arXiv:2008.09991v2 [math.AP] 28 Jan 2023

Global stability of traveling waves for (1 + 1)-dimensional systems of quasilinear wave equations

Louis Dongbing Cha (Dongbing Zha)^∗ Arick Shao^†

January 31, 2023

Abstract A key feature of (1 + 1)-dimensional nonlinear wave equations is that they admit left or right traveling waves, under appropriate algebraic conditions on the nonlinearities. In this paper, we prove global stability of such traveling wave solutions for (1 + 1)- dimensional systems of nonlinear wave equations, given a certain asymptotic null condition and sufficient decay for the traveling wave. We first consider semilinear systems as a simpler model problem; we then proceed to treat more general quasilinear systems. Keywords: nonlinear wave equations; traveling wave; global nonlinear stability. 2010 MSC : 35L05; 35L15; 35L72

1 Introduction

Let (t, x) ∈ R × R denote the usual Cartesian coordinates, and define also ξ = t + x 2 , η = t − x 2 , (1.1)

as well as the corresponding vector fields

∂_ξ = ∂_t + ∂_x, ∂_η = ∂_t − ∂_x. (1.2)

Consider the following (1 + 1)-dimensional system of quasilinear wave equations,^1

v_{ξη} = A_1(v_ξ , v_η)v_{ξη} + A_2(v_ξ, v_η)v_{ηη} + A_3(v_ξ, v_η )v_{ξξ} + F (v_ξ, v_η), (1.3)

where v = v(t, x) : R^{1+1} −→ R^n is the unknown; where A_i : R^n ×R^n → R^{n×n} (i = 1, 2, 3) are given smooth and matrix-valued functions; and where F : R^n × R^n → R^n is a given smooth and vector-valued function. We also assume that A_1, A_2, A_3 are symmetric.

In addition, we assume the following for the coefficients A_i and F :

A_1(ρ, θ) = O(|ρ| + |θ|), (1.4) A_2(ρ, θ) = O(|ρ|), (1.5)

∗Department of Mathematics and Institute for Nonlinear Sciences, Donghua University, Shanghai 201620, PR China. E-mail address: ZhaDongbing@163.com, LouisDongbingCha@gmail.com †School of Mathematical Sciences, Queen Mary University of London, Mile End Road, London E1 4NS, United Kingdom. E-mail address: a.shao@qmul.ac.uk

1Note that the left-hand side v_{ξη} = vtt − vxx of (1.3) represents the standard wave operator, while the right-hand side of (1.3) represents nonlinear perturbations.

A_3(ρ, θ) = O(|θ|), (1.6) F (ρ, θ) = O(|ρ||θ|). (1.7) The assumptions (1.4)–(1.7) correspond to the null condition in the small data setting, within which global existence of classical solutions for (1.3) is proved in [33]. We should point out that [33] is inspired by the corresponding result in the semilinear case [27], which strengthens a former result in [28]. Presently, (1.4)–(1.7) remain closely related to null conditions; we discuss this point further later.

Under (1.4)–(1.7), one can verify that the left and right traveling waves v = f(ξ) and v = g(η) (with f, g taking values in R^n ) are solutions to (1.3). Thus, a natural problem is to ask whether they are globally stable under some suitable assumptions.

1.1 Semilinear Systems To simplify the discussion, let us first consider a semilinear system (i.e., with A_i = 0).

Consider the following (1 + 1)-dimensional system of semilinear wave equations,

v_{ξη} = F (v_ξ, v_η), (1.8)

where the condition (1.7) is satisfied. We can, without loss of generality, restrict our attention to stability for the left traveling wave f(ξ). Let us write

v = u + f(ξ). (1.9)

Then, u satisfies the modified system

u_{ξη} = F (f^′(ξ) + u_ξ, u_η). (1.10)

In addition, we fix 0 < δ < 1, and we assume

M_0 = sup_{x∈R} [ ⟨x⟩^{32 (1+δ)}(|f^′(x)| + |f^{′′}(x)|) ] < +∞, (1.11)

where ⟨·⟩ = (1 + | · |^2)^{1/2}. Consider the Cauchy problem of (1.10), with smooth initial data

u|_{t=0} = u_0, u_t|_{t=0} = u_1. (1.12)

As our preliminary result, we establish the following:

Theorem 1.1. Consider the Cauchy problem (1.10), (1.12). Assume the condition (1.7) is satisfied, and assume the decay property (1.11) holds for some 0 < δ < 1. Then there exists a constant ε_0 > 0, depending on δ and M_0, such that for any 0 < ε ≤ ε_0, if 1∑ l=0 ( ‖⟨x⟩^{1+δ} ∂^l_x∂_xu_0‖_L2_{x(R)} + ‖⟨x⟩^{1+δ} ∂^l_xu_1‖_L2_{x(R)} ) ≤ ε, (1.13)

then the problem (1.10), (1.12) admits a unique global classical solution u. In other words, the traveling wave solution f(ξ) to (1.8) is globally nonlinearly stable.

1.2 Quasilinear Systems Next, we turn to the full quasilinear setting, that is, we consider the system (1.3), along with the conditions (1.4)–(1.7). Again, we set v = u + f(ξ), (1.14) so that u satisfies

u_{ξη} = A_1(f^′(ξ) + u_ξ, u_η )u_{ξη} + A_2(f^′(ξ) + u_ξ, u_η)u_{ηη} + A_3(f^′(ξ) + u_ξ, u_η)u_{ξξ} + A_3(f^′(ξ) + u_ξ, u_η)f^{′′} (ξ) + F (f^′(ξ) + u_ξ, u_η). (1.15) In addition, fixing 0 < δ < 1, we assume

M_1 = sup_{x∈R} [ ⟨x⟩^{3(1+δ)}(|f^′(x)| + |f^{′′}(x)| + |f^{(3)}(x)| + |f^{(4)}(x)|) ] < +∞. (1.16) Note that, in view of (1.4)–(1.7), the linearized system of (1.15) about the zero solution (i.e., the linearized system of (1.3) with respect to f(ξ)) is u_{ξη} = A_1(f^′(ξ), 0)u_{ξη} + A_2(f^′(ξ), 0)u_{ηη} + lower-order terms. (1.17) To ensure the hyperbolicity of (1.17), we must assume there exists λ > 0 such that y^T [I − A_1(f^′(ξ), 0) − A_2(f^′(ξ), 0)]y ≥ λ|y|^2, (1.18) y^T [I − A_1(f^′(ξ), 0)]y ≥ λ|y|^2, (1.19) for any ξ ∈ R and y ∈ R^n .

Consider now the Cauchy problem for (1.15), with smooth initial data u|_{t=0} = u_0, u_t|_{t=0} = u_1. (1.20) The main result of this paper is the following:

Theorem 1.2. Consider the Cauchy problem (1.15), (1.20). Assume (1.4)–(1.7), the decay property (1.11) (for some 0 < δ < 1), and the hyperbolicity conditions (1.18), (1.19). Then, there is a constant ε_0 > 0—depending on δ, M_0, and λ—such that for any 0 < ε ≤ ε_0, if 2∑ l=0 ( ‖⟨x⟩^{1+δ} ∂^l_x∂_xu_0‖_L2_{x(R)} + ‖⟨x⟩^{1+δ} ∂^l_xu_1‖_L2_{x(R)} ) ≤ ε, (1.21)

then (1.15), (1.20) admits a unique global classical solution u. In other words, the traveling wave solution f(ξ) to (1.3) is globally nonlinearly stable.

In fact, Theorem 1.2 can be extended to a wider class of systems:

Remark 1.1. Theorem 1.2 still holds when A_1, A_2, A_3, F also depend on v itself. We omit the details in this paper to make the exposition simpler, but the methods are analogous to those in [33], which proved global stability in this more general setting for small initial data. Remark 1.2. Furthermore, by inspecting its proof, one can observe that Theorem 1.2 still holds when when the conditions (1.5) and (1.7) are relaxed to A_2 = O(|ρ| + |h(ξ)||θ|), (1.22) F = O((|ρ| + |h(ξ)||θ|)|θ|, (1.23) where h admits a suitable decay property, i.e., sup_{x∈R} [ ⟨x⟩^{3(1+δ)}(|h(x)| + |h^′(x)| + |h^{′′}(x)|) ] < +∞. (1.24)

1.3 Previous Results

The question of global existence for nonlinear wave equations with small initial data has been under active investigation for the past four decades. Generally speaking, in higher dimensions, the mechanism for treating this problem is based on the decay in time of linear waves. In particular, it is well-known that the decay rate for (d+1)-dimensional linear waves is (1 + t)^{− d−1}2 . When d ≥ 4, small data global existence results hold for generic quadratic or higher-order nonlinearities [15, 18], since this decay rate is integrable in time.

When d ≤ 3, however, classical solutions may blow up in finite time [13]. Thus, Klainerman [17] introduced the so-called null condition to rule out the worst-behaving nonlinear terms that drive the formation of singularities. Under this condition, global existence for small data was established in pioneering works [18, 7] in the (3 + 1)-dimensional case, and in [3] in the (2 + 1)-dimensional case (see also [14, 32] for more general settings and related results [6, 9, 11, 20, 29, 31]). In contrast, linear waves in one spatial dimension do not decay in time. Nonetheless, for (1 + 1)-dimensional semilinear wave equations, Luli et al. [27] proved that small data still leads to global solutions if the null condition is satisfied. See also a former result in [28]. The mechanism for global existence here is the interaction of waves with different velocities, which will lead to the decay of nonlinear terms. The authors capture this mechanism in the L^2-framework, that is, they develop weighted energy estimates with positive weights, which are robust and can have many other applications. The quasilinear case was treated in [33], based on the weighted energy estimates with positive weights in [27], some space-time weighted energy estimates, and new observations on the null structure in the quasilinear part.

For (1 + 1)-dimensional first-order quasilinear hyperbolic systems which are strictly hyperbolic or admit characteristics with constant multiplicity, a powerful method is the characteristic approach (see [8, 19, 21, 30, 34]). However, for (1 + 1)-dimensional secondorder quasilinear systems (1.3), the characteristic approach does not generally work when n > 1 (non-scalar case). In particular, if one reduces (1.3) to a first-order system, then it may not be strictly hyperbolic and may admit characteristics without constant multiplicity, which may fail to be differentiable with respect to their variables. As a result, in this paper, we will develop energy-based methods based on [27] and [33].

For previous results on the global stability of traveling waves for (1 + 1)-dimensional quasilinear hyperbolic systems, we refer the reader to [25] for first-order quasilinear strictly hyperbolic systems with linearly degenerate characteristic fields (see also [24]), and [1] for some scalar quasilinear wave equations with cubic nonlinearity satisfying double null conditions. We note, however, that all these results are based on characteristic approaches. We also note that some results in higher dimensions are shown in [2], [4] and [26].

1.4 Relation to Null Conditions Recall that in small data settings, (1.4)–(1.7) corresponds to the null condition for (1.3). Here, one views v_∗ ≡ 0 as a reference solution for (1.3), for which ∂_ξ and ∂_η are both characteristic directions for every component of the system. In particular, (1.4)–(1.7) rule out unfavorable nonlinear combinations of these characteristic derivatives.

In Theorem 1.2, however, the reference solution is now the traveling wave, v_f = f(ξ), hence the appropriate null conditions deal instead with characteristics associated with v_f . Note that the “leftward-pointing” ∂_η (along level sets of ξ) remains a common characteristic direction for all components of the system (1.3). On the other hand, when f(ξ) is not small, ∂_ξ can deviate significantly from the “rightward” characteristic directions of v_f . Moreover, various components of v_f can have very different rightward characteristic directions.

As a result, (1.4)–(1.7) cannot quite be interpreted as a null condition, although it still has a closely connected meaning. In particular, as |ξ| → ∞, so that f(ξ) decays to 0 by (1.16), the rightward characteristic directions of all components of our system must asymptote to ∂_ξ. Thus, one can view (1.4)–(1.7) as a genuine lefward-null condition for ∂_η-direction, and as an asymptotic null condition for the ∂_η-direction. In particular, our results show that this partial null condition is sufficient for global stability.

Remark 1.3. Because of this asymptotic nature of (1.4)–(1.7), we can also think of this as a special case of the weak null condition; see [22, 23, 16] for details.

1.5 Main Features It is also instructive to compare our setting with that of [1], which also studied the global stability of traveling waves for quasilinear wave equations. First, since [1] dealt with scalar equations, they were able to effectively semilinearize, and hence simplify, the problem by changing to characteristic coordinates. This cannot be done in the proof Theorem 1.2, as different components of our system can have very different characteristic directions.

We also mention that the nonlinear terms in (1.3) are weaker than those studied in [1]. Specifically speaking, even in the small data setting, the system studied in [1] is cubic and satisfies double null conditions, while the system (1.3) is quadratic and satisfies weaker algebraic properties. Therefore, when considering some perturbation of traveling waves, one can expect worse behavior from these quadratic terms. One consequence is that solutions to (1.15) can exhibit a linear effect, in which the perturbation u is exponentially amplified as it propagates transversely through the traveling wave f(ξ). However, since this amplification is localized in ξ, due to the decay of f(ξ) from (1.16), this phenomenon cannot lead to blowup as long as the initial perturbation is sufficiently small.

This same mechanism also applies to the nonlinear analysis. While there are nonlinear terms that are far from satisfying a null condition, these dangerous terms must again be localized in ξ and hence cannot lead to blowup. (This is also the idea behind the generalization described in Remark 1.2. Although one allows for additional nonlinearities that seem potentially dangerous, these terms are always localized in ξ.)

Finally, as mentioned before, Theorem 1.2 is proved by developing energy approaches inspired by [27] and [33]. The main innovations in our approach can be explained as follows. First, a key difference from [27] and [33] is that the traveling wave yields a hierarchical structure for (1.15), in which derivatives of u must be treated in a specific order. In general, η-derivatives of u (approximately along the traveling wave) must be controlled first, while the remaining ξ-derivatives can only be bounded after the η-derivatives are controlled. Second, in the treatment of η-derivatives of u, in the top-order energy estimate, because we must first control linear terms, the approach of control for quasilinear terms is new and different from the corresponding one in the small data setting [33].

1.6 Outline The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we introduce various notations that will be used in the sequel, as well as some tools required for the proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. Sections 3 and 4 are then devoted to the proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, respectively.

2 Preliminaries

The purpose of this section to establish some notations and basic estimates that will be useful throughout the proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. Throughout, we will use C to denote universal positive constants whose values can change between lines.

2.1 Notations Following [27], we first define several spacetime regions in R^{1+1} . Fix t_0 > 0 and x_0 ∈ R, and let ξ_0 =^{t0 +x0}_2 . We then define the leftward segment C^−_{t0,ξ0} as C^−_{t0,ξ0} = {(t, x) : 0 ≤ t ≤ t_0, x = 2ξ_0 − t}. (2.1) In addition, we define the spatial segments Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} = {(t, x) : t = t_0, x ≤ 2ξ_0 − t_0}, (2.2) as well as the spacetime regions S^−_{t0,ξ0} = {(t, x) : 0 ≤ t ≤ t_0, x ≤ 2ξ_0 − t} = ⋃ ξ≤ξ_0 C^−_{t0 ,ξ}. (2.3)

Moreover, we use Σ_{t0} to denote the full time slice, Σ_{t0} = {(t, x) : t = t_0, x ∈ R}, (2.4) and we write S_{t0} to denote the spacetime strip S_{t0} = {(t, x) : 0 ≤ t ≤ t_0, x ∈ R}. (2.5) By convention, we interpret integrals over C^−_{t0,ξ0} as line integrals in the Euclidean sense, ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} w = √ 2 ∫_{−ξ0+t0} −ξ_0 w(ξ_0 + η, ξ_0 − η) dη, (2.6)

where w is expressed as a function of (t, x). Using Fubini’s theorem, one can verify that ∫ S^−_{t0,ξ0} w(t, x)dxdt = √ 2 ∫_{ξ0} −∞ (∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} w ) dξ, (2.7) ∫ S_{t0} w(t, x)dxdt = √ 2 ∫ R (∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} w ) dξ. (2.8)

Next, we introduce the vector fields and energies used in this paper. We will use Z = (∂_ξ , ∂_η) (2.9) as the commuting vector fields. For a multi-index a = (a_1, a_2), we set Z^a = ∂^{a1}_ξ ∂^{a2}_η , |a| = a_1 + a_2. (2.10) Following [27], we will employ the weighted first-order energy E_1(u(t)) = E_1(u(t)) + ^E_1(u(t)), (2.11) where E_1(u(t)) = ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η‖^2_L2_{x(Σt)}, (2.12) ^E_1(u(t)) = ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_ξ‖^2_{L2x(Σt)}. (2.13) To denote the second-order energies, we use

E_2(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=1 E_1(Z^au(t)) = ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξη}‖^2_L2_{x(Σt)} + ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηη}‖^2_L2_{x(Σt)}, (2.14) ^E_2(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=1 ^E_1(Z^au(t)) = ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξξ}‖^2_{L2x(Σt)} + ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηξ} ‖^2_{L2x(Σt)}, (2.15)

as well as E_2(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=1 E_1(Z^au(t)) = E_2(u(t)) + ^E_2(u(t)). (2.16) For the quasilinear case, we also need third-order energies. We denote E_3(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

E_1(Z^au(t)) = ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξηη}‖^2_L2_{x(Σt)} + ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηηη} ‖^2_L2_{x(Σt)}, (2.17)

^E_3(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=2 a_1≠0

^E_1(Z^au(t)) = ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξηξ}‖^2_{L2x(Σt)} + ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξξξ}‖^2_{L2x(Σt)}, (2.18)

~E_3(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=2 a_2=0

E_1(Z^au(t)) + ∑ |a|=2 a_1=0

^E_1(Z^au(t))

= ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξξη}‖^2_L2_{x(Σt)} + ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηηξ} ‖^2_L2_{x(Σt)}, (2.19) and E_3(u(t)) = E_3(u(t)) + ^E_3(u(t)) + ~E_3(u(t)). (2.20) Finally, we define the total energy, E(u(t)) = E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t)) + E_3(u(t)). (2.21) Next, we introduce the analogous spacetime weighted energies, which are inspired by [3] and [23]. First, we set E_1(u(t)) = E_1(u(t)) + ^E_1(u(t)), (2.22) E_1(u(t)) = ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η‖^2_L2_{τ,x(St)}, (2.23) ^E_1(u(t)) = ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ}_2 ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_ξ‖^2_{L2τ,x(St)}. (2.24)

Similarly, we denote the second order spacetime weighted energies by E_2(u(t)) = E_2(u(t)) + ^E_2(u(t)), (2.25) E_2(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=1 E_1(Z^au(t)) = ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξη}‖^2_L2_{τ,x(St)} + ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηη}‖^2_L2_{τ,x(St)}, (2.26) ^E_2(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=1 ^E_1(Z^au(t)) = ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξξ}‖^2_L2_{τ,x(St)} + ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}u_{ηξ} ‖^2_L2_{τ,x(St)}. (2.27) Again, we will require third-order energies for the quasilinear setting, E_3(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

E_1(Z^au(t))

= ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξηη} ‖^2_L2_{τ,x(St)} + ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηηη} ‖^2_L2_{τ,x(St)}, (2.28) ^E_3(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=2 a_1≠0

^E_1(Z^au(t))

= ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}u_{ξηξ}‖^2_L2_{τ,x(Σt)} + ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}u_{ξξξ}‖^2_L2_{τ,x(Σt)}, (2.29) ~E_3(u(t)) = ∑ |a|=2 a_2=0

E_1(Z^au(t)) + ∑ |a|=2 a_1 =0

^E_1(Z^au(t))

= ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξξη}‖^2_L2_{τ,x(St)} + ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}u_{ηηξ} ‖^2_L2_{τ,x(St)}, (2.30) and E_3(u(t)) = E_3(u(t)) + ^E_3(u(t)) + ~E_3(u(t)). (2.31) Finally, we denote the total spacetime weighted energy by E(u(t)) = E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t)) + E_3(u(t)). (2.32) Fix 0 < δ < 1 (as in Theorem 1.1 or 1.2). We then define the weights ϕ(x) = ⟨x⟩^{2+2δ} , ψ(x) = exp ( − ∫_x −∞ ⟨ρ⟩^{−1−δ} dρ ) . (2.33) Direct computations yield that |ϕ^′(x)| ≤ 4⟨x⟩^{1+2δ} , ψ^′(x) = −ψ(x)⟨x⟩^{−1−δ} . (2.34) We also note that there exists a positive constant c such that c^{−1} ≤ ψ(x) ≤ 1, (2.35) which then implies c^{−1}⟨x⟩^{−1−δ} ≤ −ψ^′(x) ≤ ⟨x⟩^{−1−δ} . (2.36)

2.2 Some Estimates Here, we collect some basic estimates that will be useful throughout the proofs of our main theorems. We let f(ξ) be a traveling wave, as in the setting of Theorem 1.1 or 1.2.

For convenience, we will make use of the following shorthands: ~F (ξ, η) = F (f^′(ξ) + u_ξ, u_η ), (2.37) ~A_i(ξ, η) = A_i(f^′(ξ) + u_ξ, u_η), i = 1, 2, 3. (2.38) We will also use the notations A_2(ξ, η) = A_2(f^′(ξ), u_η ), (2.39) A_2(ξ, η) = ~A_2(ξ, η) − A_2(ξ, η). (2.40) The next three lemmas are consequences of the fundamental theorem of calculus, the chain rule, and the Leibniz rule. For the semilinear case (Theorem 1.1), we need the following: Lemma 2.1. Assume F satisfies (1.7), f satisfies (1.11), and |u_ξ| + |u_η| ≤ ν_0 (2.41) for some constant ν_0 > 0. Then, we have |∂_ξ ~F | ≤ C(|f^{′′}(ξ)||u_η | + |f^′(ξ)||u_{ξη} | + |u_η||u_{ξξ}| + |u_ξ||u_{ξη}|), (2.42) |∂_η ~F | ≤ C(|f^′(ξ)||u_{ηη} | + |u_ξ||u_{ηη} | + |u_η ||u_{ξη}|). (2.43) In particular, for any multi-index a, with |a| ≤ 1, we have |Z^a ~F | ≤ C(|Z^af^′(ξ)||u_η | + |f^′(ξ)||Z^au_η| + |Z^au_ξ||u_η| + |u_ξ||Z^au_η|). (2.44) Here, the constants C depend on M_0 and ν_0.

The following will be used in the quasilinear case (Theorem 1.2): Lemma 2.2. Assume A_1, A_2, A_3, and F satisfy (1.4)–(1.7); f satisfies (1.16); and |u_ξ| + |u_η| + |u_{ξξ}| + |u_{ξη}| + |u_{ηη} | ≤ ν_1 (2.45) for some constant ν_1 > 0. Then, we have | ~A_1| ≤ C(|f^′(ξ)| + |u_ξ| + |u_η|), | ~A_2| ≤ C(|f^′(ξ)| + |u_ξ|), (2.46) |A_2| ≤ C|f^′(ξ)|, |A_2| ≤ C|u_ξ|, | ~A_3| ≤ C|u_η|, (2.47) |∂_ξ ~A_1| ≤ C(|f^{′′}(ξ)| + |u_{ξξ}| + |u_{ξη}|), |∂_η ~A_1| ≤ C(|u_{ξη}| + |u_{ηη} |), (2.48) |∂_ξ ~A_2| ≤ C(|f^{′′}(ξ)| + |u_{ξξ}| + |u_{ξη}|), |∂_η ~A_2| ≤ C(|f^′(ξ)| + |u_ξ| + |u_{ξη}|), (2.49) |∂_ξA_2| ≤ C(|f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)|), |∂_η A_2| ≤ C|f^′(ξ)|, (2.50) |∂_ξ ~A_3| ≤ C(|u_η| + |u_{ξη}|), |∂_η ~A_3| ≤ C(|u_η| + |u_{ηη} |), (2.51) |∂_ξ ~F | ≤ C(|f^{′′}(ξ)||u_η | + |f^′(ξ)||u_{ξη} | + |u_η||u_{ξξ}| + |u_ξ||u_{ξη}|), (2.52) |∂_η ~F | ≤ C(|f^′(ξ)||u_{ηη} | + |u_ξ||u_{ηη} | + |u_η||u_{ξη}|), (2.53) where the constants C depend on M_1 and ν_1.

Lemma 2.3. Assume A_1, A_2, A_3, and F satisfy (1.4)–(1.7); f satisfies (1.16); and |u_ξ| + |u_η| + |u_{ξξ}| + |u_{ξη}| + |u_{ηη} | ≤ ν_1 (2.54) for some constant ν_1 > 0. Then for any multi-index a, with |a| = 2, we have |Z^a ~A_1| ≤ C ( |f^{′′}(ξ)| + |f^{(3)}(ξ)| ) + C ∑ |b|≤2 ( |Z^bu_ξ| + |Z^bu_η| ) , (2.55) |Z^a ~A_2| ≤ C|f^′(ξ)||u_{ηηη} | + C ( |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| + |f^{(3)}(ξ)| ) + C ∑ |b|≤2 |Z^bu_ξ| + C|u_ξ| ∑ |b|≤2 |Z^bu_η|, (2.56) |Z^a ~A_3| ≤ C ∑ |b|≤2 |Z^bu_η| + C|u_η| ∑ |b|≤2 |Z^bu_ξ|, (2.57) |∂^2_ξ ~F | ≤ C ( |f^′(ξ)||u_{ξξη}| + |f^{′′}(ξ)||u_{ξη} | + |f^{′′}(ξ)||u_η | + |f^{(3)}(ξ)||u_η | ) + C ∑ |b|+|c|≤2 |Z^bu_ξ||Z^cu_η|, (2.58) |∂^2_η ~F | ≤ C|f^′(ξ)||u_{ηηη} | + C|f^′(ξ)||u_η | + C ∑ |b|+|c|≤2 |Z^bu_ξ||Z^cu_η|, (2.59) |∂^2_{ξη} ~F | ≤ C|f^′(ξ)||u_{ξηη} | + C|f^{′′}(ξ)||u_{ηη} | + C ∑ |b|+|c|≤2 |Z^bu_ξ||Z^cu_η|, (2.60)

where the constants C depend on M_1 and ν_1.

We will make use of the following Gronwall inequality, first established in [5], in order to control the linear parts of our systems:

Lemma 2.4. Assume that h, α and β are nonnegative and smooth functions on R, with sufficient decay at infinity. If h satisfies h(ξ_0) ≤ α(ξ_0) + ∫_{ξ0} −∞ β(ξ)h(ξ)dξ, (2.61) for each ξ_0 ∈ R, then the following also holds for any ξ_0 ∈ R: h(ξ_0) ≤ α(ξ_0) + ∫_{ξ0} −∞ α(ξ)β(ξ) exp ( ∫_{ξ0} ξ β(ρ)dρ ) dξ. (2.62) The following pointwise estimates will be used frequently in the sequel:

Lemma 2.5. Let u be a smooth function with sufficient decay at spatial infinity. Then, ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_ξ‖_L∞_{x (Σt)} + ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η‖_L∞_{x (Σt)} ≤ CE^{1/2}_1 (u(t)) + CE^{1/2}_2 (u(t)), (2.63) and ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}u_ξ‖_L2_{τ L}∞_{x (St)} + ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η‖_L2_{τ L}∞_{x (St)} ≤ CE^{1/2}_1 (u(t)) + CE^{1/2}_2 (u(t)). (2.64) Proof. These follow from the Sobolev embedding H^1(R) → L^∞(R) and the estimates |∂_x⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}| ≤ C⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}, |∂_x(⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ})| ≤ C⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}, |∂_x⟨η⟩^{1+δ} | ≤ C⟨η⟩^{1+δ} , |∂_x(⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} )| ≤ C⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} .

The following bounds, which are similarly proved, are needed in the quasilinear case: Lemma 2.6. Let u be a smooth function with sufficient decay at spatial infinity. Then, ∑ |a|≤1 [ ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖_L∞_{x (Σt)} + ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖_L∞_{x (Σt)} ] ≤ CE^{1/2}(u(t)), (2.65) and ∑ |a|≤1 [ ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖_L2_{τ L}∞_{x (St)} + ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖_L2_{τ L}∞_{x (St)} ]

≤ CE^{1/2}(u(t)). (2.66)

3 Proof of Theorem 1.1

Assume in this section the hypotheses of Theorem 1.1. By standard local well-posedness and continuation results for semilinear wave equations (see, e.g., [10]) and the relations (1.2), it suffices to show that our solution u to (1.10) and (1.12) satisfies E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t)) ≤ C^∗, (3.1) for a fixed constant C^∗ > 0 and for all t > 0 in the lifespan of u.

For this, we apply a bootstrap argument. More specifically, in the remainder of this section, we assume u is such a small solution on the time interval [0, T ], and that sup 0≤t≤T [E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t)) + E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t))] ≤ 4A^2ε^2, (3.2) for a constant A, to be chosen later. Our goal is then to establish the improved estimate sup 0≤t≤T [E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t)) + E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t))] ≤ A^2ε^2. (3.3) The desired (3.1) then follows immediately from the above.

Note the assumption (1.13), together with (1.2) and the system (1.10), implies E_1(u(0)) + E_2(u(0)) ≤ C_0ε^2, (3.4) for some constant C_0 > 0. Furthermore, Lemma 2.5 and (3.2) imply that (2.41) holds, with ν_0 ≃ ε, and hence the conclusions of Lemma 2.1 hold throughout this section. 3.1 Energy Estimates In view of (2.37), the system (1.10) can be written as u_{ξη} = ~F . (3.5) For an multi-index a with |a| = 0, 1, we have Z^au_{ξη} = Z^a ~F . (3.6) Fix t_0 ∈ [0, T ]. We first bound E_1(u(t_0)), E_2(u(t_0)), E_1(u(t_0)), and E_2(u(t_0)) using the energy method from [27], along with the Gronwall inequality for the linear part. Multiplying both sides of (3.6) by 2⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} Z^au^T_η and applying the Leibniz rule yields (|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2)_ξ = 2⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} Z^au^T_η Z^a ~F . (3.7)

Fix, in addition, ξ_0 ∈ R. Integrating both sides of (3.7) over S^−_{t0,ξ0} , we then obtain ∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2dx + √ 2 ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 = ∫ Σ^−_{0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2dx + 2 ∫ S^−_{t0,ξ0} ⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} Z^au^T_η Z^a ~F . (3.8)

By Lemma 2.1, (1.11), and (2.7), ‖⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} Z^au^T_η Z^a ~F ‖_L1_{t,x(S}−_{t0,ξ0 )} ≤ C ‖ ⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |u_ξ||Z^au_η|^2 ‖ L^1_{t,x}(S_{t0} ) + C ‖ ⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |u_η||Z^au_ξ||Z^au_η| ‖ L^1_{t,x}(S_{t0} ) + C ‖ |f^′(ξ)|⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η|^2 ‖ L^1_{t,x}(S^−_{t0,ξ0} ) + C ‖ |f^{′′}(ξ)|⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |u_η||Z^au_η| ‖ L^1_{t,x}(S^−_{t0,ξ0} ) ≤ C‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}u_ξ‖_L∞_{t,x(St0 )}‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )}‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )} · ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C ∫_{ξ0} −∞ ⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} [ ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} (|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 + |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η||⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|) ] dξ. (3.9)

Applying Lemma 2.5 and summing over a, we then have ∑ |a|≤1 ‖⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} Z^au^T_η Z^a ~F ‖_L1_{t,x(S}−_{t0,ξ0 )} ≤ C sup_{0≤t≤t0} [ E^{1/2}_1 (u(t)) + E^{1/2}_2 (u(t)) ] [E_1(u(t_0) + E_2(u(t_0))] + C ∑ |a|≤1 ∫_{ξ0} −∞ ⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ( ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} (|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ) dξ. (3.10)

Next, from (3.4), (3.8), and (3.10), we see that ∑ |a|≤1 ∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2dx + ∑ |a|≤1 ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2

≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3 + C ∑ |a|≤1 ∫_{ξ0} −∞ ⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ( ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} (|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ) dξ. (3.11)

Then, it follows from the Gronwall inequality (Lemma 2.4) that ∑ |a|≤1 ∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2dx + ∑ |a|≤1 ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (3.12)

Since ξ_0 is arbitrary, we conclude that ∑ |a|≤1 ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖^2_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (3.13)

Similarly, from (2.8) and (3.12), we have ∑ |a|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ≤ C ∑ |a|≤1 ∫ R ⟨ξ_0⟩^{−1−δ} (∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ) dξ_0

≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (3.14) Thus, combining (3.12) and (3.14) results in the energy bounds E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0)) + E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0)) ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (3.15) We now turn to the estimates for ^E_1(u(t_0)), ^E_2(u(t_0)), ^E_1(u(t_0)), and ^E_2(u(t_0)). We employ the energy approach in [33], and we control the linear part using on (3.15).

Multiplying both sides of (3.6) by 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ , we obtain

(ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)|Z^au_ξ|^2)_η − ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)|Z^au_ξ|^2 = 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ Z^a ~F . (3.16) Integrating the above over S_{t0} , we see that ∫ Σ_{t0} ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)|Z^au_ξ|^2dx − ∫ S_{t0} ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)|Z^au_ξ|^2 = ∫ Σ_0 ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)|Z^au_ξ|^2dx + 2 ∫ S_{t0} ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ Z^a ~F . (3.17) In view of (3.17), (2.33), (2.35), (2.36), and (3.4), we then obtain ^E_1(u(t_0)) + ^E_2(u(t_0)) + ^E_1(u(t_0)) + ^E_2(u(t_0)) ≤ Cε^2 + C ∑ |a|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} Z^au^T_ξ Z^a ~F ‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )}. (3.18)

By Lemma 2.1, Lemma 2.5, and (1.11), we estimate C‖⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} Z^au^T_ξ Z^a ~F ‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )} ≤ C ‖ ⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |u_η||Z^au_ξ|^2 ‖ L^1_{t,x}(S_{t0} ) + ‖ ⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |u_ξ||Z^au_ξ||Z^au_η| ‖ L^1_{t,x}(S_{t0} ) + C ‖ ‖|f^′(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_ξ||Z^au_η| ‖ ‖_{L1t,x(St0 )} + C ‖ ‖|f^{′′}(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |u_η||Z^au_ξ| ‖ ‖_{L1t,x(St0 )} ≤ C‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η‖_L∞_{t,x(St0 )}‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )}‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_ξ‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )} · ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C‖⟨ξ⟩^{3(1+δ)2} (|f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)|)‖_L∞_{t,x(St0 )} · ‖ ‖|⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ}_2 ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^au_ξ‖_{L2t,x(St0 )}‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ}_2 ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} (|u_η | + |Z^au_η|)‖_{L2t,x(St0 )} ≤ C sup_{0≤t≤t0} [ E^{1/2}_1 (u(t)) + E^{1/2}_2 (u(t)) ] [E_1(u(t_0) + E_2(u(t_0))] + C [ E_1(u(t_0) + E_2(u(t_0)) ] + 1 100 [ ^ E_1(u(t_0)) + ^E_2(u(t_0)) ] . (3.19) Combining (3.15), (3.18), and (3.19), we then conclude ^E_1(u(t_0)) + ^E_2(u(t_0)) + ^E_1(u(t_0)) + ^E_2(u(t_0)) ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (3.20)

3.2 Conclusion of the Proof From (3.15) and (3.20), we have the estimate sup 0≤t≤T [E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t)) + E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t))] ≤ C_1ε^2 + C_2A^3ε^3, (3.21) for universal constants C_1 and C_2. Taking A^2 = 2 max{C_0, C_1} and ε_0 sufficiently small such that 2C_2Aε_0 ≤ 1 results in the bound (3.3) and completes the proof of Theorem 1.1.

4 Proof of Theorem 1.2

The key step in this proof is a bootstrap argument analogous to that in the previous section. We assume the hypotheses of Theorem 1.2, and we let u be a classical solution to (1.15), (1.20) on [0, T ]. In addition, we assume the bound sup 0≤t≤T [E(u(t)) + E(u(t))] ≤ 4A^2ε^2. (4.1)

Our key step will then be to prove, under the above assumptions, the improved estimate sup 0≤t≤T [E(u(t)) + E(u(t))] ≤ A^2ε^2. (4.2)

First, note that (1.21), (1.2), and (1.15) imply

E(u(0)) ≤ C_0ε^2, (4.3)

for some constant C_0 > 0. Also, Lemma 2.6 and (4.1) imply (2.45) and (2.54), with ν_1 ≃ ε, hence the conclusions of Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3 hold throughout. In addition, (1.18), (1.19), (2.38), and the above imply that if ε_0 is sufficiently small, then for any y ∈ R^n , y^T (I − ~A_1 − ~A_2)y ≥ λ 2 |y|^2, y^T (I − ~A_1)y ≥ λ 2 |y|^2. (4.4)

4.1 Low-Order Energy Estimates We first estimate the lower-order (i.e., first and second-order) energies. The strategy is similar to the semilinear case, except we must also deal with top-order terms.

In view of (2.37) and (2.38), the system (1.15) can be written as

u_{ξη} = ~A_1u_{ξη} + ~A_2u_{ηη} + ~A_3u_{ξξ} + ~A_3f^{′′}(ξ) + ~F . (4.5)

For any multi-index a = (a_1, a_2), with |a| = 1, we see that Z^au satisfies

Z^au_{ξη} = ~A_1Z^au_{ξη} + ~A_2Z^au_{ηη} + G_a, (4.6)

where

G_a = ~A_3Z^au_{ξξ} + Z^a ~A_1u_{ξη} + Z^a ~A_2u_{ηη} + Z^a ~A_3u_{ξξ} + Z^a ~A_3f^{′′}(ξ) + ~A_3Z^af^{′′}(ξ) + Z^a ~F . (4.7)

It then follows from Lemma 2.2 and the above that |G_a| ≤ C [ |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| + |f^{(3)}(ξ)| + ∑ |c|≤1 |Z^cu_ξ| ] ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| + |u_η||Z^au_{ξξ}|. (4.8)

Fix t_0 ∈ [0, T ]. We first estimate E_1(u(t_0)), E_2(u(t_0)), E_1(u(t_0)) and E_2(u(t_0)). Multiplying (4.6) by 2ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η and noting the symmetry of ~A_1 and ~A_2, we obtain ( ϕ(η)|Z^au_η|^2 ) ξ = ( ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_1Z^au_η ) ξ − ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ∂_ξ ~A_1Z^au_η + ( ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_2Z^au_η ) η − ϕ^′(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_2Z^au_η − ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ∂_η ~A_2Z^au_η + 2ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η G_a. (4.9)

Fixing ξ_0 ∈ R and integrating (4.9) over S^−_{t0,ξ0} then yields ∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} e_0(t, x)dx + √ 2 ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} ~e_0(t, x) = ∫ Σ^−_{0,ξ0}

e_0(0, x)dx + ∫ S^−_{t0,ξ0} q_0(t, x) + 2 ∫ S^−_{t0,ξ0} ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η G_a, (4.10)

where

e_0 = ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η (I − ~A_1 − ~A_2)Z^au_η, (4.11) ~e_0 = ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η (I − ~A_1)Z^au_η, (4.12) q_0 = −ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ∂_ξ ~A_1Z^au_η − ϕ^′(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_2Z^au_η − ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ∂_η ~A_2Z^au_η. (4.13)

In view of (4.4) and (2.33), we see that e_0(t, x) ≥ λ 2 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2, ~e_0(t, x) ≥ λ 2 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2. (4.14)

By Lemma 2.2, (1.16), and Lemma 2.6, we can bound |q_0(t, x)| ≤ C [ |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| + ∑ |c|≤1 |Z^cu_ξ| ] |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ≤ C⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ}|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2. (4.15) Moreover, by (4.8), (1.16), and Lemma 2.6, |ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η G_a| ≤ C [ |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| + |f^{(3)}(ξ)| + ∑ |c|≤1 |Z^cu_ξ| ] ∑ |b|≤1 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η|^2 + C⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η||u_η ||Z^au_{ξξ}| ≤ C⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ∑ |b|≤1 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η|^2 + C⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η||u_η||Z^au_{ξξ}|. (4.16)

Thus, the combination of (4.10), (4.14)–(4.16), and (4.3) gives ∑ |a|=1 ∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2dx + ∑ |a|=1 ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ≤ Cε^2 + C ∑ |a|≤1 ‖ ‖⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η||u_η||Z^au_{ξξ}| ‖ ‖_{L1t,x(St0 )}

+ C ∑ |a|≤1 ∫_{ξ0} −∞ ⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ( ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ) dξ. (4.17)

A similar process also yields analogous estimates with |a| = 0. As a result, we conclude ∑ |a|≤1 ∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2dx + ∑ |a|≤1 ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ≤ Cε^2 + C ∑ |a|≤1 ‖ ⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η||u_η||Z^au_{ξξ}| ‖ L^1_{t,x}(S_{t0} ) + C ∑ |a|≤1 ∫_{ξ0} −∞ ⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ( ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ) dξ. (4.18)

By Lemma 2.6, we bound ‖ |⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} Z^au_η||u_η||Z^au_{ξξ}| ‖ L^1_{t,x}(S_{t0} ) ≤ ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )}‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )}‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_{ξξ}‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )} ≤ C sup_{0≤t≤t0} E^{1/2}(u(t)) · E(u(t_0)). (4.19)

Then, by (4.1), (4.18), (4.19), and the Gronwall inequality, we have ∑ |a|≤1 ∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2dx + ∑ |a|≤1 ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.20)

Arguing analogously to the semilinear case (see below (3.12)), we see that (4.20) yields

E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0)) + E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0)) ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.21)

Next, we turn to bounds for ^E_1(u(t_0)), ^E_2(u(t_0)), ^E_1(u(t_0)), and ^E_2(u(t_0)). We write

Z^au_{ξη} = ~A_1Z^au_{ξη} + A_2Z^au_{ηη} + G_a, (4.22)

where again |a| = 1, and where

G_a = A_2Z^au_{ηη} + G_a. (4.23)

Multiplying (4.22) by 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ and noting the symmetry of ~A_1 and A_2 yields ( ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)|Z^au_ξ|^2 ) η − ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)|Z^au_ξ|^2 = ( ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_1Z^au_ξ ) η − ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_1Z^au_ξ − ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_η ~A_1Z^au_ξ + 2 ( ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ A_2Z^au_η ) η − 2ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ A_2Z^au_η − 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_η A_2Z^au_η − ( ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_η A_2Z^au_η ) ξ + ψ(η)ϕ^′(ξ)Z^au^T_η A_2Z^au_η + ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_η ∂_ξA_2Z^au_η + 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ G_a. (4.24)

Integrating (4.24) over S_{t0} , it follows that ∫ Σ_{t0}

e_1(t_0, x)dx + ∫ S_{t0} p_1(t, x) = ∫ Σ_0

e_1(0, x)dx + ∫ Σ_{t0} ~e_1(t_0, x)dx − ∫ Σ_0 ~e_1(0, x)dx + ∫ S_{t0} q_1(t, x) + 2 ∫ S_{t0} ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ G_a, (4.25)

where

e_1 = ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ (I − ~A_1)Z^au_ξ, (4.26) p_1 = −ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ (I − ~A_1)Z^au_ξ, (4.27) ~e_1 = 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ A_2Z^au_η − ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_η A_2Z^au_η, (4.28) q_1 = −ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_η ~A_1Z^au_ξ − 2ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ A_2Z^au_η

− 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_ηA_2Z^au_η + ψ(η)ϕ^′(ξ)Z^au^T_η A_2Z^au_η

+ ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_η ∂_ξA_2Z^au_η. (4.29) In view of (4.4), (2.33), (2.35), and (2.36), we have e_1(t, x) ≥ λ 2c |⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ|^2, p_1(t, x) ≥ λ 2c |⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ|^2. (4.30) Moreover, by Lemma 2.2 and (1.16), |~e_1(t, x)| ≤ C|f^′(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_ξ||Z^au_η| + C|f^′(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η|^2 ≤ C|f^′(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} |⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ||⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η| + C|f^′(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ≤ C|⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ||⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η| + C|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2, (4.31) and |q_1(t, x)| ≤ C|f^′(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_ξ||Z^au_η| + C ( |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| ) ⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η|^2 + C ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η||⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ|^2 ≤ C|f^′(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{32 (1+δ)}|⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ||⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η| + C ( |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| ) ⟨ξ⟩^{3(1+δ)}|⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 + C ∑ |b|≤1 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η||⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ|^2 ≤ C|⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ||⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η| + C|⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 + C ∑ |b|≤1 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η||⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ|^2. (4.32)

From (4.8), (4.23), Lemma 2.2, and (1.16), we get |ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ G_a| ≤ C ( |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| + |f^{(3)}(ξ)| ) ⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_ξ| ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| + C⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤1 |Z^cu_ξ|^2 + C⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ}|Z^au_ξ||u_η||Z^au_{ξξ}| + C⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ}|Z^au_ξ||u_ξ||Z^au_{ηη}| ≤ C|⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ| ∑ |b|≤1 |⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η| + C ∑ |b|≤2 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤2 |⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ| ∑ |d|≤1 |⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^du_ξ|. (4.33)

Thus, it follows from (4.25) and (4.30)–(4.33) that for any multi-index a with |a| = 1, ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )}

≤ Cε^2 + C‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )}‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + C‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖^2_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + C‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^au_ξ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )}

+ C ∑ |b|≤2 ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )} ∑ |c|≤2 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} · ∑ |d|≤1 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^du_ξ‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )}

≤ Cε^2 + 1 100 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + 1 100 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C[E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0)) + E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0))] + C sup_{0≤t≤t0} E^{1/2}(u(t)) · E(u(t_0)). (4.34)

A similar (but easier) estimate yields the same bound (4.34) also for |a| = 0. Therefore, combining (4.21), (4.34), and the above, we obtain the estimate

^E_1(u(t_0)) + ^E_2(u(t_0)) + ^E_1(u(t_0)) + ^E_2(u(t_0)) ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.35)

Finally, (4.21) and (4.35) together yield sup 0≤t≤T [E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t)) + E_1(u(t)) + E_2(u(t))] ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.36)

4.2 Top-Order Energy Estimates We next turn to the top-order (i.e., third-order) energy estimates, which are also the key and most delicate parts in the analysis. As usual, we fix t_0 ∈ [0, T ] and ξ_0 ∈ R.

4.2.1 Estimates for E_3 and E_3

In contrast to the semilinear setting and the low-order estimates in the previous subsection, here we must estimate E_3(u(t_0)) and E_3(u(t_0)) separately.

Let a = (a_1, a_2) be a multi-index, with |a| = 2 and a_2 ≠ 0. Then, by (4.5),

Z^au_{ξη} = ~A_1Z^au_{ξη} + ~A_2Z^au_{ηη} + ~A_3Z^au_{ξξ} + H_a, (4.37)

where

H_a = ∑ b+c=a c≠a λ_{bc} ( Z^b ~A_1Z^cu_{ξη} + Z^b ~A_2Z^cu_{ηη} + Z^b ~A_3Z^cu_{ξξ} )

+ ∑ b+c=a λ_{bc}Z^b ~A_3Z^cf^{′′}(ξ) + Z^a ~F , (4.38)

and where the λ_{bc}’s are integer constants. By Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3, |H_a| ≤ C[|f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| + |f^{(3)}(ξ)|] [ ∑ |b|=2 b_2≠0 |Z^bu_η| + ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| ]

+ C ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤2 |Z^bu_ξ| + C ∑ |b|≤2 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤1 |Z^bu_ξ|. (4.39)

Multiplying (4.37) by 2ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η and recalling that ~A_1, ~A_2, ~A_3 are symmetric, we obtain ( ϕ(η)|Z^au_η|^2 ) ξ = ( ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_1Z^au_η ) ξ − ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ∂_ξ ~A_1Z^au_η + ( ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_2Z^au_η ) η − ϕ^′(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_2Z^au_η − ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ∂_η ~A_2Z^au_η + 2 ( ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_3Z^au_ξ ) ξ

− 2ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ∂_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ − ( ϕ(η)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ ) η + ϕ^′(η)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ + ϕ(η)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_η ~A_3Z^au_ξ + 2ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η H_a. (4.40)

Integrating both sides of (4.40) over S^−_{t0,ξ0} , we then have ∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} e_2(t, x)dx + √ 2 ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} e_2(t, x) = ∫ Σ^−_{0,ξ0}

e_2(0, x)dx + ∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} e_2(t, x)dx − ∫ Σ^−_{0,ξ0}

e_2(0, x)dx + √ 2 ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} ~e_2(t, x) + ∫ S^−_{t0,ξ0} q_2(t, x) + 2 ∫ S^−_{t0,ξ0} ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η H_a, (4.41)

where

e_2 = ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η (I − ~A_1 − ~A_2)Z^au_η, (4.42) e_2 = ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η (I − ~A_1)Z^au_η, (4.43) e_2 = 2ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_3Z^au_ξ − ϕ(η)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ, (4.44) ~e_2 = 2ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_3Z^au_ξ, (4.45) q_2 = −ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ∂_ξ ~A_1Z^au_η − ϕ^′(η)Z^au^T_η ~A_2Z^au_η − ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ∂_η ~A_2Z^au_η − 2ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η ∂_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ + ϕ^′(η)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ + ϕ(η)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_η ~A_3Z^au_ξ. (4.46)

From (4.4), we immediately see that e_2(t, x) ≥ λ 2 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2, e_2(t, x) ≥ λ 2 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2. (4.47)

Moreover, by Lemma 2.2, |~e_2(t, x)| ≤ C|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η||⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η||Z^au_ξ|, (4.48) and |e_2(t, x)| ≤ C⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |u_η||Z^au_ξ|^2 + C|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η||⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η||Z^au_ξ| ≤ C|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η| ∑ |b|=2 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η||Z^au_ξ|. (4.49)

Here, we also made use the simple observation that since a_2 ≠ 0, |Z^au_ξ| = |∂^{a1}_ξ ∂^{a2}_η u_ξ| ≤ ∑ |b|=2 |Z^bu_η|. (4.50)

By Lemma 2.2, (1.16), (4.50), and Sobolev embedding, |q_2(t, x)| ≤ C ( |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| ) |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 + C|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2(|u_ξ | + |u_{ξξ}| + |u_{ξη}|) + C⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η||Z^au_ξ|(|u_η | + |u_{ξη}|) + C⟨η⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_ξ|^2(|u_η| + |u_{ηη} |) ≤ C⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 + C|⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ| ∑ |b|=2 |⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤1 |⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_η|. (4.51)

Moreover, it follows from (4.39) and (1.16) that ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0 |ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η H_a|

≤ C⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ∑ |a|=2 a_2 ≠0

|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 + C ∑ |b|≤1 |⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η|^2

+ C ∑ |a|≤2 |⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η| ∑ |b|≤1 |⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤2 |⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ| + C ∑ |b|≤2 |⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η|^2 ∑ |c|≤1 |⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ|. (4.52)

Now, from (4.41) and (4.47), we obtain ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2dx + ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2

≤ Cε^2 + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

‖e_2‖_L1_{x(Σt0 )} + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |~e_2(t, x)|

+ C ∑ |a|=2 a_2 ≠0

∫ S^−_{t0,ξ0} |q_2(t, x)| + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ S^−_{t0,ξ0} |ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η H_a|. (4.53)

By (4.49) and Lemma 2.6,

‖e_2‖_L1_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ C‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η‖_L∞_{x (Σt0 )}‖Z^au_ξ‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ∑ |b|=2 ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )}

≤ CE^{3/2}(u(t_0)). (4.54)

In addition, from (4.51), (4.52), (2.7) and Lemma 2.6, we obtain ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ S^−_{t0,ξ0} |q_2(t, x)| + ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ S^−_{t0,ξ0} |ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η H_a|

≤ C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫_{ξ0} −∞ ⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ( ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ) dξ + C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )}

+ C ∑ |a|≤2 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )} · ∑ |c|≤2 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤2 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ∑ |c|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L∞_{t,x(St0 )}

≤ C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫_{ξ0} −∞ ⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ( ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ) dξ + C[E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0))]

+ C sup_{0≤t≤t0} E^{1/2}(u(t)) · E(u(t_0)). (4.55)

Using (4.53), (4.54), (4.55), and (4.36), we bound ∑ |a|=2 a_2 ≠0

∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2dx + ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2

≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3 + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |~e_2(t, x)|

+ C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫_{ξ0} −∞ ⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ( ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ) dξ. (4.56)

Applying the Gronwall inequality from Lemma 2.4, along with (2.8), yields that ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ Σ^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2dx + ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2

≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3 + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |~e_2(t, x)| + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫_{ξ0} −∞ ⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ( ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ} |~e_2(t, x)| ) dξ

≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3 + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ~e_2‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )} + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |~e_2(t, x)|. (4.57)

Multiplying (4.57) by ⟨ξ_0⟩^{−1−δ} and then integrating respect to ξ_0 over R yields ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ R ⟨ξ_0⟩^{−1−δ} ( ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 ) dξ_0

≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3 + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ~e_2‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )}

+ C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

∫ R ⟨ξ_0⟩^{−1−δ} ( ∫ C^−_{t0,ξ0} |~e_2(t, x)| ) dξ_0. (4.58)

From (2.8) and (4.58), we obtain

E_3(u(t_0)) = ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )}

≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3 + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ~e_2‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )}. (4.59)

By (4.48) and Lemma 2.6, we have ‖⟨ξ⟩^{−1−δ} ~e_2(t, x)‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )} ≤ C‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_η‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )}‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )}‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )} ≤ C sup_{0≤t≤t0} E^{1/2}(u(t)) · E(u(t_0)). (4.60)

Combining (4.59) and (4.60) gives

E_3(u(t_0)) ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.61)

It remains to estimate E_3(u(t_0)). For this, we integrate (4.40) over S_{t0} : ∫ Σ_{t0} e_2(t, x)dx = ∫ Σ_0

e_2(0, x)dx + ∫ Σ_{t0} e_2(t, x)dx − ∫ Σ_0 e_2(0, x)dx + ∫ S_{t0} q_2(t, x) + 2 ∫ S_{t0} ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η H_a. (4.62)

It follows from (4.62) and (4.47) that

E_3(u(t_0)) = ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )}

≤ Cε^2 + ∑ |a|=2 a_2 ≠0

‖e_2‖_L1_{x(Σt0 )} + C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0 ‖q_2‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )}

+ C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

‖ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η H_a‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )}. (4.63)

From (4.51), (4.52), and (4.61), we then obtain ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0

‖q_2‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )} + ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0 ‖ϕ(η)Z^au^T_η H_a‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )}

≤ C ∑ |a|=2 a_2≠0 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )}

+ C ∑ |a|≤2 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )} · ∑ |c|≤2 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤2 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ∑ |c|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L∞_{t,x(St0 )} ≤ CE_3(u(t_0)) + C[E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0))] + C sup_{0≤t≤t0} E^{1/2}(u(t)) · E(u(t_0))

≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.64)

Finally, from (4.63), (4.54), and (4.64), we conclude

E_3(u(t_0)) ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.65)

Combining (4.61) and (4.65) then yields the estimate

E_3(u(t_0)) + E_3(u(t_0)) ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.66)

4.2.2 Estimates of ~E_3 and ~E_3

We now turn to ~E_3(u(t_0)) and ~E_3(u(t_0)), which can not be treated by the usual integration by parts argument. Similarly to [33], we will instead use the system (4.5) directly, while noting that E_3(u(t_0)) and E_3(u(t_0)) have already been controlled.

First, we differentiate (4.5) and write ( I − ~A_1 ) u_{ξξη} = G_3, (4.67) where G_3 = ~A_2u_{ξηη} + ~A_3u_{ξξξ} + ∂_ξ ~A_1u_{ξη} + ∂_ξ ~A_2u_{ηη} + ∂_ξ ~A_3u_{ξξ} + ~A_3f^{(3)}(ξ) + ∂_ξ ~A_3f^{′′}(ξ) + ∂_ξ ~F . (4.68) It then follows from Lemma 2.2 that |G_3| ≤ C|f^′(ξ)||u_{ξηη} | + ( |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| + |f^{(3)}(ξ)| ) ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| + C ∑ |b|≤2 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤1 |Z^cu_ξ| + C ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤2 |Z^cu_ξ| ≤ C|u_{ξηη}| + C ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| + C ∑ |b|≤2 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤1 |Z^cu_ξ| + C ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤2 |Z^cu_ξ|. (4.69)

Multiplying both sides of (4.67) by u^T_{ξξη}, we have u^T_{ξξη} ( I − ~A_1 ) u_{ξξη} = u^T_{ξξη}G_3. (4.70) By (4.4), we have the lower bound u^T_{ξξη} ( I − ~A_1 ) u_{ξξη} ≥ λ 2 |u_{ξξη}|^2. (4.71) Thus, by (4.70) and (4.71), |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξξη}| ≤ C⟨η⟩^{1+δ} |G_3|, (4.72) |⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξξη}| ≤ C⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} |G_3|. (4.73) By (4.69), (4.72), and Lemma 2.6, we have ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξξη}‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ C‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} G_3‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ C‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξηη}‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤2 ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ∑ |c|≤1 ‖Z^cu_ξ‖_L∞_{x (Σt0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L∞_{x (Σt0 )} ∑ |c|≤2 ‖Z^cu_ξ‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ C‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξηη}‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + C [ E^{1/2}_1 (u(t_0)) + E^{1/2}_2 (u(t_0)) ] + CE(u(t_0)). (4.74) Similarly, (4.69), (4.73), and Lemma 2.6 imply ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξξη}‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ C‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} G_3‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ≤ C‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξηη}‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤2 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ∑ |c|≤1 ‖Z^cu_ξ‖_L∞_{t,x(St0 )}

+ C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )} ∑ |c|≤2 ‖Z^cu_ξ‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )} ≤ C‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ξηη}‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C [ E^{1/2}_1 (u(t_0)) + E^{1/2}_2 (u(t_0)) ] + C sup_{0≤t≤t0} E^{1/2}(u(t)) · E^{1/2}(u(t_0)). (4.75) Next, observe that (4.5) implies ( I − ~A_1 ) u_{ηηξ} = ~G_3, (4.76) where

~G_3 = ~A_2u_{ηηη} + ~A_3u_{ξηξ} + ∂_η ~A_1u_{ηξ} + ∂_η ~A_2u_{ηη} + ∂_η ~A_3u_{ξξ} + ∂_η ~A_3f^{′′}(ξ) + ∂_η ~F . (4.77) From Lemma 2.2 and (1.16), we have | ~G_3| ≤ C|f^′(ξ)||u_{ηηη} | + C ( |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| ) ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| + C ∑ |b|≤2 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤1 |Z^cu_ξ| + C ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤2 |Z^cu_ξ| ≤ C⟨ξ⟩^{− 32 (1+δ)}|u_{ηηη} | + C⟨ξ⟩^{− 32 (1+δ)} ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| + C ∑ |b|≤2 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤1 |Z^cu_ξ| + C ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤2 |Z^cu_ξ|. (4.78)

Similarly to (4.72) and (4.73), we obtain from (4.4) and (4.76) that |⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηηξ} | ≤ C⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} | ~G_3|, (4.79) |⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηηξ} | ≤ C⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} | ~G_3|. (4.80) By (4.79), (4.78), and Lemma 2.6, we bound ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηηξ} ‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ C‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} ~G_3‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ C‖u_{ηηη} ‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖Z^bu_η‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤2 ‖Z^bu_η‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ∑ |c|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L∞_{x (Σt0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖Z^bu_η‖_L∞_{x (Σt0 )} ∑ |c|≤2 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ C‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηηη} ‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + C [ E^{1/2}_1 (u(t_0)) + E^{1/2}_2 (u(t_0)) ] + CE(u(t_0)). (4.81) Likewise, (4.80), (4.78), and Lemma 2.6 imply ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}u_{ηηξ} ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ≤ C‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} ~G_3‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ≤ C‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} u_{ηηη} ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} Z^bu_η‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )}

+ C ∑ |b|≤2 ‖Z^bu_η‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )} ∑ |c|≤1 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖Z^bu_η‖_L∞_{t,x(St0 )} ∑ |c|≤2 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ≤ C‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} u_{ηηη} ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C [ E^{1/2}_1 (u(t_0)) + E^{1/2}_2 (u(t_0)) ] + C sup_{0≤t≤t0} E^{1/2}(u(t)) · E^{1/2}(u(t_0)). (4.82)

Finally, putting together the bounds (4.74), (4.81), and (4.36) yields

~E_3(u(t_0)) ≤ CE_3(u(t_0)) + C[E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0))] + CE^2(u(t_0)) ≤ CE_3(u(t_0)) + Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.83)

Similarly, by (4.75), (4.82), and (4.36),

~E_3(u(t_0)) ≤ CE_3(u(t_0)) + C(E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0))) + C sup 0≤t≤t_0 E(u(t))E(u(t_0))

≤ CE_3(u(t_0)) + Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.84)

4.2.3 Estimates of ^E_3 and ^E_3

Finally, we estimate ^E_3(u(t_0)) and ^E_3(u(t_0)). Again, to control the linear part, we make use of bounds we have already derived for the other top-order energies.

For any multi-index a = (a_1, a_2), with |a| = 2 and a_1 ≠ 0, the Leibniz rule gives

Z^au_{ξη} = ~A_1Z^au_{ξη} + ~A_2Z^au_{ηη} + ~A_3Z^au_{ξξ} + ~H_a, (4.85)

where ~H_a = ∑ b+c=a c≠a λ_{bc} ( Z^b ~A_1Z^cu_{ξη} + Z^b ~A_2Z^cu_{ηη} + Z^b ~A_3Z^cu_{ξξ} )

+ ∑ b+c=a λ_{bc}Z^b ~A_3Z^cf^{′′}(ξ) + Z^a ~F , (4.86)

where λ_{bc} are integer constants. Moreover, by Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3, | ~H_a| ≤ C ( |f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)| + |f^{(3)}(ξ)| + |f^{(4)}(ξ)| ) ( ∑ |b|=2 |Z^bu_η| + ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η|) + C ∑ |b|≤1 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤2 |Z^cu_ξ| + C ∑ |b|≤2 |Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤1 |Z^cu_ξ|. (4.87)

Multiplying (4.85) by 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ and noting the symmetry of ~A_1, ~A_2, and ~A_3 yields ( ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)|Z^au_ξ|^2 ) η − ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)|Z^au_ξ|^2 = ( ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_1Z^au_ξ ) η − ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_1Z^au_ξ − ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_η ~A_1Z^au_ξ + ( 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_2Z^au_η ) η − 2ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_2Z^au_η − 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_η ~A_2Z^au_η − ( ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_η ~A_2Z^au_η ) ξ + ψ(η)ϕ^′(ξ)Z^au^T_η ~A_2Z^au_η + ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_η ∂_ξ ~A_2Z^au_η + ( ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ ) ξ − ψ(η)ϕ^′(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ

− ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ + 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~H_a. (4.88)

Integrating both sides of (4.88) over S_{t0} results in the identity ∫ Σ_{t0}

e_3(t_0, x)dx + ∫ S_{t0} p_3(t, x) = ∫ Σ_0

e_3(0, x)dx + ∫ Σ_{t0} ~e_3(t_0, x)dx − ∫ Σ_0 ~e_3(0, x)dx + ∫ S_{t0} q_3(t, x) + 2 ∫ S_{t0} ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~H_a, (4.89)

where

e_3 = ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ (I − ~A_1)Z^au_ξ, (4.90) p_3 = −ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ (I − ~A_1)Z^au_ξ, (4.91) ~e_3 = 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_2Z^au_η − ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_η ~A_2Z^au_η + ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ, (4.92) q_3 = −ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_η ~A_1Z^au_ξ − 2ψ^′(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_2Z^au_η − 2ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_η ~A_2Z^au_η + ψ(η)ϕ^′(ξ)Z^au^T_η ~A_2Z^au_η + ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_η ∂_ξ ~A_2Z^au_η − ψ(η)ϕ^′(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ − ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ∂_ξ ~A_3Z^au_ξ. (4.93)

In view of (4.4), (2.33), and (2.35), we have that e_3(t, x) ≥ λ 2c |⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ|^2, p_3(t, x) ≥ λ 2c |⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ|^2. (4.94)

Moreover, by Lemma 2.2 and (1.16), |~e_3(t, x)| ≤ C|f^′(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_ξ||Z^au_η| + C|f^′(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η|^2 + C⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |u_ξ||Z^au_ξ||Z^au_η| + C⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |u_ξ||Z^au_η|^2 + C⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |u_η||Z^au_ξ|^2 ≤ C|⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ||Z^au_η| + C|Z^au_η|^2 + C|⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}u_ξ| ∑ |b|=2 |⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_ξ||Z^au_η| + C|u_η||⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ|^2. (4.95)

Here, we also noted that since a_1 ≠ 0, |Z^au_η| = |∂^{a1}_ξ ∂^{a2}_η u_η| ≤ ∑ |b|=2 |Z^bu_ξ|. (4.96)

By Lemma 2.2, (1.16), and (4.96), we estimate |q_3(t, x)| ≤ C|f^′(ξ)|⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_ξ||Z^au_η| + C(|f^′(ξ)| + |f^{′′}(ξ)|)⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η|^2 + C|⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ|^2(|u_η | + |u_{ξη}| + |u_{ηη} |) + C⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_ξ||Z^au_η|(|u_ξ| + |u_{ξη}|) + C⟨ξ⟩^{2+2δ} |Z^au_η|^2(|u_ξ| + |u_{ξξ}| + |u_{ξη}|) ≤ C|⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ||⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η| + C|⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η|^2 + C|⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ|^2 ∑ |b|≤1 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η| + C|⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η| ∑ |b|=2 |⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^bu_ξ| ∑ |c|≤1 |⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ|. (4.97)

In addition, by (4.87) and (1.16), |ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~H_a| ≤ C|⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ| ( ∑ |b|=2 |⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η| + ∑ |b|≤1 |⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η| )

+ C|⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ| ∑ |b|≤1 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤2 |⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ| + C|⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ| ∑ |b|≤2 |⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η| ∑ |c|≤1 |⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ|. (4.98)

Now, from (4.89) and (4.94), we have that ^E_3(u(t_0)) + ^E_3(u(t_0)) = ∑ |a|=2 a_1≠0

‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + ∑ |a|=2 a_1≠0 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )}

≤ Cε^2 + C ∑ |a|=2 a_1≠0

‖~e_3‖_L1_{x(Σt0 )} + C ∑ |a|=2 a_1≠0 ‖q_3‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )}

+ C ∑ |a|=2 a_1≠0 ‖ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~H_a‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )}. (4.99)

Moreover, by (4.95),

‖~e_3‖_L1_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ 1 100 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + C‖Z^au_η‖^2_L2_{x(Σt0 )} + C‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}u_ξ‖_L∞_{x (Σt0 )} ∑ |b|=2 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_ξ‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )}‖Z^au_η‖_L2_{x(Σt0 )}

+ C‖u_η‖_L∞_{x (Σt0 )}‖⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{x(Σt0 )} ≤ 1 100 ^E_3(u(t_0)) + CE_3(u(t_0)) + C ~E_3(u(t_0)) + CE^{3/2}(u(t_0)), (4.100) while by (4.97), we have ‖q_3‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )} ≤ 1 100 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L∞_{t,x(St0 )} + C‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_η‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )} ∑ |b|=2 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_ξ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} · ∑ |c|≤1 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^cu_ξ‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )}

≤ 1 100 ^E_3(u(t_0)) + CE_3(u(t_0)) + C ~E_3(u(t_0)) + C sup_{0≤t≤t0} E^{1/2}(u(t)) · E(u(t_0)). (4.101)

Furthermore, (4.98) implies ‖ψ(η)ϕ(ξ)Z^au^T_ξ ~H_a‖_L1_{t,x(St0 )} ≤ 1 100 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ}Z^au_ξ‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )}

+ C ∑ |b|=2 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖^2_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ∑ |b|≤1 ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L∞_{t,x(St0 )} · ∑ |c|≤2 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} + C‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^au_ξ‖_L2_{t,x(St0 )} ∑ |b|≤2 ‖⟨η⟩^{1+δ} Z^bu_η‖_L∞_{t L}2_{x(St0 )} · ∑ |c|≤1 ‖⟨η⟩^{− 1+δ2} ⟨ξ⟩^{1+δ} Z^cu_ξ‖_L2_{t L}∞_{x (St0 )}

≤ 1 100 ^E_3(u(t_0)) + CE_3(u(t_0)) + C ~E_3(u(t_0)) + C[E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0))] + C sup_{0≤t≤t0} E^{1/2}(u(t)) · E(u(t_0)). (4.102) Thus, combining (4.99)–(4.102), (4.36), (4.83), (4.84), and (4.66), we conclude that ^E_3(u(t_0)) + ^E_3(u(t_0))

≤ Cε^2 + CE_3(u(t_0)) + CE_3(u(t_0)) + C ~E_3(u(t_0)) + C ~E_3(u(t_0)) + C [ E_1(u(t_0)) + E_2(u(t_0)) ] + CE^{3/2}(u(t_0)) + C sup_{0≤t≤t0} E^{1/2}(u(t)) · E(u(t_0)) ≤ Cε^2 + CA^3ε^3. (4.103) 4.3 Conclusion of the Proof Combining the estimates (4.36), (4.66), (4.83), (4.84), and (4.103) yields sup 0≤t≤T [ E(u(t)) + E(u(t)) ] ≤ C_1ε^2 + C_2A^3ε^3, (4.104)

for some constants C_1 and C_2. Taking A^2 = 2 max{C_0, C_1} and ε_0 sufficiently small such that 2C_2Aε_0 ≤ 1 results in the bound (4.2) and completes the bootstrap argument.

To complete the proof of Theorem 1.2, it remains only to show that our solution u can be extended beyond our given time T . Then, the above bootstrap estimates (which are independent of T ) can be iterated indefinitely to prove global existence and smallness.

This extension can be established, for instance, using the classical local well-posedness theory from [12]. We briefly give an informal sketch of this argument below.

4.3.1 Sketch of Local Well-Posedness

First, we write our system (1.15) in terms of Cartesian derivatives,

a_{00}(u_ξ, u_η ) u_{tt} = a_{11}(u_ξ, u_η ) u_{xx} + (a_{01} + a_{10}) u_{tx} + lower-order terms. (4.105) Then, from [12, Section 3.1], the key assumptions needed for local well-posedness are y^T a_{00}(u_ξ, u_η) y ≥ C|y|^2, y^T a_{11}(u_ξ, u_η) y ≥ C|y|^2, (4.106) for all y ∈ R^n and for some constant C > 0. Since u_ξ and u_η are guaranteed to be as small as we need in our setting, then by continuity, it suffices to show, for some C > 0, y^T a_{00}(0, 0) y ≥ C|y|^2, y^T a_{11}(0, 0) y ≥ C|y|^2. (4.107)

Expressing in terms of ξ and η, the two conditions in (4.107) expand to

y^T [1 − A_1(f^′(ξ), 0) − A_2(f^′(ξ), 0)]y ≥ C|y|^2, (4.108) y^T [1 − A_1(f^′(ξ), 0) + A_2(f^′(ξ), 0)]y ≥ C|y|^2, (4.109)

the first of which is our assumption (1.18). If (4.109) also holds, then the well-posedness result of [12, Theorem III] holds here, and our proof of Theorem 1.2 is complete.

On the other hand, if (4.109) fails to hold, then we define the change of variables

t̄ = (1 + c)t, x̄ = x + ct, (4.110)

with 0 < c < 1, from which we obtain a transformed system

a_{00}(u_ξ, u_η ) u¯_t¯_t = a_{11}(u_ξ, u_η ) u_{x̄x̄} + (a_{01} + a_{10}) u¯_{tx̄} + lower-order terms, (4.111)

with a different set of coefficients a_{00}, a_{01}, a_{10}, a_{11}. A direct computation shows that the positivity conditions (4.107), in the new (t̄, x̄)-coordinates, are now given by

(1 + c)^2y^T [1 − A_1(f^′(ξ), 0) − A_2(f^′(ξ), 0)]y ≥ C|y|^2, (4.112) (1 − c)y^T [(1 + c)(1 − A_1(f^′(ξ), 0)) + (1 − c)A_2(f^′(ξ), 0)]y ≥ C|y|^2. (4.113)

In particular, by (1.18) and (1.19), both (4.112) and (4.113) hold as long as c is sufficiently close to 1. Thus, applying [12, Theorem III] completes the proof of Theorem 1.2 in general.

Remark 4.1. In particular, notice that t̄ and t have the same level sets, and ∂¯_ξ points in the same direction as ∂_ξ, so that one still captures the traveling wave. The rough idea here is to ensure that the transformed ∂¯_t is now pointing in a “timelike” direction.

Acknowledgments

This work was carried out while the first author was visiting the School of Mathematical Sciences at Queen Mary University of London from January 2020. He would like to thank the support of the China Scholarship Council, as well as the school’s hospitality. The first author is supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China No. 11801068 and the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities. The second author is supported, for a portion of this work, by EPSRC grant EP/R011982/1.

References

[1] L. Abbrescia, W. Wong, Geometric analysis of 1+1 dimensional quasilinear wave equations, arXiv:1912.04692v1 (2019).

[2] L. Abbrescia, W. Wong, Global nearly-plane-symmetric solutions to the membrane equation, Forum Math. Pi 8 (2020), e13.

[3] S. Alinhac, The null condition for quasilinear wave equations in two space dimensions I, Invent. Math. 145 (2001) 597–618.

[4] J. Anderson, S. Zbarsky, Stability and instability of traveling wave solutions to nonlinear wave equations, arXiv:2008.05006 (2020).

[5] R. Bellman, The stability of solutions of linear differential equations, Duke Math. J. 10 (1943) 643–647.

[6] X. Cheng, D. Li, J. Xu, D. Zha, Global wellposedness for 2D quasilinear wave without Lorentz, Dyn. Partial Differ. Equ. 19 (2022) 123–140..

[7] D. Christodoulou, Global solutions of nonlinear hyperbolic equations for small initial data, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 39 (1986) 267–282.

[8] W. Dai, D. Kong, Global existence and asymptotic behavior of classical solutions of quasilinear hyperbolic systems with linearly degenerate characteristic fields, J. Differential Equations 235 (2007) 127–165.

[9] S. Dong, P. LeFloch, Z. Lei, The top-order energy of quasilinear wave equations in two space dimensions is uniformly bounded, arXiv:2103.07867 (2021).

[10] L. Hörmander, Lectures on Nonlinear Hyperbolic Differential Equations, Springer- Verlag, 1997

[11] F. Hou, H. Yin, Global small data smooth solutions of 2-D null-form wave equations with non-compactly supported initial data, J. Differential Equations 268 (2020) 490– 512.

[12] T. Huges, T. Kato, J. Marsden, Well-posed quasi-linear second-order hyperbolic systems with applications to nonlinear elastodynamics and general relativity, Arch. Rational Mech. Anal. 63 (1977) 273–294.

[13] F. John, Blow-up for quasilinear wave equations in three space dimensions, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 34 (1981) 29–51.

[14] S. Katayama, Global solutions and the asymptotic behavior for nonlinear wave equations with small initial data, MSJ Memoirs, vol. 36, Mathematical Society of Japan, Tokyo, 2017.

[15] S. Klainerman, Global existence for nonlinear wave equations, Comm. Pure Appl. Math.

33 (1980) 43–101.

[16] J. Keir, The weak null condition and global existence using the p-weighted energy method, arXiv:1808.09982 (2018).

[17] S. Klainerman, Long time behavior of solutions to nonlinear wave equations, in Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians, Vol. 1, 2 (Warsaw, 1983), PWN, Warsaw, 1984, 1209–1215.

[18] S. Klainerman, The null condition and global existence to nonlinear wave equations, in Nonlinear systems of partial differential equations in applied mathematics, Part 1 (Santa Fe, N.M., 1984), Lectures in Appl. Math., vol. 23, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1986, 293–326.

[19] T. Li, Y. Zhou, D. Kong, Weak linear degeneracy and global classical solutions for general quasilinear hyperbolic systems, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 19 (1994) 1263–1317.

[20] D. Li, Uniform estimates for 2D quasilinear wave, arXiv:2106.06419 (2021). [21] H. Lindblad, A remark on global existence for small initial data of the minimal surface equation in Minkowskian space time, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 132 (2004) 1095–1102.

[22] H. Lindblad, I. Rodnianski, The weak null condition for Einstein’s equations, Comptes Rendus Mathematique 336 (2003), 901–906.

[23] H. Lindblad, I. Rodnianski, The global stability of Minkowski space-time in harmonic gauge, Ann. of Math. (2) 171 (2010) 1401–1477.

[24] C. Liu, J. Liu, Stability of traveling wave solutions to Cauchy problem of diagnolizable quasilinear hyperbolic systems, Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. 34 (2014) 4735–4749.

[25] C. Liu, P. Qu, Existence and stability of traveling wave solutions to first-order quasilinear hyperbolic systems, J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 100 (2013) 34–68.

[26] J. Liu, Y. Zhou, Uniqueness and stability of traveling waves to the time-like extremal hypersurface in Minkowski space, arXiv:1903.04129 (2019).

[27] G. Luli, S. Yang, P. Yu, On one-dimension semi-linear wave equations with null conditions, Adv. Math. 329 (2018) 174–188.

[28] M. Nakamura, Remarks on a weighted energy estimate and its application to nonlinear wave equations in one space dimension, J. Differential Equations 256 (2014) 389–406.

[29] W.Peng, D. Zha, A note on quasilinear wave equations in two space dimensions II:

Almost global existence of classical solutions, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 439 (2016) 419–435. [30] W. Wong, Global existence for the minimal surface equation on R^{1,1} , Proc. Amer. Math.

Soc. Ser. B 4 (2017) 47–52.

[31] D. Zha, A note on quasilinear wave equations in two space dimensions, Discrete Contin.

Dyn. Syst. 36 (2016) 2855–2871.

[32] D. Zha, Global and almost global existence for general quasilinear wave equations in two space dimensions, J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 123 (2019) 270–299.

[33] D. Zha, On one-dimension quasilinear wave equations with null conditions, Calc. Var.

Partial Differential Equations 59 (2020) Paper No. 94, 19.

[34] Y. Zhou, Point-wise decay estimate for the global classical solutions to quasilinear hyperbolic systems, Math. Methods Appl. Sci. 32 (2009) 1669–1680.