Chapter 6

Existence of Solutions of the Cauchy Problem

Faith is an island in the setting sun. But proof;, yes.
Proof is the bottom line for everyone.
— Paul Simon, Proof (1990)

In this chapter we study the generalization of the front-tracking algorithm to sys-
tems of conservation laws, and how this generalization generates a convergent se-
quence of approximate weak solutions. We shall then proceed to show that the limit
is a weak solution. Thus we shall study the initial value problem

U+ f(u)e =0, uli—o = uo, 6.1)

where f:R" — R” and u, is a function in L' (R).

In doing this, we are in the setting of Lax’s theorem (Theorem 5.17); we have
a system of strictly hyperbolic conservation laws, where each characteristic field
is either genuinely nonlinear or linearly degenerate, and the initial data are close
to a constant. This restriction is necessary, since the Riemann problem may fail to
have a solution for initial states far apart, which is analogous to the appearance of
a “vacuum” in the solution of the shallow-water equations.

The convergence part of the argument follows the traditional method of proving
compactness in the context of conservation laws, namely, via Kolmogorov’s com-
pactness theorem or Helly’s theorem.

Again, the basic ingredient in front tracking is the solution of Riemann problems,
or in this case, the approximate solution of Riemann problems. Therefore, we start
by defining these approximations.

6.1 Front Tracking for Systems

Nisi credideritis, non intelligetis.l
— Saint Augustine, De Libero Arbitrio (387/9)

In order for us to define front tracking in the scalar case, the solution of the Riemann
problem had to be a piecewise constant function. For systems, this is possible only
if all waves are shock waves or contact discontinuities. Consequently, we need to
approximate the continuous parts of the solution, the rarefaction waves, by functions
that are piecewise continuous in x/z.

I Soft on Latin? It says, “If you don’t believe it, you won’t understand it.”
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There are, of course, several ways to make this approximation. We use the fol-
lowing: Let § be a small parameter. For the rest of this chapter, § will always denote
a parameter that controls the accuracy of the approximation. We start with the sys-
tem of conservation laws (6.1), and the Riemann problem

u; forx <0,
u(x,0) = (6.2)
u, forx >0.

We have seen (Theorem 5.17) that the solution of this Riemann problem consists
of at most n + 1 constant states, separated by either shock waves, contact disconti-
nuities, or rarefaction waves. We wish to approximate this solution by a piecewise
constant function in (x/1).

When the solution has shocks or contact discontinuities, it is already a step func-
tion for some range of (x/t), and we set the approximation equal to the exact
solution u for such x and 7.

Thus, if the jth wave is a shock or a contact discontinuity, we let

uf&j (X, 1) = uje (x,1), tojf <x <toj,y,
where the right-hand side is given by (5.137).

A rarefaction wave is a smooth transition between two constant states, and we
will replace this by a step function whose “steps” are no farther apart than § and lie
on the correct rarefaction curve R;. The discontinuity between two steps is defined
to move with a speed equal to the characteristic speed of the left state.

More precisely, let the solution to (6.2) be given by (5.137). Assume that the jth
wave is a rarefaction wave; that is, the solutions u and u,, ; lie on the j th rarefaction
curve R; (umH) through Upm;_y, OF

u(x. 1) = uj (x.1: umj,umjfl), forto; <x < taj+.

Let k = rnd (¢; /8) for the moment, where rnd (z) denotes the integer closest” to z,
and let § = €;/ k. The step values of the approximation are now defined as

wig =R (18w, ). forl =0,....k (6.3)

We have that u; o = Um;_, and u;; = uy ;- We set the speed of the steps equal to
the characteristic speed to the left, and hence the piecewise constant approximation
we make is the following:

k
"?.e, (X, t) =Ujo =+ Z (qu[ - M/'J_l) H (X - Aj (M/‘J_l) t) s (6.4)
=1

where H now denotes the Heaviside function. Equation (6.4) is to hold for taj+ <
x < 0; 1. Loosely speaking, we step along the rarefaction curve with steps of size
at most §. Observe that the discontinuities that occur as a result of the approximation
of the rarefaction wave will not satisfy the Rankine—-Hugoniot condition, and hence
the function will not be a weak solution. However, we will prove that u® converges
to a weak solution as § — 0. Fig. 6.1 illustrates this in phase space and in (x,t)-
space.

?Such that z — § <nd(z) <z + 1.
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Fig. 6.1 An approximated
rarefaction wave in phase

space and in (x, t)-space il

wj-1 uj

The approximate solution to the Riemann problem is then found by inserting
a superscript § at the appropriate places in (5.137), resulting in

uj forx <oyt,

§ . _ +
Ui, (x/t;up,, up) foroyt < x <ojt,

+ —
U, foro"t <x <o,t,

8 . — +
u (x/t,um,um) foro;t <x <o,t,
uB(x,l) = 2€ : ! 2 (6.5)

Um

+ -
) foro,t <x <o;t,

§ . _ "
un.e”(x/tvurvumnfl) fOI'O'nlfoU t,

u, forx > o,"t.

It is clear that u® converges pointwise to the exact solution given by (5.137). Indeed,
[’ (x, 1) —u(x, )] = O (8).

Therefore, we also have that HuS(Z) —u(t) ”Ll = O (8), since u® and u are equal
outside a finite interval in x.

Now we are ready to define the front-tracking procedure to (approximately) solve
the initial value problem (6.1).

Our first step is to approximate the initial function uy by a piecewise constant
function ug (we let § denote this approximation parameter as well) such that

lim [lug — o]l 1 = 0. (6.6)

We then generate approximations, given by (6.5), to the solutions of the Riemann
problems defined by the discontinuities of ug. Already here we see one reason why
we must assume T.V. (1) to be small: The initial Riemann problems must be solv-
able. Therefore, we assume our initial data u, as well as the approximation ug, to
be in some small neighborhood D of a constant u. Without loss of generality, u can
be chosen to be zero.

Since the initial discontinuities interact at some later time, we can solve the
Riemann problems defined by the states immediately to the left and right of the
collisions. These solutions are then replaced by approximations, and we may con-
tinue to propagate the front-tracking construction until the next interaction.




286 6 Existence of Solutions of the Cauchy Problem

However, as in the scalar case, it is not obvious that this procedure will take us
up to any predetermined time. A priori, it is not even clear whether the number
of discontinuities will blow up at some finite time, that is, that the collision times
will converge to some finite time. This problem is much more severe in the case
of a system of conservation laws than in the scalar case, since a collision of two
discontinuities generically will result in at least n — 2 new discontinuities. So for
n > 2, the number of discontinuities seems to be growing without bound as 7
increases. As in the scalar case, the key to the solution of these problems lies in
the study of interactions of discontinuities. To keep the number of waves finite, we
shall eliminate small waves emanating from Riemann problems. However, there is
a trade-off: The more waves we eliminate, the easier it is to prove convergence, but
the less likely it is that the limit is a solution of the differential equation.

The method we shall use to eliminate discontinuities is taken from [9]. Let v > 0
be some small number whose precise value will be determined later, cf. (6.36).
Henceforth, we shall call all discontinuities in the approximate Riemann solution
fronts. The family of a front separating states u; and uy is the unique number j
such that

ug € Wi(ug),

where, as in Chapt. 5, W; () denotes the j th wave curve through the point u. These
are parameterized as in Theorem 5.16. (Observe that we still have this relation for
fronts approximating a rarefaction wave.) The strength of a front is €, where we
have

UR = Wj,euL.

Note that the total strength of a rarefaction wave remains unchanged in the front-
tracking approximation.

If a front of strength ¢; collides from the left with a front from the right of
strength €,, and |€;€,| < v, then we shall not use the approximate Riemann solver
given by (6.5), but the following construction.

Let / denote the family of the front ¢; and 7 the family of ¢,. Let the state to the
left of the collision be #; and the state to the right be u,. Observe that since we have
a collision, ! >r. If [ > 7, define the states u/, and u/, by

w, = Wqu, u, =W _u, 6.7)

r le "m*
Ifl = 7, then we define
U, = Wiyt ©68)

The piecewise constant approximation to the Riemann problem defined by the col-
lision of a left front ¢; and right front €, consists of two fronts if [ > 7 and of one
front if / = 7. We define the front-tracking approximation to this problem to be the
piecewise constant approximation to the Riemann problem defined by u; and u;.,
followed by a discontinuity traveling at a fixed speed A > max, |4, (u)| separating
u,. and u,. This front we call a ghost front. Other fronts we call physical fronts.
Regarding ghost fronts, we label these €,, and define the strength of a ghost front
€, tobe €, = |u), —u,|. If N physical fronts, y1, ..., yy, interact at the same point,
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ghost front

~+

Fig. 6.2 a A collision producing a ghost front. b Collision between a ghost front and a physical
front

then we use an analogous construction if

Z’%‘Jﬂ <v,
i.J

i<j

so that the result of this interaction will not be more than N physical fronts of the
same families as the incoming fronts, followed by a ghost front. More specifically,
we use the following construction. First observe that since the fronts are colliding,
their families are nonincreasing from left to right. We sum the strengths of fronts
belonging to the same family, i.e., , = Zj,j:k y; fork = 1,...,n. If the kth
family is absent, the corresponding y; vanishes. Next we construct the new states
after the collision, starting from the left. We define u;, = W, ju;. Next we let
Uy, = Waj,u, ,and soonuntilu, =u, = W,;u, . Thestrength of the ghost
front will be g, = |u, —u,|.

Two ghost fronts will never interact, since they travel at the same speed. In order
to complete our description of the front-tracking algorithm, we must define how
a collision between a ghost front and a physical front is resolved. If a ghost front
separating states u; and u; collides with a physical front €, separating u; and u,,
we define

u, = Wi uj.

Then the solution consists of a physical front of family 7 and strength ¢,, followed
by a ghost front separating u/. and u,, traveling at speed A. In particular, note that
the strength of a physical front is not changed if it collides with a ghost front. See
Fig. 6.2.

If a ghost front interacts with several physical fronts, y;, ..., yy at some point
(xc,t.), wedefine u), = Wy 5 0---0 W,,J;”u},3 where is . is as above. Then we solve
the Riemann problem with left state ) and right state u, by the general procedure.
If 3., |yivj| > v, we use the full solution of the Riemann problem to define
the fronts. If Zif j |yi yj| < v, we should solve the Riemann problem using the
middle states u/mk = Wesu, fork = 1,...,n, with u/mo = u, followed by

M1
a ghost front separating u, and u,. Note that this solution equals the one we would

3 Observe that the order of families is reversed.
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a b

Fig. 6.3 a A collision between a ghost front and several physical fronts. b How this collision is
resolved by considering a sequence of collisions

have obtained if we had let the ghost front first interact with the leftmost of the
interacting fronts, yy, then let the resulting ghost front interact with yy_; and so
on, until the interaction between a ghost front and the rightmost front y,, and after
this, resolve the collision between yy, ..., y;. Thus, a collision between a ghost
front and several physical fronts can be viewed as a succession of collisions, first
between the ghost front and each physical front, and then between the physical
fronts. For an illustration of this, see Fig. 6.3. This perspective will be useful when
we obtain interaction estimates, cf. (6.25).

Since ghost fronts have a speed larger than that of other fronts, we define them
to be of family n + 1.

Front tracking in a box (systems)

(i) Given a one-dimensional strictly hyperbolic system of conservation

laws,
U+ f(u) =0, ul—o=uop, (6.9)

where u has small total variation.

(i) Approximate the initial data u( by a piecewise constant function ug.

(iii)) Approximate the solution of each Riemann problem by a piecewise con-
stant function by sampling points at distance § apart on the rarefaction
curve and using the exact shocks and contact discontinuities.

(iv) Track fronts (discontinuities).

(v) Solve new Riemann problems as in (iii), or if |€;€,| < v or one of the
colliding fronts is a ghost front, use (6.7)—(6.8).

(vi) Continue to solve Riemann problems approximately as in (v). Denote

(vii) The function u

an approximate solution by u?.
8 is well defined, and as § — 0, the approximate solution
u® will converge to u, the solution of (6.9).*
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Fig. 6.4 A collision of N By By, e Bn
physical fronts

YN IN—1 e Y2 M

We wish to estimate the strengths of the fronts resulting from a collision in terms
of the strengths of the colliding fronts. With some abuse of notation we shall refer
to both the front itself and its strength by ;.

Consider therefore once more N physical fronts yy, . .., y; interacting at a single
point as in Fig. 6.4. We will have to keep track of the associated family of each front.
As before, we denote by z: the family of wave y;. Thus if yy, ..., y4 all come from
the first family, we have 1 = --- = 4 = 1. Since the speed of y; is greater than
the speed of y; for j > i, we have j > 7. We label the waves resulting from the
collision Sy, ..., B,.

Let 8 denote the vector of waves in solution of the Riemann problem, defined by
the collision of yy,...,yy,i.e., B = (B1,...,B,), and let

04:(2%‘, Z)/i’ Z%‘)'
i=1 i=2 i=n

For simplicity, also set y = (yi,...,yn). Note that 8 is a function of y, that is,
B = B(y).Fori < j we define
0’p
Bij (0.7) 1= 87,97, (J/h...,)/i_l,a)/i,O,...,O,ij,O,...,O).
Then
11
%‘J/j//ﬂi,j(o, 1)dodt (6.10)
00

=B(.....7.0....,0,;.0,...,0) + B(y1.....¥-1.0.....0)
_/3(]/17-~-7yi701~-~10)_IB(yls~-~1yi—1701~-~701yj701~-~10)~

Furthermore,

B(O,....0,%.0,....0) = (0,....0,7.0,...,0), 6.11)

4Proved in Sect. 6.2.
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where y; on the right is at the kth place, since in this case we have no collision.
Summing (6.10) for all i < j, we obtain

N 11
Z)’i )’j//ﬁi,j(o'vf)dadf
00

i<j

N
=B0cyn) =Y _B0.....0.%.0,....0) = —a. (6.12)

i=1

By the solution of the general Riemann problem, see Lax’s theorem 5.17, we have
that B; ; is bounded; hence

N
B-—al <0 Y |nvl. (6.13)
i<
or
N
B=a+00)Y |yl (6.14)
LJ
i<j

Note that if the incoming fronts y; are small, then the fronts resulting from the
collision will be very small for those families that are not among the incoming
fronts.

If we have a collision between a ghost front €, separating states u; and u;, and
a physical front with strength € of family j separating states u, and u,, the result
will be a physical front of strength € separating states u; and u,., and a ghost front
€, separating u, and u,; see the right part of Fig. 6.2. Since u;, = W;.u; and
U, = Wjeug,

! !
u —u, = W u; — W u

€

/ a /
=u —u;+ / % (W) gur — W euy) dé
0

ow; aw;
w—+ [ (S - S ) ae
0

=u —u;+ O (1) fe] [ur —uy|.

Therefore

€p| < |eg| + K lel |eg| - (6.15)

<> Example 6.1 (Higher-order estimates)
The estimate (6.13) is enough for our purposes, but we can extract some more in-
formation from (6.12) by considering higher-order terms. Firstly, note that

ﬂ=05+Z)/i7j,3i.j(0’0)+0(1)Z|7i7/"|V|~ (6.16)

i<j i<j
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Therefore, we evaluate B; ; (0, 0). To do this, observe that M

U, = Rﬂ(y) u, = R)’N oR O+++0 Ryl uy, (6.17)

YN-1

where Rg is defined as in (5.141), and u; and u, are the states to the left and right
of the collision, respectively. If we define

_®

By, = 3y,

(6.11) implies

,8),/.(0,...,0) = ej,
where ¢, denotes the kth standard basis vector in R”. Also note that

0
—R = VgRg - By,.
i B) BB Py,

Furthermore, from Lemma 5.18 and (5.141), we have that
VgRg=|....rc + Z‘BJ Drmin(/_k)rmax(jvk)’ .14+ 0 <|‘3|2> .
j=l1
Here the first term on the right-hand side is the n x n matrix with the kth column

equal to ry + Z}’zl B Drmin(,ak) Tmax(jk)- Consequently,’

0
a—VVﬁR(o ..... o = (Dyrj, Drzrj,---,Drjrj,Dr]er,...,Drjrn)
j

evaluated at u;. Differentiating (6.17) with respect to y;, we obtain
(VoRp - By,) |y:(0,m,0.yj,0m.0) (ur) = ri (Ry,uy)

for j > i. Differentiating this with respect to y;, we obtain

d
(Tyvﬂﬂﬁ) ly=q...00¢; + VgR,.0Bi;(0,0) = Dy;ri (uy) .
j

Inserting this in (6.16), we finally obtain

N
-1
B=a+> vy (VsRg) (Dryri = Dpry) + O |yivs|Ivl.  (6.18)
i<j i<j
3 The right-hand side denotes the 7 x n matrix whose first j columns equal Dyrik=1,..., 7

and the remaining (n — j) columns equal Dy 7y, k = j + 1,....n.
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R

M

Fig. 6.5 An interaction in (x, f)-space and in phase space

which we call the interaction estimate. One can also use (6.12) to obtain estimates
of higher order.

In passing, we note that if the integral curves of the eigenvectors form a coordi-
nate system near M, then

(D,jr,- — D,,.rj) =0

for all i and j, and we obtain a third-order estimate. The estimate (6.13) will prove
to be the key ingredient in our analysis of front tracking.

For the reader with knowledge of differential geometry, the estimate (6.18) is no
surprise. Assume that only two fronts collide, ¢; and €,, separating states uy, uyy,
and u g. Let the families of the two fronts be / and r, respectively. The states u,
Uy, and u g are almost connected by the integral curves of r; and r,, respectively.
If we follow the integral curve of r; a (parameter) distance —¢; from u g, and then
follow the integral curve of r, a distance —e,, we end up with, up to third order in
€; and €., half the Lie bracket of ¢;r; and €,r, away from u;. This Lie bracket is
given by

leir1,€,17] := €€, (Dr,rr - Dr,rl) .

This means that if we start from u; and follow r, a distance ¢,, and then r; a dis-
tance ¢;, we finish a distance O ([¢;7, €,r,]) away from ug. Consequently, up to
O ([e;r1,€-1/]), the solution of the Riemann problem with right state ug and left
state uy, is given by a wave of family r of strength €,, followed by a wave of family
[ of strength €;. While not a formal proof, these remarks illuminate the mechanism
behind the calculation leading up to (6.18). See Fig. 6.5. &

Before we proceed further, we introduce some notation. Front tracking will pro-
duce a piecewise constant function labeled us(x, t) that has, at least initially, some
finite number N of fronts. These fronts have strengths ¢;,7 = 1,..., N. We will
refer to the ith front by its strength ¢;, and label the left and right states u;, and
u,,, respectively. The position of ¢; is denoted by x;(¢), and with a slight abuse of
notation we have that

Xi(l) = X; =+ Si (l — l,’) s (619)
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where s; is the speed of the front, and (x;, #;) is the position and time it originated.
In this notation, #® can be written

N
W) =uy, + Yy, —up) H (x = x; (1)) . (6.20)
i=1

The interaction estimate (6.13) shows that the “amount of change” produced by
a collision is proportional to the product of the strengths of the colliding fronts.
Therefore, in order to obtain some estimate of what will happen as fronts collide,
we define the interaction potential Q. The idea is that Q should (over)estimate the
amount of change in u® caused by all future collisions. Hence by (6.13), Q should
involve terms of type |€;€,|. We say that two fronts are approaching if the front to
the left has a larger family than the front to the right, or if both fronts are of the
same family and at least one of the fronts is a shock wave. Note that this means that
a ghost front is approaching all physical fronts to its right. We collect all pairs of
approaching fronts in the approaching set A, that is,

A := {(€;. €;) such that ¢; and €; are approaching} . (6.21)

The set A will, of course, depend on time. All future collisions will now involve
two fronts from A due to the hyperbolicity of the equation. Observe that two ap-
proximate rarefaction waves of the same family never collide unless there is another
front between, all colliding at the same point (x, t). Therefore, we define Q as

0:=) e (6.22)
A

For scalar equations we saw that the total variation of the solution of the conserva-
tion law was not greater than the total variation of the initial data. From the solution
of the Riemann problem, we know that this is not true for systems. Nevertheless, we
shall see that if the initial total variation is small enough, the total variation of the
solution is bounded. To measure the total variation we use another time-dependent
functional T defined by

N
T:=) lel. (6.23)
i=1

where N is the number of fronts. Lax’s theorem (Theorem 5.17) implies that T is
equivalent to the total variation as long as the total variation is small.

Let #; denote the first time two fronts collide. At this time we will have another
Riemann problem, which can be solved up to the next collision time #,, etc. In this
way we obtain an increasing sequence of collision times #;, i € N. To show that
front tracking is well defined, we need to show that the sequence {¢;} is finite, or if
infinite, not convergent. In the scalar case we saw that indeed this sequence is finite.

We will analyze more closely the changes in Q and T when fronts collide.
Clearly, they change only at collisions. Let 7. be some fixed collision time.

Assume then that the situation is as in Fig. 6.6: N fronts €1, ..., €y are colliding
at some point (x,, ), giving N’ fronts €], . . ., €),. Observe that if one of the collid-
ing fronts is a ghost front, then it must be the leftmost one, €. Furthermore, if € is
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Fig. 6.6 A collision of N
fronts

69\//

t
e T

a ghost front, then this collision can be viewed as a sequence of collisions between
the ghost front and each physical front ey _y, . .., €], followed by the interaction of
€N—_1,...,€ as depicted in Fig. 6.3. Thus for interaction estimates, we can assume
that if ey is a ghost front, then there are only two fronts colliding; €, (the ghost
front) and €; (the physical front).

Let 7 be a small interval containing x., and let J be the complement of 7. Then
we may write @ = Q) + Q(J) + Q(I,J), where Q(I) and Q(J) indicate
that the summation is restricted to those pairs of fronts that both lie in / and that
both lie in J, respectively. Similarly, Q(/, J) means that the summation is over
those pairs where one front is in / and the other in J. Let 71 < ¢, < 1, be two
times, chosen such that no other collisions occur in the interval [y, 7,], and such
that no fronts other than €y, ..., €y are crossing the interval I at time 77, and only
waves emanating from the collision at 7., i.e., waves denoted by €/, ..., €, cross /
at time 7,. Let Q; and T; denote the values of Q and T at time t;. By construction,
0,(I) =0and Q,(J) = Q(J), and hence

0>—01=0:(1,J)— 0., J) = 0:1(]). (6.24)

We now want to bound the increase in Q (7, J) from time 7| to 7. More precisely,
we want to prove that

0>(1.J) = 01(1.J) + 0 () (DT (J). (6.25)

Let |ee;| be aterm in Q»(/, J), i.e., (¢,€;) € A attime 7,. This means that €; < 0
or € < 0. With a slight abuse of notation we denote the family of €/ by i. Let 7; be
the set of indices of the colliding fronts in / at time 7, with family 7, i.e.,

L ={jlj=i j=1,...,N}.

Now the interaction estimate (6.14) reads

&=y & +00)0i).

J€%Li
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To prove (6.25) we study different cases. First we consider the three possibilities
that can occur if neither €/ nor € is a ghost front:

(a) The family of € is not i. In this case, (¢j,€) € A at time 7; for all j € 7;.
Therefore

lejel < Y el + 0 (1) Qi) el (6.26)

(ej,€)€A

(b) The family of € is i, and € < 0. In this case, since (¢;,€) € A at time 1,, also
(¢j,€) € A attime 1y for all j € 7;. Hence (6.26) holds.

(c) The family of € is i, and € > 0. Since (¢, €) € A, we infer that €, < 0. Let
7, =1k €7; | & <0}. Then

il =22 leil = 22 lail+ 001D

J€Li~ VISTAV/

Also, for j € 7;, (¢j,€) € Aif and only if j € 7; _. Hence (6.26) holds also in
this case.

Next we consider the situation when either ¢; or € is a ghost front.

(d) € is a ghost front. In this case € must be to the left of / since (¢;, €) € A. Thus
(€j,€) € Aforall j € K and (6.26) holds.

(e) € is a ghost front. Then € must be to the right of / for (€], €) to be in A. This
situation is depicted in Fig. 6.2. In the right case, ¢; is a ghost front, and in the
left case, €, = O (1) Q1(/) and there were no ghost fronts in / at 7;. In the
latter case, clearly (6.26) holds. If €; is a ghost front, then there are only two
fronts colliding in 7. By (6.15), |¢/| < || + © (1) ;| T1(I) and (¢;, €) € A.
Thus (6.26) holds.

Therefore, for all pairs (elf, €r) € A with € in J, (6.26) holds. Summing over i and
k gives (6.25).

Inserting (6.25) into (6.24), using the constant K to replace the order symbol,
we obtain

0> 01 = KQUDT, = 01(1) = Q) (KTy= ) = —30i()  (627)

if 77 is smaller than 1/(2K). By the estimate (6.15), (6.27) holds also for collisions
involving a ghost front. We summarize the above discussion in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.2 Assume that Ty < 1/(2K). Then

1
0,— 01 = _EQl(I)
for every § and v.

We will use this lemma to deduce that the total variation remains bounded if it
initially is sufficiently small, or in other words, if the initial data are sufficiently
close to a constant state.
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Lemma 6.3 If T is sufficiently small att = 0, then there is some constant ¢ inde-
pendent of § such that

G=T+cO0

is nonincreasing. We call G the Glimm functional. Consequently, T and T.V. (us)
are bounded independently of § and v.

Proof Let T,, and Q, denote the values of T and Q, respectively, before the nth
collision of fronts at #,, with 0 < #; < #, < ---. Using the interaction estimate
(6.13), we first infer that

T = Z

J

/
€

=T, + K0.(I). (6.28)

Letc > 2K and assume that 77 +cT? < 1/(2K). Assume furthermore that 7 +c¢ Q
is nonincreasing for all ¢ less than ¢, and that 7,, < 1/(2K). Lemma 6.2 and (6.28)
imply that

Tyt +¢ Onsr < Ty + KOW(I) + ¢ O — %Qn(l)

=Ty +cOp+ (K— %) 0, (I
<T,+cQ,

since K — % < 0. Consequently,

T <Tipi+¢Qup < <Ti+¢ Qi <Ti +cT{ < 1/2K),
which by induction proves the result. O

We still have not shown that the front-tracking approximation can be continued
up to any desired time. Now, however, this is clear. Since only collisions between
physical fronts that have strengths €; and €, such that |¢;€,| > v will produce new
fronts, and Q decreases by at least |¢;¢,| /2 in such a collision, there can be at most
20Q(0)/v collisions producing new nonghost fronts. Since fronts of each family
will travel in a wedge in the (x, ¢)-plane, eventually all physical fronts of different
families will have interacted. After this time, two rarefaction fronts (fronts approx-
imating rarefaction waves) of the same family will not collide, and the collision of
two shock fronts of the same family will produce a single shock front of the same
family and a ghost front. Thus in such collisions the number of physical fronts de-
creases by at least one. Therefore, there can be only a finite number of this type of
collision. Since ghost fronts all have the same speed, they will not interact among
themselves. Therefore, for fixed § and v, there will be only a finite number of inter-
actions for all # > 0. Hence the front-tracking approximation is well defined, and
we can calculate the approximation u®(x,¢) for all # > 0 using a finite number of
steps. Thus front tracking for systems is also a hyperfast method.

Summing up our results so far, we have proved the following result.
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Theorem 6.4 Let f; € C*(R"), j = 1,...,n. Let D be a domain in R" and
consider the strictly hyperbolic equation u, + f(u), = 0 in D. Assume that f
is such that each wave family is either genuinely nonlinear or linearly degenerate.
Assume also that the function uo(x) has sufficiently small total variation.

Then the front-tracking approximation u®(x,t), defined by (6.5), (6.6) and con-
structed by the front-tracking procedure described above, is well defined. Further-
more, the method is hyperfast, i.e., it requires only a finite number of computations
to define u®(x, t) for all t. The total variation of u® is uniformly bounded, and there
is a constant C such that

T.V. (’(-,1)) < C,

forallt > 0andall § > 0 and all v > 0.

6.2 Convergence

The Devil is in the details.
— English proverb

At this point we could proceed, as in the scalar case, by showing that front tracking
is stable with respect to L' perturbations of the initial data. This would then imply
that the sequence of approximations {u‘3 } has a unique limit as § — 0. For systems,
however, this analysis is rather complicated. In this section we shall instead prove
that the sequence {u‘s} is compact and that every (there is really only one) limit is
a weak solution. The reader willing to accept this, or primarily interested in front
tracking, may skip ahead to the next chapter.

To show that a subsequence of the sequence {u%}s- convergesin L] (R x [0, T]),

we use Theorem A.11 from Appendix A. We have already shown that u®(x, ) is
bounded, and we have that

/ [’ (x + p.t) —ul(x.1)| dx < pT.V. (W’ (-.1)) < Cp.
R

for some C independent of §. Hence, by Theorem A.11, to conclude that a subse-
quence of {u’} converges, we must show that

R

/ [ul(x,1) —ul(x.s)| dx < C(t — ),

—R
where t > s > 0, for every R > 0 and for some C independent of §. Since ul is
bounded, we have that A (the speed of the ghost fronts) is bounded, and (recall that
Al <---<A,)

A > max ’|{|)tn(u)|,|kl(u)|}~

Ju] <sup|ut
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Let #; and ;| be two consecutive collision times. For ¢ € (¢, ;1] we write u® in
the form

N;i
w(x,t) = u, + Z (uf —uf_y) H (x — x}.(1)), (6.29)
k=1
where x/ (1) denotes the position of the kth front from the left, and H the Heaviside

function. Here u®(x,1) = ul for x between x} and xj_ . Assume now that €
[ti,tix1] and s € [t;,¢;41], where j <i ands < t. Then

/|u8(x,z)—u5 (x.1;)| dx
R
:R/)[ %us(x,r)dr)dx

<[ [ i

R 1 K=1

x,i’(z)) |H' (x — xi.(v))| d dx

tNl_

5A/ZMH—MH/|H/(x—x;;(r))| dxdt
ik=1 2

<A@ =) TV (u'(-. 1))
<AC(t—-t),

since |x,’!’ < A. Similarly, we show that

/ |u8 (.X,ti) - MS (X,tj+1)| dx < AC (ti —tj+1) ifj+1<i,
R

and

/ [u® (x,t41) —u’ (x,5)] dx < AC (tj41— ).
R

Therefore,
”us("t) _uS("S)”LI = C |t _Sl ’

for some constant C independent of ¢ and §. Hence, we can use Theorem A.11 to
conclude that there exist a function u(x, t) and a subsequence {5 j} C {8} such that
ub —u(x,t)in L} as j — oo.

As in the scalar case, it is by no means obvious that the limit function u(x, t) is
a weak solution of the original initial value problem (6.1). For a single conservation
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law, this was not difficult to show, using that the approximations were weak solu-
tions of approximate problems. This is not so in the case of systems, so we must
analyze how close the approximations are to being weak solutions.

There are three sources of error in the front-tracking approximation. Firstly, the
initial data are approximated by a step function. Secondly, there is the approxima-
tion of rarefaction waves by step functions, and finally, ghost fronts are not weak
solutions locally.

In the following, the next lemma will be useful.

Lemma 6.5 Let the sequence {a;}; | be defined by

m—1
a =1, am:Zam_jaj, m=2,3,.... (6.30)
j=1
Then
., 2m=3)!

m =

= =0 1)4"m "
m!(m —2)! (1) 4%m

Proof We use the notation

1/2Y _ 3-G-D--G—m+1)
)= :

m!

Define the function

y(x) = Z apx™.
m=1

Then, using (6.30),

00 m—1

2 m

y :E E am—jdj | X° =Y —X,
m=2 \ j=1

and we infer that (recall that y(0) = 0)
1 —_— > 1/2
m=1 m
which implies

ay = (_1)m+1 (1/2> 22m—1'
m

We may rewrite this as

., (2m=3)!
" T m(m = 2)
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To estimate a,, as m — oo, we apply Stirling’s formula [188, p. 253]

1 0
': —— —_— —
n! = /2w exp ((n 2)ln(n-l—l) n+1)+ 12(n—|—1)>’
for 0 < 6 < 1. We obtain
2m —3)! 12
m=2—"— =0 (1)4"m™ /2. O
¢ m!(m —2)! M

We begin the error analysis by estimating how much we “throw away” by the
ghost fronts. To do this, it is useful to introduce the concept of the generation of
a front. We say that each initial front starting at # = 0 belongs to the first generation.
Consider two first-generation fronts of families / and r, respectively, that collide.
The resulting fronts of families / and r will still belong to the first generation,
while all the remaining fronts resulting from this collision will be called second-
generation fronts. More generally, if a front of family / and generation m interacts
with a front of family » and generation n, the resulting fronts of families / and r are
still assigned generations m and n, respectively, while the remaining fronts resultmg
from this collision are given generation n + m. If k fronts, of generations I....k
and families 1, ...,k collide, then the resulting fronts of family 7 have generatlon
i, while resultmg fronts of families not in the set {i . IQ} will have generation
min, ; {{ 4+ j}. The motivation behind this concept is that fronts of high generations
will have small strength.

For fixed § and v, there will be only a finite number of fronts in u%(x, 7). We
can use Lemma 6.5 to estimate the number of fronts of generation m. If we let G,
denote this number, we have that

T
Gps1 < (n —2)—2(;,,,+1 G m=1, Gi=N<=0()5. (63D
j=1
This holds since there will be at most (n — 2) waves of new generations at each
collision, each of which can consist of at most 7'/§ rarefaction fronts.
Set C = (n—2)T/§ and
G
Cm—l :

ay, =

Then a,, satisfies

Gm+1
Am+1 ol

1
Cm—l Z Gm+1—j G
j=1

1 m
— W § am+1_jajcm+l—j—1K/—l
Jj=1

m
= E Amy1—;4;.
j=1

IA
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We can use Lemma 6.5 and conclude that

m—1
Gn < 0(1) (%) 4Ny m

4m (n _ 2)m—1 T2m—1
§2m—1,1/2

<o) (6.32)

We also need to estimate the total variation of the fronts belonging to a given gen-
eration. Let G,, denote the set of all fronts of generation m, and let T, denote the
sum of the strengths of fronts of generation m. Thus

T(t) = Z le;
G/'Egm

Since there are no fronts of generation more than N (see the discussion of Theo-
rem 6.4),

N
T(t) =Y Tu(t).

m=1
Lemma 6.6 We have that
Tn(t) < CAKT()"

for some constant C.

Proof Using the interaction estimate, we obtain

Tapi=p . . Y 0dalle)

J=1 €€Gm+1-j €r€G;

Kf > laller

J=1€1€Gpt1-j €-€G;

= KZTW!-FI—/{I}
j=1

IA

By introducing T,,(¢) = T, (t)/(T ()" K™~"), we see that T, (t) satisfies
~ " ~ ~
Toe1(®) <Y T (DT} (1),
j=l

with 71(t) < 1. Now we can use Lemma 6.5 to conclude that

T, <C4™"m™'/2,

and thus LK T
Tm < Cu’
N

and the lemma follows. O

(6.33)
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Next we must estimate the change in the strength of a ghost front as it collides
with other fronts. We denote the strength of the ghost front after colliding with m
other fronts by €,,. First we claim that

leo| < Kv. (6.34)

To see this, assume that a front ¢; of family [ and a front €, of family 7 collide and
produce a ghost front; see Fig. 6.2. Ifi > 7, then (6.7) holds, and ifl = 7, (6.8)
holds. If we solve the Riemann problem exactly, obtaining n waves of strengths
€]....,¢€,, we have that

s €y

up=Wyg oWy o Wieuy,
as well as the interaction estimate

€ =6 €1+ 8irer + O(1) e, |.
With a slight abuse of notation, write

Wi(er, €, ... €)u = Wye, 0 Wy_i,_, 0o Wiu,
so that
u, = W€l €y, ..., €)u
and
u, =w(Q,...,0,¢,0,...,0,¢,0,...,0)u.

The function W has bounded derivatives with respect to all its arguments, whence

n
leol = ) —u, | < K Y

i=1

< K|ee€| < Kv,

/
€ — Sijeg —8; ;€

and (6.34) holds. The proof of (6.34) if several fronts interact to produce a ghost
front is analogous.

To estimate how the strength of a ghost front evolves as it collides with physical
fronts, we use the interaction estimate (6.15),

lemp1] = (1 + Ker]) |ém],

after the next collision with a front €,. Using this repeatedly, after collisions with
€r 1y, €rm,ylelds

lem| = (14 Kleri]) -+ (1 + K |€rml) |€ol

= feolexp(K Y lers]).
k=1
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Assume that the ghost front started at (xo, ), and let Y (x) be the curve coinciding
with the trajectory of the ghost front for ¢ > #; and 7, otherwise, i.e.,

1/ X =< Xo,
() =1{" =

lo—i-XA_A—xO X > Xp.

Then we have that

” 1
. <T) < G(ty) < T(0) +cT(0)* < —.,
> el < v = Gl00) STO) +eT (0 = 5
k=1
since Y (x) is “spacelike.” Hence, for all ghost fronts,
le] < Kve'/?, (6.35)

since their initial strength is by definition bounded by Kv.

Now we can finally determine v. Let G denote the set of all ghost fronts. We
want to choose v such that the variation of u® across the ghost fronts vanishes as §
becomes small. Let Ty, denote this variation. We have that

Ty = Z |€g’
g€g
k(]—l

= Z_l|6g|+2|6g|

&>ko
k()—l
<Ke 3 G+ ) CUKT),
k=1 k>ko

where Gy, is the total number of fronts of generation k, and T is the total variation
over all fronts. Now we assume that 7°(0) is so small that

4KT(t) <k < 1.
By (6.32),

G < C(C /8%,
Using this, we have that

ko—1

T, <Cv Z(%)%_l + O —.

ko

Now we first choose k¢ such that
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and then choose v such that
k()—l
C\2%-1 §
C — < - 6.36

Thus T, < &, and the total strength of the ghost fronts is small.

Now we can estimate how far u® is from being a weak solution. Recall that
shock fronts are local weak solutions, while we are making errors across fronts
approximating rarefaction waves and across ghost fronts.

To bound the error coming from a ghost front, we use

[ fQur) = f(ur) — Ay —u,)| < Clup —u,. (6.37)

This follows from the Lipschitz continuity of f.
To bound the error coming from a rarefaction front separating u; and u,, we note
that u, = W, cu; for some € < §, and we shall need to estimate

$(e) = fur) — flur) — A (up)(ur —up)
= f (Wiewr) = fur) = AQup) (W eur —up) .
We have that ¢ (0) = 0 and that
¢'(0) = df (ui)r;(ur) — A; (up)r(u) = 0.
Hence, ¢(€) = O (€?), or
| fGur) = f ) = Ay i)y —up)| < C8, (6.38)

if u; and u, are the left and right states of a rarefaction front.
By construction, if ¥; and u, are the states to the left and right of a shock front
traveling with a speed o, then

flur) = fur) —o(ur —up) = 0.

For a fixed time, we have that 1% is piecewise constant in x, and that the disconti-
nuities of u? are located at x; and move with speed o; fori = 1,..., N. This holds
for all times 7 that are not collision times. Using this, we can write

ub(x,t) = up + ZH (x = xi (1)) [ul; ,
f (u‘s) = f(uy)+ ZH (x —x; @) [SW)]; »

where H denotes the Heaviside function and [u], = u, — u; if u, is the state to
the right of the discontinuity, and u; the state to the left. Thus in the distributional
sense,

uf(x,t) = —Z@ [ul; 8y (x),

(6.39)
W),

1] 8y (x),

where 8y, ;) denotes the Dirac delta distribution located at x; (¢).
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We can use this to estimate how far u® is from a being a weak solution. Recall
that u is a weak solution of (6.1) if

// (up: + fwey) dx dt +/u(x,0)<p(x,0) dx = 0.
0 R

R

Since u = limg_, u?, we need to show that

R

0 = li (o + fWps)dxdt + [ u(x,0)p(x,0)dx),  (6.40)
81_1)1(1)(()/]1&/14(,0 u’)e X /ux @(x x)

for all test functions ¢. We have constructed the initial data u®(x, 0) such that the
last integral in the limit approaches [uo¢(x,0) dx. Regarding the double integral,
using the representation of u® as a sum of Heaviside functions and (6.39), we have

//(usq), + f)p,) dx dt
0 R

T
_/Z (07 [u]; = [f@)];) @(xi (). 1) dt
' T
== /(Ui [u]; = [f@)];) e(xi (). 1) dt
ieS
0T
/(Uz [u];, = [/ 0)];) @(xi (1), 1) dt
ieR 0
T
=Y [ o, - L) et .00,
ieG 0

where S denotes the set of shock fronts, R the set of rarefaction fronts, and G the
set of ghost fronts. Here, T is chosen so that ¢ is zero for > 0. We have that

T

Z/ (07 [u]; = [f@)];) e(x;i(t), 1) dt =0,

ieS 0

)Z/ o; [ul; = [f@],) ¢(xi (), t)dt‘<CZ|[[u]]’ <Cs.

1eR0 ieR

)Z/ o; [ul; = [f@],) ¢(xi (), t)dt‘ <C > |[u],| < C8.

ieGg 0 i€g

Thus the limit is a weak solution.
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We can actually extract some more information about the limit ¥ by examining
the approximate solutions u%. More precisely, we would like to show that isolated
jump discontinuities of u satisfy the Lax entropy condition

Am (M[) >0 = Am (ur) (641)
for some m between 1 and n, where o is the speed of the discontinuity, and

u; = lim u(y,t) and u, = lim u(y,?).
y—>x— y—>x+

To show this, we assume that u has an isolated discontinuity at (x, ¢), with left and
right limits ©; and u,. We can enclose (x, t) by a trapezoid Es with corners defined
as follows. Start by finding points

xf{l —x—, xf, —>x+, it #lt,

for k = 1,2 as § — 0. We let Es denote the trapezoid with corners (xj,.2}),
(x3,.15), (x},.13), (x7,.17). Recall that convergence in L} implies pointwise con-

vergence almost everywhere, so we choose these points such that

us(x(;l, 1)
ud(x}, . 17)

us(x(%,r’ tél)

— u; and
1 ub(x},. 1)

— u,

as § — 0. We can also choose points such that the diagonals of Es have slopes not
too different from o; precisely,

| 2 | 2
x! —x x! —x
H —o| <e(8) and H —o| <¢(8), (6.42)
s — 1 s — 1

where ¢(§) — 0as § — 0. Next fork = 1,2, set

Mk _ Z |6i|
S Tk k
Xsr — X5

where the sum is over all rarefaction fronts in the interval [x§ B x(’{ r]. It M 8" is
unbounded as § — 0, then u contains a centered rarefaction wave at (x, 1), i.e.,
a rarefaction wave starting at (x, ¢). In this case the discontinuity will not be iso-
lated, and hence M Bk remains bounded as § — 0. Next observe that

Sk 4k Sk 4k
ut(xs o 1) —us (x5, 15) <C > |rarefaction fronts| + ) [shock fronts|

3 3 3 3
Xsr — Xsu Xsr — X1
. k > |shock fronts|
=CM; +C -
sr X5

Here the sums are over fronts crossing the interval [xgC I xéﬁr]. Since the fraction on
the left is unbounded as § — 0, there must be shock fronts crossing the top and
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bottom of E for all § > 0. Furthermore, since the discontinuity is isolated, the total
strength of all fronts crossing the left and right sides of Es must tend to zero as
§—0.

Next we define a shock line as a sequence of shock fronts of the same family in
u®. Assume that a shock line has been defined for ¢ < t,, where t,, is a collision time,
and in the interval [f,_1,1,) consists of the shock front €. In the interval [¢,, ,11),
this shock line continues as the front € if € does not collide at ¢,,. If € collides at 7,,,
and the approximate solution of the Riemann problem determined by this collision
contains an approximate shock front of the same family as ¢, then the shock line
continues as this front. Otherwise, it stops at #,. Note that we can associate a unique
family to each shock line.

From the above reasoning it follows that for all § there must be shock lines
entering Ejs through the bottom that do not exit Ej through the sides; hence such
shock lines must exit Eg through the top. Assume that the leftmost of these shock
lines enters Es at yél.l and leaves Ejs at yéz.l. Similarly, the rightmost of the shock

lines enters Ej at y;  and leaves Ej at y; . Set

vie =’ (viy—15) and v, =’ (5, +.5)

Between yé‘. ; and xé‘. ;» the function u® varies over rarefaction fronts or over shock
lines that must enter or leave E through the left or right side. Since the discontinuity
is isolated, the total strength of such waves must tend to zero as § — 0. Because
ud(xf,.1f) — u; as § — 0, we have that v§, — u; as § — 0. Similarly, v§, — u,.
Since ¢ (§) — 0, by strict hyperbolicity, the family of all shock lines not crossing
the left or right side of Es must be the same, say m. The speed of an approximate
m-shock front with speed ¢ and left state vé‘. ; satisfies

Aot (v5,) <6 4+ 0 (8) < A (v])) - (6.43)
Similarly, an approximate m-shock front with right state vg‘.r and speed ¢ satisfies

Am (v§,) <6+ O 8) < Amyr (v5,). (6.44)
Then (6.41) follows by noting that & and & both tend to o as § — 0, and then letting
§ — 0in (6.43) and (6.44).

To summarize the results of this chapter we have the following theorem:

Theorem 6.7 Consider the strictly hyperbolic system of equations

u; + f(u), =0, u(x,0) = up(x),
and assume that f € C? is such that each characteristic wave family is either
linearly degenerate or genuinely nonlinear. If T.V. (uy) is sufficiently small, there
exists a global weak solution u(x, t) to this initial value problem. This solution may
be constructed by the front-tracking algorithm described in Sect. 6.1. Furthermore,

if u has an isolated jump discontinuity at a point (x,t), then the Lax entropy con-
dition (6.41) holds for some m between 1 and n.
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We have seen that for each § > 0 there is only a finite number of collisions
between the fronts in u? for all # > 0. Hence there exists a finite time Ty such
that for ¢+ > Tj, the fronts in ¥® will move apart, and not interact. This has some
similarity to the solution of the Riemann problem. One can intuitively make the
change of variables ¢ + t/e, x +— x/e without changing the equation, but the
initial data is changed to uy(x/¢). Sending ¢ — 0, or alternatively t — oo, we see
that u solves the Riemann problem

u; forx <O,

u; + f(u), =0, u(x,0) = (6.45)

ur forx >0,

where u; = limy_,_o up(x) and ugr = limy_ o uo(x). Thus in some sense, for
very large times, u should solve this Riemann problem. Next, we shall show that
this (very imprecise statement) is true, but first we need some more information
about u°.

For t > Ty, the function u® will consist of a finite number of constant states, say
uf, fori =0,.... M. If uf_ | is connected with uf by a wave of a different family
from the one connecting u?¢ to u? 41» We call u? a real state, and we let {ii;})\_, be
the set of real states of u°. Since the discontinuities of u® are moving apart, we must
have

N <n, (6.46)

by strict hyperbolicity. Furthermore, to each pair (i;_1, %;) we can associate a fam-
ily k; such that 1 < k; < k;41 < n, and we define kg = 0 and ky,; = n.
We write the solution of the Riemann problem with left and right data u, and u y,
respectively, as u, and define €;, j = 1,...,n, by

uy = Wy(e)Wy—i1(€a—1) - Wi(er)uo.
and define the intermediate states
ug=1uo and u; = Wi(eu;—y forj=1,...,n.
Now we claim that
luj —u;| <0 @), forkiy <j <ki. (6.47)

If N = 1, this clearly holds, since in this case u® consists of two states for t > Tj,
and by construction of u®, the pair (ifg, 1) is the solution of the same Riemann
problem as u is, but possibly with waves of a high generation ignored.

Now assume that (6.47) holds for some N > 1. We shall show that it holds for
N + 1 as well. Let v be the solution of the Riemann problem with initial data given

by

(x.0) uyg forx <0,
v _)C7 =
uy forx >0,
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and let w be the solution of the Riemann problem with initial data

w(x.0) = Uy forx <O,
, UN+1 for x > 0.

We denote the waves in v and w by €; and €}”, respectively. Then by the induction
hypothesis,

G-el=0®). |ava-d,,|=00.
Y Jg1=0@). and Y €] 0).
i¢lky,..., kn} i#kN#»l

where €; denotes the strength of the wave separating u;_; and ;. Notice now that
u can be viewed as the interaction of v and w; hence by the interaction estimate,

dle—€1<0@) for i<ky. and |e,, —€, | <OO).

1

Thus (6.47) holds for N + 1 real states, and therefore for every N < n. Now we
can conclude that for u = lims_,o u® the following result holds.

Theorem 6.8 Assume that u; = limy_,_o, up(x) and ug = limy_, o, up(x) exist.
Then ast — oo, u will consist of a finite number of states {ui}fvzo, where N < n.
These states are the intermediate states in the solution of the Riemann problem
(6.45), and they will be separated by the same waves as the corresponding states in
the solution of the Riemann problem.

Proof By the calculations preceding the lemma, for t > T we can define a func-
tion us that consists of a number of constant states separated by elementary waves,
shocks, rarefactions, or contact discontinuities such that these constant states
are the intermediate states in the solution of the Riemann problem defined by
lim,_, _, u®(x,¢) and lim,_ ., u®(x, ¢), and such that for every bounded interval I,

|as(- 1) —u8(-,t)||L1(1) —0 asd§—0.
Then for ¢t > Tg,

(. 0) =5 (- O iy < Jul-.0) —us(-,t)HLl(,)
+ ||a8("t)_ué('at)”LI(I)'
Sett = Ts + 1, and let § — 0. Then both terms on the right tend to zero, and

uo — uy and uy — ug. Hence the lemma holds. Note, however, that u does not
necessarily equal some 4 in finite time. O
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Remark 6.9 Here is another way to interpret heuristically the asymptotic result for
large times. Consider the set

l(x,1) | x eR}

in phase space. There is a certain ordering of that set given by the ordering of x. As
§ — 0, this set will approach some set

{u(x,t) | x e R}.

Theorem 6.8 states that as ¢ — oo this set approaches the set that consists of the
states in the solution of the Riemann problem (6.45) with the same order. No state-
ments are made as to how fast this limit is obtained. In particular, if u; = ug =0,
then u(x, ) — 0 for almost all x as t — oo.

6.3 Notes

The fundamental result concerning existence of solutions of the general Cauchy
problem is due to Glimm [72], where the fundamental approach was given, and
where all the basic estimates can be found. Glimm’s result for small initial data
uses the random choice method. The random element is not really essential to the
random choice method, as was shown by Liu in [135]. The existence result has been
extended for some 2 x 2 systems, allowing for initial data with large total variation;
see [144, 170]. These systems have the rather special property that the solution of
the Riemann problem is translation-invariant in phase space.

Our proof of the interaction estimate (6.13) is a modified version of Yong’s ar-
gument [190].

Front tracking for systems was first used by DiPerna in [60]. In this work a front-
tracking process was presented for 2 x 2 systems, and shown to be well defined
and to converge to a weak solution. Although DiPerna states that “the method is
adaptable for numerical calculation,” numerical examples of front tracking were
first presented by Swartz and Wendroff in [172], in which front tracking was used
as a component in a numerical code for solving problems of gas dynamics.

The front tracking presented here contains elements from the front-tracking
methods of Bressan [21] and, in particular, of Risebro [160]. In [160] the genera-
tion concept was not used. Instead, one “looked ahead” to see whether a buildup of
collision times was about to occur. In [9] Baiti and Jenssen showed that one does
not really need to use the generation concept or look ahead in order to decide which
fronts to ignore.

The large-time behavior of u was shown to hold for the limit of the Glimm
scheme by Liu in [136].

The front-tracking method presented in [160] has been used as a numerical
method; see Risebro and Tveito [162, 163] and Langseth [121, 122] for examples
of problems in one space dimension. In several space dimensions, front tracking
has also been used in conjunction with dimensional splitting with some success for
systems; see [92] and [132].
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6.4 Exercises

6.1 Assume that f:R" — R” is three-times differentiable, with bounded deriva-
tives. We study the solution of the system of ordinary differential equations

dx

I S(x),  x(0) = xo.

We write the unique solution as x () = exp(zf)xo.
(a) Show that

2
exp(e 130 = o + ef (o) + Sdf (x0) f (¥0) + O (&)

(b) If g is another vector field with the same properties as f, show that

exp(eg) exp(ef)xo = xo + & (f (xo0) + g (x0))
2

+ %(df (x0) f (x0) + dg (x0) g (xO))
+6%dg (xo) f (xo) + O (%) .

(¢c) The Lie bracket of f and g is defined as

[/ gl(x) = dg(x) f(x) —df(x)g(x).
Show that
.1
[/. 8] (x0) = lim = (eXp(sg) exp(ef)xo — exp(ef) eXp(sg)xO).
(d) Indicate how this can be used to give an alternative proof of the interaction

estimate (6.13).

6.2 We study the p system with p(u;) as in Exercise 5.3, and we use the re-
sults of Exercise 5.9. Define a front-tracking scheme by introducing a grid in
the (u, T)-plane. We approximate rarefaction waves by choosing intermediate
states that are not farther apart than § in (u, 7). If € is a front with left state
(i1, 77) and right state (u,, t,), define

T(e) = [Ie]l = ITz]]  if € is a 1-wave,
[[=]1 = [[p]| if € is a 2-wave,

and define T additively for a sequence of fronts.

(a) Define a front-tracking algorithm based on this, and show that
Tn+1 S Tn )

where T, denotes the 7" value of the front-tracking approximation between
collision times #, and #,, 4.




312

6.3

6 Existence of Solutions of the Cauchy Problem

(b) Find a suitable condition on the initial data so that the front-tracking algo-
rithm produces a convergent subsequence.
(c) Show that the limit is a weak solution.

Assume that the flux function f(u) admits an entropy/entropy flux pair (7, ¢),
that is, 1 and ¢ are functions from R” to R such that

Vun(u) = Vy,qu)df(u).

Assume also that for the solution of the Riemann problem

u, x <0,
w + f)y =0, u(x.00=1{"
u, x>0,

we have that

n(u), + q(u), = 0 if the solution is a rarefaction wave
or contact discontinuity,

n(u); + q(u), < 0 in the distributional sense if the solution is a shock.
Let now u = lim u®, where u® is the front-tracking approximation. Show that

nw), +q), <0,

in the distributional sense.
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