
SINGLE ENTROPY CONDITION FOR BURGERS EQUATION VIA

THE RELATIVE ENTROPY METHOD

SAM G. KRUPA AND ALEXIS F. VASSEUR

Abstract. This paper provides a new proof of uniqueness of solutions to scalar con-
servation laws with convex flux verifying only one entropy condition. Unlike previous
results, the proof is not based on the Hamilton–Jacobi equation. It works directly on the
conservation law, and is based on the method of relative entropy.
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1. Introduction

The present paper is concerned with the scalar conservation law in one space dimension:{
ut + (A(u))x = 0

u(x, 0) = u0(x).
(1.0.1)
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2 KRUPA AND VASSEUR

In the scalar conservation law (1.0.1), u(x, t) : R× [0,∞)→ R is the unknown, u0 ∈ L∞(R)
is the given initial data, and A : R→ R is the given flux function. In the present paper, we
are concerned with A ∈ C2(R) strictly convex. A classical solution of (1.0.1) is a locally
Lipschitz function u : R× [0,∞)→ R which satisfies ut + (A(u))x = 0 almost everywhere
and verifies u(x, 0) = u0(x) for all x ∈ R. We are also interested in weak solutions of (1.0.1).
A weak solution to (1.0.1) is a locally bounded measurable function u : R × [0,∞) → R
which satisfies

∞∫
0

∞∫
−∞

[∂tφu+ ∂xφA(u)] dxdt+

∞∫
−∞

φ(x, 0)u0(x) dx = 0(1.0.2)

for every Lipschitz continuous test function φ : R× [0,∞)→ R, with compact support. In
particular, every weak solution satisfies (1.0.1) in the sense of distributions. Note that a
classical solution is also a weak solution.

A pair of functions η, q : R→ R are called an entropy and entropy flux, respectively, for
the scalar conservation law (1.0.1) if

q′(u) = η′(u)A′(u).(1.0.3)

We say a weak solution u of (1.0.1) is entropic for the entropy η if it satisfies the entropy
inequality

∂tη(u) + ∂xq(u) ≤ 0(1.0.4)

in a distributional sense, where q is any corresponding entropy flux. Precisely,
∞∫
0

∞∫
−∞

[∂tφη(u) + ∂xφq(u)] dxdt+

∞∫
−∞

φ(x, 0)η(u0(x)) dx ≥ 0(1.0.5)

for every nonnegative Lipschitz continuous test function φ : R× [0,∞)→ R, with compact
support. Kruzhkov [19] proved existence and uniqueness for bounded weak solutions to
(1.0.1) which are entropic for the large family of entropies {ηk}k∈R, where

ηk(u) := |u− k| .(1.0.6)

For a bounded and measurable solution to (1.0.1), being entropic for each of the ηk is equiv-
alent to being entropic for every convex entropy [26, Proposition 2.3.4]. See Bolley, Brenier
and Loeper [6] for an extension of Kruzhkov’s theory, based on the Wasserstein distance.
Olĕınik discovered “condition E,” and proved existence and uniqueness for bounded weak
solutions to (1.0.1) which satisfy it [24]. A solution u to (1.0.1) satisfies condition E if

There exists a constant C > 0 such that

u(x+ z, t)− u(x, t) ≤ C
t z

for all t > 0, almost every z > 0, and almost every x ∈ R.

(1.0.7)

It is known that being entropic for each of the ηk is equivalent to Olĕınik’s condition E
when the conservation law (1.0.1) has a uniformly convex flux function A [26, p. 66 and
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p. 57]. When the solution to (1.0.1) is bounded and A is strictly convex, we can assume A
is uniformly convex.

In 1989, Kruzhkov [1, p. 164] asked whether solutions to Burgers equation{
ut + (u

2

2 )x = 0

u(x, 0) = u0(x)
(1.0.8)

which are entropic for the entropy η(u) = u2

2 are unique. Note that Burgers equation is

the scalar conservation law (1.0.1) in the case when A(u) = u2

2 .
The answer to this question is yes; the first proof was given by Panov in 1994 [25],

under the more general situation of (1.0.1) with any A ∈ C2(R) strictly convex, any
entropy η ∈ C1(R) strictly convex, and u0 ∈ L∞(R). A second proof was given in 2004
by De Lellis, Otto and Westdickenberg [12]. Their result is stronger than Panov’s result:
their proof allows for various right-hand sides in the entropy inequality, and can consider
unbounded functions [12, p. 688].

The two papers [12, 25] give us a minimal entropy condition for (1.0.1): we only need to
consider one entropy η ∈ C1(R) strictly convex to ensure uniqueness. The existence of a
minimal entropy condition is interesting because in the general case of hyperbolic systems
of conservation laws in one space dimension, there often only exists one non-trivial entropy
for the system [28, p. 238].

Both the proofs of Panov and De Lellis-Otto-Westdickenberg use a special connection
between scalar conservation laws in one space dimension and Hamilton–Jacobi equations:
the space derivative of the solution to a Hamilton–Jacobi equation is formally a solution to
the associated scalar conservation law. However, it is well-known that the relation between
scalar conservation laws in one space dimension and Hamilton–Jacobi equations breaks
down in the more general case of hyperbolic systems of conservation laws in one space
dimension (however, see [15] for a formal connection between a general Hamilton–Jacobi
equation in n space dimensions and a weakly hyperbolic system of conservation laws).

The present paper gives a new proof of the minimal entropy condition without relying
on Hamilton–Jacobi theory, under the additional assumption of a strong trace property on
the solution. Let us introduce the strong trace property (originally introduced in [21]):

Definition 1.1. Let u ∈ L∞(R × [0,∞)). Then u verifies the strong trace property if for
any Lipschitz continuous function h : [0,∞) → R, there exist u+, u− ∈ L∞([0,∞)) such
that

lim
n→∞

T∫
0

ess sup
y∈(0, 1

n
)

∣∣u(h(t) + y, t)− u+(t)
∣∣ dt = lim

n→∞

T∫
0

ess sup
y∈(− 1

n
,0)

∣∣u(h(t) + y, t)− u−(t)
∣∣ dt = 0

(1.0.9)

for all T > 0.
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Note that any function u ∈ L∞(R × [0,∞)) will satisfy the strong trace property if u
has a representative such that for any fixed h, the left and right limits

lim
y→0+

u(h(t) + y, t) and lim
y→0−

u(h(t) + y, t)(1.0.10)

exist for almost every t. In particular, any function u ∈ L∞(R× [0,∞)) with a representa-
tive in BVloc will satisfy the strong trace property. But the strong trace property is weaker
than BVloc.

The result we show in this paper is

Theorem 1.2 (Main theorem). Let u ∈ L∞(R × [0,∞)) be a weak solution with initial
data u0 ∈ L∞(R) to the scalar conservation law in one space dimension (1.0.1) with flux
A ∈ C2(R) strictly convex. Assume u satisfies the entropy inequality (1.0.4) for at least one
strictly convex entropy η ∈ C2(R). Further, assume u satisfies the strong trace property
(Definition 1.1).

Then u is the unique solution to (1.0.1) verifying (1.0.7) and with initial data u0.

Our method is based on the relative entropy method. Given the system (1.0.1) and
entropy and entropy flux η and q, respectively (or more generally, any hyperbolic system
of conservation laws in multiple space dimensions endowed with any entropy), the method
of relative entropy considers the quantity called the relative entropy :

η(a|b) := η(a)− η(b)− η′(b)(a− b)(1.0.11)

for all a, b ∈ R.
We have also the associated relative entropy-flux,

q(a; b) := q(a)− q(b)− η′(b)(A(a)−A(b))(1.0.12)

for all a, b ∈ R.
Both η(a|b) and q(a; b) are locally quadratic in a− b. In particular, for all a and b in a

fixed compact set, the strict convexity of η ∈ C2(R) gives

c∗(a− b)2 ≤ η(a|b) ≤ c∗∗(a− b)2(1.0.13)

for constants c∗, c∗∗ > 0.
The method of relative entropy was invented by Dafermos [10, 9] and DiPerna [13] to

prove weak-strong estimates: given a weak solution u to (1.0.1), entropic for η, and a
classical solution ū, the method of relative entropy gives stability estimates on the growth
in time of

∥∥u(·, t)− ū(·, t)
∥∥
L2 by considering the time derivative of

∫
η(u|ū) dx and using

the entropy inequality (1.0.4) (in particular, see Lemma 2.2). Due to (1.0.13), the quantity
η(u|ū) gives estimates of L2-type, while being more amenable to study than the L2 norm
itself, due to the entropy inequality (1.0.4). The relative entropy method is fundamentally
an L2 theory.

The weak-strong stability results of Dafermos and DiPerna compare a weak solution to
a smooth, classical solution. The proof of weak-strong stability relies on the the fact that
classical solutions of a hyperbolic system of conservation laws satisfy the entropy inequality
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(1.0.4) as an exact equality. Weak-strong stability breaks down when a discontinuity is
introduced into the classical solution.

In particular, the relative entropy method is much more involved when considering
shocks. For a first result, see DiPerna [13] for uniqueness. In the case of stability, there
is a growing body of work using the relative entropy method to consider the stability of
shock waves in L2, up to a time-dependent translation in space of the shock wave solution.

This program of using relative entropy and stability up to a translation was first described
by the second author in [30]. The first result in this program was by Leger [20] for the
scalar conservation law (1.0.1) for a strictly convex flux A ∈ C2(R). We now introduce the
result of Leger. Let uL, uR ∈ R satisfy uL > uR. Let σ satisfy A(uL)−A(uR) = σ(uL−uR).
Define

φ(x) :=

{
uL if x < 0

uR if x > 0.
(1.0.14)

Let u be any Kruzhkov solution. In this context, Leger proved the existence of a Lipschitz
continuous function h : [0,∞)→ R such that

∥∥u(·, t)− φ(· − h(t)− σt)
∥∥
L2 ≤

∥∥u(·, 0)− φ(·)
∥∥
L2

for all t ≥ 0. Note that by shifting the position of the shock wave as a function of time,
all L2 growth in time is killed. The shift function h depends on u. Leger gives control
on h:

∣∣h(t)
∣∣ ≤ λ

∥∥u(·, 0)− φ(·)
∥∥
L2(R)

√
t, for some constant λ > 0. Leger only considered

Kruzhkov solutions, but his methods are in fact very general and can be applied whenever
a solution satisfies the strong trace property and is entropic for at least one strictly convex
entropy η ∈ C2(R).

The program of using relative entropy to consider stability up to a shift has been pushed
by the second author and coworkers to consider systems of conservation laws in one space
dimension [16, 29, 31, 27, 21] and scalar viscous conservation laws in both one space
dimension [17] and multiple space dimensions [18]. For a more general overview of the
theory of shifts and the relative entropy method in general, see [28, Section 3-5]. The
theory of stability up to a shift has also been used to study asymptotic limits when the
limit is discontinuous. See [8] for the scalar case, and [32] for the case of systems. There is a
long history of using the relative entropy method to study the asymptotic limit. However,
results on the asymptotic limit which do not use shifts have only been able to consider the
case when the limit function is Lipschitz continuous (see [33, 2, 3, 4, 5, 14, 22, 23] and [30]
for a survey).

There is also an L1 theory for the stability and uniqueness of solutions for strictly
hyperbolic n × n systems of conservation laws in one space dimension: Bressan, Crasta,
and Piccoli [7] show that in L1 solutions depend continuously on their initial data with a
Lipschitz constant which is uniform with respect to time. Bressan-Crasta-Piccoli consider
solutions with small total variation. Their method uses approximate solutions which for
each fixed time are piecewise Lipschitz continuous.

The present paper, on the other hand, is another step in the program of using the relative
entropy method and shifts to develop an L2 theory for stability and uniqueness of weak
solutions to hyperbolic systems of conservation laws.
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We briefly outline the present paper and the proof of the main theorem, Theorem 1.2.
Let u be any bounded weak solution to (1.0.1) with initial data u0 ∈ L∞(R), entropic for a
strictly convex entropy η ∈ C2(R) and satisfying the strong trace property (Definition 1.1).
To prove u verifies (1.0.7), we use shift functions very similar to the ones constructed by
Leger [20] and in [27] to give, at each fixed time T , a sequence of piecewise Lipschitz
continuous functions {ψε}ε>0 defined on a subset of the real line which converge in L2

to u(·, T ) as ε → 0+. The ψε will be constructed by gluing together at time T various
classical solutions to (1.0.1), each of which satisfy (1.0.7). Thus, the ψε will be shown to
verify (1.0.7). By classical measure theory, the ψε converge (up to a subsequence) to u(·, T )
pointwise almost everywhere. Thus, u will satisfy (1.0.7) for time T , where T is arbitrary.
This will complete the proof.

In Section 2, we give some preliminary results and facts which we will need. Then, in
Section 3 we give a construction of a shift function as suited to our needs in this paper,
based on the construction in [27]. With the shift construction out of the way, in Section 4
we state and prove the main proposition (Proposition 4.1) which gives the existence of
the ψε. The proof of the main proposition is broken up into two lemmas (Lemma 4.2 and
Lemma 4.3). To conclude, in Section 5 we let ε → 0+ (up to a subsequence) to explain
how the main proposition implies the main theorem (Theorem 1.2).

Our methods are vaguely reminiscent of the Bressan-Crasta-Piccoli L1 theory; both their
method and ours consider approximate solutions which for each fixed time are piecewise
Lipschitz continuous.

2. Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we will assume that there is a constant B > 0 such that all of
the weak solutions w to (1.0.1) that we consider satisfy

‖w‖L∞(R×[0,∞)) ≤ B.(2.0.1)

For a function u ∈ L∞(R×[0,∞)) that verifies the strong trace property (Definition 1.1),
and a Lipschitz continuous function h : [0,∞) → R, we use the notation u(h(t)±, t)
to denote the values u±(t) at a time t when u has a left and right trace according to
Definition 1.1, where u± are as in the definition of strong trace. For time t when u has a
strong trace, the values u±(t) are well-defined, and hence u(h(t)±, t) are also well-defined.

Most of the things in this preliminary section are well-known. But we include these
facts here and their proofs so as to make sure we are not using more than we think.
In Theorem 1.2 we do not assume that the solution u to the scalar conservation law is
Kruzhkov.

Lemma 2.1 (Properties of solutions with Lipschitz initial data). Let v0i ∈ L∞(R) be
nondecreasing Lipschitz continuous functions for i = 1, 2, verifying v01(x) ≥ v02(x) for all
x ∈ R. Let vi denote the unique solution to (1.0.1) satisfying (1.0.7) and with initial data
v0i . Then the following holds:

(a) The vi are classical solutions to (1.0.1) on R× [0,∞).
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(b) The vi are given by the method of characteristics. In other words, for each (x, t) ∈
R× [0,∞), there exists x0 ∈ R such that v1(x, t) = v01(x0) and x = x0 + tA′(v01(x0))
(and similarly for v2).

(c) The vi satisfy (1.0.7) with C = 1/ inf A′′.
(d) For i = 1, 2 and t ≥ 0, vi(·, t) is a nondecreasing function in the x variable.
(e)
∥∥v0i ∥∥L∞(R) =‖vi‖L∞(R×[0,∞)) for i = 1, 2.

(f) v1(x, t) ≥ v2(x, t) for all (x, t) ∈ R× [0,∞).

Proof. From [11, p. 176-7], we know that for each i there exists a classical solution vi to
(1.0.1) on R× [0,∞) with initial data v0i which is given by the method of characteristics.

For a fixed i, we now check by direct method that vi satisfies (1.0.7). By uniqueness of
solutions satisfying (1.0.7), this will prove parts (a) and (b).

Fix t, z > 0 and x ∈ R. Because vi is given by the method of characteristics, there exists
an x0 and x̃0 such that {

vi(x, t) = v0i (x
0)

x = x0 + tA′(v0i (x
0))

(2.0.2)

and {
vi(x+ z, t) = v0i (x̃

0)

x+ z = x̃0 + tA′(v0i (x̃
0)).

(2.0.3)

We have

(2.0.4)

vi(x, t) = (A′)−1
(
x− x0

t

)
vi(x+ z, t) = (A′)−1

(
x+ z − x̃0

t

)
where the functional inverse (A′)−1 exists because A is strictly convex.

Because the characteristics do not cross, we have

0 < x̃0 − x0 = z + t(A′(v0i (x
0))−A′(v0i (x̃0))) < z.(2.0.5)

Then from (2.0.5),

0 <
x+ z − x̃0

t
− x− x0

t
<
z

t
.(2.0.6)

Finally,

(2.0.7)

inf A′′
[
(A′)−1

(
x+ z − x̃0

t

)
− (A′)−1

(
x− x0

t

)]
≤ A′((A′)−1

(
x− x0

t

)
)−A′((A′)−1

(
x+ z − x̃0

t

)
) <

z

t
.

Lines (2.0.4), (2.0.6) and (2.0.7) imply vi satisfies (1.0.7). In particular, note that we
can take C = 1/ inf A′′ in (1.0.7).

This proves parts (a), (b), and (c).
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Part (d) follows immediately from part (b). Similarly, part (e) follows immediately from
parts (a) and (b).

We now show how part (f) follows from part (b). We argue by contradiction. Assume
there exists (x, t) ∈ R× [0,∞) such that v1(x, t) < v2(x, t).

Then we have just proven that v1 and v2 are given by the method of characteristics.
Thus there exists x0 and x̃0 such that

(2.0.8)
x = x0 + tA′(v01(x0))

= x̃0 + tA′(v02(x̃0))

and

v1(x, t) = v01(x0) < v02(x̃0) = v2(x, t).(2.0.9)

Then from (2.0.8),

x0 − x̃0 = t(A′(v02(x̃0))−A′(v01(x0))).(2.0.10)

Then the right-hand side of (2.0.10) is nonnegative, which means x0 ≥ x̃0. Thus,

v01(x0) ≥ v01(x̃0) ≥ v02(x̃0)(2.0.11)

because v01(x) ≥ v02(x) for all x ∈ R. However, this gives a contradiction with (2.0.9). This
proves part (f). �

Lemma 2.2 (An extension of the entropy inequality). Let ū0 ∈ L∞(R) be a Lipschitz
continuous and nondecreasing function. Let ū be the unique solution to (1.0.1) with initial
data ū0 and which satisfies (1.0.7). Let u ∈ L∞(R × [0,∞)) be a weak solution to (1.0.1)
with initial data u0. Assume that u is entropic for the strictly convex entropy η ∈ C2(R).

Then

∂tη(u|ū) + ∂xq(u; ū) ≤ 0(2.0.12)

in the sense of distributions.
In other words, the following holds for all nonnegative, Lipschitz continuous test func-

tions φ on R× [0,∞) with compact support:

∞∫
0

∞∫
−∞

[∂tφη(u|ū) + ∂xφq(u; ū)] dxdt+

∞∫
−∞

φ(x, 0)η(u0(x)|ū0(x)) dx ≥ 0.(2.0.13)

Remark. The inequality (2.0.12) extends the entropy inequality (1.0.4).
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Proof. By part (a) of Lemma 2.1, ū is a classical solution. Then, Lemma 2.2 follows
immediately from the following inequality:

∞∫
0

∞∫
−∞

[∂tφη(u|ū) + ∂xφq(u; ū)] dxdt+

∞∫
−∞

φ(x, 0)η(u0(x)|ū0(x)) dx ≥

∞∫
0

∞∫
−∞

φ∂xūη
′′(ū)[A(u)−A(ū)−A′(ū)(u− ū)] dxdt.

(2.0.14)

Dafermos gives this inequality as one of the central steps in the proof of weak-strong
stability. See [11, p. 124, line (5.2.10)].

By part (d) of Lemma 2.1, ū is increasing in x. Furthermore, we have η′′, A′′ > 0. Thus
the right-hand side of (2.0.14) is controlled from below by zero. �

Lemma 2.3. Let [t∗, t∗∗) be a bounded interval. Let h1(t), h2(t) : [t∗, t∗∗)→ R be Lipschitz
continuous functions, such that h2(t)− h1(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [t∗, t∗∗).

Let ū0 ∈ L∞(R) be a Lipschitz continuous and nondecreasing function. Let ū be the
unique solution to (1.0.1) with initial data ū0 and which satisfies (1.0.7). Let u ∈ L∞(R×
[0,∞)) be a weak solution to (1.0.1) with initial data u0. Assume u is entropic for the
strictly convex entropy η ∈ C2(R). Furthermore, assume that u verifies the strong trace
property (Definition 1.1).

Then for almost every a, b ∈ [t∗, t∗∗) with a < b,

(2.0.15)

h2(b)∫
h1(b)

η(u(x, b)|ū(x, b)) dx−
h2(a)∫
h1(a)

η(u(x, a)|ū(x, a)) dx ≤

b∫
a

[
q(u(h1(t)+, t); ū(h1(t), t))− q(u(h2(t)−, t); ū(h2(t), t))+

ḣ2(t)η(u(h2(t)−, t)|ū(h2(t), t))− ḣ1(t)η(u(h1(t)+, t)|ū(h1(t), t))

]
dt.

If t∗ = 0, then (2.0.15) holds for a = 0 and almost every b ∈ (t∗, t∗∗).

Proof. For 0 < ε < min{b− a, t∗∗ − b}, define

χε(t) :=



0 if t < a
1
ε (t− a) if a ≤ t < a+ ε

1 if a+ ε ≤ t ≤ b
−1
ε (t− (b+ ε)) if b < t ≤ b+ ε

0 if b+ ε < t.

(2.0.16)

Let δ := inft∈[a,b+ε] h2(t)− h1(t). Note δ > 0. Then for 0 < ε < δ
2 , define
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ψε(x, t) :=



0 if x < h1(t)
1
ε (x− h1(t)) if h1(t) < x < h1(t) + ε

1 if h1(t) + ε < x < h2(t)− ε
−1
ε (x− h2(t)) if h2(t)− ε < x < h2(t)

0 if h2(t) < x.

(2.0.17)

The ψε(x, t) and χε(t) are from [20, p. 765].
Use ψε(x, t)χε(t) as a test function for (2.0.13). The result is

(2.0.18)

1

ε

b∫
a

[ h1(t)+ε∫
h1(t)

q(u; ū) dx−
h2(t)∫

h2(t)−ε

q(u; ū) dx+

h2(t)∫
h2(t)−ε

ḣ2(t)η(u|ū) dx−
h1(t)+ε∫
h1(t)

ḣ1(t)η(u|ū) dx

]
dt

+
1

ε

a+ε∫
a

h2(t)∫
h1(t)

η(u|ū) dxdt− 1

ε

b+ε∫
b

h2(t)∫
h1(t)

η(u|ū) dxdt+O(ε) ≥ 0.

Let ε → 0+ in (2.0.18). Use the dominated convergence theorem, the Lebesgue differ-
entiation theorem, and the fact that u verifies the strong trace property (Definition 1.1).
This gives (2.0.15) for almost every a, b ∈ [t∗, t∗∗) with a < b.

When t∗ = 0, we want to show that (2.0.15) holds for a = t∗ = 0. This follows because
we include the boundary term corresponding to t = 0 in (1.0.5), and hence the boundary
term corresponding to t = 0 appears also in (2.0.13).

We now show that when t∗ = 0, (2.0.15) holds for a = t∗ = 0.
For a = t∗ = 0 and 0 < ε < t∗∗ − b, define

χ0
ε (t) :=


1 if 0 ≤ t < b

−1
ε (t− (b+ ε)) if b ≤ t < b+ ε

0 if b+ ε ≤ t.
(2.0.19)

The χ0
ε is borrowed from [11, p. 124]. Test (2.0.13) with ψε(x, t)χ

0
ε (t). This gives

(2.0.20)

1

ε

b∫
a

[ h1(t)+ε∫
h1(t)

q(u; ū) dx−
h2(t)∫

h2(t)−ε

q(u; ū) dx+

h2(t)∫
h2(t)−ε

ḣ2(t)η(u|ū) dx−
h1(t)+ε∫
h1(t)

ḣ1(t)η(u|ū) dx

]
dt

+

h2(0)∫
h1(0)

η(u0(x)|ū0(x)) dx− 1

ε

b+ε∫
b

h2(t)∫
h1(t)

η(u|ū) dxdt+O(ε) ≥ 0.
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Finally, let ε→ 0+ in (2.0.20). Once again, invoke the dominated convergence theorem,
the Lebesgue differentiation theorem, and use that u verifies the strong trace property
(Definition 1.1). We receive (2.0.15) for a = 0 and for almost every b ∈ (t∗, t∗∗). �

Lemma 2.4. Let ū0 ∈ L∞(R) be a Lipschitz continuous and nondecreasing function. Let
ū be the unique solution to (1.0.1) with initial data ū0 and which satisfies (1.0.7). Let
u ∈ L∞(R × [0,∞)) be a weak solution to (1.0.1) with initial data u0. Assume that u is
entropic for at least one strictly convex entropy η ∈ C2(R). Assume also that u verifies the
strong trace property (Definition 1.1).

Then for all c, d ∈ R verifying c < d, the approximate right- and left-hand limits

ap lim
t→t0±

d∫
c

η(u(x, t)|ū(x, t)) dx(2.0.21)

exist for all t0 ∈ (0,∞) and verify

ap lim
t→t0−

d∫
c

η(u(x, t)|ū(x, t)) dx ≥ ap lim
t→t0+

d∫
c

η(u(x, t)|ū(x, t)) dx.(2.0.22)

The approximate right-hand limit also exists for t0 = 0 and verifies

d∫
c

η(u0(x)|ū0(x)) dx ≥ ap lim
t→0+

d∫
c

η(u(x, t)|ū(x, t)) dx.(2.0.23)

Proof. For some constant C > 0 to be chosen momentarily, define the function Γ : [0,∞)→
R,

Γ(t) :=

d∫
c

η(u(x, t)|ū(x, t)) dx− Ct.(2.0.24)

Apply (2.0.15) to the case when h1(t) = c and h2(t) = d for all t. The integrand on the
right-hand side of (2.0.15) is bounded. Thus, there exists some constant C > 0 such that
Γ(t) ≥ Γ(s) for almost every t and s verifying t < s. This means that there exists a
function which agrees with Γ almost everywhere and is non-increasing. This implies that
Γ has approximate left and right limits. In particular, we conclude that the approximate
right- and left-hand limits (2.0.21) exist for all t0 ∈ (0,∞) and verify (2.0.22). Note the
approximate right-hand limit also exists for t0 = 0 and because (2.0.15) holds for the time
a = 0, the approximate right-hand limit verifies (2.0.23) at time zero.

�

3. Construction of the shift

In this section, we present a proof of
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Proposition 3.1 (Existence of the shift function). Let u ∈ L∞(R × [0,∞)) be a weak
solution to (1.0.1), entropic for at least one strictly convex entropy η ∈ C2(R). Assume
also that u verifies the strong trace property (Definition 1.1). Let ū0i ∈ L∞(R) be Lipschitz
continuous and nondecreasing functions for i = 1, 2, verifying ū01(x) ≥ ū02(x) for all x ∈ R.
Let ūi ∈ L∞(R × [0,∞)) be solutions to (1.0.1) verifying (1.0.7) and with initial data ū0i ,
for i = 1, 2. Let t∗ ≥ 0 be some fixed time, and let x0 ∈ R be some fixed space coordinate.

Then for ε > 0 there exists a Lipschitz continuous function hε : [t∗,∞)→ R such that

hε(t
∗) = x0, Lip[hε] ≤ sup

|x|≤‖u‖L∞

∣∣A′∣∣(3.0.1)

and

q(u+; ū2)− q(u−; ū1)− ḣε(η(u+|ū2)− η(u−|ū1)) ≤ ε(3.0.2)

for almost every t ∈ [t∗,∞), where u± = u(hε(t)±, t) and ūi = ūi(hε(t), t).

In [27], the authors build a general framework for the construction of the shift functions
necessary for L2 stability in the general case of systems. They also apply their framework
to the scalar case, recovering the result of Leger [20].

We present here a construction of the shift function based on the work [27]. We modify
the construction slightly. In [27], the data ūi are constant. In contrast, we assume the ūi
are Lipschitz continuous solutions to (1.0.1). The presentation is also simplified due to our
focus only on the scalar case. Lastly, in the general framework for systems in [27], there is
a “constraint” labeled with equation number 7 [27, p. 4]. Although this constraint is used
in [27] for the scalar case in particular, we find that the proof for scalar in [27] as-is does
not require it.

Lastly, the paper [27] considers only Kruzhkov’s solutions [27, p. 9] which are entropic
for the family of entropies {|u− k|}k∈R. We find that the proofs in [27] hold without
modification for solutions which are not necessarily of this type.

3.1. Lemmas necessary for the proof of Proposition 3.1. We need the following
structural lemmas.

Lemma 3.2 (Structural lemma on entropic shocks). Consider the equation (1.0.1), en-
dowed with a strictly convex entropy η ∈ C2(R), and an associated entropy flux q. Let
uL, uR, σ ∈ R satisfy

A(uR)−A(uL) = σ(uR − uL).(3.1.1)

Then

q(uR)− q(uL) ≤ σ(η(uR)− η(uL))(3.1.2)

if and only if uL ≥ uR. Which is to say, the shock (uL, uR, σ) is entropic for the entropy
η if and only if uL ≥ uR.

Remark. For the scalar conservation law (1.0.1) with flux A strictly convex, we know that
the “physical” or “admissible” shock wave solutions will be the ones with left- and right-
hand states uL and uR, respectively, which satisfy uL > uR. This is the Lax entropy
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condition for the scalar case. It is immediate that shock solutions satisfying (1.0.7) verify
the Lax entropy condition. Lemma 3.2 says that shock solutions to the scalar conservation
law (1.0.1) endowed with the entropy η, also verify the Lax entropy condition.

Proof. We only consider the case when uL 6= uR.
Let

Λ := q(uR)− q(uL)− σ(η(uR)− η(uL)) =

uR∫
uL

A′(u)η′(u)− ση′(u) du.(3.1.3)

We want to show Λ ≤ 0 if and only if uL > uR.
We can write

σ =
A(uR)−A(uL)

uR − uL
=

1

uR − uL

uR∫
uL

A′(v) dv.(3.1.4)

Thus

Λ =

uR∫
uL

η′(u)

(
A′(u)− 1

uR − uL

uR∫
uL

A′(v) dv

)
du

(3.1.5)

=

uR∫
uL

η′(u)

(
1

uR − uL

uR∫
uL

A′(u)−A′(v) dv

)
du(3.1.6)

=
1

uR − uL

uR∫
uL

uR∫
uL

η′(u)(A′(u)−A′(v)) dvdu(3.1.7)

=
1

uR − uL

(
1

2

∫∫
D

η′(u)(A′(u)−A′(v)) dvdu− 1

2

∫∫
D

η′(v)(A′(u)−A′(v)) dvdu

)
(3.1.8)

where D := I(uL, uR)× I(uL, uR). We use I(a, b) to denote the interval with endpoints a
and b.

Finally,

Λ =
1

2

1

uR − uL

∫∫
D

(η′(u)− η′(v))(A′(u)−A′(v)) dvdu.(3.1.9)

Then, by strict convexity of A and η, the quantity∫∫
D

(η′(u)− η′(v))(A′(u)−A′(v)) dvdu(3.1.10)

is always positive. Thus, the sign of Λ is given by the sign of uR − uL. This completes the
proof. �
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Lemma 3.3 (Structural lemma from [27]). Let uL, uR, u−, u+ ∈ R satisfy uL > uR and
u− > u+. Let η ∈ C2(R) be a strictly convex entropy, with associated entropy flux q. Define

σ(u−, u+) :=
A(u+)−A(u−)

u+ − u−
.(3.1.11)

Then,

q(u+;uR)− q(u−;uL)− σ(u−, u+)(η(u+|uR)− η(u−|uL)) ≤ 0.(3.1.12)

Moreover, if

η(u|uL) = η(u|uR)(3.1.13)

for some u ∈ R, then

q(u;uR)− q(u;uL) < 0.(3.1.14)

Lemma 3.3 was proven in [27]. For completeness, we give the proof of this lemma in the
appendix (Section 6.1).

Lemma 3.4 (Structural lemma). Let η ∈ C2(R) be a strictly convex entropy for (1.0.1).
Let q be the associated entropy flux. For ε > 0, define the function Vε : {(u, uL, uR) ∈
R3|uL ≥ uR} → R:

Vε(u, uL, uR) :=

 [q(u;uR)−q(u;uL)−ε]+
η(u|uR)−η(u|uL) if η(u|uR) 6= η(u|uL)

0 if η(u|uR) = η(u|uL),
(3.1.15)

where [ · ]+ := max(0, ·).
Then, Vε verifies ∣∣Vε(u, uL, uR)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣A′(u)
∣∣ .(3.1.16)

Proof. Let

V (u, uL, uR) :=

 [q(u;uR)−q(u;uL)]+
η(u|uR)−η(u|uL) if η(u|uR) 6= η(u|uL)

0 if η(u|uR) = η(u|uL).

In order to show (3.1.16), the idea is to show∣∣V (u, uL, uR)
∣∣ ≤ ∣∣A′(u)

∣∣(3.1.17)

and then use the basic inequality∣∣Vε(u, uL, uR)
∣∣ ≤ ∣∣V (u, uL, uR)

∣∣ .
The proof of (3.1.17) depends on controlling the quantity

q(u;uR)− q(u;uL)

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
(3.1.18)

for the (u, uL, uR) values that make q(u;uR)− q(u;uL) ≥ 0.
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We have three cases where we get control on the quantity (3.1.18): u > uL > uR,
uL > uR > u, and uR ≤ u ≤ uL. We begin with some elementary facts which will be used
repeatedly.

Remark that

∂bη(a|b) = η′′(b)(b− a) and ∂bq(a; b) = η′′(b)(A(b)−A(a)).(3.1.19)

In particular, we can write for all a, b, c ∈ R,

q(a; b)− q(a; c) =

b∫
c

η′′(v)(A(v)−A(a)) dv =

b∫
c

η′′(v)(v − a)
A(v)−A(a)

v − a
dv.(3.1.20)

We can now begin the casework to prove Lemma 3.4.
Case u > uL > uR
We note that for all u, uL, uR ∈ R such that u > uL > uR,

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL) =

uR∫
uL

∂vη(u|v) dv =

uR∫
uL

η′′(v)(v − u) dv > 0(3.1.21)

by strict convexity of η. We conclude

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL) > 0.(3.1.22)

For all u, uL, uR ∈ R such that u > uL > uR and η(u|uR)− η(u|uL) 6= 0, we compute

q(u;uR)− q(u;uL)

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
=

uR∫
uL

η′′(v)(v − u)A(v)−A(u)v−u dv

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
(3.1.23)

By the mean value theorem and strict convexity of A, A(v)−A(u)
v−u < A′(u) for v ∈ [uR, uL].

Thus, recalling also the strict convexity of η and (3.1.22), we continue from (3.1.23) to get

<

A′(u)
uR∫
uL

η′′(v)(v − u) dv

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
= A′(u).(3.1.24)

In summary,

q(u;uR)− q(u;uL)

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
< A′(u).(3.1.25)

Case uL > uR > u
Our method is analogous to the case u > uL > uR above.
Remark that for all u, uL, uR ∈ R such that uL > uR > u,

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL) =

uR∫
uL

∂vη(u|v) dv =

uR∫
uL

η′′(v)(v − u) dv < 0(3.1.26)
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by strict convexity of η. We conclude

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL) < 0.(3.1.27)

For all u, uL, uR ∈ R such that uL > uR > u and η(u|uR)− η(u|uL) 6= 0, we calculate

q(u;uR)− q(u;uL)

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
=

uR∫
uL

η′′(v)(v − u)A(v)−A(u)v−u dv

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
(3.1.28)

By the mean value theorem and strict convexity of A, A(v)−A(u)
v−u > A′(u) for v ∈ [uR, uL].

Thus, recalling also the strict convexity of η and (3.1.27), we continue from (3.1.28) to get

>

A′(u)
uR∫
uL

η′′(v)(v − u) dv

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
= A′(u).(3.1.29)

To summarize,

q(u;uR)− q(u;uL)

η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
> A′(u).(3.1.30)

Case uR ≤ u ≤ uL
This case is slightly different than the two cases above.
For all u, uL, uR ∈ R such that uR ≤ u ≤ uL and η(u|uR)− η(u|uL) 6= 0,

q(u;uR)− q(u;uL)∣∣η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
∣∣ =

uR∫
uL

η′′(v)(v − u)A(v)−A(u)v−u dv∣∣η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
∣∣

(3.1.31)

=

u∫
uL

η′′(v)(v − u)A(v)−A(u)v−u dv +
uR∫
u
η′′(v)(v − u)A(v)−A(u)v−u dv∣∣η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)

∣∣(3.1.32)

By the mean value theorem and strict convexity of A, A(v)−A(u)
v−u > A′(u) for v ∈ (u, uL],

and A(v)−A(u)
v−u < A′(u) for v ∈ [uR, u). Thus, recalling also the strict convexity of η,

<

A′(u)
u∫
uL

η′′(v)(v − u) dv +A′(u)
uR∫
u
η′′(v)(v − u) dv∣∣η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
∣∣(3.1.33)

= A′(u) sgn(η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)).(3.1.34)

We receive,

q(u;uR)− q(u;uL)∣∣η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)
∣∣ < A′(u) sgn(η(u|uR)− η(u|uL)).(3.1.35)



SINGLE ENTROPY CONDITION FOR BURGERS EQUATION 17

We combine all the cases u > uL > uR, uL > uR > u, and uR ≤ u ≤ uL, and in
particular (3.1.22), (3.1.25), (3.1.27), (3.1.30), and (3.1.35). We keep in mind that we only
consider (u, uL, uR) values that make q(u;uR)− q(u;uL) ≥ 0.

In conclusion, ∣∣Vε(u, uL, uR)
∣∣ ≤ ∣∣V (u, uL, uR)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣A′(u)
∣∣ .

�

3.2. Proof of Proposition 3.1. This proof is based on the work [27, p. 7-8]. We modify
the proof to consider ūi which are non-constant.

Define Vε : {(u, uL, uR) ∈ R3|uL ≥ uR} → R:

Vε(u, uL, uR) :=

 [q(u;uR)−q(u;uL)−ε]+
η(u|uR)−η(u|uL) if η(u|uR) 6= η(u|uL)

0 if η(u|uR) = η(u|uL),
(3.2.1)

where [ · ]+ := max(0, ·).
The function Vε is continuous. For (u, uL, uR) such that η(u|uR) 6= η(u|uL), Vε is clearly

continuous. By (3.1.14), Vε = 0 on some neighborhood of {(u, uL, uR) ∈ R3|η(u|uR) =
η(u|uL)}. Thus, Vε is continuous.

Remark that by part (a) of Lemma 2.1, the ūi are classical solutions, and by part (f) of
Lemma 2.1, ū1(x, t) ≥ ū2(x, t) for all (x, t) ∈ R× [0,∞).

We construct a solution to{
ḣε = Vε(u(hε(t), t), ū1(hε(t), t), ū2(hε(t), t))

hε(t
∗) = x0

(3.2.2)

in the Filippov sense. We use the following lemma:

Lemma 3.5. There exists a Lipschitz function hε : [t∗,∞)→ R such that

hε(t
∗) = x0,(3.2.3) ∥∥∥ḣε∥∥∥
L∞
≤‖Vε‖L∞ ,(3.2.4)

and

ḣε(t) ∈ I[Vε(u−, ū1, ū2), Vε(u+, ū1, ū2)],(3.2.5)

for almost every t > 0, where u± = u(hε(t)±, t), and ūi = ūi(hε(t), t) for i = 1, 2. Here,
I[a, b] denotes the closed interval with endpoints a and b.

Moreover, for almost every t > 0,

A(u+)−A(u−) = ḣε(u+ − u−),(3.2.6)

q(u+)− q(u−) ≤ ḣε(η(u+)− η(u−)),(3.2.7)

which means that for almost every t > 0, either the shock (u−, u+, ḣε) is an entropic
discontinuity for the entropy η or u− = u+.
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The proof of (3.2.3), (3.2.4) and (3.2.5) is nearly identical to the proof of Proposition 1
in [21]. For completeness, we provide a proof of (3.2.3), (3.2.4) and (3.2.5) in the appendix
(Section 6.2). The properties (3.2.6) and (3.2.7) in fact hold for any Lipschitz function
h : [0,∞) → R. These properties are well-known in the BV case. When u only satisfies
the strong trace property (Definition 1.1), (3.2.6) and (3.2.7) are given in Lemma 6 in [21].
We do not include a proof of (3.2.6) and (3.2.7) here; a proof is given in the appendix in
[21].

We are now ready to prove Proposition 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. For almost every t such that u− = u+, we borrow notation from
[27] and write u± := u− = u+, and then by Lemma 3.5 we have ḣε = Vε(u±, ū1, ū2). This
gives,

q(u±; ū2)− q(u±; ū1)− ḣε(η(u±|ū2)− η(u±|ū1)) ≤ ε.(3.2.8)

For almost every t such that u− 6= u+, Lemma 3.5 says ḣε = σ(u−, u+), where σ(u−, u+) =
(A(u+)−A(u−))/(u+ − u−). Then,

q(u+; ū2)− q(u−; ū1)− ḣε(η(u+|ū2)− η(u−|ū1)) =(3.2.9)

q(u+;uR)− q(u−;uL)− σ(u−, u+)(η(u+|uR)− η(u−|uL)),(3.2.10)

and then by (3.1.12), Lemma 3.2, and Lemma 3.5 again,

≤ 0.(3.2.11)

Thus, for almost every t ∈ [t∗,∞)

q(u+; ū2)− q(u−; ū1)− ḣε(η(u+|ū2)− η(u−|ū1)) ≤ ε.(3.2.12)

Finally, by Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 3.5,

Lip[hε] ≤ sup
|x|≤‖u‖L∞

∣∣A′∣∣ .(3.2.13)

�

4. Main proposition

The proof of Theorem 1.2 will follow from

Proposition 4.1 (Main proposition). Let u ∈ L∞(R×[0,∞)) be a weak solution to (1.0.1),
with initial data u0. Let η ∈ C2(R) be a strictly convex entropy. Assume that u is entropic
for the entropy η and verifies the strong trace property (Definition 1.1).

Then for all R, T, ε > 0, there exists a function ψ : [−R,R]→ R verifying:

(a) ∫
|x|≤R

η(u(x, T )|ψ(x)) dx ≤ ε.
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(b)

ψ(x+ z)− ψ(x) ≤ c

T
z

for x ∈ [−R,R] and z > 0 with x+ z ∈ [−R,R] and where c = 1/ inf A′′.
(c)

‖ψ‖L∞([−R,R]) ≤‖u‖L∞(R×[0,∞)) .

We decompose the proof of Proposition 4.1 into two lemmas. We utilize functions of the
form



For v ∈ L∞(R), there exists a finite set of xi with

−∞ = x0 < x1 < x2 < · · · < xN < xN+1 =∞
such that v is nondecreasing and Lipschitz continuous on (xi, xi+1)
for i = 0, . . . , N , and

lim
x→xi
x<xi

v(x) ≥ lim
x→xi
x>xi

v(x)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ N .

(4.0.1)

Lemma 4.2. Let R, T > 0. Let u ∈ L∞(R × [0,∞)) be a weak solution to (1.0.1) with
initial data u0. Assume u is entropic for at least one strictly convex entropy η ∈ C2(R).
Assume that u verifies the strong trace property (Definition 1.1). Choose s > 0 to verify∣∣q(a; b)

∣∣ ≤ sη(a|b) for all a, b ∈ [−B,B], where B is defined in (2.0.1).
Then for all N ∈ N ∪ {0}, we have:
For any v01, . . . , v

0
N+1 ∈ L∞(R) Lipschitz continuous nondecreasing functions verifying

v0i (x) ≥ v0i+1(x) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N and x ∈ R, and for any t∗ ∈ [0, T ] and real numbers
x0, . . . , xN+1 verifying x0 = −R+ (t∗ − T )s < x1 < · · · < xN < R− (t∗ − T )s = xN+1 the
following holds:

There exist N + 2 real numbers x0,T , . . . , xN+1,T such that x0,T = −R ≤ x1,T ≤ · · · ≤
xN,T ≤ R = xN+1,T and

ap lim
t→T+

N∑
i=0

xi+1,T∫
xi,T

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx ≤ ap lim
t→t∗+

N∑
i=0

xi+1∫
xi

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx(4.0.2)

where vi is the unique solution to (1.0.1) with initial data v0i and verifying (1.0.7).

Lemma 4.3 (Density of functions of form (4.0.1) in L2). Let M, ε > 0. Then for all
f ∈ L2([−M,M ]), there is a function fε : R→ R of the form (4.0.1) such that

‖f − fε‖L2([−M,M ]) < ε,(4.0.3)

‖fε‖L∞(R) ≤‖f‖L∞([−M,M ]) ,(4.0.4)

and all of the discontinuities of fε are contained in (−M,M).
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4.1. Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3 imply main proposition. As in Lemma 4.2, we
choose s > 0 such that

∣∣q(a; b)
∣∣ ≤ sη(a|b) for all a, b ∈ [−B,B], where B is defined in

(2.0.1). We also choose c∗∗ > 0 such that

η(a|b) ≤ c∗∗(a− b)2(4.1.1)

for all a, b ∈ [−B,B].
By Lemma 4.3, there exists a function v0 ∈ L∞(R) of the form (4.0.1) such that∥∥∥u0 − v0∥∥∥

L2([−R−sT,R+sT ])
<

√
ε

c∗∗
(4.1.2)

and if there is at least one discontinuity in v0, the discontinuities are at points x1 < x2 <
· · · < xN for some N ∈ N, and where xi ∈ (−R− sT,R+ sT ) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N .

If v0 contains at least one discontinuity, define the functions v0i : R→ R for 1 ≤ i ≤ N+1
as follows:

v01(x) :=

{
v0(x) if x < x1

supx1<y<x max(v0(x1−), v0(y)) if x1 < x

For 2 ≤ i ≤ N ,

v0i (x) :=


infx<y<xi−1 min(v0(xi−1+), v0i−1(y)) if x < xi−1

v0(x) if xi−1 < x < xi

supxi<y<x max(v0(xi−), v0(y)) if xi < x

And

v0N+1(x) :=

{
infx<y<xN min(v0(xN+), v0N (y)) if x < xN

v0(x) if xN < x.

If v0 has no discontinuities, then N = 0 and we define v01 := v0.
By construction, the v0i are Lipschitz continuous, nondecreasing in x, and verify v0i (x) ≥

v0i+1(x) for all x ∈ R and 1 ≤ i ≤ N . We also have∥∥∥v0i ∥∥∥
L∞(R)

≤
∥∥∥v0∥∥∥

L∞(R)
(4.1.3)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ N + 1.
Let vi denote the unique solution to (1.0.1) with initial data v0i and which satisfies

(1.0.7).
From Lemma 4.2, we have N + 2 real numbers x0,T , . . . , xN+1,T such that x0,T = −R ≤

x1,T ≤ · · · ≤ xN,T ≤ R = xN+1,T and

ap lim
t→T+

N∑
i=0

xi+1,T∫
xi,T

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx ≤ ap lim
t→0+

N∑
i=0

xi+1∫
xi

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx(4.1.4)
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where x0 := −R− sT and xN+1 := R+ sT .
We now control the right-hand side of (4.1.4). Recalling Lemma 2.4, we have

(4.1.5)

ap lim
t→0+

N∑
i=0

xi+1∫
xi

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx ≤
N∑
i=0

xi+1∫
xi

η(u0(x)|v0i+1(x)) dx

Then, from the definition of the v0i ,

=

R+sT∫
−R−sT

η(u0(x)|v0(x)) dx

Using (4.1.1), (4.0.4), and that
∥∥u0∥∥

L∞(R) ≤‖u‖L∞(R×[0,∞)),

≤ c∗∗
R+sT∫
−R−sT

(u0(x)− v0(x))2 dx

Then, from (4.1.2)

< ε.

On the other hand, by the convexity of η,

N∑
i=0

xi+1,T∫
xi,T

η(u(x, T )|vi+1(x, T )) dx ≤ ap lim
t→T+

N∑
i=0

xi+1,T∫
xi,T

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx.(4.1.6)

Combining (4.1.4), (4.1.5) and (4.1.6), we find

N∑
i=0

xi+1,T∫
xi,T

η(u(x, T )|vi+1(x, T )) dx < ε.(4.1.7)

We define ψ : [−R,R]→ R,

ψ(x) :=


v1(x, T ) if −R < x < x1,T

v2(x, T ) if x1,T < x < x2,T
...

vN+1(x, T ) if xN,T < x < R.

(4.1.8)

By (4.1.7), ψ satisfies part (a) of Proposition 4.1.
We now show ψ satisfies part (b) of Proposition 4.1: this follows because each of the vi

satisfy (1.0.7). In particular,

vi(x+ z, T )− vi(x, T ) ≤ C

T
z(4.1.9)
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for all z > 0 and all x ∈ R. From part (c) of Lemma 2.1, we can take C = 1/ inf A′′

in (4.1.9). Further, by part (f) of Lemma 2.1, vi(x, T ) ≥ vi+1(x, T ) for all x ∈ R and
1 ≤ i ≤ N . This gives part (b) of Proposition 4.1.

Part (c) of Proposition 4.1 follows from (4.0.4), (4.1.3), and part (e) of Lemma 2.1.
This completes the proof of Proposition 4.1.

4.2. Proof of Lemma 4.2. We prove this lemma by strong induction on N .
Base case
For N = 0, let v01 ∈ L∞(R) be any Lipschitz continuous nondecreasing function. Let v1

be the unique solution to (1.0.1) with initial data v01 and verifying (1.0.7).
Let h0(t) := −R+(t−T )s and h1(t) := R−(t−T )s. Then, from Lemma 2.3, Lemma 2.4,

and the dominated convergence theorem,

(4.2.1)

ap lim
t→T+

h1(T )∫
h0(T )

η(u(x, t)|v1(x, t)) dx− ap lim
t→t∗+

h1(t∗)∫
h0(t∗)

η(u(x, t)|v1(x, t)) dx

≤
T∫
t∗

[
q(u(h0(t)+, t); v1(h0(t), t))− q(u(h1(t)−, t); v1(h1(t), t))

+ ḣ1(t)η(u(h1(t)−, t)|v1(h1(t), t))− ḣ0(t)η(u(h0(t)+, t)|v1(h0(t), t))
]
dt

=

T∫
t∗

q(u(h0(t)+, t); v1(h0(t), t))− sη(u(h0(t)+, t)|v1(h0(t), t)) dt

+

T∫
t∗

−q(u(h1(t)−, t); v1(h1(t), t))− sη(u(h1(t)−, t)|v1(h1(t), t)) dt

≤ 0

by the definition of h0, h2 and s.
We get,

ap lim
t→T+

R∫
−R

η(u(x, t)|v1(x, t)) dx ≤ ap lim
t→t∗+

R−(t∗−T )s∫
−R+(t∗−T )s

η(u(x, t)|v1(x, t)) dx.(4.2.2)

Thus Lemma 4.2 holds for the base case N = 0.
Induction step
Suppose that K ∈ N ∪ {0} is given such that Lemma 4.2 holds for N = 0, 1, . . . ,K.
We now prove that Lemma 4.2 holds for N = K + 1. Let v01, v2,

0 . . . , v0K+2 ∈ L∞(R)

be any Lipschitz continuous nondecreasing functions, satisfying v0i (x) ≥ v0i+1(x) for all
1 ≤ i ≤ K + 1 and x ∈ R. For 1 ≤ i ≤ K + 2, let vi be the unique solution to (1.0.1)
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with initial data v0i and verifying (1.0.7). Let t∗ ∈ [0, T ] and −R+ (t∗ − T )s < x1 < · · · <
xK+1 < R− (t∗ − T )s be arbitrary.

Let ε > 0. By Proposition 3.1 we can construct Lipschitz continuous functions hε,1, . . . ,
hε,K+1 on the interval [t∗, T ] such that for 1 ≤ i ≤ K + 1, hε,i(t

∗) = xi and

q(ui+; vi+1)− q(ui−; vi)− ḣε,i(η(ui+|vi+1)− η(ui−|vi)) ≤
ε

T (K + 1)
(4.2.3)

for almost every t ∈ [t∗, T ], where ui± = u(hε,i(t)±, t) and vl = vl(hε,i(t), t) for l = i, i+ 1.
To simplify the exposition, denote

hε,0(t) := −R+ (t− T )s,(4.2.4)

hε,K+2(t) := R− (t− T )s.(4.2.5)

The Lipschitz constants of the hε,i are uniformly bounded in ε by Proposition 3.1. Thus,
by Arzelà–Ascoli there exists a sequence {εj}j∈N such that εj → 0+ and for each 0 ≤ i ≤
K + 2, hεj ,i converges uniformly on [t∗, T ] to a Lipschitz function hi.

Then, let t∗∗ be the first time that there exist two of the hi for 0 ≤ i ≤ K + 2 that are
equal to each other. If such a time does not exist, let t∗∗ := T .

We now show:
Claim.

ap lim
t→t∗∗+

K+1∑
i=0

hi+1(t
∗∗)∫

hi(t∗∗)

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx ≤ ap lim
t→t∗+

K+1∑
i=0

hi+1(t
∗)∫

hi(t∗)

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx.

(4.2.6)

Proof of Claim.
Due to the uniform convergence of the hεj ,i as j → ∞, for each τ ∈ [t∗, t∗∗), there

exists Jτ > 0 large enough such that hεj ,i+1(t) − hεj ,i(t) > 0 for all t ∈ [t∗, τ ], j > Jτ and
0 ≤ i ≤ K + 1.

Then, for almost every t and τ verifying t∗ ≤ t < τ < t∗∗, we have from Lemma 2.3 (for
j > Jτ ):

K+1∑
i=0

hεj ,i+1(τ)∫
hεj ,i(τ)

η(u(x, τ)|vi+1(x, τ)) dx−
K+1∑
i=0

hεj ,i+1(t)∫
hεj ,i(t)

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx

≤
K+1∑
i=0

τ∫
t

[
q(u(hεj ,i(r)+, r); vi+1(hεj ,i(r), r))− q(u(hεj ,i+1(r)−, r); vi+1(hεj ,i+1(r), r))

+ ḣεj ,i+1(r)η(u(hεj ,i+1(r)−, r)|vi+1(hεj ,i+1(r), r))

− ḣεj ,i(r)η(u(hεj ,i(r)+, r)|vi+1(hεj ,i(r), r))

]
dr
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Then, we collect the terms corresponding to hεj ,i into one sum, and the terms corresponding
to hεj ,i+1 into another sum,

=
K+1∑
i=0

τ∫
t

[
q(u(hεj ,i(r)+, r); vi+1(hεj ,i(r), r))− ḣεj ,i(r)η(u(hεj ,i(r)+, r)|vi+1(hεj ,i(r), r))

]
dr

+

K+1∑
i=0

τ∫
t

[
− q(u(hεj ,i+1(r)−, r); vi+1(hεj ,i+1(r), r))

+ ḣεj ,i+1(r)η(u(hεj ,i+1(r)−, r)|vi+1(hεj ,i+1(r), r))

]
dr

Next, we peel off the i = 0 term from the first sum, and the i = K + 1 term from the
second sum,

=

τ∫
t

[
q(u(hεj ,0(r)+, r); v1(hεj ,0(r), r))− ḣεj ,0(r)η(u(hεj ,0(r)+, r)|v1(hεj ,0(r), r))

]
dr

+
K+1∑
i=1

τ∫
t

[
q(u(hεj ,i(r)+, r); vi+1(hεj ,i(r), r))− ḣεj ,i(r)η(u(hεj ,i(r)+, r)|vi+1(hεj ,i(r), r))

]
dr

+
K∑
i=0

τ∫
t

[
− q(u(hεj ,i+1(r)−, r); vi+1(hεj ,i+1(r), r))

+ ḣεj ,i+1(r)η(u(hεj ,i+1(r)−, r)|vi+1(hεj ,i+1(r), r))

]
dr

+

τ∫
t

[
− q(u(hεj ,K+2(r)−, r); vK+2(hεj ,K+2(r), r))

+ ḣεj ,K+2(r)η(u(hεj ,K+2(r)−, r)|vK+2(hεj ,K+2(r), r))

]
dr

We then reindex the second sum
∑K

i=0

τ∫
t

[· · · ] dr to start at i = 1, and combine it with the

first sum
∑K+1

i=1

τ∫
t

[· · · ] dr,

=

τ∫
t

[
q(u(hεj ,0(r)+, r); v1(hεj ,0(r), r))− ḣεj ,0(r)η(u(hεj ,0(r)+, r)|v1(hεj ,0(r), r))

]
dr

+

K+1∑
i=1

τ∫
t

[
q(u(hεj ,i(r)+, r); vi+1(hεj ,i(r), r))− q(u(hεj ,i(r)−, r); vi(hεj ,i(r), r))
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− ḣεj ,i(r)(η(u(hεj ,i(r)+, r)|vi+1(hεj ,i(r), r))− η(u(hεj ,i(r)−, r)|vi(hεj ,i(r), r)))
]
dr

+

τ∫
t

[
− q(u(hεj ,K+2(r)−, r); vK+2(hεj ,K+2(r), r))

+ ḣεj ,K+2(r)η(u(hεj ,K+2(r)−, r)|vK+2(hεj ,K+2(r), r))

]
dr

≤ εj
T (K + 1)

(τ − t)(K + 1) < εj

by (4.2.3), the definition of s, and noting that ḣεj ,0 = s and ḣεj ,K+2 = −s. Thus,

(4.2.7)

K+1∑
i=0

hεj ,i+1(τ)∫
hεj ,i(τ)

η(u(x, τ)|vi+1(x, τ)) dx <

K+1∑
i=0

hεj ,i+1(t)∫
hεj ,i(t)

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx+ εj .

Then, let j →∞ in (4.2.7) and use the dominated convergence theorem to get

K+1∑
i=0

hi+1(τ)∫
hi(τ)

η(u(x, τ)|vi+1(x, τ)) dx ≤
K+1∑
i=0

hi+1(t)∫
hi(t)

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx(4.2.8)

for almost every t and τ verifying t∗ ≤ t < τ < t∗∗.
From (4.2.8), we get

ap lim
τ→t∗∗−

K+1∑
i=0

hi+1(t
∗∗)∫

hi(t∗∗)

η(u(x, τ)|vi+1(x, τ)) dx ≤(4.2.9)

ap lim
t→t∗+

K+1∑
i=0

hi+1(t
∗)∫

hi(t∗)

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx(4.2.10)

where we have used

ap lim
τ→t∗∗−

K+1∑
i=0

hi+1(τ)∫
hi(τ)

η(u(x, τ)|vi+1(x, τ)) dx =(4.2.11)
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ap lim
τ→t∗∗−

K+1∑
i=0

hi+1(t
∗∗)∫

hi(t∗∗)

η(u(x, τ)|vi+1(x, τ)) dx(4.2.12)

and

ap lim
t→t∗+

K+1∑
i=0

hi+1(t)∫
hi(t)

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx = ap lim
t→t∗+

K+1∑
i=0

hi+1(t
∗)∫

hi(t∗)

η(u(x, t)|vi+1(x, t)) dx.

(4.2.13)

The approximate limits exist by Lemma 2.4. Then (4.2.9) and (2.0.22) give the claim
(4.2.6). �

If t∗∗ = T , then we have proven Lemma 4.2 holds for N = K+1: define xi,T := hi(T ) for
0 ≤ i ≤ K + 2. By (4.2.6), the x0,T , x1,T , . . . , xK+2,T satisfy the conclusions of Lemma 4.2.

Otherwise, t∗∗ < T and we consider the 0 ≤ i, j ≤ K + 3 such that the following holds:{
hi−1(t

∗∗) < hi(t
∗∗) < hj(t

∗∗)

for i < k < j, hi(t
∗∗) = hk(t

∗∗)
(4.2.14)

where h−1(t) := −∞ and hK+3(t) := +∞ for all t. Then, let {(in, jn)}n∈{1,...,L} for L ∈ Z+

be the set of i and j pairs which satisfy (4.2.14) (label the i and j pairs such that in < in+1

for all n). Note that each i has only one corresponding j. Thus, due to at least two of the
hi(t

∗∗) equalling each other (for i ranging over 0, . . . ,K + 2), L ≤ K + 2.
By the induction hypothesis with N = L− 2: there exist real numbers x̃0,T , . . . , x̃L−1,T

verifying x̃0,T = −R ≤ x̃1,T ≤ · · · ≤ x̃L−2,T ≤ R = x̃L−1,T and

(4.2.15)

ap lim
t→T+

L−2∑
l=0

x̃l+1,T∫
x̃l,T

η(u(x, t)|vil+2
(x, t)) dx ≤

ap lim
t→t∗∗+

L−2∑
l=0

hil+2
(t∗∗)∫

hil+1
(t∗∗)

η(u(x, t)|vil+2
(x, t)) dx.

For each n ∈ {1, . . . , L}, define

xi,T := x̃n−1,T for all in ≤ i < jn.(4.2.16)

Then by construction x0,T , . . . , xK+2,T satisfy the conclusions of Lemma 4.2 with N =
K + 1. In particular, (4.0.2) follows from (4.2.6) and (4.2.15).

Thus, by the principle of strong induction we have proven Lemma 4.2 for all N ∈ N∪{0}.

4.3. Proof of Lemma 4.3. Step functions are dense in L2([−M,M ]). Thus, there exists
a step function s ∈ L2([−M,M ]) such that ‖f − s‖L2([−M,M ]) <

ε
2 and ‖s‖L∞([−M,M ]) ≤
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‖f‖L∞([−M,M ]). We can write s in the form

s(x) =

( n+∑
i=1

α+
i H(x− x+i )

)
+

( n−∑
i=1

α−i H(x− x−i )

)
(4.3.1)

for some n+, n− ∈ N, {α+
i }

n+

i=1 ⊂ (0,∞), {α−i }
n−
i=1 ⊂ (−∞, 0), {x+i }

n+

i=1 ⊂ (−M,M) and

{x−i }
n−
i=1 ⊂ (−M,M). H is the Heaviside step function

H(x) :=

{
0 if x < 0

1 if x > 0.
(4.3.2)

Define

s+(x) :=

n+∑
i=1

α+
i H(x− x+i ),(4.3.3)

s−(x) :=

n−∑
i=1

α−i H(x− x−i ).(4.3.4)

We can then write s = s+ + s−.
Consider the standard mollifierm : R→ R, wherem is smooth and compactly supported,

m ≥ 0, and
∫
m(x) dx = 1.

Let δ > 0. Define

mδ(x) :=
1

δ
m

(
x

δ

)
.(4.3.5)

Define

fδ(x) :=


lim

y→−M+
[(s+ ∗mδ)(y) + s−(y)] if x ≤ −M

(s+ ∗mδ)(x) + s−(x) if −M < x < M

lim
y→M−

[(s+ ∗mδ)(y) + s−(y)] if x ≥M.

(4.3.6)

Note that fδ is of the form (4.0.1),‖fδ‖L∞(R) ≤‖f‖L∞([−M,M ]) when δ < infi,j |x+i −x
−
j |,

and all of the discontinuities in fδ are in the interval (−M,M) because {x−i }
n−
i=1 ⊂ (−M,M).

From the Minkowski inequality,

(4.3.7)

‖f − fδ‖L2([−M,M ]) ≤‖f − s‖L2([−M,M ]) +‖s− fδ‖L2([−M,M ])

<
ε

2
+
∥∥∥(s+ ∗mδ)− s+

∥∥∥
L2([−M,M ])

.

Choose δ even smaller such that
∥∥(s+ ∗mδ)− s+

∥∥
L2([−M,M ])

< ε
2 . This completes the

proof.
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5. Main proposition implies main theorem

Let u ∈ L∞(R×[0,∞)) be a weak solution to (1.0.1), with initial data u0. Let η ∈ C2(R)
be a strictly convex entropy. Assume that u is entropic for the entropy η and verifies the
strong trace property (Definition 1.1).

We will show that u satisfies (1.0.7).
First, by strict convexity of η we can choose a constant c∗ > 0 such that

c∗(a− b)2 ≤ η(a|b)(5.0.1)

for all a, b ∈ [−B,B], where B is defined in (2.0.1).
Let R, T > 0. From Proposition 4.1, for all ε > 0, there exists ψε : [−R,R] → R such

that ∫
|x|≤R

η(u(x, T )|ψε(x)) dx ≤ c∗ε2(5.0.2)

and

ψε(x+ z)− ψε(x) ≤ c

T
z(5.0.3)

for x ∈ [−R,R] and z > 0 with x+ z ∈ [−R,R]. Here c = 1/ inf A′′. We have also

‖ψε‖L∞([−R,R]) ≤‖u‖L∞(R×[0,∞)) .(5.0.4)

By (5.0.4), ‖ψε‖L∞([−R,R]) ≤ B. Likewise, we have
∥∥u(·, T )

∥∥
L∞(R) ≤ B. Thus, from

(5.0.1), we get

c∗(ψε(x)− u(x, T ))2 ≤ η(u(x, T )|ψε(x))(5.0.5)

for almost every x ∈ [−R,R].
Then from (5.0.2) and (5.0.5) we have∥∥ψε(·)− u(·, T )

∥∥
L2([−R,R])

≤ ε.(5.0.6)

Thus, there exists a sequence {εj}∞j=1 with εj → 0+ such that

ψεj (x)→ u(x, T ) as j →∞ for almost every x.(5.0.7)

Additionally, from (5.0.3):

ψεj (x+ z)− ψεj (x) ≤ c

T
z(5.0.8)

for all j ∈ N, x ∈ [−R,R], and z > 0 with x+ z ∈ [−R,R].
We let j →∞ in (5.0.8) to get:

u(x+ z, T )− u(x, T ) ≤ c

T
z(5.0.9)

for almost every x ∈ [−R,R], and almost every z > 0 with x+ z ∈ [−R,R].
Because R, T > 0 are arbitrary, (5.0.9) implies that u satisfies (1.0.7). This concludes

the proof of Theorem 1.2.
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6. Appendix

6.1. Proof of Lemma 3.3. Let uL, uR, u−, u+ ∈ R. We then borrow the following nota-
tion from [27]: If F is a function of u, then we define

FR := F (uR), FL := F (uL), [F ] := FR − FL, F± := F (u±).(6.1.1)

Proof of (3.1.12)
This proof is from [27, p. 9-10]. In [27], for the general systems case, the authors develop

a condition which they label with the equation number 7 [27, p. 4]. In particular, they
claim to use this condition to show (3.1.12) for the scalar case. In fact, the condition is not
necessary in the scalar case and their proof goes through unchanged without the condition.

Denote

D := q(u+;uR)− q(u−;uL)− σ(u−, u+)(η(u+|uR)− η(u−|uL)).(6.1.2)

Further, let σ denote σ(u−, u+).
From Rankine-Hugoniot (as noted in [27, p. 5]),

D = [η′(u)A(u)− q(u)]− σ[η′(u)u− η] + q+ − q− − σ(η+ − η−)− [η′](A(u)− σu)±,

(6.1.3)

where (A(u)− σu)± denotes that

A(u+)− σu+ = A(u−)− σu−(6.1.4)

because of the Rankine-Hugoniot relation (3.1.11).
From the fundamental theorem of calculus and integration by parts,

D =

u−∫
u+

η′′(u)(A(u)− σu) du−
u−∫
u+

η′′(u) du(A(u)− σu)±(6.1.5)

−
uL∫
uR

η′′(u)(A(u)− σu) du+

uL∫
uR

η′′(u) du(A(u)− σu)±.(6.1.6)

We can then write

D = ε(I)B(I) + ε(J)B(J)(6.1.7)

where I, J are disjoint intervals such that

I ∪ J = ((u+, u−) ∪ (uR, uL)) \ ((u+, u−) ∩ (uR, uL)).(6.1.8)

We define the sign ε(I) to be +1 if I ⊂ (u+, u−) and −1 otherwise. Finally,

B(I) :=

∫
I

η′′(u)(A(u)− σu) du− (A(u)− σu)±

∫
I

η′′(u) du.(6.1.9)

The function u 7→ A(u) − σu is strictly convex and (6.1.4) holds. Thus, B(I) < 0 if
I ⊂ (u+, u−) and positive otherwise. Thus, for all intervals ε(I)B(I) < 0. Thus D < 0.

Proof that (3.1.13) implies (3.1.14)
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This proof is from [27, p. 9].
Remark that the equality

η(u|uL) = η(u|uR)(6.1.10)

is equivalent to [27, p. 4]

[η′]u = [η′(u)u− η(u)].(6.1.11)

Remark also (as noted in [27, p. 4])

q(u;uR)− q(u;uL) = [η′A− q]− [η′]A(u).(6.1.12)

Then, (3.1.14) is equivalent to (as noted in [27, p. 9])
uL∫
uR

η′′(u)A(u) du

uL∫
uR

η′′(u) du

> A

( uL∫
uR

η′′(u)u du

uL∫
uR

η′′(u) du

)
.(6.1.13)

Finally, (6.1.13) is true by Jensen’s inequality because η′′ > 0 so η′′(u) du is a measure,
and A is strictly convex.

6.2. Proof of Lemma 3.5. The following proof of (3.2.3), (3.2.4) and (3.2.5) is based on
the proof of Proposition 1 in [21] and the proof of Lemma 2.2 in [27]. We do not prove
(3.2.6) and (3.2.7): these properties are in Lemma 6 in [21], and their proofs are in the
appendix in [21].

Define

vn(x, t) :=

1∫
0

Vε(u(x+
y

n
, t), ū1(x+

y

n
, t), ū2(x+

y

n
, t)) dy.(6.2.1)

Let hε,n be the solution to the ODE:{
ḣε,n(t) = vn(hε,n(t), t), for t > 0

hε,n(t∗) = x0.
(6.2.2)

Due to Vε being continuous, vn is bounded uniformly in n (‖vn‖L∞ ≤‖Vε‖L∞), Lipschitz
continuous in x, and measurable in t. Thus (6.2.2) has a unique solution in the sense of
Carathéodory.

Because vn is bounded uniformly in n, the hε,n are Lipschitz continuous in time, with
the Lipschitz constant uniform in n. Thus, by Arzelà–Ascoli the hε,n converge in C0(0, T )
for any fixed T > 0 to a Lipschitz continuous function hε (passing to a subsequence if

necessary). Note that ḣε,n converges in L∞ weak* to ḣε.
We define

Vmax(t) := max{Vε(u−, ū1, ū2), Vε(u+, ū1, ū2)},(6.2.3)

Vmin(t) := min{Vε(u−, ū1, ū2), Vε(u+, ū1, ū2)},(6.2.4)

where u± = u(hε(t)±, t) and ūi = ūi(hε(t), t).
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To show (3.2.5), we will first prove that for almost every t > 0

lim
n→∞

[ḣε,n(t)− Vmax(t)]+ = 0,(6.2.5)

lim
n→∞

[Vmin(t)− ḣε,n(t)]+ = 0,(6.2.6)

where [ · ]+ := max(0, ·).
The proofs of (6.2.5) and (6.2.6) are similar. We will only show the first one.

[ḣε,n(t)−Vmax(t)]+

(6.2.7)

=

[ 1∫
0

Vε(u(hε,n(t) +
y

n
, t), ū1(hε,n(t) +

y

n
, t), ū2(hε,n(t) +

y

n
, t)) dy − Vmax(t)

]
+

(6.2.8)

=

[ 1∫
0

Vε(u(hε,n(t) +
y

n
, t), ū1(hε,n(t) +

y

n
, t), ū2(hε,n(t) +

y

n
, t))− Vmax(t) dy

]
+

(6.2.9)

≤
1∫

0

[Vε(u(hε,n(t) +
y

n
, t), ū1(hε,n(t) +

y

n
, t), ū2(hε,n(t) +

y

n
, t))− Vmax(t)]+ dy(6.2.10)

≤ ess sup
y∈(0, 1

n
)

[Vε(u(hε,n(t) + y, t), ū1(hε,n(t) + y, t), ū2(hε,n(t) + y, t))− Vmax(t)]+(6.2.11)

≤ ess sup
y∈(−εn,εn)

[Vε(u(hε(t) + y, t), ū1(hε(t) + y, t), ū2(hε(t) + y, t))− Vmax(t)]+,(6.2.12)

where εn :=
∣∣hε,n(t)− hε(t)

∣∣+ 1
n . Note εn → 0+.

Fix a t ≥ 0 such that we have a strong trace according to Definition 1.1. Then, by the
continuity of Vε,

lim
n→∞

ess sup
y∈(0, 1

n
)

[Vε(u(hε(t)± y, t), ū1(hε(t)± y, t), ū2(hε(t)± y, t))− Vε(u±, ū1, ū2)]+ = 0,
(6.2.13)

where u± = u(hε(t)±, t) and ūi = ūi(hε(t), t).
This implies

lim
n→∞

ess sup
y∈(0, 1

n
)

[Vε(u(hε(t)± y, t), ū1(hε(t)± y, t), ū2(hε(t)± y, t))− Vmax(t)]+ = 0.(6.2.14)

We can control (6.2.12) from above by

(6.2.15)

ess sup
y∈(−εn,0)

[Vε(u(hε(t) + y, t), ū1(hε(t) + y, t), ū2(hε(t) + y, t))− Vmax(t)]++

ess sup
y∈(0,εn)

[Vε(u(hε(t) + y, t), ū1(hε(t) + y, t), ū2(hε(t) + y, t))− Vmax(t)]+.
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Then, by (6.2.14), the quantity (6.2.15) goes to 0 as n→∞. This proves (6.2.5).

Recall that ḣε,n converges in L∞ weak* to ḣε. Thus, because the function [ · ]+ is convex,

T∫
0

[ḣε(t)− Vmax(t)]+ dt ≤ lim inf
n→∞

T∫
0

[ḣε,n(t)− Vmax(t)]+ dt.(6.2.16)

By the dominated convergence theorem and (6.2.5),

lim inf
n→∞

T∫
0

[ḣε,n(t)− Vmax(t)]+ dt = 0.(6.2.17)

This proves

T∫
0

[ḣε(t)− Vmax(t)]+ dt = 0.(6.2.18)

A similar argument gives

T∫
0

[Vmin(t)− ḣε(t)]+ dt = 0.(6.2.19)

This proves (3.2.5).
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vich Kalashnikov, Vladimir Aleksandrovich Kondrat’ev, Stanislav Nikolaevich Kruzhkov, Ev-
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Aleksĕı Fedorovich Filippov, and Mikhail A. Shubin. Some unsolved problems in the theory of dif-
ferential equations and mathematical physics. Russian Mathematical Surveys, 44(4):157, 1989.

[2] Claude Bardos, François Golse, and C. David Levermore. Fluid dynamic limits of kinetic equations. I.
Formal derivations. J. Statist. Phys., 63(1-2):323–344, 1991.

[3] Claude Bardos, François Golse, and C. David Levermore. Fluid dynamic limits of kinetic equations.
II. Convergence proofs for the Boltzmann equation. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 46(5):667–753, 1993.

[4] Florent Berthelin, Athanasios E. Tzavaras, and Alexis F. Vasseur. From discrete velocity Boltzmann
equations to gas dynamics before shocks. J. Stat. Phys., 135(1):153–173, 2009.

[5] Florent Berthelin and Alexis F. Vasseur. From kinetic equations to multidimensional isentropic gas
dynamics before shocks. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 36(6):1807–1835, 2005.

[6] François Bolley, Yann Brenier, and Grégoire Loeper. Contractive metrics for scalar conservation laws.
J. Hyperbolic Differ. Equ., 2(1):91–107, 2005.

[7] Alberto Bressan, Graziano Crasta, and Benedetto Piccoli. Well-posedness of the Cauchy problem for
n× n systems of conservation laws. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 146(694):viii+134, 2000.

[8] Kyudong Choi and Alexis F. Vasseur. Short-time stability of scalar viscous shocks in the inviscid limit
by the relative entropy method. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 47(2):1405–1418, 2015.

[9] Constantine M. Dafermos. The second law of thermodynamics and stability. Arch. Rational Mech.
Anal., 70(2):167–179, 1979.

[10] Constantine M. Dafermos. Stability of motions of thermoelastic fluids. Journal of Thermal Stresses,
2(1):127–134, 1979.



SINGLE ENTROPY CONDITION FOR BURGERS EQUATION 33

[11] Constantine M. Dafermos. Hyperbolic conservation laws in continuum physics, volume 325 of
Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences].
Springer-Verlag, Berlin, fourth edition, 2016.

[12] Camillo De Lellis, Felix Otto, and Michael Westdickenberg. Minimal entropy conditions for Burgers
equation. Quart. Appl. Math., 62(4):687–700, 2004.

[13] Ronald J. DiPerna. Uniqueness of solutions to hyperbolic conservation laws. Indiana Univ. Math. J.,
28(1):137–188, 1979.

[14] François Golse and Laure Saint-Raymond. The Navier-Stokes limit of the Boltzmann equation for
bounded collision kernels. Invent. Math., 155(1):81–161, 2004.

[15] Shi Jin and Zhouping Xin. Numerical passage from systems of conservation laws to Hamilton-Jacobi
equations, relaxation schemes. SIAM J. Numer. Anal., 35(6):2385–2404, 1998.

[16] Moon-Jin Kang and Alexis F. Vasseur. Criteria on contractions for entropic discontinuities of systems
of conservation laws. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 222(1):343–391, 2016.

[17] Moon-Jin Kang and Alexis F. Vasseur. L2-contraction for shock waves of scalar viscous conservation
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Math., 1:1–28, 2014.

[28] Denis Serre and Alexis F. Vasseur. About the relative entropy method for hyperbolic systems of
conservation laws. In A panorama of mathematics: pure and applied, volume 658 of Contemp. Math.,
pages 237–248. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2016.

[29] Denis Serre and Alexis F. Vasseur. The relative entropy method for the stability of intermediate shock
waves; the rich case. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., 36(8):4569–4577, 2016.

[30] Alexis F. Vasseur. Recent results on hydrodynamic limits. Handbook of Differential Equations: Evolu-
tionary Equations, 4:323 – 376, 2008.

[31] Alexis F. Vasseur. Relative entropy and contraction for extremal shocks of conservation laws up to
a shift. In Recent advances in partial differential equations and applications, volume 666 of Contemp.
Math., pages 385–404. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2016.

[32] Alexis F. Vasseur and Yi Wang. The inviscid limit to a contact discontinuity for the compressible
Navier-Stokes-Fourier system using the relative entropy method. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 47(6):4350–
4359, 2015.



34 KRUPA AND VASSEUR

[33] Horng-Tzer Yau. Relative entropy and hydrodynamics of Ginzburg-Landau models. Lett. Math. Phys.,
22(1):63–80, 1991.

Department of Mathematics, The University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX 78712, USA
E-mail address: skrupa@math.utexas.edu

Department of Mathematics, The University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX 78712, USA
E-mail address: vasseur@math.utexas.edu


