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ABSTRACT. An optimal control problem for the static problem of infinitesimal
elastoplasticity with linear kinematic hardening is considered. The variational
inequality arising on the lower-level is regularized using a Yosida-type ap-
proach, and an optimal control problem for the so-called viscoplastic model is
obtained. Existence of a global optimizer is proved for both the regularized
and original problems, and strong convergence of the solutions is established.

1. INTRODUCTION

This paper is concerned with an optimal control problem for the static model of
infinitesimal elastoplasticity with linear kinematic hardening. Static, or incremen-
tal, plasticity models arise through discretization in time of quasi-static plasticity
problems. For a detailed physical motivation, we refer to [19] and [9]. The forward
problem is characterized by the unique solution of
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s.t. )
o-n=g only.

and (o(z),x(z)) € K a.e.inQ,

where K is a closed and convex set of admissible generalized stresses. Hence, on
the one hand, the optimal control of (1.1) leads to a bi-level optimization problem.
In this context, we refer to (1.1) as the lower-level problem. On the other hand,
(1.1) can be replaced by its necessary and sufficient optimality conditions, and thus
we obtain an optimal control problem for a variational inequality.

We work under the assumption of infinitesimal strains. Hence, €2 is the domain
occupied by the body in both the undeformed and deformed states. The volume
and boundary loads f and g serve as control variables, and o(x) € ngxn‘f denotes
the stress tensor of the body resulting from these loads. The fourth order tensors C
and H are the elasticity tensor and the hardening modulus, respectively. Conditions
motivated by physical considerations ensure that (1.1) is uniquely solvable.

The closed and convex set K imposes bounds on the generalized stress (o, x) the
body can take and it links o and x to each other, see Assumption 2.6. The variable
x denotes an internal force which arises during hardening. It is termed the back
stress in the case of kinematic hardening, and it causes a translation of the initial
yield surface, compare (2.2). Plastic deformation is characterized by material points
satisfying (o,x) € OK. When deleting the variable x, one obtains the static
problem of perfect plasticity (Hencky model), which provides substantially less
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regular solutions, see [20]. If, in addition, the condition (o, x) € K is neglected,
(1.1) reduces to the problem of static linear elasticity.

We consider the following optimal control problem:

e . 1 14} Vo
Minimize 5”“ — wall72 ey + §||f||2L2(Q;Rd) + ?HQHQLQ(FN;]RUZ) (1.2)

s.t.  the static plasticity problem (1.1).

The variable w is the Lagrange multiplier associated with the equality constraints in
(1.1) and it can be interpreted (by means of duality techniques, see Appendix A) as
the displacement field which describes the deformation of the body. We emphasize
that the occurence of the Lagrange multiplier w for the lower-level problem in the
upper-level objective (1.2) is a particular feature of the problem at hand. The
inclusion of volume controls f is mainly of theoretical interest. In most practical
applications, one is likely to use boundary controls g alone.

We note in passing that the convex lower-level problem (1.1) can be equivalently
replaced by the variational formulation of its necessary and sufficient optimality
conditions
—dive=f inQ, o-n=g only, (1.3a)
e(u(z)):o(x)—o(x):C o) — x(z):H ' :x(z)

= (TTS?K{s(u(x)) r—o(z):Clir —x(2) H-

where e(u) = 1 (Vu+(Vu) ") denotes the strain tensor. In turn, (1.3) is equivalent
to a mixed variational inequality of the first kind, see (2.11) below.

1 (1.3b)

cp} oae. in Q.

In the present paper, we prove the existence of a global optimizer of (1.2), and
also of a family of regularized problems. The regularization consists in replacing
the constraint (o, x) € K by a penalty term based on the Yosida approximation
of the indicator function. Remarkably, the Yosida approximation leads to a lower-
level problem which allows a physical interpretation in its own right, the so-called
viscoplastic approximation of (1.1). We also prove that every strict local optimum
of the original problem (1.2) is the strong limit of local solutions of the viscoplastic
optimal control problems, as the regularization parameter tends to co. The paper
can thus be viewed as a preparatory step for the derivation of first-order necessary
optimality conditions for (1.2) in the spirit of [15], [13] and [14], which is the subject
of the companion papers [10] and [11].

Let us put our work into perspective. As was noted above, the weak formulation of
(1.3) is equivalent to a mixed variational inequality of the first kind. The bi-level
optimization problem (1.2) thus represents an optimal control problem governed
by an elliptic variational inequality. This class of problems has been adressed by
many authors under different aspects. We only mention [17, 1, 18, 5, 4, 2, 3, 15, 13],
and the references therein. In these contributions, various techniques were used to
establish first-order conditions for optimal control of elliptic variational inequalities
of both, first and second kind. To the best of our knowledge, the optimal control
of mixed variational problems has not been addressed, let alone problems in the
context of elastoplasticity. As another distinguishing feature, we note that the
Lagrange multiplier associated with the equality constraint in (1.1) appears in the
objective of the upper-level problem (1.2). Thus, the discussion of (1.2) offers a
genuine contribution to the theory of optimal control for variational inequalities.

For the analysis, we follow the classical approach of [1], who employs a two-fold
regularization to the lower-level problem, consisting of a Yosida approximation of
the indicator function of the admissible set and the subsequent convolution with
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a smoothing kernel. As was already noted, the Yosida approximation leads to a
lower-level problem which allows a physical interpretation in its own right, the so-
called viscoplastic approximation of (1.1). This provides another motivation to
analyze optimal controls for the viscoplastic model.

The paper is organized as follows. Notations, assumptions, and the weak formula-
tion associated with (1.3) are collected in Section 2. Section 3 starts with a discus-
sion of the lower-level problem (1.1) by Lagrange techniques. We emphasize here
that the same results could also be obtained using Fenchel duality, cf. for instance
[20, Chapter III]. The existence of solutions to (1.2) then follows from standard
arguments. Section 4 is devoted to the analysis of the viscoplastic approximation
of the lower-level and bi-level problems (1.1) and (1.2), respectively. Using these
results, the strong convergence of solutions as the regularization parameter tends
to oo is established in Section 5.

We remark that the lower-level problem (1.1) is called the dual, or stress-based
formulation. It is well known that an equivalent primal formulation exists, which
justifies the existence of the Lagrange multiplier w and its interpretation as the
displacement field. The primal form is traditionally derived by means of Fenchel
duality, cf. for instance [20, Chapter III]. By employing Lagrange techniques in
Sections 3 and 4, we offer an alternative approach. In Appendix A, we also give an
alternative form of the primal problem, using Lagrangian duality. For convenience
of the reader, some results on orthogonal projections in Hilbert spaces that are used
in Section 4 are collected in Appendix B.

2. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARY RESULTS

Our notation follows [9]. We begin by recalling some elements of tensor calculus.
By R%*? we denote the space of real d x d matrices, and R‘Siyxnﬁi is the subspace of
symmetric matrices. Throughout, all tensors will be considered with respect to the
standard Cartesian basis. Therefore, second-order tensors can be identified with
elements of R¥*?, They will be denoted by bold-face upper-case letters, or by bold-
face lower-case Greek letters. The standard scalar product of two vectors a, b € R¢
is denoted by a - b. Moreover, the scalar product of two matrices A = (A4;;) and

B = (B;;) in R¥*? is defined by
A:B= Aij Bij)

where Einstein’s summation convention is used. This scalar product gives rise to
the Frobenius norm on R?*¢ denoted by |A| = (A: A)'/2,

Every tensor A can be uniquely decomposed into its spherical and deviatoric parts
A= A%+ AP, where

¢ 1 1 b 1 1
A° = 8 (trace A) I= gAkk (51']'), A" = A_E (trace A) I= (Aij)_aAk'k (6”)
Here ¢;; is the Kronecker delta, I = (4;;) is the unit tensor, and trace(A) = Ay, is
the trace of A.

A real tensor of fourth order is identified with an element of R¥*dxdxd and it
is denoted by A = (Ajjr). We define the products A : B = (A;jk Brimn) and
A:B= (Aijkl Bkl)-

Remark 2.1. The space of linear maps from ngxn‘f into itself can be identified with

the space of fourth-order tensors A which are symmetric in the following sense:
Aijit = Ajirt = Asjie = Ajitk.

In this paper, all tensors have this property.
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Definition 2.2. We say that a (symmetric) fourth-order tensor A is coercive if

B:A:B>c¢|B|* forall Bec R (2.1)

Sym

holds for some constant ¢ > 0.

The following result is due to the Lax-Milgram theorem.

Lemma 2.3. If A is symmetric and coercive, then it is invertible in the following
sense: there exists a unique symmetric fourth-order tensor A~1 such that

AT':A:B=A:A"':B=B foralBeR¥!

sym *

A~ is coercive as well.

Now we turn to the functional analytic setting.

Assumption 2.4. Let Q C R? be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary T
in dimension d € {2,3}. The boundary consists of two disjoint parts T'y and T'p,
where I'p is a relatively closed set in I' of positive measure, and no connected
component of I'p consists of isolated points.

Assumption 2.5. (a) The components of the elasticity tensor C in (1.1) are
assumed to satisfy Cijr € L*(S). For almost all x € , we assume
that C(x) is symmetric and coercive according to Definition 2.2, with a
constant ¢ > 0 independent of x. (By Lemma 2.3, the so-called compliance
tensor C™1 exists almost everywhere with components in L>(S2), and it
is symmetric and satisfies a coercivity condition with a constant ¢ > 0
independent of x.)

(b) The same is assumed for the hardening modulus H.

(c) Without loss of generality, we infer from the objective in (1.1) that C~1
satisfies (C™V)ijre = (C™Ykiiz, ice., 0 :CLir =7:C71: o holds for all
o, 7 € R The same is true for H™1.

In homogeneous isotropic materials, C is given by

Cijkt = A 0ij g1 + 1t (Oik 051 + 03y 1)
where p and A are the Lamé constants. When p > 0 and d A + 2 4 > 0 hold, then
C satisfies Assumption 2.5. A common example for the hardening modulus is given
by H = (Hijkl) =k (5zk 5jl + 0q 5]]6)/2 with hardening constant k; > 0, see [9,
Section 3.4].

Assumption 2.6 (Set of admissible generalized stresses).

(a) The set K C ngxrg X Rg;iff is assumed to be nonempty, closed and convex
with (0,0) € K.
(b) For all A € R4 we assume that

sym ?

(o,x) e K = (6+Ax—A)eckK.

Remark 2.7 (Safe load condition). Kinematic hardening is characterized by a
translation of the initial yield surface during plastic loading, see [9, p. 69]. In other
words, whether or not a generalized stress state (o,x) belongs to the admissible
set K depends only on o + x. Assumption 2.6 (b) is thus natural for problems
with kinematic hardening. Note that it is equivalent to K + (A,—A) = K for all
Ac€ Rdxd

sym *
Moreover, Assumption 2.6 (b) can be interpreted as a particular form of the safe
load condition. In fact, Assumption 2.6 implies that an admissible generalized stress
exists for arbitrary loads, see Proposition 3.1.
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Example 2.8. Assumption 2.6 is satisfied, for instance, by the von Mises yield
condition in case of linear kinematic hardening, i.e.,

K = {(o,x) € R x RE : [o” + x| < V/2/300}, (2.2)

where o is the initial uni-azial yield stress, compare |9, p.69, p.182].
Definition 2.9. We define

V=HHGRY) ={uc H(GRY) :u=0onTp},

§ = L*(% R
as spaces for the displacement w, stress o, and back stress x, respectively.
Now we are in the position to define the following bilinear forms associated with
the static plasticity problem.
Definition 2.10. For X = (o,x) € Sx S and T = (T,u) € S x S, define

a(E,T):/U:Cflz‘rdaer/X:Hfl:udx. (2.3)
Q Q
Foroe S andv eV, let
b(o,v) = —/ o:e(v)de. (2.4)
Q

We recall that e(v) = £ (Vv + (Vo)) denotes the strain tensor. We also define an
operator B : S — V' associated with b, by
(Bo,v) = b(o,v).

Here and in the following, (-, -} denotes the dual pairing between V' and V, and V'
is the dual space of V w.r.t. the topology of L?(£;R%).
Note that the objective in (1.1) can be expressed as $a(X,X). As a consequence
of Assumption 2.5, a is coercive on S X S, i.e., there exists a > 0 such that

a(E,2) > a||Z[fE.s (2.5)

holds for all X € S x S. Moreover, a is bounded on S x S, i.e., there exists @ > 0
such that

(2, T)| < @[|Z|sxs|Tllsxs (2.6)
holds for all 3, T € S x S. The bilinear form b is bounded on S x V,
b(o,v) < Bllo|sllvllv (2.7)

and it satisfies the condition of Babuska-Brezzi, i.e., there exists 8 > 0 such that

b
wp o)

> Blv|ly forallveV. (2.8)
ses\oy llolls —=

This follows from Korn’s inequality, see e.g., [20, Proposition 1.1 and Remark 1.1],
[ullFr oray < ek ([ull72(rp ma) + le(@)l|72 o paxa)) (2.9)

for all w € H'(Q;R?). Note that (2.9) also implies that |le(w)||p2(qraxq) is @ norm
on HE(Q;RY) equivalent to the natural norm.

As a consequence of (2.8), the following lemma holds, see [6]:
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Lemma 2.11. For any given £ € V', the equation
blo,v) = {{,v) foralveV
has a unique solution o € (ker B)* and the estimate
lolls < ca (€]l (2.10)
holds with a constant cg independent of £.

Definition 2.12 (Weak solution). Let f € L*(Q;R?) and g € L*(Tn;R?) be given.
A triple (X,u) = (o, x,u) € S xS XV is called a weak solution of (1.3) if T € K
and

(B, T—-X)+b(r—0o,u) >0 foralT=(T,pu) ek (2.11a)
b(o,v) = (¢,v) forallveV, (2.11b)

where
K={¥=(o,x) €S xS:(c(x),x()) € K ae. inQ} (2.12)

is the set of admissible generalized stresses and

<€,v>/9f~vdz/FNg~vds. (2.13)

The reader will verify that the above variational formulation is obtained from (1.3)
by formal integration by parts. Similarly, we reformulate the stress problem (1.1)
as

Minimize %a(Z, Y)
s.t. blo,v)=(lv) forallveV (L)
and X = (o,x) € K.

Consequently, we consider from now on the following bi-level optimization problem,
which is the weak form of (1.2):

Minimize F(u, f,g) := 5 Jw— “d||2L2(Q;Rd)

2! V2
+ EHfH%%Q;]Rd) + EHQH%}(FN;HW)

s.t. the plasticity problem (L) with ¢ as in (2.13).

3. EXISTENCE OF SOLUTIONS

The theory of (P) is clearly based on the existence and uniqueness results for (L).
Here, we will take the convex optimization point of view and derive necessary and
sufficient optimality conditions for (L) by means of a Lagrange multiplier approach.
As pointed out in the introduction, it is to be noted that these results are not gen-
uine and can also be obtained by means of Fenchel duality (cf. [20, Chapter III]) or
standard arguments for variational inequalities (see for instance [16]). Nevertheless,
it is interesting to see how standard techniques in convex optimization yield that
the displacement field can be viewed as a Lagrange multiplier associated with the
equality constraints in (L), cf. Proposition 3.2.
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3.1. Analysis of the Lower-Level Problem. In this section we discuss the ex-
istence and uniqueness of solutions for the lower-level problem (L).

Proposition 3.1 (Existence and uniqueness). For every ¢ € V', problem (L)
possesses a unique solution (o, x) € S x S.

Proof. The proof uses standard arguments. The objective in (L) is uniformly convex
due to the coercivity of a, and radially unbounded. The admissible set

Ke={¥=(o,x) e KL:b(o,v)=({{,v) forallveV} (3.1)

is closed and convex (hence weakly closed) due to Assumption 2.6. From Lemma 2.11,
we obtain & € (ker B)* C S such that the equality constraint is satisfied. With
> = (,—0), the conditions on K in Assumption 2.6 imply > € K, and thus K,
is nonempty. The weak lower semicontinuity of the objective therefore yields the
existence of a solution, which is unique due to the uniform convexity. O

Next we address the first-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for
problem (L).

Proposition 3.2 (Optimality conditions, existence of the displacement field). For
given L € V' and ¥ = (o,x) € K, the following are equivalent:

(i) X is the unique solution of (L),
(1) there exists a Lagrange multiplier w € V' such that (2.11) holds,
(13i) X € K¢ and the variational inequality

a(Z,T—-%)>0 foralTek, (3.2)
holds, with K¢ as defined in (3.1).

Proof. (i) & (i1): We apply the generalized Karush-Kuhn-Tucker theory. To this
end, we verify the constraint qualification according to Zowe and Kurcyusz. For
problem (L), this amounts to verifying the surjectivity of B, which follows from
Lemma 2.11. We associate to (L) the Lagrangian

Ll x0u) = Sal(e, %), (0, X)) + b(ow) — (£,).

Theorem 4.1 in [21] implies the existence of a Lagrange multiplier u € V', such that
the optimality system

Loy (o, x,u)(T—0o,u—x)>0 forall (r,u)c

ﬁu(O', X u) =0,

is satisfied, which is the same as (2.11). The sufficiency of (2.11) for optimality of
(o, x) is standard for convex problems.

(1) & (i4i): Since Ky is convex, (3.2) are necessary and sufficient for optimality by
standard arguments. O

The above theorem does not imply the uniqueness of the Lagrange multiplier u.
The uniqueness follows, however, from the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3 (Lipschitz stability). For any given ¢1,¢5 € V', the associated solu-
tions (o1, X1, w1) and (02, Xq, U2) satisfy

o1 —o2lls + [Ix1 = Xalls + llur —w2llv < L[ty — Loy, (33)
where L is independent of £1, (.
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Proof. Step 1: Estimate for (o, X)

The estimate for (o, x) is obtained by choosing appropriate test function T' = (7, )
in the variational inequality (3.2). Let & be the unique solution in (ker B)* C S
of b(o,v) = ({1 — l2,v) for all v € V (see Lemma 2.11), and set x = —o. Then
T, = (T1, 1) := (62,X2) + (0,X) € K¢, is an admissible test function for (3.2),
evaluated at X7 = (o1, x;) since

b(T1,v) =b(oa,v) + b(a,v) = (la,v) + ({1 — la,v) = (1, V)
holds for all v € V, and
(g2,X2) EL = Ti=(o2+0,x2+X)=(02+07,x5—0) €K
by Assumption 2.6. Consequently we obtain from (3.2)
a(X1,39 — 1) > —a(Xq,(6,X))-

Similarly, one shows that Ty = (T2, tty) = (01,Xx1) — (7, x) lies in Ky,, i.e., it is
an admissible test function for (3.2) evaluated at (o3, x5). This yields

a(Bg, X1 — X3) > a(Zs, (7,X))-
Adding these inequalities gives
a(Xy — X9, By — ) < a(XE; — Xy, (0, X))

The left hand side can be estimated by (2.5). By construction and the a priori
estimate (2.10), ||o||s < ¢ ||[¢1 — £2||v+ holds. Hence we can estimate

a1 - Bfdus S sl — L)y B — Bolsxs.
Step 2: Estimate for u
The estimates for the displacement are obtained by using
T, = (TlalJ’l) = (0-2 + E(ul - U2)7X2 - E(ul - u2))a
Ty = (T2, p13) = (01 +€(u2 — u1),x; — €(u2 — u1))
as test functions in (2.11a). Note that 7 is symmetric, and (71, 1) € K holds a.e.
in © in view of (o2, x5) € K and Assumption 2.6, applied with A = —e(u; — u2).

This shows that Ty € K holds, and a similar argument applies when verifying
T, € K. We obtain from (2.11a) the estimates

a(El,Tl — 21) +b(T1 —0'1,U1)

>0
Q(EQ,TQ —22) +b(‘l’2 —UQ,UQ) Z O

or equivalently

(1(21,22—21)—/ (ul—u2
Q

e(w) dz

—b(C o, uy —ug) + b(H T i xg, ur — up) + b(o2 — o1, uy) >0,

Q
—b((C D09, Us — Up) +

)
(

(S, Th — %) — / e(us —wy) : e(us) dz
b 2 Xy, ug — up) + b(o) — 09, us) > 0.

Adding both inequalities yields

a(Xy — 5,3 — Xy) —|—/ e(uy —ug) :e(uy — ug) dx
Q

< BH: (X — Xa) U1 — u2)

7b((C71 : (0’1 70'2),’1111 7U2) 71)(0’1 — O02,U] 7’(1,2).
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The left hand side can be estimated by (2.5) and (2.9). In view of (2.7) and
Assumption 2.5, the right hand side is bounded by a multiple of || X1 —Xs||||w1 —u2||.
We thus obtain

a[B1 = Z2|? + it lur — w23 gpay < C 1181 — o [lur — .

Young’s inequality and the estimate for ||3; — o] from Step 1 yield the desired
estimate (3.3). O

Remark 3.4. We point out that the Lagrange mutiplier w can be physically inter-
preted as displacement field. It solves an optimization problem which is known as
primal problem of static elastoplasticity, see for instance [9, Section 7]. As shown
in Appendiz A this optimization problem is equivalent to the dual problem of (L).

3.2. Discussion of the Bi-Level Problem (P). Based on the results of Sub-
section 3.1, we derive the existence of a global optimizer of problem (P). As a
consequence of Proposition 3.2, we can replace the lower-level problem (L) by its
necessary and sufficient optimality conditions (2.11). We introduce the space of
admissible controls

U= L*(Q;RY) x L*(T'y; RY).
As in (2.13), we associate to given (f,g) € U a functional £ = R(f,g) through

(R(f,9),v) 2=—/Qf-vdx—/r g-vds, veV

Lemma 3.5. The operator R : U — V' is linear and compact.

Proof. The embedding V < L?(€;R%) and the trace operator V — L?(T'y) are
compact. The operator R is the (negative) adjoint, and thus it is compact as
well. O

The results of the previous section give rise the definition of a solution operator for
the lower-level problem (L),

G:U>s(f,g)— (o, x,u) €Y =5 x S xV.

The individual components of G will be denoted by G?, GX and G*. Note that G
is nonlinear due to the presence of the constraint (o, x) € K. By Lemma 3.3 and
3.5, G is Lipschitz continuous and compact.

Based on the properties of G, we obtain a global minimizer of (P) as in [12, The-
orem 2.2]. Due to the nonlinearity of G, the minimizer can not be expected to be
unique.

Proposition 3.6. Problem (P) possesses a global optimal solution (f*,g*) € U.

Proof. Let j := inf F(G*(f,g), f,g), where the infimum extends over the space U,
and let {(f,,g,)} be a minimizing sequence. Then {(f,,g,,)} is bounded in U,
and hence it possesses a weakly convergent subsequence (f,.,g,,) — (f*,g*) in
U. The compactness of G implies that the corresponding solutions (., X, , Un’)
of the lower-level problem (L) converge to (o*,x*,u*) in S x S x V. The weak

lower semicontinuity of the objective implies that (f*,g*) is a global optimum of
(P). O
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4. VISCOPLASTIC APPROXIMATION

Before we turn to the viscoplastic approximation of (L), let us state some known re-
sults on orthogonal projections in Hilbert spaces that will be useful in the following.
The associated proofs are given in Appendix B.

Lemma 4.1 (Differentiability and Shift-Invariance). Let H be a Hilbert space,
C C H be a nonempty closed convex set, and denote by Pc(x) the orthogonal
projection of x onto C.

(a) The function F(x) = ||z — Pc x|/ is convex and Fréchet differentiable with
deriwative F'(r) = x — Po x.

(b) The derivative F' is a monotone operator, i.e., (F'(z) — F'(y),z —y) > 0
holds for all x,y € H.

(¢) (F'(x),z—y) >0 forallz € H and ally € C.

(d) Ifa+ C = C for some element a € H holds, then Pcx = Po(z +a) —a
and F'(x) = F'(x + a) for all x € H.

Next, we introduce the viscoplastic regularization of (L):
1
Minimize 5 a(E, ) + %nz — Pe(D))3 s
st. blo,v) = ({,v) forallveV,

where v > 0 is a given real number and Py denotes the orthogonal projection on
K with respect to the scalar product in S x S.

(L)

Example 4.2. For the situation in Example 2.8, the projection can be calculated
explicitly:

1 D, . D|_ = L o+ xP
As pointed out in the introduction, (L) has a physical motivation in its own right,
see for instance [19, Section 2.7].

Remark 4.3. The viscoplastic problem (L.,) represents a penalized version of (L)
in the sense that the inequality constraints in (L) are replaced by a quadratic penalty
term in the objective functional. This is also known as Yosida regularization of
the indicator function associated with IC. This type of reqularization is particularly
well-suited for the optimal control of variational inequalities, as demonstrated for in-
stance in the classical book [1], or more recently in [15, 13|, where Barbu’s approach
is modified by means of a feasibility shift. However, due to the non-smoothness of
the projection, an additional reqularization will be necessary to derive first-order
optimality conditions, see e.g. [1] or [18]. As optimality conditions will be topic of
a subsequent paper, two-fold smoothing is not considered in this work.

For convenience, we define
v
L) = 22 - P
Since J, is convex by Lemma 4.1, we find the following analog to Proposition 3.1:
Proposition 4.4. For every £ € V' and every v > 0, there exists a unique solution

¥, =(04,x,) € S xS of problem (L,).

On the basis of Lemma 2.11 and [21, Theorem 4.1], one obtains necessary and
sufficient optimality conditions for (L. ), similarly to Theorem 3.2. To this end, let
us define

Cl={Y=(o,x) €S xS :blo,v)=(lv) forallveV}.
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Proposition 4.5. Let £ € V' and v > 0 be given. For 3, € S x S, the following
are equivalent:

(1) X is the unique solution of (L),
(i) there exists a Lagrange multiplier w., € V' such that the following optimality
system is fulfilled:

a(Ey,T) +b(1,u,) + (J(2,),T) =0 forallT=(r,p) €S xS (41a)
bloy,v) = ({l,v) forallvelV, (4.1b)

where J\(X) = v (2 — Pc(X)) € § x S is the derivative of J,,
(iit) 3 € C)* satisfies

a3, T—-3,) + (J(2,), T-%,) >0 foralT ecC/". (4.2)
As in case of (L), the uniqueness of u., follows from the following Lipschitz property
of £ — (3, uy):

Lemma 4.6. Let ¢1,/o € V' and v > 0 be given. Let (0'%17X%1>U7,1) and
(01,2, X2, Uy,2) denote the solutions of (L) associated with £y and la, respec-
tively. Then

o1 —oy2lls + I1xy1 = Xq,2lls + [[Uq,1 — wy2llv < L — Loy

holds with the same constant L as in Lemma 3.53. In particular, this yields the
uniqueness of the displacement fields.

Proof. The proof proceeds similarly to the proof of Lemma 3.3 so we can focus here
on the arguments which differ.

Step 1: Estimate for (o, x)
Let again & be the unique solution in (ker B)* C S of b(a,v) = (¢ — £a,v) for all
v eV, and set X = (0,-0). We set X, ; = (04,i,X,,;) for i = 1,2 and use
T\ =%,2+%, Ty=%,,-3%
as test functions in (4.2), which yields
a(By1 = 252,81 — 35 2)
< (J(Bq0) = J(202), Brp = Byt + 8) +a(By1 — 2,2, 3).

The first term on the right hand side was not present in Lemma 3.3. Assumption 2.6
implies that K + 3 = K holds. Using the shift invariance of J. from part (d) of

Lemma 4.1, we infer that J! (%, 2) = J. (2,2 + ) holds. Thus we have

(J’/y(z’)’,l) - J:/(EVQ% 2’Y,2 - 27,1 + i)
= _(J;(E%I) - J'Iy(E’Y,Q + f})’ 2%1 - (2%2 + i)) <0,

and the inequality follows from the monotonicity of the derivative, see part (b) of
Lemma 4.1. From here we can continue as in the proof of Lemma 3.3 until the end
of step 1.

Step 2: Estimate for u
In order to derive the esimates for the displacements, we set

T:= (e(uqy1 — Uy 2), —€(Uqy1 — Uy 2))
and use

Ty = (T1,1y) := Y2 — 3y +f1~“, Ty = (T2, up) = o1 — 2y — T
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as test functions in (4.1a). Adding both equations yields

a(Ey1 — Xy2,391 — 3y 0) JF/ E(Uqy,1 — Uy 2) i €(Uy1 — Uy 2)de
Q

+ (S (By1) = J(Br2), By1 — B2 — T)
=b(H™": (Xy1 = Xq2)s Uyt — Uq2) — b(Ct: (041 = 04,2), Uy 1 — Uy 2)

—b(oy1 —Oy2,Uy1 — Uy2). (4.3)

Except for the term involving .J., this is the same as (3.4) in the proof of Lemma 3.3.

Similarly as in the discussion in Step 1 above, we infer that J! (2, 2) = J. (%, 2 +7)
and hence

(']:y(zml) - Jf{(2772)7 Yo=Yy - T)

= (J“E%l) - J'/y(2%2 + T), D (2%2 + T)) >0
holds. Now (4.3) has exactly the same structure as (3.4), and we get the desired
estimate with the same Lipschitz constant L. O
It is easy to see that (3, u) = 0 solves (4.1) for £ = 0. Hence Lemma 4.6 yields the
following a priori estimate:
Corollary 4.7. For every £ € V', one has

loylls + 11xy s + lluqyllv < L[]y

Remark 4.8. We point out that the monotonicity and shift-invariance of J., are
essential for the analysis above. The assertion of Lemma 4.6 would also follow from
a boundedness property of J'/w which was used in the proof of Theorem 8.12 in [9].
However, the verification of this property remains in doubt.

Nevertheless, based on the corollary above, one can show the boundedness of
J(%,), which leads to the following lemma. Here and in the sequel, PZ and
P¥ refer to the components of Pg.

Lemma 4.9. Let £ € V' and v > 0. Then the solution of (L) satisfies
1
15y = Pic(By)[[sxs < 3 1ellv
with a constant ¢ > 0 independent of .

Proof. By testing (4.1a) with J! (%) we obtain
PNy = Pe(B)ixs = —va(Ey, By — Pe(E,)) = vblo, — PE(S,),u,)
<7 (@12 llsxs + Blluyllv) 12 = Pe(By)llsxs
<y max{@, B} L [[€]lv+ |2y — Pic(34) s xs
where we used Corollary 4.7 for the last estimate. O

We now consider the difference between (3., u.) and the solution of (L) and prove
a rate of convergence w.r.t. .

Theorem 4.10. Let ¢ € V' be fized, but arbitrary and let (o, x, u) and (0, X.,, W)
denote the unique solutions of (L) and (L), respectively. Then the estimates

1
— lelv)

1 1
oy = als +lx, = xlls < e = llv- and s~ uly < (5 13 +

holds, where the constant ¢ > 0 is independent of £ and .
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Proof. We start by inserting T' = X = (o, x) in (4.2) which is feasible since the
equality constraints in (L) and (L) are the same. In addition, 3 clearly also fulfills
the inequality constraints in (L), i.e. ¥ € K, and hence Lemma 4.1 (c) implies

(J/(Ev)a - 27) < 0.
Thus, together with (4.2), one obtains

a(B,, % - %) > 0. (4.4)
On the other hand, we test (2.11a) with T' = Px(X,) € K and arrive at
a(X, Pc(2,) — )+ b(PZ(2,y) —0o,u) > 0. (4.5)

Adding (4.4) and (4.5) yields
A, -8, X -5 +a(S, Pe(S,) — 5,) + b(PZ(S,) — 04, u) > 0,

where we used that b(o, — o,u) = 0 since 3,3, € C,. The coercivity of a,
Lemma 3.3, Corollary 4.7 and Lemma 4.9 then imply

|| S, - S < a(E, P(S,) - £,) + b(PE(S,) - 0y u)
_ - 1
< @ 2]+ 5 ful) 1Pe(5) — B < e el

which is the assertion for o, — o and x, — x.

To prove the estimate for the difference of the displacement fields, let 7 € S be
arbitrary and define T = (7, —7). We choose T = Px(X,) — T as test function
in (2.11a), which is feasible since P (%) — T € K by Assumption 2.6 and by the
construction of T. We then use T = X + T — 3, as a test function in (4.1a). In
view of £+ T € K, Lemma 4.1 (c) implies (J'(2,), E+T — %) < 0. Hence (4.1a)
results in

a(Xy,3 +T - Y)+blo+T—04,uy)>0.

Adding this inequality and (2.11a) with T' = P (X,) — T then yields
b(r,u —u,) +a(X2-%,,X-3,)
< (X, Pe(2,) = 2,) + (PR (E,) — oy, u) +a(E, — E,T’),
where we again used that b(o,u) = b(o,u) and b(o, uy) = b(o -, uy), respectively.
Together with the coercivity of a, which implies a(X — X,,X —3,) > 0, it thus
follows from (2.8) that
Blluy —ully < sup b(r,us - w)
llls=1
< a(X, Pe(2y) = 35) + (PR (2,) — 04, u)
+ sup a(E, X, (1,—T))
Irlls=1
< @IIZ] + Bllulv) | Pe(E,) = B4/l + V2@ |2, - =
1 1
<c (N +—= el
5 1€l - €]l

7

thanks to Lemma 4.9 and the result for 3, — X which was shown above. O

Remark 4.11. We point out that it is possible to prove strong convergence of the
stress field also in case of Hencky plasticity without hardening, cf. Theorem III.1.1
in [20]. However, due to the low regularity of the displacement field w, a corre-
sponding convergence result for uw cannot be expected in that case.
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Next, we turn to the bi-level problem associated with (L.) which is given by
o 1
Minimize F(u,f,g):= 5 |lwe — udH%ﬁ(Q,Rd)

V1 V2
S L R L (P-)
s.t. (L) with £ = R(f,g).

Based on the above results, it is straightforward to adapt the proof of Proposition
3.6 to problem (P) to obtain:

Proposition 4.12. For each v > 0, problem (P,) has a global optimal solution
(f3,95)€U.

Remark 4.13. As a consequence of Proposition 4.5, we can replace the lower-level
problem (L) by its necessary and sufficient optimality conditions (4.1). We point
out that (P.) then becomes an optimal control problem for a partial differential
equation in mized variational form (4.1).

5. CONVERGENCE FOR THE UPPER-LEVEL SOLUTIONS

The results of the previous section give rise the definition of a solution operator for
the viscoplastic lower-level problem (L),

G’Y:Ua(f?g)H(UVvX77u7)GY::SXSXV
Note that G, is nonlinear due to the term involving ny. By Lemma 4.6 and 3.5,

G, is Lipschitz continuous and compact, both uniformly with respect to .

Theorem 5.1. Let {} be a sequence tending to oo and let (f},,g}) denote a global
solution to (P,) with v = .

(a) There exists an accumulation point (f*,g*) in the strong topology of U.
(b) Every weak accumulation point of {(fr.,g%)} is a global optimal solution of

(P).

Proof. We denote by Gj the solution operator associated with ~;. The optimal-
ity of (fy,g;5), the feasibility of (0,0) and G%(0,0) = (0,0,0) for every k (see
Corollary 4.7) imply

1 u * * 8! * vV *
§||Gk(fkagk) — wall72(pay + ?”fk”QLQ(Q;]Rd) + EHQkH%Z(FN;]Rd)

1, vy 2
< §|\Gk(f’g) — uall72 qpay + §||f||2LQ(Q;Rd) + EHQH%Q(FN;RUZ) (5.1)

for all (f,g) € U. Inserting (f,g) = (0,0) and observing that G;(0,0) = 0, we
obtain the boundedness of the sequence {(f},g7)} in U. And thus there exists a
weakly convergent subsequence, which we denote by {(f},g%/)}. The weak limit
in U is called (f*,g*). Using Lemma 4.6, we infer

G (Frr gi) = G (75 9)ly < LIR(FL, gi) — R(F,97) v,
which converges to zero as k' — oo due to the compactness of R (Lemma 3.5).

Moreover, we have Gi/(f*,g*) — G(f*,g*) for ¥ — oo due to Theorem 4.10.
Thus we conclude

1Gr (Frrsgi) — G, 97)|ly
<|NGr (frrgi) — G (£, 9 )y + |G (f7,97) = G(f*,g")ly =0 as k" — oo.
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Together with the weak lower semicontinuity of norms, this implies
F<Gu(.f*7g*)a f*7g*) S lllcrlri)lglofF( ‘Il:’(.fZUQZ’)a f::’a QZ’)
ShmsupF( z’(.fZng’)aflt’agz’)

k’—o00
< likmsupF( w(f.9),f.9) by (5.1)
=00
=F(G"(f,9),f.9) by Theorem 4.10

for all (f,g) € U. Therefore, (f*,g*) is a global optimal solution of (P).

Inserting (f,g) = (f*,g*) in the inequality above, we infer the convergence
F( ’Il:’(.fltHgIt’)a .fZ’?QZ’) — F(Gu(.f*ag*)a f*vg*)

Together with the strong convergence Gy (fy/,g%/) — G(f*,g"), this yields con-
vergence of norms ||(fy, 95 )| = [[(f*,g*)||. Using the weak convergence shown
above, we obtain the strong convergence

(fi,95)— (f,g9") nU ask' — .

This proves assertion (a). Since the above arguments leading to the optimality of the
weak limit hold for every weakly convergent subsequence of (f},g}), assertion (b)
is also proved. O

Remark 5.2. The proof of Theorem 5.1 shows that every weak accumulation point
of {(f&,g5)} is automatically a strong accumulation point.

The necessary modifications of the above arguments are obvious in case of additional
control constraints in (P) of the form

(.f7 g) € Z/[ad
with a closed and convex subset U,q C U = L?(;R?) x L?(T' y;R?), as is given for
example by constraints of the form

Uea ={(f,9) €U :|f(x)|re < p1 ace. in Q and |g(z)|ga < p2 a.e. on T} (5.2)

Since U is reflexive and U,y is weakly closed, the weak limit (f*,g*) in the proof
of Theorem 5.1 clearly satisfies the additional control constraints. The rest of
the theory above is not affected by the control constraints, and hence we obtain
following result:

Corollary 5.3. Suppose that (P) contains additional control constraints, i.e.,
L 1
Minimize F(u,f,g):= 5 l|lu — ud||%2(527Rd)

%1 120}
+ §||f||2Lz(sz;Rd) + §||9||2Lz(rN;Rd) (P)
s.t. the plasticity problem (L) with £ as in (2.13)
and (.fag) € Z/[ad

with a closed and convex subset Uy,q C U, and let the reqularized problems be defined
analogously to (P~). Then the assertion of Theorem 5.1 remains true, i.e., if {7y}
is a sequence of numbers tending to oo and (f,g;) are global solutions to (P.)
with vy = g, then there exists a weak accumulation point (f*,g*), which is a strong
accumulation point and in addition a solution of (P).

The following theorem answers the question which optima of (P) can be approxi-
mated by a sequence of solutions of viscoplastic problems. The underlying analysis
is standard and follows a classical argument which was, for instance, given in [§].
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Theorem 5.4. Suppose that (f*,g*) is a strict local optimum of (P) in the topology
of U. Let y be an arbitrary sequence tending to co. Then there exists a sequence
(f1r.g5r) of local optimal solutions of (P, ) such that (fy,g5) — (f*,g") strongly
in U.

Proof. Let € > 0 be the radius of the neighborhood of strict local optimality of
(£*,g*). We start by defining the following auxiliary problem:

o 1
Minimize F(u, f,g) := 3 l|lu — ud||2L2(Q,Rd)

41 2
+ §|\f||2L2(Q;Rd) + §Hg||2L2(FN;Rd) (P?)
s.t. the plasticity problem (L) with ¢ as in (2.13)
and (f7g)€B5(f*7g*)7

where § satisfies 0 < § < € and Bs(f*,g*) C U is the closed ball of radius ¢ centered
at (f*,g*) in the topology of U. Thus the assumption on (f*,g*) implies

F(Gu(fag)vag) >F(Gu(f*ag*)7f*ag*)
for all (f?g) € Bﬁ(f*uq*) \ {(f*ug*)}a

to the effect that (f*,g*) is the unique global optimum of (P?). Since Bs(f*,g*)
is closed and convex, Corollary 5.3 yields the existence of a sequence (f7,g5) of
solutions to the associated regularized problems (Pfyk), that converges strongly in
U to (f*,g*). It remains to show that (f},g}) is a local optimum of (P.,) for
all sufficiently large k. To this end, take an arbitrary (f,g) € U with ||(f,g) —
(fr-95)|lu < d/2. Then, Corollary 5.3 yields that, for sufficiently large k,

1(f.9) = (F5.99)lv < (£.9) — (Fr.g)llv + (Fr.g%) — (F5,97)lv <o
This in turn implies that (f,g) € Bs(f*,g*), i.e. (f,g) is feasible for (ng). Since
(f,g) was chosen arbitrary, the (global) optimality of (f}, g}) for (Pfik) ensures

(5.3)

u u * * * * . * * 6
F(G*(f.9).f.9) =2 F(G*(fi.90), fi.gi) YV (f.g) with [(f,9)—=(fr. gi)llv < 3,
which amounts to local optimality of (fy,g5) for (P,,). O
Remark 5.5. Similarly to Corollary 5.3, it is straightforward to incoporate addi-
tional control constraints into Theorem 5.4 as for instance constraints of the form

(5.2).
APPENDIX A. LAGRANGE DUALITY

The Lagrange multiplier u associated with the equality constraint in (L) can be
viewed as the displacement field induced by the load functional ¢. This is due to the
fact that u solves the so-called primal optimization problem, which is obtained tra-
ditionally by means of Fenchel duality, cf. [20, Theorem I11.1.3]. Here, we consider
another notion of primal problem that involves the so-called plastic strain p and
an internal hardening variable £ as optimization variables, in addition to w. This
definition of the primal problem coincides with the one used in [9, Section 7] or [7].
By means of Lagrange duality, we will see that the primal problem can be identified
with the dual problem associated with (L). We point out that the same result could
also be obtained using Fenchel duality, similarly to [20, Theorem I11.1.3].

We start by introducing the Lagrange function £: S x § x V' — R associated with

(L)
L(Z,u) = %a(E, )+ b(o,u) — (£,u). (A1)
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Since (L) is a strictly convex problem, the solution, together with the Lagrange
multiplier, is a saddle point of the Lagrange function. That is, the solution of (L),
denoted as before by X, and w satisfy

L(E,v)<L(ZE,u) <L(T,u) forallveVand T € K. (A.2)

By standard arguments, (L) is equivalent to

inf sup £(T,v). LD
,_;g,czlelg(,v) (LD)

The dual problem associated with (LD) arises by interchanging inf and sup:

inf £(T,v). LP
sup tnf £(T'v) (LP)

Due to (A.2), there is no duality gap, which implies that (3, u) is the unique
solution of problem (LP). We follow common practice and call (LP) the primal
and (LD) the dual problem.

Definition A.1. For given (u, P) = (u,p,€) € VxS xS and (v,Q) = (v,q,7n) €
V xS xS, we define

a((u, P), (v,Q)) == / [(e(u) —p): C: (e(v) —q)+&:H:n|dz.

Q

Moreover, let Iy denote the support functional of IC, i.e.,
I (P) = sup / P :Tdx.
TeK JQ

Here and in the following, the expression P : T with P = (p,&) and T = (7, )
with given tensors p, T,&, pu € RIX refers to P:T :=p: 7+ & : p.

sym
We introduce the following optimization problem

(v.Q), (v, Q)) + (£, v) + [ (Q). (LP')

inf —a
(v,Q)EV xXSxS 2
The following lemma shows in which sense (LP) and (LP’) coincide.

Lemma A.2. Problem (LP') admits a unique solution, denoted by (u,P) =
(u,p, &), which is related to the unique solution (u,o,x) of (LP) by

p=cu)—C':o and &€=-H"':x. (A.3)

Proof. We start with the inf-problem in (LP), i.e.,

inf £(T,v)
TeK

for given v € V. In view of the definition of £, the necessary and sufficient opti-
mality conditions for this problem are given by

TeK and a(T,Y-T)+b(c—T,v)>0 VY =(s,¢) K.

Hence, we obtain the equivalence

sup L(T,v)
v, T
(LP) <« st. veV, Tek (A.4)

and a(T,Y-T)+b(c—7,v)>0 VY K.
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Next, we turn to (LP’). Since its objective is strictly convex, there is a unique
solution (u, P) = (u,p, &) of (LP’). The necessary and sufficient conditions are
given by

0 0( 5a((u P),(u P) + (£, u) + [;(P))

= 9( L al(w.P).(u.P)) + (£, w) + O (P)

Here we used the sum rule of subdifferential calculus, which holds since 0 €
dom(1/2a(-, ) + (¢, -)) N dom I and due to the continuity of a. Clearly, the
first addend is a singleton set consisting of the Fréchet-derivative of a(-, -) + (¢, -)
and hence, (A.5) is equivalent to

II*C(Q) 2> I;({:(P) - a(('u,,P), (U7Q) - (U,P)) - <€,'U - u)
for all (v,Q) = (v,q,m) €V xS xS.
Next, we introduce a mapping > : V x S x S — S x S by
Y(u,P) = (o(u, P), x(u, P)) := (C: (e(u) —p),—H: &). (A7)
With this setting, (A.6) implies

/E(u,P):(Q—P)der sup P:defsup/Q:degO
Q

(A.5)

(A.6)

Yek Jo Tek Jo (A.8)
vQ e S xS.
If we choose @ =0 and Q = 2 P in (A.8), we obtain
sup/P de,/p Y(u, P)dz = 0. (A.9)
TeK

The closed and convex set K is equal to the intersection of all closed half-spaces
containing it, i.e.,

K= ﬂ {EESXS: Q:Xdr < sup Q:Tdm} (A.10)
Qesxs Q Tek Ja

Now, (A.8) and (A.9) imply for all @ € S x S

Q Zude<sup/Q Y dx,
TeK
so that (A.10) gives E(u7P) € K. Moreover, (A.9) implies [, P : ¥(u, P)dz >
Jo P : X dz for all X € K and, in view of (A.7), this is equivalent to
a(X(u,P), Y —X(u,P)) +b(s —o(u,P),u) >0 VY =(s,9) €K
thanks to the definition of @ in (2.10). Hence, it suffices to search the optimum of
(LP’) on the set given by
Pua={veV,QesSxS:3vQ)eck
and a(X(v,Q), Y — X(v,Q)) +b(s —o(v,Q),v) >0 VY € KL}

The definitions of a, b, and X imply for the objective of (LP’)

54((v,Q),(v,Q)) + (£, v) + IE(Q)
:1/ [(5("’)—‘1)1(C5(E(U)—Q)+W:H:n]dx+<€,v>+sup/Q:Td:z:
2 Q

2 Yek

= %a(E(v,Q),Z(’v,Q)) + (¢, v) — inf [a(E(v,Q),T) + b(gv)].

Tek
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Hence, one obtains for all (v, Q) € Py
1
5 a((v, Q)> (U7 Q)) + <€v ’U> + II%(Q)
= 5 (50, Q), %(0,Q)) ~ bo (v, Q),v) + (£, v) = ~L(%(v, @), ),
where £ is the Lagrangian defined in (A.1). Thus we have shown that (u, P) solves
sup  L(X(v, Q),v)
v,Q
st. veV, X(v,Q)ek
and a(X(v,Q), T —X(v,Q)) +b(s —o(v,Q),v) >0 VY e K.

Since (v, +) : Sx S — Sx .S is surjective for every v € V in view of Assumption 2.5
for C and H, (u, X(u, P)) solves (LP) according to (A.4), and hence coincides with
its unique solution (u,X). The definition of ¥ finally gives (A.3). O

As already mentioned above, (LP’) is a strictly convex problem such that the
variational inequality of the second kind (A.6) admits the optimum of (LP’) as its
unique solution. For the sake of completeness, we convert (A.6) into a form which
is found elsewhere in the literature (cf. for instance [9, Section 7| for the quasi-static
counterpart of (A.6)). According to [20, Prop. 1.2.5], there holds

;glp%/QT(x) : P(x)de = /Q;g)((T : P(x))dz.

The left hand side is finite due to (A.9). Note that this implies in particular that
supper (T : P(+)) is measurable if Ii-(P) < oo. With this result at hand, we may
rewrite (A.6) by

a((u,P),(v,Q) - (U,P))—I—j(Q) _](P) 2 <—‘€,’U - u>

A1l
for all (v,Q) = (v,q,m) €V xS xS, ( )

where j: S x S = RU {400} is defined by
j(P) ::/ sup (T : P(x))dx.
QTeK

Remark A.3. It is to be noted that (A.11) represents a variational inequality of
the second kind. There are several contributions concerning the theory of associated
optimal control problems. We only refer to [1, 5, 4], and [2]. Nevertheless, since
the stress field is a physically important quantity in various applications, our focus
is on the dual problem of infinitesimal elastoplasticity in form of (L) and (2.11),
respectively, which explicitly contains the stress field instead of the plastic strain.

APPENDIX B. PROOF OF LEMMA 4.1

The projection Pcx of an element z € H is uniquely characterized by Pox € C
and the variational inequality

(x —Pocx,y—Pcx) <0 forallyeC. (B.1)
As a consequence, the projection is non-expansive:

[Pox— Poyll < |lv -yl foralla,yecH.
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Now we address the differentiability of F(z) = %||z — Pc z||?. We observe

2F(z + 0z) = ||z + 6z — Po(z + 0x)|?
= ||(z — Pcx) + 6z + Pox — Po(z + 6)||?
= ||z — Pox|* + 2 (x — Poxz,6x) + 2 (2 — Pox, Pcx — Po(x + 6x))
+ ||6x + Pox — Po(x + d2)|2.
It follows that

F(z + éx) — F(z) — (x — Pox, éx)
= (x — Pox, Pox — Po(x + 62)) + %H&c + Pcx — Po(x 4 6x)|]* > 0

by (B.1) since Po(x 4 dx) € C. On the other hand, we can estimate
F(z + éx) — F(z) — (x — Pox,0x)

— (2 Po(z + 62), Pow — Po(w + 62)) — %HPC z — Po(z + )|

+ 515?45, Pe.a — Pe(e +02)

< (@ + 02 — Polx + 62), Pox — Pol(z +02)) + %HémHQ

<0+ %Iléx\l2
where we used (B.1). We conclude that

|F(z+dzx) — F(z) — (x — Pox,dx)| < ||(533||2

holds, which confirms Fréchet differentiability of F' with derivative F'(x) = 2—Pc x.
The monotonicity of F’ follows from the estimate

(F'(x) = F'(y),x —y) = llz —y|* = (Pex — Poy,x — y)
> |lz = yl|* — [|1Pcx — Peyllle -yl >0,

where the last inequality is due to the non-expansiveness of the projection. As a
consequence, F' is a convex function, which completes the proof of parts (a) and
(b). To prove part (c), let € H and y € C. Then F'(y) = 0 and the monotonicity
of F" imply

(F'(z),x —y) = (F'(x) = F'(y),x —y) > 0.

For part (d), let € H be arbitrary and suppose that a + C = C holds. Then we
have

(r4+a—Po(zr+a),z—Pe(r+a)) <0 forall zeC by (B.1)
= (z—(Pe(x+a)—a),y— (Pe(z+a)—a)) <0
for all y € H such that y+a = 2z with some z € C, i.e., for all y € C. This inequality
together with the fact Po(x+a)—a € C—a = C confirms that Pox = Po(z+a)—a

holds. As a consequence, we obtain from part (a) that F'(z) =« — Pox = © —
(Po(z 4+ a) —a) = F'(x + a) as claimed.

Acknowledgment. This work was supported by a DFG grant within the Priority
Program SPP 1253 (Optimization with Differential Equations), which is gratefully
acknowledged.



CONTROL OF STATIC PLASTICITY WITH LINEAR KINEMATIC HARDENING 21

REFERENCES

[1] V. Barbu. Optimal Control of Variational Inequalities, volume 100 of Research Notes in
Mathematics. Pitman, Boston, 1984.

[2] M. Bergounioux. Optimal control problems governed by abstract elliptic variational inequali-
ties with state constraints. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, 36(1):273-289, 1998.

[3] M. Bergounioux and H. Zidani. Pontryagin maximum principle for optimal control of varia-
tional inequalities. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, 37(4):1273-1290, 1999.

[4] F.Bonnans and E. Casas. An extension of Pontryagin’s principle for state-constrained optimal
control of semilinear elliptic equations and variational inequalities. SIAM Journal on Control
and Optimization, 33(1):274-298, 1995.

[5] F. Bonnans and D. Tiba. Pontryagin’s principle in the control of semilinear elliptic variational
inequalities. Applied Mathematics and Optimization, 23:299-312, 1991.

[6] F. Brezzi. On the existence, uniqueness and approximation of saddle-point problems aris-
ing from Lagrange multipliers. RAIRO Modélisation Mathématique et Analyse Numérique,
8:129-151, 1974.

[7] C. Carstensen. Numerical analysis of the primal problem of elastoplasticity with hardening.
Numerische Mathematik, 82(4):577-597, 1999.

[8] E. Casas and F. Troltzsch. Second order necessary and sufficient conditions for optimization
problems and applications to control theory. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 13:406—431,
2002.

[9] W. Han and B. D. Reddy. Plasticity. Springer, New York, 1999.

[10] R. Herzog, C. Meyer, and G. Wachsmuth. C-stationarity for optimal control of static plasticity
with linear kinematic hardening. Technical Report SPP1253-108, Priority Program 1253,
German Research Foundation, 2010.

[11] R. Herzog, C. Meyer, and G. Wachsmuth. B- and strong stationarity for optimal control
of static plasticity with hardening. Technical Report SPP1253-114, Priority Program 1253,
German Research Foundation, 2011.

[12] M. Hintermiiller. Inverse coefficient problems for variational inequalities: Optimality condi-
tions and numerical realization. ESAIM Mathematical Modelling and Numerical Analysis,
35(1):129-152, 2001.

[13] M. Hintermiiller. An active-set equality constrained Newton solver with feasibility restora-
tion for inverse coefficient problems in elliptic variational inequalities. Inverse Problems,
24(3):034017, 23, 2008.

[14] M. Hintermiiller and I. Kopacka. Mathematical programs with complementarity constraints
in function space: C- and strong stationarity and a path-following algorithm. STAM Journal
on Optimization, 20:868-902, 2009.

[15] K. Ito and K. Kunisch. Optimal control of elliptic variational inequalities. Applied Mathe-
matics and Optimization, 41:343-364, 2000.

[16] D. Kinderlehrer and G. Stampacchia. An Introduction to Variational Inequalities and Their
Applications. Academic Press, New York, 1980.

[17] F. Mignot. Contrdle dans les inéquations variationelles elliptiques. Journal of Functional
Analysis, 22(2):130-185, 1976.

[18] F. Mignot and J.-P. Puel. Optimal control in some variational inequalities. STAM Journal on
Control and Optimization, 22(3):466-476, 1984.

[19] J. C. Simo and T. J. R. Hughes. Computational Inelasticity. Springer, New York, 1998.

[20] R. Temam. Mathematical Problems in Plasticity. Gauthier-Villars, Montrouge, 1983.

[21] J. Zowe and S. Kurcyusz. Regularity and stability for the mathematical programming problem
in Banach spaces. Applied Mathematics and Optimization, 5(1):49-62, 1979.

CHEMNITZ UNIVERSITY OF TEcHNoLOGY, Facurry or MaTHEMATICS, D—09107 CHEMNITZ,
GERMANY

E-mail address: roland.herzog@mathematik.tu-chemnitz.de

URL: http://www.tu-chemnitz.de/herzog

TU DArRMSTADT, GRADUATE ScHooL CE, DorivosTr. 15, D—64293 DARMSTADT, GERMANY
E-mail address: cmeyer@gsc.tu-darmstadt.ce

URL: http://www.graduate-school-ce.de/index.php?id=128



