arXiv:2209.04292v2 [math.OC] 17 Oct 2023

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability for non-smooth semilinear elliptic optimal control problems with sparse controls

Vu Huu Nhu^{1*} and Phan Quang Sang^{1†}

1*Faculty of Fundamental Sciences, PHENIKAA University, Yen Nghia, Ha Dong, Hanoi, 12116, Vietnam.

*Corresponding author(s). E-mail(s): nhu.vuhuu@phenikaa-uni.edu.vn;

Contributing authors: sang.phanquang@phenikaa-uni.edu.vn;

†These authors contributed equally to this work.

Abstract This paper is concerned with first- and second-order optimality conditions as well as the stability for non-smooth semilinear optimal control problems involving the L^1-norm of the control in the cost functional. In addition to the appearance of the L^1-norm leading to the non-differentiability of the objective and promoting the sparsity of the optimal controls, the non-smoothness of the nonlinear coefficient in the state equation causes the same property of the control-to-state operator. Exploiting a regularization scheme, we derive C-stationarity conditions for any local optimal control. Under a structural assumption on the associated state, we define the curvature functional for the part not including the L^1-norm of controls of the objective for which the second-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions are shown. Furthermore, under a more restrictive structural assumption imposed on the mentioned state, an explicit formulation of the curvature is established and thus the explicit second-order optimality conditions are stated. Finally, the Lipschitz stability of local solutions with respect to the sparsity parameter is shown.

Keywords: optimal control, non-smooth optimization, piecewise differentiable function, semilinear elliptic partial differential equation, sparse control, optimality condition, curvature functional, stability.

MSC Classification: 49K20 , 49J20 , 35J25 , 35J61 , 35J91 , 90C48

1

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

2 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider the following non-smooth semilinear elliptic optimal control problem { min Jκ(u) α ≤ u(x) ≤ β for a.a. x ∈ Ω, (Pκ) where Jκ(u) := F (u) + κj(u) with F : L^∞(Ω) → R and j : L^1(Ω) → R defined by

F (u) = ∫ Ω L(x, yu(x)) dx + ν 2 ∫ Ω |u(x)|^2 dx and j(u) = ∫ Ω |u(x)| dx. Here yu stands for the unique solution in H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) of the state equation { Ay + f(y) = u in Ω, y = 0 on ∂Ω, (1) where A is the linear operator given by Ay = − N∑ i,j=1 ∂_j [a_{ij} (x)∂_iy] + a_0(x)y

with N ≥ 1 and ∂_i, i = 1, . . . , N, standing for the partial derivatives, and f : R → R is finitely P C^2 (continuous and C^2 apart from finitely many points) and defined as f(t) = K∑ i=0 1_{(τi,τi+1]}(t)f_i(t) for all t ∈ R, (2)

with −∞ =: τ_0 < τ_1 < · · · < τ_K < τ_{K+1} := ∞ and finitely many C^2 functions f_i, 0 ≤ i ≤ K, that are monotonically increasing and satisfy the following continuity condition at τ_i :

f_{i−1}(τ_i) = f_i(τ_i) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ K. (3) Here and in what follows, we use the convention (t, +∞] := (t, ∞) and the symbol 1_M denotes the characteristic function of a set M, i.e., 1_M (x) = 1 if x ∈ M and 1_M (x) = 0 otherwise.

A typical example of the non-smooth state equation is the following

−Δy + max(y, 0) = u in Ω, y = 0 on ∂Ω, (4)

which arises, for instance, in models of the deflection of a stretched thin membrane partially covered by water (see [1]).

The salient features of the optimal control problem (Pκ) are, of course, the nondifferentiability of the nonlinearity coefficient f in the state equation and the appearance of the L^1-norm of the controls. The first issue leads to the non-differentiability of the corresponding control-to-state operator; see Proposition 1 below, while the second one brings about the non-smoothness of the objective functional in the control variable and accounts for the sparsity of the optimal control. As a consequence, standard techniques based on the second-order differentiability of the control-to-state operators, e.g. as in [2, 3], for deriving the first- and second-order optimality conditions of (Pκ) are typically inapplicable, making the analytical and numerical treatment challenging.

Let us put this research work into perspective. An optimal control problem with an L^1-term in the cost functional was originally investigated in [4], where the state equation is linear. The second-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions are not needed since this problem is convex. Later, the semilinear elliptic optimal control problems were analyzed in [2] for box control constraints, in [3, 5] for pointwise state constraints. The numerical analysis was also studied in these papers except for [3]. Recently, no-gap second-order optimality conditions for optimization problems with non-uniformly convex integrands were considered in [6], where the integral functional is extended to the

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 3

space of measures and the obtained second-order derivatives contain integrals on (N − 1)- dimensional manifolds. The results derived in [6] were applied to bang-off-bang control problems governed by smooth semilinear elliptic PDEs. The appearance of integrals on (N − 1)-dimensional manifolds in the expression of second-order generalized derivatives was first observed in [7], where the authors studied the stability of solutions to H^1_0 -elliptic variational inequalities of the second kind that include a non-differentiable Nemytskii operator.

Regarding optimal control of non-smooth PDEs without the L^1-norm of the control in the objective, there are comparatively few contributions. On the topic related to firstorder optimality conditions, we refer to [8] for a semilinear elliptic equation, to [9] for a class of quasilinear elliptic equations, and to [10] for semilinear parabolic equations. For the second-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions, as far as we know a few contributions were addressed by Clason et al. [11] for quasilinear elliptic equations and by Nhu [12] for the specific case (4). In these papers, in order to derive the second-order optimality conditions, a curvature functional of the objective was introduced and this functional is considered as a generalized second-order derivative of the cost functional. Note that, in these contributions, no explicit formulas for the curvature functional have been established.

The main aim of this paper is to derive the first-order optimality conditions, explicit second-order (necessary and sufficient) optimality conditions, and the stability of local minimizers of (Pκ); see Theorems 2, 6, 7 and 10 below. To achieve this goal, we first obtain C-stationarity conditions by following a regularization scheme [13]; see, also [8–10], where the associated adjoint state and multipliers are proven to be uniquely determined for any local optimal control under the assumption that the level sets at τ_i, 1 ≤ i ≤ K, of the considered optimal state have measure zero, see Theorem 2 and Corollary 2 below. In order to derive the second-order optimality conditions, we follow [11] to introduce the curvature functional Q of the smooth component F in the objective and then combine with the technique in [2]. Under the following assumption on the structure of the mentioned state ȳ (depending on the parameter κ): K∑ i=1 λ^N ({|ȳ − τ_i| < ϵ}) ≤ csϵ for all ϵ ∈ (0, 1) with some constant cs > 0, Proposition 6 below shows that the curvature functional is identical to the strong second subderivative of F introduced in [6, Def. 3.2]. (Here λ^d stands for the d-dimensional Lebesgue measure and when d = N, we simply write dx := dλ^N (x).) A second-order Taylor type expansion then gives the second-order conditions for (Pκ) after proving some key technical limits. Finally, under a more restrictive condition on the structure of ȳ as follows ȳ(x) = τ_i =⇒ |∇ȳ(x)| ≠ 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ K, an explicit formulation of the curvature functional Q is established and contains the integral on (N − 1)-dimensional manifolds (see Theorem 5). Consequently, we derive, respectively, the corresponding second-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions in the explicit form as follows:

Q(ū, p̄; h) ≥ 0 ∀h ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) and Q(ū, p̄; h) > 0 ∀h ∈ C_L2_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) \ {0}

for some fixed number r̄ >^N_2 and r̄ ≥ 2, where Q(ū, p̄; h) = ∫ Ω ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 + νh^2 − 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 dx

+ K∑ i=1 σ_i ∫ {ȳ=τ_i} p̄(S^′(ū)h)^2 |∇ȳ| dH^{N−1}. (5)

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

4 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

Here p̄ is an adjoint state associated with the control ū; {ȳ = τ_i} := {x ∈ Ω | ȳ(x) = τ_i}; E_f is the set of non-smooth points of f and determined in (7) below; σ_i, defined in (6), stands for the jump of the derivative of f in the singular point τ_i; C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) (depending on κ) is a cone of critical directions defined as in (59); S is the control-to-state operator determined later in Section 2; and H^d is the d-dimensional Hausdorff measure on R^N that is scaled as in [14, Def. 2.1]. These explicit formulas could play a significant role in showing the error estimates for the numerical approximation of (Pκ); see, e.g. [15, 16]. Such error estimates will be studied in a follow-up research work. The explicit formulation (5) for the curvature functional Q is an improvement in comparison with the results obtained in [11, 12, 15]. There, [11, 15] and [12] considered, respectively, the curvature functional for quasilinear and semilinear elliptic problems. In [11, 12], only the general definition of Q was given and its explicit formulation was not established. In [15], an explicit formulation for the curvature functional in the two-dimensional setting was stated by exploiting an analysis of level sets, where the domain Ω is required to be a bounded convex polygonal. In this paper, we shall formulate (5) in the N-dimensional setting with N being any nonzero integer and in the case where the domain has a Lipschitz boundary only. In order to do this, in contrast to the approach employed in [15], we will follow the technique from [7] (also [6] and [17]). We first prove (5) in the lower dimensional space and then validate it in a higher dimensional setting via using a standard partition-of-unity argument. Finally, for the study of stability as κ → 0, we show in Theorem 10 that, under a quadratic growth condition for a local minimizer of (P_0) (κ = 0), the optimal solutions to (Pκ) converge strongly and the rate of convergence is O(κ). This result on the Lipschitz stability with respect to (w.r.t.) the sparsity parameter is new.

Finally, let us emphasize that our approach showing the second-order optimality conditions is different from the one in [6] (see, also [17]). There, the authors first considered general optimization problems with a non-uniformly convex and non-smooth integral functional and they then applied the established results to bang-off-bang optimal control problems with smooth elliptic PDEs to obtain the no-gap second-order optimality conditions, which are equivalent to a quadratic growth condition in the L^1-norm. In order to do that, a structural assumption imposing on the adjoint state is required; see, Assumption 4.12 in [6] (and Assumption 6.6 in [17]). This condition is essential and plays a significant contribution in proving a so-called nondegeneracy condition (see [6, Lems 2.12 & 4.9]). Our approach, by contrast, do not need any structural assumption on the adjoint state.

The organization of the remainder of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the notation, standing assumptions that shall be employed throughout the whole article, and some preliminary results on the state equation. In Section 3, the first-order optimality conditions are established, in which in addition to the existence of the corresponding adjoint state, two other multipliers exist. One of them comes from the subdifferential in the sense of convex analysis of the L^1-norm functional j and the other pointwise belongs to Clarke’s subdifferential of the non-smooth coefficient f. Section 4 is devoted to the second-order optimality conditions for (Pκ). The definition and some required properties of the curvature functional of F are stated in Section 4.1. Second-order conditions that are based on the curvature functional are presented in Section 4.2, while the explicit forms of these conditions are provided in Section 4.3. Finally, the stability of optimal solutions is stated in Section 5.

2 Notation, standing assumptions and preliminary results

Notation For a given point u in a Banach space X and a number ρ > 0, symbols B_X (u, ρ) and B_X (u, ρ) denote the open and closed balls of radius ρ centered at u, respectively. For Banach spaces X and Y , symbols X → Y and X ⋐ Y stand, respectively, for the canonical

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 5

continuous embedding and the canonical compact embedding of X in Y ; the notation L(X, Y ) denotes the Banach space of all linear continuous operators from X to Y . By c^+_0 , we denote the set of all positive sequences that converge to zero. For any function y = y(x), symbols y^+ and y^− stand, respectively, for the positive and negative parts of y, that is, y^+(x) := max{0, y(x)} and y^−(x) := max{0, −y(x)} for all x. The symbol ∂_C f denotes the Clarke subdifferential of a locally Lipschitz continuous function f, while for a convex function g the notation ∂g denotes the subdifferential in the sense of convex analysis. For a function g : Ω → R and a subset M ⊂ R, we put {g ∈ M} := {x ∈ Ω | g(x) ∈ M}. Analogously, for given functions g_1, g_2 and subsets M_1, M_2 ⊂ R, we set {g_1 ∈ M_1, g_2 ∈ M_2} := {g_1 ∈ M_1} ∩ {g_2 ∈ M_2}. Finally, by C we denote a generic positive constant, which might be different at different places of occurrence. We also write, e.g., C_ξ for a constant dependent only on the parameter ξ.

Throughout the paper, we need the following standing assumptions. (a1) Ω ⊂ R^N , N ≥ 1, is a bounded domain with a Lipschitz boundary ∂Ω. (a2) There hold ν > 0, κ ≥ 0, and −∞ < α < 0 < β < ∞. (a3) Function f is not differentiable at τ_i, 1 ≤ i ≤ K, that is, σ_i := f^′_{i−1}(τ_i) − f^′_i (τ_i) ≠ 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ K. (6)

(a4) The coefficients of A admit the following regularity properties: a_0 ∈ L^∞(Ω), a_0(x) ≥ 0 for a.a. x ∈ Ω, a_{ij} ∈ L^∞(Ω), and N∑ i,j=1 a_{ij} (x)ξ_iξ_j ≥ Λ|ξ|^2 for a.a. x ∈ Ω, for all ξ ∈ R^N , and for some Λ > 0.

(a5) The function L : Ω×R → R is Carathéodory of class C^2 w.r.t. the second variable such that L(·, 0) ∈ L^1(Ω). Moreover, for any M > 0, functions ϕ_M ∈ L^2(Ω), ψ_M ∈ L^1(Ω) exist and satisfy | ∂L ∂y (x, y)| ≤ ϕ_M (x), | ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, y)| ≤ ψ_M (x), | ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, y_1) −

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, y_2)| ≤ ψ_M (x)|y_1 − y_2|

for a.a. x ∈ Ω and for all y, y_1, y_2 ∈ R satisfying |y|, |y_1|, |y_2| ≤ M. A standard for the choice of L is the quadratic function L(x, y) = 1 2 (y − y_d(x))^2 with y_d ∈ L^2(Ω).

We now consider the state equation (1). Let r̄ >^N_2 be arbitrary, but fixed. From [18, Thm. 4.7], for each u ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω), there exists a unique solution yu ∈ H^1_0 (Ω)∩C(Ω) of (1). By S we now denote the solution operator of (1) as a function from L^{r̄}(Ω) to H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω). Since L^{r̄}(Ω) ⋐ W^{−1,p}(Ω) for some p > N, S is weakly-to-strongly continuous; see, e.g., [19, Thm. 2.2].

We now denote by E_f the exceptional set of all non-differentiability points of f, that is, E_f := {τ_1, τ_2, . . . , τ_K } . (7) Obviously, f is directionally differentiable and its directional derivative is given by

f^′(t; h) = K∑ i=0 1_{(τi,τi+1)}(t)f^′_i (t)h if t /∈ E_f , 1_{(0,∞)}(h)f^′_i (τ_i)h + 1_{(−∞,0)}(h)f^′_{i−1}(τ_i)h if t = τ_i, 1 ≤ i ≤ K (8)

with noting that τ_0 = −∞ and τ_{K+1} = +∞.

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

6 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

From now on, let r̄ be an arbitrary, but fixed number satisfying r̄ > N 2 and r̄ ≥ 2. (9) The next proposition states the Lipschitz continuity and the directional differentiability of the control-to-state operator S. Its proof is similar to that of [12, Prop. 3.1] and thus omitted here.

Proposition 1 The control-to-state mapping S : L^{r̄}(Ω) → H^1_0 (Ω)∩C(Ω), u → y, associated with the state equation (1) satisfies the following assertions:

(i) S is globally Lipschitz continuous;

(ii) S is Hadamard directionally differentiable at any u ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) in any direction h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω). Moreover, for any u, h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω), a S^′(u; h) ∈ H^1_0 (Ω)∩C(Ω) exists and satisfies S(u + t_kh_k ) − S(u) t_k → S^′(u; h) in H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) (10)

when h_k ⇀ h in L^{r̄}(Ω) and t_k → 0^+. Furthermore, δ_h := S^′(u; h) uniquely solves Aδ_h + f^′(S(u); δ_h) = h in Ω, δ_h = 0 on ∂Ω. (11) Here with a little abuse of notation, we denote by f^′(S(u); δ_h) the superposition operator;

(iii) S^′(u; h) fulfills the maximum principle, i.e., h ≥ 0 a.a. in Ω =⇒ S^′(u; h) ≥ 0 a.a. in Ω;

(iv) S^′(u; ·) is weakly-to-strongly continuous.

Next, we define a solution operator of linear elliptic PDEs.

Definition 1 Given a function χ ∈ L^∞(Ω) with χ ≥ 0 a.a. in Ω, the operator Gχ ∈ L(L^{r̄} (Ω), H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω)) maps any h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) to z =: Gχh ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω), where z uniquely solves the equation Az + χz = h in Ω, z = 0 on ∂Ω.

From now on, let us fix ϵ_0 such that 0 < ϵ_0 < τ_{i+1} − τ_i 2 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ K − 1. (12) The following proposition presents a precise characterization of points at which the control-to-state operator S is Gâteaux-differentiable.

Proposition 2 (cf. [8, Cor. 2.3]) The control-to-state operator S : L^{r̄}(Ω) → H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) is Gâteaux-differentiable at u if and only if λ^N ({S(u) ∈ E_f }) = 0. (13) Moreover, under the condition (13), the directional derivative δ_h := S^′(u; h) in a direction h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) is determined as δ_h = Gχh with χ(x) = 1_{{yu /∈Ef }}(x)f^′(yu(x)) for a.a. x ∈ Ω and for yu := S(u).

Proof Assume that (13) is fulfilled. For any h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω), δ_h := S^′(u; h) satisfies (11). According to (8), there holds

f^′(yu; δ_h) = K∑ i=0 1_{(τi,τi+1)}(yu)f^′_i (yu)δ_h

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 7 + K∑ i=1 1_{{τi}}(yu) [ 1_{(0,∞)}(δ_h)f^′_i (τ_i)δ_h + 1_{(−∞,0)}(δ_h)f^′_{i−1}(τ_i)δ_h ]

= K∑ i=0 1_{(τi,τi+1)}(yu)f^′_i (yu)δ_h = f^′(yu)δ_h a.a. in Ω. Here we have used the condition (13) to have that 1_{{τi}}(yu) = 0 a.a. in Ω and for all 1 ≤ i ≤ K. Therefore f^′(yu; ·) is linear in the second variable and so is S^′(u; ·). We have thus shown the Gâteaux-differentiability of S in u. Moreover, we obviously have δ_h = Gχh with χ(x) = 1_{{yu /∈Ef }}(x)f^′(yu(x)) for a.a. x ∈ Ω.

Conversely, we now prove the condition (13) under the Gâteaux-differentiability of S in u. To this end, take any h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) and set δ_h := S^′(u; h) and δ_{−h} := S^′(u; −h). Thanks to the directional derivative formula (8), we have

f^′(yu; δ_h) + f^′(yu; δ_{−h}) = K∑ i=0 1_{(τi,τi+1)}(yu)f^′_i (yu)(δ_h + δ_{−h})

+ K∑ i=1 1_{{τi}}(yu) { f^′_i (τ_i)[1_{(0,∞)}(δ_h)δ_h + 1_{(0,∞)}(δ_{−h})δ_{−h}]

+f^′_{i−1}(τ_i)[1_{(−∞,0)}(δ_h)δ_h + 1_{(−∞,0)}(δ_{−h})δ_{−h}] } . Since δ_h + δ_{−h} = 0, there holds

f^′(yu; δ_h) + f^′(yu; δ_{−h}) = K∑ i=1 1_{{τi}}(yu)δ_h { f^′_i (τ_i) [ 1_{(0,∞)}(δ_h) − 1_{(0,∞)}(−δ_h) ]

+f^′_{i−1}(τ_i) [ 1_{(−∞,0)}(δ_h) − 1_{(−∞,0)}(−δ_h) ]}

= K∑ i=1 1_{{τi}}(yu)|δ_h|[f^′_i (τ_i) − f^′_{i−1}(τ_i)] = − K∑ i=1 1_{{τi}}(yu)|δ_h|σ_i. Here, we have just used the definition (6) of σ_i to derive the last identity. Moreover, adding the equations for δ_h and δ_{−h} yields f^′(yu; δ_h) + f^′(yu; δ_{−h}) = 0. This implies that K∑ i=1 1_{{τi}}(yu)|δ_h|σ_i = 0. (14) Obviously, the sets {|yu − τ_i| < ϵ_0}\∂Ω, 1 ≤ i ≤ K, are open in Ω and mutually disjoint. Here ϵ_0 is defined as in (12). We now fix 1 ≤ i_0 ≤ K and choose φ_{i0} ∈ C^∞(R^N ) such that

φ_{i0} > 0 on {|yu − τ_{i0} | < ϵ_0}\∂Ω and φ_{i0} = 0 on R^N \({|yu − τ_{i0} | < ϵ_0}\∂Ω);

see, e.g. [8, Lem. B.1]. Setting h := Aφ_{i0} +f^′(yu; φ_{i0} ) ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) and using the uniqueness of solutions to (11), we have δ_h = φ_{i0} . Combining this with (14) gives 1_{{τi0 }}(yu)φ_{i0} σ_{i0} = 0, and thus λ^N ({yu = τ_{i0} }) = 0, due to Assumption (a3). Similarly, λ^N ({yu = τ_i}) = 0 for any 1 ≤ i ≤ K. We thus have (13). □

The following corollary is a direct consequence of Proposition 2 and a chain rule. Its proof is elementary and thus is skipped.

Corollary 1 Let u ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) satisfy (13). Then F is Gâteaux-differentiable in u. Moreover, for any hn ⇀ h in L^{r̄}(Ω), there holds lim n→∞ F (u + tnhn) − F (u) tn = F^′(u)h = ∫ Ω (pu + νu)h dx with pu := G^∗_χ(^{∂L}_{∂y} (·, yu)), where χ(x) := 1_{{yu /∈Ef }}(x)f^′(yu(x)) for a.a. x ∈ Ω.

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

8 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

3 First-order optimality conditions

We first address the existence of minimizers. By U_{ad}, we denote the set of admissible points of (Pκ), that is, U_{ad} := { u ∈ L^∞(Ω) | α ≤ u(x) ≤ β for a.a. x ∈ Ω } . Obviously, U_{ad} is a closed, convex and bounded set in L^∞(Ω) and thus weakly closed in L^{r̄}(Ω). From this and the weak lower semicontinuity of the objective Jκ(u), we deduce from a standard argument the following result on existence of optimal controls for (Pκ).

Proposition 3 There exists a local minimizer ūκ ∈ U_{ad} of (Pκ).

To simplify the notation, from now on except Section 5 we will drop the subscript κ in the symbol for any minimizer ūκ of (Pκ), that is, we shall write ū as a local minimizer defined as in Proposition 3.

In the study of the first- and second-order optimality conditions, in addition to the lack of the differentiability of the control-to-state operator, there is an obstacle coming from the fact that the functional j(u) = ‖u‖_L1_{(Ω)} is only directionally differentiable. Its directional derivative is defined as

j^′(u, v) := lim_{t→0+} j(u + tv) − j(u) t = ∫ {u>0} v dx − ∫ {u<0} v dx + ∫ {u=0} |v| dx (15) for u, v ∈ L^1(Ω). Moreover, since j is Lipschitz continuous and convex, the subdifferential in the sense of convex analysis coincides with the generalized gradients introduced by Clarke [20]. By a simple computation, we derive

λ ∈ ∂j(u) ⇐⇒ λ(x) = 1 for a.a. x ∈ {u > 0}, = −1 for a.a. x ∈ {u < 0}, ∈ [−1, 1] for a.a. x ∈ {u = 0}.

(16)

Furthermore, one has max λ∈∂j(u) ∫ Ω λ(x)v(x) dx = j^′(u; v) ≤ j(u + tv) − j(u) t ∀0 < t < 1. (17)

We refer to [2, 3, 5, 21–23] for these facts on the subdifferential of j. Finally, for vn ⇀ v in L^1(Ω) and {tn} ∈ c^+_0 , there holds

lim inf n→∞ j(u + tnvn) − j(u) tn ≥ j^′(u; v). (18)

To show this, by a simple computation, we can write j(u + tnvn) − j(u) tn = ∫ {u>0} |u + tnvn| − u tn dx + ∫ {u<0} |u + tnvn| + u tn dx + ∫ {u=0} |vn| dx ≥ ∫ {u>0} vn dx + ∫ {u<0} (−vn) dx + ∫ {u=0} |vn| dx. Thanks to the weak lower semicontinuity of the L^1-norm, one has

lim inf n→∞ ∫ {u=0} |vn| dx ≥ ∫ Ω 1_{{u=0}}|v| dx = ∫ {u=0} |v| dx, which infers

lim inf n→∞ j(u + tnvn) − j(u) tn ≥ ∫ {u>0} v dx − ∫ {u<0} v dx + ∫ {u=0} |v| dx. This together with (15) leads to (18). As seen in the proof of Theorem 4, the estimate (18) plays an important role in showing that a direction h belongs to a critical cone defined in

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 9

(59) below when h is a weak accumulation point of an appropriate sequence generated by applying a contradiction argument.

To derive C-stationarity conditions, we apply the adapted penalization method of Barbu [13]. The state equation shall be regularized via a classical mollification of the nonsmooth nonlinearity. Let ψ ∈ C^∞_0 (R) be a non-negative function such that supp(ψ) ⊂ [−1, 1], ∫ R ψ(τ )dτ = 1 and define the family {fϵ}_{ϵ>0} of functions fϵ := 1 ϵ f ∗ ( ψ ∘ (ϵ^{−1}Id) ) with f ∗ g standing for the convolution of f and g, and Id being the identity mapping. Then, fϵ ∈ C^∞(R) by a standard result. In addition, a simple calculation shows that f^′_ϵ(t) ≥ 0 ∀t ∈ R. Moreover, for any M > 0, there exists a constant C_M > 0 independent of ϵ satisfying for all ϵ ∈ (0, 1) that |fϵ(t) − f(t)| ≤ C_M ϵ for all t ∈ R, |t| ≤ M, (19) |fϵ(t_1) − fϵ(t_2)| ≤ C_M |t_1 − t_2| for all t_i ∈ R, |t_i| ≤ M, i = 1, 2. (20) We now consider the regularized state equation associated with (1) Ay + fϵ(y) = u in Ω, y = 0 on ∂Ω for u ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω). (21) By Sϵ we denote the regularization of the control-to-state operator S, that is, Sϵ maps any u ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) to the corresponding y ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) uniquely solving (21). Some useful properties of Sϵ are listed below.

Theorem 1 The following assertions are fulfilled:

(i) Sϵ is of class C^1. Furthermore, for any u, h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω), z := S^′_ϵ(u)h is the unique solution in H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) of the Dirichlet problem Az + f^′_ϵ(Sϵ(u))z = h in Ω, z = 0 on ∂Ω;

(ii) If un ⇀ u in L^{r̄}(Ω) as n → ∞, then Sϵ(un) → Sϵ(u) in H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) as n → ∞; (iii) For any bounded set U in L^{r̄}(Ω), there exists a constant C_U > 0 such that ‖Sϵ(u) − S(u)‖_H1_{0 (Ω)} + ‖Sϵ(u) − S(u)‖_{C(Ω)} ≤ C_U ϵ for all u ∈ U;

(iv) If uϵ ⇀ u in L^{r̄}(Ω) as ϵ → 0^+, then Sϵ(uϵ) → S(u) in H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) as ϵ → 0^+.

Proof The arguments for (i) and (ii) are standard; see, e.g. [3, Thms. 2.1 & 2.3]. For (iii), by taking any bounded set U ⊂ L^{r̄}(Ω), there exists a constant M = M(U) > 0 satisfying ‖S(u)‖_{C(Ω)}, ‖Sϵ(u)‖_{C(Ω)} ≤ M for all u ∈ U, ϵ ∈ (0, 1). Taking u ∈ U arbitrarily, setting y := S(u), yϵ := Sϵ(u), and subtracting the equations for yϵ and y yield A(yϵ − y) + (f(yϵ) − f(y)) = f(yϵ) − fϵ(yϵ) in Ω, yϵ − y = 0 on ∂Ω. Testing the above equation by yϵ − y, applying the monotonicity of f, and employing the strong ellipticity condition in Assumption (a4), we deduce from a Cauchy–Schwarz inequality that

Λ‖∇(yϵ − y)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ ∫ Ω [f(yϵ) − fϵ(yϵ)](yϵ − y) dx ≤ ‖yϵ − y‖_L2_{(Ω)}‖f(yϵ) − fϵ(yϵ)‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C_M ϵλ^N (Ω)^{1/2}‖yϵ − y‖_L2_{(Ω)},

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

10 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

where we have just used (19) and the fact that ‖yϵ‖_{C(Ω)}, ‖y‖_{C(Ω)} ≤ M to get the last inequality. This and the Poincaré inequality imply that ‖yϵ −y‖_H1_{0 (Ω)} ≤ Cϵ. We now prove that ‖yϵ − y‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ Cϵ (22) and (iii) then follows. To this aim, we put aϵ := 1_{{yϵ ≠y}}^{f (yϵ )−f (y)}_{yϵ−y} and have 0 ≤ aϵ ≤ C_M a.a. in Ω thanks to the monotonicity and the local Lipschitz continuity of f. Obviously, yϵ and y satisfy A(yϵ − y) + aϵ(yϵ − y) = f(yϵ) − fϵ(yϵ) in Ω, yϵ − y = 0 on ∂Ω. Applying the Stampacchia theorem [24, Thm. 12.4] gives ‖yϵ − y‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f(yϵ) − fϵ(yϵ)‖_W −1,p_{(Ω)} ≤ C‖f(yϵ) − fϵ(yϵ)‖_L∞_{(Ω)} for some p > N and for some positive constant C independent of ϵ. The combination of this with (19) and the fact that ‖yϵ‖_{C(Ω)}, ‖y‖_{C(Ω)} ≤ M yields (22).

It remains to prove (iv). For that purpose, we assume that uϵ ⇀ u in L^{r̄}(Ω) and set y := S(u) and yϵ := Sϵ(uϵ). Subtracting the equations for yϵ and y yields { A(yϵ − y) + (f(yϵ) − f(y)) = uϵ − u + f(yϵ) − fϵ(yϵ) in Ω, yϵ − y = 0 on ∂Ω. (23)

Since r̄ >^N_2 , there exists a number p > N such that L^{r̄}(Ω) ⋐ W^{−1,p}(Ω). Applying the Stampacchia theorem to (23) then yields ‖yϵ − y‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ C [ ‖uϵ − u‖_W −1,p_{(Ω)} + ‖f(yϵ) − fϵ(yϵ)‖_W −1,p_{(Ω)} ] , which together with (19) gives yϵ → y in L^∞(Ω). On the other hand, testing the above equation by yϵ−y, applying the monotonicity of f, and using the strong ellipticity condition in Assumption (a4), we have Λ‖∇(yϵ − y)‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ Cr̄‖uϵ − u‖_Lr̄_{(Ω)}‖yϵ − y‖_L∞_{(Ω)} + ∫ Ω [f(yϵ) − fϵ(yϵ)](yϵ − y) dx. From this, (19), and the limit yϵ → y in L^∞(Ω), we have ‖∇(yϵ − y)‖_L2_{(Ω)} → 0. Assertion (iv) is then proven. □

In the remainder of this section, let ū := ūκ be an arbitrary but fixed minimizer of (Pκ). In order to derive the first-order optimality conditions at ū, we consider the regularized optimal control problem min u∈U_{ad} Hϵ(u) := Jκ,ϵ(u) + 1 2 ‖u − ū‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}, (Pκ,ϵ)

where Jκ,ϵ(u) := Fϵ(u) + κj(u) with Fϵ(u) := ∫ Ω L(x, Sϵ(u)(x)) dx + ν 2 ‖u‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}.

As a result of the choice of r̄ in (9), the functional L^{r̄}(Ω) ∋ u → ‖u‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ∈ R is continuously differentiable. Thanks to assertion (i) in Theorem 1 and the chain rule, Fϵ is thus of class C^1 as a functional on L^{r̄}(Ω). By combining this with the convexity and Lipschitz continuity of the functional j, we can apply the classical abstract results presented in [20, 25] to deduce the necessary optimality conditions for (Pκ,ϵ).

Proposition 4 (cf. [2, Thm. 3.1]) The regularized problem (Pκ,ϵ) admits at least one local minimizer ūϵ ∈ U_{ad}. Moreover, there exist p̄ϵ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) and λ̄ϵ ∈ ∂j(ūϵ) such that A^∗p̄ϵ + f^′_ϵ(ȳϵ)p̄ϵ = ∂L ∂y (x, ȳϵ) in Ω, p̄ϵ = 0 on ∂Ω, (24a) ∫ Ω ( p̄ϵ + νūϵ + (ūϵ − ū) + κλ̄ϵ ) (u − ūϵ) dx ≥ 0 for all u ∈ U_{ad} (24b)

with ȳϵ := Sϵ(ūϵ).

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 11

We now have everything in hand to prove the first-order optimality system, which is the main result in the section. The presence of Clarke’s subdifferential ∂_C in the following conditions justifies the term C-stationarity conditions.

Theorem 2 (first-order optimality system after passing to the limit; C-stationarity) Let ū be a local minimizer of (Pκ) and let ȳ := S(ū). Then there exist an adjoint state p̄ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) and multipliers λ̄ ∈ ∂j(ū) and χ ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfying

A^∗p̄ + χp̄ = ∂L ∂y (x, ȳ) in Ω, p̄ = 0 on ∂Ω, (25a)

χ(x) ∈ ∂_C f(ȳ(x)) for a.a. x ∈ Ω, (25b) ∫ Ω ( p̄ + νū + κλ̄ ) (u − ū) dx ≥ 0 for all u ∈ U_{ad}. (25c)

Moreover, if λ^N ({ȳ ∈ E_f }) = 0, then χ(x) = 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}(x)f^′(ȳ(x)) for a.a. x ∈ Ω.

Proof The last assertion is a direct consequence of (25b). We now prove the optimality system (25). To this end, we employ some arguments similar to those used to investigate a non-smooth semilinear optimal control problem without the L^1-term [8, Thm. 4.4]. Since ū is a local minimizer of (Pκ), there exists a constant ρ > 0 such that

Jκ(ū) ≤ Jκ(u) = F (u) + κj(u) for all u ∈ U_{ad} with ‖u − ū‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ ρ. Consider the following auxiliary optimal control problem of (Pκ,ϵ): min{Hϵ(u) : u ∈ U_{ad}, ‖u − ū‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ ρ}. (Pκ,ϵ,ρ) Note that Hϵ depends also on the parameter κ. Obviously, there exists at least one global minimizer ūϵ of (Pκ,ϵ,ρ). Moreover, as a result of assertion (i) in Proposition 1 and of assertion (iii) in Theorem 1 there is a constant M > 0 such that ‖S(u)‖_{C(Ω)}, ‖Sϵ(u)‖_{C(Ω)} ≤ M for all u ∈ U_{ad}. (26) Then for any u ∈ U_{ad}, there holds |Jκ,ϵ(u) − Jκ(u)| = |Fϵ(u) − F (u)| ≤ ∫ Ω |L(x, Sϵ(u)) − L(x, S(u))| dx ≤ ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 | ∂L ∂y (x, S(u) + θ(Sϵ(u) − S(u)))(Sϵ(u) − S(u))|dθ dx ≤ ‖ϕ_M ‖_L2_{(Ω)}‖Sϵ(u) − S(u)‖_L2_{(Ω)} with ϕ_M given in Assumption (a5). Combining this with (iii) in Theorem 1 yields for all u ∈ U_{ad} and for some constant C_M > 0 that |Jκ,ϵ(u) − Jκ(u)| ≤ C_M ϵ. In particular, there holds Hϵ(ū) = Jκ,ϵ(ū) ≤ C_M ϵ + Jκ(ū). Furthermore, for any u ∈ U_{ad}, one has Hϵ(u) = Jκ,ϵ(u) + 1 2 ‖u − ū‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≥ Jκ(u) + 1 2 ‖u − ū‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} − C_M ϵ.

We then deduce from the optimality of ū that Hϵ(ū) ≤ C_M ϵ + Jκ(ū) ≤ C_M ϵ + Jκ(u) ≤ Hϵ(u) − 1 2 ‖u − ū‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + 2C_M ϵ

for any u ∈ U_{ad} with ‖u − ū‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ ρ. This implies that Hϵ(ū) < Hϵ(u) for all u ∈ U_{ad} with √ 4C_M ϵ < ‖u − ū‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ ρ. We can conclude from the optimality of ūϵ that ‖ūϵ − ū‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ √ 4C_M ϵ. (27)

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

12 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

We now prove that ūϵ is a local minimizer of (Pκ,ϵ) for sufficiently small ϵ > 0. To that end, let u ∈ U_{ad} be arbitrary with ‖u − ūϵ‖_L2_{(Ω)} <^ρ_2 . For ϵ small enough, we have

‖u − ū‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ ‖u − ūϵ‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖ū − ūϵ‖_L2_{(Ω)} < ρ 2 + ρ 2 = ρ, which gives that u is a feasible point of the problem (Pκ,ϵ,ρ). The global optimality of ūϵ for (Pκ,ϵ,ρ) therefore implies that Hϵ(ūϵ) ≤ Hϵ(u). This show that ūϵ is a local minimizer of the problem (Pκ,ϵ). On the other hand, by extracting a subsequence, denoted in the same way, we derive from (27) that ūϵ → ū a.a. in Ω. By combining this with the boundedness in L^∞(Ω) of {ūϵ}, we deduce from Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem that ‖ūϵ − ū‖_Lr̄_{(Ω)} → 0. (28) It remains to prove the existence of the desired adjoint state and multipliers. For that purpose, by virtue of Proposition 4, there exist p̄ϵ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω)∩C(Ω), λ̄ϵ ∈ ∂j(ūϵ) that satisfy (24). Since |λ̄ϵ| ≤ 1 a.a. in Ω, we can take a subsequence if necessary and deduce that λ̄_ϵ ⇀^∗ λ̄ in L^∞(Ω) (29)

for some λ̄ ∈ L^∞(Ω). From the definition of the subdifferential of a convex functional, there holds ∫ Ω λ̄_ϵ(x)(u(x) − ū_ϵ(x)) dx ≤ j(u) − j(ū_ϵ) for all u ∈ L^1(Ω).

Letting ϵ → 0^+ and using (28) and (29), one has ∫ Ω λ̄(x)(u(x) − ū(x)) dx ≤ j(u) − j(ū) for all u ∈ L^1(Ω),

which yields λ̄ ∈ ∂j(ū). Besides, combining (28) with (iv) in Theorem 1 yields

ȳϵ → ȳ in H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω). (30) From (26) and (20), we derive that |f^′_ϵ(ȳϵ(x))| ≤ C for a.a. x ∈ Ω and for some constant C > 0 independent of ϵ. We can thus extract a subsequence, denoted in the same way, such that f^′_ϵ(ȳϵ) ⇀^∗ χ in L^∞(Ω) as ϵ → 0^+ (31) for some χ ∈ L^∞(Ω). Combining this with the limit (30) and the definition of fϵ, we derive from [26, Chap. I, Thm. 3.14] that χ(x) ∈ ∂_C f(ȳ(x)) for a.a. x ∈ Ω. Then (25b) follows.

We now test (24a) by p̄ϵ and use the non-negativity of f^′_ϵ and the ellipticity condition in Assumption (a4) to have

Λ‖∇p̄ϵ‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ ∫ Ω ∂L ∂y (x, ȳϵ)p̄ϵ dx ≤ ‖ϕ̄_M ‖_L2_{(Ω)}‖p̄ϵ‖_L2_{(Ω)}

with ϕ_M defined as in Assumption (a5). This and the Poincaré inequality show the boundedness of {p̄ϵ} in H^1_0 (Ω). We can thus extract a subsequence, denoted in the same way, such that p̄ϵ ⇀ p̄ in H^1_0 (Ω) and p̄ϵ → p̄ in L^2(Ω) (32) for some p̄ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω). Letting ϵ → 0^+ in (24a) and (24b) and exploiting (28), (29), (30), (31), and (32), we obtain (25a) and (25c), respectively. □

Remark 1 It is noted that (25c) is equivalent to ∫ Ω ( p̄ + νū + κλ̄ ) v dx ≥ 0 for all v ∈ cl_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(cone(U_{ad} − ū)), (33)

where cone(U_{ad} − ū) denotes the cone generated via U_{ad} − ū and cl_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(cone(U_{ad} − ū)) stands for the closure in L^{r̄}(Ω) of cone(U_{ad} − ū). Recall from the classical results on variational analysis that

cl_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(cone(U_{ad} − ū)) = { v ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) | v ≥ 0 a.a. in {ū = α} and v ≤ 0 a.a. in {ū = β} } ; (34) see, e.g. [25, Prop. 2.55] and [27, Lem. 4.11 (i)].

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 13

The next relations are immediate consequences of (25c) and the fact that α < 0 < β.

Corollary 2 Let ū, ȳ, p̄, λ̄, and χ be defined as in the previous theorem. Then, for a.a. x ∈ Ω, the following relations hold:

ū(x) = proj_{[α,β]} ( − 1 ν (p̄(x) + κλ̄(x)) ) , (35a) ū(x) = 0 ⇔ |p̄(x)| ≤ κ, (35b) and λ(x) = proj_{[−1,+1]} ( − 1 κ p̄(x) ) whenever κ > 0. (35c)

Moreover, if λ^N ({ȳ ∈ E_f }) = 0, then the adjoint state p̄ and the multiplier λ̄ are uniquely determined for any local minimizer ū.

Proof The argument for (35) is standard; see, e.g. [2, Cor. 3.2]. Assume now that λ^N ({ȳ ∈ E_f }) = 0. Thanks to Theorem 2, χ = 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}f^′(ȳ) a.a. in Ω and p̄ is thus unique via (25a). Therefore, λ̄ is uniquely determined by the representation formula (35c). □

Remark 2 As observed in [4], the relation (35b) leads to the sparsity of the local optimal controls: With increasing κ, the support of the local optimal controls shrinks to have the measure zero for κ large enough.

4 Second-order optimality conditions

One of our main aims of this paper is to derive second-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions in explicit forms, which could be of great interest for showing error estimates for the numerical approximation of (Pκ); see, e.g. [15, 16]. For this purpose, we first introduce a non-smooth curvature functional that characterizes the second-order generalized derivative of the smooth ingredient F of objective functional J in critical directions. We then establish the second-order optimality conditions containing the curvature functional. Finally, after explicitly computing this curvature, the explicit second-order conditions are consequently derived and include the integrals over (N − 1)-dimensional manifolds.

4.1 Non-smooth curvature functional

Before establishing the non-smooth curvature functional of F we need some additional notation. For any t > 0 and u, h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) we now define the following function on Ω ζ(u; t, h) = − K∑ i=1 σ_i(S(u + th) − τ_i) [ 1_{{S(u)∈(τi,τi+1),S(u+th)∈(τi−ϵ0,τi)}} −1_{{S(u)∈(τi−1,τi),S(u+th)∈(τi,τi+ϵ0)}} ] , where ϵ_0 is defined as in (12). We then determine, for {tn} ∈ c^+_0 , u, h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω), p ∈ L^1(Ω), and {hn} ⊂ L^{r̄}(Ω), the extended numbers Q(u, p; {tn}, {hn}) := lim inf_{n→∞} 1 t^2_n ∫ Ω pζ(u; tn, hn) dx (36) and Q̃(u, p; h) := inf { Q(u, p; {tn}, {h}) | {tn} ∈ c^+_0 } . Here {h} stands for the constant sequence hn ≡ h for all n ≥ 1.

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

14 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

Definition 2 The non-smooth curvature functional Q of F at u for p ∈ L^1(Ω) is defined as an extended mapping from L^{r̄}(Ω) to [−∞, ∞] and given by Q(u, p; h) := ∫ Ω [ ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, S(u)) ( S^′(u; h) )_2

+ νh^2] dx − ∫ Ω 1_{{S(u) /∈Ef }}pf^{′′}_{yy}(S(u)) ( S^′(u; h) )_2 dx + 2Q̃(u, p; h), h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω).

Remark 3 When r̄ = 2 and the state equation is defined by (4), i.e., A = −Δ, f(t) = max{0, t}, then K = 1, τ_1 = 0, f_0(t) = 0, f_1(t) = t, σ_1 = −1, and thus Q(u, p; h) = ∫ Ω [ ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, S(u)) ( S^′(u; h) )_2 + νh^2] dx + 2Q̃(u, p; h).

This coincides with the one in [12, Def. 5.1].

Moreover, if f is of class C^2, then E_f = ∅ and thus Q(u, p; h) = F^{′′}(u)h^2 for p = Gχ(^{∂L}_{∂y} (·, S(u))) with χ = f^′(S(u)), see, e.g. [28, Thm. 2.3]. In a more general case, Proposition 6 shows that Q is identical to the strong second subderivative of F under the structural assumption (SA) below.

In the remainder of this section, let ū ∈ U_{ad} be an admissible control and let ȳ := S(ū). We need the following structural condition on ȳ to provide some required properties of Q̃. (a6) Assume that the function ȳ ∈ C(Ω) has the property that K∑ i=1 λ^N ({|ȳ − τ_i| < ϵ}) ≤ csϵ (SA) for all ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and for some constant cs > 0.

The same condition as (SA) but imposed on an adjoint state was employed in [21] to derive error estimates w.r.t. the regularization parameter for an elliptic optimal control problem. Such a condition was also employed in [29] to deal with the parameter choice rule for the Tikhonov regularization parameter depending on a posteriori computable quantities. In [30], a more general version of (SA) was used to show the a priori error estimates for the approximation of elliptic control problems.

The assumption (SA) requires that the set {ȳ ∈ E_f } has measure zero, which implies the Gâteaux-differentiability at ū of S according to Proposition 2. Thanks to Corollary 1, the functional F is Gâteaux-differentiable in ū. Moreover, the derivative in ū of F is defined as F^′(ū)h = ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)h dx for all h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω), where

p̄ = G^∗_χ( ∂L ∂y (·, ȳ)) ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) (37)

with χ(x) = 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}(x)f^′(ȳ(x)) for a.a. x ∈ Ω. (38)

It is noted that under the condition λ^N ({ȳ ∈ E_f }) = 0, the relation (25b) is then identical to (38) and thus the adjoint state p̄ determined by (37) satisfies (25a).

The following result shows the definiteness of Q̃ at ū under (SA).

Lemma 1 Under the structural assumption (SA), there holds |Q̃(ū, p̄; h)| ≤ csσmax‖p̄‖_L∞_{(Ω)}‖S^′(ū)h‖^2_L∞_{(Ω)} for any h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) with σmax := max{|σ_i| : 1 ≤ i ≤ K}.

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 15

Proof By the definition of Q̃, it suffices to prove for any {tn} ∈ c^+_0 that | |Q(ū, p̄; {t_n}, {h}) | | ≤ c_sσ_{max}‖p̄‖_{L∞(Ω)}‖S^′(ū)h‖^2_{L∞(Ω)}. (39) To this end, setting yn := S(ū+tnh) yields yn → ȳ in H^1_0 (Ω)∩C(Ω). Define the measurable functions T^i_n := (yn − τ_i)(1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1),yn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi)}} − 1_{{yn∈(τi,τi+ϵ0),ȳ∈(τi−1,τi)}}) (40) with 1 ≤ i ≤ K, n ≥ 1. We then have from the definition of ζ that ζ(ū; tn, h) = − K∑ i=1 σ_iT^i_n. (41)

Moreover, from the definition of T^i_n, there holds 0 ≥ T^i_n ≥ (yn − ȳ)(1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1),yn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi)}} − 1_{{yn∈(τi,τi+ϵ0),ȳ∈(τi−1,τi)}}) a.a. in Ω. By setting ϵn := ‖yn − ȳ‖_{C(Ω)}, a detailed computation yields {ȳ ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1}), yn ∈ (τ_i −ϵ_0, τ_i)}∪{yn ∈ (τ_i, τ_i +ϵ_0), ȳ ∈ (τ_{i−1}, τ_i)} ⊂ {|ȳ−τ_i| < ϵn} (42) and thus 0 ≥ T^i_n ≥ −|yn − ȳ|1_{{|ȳ−τi|<ϵn}}. (43) Noting that ϵn → 0^+ and applying the structural assumption (SA) then yield K∑ i=1 ‖T^i_n‖_L1_{(Ω)} ≤ csϵ^2_n = cs‖yn − ȳ‖^2_{C(Ω)} for n large enough.

This implies that | ∫ Ω p̄ζ(ū; tn, h) dx| = | ∫ Ω K∑ i=1 σ_iT^i_np̄ dx| ≤ cs‖p̄‖_L∞_{(Ω)}ϵ^2_nσmax (44)

for n sufficiently large. Besides, it follows from Proposition 2 that S is Gâteauxdifferentiable at ū and thus^{ϵn}_{tn} → ‖S^′(ū)h‖_L∞_{(Ω)}. We then derive (39) from (44) and the definition (36) of Q. □ The positive homogeneity of degree 2 in h of Q is stated in the following lemma. Its proof is similar to that in [12, Lem. 5.2] as well as [11, Lem. 5.1] (see, also [17, Lem. 3.2 (i)]) and thus omitted.

Lemma 2 For any h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) and any t ≥ 0, there hold Q̃(ū, p̄; th) = t^2Q̃(ū, p̄; h) and Q(ū, p̄; th) = t^2Q(ū, p̄; h).

The following shows that Q(ū, p̄; {tn}, ·) is invariant for two sequences possessing the same weak limit. This ensures the weak lower semicontinuity of Q̃(ū, p̄; {tn}, ·) as well as Q(ū, p̄; ·).

Lemma 3 Assume that (SA) is fulfilled. Then, for any sequences {tn} ∈ c^+_0 and {hn}, {vn} ⊂ L^{r̄}(Ω) such that hn ⇀ h and vn ⇀ h in L^{r̄}(Ω) for some h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω), there holds lim n→∞ 1 t^2_n ∫ Ω p̄ [ζ(ū; tn, hn) − ζ(ū; tn, vn)] dx = 0 (45) and, in particular, Q(ū, p̄; {tn}, {hn}) = Q(ū, p̄; {tn}, {h}) ≥ Q̃(ū, p̄; h).

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

16 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

Proof It is sufficient to prove (45). For this purpose, we set yn := S(ū + tnhn), zn := S(ū + tnvn) and ϵn := ‖yn − ȳ‖_{C(Ω)}, κn := ‖zn − ȳ‖_{C(Ω)}, ρn := ‖yn − zn‖_{C(Ω)}. Obviously, we deduce from Propositions 1 and 2 that ϵn, κn → 0^+, ϵn tn , κn tn → ‖S^′(ū)h‖_L∞_{(Ω)}, and ρn tn → 0. (46) Analogous to (41), there holds ζ(ū; tn, vn) = − K∑ i=1 σ_iT̃^i_n (47) with T̃^i_n := (zn − τ_i)(1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1),zn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi)}} − 1_{{zn∈(τi,τi+ϵ0),ȳ∈(τi−1,τi)}}) for 1 ≤ i ≤ K, n ≥ 1. From (41) and (47), we have p̄ [ζ(ū; tn, hn) − ζ(ū; tn, vn)] = − K∑ i=1 σ_ip̄(A^i_n + B^i_n) (48)

a.a. in Ω and for all n ≥ 1, where A^i_n := (yn − zn)(1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1),yn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi)}} − 1_{{yn∈(τi,τi+ϵ0),ȳ∈(τi−1,τi)}}) and B^i_n := (zn − τ_i) { 1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1)}}[1_{{yn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi)}} − 1_{{zn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi)}}] −1_{{ȳ∈(τi−1,τi)}}[1_{{yn∈(τi,τi+ϵ0)}} − 1_{{zn∈(τi,τi+ϵ0)}}] } . By using (42), there holds |A^i_n| ≤ |yn − zn|1_{{|ȳ−τi|<ϵn}}, which, together with (SA), yields K∑ i=1 ‖A^i_n‖_L1_{(Ω)} ≤ cs‖yn − zn‖_{C(Ω)}ϵn = csρnϵn (49) for all n large enough. For the estimate of B^i_n, we rewrite B^i_n as follows B^i_n := (zn − τ_i)1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1)}}1_{{yn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi),zn∈[τi,τi+ρn]}} − (zn − τ_i)1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1)}}1_{{zn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi),yn∈[τi,τi+ρn]}} − (zn − τ_i)1_{{ȳ∈(τi−1,τi)}}1_{{yn∈(τi,τi+ϵ0),zn∈[τi−ρn,τi]}} + (zn − τ_i)1_{{ȳ∈(τi−1,τi)}}1_{{zn∈(τi,τi+ϵ0),yn∈[τi−ρn,τi]}} for n large enough. For a.a. x ∈ {ȳ ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1})} ∩ {yn ∈ (τ_i − ϵ_0, τ_i), zn ∈ [τ_i, τ_i + ρn]}, we have 0 ≤ zn(x) − τ_i ≤ |zn(x) − yn(x)| ≤ ρn and 0 < ȳ(x) − τ_i ≤ ȳ(x) − yn(x) ≤ ϵn and there thus holds |zn − τ_i|1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1)}}1_{{yn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi),zn∈[τi,τi+ρn]}} ≤ ρn1_{{0<ȳ−τi≤ϵn}} a.a. in Ω. The analogous estimates hold for other terms of B^i_n. We then conclude for n large enough that |B^i_n| ≤ ρn[1_{{|ȳ−τi|≤ϵn}} + 1_{{|ȳ−τi|≤κn}}], which, together with (SA), yields K∑ i=1 ‖B^i_n‖_L1_{(Ω)} ≤ csρn(ϵn + κn). (50) Combining (48) with (49) and (50), we arrive at | ∫ Ω p̄ [ζ(ū; tn, hn) − ζ(ū; tn, vn)] dx| ≤ cs‖p̄‖_L∞_{(Ω)}ρn(2ϵn + κn)σmax. From this and (46), we have (45). □ We now can employ Lemma 3 to show the weak lower semi-continuity in h of Q̃. The argument for this is similar to that in [12, Prop. 5.2] as well as [11, Prop. 5.6] and is thus skipped.

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 17

Proposition 5 If (SA) is fulfilled, then for any hn ⇀ h in L^{r̄}(Ω), Q̃(ū, p̄; h) ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} Q̃(ū, p̄; h_n). In other words, Q̃(ū, p̄; ·) and thus Q(ū, p̄; ·) are weakly lower semi-continuous as functionals on L^{r̄}(Ω).

4.2 Second-order optimality conditions based on Q

In order to derive the second-order optimality system, we need the following second-order Taylor-type expansion of F in ū.

Lemma 4 Assume that λ^N ({ȳ ∈ E_f }) = 0. Then, for any u ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω), the following second-order Taylor-type expansion is valid

F (u) − F (ū) = ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 (1 − s)

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ + s(yu − ȳ))(yu − ȳ)^2 ds dx + ν 2 ‖u − ū‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)(u − ū) dx + r(yu), with yu := S(u), where r(yu) := ∫ Ω p̄ [χ̄(yu − ȳ) − f(yu) + f(ȳ)] dx (51) with χ̄(x) := 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}(x)f^′(ȳ(x)) for a.a. x ∈ Ω.

Proof Employing a Taylor expansion gives

F (u) − F (ū) = ∫ Ω [L(x, yu) − L(x, ȳ)] dx + ν 2 ∫ Ω (u^2 − ū^2) dx = ∫ Ω ∂L ∂y (x, ȳ)(yu − ȳ) dx + ν ∫ Ω (u − ū) ū dx + ν 2 ‖u − ū‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 (1 − s)

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ + s(yu − ȳ))(yu − ȳ)^2 ds dx = ∫ Ω ∂L ∂y (x, ȳ)(yu − ȳ) dx − ∫ Ω p̄ (u − ū) dx + ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)(u − ū) dx + ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 (1 − s)

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ + s(yu − ȳ))(yu − ȳ)^2 ds dx + ν 2 ‖u − ū‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}. (52) We now test the state equations for yu and ȳ by p̄ and then subtract the derived results to have ∫ Ω p̄(u − ū) dx = ∫ Ω N∑ i,j=1 a_{ij} ∂_i(yu − ȳ)∂_jp̄ + a_0(yu − ȳ)p̄ + p̄ [f(yu) − f(ȳ)] dx. Testing the equation (37) for p̄ by (yu − ȳ) gives ∫ Ω ∂L ∂y (x, ȳ)(yu − ȳ) dx = ∫ Ω N∑ i,j=1 a_{ij} ∂_i(yu − ȳ)∂_jp̄ + a_0(yu − ȳ)p̄ + 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}f^′(ȳ)p̄(yu − ȳ) dx. Subtracting the two above equations yields ∫ Ω ∂L ∂y (x, ȳ)(yu − ȳ) dx − ∫ Ω p̄(u − ū) dx = ∫ Ω p̄ [χ̄(yu − ȳ) − f(yu) + f(ȳ)] dx. This together with (52) gives the desired Taylor-type expansion of F at ū. □

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

18 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

The crucial analysis is now the limit relevant for the remainder term defined in (51).

Lemma 5 Assume that λ^N ({ȳ ∈ E_f }) = 0. Then, for hn ⇀ h in L^{r̄}(Ω) and {tn} ∈ c^+_0 , there holds 1 t^2_n r(S(ū + tnhn)) = − 1 2 ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2

dx + 1 t^2_n ∫ Ω p̄ζ(ū; tn, hn) dx + o(1) for n large enough. Consequently, one has

lim inf n→∞ 1 t^2_n r(S(ū + tnhn)) = − 1 2 ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2 dx + Q(ū, p̄; {tn}, {hn}).

Proof Setting yn := S(ū + tnhn), we deduce from (10) and Proposition 2 that yn − ȳ tn → S^′(ū)h strongly in H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω). (53)

Exploiting the fact λ^N ({ȳ ∈ E_f }) = 0, we can write r(yn) = K∑ i=0 ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1)}}p̄ [ f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f(yn) + f_i(ȳ) ] dx =: K∑ i=0 r_{i,n}. Since hn ⇀ h in L^{r̄}(Ω), yn → ȳ in C(Ω) and thus ‖yn − ȳ‖_{C(Ω)} < ϵ_0 for n large enough. With n sufficiently large, we have for any 0 ≤ i ≤ K the decomposition {ȳ ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1})} = {ȳ ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1}), yn ∈ (τ_i − ϵ_0, τ_i]} ∪ {ȳ ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1}), yn ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1})} ∪{ȳ ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1}), yn ∈ [τ_{i+1}, τ_{i+1} + ϵ_0)} =: Ω^1_{i,n} ∪ Ω^2_{i,n} ∪ Ω^3_{i,n}.

Thus, r_{i,n}, 0 ≤ i ≤ K, can be expressed as r_{i,n} = r^1_{i,n} + r^2_{i,n} + r^3_{i,n} with

r^1_{i,n} := ∫ Ω 1_Ω1_{i,n} p̄ [ f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f_{i−1}(yn) + f_i(ȳ) ] dx, r^2_{i,n} := ∫ Ω 1_Ω2_{i,n} p̄ [ f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f_i(yn) + f_i(ȳ) ] dx, r^3_{i,n} := ∫ Ω 1_Ω3_{i,n} p̄ [ f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f_{i+1}(yn) + f_i(ȳ) ] dx. We first estimate r^2_{i,n}. For this end, we rewrite it as

r^2_{i,n} = ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1)}}p̄ [ f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f_i(yn) + f_i(ȳ) ] dx − ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1),yn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi]}}p̄ [ f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f_i(yn) + f_i(ȳ) ] dx − ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1),yn∈[τi+1,τi+1+ϵ0 )}}p̄ [ f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f_i(yn) + f_i(ȳ) ] dx. (54)

By using a second-order Taylor expansion of f_i and the limit (10), the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem implies that lim n→∞ 1 t^2_n ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1)}}p̄ [ f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f_i(yn) + f_i(ȳ) ] dx = − 1 2 ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1)}}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2 dx. Moreover, there holds ‖1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1),yn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi]}}‖_L1_{(Ω)} ≤ ∫ Ω 1_{{|ȳ−τi|≤ϵn}} dx = o(1)

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 19

for sufficiently large n with ϵn := ‖yn − ȳ‖_{C(Ω)}. Then the absolute value of the second integral term in the right-hand side of (54) is not greater than o(1)‖p̄‖_L∞_{(Ω)}‖f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f_i(yn) + f_i(ȳ)‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ Cϵ^2_no(1), which, along with (53), yields lim n→∞ 1 t^2_n ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1),yn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi]}}p̄ [ f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f_i(yn) + f_i(ȳ) ] dx = 0.

We also have the same limit for the last integral term in the right-hand side of (54). We then have lim n→∞ 1 t^2_n r^2_{i,n} = − 1 2 ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1)}}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2

dx. (55)

We now estimate r^1_{i,n}. To this aim, using the identity (3) gives

f^′_i (ȳ)(yn − ȳ) − f_{i−1}(yn) + f_i(ȳ) = − [ f_{i−1}(yn) − f_{i−1}(τ_i) − f^′_{i−1}(τ_i)(yn − τ_i) ] − [ f_i(τ_i) − f_i(ȳ) − f^′_i (ȳ)(τ_i − ȳ) ] − [ f^′_i (τ_i) − f^′_i (ȳ) ] (yn − τ_i) − [ f^′_{i−1}(τ_i) − f^′_i (τ_i) ] (yn − τ_i). (56) For a.a. x ∈ Ω^1_{i,n} = {ȳ ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1}), yn ∈ (τ_i − ϵ_0, τ_i]}, we have 0 ≤ ȳ(x) − τ_i, τ_i − yn(x) ≤ |yn(x) − ȳ(x)| ≤ ϵn < ϵ_0 for n large enough. We thus derive 1 t^2_n

|1_Ω1_{i,n} (x) [ f_{i−1}(yn(x)) − f_{i−1}(τ_i) − f^′_{i−1}(τ_i)(yn(x) − τ_i) ] | ≤ 1 t^2_n

C1_Ω1_{i,n} (x)ϵ^2_n

≤ C1_Ω1_{i,n} (x) → 0

for a.a. x ∈ Ω and for some constant C. Analogous limits corresponding to the second and the third terms in the right-hand side of (56) are also validated. We can thus deduce from facts 1_Ω1_{0,n} = 0 = 1_Ω3_{K,n} a.a. in Ω that lim n→∞ 1 t^2_n {r^1_{i,n} + [ f^′_{i−1}(τ_i) − f^′_i (τ_i) ] ∫ Ω 1_Ω1_{i,n}p̄(yn − τ_i) dx} = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ K (57)

and, analogously, lim n→∞ 1 t^2_n {r^3_{i,n} + [ f^′_{i+1}(τ_{i+1}) − f^′_i (τ_{i+1}) ] ∫ Ω 1_Ω3_{i,n}p̄(yn −τ_{i+1}) dx} = 0, 0 ≤ i ≤ K −1. (58)

From (55), (57), and (58), we have from the definition of ζ and a detailed computation that 1 t^2_n r(yn) − 1 t^2_n ∫ Ω p̄ζ(ū; tn, hn) dx = − 1 2 ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2

dx + o(1),

which is the desired conclusion. □

We now provide some notion of the second-order generalized derivative for F , which was introduced in [6, Def. 3.2] to deal with the second derivative for the convex integral functional.

Definition 3 (strong second subderivative) Let X be the dual of a separable Banach space Y , i.e., X = Y^∗ and let G : Y → (−∞, +∞] be an extended functional. Assume that u ∈ dom(G) and w ∈ X. Then the strong second subderivative G^{′′}(u, w; ·) : Y → [−∞, +∞] of G at u for w is defined via

G^{′′}(u, w; h) := inf { lim inf n→∞ G(u + tnhn) − G(u) − tn⟨w, hn⟩ t^2_n/2 | tn → 0^+, hn → h } .

As a consequence of Lemma 4 and the structural assumption (SA), the non-smooth curvature functional Q of F at ū is identical to the strong second subderivative of F at ū, as shown in the following.

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

20 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

Proposition 6 Let X = Y^∗ with Y := L^{r̄}(Ω) and let (SA) be fulfilled. Then, there holds Q(ū, p̄; h) = F^{′′}(ū, w; h) for all h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) with w := (p̄ + νū) = F^′(ū) ∈ X.

Proof Let {tn} ∈ c^+_0 and {hn} ⊂ L^{r̄}(Ω) be arbitrary such that hn → h in L^{r̄}(Ω). Setting yn := S(ū + tnhn) and applying Lemmas 4 and 5, we derive for n large enough that F (ū + tnhn) − F (ū) − tn ∫ Ω whn dx = ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 (1 − s)

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ + s(yn − ȳ))(yn − ȳ)^2 ds dx + ν 2 t^2_n‖hn‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + r(yn) = ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 (1 − s)

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ + s(yn − ȳ))(yn − ȳ)^2 ds dx + ν 2 t^2_n‖hn‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} − 1 2 t^2_n ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2

dx + ∫ Ω p̄ζ(ū; tn, hn) dx + o(t^2_n). Dividing the above equation by t^2_n/2, taking the limit inferior in the obtained result, and using (10), we deduce from the definition of Q that

lim inf n→∞ 1 t^2_n/2 [F (ū + tnhn) − F (ū) − tn ∫ Ω whn dx] − ∫ Ω [ ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2 + νh^2] dx = − ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2 dx + 2Q(ū, p̄; {tn}, {hn}) = − ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2 dx + 2Q(ū, p̄; {tn}, {h}), where we have just exploited Lemma 3 to get the last identity. The definition of strong second subderivative of F and of the non-smooth curvature functional Q thus show the desired identity. □

In order to derive the second-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for (Pκ), we follow [2, 23] and introduce the following cone of critical directions:

C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) := {v ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) | v satisfies (60) and ∫ Ω (p̄+νū)v dx+κj^′(ū; v) = 0} (59)

with v(x) { ≥ 0 for a.a. x ∈ {ū = α}, ≤ 0 for a.a. x ∈ {ū = β}.

(60)

Here ū is a given admissible control for which there exist p̄ ∈ H^1(Ω) ∩ C(Ω) and λ̄ ∈ ∂j(ū) satisfying (25) for χ(·) = 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}(·)f^′(ȳ(·)). Recall from Corollary 2 that p̄ and λ̄ are uniquely determined when λ^N ({ȳ ∈ E_f }) = 0.

Proposition 7 (cf. [23, Prop. 3.4]) Under the condition that λ^N ({ȳ ∈ E_f }) = 0, the set C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) is a closed and convex cone in L^{r̄}(Ω).

Proof Obviously, C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) is a closed cone in L^{r̄}(Ω). We now show the convexity. To that purpose, let v_1, v_2 ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) and t ∈ (0, 1) be arbitrary and let us set v := tv_1 + (1 − t)v_2. From the convexity of j^′(ū; ·) due to (15), one has ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)v dx + κj^′(ū; v) ≤ t[ ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)v_1 dx

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 21

+ κj^′(ū; v_1)] + (1 − t)[ ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)v_2 dx + κj^′(ū; v_2)] = 0.

Thanks to (33) and (34), we deduce that ∫ Ω(p̄ + νū + κλ̄)v dx ≥ 0, which together with (17) gives ∫ Ω(p̄ + νū)v dx + κj^′(ū; v) ≥ 0. We thus have ∫ Ω(p̄ + νū)v dx + κj^′(ū; v) = 0 and then v ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū). □

From now on, let us set d̄ := p̄ + νū + κλ̄. (61) By (25c) and (34), the following implications hold ū(x) = α =⇒ d̄(x) ≥ 0, ū(x) = β =⇒ d̄(x) ≤ 0, α < ū(x) < β =⇒ d̄(x) = 0 and { d̄(x) > 0 =⇒ ū(x) = α, d̄(x) < 0 =⇒ ū(x) = β for a.a. x ∈ Ω. From this and the fact from (17), (25c), and (34) that 0 = ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)v dx + κj^′(ū; v) ≥ ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)v dx + κ ∫ Ω λ̄v dx = ∫ Ω d̄v dx ≥ 0 for all v ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū), we have for a.a. x ∈ Ω and for all v ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) that

d̄(x)v(x) = 0 and j^′(ū; v) = ∫ Ω λ̄v dx. (62) Combining the last identity with (15) and (16) yields ∫ {ū=0} λ̄v dx = ∫ {ū=0} |v| dx, which, along with the fact that λ̄(x) ∈ [−1, 1] for a.a. x ∈ {ū = 0}, leads to λ̄(x)v(x) = |v(x)| for a.a. x ∈ {ū = 0} and for all v ∈ C_{Lr̄(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū). (63)

The following lemma plays an important role in proving the second-order necessary optimality conditions for (Pκ).

Lemma 6 For any v ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) and 0 < ϵ < min{1,^1_{β−α} }, there exists a vϵ ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) such that the following assertions are fulfilled:

vϵ → v in L^{r̄}(Ω) as ϵ → 0^+; (i) ū + tvϵ ∈ U_{ad}; (ii) vϵd̄ = 0 a.a. in Ω;

(iii) vϵ ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū);

(iv) j(ū + tvϵ) − j(ū) = t ∫ Ω λ̄v_ϵ dx (v) for all 0 < t < ϵ^3, where d̄ is defined as in (61).

Proof For any 0 < ϵ < min{1,^1_{β−α} }, we define the function vϵ as follows vϵ(x) := proj_{[−1/ϵ}2_{,+1/ϵ}2_](v(x)) whenever ū(x) + ϵv(x) ∈ [α, β] and (|ū(x)| = 0 or |ū(x)| ≥ ϵ); vϵ(x) := 0, otherwise. Obviously, |vϵ(x)| ≤ |v(x)| for a.a. x ∈ Ω and vϵ → v a.a. in Ω as ϵ → 0^+. The limit in assertion (i) thus follows from Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem. Besides, we deduce for all 0 < t < ϵ^3 < ϵ that ū(x) + tvϵ(x) belongs to [ū(x), ū(x) + tv(x)] if ū(x) + ϵv(x) ∈ [α, β], v(x) ≥ 0 and (|ū(x)| = 0 or |ū(x)| ≥ ϵ), [ū(x) + tv(x), ū(x)] if ū(x) + ϵv(x) ∈ [α, β], v(x) < 0 and (|ū(x)| = 0 or |ū(x)| ≥ ϵ), {ū(x)} otherwise, which shows the inclusion in assertion (ii). Moreover, thanks to the first relation in (62), we have the identity in assertion (iii). To prove assertions (iv) and (v), we need to show the following identity λ̄(x)v_ϵ(x) = |v_ϵ(x)| for a.a. x ∈ {ū = 0}. (64)

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

22 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

To that end, for a.a. x ∈ {ū = 0}, we have from the definition of vϵ that vϵ(x) = { proj_{[−1/ϵ}2_{,+1/ϵ}2_](v(x)) if ϵv(x) ∈ [α, β], 0 otherwise.

Since^1_ϵ [α, β] ⊂ [−1/ϵ^2, +1/ϵ^2] for 0 < ϵ <^1_{β−α} , then there holds for a.a. x ∈ {ū = 0} that vϵ(x) = { v(x) if ϵv(x) ∈ [α, β], 0 otherwise,

which, along with (63), yields (64). Combining (64) with (15) and (16) yields j^′(ū; vϵ) = ∫ Ω λ̄v_ϵ dx, which, in combination with the identity in (iii), gives ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)vϵ dx + κj^′(ū; vϵ) = ∫ Ω d̄v_ϵ dx = 0.

On the other hand, we deduce from the definition of vϵ and from the fact v satisfies (60) that vϵ ≥ 0 a.a. in {ū = α} and vϵ ≤ 0 a.a. in {ū = β}. Then, the inclusion in assertion (iv) is verified. For (v), we first analyze the case where for a.a. x ∈ {ū > 0}. In this situation, there holds vϵ(x) = { proj_{[−1/ϵ}2_{,+1/ϵ}2_](v(x)) if ū(x) + ϵv(x) ∈ [α, β] and ū(x) ≥ ϵ, 0 otherwise.

This implies for all 0 < t < ϵ^3 that ū(x) + tvϵ(x) > min{0, ϵ + ϵ^{3 −1}_{ϵ2} } = 0. Combining this with the fact that λ̄(x) = 1 for a.a. x ∈ {ū > 0} gives |ū(x) + tvϵ(x)| − |ū(x)| = ū(x) + tvϵ(x) − ū(x) = tλ̄(x)vϵ(x). Analogously, there holds |ū(x) + tvϵ(x)| − |ū(x)| = tλ̄(x)vϵ(x) for a.a. x ∈ {ū < 0} and for all 0 < t < ϵ^3. From these and (64), we deduce that |ū(x) + tvϵ(x)| − |ū(x)| = tλ̄(x)vϵ(x) for a.a. x ∈ Ω and for all 0 < t < ϵ^3. Assertion (v) then follows. □

We are now ready to state the second-order optimality conditions for (Pκ) in terms of the curvature functional Q defined in Definition 2.

Theorem 3 (second-order necessary optimality condition) Let ū be a local minimizer of (Pκ) such that the associated state ȳ := S(ū) fulfills the structural assumption (SA). Then there exist a unique adjoint state p̄ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) and a unique multiplier λ̄ ∈ ∂j(ū) satisfying (25) for χ(·) = 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}(·)f^′(ȳ(·)). Moreover, the following second-order necessary optimality condition holds:

Q(ū, p̄; h) ≥ 0 for all h ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū). (65)

Proof Thanks to (SA), there holds λ^N ({ȳ ∈ E_f }) = 0 and thus S is Gâteaux-differentiable in ū as a result of Proposition 2. In view of Theorem 2 and Corollary 2, p̄ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) and λ̄ ∈ ∂j(ū) exist uniquely and satisfy (25). It remains to prove (65). To do this, let h ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) and {tn} ∈ c^+_0 be arbitrary but fixed. It suffices to show that ∫ Ω [ ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2

+ νh^2] dx − ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 dx + 2Q(ū, p̄; {tn}, {h}) ≥ 0. (66) In order to get (66), by (36), a subsequence {tn_k } of {tn} exists and fulfills Q(ū, p̄; {tn}, {h}) = lim_{k→∞} 1 t^2_{nk} ∫ Ω p̄ζ(ū; tn_k , h) dx.

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 23

Applying Lemma 6 for ϵ := (2tn_k )^{1/3} < min{1,^1_{β−α} } with sufficiently large k yields the existence of an h_k ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}, ū) such that

h_k → h in L^{r̄}(Ω), h_kd̄ = 0 a.a. in Ω, ū + tn_k h_k ∈ U_{ad}, and j(ū + tn_k h_k) − j(ū) = tn_k ∫ Ω λ̄h_k dx. By setting u_k := ū + tn_k h_k and y_k := S(ū + tn_k h_k) and using the optimality of ū, we then deduce from Lemma 4 that

0 ≤ Jκ(u_k) − Jκ(ū) = F (u_k) − F (ū) + κ(j(u_k ) − j(ū)) = ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 (1 − s)

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ + s(y_k − ȳ))(y_k − ȳ)^2 ds dx + ν 2 t^2_{nk} ‖h_k ‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + tn_k ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)h_k dx + tn_k κ ∫ Ω λ̄h_k dx + r(y_k)

= ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 (1 − s)

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ + s(y_k − ȳ))(y_k − ȳ)^2 ds dx + ν 2 t^2_{nk} ‖h_k‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + tn_k ∫ Ω d̄h_k dx + r(y_k)

= ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 (1 − s)

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ + s(y_k − ȳ))(y_k − ȳ)^2 ds dx + ν 2 t^2_{nk} ‖h_k‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + r(y_k)

for k large enough. Dividing the above inequality by t^2_{nk} /2 and taking the limit inferior in the obtained result, we therefore derive (66) from Proposition 1, Lemmas 3 and 5. □

For the second-order sufficient optimality conditions, we require that r̄ = 2 and thus the dimension N needs to be not greater than three, due to (9).

Theorem 4 (second-order sufficient optimality conditions) Assume that N ∈ {1, 2, 3} and that ū is an admissible point of (Pκ) for which (SA) is satisfied by ȳ := S(ū). Assume further that there exist an adjoint state p̄ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω)∩C(Ω) and a multiplier λ̄ ∈ ∂j(ū) satisfying (25) for χ(·) = 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}(·)f^′(ȳ(·)). If the following second-order sufficient condition is fulfilled:

Q(ū, p̄; h) > 0 for all h ∈ C_L2_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) \ {0}, (67) then constants c, ρ > 0 exist and satisfy Jκ(ū) + c‖u − ū‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ Jκ(u) for all u ∈ U_{ad} ∩ B_L2_{(Ω)}(ū, ρ). (68) Particularly, ū is a strict local minimizer of (Pκ).

Proof We first note that S is Gâteaux-differentiable in ū as a result of Proposition 2 and (SA). We prove the theorem by a contradiction argument. Suppose the claim was false. Then {un} ⊂ U_{ad} exists and fulfills for all n ≥ 1 that ‖un − ū‖_L2_{(Ω)} < 1 n and F (ū) + κj(ū) + 1 n ‖un − ū‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} > F (un) + κj(un). (69) Setting tn := ‖un − ū‖_L2_{(Ω)} and hn :=^{un−ū}_{tn} yields ‖hn‖_L2_{(Ω)} = 1 and {tn} ∈ c^+_0 . Moreover, by using a subsequence if necessary, there holds hn ⇀ h in L^2(Ω) for some h ∈ cl_L2_{(Ω)}(cone(U_{ad} − ū)). Obviously, (60) is satisfied by v := hn and thus by v := h. We now show that ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)h dx + κj^′(ū; h) = 0, (70)

which leads to h ∈ C_L2_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū). To this end, by using the last inequality in (69), there holds F (un) − F (ū) + κ(j(un) − j(ū)) < 1 n t^2_n,

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

24 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

or, equivalently ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 (1 − s)

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ + s(yn − ȳ))(yn − ȳ)^2 ds dx + ν 2 t^2_n‖hn‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + tn ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)hn dx + r(yn) + κ(j(ū + tnhn) − j(ū)) < 1 n t^2_n (71)

with yn := S(un), due to Lemma 4. Dividing this by tn, using the fact that ‖hn‖_L2_{(Ω)} = 1, and taking to the limit inferior in the obtained result, we conclude from Proposition 1, Lemma 5, and (18) that ∫ Ω(p̄ + νū)h dx + κj^′(ū; h) ≤ 0. From this, (17) and Remark 1, we derive 0 ≥ ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)h dx + κj^′(ū; h) ≥ ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)h dx + κ ∫ Ω λ̄h dx ≥ 0, which proves (70). On the other hand, combining (17) with (25c) yields tn ∫ Ω(p̄ + νū)hn dx + κ(j(ū + tnhn) − j(ū)) tn ≥ ∫ Ω (p̄ + νū)hn dx + ∫ Ω κλ̄hn dx ≥ 0. (72) Dividing (71) by t^2_n and using (72) and the fact that ‖hn‖_L2_{(Ω)} = 1, we arrive at ∫ Ω ∫_1 0 (1 − s)

∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ + s(yn − ȳ)) (yn − ȳ)^2 t^2_n ds dx + ν 2 + 1 t^2_n r(yn) < 1 n . Taking the limit inferior and employing Proposition 1 as well as Lemma 5 yield 1 2 ∫ Ω ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 dx + ν 2 − 1 2 ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2 dx + Q(ū, p̄; {tn}, {hn}) ≤ 0. In view of Lemma 3, there holds 1 2 ∫ Ω ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 dx + ν 2 ‖h‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} − 1 2 ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ) ( S^′(ū)h )_2 dx + Q(ū, p̄; {tn}, {h}) + ν 2 (1 − ‖h‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}) ≤ 0.

The definition of Q in Definition 2 then implies that 0 ≥ 1 2 Q(ū, p̄; h) + ν 2 (1 − ‖h‖^2_L2_{(Ω)}). (73)

On the other hand, we have ‖h‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 1 according to the fact that ‖hn‖_L2_{(Ω)} = 1 and the weak lower semincontinuity of the norm in L^2(Ω). From this, (73), and (67), we deduce that h = 0. Inserting h = 0 into (73) gives 0 ≥^ν_2 > 0. This is impossible. □

4.3 An explicit formulation of Q and second-order optimality conditions in the explicit form

Throughout this subsection, we assume that the following assumption is fulfilled. (a6’) The function ȳ belongs to C^1(Ω ∩ O) ∩ C_0(Ω) and satisfies the following implication ȳ(x) ∈ E_f =⇒ |∇ȳ(x)| ≠ 0 ∀x ∈ Ω ∩ O (74) for some open set O in R^N containing {ȳ ∈ E_f }. Moreover, if τ_i = 0 for some 1 ≤ i ≤ K and if the dimension N ≥ 3, then there holds dist(∂Ω, ({ȳ = 0}\∂Ω)) > 0. (75) Here dist(U, V ) stands for the usual distance between two sets U and V .

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 25

The structural assumption (74) automatically implies (75) for N = 1 as a result of Proposition 8 below. This also holds for N = 2; see, e.g. [31, Thm. 2.5 & Lem. 2.16]. Besides, the assumption (74) shows that (a6) is verified; see, e.g. [30, Lem. 3.2]. A kind of this assumption, where a differentiable switching function is assumed to be in place of the state ȳ, was used in [32] and the references therein to deal with the second-order optimality conditions in the bang-bang controls for the control problem governed by ordinary differential equations. A close assumption that is the same with (74) but imposed on the adjoint state p̄ instead of the state ȳ was also exploited in [17, Sec. 6] to get a directional Taylorlike expansion for the L^1(Ω)-norm, which helps to establish the explicit formulation of the directional curvature functional for the indicator function of the interval [−1, 1] (see, also, [7]); in [6, Sec. 4] to derive the strict twice epi-differentiability of the convex integral functional over measures.

In order to establish the explicit formulation of Q defined in Definition 2, we shall follow the approach used in [7, Props. 4.6 & 4.8]; see, also, [17, Lem. 6.10] and [6, Lem. 3.3 & Thm. 3.4]. We first formulate the associated formulation in the lower-dimensional setting and the obtained result is then lifted to the N-dimensional situation via using the standard partition-of-unity argument. For the one-dimensional case, i.e., Ω := (a, b) ⊂ R, the following result shows that the assumption (74) implies the finiteness of the level set {ȳ ∈ E_f } and thus the condition (75).

Proposition 8 Let Ω := (a, b) ⊂ R for some a, b ∈ R. Assume that (74) is satisfied. Then, the set {ȳ ∈ E_f } has finitely many points.

Proof Assume that the conclusion is false. Then, there exists a sequence {sn} ⊂ {ȳ ∈ E_f }. Using the Bolzano–Weierstrass theorem yields that there is a subsequence {sn_k } ⊂ {ȳ ∈ E_f } such that sn_k → s̄ as k → ∞, for some s̄ ∈ R. The closedness of the set {ȳ ∈ E_f } infers that s̄ ∈ {ȳ ∈ E_f }. There thus holds ȳ(s̄) = τ = ȳ(sn_k ) for some τ ∈ E_f and for all k large enough, according to the continuity of ȳ over Ω. We then have

ȳ^′(s̄) = lim_{k→∞} ȳ(sn_k ) − ȳ(s̄) sn_k − s̄ = 0,

which contradicts (74). □

The upcoming theorem establishing the explicit formulation of Q is prepared by the next lemma, which studies the one-dimensional situation N = 1. We thank comments made from an anonymous reviewer who has suggested using the H^1-weak limits in (76) and (84) below, instead of exploiting more rigorous conditions.

Lemma 7 Let Ω := (a, b) ⊂ R and let {tn} ∈ c^+_0 be arbitrary. Assume that (74) is fulfilled. Let yn ∈ H^1(a, b) be such that yn − ȳ tn ⇀ z weakly in H^1(a, b) (76)

for some z ∈ H^1(a, b). Assume further that {a, b} ∩ {ȳ = τ_i} = ∅ for some 1 ≤ i ≤ K. Then, for any p ∈ C([a, b]), there holds for T^i_n given in (40) that 1 t^2_n ∫_b a pT^i_n ds → − 1 2 ∫ {ȳ=τ_i} p(x)z(x)^2 |ȳ^′(x)| dH^0(x). (77)

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

26 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

Proof By putting zn :=^{yn−ȳ}_{tn} and ηn := zn − z, we have zn, ηn ∈ H^1(a, b). Moreover, we deduce from the limit in (76) and the compact embedding H^1(a, b) ⋐ C([a, b]) (see, e.g., [33, Thm. 9.16]) that { zn converges to z, ηn converges to 0 weakly in H^1(a, b) and strongly in C([a, b]). (78)

Setting ϵn := ‖yn − ȳ‖_{C([a,b])} thus yields ϵn → 0 as n → ∞. For any x ∈ {ȳ = τ_i} and ρ > 0, we define the following set Ω^ρ_{i,x} := {s ∈ [a, b] : |s − x| < ρ} = (x − ρ, x + ρ) ∩ [a, b]. Since ϵn → 0, a ρ_0 exists and satisfies {ȳ ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1}), yn ∈ (τ_i − ϵ_0, τ_i)} ∪ {ȳ ∈ (τ_{i−1}, τ_i), yn ∈ (τ_i, τ_i + ϵ_0)} ⊂ {|ȳ − τ_i| ≤ ϵn} ⊂ ⋃ x∈{ȳ=τ_i} Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x}

for n large enough. From this and (40), T^i_n can be decomposed as

T^i_n = ∑ x∈{ȳ=τ_i} 1_Ωρ0_{i,x} (yn − τ_i) ( 1_{{ȳ∈(τi,τi+1),yn∈(τi−ϵ0,τi)}} −1_{{yn∈(τi,τi+ϵ0),ȳ∈(τi−1,τi)}} ) =: ∑ x∈{ȳ=τ_i} T^{i,x}_n . By Proposition 8, the level set {ȳ = τ_i} has finitely many points. Therefore, in order to show (77), it suffices to prove that 1 t^2_n ∫_b a pT^{i,x}_n ds → − 1 2 p(x)z(x)^2 |ȳ^′(x)| for all x ∈ {ȳ = τ_i}. (79)

To that end, let x ∈ {ȳ = τ_i} be arbitrary, but fixed. Without loss of generality (w.l.o.g.) we assume that ȳ^′(x) > 0. By reducing ρ_0 > 0 small enough and using the limit in (76), we deduce that there exists a positive constant m satisfying { y^′(s) ≥ m > 0 for all s ∈ Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x}, y^′_n(s) ≥ m > 0 for a.a. s ∈ Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x} and for n sufficiently large.

(80)

The second inequality in (80) as well as a representation theorem for Sobolev functions (see, e.g., [33, Thm 8.2]) implies that yn is strictly increasing on Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x}. Therefore, the set {yn = τ_i} ∩ Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x} has at most one element. Since x ∈ (a, b), we can assume (by reducing ρ_0 if necessary) that Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x} = (x − ρ_0, x + ρ_0) and thus that ȳ |_{(x,x+ρ0)} −τ_i > 0 and ȳ |_{(x−ρ0,x)} −τ_i < 0. We now prove that the set {yn = τ_i} ∩ Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x} is a singleton for n large enough. Suppose, by contradiction, that there exists a subsequence, denoted in the same way, such that {yn = τ_i} ∩ Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x} = ∅ for all n ≥ 1. We can w.l.o.g. assume that

yn(s) > τ_i for all s ∈ Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x} = (x − ρ_0, x + ρ_0)

and for all n ≥ 1. As a result of (80), one has yn(x − ρ_0) > τ_i = ȳ(x) > ȳ(x − ρ_0). This implies that ϵn = ‖yn − ȳ‖_{C([a,b])} ≥ yn(x − ρ_0) − ȳ(x − ρ_0) > τ_i − ȳ(x − ρ_0) ↛ 0, which contradicts the limit ϵn → 0. We have shown that {yn = τ_i} ∩ Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x} is a singleton for n large enough.

For n sufficiently large, we denote by xn the intersection of {yn = τ_i} with Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x}. Moreover, there holds yn(s) = ȳ(s) + tnz(s) + tnηn(s)

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 27

for all s ∈ [a, b] and for all n ≥ 1. The mean value theorem yields yn(xn) = ȳ(x) + ȳ^′(x + θ(xn − x))(xn − x) + tn[z(xn) + ηn(xn)], θ ∈ (0, 1). From this and the fact ȳ(x) = yn(xn) = τ_i, we then have for all n large enough that ȳ^′(x + θ(xn − x))(xn − x) = −tn[z(xn) + ηn(xn)]. This, together with the first inequality in (80), gives xn − x = − tn ȳ^′(x + θ(xn − x)) [z(xn) + ηn(xn)]. (81) Combining this with the limits in (78) yields xn → x. Dividing (81) by tn and then passing to the limit in the obtained identity, one therefore has xn − x tn → − z(x) ȳ^′(x) as n → ∞, (82) thanks to (78). For large enough n, we define the following sets (depending also on i): Ω^+_n := {ȳ ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1}), yn ∈ (τ_i − ϵ_0, τ_i)} ∩ Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x}, Ω^−_n := {ȳ ∈ (τ_{i−1}, τ_i), yn ∈ (τ_i, τ_i + ϵ_0)} ∩ Ω^{ρ0}_{i,x}.

We now split the sequence {n} into subsequences, still denoted by the same symbol, that satisfy one of the following conditions:

(a) x = xn; (b) x < xn; (c) x > xn.

For (a), there holds Ω^+_n = Ω^−_n = ∅ and thus T^{i,x}_n = 0 for n large enough. Moreover, according to (76), one has z(x) = 0 and we thus have (79). For (b), we deduce for n large enough that Ω^+_n = (x, xn) and Ω^−_n = ∅, which infers ∫_b a pT^{i,x}_n ds = ∫_b a p(yn − τ_i)(1_Ω+_n − 1_Ω−_n ) ds = ∫_{xn} x p(s)(yn(s) − τ_i) ds = ∫_{xn} x p(s) {[ȳ(s) − τ_i] + tn[z(s) + ηn(s)]} ds = ∫_{xn} x p(s) ∫_s x ȳ^′(t)dt ds + tn ∫_{xn} x p(s)[z(s) + ηn(s)] ds = [∫_{xn} x p(s) ∫_s x ȳ^′(t)dt ds + tn ∫_{xn} x p(s)z(s) ds ] + tn ∫_{xn} x p(s)ηn(s) ds =: e^1_n + e^2_n. (83) Obviously, one has |e^2_n| ≤ tn ∫_{xn} x |p(s)|‖ηn‖_{C([a,b])} ds ≤ ‖p‖_L∞_{(a,b)}‖ηn‖_{C([a,b])}tn|xn − x|, which, along with (82) and the second limit in (78), yields^1_{t2n} e^2_n → 0. Moreover, by exploiting (82) and the continuity over [a, b] of p, a simple computation gives 1 t^2_n e^1_n → − p(x)z(x)^2 2ȳ^′(x) = − p(x)z(x)^2 2|ȳ^′(x)| as n → ∞. By using these above limits for e^1_n and e^2_n, we have (79) from (83). Finally, for (c), one has Ω^−_n = (xn, x) and Ω^+_n = ∅ for n large enough. Similarly to the case (b), we also have (79). □ Exploiting standard coordinate transform arguments, the result in Lemma 7 can be lifted to the N-dimensional case.

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

28 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

Theorem 5 (Explicit formulation for Q) Let {tn} ∈ c^+_0 be arbitrary. Assume that (74) and (75) are fulfilled. Let yn ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) be such that ‖yn − ȳ‖_{C(Ω)} ≤ Ctn and yn − ȳ tn ⇀ z weakly in H^1_0 (Ω) (84)

for some z ∈ C(Ω), for some constant C > 0, and for all n ≥ 1. Then, for any p ∈ C_0(Ω) and for all 1 ≤ i ≤ K, there holds 1 t^2_n ∫ Ω pT^i_n dx → − 1 2 ∫ {ȳ=τ_i} p(x)z(x)^2 |∇ȳ(x)| dH^{N−1}(x) (85)

with T^i_n given in (40).

In particular, for any h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω), the following formulas hold

Q̃(ū, p̄; h) = 1 2 K∑ i=1 σ_i ∫ {ȳ=τ_i} p̄(S^′(ū)h)^2 |∇ȳ| dH^{N−1} (86) and Q(ū, p̄; h) = ∫ Ω [ ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 + νh^2] dx

− ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 dx + K∑ i=1 σ_i ∫ {ȳ=τ_i} p̄(S^′(ū)h)^2 |∇ȳ| dH^{N−1}. (87)

Here p̄ is the unique adjoint state defined in Theorem 2 and Corollary 2.

Proof We first prove (85). For that purpose, we consider the following two cases. Case 1: τ_i ≠ 0. We start with a local result. In this case, {ȳ = τ_i} is a compact subset of Ω. Fixing x ∈ {ȳ = τ_i} and assuming w.l.o.g. that ∂_N ȳ(x) > 0, there exist a bounded open set B ⊂ R^{N−1} , an open interval I = (a, b) and a function γ ∈ C^1(B) satisfying x = (s̄, γ(s̄)) ∈ B × I, B × I ⊂ Ω, {ȳ = τ_i} ∩ (B × I) = {(s, γ(s)) | s ∈ B}, (88a) W := {(s, t) | s ∈ B, |t − γ(s)| < ϵ} ⊂ B × I, ∂_N ȳ |_{B×I} ≥ m_0 > 0 (88b) for some ϵ > 0, m_0 > 0, and s̄ ∈ B; see, e.g. [6, Form. (3.7)] and the proof of Lemma 6.10 in [17]. Defining the sets

Ω^+_{i,n} := {ȳ ∈ (τ_i, τ_{i+1}), yn ∈ (τ_i − ϵ_0, τ_i)} and Ω^−_{i,n} := {ȳ ∈ (τ_{i−1}, τ_i), yn ∈ (τ_i, τ_i + ϵ_0)} yields from (40) that T^i_n = (yn − τ_i)(1_Ω+_{i,n} − 1_Ω−_{i,n} ).

Setting An := (Ω^+_{i,n} ∪ Ω^−_{i,n}) ∩ (B × I) and taking any s ∈ R^{N−1} , the section A^s_n of An determined by s is then defined as follows A^s_n := {t ∈ R | (s, t) ∈ An} = { {t ∈ I | (s, t) ∈ An} if s ∈ B, ∅ otherwise.

The Fubini theorem thus implies that 1 t^2_n ∫ (Ω^+_{i,n}∪Ω^−_{i,n})∩(B×I) pT^i_n dx = 1 t^2_n ∫ A_n pT^i_n dx = ∫ B dλ^{N−1}(s) 1 t^2_n ∫ A^s_n p(s, t)T^i_n(s, t)dλ^1(t). (89) On the other hand, there holds, for any s ∈ B and n ≥ 1, that 1_As_n (t)T^i_n(s, t) = T^i_n(s, t)1_I (t).

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 29

Applying Lemma 7, one has for all s ∈ B that 1 t^2_n ∫ A^s_n p(s, t)T^i_n(s, t)dλ^1(t) → − 1 2 p(s, γ(s))z(s, γ(s))^2 |∂_N ȳ(s, γ(s))| as n → ∞. In order to pass to limit in the outer integral of (89), we now prove that | 1 t^2_n ∫ A^s_n p(s, t)T^i_n(s, t)dλ^1(t)| ≤ C for all n large enough, (90)

for all s ∈ B and for some positive constant C. To that end, setting ϵn := ‖yn − ȳ‖_{C(Ω)} yields ϵn ≤ Ctn, due to the estimate in (84). We observe from (43) that |T^i_n(s, t)| ≤ ϵn1_{{t∈I:|ȳ(s,t)−τi|<ϵn}} for all s ∈ B. On the other hand, the mean value theorem gives ȳ(s, t) − τ_i = ȳ(s, t) − ȳ(s, γ(s)) = ∂_N ȳ(s, γ(s) + θ(t − γ(s)))(t − γ(s)), θ ∈ (0, 1). Combining this with the inequality in (88b) yields |ȳ(s, t) − τ_i| ≥ m_0|t − γ(s)|, which gives {t ∈ I : |ȳ(s, t) − τ_i| < ϵn} ⊂ [γ(s) − ϵn m_0 , γ(s) + ϵn m_0 ]. We thus derive | 1 t^2_n ∫ A^s_n p(s, t)T^i_n(s, t)dλ^1(t)| ≤ 2 m_0 ‖p‖_{C(Ω)} ϵ^2_n t^2_n and then (90) follows. We now apply the dominated convergence theorem to the outer integral in (89) to obtain 1 t^2_n ∫ (Ω^+_{i,n}∪Ω^−_{i,n})∩(B×I) pT^i_n dx → − 1 2 ∫ B p(s, γ(s))z(s, γ(s))^2 |∂_N ȳ(s, γ(s))| dλ^{N−1}(s). (91) Differentiating ȳ(s, γ(s)) = τ_i for all s ∈ B yields ∂_jȳ(s, γ(s)) = −∂_N ȳ(s, γ(s))∂_j γ(s) for all 1 ≤ j ≤ N − 1, which infers |∇ȳ(s, γ(s))| = |∂_N ȳ(s, γ(s))|(1 + ∑_{N−1} j=1 |∂_j γ(s)|^2)^{1/2} for all s ∈ B. We therefore derive ∫ B p(s, γ(s))z(s, γ(s))^2 |∂_N ȳ(s, γ(s))| dλ^{N−1}(s)

= ∫ B p(s, γ(s))z(s, γ(s))^2 |∇ȳ(s, γ(s))| (1 + N−1∑ j=1 |∂_j γ(s)|^2)^{1/2}dλ^{N−1}(s) = ∫ {ȳ=τ_i}∩(B×I) pz^2 |∇ȳ| dH^{N−1}. Combining this with (91) gives 1 t^2_n ∫ (Ω^+_{i,n} ∪Ω^−_{i,n})∩(B×I) pT^i_n dx → − 1 2 ∫ {ȳ=τ_i}∩(B×I) pz^2 |∇ȳ| dH^{N−1}. Since the set {ȳ = τ_i} is a compact subset of Ω, then it is covered by a finitely many sets B × I of type (88). Then by using a standard partition-of-unity argument, we have (85) when τ_i ≠ 0.

Case 2: τ_i = 0. In this situation, we have {ȳ = 0} = ∂Ω ∪ ({ȳ = 0}\∂Ω) and dist(∂Ω, ({ȳ = 0}\∂Ω)) > 0, (92) where the last condition is identical to that in (75). For any r > 0 and a subset V ⊂ Ω, we define the open set V^r := {s ∈ Ω | dist(s, V ) < r}, where dist(s, V ) is the distance from s to V . Take ϵ > 0 be arbitrary. Thanks to the second condition in (92) and due to the closedness of subsets ∂Ω and {ȳ = 0}\∂Ω as well as the fact that p ∈ C_0(Ω), there exists an ϵ∗ > 0 such that

(∂Ω)^{ϵ∗} ∩ ({ȳ = 0}\∂Ω)^{ϵ∗} = ∅ and max{|p(x)| : x ∈ (∂Ω)^{ϵ∗} } < (C^2csσmax)^{−1}ϵ

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

30 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

with cs being the constant in (SA), σmax determined as in Lemma 1, and C given in (84). Since the set {ȳ = 0}\∂Ω is compact in ({ȳ = 0}\∂Ω)^{ϵ∗} , we deduce from the argument analogous to Case 1 that 1 t^2_n ∫ ({ȳ=0}\∂Ω)^{ϵ∗} pT^i_n dx → − 1 2 ∫ {ȳ=0}\∂Ω pz^2 |∇ȳ| dH^{N−1}. (93)

On the other hand, similar to (44), we have an estimate for the integral over (∂Ω)^{ϵ∗} as follows | ∫ (∂Ω)^{ϵ∗} pT^i_n| ≤ σmaxcs‖p‖_{C((∂Ω)ϵ∗ )}‖yn − ȳ‖^2_{C((∂Ω)ϵ∗ )}, which, along with the estimate in (84), infers

lim sup n→∞ 1 t^2_n | ∫ (∂Ω)^{ϵ∗} pT^i_n| ≤ σmaxcsC^2‖p‖_{C((∂Ω)ϵ∗ )} < ϵ. Since ϵ > 0 is arbitrary, there holds

lim sup n→∞ 1 t^2_n | ∫ (∂Ω)^{ϵ∗} pT^i_n| = 0 = − 1 2 ∫ ∂Ω pz^2 |∇ȳ| dH^{N−1}. Combining this with (93) yields (85) for the situation where τ_i = 0.

We have shown (85).

It remains to show (86) and (87). To this end, taking h ∈ L^{r̄}(Ω) and {tn} ∈ c^+_0 arbitrarily, we set yn := S(ū + tnh) and z := S^′(ū)h. Thanks to Propositions 1 and 2, yn and z satisfy (84). From this and the definitions of Q̃ and Q, we have (86) and (87), due to (85) and (41). □

We now combine Theorems 3 and 4 with Theorem 5 to arrive at the following explicit second-order necessary and sufficient conditions for (Pκ), which are the main results of this paper.

Theorem 6 (explicit second-order necessary optimality conditions) Let ū be a local minimizer of (Pκ) such that the associated state ȳ := S(ū) fulfills (74) and (75). Then there exist a unique adjoint state p̄ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) and a unique multiplier λ̄ ∈ ∂j(ū) satisfying (25) for χ(·) = 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}(·)f^′(ȳ(·)). Moreover, the following second-order necessary optimality condition holds: Q(ū, p̄; h) = ∫ Ω [ ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 + νh^2] dx − ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 dx

+ K∑ i=1 σ_i ∫ {ȳ=τ_i} p̄(S^′(ū)h)^2 |∇ȳ| dH^{N−1} ≥ 0 for all h ∈ C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū).

Theorem 7 (explicit second-order sufficient optimality conditions) Assume that N ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Let ū be an admissible point of (Pκ) for which conditions (74) and (75) are satisfied by ȳ := S(ū). Assume further that there exist an adjoint state p̄ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) and a multiplier λ̄ ∈ ∂j(ū) satisfying (25) for χ(·) = 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}(·)f^′(ȳ(·)). If the following explicit second-order sufficient condition is verified: Q(ū, p̄; h) = ∫ Ω [ ∂^2L ∂y^2 (x, ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 + νh^2] dx − ∫ Ω 1_{{ȳ /∈Ef }}p̄f^{′′}_{yy}(ȳ)(S^′(ū)h)^2 dx

+ K∑ i=1 σ_i ∫ {ȳ=τ_i} p̄(S^′(ū)h)^2 |∇ȳ| dH^{N−1} > 0 for all h ∈ C_L2_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) \ {0},

then the quadratic growth condition (68) is valid for some positive constants c, ρ > 0.

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 31

Remark 4 For bang-off-bang optimal control problems, i.e., ν = 0, we expect to derive second-order necessary and sufficient conditions based on the curvature functional Q and the critical cone C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) introduced in (59). However, in this situation, the critical cone C_Lr̄_{(Ω)}(U_{ad}; ū) is frequently reduced to {0}; see, e.g. [23, Rem. 3.2 & Prop. 3.3] and thus the second-order optimality conditions as in Theorems 3 and 4 do not provide any useful information. On the other hand, following the approach used in [17] and [6], where the problems with smooth PDEs were investigated, we might extend the functional Q on the space of signed finite Radon measures M(Ω), the dual space of the space of all continuous functions vanishing on the boundary ∂Ω. It is noted that, in order to derive the second-order optimality conditions for problems considered in [17] and [6], an additional structural assumption imposed on the adjoint state p̄ is required and guarantees a nondegeneracy condition; see, [17, Ass. 6.6] and [6, Ass. 4.12]. However, in our approach, we do not impose any structural assumption on the adjoint state p̄.

5 Stability analysis with respect to κ → 0

In this section, we use the notation u^∗_κ and u^∗ for any minimizer of (Pκ) when κ > 0 and κ = 0, respectively. We also set y^∗_κ := S(u^∗_κ) for κ > 0 and y^∗ := S(u^∗). We shall study the behavior of a sequence of local minimizers u^∗_κ of (Pκ) as κ → 0^+.

Theorem 8 Let {u^∗_κ}_{κ>0} be a sequence of local minimizers to (Pκ). Then, there exists a subsequence {u^∗_{κn} }_{n≥1} weakly-∗ converging in L^∞(Ω) to an element u^∗ ∈ U_{ad}. Moreover, there hold (i) u^∗ is a solution to (P_0);

(ii) u^∗_{κn} → u^∗ in L^∞(Ω).

Proof The existence of a subsequence {u^∗_{κn} }_{n≥1} and its weak-∗ convergence to u^∗ ∈ U_{ad} follows from the boundedness in L^∞(Ω) of the admissible set U_{ad}. Let us show (i). To this end, taking any u ∈ U_{ad} yields

J_0(u^∗) ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} J_0(u^∗_{κn} ) ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} [J_0(u^∗_{κn} ) + κn‖u^∗_{κn} ‖_L1_{(Ω)}]

= lim inf n→∞ Jκ_n (u^∗_{κn} ) ≤ lim inf_{n→∞} Jκ_n (u) = J_0(u).

(94)

This shows (i). To prove (ii), we now use Theorem 2 and Corollary 2. According to Theorem 2, there exist p̄ := p^∗_{κn} , χ := χ^∗_{κn} ∈ L^∞(Ω), and λ̄ := λ^∗_{κn} ∈ L^∞(Ω) with λ^∗_{κn} ∈ ∂j(u^∗_{κn} ) satisfying (25) for ū := u^∗_{κn} and ȳ := y^∗_{κn} . In particular, we have (25a), (25c) and (35a), that is, there hold A^∗p^∗_{κn} + χ^∗_{κn} p^∗_{κn} = ∂L ∂y (x, y^∗_{κn} ) in Ω, p^∗_{κn} = 0 on ∂Ω, (95) ∫ Ω p^∗_{κn} u^∗_{κn} + ν|u^∗_{κn} |^2 + κnλ^∗_{κn} u^∗_{κn} dx ≤ ∫ Ω (p^∗_{κn} + νu^∗_{κn} + κnλ^∗_{κn} )udx ∀u ∈ U_{ad}, (96) and u^∗_{κn} (x) = proj_{[α,β]}(− 1 ν (p^∗_{κn} (x) + κnλ^∗_{κn} (x))) for a.a. x ∈ Ω. (97)

Since u^∗_{κn} weakly-∗ converges to u^∗, the sequence {y^∗_{κn} } strongly converges to y^∗ in H^1_0 (Ω)∩ C(Ω). Moreover, thanks to the fact that |λ^∗_{κn} | ≤ 1 a.a. in Ω, there then exists a subsequence, denoted in the same way, such that λ^∗_{κn} ⇀^∗ λ^∗ for some λ^∗ ∈ L^∞(Ω). From the weak-to-strong convergence of solutions to (95), there holds

p^∗_{κn} → p^∗ in H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω) (98)

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

32 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

for some p^∗ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω). Letting now κn → 0 in (96) and using the weak lower semicontinuity of the L^2-norm yield ∫ Ω (p^∗ + νu^∗)(u − u^∗)dx ≥ 0 for all u ∈ U_{ad}, (99)

or, equivalently, u^∗(x) = proj_{[α,β]} ( −^1_ν p^∗(x) ) for a.a. x ∈ Ω. From this and (97), we deduce from the Lipschitz continuity with modulus 1 of the projection mapping that |u^∗_{κn} (x) − u^∗(x)| ≤ 1 ν [|p^∗_{κn} (x) − p^∗(x)| + κn|λ^∗_{κn} (x)| ≤ 1 ν [|p^∗_{κn} (x) − p^∗(x)| + κn] for a.a. x ∈ Ω. Combining this with (98) gives (ii). □

Let us prove the converse result on the L^2(Ω)- convergence.

Theorem 9 Assume that u^∗ is a strict local minimizer of (P_0) in the L^2(Ω)-sense, that is, there exists an ρ > 0 such that J_0(u^∗) < J_0(u) for all u ∈ U_{ad} ∩ B_L2_{(Ω)}(u^∗, ρ)\{u^∗}. (100) Then there exists a sequence {u^∗_κ} of local minima of (Pκ) that converges strongly to u^∗ in L^2(Ω).

Proof For any κ > 0, we consider the problems min{Jκ(u) | u ∈ U_{ad} ∩ B_L2_{(Ω)}(u^∗, ρ)}. (P^ρ_κ) Similar to Proposition 3, for every κ > 0, (P^ρ_κ) admits at least one solution u^∗_κ. The boundedness of U_{ad} in L^∞(Ω) implies that there exists a subsequence of {u^∗_κ}_{κ>0} which weakly-∗ converges to some ũ ∈ U_{ad}∩B_L2_{(Ω)}(u^∗, ρ). Similar to (94), we have J_0(ũ) ≤ J_0(u) for all u ∈ U_{ad} ∩ B_L2_{(Ω)}(u^∗, ρ) and thus ũ is a local minimizer of (P_0). Since u^∗ is a unique solution to (100), one has ũ = u^∗ and thus the full sequence {u^∗_κ}_{κ>0} weakly-∗ converges to u^∗. On the other hand, analogous to Theorem 2, there exist p̄ := p^∗_κ, χ := χ^∗_κ ∈ L^∞(Ω), and λ̄ := λ^∗_κ ∈ L^∞(Ω) with λ^∗_κ ∈ ∂j(u^∗_κ) satisfying (25a), (25b) for ū := u^∗_κ, ȳ := y^∗_κ and ∫ Ω (p^∗_κ + νu^∗_κ + κλ^∗_κ)(u − u^∗_κ) ≥ 0 for all u ∈ U_{ad} ∩ B_L2_{(Ω)}(u^∗, ρ), (101)

or, equivalently, ∫ Ω ( 1 ν (−p^∗_κ − κλ^∗_κ) − u^∗_κ)(u − u^∗_κ) ≤ 0 for all u ∈ U_{ad} ∩ B_L2_{(Ω)}(u^∗, ρ).

The Hilbert projection theorem then implies that u^∗_κ = proj_{Uad ∩BL2(Ω) (u∗,ρ)} 1 ν (−p^∗_κ − κλ^∗_κ). (102)

Moreover, similar to the arguments in the proof of Theorem 8, there exists a subsequence {p^∗_{κn} } that satisfies the limit (98) for some p^∗ ∈ H^1_0 (Ω) ∩ C(Ω). Plugging κ := κn into (101) and thus letting n → ∞ yield ∫ Ω (p^∗ + νu^∗)(u − u^∗) ≥ 0 for all u ∈ U_{ad} ∩ B_L2_{(Ω)}(u^∗, ρ)

(see arguments showing (99)). From the Hilbert projection theorem, we then deduce u^∗ = proj_{Uad ∩BL2(Ω) (u∗,ρ)} 1 ν (−p^∗). Combining this with (102) for κ = κn yields

‖u^∗_{κn} − u^∗‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 1 ν [‖p^∗_{κn} − p^∗‖_L2_{(Ω)} + κn‖λ^∗_{κn} ‖_L2_{(Ω)}] → 0,

due to the limit (98) and the fact that |λ^∗_{κn} | ≤ 1 a.a. in Ω (see (16)). We have just shown that the subsequence {u^∗_{κn} } strongly converges to u^∗ in L^2(Ω). We then have ‖u^∗_κ −u^∗‖_L2_{(Ω)} → 0 by using the subsequence-subsequence argument. Consequently, ‖u^∗_κ − u^∗‖_L2_{(Ω)} < ρ for κ small enough and thus u^∗_κ is a local minimizer of (Pκ). □

Springer Nature 2021 L^ATEX template

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 33

Theorem 10 Let u^∗ be a local minimizer to (P_0) and let {u^∗_κ}_{κ>0} be the sequence of local minimizers to (Pκ) as defined in Theorem 9. Assume that the following quadratic growth condition holds

J_0(u^∗) + c‖u − u^∗‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ J_0(u) for all u ∈ U_{ad} ∩ B_L2_{(Ω)}(u^∗, ρ) (103)

with some constants c > 0, ρ > 0. Then, there exist constants κ_0 > 0 and C > 0 such that

‖u^∗_κ − u^∗‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ Cκ for all 0 < κ < κ_0. (104)

Proof Thanks to Theorem 9, there exists a constant κ_0 > 0 satisfying ‖u^∗_κ − u^∗‖_L2_{(Ω)} < ρ for all 0 < κ < κ_0. The quadratic growth condition (103) then implies for all κ ∈ (0, κ_0) that

J_0(u^∗) + c‖u^∗_κ − u^∗‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} + κ‖u^∗_κ‖_L1_{(Ω)} ≤ J_0(u^∗_κ) + κ‖u^∗_κ‖_L1_{(Ω)}

= Jκ(u^∗_κ) ≤ Jκ(u^∗) = J_0(u^∗) + κ‖u^∗‖_L1_{(Ω)}.

We then deduce for all κ ∈ (0, κ_0) that

c‖u^∗_κ − u^∗‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ κ(‖u^∗‖_L1_{(Ω)} − ‖u^∗_κ‖_L1_{(Ω)})

≤ κ‖u^∗ − u^∗_κ‖_L1_{(Ω)} ≤ κ(λ^N (Ω))^{1/2}‖u^∗ − u^∗_κ‖_L2_{(Ω)},

where we have just employed the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality to get the last estimate. The desired inequality (104) then follows. □

6 Conclusions

We have derived second-order optimality conditions as well as the Lipschitz stability of solutions for non-smooth semilinear elliptic optimal control problems involving the L^1-norm of the control in the cost functional. The control-to-state operator is in general directionally differentiable only. By using the regularization approach, a system of first-order optimality conditions involving the Clarke subdifferential of the non-smooth nonlinear coefficient in the state equation has been obtained. Under the structural assumption imposed on the considered state, the control-to-state operator is then Gâteauxdifferentiable and the so-called curvature functional Q for a component of the objective has been introduced. Based on this curvature and a Taylor-type expansion, the secondorder necessary and sufficient optimality conditions have been derived by using some key lemmas. The difference between these conditions is minimal. Moreover, under a more restrictive structural assumption on the mentioned state, an explicit formulation for the curvature functional Q has been established. Consequently, explicit second-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions have been presented. These explicit conditions could be of great importance to discretization error estimates for the numerical approximation of (Pκ); see, e.g. [15, 16]. Such estimates will be studied in a future work. Finally, the convergence of optimal solutions for vanishing the sparsity parameter has been shown and the associated convergence rate has also been proven to be O(κ).

References

[1] Kikuchi, F., Nakazato, K., Ushijima, T.: Finite element approximation of a nonlinear eigenvalue problem related to MHD equilibria. Japan J. Appl. Math. 1(2), 369–403 (1984). https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03167065

[2] Casas, E., Herzog, R., Wachsmuth, G.: Optimality conditions and error analysis of semilinear elliptic control problems with L^1 cost functional. SIAM J. Optim. 22(3), 795–820 (2012). https://doi.org/0.1137/110834366

34 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

[3] Casas, E., Tröltzsch, F.: State-constrained semilinear elliptic optimization problems with unrestricted sparse controls. Mathematical Control and Related Fields 10(3), 527–546 (2020). https://doi.org/10.3934/mcrf.2020009

[4] Stadler, G.: Elliptic optimal control problems with L^1-control cost and applications for the placement of control devices. Computational Optimization and Applications 44(159), 159–181 (2009). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10589- 007-9150-9

[5] Casas, E., Tröltzsch, F.: Second-order and stability analysis for stateconstrained elliptic optimal control problems with sparse controls. SIAM J. Control Optim. 52(2), 1010–1033 (2014). https://doi.org/10.1137/130917314

[6] Wachsmuth, D., Wachsmuth, G.: Second-order conditions for non-uniformly convex integrands: quadratic growth in L^1. J. Nonsmooth Anal. Optim. 3, 8733 (2022). https://doi.org/10.46298/jnsao-2022-8733

[7] Christof, C., Meyer, C.: Sensitivity analysis for a class of H^1_0 -elliptic variational inequalities of the second kind. Set-Valued and Variational Analysis 27, 469– 502 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11228-018-0495-2

[8] Christof, C., Clason, C., Meyer, C., Walter, S.: Optimal control of a non-smooth semilinear elliptic equation. Mathematical Control and Related Fields 8(1), 247–276 (2018). https://doi.org/10.3934/mcrf.2018011

[9] Clason, C., Nhu, V.H., Rösch, A.: Optimal control of a non-smooth quasilinear elliptic equation. Mathematical Control and Related Fields 11, 521–554 (2021). https://doi.org/10.3934/mcrf.2020052

[10] Meyer, C., Susu, L.M.: Optimal control of nonsmooth, semilinear parabolic equations. SIAM J. Control Optim. 55(4), 2206–2234 (2017). https://doi.org/ 10.1137/15M1040426

[11] Clason, C., Nhu, V.H., Rösch, A.: No-gap second-order optimality conditions for optimal control of a non-smooth quasilinear elliptic equation. ESAIM: Control Optim. Calc. Var. 27, 62 (2021). https://doi.org/10.1051/cocv/2020092

[12] Nhu, V.H.: On the no-gap second-order optimality conditions for a non-smooth semilinear elliptic optimal control. Optimization 71(14), 4289–4319 (2022). https://doi.org/10.1080/02331934.2021.1939698

[13] Barbu, V.: Optimal Control of Variational Inequalities. Research Notes in Mathematics, vol. 100. Pitman (Advanced Publishing Program), Boston (1984)

[14] Evans, L.C., Gariepy, R.F.: Measure Theory and Fine Properties of Function, 4th edn. CRC Press, New York (1992). https://doi.org/10.1201/b18333

[15] Clason, C., Nhu, V.H., Rösch, A.: Numerical analysis of a nonsmooth quasilinear elliptic control problem: I. Explicit second-order optimality conditions. Arxiv, 1–38 (2022)

[16] Clason, C., Nhu, V.H., Rösch, A.: Numerical analysis of a nonsmooth quasilinear elliptic control problem: II. Finite element discretization and error

Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ... 35

estimates. Arxiv, 1–35 (2023)

[17] Christof, C., Wachsmuth, G.: No-gap second-order conditions via a directional curvature functional. SIAM Journal on Optimization 28(3), 2097–2130 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1137/17M1140418

[18] Tröltzsch, F.: Optimal Control of Partial Differential Equations. Graduate Studies in Mathematics, vol. 112. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI (2010). https://doi.org/10.1090/gsm/112. Theory, methods and applications, Translated from the 2005 German original by Jürgen Sprekels

[19] Casas, E., Tröltzsch, F.: First- and second-order optimality conditions for a class of optimal control problems with quasilinear elliptic equations. SIAM J. Control Optim. 48(2), 688–718 (2009). https://doi.org/10.1137/080720048

[20] Clarke, F.H.: Optimization and Nonsmooth Analysis. Classics Appl. Math., vol.

5. SIAM, Philadelphia, PA (1990). https://doi.org/10.1137/1.9781611971309

[21] Wachsmuth, G., Wachsmuth, D.: Convergence and regularization results for optimal control problems with sparsity functional. ESAIM: Control Optim. Calc. Var. 17, 858–886 (2011). https://doi.org/10.1051/cocv/2010027

[22] Casas, E., Tröltzsch, F.: Optimal sparse boundary control for a semilinear parabolic equation with mixed control-state constraints. Control and Cybernetics 48(1), 89–124 (2019)

[23] Casas, E.: Second order analysis for bang-bang control problems of PDEs.

SIAM J. Control Optim. 50(4), 2355–2372 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1137/ 120862892

[24] Chipot, M.: Elliptic Equations: An Introductory Course. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel (2009). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-7643-9982-5

[25] Bonnans, J.F., Shapiro, A.: Perturbation Analysis of Optimization Problems.

Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg (2000). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-1394- 9 [26] Tiba, D.: Optimal Control of Nonsmooth Distributed Parameter Systems.

Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg (1990). https://doi.org/10.1007/BFb0085564

[27] Bayen, T., Bonnans, J.F., J. Silva, F.: Characterization of local quadratic growth for strong minima in the optimal control of semi-linear elliptic equations. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 366, 2063–2087 (2014). https://doi.org/ 10.1090/S0002-9947-2013-05961-2

[28] Casas, E.: Necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for elliptic control problems with finitely many pointwise state constraints. ESAIM: Control Optim. Calc. Var. 14(3), 575–589 (2008). https://doi.org/10.1051/cocv: 2007063

[29] Wachsmuth, D.: Adaptive regularization and discretization of bang-bang optimal control problems. Electron. Trans. Numer. Anal. 40, 249–267 (2013)

36 Optimality conditions and Lipschitz stability ...

[30] Deckelnick, K., Hinze, M.: A note on the approximation of elliptic control problems with bang-bang controls. Comput. Optim. Appl. 51, 931–939 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10589-010-9365-z

[31] Alberti, G., Bianchini, S., Crippa, G.: Structure of level sets and Sard-type properties of Lipschitz maps. Ann. Sc. Norm. Super. Pisa Cl. Sci.(5) XII(4), 863–902 (2013). https://doi.org/10.2422/2036-2145.201107 006

[32] Felgenhauer, U.: On stability of bang-bang type controls. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization 414(6), 1843–1867 (2003). https://doi.org/10.1137/ S0363012901399271

[33] Brézis, H.: Functional Analysis, Sobolev Spaces and Partial Differential Equations. Universitext. Springer, New York (2011). https://doi.org/10.1007/ 978-0-387-70914-7

Statements and Declarations

Funding

This research is funded by Phenikaa University under grant number PU2022-1-A-14.

Competing Interests

Financial interests: The authors have received travel support from Phenikaa University.

Author Contributions

All authors contributed to the study conception and design. The first draft of the manuscript was written by the first author and all authors commented on previous versions of the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Data Availability

All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this published article [and its supplementary information files].