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Existence of global weak solutions to
kinetic models for dilute polymers

John W. Barrett! & Endre Siili?

We study the existence of global-in-time weak solutions to a coupled
microscopic-macroscopic bead-spring model which arises from the kinetic the-
ory of dilute solutions of polymeric liquids with noninteracting polymer chains.
The model consists of the unsteady incompressible Navier—Stokes equations in
a bounded domain Q C R?, d = 2 or 3, for the velocity and the pressure of the
fluid, with an elastic extra-stress tensor as right-hand side in the momentum
equation. The extra-stress tensor stems from the random movement of the
polymer chains and is defined through the associated probability density func-
tion which satisfies a Fokker—Planck type parabolic equation, a crucial feature
of which is the presence of a centre-of-mass diffusion term. The anisotropic
Friedrichs mollifiers, which naturally arise in the course of the derivation of
the model in the Kramers expression for the extra stress tensor and in the
drag term in the Fokker—Planck equation, are replaced by isotropic Friedrichs
mollifiers. We establish the existence of global-in-time weak solutions to the
model for a general class of spring-force-potentials including in particular the
widely used FENE (Finitely Extensible Nonlinear Elastic) potential. We jus-
tify also, through a rigorous limiting process, certain classical reductions of
this model appearing in the literature which exclude the centre-of-mass diffu-
sion term from the Fokker—Planck equation on the grounds that the diffusion
coefficient is small relative to other coefficients featuring in the equation. In
the case of a corotational drag term we perform a rigorous passage to the
limit as the Friedrichs mollifiers in the Kramers expression and the drag term
converge to identity operators.
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1 Introduction

This paper is concerned with the question of existence of global weak solutions to a
system of nonlinear partial differential equations which arises from the kinetic theory
of dilute polymer solutions. The solvent is an incompressible, viscous, isothermal
Newtonian fluid confined to a open set Q C R%, d = 2 or 3, with boundary 9. For
the sake of simplicity of presentation we shall suppose that €2 has solid boundary
09); the velocity field y will then satisfy the no-slip boundary condition © = Q on
0f). The polymer chains which are suspended in the solvent are assumed not to
interact with each other. The conservation of momentum and mass equations for
the solvent then have the form of the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations in
which the elastic extra-stress tensor 7 (i.e. the polymeric part of the Cauchy stress
tensor), appears as a source term:

Find u : (z,t) € R — u(z,t) € R?and p : (z,t) € R — p(z,t) € R such that

O WV u-vAutVep = Veor  mQxO0T], (L)
Ve -u = 0 in Q x (0,77, (1.1b)

u = 0 on 09 x (0,7], (1.1c)

u(z,0) = wuo(z) Vg € € (1.1d)

where u is the velocity field, p is the pressure of the fluid, and v € Ry is the
viscosity of the solvent. For the sake of simplicity we shall assume that there are
no body forces present: the presence of a body force f € L*(R,[H~1(2)]?) on the
right-hand side of (1.1a) would not cause any particular technical complications.
The extra stress tensor 7 is defined as the second moment of ¢, the probability
density function of the (random) conformation vector of the polymer molecules. As
will be seen below, the Kolmogorov equation satisfied by v is a Fokker—Planck type
second-order parabolic equation whose transport coefficients depend on the velocity
field u.

Polymer solutions exhibit a range of non-Newtonian flow properties: in particu-
lar, the stress endured by a fluid element depends upon the history of deformations
experienced by that element. Thereby, rheological properties of non-Newtonian
fluids are governed by the flow-induced evolution of their internal microstructure.
Following Keunings [16], a relevant feature of the microstructure is the conforma-
tion of the macromolecules, i.e. their orientation and the degree of stretching they
experience. From the macroscopic viewpoint it is only the statistical distribution
of conformations that matters: for, the macroscopic stress carried by each fluid ele-
ment is governed by the distribution of polymer conformations within that element.
Motivated by this observation, kinetic theories of polymeric fluids ignore quantum
mechanical and atomistic effects, and focus on ‘coarse-grained” models of the poly-
meric conformations. Depending on the level of coarse-graining, one may arrive at
a hierarchy of kinetic models. For example, a dilute solution of linear polymers in
a Newtonian solvent can be described in some detail by the freely jointed bead-rod



Kramers chain, which comprises a number of beads (of the order of 100) connected
by rigid linear segments. A coarser model of the same polymer is the freely jointed
bead-spring chain, a Rouse chain, consisting of a smaller number of beads (of the
order of 10) connected linearly by entropic springs. A coarser model still is the
dumbbell model which involves two beads connected by a spring [5]. As has been
emphasized by Keunings [16], such coarse-grained models are not meant to capture
the detailed structure of the polymer. Rather, they are intended to describe, in
more or less detail, the evolution of polymer conformations in a macroscopic flow.

Many of the interesting properties of dilute polymer solutions can be understood
by modelling them as suspensions of simple coarse-grained objects (viz. dumbbells)
in a Newtonian fluid. This paper is devoted to the mathematical analysis of dumb-
bell models which are nonlinearly coupled Navier—Stokes—Fokker—Planck systems of
partial differential equations: from the technical viewpoint these relatively simple
models already exemplify many of the analytical difficulties which are encountered
in the study of more complex models.

u(z,t)

>

Figure 1: Noninteracting polymer chains, immersed into an incompressible New-
tonian solvent with flow velocity u, are modelled by using dumbbells, each dumbbell
representing a polymer chain. A dumbbell is a pair of beads, with centres of mass
located, respectively, at r1(t) and ra(¢) at time ¢ > 0, connected with an elastic
spring. The dumbbell is characterized by the position r.(t) = 3(r1(t) + r2()) of its
centre of mass and its elongation vector q(t) = ra(t) — r1(¢).

Since our model problem differs in slight yet crucial details from classical bead
spring models, we provide here a brief overview of the derivation of the model. Some
of the key steps have been stimulated by the arguments put forward in Schieber [26]
and in Chapter 1 of the recent doctoral thesis of Lozinski [19]; see also Lozinski,
Owens & Fang [21].

Let us denote by r;(t) € R% i = 1,2, the position vectors of the centres of mass
of the two beads in the dumbbell at time ¢ > 0. The centre of mass of the dumbbell



is then located at r.(t) := 1(r1(t) + r2(t)). We define the elongation vector (or
end-to-end vector) of the molecule at time ¢ by ¢(t) = r2(t) — r:1(t); see Figure 1.
The elongation vector ¢(t) is assumed to be confined to a balanced convex open
set D C R? the term balanced means that 0 € D, and —q € D whenever ¢ € D.
Typically, D is an open d-dimensional ball of fixed radius Quax, an ellipse with fixed
half-axes, or the whole of R%.

Assuming that each bead has mass m, the spring is massless and in the absence
of external forces, Langevin’s equation from statistical mechanics states that

mdy; +uidt = Bydt+ F(

where v; is the velocity of the i*" bead, ( is a friction coefficient, k is the Boltzmann
constant and pu is the absolute temperature. Further, B;(t) denotes the Brownian
force acting on bead ¢ at time ¢, defined by a d-component vectorial Wiener process

Wi(t); thus, Bi(t) dt = V2R /C W (t), with

(Wi =0, i=1,2, and (W;@t)[W;)]") =6, min(t,t') I, i,j=12,

~

where [ is the d x d identity matrix, the angle-brackets (-) denote (in this section of
the paper only) the ensemble average over the phase-space {(r1,12,7,,7,) € R*} of
possible realizations. The elastic force F' : D C R? — R? of the spring connecting
the two beads is defined by a (sufficiently smooth) potential U : Rsy — R through

F(q) = HU'(5]¢/*) g, (1.2)
where H € R+ is a spring constant. It follows from the definition of F' that

F(@)+F(—=¢)=0 and F(q) — F(—q) =2F(q). (1.3)

Example 1 Typical examples include the Hookean (linear) spring force F'(¢) = Hg,

where g € D = R?, corresponding to U(s) = s; and the Finitely Extensible Nonlinear
Elastic (FENE) spring force

O p— eD={g R’ : |g| < Quu)
L\4)=T—"F 137,92 q =g g max f 5

~ I |g|2/Q12max ~ ~ ~

corresponding to U(s) = —% 2 . In (1 — Qgs ), where Qay 1S the maximum length
of the spring. o

The velocity v; of bead i, is governed by the differential equation

~i



where u(r;(t), t) is the solvent velocity at the point with position vector r;(t) at time
t. On neglecting the acceleration terms in Langevin’s equation, as m is small, the
equations of motion of the beads become

¢ (dr(t)

—u(ri(t),t)dt) =
¢ (dra(t) —

r 1(t)dt + F(ra — 1) dt, (1.4a)
(za2(t), 1) dt) =

8
1 — ’!:2) dt. (14b)

iR

<

Let f : (r1,72,7,,79.t) — f(r1,72,7,,7,,t) denote the phase-space probability
density function, defined as the nonnegative function f such that

/ f(ﬁlv T2, tlv 7:27 t) dﬁl d£2 dﬁl d£2
A

is the expected number of dumbbells at time ¢ having bead positions and velocities
in the Borel set A of the phase-space R*. We define the velocity-space average ((A))
of a function A : (ﬁlu T2, ilv ﬁz) = A(Elv T2, ilv £2) by

1 . . . . . .
<<A>>(E17E2’t) - W/T i A(£17£27E17£2) f(tlﬂ:%ﬁbﬁgut) dﬁl dfgv
~10~

2

where the contracted configuration distribution function ¢'?(ry,74,t) is defined as
the marginal distribution of f, that is

¢12(£1>f27t) :/ ) f(":laf%fpiyt) d’Lﬂl dfz
r.r

~1'~2

With these definitions, (1)) = 1. By virtue of Liouville’s theorem from statistical
mechanics, 12 satisfies the following continuity equation:

8¢12 ) ]
O ¥ () ") + Vi () ¥'%) =01 (15
On applying the velocity-space average ((-)) to (1.4a,b), we obtain

¢ ({2, 0 — ulra(t), 1) = (Br(®) + F(r2 —11),
¢ ({0 — wlra(t), 1)) = (Bo(®)) + F(r1 — 12).

Now, by adopting the Curtiss—Bird-Hassager hypothesis of equilibration in momen-
tum space [7], the velocity-averaged Brownian force (B.)), i = 1,2, satisfies

i

(B,(®)) = —kp ¥, Iny.

1.6a)
(1.6b)

We note in passing that Schieber & Ottinger highlight in [27] that equilibration in
momentum space and neglecting the acceleration term in Langevin’s equation are
a consequence of a single hypothesis: — that one can formally let the bead-mass
m — 0.



Thus, (1.6a,b) yield

()2 = —’%‘ Vb +ulrn, ) % + % Flra - 11) 62,
()2 = —’%“ Vot + ulra, £) 12 + % Flr — 12) 0™

On substituting these into (1.5) we obtain the following Fokker-Planck equation for
w12:

8?;2 + V- [u(m, t) ' + % F(ry —11) W]
+ NVTQ ' |:@(f27 t) wu + % E(ﬁl - 7:2) 7vb12:| = %u Ar1¢12 + kflu AT2¢12' (17>

Recalling (1.3) and defining

(r1(t)+12(t)), we deduce

N[

based on changing to centre-of-mass co-ordinates, r.(t) =
from (1.7) that

0
o Ve

k 2k
F(q) w) = 2—5 A+ TM A,

In order to ensure that the definition of (g, c_N],t) is meaningful for all x € €, we
shall suppose that ¢ € D(z), where

+ Vg <[LL(£ g1 — (e — 3¢, 0]Y -

D(@)={qeD :x+tsqeQ, foralse [—1,11}.
Hence, the set D(z) of admissible end-to-end vectors depends on the choice of z €
Q. Since D has been assumed to be balanced, the same is true of D(z). Note,
in particular, that since the macroscopic domain €2 is, by hypothesis, bounded,
necessarily |¢| < diam(Q2) for any ¢ € D(z).
Now, we can express h

¢,t) = (V. JTuz,t) e,  q€ D),

N[

u(z +3q,t) — ulz —

~

where J¢ . @ w — Jg w is the directional Friedrichs mollifier with respect to z,
over an interval of length « |qg|, in the direction ¢, defined by

R

1
Jiw)@) =y [ w09 geDa), zen

(M)



Thus,

o Y

A (y(gv — 300 +ulz + 5q.1) ¢>

k 2k
+ Yq-((yxﬂq@)gw— E(g)@b): Ea+ =R A,

¢
for all ¢ € D(z) and g € €.

The fraction appearing in the second term on the left-hand side of this equation
can be written as follows

w(z — 5¢,1) +u(z + 3¢, 1)

l\)l»—A

where

is the second difference of u. Now, assuming that u(-,t) belongs to the Zygmund

class Cl . (cf. [29], for example), we have that
9 1
|A%g u(z,t)] < 5 q| |%(',t)|01(3(g,%\g|))a q€ D(z), z€Q,
and hence
u(z — 5¢,1) +ulz + 3¢, 1) 1

The requirement v € Ci_ is a very weak hypothesis on the regularity of u; in
particular, u € Cl . may be nowhere differentiable on .

We proceed by adopting the local homogeneity assumption, {qy |u(-,t) |cl(B(:g,%éo)) ~
0, where ¢y < diam((2) is the characteristic microscopic length-scale (of the charac-
teristic dumbbell size). The validity of this assumption rests on the premise that,
while the velocity field may exhibit wide variation with respect to x over distances
comparable to the size of an ensemble of dumbbells, its variation over the length-

scale |g| ~ £y of a single dumbbell is small. Under this hypothesis, the arithmetic
mean 3 (u(z — 3¢,t) +u(z + 5¢,1)) is simply replaced by u(z,t). Hence, we arrive
at the Fokker—Planck equation

O

k k
e e 0)+ Y, (92 TEw v - 2P ) = a4 B A

¢ 2¢ ¢
for z € 2, ¢ € D(2), lq| = O({) and t > 0. The equation is supplemented by an
(8

|4l
initial condition ¥(z, g, 0) o(z,q) > 0 and boundary conditions which will be
specified later.



Next we define the extra stress tensor 7 in terms of ¢). Taking an arbitrary
surface in the dumbbell solution we consider the contribution to 7 at a point P
with position vector  due to: (a) the spring tension in the dumbbells straddling
the surface at P; and (b) changes in momentum brought about by beads passing

through the surface at P. Following Biller & Petruccione [4,24], we then have that

T(z,t) = —2kpp(z.t) ]+ / /1~ Y(z +0q,q,t)d0dg
2
= —2kup™(z,t) L+ /D@) q[F(q)]" TP (x,q,t) dg, (1.8)
where J7, is the scalar version of the operator J4, ,, and
p(x,t) = U(z+3¢,¢:t)dg, g€ D), lg=0), z€Q (1.9)

~T A ~ ~

D(z)

We nondimensionalize ¢ by performing the change of variables § = g/ﬁo. On
noting that

8/\ A/\
8—15 + Ve (U¢>+~Va'<(yz-7fo,a@>€¢_

where w( /g\ ) Edw(%@t)ag]:fo@ g(): \/kM/H>)\:C/4H>
l|a|2) G, with U (s)=£2U(25).
211 EX 0 0
We define D = EalD and lA)(:NE) = Eng(:g).

Example 2 For the Hookean spring force, F (@) =qwithg € D = R¢, correspond-
ing to U(s) = s. For the FENE spring force,

1 ~
q :7/\/\ ED: GRd . A2<b
(@) e q {q q|” < b},

Z’jj)

where b = Q2 /3, corresponding to ﬁ(s) = —gln( — 2 |s] < % o

On changing variables in the expression for p™ we deduce that

~

pH,t) = [ Yz +%q,qt)dq.
D)



By an identical argument, on noting that H{¢3 = k p,

et = Ghue'e 010G [ 970 (3R) Tgied g
D(z
= pola ) L+ hp ( / T 0 (337) 650 30 4T - ol g) ,
D(z
where
po(zt) =kp(p(z,t) — 207 (z,t))  and  p(z,t)= [  P(z,q.0)dq.

D(z)
Since the right-hand side of the equation (1.1a) is equal to

+Y. ks ( [ a0 (3) 5530 43 - sl g) ,

D(z)

23

after transferring V, po(z,t) to the left-hand side of (1.1a) and redefining the pres-
sure p(z,t) as p(x,t) — po(z,t), the extra-stress tensor 7(z,t) becomes

(z,t) =kpu (/A qq' U ( q] )%ﬁ@@(;ﬁ@ t)dg — p(z,t) £> :
D(;c)

which is the Kramers expression for the elastic extra stress tensor 7, except that
here, in the case of a general heterogeneous solvent-velocity field u(x t), we have

]

the directional Friedrichs mollification J Aw of ¢ instead of ¢ itself appearing in
the classical Kramers expression.

For the sake of simplicity of exposition we drop the ~ s from our notation: in
what follows we shall write ¢, ¢, F', U, D instead of ¢, q; E U D throughout.

Thus, the governing equations become (1.1a~d), where 7 is defined by

]

(»:v,t)zku</ QQTU’<%|Q|Q>%ﬁ,qw(z,g,t)dg—p(zat)£>, (1.10)
D(z)

with

p(z,t) = U(z, g, t)dg, (1.11)
D()

and, on defining ¢ = (2/8)\, we see that (g, q,t) is a solution to the Fokker—Planck
equation

0

o (0 V)0 + Yy (Ve T g9) = < At + 52V - (Vg0 + U ). (112)
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This model has two noteworthy features compared to classical Fokker—Planck
equations for bead-spring models appearing in the literature. The first of these is
the presence of the g-dissipative centre-of-mass diffusion term e A1) = (£3/8\) A1
on the right-hand side of the Fokker—Planck equation (1.12). In standard deriva-
tions of bead-spring models the centre-of-mass diffusion term is routinely omitted,
on the grounds that it is several orders of magnitude smaller than the other terms
in the equation. Indeed, when L = 1 is a characteristic macroscopic length-scale
(such as, for example, diam((2)), Bhave, Armstrong & Brown, [3] estimate the ra-
tio £3/L? to be in the range of about 107 to 10~7. However, the omission of the
term € A,¢ from (1.12) in the case of a heterogeneous solvent-velocity u(z,t) is a
mathematically counterproductive model-reduction. When € A1 is absent, (1.12)
becomes a degenerate parabolic equation exhibiting hyperbolic behaviour with re-
spect to (z,t). Since the study of weak solutions to the coupled problem requires
one to work with velocity fields u that have very limited Sobolev regularity (typi-
cally uw € L>(0,T; L*(Q)) N L*(0,T; HY(9))), one is then forced into the technically
unpleasant framework of hyperbolically degenerate parabolic equations with rough
transport coefficients [1]. The resulting difficulties are further exacerbated by the
fact that, when D is bounded, a typical spring force F (c_N]) for a finitely extensible
model (such as FENE) explodes as q approaches 0D; see Example 2 above. For
these reasons, here we shall retain the centre-of-mass diffusion term in (1.12). In
fact, one of the objectives of this paper is to give mathematical foundation to the
model-reduction € = 0 by rigorously justifying the limiting process € — 0.

The second noteworthy feature of the model is the presence of the directional
Friedrichs mollifier 77  in the Kramers expression (1.10) and in the Fokker—Planck
equation (1.12). In standard derivations of these, upon postulating that ¢ and u
are sufficiently smooth, the local homogeneity assumption is used (in its classical
form, expressed as the requirement that u is ‘approximately linear’ on the charac-
teristic microscopic length-scale ¢y,) to approximate Ji ¥(z,q,t) by ¥(z,q,t) and
Ji u(z,t) by u(z,t) to simplify the model. We shall refrain from performing such
approximations and will retain the Friedrichs mollifiers in the Kramers expression
and in the Fokker—Planck equation, given that they naturally arise in the deriva-
tion of the model. Instead, we shall make a different, apparently more reasonable,
simplification which does not necessitate the imposition of additional smoothness
requirements on u or v¢: we shall replace, in both (1.10) and (1.12), the direc-
tional Friedrichs mollifiers J;; , and J7 . by their isotropic counterparts J3 and Jg,
where 0 < a < fy. In addition, we shall also suppose, for the sake of simplicity,
that D(z) = D for all z € Q in (1.10) and (1.11). In the simplified case, when
the drag term in (1.12) is corotational; that is, the tensor V, u is replaced by its
skew-symmetric part 5([V,u] — [V u]")); we shall rigorously justify, by passing to
the limit o — 0., the model-reduction o = 0 which corresponds to replacing the
Friedrichs mollifiers by identity operators.

We conclude this introduction with a brief survey of developments on the analysis
of classical bead-spring models, all of which correspond to formally letting ¢ = 0 in
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(1.12), i.e. omitting the centre-of-mass diffusion term, and formally letting a = 0,
L.e. replacing the Friedrichs mollifiers J7, and J¢, , by identity operators.

An early effort to show the existence and uniqueness of local-in-time solutions to
a family of bead-spring type polymeric flow models is due to Renardy [25]. While the
class of potentials ['(¢) considered by Renardy [25] (cf. hypotheses (F) and (F') on
pp. 314-315) does include the case of Hookean dumbbells, it excludes the practically
relevant case of the FENE model (see Example 2 above). More recently, E, Li &
Zhang [10] and Li, Zhang & Zhang [18] have revisited the question of local existence
of solutions for dumbbell models.

Constantin [6] has considered the Navier—Stokes equations coupled to nonlinear
Fokker—Planck equations describing the evolution of the probability distribution of
the particles interacting with the fluid. He described, in the case when D is a
Riemannian manifold, relations determining the coefficients of the stresses added in
the fluid by the particles; these relations link the extra stresses to the kinematic effect
of the fluid-velocity on the particles and to the inter-particle interaction potential.
In equations (of Type 1, in the terminology of [6],) where the extra stresses depend
linearly on the particle distribution density, as is the case in the present paper, the
energy balance requires a response potential. In equations (of Type 2) where the
added stresses depend quadratically on the particle distribution, it is shown that
energy balance can be achieved without a dynamic response potential, and global
existence of smooth solutions is shown if inertial effects are neglected. The necessary
relationship (eq. (2.14) in [6]) for the existence of a Lyapunov function in the sense
of Theorem 2.2 of [6] does not hold for the polymer models considered in the present
paper.

Otto & Tzavaras [22] have investigated the Doi model (which is similar to a
Hookean model considered here, except that D = S?) for suspensions of rod-like
molecules in the dilute regime. For certain parameter values, the velocity gradient
vs. stress relation defined by the stationary and homogeneous flow is not rank-one
monotone. They considered the evolution of possibly large perturbations of station-
ary flows and proved that, even in the absence of a microscopic cut-off, discontinuities
in the velocity gradient cannot occur in finite time.

In a recent paper Jourdain, Lelievre & Le Bris [15] studied the existence of solu-
tions to the FENE model in the case of a simple Couette flow; by using tools from the
theory of stochastic differential equations, they established the existence of a unique
local-in-time solution to the FENE model in two space dimensions (d = 2) when the
velocity field u is unidirectional and of the particular form u(zy, z2) = (ui(w2),0)".
The notion of solution for which existence is proved in the paper of Jourdain, Lelievre
& Le Bris [15] is mixed deterministic-stochastic in the sense that it is deterministic
in the ‘macroscopic’ variable z, but stochastic in the ‘microscopic’ variable ¢. In
contrast, our notion of solution (cf. Sec. 3 below) is deterministic both macroscopi-
cally and microscopically, since the microscales are modelled here by the probability
density function (g, q,t). The choice between these different notions of solution
has far-reaching consequences on computational simulation: mixed deterministic-
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stochastic notions of solution necessitate the use of Monte Carlo-type algorithms for
the numerical approximation of polymer configurations, as proposed in the mono-
graph of Ottlnger [23] and, for example, in the paper of Jourdain, Lelievre & Le
Bris [14]; whereas weak solutions in the sense considered in the present paper can be
approximated by entirely deterministic (e.g. Galerkin-type) schemes, as was done,
for example, in Lozinski, Chauviere, Fang & Owens [20].

In the case of Hookean dumbbells, and assuming ¢ = 0 and « = 0, the cou-
pled microscopic-macroscopic model described above yields, formally, on taking the
second moment of g — w(g, x,t), the fully macroscopic, Oldroyd-B model of visco-
elastic flow (cf. Sec. 2.2 below). Lions & Masmoudi [17] have shown the existence
of global-in-time weak solutions to the Oldroyd-B model in the simplified corota-
tional case, as described above. The argument of Lions & Masmoudi [17] is based
on exploiting the propagation in time of the compactness of the solution and the
DiPerna-Lions [8] theory of renormalized solutions to linear hyperbolic equations
with nonsmooth transport coefficients. It is not known if an identical global existence
result for the Oldroyd-B model also holds in the absence of the crucial assumption
that the drag term is corotational. We note in passing that, on assuming € > 0
and a = 0, the coupled microscopic-macroscopic model above yields, on taking
the second moment in the case of Hookean dumbbells. In this sense, the Hookean
dumbbell model has a macroscopic closure: it is the Oldroyd-B model when ¢ = 0,
and a dissipative version of Oldroyd-B (cf. (2.18) below) when € > 0. In contrast,
the FENE model does not have an exact closure at the macroscopic level, though
Du, Yu & Liu [9] and Yu, Du & Liu [30] have recently considered the analysis of
approximate closures of the FENE model. Previously, El-Kareh and Leal [11] had
proposed a macroscopic model, with added dissipation in the equation which governs
the evolution of the conformation tensor

Az, t) = / qq"(z,q,t)dg
D

in order to account for Brownian motion across streamlines; the model can be
thought of as an approximate macroscopic closure of a FENE-type micro-macro
model with centre-of-mass diffusion.

Simultaneously, Barrett, Schwab & Siili [2] established the existence of global-
in-time weak solutions to the coupled microscopic-macroscopic model (1.1a—d) and
(1.12) with € = 0, an g-mollified velocity-gradient in the Fokker—Planck equation
and an g-mollified probability density function v in the Kramers expression, —
admitting a large class of potentials U (including the Hookean dumbbell model as
well as general FENE-type models); in addition to these mollifications, u in the g-
convective term (u -V, )¢ in the Fokker—Planck equation was also mollified. Unlike
Lions & Masmoudi [17], the arguments in [2] did not require the assumption that
the drag term was corotational in the FENE case. The mollification S,u of the
velocity field u that was considered in [2] was stimulated by the Leray-a model of
the incompressible Navier—Stokes equations (the viscous Camassa—Holm equations),
proposed by Foias, Holm & Titi [12] and was defined as follows: the mollified velocity
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field Syu = v is the solution of the following Helmholtz-Stokes problem

v—alA,v+V,mr=u inQ, Vs -v=0 1in Q, v=0 ondQ; (1.13)
where 7 is a pressure-like auxiliary variable (with no particular physical meaning).
This definition ensures that the mollified velocity field S,u = v remains divergence-
free and satisfies the same boundary condition as u. In [2] the motivation for in-
troducing the mollification was of purely technical nature: the need to rigorously
justify the passage to the limit in the proof of the existence of weak solutions, based
on a compactness argument. It is interesting to observe on reflection that, when
starting from first principles, the derivation of the coupled Navier—Stokes—Fokker—
Planck model does, in fact, include a mollification of v in the Kramers formula for
the extra-stress tensor as well as of the velocity gradient in the Fokker—Planck equa-
tion, just as in [2], albeit the mollifiers are directional Friedrichs mollifiers rather
than Helmholtz—Stokes mollifiers. In classical derivations of the model the mollifiers
are approximated by identity operators, on the grounds that the functions to which
they are applied are smooth enough to justify such a model-reduction; absurdly, in
the proof of existence of weak solutions to the reduced model, the mollifiers then
have to be reinstated since the requisite smoothness hypotheses which were used
to justify the model-reduction are absent. Thus, in this paper we chose to retain
the Friedrichs mollifiers which naturally arise in the derivation of the model, — our
only modelling approximation being to replace the directional Friedrichs mollifiers
by their isotropic counterparts J? and JZ, 0 < a < {j; in particular, unlike the
argument presented in [2], here we do not mollify the g-convective term (u - V)9
in the Fokker—Planck equation. For the same reason, instead of formally neglecting
the centre-of-mass diffusion term €A, in the Fokker—Planck equation (1.12) on the
grounds that € < 1, we consciously retain this term in our model, at least initially.
We shall then rigorously justify the model-reduction € = 0.

Our first objective is to show the existence of weak solutions to the complete
model, corresponding to a > 0 and ¢ > 0. This is accomplished in Sec. 3 after
formulating carefully in Sec. 2 the class of potentials U considered. In particu-
lar, we show in Sec. 2 how the Hookean dumbbell model and the FENE model fit
into the general setting. In addition, we introduce a family of weighted Sobolev
spaces which represent the natural functional-analytic framework for the problem:;
we also recall from [2] some crucial density and trace results in these weighted spaces.
These weighted space are closely related to the Fokker—Planck equation under con-
sideration: the weight of the space is the Maxwellian induced by the potential U
appearing in the Fokker—Planck equation. We then rigorously justify the model-
reduction ¢ = 0. In particular, we rigorously pass to the limit ¢ — 0, in both
the corotational and the general noncorotational case; in the latter case we confine
ourselves to the physically relevant situation when D is a bounded domain. We also
justify the model-reduction o = 0 in the corotational case by rigorously passing to
the limit &« — 0. The rigorous justification of the model-reduction a = 0 remains
open in the general noncorotational case; under our weak smoothness requirements
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on the data, the justification of the simultaneous model-reduction («, ¢) = (0, 0) also
remains open. While our ‘macroscopic’ energy estimate, which bounds the velocity
field u in terms of the data, is completely uniform with respect to both ¢ and « in
both the corotational and the general noncorotation case, the resulting compactness
results are, unfortunately, of insufficient strength to admit rigorous passage to the
simultaneous limit (o, ) — (04,04 ).

2 Polymer Models

We term polymer models under consideration here microscopic-macro- scopic type
models, since the continuum mechanical macroscopic equations of incompressible
fluid flow are coupled to a microscopic model: the Fokker—Planck equation describ-
ing the statistical properties of particles in the continuum. We first present these
equations and collect assumptions on the parameters in the model.

2.1 Microscopic—Macroscopic Polymer Models

Let © C R? be a bounded open set with a Lipschitz-continuous boundary 9%,
and suppose that the set D C R? d = 2 or 3, of admissible elongation vectors
¢ in (1.12) is an open set which may be bounded or unbounded. For the sake of
simplicity of presentation, we shall suppose that D is either a bounded open ball
in R?, or D = R%; these two cases cover all practically relevant scenarios involving
the microscopic-macroscopic models discussed here. Our arguments in the case
when the configuration domain D is a bounded open ball can be extended, with
only minimal changes, to situations when D is any bounded open domain in R?
with smooth boundary (e.g. an ellipse, to account for anisotropy in the molecule’s
configuration).

Our system of equations involves the following Friedrichs mollifier with respect
to z. Let j € Wh*°(R?) with compact support in the closed unit ball B(0, 1), such
that

[ @di=1 ad @20, j-z) =) forallze B
B(0,1)
Then for any « € (0,1], let (J¥n)(z) : L'(Q) — WH=(Q) be such that

@@m@>=/74g—@n@wm VreQ, (2.1)

Q
where j,(z) = a~?j(a"t 7). In addition, we extend JZ in the natural way to vector
and tensor functions to obtain J% : L'(Q) — W>(Q) and JZ : L'(Q2) — W>°(Q).
Gathering (1.1a-d), (1.10) and (1.12) together, we then consider the following
initial-boundary-value problem dependent on parameters a, e € (0, 1].
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(P,,) Find functions

Uoe t (2,1) €ERT m wac(z,t) € R and pac ¢ (2,1) € R = poc(z,t) €R

~

such that
agj’a + (Yae - Vi o
—V Ay Uae + Vi Pace Vo - 19(Wae)  in Qx (0,7, (2.2a)
Vi Uae = 0 in Q x (0,77, (2.2b)
Uae = 0 on 02x (0,7, (2.2¢)
Uae(2,0) = wo(z) Vg € (2.2d)

where v € R is the viscosity and (9 (¢a.) @ (z,t) € R* — (. )(z,t) €
R4 is the symmetric extra-stress tensor, dependent on a probablhty density func-
tion Yo : (z,¢,t) € R** = 9y o(z,¢,t) € R, defined as

Z(a) (wa,s) =ku (Q(sza,s) - p(d}a,e) D =k (z [g(d}a 5)] B p(¢a,5) i) (2'?))

Here k, n € Ry are, respectively, the Boltzmann constant and the absolute tem-
perature, [ is the unit d x d tensor, and

CWae)(mt) = [ Yaclz,q,t)U'(3lg]*) qq" dg (2.4a)
and P(ae)(@,t) = [ vaelz,q:t)dg. (2.4b)

In addition, the real-valued, continuous, nonnegative and strictly monotonic increas-
ing function U, defined on a relatively open subset of [0, 00), is an elastic potential
which gives the elastic force F': D — R? on the springs via (1.2).

The probability density ¢, (2, ¢, t) represents the probability at time ¢ of finding
the centre of mass of a dumbbell in the volume element 2 + dz and having the end-
point of its elongation vector within the volume element ¢ +dgq. Hence p(¢a.c)(, )
is the density of the polymer chains located at g at time ¢. It follows from (1.12)
that 1, . satisfies the Fokker-Planck equation, together with suitable boundary and
initial conditions:

a,ll)a 154 (u
ot ~e
1

=5 Ve (Votoe+U' qac) +eAsthe i Qx Dx(0,T], (25a)
oe =0 onQx 9D x (0,7],(2.5b)

)

)

Ve )@ba,a +Vq- (g(Jiya,e) g%@)

EVitae -n=0 ondQdxDx(0,7T],(2.5c
Vae(2,4,0) = Yo(z,9) >0 V(z,q) €Q2xD; (2.5d

~
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where n is normal to Q. When D = R?, the boundary condition (2.5b) on 9D, the
boundary of D, is replaced by a decay condition at infinity which demands that |¢|
converges to 0 sufficiently fast as |g| tends to oo; we shall be more specific about
this later. h

In (2.5a) the parameter A\ € R characterizes the elastic relaxation property of

the fluid, and g(v) is related to V, v, where (V, v)(z,t) € R™% and {V, v};; = %
We will be interested in two possible choices: ’
(i) the noncorotational case g(v) = V. v, (2.6a)
or (ii) the corotational case g(v) = w(v); (2.6b)
where
1 . 1 .
Veu=D() +w(), D) =5Vev+Ver) | @) =5 Vev—Vor) ].2.7)

In the corotational case no smoothing is necessary in the extra stress tensor, so we
will replace (2.3) by

I(a)(@ba,a) _ k H (J(x [g(wa,a)] - p(wa,e) £) lf g() — Xz (28)
- k (z (wa,e) - p("vboc,a) £) if Q() = %J() .
On introducing the (normalized) Maxwellian
UG
M(q) = ,
/ e Ydg
5 4
we have that
Mqu_lz—M_lqu:U’g. (2.9)
In addition, the following identities hold:
VoU=U'q, VU =U"¢q and A U=U"|g?+U'd (2.10)

Thus, the Fokker—Planck equation (2.5a) can be rewritten as
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2.2 Two Examples

1. FENE-type models. A widely used model is the FENE (Finitely Extensible
Nonlinear Elastic) model, where

1 b 2
D = B(0,b?) and U(S):—§ln (1—78),
2\
and hence e "2147) = (1 — %) . (2.12)

Here B(0, s) is the bounded open ball of radius s > 0 in R? centred at the origin,
and b > 0 is an input parameter. Hence the length |g| of the elongation vector ¢

cannot exceed bz
2. Hookean dumbbells. Letting b — oo in (2.12) leads to the so-called Hookean
dumbbell model where

_U(d _1
D =R and U(s) =s, and therefore ¢ V214" = ¢7217F, (2.13)

This particular kinetic model for e, o € (0, 1], with g(J2ua:) = Vi (J5Ua,), corre-

sponds formally to an Oldroyd-B type model, or with g(J%ua.) =

corotational Oldroyd-B type model. Indeed, on multiplying (2.5a) by QC_N]T, integrat-

ing over D, performing integration by parts (assuming that ¢, . and |V, | decay
to zero sufficiently fast as [¢| — 00), and noting (2.4a) and for any 1 € R? that

(r-Vo)gq =rq" +qr’ and A, (qq") =21, (2.14)

yields that Oy .(2,t) = C(Ya.(2,t)) satisfies

0C e
A z&t7 +eA, ga,a) + ga,a = Pae L in 2 x (0,77, (2.15)

where pac(2,t) = p(Yac(z,t)) and

5C aC
— = — ‘l'(ya,a'vx)g_[g(t]xuaa

5t ot . Jottae) C+ Cla(Jitas)] ] (2.16)

is the upper-convected time derivative. Similarly, on integrating (2.5a) over D and
noting (2.4b) yields that p, . satisfies

Ipa
gt@ Ay pact (- Vi)pae =0  inQx(0,T]. (2.17)
Hence in the Hookean case, the probability density function 1, . can be eliminated
leading to a closed model for u,.,Cus. and p,.. Moreover, if either o = 0 or
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¥ (1hy.c) satisfies

g(v) = w(v) then (2.15) and (2 17) can be combined, on noting (2.8), to yield that
the extra-stress To.(z,t) = 1

0Ta,e
L(;l; +e A, Za,a) + Tae = k1A Pae [Q(Jiya@) + [g(Jiya,E)]T] in € % (0,77,

(2.18)

A

which, in the case of formally setting ¢ = a = 0, is the Oldroyd-B constitutive
equation if g(u) = V,u or the corotational Oldroyd-B constitutive equation if
g(u) = w(u); in the latter case, the right-hand side of (2.18) is identically equal
to 0.

2.3 General Structural Assumptions on the Potential

Suppose that D is a bounded open ball in R? or D = R? We assume that q —
U(5lq?) € C=(D) with q — U(5]q|*) nonnegative and q — U’(5]q|*) positive on D,
and that there exist constants ¢; > 0, ¢ = 1, 2, such that

d
(UY-U">c¢, VgeD and (U)-U">2cU VYq: |¢*> o (2.19)
4 4- 19 ,

1
where B(0, (i) Y cc D.
The above assumptions hold for the Hookean case, (2.13), with ¢; = 2¢5 = 1;

and the FENE case, (2.12), on assuming that b > 2, with ¢; = % and ¢; = %.

We shall also suppose that there exist positive constants ¢;, 1 = 3,...,7, and
k > 0, such that the Maxwellian M and the associated elastic potential U satisfy

cs [dist(g, OD)]" < M(q) < cq[dist(q, OD)|* Vge D,  (2.20a)
¢s < [dist(q. OD) U'(3g) < cs. [dist(q. OD)? [U"(3]gf*)| < ¢ Vg € Ds (2:200)

when D = R?, then [dist(¢g, dD)]" in (2.20a) is replaced by exp(—|g|®), and the
expressions [dist(q, D)) and [dist(g, dD)]? in (2.20b) are omitted.

It is an easy matter to show that the Maxwellian M and the elastic potential U
of the FENE model and of the Hookean dumbbell model satisfy conditions (2.20a,b),
— with D = B(0,b7) and x = £ in the case of the FENE model; and D = R? for
the Hookean dumbbell model.

We shall also require that

/D (14 (L 1gP) (O +1gP ©))] M dg < oo. (2.21)

For the Hookean model (2.13) and the FENE model (2.12), with b > 2, (2.21) is
easily shown to hold. For example, we have that

M = /M )?lg*dg < o0 (2.22)
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for both models. In the Hookean case, (2.22) follows since
/ e s ds < 00, (2.23)
0
while in the FENE case, (2.22) follows since

b S IFT4 d+2
/ (1 - —) s ds <oo ifb>2. (2.24)
; b

More generally, it follows from (2.20a,b), on noting that U(5]q|*) = —In M(q) +
Const., that (2.21) holds provided that either: (i) x > 1 when D is a bounded open
ball in R%; or (ii) when D = R4
3 Existence of Global Weak Solutions
Let

H:={wel*Q):V, w=0} and V:={we H;(?):V, w=0} (3.1)

where the divergence operator V, - is to be understood in the sense of vector-valued
distributions on €. Let V’ be the dual of V. Then for any v € (0,1],let 5, : V' =V
be such that 9, v is the unique solution to the Helmholtz-Stokes problem

~

/é%y-wdz+7/§x57y:§xwdz=<y,w> Vw eV, (3.2)
Q
where (-, -) denotes the duality pairing between V' and V. We note that
50 = [ DTS +15.0P] de VeV o (@), (3)
Q

and ||S - [[#1(0) is a norm on V'. In addition, we have from (3.2) that

1550l 20y + 7 1V [940ll720) < llollZey Vo € LA(Q); (3.4a)

(L= Sy)ulla@) + 7 I1Ve (L = Sy)ullZz

€T 22 \V/ 6 9
zv/yxy-yx(l—é‘y)ydgs{ﬂ'y 72 VeV
Q

3.4b
1Al Vo € v E2(@). P4

Hence it follows from (3.4b) that

(L = S)ullmy <77 Al < ()3 |ullmee Yo eV NHQ).  (3.5)
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Furthermore, for 9Q € C? and r > d (c.f. Girault & Raviart [13], p.88) we have
that

S, L(Q) cV — VN (Q) c YNCH(Q) is a bounded linear operator; (3.6a)
and hence Sobolev embedding yields that
IS,ellw @ < CllSyelware < CO) el Vo€ 7). (36b)

The aims of this paper are to prove existence of a (global-in-time) solution of a
weak formulation of: (i) the problem (P,.) for any fixed parameters a,e € (0, 1];
(ii) the problem (P,), obtained by formally setting ¢ = 0 in (P,.) (cf. (3.91a,b)), for
any fixed parameter o € (0, 1] for both the corotational and general noncorotational
cases under the following assumptions on the data

9N eC™, wyeH and M 2y € L*(Qx D) with ¢y > 0 ae. in Qx D. (3.7)

In addition, if 9Q € C? we prove existence of a (global-in-time) solution of a weak
formulation of the problem (P.), obtained by formally setting o = 0 in (P, ) (cf.
(3.98a,b)), for any fixed parameter ¢ € (0, 1], in the corotational case only.

The following results for JZ are easily established:

1 znllzz < Il v € L), (3.5)
I = J2lloy — 0 as =0, v € L¥0), (3.5)
[zmmas = [z as Vi m € Q). (380
Q Q
0 on . 1
n) = J* =1— H;(Q). .
) =2 (L) i=1ed e @ (3.80)

It follows from (3.8a) and (3.8d) that J? satisfies

o)), (3.9a)
Q). (3.9b)

[Javllmr@) < (vl e Yo €
€

AT

ITevllwre@ < Cla) ol Vo

We note that the results (3.8a-d) and (3.9a) hold if j € L®(R?Y), with compact
support in the closed unit ball B(0,1), j(z) > 0 for gz € R, fB(O,l)j(“QC) dz =1,
and j(—z) = j(z) for all z € B(0,1), e.g. a constant multiple of the characteristic
function of B(0,1). However, we require the result (3.9b) for our existence proof,
and hence our restriction to j € W1°°(R9) instead of j € L= (R?).

On introducing

%
lellmoreoan = { [ 31 (1ol 41940 dgaz} 3.100)
Q

xD

D=

nd Nelweenan = { [ 81 (ol 41926l +19,0] dgaz} ., (3.10)
Q

xD
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we then set
HO’I(Q X D7M) = {QO S LIIOC(Q X D) : ||§0||H0v1(Q><D;M) < OO}, (311&)
and Hl(Q x D;M) = {gp € L%OC(Q x D) : ||<p||H1(QxD;M) < oo}. (3.11Db)

We then define

X = MHY (Qx D;M), (3.12a)
2
X, = {peX: |g\2%dgdg<oo}, (3.12Db)
QxD
X" = {peX:p(r,q) >0forae (z,9 €QxD}, (3.12c)
and X;r = X,NX". (3.12d)

Clearly, if D is bounded then X, = X and X = X*. We remark, in particular,
that due to the structural hypotheses on U (specifically, (2.21) and (2.20a)), both
M and M U belong to Xt Similarly to above, we define X°, X?, X%* and X7,
where X% := M H*(Q x D; M).

We note for future reference that (2.4a) and (2.22) yield that, for ¢ € X°,

[icora=[$5° ([ ovag ) w

i=1 j=1

2
<d (/ M (U7 g dq) (/ ﬂdqu)
D ~ ~ QxD M <~
:dﬂ4</i Eﬁdmu). (3.13)
QxD M Lo~

On recalling Lemma 3.1 in Barrett, Schwab & Siili [2], we have that

0 M - C®(Qx D) if D is a bounded open ball in R¢, (3.14)
"] CR(Q x D) if D =R '
is dense in X f]) . It is a simple matter to adapt the proof there to show that
C o M - C*(Qx D) if D is a bounded open ball in R?, (3.15)
] 0*(Q;Ce(D)) if D=R4 '

is dense in X,. In addition, on recalling Lemma 3.2 in Barrett, Schwab & Siili [2],
we have that

(a) If D is a bounded open ball in R? and the elastic potential U and the associated
Maxwellian M satisfy (2.20a) with x > 5 and (2.20b); then,

U(slgl) =0 onQxdD, Ve X° (3.16a)
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(b) If D = R%; then, all for ¢ € X°,

R—o0

lim Rﬁ/ U'(2q2) || dS(q) dz =0  forall 3>0.  (3.16b)
QxdB(0,R) ~ ~

On recalling Lemma 3.3 in Barrett, Schwab & Siili [2], we have for any constant
L > 0 that

peX) = [p—LM], [p+LM]_€X). (3.17)

Of course, this result remains true if X 3 is replaced by Xj.
We note that

(v) = —lw(v)]" and hence ¢"

~

ww)g=0 Vqge R¢, (3.18)

2E

On recalling (4.15a,b) in Barrett, Schwab & Siili [2], it follows for all v € WH°((Q)

that
¥
w(w)q)-Vq (77) dgdz = 0, 3.19a
/;ZXDSO(N()N) Q<M> e ( )
M L4 _ 0
(w(v)q) -V, <M> dgdz = 0 Vo e X, (3.19Db)
QxD

As no smoothing is required of the extra stress tensor on the right-hand side of
the Navier—Stokes equations in the corotational case, we introduce

L[ it )=V,
Ul L i () =wl).

Q

(3.20)

3.1 Existence for (P,.)

In this subsection we will prove existence of a solution to the following weak formu-
lation of (P, ) for given parameters a,e € (0, 1]:

(P,.) Find functions
Uae € L0, T: L*(Q)) N L0, T; V) NWYa(0,T: V') and . € L2(0,T: X),

with
Joae € L¥(0,T; (), M2 4, € L*(0,T; LA(Q x D))

and
C(Yae) € L(0,T; L*(2)),
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such that u, (-, 0) = yo(-) and

0 Q

T
— —kp C(War) : Vo (Low)dzdt  Yw € L+4(0,T; V);

0 Q
(3.21a)
T
,lvboea 090 wO('a )
_ dgdg dt — o(-,+,0)dgdy
/0 QxD M a QxD M ( ) ~

/ /QXB l_A <%€) ~[g(J2t0) ) Yac| - ¥y (57) dgdzat

+/ / |i5M~vx (wa’e)_ya,ewa,s]'yx (i) dngdt:o VQOEX;
0o Jaxb M ~

M
(3.21b)
where X is the completion of C§°((—7,T); K) in the norm || - ||+ defined by
1 &p
el == llell207:x,) HM (3.22)
LY(0;T;L2(Q2x D))

This, in particular, implies that each ¢ € X satisfies ¢(-,-,T") = 0.

Remark 3 If d = 2, then u,. € C([0,T]; H) (cf. Lemma 1.2 on p.176 of Temam
[28]), whereas if d = 3, then u,. is only weakly continuous as a mapping from [0, T
into H (similarly as in Theorem 3.1 on p.191 in Temam [28]). It is in the latter,
weaker sense that the imposition of the initial condition to the u, .-equation will be
understood for d = 2,3: that is limo(Ua(- 1), 0(-)) = (uo(:),v(:)) for allv € H.

Throughout we will assume that (2.20a,b) hold, with x > 5 if D is a bounded
open ball in R? so that (3.16a) holds. In addition, we assume that (2.21) and (3.7)
hold. In order to prove existence of these weak solutions to (P,.), we consider a
time semidiscretization. To this end, for any 7" > 0, let N At = T and t, = n At,
n=0— N.

In order to prove existence of weak solutions under minimal smoothness require-
ments on the initial data, we introduce u° € V and ¢° € L*(Q2 x D; M~1) as follows:

Yo

0 0
= 9 d
y NAt,g’O an Q/’ 1+At|q|2

(3.23)

It immediately follows that 1 > 0 a.e. in Q x D, and from (3.7) and (3.4a) that

0]2
Jue+angodPlacs [ a+argt Bl <o @
Q QxD ~
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In addition, we have that u" converges to uy weakly in H and ¢° converges to g
weakly in L2(Q x D; M~1) as At — 0.

As seen in [2], the noncorotational case is harder to analyze than the corotational
case. Therefore in some places in the analysis below, we have to distinguish between
these cases. For all v € W1°°(Q), we introduce

v) = nyQH2oo(Q) if g() =V.
A { 0 it g()=wl(). (3.25)

It follows from (3.9b), that A(J%v) is well defined for all v € L'(Q).
Let u) = u° and ¢ = ¢°. Then, for n =1 — N, given {ul !, A2 Yn7'} €

V xR x X, where Ap2t = A(Jhuo')s find {un., A(Joun.), va ., C(WR)} €
V x RT x X x L*(Q) such that

n .
Volg, : Vowde

2
Q3
m

|
=
Q3
o |
AN
+
=
Q3
o |
o
‘<
8
S~—
I
BE
m
| I— |
S
o,
&
+
<
S~

b [ O Ve Law)ds VeV, (3200

&
Q

N q
QxD At M <~

+/ o [+ AAzn ) v — A AT et | 2 dgda
QxD ~ ~ T 1

M Zﬁ T, n n SO
+/Q><D [ﬂyq (M) [g(gaija,e)g]wa,s} qu (M) dgdf

3 g
" /S;XD |F Nv ( M ) ga,e 0‘75:| NV <M> g *Z? 0 VSO € Xy (3 §) )

It is convenient to rewrite (3.26a) as

Lo X = a,e

b)) = [ [0 0= At RO s Va (La)] de - Y €V, (320

b(o)(wi, ws) = / fwi + At (g Vo )wn] - wadg + Aty [ Vow, : Vewsdg
Q Q
(3.28)

It follows from (3.28) that

/ [(v-Vo)un] - wodz = —/ (v~ Ve)wa] - widz  VYueV, Vuw,ws € Hy(Q);
Q Q
(3.29)
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and hence b(v)(+,-) is a continuous and coercive bilinear functional on V' x V.
For r > d, let

Y i={vel'(Q): / v-Vewdz =0 VweWhr1(Q)}. (3.30)
9)
It is also convenient to rewrite (3.26b) as
toc(Une) (Voo @) =Ll (p) Vo e X (3.31)
where, for all ¢, a2, p € X, and v € Y7,
x Y1 P2
Gae(0)(P1, :=/ (WJaysovaAt MV, (77 ) —ver| - Va |37
Wiene) = [ (Wil ee+ st [u v (5) ~ver - v (5)
M P1 z <p
+ At [ V. (57) ~lelzn qle ] (2 ) dqd, (3.32a)
whtn e dgdg, (3.32b)
QxD
and
1+ Atg* (1+ XAy 1+ Atlg)? (1+ XA
W) — la” ( (v)) oo g1 ( =) (3:320)

M e M

As L5(Q; L*(D; M)) € HY(Q; L*(D; M)), for s € [1,00) if d = 2 and s € [1,6] if
d = 3, it follows from (3.30) that for r > d
¥ _ r
[ ve v (£)dgde—0 weyn veex, (3.33)
QxD M -

In addition, it is easily deduced from (3.25), (3.19a) and (3.12b) that a..(v)(:,")
is a continuous non-symmetric bilinear functional on X, x X, and ¢2(-) is a linear
functional on X,. Moreover, on noting (3.33), and either (3.19a) in the corotational
case or noting (3.25) and applying a Young’s inequality in the noncorotational case,
we see that

et 2 [ [Welet v aea |9 () + 55 7 ()] e
Vo € X (3.34)

where

1+ Atlgl?

L= i (3.35)

Hence aq.(v)(-,-) is coercive on X, x X,,.
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In order to prove existence of a solution to (3.26a,b), we consider a fixed point
argument. Given u € Y with r > d; let {¢*,u*} € X, x V be such that

aaﬁ(@) (¢*7 @) = 63,5(90) VSO € Xq7 (336&)
b(un ) (u' w) = / [t w— Atk pC(W*) : Vo (Low)] dz Yw € Vs (3.36b)
Q

where, on recalling (3.9b), J%u € WH>(Q).

On noting (3.34), the Lax—Milgram theorem yields the existence of a unique
solution to (3.36a). On noting (3.29), there exists a unique solution to (3.36b).
Therefore the overall procedure (3.36a,b) is well-posed.

Lemma 4 Let G:Y" =V CY", r € (d,6), denote the nonlinear map that takes
u to u* = G(u) via the procedure (3.36a,b). Then G has a fixed point. Hence there
exists a solution {ul) ., A(JEun ), ., C(Yl )} € VXRT x XFx L*(Q) to (3.26a,b).

e’ L ada,e ,e)

Proof Clearly, a fixed point of G yields a solution of (3.26a,b). In order to show that G
has a fixed point, we apply Schauder’s fixed point theorem; that is, we need to show that
(i) G:Y" = Y", r e (d,6), is continuous, (ii) compact, and (iii) there exists a C, € R™
such that

[zl r @) < Cx (3.37)

for every u € Y" and 3 € (0, 1] satisfying u = 5 G(u).
Let {@(i)}izo be such that
@ eY" —TeY" strongly in L'(Q) asi— oco. (3.38)
We need to show that
29 .= g@") - G@) strongly in L"(Q) as i — oo, (3.39)

in order to prove (i) above. We have from the definition of G, see (3.36a,b), that, for all
1 >0,

b(unH (@Y, w) = /Q [gz,;l-w—mkug(w(“):ym (Low)| dz VweV; (3.40a)

where TZJ\(i) € X, satisfies

Gac @Y, ) = lilp)  VoEX,, (3.40D)
and from (3.9b) we have that
JEaW — J 4 strongly in Wh™(Q) as i — oo. (3.40¢)

Choosing w = v in (3.40a), and noting (3.29), (3.9a) and (3.13), yields that, for all i > 0,
7% e V satisfies

,€

02
< C’At/ ———dqgdz; (3.41)
axp M ~

/[ya<i>y2+ya<i>—ug;112—yug—ﬂ de + Aty [ V702 da
b~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Q~ -~ ~
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where we have noted the simple identity
2(s1 — 59) 51 = 55 + (51 — 82)% — 53 Vs1,s2 € R. (3.42)
Choosing ¢ = J(i) in (3.40b), and noting (3.34) and (3.32b,c), yields, for all i > 0, that

~ 2 ~ 2
—~. (@) At M ne;
(i) 2 v atM ¥
/QXD {ch |+ 2Ate M yx(M)‘ + 5 ”Vq(M dg dg
< (1+AA27H? We |[yn2t? dgdz < C(a). (3.43)

QxD
On combining (3.41) and (3.43), and noting a well-known embedding result, and a Poincaré
inequality, we have for all ¢ > 0 that
BN e 0) < C Y89 Ip2() < Cla). (3.44)

It follows from (3.43), (3.44), (3.13) and (2.4a), on noting the compactness of the embed-
ding H(Q) — L"(Q), r € (d,6), that there exists a subsequence {¢(*) N(Zk)}ikzo and
functions ¢ € X, and ¥ € V such that

1. 1

W in) — W24 weakly in L*(Q x D) as i, — 00, (3.45a)

1 ) (ik) 1 12)\ )
M2V, - M2V, | — weakly in L7(Q2 x D) as i — 00, (3.45b)

~ M ~ M ~

1 oy 1 12)\ )
M2V, T M2V, i weakly in L7(Q2 x D) as i — 0o, (3.45¢)
C’(?Z(ik)) — C’(@) weakly in L*(Q) as iy — oo, (3.45d)
o) 5 weakly in H'(Q) as i — 00, (3.45e)
O strongly in L"(Q) as i — 0o.  (3.45f)

It follows from (3.40a), (3.28) and (3.45d,e), that ¥ € V and ) e X, satisfy
M) @) = [ [ w - AkRC@) Ve (Low)| ds VweV. (349
Q
It follows from (3.40b,c), (3.38), (3.32a—), (3.25) and (3.45a—c), that u € Y", JEu €
Wb (Q) and ¢ € X, satisfy

o (@), 0) = lacle) Vo€ Xy (3.47)
Combining (3.47) and (3.46), we have that ¥ = G(u) € V. Therefore the whole sequence
29 = G@@") — G(@) strongly in L"(2) as i — oo, and so (i) holds.
As the embedding V — L"(2), r € (d,6), is compact; it follows that (ii) holds.
As regards (iii), u = § G(u) implies that {¢,u} € X, x V satisfies

Gae(U )W, ) = £ () Vo € X, (3.48a)

b( u w ﬂ/ W = AtkuC(l/J) Ve (Iaw) dz vweV. (3.48b)

~ ~
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On choosing w = ¥ in (3.48b) yields, similarly to (3.41), that
§ [P+ G- Bt P - i P de+ Aty [ 19.3R s
——Atphn [ CO):VeLaddz<Car [ Bdgds (349
Q

On choosing ¢ = ¢ in (3.48a) yields, similarly to (3.43) that

{p\ 2
- (3

< (14+AAL? We [pit?dgdg < C(a). (3.50)
QxD ~

At M

+2)\

/ [WC$2+2AtsM
QxD

Combining (3.49) and (3.50), and noting the embedding V < L"(€) gives rise to the
desired bound (3.37) with C' dependent on At and «. Hence (iii) holds and so G has a
fixed point. Finally, as ¢g;1 € X and ¥y, € X, = [Y5.]- € X, recall (3.17), it

follows from (3.31) and (3.32a,b) that

ove(Ua ) ([Wi el [Yael-) = tae(tn ) Wae Wael-) = loc([Yacl-) <0. (3.51)

Therefore (3.34) yields that [¢, .|~ = 0; that is, 17, . € X; . Thus we have proved existence
of a solution to (3.26a,b). =
On choosing w = uy, . in (3.27) yields, similarly to (3.49), that

b T b — P - 2] e+ Aty [ (900 P de
Q Q

n |2
= —Athp / C(Wr.): Vo (Law.) dz < C At / Vil 4y ap. (352
Q Q ~

n n—1
ya s—ya,s

On choosing w = 3, <T) € V in (3.27) yields, on noting (3.3), (3.20), (3.9a)
and (3.29), that

<C [ [ICWRIP+ T 4 1 Pl | do (3.55)
9] ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
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Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz and the algebraic-geometric mean inequalities, and
a Gagliardo—Nirenberg inequality yields that

1 1
2 2
[zt pa < (f mz,;lﬁd;c) ([ zrras)

< Z /luwl4daz

m=n—1
.
> [( / mzu?dz) ( / |yxyzfa|2dz) ].<3.54>
m=n—1

First we consider the corotational case for (3.31), where we can exploit (3.19a).
On choosing ¢ = ¢, _ in (3.31) and noting (3.42), (3.25), (3.33) and (3.19a), yields
that

IN

2

We [lvn 12+ vk — '] dng+2At5/ M |V, ( “’8) dgdg
QxD ~ QxD M ~
At e ? n—1/2
+— MV, ’ dgdz = W. W | dng. (3.55)
>‘ QxD M ~ QxD

Summing (3.52) and (3.55) from n = 1 — m, with 1 < m < N, and noting (3.24)

yields that

dqu+z We ln . — it P dg dg

QxD

2
dg dz

max W |yr _|* dg dg’] At /
":OQN{ QxD | ’ ~ Z QxD
te At/ M‘()
Z QxD M

+ max [/|C’ |2dzz}

<C We |[¢°? dgdg < C; (3.56a)

QxD

N
o | [ e + X [ - 352dx+uZAt/\v i dr
= Q n=1"%

<C / W’?dz +CT W [¢°)?dgdg < C(T).  (3.56b)
Q

QxD

In addition, taking the % power of both sides of (3.53), summing from n =1 — N
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and noting (3.54), (3.56a,b) and (3.24) yields that

N u™ _un—l 2 u” _un—l 2 d
At . Ja,e Jae Ja,e Zae d
,; /Q Ty ~S’Y( At ) * ~S’Y( At ) !
<C (/ o |2d:):> +O(T) /|qu26|2d:):
Q~

—1
2
nIr(l)a;})(N </ |Ua€| dx)

< O(T). (3.57)

We now consider the noncorotational case for (3.31), where at first we have to use
a different testing procedure to ¢ = 1)y _ as used in the corotational case. Choosing
¢ = M in (3.31) yields that

[ AP s A Az e dgda
QxD
:/ (14 ALl (1+ A g dgdz.  (3.58)
QxD

Choosing ¢ = U M in (3.31), and noting (2.10), (2.4a), (3.16a,b), (2.9) and (2.19)
yields that

/ (W —yr ) Udgdg — At / CWr.): Vo (2l ) d
QxD ~ Q

+At/ g [(1+ AAQZ2 ). — (1+ A AP n ] Udgdy
Qx D

At n
- =2 u @) ' qdgd
2X Jaxp yq<M) Vadgde
At
_ =" U//_ U/2 2 dUl ndd
oy | 0= W) lgf v v dgas
_At Atd
<52 gl U dgdg + S Uy, dg da
ZA - Jaxqgrz 24y 2N Joxqepesy 77
_At
< 02/ lq|* U ¢ - dg dz
Z2A Jaxqgrz 2y
+CAt/ [1+At|g|2(1+)\A(§N]§yZ£))] " dgda. (3.59)
QxD

Combining (3.52) in the noncorotational case and (3.59) multiplied by & p, and
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noting (3.58) yields that

%/sz[|y3762+|%2,g—%2,21|2} dzr+AtV/Q|yx@" 2dg

a,e

s [ {1+ AP (L4 AAUGD) ] U dgds
QxD

Atkpc
Tl 2/ lq[*U" i - dg da
Z2A 0 Jaxqgrz2y ” -

<b [Pk [ [ atgleaan) | vt dgds
o QxD ~ ’ v

+C’/{:,uAt/

(14 At (1A | vt dgde. (3.60)
QxD ~ ~

Summing this from n = 1 — m, m = 1 — N, and noting by induction on (3.58)
that

/ [1+At|QI2(1+AAZ;1)}wZ;ldqdz
QxD ~ ~
:/ 1+ At (14242 ] W dgde,  (3.61)
QxD ~ ’ ~

and (3.24) yields that

N
max PPz +> [ Jun.—urtPd
n:OHN Q b Q b b

n=1

N
+v ZAt / \Veup [>dz + kp max [/ Uw;’j’edgdg]
— 0 OxD
N

n=1—-N

ke 2771
At nedgd
P oar [ P dgds

L
e x{lgl2> 2}

Hhp At max [ / |q|2<1+AA<J3@25>>U¢zgdng]
axD ~ ’ T

SC’/ W’ dg + C(T) / [1+At|g|2(1—|—)\Ag7€) (1+U)w0dgd:g
Q OxD
< C(T). (3.62)

The bounds on ¢, _ in (3.62) for the noncorotational case do not suffice in order to
pass to the limit At — 0 in the summation over n of (3.26b). One needs to establish
additional bounds on ¢y, .. We confine ourselves to the physically more realistic case
of FENE-type models, i.e. D bounded, for the general noncorotational case.
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It follows from (3.25), (3.9b) and (3.62) that

N N
SOAALT = Y AL|Y. (Jiut ) o) < Cla ZNHNWHLW
< Ci(a,T). (3.63)

Choosing ¢ = ¢, _ in (3.31) and noting (3.32c), (3.35) and (3.34) yields that

We. ¢Z,e ( Z,e - Z;l) dg d‘Z

QxD
n 2 At n 2
+At€/ M vi( O"a) dgdz + — M |V ( a’a) dgdg
QxD M 4\ QxD ! M ~
2
q
SAt)\AZ,_;/ 4 = r Pt dgdg. (3.64)
QxD ~

Applying the identity (3.42) and a Young’s inequality to (3.64), and noting that D
is bounded and (3.63), with C; = Cy(«, T), yields that

(1-3C7 ALALY W vh |? dgdg + We |wn . —vn P dgdg
QxD QxD
n 2 At n 2
+2At6/ M |V, ( a,e) dgdz + 5~ M|V ( a’a) dgdzx
QxD M 2\ QxD ! M ~
< (1+Cy At AL We | 2t? dgda, (3.65)
QxD
where Cy(ar, T). It follows from (3.65) and (3.63) that
14+ Cy At An—1
W,y P dgdr < o W, [ 2 dg dg
QxD Wacldg — 307 1AtAg;1 QxD | |
< eC(c»c,T) At AL W, | n— 1|2 dq dz. (366)

QxD

Hence combining (3.66) and (3.63), summing (3.65) from n = 1 — N, and noting
(3.13) and (3.24) yields the bounds (3.56a) for the general noncorotational FENE

model; in particular:
vm a,e
v (57)

dqu+z Wl —yuz' P dgdg
QxD

2

dgdz

N
max W [y |* dg dg] +e At / M
n=0—N |: QxD ‘ ’ ~ ; Q

xD
e [ ()l

+ mex U cwr, |2dx] < C(a, 7). (3.67)




33

Finally, taking the % power of both sides of (3.53), summing from n =1 — N and
noting (3.54), (3.62), (3.67) and (3.24) yields, similarly to (3.57), that

N n n—1 n n—1
Uge = Uqg e Uge = Uqg e
E At / v V., |S ~7 ~ S ~7 ~T

< C(a,T). (3.68)

We have now established all of the analogues of the bounds (3.56a,b) and (3.57)
in the corotational case for the general noncorotational FENE-type potentials, see
(3.62), (3.67) and (3.68) above. The key difference is that the corotational bounds
are independent of @ > 0, whereas the noncorotational bounds (3.67) and (3.68) are
a dependent.

Finally, we note that in the corotational case one can derive an upper bound,
in addition to the zero lower bound, on ¢y .. To do so, we proceed inductively.
Assuming that for some L*~' € RT, 42" < L' M a.e. in Qx D, we then determine
L™ € RT in terms of L"~" such that ¢ . < L™ M a.e. in Q x D. Now, from (3.17),
(3.31), (3.32a,b), (3.19b) and (3.30), we have, for any L™ € RT, that [y}, .—L" M], €
X, and

aa,E(@Z,e)([wz,s - L" M]-l—a [ 275 - L" M]+>
= aavf(un )( Z,ea [ Z,e - L" M]-l—) - L" aa,s(yg,a)(Mv [wg,a - L" M]-i-)

Lae

— 0 ([, — L M) — LM al (M, [l — L' M],)

2
2 2 d

_l_

= We (Yt — L" M) [5 . — L™ M|, dgdz

QxD

< [We (L"™ = L") M] [} — L™ M), dg dz. (3.69)
QxD ’ ~

On choosing L™ = L"™! yields that the right-hand side of (3.69) is zero and hence

from (3.34) that [¢7, . — L™ M], = 0. Thus, by induction, we have forn =1 — N

that

(2, q
0<¢" <L"M=L"M ae.in Qx D, where L°:= sup ( N).
’ (T.gQ)exD M(Q)

(3.70)

Now we introduce some definitions prior to passing to the limit At — 0,. Let

t - tn_ n tn - t n—
yaAf;(’w = At 1 ya,a(') + At ya,al('>7 te [tn—lvtn]7 nz= 17 (371&)
and
@ﬁ,?—i_('a t) = yn()a @ﬁ,?_(" t) = yn_l(')a te (t"—l’t"]’ n=> 1 (371b)

We note for future reference that

8uAt
WA = (- ) R e (k) n2l (372)
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where tF :=t, and t,, := tn_l. Using the above notation, and introducing analogous
notation for and {42} o, (3.27) summed for n = 1 — N can be restated as:

T [ ou
[y o [ [ ot 9]t o929l aza
0

_— / / WA Vo (Low) dzdt Vw € LTA(0,T V). (3.73)

Similarly, (3.31) summed for n =1 — N can be restated as:

¢At+ At—
/ W, ———="— pdgdg dt
QxD
(M [(vas y
I —( M-
QxD

¢At,+
eMV. | =5 | —uattult?
/ /(;><D L < M )

A g/?
¥ / / M e ity ats — Aty 2] dgdzdi =0
Q
Vo € L*(0,T; X,). (3.74)

Y, (v7) dgdadt

(%) dg dz dt

We have from (3.56b) and (3.62) that

‘ At,+ At—‘2
sup [/ ‘uAt(j: :| / / La,e Us e dgdt
te(0,T)

+u/ /|v GAUBR A dt < O(T).  (3.75)

In the above, the notation yﬁé(’i) means ua6 with or without the superscripts =+.

Similarly, we have from (3.56a), (3.57), (3.67) and (3.68) that

/ |¢ At,‘l’ 2
sup d dx / / dgdx dt
te(0,T) |JaxD M QxD M ~

T wAt;i—

+8/ / M|V, [ =2 dq dgdt + sup l/ IC( \2dx]
0o Jaxp M t€(0,T)
4
Y T N P
QAL T oy o
0 QxD At ot .

cry i g()=w(),
: { Cla,T) if g()=Y., - and D is bounded. (3.76)

We are now in a position to prove the following convergence result.
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Lemma 5 There exists a subsequence of {u" L ﬁfg}m, and functions ua,. € L>(0,T;
L2(Q)) N L0, T:V) N Wi (0,T;V") and . € L2(0,T; X ") with M~2 1, €
L>(0,T; L*(2 x D)), such that, as At — 0,

At(,+) ”

j\;% - ]\;; weak* in L>®(0,T; L*(Q x D)), (3.77a)

1 'QDAt o+ 1 wa e . 2 2
M2Y, i — M2V, M weakly in L*(0,T; L*(Q2 x D)), (3.77b)

1 ¢§?+ 1 wa € . 2 2
M=V, M — M2V, W weakly in L*(0,T; L*(Q2 x D)), (3.77¢)
Cat™) — C(tas) weak* in L*(0,T; L*(Q));  (3.77d)

and
Upl ™ = e weak™ in L*(0, T; L*(2)), (3.78a)
us — . weakly in L*(0,T;V), (3.78b)
ayaAta 8ua 3 . 4

S, 8t7 — 9, ”at’ weakly in L(0,T;V), (3.78¢)
usttH — oy, strongly in L*(0,T; L"(Q), (3.78d)
Joult ) Jrua. strongly in L0, T; (), (3.78e)

where r € [1,00) if d =2 and r € [1,6) if d = 3.

Proof The result (3.77a) follows immediately from the bounds on the first and third
terms on the left-hand side of (3.76), on noting (3.35) and the notation (3.71a,b).

It follows immediately from the bound on the second term on the left-hand side of
(3.76) that (3.77b) holds for some limit g € L2(0,T; L*(Q x D)), which we need to identify.

However for any 7 € L2(0,T; C (22 x D)), it follows from (2.9) and the compact support

of non D that [V, - (M% n) ]/M% € L*(0,T; L?>(Q x D)) and hence the above convergence
implies, on noting (3.77a), that

Al .- (M2 )
/ / g-ndgdzdt / / = dgdgdt
QxD "~ "~ QxD M2 M ~

T .
o - / %’f -1 (]\14 ) dgdz dt (3.79)
0 JaxD M2 M= -
as At — 0. Hence the desired result (3.77b) follows from (3.79) on noting the denseness
of C§°(Q x D) in L?(2 x D). A similar argument also proves (3.77c). The desired result
(3.77d) follows immediately from (3.77a), and (2.4a). Finally, the non-negativity of 1
follows from that of ¢A (E) , recall Lemma 4.
The results (3.78a—c) follow immediately from the bounds (3.75) and the bound on u4

n (3.76). The strong convergence result (3.78d) for y4% follows immediately from (3. 78af
¢), (3.3) and a standard compactness result, on notlng that V C H}(Q) is compactly

[N SRS
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embedded in L"(Q) for the stated values of r. We now prove (3.78d) for uﬁ 2. First we

obtain from the bound on the second term on the left-hand side of (3.75) and (3.72) that

~SOLE

H@ﬁtg — g2t i||%2(0’T7L2(Q)) < CAt. (3.80)
Second, we note from Sobolev embedding that, for all n € L2(0,T; H(f)),

||77HL2(0TL7"(Q < ||77HL2(0TL2(Q ||77HL2(0TL.5(Q <C ‘|n||§2(0,T;L2 H77||L2 (0,7;H ()
(3.81)

for all r € [2,s), with any s € (2,00) if d =2 or any s € (2,6] if d = 3, and

2(s
ﬁ:rs € (0,1].

Hence, combining (3.80), (3.81) and (3.78d) for u4% yields (3.78d) for uo“3 . Finally, the
desired result (3.78¢) follows immediately from (3.9b) and (3.78d). m

It follows from (3.78a-d), (3.77d) and (3.2) that we may pass to the limit, At —
0, in (3.73) to obtain that u,. € L®(0,T;L*(Q)) N L2(0,T;V) N Wha(0,T; V")
and C(Ya.) € L(0,T; L*(Q)) satisfy (3.21a). Tt also follows from (3.23) that
ya,g(: 0) = uo(-) in the required sense.

As we have no control of the time derivative (ﬁi, in order to pass to the At — 0

limit in (3.74) this derivative has to be transferred to the test function. We have for
any fixed ¢ € Cg°((=T1,T); K) that

St (z,q, b (2, gt
/ We Var (64! — Yor” (8.4 >¢(z,q,t)dqd»§dt
QxD At ~ ~
‘Z>qat - zaQat_At
/ Wt (2, ¢, 1) Pl — el )dqd;vdt
QxD - At ~

t1
_ W, °(z, q) (Alt/ o(z,q,t — At) dt) dgdz. (3.82)

It follows for all p € C5°((—T,T); K) and for all (z,¢,t) € 2 x D x (0,T) that

o(z,q,t) — p(z,q,t — At) D
= At = E(gagut)—i_RAt((p)(%vgvt)v
where
At 0?
[Rar(@)(z, . t)] < = max X (zq.1)]. (3.83)
2 (g.qneaxpx-T,T] | O ~

Hence, on combining (3.74), (3.82) and (3.83), we have for any fixed function ¢
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contained in C§°((—=7,T); K) that

T 84,0
—/ me_ {——FRAt( )] dgdzdt
0 JQxD ot ~

1 t
— W4z, q ( / oz, q,t
- (z,q) A7 (. q
T M At+
o[ B (¢ ~ [ (i) g et
0 QxD
¢At+

M
g - At+ A
+/ / eMV, —uut gt
QxD M
o] pdgdzdt =0. (3.84)

AIql2
J® At—i—)wAt-‘r (J:c At,— )
/ /QXD M ~a~aa ~a~aa a,e

Now, similarly to (3.82), we have from (3.83), (3.76), (3.25), (3.9b) and (3.75)
for any ¢ € C3°((—T,T); K) that

— At) dt) dg dz

Y, (v7) dgdzat

<

V. () dgda at

2
q
Q[ A(JLunt ) vt = A(Joua ) vRtT] pdedgdt
QxD ~
Q z At At,— 890
s JQNae )wag _'_RAt( ) dqd%jdt
QxD ’ at ~

g z , 0 0 1 " _
+/ ﬁAuanus 0 (57 elegt-anar) aas
<C (3.85)

T
(DAt [ AUz < Clo) At
0
It follows from (3.77a—c), (3.78d,e), (3.83), (3.85), (3.35) and (3.23) that we may

pass to the limit At — 0 in (3.84) to obtain that ¢, . € L*(0,T; X) with M2 ¢, €
L>(0,T; L*(Q x D)) and ua. € L*(0,T;V) satisty

T
Voe Op Yol-,")
- dgdz dt — .- 0)dgdz
/ QOxD M 8 OxD M SO( ) g
¢a,e . - £
/ /QXD{ Va ( M) [(’zu(k]ayaﬁ) Q] ¢a,e] V, <M> dgdgdt

Vo @
Mx : — Ya,e Vael * m_dddt:
[ e () v 92 (£) dgas

Yo € C((=T,T):K) . (3.86)

Noting that C§°((—7,7T);K) is a dense subset of X, recall (3.22), it follows that
(3.86) remains true for all ¢ € X'. Hence we have proved existence of a global weak
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solution of (P, ), (3.21a,b). Moreover, it follows from (3.75), (3.76), (3.77a-d) and
(3.78a—c) that

T
sup [/ \ya,€|2dg} +V/ /|yxya7€|2dgdt§C(T); (3.87a)
te(0,7) Q
sup dg dz
te(0,T) |:/Q><D M Q><D
+5/ / (%‘6) dgdgzdt + sup {/ |g(wa75)|2dg§}
QxD Q

te(0,T)
4
OUq e ||
H'(Q)

dg dx dt

+ S

v

_ { c(r) i g()=wl),
| Cla,T) if g(-)=Y., - and D is bounded.

0

(3.87b)

Remark 6 In the corotational case if L° is finite in (3.70), then we have a uniform

L>(0,T; L*®(Q x D)) bound on M1 Ve . Moreover, it is then easily established
that the limit M~ thn. € L=(0,T; L=(Q x D)) with thn. > 0 a.e. on Qx D x (0, T).

Remark 7 The argument presented above for noncorotational FENE-type models
breaks down for noncorotational Hookean models, since in the transition from bound
(8.64) to (3.65) we exploit the fact that D is bounded. The difficulty could be over-
come if one could obtain a mazimum principle on Y™ along the lines of (3.69).
Unfortunately, in the case of D = R this does not appear to be readily achievable.
Having said this, our main focus of interest in the present article is FENE-type
microscopic-macroscopic models for diluted polymers where D is a bounded open ball
in Re: for, the fact that in Hookean-type models the domain D is equal to the whole
of RY stems from the physically unrealistic modelling assumption that the length |q|
of the elongation-vector g € D of a polymer chain may be arbitrarily large. -

Remark 8 Since the test functions in'V are divergence-free, the pressure has been
eliminated in (3.21a,b); it can be recovered in a very weak sense following the same
procedure as for the incompressible Navier—Stokes equations discussed on p.208 in

Temam [28]; i.e., one obtains that [} pa.(-,s)ds € C([0,T]; L*()).

Remark 9 [t is a simple matter to adapt the proofs above to show that the main
results above remain true for (P,.), if we replace the smoothing procedure J% by
Sa, (including the definition of I, in (3.20)). The key results, (3.8b) and (3.9a,b),
that we exploit for J% in the above, are now replaced by (3.4b) and (3.6b) for S,.
Unfortunately, we require 0Q € C? for (3.6b), as opposed to 9Q € CO' for (3.9b).
Hence our preference, in general, for J% over S,. However, S, does have one key
advantage over J% in that Sov € HY(Q) if v € HY(Q).
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3.2 Existence for (P,)

As the bounds (3.87a,b) are independent of the parameter ¢, it follows immediately,
similarly to (3.77a-d), (3.78a-d), and (3.87a,b), that the following lemma holds.

Lemma 10 There ezists a subsequence of {Ua.c, Var}te, and functions u, contained
in L0, T; LA(Q))NL2(0, T; VYNWSa (0, T3 V') and ¢, contained in L*(0,T; X°F)
with M~z ¢, € L(0,T; L2(Q x D)), such that, as e — 0,

wa’f — ¢al weak* in L=(0,T; L*(2 x D)), (3.88a)
M2 M=
miv, (Y22) Lot (L Kly in L*(0,T; L*(Q x D b
R M - va M wearty n (07 ) ( X ))7 (388 )
eM2V, w]\‘}) — 0 weakly in L*(0,T; L*(Q x D)),  (3.88c)
C(Yac) — C(a) weak* in L(0,T; L*(Q)); (3.88d)
and
Uae — U weak* in L>=(0,T; L*(Q)), (3.89a)
Uae — Ua weakly in L*(0,T;V), (3.89b)
g, Mo g o weakly in Li(0,T; V), (3.89c)
Une — U strongly in L*(0,T; L"(Q), (3.89d)
JoUae — JEUa strongly in L0, T; WH>°(Q)); (3.89¢)
where r € [1,00) if d=2 and r € [1,6) if d = 3.
In addition, we have that
T
sup | [ fualae] +v / / V. wal?dz e < C(T); (3.900)
te(0,T) Q
|¢a\2 Vo
sup dgdz|+ — dq dx dt
te(0,7) |JQxD Q><D ~
4
d
+ sup {/ |C(Yo) P dz | + / Waya dt
te(0,7) 0 at HY(Q)
T D = w(-
< e i g()=wl), | (3.90)
C(a,T) if g(-)=Y: - and D is bounded.

Therefore in both the corotational and the noncorotational cases we can then
pass to limit € — 0 in (P, ) to obtain existence of a weak solution to the following
problem for a given a € (0, 1]:
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(P,) Find functions

Uo € L0, T; LX) N L2(0,T; V)N W5 (0, T; V') and s € L*(0,T; X°),

with
Joua € L®(0,T;WH2(Q),  M™24, € L®(0,T; L*(Q2 x D))

and
C(a) € L=(0,T; L*(2)),

such that u,(-,0) = ug(-) and

/<8ua >dt+// (Yo" Vi )ta] - w+vVate: Vyw] dgdt
0

Z—ku// (o) : Vo (Low)dedt Y € LT9(0,T; V):

(3.91a)
T
Yo Op Yol-,")
- dgdg dt — . 0)dgdz
/0 axp M Ot L Pl 0dg
Mo (Y ) .
+/ /QXD [ﬂ qu <_) [g(NJaN )g]wa:| qu (M) dg d%’dt
/ / Yoo - Vs ( ) dgdgdi =0 Vpe A" (3.91D)
QxD

where XY is the completion of C§°((—T,T); K°) in the norm || - ||xo defined by

90

o . (3.92)

oo = ||90||L2 0,7;x9) + [ M~ 2Vx¢||L2 (0,T;L2(Q2x D)) HM
L1(0;T;L2(Qx D))

This, in particular, implies that each ¢ € X° satisfies (-,+,T) = 0.

Remark 11 In view of Remark 6, in the corotational case if LY is finite in (3.70),
then one can show that M1, € L®(0,T;L>*(2 x D)) with 1o > 0 a.e. on
Qx D x(0,T). Hence the norm || - || xo in (3 92) can be relazed to the weaker norm
ol z20.rx0) + 1V el L0127 (.01 (0y)) T+ 152 oo ||l Lo oxpy), where v’ > 1 if d = 2
and r’ > g if d = 3.

Remark 12 Although we have introduced smoothing through the parameter a > 0
into the model (P,) compared to the standard polymer model, (Py); we wish to
stress that in both the corotational and the noncorotational case the bounds on u,

the variable of real physical interest, in (3.90a) are independent of this smoothing
parameter q.



41

3.3 Existence for (P.) in the Corotational Case

Finally, in the corotational case we can pass to the limit @« — 0 in (P,.) with JZ
replaced by S, to obtain a weak formulation of (P.). Hence, on recalling Remark
9, we require 92 € C? to obtain the existence result, and the bounds (3.87a,b), for
(Pac) with J? replaced by S,. As the bounds (3.87a,b) are independent of «v in the
corotational case, we obtain immediately the following lemma.

Lemma 13 Let 00 € C? and g(-) = w(-). Then there exists a subsequence of
{Uorer Ve b and functions u. € L=(0,T; L*()) N L2(0, T; V) N WY4(0,T; V') and
. € L2(0,T; XT) with M~3 . € L®(0,T; L*(Q x D)), such that, as a — 0,

Zf;% ]\Qﬁz weak* in L>=(0,T; L*(Q x D)), (3.93a)
Mz v, (wj\?) — M2 v, (%) weakly in L*(0,T; L*(Q x D)), (3.93b)
M2V, w]\}) — M2V, (%) weakly in L*(0,T; L*(Q x D)),  (3.93¢c)
C(tha,e) = C(¥) weak* in L(0,T; L*(2)); (3.93d)

and
Un,e — Ue weak* in L>(0,T; L*(Q)), (3.94a)
Uae — Ue weakly in L2(0 V), (3.94Db)
§7% — 57% weakly in L7 i(0,T;V), (3.94¢)
Uae — Ue strongly in L*(0,T; L"(Q); (3.94d)

where r € [1,00) if d =2 and r € [1,6) if d = 3.
In addition, we have that

sup {/ |u. |2 dx] —I—l// /|V u*dz dt < C(T); (3.95a)
te(0,T)

| |? } / / (1&) 1 (w) ?
su d dz |+ + =1V, | — dgdgx dt
tE(O,pT) |:/Q><D QxD M AT\ M 4
2 8”&
+ sup \C v )|* dg S,y dt < C(T). (3.95b)
te(0,T) 0 at H(Q)

It follows immediately from (3.94d), (3.4a,b) and (3.95a) that

Sallae — Ue strongly in L*(0,T; L*(Q)) as a — 0. (3.96)



42
Next, we note that for all y € H(Q) and n € H'(Q; L*(D; M))

[ Ml gdgdr =4 [ [0 (T ) - Va0 d) o] dgde. (397

~ A~

N[

It is now a simple matter to prove existence of a solution to the following problem:
(P.) Find
ue € L(0,T; LA(Q) N LA0, T: V) N W (0,T; V') and 4. € L*(0,T; X),

with
M~z ¢, € L®(0,T; L*(Q x D)) and C(s.) € L=(0,T; LA(€)),

such that u.(-,0) = uo(-) and

/<8u5 >dt+// u] - w+vVeu: Vow| dzdt.
0

[ [0 e (o7 ()] a0 e wom

where ) is defined as the completion of C5°((—7,T); K) in the norm || - ||y defined
by

1 ¥
- | +HM2 v (—)
lelly = llell2orx, KINCRCT) Fp—

+ HM—%— . (3.99)
L1(0;T;L?(Qx D))

This, in particular, implies that each ¢ € ) satisfies (-, T") = 0.

Noting (3.94a—d) and (3.93d), we can pass to the limit &« — 0 in (3.21a) in the
corotational case to obtain (3.98a). As Saua. € L*(0,T;V), we can apply (3.97) to
(3.86) with v = SaUa,. and n = w]‘\’f Vq(57), then use (3.93a-d), (3.94d) and (3.96)
to pass to the limit o — 0 to obtain (3.98D).
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