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Abstract

In this paper we obtain the continuity of attractors for nonlinear parabolic equations
with nonlinear boundary conditions when the boundary of the domain varies very rapidly
as a parameter ϵ goes to zero. We want to consider the case which the boundary of
the domain presents a highly oscillatory behavior as ϵ goes to zero. For the case where
we have a Lipschitz deformation of the boundary with the Lipschitz constant uniformly
bounded in ϵ but the boundaries do not approach in a Lipschitz sense, the solutions of
these equations E-converge to the solution of a limit parabolic equation of the same type,
where the boundary condition has a factor that captures the oscillations of the boundary.
To address this problem, it is necessary to consider the notion of convergence of functions
defined in varying domains and the convergence of a family of operators defined in different
Banach spaces. Since the problems have nonlinear terms at the boundary, then it is
necessary to extend these concepts to the case of spaces with negative exponents and to
operators defined between these spaces.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we are concerned with the asymptotic dynamics of parabolic problem with non-
linear Neumann boundary conditions of the type

∂uϵ
∂t

−∆uϵ + uϵ = f(x, uϵ), in Ωϵ × (0,∞)
∂uϵ
∂nϵ

= g(x, uϵ), on ∂Ωϵ × (0,∞)

uϵ(0) = u0ϵ(x), in Ωϵ

(1.1)

when the boundary of the domain varies very rapidly as a parameter ϵ → 0. To describe the
problem, we consider a family of uniformly bounded smooth domains Ωϵ ⊂ RN , with N ≥ 2
and 0 ≤ ϵ ≤ ϵ0, for some ϵ0 > 0 fixed, and we will look at this problem from the perturbation
of the domain point of view. We will refer to Ω ≡ Ω0 as the unperturbed domain and Ωϵ

as the perturbed domains. We will assume that Ωϵ → Ω and ∂Ωϵ → ∂Ω in the sense of
Hausdorff. Although the domains behave continuously as ϵ → 0, the way in which boundary
∂Ωϵ approaches ∂Ω may not be smooth. In particular, this setting includes the case where
boundary ∂Ωϵ presents a highly oscillatory behavior as ϵ → 0. In this work, we will assume
that the boundary ∂Ωϵ is expressed in local charts as a Lipschitz deformation of ∂Ω with the
Lipschitz constant uniformly bounded in ϵ.

It is reasonable to expect that the family of solutions {uϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] of (1.1) will converge to the
solution of an equation with a nonlinear boundary condition on ∂Ω that inherits the information
about the behavior of the measure of the deformation of ∂Ωϵ with respect to ∂Ω. More precisely,
under certain conditions, the solutions of (1.1) converge, in some sense that we will define later,
to the solution of the parabolic problem with nonlinear Neumann boundary conditions

∂u0
∂t

−∆u0 + u0 = f(x, u0), in Ω× (0,∞)
∂u0
∂n

= γ(x)g(x, u0), on ∂Ω× (0,∞)

u0(0) = u00(x), in Ω

(1.2)

whenever the initial conditions u0ϵ “converge” to u00. The function γ ∈ L∞(∂Ω) is related to
the behavior of the (N − 1)-dimensional measure of ∂Ωϵ and captures the oscillations of the
boundary. We refer to Subsection 2.1 for a complete and thorough definition of the domains
and in particular the function γ(·), see Definition 2.2. Indeed, we will prove the existence and
continuity of the family of attractors of (1.1) and (1.2) in H1(Ωϵ) at ϵ = 0.

One of the main difficulties when treating problems which are posed in different domains,
like (1.1) and (1.2), is that the solutions live in different spaces, say H1(Ωϵ) and H1(Ω) or
Lp(Ωϵ) and Lp(Ω), see for instance [4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10]. So it is necessary to devise a tool to
compare functions which are defined in different spaces and give a meaning to statements like
uϵ ∈ H1(Ωϵ) “converges” to u ∈ H1(Ω).

For this, consider the linear operator Eϵ : H
1(Ω) → H1(Ωϵ), which is defined as

Eϵ = Rϵ ◦ P, (1.3)
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where P : H1(Ω) → H1(RN) is a linear and continuous operator that extends a function u
defined in Ω to a function defined in RN , see for instance [14], and Rϵ is the restriction operator
from functions defined in RN to functions defined in Ωϵ, that is, Rϵw = w|Ωϵ . Observe that we
also have Eϵ : L

p(Ω) → Lp(Ωϵ) and Eϵ : W
1,p(Ω) → W 1,p(Ωϵ), for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. As a matter

of fact, denoting by Zϵ = H1(Ωϵ) or L
p(Ωϵ) or W

1,p(Ωϵ), for ϵ ≥ 0, we have Eϵ : Z0 → Zϵ. By
[4] we obtain

∥Eϵu∥Zϵ → ∥u∥Z0 , as ϵ→ 0, and ∥Eϵ∥ ≤ ∥Rϵ∥∥P∥ ≤ ∥P∥, independent of ϵ. (1.4)

With this operator we can define a concept of convergence

Definition 1.1. A family of elements {uϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0], uϵ ∈ H1(Ωϵ), is said to be E-convergent to

u ∈ H1(Ω) if ∥uϵ − Eϵu∥H1(Ωϵ) → 0 as ϵ → 0. We write this as uϵ
E−→u in H1(Ωϵ). (Similarly

we have the definition of uϵ E-converges to u in Lp(Ωϵ), W
1,p(Ωϵ), etc).

The E-convergence of the solutions of nonlinear elliptic equations with nonlinear boundary
conditions and rapidly varying boundaries was studied in [4], for this case of uniformly Lipschitz
deformation of the boundary. The authors proved the E-convergence of the solutions in H1(Ωϵ).
In particular, if we regard these nonlinear elliptic equations as stationary equations of the
parabolic evolutionary equations (1.1) and (1.2), then[4] proves the E-continuity of the set
of equilibria of (1.1) in H1(Ωϵ) at ϵ = 0. Moreover, the authors proved the convergence of
the eigenvalues and the E-convergence of the eigenfunctions of the linearization around the
equilibrium points. Also, they showed that if a equilibrium of the limit equation is hyperbolic,
then the perturbed equation has one and only one equilibrium nearby. The goal of this work
is to continue the analysis initiated in [4] and address the complete analysis of the asymptotic
dynamics, showing that, under certain conditions of the nonlinearities and the domains, the
attractor of (1.1) E-converges in H1(Ωϵ) to the attractor of (1.2).

As a matter of fact, with the concept of E-convergence we consider the following definition
of E-continuity of a family of sets

Definition 1.2. Let Aϵ ⊂ H1(Ωϵ), ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0], and A0 ⊂ H1(Ω). We have:

(i) We say that the family {Aϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] is E-upper semicontinuous in H1(Ωϵ) at ϵ = 0 if

dist (Aϵ, EϵA0) := sup
xϵ∈Aϵ

dist (xϵ, EϵA0) = sup
xϵ∈Aϵ

inf
x∈A0

∥xϵ − Eϵx∥H1(Ωϵ)
→ 0, as ϵ→ 0.

(ii) We say that the family {Aϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] is E-lower semicontinuous in H1(Ωϵ) at ϵ = 0 if

dist (EϵA0,Aϵ) := sup
x∈A0

dist (Eϵx,Aϵ) = sup
x∈A0

inf
xϵ∈Aϵ

∥xϵ − Eϵx∥H1(Ωϵ)
→ 0, as ϵ→ 0.

(iii) We say that the family {Aϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] is E-continuous in H1(Ωϵ) at ϵ = 0 if {Aϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] is
E-upper and E-lower semicontinuous in H1(Ωϵ) at ϵ = 0.
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Let us remark that a similar definition can be stated for E-upper semicontinuity (lower
semicontinuity and continuity) in Lp(Ωϵ) or W

1,p(Ωϵ).

With this definition, we can state our main result of this paper, which shows the existence
of the attractors of (1.1) and (1.2), and their convergence as the parameter ϵ→ 0,

Theorem 1.3. Assume that the family of domains {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] and the nonlinearities f and
g satisfy the appropriate conditions stated below in Subsection 2.1 and Subsection 2.2. Then,
for each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0], problem (1.1) has an attractor Aϵ ⊂ H1(Ωϵ) and (1.2) has an attractor
A0 ⊂ H1(Ω). Moreover, we have:

(i) The family of attractors {Aϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] is E-upper semicontinuous in H1(Ωϵ) at ϵ = 0.

(ii) If every equilibrium of the limit problem (1.2) is hyperbolic, then the family of attractors
{Aϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] is also E-lower semicontinuous in H1(Ωϵ) at ϵ = 0. In particular, the attractors are
E-continous in H1(Ωϵ) at ϵ = 0.

In order to prove this result, we will use the results from Carvalho-Piskarev [16]. In this
paper, the authors present an abstract result on the continuity of attractors in a similar setting
as our case. Nevertheless the results from [16] cannot be applied directly to prove Theorem 1.3,
but they need to be adapted properly to our situation. This adaptation is not immediate and
it deserves some rather technical results.

One key point to adapt the results from [16] to our case is to extend appropriately the def-
inition of extension operators and E-convergence to the case of fractional spaces with negative
exponents. We dedicate Subsection 2.6 to this issue.

Related to this work, we would like to emphasize that in [13] the authors also study the
continuity of the family of attractors associated to semilinear parabolic problems with nonlin-
ear Neumann boundary conditions, where the domain Ω ⊂ R2 is a unit square and with C1

perturbations of this square. It is important to note that the technique used in [13] is com-
pletely different from the one used here. Actually, in this paper to deal with function spaces
change with the change of the region, they perform a “change of variables” in order to bring the
problem back to a fixed region, using the approach developed by D. Henry in [19]. Moreover,
the technique of [19] was also applied in [21, 22].

This paper is organized as follow: in Section 2 we give the precise hypotheses and defini-
tions about the domain perturbation and nonlinearitites and we prove abstract results about
embeddings and traces of fractional power space. We describe our approach to prove the con-
tinuity of the attractors, which consists in applying the setting of [16]. Moreover, we extend
the concepts of extension operators and convergence to positive fractional power spaces and we
define extension operators and convergence in spaces with negative exponents. In Section 3 we
checked the hypotheses of [16], related to either compact convergence of the resolvent operators
or convergence of the nonlinearities, to show the P-continuity of the attractors. In Section 4
we prove that the notion of convergence established in an abstract way in the paper of [16]
is the same as the notion of E-convergence we are using in this paper and we conclude the
E-continuity of the attractors.
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2 General setting and main results

In this section we clarify the general setting of the problem. We provide hypotheses, definitions
and results for the domain perturbation, nonlinearities, abstract form, and known results as
well as a description of our approach and some results to implement the appoach.

More precisely, in Subsection 2.1 we describe in detail the domain perturbation that we
are considering, providing the appropriate definitions and hypotheses. In Subsection 2.2 we
write our problem in an abstract form and describe the hypothesis on the nonlinearities. In
Subsection 2.3 we review known results for this problem. These are basically taken from
[3, 4, 6]. In Subsection 2.4 we describe our approach to prove the convergence of the attractors,
which consists in applying the setting of Carvalho-Piskarev [16] to problems (1.1) and (1.2). In
Subsection 2.5 we study the relation between the fractional power spaces and other spaces like
Lp(Ωϵ) and L

p(∂Ωϵ) spaces. We pay special attention to the inclusion properties among these
and other spaces and obtain that the embedding constants can be chosen uniformly for the
whole family of domains {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0]. This is a very crucial step. In Subsection 2.6 we extend
the concepts of extension operators and convergence to fractional power spaces with positive
and negative exponents.

2.1 Setting of the perturbation of the domain

We consider a family of uniformly bounded smooth domains Ωϵ ⊂ RN , with N ≥ 2 and
0 ≤ ϵ ≤ ϵ0, for some ϵ0 > 0 fixed, and we regard Ωϵ as a perturbation of the fixed domain
Ω ≡ Ω0. As well as in [4], we consider the following hypothesis

(H) (i) For all K ⊂ Ω, K being compact, there exists ϵ(K) > 0 such that K ⊂ Ωϵ for
0 < ϵ < ϵ(K).

(ii) There exists a finite open cover {Ui}mi=0 of Ω such that U0 ⊂ Ω, ∂Ω ⊂ ∪m
i=1Ui and

for each i = 1, . . . ,m, there exists a Lipschitz diffeomorphism Φi : QN → Ui, where
QN = (−1, 1)N ⊂ RN , such that

Φi(QN−1 × (−1, 0)) = Ui ∩ Ω and Φi(QN−1 × {0}) = Ui ∩ ∂Ω.

We assume that Ωϵ ⊂ ∪m
i=0Ui ≡ U , and for each i = 1, . . . ,m, there exists a Lipschitz

function ρi,ϵ : QN−1 → (−1, 1) such that ρi,ϵ → 0 as ϵ → 0, uniformly in QN−1, for each
i = 1, . . . ,m.
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Moreover, we assume that Φ−1
i (Ui ∩ ∂Ωϵ) is the graph of ρi,ϵ this means

Ui ∩ ∂Ωϵ = Φi({(x′, ρi,ϵ(x′)) : x′ = (x1, ..., xN−1) ∈ QN−1}).

Note that if Ω ⊂ Ωϵ, that is, Ωϵ is an exterior perturbation of Ω, then condition (H)(i) is
satisfied.

We consider the following mappings Ti,ϵ : QN → QN defined by

Ti,ϵ(x
′, s) =

{
(x′, s+ sρi,ϵ(x

′) + ρi,ϵ(x
′)), for s ∈ (−1, 0) and x′ ∈ QN−1

(x′, s− sρi,ϵ(x
′) + ρi,ϵ(x

′)), for s ∈ [0, 1) and x′ ∈ QN−1.

Also,

Φi,ϵ := Φi ◦ Ti,ϵ : QN → Ui,

and we also denote by

ϕi,ϵ : QN−1 → Ui ∩ ∂Ωϵ

x′ 7→ Φi,ϵ(x
′, 0)

and
ϕi : QN−1 → Ui ∩ ∂Ω

x′ 7→ Φi(x
′, 0).

Notice that ϕi,ϵ and ϕi are local parametrizations of ∂Ωϵ and ∂Ω, respectively. Furthermore,
observe that all the maps above are Lipschitz. Figure 1 illustrates the parametrizations.

Figure 1: The parametrizations.

In order to give the hypothesis to deal with the deformation ∂Ωϵ we need the following
definition
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Definition 2.1. Let η : A ⊂ RN−1 → RN almost everywhere differentiable, we define the
(N − 1)-dimensional Jacobian of η as

JN−1η ≡
∣∣∣∣ ∂η∂x1 ∧ . . . ∧ ∂η

∂xN−1

∣∣∣∣ =
√√√√ N∑

j=1

(det(Jac η)j)2,

where v1 ∧ . . . ∧ vN−1 is the exterior product of the (N − 1) vectors v1, . . . , vN−1 ∈ RN and
(Jac η)j is the (N − 1)-dimensional matrix obtained by deleting the j-th row of the Jacobian
matrix of η.

We use JN for the absolute value of the N -dimensional Jacobian determinant.
Now, to deal with the interaction between the nonlinear boundary condition and the oscil-

latory behavior of ∂Ωϵ we consider the hypothesis

(F) (i) ∥∇ρi,ϵ∥L∞(QN−1) ≤ C, with C > 0 independent of ϵ, i = 1, . . . ,m.

(ii) For each i = 1, . . . ,m, there exists a function γi ∈ L∞(QN−1) such that

JN−1ϕi,ϵ

ϵ→0
−⇀ γi in L1(QN−1).

Considering hypotheses (H) and (F), let γ : ∂Ω → R be a function which measures the
limit of the deformation of ∂Ωϵ relatively to ∂Ω. More precisely, we have

Definition 2.2. For x ∈ Ui ∩ ∂Ω, let (x′, 0) = Φ−1
i (x) ∈ QN , we define γ : ∂Ω → R as

γ(x) =
γi(x

′)

JN−1ϕi(x′)
.

The function γ is independent of ϕi,ϵ and also on the choice of the charts Ui and the maps
Φi, that is, γ is independent of the parameterization chosen, and thefore it is unique. Moreover
γ ≥ 1. This was proved in [4, Corollary 5.1].

In order to deal also with non exterior perturbations, we consider a family Kϵ of smooth
interior perturbations of Ω satisfying the following hypothesis

(I) For each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0], for some ϵ0 > 0 fixed, there exists Kϵ ⊂ Ω ∩ Ωϵ such that U0 ⊂ Kϵ0 ,
Kϵ1 ⊂ Kϵ2 if ϵ1 > ϵ2, θϵ : Ω → Kϵ is a diffeomorphism such that θϵ|Kϵ0

is the identity in

Kϵ0 , ∂Kϵ is diffeomorphic to ∂Ω and Dθϵ converges to I in L∞(Ω,L(RN)) as ϵ→ 0 and,
for each i = 1, ...,m, there exists ρ̂i,ϵ : QN−1 → (−1, 1) such that

Ui ∩ ∂Kϵ = Φi({(x′, ρ̂i,ϵ(x′)) : x′ = (x1, ..., xN−1) ∈ QN−1}).

We also suppose that JN−1ϕ̂i,ϵ

ϵ→0
−⇀ 1 in L1(QN−1), where ϕ̂i,ϵ(x

′) = Φi(x
′, ρ̂i,ϵ(x

′)) for
x′ ∈ QN−1, and ∫

Ω\Kϵ

u =

∫ ϵ

0

∫
∂Kσ

u dσ.
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If Ωϵ is an exterior perturbation of Ω, then we can consider Kϵ = Ω and this hypothesis is
satisfied.

We observe that if Ω is a C2 domain then it satisfies this hypothesis, see [7, 19]. There are
also some examples of C0,1 domains that satisfies this hypothesis, for examples squares with
particular perturbations, see [13].

2.2 Setting of the equations and hypotheses on the nonlinearities

For 0 ≤ ϵ ≤ ϵ0, consider the linear operator Aϵ : D(Aϵ) ⊂ L2(Ωϵ) → L2(Ωϵ) defined by

Aϵuϵ = −∆uϵ + uϵ

with domain

D(Aϵ) =

{
uϵ ∈ H2(Ωϵ) :

∂uϵ
∂nϵ

= 0 in ∂Ωϵ

}
,

where we identify Ω ≡ Ω0. Let us denote by X0
ϵ = L2(Ωϵ) and X1

ϵ = D(Aϵ), endowed with
the graph norm. Since this operator turns out to be sectorial in X0

ϵ , associated to it there
is a scale of Banach spaces (the fractional power spaces) Xα

ϵ , α ≥ 0, denoting the domain of
the fractional power operators associated with Aϵ, that is, X

α
ϵ := D(Aα

ϵ ) for α ≥ 0, where Xα
ϵ

endowed with the graph norm ∥x∥Xα
ϵ
= ∥Aα

ϵ x∥X0
ϵ
, α ≥ 0, with X

1
2
ϵ = H1(Ωϵ), see [18]. Since

we are going to deal with a nonlinear boundary conditions problem, we also consider spaces

of negative exponents by taking X−α
ϵ = (Xα

ϵ )
′, for α > 0, with X

− 1
2

ϵ = (H1(Ωϵ))
′ denoted by

H−1(Ωϵ).

Denoting by Aϵ,α, α ∈ R, the realizations of Aϵ in this scale we have that the operator

Aϵ,− 1
2
∈ L(X

1
2
ϵ , X

− 1
2

ϵ ) is given by

⟨Aϵ,− 1
2
uϵ, vϵ⟩ =

∫
Ωϵ

(∇uϵ∇vϵ + uϵvϵ), for uϵ, vϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ .

With some abuse of notation we will identify all different realizations of this operator and we

will write them all as Aϵ. Moreover, we will denote X
α
2 ≡ X

α
2
0 and X−α

2 ≡ X
−α

2
0 .

We can rewrite (1.1) and (1.2) in an abstract form as{
u̇ϵ(t) + Aϵuϵ(t) = hϵ(uϵ(t)), t > 0

uϵ(0) = u0ϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ ,

(2.1)

where hϵ : X
1
2
ϵ → X

−α
2

ϵ , with 0 < ϵ ≤ ϵ0 and 1
2
< α ≤ 1, is defined by

⟨hϵ(uϵ), ψϵ⟩ =
∫
Ωϵ

f(x, uϵ)ψϵ +

∫
∂Ωϵ

g(x, uϵ)ψϵ, for uϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ and ψϵ ∈ X

α
2
ϵ . (2.2)
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And h0 : X
1
2 → X−α

2 , with 1
2
< α ≤ 1, is defined by

⟨h0(u), ψ⟩ =
∫
Ω

f(x, u)ψ +

∫
∂Ω

γ(x)g(x, u)ψ, for u ∈ X
1
2 and ψ ∈ X

α
2 . (2.3)

With respect to the nonlinearities f : U × R → R and g : U × R → R we will assume they
are continuous in both variables, C2 in the second one and satisfy

|f(x, u)|+ |∂uf(x, u)|+ |∂uuf(x, u)| ≤ C, for all x ∈ U and u ∈ R, (2.4)

|g(x, u)|+ |∂ug(x, u)|+ |∂uug(x, u)| ≤ C, for all x ∈ U and u ∈ R. (2.5)

Remark 2.3. Although conditions (2.4) and (2.5) do not look rather general, note that if f and
g are functions satisfying appropriate growth and sign conditions, we can prove global existence

and uniqueness of mild solutions of (1.1) and (1.2) or (2.1), for u0ϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ , see [11, Theorem 1.2]

and [12, Theorems 2.1 and 2.2]. Assuming also a dissipativeness condition and proceeding in a
similar way to [12, Proposition 3.2], we can obtain that the solutions of the equations (1.1) and
(1.2) are bounded in L∞(Ωϵ), uniformly in ϵ, so we may perform a cut off in the nonlinearities
f and g in such a way that they become bounded with bounded derivatives up to second order
without changing the solutions of the equations in a large bounded set in L∞(Ωϵ). After these
considerations, without loss of generality, we can assume that the nonlinearities satisfy (2.4)
and (2.5).

2.3 Known results

In this subsection we include some important definitions on E-convergence and we summarize
some results on spectral convergence, convergence of equilibria and their linearizations which
are taken mainly from [3, 4, 6].

Some definitions related to E-convergence. We include here some definitions that we
will use throughout the paper. We recall the definition of the concept of compactness and of
convergence of a family of operators Tϵ : Zϵ → Wϵ acting between two families of Banach spaces
Wϵ and Zϵ, ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0]. For each of this family we have the appropriate family of “extension”
operators EW

ϵ : W → Wϵ and E
Z
ϵ : Z → Zϵ. Notice that with some abuse of notation we will

denote by Eϵ the extension operators for both families of Banach spaces. These concepts follow
[4]. We also refer to [4, 8, 10, 15] and references therein, for a detailed study of these notions
and its applications to differential equations.

Definition 2.4. A sequence of elements {un}n∈N, with un ∈ Zϵn and ϵn → 0, is said to be
E-precompact if for any subsequence {un′} there exist a subsequence {un′′} and u ∈ Z such that

un′′
E−→u as n′′ → ∞. A family {uϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0], uϵ ∈ Zϵ, is said to be E-precompact if each sequence

{uϵn}n∈N, with ϵn → 0, is E-precompact.
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Definition 2.5. We say that a family of operators Tϵ : Zϵ → Wϵ, ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0], E-converges to

T : Z → W as ϵ→ 0, if Tϵuϵ
E−→Tu ∈ W , whenever uϵ

E−→u ∈ Z. We denote this by Tϵ
EE−→T .

Definition 2.6. We say that a family of compact operators Tϵ : Zϵ → Wϵ, ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0], converges
compactly to a compact operator T : Z → W if for any family {uϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] with ∥uϵ∥Zϵ bounded,

the family {Tϵuϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] is E-precompact and Tϵ
EE−→T . We denote this by Tϵ

CC−→T .

Spectral convergence. The kind of domain perturbation that we are considering and that
has been detailed in Subsection 2.1 guarantees the spectral convergence of the Laplace operator
with homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions in Ωϵ to the same operator in the limiting
domain Ω. We refer to [3, 6] for this result. In particular, this means that if we denote by µϵ

n

the eigenvalues of the operator −∆+ I in Ωϵ with homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions
and by µn the eigenvalues in Ω also with Neumann boundary conditions, then we have µϵ

n → µn

as ϵ→ 0. A similar statement is obtained for the eigenfunctions.

Equilibria behavior. The first step in the proof of the continuity of the attractors is to study
the simplest elements from the attractor, the equilibrium solutions. The equilibrium solutions
of (1.1) and (1.2) are those solutions which are independent of time and therefore they are the
solutions of the following nonlinear elliptic problems{

−∆eϵ + eϵ = f(x, eϵ), in Ωϵ

∂eϵ
∂nϵ

= g(x, eϵ), on ∂Ωϵ
(2.6)

and {
−∆e0 + e0 = f(x, e0), in Ω
∂e0
∂n

= γ(x)g(x, e0), on ∂Ω.
(2.7)

For each ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0], we denote by Eϵ ⊂ X
1
2
ϵ = H1(Ωϵ) the set of solutions of (2.6) and (2.7).

Notice first that from (2.4) and (2.5) we easily obtain the uniform boundedness in X
1
2
ϵ of all

equilibria, that is, there exists a C > 0 independent of ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0] so that ∥eϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

≤ C for all

eϵ ∈ Eϵ and for all ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0]. Moreover, in [4], by using E-convergence in X
1
2
ϵ , it was studied

the E-continuity of the equilibrium points. It was proved the E-upper semicontinuity of the
family Eϵ at ϵ = 0 and, by assuming the hyperbolicity of the equilibrium points in E0 (and
therefore there are only a finite number of them) it was proved the E-lower semicontinuity at
ϵ = 0. Moreover, the authors also proved that there exist 0 < δ < 1 and M > 0 such that
∥eϵ∥Cδ(Ωϵ) ≤M and if ∥eϵ − Eϵe0∥

X
1
2
ϵ

→ 0 then ∥eϵ − Eϵe0∥Cβ(Ωϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0, 0 < β < δ, see

[4, Proposition 5.3].

Spectral convergence of the linearizations around the equilibrium solutions. The
spectra of the linearization of (1.1) around e∗ϵ equilibrium solution of (1.1) is given by the
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eigenvalue problem {
−∆wϵ + wϵ − ∂uf(x, e

∗
ϵ)wϵ = λϵwϵ, in Ωϵ

∂wϵ
∂nϵ

+ ∂ug(x, e
∗
ϵ)wϵ = 0, on ∂Ωϵ.

(2.8)

Similarly, if e∗0 is an equilibrium solution of (1.2), then the spectra of its linearization is given
by the eigenvalue problem{

−∆w0 + w0 − ∂uf(x, e
∗
0)w0 = λ0w0, in Ω

∂w0
∂n

+ γ(x)∂ug(x, e
∗
0)w0 = 0, on ∂Ω.

(2.9)

Notice that both problems, (2.8) and (2.9), are selfadjoint and of compact resolvent. Hence,
the eigenvalues of (2.8) are given by a sequence {λϵn}∞n=1, ordered and counting their multiplicity,
with λϵn → ∞ as n→ ∞. Similarly the eigenvalues of (2.9) are also given by a sequence {λ0n}∞n=1

with λ0n → ∞ as n→ ∞.

In [4, Theorem 2.2], the authors proved if ∥e∗ϵ − Eϵe
∗
0∥

X
1
2
ϵ

→ 0 then the eigenvalues and

eigenfunctions of (2.8) converge to the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of (2.9). That is, for each
fixed n ∈ N, λϵn → λ0n, as ϵ → 0. Moreover, if we denote by {φϵ

n}∞n=1 a set of orthonormal
eigenfunctions associated to {λϵn}∞n=1, then for each sequence ϵk → 0 there is another subse-
quence, that we still denote by ϵk, and a set of orthonormal eigenfunctions {φ0

n}∞n=1 associated
to {λ0n}∞n=1 such that, for all n ∈ N, we have ∥φϵk

n − Eϵφ
0
n∥

X
1
2
ϵk

→ 0 as ϵk → 0.

Notice also that if λ0n is a simple eigenvalue, then λϵn is also simple for ϵ small enough and,

via subsequences, we always have that φϵk
n

E−→φ0
n or φϵk

n
E−→− φ0

n as ϵk → 0.

2.4 Our approach to prove the convergence of the attractors

As we have mentioned in the introduction, an important ingredient in our proof is the results
from [16]. We recall now the setting, hypotheses and main results in this paper.

The authors consider an abstract semilinear parabolic evolution equation of the type u̇ =
Au + h(u) with A : D(A) ⊂ Y → Y a closed linear operator with compact resolvent in the
Banach space Y . Moreover, −A is a sectorial operator satisfying

∥(λI − A)−1∥L(Y ) ≤
M

1 + |λ|
, for all λ ∈ C with Re(λ) ≥ 0.

We denote by Y 0 = Y , Y 1 = D(−A) endowed with the graph norm and Y β = D((−A)β), for
0 < β < 1, the fractional power spaces endowed with the graph norm ∥x∥Y β = ∥(−A)βx∥Y .
We assume there exists 0 ≤ β < 1 such that h : Y β → Y is a globally Lipschitz, bounded and
continuously Fréchet differentiable function.

They also consider a family of semilinear parabolic problems which are regarded as a per-
turbation of the above equation. As a matter of fact they consider a sequence but to adapt



12

their statements to our setting, we will consider a one parameter family of problems indexed
by ϵ. For each 0 < ϵ ≤ ϵ0, we express these problems as{

u̇ϵ + Aϵuϵ = hϵ(uϵ), t > 0
uϵ(0) = u0ϵ ∈ Y β

ϵ ,

where Yϵ are Banach spaces, Aϵ : D(Aϵ) ⊂ Yϵ → Yϵ are operators as above satisfying

∥(λI − Aϵ)
−1∥L(Yϵ) ≤

M

1 + |λ|
, for all λ ∈ C with Re(λ) ≥ 0 and for all 0 < ϵ ≤ ϵ0,

Y 0
ϵ = Yϵ, Y

1
ϵ = D(−Aϵ), Y

β
ϵ are the fractional power spaces and hϵ : Y

β
ϵ → Yϵ, where 0 ≤ β < 1,

are globally Lipschitz, bounded and continuously Fréchet differentiable functions.
In order to relate the unperturbed problem and the perturbed ones they assume that there

exist linear bounded operators pϵ : Y → Yϵ satisfying

∥pϵy∥Yϵ → ∥y∥Y , as ϵ→ 0 for any y ∈ Y . (2.10)

With this sequence of linear bounded operators, they construct the operators pβϵ : Y β → Y β
ϵ

given by
pβϵ := (−Aϵ)

−βpϵ(−A)β,
which are linear bounded operators satisfying

∥pβϵ y∥Y β
ϵ
→ ∥y∥Y β , as ϵ→ 0 for any y ∈ Y β.

The notions of convergences established in [16] are defined as follows.

Definition 2.7. Let 0 ≤ β < 1, a family of elements {yϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0], yϵ ∈ Y β
ϵ , is said to be Pβ-

convergent to y ∈ Y β if ∥yϵ − pβϵ y∥Y β
ϵ
→ 0 as ϵ→ 0. We denote this convergence by yϵ

Pβ

−→y. If

β = 0 then we simply write this as yϵ
P−→y.

Definition 2.8. A family of bounded linear operators Tϵ : Y
β
ϵ → Yϵ, ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0], is said to be

P-convergent to the bounded linear operator T : Y β → Y as ϵ→ 0, if Tϵyϵ
P−→Ty ∈ Y whenever

yϵ
Pβ

−→y ∈ Y β. We denote this by Tϵ
PP−→T .

Under all above assumptions, the authors showed the existence of attractors A ⊂ Y β and
Aϵ ⊂ Y β

ϵ , for each 0 < ϵ ≤ ϵ0, see [16, Theorem 1.6]. Moreover, in order to show that the
attractors Aϵ “converge” in certain sense to A, they explicit the following two assumptions (see
[16, Section 1]):

[A1]



• A is a closed linear operator with compact resolvent and

∥(λI − A)−1∥L(Y ) ≤
M

1 + |λ|
for all Re(λ) ≥ 0;

• ∃M2 > 0, w2 ∈ R : ∥(λI − Aϵ)
−1∥L(Yϵ) ≤

M2

|λ− w2|
for all Re(λ) > w2, ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0];

• The region ∆cc of compact convergence of the resolvents is non-empty and
for λ ∈ ∆cc, the resolvents (λI − Aϵ)

−1 compactly converge to (λI − A)−1;

• hϵ(yϵ)
P−→h(y) whenever yϵ

Pβ

−→y.
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[A2]


• h′ϵ(yϵ)

PP−→h′(y) whenever yϵ
Pβ

−→y;

• If y∗ϵ
Pβ

−→y∗ then sup
ϵ∈[0,ϵ0]

sup
∥zϵ∥

Y
β
ϵ
≤ρ

∥h′ϵ(zϵ + y∗ϵ )∥L(Y β
ϵ ,Y β) <∞, for some ρ > 0.

In [16] they authors proved that if [A1] holds, then the family {Aϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] is Pβ-upper
semicontinuous in Y β

ϵ at ϵ = 0 (see [16, Theorem 5.4]). Moreover, if [A1] and [A2] hold and
each equilibrium of the limiting problem is hyperbolic, then the family {Aϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] is Pβ-lower
semicontinuous in Y β

ϵ at ϵ = 0 (see [16, Theorem 5.15]).

We want to apply the results from [16] to our problem. But to do this, we need to state
clearly our choice of space Yϵ, our choice of β and show that hypotheses [A1] and [A2] hold.
Notice that since we have a nonlinearity acting on the boundary of the domain, we will need

to choose Yϵ as a function space with negative exponent say X
−α

2
ϵ with the property that the

functions in the space X
α
2
ϵ have traces at the boundary. This imposes some restrictions on α.

Moreover, since we want to obtain convergence of the solutions, attractors, etc. in H1(Ωϵ) we

would like to choose β so that Y β
ϵ = X

1
2
ϵ = H1(Ωϵ), that is, β = 1+α

2
. That is, the nonlinearity

hϵ : Y
β
ϵ → Yϵ, or equivalently hϵ : X

1
2
ϵ → X

−α
2

ϵ .

Notice also that we need an extension operator pϵ : Y → Yϵ, that is, pϵ : X
−α

2 → X
−α

2
ϵ and it

is not completely straightforward how to choose these operators. Moreover, once this operators
are choosen, following [16] we construct pβϵ : H1(Ω) → H1(Ωϵ) and we will obtain statements
on Pβ-convergence. But we would like to relate this convergence to the E-convergence defined
in the introduction where the operator E is a “standard” extension and restriction operator in
H1. We will actually show that these two convergences are equivalent.

2.5 Fractional power space, uniform equivalence and traces

Before getting into the proof of our result we need to clarify the relation between the fractional
power spaces, the Bessel potential spaces and its dependence with respect to the domain. Notice
that we are perturbing the boundary of the domain in a non very smooth way and we want to
understand how the norms of the spaces and the norm of the inclusions depend on ϵ.

So, let us denote by [Z,W ]θ the θ-complex interpolation space of Banach spaces Z and W ,
for 0 ≤ θ ≤ 1, see [1, 27] for more details on interpolation theory.

Keeping the notation from Subsection 2.2, we start proving that the fractional power spaces
Xα

ϵ , the Bessel potential spaces H2α(Ωϵ) and the α-complex interpolation spaces indeed are
the same spaces with equivalent norms for α in certain range of values. Moreover, and very
important, the constants appearing in the inequalities of the equivalence of the norms can be
chosen uniformly with respect to ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0], for some values of α. Notice that by using this, we
will be able to prove that the constants of the embeddings of Xα

ϵ into the space Lp(Ωϵ) and of
the trace operators into Lq(∂Ωϵ) (for appropriate p and q) can be chosen uniformly in ϵ.

Let us start with the following



14

Lemma 2.9. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H) and (F)(i). Then
for 0 < α < 1

2
, we have

Xα
ϵ = [X0

ϵ , X
1
ϵ ]α = [X0

ϵ , X
1
2
ϵ ]2α = [L2(Ωϵ), H

1(Ωϵ)]2α = H2α(Ωϵ),

with equivalent norms uniformly with respect to ϵ.

Proof. As we have mentioned in Subsection 2.3, we have the spectral convergence of Aϵ to A0

as ϵ → 0. In this case, since Aϵ are self-adjoint, Aϵ = A∗
ϵ ≥ c > 0 uniformly in ϵ. Then, by [1,

Example 4.7.3 (a)], the purely imaginary powers are bounded by 1, that means,

∥Ait
ϵ ∥L(L2(Ωϵ)) ≤ 1, for all t ∈ R and 0 ≤ ϵ ≤ ϵ0.

Therefore, by [27, Subsection 1.15.3], the fractional power space Xα
ϵ is characterized by the

complex interpolation space

Xα
ϵ = [X0

ϵ , X
1
ϵ ]α = [X0

ϵ , X
1
2
ϵ ]2α,

with equivalent norms independent of ϵ. Since X0
ϵ = L2(Ωϵ) and X

1
2
ϵ = H1(Ωϵ), then

Xα
ϵ = [X0

ϵ , X
1
ϵ ]α = [X0

ϵ , X
1
2
ϵ ]2α = [L2(Ωϵ), H

1(Ωϵ)]2α = H2α(Ωϵ), for 0 < α < 1
2
.

Observe that, by [29, Theorem 16.1], Xα
ϵ = D(Aα

ϵ ) = [X0
ϵ , X

1
ϵ ]α with isometry.

Remark 2.10. In view of this lemma, we can always consider that the norm in Hα(Ωϵ),
0 < α < 1, is given by the norm of the interpolation between L2(Ωϵ) and H

1(Ωϵ).

Following the same notation as [4, Lemma 4.1], we obtain

Lemma 2.11. Let {Sϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of Lipschitz bounded domains in RN . Assume there
exists a family of Lipschitz, one-to-one mappings Fϵ from S0 onto Sϵ such that the inverse is
Lipschitz, ∥DFϵ∥L(L∞(S0)N×N ) ≤ K and ∥DF−1

ϵ ∥L(L∞(Sϵ)N×N ) ≤ K, with K > 0 independent of
ϵ. Then u ∈ Hα(Sϵ) if, and only if, u ◦ Fϵ ∈ Hα(S0), for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. Moreover, there exist
constants C,D > 0 independent of ϵ such that

C∥u ◦ Fϵ∥Hα(S0) ≤ ∥u∥Hα(Sϵ) ≤ D∥u ◦ Fϵ∥Hα(S0).

Proof. By considering the pull-back operator F ∗
ϵ (that is F ∗

ϵ (u) = u ◦ Fϵ), we know by [4,

Lemma 4.1] that H1(Sϵ)
F ∗
ϵ−→H1(S0) and L

2(Sϵ)
F ∗
ϵ−→L2(S0), satisfying the inequalities

C∥u ◦ Fϵ∥H1(S0) ≤ ∥u∥H1(Sϵ) ≤ D∥u ◦ Fϵ∥H1(S0)

and
C∥u ◦ Fϵ∥L2(S0) ≤ ∥u∥L2(Sϵ) ≤ D∥u ◦ Fϵ∥L2(S0),
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with C,D independent of ϵ. Since Hα(Sϵ) = [L2(Sϵ), H
1(Sϵ)]α and Hα(S0) = [L2(S0), H

1(S0)]α,
for 0 < α < 1, then by definition of complex interpolation and its norms, we obtain u ∈ Hα(Sϵ)
if, and only if, u ◦ Fϵ ∈ Hα(S0) and there exist constants C,D > 0 independent of ϵ such that

C∥u ◦ Fϵ∥Hα(S0) ≤ ∥u∥Hα(Sϵ) ≤ D∥u ◦ Fϵ∥Hα(S0).

Lemma 2.12. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H) and (F)(i).
We have

Xα
ϵ ↪→ Lp(Ωϵ), for 0 < α ≤ 1

2
and 1 ≤ p ≤ 2N

N−4α
,

Xα
ϵ ↪→ Xβ

ϵ , for 0 < β < α < 1
2
,

with embeddings constants independent of ϵ. Moreover, the norm of the trace operator

T : Xα
ϵ −→ Lq(∂Ωϵ), for 1

4
< α ≤ 1

2
and 1 ≤ q ≤ 2(N−1)

N−4α
,

can be chosen uniformly for all ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0].

Proof. First, the case α = 1
2
follows from [4, Propositions 4.2 and 4.3]. Now, we observe that

Xα
ϵ ↪→ Lp(Ωϵ), 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 is trivially satisfied. Now, observe that

∥uϵ∥Lp(Ωϵ) ≤
m∑
i=1

∥uϵ∥Lp(Ωϵ∩Ui) and ∥uϵ∥Lp(∂Ωϵ) ≤
m∑
i=1

∥uϵ∥Lp(∂Ωϵ∩Ui).

In the Lemma 2.11, for each i = 1, . . . ,m, consider Ωϵ ∩ Ui and Φi,ϵ : Q
−
N → Ωϵ ∩ Ui, where

Q−
N = QN−1 × (−1, 0) ⊂ QN . Then, using Lemma 2.11 and the standard embeddings for a

fixed domain, for 0 < α < 1
2
and 1 ≤ p ≤ 2N

N−4α
, we obtain

∥uϵ∥Lp(Ωϵ∩Ui) ≤ D∥uϵ ◦ Φi,ϵ∥Lp(Q−
N ) ≤ D̃∥uϵ ◦ Φi,ϵ∥H2α(Q−

N ) ≤ D̂∥uϵ∥H2α(Ωϵ∩Ui) ≤ D̂∥uϵ∥H2α(Ωϵ).

Now, using [4, Lemma 4.1] and the continuity of the trace operator for a fixed domain, we have

∥uϵ∥Lq(∂Ωϵ∩Ui) ≤ D∥uϵ ◦ Φi,ϵ∥Lq(QN−1) ≤ D̃∥uϵ ◦ Φi,ϵ∥H2α(Q−
N ) ≤ D̂∥uϵ∥H2α(Ωϵ∩Ui) ≤ D̂∥uϵ∥H2α(Ωϵ),

for 1
4
< α < 1

2
and 1 ≤ q ≤ 2(N−1)

N−4α
. And the results follows from Lemma 2.9.
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2.6 Extension operators and convergence in spaces with negative
exponents

As we have mentioned in the introduction, since we are dealing with the family of domains
{Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0], we need to devise a way to compare functions defined in the different domains and
give a meaning to the fact that a family of functions uϵ defined in Ωϵ converges to a function u
defined in Ω. An effective way to accomplish this is with the concept of convergence mediated
via an extension operator, as considered in [16, 24, 25, 26, 28] and applied to some problems
in [4, 5, 10, 15]. Here, we will extend the concepts of extension operators and convergence
to positive fractional power spaces and we will define extension operators and convergence in
spaces with negative exponents.

To define properly these concepts, we need to consider operators transforming functions
defined in Ω to functions defined in Ωϵ and also the other way around, operators transforming
functions defined in Ωϵ to functions defined in Ω. Following the same notation as in Section 1,
we consider first the linear operator Eϵ : Z0 → Zϵ given by (1.3) and satisfying (1.4), where
Zϵ = H1(Ωϵ) or L

p(Ωϵ) or W
1,p(Ωϵ), for ϵ ≥ 0 and 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞.

On the other hand, we also need to define a family of operators Êϵ : Zϵ → Z0. At first
sight one is tempted to follow a similar procedure as in the case of Eϵ, that is, consider the
extension operator from Ωϵ to RN and then the restriction to Ω. But since we may want to
consider oscillations at the boundary in Ωϵ, the norm of the extension operators from Ωϵ to RN

may not be very well controlled. Therefore, we proceed in a different direction, following the
ideas of [5, 6].

We go to hypothesis (I) and consider the family Kϵ of interior smooth perturbation of Ω
with Kϵ ⊂ Ω ∩ Ωϵ and θϵ : Ω → Kϵ a diffeomorphism satisfying this hypothesis (I). Using Kϵ

and θϵ, we define
Êϵuϵ = uϵ|Kϵ

◦ θϵ,

that is, if x ∈ Ω then (Êϵuϵ)(x) = uϵ(θϵ(x)). If Ω ⊂ Ωϵ, that is, Ωϵ is an exterior perturbation
of Ω, then we can consider Kϵ = Ω, θϵ the identity and Êϵuϵ = uϵ|Ω.

Using now that D(A
α
2
ϵ ) = X

α
2
ϵ = [L2(Ωϵ), H

1(Ωϵ)]α, 0 < α < 1, we can extend the definitions
of Eϵ and Êϵ to the scale of positive fractional power spaces via interpolation. Indeed, we obtain

Eϵ : X
α
2 → X

α
2
ϵ and Êϵ : X

α
2
ϵ → X

α
2 , for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1,

where X
α
2 ≡ X

α
2
0 and they satisfy

∥Eϵu∥
X

α
2
ϵ

≤ k∥u∥
X

α
2
, ∥Eϵu∥

X
α
2
ϵ

→ ∥u∥
X

α
2
, as ϵ→ 0, (2.11)

and
∥Êϵuϵ∥X α

2
≤ k̂∥uϵ∥

X
α
2
ϵ

, ∥Êϵ∥L(X α
2
ϵ ,X

α
2 )

→ 1, as ϵ→ 0, (2.12)

where k, k̂ > 0 are independent of ϵ.
We note that for x ∈ Kϵ0 and 0 < ϵ ≤ ϵ0, we have (ÊϵEϵu)(x) = u(x) and (EϵÊϵuϵ)(x) =

uϵ(x), for all u ∈ X
α
2 and uϵ ∈ X

α
2
ϵ .
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In the following, we prove a lemma that allows us to compare EϵÊϵuϵ and uϵ in X
α
2
ϵ .

Lemma 2.13. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and
(I). Then there exists a function c(ϵ) with c(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ → 0 such that, for any uϵ ∈ H1(Ωϵ),
we have:

(i)

∫
∂Kσ

|uϵ − uϵ ◦ θϵ| ≤ c(ϵ)∥uϵ∥H1(Ωϵ), for σ > ϵ;

(ii)

∫
Kϵ

|uϵ − uϵ ◦ θϵ| ≤ c(ϵ)∥uϵ∥H1(Ωϵ).

Proof. (i) By considering the parameterization ϕi and θσ, we have∫
∂Kσ

|uϵ − uϵ ◦ θϵ| ≤
m∑
i=1

∫
QN−1

|uϵ ◦ θσ ◦ ϕi(x
′)− uϵ ◦ θϵ ◦ θσ ◦ ϕi(x

′)|JN−1(θσ ◦ ϕi)(x
′)dx′.

Considering θϵ ◦ θσ = θσ(ϵ) and using similar arguments as [4, Lemma 4.2], we obtain∫
∂Kσ

|uϵ − uϵ ◦ θϵ| ≤
m∑
i=1

∫
QN−1

|uϵ ◦ Φi(x
′, ρ̂i,σ(x

′))− uϵ ◦ Φi(x
′, ρ̂i,σ(ϵ)(x

′))|JN−1(θσ ◦ ϕi)(x
′)dx′

≤
m∑
i=1

∫
QN−1

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ ρ̂i,σ(ϵ)(x

′)

ρ̂i,σ(x′)

∂(uϵ ◦ Φi)

∂xN
(x′, y)dxN

∣∣∣∣∣ JN−1(θσ ◦ ϕi)(x
′)dx′

≤
m∑
i=1

∥ρ̂i,σ(ϵ) − ρ̂i,σ∥
1
2

L∞(QN−1)

.

∫
QN−1

(∫ ρ̂i,σ(ϵ)(x
′)

ρ̂i,σ(x′)

∣∣∣∣∂(uϵ ◦ Φi)

∂xN
(x′, y)

∣∣∣∣2 dxN
) 1

2

JN−1(θσ ◦ ϕi)(x
′)dx′

≤ c(ϵ)∥uϵ∥H1(Ωϵ),

with c(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0 since ρ̂i,σ(ϵ) → ρ̂i,σ.

(ii) Since θϵ|Kϵ0
= id, then

∫
Kϵ0

|uϵ − uϵ ◦ θϵ| = 0. Thus,

∫
Kϵ

|uϵ − uϵ ◦ θϵ| =
∫
Kϵ\Kϵ0

|uϵ − uϵ ◦ θϵ| =
∫ ϵ0

ϵ

∫
∂Kσ

|uϵ − uϵ ◦ θϵ|dσ ≤ c(ϵ)∥uϵ∥H1(Ωϵ).

Lemma 2.14. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and

(I). If 0 < α < 1 and uϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ such that ∥uϵ∥

X
1
2
ϵ

≤ K, for some K > 0 independent of ϵ, then

∥EϵÊϵuϵ − uϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

→ 0, as ϵ→ 0.
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Proof. By [5, Lemma 3.4], the interpolation’s constants are uniformly bounded in ϵ, and using
Lemma 2.9, we have

∥EϵÊϵuϵ − uϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

≤ C∥EϵÊϵuϵ − uϵ∥Hα(Ωϵ) ≤ K̃∥EϵÊϵuϵ − uϵ∥1−α
L2(Ωϵ)

∥EϵÊϵuϵ − uϵ∥αH1(Ωϵ)
.

Since EϵÊϵuϵ = uϵ ◦ θϵ in Kϵ ⊂ Ω, then

∥EϵÊϵuϵ − uϵ∥2L2(Ωϵ)
=

∫
Ωϵ

|EϵÊϵuϵ − uϵ|2 =
∫
Ωϵ\Kϵ

|EϵÊϵuϵ − uϵ|2 +
∫
Kϵ

|uϵ ◦ θϵ − uϵ|2.

Thus, using Holder Inequality, |Ωϵ \Kϵ| → 0 as ϵ→ 0 and Lemma 2.13, the result follows.

If Ω ⊂ Ωϵ, that is, Ωϵ is an exterior perturbation of Ω, then ÊϵEϵu = u. In the general case,
we obtain

Lemma 2.15. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and

(I). If 0 < α < 1 and u ∈ X
1
2 such that ∥u∥

X
1
2
≤ K, for some K > 0, then

∥ÊϵEϵu− u∥
X

α
2
→ 0, as ϵ→ 0.

Proof. Using Lemma 2.9 and interpolation properties (see [27, Theorem 1.11.3] and [29, pag.
15]), we have

∥ÊϵEϵu− u∥
X

α
2
≤ C∥ÊϵEϵuϵ − uϵ∥Hα(Ω) ≤ C∥ÊϵEϵu− u∥1−α

L2(Ω)∥ÊϵEϵu− u∥αH1(Ω).

Since ÊϵEϵu = u ◦ θϵ in Ω and θϵ|Kϵ0
= id, then∫

Ω

|ÊϵEϵu− u|2 =
∫
Ω

|u ◦ θϵ − u|2 =
∫
Ω\Kϵ0

|u ◦ θϵ − u|2 ≤ c(ϵ)∥u∥2H1(Ω),

with c(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0, where in the last inequality we use the same arguments of Lemma 2.13.
Therefore,

∥ÊϵEϵu− u∥
X

α
2
≤ c(ϵ,K) → 0, as ϵ→ 0.

This concludes the proof of the lemma.

The concepts of E-convergence and E-weak convergence in positive fractional power spaces
are defined as follows.

Definition 2.16. Let 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, uϵ ∈ X
α
2
ϵ and u ∈ X

α
2 . We have:

(i) The family {uϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] E-converges to u if ∥uϵ − Eϵu∥
X

α
2
ϵ

→ 0 as ϵ → 0. We denote this

convergence by uϵ
E−→u;

(ii) The family {uϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] E-weak converges to u if (wϵ, uϵ)
X

1
2
ϵ

→ (w, u)
X

1
2
as ϵ → 0, for any

sequence wϵ
E−→w in X

1
2
ϵ , where (·, ·)

X
1
2
ϵ

and (·, ·)
X

1
2
denote the inner product in X

1
2
ϵ and X

1
2 ,

respectively. We denote this convergence by uϵ
E

−⇀u.
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Once we have stablished the concept of E-convergence in X
α
2
ϵ for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, we are going

to extend appropriately this concept to spaces X
−α

2
ϵ with 0 < α ≤ 1. We define the following

“extension” and “restriction” operators in spaces with negative exponents by duality.

Definition 2.17. For 0 < α ≤ 1, we define

E∗
ϵ : X−α

2 → X
−α

2
ϵ

φ 7→ E∗
ϵφ : X

α
2
ϵ → R

(2.13)

where ⟨E∗
ϵφ, uϵ⟩ = ⟨φ, Êϵuϵ⟩ for all uϵ ∈ X

α
2
ϵ . On the other hand, we define

Ê∗
ϵ : X

−α
2

ϵ → X−α
2

φϵ 7→ Ê∗
ϵφϵ : X

α
2 → R

(2.14)

where ⟨Ê∗
ϵφϵ, u⟩ = ⟨φϵ, Eϵu⟩ for all u ∈ X

α
2 .

We note that these operators satisfy

∥E∗
ϵφ∥X−α

2
ϵ

≤ k∗∥φ∥
X−α

2
and ∥Ê∗

ϵφϵ∥X−α
2
≤ k̂∗∥φϵ∥

X
−α

2
ϵ

,

where k∗, k̂∗ > 0 are independent of ϵ.

Again, if Ω ⊂ Ωϵ then Ê
∗
ϵE

∗
ϵφ = φ for all φ ∈ X−α

2 . In the general case,

Lemma 2.18. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and
(I). If 0 < α < 1 then

⟨Ê∗
ϵE

∗
ϵφ, u⟩ → ⟨φ, u⟩, as ϵ→ 0,

uniformly for u in bounded sets of X
1
2 and φ in bounded sets of X−α

2 .

Proof. In fact, from Definition 2.17, we have

|⟨Ê∗
ϵE

∗
ϵφ, u⟩ − ⟨φ, u⟩| = |⟨E∗

ϵφ,Eϵu⟩ − ⟨φ, u⟩| = |⟨φ, ÊϵEϵu⟩ − ⟨φ, u⟩| ≤ ∥φ∥
X−α

2
∥ÊϵEϵu− u∥

X
α
2
,

and the convergence follows using Lemma 2.15.

The following result proves that E∗ satisfies the condition as defined in (2.10) and that we
will also see in Section 4.1.

Lemma 2.19. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and
(I), then

∥E∗
ϵφ∥X−α

2
ϵ

→ ∥φ∥
X−α

2
, as ϵ→ 0 for any φ ∈ X−α

2 .
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Proof. In fact, for each φ ∈ X−α
2 , we have

∥E∗
ϵφ∥X−α

2
ϵ

= sup

uϵ ∈ X
α
2
ϵ

∥uϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

= 1

|⟨E∗
ϵφ, uϵ⟩| = sup

uϵ ∈ X
α
2
ϵ

∥uϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

= 1

|⟨φ, Êϵuϵ⟩|

≤ sup

uϵ ∈ X
α
2
ϵ

∥uϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

= 1

∥φ∥
X−α

2
∥Êϵuϵ∥X α

2
≤ ∥φ∥

X−α
2
∥Êϵ∥L(X α

2
ϵ ,X

α
2 )

→ ∥φ∥
X−α

2
, as ϵ→ 0,

where we are using that ∥Êϵ∥L(X α
2
ϵ ,X

α
2 )

→ 1, see (2.12).

On the other hand, we note |⟨E∗
ϵφ, uϵ⟩| ≤ ∥E∗

ϵφ∥X−α
2

ϵ

∥uϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

. Now, using the definition of

∥φ∥
X−α

2
we obtain for each η > 0 there exist u ∈ X

α
2 and ϵ = ϵ(η) such that

∥φ∥
X−α

2
− η <

⟨φ, Êϵuϵ⟩
∥uϵ∥

X
α
2
ϵ

≤ ∥φ∥
X−α

2
.

Thus,

∥φ∥
X−α

2
− η <

|⟨E∗
ϵφ, uϵ⟩|

∥uϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

≤ ∥E∗
ϵφ∥X−α

2
ϵ

, for uϵ = Eϵu, ϵ ≤ ϵ(η).

Therefore,

∥E∗
ϵφ∥X−α

2
ϵ

→ ∥φ∥
X−α

2
, as ϵ→ 0.

We also note that Ê∗
ϵ ̸= Êϵ if α = 0, even in the case where the Ωϵ is an exterior perturbation

of Ω. In fact, since ⟨Ê∗
ϵ uϵ, v⟩ =

∫
Ωϵ
uϵEϵv and Êϵuϵ = uϵ|Ω that means, Êϵuϵ as a functional in

L2(Ω) is given by ⟨Êϵuϵ, v⟩ =
∫
Ω
uϵv.

Now, we define the concepts of E∗-convergence and E∗-weak convergence in negative frac-
tional power spaces, using the operator E∗

ϵ .

Definition 2.20. Let 0 < α ≤ 1, φϵ ∈ X
−α

2
ϵ and φ ∈ X−α

2 . We have:

(i) The family {φϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] E∗-converges to φ if ∥φϵ − E∗
ϵφ∥X−α

2
ϵ

→ 0 as ϵ→ 0. We denote this

convergence by φϵ
E∗
−→φ;

(ii) The family {φϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] E∗-weak converges to φ if ⟨φϵ, uϵ⟩ → ⟨φ, u⟩ whenever uϵ
E−→u in X

α
2
ϵ .

We denote this convergence by φϵ

E∗

−⇀φ.

Lemma 2.21. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and

(I). If vϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ and v0 ∈ X

1
2 with vϵ

E−→v0 in X
1
2
ϵ , then vϵ

E∗
−→v0 in X

−α
2

ϵ , for 0 < α ≤ 1.



21

Proof. Initially, for α = 1, we have

∥vϵ − E∗
ϵ v0∥

X
− 1

2
ϵ

= sup

uϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ

∥uϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

= 1

|⟨vϵ − E∗
ϵ v0, uϵ⟩|.

Since

|⟨vϵ−E∗
ϵ v0, uϵ⟩| = |⟨vϵ, uϵ⟩−⟨v0, Êϵuϵ⟩| ≤ |⟨vϵ, uϵ⟩−⟨Eϵv0, uϵ⟩|+ |⟨Eϵv0, uϵ⟩−⟨v0, Êϵuϵ⟩|. (2.15)

We have,

|⟨vϵ, uϵ⟩ − ⟨Eϵv0, uϵ⟩| ≤ ∥vϵ − Eϵv0∥H1(Ωϵ)∥uϵ∥H1(Ωϵ) → 0, as ϵ→ 0, (2.16)

uniformly in uϵ such that ∥uϵ∥H1(Ωϵ) = 1. Moreover,

|⟨Eϵv0, uϵ⟩ − ⟨v0, Êϵuϵ⟩| =
∣∣∣∣∫

Ωϵ

∇Eϵv0∇uϵ +
∫
Ωϵ

Eϵv0uϵ −
∫
Ω

∇v0∇Êϵuϵ −
∫
Ω

v0Êϵuϵ

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∫
Ωϵ\Kϵ

(∇Eϵv0∇uϵ + Eϵv0uϵ) +

∫
Kϵ

(∇Eϵv0∇uϵ + Eϵv0uϵ)−
∫
Ω

(∇v0∇Êϵuϵ + v0Êϵuϵ)

∣∣∣∣ . (2.17)

Since ∣∣∣∣∫
Ωϵ\Kϵ

(∇Eϵv0∇uϵ + Eϵv0uϵ)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥uϵ∥H1(Ωϵ)∥Eϵv0∥H1(Ωϵ\Kϵ) → 0, as ϵ→ 0, (2.18)

uniformly in uϵ such that ∥uϵ∥H1(Ωϵ) = 1, and∫
Kϵ

(∇Eϵv0∇uϵ + Eϵv0uϵ)−
∫
Ω

(∇v0∇Êϵuϵ + v0Êϵuϵ)

=

∫
Kϵ

(∇Eϵv0∇uϵ + Eϵv0uϵ)(1− JNθ
−1
ϵ ) +

∫
Kϵ

(∇Eϵv0∇uϵ + Eϵv0uϵ)JNθ
−1
ϵ

−
∫
Ω

∇v0∇Êϵuϵ −
∫
Ω

v0Êϵuϵ

= (I) + (II)− (III)− (IV ).

We have,

(III) =

∫
Kϵ

∇v0(θ−1
ϵ (x))∇uϵ(x)Dθϵ(θ−1

ϵ (x))JNθ
−1
ϵ (x)dx

and

(IV ) =

∫
Kϵ

v0(θ
−1
ϵ (x))uϵ(x)JNθ

−1
ϵ (x)dx.

Since JNθ
−1
ϵ → 1 in L∞(Kϵ) as ϵ→ 0, then

(I) =

∫
Kϵ

(∇Eϵv0∇uϵ + Eϵv0uϵ)(1− JNθ
−1
ϵ ) → 0, as ϵ→ 0. (2.19)
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Also,

(II)− (III)− (IV ) =

∫
Kϵ

[∇v0(x)∇uϵ(x)−∇v0(θ−1
ϵ (x))∇uϵ(x)Dθϵ(θ−1

ϵ (x))]JNθ
−1
ϵ (x)dx

+

∫
Kϵ

[v0(x)− v0(θ
−1
ϵ (x))]uϵ(x)JNθ

−1
ϵ (x)dx→ 0, as ϵ→ 0.

(2.20)
From (2.18), (2.19) and (2.20), we have ∥vϵ − E∗

ϵ v0∥
X

− 1
2

ϵ

→ 0, as ϵ→ 0.

Finally, using Lemma 2.9 and interpolation properties, we have

∥vϵ − E∗
ϵ v0∥X−α

2
ϵ

≤ C∥vϵ − E∗
ϵ v0∥H−α(Ωϵ) ≤ C∥vϵ − E∗

ϵ v0∥1−α
H−1(Ωϵ)

∥vϵ − E∗
ϵ v0∥αL2(Ωϵ)

,

and since ∥vϵ − E∗
ϵ v0∥L2(Ωϵ) is uniformly bounded, we obtain the convergence in X

−α
2

ϵ .

Lemma 2.22. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and

(I). Let uϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ such that ∥uϵ∥

X
1
2
ϵ

≤ K, for some K > 0 independent of ϵ. Then, there exist

a subsequence denoted by uϵk and u0 ∈ X
1
2 such that uϵk

E
−⇀u0 and Êϵkuϵk−⇀u0 in X

1
2 .

Proof. If ∥uϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

≤ K then ∥Êϵuϵ∥X 1
2
≤ K̃. Thus, there exist a subsequence Êϵkuϵk and

u0 ∈ X
1
2 such that Êϵkuϵk−⇀u0 in X

1
2 .

Using [4, Proposition 3.1], to prove that uϵk
E

−⇀u0 it is enough to prove that

(Eϵkv, uϵk)
X

1
2
ϵk

→ (v, u0)X
1
2
, for all v ∈ X

1
2 .

For each v ∈ X
1
2 , we have

|(Eϵkv, uϵk)
X

1
2
ϵk

− (v, u0)X
1
2
| ≤ |(Eϵkv, uϵk)

X
1
2
ϵk

− (v, Êϵkuϵk)X
1
2
|+ |(v, Êϵkuϵk)X

1
2
− (v, u0)X

1
2
|.

Since Êϵkuϵk−⇀u0 in X
1
2 then |(v, Êϵkuϵk)X

1
2
− (v, u0)X

1
2
| → 0. On the other hand,

|(Eϵkv, uϵk)
X

1
2
ϵk

− (v, Êϵkuϵk)X
1
2
| =

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
Ωϵk

∇Eϵkv∇uϵk +
∫
Ωϵk

Eϵkvuϵk −
∫
Ω

∇v∇Êϵkuϵk −
∫
Ω

vÊϵkuϵk

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
Ωϵk

\Kϵk

(∇Eϵkv∇uϵk + Eϵkvuϵk) +

∫
Kϵk

(∇Eϵkv∇uϵk + Eϵkvuϵk)−
∫
Ω

(∇v∇Êϵkuϵk + vÊϵkuϵk)

∣∣∣∣∣ .
(2.21)

Notice that (2.21) is the same as (2.17). Thus, the proof follows analogously to the Lemma
2.21.
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3 P-continuity of the attractors

We have seen in Subsection 2.4 that the hypotheses [A1] and [A2] imply the Pβ-continuity of
the attractors in Y β

ϵ , for some 0 ≤ β < 1. In this section we are going to define clearly the
choice of our space Yϵ and Y β

ϵ and prove that for this choice, the hypotheses [A1] and [A2]
hold. This will imply the Pβ-continuity of the attractors of our problems (1.1) and (1.2) or
(2.1).

If we fix a value α ∈ (0, 1) and we choose Yϵ = X
−α

2
ϵ , ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0], where Y0 = Y and

X
−α

2
0 = X−α

2 , and consider them as the base spaces of the operators Aϵ.

We define the operator pϵ : Y → Yϵ, that is, pϵ : X−α
2 → X

−α
2

ϵ as pϵ = E∗
ϵ , where E

∗
ϵ :

X−α
2 → X

−α
2

ϵ is given by (2.13). Moreover, choosing β = 1+α
2

∈ (1
2
, 1) then we have Y

1+α
2

ϵ =

X
1
2
ϵ = H1(Ωϵ), ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0], and p

1+α
2

ϵ : Y
1+α
2 → Y

1+α
2

ϵ given by

p
1+α
2

ϵ x = (Aϵ)
− 1+α

2 E∗
ϵ (A0)

1+α
2 x, for x ∈ Y

1+α
2 .

In particular, if α ∈ (1
2
, 1) then X

α
2
ϵ ≡ Hα(Ωϵ) and therefore the trace operator from X

α
2
ϵ to

L2(∂Ωϵ) is well defined and continuous for ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0], see Lemmas 2.9 and 2.12. This is necessary
in Subsection 3.2 to deal with the nonlinearity at the boundary in the problems (1.1) and (1.2).

We can distinguish within [A1] and [A2] hypotheses related to either resolvents or nonli-
nearities. So, in the next two subsections organized by those focus we are going to prove now
several results which will conclude with a proof that hypotheses [A1] and [A2] hold with our
notions of convergence and operators defined in Subsection 2.6. Later, in Subsection 4.1, we will
show the concepts of P 1+α

2 -convergence (see Definition 2.7) and E-convergence (see Definition
2.16) are equivalent and consequently we will conclude the E-continuity of the attractors.

3.1 Checking hypothesis [A1] related to resolvent operators

Initially, we note the operators Aϵ, ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0], defined in Subsection 2.2 are sectorial. We
will prove that the resolvent operators are compact. Moreover, we will prove the compact
convergence of A−1

ϵ to A−1
0 (see Definition 2.6).

Lemma 3.1. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and

(I). If 0 < α < 1 then the family {A−1
ϵ ∈ L(X−α

2
ϵ , X

1
2
ϵ ) : ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0]} compactly converges to

A−1
0 ∈ L(X−α

2 , X
1
2 ), as ϵ→ 0, that is, A−1

ϵ
CC−→A−1

0 .

Proof. We are going to prove that:

1. A−1
ϵ : X

−α
2

ϵ → X
1
2
ϵ is a compact operator, for ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0] and 0 < α < 1;

2. {A−1
ϵ hϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] is an E-precompact family whenever ∥hϵ∥

X
−α

2
ϵ

is bounded;

3. If hϵ
E∗
−→ h0 then A−1

ϵ hϵ
E−→A−1

0 h0.

Let us show each of the three points above.
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1. Since X
1−α

2
ϵ ↪→ X

1
2
ϵ is compact, for α < 1, and A−1

ϵ : X
−α

2
ϵ → X

1−α
2

ϵ is continuous then

A−1
ϵ : X

−α
2

ϵ → X
1
2
ϵ is compact.

2. Let {hϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] be a family in X
−α

2
ϵ such that ∥hϵ∥

X
−α

2
ϵ

≤ K, for some K > 0 independent of

ϵ, we will prove that there exists a subsequence of {A−1
ϵ hϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] which is E-convergent in X

1
2
ϵ .

For each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0], denote by vϵ = A−1
ϵ hϵ ∈ X

1
2
ϵ , that is Aϵvϵ = hϵ. Note that vϵ ∈ X

1
2
ϵ

and ∥vϵ∥2
X

1
2
ϵ

is uniformly bounded. In fact, using Lemma 2.12 to ensure that X
1
2
ϵ ↪→ X

α
2
ϵ , with

embedding constant c > 0 independent of ϵ, we have

∥vϵ∥2
X

1
2
ϵ

= ∥vϵ∥2H1(Ωϵ)
=

∫
Ωϵ

|∇vϵ|2 +
∫
Ωϵ

|vϵ|2 = ⟨Aϵvϵ, vϵ⟩ = ⟨hϵ, vϵ⟩

≤ ∥hϵ∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

∥vϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

≤ c∥hϵ∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

∥vϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

≤ cK∥vϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

.
(3.1)

Moreover, ∥Êϵvϵ∥X 1
2
≤ C, with C > 0 independent of ϵ. Thus, by Lemma 2.22, we have that

there exist a subsequence denoted by vϵk and v0 ∈ X
1
2 such that

Êϵkvϵk−⇀v0 in X
1
2 , Êϵkvϵk −→ v0 in X

α
2 and vϵk

E
−⇀v0 in X

1
2
ϵ .

We need to prove that A−1
ϵk
hϵk = vϵk

E−→v0. Since vϵk
E

−⇀v0 then it is sufficient to prove that
∥vϵk∥

X
1
2
ϵk

→ ∥v0∥X 1
2
, as k → ∞.

Note that ∥hϵ∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

≤ K implies ∥Ê∗
ϵhϵ∥X−α

2
≤ K̃. Using Banach-Alaouglu-Bourbaki The-

orem, there exist h0 ∈ X−α
2 and a subsequence Ê∗

ϵnhϵn such that, for all ϕ ∈ X
α
2 ,

⟨Ê∗
ϵnhϵn , ϕ⟩ → ⟨h0, ϕ⟩, as n→ ∞. (3.2)

Now, we are going to prove that:

If ϕn ∈ X
α
2 with ϕn → ϕ in X

α
2 , then ⟨Ê∗

ϵnhϵn , ϕn⟩ → ⟨h0, ϕ⟩, as n→ ∞. (3.3)

In fact, using (3.2) we obtain

|⟨Ê∗
ϵnhϵn , ϕn⟩ − ⟨h0, ϕ⟩| ≤ |⟨Ê∗

ϵnhϵn , ϕn⟩ − ⟨Ê∗
ϵnhϵn , ϕ⟩|+ |⟨Ê∗

ϵnhϵn , ϕ⟩ − ⟨h0, ϕ⟩|
≤ ∥Ê∗

ϵnhϵn∥X−α
2
∥ϕn − ϕ∥

X
α
2
+ |⟨Ê∗

ϵnhϵn , ϕ⟩ − ⟨h0, ϕ⟩| → 0, as n→ ∞.

Taking subsequences and considering ϕk = Êϵkvϵk and ϕ = v0, we have ϕk → ϕ in X
α
2 .

Thus, by (3.3) we obtain

⟨Ê∗
ϵk
hϵk , Êϵkvϵk⟩ → ⟨h0, v0⟩, as k → ∞.



25

Now, since ⟨Ê∗
ϵk
hϵk , Êϵkvϵk⟩ = ⟨hϵk , EϵkÊϵkvϵk⟩ and, by Lemma 2.14, ∥EϵkÊϵkvϵk − vϵk∥X α

2
ϵk

→ 0,

as k → ∞, then

|⟨hϵk , vϵk⟩ − ⟨h0, v0⟩| ≤ |⟨hϵk , vϵk⟩ − ⟨hϵk , EϵkÊϵkvϵk⟩|+ |⟨Ê∗
ϵk
hϵk , Êϵkvϵk⟩ − ⟨h0, v0⟩|

≤ ∥hϵk∥X−α
2

ϵk

∥EϵkÊϵkvϵk − vϵk∥X α
2
ϵk

+ |⟨Ê∗
ϵk
hϵk , Êϵkvϵk⟩ − ⟨h0, v0⟩| → 0.

Thus,
⟨hϵk , vϵk⟩ → ⟨h0, v0⟩, as k → ∞.

By (3.1) we have ∥vϵk∥2
X

1
2
ϵk

= ⟨hϵk , vϵk⟩, then

∥vϵk∥2
X

1
2
ϵk

→ ⟨h0, v0⟩. (3.4)

Finally, we will prove that ⟨h0, v0⟩ = ∥v0∥2
X

1
2
and v0 = A−1

0 h0. We note

∥v0∥2
X

1
2
= ∥v0∥2H1(Ω) =

∫
Ω

|∇v0|2 +
∫
Ω

|v0|2 = ⟨A0v0, v0⟩. (3.5)

On the one hand, vϵk
E

−⇀v0, then

(vϵk , Eϵkw)
X

1
2
ϵk

→ (v0, w)X
1
2
, for all w ∈ X

1
2 .

On the other hand, by (3.2) we have

(vϵk , Eϵkw)
X

1
2
ϵk

= (A−1
ϵk
hϵk , Eϵkw)

X
1
2
ϵk

= ⟨hϵk , Eϵkw⟩ = ⟨Ê∗
ϵk
hϵk , w⟩ → ⟨h0, w⟩, for all w ∈ X

1
2 .

Hence and the uniqueness of the limit, we have

⟨h0, w⟩ = (v0, w)X
1
2
= ⟨A0v0, w⟩, for all w ∈ X

1
2 .

Thus,
v0 = A−1

0 h0 or A0v0 = h0. (3.6)

By (3.4), (3.5) and (3.6), we obtain

∥vϵk∥2
X

1
2
ϵk

→ ∥v0∥2
X

1
2
.

3. Since hϵ
E∗
−→h0 then ∥hϵ∥

X
−α

2
ϵ

≤ K, for some K > 0 independent of ϵ. Thus, for any sequence

ϵk → 0, we can extract another subsequence, which we denote also as ϵk, such that following the

argument made above to prove item 2, we have A−1
ϵk
hϵk

E−→A−1
0 h0. Since this has been proved

for any sequence, we obtain the E-convergence for the whole family, that is, A−1
ϵ hϵ

E−→A−1
0 h0.

Now, we verify that the resolvents (µI + Aϵ)
−1 compactly converge to (µI + A0)

−1.
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Lemma 3.2. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and (I).
If 0 < α < 1 and µ ∈ ρ(−A0), then there exists ϵµ > 0 such that µ ∈ ρ(−Aϵ), for all ϵ ∈ [0, ϵµ],
and there exists a constant Mµ > 0 independent of ϵ such that

∥(µI + Aϵ)
−1∥

L(X
−α

2
ϵ ,X

1
2
ϵ )

≤Mµ, for all ϵ ∈ [0, ϵµ]. (3.7)

Furthermore, (µI + Aϵ)
−1 CC−→(µI + A0)

−1.

Proof. Since µ ∈ ρ(−A0) then

(µI + A0)
−1 = [(µA−1

0 + I)A0)]
−1 = A−1

0 (µA−1
0 + I)−1 = A−1

0 (I + µA−1
0 )−1.

Thus, (I + µA−1
0 )−1 exists and (I + µA−1

0 ) is one-to-one and onto, thus ker(I + µA−1
0 ) = {0}.

By Lemma 3.1, A−1
ϵ

CC−→A−1
0 , then using [4, Lemma 3.1], we obtain that there exist ϵµ > 0 and

constants M̃µ, C > 0 independents of ϵ such that for all ϵ ∈ [0, ϵµ], ∥A−1
ϵ ∥

L(X
−α

2
ϵ ,X

1
2
ϵ )

≤ C,

µ ∈ ρ(−Aϵ) and
∥(I + µA−1

ϵ )−1∥
L(X

−α
2

ϵ )
≤ M̃µ. (3.8)

Therefore, A−1
ϵ (I + µA−1

ϵ )−1 is well defined from X
−α

2
ϵ to X

1
2
ϵ , and it is bounded. In fact,

∥A−1
ϵ (I + µA−1

ϵ )−1∥
L(X

−α
2

ϵ ,X
1
2
ϵ )

≤ ∥A−1
ϵ ∥

L(X
−α

2
ϵ ,X

1
2
ϵ )
∥(I + µA−1

ϵ )−1∥
L(X

−α
2

ϵ )
≤ CM̃µ.

Note that

A−1
ϵ (I + µA−1

ϵ )−1 = A−1
ϵ (µA−1

ϵ + I)−1 = [(µA−1
ϵ + I)Aϵ]

−1 = (µI + Aϵ)
−1.

Thus, there exist ϵµ > 0 and Mµ > 0 independent of ϵ such that, for all ϵ ∈ [0, ϵµ], µ ∈ ρ(−Aϵ)
and (3.7) holds.

In order to show (µI + Aϵ)
−1 CC−→(µI + A0)

−1, we need to prove that:

1. (µI + Aϵ)
−1 : X

−α
2

ϵ → X
1
2
ϵ is a compact operator, for ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0] and 0 < α < 1;

2. {(µI + Aϵ)
−1hϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] is an E-precompact family whenever ∥hϵ∥

X
−α

2
ϵ

is bounded;

3. If hϵ
E∗
−→h0 then (µI + Aϵ)

−1hϵ
E−→(µI + A0)

−1h0.

Let us show each of the three points above.

1. The proof is similar to the item 2 that we will prove below.

2. Let {hϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] be a family in X
−α

2
ϵ such that ∥hϵ∥

X
−α

2
ϵ

≤ K, for some K > 0 independent of

ϵ. Note that
(µI + Aϵ)

−1hϵ = A−1
ϵ (I + µA−1

ϵ )−1hϵ.

Using (3.8) we obtain {(I+µA−1
ϵ )−1hϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] is a family in X

−α
2

ϵ which is uniformly bounded in
ϵ. Hence, from Lemma 3.1, we get that {A−1

ϵ (I + µA−1
ϵ )−1hϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] is an E-precompact family

in X
1
2
ϵ . Consequently, {(µI + Aϵ)

−1hϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] is an E-precompact family in X
1
2
ϵ .



27

3. If hϵ
E∗
−→h0 then ∥hϵ∥

X
−α

2
ϵ

≤ K, for some K > 0 independent of ϵ. Now, from item 2. for

any subsequence of {(µI +Aϵ)
−1hϵ}ϵ∈(0,ϵ0] there exist a subsequence {(µI +Aϵk)

−1hϵk}k∈N and

y ∈ X
1
2 such that (µI + Aϵk)

−1hϵk
E−→y in X

1
2
ϵk . Taking zϵk = (I + µA−1

ϵk
)−1A−1

ϵk
hϵk we have

zϵk = (I + µA−1
ϵk
)−1A−1

ϵk
hϵk = (µI + Aϵk)

−1hϵk
E−→y, in X

1
2
ϵk . (3.9)

Using again Lemma 3.1, we have

A−1
ϵk
hϵk

E−→A−1
0 h0, in X

1
2
ϵk . (3.10)

On the other hand, since zϵk
E−→y in X

1
2
ϵk , then by Lemma 2.21 zϵk

E∗
−→y in X

−α
2

ϵk . Using again
Lemma 3.1, we obtain

A−1
ϵk
zϵk

E−→A−1
0 y, in X

1
2
ϵk . (3.11)

Note that A−1
ϵk
hϵk = (I + µA−1

ϵk
)zϵk = zϵk + µA−1

ϵk
zϵk . Now, from (3.9) and (3.11), we have

A−1
ϵk
hϵk

E−→y + µA−1
0 y = (I + µA−1

0 )y, in X
1
2
ϵk . (3.12)

Using (3.10), (3.12) and uniqueness of the limit, we have A−1
0 h0 = (I + µA−1

0 )y. Thus,
y = (µI + A0)

−1h0 and

(µI + Aϵk)
−1hϵk

E−→(µI + A0)
−1h0, in X

1
2
ϵk .

In particular, y is independent of the subsequence chosen. This implies that the whole sequence

(µI + Aϵ)
−1hϵ E-converges to y = (µI + A0)

−1h0. Thus (µI + Aϵ)
−1 CC−→(µI + A0)

−1.

Moreover, we can obtain that the boundedness (3.7) in Lemma 3.2 is uniform.

Lemma 3.3. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and (I).
Let 0 < α < 1 and K be a compact set, K ⊂ ρ(−A0), then there exists ϵK > 0 such that
K ⊂ ρ(−Aϵ), for all ϵ ∈ [0, ϵK ], and

sup
α∈(0,1)

sup
ϵ∈[0,ϵK ]

sup
µ∈K

∥(µI + Aϵ)
−1∥

L(X
−α

2
ϵ ,X

1
2
ϵ )
<∞. (3.13)

Proof. From Lemma 3.1 we have that A−1
ϵ

CC−→A−1
0 . Hence, by [4, Proposition 3.3], there

exists ϵK > 0 such that K ⊂ ρ(−Aϵ), for all ϵ ∈ [0, ϵK ], and by [4, Lemma 3.1], we obtain
that there exists a constant C > 0 independent of ϵ such that ∥A−1

ϵ ∥
L(X

−α
2

ϵ ,X
1
2
ϵ )

≤ C. Since

(µI +Aϵ)
−1 = A−1

ϵ (I + µA−1
ϵ )−1 then, in order to prove the uniformly boundedness (3.13) it is

sufficient to prove

sup
α∈(0,1)

sup
ϵ∈[0,ϵK ]

sup
µ∈K

∥(I + µA−1
ϵ )−1∥

L(X
−α

2
ϵ )

<∞. (3.14)
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Suppose that (3.14) is not uniformly bounded, thus there exist sequences ϵn → 0 and µn ∈ K
such that µn → µ̄ ∈ K and

∥(I + µnA
−1
ϵn )

−1∥
L(X

−α
2

ϵn )
→ ∞, as n→ ∞.

Since µnA
−1
ϵn

CC−→µ̄A−1
0 then using again [4, Lemma 3.1], we obtain that there exist ϵ0 > 0 and

a constant M > 0 such that ∥(I + µnA
−1
ϵn )

−1∥
L(X

−α
2

ϵn )
≤ M , for all ϵn ∈ [0, ϵ0], which is a

contradiction.

Therefore, the results above imply the conditions on the resolvent in the hypothesis [A1]
hold.

3.2 Checking hypotheses [A1] and [A2] related to nonlinearities

In order to prove the P 1+α
2 -continuity of the attractors, we need to prove the hypotheses [A1]

and [A2] in Subsection 2.4 related to nonlinearities.
Initially, we will prove that the abstract nonlinearities given by (2.2) and (2.3) are bounded

and globally Lipschitz.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose that f and g satisfy (2.4) and (2.5) and 1
2
< α ≤ 1. Then there exists

K > 0 independent of ϵ such that

∥hϵ(uϵ)∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

≤ K, for all uϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ and 0 ≤ ϵ ≤ ϵ0.

Proof. Initially, for each ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0] we have

∥hϵ(uϵ)∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

= sup

ψϵ ∈ X
α
2
ϵ

∥ψϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

= 1

|⟨hϵ(uϵ), ψϵ⟩|.

Since that f and g satisfy (2.4) and (2.5), then there exists C > 0 independent of ϵ such
that

∥f(·, uϵ(·))∥L∞(Ωϵ) ≤ C and ∥g(·, uϵ(·))∥L∞(Ωϵ) ≤ C, for all ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0]. (3.15)

For ϵ = 0, using (3.15), γ ∈ L∞(∂Ω), Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and Lemma 2.12, we get

|⟨h0(u0), ψ0⟩| ≤
∫
Ω

|f(x, u0)||ψ0|+
∫
∂Ω

|γ(x)||g(x, u0)||ψ0|

≤ C|Ω|
1
2∥ψ0∥L2(Ω) + C∥γ∥L∞(∂Ω)|∂Ω|

1
2∥ψ0∥L2(∂Ω)

≤ (C1|Ω|
1
2 + C2|∂Ω|

1
2∥γ∥L∞(∂Ω))∥ψ0∥X α

2
,

for all ψ0 ∈ X
α
2 . Thus, there exists K1 > 0 such that

∥h0(u0)∥X−α
2
≤ K1. (3.16)
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Now for ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0], using (3.15), Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, Lemma 2.12 and uniformly
bounded of domains, we get

|⟨hϵ(uϵ), ψϵ⟩| ≤
∫
Ωϵ

|f(x, uϵ)||ψϵ|+
∫
∂Ωϵ

|g(x, uϵ)||ψϵ|

≤ C|Ωϵ|
1
2∥ψϵ∥L2(Ωϵ) + C|∂Ωϵ|

1
2∥ψϵ∥L2(∂Ωϵ)

≤ (C̃1|Ωϵ|
1
2 + C̃2|∂Ωϵ|

1
2 )∥ψϵ∥

X
α
2
ϵ

,

for all ψϵ ∈ X
α
2
ϵ . Thus, there exists K2 > 0 independent of ϵ such that

∥hϵ(uϵ)∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

≤ K2. (3.17)

Therefore, the result follows from (3.16) and (3.17).

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that f and g satisfy (2.4) and (2.5) and 1
2
< α ≤ 1. Then, for each

0 ≤ ϵ ≤ ϵ0, the map hϵ : X
1
2
ϵ → X

−α
2

ϵ is globally Lipschitz, that is, there exists L > 0 independent
of ϵ such that

∥hϵ(uϵ)− hϵ(vϵ)∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

≤ L∥uϵ − vϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

, for all uϵ, vϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ and 0 ≤ ϵ ≤ ϵ0.

Proof. Initially, for each ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0] we have

∥hϵ(uϵ)− hϵ(vϵ)∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

= sup

ψϵ ∈ X
α
2
ϵ

∥ψϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

= 1

|⟨hϵ(uϵ)− hϵ(vϵ), ψϵ⟩|.

For each ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0], using Mean Value Theorem, we can write

f(x, uϵ(x))− f(x, vϵ(x)) = ∂uf(x, w̃ϵ(x)uϵ(x) + (1− w̃ϵ(x))vϵ(x))[uϵ(x)− vϵ(x)], x ∈ Ωϵ,

and

g(x, uϵ(x))− g(x, vϵ(x)) = ∂ug(x, ŵϵ(x)uϵ(x) + (1− ŵϵ(x))vϵ(x))[uϵ(x)− vϵ(x)], x ∈ ∂Ωϵ,

where w̃ϵ(x) ∈ [0, 1] for all x ∈ Ωϵ and ŵϵ(x) ∈ [0, 1] for all x ∈ ∂Ωϵ.
For ϵ = 0, using that f and g satisfy (2.4) and (2.5), γ ∈ L∞(∂Ω), Cauchy-Schwartz

inequality and Lemma 2.12, we get

|⟨h0(u0)− h0(v0), ψ0⟩| ≤
∫
Ω

|f(x, u0)− f(x, v0)||ψ0|+
∫
∂Ω

|γ(x)||g(x, u0)− g(x, v0)||ψ0|

≤ C∥u0 − v0∥L2(Ω)∥ψ0∥L2(Ω) + C∥γ∥L∞(∂Ω)∥u0 − v0∥L2(∂Ω)∥ψ0∥L2(∂Ω)

≤ (C1 + C2∥γ∥L∞(∂Ω))∥u0 − v0∥X 1
2
∥ψ0∥X α

2
,
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for all ψ0 ∈ X
α
2 . Thus, there exists L1 > 0 such that

∥h0(u0)− h0(v0)∥X−α
2
≤ L1∥u0 − v0∥X 1

2
. (3.18)

Now for ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0], using that f and g satisfy (2.4) and (2.5), Cauchy-Schwartz inequality
and Lemma 2.12, we get

|⟨hϵ(uϵ)− hϵ(vϵ), ψϵ⟩| ≤
∫
Ωϵ

|f(x, uϵ)− f(x, vϵ)||ψϵ|+
∫
∂Ωϵ

|g(x, uϵ)− g(x, vϵ)||ψϵ|

≤ C∥uϵ − vϵ∥L2(Ωϵ)∥ψϵ∥L2(Ωϵ) + C∥uϵ − vϵ∥L2(∂Ωϵ)∥ψϵ∥L2(∂Ωϵ)

≤ (C̃1 + C̃2)∥uϵ − vϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

∥ψϵ∥
X

α
2
ϵ

,

for all ψϵ ∈ X
α
2
ϵ . Thus, there exists L2 > 0 independent of ϵ such that

∥hϵ(uϵ)− hϵ(vϵ)∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

≤ L2∥uϵ − vϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

. (3.19)

Therefore, the result follows from (3.18) and (3.19).

To simplify the proof of results, from now on we will assume that the nonlinearities depend
only on uϵ, ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0], that is, we will consider f(uϵ) and g(uϵ) in the problems (1.1) and (1.2)
instead of f(x, uϵ) and g(x, uϵ).

We need to verify the E∗-convergence of the nonlinearities hϵ given by (2.2) and (2.3). For
this, we need the following result

Lemma 3.6. Let Q ⊂ RN be an open bounded set and ψϵ, ψ ∈ Lp(Q), 0 < ϵ ≤ ϵ0, such that
∥ψϵ∥Lp(Q) ≤ K and ∥ψ∥Lp(Q) ≤ K, for some K > 0 independent of ϵ. If ψϵ−⇀ψ in Lp(Q) then∣∣∣∣∫

Q

ϑϵ(x)(ψϵ(x)− ψ(x))dx

∣∣∣∣ = c(ϵ, ϑϵ) → 0,

uniformly for ϑϵ in compact sets of Lp′(Q), where 1
p
+ 1

p′
= 1.

Proof. Suppose that the convergence is not uniform in compact sets of Lp′(Q). Therefore,
there exist a compact set C of Lp′(Q), η0 > 0 and a sequence ϑϵ ∈ C such that∣∣∣∣∫

R

ϑϵ(x)(ψϵ(x)− ψ(x))dx

∣∣∣∣ = c(ϵ, ϑϵ) ≥ η0, as ϵ→ 0. (3.20)

We are going to prove that (3.20) is not possible.
In fact, since ϑϵ ∈ C, if necessary there exists a subsequence of ϑϵ and a function ϑ ∈ C

such that ϑϵ → ϑ in Lp′(Q) as ϵ→ 0. We have,∣∣∣∣∫
R

ϑϵ(x)(ψϵ(x)− ψ(x))dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫
R

|ϑϵ(x)− ϑ(x)||ψϵ(x)− ψ(x)|dx+
∣∣∣∣∫

R

ϑ(x)(ψϵ(x)− ψ(x))dx

∣∣∣∣ .
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By using Holder inequality,∫
R

|ϑϵ(x)− ϑ(x)||ψϵ(x)− ψ(x)|dx ≤ ∥ϑϵ − ϑ∥Lp′ (Q)∥ψϵ − ψ∥Lp(Q) ≤ 2K∥ϑϵ − ϑ∥Lp′ (Q) → 0.

Since ψϵ−⇀ψ in Lp(Q) then∣∣∣∣∫
R

ϑ(x)(ψϵ(x)− ψ(x))dx

∣∣∣∣→ 0, as ϵ→ 0,

and we obtain a contradiction to (3.20).

Lemma 3.7. Suppose that f and g satisfy (2.4) and (2.5) and let 1
2
< α ≤ 1, then

∥hϵ(Eϵu)− E∗
ϵh0(u)∥X−α

2
ϵ

→ 0,

uniformly for u in bounded sets of X
1
2 .

Proof. We first consider α = 1. Since

∥hϵ(Eϵu)− E∗
ϵh0(u)∥

X
− 1

2
ϵ

= sup

vϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ

∥vϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

= 1

|⟨hϵ(Eϵu), vϵ⟩ − ⟨E∗
ϵh0(u), vϵ⟩|.

Let vϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ we have

|⟨hϵ(Eϵu), vϵ⟩ − ⟨E∗
ϵh0(u), vϵ⟩| = |⟨hϵ(Eϵu), vϵ⟩ − ⟨h0(u), Êϵvϵ⟩|

≤
∣∣∣∣∫

Ωϵ

f(Eϵu)vϵ −
∫
Ω

f(u)Êϵvϵ

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∫
∂Ωϵ

g(Eϵu)vϵ −
∫
∂Ω

γ(x)g(u)Êϵvϵ

∣∣∣∣. (3.21)

Using (2.4), Lemma 2.13, |Ωϵ \Kϵ| → 0 and |Ω \Kϵ| → 0 as ϵ→ 0, we obtain∣∣∣∣∫
Ωϵ

f(Eϵu)vϵ −
∫
Ω

f(u)Êϵvϵ

∣∣∣∣
≤

∫
Ωϵ\Kϵ

|f(Eϵu)vϵ|+
∫
Ω\Kϵ

|f(u)Êϵvϵ|+
∫
Kϵ

|f(u)(vϵ − Êϵvϵ)| ≤ c1(ϵ)∥vϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

,

with c1(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0.
Consider the finite cover {Ui}mi=0 such that Ωϵ ⊂ ∪m

i=0Ui ≡ U , the local parametrizations ϕi,ϵ

and ϕi of ∂Ωϵ and ∂Ω, respectively. By Definition 2.2, we have γ(ϕi(x
′))JN−1ϕi(x

′) = γi(x
′) for

x′ ∈ QN−1. Hence, ∣∣∣∣∫
Ui∩∂Ωϵ

g(Eϵu)vϵ −
∫
Ui∩∂Ω

γ(x)g(u)Êϵvϵ

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
QN−1

g((Eϵu)(ϕi,ϵ(x
′)))vϵ(ϕi,ϵ(x

′))JN−1ϕi,ϵ(x
′)dx′

−
∫
QN−1

g(u(ϕi(x
′)))(Êϵvϵ)(ϕi(x

′))γi(x
′)dx′

∣∣∣∣∣ .
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Since (Eϵu)|Ω = u and ϕi(x
′) ∈ Ui ∩ ∂Ω, then g((Eϵu)(ϕi(x

′))) = g(u(ϕi(x
′))) and∣∣∣∣∣

∫
QN−1

g((Eϵu)(ϕi,ϵ(x
′)))vϵ(ϕi,ϵ(x

′))JN−1ϕi,ϵ(x
′)dx′

−
∫
QN−1

g(u(ϕi(x
′)))(Êϵvϵ)(ϕi(x

′))γi(x
′)dx′

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∫
QN−1

|g((Eϵu)(ϕi,ϵ(x
′)))− g((Eϵu)(ϕi(x

′)))||vϵ(ϕi,ϵ(x
′))|JN−1ϕi,ϵ(x

′)dx′

+

∫
QN−1

|g(u(ϕi(x
′)))||vϵ(ϕi,ϵ(x

′))− (Êϵvϵ)(ϕi(x
′))|JN−1ϕi,ϵ(x

′)dx′

+

∣∣∣∣∣
∫
QN−1

g(u(ϕi(x
′)))(Êϵvϵ)(ϕi(x

′))(JN−1ϕi,ϵ(x
′)− γi(x

′))dx′

∣∣∣∣∣ = (I) + (II) + (III).

Using Mean Value Theorem, (2.5) and [4, Lemma 4.2], there exists c2(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0 such
that

∥g((Eϵu)(ϕi,ϵ))− g((Eϵu)(ϕi))∥L2(QN−1) ≤ c2(ϵ)∥u∥H1(U),

By similar arguments as [4, Lemma 4.2], there exists c3(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0 such that

∥vϵ(ϕi,ϵ)− (Êϵvϵ)(ϕi)∥L2(QN−1) ≤ c3(ϵ)∥vϵ∥H1(U).

Thus, using Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and (2.5), we have

(I) ≤ c2(ϵ)∥JN−1ϕi,ϵ∥L∞(QN−1)∥u∥H1(U)∥vϵ(ϕi,ϵ)∥L2(QN−1),

(II) ≤ c̃3(ϵ)∥JN−1ϕi,ϵ∥L∞(QN−1)∥vϵ∥H1(U),

with c̃3(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0.

Also, by hypothesis (F)(ii), JN−1ϕi,ϵ

ϵ→0
−⇀ γi in L

p(QN−1), 1 ≤ p <∞, and by Lemma 3.6,

(III) ≤ c4(ϵ, vϵ),

with c4(ϵ, vϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0, uniformly for vϵ in bounded sets of X
1
2
ϵ .

Therefore, there exists c(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0 such that

∥hϵ(Eϵu)− E∗
ϵh0(u)∥

X
− 1

2
ϵ

≤ c(ϵ). (3.22)

Now, fix 1
2
< α0 < 1, by Lemma 3.4 we have that there exists K > 0 independent of ϵ such

that

∥hϵ(Eϵu)− E∗
ϵh0(u)∥

X
−α0

2
ϵ

≤ K. (3.23)
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Then for any α such that −1 < −α < −α0 < −1
2
, using Lemma 2.9 and interpolation properties

(see [27, Theorem 1.11.3] and [29, pag. 15]), (3.22) and (3.23), we obtain

∥hϵ(Eϵu)− E∗
ϵh0(u)∥X−α

2
ϵ

≤ C∥hϵ(Eϵu)− E∗
ϵh0(u)∥H−α(Ωϵ)

≤ C∥hϵ(Eϵu)− E∗
ϵh0(u)∥θH−α0 (Ωϵ)

∥hϵ(Eϵu)− E∗
ϵh0(u)∥1−θ

H−1(Ωϵ)
≤ c(ϵ),

for some 0 < θ < 1 and c(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0.

Now, we are in condition to verify completely the hypothesis [A1], that is, hϵ(uϵ)
E∗
−→ h0(u0)

whenever uϵ
E−→u0.

Lemma 3.8. Suppose that f and g satisfy (2.4) and (2.5) and let 1
2
< α ≤ 1. If uϵ

E−→u0 in

X
1
2
ϵ , then

∥hϵ(uϵ)− E∗
ϵh0(u0)∥X−α

2
ϵ

→ 0, as ϵ→ 0.

Proof. By Lemmas 3.5 and 3.7, we obtain

∥hϵ(uϵ)− E∗
ϵh0(u0)∥X−α

2
ϵ

≤ ∥hϵ(uϵ)− hϵ(Eϵu0)∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

+ ∥hϵ(Eϵu0)− E∗
ϵh0(u0)∥X−α

2
ϵ

≤ L∥uϵ − Eϵu0∥
X

1
2
ϵ

+ ∥hϵ(Eϵu0)− E∗
ϵh0(u0)∥X−α

2
ϵ

→ 0, as ϵ→ 0.

Now, we will verify the properties in [A2] related to the derivatives of nonlinearities (2.2)

and (2.3). For this, we define h′ϵ : X
1
2
ϵ → L(X

1
2
ϵ , X

−α
2

ϵ ), with 0 ≤ ϵ ≤ ϵ0 and 1
2
< α ≤ 1, by

⟨h′ϵ(eϵ)vϵ, zϵ⟩ =
∫
Ωϵ

f ′(eϵ)vϵzϵ +

∫
∂Ωϵ

g′(eϵ)vϵzϵ, for eϵ, vϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ and zϵ ∈ X

α
2
ϵ , (3.24)

and

⟨h′0(e0)v, z⟩ =
∫
Ω

f ′(e0)vz +

∫
∂Ω

γ(x)g′(e0)vz, for e0, v ∈ X
1
2 and z ∈ X

α
2 . (3.25)

First, by definition of h′ϵ in (3.24) and (3.25) and the hypotheses (2.4) and (2.5), we can
proceed in a similar way to Lemma 3.4 and we can obtain

sup
ϵ∈[0,ϵ0]

sup
∥vϵ∥

X
1
2
ϵ

≤ρ

∥h′ϵ(vϵ + eϵ)∥
L(X

1
2
ϵ ,X

−α
2

ϵ )
≤ K, (3.26)

for some ρ > 0 and K > 0 independent of ϵ.

The following lemmas prove the E∗-convergence of h′ϵ(eϵ) to h
′
0(e0) whenever eϵ

E−→e0.

Lemma 3.9. Suppose that f and g satisfy (2.4) and (2.5) and let 1
2
< α ≤ 1. If eϵ

E−→e0 in

X
1
2
ϵ , then there exists a positive function C(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0 such that

∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥X−α

2
ϵ

≤ C(ϵ)∥v∥
X

1
2
, for all v ∈ X

1
2 .



34

Proof. Initially, for each ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0] and α = 1, we have

∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥

X
− 1

2
ϵ

= sup

zϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ

∥zϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

= 1

|⟨h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv), zϵ⟩ − ⟨E∗
ϵh

′(e0)(v), zϵ⟩|.

We note

|⟨h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv), zϵ⟩ − ⟨E∗
ϵh

′(e0)(v), zϵ⟩| = |⟨h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv), zϵ⟩ − ⟨h′(e0)(v), Êϵzϵ⟩|

=

∣∣∣∣∫
Ωϵ

f ′(eϵ)(Eϵv)zϵ −
∫
Ω

f ′(e0)(v)Êϵzϵ +

∫
∂Ωϵ

g′(eϵ)(Eϵv)zϵ −
∫
∂Ω

γ(x)g′(e0)(v)Êϵzϵ

∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∫
Ωϵ

f ′(eϵ)(Eϵv)zϵ −
∫
Ωϵ

f ′(Eϵe0)(Eϵv)zϵ

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∫
Ωϵ

f ′(Eϵe0)(Eϵv)zϵ −
∫
Ω

f ′(e0)(v)Êϵzϵ

∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∫
∂Ωϵ

g′(eϵ)(Eϵv)zϵ −
∫
∂Ωϵ

g′(Eϵe0)(Eϵv)zϵ

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣∫
∂Ωϵ

g′(Eϵe0)(Eϵv)zϵ −
∫
∂Ω

γ(x)g′(e0)(v)Êϵzϵ

∣∣∣∣ .
Using Mean Value Theorem, we can write

f ′(eϵ(x))− f ′((Eϵe0)(x)) = f ′′(ẽϵ(x)eϵ(x) + (1− ẽϵ(x))(Eϵe0)(x))[eϵ(x)− (Eϵe0)(x)], x ∈ Ωϵ,

and

g′(eϵ(x))− g′((Eϵe0)(x)) = g′′(êϵ(x)eϵ(x) + (1− êϵ(x))(Eϵe0)(x))[eϵ(x)− (Eϵe0)(x)], x ∈ ∂Ωϵ,

where ẽϵ(x) ∈ [0, 1] for all x ∈ Ωϵ and êϵ(x) ∈ [0, 1] for all x ∈ ∂Ωϵ. Hence and using (2.4) and
(2.5), we get

|⟨h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv), zϵ⟩ − ⟨E∗
ϵh

′(e0)(v), zϵ⟩|

≤ C

∫
Ωϵ

|eϵ − Eϵe0||Eϵv||zϵ|+
∫
Ωϵ\Kϵ

|f ′(Eϵe0)|Eϵv||zϵ|+
∫
Ω\Kϵ

|f ′(e0)|v||Êϵzϵ|

+

∫
Kϵ\Kϵ0

|f ′(e0)|v||zϵ − zϵ ◦ θϵ|+ C

∫
∂Ωϵ

|eϵ − Eϵe0||Eϵv||zϵ|

+

∣∣∣∣∫
∂Ωϵ

g′(Eϵe0)(Eϵv)zϵ −
∫
∂Ω

γ(x)g′(e0)(v)Êϵzϵ

∣∣∣∣ = (I) + (II) + (III) + (IV ) + (V ) + (V I).

For the last term (VI), we use the parametrizations ϕi and ϕi,ϵ of the boundaries ∂Ω and ∂Ωϵ

respectively, then with similar arguments to Lemma 3.7 and considering that JN−1ϕi,ϵ

ϵ→0
−⇀ γi

in Lp(QN−1), 1 ≤ p <∞. Applying Lemma 2.13 we get that term (IV) goes to zero as ϵ→ 0.

Using eϵ
E−→e0, |Ωϵ \Kϵ| → 0 and |Ω \Kϵ| → 0, we have that terms (I), (II), (III) and (V)

goes to zero as ϵ→ 0. Thus, there exists a positive function C̃(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0 such that

∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥

X
− 1

2
ϵ

≤ C̃(ϵ)∥v∥
X

1
2
. (3.27)
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Now, fix 1
2
< α0 < 1, by similar arguments to (3.26), we have that there exists K > 0

independent of ϵ such that

∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥

X
−α0

2
ϵ

≤ K∥v∥
X

1
2
, for all v ∈ X

1
2 . (3.28)

Finally, for any α such that −1 < −α < −α0 < −1
2
, using Lemma 2.9, interpolation properties

(see [27, Theorem 1.11.3] and [29, pag. 15]), (3.27) and (3.28), we obtain

∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥X−α

2
ϵ

≤ C∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥H−α(Ωϵ)

≤ C∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥θH−α0 (Ωϵ)

∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥1−θ

H−1(Ωϵ)
≤ C(ϵ)∥v∥

X
1
2
,

for all v ∈ X
1
2 and for some 0 < θ < 1 and C(ϵ) → 0 as ϵ→ 0.

Now, we are in condition to verify completely the hypothesis [A2], that is, h′ϵ(eϵ)
EE−→h′0(e0),

whenever eϵ
E−→e0.

Lemma 3.10. Suppose that f and g satisfy (2.4) and (2.5) and let 1
2
< α ≤ 1. If eϵ

E−→e0 and

vϵ
E−→v in X

1
2
ϵ , then

∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(vϵ)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥X−α

2
ϵ

→ 0, as ϵ→ 0.

Proof. Using (3.26), similar arguments to Lemma 3.5, and Lemma 3.9, we obtain

∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(vϵ)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥X−α

2
ϵ

≤ ∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(vϵ)− h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

+ ∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥X−α

2
ϵ

≤ L∥vϵ − Eϵv∥
X

1
2
ϵ

+ ∥h′ϵ(eϵ)(Eϵv)− E∗
ϵh

′
0(e0)(v)∥X−α

2
ϵ

→ 0, as ϵ→ 0,

for some L > 0 independent of ϵ.

Remark 3.11. The results of Subsections 3.1 and 3.2 imply that the hypotheses [A1] and [A2]
hold. Consequently, there exists a family of attractors {Aϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] for our problems (1.1) and

(1.2) or (2.1) in Y
1+α
2

ϵ and we obtain the P 1+α
2 -continuity of this family in Y

1+α
2

ϵ at ϵ = 0.

4 E-Continuity of the attractors

We have shown in Section 3 the P 1+α
2 -continuity of the attractors. For this we have applied the

abstract results from [16]. Now, we want to obtain the E-continuity of the attractors. In order

to accomplish this, we need to show the equivalence between the concepts of P 1+α
2 -convergence

and E-convergence.
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4.1 E-convergence vs P-convergence

The purpose of this subsection is to prove that the notion of P-convergence established in an
abstract way in the paper of [16] is the same as the notion of E-convergence we are using in
this paper.

Based on the notations in Subsection 2.4, if we fix a value α ∈ (0, 1) and we choose Yϵ = X
−α

2
ϵ ,

ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0], where Y0 = Y andX
−α

2
0 = X−α

2 , and consider them as the base spaces of the operators

Aϵ. Analogously to Section 3, we define the operator pϵ : Y → Yϵ, that is, pϵ : X
−α

2 → X
−α

2
ϵ

as pϵ = E∗
ϵ , where E

∗
ϵ : X−α

2 → X
−α

2
ϵ is given by (2.13), then we have Y

1+α
2

ϵ = X
1
2
ϵ = H1(Ωϵ),

ϵ ∈ [0, ϵ0], and p
1+α
2

ϵ : Y
1+α
2 → Y

1+α
2

ϵ given by p
1+α
2

ϵ x = (Aϵ)
− 1+α

2 E∗
ϵ (A0)

1+α
2 x, for x ∈ Y

1+α
2 .

So we have two concepts of convergence, one given by Definition 2.16 using the family of

linear operators Eϵ : X
1
2 → X

1
2
ϵ in (1.3) and another given by Definition 2.7 using the family

of operators p
1+α
2

ϵ : X
1
2 → X

1
2
ϵ . We are going to prove that these two concepts of convergence

are equivalents.

Lemma 4.1. Let {Ωϵ}ϵ∈[0,ϵ0] be a family of domains satisfying conditions (H), (F)(i) and (I).

If uϵ ∈ X
1
2
ϵ and u ∈ X

1
2 , then uϵ

E−→u if, and only if, uϵ
P

1+α
2−→ u.

Proof. We first prove that given u ∈ X
1
2 = H1(Ω), the sequence {p

1+α
2

ϵ u} E-converges to u in

X
1
2
ϵ = H1(Ωϵ) = Y

1+α
2

ϵ , as ϵ→ 0, that means,

∥p
1+α
2

ϵ u− Eϵu∥
X

1
2
ϵ

→ 0, as ϵ→ 0. (4.1)

In fact, let u ∈ X
1
2 and v ∈ X−α

2 such that u = A
− 1+α

2
0 v, then taking vϵ = E∗

ϵ v and uϵ = A
− 1+α

2
ϵ vϵ,

we have uϵ = p
1+α
2

ϵ u.
Now, let {(λi, φi)}∞i=1 the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions ofA0 : X

1
2 → X− 1

2 and {(λi,ϵ, φi,ϵ)}∞i=1

the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of Aϵ : X
1
2
ϵ → X

− 1
2

ϵ . Let u ∈ X
1
2 then

u =
∞∑
i=1

(u, φi)X
1
2
φi and ∥u∥2

X
1
2
=

∞∑
i=1

(u, φi)
2

X
1
2
λi <∞.

So, v = A
1+α
2

0 u =
∞∑
i=1

(u, φi)X
1
2
A

1+α
2

0 φi =
∞∑
i=1

(u, φi)X
1
2
λ

1+α
2

i φi. On the other hand,

E∗
ϵ v = vϵ =

∞∑
i=1

(vϵ, φi,ϵ)
X

−α
2

ϵ

φi,ϵ =
∞∑
i=1

vi,ϵφi,ϵ,

where, by definition of E∗
ϵ ,

vi,ϵ = (vϵ, φi,ϵ)
X

−α
2

ϵ

= (E∗
ϵ v, φi,ϵ)

X
−α

2
ϵ

= (v, Êϵφi,ϵ)X−α
2

= (v, Êϵφi,ϵ − φi)X−α
2
+ (v, φi)X−α

2
.



37

From Lemma 3.1 we have that A−1
ϵ

CC−→A−1
0 . Hence, using [4, Proposition 3.3], we have

λi,ϵ → λi and φi,ϵ
E−→φi in X

1
2
ϵ . So, from Lemma 2.21 we obtain that φi,ϵ

E∗
−→φi in X

−α
2

ϵ .

Moreover, as consequence of the Lemma 2.15, Êϵφi,ϵ converges to φi in X
α
2 , as ϵ→ 0. Thus,

vi,ϵ = (vϵ, φi,ϵ)
X

−α
2

ϵ

→ (v, φi)X−α
2
= vi, as ϵ→ 0.

Also, by Lemma 2.19, ∥E∗
ϵ v∥X−α

2
ϵ

→ ∥v∥
X−α

2
. Thus,

∥uϵ∥
X

1
2
ϵ

= ∥vϵ∥
X

−α
2

ϵ

= ∥E∗
ϵ v∥X−α

2
ϵ

→ ∥v∥
X−α

2
= ∥u∥

X
1
2
, as ϵ→ 0. (4.2)

Now, we prove that uϵ = A
− 1+α

2
ϵ vϵ =

∞∑
i=1

vi,ϵλ
− 1+α

2
i,ϵ φi,ϵ E-converges to u =

∞∑
i=1

(u, φi)X
1
2
φi,

that means, (4.1) holds. For this, considering (4.2) and [4, Propositions 3.1 and 3.2], it is

sufficient to prove uϵ
E

−⇀u, that is,

(uϵ, Eϵw)
X

1
2
ϵ

→ (u,w)
X

1
2
, for all w ∈ X

1
2 .

In fact,

(uϵ, Eϵw)
X

1
2
ϵ

=
∞∑
i=1

vi,ϵλ
− 1+α

2
i,ϵ (φi,ϵ, Eϵw)

X
1
2
ϵ

→
∞∑
i=1

viλ
− 1+α

2
i (φi, w)X

1
2
= (u,w)

X
1
2
, as ϵ→ 0.

Finally, let {wϵ} be a family in X
1
2
ϵ and w ∈ X

1
2 such that wϵ

E−→w, then using (4.1), we
obtain

∥wϵ − p
1+α
2

ϵ w∥
X

1
2
ϵ

≤ ∥wϵ − Eϵw∥
X

1
2
ϵ

+ ∥Eϵw − p
1+α
2

ϵ w∥
X

1
2
ϵ

→ 0, as ϵ→ 0.

Therefore, wϵ
P

1+α
2−→w. Using similar arguments, if wϵ

P
1+α
2−→w then wϵ

E−→w.

Remark 4.2. Notice that once we have established the equivalence of P 1+α
2 -convergence and

E-convergence in Lemma 4.1 and since we have proven in Subsection 3 the P 1+α
2 -continuity of

the attractors in Y
1+α
2

ϵ = X
1
2
ϵ = H1(Ωϵ), then we obtain the E-continuity of the attractors in

H1(Ωϵ). Therefore, the main result given by Theorem 1.3 is proved.
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