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On non-autonomously forced Burgers equation with periodic and Dirichlet
boundary conditions

Piotr Kalita and Piotr Zgliczyriski

ABSTRACT. We study the non-autonomously forced Burgers equation

ue(x,t) + u(x, t)ug (2, t) — uza(z,t) = f(x,t)
on the space interval (0, 1) with two sets of the boundary conditions: the Dirichlet and periodic ones. For both
situations we prove that there exists the unique F7' bounded trajectory of this equation defined for all ¢ € R.

Moreover we demonstrate that this trajectory attracts all trajectories both in pullback and forward sense. We
also prove that for the Dirichlet case this attraction is exponential.

1. Introduction

The questions about the attractor structure for dynamical systems governed by dissipative evolutionary
partial differential equations (PDEs) are usually difficult, in many cases open, and belong to the key prob-
lems that are being researched in PDEs community. We focus on one situation where, as it turns out from
our results, the structure of such attractor can be described fully. Namely, we study the asymptotic behavior
for the following Burgers equation

ug(x,t) + u(x, t)ug(x,t) — uge(x,t) = f(x,t),

where = € (0,1) and the forcing is assumed to be non-autonomous. This equation serves as the most basic
model which allows to understand the interference between the linear viscous term —u,, and the quadratic
nonlinearity wu,. We supply the equation with two sets of boundary conditions: the Dirichlet ones

u(0,t) = u(1,t) =0,

and the periodic ones

uw(0,t) = u(l,t) and wuy(0,t) = uy(1,1).
Assuming that the forcing f belongs to the space L>°(R; L2(0, 1)) we prove that for both cases the equation
has a unique global in time trajectory which is uniformly bounded in time in H ' norm and that this trajectory
attracts all weak solutions both forward in time and in the pullback sense.

Our study starts with the a priori energy estimates, which follow the arguments of, e.g., [23,26]. We
note that in [23] the energy estimates and results on the solution regularity are derived for the unforced case.
These estimates, together with the energy equation method, cf., e.g., [3], allow us to obtain the existence
of the non-autonomous counterpart of the global attractor, namely the pullback attractor. This object is a
non-autonomous set, which attracts for a given time ¢, all the trajectories emanating from the bounded sets
of initial data taken at time instants converging to minus infinity. The approach by pullback attractors to
deal with asymptotic behavior of non-autonomous problems governed by PDEs started more than 20 years
ago [8,13] and has since then been used to study many classes of dissipative non-autonomous PDEs, see
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[2,6,7,22] for some the recent development of the theory. We stress that the pullback attractor existence for
the considered problems is standard and needs only the energy methods. We provide the proofs, however,
in order to make the article self contained, and moreover the results are used in the second part of the paper
where we prove the global asymptotic stability of the unique eternal solution. Using the argument inspired
by the work of Hill and Siili [18] which uses the weak version of the maximum principle we prove that
the pullback attractor consists, in fact, of a single eternal trajectory. For the Dirichlet conditions, using
the appropriate comparison principle, see, e.g., [17], we prove that the attraction is exponential in time.
For periodic conditions while we expect that this attraction is exponential, we leave the question of the
attraction speed, for now, open. We only prove that the unique eternal trajectory attracts, in forward and
pullback sense, all trajectories, without obtaining the speed of attraction.

The problem with time independent f and with the Dirichlet condition has been studied in [18]. The
authors there prove that there exists the unique solution of the stationary problem which attracts all solutions
of the evolutionary problem as time goes to infinity. They prove this for the case of the multidimensional
domain (2 and for more general nonlinear term a(u) - Vu. We note that such extensions of our present work
are possible and straightforward, we chose to follow the one-dimensional problem only to avoid the technical
bootstrapping arguments which are required, in the periodic case, to get the sufficient smoothness for the
strong maximum principle. We remark that the paper [18] only deals with the autonomous problem, and the
question of the asymptotic behavior for the case of the Dirichlet condition and non-autonomous forcing was,
to our knowledge, open. We fill this gap. We also remark that we strengthen even the autonomous result

of [18] where the time-independent forcing was assumed to be Holder continuous f € C'*(2) and only the
solutions with the initial data up € C(£2) were proved to be attracted (in the present work, as we consider
only the one-dimensional case, ug € L*(0,1)).

The result with periodic boundary conditions is due to Jauslin, Kreiss, and Moser [20] who prove that
if the forcing term is time periodic then there exists the unique eternal trajectory which attracts in future all
solutions of the problem. The work of [20] was later extended in [9, 16], where, always, the time periodicity
of the forcing term was assumed. We remove this periodicity requirement and show that the unique eternal
solution attracts all trajectories for arbitrary L>°(R; L?) forcing. Note, that in [9] the authors use the energy
method only, and not the maximum principle, and get the attraction only under the smallness assumption on
the forcing term. They also provide the numerical evidence that for large forcing the unique eternal solution
is not attracting all trajectories anymore. We prove that this is not the case and the unique eternal bounded
solution is actually globally asymptotically stable independent on the forcing magnitude.

The direct motivation of our work are recent articles of Cyranka and Zgliczynski [14, 15]. In [14] the
author obtained the existence of the globally asymptotically stable solution of the autonomous problem
with the periodic boundary conditions, thus providing the computer assisted proof of the counterpart of
the result of [18] with the Dirichlet conditions replaced by the periodic ones. On the other hand, in [15]
the authors obtained the existence of globally attracting solution for periodic boundary conditions and a
non-autonomous and not necessarily periodic in time forcing having a given form. We underline that the
advantage of [14, 15] over the results of the present paper and of [18, 20] is that computer assisted methods
do not need the maximum principle and they allow to construct more concrete bounds for the obtained
attracting eternal solutions. Moreover, in the case of the periodic boundary conditions in [15] the exponential
convergence speed is obtained, while we prove only global asymptotic stability, leaving the question of
convergence speed in the general case, for now, open.

Our future aim is to construct the computer assisted technique in order to constructively obtain, with
some accuracy, the unique attracting trajectory for the considered problem. To this end, in contrast to
[14,15], where the Fourier basis is used, we plan to use the Finite Element Method (FEM). The approach
based on FEM is better suited to deal with the problems with Dirichlet conditions as the construction of the
orthogonal basis, in the case of arbitrary multidimensional domain is in itself a hard problem. While the
rigorous proofs obtained by means of computer assisted techniques obtained by FEM will be the topic of
our forthcoming paper, here we focus on what can be obtained purely analytically.
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We also mention, that while we study only the problems with the Dirichlet and periodic boundary
conditions, it appears very interesting to understand the asymptotic behavior with the Neumann conditions.
Although this problem is no longer dissipative, in the unforced case, in [5], Cao and Titi, prove that every
trajectory converges to a stationary one. The same result was also obtained by Byrnes et al. [4], who use the
infinite dimensional version of the center manifold theorem.

It also appears interesting to us, to extend the results of the present paper to study the global asymptotic
stability for the non-autonomously forced Burgers equation with the fractional viscous term

2\ @
up(x,t) + u(z, t)ug(z, t) + <—%> u(z,t) = f(x,t).

We hypothesize that, at least with periodic boundary condition, the result on the convergence to the unique
eternal solution holds for o € [1/2,1) as the two ingredients: regularization effect of the evolution and
the maximum principle remain valid in this case of the "weakened” damping [11,21]. This result is also
suggested by the fact that the kernel of the fractional Burgers operator behaves similar as the kernel of the
fractional Laplacian itself, cf. [19].

We end the introduction with the brief overview of our article structure. In Section 2 we derive the key
energy estimates that we need to study our problems. We also discuss the existence, uniqueness, and regular-
ity of the solutions. Section 3 is devoted to the summary of required facts from the pullback attractors theory,
and the results on the pullback attractors existence for the problems under consideration. Finally, in Section
4 we prove the uniqueness of the eternal trajectories as well as the results on the forward convergence, and,
in the Dirichlet case, its speed.

2. Problem formulation, strong and weak solutions and relations between them

Throughout the paper we will denote by C' a generic positive constant which can change from line to line,
sometimes even in the same formula the letter C' can appear several times and denote different constants.
We denote 2 = (0,1), the space domain of problems under consideration. We will use the shorthand
notation for the spaces of functions defined on €, that is we will write L? = L?(0,1), H} = HE(0,1),
H~! = H~1(0,1), the dual space to H}, and so on. For a Banach space V' we will denote by P(V'), B(V)
the family of, respectively, nonempty, and nonempty and bounded sets in V. The scalar product and norm
in L? will be denoted by (-,-) and || - ||, respectively. For spaces other than L? we will always use the
subscript to denote the corresponding norms and duality pairings. By H* we will denote the closure in H*
norm of the space of restrictions to the interval (0, 1) of 1-periodic functions belonging to C°°(R) such that
their mean on the interval (0, 1) vanishes. If we do not impose the vanishing of the mean we denote the

corresponding spaces by H;fer. We will frequently use the Poincaré inequality

clloll < flvzll;

valid for v € H, & and for v € H' with ¢ = 1 /2. We will also use the following well known interpolation
inequalities,

lv]|pee < Hle/ZvaCHl/2 for ve H& or ve H, 2.1

vzl < [o)|Y?||vee]*/? for ve HYNH? or v e H? (2.2)

Let f € L™(R;L?). We will always assume that f is defined on the whole time axis R even though
sometimes we will consider problems defined only on the interval (¢g, 00). We will deal with two problems:
the non-autonomously forced Burgers equation first with the Dirichlet and then with periodic boundary
conditions. We start from the analysis of the problem with the Dirichlet conditions. The main part od this
section is devoted to the derivation of the energy estimates, cf. [23], where such estimates are derived for
the unforced problem.
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2.1. Problem with the Dirichlet conditions. We define the weak and strong form of the problem with
the Dirichlet conditions.

PROBLEM 1. Letty € R, up € L? and f € L®(R;L?). Find u € L} (ty,00; H}) with u; €
L2 (to,00; H™!) such that

<ut,v>Hfle3 + (g, v) + (ug,ve) = (f(t),v) forevery v € H} andae. t¢€ (ty,00), (2.3)
u(to) = Uop- (2.4)

PROBLEM 2. Letty € R, up € H{ and f € L®(R;L?). Find u € L2 (to,00; H> N HE) with
ug € L2 (to,00; L?) such that

Up + Uy — Ugy = f(z,t) foralmostevery (z,t) € (0,1) x (to,00), (2.5)
u(to) = Uup. (26)

The proof of the following existence and uniqueness result is standard and follows by the Galerkin
method, and hence we omit it. We only provide the key a priori estimates, which will be useful in the
following part of the paper.

THEOREM 2.1. Problems 1 and 2 have unique solutions.

PROOF. Taking v = u( ) in (2.3) we obtain

th\l u(t)|? + (ult)us(t), u(t) + lus()|* = (£(2), u(t)). 2.7)

Note that for a smooth function v defined on the interval (0, 1) such that v(0) = v(1) there holds

! d (1) — ()
/Ov<:c>v<> ()d:c—gjodx Paydr =20

and the relation holds for every v € H'! such that v(0) = v(1) by the density of smooth functions in that
space. Using this equality in (2.7) after simple transformations we deduce

d
a”u(t)”2 + Jlug (1) || < CHJCH%OO(R;H) forae. t€ (tg,00). (2.8)

By the Poincaré inequality and the Growall lemma we deduce

[u(t)]* < lulto)[*e™CU=) + C|| I oo mor2y (1 — e~ CE5)). (2.9)
It is also clear that
t2
Uy = jjul(ty Loo(R:12)\02 — U1 or every 0SSty 2. .
lua (@)1 dt < [Ju(t)[? + Cllf 1 Foo (gop2) (b2 — t1) 1 to<t1 <t (2.10)
t1
Multiplying (2.5) by —u,, and integrating over interval (0, 1) yields
1d ! !
5 dt”ux”2 + [[tze||? = / f()ug, dt +/ Uy Uy AT (2.11)
0 0
It follows that
1d
5 7 lua(t O + e (O < N F oo sz2) e (0] + ()] oo [t ()|t (8]
After obvious transformations which use (2.1) and (2.2) we obtain
1d

1
5 g 1t @1 + luaa @I < CllF oo g2y + Flluaa (DI + (NPl (£) 7/

We use the Young inequality with € which yields

d
Z e + lluaa (DI < Cll o s r2) + Cllu) ™. (2.12)
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Using (2.9) it follows that (note that the constant C' is allowed to depend on f but not on the initial data)

d

Tl (DI + e (O < CO+ Juto)[[")- 2.13)
Now, as u,(t) is mean free, we can use the Poincaré inequality to deduce that

d

@1 + ellua(D]* < CO+ [fulto) ), (2.14)
where c is the Poincaré constant. Applying the Gronwall lemma yields

oz ()% < Ifua(to) 2“7 + C(1 + [[ulto) ). (2.15)
Coming back to (2.13) it follows that

/ﬂwmwwﬁéwAMW+ﬂb—MG+M%WW

t1
< ug(to)[I” + C(1+ b2 — 1) (1 + [lu(to) ') for to < t1 < ta. (2.16)
Finally,
& 2 2 & 2 & 2 2
/nw@nwgch—mwmﬂmﬂ+/ meuw+/ mwhdeth,
t1 t1 t1
and
to to
/ @2 dt < C [ (8 — 1) +/ luwn (OI2 dt + (b2 — t1) esssup un()][2 |, 217)
t t1 ety te]
The required regularity follows. U

We also observe the simple corollary which follows from the definition of the weak and strong solutions
and Theorem 2.1.

COROLLARY 2.2. Let u be a weak solution with the initial data taken at time to. If t1 > to then the
Sunction u| [t1,00) IS the weak solution with the initial data u(ty) taken at ty. If, in turn, w is a strong solution
with the initial data taken at time tq then, if t1 > to, the function u][thoo) is the strong solution with the

initial data u(t1). Moreover, if ug € H& is the initial data taken at time tq then both the strong and weak
solution with this initial data coincide.

In the next result we obtain the Lipschitz continuity on bounded sets of the mapping that assigns to the
initial data the value of the strong solution after some time.

LEMMA 2.3. Ifug,vo € H} are the initial data taken at time to, such that ||us(to)|), [[vz(to)|| < R and
u, v are strong solutions with these initial data, then for every T > 0 there exists a constant D(t, R) >
such that

[uz (to + 7) = va(to + 7)|| < D(7, R)[ua(to) — va(to)]l

PROOF. Letug, vy € H & and let u, v be strong solutions corresponding to ug, vg at time g, respectively.
Denoting w = u — v there holds the following equation
W — Wep + Uty —vv, =0 ae. t>tg,x e (0,1).
Testing this equation by —w,,, we obtain
1d
5 dtwaHz + watz < (uwg, Wz )| + | (Vpw, Wag )|
It follows that
1d

5 gz e 1+ llwae [ < [lull s llwe [ waa |l + ol v [lwss|l
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whence
5wl e < © sl + o) el o
It follows that
%waHQ < Cllual* + [z 1) lws .
The assertion follows by the Gronwall lemma and the estimate (2.15). O

Finally we will prove that the weak solution becomes instantaneously the strong one.

LEMMA 2.4. Let u be a weak solution with the initial data u(ty) = ug € L? taken at time to. Then
u(t) € Hj for every t > to. Moreover uljy, . .o is a strong solution with the initial data u(to + €) taken at
time to + €. Finally for every set B € B(L?) and every e > 0 there exists a set B. € B(H}) such that if u
is a weak solution with the initial data vy € B taken at time to, then u(t) € B. for everyt > to + €.

PROOF. Again, the estimate that we derive is only formal. The actual estimate should be derived by
considering the Galerkin solutions in the spaces spanned by the eigenfunctions of —u,, operator with the
strongly in L? converging initial data.

Coming back to (2.14), by the Gronwall lemma it follows that

s (2)[* < (£ 7 + C(L+ [lu(t)[[') forevery  to <ty <to.
Using (2.9) we deduce
[z (E2)]? < fluw (@) 1? + C(1+ [[u(to)||'°)  forevery to < t1 < ta.

Now we choose any £ > 0 and integrate the above inequality with respect to ¢1 over the interval (¢, to + €).
It follows that

to+e
z—:||ugc(tg)||2 < / ||ugc(t1)||2 dty + Ce(1 + Hu(to)HlO) for every tg+¢e < ts.

to

We can use (2.10) to deduce
ellus(t2)|* < flu(to)|* + Ce(L + u(to)[|')  forevery to >ty +e.
Hence
lua(t2)]* < %Hu(rtow? +C(L+ Jlu(to) ) forevery ts >to +e, (2.18)

and the assertion follows. O

2.2. Problem with the periodic conditions. We will now consider the Burgers equation with periodic
conditions u(0,t) = u(1,t) and u,(0,t) = u,(1,t). We assume that f € L(R; L?), that is || f(t)]| 2 is
uniformly bounded, f is 1-periodic, and mean free. We define the weak and strong solutions as follows.

PROBLEM 3. Let tg € R, ug € L? and f € L®(R;L?). Find u € L7 (to,00; H') with u, €

L2 (to,00; H™') such that
(e, V) o1y g1 + (W, 0) + (ug,vy) = (f(t),v) forevery ve H' andae. t€ (ty,00), (2.19)
u(to) = uo. (2.20)

PROBLEM 4. Letty € R, ug € H' and f € L*®°(R;L?). Find u € L} (to,o0; H?) with u; €

. loc
L? (to,00; L?) such that

loc

Ut + Uy — Ugy = f(x,t) foralmostevery (z,t) € (0,1) x (to,00), (2.21)
u(to) = Uup. (2.22)
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REMARK 2.5. Note that it is sufficient to restrict to the mean-free f and the mean-free solution u
in periodic case. Indeed, suppose that f € L°(R;L?) is not necessarily mean-free. Denote a(t) =
fo x,t) dx and B(t) fo x,t) dx. Taking v = 1 in (2.19) we obtain

— / u(z,t)dr = / flz,t)dt
hence () can be found by solving the ODE

1
B'(t) = a(t) with the initial data S3(tg) = / uo(x) dz.
0

y(t):/ﬂ()d (t—to)/ e d:n+/t0/to r) dr ds,

v(x,t) = ulx —(t),t) — B(t). (2.23)
The function v is 1-periodic, similar as u, and it is mean-free. Moreover it satisfies the equation

O+ 0y + B — Var + (v + B)vz = f.
But+/(t) = (t) and 5'(t) = «(t), hence
U — Vg + 00, = f(E) — /lf(wat)dw
0

The last equation can be solved for v and (2.23) can be then used to recover u, the solution for the non-
mean-free case.

Denote

and

Similar as in the case with the Dirichlet conditions, the existence and uniqueness of the weak and strong
solutions are standard, and follow by the Galerkin method. Hence we omit the proof of the next theorem,
restricting only to giving the a priori estimates which are analogous to the ones in the Dirichlet case and will
be needed in the subsequent computations.

THEOREM 2.6. Problems 3 and 4 have unique solutions.

PROOF. Exactly as in the case of the Dirichlet condition taking v = u(t) in (2.19) we obtain

to
/ e ()17 dt < [Ju(t)||> + C|| £ RLQ)(tg —t1) forevery to <ty <t (2.24)
t1
and, by the the Poincaré inequality for mean free functions and by the Gronwall lemma,
lu@)? < fu(to)lPe™ ) + CIIT s g2y (1 — e~ U7, (225)
whence from (2.24) we deduce
to
/ |z (1) || dt < [Ju(to)||* + CHinoo(R-LQ)(l +ty—ty) forevery to <t <ts. (2.26)
t1 ’
To derive the second energy inequality we multiply (2.21) by —u,, and integrate over (0, 1) which yields
1d 9 2 ! !
S —||ug||* + |Juzzl]” = ; () uge dt + ; Ulp Uy AT (2.27)

Proceeding exactly the same as in the case of the Dirichlet conditions, which is possible, as u,.(t) is mean
free and hence we can use the Poincaré inequality, we deduce that

d
@1 + Cllua @) < C+ lu(®)]™), (228)
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and the estimate (2.25) as well as the Gronwall lemma yield
e (B)][* < [Jua(to) 7“0~ + C(1 + [[u(t)||"°). (2.29)

Analogously as in the Dirichlet case we also have the estimates
to
/ luza (01 dt < [luz (1) + Otz — t1) (1 + Ju(to)[|I"°)
t1

< ug(to) |2 + C(1 + to — t1)(1 + |Ju(t)||'®) for to < t; < to, (2.30)

and

to to
/ lue(t)[? dt < C ((tz—t1)+/ Hum(t)szthz—tl)esssupHux(t)W). (2.31)

t1 t1 tE[tl,tz]

O
Exactly as in the Dirichlet case we have the result analogous to Corollary 2.2.

COROLLARY 2.7. Let u be a weak solution with the initial data uy € L? taken at time to. If t1 > 1o
then the function u‘[m,w) is the weak solution with the initial data u(ty). If, in turn, u is a strong solution
with the initial data ug € H' taken at time tq then, if t| > to, the function u|[t1,oo) is the strong solution

with the initial data u(t,). Moreover, if ug € HY is the initial data taken at time to then both the strong and
weak solution with this initial data coincide.

Similar as in the Dirichlet case the mapping which assigns to the initial data the value of the solution
after given time is Lipschitz on bounded sets in H'. We skip the proof as it is analogous to the proof of
Lemma 2.8.

LEMMA 2.8. If, ug,vo € H are the initial data taken at time to such that ||u,(to)|, [|vz(to)|| < R, and
u, v are strong solutions with these initial data, then for every T > 0 there exists a constant D(T, R) > 0
such that
[ua(to +7) = valto + 7)I| < D(7, R)||ux(to) — va(to)]]-
The next result is analogous to the Lemma 2.4 for the Dirichlet case and the proof follows the same
lines, so we skip it.

LEMMA 2.9. Let u be a weak solution with the initial data ug € L? taken at time to. Then u(t) € H*
for every t > to. Moreover ul( 4.0 Is a strong solution with the initial data u(to + €) taken at time to +¢.
Finally there holds the estimate

1
lluz (t1)||> < gHu(to)H2 + C(1+ ||u(to)|'Y) forevery >0 and t; >ty+e. (2.32)

3. Pullback attractors and their existence

3.1. Pullback attractors: definition and the result on existence. We begin this section with the defi-
nition of a process and a pullback attractor.

DEFINITION 3.1. Let V' be a Banach space. A family of mappings {S(¢, ) }+>¢,such that S(t,t) :
V' — V is called a process if S(¢,t) is an identity for every ¢ € R and S(t,t1)S(t1,t0) = S(t, o) for every
to <t1 <t.

If V is a Banach space and A, B C V, then the Hausdorff semidistance between these two sets is

denoted by
disty (A, B) = sup inf |la — b||y.
acAbeB

We will call the families of sets A(t) € P (V') parameterized by time ¢ € R non-autonomous sets and denote
them A = {A(t) }er.
We recall the definition of a pullback attractor.
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DEFINITION 3.2. The non-autonomous set A = { A(t) }+cr is a pullback attractor of a process {S(t, o) }+>1,
on the Banach space V' if

e for every t € R the set A(¢) C V is nonempty and compact,
e forevery s > t there holds S(¢, s)A(s) = A(t), i.e., the family A is invariant,
e for every B € B(V) there holds
lim disty (S(¢,t0)B, A(t)) = 0,

to——o0
i.e., the family A is pullback attracting,
if the non-autonomous set C = {C(¢) };cr is such that C(¢) is nonempty and compact for every
t € R and C is pullback attracting, then A(t) C C(t) for every ¢t € R.

REMARK 3.3. Tt is straightforward to check that if there exists By € B(V') such that A(t) € By for
every ¢ € R then the last assertion (minimality) follows from the first three.

We also define the so called bounded eternal (complete) solutions and kernel sections of the process
{5(t,t0) bty

DEFINITION 3.4. The function » : R — V is a bounded eternal solution of {S(¢, o) }1>¢, if ||u(t)|v <
C for every t € R and S(t,t9)u(ty) = u(t) for every to € R and ¢t > t.

DEFINITION 3.5. The non-autonomous set K = { K (¢) };cr is called a kernel section of {S(t,to) }+>¢,
if
K(t) = {u(t) : w is a bounded eternal solution of {S(¢, %) }+>¢, }-

The existence of the pullback attractor and its relation with kernel sections follows from the next theo-
rem. The proof, in a more general, multivalued, setting can be found for example in [12].

THEOREM 3.6. Suppose that the process {S(t,ty) }1>t, on V' is such that

e the mappings S(t,to) : V. — V are continuous for every t > t,
o the process {S(t,to)}+>1, is pullback asymptotically compact, that is, for every t € R, every
bounded sequence {x,} C V and every t,, — —oc the sequence S(t,ty)x,, is relatively compact,
o the process {S(t,to) }i>t, is pullback dissipative, that is, there exists a set By € B(V') such that
forevery B € B(V) and t € R there exists to = to(t, B) such that for every t1 < tg there holds
S(t, tl)B C By.
Then {S(t,t0) }t>t, has a pullback attractor A = {A(t)}icr such that A(t) C By for every t € R. This

attractor is given by
Ay = st 7)Bo.
s<tT<s
Moreover, the pullback attractor A coincides with the kernel section K.

3.2. Pullback attractors: a bi-space attractor. In the case of the Burgers equation the pullback at-
tractor will be compact in H, 6 and it will attract in the norm of H, (} all sets which are bounded in L?. We will
hence use the Babin’s and Vishik’s formalism of bi-space attractors, see [1,10]. We assume that H,V are
two Banach spaces such that V' C H with a continuous embedding. The following definition of the bi-space
pullback attractor differs from definition of the pullback attractor by requiring that it attracts not only the
sets which are bounded in V' but also the sets which are bounded in H.

DEFINITION 3.7. Suppose that the family {S(t,to)}+>¢, of mappings S(t,tg) : H — H is a process
on H and suppose that S(t,%0)|y, that is S(t, o) restricted to V/, is a process on V. The non-autonomous
set A = {A(t) }+er is a pullback (H, V') attractor of the process {S(t,to)}i>t, if

e forevery t € R the set A(t) C V is nonempty and compact in V,
e for every s > t there holds S(t,s)A(s) = A(t), i.e., the family A is invariant,
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e forevery B € B(H) there holds
lim disty (S(t, to)B, A(t)) =0,

to——o0

i.e., the family A is pullback attracts in V the sets which are bounded in H,

o if the non-autonomous set C = {C'(¢) }4er is such that C(¢) is nonempty and compact in V' for
every t € R and C pullback attracts bounded sets in V' (such as in Definition 3.2), then A(t) C C(¢)
for every t € R.

We prove the following theorem.

THEOREM 3.8. Suppose that the family {S(t,to)}+>t, of mappings S(t,ty) : H — H is a process on
H and suppose that S(t, to)|v, that is S(t, ) restricted to 'V, is a process on' V' such that

e the mappings S(t,to)|y : V — V are continuous in 'V for every t > t,

o the process {S(t,to)|v }i>1, is pullback asymptotically compact in'V,

o the process {S(t,to)|v =1, is pullback dissipative in'V,

e for every B € B(H) and for every € > 0 the set S(t + €,t)B is bounded in V.

Then there exists the pullback (H, V') attractor A = {A(t) }+>+, which coincides with the pullback attractor
of {S(tt0)|v h>to-

PROOF. In view of Theorem 3.6 it only suffices to prove that A pullback attracts in V the sets which
are bounded in H. So let B € B(H). Then

disty (S(t, t0) B, A(t)) = disty (S(t, to + 1)S(to + 1,0) B, A(t)).

The set S(to + 1,%0)B is bounded in V' with the bound independent on the choice of ¢(, cf. Lemma 2.4.
Hence

lim disty (S(t,t0)B, A(t)) = lim  disty(S(t, to + 1)S(to + 1, t0) B, A(t)) = 0,

to——o0 to+1——o0

and the proof is complete. U

3.3. Existence of (L?, H}) pullback attractor for the problem with the Dirichlet conditions. We
come back to the study of the Burgers equation with the Dirichlet conditions. In view of Corollary 2.2 and
Lemma 2.4 the map

S(t,to)up = {u(t) : wis a weak solution of Problem 1 with initial data uy € L at to} (3.1)
is a process on L?, and the following relation holds

S(t,to) |H3 uo = {u(t) : wis a strong solution of Problem 2 with initial data uy € H_ att}. (3.2)

According to Lemma 2.3 mappings S(¢, )| JZANE H} — H} are continuous. Lemma 2.4 implies that for

any B € B(L?) and for any € > 0 the set S(to + €,t9) B belongs to B(H}). To get the existence of the
(L?, H, 6) attractor it is sufficient to obtain the asymptotic compactness and dissipativity of the process given
by the strong solutions. We start from the proof of dissipativity.

LEMMA 3.9. The process {S(t, t0)|H3 Yest, is pullback dissipative in H}.
PROOF. Using (2.12) and (2.9) it follows that
d _CO(t—
e @1 + lluaa (D < CA+ [luto) e clt=to)), (3.3)

By the Poincaré inequality we obtain

d
=@ + Clu ) < C(1+ llu(to) | *0e= 1)) (3.4)



ON NON-AUTONOMOUSLY FORCED BURGERS EQUATION 11

Remembering that C' may denote three different constants in the above formula, after simple calculations
which use the Gronwall lemma we obtain

g (8)]|? < [|uz (to)][2e" ) 4 O (1 + [Ju(ty)|| e~ C =10y
< Jlug (to) [ 2e™CE0) 4 C(1 + [|ug (to) || Pe = 0)), (3.5)

and the required dissipativity follows. O

There are several techniques to prove the asymptotic compactness. One of them relies on the existence
of an absorbing set in a space compactly embedded in H, 6. Since this technique would require additional
regularity of f, to avoid the extra assumptions on f, we choose to use the technique based on the energy
equation, cf, e.g., [3] in the proof of the next lemma.

LEMMA 3.10. The process {S(t,to)| H) Yest, is pullback asymptotically compact in H}.

PROOF. Choose ¢t € R, and the sequence ¢,, — —oo, and a bounded sequence {ug,} C H&. Let
u, be a strong solution corresponding to the initial data wug, taken at ¢,,. The estimate (3.5) implies that
un(t — 1) is a sequence bounded in HZ. We should prove that the sequence wu,,(t) is relatively compact
in Hé. Estimates (2.16) and (2.17) imply that the sequence wu,, is bounded in L2(t —1,t + 1; H2) and
L>®(t—1,t+1; H}) and u,y, is bounded in L?(t — 1, + 1; L?). The Aubin-Lions lemma implies that there
exists u € L>(t — 1,t1; HY) N L?(t — 1,¢ + 1; H?), such that, for a nonrenumbered subsequence

u, — u strongly in L*(t — 1,¢ 4 1; HJ) and weakly — % in L°°(t — 1,¢ + 1; H}) (3.6)
Ups — u;  weakly in L2(t — 1,t + 1; L?), (3.7)
Unzz — Ugy weakly in L2(t — 1,t + 1; L?), (3.8)

and the last weak convergence also holds in L2(t — 1, s; L?) for every s € (t — 1,¢ + 1). In particular we
deduce that

un(s) — u(s) forae.s € (t—1,t+ 1) strongly in H_.

Since u € L?(t — 1,t + 1; H?) N L*°(t — 1,¢t + 1; H}) and w; € L2(t — 1,¢ + 1; L?) it follows that
u € O([t — 1,t + 1]; H}). Consider the integrals

/t i (Pt ().t (1))

—1

= /:1 ((un (1) = w(r))tne (1), Unee (r)) dr

+ /ts (u(r) (Ung (1) — g (t), Upgs (1)) dr +/ (u(r)ug(r), ung(r)) dr

-1 t—1

for s € (t — 1,¢ + 1). The first two terms converge to zero as n — oo due to the estimates

<

/ " (tn(r) — () tna ()t ()

-1

[ nr) = ) e s ()2 (0 2

< sup  juna(r)| g2 ffun — u||L2(t—1,t+1;Hg)HunHL?(t—l,t-i-l;H?) —0 as n— oo,
re[t—1,t+1]

and

/ ()t () — (), g (7))

-1

= ‘/tjl lu(r)l| oo [tna (r) — v (r) | 2 (e (7) || 2 dr

< sup flug(r)|lp2|lun - U\|L2(t—1,t+1;H5)||UnHL2(t—1,t+1;H2) —0 as n—oo.
reft—1,t+1]
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It is straightforward to check that wu, in L?(t — 1,¢ + 1; L?), whence it follows that, for a subsequence still
denoted by the same index,

S S

lim (U (7) U (7)y Uy (1)) A = / (U, (1)U (7), Unyae (1)) .

n—=oo Ji_1 t—1

Coming back to (2.11) we deduce that the following energy equation holds for every s € [t — 1,¢ + 1]

S S

Slens(E+ [ (POt dr = [ () 1)

t—1
1 S
= Slltast = DI = [ s
t—1
Denote
1 S
Vils) = gllunalt = DIE = [ Jrlr)

and

S S

(f(r),um(r))dr—/ (w(r)ug(r), ey (1)) dr,

t—1

V(s) = s +

t—1

for s € [t — 1,¢ + 1]. The functions V}, are nonincreasing on [t — 1,¢ + 1] and, since

V(o) = 3llunss)IP + [

t—1

S S

(f(r), tngz(r)) dr — / (tn (1) Una (1), Unzz () dr,

t—1
then
Vo(s) > V(s)asn — ocoforae.s € (t—1,t+1).
Let p,,, /* t and r,,, \, t be sequences such that V,,(p,,) — V(pm,) and V(1) — V (ry,). Then
Va(pm) = Va(t) = Vi(rm).
Passing with n to infinity it follows that

V(pm) > limsup V,(t) > liminf V,,(t) > V(ry).
n— 00 n—00

Passing with m to infinity, continuity of V" implies that V,,(1) — V'(1), whence ||un(t)|| — ||uz()]]. Since
the previous convergences (3.6)~(3.8) imply that u,, (t) — u(t) weakly in H}, we deduce that u,, (t) — u(t)
strongly in H, 01 and the proof is complete. U

We are in position to apply Theorem 3.8 (and the fact that any solution in Ll20 (to, 00, H 2NH, 6) with time
derivative in L? (to,00; L?) is a continuous function of time with values in H}) to deduce the following
result

THEOREM 3.11. Let f € L°°(R; L?). There exists a non-autonomous set A = { A(t) }1cr, the pullback
attractor for the process (3.2) governed by the strong solutions, and (L*, H}) pullback attractor for the
process (3.1) governed by the weak solutions. This attractor is given by

A(t) = {u(t) : uis a bounded in H} eternal strong solution’}.

In particular this means that there exists at least one eternal strong solution of Problem 2. Moreover, each
bounded eternal strong solution v : R — Hg in A(t) belongs to Cy(R; HY).

In the subsequent sections we will show that in fact the eternal strong solution is unique and in conse-
quence the set A(t) is a singleton for every ¢ € R.
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3.4. Existence of (L2, H') pullback attractor for the problem with periodic conditions. The argu-
ment of this section follows the lines of the argument for the Dirichlet case, so we skip the proofs, which are
analogous to the ones in Section 3.3. Similar as in the Dirichlet case, in view of Corollary 2.7 and Lemma
2.9 the map

S(t,to)up = {u(t) : uisa weak solution of Problem 3 with initial data ug € L? at to} (3.9)
is a process on L2, and the following relation holds
S(t,to)|1uo = {u(t) : wis a strong solution of Problem 4 with initial data ug € H' atto}.  (3.10)
The proof of the next theorem step by step follows the lines of the proof of Theorem 3.11.

THEOREM 3.12. Let f € L°(R; L?). There exists a non-autonomous set A = {A(t)}icg, the pullback
attractor for the process (3.10) governed by the strong solutions of the periodic problem, and (L*, H')
pullback attractor for the process (3.9) governed by its weak solutions. This attractor is given by

A(t) = {u(t) : wis a bounded in H' eternal strong solution}.

In particular this means that there exists at least one eternal strong solution of Problem 4. Moreover, each
bounded eternal strong solution v : R — H' belongs to Cy(R; H).

In Section 4.2 we will prove that the convergence to the pullback attractor is in fact exponential and that
for each t the set A(t) is a singleton.

4. Convergence to the unique bounded eternal trajectory.

4.1. Dirichlet conditions. The argument of this section is inspired by [18]. Note, however, that in
[18] the authors deal with the strong solutions. Their key result on the convergence to equilibrium, cf. [18,
Theorem 3.2], is based on the comparison principle applied to the linear adjoint problem. This analysis of the
linear problem does not depend on the fact if the original problem is autonomous or non-autonomous. We
generalize, however, [18, Theorem 3.2] because we combine the comparison principle with the Stampacchia
argument [25] which is valid even for weak solutions. Thus, we can consider more general class of forcing,
while in [18] the authors require that f is Holder continuous. We also obtain our global asymptotic stability
results for wider class of solutions, namely we allow that uq € L? and our solutions are not necessarily
classical, but weak.

We start the proof by showing that the eternal solution bounded in H& must be unique. This fact is
established in the following theorem.

THEOREM 4.1. Let f € L°°(R; L?). The pullback attractor A = {A(t)};cr established in Theorem
3.11 consists of a single eternal solution A(t) = {u(t)} for every t € R. In other words there exists a unique
eternal solution u € Cy(R; H}) such that for every bounded set B € B(L?) of initial data there holds

i distyy (S(t,to) B {u(1)}) = 0.

PROOF. Let u,v : R — H} be two eternal solutions such that Hu(t)HHé < M and H’u(t)HHé < M for
every t € R. Denote a(t) = 1(v(t) + v(t)). Then lla(t)|| gz < M and, by (2.1), [|a(t)|| L= < M for every
t € R. Denote and w(t) = u(t) — v(t). Then |jw(t)||z; < 2M for every t € R. Moreover, the function
w € Cyp(R; HY) satisfies the equation

W — Wy + (aw), =0, 4.1)

as well as the Dirichlet conditions w(0,¢) = w(1,t) = 0 for every ¢ € R.
We must prove that u(t) = v(t), i.e., w(t) = 0 for every t € R. To this end we fix ¢ € R. We will
consider the above equation on time intervals (to,) for to < t. First we observe that as w(t) € H C
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C(]0,1]), the function w(t) is continuous. Define two open sets Ay and A_ by A, = {z € [0,1]
w(x,t) >0}, and A_ = {z € [0,1] : w(z,t) < 0} and the function z; : [0, 1] — R by

z0(x) = xa, () — xa_(z).
It is clear that zg € L?. Moreover
1
[w )l = [ o(oyule, ) da.
0

Now, consider the backwards problem

2t(8) + zza(s) + a(s)zz(s) =0 for (x,s) € (0,1) x (to,t), 4.2)
2(0,s) = 2(1,8) =0 for s € [tg,t], (4.3)
(1) = zo0. (4.4)

Itis standard to prove that this problem has a unique weak solution z € L?(to, t; HZ) with 2, € L?(tg,t; H™1).
Testing the weak form of (4.2) with w(s) we obtain

(2e(5), w(s)) -1y — (22(5), wa(s)) + (a(s)za(s),w(s)) =0 forae. s€ (to,t). (4.5
If, in turn, we test (4.1) with z(s), we arrive at
(we(5), 2(5)) + (z(), ws () + ((a(s)w(s))a, 2(s) =0 forae. s € (fo.t).
Integrating by parts, it follows that,
(wi(s),2(5)) + (22(s), wa(s)) — (a(s)w(s), z2(s)) = 0 forae. s € (to,1).
Adding (4.5) to the last equation it follows that

(we(s), 2(s)) + (2e(s), w(s)) g1,y =0 forae. s € (to,1),

whereas

d

E(w(s),z(s)) =0 forae. s¢€ (to,t).
Integrating the above inequality over the interval (¢, ) it follows that

(w(to), z(t0)) = (w(t), 2(t)) = (w(t), 20) = [[w(t)|[r- (4.6)
Introducing the time 7 = ¢ — s the problem (4.2)—(4.4) is equivalent to the following forward in time problem
Yr(7) = Yau(7) — alt = T)yo(7) =0 for (z,7) € (0,1) x (0, — o),
y(O,S) :y(178) =0 for se [Ovt_t(]]a
y(O) = 20,

namely, its solution y is given by y(7) = z(t — 7) for 7 € [0,¢ — to]. We will use the comparison principle
[17, Theorem 6.1], also see [18, Theorem 3.2]. Define
e2(M+1) _ x(M+1) T

6_ 2(M+1) _¢

Uz, 7) = G2(M+1) _ oM+1

Observe that ¢(1,7) > 0 and ¥(0,7) > 0 for 7 € [0,t — tg]. Since ¢ is smooth and y satisfies the
homogeneous Dirichlet condition at x = 0 and = = 1 this means that (y(7) — (7)), belongs to L2(0,t —
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to; HY). We calculate
$r(T) = Yau(7) — alt — 7)1ha(7)

S S
e 2+ 4 " < e2(M+1) _ px(M+1)

x(M+1
T 2(M+1) _ M1 JEIEYES) N (M +1+a(z,t —7))(M + 1) ))

1
— =T
e 20I+2)

= 2(M+2) _ oM+2

M > 0.

We continue the argument using the weak maximum principle, in spirit of the method of Stampacchia [25].
We obtain

(W= (7), (y(7) = P(7))+) = W (7), (Y(7) = (7)) = (alt = 7)¥a(7), (y(7) = ¥(7))+) = 0,
for almost every 7 € (0,¢ — to). Moreover
{r (1), W(T) = (M) ) -1emy = Waa(7), (W(T) = D(7))+) = (alt = T)ya(7), (y(7) = ¥(7))+) = 0,
for almost every 7 € (0,¢ — tp). It follows that
{Yr(7) = 02 (1), (W(T) = V(M) 1) -15emy = W (T) = Yua(7), (W(7) = ¥(7))+)
= (a(t = 1) (2 (7) = ¥u(7)), (y(7) = ¥(7))+) < 0.

We deduce that
2
5 35100 =0 P+ | ) = 0o | < | 2 (r) =t | Natr) = vt
whence

2
%H(y(f) = (1))+|* < M7H(y(7) = ()4 |* for almostevery 7 € (0, — t).

Now, the Gronwall lemma implies that

I(y(m) = o(m)+]* < G%QH(ZO —9(0))4|* forevery 7€ [0, to].

It is easy to see that zp(x) < 1 and ¢(x,0) > 1 for every x € [0, 1], and hence (zy — 1(0))4+ = 0 for every
x € [0, 1], and, in consequence (y(7) — 1(7))+ = 0 for every 7 € [0, ¢ — to]. This means that

ylx, t —tg) < (x,t —ty) forae. z € (0,1).

In a similar way, testing by (y(7) + (7)) in place of (y(7) — 1(7))+ it follows that
—p(z,t —to) <y(z,t —tg) forae. z€(0,1).

We deduce that

lz(to)llzee = lly(t —to)[|Lee < Jnax. W(z,t —to) = Ce U0,

Coming back to (4.6) we observe that
lw (@)l < lw(to)llzr12(to)l[zee < Cem U fw(to)|| 1 < Ce™ U= Jw(ty)|| yy < 2MCe™C10),

By taking t sufficiently negative it follows that for every € > 0 there holds ||w(¢)||;1 < € and hence it has
to be w(t) = 0. The proof is complete. O

As a special case, when the set B € B(L?) is a singleton we obtain the following result.
THEOREM 4.2. Let f € L>®(R; L?). For every ug € L? there holds
lim [|S(¢,t0)up — u(t)HH& =0.

to——o0
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REMARK 4.3. If f is independent of time, then the problem becomes autonomous and the process is
actually a semigroup {S(¢)}:>0. In such a case the above result states that if f € L? then there exists the
unique u € H, 6, the solution to the stationary problem, such that for every ug € L?

Jim (|8 (£)ug — ul gy =0,

where S(t)ug is the value of the weak solution at time ¢ with the initial data u taken at time equal to zero.
Observe that we have strengthened the result of Hill and Siili [18] who require that f € C'%([0, 1]) and who
consider only classical solutions. Note, however, that in [18] the authors consider the case where the domain
is not the interval [0, 1] but a bounded and open set 2 C R%, and their nonlinear term has the form a(u) - Vu.

We can extend Theorem 4.1 to get following result

LEMMA 4.4. Ifu : [t;,00) = HE and v : [t1,00) — H{ are two strong solutions such that ||u,(t)|| <
M and v (t)|| < M for every t > t1, then

[u(t) = v(t)]| < Cem 1),
where the constant C depends on M.

PROOF. In the course of the proof of Theorem 4.1 we have shown that
lu(t) = v(B)]| 1 < Ce 1),

Now, for v € H} by interpolation we get

1/2 1/2 1/2
ol < Toll2 1ol 4% < ol a4 ol 2.

It follows that "
ol < ol 27 foa "2,
and the assertion is proved. O

REMARK 4.5. Itis clear that if the non-autonomous forcing f is T-periodic, then the pullback attractor
A = {A(t) }er is also T-periodic, i.e. A(t) = A(t + T) for every t € R, and, in our case, the unique
eternal solution bounded in H} is periodic.

For a set B € B(L?) we will denote by || B|| the value sup,c g ||b||. We prove the following result.

THEOREM 4.6. Let f € L®(R; L?). Let vg € B € B(L?) and let v be a weak solution starting from
the initial data vy at time to. Let u be the unique eternal solution bounded in H&. There exists a constant
C > 0, a constant C(||B]|) > 0 (depending continuously and monotonically on || B||) such that for every
t > to there holds

[u(t) = v(®)]| < C(|B])e 1. 4.7)
In consequence, if only f € L*(R; L?), then the unique eternal solution u bounded in H& attracts expo-
nentially in L? both in forward and pullback sense all weak solutions uniformly with respect to bounded sets
of initial data in L?.

PROOF. Letvg € L? and let v be a weak solution starting from vy at time t,. Without loss of generality
we consider only the case ||vg|] > 1. If |[vg|| < 1 we can take any fixed value greater than one in place of
|vol|. Assume that u : R — H} is a unique eternal solution which is bounded in H}. Estimate (2.9) implies
that there exist positive constants C, D such that if

t > to+ Clnluoll,
then
lo@®) < D.
Estimate (2.18) with € = 1 implies that there exist constants C, D > 0 such that if

t> 1+t + Clnlul,
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then
[vz(®)]] < D.

Consider v[[1 4494+ n fvoll,00) @0 U|[1449+Cn Juo|l,00)- Lemma 4.4 implies that for every ¢t > 1 + to +
C'In||vg|| there holds

u(t) —v(t)| < CeCl—1-toInllwoll),
Hence, if only ¢ — ¢y > 1+ C'In ||vg]|, then

u(t) — v < Cllv Ce=Clt—to)
[u(t) — o)l [[vol| ,

and the assertion (4.7) follows for every ¢t > to + 1 4+ C'In ||vg]|. The fact that the assertion (4.7) holds for
every t > tq follows from the fact that ||u(¢) — v(t)]| is uniformly bounded in L. O

4.2. Periodic conditions. Contrary to the Dirichlet case, in periodic situation we only prove that all
trajectories converge (forward in L? and pullback in H') to a unique eternal strong solution bounded in H'.
For the time, we leave open the question of the convergence speed, which we expect to be exponential. In
the course of the proof, contrary to the Dirichlet case, the weak maximum principle appears to be insufficient
to get the corresponding result, and we need to apply its strong version. This requires us to do the additional
bootstrapping to get the desired regularity for the adjoint problem. Note that the convergence of higher order
space derivatives is easy to obtain from our results, by interpolation and uniform a priori estimates in higher
order norms which will hold under increased regularity assumptions on the forcing term f.

Before we pass to the proof of global asymptotic stability, we need two auxiliary results.

LEMMA 4.7. Assume that a € Cy([0,00); H') satisfies lla()|| g2 < M for everyt > 0 and y €
(0,00; H. ) N C([0,00); L?) with y; € L? (0,00; (H},.)) is the unique weak solution of the linear

per loc per

L2

loc
problem

yT(T) - ywx(T) - a(T)yac(T) =0 for (:L'vT) S (0’ 1) X (07 OO), (4.8)
y(0,7) =y(1,7) and y,(1,7) =y, (0,7) for 7€ (0,00), (4.9)
y(0) = yo, (4.10)

with yoy € L. Then
ly(T)||zee < |lyollree forevery T > 0.

PROOF. The proof follows by the method of Stampacchia [25], as in the Dirichlet case. Weak form of
the considered equation is the following

(Yr(7)s 2) (2 y xmn, + (Ya(7), 22) — (a(T)yx(7),2) =0 forevery =z € H;er ae. 7>0, 4.11)

per per

with the initial data y(0) = yo € L. It follows from the standard argument that this equation has a unique
weak solution with the regularity given in the statement of the lemma. We derive the maximum principle
estimate for this equation. To this end, first test the above equation by (y(7) — ||yol| L )+. This leads to the
bound

1d

5 7 1) = ol o)+ [ + 1w (r) = llyoll o) +)eI* < MI((w(7) = lIg0llzoe) )l (w(r) = lIyolloe) 4
(4.12)

and, since ||(y(0) — ||lyo||z==)+| = 0O, the argument based on the Gronwall lemma implies that ||(y(7) —

llyollzee)+| = O for every 7 € [0,00). A similar argument based on testing the equation by (y(7) +

|lyo|| o= ) — leads to the conclusion that ||(y(7) + ||yol| L )—|| = 0 and in fact ||y(7)| L= < ||yo|| L for every

T € [0, 00). O

We have proved that L°° norm of the solution cannot exceed the L°° norm of the initial data. In the next
result we show, using the strong version of the maximum principle, that the L>° inequality in the assertion
of the last lemma must be in fact strict.
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LEMMA 4.8. Assume that a € Cy([0,00); H') with a, € LlOC(O,oo;L2) satisfies ||a(t)|| ;1 < M for
everyt > 0andy € L} (0,00; H}..) N C([0,00); L?) with y; € L, (0,00; (H,.,)") is the unique weak
solution of the linear problem (4.8)—(4.10) with yg € L°°. Assume that vy is not equal to a constant function
fora.e. x € (0,1). Then

ly(T)llze < llyollLe~  forevery 7 =>0.

PROOF. We first need to establish the regularity of y in order to use the strong maximum principle. Fix

T > 0. Testing (4.8) by —y,..(7) we obtain

1d
5 g 1V (I + 1922 (DF < Ml|ya()lllyaa(7)]| - forae. 7> 0. (4.13)

It follows that

M|y, (1)1,

l\’)l»i

d
()| <
whence for every 0 < 7 < 79
2(ry—7 2r
s (72) |17 < e!/2M 0y ()2 < 2V gy ()|

We can integrate the above estimate with respect to 7 over the interval (0, 72), which yields

2 72
Tollya(r2) || < €!/2M TZ/ 1y (11)]|? dr1,
0

whence
1/2M3?71o

) el/2M?my 7o 5 e
Il < —— [ lalrl dr = Sl iy

per)‘

Coming back to (4.13) it follows that

T3 T3
/ lyaa (PP dr < M / el d7 + lya(r2)|?> forevery 0 <7 < 7.
T2 T2

We deduce that for every € € (0,7) there holds
Yo € L®(e,T; L% and y,, € L*(e,T; L?).
Moreover, as |a(x,t)] < M for every (z,t) € [0, 1] x [0,T7] it holds that
y € L?(e,T; L?).
We deduce that
y € C([e,T); Hye,), (4.14)

per
whence y € C([0,1] x [e,7T]) and y(t) is 1-periodic with respect to variable x for every ¢ > 0. Now we
differentiate (4.8) with respect to 7 and denote p = y. This function satisfies the equation

pT(T) - pmm(T) - aT(T)yI(T) - a(T)pm(T) =0, (4.15)
with the periodic boundary conditions. We first test this equation with p(7). We obtain
1d
2dt
It follows that

— ()1 + llps (1)]* < / |ar (@, T)p(2, T)ya (2, 7)| da + M||p(7)]|[lp(7)]]-

I + (DI < lar (Pl () -+ M) + Zlipa(I

We deduce p
E\Ip(f)ll2 + [P (TP < 2llar (7)1 [lya (7)1 + 2022 (|p() |1, (4.16)
We integrate this inequality from 7 > 0 to 72 € (71, T'], whence

T T
()% < llp(m) 12 + 2 /O Jor () dr esssup )P+ 20 / lp(r)|? dr.
TE(T1, 1
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We choose 75 > 2¢, and integrate the above inequality with respect to 71 over the interval (e, 2¢) whence

T T T
lp(r)Il? < / lp(r) |2 dry + 2¢ / lar ()2 dr esssup lya(r)|? + 2M0% / Ip(r)]2 dr.
£

€ 0 T€(e,T|
It follows that y, = p € L>(2¢,T; L?). As

1Yz (D) < Ny (Tl + Mlyz(7)]| = (M) + M|y (7)]l;

it follows that y,, € L>(2¢,T; L?) and hence y, € L>(2¢,T; L>). Coming back to (4.16) we deduce
that y,, = p, € L%(2¢,T; L?). Equation (4.15) implies that p, = y,, € L%(2¢,T; L?). Finally we test
(4.15) with —p,,(7) which yields

;;tllpx( W2+ lpes (1)1 < Mllpe () 1pae (1) + llar (T | 1yz (7)o [Pa (1) 2.

‘We deduce p
allpm(ﬂ\l2 + pae () I* < 2M|pe (7)1* + 2llar (7)1 Yae (7). (4.17)

Choose 71 > 2¢ and integrate the above inequality from 71 to 7 € (71, 7"). We obtain

T T
e ()2 < Ipa(ry)|? + 2042 / pa(r)| dr + 2 / lar ()12 dr esssup lyas (7)1
15

2e T€(2e,T)

Now let 7 > 3¢ and integrate the above inequality over 7 from 2¢ to 3. We obtain

T T T
llpa(r)I? < / Ipe(r) 2 dry + 20% / Ipe(r) 2 dr + 2¢ / lar ()12 dr esssup [lyae (7)1
2e 2e

2e T€(2¢,T
It follows that p, = y,» € L>(3¢,T; L?), and, by (4.17), prz = Yize € L?(3e,T; L?). It also follows from
(4.15) that p, = y,, € L?(3¢,T; L?).

We have proved that y, € L?(3¢,T; ngr) and y,, € L?(3¢,T; LI%ET,) This regularity implies that
yr € C([3¢,T7; ngr) whence y, € C([0,1] x [3¢,T]). We have also proved that y, € L?(3¢, T} ngr)
whence we deduce that y,, € L*(3¢,T;C([0,1])) and y,, is 1-periodic with respect to z variable. It
follows that y,, € C([0,1] x [3¢,T1) is also a 1-periodic function with respect to x variable. We deduce
from (4.8) that y,, € C([0,1] x [3¢,T]). We have obtained enough smoothness of y to use the strong
maximum principle.

Regularity (4.14) implies that y(7) € C([0,1]) for every 7 > 0. By Lemma 4.7 it follows that for
every 7 € (0,77 there holds max,ejo17|y(z,7)| < |lyoll=. Without loss of generality we may as-
sume that max,c(o,1)¥(z,7) < |[[yollL for every 7 > 0. Assume that for some 7 > 0 there holds
max,e(,1) [Y(%, 7)| = [|yol[zee. If there exists xg € (0,1) such that y(zo,7) = |[yollL=, then the
strong maximum principle, see [24, Theorem 2, page 168] implies that y(x,7) = |lyo||p~ for every
(z,7) € [0,1] x [3¢,T]. This means that

y(3¢) = y(0) = |lyollL= — vo,

and ||y(3e) — y(0)| = ”H?JOHL“’ — yo|| # 0 as yp is not almost everywhere equal to a constant func-
tion. Buty € C([0,T]; L?), so lim. 0 ||y(3¢) — y(0)|| = 0, a contradiction. We can hence exclude
the case y(xo,7) = HyoH L for zp € (0,1). Since y is 1-periodic with respect to x, we deduce that if

max,eo,1) [¥(%, 7)| = ||lyollz~ then y(0,7) = y(1,7) = 1. We use [24, Theorem 3, page 170] whence it
follows that y,.(0,7) < 0 and y,(1,7) > 0, a contradiction with 1-periodicity of y, with respect to variable
z. The proof is complete. U

THEOREM 4.9. Let f € L®°(R; L?). The pullback attractor A = {A(t)}scr established in Theorem
3.12 consists of a single eternal solution A(t) = {u(t)} for every t € R. In other words there exists a unique
eternal solution u € Cy(R; H') such that for every bounded set B € B(L?) of initial data there holds

lim dist . (S(¢,t0) B, {u(t)}) = 0.

to——o0
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PROOF. The first part of the argument follows the lines of the argument for the Dirichlet problem. Let
u,v : R — H' be two eternal solutions such that |[u(t)||;: < M and [|[v(t)|| ;1 < M forevery t € R.
Similar as in the Dirichlet case denote a(t) = 4 (v(t) + v(t)). Then a € Cy(R, HY), ||la(t)||;1 < M for
everyt € R, a; € L? (R; L?) and

loc
la(@,t)] < [la(®)][L= < llas(t)]| < M forevery (.)€ [0,1] x R.

Denote and w(t) = wu(t) — v(t). Then ||w(t)||; < 2M for every t € R. Moreover, the function w €
Cy(R; H') satisfies the equation

W — Wey + (aw), =0, (4.18)
as well as the periodic conditions w(0,t) = w(1,t), wy(0,1) = w,(1,t) for every ¢ € R. Our aim is to
prove that u(t) = v(t), i.e., the only solution in Cj(R; H') of the above equation such that ||w(t) g < 2M
for every ¢ is w(t) = 0. To this end we fix t € R such that w(t) is not identically zero, and consider (4.18)
on the time interval (o, ¢) for ¢y < t. As w(t) is a continuous function of the variable = we can define two
opensets Ay and A_ by Ay = {z € [0,1] : w(x,t) > 0},and A_ = {z € [0,1] : w(z,t) < 0} and
20 : [0,1] — R by

z0(z) = xa, (7) — xa_(z).

It is clear that zg € L? (but its mean is not necessarily equal to zero). Moreover

1
() = /0 so(w)w(z, 1) da.

Similar as in the Dirichlet case we can define the adjoint problem which we solve backwards in time

2t(8) + zzz(s) + a(s)z.(s) =0 for (x,s) € (0,1) x (to,t), (4.19)
2(0,s) = z(1,s) and z(0,s), = 2(1,s), for s € [to,t], (4.20)
2(t) = 2. (4.21)
This problem has a unique weak solution z € L*(to,t; Hp.,) with z, € L?(to,t; (Hp.,)'). Note that
H' C H;er, the former being in fact a closed subspace of the latter. Proceeding exactly as in the Dirichlet

case it follows that

(w(to), 2(t0)) = (w(t), 2(t)) = (w(t), 20) = [[w(t)]|j1- (4.22)
Introducing the time 7 = ¢ — s the problem (4.19)-(4.21) is equivalent to the following forward in time
problem

Yr(T) = Ypo(7) —a(t — T)yL(7) =0 for (z,7) € (0,1) x (0, — tg),
y(0,7) =y(l,7) and y.(1,7) =y.(0,7) for 7€ (0,t—tg),
y(0) = 20,

namely, its solution y is given by y(7) = z(t — 7) for 7 € [0,¢ — to]. We will consider this problem on the
whole positive semiaxis, which corresponds to taking arbitrarily small ¢, i.e

Yr(T) = Yoo (1) — a(t = T)yL (1) =0 for (x,7) € (0,1) x (0,00), (4.23)
y(0,7) =y(1,7) and y,(1,7) =y.(0,7) for 7 € (0,00), (4.24)
y(0) = 2o, (4.25)

It follows from (4.22) and Lemma 4.7 that
[w@®)l|z1 < (wlto), 2(to)) < llw(to)llj1llz(to)l[Le = llw(to)ll fally(t = to)llLee < [w(to)llfr-
Hence, ||w(t)| 1 is a non-increasing function of ¢, whereas there exists numbers 0 < ¢; < ¢ such that

tEI_nOO ||lw(t)||;r =c2 and t1i>rlolo lwt)| =a (4.26)
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As w(t) is not identically zero, it follows that co # 0, we will show that this leads to a contradiction. Define
u”(t) = u(t+ 7) and v7 (t) = v(t + 7). Then

ug (t) —ul (t) +u” (t)ul(t) = f(t +7) forevery teR, (4.27)
and

vf (t) — vl (t) + v (t)vy(t) = f(t+7) forevery teR, (4.28)
that is, u™ and v" are two eternal bounded in H' solutions with the forcing terms f (-4 7) = f7. Estimates
of Section 2.2 imply that for every ¢ < ¢y there hold the bounds

luz D + [loz (B} < C,

to ta
[P [Cpaora<c

t1 t1

12 to

[ P [ proRa<c
t1 t1

where the constant C' depends on t; — 5 but is independent of 7. It is also clear that

7@l < C.

We choose a sequence 7,, — —oo. Using the diagonal argument it follows that there exists the subsequence
of indexes, which we still denote by n, and functions f, 7, % such that for every t; < to the following
convergences hold for n — oo

™ — f weakly — s in L>(t1,to; L?),
u™ — 1w  weakly —*in L%(t1, to; Hl) and weakly in L?(t1, to; H2),
v™ — T weakly — xin  L™(t1,to; H') and weakly in L%(t1,to; H?),
u;” —u; and v;" — v, weakly in L2(t1,t2;L2),
and
u™(t) —aw(t) and v™(t) —T(t) weaklyin H' andstronglyin L? forevery ¢t € R.

These convergences allow us to pass to the limit with 7,, to minus infinity in (4.27) and (4.28), whence it
follows that

w,7 € Cy(R; HY) N LE (R; H?), Ty, T; € L2, (R; L?)
satisfy (in strong sense) the equations

Define w = @ — v and @ = (7 + ). Then [|a(t)|| ;. < M and ||@(t)||z: < 2M for every t € R and we
have the following regularities and convergences

w,a € Cy(R; HY N L} (R; H?), W, a; € L2,.(R; L?),
w(47,) =w™ - W weakly — xin L (t1,to; H) and weakly in L?(ty,ty; H?),
w™(t) — w(t) weaklyin H' andstronglyin L? forevery tcR.
Moreover, w satisfies is strong sense the equation
Wi(t) = Waa(t) + (@(t)w(t))e = 0.
The convergence (4.26) implies that
lw™ ()|l — c2 forevery te R,

and hence
[w(t)||pr = co forevery teR.
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Choose real numbers ¢y < t and define zo(z) = X{z€[0,1]: w(z,t)>0} — X{z€[0,1]: w(z,t)<0}- Analogously to
(4.23)—(4.25) we formulate the adjoint problem

Yr(7) = You(7) —@(t — T)ya(7) =0 for (z,7) € (0,1) x (0, 00), (4.29)
y(0,7) =y(1,7) and y,(1,7) =y.(0,7) for 7 € (0,00), (4.30)
y(0) = zp. (4.31)

As in (4.22), as w(t) is not identically zero, we get ||zo|| L~ = 1, and

ca = [[w®)lz, = (Yt —to), w(t) <yt —to)llr=llwto)lzr = cally(t —to)l[ e
As co # 0 and t is arbitrary it follows that

v

ly(T)||pee > 1 forevery 7 >0.

But Lemma 4.8 leads us to the conclusion that
lly(7)|lL <1 forevery T >0,

which is a contradiction and the proof is complete O

We can repeat the argument of the above theorem passing with 7,, to 400 instead of —oo to deduce that
the unique complete trajectory also attracts all trajectories in future. That is, we get the following result

THEOREM 4.10. Let f € L(R; L?). The unique eternal strong solution u € Cy,(R; H') satisfies
Jim [[S(#, to)uo —u(t)]| =0

for every tg € R and ug € L2

REMARK 4.11. Similar as in the Dirichlet case it is clear that the 7'-periodicity of the non-autonomous
forcing f € L°°(IR; L?) implies that the unique eternal solution bounded in H* which attracts all trajectories
in pullback and forward sense is also 7'-periodic.
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