arXiv:2401.09305v2 [math.AP] 18 Feb 2024

FROM NAVIER-STOKES TO BV SOLUTIONS OF THE BAROTROPIC EULER EQUATIONS

GENG CHEN, MOON-JIN KANG, AND ALEXIS F. VASSEUR

Abstract. In the realm of mathematical fluid dynamics, a formidable challenge lies in establishing inviscid limits from the Navier-Stokes equations to the Euler equations, wherein physically admissible solutions can be discerned. The pursuit of solving this intricate problem, particularly concerning singular solutions, persists in both compressible and incompressible scenarios.

This article focuses on small BV solutions to the barotropic Euler equation in one spatial dimension. Our investigation demonstrates that these solutions are inviscid limits for solutions to the associated compressible Navier-Stokes equation. Moreover, we extend our findings by establishing the well-posedness of such solutions within the broader class of inviscid limits of Navier-Stokes equations with locally bounded energy initial values.

Contents

1. Introduction 3 2. Precise statement of the results 5 3. The a-contraction theory with shifts for Euler 7 3.1. The relative entropy method 7 3.2. A Kruzkov-like theory for systems 7 3.3. Weak/BV stability principle for Euler 8 3.4. Towards the inviscid limit 9 4. Main idea of the proof 10 4.1. Construction of approximate solutions 11 4.2. Construction of the weight function and a-contraction estimates 12 4.3. Uniform estimate from the a-contraction with shifts 13 4.4. Stability for the system (2.1) in the Eulerian frame 15 4.5. Inviscid limit via compensated compactness 15 4.6. Conclusion of the sketched proof 16 5. Proof of the main Theorems 16 5.1. Construction for the adapted family of initial data 16 5.2. Proof of Theorem 2.1 17 5.3. Proof of Theorem 2.2 17 6. Construction of the approximate solutions 18 6.1. Modified front tracking algorithm 18

Date: May 29, 2024.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 76N15, 35B35, 76N06.

Acknowledgment. G. Chen is partially supported by the NSF grants DMS-2306258 and DMS- 2008504. M.-J. Kang was partially supported by the National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF- 2019R1C1C1009355). A. F. Vasseur is partially supported by the NSF grants 2306852 and 2219434. 1

6.2. Construction of three kinds of waves 29 6.3. Construction of approximate solutions 31 6.4. The number of waves and interactions 35 7. Weighted relative entropy with shifts 37 7.1. Construction of weights 38 7.2. Relative entropy method 39 7.3. Useful estimates on relative functions 43 7.4. Uniform bounds 44 7.5. Useful estimates for waves, and those interactions 46 8. Estimates for main terms localized by derivatives of rarefactions 51 8.1. Estimates on H_{21} and H_{22} 51 8.2. Estimates on H_{23} with construction of shifts for rarefactions 52 8.3. Estimates of minor terms 56 9. Decomposition and estimates for parabolic term 57 9.1. Estimate of P^b 57 9.2. Estimate of P^s 59 10. Estimates for main terms localized by derivatives of weights and shocks 64 10.1. Normalization 64 10.2. Maximization in terms of h − h̄ 65 10.3. Construction of shifts for shocks 66 10.4. Proof of Proposition 7.1 67 10.5. Decomposition of the domain 69 10.6. Sharp estimates inside truncation 69 10.7. Smallness of localized relative entropy 70 10.8. Estimates outside truncation 71 10.9. Proof of Proposition 10.2 82 10.10. Proof of Proposition 10.1 86 11. Proof of Theorem 4.1 90 11.1. The decay of weight a(t, x) at interaction time 90 11.2. The estimate of weighted norm at the interaction time 97 11.3. Global-in-time uniform estimates 102 12. From Lagrange to Euler 105 13. Inviscid limit via Compensated compactness 107 13.1. Uniform estimates for higher integrability of solutions to (2.1) 107 13.2. H^{−1}-compactness of entropy dissipation measures 110 13.3. Inviscid limit 112 Appendix A. A short introduction to wave interactions in p-system 114 A.1. Wave curves 114 A.2. Riemann problems and vacuum criterion 115 A.3. Pairwise interactions in isentropic flow 116 A.4. The shock curve 116 A.5. Some useful results 117 References 118

1. Introduction The Euler equation is the first partial differential equation ever written down in fluid dynamics more than 250 years ago [28]. It can be written as: ∂_tρ + div(ρu) = 0, t > 0, x ∈ R^N , ∂_t(ρu) + div(ρu ⊗ u) + ∇p = 0, t > 0, x ∈ R^N , (ρ(0, x), ρu(0, x)) = (ρ^0, ρ^0u^0) x ∈ R^N ,

(1.1)

where the unknown quantities are the density of the gas ρ : R^+ × R^N → R and its velocity u : R^+ × R^N → R^N . The barotropic case corresponds to pressure functionals of the form: p(ρ) = ρ^γ , for adiabatic coefficients γ > 1. This system of equations is well-posed on short times in the functional space of Lipschitz functions (see, for instance, [25]). However, it is well-known that such solutions can blow up in finite time [48]. When considering possible discontinuous solutions, the Euler system has to be endowed with the entropy inequality: (1.2) ∂_tη(ρ, ρu) + div(q(ρ, ρu)) ≤ 0, t > 0, x ∈ R^N , where the entropy of the system (in this case, the physical energy) and its flux are given as: η(ρ, ρu) = ρ |u|^2 2 + ρ^γ γ − 1 , q(ρ, ρu) = (η(ρ, ρu) + ρ^γ )u. (1.3)

Solutions of (1.1) verifying (1.2) are called entropic solutions. It is easy to show that Lipschitz solutions to (1.1) verifiy (1.2) as an equality. However, for N > 1, this condition (1.2) is not enough to ensure the uniqueness of non-Lipschitz physical solutions. Using convex integration techniques, Chiodaroli, De Lellis, and Kreml showed in [22] that planar shock discontinuities are not unique in the class of bounded entropic solutions verifying ((1.1) (1.2)). De Lellis and Kwon showed in the multi-D periodic case that the non-uniqueness anomaly holds even in the class of continuous weak entropic solutions [26].

Another classical attempt to select admissible solutions is through the vanishing viscosity criterion (see [25]). For ν > 0 fixed, consider the Navier-Stokes equation: ∂_tρ^ν + div(ρ^ν u^ν ) = 0, t > 0, x ∈ R^N ,

∂_tρ^ν u^ν + div(ρ^ν u^ν ⊗ u^ν ) + ∇p(ρ^ν ) = νdiv(μ̄(ρ^ν )Du^ν ), t > 0, x ∈ R^N ,

(ρ^ν (0, x), ρ^ν u^ν (0, x)) = (ρ^ν_0 , ρ^ν_0 u^ν_0 ) x ∈ R^N ,

(1.4)

where Du = (∇u + ∇^tu)/2 and μ̄ is the viscosity functional which may depend on ρ. We say that U = (ρ, ρu) is a vanishing viscosity solution to the Euler equation (1.1) if there exists a sequence of initial value U^ν_0 = (ρ^ν_0 , ρ^ν_0 u^ν_0 ) converging to U^0 = (ρ^0, ρ^0u^0) such that, for the double limit (on the initial value and the equation) ν → 0, the solution to (1.4) converges, up to a subsequence, to U. In most case, solutions to (1.4) can be constructed verifying the energy inequality ([42, 30, 3]):

(1.5) ∂_tη(ρ^ν , ρ^ν u^ν ) + div(q(ρ^ν , ρ^ν u^ν )) + νμ̄(ρ^ν )|Du^ν |^2 ≤ 0, t > 0, x ∈ R^N . Especially this justifies the notion of entropic solutions (1.2) at the limit ν = 0.

In 1979, Dafermos and DiPerna [24, 27] introduced the Weak/Strong principle. They showed that Lipschitz solutions (strong solutions) are unique and L^2-stable (for L^2 perturbations on the initial values) in the larger class of bounded entropic solutions (weak solutions) of (1.1) (1.2). This Weak/Strong principle, based on the relative entropy method, can be easily extended to the class of vanishing viscosity solutions as weak solutions. It shows that Lipschitz solutions to (1.1) are stable with respect to initial values perturbation and viscous perturbation on the system itself. Especially it shows that Lipschitz solutions are vanishing viscosity solutions to Euler (1.1).

The situation is completely different when considering discontinuous patterns instead of Lipschitz solutions. For N > 1, it is not even known if the notion of vanishing viscosity limit differs from the notion of entropic solutions. Note that in the simpler incompressible case, it was shown in [17] that the non-uniqueness pathology exists at the level of the Navier- Stokes equation and persists via viscosity limit. However, the solutions constructed at the Navier-Stokes equation are not Leray-Hopf and do not verify the Energy equality related to (1.5).

Surprisingly, the vanishing viscosity limit problem is already extremely difficult for the mono-dimensional case, even in the well-studied framework of small BV solutions for hyperbolic conservation laws. In this framework, Glimm showed in [31] the existence of global solutions to n × n conservation laws in one dimension (including (1.1)-(1.2) in dimension one) for any initial value small enough in BV (R). Later, the small BV existence was proved using the front tracking scheme [4, 25, 32]. The L^1 stability of the front tracking scheme was proved in Bressan, Liu and Yang [15] and Bressan, Crasta and Piccoli [8] see also Liu and Yang [43] and Bressan and Colombo [7] in the context of 2 × 2 systems as (1.1). The uniqueness of these solutions was established by Bressan and Goatin under the Tame Oscillation Condition [9]. It improved the previous theorem by Bressan and LeFloch [12]. Uniqueness was also known to prevail when the Tame Oscillation Condition is replaced by the Bounded Variation Condition along space-like curves, see Bressan and Lewicka [14]. These technical extra conditions were first removed in the case of 2×2 systems in [19] where the uniqueness result was extended to a weak/BV principle for a family of weak entropic solutions with strong traces. Note that the technical conditions have been recently removed in the general case, but without the weak/strong principle in [10, 13]. In this general context, Bianchini and Bressan were able to show that these solutions are vanishing viscosity limits for artificial viscosities in the celebrated paper [1] (see also [16, 11] for convergence estimates). However, up to now, the result could not be extended to physical systems as the Navier-Stokes equation. The main difficulty is to obtain BV estimates uniform with respect to the viscosity (see [44] for estimates at viscosity fixed).

In 2010, using the compensated compactness method [50], Chen and Perepelitsa showed in [21] the existence of vanishing viscosity solutions to Euler (1.1) in one-space dimension with μ̄ = 1. This convergence was obtained for merely energy bounded initial values. However, in the case where initial values are small in BV , it was not known until now whether the vanishing viscosity solutions were small BV and whether they were the unique solutions in the class of inviscid limits from Navier-Stokes.

In this paper, we are showing the following two fundamental statements about vanishing viscosity limits and weak/BV stability in 1D:

Any small BV solutions to (1.1) is a vanishing viscosity solution, that is, can be constructed as double limit of solutions to the Navier-Stokes equation (1.4).

Small BV solutions are stable via initial perturbations among vanishing viscosity solutions.

Note that the second statement does not need extra conditions as the strong traces property or a priori L^∞ bound as in [19]. These two results are the later development of the a-contraction theory up to shift first coined in [33]. It is based on the relative entropy method, and is a natural extension of the the work of Dafermos and DiPerna [24, 27].

2. Precise statement of the results From now on, we fix the dimension N = 1, and so consider the system in the form { ρ^ν_t + (ρ^ν u^ν )_x = 0 (ρ^ν u^ν )_t + (ρ^ν (u^ν )^2)_x + p(ρ^ν )_x = ν ( μ̄(ρ^ν )u^ν_x ) x . (2.1)

We will consider the viscosity functionals satisfying the following property: Assume γ > 1, and that there exists 0 < C_1 < C_2 and α > 0 such that

γ − 1 ≤ α ≤ γ and C_1(1 + ρ^α) ≤ μ̄(ρ) γ ≤ C_2(1 + ρ^α) ∀ρ > 0.

If γ ≤ 5/3, we fix the value α = γ − 1.

(2.2)

This hypothesis allows very general viscosity functionals. It requires, however, a polynomial growth for large densities. Note that this growth is consistent with the case of the shallow water equation, which corresponds to γ = 2, with a growth of the viscosity functional as α = 1.

As discussed before, the theory is based on the relative entropy. For U = (ρ, ρu), Ū = (ρ̄, ρ̄ū) with ρ̄ > 0, we define the relative entropy of U with respect to Ū as η(U|Ū ) = ρ |u − ū|^2 2 + p(ρ|ρ̄) γ − 1 , p(ρ|ρ̄) = ρ^γ − ρ̄^γ − γρ̄^{γ−1}(ρ − ρ̄) ≥ 0. For any fixed state U_∗ = (ρ_∗, ρ_∗u_∗) ∈ R^+ × R defining the limit state on the left and on the right, we consider the following set of Euler initial values: (2.3) E^0 := { U^0 = (ρ^0, ρ^0u^0) ∈ (L^1_{loc} ∩ L^∞)(R) | | inf(ρ^0) > 0, ∫ R ( ρ^0|u^0 − u_∗| + |ρ^0 − ρ_∗| ) dx < ∞ } . Notice that for any U^0 ∈ E^0,

(2.4) ∫ R η(U^0(x)|U_∗) dx < ∞. As in [21], we consider slightly regularized initial values at the Navier-Stokes level. For any Euler initial value (2.3), we say that U^ν_0 := (ρ^ν_0 , ρ^ν_0 u^ν_0 ) is an adapted family of initial values for the Navier-Stokes equation (associated with U^0) if U^ν_0 is smooth and satisfies:

(2.5) lim_{ν→0} (∫ R |U^ν_0 − U^0| dx + ∫ R η(U^ν_0 |U^0)dx + ν^2 ∫ R |∂_xϕ(ρ^ν_0 )|^2 dx ) = 0,

where we define ϕ as ϕ^′(ρ) =^{μ̄(ρ)}_{ρ3/2} . We will prove the following lemma in Section 5.

Lemma 2.1. For any U^0 = (ρ^0, ρ^0u^0) ∈ E^0 defined in (2.3), there exists an adapted family of initial values for the Navier-Stokes equation U^ν_0 , that is, verifying (2.5).

This lemma shows that for any Euler initial values in E^0, there exists an associated adapted family of initial values for the Navier-Stokes equation.

Our first result is as follows.

Theorem 2.1. Assume (2.2). For any U_∗ = (ρ_∗, ρ_∗u_∗) ∈ R^+ × R, there exists ε > 0 such that the following is true. Let U^0 ∈ E^0 with ‖U^0‖_{BV (R)} ≤ ε, and U^ν_0 be any adapted family of initial values satisfying (2.5). Consider the solution U^ν to the Navier-Stokes equations (2.1) with initial value U^ν_0 . Then, U^ν converges in L^1_{loc}(R^+ × R) to the small BV solution to (1.1) associated to the initial value U^0, as ν → 0.

Note that thanks to the hypotheses (2.5) and (2.3) on the initial value, and the condition (2.2) on the viscosity, the existence (and uniqueness) of the solution to the Navier-Stokes system (1.4) follows from [45]. More precisely, [45, Theorem 2.1] ensures that this solution verifies: for any given T > 0, there exist κ^ν_2 (T ) > κ^ν_1 (T ) > 0 such that

(2.6) ρ^ν − ρ_∗ ∈ L^∞(0, T ; H^1(R)), κ^ν_1 (T ) ≤ ρ^ν (t, x) ≤ κ^ν_2 (T ), ∀x ∈ R, t ≤ T, u^ν − u_∗ ∈ L^∞(0, T ; H^1(R)) ∩ L^2(0, T ; H^2(R)).

For any U^0 in (2.3), and any U^ν solution to the Navier-Stokes equation (2.1) with initial values verifying (2.5), the entropy inequality (1.5) provides that

(2.7) lim sup_{t>0,ν>0} ∫ R η(U^ν (t, x)|U_∗) dx ≤ ∫ R η(U^0(x)|U_∗) dx. Using the strict convexity of η, and the weak compactness theorem, there exists U ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^+ ×R) and a subsequence ν → 0 such that U^ν converges at least weakly in L^1_{loc}(R^+ ×R) to U. We call any such U an inviscid limit of Navier-Stokes associated to the initial value U^0.

Our second theorem is the following.

Theorem 2.2. Assume (2.2). For any U_∗ = (ρ_∗, ρ_∗u_∗) ∈ R^+ × R, there exists ε > 0 such that the following is true. Let U^0 ∈ E^0 with ‖U^0‖_{BV (R)} ≤ ε, and U^0_n a sequence of initial values in E^0 such that lim_{n→∞} (∫ R η(U^0_n (x)|U^0(x)) dx + ∫ R |U^0_n(x) − U^0(x)| dx ) = 0.

Then, for any U_n inviscid limit of Navier-Stokes associated to the initial value U^0_n, U_n converges strongly in [L^1_{loc}(R^+ × R)]^2 , as n → ∞, to the small BV solution U associated to the initial value U^0.

Note that only U is in BV . The perturbations U_n does not need to be BV . Therefore, this theorem implies a Weak/BV principle (in the spirit of the weak/strong principle of Dafermos and DiPerna): If U^0 is small in BV , then any inviscid limit of Navier-Stokes associated to the initial value U^0 is indeed the BV solution to Euler.

Theorem 2.1 shows that, in dimension 1, any small BV solution to (1.1) is a vanishing viscosity solution. Theorem 2.2 shows that these solutions are stable via initial perturbations among vanishing viscosity solutions.

3. The a-contraction theory with shifts for Euler

We will focus in this section on the results of the a-contraction with shifts that can be applied to the barotropic Euler and Navier-Stokes equation. Note, however, that the theory has already been developed in several directions for extremal shocks of general systems [33], stability of general solutions for 2×2 systems [19], the general Riemann problem for the Full Euler system and its associated Navier-Stokes-Fourier system [47, 38]. A multi-D stability result for contact discontinuities in this context was proved in [37]. The inviscid limits results Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.2 are based on previous work on weak/BV stability at the level of the Euler equation itself. However, notice that previous results are usually weaker than Theorem 2.2. A priori uniform boundedness and strong traces properties are needed on the weak solutions in [19], whereas these conditional assumptions can now be dropped using the notion of vanishing viscosity solution. For a general review of recent results using the a-contraction theory, see [51]. We first describe the ideas working directly on the hyperbolic equation. We will then explain the extra difficulties encountered while working on the inviscid limits.

3.1. The relative entropy method. For a fixed U_∗ ∈ R^+ × R, U → η(U|U_∗) is itself an entropy associated to the flux of entropy q(U; U_∗), and it holds from (1.1) and (1.2) that any entropic solution verifies in the sense of distribution:

(3.1) ∂_tη(U|U_∗) + ∂_xq(U; U_∗) ≤ 0.

The strict convexity of η showed that, as long as U, U_∗ have values in a compact set C away from the vacuum,

(3.2) 1 C |U − U_∗|^2 ≤ η(U|U_∗) ≤ C|U − U_∗|^2, where the constant C depends only on C. Integrating the entropy inequality with respect to x provides the L^2 stability (and contraction with respect to the relative entropy), of bounded entropic weak solutions with respect to the constant state: ∫ R |U(t, x) − U_∗|^2 dx ≤ C^2 ∫ R |U^0(x) − U_∗|^2 dx. The relative entropy method introduced by DiPerna and Dafermos [24, 27] consists in modulating the constant U_∗ with respect to a Lipschitz solution V . Using the finite speed of propagation, the method provides the uniqueness and L^2 stability of the Lipschitz solutions in a wider class of bounded entropic weak solutions. The method is also very efficient for asymptotic analysis when the approximated models are entropic such as the Navier- Stokes equation, and as long as the limit solution is Lipschitz. The idea is that Lipschitz solutions are stable with respect to L^2 perturbations on the initial values and with respect to entropic perturbations on the equation itself. The situation is more complicated when considering discontinuous pattern V . DiPerna already pushed the method in [27] to obtain the uniqueness of shocks. The method was extended in [20] to Riemann solutions. The aim to the a-contraction with shifts is to extend this method to a L^2 based theory for the stability and asymptotic analysis of general discontinuous solutions.

3.2. A Kruzkov-like theory for systems. For scalar conservation laws with flux U → f(U) ∈ R, Kruzkov developed a well-posedness theory for bounded solutions [40] based on the family of entropies: η_K (U|U_∗) = |U − U_∗|.

Any weak entropic solutions U verifies the entropy inequalities (3.1) for the entropies U → η_K (·, U_∗), and the associated entropy flux functional U → q_K (U; U_∗) = sgn(U − U_∗)(f(U) − f(U_∗)). By modulating the constant via the doubling variables method, he showed that two such weak entropic solutions U, V still verify:

∂_tη_K (U|V ) + ∂_xq_K (U; V ) ≤ 0,

in the sense of distribution. This provides a L^1 contraction for the solutions

(3.3) d dt ∫ R η_K (U(t, x)|V (t, x)) dx ≤ 0, from which the well-posedness follows easily. This theory does not generally extend to systems because the set of convex entropies is more restrictive, and does not include the Kruzkov entropies. However, from one convex entropy, we can still derive the associated Kruzkov-like family of relative entropies verifying (3.1). In general, rarefactions preserve the contraction property measured by the relative entropy. However, this is not true for general solutions anymore. This is because the relative entropy method is basically based on the norm L^2, while the Kruzkov entropies are based on L^1. For shocks, because of the Rankine-Hugoniot condition, L^2 perturbations of order ε can induce a shift that produces an error at time t of order √ tε. Because of that, shocks cannot have a L^2 contraction property.

However, it was shown in [33], that a similar property holds after weighting (via a weight a > 0), and factoring out this shift. This is the basis of the a-contraction theory with shift. More precisely, it has been shown that for any shock (U_L, U_R, σ_{LR}), (that is, discontinuous wave S(t, x) = U_L1_{{x<σLRt}} + U_R1_{{x>σLRt}} as an entropic solution to (1.1)) there exists a weight a > 0 such that the following is true. For any bounded weak entropic solution verifying the strong trace property, there exists a Lipschitz function t → h(t) (called shift) such that for all t > 0:

(3.4) d dt { a ∫_{σLRt+h(t)} −∞ η(U(t, x)|U_L) dx + ∫_∞ σ_{LR}t+h(t) η(U(t, x)|U_R) dx } ≤ 0. For the scalar case (see Leger [41]), we can take a = 1. We then have a contraction similar to the L^1 theory (3.3), but for the L^2 based relative entropy, and up to a shift: d dt ∫ R η(U(t, x)|S(t, x + h(t))) dx ≤ 0. However, for the Euler equation, the inequality is not true without the weight (see [46]). Note that, at this stage, these inequalities are valid only for elementary waves: shocks and rarefactions.

3.3. Weak/BV stability principle for Euler. Conservation laws have finite speed of propagation. Thanks to this principle, if the contraction property is true for elementary waves one can hope to extend it to Riemann problems, and from here to general small BV solutions. Because of the shifts, it is however not clear how to extend the contraction property to general solutions. Such a program was first done for the scalar case in [39]. In [19], the method was applied to weak/BV principle for 2 × 2 systems. Instead of looking for a pseudo-distance between the weak solutions U_n and the specific small BV solution V , we use the relative entropy to control the L^2 distance from U_n to the set of small BV functions. More precisely, given U_∗ ∈ R^+ × R let ε > 0 such that the small BV solution V is in S = {U ∈ L^∞(R) | ‖U − U_∗‖_L∞_{(R)} + ‖U‖_{BV (R)} ≤ ε} (more precisely, ε is the maximum of such norm that can be obtained via the front tracking method). The method of a-contraction with shift was used to show that for all time t > 0:

(3.5) inf_{{W ∈S}} ∫ R |U_n(t, x) − W (x)|^2 dx ≤ C ∫ R |U^0_n(x) − V^0(x)|^2 dx.

We can match this result with the small BV uniqueness theory of Bressan [4] to obtain the weak/BV stability result. Indeed, consider a sequence U^0_n of initial values converging in L^2 to the initial value V^0 of the small BV solution V . The inequality (3.5) implies that the limit U of U_n is in S for all time. Assuming that the U_n are uniformly bounded, we can show that the convergence is strong and so U is a small BV solution to Euler with initial value V^0. By the uniqueness theorem in this class of solutions, we have U = V . Note that, for this program, it is not needed for the sequence U_n to be with values in S.

To obtain the control (3.5), the idea is to construct, via a modified front tracking method, a function Ū_δ keeping values in S for all time t > 0, and a weight function a such that for all t, x, 1/2 ≤ a(t, x) ≤ 2, and such that

(3.6) ∫ R a(t, x)η(U_n(t, x)|Ū_δ (t, x)) dx is non-increasing in time (up to error terms of order δ, the small parameter associated to the front tracking approximation). The front tracking method is a numerical approximation method which involves solely the evolution of fronts. It proves itself to be a powerful tool to study the well-posedeness of 1-D conservation laws (see for instance [4]). The approximated solutions are made piecewise constant by an ad-hoc treatment of the rarefactions. To fit the relative entropy framework, the front tracking method is modified by introducing the shifts on each front in order to keep the decrease of the quantity via the a-contraction theory. The piecewise constant weight function a has to be recomputed after the interaction of two fronts. Because the front does not verify the Rankine-Hugoniot condition (due to the artificial shifts), the function Ū_δ may not be a meaningful approximation of the Euler equation anymore. However, the general theory of the front tracking method based on the evolution of the interaction potential is still valid, and insures that Ū_δ stays in S for all time t. Note also that the function Ū_δ actually depends on the wild weak solutions U_n via the shifts. The function Ū_δ can be seen as a δ-approximation of a sort of L^2 projection of U_n onto the set S of small BV functions.

3.4. Towards the inviscid limit. The Navier-Stokes equation is compatible with the entropy, and so with the relative entropy method. It is then natural to run the same methodology in order to obtain, up to error terms of order ν and δ, a similar control of (3.6) for the solution U^ν to the Navier-Stokes equation. However, the task is extremely difficult. This is due to three main factors: 1) Navier-Stokes has a destabilization effect on shocks, with the formation of viscous layers (viscous shocks). 2) The Navier-Stokes equation is not local anymore: there are interactions between the simple waves. 3) There is no uniform L^∞ bound on the solutions with respect to the viscosity. This last condition is due to the fact that only one entropy (the physical energy) is compatible with the Navier-Stokes equation. Therefore, the invariant regions known for the Euler equation which imply L^∞ bounds on the Euler solutions, are not preserved at the level of the Navier-Stokes equation. This is a major difference with the artificial viscosity situation [1]. As in the work [21], we have to deal with possible points of high velocity or high density.

4. Main idea of the proof

Following [34, 35], the relative entropy method is performed on the Navier-Stokes equation in its Lagrangian form. The mass Lagrangian variables are the specific volume v = 1/ρ and the velocity u in the mass variables: y(t, x) = ∫_x 0 ρ(t, z) dz. The Navier-Stokes system in the (t, y) variables has the form (where we keep the variable x for y without confusion): { v^ν_t − u^ν_x = 0 u^ν_t + p_L(v^ν )_x = ν (_{μ̄L(vν )} v^ν u ν x ) x , (4.1)

where p_L(v) = v^{−γ} , γ > 1, μ̄_L(v) = μ̄(1/v) (the subscript L is for Lagrange). The initial data (v^ν_0 , u^ν_0 ) verifies lim |x|→∞ (v^ν_0 , u^ν_0 ) = (v_∗, u_∗),

and so has infinite mass. Moreover it has no vacuum. This is preserved by the Navier-Stokes equation, and therefore the system (4.1) is equivalent to the system (1.4) in dimension one. The Lagrangian setting is better suited to study the stability of the shock layer which involves a subtle balance between the hyperbolic terms (from Euler) and the parabolic ones (from the viscosity). Note that we need a powerful stability result on these shock layers. Shock layers are objects at the scale ν. We need them, however, to be stable with respect to perturbations of order δ, at the level of the front tracking approximation. This is a stability property uniform with respect to the viscosity (see [34]). To obtain this result, we consider the effective velocity h := u − ν^{μ̄L(v)}_v v_x corresponding to the Bresch and Desjardins entropy [2]. The equation on (v^ν , h^ν ) is then { v^ν_t − h^ν_x = −ν ( μ̄_L(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ [p_L(v^ν )]_x ) x h^ν_t + p_L(v^ν )_x = 0.

(4.2)

We actually run the relative entropy method on this system. In the Lagrange variables, the relative entropy is

(4.3) η^L(U|Ū ) = η^L((v, h)|(v̄, h̄)) := |h − h̄|^2 2 + Q(v|v̄), where Q(v) = v^{−γ+1}/(γ − 1). Note that the nonlinear terms of the Euler equation is the pressure and is a function of v only. The advantage of System (4.2) compared to (4.1) is that the diffusion is in v rather than u, giving control on the main nonlinear term. After a maximization in the variable h, the stability relies on a nonlinear Poincaré estimate in the v variable (see Section 10. This derivation was first derived in [34]. We rely in this paper on the version proved in [36]).

Because we do not have a uniform L^∞ bound on U^ν = (v^ν , h^ν ) with respect to the viscosity, the control of arbitrarily small or big values of v^ν is not trivial. This is the reason why the condition on the viscosity (2.2) for big values of density is needed. Under this assumption, a viscous version of the result (3.4) via the a-contraction with shift can be obtained for the viscous layer (see [35]): Let U_L, U_R, σ_{LR} be a shock for the Euler equation, and consider Ũ^ν the associated viscous layer, that is the solution to system (4.2) with end states U_L, U_R. Then there exists a weight function x → a(x/ν) (with end values associated to the number a > 0) such that the following is true. For any solution U^ν of the system

(4.2), there exists a shift t → X(t) such that d dt {∫_{+∞} −∞ a((x − X(t))/ν)η^L(U^ν (t, x)|Ũ^ν ) dx } ≤ 0. Notice that the use of the effective velocity imposes the condition on the initial values (2.5).

The aim is now to extend this stability result of [35], valid for a single shock, to a stability result for a general solution, building up from the general weak/BV principle for Euler described above.

4.1. Construction of approximate solutions. The function U^ν is an exact solution to Navier-Stokes equation (4.2). What we call here “approximate solution” can be seen as a sort of projection of U^ν on the space of functions with small BV norms. The basic idea is to construct these “approximate solutions” Ū_{ν,δ} as a combination of shifted simple waves Ũ^ν . As for the classical front tracking method, by construction, these simple waves can interact only a finite amount of times. At each of these times, the waves are recomputed at the Euler level following the front tracking method, and then replaced by their viscous counterparts. This construction is described in Section 6. These simple waves are then shifted between times of interaction, following the a-contraction principle to keep the combined “approximate solutions” Ū_{ν,δ} close (in the sense of relative entropy) to the exact solutions U^ν to Navier-Stokes. The whole theory is based on the necessity to shift the shock waves in Ū_{ν,δ} because of the incompatibility of the Rankine-Hugoniot condition and the L^2 norm. These shifts are defined in Subsection 10.3. An additional difficulty is that we also need to shift the rarefaction fronts. (These shifts are defined in Subsection 8.2). The purpose of these shifts is to control the worst part of the errors due to the rarefaction discretization at the level of the front tracking method. The difficulty is due to the lack of (uniform in ν) L^∞ bound on U^ν . The rarefaction discretization may produce L^1 error that we mitigate with the construction of the shifts (see difficulty 1. below).

Let us fix the main coefficients involved as follows. The global BV strength is ε > 0. The whole result is under the assumption that this number is small, but it will be fixed for the whole paper. The strength of viscosity ν > 0 is the smallest coefficients converging to 0. There are two coefficients associated to the front tracking method. The jump strength of the approximation rarefaction, denoted by δ, converges to 0 the slowest. We keep the standard notation and denote the cut-off on the interaction strength used to choose the Riemann solver as ρ_ν (depending on ν). It should not be confused with the density ρ^ν . (The construction of the approximate solution using the coefficient ρ_ν is done in the Lagrange frame on Ū_{ν,δ} = (v̄_{ν,δ}, h̄_{ν,δ} ), reducing the chance of confusion with the density). This coefficient ρ_ν is also used to define the smallest possible size of physical waves (together with the biggest possible size of the pseudo-shocks). This coefficient has to converges to zero together with ν, but at a lower rate. We fix the dependence as ρ_ν = ν^{1/3}. The construction faces several severe difficulties:

1. We do not have uniform L^∞ bound with respect to the viscosity on the wild Navier- Stokes solution U^ν . As a consequence, we lose the uniform finite speed of propagation on the approximation Ū_{ν,δ} (because we do not have uniform bounds on the shifts). Another difficulty is that for all t the relative entropy η(U^ν (t, x)|Ũ^ν ) is bounded only in L^1. Many errors in the a-contraction estimates can only be controlled by carefully keeping track of signs (see above the issue for rarefactions for instance). Especially, to control errors due to pseudo-shocks, it is crucial that the velocity of pseudo-shocks are increasing in the pseudo-shock layer.

2. Long range interactions at the level of Navier-Stokes. The superposition of viscous waves is not an exact solution to Navier-Stokes due to their non-linear interactions. It is therefore important to control the spread of these interactions. The transition zone of a shock wave of strength |σ| has width ν/|σ|. It is actually large for small shocks. It is then imperative to have a sharp control on the size of the shock by below, not only on the interaction strength. This requires new Riemann solvers at the level of the Front tracking method.

The standard front tracking algorithm (see [4]) involves two Riemann solvers. The first accurate solver only discretizes the rarefaction to ensure that solutions stay piece-wise constant. It uses a simplified solver when the product of the strength of incoming waves |σ_1σ_2| is smaller than the threshold ρ_ν . This is to avoid the production of infinitely many waves in finite time. The idea is to make the physical waves either cross each other (if they are of different families) or combine (if they are of the same family). The error produces the so-called pseudo-shocks, also named non-physical waves, that can be controlled. An important feature is to make all the pseudo-shocks travel at a same particular speed, to avoid any collision between them, and such that they interact with any physical wave at most once (counting the order of generation). The traditional way is to use a fixed speed faster than any physical wave. However, because of the loss of uniform control on the speed of propagation, we fix the speed 0 for the pseudo-shocks, using that, in the Lagrange frame, no physical wave travel at that speed (even after shifts).

In our context, we need three more crucial properties on the front tracking algorithm. We need to ensure that the strength of shocks is bounded below proportionally to ρ_ν . We need that the velocity h is increasing in x in the pseudo-shocks. Finally we need a precise control on the total number of interactions as a power of log(1/ν). To do this, we introduce the three families of Riemann solvers: we called them the accurate, simplified and adjusted solvers. Note that even the accurate and simplified solvers are modified from their traditional definitions. A major reason is that our pseudo-shocks need to have some monotonicity property (h has to increase in x). We also need to consider adjusted solvers for so-called overtaking interactions between rarefaction and shock waves (interaction between the same family of waves). The construction insures a O(ρ_ν ) lower bound on outgoing shock(s) by slightly adjusting the outgoing waves. Moreover, we take advantage of these modifications and of the barotropic regime to control the total number of interactions on a lifespan T by a power of log(1/ν).

Finally, we need to resolve the interactions between incoming waves before they get too close to each other, when a certain distance between them is reached. We slightly decrease this distance after each interaction to avoid freezing everything together. It is denoted by d_j and is of order ρ_ν^{1/4} (see (6.56)).

Ultimately, we can consider the coefficient δ to converge (very slowly) to 0 as a function of ν. For this reason, the approximation function Ū_{ν,δ} = Ū_ν can be denoted as a function of ν only.

4.2. Construction of the weight function and a-contraction estimates. In order to obtain an approximate a-contraction, we need to construct a weight function a(t, x) associated to the simple shock waves of Ū_ν . Its construction is described in Subsection 7.1. Similarly to the construction of Ū_ν itself, the construction of a(x, t) is based on the definition in [23] for the Euler system, and first defined as a discontinuous function. After each wave interaction, the weight coefficients are recomputed based on the simple shock waves present in Ū_ν . Following [34], the weight functions are then smoothed out (spread) at the scale ν as for the simple viscous shock waves. Finally, they are shifted along the shocks shifts between the times of wave interactions.

With both the approximate solution and the weight function constructed, it remains to check that the construction provides a a-contraction up to the small quantities ν and δ. This computation is described from Section 7 to Section 11. The basic relative entropy computation is performed in Section 7. Section 8 deals with the errors due to the approximations of the rarefaction waves of Ū_ν . Section 9 localizes the viscous dissipation functional, so it can be used for the a-contraction estimates associated to each simple wave of Ū_ν . Section 10 deals with the a-contraction computation associated to the simple shock waves of Ū_ν . Finally, Section 11 insures that there is no growth of relative entropy at the interaction times because of the rebuilding of the weights. Especially, we show, in Subsection 11.1, the decay of the weight function a(x, t) at each time when some waves interaction happens, i.e. Δa(x, t) = a(x, t+) − a(x, t−) ≤ 0 for any (x, t). Because of the spread of the waves, this can be achieved only by repositioning the outgoing waves strategically. This is because we need to show Δa(x, t) ≤ 0 at any x, including the region between two incoming and outgoing waves. The decay of a(x, t) on these regions of size ν is much more complicated. To make this happens, we need to adjust the position of outgoing waves, as in Figures 11.1, 11.2 and 11.5: each outgoing wave is slightly shifted along its main direction.

Among all cases of pairwise interactions, the worst case scenario in showing the decay of a(x, t) is the overtaking interaction between a rarefaction wave and a shock wave. We take advantage that in this case, the total variation function L(t) decays of more that twice the strength of the smaller incoming wave. This ensures a net drop of the non-increasing functional L(t) + κQ(t) (where Q(t) is the Glimm potential). Adding L(t) + κQ(t) in the weight function a(x, t) ensures the decrease of a(x, t) in this scenario for the accurate solvers. Some subtle estimates, however, are still needed for the adjusted and simplified solvers.

4.3. Uniform estimate from the a-contraction with shifts. We can now state our main technical theorem based on the a-contraction with shifts in the Lagrange frame. First, notice from (2.2) that

(4.4) C_1(1 + v^{−α}) ≤ μ_L(v) ≤ C_2(1 + v^{−α}).

Therefore, we can decompose the viscous coefficient μ_L(v) as follows:

(4.5) μ_L(v) = μ_1(v) + μ_2(v),

where μ_1 and μ_2 satisfy (4.6) C^{−1}v^{−α} ≤ μ_1(v) ≤ Cv^{−α}, ∀v > 0, and (4.7) 0 ≤ μ_2(v) = μ_2(v)1_{v>2v∗} (v) ≤ C.

Indeed, to decompose as above, set

μ_2(v) := ( μ(v) − C_1v^{−α} ) ϕ(v), μ_1(v) := μ(v) − μ_2(v) where a cutoff function ϕ is Lipschitz such that ϕ(v) = 1 for v ≥ 3v_∗; ϕ(v) = 0 for v ≤ 2v_∗. Then, the assumption (4.4) implies the desired estimate.

Our main technical theorem is then the following. Its proof will stretch from Section 7 to Section 11.

Theorem 4.1. Assume that the first two lines of (2.2) hold true. Then, for any U_∗ := (v_∗, h_∗) with v_∗ > 0, there exists C, ε_0 > 0, such that the following holds true.

Let U^0 = (v^0, h^0) ∈ L^∞(R) such that ∫ R η^L(U^0(x)|U_∗) dx < ∞, and ‖U^0‖_{BV (R)} ≤ ε for some 0 < ε ≤ ε_0. Consider U^ν_0 := (v^ν_0 , h^ν_0 ) with

(4.8) lim_{ν→0} ∫ R η^L(U^ν_0 (x)|U^0(x)) dx = 0.

Denote U^ν := (v^ν , h^ν ) the solution to (4.2) with initial data U^ν_0 .

Then, for any ν small enough, there exists a function U_ν = (v̄_ν , h̄_ν ) ∈ L^∞(R^+ × R) such that

sup_{t>0} ( ‖U_ν (·, t)‖_{BV (R)} + ‖U_ν (·, t) − U_∗‖_L∞_{(R)} ) ≤ Cε, (4.9)

and for all T > 0,

lim_{ν→0} sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ∫ R η^L(U^ν (x, t)|U_ν (x, t))dx = 0. Moreover, (U_ν )_x can be written as a finite sum V^{P S}_ν + ∑_{Nν} i=1 V_{i,ν} with:

lim_{ν→0} ‖V^{P S}_ν ‖_L∞_{(R}+_{×R)} = 0,

and such that

G_ν (t) := ν ∫ R μ_1(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ |(p_L(v^ν ) − p_L(v̄_ν ))_x|^2dy + ν ∫ R μ_2(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ |∂_xp_L(v^ν )|^2dy + ∑ i ∫ R |V_{i,ν} |p_L(v^ν |v̄_ν )dx verifies for all T > 0:

(4.10) lim_{ν→0} ∫_T 0 G_ν (t)dt = 0. In the decomposition of (U_ν )_x, the V_{i,ν} correspond to the derivatives in x of the physical waves of U_ν (shocks and rarefactions), while V^{P S}_ν is the derivative in x of the combination of all the pseudo-shocks (see Sections 6.3 and 11). The extra estimate (4.10) will be useful for the proof of Proposition 4.2.

Theorem 4.1 shows that if the initial value U^ν_0 converges to a small BV function, then, up to a subsequence, the associated solution U^ν to (4.2) will also converge (possibly only weakly) to a small BV function. Indeed, the theorem shows that U^ν −U_ν converge (strongly) to 0. But because of the uniform bound (4.9), up to a subsequence, U_ν converges (possibly only weakly) to a function verifying the same bound.

4.4. Stability for the system (2.1) in the Eulerian frame. We will recast Theorem 4.1 in the Eulerian frame to obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. Assume that the first two lines of (2.2) hold true. Then, for any U_∗ := (ρ_∗, ρ_∗u_∗) with ρ_∗ > 0, there exists C, ε_0 > 0 such that the following holds true.

Let U^0 = (ρ^0, ρ^0u^0) ∈ E^0 with ‖U^0‖_{BV (R)} ≤ ε < ε_0, and let U^ν_0 be an adapted family of initial values satisfying (2.5). Consider the solution U^ν to the Navier -Stokes equation (2.1) with initial value U^ν_0 .

Then, there exists a family of functions Ū_ν such that

(4.11) sup_{t>0} ( ‖Ū_ν (·, t)‖_{BV (R)} + ‖Ū_ν (·, t) − U_∗‖_L∞_{(R)} ) ≤ Cε, and (U^ν − Ū_ν ) converges weakly to 0 in the sense of distribution.

This proposition shows how the weighted relative entropy, coupled with the front tracking with shifts, allows the construction of an approximate solution Ū_ν which has the two properties:

• Its BV norm is uniformly bounded in time and ν. • U^ν − Ū_ν converges weakly to 0.

Note that we lose the strong convergence because of the combination of the BD entropy, and the lack of control on extremely small or large values of density. Nevertheless, this ensures that, up to subsequences, any (possibly weak) limit U_∞ of U^ν is uniformly of small BV . It remains to show that these limits are, actually, entropic solutions to the Euler equation. This can be obtained via strong convergence. However, because we do not control well the shifts, we do not control the possible time oscillations of the functions Ū_ν . This prevents to obtain strong convergence directly on the functions Ū_ν . Instead, following Chen and Perepelitsa [21], we use the compensated compactness on U^ν to show that the limit U_∞ is an entropic solution to the Euler equation.

4.5. Inviscid limit via compensated compactness. We will prove in Section 13 the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2. Assume that (2.2) holds true. Let (ρ_∗, ρ_∗u_∗) ∈ R^+ × R with ρ_∗ > 0. Consider U^0 ∈ E^0. Assume that U^ν_0 = (ρ^ν_0 , ρ^ν_0 u^ν_0 ) is an adapted family of initial values for Navier-Stokes, that is, verifies (2.5). Then, up to a subsequence, ρ^ν → ρ, ρ^ν u^ν → ρu in L^1_{loc}(R_+ × R), where (ρ, u) is solution to the Euler system (1.1) and verifies the entropy inequality (1.2) (1.3).

The core of the proof is similar to [21]. Because our viscosity functional is not constant, we are giving the details in Section 13. To pass to the limit, it is important to obtain new a priori estimates. In Lemma 13.1, depending on the values of γ, α, we obtain extra integrability on ρ. Our hypotheses on the viscosity functional requires to consider only the case α = γ − 1 for values γ ≤ 5/3. As in the case of Chen and Perepelitsa in [21], the most challenging part of the proof is to obtain the convergence on the flux of entropy and the decay of the entropy dissipation in Section 13.3. For this part, our proof is different from the one of Chen and Perepelitsa in [21]. Instead, we use crucially our uniform bound (4.10) obtained in Theorem 4.1. This allows us to use an entropy pair (η^M , q^M ) corresponding to a truncated density function ψ_M , and to pass into the limit when M goes to infinity (see Section 13.3).

4.6. Conclusion of the sketched proof. We have shown that the inviscid limits have small BV norm (thanks to Proposition 4.1) and that they are entropic solutions to Euler (thanks to Proposition 4.2). We can use the uniqueness theorem of Chen, Krupa and Vasseur [19] (see also Bressan and De Lellis [13]) to ensure that this limit is the unique small BV solution to Euler with the corresponding initial value. From the uniqueness, the whole sequence converges. Note that it is important to use uniqueness theorems for small BV solutions without extra conditions as small BV along space-like curves as these conditions may not be verified by U_∞ due, again, to the wild shifts.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 5, we first prove Lemma 2.1. Then we prove that the main theorems 2.1 and 2.2 are consequences of Propositions 4.1 and 4.2. Sections 7 to Section 11 are dedicated to the proof of the main a-contraction Theorem 4.1. We are working only in the Lagrangian frame in this part of the paper. To simplify the notations, the subscripts L (which are used for Lagrangian, as p_L, η^L, μ_L) will be dropped in these sections. Proposition 4.1 is proved in Section 12, and Proposition 4.2 is proved in Section 13. Both proofs use Theorem 4.1. Finally, we provide a short introduction to wave interactions for the p-system in the appendix.

5. Proof of the main Theorems

We prove in this section Theorems 2.1 and 2.2, using Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 4.2. We will follow the sketch described in Subsection 4.6. We begin with the construction of the adapted family of initial data.

5.1. Construction for the adapted family of initial data. We first prove Lemma 2.1.

For a given datum U^0 satisfying (2.3), consider its mollification as follows. Using ψ_ν (x) :=^{1√}_ν ψ_1 (_{x√} ν ) where ψ_1 is a smooth mollifier with supp ψ_1 = [−1, 1], define

ρ^ν_0 = ρ^0 ∗ ψ_ν , u^ν_0 = u^0 ∗ ψ_ν .

Note that ρ^0 is bounded by above and by below, so u^0 is bounded above, ρ^ν_0 is uniformly bounded (both by above and below), and

|ρ^ν_0 − ρ^0| ≤ |(ρ^0 − ρ_∗) − (ρ^0 − ρ_∗) ∗ ψ_ν |, |ρ^ν_0 u^ν_0 − ρ^0u^0| ≤ C(|u^0 − u^0 ∗ ψ_ν | + |ρ^0 − ρ^0 ∗ ψ_ν |) = C(|(u^0 − u_∗) − (u^0 − u_∗) ∗ ψ_ν | + |(ρ^0 − ρ_∗) − (ρ^0 − ρ_∗) ∗ ψ_ν |), η(U^ν_0 |U^0) ≤ C ( |u^0 − u^0 ∗ ψ_ν |^2 + |ρ^0 − ρ^0 ∗ ψ_ν |^2 ) = C(|(u^0 − u_∗) − (u^0 − u_∗) ∗ ψ_ν |^2 + |(ρ^0 − ρ_∗) − (ρ^0 − ρ_∗) ∗ ψ_ν |^2).

However, since (ρ^0, ρ^0u^0) is in E^0, both ρ^0 − ρ_∗ and u^0 − u_∗ are bounded in L^1 and L^2. Thus: ∫ R |U^ν_0 − U^0| dx + ∫ R η ( U^ν_0 |U^0 ) dx → 0. Now, since

|∂_xϕ(ρ^ν_0 )| ≤ |ϕ^′(ρ^ν_0 )| |ρ^ν_0 ∗ ∂_xψ_ν | = |ϕ^′(ρ^ν_0 )| |(ρ^ν_0 − ρ_∗) ∗ ∂_xψ_ν | we have

‖∂_xϕ(ρ^ν_0 )‖_L2 ≤ C‖ρ^ν_0 − ρ_∗‖_L2 ‖∂_xψ_ν ‖_L1 ≤ C ν ∫ R | |ψ^′_1( y√ ν )| dy ≤ C √ ν . Therefore,

ν^2 ∫ R |∂_xϕ(ρ^ν_0 )|^2dx → 0, and so, we have (2.5).

5.2. Proof of Theorem 2.1. We now prove Theorem 2.1 by using Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 4.2.

We first use Proposition 4.2 to have

(5.12) ρ^ν → ρ, ρ^ν u^ν → ρu in L^1_{loc}((0, T ) × R) as ν → 0. where U = (ρ, ρu) is an entropy solution to the Euler system. From Proposition 4.1, there exists Ū_ν uniformly small BV, such that U^ν − Ū_ν converges weakly to 0. By weak compactness, there exists a function Ū = (ρ̄, ρ̄ū) such that, up to a subsequence, Ū_ν converges weakly to Ū. Thanks to the uniform bound (4.11), the limit Ū still verifies the small BV condition (4.11). And by the uniqueness of the limit, (ρ, ρu) = Ū. We use the uniqueness theorem of Chen, Krupa and Vasseur [19] (see also Bressan and De Lellis [13]) to ensure that this limit is the unique small BV solution to Euler with the corresponding initial value. From the uniqueness, the whole sequence converges.

5.3. Proof of Theorem 2.2. For any U_n inviscid limit of Navier-Stokes associated to the initial value U^0_n, there exists a sequence of solutions U^ν_n to the Navier-Stokes equations such that U^ν_n ⇀ U_n in L^1_{loc}((0, T ) × R) as ν → 0.

which implies, for n fixed, that

‖U^ν_n − U_n‖_W −1,1_{loc ((0,T )×R)} → 0 as ν → 0.

We want to find a sequence ν_n converging to 0 for which we can apply Theorem 2.1. To ensure that U^{νn}_{n,0} (for such a sequence ν_n) is an adapted family of initial values associated with U^0, we observe that letting U^ν_{n,0} be an adapted family of initial values associated with U^0_n, for n fixed, it holds from (2.5) that for ν small enough, ∫ R |U^ν_{n,0} − U^0| dx ≤ ∫ R |U^ν_{n,0} − U^0_n| dx + ∫ R |U^0_n − U^0| dx ≤ 1 n + ∫ R |U^0_n − U^0| dx. Similarly, for ν small enough, ∫ R η(U^ν_{n,0}|U^0) dx = ∫ R η(U^ν_{n,0}|U^0_n) dx + ∫ R η(U^0_n|U^0) dx + ∫ R ( η^′(U^0_n) − η^′(U^0) ) (U^ν_{n,0} − U^0_n) dx ≤ ∫ R η(U^ν_{n,0}|U^0_n) dx + ∫ R η(U^0_n|U^0) dx + C_n ∫ |U^ν_{n,0} − U^0_n| dx ≤ ∫ R η(U^0_n|U^0) dx + 1 n for ν small enough. Therefore, there exists a sequence ν_n converging fast enough to 0 as n → ∞ such that U^{νn}_{n,0} is an adapted family of initial values for U^0, and

‖U^{νn}_n − U_n‖_W −1,1_{loc ((0,T )×R)} → 0 as n → ∞.

Then, applying Theorem 2.1 to U^{νn}_n , we have

U^{νn}_n → U in L^1_{loc}((0, T ) × R) as n → ∞,

where U is the small BV solution associated to the initial value U^0. Therefore,

U_n = (U_n − U^{νn}_n ) + U^{νn}_n ⇀ U in L^1_{loc}((0, T ) × R) as n → ∞.

Since the limit U is an entropy solution to Euler, and U_n is a consistent approximation of Euler in the sense of [29, Definition 2.5], the convergence is actually strong for the relative entropy (see [29]).

Therefore the convergence holds also strongly in L^1_{loc}. By the uniqueness of the limit, the whole sequence converges. Hence we have the desired result.

6. Construction of the approximate solutions

6.1. Modified front tracking algorithm. We will define an approximate solution through a modification of the front tracking algorithm for the Euler equation. In a second step, we will replace the discontinuous fronts with viscous fronts, and move the fronts with ad-hoc shifts. Therefore the front tracking algorithm is designed to re-engineer the simple wave patterns of the approximate solution right after wave interactions. Some modifications to the front tracking algorithm would be related to the estimates for the numbers of waves and interactions, and for the lower bound of the strength of physical waves, and for the upper bound of the strength of non-physical waves, which depend on the viscous strength ν.

First, for some technical reason, we need to construct an approximation solution such that the strength of all physical waves has a positive lower bound as in Lemma 6.2. That is why we consider, as in Appendix A, a pair of Riemann invariants s and r as s = h + z, r = h − z where z = 2 √ γ γ − 1 v^{− γ−12} . We define the (signed) size of shock/rarefaction, in the first family as σ = r_R − r_L, and in the second family as σ = s_R − s_L, where L and R denote the left and right states of the wave, respectively. So, σ < 0 for shocks and σ > 0 for rarefactions by Figure A.1.

For pseudo-shock, we define the size by σ = r_R − r_L if |r_R − r_L| ≥ |s_R − s_L|, otherwise σ = s_R − s_L. So the strength of wave is |σ| = max{|r_R − r_L|, |s_R − s_L|}. We will sometimes call pseudo-shock “non-physical shock”. We will simply call physical (viscous) shock “shock”.

Our front tracking algorithm is adapted from the one used in Bressan’s book [4]. However, in order to make this algorithm work well in our analysis at the level of Navier-Stokes, we need to make a lot of necessary adaptions on the algorithm. We can roughly summarize our adaptions as follows.

• For each approximate solution, we need a low bound on the strength of any shock and rarefaction jump to control the high frequency oscillation. In order to get that, we introduce some new Riemann solvers other than the accurate and simplified solvers, and change the simplified solvers.

• We do not want to give the non-physical shock a speed faster than all physical fronts.

Instead, we give all non-physical shocks a zero speed in the approximate solution, between the first and second families.

• We need to control the number of waves and wave interactions. So some adjustments of the classical algorithm are added. Here we take advantage of the system with two variables, where less new waves are produced than system with more than two variables.

For the (typical) Riemann problem with two constant states U_L = (r_L, s_L) and U_R = (r_R, s_R) sufficiently close, a Riemann solution with at most three constant states, connected by shocks or rarefaction fans, can always be found, see the appendix or [52, 49]. More precisely, there exist C^2 curves s → T_i(s)(U_−) of i-family where i = 1, 2, parametrized by arc-length s, such that

U_R = T_2(s_2) ∘ T_1(s_1)(U_L),

(6.13)

for some arc-lengths s_1 and s_2. We define U_0 := U_L and U_2 := U_R. Then (6.13) can be also written as

U_1 := T_1(s_1)(U_0),

(6.14) U_2 := T_2(s_2) ∘ T_1(s_1)(U_0).

(6.15)

Here, as in [4], we use the convention that s_i is negative (resp. positive) as the arc-length for the i-shock (resp. i-rarefaction) curve connecting the states U_{i−1} to U_i. Notice that |σ_i| the strength of the i-wave is equivalent to the strength of the associated arc-length. For example, if a 2-shock generated by T_2(s_2) has size σ_1, then |σ_1| is equivalent to |s_2|. Notice that the strength and the arc-length of a rarefaction are the same by the definition of size and the fact that each rarefaction curve is parallel to either r axis or s axis.

For two positive parameters ρ_ν and δ small enough, we will introduce a modified front tracking algorithm composed of three types of Riemann solvers: Accurate solver, Simplified solver and Adjusted solver.

As in Section 6.3, we will consider that at each time we have at most one collision, which will involve only two wavefronts. Suppose that at some time t > 0 there is a collision between two waves from the i_αth and i_βth families. Denote the sizes of the two waves by σ_α and σ_β, respectively. The Riemann problem generated by this interaction is solved as follows.

• For shock-rarefaction overtaking interactions, if |σ_ασ_β| > ρ_ν and any of the outgoing wave has strength less than ρ_ν , use adjusted solver (C).

• For shock-rarefaction overtaking interactions with |σ_ασ_β | ≤ ρ_ν , or shock-shock overtaking interactions with the strength of reflected rarefaction in the exact interaction less than ρ_ν or for any interaction including one non-physical shock, we use the simplified solver (B).

• For all other cases, we use the accurate solver (A).

The solution of any Riemann solver contains finitely many constant states, connected by rays starting from the interaction point on the (x, t)-plane, called wave fronts. Later, we will prove that for each the approximate solution ψ_F , there will be only finitely many wave fronts, so there will be finitely many wave interactions.

For convenience, we use the notation of^⇀R,^⇀S and^↼R,^↼S, first used in [18], to denote the 2-rarefaction, 2-shock and 1-rarefaction, 1-shock.

Now to define all types of Riemann solvers, we always assume that at a positive time t̄, there is only one interaction at the point x̄ between two waves with strengths |σ_1|, |σ_2|. Let U_L, U_R be the constant states generated by the interaction, then we will solve this Riemann problem using three types of solvers.

In the mean time of defining Riemann solvers, we also prove some important estimates on total variation and Glimm potential. We denote the total variation of ψ_F as L(t) = ∑ |σ_i| = TV(ψ_F )(t),

namely the sum of the strengths of all jump discontinuities that cross the t-time line, including all physical and non-physical fronts. Here all non-physical fronts have zero speed. Clearly, L(t) stays constant along time intervals between consecutive collisions of fronts and changes only across points of wave interaction.

A j-wave α_j and an i-wave α_i, with the former crossing the t-time line to the left of the latter, are called approaching except when j < i or i = j = 1.5, where for convenience we set i or j equals 1.5 if any of them is a non-physical shock. We then define the Glimm potential for wave interactions as Q(t) = ∑ α_j ,α_i:approaching waves |σ_{αi} ||σ_{αj} |, where the summation runs over all pairs of approaching waves. Here we note we consider ↼ R-^↼R (and^⇀R-^⇀R) as approaching wave to gain some technical advantage for some adjusted solvers, although they won’t really interact.

We always assume L(0) ≤ ε with ε small enough, so Q(0) ≤ O(ε^2) is much smaller. The following two lemmas are crucially used throughout the paper.

Lemma 6.1. We use three types of Riemann solvers to solve the Riemann problem generated by the interaction between two waves with strength |σ_i| and |σ_j | at time t. Denote ΔL = L(t+) − L(t−), ΔQ = Q(t+) − Q(t−). There exist C, ε_0 > 0 such that for all ε < ε_0, the following holds: for all |σ_i| and |σ_j | with |σ_i|, |σ_j | < ε, ΔQ ≤ − 3 4 |σ_i||σ_j |; and ΔL ≤ C|σ_i||σ_j |. Therefore, there exists κ_0 > 0 such that for all κ > κ_0, ΔL + κΔQ(t) ≤ − κ 2 |σ_i||σ_j |. Using the decay of L + κQ and Q, it is easy to conclude that when ε is small enough, L(t) ≤ 2ε and Q(t) ≤ O(ε^2).

Lemma 6.2. For each Riemann solver, assume the strength of each incoming shock and rarefaction is larger than ρ_ν . Then, the following holds:

1. There exists C > 0 such that the strength of each rarefaction is less than Cδ. 2. The strength of each outgoing shock and rarefaction is larger than ρ_ν . 3. For any non-physical shock, h is not decreasing from the left state to the right state. 4. There exists C > 0 such that the strength of each non-physical shock is less than Cρ_ν. In what follows, we will prove the above two lemmas for each of the three Riemann solvers: Accurate solver, Adjusted solver and Simplified solver in order. The proof of the first statement of Lemma 6.2 on rarefaction wave is very similar to Part 5 of Chapter 7.3 in [4]. This statement is correct, basically because rarefaction waves in the same family never merge. So we omit the proof of statement 1, and refer the reader to [4].

Similarly, the strength of non-physical shock might increase after the interaction, but we can show as in [4] that its strength is still less than C_1ρ_ν for some constant C_1 > C, where non-physical waves never merge too, by assuming that the strength of each incoming non-physical shock Cρ_ν .

Next, we will construct three types of Riemann solvers and prove statements 2, 3, 4.

(i) Accurate solver. The accurate solver (sometimes called exact solver) is only for interaction between physical waves.

We let q_i := ⌈|s_i|/δ⌉ , (6.16)

where ⌈s⌉ denotes the smallest integer number greater than s. If s_1 > 0,

U_{1,l} := T_1(ls_1/q_1)(U_0), x_{i,l}(t) := x̄ + (t − t̄)λ_1(U_{1,l}), l = 1, . . . , q_1.

(6.17)

If s_2 > 0, then

U_{2,l} := T_2((l − 1)s_2/q_2)(U_1), x_{2,l}(t) := x̄ + (t − t̄)λ_2(U_{2,l}) l = 1, . . . , q_2.

(6.18)

On the other hand, if s_i < 0, we define q_i := 1 and U_{i,l} := U_i, x_{i,l}(t) := x̄ + (t − t̄)λ̃_i, (6.19)

where λ̃_i is the Rankine-Hugoniot speed.

Then, for the left state U_L = (r_L, s_L) and the right state U_R = (r_R, s_R) sufficiently close, we define an accurate solver as follows:

v_a(t, x) := U_−, if x < x_{1,1}(t), U_+, if x > x_{2,q2} (t), U_i, if x_{i,qi} (t) < x < x_{i+1,1}(t), U_{i,l}, if x_{i,l}(t) < x < x_{i,l+1}(t) (l = 1, . . . , q_i − 1). (6.20)

For future use, we consider the following adjustment: (especially, it is used in the proof of Lemma 6.5)

In each interaction, if there are more than one outgoing 1-rarefactions (or 2-rarefactions), and the wave strength σ (arc-length) of the last rarefaction is less than δ, then we average wave strengths for the last two rarefactions, such that each of them is larger than^δ_2 .

Similar as in [4], we adopt the following provision: (especially, it is used in the proof for the statement 1 of Lemma 6.2 as in [4] )

In the accurate solver, rarefaction fronts of the same family of one of the incoming fronts are never partitioned (even if their wave strength σ is larger than δ).

For any pairwise interaction considered in the accurate solver in the front tracking scheme, one has the following estimates (see Lemma 7.2 in [4] or [6]).

Lemma 6.3. We consider the Euler equations (1.1). Let σ_1, σ_2 be sizes for two interacting physical wave-fronts, and let σ^′, σ^{′′} be the sizes of the outgoing 1-wave and 2-wave, respectively, for accurate solver connecting the left and right states.

• If wave with size σ_1 is a 1-wave and wave with size σ_2 is a 2-wave, then (6.21) |σ^′ − σ_1| + |σ^{′′} − σ_2| ≤ C |σ_1σ_2|(|σ_1| + |σ_2|).

• If both waves with strengths σ_1 and σ_2 belong to the 1-st family, then (6.22) |σ^′ − (σ_1 + σ_2)| + |σ^{′′}| ≤ C |σ_1σ_2|(|σ_1| + |σ_2|).

• If both waves with sizes σ_1 and σ_2 belong to the 2-nd family, then (6.23) |σ^{′′} − (σ_1 + σ_2)| + |σ^′| ≤ C |σ_1σ_2|(|σ_1| + |σ_2|). This result does not depend on the choice of wave strength.

Clearly, waves in head-on interactions do not change type. For overtaking interactions: ↼ S^↼S produces^↼S and^⇀R;^↼S^↼R or^↼R^↼S produces^↼S or^↼R and^⇀S. Interaction of forward waves are symmetric. The proof of these properties is classical. See the appendix for more details on pairwise interactions and also [18, 49, 52].

For accurate solvers, Lemma 6.1 can be directly proved by Lemma 6.3 using some standard method as in [4]. One exception we need to address is the shock-shock overtaking interaction, where multiple rarefaction jumps might be reflected. Since we add^↼R-^↼R and ⇀ R-^⇀R pairs in the potential Q, we need to calculate the impact of this change to Q. Let’s only consider^↼S^↼S interaction with incoming strengths σ^′ and σ^{′′}. Then the total strength of outgoing rarefactions is less than C_0ε|σ^′σ^{′′}| by Lemma 6.3. So the interaction potential between these multiple reflected rarefactions is at most in the order of ε^2|σ^′σ^{′′}|^2 which is very small, and can be well controlled by O(1)|σ_i||σ_j | L(t̄−). It is clear that the result in Lemma 6.1 still holds.

To prove Lemma 6.2 for accurate solvers, we need to prove the following lemma by considering the accurate interactions case by case.

Lemma 6.4. The accurate solver satisfies the following property.

For head-on interactions, waves do not change type after the interaction.

1. For^⇀R^↼R interaction, each wave keeps its strength after interaction. 2. For^⇀S^↼R, the strength of shock does not change, the strength of rarefaction increases. 3. For^⇀S^↼S, the strengths of shocks in both families increase.

For overtaking interactions,

4. For^↼S^↼S and^⇀S^⇀S interactions, the reflected wave is rarefaction. And the outgoing shock strength is the sum of two incoming ones.

The proof for the claim on^⇀R^↼R interaction is trivial, since rarefaction curves in the same family are alway parallel. The claim on^↼S^↼S and^⇀S^⇀S interactions can be easily proved. The proof of cases 2 and 3 can be found in [5, 6], where we give a schetch on the idea how to prove cases 2 and 3 in the Appendix. One can also find other proofs in [52, 49, 18]. Since all waves in the accurate solvers are physical, we prove Lemma 6.2 for all accurate solvers.

(ii) Adjusted solver. In this part, we consider any shock-rarefaction overtaking interaction generating a wave whose strength is less than ρ_ν . Here we only consider the case when |σ_1σ_2| > ρ_ν , otherwise, we will use the simplified solver. The goal of this solver is to make sure the physical wave strength is always larger than ρ_ν .

For the adjusted solver and simplified solver, we introduce the non-physical shock (also known as pseudoshock or non-physical wave), which is a jump discontinuity connecting two constant states (denoted by U_L and U_R from left to right), and traveling with zero velocity. For the future use, we need h_R ≥ h_L for any non-physical wave. This will be verified for all outgoing non-physical shocks in all Riemann solvers. Later after taking limit ρ_ν → 0, non-physical waves will disappear.

We only consider backward interactions. The forward interaction will be treated symmetrically.

For^↼S^↼R interaction, we consider two cases: Case 1 when the outgoing 1-wave is a shock; Case 2, when the outgoing 1-wave is a rarefaction. By Figure 6.1 and 6.2, it is easy to see that the reflected wave with strength less than ε|σ_1σ_2| is always a shock in the accurate solution, see [18].

If the strength of one of the outgoing waves is less than ρ_ν , then by adding a non-physical wave whose strength is at most ρ_ν , we can make all outgoing waves have strength larger than ρ_ν . See in Figure 6.1 and 6.2, where a^′ is the middle state in the accurate solver.

More precisely, we choose the slope of bc as 1 in Figure 6.1 and −1 in Figure 6.2. So it is clear that h_c ≥ h_b always hold. Since we adjust one (or two) outgoing wave whose strength is less than ρ_ν to ρ_ν , the additional strength of each outgoing wave comparing to the exact solution in the accurate solver is at most k_0ρ_ν < k_0|σ_1σ_2| for some constant k_0, i.e.

(6.24) max(|r_a′ − r_b|, |s_a′ − s_c|) ≤ k_0ρ_ν < k_0|σ_1σ_2|.

Clearly, by (6.24), the strength of outgoing non-physical wave, i.e. |s_b − s_c| = |r_b − r_c|, is less than Cρ_ν for some constant C.

Observe that (6.22) and σ_1 < 0 < σ_2 with σ^′ < 0 for Case 1; σ^′ > 0 for Case 1 imply that for Case 1,

ΔL = |σ^′| + |σ^{′′}| − (|σ_1| + |σ_2|) ≤ −2σ_2 + C|σ_1||σ_2| ≤ −σ_2 < 0;

and for Case 2, ΔL ≤ 2σ_1 + C|σ_1||σ_2| ≤ σ_1 < 0.

In Case 2, if r_b − r_L > r_R − r_a, then move point b to the left such that r_b − r_L = r_R − r_a, so the total strength of the backward rarefaction is less than δ, where δ ≫ ρ_ν . In summary, L + κQ always decays for sufficiently large κ, and Lemma 6.1 and 6.2 both hold.

For^↼R^↼S interaction with |σ_1σ_2| > ρ_ν which generates a wave whose strength is less than ρ_ν , the adjusted interactions can be defined similarly as in Figure 6.3 and 6.4. Similarly, Lemma 6.1 and 6.2 hold. In Case 2, we choose point b to be between points L and a, so there is only one outgoing backward rarefaction whose strength is not larger than δ.

(iii) Simplified solver. Finally, to control the total number of wave interactions, we introduce simplified solvers in the following cases:

Figure 6.1. Adjusted solver: Rarefaction overtakes shock: Case 1. Solid lines for shocks, dot lines for other waves.

Figure 6.2. Adjusted solver: Rarefaction overtakes shock: Case 2. First choose bc in the positive z direction, then move b to the left if needed.

Figure 6.3. Adjusted solver: Shock overtakes Rarefaction: Case 1.

Figure 6.4. Adjusted solver: Shock overtakes Rarefaction: Case 2. First choose bc in the positive z direction, then move b to the left if needed.

Figure 6.5. Simplified solver: Shock overtakes Shock

(iii-1) shock-shock overtaking interactions when the strength of reflected rarefaction in the exact interaction is less than ρ_ν , (iii-2) shock-rarefaction overtaking interactions with |σ_ασ_β | ≤ ρ_ν , (iii-3) any interaction including one non-physical wave.

Here σ_1 and σ_2 denote the strengths of two incoming waves. For the shock-shock overtaking interaction, if |σ_ασ_β | ≤ ρ_ν , then the strength of reflected rarefaction might be less than ρ_ν with ε small by Lemma 6.3, then the simplified solver will be used. We do not use simplified solver for head-on interactions, since these interactions do not add wave numbers or generate reflected waves. We note that our simplified solver is different from the simplified solver in the standard front tracking scheme as in [4].

Now, we define the simplified solver case by case.

(iii-1). For the shock-shock overtaking interaction, when the strength of reflected rarefaction is less than ρ_ν , change the reflected rarefaction into a zero speed non-physical shock with the same strength, and keep the same outgoing shock, as in Figure 6.5. Lemma 6.1 and 6.2 clearly hold as the accurate solver case. It is easy to check that

σ^′ = σ_1 + σ_2,

i.e. r_L − r_b = r_L − r_a + r_a − r_R since r_b = r_R.

Figure 6.6. Simplified solver: Rarefaction overtakes Shock. Case 1 when shock dominates. The exact solution of this^↼S^↼R interaction is in the right-up corner, with outgoing middle state C.

Figure 6.7. Simplified solver: Rarefaction overtakes Shock. Case 2 when rarefaction dominates.

(iii-2). For^↼S^↼R interaction with |σ_ασ_β| ≤ ρ_ν , there are two cases. Use Figure 6.6 and 6.7 as the reference for Case 1 and 2, respectively. The^⇀R^⇀S simplified solver can be defined symmetrically.

More precisely, on the (r, s) plane, draw a line in the positive z direction, starting from the point R. If this line intersects with the shock curve from a to L except L as in Figure 6.6, where the intersection is named a^′, then this case is called Case 1. Otherwise, we call it Case 2, as in Figure 6.7.

In Case 1, we use Figure 6.6 as a reference. Recall we assume that the incoming strength |σ_1| and |σ_2| are always greater than or equal to ρ_ν .

If the strength of shock from L to a^′ (in short, L-a^′) is not less than ρ_ν . Then we will choose b = a^′. Then clearly |σ^′| < |σ_1|, |σ^{′′}| < |σ_2|.

Otherwise, choose state b on the shock curve L-a between a and a^′, to be the closest point to a^′ on the (r, s)-plane, such that (6.25) ρ_ν ≤ −σ^′ = |r_b − r_L|.

Here we can always find such a point between a and a^′, since the strength of incoming shock from L to a is not less than ρ_ν . Then it is clear that (6.25) is satisfied, and in fact,

ρ_ν = −σ^′ = |r_b − r_L| ≤ σ_1. And clearly

(6.26) |σ^{′′}| = r_R − r_b = r_R − r_a′ + r_a′ − r_b < σ_2 by the definition of wave strengths of rarefaction and non-physical shock. Here r_a′ − r_b is at most in the order of ρ_ν by our construction. We will show that r_R − r_a′ is also at most in the order of ρ_ν , so does |σ^{′′}| by (6.26).

Now we estimate r_R − r_a′ . We denote the strength for the shock wave from L to a^′ as −σ̂. Now we only consider the case when 0 < −σ̂ < ρ_ν . Then we will show that

(6.27) |σ̂ − (σ_1 + σ_2)| = |r_a′ − r_L − (r_R − r_L)| = |r_a′ − r_R| = |s_a′ − s_R| ≤ O(ε|σ_1σ_2|) ≤ 1 2 ρ_ν , using Lemma 6.3 and the fact that |s_a′ − s_R| is in the same order of the strength of reflected forward outgoing wave in the exact^↼S^↼R interaction. Let’s only check when the outgoing backward wave in the exact^↼S^↼R interaction is a shock, as in the up-right picture of Figure 6.6, where |σ̂ − (σ_1 + σ_2)| = |r_a′ − r_R| = |s_a′ − s_R| ≤ |s_C − s_R| = O(ε|σ_1σ_2|) ≤ 1 2 ρ_ν , where |s_C − s_R| is the strength of reflected forward outgoing wave in the exact^↼S^↼R interaction, so it is in the order of O(ε|σ_1σ_2|) by Lemma 6.3. The proof of (6.27) when the outgoing backward wave in the exact^↼S^↼R interaction is a rarefaction, is similar. We omit it here. Therefore, Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2 hold for Case 1.

For Case 2, as in Figure 6.7, we choose a state b to be at the intersection point between a horizontal line starting from the point L and a line starting from point R in the positive z direction. In this case, the point b is always to the right of L, so the outgoing 1-wave is a rarefaction.

If the strength of rarefaction L-b is less than ρ_ν , i.e., r_b −r_L < ρ_ν , then we use a non-physical shock to connect directly from L to R. In this case, the strength of non-physical shock is less than 2ρ_ν . Indeed, since s_C − s_R as the strength of reflected forward shock in the exact solver is smaller than O(ε|σ_1σ_2|) by Lemma 6.3, (6.28) r_b − r_L < ρ_ν , r_R − r_b = s_b − s_R = s_C − s_R ≤ O(ε|σ_1σ_2|) ≤ ρ_ν , which yields that the strength of non-physical shock= r_R − r_L < 2ρ_ν . In other cases, as in the second inequality of (6.28), |σ^{′′}| = s_b − s_R < ρ_ν . And the outgoing backward rarefaction, if exists, always has a strength larger than ρ_ν . In summary, it holds from Lemma 6.3 with σ_1 < σ_2, σ^′ and above estimates that

−σ^′ + (σ_1 + σ_2) = |σ^{′′}| = r_R − r_b ≤ 2ρ_ν , h_b ≤ h_R, |σ^{′′}| ≤ 2ρ_ν ,

Figure 6.8. Simplified solver: Shock overtakes Rarefaction. Case 1 when shock dominates. and ΔL = σ^′ + |σ^{′′}| + σ_1 − σ_2 = −2σ_1 < 0.

Thus, Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2 hold.

The simplified^↼R^↼S interaction can be defined similarly, as shown in Figure 6.8 and 6.9. On the (r, s) plane, draw a line in the positive z direction, starting from the point R. If this line intersects with the backward shock curve starting from L, as in Figure 6.8, where the intersection is named a^′, then this case is called Case 1. Otherwise, we call it Case 2, as in Figure 6.9.

In Case 1, use Figure 6.8 as a reference. Recall we assume the incoming strength |σ_1| and |σ_2| are always greater than or equal to ρ_ν . If the strength of shock L-a^′ is not less than ρ_ν , then we choose b = a^′. In this case, we can show in the appendix that

(6.29) |σ^′| = r_L − r_a′ < r_a − r_R = |σ_2| and |σ^{′′}| = r_R − r_a′ < r_a − r_L = |σ_1|.

Otherwise, choose the state b on the shock curve L-a^′, to be the closest point to a^′ on the (r, s)-plane, such that

(6.30) ρ_ν ≤ −σ^′ = r_L − r_b.

Thus, ρ_ν = |σ^′| = r_L − r_b. Then, since |σ_2| ≥ ρ_ν , |σ^′| ≤ |σ_2|, i.e. r_L − r_b ≤ r_a − r_R, which yields r_a − r_L ≥ r_R − r_b, and so, |σ^{′′}| ≤ |σ_1|.

In Case 2, similar as before, if the rarefaction L-b on Figure 6.9 is less than ρ_ν , then directly use a non-physical shock to connect states L and R. So the outgoing rarefaction always has a strength larger than ρ_ν . The strength of non-physical shock is less than 2ρ_ν .

So for both cases, we can prove Lemma 6.1 and 6.2, where we use the fact that all waves approaching the outgoing non-physical wave also approach the incoming^↼R.

The^⇀S^⇀R simplified solver can be defined symmetrically.

(iii-3). For interaction between a non-physical shock and a rarefaction wave, we keep the strength of outgoing rarefaction, the slop of non-physical wave on the (r, s)-plane and its

Figure 6.9. Simplified solver: Shock overtakes Rarefaction. Case 2 when rarefaction dominates.

Figure 6.10. Simplified solver: rarefaction and non-physical wave.

strength, see Figure 6.10. Since the strength of both waves do not change, Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2 clearly hold.

When a shock interacts with a non-physical wave, we first choose the outgoing shock strength to be the same as the incoming one. Then, by the similar proof as in [4], the change of strength of non-physical wave is in the order of |σ_1σ_2|, and the slop of non-physical wave in the (r, s)-plane changes in the order of σ_1. Thus, if the slop of the incoming non-physical wave on the (r, s)-plane lies on a ε-neighborhood of −1, then h might decrease from the left to the right state for the outgoing non-physical wave. In this case, we can always make the outgoing and incoming non-physical lines on the (r, s)-plane parallel by extending the outgoing shock curve, as in Figure 6.11, so that h does not decrease from the L to b. Since the strength of outgoing shock is not less than that of incoming shock, and thus it is bigger than ρ_ν . Moreover, since the increase of shock strength is in the order of |σ_1σ_2|, ΔL ≤ C|σ_1σ_2|. Therefore, Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2 hold.

6.2. Construction of three kinds of waves. Given δ, ν > 0, we will use the modified front tracking algorithm to construct an approximate solution U_{ν,δ} = (v̄_{ν,δ}, h̄_{ν,δ}) composed of viscous shocks, rarefaction waves and smooth pseudo-shocks. For that, we here introduce

Figure 6.11. Simplified solver: shock and non-physical wave. The slope of curve a-R might vary. We may need to adjust the slop of L-b when the slope of curve a-R is very close to −1, by slightly increasing the outgoing shock strengh.

the three kinds of smooth waves. We still use a parameter σ to denote the sizes of waves, as introduced in Section 6.1. 1) Viscous shocks: Consider Ũ(x − λ̃t; U_−, U_+, σ, k) := (ṽ(x − λ̃t; v_−, v_+, σ, k), h̃(x − λ̃t; u_−, u_+, σ, k)) which is a k-viscous shock of Rankine-Hugoniot speed λ̃ and size σ < 0, as a traveling wave solution to (4.2) with ν = 1: { −λ̃ṽ_x − h̃_x = − ( μ(ṽ)ṽ^γ p(ṽ)_x ) x −λ̃h̃_x + p(ṽ)_x = 0, lim x→−∞ Ũ(x) = U_−, lim_{x→∞} Ũ(x) = U_+, (6.31)

Then, we will consider Ũ^ν (x − λ̃t; U_−, U_+, σ, k) := Ũ(^{x−λ̃t}_ν ; U_−, U_+, σ, k) that is a k-viscous shock solution to (4.2).

2) Viscous rarefactions: Define U^{R,ν} (x; U_−, U_+, σ, k) = (v^{R,ν} , h^{R,ν} )(x; U_−, U_+, σ, k) a smooth rarefaction as a smooth profile by

(6.32) U^{R,ν} (x; U_−, U_+, σ, k) = R^k_{U−} ( σϕ ( σ x ν ) ) , σ > 0, where ϕ(x) :=^1_2 ∫_x −∞ e^{−|s|}ds (note: ϕ(+∞) = 1), and R^k_{U−} is the rarefaction curve of kfamily passing through U_− = R^k_{U−} (0), defined as in Appendix A. This wave connects U_− to U_+. More precisely, lim_{x→−∞} U^{R,ν} (x) = U_− and lim_{x→∞} U^{R,ν} (x) = R^k_{U−} (σ) =: U_+. Notice that σ is the size from U_− to U_+, by the definitions of σ and arc-length for rarefaction. Notice also that^d_{dσ} R^k_{U−} (σ) = r_k(R^k_{U−} (σ)) for the right eigenvector r_k of k-family. 3) Smooth pseudo-shocks: Define a pseudo-shock U^{P,ν}(x; U_−, σ) = (v^{P,ν} , h^{P,ν} )(x; U_−, σ) as a smooth stationary profile as follows. Let ϕ_P be a smooth monotone function such that ϕ_P (x) = 0 for x ≤ 0, and ϕ_P (x) = 1 for x ≥ 1. Then, for the left end state U_− = (v_−, u_−), we define v^{P,ν} (x) = v_− + σϕ_P (_x √ ρ_ν ) and ∂_xh^{P,ν} (x) ≥ 0, where the constant ρ_ν is chosen so small such that

(6.33) ρ_ν := ν^{1/3}

as a threshold. We will make all sizes σ of pseudo-shock to be smaller than O(ρ_ν ) as in Lemma 6.2.

6.3. Construction of approximate solutions. For positive parameters ν, ρ_ν (= ν^{1/3}) and δ small enough, we here construct the desired approximate solutions. Eventually, we will take δ to be a function of ν in the end of Section 11.

6.3.1. Initial step. At initial time t_0 := 0, consider a sequence of step functions U_m that converges to the initial function U^0 in L^2 as m → ∞. Notice that ‖U_m‖_{BV (R)} ≤ ‖U^0‖_{BV (R)} ≤ ε. Especially, for the two parameters ν, δ, we consider a step function U_{nν,δ} (as a subsequence n_{ν,δ} → ∞ as ν, δ → 0) that takes a value U^0(x̄_{i0}) on (x̄_{i0}, x̄_{i+1,0}) for a finite number of points x̄_{10} < x̄_{20} < x̄_{30} < · · · such that

(6.34) |x̄_{i0} − x̄_{i−1,0}| > ρ_ν^{1/5} δ , ∀i. Notice that the lower bound^{ρν 1/5}_δ vanishes as ν → 0 and then δ → 0. We apply the accurate Riemann solver at each point x_{i0} connecting U^0(x̄_{i−1,0}) and U^0(x̄_{i0}). Then, we translate those accurate solvers along t axis as − √ ρ_ν /δ scale such that the intersection points x_{10} < x_{20} < · · · of the line t = 0 and the wave fronts of the accurate solvers satisfy:

(6.35) |x_{i+1,0} − x_{i0}| ≥ d_0 := ρ_ν^{1/4}, ∀i

and ∑ i≥1 |U^0_{i−1/2} − U^0_{i+1/2}| = L(0) < Cε,

where U^0_{i−1/2} denotes the left constant state at x_{i0} where U^0_{1/2} := U_∗, that is, the two constants U^0_{i−1/2} and U^0_{i+1/2} are connected by a wave-front at x_{i0}. Indeed, we can get (6.35) by (6.34) and the facts that the number of fronts is at most O(δ^{−1}), and the difference of speeds of consecutive rarefaction fronts is at most O(δ) due to the definition of rarefaction fronts (6.17)-(6.18).

We now use the above wave-fronts to construct the approximate solution as a viscous counterpart composed of physical viscous waves with possible shifts as follows. First, if U^0_{i−1/2} and U^0_{i+1/2} are connected by a shock front at x_{i0}, then we consider a viscous shock with shift X^ν_{i0}(t) as

(6.36) Ũ^ν_{i0}(x, t) := Ũ^ν_{i0} ( x − x_{i0} − λ̃_{i0}t − X^ν_{i0}(t); U^0_{i−1/2}, U^0_{i+1/2}, σ_{i0}, k_{i0} ) , which is a k_{i0}-viscous shock of size σ_{i0} < 0, started at (x_{i0}, t_0) and shifted by an absolutely continuous function X^ν_{i0}(t) satisfying X^ν_{i0}(0) = 0 to be defined later, and λ̃_{i0} is the Rankine- Hugoniot speed. Notice that Ũ^ν_{i0} := (ṽ^ν_{i0}, h̃^ν_{i0}) satisfies (with j := 0) { −λ̃_{ij}(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x − (h̃^ν_{ij} )_x = −ν ( μ(ṽ^ν_{ij})(ṽ^ν_{ij} )^γ p(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x ) x −λ̃_{ij}(h̃^ν_{ij} )_x + p(ṽ^ν_{ij})_x = 0

(6.37)

and thus, { (ṽ^ν_{ij} )_t + Ẋ^ν_{ij} (ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x − (h̃^ν_{ij} )_x = −ν ( μ(ṽ^ν_{ij} )(ṽ^ν_{ij} )^γ p(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x ) x (h̃^ν_{ij} )_t + Ẋ^ν_{ij} (h̃^ν_{ij} )_x + p(ṽ^ν_{ij})_x = 0.

(6.38)

Similarly, if U^0_{i−1/2} and U^0_{i+1/2} are connected by a rarefaction front at x_{i0}, then we consider a viscous rarefaction with shift Λ^ν_{i0}(t) as

(6.39) U^{R,ν}_{i0} (x, t) := U^{R,ν} ( x − x_{i0} − Λ^ν_{i0}(t); U^0_{i−1/2}, U^0_{i+1/2}, σ_{i0}, k_{i0} ) , which is of k_{i0}-family and size σ_{i0} > 0, started at (x_{i0}, t_0) and shifted by a Lipschitz function Λ^ν_{i0}(t) satisfying Λ^ν_{i0}(0) = 0 to be defined in (8.2). Notice that this viscous wave moves at velocity (Λ^ν_{i0})^′(t) instead of λ_{ki0} (U^0_{i+1/2}) defined by (6.17)-(6.18). But, by (8.3), we have

(6.40) λ_{ki0} (U^0_{i−1/2}) ≤ (Λ^ν_{i0})^′(t) ≤ λ_{ki0} (U^0_{i+1/2}).

For a short time t > 0, we define an approximate solution U_{ν,δ} = (v̄_{ν,δ}, h̄_{ν,δ}) by U_{ν,δ}(x, t) = ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈S_0 ∂_xŨ^ν_{i0}(y, t) + ∑ i∈R_0 ∂_xU^{R,ν}_{i0} (y, t) dy + U_∗. (6.41)

where S_0, R_0 denote the sets of locations of shocks, rarefactions, respectively, at t = t_0+. This will persist until the next interaction time, as follows.

6.3.2. The first Interaction. Let y^ν_{i0}(t) denote the trajectories for the above physical waves as (6.42) y^ν_{i0}(t) := { x_{i0} + λ̃_{i0}t + X^ν_{i0}(t), if x_{i0} ∈ S_0, x_{i0} + Λ^ν_{i0}(t), if x_{i0} ∈ R_0.

Define the first interaction time by

(6.43) t_1 := inf{t | t > 0, min_i |y^ν_{i−1,0}(t) − y^ν_{i0}(t)| = d_1 := ρ_ν^{1/4} − ρ_ν^{1/3}}.

Notice from (6.35) that t_1 > 0 by d_1 > d_0 and the continuity of y^ν_{i0}(t).

In order to consider only one interaction at t_1, we define

i_0 := min{i | |y^ν_{i−1,0}(t_1) − y^ν_{i0}(t_1)| = d_1}.

So, for the two adjacent indices i_0 and i_0 + 1, we consider the interaction at t_1 between two waves moving along trajectories y^ν_{i0,0} and y^ν_{i0+1,0}, that is, no interaction of waves along y^ν_{i0} for i /∈ {i_0, i_0 + 1}.

6.3.3. Initial points after the first interaction. For the two incoming waves of sizes σ_1 := σ_{i0} and σ_2 := σ_{ii0+1} at the first interaction, we apply the modified front tracking algorithm composed of the three types of solvers as in Section 6.1. For the two outgoing waves of sizes σ^′ and σ^{′′}, newly generated by the modified front tracking algorithm, we define the location for the initial points x_{i0,1}, x_{i0+1,1}, x_{i0+2,1}, ... as follows, where we may have O(1/δ) initial points if one of the outgoing waves, as a reflected wave, is a bunch of rarefaction fronts defined as in (6.17)-(6.18). First, if σ_1 and σ^′ have negative as the same family, i.e., they are both shocks, then we slightly perturb the arrival point y^ν_{i0,0}(t_1) such that

(6.44) |x_{i0,1} − y^ν_{i0,0}(t_1)| < 3 √ ν. Likewise, if σ_2 and σ^{′′} have negative as the same family, then we consider x_{i0+1,1} such that

(6.45) |x_{i0+1,1} − y^ν_{i0+1,0}(t_1)| < 3 √ ν. This is necessary in the proof of Proposition 11.1 (see Remark 6.1).

If an outgoing wave of size σ^′ is a bunch of rarefaction fronts, then we translate those fronts along t axis as − √ ρ_ν /δ scale such that the intersection points x_{i0,1} < x_{i0+1,1} < x_{i0+2,1} < · · · of the line t = t_1 and the fronts satisfy:

(6.46) |x_{i0+k,1} − x_{i0+k+1,1}| ≥ 2 √ ρ_ν , ∀k = 1, 2, .... This separation (6.46) of the initial points for rarefaction fronts is important for the separation of the trajectories as in (6.55).

Now, let x_{i,1} be the initial points for trajectories y^ν_{i,2}(t) where all points generated by the first interaction are defined as above, and the other points are the same as the terminal points y^ν_{i,1}(t_1).

Then, it holds from (6.43) and (6.44)-(6.45) that for any two points x_{i,1}, x_{k,1} except for initial points generated by rarefaction fronts as in (6.46),

(6.47) |x_{i,1} − x_{k,1}| ≥ ρ_ν^{1/4} − 2ρ_ν^{1/3}.

Indeed, that is true by ν ≪ δ such that √ ρ_ν δ ≪ ρ_ν^{1/3}.

Notice that since rarefaction fronts of the same family do not interact by (6.40) and (6.46), the waves starting from the initial points satisfying (6.47) can interact.

6.3.4. Inductive steps. At t = t_j for j ≥ 1, let {x_{ij} } be the set of initial points satisfy the following two conditions:

(i) For all rarefaction fronts generated by the interaction at t_j, we use the same translation as in (6.46) to find the initial points generated by rarefaction fronts such that the distance between any two points of them is bigger than 2 √ ρ_ν .

(ii) For any two points x_{i,j}, x_{k,j} except for initial points generated by rarefaction fronts as above, (6.48) |x_{i,j} − x_{k,j}| ≥ ρ_ν^{1/4} − 2jρ_ν^{1/3}. For each i, let U^j_{i−1/2}, σ_{ij} , k_{ij} , x_{ij} , respectively denote the left end state, and size of wave of k_{ij} -characteristic field, starting at x_{ij} , which is obtained by the modified front tracking algorithm.

As in the initial step, we construct an approximate solution composed of smooth waves as follows.

If U^j_{i−1/2} and U^j_{i+1/2} are connected by a shock front at x_{ij} , then we consider

(6.49) Ũ^ν_{ij}(x, t) := Ũ^ν ( x − x_{ij} − λ̃_{ij}(t − t_j) − X^ν_{ij} (t − t_j); U^j_{i−1/2}, U^j_{i+1/2}, σ_{ij} , k_{ij} ) , which is a k_{ij} -viscous shock of speed λ̃_{ij} and size σ_{ij} < 0, starting at (x_{ij} , t_j ), and shifted by an absolutely continuous function t → X^ν_{ij} satisfying X^ν_{ij} (0) = 0 that is defined later. Notice that Ũ^ν_{ij} := (ṽ^ν_{ij} , h̃^ν_{ij} ) satisfies { −λ̃_{ij}(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x − (h̃^ν_{ij} )_x = −ν ( μ(ṽ^ν_{ij})(ṽ^ν_{ij} )^γ p(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x ) x −λ̃_{ij}(h̃^ν_{ij} )_x + p(ṽ^ν_{ij})_x = 0

(6.50)

and thus, { (ṽ^ν_{ij} )_t + Ẋ^ν_{ij} (ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x − (h̃^ν_{ij} )_x = −ν ( μ(ṽ^ν_{ij} )(ṽ^ν_{ij} )^γ p(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x ) x (h̃^ν_{ij} )_t + Ẋ^ν_{ij} (h̃^ν_{ij} )_x + p(ṽ^ν_{ij})_x = 0.

(6.51)

If U^j_{i−1/2} and U^j_{i+1/2} are connected by a rarefaction front at x_{ij} , then we consider (6.52) U^{R,ν}_{ij} (x, t) := U^{R,ν} ( x − x_{ij} − Λ^ν_{ij} (t − t_j ); U_{i−1/2}, U^j_{i+1/2}, σ_{ij} , k_{ij} ) , that is a rarefaction of k_{ij} -family, as a traveling wave starting at (x_{ij} , t_j ), shifted by a Lipschitz function t → Λ^ν_{ij} (to be defined in (8.2)).

If U^j_{i−1/2} and U^j_{i+1/2} are connected by a pseudo-shock at x_{ij} , then we consider U^{P,ν}_{ij} (x) := U^{P,ν} ( x − x_{ij}; U_{i−1/2}, U^j_{i+1/2}, σ_{ij} ) , which is a smooth pseudo-shock of size σ_{ij} , located at x_{ij} .

Let S_j, R_j , N P_j be the sets of locations of shocks, rarefactions and pseudo-shocks, respectively, at t = t_j+.

For a short time t > t_j, we define an approximate solution U_{ν,δ} = (v̄_{ν,δ}, h̄_{ν,δ}) by U_{ν,δ}(x, t) = ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈S_j ∂_xŨ^ν_{ij}(y, t) + ∑ i∈R_j ∂_xU^{R,ν}_{ij} (y, t) + ∑ i∈N P_j ∂_xU^{P,ν}_{ij} (y) dy + U_∗, (6.53)

This persists until the next interaction time, which is determined as follows. For simplicity, let y^ν_{ij}(t) denote the continuous trajectories for the above waves as

(6.54) y^ν_{ij}(t) := x_{ij} + λ̃_{ij} (t − t_j) + X^ν_{ij} (t − t_j), if x_{ij} ∈ S_j, x_{ij} + Λ^ν_{ij} (t − t_j), if x_{ij} ∈ R_j, x_{ij} , if x_{ij} ∈ N P_j. Since it holds from (8.3) that λ_{kij} (U^j_{i−1/2}) ≤ (Λ^ν_{ij} )^′(t − t_j) ≤ λ_{kij} (U^j_{i+1/2}), we see that for all x_{ij} , x_{kj} ∈ R_j satisfying the above condition (i), (6.55) |y^ν_{ij} (t) − y^ν_{kj}(t)| ≥ 2 √ ρ_ν . This estimate will be crucial to control the wave interaction between any two rarefaction waves as in 5) of Lemma 7.5.

We now define (6.56) d_j := ρ_ν^{1/4} − (2j − 1)ρ_ν^{1/3}, and the next interaction time by (6.57) t_{j+1} := inf{t | t > t_j, min

i,k:approaching waves |y^ν_{ij}(t) − y^ν_{kj}(t)| = d_{j+1}}. Notice that t_{j+1} > t_j . Indeed, that is true because of d_{j+1} = ρ_ν^{1/4} − (2j + 1)ρ_ν^{1/3} < ρ_ν^{1/4} − 2jρ_ν^{1/3} and the fact that rarefaction fronts of the same family (satisfying (6.55)) do not approach, and the waves starting only from the initial points satisfying (6.48) can interact.

As before, let i_0 := min{i | |y^ν_{i−1,j}(t_{j+1}) − y^ν_{ij}(t_{j+1})| = d_{j+1}}.

So, we consider only one interaction at t_{j+1} between two waves moving along trajectories y^ν_{i0,j} and y^ν_{i0+1,j}, that is, no interaction of waves along y^ν_{ij} for i /∈ {i_0, i_0 + 1}.

Remark 6.1. In the proof of Proposition 11.1, we need a special configuration for the initial points of the outgoing waves, as follows. First, we fix the center of each viscous wave moving along the associated trajectory, by making the average point of the end states of each wave starting at x_i lie at that point x_i. As in Figures 11.1 and 11.5, let x_{L±}, x_{m±}, x_{M±}, x_{R±} be the boundary points of the transition zones of width √ ν for physical waves. In particular, we need to consider the special configuration as in Figure 11.5 when the condition of the adjustment in the proof of Proposition 11.1 is satisfied. For other cases, we simply identify the arrival points of incoming waves and the initial points of outgoing waves at the interaction time, that is, x_{L−} = x_{L+}, x_{m−} = x_{m+}, x_{M−} = x_{M+}, x_{R−} = x_{R+}. This configuration for initial points of outgoing waves does not affect the number of waves and interactions. Remark 6.2. By (6.57) we first find that for all i, k approaching waves, |y^ν_{ij} (t) − y^ν_{kj}(t)| ≥ d_{j+1} = ρ_ν^{1/4} − (2j + 1)ρ_ν^{1/3} ∀t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}), which together with Lemma 6.5 below, and taking ν ≪ δ implies

d_{j+1} ≥ ρ_ν^{1/4} − C ( 1 δ log 1 ρ_ν )_3 ρ_ν^{1/3} ≫ 2 √ ρ_ν . This and (6.55) imply that for any j, (6.58) |y^ν_{ij}(t) − y^ν_i′_j(t)| ≥ 2 √ ρ_ν , for any i, i^′ with i ≠ i^′ and any t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}).

6.4. The number of waves and interactions. We here estimate the total number of waves and wave interactions as follows.

Lemma 6.5. There exists C > 0 such that for all t > 0, the following holds:

i. The total number of physical waves is bounded by C (1 δ ln ρ^{−1}_ν ) . ii. The total number of all waves is bounded by C (1 δ ln ρ^{−1}_ν

)_2 . iii. The total number of wave interactions is bounded by C (1 δ ln ρ^{−1}_ν

)_3 . 6.4.1. Proof of Lemma 6.5. We first need to define the meaning of new wave, and the order of generation. We adopt a similar concept on the order of generation as in the book of Bressan [4]. First, we say:

• All fronts generated by the accurate Riemann solvers at the initial time t = 0 have generation order k = 1.

Then we define the orders of outgoing waves after each Riemann solver as follows.

(1). Order of wave in each family, for all head-on interactions of a 2-wave and a 1-wave (always using accurate solver) and all simplified solvers including a non-physical shock, does not change.

For overtaking interactions of two i-waves with generation orders k, k^′, for a fixed i = 1, 2, there might be outgoing waves in three families. For convenience, we regard a non-physical shock as a wave in the 1.5-th family. Then we define

(2). For simplified solvers of rarefaction-shock interactions (including^↼S^↼R,^↼R^↼S,^⇀S^⇀R and ⇀ R^⇀S): In Case 1 when the incoming shock dominates, the outgoing physical shock takes the same order of the incoming shock, the non-physical shock takes the same order of the incoming rarefaction; In Case 2, when the incoming rarefaction dominates, two outgoing waves both take the same order of the incoming rarefaction.

(3). For other overtaking interactions, the outgoing i-wave has order min(k, k^′), and the outgoing wave in other families has order max(k, k^′) + 1.

Then we introduce an important lemma to estimate the strength for waves with generation order k.

Lemma 6.6. There exists a constant C such that for any positive integer k, the strength of any wave with generation order k is less than (Cε)^k.

This lemma can be proved using the same method as in [4, (7.75)]. In fact, we only have to show that the estimates in [4, (7.68)_{1−5}] hold for our front tracking solutions, then the rest of the proof is entirely same. When we define the order of wave, we treat the interactions in group (2) separately, because the outgoing non-physical shock in this case may be in the first order, i.e. in the order of σ_1 or σ_2. So we consider the non-physical shock as an extension of the whole or a part of the incoming rarefaction, i.e. keep its order. It is not hard to check that the estimates in [4, (7.68)_{1−5}] still hold. For interactions in other groups, we can use the fact that the strength of each reflected outgoing wave is at most in the second order, i.e. O(|σ_1σ_2|), to show the estimates in [4, (7.68)_{1−5}] as Bressan did in his book. We omit the details.

Next, we define the new wave and the continue wave. After each interaction, if an outgoing wave is in the same family and same order of an incoming wave, then these two waves are regarded as the same wave, i.e. the outgoing one is the continuation of the existing incoming wave. Other outgoing wave(s) are considered to be new waves. It is important to notice that any pair of different waves will interact at most once in their lifetimes, because no wave will change its family (unless it changes to a new wave), and when two waves in the same family meet, there will be only one left after their interaction.

We are ready to prove Lemma 6.5 on the number of waves and interactions. First, since the strength of each physical wave is larger than Cρ_ν by Lemma 6.2 and the strength of any wave of any order k (generation) is less than (Cε)^k in Lemma 6.6, we find that (Cε)^k ≥ ρ_ν , which implies that

(6.59) the maximum order of physical wave is less than C ln ρ^{−1}_ν ln ε^{−1} . We note that the order of non-physical wave will not impact the order of physical wave. The order of non-physical wave is at most one larger than the maximum order of physical waves.

Next, we count the number of physical waves in each generation. Let N^0_F denote the number of wave fronts in the first generation, i.e., at t = 0+. After each interaction, a physical wave of new order will be created only by the reflected wave in the overtaking accurate or adjusted solvers.

We always consider the reflected outgoing rarefaction after a shock-shock overtaking interaction (as in Lemma 6.4), as switched from one incoming shock with order 1 less, where another incoming shock is continued by the (same) wave in its own family with the same order. The other reflected outgoing rarefactions are called non-switched. For other overtaking interaction, there are at most two outgoing physical waves, including one extended wave and one switched reflected wave.

In summary, a physical wave in the new order is created either by a switched wave or a non-switched wave. Each physical wave can only generate one switched wave in the next order, in their whole life. So the total number of switched physical waves in each generation is not larger than N^0_F .

Here, the wave strength σ (arc-length) for each non-switched outgoing rarefaction is larger than δ/2, when it is generated, by the adjustment for rarefaction as in Section 6.1. In addition, Lemma 6.3 implies that the decay of Q is larger than the total (all time) strength of reflected rarefactions (for shock-shock interaction), by which the total strength of nonswitched rarefactions when generated is less than Q = O(ε^2). Therefore, the total number of non-switched rarefactions is at most in the order of C(ε^2/δ).

We have shown that

the number of all physical waves in each generation is less than C(N^0_F + ε^2/δ).

This with (6.59) implies that the total (all time) number of all physical waves is less than C ( ln ρ^{−1}_ν ln ε^{−1} ( N^0_F + ε^2/δ )) , which is less than^C_δ ln ρ^{−1}_ν since N^0_F = O(1/δ).

Since a new non-physical wave can be generated only by an interaction between two physical waves, the total number of all waves is bounded by C (1 δ ln ρ^{−1}_ν

)_2 . Hence, the total number of wave interactions is bounded by C (1 δ ln ρ^{−1}_ν

)_3 , since interactions only happen between two physical waves or between one physical wave and one non-physical wave.

Remark 6.3. To prove the convergence of the algorithm, we need the total strength of non-physical shocks converges to zero as ρ_ν → 0, i.e., ρ_ν (1 δ ln ρ^{−1}_ν

)_2 → 0, as ρ_ν → 0.

This holds by ρ_ν ≪ δ^3 ≪ 1.

Since the BV norm of the inviscid front tracking approximate solution is less than Cε_0, using the standard argument of the decay of Glimm potential, we obtain (4.9).

7. Weighted relative entropy with shifts

Let 0 =: t_0 < t_1 < t_2 < · · · denote a sequence of the interaction times. We here obtain the desired estimates for a weighted relative entropy with shifts on a fixed time interval (t_j, t_{j+1}), j ≥ 0.

For notational simplicity, without confusion, we omit the dependence of the above solution and quantities on the parameters ν, δ and the j-th interval, that is, (7.1) U := (v, h) := U^ν . and U := U_{ν,δ}, (v̄, h̄) := (v̄_{ν,δ}, h̄_{ν,δ}), Ũ_i := Ũ^ν_{ij}, U^R_i := U^{R,ν}_{ij} , U^P_i := U^{P,ν}_{ij} , U_{i−1/2} := U^j_{i−1/2}, σ_i := σ_{ij}, λ̃_i := λ̃_{ij} , X_i := X^ν_{ij} , Λ_i := Λ^ν_{ij} , k_i := k_{ij} , y_i := y^ν_{ij}.

(7.2)

7.1. Construction of weights. First of all, for each shifted viscous shock Ũ_i = (ṽ_i, h̃_i) defined by (6.49), we define the associated weight a_i by

a^ν_i (x, t) = 1 − p(ṽ_i) − p(v^j_{i±1/2}) δ_∗ so that (7.3) (a^ν_i )_x = −

∂_xp(ṽ_i) δ_∗ , where δ_∗ is to be chosen sufficiently small (such that δ_∗ < δ^{10}_1 for the truncation size δ_1 later), but depends only on the reference point U_∗. Notice that

(7.4) |(a^ν_i )_x| ∼

|(ṽ_i)_x| δ_∗ ∼ |(h̃_i)_x| δ_∗ . Since (7.5) |σ_i| ≤ L(0) ≤ δ^2_∗ for any shock sizes, we have ‖(a^ν_i )_x‖_L1 ≤ C |σ_i| δ_∗ ≤ C L(0) δ_∗ < Cδ_∗. Based on the above weights, we will construct a global weight function that is non-increasing in time. For that, it would be easier to consider the following two functions on the total variation and the Glimm potential for the jump sizes of pressure: L̄(t) := ∑ i |σ̄_i|, and Q̄(t) = ∑ j,i:approaching waves |σ̄_i||σ̄_j |, where each σ̄_i represents the jump size of pressure, more precisely,

σ̄_i := (−1)^{ki} ∫_∞ −∞ ∂_xp(ṽ_i)dx, if i ∈ S_j, (−1)^{ki} ∫_∞ −∞ ∂_xp(v^R_i )dx, if i ∈ R_j , (−1)^{ki} ∫_∞ −∞ ∂_xp(v^P_i )dx, if i ∈ N P_j . (7.6)

Note that σ̄_i < 0 for each shock and σ̄_i > 0 for each rarefaction, and σ̄_i is equivalent to σ_i : C^{−1}|σ_i| ≤ |σ̄_i| ≤ C|σ_i|.

We now define the (global) weight a^ν by

(7.7) a^ν (x, t) = 1 + 1 δ_∗ ( L̄(t) + κQ̄(t) ) + ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈S_j ∂_xa^ν_i (y, t)dy,

where κ > 0 is the same constant as before. Equivalently, we have from (7.3) that

(7.8) a^ν (x, t) = 1 + 1 δ_∗ [( L̄(t) + κQ̄(t) ) + ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈S_j ∂_x ( − p(ṽ_i) ) dy ] ,

In Section 11, we will show that the weight a^ν is non-increasing in time, and satisfies ‖a^ν (x, t) − 1‖_L∞_{(R)} ≪ 1, ∀t. Again, without confusion, we omit the dependence of the above quantities on the parameter ν, that is,

(7.9) a := a^ν , a_i := a^ν_i .

7.2. Relative entropy method. First, we rewrite (4.2) into the viscous hyperbolic system of conservation laws:

(7.10) ∂_tU + ∂_xA(U) = ( −ν∂_x ( μ(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) ) 0 ) , where

U := ( v h ) , A(U) := ( −h p(v) ) . Consider the entropy η(U) :=^{h2}_2 +Q(v) in the Lagrangian coordinate, where Q(v) =^{v−γ+1}_{γ−1} , i.e., Q^′(v) = −p(v). From now on, we will drop the subscript L in the notation since we are working only in the Lagrangian coordinates. We use the same notation for the entropy as (1.3) in the Eulerian coordinate without confusion. Consider the relative entropy functional defined by (7.11) η(U|V ) = η(U) − η(V ) − ∇η(V )(U − V ), and the relative flux defined by (7.12) A(U|V ) = A(U) − A(V ) − ∇A(V )(U − V ). Let G(·; ·) be the flux of the relative entropy defined by (7.13) G(U; V ) = G(U) − G(V ) − ∇η(V )(A(U) − A(V )), where G is the entropy flux of η, i.e., ∂_iG(U) =

∑_2 k=1 ∂_kη(U)∂_iA_k(U), 1 ≤ i ≤ 2. The relative entropy method implies that for any functions U, V , − ( ∇η(U) − ∇η(V ) ) ∂_xA(U) + ∇^2η(V )(U − V )∂_xA(V ) = −∂_xG(U; V ) − ∂_x∇η(V )A(U|V ).

Thus, for a solution U of (7.10) and any function V (x, t), it holds that

∂_tη(U|V ) = ( ∇η(U) − ∇η(V ) ) ∂_tU − ∇^2η(V )(U − V )∂_tV = − ( ∇η(U) − ∇η(V ) ) ∂_xA(U) + ∇^2η(V )(U − V )∂_xA(V ) − ∇^2η(V )(U − V ) ( ∂_tV + ∂_xA(V ) ) + ( ∇η(U) − ∇η(V ) )(−ν∂_x ( μ(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) ) 0 )

= −∂_xG(U; V ) − ∂_x∇η(V )A(U|V ) − ∇^2η(V )(U − V ) ( ∂_tV + ∂_xA(V ) )

+ ( ∇η(U) − ∇η(V ) ) ( −ν∂_x ( μ(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) ) 0 ) .

(7.14)

Now, consider the approximate solution V = U as the second component. First, we observe

∂_tU + ∂_xA(U) = ∑ i∈S ( ∂_tŨ_i + ∇A(U)∂_xŨ_i )

+ ∑ i∈R ( ∂_tU^R_i + ∇A(U)∂_xU^R_i ) + ∑ i∈N P ∇A(U)∂_xU^P_i .

Since it holds from (6.51) that Ũ_i satisfies

∂_tŨ_i + Ẋ_i∂_xŨ_i + ∂_xA(Ũ_i) = ( −ν∂_x ( μ(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) 0 ) , and it holds from (6.32) and (6.52) that

∂_tU^R_i = − 1 ν Λ̇_i∂_xU^R_i ,

we have

∂_tU + ∂_xA(U ) = ∑ i∈S [ −Ẋ_i∂_xŨ_i + ( ∇A(U) − ∇A(Ũ_i) ) ∂_xŨ_i + ( −ν∂_x ( μ(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) 0 )]

+ ∑ i∈R [( − Λ̇_i + ∇A(U^R_i ) ) ∂_xU^R_i + ( ∇A(U) − ∇A(U^R_i ) ) ∂_xU^R_i )]

+ ∑ i∈N P ∇A(U)∂_xU^P_i .

Thus, substituting the above equality into (7.14), and using ∇η(U) = ( −p(v) h ) , ∇^2η(U) = ( −p^′(v) 0 0 1 ) , ∇A(U) = ( 0 − 1 p^′(v) 0 ) , A(U|U) = ( 0 p(v|v̄) ) , G(U; U ) = (p(v) − p(v̄))(h − h̄), (7.15) we have ∂_tη(U|U ) = −∂_x ( (p(v) − p(v̄))(h − h̄) ) − ∑ i∈S ∂_xh̃_ip(v|v̄) − ∑ i∈N P ∂_xh^P_i p(v|v̄) =:I − ∑ i∈R ∇^2η(U )∂_xU^R_i A(U|U )

+ ∇^2η(U )(U − U) ∑ i∈S Ẋ_i∂_xŨ_i − (h − h̄) ∑ i∈S (p^′(v̄) − p^′(ṽ_i))(ṽ_i)_x −p^′(v̄)(v − v̄) ∑ i∈S ν∂_x ( μ(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ∂_xp(ṽ_i) )

=:J −(h − h̄) ∑ i∈R (p^′(v̄) − p^′(v^R_i ))(v^R_i )_x

− ∇^2η(U )(U − U) ∑ i∈R ( − Λ̇_i + ∇A(U^R_i ) ) ∂_xU^R_i − (h − h̄) ∑ i∈N P p^′(v̄)∂_xv^P_i + ν(p(v) − p(v̄))∂_x ( μ(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) ) .

Notice that by the third property of Lemma 6.2, ∂_xh^P_i ≥ 0. So, we have I ≤ 0.

For J, using the fact that (by (6.50))

(7.16) λ̃_i∂_xṽ_i + ∂_xh̃_i = ν∂_x ( μ(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) , we have J = −p^′(v̄)(v − v̄) ∑ i∈S (~ λ_i∂_xṽ_i + ∂_xh̃_i )

= p(v|v̄) ∑ i∈S (~ λ_i∂_xṽ_i + ∂_xh̃_i ) − (p(v) − p(v̄)) ∑ i∈S (~ λ_i∂_xṽ_i + ∂_xh̃_i ) .

Especially, for the last term above, we use λ̃_i∂_xṽ_i + ∂_xh̃_i = ν∂_x ( μ(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) by (6.50).

Thus, we have ∂_tη(U|U ) ≤ −∂_x ( (p(v) − p(v̄))(h − h̄) ) + ∑ i∈S λ̃_i∂_xṽ_ip(v|v̄) − ∑ i∈R ∇^2η(U )∂_xU^R_i A(U|U ) + ∇^2η(U )(U − Ū) ∑ i∈S Ẋ_i∂_xŨ_i − (h − h̄) ∑ i∈S (p^′(v̄) − p^′(ṽ_i))(ṽ_i)_x − (h − h̄) ∑ i∈R (p^′(v̄) − p^′(v^R_i ))(v^R_i )_x − ∇^2η(U )(U − U) ∑ i∈R ( − Λ̇_i + ∇A(U^R_i ) ) ∂_xU^R_i − (h − h̄) ∑ i∈N P p^′(v̄)∂_xv^P_i + ν(p(v) − p(v̄))∂_x ( μ(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) − ∑ i∈S μ(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) .

Therefore, we have d dt ∫ R a(x, t)η(U(x, t)|U (x, t))dx ≤ ∑ i∈S Ẋ_i(t)Y^ν_i (U) + H^ν_1 (U) + H^ν_2 (U) + H^ν_3 (U) + P^ν (U) − J^ν_{good}(U),

(7.17)

where

Y^ν_i (U) := − ∫ R (a_i)_xη(U|U)dx + ∫ R a∇^2η(U )(U − Ū)∂_xŨ_idx, H^ν_1 (U) := ∑ i∈S [ ∫ R (a_i)_x ( p(v) − p(v̄) )( h − h̄ ) dx + λ̃_i ∫ R a(ṽ_i)_xp(v|v̄)dx ]

− ∑ i∈S ∫ R a(h − h̄)(p^′(v̄) − p^′(ṽ_i))(ṽ_i)_xdx,

H^ν_2 (U) := − ∑ i∈R ∫ R a∇^2η(U )∂_xU^R_i A(U|U )dx − ∑ i∈R ∫ R a(h − h̄)(p^′(v̄) − p^′(v^R_i ))(v^R_i )_xdx − ∑ i∈R ∫ R a∇^2η(U )(U − U) ( − Λ̇_i + ∇A(U^R_i ) ) ∂_xU^R_i dx, H^ν_3 (U) := − ∑ i∈N P ∫ R a(h − h̄)p^′(v̄)∂_xv^P_i dx, P^ν (U) := ν ∫ R a(p(v) − p(v̄))∂_x ( μ(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) − ∑ i∈S μ(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) dx, J^ν_{good}(U) := ∑ i∈S ∫ R λ̃_i(a_i)_xη(U|U )dx.

(7.18)

Remark 7.1. The hyperbolic part H_1(U) collects bad terms localized by derivatives of weights and shocks, whereas the hyperbolic part H_2(U) collects bad terms localized by derivatives of rarefactions. In Section 8, we will first estimate H_2(U) by defining a suitable shifts Λ_i(t). In Section 10, we will handle the shift part Ẋ_i(t)Y_i(U), the hyperbolic term H_1(U) and good term J_{good}(U), which are localized by derivatives of weights and shocks. Those together with the diffusion term of perturbations will be estimated. The diffusion term will be extracted from the parabolic term P(U) by decomposing it in two different ways depending on the size of values of v in Section 9.

Proposition 7.1. For all t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}), d dt ∫ R a^ν η(U^ν |U_{ν,δ})dx + G(U^ν )(t) ≤ C ∫ R a^ν η(U^ν |Ū_{ν,δ})dx + Cδ^{1/4}D(t) + Cδ^{3/4} + C δ^2 δ_∗ + C(δ, ν), (7.19) where

G(U)(t) := √ δ_∗ν ∫ R μ_1(v)v^γ |(p(v) − p(v̄))_x|^2dx + ν ∫ R μ_2(v)v^γ |∂_xp(v)|^2dx + δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(Ũ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(U^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx,

(7.20) D(t) := ν ∫ R μ̄(v) v |u_x|^2dx, and C(δ, ν) is the constant that vanishes when ν → 0 for any fixed δ > 0.

The proof of the main Proposition 7.1 is presented in the following sections and eventually completed in Section 10 .

7.3. Useful estimates on relative functions. We here present useful estimates on relative functions, as in [36, Lemmas A.1, A.2, A.3] (see also [34, Lemmas 2.2, 2.5]). Lemma 7.1. For given constants γ > 1, and v_∗ > 0, there exists constants C, ε_∗ > 0 such that the following inequalities hold. 1) For any w ∈ (0, 2v_∗), Q(v|w) ≥ C^{−1}|v − w|^2, for all 0 < v ≤ 3v_∗, Q(v|w) ≥ C^{−1}|v − w|, for all v ≥ 3v_∗. 2) If 0 < w ≤ u ≤ v or 0 < v ≤ u ≤ w then Q(v|w) ≥ Q(u|w), and for any ε > 0 there exists a constant C > 0 such that if, in addition, |w − v_∗| ≤ ε/2 and |w − u| > ε, we have Q(v|w) − Q(u|w) ≥ C|u − v|. 3) For any w > v_∗/2, |p(v) − p(w)| ≤ C|v − w|, ∀v ≥ v_∗/2, p(v|w) ≤ C|v − w|^2, ∀v ≥ v_∗/2, p(v|w) ≤ C(|v − w| + |p(v) − p(w)|), ∀v > 0. 4) For any 0 < ε < ε_∗, the following is true.

For any (v, w) ∈ R^2_+ satisfying |p(v) − p(w)| < ε and |p(w) − p(v_∗)| < ε, p(v|w) ≤ ( γ + 1 2γ 1 p(w) + Cε ) |p(v) − p(w)|^2,

Q(v|w) ≥ p(w)^{− 1γ −1} 2γ |p(v) − p(w)|^2 − 1 + γ 3γ^2 p(w)^{− 1γ −2}(p(v) − p(w))^3,

Q(v|w) ≤ ( p(w)^{− 1γ −1} 2γ + Cε ) |p(v) − p(w)|^2. For any (v, w) ∈ R^2_+ such that |p(w) − p(v_∗)| ≤ ε, and satisfying either Q(v|w) < ε or |p(v) − p(w)| < ε, |p(v) − p(w)|^2 ≤ CQ(v|w).

Lemma 7.2. [33, Lemma 4.1] For any function F , its relative function F (·|·) satisfies F (u|w) + F (w|v) = F (u|v) + (F^′(w) − F^′(v))(w − u), ∀u, v, w. 7.4. Uniform bounds. We present uniform bounds for entropy and dissipation. The following lemmas written in the Eulerian frame will be useful in the proofs of the two main Propositions 4.1 and 4.2. In particular, as in Remark 7.2, the uniform bound for diffusion written in Lagrangian frame will be used in the proof of Theorem 4.1.

Notice first that from (2.5) and (2.3), there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any ν > 0: ∫ R η(U^ν_0 |U_∗) dx ≤ C. Indeed, this follows from Lemma 7.2:

η(U^ν_0 |U^∗) = η(U^ν_0 |U^0) + η(U^0|U_∗) + (η^′(U^0) − η^′(U_∗)) · (U^ν_0 − U^0), and (2.5), (2.3) with the fact that η^′(U^0) − η^′(U_∗) is bounded. Lemma 7.3. Given (ρ_∗, u_∗), γ > 1 and α, assume that

(7.21) ∫ R η ( (ρ^ν_0 , u^ν_0 )|(ρ_∗, u_∗) ) dx ≤ C, for some constant C independent of ν. Then, for all t > 0, ∫ R η ( (ρ^ν , u^ν )|(ρ_∗, u_∗) ) dx + ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ^ν )|u^ν_x|^2dxds ≤ C. Proof. For the simplicity of proof, we use the Lagrangian frame. That is, let (t, y) denote the mass Lagrangian coordinate where y(t, x) = ∫_x 0 ρ(t, z)dz, to distinguish it from the Eulerian coordinate (t, x). So, we have

(7.22) dy dx = ρ. We recall the definition of the relative entropy in the Lagrangian coordinate (see (4.3)):

η^L((v, u)|(v_∗, u_∗)) := |u − u_∗|^2 2 + Q(v|v_∗), where ρ_∗ = 1/v_∗. Notice from (7.22) that

(7.23) ∫ R η((ρ, u)(x)|(ρ_∗, u_∗))dx = ∫ R η^L((v, u)(y)|(v_∗, u_∗))dy. Then, we rewrite the Navier-Stokes system (4.1) in the form:

∂_tU^ν + ∂_yA(U^ν ) = ( 0 ν (_{μ̄(vν )} v^ν u ν y ) y ) , where U^ν := ( v^ν u^ν ) , A(U^ν ) := ( −u^ν p(v^ν ) ) . Then, it holds from the relative entropy method (especially form the equality (7.14) with the constant V := (v_∗, u_∗)) that

∂_tη^L(U^ν |V ) = −∂_yG(U^ν ; V ) + ( ∇η(U^ν ) − ∇η(V ) ) ( 0 ν (_{μ̄(vν )} v^ν u ν y ) y ) , which implies d dt ∫ R η^L ( (v^ν , u^ν )|(v_∗, u_∗) ) dy = ν ∫ R (u^ν − u_∗) (μ̄(vν ) v^ν u^ν_y ) y = −ν ∫ R μ̄(v^ν ) v^ν | u^ν_y |_2 dy. Since it holds from (7.22) that ∫ R μ̄(v) v | |u_y | |^2dy = ∫ R μ̄(ρ)|u_x|^2dx, we have the desired result. □ Remark 7.2. The proof of Lemma 7.3 implies that for all t > 0, ∫_t 0 D(s)ds ≤ C where D(t) := ν ∫ R μ̄(v) v |u_y|^2dy. This bound will be used in the proof of Theorem 4.1.

Lemma 7.4. Given (v_∗, u_∗), γ > 1 and α, assume that

(7.24) ∫ R ρ^ν_0 |u^ν_0 − u_∗|^2 2 + p(ρ^ν_0 |ρ_∗) γ − 1 dx + ν^2 ∫ R |∂_xϕ(ρ^ν_0 )|^2dx ≤ C, for some constant C independent of ν. Then, for all t > 0, ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ(ρ^ν )(ρ^ν )^{γ−3}|ρ^ν_x|^2dxds ≤ C, and ν^2 ∫ R |∂_xϕ(ρ^ν )|^2dx ≤ C. Proof. We apply the same computation as in Lemma 7.3 to the system (4.2) written in the form:

∂_tU^ν + ∂_yA(U^ν ) = (−ν(μ(v_ν )(v_ν )_γ p(v_ν )_y) y 0 ) , where U^ν := ( v^ν h^ν ) , A(U^ν ) := ( −h^ν p(v^ν ) ) . Then, using the equality (7.14) with the constant V := (v_∗, u_∗), we have d dt ∫ R η^L ( (v^ν , h^ν )|(v_∗, u_∗) ) dy = ν ∫ R (p(v^ν ) − p(v_∗)) ( μ(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ p(v^ν )_y ) y = −ν ∫ R μ(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ | p(v^ν )_y |_2 dy. Note that ∫ R η^L ( (v^ν_0 , h^ν_0 )|(v_∗, u_∗) ) dy = ∫ R ρ^ν_0 |u^ν_0 − u_∗|^2 2 + p(ρ^ν_0 |ρ_∗) γ − 1 dx + ν^2 ∫ R |∂_xϕ(ρ^ν_0 )|^2dx ≤ C.

Thus, we have the first result by the change of coordinates: ∫ R μ(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ | |p(v^ν )_y | |^2dy = ∫ R μ(ρ^ν )(ρ^ν )^{γ−3}|ρ^ν_x|^2dx. For the second estimate, observe that by the definition of effective velocity, h^ν (y, t) = u^ν (x, t) − ν μ̄_L(v^ν ) v^ν v^ν_y (y, t) = u^ν (x, t) + ν 1 (ρ^ν (x, t))^{1/2} ∂_xϕ(ρ^ν (x, t)). This and (7.23) yield ∫ R | |√ρν (u^ν − u_∗) + ν∂_xϕ(ρ^ν ) | |^2dx = ∫ R η^L ( (v^ν_0 , h^ν_0 )|(v_∗, u_∗) ) dy ≤ C. Thus, this and Lemma 7.3 imply

ν^2 ∫ R |∂_xϕ(ρ^ν )|^2dx ≤ C ∫ R |√ ρ^ν (u^ν − u_∗) + ν∂_xϕ(ρ^ν ) |_2 dx + ∫ R ρ^ν | u^ν − u_∗ |_2 dx ≤ C. □ 7.5. Useful estimates for waves, and those interactions. We here present useful estimates on waves and interactions.

Lemma 7.5. Given U_{i−1/2}, σ_i, k_i, x_i, let y_i denote the trajectories (6.54). Assume (6.58) with ρ_ν = ν^{1/3}. Then, there exists C > 0 (depending only on U_∗) such that for all x, and t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}), the following holds. 1) For each i ∈ R,

∂_xU^R_i (x, t) = σ^2_i 2ν exp ( − | |σ_i x − xi − Λi(t − tj ) ν | | ) r_k ( U^R_i (x, t) ) , |U^R_i (x, t) − U_{i−1/2}| ≤ Cσ_i exp ( − σ_i|x − y_i| ν ) , x < y_i, |U^R_i (x, t) − U_{i+1/2}| ≤ Cσ_i exp ( − σ_i|x − y_i| ν ) , x > y_i, C^{−1} σ^2_i ν exp ( − σ_i|x − y_i| ν ) ≤ |∂_xU^R_i (x, t)| ≤ C σ^2_i ν exp ( − σ_i|x − y_i| ν ) ; | |∂^2_xU^R_i (x, t) | | ≤ C σ^i ν | |∂_xU^R_i (x, t) | |; 2) For each i ∈ S, |Ũ_i(x, t) − U_{i−1/2}| ≤ C|σ_i| exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i||x − y_i| ν ) , x < y_i, |Ũ_i(x, t) − U_{i+1/2}| ≤ C|σ_i| exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i||x − y_i| ν ) , x > y_i, C^{−1} σ^2_i ν exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i||x − y_i| ν ) ≤ |∂_xŨ_i(x, t)| ≤ C σ^2_i ν exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i||x − y_i| ν ) ; | |∂^2_xŨ_i(x, t) | | ≤ C |σ^i| ν | |∂_xŨ_i(x, t) | |;

3) For each i ∈ N P, |(v^P_i )_x| ≤ C |σ_i| √ ρ_ν 1_{|x−yi|≤}^√_{ρν} , |(v^P_i )_{xx}| ≤ C |σ_i| ρ_ν 1_{|x−yi|≤}^√_{ρν} . (7.25)

4) For each i ∈ R, for all x ∈ I_i := {x | |x − y_i| ≤ √ ρ_ν }, i > i^′ ∈ S ⇒ |ṽ_i′ − v_i′_{+1/2}| ≤ C ν √ ρ_ν ; i < i^′ ∈ S ⇒ |ṽ_i′ − v_i′_{−1/2}| ≤ C ν √ ρ_ν , i > i^′ ∈ R ⇒ |v^R_i′ − v_i′_{+1/2}| ≤ C ν √ ρ_ν ; i < i^′ ∈ R ⇒ |v^R_i′ − v_i′_{−1/2}| ≤ C ν √ ρ_ν , i > i^′ ∈ N P ⇒ |v^P_i′ − v_i′_{+1/2}| = 0; i < i^′ ∈ N P ⇒ |v^P_i′ − v_i′_{−1/2}| = 0, 5) We have the following interaction estimates of waves: let I_i := {x | |x − y_i| ≤ √ ρ_ν }. |(ṽ_i)_x||(ṽ_i′ )_x| ≤ { C^{|σi|2}_{ρν} , i ∈ S, i^′ ∈ (S − {i}), x ∈ I_i C^{|σi′ |2}_{ρν} , i ∈ S, i^′ ∈ (S − {i}), x ∈ I^c_i ; |(v^R_i )_x||(v^R_i′ )_x| ≤ { C^{|σi|2}_{ρν} , i ∈ R, i^′ ∈ (R − {i}), x ∈ I_i C^{|σi′ |2}_{ρν} , i ∈ R, i^′ ∈ (R − {i}), x ∈ I^c_i ; |(ṽ_i)_x||(v^R_i′ )_x| ≤ { C^{|σi|2}_{ρν} , i ∈ S, i^′ ∈ R, x ∈ I_i C^{|σi′ |2}_{ρν} , i ∈ S, i^′ ∈ R, x ∈ I^c_i ; |(ṽ_i)_x||(v^P_i′ )_x| ≤ { 0, i ∈ S, i^′ ∈ N P, x ∈ I_i C^{|σi′ |ν}_{ρν} , i ∈ S, i^′ ∈ N P, x ∈ I^c_i ; |(v^R_i )_x||(v^P_i′ )_x| ≤ { 0, i ∈ R, i^′ ∈ N P, x ∈ I_i C^{|σi′ |ν}_{ρν} , i ∈ R, i^′ ∈ N P, x ∈ I^c_i ; |(v^P_i )_x||(v^P_i′ )_x| = 0, i ≠ i^′ ∈ N P; Proof. • proof of 1), 2) and 3) : The proof of 2) can be found in [34, Lemma 2.1 and Section 2.3]. The first relation of 1) follows from the definition in Section 6.2. The other estimates can be shown by the same argument as in [34, Lemma 2.1 and Section 2.3]. The proof of 3) follows from the definition in Section 6.2.

• proof of 4) : Observe from (6.58) that for each i ∈ R, |x − y_i′ | ≥ √ ρ_ν , ∀i^′ ∈ (R − {i}) ∪ S ∪ N P, ∀x ∈ I_i. So, it follows from 1) and 2) that for each i ∈ R, and ∀x ∈ I_i, C|σ_i′ | exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i′ | √ ρ_ν ν ) ≥ { |ṽ_i′ − v_i′_{+1/2}|, i > i^′ ∈ S, |ṽ_i′ − v_i′_{−1/2}|, i < i^′ ∈ S, C|σ_i′ | exp ( − |σ_i′ | √ ρ_ν ν ) ≥ { |v^R_i′ − v_i′_{+1/2}|, i > i^′ ∈ R, |v^R_i′ − v_i′_{−1/2}|, i < i^′ ∈ R.

Then, the desired estimates are obtained by using |σ_i′ | exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i′ | √ ρ_ν ν ) = ν √ ρ_ν ( |σ_{i′} |√ρ_ν ν ) exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i′ | √ ρ_ν ν ) ≤ C ν √ ρ_ν . On the other hand, since v^P_i′ (x) connects from v_i′_{−1/2} to v_i′_{+1/2} with transition width √ ρ_ν , we have the desired one.

• proof of 5) : As done above, we will use the fact from (6.58) that i ∈ S ⇒ |x − y_i′ | ≥ √ ρ_ν , ∀i^′ ∈ (S − {i}) ∪ R ∪ N P, ∀x ∈ I_i := {x | |x − y_i| ≤ √ ρ_ν }, i ∈ R ⇒ |x − y_i′ | ≥ √ ρ_ν , ∀i^′ ∈ R − {i}, ∀x ∈ I_i, i ∈ N P ⇒ |x − y_i′ | ≥ √ ρ_ν , ∀i^′ ∈ N P − {i}, ∀x ∈ I_i. This together with 1) and 2) implies that if (i, i^′) is an element of one of the following sets: S × (S − {i}), R × (R − {i}), S × R, then we have the following estimates respectively: |(ṽ_i)_x||(ṽ_i′ )_x|, |(v^R_i )_x||(v^R_i′ )_x|, |(ṽ_i)_x||(v^R_i′ )_x| ≤ C^{|σi|2}_ν^{|σi′ |2}_ν exp ( −^{C−1|σi′ |} √ ρ_ν ν ) , ∀x ∈ I_i C^{|σi|2}_ν^{|σi′ |2}_ν exp ( −^{C−1|σi|} √ ρ_ν ν ) , ∀x ∈ I^c_i , This implies the desired estimates.

In addition, using |(v^P_i )_x| ≤ C^{|σi|}√_{ρν} 1_{|x−yi|≤}^√_{ρν} , we obtain that for each i ∈ S, i^′ ∈ N P, ∀x ∈ I_i, |(ṽ_i)_x||(v^P_i′ )_x| = 0, ∀x ∈ I^c_i , |(ṽ_i)_x||(v^P_i′ )_x| ≤ C |σ_i′ | √ ρ_ν |σ_i|^2 ν exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i| √ ρ_ν ν ) ≤ C |σ_i′ |ν ρ_ν , and for each i, i^′ ∈ N P |(v^P_i )_x||(v^P_i′ )_x| = 0, ∀x. Likewise, for each i ∈ R, i^′ ∈ N P, ∀x ∈ I_i, |(v^R_i )_x||(v^P_i′ )_x| = 0, ∀x ∈ I^c_i , |(v^R_i )_x||(v^P_i′ )_x| ≤ C |σ_i′ | √ ρ_ν |σ_i|^2 ν exp ( − σ_i √ ρ_ν ν ) ≤ C |σ_i′ |ν ρ_ν . □ Lemma 7.6. Under the same assumptions above, we have ∫ R ( ∑ i∈R |v̄ − v^R_i ||(v^R_i )_x| )_2 dx ≤ C ν^{1/3} δ , ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x| )_2 dx ≤ C ν^{1/3} δ , ∫ R ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x|dx ≤ Cν^{1/2} δ , ∫ R ∑ i∈R |v̄ − v^R_i ||(v^R_i )_x|dx ≤ Cν^{1/2} δ .

In addition, if |σ_i| ≥ ρ_ν for all i ∈ S, then ∫ v>2v_∗ ( ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x| )_2 v^βdx ≤ Cν^{1/3} δ^3 ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C Cν^{1/3} δ^3 ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx. Proof. First, we apply Lemma 6.5 and 3) of Lemma 7.5 to the estimate: for all x ∈ I_i := {x | |x − y_i| ≤ √ ρ_ν }, |v̄ − v^R_i | ≤ | | | | ∑ i^′∈R, i^′>i (v^R_i′ − v_i′_{−1/2}) | | | | + | | | | ∑ i^′∈R, i^′<i (v^R_i′ − v_i′_{+1/2}) | | | | + | | | ∑ i^′∈S, i^′>i (ṽ_i′ − v_i′_{−1/2}) | | | + | | | ∑ i^′∈S, i^′<i (ṽ_i′ − v_i′_{+1/2}) | | | ≤ C ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ν √ ρ_ν .

(7.26)

Thus, ∑ i∈R ∫ I_i |v̄ − v^R_i |^2|(v^R_i )_x|^2dx

≤ C ( ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ν √ ρ_ν )_2 ∑ i∈R ∫ I_i σ^2_i ν |(v^R_i )_x|dx ≤ Cν^{2/3} ∑ i∈R ‖(v^R_i )_x‖_L1 ≤ CL(0)ν^{2/3}.

(7.27)

On the other hand, we use |v̄ − v^R_i | ≤ C and Lemma 7.5 to have ∑ i∈R ∫ I^c_i |v̄ − v^R_i |^2|(v^R_i )_x|^2dx

≤ C ∑ i∈R ∫ |x−y_i|> √ ρ_ν σ^4_i ν^2 exp ( − 2σ_i|x − y_i| ν ) dx

= C ∑ i∈R σ^4_i √ ρ_ν ν^2 ∫ |z|>1 exp ( − 2σ_i √ ρ_ν |z| ν ) dz

≤ C ∑ i∈R σ^3_i ν exp ( − 2σ_i √ ρ_ν ν ) ≤ C ν ρ_ν ∑ i∈R σ_i ≤ CL(0)ν^{2/3}.

(7.28)

Those estimates with Lemma 6.5 imply ∫ R ( ∑ i∈R |v̄ − v^R_i ||(v^R_i )_x| )_2 dx ≤ C ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ∫ R ∑ i∈R |v̄ − v^R_i |^2|(v^R_i )_x|^2dx ≤ C ν^{1/3} δ . Likewise, using the same estimates as above, we have |v̄ − ṽ_i| ≤ C ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ν √ ρ_ν , on I_i, and so, ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x| )_2 dx

≤ C ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |v̄ − ṽ_i|^2|(ṽ_i)_x|^2dx

≤ C ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ( ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ν √ ρ_ν )_2 ∑ i∈S ∫ I_i |σ_i|^2 ν |(ṽ_i)_x|dx

+ C ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ∑ i∈S ∫ I^c_i σ^4_i ν^2 exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i||x − y_i| ν ) dx

≤ Cν^{1/3} δ^3 .

Also, we have ∫ R ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x|dx ≤ C ( ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ν √ ρ_ν ) ∑ i∈S ∫ I_i |(ṽ_i)_x|dx + ∑ i∈S ∫ I^c_i |(ṽ_i)_x|dx

≤ C ( ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ν √ ρ_ν ) ∑ i∈S |σ_i| + ∑ i∈S ∫ I^c_i σ^2_i ν exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i||x − y_i| ν ) dx

≤ Cν^{1/2} δ .

Likewise, we have ∫ R ∑ i∈R |v̄ − v^R_i ||(v^R_i )_x|dx ≤ Cν^{1/2} δ .

For the last estimate, using v^β1_{v>2v∗} ≤ CQ(v|v̄) or v^β1_{v>2v∗} ≤ Cp(v|v̄), we have ∫ v>2v_∗ ( ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x| )_2 v^β dx ≤ C ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ∫ v>2v_∗ ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i|^2|(ṽ_i)_x|^2v^β dx

≤ C ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ( ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ν √ ρ_ν )_2 ∑ i∈S ∫ I_i |σ_i|^2 ν |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx

+ C ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ ∑ i∈S σ^4_i ν^2 exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i| √ ρ_ν ν ) ∫ I^c_i Q(v|v̄)dx

Then, using |σ_i| ≥ ρ_ν for all i ∈ S, we have ∫ v>2v_∗ ( ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x| )_2 v^βdx

≤ Cν^{1/3} δ^3 ∑ i∈S ∫ I_i |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx

+ C ln(ρ^{−1}_ν ) δ 1 ν^2 exp ( − 1 Cν^{1/3} ) ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx ≤ Cν^{1/3} δ^3 ∑ i∈S ∫ I_i |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C Cν^{1/3} δ^3 ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx. □ 8. Estimates for main terms localized by derivatives of rarefactions We here handle the following functional of (7.18):

H^ν_2 (U) := − ∑ i∈R ∫ R a∇^2η(U )∂_xU^R_i A(U|U )dx − ∑ i∈R ∫ R a(h − h̄)(p^′(v̄) − p^′(v^R_i ))(v^R_i )_xdx − ∑ i∈R ∫ R a∇^2η(U )(U − U) · ( − Λ̇_iI + ∇A(U^R_i ) ) ∂_xU^R_i dx, =: H_{21} + H_{22} + H_{23}.

8.1. Estimates on H_{21} and H_{22}. We first show that H_{21} is non-positive as follows. Using Lemma 7.5 and (7.15), we have

H_{21} = − ∑ i∈R ∫ R a σ^2_i 2ν exp ( − | |σ_i x − xi − Λi(t − tj) ν | | ) [ r_{ki} ( U^R_i )] 2 p(v|v̄)dx, where [ r_{ki} ( U^R_i )] 2 denotes the second component of r_{ki} ( U^R_i ) , which is positive, more specifically, there exists a constant C > 0 (depending only on U_∗) such that C < [ r_{ki} ( U^R_i )] 2 < 2C. This with Lemma 7.5 implies H_{21} ≤ −C ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(U^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx. Set (8.1) G^R_i := ∫ R |(U^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx. To estimate H_{22}, we first have

H_{22} ≤ ∫ R |h − h̄| ∑ i∈R |v̄ − v^R_i ||(v^R_i )_x|dx ≤ 2 ∫ R |h − h̄|^2dx + 2 ∫ R ( ∑ i∈R |v̄ − v^R_i ||(v^R_i )_x| )_2 dx.

To estimate the last term, we use Lemma 7.6. Therefore,

H_{22} ≤ 2 ∫ R |h − h̄|^2dx + C ν^{1/3} δ . 8.2. Estimates on H_{23} with construction of shifts for rarefactions. For H_{23}, by Lemma 7.5 and the definition of rarefaction, we first observe

H_{23} = − ∑ i∈R ∫ R σ^2_i 2ν exp ( − | |σ_i x − yi ν | | ) ∇^2η(U)(U − U) · [ − Λ̇_iI + ∇A ( U^R_i ) ] r_{ki} ( U^R_i ) dx

= − ∑ i∈R ∫ R σ^2_i 2ν exp ( − | | |σi x − y_i ν | | | ) ∇^2η(U)(U − U) · [ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( U^R_i ) ] r_{ki} ( U^R_i ) dx = ∑ i∈R ∫ R p^′(v̄)(v − v̄) [ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xv^R_i dx − ∑ i∈R ∫ R (h − h̄) [ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xh^R_i dx =: H_{231} + H_{232},

where λ_{ki} is the eigenvalue associated with r_{ki} . First, H_{231} is easily estimated as

H_{231} ≤ C ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ v≤2v_∗ |v − v̄||∂_xv^R_i |dx + C ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ v>2v_∗ |v − v̄||∂_xv^R_i |dx ≤ Cδ ∑ i∈R ∫ v≤2v_∗ |v − v̄|^2|∂_xv^R_i |dx + C ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ v≤2v_∗ |∂_xv^R_i |dx + Cδ ∑ i∈R ∫ v>2v_∗ p(v|v̄)|∂_xv^R_i |dx ≤ Cδ ∑ i∈R G^R_i + CδL(0). On the other hand, handling H_{232} is subtle. For that, we use h = u − νμ(v)v^γ p(v)_x and the average of u as

(u)_R := 1 ∫ R ∂_xh^R_i dx ∫ R u ∂_xh^R_i dx. That is,

H_{232} = − ∑ i∈R ∫ R (u − (u)_R) [ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xh^R_i dx − ∑ i∈R ∫ R (u)_R [ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xh^R_i dx + ν ∑ i∈R ∫ R μ(v)v^γ p(v)_x [ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xh^R_i dx + ∑ i∈R ∫ R h̄ [ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xh^R_i dx =: J_1 + J_2 + J_3 + J_4.

Define the shift Λ_i as a unique Lipschitz solution of the following ODE:

(8.2) Λ̇_i(t) = F_i ( (u)_R ) , Λ_i(0) = 0,

where F_i is a bounded Lipschitz function defined as

F_i(y) = λ_{ki} (U_{i+1/2}), if y ≤ −1 λ_{ki} (U_{i−1/2}), if y ≥ 1 linear, otherwise Notice that since (u)_R depends on Λ_i(t) as ∂_xh^R_i = ∂_xh^R_i (y_i(t)) (see (6.52)) where the trajectory y_i(t) is a function of Λ_i(t) by (6.54), the above ODE is nonlinear. In addition, (8.2) has a unique Lipschitz solution Λ_i, by Lemma 7.5 and the definition of the rarefaction h^R_i .

Since

(8.3) λ_{ki} (U_{i−1/2}) ≤ Λ̇_i ≤ λ_{ki} (U_{i+1/2}),

and |λ_{ki} (U_{i+1/2}) − λ_{ki} (U_{i−1/2})| ≤ Cσ_i and

Λ̇ = { λ_{ki} (U_{i+1/2}), if (u)_R ≤ −1 λ_{ki} (U_{i−1/2}), if (u)_R ≥ 1,

we have

J_2 ≤ C ∑ i∈R σ_i1_{|(u)R|≤1} ∫ R |∂_xh^R_i |dx ≤ C ∑ i∈R σ^2_i ≤ CδL(t) ≤ CδL(0). To estimate J_1, observe that using

u(x) − (u)_R = 1 ∫ R(h^R_i )_xdx ∫ R ( u(x) − u(y) ) (h^R_i )_x(y)dy = 1 ∫ R(h^R_i )_xdx ∫ R (∫_x y ∂_zu(z)dz ) (h^R_i )_x(y)dy, the estimates (8.3) and ∫ R |∂_xh^R_i |dx ∼ Cσ_i yields J_1 ≤ C ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(h^R_i )_x(x)| ∫ R | | | ∫_x y_i ∂_zu(z)dz | | | |(h^Ri )^x(y)|dydx + C ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(h^R_i )_x(x)| ∫ R | | | ∫_{yi} y ∂_zu(z)dz | | | |(h^Ri )^x(y)|dydx =: J_{11} + J_{12}.

Using |(h^R_i )_x(z)| ≤ |(h^R_i )_x(x)| for all y_i ≤ |z| ≤ |x|, we have

J_{11} ≤ C ∑ i∈R ∫ R √ |(h^R_i )_x(x)| ∫ R ∫ R √ |(h^R_i )_x(z)||∂_z u(z)|dz|(h^R_i )_x(y)|dydx ≤ C ∑ i∈R ∫ R √ |(h^R_i )_x(x)| ∫ R ‖v^{−1/2}u_x‖_L2 ‖v(h^R_i )_x‖^{1/2}_{L1} |(h^R_i )_x(y)|dydx ≤ C ∑ i∈R σ_i‖v^{−1/2}u_x‖_L2 ‖v(h^R_i )_x‖^{1/2}_{L1} ∫ R √ |(h^R_i )_x(x)|dx.

Then, using ∫ R √ |(h^R_i )_x(x)|dx ≤ C √ ν, J_{11} ≤ C ∑ i∈R σ_i √ ν‖v^{−1/2}u_x‖_L2 ‖v(h^R_i )_x‖^{1/2}_{L1} .

Using σ_i ≤ δ, ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ≤ L(0) ≪ 1, and ‖v(h^R_i )_x‖_L1 ≤ C ∫ R ( 1 + p(v|v̄) ) |(h^R_i )_x|dx ≤ C(σ_i + G^R_i ), we have

J_{11} ≤ C ∑ i∈R σ_i √ ν‖v^{−1/2}u_x‖_L2 √ σ_i + G^R_i ≤ C ∑ i∈R σ^{5/4}_i ν‖v^{−1/2}u_x‖^2_L2 + C ∑ i∈R σ^{3/4}_i (σ_i + G^R_i )

≤ Cδ^{1/4}L(0)ν‖v^{−1/2}u_x‖^2_L2 + Cδ^{3/4}L(0) + Cδ^{3/4} ∑ i∈R G^R_i . To control the first term on r.h.s. above, we may use the diffusion term D in (7.20) that is bounded after integrating in time by Remark 7.2. Especially, since the condition (4.4) and μ(v) :=^{μ̄(v)}_γ implies μ̄(v) ≥ C_1γ, and so D ≥ C_1νγ ∫ R 1 v |u_x|^2dx, we have J_{11} ≤ Cδ^{1/4}D + Cδ^{3/4} + Cδ^{1/4} ∑ i∈R G^R_i . Likewise, J_{12} is estimated as above. Therefore,

J_1 ≤ Cδ^{1/4}D + Cδ^{3/4} + Cδ^{1/4} ∑ i∈R G^R_i . To estimate J_3, we use the decompositions (4.5) on μ = μ_1 + μ_2 to separate J_3 into two parts: J_3 = J_b + J_s, where

J_b := ν ∑ i∈R ∫ R μ_2(v)v^γ p(v)_x [ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xh^R_i dx, J_s := ν ∑ i∈R ∫ R μ_1(v)v^γ p(v)_x [ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xh^R_i dx. To control J_b, we use a function

(8.4) Φ(v) := ∫_v 2v_∗ γμ_2(s) s ds. Since Φ^′(v) = −μ_2(v)v^γ p^′(v), J_b = −ν ∑ i∈R ∫ R ∂_xΦ(v) [ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xh^R_i dx = ν ∑ i∈R ∫ R Φ(v)∂_x ([ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xh^R_i ) dx.

Observe that μ_2(v) ≤ C1_{v>2v∗} (v), and so

(8.5) Φ(v) = Φ(v)1_{v>2v∗} (v) ≤ C ∫_v 2v_∗ 1 s ds ≤ C| ln v − ln(2v_∗)| ≤ Cp(v|v̄). In addition, since |Φ(v̄)| ≤ C and (by Lemma 7.5) | |∂x ([ − Λ̇_i + λ_{ki} ( r_{ki} ( U^R_i )) ] ∂_xh^R_i )| | ≤ C ( |(U^R_i )_{xx}| + |(U^R_i )_x|^2 ) ≤ C |σ_i| ν |(U^R_i )_x|, we have |J_b| ≤ C ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ R p(v|v̄)|(U^R_i )_x|dx ≤ Cδ ∑ i∈R G^R_i . To control J_s, we use the following diffusion to be derived from the parabolic part P^ν in Section 10:

(8.6) D(U) := ∫ R aμ_1(v)v^γ |(p(v) − p(v̄))_x|^2dx. Using (8.3), we first have |J_s| ≤ Cν ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ R μ_1(v)v^γ |(p(v)_x||∂_xh^R_i |dx. we have |J_s| ≤ Cν ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ R μ_1(v)v^γ ( |(p(v) − p(v̄))_x| + |p(v̄)_x| ) |∂_xh^R_i |dx ≤ ν ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ R aμ_1(v)v^γ |(p(v) − p(v̄))_x|^2dx + Cν ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ R v^β|∂_xh^R_i |^2dx + Cν ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ R v^β |v̄_x||∂_xh^R_i |dx ≤ L(0)νD + Cν ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ R (1 + p(v|v̄))|∂_xh^R_i |^2dx + Cν ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ∫ R (1 + p(v|v̄))|v̄_x||∂_xh^R_i |dx. Using Lemma 7.5 and |v̄_x| ≤ C ∑ j∈S |(ṽ_j )_x| + ∑ j∈R |(v^R_j )_x| + ∑ j∈N P |(v^P_j )_x| ≤ C L(0) ν , ‖v̄_x‖_L1_{(R)} ≤ ∑ j∈S ‖(ṽ_j )_x‖_L1_{(R)} + ∑ j∈R ‖(v^R_j )_x‖_L1_{(R)} + ∑ j∈N P ‖(v^P_j )_x‖_L1_{(R)} ≤ L(0),

we have |J_s| ≤ L(0)νD + Cδ^2L(0) + Cδ^2 ∑ i∈R G^R_i . Therefore, J_3 ≤ Cδ ∑ i∈R G^R_i + L(0)νD + Cδ^2L(0).

Since J_4 ≤ C ∑ i∈R |σ_i|‖∂_xh^R_i ‖_L1_{(R)} ≤ CδL(0), we have H_{232} ≤ CCδ^{1/4}D + Cδ^{3/4} + Cδ^{3/4} ∑ i∈R G^R_i + L(0)νD. Thus, H_{23} ≤ Cδ^{1/4}D + Cδ^{3/4} + Cδ^{3/4} ∑ i∈R G^R_i + L(0)νD. Hence, combining the above estimates, and taking L(0) < δ_∗, we have H^ν_2 ≤ −C^{−1} ∑ i∈R G^R_i + δ_∗νD + C ∫ R |h − h̄|^2dx + Cδ^{1/4}D + Cδ^{3/4} + C ν^{1/3} δ . (8.7) where G^R_i := ∫ R |(U^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx, D := ∫ R aμ_1(v)v^γ |(p(v) − p(v̄))_x|^2dx. 8.3. Estimates of minor terms. Before performing the normalization, we here estimate the remaining minor terms such as H^ν_3 and the third term of H^ν_1 in (7.18): H^ν_3 := − ∑ i∈N P ∫ R a(h − h̄)p^′(v̄)∂_xv^P_i dx, H^ν_{13} := − ∫ R a(h − h̄) ∑ i∈S (p^′(v̄) − p^′(ṽ_i))(ṽ_i)_xdx, First, we estimate H^ν_3 :

H^ν_3 ≤ ∑ i∈N P ∫ R a|h − h̄||(v^P_i )_x|dx ≤ ∫ R a|h − h̄|^2dx + C ∫ R ( ∑ i∈N P |(v^P_i )_x|

)_2 dx Using Lemmas 7.5, 6.2, ∫ R ( ∑ i∈N P |(v^P_i )_x|

)_2 dx = ∫ R ∑ i∈N P |(v^P_i )_x|^2dx ≤ C ∑ i∈N P |σ_i|^2 √ ρ_ν ≤ C √ ρ_ν . Thus, (8.8) H^ν_3 ≤ ∫ R a|h − h̄|^2dx + C √ ρ_ν . We use Lemma 7.6 to estimate H^ν_{13} ≤ C ∫ R a|h − h̄| ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x|dx ≤ ∫ R a|h − h̄|^2dx + C ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x| )_2 dx

≤ ∫ R a|h − h̄|^2dx + Cν^{1/3} δ^3 .

(8.9)

9. Decomposition and estimates for parabolic term Since the diffusion term D introduced in (8.6) should be extracted from the parabolic term P^ν (U) of (7.18), we will decompose P^ν (U) as follows. First, since μ_2(ṽ_i) = 0 for all i by (4.7) and ṽ_i < 2v_∗, we have

P^ν (U) = P^b(U) + P^s(U),

P^b(U) := ν ∫ R a(p(v) − p(v̄))∂_x ( μ_2(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) ) dx, P^s(U) := ν ∫ R a(p(v) − p(v̄))∂_x ( μ_1(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) − ∑ i∈S μ_1(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) dx. (9.1)

9.1. Estimate of P^b. First, integrate by parts as follows:

P^b(U) = ν ∫ R ap(v)∂_x ( μ_2(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) ) dx − ν ∫ R ap(v̄)∂_x ( μ_2(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) ) dx =: −νD_b + P^b_1 + P^b_2 + P^b_3, where we have a good term

(9.2) D_b := ∫ R aμ_2(v)v^γ |∂_xp(v)|^2dx, and P^b_1 := −ν ∑ i∈S ∫ R (a_i)_xp(v)μ_2(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v)dx, P^b_2 := ν ∫ R ap^′(v̄)v̄_xμ_2(v)v^γ p^′(v)v_xdx, P^b_3 := ν ∑ i∈S ∫ R (a_i)_xp(v̄)μ_2(v)v^γ p^′(v)v_xdx.

Since μ_2(v) ≤ C1_{v>2v∗} (v) by (4.7), and so p(v)^2μ_2(v)v^γ ≤ C1_{v>2v∗} (v) ≤ Cp(v|v̄), we have

P^b_1 ≤ ν 2 D_b + Cν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 p(v|v̄)dx. Using (7.4) and Lemma 7.5, we have ν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 p(v|v̄)dx ≤ Cν δ^2_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x|

)_2 p(v|v̄)dx

≤ Cν δ^2_∗ ∫ R ∑ i∈S |σ_i|^2 ν |(ṽ_i)_x| + ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x| ( ∑ i^′∈S−{i} |σ_i′ |^2 ν ) p(v|v̄)dx

≤ CL(0) δ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx.

(9.3)

Thus, using L(0) < δ^3_∗ ,

P^b_1 ≤ ν 2 D_b + Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx. To control P^b_2, as done before, we use (8.4) to have

P^b_2 = −ν ∫ R ap^′(v̄)v̄_x∂_xΦ(v)dx = ν ∑ i∈S ∫ R (a_i)_xp^′(v̄)v̄_xΦ(v)dx + ν ∫ R a(p^′(v̄)v̄_x)_xΦ(v)dx. Using (7.4) and (8.5), we have

P^b_2 ≤ Cδ^{−1}_∗ ν ∫ v>2v_∗ | | ∑ i∈S (ṽ_i)_x | | | | ∑ i∈S (ṽ_i)_x + ∑ i∈R (v^R_i )_x + ∑ i∈N P (v^P_i )_x | |p(v|v̄)dx

+ Cν ∫ v>2v_∗ | | ∑ i∈S (ṽ_i)_x + ∑ i∈R (v^R_i )_x + ∑ i∈N P (v^P_i )_x | |^2p(v|v̄)dx + Cν ∫ v>2v_∗ | | ∑ i∈S (ṽ_i)_{xx} + ∑ i∈R (v^R_i )_{xx} + ∑ i∈N P (v^P_i )_{xx} | |p(v|v̄)dx, Observe that using 1) and 2) of Lemma 7.5, Cν δ_∗ | | ∑ i∈S (ṽ_i)_x | | | | ∑ i∈S (ṽ_i)_x + ∑ i∈R (v^R_i )_x + ∑ i∈N P (v^P_i )_x | | + Cν (| | | ∑ i∈S (ṽ_i)_x + ∑ i∈R (v^R_i )_x + ∑ i∈N P (v^P_i )_x | | |^2 + | | | ∑ i∈S (ṽ_i)_{xx} + ∑ i∈R (v^R_i )_{xx} + ∑ i∈N P (v^P_i )_{xx} | | | )

≤ Cν δ_∗ [ ∑ i∈S |σ_i|^2 ν |(ṽ_i)_x| + ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x| ( ∑ i^′∈S−{i} |(ṽ_i′ )_x| + ∑ i^′∈R |(v^R_i′ )_x| + ∑ i^′∈N P |(v^P_i′ )_x| )]

+ Cν [ ∑ i∈R |σ_i|^2 ν |(v^R_i )_x| + ∑ i∈N P |(v^P_i )_x|^2 ]

+ Cν [ ∑ i,i^′∈R, i≠i^′ |(v^R_i )_x||(v^R_i′ )_x| + ∑ i,i^′∈N P, i≠i^′ |(v^P_i )_x||(v^P_i′ )_x| + ∑ i∈R, i^′∈N P |(v^R_i )_x||(v^P_i′ )_x| ]

+ Cν ( ∑ i∈S |σ_i| ν |(ṽ_i)_x| + ∑ i∈R |σ_i| ν |(v^R_i )_x| + ∑ i∈N P |(v^P_i )_{xx}| ) . Then, using 3) and 5) of Lemma 7.5, we have

P^b_2 ≤ C δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ v>2v_∗ |σ_i||(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cδ ∑ i∈R ∫ v>2v_∗ |(v^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C √ νL(0) δ_∗ ∫ v>2v_∗ p(v|v̄)dx. In addition, for the last term, using (9.4) p(v|v̄) ≤ CQ(v|v̄) for v > 2v_∗, we have

P^b_2 ≤ C δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |σ_i||(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cδ ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(v^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C √ νL(0) δ_∗ ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx. Especially, using |σ_i| ≤ L(0) < δ^3_∗ , we have P^b_2 ≤ Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cδ ∑ i∈R G^R_i + C ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx. Next, as above, we use (8.4) and (8.5) to have

P^b_3 = −ν ∑ i∈S ∫ R (a_i)_xp(v̄)∂_xΦ(v)dx

≤ Cν ∫ v>2v_∗ ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_{xx}| + ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| | | ∑ j∈S (ṽ_i)_x + ∑ j∈R (v^R_i )_x + ∑ j∈N P (v^P_i )_x | | p(v|v̄)dx

≤ Cν δ_∗ ∫ v>2v_∗ ∑ i∈S |σ_i| ν |(ṽ_i)_x| + ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x| | | ∑ j∈S (ṽ_i)_x + ∑ j∈R (v^R_i )_x + ∑ j∈N P (v^P_i )_x | | p(v|v̄)dx

≤ C δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ v>2v_∗ |σ_i||(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C √ νL(0) δ_∗ ∫ v>2v_∗ Q(v|v̄)dx ≤ Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx. Therefore, we have P^b ≤ − ν 2 D_b + Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cδ ∑ i∈R G^R_i + C ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx. (9.5)

9.2. Estimate of P^s. First, integrate by parts as follows:

P^s(U) = ν ∫ R a(p(v) − p(v̄))∂_x ( μ_1(v)v^γ ∂_xp(v) − ∑ i∈S μ_1(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) dx =: P^s_1 + P^s_2 + P^s_3 + P^s_4 ,

where

P^s_1 := −ν ∫ R a∂_x(p(v) − p(v̄))μ_1(v)v^γ ( ∂_xp(v) − ∑ i∈S ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) dx P^s_2 := −ν ∫ R a∂_x(p(v) − p(v̄)) ∑ i∈S ( μ_1(v)v^γ − μ_1(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ) ∂_xp(ṽ_i)dx P^s_3 := −ν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| ) (p(v) − p(v̄))μ_1(v)v^γ ( ∂_xp(v) − ∑ i∈S ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) dx P^s_4 := −ν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| ) (p(v) − p(v̄)) ∑ i∈S ( μ_1(v)v^γ − μ_1(ṽ_i)ṽ^γ_i ) ∂_xp(ṽ_i)dx.

• Estimate on P^s_1 : First, we obtain the desired good term D(U) = ∫ R aμ_1(v)v^γ |(p(v) − p(v̄))_x|^2dx, from P^s_1 = −νD −ν ∫ R a∂_x(p(v) − p(v̄))μ_1(v)v^γ ( ∂_xp(v̄) − ∑ i∈S ∂_xp(ṽ_i) ) dx =:P^s_{11} .

Rewrite

P^s_{11} = −ν ∫ R a∂_x(p(v) − p(v̄))μ_1(v)v^γ p^′(v̄) ( ∑ i∈R (v^R_i )_x + ∑ i∈N P (v^P_i )_x ) dx − ν ∫ R a∂_x(p(v) − p(v̄))μ_1(v)v^γ ∑ i∈S ( p^′(v̄) − p^′(ṽ_i) ) (ṽ_i)_xdx

=: P^s_{111} + P^s_{112}.

Since μ_1(v)v^γ ≤ Cv^β by the conditions (4.6), we have

P^s_{111} ≤ δ_∗νD + C ν δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈R |(v^R_i )_x| + ∑ i∈N P |(v^P_i )_x|

)_2 v^β dx =:J .

Then, using v^β ≤ C + Cp(v|v̄)1_{v>2v∗} by β := γ − α ∈ (0, 1), and Lemma 7.5 and (9.4) to have

J ≤ C ν δ_∗ ∑ i∈R σ^2_i ν ∫ R |(v^R_i )_x|dx + ∑ i∈R, i^′∈N P ∫ |x−y_i′ |≤ √ ρ_ν |(v^R_i )_x| |σ_i′ | ρ_ν dx + ∑ i∈N P |σ_i|^2 ρ_ν √ ρ_ν

+ C ν δ_∗ ∫ v>2v_∗ ∑ i∈R σ^2_i ν |(v^R_i )_x| + ∑ i∈R, i^′∈N P |(v^R_i )_x| |σ_i′ | ρ_ν + ∑ i∈N P |σ_i|^2 ρ_ν √ ρ_ν p(v|v̄)dx

≤ C ν δ_∗ δ^2 ν ∑ i∈R σ_i + ∑ i∈R, i^′∈N P σ_i|σ_i′ | √ ρ_ν + ∑ i∈N P |σ_i|^2 ρ_ν √ ρ_ν + C δ^2 + ν δ_∗ ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(v^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C √ ν δ_∗ ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx

≤ C δ^2 δ_∗ + C √ ν δ_∗ + C δ^2 + ν δ_∗ ∑ i∈R G^R_i + C ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx.

(9.6)

Thus, especially by ν < δ^2,

P^s_{111} ≤ δ_∗νD + C δ^2 δ_∗ + C √ ν δ_∗ + C δ^2 δ_∗ ∑ i∈R G^R_i + C ∫ R Q(v|v̄) dx.

Likewise, using Lemma 7.6, we have

P^s_{112} ≤ ν ∫ R a|∂_x(p(v) − p(v̄))|μ_1(v)v^γ ∑ i∈S | |v̄ − ṽi | ||(ṽi)x|dx ≤ δ_∗νD + C ν δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S | |v̄ − ṽi | ||(ṽi)x| )_2(

1 + v^β 1_{v>2v∗} ) dx

≤ δ_∗νD + C ν^{4/3} δδ_∗ + Cν^{4/3} δ^3δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C Cν^{4/3} δ^3δ_∗ ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx.

Thus, taking ν ≪ 1 such that^{ν4/3}_{δ3δ∗} ≤ Cδ_∗, we have

P^s_1 = −ν(1 − 2δ_∗)D + Cδ ∑ i∈R G^R_i + C ∫ R Q(v|v̄) dx + Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx

+ C δ^2 δ_∗ + C √ ν δ_∗ + C ν^{4/3} δδ_∗ .

• Estimate on P^s_2 :

P^s_2 ≤ ν ∫ R a|∂_x(p(v) − p(v̄))| | |μ1(v)v^γ − μ1(v̄)v̄^γ | | ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x|dx + Cν ∫ R a|∂_x(p(v) − p(v̄))| ∑ i∈S | v̄ − ṽ_i | |(ṽ_i)_x|dx =: P^s_{21} + P^s_{22}.

Observe that since 0 ≤ β := γ − α ≤ 1 < γ and μ_1(v)v^γ ∼ v^β by (4.6),

|μ_1(v)v^γ − μ_1(v̄)v̄^γ |^2 μ_1(v)v^γ ≤ Cv^{−β}1_{v≤v∗/2} + C|v^β − v̄^β |^21_{v≥v∗/2} ≤ Cp(v|v̄).

This together with using the same estimates as (9.3) implies

P^s_{21} ≤ νC √ D √∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x|

)_2 |μ_1(v)v_γ − μ_1(v̄)v̄_γ |_2

μ_1(v)v^γ dx ≤ δ_∗νD + Cδ^{−1}_∗ ν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x|

)_2 p(v|v̄) dx ≤ δ_∗νD + CL(0) δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx.

Likewise, using (9.3) and Lemma 7.6, we have P^s_{22} ≤ νC √ D √∫ R ( ∑ i∈S | |v̄ − ṽi | ||(ṽi)x| )_2 v^{−β} dx ≤ δ_∗νD + Cν δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S | |v̄ − ṽi | ||(ṽi)x| )_2( p(v|v̄)1_{v≤v∗/2} + 1_{v<v∗/2} ) dx ≤ δ_∗νD + Cν δ_∗ ∫ v≤v_∗/2 ( ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x|

)_2 p(v|v̄) dx + Cν δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S | |v̄ − ṽi | ||(ṽi)x| )_2 dx

≤ δ_∗νD + CL(0) δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C ν^{4/3} δδ_∗ . Thus, P^s_2 ≤ 2δ_∗νD + Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + +C ν^{4/3} δδ_∗ . • Estimate on P^s_3 :

P^s_3 = −ν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| ) (p(v) − p(v̄))μ_1(v)v^γ ∂_x ( p(v) − p(v̄) ) dx − ν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| ) (p(v) − p(v̄))μ_1(v)v^γ p^′(v̄) ( ∑ i∈R (v^R_i )_x + ∑ i∈N P (v^P_i )_x ) dx − ν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| ) (p(v) − p(v̄))μ_1(v)v^γ ∑ i∈S ( p^′(v̄) − p^′(ṽ_i) ) (ṽ_i)_xdx

=: P^s_{31} + P^s_{32} + P^s_{33}.

P^s_{31} ≤ νC √ D √∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx ≤ δ_∗νD + Cν δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx, where the last term will be controlled later. Using (9.6), P^s_{32} ≤ Cν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx + Cν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈R |(v^R_i )_x| + ∑ i∈N P |(v^P_i )_x|

)_2 v^β dx ≤ Cν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx + Cδ^2 + C √ ν + C(δ^2 + ν) ∑ i∈R G^R_i + C ∫ R Q(v|v̄) dx.

Likewise, we use Lemma 7.6 to have P^s_{33} ≤ Cν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx + Cν ∫ v≤2v_∗ ( ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x| )_2 dx + Cν ∫ v>2v_∗ ( ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x| )_2 v^βdx ≤ Cν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx

+ C ν^{1/3} δ + Cν^{1/3} δ^3 ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cν^{1/3} δ^3 ∫ R Q(v|v̄)dx. Thus, taking ν ≪ 1 as^{ν1/3}_{δ3} < δ_∗,

P^s_3 ≤ δ_∗νD + Cν δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx + Cδ^2 ∑ i∈R G^R_i + C ∫ R Q(v|v̄) dx

+ Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cδ^2 + C √ ν + C ν^{1/3} δ . • Estimate on P^s_4 :

P^s_4 ≤ ν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| ) |p(v) − p(v̄)| | |μ_1(v)v_γ − μ_1(v̄)v̄_γ | | ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x|dx + Cν ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| ) |p(v) − p(v̄)| ∑ i∈S | |v̄ − ṽ_i | ||(ṽ_i)_x|dx =: P^s_{41} + P^s_{42}.

Since |p(v) − p(v̄)| | | |μ1(v)v^γ − μ1(v̄)v̄^γ | | | ≤ Cv^{−α}1_{v≤v∗/2} + Cp(v|v̄)1_{v>v∗/2} ≤ Cp(v|v̄), we use (9.3) to have P^s_{41} ≤ Cνδ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 p(v|v̄)dx ≤ CL(0) δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx. Since |p(v) − p(v̄)| ≤ Cp(v|v̄) + C, we use Lemma 7.6 to have

P^s_{42} ≤ C

L(0) δ_∗ ∫ R (p(v|v̄) + 1) ∑ i∈S | |v̄ − ṽ_i | ||(ṽ_i)_x|dx

≤ C L(0) δ_∗ ∫ R ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C L(0) δ_∗ ∫ R ∑ i∈S | |v̄ − ṽ_i | ||(ṽ_i)_x|dx

≤ C L(0) δ_∗ ∫ R ∑ i∈S |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cν^{1/2} δδ_∗ .

Hence we have P ≤ − ν 2 D_b − ν(1 − Cδ_∗)D + Cν δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx

+ Cδ ∑ i∈R G^R_i + C ∫ R Q(v|v̄) dx + Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C δ^2 δ_∗ + C(δ, ν), (9.7)

where C(δ, ν) is the constant that vanishes when ν → 0 for any fixed δ > 0.

10. Estimates for main terms localized by derivatives of weights and shocks 10.1. Normalization. First, combining (7.17), (7.18), (8.7), (9.7), (8.8) and (8.9), and recalling the original notations (7.1), (7.2), (7.9) depending on ν, we obtain the following estimates: for all t ∈ (t_j, t_{j+1}), d dt ∫ R a^ν η(U^ν |U_{ν,δ})dx ≤ R^ν (U^ν ) + C ∫ R a^ν η(U^ν |Ū_{ν,δ})dx + Cδ^{1/4}D − ν 2 D_b − C^{−1} ∑ i∈R G^R_i

+ Cδ^{3/4} + C δ^2 δ_∗ + C(δ, ν), (10.1)

where

R^ν (U^ν ) := ∑ i∈S Ẋ^ν_{ij}(t)Y^ν_i + Hν_1 − J^ν_{good} − ν(1 − Cδ_∗)D^ν + Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x|p(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ})dx + Cν δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a^ν_i )_x|

)_2 (v^ν )^β|p(v^ν ) − p(v̄_{ν,δ})|^2 dx. Here, G^R_i , D_b and D are as in (8.1), (9.2) and (7.20) respectively, and

Y^ν_i := − ∫ R (a^ν_i )_xη(U^ν |U_{ν,δ})dx + ∫ R a∇^2η(U_{ν,δ})(U^ν − U_{ν,δ})∂_xŨ^ν_{ij}dx, H^ν_1 := ∑ i∈S ∫ R (a^ν_i )_x ( p(v^ν ) − p(v̄_{ν,δ}) )( h − h̄_{ν,δ} ) dx + ∑ i∈S λ̃_i ∫ R a(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_xp(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ})dx J^ν_{good} := ∑ i∈S ∫ R λ̃_i(a^ν_i )_xη(U^ν |U_{ν,δ})dx,

D^ν := ∫ R a^ν μ_1(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ |(p(v^ν ) − p(v̄_{ν,δ}))_x|^2dx.

(10.2)

We will estimate R^ν (U^ν ). For that, as done in [34, 35, 36], it would be easier to normalize R^ν as ν = 1 by using the following scaling : U(x, t) := U^ν (νx, νt), U(x, t) := U_{ν,δ}(νx, νt), X_i(t) := 1 ν X^ν_{ij} (νt), Λ_i(t) := 1 ν Λ^ν_{ij}(νt), a(x, t) := a^ν (νx, νt), a_i(x, t) := a^ν_i (νx, νt),

(10.3)

and so, Ũ_i(x, t) := Ũ^ν_{ij}(νx, νt), U^R_i (x, t) := U^{R,ν}_{ij} (νx, νt), U^P_i (x, t) := U^{P,ν}_{ij} (νx, νt).

Note that U(x, t) still depends on ν after the above scaling, since the pseudo-shock U^{P,ν}_{ij} has a transition zone of width √ ρ_ν different from ν. Nonetheless, for simplicity, we omit the dependence of U on the ν, and also the dependence on the j-th time interval (t_j, t_{j+1}).

Then, using the above scaling, we can rewrite

R^ν (U^ν )(t) = [ ∑ i∈S Ẋ^ν_{ij} Y^ν_i (U^ν ) + Hν_1 (U^ν ) − J^ν_{good}(U^ν ) − ν(1 − Cδ_∗)D^ν (U^ν )

+ Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x|p(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ})dx + Cν δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a^ν_i )_x|

)_2 (v^ν )^β |p(v^ν ) − p(v̄_{ν,δ})|^2 dx ] (t) = R(U)(t/ν),

(10.4)

where

R(U)(t/ν) := [ ∑ i∈S Ẋ_iY_i(U) + H_1(U) − J_{good}(U) − (1 − Cδ_∗)D(U)

+ Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx ]( t ν ) .

(10.5)

Here, the functionals Y_i, H_1, J_{good}, D are the same as in (10.2), but replaced by the above quantities (10.3) independent of ν.

10.2. Maximization in terms of h − h̄. First, notice that η(U|U ) = |h − h̄|^2 2 + Q(v|v̄). As in [36, Lemma 5.3], we have the following representation for the maximization w.r.t. h − h̄. For any constant δ̄ > 0, J_{bad}(U) − J_{good}(U) = B¯_δ(U) − G¯_δ(U), (10.6)

where (10.7)

J_{bad}(U) := H_1(U) + Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + C δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx,

B¯_δ(U) := ∑ i∈S [ ∫ R ( |λ̃_i|a + Cδ_∗ ) |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + 1 2λ̃_i ∫ R (a_i)_x|p(v) − p(v̄)|^21_{{p(v)−p(v̄)≤}¯_{δ}}dx + ∫ R (a_i)_x ( p(v) − p(v̄) )( h − h̄ ) 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>}¯_{δ}}dx ]

+ C δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx,

(10.8) and G¯_δ (U) := ∑ i∈S (~ λ_i 2 ∫ R (a_i)_x | |h − h̄ − p(v) − p(v̄) λ̃_i | |^2 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)≤δ̄}}dx

+ λ̃_i 2 ∫ R (a_i)_x | |h − h̄ | |^2 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>δ̄}}dx + λ̃_i ∫ R (a_i)_xQ(v|v̄)dx ) . (10.9)

Here, we maximized the first term of H_1 in terms of h − h̄ only on {p(v) − p(v̄) ≤ δ̄}, as in [36, Lemma 5.3]. Notice that since δ_∗ ≪ |λ̃_i|a, the second term of (10.7) would be negligible by the last term ∑ i∈S |λ̃_i| ∫ R a|(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx of H_1. From (10.5) and the above maximization, we will estimate R(U) = ∑ i∈S Ẋ_iY_i(U) + J_{bad}(U) − J_{good}(U) − (1 − Cδ_∗)D(U) = ∑ i∈S Ẋ_iY_i(U) + B_{δ̄}(U) − G_{δ̄}(U) − (1 − Cδ_∗)D(U).

(10.10)

10.3. Construction of shifts for shocks. As in [36, Section 5.5], consider a Lipschitz function Φ_ε defined by (given ε > 0)

Φ_ε(y) = 0, if y ≤ 0, −^1_{ε4} y, if 0 ≤ y ≤ ε^2, −^1_{ε2} , if y ≥ ε^2,

For a fix t_j, construct a family of shift functions {X_i}_{i∈S} as a solution to the system of nonlinear ODEs: (10.11)

Ẋ_i(t/ν) = Φ_{σi} (Y_i(U)) ( 2|J_{bad}(U)| + 1 ) + σ^2_i^{λ̃i}_2 Φ_{σi} (−Y_i(U)), if i is 1-wave, i.e., k_i = 1 Ẋ_i(t/ν) = −Φ_{σi} (−Y_i(U)) ( 2|J_{bad}(U)| + 1 ) + σ^2_i^{λ̃i}_2 Φ_{σi} (Y_i(U)), if i is 2-wave, i.e., k_i = 2, X_i(t_j /ν) = 0, for all i ∈ S,

where J_{bad} as in (10.7). Then, as in [36, Appendix C], the system (10.11) has a unique absolutely continuous solution {X_i}_{i∈S} on [t_j /ν, t_{j+1}/ν).

Since it follows from (10.11) that for each i ∈ S,

(10.12) Ẋ_i(t/ν) =

(−1)^{ki} σ^{−2}_i ( 2|J_{bad}(U)| + 1 ) , if (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) > σ^2_i , −σ^{−4}_i Y_i(U) ( 2|J_{bad}(U)| + 1 ) , if 0 ≤ (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ σ^2_i , (−1)^{ki−1 1}_2 λ̃_iσ^{−2}_i Y_i(U), if − σ^2_i ≤ (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ 0, −^1_2λ̃_i, if (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ −σ^2_i ,

the shifts satisfy the bounds: ∀t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}), k_i = 1 ⇒ Ẋ_i(t/ν) ≤ − λ̃_i 2 , k_i = 2 ⇒ Ẋ_i(t/ν) ≥ − λ̃_i 2 .

Thus, we have

k_i = 1 ⇒ X_i(t/ν) + λ̃_i(t − t_j) ≤ λ̃_i 2 (t − t_j) < 0, ∀t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}), k_i = 2 ⇒ X_i(t/ν) + λ̃_i(t − t_j) ≥ λ̃_i 2 (t − t_j) > 0, ∀t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}). (10.13)

10.4. Proof of Proposition 7.1. First, it follows from (10.12) that for each i ∈ S,

(10.14) Ẋ_i(t/ν)Y_i(U) ≤ −2|J_{bad}(U)|, if (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) > σ^2_i , −σ^{−4}_i |Y_i(U)|^2, if 0 ≤ (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ σ^2_i , (−1)^{ki−1 1}_2 λ̃_iσ^{−2}_i |Y_i(U)|^2, if − σ^2_i ≤ (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ 0, −^1_2λ̃_iY_i(U), if (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ −σ^2_i .

Then, we first find from (10.10) that whenever U ∈ ∪_{i∈S} {U | (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) > σ^2_i }, (10.15) R(U) ≤ −|J_{bad}(U)| − J_{good}(U) − (1 − Cδ_∗)D(U) ≤ 0. On the other hand, for U ∈ ∩_{i∈S} {U | (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ σ^2_i }, we will apply the following main proposition.

Proposition 10.1. There exists a positive constants δ_1 ∈ (0, 1/2) such that for all U satisfying (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ σ^2_i for all i ∈ S, the following holds: R(U) ≤ ∑ i∈S ( − 1 σ^4_i

|Y_i(U)|^21_{{0≤(−1)}k_i −1_{Yi(U)≤σ}2_{i }} − |λ̃_i| 2σ^2_i |Y_i(U)|^21_{{−σ}2_{i ≤(−1)}k_i −1_{Yi(U)≤0}}

− |λ̃_i| 2 |Y_i(U)|1_{{(−1)}k_i −1_{Yi(U)≤−σ}2_{i }} ) + B_{δ1} (U) + δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx − ∑ i∈S G^−_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈S G^+_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈S G_{2i}(U) − ( 1 − √ δ_∗ ) D(U) ≤ Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(v^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈N P ∫ R |(v^P_i )_x|Q(v|v̄)dx

+ C(δ, ν) + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U|U )dx, where G^−_{1i}, G^+_{1i}, G_{2i}, D denote the good terms of G_{δ1} in (10.9), and the diffusion in (10.2) as follows: for each i ∈ S,

G^−_{1i}(U) := λ̃_i 2 ∫ R (a_i)_x | |h − h̄ | |^2 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>δ1}}dx, G^+_{1i}(U) := λ̃_i 2 ∫ R (a_i)_x | | |h − h̄ − p(v) − p(v̄) λ̃_i | | | 2 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)≤δ1 }}dx, G_{2i}(U) := λ̃_i ∫ R (a_i)_xQ(v|v̄)dx, D(U) := ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ |(p(v) − p(v̄))_x|^2dx,

(10.16)

and C(δ, ν) is the constant that vanishes when ν → 0 for any fixed δ > 0.

10.4.1. Proof of Proposition 7.1 from Proposition 10.1. First, from (10.10) with δ̄ = δ_1, and (10.14), we have R(U) ≤ ∑ i∈S ( − 1 σ^4_i

|Y_i(U)|^21_{{0≤(−1)}k_i −1_{Yi(U)≤σ}2_{i }} − |λ̃_i| 2σ^2_i |Y_i(U)|^21_{{−σ}2_{i ≤(−1)}k_i −1_{Yi(U)≤0}}

− |λ̃_i| 2 |Y_i(U)|1_{{(−1)}k_i −1_{Yi(U)≤−σ}2_{i }} ) + B_{δ1} (U) − G_{δ1} (U) − (1 − Cδ_∗)D(U).

Then, Proposition 10.1 and (10.9) with δ̄ = δ_1 implies that for all U ∈ ∩_{i∈S} {U | (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ σ^2_i }, R(U) + δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + ( √ δ_∗ − Cδ_∗)D(U)

≤ Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(v^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈N P ∫ R |(v^P_i )_x|Q(v|v̄)dx + C(δ, ν) + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U|U )dx. This with (10.15) and the definition of J_{bad} implies that for all U, R(U) + δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx + √ δ_∗D(U)

≤ Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(v^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈N P ∫ R |(v^P_i )_x|Q(v|v̄)dx + C(δ, ν) + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U|U )dx. To complete the proof of Proposition 7.1, we first rescale the above estimate as in (10.3) and (10.4) with (10.5), as follows:

R^ν (U^ν ) + δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x|p(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ})dx + √ δ_∗νD^ν (U^ν ) ≤ Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(v^{R,ν}_i )_x|p(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ})dx + Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈N P ∫ R |(v^{P,ν}_i )_x|Q(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ})dx

+ C(δ, ν) + Cν^{1/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R a^ν η(U^ν |U_{ν,δ})dx. Using the functional G^R_i (U^ν ) and (7.25) with Lemma 6.5 and taking ν small enough as ν^{1/6} ≪ δδ_∗, we have

R^ν (U^ν ) + δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ^ν_{ij} )_x|p(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ})dx + √ δ_∗νD^ν (U^ν ) ≤ Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈R G^R_i (U^ν ) + C(δ, ν) + C ∫ R a^ν η(U^ν |U_{ν,δ})dx. Therefore, it holds from (10.1), (10.4) and the above estimate that for all t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}), d dt ∫ R a^ν η(U^ν |U_{ν,δ})dx + G(U^ν )(t) ≤ C ∫ R a^ν η(U^ν |Ū_{ν,δ})dx + Cδ^{1/4}D + Cδ^{3/4} + C δ^2 δ_∗ + C(δ, ν), which completes the proof of Proposition 7.1.

The rest of this section is dedicated to the proof of the main Proposition 10.1.

10.5. Decomposition of the domain. Since we have only one diffusion, but many bad terms as the number of shock fronts, we may localize the diffusion by decomposing the domain R. For that, we recall (6.58) as follows on the separation of trajectories y^ν_{ij}(t) satisfying (6.54): |y^ν_{ij}(t) − y^ν_i′_j(t)| ≥ 2 √ ρ_ν = 2ν^{1/6}, for any i, i^′ with i ≠ i^′ and any t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}).

This implies the following inequality at the level of ν = 1 by the normalization t → νt, x → νx under consideration: (setting y_i(t; x_{ij} , t_j ) :=^1_ν y^ν_{ij}(νt; νx_{ij} , νt_j) by (10.3) and (6.54))

(10.17) |y_i(t) − y_i′ (t)| ≥ 2ν^{−5/6}, for any i, i^′ with i ≠ i^′ and any t ∈ (t_j, t_{j+1}).

Then, we decompose R into a finite number of subintervals:

(10.18) J_i(t) :=

( − ∞,^{yi+1(t)+yi (t)}_2 ] if y_i(t) = min_i′ y_i′ (t), (_y i−1(t)+y_i (t) 2 , +∞ ) if y_i(t) = max_i′ y_i′ (t), (_y i−1(t)+y_i (t) 2 ,^{yi+1(t)+yi(t)}_2 ] otherwise,

Notice that R = ∪_{i∈S∪R∪N P} J_i(t). This and (10.17) imply

(10.19) |J_i(t)| ≥ 2ν^{−5/6}, and (10.20) |x − y_i(t)| ≥ ν^{−5/6}, ∀x ∈ J^c_i = ∪_i′_{≠i}J_i′ , ∀i.

10.6. Sharp estimates inside truncation. For a fixed t, and for each i ∈ S, we define a cutoff function ϕ_i on R as a non-negative Lipschitz function :

(10.21) ϕ_i(x) =

1 if x ∈ J_i, linear if x ∈ ( y_{i−1},^{yi−1+yi}_2 ) ∪ (_{yi+1(t)+yi (t)} 2 , y_{i+1} ) , 0 otherwise.

Then, consider the following functionals:

Y^g_i (v) := − 1 2λ̃^2_i ∫ R (a_i)_xϕ^2_i |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2dx − ∫ R (a_i)_xϕ^2_i Q(v|v̄)dx − ∫ R a∂_xp(ṽ_i)ϕ_i(v − v̄)dx + 1 λ̃_i ∫ R a(h̃_i)_xϕ_i ( p(v) − p(v̄) ) dx, I_{1i}(v) := λ̃_i ∫ R a(v̄)_xϕ^2_i p(v|v̄)dx, I_{2i}(v) := 1 2λ̃_i ∫ R (a_i)_xϕ^2_i |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2dx, G_{2i}(v) := λ̃_i ∫ R (a_i)_x ( 1 2γ p(ṽ_i)^{− 1γ −1}ϕ^2_i ( p(v) − p(v̄) )_2

− 1 + γ 3γ^2 p(ṽ_i)^{− 1γ −2}ϕ^3_i ( p(v) − p(v̄) )_3 ) dx, D_i(v) := ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ |( ϕ^2_i (p(v) − p(v̄)) ) x |_2 dx.

(10.22)

Lemma 10.1. For any constant C_2 > 0, there exists δ_1, δ_0 > 0 such that for any θ, δ_∗ ∈ (0, δ_1] and any L(0) < δ_0, and for each i ∈ S, the following holds. For any function v : R → R^+ such that D_i(v) + G_{2i}(v) is finite, if (10.23) |Y^g_i (v)| ≤ C_2|σ_i|δ_∗, ‖p(v) − p(v̄)‖_L∞_{(R)} ≤ δ_1, then R^i_{θ,δ∗} (v) := − 1 |σ_i|θ |Y^g_i (v)|^2 + (1 + θ)|I_{1i}(v)|

+ (1 + θδ_∗)|I_{2i}(v)| − (1 − θδ_∗) G_{2i}(v) − (1 − θ)D_i(v) ≤ 0,

(10.24)

where note that I_{1i}, I_{2i} ≥ 0.

Proof. We follow the same proof as in [36, Proposition 6.1 and Appendix B] by replacing ε/λ by δ_∗, where ε/λ = jump strength of shock jump strength of weight in [36, Proposition 6.1 and Appendix B].

So, we omit the details. □ 10.7. Smallness of localized relative entropy.

Lemma 10.2. Given a reference point U_∗, there exist constants C, C_0, δ_0 such that for any δ_∗, L(0) < δ_0, the following holds. Whenever (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ σ^2_i ,

(10.25) ∫ R |(a_i)_x| | h − h̄ |_2 dx + ∫ R |(a_i)_x|Q(v|v̄)dx ≤ C|σ_i|δ_∗, and (10.26) |Y_i(U)| ≤ C_0|σ_i|δ_∗.

Proof. We follow the same proof as in [36, Proposition 6.2] by replacing ε/λ by δ_∗. So, we omit the details. □ • Estimates for fixing the size of truncation Notice that the choice of constant δ_1 in Lemma 10.1 depends on a constant C_2. Thus, we should find the bound of Y^g_i on the unconditional level. For that, we first consider any constant ζ > 0 as a truncation size on

|p(v) − p(v̄)|, and then the special case ζ = δ_1 as in Lemma 10.1. But for the moment, consider a general case ζ to estimate the constant C_2 of Lemma 10.1. For that, let ψ_ζ be a continuous function on R defined by

(10.27) ψ_ζ (y) = inf (k, sup(−ζ, y)) , ζ > 0.

Then, we define the function v_ζ uniquely (since the function p is one to one) by

(10.28) p(v_ζ ) − p(v̄) = ψ_ζ ( p(v) − p(v̄) ) . Notice that ‖p(v_ζ ) − p(v̄)‖_∞ ≤ ζ.

As in [36, Lemma 7.2], we have the following.

Lemma 10.3. Given a reference point U_∗, there exists positive constants δ_0, C_2, ζ_0 such that for any δ_∗, L(0) < δ_0, the following holds.

|Y^g_i (v_ζ )| ≤ C_2 ε^2_i λ , ∀ζ ≤ ζ_0. Proof. Since |v_ζ − v̄| ≪ 1 for any ζ ≤ ζ_0 ≪ v_∗, we use (10.25) to have |Y^g_i (v_ζ )| ≤ C ∫ R |(a_i)_x|Q(v_ζ |v̄)dx + C ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x||v_ζ − v̄|dx ≤ C ∫ R |(a_i)_x|Q(v|v̄)dx + C √∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|dx √∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|Q(v_ζ |v̄)dx ≤ C|σ_i|δ_∗ + C √ |σ_i| √ |σ_i|δ_∗ ≤ C|σ_i|δ_∗. □

10.8. Estimates outside truncation. We now fix the constant δ_1 for Lemma 10.1 associated to the constant C_2 of Lemma 10.3. For simplicity, we use the notations: v := v_{δ1} , U := (v, h), Ω := {x | (p(v) − p(v̄))(x) ≤ δ_1}. (10.29)

In order to present all terms to be controlled on the region {|p(v) − p(v̄)| ≥ δ_1}, we split Y_i into four parts Y^g_i , Y^b_i , Y^l_i and Y^s_i as follows: for each i ∈ S,

Y_i = − ∫ R (a_i)_x (|h − h̄|2 2 + Q(v|v̄) ) dx + ∫ R a ( − (ṽ_i)_xp^′(v̄)(v − v̄) + (h̃_i)_x(h − h̄) ) dx = Y^g_i + Y^b_i + Y^l_i + Y^s_i ,

(10.30) where

Y^g_i := − 1 2λ̃^2_i ∫ Ω (a_i)_x|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2dx − ∫ Ω (a_i)_xQ(v|v̄)dx − ∫ Ω a(ṽ_i)_xp^′(v̄)(v − v̄)dx + 1 λ̃_i ∫ Ω a(h̃_i)_x ( p(v) − p(v̄) ) dx, Y^b_i := − 1 2 ∫ Ω (a_i)_x ( h − h̄ − p(v) − p(v̄) λ̃_i )_2 dx − 1 λ̃_i ∫ Ω (a_i)_x ( p(v) − p(v̄) )( h − h̄ − p(v) − p(v̄) λ̃_i ) dx, Y^l_i := ∫ Ω a(h̃_i)_x ( h − h̄ − p(v) − p(v̄) λ̃_i ) dx,

and

Y^s_i := − ∫ Ω^c (a_i)_xQ(v|v̄)dx− ∫ Ω^c a(ṽ_i)_xp^′(v̄)(v−v̄)dx− ∫ Ω^c

(a_i)_x |h − h̄|^2 2 dx+ ∫ Ω^c a(h̃_i)_x(h−h̄)dx.

For the bad terms B_{δ1} of (10.8) with δ̄ = δ_1, we will use the following notations :

(10.31) B_{δ1} = ∑ i∈S ( B_{1i} + B^−_{2i} + B^+_{2i} ) + B_3,

where

B_{1i} := ∫ R ( |λ̃_i|a + CL(0) δ̄δ_∗ ) |(ṽ_i)_x|p(v|v̄)dx, B^−_{2i} := ∫ Ω^c

(a_i)_x ( p(v) − p(v̄) )( h − h̄ ) dx, B^+_{2i} := 1 2σ_i ∫ Ω (a_i)_x|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2dx, B_3 := C δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 dx.

Proposition 10.2. Let ~G(t) := ∫ R |(v̄)_x|Q(v|v̄) dx, ~G_i(t) := ∫ J_i |(v̄)_x|Q(v|v̄) dx,

where J_i is as in (10.18).

There exist constants C, C_{δ1} , C^∗ > 0 (C_{δ1} depending on δ_1 as C_{δ1} ∼ δ^{−r}_1 for some r > 0) such that the following holds.

For each i ∈ S, |B_{1i}(U) − B_{1i}(U)| ≤ Cδ_∗(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)) + C_{δ1} δ_∗ √ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) , |B^+_{2i}(U) − B^+_{2i}(U )| ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U), |B^−_{2i}(U)| ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i + ~G_i ) + C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν(1 + √ ν/δ_∗) ( D(U) + ~G ) + (Cδ_1 + C_{δ1} δ^{14}_∗ )G^−_{1i}(U) + C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν, |B_3(U)| ≤ Cδ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S G_{2i}(U) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) ,

(10.32)

and (10.33) |B_{1i}(U)| + |B^+_{2i}(U )| ≤ C^∗δ_∗|σ_i|.

In addition, for the functionals of (10.22), the following holds:

|Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (v)| + |B_{1i}(U) − I_{1i}(v)| + |B^+_{2i}(U) − I_{2i}(v)| ≤ C |σ_i|ν δ_∗ , − ( G_{2i}(U ) − G_{2i}(v) ) ≤ C √ ν δδ_∗ , − D(U) ≤ − 1 1 + δ_∗ ∑ i∈S D_i(v) + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U |Ū)dx. (10.34)

Furthermore, for each i ∈ S, if

(10.35) √ δ_∗D_i(t) + ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U) ≤ 2C^∗|σ_i|δ_∗, where D_i(t) := ∫ J_i av^β|(p(v) − p(v̄))_x|^2dx, then the following holds:

|Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U)|^2 + |Y^b_i (U)|^2 + |Y^l_i (U)|^2 + |Y^s_i (U)|^2 ≤ C_{δ1} δ_∗|σ_i| [√ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + ν|σ_i| δ^2_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) + ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U) ) + G^−_{1i}(U)

+ δ^{−1/4}_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) + δ^{1/4}_∗ G_{2i}(U) ] .

(10.36)

To prove this proposition, we will control the bad terms in different ways for each case of small or big values of v, which all correspond to the big values of |p(v) − p(v̄)| (as |p(v) − p(v̄)| ≥ δ_1). • Truncations for small and big values of v : Let v_s and v_b be one-sided truncations of v defined by

(10.37) p(v_s) − p(v̄) := ψ̄_s ( p(v) − p(v̄) ) , where ψ̄_s(y) = inf(δ_1, y), and (10.38) p(v_b) − p(v̄) := ψ̄_b ( p(v) − p(v̄) ) , where ψ̄_b(y) = sup(−δ_1, y).

Notice that the function v_s (resp. v_b) represents the truncation of small (resp. big) values of v corresponding to |p(v) − p(v̄)| ≥ δ_1.

By comparing the definitions of (10.37), (10.38) and (10.28) with (10.29), we see

(10.39) v = { v_b, on Ω, v_s, on Ω^c, and (p(v_s) − p(v̄)) 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)≥−δ1}} = (p(v) − p(v̄)) 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)≥−δ1}}, (p(v_b) − p(v̄)) 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)≤δ1}} = (p(v) − p(v̄)) 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)≤δ1 }}. We also note that

(10.40) p(v) − p(v_s) = (p(v) − p(v̄)) + (p(v̄) − p(v_s)) = ( I − ψ̄_s ) (p(v) − p(v̄)) = ((p(v) − p(v̄)) − δ_1)_+ , p(v_b) − p(v) = (p(v_b) − p(v̄)) + (p(v̄) − p(v)) = (¯ ψ_b − I ) (p(v) − p(v̄)) = (− (p(v) − p(v̄)) − δ_1)_+ , |p(v) − p(v)| = |(p(v) − p(v̄)) + (p(v̄) − p(v))| = |(I − ψ)(p(v) − p(v̄))| = (|p(v) − p(v̄)| − δ_1)_+.

Therefore, using (10.28), (10.38), (10.37) and (10.40), we have

D(U) = ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ |∂_x(p(v) − p(v̄))|^2dx = ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ |∂_x(p(v) − p(v̄))|^2(1_{{|p(v)−p(v̄)|≤δ1}} + 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>δ1}} + 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)<−δ1}})dx = D(U) + ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ |∂_x(p(v) − p(v_s))|^2dx + ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ |∂_x(p(v) − p(v_b))|^2dx ≥ ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ |∂_x(p(v) − p(v_s))|^2dx + ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ |∂_x(p(v) − p(v_b))|^2dx,

(10.41)

which also yields (10.42) D(U) ≥ D(U). By Lemma 10.2 and Q(v|v̄) ≥ Q(v|v̄), we have (10.43) 0 ≤ G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U ) ≤ G_{2i}(U) ≤ C ∫ R |(a_i)_x|Q(v|v̄) dx ≤ Cδ_∗|σ_i|. • Pointwise estimates : For each i ∈ S, consider the interval J_i(t) := [ y_i(t) − 1 |σ_i| , y_i(t) + 1 |σ_i| ] . It holds from Lemma 6.2 and (10.19) that J_i(t) ⊂ J_i(t), |J_i(t)(t)| ≤ 1 |σ_i| ≤ Cν^{−1/3} ≪ 2ν^{−5/6} ≤ |J_i(t)|.

First, using Lemma 10.2 and |(a_i)_x| ≥ C^{−1} σ^2_i δ_∗ e^{−C|σi||x−yi|}, we find that for each i ∈ S |σ_i| ∫ J_i(t) Q(v|v̄)dx ≤ Cδ^2_∗, which implies for each i ∈ S, ∃x^i_0 ∈ J_i(t) s.t. |(p(v) − p(v̄))(x^i_0)| ≤ Cδ_∗.

Then, by δ_∗ ≪ δ_1, for each i ∈ S, (p(v) − p(v))(x^i_0) = 0, and so, (p(v) − p(v_b))(x^i_0) = (p(v) − p(v_s))(x^i_0) = 0.

Now, since for each i ∈ S, ∀i^′, ∀x ∈ J_i′ , |(p(v) − p(v_b))(x)| ≤ ∫_x x^i_0 | |∂_x(p(v) − p(v_b)) | | 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)<−δ1}} dx ≤ C ∫_x x^i_0 v^{β/2} | |∂_x(p(v) − p(v_b)) | | dx, we use (10.41) to have the point-wise estimates: (10.44) ∀i ∈ S, ∀i^′, ∀x ∈ J_i′ , |(p(v) − p(v_b))(x)| ≤ C √ |x − x^i_0| √ D_i, if i^′ = i, C √ |x − x^i_0| √ D, if i^′ ≠ i, where D_i(t) := ∫ J_i av^β|(p(v) − p(v̄))_x|^2dx. Likewise, following the proof of [35, (4.63)] and the above argument, we have the point-wise estimates: (10.45) ∀i ∈ S, ∀i^′, ∀x ∈ J_i′ , | v^{β/2}(p(v)−p(v_s))(x) | ≤ C √ |x − x^i_0| ( √ D_i + √ ~G_i ) , if i^′ = i, C √ |x − x^i_0| (√ D + √ ~G ) , if i^′ ≠ i, where ~G_i(t) := ∫ J_i |(v̄)_x|Q(v|v̄) dx. Notice that for each i ∈ S, |x^i_0 − y_i| ≤ |J_i(t)| ≤ 1 |σ_i| by x^i_0, y_i ∈ J_i(t),

and so, (10.46) |x − x^i_0| ≤ |x − y_i| + |y_i − x^i_0| ≤ |x − y_i| + 1 |σ_i| . The proof of Proposition 10.2 are based on a series of the following lemmas.

Lemma 10.4. There exist C, C_{δ1} > 0 (C_{δ1} depending on δ_1 as C_{δ1} ∼ δ^{−r}_1 for some r > 0) such that for each i ∈ S, ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v)|dx ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U), ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x| | ||p(v) − p(v̄)|_2 − |p(v) − p(v̄)|_2 | |dx ≤ C_{δ1} √δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σi| δ_∗ D(U), (10.47)

∫ R |(a_i)_x|v^β|p(v) − p(v)|^2 dx ≤ C(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U )) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) , ∫ R |(a_i)_x| | |v^β |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 − v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 | | dx ≤ C(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U )) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) ,

(10.48)

(10.49) ∫ R |(a_i)_x| ( |Q(v|v̄) − Q(v|v̄)| + |v − v| ) dx ≤ C(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U )), ∫ R |(a_i)_x| |p(v|v̄) − p(v|v̄)| dx ≤ C(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U )) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) , (10.50)

∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x| | |p(v) − p(v̄) | ||h − h̄| ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i + ~G_i )

+ C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν(1 + √ ν/δ_∗) ( D(U) + ~G ) + (Cδ_1 + C_{δ1} δ^{14}_∗ )G^−_{1i}(U) + C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν, (10.51) ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x|dx ( Q(v|v̄) + |v − v̄| ) dx ≤ C_{δ1} |σ_i|^{1/2}δ^{3/4}_∗ √ D_i + ~G_i + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i|^{3/2} δ_∗ √ D + ~G. (10.52)

Proof. The proof follows the proofs of [36, Proposition 6.3] (by replacing the parameter ε/λ of [36, Proposition 6.3] by δ_∗), and [35, Lemma 4.5].

Estimate on (10.47) : We estimate ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v)|^2dx = ∫ R |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v_b)|^2dx = K_i + K^c_i , where

K_i := ∫ J_i |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v_b)|^2dx, K^c_i := ∫ J_i^c |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v_b)|^2dx.

First, since 1 |σ_i| √ δ_∗ ≤ C ν^{1/3} √ δ_∗ ≪ 2 ν^{5/6} ≤ |J_i|, using (10.44) with (10.46), we have K_i ≤ ∫ |x−y_i|≤^1_{|σi|}√_{δ∗} |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v_b)|^2 dx + ∫ |x−y_i|≥^1_{|σi|}√_{δ∗} |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v_b)|^2 dx ≤ CD_i(t) ∫ |x−y_i|≤^1_{|σi|}√_{δ∗} |(a_i)_x||x − x^i_0|1_{{|p(v)−p(v)|>0}} dx + CD_i(t) ∫ |x−y_i|≥^1_{|σi|}√_{δ∗} |(a_i)_x||x − x^i_0|dx

≤ C_{δ1} D_i(t) 1 |σ_i| √ δ_∗ ∫ R |(a_i)_x|Q(v|v̄) dξ + 2 ∫ |x−y_i|≥^1_{|σi|}√_{δ∗} |(a_i)_x||x − y_i|dx .

Thus, using Lemma 10.2 and |(a_i)_x| ≤ C σ^2_i δ_∗ e^{−C−1|σi||x−yi|}, we have K_i ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(U). On the other hand, using (10.20), (10.44), (10.46), and Lemma 6.2 with ν ≪ 1, we have K^c_i ≤ CD(U) ∫ |x−y_i|≥ν^{−5/6} σ^2_i δ_∗ e^{−C−1|σi||x−yi|} ( |x − y_i| + 1 ν^{1/3} ) dx ≤ CD(U) 1 δ_∗ e^{−C−1|σi|ν−5/6} ( |σ_i|ν^{−5/6} + |σ_i| ν^{1/3} )

≤ C|σ_i|D(U) ν δ_∗ . (10.53)

Therefore, ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v)|^2dx ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U). Then, using the non-linearization by (|p(v) − p(v)| − δ_1)_+ ≤^2_{δ1} (|p(v) − p(v)| − δ_1/2)^2_+ as in the proof of [35, Lemma 4.5], we have ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v)|dx ≤ 2 δ_1 ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v_{δ1/2})|^2dx ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U), and thus, ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x| | ||p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 − |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 | |dx ≤ ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x| ( |p(v) − p(v)|^2 + 2δ_1|p(v) − p(v)| ) dx ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U). Estimate on (10.48) : Decompose ∫ R |(a_i)_x|v^β |p(v) − p(v)|^2 dx = ∫ R |(a_i)_x|v^β |p(v) − p(v_b)|^2 dx + ∫ R |(a_i)_x|v^β |p(v) − p(v_s)|^2 dx. As in the proof of (4.49) of [35, Lemma 4.6], we use β ≤ 1 to have ∫ R |(a_i)_x|v^β|p(v) − p(v_b)|^2 dx ≤ ∫ R |(a_i)_x| ( Q(v|v̄) − Q(v|v̄) ) dx ≤ C(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)). Using (10.45) and the same estimates as in the proof of (10.47), we have ∫ R |(a_i)_x|v^β|p(v) − p(v_s)|^2dx = ∫ J_i |(a_i)_x|v^β |p(v) − p(v_s)|^2dx + ∫ J_i^c |(a_i)_x|v^β |p(v) − p(v_s)|^2dx ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) . Thus, ∫ R |(a_i)_x|v^β |p(v) − p(v)|^2 dx ≤ C(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) . This implies (10.48) as above.

Estimate on (10.49) and (10.50) : As in the proof of [35, Lemma 4.6], we first have ∫ R |(a_i)_x| |Q(v|v̄) − Q(v|v̄)| dξ + ∫ R |(a_i)_x||v − v| dξ ≤ C ∫ R |(a_i)_x| (Q(v|v̄) − Q(v|v̄)) dξ ≤ C (G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)) . and ∫ R |(a_i)_x| |p(v|v̄) − p(v|v̄)| dξ ≤ ∫ R |(a_i)_x| |p(v) − p(v)| dξ + ∫ R |(a_i)_x||v − v| dξ ≤ ∫ R |(a_i)_x| |p(v) − p(v)| dξ =:J_i +C (G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U))

We separate J_i into three parts:

J_i = ∫ R |(a_i)_x| |p(v) − p(v_b)| dξ =:J_{1i} + ∫ v<v_∗/2 |(a_i)_x| |p(v) − p(v_s)| dξ =:J_{2i} + ∫ v≥v_∗/2 |(a_i)_x| |p(v) − p(v_s)| dξ =:J_{3i} .

By (10.47), J_{1i} ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U). To estimate J_{2i}, we first observe that

v^β | |p(v) − p(v_s) | |^21_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>2δ1 }} = p(v)^{− γ−α}γ |p(v) − p(v_s)|^21_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>2δ1 }} = ( |p(v) − p(v_s)| p(v) ) γ−α_γ 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>2δ1}}|p(v) − p(v_s)|^{γ+αγ} ≥ Cδ γ−α γ 1 |p(v) − p(v_s)|^{γ+αγ} 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>2δ1 }}.

(10.54)

This and [35, (4.67)] implies |p(v) − p(v_s)| 1_{{v<v− /2}} ≤ C|p(v) − p(v_s)|^{γ+αγ} ≤ Cv^β | p(v) − p(v_s) |_2 , which together with (10.45) implies that ∀i ∈ S, ∀i^′, ∀x ∈ J_i′ , |p(v) − p(v_s)| 1_{{v<v∗ /2}}(x) ≤ { C|x − x^i_0| ( D_i + ~G_i ) , if i^′ = i, C|x − x^i_0| ( D + ~G ) , if i^′ ≠ i. Then, using the same estimates as in the proofs of (10.47) and (10.48), we have J_{2i} ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) . As in the proof of [35, Lemma 4.6], we have

J_{3i} ≤ C (G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)) .

Estimate on (10.51) : We first separate it into two parts: (by the definition of v_s) ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x| | |p(v) − p(v̄) | ||h − h̄|dx ≤ ∫ R |(a_i)_x| | p(v) − p(v_s) | |h − h̄| dξ =:J_1 + ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x| | p(v) − p(v̄) | |h − h̄| dξ =:J_2

To estimate J_1, we will use the following estimates: by (10.45), (10.54), ∀i ∈ S, ∀i^′, ∀x ∈ J_i′ , ∀v with p(v) − p(v̄) > 2δ_1, | |(p(v) − p(v_s))(x) | |^2 ≤ { C_{δ1} |x − x^i_0|^q ( D_i + ~G_i )_q , if i^′ = i, C_{δ1} |x − x^i_0|^q ( D + ~G )_q , if i^′ ≠ i, (10.55) where q :=^{2γ}_{γ+α} ( 1 ≤ q < 2 by 0 < α ≤ γ).

By the definition of v̄_s, we split J_1 into two parts:

J_1 = ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x| | |p(v) − p(v_s) | ||h − h̄|1_{{δ1 <p(v)−p(v̄)≤2δ1 }} dξ + ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x| | p(v) − p(v_s) | |h − h̄|1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>2δ1 }} dξ =: J_{11} + J_{12}.

(10.56)

To estimate J_{12}, we first have as in the proof of (10.47):

J_{12} = K_i + K^c_i ,

where

K_i := ∫ J_i |(a_i)_x| | p(v) − p(v_s) | |h − h̄|1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>2δ1 }}dx, K^c_i := ∫ J_i^c |(a_i)_x| | |p(v) − p(v_s) | ||h − h̄|1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>2δ1 }}dx.

First,

K_i ≤ (∫ J_i |(a_i)_x| | |p(v) − p(v_s) | |^21_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>2δ1 }}dξ )_{1/2} (∫ R |(a_i)_x| | |h − h̄ | |^2dξ )_{1/2} . Using (10.55), (10.46) and Lemma 10.2, we have ∫ J_i |(a_i)_x| | p(v) − p(v_s) |_2 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>2δ1 }}dξ ≤ C_{δ1} ( D_i + ~G_i )_q ( 1 |σ_i|^qδ^{q/4}_∗ ∫ |x−y_i|≤^1_{|σ} i|δ 1/4 ∗ |(a_i)_x|Q(v|v̄)dx + 2 ∫ |x−y_i|≥^1_{|σ} i|δ 1/4 ∗ |(a_i)_x||x − y_i|^qdx )

≤ C_{δ1} |σ_i|δ_∗ |σ_i|^qδ^{q/4}_∗ ( D_i + ~G_i )_q .

(10.57)

Therefore,

K_i ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ^{1− q4}_∗ |σ_i|^{1−q} ( D_i + ~G_i )_{q/2} (∫ R |(a_i)_x| | |h − h̄ | |^2dξ )_{1/2} . By Young’s inequality with 1 < q < 2, we have

K_i ≤ √ δ_∗ ( D_i + ~G_i ) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( δ^{1− q4}_∗ |σ_i|^{1−q} ) 1_{2−q} (∫ R |(a_i)_x| | |h − h̄ | |^2dξ ) 1_{2−q} .

Since Lemma 10.2 and 1 < q < 2 imply ( δ^{1− q4}_∗ |σ_i|^{1−q} ) 1_{2−q} (∫ R |(a_i)_x| | |h − h̄ | |^2dξ ) 1_{2−q}

≤ Cδ 4−q 4(2−q) ∗ |σ_i|^{1−q2−q} ( |σ_i|δ_∗ ) q−1_{2−q} ∫ R |(a_i)_x| | h − h̄ |_2 dξ = Cδ 3q 4(2−q) ∗ ∫ R |(a_i)_x| | |h − h̄ | |^2dξ ≤ Cδ^{34}_∗ ∫ R |(a_i)_x| | h − h̄ |_2 dξ, we have K_i ≤ √ δ_∗ ( D_i(U) + ~G_i(U) ) + C_{δ1} δ^{14}_∗ G^−_{1i}(U).

For K^c_i , using (10.55) and the same estimates as in the proof of (10.53), we have K^c_i ≤ (∫ J_i^c |(a_i)_x| | |p(v) − p(v_s) | |^21_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>2δ1}}dξ )_{1/2} (∫ J_i^c |(a_i)_x| | |h − h̄ | |^2dξ )_{1/2}

≤ C_{δ1} ( ν|σ_i| δ_∗ ( D + ~G )_q )_{1/2} (∫ R |(a_i)_x| | |h − h̄ | |^2dξ )_{1/2} . Using Lemma 10.2 and q < 2, we have K^c_i ≤ C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν ( D + ~G )_{q/2} ≤ C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν ( D(U) + ~G(U) + 1 ) . Thus,

J_{12} ≤ √ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} δ^{14}_∗ G^−_{1i}(U) + C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν ( D(t) + ~G(t) + 1 ) . For J_{11} and J_2, we have

J_{11} + J_2 ≤ Cδ_1 ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x||h − h̄|dx ≤ Cδ_1G^−_{1i}(U) + Cδ_1 ∫ R |(a_i)_x|1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>δ1}}dx. To control the last term, we use the following non-linearization:

|p(v) − p((v_s)_{δ1/2})| = (p(v) − p(v̄) − δ_1/2)_+ ≥ δ_1 2 1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>δ1}}, where (v_s)_{δ1 /2} denote v_s truncated by δ_1/2 instead of δ_1.

In addition, using (10.55) with the same estimates as before, we have

δ_1 ∫ R |(a_i)_x|1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>δ1}}dx ≤ C_{δ1} ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v_s)|^{2/q} dx ≤ C_{δ1} ( D_i + ~G_i ) ∫ J_i |(a_i)_x||x − x^i_0|dx + C_{δ1} ( D + ~G ) ∫ J_i^c |(a_i)_x||x − x^i_0|dx ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i + ~G_i ) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ ( D + ~G ) . (10.58)

Thus,

J_{11} + J_2 ≤ Cδ_1G^−_{1i}(U) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i + ~G_i ) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ ( D + ~G ) . Hence we obtain (10.51).

Estimate on (10.52) : First, we have ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x| ( Q(v|v̄) + |v − v̄| ) dx ≤ C ∫ R |(a_i)_x|1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>δ1}}dx. Using (10.55) with the same argument as in (10.58), we have ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x|1_{{p(v)−p(v̄)>δ1}}dx ≤ C_{δ1} ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v_s)|^{1/q}dx ≤ C_{δ1} √ D_i + ~G_i ∫ J_i |(a_i)_x| √ |x − x^i_0|dx + C_{δ1} √ D + ~G ∫ J_i^c |(a_i)_x| √ |x − x^i_0|dx ≤ C_{δ1} |σ_i|^{1/2}δ^{3/4}_∗ √ D_i + ~G_i + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i|^{3/2} δ_∗ √ D + ~G. □

10.9. Proof of Proposition 10.2. The proof is based on Lemma 10.4. Estimate on (10.32) and (10.33) : We use (7.4), (10.50), (10.51), (10.47) to have |B_{1i}(U) − B_{1i}(U )| ≤ δ_∗ ∫ R |(a_i)_x| |p(v|v̄) − p(v|v̄)| dx ≤ Cδ_∗(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)) + C_{δ1} δ_∗ √ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) ,

|B^−_{2i}(U)| ≤ ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x| | p(v) − p(v̄) | |h − h̄| ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D_i + ~G_i )

+ C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν(1 + √ ν/δ_∗) ( D(U) + ~G ) + (Cδ_1 + C_{δ1} δ^{14}_∗ )G^−_{1i}(U) + C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν, and |B^+_{2i}(U) − B^+_{2i}(U )| ≤ ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x| | ||p(v) − p(v̄)|_2 − |p(v) − p(v̄)|_2 | |dx

≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U). To estimate B_3(U), we first observe that by |(a_i)_x| ≤ C|σ_i|^2/δ_∗, ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 = ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x|^2 + ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| ( ∑ i^′∈S−{i} |(a_i′ )_x| )

≤ C L(0)^2 δ_∗ + L(0) δ_∗ ∑ i^′∈S−{i} |σ_i′ | ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| ≤ CL(0)^2 δ_∗ ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x|.

Then, using L(0) ≤ δ^2_∗ and (10.48) with ∑ i∈S ( D_i + ~G_i ) ≤ C ( D + ~G ) , we have

|B_3(U) − B_3(U )| ≤ C δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 | |v_β|p(v) − p(v̄)|_2 − v_β |p(v) − p(v̄)|_2 | | dx

≤ CL(0)^2

δ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(a_i)_x| | | |v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 − v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 | | | dx ≤ Cδ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S (G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) ,

and by C^{−1} ≤ v ≤ C,

|B_3(U )| ≤ C δ_∗ ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(a_i)_x| )_2 v^β|p(v) − p(v̄)|^2dx ≤ CL(0)^2 δ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(a_i)_x|Q(v|v̄)dx ≤ Cδ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S G_{2i}(U).

Thus, |B_3(U)| ≤ Cδ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S (G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)) + Cδ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S G_{2i}(U ) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) .

Moreover, it holds from Lemma 10.2 that for each i, |B_{1i}(U )| + |B^+_{2i}(U )| ≤ C ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x|Q(v|v̄)dx ≤ Cδ_∗|σ_i|. Estimate on (10.34) : First, using |1 − ϕ_i| ≤ 1_{Ji}c by (10.21), and C^{−1} ≤ v, v̄ ≤ C, we have

|Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (v)| + |B_{1i}(U) − I_{1i}(v)| + |B^+_{2i}(U) − I_{2i}(v)| ≤ C ∫ J_i^c |(a_i)_x|dx. Since (10.20) with the same estimates as in (10.53) implies ∫ J_i^c |(a_i)_x|dx ≤ C ∫ |x−y_i|≥ν^{−5/6} σ^2_i δ_∗ e^{−C−1|σi||x−yi|}dx ≤ C |σ_i| δ_∗ e^{−C−1ν−1/2} ≤ C |σ_i|ν δ_∗ , (10.59)

we have the desired estimates. Since [36, Appendix A, (A.5)] yields

Q(v|v̄) ≥ p(v̄)^{− 1γ −1} 2γ |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 − 1 + γ 3γ^2 p(v̄)^{− 1γ −2}(p(v) − p(v̄))^3, we use λ̃_i(a_i)_x > 0 to have

− (G_{2i}(U ) − G_{2i}(v)) = −λ̃_i ∫ R (a_i)_x [ Q(v|v̄) − ( 1 2γ p(ṽ_i)^{− 1γ −1}ϕ^2_i ( p(v) − p(v̄) )_2

− 1 + γ 3γ^2 p(ṽ_i)^{− 1γ −2}ϕ^3_i ( p(v) − p(v̄) )_3)] dx ≤ C ∫ R |(a_i)_x||v̄ − ṽ_i|dx + C ∫ J_i^c |(a_i)_x|. Thus, using (10.59) and Lemma 7.6 with ∫ R |(a^ν_i )_x||v̄_{ν,δ} − ṽ^ν_i |dx = ∫ R |(a_i)_x||v̄ − ṽ_i|dx, we have − ( G_{2i}(U ) − G_{2i}(v) ) ≤ Cν^{1/2} δ_∗δ + C |σ_i|ν δ_∗ ≤ C √ ν δ_∗δ . Using ∑ i∈S ϕ_i ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ ϕ^2_i ≤ ϕ_i ≤ 1, we have D(U) ≥ ∫ R a ( ∑ i∈S ϕ_i ) μ_1(v)v^γ | |(p(v) − p(v̄))_x | |^2dx

≥ ∑ i∈S ∫ R a ϕ^2_i μ_1(v)v^γ | |(p(v) − p(v̄))_x | |^2dx.

In addition, since

D_i(v) = ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ | |(ϕ^2_i (p(v) − p(v̄)))_x | |^2dx ≤ (1 + δ_∗) ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ ϕ^2_i |( p(v) − p(v̄) ) x |_2 dx + C δ_∗ ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ |(ϕ_i)_x|^2 | p(v) − p(v̄) |_2 dx, and |(ϕ_i)_x| ≤ Cν^{5/6} from (10.20) and (10.21), and so ∫ R a μ_1(v)v^γ |(ϕ_i)_x|^2 | |p(v) − p(v̄) | |^2dx ≤ Cν^{5/3} ∫ R aη(U|Ū )dx, we use Lemma 6.5 to have −D(U) ≤ − 1 1 + δ_∗ ∑ i∈S D_i(v) + Cν^{5/3} δ_∗ ∑ i∈S ∫ R aη(U |Ū)dx

≤ − 1 1 + δ_∗ ∑ i∈S D_i(v) + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U|U )dx. Estimate on (10.36) : We use the notations Y^s_{i1}, Y^s_{i2}, Y^s_{i3}, Y^s_{i4} for the terms of Y^s_i :

Y^s_i = − ∫ Ω^c (a_i)_xQ(v|v̄)dx =:Y^s_{i1} − ∫ Ω^c a(ṽ_i)_xp^′(v̄)(v − v̄)dx =:Y^s_{i2} − ∫ Ω^c

(a_i)_x |h − h̄|^2 2 dx =:Y^s_{i3} + ∫ Ω^c a(h̃_i)_x(h − h̄)dx =:Y^s_{i4} .

Using (10.47), (10.49) and (7.4), we first have

|Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U)| + |Y^s_{i1}(U) − Y^s_{i1}(U )| + |Y^s_{i2}(U) − Y^s_{i2}(U)| ≤ C ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x| | ||p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 − |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 | |dx + ∫ R |(a_i)_x| ( |Q(v|v̄) − Q(v|v̄)| + |v − v| ) dx + Cδ_∗ ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v)|dx ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U) + C(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)).

(10.60)

We use (10.47) and Lemma 10.2 to have |Y^s_{i3}(U)| + |Y^b_i (U)| ≤ C ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x||h − h̄|^2dx + C ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x| ( |h − h̄|^2 + |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 ) dx ≤ C ∫ R |(a_i)_x||h − h̄|^2dx + ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x| | ||p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 − |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 | |dx + C ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x|Q(v|v̄)dx ≤ C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U) + Cδ_∗|σ_i|. First, using the assumption (10.35) and Lemma 10.2, we have

|Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U)| + |Y^s_{i1}(U) − Y^s_{i1}(U)| + |Y^s_{i2}(U) − Y^s_{i2}(U )| + |Y^s_{i3}(U)| + |Y^b_i (U)| ≤ C_{δ1} δ_∗|σ_i|.

On the other hand, since | | | ∫ Ω (a_i)_x ( p(v) − p(v̄) )( h − h̄ − p(v) − p(v̄) λ̃_i ) dx | | | ≤ δ^{−1/4}_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) + Cδ^{1/4}_∗ ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x||p(v) − p(v̄)|^2dx ≤ δ^{−1/4}_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) + Cδ^{1/4}_∗ ∫ Ω |(a_i)_x| ( Q(v|v̄) + | | ||p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 − |p(v) − p(v̄)|^2 | | | ) dx ≤ δ^{−1/4}_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) + Cδ^{1/4}_∗ ( G_{2i}(U ) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U) ) , we have

|Y^b_i (U)| ≤ δ^{−1/4}_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) + Cδ^{1/4}_∗ ( G_{2i}(U) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗D_i(t) + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U) ) . In addition, using |Y^s_{i3}(U)| ≤ G^−_{1i}(U) and (10.60), we have ( |Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U)| + |Y^s_{i1}(U) − Y^s_{i1}(U)| + |Y^s_{i2}(U) − Y^s_{i2}(U)| + |Y^s_{i3}(U)| + |Y^b_i (U)|

)_2

≤ C_{δ1} δ_∗|σ_i| ( |Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U)| + |Y^s_{i1}(U) − Y^s_{i1}(U)| + |Y^s_{i2}(U) − Y^s_{i2}(U )| + |Y^s_{i3}(U)| + |Y^b_i (U)| )

≤ C_{δ1} δ_∗|σ_i| (√ δ_∗D_i(t) + ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U) + C(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)) + G^−_{1i}(U)

+ δ^{−1/4}_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) + Cδ^{1/4}_∗ G_{2i}(U) ) .

For the remaining terms, using (7.4),

|Y^s_{i4}(U)|^2 ≤ C ∫ R |(h̃_i)_x|dx ∫ Ω^c |(h̃_i)_x||h − h̄|^2dx ≤ C|σ_i|δ_∗G^−_{1i}(U), |Y^l_i (U)|^2 ≤ C ∫ R |(h̃_i)_x|dx ∫ Ω |(h̃_i)_x| | |h − h̄ − p(v) − p(v̄) λ̃_i | |^2dx ≤ C|σ_i|δ_∗G_{+1i}(U). It holds from (10.52) that |Y^s_{i1}(U)| + |Y^s_{i2}(U )| ≤ C ∫ Ω^c |(a_i)_x| ( Q(v|v̄) + |v − v̄| ) dx ≤ C_{δ1} |σ_i|^{1/2}δ^{3/4}_∗ √ D_i + ~G_i + C_{δ1} ν|σ_i|^{3/2} δ_∗ √ D + ~G. and so,

|Y^s_{i1}(U)|^2 + |Y^s_{i2}(U )|^2 ≤ C_{δ1} |σ_i|δ^{3/2}_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} ν^2|σ_i|^3 δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) . Hence, |Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U)|^2 + |Y^b_i (U)|^2 + |Y^l_i (U)|^2 + |Y^s_i (U)|^2 ≤ 2 ( |Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U)| + |Y^s_{i1}(U) − Y^s_{i1}(U)| + |Y^s_{i2}(U) − Y^s_{i2}(U )| + |Y^s_{i3}(U)| + |Y^b_i (U)|

)_2

+ 2|Y^s_{i4}(U)|^2 + |Y^l_i (U)|^2 + 2|Y^s_{i1}(U)|^2 + 2|Y^s_{i2}(U )|^2 ≤ C_{δ1} δ_∗|σ_i| [√ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + ν|σ_i| δ^2_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) + ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U) ) + G^−_{1i}(U)

+ δ^{−1/4}_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) + δ^{1/4}_∗ G_{2i}(U) ] . 10.10. Proof of Proposition 10.1. First, using (10.10) and (10.14) with (10.8), (10.9), (10.16), (10.31), and choosing δ̄ = δ_1, we find that whenever (−1)^{ki−1}Y_i(U) ≤ σ^2_i for all i ∈ S, R(U) ≤ ∑ i∈S G_{Yi} (U) + (1 + δ_∗) ∑ i∈S ( |B_{1i}(U)| + |B^+_{2i}(U)| ) + 2 ∑ i∈S |B^−_{2i}(U)| + 2|B_3(U)| − ∑ i∈S G^−_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈S G^+_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈S G_{2i}(U) − ( 1 − √ δ_∗ ) D(U), where

G_{Yi} (U) := − 1 σ^4_i

|Y_i(U)|^21_{{0≤(−1)}k_i −1_{Yi(U)≤σ}2_{i }} − |λ̃_i| 2σ^2_i |Y_i(U)|^21_{{−σ}2_{i ≤(−1)}k_i−1_{Yi(U)≤0}} − |λ̃_i| 2 |Y_i(U)|1_{{(−1)}k_i −1_{Yi(U)≤−σ}2_{i }}. By the condition (10.35) of Proposition 10.2, we may use two different strategies, depending on the strength of the left-hand side of (10.35) as follows. For a fixed t, let I_∗ := {i ∈ S | √ δ_∗D_i(t) + ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U) ≤ 2C^∗|σ_i|δ_∗}.

Notice that I_∗ = ∅ if and only if √ δ_∗D_i(t) +^{ν|σi|}_{δ∗} D(U) > 2C^∗δ_∗ max_{i∈S} |σ_i|. Then, we split the above estimate into two parts: using G_{Yi} (U) ≤ 0, R(U) ≤ R_∗(U) + R^c_∗(U), where

R_∗(U) := ∑ i∈I_∗ G_{Yi} (U) + (1 + δ_∗) ∑ i∈I_∗ ( |B_{1i}(U)| + |B^+_{2i}(U)| ) + 2 ∑ i∈I_∗ |B^−_{2i}(U)| + 2|B_3(U)| − ∑ i∈I_∗ G^−_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈I_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈I_∗ G_{2i}(U) − ( 1 − √ δ_∗ ) D(U), R^c_∗(U) := 2 ∑ i∈I^c_∗ ( |B_{1i}(U)| + |B^+_{2i}(U)| + 2|B^−_{2i}(U)| ) + 2|B_3(U)| − ∑ i∈I^c_∗ G^−_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈I^c_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈I^c_∗ G_{2i}(U) − ( 1 − √ δ_∗ ) D(U). Estimate of R^c_∗ : We will apply Proposition 10.2 to

R^c_∗(U) ≤ I_B + Ī_B − ∑ i∈I^c_∗ G^−_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈I^c_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈I^c_∗ G_{2i}(U) − ( 1 − √ δ_∗ ) D(U), where

I_B := 2 ∑ i∈I^c_∗ ( |B_{1i}(U) − B_{1i}(U )| + |B^+_{2i}(U) − B^+_{2i}(U)| + 2|B^−_{2i}(U)| ) + 2|B_3(U)|, Ī_B := 2 ∑ i∈I^c_∗ ( |B_{1i}(U)| + |B^+_{2i}(U)| ) . Using (10.32) and ∑ i∈S ( D_i + ~G_i ) ≤ C ( D + ~G ) , L(0) ≤ δ_∗, and taking δ_∗ ≪ δ_1 so that

C_{δ1} δ^{14}_∗ ≤ δ^{18}_∗ , we have I_B ≤ Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U) ) + Cδ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S G_{2i}(U) + C_{δ1} √ δ_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) )

+ C_{δ1} ∑ i∈I^c_∗ [ δ^{1/4}_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) + (Cδ_1 + C_{δ1} δ^{14}_∗ )G^−_{1i}(U) + C_{δ1} |σ_i| √ ν ]

≤ Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U) ) + Cδ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S G_{2i}(U)

+ Cδ^{18}_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) + (Cδ_1 + C_{δ1} δ^{14}_∗ ) ∑ i∈I^c_∗ G^−_{1i}(U) + C √ ν. In addition, by (10.33),

Ī_B ≤ 2 ∑ i∈I^c_∗ C^∗δ_∗|σ_i| ≤ ∑ i∈I^c_∗ (√ δ_∗D_i(t) + ν|σ_i| δ_∗ D(U) ) ≤ √ δ_∗D(U). Thus, (10.61) R^c_∗(U) ≤ Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈I_∗ ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U) ) + Cδ^2_∗ ∑ i∈I_∗ G_{2i}(U) − 1 2 ∑ i∈I^c_∗ G_{2i}(U) + Cδ^{18}_∗ ~G(t) + C √ ν.

Estimate of R_∗ : We here apply Lemma 10.1 and Proposition 10.2. For that, we first observe from (10.26) of Lemma 10.2 that − |λ̃_i| 2 |Y_i(U)|1_{{(−1)}k_i −1_{Yi(U)≤−σ}2_{i }} ≤ − |λ̃_i| 2 |Y_i(U)|1_{{−C0 |σi|δ∗≤(−1)}k_i−1_{Yi(U)≤−σ}2_{i }} ≤ − |λ̃_i| 2C_0|σ_i|δ_∗ |Y_i(U)|^21_{{−C0|σi|δ∗≤(−1)}k_i−1_{Yi(U)≤−σ}2_{i }}. Then, by |σ_i| ≤ L(0) ≤ δ_∗ ≪ δ_1, G_{Yi} (U) ≤ − 4 |σ_i|δ_1 |Y_i(U)|^21_{{−C0|σi|δ∗≤(−1)}k_i−1_{Yi(U)≤σ}2_{i }}. Since it follows from (10.30) that for each i ∈ S,

Y_i(U) = Y^g_i (v) + ( Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U) ) + ( Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (v) ) + Y^b_i (U) + Y^l_i (U) + Y^s_i (U),

we have

|Y^g_i (v)|^2 ≤ 4 ( |Y_i(U)|^2 + | |Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U) | |^2 + | |Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (v) | |^2

+ |Y^b_i (U)|^2 + |Y^l_i (U)|^2 + |Y^s_i (U)|^2 ) , and so,

−4|Y_i(U)|^2 ≤ −|Y^g_i (v)|^2 + 4 (| |Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U)|^2 + |Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (v)|^2

+ |Y^b_i (U)|^2 + |Y^l_i (U)|^2 + |Y^s_i (U)|^2 ) . Thus, G_{Yi} (U) ≤ − |Y^g_i (v)|^2 |σ_i|δ_1 + 4 |σ_i|δ_1 (| |Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U ) | |^2 + | |Y^g_i (U ) − Y^g_i (v) | |^2

+ |Y^b_i (U)|^2 + |Y^l_i (U)|^2 + |Y^s_i (U)|^2 ) . We also find from (10.34) that −G_{2i}(U) = − ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U ) ) − δ_∗δ_1G_{2i}(U) − (1 − δ_1δ_∗) ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(v) ) − (1 − δ_1δ_∗)G_{2i}(v)

and by (10.42), − ( 1 − √ δ_∗ ) D(U) ≤ − ( 1 − δ_1/2 ) D(U ) − ( δ_1/2 − √ δ_∗ ) D(U) ≤ − ( 1 − δ_1 ) ∑ i∈S D_i(v) + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U|U )dx − ( δ_1/2 − √ δ_∗ ) D(U).

Let J_Y := ∑ i∈I_∗ 4 |σ_i|δ_1 (| |Y^g_i (U) − Y^g_i (U ) | |^2 + | |Y^g_i (U ) − Y^g_i (v) | |^2 + |Y^b_i (U)|^2 + |Y^l_i (U)|^2 + |Y^s_i (U)|^2 ) , J_B := 2 ∑ i∈I_∗ ( |B_{1i}(U) − B_{1i}(U)| + |B_{1i}(U) − I_{1i}(v)| )

+ 2 ∑ i∈I_∗ ( |B^+_{2i}(U) − B^+_{2i}(U)| + |B^+_{2i}(U) − I_{2i}(v)| ) + 2 ∑ i∈I_∗ |B^−_{2i}(U)| + 2|B_3(U)|

− (1 − δ_1δ_∗) ∑ i∈I_∗ ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(v) ) + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U|U )dx. Then, using the above estimates, R_∗(U) ≤ ∑ i∈I_∗ R^i_{δ1,δ∗} (v) + J_Y + J_B − ∑ i∈I_∗ G^−_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈I_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) − ∑ i∈I_∗ ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U) ) − δ_∗δ_1 ∑ i∈I_∗ G_{2i}(U ) − ( δ_1/2 − √ δ_∗ ) D(U). By Lemma 10.1 with Lemma 10.3, we have R^i_{δ1,δ∗} (v) = − 1 |σ_i|δ_1 |Y^g_i (v)|^2 + (1 + δ_1)|I_{1i}(v)|

+ (1 + δ_1δ_∗)|I_{2i}(v)| − (1 − δ_1δ_∗) G_{2i}(v) − (1 − δ_1)D_i(v) ≤ 0. We use Proposition 10.2 to have J_Y ≤ C_{δ1} δ_∗ δ_1 ∑ i∈I_∗ [√ δ_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) ) + ν|σ_i| δ^2_∗ ( D(U) + ~G(t) )

+ ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U ) ) + G^−_{1i}(U) + δ^{−1/4}_∗ G^+_{1i}(U) + δ^{1/4}_∗ G_{2i}(U) ] + C ν^2 δ_1 ∑ i∈I_∗ |σ_i|. and J_B ≤ Cδ^2_∗ ∑ i∈S G_{2i}(U) + C_{δ1} ∑ i∈I_∗ [ δ_∗(G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U)) + δ^{14}_∗ ( D_i(t) + ~G_i(t) )

+ |σ_i| √ ν ( D(U) + ~G(t) ) + (Cδ_1 + C_{δ1} δ^{14}_∗ )G^−_{1i}(U) ] + C_{δ1} √ ν ∑ i∈I_∗ |σ_i|

+ ∑ i∈I_∗ C √ ν δ_∗δ + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U|U )dx.

Thus, retaking δ_∗ ≪ δ_1 so that C_{δ1} δ_∗/δ_1 ≤ δ^{78}_∗ , and using Lemma 6.5, R_∗(U) ≤ − ( 1 − √ δ_∗ ) ∑ i∈I_∗ ( G_{2i}(U) − G_{2i}(U) ) − δ_∗ ( δ_1 − Cδ^{18}_∗ ) ∑ i∈I_∗ G_{2i}(U) + Cδ^2_∗ ∑ i∈I^c_∗ G_{2i}(U)

− ( δ_1 − Cδ^{18}_∗ ) D(U) + Cδ^{18}_∗ ~G(t) + C √ ν + Cν^14 δ_∗δ^2 + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U|U )dx.

Conclusion : The above estimate and (10.61) imply R(U) ≤ −δ_∗ ( δ_1 − Cδ^{18}_∗ ) ∑ i∈I_∗ G_{2i}(U) − 1 4 ∑ i∈I^c_∗ G_{2i}(U) + Cδ^{18}_∗ ~G(t)

+ C(δ, ν) + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U|U )dx, where C(δ, ν) is the constant that vanishes when ν → 0 for any fixed δ > 0. For ~G(t), we use (7.4), Q(v|v̄) ≤ Cp(v|v̄) for all v > 0, to have ~G(t) = ∫ R |(v̄)_x|Q(v|v̄) dx ≤ ∑ i∈S ∫ R |(ṽ_i)_x|Q(v|v̄)dx + ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(v^R_i )_x|Q(v|v̄)dx + ∑ i∈N P ∫ R |(v^P_i )_x|Q(v|v̄)dx ≤ Cδ_∗ ∑ i∈S G_{2i}(U) + C ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(v^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx + ∑ i∈N P ∫ R |(v^P_i )_x|Q(v|v̄)dx.

(10.62)

Therefore, R(U) ≤ Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈R ∫ R |(v^R_i )_x|p(v|v̄)dx + Cδ^{18}_∗ ∑ i∈N P ∫ R |(v^P_i )_x|Q(v|v̄)dx

+ C(δ, ν) + Cν^{4/3} δδ_∗ ∫ R aη(U|U )dx. 11. Proof of Theorem 4.1 We here complete the proof of Theorem 4.1.

11.1. The decay of weight a(t, x) at interaction time. By (7.8), we have that for each interaction time t_j ,

a^ν (x, t_j +) − a^ν (x, t_j −) = 1 δ_∗ [( ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j ) + ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈S_j ∂_x ( − p(ṽ_i+) + p(ṽ_i−) ) dy ] , where ΔL̄_j := L(t_j +) − L(t_j −), ΔQ̄_j := Q(t_j +) − Q(t_j−), and ṽ_i+ := ṽ^ν_{ij} (x, t_j +), ṽ_i− := ṽ^ν_{i,j−1}(x, t_j −). Let i_0 and i_0 + 1 be two adjacent indices, for which only two waves moving along the trajectories y_{i0} and y_{i0+1} interact at the time t_j, that is, no interaction of waves along other trajectories y_i for i /∈ {i_0, i_0 + 1}. We still use the same indices i_0 and i_0 + 1 for the two outgoing waves generated by the interaction.

Then, since no interaction of waves along other trajectories y_i for i /∈ {i_0, i_0 + 1}, we have

(11.1) ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈S_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1}^c ∂_x ( − p(ṽ_i+) + p(ṽ_i−) ) dy = 0, and so,

(11.2) a^ν (x, t_j +) − a^ν (x, t_j −) = 1 δ_∗ [( ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j ) + ∫_x −∞ ( g^S_+(y) − g^S_−(y) ) dy ] ,

Figure 11.1. |x_{m±} − x_{L±}| = |x_{R±} − x_{M±}| = √ ν

Figure 11.2. |x_{R−} − x_{M−}| = √ ν, |x_{R+} − x_{M+}| = √ ρ_ν where

g^S_+(y) := ∑ i∈S_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∂_x ( − p(ṽ_i+) ) , g^S_−(y) := ∑ i∈S_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∂_x ( − p(ṽ_i−) ) .

Notice that ∂_x ( −p(ṽ_i) ) and ∂_xṽ_i have the same sign, and so we find that ∂_x ( −p(ṽ^ν_i (x, t)) ) < 0 for k_{ij} = 1, whereas ∂_x ( − p(ṽ^ν_i (x, t)) ) > 0 for k_{ij} = 2. To reflect this monotonicity, in what follows, we sometimes use the following notations for simplicity:

(11.3) σ̃_i := ∫_∞ −∞ ∂_x ( − p(ṽ_i) ) dx, if i ∈ S_j , ∫_∞ −∞ ∂_x ( − p(v^R_i ) ) dx, if i ∈ R_j , ∫_∞ −∞ ∂_x ( − p(v^P_i ) ) dx, if i ∈ N P_j. Note that σ̃_i = (−1)^{kij +1}σ̄_i for the sizes σ̄_i defined in (7.6). Also, we use the notations: σ̄^′, σ̄^{′′} for the sizes of outgoing waves, σ̄_1, σ̄_2 for the sizes of incoming waves as in (7.6); and as the associated monotonic functions defined in (11.3), use the notations: σ̃^′, σ̃^{′′} for the outgoing waves; σ̃_1, σ̃_2 for the incoming waves.

To estimate the right-hand side of (11.2), we will use the modified front tracking algorithm as before. For that, we construct approximations of ∫_x −∞ g^S_±(y)dy by discretizing them as follows. As in Figures 11.1 and 11.2, let x_{L±}, x_{m±}, x_{M±}, x_{R±} be the boundary points of the zones of width √ ν scale for physical waves, and of width ρ_ν scale for nonphysical waves.

In addition, v_L and v_R be respectively the left and right states of the (inviscid) Riemann

Figure 11.3. Decay of a(t, x) at interaction point (t, x) (accurate and adjusted solvers). Dot line represents possible non-physical shock. t_+, t_− denote the time before and after interaction, x_L, x_m, x_R denote the point to the left, between and right of two incoming waves, respectively. For simplicity, we do not add bar on σ. All waves have width.

solvers as in the proof of Proposition 11.1. Note that p(v_R) = p(v_L) + σ̃^′ + σ̃^{′′} = σ̃_1 + σ̃_2. We now define an approximation of ∫_x −∞ g^S_+(y)dy by (11.4)

Ω^S_+(x) := p(v_L), if x ≤ x_{L+}, p(v_L), if x_{L+} < x ≤ x_{M+}, and i_0 /∈ S_j ∫_x x_{L+} ∂x ( − p(ṽ_{i0} +) ) dy1_{xL+<x<xm+} + ( p(v_L) + σ̃^′ ) 1_{xm+≤x≤xM+} , if i_0 ∈ S_j p(v_L), if x > x_{M+}, and i_0 /∈ S_j, and i_0 + 1 /∈ S_j p(v_L) + σ̃^′, if x > x_{M+}, and i_0 ∈ S_j , and i_0 + 1 /∈ S_j ∫_x x_{M+} ∂x ( − p(ṽ_{i0+1}+) ) dy1_{xM+<x<xR+} + ( p(v_R) − σ̃^′ ) 1_{x≥xR+} , if i_0 /∈ S_j, i_0 + 1 ∈ S_j ∫_x x_{M+} ∂x ( − p(ṽ_{i0+1}+) ) dy1_{xM+<x<xR+} + p(v_R)1_{x≥xR+} , if i_0 ∈ S_j , i_0 + 1 ∈ S_j.

Notice that the above approximation is constructed by discretizing outside each transition zone. Likewise, we define Ω^S_−(x) approximation of ∫_x −∞ g^S_−(y)dy. Notice that

Ω^S_−(x_{L−}) = Ω^S_+(x_{L+}).

Notice that since |x_{m±} − x_{L±}| = |x_{R±} − x_{m±}| = √ ν ≫ O(ν) : the width of transition zone of viscous shocks, we have

(11.5) | | |Ω^S_±(x) − ∫_x −∞ g^S_±(y)dy | | | ≤ C exp (−ν^{−1/2}), ∀x ∈ R. We will show the negativity of ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j + ΔΩ^S(x) for all x where

ΔΩ^S(x) := Ω^S_+(x) − Ω^S_−(x).

Proposition 11.1. There exists ε_0 > 0 such that for all ε < ε_0, the following holds: there exists κ_0 > 0 such that for all κ > κ_0,

(11.6) ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j + ΔΩ^S(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ R.

Proof. We will show the desired estimates when there is an interaction in Figure 11.3 or 11.4 at t_j.

Figure 11.4. Decay of a(t, x) at interaction point (t, x) (simplified solver). Dot line represents non-physical shock. t_+, t_− denote the time before and after interaction, x_L, x_m, x_R denote the point to the left, between and right of two incoming waves, respectively. For simplicity, we do not add bar on σ. All waves have width.

Figure 11.5. Left: When σ_1 and σ^′ has same sign, the wave for σ^′ is to the left of the wave for σ_1, in the sense that x_{m−} − x_{L−} = x_{L−} − x_{m+} = x_{m+} − x_{L+} = √ ν. The wave for σ^{′′} can be a forward wave or a non-physical shock. Right: A symmetric forward interaction.

Step 1. First, as before, we have the following decreasing property of ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j . The proof is quite standard, and will be given in the appendix. There exists κ_0 > 0 such that for all κ > κ_0,

(11.7) ΔQ̄_j ≤ − 3 4 |σ̄_1||σ̄_2|, (11.8) ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j ≤ − κ 2 |σ̄_1||σ̄_2|. Step 2. We will show that for all x ∈ R,

(11.9) either ΔL̄_j + ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ O(|σ̄_1||σ̄_2|) or ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ O(|σ̄_1||σ̄_2|) holds.

Then, using (11.7) and (11.9) with retaking κ_0 ≫ 1 if necessary, we have (11.6). To prove (11.9), we will use the rule on configuration of waves as in Figure 11.3 and Figure 11.4, except for the following adjustment:

If σ_1 and σ^′ have the same sign for the first figure of Figure 11.3and for the first figure of Figure 11.4, then the wave σ_1 is to the right of the wave σ^′ as in Figure 11.5.

If σ^{′′} and σ_2 have the same sign for the last figure of Figure 11.3 and for the second figure of Figure 11.4, then the wave σ^{′′} is to the right of the wave σ_2, see Figure 11.5.

For example, see the interaction in Figure 11.5.

For other cases, regardless of the relative positions of waves σ^′ and σ_1, and of waves σ^{′′} and σ_2, we have the same result (11.9). So, for the other cases, we will identify the centers of incoming and outgoing waves, that is, for example, x_{L−} = x_{L+}, x_{m−} = x_{m+}, x_{M−} = x_{M+}, x_{R−} = x_{R+} for the head-on interaction.

We will prove (11.9) for each Riemann solver. We always assume two interacting wave fronts are σ̄_1 σ̄_2 (σ̄_1 to the left) leading to outgoing waves σ̄^′, σ̄^{′′} (σ̄^′ to the left). See Figure 11.3 and 11.4.

We will crucially use the following monotonicity property of Ω^S_±(x): Ω^S_+(x) increases as it passes^⇀S on [x_{M+}, x_{R+}], and decreases as it passes^↼S on [x_{L+}, x_{m+}], but is constant on (−∞, x_{L+}], [x_{m+}, x_{M+}], [x_{M+}, ∞) and as it passes rarefaction or nonphysical shock. This property is also satisfied by Ω^S_−(x).

(i) Accurate solvers. We only prove (11.9) up to the middle state of the intersection, i.e. for x ≤ x_{M±}, since the proof of (11.9) on the right state for x > x_{M±} is symmetric as in [19].

First, consider all cases with σ̄_1 > 0 (i.e. incoming rarefaction). Then, Ω^S_−(x) = Ω^S_−(x_{L−}) = Ω^S_+(x_{L+}), ∀x ≤ x_{M−} = x_{M+}.

But, since σ̄^′ is always 1-family as in Figure 11.3, the monotonicity property implies that (11.10) Ω^S_+(x) ≤ Ω^S_+(x_{L+}) ∀x ≤ x_{M±}. Thus, (11.9) holds as (11.11) ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ 0, ∀x ≤ x_{M±}.

On the other hand, for the head-on interaction (as the second figure in Figure 11.3) with σ̄_1 < 0 (i.e. incoming 2−shock), we have Ω^S_−(x) > Ω^S_±(x_{L±}), ∀x ≤ x_{M±}. This with (11.10) implies (11.11).

For the overtaking interactions, it is enough to consider the interactions between two backward waves with σ̄_1 < 0 as in the left picture of Figure 11.3, since the case of forward waves can be proved by a symmetric argument.

For^↼S^↼S interaction, by Lemma 6.3, the strength of outgoing^↼S is bigger than that of any incoming shocks, so (11.11) holds.

We now consider the case:^↼S^↼R, i.e. σ̄_1 < 0 and σ̄_2 > 0 as follows. If σ̄^′ > 0, it follows from Lemma 6.3 that |σ̄^′ − (σ̄_1 + σ̄_2)| + |σ̄^{′′}| ≤ C|σ̄_1σ̄_2| ≪ 1, and so σ̄_1 + σ̄_2 > 0 and ΔL̄ = |σ̄^′| + |σ̄^{′′}| − (|σ̄_1| + |σ̄_2|) ≤ |σ̄_1 + σ̄_2| + C|σ̄_1σ̄_2| − (|σ̄_1| + |σ̄_2|) ≤ 2σ̄_1 + C|σ̄_1σ̄_2| < 0. Since Ω^S_+(x) = Ω^S_+(x_{L+}) for all x ≤ x_{M+}, and

(11.12) Ω^S_−(x) ≥ Ω^S_−(x_{L−}) + σ̄_1, ∀x ≤ x_{M−}, we have ΔΩ^S (x) ≤ −σ̄_1 for all x ≤ x_{M±}. Thus, (11.9) holds as ΔL̄ + ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ σ̄_1 + C|σ̄_1σ̄_2| ≤ C|σ̄_1σ̄_2|.

If σ̄^′ < 0, we use the adjustment on configuration of waves as in Figure 11.5. First, the monotonicity property implies (11.13) Ω^S_+(x) ≤ Ω^S_±(x_{L±}) = Ω^S_−(x), ∀x ≤ x_{L−}, and so ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ 0 for x ≤ x_{L−}. For x_{L−} < x ≤ x_{M−}, observe that since (11.12) holds and Ω^S_+(x) = Ω^S_+(x_{L+}) + σ̄^′ for all x_{L−} < x ≤ x_{M−}, we have (11.14) ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ σ̄^′ − σ̄_1, x_{L−} < x ≤ x_{M−}.

To control it, we use the bound of ΔL̄ as follows. Using the same argument as above, we have from Lemma 6.3 that σ̄_1 + σ̄_2 < 0 and

ΔL̄ ≤ |σ̄_1 + σ̄_2| + C|σ̄_1σ̄_2| − (|σ̄_1| + |σ̄_2|) ≤ −2σ̄_2 + C|σ̄_1σ̄_2| ≤ −2(σ̄^′ − σ̄_1) + C|σ̄_1σ̄_2|, which yields ΔL̄ + ΔΩ^S (x) ≤ C|σ̄_1σ̄_2| for x_{L−} < x ≤ x_{M−}.

(ii) Adjusted solver. To define the adjusted solver, our adjustment on wave strength from the accurate solver is up to the quadratic order, i.e. O(σ̄_1σ̄_2). Clearly (11.9) still holds for the adjusted solver, since it does for the accurate solver.

(iii) Simplified Solver. We now consider simplified solvers in Figure 11.4 as a reference. We will prove (11.9) for all x.

For the interaction between a physical wave and a non-physical wave as in the right two pictures of Figure 11.4, we have Ω^S_−(x) ≥ Ω^S_−(x_{L−}), ∀x ≤ x_{M−}, and Ω^S_+(x) ≤ Ω^S_+(x_{L+}), ∀x ≤ x_{M+}.

Indeed, if the wave σ̄_1 is non-physical and σ̄^′ is physical as 1-family, then Ω^S_−(x) = Ω^S_−(x_{L−}), Ω^S_+(x) ≤ Ω^S_+(x_{L+}), ∀x ≤ x_{M±}.

If σ̄_1 is physical as 2-family and σ̄^′ is non-physical, then Ω^S_−(x) ≥ Ω^S_−(x_{L−}), Ω^S_+(x) = Ω^S_+(x_{L+}), ∀x ≤ x_{M±}.

Thus, ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ 0 for all x ≤ x_{M±}.

For x > x_{M±}, it is enough to consider the interaction of a shock and a non-physical wave, since Ω^S_± does not change on rarefaction. In this case, as before, we use the fact that the shock strength changes in the quadratic order, that is, |σ̄^′ − σ̄_2| = O(|σ̄_1||σ̄_2|) for σ̄^′, σ̄_2 shocks; |σ̄^{′′} − σ̄_1| = O(|σ̄_1||σ̄_2|) for σ̄^{′′}, σ̄_1 shocks. In addition, since for σ̄^′, σ̄_2 shocks of 1-family, Ω^S_+(x) = Ω^S_+(x_{L+}) + σ̄^′, ∀x > x_{M+}, and Ω^S_−(x) ≥ Ω^S_−(x_{L−}) + σ̄_2 for all x > x_{M−}, we have ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ σ̄^′ − σ̄_2 = O(|σ̄_1||σ̄_2|), ∀x > x_{M±}.

Likewise, for σ̄^{′′}, σ̄_1 shocks of 2-family, since Ω^S_+(x) ≤ Ω^S_+(x_{L+}) − σ̄^{′′} for all x > x_{M+}, and Ω^S_−(x) = Ω^S_−(x_{L−}) − σ̄_1 for all x > x_{M−}, we have ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ −σ̄^{′′} + σ̄_1 = O(|σ̄_1||σ̄_2|), ∀x > x_{M±}.

Thus, we show (11.9) for all x.

Next, we consider the interactions of two backward physical waves as in the first picture of Figure 11.4 (see Figures 6.5-6.9 as references).

For the^↼S^↼S interaction as in Figure 6.5, using the fact that σ̄^′ = σ̄_1 + σ̄_2, we have ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ 0 for all x.

For the^↼S^↼R interaction as in Figure 6.6, we use the adjustment as in Figure 11.5, since σ̄^′ < 0, σ̄_1 < 0. First, ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ 0 for x ≤ x_{L−} as in (11.13). Also, as in (11.14), we have

ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ σ̄^′ − σ̄_1, x_{L−} < x ≤ x_{M+}.

To control it, we use the bound of ΔL̄ as

ΔL̄ < |σ̄^′| − |σ̄_1| = σ̄_1 − σ̄^′.

Indeed, recalling the fact that |σ^{′′}| = r_R − r_b < r_R − r_a = σ_2 and so, z_a − z_R > z_b − z_R > 0, together with the fact that the pressure p increases in z, we have 0 < σ̄^{′′} = p_b − p_R < p_a −p_R = σ̄_2. Thus, we have the above bound, and so ΔL̄+ΔΩ^S (x) ≤ 0 for x_{L−} < x ≤ x_{M+}. Moreover, since Ω^S_−, Ω^S_+ do not change as they pass the rarefaction σ̄_2 and the non-physical shock σ̄^{′′} respectively, the above estimate ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ σ̄^′ − σ̄_1 still holds for x > x_{M+}. Thus, we prove (11.9) for all x.

For the^↼S^↼R interaction as in Figure 6.7, using ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ −σ̄_1 for all x, and ΔL̄ = 2σ̄_1 as before, we have

ΔL̄ + ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ σ̄_1 < 0, ∀x.

Likewise, for the^↼R^↼S interaction as in Figure 6.9, since ΔΩ^S (x) ≤ −σ̄_2 for all x, and ΔL̄ = 2σ̄_2, we have

ΔL̄ + ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ σ̄_2 < 0, ∀x.

For the^↼R^↼S interaction in Figure 6.8, we first have ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ 0 for all x ≤ x_{M−} by the monotonicity property. Using the following estimates

(11.15) −σ̄^′ + σ̄_2 ≤ C|σ̄_1σ̄_2|, σ̄^{′′} − σ̄_1 ≤ C|σ̄_1σ̄_2|,

which will be proved in the appendix, we have ΔL̄ ≤ −σ̄^′ + σ̄_2 + C|σ̄_1σ̄_2|. In addition, since ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ σ̄^′ − σ̄_2 for all x > x_{M−}, we find ΔL̄ + ΔΩ^S(x) ≤ C|σ̄_1σ̄_2| for all x > x_{M−}.

For the interactions between two forward physical waves as in the second picture of Figure 11.4, the monotonicity property implies

Ω^S_−(x) = Ω^S_−(x_{L−}) ≤ Ω^S_+(x), ∀x ≤ x_{M±}.

The proof of (11.9) for x > x_{M±} is symmetric to the above proof on the interactions between backward physical waves for x < x_{m±}. So we omit it.

Hence we complete the proof. □

11.2. The estimate of weighted norm at the interaction time. First, we use (11.2), (11.5) and Proposition 11.1 to have

a^ν (x, t_j +) − a^ν (x, t_j −) = 1 δ_∗ [( ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j + ΔΩ^S (x) ) − ( ΔΩ^S(x) − ∫_x −∞ ( g^S_+(y) − g^S_−(y) ) dy ) ]

≤ 1 δ_∗ f(x) + C δ_∗ exp (−ν^{−1/2}),

where f(x) := ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j + ΔΩ^S (x) < 0.

(11.16)

Now, we will estimate ∫ R ( a^ν (x, t_j +)η(U^ν (x, t)|U_{ν,δ}(x, t_j +)) − a^ν (x, t_j −)η(U^ν (x, t)|U_{ν,δ}(x, t_j −)) ) dx.

Using (11.16) with putting a_± := a^ν (x, t_j ±) and U_± := U_{ν,δ}(x, t_j ±), we have ∫ R ( a_+η(U^ν |U_+) − a_−η(U^ν |U_−) ) dx = ∫ R ( a_+ − a_− ) η(U^ν |U_+)dx + ∫ R a_− ( η(U^ν |U_+) − η(U^ν |U_−) ) dx ≤ 1 δ_∗ ∫ R f(x)Q(v^ν |v̄_+)dx + C δ_∗ exp (−ν^{−1/2}) ∫ R Q(v^ν |v̄_+)dx + C δ_∗ exp (−ν^{−1/2}) ∫ R (|h^ν − h̄_−|^2 + |h̄_− − h̄_+|^2)dx + ∫ R a_− ( ∇η(U_−) − ∇η(U_+) ) · U^ν dx + C‖U_±‖_L∞ ∫ R |U_+ − U_−|dx.

Using the estimates that by Lemma 7.2,

Q(v^ν |v̄_+) = Q(v^ν |v̄_−) − Q(v̄_+|v̄_−) + ( Q^′(v̄_+) − Q^′(v̄_−) ) (v̄_+ − v^ν )

≤ Q(v^ν |v̄_−) + ( p(v̄_−) − p(v̄_+) ) (v̄_+ − v^ν ), and ∫ R a_− ( ∇η(U_−) − ∇η(U_+) ) · U^ν dx = ∫ R a_− ( p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) ) v^ν dx + ∫ R a_− ( h̄_− − h̄_+ ) (h^ν − h̄_−)dx + ∫ R a_− ( h̄_− − h̄_+ ) h̄_−dx ≤ ∫ R a_− ( p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) ) v^ν dx + Cν^{112} ∫ R |h^ν − h̄_−|^2dx + Cν^{− 112} ∫ R (|h̄_− − h̄_+|^2 + |h̄_− − h̄_+|)dx, and using Lemma 11.1 (presented at the end of this proof) with taking ν ≪ 1 so that 1 δ_∗ exp (−ν

−1/2) ≤ Cν^1_{12} , we have ∫ R ( a_+η(U^ν |U_+) − a_−η(U^ν |U_−) ) dx ≤ 1 δ_∗ ∫ R f(x)Q(v^ν |v̄_+)dx + Cν^{112} ∫ R ( Q(v^ν |v̄_−) + ( p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) ) (v^ν − v̄_+) ) dx + ∫ R a_− ( p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) ) v^ν dx + Cν^{112} ∫ R |h^ν − h̄_−|^2dx + Cν^{112} ≤ 1 δ_∗ ∫ R f(x)Q(v^ν |v̄_+)dx + ∫ R ( a_− + Cν^{112} )( p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) ) v^ν dx + Cν^{112} ∫ R η(U^ν |U_−)dx + Cν^{112} .

Observe that by |v̄_± − v_∗| ≪ 1, there exists a constant c_∗ > 2v_∗ such that

(11.17) Q(v^ν |v̄_±) ≥ p(v̄_±)v^ν − Q(v̄_±) − p(v̄_±)v̄_± ≥ p(v̄_±)(v^ν − c_∗)_+,

and using Lemma 11.1, ∫ R ( a_− + Cν^{112} )( p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) ) v^ν dx = ∫ R ( a_− + Cν^{112} )( p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) )( (v^ν − c_∗)_+ + v1_{v≤c∗} + c_∗1_{v>c∗} ) dx ≤ ∫ R ( a_− + Cν^{112} )( p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) ) (v^ν − c_∗)_+dx + Cν^{112} .

By (11.17) and f(x) = ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j + ΔΩ^S(x) < 0, ∫ R ( a_+η(U^ν |U_+) − a_−η(U^ν |U_−) ) dx ≤ ∫ R ( 1 δ_∗ ( ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j + ΔΩ^S(x) ) p(v̄_+) + ( a_− + Cν^{112} )( p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) )) (v^ν − c_∗)_+dx

+ Cν^{112} ∫ R η(U^ν |U_−)dx + Cν^{112} .

It remains to estimate the first term above. For that, we use

p(v̄) = p(v_∗) + ∫_x −∞ ∂_xp(v̄)dy = p(v_∗) + ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈S ( p^′(v̄) − p^′(ṽ_i) ) ∂_xṽ_idy + ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈R ( p^′(v̄) − p^′(v^R_i ) ) ∂_xv^R_i dy + ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈N P ( p^′(v̄) − p^′(v^P_i ) ) ∂_xv^P_i dy + ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈S ∂_xp(ṽ_i)dy + ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈R ∂_xp(v^R_i )dy + ∫_x −∞ ∑ i∈N P ∂_xp(v^P_i )dy.

Using the same argument as above with (11.1), we have

p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) ≤ C ∫ R ∑ i∈S |v̄ − ṽ_i||(ṽ_i)_x|dx + C ∫ R ∑ i∈R |v̄ − v^R_i ||(v^R_i )_x|dx + C ∑ i∈N P ∫ R |(v^P_i )_x|dx =:J_1 − ∫_x −∞ ( g^S_+(y) − g^S_−(y) ) dy − ∫_x −∞ ( g^R_+(y) − g^R_−(y) ) dy + ∫_x −∞ ( g^P_+(y) − g^P_−(y) ) dy =:J_2 ,

(11.18)

where

g^R_±(y) := ∑ i∈R_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∂_x ( − p(v^R_i ±) ) , g^P_±(y) := ∑ i∈N P_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∂_x ( − p(v^P_i ±) ) . By Lemmas 7.5 and 7.6, we have

J_1 ≤ Cν^{1/2} δ + C ∑ i∈N P |σ_i| ≤ Cν^{1/6} δ ,

J_2 ≤ ∫_∞ −∞ ( |g^P_+(y)| + |g^P_− (y)| ) dy ≤ C ∑ i∈N P |σ_i| ≤ Cν^{1/6} δ . (11.19)

As in (11.4), we define Ω^R_±(x) approximations of ∫_x −∞ g^R_±(y)dy, and define the difference:

ΔΩ^R(x) := Ω^R_+(x) − Ω^R_−(x).

By the same fact as in (11.5) that the width of transition zone of rarefaction has ν scale,

(11.20) | |Ω_{R±}(x) − ∫_x −∞ g^R_±(y)dy | | ≤ C exp (−ν_{−1/2}), ∀x ∈ R. To control ΔΩ^R(x), following the same argument of the proof as in Proposition 11.1, we have

(11.21) ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j − ΔΩ^R(x) ≤ 0,

for all interactions except for the simplified solver in Figure 6.8 and its symmetric simplified solver between^⇀S^⇀R, where it holds for this special case that

(11.22) ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j − ΔΩ^R(x) ≤ Cρ_ν .

Indeed, the proof of (11.21) is symmetric to that of (11.6), because p has opposite monotonicity on shock and rarefaction in each family, and so ∂_x ( − p(ṽ_i) ) and ∂_xp(v^R_i ) have the same sign for the same wave. Thus, to prove (11.21), basically, we only need to change ↼ S,^↼R,^⇀S,^⇀R, σ̄ in the proof of (11.6) to^↼R,^↼S,^⇀R,^⇀S, −σ̄, respectively, and so change ΔΩ^S(x) to −ΔΩ^R(x). We omit the detail. However, for the simplified solver in Figure 6.8, since ΔL < σ̄^{′′} − σ̄_1 by (11.15), and −ΔΩ^R(x) ≤ σ̄_1 ∀x ∈ R, we have

ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j − ΔΩ^R(x) ≤ σ^{′′} ≤ Cρ_ν .

Therefore, since it holds from (11.18) and (11.19) that

p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) ≤ Cν^{1/6} δ − ΔΩ^S(x) − ΔΩ^R(x) + [ ΔΩ^S(x) − ∫_x −∞ ( g^S_+(y) − g^S_−(y) ) dy ]

+ [ ΔΩ^R(x) − ∫_x −∞ ( g^R_+(y) − g^R_−(y) ) dy ] , using (11.5), (11.6), (11.20), and (11.22), we have

p(v̄_+) δ_∗ ( ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j + ΔΩ^S(x) ) + ( a_− + Cν^{112} )( p(v̄_+) − p(v̄_−) )

≤ p(v̄_+) δ_∗ ( 1 − δ_∗ p(v̄_+) ( a_− + Cν^{112} )) ( ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j + ΔΩ^S (x) )

+ ( a_− + Cν^{112} )( ΔL̄_j + κΔQ̄_j − ΔΩ^R(x) ) + C exp (−ν^{−1/2}) + Cν^{1/6} δ ≤ Cρ_ν + C exp (−ν^{−1/2}) + Cν^{1/6} δ ≤ Cν^{112} ,

where the last inequality is obtained by the smallness of ν. Hence, ∫ R ( a_+η(U^ν |U_+) − a_−η(U^ν |U_−) ) dx ≤ Cν^{112} ∫ R (v^ν − c_∗)_+dx + Cν^{112} ∫ R |h^ν − h̄_−|^2dx + Cν^{112} ,

which together with (11.17) yields ∫ R ( a_+η(U^ν |U_+) − a_−η(U^ν |U_−) ) dx ≤ Cν^{112} ∫ R η(U^ν |U_−)dx + Cν^{112} .

(11.23)

Lemma 11.1. Let U_± := U_{ν,δ}(x, t_j ±). There exists C > 0 such that

‖U_±‖_L∞ ≤ C, ‖U_+ − U_−‖_L1 ≤ Cν^{1/6}, ‖U_+ − U_−‖^2_L2 ≤ Cν^{1/6}.

Proof. Since ‖U_± − U_∗‖_L∞ ≪ 1, the first estimate holds. It holds from (6.53) that

U_+ − U_− = ∫_x −∞ ( ∑ i∈S_j ∂_x ( Ũ_{i+} − Ũ_{i−} ) + ∑ i∈R_j ∂_x ( U^R_{i+} − U^R_{i−} ) + ∑ i∈N P_j ∂_x ( U^P_{i+} − U^P_{i−} )) dz, where Ũ_{i+} := Ũ^ν_{ij}(x, t_j +), Ũ_{i−} := Ũ^ν_{i,j−1}(x, t_j −), U^R_{i+} := U^R_{ij} (x, t_j +), U^R_{i−} := U^R_{i,j−1}(x, t_j −),

U^P_{i+} := U^P_{ij} (x), U^P_{i−} := U^P_{i,j−1}(x).

Since U_+ − U_− → 0 as x → +∞, we also have

U_+ − U_− = − ∫_∞ x ( ∑ i∈S_j ∂_x ( Ũ_{i+} − Ũ_{i−} ) + ∑ i∈R_j ∂_x ( U^R_{i+} − U^R_{i−} ) + ∑ i∈N P_j ∂_x ( U^P_{i+} − U^P_{i−} )) dz.

As done before, we have

U_+ − U_− = ∫_x −∞ ( ∑ i∈S_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∂_x ( Ũ_{i+} − Ũ_{i−} ) + ∑ i∈R_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∂_x ( U^R_{i+} − U^R_{i−} )

+ ∑ i∈N P_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∂_x ( U^P_{i+} − U^P_{i−} )) dz, or U_+ − U_− = − ∫_∞ x ( ∑ i∈S_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∂_x ( Ũ_{i+} − Ũ_{i−} ) + ∑ i∈R_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∂_x ( U^R_{i+} − U^R_{i−} )

+ ∑ i∈N P_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∂_x ( U^P_{i+} − U^P_{i−} )) dz. Thus, |U_+ − U_−| ≤ ∑ i∈S_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∫_x −∞ ( |∂_xŨ_{i+}| + |∂_xŨ_{i−}| ) dz

+ ∑ i∈R_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∫_x −∞ ( |∂_xU^R_{i+}| + |∂_xU^R_{i−}| ) dz

+ ∑ i∈N P_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∫_x −∞ ( |∂_xU^P_{i+}| + |∂_xU^P_{i−}| ) dz =: J^S_1 + J^R_1 + J^P_1 , or |U_+ − U_−| ≤ ∑ i∈S_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∫_∞ x ( |∂_xŨ_{i+}| + |∂_xŨ_{i−}| ) dz

+ ∑ i∈R_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∫_∞ x ( |∂_xU^R_{i+}| + |∂_xU^R_{i−}| ) dz

+ ∑ i∈N P_j ∩{i_0,i_0+1} ∫_∞ x ( |∂_xU^P_{i+}| + |∂_xU^P_{i−}| ) dz =: J^S_2 + J^R_2 + J^P_2 ,

Consider an interval I := ( y_{i0} − √ ρ_ν , y_{i0+1} + √ ρ_ν ) . Since |I| ≤ 3 √ ρ_ν and ‖U_±‖_L∞_{(R)} ≤ C, we first find that for each q = 1, 2, ‖U_+ − U_−‖^q_{Lq (R)} ≤ C √ ρ_ν + C‖U_+ − U_−‖^q_{Lq (Ic)}. Using the fact from Lemma 7.5 that for each i = i_0, i_0 + 1, ∫_x −∞ |(U^P_i )_x|dz ≤ C ∫_x −∞ |σ_i| √ ρ_ν 1_{|z−yi|≤}^√_{ρν} dz = 0, ∀x ≤ y_{i0} − √ ρ_ν , and ∫_∞ x |(U^P_i )_x|dz ≤ C ∫_∞ x |σ_i| √ ρ_ν 1_{|z−yi|≤}^√_{ρν} dz = 0, ∀x ≥ y_{i0+1} + √ ρ_ν , we have ‖J^P_1 ‖_Lq_{(I}c_) = ‖J^P_2 ‖_Lq_{(I}c_) = 0.

On the other hand, observe that since ∫_x −∞ |∂_xŨ^ν_i (z, t)|dz ≤ ∫_x −∞ σ^2_i ν exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i||z − y_i| ν ) dz ≤ C|σ_i| exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i||x − y_i| ν ) , we have ∫_x −∞ ∂_xŨ^ν_i (z, t)dz ≤ ∫_x −∞ σ^2_i ν exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i||z − y_i| ν ) dz ≤ C|σ_i| exp ( − C^{−1}|σ_i||x − y_i| ν ) . Then, ‖J^S_1 ‖^q_{Lq (Ic)}, ‖J^S_2 ‖^q_{Lq (Ic)} ≤ Cν, Likewise, since ∫_x −∞ ∂_xU^R_i (z, t)dz ≤ C|σ_i| exp ( − |σ_i||x − y_i| ν ) . ‖J^R_1 ‖^q_{Lq (Ic)}, ‖J^R_2 ‖^q_{Lq (Ic)} ≤ Cν. Therefore, we have the desired estimates by ρ_ν = ν^{1/3}. □

11.3. Global-in-time uniform estimates. Let

F_ν (t) := ∫ R a^ν η(U^ν |U_{ν,δ})dx. Note that F_ν depends also on δ. However, we will fix δ as a function of ν below. Therefore we drop the δ in the notation.

Given T > 0, consider the sequence of the interaction times 0 < t_1 < t_2 < · · · < t_N , and let t_0 := 0, T := t_{N+1}. By Proposition 7.1 and (11.23), we find that for each t_j (j = 0, 1, 2, ..., N), (11.24) ∀t ∈ (t_j, t_{j+1}), F^′_ν (t) + G_ν (t) ≤ CF_ν (t) + Cδ^{14} D(t) + Cδ^{34} + C δ^2 δ_∗ + C(δ, ν), where C(δ, ν) is the constant that vanishes when ν → 0 for any fixed δ > 0, and

(11.25) F_ν (t_{j+1}+) − F_ν (t_{j+1}−) ≤ Cν^{112} F_ν (t_{j+1}−) + Cν^{112} . Notice that by Remark 7.2 with the assumption ∫ R η ( U^ν_0 |(v_∗, u_∗) ) dx < ∞, ∫_T 0 D(t)dt ≤ C. We will apply the following Lemma 11.2 to the above estimates by putting

f_ν (t) := F_ν (t) + δ^{18} , g_ν (t) := G_ν (t), h_ν (t) := C D(t) + Cδ^{12} + C δ δ_∗ + C(δ, ν) δ^14 .

First, since δ ≪ δ_∗ and C(δ, ν) → 0 as ν → 0 for any fixed δ > 0, we have

Cδ^{12} + C δ δ_∗ + C(δ, ν) δ^14 ≤ C, and so, ∫_T 0 h_ν (t)dt ≤ C(1 + T ). It holds from (11.24) and (11.25) that

f^′_ν (t) + g_ν (t) ≤ Cf_ν(t) + δ^{14} ( CD(t) + Cδ^{12} + C δ δ_∗ + C(δ, ν) δ^14 ) = Cf_ν (t) + δ^{14} h_ν (t),

and by δ^18 ≤ f_ν(t_j −)

f_ν (t_j +) − f_ν (t_j−) ≤ Cν^{112} F_ν (t_j −) + Cν^{112} f_ν (t_j −)

δ^18 ≤ Cν^112 δ^18 f_ν (t_j−). Now, using Lemma 11.2 with c_0 := δ^18 and c_1 :=^{Cν 112}_{δ 18} , and together with N ≤ C

(_1 δ ln(ρ^{−1}_ν )

)_3

by Lemma 6.5, we have

F_ν (t) < f_ν (t) ≤ (F_ν (0) + δ^{18} ) exp ( CT + Cδ^{18} + C (1 δ ln(ρ^{−1}_ν )

)_3 ν^1_{12}

δ^18 )

≤ (F_ν (0) + δ^{18} ) exp ( CT + Cδ^{18} + C ν^124 δ^5 ) . and ∫_T 0 G_ν (t)dt ≤ (F_ν (0) + δ^{18} ) ( 1 + CT + C ν^124 δ^5 ) exp ( CT + Cδ^{18} + C ν^124 δ^5 ) + Cδ^{14} .

Finally, we choose δ as δ_ν wisely (for example δ_ν = ν^1240 ) such that F_ν (0) → 0 and the above r.h.s. converge to 0 as ν → 0. Indeed, F_ν (0) → 0 as ν → 0 by (2.5) and the construction in Section 6.3. Hence, (11.26) sup_{t∈(0,T )} F_ν (t) and ∫_T 0 G_ν (t) dt converge to 0 as ν → 0.

This completes the proof of Theorem 4.1.

Lemma 11.2. Given T > 0, consider a increasing sequence 0 =: t_0 < t_1 < · · · < t_N < t_{N+1} := T . Let f, g, h : [0, T ] → R_+ be locally integrable nonnegative functions such that for some positive constants c_0, c_1, C, the following holds: ∫_T 0 h(t)dt ≤ C, and for each j = 0, 1, ..., N, ∀t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}), f^′(t) + g(t) ≤ Cf(t) + c^2_0h(t), f(t) ≥ c_0, lim_{t→0} f(t) = f(0), f(t_j+) ≤ (1 + c_1)f(t_j−).

Then, there exists C > 0 (independent of the constants c_0, c_1) such that for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], f(t) ≤ f(0) exp(CT + Cc_0 + Nc_1), ∫_T 0 g(t)dt ≤ f(0)(1 + CT + Nc_1) exp(CT + Cc_0 + Nc_1) + Cc^2_0.

Proof. Let J(t) := ln f(t).

Since f^′(t) ≤ Cf(t) + c^2_0h(t) and f ≥ c_0, we have

for each j = 0, 1, ..., N, ∀t ∈ (t_j , t_{j+1}), J^′(t) ≤ C + c^2_0 h(t) f(t) ≤ C + c_0h(t). Thus, for each j = 0, 1, ..., N, for all t ∈ (t_k, t_{k+1}), J(t) − J(t_j +) ≤ C(t_{j+1} − t_j) + c_0 ∫_{tj+1} t_j h(t)dt. and so, J(t_{j+1}−) − J(t_j +) ≤ C(t_{j+1} − t_j) + c_0 ∫_{tj+1} t_j h(t)dt. We also have J(t_{j+1}+) − J(t_{j+1}−) = ln ( f(t_{j+1}+) f(t_{j+1}−) ) ≤ ln(1 + c_1) ≤ c_1.

For a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], there exists 0 ≤ k ≤ N such that t ∈ (t_k, t_{k+1}). Then, J(t) − J(0) = J(t) − J(t_k+) + ∑ 0≤j≤k−1 (J(t_{j+1}−) − J(t_j +)) + ∑ 0≤j≤k−1 (J(t_{j+1}+) − J(t_{j+1}−))

≤ CT + c_0 ∫_T 0 h(t)dt + Nc_1 ≤ C(T + c_0) + Nc_1.

Thus, ln ( f(t) f(0) ) ≤ C(T + c_0) + Nc_1, and so f(t) ≤ f(0) exp(CT + Cc_0 + Nc_1), for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ].

Using the above estimate and f^′(t) + g(t) ≤ Cf(t) + c^2_0h(t), ∀t ∈ (t_j, t_{j+1}), we have ∫_T 0 g(t)dt = ∑ 0≤j≤N ∫_{tj+1} t_j g(t)dt

= ∑ 0≤j≤N (∫_{tj+1} t_j g(t)dt + f(t_{j+1}−) − f(t_j+) ) − ∑ 0≤j≤N (f(t_{j+1}−) − f(t_j+))

≤ C ∫_T 0 f(t)dt + c^2_0 ∫_T 0 h(t)dt − ∑ 0≤j≤N (f(t_{j+1}−) − f(t_j+))

≤ CT f(0) exp(CT + Cc_0 + Nc_1) + Cc^2_0 + ∑ 0≤j≤N (f(t_j+) − f(t_{j+1}−)) .

Since ∑ 0≤j≤N (f(t_j+) − f(t_{j+1}−)) = ∑ 0≤j≤N (f(t_j+) − f(t_j−)) + f(0) − f(t_N −) ≤ c_1 ∑ 0≤j≤N f(t_j−) + f(0)

≤ Nc_1f(0) exp(CT + Cc_0 + Nc_1) + f(0), we have the desired estimates. □

12. From Lagrange to Euler This section is dedicated to the proof of Proposition 4.1 from Theorem 4.1. Let us write x for the Eulerian variable and y for the Lagrangian variable. We have for every time t fixed y = ∫_x 0 ρ(z, t) dz, dy dx = ρ. Notice that for any (smooth enough) function F , the change of variables gives:

(12.27) ∫ R |∂_xF | dx = ∫ R |∂_yF | dy. The quantities related to the Euler equation, U^0 and Ū_ν , are transformed from Lagrangian to Eulerian as:

v^0(y, t) = 1/ρ^0(x, t), h^0(y, t) = u^0(x, t), v̄_ν (y, t) = 1/ρ̄_ν (x, t), h̄_ν (y, t) = ū_ν (x, t). Note that these quantities do not verify specific equations. This is different for the solutions to the Navier-Stokes equation. In the Eulerian variables (ρ^ν , ρ^ν u^ν ) is solution to (2.1), while in the Lagrange variables, (v^ν , h^ν ) verifies the modified Navier-Stokes equation (4.2). They are linked via the BD effective velocity with ϕ^′(ρ) = μ̄(ρ)/ρ^{3/2}: v^ν (y, t) = 1/ρ^ν (x, t), h^ν (y, t) = u^ν (x, t) − ν μ̄_L(v^ν ) v^ν v^ν_y (y, t) = u^ν (x, t) + ν 1 (ρ^ν (x, t))^{1/2} [ϕ(ρ^ν (x, t))]_x. Thanks to (12.27) and the fact that v^0 and v̄_ν are bounded away from 0, the smallness BV condition on the initial value of the hypotheses of Theorem 4.1 derives from the BV condition of the hypotheses of Proposition 4.1 (with possibly a different ε_0 > 0).

We now show the following lemma.

Lemma 12.1. Fix (ρ_∗, ρ_∗u_∗) ∈ R^+ × R with ρ_∗ > 0 and let U^0 = (ρ^0, ρ^0u^0) ∈ E^0. Then we have ∫ R η^L((v^0, h^0)|(v_∗, u_∗)) dy < ∞.

Moreover, if U^ν_0 = (ρ^ν_0 , ρ^ν_0 u^ν_0 ) verifies (2.5), then

lim_{ν→0} ∫ R η^L((v^ν_0 , h^ν_0 )|(v^0, h^0)) dy = 0.

Proof. First, we have: ∫ R η^L((v^0, h^0)|(v_∗, u_∗)) dy = ∫ R η((ρ^0, ρ^0u^0)|(ρ_∗, ρ_∗u_∗)) dx.

Therefore, the first statement of Lemma 12.1 comes directly from (2.4). Because of the BD effective velocity, ∫ R η^L((v^ν_0 , h^ν_0 )|(v^0, h^0)) dy = ∫ R η (( ρ^ν_0 , ρ^ν_0 ( u^ν_0 + ν μ(ρ^ν_0 ) (ρ^ν_0 )^2

(ρ^ν_0 )_x )) |(ρ^0, ρ^0u^0) ) dx = ∫ R ρ^ν_0 | |u^ν_0 − u^0 − ν μ(ρ^{ν0} ) (ρ^ν_0 )^2

(ρ^ν_0 )_x | |^2 + p(ρ^{ν0} |ρ^0) γ − 1 dx ≤ ∫ R η ( (ρ^ν_0 , ρ^ν_0 u^ν_0 )|(ρ^0, ρ^0u^0) ) dx + ν^2 ∫ R |∂_xϕ(ρ^ν_0 )|^2 dx, which converges to 0 thanks to the last statement of (2.5). □

From this lemma, the hypotheses of Proposition 4.1 imply the remaining hypotheses of Theorem 4.1. We can then use its statement. Thanks to (12.27) and the fact that v̄_ν is bounded below, the small BV condition (4.11) derives from the small BV condition (4.9) (possibly with a different C > 0).

Moreover, for all t > 0,

(12.28) ∫ η^L(U^ν |Ū_ν ) dy = ∫ R ( |h^ν − h̄_ν |^2 2 + Q(v^ν |v̄_ν ) ) dy → 0, as ν → 0. Especially, setting ρ̄_ν := 1/v̄_ν and using the change of coordinates, ∫ R p(ρ^ν |ρ̄_ν ) γ − 1 dx = ∫ R Q(v^ν |v̄_ν )dy → 0, which implies (12.29) ρ^ν − ρ̄_ν → 0 in L^1_{loc}((0, T ) × R) as ν → 0.

For the limit of ρ^ν u^ν , we first notice that (12.30) ρ^ν u^ν − ρ̄_νū_ν = (ρ^ν − ρ̄_ν )ū_ν + ρ^ν (h^ν − ū_ν ) − ν √ ρ^ν ϕ(ρ^ν )_x =: R_1 + R_2 + R_3.

The rest of this section shows that the three terms R_1, R_2, R_3 in (12.30) converge to 0, which will finish the proof.

Convergence of R_1: This term converges to 0 in L^1_{loc} thanks to (12.29), and the uniform bound (4.11) on ū_ν .

Convergence of R_2: We use the change of coordinates and (12.28) to find that for any compact K in (0, T ) × R, ∫ K ρ^ν |h^ν − ū_ν |^2dxdt = ∫ R |h^ν − h̄_ν |^2dydt → 0, as ν → 0. Together with the uniform bound of ρ^ν − ρ̄_ν in L^1, this implies

ρ^ν (h^ν − ū_ν ) → 0 in L^1_{loc}((0, T ) × R) as ν → 0.

Convergence of R_3: The difficulty comes from the small values of ρ. For any κ > 0, we consider the function ϕ_κ such that ϕ_κ(κ) = 0, and ϕ^′_κ(ρ) = ϕ^′(ρ)1_{{ρ≤κ}}. Then, we decompose R_3 as ν √ ρ^ν ϕ(ρ^ν )_x = ν √ ρ^ν ∂_xϕ_k(ρ^ν ) + ν √ ρ^ν ∂_x ( ϕ(ρ^ν ) − ϕ_k(ρ^ν ) ) =: d_1 + d_2.

Since ν √ ρ^ν |∂_xϕ_κ(ρ^ν )| ≤ ν √ κ|∂_xϕ(ρ^ν )|, we use Lemma 7.4 to have

‖d_1‖^2_L2_{loc((0,T )×R)} ≤ κ‖ν∂_xϕ(ρ^ν )‖^2_L2_{loc((0,T )×R)} ≤ Cκ.

For d_2, we first observe that

d_2 = ν √ ρ^ν ∂_x(ϕ(ρ^ν ) − ϕ_κ(ρ^ν )) = ν √ ρ^ν ϕ^′(ρ^ν )1_{{ρ}ν_{>κ}}ρ^ν_x = ν μ̄(ρ^ν ) ρ^ν 1_{{ρ}ν_{>κ}}ρ^ν_x. Consider the function ψ_k such that ψ^′_k(ρ) = ν^{μ̄(ρ)}_ρ 1_{{ρ>κ}}. Since it holds from the assumption (2.2) that |ψ_κ(ρ^ν )| ≤ νC + νC_κ p(ρ^ν |ρ_∗), Lemma 7.3 implies ‖ψ_κ(ρ^ν )‖_L1_{loc((0,T )×R)} ≤ νC_κ.

Thus, d_2 = ∂_xψ_κ(ρ^ν ) vanishes weakly in W^{−1,1}_{loc} ((0, T ) × R) as ν → 0. Since κ > 0 is arbitrary, R_3 converges to 0 weakly in (L^2 + W^{−1,1}_{loc} )((0, T ) × R) as ν → 0.

13. Inviscid limit via Compensated compactness

This section is dedicated to the proof of Proposition 4.2. We basically follow the similar argument as in Chen-Perepelitsa paper [21] to show that solutions to (2.1) converge to entropy solutions to the Euler system. However, since the viscous coefficient is not constant and some part of [21] need to be improved, we here present the main parts of [21] with possible variants of the desired estimates.

As in the case of Chen and Perepelitsa in [21], the most challenging part of the proof is to obtain the convergence on the flux of entropy and the decay of the entropy dissipation in Section 13.3. For this part, our proof is different from the one of Chen and Perepelitsa in [21]. We use crucially our uniform bounds obtained in Theorem 4.1 as in Section 13.3. This allows us to use an entropy pair (η^M , q^M ) corresponding to a truncated density function ψ_M , and to pass into the limit when M goes to infinity.

13.1. Uniform estimates for higher integrability of solutions to (2.1). As in [21, Section 3], in addition to the uniform bounds as in Lemmas 7.3 and 7.4, we here present the estimates for higher integrability.

Lemma 13.1. Assume (7.21) and

(13.1) γ > 1, α = γ − 1.

Then, given T > 0, for all t ∈ (0, T ) and any compact set K ⊂ R, there exists C > 0 (independent of ν) such that ∫_t 0 ∫ K (ρ^ν )^{γ+1}dxds ≤ C.

Proof. The proof basically follows [21, Lemma 3.3]. By (2.1) and the proof of [21, Lemma 3.3], we find that for any ω ∈ C^∞_c (R) with ω = 1 on K, ∫_t 0 ∫ R ρ^{γ+1}ω^2dxds = ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R ρμ̄(ρ)u_xω^2dxds =:J_1 −ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R ρω ( ∫_x −∞ μ̄(ρ)u_xω_x ) dxds =:J_2 − ∫ R ρω ( ∫_x −∞ ρuω ) dx + ∫ R ρ_0ω ( ∫_x −∞ ρ_0u_0ω ) dx + ∫_t 0 ∫ R ρuω_x ( ∫_x −∞ ρuω ) dxds + ∫_t 0 ∫ R ρω ( ∫_x −∞ (ρu^2 + p)ω_x ) dxds. Since the viscous coefficient μ̄ is the only difference of (2.1) and the Navier-Stokes system [21, (1.1)], it is enough to estimate the viscosity terms J_1, J_2 as follows. Since it holds from (4.4) that C^{−1}(1 + ρ^α) ≤ μ̄(ρ) ≤ C(1 + ρ^α), using Lemma 7.3, we have J_1 ≤ ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ)|u_x|^2dxds + ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R ρ^2μ̄(ρ)ω^4dxds ≤ C + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ R ( ρ^2 + ρ^{2+α} ) ω^2dxds. Thus, by (13.1), J_1 ≤ C(1 + T ) + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ R ρ^{γ+1}ω^2dxds. Likewise, since it holds from Lemma 7.3 that (13.2) ‖ρ‖_L∞_{(0,T ;L}1_{loc)} ≤ CT + ‖ρ‖_L∞_{(0,T ;L}γ_{loc)} ≤ CT + C‖p(ρ|ρ_∗)‖_L∞_{(0,T ;L}1_) ≤ C(1 + T ), we have

J_2 ≤ ‖ρω‖_L∞_{(0,T ;L}1_) √ ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ)|u_x|^2dxds √ ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ)|ω_x|^2dxds ≤ C(1 + T )^2 + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ supp(ω) ρ^αdxds ≤ C(1 + T )^2 + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ supp(ω) ρ^γ dxds ≤ C(1 + T )^2. Hence we have the desired result. □ Notice that the following assumption (13.3) holds by (2.5) and (2.3).

Lemma 13.2. Assume γ > 1 with α ≤ γ, and (7.21), (7.24) and there exists C > 0 (independent of ν) such that (13.3) ∫ R ρ^ν_0 |u^ν_0 − u_∗|dx ≤ C.

Then, given T > 0, for all t ∈ (0, T ) and any compact set K ⊂ R, there exists C > 0 (independent of ν) such that ∫_t 0 ∫ K ( ρ^ν |u^ν |^3 + (ρ^ν )^{γ+θ} ) dxds ≤ C, θ := γ − 1 2 . Proof. The proof is the same as in [21, Lemma 3.4], except for the estimates on the viscous terms as follows.

Consider the weak entropy pair (η^#, q^#) corresponding to the ψ_#(s) =^{s|s|}_2 , and consider the entropy pair (η̌, q̌) corresponding to the ψ(s) = ψ_#(s − u_∗). Then, as in [21, (3.25)], it holds from (2.1) that ∫_x −∞ (η̌(ρ, m) − η̌(ρ_0, ρ_0u_0))dz − tq^#(ρ_∗, 0) + ∫_t 0 q^#(ρ, ρ(u − u_∗)) − u_∗η^#(ρ, ρ(u − u_∗))ds −ν ∫_t 0 η̌_mμ̄(ρ)u_xds =:J_1 + ν ∫_t 0 ∫_x −∞ η̌_{mu}μ̄(ρ)|u_x|^2dzds =:J_2 + ν ∫_t 0 ∫_x −∞ η̌_{mρ}ρ_xμ̄(ρ)u_xdzds =:J_3

= 0.

First, using Lemmas 7.3, 7.4 with

|η̌_{mu}| ≤ C, |η̌_{mρ}| ≤ Cρ^{θ−1} = Cρ^{γ−32} , we estimate J_2, J_3 as | |ν ∫_t 0 ∫_x −∞ η̌_{mu}μ̄(ρ)|u_x|^2dzds | | ≤ Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ)|u_x|^2dxds ≤ C; | |ν ∫_t 0 ∫_x −∞ η̌_{mρ}ρ_xμ̄(ρ)u_x | | ≤ √ ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ)|u_x|^2 √ ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ)|η̌_{mρ}|^2|ρ_x|^2

≤ C √ ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ)ρ^{γ−3}|ρ_x|^2 ≤ C.

Then, integrating the above equality over a compact set K, it remains to estimate ∫ K J_1dx. Using |η̌_m| ≤ C(|u| + ρ^θ), we have | | | ∫ K J_1dx | | | ≤ Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ K μ̄(ρ)|u_x|^2 + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ K μ̄(ρ)(|u| + ρ^θ)^2 ≤ C + C ν ∫_t 0 ∫ K μ̄(ρ)ρ^{2θ} =:J_{11} +C ν ∫_t 0 ∫ K μ̄(ρ)|u|^2 =:J_{12} .

Since 2θ = γ − 1, C^{−1}(1 + ρ^α) ≤ μ̄(ρ) ≤ C(1 + ρ^α) and^{α+γ−1}_2 < γ, we use (13.2) and the Poincare inequality to have J_{11} ≤ Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ K ρ^{γ−1} + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ K ( ρ^{α+γ−12} )_2

≤ C(1 + T ) + Cν ∫_t 0 ( 1 |K| ∫ K ρ^{α+γ−12} )_2 + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ K |∂_xρ^{α+γ−12} |^2 ≤ C(1 + T )^2 + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ K ρ^αρ^{γ−3}|ρ_x|^2 ≤ C(1 + T )^2 + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ K μ̄(ρ)ρ^{γ−3}|ρ_x|^2 ≤ C(1 + T )^2.

To control J_{12}, for a given C_0 := ∫ R η ( (ρ^ν_0 , u^ν_0 )|(ρ_∗, u_∗) ) dx, retake K if necessary such that |K| ≥^{2C0}_{C∗} where C_∗ :=^{p(ρ∗/2|ρ∗)}_{γ−1} . Since it holds from Lemma 7.3 that

C_0 ≥ ∫ K p(ρ|ρ_∗) γ − 1 dx ≥ ∫ K∩{ρ<ρ_∗/2} p(ρ_∗/2|ρ_∗) γ − 1 dx, we have |K ∩ {ρ < ρ_∗/2}| ≤ C_0/C_∗, which implies |A(t)| ≥ C_0/C_∗, A(t) := K ∩ {ρ ≥ ρ_∗/2}. Using (as in (13.2)) 1 |A(t)| ∫ A(t) |u| ≤ 2C_∗ ρ_∗C_0 ∫ K ρ|u| ≤ C ( |K| + ∫ η((ρ, u)|(ρ_∗, u_∗)) ) ≤ C, we find that for all y ∈ K, |u(t, y)| ≤ 1 |A(t)| ∫ A(t) |u| + ∫ K |u_x| ≤ C + C ∫ K √ μ̄(ρ)|u_x| ≤ C + ∫ K μ̄(ρ)|u_x|^2. Then, using the fact that α ≤ γ and so, as in (13.2), ‖μ̄(ρ)‖_L∞_{(0,T ;L}1_{(K))} ≤ CT + ‖ρ‖_L∞_{(0,T ;L}γ_{(K))} ≤ C(T + 1), we have

J_{12} ≤ ‖μ̄(ρ)‖_L∞_{(0,T ;L}1_{(K))} ∫_t 0 ν‖u(t)‖^2_L∞_{(K)} ≤ C(T + 1) ( T + ν ∫_t 0 ∫ K μ̄(ρ)|u_x|^2 ) ≤ C. □ 13.2. H^{−1}-compactness of entropy dissipation measures. We here present [21, Proposition 4.1] on H^{−1}-compactness of dissipation measures of weak entropy, which is a key part for the compensated compactness. However, we need an addition assumption on γ, α for the desired compactness as follows.

Lemma 13.3. Assume (7.21), (7.24) and (13.3). Assume α ≤ γ and also that either (13.1) or γ > 5/3 holds. Let ψ : R → R be any compactly supported C^2 function, and (η^ψ , q^ψ) be a weak entropy pair generated by ψ. Then, for the solution (ρ^ν , m^ν ) with m^ν = ρ^ν u^ν to (2.1), the sequence of dissipation measures {∂_tη^ψ(ρ^ν , m^ν ) + ∂_xq^ψ(ρ^ν , m^ν )}_{ν>0} is in a compact subset of H^{−1}_{loc} (R^2_+ ). Proof. It holds from (2.1) that

∂_tη^ψ(ρ^ν , m^ν ) + ∂_xq^ψ(ρ^ν , m^ν ) = ν(η^ψ_mμ̄u_x)_x − νη^ψ_{mu}μ̄|u_x|^2 − νη^ψ_{mρ}μ̄ρ_xu_x First, by the definition of the weak entropy: η^ψ_m(ρ, ρu) = ρ ∫_1 −1 ψ(u + ρ^θs)(1 − s^2)^λds, θ := γ − 1 2 , λ := 3 − γ 2(γ − 1) , we have |η^ψ_m(ρ, ρu)| ≤ C, |η^ψ_{mu}(ρ, ρu)| ≤ C, |η^ψ_{mρ}(ρ, ρu)| ≤ Cρ^{γ−32} . Then, since | νη^ψ_mμ̄u_x | ≤ Cνμ̄|u_x| ≤ C √ ν √ νμ̄|u_x|^2 √ μ̄, using Lemma 7.3 and the fact that (13.4)

μ̄(ρ) ≤ C + Cρ^γ and so, μ̄^{γ+θγ} is bounded in L^1_{loc}(R^2_+ ) uniformly in ν by Lemma 13.2, we find that ν(η^ψ_m(ρ^ν , m^ν )μ̄(ρ^ν )u^ν_x)_x are confined in a compact set of W^{−1,q1}_{loc} (R^2_+ ) for some 1 < q_1 < 2. Likewise, since νη^ψ_{mu}μ̄|u_x|^2 ≤ Cνμ̄|u_x|^2, and | |νη^ψ_{mρ}μ̄ρ_xu_x| ≤ C √ νμ̄ρ^{γ−3}|ρ_x|^2 √ νμ̄|u_x|^2, Lemmas 7.3, 7.4 imply that νη^ψ_{mu}(ρ^ν , m^ν )μ̄(ρ^ν )|u^ν_x|^2 and νη^ψ_{mρ}(ρ^ν , m^ν )μ̄(ρ^ν )ρ^ν_xu^ν_x are confined in a compact set of W^{−1,q1}_{loc} (R^2_+ ). Thus, (13.5) ∂_tη^ψ(ρ^ν , m^ν ) + ∂_xq^ψ(ρ^ν , m^ν ) are confined in a compact set of W^{−1,q1}_{loc} (R^2_+ ).

On the other hand, observe that (by [21, Lemma 2.1]) |η^ψ(ρ, ρu)| ≤ Cρ, |q^ψ(ρ, ρu)| ≤ { Cρ, γ ∈ (1, 3], Cρ + Cρ^{1+θ}, γ > 3. Then, if (13.1) holds, it follows from Lemmas 13.1, 13.2 that (13.6) η^ψ(ρ^ν , m^ν ), q^ψ(ρ^ν , m^ν ) are uniformly bounded in L^{q2}_{loc}(R^2_+ ) for some q_2 > 2, where q_2 = γ + 1 > 2 when γ ∈ (1, 3] and q_2 =^{γ+θ}_{1+θ} > 2 when γ > 3. If γ > 5/3, (13.6) with q_2 = γ + θ > 2 holds by Lemma 13.2. Thus, (13.6) implies

∂_tη^ψ (ρ^ν , m^ν ) + ∂_xq^ψ(ρ^ν , m^ν ) are uniformly bounded in W^{−1,q2}_{loc} (R^2_+ ). This and (13.5) with the interpolation compactness (as in [21]) imply the desired result. □

13.3. Inviscid limit. We here complete the proof of Proposition 4.2. First, by the method of compensated compactness based on Lemma 13.3, there exists a pair of measurable functions (ρ, u) : R^2_+ → R^2_+ such that (up to subsequence) (13.7) ρ^ν → ρ, u^ν → u a.e. on R^2_+ . This with Lemma 13.2 especially implies that ρ^ν → ρ, ρ^ν u^ν → ρu in L^1_{loc}(R_+ × R), and (ρ, u) solves the Euler system in the sense of distributions. Thus, it remains to show that the limit (ρ, u) satisfies the entropy inequality, that is, ∂_tη(ρ, ρu) + ∂_yq(ρ, ρu) ≤ 0, in the sense of distributions.

To this end, consider a cutoff function ψ_M (s) for each integer M > 0, and the corresponding entropy pair (η^M , q^M ) as follows:

ψ_M (s) = ∫_s 0 ∫_w 0 ψ^{′′}_M (τ)dτdw, ψ^{′′}_M (s) = { 0 if |s| ≥ M 1 −^{|s|}_M if |s| ≤ M, and η^M (ρ, ρu) = ρ ∫_1 −1 ψ_M (u + ρ^θs)(1 − s^2)^λds, q^M (ρ, ρu) = ρ ∫_1 −1 (u + θρ^θs)ψ_M (u + ρ^θs)(1 − s^2)^λds.

Then, since ψ_M (s) ≤ ψ_∗(s) := |s|^2/2 and the entropy pair (η, q) corresponds to ψ_∗, we have η^M (ρ, ρu) ≤ ρ ∫_1 −1 ψ_∗(u + ρ^θs)(1 − s^2)^λds = η(ρ, ρu), q^M (ρ, ρu) ≤ C(|u| + ρ^θ)ρ ∫_1 −1 ψ_∗(u + ρ^θs)(1 − s^2)^λds ≤ C(ρ|u|^3 + ρ^{θ+γ} ).

(13.8)

Since η(ρ^ν , ρ^ν u^ν ) and ρ^ν |u^ν |^3 + (ρ^ν )^{θ+γ} are uniformly bounded in L^1_{loc} by Lemmas 7.3 and 13.2, it holds from (13.7) that η^M (ρ^ν , ρ^ν u^ν ) → η^M (ρ, ρu), q^M (ρ^ν , ρ^ν u^ν ) → q^M (ρ, ρu), in L^1_{loc}(R^2_+ ) as ν → 0 for a fixed M.

(13.9)

Furthermore, using |ψ_M (s) − ψ_∗(s)| ≤ ∫_s 0 ∫_w 0 |ψ^{′′}_M (τ) − 1|dτdw ≤ C|s|^3/M, |s| ≤ M, we have |η^M (ρ, ρu) − η(ρ, ρu)| ≤ C ρ(|u| + ρ^θ)^3 M , |q^M (ρ, ρu) − q(ρ, ρu)| ≤ C ρ(|u| + ρ^θ)^4 M , for any ρ, u with |u| + ρ ≤ M, which together with (13.8) and η(ρ, ρu), ρ|u|^3 + ρ^{θ+γ} ∈ L^1_{loc} implies (13.10) η^M (ρ, ρu) → η(ρ, ρu), q^M (ρ, ρu) → q(ρ, ρu), in L^1_{loc}(R^2_+ ) as M → ∞ .

We will apply the above convergence to the entropy inequality: (by (2.1)) ∂_tη^M (ρ^ν , m^ν ) + ∂_xq^M (ρ^ν , m^ν ) = ν(η^M_m μ̄(ρ^ν )u_x)_x − νη^M_{mu}μ̄(ρ^ν )|u_x|^2 − νη^M_{mρ}μ̄(ρ^ν )ρ_xu_x.

Notice that it holds from ψ^{′′}_M ≥ 0 that η^M_{mu}(ρ, ρu) = ∫_1 −1 ψ^{′′}_M (u + ρ^θs)(1 − s^2)^λds ≥ 0,

we have (13.11) ∂_tη^M (ρ^ν , m^ν ) + ∂_xq^M (ρ^ν , m^ν ) ≤ ν(η^M_m μ̄(ρ^ν )u^ν_x)_x − νη^M_{mρ}μ̄(ρ^ν )ρ^ν_xu^ν_x. It remains to control the two dissipation terms.

Using |ψ^′_M | ≤ M and so |η^M_m | ≤ CM, and using also Lemma 7.3 and (13.4), we have

‖νη^M_m μ̄(ρ^ν )u^ν_x‖_L1_{loc(R}2_{+)} ≤ CM √ ν‖ √ νμ̄(ρ^ν )|u^ν_x|‖_L2_{(R}2_{+)}‖μ̄(ρ^ν )‖^{1/2}_{L1loc(R2+ )} ≤ CM √ ν, which implies that (13.12) ν(η^M_m μ̄(ρ^ν )u^ν_x)_x → 0 in D^′ as ν → 0 for a fixed M. To estimate the last dissipation term, we first use Lemma 7.3 to have

‖νη^M_{mρ}μ̄(ρ^ν )ρ^ν_xu^ν_x‖_L1_{loc(R}2_{+)} ≤ √ ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ^ν )|u^ν_x|^2 √ ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ^ν )|η^M_{mρ}(ρ^ν , m^ν )|^2|ρ^ν_x|^2

≤ √ ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ^ν )|η^M_{mρ}(ρ^ν , m^ν )|^2|ρ^ν_x|^2.

(13.13)

To make the last term vanish at the limit, we will use Lemma 7.4 and Theorem 4.1, due to the observation: η^M_{mρ}(ρ, ρu) = θρ^{θ−1} ∫_1 −1 ψ^{′′}_M (u + ρ^θs)s(1 − s^2)^λds. Indeed, since

∫_1 −1 s(1 − s^2)^λds = 0 and so

|η^M_{mρ}(ρ, ρu)|1_{ρ∈(ρ∗ /2,2ρ∗)} ≤ θρ^{θ−1} ∫_1 −1 | ψ^{′′}_M (u+ρ^θs)−ψ^{′′}_M (u) | 1_{ρ∈(ρ∗/2,2ρ∗)}(1−s^2)^λds ≤ C M ρ^{θ−1}, it holds from Lemma 7.4 that (13.14) ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ^ν )|η^M_{mρ}(ρ^ν , m^ν )|^21_ρν_{∈(ρ∗/2,2ρ∗)}|ρ^ν_x|^2 ≤ Cν M ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ^ν )(ρ^ν )^{γ−3}|ρ^ν_x|^2 ≤ C M .

On the other hand, using |η^M_{mρ}(ρ, ρu)| ≤ Cρ^{θ−1} and the change of coordinates, we have ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ^ν )|η^M_{mρ}(ρ^ν , m^ν )|^2|ρ^ν_x|^21_ρν_{/∈(ρ∗/2,2ρ∗)}dxdτ ≤ ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ |p(v^ν )_y|^21_vν_{/∈(v∗/2,2v∗)}dydτ ≤ Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ_2(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ |p(v^ν )_y|^2 + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ_1(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ |(p(v^ν ) − p(v̄_{ν,δ}))_y|^2 + Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ_1(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ |p(v̄_{ν,δ})_y|^21_vν_{/∈(v∗/2,2v∗)}, where v̄_{ν,δ} denotes the approximation as in Theorem 4.1 . Moreover, since μ_1(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ ≤ C(v^ν )^{γ−α} ≤ Cv^ν by γ − α ∈ [0, 1], and so μ_1(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ 1_vν_{/∈(v∗/2,2v∗)} ≤ Q(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ}) ≤ Cp(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ}), using (6.53) on the definition of v̄_{ν,δ}, with Lemmas 7.5 and 6.5, we have ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ_1(v^ν )(v^ν )^γ |p(v̄_{ν,δ})_y|^21_vν_{/∈(v∗/2,2v∗)}dydτ ≤ Cν ∫_t 0 ∫ R [( ∑ i∈S |(ṽ^ν_i )_y|^2 + ∑ i∈R |(v^{R,ν}_i )_y|^2 ) p(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ}) + ∑ i∈N P |(v^{P,ν}_i )_y|^2Q(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ}) ]

≤ C ∫_t 0 ∫ R ( ∑ i∈S |(ṽ^ν_i )_y| + ∑ i∈R |(v^{R,ν}_i )_y| ) p(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ}) + C ν^{1/6} δ^2 ∫_t 0 ∫ R Q(v^ν |v̄_{ν,δ}). Thus, it holds from the result (11.26) of Theorem 4.1 that for a given T > 0, ν ∫_t 0 ∫ R μ̄(ρ^ν )|η^M_{mρ}(ρ^ν , m^ν )|^2|ρ^ν_x|^21_ρν_{/∈(ρ∗/2,2ρ∗)}dxdτ ≤ ∫_T 0 G_ν (t)dt + CT ν^{1/6} δ^2

F_ν (t) → 0 as ν → 0.

This together with (13.13) and (13.14) implies ‖νη^M_{mρ}μ̄(ρ^ν )ρ^ν_xu^ν_x‖_L1_{loc(R}2_{+ )} → 0 as ν → 0.

Hence, using the above convergence and (13.9), (13.10), (13.11), (13.12) and passing to limit as ν → 0, and then M → ∞, we have the desired result.

Appendix A. A short introduction to wave interactions in p-system To introduce wave interactions for p-system, we follow [18] by Chen and Jenssen, with a little extension to give some estimates needed for our modified front tracking scheme. A.1. Wave curves. The characteristic speeds of (1.1) are λ_1 and λ_2. The Riemann invariants we use are (A.15) r := h − z and s := h + z, z = 2 √ γ γ − 1 v^{− γ−12} . We next give the parametrizations in the (z, h)-plane of the backward and forward wave curves of the “first type.” That is, given a base point (z̄, h̄), we consider the curves of points (z, h) such that the Riemann problem with left state (z̄, h̄) and right state (z, h) yields a single backward or forward wave (rarefaction or entropic shock). Letting b and f denote the z-ratios z_{right}/z_{left} across backward and forward waves, respectively, the parametrizations are given by:

Backward waves:^↼V (b; z̄, h̄) = ( bz̄ h̄ −^↼ϕ(b)z̄ ) {_↼ R : 0 < b < 1 ↼ S : b > 1 (A.16)

Forward waves:^⇀V (f; z̄, h̄) = ( fz̄ h̄ +^⇀ϕ(f)z̄ ) {_⇀ R : f > 1 ⇀ S : 0 < f < 1, (A.17)

where the auxiliary functions^↼ϕ and^⇀ϕ are given by ↼ ϕ(x) = (x − 1) 0 < x < 1 γ−1 2 √ γ √ (1 − x^{− 1}α )(x^γα − 1) x > 1 ⇀ ϕ(x) = −^{γ−1}_2√_γ √ (1 − x^{− 1}α )(x^γα − 1) 0 < x < 1 (x − 1) x > 1. Note that the auxiliary functions^↼ϕ and^⇀ϕ are both strictly increasing and satisfy

(A.18)^⇀ϕ(x) = −x^↼ϕ

(_1 x ) . A calculation shows that the map x → √ (1 − x^{− 1}α )(x^γα − 1) is convex up for x > 1. It follows that^↼ϕ is convex up, while^⇀ϕ is convex down. Furthermore, it is immediate to verify that (A.19) lim_{x→+∞}^↼ϕ^′(x) = +∞ and lim_{x→0+}^⇀ϕ(x) = −∞.

The wave curves in the (r, s)-plane are illustrated in Figure A.1. Note that the no-vacuum region { v > 0 } corresponds to the half-plane { s > r } in (r, s)-coordinates.

By the definition of^↼ϕ and^⇀ϕ, it is easy to show that there exist K_1 and K_2, such that

(A.20)

0 ≤ K_1(p_R − p_L) ≤ −σ = r_L − r_R ≤ K_2(p_R − p_L) for^↼S, 0 ≤ K_1(p_L − p_R) ≤ −σ = s_L − s_R ≤ K_2(p_L − p_R) for^⇀S, where the subscriptions R and L denote the right and left states, respectively.

A.2. Riemann problems and vacuum criterion. Consider the Riemann problem with left state (z̄, h̄) and right state (z, h), and let b and f denote the z-ratios of the resulting backward and forward waves, respectively. A short calculation shows that b is given as the root of (A.21) z̄^↼ϕ(b) + z^↼ϕ (_{bz̄} z ) = h̄ − h, and f =^z_{bz̄} . As the left-hand side of (A.21) is increasing with respect to b, it follows that the Riemann problem ( (z̄, h̄), (z, h) ) has a unique solution without vacuum provided

(A.22) h − h̄ < z + z̄ (no vacuum).

When the initial data are away from the vacuum, and for our small data problem with sufficiently small ε, (A.22) is always satisfied.

Figure A.1. The wave curves in the Riemann coordinate plane.

A.3. Pairwise interactions in isentropic flow. There are six essentially distinct types of pairwise wave interactions:

(A.23)

Ia :^⇀R^↼R Ib :^⇀R^↼S Ic :^⇀S^↼S head-on interactions

(A.24)

IIa :^↼S^↼S IIb :^↼S^↼R IIc :^↼R^↼S overtaking interactions.

The head-on interaction Ib’ :^⇀S^↼R, and the overtaking interactions

(A.25)

IIa’ :^⇀S^⇀S IIb’ :^⇀R^⇀S IIc’ :^⇀S^⇀R, are qualitatively the same as those in Ib and IIa-IIc, respectively. Finally, for cases IIb, IIc, IIb’, and IIc’, there are two possible outcomes with always reflected shock depending on the relative strengths of the incoming waves.

A.4. The shock curve. Let’s only discuss^↼S. The analysis on the^⇀S is symmetric. Set η = |Δr|, β = |Δs| along^↼S from left state (h̄, z̄) to the right state (h, z). Let G(x) denotes the unique d root of_↼ ϕ(d) + (d − 1) = x, then it is easy to show that (A.26) β = z̄H(b) := z̄(b + 2(1 − G(b))) with b =^η_{z̄} . It is easy to check that H(b) = kb^3 + o(b^3) for some k > 0 near b = 0. On the other hand, if we set β = |Δs|, η = |Δr|, then

(A.27) η = z̄K( β z̄ ), with K(b) = kb^3 + o(b^3)

for some k > 0 near b = 0.

A.5. Some useful results. We first prove (6.29). In fact, z_L > z_a and 0 < s_L − s_a′ < s_a − s_R, so r_L − r_a′ = z_LK( s_L − s_a′ z_L ) < z_aK( s_a − s_R z_L ) = r_a − r_R

by the monotonicity of K in (A.27), when ε is sufficiently small. Then clearly r_R − r_a′ < r_a − r_L.

Using Taylor expansion, it is not hard to prove Case 2 and 3 in Lemma 6.4. One can also find the proof in [5, 6], or check other references as [52, 49, 18].

Finally, we prove (11.7) , (11.8) and (11.15).

Proof. For accurate solvers, Lemma 6.3 still holds for the new strength σ̄, see [4, 6, 31], so (11.7) and (11.8) still hold after we change L, Q and σ to L̄, Q̄ and σ̄. When we compare the adjusted solver and the corresponding accurate solver, there is at most a quadratic difference on each outgoing wave strength, so (11.7) and (11.8) hold for all adjusted solvers, too.

Then we consider the simplified solvers. We will only prove (11.7) and (11.8) for the interactions in Figure 6.5-6.11. Other symmetric interactions can be treated similarly.

For the^↼S^↼S interaction in Figure 6.5, since the only change in the outgoing wave is on the wave speed of the right outgoing wave: change from a^⇀R to non-physical shock, while all wave strengths are preserved. Then (11.7) and (11.8) hold by Lemma 6.3.

For interactions in Figure 6.7 and 6.9, the outgoing pressure function is monotonic in x, i.e. decays in x. So L̄ decays. On the other hand, since the sum of strengths for outgoing ↼ R and non-physical shock is less than the strength of incoming^↼R, Q decays. For the interaction in Figure 6.6, L̄ and Q̄ also decays. So it is easy to see that for all these three interactions, (11.7) and (11.8) hold.

For the interaction in Figure 6.8, we only have to prove (11.15) when κ is sufficiently large enough.

In fact, to show the first inequality −σ̄^′ + σ̄_2 ≤ K_1|σ̄_1σ̄_2|, in (11.15), we only have to prove that (A.28) (z_c − z_L) − (z_R − z_a) ≤ K_1|σ̄_1σ̄_2|, for some constant K_1, because z_c −z_L ≥ z_b −z_L and p is increasing on z. Since z =^1_2 (s−r), we only have to show the corresponding variation on −s and r are bounded by O(|σ̄_1σ̄_2|).

Recall, on Figure 6.8, the state b is between a^′ and c, where the shock L-c has the same strength of the incoming shock a-R, i.e.

(A.29) r_L − r_c = r_a − r_R ≥ ρ_ν .

So we know −σ_2 = r_R − r_a = r_c − r_L.

By Taylor expansion, it is easy to show that when ε is small enough, the variation on −s is

(A.30) −s_c + s_L − (−s_R + s_a) = z_LH( σ_2 z_L ) − z_aH( σ_2 z_a ) ≤ K_0|σ_1σ_2| ≤ K_1|σ̄_1σ̄_2|

for some K_0, K_1 > 0, where we also use the fact that the incoming shock dominates the incoming rarefaction, |z_L − z_a| is equivalent to |σ_1| and (A.20). So we prove (A.28). And we also prove the second inequality σ̄^{′′} − σ̄_1 ≤ K_1|σ̄_1σ̄_2| in (11.15), since −σ̄^′ + σ̄_2 = σ̄^{′′} − σ̄_1.

Using the similar method we can prove (11.7) and (11.8) for interactions between a physical wave and a non-physical shock, where in fact the growth of L̄ is at most in the order of |σ̄_1σ̄_2| which is smaller than the decay of κQ̄, when κ is sufficiently large.

So we complete the proof of (11.7) , (11.8) and (11.15). □

References

[1] Stefano Bianchini and Alberto Bressan. Vanishing viscosity solutions to nonlinear hyperbolic systems.

Ann. of Math., 166:223–342, 2005.

[2] D. Bresch and B. Desjardins. Existence of global weak solutions for 2d viscous shallow water equations and convergence to the quasi-geostrophic model. Comm. Math. Phys., 238:211–223, 2003.

[3] Didier Bresch and Pierre-Emmanuel Jabin. Global existence of weak solutions for compressible Navier- Stokes equations: thermodynamically unstable pressure and anisotropic viscous stress tensor. Ann. of Math. (2), 188(2), 2018.

[4] Alberto Bressan. Hyperbolic systems of conservation laws, volume 20 of Oxford Lecture Series in Mathematics and its Applications. Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2000. The one-dimensional Cauchy problem.

[5] Alberto Bressan, Geng Chen, and Qingtian Zhang. Lack of BV bounds for approximate solutions to the p-system with large data. J. Differential Equations, 256(8):3067–3085, 2014.

[6] Alberto Bressan, Geng Chen, and Qingtian Zhang. On finite time BV blow-up for the p-system. Comm.

Partial Differential Equations, 43(8):1242–1280, 2018.

[7] Alberto Bressan and Rinaldo Colombo. Unique solutions of 2 × 2 conservation laws with large data.

Indiana Univ. Math. J., 44(3):677–725, 1995.

[8] Alberto Bressan, Graziano Crasta, and Benedetto Piccoli. Well-posedness of the Cauchy problem for n × n systems of conservation laws. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 146(694):viii+134, 2000.

[9] Alberto Bressan and Paola Goatin. Oleinik type estimates and uniqueness for n × n conservation laws.

J. Differential Equations, 156(1):26–49, 1999.

[10] Alberto Bressan and Graziano Guerra. Unique solutions to hyperbolic conservation laws with a strictly convex entropy, 2023.

[11] Alberto Bressan, Feimin Huang, Yong Wang, and Tong Yang. On the convergence rate of vanishing viscosity approximations for nonlinear hyperbolic systems. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 44(5):3537–3563, 2012.

[12] Alberto Bressan and Philippe LeFloch. Uniqueness of weak solutions to systems of conservation laws.

Arch. Rational Mech. Anal., 140(4):301–317, 1997.

[13] Alberto Bressan and Camillo De Lellis. A remark on the uniqueness of solutions to hyperbolic conservation laws, 2023.

[14] Alberto Bressan and Marta Lewicka. A uniqueness condition for hyperbolic systems of conservation laws. Discrete Contin. Dynam. Systems, 6(3):673–682, 2000.

[15] Alberto Bressan, Tai-Ping Liu, and Tong Yang. L^1 stability estimates for n × n conservation laws. Arch.

Ration. Mech. Anal., 149(1):1–22, 1999.

[16] Alberto Bressan and Tong Yang. On the convergence rate of vanishing viscosity approximations. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math., 57(8):1075–1109, 2004.

[17] Tristan Buckmaster and Vlad Vicol. Nonuniqueness of weak solutions to the Navier-Stokes equation.

Ann. of Math. (2), 189(1):101–144, 2019.

[18] Geng Chen and Helge Kristian Jenssen. No TVD fields for 1-D isentropic gas flow. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 38(4):629–657, 2013.

[19] Geng Chen, Sam G. Krupa, and Alexis F. Vasseur. Uniqueness and weak-BV stability for 2 × 2 conservation laws. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 246(1):299–332, 2022.

[20] Gui-Qiang Chen, Hermano Frid, and Yachun Li. Uniqueness and stability of Riemann solutions with large oscillation in gas dynamics. Comm. Math. Phys., 228(2):201–217, 2002.

[21] Gui-Qiang Chen and Misha Perepelitsa. Vanishing viscosity limit of the Navier-Stokes equations to the Euler equations for compressible fluid flow. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 63(11):1469–1504, 2010.

[22] E. Chiodaroli, C. De Lellis, and O. Kreml. Global ill-posedness of the isentropic system of gas dynamics.

Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 68(7):1157–1190, 2015.

[23] Kyudong Choi, Moon-Jin Kang, and Alexis Vasseur. Global well-posedness of large perturbations of traveling waves in a hyperbolic-parabolic system arising from a chemotaxis model. J. Math. Pures Appl., 142:266–297, 2020.

[24] Constantine M. Dafermos. Entropy and the stability of classical solutions of hyperbolic systems of conservation laws. In Recent mathematical methods in nonlinear wave propagation (Montecatini Terme, 1994), volume 1640 of Lecture Notes in Math., pages 48–69. Springer, Berlin, 1996.

[25] Constantine M. Dafermos. Hyperbolic conservation laws in continuum physics, volume 325 of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2000.

[26] Camillo De Lellis and Hyunju Kwon. On nonuniqueness of Hölder continuous globally dissipative Euler flows. Anal. PDE, 15(8):2003–2059, 2022.

[27] Ronald J. DiPerna. Uniqueness of solutions to hyperbolic conservation laws. Indiana Univ. Math. J., 28(1):137–188, 1979.

[28] Leonhard Euler. Principes généraux du mouvement des fluides. Mémoires, Académie Royale des Sciences et des Belles-Lettres de Berlin, 11:274–315, 1757.

[29] E. Feireisl and M. Hofmanová. On convergence of approximate solutions to the compressible Euler system . Ann. PDE, 6(2), 2020.

[30] Eduard Feireisl, Antonín Novotný, and Hana Petzeltová. On the existence of globally defined weak solutions to the Navier-Stokes equations. J. Math. Fluid Mech., 3(4), 2001.

[31] James Glimm. Solutions in the large for nonlinear hyperbolic systems of equations. Comm. Pure Appl.

Math., 18:697–715, 1965.

[32] Helge Holden and Nils Henrik Risebro. Front tracking for hyperbolic conservation laws, volume 152 of Applied Mathematical Sciences. Springer, Heidelberg, second edition, 2015.

[33] Moon-Jin Kang and Alexis Vasseur. Criteria on contractions for entropic discontinuities of systems of conservation laws. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 222(1):343–391, 2016.

[34] Moon-Jin Kang and Alexis Vasseur. Contraction property for large perturbations of shocks of the barotropic Navier-Stokes system. J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS), 23(2):585–638, 2021.

[35] Moon-Jin Kang and Alexis Vasseur. Uniqueness and stability of entropy shocks to the isentropic Euler system in a class of inviscid limits from a large family of Navier-Stokes systems. Invent. Math., 224(1):55– 146, 2021.

[36] Moon-Jin Kang and Alexis Vasseur. Well-posedness of the Riemann problem with two shocks for the isentropic euler system in a class of vanishing physical viscosity limits. J. Differential Equations, 338:128– 226, 2022.

[37] Moon-Jin Kang, Alexis Vasseur, and Yi Wang. Uniqueness of a planar contact discontinuity for 3D compressible Euler system in a class of zero dissipation limits from Navier-Stokes-Fourier system. Commun. Math. Phys., 384:1751–1782, 2021.

[38] Moon-Jin Kang, Alexis Vasseur, and Yi Wang. Time-asymptotic stability of composite waves of viscous shock and rarefaction for barotropic navier-stokes equations. Adv.Math., 419, 2023.

[39] Sam G. Krupa and Alexis Vasseur. On uniqueness of solutions to conservation laws verifying a single entropy condition. J. Hyperbolic Differ. Equ., 16(1):157–191, 2019.

[40] S. N. Kružkov. First order quasilinear equations with several independent variables. Mat. Sb. (N.S.), 81 (123):228–255, 1970.

[41] Nicholas Leger. L^2 stability estimates for shock solutions of scalar conservation laws using the relative entropy method. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 199(3):761–778, 2011.

[42] Pierre-Louis Lions. Mathematical topics in fluid mechanics. Vol. 1, volume 3 of Oxford Lecture Series in Mathematics and its Applications. The Clarendon Press, Oxford University Press, New York, 1996. Incompressible models, Oxford Science Publications.

[43] Tai-Ping Liu and Tong Yang. L^1 stability for 2 × 2 systems of hyperbolic conservation laws. J. Amer.

Math. Soc., 12(3):729–774, 1999.

[44] Tai-Ping Liu and Shih-Hsien Yu. Navier-Stokes equations in gas dynamics: Green’s function, singularity, and well-posedness. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 75(2):223–348, 2022.

[45] A. Mellet and Alexis Vasseur. Existence and uniqueness of global strong solutions for one-dimensional compressible Navier-Stokes equations. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 39(4):1344–1365, 2007/08.

[46] Denis Serre and Alexis Vasseur. L^2-type contraction for systems of conservation laws. J. Éc. polytech.

Math., 1:1–28, 2014.

[47] Denis Serre and Alexis Vasseur. The relative entropy method for the stability of intermediate shock waves; the rich case. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., 36(8):4569–4577, 2016.

[48] Thomas C. Sideris. Formation of singularities in three-dimensional compressible fluids. Comm. Math.

Phys., 101(4):475–485, 1985.

[49] Joel Smoller. Shock waves and reaction-diffusion equations, volume 258 of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften. Springer-Verlag, New York-Berlin, 1983.

[50] Luc Tartar. Some remarks on separately convex functions. In Microstructure and phase transition, volume 54 of IMA Vol. Math. Appl., pages 191–204. Springer, New York, 1993.

[51] Alexis F. Vasseur. A review of recent applications of the relative entropy method to discontinuous solutions of conservation laws. Quart. Appl. Math., 81(3):553–565, 2023.

[52] Robin Young. Composite wave interactions and the collapse of vacuums in gas dynamics. J. Differential Equations, 252(10):5129–5154, 2012.

(Geng Chen) Department of mathematics, University of Kansas, Lawrence, KS, 66045, USA.

Email address: gengchen.edu

(Moon-Jin Kang) Department of Mathematical Sciences, Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology, Daejeon 34141, Korea Email address: moonjinkang@kaist.ac.kr

(Alexis F. Vasseur) Department of Mathematics, The University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX 78712, USA

Email address: vasseur@math.utexas.edu