00).

Proof Let § € X be the solution of (4.4). The point (¢,4,¢) = (§,0,0) is
feasible for the constraints. Thus we have

2 2 N 2
1Cu.ys — ZHL2(Q) + Beg ||u5||L2(Q) + ac?; < [[Cu,¥ — Z||L2(Q)

and consequently, the boundedness of cg follows. The controls ug are bounded
by the constant 1 in L*°(Q) and hence, yg is bounded in X.

Therefore, there exists (7,4,¢) € X x L>(Q) x Ry such that for a subse-
quence there holds

(g, ug, cs) =* (4,4,¢)
in X x L*(Q) x R. By passing to the limit in the equation we obtain that
(g, a,¢) is a solution of
Ay =cB,,u inQ,
y(0) = o in £,
Cy=0 on Y.

Since the L>*-norm is weak * lower semicontinuous, we have ||l qg) < 1.

Further, by the weak lower semicontinuity of Jz: L?(Q) x L*(Q) x R — R
we derive that (§, @, ¢) is a solution of (P3). Uniqueness of the solution of (Ps)
implies that (g, u,¢) = (y*,u*, ¢*). Thus we have proved weak * convergence.

For strong convergence insert the weak limit (u*,c¢*) in (4.9) with 5 =0
and obtain for all 8/ > 0 from the lower semicontinuity of the norm that

2 2 - 2
e llupllze(q) = ¢ 17 llLzq) < Timinf cor [lup[I72 g -
This implies
lim sup g 2y < 1613y < i inf g 122
B’—0 ( B’—0 (@)
and consequently, strong convergence in L?(Q). Using

lug — U’*HLP(Q) < ug — U*HLZ(Q) llug — U*HLOO(Q)

we obtain strong convergence of ugr — u* in every L(Q), ¢ € [1,00). Further-
more, this implies strong convergence of the corresponding state yg.
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Remark 4.3 In case of non-unique solvability of (Ps3) the assertion of The-
orem 4.1 remains true if we consider the convergence of subsequences to a
solution of (Ps).

From the strong convergence of ug we can derive a convergence rate for the
error in the cost functional.

Corollary 4.1 Let (P3) have a unique solution (y*,u*,c*). Then there holds
Sy, cs) = J(y", ¢") = o(B)
for B —0.
Proof From (4.13) we have
0 < T(ys,c) — I u) < Bles lusl oy — ¢ 1o o)
which proves the assertion.

From know on we will assume, that problem (P,e,) has a unique solution.

5 Semi-smooth Newton method

In this section we formulate the semi-smooth Newton method and prove its
superlinear convergence. To keep notations simple we omit the index [ for the
solution of the regularized problem. Using

p(t,x) — g if p(t,x) > B,
Py = [ Iptladsdt,  lp(t.a)ls = § ~plt.) = 4 if plt.) <

we reformulate the optimality system for the regularized problem. We elimi-
nate the control u using (4.2) and obtain

A*p—’—czo(cwoy_z) =0, p(T) :07 Bp'Z =0,
ac— HchpHL[g(Q) =0,
Ay —cB,, sgng(B;, p) =0, y(0) =y Cyls=0. (5.3)
To write the system equivalently as an operator equation we set

W=XxYSxR",
Z=X*xRxY xY"L

For convenience of the reader we recall that Y1 = H}(Q2) x L3(2), Y =
L2(@Q) x H(@), X = L2(Y1) 0 H(YD), P = (Y0), PO = (Y1), vy =
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{pe L2(PYNHY(P°) |p(T) =0}, and Y = L2(Y°) & (H*(P°))". Then, we
can define the operator T by

A*'p+C;, Cuy—Cj 2

o

ac — ||B}
T:W — Z, T(z)=T(y,pc)= “’CpHLé(‘f) (5.4)
Ay —cB,, sgng(B} p)
y(0) — o
and obtain (5.1)-(5.3) equivalently as
T(z) =0 (5.5)

forx € W.
To formulate the semi-smooth Newton method we need Newton differen-
tiability of the operator T. Let

WE =X xYy xR,

Lemma 5.1 The operator T is Newton differentiable, i.e. for all x € W and
h € WR there holds

IT(z + h) = T(z) = T'(x + h)h|l; = o(h)  for |[A]ly= — 0. (5.6)
Proof The operator
max: LP(Q) = LY(Q), p>q¢g=>1

is Newton differentiable with derivative

(Dy max(0,v — B)h)(t,x) = {(})L,(t796)7 2823 z g’

forv,h € LP(Q), 8 € R, and (t,x) € Q, see Ito and Kunisch [8, Example 8.14].
For the min operator an analog Newton derivative can be obtained. Since

1
sgng(v) = B(v —max(0,v — ) — min(0,v + 3))
we obtain for the operator

sgng: LP(Q) — LUQ), p>q=>1,

the Newton derivative

0, , T )
Dxsensom) )= { By 1) 25

for v, h € LP(Q), B € RT, and (¢,z) € Q.

The mapping w: R — R, s — |w(s)|s defines a differentiable Nemytskii
operator from LP(Q) to L?(Q) for p > 4 according to Troltzsch [15, Chap-
ter 4.3.3]. Thus, the mapping

iy« L(@) = R, p=>4
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is Newton differentiable with Newton derivative

D ([0l 13, g)h = (sem5(0), h)

for v, h € LP(Q), see Clason, Ito, and Kunisch [1].
Further, since BY, p € C(H'(£2)) = L9(Q) for ¢ = % the mappings

prBL p— HBZCPH% Y* = LYQ) = R,

(@’

(5.7)
D Bch — By, Sgnﬁ(Bch), Y* — L4(Q) — LQ(Q) — X*

for d < 4 are Newton differentiable. Consequently, we obtain the assertion.
To formulate the semi-smooth Newton method we consider
T: W — L(IWR, 2) (5.8)
with
A*ép+ C;, C,, 0y

adc — (Sgnﬂ (B},.p), B op)
Ady — 6cBy,, sgnB(Bj‘%p) - %BWCBZCCSPXI,,

dy(0)

Tl(w) (5y7 (5]3, 50) = (59)

for z = (y,p,c) € W and (dy, 6p, 6c) € WR. Here x;, denotes the characteristic
function for the set

I ={(t,z) € Q[ B p(t,x)| <G} (5.10)

The operator T'(z) is invertible on its image as we see in the next lemma.
The proof is presented in the appendix.

Lemma 5.2 For x € W the operator
T (z): WR = Im(T'(z)) € Z
is bijective and we can define
T (z)~": Im(T/(z)) — WK
Furthermore, there holds the following estimate
1T (@)~ (@) [y < Cll2l5 (5.11)
for z € Im(T’(x)) N Z1 uniformly in x € W, where
Zy=SxRxMx{0}CZ

and S = { (xw,v,0) | v € L*(L*(12)) }, M = {(0,v) | v € L*(H(£2)) }.
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Directly applying the Newton method to equation (5.5) leads to the itera-
tion

T/ (2%)(0z) = —T(2"), (5.12)

2" =5 4 2% 20 e W, (5.13)

where in every Newton step the following system

A*Sp+C;, C,, 0y = —A"p* —C; C, y" +CJ z,
(5.14)

op(T) =0,

Bép|s =0,

adc — (sgnB(BZCpk),Bzcép) = —act + HBZCpkHL}i(Q) ,

k
* c * *
A(Sy - 5CBWC Sgig (chpk) - EB‘“CBWC 6pXIk = _Ayk + Ckac Sghg (chpk)’
(5.15)
5y(0) = —y"*(0) + yo, (5.16)
Céylz =0

with Iy = I~ has to be solved. To simplify the system we reformulate it

equivalently as follows
At + ¢k C,, YT = C 2, (5.17)
PHUT) =0, (5.18)
Bp* |z =0, (5.19)

ac*tt — (sgng (B, p*), By, p"h) =

- (SgnB(Bchk), B:z(pk) + HB:)CpkHL}}(Q) )

(5.20)
Ck Ck’
AyFtt — FHB,, sgng (B p*) — EBwCBZ‘Jcpk“xfk = —EBwCBZcpkka,
(5.21)
y*H1(0) = o, (5.22)
Cyls =0, (5.23)
Sy =yt — ¥ (5.24)

for k € INg. The iterates pF*+1 are solutions of wave equations with right hand
side in L2(Q) x {0} and the iterates y**! are solutions of wave equations with
right hand side in {0} x L2(Q) for all £ > 0 and initialization (y°, p°, c®) € W.

Under certain conditions the well-definedness of the Newton iteration can
be shown.
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Lemma 5.3 For z° € W the Newton iterates x* satisfy
2 ew, T(zF) € Im(T'(z*))
for k € Ng if & > 0.

Remark 5.1 Let x* be the solution of (Peg). In Theorem 5.1 we will show that
for g and on —z* |W[R sufficiently small the iterates ¢* remain positive.

Proof of Lemma 5.3 For given iterate ¥ € W we consider the control problem

' Jewy) = Gy~ #laigy + 25 Il
min c,u,y) = = o — 2 AT
(y,u,c) EX XUXRF Y 2 y L2(Q) 2 L2(Q)

- 2
+ 9 ‘C 2,’1| s
s.t.
Ay — cB,, sgug (B}, p") — "By, uxi, =2 inQ,

y(0) =yo in £,
Cyls=0 onX

(5.25)

with I, = Ik, 220 € L2({0} x L?(2)), 21 € R, yo € Y, 2% = (y*,p*, c*) and
a, B,yo as in (5.17)—(5.23). This problem has a unique solution (y,u,c).
The optimality system of (5.25) is given by (5.17)—(5.23) if we choose

1
= B* p"), B: p*) — |B p"|| ., ) 5.26
a=- ((Sgng( P BLPY) = [1BL | 1 o) (5.26)
ck * k
29 = _EBOJ“BWCP XI - (527)

From (5.17)—(5.19) we derive that p € Y. This implies 2% € W for all New-
ton iterates. Since (5.12)—(5.13) and (5.17)—(5.24) are equivalent, the second
assertion follows, when setting 6y = y — y/*.

To apply (5.11) we need T(z*) € Z;. For k > 1 this follows immediately
from (5.17)-(5.23). To obtain T(2°) € Z1, we choose 2° = (y°,p°, %) € W,
such that

y°(0) = wo, (5.28)
Ayl = s, (5.29)
AP’ +Cf C,,y’ — CL z=0. (5.30)

To prove superlinear convergence of the Newton method we need the fol-
lowing estimate.
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Lemma 5.4 Let * € W be the solution of (Pweg) and let 2° € W satisfy
(5.28)—(5.30). Then the Newton iterates satisfy

"t — gt = T/ (2") 7 (T(2F) — T(a*) — T/ (") (2" — 2%)) (5.31)
and there holds the following estimate

|F ! — 2 we <C [T(z*) — T(z*) — T'(2%) (2" — 27)

. (5.32)

for k € Ny if & > 0 with 2% = (y*, p*, c¥).

Proof There holds T(x*) = 0 and T’(z*)(z* — 2*) € Im(T’(2*)), and accord-
ing to Lemma 5.3 we have T(z*) € Im(T’(x*)). Consequently,

T(z*) — T(2*) — T/ () (z* — 2*) € Im(T’ ()
for all k € INy. Further, we derive from (5.17)-(5.24) and (5.28)—(5.30) that
for k € Ny
T(z*) — T(2*) — T'(z") (2" — 2*) € Im(T'(z*)) N Z;.
Thus, the assertion follows with Lemma 5.2.

The superlinear convergence of the Newton method is shown in the next
main theorem.

Theorem 5.1 Let z* = (y*,p*,c*) be the solution of (Preg) with z # 0 and
B sufficiently small, such that ¢* > 0 (c¢f. Remark 4.2). Further let 29 €
W satisfy (5.28)—(5.30) and let on — x*HW]R be sufficiently small. Then the
iterates z* = (y* p* cF) € W of the semi-smooth Newton method (5.12)-(5.13)
are well defined and they satisfy

Hmk-‘rl _ ZL‘*

— O(ka —z* (5.33)

W)

for Haﬁk —z%||ym — 0.

Proof From the estimates (5.6) and (5.32) and the positiveness of ¢* > 0 we
conclude that c¢* > 0 for all k € IV if on — x*HW]R is sufficiently small. Thus
by Lemma 5.3 all iterates are in W.

Estimate (5.33) follows from Lemma 5.1, Lemma 5.4 and [8, Proof of The-
orem 8.16].

To realize the semi-smooth Newton method we introduce the active sets
Af ={(t,z) € Q| By p"(t,x) > B},
A ={(t,z) € Q| B} p"(t,x) < —B}

for iterates p* € Y*. With Iy, = I (cf. the definition in (5.10)) we have Q =
Iy U A; U A, . The Newton method is realized as presented in Algorithm 5.1.

Remark 5.2 The solution of system (5.17)—(5.24) in Step 7 of Algorithm 5.1
can be found by solving the control problem (5.25) if we assume that the scalar
c is always positive.
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Algorithm 5.1 Semi-smooth Newton algorithm with path-following

1: Choose n = 0, y, = (Y5 ¥y,) € X satisfying (5.28) and (5.29), ¢y € RT,
q € (0,1), tol, tolg, Bo € RT, and i € IN.
2: For given Y, solve the adjoint equation (5.1) and obtain P, € Y.
3: repeat
. _ 0 0 .0y _
4: Set k=0and (y°,0°,c) = (y,,p,,cp)-

5 repeat

6: Compute the active and inactive sets Aﬁ, Ay, and Iy:
AL ={(t2) € QB p"(t,2) > B},

Iy ={(t,z) € Q| B p"(t.x)| < B},

Ay ={(t,2) € Q| B p"(t,2) < —B}.

7 Solve for zF = (y*,p*, c*) system (5.17)—(5.24) and obtain

gt = (yk+l phtl chtly

8: Set k=k+ 1.

9: until ka — a:k_1HW]R < tol.

10: Set (gn+1’Bn+1’gn+1) = xk'

11:  Compute uFt! = sgng (B, (PFT1Y).
12: Set Brn+1 = ¢Bn.-

13: Set n =n+ 1.

14: until 8,11 < tolg or n > n.

6 Discretization

To realize Algorithm 5.1 numerically we present the discretization of problem
(5.25) for data given by (5.26)—(5.27).

For the discretization of the state equation we apply a continuous Galerkin
method following Kréner, Kunisch, and Vexler [10]. For temporal discretization
we apply a Petrov—Galerkin method with continuous piecewise linear ansatz
functions and discontinuous (in time) piecewise constant test functions. For
the spatial discretization we use conforming linear finite elements. Let

J={0}UJyU---UJy

be a partition of the time interval J = [0, 7] with subintervals J,,, = (£;,—1, tm]
of size k,, and time points

O=to<ti<---<ty_1<ty=T.

We define the time discretization parameter k as a piecewise constant function
by setting k|;, = km, for m =1,..., M. Further, for

Ozlo<l1<"'<lN_1<lN:L

let
Tn=LiU---ULn



20 Axel Kroner, Karl Kunisch

be a partition of the space interval 2 = (0, L) with subintervals L,, = (l,,_1,5)
of size h,, and h = maxp,=1, . hy. We construct on the mesh 73 a conforming
finite element space V}, in a standard way by setting

Vi ={veH)R2)]|v|, €P'(Ln) }.
Then the discrete ansatz and test space are given by

th:{veC(j,LQ(Q)) |U] Epl(Jm,Vh)};

Xin = {v e L2(J,H)(2)) | v],. € Po(Jm, Vi) and v(0) € L*(2) },

m

where P,.(Jp, Vi) denotes the space of all polynomials of degree lower or equal
r = 0,1 defined on J,, with values in V},. For the discretization of the control
space we set _

Ukh = Xgh-

In the following we present the discrete optimality system for (5.25) as-
suming that the iterates c* are positive. With the notation

() ::/ ()2 dt

m

for the Newton iterates Ek € R, ufy, € Ugn, v, = (y¥,v5) € Xin X Xgn, and
Pk, = (0¥, p8) € Xpn X Xy, k € IN, the adjoint equation is given by

M-1
= > @M ) DY (r) = PV (E)) () + (V9 VBT

m=0

+ (W ) Py () 2y = — (1 Xw, (T = 2)) VY € X, (6.1)

Z (W (tm ), D5 (tmr1) — P57 (b)) 1200y — (2, 05HY)

M-1
m=0

+ (W2 (tar), PE(Ear)) L2y = 0 V4% € Xy, (6.2)

the optimality conditions by

ac*h = (s (XwoP5) XewePs ") = = (5805 (XwoP5), XewoeP) + [PxeP3 |1y )
(6.3)
(ﬁuﬁla Tu) = (Xlkh,Xch§+17Tu) V71U € Uk, (6‘4)

for In = Ip,, and the state equation by

M
Z(atyfﬂa51)Jm—(ySH»51)+(yf+1(0)—y0,1751(0))L2(n) =0 V&' € X,
m=1

(6.5)
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E

D @), + (VT VE) + (157H0) — 90,2, €7(0) 2 ()

m=1

- CkJrl(SgnB(chpg)ag ) (prukh thh?g )

—C (Sgng(chpg),£2) Ve e th (6.6)

with yo = (¥0,1,0,2)-
When evaluating the time integrals by a trapedoizal rule the time stepping
scheme for the state equation results in a Crank Nicolson scheme.

To solve the system (6.1)—(6.6) we introduce the control-to-state operator
for the discrete state equation (6.5)—(6.6)

S]ljh: Ukh XR—)LQ(Q), (ukh,c)r—>y1

and the discrete reduced cost functional

g Ugn X 1R—>]R+

‘ Be

Jin (ukn, ) = ||XwOSkh(Ukh7 iz + 5 HuthU *|C* 21l
with

n=—1 ((Sgn (Xw.P5)s Xew.P5) — || X 5 || )
o BAAWe 2 ) Awe 2 WC2L}3(Q)7

where p',jh = (p¥,p%) results from the previous iterate. Then the solution of
the system is given as a solution of the reduced problem

min j¥, (ugn, ¢),  (ugn,c) € Ugn X R.
The necessary optimality condition is given by
G (urn, €)(6u,6¢) =0 Y(0u, d¢) € Ugp x R.

We solve this reduced problem by a classical Newton method, i.e. the Newton
update (Tu,7¢) € Ugp X R is given by

GEN (urn, €) (Tu, ¢, 6u, 6¢) = —(j&,) (ugn, ¢)(6u, 6¢)  V(du,dc) € Uy, x R.
(6.7)

The explicit representations of the derivatives of the reduced cost functional
are given in the Appendix 8.2.
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7 Numerical examples

In this section we present numerical examples confirming the theoretical results
from above. In the first three examples we consider the convergence behaviour
of the Newton iteration in the inner loop of Algorithm 5.1, i.e. we consider
the case with path iteration number n = 0. Further, we present an example in
which we consider the algorithm with 7 large and analyze the behaviour for
8 — 0.

The computations are done by using MATLAB, for the plot in Figure 7.3
the optimization library RoDoBo [14] was used.

Ezxample 7.1 Let the data be given as follows
2(t,x) = —sin(2rz), a=10"2, B =10"3 yo(z) = (z(1—2),0), =0
for x € 2 =(0,1) and T = 1. The control and observation area is given by
wo =(0,1), we=1(0,1).
As an initial point for the algorithm we choose
yO(t,z) = (z(1 —x),0), =10

satisfying (5.28) and (5.29). We discretize our problem as presented in the
previous section on uniform meshes with N = 256 and M = 255.

Table 7.1: Error of the Newton iterates

E c ek ef/e&kil) e;j e?’j/eékil) e; elg/eé,kfl) am ap
0 100 8.49 - 9.63 - 0.74 - 42025 17450
1 1214853 295e-01  3.48¢-02  8.30e+00  8.63¢-01 23201  3.12e-01 32208 25740
2 1.303382 1.17e-01  3.95¢-01  7.5le-0l  9.05e-02  3.12e-02  1.3de-01 22186 33754
3 1480242 2.08e-02  1.78¢-01  3.14e-01  4.18e-01  8.52e-03  2.73e-01 26101 31073
4 1.509587 4.43e-04  2.13¢-02  3.28¢-02  1.04e-01  1.04e-03  1.22¢-01 24874 31490
5 1.510022 8.19e-06  1.85¢-02  1.48e-03  4.52e-02  4.40e-05  4.22e-02 25120 31450
6 1.510031 9.14e-08 1.12¢-02  5.53¢-06  3.73¢-03  9.35¢-08  2.13¢-03 25133 31448
7 1510031 1.62e10 1.77e-03  3.70e-10  6.69e-05  6.97e-12  7.45e-05 25133 31448
8 1510031 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 25133 31448
In Table 7.1 we see the errors in the scalar ef = |c* — ¢*|, in the state
ko ’ k_ % : it g ko ’ ko ox :
e, = |y y*||x and in the adjoint state e, = |p D ||L2(P1)mL2(P0) in

every Newton iteration k. For the exact solution (y*,p*,c*) we choose the 8th
iterate. We do not consider the full norm of Y for the adjoint state, since we
discretize the adjoint state by piecewise constants in time. By am we denote the
number of mesh points in set A~ and by ap the number of mesh points in set
AT, As the stopping criterion for the Newton iteration we choose tol = 1077.
If we go beyond this tolerance the residuums in the conjugate gradient method
to solve the Newton equation (6.7) reach the machine accuracy. The behaviour
of the errors presented in Table 7.1 indicate superlinear convergence.



A minimum effort optimal control problem for the wave equation 23

Ezample 7.2 In this example we keep the data as above except for
wo =(0,1), w.=1(0,1/3),

i.e. the control domain is a subset of the domain of observation, cf. Lemma
3.2. In Table 7.2 the behaviour of the errors of the Newton iterates are shown.
For the exact solution we choose the 6th Newton iterate and as in the previous

Table 7.2: Error of the Newton iterates

c ek ei/e?kil) e,I; e%/ei’kil) elg ei’/efkil) am ap
10.0 9.62 - 11.64 - 8.67e-01 - 19923 0
0.346298  2.88e-02  3.00e-03  4.43e-01  3.80e-02 1.71e-02 1.97e-02 15559 2782
0.374087  1.06e-03 3.67e-02 2.81e-02 6.35e-02 1.21e-03 7.10e-02 15892 1699
0.375135  9.41e-06  8.89e-03  2.13e-04  7.59¢-03  8.98e-06  7.40e-03 15875 1784
0.375145  4.24e-09 4.51e-04 5.15e-08 2.41e-04 1.64e-09 1.83e-04 15875 1785
0.375145  3.36e-13  7.93e-05  1.3le-12  2.54e-05  4.86e-14  2.96e-05 15875 1785
0.375145 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15875 1785

DU WO R

example the iterates converge superlinearly.
Example 7.3 In this example we choose the data as above except for
wo = (1/2,1), w.=1(0,1/3),

i.e. we ¢ w,. Further, we set tol = 10~7 for the reason already mentioned in
Example 7.1. The behaviour of the errors of the Newton iterates is presented
in Table 7.3. As the exact solution we take the 4th iterate and again we obtain

Table 7.3: Error of the Newton iterates

& K k=1 ko K k=1 k k Jok—1
c e e /ec e ey/ey e ep/ep am ap

y P
10.0 9.45 - 10.67 - 0.41 - 10075
0.491219  1.28e-02  1.35e-03  3.91e4+00  3.67e-01  1.81e-02  4.36e-02 11444

0
0
0.503892  1.57e-04  1.22e-02 1.07e-02 2.73e-03  2.63e-05  1.45e-03 0 11927
0
0

0.504049  1.10e-08  7.01e-05 2.01e-08 1.89e-06  4.69e-10  1.78e-05 11927
0.504049 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11927

B wN RO

superlinear convergence.

We note that in these three examples above am and ap are identified before
we stop. In fact not only the cardinality of the sets A~ and A1 stagnates but
the sets themselves are identified.

Ezxample 7.4 In this example we apply a simple path-following strategy by
choosing in every iteration the new regularization parameter by the rule

Br+1 = qBn, n € Ny,

with some given ¢ € (0,1) and 5y > 0.
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We choose

z=-1, a=10"2%, By =10"", yo(x) = (sin(27z), —4sin(27rzr)), 7 =6
(7.1)

for x € 2 =(0,1) and T = 1. Further we set ¢ = 0.2 and w, = w, = 2. We
solve the problem on a spatial and temporal mesh with N = 100 and M = 127.
For initialization we choose

yO(t,x) = ((t — 1)*sin(27x), 4(t — 1)*sin(272)), =1 (7.2)

for (t,z) € Q. The results are presented in Table 7.4. For decreasing 8 the
corresponding values of the cost functional and the behaviour of the error
eén = J(ug,,cs,)— J(u*,c*) is shown. For the exact solution (u*,c*) we take
(ugs, cgg)- Further the number of Newton steps ns is presented.

Table 7.4: Error in the cost functional

n Bn J(ug, ,cg,) J(ug,,cs,)—J(u*,c*) e‘én /céni . g, am ap ns
0 1.0 0.25171 3.77e-02 - 2.94061 2590 0 3
1 2.0e-02 0.22346 9.47e-03 0.25 3.70135 6833 0 3
2 4.0e-03 0.21623 2.24e-03 0.24 3.96424 8720 722 3
3 8.0e-04 0.21444 4.53e-04 0.20 4.04065 9702 1563 2
4 1.6e-04 0.21407 8.57e-05 0.18 4.05790 10164 1915 2
5  3.2e-05 0.21401 1.47e-05 0.17 4.06136 10371 2054 2
6  6.4e-06 0.21400 0.00 0.00 4.06209 10520 2120 1

The values of the cost functional decrease which confirms the theoretical
result in (4.10). Further, the behaviour of the errors indicates superlinear con-
vergence for § — 0, which confirms the result of Corollary 4.1. The number of
active points in A~ is larger than in AT which we expect for the given desired
state.

For 8 smaller than presented in Table 7.4 the number of active and in-
active nodes remains constant up to 3 switching nodes, however one looses
the superlinear convergence. The number of Newton steps decreases which re-
lies on the fact that the iteration is nested. For a non nested iteration (i.e.
(Y, D, ¢n) = (Yy: Py Co) for all n) the number of Newton steps is increasing
for smaller 3, see Table 7.5.

Table 7.5: Newton steps for decreasing

B | 1.0e-00 2.0e-02 4.0e-03 8.0c-04 1.6e-04 3.2c-05 6.4c-06
ns | 3 5 5 5 6 7 12

In Figure 7.1 we compare for time horizon T' = 2 the state of the regularized
control problem for data given in (7.1), (7.2) and 8 = 4-10~2 with the solution
of the state equation for u = 0. The plots show the behaviour of the state with
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time

Fig. 7.1: State for the controlled and uncontrolled (u = 0) problem

respect to time. The first plot indicates that the state tries to reach the desired
state z = —1 different from the second (uncontrolled) one.

If we go beyond the time horizon 7" = 2 the tracking of the desired state
by the optimal state of the regularized problem further improves.

In Figure 7.2 we see the corresponding optimal control of the regularized
problem which is nearly of bang-bang type.

Figure 7.3 shows the optimal state for problem (P;) when replacing the
L~ by L2-control costs with a given as in (7.1). The tracking of the desired
state is nearly the same as in case of the regularized problem presented in
Figure 7.1. But we see that in some parts the deflection in positive direction
is less than for the regularized problem. This reflects our expectation, since
the L?-control space is larger than the L>-space and thus allows a better
approximation of the desired state.

We also tested the case with w, = [0,1/3] and w, = [2/3, 1] and observed
similar numerical behaviour for different initializations y, and ¢.
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8 Appendix
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Fig. 7.2: Optimal control
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Fig. 7.3: Optimal state for L?—control costs

8.1 Proof of Lemma 5.2

In the first step we show the bijectivity of the map T’(z): W& — Im(T'(x))
for x € W. The surjectivity is obvious. To verify injectivity we proceed as
follows. Assume T'(x)v = T/(z)w for given v,w € WE. Then v — w is the
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solution of the following optimal control problem

. 1 2 Be 2
(6y76u75fcf)1g(xeﬁ J(6y,6u,dc) = B [Cu, by — ZOHL2(Q) + o5 ||5u||L2(Q)

Qe 2
+ 2|(Sc| , st
Ady —dc By, sgng(Bg, p) — By, duxr, =0 inQ,
oy(0) =0 in £,
Ciylz =0 on X.
(8.1)
with z = (y,p,c¢) and 2y = 0. Existence of a unique solution follows by con-
sidering the reduced functional j(du,dc) = J(dc,ou,dy(du,dc)), where dy is
the solution to the constraining partial differential equation as a function of
(du, dc). The solution is necessarily zero.
In the second step we prove the estimate (5.11). Let @ = (y,p,c) € W,
Sz = (6y,0p,0c) € WR and z = (29,21, 22,0) € Im(T'(z)) N Z;. Then the
equation T'(z)~!(z) = dz is equivalent to the following system

A*op+C}, C,, oy = C, o, (8.2)
op(T) =0,
Bép\g = 0,

ade — (seny(BY, p), BL, 3p) = 21, (8.3)

Ady — 6cBy,, sgng(Bg, p) — %BwuBiﬁpm = 23, (8.4)
dy(0) =0,

Multiplying (8.2) with dy and (8.4) with —dp and adding both equations we
obtain
2 * C * 2
HCwoéyHL?(Q) + 6C(Sgn5(Bwup), ch(sp) + B HchépXIp HLQ(Q)
= —(22,0p)y,y~ + (CJ, 20,0y). (8.5)

Here we used (2.2) and that dy(0) = 0 and ép(T") = 0.
By multiplying (8.3) with — 2 (sgng(B,_p), B}, dp) and adding it to (8.5)
we have

2 1 .
1Cusa 8032 gy + — (5805 (B ), B 99)* < 1zl 68y
* 1 * *
(/€2 20ll 2 gy 1€l g + | (5805(BL, p), B 0)] 1.

From the priori estimate in [12, p. 265] we have

[16p|

y- <C||CL, (Cu, by — 20)| ., (8.6)
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with Y* = L2(P') N H'(P?). Using Young’s inequality we further derive

1Cw, 8yll72 () < Cllz2lly + i 1Cu, Y1172 + C1IC2, 0],
e, w0ll2, + 10w 02 g) + § 1Cu,59l22 gy +Cla
and hence,
1Cw,0yll2q) < C (l2oll, + 21l + [I22]ly) - (8.7)
This implies
10p]ly < Cll2ll (8.8)
and together with (8.3)
0] < Cllzll 5 - (8.9)
Finally, from (8.4), (8.8), (8.9)

16yl x <Cllzllz -

8.2 Tangent and additional adjoint equations

Let dypn = (§y]f+1, 5y§+1) be the solution of the tangent equation

(0t €YY g, —(Bya €N (Y (0),€4(0)) o) = 0 VEL € Xy,

M=

3
&

(0p0y5 T, €2) 5, + (Voyy T, VE?) + (6y5711(0),€2(0)) L2 (0

B

3
l

— 6T (sgng (X, P5), €2) — ¢ (w0l X100, €2) = 0 VE? € Xipp,

and dpgp = (5plf+l, 6p§+1) of the additional adjoint

M—1

= > @ () P (tmr1) — PV (b)) L2 () + (Y, VopE )
m=0

+ (W (), 5T () r2(2) = — (V1 X, 0T Vbt € X,

M—1

- (¢2(tm)7 5p§+l(tm+1) - 5p§+l(tm))L2(Q) - (¢275p]1c+1)
m=0

+ (¥ (tar), 0p5 (tar))r2(2) =0 Vp? € Xpp,
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then the first and second derivative of ji, at a point (ugp,c) € Ugp X R are
given by

o 1
(in) (ukn, ©)(6u, ¢) = Bc* (upn, ou) + ac + a(sgna(chpé“ )s Xew.P5))dc

- ||chp12€|| 1oy 0C— 5C(SgnB(X%p§),p§+1) - Ck(XwCJUXIkhvpé-i_l)
Ly(Q)

and

(7kn)" (urn, ) (Tu, ¢, 8u, 6c) = B (Tu, du)+ade-Te—de(sgng(xw p3), 695 ')

—c (XUJCTUXIML ) 5p11€+1)

for du, 7u € Uy, and dc, 7c € R.
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