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SELF-SIMILAR SINGULARITIES FOR ELECTRON MHD

MIMI DAI, HANNAH GUERRA, AND CHAO WU

ABsTrRACT. We study several types of self-similar solutions for the electron
magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) without resistivity, including locally self-similar
solutions and pseudo-self-similar solutions. We show that under certain con-
ditions, these types of self-similar blowup solutions can be excluded.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Overview. We consider the electron magnetohydrodynamics (MHD)
B, +V x ((Vx B) x B) =vAB, 1
V-B=0 (L.1)

which serves as an approximating model for the full MHD system with Hall effect
when the motion of the ion flow is slow and can be neglected (cf. [II, B]). The
unknown vector B stands for the magnetic field and v > 0 is the resistivity pa-
rameter. We also denote J = V x B by the current density. The rapid magnetic
reconnection phenomena in plasmas is captured by the Hall effect which results in
the presence of the nonlinear term in (1)) (cf. [2]). The highly singular Hall term is
the source of many interesting yet challenging mathematical problems for the Hall
MHD and electron MHD. In particular we note the first equation of (L)) is quasi-
linear and supercritical, both natures presenting serious barriers in mathematical
analysis for nonlinear equations. We limit our effort to the topic of self-similar
singularity formation for solutions to (L)) in this article.

The authors of [I1] showed that the Hall MHD is either ill-posed, in the sense of
norm inflation in some Sobolev space with high regularity, or locally well-posed and
the solution develops singularity at a finite time. This result applies to the electron
MHD (1)) as well. Non-unique weak solutions in Leray-Hopf class for the 3D Hall
MHD were constructed in [I3] using a scheme of convex integration. Moreover,
strong ill-posedness phenomena for the Hall MHD and electron MHD were also
discovered in the works [I6 [I7]. Such results suggest the likelihood of singular
behavior of solutions to the Hall /electron MHD due to the Hall term. Nevertheless,
it is rather subtle to fully understand the Hall term. As a contrast to the ill-
posedness results, we showed [12] that the electron MHD with resistivity only in
the vertical direction has a global regular solution near the steady state (0,0, 1); the
authors of [I8] proved local well-posedness for the electron MHD without resistivity
for large perturbations of nonzero background magnetic fields.
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In this paper, we investigate the possibility of singularity formation in the class
of self-similar solutions. Our interest in self-similar solutions for (L) stems from
the natural scaling property of the equation. Let B(z,t) be a solution of (ILI]) with
the initial data By(x,t). In the case v = 0, the rescaled function by a parameter A

By(z,t) = A*B(\x,\*T?t), V a€R (1.2)
is also a solution of () with the initial data A*By(Ax). While for v > 0, the
scaling is

By (x,t) = B(Az, A\?t).
We focus on the case with zero resistivity, i.e. v = 0.

The scaling ([2) suggests that we can consider solutions to (L) with v = 0 in
the self-similar form

1 T
B(z,t) = (T—t)aLHH<(T_t)a-1+2>7 a>—2 (1.3)

with the profile vector field H satisfying the equations

o 1
H+ —y - VH+VX(VxH)xH)=0
az oy VHEH VX )xH)=0, (1.4)
V-H=0
where y = ﬁi— The existence of a non-trivial solution H of (4] corresponds
T—t)aF2

to the existence of a self-similar solution B of (II]) in the form (L3) that blows up
at time T'. The self-similar blowup may occur locally near a point (z¢,T'), in which
case we consider the local self-similar form

- 1 T — xg
B(x,t) = (T—t)aLHH ((T—t)a;w> , (x,t) € Byy(xo) x (to,T) (1.5)

for some pg > 0 and ¢y € (0,7"). The profile function H satisfies the same equation

([C2) with y = —2=%o—

(T—t)a72
We will also study a more general type of self-similar solutions as follows,
By u(z,t) = pu(t)H(A(t)z) (1.6)
for functions of time u(t) and A(t) and a profile vector field H. It is straightforward
to compute that A\, u and H satisfy

lu/ N
H
222 + Mo

with y = A(t)x. Solution in the form (6] is referred a pseudo-self-similar solution.

y-VH+Vx(VxH)xH)=0 (L.7)

1.2. Main results. The main purpose of the paper is to show that several types
of self-similar blowup solutions of ([I)) with v = 0 can be ruled out under certain
conditions.

Let X (a,t) be the trajectory mapping

Xl — _J(X(a,t), 1),
X(a,0)=a

and A(x,t) =: X~ 1((x,t)) be the back to label mapping.
Our first result is
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Theorem 1.1. Let a > —2 and v = 0. Suppose B € C([0,T); C*(R3,R3)) is a
classical solution of (LI)). If
(i) the trajectory mapping X (-,t) for t € (0,T) generated by —J is a C* dif-
feomorphism;
(ii) the profile H # 0 and there exists pg > 0 such that H € LP(R®) for all
p € (0, po),
then there exists no self-similar blowup solution B to (L) in the form (3.

The following two results concern the non-existence of locally self-similar solu-
tions of ((ILT) in the form (L)) under conditions on the profile function H depending
on the scaling parameter «.

Theorem 1.2. Let B be a local self-similar classical solution to (L) on [to,T) in
the form (L&) for some ty € (0,T) and po > 0. Assume H € LP N CE . for some
p>2andVx HelL forqg>1. If =2<a<?2or3 <a<oo, then H=0.

Theorem 1.3. Let a = % and B be the local self-similar solution described in

Theorem[I2 Suppose the profile function H belongs to L*(R*)NCZ,.. In addition,
assume there exists a 6 > 0 such that H satisfies

H(y)| = cly| 727", for |yl >1, (1)
IV x H(y)| < Cly['=°,  for [y|>1 (1.9)
for some constants ¢ > 0 and C > 0. Then H = 0.

Certain types of pseudo-self-similar solutions can also be ruled out for ([LI).
Denote the class of functions

A= {(/\(t)vﬂ(t)) € CH(—o0,T) : (\, ) # (al(T— t)fg,ag(T— t),%) 7
ay, a2 GR}.

(1.10)

Theorem 1.4. Assume (A, u) € A. There is no pseudo-self-similar solution B to
(@CI) with v =0 in the form ([L6) which is regular on [0,T) and satisfies

esssup || B(t)]| 2 (rsy < o0 (1.11)
0<t<T

and

t
lim / |V2B(7)| L~ dr = . (1.12)
t—T— 0

Theorem 1.5. Assume
At) = a1 (T — t)_%, w(t) = as(T — t)_%, ai,as € R.

There is no pseudo-self-similar solution B to (1)) with v = 0 in the form (L8]
which is reqular on [0,T) and satisfies (LIT), such that additionally either

esssup || B(t)|| rms) < 00,  for some p > 2 (1.13)
0<t<To
or
t
lim IV x J(x,7)|| e dr < o0 (1.14)
t—T5 JO

holds.



EMHD SELF-SIMILAR SINGULARITY 4

Remark 1.6. It is an open question that whether the Beale-Kato-Majda (BKM)
type of blowup criterion holds for the electron MHD with or without resistivity,
although other classical blowup criteria can be shown for the Hall MHD (cf. [I4]).
The obstacle of obtaining the BKM blowup criterion relies on the derivative loss in
the nonlinear term of the electron MHD. Nevertheless, the results of Theorem [I.4]
and Theorem [[7] indicate that we have the BKM type of blowup criterion for the
electron MHD in the class of self-similar solutions.

1.3. Previous results on self-similar blowup solutions. For the 3D Navier-
Stokes equation, Leray [19] raised the question whether there exists a non-trivial
self-similar blowup solution. It was answered in the negative in the work [20]. In
the inviscid case, that is for the Euler equation, contributions have been made in

many works including [5, [7, [8 O] 10, 15, 2T} 22]. In these papers, several types of
self-similar solutions were ruled out under certain conditions. The study of self-

similar blowup solutions has also been extended to the surface quasi-geostrophic
equation, see [4l [6].

1.4. Notations. We denote C' by a generic constant which may be different from
line to line. We use < as the inequality < up to a constant which does not play a
role in the estimates.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section lwe prove Theorem [I.1]
Section [3] contributes to the study of locally self-similar solutions, in particular, the
proof of Theorem [[.2] and Theorem [[L3l In Section ] we consider pseudo-self-similar
solutions and prove Theorem [[.4] and Theorem

2. PROOF OF THEOREM [ 1]

The conclusion of Theorem [[1] is an immediate consequence of the following
theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose B € C([0,T); C?(R?)) is a classical solution of (L)) with
v = 0. Assume the trajectory mapping X (-,t) generated by —J for t € (0,T) is a
C' diffeomorphism. Moreover, assume

B(z,t) = Y(t)H(®(t)z), te[0,T)
with
(i) ¥ e C([0,T);(0,00)), ® € C([0,T); R3*3) and det(®(t)) # 0 on [0,T);
(ii) H € LP(R?), Vp € (0,po) for some py > 0.
Then we have either det(®(t)) = det(®(0)) on [0,T) or H = 0.
Proof: The electron MHD (LT)) with v = 0 can be written as
0B —-J-VB=—-B-VJ.

Taking the dot product of the equation with B and rearranging the terms gives

0B+ (7 - DIl = (19 ) (=) ol B. (2.1)

Denote

s=(L2.v)n. L. (2.2)
|B B
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Considering equation (1)) along the trajectory X (a,t) we have
at|B(X(a7 t)a t)| = S(X(av t)a t)|B(X(a7 t)a t)|

whose solution is given by

|B(X (a,t),t)| = | Bo(a)|eJo SX(@n)mdr, (2.3)
In view of ([22]) we have
—IVI)|lp < S(z,t) < ||VIt)|| 1, ¥V xR (2.4)

It follows from (Z3) and (Z4) that
[Bo(a)le™ o 970 47 < |B(X (a,),1)] < | Bo(a)|efo V7Ol ar. - (2.5)

Applying the back to label mapping to ([23]) yields

[Bo(A(, t))[e™ Jo IV 4 < B, 1)] < [Bo(Aw, )]s IV =07 (2.6)
For the pseudo-self-similar ansatz

Bz, t) = W(t)H(®(t)x),
we have
Bo(z) = B(x,0) = ¥(0)H (2(0)x)
and hence
H(z) = ¥(0)™" Bo([2(0)]~"2).
Therefore we can rewrite B(z,t) as
B(a,t) = U(t)¥(0) " Bo([2(0)] ' @ (t)z).
Denote G(t) = ¥(t)¥(0)~! and F(t) = [®(0)]7'®(¢). Applying Z0) for such
pseudo-self-similar form of B(x,t) we obtain
[Bo(A(a, 0)|e o IV 47 < G(1) Bo(F(1)a)] < |Bo(Ala, t))]es [V
Taking the L? norm on the last inequality gives
| Bollwe™ Jo 19747 < G(t) [det(F(£))) 77 | Boll o < Byl pmels IVl .
If H#£ 0, then By # 0 and hence
e~ Jo IVI(Dllpee dr G(t) [det(F(t))]_% < elo 1VI()llzee dr

Suppose there exists a time ¢; € (0,T) such that det(F'(t1)) # 1. Taking the limit
p — 0, it implies

t
/ IVJI(7)|| Lo dT = 00
0

which is a contradiction with the assumption B € C([0,T); C?(R?)). It completes
the proof.

(I
Proof of Theorem [I.Tk Applying Theorem 2.1l with
1 1
(I)(t) = —1, \I](t) = o
(T —t)a+e (T —t)=+

where I is the unit matrix in R3*3. For o > —2, it is easy to see

det(®(0)) = T~ =2
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However, for t € (0,T), we have

det(®(t)) = (T — )~ 512 # det(D(0)).

It thus follows from Theorem 2. Ilthat H = 0. Hence there is no self-similar blowup
solution B to (L)) in the form (L3).

3. LOCAL SELF-SIMILAR SOLUTIONS

In this section we consider the locally self-similar solution in the form (H]) and
provide a proof of Theorem and Theorem Without loss of generality, we

fix xg = 0 in ([3).

3.1. Local energy inequality. Assume B is regular such that the local energy
equality on the region of self-similar is satisfied, i.e.

tg t2
/ 8,B - Bo dxdt +/ x ((V x B) x B) - Bodzdt =0 (3.1)
t1 R3

ty
for any 0 < t; < to < T and the test function o € C§°((0,T) x R3). Note the first

integral in [B1]) can be written as

1" 1 1
—/ O¢|B|*o dzdt = —/ |B(z,t2)|?0 (2, ta) da — —/ |B(x,t1)|)?0(x,t,) d
2 t1 R3 2 R3 2 R3

1

ta
- —/ |B|?0;0 dxdt;
2 )y, Jrs

while the second integral in (BII) can be written as
to ta
/ /((VxB)xB)-Vx(Ba)da:dt:/ /((VxB)xB)-VxBadxdt
R3 R3
to
/ / ((Vx B)x B)- (B x Vo) dzdt
to
/ / ((V x B) x B) - (B x Vo) dzdt

since the first integral on the right hand side vanishes. Therefore the local energy
equality (3] turns into

/ |B(I,t2)|20(x,t2) da:—/ |B(I,t1)|20(a:,t1)d:17

R3 R3

to to (32)

:/ / \BI20y0 dudt +/ ((V x B) x B) - (B x Vo) dudt.
t1 R3 t1 R3

In (B2), we choose o being radial such that o > 0 and

0<r<

o(r) = {O, r ; 1.

1
2
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In particular, 9,0 = 0. In term of self-similar form and self-similar variable y =

—= — the local energy equality (B.2]) becomes
(T—t)a+2

3—2«

1
t2a+2 / o1 |H(y)|20(yt2a+2 ) dy
ly|<t, “F2

3—2«

1
:t‘*“/ H(y)Po(yty™?) dy 3.3
o HOPolut™) (33)

2 5 34 L
+/ to+e / (VxH)x H)- (H X Va(yta+2)) dydt.
t1 R3

In view of the fact Vo(r) = 0 for r < % and r > 1, by changing the order of the
integrals, the last term of (B3] can be written as

to Caa
/7¢ 7¢((V><H)><H)-H></ tai? Vo(ytar?) dtdy
1t, “TP<yl<ty

a+2 tl

where we have the estimate for the inner integral

|2

t2 , . ly —3a
/ o7 Vo (yta+2 )| dt < / PR At < Jy| A2
21 3

ly|=o=2

Hence it follows from (B3] that

5-2a ) 1 3-2a
a+2 a+2 a+2
G [Py [

1
[H(y)[*o(yt; ™) dy

y‘Stz y\Stl ﬁ
V x H||H|?
cof L e,
1, R gpy<ey oyt
(3.4)
__1 __1
Taking 1 =ty ™ and fo = ¢, *7* (with £ < £3) in [34) we have
1 y 1 Yy
3_2a/ |H(y)|20(€—)dy— —3_2a/ |H(y)|2a(€—)dydy
G <t 1 5 lyl<tz 2 (3.5)

2
SO/ |V><£|2|H| J
1o <lyl<t,  |YIPT2

3.2. Case of -2 < a < %.

Lemma 3.1. Letp > 2 and -2 < a < %. Assume H € LP N 01200- We have
1 2 Y
——5a |H(y)|“o(—=)dy — 0 as {3 — oo.
£2 ly| <l )
Proof: For 1 < M < {5 we rewrite the integral
1 / 2 Y
— H o(=)d
g [ HOPo) dy
1 / 2 Y 1 2 Y
—m | H@P D)yt [ H@Pe( ) dy
6372 Jyr<m % 672 Jarciyl<e ly

1 1
Sm/ |H(y)|2dy+m/ |H (y)|* dy.
t, ly| <M t, M<|y|<t2
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Since a < % < %, letting fo — oo yields

1
m/ |H (y)|* dy — 0.
4 lyl<M

On the other hand, applying Hoélder’s inequality we have

1 20— 8
o [ @RS (/ |H<y>|?dy> 50
2 M<|y|<t: M<|y|

<0.

1IN

as M — oo, since H € L? and 204—%

O
Recalling the fact o(r) =1 on r % applying Lemma [3] to the local energy
inequality (3) we obtain

1 |V x H||H]? . 1
m/y<L| dy<C/>L T2 dy, with L=zb.  (3.6)

Assume V x H € L9 for ¢ > 1 and H € LP for p > 2. Applying Holder’s
inequality we deduce

1 2
2 q D
[T ([ wxmpay) ([ jara
4—2a ~
wi>r Yl yI>L yI>L

1_2

1 q P
[ e gy
ly|>L
1—L1_2
§</ r(2em ) a2 dr>
L

3_6

S L20¢—1—a—;

where in the last step we used the fact 2a — 1 < 3 + g. It then follows from (3.6)
that

6

/||<L| ()2dy < CL> 3% (3.7)

Denote 5,4 =2 — % - § If Bp.q <0, taking L — oo in (B1) yields H = 0.
If Bp.q > 0, we note 2 < q2_q1 < p. Interpolating between L? and L” we obtain

’t!

. _2q_
an estimate for the L7-T norm

2q_ “ 20,
/ H ()| dy = / H ()| H ()| 25 dy
ly|<L ly|<L

2 g p !
sc( /|y|§L|H(y)| dy> ( /ySL'H(”' dy>

20,
with a = % - ((1_14)1% (such that § + “=—— =1). In view of ([B.1) we have

g—1

/ [H(y)| o dy < CLPraowa (3.8)
ly|<L

. a(g—1
with o, 4 = (%q ) =1 — q(pZLQ) < 1.
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Rearranging the right hand side of ([B.0) and applying Hélder’s inequality and

B3) we infer

1 / ) C < 1 )
— [ Hydy< / IV x HI|H? dy
[3—2a W< [A—2a kzzo 2k(4—2a) ok L<|y|<2E 11

oo

1
C 1 q
- V x H|d
=TA2a kz 9k(4—2a) (/ZkL<y<2k+1L | | y)

=0

g—1

q
./ |m§wy
2R L<|y|<2HH1L

C «— 1 k1B oo
SL472a¢ Z 2k(4—2a) ' (2 L) e
k=0

o0
SCL,@p,qap,q—4+2a Z 2k(6p,qapyq—4+2a)

k=0
SCLﬂp,qap,q—zl-i-za

where we verified that

3 6 p
Bp.q0pq —4+2a=2—--—--)(1- —44 2
p,q="pP,q ( q p)( q(p_2))
3 6
<2—=—==-= 4+ 2
qg p
3 6 6
<2——-—-= 4+ —
qg p
<0
since o < % and ¢ > 1. It then follows
/ |H(y)|* dy < CLPratrat, (3.9)
ly|<L

It is obvious that 8, ;a4 — 1 < Bp,q. Hence compared to ([B1), the L? estimate
in (3) is improved. Consequently, the LT estimate in B3) can be improved to

q—1 a(g—1)

o4 N 2 -
</ySL |H (y)| dy) §C</ySL |H(y)| dy> (310)

< CLap,q(ﬁp,qap,qfl) .

Applying the improved estimates (39) and BI0) to the local energy inequality as
before yields

[Py < crasaena
ly|<L

which in turn leads to

g—1

</ |H(y)|% dy) < CLanq(Bp,qaZ,q—Otp,q—l)'
lyl<L
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2
Repeating n times of the process of applying improved estimates of L? and LaT
to ([3.8) we obtain

/| - |H(y)? dy < CLPracha=5q =L, (3.11)
yl<
Since 0 < ay g < 1, it is obvious that

BpgQpy— apgt = —=1<0

for large enough n. Therefore it follows from [B.I1]) that H = 0 by taking the limit
L — oo.

3.3. Case of 3 < o < co. It follows from (B

1

/320 / |H(3J)|2 dy

2 ly|<el2
1 |V x H||H|?

Srm | H@Pdy o | IV xHIHP
4 <t tn<yi<e, Yl
Taking o = 2L > 2 and ¢; = 2 in the inequality above gives
90, 73-2a |V x H||H|?
/ [H(y)]? dy < LP72 + L7 / s dy. (3.12)
ly|[<L 1<|y|<2L |y

Applying Holder’s inequality again to the last integral we have

1
H||H|? ‘
/ wdyi / |V x H|?dy / |H[? dy
1<jyl<ar Y[ 1<|y|<2L 1<|y|<2L

1 2

pa q P
1<|y|<2L
2L » 1-3-3
S / o= 2 dr
1

<max{1, LQO‘_l_%_%}.

kSN

If2a—1—§— <0, we have

6
P
[y e
ly|<L
which implies H = 0 since o > % Otherwise, if 2 — 1 — % _ g > 0, we have
/ |H(y)|?dy S L2 + L2 % n < LPra,
ly|<L

As a consequence, similarly as before, we obtain

g—1

(/ |H<y>|f—qldy> < Lo
ly|<L
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Applying the last estimate above to ([BI2) yields

/ H ()P dy
ly|<L

[log, L]

SPARSET Y 2k<4*2a>/ IV x H|[H|* dy
b1 2+ L<|y|<2-kL
flog; L] 2 o (3.13)
S L3720¢ +L71 Z 2k(4720¢) / |H|qfq1 dy
= 2=+ L<|y|<2-kL
[log, L]
S L3*20‘ + Lﬁp,qap,qfl Z 2k(4*2a*ﬁp,q0‘p,q)_
k=-—1

If 4 — 2a — By q0p,q > 0, it follows from (BI3)
Y ] T+ L7 logy L — 0, as L — oo,
Hy)?dy < L3724+ L3 2% logy L — 0 L
lyl<L

which indicates H = 0. On the other hand, if 4 — 2a — ), a4 < 0, we deduce

from (313)
[Py s 7 g gt
lyl<L

If Bp,q0p,q — 1 < 0, the proof is done; otherwise, we have
[P dy S peenat,
lyl<L
Iterating the process above n times gives
[ )R dy S £ et
lyl<L

until 8, gon  —af .t — ... —1 < 0. Then we conclude the proof of Theorem .2}

3.4. Case of a = 3. Taking @ = 2, {1 = L and {; = 4L in (3F), the energy
inequality becomes

V x H||H|?
| wwwzc| AR
L<|y|<2L 1 L<|y|<4L [yl

2
It follows from BI4) and (LI4) that

/ H(y)dy < C/ ly| " H?(y) dy
L<y|<2L 1L<|y|<4L

<o [ H(y) dy
LL<|y|<4L

gaaé(/ H%w@+/ H(y) dy
LL<|yl<L L<|y|<2L

+ / H2(y) dy) .
2L<|y|<4L

dy. (3.14)

(3.15)
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Applying the estimate above on the interval [%L, L] gives

/ H2(y) dy < C|L] ( / ) dy+ | H(y) dy
LL<|yl<L Lr<lyl<it LL<|yl<L

2
+/ Hz(y) dy) .
L<|y|<2L

Similar estimates can be obtained on [L,2L] and [2L, 4L] for the other two integrals
on the right hand side of BIH). After iterating this process n times we obtain
—1

[ mwasci / H2(y) dy
%L§|U|§L Kt om=—1 2k1+"'+knLS\y\S2kl+“'+k"+lL

with a constant C),, depending on n. Hence for any N € N, there exists a constant
Cn depending on N such that

/ H%*(y)dy < CNL™N, for L > 1. (3.16)
L<|yl<2L
On the other hand, thanks to ([.I3]), we have
/ H?(y)dy > c/ ly| =2 dy > cL™%°, for L>> 1. (3.17)
L<|y|<2L L<|y|<2L

It is obvious that (BI7) contradicts [B.10). Hence we conclude H = 0.

4. PSEUDO-SELFSIMILAR SOLUTIONS

We prove Theorem [[L4] and Theorem in this section. Consider the solution
of the electron MHD in the pseudo-selfsimilar form

B u(@,t) = p(t) H(A(t)z)
with H satisfying (7). Taking inner product of (7)) with H we obtain

i / \H|2 dy + X/ v, +/ V x ((V x H) x H)- Hdy =0
N2 Js YN0 Jes? Y T2 YT y="

Applying integration by parts to the second and third integrals on the left hand
side of the above equation yields

M/ 3N / 2
— H|*dy = 0. 4.1
(o = oy ) [ 1P (a1)
In view of (7)), we must have that Aé‘—;ﬂH + %y - VH is independent of the

time variable, which can be ensured under one of the two options:

@ / N
—Aglﬂ -0, =0 (4.2)

A3
for some constants C7 and Cs;

(IT) the coefficient in (@] vanishes, i.e.
/LI B 3A/ B
212 20311 -

0. (4.3)
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Since V2B(z,t) = N2 (t)u(t)H (A\(t)z), the assumption (LIZ) implies
lim N () u(t) = oo. (4.4)

t—T,

In case of (I), it follows from (£2) that

/14/ c, N
EZCl}Pu:FQ.X-
Consequently we have
u(t) = CoNP (t) (4.5)
for some constant Cy > 0, with § = g—; Since

_3
B L2@s) = pt)A™2 (DI H L2(®s),
assumption (1T implies

lim p(t)A”2 (1) < oco. (4.6)
t—T—
Combining (@A), (@3) and (L0) we have
lim A(t) = o0
t—T—

3
and -2 < 3 < 3.

On the other hand, in case of (II), it follows from (@3] that

1,
w3 X
"

2 A
and hence
ult) = Cor3 (1)
for a constant Cy > 0.
Therefore we proceed in different cases:

(1) B e [07 %)a
(i) 8 € (=2,0);
(iii) 8= 3.
Case (i): = g—; €10,2). Without loss of generality, we assume Cy > 0 and
Cy > 0. Recall
)\I = Cz)\B/J, = C()Cg)\3+6
following which we have
—(BH2AP2) + (BH2N P2 (tg) = CoCs(t —to), 0<to<t<T. (4.7)
Taking the limit ¢ — T in (£1) and using [@A4)) yields
(6 + 2))\7ﬁ72(l€0) = C()CQ(T — to). (48)
Combining [7) and [{LJ]) we get
A(t) = [(B+2) 7' CoCa(T — 1)) 7+
and hence .
p(t) = CoA’(t) = Col(B +2) ' CoCa(T — 1))~ 5+,
It is then easy to verify that the coefficient in (41]) satisfies
! 3N 3

N2 oo =(B- 5)0(;1/\_6_3(t)/\/(t) # 0.
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Consequently we infer from ([@T) that

/ |H|?>dy =0
R3
and thus H = 0.

Case (ii): 8 = % € (=2,0). In this case, C; = Aé‘—;ﬂ and Cy = % have

different signs. Again, it follows from @) that [, |[H|*dy =0 and H = 0.

Case (iii): g = g—; = 2. We note the coefficient in (@) vanishes, and hence
(1) is inconclusive. In this case, we make different assumptions:
For p > 2 and H # 0, we have

IB()|| o) = (A5 ()| H| 1oy = C(T — )" 45 || H|| Lo (gsy — o0

as t — T, which contradicts the assumption (I3)).
On the other hand, we have

V x J(z,t) = p(t)\*(H)V x V x H(y) = C(T —t)"*AH(y).
It follows, if AH # 0,

t t
/ ||VXJ(,'E,T)||L00 dT:/ (T_T)*l dTHAH”Lm — 00
0 0

as t — T, which contradicts the assumption (I4]).
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