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Abstract

We consider a mathematical model which describes the quasistatic con-
tact between a viscoelastic body and a deformable obstacle, the so-called
foundation. The material’s behaviour is modelled with a viscoelastic con-
stitutive law with long memory. The contact is frictionless and is defined
using a multivalued normal compliance condition. We present a regular-
ization method in the study of a class of variational inequalities involving
history-dependent operators. Finally, we apply the abstract results to
analyse the contact problem.
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I. Introduction

In this paper we introduce two novelties that we describe in what follows.
First, we state and prove an abstract regularization result for a class of history-
dependent variational inequalities in Hilbert spaces. More exactly, we continue
the analysis provided in [1, Section 2.2.3], where regularization arguments are
used to prove the unique solvability of the following variational inequality

ve X, (Au,v—u)x +j)—ju) > (fv—u)x, foralwvelX.

Here (X, (+,")x, || - || x) denotes a real Hilbert space, A : X — X is a Lipschitz
continuous and strongly monotone operator, 7 : X — R is a convex, lower-
semicontinuous functional and f € X. With respect to [1] we study the unique
solvability of the following history-dependent variational inequality

(Au(t),v —u(t)) x + (Su(t),v —u(t))x (1.1)
+7(v) —ju(®) > (f(t),v—u(t))x forallve X



using a regularization method involving Géteaux differentiable functionals.
Here, both the data and the solution u depend on the time variable ¢ € [0, 77,
where T > 0. Moreover, concerning the operator S, the current value Su(t)
at moment ¢ depends on the history of the values of u at moments 0 < s < ¢.
Its presence implies the use of Gronwall’s inequality or Lebesgue’s convergence
theorem.

We consider a contact problem which describes the frictionless contact be-
tween a viscoelastic body and a deformable foundation. We model the material’s
behaviour with a constitutive law with long memory of the

form

o(t) = Ae(u(t)) + /0 B(t — s)e(u(s))ds (1.2)

where u denotes the displacement field, o represents the stress tensor, £(u)
is the linearized strain tensor, A is the elasticity operator and B represents the
relaxation tensor. Moreover, we assume that the contact process is quasistatic
and we study it in the interval of time [0,7]. Finally, we use a multivalued
normal compliance condition to describe the contact process in normal direction.

This mathematical model was considered in [2]. There, the variational for-
mulation was derived and unique weak solvability was proved. Moreover, the
weak solution was approximated using a penalty method. Also, in [3]| the depen-
dence of the solution with respect to the data was studied and a fully discrete
scheme was introduced. In addition, an optimal order error estimate was derived
and numerical simulations were provided for a two-dimensional test problem.

The second novelty of the paper arises from the fact that we analyse the weak
solvability of contact problem using regularization arguments. With respect to
[2,3] we introduce a regularized contact problem where a single-valued normal
compliance condition, including a regularization parameter, is considered. We
prove that the weak solution of the regularized problem converges to the weak
solution of the original contact problem, as the regularization parameter goes
to zero. To this end, we apply the abstract regularization results obtained in
the study of (1.1).

Next, we recall that general results on analysis of various classes of varia-
tional inequalities, including existence, uniqueness and regularity, can be found
in [4-9]. The numerical analysis of variational inequalities, including solution
algorithms and error estimates, was treated in [10, 11| and also in [12, 13].
Additional results on optimal control of variational inequalities can be found
in [14]. An early attempt to study contact problems within the framework of
variational inequalities was made in [15]. The variational analysis of contact
models is given in [1,9,13,16,17]. There, the mathematical analysis of contact
problems is provided, including existence and uniqueness results of the weak
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solution. Numerical analysis of contact models, including the study of fully dis-
crete scheme, error estimates and numerical simulations, can be found in [12, 13,
17, 18]. An excellent reference in the study of frictional contact associated with
heat generation, material damage, wear and adhesion of contacting surfaces is
[19].

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we describe the
classical formulation of the model and list the assumptions on the data. In Sec-
tion 3 we introduce the regularized problem and derive the weak formulations.
Then, we state our main existence, uniqueness and convergence result, Theorem
3.1. In Section 4 we provide the abstract problem and recall its unique solvabil-
ity obtained in [20]. Then we consider the associated regularized problem and
state our main abstract result, Theorem 4.3. The proof of this theorem is given
in Section 5. Finally, in Section 6 we illustrate the use of abstract arguments in
the proof of Theorem 3.1.

2. A viscoelastic contact problem

In this section we introduce the classical formulation of the contact problem and
list the assumptions on the data. First of all, we present the notation we shall
use and preliminaries related to the contact model. More exactly, we denote by
S9(d = 1,2,3) the space of second-order symmetric tensors on R? and we define
the following inner products and norms

1
2

u-v=uw, ||v]]=(v-v) for all u,v € R?

o-T=0yTy |T|=(T" ‘I')% for all o, 7 € S¢
Let Q € R? be a bounded domain with Lipschitz continuous boundary I" and
let T';,T's and T's be three measurable parts of I' such that meas (I'y) > 0. We
use the notation & = (z;) for a typical point in QUT and we denote by v = (v;)
the outward unit normal at I'. The indices 4, j, k,! run between 1 and d and
the summation convention over repeated indices is used. An index that follows
a comma represents the partial derivative with respect to the corresponding

component of the spatial variable, e.g. u; ; = Ou;/0x;. Moreover, we consider
the Hilbert spaces

V={v=(v)€ H'(Q)?:v=0o0n I}
Q = {‘I’ = (Tij) c LQ(Q)dXd 1T = Tji}
endowed with the inner products

(woly = [ e s(o)ds, (o.r)g = [ oris

and the associated norms || - ||y and || - ||, respectively. Here e represents
the deformation operator given by



E('U) = (61']' ('U)), €ij (’U) = % (Ui,j + Ujﬂ') for all v € Hl(Q)d

For an element v € V' we still write v for the trace of v on the boundary and
we denote by v, and v, the normal and tangential components of v on I, given
by v, = v-v,v, = v —v,v. We recall that there exists a positive constant ¢
such that

vl L2(ryye < collvlly  forallv € V. (2.1)
For a function o € @@ we use the notation o, and o, for the normal and
tangential traces, i.e. o, = (ov)-v and o, = ov — 0, V.
We denote by Q. the space of fourth-order tensor fields given by
Qoo ={&€ = (Eijrt) = Eijir = Ejirt = Epiy € L(Q), 1<, 5,k 1 < d}

and it is a real Banach space with the norm

IElq = | _max_ 1€l o)
Moreover,
[€Tllo < dl€llqa.llTllq, forall £ € Qu,T € Q. (2.2)

We present the physical setting of the problem. A viscoelastic body occupies
the bounded domain €2 described above. The body is subjected to the action
of body forces of density f,. We also assume that it is fixed on I'y and surface
tractions of density f, act on I';. On I's the body is in frictionless contact with
a deformable foundation. The contact process is quasistatic and we study it in
the interval of time [0, T1.

The classical formulation of the contact problem is the following.

Problem Q. Find a displacement field w : Q x [0,7] — R? and a stress field
o :Qx[0,T] — S such that

o
w

~_ — — g

o (t) = Ae(u(t)) + /0 Bt — )e(u(s))ds in O

Dive(t) + fo(t) =0in Q
u(t) =0on I
o(t)v = fy(t) on T'y
o.(t)=00nT;

/N N /N /S /S
N O Ot

and there exists £ : Q x [0, 7] — R which satisfies



o, (t) (+)p (un(t) +£(t) =0

0<ER)LF

Et)=0 ifu,(t)<0 on I's (2.8)
Et)y=F ifu,(t)>0

for all t € [0, T].
Next, we give a short description of Problem Q and list the assumptions on the
data. Here and below we do not indicate explicitly the dependence of various
functions on the spatial variable . Equation (2.3) represents
the viscoelastic constitutive law with long memory introduced in Section 1. The
operators A and B verify the following conditions

(a) $\mathcal{A}: \Omega \times \mathbb{S}~{d} \rightarrow \mathbb{S}~{d}$.
(b) There exists $L_{\mathcal{A}}>0$ such that
$\left\|\mathcal{A}\left (\boldsymbol{x}, \boldsymbol{\varepsilon}_{1}\right)-\mathcal{A
for all $\boldsymbol{\varepsilon}_{1}, \boldsymbol{\varepsilon}_{2} \in \mathbb{S}"-
(c) There exists $m_{\mathcal{A}}>0$ such that
$\left (\mathcal{A}\left (\boldsymbol{x}, \boldsymbol{\varepsilon}_{1}\right)-\mathcal{A}'
for all $\boldsymbol{\varepsilon}_{1}, \boldsymbol{\varepsilon}_{2} \in \mathbb{S}"-
(d) The mapping $\boldsymbol{x} \mapsto \mathcal{A}(\boldsymbol{x}, \boldsymbol{\varepsilon.
(e) The mapping $\boldsymbol{x} \mapsto \mathcal{A}(\boldsymbol{x}, \mathbf{0})$ belongs to
$\mathcal{B} \in C\left ([0, T] ; \mathbf{Q}_{\infty}\right)$.

Various examples and mechanical interpretation concerning constitutive laws
in solid mechanics can be found in [1, 16, 19]. Equation (2.4) represents the
equation of equilibrium in which Div denotes the divergence operator for tensor-
valued functions

Dive =0;;; forallo € @.

Conditions (2.5) and (2.6) are the displacement boundary condition and
traction boundary condition, respectively. We assume that the densities of body
forces and surface tractions have regularity

foeC(0,T;LAQY), freC ([0,T];L2 (rz)d) . (2.11)

Equation (2.7) represents the frictionless condition. Frictionless contact
problems were considered, for example, in [1, 19, 21].

Next, (2.8) is the contact condition in which o, denotes the normal stress
and u, is the normal displacement. Moreover, the functions p and F' satisfy
(a) p:R—=R4.

(b) There exists L, > 0 such that

Ip(r1) —p(re)| < Lp|ri —ra]  forall ri,re € R (2.12)
(¢) (p(r1) —p(r2)) (r1 —re) >0 forall r1,79 €R.
(d) p(r)=0iff r <O0.



FeL*(T3), F(x)>0almostevery x € I's. (2.13)

This condition can be derived in the following way. Let t € [0,7]. We
consider that the normal stress has an additive decomposition of the form

oo(t) =aP(t) + oM (t) onTs, (2.14)

in which o2 (t) describes the deformability of foundation and o2 (t) describes
the rigidity. We assume that o2 (¢) satisfies a normal compliance contact con-
dition

—ol(t) = p(uy(t)) onTs. (2.15)

We recall that the normal compliance contact condition was first used in [22]
and the term normal compliance was first introduced in [23,24].

Finally, o (t) satisfies
loMt)| < F, oM(t)=0 ifu,(t) <0,
—oM(t)=F if u,(t) >0
We combine (2.14)-(2.16) and write —o () = £(¢) to obtain (2.8). A version

v
of this condition including unilateral constraints was used in [2,3].

on I's. (2.16)

Figure I. Representation of the contact condition (2.8)

We present additional details of the contact condition (2.8) which is depicted
in Figure 1. We assume that at a given moment ¢ there is a separation between
the body and the foundation, i.e. wu,(t) < 0. Then, (2.12) part (d) and (2.8)
show that o, (t) = 0, i.e. the reaction of foundation vanishes. Assume now that
at the moment ¢ there is penetration, i.e. u,(¢) > 0. Then, (2.8) yields

—oy(t) = p(u(t)) + F. (2.17)

This equality implies that, at the moment ¢, the reaction of the foundation
depends on the penetration and represents a normal compliance-type condi-
tion. Moreover, (2.8) shows that if at the moment ¢ we have penetration, then
—o0,(t) > F. Indeed, if u,(t) > 0, then (2.17) holds and this implies that
—o0,(t) > F. We conclude that if —o,(t) < F, then there is no penetration and
F represents a yield limit of the normal pressure, under which the penetration
is not possible. This kind of behaviour characterizes a rigid-elastic foundation.

In conclusion, condition (2.8) shows that when there is a separation be-
tween the body’s surface and the foundation then the normal stress vanishes;
the penetration occurs only if the normal stress reaches the critical value F
when there is penetration, the contact follows a multivalued normal compliance
contact condition. It can be interpreted physically as follows. The foundation
is assumed to be made of a rigid-elastic material which allows penetration, but
only if the normal stress arrives to the yield limit F'.



3. Variational formulation and regularization of
Problem O

In this section we derive the variational formulation of Problem Q. Moreover,
we consider a regularized problem and state an existence, uniqueness and con-
vergence result. To this end, let ¢ € [0,7],p > 0 and v € V be given. We
assume in what follows that ( w,o ) are sufficiently regular functions that sat-
isfy (2.3)-(2.8). We recall the following Green’s formula

/Qa(t)-e(v)dx—i—/QDiva(t)-vdx:/ra'(t)v-vda forallveV  (3.1)

Next, we take v := v — u(t) in (3.1) and use (2.4) to see that

/Qo'(t) (e(v) —e(u(t)))dx = /Q Fo(®) - (v—wu(t))dx + /F o(t)v - (v—u(t))da.

We split the surface integral over I'1, 'y and I's and taking into account (2.7)
we obtain

[ o0 (co) et = [ fo)-(0-uias  G2)
Q Q
+ | fo(t) (v —wu(t))da+ / oy(t) (vy — uy(t)) da
Ty I's
We use (2.8) and assumption (2.13) to deduce that

F (of —uf (1)) > €(t) (v, —uy(t)  onTs, (3.3)

where r* = max{r,0} for all r € R. We again use (2.8) and (3.3) to find
that

/F oo (t) (v — 1 (1)) da (3.4)
— u UV, — U a — U+—u+ a
> /Fsp< ) @~ () da— [ F (o}~ uf () d

s

We apply Riesz representation theorem to define the function f : [0,7] — V
by

(F(0,0)v = (Fo(t)0) pagapa + (Fo(0)0) 2y foralloe Ve (3.5)

It follows from (2.11) that this function has regularity



fecqo,1);v). (3.6)

Finally, we combine equality (3.2), inequality (3.4), constitutive law (2.3)
and (3.5) to obtain the following variational formulation of Problem Q.

Problem QY. Find a displacement field w : [0,7] — V such that, for all
t € [0, 77, the following inequality holds:

(Ae(u(t)), e(v) —e(u(t)))q + (/O B(t — s)e(u(s))ds,e(v) — E(U(t))> (3.7)

Q
+ [ o) o= w®)dat [ P of =i 0) da> (0.0 - u)y

The previous variational formulation leads to a history-dependent variational
inequality involving a nondifferentiable term. To avoid this difficulty, we use a
regularity procedure. Moreover, condition (2.8) can be written in the following
equivalent form

0 <&(t) §+F on I's. (3.8)
() = Fricty = 5 (14 risfly) i wa(0) £ 0

Replacing the non-differentiable absolute value |u,(t)| we obtain the follow-
ing regularized contact problem.

Problem Q,. Find a displacement field u, : © x [0,7] — R? and a stress
field o, : 2 x [0, 7] — S? such that

o,(t) = Ae (u,(t)) + /0 B(t — s)e (u,(s))ds in (3.9

Divo,(t) + fo(t) =01in Q (
Up(t) =0 on Fl (

o,(t)v = fy(t) on Ty (3.12
0,-(t)=00nT}3 (

F Upy (T) —0on

for all t € [0,T).
Note that here and below u,, is the normal component of the displacement
field u, and 0,,,0,; represent the normal and tangential components of the
stress tensor o, respectively. The equations and boundary conditions in prob-
lem (3.9)-(3.14) have a similar interpretation as those in problem (2.3)-(2.8).
The difference arises in the fact that here we replace the multivalued normal
compliance contact condition (2.8) with the single-valued normal compliance

forallveV



condition (3.14). In this condition p represents a regularization parameter. We

recall that regularizations of Coulomb friction law were considered in [16,25].
Using similar arguments as those used in the case of Problem Q, we obtain

the following variational formulation of Problem Q,.

Problem QX‘ Find a displacement field w, : [0,7] — V such that, for all

t € [0, 77, the following equality holds:

(Ae (u,(t)), €(v)) g + (/0 B(t — s)e (u,(s)) ds,s(v)) (3.15)

Q

F v (t
—|—/ p(upv(t))vvda—F/ — 1+ ) vpda = (f(t),v)y forallveV
ry 2 u2, (1) + p?

We have the following existence, uniqueness and convergence result.
Theorem 3.1 Assume that (2.9)-(2.13) hold. Then:
(1) Problem QY has a unique solution u € C([0,T]; V);
(2) for each p > 0 Problem Q) has a unique solution u, € C([0,T];V);
(3) the solution of Problem QX converges to the solution of Problem QV, that
is

luy(t) —u(t)],, =0 asp—0 (3.16)

for all t € [0, 7).

The convergence result (3.16) is important from a mechanical point of view.
More exactly, it shows that the weak solution of viscoelastic contact problem
with multivalued normal compliance contact condition may be approached as
closely as one wishes by the solution of a viscoelastic contact problem with
single-valued normal compliance condition, with a sufficiently small regular-
ization parameter. Note that convergence (3.16) above is understood in the
following sense: for each t € [0,7] and for every sequence {p,} C Ryconverging
to zero as n — oo we have u,, (t) = u(t) as n — oo. The proof of Theorem
3.1 is given in Section 6. To this end, we use the abstract result introduced in
Section 4 and proved in Section 5.

4. Abstract problem

In this section we state our main abstract result, Theorem 4.3. It represents
an extension of Theorem 2.12 of [1] to a class of history-dependent variational
inequalities. We consider a real Hilbert space X with inner product (-,-)x
and associated norm || - ||x and we use notation C([0,T]; X) for the space of
continuous functions defined on [0, 7] with values in X. Moreover, let A: X —
X,8:C([0,T]; X) — C(]0,T]; X) be two operators, let the functional j : X — R
and the function f : [0,7] — X. We assume in what follows that A is a strongly
monotone and Lipschitz continuous operator.



(a) There exists m4 > 0 such that

(Auy — Aug,ug —ug) y > ma |lug — uQ||§(

for all uj,us € X. (4.1)
(b) There exists M4 > 0 such that
|Aur — Auslly < Maljur —uslly  for all uy,up € X.

Moreover, we assume that operator S satisfies the following condition.

There exists Lg > 0 such that (4.2)

ISur(t) = Sus(t)]ly < Ls [y lur(s) = uz(s)l| ds
for all uy,ue € C([0,T]; X), for all t € [0, 7.

Finally, we suppose that

j : X = R is a convex lower semicontinuous function (4.3)

and

fe (o, T]; X). (4.4)

We consider the following problem.
Problem P. Find a function w : [0,7] — X such that, for all ¢ € [0,7], the
following inequality holds:

(Au(t),v —u(t))x + (Su(t),v —u(t))x (4.5)
+i(v) —ju®) > (ft),v—u(t)x forallveX

Following the terminology introduced in [1, 20] we refer to operator S, which
satisfies (4.2), as a historydependent operator. In addition, we refer to (4.5) as
a history-dependent variational-inequality.

The unique solvability of Problem P is provided by the following existence
and uniqueness result.

Theorem 4.1 Let X be a Hilbert space and assume that (4.1)-(4.4) hold. Then,
Problem P has a unique solution v € C([0,T]; X).

Theorem 4.1 was proved in [20] by using fixed-point arguments. It represents
a crucial tool in studying the weak solvability of a large number of contact
problems. We send the reader to [1] for more details.

In the particular case j = 0 we have the following consequence of Theorem
4.1.

Corollary 4.2 Let X be a Hilbert space and assume that (4.1)-(4.2) and (4.4)
hold. Then, there exists a unique function u € C([0,T]; X) which satisfies the
following equality

(Au(t),v)x + (Su(t),v)x = (f(t),v)x forallve X.

10



Let p > 0 be a parameter. In order to formulate the regularized problem
associated to Problem P we consider the following family of functionals (j,)
which satisfies

(a) j, : X = R is convex Géteaux differentiable, for each p > 0.
(b) Vj, : X — X is a Lipschitz continuous operator, for each p > 0.
(4.6)

There exists G : Ry — Rysuch that
(a) |jp(v) —j(v)] < G(p) forallve X, for each p > 0. (4.7
(b) lim,_0 G(p) = 0.

The assumption made in (4.7) requires the functional j to be approached by a
sequence of more regular functionals ( j, ), since they are Gateaux differentiable.
Next, we consider the following problem.

Problem P,. Find u, € C([0,T7]; X) such that, for all ¢ € [0,T7], equality below
holds

(Aup(t),v)  + (Sup(t),v) ¢ + (Vip (up(t)) ,v) y = (f(t),v)x forall v G(X )
4.8
We have the following existence, uniqueness and convergence result.
Theorem 4.3 Let X be a Hilbert space and assume that (4.1)-(4.4), (4.6) and
(4.7) hold. Then:
(1) for each p > 0 Problem P, has a unique solution;
(2) the solution of Problem P, converges to the solution of Problem P, that is

up(t) — u(t)|y =0 asp—0 (4.9)

for all ¢t € [0, 7).

The main feature of Theorem 4.3 consists of showing that the solution of
an ’irregular’ history-dependent inequality may be approached as limit of the
solutions of 'regular’ history-dependent variational equalities.

5. Proof of Theorem 4.3

In this section we give in several steps the proof of Theorem 4.3. First of all,
we provide the unique solvability of (4.8).

Lemma 5.1 For each p > 0 there exists a unique function u, € C([0,7T]; X)
which satisfies (4.8) for all ¢ € [0, T7.

Proof. Let p > 0. Taking into account assumption (4.6) we have that Vj,
is a monotone operator on X. Moreover, using (4.1) and (4.6) we deduce that
the operator A, : X — X defined by

A :=Av+Vj,(v) forallve X (5.1)

11



is a strongly monotone and Lipschitz continuous operator on X. Lemma 5.1
is now a consequence of Corollary 4.2.

Next, we consider the following intermediate problem.
Problem P,. Find @, : [0,T] — X such that, for all ¢ € [0,T], the following
equality holds:

(Atpy(t),v) y + (Su(t),v)x + (Vi, (U,(t)),v) = (f(t),v)x forallve X.
(5.2)

Note that the difference between (4.8) and (5.2) arises in the fact that in
(5.2) the operator S is applied to a known function w, which is the solution of
(4.5). Thus, equality (5.2) is a time-dependent variational equality. In contrast,
(4.8) is a history-dependent variational equality, since the operator S is applied
to the unknown function u,.

We have the following existence and uniqueness result.
Lemma 5.2 For each p > 0 there exists a unique function u, € C([0,T]; X)
which satisfies (5.2) for all ¢ € [0, T.

Proof. In addition to the operator A,, given in (5.1), we define the function

f:[0,T] = X by equality

(f@),v)x := (f(t),v)x + (Su(t),v)x forallve X te|0,T].

We use assumptions (4.2), (4.4) and Corollary 4.2 to conclude the proof.
The next step is provided by the following weak convergence result.
Lemma 5.3 For each t € [0,T] the sequence {,(t)} converges weakly to u(t),
ie.
up(t) = u(t) in X as p — 0. (5.3)
Proof. Let p > 0 and t € [0,T]. We use (5.2) with v := v — u,(¢) to obtain

(At (t), v = p(t)) x + (Sult),v —u,(t)) x
+ (Vi (U (1) v — Up(t)) = (f(£)sv —Uy(t))y forallve X. (5.4)

Moreover, taking into account assumption (4.6) we deduce that

(At (t), v —uy(t)) x + (Su(t),
+Jo(v) = Jp (up(t)) = (f(D),

We now take v := 0x in (5.5) and using assumption (4.7) we have

Up(t)) x (5.5)

v —
v—1y(t)y forallveX.

(A (t), u, (1) x < = (Sult), u,(t)) (5.6)
+5 (0x) = 3 (up(t)) + (f(£), up(t)) x + 2G(p).

12



Assumption (4.3) implies that the functional j is bounded below by an affine
function, i.e there exists w € X and a € R, which do not depend on ¢, such that

j(v) > (w,v)x +a forallve X. (5.7)

Therefore, we deduce that

(At (), up(t)) x <5 (0x) = (W, up(t)) x — (5-8)
— (Su(t), up(t)) x + (f(1),up(t)) x +2G(p).

Using assumption (4.1) and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality it follows that

ma |, (0% < (1A0x | x + wllx + ISu(®)llx + 1f@)llx) @@ (5.9)
+ laf + 15 (0x)] 4+ 2G(p).-

We use (5.9) and inequality [z,a,b>0 and 2% < ax +b = 22 < a® + Qb]
to deduce that the sequence {u,(t)} is bounded, i.e. there exists ¢ > 0, which
does not depend on p, such that

@, ()] x < e (5.10)

Therefore, it follows that there exists a subsequence of the sequence {u,(t)},

still denoted by {u,(t)} and an element @(t) € X such that
uy(t) = u(t) in X asp—0. (5.11)

In the second part of the proof we investigate the properties of the element
u(t) € X. To this end, we take v := @(t) in (5.5) and using assumption (4.7) we
have

(Awp(t), u,y(t) —u(t)) x < (Sult),u(t) —u,(t)) (5.12)
+(a(®)) =g (1)) +2G(p) + (f (), up(t) — u(t) y -

Next, we pass to the upper limit as p — 0 and taking into account (5.11),
(4.3) and (4.7) we deduce that

lim sup (A, (t), u,(t) —u(t))y <0 (5.13)

p—0

Assumption (4.1) and convergence (5.11) yield

liminf (A%, (t), u,(t) —v)y > (Au(t),u(t) —v)x forallve X (5.14)

p—0

Next, from inequality (5.5) and assumption (4.7) we find that
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(At (£), up(t) — v) x + (F(t), v = up(t) x + 7 (Up(t)) (5.15)
< (Su(t),v —up(t)) y +4(v) +2G(p) forallve X

We pass to the lower limit as p — 0 in (5.15) and use assumption (4.7),
convergence (5.11) and the lower semicontinuity of j. As a result we have

lim inf (AT, (), T, () — v) 5 < (Su(t),v — () x (5.16)

p—0

4 i) — (@) + (f(b),a(t) —v)x  forallve X

We now combine inequalities (5.14) and (5.16) to see that

(Au(t),v —a(t))x + (Su(t),v —u(t))x (5.17)
+i0)—j@i) > (f@t),v—u(t))x forallveX

Next, we take v := @(¢) in (4.5) and v := u(¢) in (5.17). Then, adding the
resulting inequalities and using assumption (4.1) we obtain that

u(t) = u(?) (5.18)

Lemma 5.3 is now a consequence of standard weak convergence arguments.
We proceed with the following strong convergence result.
Lemma 5.4 For each t € [0, 7] the sequence {u,(t)} converges strongly in X to
u(t), that is

Up(t) = u(t) in X asp—0. (5.19)

Proof. The proof is obtained taking v := @(t) in (5.14) and using (5.13),
(5.18), (4.1) and (5.3).
The last step is provided by the following strong convergence result.
Lemma 5.5 For each t € [0,T] the sequence {u,(t)} converges strongly in X to
u(t), that is

uy(t) = u(t) in Xasp—0 (5.20)
Proof. We use (4.8) to obtain

(Aupy(t),v —up(t))  + (Sup(t), v —uy(t))
+ (Vip (up(t)) v —up(t)y = (f(t),v —u,(t), forallveX (5.21)
Next, we take v := ©,(t) in (5.21) and v := u,(t) in (5.4). Then, adding

the resulting equalities and using (4.1), (4.6) and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we
deduce that
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lup(t) =T (D)5 < m%, [Sup(t) = Su®) x up(t) = up(®)llx (5.22)

Next, we use (4.2), triangle inequality and a Gronwall’s argument to obtain

L

l[up () —u(®)]l x <[lw,(t) —u(®)] x + m%f% /0 2, (s) —u(s)llx ds (5.23)

We now use (5.10), (5.23), Lemma 5.4 and Lebesgue’s convergence theorem
to obtain (5.20), which concludes the proof.

We are now in position to present the proof of Theorem 4.3.
Proof. (1) The unique solvability of Problem P, is a consequence of Lemma, 5.1.
(2) The convergence (4.9) is a consequence of Lemma 5.5.

Therefore, we conclude that the proof of Theorem 4.3 is complete.

6. Proof of Theorem 3.1

In this section we give the proof of Theorem 3.1. To this end, we use Theorem
4.3 with X = V. First of all we define operators A: V — V,§: C([0,T];V) —
C([0,77; V), and the functional j : V' — R by

(Au,v)y = (Ae(u),e(v))g +/ p(uy)vpda  for all u,v € V (6.1)

(Su(t),v)y = (/0 B(t — s)s(u(s))ds,e(v))@ (6.2)
forall w € C([0, T];V),v eV

(v)- = vida for all v .

i(v) /FSde for all v € V (6.3)

Then, it is easy to see that Problem QY is equivalent to the problem of
finding a function w : [0,7] — V such that, for all ¢ € [0,T], the following
inequality holds

(Au(t),v —u(t))y + (Su(t),v — u(t))v (6.4)
+j(v) —j(u(®) > (ft),v —u(t))y forallvelV.

Moreover, for each p > 0, we define operator P, : V — V by

F U
Pu,v), = / —[1+ —=—_—=]v,da forallu,veV 6.5
( P )V Iy 9 ( \/W) ( )
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Therefore, Problem QX is equivalent to the problem of finding a function
u, : [0,7] — V such that, for all ¢ € [0, 7], the following equality holds

(Au,(t),v),, +(Su,(t),v),, +(Pouy(t),v),, = (f(t),v)y forallveV. (6.6)

Using assumptions (2.9), (2.12) and inequality (2.1) we deduce that the
operator A, defined in (6.1), verifies (4.1) with M4 = La+c2L, and ma = m4.

Next, a simple calculation based on inequality (2.2) and assumption (2.10)
shows that

[Sui(t) = Sus(t)]y < d max, 1B(r)llQw /0 [wi(s) = ua(s)lly ds  (6.7)

for all uy,us € C([0,T];V),t € [0,T]

The previous inequality implies that S satisfies (4.2) with Ls = d max,¢cjo,1) [|B(7)|| Q.. -
As in [2] we use assumption (2.13) and inequality (2.1) to see that the func-
tional j defined by (6.3), is a seminorm on V' and verifies

1/2‘

j(v) < co(meas (I'3)) " || F oo ryyllvlly  for all v € V. (6.8)

We deduce that j satisfies (4.3). Taking into account the previous results and
(3.6) we conclude that the hypotheses of Theorem 4.1 are fulfilled. Therefore,
the variational inequality (6.4) has a unique solution w € C([0,T7; V).

Next, we show the unique solvability of variational equality (6.6). To this
end, let p > 0 and w,v € V. Using (2.1) we deduce that the operator P,,
defined in (6.5), verifies

(P,u — Pyv,u—wv), >0 forallu,veV (6.9)

and

2
¢

| Pou — Py, < ;0||F|\Loo(p3)||u —v|y forallu,veV. (6.10)
Therefore, the operator

v—Av+ Py forallveV

is strongly monotone and Lipschitz continuous. We apply Corollary 4.2
to conclude that the variational equality (6.6) has a unique solution u, €
([0, T); V).

We are now in position to present the proof of Theorem 3.1.

(1) The unique solvability of Problem QY follows from the unique solvability of
(6.4).
(2) The unique solvability of Problem Q}; follows from the unique solvability of
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(6.6).
(3) Let p > 0. We define the functional j, : V' — R by

F
jp(v):/F ) (\/vg+p27p+vv> da forallveV (6.11)

We deduce that j, is Gateaux differentiable and

(Vip(u),v),, = / g (1 + uv> vpda  for all u,v € V (6.12)
s

Vu? + p?

Taking into account (6.5) and (6.12) we see that (6.6) is equivalent with

(Au,(t),v),, + (Su,(t),v), + (Vi (up(t)) ,v),, = (f(t),v)y forallveV.

(6.13)

Moreover, (6.5), (6.12) and (6.9) imply the convexity of j,. Therefore, j,

and Vj, satisfy (4.6). Finally, using (6.3), (6.11) and assumption (2.13) we
deduce that the functionals j and j, verify (4.7) with

G(p)=2 | Fda
2 Jr,
Convergence (3.16) is now a direct consequence of Theorem 4.3.
A numerical analysis and simulations of convergence result (3.16) will be pro-
vided in our next paper. Moreover, the extension of (4.9) to convergence results
on the space C(]0,77; X) remains an open problem which will be investigated
in the future.
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