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Abstract: In this paper, we study the problem of energy conservation for the so-
lutions to the incompressible viscoelastic flows. First, we consider Leray-Hopf weak so-
lutions in the bounded Lipschitz domain Ω in R

d (d ≥ 2). We prove that under the
Shinbrot type conditions u ∈ L

q
loc (0, T ;L

p(Ω)) for any 1
q
+ 1

p
≤ 1

2
, with p ≥ 4, and F ∈

Lr
loc (0, T ;L

s(Ω)) for any 1
r
+ 1

s
≤ 1

2
, with s ≥ 4, the boundary conditions u|∂Ω = 0, F ·

n|∂Ω = 0 can inhibit the boundary effect and guarantee the validity of energy equal-
ity. Next, we apply this idea to deal with the case Ω = R

d (d = 2, 3, 4), and showed
that the energy is conserved for u ∈ L

q
loc

(

0, T ;Lp
loc

(

R
d
))

with 2
q
+ 2

p
≤ 1, p ≥ 4 and

F ∈ Lr
loc

(

0, T ;Ls
loc

(

R
d
))

∩ L
4d+8

d+4

(

0, T ;L
4d+8

d+4

(

R
d
)

)

with 2
r
+ 2

s
≤ 1, s ≥ 4. This result

shows that the behavior of solutions in the finite regions and the behavior at infinite play
different roles in the energy conservation. Finally, we consider the problem of energy
conservation for distributional solutions and show energy equality for the distributional
solutions belonging to the so-called Lions class L4L4.

Mathematics Subject Classification (2010): 76W05, 76B03, 35Q35.

Keywords: Energy conservation, Incompressible viscoelastic flows, Weak and distri-
butional solutions, Physical boundaries.

1 Introduction

The Oldroyd-type models capture the rheological phenomena of both the fluid motions
and the elastic features of non-Newtonian fluids. We study the simplest case in which
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the relaxation and retardation times are both infinite. More specifically, we consider the
following system of equations for an incompressible viscoelastic fluid in Ω ⊆ R

d (d ≥ 2):






















∂tu+ (u · ∇)u− µ∆u+∇P = ∇ · (FF⊤),
∂tF+ (u · ∇)F = (∇u)F,
∇ · u = 0,
u|∂Ω = 0, njFjk|∂Ω = 0,
u(x, 0) = u0(x),F(x, 0) = F0(x),

(1.1)

where u is the velocity field, F is the local deformation tensor of the fluid, and P represents
the pressure. The constant µ > 0 is the kinetic viscosity. Here (∇ · (FF⊤))i = ∂j(FikFjk)
and (∇u)ij = ∂jui. For convenience, we assume µ = 1 throughout this paper. The system
(1.1) is also called as the viscoelastic Navier-Stokes equations.

The complicated rheological phenomena of complex fluids is a consequence of inter-
actions between the (microscopic) elastic properties and the (macroscopic) fluid motions
[29, 42]. The system (1.1) serves as an important model for the study of the dynamics
of complex fluids. It presents the competition between the elastic energy and the kinetic
energy, while the deformation tensor F carries all the transport/kinematic information of
the micro-structures and configurations in complex fluids [33,35,36]. It is worth pointing
out that ∇ · F⊤ satisfies the following system

∂t(∇ · F⊤) + u · ∇(∇ · F⊤) = 0,

this means ∇·F⊤ = 0 if one imposes the initial compatible condition ∇·F⊤
0 (x) = 0. This

information plays a key role in proving global existence for smooth small data. However,
if we are only concerned with the energy conservation problem, we shall show that the
compatibility condition ∇ · F⊤ = 0 is not necessary for energy equality.

In the last few decades, there are many research results on the system (1.1). Global
existence for solutions near some equilibrium of the viscous analog of the system (1.1)
has been verified by Lin-Liu-Zhang [33] for two-dimensional flow and Lei-Liu-Zhou [30]
for three-dimensional flow. Hu-Wu [23] provide an alternative proof of the existence of
global smooth solutions near some equilibrium and obtained the optimal L2 decay rates
of smooth solutions. Moreover, the weak-strong uniqueness property in the class of finite
energy weak solutions was established. Recently, Hu and Lin in [21] proved the global-
in-time existence of the 2D Leray-Hopf type weak solutions in the physical energy space.
For a further discussion of these topics, we may refer to the survey paper written by Lin
[34]. In addition, concerning the regularity criteria of the system (1.1), see [14,24,50] for
some related discussions. Besides, it is also worth mentioning that there is some recent
progress on the compressible viscoelastic flows, see [8,20,22,25] and the references therein.

System (1.1) can be regarded as a coupling of a parabolic system with a hyperbolic
one. For the smooth solution, it (formally) obeys the following basic energy law:

1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u|2 + |F|2
)

(t)dx+

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

|∇u|2dxds =
1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u0|
2 + |F0|

2)
dx. (1.2)
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However, for weak solutions with less regularity, identity (1.2) may be fail. That is, a
weak solution (u,F) to (1.1) satisfies the following energy inequality:

1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u|2 + |F|2
)

(t)dx+

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

|∇u|2dxds ≤
1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u0|
2 + |F0|

2)
dx. (1.3)

From the physical point of view we would expect that a weak solution (u,F) satisfies the
energy equality (1.2). It is natural to ask the following questions:

• Which regularity of Leray-Hopf weak solutions for the validity of the energy equality
(1.2)?

• Which regularity of distributional solutions (see definition 1.2) possible to guarantee
that energy equality (1.2) holds?

For the incompressible viscoelastic fluids problem (1.1), if let µ = 0, then the equa-
tions reduce to the ideal viscoelastic flow. The famous Onsager conjecture for the Euler
equations predicts the threshold regularity for energy conservation. In this direction,
Onsager [40] 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.
• If α > 1

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

2

∫

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

3
, there is a solution u for which the kinetic energy 1

2

∫

|u(x, t)|2dx is
not a constant.
For α > 1

3
, Eyink [12] and Constantin-E-Titi [6] proved the energy conservation. Recently,

Isett [26] gave the complete answer to the second part of the conjecture. Cheskidov-
Constantin-Friedlander-Shvydkoy in [9] 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 [2] 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

viscoelastic flows, two sufficient conditions of the energy conservation for weak solutions
of incompressible viscoelastic flows are established in [19]. In particular, for a periodic
domain in R

3, energy conservation is proved for u and F in certain Besov spaces. Further-
more, in the whole space R

3, they showed that the conditions on the velocity u and the

deformation tensor F can be relaxed, that is, u ∈ B
1

3

3,c(N) and F ∈ B
1

3

3,∞. In fact, for the

system (1.1) (µ > 0), They obtained that the energy is conserved for u ∈ Lr
(

0, T ;Ls(Td)
)

3



for any 1
r
+ 1

s
6

1
2
, with s > 4, and F ∈ Lm

(

0, T ;Ln(Td)
)

for any 1
m
+ 1

n
6

1
2
, with n > 4.

However, they failed to prove the energy equality of (1.1) in a bounded domain Ω ⊂ R
d

because they could not deal with the boundary effect.
Notice that in the absence of deformation tensor (i.e., F = 0) and µ > 0, system

(1.1) reduces to the incompressible Navier-Stokes (NS for short) equations. As in the
incompressible NS equations, the question of the regularity and uniqueness of weak solu-
tions 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 condi-
tional regularity results [43]. Prodi [41], Serrin [44] and Escauriaza-Seregin-Sverak [13]
first proved conditional regularity result

u ∈ Lq (0, T ;Lp (Ω)) with
2

q
+

3

p
≤ 1 and 3 ≤ p ≤ ∞, (1.5)

naturally, energy is conserved under this condition. However, Lions [37] proved that
energy equality holds for weak solutions u ∈ L4

(

0, T ;L4(Td)
)

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

u ∈ Lq
(

0, T ;Lp(Td)
)

,
2

q
+

2

p
≤ 1 with p ≥ 4. (1.6)

Note that the energy equality in limiting case (i.e., u ∈ L2 (0, T ;L∞)) was generalized
to u ∈ L2 (0, T ;BMO) by Kozono-Taniuchi [28]. The recent work by Leslie-Shvydkoy
[31] established the energy equality under new Lq (0, T ;Lp) conditions using local energy
estimates. In another paper, they [32] proved that any solution to the NS 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 . Cheskidov-Luo [11] 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. It is worth pointing out that the methods

developed in [32] and [11] can not deal with the energy conservation problem in domains
with boundaries. For Shinbrot’s result, recently, Yu [48] 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 [10] proved energy equality for

u ∈ L3D
(

A
5

12

)

on a bounded domain, here A denotes the Stokes operator. Recently,

Tan-Yin [47] proved the energy equality holds if u ∈ L2,∞ (0, T ;BMO), in particular, the
methods developed in [47] can deal with the local energy conservation problem in domains
with boundaries. Berselli and Chiodaroli [3] established some new energy balance criteria
involving the gradient of the velocity. Yu [49] proved the validity of energy equality under
the following assumption

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

4



for 1
q
+ 1

p
≤ 1

2
, p ≥ 4 and 1

2
+ 1

s
< α < 1, s > 2. This result was improved by Nguyen-

Nguyen-Tang [39] by showing the Shinbrot condition (1.6) together with a boundary
layer assumption P ∈ L2([0, T ];L2(Ω \ Ωδ)) implies energy conservation. Very recently,
Chen-Liang-Wang-Xu [7] showed that the Shinbrot’s condition (1.6) together with a
boundary condition P ∈ L2 (0, T ;L2(∂Ω)) guaranteed the energy equality. The addi-
tional assumptions u ∈ Ls (0, T ;Bα,∞

s (Ω)) in [49], P ∈ L2([0, T ];L2(Ω \ Ωδ)) in [39] and
P ∈ L2 (0, T ;L2(∂Ω)) in [7] are used to deal with the boundary effects, furthermore, they
must assume that Ω is a bounded domain with C2 boundary ∂Ω.

To the best of our knowledge, the results about the energy conservation for the vis-
coelastic fluids model are very few. Our first aim is to establish the Shinbrot type criteria
for energy equality for system (1.1) in domains with boundaries and answer a problem
left in [19]. The second aim concerns the problem of energy conservation for distribu-
tional solutions to system (1.1), see Definition 1.1 for the precise definition. In this
case, there is not any available regularity on (u,F), apart from the solution being in
L2
loc

(

(0, T )× R
d
)

. The interest in distributional solutions dates back to Foias [27], who
proved their uniqueness under the condition (1.5). Later Fabes, Jones, and Riviere [15]
proved the existence of distributional solutions for the Cauchy problem, while the case
of the initial-boundary value problem has been studied mainly starting from the work of
Amann [1]. As usual, when dealing with distributional solutions, a duality argument can
be employed to show uniqueness, by using properties of the adjoint problem (which in
the case of the Navier-Stokes equations, is a backward Oseen type-problem). The con-
nection with the non-uniqueness and energy equality has been very recently studied by
Galdi [17, 18] and Buckmaster-Vicol [5]. In [5], Buckmaster and Vicol showed the non-
uniqueness of distributional solutions in C([0, T ], Hβ(T3)) by constructing energy profile
e(t) =

∫

T3 |u(t, x)|
2dx satisfying 0 = e(t1) < e(t2) for some t1 < t2. Galdi [17] proved that

this non-uniqueness caused by the increase of energy can be inhibited in L4L4 by showing
the distributional solution in L4L4 is actually a weak solution and the energy equality is
valid. It is relevant to observe that the duality argument in [17] is used to prove that the
distributional solution in L4L4 is the weak limit of a sequence of approximating solutions
in L∞L2 ∩ L2H1. This also has been used in different contexts in [4], but the approach
we follow here takes also inspiration from a bootstrap argument as used in Lions and
Masmoudi [38] for results concerning mild solutions.

These novelties of our results come from three aspects. Firstly, for the energy equality
of the weak solution of (1.1) on bounded Lipschitz domains, with the help of important
properties of weak solutions to the nonstationary Stokes system and the separate molli-
fication of weak solutions from the boundary effect to inhibit the boundary effects and
prove that although the boundary effect appears, the Shinbrot’s criterion on (u,F) still
guarantees the validity of energy conservation of the Leray-Hopf weak solutions, in par-
ticular, no boundary layer assumptions are required. This result solves a question left
in [19]. Secondly, for the energy equality for the weak solution of (1.1) in whole space
R

d (d = 2, 3, 4), we show that the behavior of solutions in the finite regions and the be-
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havior at infinite play different roles in energy conservation. This result improves the
classical result of Shinbrot [45] by taking F = 0. Thirdly, for the energy conservation of
the distributional solution to system (1.1), due to the hyperbolic nature of the equation-F
of (1.1), it seems that the method of Galdi [17] is hard to apply directly to the system
(1.1). We provided a simpler and more direct approach which is based on the uniform
L∞L2∩L2H1 estimates for the approximating solutions uε = u∗ηε to establish the energy
equality for the distributional solutions to system (1.1).

Now, we recall the definitions of Leray-Hopf weak solutions and distributional solu-
tions.

Definition 1.1 (Leray-Hopf weak solutions) Let (u0,F0) ∈ L2(Ω) with ∇ · u0 = 0,
T > 0. The function (u,F) defined in [0, T ]× Ω is said to be a Leray-Hopf weak solution
to (1.1) if
1. u ∈ L∞ (0, T ;L2 (Ω)) ∩ L2 (0, T ;H1 (Ω)) ,F ∈ 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− FF⊤ : ∇Φ + P div Φ)dxds−

∫ T

0

∫

Ω

∇u : ∇Φdxds

and
∫

Ω

F(x, t) ·Ψ(x, t)dx−

∫

Ω

F(x, 0) ·Ψ(x, 0)dx−

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

F(x, s) · ∂sΨ(x, s)dxds

=

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

(F⊗ u : ∇Ψ− u⊗ F : ∇Ψ)dxds

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

∫

Ω

u · ∇ϕdx = 0

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

1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u|2 + |F|2
)

(t)dx+

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

|∇F|2dxds ≤
1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u0|
2 + |F0|

2)
dx,

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

lim
t→0+

(

‖u(·, t)‖2L2 + ‖F(·, t)‖2L2

)

= ‖u0‖
2
L2 + ‖F0‖

2
L2 .

In a same fashion with [17], we define a distributional solution as follows.
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Definition 1.2 (distributional solutions) Let (u0,F0) ∈ L2(Rd) with ∇ · u0 = 0, T >

0. The function (u,F) ∈ L2
loc

(

R
d × [0, T )

)

is a distributional solution to the viscoelastic
fluids problem (1.1) if
1. for any Φ ∈ DT and DT :=

{

Φ ∈ C∞
0

(

R
d × [0, T )

)

: div Φ = 0
}

, we have

∫ T

0

∫

Rd

u · ∂tΦ + u ·∆Φ+ u⊗ u : ∇⊗ Φ− FF⊤ : ∇⊗ Φdxdt = −

∫

Rd

u(x, 0) · Φ(x, 0)dx,

∫ T

0

∫

Rd

F · ∂tΦ+ u⊗ F : ∇⊗ Φ− F⊗ u : ∇⊗ Φdxdt = −

∫

Rd

F(x, 0) · Φ(x, 0)dx;

3. for any ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd), it holds that

∫

Rd

u · ∇ϕdx = 0

a.e. t ∈ (0, T );

Now we state our main results.

Theorem 1.1 Let Ω be a bounded domain in R
d (d ≥ 2) with Lipschitz boundary ∂Ω

and (u,F) be a 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 (1.7)

and

F ∈ Lr (τ, T ;Ls (Ω)) with
2

r
+

2

s
≤ 1, s ≥ 4, (1.8)

then the energy equality (1.2) holds for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Remark 1.1 The authors in [19] proposed that it would be very interesting to investigate
energy identity of system (1.1) with boundary effect. Theorem 1.1 gives a positive answer
to it. In addition, we don’t need to assume divF⊤ = 0 in the system (1.1).

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

F ∈ L∞ (0, T ;L2(Ω)
)

∩ Lr (τ, T ;Ls(Ω)) for any
1

r
+

1

s
≤

1

2
, s ≥ 4,

7



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

1−a
Lr(τ,T ;Ls(Ω))

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

We can also apply our methods to deal with the case Ω = R
d, and give an improvement

for the result of He and Zi [19].

Theorem 1.2 Let (u,F, P ) be a Leray-Hopf weak solution to the problem (1.1) in whole
space R

d with d = 2, 3, 4. In addition, if for any 0 < τ < T

u ∈ Lq
(

τ, T ;Lp
loc

(

R
d
))

with
2

q
+

2

p
≤ 1, p ≥ 4 (1.9)

and

F ∈ Lr
(

τ, T ;Ls
loc

(

R
d
))

∩ L
4d+8

d+4

(

0, T ;L
4d+8

d+4

(

R
d
)

)

with
2

r
+

2

s
≤ 1, s ≥ 4, (1.10)

then the energy equality (1.2) holds for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Remark 1.3 From the Theorem 1.2, it seems that the behavior of the solution on the
finite regions and the behavior at infinite play different roles in the study of energy con-
servation to problem (1.1).

Next, the objective of the following theorem is to prove that, actually, for the validity
of energy equality, the requirement u ∈ L∞ (0, T ;L2

(

R
d
))

∩ L2
(

0, T ;H1
(

R
d
))

and F ∈
L∞ (0, T ;L2

(

R
d
))

can be removed. It is just enough that (u,F) ∈ L4
(

0, T ;L4(Rd)
)

,
along with the (necessary) condition (u0,F0) ∈ L2(Rd).

Theorem 1.3 Let (u,F) ∈ L2
loc

(

R
d × [0, T )

)

(d ≥ 2) be a distributional solution in the
sense of Definition 1.2 to the system (1.1). In additional, if (u,F) ∈ L4

(

0, T ;L4(Rd)
)

,
then

∫

Rd

|u(x, t)|2 + |F(x, t)|2dx+ 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

|∇u|2dxdt =

∫

Rd

|u0|
2 + |F0|

2
dx

for any t ∈ [0, T ].

Remark 1.4 This result extends the well-known Galdi’s energy conservation criterion
u ∈ L4L4 for a distributional solution to the incompressible viscoelastic fluids (1.1).
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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 = ∞.

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 main results are the following important lemmas. In the
first lemma, we shall construct some cut-off functions to separate the mollification of the
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 ∈

9



∂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.

Lemma 2.2 [39] Let 2 ≤ d ∈ N,Ω ⊂ R
d be a bounded domain with boundary ∂Ω,

1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞ and f, g : Ω× (0, T ) → R.
(i) Assume f ∈ Lp (0, T ;Lq (Ω)). Then for any 0 < ε < δ, there holds

‖∇f ε‖Lp(0,T ;Lq(Ω∗
δ))

≤ Cε−1‖f‖Lp(0,T ;Lq(Ω))

Moreover, if p, q <∞ then

lim sup
ε→0

ε ‖∇f ε‖Lp(0,T ;Lq(Ω∗
δ))

= 0.

(ii) Let p, p1 ∈ [1,∞) and p2 ∈ (1,∞] with 1
p
= 1

p1
+ 1

p2
. Assume f ∈ Lp1 (0, T ;W 1,p1 (Ω))

and g ∈ Lp2 (Ω× (0, T )). Then for any δ
2
> ε > 0, there holds

‖(fg)ε − f εgε‖Lp(Ω∗
δ
×(0,T )) 6 Cε‖f‖

Lp1

(

0,T ;W 1,p1

(

Ω∗
δ
2

))‖g‖
Lp2

(

Ω∗
δ
2

×(0,T )

)

Moreover, if p2 <∞ then

lim sup
ε→0

ε−1 ‖(fg)ε − f εgε‖Lp(Ω∗
δ
×(0,T )) = 0.

Similar results can be obtained for Ω = R
d using only minor modifications.

Lemma 2.3 [39] Let 2 ≤ d ∈ N, 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞ and f, g : Rd × (0, T ) → R.
(i) Assume f ∈ Lp

(

0, T ;Lq
(

R
d
))

. Then for any 0 < ε < δ, there holds

‖∇f ε‖Lp(0,T ;Lq(Rd)) ≤ Cε−1‖f‖Lp(0,T ;Lq(Rd))

Moreover, if p, q <∞ then

lim sup
ε→0

ε ‖∇f ε‖Lp(0,T ;Lq(Rd)) = 0.

(ii) Let p, p1 ∈ [1,∞) and p2 ∈ (1,∞] with 1
p
= 1

p1
+ 1

p2
. Assume f ∈ Lp1

(

0, T ;W 1,p1
(

R
d
))

and g ∈ Lp2
(

R
d × (0, T )

)

. Then for any δ > ε > 0, there holds

‖(fg)ε − f εgε‖Lp(Rd×(0,T )) 6 Cε‖f‖Lp1(0,T ;W 1,p1(Rd))‖g‖Lp2(Rd×(0,T ))

Moreover, if p2 <∞ then

lim sup
ε→0

ε−1 ‖(fg)ε − f εgε‖Lp(Rd×(0,T )) = 0.
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Lemma 2.4 [46] 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 On the energy equality for Leray-Hopf weak solu-

tions.

3.1 Proof of Theorem 1.1

The main object of this subsection is to prove Theorem 1.1. Let us first rewrite the
first equation of the system (1.1) as

∂tu−∆u+∇P = ∇ ·
((

FF⊤)− (u⊗ u)
)

,

due to
((

FF⊤)− (u⊗ u)
)

∈ L2
loc

(

(0, T );L2(Ω)
)

,

it follows from Lemma 2.4 that u sastisfies

1

2
‖u(t)‖2L2 +

∫ t

0

‖∇u‖2L2dτ =
1

2
‖u0‖

2
L2 −

∫ t

0

〈(FF⊤)− (u⊗ u),∇u〉Ωdτ. (3.1)

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

1

2

∫

Ω

|Fε(t, x)|2 ϕ(x)dx−
1

2

∫

Ω

|Fε(τ, x)|2 ϕ(x)dx

=

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(∇uF)εFεϕ(x)dxds−

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(u · ∇F)εFεϕ(x)dxds,

(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 . We claim that

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(∇uF)εFεϕ(x)dxds→

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(∇uF)Fϕ(x)dxds, as ε → 0. (3.3)

Indeed,
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(∇uF)εFεϕ− (∇uF)Fϕdxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(∂kuiFkj)
εFε

ijϕ− (∂kuiFkj)Fijϕdxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

[(∂kuiFkj)
ε − (∂kuiFkj)]F

ε
ijϕ+ (∂kuiFkj)F

ε
ijϕ− (∂kuiFkj)Fijϕdxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤C‖(∂kuiFkj)
ε − (∂kuiFkj)‖L

4
3

(

τ,t;L
4
3 (Ω)

)‖Fijϕ‖L4(τ,t;L4(Ω))

+ C‖Fε
ijϕ− Fijϕ‖L4(τ,t;L4(Ω))‖∂kuiFkj‖L

4
3

(

τ,t;L
4
3 (Ω)

)

→ 0, as ε → 0.

We next rewrite
∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(u · ∇F)εFεϕdxds

=

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(uk∂kFij)
εFε

ijϕdxds

=

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

∂k(ukFij)
εFε

ijϕdxds

=−

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(ukFij)
ε∂k(F

ε
ijϕ)dxds

=−

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

[(ukFij)
ε − (uεkF

ε
ij)]∂k(F

ε
ijϕ)dxds−

1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uεk∂kϕ|F
ε
ij |

2dxds

≤C‖(ukFij)
ε − (uεkF

ε
ij)‖L

4
3

(

τ,t;L
4
3 (Ω∗

δ
)
)‖∂k(F

ε
ijϕ)‖L4(τ,t;L4(Ω∗

δ
)) −

1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uεk∂kϕ|F
ε
ij |

2dxds

≤Cε−1‖(ukFij)
ε − (uεkF

ε
ij)‖L

4
3

(

τ,t;L
4
3 (Ω∗

δ
)
)‖Fij‖L4(τ,t;L4(Ω)) −

1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uεk∂kϕ|F
ε
ij |

2dxds

→ −
1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uk∂kϕ|Fij |
2, as ε → 0,

(3.4)
where we used the key Lemma 2.2. Hence

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(u · ∇F)εFεϕdxds→ −
1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uk∂kϕ|Fij |
2dxds, as ε→ 0. (3.5)
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We first take ε → 0 in (3.2) and substituting all above results into (3.2) gives that

1

2

∫

Ω

|F(t, x)|2 ϕ(x)dx−
1

2

∫

Ω

|F(τ, x)|2 ϕ(x)dx

=
1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uk∂kϕ|Fij |
2dxds+

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(∂kuiFkj)Fijϕdxds.

(3.6)

Using Lemma 2.1 and Hölder’s inequality, we have

1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uk∂kϕ|Fij|
2dxds ≤

C

δ
‖F‖2

L4(τ,T ;L4(Ω\Ω∗
3δ))

· ‖u‖L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω\Ω∗
3δ))

.

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

‖u‖L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω\Ω∗
3δ))

≤ Cδ‖∇u‖L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω\Ω∗
3δ))

.

Obviously,

1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

uk∂kϕ|Fij|
2dxds ≤ C‖F‖2

L4(τ,T ;L4(Ω\Ω∗
3δ))

· ‖∇u‖L2(τ,T ;L2(Ω\Ω∗
3δ))

→ 0, as δ → 0.

Letting δ go to zero in (3.6), and using above estimates involving 1
2

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω
uk∂kϕ|Fij|

2dxds→
0, we obtain

1

2

∫

Ω

|F(t, x)|2 dx−
1

2

∫

Ω

|F(τ, x)|2 dx−

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(∂kuiFkj)Fijdxds = 0 (3.7)

for all 0 < τ ≤ t ≤ T .
Combining (3.1) and (3.7) gives

1

2

(

‖u(·, t)‖2L2 + ‖F(·, t)‖2L2

)

+

∫ t

0

‖∇u‖2L2ds

=
1

2

(

‖u0‖
2
L2 + ‖F(τ)‖2L2

)

−

∫ t

0

〈(FF⊤)− (u⊗ u),∇u〉Ωds+

∫ t

τ

∫

Ω

(∂kuiFkj)Fijdxds.

(3.8)
By passing to the limit as τ → 0 and using the facts that

lim
t→0+

(

‖u(·, t)‖2L2 + ‖F(·, t)‖2L2

)

= ‖u0‖
2
L2 + ‖F0‖

2
L2 ,

we immediately get

1

2

(

‖u(·, t)‖2L2 + ‖F(·, t)‖2L2

)

+

∫ t

0

‖∇u‖2L2ds

=
1

2

(

‖u0‖
2
L2 + ‖F0‖

2
L2

)

+

∫ t

0

〈(u⊗ u),∇u〉Ωds.

(3.9)
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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) = 0 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, we immediately get

1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u|2 + |F|2
)

(t)dx+

∫ t

0

∫

Ω

|∇u|2dxds =
1

2

∫

Ω

(

|u0|
2 + |F0|

2)
dx.

This completes the proof of Theorem 1.1.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 1.2

In this subsection, we shall give the proof of Theorem 1.2. Before going to do it, we
first let φ ∈ C∞

0 (B2r) be a cut-off function such that φ = 1 in Br, and |∇φ| ≤ C
r
for

r > 0. And then, We mollify the first and the second equation of system (1.1), by using
uε(t, x)φ(x) and Fε(t, x)φ(x) to test the regularized equations of (1.1), respectively, after
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integration by parts over [τ, t]× R
d with 0 < τ ≤ t ≤ T , that

1

2

∫

Rd

(

|uε(t, x)|2 φ(x) + |Fε(t, x)|2 φ(x)
)

dx−
1

2

∫

Rd

(

|uε(τ, x)|2 φ(x) + |Fε(τ, x)|2 φ(x)
)

dx

+

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

|∇uε(s, x)|2 φ(x)dxds

=

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

{(u⊗ u)ε : ∇ (uεϕ) + P ε∇ · (uεφ)−∇uε : (uε ⊗∇φ)} dxds

−

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

{

(FF⊤)ε : ∇ (uεφ)− (∇uF)εFεφ+ (u · ∇F)εFεφ
}

dxds

=

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

{[(u⊗ u)ε − (uε ⊗ uε)] : ∇ (uεφ) + (uε ⊗ uε) : ∇ (uεφ) + P ε∇ · (uεφ)−∇uε : (uε ⊗∇φ)} dxds

−

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

{

(FF⊤)ε : ∇ (uεφ)− (∇uF)εFεφ+ (u · ∇F)εFεφ
}

dxds

=

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

{

[(u⊗ u)ε − (uε ⊗ uε)] : ∇ (uεφ) +
|uε|2

2
uε · ∇ϕ+ P ε∇ · (uεφ)−∇uε : (uε ⊗∇φ)

}

dxds

−

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

{

(FF⊤)ε : ∇ (uεϕ)− (∇uF)εFεϕ+ (u · ∇F)εFεφ
}

dxds

=:F ε(t).
(3.10)

We note that by the construction of the cut-off function φ, this implies that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

[(u⊗ u)ε − (uε ⊗ uε)] : ∇ (uεφ) dxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

τ

∫

B2r

[(u⊗ u)ε − (uε ⊗ uε)] : ∇ (uεφ) dxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

Due to u ∈ L4
(

0, T ;L4
loc(R

d)
)

, we get

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

τ

∫

R3

[(u⊗ u)ε − (uε ⊗ uε)] : ∇ (uεφ) dxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
(

‖(u⊗ u)ε − (u⊗ u)‖L2(τ,T ;L2(B2r))
+ ‖(uε ⊗ uε)− (u⊗ u)‖L2(τ,T ;L2(B2r))

)

‖∇ (uεϕ)‖L2(τ,T ;L2(B2r))

→0, as ε → 0.

Now, in a similar manner to the convergence results of the mollified terms in Theorem
1.1, when ε→ 0, we immediately obtain F ε(t) have the following limit:

|F ε(t)| →

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

|u|2u · ∇φdxds+

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

{P (u · ∇φ)−∇u : (u⊗∇φ)} dxds

+
1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

uk∂kφ|Fij |
2dxds−

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

uiFijFkj∂kφdxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

(3.11)

15



Letting ε→ 0 in (3.10) and combining (3.11), one has
∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2

∫

Rd

(

|u(t, x)|2 ϕ(x) + |F(t, x)|2 φ(x)
)

dx−
1

2

∫

Rd

(

|u(τ, x)|2 φ(x) + |F(τ, x)|2 φ(x)
)

dx

+

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

|∇u(s, x)|2 φ(x)dxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

|u|2u · ∇φdxds+

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

{P (u · ∇φ)−∇u : (u⊗∇φ)} dxds

+
1

2

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

uk∂kφ|Fij|
2dxds−

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

uiFijFkj∂kφdxds

∣

∣

∣

∣

=:|F1 + F2 + F3 + F4|.
(3.12)

Simply note that
u ∈ L∞ (0, T ;L2

(

R
d
))

∩ L2
(

0, T ;H1
(

R
d
))

,

from which it follows

u ∈ Lr
(

0, T ;Ls
(

R
d
))

,
2

r
+
d

s
=
d

2
, 2 ≤ s <

2d

d− 2
, d = 2, 3, 4.

In particular, we have

u ∈ L
2d+4

d

(

0, T ;L
2d+4

d

(

R
d
)

)

and
u ∈ L

8d+16

d2

(

0, T ;L
4d+8

d+4

(

R
d
)

)

⊂ L
4d+8

d+4

(

0, T ;L
4d+8

d+4

(

R
d
)

)

.

Then by operating div on both sides of the first equation in (1.1), it follows that

−∆P = div div (u⊗ u)− div div
(

FF⊤) = ∂i∂k (uiuk) + ∂i∂k (FijFkj) ,

from which together with the Calderon-Zygmund inequality yields for 1 < s <∞

‖P‖Ls ≤ C
(

‖u⊗ u‖Ls +
∥

∥FF⊤∥
∥

Ls

)

≤ C
(

‖u‖2L2s + ‖F‖2L2s

)

.

Since (u,F) ∈ L
4d+8

d+4

(

0, T ;L
4d+8

d+4

(

R
d
)

)

, i.e., P ∈ L
2d+4

d+4

(

0, T ;L
2d+4

d+4

(

R
d
)

)

. Next, by using

the Hölder’s inequality, we can control the term related to F1,F2,F3,F4 in the following
way

|F1 + F2 + F3 + F4|

≤
C

r

(

‖u‖3
L3(0,T ;L3(Rd)) + ‖P‖

L
2d+4
d+4

(

0,T ;L
2d+4
d+4 (Rd)

)‖u‖
L

2d+4
d

(

0,T ;L
2d+4

d (Rd)
)

)

+
C

r

(

‖u‖L∞(0,T ;L2(Rd))‖∇u‖L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)) + ‖u‖
L

2d+4
d

(

0,T ;L
2d+4

d (Rd)
)‖F‖2

L
4d+8
d+4

(

0,T ;L
4d+8
d+4 (Rd)

)

)

.
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Then, by letting r → ∞, one has

|F1 + F2 + F3 + F4| → 0.

Finally, letting r → ∞ in (3.12), and combining above convergence result, we obtain

1

2

∫

Rd

(

|u(t, x)|2 + |F(t, x)|2
)

dx−
1

2

∫

Rd

(

|u(τ, x)|2 + |F(τ, x)|2
)

dx+

∫ t

τ

∫

Rd

|∇u(s, x)|2 dxds = 0

for 0 < τ ≤ t ≤ T . By passing to the limit as τ → 0 and using the facts that
limt→0+ ‖u(·, t)‖2L2 + ‖F(·, t)‖2L2 = ‖u0‖

2
L2 + ‖F0‖

2
L2 , will yield energy equality (1.2). We

conclude the proof of Theorem 1.2.

4 On the energy equality for distributional solutions.

In this section, we shall give the proof of Theorem 1.3. To this end, we need to
introduce a crucial proposition.

Proposition 4.1 Let (u0,F0) ∈ L2(Rd) with ∇ · u0 = 0 and let (u,F) be a distributional
solution in the sense of Definition 1.2 to system (1.1) and satisfies

(u,F) ∈ L4
(

0, T ;L4(Rd)
)

,

then we have

sup
t≥0

‖uε(·, t)‖2L2 +
3

2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

|∇uε|2dxdτ ≤ C, ∀ t ∈ [0, T ],

where C is a constant depending only on ‖u0‖L2 and
∫ T

0
‖u‖4L4 + ‖F‖4L4dt.

Remark 4.1 Proposition 4.1 shows that the distributional solution u can be identified
with u ∈ L∞ (0, T ;L2(Rd)

)

∩ L2
(

0, T ;H1(Rd)
)

. This proves that u falls into the class
of Leray-Hopf weak solutions, for which the classical results from [45] imply the energy
equality to Navier-Stokes equations. We note that the Galdi’s result [17] can be treated
directly by this proposition.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. By the definition of distributional solutions, we obtain that
following identity
∫

Rd

u · ∂tΦ
ε + u ·∆Φε + u⊗ u : ∇⊗ Φε − FF⊤ : ∇⊗ Φεdx =

d

dt

∫

Rd

u(x, t) · Φε(x, t)dx,

for all Φε ∈ DT . Which in turn gives
∫

Rd

uε · ∂tΦ + uε ·∆Φ+ (u⊗ u)ε : ∇⊗ Φ− (FF⊤)ε : ∇⊗ Φdxdt =
d

dt

∫

Rd

uε(x, t) · Φ(x, t)dx.

17



Now, choosing Φ = uε in above identity, integrate by parts to find

1

2

d

dt

∫

Rd

|uε|2dx+

∫

Rd

|∇uε|2dx =

∫

Rd

(u⊗ u)ε · ∇uεdx−

∫

Rd

(FF⊤)ε · ∇uεdx

= I1 + I2.

(4.1)

For I1, applying the Hölder inequality, we have

I1 ≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd

(u⊗ u)ε · ∇uεdx

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C‖(u⊗ u)ε‖L2‖∇uε‖L2

≤ C‖(u⊗ u)‖L2‖∇uε‖L2 ≤ C‖u‖2L4‖∇uε‖L2

≤ C‖u‖4L4 +
1

4
‖∇uε‖2L2 .

(4.2)

Similarily, for I2, we obtain

I2 ≤

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd

(FF⊤)ε · ∇uεdx

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C‖F‖2L4‖∇uε‖L2

≤ C‖F‖4L4 +
1

4
‖∇uε‖2L2.

(4.3)

Putting the above estimates (4.2)-(4.3) into (4.1), one concludes that

d

dt

∫

Rd

|uε|2dx+
3

2

∫

Rd

|∇uε|2dx ≤ C
(

‖u‖4L4 + ‖F‖4L4

)

, (4.4)

and it follows that

sup
t≥0

‖uε(·, t)‖2L2 +
3

2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

|∇uε|2dxdτ ≤ ‖u0‖
2
L2 + C

∫ t

0

(

‖u‖4L4 + ‖F‖4L4

)

dτ ≤ C (4.5)

for all t ∈ [0, T ], where C is a constant depending only on u0 and
∫ T

0
‖u‖4L4 + ‖F‖4L4dt.

Moreover, by the Lp-norm is weakly lower semicontinuous, one has

sup
t≥0

‖u(·, t)‖2L2 +
3

2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

|∇u|2dxdτ ≤ C. (4.6)

This concludes the proof of Proposition 4.1.
Proof of Theorem 1.3. With Proposition 4.1 in hand, we are ready to prove Theorem

1.3. First, we define two new functions Ξ = uε, Σ = Fε, and note that, we have

div uε = 0.

Using Ξε and Σε to test (1.1)1 and (1.1)2, respectively, one has
{ ∫

Rd Ξ
ε
(

∂tu+ u · ∇u−∆u+∇P −∇ · (FF⊤)
)

dx = 0,
∫

Rd Σ
ε (∂tF+ (u · ∇)F−∇uF) dx = 0,

(4.7)
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we get that

{ ∫

Rd u
ε
(

∂tu+ u · ∇u−∆u+∇P −∇ · (FF⊤)
)ε
dx = 0,

∫

Rd F
ε (∂tF+ (u · ∇)F−∇uF)ε dx = 0.

(4.8)

This yields

1

2

d

dt

∫

Rd

(

|uε|2 + |Fε|2
)

dx+

∫

Rd

|∇uε|2dx

=−

∫

Rd

div(u⊗ u)ε · uεdx+

∫

Rd

div(FF⊤)ε · uεdx−

∫

Rd

(u · ∇F)ε · Fεdx

+

∫

Rd

(∇uF)ε · Fεdx.

(4.9)

Clearly,

∫

Rd

(

|uε(x, t)|2 + |Fε(x, t)|2
)

dx−

∫

Rd

(

|uε0(x, 0)|
2 + |Fε

0(x, 0)|
2
)

dx+ 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

|∇uε|2dxdτ

=− 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

div(u⊗ u)ε · uεdxdτ + 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

div(FF⊤)ε · uεdxdτ − 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(u · ∇F)ε · Fεdxdτ

+ 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(∇uF)ε · Fεdxdτ

=J1 + J2 + J3 + J4.

(4.10)

Notice that

−2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

div(uε ⊗ uε) · uεdxdτ = 0,
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thus by using the Höder’s equality, one has

J1 =− 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

div(u⊗ u)ε · uε − div(uε ⊗ uε) · uεdxdτ

=2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

[(u⊗ u)ε − (uε ⊗ uε)] · ∇uεdxdτ

≤2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

|(u⊗ u)ε − uε ⊗ uε| |∇uε| dxdτ

≤2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(|(u⊗ u)ε − u⊗ u|+ |u⊗ u− u⊗ uε|+ |u⊗ uε − uε ⊗ uε|) |∇uε| dxdτ

≤C ‖(u⊗ u)ε − u⊗ u‖L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)) ‖∇u
ε‖L2(0,T ;L2(Rd))

+ C ‖u− uε‖L4(0,T ;L4(Rd)) ‖u‖L4(0,T ;L4(Rd))‖∇u
ε‖L2(0,T ;L2(Rd))

+ C ‖u− uε‖L4(0,T ;L4(Rd)) ‖u
ε‖L4(0,T ;L4(Rd))‖∇u

ε‖L2(0,T ;L2(Rd))

→ 0, as ǫ→ 0.

(4.11)

By using Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 2.3, we obtain

J3 = −2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(u · ∇F)ε · Fεdxdτ

= −2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

∂k(ukFij)
ε · Fε

ijdxdτ

= 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(ukFij)
ε∂kF

ε
ijdxdτ

= 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

[(ukFij)
ε − uεkF

ε
ij ]∂kF

ε
ijdxdτ

≤ Cε−1
∥

∥(ukFij)
ε − uεkF

ε
ij

∥

∥

L
4
3

(

0,T ;L
4
3 (Rd)

) ‖Fε
ij‖L4(0,T ;L4(Rd))

→ 0, as ε→ 0,

(4.12)

where we have used the fact
∫ t

0

∫

Rd

uεkF
ε
ij∂kF

ε
ijdxdτ = 0.

Now, we need to show that, when ε→ 0, the term J2 and J4 have the following limit:
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J2 = 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

div(FF⊤)ε · uεdxdt = −2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(FF⊤)ε · ∇uεdxdτ

= −2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(FijFkj)
ε∂ku

ε
idxdτ

→ −2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

FijFkj∂kuidxdτ, as ε→ 0

(4.13)

and

J4 = 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(∇uF)ε · Fεdxdτ

= 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(∂kuiFkj)
ε(Fij)

εdxdτ

→ 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

∂kuiFkjFijdxdτ, as ε→ 0.

(4.14)

Indeed, from the the uniform bound of uε in L∞L2∩L2H1 established in Proposition 4.1,
we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(FijFkj)
ε∂ku

ε
i − FijFkj∂kuidxdτ

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

[(FijFkj)
ε − FijFkj]∂ku

ε
i + [∂ku

ε
i − ∂kui]FijFkjdxdτ

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

|(FijFkj)
ε − FijFkj| |∂ku

ε
i | dxdτ + 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

|∂ku
ε
i − ∂kui| |FijFkj| dxdτ

≤C ‖(FijFkj)
ε − FijFkj‖L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)) ‖∂ku

ε
i‖L2(0,T ;L2(Rd))

+ C ‖∂ku
ε
i − ∂kui‖L2(0,T ;L2(Rd)) ‖FijFkj‖L2(0,T ;L2(Rd))

→ 0, as ε→ 0

(4.15)

and
∣

∣

∣

∣

2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

(∂kuiFkj)
ε(Fij)

ε − ∂kuiFkjFijdxdτ

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

[Fε
ij − Fij ](∂kuiFkj)

ε + [(∂kuiFkj)
ε − ∂kuiFkj]Fijdxdτ

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤C
∥

∥Fε
ij − Fij

∥

∥

L4(0,T ;L4(Rd)) ‖(∂kuiFkj)
ε‖

L
4
3

(

0,T ;L
4
3 (Rd)

)

+ C ‖(∂kuiFkj)
ε − ∂kuiFkj‖L

4
3

(

0,T ;L
4
3 (Rd)

) ‖Fij‖L4(0,T ;L4(Rd))

→ 0, as ε→ 0,

(4.16)
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which completes the proof of (4.13)-(4.14).
Then it follows from (4.10)-(4.14) that

|J1 + J2 + J3 + J4| → 0, as ǫ→ 0. (4.17)

Letting ε goes to zero in (4.10), and using the facts (4.17) yields

∫

Rd

(

|u(x, t)|2 + |F(x, t)|2
)

dx+ 2

∫ t

0

∫

Rd

|∇u|2dxdτ =

∫

Rd

(

|u0|
2 + |F0|

2
)

dx, (4.18)

so we obtain the assertion of Theorem 1.3.
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