
Final-state, Open-loop Control of the Heat equation in Tensorial Domains

(full version)
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Abstract

In this paper, a quadratic optimal control problem will be considered for the heat equation in tensorial

domains with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions, in which the control function (depending only

on time) constitutes a source term. These problems involve choosing a control function (with or without

“peak-value” constraints) to approximately steer the solution of the heat equation to a desired function at

the end of a prescribed (finite) time-interval. To compute approximations to the desired optimal control

functions, semi-discrete, spectral (with eigenfunctions) Galerkin approximations to the corresponding heat

equation and the corresponding (approximating) control problems are tackled. Two simple, illustrative

examples are presented in the final section.

Index terms— Optimal control, partial differential equations, approximate solutions.

1 Introduction

Control problems for systems described by linear evolution equations (essentially, equations involving partial

derivatives relative to time and spatial coordinates) have received considerable attention (see for example

([4], [10], [12]) and their references).

In particular, the basic objective of reaching approximately a desired final state from a given initial

state has given rise to various control problems (in open loop) for parabolic equations in general and, in

particular, for the heat equation. Such problems can encompass different types of boundary conditions

(Dirichlet, Neumann or Robin) and control signals acting on the boundary of the spatial domain involved

or as a source term inside it.
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Usually, these problems aim at obtaining a control function defined both in a prespecified time interval

and in the spatial domain in which the equation is defined ,i.e., at each instant the control “signal” assumes

as “value” a function defined in the entire spatial domain in question.

On the other hand, with a view to potential applications, it is interesting to consider the case of “point

control”, i.e., of time-dependent control functions which assume as “value” a point in Rm
(for some fixed

m) at each instant, whose spatial action is defined by the “actuators” used.

In this work, a quadratic optimal control problem is considered for the heat equation in a tensorial

domain with a homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition and, in which the control function (depending

only on time) appears in a source term.

More specifically, the problem of approximate positioning of the final state on a finite time interval is

examined. Minimization of a quadratic cost involving the final-state approximation error is considered with

and without a constraint on the maximum magnitude of the control functions. To compute approximate

solutions to such control problems, approximate versions of them are tackled which are obtained from

finite-dimensional approximations for the control-to-final-state operator.

This report is organized as follows. In Section 2, the basic control problem is introduced. In Section 3,

its optimal solution is characterized. In Section 4, approximate solutions to the basic, unconstrained control

problem are derived. In Section 5, “peak value” constraints are added to the basic problem and both the

original and approximate versions of it are discussed, including the use of Lagrangian duality to obtain

approximate solutions. Finally, in Section 6, two simple numerical examples are presented to illustrate the

main points previously discussed.

Notation

• q - dimension of the space domain.

• Ω ⊂ Rq
- spatial domain.

• k = (k1 , · · · , kq) - multiindex.

• νk,i =

(
kiπ

Lxi

)2

.

• θr : Ω→ R - desired final state.

• tF - final instant.

• u : [0, tF ]→ Rm
- control signal, m ∈ Z+.

• L2 (Ω) - set of real functions defined on Ω and of integrable square.

• L2 (0, tF )
m

- set of functions defined on (0, tF ) that took values in Rm
and are squared (from the

Euclidean norm in the image) integrable.
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• H1
0 (Ω) - space of functions defined on Ω that have partial derivatives of 1st order in the weak sense.

• θ (t) or θ (·, t) - real functions defined in Ω (for every t ∈ (0, tF ]).

• T
θ

[u] : Ω→ R - final state reached by the action of u from state zero.

• R and Z+ - set of real numbers and positive integers, respectively.

2 Background and Problem Formulation

In this section, the problem will be considered of choosing a control signal u : [0, tF ]→ Rm
, where m ∈ N is

by the number of scalar control signals chosen to approximately steer the solution of the heat equation (HEq

for short) (for a given initial value and homogeneous boundary Dirichlet condition) towards a prescribed

final state. Accordingly, in Section 2.1, an optimal control problem is formulated for the HEq and the

optimal solution is characterized by a linear equation on L2(0, tF )
m

. Then in Section 2.2, an approximation

to the optimal control signal is characterized (by means of linear equations in Rn
) as the optimal solution to

an optimal control problem posed on the basis of a Galerkin approximation (of a given dimension n) for the

HEq. This section ends with a summary of the computational steps required to obtain the desired control

signal.

Linear-quadratic optimal control problems have been extensively studied – see, for example ([10], [12])

and references therein. Very often, general parabolic equations and more general cost-functional involving

state values along the whole of [0, tF ] are considered. To cope with such general set-ups, results tend

to concentrate on showing existence of optimal controls and establishing “abstract” optimality conditions

(rather that computational schemes to compute control signals). This is often achieved invoking advanced

general methods such as the so called Hilbert Uniqueness Method (HUM for short) devised by Lions in ([6],

[7]).

In contrast, the main objective here is to exploit a simpler set-up (the HEq and final-state control) to

obtain, by elementary means, explicit characterizations of approximate optimal control signals which would

only involve relatively simple computational tasks – with the end result that the desired “approximately-

optimal” control signals could be effectively generated.

To this aim, consider a initial/boundary condition problem for the parabolic equation given (“in its

classical form”) by

∂θ(x, t)

∂t
= α

mx∑
i=1

∂2θ(x, t)

∂x2
i

+ f(x, t) ∀ x ∈ Ω, ∀ t ∈ (0,∞) (2.1)

θ(x, t) = 0 (Boundary Conditions) ∀ t ∈ (0,∞), ∀x ∈ ∂Ω (2.2)

θ(x, 0) = g(x) (Initial Condition) ∀x ∈ Ω (2.3)

where Ω ∈ Rmx is a bounded, open and connected set, f and g are given functions and α ∈ R+. The “weak”

(or variational) version of this problem is then formulated as follows:
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Given α ∈ R+, f(t) = f(·, t) ∈ L2(Ω), g ∈ L2(Ω) and Ω ∈ Rmx open and connected find

θ : [0, tF ]→ H1
0 (Ω) such that ∀φ ∈ H1

0 (Ω) and ∀t ∈ (0, tF )〈
dθ

dt
(t), φ

〉
= −α

mx∑
i=1

〈
∂θ(t)

∂xi
,
∂φ

∂xi

〉
+ 〈f(t), φ〉, (2.4)

〈θ(0), φ〉 = 〈g, φ〉. (2.5)

The existence and uniqueness of solutions to this problem follows from the result of ([3], Theorem 7.1.3, p.

356).

Given that the main interest here is the final-state control problem, the semigroup representation of the

solution to (2.1)–(2.3), see ([2], pp. 13–52), will be exploited. To bring in such a representation, let the

operator A : H2(Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω)→ L2(Ω), be defined by

∀φ ∈ dom(A),∀ψ ∈ H1
0 (Ω), 〈A[φ], ψ〉 = −B[φ, ψ], (2.6)

where

B[φ, ψ] , α
mx∑
i=1

〈
∂φ

∂xi
,
∂ψ

∂xi

〉
, (2.7)

〈·, ·〉 denotes the inner product of L2(Ω) and dom(A) stands for the domain of A.

Then, the problem above can be recast as the following Cauchy problem:

Find θ : [0, tF ]→ H1
0 (Ω) such that

θ̇(t) = A[θ(t)] + f(t) , t > 0 , θ(0) = g (2.8)

where g ∈ L2(Ω), f : (0,∞)→ L2(Ω) and θ : [0,∞)→ L2(Ω).

The operator A so defined is the infinitesimal generator of a Co−semigroup SA(t) : L2(Ω) → L2(Ω),

t ≥ 0 on the basis of which θ(·) is given by

θ(t; f, g) = SA(t)[g] +

∫ t

0
SA(t− τ)[f(τ)]dτ, ∀t ∈ [0, tF ], (2.9)

see ([1], pp. 101–107).

As the operator A is symmetric and elliptic, the eigenvectors of A constitute a complete orthonormal

set for L2(Ω), see ([3], Theorem 6.5.1, p. 355), so that ∀φ ∈ H1
0 (Ω), A[φ] =

∑∞
i=1 λi〈φi , φ〉φi , where

{λi}∞i=1 are the corresponding eigenvalues of A, i.e., A[φi ] = λiφi . As a result, SA(t) is given by

∀φ ∈ L2(Ω), SA(t)[φ] =
∞∑
i=1

eλi t〈φi , φ〉φi . (2.10)

In this paper, attention will be restricted to the so called tensorial spatial domains, i.e.,

Ω = (0, Lx1
) × · · · × (0, Lxmx ). In this case, the eigenfunctions φ

k
, k = (k1 , . . . , kmx ) of the operator

A are given by

φ
k
(x) =

mx∏
i=1

√
2

Lxi
sin

[
kiπxi
Lxi

]
.
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It is now assumed that f(x, t) = fS (x, t) + β
S

(x)
T
u(t), where fS : Ω × [0, tF ] → R and β

S
: Ω → Rm

are given functions, β
S

(x) = [β
S1

(x) · · · β
Sm

(x)]
T

, where fS would model “disturbances” (i.e., control-

independent heat sources) and u : [0, tF ] → Rm
is a control signal to be chosen in such a way as to make

θ(tF ; f, g) “close” to a prescribed θr ∈ L2(Ω). This source term consists of a given “disturbance” term,

fS (x, t), and the controlling term with β
T

S
(x) which represents the spatial effects (and position), of the

different controlled sources characterized by β
Si

(x). The control function u is such that u(t) ∈ Rm
, i.e.,

u(t) = (u1(t), . . . , um(t)), where each ui is a control signal for each of the individual sources given by

β
Si

(x)ui(t), i = 1, . . . ,m.

Now, let u ∈ L2(0, tF )
m

, ρu ∈ R+ and define the cost functional

J (u) , ‖θ(tF ; f, g)− θr‖
2

L2(Ω)
+ ρu‖u‖

2

L2(0,t
F

)
m (2.11)

(from now on, the “space” subindices of norms and inner products will be omitted whenever context infor-

mation makes them redundant).

The term ‖θ(tF ; f, g)− θr‖
2

L2(Ω)
measures the proximity of the system’s optimal final state under the

effect of the control and the desired state (objective) which we want to approximate.

The “energy” that the control u requires to take the system to the desired final state (objective) in a

finite interval of time, (0, tF ), is measured ‖u‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)
m

. By varying the parameter ρu that penalizes this

term, different “trade-offs” between “cost of control” (or reguralization “level”) and approximation quality

can be pursued.

A control signal is to be chosen on the basis of the optimization problem

Prob. I : min
u∈L2(0,t

F
)m
J (u). (2.12)

Moreover, the cost functional, J (u), is a convex, continuous and coercive functional, This, together with

the fact that L2(0, tF )
m

is closed and convex guarantees the existence of a function u that minimizes it

([2], pp. 35–36).

3 Final State Positioning with Source Control

In this section, optimality conditions are presented for Prob. I on the basis of which its solution can be

explicitly characterized. To this effect, note first that due to the linearity of θ(·; f, g) on (f, g),

θ(·; f, g) = θ(·; fS , g) + θ(·; fu , 0), where fu(t) = β
T

S
(·)u(t), (3.1)

i.e.,

θ(·; f, g) = θ(·; fS , g) + Ť
θ
[u](·), (3.2)
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where Ť
θ

: L2(0, tF )
m →

{
h : [0, tF ]→ H1

0 (Ω)
}

Ť
θ
[u](t) ,

∫ t

0
SA(t− τ)[fu(τ)]dτ. (3.3)

From (2.10) we see that

Ť
θ
[u](t) =

∫ t

0

∞∑
i=1

eλi (t−τ)〈φi , fu(τ)〉φidτ. (3.4)

Now J (u) can be rewritten as

J (u) = ‖Tθ[u]− θro‖
2

L2(Ω)
+ ρu‖u‖

2

L2(0,t
F

)
m , (3.5)

where θro , θr − θ(tF ; f, g) and T
θ

: L2(0, tF )
m → L2(Ω) is defined by T

θ
[u] = Ť

θ
[u](tF ).

Exploiting the specific nature of the cost functional, the existence of an optimal solution to Prob. I can

be ascertained by means of a basic result on minimum-distance problems pertaining to closed convex sets

([9], p. 69), as stated in the next proposition in which the optimal solution is also characterized.

Proposition 3.1. There exists uo ∈ L2(0, tF )
m

such that ∀u ∈ L2(0, tF )
m

, u 6= uo, J (uo) < J (u).

Moreover, uo is the unique solution of the linear equation

ρuuo + T ∗
θ
· T

θ
[uo ]− T ∗

θ
[θro] = 0, (3.6)

i.e.,

uo =
[
ρuI + T ∗

θ
· T

θ

]−1 [T ∗
θ

[θro]
]
, (3.7)

where T ∗
θ

: L2(Ω)→ L2(0, tF )
m

is the adjoint of T
θ
. ∇

Proof. Let Ta : L2(0, tF )
m → L2(0, tF )

m × L2(Ω) be defined by Ta [u] , (ρ
1/2

u
u, T

θ
[u]). Then

J (u) = ‖Ta [u] − (0, θro)‖2

Xa
, where Xa , L2(0, tF )

m × L2(Ω), and Prob. I is seen as the problem of

finding the minimum-distance approximation to (0, θro) ∈ Xa in Ta [L2(0, tF )
m

] - note that Xa is a Hilbert

Space with the inner product

〈(v1 , w1), (v2 , w2)〉Xa = 〈v1 , v2〉L2(0,t
F

)
m + 〈w1 , w2〉L2(Ω)

.

Moreover, Ta [L2(0, tF )
m

] is closed. Indeed, if Ta [uK ]→ x0 = (ûo , θ̂ao) or, equivalently, (ρ
1/2

u
uK , Tθ [uK ])→

(ûo , θ̂ao) then uK → ρ
−1/2

u
ûo and (since T

θ
is continuous) T

θ
[uK ] → T

θ
[ρ
−1/2

u
ûo ] = θ̂ao. Thus,

Ta(ρ
−1/2

u
ûo) = (ûo , Tθ [ρ

−1/2

u
ûo ]) = (ûo , θ̂ao) = x0 ⇒ x0 ∈ Ta [L2(0, tF )

m
].

As Ta [L2(0, tF )
m

] is also convex, it follows from ([9], Theorem 3.12.1, p. 69) that Prob. I has a unique

solution uo (say).

Note now that uo is a solution to Prob. I ⇔ ∀δu ∈ L2(0, tF )
m

,

J (uo) ≤ J (uo + δu) ⇔ ∀δu ∈ L2(0, tF )
m
,

2ρu〈uo , δu〉L2(0,t
F

)m + ρu‖δu‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)
m + 2〈T

θ
[uo ]− θro, Tθ [δu]〉+ ‖T

θ
[δu]‖2

L2(Ω)
≥ 0
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⇔ ∀δu ∈ L2(0, tF )
m

, 〈ρuuo + T ∗
θ
· T

θ
[uo ]− T ∗

θ
[θro] , δu〉L2(0,t

F
)m ≥ 0

⇔ ρuuo + T ∗
θ
· T

θ
[uo ]− T ∗

θ
[θro] = 0.

(if vo , ρuuo + T ∗
θ
◦ T

θ
[uo ] − T [θro] is such that vo 6= 0, then it can be seen that δu = −vo violates the

optimality condition)

Thus, uo is the unique solution of the linear equation (3.6).

Remark 3.1. The final-state error achieved with a given control signal, namely,

‖θ(tF ; fS + β
T

Su, g)− θr‖
2

2
= ‖T

θ
[u]− θro‖

2

2

can be written as

‖T
θ
[u]− θ̂ro‖

2

2
+ ‖θro − θ̂ro‖

2

2
,

where θ̂ro denotes the L2(Ω)–orthogonal projection of θro on the closure of T
θ
[L2(0, tF )

m
] in L2(Ω). Thus,

by appropriately choosing control signals, the final-state error can be made arbitrarily close to

inf
{
‖T

θ
[u]− θ̂ro‖

2

2
: u ∈ L2(0, tF )

m
}

+ ‖θro − θ̂ro‖
2

2
= ‖θro − θ̂ro‖

2

2
.

In fact, this can be done with the optimal uo(ρu) of Prob. I, for decreasing values of ρu. Indeed, taking

ε > 0 and uε ∈ L2(0, tF )
m

such that

‖T
θ
[uε ]− θ̂ro‖

2

2
≤ ε , the fact that J (uo(ρu); ρu) ≤ J (uε ; ρu)

implies that

ρu‖uo(ρu)‖2

L2(0,t
F

)
m + ‖T

θ
[uo(ρu)]− θ̂ro‖

2

2
≤ ρu‖uε‖

2

L2(0,t
F

)
m + ε.

Thus,

∀ε > 0 , ∀ρu > 0 , ‖T
θ
[uo(ρu)]− θ̂ro‖ ≤ ρu‖uε‖

2

L2(0,t
F

)
m + ε

and, hence, lim
ρu→0

‖T
θ
[uo(ρu)]− θ̂ro‖

2

2
= 0. ∇

Proposition 3.1 above characterizes the optimal solution uo in terms of the linear operators T
θ

and T ∗
θ

.

However, computing uo involves finding ways of computing the operator (ρuI+T ∗
θ
◦T

θ
)
−1

as well as to apply

the result to T ∗
θ

[θro]. To do so, it is natural to search for explicit approximations to uo , which are to be

obtained by considering finite-dimensional approximations to the operator T
θ

and T ∗
θ

and the corresponding

version of equation (3.6). This is the theme of the next section.

4 Approximate Solutions

In this section, a sequence {uK} is introduced which is defined on the basis of finite-dimensional approxi-

mations to the operator T
θ
. It is then shown that under appropriate conditions this sequence converges to

uo in the L2(0, tF )
m

–norm.
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To this effect, let {XK} be a sequence of finite-dimensional subspaces of H1
0 (Ω) with approximability

property, i.e., such that ∀ψ ∈ H1
0 (Ω) there exists a sequence {ψK} ⊂ H1

0 (Ω) such that ψK ∈ XK and

lim
K→∞

‖ψ − ψK‖H1
0 (Ω) = 0. (4.1)

Let AK : XK → XK be such that

∀φ ∈ XK ,∀ψ ∈ XK , 〈AK [φ], ψ〉 = −B[φ, ψ]

or, equivalently, for an orthonormal basis {φ1 , . . . , φnK
} of XK ,

∀φ ∈ XK , AK [φ] = −
n∑
k=1

B[φ, φ
k
]φ
k
⇔ ∀` = 1, . . . , n, AK [φ

`
] = −

n∑
k=1

B[φ
`
, φ

k
]φ
k
.

Let then AK ∈ Rn×n be defined by {AK}`k = −B[φ
`
, φ

k
], i.e., AK is the matrix representation of AK in

the basis {φ1 , . . . , φK} so that for φ =
∑K

k=1 γkφk , A`
K

[φ] =
∑K

k=1 γ
`

k
φ
k
, where A`

K
[φ] is the `th-power

of AK [φ] and γ̄
`

K
= A

`

K
γ̄, γ̄ = [γ1 · · · γK ]

T
and γ̄

`
= [γ

`

1
· · · γ`

K
]
T

.

Remark 4.1. By way of example, consider the one-dimensional heat equation – in this case Ω = (0, Lx)

and B[φ, ψ] = α
〈
∂φ
∂x ,

∂ψ
∂x

〉
and let φ

k
=
√

2
Lx

sin
[
kπx
Lx

]
. Thus, {AK}`k = −α

〈
∂φ

`
∂x ,

∂φ
k

∂x

〉
, i.e.,

{AK}`k = α
[
`π
Lx

] [
kπ
Lx

] 〈√
2
Lx

cos
[
`πx
Lx

]
, cos

[
kπx
Lx

]〉
, so that AK = diag

(
−α

[
π
Lx

]2

· · · − α
[
Kπ
Lx

]2
)

. ∇

Let PK be the orthogonal projection from L2(Ω) onto XK and define

T K
θ

: L2(0, tF )
m → XK by T K

θ
[u] ,

[∫ t
F

0
SK (tF − τ)

[
PK

[
β

T

S
u(τ)

]]
dτ

]
,

where SK is the semigroup generated by AK , i.e., SK (t) =
∑∞

`=0A
`

K
t
`
/`!. Thus,

T K
θ

[u] =

∫ t
F

0
SK (tF − τ)

[
PK

[
m∑
i=1

β
Si
ui(τ)

]]
dτ ⇔

T K
θ

[u] =

∫ t
F

0
SK (tF − τ)

[
m∑
i=1

PK [β
Si

]ui(τ)

]
dτ ⇔

T K
θ

[u] =

∫ t
F

0

m∑
i=1

{
SK (tF − τ)

[
PK [β

Si
]
]}
ui(τ)dτ. (4.2)

Moreover, PK [β
Si

] =
∑K

k=1〈βSi , φk〉φk .

Now, for φ =
∑K

k=1 γkφk ,

SK (t)[φ] =
∞∑
`=0

t
`

`!
A`
K

[φ] =
∞∑
`=0

t
`

`!

K∑
q=1

γ̄
`

K
φq =

∞∑
`=0

K∑
q=1

t
`

`!
{eT

q
A
`

K
γ̄}φq

=

K∑
q=1

c
S

q
[φ](t)φq,
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where

c
S

q
[φ](t) =

∞∑
`=0

t
`

`!
e

T

q
A
`

K
γ̄ = e

T

q

[ ∞∑
`=0

t
`

`!
A
`

K

]
γ̄

so that the vector of coefficients c
S

= [c
S

1
[φ](t) · · · cS

K
[φ](t)]

T
is given by c

S
[φ](t) = exp [AK t] γ̄.

It then follows that

SK (t)
[
PK [β

Si
]
]

=

K∑
q=1

c
S

q

[
PK [β

Si
]
]

(t)φq,

where

c
S

[
PK [β

Si
]
]

(t) = exp [AK t]


〈β

Si
, φ1〉
...

〈β
Si
, φK 〉

 . (4.3)

Thus, taking (4.3) into (4.2) leads to

T K
θ

[u] =

∫ t
F

0

m∑
i=1

K∑
q=1

e
T

q

exp[AK (t− τ)]


〈β

Si
, φ1〉
...

〈β
Si
, φK 〉

ui(τ)

φqdτ

=
K∑
q=1

e
T

q

{∫ t
F

0
exp [AK (t− τ)] M

K

β
u(τ)dτ

}
φq

so that T K
θ

[u] =
K∑
q=1

cq(tF ;u)φq, where c
K

(t;u) = [c1(t;u), . . . , cK (t;u)]
T

is given by

c
K

(t;u) =

∫ t

0
exp[AK (t− τ)]M

K

β
u(τ)dτ , β

T

S
= [β

S1
· · · β

Sm
] and

M
K

β
,


〈β

S1
, φ1〉 · · · 〈βSm , φ1〉
...

...

〈β
S1
, φK 〉 · · · 〈βSm , φK 〉

 .
The corresponding version of Prob. I is then defined by

Prob. IK : min
u∈L2(0,t

F
)m
JK (u), (4.4)

where

JK [u] , ‖T K
θ

[u]− θro‖
2

L2(Ω)
+ ρu‖u‖

2

L2(0,t
F

)
m .

Similarly to what happens in the case of Prob. I, Prob. IK has a unique solution uK which is obtained

from the optimality condition

ρuuK + (T K
θ

)∗[T K
θ

[uK ]− θro] = 0, (4.5)

where the adjoint operator (T K
θ

)∗ : L2(Ω)→ L2(0, tF )
m

is such that

∀u ∈ L2(0, tF )
m
, ∀φ ∈ L2(Ω), 〈φ, T K

θ
[u]〉 = 〈(T K

θ
)∗[φ],u〉

9



⇔
n∑
k=1

〈φ, φ
k
〉c
k
(tF ;u) = φ̄

T

K
c
K

(tF ;u) =

∫ t
F

0
(FK (τ)φ̄

K
)

T
u(τ)dτ

so that (T K
θ

)∗[φ] = FK (τ)φ̄
K

, where φ̄
T

K
, [〈φ, φ1〉 · · · 〈φ, φK 〉] and

FK (τ) , (M
K

β
)

T
exp[A

T

K
(tF − τ)]. (4.6)

To obtain uK note that it follows from (4.5) that uK belongs to the image of (T K
θ

)∗, i.e., there exists

φ ∈ L2(Ω) such that uK = (T K
θ

)∗[φ] = FK φ̄K ,

i.e., there exists ᾱK ∈ Rn
such that

uK = FK ᾱK . (4.7)

It then follows from (4.5) that

ρuFK ᾱK + FKcK (tF ; FK ᾱK )− FK θ̄
K

ro = 0 (4.8)

a sufficient condition for which being

ρF ᾱK + c
K

(tF ; FK ᾱK )− θ̄
K

ro = 0, (4.9)

where θ̄
K

ro ,
[
〈φ1 , θro〉 · · · 〈φnK , θro〉

]T

.

Thus, as c
K

(tF ; FK ᾱK ) = GK ᾱK , where GK ,
∫ t

F

0
FK (τ)

T
FK (τ)dτ , (4.8) can be rewritten as

ρuᾱK + GK ᾱK = θ̄
K

ro from which it follows that ᾱK = (ρuI + GK )
−1
θ̄
K

ro and, hence,

uK (τ) = FK (τ)(ρuI + GK )
−1
θ̄
K

ro, τ ∈ [0, tF ]. (4.10)

Remark 4.2. It is interesting to notice that GK can be computed form a linear equation in RnK×nK . Indeed

from (4.8) it can be seen that GK can be expressed as

GK =

∫ t
F

0
exp [AK (tF − τ)] M

K

β

(
exp [AK (tF − τ)] M

K

β

)T

dτ. If we define ω = tF − τ we have that

GK =

∫ t
F

0
ȞK (ω)dω, where ȞK (ω) , exp [AK (ω)] M

K

β

(
exp [AK (ω)] M

K

β

)T

. We see that

d

dω
ȞK (ω) = AK{exp [AK (ω)] M

K

β

(
exp[AK (ω)]M

K

β

)T

}

+{exp [AK (ω)] M
K

β

(
exp[AK (ω)]M

K

β

)T

}AT

K
= AKȞK (ω) + ȞK (ω)A

T

K
.

By integrating both sides from 0 to ω we have an expression for all ω ∈ [0, tF ] given by

Ȟ(ω)− Ȟ(0) =

∫ ω

0
{AKȞK (σ) + ȞK (σ)A

T

K
}dσ = AK

∫ ω

0
ȞK (σ)dσ +

∫ ω

0
ȞK (σ)dσA

T

K
.

Then, for ω = tF we have AKGK + GKA
T

K
= M̌K , where

M̌K = Ȟ(tF )− Ȟ(0) = exp[AK tF ]M
K

β

(
exp[AK tF ]M

K

β

)T

−M
K

β
(M

K

β
)

T
. Therefore, GK can be obtained as

10



the unique solution of the Lyapunov equation, see ([5], pp. 144 – 148), ([11], pp. 71 – 72). ∇

Remark 4.3. Note that uK : [0, tF ]→ Rm
is explicitly given by (4.10) in terms of exp[A

T

K
(tF−τ)]. Note also

that uK can be obtained from the solution of the linear ordinary differential equation

ẋu(τ) = −A
T

K
xu(τ), τ ≥ 0 with the initial condition xu(0) = exp[A

T

K
tF ] (ρuI + GK )

−1

θ̄
K

ro, i.e.,

u(τ) = (M
K

β
)

T
xu(τ). ∇

The next step is to analyze the question of whether the sequence {uK} of approximate solutions to the

optimal control problem converges to the solution uo of the original problem.

For the sake of simplicity, the case is considered here of XK being the subspace generated by the first

nK eigenfunctions {φ
k

: k = (k1 , . . . , kmx ), ki ≤ K)} of the operator A (indexed in lexicographical order).

To this effect, consider the following proposition (which is proved in the Appendix and in [8]).

Proposition 4.1. There exists a real sequence {ηKT : K ∈ Z+}such that

(a) ∀u ∈ L2(0, tF )
m

, ‖T
θ
[u]− T K

θ
[u]‖

L2(Ω)
≤ ηKT ‖u‖L2(0,t

F
)m .

(b) {ηKT } converges to zero. ∇

Note now that JK (u) = ρu‖u‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)
+ ‖T

θ
[u]− θro − (T

θ
[u]− T K

θ
[u])‖2

2
⇐⇒

JK (u) = J (u) + ‖T
θ
[u]− T K

θ
[u]‖2

2
− 2〈T

θ
[u]− θro, Tθ [u]− T K

θ
[u]〉.

As a result, with E
K

J (u) , J (u)− JK (u), it follows from Proposition 4.1 that

|EK

J (u)| ≤ (η
K

T )
2‖u‖2

L2(0,t
F

)
m + 2‖T

θ
[u]− θro‖2(η

K

T )‖u‖
L2(0,t

F
)
m . (4.11)

On the other hand,

JK (uK ) ≤ JK (uo) = J (uo)− EK

J (uo)⇐⇒ J (uK )− EK

J (uK ) ≤ J (uo)− EK

J (uo)

=⇒ J (uK ) ≤ J(uo)− EK

J (uo) + E
K

J (uK ) =⇒

J (uK ) ≤ J (uo) + |EK

J (uo)|+ |EK

J (uK )|

=⇒ (since J (uK ) ≥ J (uo))

0 ≤ J (uK )− J (uo) ≤ |EK

J (uo)|+ |EK

J (uK )|. (4.12)

Note also that, as η
K

T → 0 (Proposition 4.1(b)), it follows from (4.11) that |EK

J (uo)| → 0. Moreover,

{uK} is a bounded sequence – indeed, ‖uK‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)
m ≤ ‖θro‖

2

L2(Ω)
ρ
−1

u
for, if ‖uK‖

2
> ρ

−1

u
‖θro‖

2

L2(Ω)
then

JK (uK ) > ‖θro‖
2

L2(Ω)
= JK (0) in which case uK would not be optimal for Prob. IK . Thus, as

T
θ
[u] =

∫ t
F

0
SA(tF − τ){

m∑
i=1

β
Si
u(τ)}dτ , {T

θ
[uK ]} is also bounded and, hence, it follows from (4.11) that

(as η
K

T → 0) E
K

J (uK )→ 0. Thus, {
|EK

J (uo)|+ |EK

J (uK )|
}
→ 0 (4.13)

which together with (4.12) implies that J (uK ) → J (uo). Thus, the following corollary of Proposition 4.1

has been established.
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Corollary 2.1: J (uK )→ J (uo). ∇

Moreover, as {uK} is bounded and J (uK ) → J (uo), the desired convergence of the approximate solu-

tions {uK} can be established, as stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2. The sequence {uK : K ∈ Z+} of solutions to the approximate problems Prob. IK

converges to the solution uo of Prob. I in the sense of the L2(0, tF )
m

–norm. ∇

Proof. Note first that (since uo is an optimal solution of Prob. I )

J (uK ) = J (uo + (uK − uo)) = J (uo) + ρu‖uK − uo‖2L2(0,t
F

)m + ‖T
θ
[(uK − uo)]‖2L2(Ω).

It then follows from (4.12) that

ρu‖uK − uo‖2L2(0,t
F

)m + ‖T
θ
[(uK − uo)]|2

L2(Ω)
≤ |EK

J (uo)|+ |EK

J (uK )| ⇒

ρu‖uK − uo‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)
m ≤ |E

K

J (uo)|+ |EK

J (uK)|.

Thus, in the light of (4.13), uK → uo in L2(0, tF )
m

.

To conclude this section, a summary is presented of the steps required to compute the approximate

solution uK for the problem min
u∈L2(0,t

F
)m
J (u) where J (u) is given by (2.11).

Given the problem data (f, g, θr, ρu) and the family {XK} of subspaces each with the orthonormal basis

{φ1 . . . φn
K
}:

(1) Compute θ̄
K

ro = [〈θro, φ1〉 . . . 〈θro, φn
K
〉]T , where θro = θr−θ(tF ; f, g) and θ(tF ; f, g) is given by (2.9).

(2) Compute M
K

β
∈ RnK×m, where {MK

β
}ki = 〈β

Si
, φ

k
〉.

(3) For AK ∈ RnK such that {AK}`k = −α
mx∑
i=1

〈
∂φ

`

∂xi
,
∂φ

k

∂xi

〉
compute GK solving the Lyapunov equation

AKGK + GKA
T

K
= M̌K , where

M̌K = exp[AK tF ]M
K

β

(
exp[AK tF ]M

K

β

)T

−M
K

β
(M

K

β
)

T
.

(4) uK can then be obtained from (4.10) (see also Remark 4.3).

In the case of primary interest here, i.e., with Ω = (0, Lx1
) × · · · × (0, Lxmx ) and XK the span

of the eigenfunctions of A, {φ
k
(x1 . . . xmx ) : k = (k1 , . . . , kmx ), ki ≤ K} where φ

k
are as before, i.e.,

〈θro, φk〉 = 〈θr, φk〉 − 〈SA(t)[g], φ
k
〉 − 〈

∫ t
F

0
SA(tF − τ)[f(τ)]dτ, φ

k
〉 ⇒ (in the light of (2.10) that)

〈θro, φk〉 = 〈θr, φk〉 − e
λ
k
t
F 〈g, φ

k
〉 −

∫ t
F

0
e
λ
k

(t
F
−τ)〈f(τ), φ

k
〉dτ, (4.14)
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where λ
k

= −α
∑mx

i=1

[
kiπ

Lx

]2

.

Moreover, in the case AK ∈ RnK is diagonal – in the one-dimensional case (mx = 1), nK = K and

{AK}kk = −α
[
kπ
Lx

]2

. This allows for the Lyapunov equation to be solved term by term,

{AKGK}k` + {GKA
T

K
}
k`

= {M̌K}k` ⇔

{AK}kk{GK}k` + {GK}k`{A}`` = {M̌K}k` ⇔

{GK}k` = {M̌K}k`/ ({AK}kk + {AK}``) ⇔

{GK}`` =
1

{AK}kk + {A}
``

[1− exp {({AK}kk + {AK}``) tF }]
{

M
K

β
(M)

K

β
)

T
}
k`

.

Thus, in this case, the computations required to obtain uK amount to the numerical evaluation of

the integrals 〈θr, φk〉, 〈g, φk〉 and 〈β
Si
, φ

k
〉 over the spatial domain Ω, of the (scalar) exponential func-

tion over the time-interval (0, tF ) and the last integral in (4.14) over both time and space – note that if

f(x, t) =

m∑
i=1

β
Si

(x)ui(t), then

∫ t
F

0
e
λ
k

(t
F
−τ)〈f(τ), φ

k
〉dτ =

m∑
i=1

{∫ t
F

0
e
λ
k

(t
F
−τ)

ui(τ)dτ〈β
Si
, φ

k
〉
}
.

So that computing the last integral in (4.14) is reduced to computing 〈β
Si
, φ

k
〉 and∫ t

F

0
e
λ
k

(t
F
−τ)

ui(τ)dτ .

Remark 4.4. It is often necessary to make ρF = ρ
−1

u
large in order to achieve an acceptably small value

for the final-state error norm (see Remark 3.1). This might make the conditioning number (with respect

to inversion) of the matrix (I + ρFGK ) very large which, in-turn, could give rise to numerical difficulties

in the process of computing its inverse. To cope with this potential problem using the available tools from

MATLAB®, the symmetric structure of (I + ρFGK ) was exploited in the following way:

(a) Choose δS > 0 and put ǦKρ = (1 + δS )I + ρFGK (Note that the eigenvalues of ǦKρ) are not smaller

than 1 + δS).

(b) Take a SVD decomposition ǦKρ = VKρΣ̌KρU
T

Kρ
of ǦKρ (note that as ǦKρ is symmetric and positive

VKρ = UKρ, VKρ and Σ̌Kρ are the eigenvector and eigenvalue matrices of ǦKρ, respectively).

(c) As ǦKρ = VKρΣ̌KρV
T

Kρ
GKρ = ǦKρ − δSI = VKρ

[
Σ̌Kρ − δSI

]
V

T

Kρ
.

(d) Put G
−1

Kρ
= VKρ

(
Σ̌Kρ − δSI

)−1

V
T

Kρ
(Note that as

(
Σ̌Kρ − δSI

)
is diagonal computing its inverse is

numerically straightforward). ∇
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5 Peak-value Constraints on Control Signals

In this section, the main concern is that upper bounds on the magnitudes of the control signals ui have to

be imposed in connection with potential applications to engineering problems. Thus, although setting the

coefficient ρu at different values may indirectly contribute to such an objective, it is natural to directly impose

upper bound constraints on the optimal control problem at stake. Accordingly, a constrained optimization

problem is formulated in (5.1) for which optimality conditions are then presented. Then a truncated version

is introduced in (5.2) to generate approximate solutions to the original constrained problem. The latter

can then tackled on the basis of the duality results in ([9]). To obtain approximate solutions to the dual

problem, a class of piecewise-linear continuous Lagrange multipliers is introduced. The dual functional can

be explicitly written as a quadratic functional of the “free” parameters of this class of multipliers which are

their values at a grid on [0, tF ]. Obtaining approximate solutions to the dual problem is then reduced to

maximizing this quadratic functional under non-negativeness constraints.

A summary is then provided of the computational steps required to obtain the desired control signals

which satisfy the prescribed peak-value constraints.

Initially, a version of Prob. I with pointwise (with respect to t) constraints is formulated as follows

Prob. II : min
u∈L2(0,t

F
)m
J (u)

subject to: ∀i = 1, . . . ,m, ∀t a.e. in [0, tF ],−µi ≤ ui(t) ≤ µi , (5.1)

where µi ∈ R+.

The existence of an optimal solution to Prob. II can be ascertained by means of an argument entirely

similar to the one used in connection with Prob. I. This leads to the next proposition.

Proposition 5.1. Let IFi(t) , [−µi , µi ] and

SuF ,
{
u ∈ L2(0, tF )

m
: ∀i = 1, . . . ,m, ∀t a.e. in [0, tF ], ui(t) ∈ IFi(t)

}
There exists uc ∈ SuF such that ∀u ∈ SuF , u 6= uc, J (uc) < J (u). ∇

The problem of computing (approximations to) uc is now tackled following the approach pursued in

connection with the unconstrained problem T
θ
.

To this effect, let JK (u) , ρu‖u‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)
m + ‖T K

θ
[u]− θro‖

2

2
and consider

Prob. IIK : min
u∈S

uF

JK (u). (5.2)

Approximate solutions to Prob. II can be obtained on the basis of Prob. IIK , as stated in the following

proposition (a proofof which is presented in the Appendix).
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Proposition 5.2. (a) ∀K ∈ Z+ there exists u
K

c ∈ SuF such that ∀u ∈ SuF , u 6= u
K

c , JK (u
K

c ) < JK (u).

(b) u
K

c → uc in L2(0, tF )
m

, as K →∞. ∇

One possible approach to computing approximate solutions to Prob. IIK (i.e., u
K

c ) is to rely on La-

grangian duality ([9]). In this approach, approximations to the optimal Lagrange multipliers

(say, λ̂ = (λ̂a , λ̂b)) are sought from which û
K

c (λ̂) is obtained as the desired approximation to u
K

c . In

turn, u
K

c is the minimizing value (with respect to u) of

LagK (u,λ) , JK (u) + 2〈λa ,ua − u〉L2(0,t
F

)m + 2〈λ
b
,u− ub〉L2(0,t

F
)m , (5.3)

where ua = −diag({µi})[1 · · · 1]
T

and u
b

= −ua , λa ∈ L2(0, tF )
m

, λ
b
∈ L2(0, tF )

m
and λ = (λa ,λb), is

given by

u
K

c [λ] = uK − FK (ρ
−1

u
I− (ρuI + GK )

−1
)ᾱ

K

λ
+ ρ

−1

u
(λa − λb),

where λ
ab

= λa − λb , ξ
K

λ
,
∫ t

F

0
F

T

K
(τ)(λa(τ)− λ

b
(τ))dτ and GK ᾱ

K

λ
= ξ

K

λ
.

Remark 5.1. Recall that uK = FK (ρuI + GK )
−1

θ̄
K

ro and note that (since M(I + M)
−1

= I− (I + M)
−1

=

(I + M)
−1

M)

(ρuI + GK )
−1

= ρ
−1

u
(I + ρ

−1

u
GK )

−1
= ρ

−1

u

{
I− (I + ρ

−1

u
GK )

−1
ρ
−1

u
GK

}
so that

u
K

c [λ] = uK − FKρ
−1

u
(I + ρ

−1

u
GK )

−1
ρ
−1

u
GK ᾱ

K

λ
+ ρ

−1

u
(λa − λb)

⇔ u
K

c [λ] = uK − FKρ
−1

u
(ρuI + GK )

−1
GK ᾱ

K

λ
+ ρ

−1

u
(λa − λb)

⇔ u
K

c [λ] = FK (ρuI + GK )
−1{θ̄

K

ro − ρ
−1

u
ξ
K

λ
}+ ρ

−1

u
(λa − λb)

u
K

c [λ] = FK (ρuI + GK )
−1
θ̄
K

r (λ) + ρ
−1

u
(λa − λb),

where θ̄
K

r (λ) = θ̄
K

ro − ρ
−1

u
ξ
K

λ
. It can thus be seen the optimal solution u

K

c [λK ] of the constrained problem

is obtained by adding a “correction term” ρ
−1

u
(λ

K

a
− λK

b
) to the output of a linear autonomous system, i.e.,

u
K

c [λ](τ) = (M
K

β
)

T
x
c

u
(τ) where x

c

u
is solution of the linear ordinary differential equation

ẋ
c

u
(τ) = −A

T

K
x
c

u
(τ), τ ≥ 0 with initial condition x

c

u
(0) = (ρuI + GK )

−1
θ̄
K

r (λK ).

∇

The most difficult step in the duality approach described above is the computation of an approximation

λ̂K = (λ̂aK , λ̂bK ) for the optimal Lagrange multipliers. This can be accomplished with, piecewise-linear

continuous classes of Lagrange multipliers as described in connection with the 1−D example presented in

the next section.
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6 Examples and numerical results for the HEq

In this section, two simple numerical examples are presented to illustrate the way the results above can be

used to characterize control signals which aim at steering a solution of a HEq over a given interval [0, tF ]

towards a prescribed final state. It is of particular interest here to illustrate the role of the coefficient ρF in

improving final-state approximation, the effect on imposing a peak-value constraint on the control signals

(vis-á-vis the unconstrained one) and the way piecewise-linear multipliers yield approximation to the optimal

control signals under peak-value constraints.

In Section 6.1, the one-dimensional HEq is considered under the action of a single scalar control sig-

nal (i.e., m = 1). To facilitate reading (and for concreteness) some of the relevant symbol definitions

(AK , β̄
T

SK
,θ

K

ro) are re-stated now for the basis functions
{√

2
Lx

sin
[
kπx
Lx

]}
, k = 1, . . . ,K. Exploiting the

simple case at hand, an explicit upper bound is presented on the L2−norm of the approximation error to

the final state of the HEq as a function of the corresponding approximation error in the truncated (ODE in

RK
) problem. Additionally, the Lagrange duality approach to the constrained control problem is illustrated

in detail in Section 6.1. In Section 6.2, numerical results are presented for the one-dimensional example of

Section 6.1 with a given temperature distribution taken as desired final state and one actuator located at

the mid-point of the interval (0, Lx). In Section 6.3, numerical results are presented for the two-dimensional

HEq with one scalar control signal; for one desired final state, numerical experiments were carried with two

different values of ρF .

6.1 A One-Dimensional Example

Let Ω = (0, Lx) and consider the one-dimensional heat equation with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary

conditions and single-point control u : [0, tF ]→ R, i.e.,

∂θ

∂t
(x, t) = kα

∂2θ

∂x2
(x, t) + β

S
(x)u(t) ∀ t ∈ (0,∞), ∀ x ∈ Ω,

θ(x, 0) = 0 (zero initial condition) ∀x ∈ Ω,

θ(0, t) = θ(Lx , t) = 0 (boundary conditions) ∀ t ∈ (0,∞)

and the corresponding Galerkin approximations given by

∀ k = 1, 2, . . . ,K,

〈
∂θ

∂t
(·, t), φ

k

〉
= −kα

〈
∂θ

∂x
(·, t), ∂φk

∂x

〉
+
〈
β
S
, φ

k

〉
u(t)

〈θ(·, 0), φ
k
〉 = 0,

where φ
k

: [0, Lx ]→ R is given by φ
k
(x) =

√
2

Lx
sin

[
kπx

Lx

]
.
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Approximate solutions uK and u
K

c are sought to the problems

Prob. I : min
u∈L2(0,t

F
)
J̌ (u; ρF ) or Prob. Ic : min

u∈S
uF

J̌ (u; ρF ),

where J̌ (u; ρF ) = ‖u‖2

L2(0,t
F

)
+ρF ‖Tθ [u]−θro‖

2

2
, θro is the final state to be approximately reached, ρF = ρ

−1

u

and

SuF =
{
u ∈ L∞(0, tF ) : ‖u‖

L∞(0,t
F

)
≤ µu

}
.

In this case, {AK}k` = −kα
〈√

2
Lx

[
− kπ
Lx

]
cos
[
kπ (·)
Lx

]
, [
√

2
Lx

[
− `π
Lx

]
cos
[
`π (·)
Lx

]〉
, i.e.,

AK = diag

{
−kα

[
kπ

Lx

]2
}

and

β̄
T

SK
=

[〈
β
S
,

√
2

Lx
sin

[
1π (·)
Lx

]〉
· · ·

〈
β
S
,

√
2

Lx
sin

[
Kπ (·)
Lx

]〉]
.

The optimal solution of Prob. I is given by, ∀τ ∈ [0, tF ]

u(τ) = β̄
T

SK
exp{AT

K
(tF − τ)}ᾱK ,

where ᾱK = (I + ρFGK )
−1
ρF θ̄

K

ro,

(θ̄
K

ro)
T

=

[〈
θro,

√
2

Lx
sin

[
1π (·)
Lx

]〉
. . .

〈
θro,

√
2

Lx
sin

[
Kπ (·)
Lx

]〉]

and GK =

∫ t
F

0
exp[AK t]β̄SK β̄

T

SK
exp[AK t]

T
dt, i.e., GK is the unique solution of

AKGK + GKA
T

K
= exp[AK tF ]β̄

SK
β̄

T

SK
exp[AK tF ]

T − β̄
SK
β̄

T

SK
.

The approximation error on the final state for a given control signal u is given by

T
θ
[u] − θro = eK [u] + ěK [u], where eK [u] , T K

θ
[u] − θ

K

ro (error projection on span{φ1 , . . . , φK}) and

ěK [u] = {T
θ
[u]− T K

θ
[u]} − {θro − θ

K

ro}.

To get an upper bound on ‖T
θ
[u]− θro‖2 note that

‖T
θ
[u]− θro‖

2

2
= ‖eK [u]‖2

2
+ ‖ěK [u]‖2

2
, (6.1)

‖eK [u]‖2

2
= ‖c̄K (tF ;u)− θ̄

K

ro‖
2

E
, (6.2)

‖ěK [u]‖2 ≤ ‖T
θ
[u]− T K

θ
[u]‖2 + ‖θro − θ

K

ro‖2 . (6.3)

Note also that
∥∥∥Tθ [u]− T K

θ
[u]
∥∥∥2

2

=

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

k=K+1

c
k
(tF ;u)φ

k

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

=

∞∑
k=K+1

c
k
(tF ;u)

2
, and
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c
k
(tF ,u) =

∫ t
F

0
exp

[
−kα

[
kπ

Lx

]2

(tF − τ)

]
β
Sk
u(τ)dτ , where β

Sk
, 〈β

S
, φK 〉, so that (in the light of

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality)

⇒ c
k
(tF ;u)

2 ≤
∣∣β

Sk

∣∣2 ∥∥∥∥∥exp

[
−kα

[
kπ

Lx

]2

(tF − ·)

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

L2(0,t
F

)

‖u‖2

L2(0,t
F

)

⇒ c
k
(tF ;u)

2 ≤
∣∣β

Sk

∣∣2 1

kα

[
kπ
Lx

]2

{
1− exp

[
−kα

[
kπ

Lx

]2

tF

]}
‖u‖2

L2(0,t
F

)

≤
∣∣β

Sk

∣∣2 1

kα

[
kπ
Lx

]2 ‖u‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)
.

It then follows that

‖T
θ
[u]− T K

θ
[u]‖2

2
≤ ‖β

S
− β̂

SK
‖2

2

1

kα{(K + 1) π
Lx
}2 ‖u‖

2

L2(0,t
F

)
, (6.4)

where β̂
SK
,
∑K

k=1 βSkφk .

Thus, combining (6.1), (6.3) and (6.4) gives an upper bound on ‖T
θ
[u]− θro‖

2

2
namely,

‖T
θ
[u]− θro‖

2

2
≤ ‖eK [u]‖2

E
+

{
‖β

S
− β̂

SK
‖2√

kα(K + 1) π
Lx

‖u‖
L2(0,t

F
)

+ ‖θro − θ
K

ro‖2

}2

.

Thus, as the approximating property of span
{√

2
Lx

sin
[
kπx
Lx

]
: k = 1, . . . ,K

}
, K ≥ 1 ensures that

‖β
S
− β̂

SK
‖2 → 0 and ‖θro − θ

K

ro‖2 → 0 as K → ∞, the L2−norm of the approximation error for the

final state for the HEq (i.e., ‖T
θ
[u] − θro‖2) approaches the corresponding error for the K−dimensional

ODE, i.e., ‖eK [u]‖E ). In other words, the latter provides progressively more accurate a posteriori estimates

for the former, as K →∞.

With a view to the optimal solution of Prob. IK , note that ‖eK [uK ]‖2

2
= ‖c̄K (tF ;uK )− θ̄

K

ro‖
2

2
and since

c̄K (tF ;uK ) =

∫ t
F

0
HK (tF − τ)uK (τ)dτ =

∫ t
F

0
HK (tF − τ)HK (tF − τ)

T
ᾱKdτ , where

HK (t) = exp [AK t]βSK , c̄K (tF ;uK ) = GK ᾱK ⇔

c̄K (tF ;uK ) = GK (I + ρFGK )
−1
ρF θ̄

K

ro =
{

I− (I + ρFGK )
−1
}
θ̄
K

ro it follows that

‖eK [uK ]‖2

2
= ‖(I + ρFGK )

−1
θ̄ro

K

‖2

2
. (6.5)

To compute approximate solutions to Prob. Ic, consider the truncated problem

Prob. IcK : min
u∈S

uF

J̌K (u; ρF ) and the corresponding dual problem,

Prob. DK : max
λa ,λb

ϕ
K

D
(λa ,λb ; ρF ) subject to ∀t a.e. in (0, tF ), λa ≥ 0, λ

b
≥ 0,

where ϕ
K

D
(λa ,λb) = inf{LagK (u;λa ,λb) : u ∈ L2(0, tF )},

LagK (u;λa ,λb) = J̌K (u; ρF ) + 2〈λa ,ua − u〉 + 2〈λ
b
,u − u

b
〉 and u

b
= µu and ua = −µu , and
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SuF = {u ∈ L2(0, tF ) : ∀t a.e. in(0, tF ),−µu ≤ u(t) ≤ µu}.

The unique solution to the problem min
u∈L2(0,t

F
)
LagK (u;λa ,λb) is given by u

K

c [λ] = ûc
K

+ λ
ab

, where

ûc
K

[λ](τ) = H
T

K
(tF − τ)

{
ᾱK − (I + ρFGK )

−1
ρF ξ

K

λ

}
, λ = (λa ,λb), λ

ab
= λa − λ

b
and

ξ
K

λ
=

∫ t
F

0
HK (tF − τ)λ

ab
(τ)dτ .

The corresponding value for the dual functional is given by

ϕ
K

D
(λa ,λb) = LagK (u

K

c [λ];λa ,λb) = ρF ‖θro‖
2

2
+ ρF 〈T

K

θ
[u

K

c ],−θro〉+ ϕ̂
K

D
(λa ,λb),

where

ϕ̂
K

D
(λa ,λb) = −〈λ

ab
,λ

ab
〉+ ρF

〈
(I + ρFGK )

−1
ξ
K

λ
, ξ

K

λ

〉
E

− 2〈ξKλ , ᾱK 〉E + 2〈λa ,ua〉 − 2〈λ
b
,u

b
〉.

Note that for any non-negative λa and λ
b
, ϕ

K

D
(λa ,λb) is a lower bound for the optimal value of Prob. IcK .

If (λo
a
,λo

b
) is optimal u

K

c ∈ SuF . Moreover, λo
a
(τ) = 0 and λo

b
(τ) = 0 (hence, λo

ab
(τ) = 0) whenever

u
K

c [λo](τ) ∈ (ua ,ub) so that, in this case, ûc
K

[λo](τ) also belongs to (ua ,ub). When λo
a
(τ) 6= 0 (respectively

λo
b
(τ) 6= 0) u

K

c (τ) = ua and ûc
K

[λo](τ) < ua (respectively, u
K

c [λo](τ) = u
b

and ûc
K

[λo](τ) > ua). This

suggests a heuristic way of obtaining a feasible u
R

K
[λ], namely, u

R

K
[λ](τ) = ûc

K
[λ](τ) if ûc

K
[λ] ∈ (ua ,ub),

u
R

K
[λ](τ) = ua if û

R

K
[λ](τ) ≤ ua and u

R

K
[λ](τ) = u

b
if ûc

K
[λ](τ) ≥ u

b
.

To obtain approximate solutions to Prob. DK , piecewise linear classes of multipliers are considered, i.e.,

let N
λ
∈ Z+, δt = tF /Nλ

, I
k

= [(k − 1)δt , kδt ], γ = [γ1 · · · γN
λ

+1 ] and define ∀k = 1, . . . , N
λ
, ∀t ∈ I

k
,

λ(t;γ) = γ
k

+ (1/δt)(γk+1
− γ

k
)∆t

k
, where ∆t

k
= t− (k − 1)δt (note that γ

k
and γ

k+1
are respectively the

values of λ(t,γ) at the lower and upper extreme points of the interval I
k
). Such multipliers can then be

written as a function of γ as follows:

∀t ∈ I
k
, λ(t;γ) = h

T

kab
(t)E

k
γ,

where h
T

kab
(t) = [h

ka
(t)

... h
kb

(t)], E
T

k
= [ek(mγ )

... ek+1(mγ )], mγ = N
λ

+ 1, h
ka

: I
k
→ R,

h
ka

(t) = 1− h
kb

(t), h
kb

: I
k
→ R, h

kb
(t) = (1/δt)(t− ak), where a

k
= (k − 1)δt .

As a result, ξ
K

λ
= T ξγ(γ

a
− γ

b
), where T ξγ =


N
λ∑

k=1

∫
I
k

HK (tf − τ)h
T

kab
(τ)dτ

Ek
and

−ϕ̂K
D

(λa ,λb) = γ
T

ab

(
P γ − T

T

ξγ
ρF (I + ρFGK )

−1
T ξγ

)
γ
ab

+ 2ᾱ
T

K
T
ξγ
γ
ab
− 2r

T

γa
γ
a

+ 2r
T

γb
γ
b
,

where γ
ab
, γ

a
− γ

b
, P γ ,

N
λ∑

k=1

E
T

k

∫
I
k

h
kab

(t)h
T

kab
(t)dtE

k
, r

T

γa
=

N
λ∑

k=1

{[∫
I
k

ua(t)h
T

kab
(t)dt

]
E
k

}
, and

r
T

γb
=

N
λ∑

k=1

{[∫
I
k

u
b
(t)h

T

kab
(t)dt

]
E
k

}
.
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The problem to be numerically solved is then

Prob. D
K

γ : max
γ
a
,γ
b
∈R

N
λ

+1
ϕ
K

D
(λa(γ

a
),λ

b
(γ

b
); ρF ) subject to: γ

a
> 0,γ

b
> 0. (6.6)

6.2 Numerical Results for the One-dimensional Example

Prob. IK and Prob. D
K

γ were numerically solved for the pair (θr,βS ) displayed in Figures 1, 2, with

ρF = 2000, K = 5, Lx = 2, and N
λ

= 30.

First, an approximate solution uK was obtained for Prob. IK – see Table 1 for the values of its L2(0, tF )

and L∞(0, tF ) norms and the corresponding values of the cost-functional and the L2(0, 1) norm of the

final-state error (projected on span{φ1 , . . . , φK}).

J̌K (uK ; ρF ) ‖uK‖2 ‖uK‖∞ ‖T K
θ

[uK ]− θKro‖2

283.5120 13.5254 23.5491 0.2242

Table 1: Unconstrained problem for the pair (θr,βS ), ρF = 2000.

A numerical solution ǔ
R

K
was then obtained for Prob. IcK with the prescribed upper limit µu on the

L∞(0, tF )–norm of u being set at µu = 18. This was done along the same lines described above in connection

with the first pair (θr,βS ). Table 2 exhibits the corresponding assessment data for ǔ
R

K
.

J̌K (ǔ
R

K
; ρF ) ϕ

K

D
(λ

K
) ‖ǔR

K
‖2 ‖ǔR

K
‖∞ ‖T K

θ
[ǔ

R

K
]− θR

ro
‖2

300.2274 286.3859 12.6191 18.0000 0.2655

Table 2: Constrained problem for the pair (θr,βS ), ρF = 2000.

Note that J̌K (ǔ
R

K
; ρF ) may only exceed the optimal value J o

cK
of Prob. IcK by less than 5% (of J o

cK
).

Figures 3 and 4 respectively display the plots of uK (dashed blue) and ǔ
R

K
and those of θ

K

ro (the projection

of θro on span{φ1 , . . . , φK}), θ̌K , T
K

θ
[uK ] (dashed blue) and θ̌R

K
, T K

θ
[u

R

K
].

Results were also obtained for the pair (θr,βS ) with ρF = 4000, as presented in Tables 3 and 4 and

Figures 5 and 6

J̌K (uK ; ρF ) ‖uK‖2 ‖uK‖∞ ‖T K
θ

[uK ]− θKro‖2

362.0183 15.3659 26.4600 0.1774

Table 3: Unconstrained problem for the pair (θr,βS ), ρF = 4000.

J̌K (ǔ
R

K
; ρF ) ϕ

K

D
(λ

K
) ‖ǔR

K
‖2 ‖ǔR

K
‖∞ ‖T K

θ
[ǔ

R

K
]− θ̌Rro‖2

387.3645 387.2568 14.7342 18 0.2063

Table 4: Constrained problem for the pair (θr,βS ), ρF = 4000.
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Again, it can be noted that increasing ρF brings about a better approximation to the desired final state.

Note also that |ϕK
D

(λ
K

) − J̌K (u
R

K
; 4000)|/ϕK

D
(λ

K
) ≈ 0.11/387.2568 ≤ 0.03 × 10−2 and hence ǔ

R

K
can be

regarded as “approximately optimal” for the constrained problem.

Figure 1: θr: target final state.

Figure 2: β
S

: control-to-state actuator.

Figure 3: Control signals uK (blue dashed), u
R

K
(red solid) for ρF = 2000.
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Figure 4: Approximations to target final state for ρF = 2000.

Figure 5: Control signals uK (blue dashed), u
R

K
(red solid) for ρF = 4000.

Figure 6: Approximations to target final state for ρF = 4000.
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Finally, the effect of the location of the “actuator” β
S

on the final-state error T K
θ

[u
K

c ]−θro is illustrated

by taking β
S

to be centered on `x ∈ (0, 2), i.e., by letting β
S

to be given by β
S

(x) = 1, ∀x ∈ (`x−δβ , `x+δ
β
),

β
S

(x) = 0 otherwise, and computing the resulting T K
θ

[u
K

c ] for several values of `x (with δ
β

= 0.1), which

are displayed in Figures 7 – 9, respectively for `x = 3/10, `x = 1 and `x = 2− 3/10.

Figure 7: Approximations to target final state for ρF = 4000, `x = 3/10.

Figure 8: Approximations to target final state for ρF = 4000, `x = 1.

Figure 9: Approximations to target final state for ρF = 4000, `x = 2− 3/10.
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6.3 A Two-Dimensional Example

An example is now presented of an initial/boundary-value problem defined by the heat equation on a

rectangle in R2. More specifically, let Ω = (0, Lx) × (0, Ly), where Lx , Ly ∈ R+ and consider the following

equation:

∀(x, y) ∈ Ω,
∂θ

∂t
(x, y, t) = kα

{
∂2θ

∂x2
+
∂2θ

∂y2

}
(x, y, t) + β

S
(x, y)u(t)

with zero initial conditions, i.e., ∀(x, y) ∈ Ω, θ(x, y, 0) = 0 and homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions,

i.e.,

∀t ∈ [0, tF ], ∀(x, y) ∈ ∂Ω, θ(x, y, t) = 0,

where u : [0, tF ]→ R and β
S

: Ω→ R.

The corresponding weak, “K−th order”, Galerkin version is given by ∀k = 1, . . . ,K,〈
∂θ

∂t
(·, ·, t), φ

k

〉
= −kα

{〈
∂θ

∂x
(·, ·, t), ∂φk

∂x

〉
+

〈
∂θ

∂y
(·, ·, t), ∂φk

∂y

〉}
+ β

Sk
u(t),

where i = 1, . . . ,Kx , j = 1, . . . ,Ky , k(i, j) = (i − 1)Ky + j, K = KxKy , φ
k(i,j)

(x, y) = φ
x

i
(x)φ

y

j
(y),

φ
x

i
(x) =

√
2
Lx

sin
[
iπx
Lx

]
, φ

y

j
(y) =

√
2
Ly

sin
[
jπy
Ly

]
.

As in the previous example, control signals uK and u
K

c are sought by means of the problems

Prob. IK : min
u∈L2(0,t

F
)
J̌K (u; ρF ) and Prob. IcK : min

u∈S
uF

J̌K (u; ρF ),

where J̌K (u; ρF ) = ‖u‖2

L2(0,t
F

)
+ρF ‖T

K

θ
[u]−θro‖

2

2
, T K

θ
[u] =

∑K
k=1 ck(tF ;u)φ

k
, θr is the final state to be “ap-

proximately reached” and, as before, c̄K (t;u) = [c1(t;u) · · · cK (t;u)]
T

is given by

c̄K (t;u) =

∫ t

0
FK (τ)

T
u(τ)dτ with FK as in (4.6). In this case,

AK = diag{a
k

: k = k(1, 1), . . . , k(1,Ky), k(2, 1), . . . , k(2,Ky), . . . , k(Kx , 1), . . . , k(Kx ,Ky)},

where a
k(i,j)

= −kα
{[

iπ
Lx

]2

+
[
jπ
Ly

]2
}

, M
K

β
= [〈β

S
, φ1〉 · · · 〈βS , φk〉]

T
, and

SuF = {u ∈ L2(0, tF ) : a.e., |u(t)| ≤ µu}.

Note that J̌K (u; ρF ) = ‖u‖2

L2(0,tF )
+ ρF ‖T

K

θ
[u]− θKro‖

2

L2(Ω)
+ ‖θro− θ

K

ro‖
2

L2(Ω)
, where θ

K

ro is the orthogonal

projection of θro on the span of {φ1 , . . . , φK}. The constrained problem is tackled by Lagrange duality, as

illustrated in the previous section, with the same class ofpiecewise-linear multipliers.

The numerical results shown in Tables 5 – 8 were obtained with the following problem data: kα = 1,

Lx = Ly = 1, tF = 1, ρF = 8000 and 20000, µu = 100, Kx = Ky = 5, θr(x, y) = 0 ∀(x, y) ∈ ∂Ω,

θr(x, y) = 2 ∀(x, y) ∈ [Lx/10, 9Lx/10]× [Ly/10, 9Ly/10], i.e., the graph of θr is the frustum of a rectangular

pyramid with [0, Lx ]× [0, Ly ] as its basis, ‖θKro‖2 = 1.7289 and β
S

is given by β
S

= 1 for (x, y) ∈ [Lx/4, 3Lx/4]× [Ly/4, 3Ly/4]

β
S

= 0 otherwise
.
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J̌K (uK ; ρF ) ‖uK‖2 ‖uK‖∞ ‖T K
θ

[uK ]− θKro‖
2

2

4978.00 45.6636 192.5735 0.6037

Table 5: Unconstrained problem with ρF = 8000.

J̌K (u
K

c ; ρF ) ϕ
K

D
(λ

K
) ‖uKc ‖2 ‖uKc ‖∞ ‖T K

θ
[u

K

c ]− θKro‖
2

2

5668.10 5485.00 33.0038 100 0.7565

Table 6: Constrained problem with ρF = 8000.

J̌K (uK ; ρF ) ‖uK‖2 ‖uKc ‖∞ ‖T K
θ

[uK ]− θKro‖
2

2

8127.40 64.4017 265.37 0.4485

Table 7: Unconstrained problem with ρF = 20000.

J̌K (u
K

c ; ρF ) ϕ
K

D
(λ

K
) ‖uKc ‖2 ‖uKc ‖∞ ‖T K

θ
[u

K

c ]− θKro‖
2

2

12281.00 11195.00 37.8125 100 0.7366

Table 8: Constrained problem with ρF = 20000.

Similarly to the results in the case of a one-dimensional spatial domain, Tables 5 – 7 illustrate the effect

of increasing ρF on the decrease of the approximation errors ‖T K
θ

[uK ] − θKro‖2 (from 0.6037 in Table 5 to

0.4484 in Table 7) and ‖T K
θ

[u
K

c ] − θKro‖2 (from 0.7565 in Table 6 to 0.7366 in Table 8). Note that in the

latter case, increasing ρF from 8000 to 20000 had a small effect on the approximation error - this is due to

the fact that the maximum magnitude of u was kept at the same value (µu = 100).

Again, as observed in the 1D-case, the “relatively small” difference between ϕ
K

D
(λ

K
) and J̌K (u

K

c ; ρF )

(3.2% for ρF = 8000 and 8.8% for ρF = 20000) indicates that u
K

c is “nearly optimal” for the constrained

problem - recall that ϕ
K

D
(λ

K
) is a lower bound on ǔK (u; ρF ) for any u ∈ SuF .

Figure 10: Graphs of uK and u
K

c for ρF = 8000.

Figures 10 – 11 display uK and u
K

c for ρF = 8000 and 20000, respectively.

25



Figure 11: Graphs of uK and u
K

c for ρF = 20000.

7 Concluding remarks

In this work, two types of open-loop control problems were addressed in connection with the linear heat

equation in rectangular domains with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions in which the control

function (depending only on time) constitutes a source term. In both cases, the main objective is to impose

a prescribed state (temperature distribution) at the final instant of a given time- interval. Control signals

are to be selected on the basis of two optimization problems, one unconstrained and the other one involving

constraints on the maximum magnitudes of the values taken by the control signals on the time-interval in

question. Both problems have the same quadratic cost-functional.

Approximations for the optimal control signals can be obtained on the basis of finite-dimensional, semi-

discrete spectral Galerkin approximation for the linear heat equation on tensorial domains which are based

on the eigenfunctions of the corresponding linear differential operator. As a consequence, the resulting

optimal control signals can be effectively computed. Indeed, in the unconstrained case, they are given as

the output of an autonomous, finite-dimensional linear system with initial state given by the data of the

original problem. Whereas, in the constrained case, using Lagrangian duality, the resulting control signals

are obtained from output of a linear finite-dimensional system (as in the unconstrained case but with a

modified initial state which depends on the “approximately-optimal” Lagrange multipliers) and an additive

connection term based on these multipliers. Numerical results for the 1D and 2D linear heat equations were

presented to illustrate the results mentioned above.
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Appendix

Proof of Proposition 4.1(a): Proposition 4.1(a) is an immediate consequence of the following auxiliary

propositions

Auxiliary Proposition 1: T
θ
[u]− T K

θ
[u] = E

K

S
[u] + E

K

T [u] where

E
K

S
[u] ,

∫ t
F

0

m∑
i=1

(SA(tF − τ)− SK (tF − τ))
[
PK [β

Si
]
]
ui(τ)dτ and

E
K

T [u] ,
∫ t

F

0

m∑
i=1

SA(tF − τ)
[
(I− PK )[β

Si
]
]
ui(τ)dτ.

∇

Auxiliary Proposition 2: ‖EK

T [u]‖
L2(Ω)

≤ ηK
T f
‖u‖

L2(0,t
F

)
m and

‖EK

S
[u]‖

L2(Ω)
≤ ηKT g‖u‖L2(0,t

F
)
m , where

η
K

T f
,

{
m∑
i=1

‖fK
i

(tF − ·)‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)

}1/2

, η
K

T g ,

{
m∑
i=1

‖gKi (tF − ·)‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)

}1/2

27

https://www.bdtd.uerj.br:8443/handle/1/16985
https://www.bdtd.uerj.br:8443/handle/1/16985


f
K

i
(tF−σ) , ‖SA(tF−σ)

[
(I− PK )[β

Si
]
]
‖
L2(Ω)

and g
K

i
(tF−σ) , ‖ (SA(tF − σ)− SK (tF − σ))

[
PK [β

Si
]
]
‖
L2(Ω)

.

∇

Proposition 4.1(a) follows immediately from the two statements above, since bringing the second one to

bear on the first leads to

‖T
θ
[u]− T K

θ
[u]‖

L2(Ω)
≤ (η

K

T f
+ η

K

T g)‖u‖
L2(0,t

F
)
m (i.e., η

K

T = η
K

T f
+ η

K

T g).

�

Proof of Auxiliary Proposition 1: Recall that

T K
θ

[u] =

∫ t
F

0
SK (tF − τ)

[
PK [β

T

S
u(τ)]

]
dτ =

∫ t
F

0

m∑
i=1

(
SK (tF − τ)

[
PK [β

Si
ui(τ)]

])
dτ (A.1)

Note now that

T
θ
[u] =

∫ t
F

0
SA(tF − τ)[β

T

S
u(τ)]dτ =

∫ t
F

0

m∑
i=1

SA(tF − τ)
[
β
Si

]
ui(τ)dτ.

This, taking the orthogonal projections of β
Si

on SK and its orthogonal complement (in L2(Ω)), i.e.,

β
Si

= PK [β
Si

] + (I− PK )[β
Si

] it follows that

T
θ
[u] =

∫ t
F

0

m∑
i=1

SA(tF − τ)[PK [β
Si

]]uidτ,

where E
K

T [u] ,
∫ t

F

0

m∑
i=1

SA(tF − τ)
[
(I− PK )[β

Si
ui(τ)]

]
dτ .

As a result,

T
θ
[u]− T K

θ
[u] =

∫ t
F

0

m∑
i=1

SA(tF − τ)
[
PK [β

Si
ui(τ)]

]
dτ + E

K

T [u]− T K
θ

[u]

⇒ (in the light of (A.1)) T
θ
[u]− T K

θ
[u] = EKS [u] + E

K

T [u],

where E
K

S
[u] is defined above (in the statement of Auxiliary Proposition 1). �
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Proof of Auxiliary Proposition 2: Note first that

‖EK

T [u]‖
L2(Ω)

≤
∫ t

F

0

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
i=1

SA(tF − τ)
[
(I− PK )[β

Si
]
]
ui(τ)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2(Ω)

dτ ⇒

‖EK

T [u]‖
L2(Ω)

≤
∫ t

F

0

m∑
i=1

‖SA(tF − t)[(I− PK )[β
Si

]]ui(τ)‖
L2(Ω)

dτ ⇒

‖EK

T [u]‖
L2(Ω)

≤
m∑
i=1

∫ t
F

0
‖SA(tF − τ)

[
(I− PK )[β

Si
]
]
ui(τ)‖

L2(Ω)
dτ ⇒

‖EK

T [u]‖
L2(Ω)

≤
m∑
i=1

∫ t
F

0
‖SA(tF − τ)

[
(I− PK )[β

Si
]
]
‖|ui(τ)|dτ ⇒

‖EK

T [u]‖
L2(Ω)

≤
m∑
i=1

∫ t
F

0
f
K

i
(tF − τ)|ui(τ)|dτ ⇒

‖EK

T [u]‖
L2(Ω)

≤
m∑
i=1

‖fKi (tF − ·)‖L2(0,t
F

)
‖u‖

L2(0,t
F

)
,

where f
K

i
(tF − τ) , ‖SA(tF − τ)

[
(I− PK )[β

Si
]
]
‖
L2(Ω)

. Note that

∫ t
F

0
f
K

i
(tF − τ)|ui(τ)|dτ is the inner

product in L2(0, tF ) of the function f
K

i
: (tF − ·) : [0, tF ] → R and |ui(·)| :→ R so that, in the light of the

Cauchy-Schwarz (CS) inequality∫ t
F

0
f
K

i
(tF − τ)|ui |dτ ≤ ‖f

K

i
(tF − ·)‖L2(0,t

F
)
‖u‖

L2(0,t
F

)
.

As a result, ‖EK

T [u]‖
L2(Ω)

≤
m∑
i=1

‖fK
i

(tF − ·)‖L2(0,t
F

)
‖u‖

L2(0,t
F

)
m so that (applying the CS inequality for Rn

)

‖EK

T [u]‖
L2(Ω)

≤

{
m∑
i=1

‖fK
i

(tF − ·)‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)

}1/2

‖u‖
L2(0,t

F
)
m = ηT f ‖u‖L2(0,t

F
)
m .

Proceeding along the same lines, it follows that

‖EK

S
[u]‖

L2(Ω)
≤

∫ t
F

0

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑
i=1

(SA(tF − τ)− SK (tF − τ))
[
PK [β

Si
]
]
ui(τ)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2(Ω)

dτ ⇒

‖EK

S
[u]‖

L2(Ω)
≤

m∑
i=1

∫ t
F

0
‖(SA(tF − τ)− SK (tF − τ))[PK [β

Si
]]ui(τ)‖

L2(Ω)
dτ ⇒

‖EK

S
[u]‖

L2(Ω)
≤

m∑
i=1

∫ t
F

0
gKi (tF − τ)|ui(τ)|dτ

so that

‖EK

S
[u]‖

L2(Ω)
≤

{
m∑
i=1

‖gK
i

(tF − ·)‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)

}1/2

‖u‖
L2(0,t

F
)
m = η

K

T g‖u‖L2(0,t
F

)
m .

�
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Proof of Proposition 4.1(b): Note first that it follows from ([1], Theorem 2.1.6, p. 18) that there exists

µA > 0 and σA ∈ R such that ∀t ≥ 0, ‖SA(t)‖ ≤ µAe
σ
A
t

. Hence,

f
K

i
(tF − τ) ≤ µAe

σ
A

(t
F
−τ)

‖(I− PK )[β
Si

]‖
L2(Ω)

⇒

‖fK
i

(tF − ·)‖
2

L2(0,t
F

)
=

∫ t
F

0
[f
K

i
(tF − τ)]

2
dτ

≤ ‖(I− PK )[β
Si

]‖2

L2(Ω)

∫ t
F

0

{
µAe

σ
A

(t
F
−τ)
}2

dτ ⇒

‖fK
i

(tF − ·)‖L2(0,t
F

)
= µA‖(I− PK )[β

Si
]‖
L2(Ω)
‖e

σ
A

(t
F
−·)
‖
L2(0,t

F
)
.

Thus it follows from the approximation property of {SK}, i.e., (4.1), that

‖fK
i

(tF − ·)‖L2(0,t
F

)
→ 0 as K →∞ and, hence, η

K

T f
→ 0 as K →∞.

It then follows that η
K

T = η
K

T f
+ η

K

T g → 0 as K →∞. �

With respect to η
K

T g =

{
m∑
i=1

∥∥∥gK
i

(tF − ·)
∥∥∥
L2(0,t

F
)

}1/2

, where

g
K

i
(tF − σ) =

∥∥[SA(tF − σ)− SK (tF − σ)][PK [β
Si

]]
∥∥
L2(Ω)

. (A.2)

Note that PK [β
Si

] =

n
K∑

k=1

〈β
Si
, φ

k
〉φ

k
, SK (τ)[PK [β

Si
]] =

n
K∑

k=1

〈β
Si
, φ

k
〉SK (τ)[φ

k
] and

SK (τ)[φ
k
] =

n
K∑

`=1

e
λ
`
τ

〈φ
k
, φ

`
〉φ

`
= e

λ
k
τ

φ
k
. Thus,

SK (τ)[PK [β
Si

]] =
K∑
k=1

〈β
Si
, φ

k
〉e
λ
k
τ

φ
k
. (A.3)

Note also that

SA(τ)[PK [β
Si

]] =

n
K∑

k=1

〈β
Si
, φ

k
〉SA(τ)[φ

k
] and SA(τ)[φ

k
] =

∞∑
`=1

e
λ
`
τ

〈φ
k
, φ

`
〉φ

`
= e

λ
k
τ

φ
k
. Thus,

SA(τ)[PK [β
Si

]] =

n
K∑

k=1

〈β
Si
, φ

k
〉e
λ
k
τ

φ
k
. (A.4)

It follows from (A.2) - (A.4) that g
K

i
(tF − ·) = 0 ⇒ η

K

T g = 0.

Proof of Proposition 5.2: (a) It was established in the proof of Proposition 3.1 that SuF is convex and

closed. Then, as done in the proof of Proposition 2.1, Prob. IIK is cast as a minimum distance problem to

a convex and closed set so that the existence of u
K

c follows from ([9], Theorem 3.12.1, p. 69).
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(b)Proceeding as in the proof of Proposition 4.2, write

J (u
K

c ) = J (uc + (u
K

c − uc)) = J (uc) + 2〈ρuuc + Za [uc], (u
K

c − uc)〉

+ ‖ρu(u
K

c − uc)‖
2

2
+ ‖T

θ
[u

K

c − uc]‖
2

2
, (A.5)

where Za [u] = T ∗
θ

[T
θ
[u]− θro] and note that (as in the derivation of (4.11))

JK (u
K

c ) ≤ JK (uc) = J (uc)− E
K

J (uc)⇔

J (u
K

c )− EK

J (u
K

c ) ≤ J (uc)− E
K

J (uc)⇒ (A.6)

J (u
K

c ) ≤ J (uc)− E
K

J (uc) + E
K

J (u
K

c )⇒ (A.7)

J (u
K

c ) ≤ J (uc) + |EK

J (uc)|+ |E
K

J (u
K

c )|. (A.8)

Combining (A.5) and (A.8) leads to

‖ρu(u
K

c − uc)‖
2

2
+ ‖T

θ
[u

K

c − uc]‖
2

2
+ 2〈ρuuc + Za [uc], (u

K

c − uc)〉 ≤ |E
K

J (uc)|+ |E
K

J (u
K

c )|

⇒ (in the light of the optimality condition of Proposition 5.1)

ρu‖u
K

c − uc‖
2

2
≤ |EK

J (uc)|+ |E
K

J (u
K

c )|.

Now it follows from (4.11) and the fact that η
K

T → 0 as K →∞ (Proposition 4.1(b)) that |EK

J (uc)| → 0 as

K →∞. Moreover, as u
K

c is bounded (since u
K

c ∈ SuF and hence ‖uKc ‖L2(0,t
F

)
m ≤

(∑m
i=1 µ

2

i

)1/2

tF ), (4.11)

and “η
K

T → 0” also imply that |EK

J (u
K

c )| → 0 as K →∞. Hence, ‖uKc − uc‖2 → 0 as K →∞. �

Proof of Proposition 3.5: The optimality condition satisfied by u
K

c (λ) is given by

∀δu ∈ L2(0, tF )
m
, LagK (u,λ) ≤ LagK (u

K

c + δu ,λ) ⇔

∀δu ∈ L2(0, tF )
m
, 〈ρuu

K

c , δu〉+ 〈T K
θ

[u
K

c ]− θro, T
K

θ
[δu ]〉+ 〈λa ,−δu〉+ 〈λ

b
, δu〉 = 0 ⇔

ρuu+ (T K
θ

)∗[T K
θ

[u]− θro] + (λ
b
− λa) = 0 (A.9)

or, equivalently, taking orthogonal projections u
1

and u
2

of u on (T K
θ

)∗[L2(Ω)] and on its orthogonal

complement,

ρuu
1

+ (T K
θ

)∗[T K
θ

[u
1

+ u
2
]]− (T K

θ
)∗[θro]− λ1

ab
= 0

and ρuu
2 − λ2

ab
= 0 where λ

ab
, λa − λb , λ

1

ab
and λ

2

ab
are the corresponding projections of λ

ab
.

Noting further that T K
θ

[u
2
] = 0 (u

2
is orthogonal to the range space of (T K

θ
)∗ and hence is in the null

space of T K
θ

) the equations above can be rewritten as

ρuu
1

+ (T K
θ

)∗[T K
θ

[u
1
]]− (T K

θ
)∗[θro]− λ1

ab
= 0

and ρuu
2

= λ
ab
− λ1

ab
.
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Now, T K
θ

[u] =

K∑
k=1

c
k
(tF ;u)φ

k
and (T K

θ
)∗[w](τ) = FK (τ)w̄

K
, where {φ

k
; k = 1, . . . , nK} is an or-

thogonal basis for XK , c
k
(tF ;u) , ek(nK )

T

∫ t
F

0
FK (τ)

T
u(τ)dτ , where FK (τ) , (M

K

β
)

T
exp[A

T

K
(tF − τ)],

w̄
K
, [〈w, φ1 , 〉 · · · 〈w, φnK 〉] and

M
K

β
,


〈β

S1
, φ1〉 · · · 〈β

Sm
, φ1〉

...
...

〈β
S1
, φn

K
〉 · · · 〈β

Sm
, φn

K
〉

 .

It follows that u
1

= FK ᾱ
K

c and λ
1

ab
= FK ᾱ

K

λ
and, hence, the equation involving u

1
above can be written

as

FK

{
ρuᾱ

K

c
+ w̄

K

a
[ᾱ

K

c
]− θ̄

K

ro − ᾱ
K

λ

}
= 0, (A.10)

where θ̄
K

ro , [〈θro, θ1〉 · · · 〈θro, θnK 〉]
T

and

w̄
K

a
[ᾱ

K

c
] ,

[
〈T K

θ
[u

1
], φ1〉 · · · 〈T

K

θ
[u

1
], φn

K
〉
]T

i.e.,

w̄[ᾱ
K

c
] = [c1(tF ;u

1
) · · · cn

K
(tF ;u

1
)]

T
=

∫ t
F

0
FK (τ)

T
u

1
(τ)dτ =

{∫ t
F

0
FK (τ)

T
FK (τ)dτ

}
ᾱKc

⇔ w̄
K

a
[ᾱ

K

c
] = GK ᾱ

K

c and GK ,
∫ t

F

0
FK (τ)

T
FK (τ)dτ .

A sufficient condition for (A.10) to be satisfied is then given by

ρuᾱ
K

c
+ GK ᾱ

K

c
= θ̄

K

ro + ᾱ
K

λ
⇔ ᾱ

K

c
= (ρuI + GK )

−1
(θ̄

K

ro + ᾱ
K

λ
).

It then follows that u
K

c [λ] is given by (since ρuu
2

= λ
2

ab
)

u
K

c [λ] = FK ᾱ
K

c
+ ρ

−1

u
(λ

ab
− FK ᾱ

K

λ
)⇔

u
K

c [λ](τ) = FK (τ)(ᾱ
K

c
− ρ−1

u
ᾱ
K

λ
) + ρ

−1

u
λ
ab

(τ)⇔

u
K

c [λ](τ) = uK(τ) + FK (τ)
{

(ρuI + GK )
−1 − ρ−1

u
I
}
ᾱ
K

λ
+ ρ

−1

u
λ
ab

(τ).
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