arXiv:2212.06729v1 [math.AP] 13 Dec 2022

Γ–convergence for nearly incompressible fluids

Peter Bella^{1,∗} Eduard Feireisl^{2,†} Florian Oschmann^{2,‡}

1 TU Dortmund, Fakultät für Mathematik Vogelpothsweg 87, 44227 Dortmund, Germany

2 Institute of Mathematics of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic Žitná 25, CZ-115 67 Praha 1, Czech Republic

Abstract

We consider the time-dependent compressible Navier–Stokes equations in the low Mach number regime in a family of domains Ω_ε ⊂ R^d converging in the sense of Mosco to a domain Ω ⊂ R^d, d ∈ {2, 3}. We show the limit is the incompressible Navier–Stokes system in Ω.

Keywords: Compressible Navier–Stokes system, low Mach number limit, Mosco convergence

1 Introduction

We consider the flow of a compressible viscous fluid in the low Mach number regime under domain perturbation. Our goal is to identify the the largest class possible of domain perturbations that have no impact on the incompressible limit.

Specifically, let (Ω_ε)_{ε>0} be a family of domains confined to a bounded set (ball) D,

Ω_ε ⊂ D ⊂ R^d, d ∈ {2, 3} for any ε > 0. (1.1)

Along with (Ω_ε)_{ε>0}, we consider a family of solutions (ϱ_ε, u_ε)_{ε>0} of the barotropic Navier–Stokes system in the low Mach number regime:

∂_tϱ_ε + div_x(ϱ_εu_ε) = 0 (1.2)

∗The work of P.B. was partially supported by the German Science Foundation DFG in context of the Emmy Noether Junior Research Group BE 5922/1-1.

†The work of E.F. was partially supported by the Czech Sciences Foundation (GAČR), Grant Agreement 21–02411S. The Institute of Mathematics of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic is supported by RVO:67985840.

‡The work of F.O. in Germany was partially supported by the German Science Foundation DFG in context of the Emmy Noether Junior Research Group BE 5922/1-1. After moving to the Czech Republic, the work was partially supported by the Czech Sciences Foundation (GAČR), Grant Agreement 22-01591S.

∂_t(ϱ_εu_ε) + div_x(ϱ_εu_ε ⊗ u_ε) + 1 Ma^2(ε)

∇_xp(ϱ_ε) = div_xS(∇_xu_ε) + ϱ_εf (1.3)

S(∇_xu_ε) = μ ( ∇_xu_ε + ∇^t_xu_ε − 2 d div_xu_εI ) + ηdiv_xu_εI (1.4)

in (0, T ) × Ω_ε, supplemented with the no–slip boundary condition u_ε|_{∂Ωε} = 0. (1.5) We suppose μ > 0, η ≥ 0, p^′(ϱ) > 0 for ϱ > 0, p(ϱ) ≈ ϱ^γ for ϱ → ∞. (1.6) Intuitively, the minimal requirements on the domain convergence should guarantee stability of the associated Stokes problem. A convenient way to express this is Mosco’s convergence.

1.1 Mosco’s convergence of fluid domains

The asymptotic behaviour of the family (Ω_ε)_{ε>0} is described in terms of Mosco’s convergence – Γ–convergence associated to the Stokes operator.

Definition 1.1 (Convergence in the sense of Mosco). We say that Ω_ε converge to a domain Ω ⊂ D in the sense of Mosco, Ω_ε^{M2}→ Ω, if:

• (M1) For any φ_ε ∈ W^{1,2}_0 (Ω_ε; R^d) ⊂ W^{1,2}_0 (D; R^d), φ_ε → φ weakly in W^{1,2}_0 (D; R^d) there holds φ ∈ W^{1,2}_0 (Ω; R^d). (1.7) • (M2) For any φ ∈ C^1_c (Ω; R^d), div_xφ = 0, there exists a sequence (φ_ε)_{ε>0}, φ_ε ∈ W^{1,2}_0 (Ω_ε; R^d), div_xφ_ε = 0, φ_ε → φ strongly in W^{1,2}_0 (D; R^d). (1.8)

• (M2bis) In addition to (1.8), the approximate sequence satisfies

φ_ε ∈ W^{1,r}_0 (Ω_ε; R^d) for some r > dγ 2γ − d , γ > d 2 , (1.9) lim sup ε→0 h(ε)‖φ_ε‖_W 1,r_{0 (Ωε;R}d_) < ∞ for some h(ε) → 0 as ε → 0. (1.10)

The conditions (M1), (M2) represent the standard definition of Mosco’s convergence. The extra hypotheses (1.9), (1.10) assert that the W^{1,r} can “blow up” at a rate h(ε)^{−1} independent of the approximated function φ. Note that (1.9), (1.10) follow from (1.7), (1.8) (with r = 2) if γ > 4d − 6, i.e., γ > 2 if d = 2, and γ > 6 if d = 3.

1.2 Weak solutions to the Navier–Stokes system

Next, we introduce the concept of weak solutions to the Navier–Stokes system. Definition 1.2 (Weak solution). We say that (ϱ_ε, u_ε) is a weak solution to the Navier–Stokes system (1.2)–(1.5) with the initial data ϱ_ε(0, ·) = ϱ_{0,ε}, ϱ_εu_ε(0, ·) = (ϱu)_{0,ε} (1.11) if the following holds:

• Integrability.

ϱ_ε ≥ 0 a.a. in Ω_ε, ϱ_ε ∈ L^∞(0, T ; L^γ (Ω_ε)), u_ε ∈ L^2(0, T ; W^{1,2}_0 (Ω_ε; R^d)), ϱ_εu_ε ∈ L^∞(0, T ; L^{2γγ+1} (Ω_ε; R^d)). (1.12) • Equation of continuity. ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω_ε

[ϱ_ε∂_tφ + ϱ_εu_ε · ∇_xφ] dx dt = − ∫ Ω_ε

ϱ_{0,ε}φ(0, ·) dx (1.13) for any φ ∈ C^1_c ([0, T ) × Ω_ε; R^d).

• Momentum equation. ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω_ε [ ϱ_εu_ε · ∂_tφ + ϱ_εu_ε ⊗ u_ε : ∇_xφ + 1 Ma^2(ε) p(ϱ_ε)div_xφ ] dx dt = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω_ε

[S(∇_xu_ε) : ∇_xφ − ϱ_εf · φ] dx dt − ∫ Ω_ε

(ϱu)_{0,ε} · φ(0, ·) dx (1.14)

for any φ ∈ C^1_c ([0, T ) × Ω_ε; R^d). • Energy inequality. ∫ Ω_ε [ 1 2 1_{{ϱε>0}} |ϱ_εu_ε|^2 ϱ_ε + 1 Ma^2(ε)

P (ϱ_ε) ] (τ, ·) dx + ∫_τ 0 ∫ Ω_ε

S(∇_xu_ε) : ∇_xu_ε dx dt ≤ ∫ Ω_ε [ 1 2 |(ϱu)_{0,ε}|^2 ϱ_{0,ε} + 1 Ma^2(ε) P (ϱ_{0,ε}) ] dx + ∫_τ 0 ∫ Ω_ε

ϱ_εf · u_ε dx dt (1.15)

for any τ ∈ (0, T ], where P^′(ϱ)ϱ − P (ϱ) = p(ϱ). The existence of weak solutions for p(ϱ) ≈ ϱ^γ , γ >^d_2 considered on a general spatial domain was proved in [8].

1.3 Main result

1.3.1 Well–prepared initial data We consider well–prepared initial data. Specifically, we suppose that there is a constant ϱ such that 1 Ma^2(ε) ∫ Ω_ε [ P (ϱ_{0,ε}) − P^′(ϱ)(ϱ_{0,ε} − ϱ) − P (ϱ) ] dx → 0 as ε → 0. (1.16) Moreover, we suppose there is a solenoidal velocity field u_0 ∈ W^{1,p}(Ω; R^d) for any 1 ≤ p < ∞, div_xu_0 = 0, u_0|_{∂Ω} = 0, (1.17) such that (ϱu)_{0,ε} → ϱu_0 in L^2(D; R^d), ∫ Ω_ε

|(ϱu)_{0,ε}|^2 ϱ_{0,ε} dx → ∫ Ω ϱ|u_0|^2 dx as ε → 0. (1.18)

1.3.2 Convergence Having collected the necessary preparatory material, we are ready to state our main result.

Theorem 1.3 (Asymptotic limit). Let (Ω_ε)_{ε>0} be a family of bounded domains, Ω_ε ⊂ D ⊂ R^d, d ∈ {2, 3}, Ω_ε^{M2}→ Ω, (1.19) where Ω ⊂ R^d is a bounded domain of class C^{2+ν} . Let (ϱ_ε, u_ε)_{ε>0} be a family of weak solutions to the Navier–Stokes system (1.2)–(1.5) in (0, T ) × Ω_ε specified in Definition 1.2 emanating from the well–prepared initial data (1.11), where

f ∈ L^∞((0, T ) × D; R^d), (1.20) p ∈ C[0, ∞) ∩ C^1(0, ∞), p^′(ϱ) > 0 for ϱ > 0, 0 < p ≤ lim inf_{ϱ→∞} p(ϱ) ϱ^γ ≤ lim sup ϱ→∞ p(ϱ) ϱ^γ ≤ p. (1.21) Finally, let γ > d 2 , lim sup ε→0 Ma^{2γ} (ε)h^{−1}(ε) < ∞, (1.22) where h(ε) has been introduced in (1.10).

Then there exists 0 < T_{max} ≤ ∞, T_{max} = ∞ if d = 2, such that

ϱ_ε → ϱ in L^∞(0, T ; L^γ (D)), (1.23) u_ε → u in L^2((0, T ) × D; R^d) and weakly in L^2(0, T ; W^{1,2}_0 (D; R^d)) (1.24) for any 0 < T < T_{max}, where u is the (unique) strong solution of the incompressible Navier– Stokes system

div_xu = 0, ϱ∂_tu + ϱu · ∇_xu + ∇_xΠ = div_xS(∇_xu) + ϱf, u|_{∂Ω} = 0, (1.25)

in [0, T_{max}) × Ω, starting from the initial datum

u(0, ·) = u_0. (1.26) Remark 1.4. In (1.23), (1.24), we have extended ϱ_ε = ϱ, u_ε = 0 outside Ω_ε.

The rest of the paper is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.3. In Section 2, we derive the necessary uniform bounds independent of ε → 0. In Section 3, we show convergence to the target system. In Section 4, we present some specific examples of the family (Ω_ε)_{ε>0}, including homogenization results for the optimal range of the adiabatic exponent γ >^d_2 in the spirit of [5, 10, 12], where no low Mach number limit is needed for large values of γ > 4d − 6, as well as domain stability of the governing equations as investigated in [7, 8, 13].

2 Uniform bounds

It is convenient to extend u_ε = 0, ϱ_ε = ϱ in D \ Ω_ε to work with functions defined on a single domain. Accordingly, the energy inequality (1.15) reads ∫ D [ 1 2 1_{{ϱε>0}} |ϱ_εu_ε|^2 ϱ_ε + 1 Ma^2(ε)

(P (ϱ_ε) − P^′(ϱ)(ϱ_ε − ϱ) − P (ϱ)) ] (τ, ·) dx + ∫_τ 0 ∫ D S(∇_xu_ε) : ∇_xu_ε dx dt ≤ ∫ Ω_ε [ 1 2 |(ϱu)_{0,ε}|^2 ϱ_{0,ε} + 1 Ma^2(ε)

(P (ϱ_{0,ε}) − P^′(ϱ)(ϱ_{0,ε} − ϱ) − P (ϱ)) ] dx + ∫_τ 0 ∫ D ϱ_εf · u_ε dx dt ≲ ∫ Ω_ε [ 1 2 |(ϱu)_{0,ε}|^2 ϱ_{0,ε} + 1 Ma^2(ε)

(P (ϱ_{0,ε}) − P^′(ϱ)(ϱ_{0,ε} − ϱ) − P (ϱ)) ] dx + ∫_τ 0 ∫ D ϱ_ε dx dt + ∫_τ 0 ∫ D ϱ_ε|u_ε|^2 dx dt, (2.1)

where we have used hypothesis (1.20).

As h(ε) → 0, hypothesis (1.22) yields Ma(ε) → 0. Applying Grönwall’s lemma along with hypotheses (1.16), (1.18) we get the estimate sup τ ∈(0,T ) ∫ D [ 1 2 1_{{ϱε>0}} |ϱ_εu_ε|^2 ϱ_ε + 1 Ma^2(ε)

(P (ϱ_ε) − P^′(ϱ)(ϱ_ε − ϱ) − P (ϱ)) ] (τ, ·) dx ≲ 1, ∫_T 0 ∫ D S(∇_xu_ε) : ∇_xu_ε dx dt ≲ 1 (2.2)

uniformly for ε → 0. As Ma(ε) → 0 and p complies with the growth condition (1.21), this implies (1.23), more specifically, ϱ_ε → ϱ in L^∞(0, T ; L^γ(D)). (2.3) In addition, applying Korn–Poincaré inequality, we get u_ε → u weakly in L^2(0, T ; W^{1,2}_0 (D; R^d)), (2.4) passing to a suitable subsequence as the case may be.

Finally, we claim that u(t, ·) ∈ W^{1,2}_0 (Ω; R^d) for a.a. t ∈ (0, T ). (2.5) Indeed, consider a suitable time regularization η_δ ∗ u_ε, where η_δ = η_δ(t) is a family of regularizing kernels. In accordance with hypothesis (M1) we get

η_δ ∗ u_ε → η_δ ∗ u weakly in W^{1,2}_0 (D; R^d) for any t ∈ (0, T ), where η_δ ∗ u ∈ W^{1,2}_0 (Ω; R^d) for any δ > 0. Letting δ → 0 yields (2.5).

3 Convergence

To complete the proof of Theorem 1.3, it is enough to perform the limit in (1.13)–(1.15).

3.1 Asymptotic limit in the equation of continuity

First, it follows from (2.2) and (2.3) that

ϱ_εu_ε → ϱu weakly-(*) in L^∞(0, T ; L^{2γγ+1} (D; R^d)). (3.1) In particular, letting ε → 0 in the equation of continuity (1.13) yields div_xu = 0 a.a. in (0, T ) × Ω. (3.2)

3.2 Asymptotic limit in the momentum equation

Next, we perform the limit in the momentum equation (1.14). Let B ∈ C^∞[0, ∞) be a cut–off function such that

0 ≤ B(ϱ) ≤ 1, B(ϱ) = 1 if 0 ≤ ϱ ≤ ϱ + 1, ∈ [0, 1] if ϱ + 1 ≤ ϱ ≤ ϱ + 2, 0 if ϱ ≥ ϱ + 2.

(3.3)

We set ϱ_{ε,B} = B(ϱ_ε)ϱ_ε, ϱ^c_{ε,B} = (1 − B(ϱ_ε))ϱ_ε. Since ϱ_{ε,B} is bounded by ϱ + 2, we have in accordance with (2.3)

ϱ_{ε,B} → ϱ in L^∞(0, T ; L^q(D)) for any 1 ≤ q < ∞. (3.4)

Moreover, by virtue of hypothesis (1.21) and the uniform bounds (2.2), ∫ D |ϱ^c_{ε,B}|^γ dx ≲ ∫ D ( P (ϱ_ε) − P^′(ϱ)(ϱ_ε − ϱ) − P (ϱ) ) dx ≲ Ma^2(ε) uniformly for ε > 0. (3.5)

We are ready to perform the limit in the momentum equation. We consider a specific ansatz for the test functions,

ψ(t)φ(x), ψ ∈ C^∞_c [0, T ), φ ∈ C^∞_c (Ω; R^d), div_xφ = 0.

By virtue of hypothesis (1.19), there is an approximate sequence (φ_ε)_{ε>0} enjoying the properties (1.8)–(1.10). Accordingly, the quantities (ψ(t)φ_ε(x))_{ε>0} are eligible test functions for (1.14). Using (1.8), hypotheses (1.18), (1.20), and the convergence (2.4), we easily obtain ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω_ε ϱ_εf · (ψφ_ε) dx dt → ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ϱf · (ψφ) dx dt, ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω_ε

ψS(∇_xu_ε) : ∇_xφ_ε dx dt → ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω S(∇_xu) : ∇_x(ψφ) dx dt (3.6)

as ε → 0.

Next, rewrite the convective term in the form ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω_ε

ψϱ_εu_ε ⊗ u_ε : ∇_xφ dx dt

= ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω_ε

ψϱ_{ε,B}u_ε ⊗ u_ε : ∇_xφ_ε dx dt + ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω_ε

ψϱ^c_{ε,B}u_ε ⊗ u_ε : ∇_xφ_ε dx dt.

Suppose d = 3. By Hölder’s inequality and the Sobolev embedding relation W^{1,2} → L^6, we get | | | ∫ Ω_ε

ϱ^c_{ε,B}u_ε ⊗ u_ε : ∇_xφ_ε dx | | | ≲ ‖ϱ^cε,B‖^{Lγ (Ω}ε^)‖u^ε‖^2W^{1,2}_0 (Ω_ε;R^d)‖∇^xφε‖^{Lq (Ω}ε^{;Rd×d)} with q = 3γ 2γ − 3 . Consequently, using hypothesis (1.10) and the bound (3.5), we conclude | | | ∫ Ω_ε

ϱ^c_{ε,B}u_ε ⊗ u_ε : ∇_xφ_ε dx | | | ≲ Ma^2γ (ε)h^{−1}(ε)‖u_ε‖^2_{W 1,20 (Ωε;Rd)}h(ε)‖∇_xφ_ε‖_{Lq (Ωε;Rd×d)} with q = 3γ 2γ − 3 , (3.7)

where, by virtue of (1.8)–(1.10) and a simple interpolation argument,

h(ε)‖∇_xφ_ε‖_Lq_{(Ωε;R}d×d_) → 0 as ε → 0. (3.8)

Repeating a similar argument for d = 2 we conclude ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω_ε

ψϱ^c_{ε,B}u_ε ⊗ u_ε : ∇_xφ_ε dx dt → 0. (3.9)

Finally, we use (3.4) to deduce ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω_ε

ψϱ_{ε,B}u_ε ⊗ u_ε : ∇_xφ_ε dx dt → ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω ϱu ⊗ u : ∇_x(ψφ) dx dt, (3.10)

where ϱ_{ε,B}u_ε ⊗ u_ε → ϱu ⊗ u weakly in L^s(0, T ; L^2(D; R^{d×d})) for some s > 1. (3.11) Indeed, the quantity ϱ_{ε,B} u_ε⊗u_ε is bounded in L^∞(0, T ; L^1(D; R^{d×d})) and also in L^1(0, T ; L^3(D; R^{d×d})); hence the desired result follows by interpolation.

Using similar arguments, we also get √ ϱ_εu_ε → √ ϱu weakly-(*) in L^∞(0, T ; L^2(D; R^{d×d})).

As the function v → v ⊗ v : (ξ ⊗ ξ), ξ ∈ R^d is convex for any fixed ξ, we conclude

R ≡ ϱu ⊗ u − ϱu ⊗ u ≥ 0 in the sense of symmetric matrices. (3.12)

Finally, by virtue of similar arguments, it is easy to show ∫_T 0 ∂_tψ ∫ Ω_ε

ϱ_εu_ε · φ_ε dx dt → ∫_T 0 ∂_tψ ∫ Ω ϱu · φ dx dt as ε → 0. (3.13)

Using the density of the products ψ(t)φ(x) we deduce the limit momentum balance: ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω [ ϱu · ∂_tφ + ϱu ⊗ u : ∇_xφ ] dx dt = ∫_T 0 ∫ Ω [ S(∇_xu) : ∇_xφ − ϱf · φ − R : ∇_xφ ] dx dt − ∫ Ω ϱu · φ(0, ·) dx (3.14)

for any φ ∈ C^1_c ([0, T ) × Ω; R^d), div_xφ = 0.

3.3 Asymptotic limit in the energy inequality

Finally, we multiply the energy inequality (1.15) on ψ ∈ C_c(0, T ), ψ ≥ 0, ∫_T 0 ψ dt = 1 and integrate obtaining ∫_T 0 ψ(τ) ∫ Ω_ε [ 1 2 ϱ_ε|u_ε|^2 + 1 Ma^2(ε)

P (ϱ_ε) ] (τ, ·) dx dτ + ∫_T 0 ψ(τ) ∫_τ 0 ∫ Ω_ε

S(∇_xu_ε) : ∇_xu_ε dx dt dτ ≤ ∫ Ω_ε [ 1 2 |(ϱu)_{0,ε}|^2 ϱ_{0,ε} + 1 Ma^2(ε) P (ϱ_{0,ε}) ] dx + ∫_T 0 ψ(τ) ∫_τ 0 ∫ Ω_ε

ϱ_εf · u_ε dx dt dτ.

Using hypotheses (1.16), (1.18) we perform the limit ε → 0 to deduce ∫_T 0 ψ(τ) ∫ Ω [ 1 2 ϱ|u|^2 + C ] (τ, ·) dx dτ + ∫_T 0 ψ(τ) ∫_τ 0 ∫ Ω S(∇_xu) : ∇_xu dx dt dτ ≤ ∫ Ω 1 2 ϱ|u_0|^2 dx + ∫_T 0 ψ(τ) ∫_τ 0 ∫ Ω ϱf · u dx dt dτ, (3.15)

where C = 1 2 ϱ|u|^2 − 1 2 ϱ|u|^2 ≈ trace[R]. (3.16)

As the function ψ is arbitrary, we may infer that ∫ Ω [ 1 2 ϱ|u|^2 + C ] (τ, ·) dx + ∫_τ 0 ∫ Ω S(∇_xu) : ∇_xu dx dt ≤ ∫ Ω 1 2 ϱ|u_0|^2 dx + ∫_τ 0 ∫ Ω ϱf · u dx dt for a.a. τ ∈ (0, T ). (3.17)

3.4 Application of the weak–strong uniqueness principle

In view of (3.2), (3.14), and (3.16), (3.17), the limit u is a dissipative solution of the incompressible Navier–Stokes system in the sense of [1]. Moreover, as u_0 as well as Ω are smooth enough, the incompressible Navier–Stokes system (1.25), (1.26) admits a regular solution defined on a maximal interval [0, T_{max}), where T_{max} = ∞ if d = 2. Consequently, the weak–strong uniqueness principle [1, Theorem 2.8] completes the proof of Theorem 1.3.

4 Applications

We start by a short discussion on the hypotheses (M1), (M2), (M2bis) stipulated by Mosco’s convergence. As observed by Henrot and Pierre [9, Section 3.5.2], the conditions are “almost necessary” for Theorem 1.3 to hold. The next result shows some necessary conditions for (M2) to imply (M2bis).

Lemma 4.1. Let (Ω_ε)_{ε>0} be a family of domains satisfying: • Ω, Ω_ε are of class C^2 for any ε > 0; • hypothesis (M2) is satisfied.

Then there exists a function h(ε) such that (M2bis) holds.

Proof. Given a function φ ∈ C^∞_c (Ω; R^d), div_xφ = 0, we have to construct a sequence (φ_ε)_{ε>0} satisfying (1.8)–(1.10). For each ε > 0 we consider the minimization problem

I_ε = inf_{h∈W} 1,2_{0 (Ωε;R}d_{),divxh=0}‖∇_xφ − ∇_xh‖^2_L2_{(D;R}d×d_).

On the one hand, as (M2) holds, I_ε → 0 as ε → 0. On the other hand,

‖∇_xφ − ∇_xh‖^2_L2_{(D;R}d×d_) = ‖∇_xφ − ∇_xh‖^2_L2_{(Ωε;R}d×d_) + ‖∇_xφ‖^2_L2_{(Ω\Ωε;R}d×d_), (4.1)

therefore ‖∇_xφ‖^2_L2_{(Ω\Ωε;R}d×d_) → 0 as ε → 0. (4.2)

Consider φ_ε = argmin_{h∈W} 1,2_{0 (Ωε;R}d_{),divxh=0}‖∇_xφ − ∇_xh‖^2_L2_{(Ωε;R}d×d_).

It follows from (4.1), (4.2) that (φ_ε)_{ε>0} satisfies (M2). Moreover, φ_ε is the unique solution of the Stokes problem

− Δ_xφ_ε + ∇_xΠ_ε = −Δ_xφ, div_xφ_ε = 0 in Ω_ε, φ_ε|_{∂Ωε} = 0. (4.3)

As Ω_ε are regular domains, the standard L^r−estimates for the Stokes operator give rise to

‖φ_ε‖_W 1,r_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ C(Ω_ε, r)‖φ‖_C1_{c (Ω;R}d_), 1 < r < ∞, (4.4)

which yields the desired conclusion (M2bis) with h(ε) = C(Ω_ε, r)^{−1}.

4.1 Convergence in the Hausdorff (complementary) topology

Let (Ω_ε)_{ε>0} be a family of domains in R^d, d ∈ {2, 3} contained in a fixed bounded domain D. We say that Ω_ε^H→ Ω in the Hausdorff complementary topology if

d_H [D \ Ω_ε; D \ Ω] → 0 as ε → 0,

where d_H [K_1; K_2] = sup { sup_{x∈K1} dist[x; K_2]; sup_{x∈K2} dist[x, K_1] } . As shown in [9, Chapter 2, Corollary 2.2.26], any uniformly bounded sequence of domains contains a subsequence converging to a certain Ω in the Hausdorff topology.

The important property of the Hausdorff convergence is that any compact set in the limit domain Ω is ultimately contained in Ω_ε for ε > 0 small enough, see [9, Chapter 2, Proposition 2.2.18]:

Ω_ε^H→ Ω ⇒ for any compact K ⊂ Ω, there exists ε_K > 0 such that K ⊂ Ω_ε for any 0 < ε < ε_K . (4.5) In particular, if Ω_ε^H→ Ω, then (M2), (M2bis) are automatically satisfied for any h(ε) → 0. As for (M1) and d = 2, there is a very elegant criterion due to Šverák [15] (see also [9, Chapter 3, Theorem 3.4.14 and Proposition 3.5.5]):

Ω_ε ⊂ D ⊂ R^2, Ω_ε^H→ Ω, #{ connected components D \ Ω_ε} ≤ k uniformly for ε → 0 ⇒ (M1) holds. (4.6)

If d = 3, similar criteria have been obtained by Bucur and Zolesio [4] in terms of capacity.

4.2 Domains perforated by tiny holes

The example is inspired by homogenization, where the uniform boundedness assumption in (4.6) might not be satisfied anymore. We consider

Ω_ε = Ω \ K_ε, K_ε ⊂ Ω a compact set.

Obviously, the property (M1) is always satisfied. We therefore focus on (M2), (M2bis).

Let us start with d = 3.

Proposition 4.2. Let Ω_ε = Ω \ K_ε, K_ε ⊂ Ω ⊂ R^3.

Suppose there exists a family of balls B_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)) of radii r_i(ε), i = 1, . . . , N(ε) such that

K_ε ⊂ N(ε)⋃

i=1 B_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)), dist[x_i, ∂Ω] > 2r_i(ε), dist[x_i, x_j ] > 2(r_i(ε) + r_j(ε)) for i ≠ j, N(ε)∑

i=1 r_i(ε) → 0 as ε → 0. (4.7)

Then (M2) holds. Moreover, if h(ε) = min_{1≤i≤N(ε)} r_i(ε), (4.8) then (M2bis) is satisfied for any γ > 3/2, specifically, (1.10) holds for any r < ∞. Proof. Let φ ∈ C^1_c (Ω; R^d), div_xφ = 0 be given. Consider a function H ∈ C^∞(R), 0 ≤ H(Z) ≤ 1, H^′(Z) = H^′(1 − Z) for all Z ∈ R, H(Z) = 0 for − ∞ < Z ≤ 1 4 , H(Z) = 1 for 3 4 ≤ Z < ∞. (4.9) Set E_{ε,i}[φ] = φ(x)H ( |x − x_i(ε)| r_i(ε) − 1 ) , (4.10) and φ_{ε,i} = E_{ε,i}[φ] − B_{ε,i}[div_xE_{ε,i}[φ]]. (4.11) Here B_{ε,i} denotes the so–called Bogovskiĭ operator defined on the set Q_{i,ε} = B_{2ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)) \ B_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)) and enjoying the following properties:

B_{ε,i}[h] ∈ W^{1,q}_0 (Q_{i,ε}; R^d), div_xB_{ε,i}[h] = h for any h ∈ L^q(Q_{i,ε}), ∫ Q_{i,ε} h dx = 0, (4.12) ‖∇_xB_{ε,i}[h]‖_Lq_{(Qi,ε;R}d×d_) ≤ c(q)‖h‖_Lq_{(Qi,ε)}, 1 < q < ∞, (4.13) where the constant in (4.13) is independent of i and ε. It is easy to check that φ_{ε,i} = 0 in B_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)) , φ_{ε,i} = φ in Ω \ B_{2ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)), div_xφ_{ε,i} = 0 in Ω (4.14)

for any i = 1, . . . , N(ε). Note carefully that ∫ Q_{ε,i} div_xE_{ε,i}[φ] = 0

so that the operator B_{ε,i} is well defined. Thus, a suitable approximation of φ can be defined as

φ_ε(x) = { φ_{ε,i}(x) if x ∈ B_{2ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)), φ otherwise. (4.15)

Now, we compute the error

‖∇_xφ−∇_xφ_ε‖^q_{Lq (Ω;Rd×d)} ≤ N(ε)∑

i=1 ‖∇_xφ‖^q_{Lq (B2ri (ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d )} + N(ε)∑

i=1 ‖∇_xφ_{ε,i}‖^q_{Lq (B2ri (ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d)}. (4.16) As φ is continuously differentiable, we get, on the one hand, N(ε)∑

i=1 ‖∇_xφ‖^q_{Lq (B2ri(ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d)} ≲ N(ε)∑

i=1 r_i(ε)^3. (4.17)

On the other hand, by virtue of the uniform bounds (4.13), N(ε)∑

i=1 ‖∇_xφ_{ε,i}‖^q_{Lq (B2ri(ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d )} ≲ N(ε)∑

i=1 ‖∇_xE_{ε,i}[φ]‖^q_{Lq (B2ri(ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d)}. As ∇_xE_{ε,i}[φ] ≲ |∇_xφ| + 1 r_i(ε) |φ| (4.18)

we may infer that_{N(ε)} ∑ i=1 ‖∇_xφ_{ε,i}‖^q_{Lq (B2ri(ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d)} ≲ N(ε)∑

i=1 r_i(ε)^{3−q}. (4.19)

In particular, for q = 2, hypothesis (4.7) yields (M2). Finally, (4.8) follows from (4.19).

For d = 2, we have a similar result.

Proposition 4.3. Let Ω_ε = Ω \ K_ε, K_ε ⊂ Ω ⊂ R^2.

Suppose there exists a family of balls B_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)) of radii r_i(ε) ∈ (0,^1_2 ), i = 1, . . . , N(ε) such that

K_ε ⊂ N(ε)⋃

i=1 B_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)), dist[x_i, ∂Ω] > √ r_i(ε), dist[x_i, x_j] > √ r_i(ε) + √ r_j(ε) for i ≠ j, N(ε)∑

i=1 | log r_i(ε)|^{−1} → 0 as ε → 0. (4.20)

Then (M2) holds. Moreover, if h(ε) = min_{1≤i≤N(ε)} r_i(ε)| log r_i(ε)|, (4.21)

then (M2bis) is satisfied for all γ > 1, specifically, (1.10) holds for all r < ∞. Remark 4.4. Compared to Proposition 4.2, the assumption r_i(ε) ∈ (0,^1_2 ) is made to ensure that a uniformly bounded Bogovskiĭ operator associated to the domain B√_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)) \ B_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)) exists, see [6, Theorem 5.2].

Proof of Proposition 4.3. For φ ∈ C^1_c (Ω; R^d), div_xφ = 0, this time we consider the function

H̃(Z) =

0 if 0 ≤ Z < r_i(ε), 2 ( 1 −^{log Z}_{log ri(ε)} ) if r_i(ε) ≤ Z < √ r_i(ε), 1 if Z ≥ √ r_i(ε), which we may convolute by an admissible convolution kernel to ensure H̃ ∈ C^∞([0, ∞)). Set now E_{ε,i}[φ] = φ(x)H̃ ( |x − x_i(ε)| ) , and as before φ_{ε,i} = E_{ε,i}[φ] − B_{ε,i}[div_xE_{ε,i}[φ]], where B_{ε,i} is the Bogovskiĭ operator associated to the domain Q_{i,ε} = B√_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)) \ B_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)) and enjoying the same properties (4.12) and (4.13). Again, we have φ_{ε,i} = 0 in B_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)) , φ_{ε,i} = φ in Ω \ B√_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)), div_xφ_{ε,i} = 0 in Ω

for any i = 1, . . . , N(ε). Set finally

φ_ε(x) = { φ_{ε,i}(x) if x ∈ B√_{ri(ε)}(x_i(ε)), φ otherwise.

By continuous differentiability of φ, we have

‖∇_xφ − ∇_xφ_ε‖^q_{Lq (Ω;Rd×d)} ≤ N(ε)∑

i=1 ‖∇_xφ‖^q_{Lq (B√ri(ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d)} + N(ε)∑

i=1 ‖∇_xφ_{ε,i}‖^q_{Lq (B√ri(ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d)}

≲ N(ε)∑

i=1 r_i(ε) + N(ε)∑

i=1 ‖∇_xφ_{ε,i}‖^q_{Lq (B√ri(ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d)}. For the remaining term, we first calculate ∇_xE_{ε,i}[φ] ≲ |∇_xφ| + 1 |x − x_i(ε)| | log r_i(ε)| |φ| to see that N(ε)∑

i=1 ‖∇_xφ_{ε,i}‖^q_{Lq (B√ri(ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d)} ≲ N(ε)∑

i=1 ‖∇_xE_{ε,i}[φ]‖^q_{Lq (B√ri(ε)(xi(ε));Rd×d )}

≲ N(ε)∑

i=1 { | log r_i(ε)|^{−q}|r_i(ε)^{2−q}2 − r_i(ε)^{2−q}| if q ≠ 2, | log r_i(ε)|^{−1} if q = 2.

In particular, for q = 2, hypothesis (4.20) yields (M2). To show (4.21), note that for q ≠ 2 N(ε)∑

i=1 | log r_i(ε)|^{−q}|r_i(ε)^{2−q2} − r_i(ε)^{2−q}| ≲ ( min 1≤i≤N(ε) r_i(ε)| log r_i(ε)| )_{−q}( N(ε)∑ i=1 r_i(ε)^{min}

{_{2+q}

2 ,2 })

≲ ( min 1≤i≤N(ε) r_i(ε)| log r_i(ε)| )_{−q} , and for q = 2 N(ε)∑

i=1 | log r_i(ε)|^{−1} ≤ ( min 1≤i≤N(ε) r_i(ε)| log r_i(ε)| )_{−2}( N(ε)∑ i=1 r_i(ε)^2| log r_i(ε)| )

≤ ( min 1≤i≤N(ε) r_i(ε)| log r_i(ε)| )_{−2}( N(ε)∑ i=1 | log r_i(ε)|^{−1} )

≤ ( min 1≤i≤N(ε) r_i(ε)| log r_i(ε)| )_{−2} .

Obviously, the above results are strongly related to problems in homogenization, see e.g. Allaire [2], [3] or Tartar [14].

4.3 Domains containing thin frames

In certain situations, hypothesis (M2) may be difficult to verify because of the necessary solenoidality of the approximate sequence. We show that this condition can be relaxed provided the family (Ω_ε)_{ε>0} are uniformly John domains. Following Diening et al. [6], we say that (Ω_ε)_{ε>0} is uniformly John of order α > 0, if every pair of distinct points x_1, x_2 ∈ Ω_ε can be connected by a rectifiable curve β such that

cig(β; α) = ⋃ t∈[0,|β|] { B ( β(t); 1 α min {t, |β| − t} )} ⊂ Ω_ε. We claim the following result.

Proposition 4.5. Let Ω ⊂ R^d, d ∈ {2, 3} be a bounded domain and K_ε ⊂ Ω a family of compact sets such that (Ω_ε = Ω \ K_ε)_{ε>0} are uniformly John domains of order α. Suppose the following holds:

(M2’) For any ζ ∈ C^1_c (Ω; R^d), there exists a sequence (ζ_ε)_{ε>0} with

ζ_ε ∈ W^{1,2}_0 (Ω_ε; R^d), ζ_ε → ζ strongly in W^{1,2}_0 (Ω; R^d). (4.22)

Then (M2) holds.

Proof. Let φ ∈ C^1_c (Ω; R^d) with div_xφ = 0. The approximate sequence (φ_ε)_{ε>0} desired in (M2) is constructed as the unique solution of the Stokes problem:

− Δ_xφ_ε + ∇_xΠ_ε = −Δ_xφ, div_xφ_ε = 0 in Ω_ε, φ_ε|_{∂Ωε} = 0. (4.23)

Extending φ_ε to be zero outside Ω_ε we report the standard estimates

‖φ_ε‖_W 1,2_{0 (Ω;R}d_) ≲ ‖∇_xφ‖_L2_{(Ω;R}d_), ‖∇_xΠ_ε‖_W −1,2_{(Ωε;R}d_) ≲ ‖∇_xφ‖_L2_{(Ω;R}d_) uniformly for ε → 0.

Since the family (Ω_ε)_{ε>0} is uniformly John, the Negative norm theorem [6, Theorem 5.10] yields

‖Π_ε‖_L2_{(Ωε)} ≲ ‖∇_xφ‖_L2_{(Ω;R}d_) as long as we normalize the pressure, ∫ Ω_ε

Π_ε dx = 0.

Consequently, at least for a suitable subsequence,

φ_ε → ~φ weakly in W^{1,2}_0 (Ω; R^d), 1_{Ωε} Π_ε → Π weakly in L^2(Ω). (4.24)

Next, let ζ ∈ C^1_c (Ω; R^d). Using hypothesis (M2’), we test equation (4.23) against the approximating sequence ζ_ε ∈ W^{1,2}_0 (Ω_ε; R^d) and send ε → 0 to obtain ∫ Ω ∇_x ~φ : ∇_xζ − Πdiv_xζ dx = lim_{ε→0} ∫ Ω ∇_xφ_ε : ∇_xζ_ε − 1_{Ωε} Π_εdiv_xζ_ε dx

= lim_{ε→0} ∫ Ω ∇_xφ : ∇_xζ_ε dx = ∫ Ω ∇_xφ : ∇_xζ dx. Since ζ was arbitrary, this yields

− Δ_x ~φ + ∇_xΠ = −Δ_xφ, div_x ~φ = 0 in Ω, φ|_{∂Ω} = 0. (4.25)

Thus, by uniqueness of solutions to the Stokes problem (4.25), we conclude

φ = ~φ as div_xφ = 0 in Ω.

Finally, the relations (4.23)–(4.25) imply ∫ Ω |∇_x ~φ_ε|^2 dx → ∫ Ω |∇_x ~φ|^2 dx = ∫ Ω |∇_xφ|^2 dx, which yields the strong convergence required in (M2).

As an application, we may consider a bounded domain Ω ⊂ R^3 and a finite number of compact non-intersecting curves {β_i}^N_{i=1}, β_i ⊂ Ω, i = 1, . . . , N, together with a family of compact sets

K_ε = N⋃ i=1 U_ε [β_i], U_ε[β_i] = { x ∈ Ω | | | dist[x, βi] < ε } . It is easy to check that the family Ω_ε = Ω \ K_ε are uniformly John domains (for small ε > 0) as they satisfy the uniform cone property. Moreover, as the Newtonian capacity of a compact curve in R^3 is zero, hypothesis (M2’) holds together with the conclusion of Proposition 4.5.

Remark 4.6. The result can be extended to a family of N(ε) curves, N(ε) → ∞, under suitable restrictions imposed on the geometry of the curves and their number N as a function of ε. In particular, the approach developed by Namlyeyeva et al. [11] can be adapted to handle the case of straight lines (cylinders). We leave the details to the interested reader.

References

[1] A. Abbatiello and E. Feireisl. On a class of generalized solutions to equations describing incompressible viscous fluids. Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. (4), 199(3):1183–1195, 2020.

[2] G. Allaire. Homogenization of the Navier-Stokes equations in open sets perforated with tiny holes. I. Abstract framework, a volume distribution of holes. Arch. Rational Mech. Anal., 113(3):209–259, 1990.

[3] G. Allaire. Homogenization of the Navier-Stokes equations in open sets perforated with tiny holes. II. Noncritical sizes of the holes for a volume distribution and a surface distribution of holes. Arch. Rational Mech. Anal., 113(3):261–298, 1990.

[4] D. Bucur and J. P. Zolesio. N-dimensional shape optimization under capacity constraints. J.

Differential Equations, 123:504–522, 1995.

[5] L. Diening, E. Feireisl, and Y. Lu. The inverse of the divergence operator on perforated domains with applications to homogenization problems for the compressible Navier-Stokes system. ESAIM Control Optim. Calc. Var., 23(3):851–868, 2017.

[6] L. Diening, M. Růžička, and K. Schumacher. A decomposition technique for John domains.

Ann. Acad. Sci. Fenn. Math., 35(1):87–114, 2010.

[7] E. Feireisl, T. Karper, O. Kreml, and J. Stebel. Stability with respect to domain of the low Mach number limit of compressible viscous fluids. Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci., 23(13):2465–2493, 2013.

[8] E. Feireisl, A. Novotný, and H. Petzeltová. On the domain dependence of solutions to the compressible Navier-Stokes equations of a barotropic fluid. Math. Meth. Appl. Sci., 25:1045– 1073, 2002.

[9] A. Henrot and M. Pierre. Shape variation and optimization, volume 28 of EMS Tracts in Mathematics. European Mathematical Society (EMS), Zürich, 2018.

[10] Y. Lu and S. Schwarzacher. Homogenization of the compressible Navier-Stokes equations in domains with very tiny holes. J. Differential Equations, 265(4):1371–1406, 2018.

[11] Y. V. Namlyeyeva, Š. Nečasová, and I. I. Skrypnik. The Dirichlet problems for steady Navier- Stokes equations in domains with thin channels. In Advances in mathematical fluid mechanics, pages 339–366. Springer, Berlin, 2010.

[12] Šárka Nečasová and Florian Oschmann. Homogenization of the two-dimensional evolutionary compressible Navier-Stokes equations. arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.09070, 2022.

[13] Pavel I Plotnikov and Jan Sokolowski. Domain dependence of solutions to compressible Navier–Stokes equations. SIAM journal on control and optimization, 45(4):1165–1197, 2006.

[14] L. Tartar. Incompressible fluid flow in a porous medium: Convergence of the homogenization process. In Nonhomegenous media and vibration theory E. Sánchez-Palencia ed., Springer- Verlag, pages 368–377, 1980.

[15] V. Šverák. On optimal shape design. J. Math. Pures Appl. (9), 72(6):537–551, 1993.