ESAIM: COCV 29 (2023) 32 ESAIM: Control, Optimisation and Calculus of Variations
https://doi.org/10.1051/cocv /2023025 WWW.esaim-cocv.org

OPTIMAL BOREL MEASURE-VALUED CONTROLS TO THE
VISCOUS CAHN-HILLIARD-OBERBECK-BOUSSINESQ
PHASE-FIELD SYSTEM ON TWO-DIMENSIONAL
BOUNDED DOMAINS

GILBERT PERALTA"

Abstract. We consider an optimal control problem for the two-dimensional viscous Cahn—Hilliard—
Oberbeck-Boussinesq system with controls that take values in the space of regular Borel measures. The
state equation models the interaction between two incompressible non-isothermal viscous fluids. Local
distributed controls with constraints are applied in either of the equations governing the dynamics for
the concentration, mean velocity, and temperature. Necessary and sufficient conditions characterizing
local optimality in terms of the Lagrangian will be demonstrated. These conditions will be obtained
through regularity results for the associated adjoint system, a priori estimates for the solutions of the
linearized system in a weaker norm compared to that of the state space, and the Lebesgue decomposition
of Borel measures.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Separation of phases for binary fluids may occur through nucleation and growth or spinodal decomposition.
For nucleation and growth, the phases are separated by disconnected spherical structures with a fixed compo-
sition. With spinodal decomposition, the phases are interconnected and the composition changes through time.
In certain situations, it is desirable to modify the process of phase separation in order to improve the chemical
composition and physical characteristics of the final mixture. As mentioned in [31], the motion of a fluid mixture
can be influenced by velocity controls through the placement of a mechanical stirring device or an ultrasound
emitter. Alternatively, magnetic fields can be utilized to dictate the velocity of the flow of electrically conducting
fluids [33].

It is favorable in some binary alloys to avoid or at least minimize phase separation to increase the strength
and lifetime of the alloy. The performance of polymeric membranes obtained from a homogeneous polymeric
solution via immersion precipitation process depends on the resulting morphological structure. Here, the solu-
tion is separated into two components with contrasting densities, to which the denser component solidifies by
crystallization while the lighter components turn into pores [52].
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Phase separation is also undesirable in glass production as it results in difficulties in the molding procedure
and can lead to poor quality of the final glass. For multi-component glass ceramics used for consumer, medical,
or biological applications, it is impeccable that the materials have high mechanical strength and low thermal
expansion. Glass materials are typically formed by melting a base glass and then by applying a heat treatment
to control the nucleation and precipitation of the glass crystals. On the other hand, by adding and removing
suitable elements in sodium borosilicate glasses, it was observed that, depending on the composition of the glass
and the duration of the heat treatment, the resulting material has increased alkaline resistance. For further
details and other relevant resources, we refer the reader to [27, 40, 44, 45, 50] and the references therein. The
above examples serve as motivations in considering controls for the composition, temperature, and velocity of
binary fluid flows.

In this paper, we analyze an optimal control problem subject to a system of nonlinear partial differential
equations that govern the evolution of non-isothermal, incompressible, and viscous binary flows. The controls
will be taken from function spaces that have values in the space of regular Borel measures. These controls act
on subsets of the fluid domain and will have point-wise in time constraints. To be precise, we will consider a
non-convex optimal control problem

min G(¢,0,u) (1.1)

(00,0n,0v) € MY
where, for a given (0., oh, o) in the set of admissible controls

ad = {(00,0n,0v) € LT (I3 M(wo)) x LT (15 M(wn)) X Ly (I; M (wy)) -
HUoHLsf(J;M(wO)) < Yos |\Uh||L3V°(I;M(wh)) < T, HUvHL;;o(I;M(wV)) <} (1.2)

the triple (¢, 0, u) is a suitable weak solution to the following system of nonlinear partial differential equations:

[ 0 + div (pu) — mAp = fo + Xw,00 in Q,
=700 — eAp+ F($) + 10+ f in Q,
00 — 1n0: ¢ + div ((0 — lnd)u) — KA = ag - u + fn + X, Oh in Q,
Ou+div(iu®@u) —vAu+Vp =K(p—1.0)Vo + (¢, 0)g+ f, + Xw,0v inQ, (1.3)
divu =0 in Q,
p=Ap=0, 0=0, u=0 on X,

L (b(O) = ¢0, 9(0) = 90, U(O) = Uy in Q.

Here, Yo, Y, >0, [ := (0,7) with 0 < T < o0, Q :=1xQ, and ¥ := I xI', where I is the boundary of a
sufficiently smooth open, bounded, and connected domain €2 in R?. Further description on the state system and
the set of controls will be given below.

In (1.1), we shall take the cost functional

G0 =5 [ (ot ) = 6u(t. 1) + Aol Volt. ) — 8,1, )) dact
1 (T ) )
+ 5/0 /Q (Anl0(t, 2) — Oa(t, ) + N\ |u(t, z) — uq(t,2)?) dedt (1.4)

where the weights Ao1, Ao2, An, and A, are nonnegative constants, at least one of them is not zero, and the
functions ¢g,04 : Q — R and 1, ug : Q — R? are the desired concentration, temperature, concentration flux,
and velocity, respectively. The value of a weight signifies preference to which a state may be steered closer to
the desired target, and typically, a larger value of the weight means more priority to have a smaller residual.
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For the state system (1.3), given a control triple (o,,0h,0y), the state variables ¢, u,6,p : @ — R and
u : Q — R? are the order parameter, chemical potential, temperature, pressure, and mean velocity for the
binary fluid. Controls will act on subsets w,, wp, and w,, which are relatively closed in €, with x, denoting
the indicator function of w C . The subscripts o, h, and v represent order parameter, heat, and velocity,
respectively. Although the three controls are simultaneously applied, one can also specialize to the case where
only one or two of them are present, and the results in this paper can be easily modified to such scenarios.

The known external sources are denoted by fo, fc, fn, and f,, and these designate the chemical concentration
source, internal micro-force, heat source, and external body force. The positive constant parameters m, 7, €,
K, v, IC, lc, and I, correspond to the diffusive mobility, order parameter viscosity, interfacial thickness, thermal
conductivity, kinematic viscosity, capillarity stress, and the last two being related to the latent heat. Finally,
F(¢) = Bop> — B1¢ with By, 81 > 0 is the derivative of a double-well potential, £(¢,6) = ag + a1¢ + a6 with
ap, a1, az € R is a linearized equation of state for the density, g € R? is a gravitational force, and o € R is a
linearized adiabatic heat.

The system (1.3) is a coupling of the viscous Cahn—Hilliard and Oberbeck—Boussinesq systems and is based
on the classical works [5, 6, 41], the addition of viscous term in [26], and the coupling due to surface tension in
[37]. We refer the reader to the work of the author in [42] and the relevant references therein for an outline of
the derivation to the above system in the case 7 = 0.

Let us discuss the notation introduced in (1.2) for the set of admissible controls. For an open and relatively
closed subset w of Q, M (w) is the Banach space of real and regular Borel measures on w. According to the Riesz
Theorem, M (w) can be topologically identified with the dual of the Banach space

Colw)={peC(@):¢=00ndwnT}
endowed with the supremum norm [|¢[|¢,(w) = SUP,eq [¢(2)|. The associated dual norm for M(w) is given by

lolhtey = S (0, Bate)Coiy =  SUP / $do = |o|(w)
lollcgw) <1 lllcg ) <1Jw

where |o| denotes the total variation measure associated to o € M(w). With respect to the product space
Co(w) := Cy(w) x Cy(w), we shall consider the norm

[@llcow) = llo1llcow) + P2llcaw) V@ = (1, ¢2) € Co(w).
The corresponding dual norm in M (w) := M (w) x M(w) = Cy(w)’ is given by
lolmw) = max{[lo1llar(w): lo2llme)} Vo =(o1,02) € M(w)

and duality pairing is defined by

(0, D) M (w),Co(w) :/w¢d¢7:/w¢1d01+/¢2d02~

w

The definition of L3 (I; M (w)) and other measure-theoretic results needed in the analysis will be discussed in
Sections 2 and 4.

Starting from [1], several papers have addressed optimal control problems for time-dependent flows in fluid
mechanics and their various applications in other areas of the sciences. We only mention some works that
are closely related to the state system being considered in this paper. Optimal control for the Cahn—Hilliard
equation and other phase-field type systems can be found for instance in [15-18, 22, 25, 34, 48]. In the case
of the time-dependent and time-discrete Cahn—Hilliard—Navier—Stokes equation, optimal control problems were
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discussed in [21, 29, 30]. Most of these papers deal with controls that lie in a Hilbert space. In contrast to (1.1),
the controls lie in non-reflexive Banach spaces.

Measure-valued controls, both from theoretical and numerical perspectives, have gained interest since they
promote sparsity. This means that the supports of the optimal controls are relatively small compared to the
domain. For stationary problems, we refer to the papers [7, 8, 11-13]. For evolutionary problems, see [9, 14, 28, 38,
39]. In particular, the recent work of Casas and Kunisch for the Navier—Stokes equation in [9] greatly influenced
the current paper. The coupling of the non-isothermal viscous Cahn—Hilliard system with the Navier—Stokes
equation makes the analysis more involved.

Let us mention two main challenges in this direction. First, one has to provide a suitable functional analytic
framework for the weak solutions to the state system. Second, with the presence of the term KuV¢ in (1.3) due
to surface tension, we need to lay down suitable a priori estimates that arise from this term in the linearized
and adjoint systems, and will enable us to express the second-order conditions for local optimality. To the
best knowledge of the author, measure-valued controls to the viscous Cahn—Hilliard equation have not been
studied yet. In addition, the results of this paper can be easily adapted to simpler models, namely, the viscous
non-isothermal Cahn-Hilliard system (constant u), the Oberbeck-Boussinesq system (constant ¢), and the
Cahn—Hilliard—Navier—Stokes system (constant ).

The first issue mentioned above has been considered in [43], following the strategy in [10] for the Navier—Stokes
equation. The main idea there is to split the state system into linear and non-linear parts, proceed with the
linear part using extended maximal parabolic regularity, semigroup methods, and interpolation theory. Then,
one can consider the nonlinear part with a classical Faedo—Galerkin method for Hilbert spaces. In principle,
this paper is a continuation of the work that has been initiated in [43].

With regard to the second issue, the goal is to have a definiteness for the second derivative at a local solution
with respect to a norm equivalent to the cost functional. This norm is weaker than that of the solution space
for the state system. Following [9], the second-order conditions will be formulated in terms of the Lagrangian,
which is the sum of the cost functional and an integral term associated with the control constraints. Observe
that the constraints as defined in (1.2) can be viewed as a list of point-wise in time constraints

o0 (Ol a1w0) < Yos llon )[4y < s lovi (D)l a1y < w5 llove(B)llarw) < w

for a.a.(almost all) ¢ € I. In this direction, following the finite-dimensional case, we shall consider the Lagrangian

T
L(Gor 0, 0), (o i) = G, 0, ) + / 010l a1y — %0) + (10 [ a1any — )]
0
T
+ / s (ol oy — W) + moa(lovallareey — )] dt

where meq, mp, My1, My2 € L}F(I) :={m € L*I):m >0 a.a.in I} are the Lagrange multipliers corresponding
to the above inequality constraints, respectively.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section 2 provides a brief introduction to the notation for the various
function spaces needed in future discussions. Section 3 presents the analysis of the state system, the existence
of optimal controls, and the well-posedness of the adjoint system. Finally, Section 4 deals with the necessary
and sufficient conditions for local optimality.

2. FUNCTION SPACES

We shall follow the standard notation in [2] for the Lebesgue spaces LP(Q2) and Sobolev spaces WP () for
5> 0and 1 < p < oo. The closure in W*P(Q) of the set C5°(2) of all infinitely differentiable functions having
compact support in Q will be denoted by WgP(Q) and its dual by W=7 (Q) := W"* (), where p’ = p/(p — 1)
for 1 < p < oo and p’ = oo if p = 1. The space of all functions in LP(§2) with vanishing integrals over Q will be
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written by Ir (©). A boldface will be used to denote the product of these function spaces with themselves. For
instance, LP(Q) := LP(Q) x LP(Q), W*P(Q) := WP(Q) x WP(Q), and WP (Q) := WP (Q) x WP (). We
shall follow this convention in the succeeding discussion without further notice.

For 1 < ¢ < oo, let A4; = —A : D(A,) C L) — L) be the Dirichlet Laplacian with the domain
D(A,) = W24(Q) N Wy %(Q). Likewise, for 1 < p < oo, we introduce the Stokes operator A, = —-P,A:
D(A,) C L2(Q) — L2(Q) with domain D(A,) = W2P(Q) N WP (Q) N L2(2). Here, L2(Q) is the closure
of {fv € C° () : dive =0 1in Q} in LP(Q) and P, : LP(Q) — LY(Q) is the Leray—Helmholtz projector.

For s > 0 we set X®9(Q) := D(AZ/Q) and XP(Q) := D(A;/Q) equipped with the norms [|¢[|xs.aq) =
\|A2/2¢HLq(Q) for ¢ € X*9(Q) and |[ul| xs7(q) == \|A;/2u||Lg(Q) for u € X2P(Q). With regard to the domains of
the fractional Dirichlet Laplacian and the Stokes operator in LP-spaces, we refer to [23] and [24]. The dual spaces
will be written as X 7 (Q) := X*9(Q)’ and ng,p’ (Q) := XP(Q)'. In particular, we have X12(Q) = W *(Q)
and X 17(Q) = WP (Q) N LL(Q).

We denote the dual operators of A; and A, by Aj : LY (Q) — X~24(Q) and Al LﬁI(Q) — X;Q’p,(ﬂ),
respectively. These dual operators admit unitary extensions such that A, : Wy Q) —» WL (2) and Al
XLP(Q) — X ;17 (Q), see for instance [9].

Given 1 < r < 0o, we introduce the following real interpolation spaces

Z;,’I‘(Q) = (Xs_zq(Q)’X57q(Q))1/r’,r
V3 () i= (X52P(Q), X 5P ()1 -

The initial data will be taken in certain sums of these function spaces with suitable values of ¢, p, r, and s.
In particular, classical interpolation theory yields Z3 ,(Q) = X22(2), Z3 ,(Q) = L*(2), and V%,Q(Q) = Li(0).
For further details on interpolation theory, we refer to the standard texts [3, 4, 36, 49].

If X is a Banach space and 1 < r < oo, then we denote by L"(I; X) the Bochner space of equivalence classes
of strongly measurable functions f : I — X such that || f||.-;x) < oo, where

T 1/r
iy = ( [ usons dt) for 1< 7 < ox, @
0

fllzoe(r;x) = ess sup [ £(®)]]x- (2.2)
€

For a separable Banach space X, L%, (I; X') denotes the space of all equivalence classes of X-weakly measurable
functions f : I — X' such that || f||z; (r,x) < 00, where the norm is defined as in (2.1) or (2.2) with X replaced by
X'. Then, we have L"(I; X)' = L". (I; X') for 1 < r < oo. If X and X’ are separable, which is the case for instance
when X is reflexive and separable, then the notions of weak and strong measurability for functions from I into
X' are equivalent due to Pettis Measurability Theorem [19], Theorem II.1.2, and we have L} (I; X') = L"(I; X').
The reader is referred to [20], Sections 12.2 and 12.9 or [32], Chapter 7 for the details, in particular, to the proof
of the above duality identification.

Given two Banach spaces X and Y such that X <— Y that is, X is continuously embedded in Y,
we let WHT(I;X,Y) := {u € L"(I;X) : Qu € L"(I;Y)} equipped with the graph norm, Wir(I;X) :=
WL (I; X, X), and Wy (I; X) := {u € WY (I; X) : u(0) = u(T) = 0}. Recall that time-evaluations of ele-
ments in W (I; X,Y) are well-defined due to W17 (I; X,Y) < C(I;Y). The function spaces for the state
variables, except for the pressure and the chemical potential, will be taken in

25 ,(Q) =W (1; X™1(Q), X*72(Q))
(Q) =W (I; X3P (Q), X57*7(Q)),
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under suitable values of ¢, p, r, and s. According to [3], Theorem II1.4.10.2, we have the following continuous
embeddings

2,,.(Q) = C(; Z5,(Q),  V;,.(Q) = C(L V] (Q).

This is consistent on what have been mentioned earlier for the spaces of initial data. We point out that the
notations in [43], Sections 2 and 3 are adapted in this paper.
Finally, in relation to the controls, we consider the function spaces
M" = LT (T; M(wo)) X L (I; M(wp)) x LT (1; M (wy))

Niap(@) = LI (LWTHU(Q)) x LN(LWTH4(Q)) x LT (I, W H(Q)).

q,8,P

Then, M" < ./\/;syp(Q) for p,g,s € (1,2) and 1 < r < oco. Indeed, given s € (1,2) and a relatively closed

subset w in 2, we have 2 < s’ < oo, and so W(}’E/(Q) — Cp(Q2) — Cp(w) by the Sobolev embedding theo-
rem. This implies that M (w) — W~5%(Q) by duality, and consequently, L (I; M (w)) < L., (I; W~15(Q)) =
L7 (I; W=13(€2)) since W, * () is separable and reflexive. We equip M> with the norm

(00, ohy ) [ Mo := max{||oo]| Lo (1:01(wo))s 1o Lo (1:02 (o)) s 1OV Loo (102 () }-

3. ANALYSIS OF THE OPTIMAL CONTROL PROBLEM

In this section, we present the well-posedness of the state system (1.3), the existence of solutions to (1.1),
the differentiability properties of the associated control-to-state operator, and finally, the well-posedness of the
corresponding dual problem.

3.1. Well-posedness of the state system

For the existence and uniqueness of weak solutions to (1.3), and later the existence of optimal controls, we
shall assume the following:

qe€(1,2), s,pel4/3,2), re[d,c), q<s. (3.1)
Let 2 < X\ < 00. The function space for the sources will be the product space

Fp Q) = (L7 (1 W19(Q)) + LA WH(Q))] x (L7 (W5 (@) + LA (1 W 12(Q)
X (L7 (1;WHP(9)) 4+ LA LW H3(Q)] x 17 (1 W (@) + LA (1 W ()]

while the function space for the initial data is given by
D2 () = [Z5 () + Z5 ()] % [22,(Q) + Z3 \(D)] % [V,,.(2) + V3, ().
Also, the weak solution space and the space for the associated pressure will be

Wisn(Q) = [20,(Q) + Z25(Q)] x [2;,(Q) + 23,(Q)]
X [V3,0(Q) + Vo a (@) x [L7(1; W * () + LA W (92))]
PrNQ) == W (I LP(Q)) + WM LA(Q)).

We refer the reader to [4], Lemma 2.3.1 for the definition of the norms for the sum and the intersection of
two Banach spaces, both of them being continuously embedded in some Hausdorff topological vector space. In
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the current section, we will take A = 2. In the case of second-order sufficient conditions, higher integrability is
needed. More precisely, we shall take A = r/2 with r > 8 in the succeeding section.

Let us now present the notion of weak solutions to the state system (1.3). Here, we follow the formulation in
[43], Section 4.2.
Definition 3.1. Suppose that (3.1) holds and let (fo, fa, £, fo) € F22 (Q), (0,00, u0) € D72 (Q), and

q,5,p q,5,p

(06, 0n,0y) € M". We say that (¢,0,u,u) € W;ip(Q) is a weak solution to (1.3) if the initial condition
(#(0),0(0),u(0)) = (o, 0o, uo) holds in Dy’ 2 »(€), the following variational equations

/OT{<6t¢ + div (¢u), p>W—1v2(Q),W01'2(Q) + m<A;,u, p>w—1,q(Q)’W&vq’(Q)} dt
:/0 {{fos Py o) wa (@) T (T0: PIM(w0),Cowo) } dE
/T{@te +KALO,0) s, @)W (@) h(019, 0)r2(0) } dt
/ [(iv (0~ 1)), 0y 20y w2y — (09 - . 0) 2oy}
= /0 {{fn, Q>W71,5(Q)’W(}=S’(Q) + (Oh, 0) M (wn),Co(wn) } At
/OT{@W + VA u, p)Xgl,p(Q)VX#p/(Q) + {(div (u ® u), p>W_1,2(Q),W(1),2(Q)} dt
= /OT{(E(@ 0)g, p)L2(Q) + K{(p = 10)V, P>w—1,2(Q),W§,v2(Q)} dt
T
L R R Y I BRI L

are satisfied by every p e L' (I; Wol’q/(Q)) N LA Wy2(Q), o € L7 (I; Wol’S/(Q)) N LA W), p €
L7 (I; XL7'(Q)) N L2(1; X 22(Q)), and we have

w="10¢—eAd+ F(p)+ 1.0+ fc a.a. in Q.

Moreover, a function p € 73;’2(Q) is said to be an associated pressure if the equation involving p in (1.3) is
satisfied in the distributional sense, that is, it holds that

(O, @y 1. (1w 1 (@) 412 (LW =12 () W (W ()W (W ()
T
+ | {{div(u®u), 0)yw-1200) wizq) +¥{VU, V) 1oy 1 ()2} dt
O 0
— P AV @y 1By w 2 (1B ) W (T (@)W (1 E2 (@)

T

= /0 {(¢(o,0)g, Q)L2(Q) + K{(1n —10)Vo, Q>W*172(Q)7W$’2(Q)} de
T

+ /0 {<fva Q>W—1,p(Q)7Wé’P'(Q) + <Uv, Q>M(wv),CU(wv)} dt

for every @ € Wo" (I; Wi? (Q)) n WL (I; W2 ().



8 G. PERALTA

We refer to [43], Section 4.2 for the explanation on why the terms that appear in the above variational
equations are well-defined. Duality pairings that involve the measure-valued controls have been discussed in the
latter part of the previous section.

Theorem 3.2. Assume that the first statement of Definition 3.1 is satisfied. Then, the state system (1.3) admits
a unique weak solution (p,0,u, 1) € Wg’g’p(Q) with an associated pressure p € P;’Q(Q), Furthermore, there is
a monotone increasing and continuous function € : [0,00) — [0,00) independent of the solution, initial data,

source functions, and controls such that €(0) =0 and

S (g(|()ég| + ||(f07fh7fv7fc)‘

120 + 160,00, w0z o+ (G0, o, 0l aar):

q,s8,pP

Proof. Since M” x {0} — NT . (Q) x {0} = F"2 (Q), the result follows immediately from [43],

q,5,p q,5,pP

Theorem 4.12. O

Let us define the control-to-state operator

FiM W2 (Q)

4,8,p
as follows: F(o,,0n,0y) = (4,0, u, ) if and only if (¢,0,u,pu) € W’;:z‘,p(Q) is the weak solution of the system
(1.3). In what follows, the source terms (fo, fu, f\, fc) € f'gip(Q) and initial data (¢g, 09, ug) € ’Dgﬁm(Q) are
fixed.

We also define the operator

H: F.2,(Q) = Wi, (Q)

q,8;p

according to H(fo, i, }V,f;) = (¢,0,u, ) if and only if (4,6, u, ) € W'2 (Q) is the weak solution of (1.3)

) ¢ S VWWasp
with 0, = 0, =0, o, = 0, and (fs, fu, [, fc) is replaced by (fo, fu, fy, fo)- It is obvious that F = H o |, where
- M" - 72’,37;9(@) is given by

|(0'070'h70'v) = (fo + Xw0007fh + XwnOh, fv + vao'vvfc)~

Since | is affine and M" x {0} — fg’ip(Q), then | is obviously of class C*° and for every s € M", and
r = (po, ph, p,) € M" it holds that

DI(8)r = (Xw,Po> XewnPh> X, P 0)- (3.2)

Due to the fact that the right-hand side of (3.2) is independent of s, we shall simply write the left-hand side as
Dlr.

Theorem 3.3. We have H € C®(FT2 (Q), W"2 (Q)). The actions of the first and second-order derivatives

q,8,pP q,8,p

DH : F,2 (Q) = L(F2 ,(Q), Wi ,(Q))
D2H : F72 (Q) — L(F2 (Q) x F12_(Q), W2 (Q))

q,8,p q,5,p q,8,p q,8,p

can be characterized as follows: Given f € .’F;’i’p(Q) and 8 = (9o, Gh, Gy, gc) € .’F;:i,p(Q), we have DH(f)g =

; ; r,2 . . r, . .
(¥, ¢, w, &) if and only if (1, ¢, w, &) € Wy (Q) with associated pressure w € Pp?(Q) is the weak solution of
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the linearized system

oy + div (Yu) + div (pw) — mAE = g, n Q,
E=T10) — eAY + F'(d)h + 1cC + gc in Q,
3¢ — 0 + div (¢ — lhyp)u) + div ((0 — lhg)w) — KAC =ag-w+ gy n Q,
Ow + div (w @ u) + div (u ® w) — vAw + Vw

=K —-1)Vo+K(p—10)Vip + (a1 + a2()g + g, in Q, (3:3)
divw =0 n Q,
Yp=AYp=0, (=0, w=0 on %,
$(0)=0, ¢(0)=0, w(0)=0 in Q,

D2H(f)(g',g?) = (v, ¢, w, €) holds if and only if (¢, , w, &) € Wgﬁ,p(Q) with associated pressure w € P;>2(Q)
1s the weak solution of the linearized system

Oy + div (Yu) + div (pw) — mAE = —div (Y1wz) — div (Phow) in Q,
=10 — eAY + F' ()Y + F" () h1¢2 + 1€ n Q,
¢ — WOy + div ((¢ — lh)u) 4+ div ((0 — lho)w) — KAC

=ag-w—div (((1 — lh1)ws) — div (({2 — lh2)wq) in Q,

Orw + div (w @ u) + div (u @ w) — vAw + Vw
=K = 1Q)Ve + K(p = L)V + (1) + a2()g
—div (w1 ® w2) — div (w2 ® w1) + K(§1 — 1) VP2 + K(§2 — 1) VY1 in Q,

(3.4)

divw =0 in Q,
Y=AY=0, (=0, w=0 on X,
$(0)=0, ¢(0)=0, w(0)=0 in Q,

where (¢,0,u, 1) = H(f) and (Yr, Cp, wr, Ex) = DH(F)gh for k =1,2.

Proof. Consider the operator S : T;’i’p(Q) X ’D;’i’p(Q) — WZ:in(Q) defined by

S((ﬁ;, ﬁlv }va ﬁ)v (¢>07 90; uO)) = (¢>’ 9; uhu)

if and only if (¢, 0, u, ) is the weak solution of (1.3) with 0, = 0, =0, o, = 0, and (fs, fh, f,, fc) is replaced by
(fo, fn, s fo)- From [43], Theorem 5.2, we know that S is of class C°°. Thus, for a given (¢o, 0o, uo) € ’Dg”i’p(Q),
H = S(, (¢0, 00, u0)) is of class C*°. The representations for the first-order and second-order derivatives of F

follow from those of the operator S provided in [43], Section 5. O
We also note that for each f € "F;ﬁ,p(Q)’ we have
DH(f)™! € L(6Wy (@), Fy2 ,(Q)), (3-5)
where
oWiiap(@) = {(, ¢ w, ) € Wiz ,(Q) : 1(0) = 0,¢(0) = 0,w(0) = 0} (36)

taken as a closed subspace of W;z;\p(Q).
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Corollary 3.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.2, we have F € C*°(M", w2

0sp(Q)) and the action of
the first and second derivatives are given by

DF(s)r = DH(I(s))DIr
D?F(s)(r',r?) = D*H(I(s))(Dlr!, DIr?)

for every s,r,rt,r> e M".

Proof. These follow from F = H o |, Theorem 3.3, and the chain rule. O

3.2. Existence of optimal controls
The existence of optimal controls relies on the following continuity of the control-to-state operator.

Lemma 3.5. The operator F: M" — W;ip
M, then F(s*) = F(s) in W}2 (Q).

(Q) is weak*-weak sequentially continuous. That is, if s* Xsin
Proof. Suppose that s* = s in M" as k — oco. Then, the sequence {s”* is bounded in M". From
f=1

Corollary 3.4, this implies that {F(s*)}22, is bounded in Wq 5.p(@). Since Wis (Q) is reflexive, it follows that

a,8,p
there exists a subsequence, using the same superscripts for simplicity, and an element (¢, 0, u, ) € WZ i p(Q)
such that F(s¥) — (¢,0,u, ) in Wy 2 »(Q). Adapting the passage of limit for the existence of weak solutions, see
for instance Step 3 of the proof of [43], Theorem 4.9, it can be deduced that (¢, 0, u, u) = F(s). Since the weak

limit is uniquely determined, we conclude that the whole sequence must converge weakly, that is, F(s*) — F(s)

in WZ i p(Q) O
Let us write W;ip(Q) u, 2 (@) x [L™(I; Wyl () + L2(I; W, ()] and define G : UZEP(Q) — R by
(1.4). Denote by P : Wq Q) > Uy 2 »(Q) the projection onto the first three components. We then introduce

the reduced cost functional J : M" — R given by
J=GoPoF.

In this way, the original optimal control problems (1.1)—(1.4) is equivalent to the following constrained infinite-
dimensional optimization problem:

sén./\l}tla";’ J(s). (3.7

Let s* € M3y. We say that s* is a global solution to (3.7) if J(s*) < J(s) for every s € M. If there exists
¢ > 0 such that J(s*) < J(s) for every s € Mgg N B (s*), where B°(s*) is the open ball in M™ at s* with
radius €, then s* is called a local solution to (3.7). In addition, if J(s*) < J(s) for any s € Mg NBZ(s*)\ {s*},
then we say that s* is a strict local solution. Local solutions with respect to the topology of N a.5.p(Q) are defined
in a similar way. Since M < N} . (Q), an open ball in M is contained in an open ball of Ny _ (Q) with
the same center and a scaled radius. Thus, it follows that any local solution in the topology of N7 0.5 p(Q) is also
a local solution in the topology of M.

Theorem 3.6. Consider the assumptions of Theorem 3.2 and let ¢g,04 € L*(Q) and 14, ug € L*(Q). Then, the
optimization problem (3.7) has at least one global solution s* € M3y, that is, J(s*) < J(s) for every s € Mgg

Proof. First, note that M is a Banach space having a separable predual space L' (I; Co(w,)) x L*(I; Co(wp)) %
LY(I;Cy(wy)). Consider a minimizing sequence {s*}22, in MJ], that is, J(s*) tends to the infimum of .J
over M. This sequence is bounded by the definition of the set of admissible controls, and hence there is
a subsequence such that s = s* in M for some s* € MZ, according to the Banach-Alaoglu-Bourbaki
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Theorem. This weak*-convergence also holds in M" after taking another suitable subsequence since M C
M". Thanks to Lemma 3.5, we deduce that if (¢*, 0%, u*, u*) = F(s*) and (¢*, 0%, u*, u*) = F(s*), then

(6%, 0%, i) = (&%, 0", u, 1) in W2 ,(Q).
Applying the Sobolev embedding theorem, we deduce that X39(Q) = X22(Q) — X14(Q), X323(Q) &
X22(Q) — XM2(Q), X14(Q) & LX(Q) = X1(Q), XMH(Q) F LX(Q) = X 13(Q), VIP(Q) F L3(Q) <

VP(Q), and V(Q) =X L2(Q) — V~?(Q). Here and throughout the paper, =% denotes a compact
embedding. From the Aubin-Lions-Simon Lemma [46], we obtain Z2 (Q) + 23,(Q) = L*(I; X**(1)),

Z1,.(Q) + 23,(Q) = L*(I; L*(Q)), and Vll)yr(Q) + V%Q(Q) = L*(I; L%(Q)). As a result, one can extract a
further subsequence such that

(¢*, V", 0% ub) = (6%, V", 0%, ") in L*(I; L*(Q))°.
Hence, it follows from the definition of the reduced cost functional J that

J(s*) = lim J(s*) = inf J(s).

k—o0 seMY

Therefore, the minimum is attained at s*, which is then a global solution to the optimization problem (3.7). O

3.3. The adjoint system

We study the dual problem corresponding to the linearized system (3.3). In this direction, let us consider the
following backward-in-time linear system of partial differential equations with variable coeflicients:

[ — 0o+ WO+ 71O —u-V(p—1Ww) +eAn=F(p)n+arg-v—Kv-V(p—10)+g, inQ,
n=mAp+Kv-Vo+ gc in Q,
-0 —u-VI+ Klov-Vo — kKAY = asg - v + I+ g in Q,
— 0w —u-Vv— (Vo) 'u —vAv + V1 = adg + ¢V + (0 — [h¢) VI + g, in Q, (3.8)
divo =0 in Q,
p=Ap=0, 9=0, v=0 on X,

L ¢(T)=0, ¥T)=0, v(T)=0 in Q.

We note that this system, with 7 = 0 and homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions for ¢ and ¢, has been
considered in [42] under the context of very weak solutions. Here, different function spaces for the sources and
the weak solutions will be utilized under the presence of the parameter 7 > 0 and the different weak solution
space for the state system (1.3).

With regard to the source terms go, gn, g,, and g. in the system (3.8), we shall consider the function space

G3(Q), where
Go(Q) == L"(I; W™5(Q)) x L"(I; L*()) x L"(I; L*(Q)) x Z, .(Q)- (3.9)
The weak solution (¢, 4, v,n, ) will be sought in the product space

Y3(Q) x LA(I; Wh2(Q),
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where

Vi(Q) = 22,(Q) x 22,(Q) x VI ,.(Q) x Z;,(Q) (3.10)

and W1 (Q) := W=(Q) N L5(Q). For local second-order sufficient conditions, we shall take s = 4 and r replaced
by r/4 with r > 8 (see Lem. 4.12 below). At this point, let us impose the condition

q,8,p €1[4/3,2), refd,00), q<s. (3.11)

Theorem 3.7. Let (3.11) hold, (¢,0,u,u) € W;’ip(Q) and (gos Ghs Gy> 9c) € G2(Q). Then, the adjoint prob-

lem (3.8) admits a unique weak solution (@,0,v,m) € Y3(Q) with an associated pressure T € LQ(I;WLQ(Q)),
Moreover, there is a continuous function € : [0,00) — [0,00) such that

19,0, M lysi) + 17l o ranaiay < CU@ 0w lyyre o)l(0: 00 9090 loz@-  (312)

Proof. We will only proceed by formally deriving a priori estimates. Nonetheless, the proof can be made rigorous
by using a standard Faedo—Galerkin method. In what follows, § > 0 is a constant to be chosen at each step, ¢
is a generic positive constant, and % : [0,00) — [0, 00) will denote a generic continuous function. Both ¢ and €
depend on ¢, s, p, r, Q, T, and the parameters appearing in (3.8). The derivation will be split into several parts.
e Estimate for 0 in 23 5(Q) = W2(I; X*2(Q), L*(£2)). Multiplying the third equation in (3.8) by — (00 + A®)
and then integrating by parts over €2 for the term involving the time derivative, one has

k+1d
5 auwuiz(m + (u- VI, 040 + AY) 2(q) — Klc(v - Vi, 99 + AY) 12(q)
+ ||8t19||2L2(Q) + Ii”A'l?”sz(Q) = *(agg -V + lc77 + Gh, 8,519 + Aﬁ)[ﬁ(g). (313)

Let us estimate the inner products appearing in this equation. Using the Holder, Poincaré, and Young
inequalities, we have

|(agg - U+ 1577 + g, 8t19 + Aﬁ)Lz(Qﬂ
< c{llvllzz) + [Inll2@) + llgnllz) HIO W 22@) + [|AD 220y}
< 8109|172 () + O AN T2y + cslllnlFz oy + VO T2z + 90l 720 }- (3.14)

Similarly, the inner products on the left-hand side of (3.13) can be bounded by

[(w - VI, 000 + AD) p2(0)| < [ullpa@){[VOllLi(0) |09 L2 0) + V| La(0) [ A L2(0) }
< el ooy LNV oty 1 AY Fty 19091 2 @) + 1901 oy | D117

L2(Q) L2(Q) L2(Q)
< 5”3#9”%2(9) + 5||A19||%2(Q) + 06||“||4L4(Q)HV19H%2(Q) (3.15)
[Kle(v - Vo, 000 + AD) 12(q)| < cllvl[aa)IVOllLa) {10 2 ) + 1A L2(0) }
< 5||8t19||%2(9) + 6||A19||%2(Q) + Cé||¢\|%/v114(9)HV'U||i2(Q)2- (3.16)

Here, we used the Gagliardo—Nirenberg inequality in (3.15).
Let hp = ||¢H%/V114(Q) + ||u||‘i4(ﬂ) + 1. According to the continuous embeddings Z3 (Q) + 25,(Q) —

LI, WH4(Q)) and V, (Q) + V3 5(Q) — L*(I; L*(Q2)), we see that hy € L'(I) having the norm bound

1wl ) < Cllll 2z @+23,@ T 1wllvy (@+vi, @) (3.17)
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Substituting the inequalities (3.14)—(3.16) in (3.13), and then taking 6 > 0 small enough so that 1 —3§ > 1 and
k — 30 > &, we deduce the a priori estimate

k+1d K
T T dtHVﬁ”LQ T3 ||‘9t19||L2(Q §||A19||%2(Q) - C||77||%2(Q)
< cllgnllF2(oy + Chh{||v"1||1:2(ﬂ)2 + [Vl Z2(0) }- (3.18)

e Estimate for v in V3 ,(Q) = Wh2(I; X2%(Q), L2(Q)). We shall take the test function —(d,v + Aw) in the
fourth equation of (3.8). To eliminate the pressure, we use the divergence theorem and the fact that div (9,v +
Av) = (0, + A) dive = 0. Let us point out that this argument is valid at the discrete level in the Faedo-Galerkin
method. Integration by parts over €2 leads to the equation

v+1d
5 gVl + (- Vo + (V) "u, 00 + Av) g2 () + |00 720y + VI Av[|72 (0
(04199 + g, 815’0 + A’U)Lz(Q (ngVgo + ( - lhgb)Vﬁ, 8{0 + A’U)LZ(Q). (319)

Next, we estimate the inner products in this equation. On the left-hand side, we apply the Hoélder, Gagliardo—
Nirenberg, and Young inequalities to obtain

(- Vo + (Vo) "u, 00 + Av) 2y | < ellu]|Lao){[VollLip2 1050 20 + Vol La)2 Aol L2 )}
1/2 1/2 1/2 3/2
< clull g {1Vl 5 0y 120 2ty 1000l 20y + V0 a2 AV ]t}

< 5”815””%2(9) + 5||A”||L2(Q) + c5||u||L4(Q)”vaL2(Q)2 (3.20)
and the first inner product on the right-hand side is bounded by

[(adg + gy, 0v + Av) 2| < el z2() + 19l L20) HIIO: | L2 () + |Av| L2y}
< 5”@””%%9) + 5||A'UH2L2(Q) + C5{HV19H2L?(Q) + ||Qv||i2(n)}- (3.21)

Finally, we split the second inner product on the right-hand side of (3.19) into two parts, use the Sobolev
embedding W14(Q) < L°(Q) to the first part, and apply the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality to the second
part so that

@V, 0w + Av) 2| < cllPllLe @) [IVellLz ) {10l L2 (o) + 1AV 20y}

< 8101720y + 31 AvIIZ2 ) + csll Bl o) Vel Za (3:22)
(0 — &)V, 000 + Av) ey < cllf — Inl (0 IVIN 2 1AD] 2 {1000 0y + 1Al gy}
< 81000220 + F1A0IZ g + SIAD ) + s 1011 Legcy + 1611 Lege HITOIZ 2 0 (3.23)

Let hy := |03, wiag) T ||¢HL4(Q) + ||9HL4(Q) + ||u||L4(Q) + 1. Taking into account the continuous embed-
dings ZS,T(Q) =+ ZZ,2(Q) — L4(I’ Wl 4(9))7 Zsl,r(Q) =+ ZZ,2(Q) — L4(17L4(Q))7 and v;),r(Q) =+ v%,Q(Q) —
LA(I; L*(Q)), we get h, € L'(I) and

Iy < CU19llzz, (@)+22,@) T 10121, @+22,@ T Uy (@+vi,@)- (3.24)
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Plugging (3.20)—(3.23) in (3.19), and then taking § > 0 small enough in such a way that 1 —46 > 3, § < %, and
v —46 > 5, we obtain the a priori estimate

v+1d 1 v K
- T&HV'UH%Z(QP + 5\@””%2(9) + §||AU||2L2(Q) - ZHAﬁ”%Z(Q)
< cllgullzz (o) + b AlIVIIT2 ) + IVEIT2() + VOl T2(0)2 - (3.25)

e Estimate for 1 in L*(I; Wy*(€2)). From the equation for 7 in (3.8) and the continuous embedding W24 (Q) <
W1 (Q), we immediately get

111720y = cllA@lZ20) < lhel Vol T2y + 19ell72(0)} (3.26)

where hc := [|§|[3y2.4(qy € L' (1) since Z3.(Q) + 235(Q) — L*(I; W*(Q)), and thus
el < €Ul 22 @)+22,@)- (3.27)

Using V(v - Vo) = (Vv)V¢ + (V2¢)v along with the embeddings W24(Q) — W1>(Q) and Wé’Q(Q) —
L*(Q), we deduce that
[V(v- V¢)H%2(Q) < C{”VUH%,?(Q)?”V(ZSH%‘X’(Q) + ||V2¢||2L4(Q)2||”H%4(Q)}
< cllliyvzao) IVl T2 )2 (3.28)

Taking the gradient of 7 in the second equation of (3.8) and using (3.28) yield

anH%Q(Q) - CHVAQDH?_’P(Q) < C{||¢||%v214(9)||VU||3:2(Q)2 + HVQCH%Z(Q)}' (3.29)

e Estimate for ¢ in L>°(I; W, *(Q)) N L*(I; X>2()). Using the test function ¢ in the first equation of (3.8),
applying Green’s second identity for the term involving eAn, and noting (u - Vo, ¢)r2q) = 0 and (v - V(i —
10),0)r20) = —(v -V, —10) 12(q), we obtain

1d
2dt
= (F’(¢)n +a1g-v— 1L, <P)L2(Q) + (go, 30>W*1=2(Q),W01'2(Q) + ’C('U -V, — ZCG)LQ(Q)- (3-30)

el 72y + (0, @) 2 ) + I (w - VI, 0) 120) + €(n, Ap) 2(0)

For the first two terms on the right-hand side of (3.30), we have

{9o: Ph w1200y w120y < Allgollfyr-1.2(0) + IVl T2y} (3.31)
[(F'(¢)n + arg - v — hdyd, @) 2| < 611040172 + 0l 72
+ e {(IF' (D)1= ) + DIVel L) + V07202 - (3.32)

From the definition of F, one has [|F’(¢)|| (o) < C(HQSH%""(Q) +1). With respect to the trilinear terms in (3.30),
we estimate them as follows

INUE Vﬁa%")ﬂ(ﬂﬂ < CHU||L4(Q)||V19||L2(Q)H<P||L4(Q)
< c{IVOl T2 + lullzs@)IVellTz o)} (3.33)
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IK(v- Vo, 1 — 18) 2| < ellvll Loy IVl 2oyl — 1eb] 11
< C{||V”H2L2(Q)2 + (HUH%HQ) + ||9||2L4(Q))||V“P||3:2(Q)}- (3.34)

Using the equation for n in (3.8), the second term on the left-hand side of (3.30) can be written as

mt d
T(0m, ) r2() = _T&HVQDH%P(Q) +TK(0w - Vo, )12
- T’C(’U -V, atgb)L2(Q) + T<8tgm 90>W*1~2(Q),W01'2(Q)‘ (335)

The inner products on the right-hand side of the latter equation satisfy the estimates

17(Oege, Phw 1200y, w2 ()] < c{[1sgelfy-1.2 () + IVl 20 } (3.36)
|TK (v - V&, SD)L2(Q)| < C||3t’U||L2(Q)HV¢||L4(Q)||80||L4(Q)

< 8)10rwl| 720 + csllBllia ) IVl Ze @) (3.37)
ITK(v - Vo, 000) 20| < cllvl|pa@[IVellLz ) 10:d] e

< A{lIVol2pe + 18:0l1 210 VeIl T20) }- (3.38)

Finally, adapting the procedure in the case of 7, we get the following lower bound for the remaining inner
product in (3.30)

me
G(UaAQO)L?(Q) 2 7||A<PH%2(Q) - C5{H¢||%/V274(Q)”vaiZ(QV + ||gC||2L2(Q)}' (3.39)

Let ho = [|[F"(§) |7 () + 10Ty 0y + 10:011 710y + 116l Fa 2y + 11011742 + 1wl F4 () + 1. Then, following the
same arguments as before, it is not hard to see that h, € L*(I) and

rollzacry < GUNG,0, % W)l o) (3.40)

Furthermore, by utilizing (3.31)—(3.39) in (3.30) we deduce the a priori estimate
1d
2dt
< cslllgollBy oy + 19clBacay + 190e vy} + catoll Vel 2oy + V01210 + V020 ye}- (3:41)

me
{||<P||2L2(Q) + mT||V<P||2LZ(Q)} + 7”A¢H%2(Q) - 5”77”%2(9) - 5||3t19||%2(9) - 5||3t’v|\2L2(Q)

We now combine the above a priori estimates with suitable weights. Multiplying the estimate for 7 in (3.26)
by d1 > 0, those of ¢ and v in (3.18) and (3.25) by 2 > 0, and then taking the sum of the resulting inequalities
with (3.41), we obtain the differential inequality

d
f&ewLb < cs{g + he} in I, (3.42)

where e,b,h, g : [0,T] — R are given by

h := dahp + d2hy + 01hc + ho

9= 9ol -12¢00) + (61 + Dl gell72(2) + [10egellfy—12(2) + O2llgnl|Z2 () + 52||gv||2L2(Q)

1 mr (k+1) (v+1)
e:= §||80||2L2(Q) + 7HV60||%2(Q) S 5

(52||V19||%2(Q) + (52||V’UH%2(Q)2
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me g
b= ( — (51@) ||A<PH%2(Q) + ((51 -6 — Cég)“?’]H%z(Q) + (22 — 5) Hat'l?H%?(Q)

2
0ok o dov

Let us take 1, d2, and § in succession according to
0<é <m 0<dy < L 0<d< lIl'!l{(s (5}
1 2 b) 2 2 ) 2 1 17 2 .

Then, the coefficients on the norms appearing in b are all positive. Moreover, from the definition of g and the
inequalities (3.17), (3.24), (3.27), and (3.40), we see that g,h € L'(I) and one has

||g||L1(I) < ||(goagh7gvng)||g§(Q) (343)
Wl < €U0,z o) (3.44)

Using f%e < f%e +bin (3.42), invoking the Gronwall Lemma to the resulting inequality, and then applying

the vanishing terminal conditions ¢(T") = ¥(T') = 0 and v(T") = 0 in 2, we obtain
lell e (1) < esllgllzr e ™. (3.45)
Consequently, integrating (3.42) over [ yields

||b||L1(I) < 06{||g||L1(1) + ||hHL1(I)||e||L°°(I)}- (3.46)

To simplify the succeeding a priori estimates, let us introduce the following notation for the right-hand side
of (3.12)

R:= %(” (¢7 07 u, M)”WZﬁm(Q))”(gOa Ghs Gy gC)”gg(Q)

As mentioned at the beginning of the proof, € : [0,00) — [0, 00) denotes a generic continuous function that can
be different at each step. From (3.43)—(3.46) and the definitions of the functionals b and e, we have

1l Lo rywd 2 @pnr2crx22) T IMll2aszz @) + 19122 @) + IVllvz @) < R (3.47)

The remaining parts of the proof are concerned with additional estimates for ¢ and 7, as well as the estimate
for the pressure .

e Estimate for O, and Ay in L*(I; WOM(Q)) Taking the test function —(9;¢ + Ayp) to the first equation in
the dual system (3.8), using the fact that u and v are divergence-free, and applying Green’s identity for the
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term involving €Arn, one has the equation
2 1d 2
10epl122(0) = 5 5 IV ellz2(@) = T(0em, e + Ap)r2(q)
- (U . V(at@ + AQO), ® — lhﬁ)Lz(Q) + E(V'I], vaﬁ@ + VAQO)LZ(Q)

= — (F'(¢)n, 0r0 + A@) 12() — (1g - v — 1h0yV, Opp + D) 12
— (9o, Orp + ASO>W—1,2(Q),W(}2(Q) = K(v- V(O + Ap), = ) r2(0).- (3.48)

The first three terms on the right-hand side of (3.48) obey the estimates

[(F"(¢)1, 0rp + Ap) 2 ()| < IIF' (D)l L2yl Loy [10rp + Al (e

< 5||V8t80||§,2(9) + 5||VA90H%2(Q) + 5HV77||%2(Q) + s {11940y + LIl 720 (3.49)

1
[(a1g - v = 1h0), Do + Ap)12(0)| < §||3t<ﬁ||%2(m +e{llAplza () + 1091220y + [0l 720y} (3.50)
{os i+ A) i arten| < SV 00l 0 + IV AGIZ 1 ) + 590l 150 (351)

With regard to the trilinear terms in (3.48), it holds that

[(w - V(Op + Ap), ¢ — h9) L2 ()| < |lullLyo)IV(9p + Ap)[l L2 )l — W]z (o)

< 8| Varpllzz (o) + IVARIT2q) + csllullza o) {IIVel iz ) + VOl T2y} (3.52)
IK(v- V(9o + Ap), 1p = 1c0) 20| < cl[v]lLae) IV(Oep + Ap) L2l — Wbl L4 (o)
< 8| Varpllz2 0y + 0IVARI L) + sl Za) + 10174 HIVOl L2 g2 (3.53)

For the term involving the gradient of 7 in the equation (3.48), using Young inequality and (3.28), we have

me d me
€(Vn,VOip + VAQ)r2) > —7a||A90||2L2(Q) + 7||VA80||2Lz(Q) —0[IVoelzeq
= cs{llolFr2a @ VOl T2 + Vel 20 }- (3.54)

Taking the time derivative of 1 given in the second equation of (3.8) and getting the inner product with
—7(dpp + Agp) in L*(Q), one has

mt d
— 7(0in, Ovp + Ap) L2() = mT ||Vl 720 — TaHAWHsz(Q) + 70w - V(Orp + Ap), ) 12(0)
+ 7K - V(9 + Ap), 0:9) 12 () — T(0ege, Orp + Ap) 1.2 w2 (0 (3.55)

The last three terms on the right-hand side in (3.55) can be estimated according to

|7(0tgc, Orp + A$0>W—1,2(gz),w01v2(gz)| < 5‘|Vat§0||332(9) + 5”VA50||%2(Q) + CéHatch%/[/—lv?(Q) (3.56)
[T (0w - V(Op + Ap), d)r2(0)| < 5||Vat90||2L2(sz) + 5||VA90||3:2(Q) + 06H¢||2Loo(9) ||5tU||i2(Q) (3.57)
7K (v - V(O + Ap), 009 12(0)| < 8|Vl T2y + IVARIT2 () + 5101611 Ls () IV T2 (e (3.58)

Using the inequalities (3.56)—(3.58) in (3.55), (3.49)—(3.54) in (3.48), taking the sum of the result-
ing inequalities to that of (3.29) multiplied by d3 > 0, and utilizing the a priori estimate (3.47),
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lead to

1d me
5 im(T+ ) A¢|20) + IV elT2)} + (mT = 80)[[VIrpll72 () + (7 i 053) IVA@|T2q)

1 _ ~
+ (03 = OVl Ty + 5”&5@“%2(9) < g+ h{llA¢l 20y + Vel T2} (3.59)

for some g, h € L'(I) such that g1y < R and [[B]lp1 1) < €(I(¢, 0,2 1) lypr2 ). Choosing 0 < & < &

and 63 > 0 small enough so that mr — 8 > 0 and 5* — 76 — cd3 > 0, integratiﬂg the differential inequality

(3.59), and then applying the Gronwall Lemma, it can be deduced that

HatSDHL?(I;WOl’z(Q)) + ||A<PHL2(1;W(}=2(Q)) +IVnll2 L2 @) < R (3.60)

e Estimate for oy in L*(I;W~12(Q)) and for 7 in LQ(I;WLZ(Q)). By taking the time-derivative of n and
using the Holder inequality, we immediately obtain

190l L2 (1w -12)) < ellOepllLz(r;wr2()) + 18]l Lo (1,2 ) 1000l L2 (1,22 ()
+ 10:Bl L2 (w2 ) 1Vl oo (w2 ()) + 10e9ell L2 (rsw-12(0)) }- (3.61)

One can argue the existence and uniqueness of the associated pressure 7 € L2(I;W1’2(Q)) from the de
Rham’s theorem, see [47] for instance. From the fourth equation in (3.8) and in virtue of the Poincaré-Wirtinger
inequality, one has

17l 2 rawre )y < lVTllze@rz o) < llwlre@n20)) + lullsa oy lvllizawr )
+ 1A 221,22 0)) + 1912212 )) + 10l 2oy Il Lawraq))
+ (10122 (z:2)) + Dl L2 sna @) La(rwray) + 119l 2 ;02 )) - (3.62)

From (3.47), (3.60)-(3.62), and utilizing the continuity of the embeddings Z2,(Q) + 23,(Q) —
L=(IL2(Q)), 22,(Q) + 235(Q) = LYI; L1 (2)), V,, . (Q) + V325(Q) = LI LY(Q), 23,(Q) = 25,(Q) —
LYI;WH4(Q)), and V3 ,(Q) = L=(I; WH2(Q)) N L*(1; WH*(Q)), see [43], Section 4.1 for the details on the
first embedding, we have

10enll 2w —12(0)) + 17l 25712 (0)) < B- (3.63)

Taking the sum of (3.47), (3.60), and (3.63) leads to the desired a priori estimate (3.12). We point out here
that (3.12) applies to the finite-dimensional approximations that can be constructed from the Faedo—Galerkin
method. By pursuing standard weak sequential compactness arguments, the existence of a weak solution to
(3.8) can be established. Finally, the fact that this constructed weak solution is the unique one follows from
standard arguments, thanks to the linearity of (3.8). O

4. LOCAL OPTIMALITY CONDITIONS

The goal of this section is to present necessary and sufficient conditions for local optimality. We follow the
framework developed in [9] for the case of the two-dimensional Navier—Stokes equation. In the context of second-
order sufficient conditions, we include the chemical potential and require a norm for the order parameter that
is stronger than that of L?(Q).
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4.1. Local first-order optimality condition

Let us introduce the control-to-adjoint operator
D: M — Y3Q)

as follows: D(s) := (g, 9, v,n) if and only if the right-hand side is the weak solution of the adjoint system (3.8)
with coefficients (¢, 0, u, 1) = F(s) and source functions

9o(®) = Mo(P — @a) — A2o(Ap — divap,), gc =10, (4.1
gn(0) := An(0 — 64), g,(u) ==\ (u — uy). 4

[\
~— —

Since ¢g, 04 € L*(I; L*(Q)) and v 4, ug € L*(I; L*(2)), we have

(90(9), 9n(6), gy (w),0) € G3(Q),

and hence D is well-defined thanks to Theorem 3.7. Here, div should be understood in the sense of distributions.
More precisely, div : LP(2) — W~1P(Q), with 1 < p < oo, is given by

. 1,p
<d1V¢> ¢>W71,p(Q)’W01xP,(Q) = _<’¢’7 v¢>LP(Q))LP’(Q) V(’l/}, ¢) € LP(Q) X WO b (Q)
In the following theorem, we shall express the first and second derivatives of J in terms of the solutions of
the adjoint and linearized state systems.

Theorem 4.1. The reduced cost functional satisfies J € C*°(M" R). Furthermore, for each s = (0o, 0n,0,) €
M and r = (po, ph, p,) € M, the action of the first and second derivatives of J are given by

T
DJ(s)r:/ (/ godpo+/ ﬁdph—i-/ vdpv> dt
0 Wo Wh Wy

T
D2J(s)(r, ) = /0 /Q Dot l612 + Aoa| VI + AnlCI? + Aowl? da dt
T
4 / / 2w - V)b — 6606t + 2(w - VO)(C — ly)) dedt
0 Q
T
+/O /Qz(w-vu)-w+2/€(v-v¢)(§—zcg)dxdt

where ¢ is the first component of F(s), (¢,9,v,n) = D(s), and (¢¥,{,w,&) = DF(s)r.

Proof. Since G, P, and F are of class C*, we have J = GoP oF € C>°(M" R) by the chain rule. From the
Sobolev embedding theorem and 1’ < 2, we see that

255(Q) x 25,5(Q) x V35(Q) = L (I;Co(wo)) x L (I; Co(wn)) x L (I;Co(w)).

This implies that the right-hand side of the above equation for the first derivative is well-defined. The repre-
sentation of the first-order derivative of J can be derived by following the computations given in the Appendix.
Similarly, the second-order derivative can be obtained by following the proof of [42], Section 6.1, Lemma 3. O

Given a regular Borel measure o € M(w), we can write its Hahn—Jordan decomposition as 0 = ot — o™,
where o and o~ are positive measures. In the following proposition, we characterize the supports of these
decompositions, which will be needed in future discussions.
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Proposition 4.2. Let w be a relatively closed subset of Q, v > 0, o € L°(I; M(w)), and y € L*(I;Co(w)). If

ol ee (r;n1(wy) < v and
T T
//ydadté/ /ydpdt Vol Lee (r:arw)) < s
0 Jw 0 Jw

then for a.a.t € I, if [|[y(t)llcow) > 0, then |lo(t)||rrw) = v and

Supp(o* (1)) C {z € w: y(t,2) = Flly(®)lco(w) }-

Furthermore, if 0 : I X w — R is defined by

1 3 t w) = 0’
olt,z) = . ¥ ly®llcow) (4.3)
—[ly(t) Hco(w)y(t, x) otherwise,

then o(t) is the Radon—Nikodym derivative of o(t) with respect to the total variation measure |o(t)|, that is,
do(t) = o(t)d|o(t)| for a.a.t € I.

Proof. The proof is contained in the discussion in [9], Section 3. O

To have a more economical way for the statement of the optimality conditions, we write the components of
the adjoint states corresponding to the optimal controls according to

Y= (Yo, o Uv) = (97,07, 07) (4.4)
and set wy; = wyo = wy. The index set for the controls will be denoted by
K :={o,h,vl,v2}.
Theorem 4.3. Let (07,07 ,0%) € MZ be a local solution of (3.7) and (¢*,9*,v*,n*) = D(o7, 07, 0%) € YV3(Q)

be the associated optimal adjoint state. Then, for every index k € K and for a.a.t € I, the following holds:

l if I (D)l e > 0, then |10 (®)llry = and (4.5)

Supp(oy (1)) C {z € wi : Y (8, 2) = F|y; (1)l co () }-

If of is defined as in (4.3) with w = wyx and y = y;;, then doy(t) = o} (t) d|oy(t)| for a.a.t € 1.

Proof. The differentiability of J and the convexity of the set of admissible controls Mg imply that DJ(s*)(r —
s*) > 0, and so by Theorem 4.1,

T
o< [([ e ae-a+ [ 0am-an+ [ v -an) a
0 Wo Wh Wy

for every r = (po, pn, py) € Myq. Given k € K and [|pl| e (1:0m(w)) < Y We set px = p and p; = o for j # k.
With these, we have (po, pn, p,) € M3g, and by substituting to the above inequality, we get

T T
| [ wasiar< [ [ widpat Vislozaam <
0 [ 0 [

The theorem is now a direct consequence of Proposition 4.2 and the fact that k was arbitrarily chosen in K. [
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4.2. Local second-order optimality conditions

Given o, p € M(w), we have the Lebesgue decomposition of p with respect to |o| as follows:
dp = g, d|o| + dps. (4.6)

Here, g, € L'(w, |o|) and ps are the Radon-Nikodym derivative and the singular part of p with respect to |o|.
Thus, the norm of p in M (w) can be expressed as

oty = / 9] dlo] + 105l ar)- (4.7)

This follows from the fact that the norm in M (w) is equal to the total variation measure and d|p| = |g,|d|o| +
d|ps|. The directional derivative of the norm functional || - ||a7(.) : M(w) — R at ¢ in the direction of p, denoted
by O||o||ar(w)p, exists and is given by

0l lasirp = [ 90 + oulsio (1.9
see [7], Proposition 3.3. Also, by the convexity of || - || ar(.), we have
Alollvw)(p— o) < llpllmew) = llollmw) Voo € M(w). (4.9)

Let L} (I) :=={m € L'(I) : m > 0 a.a.in I} and define A : M x L} (I)* - R according to

T
Asm) =Y / (1w ary — )

ke K

for s = (0o, 0n,0,) € M™ and m = (mo, mp,m,) € L} (I)*. We now introduce the Lagrangian L : M x
LY (I)* = R given by

L(s,m) = J(s) + A(s,m).

As in the finite-dimensional case, the first component of saddle points of the Lagrangian are necessarily global
solutions to (3.7). We prove this in the following proposition.

Proposition 4.4. If (s*,m*) € M x L! (I)* is a saddle point of L, that is,
L(s*,m) < L(s*,m*) < L(s,m*) V(s,m)e M> x LL(I)*, (4.10)

then s* is a global solution to (3.7).

Proof. The first inequality in (4.10) implies that for every m € L1 (1)*, we have

T
> /0 (muc = mi)([lokllar (o = W) dt = L(s™,m) — L(s",m”) < 0. (4.11)
ke K
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Let m € Li_([). Given k € K, we set my = m and mj = mj for j # k. Taking these as the components of m in
(4.11) yields

T
/0 (m — ) (107 tgony — ) dt < 0. (4.12)

Consider a Lebesgue point ty € I of |0} ||ar(w,) € L>°(I) C L*(I). Choosing m = m; + 55 X[19—s.t0+8) € L% (1)
with § > 0 in (4.12) leads to

to+9
55 | Mol de <
26 to—(s

By passing § — 0 we deduce that ||y (to)|lar(w,) < 7 from the Lebesgue differentiation theorem. Since k was
an arbitrary element of K and the set of all Lebesgue points has full measure |I|, it follows that s* € M.

Now suppose that ¢y € I is a Lebesgue point of mi(|lof|la(wy — %) € L*(I). Taking m = mj(1 —
X[to—s.to+6]) € L4 (I) in (4.12) and then dividing by —24, we obtain

1 to+9

o3 my(loicllarwy — ) dt = 0.

20 Jiy—s

Sending 0 — 0, and again since Lebesgue points have full measure, we get that my(||oy || ar(w) — %) > 0 a.a.
in I. Since m; is almost everywhere non-negative and s* is admissible, we conclude that A(s*,m*) = 0. Using
this in the second inequality of (4.10), it is not difficult to see that J(s*) < J(s) for every s € Mgy, and so s*
is a global solution to (3.7). O

Consider the Lagrange multipliers

m” = (mg,miy,my) = (0"l cowa): 19 o) 107 leo s 1V3 o) € LA™,

From our notation in (4.4), we have m; = [|ys|lcy(w,) a-.a.in I for every k € K. Theorem 4.3 implies that
my (t)(log (E) || ar(wy) — ) = 0 for a.a.t € I, and hence A(s*,m*) = 0. This means that either the Lagrange
multiplier vanishes or the inequality constraint is active almost everywhere in I.

For each k € K and for almost all ¢ € I, let g;(¢) be the Radon-Nikodymn derivative of o} (t) with respect
to |oy(t)|, as stated in Theorem 4.3. From (4.6)—(4.8) and Theorem 4.1, the derivative of the Lagrangian at
(s*,m*) with respect to the control in the direction r» = (po, ph, p,) € M can be expressed as

T
OsL(s*,m*)r =DJ(s")r + Z / m:@”a;HM(Wk)pk dt
kek 70

T
- Z/ (/ (y;‘+mﬁg’k‘>gpkd|a:|+/ Ui dpks+mz||pks|M(wk)> at
0 wy ok

ke K

T
=5 ([ vkt midialan )
0 wy

keK
where (yZ, vy, y¥,n*) = D(s*), since y;(t) + mj(t)o;(¢t) = 0 for a.a.t € I, according to (4.3).

The above expression implies that 0sL(s*,m*) € (M) admits an extension such that dsL(s*,m*) €
M")'. Moreover, since y dpks| < M| prsl| ar(w.y for a.a.in I, we see that
we Ik 4P kIP (ws)

O L(s*,m*)r >0 ¥Yre M. (4.13)
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Equality to zero holds if and only if for a.a.t € I, and for all k € K, if ||y (¢)|/c;(w,) > 0, then

Supp(pi (1)) C {z € wic: yic (8, 2) = Fllyic (V)| I \ Supp(lois (£)])-

Indeed, this follows from the fact 0sL(s*,m*)r = 0 if and only if we have fwk Y dpis = —m || prsll ar(wy) =
— [y lco (@ llPks Il az(wy) in I. Applying [13], Lemma 3.4 and recalling that pys(t) is the singular part of py(t) with
respect to the total variation measure |0} (t)| lead to the above claim. These results are the same as those in [9]
for the in-stationary Navier—Stokes equation, however, with a slightly different Lagrangian.

Consider the cone of critical directions C"(s*) C M" given as follows:

OsL(s*,m*)r =0, for a.a.t € I and for every k € K
C'(s") = qr e M| [logt)lar(w) = W implies (9o ()] ar(w)px(t) =0
if |y (t) [l co (w) > 0 or 0oy () | ar(wpx(t) < 0 otherwise )

One can easily check that C"(s*) is indeed a cone having an apex at the origin, that is, er € C"(s*) whenever
e>0and r € C"(s%).

Theorem 4.5. If s* € MJJ is a local solution of (3.7), then D2J(s*)(r,7) > 0 for every r € C"(s*).

Proof. Having established Theorem 4.3 and (4.13), one may proceed as in the proof of [9],
Theorem 4.1. We do not repeat the arguments here for the sake of brevity. O

Let us now discuss the second-order sufficient condition for local optimality. For the remaining parts of
this section, we let s* = (0}, 07,0%) € M3 to be a local solution, (¢*, 0%, u*, u*) = F(s*) € Wg’fw(Q) the
corresponding optimal state with the associated pressure p* € Pr?(Q), and (¢*, 9%, v*,n*) = D(s*) € Yi(Q)

the optimal adjoint state with the associated pressure 7* € L?(I; Wtz (). The largest bound in the definition
of admissible controls will be denoted by

Y= max{’707 “h ’)’v}'

The supremum of the norms for the weak solutions of the state system over the set of admissible controls
will be denoted by

F, = sup HF(S)”WE’,i,p(Q)' (4.14)

se M

This is finite due to Theorem 3.2 and the boundedness of MZg.
The development of the second-order sufficient conditions will be divided into several lemmas. For the first
lemma, we establish the stability of the control-to-state operator, where the norm for the controls are taken in

the space N7 . (Q).

q,5,p

Lemma 4.6. There exists ¢co = co(7y) > 0 such that

IF(s) = F(sM)llwyz @) S colls = 87llay @ V88" € Mg,

q,s8,pP

Proof. Recall from Theorem 3.3 that H € C>(F2 (Q),W.? (Q)). By Corollary 3.4 and the mean value
theorem, there exists 0 < § < 1 such that

IF() — () w2 gy = IDF(@s + (1= 8)57)(5 = ) w2
= |[DH(I(ds + (1 = 8)s")DI(s — ") llyyr2 ()
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Note that [[ds + (1 —d)s*ar . (@) < c{dlls[a= + (1 —9)[[s*[[m=} < cy since s, € M, where ¢ > 0

denotes the operator norm of the continuous embedding M> — N7 | (Q). Take

co:=  sup  [DHU))zzr2 @) wiz @) PYewv: . @752 @)
sy . @) <ev o

Applying (3.2) proves the desired estimate. O

The next lemma deals with a Lipschitz-type estimate for the action of the first derivative with respect to the
norm of the function space

T2(Q) = 23,(Q) x [L*(I; L*()))°.

It is obvious that W2

5 q,8,p
T,
Wqﬁs,p(Q)'

Lemma 4.7. Let s € M35 and r € M". Then, there exist constants ¢ > 0 and co > 0 independent of s and
r such that

(Q) — T3(Q), hence the norm of T3(Q) is weaker than that of the weak solution space

IDF(s)r — DF(s")r|l12(q) < c1lls — s™llar . @ IDF(s")rll72() (4.15)
IDF(s)7(|72(q) < c2l[DF(s™)7 |l 72(q)- (4.16)

Proof. Let us prove the inequality (4.15). This will be done by a duality argument. Let us write (¢, (p, Wy, &) =
DF(s)r and (¢, (f, wi, &5) = DF(s*)r. Then, the difference

(W, G w, &) == (Yr, Gry wr, &) — (U7, G wy, &) = DF(s)r — DF(s%)r
satisfies the equation (¢, (,w,&) = DH(I(s)) fs, where f, = (f&, f, f, f&) has the following components:

fi o= — div (65w — w)) — div (6 — 6" )w})
fi o= = div (¢ — W) (= ) — div (0 — Le — 0 + Led™ )
fo=—div(w) @ (u—u")) —div((u — u*) @ w})

+ K& = lG)V(9 = ") + K(u = 1 — p* + 1607)Viy
JE=3B0(¢+ ¢%)(¢ — 9"y

and (¢, 0, u, n) = H(I(s)) = F(s). From [43], Corollaries 4.3 and 4.5, we have
fie LA W=E2(Q) x LA WH2(Q)) x LA WH2(Q)) x LA(I; W, 2 (9Q)).

Thus, it holds that (1, ¢, w, ) € Z3,(Q) x Z15(Q) x Vh,(Q) x L2(I; Wi*(Q)) having the associated pressure
w e L3(I; /V[712(Q)) by Theorem 3.3 and [43], Theorem 4.9.
Let 25, 7(Q) = {gc € 235(Q) : 9c(T) = 0} and

G5 1(Q) = L*(I; W= 12(Q)) x L*(I; L3 () x L*(I; L*(Q)) x 23 5 7(Q)

considered as subspaces of Z3 ,(Q) and G2(Q), respectively. The above time-evaluation is well-defined thanks to
23 ,(Q) — C(I; L*(R2)). Suppose that (go, gh, gy 9c) € G5 7(Q) and let (p,9,v,1) € Y3(Q) be the solution of
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the adjoint system (3.8) corresponding to these source functions, see Theorem 3.7. Since Ap(T) =0, v(T') = 0,
and g.(T) = 0, we have

n(T) = mA(T) + Kv(T) - Vé(T) + g.(T) = 0. (4.17)
Furthermore, (¢, 9, v,7) enjoys the estimate
H (SD? 197 v, 77) ||y§(Q) < CF, H(gO7 9n, 9y gC) Hg%yT(Qﬁ (418)
where Cr, > 0 is a constant depending on F,.
Note that the solution (p, ¥, v,n) of the adjoint system can be used as a test function to the linearized system
satisfied by (¢, ¢, w,£). Similarly, the solution (¢, (,w,&) of the linearized system can also be used as a test

function to the adjoint system. Integrating by parts, using the boundary conditions and the vanishing terminal
and initial conditions for the adjoint and linearized systems, respectively, lead to the equation

T
/ (9o, ¢>W—1,2(Q),W3>2(Q) + (gn: Q2 () + (9y, W) L2 () + (96, §) L2 () dt
0
T T
:/0 (for Plw-12(0),wi2 @ dt+/0 s Dw-120) w2 o) &

T T
+ / < :, v>W*1’2(Q),Wé’2(Q) dt + / (fc*, 77)L2(Q) dt. (4.19)
0 0

For the sake of the reader, the details are provided in the Appendix.
Applications of Holder’s inequality to the right-hand sides of (4.19) yield the following estimates

T
/O (15 Pl w12 wi2( At < cllu —uw||pa s 1r Lz @) 1€l 2 w4 o))
+ cllwellrz 2 @) 19 — 0%l sz ) 10l L2 (w2 @) (4.20)
T
/0 <f:ﬂ9>w—1,2(9),wgv2(g) dt < cllu —u*| s UG L2 (22 ) + ”w:”L2(I;L2(Q))}||19HL4(1;WOL4(Q))
+ cllwgllpz 2 ) {10 = 0 ([ ariea ) + 16— 0" lssza @) HION La rwia o) (4.21)
T
/0 (FO: V) w120, wi2 ) A < cllu —w s e lwrllz oz @) 10l La w4 )

+ &l ez @) + 16 2 @zz @) HIe = €7l 2w 4@ 10l e iz o))
+c{ll = w* e szaiy) + 10 = M2 na@) Hive Lo w2 ) [0l o (15200 (4.22)

T
/0 (fEm) ez At < el (@ + ¢%) (@ — @) Lo (1@ 1¥n L2 sz Inll L2102 @) - (4.23)
The first norm on the right-hand side of (4.23) can be bounded from above by

(@ + ") (@ — &)L rire)) < cAlldlloe(r;zs)) + 1107 | r;z8 @) I — ™| oo (1;28(02))- (4.24)

The preceding inequalities (4.20)—(4.24), along with the various continuous embeddings presented in the proof
of Theorem 3.7 and

(9O 2(Q) = (§:9e) 221, 1 (@), 21, (@)
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when applied to (4.19) provide us the estimate

T
/0 (Gos V) —120),wi2() T (90 Or2@) + (9y w)L2) At + (€5 9c) 21, L(@).21, (@)
< cllF(s) = F(s™)llyyr2 o), G wi, §) l2(0) | (0, 05 v, m)ly2 )

< ceocr, lls = 8% ar L@ IDF(sT)7rll730) (90, 9ns 9y, 96) 63 @)

q,s,pP

We used Lemma 4.6 and (4.18) in the last inequality. Let ¢ := ccocr, . By duality and the definition of g;T(Q),
this implies

1, G w, Ol L2 (rwd 2@y x 2 (riL2 @) x L2 (sz2 @) x 21, @ < €18 = 8"l L@ IDF(8)rll73(q)- (4:25)

q,s,pP

From (4.20), (4.23), and (4.24), we can also see that for some constant ¢ > 0, we have

[ foll2(rx—22(0)) + £ L2z < clls — s avr . @ IIDF(8™)7ll72(q)- (4.26)

a,s,p

It remains to establish the estimate for ¢ in Z3,(Q) and & in L?*(I; L*(2)). Using Lemma 4.8 below for
the estimates of the very weak solution to a linearized viscous Cahn—Hilliard system with source functions
f=f&—div(pw) and g = I.{ + fZ, we deduce that

¥l 2z, @) + I€ll2(rsr2(0)) < cr, (1fs l2x—22(0) + 1/ 220 + wllpzrez o) + 1<z @)

Here, we used the inequality

[[div (¢w)||L2(I;X—2=2(Q)) < C||¢||L°°(I;L4(Q))Hw||L2(I;L2(Q))~

By applying the previous estimates (4.25) and (4.26), one has
1Vl 2z @) + 1€llL2(rsz2(0)) < clls = %[y, @ IDF(s)7ll720)- (4.27)

Taking the sum of (4.25) and (4.27), we deduce (4.15).
The estimate (4.16) follows from (4.15), the triangle inequality, and the fact that ||s — s*[|xr (@) < ¢ for
some ¢ > 0. In particular, one can take ¢ = cicy + 1. o O

Let us prove the following lemma utilized in the preceding proof.
Lemma 4.8. Suppose that f € L*(I; X~22(Q)), g € L*(I; L*(Q)), ¢ € L*(I; L5(Q)), and u € L*(I; L2(Q)).
Then, the linear system
oy 4+ div (Yu) —mAE = f in Q,

§=r00) — A+ F($)Y+g  inQ, (4.28)
Y=Ap=0 on¥, P0)=0 inQ

admits a unique very weak solution (1,€) € 23 5(Q) x L*(I; L*(2)). Moreover, there exists a continuous function
€ : [0,00) — [0,00) such that

1Vl 22, @) + €l 2220y < D Wl Larrso))xrarez @) Il L2sx-22(0)) + lgll2icz@)). (4:29)
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Proof. We only formally derive the a priori estimates needed for the Faedo—Galerkin approach. Taking the test
function ¢ to the first equation in (4.28), substituting the formula for £, and noting that (u - Vi), ¢)12(q) = 0,
we have

1d

3 dt{||¢||L2(Q) +mr|[VY[|72 )} + mel|ApFa 0y = m(F (9)¢ + g, Ab) 20y + (f, ) x—22(0).x22(0)-  (4.30)

With the Hélder and Young inequalities, and recalling F'(¢) = 38yp$? — 81, we can estimate the terms on the
right-hand side by

me
[(fs ) x—22(0),x22)| < — 1 — 12972y + el Fll %2200

me
Im(F' ()¢ + g, AY) 12| < THAVJJH?H(Q) +efllgl 2 + (1976 + DIlZe )}

Substituting these in (4.30), using the Sobolev embedding WO1 2(Q) < L%(Q) and the Poincaré inequality, we
obtain the differential inequality

me
{||¢||L2 @ + mT||V¢HL2(Q b+ ||A¢||%2(Q)
< C{Hf||xf2w2(ﬂ) + ||9||L2(Q) + (H(b”iﬁ(ﬂ) + 1)||V1/’||i2(9)}~ (4.31)

2dt

Next, by using the test function —A~19;% to the first equation in (4.28) and again substituting the formula
for &, we have

me d
[(=A)~ zaﬂf’”m(g) T dtuvw‘y(g Jr77“'||3t1/)||L2(Q) + (Yu, VAT 2o
= *m(F/(CbW +9, atlb)L?(Q) —(f,A 13@)){4,2(9)){2,2(9). (4.32)

Note that (—A)~z € £(L3(Q), W, %(2)), where —A denotes the Dirichlet Laplacian. The inner products in this
equation obey the following estimates

_ mT
[(f, AT 0) x 22 (), x22 ()| < ?Hatd’”%ﬁ(ﬂ) + el %22
mT
Im(F' ()Y + g,00) 20| < ?”815111”%2(9) + C{HQH%Z(Q) + (HQZ)H%G(Q) + 1)“¢||%6(Q)}

_ mT
|(Vu, VAT 0 p2(0)| < 1001720y + ellelzz o 19174

where we used the fact that |[VA™'9,4|| 1) < cl|AT10)| x2.2(0) = ¢l|0u]| 2(q) in the last inequality. Plugging
these inequalities in (4.32) yields

me d 9 mr 9
7&HV¢HL2(Q) + 7”@#’“&(9)
< AN 1x 220 + 9l172(q) + (1011 76(q) + ||u||ig(9) + D[Vl 720}- (4.33)

Getting the sum of and (4.33) and (4.31), and then invoking the Gronwall Lemma, one has (4.29), but without
the term &, i.e.

1Yl 22 @) < CUI(@ wllLarpo@))xr2crz @) I L2 (x-22(0)) + l9llL2(1:L2(0)))-
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However, using this estimate in the second equation of (4.28) will give us the following estimate for &
€l 2 ez () < ¥l zz @) + (10l Z2s 1ipe )y + DICN 2wz + I9llz ;220 }-

This completes the proof of the derivation of the a priori estimate (4.29). O

We shall denote the closed ball in N7, (Q) with center s and radius o by BZ (s). The succeeding lemma is

concerned with the distance between the values of the control-to-state operator and its first-order approximation
around a local solution, and the norm is taken with respect to T3(Q).

By ignoring the last three terms on the right-hand side of the second equation in the linearized system (3.3),
we see that & and 70,0 — eAtp must have the same regularity. Thus, if £ € L?(I; L*(Q2)), then ¢ € Z3,(Q),
which follows from the classical regularity theory for the heat operator. This is the motivation for the use of
the function space TE(Q) in relation to the order parameter and chemical potential.

Lemma 4.9. There exists €9 > 0 such that for every s € Mgy N B (s*) we have
IF(s) — F(s™) = DF(s™)(s — 87)ll73(q) < [IDF(s")(s — ") 73(0)- (4.34)
Proof. Let (¢,0,u, ) = F(8) and recall that (¢*, 6*, u*, u*) = F(s*). Consider
(¥, ¢, w, &) :=F(s) — F(s*) — DF(s*)(s — s*). (4.35)
It can be checked that (¢, (, w,&) = DH(I(s*)) f, where f; = (fZ, fif, fu, &) is given by

fi = = div (6 - 6%) (u — u*))

fi = = div (0~ 1ed — 07 + led™)(u — u"))

Fo = —div((u— ) @ (u— u") + K — 10 — " +167) V(6 — 6°)
f2 = F(¢) = F(¢") — F'(¢") (6 — ¢").

Since F is a cubic polynomial, we deduce that f* = 68y(¢* (¢ — ¢*)% + (¢ — #*)?). We proceed with the same
duality argument as in the proof of Lemma 4.7. First, we deduce the following estimates:

T
(& Phw-r2(0)wi2q) At < clld = @™l L mra@ylle — vl L2p2@) 1l L2 (w4 o))
0
T
/0 (0 N w-r2@ w2 4 < cll¢ = " s sza@) + 10 = 07l s o Hlw = w'll L2 p2 @) 191 o w4 @)
T
/ (Fo 0w wiz@ d < clu = pagpieyplle = wleeae @)l L w4 o)
0
+eflle = wllee@sza) + 10 = 07l 22 @) o = 6" e wpa @ 10l (1L @)

T
/0 (FX 2@ dt < c{ll¢* Lo riLo)) + 16 — "L oo e — 6" 124 r.po 10l 2122 @) -
As before, these estimates and the one that can be obtained from Lemma 4.8 give us

1(¥; G w, E)ll3Q) < er [IF(s) = F(s¥)llyyr2 (@)lIF(8) = F(s%)ll73(0)

<cp,lls = s"lary @I G w,&)llr3Q) + IDF(s™)(s — s7)ll73(0) )

q,s,pP
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The last inequality is due to Lemma 4.6, (4.35), and the triangle inequality. Choosing eg > 0 such that cg. eo/(1—
cr,€0) < 1 proves (4.34). O

The next lemma deals with additional integrability for the weak solutions of the state system. We refer the
reader to Section 3.1 for the definition of H.

Lemma 4.10. Let (3.11) with r > 8 holds and suppose that f = (fo, fn, fus fc) € f;:i(ﬁ(Q) and (¢, 0o, ug) €
D""/2(Q). Then,

q;8,pP

H e C™(FLi2 Q). Wil (Q).

q,8,pP q,8,P

In particular, F € C>®(M", WT’T/Q(Q))-

4,8,P

Proof. The map H : F7"/2(Q) — W""/2(Q) is well-defined according to [43], Theorem 6.4. Define the operator

q,5,p q,5,p

E:WIL2(Q) x Fril2(Q) — Fril2(Q) x DL/2(Q)

q,8,p q,8,p q,8,p
according to

E(((baaauaﬂ), (ﬁ)aﬁvaaﬁ:)) = (F7d)

8¢+ mAp + div (¢u) — fo N
0c(0 — lIng) + div ((0 — lhd)u) + kA0 — ag - u — fi,

F=1 gt div (w®u) +vAu—£(6,0)g — K(n—10)Veo — f,
p—T10d—€eAp — 1.0 — F(¢) — fe
¢(0) — o
d:.= 9(0) - 00
u(0) — ug

Here, A and A are extensions of the Dirichlet Laplacian and Stokes operators associated with the weak formu-
lation for the state system, see [43], Section 5 for the details. It can be checked that E is of class C°°. Moreover,

we have E(H(f), f) = 0 for f € F7/2(Q).

q,5,pP

In virtue of the implicit function theorem [51], Section 4.7, to establish that H € C> (.’F;Zf(Q), W;g/g(Q)),
it is enough to show that DH(f) € E(.’F;:Z(ﬁ(@), owgig{,f(@)) is an isomorphism for each f € 7;2/5(Q)
We refer to (3.6) for the definition of the function space OWZ’,Z,/;?(Q)- Now, thanks to F=Hol and | €
C=(M", Frm/2(Q)), it will follow that F € C%°(M", WET/2(Q)).

To this end, let (6,6, u,u) = H(F) € Wy(Q) and g = (9o, gn, 9. 9c) € F(Q). Then, (,¢,w, &) =

DH( f)g satisfies the following linear system:

[ Or) — mAE = e + go in @,
§ =710 — eA) — P19 +1c( + ec + ge in @,
¢ — horb — KAC = ag - w + ep + gn in Q,
ow — vAw + Vo = (aqp + as)g + e, + g, in Q, (4.36)
divw =0 in Q,
Yv=AY=0, (=0, w=0 on X,
L ¥(0)=0, ¢(0)=0, w(0)=0 in Q,
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where e = (e, €n, €y, ) has the components

€0 = —div (Yu) — div (¢pw)
en = —div ((¢ — lhy)u) — div ((6 — lhp)w)
e, = —diviw®u) —diviu®w)+K(E —-1.Ved+ K(u—1.0)Vy

€c \= 3BO¢Q’¢

With regard to the components of the source vector e, one can utilize Holder’s inequality and the Sobolev
embedding to deduce the following estimates:

leollrrarw 120y < clll¥ller @y lvllor ey + 16l rpe@p llwll or o2 @) b (4.37)
lenllzr/zw—1200)) < eAllCor @ a@)) + 1Y o s @) Hlwll or o))

+ {10l Lr (r:4 () + 18]l L (1:22 ) Hwll e (1,24 02)) (4.38)
HeV”LT/Q(I;W*LZ(Q)) < C||U||LT(I;L4(Q))Hw||Lr(1;L4(Q))

+ C{”€||LT/2(I;L4(Q)) + ||C||L”‘/2(I;L4(Q))}H(bHL“(I;Wl‘z(Q))

+ c{llul

Lr/2(L;Wg % (52)) < C”QSH%T(I;WL‘*(Q))||wHLT(I;W2’4(Q))' (4.40)

rr2nr9)) T 10z apr @) HIY L (w2 @) (4.39)

lec]

Let N :=||(¢,0,u, ”)”W"""/Q(Q) and cy be a generic positive constant that depends on N. Replacing r by 4 in
q,s8,pP
the estimates (4.37)—(4.40) and using (3.5), we have

lellas , L@xr2awiz@) < enll(®, Gw,Ollyre () (4.41)
||(’(/}7 CJ w?é)”WL:%p(Q) S C||g||j:;:'s(§(Q) (442)

We split the weak solution of (4.36) into two parts. Denote by (e, (e, We, e, We) and (g, (g, We, &g, Wg)
the weak solutions of (4.36) with g set to zero and e set to zero, respectively, so that (¢,(,w,§,w) =
(e, Ces We, &, We) + (Vg, Cg, We, &g, wg). Applying the extended maximal parabolic regularity for the linearized
system in [43], Theorem 3.18, we obtain the following inequalities

(s G W )y o2 gy < gl oz g (4.43)
”(weaCev'wevEE)”Zgz(Q)><Z21’2(Q)XV§’2(Q)><L2(I;W01’2(Q)) < enllgllerrrz ) (4.44)
Here, we used (4.41) and (4.42) for the second inequality.
From the proof of [43], Theorem 6.2, the following compact embeddings hold
23,2(Q) S LI(LWUQ)), 23,2(Q) S L(I; L)), V3,(Q) & L' (I LA(9)).
In particular, this implies the continuous embedding
r,r/2 (T, 2,4 rir. 74 rir. r4 r/2/7. 174
Wq)S{p(Q) — L"(I;W=%(Q)) x L"(I; L*(2)) x L"(I; L*()) x L / (I; L*(92)). (4.45)

The next step is to derive estimates for each component of (te, (e, We, &) by applying maximal parabolic
regularity results for the heat, viscous biharmonic heat, and Stokes equations. First, we start with an enthalpy
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transformation via fe = (e — lhtbe. Then, the linear system satisfied by (tle, (e, We, &e) is equivalent to

[ Ophe — mALe = € in Q,
e = TOpthe — €Athe — (ﬁl - lclh)'(/)e +lcfe + €c in Q,
0ife — kKAPe = KlnAthe + ag - We + €p in Q,
Orwe — VAW, + Ve = ((a1 + azln)te + a2fe)g + e, inQ, (4.46)
divwe =0 in @,
Ve =Athe =0, fe=0, we=0 on X,
| 0e(0) =0, Be(0) =0, we(0) =0 in 0,

Applying the maximal parabolic regularity for the heat equation, see [43], Theorem 3.6 for example, we get
1Bellzs o < ellellrrmqrmasqen + Iwellzermizs@y + lenlleraqaw—sogan)-

Using Lions Lemma [35], Theorem 16.4 to the function spaces 2, , »(Q) & L"(I; L(Q?)) < L*(I; L*(Q)) and
V3 ,2(Q) & L7 (I; L*(Q)) < L*(I; L*(€)) in (4.38), one has

lenllr/2rw-12(0)) < cleellCllLzir2 @) + €||C||221,,,,/2(Q) + 1l e sz Hlwll e (20 )

+ bl ez + 1Ol Hes w2 ipz @) +elwllvy @)
The last two inequalities along with (4.41), (4.42), and (4.45) give us

2,r/2

1Bellzy @) < eniecligl ez g +elclizr,

From the maximal parabolic regularity for the viscous biharmonic heat equation, see [43], Theorem 3.11 for
instance, we have

[ell 23

217‘/2(@) + ”é.eHLT/?(I;WOIJ(Q)) < C{”60HLT/2(I;W—1>2(Q)) + ”eC”LT/Z([;WOLZ(Q)) + ||Be||L7‘/2(I;W01’2(Q))}‘

Applying Lions Lemma to the function spaces V3, 5(Q) & L™(I; L*(Q)) < L*(I; L*(Q)) and Z3,,,Q) =
LT (I;W24(Q)) < L%(I; L*(Q)) in (4.37) and (4.40), respectively, we obtain

leoll Lrrz(rw-120)) < e{lI¥llLr L@y lwllL-(sze )

+ 9l L rpa)) (cellwll 2 rp2 ) +ellwllvey @)}

2,r/2

HQCHUM([;WOL?(Q)) < C||¢H%T(I;W1’4(Q)){Cs||7/’||L2(I;L2(Q)) + 5||7/’||Z§’T/2(Q)}-
The last three inequalities, along with (4.42) and (4.45) provide us the estimate

[ellzz L@ + [€ellLrrzrwi 2y — enlliPellzz, @)
< enfeellgll g g Telvlzg @ +elwllvy, @} (4.48)

Finally, using the maximal parabolic regularity for the Stokes equation in [10], Theorem 2.4, we have

lwellv @) < etllvellLra sz + 1BellLrzmirz ) + levliremw 12}
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From the continuous embedding Z2,.(Q) + 23,(Q) < L>(I;W"2(Q)) and another application of Lions
Lemma to the function spaces Z} . ,(Q) = L'/2(I; L*(Q)) < L*(I; L*(Q)) and V3, »(Q) & L"(I; L1 () <
L*(I; L*(Q)) in (4.39) leads to

”eVHLr/?(I;W*l’z(Q)) < C||u||Lr(1;L4(Q)){CsHw||L2(I;L2(Q)) + 5||w||v;m/2(Q)}

+ el rrzrp0@)) + cellClliznz) +ellKlizy @ HIPlze (@)+23,@

2,7/2

+ cllullprrzrpa@)) + 101 2@ HIYl 2z @) +22,0)-

With regard to the second term on the right-hand side, note that

€l Lrr2(rpace)) < clllell Lz rpa)) + I€ell Lz (rpay }-

These estimates together with (4.43), (4.44), and (4.45) give us
wellvs . @ = exliéell e 2y < en{ecligl gy +elCliz @ +elwlvy @) (449

Let 6 > 0. Multiplying (4.48) and (4.49) by 6 and §2, respectively, and then taking the sum of the resulting
inequalities with (4.47), we obtain

(1- 5CN)H/Be||Z§YT/2(Q) + 5||¢e||223yr/2(Q) +46(1 - 5CN)||EE||LT/2(I;W01’2(Q)) + 52||'we||v;m/2(Q)
< CN75{CE||g||_7:;2/§(Q) + €||(¢7 C7 w, f)”W;:/;(Q)}

Choosing § < 1/cn, recalling that S = (e — lnile, and then using the continuous embedding Z3 r/2(Q> —

25 ,5(Q), we arrive at the following estimate

1(WerCerwe, Ee)llzg ,(@)x22, @V, w(@xLrr2riwy (@) (4.50)
< en{ee Hg”y:;v)g’/;(Q) +ell(¥, ¢, w, S)HWE’,Z,/ZJQ(Q)}'

By the triangle inequality and the definition of the norm for the sum of Banach spaces, we obtain from (4.43)
and (4.50) that

c.CN + ¢
||(1/}7 Ca w, 5)”)/\);:;/5(@) < m”g”:}';:;(ﬁ(Q)

Taking 0 < € < 1/cy establishes the boundedness of the linear operator DH(f) as a map from .772;/1,2(62) onto

OW;:;(E (Q). Finally, it is clear that DH(f) is injective. This completes the proof of the lemma. O

Now that we have higher integrability for the solutions of the state system, we shall utilize this in the
succeeding lemma to establish an improved regularity for the solution of the adjoint system. For the definitions
of 92/2(62) and yQ/Q(Q), we refer to (3.9) and (3.10), respectively.

Lemma 4.11. Let (3.11) with r > 8 holds and assume that (¢,0,u,pu) € W;Z/E(Q) and (go, G, Gy, gc) €

Z/z(Q). The weak solution of the adjoint problem (3.8) satisfies (p,9,v,m) € yQ/Q(Q) having the associated

pressure w € L"/?(I; /WM(Q)). Furthermore, there exists a continuous function € : [0,00) — [0,00) such that

H((p,ﬁ‘,’u, 77)”3;2/2(@) + ||7T| Lr/2(I;W14(Q)) < <g(||(¢7 07u’U)||le‘::(§(Q))||(goaghagvvgc)ng/?(Q)'
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Proof. We shall eliminate 7 in (3.8) by substitution and proceed with an argument presented in [9], Lemma 4.8.
Consider the subspace Z§ , 1(Q) == {p € 2} ,(Q) : p(T) = 0} of 23 ,(Q) and follow similar definitions for

Zir/zT(Q) and Vir/sz(Q)‘ Let us introduce the function spaces

X0(Q) =25, 5 1(Q) x 22,5 7(Q) X Vi, /5.0(Q) x L2 (I; Wh4(Q))
X1(Q) = L"*(L;W14(Q)) x L"/*(I; L*(Q)) x L"/*(I; L*()).

For each ¢ € [0, 1], define the linear map A, : X(Q) — X1(Q) according to

—0i(p — mTAp) + meA?p — geo(p, v, v)
Ay(p,0,v,m) = — 09 — KAV — gen(p, ¥, v)
— 0w — vAv + V7 — ge,(p, 9, v),

where the last terms in each component are given by

eo(p,0,v) := — 0o — TKOw - Vo — 7Kv - VO + mF' () Ap + mKF' (¢p)v - Vo
+aig-v+u-Vip—0h) —Kv-V(p—I0) — eKA(v - Vo)

en(p,9,v) :=u- Vi + asg - v+ mlAp

e (p,9,v) :=u-Vou+ (Vo) u+adg + ¢V + (0 — 1,¢) VY.

Observe that the adjoint system (3.8) is equivalent to the equation

A1(g0,'l9,'U, 7T> = (go - Tatgc - EAgC + F/<¢)gC7gh + lcgc»gv) € Xl(Q) (451)

Thus, it is enough to prove that Ay : Xo(Q) — X1(Q) is an isomorphism.

From the maximal parabolic regularity theory for the viscous biharmonic heat, Stokes, and heat equations,
we deduce that Ag is an isomorphism. Next, we show that A, is well-defined and bounded for p > 0. Indeed,
we infer from Holder inequality the following estimates:

llen(@s 05 0) | L2 (rya)) < etllwll ez pi@p 19l e@or @y + 10l Lrzaniq) + lellorewea) (4.52)
lev(e, 9, V) 2 (rpaqe)) < llwllorzgea@pylvlieder @) + 18l Le o= @pllell ez @wray

+ (101l Lrr2(r;pa )y + 1Dl rrzLa@) 1l oo )y + 19N ez o)) } (4.53)
leo (@, 0, )| Lrr2rw—1.200)) < A0 Lrr2 i)y + 100 Lrr2 (rspa ) 1€l oo (1,2 ()

+ vllero@pl0ell Lrrzray) + 1F (D)l (z:o @) 19l 21wz )

+ ||FI(¢)||L°°(I;L°°(Q))||U||C(i;C(Q))||¢\|Lr/2(1;W1,4(Q)) + HU\|Lr/2(1;L4(Q))(H@Hcﬁ;cl(n)) + ||19||C(f;cl(9)))

+ vl prr2ni) + 10l oo il ez o)) + 101 Lr2ea@))

+ HUHC(T;CI(Q))H¢| Lr/2(I;W24(Q))- (4.54)

Using the following compact embeddings from the proof of [9], Lemma 4.8
23,2(Q) S O CHQ), Vi, (@ 3 CLCN (),

we have that A,(p,d,v,7) € X1(Q) for every (p,9,v,m) € Xo(Q).
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Again, we set N := ||(¢,0,u, )
can see that

”W”” @ Based on the above estimates and the previous embeddings, we
q,8,p

”(AQ - AC)(507197U>7T)||X1(Q) < |Q - §|H<60(907197'U)aeh(90a ﬁav)aev(@7197v))||xl(cg)
<cenlo=dlll(p,0,9)lz3 | L@xz2, @02, @

and thus,

Ao — Acllzxo(@). 21 (@) < enlo—¢|. (4.55)

Denote by S the set of all g € [0, 1] such that A, is an isomorphism. Then, 0 € S and S is open relative to [0, 1]
from (4.55) and the fact that the set of all isomorphisms from Xy(Q) onto X'1(Q) is open in L(Xo(Q), X1(Q)).

Let us show that S is also closed in [0, 1]. Let ¢ € [0, 1] and suppose that g — o where g; € S for each positive
integer k. It is clear that A, is injective. Now we show that A, is surjective. Given (ho, hn, hy) € X1(Q), since
A,, is surjective, we have A,, (¢r, Vi, Vi, Tk) = (ho, hn, hy) for some (¢, V%, vi, Tr) € Xo(Q). By adapting the
proof of Theorem 3.7, we see that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 independent of k£ such that

(ks Ois V1 i) | y2(Q) < ll(hoy by B[l 2, (@) (4.56)

Applying separately the maximal parabolic regularity for the viscous biharmonic heat, heat, and Stokes
equations on each component of the equation

AQk (@kﬂ?kavkaﬂk) = (hoﬂ b, hv)a

and using 0 < g < 1, we have

H@k”zgmm(cg) < C{HhoHL“/Q(I;W*L‘*(Q)) + lleo(#x 791@7Uk)||L”'/2(I;W*1’4(Q))} (4.57)

||79k||zgm/2(Q) < C{HhhHLT/z(I;L‘l(Q)) + llen (e, 1(}Iw7ch)||Lr/2(I;L4(Q))} (4.58)

[vkllv2 @ T 7k ] L7/2(I;WL4(Q < C{||hVHL'“/2(I;L4(Q)) + HeV((leﬁkvvk)HLT/?(I;L“(Q))}' (4.59)
12 ( ()

In what follows, we provide further estimates for the second terms on the right-hand sides of the last three
inequalities. B

Now, by utilizing Lions Lemma to the function spaces Z42T/2(Q) = C(I;CHQ)) — L3(I; L*(Q)) and
Z35(Q) S L(LW24(Q)) < L*(I; L(2)), along with the embeddings V3,(Q) <+ L™/?(I; L*(1)) and
(4.45) in (4.52), one has

llen(@rs Tres Vi)l Lz rinacay) < en{eellVrllizirz) +elldilzz L@
Fllvellve @ +ccllvrllzaz @) +ellvnlzs @)
This inequality and (4.56) when applied to (4.58) give us:
(1 —een)llFklizz @) < enfeell(hos bn )l 2 @ +ellerllz @) (4.60)

A similar procedure as above along with Vi7r/2(Q) = C(I;CH(Q)) — L2(I; L*(Q)) when applied to (4.53)
yields

||ev(()07€7 ’lgkv 'Uk)”LT/Z(I;L“(Q)) < CN{CEH’U/C”LZ(I?LQ(Q)) + EHUICHVL/Z(Q)
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+lenllzg @ + cellPrllzirz) +ellVillzz @ + 19kl 22 @) )
Substituting this inequality in (4.59) and then using the estimate (4.56), we have

(1 —een)llvillvz L@ + 17kl ey < envleelltho, hn, o)l x, @) +elldrlizz @)} (4.61)

4,r/2
Lastly with the same methods, we obtain from (4.54) the following inequality

lleo(@rs ns Vi)l Lrrzriw—1a()) < enlllVellzz @)+ lvkllvz | @) + ccllvrllzgiz @) +ellvillve | L@

+cellerllz i) +ellerllzs @ + vkllvz, @ + clrllezaiez ) +elldilzz L@
With this estimate and (4.56) in (4.57), we deduce

(1 —een)llvrllzs L@ —enllVellzz @ —enlvellvz | L@

4,r

< ex{ee o b )l sy +€lldillz2 | o +ellonlive @) (4.62)

4,r/2

Multiplying (4.62) by § > 0 and then taking the sum of the resulting inequality with (4.60) and (4.61), we
obtain

oL —een)llerllzs | L@ + (1 =den —een)ll9rllzz @) + (1 =den —een)llvilvz | q)

+ ||7Tk||Lr/2(];/W1,4(Q)) < CN,5{CEH(h07hhahv)||X1(Q) + 6”(‘)0/%191%'vkaﬂ'k)”XO(Q)}'

Taking 6 = 1/(2¢n) and then € > 0 small enough so that

we see from the above inequality that

CN,5C
”(Sok’ﬁkvvkvﬂk)”-’fo(Q) < EN EH(hovhh’hV)”Xl(Q)' (463)

The previous inequality implies that the sequence {(pg, Uk, vi, mk)}5o, is bounded in the reflexive space
Xo(Q). Thus, (¢r, Ik, Vi, TK) = (@, Y, v,7) in Xo(Q) for some (p,d,v,7) € Xo(Q). Passing to the weak limit
in the equation A,, (K, Ik, Vi, %) = (ho, hn, hy) leads to A,(p, ¥, v, ) = (ho, hn, hy). This proves that A, is
surjective. As a consequence, ¢ € S and so S is closed in [0, 1]. Since the only non-void subset of the connected
space [0, 1] that is both open and closed is itself, we have S = [0,1]. Therefore, A; is an isomorphism. The
estimate stated by the lemma follows from (4.51), the estimate

Inllz; ) < enlliellzz @ + Iolve @ +lloellzr @)

4,r/2 4,1/2

and the one that can be obtained from (4.63) by passing to the limit inferior. O

The succeeding lemma deals with the stability of solutions for the adjoint system under the norm of yg/ 2(Q).
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Lemma 4.12. Consider the assumptions of Lemma 4.11 and suppose that ¢q,0q € L™/>(I; L*(Q)) and 14, vq €

L"2(I; L*(Q)). For every s € MZS, we have D(s) € yZ/Q(Q) and there exists c3 > 0 independent on s such
that

ID(s) = D) lyer2() < eslIF() — (sl o

Proof. The fact that D(s) € yg/ ?(Q) follows immediately from Lemmas 4.10 and 4.11. Moreover, from
(4.14) we deduce that

Dy = sup_ ||D(3)Hy2/2(Q) < 00. (4.64)
d

seM?

Let (¢s,0s,us, pus) = F(s) and (ps,9s,vs,ms) = D(s). Also, let us recall that (¢*,0* u*, u*) = F(s*) and
(¢*, 0%, v*,n*) = D(s*). Then, the difference (p,0,v,n) = (¢s, s, Vs, Ns) — (¢*, F*, v*, n*) satisfies the linear
system (3.8) with (¢, 8, u, u) = (¢*, 0%, u*, p*) and

Jo = Ao1(ds — ¢7) + Ao2(Ags — AP") + (us — u”) - V(s — lns)
+ (F'(¢s) = F'(¢"))ns — Kvs - V(ps — p* — lcfs +10%)

ge = Kvs - V(¢s — ¢7)

gh = An(0s — 07) + (us —u") - Vs — Klevs - V(¢s — ¢7)

g, = M(us —u) + (ug —u*) - Vog + (Vo) (us — u*)
+(¢s — ¢")Vps + (0s — 0" — lnps + 1h¢™) V.

Then, we can adapt the same methods as in the previous lemma and use (4.64) so that
H(‘pa v, ’0777)\\3;2/2(@) < CF’YD"/”(d)S - ¢*a s — 0", us — U*a s — U*)||W;:§{;(Q)

for some ¢ > 0 independent of s. Observe that this is precisely the estimate stated by the lemma with c3 =
ck,D,. O

Our next lemma provides an estimate for the action of the second-order derivatives of the cost functional.
Lemma 4.13. Consider the framework of Lemma 4.12. Given § > 0, there exists €5 > 0 such that for every
s € My NBL (s*) and r € M", we have

D2 (s) ~ D2 (")) ()| < 2IDF(s" )7l g

Proof. Let (¢X, ¢ wpk, €5) = DF(s*)r and (¥, ¢, wy, &) = DF(s)r. We shall estimate D2J(s)(r,r) —
D2J(s*)(r,r) by using the representation of the second-order derivative of J provided in Theorem 4.1. First,
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applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and the estimates in Lemma 4.7, we obtain

/ / Mot [ + D2l — B2+ A2l Vi + VAV — V52| dadt

b [ GG G o+ il — it

< c{IDF(s)7(l73(q) + [IDF(s")7[l73(q) HIDF(s)r — DF(s™)r(l73(0)

< cerlez+ Dlls — " (@) IDF(s")rlZ2(0)-

q5p

Next, by the triangle inequality, we have
T
/ / 12(wy - V)b — 2(w;. - V© )aby| da dt
0
<2/ /\ r— W V(p)wr|da:dt+2/ / |(wi - V(g — ¢*))pp| dadt

+2/0 /Qum V") (e — )] de .

The terms on the right-hand side of this inequality can be estimated from above as follows

/ / |(w ) - V)tbp| da dt < cl|lwy — willz2 ;22 ) |9l czor @ 1¥e | L2 (15220
/0 / (W}~ T — )| dzdt < etz (rzacan 0 — @ oo e lz2za@)

T
/0 /Q (w0}, V) (0 — )| Az dt < el ez 10" oo @ 10r — Yllze (-

Taking the sum of these inequalities and using the continuous embeddings presented in the proof of Lemma 4.11,
we get

T
/ / 12(wr - Vio)hy — 2w’ - Vi | dr dt
0 Q
< c|DF(s)r — DF(s")r 730 [D(8) 1y 2 g IDF ()7l 720
+ ¢IDF ()72 ID(8) — D(") 1012 g [DF ()72
+ clDF(s)rll 730y ID(") 2. IDF(s)r — DF(s" )72 .

According to Lemma 4.10, we have |[F(s) — F(s*)||W§:Z(§(Q) = 2(lls = s™[lar @) with z(||s —

s*lar . @) =+ 0ass—s"in Ny . p(Q). In what follows, the function z may be different at each line. Due

to Lemma 4.12, it follows also that ||D(s) — D(s*)Hyr/z Q= = 2(|ls — s*[|ar . (q))- Based on these and from
4 q,s P

Lemma 4.7, we deduce that

T
/ / 120wy - Vio)hy — 2wl - Vi W dzdt < 2([ls — s |lur-
0 Q

q5p

))HDF(S*)TH%'%(Q)'
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In a similar fashion, we can establish the following estimate for the other terms related to the convection and
surface tension

T
| 2twn - 900G = i) = (w} - 90706 )] o
0 JQ
T
+ [ 2Kl Toner ~ 1) (- TUE ~ 1) do
T
+/0 /Q2|(wr -Vv) - Vw, — (w;. - Vv*) - Vw; | de dt

< z(lls = s"llary

q,s,P

@) IDF(s")7(|73)-

Now for the remaining cubic terms for the second-order derivative, we shall estimate from above according
to

T
/ / 68| S0 — 6*62r| da dt
0 Q

T T
Ak * ok 2 k) k * _ay¥
gwo/o/ﬂw 5T+ Dl n)]w,.|dxdt+6ﬁo/0 /Q|<z> 0 (b + 02 (e — )| da it

< e{llo = ¢*llecrn= @ 1Ml o @) 19e 172 ey + 10lo =@ In — mille 2 1¥el 220 @)
+ 19" lerLo @ I loe2 @) el 2 (.na @) + W0l L2z @) 1¥e — YrllLe ey -

With the same reasoning as above, one can obtain the estimate

T
/0 /( 650162, — ovi2ntl dedt < 2(|ls — s” [ (@) IDF(s 7|23

Applying the triangle inequality and taking the sum of the above estimates give us the desired result. O

The proof of the following lemma is analogous to the previous one, and for this reason we shall omit the
details.

Lemma 4.14. Consider the framework of Lemma 4.12. Then, there exists ¢y > 0 such that for every s € MYy
and r € M" we have

D27 (8)](r.7)] < e DF ()7 ..

We are now in position to prove the main result of this section. In order to formulate the second-order
sufficient conditions, we consider the cone of directions Cj3(s*) C M" with 8 > 0, defined as follows:

9sL(s™, m*)r < B||DF(s™)r(l72 )

O A(s™, m™)r > —B|DF(s")r |l 13(q)

10 (8) |1y = e implies Do () a1y pr(£) < 0
for a.a.t € I and for every k € K

(s ={remM’
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Theorem 4.15. Let (3.11) with r > 8, f = (fo, fo: Fur fo) € F2(Q), (¢o,00,u0) € DT/2(Q), da,ba €

q,8,p q,8,p

L2(I; LX), ¥ 4,vq € L2(I; L*(2)), and (4.5) be fulfilled. Assume that s* € MS; satisfies
D?F(s*)(r,r) > 5||DF(s*)r||2,-%(Q) Vr e Ch(s") (4.65)
for some 6 >0 and B > 0. Then, there existe =egs >0 and 0 = g5 > 0 such that
J(s™) + o|F(s) — F(s*)Hg,-%(Q) <J(s) VseMPnBL(s). (4.66)

In particular, s* is a strict local solution of (3.7) with respect to the topology of N;)SW(Q), and hence to the
topology of M as well.

Proof. Suppose that s = (05, 0n,0,) € Mg N BL(s*), where € > 0 will be chosen below. Let r = (po, ph, p,) =
s—s* € M". Given k € K, if mi(t) = [lyx (t)llcow) > 0, then [0 (¢) [ ar(wy) = W according to (4.5). Hence, (4.9)
and |low(t)][ s < 7 lead to Ol|oy (1) || ar(wpr(t) < 0. Thus,

DsA(s*,m*)r = ;0|07 a1 (o i dt < 0. (4.67)

KEK (mr>0}

Next, we derive some estimates based on the previous lemmas. From the continuous embedding WZﬁ,p(Q) —

T2(Q), Il

q,s,pP

(@) < €, Theorem 3.3, Corollary 3.4, and setting
¢s = [IDHU D e im72 @ wi2 @0 PV . @) #32,0@) < 00
we have

IDF(s)7l73(0) < clDF(s")7llypr2 (g
< cHDH(I(s*))DIr||W;,leP(Q) < cese.

In particular, for € < 1/(ccs) we have |[DF(s*)7||72(g) < 1. Moreover, according to Lemma 4.7, one has
IDF(s)r|33(q) < IDF(s")rl172q) < ccese| DF(s™)7(l72(0)- (4.68)

In light of Lemma 4.9, the triangle inequality, and upon taking € < gg, the norm on the left-hand side can be
bounded from below, thanks to

* 1 *
IDF(s")rll730) 2 51IF(s) = F(sM)ll30)- (4.69)
Performing a second-order Taylor expansion to J around s*, we have
1
J(s) = J(s*) +DJ(s*)r + §D2J(sw)(r, r), (4.70)

where w € [0,1] and we have set s, := ws* + (1 —w)s € M35. As in [10], we shall proceed by considering two
cases, namely, when r € Cj3(s*) or r ¢ C3(s*).
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Suppose that r € Cj(s*). Since DJ(s*)r > 0 and D2J(s*)(r, ) > §HDF(s*)r||%_2(Q) from (4.65), we obtain
2
from Lemma 4.13, (4.70), and (4.69) that

J(s) > J(s*) + %D2J(s*)(r,r) + %[DQJ(SW) —D?J(s")](r,7)
> J(s*) + %HDF(S*)TH%'%(Q)
> J(s*) + %IIF(S) ~F(s) R0

provided that € < &5.

Now assume that r ¢ Cj5(s*). From the definition of Cj;(s*) and the statement at the beginning of the proof,
either we have 05 L(s*, m*)r > B||DF(s*)r|7z(q) or 9sA(s*,m*)r < —B||DF(s*)7|73(q)- In any case, we claim
that

DJ(s*)r > BIDF(s")rll73(0)-
Indeed, if the first inequality holds, then due to (4.67), one has

DJ(s")r = 0sL(s™, m*)r — s A(s*,m™)r
> 0sL(s*,m™)r > ﬂ||DF(s*)r||7-g(Q)

If the second inequality is satisfied then from (4.13), we have
DJ(s")r > — 05 A(s", m")r > B||DF(s")7 72 ()

Utilizing DJ(s*)r > B[|DF(s*)r|l72(q), [DF(s")7ll72q) < 1, (4.68), (4.69), (4.70), and Lemma 4.14, we get

* " 1
J() 2 J(5) + BIDF(s")r 30y + 5D (s, 7)
* * 1 *
> J(5%) + BIDF(s )7l ) — ecieacs=DF(s*)rlid4 g,

* 1 *
> J(s") + (28 — ccseacse)[F(s) — F(s™)lI 73 q)-

Based on the above discussions, choosing ¢ = min{1/(ccs),0,€s,28/(cc3cacs)} and o = min{5/16, (28 —
ccleqcse)/8} yield the desired estimate (4.66). This completes the proof of the theorem. O

APPENDIX

For the sake of the reader, we provide the computations leading to (4.19) that was used in the proof of
Lemma 4.7. Starting from the adjoint system (3.8), we integrate by parts, use the vanishing initial conditions
for the linearized system, the vanishing terminal conditions for the adjoint system, and (4.17). For the adjoint
equation involving the linearized Cahn—Hilliard system, we obtain

T T
/ (o, ¢>W_1,2(Q)’W01,2(Q) dt = / (—0pp + 1h0) + 70 — u - V(@ — In0) + eAn, 1/J>W_1,2(Q)7W01,2(Q) dt
0 0

T
- /0 (F'(p)n+ a1g - v — Kv - V(u — 1.0), 1/1>W,1,2(Q)7W01,2(Q) dt
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T
= /O (04 + div (Yu), §O>W—1,2(Q)7W01’2(Q) dt
T
+ / (=m0 + A — F/ (), 1) 13
0
T
+ [ (Carbg — K~ 1090 o)y o
0
+ /(—lhatw — lpdiv (¢U)aﬂ>w—1,2(m,wg=2(n) dt
T T
/ (9es &) 12(e) At / n—mAp — Kv -V, q)dt
0 0

T

T
(& mr2e) dt+/ (=mAL Qhyy-12(0) wi2(o) A
0

+/0 (— ’C§V¢av>w—1v2(ﬂ),Wé’2(Q) dt.

Also, for the adjoint equation associated with the linearized convection-diffusion equation, we have

T T
/ (gh,C)Lz(Q)dt:/ (=0 —u-VI+Klv-Vé — KAY — azg - v — 11, () 2(q) dt
0 0
T T
:/ (=€, M) 20 dt+/ (0:C + div (Cu) = KAG 0) 12 () w2 (o) A
0 0

T
+ / (KIcCV — aalg, )y 1.2 () w2 (o) At
0

and for the adjoint equation corresponding to the linearized Navier—Stokes equation, one has

/OT(gV, w)p2(q)dt = /OT(—atv —u-Vv— (Vo) u—vAv + Vi, w)p2q)dt
T
~ [ (adg + 6V + (0~ 16) 70, )10 e
. 0
= [ (v (Gw) by g

T
T / (—ag - w -+ div (0 — 1h61w), D)y 1200y
0

T
+ / (Opw + div (w @ u) + div (w ® u) — vAw + Vw, 'U>W*1v2(Q),W})*2(Q) dt.
0

Taking the sum of these equations and utilizing the equations for the linearized system (v, ¢, w, &) = DH(I(8)) =,
see Theorem 3.3, we can easily obtain (4.19).
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