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Statistical solutions of the incompressible

Euler equations
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Abstract: We study statistical solutions of the incompressible Euler equa-
tions in two dimensions with vorticity in Lp, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, and in the class
of vortex-sheets with a distinguished sign. Our notion of statistical solution
is based on the framework due to Bronzi, Mondaini and Rosa in [3]. Ex-
istence in this setting is shown by approximation with discrete measures,
concentrated on deterministic solutions of the Euler equations. Addition-
ally, we provide arguments to show that the statistical solutions of the Euler
equations may be obtained in the inviscid limit of statistical solutions of the
incompressible Navier-Stokes equations. Uniqueness of trajectory statistical
solutions is shown in the Yudovich class.

1 Introduction and main results

We consider the incompressible Euler equations in two dimensions

∂tu+ div(u⊗ u) +∇p = 0
div u = 0

for a time-parametrized velocity field u = (u1(x, t), u2(x, t))t : R2 × (0, T ) → R
2 and the

scalar pressure p : R2 × (0, T ) → R, where T > 0 is fixed.
In the classic literature, assumptions on the initial vorticity ω(u) := curlu = ∂1u

2−∂2u1
yielded some of the first existence and uniqueness results for the corresponding Cauchy
problem. The result of existence and uniqueness for weak solutions with vorticity in
L∞ is due to Yudovich (see [35]). Existence of weak solutions with vorticity in Lp,
1 < p <∞, was first proved by DiPerna and Majda in [14]. Weak solutions in the class
of vortex-sheets with a distinguished sign, i.e. bounded and positive Radon measures in

∗Institute of Applied Analysis, Ulm University, Helmholtzstraße 18, 89081 Ulm, Germany.

raphael.wagner@uni-ulm.de
†Institute of Applied Analysis, Ulm University, Helmholtzstraße 18, 89081 Ulm, Germany.

emil.wiedemann@uni-ulm.de

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.08388v1


the negative Sobolev space H−1 were constructed by Delort in [12]. Delort’s arguments
were later used by Vecchi and Wu in [31] to also show existence of weak solutions with
vorticity in the class L1 ∩ H−1. While there are many more classes that one could
consider, these are the ones that we will restrict ourselves to in this article.
The problem of uniqueness has still not been resolved in the aforementioned cases, with
exception of the case of uniformly bounded vorticity, considered by Yudovich. Let us also
point here towards the recent preprints by Vishik ([32], [33]), where non-uniqueness of
the forced Euler equations with vorticity in some Lp space has been shown, or the work
of Albritton, Brué and Colombo in [1], in which non-uniqueness of Leray-Hopf solutions
of the forced Navier-Stokes equations has been proved. A lack of well-posedness and in
some way uncertainty of the evolution of an initial state may lead one to the approach
of considering a whole ensemble of weak solutions which may display desired properties
in a statistical sense. This concept of considering ensembles and ensemble averages is
common in the theory of turbulence, where individual flows may exhibit wild behaviour,
while quantities, averaged in space and time, appear to be sort of universal over an
ensemble of flows (see e.g. [20]).
A mathematically rigorous concept of statistical solutions in the context of the two and
three-dimensional Navier-Stokes equations has been introduced in the seventies by Foias
in [16] and [17] based on discussions with Prodi. Another concept of statistical solutions
of the Navier-Stokes equations is due to Fursikov and Vishik (see [34]). The two notions
differ in the way that Foias considered time parametrized probability measures on the
phase space, while Vishik and Fursikov constructed single probability measures on an
appropriate space of trajectories.
A connection between the two approaches was drawn not too long ago by Foias, Rosa
and Temam in [19], where they consider probability measures on the space of weak
(Leray-Hopf) solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations in the spirit of Vishik and Fursikov
and show that the projections in time of these measures are statistical solutions, as
originally considered by Foias. The former measures were then called Vishik-Fursikov
measures by the authors and the resulting statistical solutions, obtained by projecting
these in time, Vishik-Fursikov statistical solutions. The proof of existence of Vishik-
Fursikov statistical solutions in [19] also differed significantly from the one given in [16],
in which approximating sequences of probability measures were used, based on Galerkin
approximations of the deterministic equations. The new proof, originally presented in
[18], uses approximations by discrete measures, constructed using the Krein-Milman
theorem. This latter proof has the flexibility of being generalized and applied to other
equations. The theory of statistical solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations has in fact
served as motivation for Bronzi, Mondaini and Rosa to develop an abstract concept
of statistical solution in [3], in which, to some extent, not even an underlying partial
differential equation is required. In their work, they label the analogue of the Vishik-
Fursikov measures trajectory statistical solutions and the analogue of the aforementioned
statistical solutions is labelled more specifically phase space statistical solution.
Though we will not require the same generality kept in [3], we will use their framework
as a unifying concept for each class of weak solutions of the Euler equations mentioned
earlier in this introduction.
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The main results we prove in this work are essentially the following three: For each of
the aforementioned classes of weak solutions of the Euler equations in the phase space X
and every T > 0, given a distribution µ0 on an appropriate space of initial data X0 ⊂ X,

I) there exists a trajectory statistical solution ρ satisfying Π0ρ = µ0, where Πt is the
time evaluation map at time t for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T .
We also have energy type inequalities for the velocity and vorticity:

∫

C([0,T ];X)
‖ukin(t)‖L2(R2) dρ(u) ≤

∫

X
a|m(u0)|‖u0,kin‖L2(R2) dµ0(u0)

for almost every 0 ≤ t ≤ T , a constant a > 1 and
∫

C([0,T ];X)
‖ω(u(t))‖Xvort dρ(u) ≤

∫

X
‖ω(u0)‖Xvort dµ0(u0) (1.1)

for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T . In case that Xvort = Lp, 1 < p ≤ ∞, equality holds in (1.1).
In the Yudovich class, this trajectory statistical solution is unique.

II) If
∫

X0
γ(u0)

2 dµ0(u0) < ∞, where γ(u0) := a|m(u0)|(1 + ‖u0,kin‖L2(R2)), then the
projections {ρt := Πtρ}0≤t≤T form a phase space statistical solution with ρ0 = µ0,
so that
∫

X
Φ(u) dρt(u) =

∫

X
Φ(u) dρt′(u) +

∫ t

t′

∫

X
〈(u(s)⊗ u(s)),∇Φ′(u)〉L2(R2) dρs(u) ds

(1.2)
for every 0 ≤ t′ ≤ t ≤ T and every appropriate test functional Φ. Moreover

∫

X
‖ukin‖L2(R2) dρt(u) ≤

∫

X
a|m(u0)|‖u0,kin‖L2(R2) dµ0(u0)

for almost every 0 ≤ t ≤ T and
∫

X
‖ω(u)‖Xvort dρt(u) ≤

∫

X
‖ω(u0)‖Xvort dµ0(u0) (1.3)

for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T . In case that Xvort = Lp, 1 < p ≤ ∞, equality holds in (1.3)

III) the statistical solutions may be constructed in a weak sense as the inviscid limit of
a sequence of statistical solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations, which attain the
initial distribution µ0 in the same sense.

For I), we remark that the case of weak solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations and of
the Euler equations with uniformly bounded vorticity is special due to uniqueness of the
weak solutions and we will treat their construction separately.
The idea of the abstract proof of existence of trajectory statistical solutions in [3] will
then, purely for didactic purposes, be displayed in the particularly simple situation of
the vorticity being in Lp(R2), 1 < p < ∞, where one may utilize strong compactness
properties. We could, however, as we will do in all other cases, directly refer to the
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existence results in [3] and only check the required conditions.
Likewise, for existence of phase space statistical solutions as just stated in II), we will
demonstrate the abstract arguments in [3] for the specific case of vorticity being in
L∞(R2) and note that all other cases may be treated similarly.
Since trajectory statistical solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations are essentially proba-
bility measures having support in the set of weak solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations,
the discussion of the inviscid limit of those trajectory statistical solutions will be reduced
to the study of the behaviour of the support and in essence, the deterministic inviscid
limit. The inviscid limit results for phase space statistical solutions that we are going to
state are then going to be the direct consequences of the results for trajectory statistical
solutions.
We mention here that statistical solutions of the Euler equations have been considered
in similar ways before by D. Chae in [4] and [5], P. Constantin and J. Wu in [9] and J.
Kelliher in [22]. Chae constructs (phase space) statistical solutions of the Euler equa-
tions on the two-dimensional torus in [4] under an assumption on the mean enstrophy
with respect to the initial distribution, which corresponds to the situation of solutions
of the Euler equations with vorticity in Lp for p = 2. Our work here can be thought of
as a generalization as we allow for any 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. A lesser difference lies in our article
using R

2 as the underlying domain. More fundamentally, our work differs in the used
constructions. Chae uses the rather sophisticated compactness arguments that were used
in Foias’ original article in [16] to obtain statistical solutions of the Euler equations by
means of a vanishing viscosity argument. These arguments include the Banach-Alaoglu
theorem, applied to a family of functionals which are related to the statistical solutions of
the Navier-Stokes equations, in combination with results from the theory of the Daniell
integral and the theory of lifting to recover a suitable family of measures.
While we have also included an inviscid limit argument, our focus lies on the results and
ideas from [3], in which discrete approximations are used, given by the Krein-Milman
theorem.
Constantin and Wu consider statistical solutions of the Navier-Stokes and of the Euler
equations with uniformly bounded vorticity on R

2, i.e. the case p = ∞. In contrast to
this and the other articles previously mentioned, they work with the vorticity equation
opposed to the velocity formulation. Also, they consider both phase space as well as
trajectory statistical solutions for both the Euler and Navier-Stokes equations. Their
proof of existence for trajectory statistical solutions of the Euler equations is in close
proximity to the work of Vishik and Fursikov who also relied on Prokhorov’s theorem to
construct trajectory statistical solutions by an inviscid limit argument. For phase space
statistical solutions, they used similar arguments as Chae to obtain these by an inviscid
limit argument.
Kelliher also considers phase space statistical solutions of the Navier-Stokes and of the
Euler equations in the Yudovich class but in their velocity formulation. The phase space
statistical solution of the Euler equations is also obtained by an inviscid limit argument.
However, while Constantin and Wu immediately employ the solution operator for the
two-dimensional Navier-Stokes equations to construct corresponding statistical solutions,
Kelliher first considers phase space statistical solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations
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on balls of finite radius as constructed by Foias and then constructs statistical solutions
of the Navier-Stokes equations on R

2 by employing the theory of the expanding domain
limit for the deterministic Navier-Stokes equations.
Unlike Chae or Constantin and Wu, who make assumptions on the L2 or H1 norm of
the mean vorticity with respect to the initial distribution, we will, similarly to Kelliher,
consider infinite energy solutions and require a bound on the mean total mass of vorticity
and the L2 norm of the finite kinetic energy parts with respect to the initial distribution.
This is necessary for the Foias-Liouville equation (1.2) of phase space statistical solutions
to be well-defined due to the connection between the (local) L2 norm and the total mass
of vorticity.
We will begin by giving an overview of the well-known results of existence and uniqueness
of weak solutions in each of the aforementioned classes and highlight certain properties.
In the second part of the introduction, we briefly review the abstract framework of sta-
tistical solutions given in [3].
In the main part, we construct statistical solutions in each class using the properties of
weak solutions and by applying the ideas and results for abstract statistical solutions,
both of which are described in the two preliminary sections.

1.1 Preliminaries on the Euler and Navier-Stokes equations

We denote by Lp(R2) and Lp(R2;R2), 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, the standard Lebesgue spaces on R
2

with values in R and R
2 respectively. The associated standard Lp Sobolev spaces of order

s on R
2 will be denoted by W s,p(R2) and W s,p(R2;R2) for all s ∈ N, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. For

the specific case of p = 2, we let Hs(R2) := W s,2(R2) and Hs(R2;R2) := W s,2(R2;R2)
for all s ∈ N. The dual of Hs(R2) and Hs(R2;R2) will be denoted by H−s(R2) and
H−s(R2;R2) respectively.
Related spaces of local integrability or compact support will generally be denoted by the
addition of the subscript loc or c respectively.
We say that a vector field v ∈ L1

loc(R
2;R2) is weakly divergence-free if for every ϕ in the

class of smooth and compactly supported functions C∞
c (R2), we have

∫

R2 v · ∇ϕdx = 0.
The subset of weakly divergence-free vector fields of L2(R2;R2) will be denoted by H.
In our notation for the standard norms on these spaces, we will not differ between spaces
of functions with values in R or R2, e.g. ‖ · ‖L2(R2) will denote the norm on both L2(R2)
and L2(R2;R2).
Let us also point out here that T > 0 will be a fixed final time for all equations considered
throughout this article.

Definition 1.1. A weakly divergence-free vector field u ∈ L∞(0, T ;Hloc) is called a
weak solution of the Euler equations with initial data u0 ∈ Hloc if for any v = (v1, v2)t ∈
C∞
c (R2;R2) ∩H, we have

i)
d

dt

∫

R2

v · u dx =

∫

R2

∇v : (u⊗ u) dx

5



in the sense of distributions on (0, T ), where (u⊗u) = (uiuj)i,j=1,2, ∇v =
(
∂vi

∂j

)

i,j=1,2
∈

R
2×2 and : denotes the Frobenius inner product between two matrices;

ii) u ∈ C([0, T ];H−L
loc (R

2;R2)) for some L > 1 and u(0) = u0 in H−L
loc (R

2;R2).

If u only satisfies i), then we simply say that u is a weak solution of the Euler equations.

Definition 1.2. A weakly divergence-free vector field u ∈ L∞(0, T ;Hloc), for which
∇u ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(R2×2)), is called a weak solution of the Navier-Stokes equations with
viscosity ν > 0 and initial data u0 ∈ Hloc if for any v = (v1, v2)t ∈ C∞

c (R2;R2) ∩H, we
have

i)
d

dt

∫

R2

v · u dx =

∫

R2

∇v : (u⊗ u) dx+ ν

∫

R2

∆v · u dx

in the sense of distributions on (0, T );

ii) u ∈ C([0, T ];Hloc) and u(0) = u0 in Hloc.

If u only satisfies i), then we simply say that u is a weak solution of the Navier-Stokes
equations (with viscosity ν).

As indicated here, throughout this article we will use R2 as the underlying domain. This
is oftentimes convenient for two reasons. First, one may ignore boundary conditions
and effects. Second, the Biot-Savart law, which constitutes how to recover velocity from
vorticity, has an explicit form. In general, for a vector field u = (u1, u2)t ∈ L1

loc(R
2;R2),

we define the (distributional) vorticity ω(u) = ∂1u
2 − ∂2u

1.
The downside is that for a velocity field with compactly supported vorticity and given
by the Biot-Savart law to have finite kinetic energy, its total mass of vorticity necessarily
needs to vanish. We take care of this by only considering those vector fields which have
a radial-energy decomposition. Now following [7][Chapter 1], for any m ∈ R, let Em be
the set of weakly divergence-free vector fields u ∈ Hloc such that there exists a stationary
vector field σ ∈ C∞(R2;R2), whose total mass of vorticity

∫

R2 ω(σ) is equal to m, for
which

u− σ ∈ H.
Here, a vector field σ ∈ C∞(R2;R2) is called stationary if there exists g ∈ C∞

c (R) such
that

σ(x) =
x⊥

|x|2
∫ |x|

0
sg(s) ds =

1

|x|2
(
−x2
x1

)∫ |x|

0
sg(s) ds, x =

(
x1

x2

)

∈ R
2.

The stationary vector fields are smooth exact solutions of the Euler equations and in the
situation above, ω(σ)(x) = g(|x|), x ∈ R

2. A stationary vector field σ also satisfies the

decay properties σ ∈ O
(

1
|x|

)

and ∇σ ∈ O
(

1
|x|2

)

. While this implies ∇σ ∈ L2(R2×2), it

is not enough for σ to be square integrable. However, σ is at least bounded and vanishes
at infinity.
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Consequently, u = σ+(u−σ) as above is the sum of a smooth exact solution of the Euler
equations with radially symmetric vorticity and a vector field of finite kinetic energy.
As indicated before, σ ∈ H if and only if

∫

R2 ω(σ) = 0 so that Em = σ +H is an affine
space.
Throughout this article, we fix one stationary vector field Σ satisfying

∫

R2

ω(Σ) dx = 1 (1.4)

so that Em = (mΣ) +H. By fixing Σ, the decomposition

u = mΣ+ (u−mΣ)

is now unique for any u ∈ E and we will occasionally write ukin := u−mΣ for the finite
kinetic energy part of this decomposition and m(u) :=

∫

R2 ω(u−ukin) for the total mass
of vorticity of the stationary field. Moreover, if ω(u) is a finite Borel measure in H−1(R2)
so that (1 + |x|)ω(u) is also a finite Borel measure, then as a consequence of the proof
of [7][Lemma 1.3.1], we may even tell m(u) =

∫

R2 ω(u).
We then also introduce the space

E :=
⋃

m∈R

Em.

We note that E is in fact a separable Banach space with norm ‖ · ‖E given by ‖u‖E =
|m(u)|+ ‖ukin‖L2(R2) for all u ∈ E. By having fixed Σ, the radial energy decomposition
is unique and ‖ · ‖E well-defined.

Let us also briefly recall that for a weak solution u ∈ L∞(0, T ;Hloc) of the Euler equa-
tions and v ∈ C∞

c (R2;R2) ∩H, the function t 7→
∫

R2 v · u(t) dx is absolutely continuous
on [0, T ] with

d

dt

∫

R2

v · u(t) dx =

∫

R2

∇v : (u(t)⊗ u(t)) dx

for almost every 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

The following theorem contains the classic results of all four classes of functions in
which we consider weak solutions of the Euler equations. By M+(R2) and M(R2), we
mean the spaces of finite (non-negative) Borel measures on R

2. Oftentimes, we will also
identify the latter space with the dual of the separable Banach space C0(R

2) of continu-
ous functions, vanishing at infinity.
In the following, for two Banach spaces (X1, ‖·‖X1

) and (X2, ‖·‖X2
), we define the norm

‖ · ‖X1∩X2
:= ‖ · ‖X1

+ ‖ · ‖X2
on X1 ∩X2.

Theorem 1.3. Let u0 ∈ Em for some m ∈ R and fix 1 < p <∞.

A) Yudovich [35]: If ω(u0) ∈ L1(R2)∩L∞(R2), then there exists a unique weak solution
u ∈ C([0, T ];Em) with vorticity ω(u) ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1(R2) ∩ L∞(R2)) and initial data
u0.
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B) DiPerna and Majda [14]: If ω(u0) ∈ L1(R2)∩Lp(R2), then there exists a weak solu-
tion u ∈ C([0, T ];Hloc)∩L∞(0, T ;W 1,p

loc (R
2)∩Em) with vorticity ω(u) ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1(R2)∩

Lp(R2)) and initial data u0.

C) Delort [12]: If ω(u0) ∈ M+
c (R

2), then there exists L > 1 and a weak solution
u ∈ C([0, T ];H−L

loc (R
2;R2)) ∩ L∞(0, T ;Em) with vorticity ω(u) ∈ L∞(0, T ;M+(R2))

and initial data u0.

D) Vecchi and Wu [31]: If ω(u0) ∈ L1
c(R

2), then there exists L > 1 and a weak solution
u ∈ C([0, T ];H−L

loc (R
2;R2)) ∩ L∞(0, T ;Em) with vorticity ω(u) ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1(R2))

and initial data u0.

Remark 1.4. Sometimes the condition of ω(u0) being in H−1(R2) or H−1
loc (R

2) is im-
posed. This is already included in our assumption u0 = mΣ+u0,kin ∈ Em in Theorem 1.3:
Indeed, ω(Σ) is an element of C∞

c (R2) ⊂ H−1(R2) due to the very definition of station-
ary vector fields. Moreover, from u0,kin ∈ H ⊂ L2(R2;R2), it follows immediately that
ω(u0,kin) ∈ H−1(R2).

In case of the Navier-Stokes equations, no assumptions on the vorticity are required to
obtain unique weak solutions.

Theorem 1.5. Let u0 ∈ Em for some m ∈ R. Then there exists a unique weak solution
u ∈ C([0, T ];Em) of the Navier-Stokes equations with initial data u0 and viscosity ν > 0
so that ∇u ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(R2×2)). Moreover, ukin satisfies the energy inequality

‖ukin‖C([0,T ];L2(R2)) + ν‖∇ukin‖L2(0,T ;L2(R2)) ≤ C‖ukin(0)‖L2(R2), (1.5)

where C is a constant depending exponentially on T and m (see also (1.9)).

Lemma 1.6. Let u ∈ E be a vector field having a radial-energy decomposition with
vorticity ω(u) ∈ M(R2). Then u is given by the Biot-Savart law, that is

u = K ∗ ω(u),

where K(x) = 1
2π

x⊥

|x|2
, x ∈ R

2. In particular, vector fields in E are uniquely determined

by their vorticity.

This can be proved based on the observation that a vector field whose coefficients are
tempered distributions is uniquely determined by its divergence and vorticity, up to a
vector field whose coefficients are harmonic polynomials (see [7][Proposition 1.3.1]).
Let us also recall the following theorem on classical solutions (see e.g. [7][Theorem 4.2.4]
in case of the Euler equations):

Theorem 1.7. Let m ∈ R and r ≥ 2 be a natural number. For every u0 ∈ Em ∩
Cr(R2;R2) there exist unique solutions in C([0, T ];Em) ∩ L∞(0, T ;Cr(R2;R2)) of the
Euler or Navier-Stokes equations with initial data u0.
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One can even show that the weak solution of the Navier-Stokes equations becomes in-
stantaneously smooth.
In general, for two smooth solutions u1, u2 of the Euler or Navier-Stokes equations with
radial-energy decompositions

u1 = σ1 + v1, u2 = σ2 + v2,

where σ1, σ2 are stationary solutions and v1 := u1 − σ1, v2 := u2 − σ2 ∈ H are vector
fields of finite kinetic energy, we have a relative energy inequality for the finite kinetic
energy parts (see [25][Proposition 3.4])

sup
0≤t≤T

‖v1 − v2‖L2(R2)

≤ exp

(∫ T

0
‖∇v2‖L∞(R2) + ‖∇σ1‖L∞(R2) dt

)(

‖v1(0)− v2(0)‖L2(R2)

+

∫ T

0
‖σ1 − σ2‖L∞(R2)‖∇v2(t)‖L2(R2) + ‖∇σ1 −∇σ2‖L∞(R2)‖v2(t)‖L2(R2) dt

)

,

(1.6)

which can be proved using the Gronwall inequality. For this, in [25], the estimate

∫

R2

((v1 − v2) · ∇v2) · (v1 − v2) dx ≤ ‖v1 − v2‖2L2(R2)‖∇v2‖L∞(R2)

was used. In the Navier-Stokes case, one can use Ladyzhenskaya’s inequality to estimate

∫

R2

((v1 − v2) · ∇v2) · (v1 − v2) dx (1.7)

≤‖v1 − v2‖2L4(R2)‖∇v2‖L2(R2)

≤C‖v1 − v2‖L2(R2)‖∇(v1 − v2)‖L2(R2)‖∇v2‖L2(R2)

≤C‖v1 − v2‖2L2(R2)‖∇v2‖2L2(R2) +
ν

2
‖∇(v1 − v2)‖2L2(R2)

for a constant C depending on ν, which we altered between the last and second last

inequality, so that the term exp
(∫ T

0 ‖∇v2‖L∞(R2) + ‖∇σ1‖L∞(R2) dt
)

on the right-hand

side (1.6) can be replaced by exp
(

C
∫ T
0 ‖∇v2‖2L2(R2) + ‖∇σ1‖L∞(R2) dt

)

. In case of the

Navier-Stokes equations, one also obtains the gradient control

ν

∫ T

0
‖∇(v1 − v2)‖2L2(R2) dt (1.8)

≤C
∫ T

0
‖v1 − v2‖2L2(R2)(‖∇v2‖2L2(R2) + ‖∇σ1‖L∞(R2))

+ ‖∇(σ1 − σ2)‖L∞(R2)‖v2‖L2(R2) + ‖σ1 − σ2‖L∞(R2)‖∇v2‖L2(R2) dt.
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In particular, letting u2 = 0 yields in (1.6) for both equations the energy inequality

sup
0≤t≤T

‖v1‖L2(R2) ≤ exp
(
T‖∇σ1‖L∞(R2)

)
‖v1(0)‖L2(R2) (1.9)

for the finite kinetic energy part and, in combination with (1.8), specifically for the
Navier-Stokes equations, the energy inequality (1.5).
We also see from (1.6), using the variation (1.7), whenever a sequence of weak solutions of
the Navier-Stokes equations in C([0, T ];E) has bounded gradients in L2(0, T ;L2(R2×2))
and whose initial data is Cauchy in E, then that sequence is Cauchy in C([0, T ];E). We
are going to use this fact later on to prove closedness in C([0, T ];E) of the set of weak
solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations with fixed viscosity.

We now fix u0 ∈ E and suppose that ω(u0) is in one of the classes described in The-
orem 1.3. Then a weak solution u of the Euler or Navier-Stokes equations may be
constructed by smoothing of the initial data and using the corresponding smooth solu-
tions of the Euler or Navier-Stokes equations as approximating sequences. The weak
solution u inherits several properties and a priori estimates from the smooth approxi-
mations, which we will list now and assume in the following sections. These are by no
means granted. For instance in [29], weak solutions with vortex-sheet initial data (case
C) in Theorem 1.3) are constructed, using convex integration methods, whose vorticity
will in general no longer be a bounded measure in positive time.
From (1.9), we derive

ess sup
0≤t≤T

‖ukin‖L2(R2) ≤ exp
(
T |m(u0)|‖∇Σ‖L∞(R2)

)
‖u0,kin‖L2(R2). (1.10)

We introduce the constant
a := exp(T‖∇Σ‖L∞(R2)), (1.11)

whose dependency on T and Σ we omit in our notation as both are fixed throughout.
Then

‖u(t)‖L2(Br(x0)) ≤ ‖m(u0)Σ‖L2(Br(x0)) + ‖ukin(t)‖L2(Br(x0)) (1.12)

≤ |m(u0)|(‖Σ‖L∞(R2)

√
πr) + a|m(u0)|‖u0,kin‖L2(R2)

≤
(

‖Σ‖L∞(R2)

√
πr

T‖∇Σ‖L∞(R2)
+ ‖u0,kin‖L2(R2)

)

a|m(u0)|

≤ Cmax{1, r}(1 + ‖u0,kin‖L2(R2))a
|m(u0)|

= Cmax{1, r}γ(u0)

for any r > 0, x0 ∈ R
2 and almost every 0 ≤ t ≤ T , where C is a constant depending on

T and Σ and γ(u0) := (1 + ‖u0,kin‖L2(R2))a
|m(u0)|. We remark here that γ is continuous

with respect to ‖ · ‖E, depends exponentially on m(u0) and, in a sense, linearly on u0,kin.
There exists L ∈ N and a constant C = C(L) such that

ess sup
0≤t≤T

‖∂tu‖H−L(R2) ≤
∫

R2

|ω(u0)|, (1.13)
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where the term on the right-hand side denotes the total variation norm of ω(u0). The
proof of this in [21][Theorem 2.1] works for both equations. This will usually guarantee
equicontinuity of the velocity in H−L(R2;R2).
We may also infer continuity of the vorticity ω(u) for both equations depending on the
class of initial vorticity that is considered. If







ω(u0) ∈ (L1 ∩ L∞)(R2), then ω(u) ∈ C([0, T ];Lq(R2)) for every 1 ≤ q <∞
ω(u0) ∈ (L1 ∩ Lp)(R2) for some 1 < p <∞, then ω(u) ∈ C([0, T ];Lp(R2))

ω(u0) ∈ L1
c(R

2) or ω(u0) ∈ M+
c (R

2), then ω(u) ∈ Cw([0, T ];M(R2)).

The last condition means that for any ψ ∈ C0(R
2), t 7→

∫

R2 ψ dω(u)(t) is continuous.
We are also interested in conservation of the Lp(R2) norm of the vorticity for the Euler
equations. For this, we consider weak solutions whose vorticity ω(u) is a renormalized
solution of the vorticity equation of the Euler equations, i.e. in the sense of distributions

∂tβ(ω) + u · ∇β(ω) = 0

is satisfied for all β ∈ C1(R2) that are bounded and vanishing near 0 with u = K ∗ ω
given by the Biot-Savart law (see for instance [13] and [15] for more details).
At least for vorticity in Lp(R2), p > 1, we may smoothly implement this into the pre-
sented work here. We remark though that [10] suggests that this also works in the L1(R2)
case with some adaptations.
For p ≥ 2, the vorticity of every weak solution is already renormalized [15]. For 1 < p < 2,
the vorticities of weak solutions obtained by (smooth) approximations of the Euler or
Navier-Stokes equations in the inviscid limit are also renormalized ([15],[11]) and con-
vergence holds in the strong sense ([8], [23]).

Lemma 1.8. Suppose that (ωn)n∈N ⊂ C([0, T ];Lp(R2)), 1 < p < ∞, is a sequence of
renormalized solutions of the vorticity formulation of the Euler equations or a sequence
of vorticities of solutions (un = K ∗ωn)n∈N of the Navier-Stokes equations with viscosity
νn → 0 (n → ∞). If ωn(0) → ω0 in Lp(R2), then a subsequence of (ωn)n∈N converges in
C([0, T ];Lp(R2)) to a renormalized solution of the Euler equations with initial data ω0.

Renormalized solutions conserve all Lq(R2) norms, 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, of the vorticity, i.e.

‖ω(u)(t)‖Lq(R2) = ‖ω(u0)‖Lq(R2) (1.14)

for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T (with both sides possibly being ∞). In case of the Navier-Stokes
equations, these quantities may at least not increase, i.e. (1.14) holds by replacing =
with ≤. Moreover, for solutions with initial vorticity in L1

c(R
2) or M+

c (R
2), i.e cases C)

and D) in Theorem 1.3, we have

{∫

R2 ω(u)(t) ≤
∫

R2 ω(u0) : C)
∫

R2 |ω(u)(t)| dx ≤
∫

R2 |ω(u0)| dx : D)
(1.15)
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for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T in case of both equations.
For the initial data considered in case B), i.e. when ω(u0) ∈ L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2) for some
1 < p <∞, we have

ess sup
0≤t≤T

‖∇u(t)‖Lp(R2) ≤ C(p)‖ω(u0)‖Lp(R2),

which comes from a Calderón-Zygmund argument. Splitting the Biot-Savart kernel into
a sum in L1(R2) + L∞(R2), Young’s convolution inequality shows that u = K ∗ ω(u) ∈
Lp(R2) + L∞(R2) →֒ L

p
loc(R

2). Hence, for any ball Br(x0) ⊂ R
2 of radius r > 0, there

exists a constant C = C(r, p) so that

‖u‖Lp(Br(x0)) ≤ C(r, p)‖ω(u0)‖L1(R2)∩Lp(R2)

and consequently also

ess sup
0≤t≤T

‖u‖W 1,p(Br(x0)) ≤ C(r, p)‖ω(u0)‖L1(R2)∩Lp(R2). (1.16)

For the case of ω(u0) just being an element of M+
c (R

2) or L1
c(R

2), we will later use
the following theorem, which may be derived from Theorem 6.3.1 in [7]. A measure
µ ∈ M(R2) is called continuous if it has no atoms, i.e. µ({x}) = 0 for every x ∈ R

2. By
Lemma 6.3.2 in [7], µ being an element of H−1(R2) is a sufficient condition for µ to be
continuous. Compare this to Remark 1.4.
We also recall the Hahn decomposition µ = µ+ − µ−, where µ+ and µ− are positive,
finite measures in M+(R2). Then |µ| := µ+ + µ− denotes the associated total variation
measure.

Theorem 1.9. Let (un)n∈N ⊂ L∞(0, T ;E) be a sequence of weak solutions of the Euler or
Navier-Stokes equations, converging weakly-* to some u ∈ L∞(0, T ;E) and suppose that
the vorticities (ω(un))n∈N converge weakly-* to ω(u) in L∞(0, T ;M(R2)). If (|ω(un)|)n∈N
converges weakly-* to some ω+ in L∞(0, T ;M(R2)), where ω+(t) is continuous for al-
most every 0 ≤ t ≤ T , then u is a weak solution of the Euler equations.

Later on, when we consider case C) in Theorem 1.3 of the initial vorticity being in
M+

c (R
2), this will be very easy to check since for any µ ∈ M+(R2), |µ| = µ.

In case D) in Theorem 1.7, some more care is required. The following property that we
may demand for the weak solution u of the Euler or Navier-Stokes equations, which has
also been the key in the original arguments by Vecchi and Wu in [31], will be of great
help showing the non-concentration assumptions of Theorem 1.9:

sup
0≤t≤T

∫

Br(x0)
|ω(u)| dx ≤ sup

|E|=πr2

∫

E
|ω(u0)| dx, (1.17)

for all r > 0 and x0 ∈ R
2, where on the right-hand side, we consider the supremum

over the set of all Borel measurable sets E in R
2 whose Lebesgue measure |E| is equal

to πr2. For smooth solutions of the Euler equations, this follows from the fact that the
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vorticity is being transported by the velocity. As pointed out in the proof of Theorem
3.5 in [28], in case of the Navier-Stokes equations, one may derive this by constructing
the Navier-Stokes solution via viscous-splitting, i.e. approximation of iteratively solving
the Euler and heat equation over time scales of vanishing size (see the discussion on p.
1089 in [28] and [24][Section 3.4] for an introduction to viscous splitting), both of which
leave the estimate (1.17) intact.

1.2 Preliminaries on the abstract framework of statistical solutions

The Borel-σ-algebra on a topological space X will be denoted by B(X). For an interval
I ⊂ R, the Lebesgue-σ-algebra on I will be denoted by L(I). Then the space of con-
tinuous functions between I and X, endowed with the compact-open topology, will be
denoted by Cloc(I;X).

Definition 1.10. Let X be a Hausdorff space, I ⊂ R some arbitrary interval and let
U ⊂ X := Cloc(I;X). A Borel probability measure ρ on X is called a U-trajectory
statistical solution (over I) if

i) ρ is inner regular, i.e.
ρ(A) = sup

K⊂A
Kcompact in X

ρ(K)

for every Borel measurable subset A of X ;

ii) there exists V ⊂ U which is Borel measurable in X such that ρ(V) = 1. In this case,
we say that ρ is carried by U .

Remark 1.11. i) The set U can be thought of as the set of solutions of a partial
differential equation with phase space X. Also, the carrier U does not necessarily
have to Borel measurable.

ii) The assumption of inner regularity is owed to the generality in which statistical so-
lutions are discussed in [3]. There, a special topology on the space of finite Borel
measures M(X) is used, introduced by F. Topsoe in [30], which the authors label
weak-* semicontinuity topology. This topology turns the subspace of inner regular
measures in M(X) into a Hausdorff space. For a completely regular Hausdorff space
X, this topology coincides with the standard weak-* topology on M(X).
Moreover, on Polish spaces, i.e. completely metrizable spaces, every finite Borel
measure is already inner regular ([26][Theorem 3.2]). Most of the spaces consid-
ered here are Polish spaces and consequently, we will usually ignore condition i) in
Definition 1.10.

Let us also recall here the precise definition of the support of a Borel measure. Let
X be a topological space and for every x ∈ X, we denote by Ox the set of all open
neighbourhoods of x. For a measure µ on the Borel-σ-algebra of X, the support of µ is
defined as

suppµ = {x ∈ X : ∀O ∈ Ox : µ(O) > 0}.
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The support of a measure is closed. Indeed, its complement is the union of all open sets
of measure 0.
One can also consider time parametrized measures. The notations used in the following
definition are explained below.

Definition 1.12. Let X,Z be Hausdorff spaces and let Y be a topological vector space
such that Z ⊂ X ⊂ Y ′

w∗ with continuous injections. Let I ⊂ R be an arbitrary interval
and consider a function F : I × Z → Y ′.
A family {ρt}t∈I of Borel probability measures on X is called a statistical solution (in
phase space) of the evolution equation ut = F (t, u), over the interval I, if

i) the mapping

t 7→
∫

X
ϕ(u) dρt(u)

belongs to Cb(I), the space of bounded continuous functions on I, for every ϕ ∈
Cb(X);

ii) for almost every t ∈ I, ρt is carried by Z and u 7→ 〈F (t, u), v〉Y ′,Y is ρt-integrable
for every v ∈ Y ;

iii) the mapping

t 7→
∫

X
〈F (t, u), v〉Y ′,Y dρt(u)

belongs to L1
loc(I) for every v ∈ Y ;

iv) for any cylindrical test function Φ ∈ Y ′, we have
∫

X
Φ(u) dρt(u) =

∫

X
Φ(u) dρt′(u) +

∫ t

t′

∫

X
〈F (s, u),Φ′(u)〉Y ′,Y dρs(u) ds (1.18)

for all t, t′ ∈ I.

Here, 〈·, ·〉Y ′,Y denotes the duality product between Y and its topological dual Y ′. More-
over, Y ′

w∗ specifically denotes Y ′ endowed with the weak-* topology.
A function Φ : Y ′ → R is called cylindrical test function in Y ′ if there exists φ ∈ C1

c (R
k)

for some k ∈ N and v1, ..., vk ∈ Y such that

Φ(u) = φ(〈u, v1〉Y ′,Y , ..., 〈u, vk〉Y ′,Y )

for all u ∈ Y ′.
For such a cylindrical test function Φ and w ∈ Y ′, one may compute the Gâteaux
derivative Φ′(u) of Φ at u ∈ Y ′ in direction of w ∈ Y ′ by

〈w,Φ′(u)〉Y ′,Y ′′ =
k∑

j=1

∂jφ(〈u, v1〉Y ′,Y , ..., 〈u, vk〉Y ′,Y )〈w, vj〉Y ′,Y

= 〈w,
k∑

j=1

∂jφ(〈u, v1〉Y ′,Y , ..., 〈u, vk〉Y ′,Y )vj〉Y ′,Y .
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Consequently, we identify Φ′(u) with
∑k

j=1 ∂jφ(〈u, v1〉Y ′,Y , ..., 〈u, vk〉Y ′,Y )vj as an ele-
ment in Y . Moreover, we see from this representation that Φ′ is continuous on Y ′

w∗.

In [3], we are provided with existence results for both trajectory statistical solutions and
statistical solutions in phase space.

Theorem 1.13. Let X be a Hausdorff space and let I be some arbitrary interval, which
is closed and bounded on the left with endpoint t0. Let U ⊂ X := Cloc(I;X) and suppose

(H1) Πt0U = X, where Πt0 : X → X,u 7→ u(t0) is the time evaluation mapping at the
initial time t0;

there exists a family K′(X) of compact subsets of X such that

(H2) every inner regular Borel probability measure µ0 on X (see Definition 1.10) is inner
regular with respect to K′(X), i.e. sup K⊂A

K∈K(X)
µ0(K) for every Borel measurable set

A in X;

(H3) for every K ∈ K′(X), the set Π−1
t0

(K) ∩ U is compact in X .

Then, for any inner regular Borel probability measure µ0 on X, there exists a U-trajectory
statistical solution ρ over I such that Πt0ρ = µ0, i.e. ρ(Π

−1
t0 (A)) = µ0(A) for every Borel

measurable subset A of X.

Remark 1.14. i) (H1) means that for each initial value in X, we may find a trajec-
tory in U to the corresponding initial value problem on I.

ii) (H2) allows one to pull back to the case of inner regular initial distributions of
compact support as arbitrary inner regular initial distributions may be approximated
through exhaustion of their support by sets in K′(X).

iii) (H3) states that the set of solution trajectories with initial data in K ∈ K′(X) is
compact. This can usually be shown by adapting the compactness proofs that yield
existence of solutions in the first place and will also be our strategy later.

In case that the conditions of Theorem 1.13 only hold for a subset of inner regular Borel
probability measures or, in a related way, continuity of the solutions only holds in a
coarser topology, there is another version of this existence theorem available, which is
going to be the content of the following theorem.

Theorem 1.15. Let X be a Hausdorff space and let I be some arbitrary interval, which
is closed and bounded on the left with endpoint t0. Let U ⊂ X := Cloc(I;X) and let X0

be a Borel subset of X. Suppose that

(H1’) Πt0U ⊃ X0;

there exists a family K′(X0) of compact subsets of X0 such that
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(H2’) every inner regular Borel probability measure µ0 on X (see Definition 1.10),
which is carried by X0, is inner regular with respect to K′(X0), i.e. µ0(A) =
sup K⊂A

K∈K′(X0)
µ0(K) for every Borel measurable A ⊂ X;

(H3’) for every K ∈ K′(X0), the set Π−1
t0 (K) ∩ U is compact in X .

Then, for any inner regular Borel probability measure µ0 on X, which is carried by X0,
there exists a U-trajectory statistical solution ρ over I such that Πt0ρ = µ0,

We are going to use this theorem later in the first way described right before Theo-
rem 1.15. X will be a very general space, whose natural topology is the one in which
we have continuity of our solutions, e.g. H−L

loc (R
2;R2) (see Definition 1.1), whereas X0

incorporates the assumptions on the initial velocity and vorticity that are required to
obtain solutions in each specific class, so that (H1’) is satisfied.
Different choices of X or X0 are absolutely possible though. Let us also point here
towards Remark 3.7 in [3]: In case of the Navier-Stokes equations on a bounded do-
main, one could use Theorem 1.13 with the choice of X = Hw, i.e. H endowed with
the weak topology, as weak Leray-Hopf solutions are continuous with respect to this
topology. Alternatively, one could apply Theorem 1.15 with the choice of X0 = Hw and
X = D(A−1/2), i.e. viewing Leray-Hopf solutions as continuous functions with values in
the domain of sufficiently large negative powers of the Stokes operator.

For the existence result of statistical solutions in phase space, let us give some explana-
tion beforehand in which sense the evolution equation ut = F (t, u) is to be understood.
As before, let I ⊂ R be some arbitrary interval, Y a topological vector space and X,Z
Hausdorff spaces such that Z ⊂ X ⊂ Y ′

w∗ with continuous injections. As in [3], we say
that u : I → Y ′ has a certain property P weak-* scalarwise if for every v ∈ Y , the
function I → R, t 7→ 〈u(t), v〉Y ′,Y , has the property P . Then we define Z to be the space
of functions u : I → X such that u(t) ∈ Z for almost every t ∈ I. Let Y1 be the space
of functions u ∈ X := Cloc(I;X) that are weak-* scalarwise absolutely continuous such
that there exists w : I → X which is weak-* scalarwise locally integrable and satisfies
d
dt〈u(t), v〉Y ′,Y = 〈w(t), v〉Y ′,Y for almost every t ∈ I and for all v ∈ Y .

Theorem 1.16. Let X,Z be Hausdorff spaces and Y be a topological vector space such
that Z ⊂ X ⊂ Y ′

w∗ with continuous injections. Let I ⊂ R be an arbitrary interval and
consider a function F : I × Z → Y ′ as well as U ⊂ X := Cloc(I;X). Suppose that ρ is
a U-statistical solution with ρ(V) = 1 for some V ⊂ U , which is Borel measurable in X .
We assume

i) B(Z) ⊂ B(X);

ii) U ⊂ X1 := Z ∩ Y1;

iii) F : I × Z → Y ′ is (L(I)⊗ B(Z))-B(Y ′) measurable such that

• t 7→ F (t, u(t)) is weak-* scalarwise locally integrable on I for u ∈ X1;
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• ut = F (t, u) in the weak sense for every u ∈ U , i.e.

d

dt
〈u(t), v〉Y ′,Y = 〈F (t, u(t)), v〉Y ′,Y

in the sense of distributions on I, for all v ∈ Y ;

iv) the mapping

t 7→
∫

V
|〈F (t, u(t)), v〉Y ′,Y | dρ(u)

belongs to L1
loc(I) for every v ∈ Y .

Then

t 7→
∫

V
ϕ(u(t)) dρ(u) ∈ Cb(I)

for every ϕ ∈ Cb(X) and for every cylinder functional Φ in Y ′ and t′, t ∈ I, we have

∫

V
Φ(u(t)) dρ(u) =

∫

V
Φ(u(t′)) dρ(u) +

∫ t

t′

∫

V
〈F (s, u(s)),Φ′(u(s))〉Y ′,Y dρ(u).

In particular, the family of projections {ρt}t∈I , ρt = Πtρ, is a statistical solution in phase
space of the equation ut = F (t, u) over I.

The statistical solutions in phase space as constructed in Theorem 1.16 by projecting
trajectory statistical solutions in time will also be called projected statistical solutions
in phase space. It may not always be clear whether every statistical solution in phase
space is already a projected statistical solution in phase space.
In combination with Theorem 1.13 and Theorem 1.15, we obtain the following results.

Theorem 1.17. Let X and Z be Hausdorff spaces and Y be a topological vector space
such that Z ⊂ X ⊂ Y ′

w∗ with continuous injections. Let I ⊂ R be an arbitrary interval,
which is closed and bounded on the left with left endpoint t0, and let U ⊂ X := Cloc(I;X)
satisfy the hypotheses (H1), (H2) and (H3) of Theorem 1.13. We assume

(H4) B(Z) ⊂ B(X);

(H5) U ⊂ X1 := Z ∩ Y1 (see the explanation above Theorem 1.16) and F : I × Z → Y ′

is (L(I)⊗ B(Z))-B(Y ′) measurable such that

• t 7→ F (t, u(t)) is weak-* scalarwise locally integrable on I for u ∈ X1;

• ut = F (t, u) in the weak sense for every u ∈ U , i.e.

d

dt
〈u(t), v〉Y ′,Y = 〈F (t, u(t)), v〉Y ′,Y

in the sense of distributions on I, for all v ∈ Y ;
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(H6) there exists a function γ : I ×X × Y → R such that for every v ∈ Y the mapping
(t, u) 7→ γ(t, u, v) is L(I)⊗ B(X) measurable and

∫ t

t0

|〈F (s, u(s)), v〉Y ′,Y | ds ≤ γ(t, u(t0), v)

for all t ∈ I, u ∈ U .

Then, for any inner regular Borel probability measure µ0 on X, satisfying

∫

X
γ(t, u0, v) dµ0(u0) <∞ (1.19)

for almost every t ∈ I and all v ∈ Y , there exists a projected statistical solution {ρt}t∈I
such that ρt0 = µ0.

Theorem 1.18. Consider the framework of Theorem 1.17 and let X0 be a Borel sub-
set of X. Suppose, however, that U satisfies the conditions (H1’), (H2’) and (H3’) in
Theorem 1.15 instead of (H1), (H2) and (H3). If also (H4), (H5) and (H6) from The-
orem 1.17 hold, then for any inner regular Borel probability measure µ0 on X which
is carried by X0 and satisfies (1.19), there exists a projected statistical solution {ρt}t∈I
such that ρt0 = µ0.

We remark that γ, as defined by us in (1.12), has a slightly different form compared to
γ in (1.19), but it will play the same role.

2 Trajectory statistical solutions of the Euler equations

In this section, we are going to construct trajectory statistical solutions of the Euler equa-
tions in each of the discussed classes of Section 1.1 and of the Navier-Stokes equations.
We will begin by discussing trajectory statistical solutions in the class of weak solu-
tions as in A) in Theorem 1.3, i.e. weak solutions of the Euler equations with uniformly
bounded vorticity and in the class of weak solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations.
These two cases are somewhat similar as we do have unique solutions. Moreover, we
will not need the existence results from Section 1.2 but instead construct the trajectory
statistical solutions in a more straightforward way as pushforward measures of the initial
distribution under the corresponding solution operator. Our only task here is to check
the required measurability properties.
In the second part of this section, we consider the remaining classes of solutions B) - D)
in Theorem 1.3. Even though each case there has its own intricacies, all of them may be
handled similarly by making use of the existence result Theorem 1.15. We will in fact
demonstrate the idea behind Theorem 1.13 and Theorem 1.15 in the particular case of
B), when the vorticity is in Lp(R2), 1 < p <∞.
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2.1 Vorticity in L∞(R2) and the Navier-Stokes class

We consider the spaces

• X∞ = Xν
NS = E;

• X∞
0 = {u0 ∈ E : ω(u0) ∈ L1(R2) ∩ L∞(R2)};

• U∞, the space of weak solutions of the Euler equations u ∈ C([0, T ];E) with
vorticity ω(u) ∈ C([0, T ];Lq(R2)) ∩ L∞(0, T ;L1(R2) ∩ L∞(R2)), 1 ≤ q < ∞, and
initial data in X∞

0 ;

• Uν
NS , the space of weak solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations u ∈ C([0, T ];E)

such that ∇u ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(R2×2)) with initial data in E and viscosity ν,

where ν > 0 will be a fixed constant in the following, unless stated otherwise.

Remark 2.1. i) We introduced X∞ = Xν
NS = E here to indicate the connection to

Definition 1.10. However, hoping to keep things clearer, we will usually not use this
notation but rather write out E, so it is particularly clear which norm or topology is
considered.

ii) Unlike in the next subsection, properties such as (1.14) need not be explicitly de-
manded in the definition of U∞ since all weak solutions in U∞ have vorticities that
are renormalized solutions of the vorticity formulation of the Euler equations.

There exists a solution operator S∞ : X∞
0 → U∞ ⊂ C([0, T ];E) so that for any u0 ∈ X∞

0 ,
S∞(u0) is the unique weak solution of the Euler equations with initial data u0 as given
by Theorem 1.3. Likewise, there exists an operator Sν

NS : E → Uν
NS ⊂ C([0, T ];E) so

that Sν
NS(u0) is the unique weak solution of the Navier-Stokes equations with initial

data u0 and viscosity ν as given by Theorem 1.5.
For instance in the latter case, given an initial distribution µ0, the natural way to describe
the distribution ρνNS of the solutions in Uν

NS with respect to µ0 would be to define ρνNS

as the pushforward measure Sν
NSµ0, that is ρνNS(A) = µ0((S

ν
NS)

−1(A)) for all Borel
measurable sets A in C([0, T ];E). This would immediately imply that ρνNS is carried
by Uν

NS in the sense of Definition 1.10 if we could find a measurable subset of Uν
NS in

C([0, T ];E) with measure 1, or just show that Uν
NS is measurable itself. This definition,

however, requires that Sν
NS is Borel measurable.

We begin by proving the Borel measurability of X∞
0 in E.

Lemma 2.2. The space X∞
0 is Borel measurable in E.

Proof. Letting Ak = {u ∈ X∞
0 : ‖ω(u)‖L1(R2), ‖ω(u)‖L∞(R2) ≤ k} for all k ∈ N, we may

write
X∞

0 =
⋃

k∈N

Ak.
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Therefore, to prove the lemma, it suffices to prove that Ak is closed in E. Let (un)n∈N
be a sequence in Ak which converges in E to some u. Due to the definition of Ak and
weak-* compactness, we may also find subsequences for which

ω(un)
∗
⇀ ω(u) (n → ∞) in M(R2),

ω(un)
∗
⇀ ω(u) (n → ∞) in L∞(R2).

The fact that on the right-hand side we could write ω(u) instead of some unspecific
element in the according spaces follows from the convergence of (un)n∈N in E. Now with
ω(u) being an element of L∞(R2) ⊂ L1

loc(R
2), we obtain from weak-* convergence in the

sense of measures that for any r > 0

‖ω(u)‖L1(Br(0)) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

‖ω(un)‖L1(Br(0)) ≤ k,

so that ‖ω(u)‖L1(R2) ≤ k. By also concluding from weak-* convergence in L∞(R2) that
‖ω(u)‖L∞(R2) ≤ k, we obtain u ∈ Ak.

Before proceeding with the following lemma, let us define the smoothing operators
(J ε)ε>0: Fix a non-negative η ∈ C∞

c (R2) having support in the closed unit ball B1(0)
and satisfying

∫

R2 η dx = 1. Then define ηε(x) = 1
ε2
η
(
x
ε

)
, x ∈ R

2, and finally let

J εf := ηε ∗ f

for all f ∈ L1
loc(R

2).

Lemma 2.3. The operator S∞ is B(X∞
0 )-B(C([0, T ];E)) measurable, the operator Sν

NS

is B(E)-B(C([0, T ];E)) measurable.

Proof. We prove the stated measurability of S∞, where we begin by introducing the
following operators (for the definition of Σ, see (1.4)):

• G : X∞
0 → R×H, u0 7→ (m(u0), u0,kin);

• SR×H : R×H → U∞, (m, v) 7→ S∞(mΣ+ v).

We are going to argue that S∞ can be written as the pointwise limit (ε→ 0) of

Sε,∞ : X∞
0 → U∞, Sε,∞ = (SR×H ◦ (IdR,J ε)) ◦G, ε > 0,

which we now prove to be measurable as a composition of measurable functions.
The definition of ‖ · ‖E immediately implies that G is even continuous.
As for the measurability of SR×H ◦ (IdR,J ε), we note that for any (m, v) ∈ R×H, the
function u = (SR×H ◦ (IdR,J ε))(m, v) is the smooth solution of the Euler equations in
U∞ with smooth initial data mΣ+ J εv ∈ Em (see Theorem 1.7).
The stability estimate (1.6) for smooth solutions of the Euler equations yields the conti-
nuity of SR×H ◦ (IdR,J ε) between the spaces R×H and C([0, T ];E).
The pointwise convergence of Sε,∞ to S∞ is now a classic argument by which the weak
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solutions in the Yudovich class may actually be constructed. See for instance [7][Chapter
5], where it is proved that for m ∈ R and any u0 ∈ Em, the solutions with smoothed
initial data (J εu0)ε>0 are Cauchy in C([0, T ];Em). The fact that in the definition of
Sε,∞ we only smoothed the initial finite kinetic energy part does not make a difference
because ‖J εΣ− Σ‖L2(R2) → 0 (ε→ 0) (see [7][Lemma 5.1.2]).
The measurability of Sν

NS may be proved analogously as we chose Xν
NS = X∞ = E and

the important ingredient in the proof above being the stability estimate (1.6), which also
holds in the Navier-Stokes case.

Lemma 2.4. The space U∞ is Borel measurable in C([0, T ];E), the space Uν
NS is closed

in C([0, T ];E).

Proof. We may write U∞ =
⋃∞

k=1Ak with Ak = {u ∈ U∞ : ‖ω(u(0))‖L1(R2)∩L∞(R2) ≤ k}
for every k ∈ N. Then we show that each set Ak, k ∈ N, is closed in C([0, T ];E). Fix
k ∈ N and let (un)n∈N ⊂ Ak be a sequence converging to some u in C([0, T ];E). This
also implies convergence in C([0, T ];Hloc), which is strong enough to conclude that u is a
weak solution of the Euler equations with initial data u(0). From the definition of Ak, we
may derive similarly to Lemma 2.2 that u(0) ∈ X∞

0 satisfies ‖ω(u(0))‖L1(R2)∩L∞(R2) ≤ k.
Moreover, by (1.14), ‖ω(u)‖L1(R2)∩L∞(R2) remains essentially bounded in time by k, so
that ω(u) ∈ L∞(0, T ;L1(R2) ∩ L∞(R2)) and we conclude u ∈ Ak.
Now we show the closedness of Uν

NS in C([0, T ];E). Let (un)n∈N ⊂ Uν
NS be a se-

quence converging to some u in C([0, T ];E). Due to (1.5), (∇un)n∈N is also bounded in
L2(0, T ;L2(R2×2)), from which we may derive weak-* convergence of (∇un)n∈N to ∇u
in L2(0, T ;L2(R2×2)) so that u is in the desired space of functions. Both of these types
of convergence suffice to pass to the limit in each term in the weak formulation of the
Navier-Stokes equations so that u is once again a weak solution of the two-dimensional
Navier-Stokes equations with viscosity ν.

As outlined at the beginning of this section, we now obtain an existence result for U∞-
trajectory statistical solutions, which we will state in a moment. Here, we would like
to add that this trajectory statistical solution has a certain dissipation property of the
vorticity as in (1.14). Proving this will require the following lemma.

Lemma 2.5. The mappings X∞
0 → R, u 7→ ‖ω(u)‖Lp(R2) are Borel measurable for every

1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. In particular, they are also Borel measurable when extended by ∞ to E.

Proof. Recall from Lemma 2.2 that X∞
0 is Borel measurable in E.

For every 1 ≤ p < ∞, u 7→ ‖ω(u)‖Lp(R2) can be written as the pointwise limit (ε → 0)
of the functions u 7→ ‖J εω(u)‖Lp(B1/ε(0)). For each ε > 0, these functions can be

seen to be continuous on X∞
0 with respect to ‖ · ‖E. But then also u 7→ ‖ω(u)‖L∞(R2)

is Borel measurable as the pointwise limit (p → ∞) of the Borel measurable maps
u 7→ ‖ω(u)‖Lp(R2).

In the following, ΠE
0 : C([0, T ];E) → E is the time evaluation mapping at time t = 0.

We are also going to use the constant a as given in (1.11).
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Theorem 2.6. Let µ0 be a Borel probability measure on X∞
0 . The Borel probability

measure ρ∞ on C([0, T ];E), given by

ρ∞(A) = S∞µ0(A) := µ0((S
∞)−1(A))

for all Borel measurable sets A in C([0, T ];E), is the well-defined and unique U∞-
trajectory statistical solution satisfying ΠE

0ρ
∞ = µ0. If

∫

E
a|m(u0)|‖u0,kin‖L2(R2) dµ0(u0) <

∞, then

∫

C([0,T ];E)
‖ukin(t)‖L2(R2) dρ

∞(u) ≤
∫

E

a|m(u0)|‖u0,kin‖L2(R2) dµ0(u0) (2.1)

for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T .
Moreover, if µ0 satisfies

∫

E
‖ω(u0)‖L1(R2)∩L∞(R2) dµ0(u0) <∞, then also

∫

C([0,T ];E)
‖ω(u(t))‖L1(R2)∩L∞(R2) dρ

∞(u) =

∫

E

‖ω(u0)‖L1(R2)∩L∞(R2) dµ0(u0) (2.2)

for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

Proof. Due to the measurability of S∞, which was proved in Lemma 2.3, ρ∞ is well-
defined, clearly carried by U∞, which is measurable due to Lemma 2.4 and satisfies

ΠE

0ρ
∞ = (ΠE

0 ◦ S∞)µ0 = µ0

since ΠE
0 ◦ S∞ = IdX∞

0
.

We now prove (2.2). The energy inequality (2.1) follows analogously based on (1.10).
Let U : [0, T ] × C([0, T ];E) → E, (t, u) 7→ u(t) be the evaluation mapping. As U is
continuous, it is also L([0, T ]) ⊗ B(C([0, T ];E))-B(E) measurable. Using Lemma 2.3,
U ◦ (Id[0,T ], S

∞) is L([0, T ]) ⊗ B(E)-B(E) measurable.
The fact that then also (t, u0) 7→ ‖ω(S∞(u0))(t)‖L1(R2)∩L∞(R2) is L([0, T ]) ⊗ B(E) mea-
surable follows from Lemma 2.5.
Let u0 ∈ X∞

0 . Recall from (1.14) that for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T , we have

‖ω(S∞(u0))(t)‖L1(R2)∩L∞(R2) = ‖ω(u0)‖L1(R2)∩L∞(R2).

Integrating this equality with respect to µ0 immediately yields (2.2).
To finish the proof, we show the claimed uniqueness. Let µ be any U∞-trajectory
statistical solution with initial distribution µ0 in the sense that ΠE

0µ = µ0.
Let Q ∈ B(C([0, T ];E)). As µ is carried by the measurable set U∞, we have

µ(Q) = µ(Q ∩ U∞) = µ((ΠE

0 )
−1(ΠE

0 (Q ∩ U∞)) ∩ U∞)

= µ((ΠE

0 )
−1(ΠE

0 (Q ∩ U∞))) = µ0(Π
E

0 (Q ∩ U∞)),

where we used that ΠE
0 (Q ∩ U∞) = (S∞)−1(Q ∩ U∞) is measurable in X∞ = E by

Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 2.4. This particularly shows that µ is equal to S∞µ0 = ρ∞.
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We likewise obtain the following theorem on existence of Uν
NS-trajectory statistical solu-

tions.

Theorem 2.7. Let µ0 be a Borel probability measure on E. The Borel probability measure
ρνNS on C([0, T ];E), given by

ρνNS(A) = Sν
NSµ0(A) := µ0((S

ν
NS)

−1(A))

for all Borel measurable sets A in C([0, T ];E), is the well-defined and unique Uν
NS-

trajectory statistical solution satisfying Π0ρ
ν
NS = µ0.

Remark 2.8. Similarly to (2.1), one can also obtain an energy inequality for trajectory
statistical solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations as well as other properties, derived
from the deterministic equations. We omit the discussion here as these properties are
neither original nor do we need them in the following. Instead, we refer the reader for
instance to Sections 6 and 7 in [22].

To close this section, we briefly argue in what way the U∞-trajectory statistical solution
in Theorem 2.6 can also be obtained in the inviscid limit of the Uν

NS-trajectory statistical
solution in Theorem 2.7 as (ν → 0).
The following theorem due to Chemin (see [6]) in the deterministic case will make things
quite convenient.

Theorem 2.9. Let u0 ∈ X∞
0 . Then

lim
ν→0

Sν
NS(u0) = S∞(u0) in C([0, T ];E).

Then, by a simple application of the dominated convergence theorem, we obtain the
following result from Theorem 2.9.

Theorem 2.10. Let µ0 be a Borel probablity measure on X∞
0 . Then (Sν

NSµ0)ν>0 con-
verges to S∞µ0 as (ν → 0) in the sense that for every real-valued, bounded continuous
function Φ on C([0, T ];E),

∫

C([0,T ];E)
Φ(u) dSν

NSµ0(u) →
∫

C([0,T ];E)
Φ(u) dS∞µ0(u) (ν → 0).

2.2 Vorticity in Lp(R2), 1 ≤ p < ∞, and in M+(R2)

In this subsection, we construct trajectory statistical solutions for the class of weak
solutions of the Euler equations with vorticity in Lp(R2), 1 ≤ p < ∞, and in the space
M+(R2) of finite, non-negative Borel measures, considered by Delort.
We fix 1 < p <∞ and define the spaces

• Xp = Hloc, X
V S = X1 = H−L

loc (R
2;R2);

• X
p
0 = {u0 ∈ E : ω(u0) ∈ L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2)};

23



• XV S
0 = {u0 ∈ E : ω(u0) ∈ M+

c (R
2)};

• X1
0 = {u0 ∈ E : ω(u0) ∈ L1

c(R
2)};

• Up, the set of weak solutions of the Euler equations u ∈ C([0, T ];Xp) ∩ L∞(0, T ;
W

1,p
loc (R

2;R2) ∩ E) whose vorticity ω(u) ∈ C([0, T ];Lp(R2)) is a renormalized solu-
tion of the vorticity formulation of the Euler equations having initial data in Xp

0

and satisfying (1.10), (1.13) and (1.16);

• UV S , the set of weak solutions of the Euler equations u ∈ C([0, T ];XV S)∩L∞(0, T ;E)
with vorticity ω(u) ∈ Cw([0, T ];M(R2)) ∩ L∞(0, T ;M+(R2)) and initial data in
XV S

0 satisfying (1.10), (1.13) and (1.15);

• U1, the set of weak solutions of the Euler equations u ∈ C([0, T ];X1)∩L∞(0, T ;E)
with vorticity ω(u) ∈ Cw([0, T ];M(R2))∩L∞(0, T ;L1(R2)) and initial data in X1

0

satisfying (1.10), (1.13), (1.15) and (1.17).

As in the previous subsection, we will typically write out Hloc or H−L
loc (R

2;R2) in the
following instead of Xp,XV S or X1 in order to make it clearer which topology we
consider.
We will treat these cases simultaneously whenever it is possible and seems reasonable.
Should certain aspects vary too much though, then we will state and prove the results
separate from one another. For the occasions where we consider all cases at once or
formulate statements which hold in each case, we may write X,X0 and U as placeholders.
Unlike the weak solutions considered in the previous subsection, the weak solutions
considered here may no longer be unique and we will make use of the abstract existence
result Theorem 1.15. Even though it would not be necessary, we will in fact demonstrate
the nice arguments used in the proof of Theorem 1.15 in the particularly simple situation
when the vorticity is in Lp(R2).
To begin with, let us prove a few measurability properties of these spaces.

Lemma 2.11. The Borel-σ-algebras on E generated by the topology induced by ‖ · ‖E
and the (subspace-) topologies of Hloc and H

−L
loc (R

2;R2) coincide. Moreover, the set E is

Borel measurable itself in Hloc and H−L
loc (R

2;R2).

Proof. We will only explicitly prove the case of Hloc. Showing measurability of E in
H−L

loc (R
2;R2) and equality between the Borel-σ-algebras as stated in the lemma can be

done in the exact same way by simply replacing Hloc with H
−L
loc (R

2;R2) in the following.
Due to the continuous embedding E →֒ Hloc, relatively open sets in E with respect to
the topology of Hloc are also ‖ · ‖E open. This implies one inclusion between the two
Borel-σ-algebras.
Next, we note that since E is a separable Banach space, the Borel-σ-algebra on E gener-
ated by the norm topology and the weak topology coincide. The latter is also generated

by the weakly compact subsets, as E =
⋃∞

k=1B
E

k (0) with the weak topology is σ-compact.
Therefore, to prove the other inclusion stated in the lemma, we show that weakly com-
pact subsets of E are closed in Hloc. Both points just mentioned will then also yield the
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measurability of E in Hloc.
Let K be such a weakly compact subset in E and consider a sequence (un)n∈N in K which
converges to some u ∈ Hloc with respect to the metric of Hloc. By the Eberlein-Šmulian
theorem, K is also weakly sequentially compact and, after passing to a subsequence of
(un)n∈N, there exists some v ∈ K such that un ⇀ v (n → ∞) in E. Weak convergence
of (un)n∈N = (m(un)Σ+ unkin)n∈N in E is equivalent to (m(un))n∈N converging in R and
(unkin)n∈N converging weakly in H. Consequently, (un)n∈N converges weakly in L2(B) to
v for every bounded measurable subset B ⊂ R

2.
By testing with some ϕ ∈ C∞

c (R2), the two types of convergence yield u = v, which
particularly implies u ∈ K and thereby the closedness of K.

Recall that in Theorem 1.15, a fundamental assumption was the measurability of X0 in
X, which we are going to check in the following lemmata.

Lemma 2.12. The spaces Xp
0 , 1 < p < ∞, and XV S

0 are Borel measurable in E. In
particular, they are also Borel measurable subsets of Hloc and H−L

loc (R
2;R2).

Proof. Both cases may be proved similarly to Lemma 2.2 by writing

X
p
0 =

∞⋃

k=1

{u ∈ X
p
0 : ‖ω(u)‖L1(R2), ‖ω(u)‖Lp ≤ k}

and

XV S
0 =

∞⋃

k=1

{u ∈ XV S
0 : suppω(u) ⊂ Bk(0)}.

The remaining part of measurability of Xp
0 and XV S

0 in Hloc and H−L
loc (R

2;R2) now
follows from Lemma 2.11.

Showing the measurability of X1
0 in E or H−L

loc (R
2;R2) is a bit more difficult and has to

be treated differently, compared to the previous cases, due to the lack of reflexivity of
L1(R2). We first prove the following lemma.

Lemma 2.13. The spaces L1(R2) and L1
c(R

2) are Borel measurable in M(R2) endowed
with the weak-* topology.

Proof. We first note that from the definition of the total variation norm via the duality
M(R2) ∼= C0(R

2)′, it follows that the total variation norm is weakly lower semicontinuous
as a mapping from M(R2), endowed with the weak-* topology, into the real numbers.
Consequently, open balls with respect to the total variation norm are measurable with
respect to the Borel-σ-algebra generated by the weak-* topology.
Let (fn)n∈N be a dense subset of L1(R2). To conclude the proof of measurability of
L1(R2), it now suffices to show

L1(R2) =
⋂

k∈N

⋃

n∈N

{

µ ∈ M(R2) :

∫

R2

|fn − µ| < 1

k

}

. (2.3)
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Indeed, a measure µ ∈ M(R2) is an element of the set on the right-hand side if and only
if there exists a strictly increasing sequence (nm)m∈N ⊂ N such that fnm → µ (m → ∞)
with respect to the total variation norm. In particular, (fnm)m∈N is a Cauchy sequence
in M(R2) with respect to the total variation norm. As the total variation norm and
the L1(R2) norm coincide on L1(R2) ⊂ M(R2), (fnm)m∈N is also a Cauchy-sequence in
L1(R2). Due to the completeness of L1(R2), necessarily µ ∈ L1(R2).
The other inclusion in (2.3) follows from the density of (fn)n∈N.
As for L1

c(R
2), we may write

L1
c(R

2) = L1(R2) ∩
∞⋃

k=1

{ω ∈ M(R2) : suppω ⊂ Bk(0)},

where each set in the countable union is closed in M(R2) with respect to the weak-*
topology.

Lemma 2.14. The space X1
0 is Borel measurable in E. In particular, it is also a Borel

measurable subset of H−L
loc (R

2;R2).

Proof. In this proof, measurability in M(R2) is always meant with respect to the Borel-
σ-algebra generated by the weak-* topology as in the previous lemma.
We introduce the mapping Ψ : {u ∈ E : ω(u) ∈ M(R2)} → M(R2), u 7→ ω(u).
Consider the closed and hence measurable subsets Ek = {u ∈ E : ω(u) ∈ M(R2),

∫

R2 |ω(u)| ≤
k} of E for every k ∈ N and denote by Ψk the restrictions of Ψ to Ek for all k ∈ N. We
argue that every mapping Ψk is continuous: Let (un)n∈N be a sequence in Ek converging
to some u ∈ E. Then (ω(un))n∈N is a sequence in the closed total variation ball of ra-
dius k, centred at 0. By the Banach-Alaoglu theorem there exists a subsequence, again
denoted by (ω(un))n∈N, converging weakly-* to some ω ∈ M(R2). From convergence in
E, it follows that necessarily ω = ω(u) and the weak-* convergence already holds for the
sequence itself, i.e. limn→∞Ψk(u

n) = Ψk(u) with respect to the weak-* topology.
Finally, X1

0 =
⋃

k∈NX
1
0 ∩ Ek =

⋃

k∈NΨ−1
k (L1

c(R
2)) is measurable by Lemma 2.13.

To meet the requirements of Theorem 1.13, we will need to construct families K′(X0)
of compact subsets of the space of initial data such that solutions having initial data in
one of those compact sets are compact in the whole set of solutions. We remark here
that this required closedness in particular includes that the limits need not only be weak
solutions of the Euler equations, but also satisfy the a priori estimates that we impose
in the definition of Up,UV S and U1. Estimating the left-hand side may usually be done
by an argument of weak or weak-* lower semicontinuity. Estimating the right-hand side,
which involves the initial data, is a different matter. In the construction of weak solutions,
convergence of the right-hand side involving the initial data is usually obvious from the
approximation scheme, e.g. smoothing of the initial data. For general sequences of
solutions as considered here, it is not clear. In the case of the three-dimensional Navier-
Stokes equations considered for instance in [19], the same problem arises as it is not clear
whether weak limits of Leray-Hopf solutions satisfy the energy inequality.
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Therefore, the sets in K′(X0) particularly need to be compact in a compatible way with
the a priori estimates demanded above.
Interestingly enough, no infinite dimensional Banach space may be exhausted by compact
subsets, which can be seen by a Baire category argument. Yet in a measure theoretic
way this is possible, if the space is Polish, in the sense that every Borel measure is inner
regular (see Theorem 3.2 in [26]). This fact will be heavily exploited later on.
For the precise definition of those families of compact sets, we introduce the operator
curlp : Xp

0 → L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2), u0 7→ ω(u0), as well as the operator curl1 : X1
0 →

L1(R2), u0 7→ ω(u0).
Using the smoothing operator as in Lemma 2.5, it is not hard to see that curlp and curl1

are measurable as pointwise limits of continuous functions and may then also be seen as
measurable maps on E, extended by ∞, due to Lemma 2.12 and Lemma 2.14. Now we
define

• K′(Xp
0 ) to be the family consisting of all sets of the form S ∩ (curlp)−1(K), where

S ⊂ X
p
0 is compact in E and K is a compact set in L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2);

• K′(XV S
0 ) to be the family consisting of all subsets of XV S

0 which are compact in
E;

• K′(X1
0 ) to be the family consisting of all sets of the form S ∩ (curl1)−1(K), where

S ⊂ X1
0 is compact in E and K is a compact set in L1(R2).

For a compact set K in L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2), (curlp)−1(K) is a subset of Xp
0 , (relatively)

closed in E, which implies that with S as above, S∩(curlp)−1(K) is a subset of Xp
0 which

is compact in E. Due to the continuous embedding E →֒ Hloc, the sets in K′(Xp
0 ) are

indeed compact in Hloc.
Likewise, one may argue that K′(X1

0 ) consists of sets in X
1
0 which are compact in E →֒

H−L
loc (R

2;R2).

Compactness of the sets in K′(XV S
0 ) in E →֒ H−L

loc (R
2;R2) follows directly from the

definition.
We now show that these families satisfy (H2’) in Theorem 1.15.

Lemma 2.15. Let µ0 be a Borel probability measure on X0. Then µ0 is inner regular
with respect to the family K′(X0).

Proof. We begin with the easiest case of µ0 being a Borel probability measure on XV S
0 .

By Lemma 2.11 and Lemma 2.12, µ0 can be seen as a Borel probability measure on E.
Since E is a Polish space, µ0 is inner regular with respect to the ‖ · ‖E compact sets in
XV S

0 , which form by definition K′(XV S
0 ).

Now we consider the case of µ0 being a Borel probability measure on Xp
0 . Let A be a

Borel subset of Xp
0 . Due to Lemma 2.11 and Lemma 2.12, we may also view µ0 as a

measure on E, which is a Polish space. In this sense, µ0 is already inner regular and we
obtain

µ0(A) = sup
S⊂A

S compact in E

µ0(S) = sup
S⊂A

S compact in E

µ0((curl
p)−1(curlp(S)))

27



We would now like to argue that for any compact subset S in E, curlp(S) is Borel
measurable in L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2). First of all, let T : L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2) → L1

loc(R
2;R2) be

the Biot-Savart operator (see Lemma 1.6). Note that T is continuous even considered as
an operator on L1(R2) as it is a convolution operator with a kernel that may be written
as a sum in L1(R2) + L∞(R2). By Lemma 1.6, we have

curlp(S) = T−1(S). (2.4)

Since convergence in E implies convergence in Hloc, which again implies convergence in
L1
loc(R

2;R2), S is not only compact with respect to ‖ · ‖E but also with respect to the
topology of L1

loc(R
2;R2). Due to (2.4), curlp(S) is closed and hence Borel measurable in

L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2).
We may then introduce the pushforward measure µp0 := curlp µ0 on L1(R2)∩Lp(R2). As
a Borel probability measure on a Polish space, µp0 is also inner regular.
Continuing where we left of with our computation of µ0(A), we now have

µ0(A) = sup
S⊂A

S compact in E

µ
p
0(curl

p(S))

= sup
S⊂A

S compact in E

sup
K⊂curlp(S)

K compact in L1(R2)∩Lp(R2)

µ
p
0(K)

= sup
S⊂A

S compact in E

sup
(curlp)−1(K)⊂S

K compact in L1(R2)∩Lp(R2)

µ0((curl
p)−1(K) ∩ S)

≤ sup
S∩(curlp)−1(K)⊂A
S⊂Xp

0
compact in E

K compact in L1(R2)∩Lp(R2)

µ0((curl
p)−1(K) ∩ S)

≤ µ0(A),

as desired. The remaining case of µ0 being a Borel probability measure on X1
0 may be

proved analogously to the previous one due to the similarity between the definition of
K′(Xp

0 ) and K′(X1
0 ) and due to the fact that the Biot-Savart operator T above is still

continuous when changing its domain to L1(R2).

Next, we prove that our families of compact sets also satisfy (H3’) in Theorem 1.15.

For this, let ΠXp

0 : C([0, T ];Hloc) → Hloc and ΠX1

0 ,ΠXV S

0 : C([0, T ];H−L
loc (R

2;R2)) →
H−L

loc (R
2;R2) be the time evaluation maps between the given spaces at time t = 0.

When we discuss all cases simultaneously, we will simply write ΠX
0 .

Lemma 2.16. Let S be a subset of Xp
0 which is compact in E and let K be a compact

subset of L1(R2)∩Lp(R2) such that S ∩ (curlp)−1(K) is an element of K′(Xp
0 ). Then the

set κp := (ΠXp

0 )−1(S ∩ (curlp)−1(K)) ∩ Up is compact in C([0, T ];Hloc).

Proof. Consider an arbitrary sequence (un)n∈N ⊂ κp. From (1.16), we obtain uniform
boundedness of (un)n∈N in L∞(0, T ;W 1,p

loc (R
2;R2)). Moreover (∂tu

n)n∈N is uniformly
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bounded in L∞(0, T ;H−L(R2;R2)) for some L > 1 by (1.13). Due to the compact
embeddings

W
1,p
loc (R

2;R2) ∩Hloc →֒ Hloc →֒ H−L
loc (R

2;R2),

the Aubin-Lions lemma and a diagonal sequence argument imply convergence of a sub-
sequence of (un)n∈N in C([0, T ];Hloc) to some u, so it only remains to show that u ∈ κp.
As each field in the sequence (un)n∈N satisfies the weak velocity formulation of the Euler
equations given in (1.1), the precompactness in C([0, T ];Hloc) allows us to pass to the
limit in all terms, in particular the quadratic one, so that u is also a weak solution of
the Euler equations.
Moreover, from compactness of S in E and from compactness of K in L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2),
we may assume

un(0) → u(0) (n → ∞) in E

ω(un)(0) → ω(u)(0) (n → ∞) in L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2).

Therefore, u(0) ∈ K and properties (1.10), (1.13) and (1.16), demanded in the definition
of Up, can be seen to be satisfied by u from combining this strong convergence of the
initial data along with an argument of weak or weak-* lower semicontinuity involving
(un)n∈N and (ω(un))n∈N in the respective space. Also, the strong convergence of the
initial vorticities shows that after passing yet to another subsequence that ω(u) is a
renormalized solution of the vorticity formulation of the Euler equations (see Lemma 1.8).
In particular, u ∈ κp.

Lemma 2.17. Let K be a compact set in the family K′(XV S
0 ). Then the set κV S :=

(ΠXV S

0 )−1(K) ∩ UV S is compact in C([0, T ];H−L
loc (R

2;R2)).

Proof. Let (un)n∈N ⊂ κV S be a sequence. Since ω(un)(0) ∈ M+
c (R

2) for every n ∈
N, by our comments preceding Theorem 1.3, un0 = m(un0 )Σ + un0,kin with m(un0 ) =
∫

R2 ω(u
n
0 ). Therefore, by compactness of K in E, this implies that (a subsequence of)

the total mass of initial vorticity converges. Hence, (∂tu
n)n∈N is uniformly bounded in

L∞(0, T ;H−L(R2;R2)) due to (1.13). The bound on the local kinetic energy (1.12) and
the definition of K yield that (un)n∈N is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;Hloc), where
Hloc compactly embeds into H−L

loc (R
2;R2). Consequently, (un)n∈N is equicontinuous in

C([0, T ];H−L
loc (R

2;R2)) with values in a relatively compact subset of H−L
loc (R

2;R2). Then
the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem implies that after passing to a subsequence, (un)n∈N converges
in C([0, T ];H−L

loc (R
2;R2)) to some u, so it only remains to show u ∈ κV S. Due to (1.10)

and the compactness of K in E, (un)n∈N is uniformly bounded in L∞(0, T ;E), so that u
may also be seen as the weak-* limit in that space.
We are now going to apply Theorem 1.9. Due to (1.15), (ω(un))n∈N is uniformly bounded
in L∞(0, T ;M+(R2)). Then ω(u) can be seen as the weak-* limit of (ω(un))n∈N =
(|ω(un)|)n∈N in L∞(0, T ;M+(R2)). Since u ∈ L∞(0, T ;E), ω(u)(t) is continuous for
almost every 0 ≤ t ≤ T (see Remark 1.4 and the comments prior to Theorem 1.9).
Therefore, Theorem 1.9 yields that u is indeed a weak solution of the Euler equations.
The a priori estimates (1.10), (1.13) and (1.15), demanded in the definition of UV S , are
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also satisfied by the weak limit u. Indeed, one may estimate the left-hand side by classic
weak-* compactness arguments along with weak lower semicontinuity in an appropriate
sense. The right-hand side in each estimate involving the initial data converges due to
the compactness of K with respect to ‖ · ‖E.
As for the continuity of ω(u) demanded in the definition of UV S, from boundedness
of (∂tu

n)n∈N in L∞(0, T ;H−L(R2;R2)) we obtain boundedness of (∂tω(u
n))n∈N in the

space L∞(0, T ;H−L−1(R2;R2)). Then, as remarked in [28][Lemma 3.2], the weak-* con-
vergence of (ω(un))n∈N to ω(u) in L∞(0, T ;M(R2)) allows one to derive that (ω(un))n∈N
converges in Cw([0, T ];M(R2)) to ω(u).

Lemma 2.18. Let S be a subset of X1
0 , which is compact in E and let K be a compact

subset of L1(R2) such that S ∩ (curl1)−1(K) is an element of K′(X1
0 ). Then the set

κ1 := (ΠX1

0 )−1(S ∩ (curl1)−1(K)) ∩ U1 is compact in C([0, T ];H−L
loc (R

2;R2)).

Proof. Let (un)n∈N ⊂ κ1 be a sequence. The precompactness of (un)n∈N in the space
C([0, T ];H−L

loc (R
2;R2)) follows again from the Aubin-Lions lemma as in Lemma 2.17.

We denote the limit of a subsequence by u and keep on writing (un)n∈N for this and for
further subsequences. Due to the compactness of K in L1(R2), we may also suppose
that ω(un)(0) → ω(u)(0) in L1(R2) and we can also see u as the weak-* limit of (un)n∈N
in L∞(0, T ;E) as this sequence is bounded in that space by (1.10).
We now argue that u satisfies (1.15). As at the end of the proof of Lemma 2.17, we
not only obtain weak-* convergence of (ω(un))n∈N in L∞(0, T ;M(R2)) to ω(u), but in

fact convergence also holds in Cw([0, T ];M(R2)). We particularly obtain ω(un)(t)
∗
⇀

ω(u)(t) (n → ∞) in M(R2) for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T . We combine this with the fact
that due to (1.17) and the Dunford-Pettis theorem, by which uniform integrability and
weak (sequential) precompactness in L1

loc(R
2) are equivalent (see Chapter 4 in [2] and

in particular Theorem 4.7.18), (ω(un)(t))n∈N is weakly precompact in L1
loc(R

2) for every
0 ≤ t ≤ T . We then necessarily obtain ω(un)(t)⇀ ω(u)(t) in L1

loc(R
2) for every 0 ≤ t ≤

T . Weak lower semicontinuity of the norm then yields for every r > 0

‖ω(u)(t)‖L1(Br(0)) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

‖ω(un)(t)‖L1(Br(0)) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

‖ω(un)(t)‖L1(R2)

≤ lim inf
n→∞

‖ω(un)(0)‖L1(R2) = ‖ω(u)(0)‖L1(R2)

for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T . This means that u also satisfies (1.15), which we demanded in the
definition of U1.
Likewise, one may argue that |ω(un)| converges weakly-* in L∞(0, T ;M(R2)) to an
element of L∞(0, T ;L1(R2)) so that the continuity assumption in Theorem 1.9 is satisfied.
Therefore, u is indeed a weak solution of the Euler equations.
The properties (1.10), (1.13) and (1.14) demanded in the definition of U1 follow as
in Lemma 2.17. Property (1.17) follows from strong convergence limn→∞ ω(un)(0) =
ω(u)(0) in L1(R2) and from weak-* lower semicontinuity due to weak-* convergence of
(ω(un))n∈N in L∞(0, T ;M+(R2)).

We are now able to state the existence result of trajectory statistical solutions in the
classes considered in this subsection. As mentioned in the introduction to this subsection,

30



for the case of Xp = Hloc being the phase space, we will provide the arguments used in
the proof of Theorem 1.13, applied to our specific situation for illustrative purposes. In
the other two cases we will directly refer to the statement of Theorem 1.15.
In the following, for u ∈ X, we define

‖ω(u)‖X :=







‖ω(u)‖L1(R2)∩Lp(R2) : X = Xp

∫

R2 ω(u0) : X = XV S

‖ω(u)‖L1(R2) : X = X1

, (2.5)

with the right-hand side being ∞ if ω(u) does not lie in the appropriate space. For the
next theorem, recall the constant a as given in (1.11).

Theorem 2.19. Let µ0 be an arbitrary Borel probability measure on X0. Then there
exists a U-trajectory statistical solution ρ satisfying ΠX

0 ρ = µ0.
If
∫

E
a|m(u0)|‖u0,kin‖L2(R2) dµ0(u0) <∞, then

∫

C([0,T ];E)
‖ukin(t)‖L2(R2) dρ(u) ≤

∫

E

a|m(u0)|‖u0,kin‖L2(R2) dµ0(u0) (2.6)

for almost every 0 ≤ t ≤ T .
Moreover, if µ0 satisfies

∫

X ‖ω(u0)‖X dµ0(u0) <∞, then

∫

C([0,T ];X)
‖ω(u(t))‖X dρ(u) ≤

∫

X
‖ω(u0)‖X dµ0(u0), (2.7)

for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T with equality in case X = Xp.

Proof. We consider the case of µ0 being a Borel probability measure on Xp
0 . Assume that

µ0 is concentrated on some compact set κp0 := S ∩ (curlp)−1(K) in the family K′(Xp
0 ),

where S is a subset of Xp
0 which is compact with respect to ‖ · ‖E and K is a compact

set in L1(R2) ∩ Lp(R2).
Then C(κp0)

′ is the space of finite (signed) Borel measures on κp0. As C(κp0) is separable
due to the compactness of κp0, the unit ball B in C(κp0)

′ is weak-* sequentially compact
by the Banach-Alaoglu theorem. The non-negative Borel measures B+ of total mass less
than or equal to one form a weakly-* closed, hence weakly-* compact, and also convex
subset of B. Now the Krein-Milman theorem (see [27][Theorem 3.23]) implies that B+

is equal to the closed convex hull of its extremal points, which are the Dirac measures
in our case. Hence, for each n ∈ N, there exists Jn ∈ N such that for every j = 1, ..., Jn

there are
θnj ∈ (0, 1], un0,j ∈ κp0

satisfying
∑Jn

j=1 θ
n
j = 1 and

µn0 :=

Jn
∑

j=1

θnj δun
0,j

∗
⇀ µ0 (n→ ∞)
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on C(κp0). For each n ∈ N and j ∈ {1, ..., n} let unj ∈ Up be a weak solution of the
Euler equations with initial data un0,j. The sequence of Borel probability measures on
C([0, T ];Hloc)

ρn :=

Jn
∑

j=1

θnj δun
j
, n ∈ N,

then belongs already to C(κp)′, where κp := (ΠXp

0 )−1(κp0)∩Up is compact in C([0, T ];Hloc)
by Lemma 2.16. Consequently, C(κp) is separable and by the Banach-Alaoglu theorem
there exists a Borel probability measure ρ ∈ C(κp)′ such that, after possibly passing to

a subsequence, ρn
∗
⇀ ρ (n → ∞). In particular, ρ is a Up-trajectory statistical solution

as it is carried by the compact set κp in Up.
Now we show that ΠXp

0 ρ = µ0. On the one hand, due to the very definition of the
measures ρn, n ∈ N,

ΠXp

0 ρn = µn0
∗
⇀ µ0 (n→ ∞)

on C(κp0)
′. On the other hand, for every ϕ ∈ C(κp0), we have

∫

κp
0

ϕ(u0) d(Π
Xp

0 ρn)(u0) =

∫

κp

(ϕ ◦ΠXp

0 )
︸ ︷︷ ︸

∈C(κp)

(u) dρn(u)

→
∫

κp

(ϕ ◦ΠXp

0 )(u) dρ(u) (n → ∞)

=

∫

κp
0

ϕ(u0) d(Π
Xp

0 ρ)(u0),

i.e. ΠXp

0 ρn
∗
⇀ ΠXp

0 ρ (n→ ∞) in C(κp0)
′. Due to uniqueness of the weak-* limit, we obtain

equality of ΠXp

0 ρ and µ0 as measures on κp0. But then equality also holds as measures
on Xp = Hloc.
Now we consider the case where µ0 is an arbitrary Borel probability measure on Xp

0 , not
concentrated on an element of K′(Xp

0 ). By Lemma 2.15, µ0 is inner regular with respect
to the family K′(Xp

0 ) and we may find a sequence (κp,n0 )n∈N ⊂ K′(Xp
0 ) such that

µ0

(
∞⋃

n=1

κ
p,n
0

)

= 1.

Furthermore, we may assume µ0(κ
p,n+1
0 ) > µ0(κ

p,n
0 ) > 0 and κp,n+1

0 ⊃ κ
p,n
0 for all n ∈ N.

Also, let Dn := κ
p,n
0 \ κp,n−1

0 for all n ∈ N (κp,00 := ∅). Then

µ0

(
∞⋃

n=1

Dn

)

= µ0

(
∞⋃

n=1

κ
p,n
0

)

= 1

and for every Borel measurable set A in Xp
0 , we have

µ0(A) = µ0

(

A ∩
∞⋃

n=1

Dn

)

=

∞∑

n=1

µ0(A ∩Dn).
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Since µ0(Dn) > 0 for all n ∈ N, we may define the Borel probability measures

µn0 :=
µ0(· ∩Dn)

µ0(Dn)

for all n ∈ N. For each n ∈ N, µn0 is concentrated on κp,n0 and, by the first part of this
proof, we may find a Up-trajectory statistical solution ρn satisfying ΠXp

0 ρn = µn0 .
Now we define the Borel probability measure

ρ :=

∞∑

n=1

µ0(Dn)ρ
n.

Since for each n ∈ N, the measure ρn is carried by a measurable subset of Up, the
same applies for ρ, which means that ρ is a Up-trajectory statistical solution. So it only
remains to show that ΠXp

0 ρ = µ0. Let ϕ ∈ Cb(Hloc). Then

∫

Hloc

ϕ(u0) dΠ
Xp

0 ρ(u0) =

∫

C([0,T ];Hloc)
ϕ(u(0)) dρ(u)

=

∞∑

n=1

∫

C([0,T ];Hloc)
µ0(Dn)ϕ(u(0)) dρ

n(u) =

∞∑

n=1

µ0(Dn)

∫

Hloc

ϕ(u0) dΠ
Xp

0 ρn(u0)

=
∞∑

n=1

µ0(Dn)

∫

Hloc

ϕ(u0) dµ
n
0 (u0) =

∫

Hloc

ϕ(u0) dµ0(u0),

which yields the claim.
We remark here that in all cases, (2.6) can be proved same as (2.1) or (2.2), based on the
deterministic inequality (1.10). Estimate (2.7) also follows analogously to (2.2) based
on (1.14) and a measurability result for the p-norm of the vorticity, similar to that of
Lemma 2.5.
Next, we consider the case of µ0 being a Borel probability measure on XV S

0 . We apply
Theorem 1.15. Condition (H1’ ) is satisfied by Delort’s theorem (see Section 1.1). Condi-
tion (H2’ ) of inner regularity of µ0 with respect to the family K′(XV S

0 ) is satisfied due to
Lemma 2.15. The final condition (H3’ ) in Theorem 1.15 was just proved in Lemma 2.17.
Likewise to the previous case, estimate (2.7) can be proved analogously to (2.2) based on
(1.15) and the Borel measurability of the mapping E → R, u 7→

∫

R2 ω(u0) with respect

to E or the topology of H−L
loc (R

2;R2) (see Lemma 2.11), which may be proved similarly
to Lemma 2.5.
Finally, we also apply Theorem 1.15 to the case of µ0 being a Borel probability measure
on X1

0 . Condition (H1’ ) is satisfied as described in Section 1.1, i.e. for every u0 ∈ X1
0

there exists a weak solution of the Euler equations in U1. Condition (H2’ ) of inner
regularity of µ0 with respect to the family K′(X1

0 ) is satisfied by Lemma 2.15. The final
condition (H3’ ) in Theorem 1.15 was just proved in Lemma 2.18. Estimate (2.7) may
also be proved similarly to (2.2) based on (1.14) and a measurability result for the 1-norm
of the vorticity, similar to that of Lemma 2.5 in combination with Lemma 2.11.
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In the final part of this subsection, we also provide arguments by which Up, UV S or
U1-trajectory statistical solutions can alternatively be constructed by consideration of
the inviscid limit of Uν

NS-trajectory statistical solutions as (ν → 0). Our strategy here
will be to first consider the Uν

NS-trajectory statistical solutions as probability measures
on a compact set, similar to those in K′(Xp

0 ),K′(XV S
0 ) or K′(X1

0 ), uniformly in ν and
obtain a measure as a weak-* limit using the Banach-Alaoglu theorem. Then we argue
that this measure does have support in the desired class of weak solutions so that it will
ultimately be a trajectory statistical solution as desired.

Lemma 2.20. Let M be a compact metric space and (πn)n∈N be a sequence of measures
on the Borel-σ-algebra of M converging weakly-* to some measure π. For every x ∈ M

denote by Ox its system of open neighbourhoods. Then

suppπ ⊂ lim inf
n→∞

(suppπn)

:= {x ∈M : ∀O ∈ Ox and all but finitely many n ∈ N : O ∩ suppπn 6= ∅}

= {x ∈M : x is the limit of a sequence (xn)n∈N ∈
∞∏

n=1

suppπn}.

Proof. Let x ∈ suppπ and consider an open ball Br(x) with radius r > 0, centred at x.
Let ϕ ∈ C(M) be given by

ϕ(y) = max

{

0, 1− 2

r
dist(y,Br/2(x))

}

, y ∈M.

Then, as Br/2(x) is an open neighbourhood of x, we have

0 < π(Br/2(x)) ≤
∫

M
ϕdπ = lim

n→∞

∫

M
ϕdπn ≤ lim inf

n→∞
πn(Br(x)).

Therefore, for n ∈ N large enough, πn(Br(x)) > 0. This does suffice to show that
Br(x) ∩ suppπn 6= ∅ for such an n ∈ N. Indeed, suppose the opposite was true, i.e.
Br(x) ∩ suppπn = ∅. Then for every y ∈ Br(x), there exists an open neighbourhood
Oy of y in Br(x) such that πn(Oy) = 0. For every ε > 0 small enough, the sets
(Oy)y∈Br−ǫ(x)

form an open cover of the compact ball Br−ε(x). Hence, for finitely many

yε1, ..., y
ε
Nε

∈ Br(x), Br−ε(x) ⊂
⋃Nε

j=1Oyεj
. In particular πn(Br−ε(x)) = 0 by subadditivity.

From σ-continuity, we arrive at the contradiction πn(Br(x)) = 0.
Hence, Br(x) ∩ suppπn 6= ∅ for all but finitely many n ∈ N, which suffices as the balls
(Br(x))r>0 form a basis of the neighbourhood system Ox.

To be able to tell that the support of the Uν
NS-trajectory statistical solutions are indeed

contained in Uν
NS , we may show closedness of this space. The following lemma will be

of use in the following sections.

Lemma 2.21. Let κ0 be a compact set in E. Then κ := (ΠE
0 )

−1(κ0) ∩ Uν
NS is compact

in C([0, T ];E).
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Proof. Let (un)n∈N be any sequence in κ. From combining the relative energy inequality
(1.6) with the gradient control (1.8) (see also the comments thereafter), the compactness
of the initial data in κ0 yields the existence of a subsequence of (unkin)n∈N, which is
Cauchy in C([0, T ];H). Then the corresponding subsequence of (un)n∈N will be Cauchy
in C([0, T ];E), whose limit u ∈ C([0, T ];E) has initial data in κ0. From closedness of
Uν
NS in C([0, T ];E) (Lemma 2.4) we obtain u ∈ κ as desired.

Lemma 2.22. Let µ0 be a Borel probability measure on E which is concentrated on
some compact set κ0 in K′(X0). Then the support of Sν

NSµ0 with respect to C([0, T ];E)
is contained in (ΠE

0 )
−1(κ0) ∩ Uν

NS.

Proof. We recall that in each case κ0 is in fact compact in E. Lemma 2.21 then implies
that (ΠE

0 )
−1(κ0) ∩ Uν

NS is compact in C([0, T ];E) and in particular closed.
Since in each case this set has measure one with respect to Sν

NSµ0, we conclude the
proof.

Theorem 2.23. Let µ0 be a Borel probability measure on X0. Then there exists a
sequence νn ց 0 such that (Sνn

NSµ0)n∈N converges to some Borel probability measure ρ
on C([0, T ];X) in the sense that

∫

C([0,T ];X)
ϕ(u) dSνn

NSµ0(u) →
∫

C([0,T ];X)
ϕ(u) dρ(u) (n → ∞)

for all bounded and continuous functions ϕ on C([0, T ];X).
Moreover, ρ is a U-trajectory statistical solution of the Euler equations satisfying ΠX

0 ρ =
µ0.

Proof. We will discuss all three cases simultaneously. First, we suppose that µ0 is con-
centrated on some compact set κ0 ∈ K′(X0). The right-hand side in each of the a priori
estimates demanded in the definition of U does not depend on the viscosity ν, i.e. they
are uniform. Therefore, if we let κ ⊂ (ΠX

0 )−1(κ0) ⊂ C([0, T ];X) be the set of functions
with initial data in κ0, which satisfy the same a priori estimates demanded in the defini-
tion of U , then as in Lemma 2.16, Lemma 2.17 or Lemma 2.18, using the Aubin-Lions
lemma or the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem yields the compactness of κ in C([0, T ];X).
Due to the Banach-Alaoglu theorem, there exists a sequence νn ց 0 and a Borel prob-
ability measure ρ on κ such that ρν

n

NS := Sνn

NSµ0
∗
⇀ ρ in C(κ)′. The measure ρ may be

seen as a measure on C([0, T ];X) due to the Borel measurability of κ. In particular, the
convergence of (Sνn

NSµ0)n∈N towards ρ holds in the sense described in the theorem.
We now show that ρ is indeed a trajectory statistical solution satisfying ΠX

0 ρ = µ0.
By Lemma 2.22, the support of ρν

n

NS with respect to C([0, T ];E) is contained in (ΠE
0 )

−1(κ0)∩
Uνn
NS for every n ∈ N, which is compact in C([0, T ];E) due to Lemma 2.21. In general,

the support is of course depending on the considered topology and not just the Borel-
σ-algebra. However, as we have the compact embeddings E →֒ Hloc →֒ H−L

loc (R
2;R2),

for any n ∈ N, (ΠE
0 )

−1(κ0) ∩ Uνn
NS is compact in C([0, T ];X). Consequently, the support

in C([0, T ];X) of ρν
n

NS will be contained in (ΠE
0 )

−1(κ0) ∩ Uνn
NS in all three cases and any

n ∈ N.
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Let u ∈ suppρ ⊂ κ. By the point we just made about the support of (ρν
n

NS)n∈N and
Lemma 2.20, there exists a sequence (uν

n

NS)n∈N such that uν
n

NS ∈ (ΠE
0 )

−1(κ0) ∩ Uνn

NS for
all n ∈ N and uν

n

NS → u (n→ ∞) in C([0, T ];X).
To conclude that u is a weak solution of the Euler equations in the desired class Up, UV S

or U1, one would need to consider each case individually as we have done for Lemma 2.16,
Lemma 2.17 and Lemma 2.18. The arguments provided in those lemmata can be used
analogously here mainly for three reasons: First, for the convergence to 0 of the term
involving the viscosity, one only needs a uniform bound on the local kinetic energy for
the Navier-Stokes equations, which holds due to (1.12) and by κ0 being compact in E.
Second, the a priori estimates to extract a subsequence which converges in an appropri-
ate way are likewise satisfied in each case by the Navier-Stokes equations as outlined in
Section 1.1. Finally, uν

n

NS(0) ∈ κ0 for every n ∈ N, which allows us to conclude that the
a priori estimates demanded in the definition of Up, UV S and U1 are satisfied by u in
the respective case. This latter fact of strong convergence of the initial vorticities also
implies in the case X = Xp, due to Lemma 1.8, that ω(u) will be a renormalized solution
of the vorticity formulation of the Euler equations (see Lemma 1.8).
Omitting further details, we conclude that ρ is a trajectory statistical solution on the
considered set of weak solutions of the Euler equations.
It remains to show ΠX

0 ρ = µ0. Note that for any continuous function ϕ on X, ϕ ◦ΠX
0 is

continuous on C([0, T ];X), from which we immediately derive

∫

X
ϕ(u0) dΠ

X
0 ρ(u0) =

∫

C([0,T ];X)
(ϕ ◦ ΠX

0 )(u) dρ(u) =

∫

κ
(ϕ ◦ ΠX

0 )(u) dρ(u)

= lim
n→∞

∫

κ
(ϕ ◦ ΠX

0 )(u) dSνn

NSµ0(u) =

∫

κ0

ϕ(u0) dµ0(u0) =

∫

X
ϕ(u0) dµ0(u0).

Hence, ΠX
0 ρ = µ0 as desired.

The general case when µ0 is no longer concentrated on some set κ0 ∈ K′(X0) is quite
similar to that in Theorem 2.19. By Lemma 2.15, µ0 is inner regular with respect to the
family K′(X0) and we may find a sequence (κn0 )n∈N ⊂ K′(X0) such that

µ0

(
∞⋃

n=1

κn0

)

= 1.

We may assume µ0(κ
n+1
0 ) > µ0(κ

n
0 ) > 0 and κn+1

0 ⊃ κn0 for all n ∈ N. Also, let
Dn := κn0 \ κn−1

0 for all n ∈ N (κ00 := ∅). Then

µ0

(
∞⋃

n=1

Dn

)

= µ0

(
∞⋃

n=1

κn0

)

= 1

and for every Borel measurable set A in X0, we have

µ0(A) = µ0

(

A ∩
∞⋃

n=1

Dn

)

=

∞∑

n=1

µ0(A ∩Dn).
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Since µ0(Dn) > 0 for all n ∈ N, we may define the Borel probability measures

µn0 :=
µ0(· ∩Dn)

µ0(Dn)

for all n ∈ N. For each n ∈ N, µn0 is concentrated on κn0 and by the first part of this proof
and a diagonal sequence argument, we can find a sequence νn ց 0 such that (Sνn

NSµ
k
0)n∈N

converges to ρk for every k ∈ N in the sense described in the statement of the theorem,
where ρk is a trajectory statistical solution on the considered class, satisfying ΠX

0 ρ
k = µk0.

Next, we now show that (Sνn
NSµ0)n∈N converges to ρ :=

∑∞
k=1 µ0(Dk)ρ

k in the described
way. In before, we mention that ρ is a trajectory statistical solution of the Euler equations
satisfying ΠX

0 ρ = µ0, which can be shown identically to Theorem 2.19.
Let ϕ be a bounded continuous function on C([0, T ];X) and let ε > 0. Then there exists
k0 ∈ N such that for every k ∈ N satisfying k ≥ k0

µ0

(
k⋃

l=1

Dl

)

≥ 1− ε.

For k ≥ k0, we thereby obtain

lim sup
n→∞

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

C([0,T ];X)
ϕ(u) dSνn

NSµ0(u)−
∫

C([0,T ];X)
ϕ(u) dρ(u)

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ lim sup
n→∞

k∑

l=1

µ0(Dl)

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

C([0,T ];X)
ϕ(u) dSνn

NSµ
l
0(u)−

∫

C([0,T ];X)
ϕ(u) dρl(u)

∣
∣
∣
∣

+ 2‖ϕ‖∞
∞∑

l=k+1

µ0(Dl)

=2‖ϕ‖∞ε.

3 Statistical solutions of the Euler equations in phase space

In this section we construct phase space statistical solutions of the Euler equations by
projecting the trajectory statistical solutions, which we constructed in the previous sec-
tion, in time as suggested by Theorem 1.16.
So far, we have worked with the velocity formulation of the (deterministic) Euler and
Navier-Stokes equations and will continue to do so here. As the vorticity does not
explicitly play a role in this formulation, we may actually use more or less the same
definition of phase space statistical solution of the Euler equations in all considered
cases, by which we also mean the usage of the same class of test functionals throughout,
based on the set of divergence-free test functions C∞

c (R2;R2) ∩H. We remark though
that for instance when considering the Yudovich class, one could relatively effortlessly
use a larger class of test functionals due to more integrability of the velocity field. As
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it makes little to no difference for our work here, we will restrain ourselves from doing so.

Throughout this section, we let Y = D∩H be the space of divergence-free test functions,
considered as a subspace of D := C∞

c (R2;R2), endowed with the inductive limit topology
(see [27][Chapter 6]): We define the spaces DK := {ϕ ∈ C∞(R2;R2) : suppϕ ⊂ K} for
every compact set K ⊂ R

2 as Fréchet spaces with the topology τK coming from the
norms ‖ · ‖N := max|α|≤N ‖∂α · ‖L∞(R2), N ∈ N. On D, we then consider the topology
associated to the local basis of the origin of convex, balanced sets W ⊂ D such that
DK ∩W ∈ τK for every compact set K ⊂ R

2.
On Y ′, we consider the strong topology of topological dual spaces, i.e. the topology of
uniform convergence on bounded sets. If E is a bounded subset of Y , then E ⊂ DK for
some K ⊂ R

2 and there are numbers MN <∞ such that

‖ϕ‖N ≤MN (3.1)

for all N ∈ N, ϕ ∈ E.
Throughout all considered cases, in the setting of Definition 1.12, we will choose Z = E

and X will be one of the spaces X∞ = E,Xp = Hloc or XV S = X1 = H−L
loc (R

2;R2) as
in the previous section. We are likewise going to use X0 and U as general placeholders
for the times we wish to prove or formulate a statement that is valid in all cases.
We have the continuous embeddings

E →֒ X →֒ Y ′
w∗

and we are going to consider the function F : E → Y ′, given by

〈F (u), v〉Y ′,Y =

∫

R2

(u⊗ u) : ∇v dx

for every u ∈ E, v ∈ Y .
Clearly, u ∈ L∞(0, T ;E) ∩ C([0, T ];X) is a weak solution of the Euler equations in
the sense of Definition 1.1 if and only if ut = F (u) in the weak sense described in
Theorem 1.16. We note that compared to the introductory section on the abstract
framework of statistical solutions, we omitted the time interval [0, T ] from the domain
of F , as F does not explicitly depend on the time.

Lemma 3.1. The mapping F : E → Y ′ is B(E)-B(Y ′) measurable. Moreover, the
corresponding Nemytskii operator (t, u) 7→ F (u(t)) is L([0, T ]) ⊗ B(C([0, T ];X))-B(Y ′)
measurable when F is extended by 0 from E to X.

Proof. We show that F is even continuous. As E is a normed space, it suffices to show
sequential continuity. Let (un)n∈N be a converging sequence in E with limit u. We now
show limn→∞ F (un) = F (u) in Y ′. Let B ⊂ Y be bounded. By (3.1), there exists some
compact set K ⊂ R

2 and M1 > 0 such that for all ϕ ∈ B, we have

suppϕ ⊂ K and ‖∇ϕ‖L∞(R2) ≤M1.
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Consequently,

sup
ϕ∈B

|〈F (un)− F (u), ϕ〉Y ′,Y | ≤ ‖(un ⊗ un)− (u⊗ u)‖L1(K)M1.

The right-hand side converges to 0 since convergence in E particularly implies conver-
gence in L2

loc(R
2;R2) so that (un ⊗ un)n∈N converges in L1

loc(R
2;R2×2).

The measurability of the corresponding Nemytskii operator is a general result (see Propo-
sition 2.1 in [3]).

As before, ΠX
t : C([0, T ];X) → X denotes the time evaluation mapping at time t ∈ [0, T ].

We are now going to construct projected phase space statistical solutions. In the Yu-
dovich class, we may construct them in an elementary way using the solution operator
S∞ : X∞

0 → C([0, T ];X∞) that we introduced in Section 2.1. The arguments are very
close to the ones used in the proof of Theorem 1.17 and Theorem 1.18 in [3], to which
we will refer in the other cases.
In the following, for u ∈ X, ‖ω(u)‖X is defined as in (2.5) if X = Xp,XV S,X1 and
‖ω(u)‖X∞ := ‖ω(u)‖(L1∩L∞)(R2).

Theorem 3.2. Let µ0 be a Borel probability measure on X0 satisfying
∫

X0

γ(u0)
2 dµ0(u0) <∞ (3.2)

with γ as in (1.12).
Let ρ be a U-trajectory statistical solution satisfying ΠX

0 ρ = µ0. Then the family of Borel
probability measures {ρt}0≤t≤T , ρt = ΠX

t ρ for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T , is a statistical solution
in phase space of the equation ut = F (u), satisfying ρ0 = µ0 as well as

∫

E

‖ukin‖L2(R2) dρt(u) ≤
∫

E

a|m(u0)|‖u0,kin‖L2(R2) dµ0(u0) (3.3)

for almost every 0 ≤ t ≤ T in the cases X = Xp,XV S ,X1 and every 0 ≤ t ≤ T if
X = X∞.
Moreover, if µ0 satisfies

∫

X ‖ω(u0)‖X dµ0(u0) <∞, then
∫

X
‖ω(u)‖X dρt(u) ≤

∫

X
‖ω(u0)‖X dµ0(u0) (3.4)

for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T , with equality if X = X∞ or X = Xp.

Proof. We begin with the case X = X∞ = E. Let ρ∞ = S∞µ0 be the U∞-trajectory
statistical solution from Theorem 2.6 so that ρ∞t = ΠE

t ρ
∞ for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T . We will

check in an elementary way in this case that {ρ∞t }0≤t≤T = {(ΠE
t ◦S∞)µ0}0≤t≤T satisfies

all four conditions in Definition 1.12.

i) Let ϕ ∈ Cb(E). We obtain from the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem that

t 7→
∫

E

ϕ(u) dρt(u) =

∫

C([0,T ];E)
ϕ(u(t)) dρ(u)

is continuous and obviously bounded.
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ii), iii) Since solutions in U∞ are in C([0, T ];E), it is clear that ρt is carried by Z = E

for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T . As we have already shown sufficient measurability properties
of F and its associated Nemytskii operator in Lemma 3.1, to verify ii) and iii) in
Definition 1.12, we only need to show that F is bounded appropriately by integrable
functions, which we will do in one step.
Let 0 ≤ t ≤ T and u0 ∈ X∞

0 with associated weak solution of the Euler equations
u = S∞(u0) ∈ U∞. For any v ∈ Y , there exists r > 0 such that v has compact
support in Br(0). Then we may estimate using (1.12)

|〈F∞(u(t)), v〉Y,Y ′ | ≤ ‖∇v‖L∞(R2)‖u(t)‖2L2(Br(0))

≤ C‖∇v‖L∞(R2)max{1, r2}γ(u0)2

with the right-hand side being independent of t. Therefore, the integrability as-
sumption (3.2) shows that |〈F (u(t)), v〉Y ′,Y | can even be dominated by a dt ⊗ ρ

integrable function on [0, T ]×C([0, T ];E). As ρt is given as the projection of ρ at
time t, this shows that both ii) and iii) hold.

iv) Finally, let Φ be a cylindrical test function in Y ′, i.e. there exists φ ∈ C1
c (R

k) for
some k ∈ N and v1, ..., vk ∈ Y , such that

Φ(w) = φ(〈w, v1〉Y ′,Y , ..., 〈w, vk〉Y ′,Y )

for all w ∈ Y ′. Let u ∈ U∞ be a weak solution. We note that for almost every
0 ≤ s ≤ T , we have

d

ds
Φ(u(s))

=
d

ds
φ(〈u(s), v1〉Y ′,Y , ..., 〈u(s), vk〉Y ′,Y )

=

k∑

j=1

∂xjφ(〈u(s), v1〉Y ′,Y , ..., 〈u(s), vk〉Y ′,Y )
d

ds
〈u(s), vj〉Y ′,Y

=
k∑

j=1

∂xjφ(〈u(s), v1〉Y ′,Y , ..., 〈u(s), vk〉Y ′,Y )

∫

R2

(u(s)⊗ u(s)) : ∇vj dx

=〈u(s)⊗ u(s),
k∑

j=1

∂xjφ(〈u(s), v1〉Y ′,Y , ..., 〈u(s), vk〉Y ′,Y )∇vj〉L2(R2),L2(R2)

=〈u(s)⊗ u(s),∇Φ′(u(s))〉L2(R2),L2(R2)

=〈F (u(s)),Φ′(u(s))〉Y ′,Y .

Integrating from t′ to t, 0 ≤ t′ ≤ t ≤ T , then yields

Φ(u(t)) = Φ(u(t′)) +

∫ t

t′
〈F (u(s)),Φ′(u(s))〉Y ′,Y ds.
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Due to the measurability of F shown in Lemma 3.1 and the estimates in part ii),
we may integrate with respect to µ0, apply Fubini’s theorem and use the definition
of {ρt}0≤t≤T to obtain

∫

E

Φ(u) dρt(u) =

∫

E

Φ(u) dρt′(u) +

∫ t

t′

∫

E

〈F (u),Φ′(u)〉Y ′,Y dρs(u) ds.

Estimates (3.3) and (3.4) are immediate consequences of (2.1) and (2.2).
For the remaining cases, we will directly apply Theorem 1.18. Conditions (H1’ ) - (H3’ )
have been checked in preparation for Theorem 2.19. Condition (H4 ) is satisfied by
Lemma 2.11. (H5 ) follows from U ⊂ L∞(0, T ;E), our choice of F , Lemma 3.1 and the
weak formulation of the Euler equations. Finally, (H6 ) can be verified as we just did in
step ii) in the case of X = X∞ = E.
Finally, (3.4) and (3.3) are consequences of (2.6) and (2.7).

Remark 3.3. From the uniqueness of the U∞-trajectory statistical solutions we can
immediately conclude that {ρt}0≤t≤T in Theorem 3.2 is the unique projected statistical
solution in phase space in that specific case.
However, there may be other statistical solutions in phase space which cannot be obtained
from projecting a U∞-trajectory solution. Formally, computations as in [18] in the case
of the two-dimensional Navier-Stokes equations on bounded domains, or adaptations for
the case of R2, as indicated in [22], may be used to show uniqueness among all statistical
solutions in phase space. However, making those computations rigorous requires some
kind of Fréchet-differentiable dependence on the initial data. In [18], this problem was
overcome with quite some effort by considering the Galerkin approximations which stem
from an ordinary differentiable equation, where differentiable dependence on the initial
data clearly holds.

To close this section, let us briefly point out that the inviscid limit results Theorem 2.10
and Theorem 2.23 also yield analogous results for the phase space statistical solutions.
For phase space statistical solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations with viscosity ν > 0
in the framework of [3], we let Z = X = E and choose Y as in the previously considered
case of phase space statistical solutions of the Euler equations. To be more in line
with previous work on phase space statistical solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations,
in particular [22], we could also choose X = E and ZNS = {u ∈ E : ∇u ∈ L2(R2×2)},
endowed with the norm ‖·‖ZNS

:= ‖·‖E+‖∇·‖L2(R2×2) and for the space of test functions
let YNS = H1

c (R
2;R2) ∩H with a similar type of inductive limit topology. We remark

that the different choice here makes little difference since in either case, the projected
phase space statistical solution is given by {(Sν

NS ◦ΠE
t )µ0}0≤t≤T and the only difference

is that we would view them as measures on different subspaces.
Let F ν

NS : E → Y ′ be given by

〈F ν
NS(u), v〉Y ′,Y =

∫

R2

(u⊗ u) : ∇v dx+ ν

∫

R2

u ·∆v dx
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for every u ∈ E and v ∈ Y . A function u ∈ C([0, T ];E) with gradient∇u ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(R2×2))
is a weak solution of the Navier-Stokes equations with viscosity ν in the sense of Def-
inition 1.2 if and only if ∂tu = F ν

NS(u) in the weak sense described in Theorem 1.16.
Moreover, similarly to Lemma 3.1, F ν

NS can be shown to be continuous so that all de-
sired measurability properties are satisfied.

Lemma 3.4. The mapping F ν
NS : E → Y ′ is B(E)-B(Y ′) measurable. Moreover, the

corresponding Nemytskii operator (t, u) 7→ F ν
NS(u(t)) is L([0, T ])⊗B(C([0, T ];E))-B(Y ′)

measurable.

We then obtain (see also Theorem 7.1 in [22]).

Theorem 3.5. Let µ0 be a Borel probability measure on E satisfying
∫

E

γ(u0)
2 dµ0(u0) <∞

with γ as in (1.12). Then the family of Borel probability measures {ρνt }0≤t≤T , ρ
ν
t =

(ΠE
t ◦ Sν

NS)µ for every 0 ≤ t ≤ T , is a statistical solution in phase space of the equation
ut = F ν

NS(u), satisfying ρ
ν
0 = µ0.

Remark 3.6. i) As we pointed out for the trajectory statistical solutions of the Navier-
Stokes equations, one can also obtain an energy inequality for phase space statistical
solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations as well as other properties, derived from
the deterministic equations. As these serve no further purpose here, we again refer
the reader to Sections 6 and 7 in [22].

ii) In [22][Theorem 7.1], it has been shown that under the assumption of µ0 having
support in {u ∈ E : ∇u ∈ L2(R2×2)}, bounded with respect to ‖ · ‖E, the phase
space statistical solution in Theorem 3.5 is unique. The case of uniqueness of phase
space statistical solutions with unbounded initial supports appears to be open. The as-
sumption of a bounded support of the initial distribution could also not be completely
omitted in the classical case, where the underlying domain is bounded, but only be
relaxed by instead making further assumptions on {ρνt }0≤t≤T (see for instance the
discussion on p. 266 in [18]).

Going back to the phase space statistical solutions of the Euler equations with phase
space X, for any bounded continuous function ϕ : X → R, the composition ϕ ◦ ΠX

t is a
real-valued, bounded continuous function on C([0, T ];X).
Therefore, we immediately obtain the following result from Theorem 2.10, Theorem 2.23
and the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem.

Theorem 3.7. Let µ0 be a Borel probablity measure on X0 satisfying
∫

X0

γ(u0)
2 dµ0(u0) <∞

with γ as in (1.12). Then there exists a U-trajectory statistical solution ρ satisfying
Π0ρ = µ0 and a sequence νn ց 0 such that the projected phase space statistical solutions
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{ΠX
t S

νn

NSµ0}0≤t≤T of the Navier-Stokes equations converge to a family of projected phase
space statistical solutions {ΠX

t ρ}0≤t≤T of the Euler equations, in the sense that for every
bounded continuous function ϕ on X and every 0 ≤ t ≤ T

∫

X
ϕ(u) d(ΠX

t S
νn
NSµ0)(u) →

∫

X
ϕ(u) d(ΠX

t ρ)(u) (n → ∞).

In the case X = X∞, this holds for every subsequence νn ց 0.

Remark 3.8. The inviscid limit result of phase space statistical solutions here is funda-
mentally different from previous work that we pointed at in the introduction of this article
such as [4], [9] or [22]. Unlike we did here, in these articles, the phase space statistical
solutions of the Euler equations have been constructed by an inviscid limit argument.
Not only does this require the construction of a family of measures as some sort of limit
of the time-parametrized measures that are the phase space statistical solutions of the
Navier-Stokes equations. The sense in which this convergence holds needs to be strong
enough to prove that each term in the Foias-Liouville equation (1.18) corresponding to
the Navier-Stokes equations converges appropriately to conclude that this limit satisfies
the Foias-Liouville equation corresponding to the Euler equations.
In our work, in the cases X = E or X = Hloc, we have convergence of the phase space sta-
tistical solutions in an Hloc related sense, which would suffice to argue that each integral
in the Foias-Liouville equation of the Navier-Stokes equations converges appropriately.
However, this is not even necessary, as we do already know from the discussions on
the inviscid limit for the trajectory statistical solutions that we obtain convergence of a
subsequence to a projected phase space statistical solution of the Euler equations, where
we know independently from this convergence that it satisfies the desired Foias-Liouville
equation.
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