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Abstract: In this paper, we study the energy equality for weak solutions to the non-
resistive MHD equations with physical boundaries. Although the equations of magnetic
field b are of hyperbolic type, and the boundary effects are considered, we still prove the
global energy equality provided that u ∈ L

q
loc (0, T ;L

p(Ω)) for any 1
q
+ 1

p
≤ 1

2
, with p ≥

4, and b ∈ Lr
loc (0, T ;L

s(Ω)) for any 1
r
+ 1

s
≤ 1

2
, with s ≥ 4. In particular, compared with

the existed results, we do not require any boundary layer assumptions and additional
conditions on the pressure P . Our result requires the regularity of boundary ∂Ω is only
Lipschitz which is the minimum requirement to make the boundary condition b · n sense.
The proof is based on the important properties of weak solutions of the nonstationary
Stokes system and the separate mollification of weak solutions from the boundary effect
by considering a non-standard local energy equality and transform the boundary effects
into the estimates of the gradient of cut-off functions.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we are concerned with the energy conservation of the weak solutions
to the incompressible non-resistive MHD equations with zero external force in Ω ⊆ R

d
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(d ≥ 2):






















∂tu+ (u · ∇)u− µ∆u+∇P = (b · ∇)b,
∂tb+ (u · ∇)b = (b · ∇)u,
∇ · u = ∇ · b = 0,
u|∂Ω = 0, b · n|∂Ω = 0,
u(x, 0) = u0(x), b(x, 0) = b0(x),

(1.1)

where the spatial variable x ∈ Ω ⊂ R
d with Ω being a bounded Lipshitz domain with

boundary ∂Ω and n being the outward unit normal vector filed to the boundary, and
u = u(x, t) is the fluid velocity field, b = b(x, t) is the magnetic field, the positive constant
µ is the viscosity coefficient, P is the scalar pressure, and u0, b0 are the prescribed initial
data satisfying the compatibility condition ∇ · u0 = ∇ · b0 = 0 in the distributional sense.
Physically, equations (1.1) govern the dynamics of the velocity and magnetic fields in
electrically conducting fluids, such as plasmas, liquid metals, and salt water. More details
can be found in [3, 34].

System (1.1) can be applied to model plasmas when the plasmas are strongly collisional
or when the resistivity due to these collisions is extremely small. It often applies to the
case when one is interested in the k-length scales that are much longer than the ion skin
depth and the Larmor radius perpendicular to the field, long enough along the field to
ignore the Landau damping, and time scales much longer than the ion gyration time
[3, 25]. In this case, the study of well-posedness will become more difficult. Even the
global existence of Leray-Hopf weak solutions is not known due to the lack of suitable
strong convergence in magnetic field b. In spite of the difficulties due to the lack of
magnetic diffusion, significant progress has been made in [26, 32], under the assumption
that the initial data (u0, b0) is close to the equilibrium state

(

0, (1, 0)T
)

, the global well-
posedness was proven. For more progress in this direction, one may refer to the survey
paper [27] and the references therein. In addition, for 2D non-resistive MHD equations
(1.1), Jiu-Niu [18] first proved the local existence and uniqueness of the classical solution
in the Sobolev space Hs with s ≥ 3. Fefferman-McCormick-Robinson-Rodrigo [13] were
able to weaken the regularity assumption to (u0, b0) ∈ Hs with s > d

2
and obtained local-

in-time existence of strong solutions to (1.1) in R
d, d = 2, 3. And then, they made a

further improvement by assuming (u0, b0) ∈ Hs−1+ε
(

R
d
)

× Hs
(

R
d
)

, s > d
2
, 0 < ε < 1

in [14]. Chemin-McCormick-Robinson-Rodrigo [15] presented the local existence of weak

solutions to (1.1) in R
d, d = 2, 3 with the initial data (u0, b0) ∈ B

d
2
−1

2,1

(

R
d
)

× B
d
2

2,1

(

R
d
)

and also proved the corresponding solution is unique in 3D case. Wan in [39] resolved
the uniqueness of the solution in the 2D case by using mixed space-time Besov spaces.
Recently, Li-Tan-Yin [24] made an important progress by reducing the functional setting

to homogeneous Besov space (u0, b0) ∈ Ḃd−1
p,1

(

R
d
)

× Ḃ
d
p

p,1

(

R
d
)

where p ∈ [1, 2d].
System (1.1) can be regarded as a coupling of a parabolic system with a hyperbolic
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one. For smooth solution, it (formally) obeys the following basic energy law:

1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u|2 + |b|2
)

(t)dx+ µ

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

|∇u|2dxds =
1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u0|
2 + |b0|

2)
dx. (1.2)

However, for weak solutions with less regularity, (1.2) may fail. That is, a weak solution
(u, b) to (1.1) satisfies the following energy inequality:

1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u|2 + |b|2
)

(t)dx+ µ

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

|∇u|2dxds ≤
1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u0|
2 + |b0|

2)
dx. (1.3)

From the physical point of view we would expect that a weak solution (u, b) satisfies the
energy equality (1.2). It is natural to ask the following question: Which regularity of
weak solutions for the validity of the energy equality (1.2)?

In (1.1), if µ = 0, then the equations reduce to the ideal MHD equations. The
famous Onsager conjecture for the Euler and ideal MHD equations predicts the threshold
regularity for energy conservation. In this direction, Onsager [30] considers periodic 3-
dimensional weak solutions of the incompressible Euler equations, where the velocity u

satisfies the uniform Hölder condition

|u(x, t)− u(x′, t)| ≤ C|x− x′|α,

for constants C and α independent of x, x′ and t.
(a) If α > 1

3
, then the total kinetic energy E(t) = 1

2

∫

|u(x, t)|2dx is a constant.
(b) For any α < 1

3
, there are u for which it is not a constant.

For α > 1
3
, Eyink [11] and Constantin-E-Titi [5] proved the energy conservation. Recently,

Isett [17] gave the complete answer to part (b) of the conjecture. Cheskidov-Constantin-
Friedlander-Shvydkoy in [7] proved that weak solution in the following class

u ∈ L3
(

0, T ;B
1/3
3,c(N)

)

∩ Cw

(

0, T ;L2
)

(1.4)

conserves energy. Bardos-Titi [1] considered the Onsager’s conjecture for the incompress-
ible Euler equations in bounded domains and showed that, in a bounded domain Ω ⊂ R

d,
with ∂Ω ∈ C2, any weak solution (u(x, t), p(x, t)), of the Euler equations of ideal in-
compressible fluid in Ω× (0, T ) ⊂ R

d × Rt, with the impermeability boundary condition
u ·~n = 0 on ∂Ω× (0, T ), is of constant energy on the interval (0, T ), provided the velocity
field u ∈ L3

(

(0, T );C0,α(Ω̄)
)

, with α > 1
3
. Concerning the energy conservation of ideal

MHD equations, by directly applying the methods developed in the study of Onsager’s
conjecture, several sufficient conditions have been obtained in [4, 19, 43]. More precisely,
Caflisch-Klapper-Steele [4] shown that energy is conserved if

u ∈ C
(

0, T ;Bα1

3,∞
(

R
3
))

; b ∈ C
(

0, T ;Bα2

3,∞
(

R
3
))

(1.5)
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with α1 >
1
3
and α1 + 2α2 > 1. Later, sharper sufficient condition have been established

in [19]:

u ∈ L3
(

0, T ;Bα1

3,c(N)

(

R
3
)

)

; b ∈ L3
(

0, T ;Bα2

3,c(N)

(

R
3
)

)

(1.6)

with α1 ≥ 1
3
and α1 + 2α2 ≥ 1. Later, Yu [43] improved those conditions and obtained

new sufficient conditions for the conservation of energy.
Notice that in the absence of magnetic field (i.e., b = 0) and µ > 0, equations (1.1)

reduce to the incompressible Navier-Stokes (NS) equations. As in the incompressible NS
equations, the question of the regularity and uniqueness of weak solutions remains one of
the biggest open problems in mathematical fluid mechanics. Energy equality is clearly a
prerequisite for regularity, and can be a first step in proving conditional regularity results
[33]. Prodi [31], Serrin [35] and Escauriaza-Seregin-Sverak [12] first proved conditional
regularity result

u ∈ Lq (0, T ;Lp (Ω)) with
2

q
+

3

p
≤ 1 and 3 ≤ p ≤ ∞, (1.7)

naturally, energy is conserved under this condition. Lions [28] proved that energy equality
holds for weak solutions u ∈ L4

(

0, T ;L4(Td)
)

. A few years later, Shinbrot [36] improved
upon this result to

u ∈ Lq
(

0, T ;Lp(Td)
)

,
2

q
+

2

p
≤ 1 with p ≥ 4. (1.8)

Note that the energy equality in the limiting case (i.e., u ∈ L2 (0, T ;L∞)) was general-
ized to u ∈ L2 (0, T ;BMO) by Kozono-Taniuchi [20]. Recent work by Leslie-Shvydkoy
[22] established the energy equality under new Lq (0, T ;Lp) conditions using local energy
estimates. In another paper, they [23] proved that any solution to the 3-dimensional

Navier-Stokes Equations in R
3 which is Type I (i.e. ‖u(t)‖L∞ ≤ C√

T−t

)

in time must

satisfy the energy equality at the first blowup time T . It is worth pointing out that the
methods developed in [23] relies on a expanding type iterative argument which can not
deal with the case L2,∞ (0, T ;BMO) and domain with boundary. The energy equality at
the first blowup time T , Cheskidov-Luo [9] showed that the energy equality is holding in
the weak-in-time Onsager spaces, as a corollary, they deduced that u ∈ Lq,∞ (

[0, T ];B0
p,∞

)

for 1
q
+ 1

p
= 1

2
, p > 4 implies energy equality. Recently, Tan-Yin [38] proved the energy

equality holds if u ∈ L2,∞ (0, T ;BMO) and pointed out that some potential Type II
blow-up are admissible in L2,∞ (0, T ;BMO). For Shinbrot’s result, recently, Yu [41] gave
a new proof which relies on a crucial lemma introduced by Lions. All these results deal
with either Ω = R

d or Ω = T
d. However, due to the well-recognized dominant role of

the boundary in the generation of turbulence, it seems very reasonable to investigate the
energy conservation in bounded domains. Cheskidov-Friedlander-Shvydkoy [8] proved

energy equality for u ∈ L3D
(

A
5

12

)

on a bounded domain, here A denotes the Stokes op-

erator. Recently, Berselli and Chiodaroli [2] established some new energy balance criteria
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involving the gradient of the velocity. Yu [42] proved the validity of energy equality under
the following assumption

u ∈ Lq ([0, T ];Lp(Ω)) ∩ Ls (0, T ;Bα,∞
s (Ω))

for 1
q
+ 1

p
≤ 1

2
, p ≥ 4 and 1

2
+ 1

s
< α < 1, s > 2. Very recently, Chen-Liang-Wang-

Xu [6] showed that the Shinbrot’s condition (1.8) together with P ∈ L2 (0, T ;L2(∂Ω))
guaranteed the energy equality. The additional assumptions u ∈ Ls (0, T ;Bα,∞

s (Ω)) in [42]
and P ∈ L2 (0, T ;L2(∂Ω)) in [6] are used to deal with the boundary effects, furthermore,
they must assume that Ω is an open, bounded domain with C2 boundary ∂Ω.

For the standard MHD equations, Yong-Jiu [44] proved the energy equality of weak
solutions under the assumption velocity u belongs to the critical space L∞(0, T ;L3(Ω)).
It is interesting that the velocity field seems to play a dominant role in energy equality,
but, it is not clear whether this condition can be relaxed into (1.8). More recently, Kim in
[21] applying Yu’s argument established the energy equality for the MHD equations which
allow velocity u and magnetic field b to belong to Lq (0, T ;Lp (T3)), where 2

q
+ 2

p
≤ 1 with

p ≥ 4, moreover, they obtained the lower bounds for possible singular solutions. And then,
for the bounded domain, Wang and Zuo [40] established two types of regularity conditions
to ensure the energy equality, but they need to impose some additional conditions on
pressure P near the boundary to tackle the boundary effect.

We emphasize that the existed results about the problem of energy conservation are
considering either hyperbolic system or parabolic system, there are rarely results to in-
vestigate the system (1.1) which couples a parabolic system of u with a hyperbolic system
of b. The purpose of this work is to consider the energy conservation of weak solutions
for the non-resistive MHD equations (1.1) with physical boundaries. Compared with the
Euler or the Navier-Stokes equations, system (1.1) has stronger nonlinearity due to the
couplings of the fluid velocity u and the magnetic field b, in addition, due to equations
(1.1) without magnetic diffusion, the only prior estimate we can get on the magnetic field
is b ∈ L∞ (0, T ;L2 (Ω)). In spite of the difficulties due to the lack of magnetic diffusion,
and the boundary effects are considered, we still remark that the energy conservation
criteria on the magnetic field b are essentially the same as that on the velocity u and
there are no boundary layer assumptions and additional restrictions on pressure P . Our
critical strategies are that we noticing the important properties of weak solutions to the
nonstationary Stokes system and the separate mollification of weak solutions from the
boundary effect by considering a non-standard local energy equality and transform the
boundary effects into the estimates of the gradient of cut-off functions. And then, we ob-
tain the global energy equality by exploring the special nonlinear properties of equations
(1.1) and taking suitable cut-off functions.

Now, we recall the definition of a Leray-Hopf weak solution.

Definition 1.1 Let (u0, b0) ∈ L2(Ω) with ∇ · u0 = ∇ · b0 = 0, T > 0. The function (u, b)
defined in [0, T ]× Ω is said to be a Leray-Hopf weak solution to (1.1) if

5



1. u ∈ L∞ (0, T ;L2 (Ω)) ∩ L2 (0, T ;H1 (Ω)) , b ∈ L∞ (0, T ;L2 (Ω));
2. for any t ∈ [0, T ],Φ,Ψ ∈ C∞

c (Ω× [0, T ]), we have

∫

Ω

u(x, t) · Φ(x, t)dx−

∫

Ω

u(x, 0) · Φ(x, 0)dx−

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

u(x, s) · ∂sΦ(x, s)dxds

=

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(u⊗ u : ∇Φ− b⊗ b : ∇Φ + PdivΦ)dxds− µ

∫ T

0

∫

Ω

∇u : ∇Φdxds

and
∫

Ω

b(x, t) ·Ψ(x, t)dx−

∫

Ω

b(x, 0) ·Ψ(x, 0)dx−

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

b(x, s) · ∂sΨ(x, s)dxds

=

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(b⊗ u : ∇Ψ− u⊗ b : ∇Ψ)dxds

3. for any ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Ω), it holds that

∫

Ω

u · ∇ϕdx =

∫

Ω

b · ∇ϕdx = 0

a.e. t ∈ (0, T );
4. (u, b) satisfies the energy inequality

1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u|2 + |b|2
)

(t)dx+ µ

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

|∇u|2dxds ≤
1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u0|
2 + |b0|

2)
dx,

for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Furthermore, it holds that

lim
t→0+

(

‖u(·, t)‖2L2 + ‖b(·, t)‖2L2

)

= ‖u0‖
2
L2 + ‖b0‖

2
L2 .

Now we state our main result.

Theorem 1.1 Let Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain in R
d with d ≥ 2 and (u, b) be

a Leray-Hopf weak solution to the initial-boundary value problem (1.1) in the sense of
Definition 1.1. Assume that for any 0 < τ ≤ T

u ∈ Lq (τ, T ;Lp (Ω)) with
2

q
+

2

p
≤ 1, p ≥ 4 (1.9)

and

b ∈ Lr (τ, T ;Ls (Ω)) with
2

r
+

2

s
≤ 1, s ≥ 4, (1.10)

then the energy equality (1.2) holds for all t ∈ [0, T ].
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Remark 1.1 Our energy balance criteria also holds true for classical MHD equations
without any difficulties. In [40], they proved the following energy balance criteria:

u, b ∈ L4((0, T )× Ω) and P ∈ L2 ((0, T )× Ωδ) ,

where Ωδ = {x ∈ Ω | dist(x, ∂Ω) < δ}. The novelty of this paper is that we consider
the energy conservation for the non-resistive MHD equations, and we remark that our
result needn’t impose any condition on the pressure. It is also worth pointing out that our
method also adapts to the case Ω = R

d (d = 2, 3, 4), and by using the geometric structure
of Rd, we can improve the Shinbrot’s criteria into u ∈ L

q
loc(0, T ;L

p
loc(R

d)) with 1
q
+ 1

p
= 1

2
,

4 ≤ p and b ∈ Lr
loc

(

0, T ;Ls
loc

(

R
d
))

∩ L
4d+8

d+4

(

0, T ;L
4d+8

d+4

(

R
d
)

)

with 1
r
+ 1

s
= 1

2
, 4 ≤ s.

Remark 1.2 We will note that

u ∈ L∞ (

0, T ;L2(Ω)
)

∩ Lq (τ, T ;Lp(Ω)) for any
1

q
+

1

p
≤

1

2
, p ≥ 4,

and

b ∈ L∞ (

0, T ;L2(Ω)
)

∩ Lr (τ, T ;Ls(Ω)) for any
1

r
+

1

s
≤

1

2
, s ≥ 4,

then one can deduce that

‖u‖L4(τ,T ;L4(Ω)) ≤ C‖u‖aL∞(τ,T ;L2(Ω))‖u‖
1−a
Lq(τ,T ;Lp(Ω))

and
‖b‖L4(τ,T ;L4(Ω)) ≤ C‖b‖aL∞(τ,T ;L2(Ω))‖b‖

1−a
Lr(τ,T ;Ls(Ω))

for some 0 < a < 1. Thus, we can use the facts that u, b are bounded in L4 (τ, T ;L4(Ω))
in our proof.

2 Preliminaries

To investigate the boundary effect, we will recall some useful notations and Lemmas.
Assume Ω be a bounded domain with boundary ∂Ω in R

d with d ≥ 2, for any x ∈ Ω,
d(x) = infy∈∂Ω |x− y|, we define Ω∗

δ as follows

Ω∗
δ = {x ∈ Ω|d(x) > δ}.

It is clear that Ω∗
δ is still a domain if δ is small enough. We use Lq (0, T ;Lp(Ω)) to denote

the space of measurable functions with the following norm

‖f‖Lq(0,T ;Lp(Ω)) =







(

∫ T

0

(∫

Ω
|f(t, x)|pdx

)
q

p dt
)

1

q

, 1 ≤ q <∞

ess supt∈[0,T ] ‖f(t, ·)‖Lp(Ω), q = ∞.
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If u ∈ Lq(τ, T ;Lp(Ω)) for any 0 < τ < T , we say u ∈ L
q
loc(0, T ;L

p(Ω)).

Let η : Rd → R be a standard mollifier, i.e. η(x) = Ce
1

|x|2−1 for |x| < 1 and η(x) = 0
for |x| > 1, where constant C > 0 selected such that

∫

Rd η(x)dx = 1. For any ε > 0, we
define the rescaled mollifier ηε(x) = ε−dη

(

x
ε

)

. For any function f ∈ L1
loc (Ω), its mollified

version is defined as

f ε(x) = (f ∗ ηε) (x) =

∫

Ω

ηε(x− y)f(y)dy.

If f ∈ W 1,p(Ω), the following local approximation is well known

f ε(x) → f in W
1,p
loc (Ω) ∀p ∈ [1,∞).

The crucial ingredients to prove Theorem 1.1 are the following important lemmas. In
the first lemma, we shall construct some cut-off functions to separate the mollification of
weak solution from the boundary effect.

Lemma 2.1 Let Ω be a bounded domain with boundary ∂Ω. For any δ > 0 small enough,
there exist some cut-off functions ϕ(x) which satisfy ϕ(x) = 1 for x ∈ Ω∗

3δ and ϕ(x) = 0
for x ∈ Ω\Ω∗

δ. Furthermore, it holds that

|∇ϕ(x)| ≤
C

δ
.

Proof. We first take χ(x) is the characteristic function of Ω∗
2δ. We claim that for any

x ∈ Ω∗
2δ, it yields that

inf
y∈∂Ω∗

δ

|x− y| ≥ δ.

We thus define ϕ(x) = (χ ∗ ηδ)(x), it is obvious that ϕ(x) = 1 for x ∈ Ω∗
3δ and ϕ(x) = 0

for x ∈ Ω\Ω∗
δ and |∇ϕ(x)| ≤ C

δ
. We now prove our claim, for any x ∈ Ω∗

2δ, assume y0 ∈
∂Ω∗

δ satisfy |x− y0| = infy∈∂Ω∗
δ
|x − y|. Similarly, we assume z0 ∈ ∂Ω satisfy |y0 − z0| =

infz∈∂Ω |y0 − z| . By the definitions of Ω∗
δ and Ω∗

2δ, we have

|x− z0| ≥ 2δ, |y0 − z0| = δ.

This means that infy∈∂Ω∗
δ
|x− y| = |x− y0| ≥ |x− z0| − |y0 − z0| ≥ δ.

The next lemma is the Lions commutator estimate.

Lemma 2.2 [29] Let ∂ be a partial derivative in one direction. Let f, ∂f ∈ Lp (R+ × Ω),
g ∈ Lq (R+ × Ω) with 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞, and 1

p
+ 1

q
≤ 1. Then, we have

‖∂(fg) ∗ ηε − ∂ (f(g ∗ ηε)) ‖Lr
loc

(R+×Ω) ≤ C‖∂f‖Lp(R+×Ω)‖g‖Lq(R+×Ω)

for some constant C > 0 independent of ε, f and g, and with 1
r
= 1

p
+ 1

q
. In addition,

∂(fg) ∗ ηε − ∂ (f(g ∗ ηε)) → 0 in Lr
loc

(

R
+ × Ω

)

as ε → 0, if r <∞.
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Lemma 2.3 [37] Let Ω ⊆ R
d, d ≥ 2, be any domain, let 0 < T ≤ ∞, u0 ∈ L2

σ(Ω), f =
f0 + divF with

f0 ∈ L1
(

0, T ;L2(Ω)
)

, F ∈ L2
(

0, T ;L2(Ω)
)

,

and let
u ∈ L1

loc

(

[0, T );W 1,2
0,σ (Ω)

)

be a weak solution of the Stokes system

ut − µ∆u+∇P = f, div u = 0, u|∂Ω = 0, u(0) = u0

with data f, u0. Then u has the following properties:
a) u ∈ L∞ (0, T ;L2

σ(Ω)) , ∇u ∈ L2 (0, T ;L2(Ω)) .
b) u : [0, T ) → L2

σ(Ω) is strongly continuous, after a redefinition on a null set of
[0, T ), u(0) = u0, and the energy equality

1

2
‖u(t)‖22 + µ

∫ t

0

‖∇u‖22dτ =
1

2
‖u0‖

2
2 +

∫ t

0

〈f0, u〉Ωdτ −

∫ t

0

〈F,∇u〉Ωdτ.

3 Proof of Theorem 1.1

The main object of this section is to prove Theorem 1.1. For the sake of simplicity,
we will proceed as if the solution is differentiable in time. The extra arguments needed
to mollify in time are straightforward. First, we rewrite the first equation of the system
(1.1) as

∂tu− µ∆u+∇P = div ((b⊗ b)− (u⊗ u)) ,

since
((b⊗ b)− (u⊗ u)) ∈ L2

loc

(

(0, T );L2(Ω)
)

,

it follows from Lemma 2.3 that the weak solution u sastisfies

1

2
‖u(t)‖2L2 + µ

∫ t

0

‖∇u‖2L2dτ =
1

2
‖u0‖

2
L2 −

∫ t

0

〈(b⊗ b)− (u⊗ u),∇u〉Ωdτ. (3.1)

Next, we mollify the second equation of system (1.1), then using bε(t, x)ϕ(x) to test the
result equation, integrating by parts over [τ, t]× Ω with 0 < τ ≤ t ≤ T , one has

1

2

∫

Ω

|bε(t, x)|2 ϕ(x)dx−
1

2

∫

Ω

|bε(τ, x)|2 ϕ(x)dx

=−

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(u · ∇b)εbεϕ(x)dxds +

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(b · ∇u)εbεϕ(x)dxds

=Eε(t),

(3.2)
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where ϕ(x) is a cut-off function constructed in Lemma 2.1 and which equals to one on
Ω∗

3δ and vanishes out of Ω∗
δ . Note that

(u · ∇b)εi = (uj∂jbi)
ε = [∂j(ujbi)

ε − ∂j(ujb
ε
i )] + uj∂jb

ε
i ,

(b · ∇u)εi = [∂j(uibj)
ε − ∂j(uib

ε
j)] + [∂j(uib

ε
j)− ∂j(u

ε
ib

ε
j)] + bεj∂ju

ε
i .

It is clear that

Eε(t) =

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

{

[∂j(uibj)
ε − ∂j(uib

ε
j)] + [∂j(uib

ε
j)− ∂j(u

ε
i b

ε
j)] + bεj∂ju

ε
i

}

bεiϕdxds

−

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

{[∂j(ujbi)
ε − ∂j(ujb

ε
i )] + uj∂jb

ε
i} b

ε
iϕdxds.

(3.3)

In addition, using integration by parts
∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uj∂jb
ε
i b

ε
iϕdxds = −

1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uj∂jϕ|b
ε
i |
2dxds,

which implies

Eε(t) =

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

{

[∂j(uibj)
ε − ∂j(uib

ε
j)] + [∂j(uib

ε
j)− ∂j(u

ε
i b

ε
j)] + bεj∂ju

ε
i

}

bεiϕdxds

+
1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uj∂jϕ|b
ε
i |
2dxds−

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

[∂j(ujbi)
ε − ∂j(ujb

ε
i )]b

ε
iϕdxds.

(3.4)

Combining (3.2) with (3.4), we find

1

2

∫

Ω

|bε(t, x)|2 ϕ(x)dx−
1

2

∫

Ω

|bε(τ, x)|2 ϕ(x)dx

=

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

{

[∂j(uibj)
ε − ∂j(uib

ε
j)] + [∂j(uib

ε
j)− ∂j(u

ε
i b

ε
j)]

}

bεiϕdxds

+
1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uj∂jϕ|b
ε
i |
2dxds−

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

[∂j(ujbi)
ε − ∂j(ujb

ε
i )]b

ε
iϕdxds

+

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

bεj∂ju
ε
ib

ε
iϕdxds

=Eε
1 + Eε

2 + Eε
3 + Eε

4 ,

(3.5)

To bound Eε
1 , by Hölder’s inequality Lemma 2.2, one easily deduces that

Eε
1 ≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

{

[∂j(uibj)
ε − ∂j(uib

ε
j)] + [∂j(uib

ε
j)− ∂j(u

ε
ib

ε
j)]

}

bεiϕdxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤C
∥

∥∂j (uibj)
ε − ∂j(uib

ε
j)
∥

∥

L
4
3

(

τ,T ;L
4
3 (Ω∗

δ
)
) ‖(bεiϕ)‖L4(τ,T ;L4(Ω∗

δ
))

+ C ‖∂jui − ∂ju
ε
i‖L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω∗

δ
))

∥

∥(|bεi |
2ϕ)

∥

∥

L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω∗
δ
))

→0, as ǫ→ 0.
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By using the same trick as Eε
1 , we have

Eε
3 ≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

−

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

[∂j(ujbi)
ε − ∂j(ujb

ε
i )]b

ε
iϕdxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤C ‖∂j (ujbi)
ε − ∂j(ujb

ε
i )‖L

4
3

(

τ,T ;L
4
3 (Ω∗

δ
)
) ‖(bεiϕ)‖L4(τ,T ;L4(Ω∗

δ
))

→0, as ε→ 0.

For the term Eε
4 , we claim that

Eε
4 =

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

bεj∂ju
ε
ib

ε
iϕdxds→

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

bj∂juibiϕdxds, as ε→ 0.

Indeed,

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

bεj∂ju
ε
ib

ε
iϕ− bj∂juibiϕdxds

=

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(bεj − bj)∂ju
ε
ib

ε
iϕ+ bj(∂ju

ε
i − ∂jui)b

ε
iϕ+ bj∂jui(b

ε
i − bi)ϕdxds

≤‖∂jui − ∂ju
ε
i‖L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω∗

δ
)) ‖b

ε
i bjϕ‖L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω∗

δ
))

+
∥

∥bj − bεj
∥

∥

L4(τ,T ;L4(Ω∗
δ
))
‖∂ju

ε
i b

ε
iϕ‖L

4
3

(

τ,T ;L
4
3 (Ω∗

δ
)
)

+ ‖bi − bεi‖L4(τ,T ;L4(Ω∗
δ
)) ‖∂juibjϕ‖L

4
3

(

τ,T ;L
4
3 (Ω∗

δ
)
)

→ 0, as ε→ 0,

Therefore, we first take ε→ 0 in (3.5) to see that

1

2

∫

Ω

|b(t, x)|2 ϕ(x)dx−
1

2

∫

Ω

|b(τ, x)|2 ϕ(x)dx

=
1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uj∂jϕ|bi|
2dxds+

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

bj∂juibiϕdxds,

(3.6)

Using Lemma 2.1 and Hölder’s inequality, we have

1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uj∂jϕ|bi|
2dxds ≤

C

δ
‖b‖2

L4(τ,T ;L4(Ω\Ω∗
3δ))

‖u‖L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω\Ω∗
3δ))

.

Noticing that u|∂Ω = 0 and Ω is a bounded domain with a Lipschitz boundary, by using
the Poincaré inequality, we find that

‖u‖L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω\Ω∗
3δ))

≤ Cδ‖∇u‖L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω\Ω∗
3δ))

.
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Obviously,
1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uj∂jϕ|bi|
2dxds→ 0, as δ → 0.

Letting δ go to zero in (3.6), we obtain

1

2

∫

Ω

|b(t, x)|2 dx−
1

2

∫

Ω

|b(τ, x)|2 dx =

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

bj∂juibidxds, 0 < τ ≤ t ≤ T. (3.7)

Combining (3.1) and (3.7) gives

1

2

(

‖u(·, t)‖2L2 + ‖b(·, t)‖2L2

)

+

∫ t

0

‖∇u‖2L2ds

=
1

2

(

‖u0‖
2
L2 + ‖b(τ)‖2L2

)

−

∫ t

0

〈(b⊗ b)− (u⊗ u),∇u〉Ωds+

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

bj∂juibidxds.

(3.8)

By passing to the limit as τ → 0 and using the facts that

lim
t→0+

(

‖u(·, t)‖2L2 + ‖b(·, t)‖2L2

)

= ‖u0‖
2
L2 + ‖b0‖

2
L2 ,

we immediately get

1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u|2 + |b|2
)

(t)dx+ µ

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

|∇u|2dxds

=
1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u0|
2 + |b0|

2)
dx+

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(u⊗ u)∇udxds.

(3.9)

Next, we will prove that
∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(u⊗ u)∇udxds ≡ 0.

Now, u(t) ∈ H1
0 (Ω), for a.a. t ∈ [0, T ) and so, for any such fixed t, denoting by {ψk} a

sequence from {ψk} ⊂ D(Ω) = {ψ ∈ C∞
0 (Ω) : divψ = 0 in Ω} converging to u in H1 we

have

|〈u · ∇u, u〉 − 〈u · ∇ψk, ψk〉| ≤ |〈u · ∇u, (u− ψk)〉|+ |〈u · ∇ (u− ψk) , u〉|

≤ ‖u‖L4‖∇u‖L2 ‖u− ψk‖L4 + ‖u‖2L4 ‖∇ (u− ψk)‖L2

so we deduce
lim
k→∞

〈u · ∇ψk, ψk〉 = 〈u · ∇u, u〉.

However, since u(t) ∈ H(Ω) for a.a. t, we get

〈u · ∇u, u〉 = lim
k→∞

〈u · ∇ψk, ψk〉 = lim
k→∞

1

2
〈u,∇ (ψk)

2〉 = 0.

Furthermore, 〈u · ∇u, u〉 ∈ L1([0, T ]), hence
∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(u⊗ u)∇udxds = 0.

Thus, the proof of Theorem 1.1 is finished.
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