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SELF-SIMILAR SINGULARITIES FOR ELECTRON MHD

MIMI DAI, HANNAH GUERRA, AND CHAO WU

Abstract. 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)

Bt +∇× ((∇×B)×B) = ν∆B,

∇ ·B = 0
(1.1)

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. [1, 3]). The
unknown vector B stands for the magnetic field and ν ≥ 0 is the resistivity pa-
rameter. We also denote J = ∇ × 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 (1.1) (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 (1.1) 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 (1.1) in this article.

The authors of [11] 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 (1.1) as well. Non-unique weak solutions in Leray-Hopf class for the 3D Hall
MHD were constructed in [13] using a scheme of convex integration. Moreover,
strong ill-posedness phenomena for the Hall MHD and electron MHD were also
discovered in the works [16, 17]. 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 [18] proved local well-posedness for the electron MHD without resistivity
for large perturbations of nonzero background magnetic fields.

The authors are partially supported by the NSF grants DMS–2009422 and DMS–2308208.
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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 (1.1) stems from
the natural scaling property of the equation. Let B(x, t) be a solution of (1.1) with
the initial data B0(x, t). In the case ν = 0, the rescaled function by a parameter λ

Bλ(x, t) = λαB(λx, λα+2t), ∀ α ∈ R (1.2)

is also a solution of (1.1) with the initial data λαB0(λx). While for ν > 0, the
scaling is

Bλ(x, t) = B(λx, λ2t).

We focus on the case with zero resistivity, i.e. ν = 0.
The scaling (1.2) suggests that we can consider solutions to (1.1) with ν = 0 in

the self-similar form

B(x, t) =
1

(T − t)
α

α+2

H

(

x

(T − t)
1

α+2

)

, α > −2 (1.3)

with the profile vector field H satisfying the equations

α

α+ 2
H +

1

α+ 2
y · ∇H +∇× ((∇×H)×H) = 0,

∇ ·H = 0
(1.4)

where y = x

(T−t)
1

α+2
. The existence of a non-trivial solution H of (1.4) corresponds

to the existence of a self-similar solution B of (1.1) in the form (1.3) that blows up
at time T . The self-similar blowup may occur locally near a point (x0, T ), in which
case we consider the local self-similar form

B(x, t) =
1

(T − t)
α

α+2
H

(

x− x0

(T − t)
1

α+2

)

, (x, t) ∈ Bρ0(x0)× (t0, T ) (1.5)

for some ρ0 > 0 and t0 ∈ (0, T ). The profile function H satisfies the same equation
(1.4) with y = x−x0

(T−t)
1

α+2
.

We will also study a more general type of self-similar solutions as follows,

Bλ,µ(x, t) = µ(t)H(λ(t)x) (1.6)

for functions of time µ(t) and λ(t) and a profile vector field H . It is straightforward
to compute that λ, µ and H satisfy

µ′

λ2µ2
H +

λ′

λ3µ
y · ∇H +∇× ((∇×H)×H) = 0 (1.7)

with y = λ(t)x. Solution in the form (1.6) is referred a pseudo-self-similar solution.

1.2. Main results. The main purpose of the paper is to show that several types
of self-similar blowup solutions of (1.1) with ν = 0 can be ruled out under certain
conditions.

Let X(a, t) be the trajectory mapping
{

∂X(a,t)
∂t

= −J(X(a, t), t),

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 α > −2 and ν = 0. Suppose B ∈ C([0, T );C2(R3,R3)) is a

classical solution of (1.1). If

(i) the trajectory mapping X(·, t) for t ∈ (0, T ) generated by −J is a C1 dif-

feomorphism;

(ii) the profile H 6≡ 0 and there exists p0 > 0 such that H ∈ Lp(R3) for all

p ∈ (0, p0),

then there exists no self-similar blowup solution B to (1.1) in the form (1.3).

The following two results concern the non-existence of locally self-similar solu-
tions of (1.1) in the form (1.5) under conditions on the profile function H depending
on the scaling parameter α.

Theorem 1.2. Let B be a local self-similar classical solution to (1.1) on [t0, T ) in

the form (1.5) for some t0 ∈ (0, T ) and ρ0 > 0. Assume H ∈ Lp ∩ C2
loc for some

p > 2 and ∇×H ∈ Lq for q > 1. If −2 < α ≤ 3
p

or 3
2 < α < ∞, then H ≡ 0.

Theorem 1.3. Let α = 3
2 and B be the local self-similar solution described in

Theorem 1.2. Suppose the profile function H belongs to L2(R3)∩C2
loc. In addition,

assume there exists a δ > 0 such that H satisfies

|H(y)| ≥ c|y|−
3
2−δ, for |y| ≫ 1, (1.8)

|∇ ×H(y)| ≤ C|y|1−δ, for |y| ≫ 1 (1.9)

for some constants c ≥ 0 and C > 0. Then H ≡ 0.

Certain types of pseudo-self-similar solutions can also be ruled out for (1.1).
Denote the class of functions

A =
{

(λ(t), µ(t)) ∈ C1(−∞, T ) : (λ, µ) 6=
(

a1(T − t)−
2
7 , a2(T − t)−

3
7

)

,

a1, a2 ∈ R} .
(1.10)

Theorem 1.4. Assume (λ, µ) ∈ A. There is no pseudo-self-similar solution B to

(1.1) with ν = 0 in the form (1.6) which is regular on [0, T ) and satisfies

ess sup
0<t<T

‖B(t)‖L2(R3) < ∞ (1.11)

and

lim
t→T−

∫ t

0

‖∇2B(τ)‖L∞ dτ = ∞. (1.12)

Theorem 1.5. Assume

λ(t) = a1(T − t)−
2
7 , µ(t) = a2(T − t)−

3
7 , a1, a2 ∈ R.

There is no pseudo-self-similar solution B to (1.1) with ν = 0 in the form (1.6)
which is regular on [0, T ) and satisfies (1.11), such that additionally either

ess sup
0<t<T0

‖B(t)‖Lp(R3) < ∞, for some p > 2 (1.13)

or

lim
t→T

−

0

∫ t

0

‖∇× J(x, τ)‖L∞ dτ < ∞ (1.14)

holds.
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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. [14]).
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 1.4
and Theorem 1.5 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, 9, 10, 15, 21, 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 [4, 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 2 we prove Theorem 1.1.
Section 3 contributes to the study of locally self-similar solutions, in particular, the
proof of Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3. In Section 4 we consider pseudo-self-similar
solutions and prove Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.5.

2. Proof of Theorem 1.1

The conclusion of Theorem 1.1 is an immediate consequence of the following
theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose B ∈ C([0, T );C2(R3)) is a classical solution of (1.1) with

ν = 0. Assume the trajectory mapping X(·, t) generated by −J for t ∈ (0, T ) is a

C1 diffeomorphism. Moreover, assume

B(x, t) = Ψ(t)H(Φ(t)x), t ∈ [0, T )

with

(i) Ψ ∈ C([0, T ); (0,∞)), Φ ∈ C([0, T );R3×3) and det(Φ(t)) 6= 0 on [0, T );
(ii) H ∈ Lp(R3), ∀p ∈ (0, p0) for some p0 > 0.

Then we have either det(Φ(t)) ≡ det(Φ(0)) on [0, T ) or H ≡ 0.

Proof: The electron MHD (1.1) with ν = 0 can be written as

∂tB − J · ∇B = −B · ∇J.

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

∂t|B|+ (−J · ∇)|B| =

(

B

|B|
· ∇

)

(−J) ·
B

|B|
|B|. (2.1)

Denote

S =

(

B

|B|
· ∇

)

(−J) ·
B

|B|
. (2.2)
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Considering equation (2.1) along the trajectory X(a, t) we have

∂t|B(X(a, t), t)| = S(X(a, t), t)|B(X(a, t), t)|

whose solution is given by

|B(X(a, t), t)| = |B0(a)|e
∫

t

0
S(X(a,τ),τ)dτ . (2.3)

In view of (2.2) we have

−‖∇J(t)‖L∞ ≤ S(x, t) ≤ ‖∇J(t)‖L∞ , ∀ x ∈ R
3. (2.4)

It follows from (2.3) and (2.4) that

|B0(a)|e
−

∫
t

0
‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ ≤ |B(X(a, t), t)| ≤ |B0(a)|e

∫
t

0
‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ . (2.5)

Applying the back to label mapping to (2.5) yields

|B0(A(x, t))|e
−

∫
t

0
‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ ≤ |B(x, t)| ≤ |B0(A(x, t))|e

∫
t

0
‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ . (2.6)

For the pseudo-self-similar ansatz

B(x, t) = Ψ(t)H(Φ(t)x),

we have

B0(x) = B(x, 0) = Ψ(0)H(Φ(0)x)

and hence

H(x) = Ψ(0)−1B0([Φ(0)]
−1x).

Therefore we can rewrite B(x, t) as

B(x, t) = Ψ(t)Ψ(0)−1B0([Φ(0)]
−1Φ(t)x).

Denote G(t) = Ψ(t)Ψ(0)−1 and F (t) = [Φ(0)]−1Φ(t). Applying (2.6) for such
pseudo-self-similar form of B(x, t) we obtain

|B0(A(x, t))|e
−

∫
t

0
‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ ≤ G(t)|B0(F (t)x)| ≤ |B0(A(x, t))|e

∫
t

0
‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ .

Taking the Lp norm on the last inequality gives

‖B0‖Lpe−
∫

t

0
‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ ≤ G(t) [det(F (t))]

− 1
p ‖B0‖Lp ≤ ‖B0‖Lpe

∫
t

0
‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ .

If H 6≡ 0, then B0 6≡ 0 and hence

e−
∫

t

0
‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ ≤ G(t) [det(F (t))]

− 1
p ≤ e

∫
t

0
‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ .

Suppose there exists a time t1 ∈ (0, T ) such that det(F (t1)) 6= 1. Taking the limit
p → 0, it implies

∫ t

0

‖∇J(τ)‖L∞ dτ = ∞

which is a contradiction with the assumption B ∈ C([0, T );C2(R3)). It completes
the proof.

�
Proof of Theorem 1.1: Applying Theorem 2.1 with

Φ(t) =
1

(T − t)
1

α+2

I, Ψ(t) =
1

(T − t)
α

α+2

where I is the unit matrix in R
3×3. For α > −2, it is easy to see

det(Φ(0)) = T− 3
α+2 .
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However, for t ∈ (0, T ), we have

det(Φ(t)) = (T − t)−
3

α+2 6= det(Φ(0)).

It thus follows from Theorem 2.1 that H ≡ 0. Hence there is no self-similar blowup
solution B to (1.1) in the form (1.3).

3. Local self-similar solutions

In this section we consider the locally self-similar solution in the form (1.5) and
provide a proof of Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3. Without loss of generality, we
fix x0 = 0 in (1.5).

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.

∫ t2

t1

∫

R3

∂tB · Bσ dxdt+

∫ t2

t1

∫

R3

∇× ((∇×B)×B) · Bσ dxdt = 0 (3.1)

for any 0 < t1 < t2 < T and the test function σ ∈ C∞
0 ((0, T )× R

3). Note the first
integral in (3.1) can be written as

1

2

∫ t2

t1

∫

R3

∂t|B|2σ dxdt =
1

2

∫

R3

|B(x, t2)|
2σ(x, t2) dx−

1

2

∫

R3

|B(x, t1)|
2σ(x, t1) dx

−
1

2

∫ t2

t1

∫

R3

|B|2∂tσ dxdt;

while the second integral in (3.1) can be written as

∫ t2

t1

∫

R3

((∇×B)×B) · ∇ × (Bσ) dxdt =

∫ t2

t1

∫

R3

((∇×B)×B) · ∇ × Bσ dxdt

−

∫ t2

t1

∫

R3

((∇×B)×B) · (B ×∇σ) dxdt

=−

∫ t2

t1

∫

R3

((∇×B)×B) · (B ×∇σ) dxdt

since the first integral on the right hand side vanishes. Therefore the local energy
equality (3.1) turns into

∫

R3

|B(x, t2)|
2σ(x, t2) dx−

∫

R3

|B(x, t1)|
2σ(x, t1) dx

=

∫ t2

t1

∫

R3

|B|2∂tσ dxdt+

∫ t2

t1

∫

R3

((∇×B)×B) · (B ×∇σ) dxdt.

(3.2)

In (3.2), we choose σ being radial such that σ ≥ 0 and

σ(r) =

{

1, 0 ≤ r ≤ 1
2 ,

0, r > 1.
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In particular, ∂tσ = 0. In term of self-similar form and self-similar variable y =
x

(T−t)
1

α+2
, the local energy equality (3.2) becomes

t
3−2α
α+2

2

∫

|y|≤t
−

1
α+2

2

|H(y)|2σ(yt
1

α+2

2 ) dy

= t
3−2α
α+2

1

∫

|y|≤t
−

1
α+2

1

|H(y)|2σ(yt
1

α+2

1 ) dy

+

∫ t2

t1

t
2−3α
α+2

∫

R3

((∇×H)×H) ·
(

H ×∇σ(yt
1

α+2 )
)

dydt.

(3.3)

In view of the fact ∇σ(r) = 0 for r < 1
2 and r > 1, by changing the order of the

integrals, the last term of (3.3) can be written as
∫

1
2 t

−
1

α+2
2 ≤|y|≤t

−
1

α+2
1

((∇×H)×H) ·H ×

∫ t2

t1

t
2−3α
α+2 ∇σ(yt

1
α+2 ) dtdy

where we have the estimate for the inner integral
∫ t2

t1

t
2−3α
α+2 |∇σ(yt

1
α+2 )| dt .

∫ |y|−α−2

1
2 |y|

−α−2

t
2−3α
α+2 dt . |y|−4+2α.

Hence it follows from (3.3) that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

t
3−2α
α+2

2

∫

|y|≤t
−

1
α+2

2

|H(y)|2σ(yt
1

α+2

2 ) dy − t
3−2α
α+2

1

∫

|y|≤t
−

1
α+2

1

|H(y)|2σ(yt
1

α+2

1 ) dy

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C

∫

1
2 t

−
1

α+2
2 ≤|y|≤t

−
1

α+2
1

|∇ ×H ||H |2

|y|4−2α
dy.

(3.4)

Taking ℓ1 = t
− 1

α+2

2 and ℓ2 = t
− 1

α+2

1 (with ℓ1 < ℓ2) in (3.4) we have
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

ℓ3−2α
1

∫

|y|≤ℓ1

|H(y)|2σ(
y

ℓ1
) dy −

1

ℓ3−2α
2

∫

|y|≤ℓ2

|H(y)|2σ(
y

ℓ2
) dy dy

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C

∫

1
2 ℓ1≤|y|≤ℓ2

|∇ ×H ||H |2

|y|4−2α
dy.

(3.5)

3.2. Case of −2 < α ≤ 3
p
.

Lemma 3.1. Let p > 2 and −2 < α ≤ 3
p
. Assume H ∈ Lp ∩ C2

loc. We have

1

ℓ3−2α
2

∫

|y|≤ℓ2

|H(y)|2σ(
y

ℓ2
) dy → 0 as ℓ2 → ∞.

Proof: For 1 < M < ℓ2 we rewrite the integral

1

ℓ3−2α
2

∫

|y|≤ℓ2

|H(y)|2σ(
y

ℓ2
) dy

=
1

ℓ3−2α
2

∫

|y|≤M

|H(y)|2σ(
y

ℓ2
) dy +

1

ℓ3−2α
2

∫

M<|y|≤ℓ2

|H(y)|2σ(
y

ℓ2
) dy

≤
1

ℓ3−2α
2

∫

|y|≤M

|H(y)|2 dy +
1

ℓ3−2α
2

∫

M<|y|≤ℓ2

|H(y)|2 dy.
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Since α ≤ 3
p
< 3

2 , letting ℓ2 → ∞ yields

1

ℓ3−2α
2

∫

|y|≤M

|H(y)|2 dy → 0.

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

1

ℓ3−2α
2

∫

M<|y|≤ℓ2

|H(y)|2 dy . ℓ
2α− 6

p

2

(

∫

M<|y|

|H(y)|p dy

)
2
p

→ 0

as M → ∞, since H ∈ Lp and 2α− 6
p
≤ 0.

�

Recalling the fact σ(r) = 1 on r < 1
2 , applying Lemma 3.1 to the local energy

inequality (3.5) we obtain

1

L3−2α

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy ≤ C

∫

|y|≥L

|∇ ×H ||H |2

|y|4−2α
dy, with L =

1

2
ℓ1. (3.6)

Assume ∇ × H ∈ Lq for q > 1 and H ∈ Lp for p > 2. Applying Hölder’s
inequality we deduce

∫

|y|≥L

|∇ ×H ||H |2

|y|4−2α
dy .

(

∫

|y|≥L

|∇ ×H |q dy

)
1
q
(

∫

|y|≥L

|H |p dy

)
2
p

·

(

∫

|y|≥L

|y|(2α−4) pq

pq−p−2q dy

)1− 1
q
− 2

p

.

(
∫ ∞

L

r(2α−4) pq

pq−p−2q r2 dr

)1− 1
q
− 2

p

. L2α−1− 3
q
− 6

p

where in the last step we used the fact 2α− 1 < 3
q
+ 6

p
. It then follows from (3.6)

that
∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy ≤ CL2− 3
q
− 6

p . (3.7)

Denote βp,q = 2− 3
q
− 6

p
. If βp,q < 0, taking L → ∞ in (3.7) yields H ≡ 0.

If βp,q ≥ 0, we note 2 < 2q
q−1 < p. Interpolating between L2 and Lp we obtain

an estimate for the L
2q

q−1 norm
∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|
2q

q−1 dy =

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|a|H(y)|
2q

q−1−a dy

≤ C

(

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy

)
a
2
(

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|p dy

)

2q
q−1

−a

p

with a = 2p
p−2 − 4q

(q−1)(p−2) (such that a
2 +

2q
q−1−a

p
= 1). In view of (3.7) we have

(

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|
2q

q−1 dy

)

q−1
q

≤ CLβp,qαp,q (3.8)

with αp,q =
a(q−1)

2q = 1− p
q(p−2) < 1.
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Rearranging the right hand side of (3.6) and applying Hölder’s inequality and
(3.8) we infer

1

L3−2α

∫

|y|≤L

H2(y) dy ≤
C

L4−2α

∞
∑

k=0

1

2k(4−2α)

∫

2kL≤|y|≤2k+1L

|∇ ×H ||H |2 dy

≤
C

L4−2α

∞
∑

k=0

1

2k(4−2α)

(

∫

2kL≤|y|≤2k+1L

|∇ ×H |q dy

)
1
q

·

(

∫

2kL≤|y|≤2k+1L

|H |
2q

q−1 dy

)

q−1
q

≤
C

L4−2α

∞
∑

k=0

1

2k(4−2α)
· (2kL)βp,qαp,q

≤CLβp,qαp,q−4+2α
∞
∑

k=0

2k(βp,qαp,q−4+2α)

≤CLβp,qαp,q−4+2α

where we verified that

βp,qαp,q − 4 + 2α =(2−
3

q
−

6

p
)(1−

p

q(p− 2)
)− 4 + 2α

< 2−
3

q
−

6

p
− 4 + 2α

< 2−
3

q
−

6

p
− 4 +

6

p

< 0

since α ≤ 3
p

and q > 1. It then follows
∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy ≤ CLβp,qαp,q−1. (3.9)

It is obvious that βp,qαp,q − 1 < βp, q. Hence compared to (3.7), the L2 estimate

in (3.9) is improved. Consequently, the L
2q

q−1 estimate in (3.8) can be improved to

(

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|
2q

q−1 dy

)

q−1
q

≤ C

(

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy

)

a(q−1)
2q

≤ CLαp,q(βp,qαp,q−1).

(3.10)

Applying the improved estimates (3.9) and (3.10) to the local energy inequality as
before yields

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy ≤ CLβp,qα
2
p,q−αp,q−1

which in turn leads to
(

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|
2q

q−1 dy

)

q−1
q

≤ CLαp,q(βp,qα
2
p,q−αp,q−1).
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Repeating n times of the process of applying improved estimates of L2 and L
2q

q−1

to (3.6) we obtain
∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy ≤ CLβp,qα
n
p,q−αn−1

p,q −···−1. (3.11)

Since 0 < αp,q < 1, it is obvious that

βp,qα
n
p,q − αn−1

p,q − · · · − 1 < 0

for large enough n. Therefore it follows from (3.11) that H ≡ 0 by taking the limit
L → ∞.

3.3. Case of 3
2 < α < ∞. It follows from (3.5)

1

ℓ3−2α
2

∫

|y|≤ℓ2

|H(y)|2 dy

.
1

ℓ3−2α
1

∫

|y|≤ℓ1

|H(y)|2 dy + C

∫

1
2 ℓ1≤|y|≤ℓ2

|∇ ×H ||H |2

|y|4−2α
dy.

Taking ℓ2 = 2L ≫ 2 and ℓ1 = 2 in the inequality above gives
∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy . L3−2α + L3−2α

∫

1≤|y|≤2L

|∇ ×H ||H |2

|y|4−2α
dy. (3.12)

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

∫

1≤|y|≤2L

|∇ ×H ||H |2

|y|4−2α
dy .

(

∫

1≤|y|≤2L

|∇ ×H |q dy

)
1
q
(

∫

1≤|y|≤2L

|H |p dy

)
2
p

·

(

∫

1≤|y|≤2L

|y|(2α−4) pq
pq−p−2q dy

)1− 1
q
− 2

p

.

(

∫ 2L

1

r(2α−4) pq

pq−p−2q r2 dr

)1− 1
q
− 2

p

.max{1, L2α−1− 3
q
− 6

p }.

If 2α− 1− 3
q
− 6

p
≤ 0, we have

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy . L3−2α

which implies H ≡ 0 since α > 3
2 . Otherwise, if 2α− 1− 3

q
− 6

p
> 0, we have

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy . L3−2α + L2− 3
q
− 6

p . Lβp,q.

As a consequence, similarly as before, we obtain

(

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|
2q

q−1 dy

)

q−1
q

. Lβp,qαp,q .
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Applying the last estimate above to (3.12) yields
∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy

. L3−2α + L−1

[log2 L]
∑

k=−1

2k(4−2α)

∫

2−(k+1)L≤|y|≤2−kL

|∇ ×H ||H |2 dy

. L3−2α + L−1

[log2 L]
∑

k=−1

2k(4−2α)

(

∫

2−(k+1)L≤|y|≤2−kL

|H |
2q

q−1 dy

)

q
q−1

. L3−2α + Lβp,qαp,q−1

[log2 L]
∑

k=−1

2k(4−2α−βp,qαp,q).

(3.13)

If 4− 2α− βp,qαp,q ≥ 0, it follows from (3.13)
∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy . L3−2α + L3−2α log2 L → 0, as L → ∞,

which indicates H ≡ 0. On the other hand, if 4 − 2α − βp,qαp,q < 0, we deduce
from (3.13)

∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy . L3−2α + Lβp,qαp,q−1.

If βp,qαp,q − 1 < 0, the proof is done; otherwise, we have
∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy . Lβp,qαp,q−1.

Iterating the process above n times gives
∫

|y|≤L

|H(y)|2 dy . L3−2α + Lβp,qα
n
p,q−αn−1

p,q −···−1

until βp,qα
n
p,q − αn−1

p,q − · · · − 1 < 0. Then we conclude the proof of Theorem 1.2.

3.4. Case of α = 3
2 . Taking α = 3

2 , ℓ1 = L and ℓ2 = 4L in (3.5), the energy
inequality becomes

∫

L≤|y|≤2L

H2(y) dy ≤ C

∫

1
2L≤|y|≤4L

|∇ ×H ||H |2

|y|
dy. (3.14)

It follows from (3.14) and (1.14) that
∫

L≤|y|≤2L

H2(y) dy ≤ C

∫

1
2L≤|y|≤4L

|y|−δH2(y) dy

≤ C|L|−δ

∫

1
2L≤|y|≤4L

H2(y) dy

≤ C|L|−δ

(

∫

1
2L≤|y|≤L

H2(y) dy +

∫

L≤|y|≤2L

H2(y) dy

+

∫

2L≤|y|≤4L

H2(y) dy

)

.

(3.15)
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Applying the estimate above on the interval [ 12L,L] gives

∫

1
2L≤|y|≤L

H2(y) dy ≤ C|L|−δ

(

∫

1
4L≤|y|≤1

2L

H2(y) dy +

∫

1
2L≤|y|≤L

H2(y) dy

+

∫

L≤|y|≤2L

H2(y) dy

)

.

Similar estimates can be obtained on [L, 2L] and [2L, 4L] for the other two integrals
on the right hand side of (3.15). After iterating this process n times we obtain

∫

1
2L≤|y|≤L

H2(y) dy ≤ Cn|L|
−nδ

−1
∑

k1,...,kn=−1

∫

2k1+···+knL≤|y|≤2k1+···+kn+1L

H2(y) dy

with a constant Cn depending on n. Hence for any N ∈ N, there exists a constant
CN depending on N such that

∫

L≤|y|≤2L

H2(y) dy ≤ CNL−N , for L ≫ 1. (3.16)

On the other hand, thanks to (1.13), we have
∫

L≤|y|≤2L

H2(y) dy ≥ c

∫

L≤|y|≤2L

|y|−3−2δ dy ≥ cL−2δ, for L ≫ 1. (3.17)

It is obvious that (3.17) contradicts (3.16). Hence we conclude H ≡ 0.

4. Pseudo-selfsimilar solutions

We prove Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.5 in this section. Consider the solution
of the electron MHD in the pseudo-selfsimilar form

Bλ,µ(x, t) = µ(t)H(λ(t)x)

with H satisfying (1.7). Taking inner product of (1.7) with H we obtain

µ′

λ2µ2

∫

R3

|H |2 dy +
λ′

λ3µ

∫

R3

y · ∇
|H |2

2
dy +

∫

R3

∇× ((∇×H)×H) ·H dy = 0.

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

(

µ′

λ2µ2
−

3λ′

2λ3µ

)
∫

R3

|H |2 dy = 0. (4.1)

In view of (1.7), we must have that µ′

λ2µ2H + λ′

λ3µ
y · ∇H is independent of the

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

(I)
µ′

λ2µ2
= C1,

λ′

λ3µ
= C2 (4.2)

for some constants C1 and C2;

(II) the coefficient in (4.1) vanishes, i.e.

µ′

λ2µ2
−

3λ′

2λ3µ
= 0. (4.3)
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Since ∇2B(x, t) = λ2(t)µ(t)H(λ(t)x), the assumption (1.12) implies

lim
t→T−

0

λ2(t)µ(t) = ∞. (4.4)

In case of (I), it follows from (4.2) that

µ′

µ
= C1λ

2µ =
C1

C2
·
λ′

λ
.

Consequently we have

µ(t) = C0λ
β(t) (4.5)

for some constant C0 > 0, with β = C1

C2
. Since

‖B(t)‖L2(R3) = µ(t)λ− 3
2 (t)‖H‖L2(R3),

assumption (1.11) implies

lim
t→T−

µ(t)λ− 3
2 (t) < ∞. (4.6)

Combining (4.4), (4.5) and (4.6) we have

lim
t→T−

λ(t) = ∞

and −2 < β ≤ 3
2 .

On the other hand, in case of (II), it follows from (4.3) that

µ′

µ
=

3

2
·
λ′

λ

and hence

µ(t) = C0λ
3
2 (t)

for a constant C0 > 0.
Therefore we proceed in different cases:

(i) β ∈ [0, 3
2 );

(ii) β ∈ (−2, 0);
(iii) β = 3

2 .

Case (i): β = C1

C2
∈ [0, 3

2 ). Without loss of generality, we assume C1 ≥ 0 and
C2 > 0. Recall

λ′ = C2λ
3µ = C0C2λ

3+β

following which we have

−(β + 2)λ−β−2(t) + (β + 2)λ−β−2(t0) = C0C2(t− t0), 0 ≤ t0 < t < T. (4.7)

Taking the limit t → T in (4.7) and using (4.4) yields

(β + 2)λ−β−2(t0) = C0C2(T − t0). (4.8)

Combining (4.7) and (4.8) we get

λ(t) = [(β + 2)−1C0C2(T − t)]−
1

β+2

and hence

µ(t) = C0λ
β(t) = C0[(β + 2)−1C0C2(T − t)]−

β

β+2 .

It is then easy to verify that the coefficient in (4.1) satisfies

µ′

λ2µ2
−

3λ′

2λ3µ
= (β −

3

2
)C−1

0 λ−β−3(t)λ′(t) 6= 0.
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Consequently we infer from (4.1) that
∫

R3

|H |2 dy = 0

and thus H ≡ 0.
Case (ii): β = C1

C2
∈ (−2, 0). In this case, C1 = µ′

λ2µ2 and C2 = λ′

λ3µ
have

different signs. Again, it follows from (4.1) that
∫

R3 |H |2 dy = 0 and H ≡ 0.

Case (iii): β = C1

C2
= 3

2 . We note the coefficient in (4.1) vanishes, and hence

(4.1) is inconclusive. In this case, we make different assumptions:
For p > 2 and H 6≡ 0, we have

‖B(t)‖Lp(R3) = µ(t)λ− 3
p (t)‖H‖Lp(R3) = C(T − t)−

3
7+

6
7p ‖H‖Lp(R3) → ∞

as t → T−, which contradicts the assumption (1.13).
On the other hand, we have

∇× J(x, t) = µ(t)λ2(t)∇×∇×H(y) = C(T − t)−1∆H(y).

It follows, if ∆H 6≡ 0,
∫ t

0

‖∇× J(x, τ)‖L∞ dτ =

∫ t

0

(T − τ)−1 dτ‖∆H‖L∞ → ∞

as t → T−, which contradicts the assumption (1.14).
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