arXiv:2308.04694v1 [math.AP] 9 Aug 2023

THE STEADY EULER-POISSON SYSTEM AND ACCELERATING FLOWS WITH TRANSONIC C^1-TRANSITIONS

MYOUNGJEAN BAE, BEN DUAN, AND CHUNJING XIE

Abstract. In this paper, we prove the existence of two-dimensional solutions to the steady Euler-Poisson system with continuous transonic transitions across sonic interfaces of codimension 1. First, we establish the well-posedness of a boundary value problem for a linear second order system that consists of an elliptic-hyperbolic mixed type equation with a degeneracy occurring on an interface of codimension 1, and an elliptic equation weakly coupled together. Then we apply the Schauder fixed point theorem to prove the existence of twodimensional solutions to the potential flow model of the steady Euler-Poisson system with continuous transonic transitions across sonic interfaces. With the aid of Helmholtz decomposition, established in [6], we extend the existence result to the full Euler-Poisson system for the case of nonzero vorticity. Most importantly, the solutions constructed in this paper are classical solutions to Euler-Poisson system, thus their sonic interfaces are not weak discontinuities in the sense that all the flow variables are C^1 across the interfaces.

Contents

1. Introduction and Main theorems 2 1.1. Introduction 2 1.2. Main theorems 7 2. Preparations to prove Theorem 2 12 2.1. Iteration sets and linear boundary value problems 13 2.2. Approximated sonic interfaces 17 3. The key estimate 21 3.1. Preliminary 21 3.2. A priori H^1-estimate 24 4. The unique existence of a strong solution to Problem 5 31 4.1. Extensions of coefficients 31 4.2. The well-posedness of the boundary value problem (3.3) 35 5. Higher order derivative estimates 47 5.1. Global H^2-estimate of v 47 5.2. Global H^3-estimate of v 51 5.3. Proof of Proposition 3.1 57 6. Proof of Theorem 2 59 Appendix A. A further discussion on the nozzle length L 67 References 68

Date: August 10, 2023.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35J47, 35J57, 35J66, 35M10, 76N10. Key words and phrases. accelerating flow, C^1-transonic transition, elliptic-hyperbolic mixed equation with a degeneracy, Euler-Poisson system, Helmholtz decomposition, singular perturbation, sonic interface. 1

1. Introduction and Main theorems

1.1. Introduction. The Euler-Poisson system

(1.1) ρ_t + div_x(ρu) = 0, (ρu)_t + div_x(ρu ⊗ u) + ∇_xp = ρ∇_xΦ, (ρE )_t + div_x(ρE u + pu) = ρu · ∇_xΦ, Δ_xΦ = ρ − ρ̄_I ,

describes the motion of plasma or electrons in semiconductor devices where ρ, u, p and E represent the density, velocity, pressure and the energy density of electrons, respectively. In particular, this system describes an electron fluid dynamics in a background of ions with a constant density and a constant charge ([20] and [30]). The Poisson equation (1.1)_4 describes how the two fluids of electrons and ions interact through the electric field ∇Φ. In this paper, we consider ideal polytropic gas, where p and E are given by

(1.2) p = Sρ^γ and E = |u|^2 2 + p (γ − 1)ρ , respectively, for a function S > 0 and a constant γ > 1. The function ln S represents the physical entropy, and the constant γ > 1 is called the adiabatic exponent. For the Mach number M, defined by

M := |u| √ γp/ρ , if M < 1, then the flow corresponding to (ρ, u, p, Φ) is said to be subsonic. On the other hand, if M > 1, then the flow is said to be supersonic. Finally, if M = 1, then the flow is said to be sonic.

The goal of this work is to prove the existence of a steady classical solution to the system (1.1) that yields a flow accelerating from a subsonic state to a supersonic state in a two-dimensional flat nozzle of a finite length. The main feature of the solution constructed in this paper is that the sonic interface on which the subsonic-supersonic transition occurs has codimension 1. Most importantly, the sonic interface is not treated as a free boundary as opposed to the case of transonic shocks (cf. [8, 10, 14, 28, 40, 41, 42] and references therein).

The system (1.1) consists of two parts, a compressible Euler system with source terms and a Poisson equation, weakly coupled in a nonlinear way. One of longstanding open problems related to the compressible Euler system is to prove the existence of a solution that consists of two types of transonic flows, an accelerating transonic flow with a sonic interface and a transonic shock in a convergent-divergent nozzle, called a de Laval nozzle. For the last several decades, there have been extensive studies on transonic shocks in a nozzle, see [8, 15, 26, 27, 41, 42]. On the other hands, there are very few known results on continuous transonic flows with sonic interfaces as it involves an analysis of degenerate PDEs. In the pioneering works [31, 32, 33, 34] by Morawetz, it is shown that two-dimensional smooth transonic potential flows around an airfoil are unstable in general. The smooth transonic solutions for transonic small disturbance equations was analyzed in [23]. Recently, the transonic solutions for the Euler system with sonic interfaces are studied, see [35, 36, 37, 39], etc. Another examples of weak solutions to the unsteady Euler system with sonic interfaces, which appear as circular arcs, are given in [3, 11, 12, 16].

In [2], it is shown that the sonic interfaces studied in [3, 11, 12, 16] are weak discontinuities, in the sense that the velocity potentials across the sonic arcs are C^{1,1} but not C^2. This means that the flow velocity fields are continuous but their derivatives are discontinuous across the sonic arcs. For more studies on regular shock reflection for other models, one may refer to [21, 22, 43] and references therein.

In this paper, we prove the existence of two dimensional solutions to the steady Euler-Poisson system with continuous transonic transitions across sonic interfaces of codimension 1. More importantly, we show that the solutions are classical solutions, thus their sonic interfaces are not weak discontinuities. Differently from the Euler system, the steady Euler-Poisson system has one-dimensional continuous transonic solutions, and this can be found by a phase plane analysis [1, 29]. According to [29], there are two types of continuous transonic solutions to the steady Euler-Poisson system under the condition of (1.5), an accelerating transonic solution and a decelerating solution. In this paper, we show that the one-dimensional accelerating transonic solution is in fact C^∞ smooth, see Lemma 1.1. And, we prove the existence of two-dimensional solutions to the potential flow model of the steady Euler-Poisson system with continuous transonic transitions across sonic interfaces. Furthermore, with the aid of Helmholtz decomposition, established in [6], we extend the existence result to the full Euler-Poisson system for the case of nonzero vorticity. Prior to this work, the authors of this paper studied the multi-dimensional subsonic solutions and supersonic solutions for the Euler-Poisson system, see [4, 6, 7]. The ultimate goal of this work and the works in [4, 6, 7] is to establish the existence of a multi-dimensional solution to the steady Euler-Poisson system with a continuous transonic-transonic shock configuration in a flat nozzle. For other results on continuous transonic solutions to the one-dimensional Euler-Poisson system, one can refer to [17, 18, 24, 25, 38] and the references therein.

As we seek for a two-dimensional steady solution to (1.1), let us set the velocity vector field u as u(x) := u_1(x)e_1 + u_2(x)e_2 for x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ R^2 . Here, e_j (j = 1, 2) represents the unit vector in the positive x_j -direction. Next, we define the vorticity function ω by

ω(x) := ∂_{x1} u_2 − ∂_{x2} u_1.

If the solution satisfies ρ > 0 and u_1 > 0, then (ρ, u, S, Φ) solves the following nonlinear system:

(1.3)

∇ · (ρu) = 0 ω = 1 u_1 ( ρ^{γ−1}∂_{x2} S (γ − 1)

− ∂_{x2} (B − Φ) )

m · ∇S = 0 m · ∇(B − Φ) = 0 ΔΦ = ρ − ρ̄_I

where m and B are given by

m := ρu, and B := |u|^2 2 + γSρ^{γ−1} γ − 1 .

For one-dimensional solutions to (1.3), we solve the ODE system ρ̄ū_1 = J S̄ = S_0 ū^2_1 2 + γS̄ρ̄^{γ−1} γ − 1 − Φ̄ = κ_0 Φ̄^{′′} = ρ̄ − ρ̄_I for some constants J > 0, S_0 > 0 and κ_0 ∈ R. By setting as Ē := Φ̄^′, one can rewrite the above system as

ρ̄ = J ū_1

, S̄ = S_0, { ū^′_1 =^{Ēūγ1}

ū^{γ+1}_1 −γS_0J^{γ−1} ,

Ē′ =^J_{ū1} − ρ̄_I .

Hereafter, the constants γ > 1, J > 0 and S_0 > 0 are fixed. Let us define two constants ū_I and u_s by

ū_I := J ρ̄_I , and u_s := ( γS_0J^{γ−1} ) 1_{γ+1} . For later use, we shall define a parameter ζ_0 by (1.4) ζ_0 := ū_I u_s . And, assume that (1.5) ζ_0 > 1.

Under this assumption, suppose that (ū_1, Ē) is a C^1-solution to the system

(1.6) { ū^′_1 =^{Ēūγ1}

ū^{γ+1}_1 −u^{γ+1}_s ,

Ē′ =^J_{ū1} − ρ̄_I .

In addition, suppose that (ū_1, Ē)(l_s) = (u_s, 0) for some constant l_s > 0. Next, we define a function H : (0, ∞) → R by

(1.7) H(u) = ∫_u u_s J ū_I t^{γ+1}

(t^{γ+1} − u^{γ+1}_s ) (ū_I − t) dt.

Also, define a two-variable function H : (0, ∞) × R → R by

H(u, E) := 1 2 E^2 − H(u). Straightforward computations show that the solution (ū_1, Ē) satisfies (1.8) H(ū_1, Ē) ≡ 0 as long as it exists.

Define T := {(u, E) : H(u, E) = 0}. The set T is called the critical trajectory of the system (1.6)(see Figure 1). We define a subset T_{acc} by (1.9) T_{acc} = {(u, E) ∈ T : (u − u_s)E ≥ 0}.

PSfrag replacements

Figure 1. The critical trajectory

Lemma 1.1. Given constants γ > 1, J > 0 and S_0 > 0, assume that the condition (1.5) holds. Then, the set T_{acc} represents the trajectory of an accelerating smooth transonic solution to (1.6) in the following sense: for any fixed (u_0, E_0) ∈ T_{acc} with u_0 < u_s, there exists a finite constant l_{max} > 0 depending only on (γ, J, S_0, ū_I , u_0) so that the initial value problem { ū^′_1 =^{Ēūγ1}

ū^{γ+1}_1 −u^{γ+1}_s

Ē^′ =^J_{ū1} − ρ̄_I for x_1 > 0,

(ū_1, Ē)(0) = (u_0, E_0)

(1.10)

has a unique smooth solution for x_1 ∈ [0, l_{max}) with satisfying the following properties:

(i) ū^′_1(x_1) > 0 on [0, l_{max}). (ii) lim

x_1→l_{max}−

ū^′_1(x_1) = 0.

(iii) T_{acc} ∩ {(ū_1, Ē)(x_1) : 0 ≤ x_1 ≤ l_{max}} = T_{acc} ∩ {(u, E) : u ≥ u_0}. (iv) There exists a unique constant l_s ∈ (0, l_{max}) depending only on (γ, J, S_0, ū_I , u_0) so that ū_1 satisfies

(1.11) ū_1(x_1)

< u_s for x_1 < l_s (subsonic), = u_s at x_1 = l_s (sonic), > u_s for x_1 > l_s (supersonic).

Proof. Define a function F (t) by

(1.12) F (t) := t^γ √ 2H(t) |t^{γ+1} − u^{γ+1}_s | for t ≠ u_s

where H(u) is given by (1.7).

Clearly, F (t) is smooth for t ∈ (0, ∞) \ {u_s} as long as H(t) ≥ 0.

Note that H(u_s) = H^′(u_s) = 0. It follows from the assumption (1.5) that one has H^{′′}(u_s) = (γ + 1)J ( 1 u_s − 1 ū_I ) > 0. By applying L’Hôpital’s rule, it is obtained lim_{t→us} 2H(t) (t^{γ+1} − u^{γ+1}_s )^2 = lim_{t→us} H^{′′}(t) (γ + 1)^2t^{2γ} = J (γ + 1)u^{2γ}_s ( 1 u_s − 1 ū_I ) > 0 so one can extend the definition of F (t) up to t = u_s as

F (u_s) := √ J γ + 1 ( 1 u_s − 1 ū_I ) . Therefore, F (t) is continuous for all t > 0 as long as H(t) ≥ 0 holds.

By Taylor’s theorem, there exist two smooth functions P (t) and Q(t) satisfying H(t) = 1 2 H^{′′}(u_s)(t − u_s)^2 + (t − u_s)^3P (t),

t^{γ+1} − u^{γ+1}_s = (γ + 1)u^γ_s (t − u_s) + (t − u_s)^2Q(t),

so that the function F (t) is written as

F (t) = t^γ √ H^{′′}(u_s) + 2(t − u_s)P (t) (γ + 1)u^γ_s + (t − u_s)Q(t) . This shows that F (t) is smooth and positive for all t > 0 as long as the inequality H(t) ≥ 0 holds.

By the definition (1.9), one has

T_{acc} = {E = sgn(u − u_s) √ H(u) : H(u) ≥ 0}. If (ū_1, Ē)(x_1) is a C^1-solution to (1.10), then it also solves the initial value problem:

(1.13) { ū^′_1 = F (ū_1) ū_1(0) = u_0 and Ē = sgn(ū_1 − u_s) √ 2H(ū_1).

One can directly check from (1.7) that there exists a constant u_{max} ∈ (ū_I , ∞) satisfying that H(t) > 0 for 0 < t < u_{max}, = 0 at t = u_{max}, < 0 for t > u_{max}.

Hence it follows from the unique existence theorem of ODEs and the method of continuation that there exists a finite constant l_{max} > 0 so that the initial value problem (1.13) has a unique smooth solution for 0 ≤ x_1 ≤ l_{max} with (ū, Ē)(l_{max}) = (u_{max}, 0). Note that the inequality 0 < u_0 < u_s < ū_I < u_{max} holds. Since F (t) > 0 for 0 < t ≤ u_{max}, the velocity function ū_1 strictly increases with respect to x_1 ∈ [0, l_{max}). Therefore, there exists a unique constant l_s ∈ (0, l_{max}) that satisfies (1.11). □

1.2. Main theorems. The main goal of this work is to construct a two-dimensional solution of the system (1.3) when prescribing the boundary conditions as small perturbations of a one-dimensional accelerating smooth transonic solution introduced in Lemma 1.1.

In this paper, we assume that B − Φ = 0 (the pseudo Bernoulli’s law ) for technical simplicity. Then, we can rewrite (1.3) as follows:

(1.14)

∇ · ρu = 0

∇ × u = ρ^{γ−1}∂_{x2} S (γ − 1)u_1 ρu · ∇S = 0 1 2 |u|^2 + γSρ^{γ−1} γ − 1 = Φ ΔΦ = ρ − ρ̄_I .

For a constant L > 0, let us define (1.15) Ω_L := {x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ R^2 : 0 < x_1 < L, |x_2| < 1}. The boundary ∂Ω_L consists of three parts: the entrance Γ_0, the wall Γ_w and the exit Γ_L given by (1.16) Γ_0 := {0} × [−1, 1], Γ_w := (0, L) × {−1, 1}, Γ_L := {L} × [−1, 1], respectively.

Notations. (1) Throughout this paper, we let e_j represent the unit vector in the positive direction of the x_j -axis, that is, e_1 = (1, 0) and e_2 = (0, 1).

(2) For i = 1, 2, the symbols ∂_i and ∂_{ij} represent^∂_{∂xi} and ∂_i∂_j , respectively.

And, any partial derivative of a higher order is denoted similarly.

Definition 1.2 (Background solutions). Given constants γ > 1, S_0 > 0, J > 0 and ζ_0 > 1(see (1.4) for the definition), fix a point (u_0, E_0) ∈ T_{acc} with E_0 < 0. Then Lemma 1.1 implies that the initial value problem (1.6) with (ū_1, Ē)(0) = (u_0, E_0) has a unique smooth solution on the interval [0, l_{max}). Furthermore, the flow governed by the solution is accelerating. In other words, it holds that dū_1 dx_1 > 0 on [0, l_{max}).

For x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ R^2 with x_1 ∈ [0, l_{max}), let us define (ρ̄, ū, Φ̄) by

ρ̄(x) := J ū_1(x_1)

, ū(x) := ū_1(x_1)e_1, Φ̄(x) := ∫_{x1} 0 Ē(t) dt + u^{20} 2 + γS_0 γ − 1 ( J u_0 )_{γ−1} . Then, (ρ, u, S, Φ) = (ρ̄, ū, S_0, Φ̄) solves the system (1.14) in Ω_{lmax} . We call (ρ̄, ū, S_0, Φ̄) the background smooth transonic solution to (1.14) associated with (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0). Note that the initial value u_0 of ū_1 is uniquely determined depending on E_0 as the point (u_0, E_0) lies on the curve T_{acc}, defined by (1.9), and the function sgn(u − u_s) √ H(u) is monotone for u ∈ (0, u_{max}]. Then, it follows from the inequality E_0 < 0 that 0 < u < u_s.

The main goal of this paper is to solve the following problem:

Problem 1. Given constants γ > 1, ζ_0 > 1, J > 0 and S_0 > 0, fix a point (u_0, E_0) ∈ T_{acc} with E_0 < 0. Given (S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}) : [−1, 1] → R^3 , define (1.17) P(S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}) := ‖S_{en} − S_0‖_C4_{([−1,1])} + ‖E_{en} − E_0‖_C4_{([−1,1])} + ‖w_{en}‖_C5_{([−1,1])}. Assuming that P(S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}) is sufficiently small, find a solution (ρ, u, S, Φ) to the nonlinear system (1.14) in Ω_L with the boundary conditions: u · e_2 = w_{en}, S = S_{en}, and ∂_{x1} Φ = E_{en} on Γ_0 u · n = 0 and ∂_nΦ = 0 on Γ_w Φ = Φ̄ on Γ_L

(1.18)

where n is the inward unit normal vector on Γ_w.

By fixing the constants γ, ζ_0, J, and S_0, the term ρ̄_I from the equation (1.14)_5 can be expressed as

(1.19) ρ̄_I = J ζ_0(γS_0J^{γ−1})^{1γ+1} . We call the system (1.14) with the expression of (1.19) the simplified steady Euler- Poisson system associated with (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0). This expression indicates our choice of a background solution (in the sense of Definition 1.2) from which we shall build a two-dimensional solution to (1.14) with a transonic C^1-transition across an interface of codimension 1.

Before stating the main theorem, we list compatibility conditions required for (S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}).

Condition 1.3. (i) For k = 1, 3, d^k S_{en} dx^k_2 (x_2) = d^kE_{en} dx^k_2 (x_2) = 0 at |x_2| = 1;

(ii) For l = 0, 2, 4 d^lw_{en} dx^l_2 (x_2) = 0 at |x_2| = 1.

Theorem 1. Let us fix constants (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0) satisfying γ > 1, ζ_0 > 1, S_0 > 0.

Suppose that (u_0, E_0) ∈ T_{acc} with E_0 < 0, which is equivalent to 0 < u_0 < u_s. And, let (ρ̄, ū, Φ̄) be the background smooth transonic solution to (1.14) associated with (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0). In addition, suppose that the boundary data (S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}) satisfy Condition 1.3. Then one can fix two constants J̄ and J depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0), which satisfy 0 < J̄ < 1 < J < ∞ so that whenever the background momentum density J(= ρ̄ū_1) satisfies either 0 < J ≤ J̄ or J ≤ J < ∞, there exists a constant d ∈ (0, 1) depending on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J) so that if the two constants u_0 and L satisfy the condition

(1.20) 1 − d ≤ u_0 u_s < 1 < ū_1(L) u_s ≤ 1 + d, then (ρ̄, ū, Φ̄) is structurally stable in the following sense: one can fix a constant σ̄ > 0 sufficiently small depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L) so that if the inequality (1.21) P(S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}) ≤ σ̄ holds, then Problem 1 has a unique solution (ρ, u, S, Φ) ∈ H^3(Ω_L) × H^3(Ω_L; R^2 ) × H^4(Ω_L) × H^4(Ω_L) that satisfies the estimate

‖ρ − ρ̄‖_H3_{(ΩL)} + ‖u − ū‖_H3_{(ΩL)} + ‖S − S_0‖_H4_{(ΩL )} + ‖Φ − Φ̄‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ≤ CP(S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en})

(1.22)

for some constant C > 0 depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L). Moreover, there exists a function f_{sn} : [−1, 1] → (0, L) satisfying that

(1.23) M

< 1 for x_1 < f_{sn}(x_2) = 1 for x_1 = f_{sn}(x_2) > 1 for x_1 > f_{sn}(x_2) where the Mach number M of the system (1.14) is defined by

M := |u| √ γSρ^{γ−1} . And, the function f_{sn} satisfies the estimate (1.24) ‖f_{sn} − l_s‖_H2_{((−1,1))} + ‖f_{sn} − l_s‖_C1_{([−1,1])} ≤ CP(S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}) for some constant C > 0 depending on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L).

Definition 1.4 (Sonic interface). For the function f_{sn} given in the above theorem, we shall call the curve {x_1 = f_{sn}(x_1) : −1 ≤ x_2 ≤ 1} the sonic interface of the flow governed by (ρ, u, S, Φ).

Remark 1.5. It directly follows from a standard extension method of functions in Sobolev spaces and the generalized Sobolev inequality that ρ, u and S are in C^1, and Φ is in C^2 up to the boundary. This implies that Theorem 1 yields a classical solution to Problem 1.

Remark 1.6. The property (1.23) implies that the solution (ρ, u, S, Φ) given in Theorem 1 yields a transonic C^1-transition across the sonic interface x_1 = f_{sn}(x_2).

There is another example of a sonic interface with a different feature. According to [2, Theorem 4.1], the function Du is discontinuous on the sonic boundaries occurring in the self-similar regular shock reflection or in the self-similar Prandtl- Meyer reflection of potential flows(see [3, 4, 11, 13]). The sonic interface across which Du is discontinuous is called a weak discontinuity. From Theorem 1 in this paper, and [2, Theorem 4.1], we are given with two types of sonic interfaces: (i) a regular interface which is succeedingly given as a level set of a function defined in terms of a classical solution, and (ii) a weak discontinuity which is determined by only one side of a flow. This leads to the following question:

What is a general criterion to determine the type of a sonic interface? A general classification of sonic interfaces should be a fascinating subject to be investigated in the future.

Remark 1.7. In Theorem 1, we require for the background momentum density J(= ρ̄ū_1) to be either small or large, and for the background Mach number M̄ to be close to 1 (see (1.20)) to establish the well-posedness of Problem 1. As we shall see later in Section 3, the biggest challenge is to establish a priori H^1-estimate for a solution to a linear system consisting of a degenerately elliptic-hyperbolic mixed type PDE of second order and a second order elliptic equation, which are weakly coupled together via lower order derivative terms. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper to deal with a boundary value problem of such a PDE system.

Suppose that (ρ, u, S, Φ) ∈ H^3(Ω_L)×H^3(Ω_L; R^2 )×H^4(Ω_L)×H^4(Ω_L) is a solution to Problem 1. Since u is in C^1(Ω_L), there exists a unique C^2-function ϕ : Ω_L → R that solves the linear boundary value problem:

(1.25)

−Δϕ = ∇ × u in Ω_L, ∂_{x1} ϕ = 0 on Γ_0, ϕ = 0 on Γ_w ∪ Γ_L.

Setting as ∇^⊥ := e_1∂_{x2} − e_2∂_{x1} , one has ∇ × (∇^⊥ϕ) = −Δϕ, and this yields that ∇ × (u − ∇^⊥ϕ) = 0 in Ω_L. So there exists a function φ : Ω_L → R such that

(1.26) u = ∇φ + ∇^⊥ϕ in Ω_L.

This yields a Helmholtz decomposition of a two-dimensional vector field u. The representation (1.26) indicates that φ and ϕ are concerned with the compressibility and the vorticity of a flow, respectively, in the sense that ∇ · u = Δφ and ∇ × u = −Δϕ. In [5]–[7], it is shown that if u · e_1 = φ_{x1} + ϕ_{x2} ≠ 0, then (1.14) can be rewritten in terms of (φ, Φ, ϕ, S) as follows: div ( ϱ(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇^⊥ϕ)(∇φ + ∇^⊥ϕ) ) = 0,

(1.27) ΔΦ = ϱ(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇^⊥ϕ) − ρ̄_I , (1.28) Δϕ = − ϱ^{γ−1}(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇^⊥ϕ)S_{x2} (γ − 1)(φ_{x1} + ϕ_{x2} ) , (1.29) ϱ(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇^⊥ϕ)(∇φ + ∇^⊥ϕ) · ∇S = 0 (1.30) for (1.31) ϱ(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇^⊥ϕ) := ( γ − 1 γS ( Φ − 1 2 |∇φ + ∇^⊥ϕ|^2 )) 1_{γ−1} . So we can restate Problem 1 in terms of (φ, Φ, ϕ, S) as follows:

Problem 2. Given constants γ > 1, ζ_0 > 1, J > 0, S_0 > 0, and (u_0, E_0) ∈ T_{acc} with E_0 < 0, fix a constant L ∈ (0, l_{max}). Suppose that functions S_{en} : [−1, 1] → R, E_{en} : [−1, 1] → R and w_{en} : [−1, 1] → R are fixed so that (S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}) is sufficiently close to (S_0, E_0, 0) in the sense that P(S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}), given by (1.17), is small. Find a solution (φ, ϕ, Φ, S) to the nonlinear system (1.27)–(1.30) in Ω_L with satisfying the properties (φ_{x1} + ϕ_{x2} ) > 0 and ϱ(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇^⊥ϕ) > 0 in Ω_L, and the boundary conditions:

∂_{x2} φ = w_{en}, ∂_{x1} ϕ = 0, S = S_{en}, ∂_{x1} Φ = E_{en} on Γ_0, ∂_{x2} φ = 0, ϕ = 0, ∂_{x2} Φ = 0 on Γ_w, ϕ = 0, Φ = Φ̄ on Γ_L.

(1.32)

Definition 1.8. For the background solution (ρ̄, ū, Φ̄) associated with (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0) in the sense of Definition 1.2, define a function φ̄ : [0, l_{max}] × [−1, 1] → R by

φ̄(x_1, x_2) := ∫_{x1} 0 ū_1(t) dt. Then, (φ, ϕ, Φ, S) = (φ̄, 0, Φ̄, S_0) solves Problem 2 for (S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}) = (S_0, E_0, 0). Later on, we call (φ̄, 0, Φ̄, S_0) the background solution to the system (1.27)–(1.30) associated with (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0).

Notations. Let ‖ · ‖_X be a norm in a linear space X. Given a vector field V = (V_1, · · · , V_n) with V_j ∈ X for all j = 1, · · · , n, we define ‖V‖_X by

‖V‖_X := n∑ j=1 ‖V_j ‖_X . Theorem 2. Given constants (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0) satisfying γ > 1, ζ_0 > 1, S_0 > 0, E_0 < 0, suppose that (u_0, E_0) ∈ T_{acc}, which is equivalent to 0 < u_0 < u_s. Let (φ̄, 0, Φ̄, S_0) be the background solution to the system (1.27)–(1.30) associated with (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0). In addition, suppose that the boundary data (S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}) satisfy Condition 1.3. Then one can fix two constants J̄ and J depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0) with satisfying that 0 < J̄ < 1 < J < ∞ so that whenever the background momentum density J(= ρ̄ū_1) satisfies either 0 < J ≤ J̄ or J ≤ J < ∞, there exists a constant d ∈ (0, 1) depending on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J) so that if (E_0, L) are fixed to satisfy the condition (1.20), then (φ̄, 0, Φ̄, S_0) is structurally stable in the following sense: one can fix a constant σ̄ > 0 sufficiently small depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L) so that if the inequality (1.21) holds, then Problem 2 has a unique solution (φ, ϕ, Φ, S) that satisfies the estimate ‖(φ, ϕ, Φ, S) − (φ̄, 0, Φ̄, S_0)‖_H4_{(ΩL )} ≤ CP(S_{en}, E_{en}, w_{en}) (1.33) for some constant C > 0 depending on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L). Furthermore, there exists a function f_{sn} : [−1, 1] → (0, L) satisfying the property (1.23) with u = ∇φ + ∇^⊥ϕ and ρ = ϱ(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇ϕ). Furthermore, the function f_{sn} satisfies the estimate (1.24) for some constant C > 0 depending on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L).

Similarly to the works in [5, 6], Theorem 1 can easily follow from Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 1. If (φ, ϕ, Φ, S) solves Problem 2 and satisfies the estimate (1.33), then (ρ, u, S, Φ) with ρ = ϱ(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇^⊥ϕ) and u = ∇φ + ∇^⊥ϕ solves Problem 1 and satisfies the estimate (1.22).

Suppose that (ρ, u, Φ) is a solution to Problem 1, and that it satisfies the estimate (1.22). First of all, we obtain ϕ as a solution to the boundary value problem:

−Δϕ = ∇ × u in Ω_L ∂_{x1} ϕ = 0 on Γ_0 ϕ = 0 on Γ_w ∪ Γ_L.

Next, we find φ to satisfy

(1.34) { ∇φ = u − ∇^⊥ϕ in Ω_L ∂_{x2} φ = w_{en} on Γ_0.

We define

φ(x_1, x_2) := ∫_{x1} 0 (u · e_1 − ∂_{x2} ϕ)(t, x_2) dt + g(x_2) in Ω_L

for a function g : [−1, 1] → R to be determined. By a straightforward computation with using the equation −Δϕ = ∇ × u, we get

∂_{x2} φ = (∂_{x1} ϕ + u_2)(x_1, x_2) − u_2(0, x_2) + g^′(x_2).

The function φ satisfies (1.34) if we choose the function g to be

g(x_2) = ∫_{x2} 0 w_{en}(s) ds. Clearly, V := (φ, ϕ, Φ, S) solves Problem 2. Furthermore, it follows from the estimate (1.22) given in Theorem 1 that V satisfies

(1.35) ‖(φ, ϕ, Φ, S) − (φ̄, 0, Φ̄, S_0)‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ≤ C_∗P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en})

for some constant C_∗ > 0 depending on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L).

Suppose that Problem 1 has two solutions U^{(i)} = (ρ^{(i)}, u^{(i)}, S^{(i)}, Φ^{(i)}) (i = 1, 2) that satisfy the estimate (1.22). For each j = 1, 2, let V^{(j)} = (φ^{(j)}, ϕ^{(j)}, Φ^{(j)}, S^{(j)}) be given by the procedure described in the above. Then it follows from Theorem 2 that V^{(1)} = V^{(2)} in Ω_L, which yields that U^{(1)} = U^{(2)} in Ω_L. □

The rest of the paper is devoted to prove Theorem 2.

2. Preparations to prove Theorem 2 Fix constants γ > 1, ζ_0 > 1, S_0 > 0 and E_0 < 0. Let u_0 ∈ (0, u_s) be fixed such that (u_0, E_0) ∈ T_{acc}, and fix a constant L ∈ (0, l_{max}). Let (φ̄, 0, Φ̄, S_0) be the background solution to the system (1.27)–(1.30) associated with (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0) in the sense of Definition 1.8.

2.1. Iteration sets and linear boundary value problems. Definition 2.1. (1) For z ∈ R and p, q ∈ R^2 , denote (2.1) v(x, p, q) := ∇φ̄(x) + p + q. For v = v(x, p, q), define

(2.2) A_{ij} (x, z, p, q) := (γ − 1) ( Φ̄(x) + z − 1 2 |v|^2 ) δ_{ij} − v · e_iv · e_j .

For s ∈ R satisfying |s| ≤^{S0}_2 , define

(2.3) ρ̃(x, s, z, p, q) := ( γ − 1 γ(S_0 + s) ( Φ̄(x) + z − 1 2 |v(x, p, q)|^2 )) 1_{γ−1} . (2) For x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ Ω_L, p = (p_1, p_2), q = (q_1, q_2), let us regard v = v(x, p, q) as a 2 × 1 matrix. For r ∈ R^2 and M = (m_{ij} )^2_{i,j=1} ∈ R^{2×2} , define

Q_1(x, p, q, r) := γ + 1 2 ū^′_1(x_1) (p_1 + q_1)^2 − r · (p + q),

R_1(x, p, q, M ) := v^T M v − (¯ E(x_1) − (γ + 1)ū_1(x_1)ū^′_1(x_1) ) q_1.

(2.4)

Let us set u_{max} := ū_1(l_{max}).

By Lemma 1.1, it holds that u_{max} > ū_1(x_1) for x_1 ∈ [0, l_{max}). Since (u_{max}, 0) ∈ T_{acc}, it holds that H(u_{max}) = 0 thus we have u_0 < u_{max} < ∞, for the function H defined by (1.7). This implies that 0 < ū_1(x_1) < ∞ for all x_1 ∈ [0, L]. Therefore, we have

A_{22}(x, 0, 0, 0) = (γ − 1) ( Φ̄ − 1 2 |∇φ̄|^2 ) = γS_0J^{γ−1} ū^{γ−1}_1 (x_1)

> 0 in Ω_L.

Since ū_1 is smooth on [0, L], and A_{22}(x, z, p, q) is smooth for (x, z, p, q) ∈ Ω_L × R × R^2 × R^2 , one can fix a small constant d_0 > 0 depending only on (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0) such that if (2.5) max{|z|, |p|, |q|} ≤ d_0 with |p| := √ p^2_1 + p^2, |q| := √ q^2_1 + q^2 , then it holds that

(2.6) A_{22}(x, z, p, q) ≥ γS_0J^{γ−1} 2u^{γ−1}_{max} in Ω_L.

Definition 2.2. Let us set

R_{d0} := {(z, p, q) ∈ R × R^2 × R^2 : the condition (2.5) holds.}.

Let (x, z, p, q) ∈ Ω_L × R_{d0} with x = (x_1, x_2). We define coefficients ã_{ij} (i, j = 1, 2), ã, b̃_1, and b̃_0 by

ã_{ij} (x, z, p, q) := A_{ij} (x, z, p, q) A_{22}(x, z, p, q) , ã(x, z, p, q) :=

Ē(x_1) − (γ + 1)ū′_1(x_1)ū_1(x_1) A_{22}(x, z, p, q) , b̃_1(x, z, p, q) := ū^1(x^1) A_{22}(x, z, p, q)

, b̃_0(x, z, p, q) :=

(γ − 1)ū^′_1(x_1) A_{22}(x, z, p, q) . (2.7)

Suppose that (φ, ϕ, Φ, S) solves Problem 2. And, let us set (ψ, Ψ, T ) as (ψ, Ψ, T ) := (φ − φ̄, Φ − Φ̄, S − S_0). Definition 2.3. (1) Suppose that (ψ, Ψ, ϕ) satisfies (2.8) max_{ΩL} {|Ψ|, |Dψ|, |Dϕ|} ≤ d_0, and define a^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)} ij (x) := ã_{ij} (x, Ψ(x), ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x)), a^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)}(x) := ã(x, Ψ(x), ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x)), b^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)} 1 (x) := b̃_1(x, Ψ(x), ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x)), b^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)} 0 (x) := b̃_0(x, Ψ(x), ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x)), f^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)} 1 (x) :=

Q_1(x, ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x), ∇Ψ(x)) + R_1(x, ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x), D(∇^⊥ϕ)(x)) A_{22}(x, Ψ(x), ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x)) , for D(∇^⊥ϕ) := ( ∂_1 ∂_2 ) ( ∂_2 −∂_1 ) ϕ = ( ∂_{12}ϕ −∂_{11}ϕ ∂_{22}ϕ −∂_{21}ϕ ) . (2) In addition to (2.8), suppose that T satisfies (2.9) max_{ΩL} |T | ≤

S_0 2 . Let us define c_0(x) := ∂_zρ̃(x, 0, 0, 0, 0), c_1(x) := ∂_pρ̃(x, 0, 0, 0, 0) · e_1, f^{(T,ψ,ϕ,Ψ)} 2 (x) := ρ̃(x, T (x), Ψ(x), ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x)) − ρ̃(x, 0, 0, 0, 0) − c_0Ψ(x) − c_1∂_1ψ(x). A direct computation yields c_0(x) = 1 γS_0ρ̄^{γ−2}(x)

, c_1(x) =

−ū_1(x) γS_0ρ̄^{γ−2}(x) . (3) Under the condition (2.10) min_{ΩL} v(x, ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x)) · e_1 ≥ u_0 2 , define f^{(T,ψ,ϕ,Ψ)} 3 (x) := (¯ Φ + Ψ(x) −^1_2 |v(x, ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x))|^2 ) ∂_2T (x) γ(S_0 + T (x))v(x, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) · e_1 . (4) Finally, let us define a pseudo momentum density field m^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)} by (2.11) m^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)}(x) := ( Φ̄(x) + Ψ(x) − 1 2 |v(x, ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x))|^2 ) 1_{γ−1} v(x, ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x)). If all the conditions of (2.8)–(2.10) are satisfied, the nonlinear boundary value problem consisting of (1.27)–(1.30) and the boundary conditions stated in (1.32) is equivalent to the following problem for (ψ, ϕ, Ψ, T ):

(i) Equations for (ψ, ϕ, Ψ, T ) in Ω_L 2∑ i,j=1 a^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)} ij ∂_{ij} ψ + a^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)}∂_1ψ + b^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)}_1 ∂_1Ψ + b^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)}_0 Ψ = f^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)}_1 ,

(2.12)

ΔΨ − c_0Ψ − c_1∂_1ψ = f^{(T,ψ,ϕ,Ψ)}_2 ,

(2.13) −Δϕ = f^{(T,ψ,ϕ,Ψ)} 3 , (2.14) m^{(ψ,ϕ,Ψ)} · ∇T = 0. (2.15)

(ii) Boundary conditions for ψ

(2.16) ψ(0, x_2) = ∫_{x2} −1 w_{en}(t) dt on Γ_0, ∂_2ψ = 0 on Γ_w.

(iii) Boundary conditions for ϕ (2.17) ∂_1ϕ = 0 on Γ_0, ϕ = 0 on ∂Ω_L \ Γ_0.

(iv) Boundary conditions for Ψ (2.18) ∂_1Ψ = E_{en} − E_0 on Γ_0, ∂_2Ψ = 0 on Γ_w, Ψ = 0 on Γ_L.

(v) Boundary condition for T (2.19) T = S_{en} − S_0 on Γ_0.

If the boundary value problem (2.12)–(2.19) has a solution (ψ, ϕ, Ψ, T ) that has a sufficiently small C^2-norm in Ω_L, then (φ, ϕ, Φ, S) := (φ̄, 0, Φ̄, S_0) + (ψ, ϕ, Ψ, T ) satisfies all the conditions (2.8)–(2.10), thus it becomes a solution of Problem 2. Therefore, we shall prove Theorem 2 by solving (2.12)–(2.19). This is a strategy used in the works [5, 6, 7] and many others. The new and most important feature of this paper is that we seek for a solution (ψ, ϕ, Ψ, T ) to (2.12)–(2.15), in which the equation (2.12), as a second order differential equation for ψ, changes its type from being elliptic to being hyperbolic continuously with the degeneracy occurring on an interface of codimension 1, that is called a sonic interface. We shall address more analytic properties of the equation (2.12) in Lemma 2.8 after the iteration sets and related linear boundary value problems are defined.

Definition 2.4. For sufficiently small positive constants r_1, r_2, and r_3 to be fixed later, we define sets T (r_1), V(r_2) and P(r_3) as follows:

T (r_1) := { T̃ ∈ H^4(Ω_L) | | | | ‖T̃ ‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ≤ r_1, ∂^k_2 T̃ = 0 on Γ_w for k = 1, 3 } ,

V(r_2) := { ϕ̃ ∈ H^5(Ω_L) | | | | | ‖ϕ̃‖_H5_{(ΩL)} ≤ r_2, ∂^{k−1}_2 ϕ̃ = 0 on Γ_w for k = 1, 3, 5 } ,

P(r_3) := { (ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ H^4(Ω_L) × H^4(Ω_L) | | | | | ‖ψ̃‖_H4_{(ΩL)} + ‖Ψ̃‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ≤ r_3, ∂^k_2 ψ̃ = ∂^k_2 Ψ̃ = 0 on Γ_w for k = 1, 3 } . The sets T (r_1) and V(r_2) represent approximated entropy perturbations, and approximated vorticities, respectively. And, the set P(r_3) is a collection of approximated potential perturbations for electric force and velocity.

Definition 2.5. Fix T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3). (1) Define a bilinear differential operator L^P_1 (·, ·) associated with P by

L^P_1 (ψ, Ψ) := 2∑ i,j=1 a^P_{ij} ∂_{ij} ψ + a^P ∂_1ψ + b^P_1 ∂_1Ψ + b^P_0 Ψ

for the coefficients a^P_{ij} , a^P , b^P_1 and b^P_0 given by Definition 2.3. (2) For the coefficients c_0 and c_1 given in Definition 2.3, define another bilinear differential operator L_2(·, ·) by

L_2(ψ, Ψ) := ΔΨ − c_0Ψ − c_1∂_1ψ.

Note that L_2 is fixed independently of T̃ ∈ T_{r1} and P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3).

Problem 3. Fix T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3).

Find ϕ ∈ H^5(Ω_L) that solves

(2.20)

−Δϕ = f^{(T̃ ,P )}_0 in Ω_L, ∂_1ϕ = 0 on Γ_0, ϕ = 0 on Γ_w ∪ Γ_L.

And, find (ψ, Ψ) ∈ [H^4(Ω_L)]^2 that solves { L^P_1 (ψ, Ψ) = f^P_1 in Ω_L, L_2(ψ, Ψ) = f^{(T̃ ,P )}_2 in Ω_L,

ψ(0, x_2) = ∫_{x2} −1 w_{en}(t) dt, ∂_1Ψ = E_{en} − E_0 on Γ_0,

∂_2ψ = 0, ∂_2Ψ = 0 on Γ_w, Ψ = 0 on Γ_L.

(2.21)

Later, we shall fix constants r_1, r_2 and r_3 so that Problem 3 is well-posed for each T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3).

In order to solve a single degenerately mixed type PDE, one can employ an idea from [23, Chapter 1]. But we should point out that the method developed in [23] is applicable only if several technical conditions hold. To our surprise, all the technical conditions described in [23, Chapter 1] are satisfied by the equation (2.12) or its variations, which are derived from (1.27)(see Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2), when the background flow is accelerating (see Lemma 1.1). But, there are more difficulties to overcome. The linear system in (2.21) consists of two PDEs of different types, and they are weakly coupled by lower order derivative terms. So, in order to establish an a priori H^1-estimate of weak solutions to the system (2.21), it was inevitable for us to add an assumption on the background solutions. Clearly, the condition (1.20) holds if L is sufficiently small. But the smallness of L is not a necessary condition to guarantee the almost sonic condition. In Appendix A, we show examples of the parameters (γ, J) for which L can be large.

Given T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P ∈ V(r_2)×P(r_3), let (ϕ, ψ, Ψ) be a solution to Problem 3, and define a vector field m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) by (2.11). It is clear that if (ϕ, ψ, Φ) = P holds in Ω_L, then the vector field m satisfies the equation

(2.22) ∇ · m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) = 0 in Ω_L.

Definition 2.6. Fix T̃ ∈ T (r_1). Assume that the constants r_1, r_2, and r_3 are appropriately fixed so that Problem 3 is well-defined, and that it acquires a unique solution (ϕ, ψ, Φ) for each T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3). In addition, suppose that there exists a unique element P ∈ V(r_2)×P(r_3) that satisfies the equation P = (ϕ, ψ, Φ) in Ω_L. For such an element P , we call the vector field m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) by the approximated momentum density field associated with T̃ . Problem 4. For a fixed T̃ ∈ T (r_1), let m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) be the approximated momentum density field associated with T̃ in the sense of Definition 2.6. Solve the following boundary value problem for T : m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) · ∇T = 0 in Ω_L, T = S_{en} − S_0 on Γ_0.

Remark 2.7. (i) Clearly, Problem 4 is well defined if we prove that Problem 3 is well-posed for each T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), and show that the approximated momentum density field is well defined for each T̃ ∈ T (r_1).

(ii) Suppose that T is a solution to Problem 4, and that it satisfies T = T̃ in Ω_L. Let us define (φ, Φ, S) by (φ, Φ, S) := (φ̄, Φ̄, S_0) + (ψ, Ψ, T ) in Ω_L.

Then (φ, Φ, ϕ, S) solves Problem 2.

2.2. Approximated sonic interfaces. As mentioned earlier, the biggest challenge in proving Theorem 2 is to establish the well-posedness of the boundary value problem (2.21). For further discussion, we first need to understand analytic properties of the differential operator L^P_1 .

Lemma 2.8. Given constants (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0), let (φ̄, Φ̄) be the associated background solution to the system (1.31)–(1.30) in the sense of Definition 1.8. For any L ∈ (0, l_{max}], one can fix a constant δ̄ > 0 sufficiently small depending only on (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0, L) so that if we fix the constants r_1, r_2, and r_3 to satisfy the inequality (2.23) max{r_1, r_2, r_3} ≤ 2δ̄, then, for each T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), the coefficients (a^P_{ij} , a^P , b^P_1 , b^P_0 ) with i, j = 1, 2, and the functions (f^{(T̃ ,P )}_0 , f^P_1 , f^{(T̃ ,P )}_2 ) are well defined by Definition 2.5. Furthermore, they satisfy the following properties:

(a) a^P_{ij} , a^P , b^P_1 , b^P_0 , f^{(T̃ ,P )}_0 , f^P_1 , f^{(T̃ ,P )}_2 ∈ H^3(Ω_L). (b) a^P_{22} = 1 and a^P_{12} = a^P_{21} in Ω_L.

(c) ∂_2(a^P_{11}, a^P , b^P_1 , b^P_0 ) = 0 and ∂^k_2 a^P_{12} = 0 for k = 0, 2 on Γ_w. (d) For P_0 = (0, 0, 0) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), let us set (ā_{11}, ā, b̄_1, b̄_0) as (2.24) (ā_{11}, ā, b̄_1, b̄_0) := (a^{P0}_{11} , a^{P0} , b^{P0}_1 , b^{P0}_0 ).

Then it holds that

‖(a^P_{11}, a^P , b^P_1 , b^P_0 ) − (ā_{11}, ā, b̄_1, b̄_0)‖_H3_{(ΩL)} + ‖a^P_{12}‖_H3_{(ΩL)} ≤ C‖(ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃)‖_H4_{(ΩL)} (2.25) for a constant C > 0 depending only on (γ, ζ_0, J, S_,E_0).

(e) There exists a constant C > 0 depending only on (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0) to satisfy the following estimates: ‖f^{(T̃ ,P )} 0 ‖_H3_{(ΩL)} ≤ C‖T̃ ‖_H4_{(ΩL)},

‖f^P_1 ‖_H3_{(ΩL )} ≤ C (( 1 + ‖Ψ̃‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ) ‖ϕ̃‖_H5_{(ΩL)} + ‖(ψ̃, Ψ̃)‖^2_H4_{(ΩL)} ) , ‖f^{(T̃ .P )} 2 ‖_H3_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖T̃ ‖_H3_{(ΩL)} + ‖ϕ̃‖_H4_{(ΩL)} + ‖(ψ̃, Ψ̃)‖^2_H4_{(ΩL)} ) .

(f) The functions f^{(T̃ ,P )}_0 , f^P_1 and f^{(T̃ ,P )}_2 satisfy the following compatibility conditions on Γ_w:

∂^k_2 f^{(T̃ ,P )}

0 = 0 for k = 0, 2, ∂_2f^P_1 = 0, ∂_2f^{(T̃ ,P )}_2 = 0.

(g) For the differential operator L^P_1 (·, ·) given by Definition 2.5, it is a second order differential operator with respect to the first component of a variable (which corresponds to ψ in Definition 2.5(1)).

(g_1) The operator L^{P0}_1 , as a second order differential operator with respect to its first component of an argument, is of mixed type in Ω_L with a degeneracy occurring on Ω_L ∩ {x_1 = l_s} for the constant l_s given from Lemma 1.1. More precisely,

the operator L^{P0}_1 is elliptic for x_1 < l_s, degenerate for x_1 = l_s, hyperbolic for x_1 > l_s.

(g_2) For each P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), there exists a function g^P_s :

[−1, 1] → (0, L) so that

the operator L^P_1 is elliptic for x_1 < g^P_s (x_2), degenerate for x_1 = g^P_s (x_2), hyperbolic x_1 > g^P_s (x_2).

In addition, the function g^P_s satisfies the estimate (2.26) ‖g^P_s − l_s‖_C1_{([−1,1])} + ‖g^P_s − l_s‖_H2_{((−1,1))} ≤ C‖(ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃)‖_H4_{(ΩL)} for a constant C > 0 depending only on (γ, ζ_0, J, S_,E_0). Furthermore, the function g^P_s satisfies the estimate

(2.27) 15 16 l_s ≤ g^P_s (x_2) ≤ l_s + 1 16 min{l_s, L − l_s} for |x_2| ≤ 1.

(g_3) For λ_0 := ā_{11}

(_{5ls} 8 ) (> 0), it holds that ( a^P_{11} a^P_{12} a^P_{12} 1 ) ≥ λ_0 2 in Ω_L ∩ { x_1 ≤

7l_s 8 } . (g_4) There exists a constant λ_1 > 0 depending only on (γ, ζ_0, J, S_,E_0) such that

a^P_{11} ≤ −λ_1 in Ω_L ∩ { x_1 ≥ L − L − l_s 10 } .

Proof. Step 1. By the generalized Sobolev inequality, one can fix a constant δ_1 > 0 sufficiently small such that if the inequality max{r_2, r_3} ≤ 2δ_1 holds, then for any P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), the coefficients (a^P_{ij} , a^P , b^P_1 , b^P_0 ) with i, j = 1, 2 and the function f^P_1 given by Definition 2.5 are well defined. And, one can fix a constant δ_2 > 0 sufficiently small such that if the inequality max{r_1, r_2, r_3} ≤ 2δ_2 holds, then any T̃ ∈ T (r_1) satisfies (2.9). Moreover, for any P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), the vector field v(x, ∇ψ̃(x), ∇^⊥ϕ̃(x)) given by (2.1) satisfies (2.10). So the functions f^{(T̃ ,P )}_2 and f^{(T̃ ,P )}_3 given by Definition 2.5 are well defined. We set δ̄ as (2.28) δ̄ := min{δ_1, δ_2}. Then all the properties stated in (a)–(f) can be directly checked.

Step 2. A direct computation with using u_s given by (1.6) yields

ā_{11} = 1 − ū^{γ+1}_1 u^{γ+1}_s , so we have L^{P0}_1 (v, 0) = ( 1 − ū^{γ+1}_1 u^{γ+1}s ) ∂_{11}v + ∂_{22}v + ā∂_1v.

Then Lemma 1.1 directly implies the statement (g_1).

Step 3. Since a^P_{12} = a^P_{21}, we can write L^P_1 (v, 0) as L^P_1 (v, 0) = a^P_{11}∂_{11}v + 2a^P_{12}∂_{12}v + ∂_{22}v + a^P ∂_1v.

Due to Lemma 1.1, the coefficient ā_{11} satisfies ā_{11}(L) < 0 < ā_{11}(0), and ā^′_{11} = −

(γ + 1)ū^γ_1 u^{γ+1}_s ū^′_1.

The principal coefficients of the operator L^P_1 form a symmetric matrix

A^P = ( a^P_{11} a^P_{12} a^P_{12} 1 ) , so all the eigenvalues of A^P are real. Hence the operator L^P_1 is hyperbolic if and only if a^P_{11} − (a^P_{12})^2 < 0, and elliptic if and only if a^P_{11} − (a^P_{12})^2 > 0. By the estimate (2.25) and the generalized Sobolev inequality, it holds that (2.29) ‖ det A^P − det A^{P0} ‖_C1_{(ΩL)} = ‖ det A^P − ā_{11}‖_C1_{(ΩL)} ≤ Cδ̄ for some constant C > 0 fixed depending only on (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0, L). Therefore we can reduce the constant δ̄ > 0 from the one given in (2.28) so that if the condition (2.23) holds, then the following two properties hold: max_{ΓL} det A^P < 0 < min_{Γ0} det A^P ,

and max_{ΩL} ∂_{x1} det A^P ≤ − 1 2 min_{ΩL}

(γ + 1)ū^{γ+1}_1 u^{γ+1}s ū^′ < 0.

Then the implicit function theorem yields a unique C^1-function g^P_s : [−1, 1] → R satisfying

det A^P (x_1, x_2)

> 0 for x_1 < g^P_s (x_2), = 0 for x_1 = g^P_s (x_2), < 0 for x_1 > g^P_s (x_2).

Note that det A^P (g^P_s (x_2), x_2) − ā_{11}(l_s) = 0, for −1 ≤ x_2 ≤ 1.

which can be rewritten as

ā_{11}(g_s(x_1)) − ā_{11}(l_s) = ā_{11}(g_s(x_2)) − a_{11}(g_s(x_2), x_2) + a^2_{12}(g_s(x_2), x_2) for |x_1| ≤ 1.

By using this equation and the trace inequality, we can easily derive the estimate (2.26). And, we can directly check the estimate (2.27) by using (2.26) and the generalized Sobolev inequality. This proves the statement (g_2). Finally, the statements (g_3) and (g_4) can be verified by using (2.25). □ The main difficulty of this work is to establish the well-posedness of the boundary value problem (2.21) for (ψ, Ψ). According to the statement (g) of Lemma 2.8, the system { L^P_1 (ψ, Ψ) = f^P_1 L_2(ψ, Ψ) = f^{(T̃ ,P )}_2 consists of a second order mixed-type equation with a degeneracy and a second order elliptic equation, which are weakly coupled together by lower order derivative terms. Note that the type of the equation L^P_1 (ψ, Ψ) = f^P_1 changes from being elliptic to being hyperbolic across an interface of codimension 1. To our best knowledge, there is no general theory that guarantees the well-posedness of a boundary value problem of this type. Our strategy to solve the boundary value problem (2.21) is as follows:

(1) First, we shall apply the method developed in [23, Chapter 1] to handle the degeneracy of the operator L^P_1 occurring on x_1 = g^P_s (x_2). Namely, we set up a new boundary value problem with a singular perturbation by introducing an auxiliary differential operator L^P_1 (v, w) + ε∂_{111}v for a constant ε > 0. The crucial step is to establish a priori H^1 estimate of weak solutions to an auxiliary boundary value problem that includes

L^P_1 (v, w) + ε∂_{111}v = f_1.

More importantly, the a priori H^1 estimate is to be achieved uniformly with respect to the parameter ε > 0. Then the existence of a weak solution to the problem (2.21) is established by passing to the limit as ε tends to 0+.

(2) Once the existence of a weak solution to (2.21) is achieved, then we establish a priori H^4 estimate of the weak solution by applying bootstrap arguments.

But there are still obstacles to overcome.

Our plan is to apply [23, Theorems 1.1, 1.5 and 1.7]. But these theorems can be applied only to a class of equations that satisfy several technical conditions. Nevertheless, thanks to the monotonicity property of ū_1 stated in Lemma 1.1, we discover that the operator L^P_1 (ψ, Ψ), by regarding as a second order linear differential operator for ψ, satisfies all the technical conditions required to apply

[23, Theorems 1.1, 1.5 and 1.7] as long as the constants r_2 and r_3 in Definition 2.5 are fixed properly.

But, the boundary value problem (2.21) contains a weakly coupled PDE system. And, this makes the problem even more difficult. If the two operators L^P_1 (ψ, Ψ) and L_2(ψ, Ψ) did not contain the coupling terms such as b^P_1 ∂_1Ψ + b^P_0 Ψ from L^P_1 (ψ, Ψ) and c_1∂_1ψ from L_2(ψ, Ψ), then we could have established a priori H^1 estimate of a weak solution right away by applying [23, Theorems 1.1, 1.5 and 1.7] for L^P_1 and applying the standard elliptic theory for L_2 separately. Unfortunately, this is not the case. The coefficients b^P_1 , b^P_0 and c_1 are not negligible, moreover it is unclear whether there is any particular relation among the coefficients so that the coupling terms would disappear by cancellations in an energy estimate as in the study of subsonic flows(see [6, 7]). In order to resolve this issue, we add the assumptions (1.20). In the next section, we explain how these assumptions are used to handle the coupling terms in a priori H^1 energy estimate.

3. The key estimate

3.1. Preliminary. Given constants (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0) with

γ > 1, ζ_0 > 1, J > 0, S_0 > 0, E_0 < 0

let (φ̄, Φ̄) be the associated background solution to the system (1.27)–(1.30) in the sense of Definition 1.8. For a fixed constant L ∈ (0, l_{max}], let δ̄ be given to satisfy Lemma 2.8. Assuming that the condition

(3.1) max{r_1, r_2, r_3} ≤ 2δ̄

holds, fix T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3)

for T (r_1) and V(r_2) × P(r_3) given by Definition 2.4.

In this section, we shall establish the well-posedness of the boundary value problem (2.21).

Problem 5. Given functions f_1 ∈ H^3(Ω_L) and f_2 ∈ H^2(Ω_L) satisfying the compatibility conditions

(3.2) ∂_2f_1 = 0 and ∂_2f_2 = 0 on Γ_w,

find (v, w) that solves the following problem: { L^P_1 (v, w) = f_1 in Ω_L, L_2(v, w) = f_2 in Ω_L, v = 0, ∂_1w = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2v = 0, ∂_2w = 0 on Γ_w, w = 0 on Γ_L.

(3.3)

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that (u_0, E_0) ∈ T_{acc} with E_0 < 0, which is equivalent to 0 < u_0 < u_s, and let (φ̄, 0, Φ̄, S_0) be the background solution associated with (γ, ζ_0, J, S_0, E_0) in the sense of Definition 1.8. Then, one can fix two constants J̄ and J satisfying 0 < J̄ < 1 < J < ∞ so that whenever J ∈ (0, J̄] ∪ [J, ∞), there exists a constant d ∈ (0, 1) such that if (E_0, L) are fixed to satisfy the condition (1.20), then Problem 5 is well posed for any P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) provided that the constant δ̄ > 0 from Lemma 2.8 is adjusted appropriately. In other words, one can reduce the constant δ̄ > 0 so that, under the condition of (3.1), for each P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), Problem 5 acquires a unique solution (v, w) ∈ H^4(Ω_L) × H^4(Ω_L). Furthermore, the solution satisfies the estimate

(3.4) ‖v‖_H4_{(ΩL)} + ‖w‖_H4_{(ΩL )} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H3_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H2_{(ΩL )} ) for some constant C > 0.

In the above, the parameters J and J̄ are fixed depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0). And, the constants d ∈ (0, 1) and δ̄ are fixed depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J) and (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L), respectively. Finally, the estimate constant C is fixed depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L).

Corollary 3.2. Under the assumptions same as Proposition 3.1, for each T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3),

the boundary value problem (2.21) has a unique solution (ψ, Ψ) ∈ [H^4(Ω_L)]^2 that satisfies the estimate

‖ψ‖_H4_{(ΩL)} + ‖Ψ‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖T̃ ‖_H3_{(ΩL )} + ‖ϕ̃‖_H4_{(ΩL)} + ‖(ψ̃, Ψ̃)‖^2_H4_{(ΩL)} + P(S_0, E_{en}, ω_{en}) ) (3.5)

for some constant C > 0 depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L). In the above estimate, the term P(S_0, E_{en}, ω_{en}) is defined by (1.17).

Proof. For two functions v and w defined in Ω_L, define ψ and Ψ by { ψ(x_1, x_2) := v(x_1, x_2) + ∫_{x2} 0 w_{en}(t) dt, Ψ(x_1, x_2) := w(x_1, x_2) + (x_1 − L)(E_{en}(x_2) − E_0).

It can be directly checked that (ψ, Ψ) solves (2.21) if and only if (v, w) solves { L^P_1 (v, w) = f^∗_1 in Ω_L, L_2(v, w) = f^∗_2 in Ω_L, v = 0, ∂_1w = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2v = 0, ∂_2w = 0 on Γ_w, w = 0 on Γ_L,

(3.6)

for f^∗_1 and f^∗_2 given by { f^∗_1 := f^P_1 − L^P_1 ( ∫_{x2} 0 w_{en}(t) dt, (x_1 − L)(E_{en}(x_2) − E_0)), f^∗_2 := f^{(T̃ ,P )}_2 − L_2( ∫_{x2} 0 w_{en}(t) dt, (x_1 − L)(E_{en}(x_2) − E_0)).

If w_{en} and E_{en} satisfy Condition 1.3, then it directly follows from Lemma 2.8(f) that ∂_2f^∗_1 = ∂_2f^∗_2 = 0 on Γ_w.

Therefore, Proposition 3.1 yields a unique solution (v, w) ∈ [H^4(Ω_L)]^2 to (3.6), so the boundary value problem (2.21) has a unique solution (ψ, Ψ) ∈ [H^4(Ω_L)]^2. And, the estimate (3.5) is a result directly following from the estimate (3.4) and Lemma 2.8(e). □

The main part of this paper is devoted to prove Proposition 3.1. Once this proposition is proved, Theorem 2 can be established by the standard iteration method.

First of all, we briefly explain the main strategies to prove Proposition 3.1. Step 1: We find sufficient conditions for the parameters (J, L) and adjust the constant δ̄ from Lemma 2.8 to establish a priori H^1-estimate of a smooth solution (v, w) to (3.3)(see Proposition 3.3 in §3.2). Once the a priori H^1-estimate is established, the uniqueness of a classical solution can easily follow. Once again, we emphasize that this is the most important and challenging step.

Step 2: To prove the existence of a solution, we introduce an auxiliary boundary value problem with a singular perturbation as follows: { ε∂_{111}v + L^P_1 (v, w) = f_1 in Ω_L, L_2(v, w) = f_2 in Ω_L,

v = 0, ∂_1v = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2v = 0 on Γ_w, ∂_{11}v = 0 on Γ_L,

∂_1w = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2w = 0 on Γ_w, w = 0 on Γ_L.

(3.7)

By applying

- the a priori H^1-estimate given in the previous step, - the method of Galerkin’s approximations, - and the Fredholm alternative theorem, we shall prove the following statements: there exists a constant ε̄ > 0 sufficiently small such that if T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) are smooth in Ω_L, then, for each ε ∈ (0, ε̄], the boundary value problem (4.8) has a unique weak solution (v_ε, w_ε) in [H^1(Ω_L)]^2. Furthermore, the set {(v_ε, w_ε)}_{ε∈(0,ε̄]} is bounded in [H^1(Ω_L)]^2 (see Lemma 4.5).

Then, the weak compactness of the set {(v_ε, w_ε)} in H^1 yields a weak solution to (3.3) by taking the limit as ε tends to 0+(see Proposition 4.10). The precise definition of a weak solution shall be given in the next section.

Step 3: For a weak solution to (3.3), we establish a global H^4-estimate of (v, w) by a bootstrap argument. The main challenge is to establish a priori estimates of higher order derivatives of v. According to Lemma 2.8(g), L^P_1 (·, w) is a second order linear elliptic-hyperbolic mixed type differential operator of v with a degeneracy on the approximated sonic boundary x_1 = g^P_s (x_2). Therefore, there is no known general theory by which we can immediately establish a global H^k-estimate of v in Ω_L. To overcome this difficulty, we employ the idea from [23, Chapter 1] to establish a global H^4-estimate of (v, w) by a bootstrap argument and by using an auxiliary boundary value problem in an extended domain that contains Ω_L. It requires several technical procedures so we shall not mention any further details here. All the details are given in §5.3.

Step 4: Finally, for any given P ∈ V(r_2)×P(r_3), f_1 ∈ H^3(Ω_L) and f_2 ∈ H^2(Ω_L), the existence of a solution (v, w) to (3.3) can be established in three steps:

(1) Approximate P by smooth functions {P_n} so that P_n converges to P in appropriately chosen norms.

(2) For each n ∈ N, find a solution (v_n, w_n) to the problem (3.3) with P = P_n by the method of Galerkin’s apprroximations and applying all the results obtained in the previous steps.

(3) Take the limit of (v_n, w_n) in H^4 as n tends to ∞ so that the limit (v_∞, w_∞) solves (3.3) for the originally fixed P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3).

3.2. A priori H^1-estimate. Throughout this section, let P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) be fixed unless otherwise specified.

Notations. (1) For simplicity, we denote (a^P_{ij} , a^P , b^P_1 , b^P_0 ), and its approximated sonic interface g^P_s (see Lemma 2.8(g)) by (a_{ij} , a, b_1, b_0) and g_s, respectively. (2) The terms (a_{ij} , a, b_1, b_0) and g_s for P = (0, 0, 0)(=: P_0) are denoted by (ā_{ij} , ā, b̄_1, b̄_0) and l_s(which is a constant), respectively(see Lemma 2.8(d) and (g)).

Proclamation. (1) For the rest of the paper, we shall state an estimate constant to be fixed depending only on the data if it is fixed depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, E_0, J, L). (2) Unless otherwise specified, any estimate constant appearing hereafter is presumed to be fixed depending only on the data.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose that (v, w) is a smooth solution to the boundary value problem (3.3) associated with P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3). There exist two constants J̄ and J satisfying 0 < J̄ < 1 < J < ∞ so that, for any J ∈ (0, J̄] ∪ [J, ∞), one can fix a constant d ∈ (0, 1), and reduce the constant δ̄ > 0 further from the one given in Lemma 2.8 so that if (i) (E_0, L) are fixed to satisfy the condition (1.20), (ii) and if max{r_2, r_3} ≤ 2δ̄,

then (v, w) satisfies the estimate

‖∂_1v‖_L2_{(Γ0)} + ‖Dv‖_L2_{(ΓL)} + ‖v‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖w‖_H1_{(ΩL )} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) (3.8)

for some constant C > 0.

In the above, the constants J̄ and J are fixed depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0), and, for each J ∈ (0, J̄] ∪ [J, ∞), the constant d ∈ (0, 1) is depending on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J). Finally, the constant δ̄ > 0 is adjusted depending only on the data (in the sense of Proclamation (1)).

Proof. Step 1. For i, j = 1, 2, let us set

(3.9) (da_{ij} , da, db_1, db_0) := (a_{ij} , a, b_1, b_0) − (ā_{ij} , ā, b̄_1, b̄_0) in Ω_L.

Next, let us set L_1 := L^{P0}_1 and dL^P_1 := L^P_1 − L_1.

Then we have

dL^P_1 (v, w) = da_{11}∂_{11}v + 2a_{12}∂_{12}v + da∂_1v + db_1∂_1w + db_0w in Ω_L.

And, we rewrite the boundary value problem (3.3) as { L_1(v, w) = f_1 − dL^P_1 (v, w) =: F_1 in Ω_L, L_2(v, w) = f_2 in Ω_L, v = 0, ∂_1w = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2v = 0, ∂_2w = 0 on Γ_w, w = 0 on Γ_L.

For a function G = G(x_1) to be determined later, denote

(3.10) I_1 := ∫ Ω_L

G∂_1vL_1(v, w) dx, I_2 := ∫ Ω_L wL_2(v, w) dx. Clearly, it holds that

(3.11) I_1 + I_2 = ∫ Ω_L

F_1G∂_1v + f_2w dx.

By using Definition 2.3, and integrating by parts with using the boundary conditions for (v, w), one can check that

I_1 = 1 2 ∫ Γ_L

(ā_{11}(∂_1v)^2 − (∂_2v)^2)G dx_2 − 1 2 ∫ Γ_0

ā_{11}(∂_1v)^2G dx_2 + ∫ Ω_L (( − 1 2 ā^′_{11} + ā ) G − 1 2 ā_{11}G^′ ) (∂_1v)^2 + G^′

(∂_2v)^2 2 dx + ∫ Ω_L

(b̄_1∂_1v∂_1w + b̄_0w∂_1v)G dx,

and I_2 = ∫ Ω_L ( −|∇w|^2 − ρ̄ γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} w^2 ) + J γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} w∂_1v dx.

The key of the proof is to choose the function G as (3.12) G(x_1) = ρ̄^η (x_1) for a constant η > 0 to be determined later.

Define a function α_1 by

α_1 := − 1 2 (ā_{11}G)^′ + āG = ρ̄^′ ρ̄ G 2 ( (γ − 1 + η) ū^{γ+1}_1 u^{γ+1}_s + (2 − η) ) . (3.13)

We rearrange the terms in −(I_1 + I_2) as follows: −(I_1 + I_2) = T_{bd} + T_{coer} + T_{mix} for T_{bd} :=

G(0) 2 ∫ Γ_0

ā_{11}(∂_1v)^2 dx_2 − G(L) 2 ∫ Γ_L

(ā_{11}(∂_1v)^2 − (∂_2v)^2) dx_2

(3.14)

T_{coer} := − ∫ Ω_L

α_1(∂_1v)^2 + η ρ̄^′ ρ̄ G (∂_2v)^2 2 dx + ∫ Ω_L |∇w|^2 + ρ̄ c̄^2 w^2 dx

(3.15)

T_{mix} := ∫ Ω_L (γ − 1)ū γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} ρ̄^′ ρ̄ Gw∂_1v − G ū γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} ∂_1w∂_1v − J γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} ∂_1vw dx. (3.16)

Note that the proof of Lemma 2.8(see Step 3 in the proof) gives that ā_{11} > 0 on Γ_0 and ā_{11} < 0 on Γ_L, and this implies that T_{bd} ≥ 0.

In Step 5, we give an improved estimate for a lower bound of T_{bd}, so that it can be used to handle the singular perturbation problem (4.8).

In the following steps, we shall fix η > 0 and find (J̄, J) with 0 < J̄ < 1 < J < ∞ so that whenever J ∈ (0, J̄] ∪ [J, ∞), there exists a constant d ∈ (0, 1) depending on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J) such that if (E_0, L) are fixed to satisfy the condition (1.20), then it holds that T_{coer} + T_{mix} ≥ λ ∫ Ω_L |Dv|^2 + |Dw|^2 dx for some constant λ > 0.

Step 2. Define a function β by (3.17) β :=

(γ − 1)ū_1 γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} ρ̄^′ ρ̄ G − J γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} , and rewrite T_{mix} as T_{mix} = ∫ Ω_L βw∂_1v − G ū_1 γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} ∂_1w∂_1v dx. Owing to the boundary condition w = 0 on Γ_L, Poincaré inequality gives ∫ Ω_L

w^2 dx ≤ L^2 ∫ Ω_L

(∂_1w)^2 dx.

By using this estimate and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, one has |T_{mix}| ≤ 1 4 ∫ Ω_L

(∂_1w)^2 dx + ∫ Ω_L 2 (( G ū_1 γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} )_2 + L^2β^2 ) (∂_1v)^2 dx.

(3.18)

Define

(3.19) α_2 := 2 (( G ū_1 γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} )_2

+ L^2β^2 ) . For α_1 given by (3.13), let us set α as (3.20) α := −α_1 − α_2. Then it follows from (3.15) and (3.18) that

(3.21) T_{coer}+T_{mix} ≥ ∫ Ω_L

α(∂_1v)^2 − η 2 ρ̄^′ ρ̄ G(∂_2v)^2 dx+ 3 4 ∫ Ω_L |∇w|^2 + ρ̄ γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} w^2 dx.

As long as η is fixed as a positive constant, it follows from Lemma 1.1 that min_{ΩL} η 2 ū^′_1 ū_1 G > 0.

Step 3. Note that (ū_1, Ē)(x_1) satisfies Ē^2 = 2H(ū_1) for x_1 ∈ (0, l_{max}] where the function H given by (1.7). Define

(3.22) κ := ū_1 u_s E(κ) := Ē(ū_1), and F(κ) := ∫_κ 1 ( 1 − t ζ_0 ) ( 1 − 1 t^{γ+1} ) dt. Then, the function E(κ) satisfies

E^2(κ) = 2u_sJF(κ). (3.23)

By the definition of T_{acc}(see (1.9)), it holds that (κ − 1)E(κ) ≥ 0, so we obtain that

(3.24) E(κ) = { − √ 2u_sJF(κ) for κ < 1, √ 2u_sJF(κ) for κ ≥ 1. Set H(κ) as

(3.25) H(κ) := | | | | κ^{γ−1} √ F(κ) κ^{γ+1} − 1 | | | | . Substituting (3.24) into the differential equation for ū_1 given in (1.6) yields ū^′_1 ū_1 = √ 2u_sJ u^2_s H(κ), and ρ̄^′ ρ̄ = − √ 2u_sJ u^2_s H(κ). (3.26)

By using the definition of u_s given in (1.6), one can express u_s as

(3.27) u_s = h_0J^{γ−1γ+1} with h_0 := (γS_0)^{1γ+1} . Substitute this expression into (3.26) to get

(3.28) ρ̄^′ ρ̄ = − √ 2h^{− 32}_0 J^{2−γγ+1} H(κ).

Then, the function α_1(see (3.13)) can be expressed as

−α_1 = √ 2h^{− 32}_0 J^{2−γγ+1} H(κ) G 2 ( (γ − 1 + η)κ^{γ+1} + 2 − η ) . (3.29)

Using (3.22), (3.27) and the expression ρ̄ = J ū_1

, one can explicitly check that ( G ū_1 γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} )_2 = G^2κ^{2γ} J^{−2(γ−1)γ+1}

h^2_0 , and β = − √ 2(γ − 1)h^{− 12}_0 κ^γ H(κ)J^{3−2γγ+1} G − h^{−2}_0 κ^{γ−1}J^{3−γγ+1} .

Since min_{x1∈[0,L]} ū^′_1(x_1) > 0 holds by Lemma 1.1, the function ū_1 : [0, L] → (0, ∞) is invertible. So we use the first equation in (3.26) to get

(3.30) L = ∫_{ū1(L)} u_0

ū_1 ū^′_1 dū_1 ū_1 = √ h^3_0 2 J^{γ−2γ+1} ∫_{κL} κ_0 1 κH(κ) dκ for κ_0 := u_0 u_s , κ_L := ū_1(L) u_s .

Define

(3.31) λ(κ_0, κ_L) := (∫_{κL} κ_0 1 τH(κ) dκ )_2 . The straightforward computation gives

(Lβ)^2 = 1 2h_0 κ^{2(γ−1)}λ(κ_0, κ_L)J^{−2(γ−1)γ+1} (√ 2(γ − 1)h^{32}_0 κH(κ)G + J^{γγ+1}

)_2 . In terms of (J, κ), α_2 can be expressed as

α_2 = 2 h^2_0 κ^{2γ} J^{−2(γ−1)γ+1} G^2 + 1 h_0 κ^{2(γ−1)}λ(κ_0, κ_L)J^{−2(γ−1)γ+1} (√ 2(γ − 1)h^{32}_0 κH(κ)G + J^{γγ+1}

)_2 . (3.32)

Define G_∗ := J^{2−γγ+1} G.

By using (3.12) and (3.27), the term G_∗ can be expressed in terms of (J, κ) as

G_∗ = κ^{−η}h^{−η}_0 J^{2−γ+2ηγ+1} .

By using (3.29), (3.32) and the expression right in the above, we represent −α_1 and α_2 as

−α_1 = √ 2 2 h^{− 32}_0 G_∗H(κ),

α_2 = 2 h^{2+η}_0 κ^{2γ−η}J^{−γ+2ηγ+1} G_∗ + 1 h_0 κ^{2(γ−1)}λ(κ_0, κ_L)J^{2γ+1} (√ 2(γ − 1)h^{32 −η}_0 κ^{1−η}H(κ)J^{2η−γγ+1} + 1

)_2 . Then the function α given by (3.20) can be expressed as (3.33) α(κ; κ_0, κ_L, J) = ω_1(κ; J, η)G_∗ − ω_2(κ; κ_0, κ_L, J, η) for

ω_1(κ; J, η) := √ 2 2 h^{− 32}_0 H(κ)((γ − 1)κ^{γ+1} + η(κ^{γ+1} − 1) + 2) − 2 h^{2+η}_0 κ^{2γ−η}J^{2η−γγ+1} , ω_2(κ; κ_0, κ_L, J, η) := 1 h_0 κ^{2(γ−1)}λ(κ_0, κ_L)J^{2γ+1} (√ 2(γ − 1)h^{32 −η}_0 κ^{1−η} H(κ)J^{2η−γγ+1} + 1

)_2 .

(3.34)

Step 4. From (3.23), it can be easily checked that F(1) = 0 and F^′(1) = 0. By applying L^′hôpital’s rule, one can directly check that

(3.35) H(1) = lim_{κ→1} H(τ) = lim_{κ→1}

√_1

2 F^{′′}(1)(κ − 1)^2 κ^{γ+1} − 1 = √_1 2 F^{′′}(1) γ + 1 = √ 1 −^1_{ζ0} √ 2(γ + 1) . This result, combined with (1.5) implies that H(1) > 0. Therefore, H(κ), given by (3.25), satisfies that (3.36) H(κ) > 0 for all κ > 0. It follows from (3.31) that lim κ0 →1− κL →1+ λ(κ_0, κ_L) = 0.

Hence we obtain the following important result: (3.37) lim κ0 →1− κL→1+ α(1; κ_0, κ_L, J, η) = h^{−η}_0 J^{2−γ+2ηγ+1} ( 1 2 h^{− 32}_0 √ 1 − 1 ζ_0 √ γ + 1 − 2 h^{2+η}_0 J^{2η−γγ+1} ) . Now, we consider two cases:

(Case 1) η > 0 is fixed to satisfy 2η − γ > 0, (Case 2) η > 0 is fixed to satisfy 2η − γ < 0.

Back to (3.12), fix the constant η as η =^3_4 γ which implies 2η − γ > 0. This corresponds to (Case 1). Then, one can fix a constant J̄ > 0 sufficiently small depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0) so that whenever the background momentum density J satisfies the inequality 0 < J ≤ J̄, we obtain from (3.37) that lim κ0 →1− κL→1+ α(1; κ_0, κ_L, J, 3 4 γ) ≥ 1 4 h^{− 34 (γ+2)}

0 J^{4+γ2(γ+1)} √ (γ + 1) ( 1 − 1 ζ_0 ) . Note that α(κ; κ_0, κ_L, J,^3_4 γ) is continuous with respect to (κ, κ_0, κ_L). Therefore, one can fix a small constant d with d ∈ (0, 1) depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J) so that if the inequality 1 − d ≤ κ_0 < 1 < κ_L ≤ 1 + d holds, then we have

(3.38) min_{κ∈[κ0,κL]} α(κ; κ_0, κ_L, J, 3 4 γ) ≥ 1 8 h^{− 34 (γ+2)}

0 J^{4+γ2(γ+1)} √ (γ + 1) ( 1 − 1 ζ_0 ) .

Next, fix η as η =^γ_4 which implies 2η − γ < 0. This corresponds to (Case 2). Then, one can fix a constant J > 1 sufficiently large depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0) so that whenever the background momentum density J satisfies the inequality J ≥ J, then we obtain that lim κ0 →1− κL →1+ α(1; κ_0, κ_L, J, γ 4 ) ≥ 1 4 h^{− 14 (γ+6)} 0 J^{4−γγ+1} √ (γ + 1) ( 1 − 1 ζ_0 ) > 0. Therefore, one can fix a small constant d with d ∈ (0, 1) depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J) so that if the inequality 1 − d ≤ κ_0 < 1 < κ_L ≤ 1 + d holds, then we have

(3.39) min_{κ∈[κ0,κL]} α(κ; κ_0, κ_L, J, γ 4 ) ≥ 1 8 h^{− 14 (γ+6)} 0 J^{4−γγ+1} √ (γ + 1) ( 1 − 1 ζ_0 ) . Step 5. Back to (3.21), we shall use (3.22), (3.27) and (3.28) to express the coefficients −^η_2^{ρ̄′}_{ρ̄} G and^{ρ̄}_{γS0ρ̄γ−1} given on the right-hand side in terms of (κ, J) to get T_{coer} + T_{mix} ≥ ∫ Ω_L

α(∂_1v)^2 + η √ 2 h^{−( 32 +η)}

0 κ^{−η}H(κ)J^{2+2η−γγ+1} (∂_2v)^2 dx + 3 4 ∫ Ω_L |∇w|^2 + 1 h^3_0 κ^{γ−2}J^{2(2−γ)γ+1} w^2 dx.

For the constant η fixed as

(3.40) η = {_{3γ} 4 for J ≤ J̄, γ 4 for J ≥ J, define

λ_0 := min κ∈[κ_0,κ_L] { α(κ; κ_0, κ_L, J), η √ 2 h^{−( 32 +η)} 0 κ^{−η}H(κ)J^{2+2η−γγ+1} , 1 h^3_0 κ^{γ−2}J^{2(2−γ)γ+1} , 3 4 } . By (3.36), (3.38) and (3.39), it is clear that λ_0 is positive, and we obtain that

(3.41) T_{coer} + T_{mix} ≥ λ_0 ∫ Ω_L

|Dv|^2 + |Dw|^2 + w^2 dx.

Note that the choice of λ_0 depends only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J).

In treating the boundary value problem (3.7) with a singular perturbation, it is important to have a coercivity of T_{bd}, given by (3.14), as a functional of v. By rewriting G(0), G(L), ā_{11}(0) and ā_{11}(L) in terms of (κ_0, κ_L, J), we can express T_{bd} as T_{bd} = h^{−η}_0 J^{2ηγ+1} 2 ( κ^{−η}_0 (1 − κ^{γ+1}_0 ) ∫ Γ_0

(∂_1v)^2 dx_2 + κ^{−η}_L ∫ Γ_L

(κ^{γ+1}_L − 1)(∂_1v)^2 + (∂_2v)^2 dx_2 ) . Since we have κ_0 < 1 < κ_L, one can fix a constant λ_{bd} > 0 satisfying

(3.42) T_{bd} ≥ λ_{bd} (∫ Γ_0

(∂_1v)^2 dx_2 + ∫ Γ_L |Dv|^2 dx_2 ) . Finally, we combine (3.41) and (3.42) to obtain that (3.43) LHS of (3.11) ≤ −λ_0 ∫ Ω_L |Dv|^2+|Dw|^2+w^2 dx−λ_{bd} (∫ Γ_0

(∂_1v)^2 dx_2 + ∫ Γ_L |Dv|^2 dx_2 ) . Step 6. By using the definition of a_{12} given by (2.7) and the compatibility condition ∂_2ψ̃ = 0 on Γ_w, it can be directly checked that (3.44) a_{12} = 0 on Γ_w. Then we integrate by parts and use (3.44) to directly get ∫ Ω_L

dL^P_1 (v, w)G∂_1v dx = (∫ Γ_L − ∫ Γ_0 ) Gda_{11} (∂_1v)^2 2 dx_2 − ∫ Ω_L ( 1 2 ∂_1(G da_{11}) + G(∂_2a_{12} − da) ) (∂_1v)^2 dx + ∫ Ω_L

G(db_1∂_1w + db_0w)∂_1v dx.

If the condition (3.1) holds, then Lemma 2.8(d) combined with the generalized Sobolev inequality yields

(3.45) ‖(da_{11}, a_{12}, da, db_1, δb_0)‖_C1_{(ΩL)} ≤ C(r_2 + r_3)

for some constant C > 0. So we obtain that | | | ∫ Ω_L

dL^P_1 (v, w)G∂_1v dx | | | ≤ C_∗(r_2 + r_3) ( ‖∂_1v‖^2_L2_{(Γ0)} + ‖∂_1v‖^2_L2_{(ΓL)} + ‖∂_1v‖^2_L2_{(ΩL)} ) (3.46)

for some constant C_∗ > 0.

Notice that the function G is already fixed in the previous steps, and we know that the maximum of |G| over Ω_L depends only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J, E_0). So the estimate constant C_∗ can be fixed depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J, E_0, L).

Therefore, we can estimate the right-hand side of (3.11) as

|RHS of (3.11)| ≤ C_∗δ̄ ( ‖∂_1v‖^2_L2_{(Γ0 )} + ‖∂_1v‖^2_L2_{(ΓL)} + ‖∂_1v‖^2_L2_{(ΩL)} ) + ∫ Ω_L |f_1G∂_1v + f_2w| dx. Finally, the proof of Lemma 3.3 can be completed by reducing δ̄ > 0 and applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. □ Remark 3.4. In Lemma 3.3, the essential condition to achieve an a priori H^1- estimate of (v, w) is that the function κ(=^{ū1}_{us} ) needs to be close to 1(see (1.20)). This condition is satisfied if κ_0 is fixed in [1 − d, 1) for a sufficiently small constant d > 0, and if the nozzle length L is fixed to be sufficiently small. But, we should point out that this condition does not necessarily imply that the nozzle length L is small. In Appendix A, we give examples of (γ, J) for which the nozzle length L can be large.

4. The unique existence of a strong solution to Problem 5

4.1. Extensions of coefficients. Given constants γ > 1, ζ_0 > 1, J > 0, S_0 > 0 and E_0 < 0, the constant l_{max}, given in Lemma 1.1, represents the maximal length of the nozzle Ω_L through which the associated smooth transonic solution (ū_1, Ē) to (1.10) has a positive acceleration of the flow speed. This monotonicity property is the key for the following lemma, which plays crucial roles in this and the next sections.

Lemma 4.1. For each L ∈ (0, l_{max}), there exists a constant λ_L > 0 so that the coefficients ā_{11} and ā given by (2.24) satisfy the following properties:

(a) −∂_1ā_{11} ≥ λ_L in Ω_L (b) −ā ≥ λ_L in Ω_L (c) −2ā − (2m − 1)∂_1ā_{11} ≥ λ_L in Ω_L for m = 0, 1, 2, 3 (d) For each L ∈ (0, l_{max}), define

a_1(L) := min_{ΩL} (−∂_1ā_{11}), a_2(L) := min_{ΩL} (−ā),

c_m(L) := min_{ΩL} (−2ā − (2m − 1)∂_1ā_{11}) for m = 0, 1, 2, 3.

Then, we have lim L→l_{max}− a_1(L) = lim_{L→lmax−} a_2(L) = lim_{L→lmax−} c_m(L) = 0 for m = 0, 1, 2, 3.

Proof. First of all, a direct computation gives

−∂_1ā_{11} = (γ + 1) ū^γ_1 u^{γ+1}s ū^′_1.

In (1.6), we rewrite the equation ū^′_1 =

Ēū^γ_1 ū^{γ+1}_1 − u^{γ+1}s as Ē = (ū^{γ+1}_1 − u^{γ+1}_s ) ū^{′1} ū^γ_1 . Hence one can rewrite ā as −ā = (γū^{γ+1}_1 + u^{γ+1}_s ) u^{γ+1}_s · ū^′_1 ū_1 . Then the statements (a) and (b) easily follow from the Lemma 1.1. Therefore, the inequalities stated in (c) easily follow for m = 1, 2, 3.

Using the expressions of (∂_1ā_{11}, ā) given in the above, we get

−2ā + ∂_1ā_{11} = ( (γ − 1) ( ū_1 u_s )_{γ+1} + 2 ) ū^′_1 ū_1 . Therefore, the inequality for m = 0 stated in (c) directly follows from Lemma 1.1. Finally, the statement (d) follows from the fact ū^′_1 = 0 at x_1 = l_{max} as stated in Lemma 1.1. □

In this section, we assume that the condition (3.1) continues to hold so that, for each P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), the coefficients (a^P_{ij} , a^P , b^P_1 , b^P_0 ) given by Definition 2.5 satisfy Lemma 2.8. Note that a^P_{12} = a^P_{21} and a^P_{22} = 1 in Ω_L.

Let us set

(4.1) L_∗ := min { L + l_{max} 2 , 3 2 L } . For global higher order derivative estimates of (v, w) in Ω_L, we shall introduce an extension of the differential operator L^P_1 onto Ω_{L∗} so that the extended operator is strictly elliptic near the boundary ∂Ω_{L∗} ∩ {x_1 = L_∗} with respect to the first component v.

Lemma 4.2. For any given constant ω_0 > 0, there exits a constant δ_1 ∈ (0, δ̄] depending only on the data and ω_0 so that if

(4.2) max{r_2, r_3} ≤ 2δ_1,

then, for each P ∈ V(r_1) × P(r_3), one can define an extension (α^P_{11}, α^P_{12}, α^P ) of (a^P_{11}, a^P_{12}, a^P ) onto Ω_{L∗} with satisfying the following properties:

(a) (α^P_{11}, α^P_{12}, α^P ) = (a^P_{11}, a^P_{12}, a^P ) in Ω_L (b) ∂_2α^P_{11} = ∂_2α^P = 0 on Γ_w (c) α^P_{12} = ∂^2_2 α^P_{12} = 0 on Γ_w

(d) There exists a constant C > 0 such that

‖(α^P_{11}, α^P_{12}, α^P ) − (ᾱ_{11}, 0, ᾱ)‖_H3_{(ΩL∗ )} ≤ C‖(ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃)‖_H4_{(ΩL )} for (ᾱ_{11}, ᾱ) := (α^{P0}_{11} , α^{P0} ) with P_0 = (0, 0, 0).

(e) On the boundary ∂Ω_{L∗} ∩ {x_1 = L_∗}, it holds that α^P_{11} ≥ ω_0, and ( α^P_{11} α^P_{12} α^P_{12} 1 ) ≥ ω_0I_2.

(f) For the constant λ_{L∗} > 0 from Lemma 4.1(c) corresponding to L_∗, it holds that (4.3) −2α^P − (2m − 1)∂_1α^P_{11} − 4|∂_2α^P_{12}| ≥ λ_{L∗} 2 in Ω_{L∗} for m = 0, 1, 2, 3.

Proof. Step 1. For simplicity, let us denote (a^P_{11}, a^P_{12}, a^P ) by (a_{11}, a_{12}, a). By using (3.9), we represent (a_{11}, a) as a_{11} = ā_{11} + da_{11} and a = ā + da in Ω_L.

First of all, we define an extension of (ā_{11}, ā) onto Ω_{L∗} .

Lemma 4.3. Fix L ∈ (0, l_{max}). For any given constant ω_0 > 0, one can define an extension (ᾱ_{11}, ᾱ) of (ā_{11}, ā) onto Ω_{L∗} to satisfy the following properties:

(i) (ᾱ_{11}, ᾱ) = (ā_{11}, ā) in Ω_L (ii) ᾱ_{11}, ᾱ ∈ C^∞([0, ∞) × [−1, 1]) (iii) ᾱ_{11} = 2ω_0 > 0 in [L_∗, ∞) × [−1, 1] (iv) −2ᾱ − (2m − 1)∂_1ᾱ_{11} ≥ λ_{L∗} in [0, ∞) × [−1, 1] for m = 0, 1, 2, 3 where λ_{L∗} > 0 is the constant from Lemma 4.1(c) corresponding to L_∗.

Proof. By Lemma 4.1(c), there exists a constant λ_{L∗} > 0 such that −2ā − (2m − 1)∂_1ā_{11} ≥ λ_{L∗} in Ω_{L∗} for all m = 0, 1, 2, 3.

Set as r_0 :=^1_4 (L_∗ − L), and rewrite the above inequality as −2ā − (2m − 1)∂_1ā_{11} ≥ λ_{L∗} in Ω_{L+4r0} for all m = 0, 1, 2, 3.

Fix a cut-off function χ^{(1)} ∈ C^∞(R) so that

χ^{(1)}(x_1, x_2) = { 1 for x_1 ≤ L + 2r_0 0 for x_1 ≥ L + 3r_0 and (χ^{(1)})^′ ≤ 0 on R.

Given a constant ω_0 > 0, for x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ [0, ∞) × [−1, 1], define ᾱ_{11} by (4.4) ᾱ_{11}(x) = ā_{11}(x)χ^{(1)}(x_1) + 2ω_0(1 − χ^{(1)}(x_1)). Fix another cut-off function χ^{(2)} ∈ C^∞(R) so that

χ^{(2)}(x_1, x_2) = { 1 for x_1 ≤ L + r_0 0 for x_1 ≥ L + 2r_0 and (χ^{(2)})^′ ≤ 0 on R.

For x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ [0, ∞) × [−1, 1], define ᾱ(x) = ā(x) − (1 − χ^{(2)}(x_1))α_0 where α_0 > 0 is a constant to be specified later. Then we have − 2ᾱ − (2m − 1)∂_1ᾱ_{11} = (−2ā − (2m − 1)∂_1ā_{11})χ^{(1)} − 2ā(1 − χ^{(1)}) + 2α_0(1 − χ^{(2)}) − (2m − 1)(ā_{11} − 2ω_0)(χ^{(1)})^′ ≥ λ_{L∗} χ^{(1)} + 2α_0(1 − χ^{(2)}) − (2m − 1)(ā_{11} − 2ω_0)(χ^{(1)})^′.

From the definitions of χ^{(1)} and χ^{(2)}, it follows that χ^{(1)} + (1 − χ^{(2)}) ≥ 1 on R. If (χ^{(1)})^′(x_1) ≠ 0, then x_1 lies on the interval [L + 2r_0, L + 3r_0] so we have (1 − χ^{(2)})(x_1) = 0. Moreover, there exists a constant β_0 > 0 depending only on (γ, ζ_0, S_0, J, E_0, ω_0) so that |(ā_{11} − 2ω_0)(χ^{(1)})^′| ≤ β_0 on {x_1 ≥ 0}.

Hence we have −2ᾱ − (2m − 1)∂_1ᾱ_{11} ≥ λ_{L∗} χ^{(1)} + (2α_0 − β_0)(1 − χ^{(2)}) ≥ min{λ_{L∗} , 2α_0 − β_0} for all x_1 ≥ 0. Choosing the constant α_0 > 0 to satisfy min{λ_{L∗} , 2α_0 − β_0} = λ_{L∗} , the proof of Lemma 4.3 is completed. □ Step 2. For a function ξ defined in Ω_L, define its extension Eξ onto Ω_{L∗} by

(4.5) Eξ(x) = ξ(x) if x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ Ω_L 3∑ j=0 c_j ξ ( L + 1 2^j

(L − x_1), x_2 ) if x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ Ω_{L∗} \ Ω_L

where (c_j )^3_{j=0} ∈ R^4 satisfies 3∑ j=0 ( − 1 2^j )_k c_j = 1 for k = 0, 1, 2, 3.

Clearly, Eξ is an H^4-extension of ξ on Ω_{L∗} , and the operator E : H^4(Ω_L) → H^4(Ω_{L∗} ) is linear and bounded. And, the norm of E depends only on L. More importantly, the extension is given in x_1-direction only so that if ξ satisfies the slip boundary condition ∂_2ξ = 0 on Γ_w, then Eξ satisfies the slip boundary condition ∂_2(Eξ) = 0 on ∂Ω_{L∗} ∩ {|x_2| = 1}.

For P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), let us set EP := (Eϕ̃, Eψ̃, EΨ̃). And, define (dα^P_{11}, α^P_{12}, dα^P ) := (a^{EP}_{11} , a^{EP}_{12} , a^{EP} ) − (ā_{11}, 0, ā) in Ω_{L∗} where the term (a^{EP}_{11} , a^{EP}_{12} , a^{EP} ) is given by Definition 2.3. Finally, define (4.6) α^P_{11} := ᾱ_{11} + dα^P_{11}, α^P_{12} := a^{EP}_{12} , α^P := ᾱ + dα^P in Ω_{L∗} . Then we can complete the proof of Lemma 4.2 by applying Lemma 4.3 and the generalized Sobolev inequality. □

As we shall see later, the property (f) stated in Lemma 4.2 is the most important ingredient to establish a priori estimates of the solutions (v, w) to the boundary value problem (3.3) in Ω_L. More precisely, the inequality (4.3) for m = 0, 1, 2, 3 is the essential condition to achieve a priori H^{m+1}-estimate of v in Ω_L.

Fix P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3). For the differential operator L^P_1 given by Definition 2.5, define

L^P v := L^P_1 (v, 0) = a^P_{11}∂_{11}v + 2a^P_{12}∂_{12}v + ∂_{22}v + a^P ∂_1v in Ω_L.

Given a function f ∈ L^2(Ω_L), suppose that V ∈ H^2(Ω_L) solves the problem: { L^P V = f in Ω_L, V = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2V = 0 on Γ_w.

Then we can apply [23, Theorem 1.1, Chapter 1] and the property (f)(with m = 0) stated in Lemma 4.2 with minor adjustments to obtain the estimate

(4.7) ‖V ‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖∂_1V ‖_L2_{(Γ0∪ΓL)} ≤ C‖f‖_L2_{(ΩL)}.

Note that there is no restriction on the background momentum density J and the nozzle length L required for this estimate. Simply, the positive acceleration of the background solution stated in Lemma 1.1 naturally yields the property Lemma 4.2(f). It is a surprising discovery that the operator L^P satisfies the technical conditions given in [23, Theorem 1.1 in Chapter 1].

Now we explain how Lemma 4.2(f) yields the estimate (4.7) in details. According to the proof of [23, Theorem 1.1 in Chapter 1], we should start with ∫ Ω_L

e^{−μx1} ∂_1V L^P V dx = ∫ Ω_L e^{−μx1} f∂_1V dx for a constant μ > 0 to be determined. By integrating the left-hand side by parts, and applying Lemma 2.8(h), Lemma 4.2(b) and (f)(with m = 0), one can directly check that if the constant μ is fixed sufficiently small, then it holds that ∫ Ω_L e^{−μx1} ∂_1V L^P V dx ≤ −λ (∫ Ω_L |DV |^2 dx + ∫ Γ_0 ∪Γ_L

(∂_1V )^2 dx_1 )

for some constant λ > 0.

Note that, however, if we fix G as G = e^{−μx1} in the proof of Proposition 3.3, then we can get the result of (3.43), only for a sufficiently large momentum density J due to the coupling term T_{mix}, given by (3.16). By choosing the energy weight function G as G = ρ̄^η with a carefully chosen η > 0, we can establish the main result of this paper for a bigger class of parameters.

4.2. The well-posedness of the boundary value problem (3.3). For P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃), we assume that P is fixed in V(r_2)×P(r_3) throughout §4.2. For simplicity, let us denote all the coefficients (a^P_{ij} , a^P , b^P_1 , b^P_0 ) of L^P_1 by (a_{ij} , a, b_1, b_0).

4.2.1. Singular perturbation problems and related lemmas. As explained in §3.1, we shall establish the existence of a solution to (3.3) by solving the following problem.

Problem 6. Let a constant ε > 0 be fixed sufficiently small. Given functions f_1 ∈ H^3(Ω_L) and f_2 ∈ H^2(Ω_L) with satisfying the compatibility conditions (3.2), find (v, w) that solves the following problem: { ε∂_{111}v + L^P_1 (v, w) = f_1 in Ω_L, L_2(v, w) = f_2 in Ω_L,

v = 0, ∂_1v = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2v = 0 on Γ_w, ∂_{11}v = 0 on Γ_L,

∂_1w = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2w = 0 on Γ_w, w = 0 on Γ_L.

(4.8)

Remark 4.4. Since there is a third order differential equation in Problem 6, we add two boundary conditions ∂_1v = 0 on Γ_0, and ∂_{11}v = 0 on Γ_L to establish the well-posedness.

First of all, we prove several technical lemmas. Throughout Lemmas 4.5–4.11, (v, w) is assumed to be a smooth solution to Problem 6.

Lemma 4.5. Assume that the background solution (ū_1, Ē) and the nozzle length L are fixed to satisfy all the conditions stated in Lemma 3.3. And, assume that the condition (4.2) holds. Then, one can fix a constant ε̄ > 0, and further reduce the constant δ_1 > 0 from (4.2) depending only on the data so that whenever the inequality 0 < ε < ε̄ and the condition (4.2) hold, if (v, w) is a smooth solution to Problem 6, then it satisfies √ ε‖∂_{11}v‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖∂_1v‖_L2_{(Γ0)} + ‖Dv‖_L2_{(ΓL)} + ‖v‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖w‖_H1_{(ΩL )} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) . (4.9)

Lemma 4.6. Under the same assumptions as Lemma 4.5, it holds that

(4.10) ‖w‖_H2_{(ΩL)} ≤ C(‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)})

for some constant C > 0 depending only on the data.

Lemma 4.7. Let l_s be the constant given from Lemma 1.1. Under the same assumptions as Lemma 4.5, for any given constant t ∈ (0,^{ls}_8 ], there exists a constant C_t > 0 depending only on the data and t to satisfy (4.11) ‖D∂_1v‖_{L2(ΩL∩{2t<x1<} ls_{2 −2t})} ≤ C_t ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL )} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) . Lemma 4.8. One can reduce the constant δ_1 > 0 further from the one given in Lemma 4.2 with depending only on the data so that if the inequality 0 < ε ≤ ε̄ and the condition (4.2) hold, then it holds that √ ε‖∂_{111}v‖_{L2(ΩL∩{x1>} ls_{4 })} + ‖∂_{12}v‖_L2_{(ΓL)} + ‖D∂_1v‖_{L2(ΩL∩{x1>} ls_{4 })} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL )} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) . (4.12)

Once Lemmas 4.5–4.8 are proved, then we apply these lemmas and the method of Galerkin’s approximations to prove the unique existence of a weak solution to the boundary value problem (3.3).

Definition 4.9. For v, w, V, W ∈ H^1(Ω_L), define two bilinear operators B^P_1 and B_2 by

B^P_1 [(v, w), V ] := ∫ Ω_L

− (a_{11}∂_1v∂_1V + a_{12}(∂_1v∂_2V + ∂_2v∂_1V ) + ∂_2v∂_2V + a∂_1vV )

− (∂_1a_{11}∂_1v + ∂_2a_{12}∂_1v + ∂_1a_{12}∂_2v)V + (b_1∂_1w + b_0w)V dx,

B_2[(v, w), W ] := − ∫ Ω_L ∇w · ∇W + ( 1 γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} w − ū_1 γS_0ρ̄^{γ−1} ∂_1v)W dx. It is said that (v, w) ∈ H^1(Ω_L) × H^1(Ω_L) is a weak solution to the boundary value problem (3.3) if it satisfies

(4.13) { B^P_1 [(v, w), V ] = ∫ Ω_L f1V dx, B_2[(v, w), W ] = ∫ Ω_L f2W dx

for any test functions V, W ∈ C^∞(Ω_L) with V vanishing near Γ_0 ∪ Γ_L, and W vanishing near Γ_L.

Proposition 4.10. Assume that the background solution (ū_1, Ē) and the nozzle length L are fixed to satisfy all the conditions stated in Lemma 3.3. For the constant δ_1 > 0 given in Lemma 4.8, suppose that the condition (4.14) max{r_2, r_3} ≤ δ_1

holds. Then, for any given P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), the associated linear boundary value problem (3.3) has a unique weak solution (v, w) ∈ H^1(Ω_L)×H^2(Ω_L) in the sense of Definition 4.9. And, the weak solution satisfies the estimate (4.15) ‖v‖_H1_{(ΩL )} + ‖w‖_H2_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ) for a constant C > 0 fixed depending only on the data. Furthermore, for any constant r ∈ (0, L), one can fix a constant C_r > 0 depending only on the data and r to satisfy the estimate ‖v‖_H2_{(ΩL∩{x1<L−r})} + ‖w‖_H3_{(ΩL ∩{x1<L−r})} ≤ C_r ( ‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL )} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ) . (4.16)

Therefore, (v, w) is a strong solution to the boundary value problem (3.3).

4.2.2. Proofs of Lemmas 4.5–4.8.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Fix a constant ε > 0, and suppose that (v, w) is a smooth solution to Problem 6. For a function G = G(x_1),

(4.17) ε ∫ Ω_L

G∂_{111}v∂_1v dx + J(v, w) = ∫ Ω_L

Gf_1∂_1v + f_2w dx for J(v, w) = ∫ Ω_L

G∂_1vL_1(v, w) + wL_2(v, w) dx.

Integrating by parts twice with using the boundary conditions ∂_1v = 0 on Γ_0 and ∂_{11}v = 0 on Γ_L for v in (4.8) yields ∫ Ω_L

G∂_{111}v∂_1v dx = − ∫ Γ_L G^′ 2 (∂_1v)^2 dx_2 + ∫ Ω_L G^{′′} 2 (∂_1v)^2 − G(∂_{11}v)^2 dx.

If we fix G(x_1) as (3.12) for η given by (3.40), then one has (4.18) ε ∫ Ω_L

G∂_{111}v∂_1v dx ≤ −k_0ε ∫ Ω_L

(∂_{11}v)^2 dx + k_1ε ∫ Γ_L

(∂_1v)^2 dx + k_2ε ∫ Ω_L

(∂_1v)^2 dx for k_0 = inf_{ΩL} G, k_1 = 1 2 sup_{ΩL} |G^′|, k_2 = 1 2 sup_{ΩL} |G^{′′}|. Note that the constants k_0, k_1 and k_2 are fixed depending only on the data. In particular, k_0 is a strictly positive constant.

Next, we use the estimates (3.43) and (3.46), given in the proof of Lemma 3.3, to get

J(v, w) ≤ − k_3 ∫ Ω_L

|Dv|^2 + |Dw|^2 + w^2 dx − k_4 (∫ Γ_0

(∂_1v)^2 dx_2 + ∫ Γ_L |Dv|^2 dx_2 ) (4.19)

for k_3 = λ_0 − C_∗(r_2 + r_3), k_4 = λ_{bd} − C_∗(r_2 + r_3).

Then the estimate (4.9) follows from (4.17)–(4.19) and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. □ Proof of Lemma 4.6. According to Definition 2.5, the equation L_2(v, w) = f_2 can be rewritten as Δw − c_0w = f_2 + c_1∂_1v in Ω_L.

Note that the coefficients c_0 and c_1 are smooth and independent of x_2. By Lemma 4.5, one has ‖f_2 + c_1∂_1v‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) . Hence one can easily prove Lemma 4.6 by applying [19, Theorems 8.8 and 8.12] and the method of reflections. □ Rewrite the equation ε∂_{111}v + L^P_1 (v, w) = f_1 stated in (4.8) as (4.20) M_εv = F_1 in Ω_L for M_εv := ε∂_{111}v + a_{11}∂_{11}v + 2a_{12}∂_{12}v + ∂_{22}v + a∂_1v, and F_1 := f_1 − b_1∂_1w − b_0w.

(4.21)

Proof of Lemma 4.7. In this proof, the ellipticity of the operator L^P_1 in Ω_L ∩ {x_1 ≤

l_s

2 } plays an important role.

For a fixed constant t ∈ (0,^{ls}_8 ), define a cut-off function χ ∈ C^∞(R) satisfying the following properties:

(4.22) χ(x_1) = { 1 for x_1 ∈ [2t,^{ls}_2 − 2t], 0 for x_1 ∈ (−∞, t] ∪ [^{ls}_2 − t, ∞), 0 ≤ χ ≤ 1 on R. Such a function χ can be fixed so that, for each k ∈ N, it holds that ‖χ‖_Ck_{(R)} ≤ C_k ( 1 + 1 t^k ) for some constant C_k > 0 depending only on k. Note that

(4.23) ∫ Ω_L

χ^2∂_{11}vM_εv dx = ∫ Ω_L

F_1χ^2∂_{11}v dx.

By integrating by parts with using the boundary conditions ∂_2v = 0 on Γ_w, and χ = 0 on Γ_0 ∪ Γ_L, we obtain that

I_1 + I_2 = ∫ Ω_L

F_1χ^2∂_{11}v dx for I_1 := ∫ Ω_L ( a_{11}(∂_{11}v)^2 + 2a_{12}∂_{11}v∂_{12}v + (∂_{12}v)^2 ) χ^2 dx,

I_2 := ∫ Ω_L

−εχχ^′(∂_{11}v)^2 + aχ^2∂_1v∂_{11}v − 2χχ^′∂_2v∂_{12}v dx.

It follows from the statement (g_2) of Lemma 2.8 that there exists a constant κ_0 > 0 to satisfy I_1 ≥ κ_0 ∫ Ω_L

|D∂_1v|^2χ^2 dx.

By applying Lemma 4.5, the term I_2 can be estiamtes as |I_2| ≤ κ_0 4 ∫ Ω_L

|D∂_1v|^2χ^2 dx + C_t ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)}

)_2

for some constant C_t > 0 fixed depending only on the data and t. So we obtain

LHS of (4.23) ≥ 3 4 κ_0 ∫ Ω_L

|D∂_1v|^2χ^2 dx − C_t ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)}

)_2 . Applying Lemma 4.5 also yields | | | ∫ Ω_L

F_1∂_{11}vχ^2 dx | | | ≤ κ_0 4 ∫ Ω_L

|D∂_1v|^2χ^2 dx + C ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)}

)_2 . Finally, the estimate (4.11) is obtained by combining the two previous estimates. □ Proof of Lemma 4.8. Step 1. Let us fix a smooth cut-off function ζ(x_1) satisfying the following properties:

ζ(x_1) = { 0 for x_1 ≤^{ls}_8 , 1 for x_1 ≥^{ls}_4 ,

0 ≤ ζ ≤ 1, and ζ^′ ≥ 0 on R.

It is clear that, for each k ∈ N, there exists a constant C_k > 0 depending only on k to satisfy ‖ζ‖_Ck_{(R)} ≤ C_k ( 1 + 1 l^k_s ) . Multiplying the both sides of (4.20) by ζ^2∂_{111}v, we have

(4.24) ∫ Ω_L

M_εv∂_{111}v dx = ∫ Ω_L

F_1ζ^2∂_{111}v dx.

By an integration by parts with using the conditions ζ = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_{11}v = 0 on Γ_L, a_{12} = 0 on Γ_w, we can directly check that (4.25) LHS of (4.24) = I_1 + I_2 + I_3 for I_1 = ∫ Ω_L

ε(∂_{111}v)^2ζ^2 − ( 1 2 ∂_1a_{11} + a − 2∂_2a_{12} ) (∂_{11}v)^2ζ^2 dx + ∫ Γ_L

(∂_{12}v)^2 2 dx_2, I_2 = − ∫ Ω_L

(2∂_1a_{12}∂_{11}v∂_{12}v + ∂_1a∂_1v∂_{11}v)ζ^2 dx,

I_3 = − ∫ Ω_L ( a_{11}(∂_{11}v)^2 + 4a_{12}∂_{11}v∂_{12}v + (∂_{12}v)^2 + 2∂_{11}v∂_{22}v + 2a∂_1v∂_{11}v ) ζζ^′ dx. From Lemma 4.2(f) with m = 1, it follows that

(4.26) I_1 ≥ ∫ Ω_L ( ε(∂_{111}v)^2 + λ_{L∗} 4 (∂_{11}v)^2 ) ζ^2 dx + ∫ Γ_L

(∂_{12}v)^2 2 dx_2. By applying Lemma 4.2(d), we can estimate I_2 as |I_2| ≤ C_∗ ∫ Ω_L ( (r_2 + r_3 + ϵ)(∂_{11}v)^2 + (r_2 + r_3)(∂_{12}v)^2 + 1 ϵ (∂_1v)^2 ) ζ^2 dx

for any constant ϵ > 0. Since sptζ^′ ⊂ [ l_s 8 , l_s 4 ] , we can apply Lemma 4.7 to estimate I_3 as (4.27) |I_3| ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL )}

)_2 . If two constants δ_1 and ϵ are chosen to satisfy

(4.28) C_∗ max{δ_1, ϵ} ≤ λ_{L∗} 16 , and the condition (4.2) holds, then we get

LHS of (4.24) ≥ ∫ Ω_L ( ε(∂_{111}v)^2 + λ_{L∗} 16 (∂_{11}v)^2 − C_∗δ_1(∂_{12}v)^2 ) ζ^2 dx + ∫ Γ_L

(∂_{12}v)^2 2 dx_2 − C ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL )} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)}

)_2 . (4.29)

In order to estimate the right-hand side of (4.24), we integrate by parts with using the conditions ζ = 0 on Γ_0, and ∂_{11}v = 0 on Γ_L. Then, we get

RHS of (4.24) = − ∫ Ω_L

∂_1F_1∂_{11}vζ^2 + 2F_1∂_{11}vζζ^′ dx.

So we can apply Lemmas 4.6 and 4.7 to obtain the estimate

|RHS of (4.24)| ≤ λ_{L∗} 32 ∫ Ω_L

(∂_{11}v)^2ζ^2 dx + C ( ‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)}

)_2 . And, we combine this estimate with (4.29) to get ∫ Ω_L ( ε(∂_{111}v)^2 + λ_{L∗} 32 (∂_{11}v)^2 ) ζ^2 dx + ∫ Γ_L

(∂_{12}v)^2 2 dx_2 ≤ C_∗δ_1 ∫ Ω_L

(∂_{12}v)^2ζ^2 dx + C ( ‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)}

)_2 . (4.30)

Step 2. Since ‖a_{12}‖_C0_{(ΩL )} is small by Lemma 4.2(d), we can fix a constant

μ > 0 so that the matrix A := ( μ a_{12} a_{12} 1 ) satisfies

(4.31) A ≥ μ 2 I_2 in Ω_L.

Rewrite ∫ Ω_L

ζ^2∂_{11}vM_εv dx = ∫ Ω_L

F_1ζ^2∂_{11}v dx as ∫ Ω_L

(ε∂_{111}v + μ∂_{11}v + 2a_{12}∂_{12}v + ∂_{22}v + a∂_1v)∂_{11}vζ^2 dx = ∫ Ω_L

(F_1 + (μ − a_{11})∂_{11}v)∂_{11}vζ^2 dx.

(4.32)

Integrating by parts twice gives LHS of (4.32) = J_1 + J_2, for J_1 = ∫ Ω_L ( μ(∂_{11}v)^2 + 2a_{12}∂_{12}v∂_{11}v + (∂_{12}v)^2 ) ζ^2 dx,

J_2 = ∫ Ω_L ( 2∂_2v∂_{12}v − ε(∂_{11}v)^2 ) ζζ^′ dx − ∫ Γ_L

∂_2v∂_{12}v dx_2.

Then, it directly follows from (4.31) that

J_1 ≥ μ 2 ∫ Ω_L

|D∂_1v|^2ζ^2 dx.

By Lemma 4.5 and the estimate (4.30), we have |J_2| ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL )}

)_2 , and |RHS of (4.32)| ≤ C ( δ_1 ∫ Ω_L

(∂_{12}v)^2ζ^2 dx + ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)}

)_2) . Now we combine all the estimates given in the above to get μ 2 ∫ Ω_L

|D∂_1v|^2ζ^2 dx ≤ Ĉ ( δ_1 ∫ Ω_L

(∂_{12}v)^2ζ^2 dx + ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)}

)_2 )

for some constant Ĉ > 0 fixed depending only on the data. Reducing δ_1 to satisfy (4.28) and the inequality Ĉδ_1 ≤ μ 4 yields the estimate (4.12). Hence the proof of the lemma is completed. □

4.2.3. Proof of Proposition 4.10. The main idea is to find a solution {(v^{(ε)}, w^{(ε)})}_{ε>0} to Problem 6 for any small ε > 0, then take the limit as ε tends to 0+. Most importantly, we show that the limit is a weak solution to the boundary value problem (3.3) in the sense of Definition 4.9.

Step 1. Fix ε ∈ (0, ε̄] and P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3). And, suppose that two constants r_2 and r_3 satisfy the condition (4.2) for the constant δ_1 given from Lemma 4.8. In addition, let us assume that (4.33) (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃, f_1, f_2)(·, x_2) ∈ [C^∞([0, L])]^5 for all x_2 ∈ [−1, 1].

Step 2.Galerkin’s approximations: Define

Γ := {x_2 ∈ R : |x_2| < 1},

and ⟨·, ·⟩ to be the standard scalar product in L^2(Γ), that is, ⟨ξ, η⟩ := ∫ Γ ξ(x_2)η(x_2) dx_2.

Next, consider an eigenvalue problem:

(4.34) −η^{′′} = λη on Γ, η^′ = 0 on ∂Γ = {±1}.

Let E := {η_k}^∞_{k=0} be the set of all eigenfunctions of (4.34). One can take the set E with satisfying the following properties:

(i) For each k = 0, 1, 2, · · · , let λ_k (≥ 0) be the eigenvalue associated with η_k.

Then, it holds that

0 = λ_0 < λ_1 < λ_2 < · · · → ∞.

(ii) The set E forms the orthonormal basis of L^2(Γ).

(iii) The set E forms an orthogonal basis of H^m(Γ) for each of m = 1 and 2. In fact, E = {cos kπx_2 : k = 0, 1, 2 · · · } is such a set.

Fix m ∈ N. As an m-dimensional approximation of a solution (v, w) to Problem 6, let us set

v_m(x_1, x_2) := m∑ j=0 ϑ_j (x_1)η_j (x_2), w_m(x_1, x_2) := m∑ j=0 Θ_j (x_1)η_j (x_2) (4.35)

for x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ Ω_L. We shall determine ϑ_j and Θ_j for j = 0, 1, · · · , m so that (v_m, w_m) solves the following problem:

(4.36) { ⟨ε∂_{111}v_m + L^P_1 (v_m, w_m), η_k⟩ = ⟨f_1, η_k⟩ ⟨L_2(v_m, w_m), η_k⟩ = ⟨f_2, η_k⟩ for 0 < x_1 < L

for all k = 0, 1, ..., m, { v_m = 0, ∂_1v_m = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_{11}v_m = 0 on Γ_L, { ∂_1w_m = 0 on Γ_0, w_m = 0 on Γ_L.

(4.37)

Lemma 4.11. Assume that the background solution (ū_1, Ē) and the nozzle length L are fixed to satisfy all the conditions stated in Lemma 3.3. For the constant δ_1 > 0 given in Lemma 4.8, suppose that the condition (4.2) holds. And, assume that ε ∈ (0, ε̄] for the constant ε̄ > 0 given from Lemma 4.5. For a fixed P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), assume that the condition (4.33) is satisfied. Then, for each m ∈ N, the problem of (4.36) and (4.37) has a unique smooth solution (v_m, w_m) in the form of (4.35). Moreover, there exists a constant C > 0 depending only on the data, and for each t ∈ (0,^{ls}_8 ], there exists a constant C_t > 0 depending only on the data and t so that the following estimates hold: √ ε‖∂_{11}v_m‖_L2_{(ΩL )} + ‖∂_1v_m‖_L2_{(Γ0)} + ‖Dv_m‖_L2_{(ΓL)} + ‖v_m‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) , (4.38)

‖w_m‖_H2_{(ΩL )} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL )} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) , (4.39)

(4.40) ‖D∂_1v_m‖_{L2(ΩL∩{2t<x1<} ls_{2 −2t})} ≤ C_t ( ‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL )} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) , √ ε‖∂_{111}v_m‖_{L2(ΩL∩{x1>} ls_{4 })} + ‖∂_{12}v_m‖_L2_{(ΓL)} + ‖D∂_1v_m‖_{L2(ΩL∩{x1>} ls_{4 })} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL )} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) . (4.41)

This lemma can be proved by applying the Fredholm alternative theorem, the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem and Lemmas 4.5–4.8. We provide a detailed proof after we complete the proof of Proposition 4.10.

Step 3. Given two test functions V ∈ C^∞(Ω_L) and W ∈ C^∞(Ω_L) with V vanishing near Γ_0 ∪ Γ_L and W vanishing near Γ_L, define

V_m(x_1, x_2) := m∑ j=0 ⟨V (x_1, ·), η_j ⟩η_j (x_2), W_m(x_1, x_2) := m∑ j=0 ⟨W (x_1, ·), η_j ⟩η_j (x_2).

(4.42)

By integrating by parts, one can directly check that ∫ Ω_L

ε∂_1v_m∂_{11}V_m dx + B^P_1 [(v_m, w_m), V_m] = ∫ Ω_L

f_1V_m dx ,

B_2[(v_m, w_m), W_m] = ∫ Ω_L

f_2W_m dx

for B^P_1 and B_2 given in Definition 4.9. Since the sequence {(v_m, w_m)} satisfies the uniform estimates (4.38)–(4.41), it has a subsequence, that we shall still denote as {(v_m, w_m)}, and there exists (v^ε, w^ε) ∈ H^1(Ω_L) ∩ H^2(Ω_L) so that

- (v_m, w_m) converges to (v^ε, w^ε) weakly in H^1(Ω_L) × H^2(Ω_L), - and that ∂_{11}v_m converges to ∂_{11}v^ε weakly in L^2(Ω_L).

Then, the weak limit (v^ε, w^ε) satisfies that ∫ Ω_L

ε∂_1v^ε∂_{11}V dx + B^P_1 [(v^ε, w^ε), V ] = ∫ Ω_L f_1V dx , B_2[(v^ε, w^ε), W ] = ∫ Ω_L f_2W dx. Moreover, it follows from (4.38)–(4.41) that (v^ε, w^ε) satisfies all the estimates (4.9)– (4.12), in which the estimate constants C are fixed independent of ε ∈ (0, ε̄]. Therefore, we can take a sequence {ε_n} so that

- ε_n → 0 as n → ∞, - (v^{εn} , w^{εn} ) weakly converges to (v, w) for some (v, w) ∈ H^1(Ω_L) × H^2(Ω_L), - and D∂_1v^{εn} weakly converges to D∂_1v in L^2_{loc}(Ω_L).

Then it is clear that (v, w) is a weak solution to (3.3) in the sense of Definition 4.9. Moreover, it directly follows from the uniform estimates (4.38) and (4.39) of {(v^ε, w^ε)}_{ε∈(0,ε̄]} that (v, w) satisfies the estimate (4.15).

Step 4. Regarding v as a weak solution to

(4.43)

∑_2 i,j=1 ∂j (aij ∂iv) = F1 in ΩL ∩ {x1 < g P s (x_2)} (see) v = 0 on Γ_0 ∂_2v = 0 on Γ_w where g^P_s is given in Lemma 2.8(g), and F_1 is given by

F_1 := f_1 − b_1∂_1w − b_0w + (∂_1a_{11} + ∂_2a_{12} + a)∂_1v + ∂_1a_{12}∂_2v, one has (4.44) ‖v‖_{H2(ΩL∩{x1<} ls_{2 })} ≤ C(‖f_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)})

because the equation stated in (4.43) is strictly elliptic in Ω_L ∩ {x_1 <^3_4 l_s} owing to Lemma 2.8(g_2).

It follows from the uniform estimates (4.40) and (4.41) of {v^ε}_{ε∈(0,ε̄]} and the weak convergence property stated in the previous step that (4.45) ‖D∂_1v‖_{L2(ΩL∩{x1>} ls_{8 })} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) . Since the coefficients {a_{ij} } of the operator L^P_1 are bounded in C^0(Ω_L) due to Lemma 2.8(see the estimate (2.25)), we can fix a constant β_0 > 0 depending only on the data to satisfy

A^{(β0 )} := ( a_{11} + β_0 a_{12} a_{12} 1 ) ≥ min{β_0, 1} 2 I_2 in Ω_L.

Now, we rewrite B^P_1 [(v, w), V ] = ∫ Ω_L f1V dx in (4.13) as − ∫ Ω_L

(a_{11} + β_0)∂_1v∂_1V + a_{12}(∂_1v∂_2V + ∂_2v∂_1V ) + ∂_2v∂_2V dx = ∫ Ω_L

(F_1 + β_0∂_{11}v)V dx.

Using the uniform positivity of the matrix A^{(β0 )} and the estimate (4.45), we can apply a standard elliptic estimate result(see [19, Theorem 8.10]) to conclude that, for any constant r ∈ (0, L), there exists a constant C_r > 0 fixed depending only on the data and r such that (4.46) ‖v‖_{H2 (ΩL∩{} ls_{4 <x1<L−r})} ≤ C_r ( ‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL )} + ‖f_2‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ) ). Since w is in H^2(Ω_L), it can be regarded as a strong solution to Δw = F_2 in Ω_L, ∂_1w = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2w = 0 on Γ_w, w = 0 on Γ_L

(4.47)

for F_2 given by F_2 := f_2 + c_0w + c_1∂_1v.

From (4.44) and (4.46), it follows that, for any constant r ∈ (0, L), there exists a constant C_r > 0 fixed depending only on the data and r such that ‖F_2‖_H1_{(ΩL∩{x1<L−} r_{2 })} ≤ C_r(‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL )}).

Then we can establish a priori H^3-estimate of w away from Γ_L by applying [19, Theorem 8.10], thus the estimate (4.16) is established.

Step 5. In Steps 1–4, we have proved Proposition 4.10 for P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), f_1 ∈ H^3(Ω_L) and f_2 ∈ H^2(Ω_L) satisfying the assumption (4.33). We now explain how to extend the proof for all P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), f_1 ∈ H^3(Ω_L) and f_2 ∈ H^2(Ω_L). Set Ω^{ext}_L := (− L 4 , 5L 4 ) × (−1, 1). Let E : H^4(Ω_L) → H^4(Ω^{ext}_L ) be an operator such that, for any given function u ∈ H^4(Ω_L), Eu satisfies the following properties:

- Eu = u in Ω_L - ∂^k_{x2} Eu = 0 on Γ_w if ∂^k_{x2} u = 0 on Γ_w for k ∈ N.

One can directly construct such an operator E so that E is bounded and linear (e.g.see [9, Appendix A] ) with the norm ‖E‖ being bounded depending only on L.

Let χ : R → R be a smooth function that satisfies the following conditions:

- χ(x_1) ≥ 0 for all x_1 ∈ R, - χ(x_1) = χ(−x_1) for all x_1 ∈ R, - sptχ ⊂ [−1, 1], - ∫ R χ(x_1) dx_1 = 1.

For a constant τ > 0, let us define χ^{(τ )} : R → R by

χ^{(τ )}(x_1) := 1 τ χ (x_1 τ ) . Then {u^{(τ )} := (Eu) ∗ χ^{(τ )}}_{τ ∈(0,} L_{10 ]} yields a partially smooth (with respect to x_1) approximation of u, and it converges to u in H^4(Ω_L) as τ tends to 0+.

Let us fix P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) for (r_2, r_3) satisfying the condition (4.14). Given a sequence {τ_n : n ∈ N} ⊂ (0,^L_{10} ], let us define P_n by

P_n := (ϕ̃^{(τn)}, ψ̃^{(τn)}, Ψ̃^{(τn)}), (f_{1,n}, f_{2,n}) := (f^{(τn)}_1 , f^{(τn)}_2 ).

In particular, take a sequence {τ_n : n ∈ N} so that the following properties hold:

- P_n ∈ V(2r_2) × P(2r_3) for any n ∈ N, - lim_{n→∞} τ_n = 0, thus it holds that

lim_{n→∞} ‖P_n − P ‖_H4_{(ΩL )} = lim_{n→∞} ‖f_{1,n} − f_1‖_H3_{(ΩL)} = lim_{n→∞} ‖f_{2,n} − f_2‖_H2_{(ΩL)} = 0.

For each n ∈ N, we repeat Steps 1–4 for (P_n, f_{1,n}, f_{2,n}) to get a sequence {(v_n, w_n)} so that

- (v_n, w_n) is the weak solution to the boundary value problem (3.3) associated with P_n, - (v_n, w_n) satisfies the estimates (4.15) and (4.16).

Then there exist a subsequence {(v_{nj} , w_{nj} )} and (v, w) ∈ H^1(Ω_L) × H^2(Ω_L) that satisfy the following properties:

- v ∈ H^1(Ω_L) ∩ H^2_{loc}(Ω_L) and w ∈ H^2(Ω_L) ∩ H^3_{loc}(Ω_L), - the subsequence {(v_{nj} , w_{nj} )} weakly converges to (v, w) in H^1(Ω_L)×H^2(Ω_L), - the sequence {v_{nj} } weakly converges to v in H^2(Ω_L ∩ {x_1 < L − r}) for any r ∈ (0, L), - the sequence {w_{nj} } weakly converges to w in H^3(Ω_L ∩ {x_1 < L − r}) for any r ∈ (0, L).

Therefore, it follows that (v, w) is a weak solution to the boundary value problem (3.3) associated with P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), and that it satisfies the estimates (4.15) and (4.16). This completes the proof of Proposition 4.10. □ Proof of Lemma 4.11. Let us fix ε ∈ (0, ε̄] and m ∈ N.

Step 1.The estimates stated in (4.38)–(4.41) can be achieved by minor modifications of the proofs of Lemmas 4.5–4.8, so we skip to prove them. For details, readers can refer to [5, Appendix A].

Step 2. Fix m ∈ N. Let us define X_j : [0, L] → R^{m+1} for j = 1, · · · , 5 by X_1 := (ϑ_0, · · · , ϑ_m), X_2 := X^′_1, X_3 := X^{′′}_1 , X_4 := (Θ_0, · · · , Θ_m), X_5 := X^′_4.

Set X : [0, L] → R^{5(m+1)×1} as X := (X_1, X_2, X_3, X_4, X_5)^T .

For each k, we rewrite the first equation in (4.36) as ϑ^{′′′}_k = 1 ε ( −⟨L^P_1 (v_m, w_m), η_k⟩ + ⟨f_1, η_k⟩ ) . This implies that X_3 satisfies

X^′_3 = 1 ε (_5 ∑ n=1 C^P_n X_n + F_3 )

for C^P_n : [0, L] → R^{(m+1)×(m+1)} determined depending on the coefficients of L^P_1 . Then it is clear that (4.36) yields a linear ODE system for X in the following form: X^′ = A^P_ε X + F_ε for A^P_ε : [0, L] → R^{5(m+1)×5(m+1)} and F_ε : [0, L] → R^{5(m+1)} .

Next, we define a projection mapping Π : R^{5(m+1)×1} → R^{5(m+1)×1} by ΠX := (X_1, X_2, 0, 0, X_5)^T .

Then one can directly check that X yields a solution (v_m, w_m) to the problem (4.36)–(4.37) if and only if X solves the integral equation (4.48) X(x_1) = Π ∫_{x1} 0 (A^P_ε X + F_ε)(t) dt + (Id − Π) ∫_{x1} L (A^P_ε X + F_ε)(t) dt.

Define a linear operator K : C^1([0, L]; R^{5(m+1)×1} ) → C^1([0, L]; R^{5(m+1)×1} ) by KX(x_1) := Π ∫_{x1} 0 A^P_ε X(t) dt + (Id − Π) ∫_{x1} L A^P_ε X(t) dt so that we rewrite (4.48) as (Id − K)X = Π ∫_{x1} 0 F_ε(t) dt + (Id − Π) ∫_{x1} L F_ε(t) dt. Due to the assumption (4.33), it follows that the operator K is compact, and that if X ∈ C^1([0, L]; R^{5(m+1)×1} ) solves (4.48), then it is smooth for all x_1 ∈ [0, L].

Therefore we can apply the estimate (4.38) and the Fredholm alternative theorem to conclude that the problem of (4.36)–(4.37) has a unique smooth solution (v_m, w_m). This completes the proof. □

5. Higher order derivative estimates Throughout this section, we fix P = (ϕ̃, ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) for (r_2, r_3) satisfying the condition (4.14). By Proposition 4.10, the boundary value problem (3.3) associated with P has a unique strong solution (v, w) that satisfies the estimates (4.15) and (4.16). In this section, we establish a global H^4 estimate of (v, w) by employing the idea developed in the proof of [23, Theorems 1.5 and 1.8] and Lemma 4.2. Once the H^4-estimate of (v, w) is achieved, it naturally follows that (v, w) is a C^2-classical solution.

5.1. Global H^2-estimate of v. Let us fix a positive constant ω_0 as ω_0 := 2ā_{11}(0).

For the constant L_∗ given by (4.1), let us set Ω_{L∗} := (0, L_∗) × (−1, 1).

In Ω_{L∗} , let the coefficient functions (α^P_{11}, α^P_{12}, α) be given by (4.6) so that they satisfy all the properties stated in Lemma 4.2 with the constant ω_0 given as in the above. Next, we define a linear differential operator L^P_∗ by L^P_∗ V := α^P_{11}∂_{11}V + α^P_{12}∂_{12}V + ∂_{22}V + α^P ∂_1V in Ω_{L∗} .

Given a function F : Ω_{L∗} → R, we introduce an auxiliary boundary value problem:

(5.1)

L^P_∗ V = F in Ω_{L∗} , V = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2V = 0 on Γ^∗_w := ∂Ω_{L∗} ∩ {|x_2| = 1}, ∂_1V = 0 on Γ_{L∗} := ∂Ω_{L∗} ∩ {x_1 = L_∗}.

Definition 5.1 (A weak solution to (5.1)). For two functions V, ξ ∈ H^1(Ω_{L∗} ), define a bilinear operator

B^P_∗ [V, ξ] := ∫ Ω_{L∗} − (α_{11}∂_1V ∂_1ξ + α_{12}(∂_1V ∂_2ξ + ∂_2V ∂_1ξ) + ∂_2V ∂_2ξ + α∂_1V ξ)

− (∂_1α_{11}∂_1V + ∂_2α_{12}∂_1V + ∂_1α_{12}∂_2V )ξ dx.

A function V ∈ H^1(Ω_L) is said to be a weak solution to the boundary value problem (5.1) if it satisfies B^P_∗ [V, ξ] = ∫ Ω_L F ξ dx for any test function ξ ∈ C^∞(Ω_L) vanishing near Γ_0 ∪ Γ_{L∗} .

Next, we set up a singular perturbation problem for a sufficiently small constant ε > 0:

(5.2) ε∂_{111}V + L^P_∗ V = F in Ω_{L∗} , V = 0, ∂_1V = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2V = 0 on Γ^∗_w, ∂_1V = 0 on Γ_{L∗} .

Lemma 5.2. For any given F ∈ L^2(Ω_{L∗} ), the boundary value problem (5.1) has a unique weak solution. And, the solution satisfies the estimate (5.3) ‖V ‖_H1_{(ΩL∗ )} ≤ C‖F ‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ )} for some constant C > 0 fixed depending only on the data. Furthermore, one can fix a constant δ_2 ∈ (0, δ_1] (for the constant δ_1 from (4.14)) depending only on the data so that if P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) for two positive constants r_2 and r_3 satisfying r_2 + r_3 ≤ δ_2, and if F ∈ H^1(Ω_{L∗} ), then the weak solution V satisfies the estimate (5.4) ‖V ‖_H2_{(ΩL∗ )} ≤ C‖F ‖_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}, that is, V is the strong solution to (5.1).

Proof. Step 1. The proof of this lemma is much simpler than the one of Proposition 4.10. This lemma can be proved by employing the idea of [23, Theorem 1.1, Chapter 1]. Given a constant ε > 0, if V_ε is a smooth solution to (5.1), then it satisfies

(5.5) ∫ Ω_{L∗} (ε∂_{111}V_ε + L^P_∗ V_ε)e^{−μx1} ∂_1V_ε dx = ∫ Ω_{L∗} e^{−μx1} F ∂_1V_ε dx for any constant μ > 0.

- Integrating the left-hand side of (5.5) by parts, - applying Lemma 4.2(f) for m = 0, - and applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, it can be directly checked that

LHS of (5.5) ≤ ∫ Ω_{L∗} e^{−μx1} (( −ε + ε^2 2 ) (∂_{11}V_ε)^2 − ( λ_{L∗} 2 − Cμ ) (∂_1V_ε)^2 2 − μ (∂_2V_ε)^2 2 ) dx − e^{−μL∗} ∫ Γ_{L∗} (∂_2V_ε)^2 2 dx_2

(5.6)

for the constant λ_{L∗} > 0 from Corollary 4.2(f). Fix the constant μ as μ = λ_{L∗} 4C so that if ε ∈ (0, 1], then it directly follows from (5.6) that

LHS of (5.5) ≤ − ∫ Ω_{L∗} e^{−μx1} ( ε 2 (∂_{11}V_ε)^2 + λ_{L∗} 4 |DV_ε|^2 ) dx − e^{−μL∗} ∫ Γ_{L∗} (∂_1V_ε)^2 2 dx_2. By using this estimate, we can easily derive from (5.5) that (5.7) √ ε‖∂_{11}V_ε‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ )} + ‖V_ε‖_H1_{(ΩL∗ )} + ‖∂_1V_ε‖_L2_{(ΓL∗ )} ≤ C‖F ‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Then we can prove the unique existence of a weak solution to (5.1) along with the estimate (5.3) by following the idea in the proof of Proposition 4.10.

Note. According to the estimate (5.6), for any ε ∈ (0, 1], the singular perturbation problem (5.2) has a unique solution in H^1(Ω_L) for any P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3). Here, we assume that the constants r_2 and r_3 satisfy the condition (4.14).

Step 2. Note that L^P_∗ is uniformly elliptic in Ω_{L∗} ∩ {x_1 <^3_4 l_s} due to Lemma 4.2(a) and Lemma 2.8(g). Also, it follows from Lemma 4.2(see the statements (d) and (e)) that there exists a constant L_e ∈ (L, L_∗) so that the principal coefficients (α^P_{ij} ) of L^P_∗ satisfy

(5.8) α^P_{11} ≥ ω_0 2 , and ( α^P_{11} α^P_{12} α^P_{12} 1 ) ≥ ω_0 2 I_2 in Ω_{L∗} ∩ {x_1 ≥ L_e}.

Denote l_0 :=

L_∗ − L_e 20 . In addition to the uniform ellipticity of L^P_∗ in Ω_{L∗} ∩ {x_1 ≤^3_4 l_s or x_1 ≥ L_e}, it follows from Lemma 4.2(b) that the compatibility condition α_{12} = 0 holds on Γ_w. Then we can apply the method of reflection, [19, Theorem 8.12] and the estimate (5.3) to establish the estimate (5.9) ‖V ‖_{H2 (ΩL∗ ∩{x1<} ls_{2 or x1>Le+2l0})} ≤ C‖F ‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Step 3. We now suppose that F ∈ H^1(Ω_{L∗} ). Let us fix ε ∈ (0, 1], and let V_ε be a smooth solution to (5.2).

As stated in Step 2, the operator L^P_∗ is uniformly elliptic in Ω_{L∗} ∩ {x_1 ≤ 3 4 l_s or x_1 ≥ L_e} with the ellipticity constant being bounded below by a positive constant fixed depending only on the data. In addition, the compatibility condition α_{12} = 0 holds on Γ_w (see Lemma 4.2(b)). So we can follow the proof of Lemma 4.7 to obtain the following lemma: Lemma 5.3. For a constant r > 0 satisfying

r ≤ min { l_s 8 , l_0 } , let us set a domain D_r as

D_r := Ω_{L∗} ∩ { 2r < x_1 < l_s 2 − 2r } ∪ {L_e + 2r < x_1 < L_∗ − 2r} .

Then, there exists a constant C_r > 0 depending only on the data and r (but independent of ε) so that the following estimate holds: (5.10) ‖D∂_1V_ε‖_L2_{(Dr )} ≤ C_r‖F ‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Let χ ∈ C^∞_0 (R) be a smooth cut-off function that satisfies the following properties:

χ(x_1) =

0 for x_1 ≤^{ls}_{40} , 1 for^{ls}_{32} ≤ x_1 ≤ L_e + 18l_0, 0 for x_1 ≥ L_e + 19l_0(= L_∗ − l_0) and 0 ≤ χ ≤ 1 on R.

Such a function can be fixed to satisfies the estimate | | | d^kχ dx^k_1 | | | ≤ C_k ( 1 + 1 l^k_s + 1 l^k_0 )

with a constant C_k > 0 depending only on k, for each k ∈ N.

Next, we use the idea from the proof of Lemma 4.8, and we apply Lemma 4.2(f) with m = 1 and Lemma 5.3 to derive from ∫ Ω_{L∗} (ε∂_{111}V_ε + L^P_∗ V_ε)χ^2∂_{111}V_ε dx = ∫ Ω_{L∗} F χ^2∂_{111}V_ε dx that ∫ Ω_{L∗} ( ε(∂_{111}V_ε)^2 + |D∂_1V_ε|^2 ) χ^2 dx ≤ C‖F ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}

provided that the constant r_2 + r_3 is appropriately small depending on the data. Then the following lemma is obtained.

Lemma 5.4. One can fix a constant δ_2 ∈ (0, δ_1] (for the constant δ_1 from (4.14)) depending only on the data so that if P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) for two positive constants r_2 and r_3 satisfying r_2 + r_3 ≤ δ_2, and if F ∈ H^1(Ω_{L∗} ), then any smooth solution V_ε to (5.2) satisfies the estimate √ ε‖∂_{111}V_ε‖_{L2(Ω}(1)_{L∗ )} + ‖D∂_1V_ε‖_{L2(Ω}(1)_{L∗ )} ≤ C‖F ‖_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}

for Ω^{(1)}_{L∗} := Ω_{L∗} ∩ {^{ls}_{32} < x_1 < L_e + 18l_0}.

By using Lemma 5.4, we can follow the argument given from Step 4 in the proof of Proposition 4.10 to show that the weak solution V to (5.1) satisfies the estimate ‖V ‖_{H2 (ΩL∗ ∩{} ls_{8 <x1<Le+8l0})} ≤ C‖F ‖_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}. By combining this estimate with (5.9), we finally obtain the estimate (5.4). This completes the proof of Lemma 5.2. □ Now, we return to the boundary value problem (3.3). By Proposition 4.10, it has a unique strong solution (v, w) ∈ [H^1(Ω_L) ∩ H^2_{loc}(Ω_L)] × H^2(Ω_L). Note that (a^P_{11}, a^P_{12}, a^P ) = (α^P_{11}, α^P_{12}, α^P ) in Ω_L.

So we can regard v as a strong solution to { L^P_∗ v = F_1 in Ω_L, v = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2v = 0 on Γ_w for F_1 given by (4.21). Note that it follows from (4.15) and (4.21) that ‖F_1‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ≤ C(‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL )}).

Lemma 5.5. Given a function F ∈ H^1(Ω_{L∗} ), suppose that F = F_1 in Ω_L.

For the constant δ_2 ∈ (0, δ_1] from Lemma 5.2, suppose that P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) for two positive constants r_2 and r_3 satisfying (5.11) r_2 + r_3 ≤ δ_2. If V ∈ H^2(Ω_{L∗} ) is a strong solution to (5.1), then it holds that V = v in Ω_L.

Proof. Fix a small constant t > 0, and set z := v − V in Ω_L ∩ {x_1 < L − t}. Then, z ∈ H^2(Ω_L ∩ {x_1 < L − t}) satisfies L^P_∗ z = 0 in Ω_L ∩ {x_1 < L − t}, z = 0 on Γ_0, ∂_2z = 0 on Γ_w ∩ {x_1 < L − t}.

So we can integrate by parts to get 0 = ∫ Ω_L ∩{x_1<L−t} L^P_∗ z∂_1z dx = T_1 + T_2 (5.12) for T_1 := ∫ Ω_L∩{x_1<L−t} ( −∂_1α^P_{11} + 2α^P − 2∂_2α^P_{12}

) (∂_1z)^2 2 dx − ∫ {(L−t,x_2):|x_2|<1} (∂_2z)^2 2 dx_2,

T_2 := (∫ {(L−t,x_2):|x_2|<1} − ∫ Γ_0 ) α^P_{11}

(∂_1z)^2 2 dx_2. First of all, it follows from Lemma 4.2(f) that T_1 ≤ 0 holds. From the statements (g_3) and (g_4) of Lemma 2.8, it directly follows that T_2 ≤ 0 holds for 0 < t <^{L−ls}_{20} . So we obtain that ∂_1z = 0 in Ω_L.

Then we conclude that z ≡ 0 in Ω_L owing to the boundary condition z = 0 on Γ_0. □ Corollary 5.6. Suppose that P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) for two constants r_2 and r_3 satisfying the condition (5.11). Let (v, w) be a strong solution to (3.3), which is obtained by Proposition 4.10. Then, one has

(5.13) ‖v‖_H2_{(ΩL)} + ‖w‖_H3_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ) . Proof. For the function F_1 given by (4.21), let us define a function F by

(5.14) F := EF_1 in Ω_{L∗}

for the extension operator E given by (4.5). Then, for each k = 1, 2, 3, the function F satisfies the estimate

(5.15) ‖F ‖_Hk_{(ΩL∗ )} ≤ C_k ( ‖f_1‖_Hk_{(ΩL)} + ‖w‖_Hk+1_{(ΩL)} ) for some constant C_k > 0 fixed depending only on the data and k, as long as the norm ‖w‖_Hk+1_{(ΩL)} is finite. Then, owing to the global H^2-estimate of a solution to the auxiliary boundary value problem (5.1) and Lemma 5.5, we immediately obtain the estimate ‖v‖_H2_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ) . Then the estimate (5.13) is obtained by applying a bootstrap argument and a standard elliptic estimate result. Further details can be given by an analogy of Step 4 in the proof of Proposition 4.10. □ 5.2. Global H^3-estimate of v. Let us fix P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) for (r_2, r_3) satisfying the condition (5.11) for the constant δ_2 > 0 given from Lemma 5.4. And, let (v, w) be a strong solution to (3.3).

Lemma 5.7. One can further reduce δ_2 > 0 depending only on the data so that the following estimate holds:

(5.16) ‖v‖_H3_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ) .

Proof. Step 1. For the function F given by (5.14), let V be a strong solution to (5.1). From (5.13) and (5.15), it directly follows that ‖F ‖_H2_{(ΩL∗ )} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ) . In this proof, we shall show that

‖V ‖_H3_{(ΩL )} ≤ C‖F ‖_H2_{(ΩL∗ )}

so that the estimate (5.16) directly follows owing to Lemma 5.5.

Step 2. By Lemma 2.8(g_3), Lemma 4.2(a) and (5.8), the differential operator L^P_∗ is uniformly elliptic in Ω_{L∗} ∩ {x_1 ≤^{5ls}_8 or x_1 ≥ L_e}. So we can apply standard elliptic estimates (e.g. [19, Theorems 8.10 and 8.13]) and the method of reflections to establish the estimate

(5.17) ‖V ‖_{H3 (ΩL∗ ∩}(_{{x1<} ls_{2 }∪{Le+2l0<x1<Le+18l0 }})_) ≤ C‖F ‖_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}.

According to [19, Theorems 8.10 and 8.13], a priori H^3-estimate of V can be achieved if the coefficients {α^P_{ij} } and α^P are in C^{1,1}(Ω_{L∗} ). But one should note that this is a sufficient condition rather than a necessary condition. The estimate (5.17) can be still obtained for H^3-coefficients(see Lemma 4.2(d)) by adjusting the proofs of [19, Theorems 8.10 and 8.13] with using an argument of quotient differences, the Sobolev inequality and the generalized Hölder inequality.

Step 3. In order to estimate the H^3-norm of V across the approximated sonic boundary x_1 = g^P_s (x_2), we shall return to the singular perturbation problem (5.2), and employ the idea given in the proofs of Lemmas 4.7 and 4.8 to establish a result similar to [23, Theorem 1.5].

Let us fix a smooth cut-off function ζ ∈ C^∞_0 (R) such that

ζ(x_1) =

0 for x_1 ≤^{ls}_8 , 1 for^{ls}_4 ≤ x_1 ≤ L_e + 14l_0, 0 for x_1 ≥ L_e + 16l_0, and 0 ≤ ζ ≤ 1 on R.

(5.18)

Such a function ζ can be fixed with satisfying the estimate | | | d^kζ dx^k_1 | | | ≤ C_k ( 1 + 1 l^k_s + 1 l^k_0 )

for a constant C_k > 0 depending only on k, for each k ∈ N.

Given ε ∈ (0, 1], let V_ε be a smooth solution to (5.2) with F being given by (5.14). Then we have

(5.19) ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂_1(ε∂_{111}V_ε + L^P_∗ V_ε)ζ^2 ∂^4_1 V_ε dx = ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂_1F ζ^2∂^4_1 V_ε dx.

For simplicity, let us set

(5.20) W := ∂^2_1 V_ε.

Denote α^P_{ij} and α^P by α_{ij} and α, respectively. Integrating by parts gives

LHS of (5.19) = ∫ Ω_{L∗} ε(∂_{11}W )^2ζ^2 +(A_0 +A_1)ζ^2 +(A_2 +A_3 +A_4)(ζ^2)^′ +A_5(ζ^2)^{′′} dx for A_0 := (− 3 2 ∂_1α_{11} − α + 2∂_2α_{12})(∂_1W )^2,

A_1 := −(∂^2_1 α_{11}W + 2∂^2_1 α_{12}∂_{12}V_ε + ∂^2_1 α∂_1V_ε + 2∂_1αW + 4∂_1α_{12}∂_2W )∂_1W, A_2 := − ((α + ∂_1α_{11})W + ∂_1α∂_1V_ε + 2∂_1α_{12}∂_{12}V_ε) W,

A_3 := − 1 2 α_{11}(∂_1W )^2 − 3 2 (∂_2W )^2, A_4 := α_{12}W ∂_2W, A_5 := −∂_{12}V_ε∂_2W.

Step 4. Applying Lemma 4.2(f) with m = 2, we have

(5.21) ∫ Ω_{L∗} A_0ζ^2 dx ≥ λ_{L∗} 2 ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx.

By the definition (4.6) of α_{11}, we have ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂_{11}α_{11}W ∂_1W ζ^2 dx = ∫ Ω_{L∗} ((ᾱ_{11})^{′′} + ∂_{11}dα_{11})W ∂_1W ζ^2 dx.

Note that ᾱ_{11} is smooth in Ω_{L∗} . Therefore, for any t > 0, it holds that | ∫ Ω_{L∗} (ᾱ_{11})^{′′}∂_{11}V_ε∂_1W ζ^2 dx| ≤ ∫ Ω_{L̂} ( C t (∂_{11}V_ε)^2 + t(∂_1W )^2 ) ζ^2 dx.

Applying the generalized Hölder inequality, the Sobolev inequality, the Poincaré inequality and Lemma 4.2(d), we obtain that | | | | ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂_{11}(dα_{11})W ∂_1W ζ^2 dx | | | | ≤ ‖∂_{11}(dα_{11})‖_L4_{(ΩL∗ )}‖∂_1W ζ‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ )}‖ζW ‖_L4_{(ΩL∗ )} ≤ C(r_2 + r_3)‖∂_1W ζ‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ )}‖ζW ‖_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}

≤ C(r_2 + r_3) (∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx

) 1_2 (∫ Ω_{L∗} W^2(ζ^2 + |ζ^′|^2) + ζ^2|D(∂_{11}V_ε)|^2 dx

) 1_2

≤ t ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx +

C(r_2 + r_3)^2 t ∫ Ω_{L∗} W^2(ζ^2 + |ζ^′|^2) + ζ^2|DW |^2 dx

for any t > 0. Similarly, we also have | | | | ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂_{11}α_{12}∂_{12}V_ε∂_1W ζ^2 dx | | | | ≤ t ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx +

C(r_2 + r_3)^2 t ∫ Ω_{L∗} (ζ^2 + |ζ^′|^2)(∂_{12}V_ε)^2 + |D(∂_{12}V_ε)|^2ζ^2 dx.

Solving the equation ε∂_{111}V_ε + L^P_∗ V_ε = F stated in (5.2) for ∂_{22}V_ε, and differentiating the result with respect to x_1, one has

∂_{122}V_ε = ∂_1F − ε∂^2_1 W − ∂_1(α_{11}∂_{11}V_ε + 2α_{12}∂_{12}V_ε + α∂_1V_ε).

This expression yields ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_{122}V_ε)^2ζ^2 dx ≤ C ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1F )^2ζ^2 + ε^2(∂^2_1 W )^2ζ^2 + ζ^2 ( (∂_1V_ε)^2 + |D∂_1V_ε|^2 + |DW |^2 ) dx. Combining all the previous four inequalities together yields that, for any t > 0, | | | | ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂^2_1 α_{11}W + 2∂^2_1 α_{12}∂_{12}V_ε)∂_1W ζ^2 dx | | | | ≤ t ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx +

C(r_2 + r_3)^2 t ∫ Ω_{L∗} ( ε^2(∂^2_1 W )^2 + |DW |^2 ) ζ^2 dx + C(r_2 + r_3)^2 t ∫ Ω_{L∗} ((∂_1V_ε)^2 + |D∂_1V_ε|^2 + (∂_1F )^2)(ζ^2 + (ζ^′)^2) dx.

(5.22)

Also, it can be directly checked that, for any t > 0, we have | | | | ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_{11}α∂_1V_ε + 2∂_1αW + 4∂_1α_{12}∂_2W )∂_1W ζ^2 dx | | | |

≤ t ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx + C t ‖∂_1V_εζ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )} +

C(r_2 + r_3)^2 t ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_2W )^2ζ^2 dx.

(5.23)

We combine all the estimates (5.21)–(5.23) together, and choose the constant t > 0

sufficiently small to get ∫ Ω_{L∗} (A_0 + A_1)ζ^2 dx ≥ λ_{L∗} 4 ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx − C(r_2 + r_3)^2 ∫ Ω_{L∗} ( |DW |^2 + ε^2(∂_{11}W )^2 ) ζ^2 dx − C ∫ Ω_{L∗} (ζ^2 + |ζ^′|^2) ( (∂_1V_ε)^2 + |D∂_1V_ε|^2 ) + (∂_1F )^2 dx.

For the domain Ω^{(1)}_{L∗} given in Lemma 5.4, it hold that spt ζ ⊂ Ω^{(1)}_{L∗} so we can apply

Lemma 5.4 to further estimate as ∫ Ω_{L∗} (A_0 + A_1)ζ^2 dx ≥ λ_{L∗} 4 ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx − C‖F ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}

− C(r_2 + r_3)^2 ∫ Ω_{L∗} ( |DW |^2 + ε^2(∂_{11}W )^2 ) ζ^2 dx.

(5.24)

Step 5. Set

I_1 := ∫ Ω_{L∗} A_2(ζ^2)^′ dx, I_2 := ∫ Ω_{L∗} (A_3 + A_4)(ζ^2)^′ + A_5(ζ^2)^{′′} dx.

Since spt ζ^′ ⊂ Ω^{(1)}_{L∗} , we can apply Lemmas 4.2(d) and 5.4 to get

(5.25) |I_1| ≤ C‖F ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Next, we shall adjust the proof of Lemma 4.7 to estimate the term I_2. Let us fix a smooth function ξ with double bumps to satisfy the following properties:

ξ(x_1) =

0 for x_1 ≤^{ls}_{10} , 1 for^{ls}_8 ≤ x_1 ≤^{5ls}_8 , 0 for^{3ls}_4 ≤ x_1 ≤ L_e + 8l_0, 1 for L_e + 12l_0 ≤ x_1 ≤ L_e + 16l_0, 0 for x_1 ≥ L_e + 17l_0, and 0 ≤ ξ(x_1) ≤ 1 on R.

One can fix ξ ∈ C^∞(R) so that, for each k ∈ N, it holds that | | | | d^kξ dx^k_1 | | | | ≤ C^k ( 1 + 1 l^k_s + 1 l^k_0 )

with a constant C_k > 0 depending only on k. For such a function χ, we use the following integral representation to estimate the term I_2:

(5.26) ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂_1(ε∂_{111}V_ε + L^P_∗ V_ε)ξ^2∂^3_1 V_ε dx = ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂_1F ξ^2∂^3_1 V_ε dx.

First of all, we integrate by parts to get

(5.27) ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂_1(ε∂_{111}V_ε)ξ^2∂^3_1 V_ε dx = − ∫ Ω_{L∗} ε(∂_{111}V_ε)^2ξξ^′ dx.

Since spt ξ^′ ⊂ Ω^{(1)}_{L∗} , we can apply Lemma 5.4 to obtain the estimate | ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂_1(ε∂_{111}V_ε)∂^2_1 V_εξ^2 dx| ≤ C‖F ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}. Set J_1 := ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1α_{11}∂^2_1 V_ε + 2∂_1α_{12}∂_{12}V_ε + ∂_1α∂_1V_ε)ξ^2∂^3_1 V_ε dx

J_2 := ∫ Ω_{L∗} L^P_∗ (∂_1V_ε)ξ^2∂^2_1 V_ε dx.

By using Lemma 4.2(d) and Lemma 5.4, for any t > 0, one can directly check that

(5.28) |J_1| ≤ t ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1W )^2ξ^2 dx + C t ‖F ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Continuing to use the definition (5.20) of W , a direct computation yields that ∂_{22}(∂_1V_ε)ξ^2∂^3_1 V_ε = ∂_2(∂_{12}V_εξ^2∂_1W )−∂_1(∂_{12}V_εξ^2∂_2W )+(∂_2W )^2ξ^2 +2∂_{12}V_ε∂_2W ξξ^′. Integrating by parts with using this expression gives

J_2 = ∫ Ω_{L∗} ( 2∑ i,j=1 α_{ij} ∂_iW ∂_j W + α∂_{11}V_ε∂_1W )ξ^2 + 2∂_{12}V_ε∂_2W ξξ^′ dx

for α_{22} ≡ 1 in Ω_{L∗} . It follows from Lemma 2.8(g_3), Lemma 4.2(a) and the estimates in (5.8) that

J_2 ≥ ∫ Ω_{L∗} (λ_1|DW |^2 + α∂_{11}V_ε∂_1W )ξ^2 + 2∂_{12}V_ε∂_2W ξξ^′ dx for λ_1 = min{λ_0, ω_0}, where the positive constants λ_0 and ω_0 from Lemma 4.2(a) and (5.8), respectively. Then we apply Lemma 5.4 to get

(5.29) J_2 ≥ λ_1 2 ∫ Ω_{L∗} |DW |^2ξ^2 dx − C‖F ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Let us set

Ω^{(2)}_{L∗} := Ω_{L∗} ∩ { (x_1, x_2) : x_1 ∈ ( l_s 8 , 5l_s 8 ) ∪ (L_e + 12l_0, L_e + 16l_0) } . We combine all the estimates given in (5.27)–(5.29) with choosing a constant t > 0 sufficiently small in (5.28) so that we can derive from (5.26) that

(5.30) ‖DW ‖_{L2(Ω}(2)_{L∗ )} ≤ C‖F ‖_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Since spt ζ^′ ∪spt ζ^{′′} ⊂ Ω^{(2)}_{L∗} ⊂ Ω^{(1)}_{L∗} , we can apply Lemma 5.4 and the estimate (5.30) to obtain the estimate

(5.31) |I_2| ≤ C‖F ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Step 6. Back to (5.19), we combine the estimates (5.24), (5.25) and (5.31) to get

LHS of (5.19) ≥ ∫ Ω_{L∗} ( ε(1 − Cε(r_2 + r_3)^2)(∂^2_1 W )^2 + ( λ_{L∗} 4 − C(r_2 + r_3)^2 ) (∂_1W )^2 ) ζ^2 dx

− C(r_2 + r_3)^2 ∫ Ω_{L∗} |∂_2W |^2ζ^2 dx − C‖F ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Next, we integrate the right-hand side of (5.19) by parts, and apply (5.30) to get the estimate

|RHS of (5.19)| ≤ t ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx + C t ∫ Ω_{L∗} (∂_{11}F )^2ζ^2 dx + C‖F ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}

for any constant t > 0. From the two previous estimates, it follows that one can reduce the constant δ_2 > 0 from the one given from Lemma 5.4 so that if the inequality r_2 + r_3 ≤ δ_2 holds, then it follows that ∫ Ω_{L∗} ( ε 2 (∂^2_1 W )^2 + λ_{L∗} 8 (∂_1W )^2 ) ζ^2 dx

≤ C(r_2 + r_3)^2 ∫ Ω_{L∗} |∂_2W |^2ζ^2 dx + C‖F ‖^2_H2_{(ΩL∗ )}.

(5.32)

In order to close the estimate (5.32), we shall adjust the arguments given in Step 2 in the proof of Lemma 4.8, and in Step (5-2) of this proof.

By Lemma 4.2(d), one can fix a constant β > 0 depending only on the data so

that the matrix B = ( β α_{12} α_{12} 1 ) satisfies

(5.33) B ≥ β 2 I_2 in Ω_{L∗} .

Next, we rewrite the equation ε∂_{111}V_ε + L^P_∗ V_ε = F as

ε∂_{111}V_ε + β∂_{11}V_ε + 2α_{12}∂_{12}V_ε + ∂_{22}V_ε + α∂_1V_ε = F − (α_{11} − β)∂_{11}V_ε in Ω_{L∗} . By following the idea given in Step 5, with replacing the cut-off function ξ by ζ, we can derive the following estimate from the above equation:

(5.34) ∫ Ω_{L∗} |DW |^2ζ^2 ≤ (β − α_{11})^2(∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx + C‖F ‖^2_H1_{(ΩL∗ )}.

We substitute this estimate into the right-hand side of (5.32), and further reduce the constant δ_2 to obtain the estimate ∫ Ω_{L∗} ε 2 (∂^2_1 W )^2ζ^2 + λ_{L∗} 16 (∂_1W )^2ζ^2 dx ≤ C‖F ‖^2_H2_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Then we use the estimate (5.34) again to finally obtain the following result: (5.35) √ ε‖∂^2_1 W ζ‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ )} + ‖DW ζ‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ )} ≤ C‖F ‖_H2_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Step 7. Now we are ready to estimate the strong solution V to (5.1). Even though the estimate (5.35) is derived with assuming that V_ε is smooth, it can be directly verified by the method of Galerkin’s approximation that the estimate is valid for a H^1-weak solution V_ε to (5.2). Therefore, we can pass to the limit (of a sequence) as ε tends to 0+, and apply (5.13), (5.15), and (5.35) to get the estimate (5.36) ‖D∂_{11}V ‖_{L2(ΩL∗ ∩{} ls_{4 <x1<Le+14l0 })} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ) . For the constant β > 0 given to satisfy (5.33), we rewrite the equation L^P_∗ V = F as β∂_{11}V + 2α_{12}∂_{12}V + ∂_{22}V = F − α∂_1V − (α_{11} − β)∂_{11}V in Ω_{L∗} .

By applying a standard elliptic estimate result with using (5.17) and (5.36), we obtain the estimate ‖V ‖_H3_{(ΩL∗ ∩{x1<Le+12l0})} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ) . This estimate combined with Lemma 5.5 proves Lemma 5.7. □ 5.3. Proof of Proposition 3.1. Assume that the background solution (ū_1, Ē) and the nozzle length L are fixed to satisfy all the conditions stated in Lemma 3.3. Let us fix P ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) for (r_2, r_3) satisfying the condition r_2 + r_3 ≤ δ_2 for the constant δ_2 > 0 from Lemma 5.7. Then, it follows from Proposition 4.10, Corollary 5.6 and Lemma 5.7 that Problem 5 has a unique strong solution (v, w) that satisfies the following estimates: ‖w‖_H3_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ) , ‖v‖_H3_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ) .

Therefore, we get to prove Proposition 3.1 if we verify the estimate (3.4), the global H^4-estimate of (v, w).

Step 1. Regarding w as a solution to (4.47), we apply the method of reflection and [19, Theorem 8.13] to achieve the estimate ‖w‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ≤ C‖F_2‖_H2_{(ΩL)}.

And, we combine this estimate with Proposition 4.10 and Lemma 5.7 to show that ‖w‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H2_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H2_{(ΩL)} ) . From (5.15) and the estimate given in the right above, it follows that ‖F ‖_H3_{(ΩL∗ )} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H3_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H2_{(ΩL)} ) . Step 2. The overall procedure to estimate ‖v‖_H4_{(ΩL)} is similar to the proof of Lemma 5.7. So we give a brief description of how to establish an a priori estimate of ‖v‖_H4_{(ΩL)} without details. Since we have v = V in Ω_L for the solution V to the auxiliary boundary value problem (5.1) in the extended domain Ω_{L∗} , it suffices to estimate ‖V ‖_H4_{(ΩL)} by taking the following steps:

(1) As explained in Step 2 in the proof of Lemma 5.7, it follows from Lemma 2.8(g_3), Lemma 4.2(a) and (5.8) that the differential operator L^P_∗ is uniformly elliptic in Ω_{L∗} ∩ {x_1 ≤^{5ls}_8 or x_1 ≥ L_e}. So we can check that (5.37) ‖V ‖_{H4 (ΩL∗ ∩({x1<} ls_{2 }∪{Le+2l0<x1<Le+18l0 }))} ≤ C‖F ‖_H2_{(ΩL∗ )}. (2) Next, we fix a smooth cut-off function ζ̃ ∈ C^∞(R) such that - sptζ̃ ⊂ {x_1 : ζ(x_1) = 1}, - and ζ̃(x_1) = 1 for^3_8 l_s ≤ x_1 ≤ L_e + 10l_0 for the cut-off function ζ given in Step 3 in the proof of Lemma 5.7, with satisfying the condition (5.18).

Similarly to (5.19), we suppose that V_ε is a smooth solution to (5.2) for ε ∈ (0, 1]. Then, we have

(5.38) ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂^2_1 (ε∂_{111}V_ε + L^P_∗ V_ε)ζ̃^2∂^5_1 V_ε dx = ∫ Ω_{L∗} ∂^2_1 F ζ̃^2∂^5_1 V_ε dx. By - applying Lemma 4.2(f) with m = 3, - adjusting the arguments given in Steps 3–6 in the proof of Lemma 5.7, - and using the estimate (5.35), we can show from (5.38) that one can fix a constant δ_3 ∈ (0, δ_2] depending only on the data so that if (r_2, r_3) satisfy the condition r_2 + r_3 ≤ δ_3, then, V_ε satisfies the estimate ‖D∂^3_1 V_εζ̃‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ )} ≤ C‖F ‖_H3_{(ΩL∗ )}.

Then, we pass to the limit as ε tends to 0+, and apply (5.15) and Corollary 5.6 to establish the estimate (5.39) ‖D∂^3_1 V ‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ ∩{} 3_{8 ls<x1<Le+10l0})} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H3_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H2_{(ΩL )} ) for the solution V to the boundary value problem (5.1). Then we can adjust the argument in Step 7 in the proof of Lemma 5.7 and apply the estimates (5.37) and (5.39) to show that (5.40) ‖∂_1V ‖_H3_{(ΩL∗ ∩{x1<Le+9l0})} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H3_{(ΩL )} + ‖f_2‖_H2_{(ΩL)} ) . Finally, we rewrite the equation L^P_∗ V = F as ∂_{22}V = F − (α_{11}∂_{11}V + 2α_{12}∂_{12}V + α∂_1V ) in Ω_{L∗} .

By using Lemma 4.2(d) and the estimate (5.40), we can directly derive from the above representation that ‖∂^4_2 V ‖_L2_{(ΩL∗ ∩{x1<Le+9l0 })} ≤ C ( ‖f_1‖_H3_{(ΩL)} + ‖f_2‖_H2_{(ΩL)} ) . The proof is completed if we choose δ̄ = δ_3. □

6. Proof of Theorem 2 Now we are ready to prove Theorem 2, the main theorem of this paper.

Proof. Let the constant δ̄ > 0 be from Proposition 3.1. Suppose that the constants r_1, r_2 and r_3 from the iterations sets T (r_1) and V(r_2) × P(r_3), given by Definition 2.4, satisfy (6.1) max{r_1, r_2 + r_3} ≤ δ̄.

Step 1. Claim 1: One can fix the constants r_1, r_2 and r_3 so that, for any given T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P = (ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3), Problem 3(see §2.1) has a unique solution (ϕ, ψ, Ψ) ∈ T (r_1) × V(r_2) × P(r_3).

Note that Corollary 3.2 directly follows from Proposition 3.1. Therefore, for any given T̃ ∈ T (r_1) and P = (ψ̃, Ψ̃) ∈ V(r_2)×P(r_3), the linear boundary value problem (2.21) associated with (T̃ , P ) has a unique solution (ψ, Ψ) ∈ H^4(Ω_L) × H^4(Ω_L), and it satisfies the estimate (6.2) ‖ψ‖_H4_{(ΩL)} + ‖Ψ‖_H4_{(ΩL )} ≤ C_1 ( r_1 + r_2 + r^2_3 + P(S_0, E_{en}, ω_{en}) ) for P(S_0, E_{en}, ω_{en}) defined by (1.17).

Due to the H^3-estimate and the compatibility conditions for the function f^{(T̃ ,P )}_0 stated in Lemma 2.8(f), the elliptic boundary value problem (2.20) has a unique solution ϕ ∈ H^5(Ω_L) that satisfies the estimate (6.3) ‖ϕ‖_H5_{(ΩL)} ≤ C_2r_1.

In (6.2) and (6.3), the estimate constants C_1 and C_2 are fixed depending only on the data. For the rest of the proof, any estimate constant is regarded to be fixed depending only on the data unless otherwise specified.

Let us set (6.4) C_∗ := max{C_1, C_2}.

(i) If the constant r_1 satisfies the inequality

(6.5) r_1 ≤ r_2 C_∗ , then we have ‖ϕ‖_H5_{(ΩL)} ≤ r_1.

(ii) If the constants r_1, r_2, r_3 and P(S_0, E_{en}, ω_{en}) satisfy

C_∗(r_1 + r_2) ≤ r_3 3 , C_∗r_3 ≤ 1 3 and C_∗P(S_0, E_{en}, ω_{en}) ≤ r_3 3 , (6.6)

then we have (6.7) ‖(ψ, Ψ)‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ≤ r_3.

We rewrite the equation ∂_2L^P_1 (ψ, Ψ) = ∂_2f^P_1 in Ω_L as

∂_{222}ψ = ∂_2f^P_1 − ∂_2 ( a^P_{11} + 2a^P_{12} + a^P ∂_1ψ + b^P_1 ∂_1Ψ + b^P_0 Ψ ) in Ω_L.

Owing to the trace inequality, this expression is valid up to the boundary ∂Ω_L. So we can directly check by using the properties (c) and (f) stated in Lemma 2.8, and the slip boundary condition ∂_2ψ = 0 on Γ_w that ψ satisfies the compatibility condition ∂^3_2 ψ = 0 on Γ_w.

In addition, one can similarly check that

∂^k_2 Ψ = 0 on Γ_w for k = 1, 3, and ∂^{m−1}_2 ϕ = 0 on Γ_w for m = 1, 3, 5. Therefore if we fix (r_1, r_2, r_3) to satisfy the conditions (6.5) and (6.6), then we can conclude that (ϕ, ψ, Ψ) ∈ T (r_1) × V(r_2) × P(r_3).

This verifies Claim 1.

Step 2. For a fixed T̃ ∈ T (r_1), let us consider a nonlinear system for (ϕ, ψ, Ψ)

(6.8) −Δϕ = f^{(T̃ ,(ϕ,ψ,Ψ))} 0 in Ω_L, L^{(ϕ,ψ,Ψ)} 1 (ψ, Ψ) = f^{(ϕ,ψ,Ψ)}_1 in Ω_L, L_2(ψ, Ψ) = f^{(T̃ ,(ϕ,ψ,Ψ))}

2 in Ω_L, with the boundary conditions

∂_1ϕ = 0, ψ(0, x_2) = ∫_{x2} −1 ω_{en}(t) dt, ∂_1Ψ = E_{en} − E_0 on Γ_0,

ϕ = 0, ∂_2ψ = 0, ∂_2Ψ = 0 on Γ_w, ϕ = 0, Ψ = 0 on Γ_L.

(6.9)

This problem is obtained as an approximated nonlinear boundary value problem for (ϕ, ψ, Ψ) by replacing T with T̃ ∈ T (r_1) in (2.12)–(2.14). And, by applying the Schauder fixed point theorem, we can show that, for each T̃ ∈ T (r_1), there exists at least one solution (ϕ, ψ, Ψ) ∈ V(r_2) × P(r_3) to the associated nonlinear problem of (6.8) and (6.9). Further details can be given by following the proof of [5, Theorems 1.6 and 1.7], so we skip details. The only difference is that we should apply Proposition 3.1 to guarantee a continuity of an iteration mapping with respect to an appropriately fixed norm.

Step 3. Given T̃ ∈ I_{ent}(r_1), let (ϕ^{(1)}, ψ^{(1)}, Ψ^{(1)}) and (ϕ^{(2)}, ψ^{(2)}, Ψ^{(2)}) be two solutions to the problem (6.8)–(6.9). And, suppose that both solutions are contained in V(r_2) × P(r_3). And, let us set (6.10) (u, v, w) := (ϕ_1, ψ_1, Ψ_1) − (ϕ_2, ψ_2, Ψ_2) in Ω_L, and d_1 := ‖u‖_H2_{(ΩL)}, d_2 := ‖(v, w)‖_H1_{(ΩL)}, d := d_1 + d_2.

Then we have

(6.11)

−Δu = F_0 in Ω_L, L^{(ϕ1 ,ψ1,Ψ1)}

1 (v, w) = F_1 in Ω_L, L_2(v, w) = F_2 in Ω_L, with the boundary conditions ∂_1u = 0, v(0, x_2) = 0, ∂_1w = 0 on Γ_0, u = 0, ∂_2v = 0, ∂_2w = 0 on Γ_w, u = 0, w = 0 on Γ_L,

(6.12) for F_0 := f^{(T̃ ,(ϕ1,ψ1,Ψ1))} 0 − f^{(T̃ ,(ϕ2,ψ2,Ψ2))} 0 , F_1 := f^{(ϕ1,ψ1,Ψ1)}

1 − f^{(ϕ2,ψ2,Ψ2 )}

1 + (L^{(ϕ2 ,ψ2,Ψ2)}

1 − L^{(ϕ1,ψ1,Ψ1)}

1 )(ψ_2, Ψ_2), F_2 := f^{(T̃ ,(ϕ1,ψ1,Ψ1))} 2 − f^{(T̃ ,(ϕ2,ψ2,Ψ2))} 2 . By following the argument in Step 1 from [5, Proof of Theorem 1.7] together with Lemma 3.3, we can show that d_1 ≤ C_♯r_1(d_1 + d_2)

(6.13) d_2 ≤ C_♯ (d_1 + (r_1 + r_2 + r_3 + P(S_0, E_{en}, ω_{en}))d_2)

(6.14) for some constant C_♯ > 0. The estimate (6.13) is easily obtained by investigating the linear elliptic boundary value problem for u, stated as a part of the problem (6.11)– (6.12). The estimate (6.14) is obtained by applying Lemma 3.3 to the boundary value problem for (v, w) stated in (6.11)–(6.12).

If the constant r_1 satisfies the inequality

(6.15) r_1 ≤ 1 2C_♯ , then the estimate (6.13) immediately yields that (6.16) d_1 ≤ 2C_♯r_1d_2. We combine (6.16) with (6.14) to get (6.17) d_2 ≤ C_♯ ((2C_♯ + 1)r_1 + r_2 + r_3 + P(S_0, E_{en}, ω_{en})) d_2. Therefore, if (r_1, r_2, r_3) are fixed sufficiently small and if P(S_0, E_{en}, ω_{en}) is sufficiently small to satisfy the condition (6.18) C_♯ ((2C_♯ + 1)r_1 + r_2 + r_3 + P(S_0, E_{en}, ω_{en})) < 1, then we obtain that d_1 = d_2 = 0, and this implies that (ϕ_1, ψ_1, Ψ_1) = (ϕ_2, ψ_2, Ψ_2) in Ω_L.

Step 4. Hereafter, we assume that all the conditions (6.1), (6.5), (6.6), (6.15) and (6.18) hold.

For a fixed T̃ ∈ T (r_1), let m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) be the momentum density field associated with T̃ in the sense of Definition 2.6. By the result obtained in the previous three steps, the vector field m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) is well defined in Ω_L. Note that it is divergence-free, that is, it satisfies the equation (2.22). Next, we prove the wellposedness of Problem 4(see §2.1).

Lemma 6.1. Assuming that the conditions (6.1), (6.5) and (6.6) hold, one can fix a constant r̄_3 > 0 depending only on the data so that if the inequality (6.19) 0 < r_3 ≤ r̄_3 holds, then, for each T̃ ∈ T_{ent}(r_1), Problem 4 has a unique solution T ∈ H^4(Ω_L) that satisfies (6.20) ‖T ‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ≤ C_♭‖S_{en} − S_0‖_C4_{([−1,1])} for some constant C_♭ > 0 fixed depending only on the data.

This lemma is an analogy of [5, Lemma 3.5] except that there is one significant difference in its proof.

Proof. First of all, we fix a constant r̄_3 to satisfy r̄_3 ≤ min { 1, C_∗ C_♯(2C_♯ + 3C_∗ + 3) }

so that whenever the inequality 0 < r_3 ≤ r̄_3 holds, the conditions (6.15) and (6.18) automatically hold by (6.1), (6.5) and (6.6).

For a fixed T̃ ∈ T (r_1), let m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) be the approximated momentum density field associated with T̃ in the sense of Definition 2.6. Since the solution (ϕ, ψ, Ψ) to the boundary value problem (6.8)–(6.9) lies in the iteration set V(r_2) × P(r_3), by using the first inequality stated in (6.6), one can directly check the estimate (6.21) ‖m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) − m(0, 0, 0)‖_H3_{(ΩL)} ≤ Cr_3.

Note that m(0, 0, 0) = Jê_1. Next, we shall improve the regularity of m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) near the entrance boundary Γ_0.

Claim: In Ω_L ∩ {x_1 <^{ls}_2 }(see Lemma 1.1 for the definition of the constant l_s), the following estimate holds for some constant C > 0 fixed depending only on the data: ‖m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) − m(0, 0, 0)‖_{H4(ΩL∩{x1<} ls_{2 })} ≤ Cr_3. (6.22)

Verification of the claim: Define a function ψ̆ by ψ̆(x_1, x_2) := ψ(x_1, x_2) − ∫_{x2} −1 ω_{en}(t) dt. Then it follows from the boundary condition ψ(0, x_2) = ∫_{x2} −1 ω_{en}(t) dt that ψ̆ = 0 on Γ_0.

Next, we rewrite the equation L^{(ϕ,ψ,Ψ)}_1 (ψ, Ψ) = f^{(ϕ,ψ,Ψ)}_1 in terms of ψ̆ as (6.23) a_{11}∂_{11}ψ̆ + 2a_{12}∂_{12}ψ̆ + ∂_{22}ψ̆ = F in Ω_L for F := f^{(ϕ,ψ,Ψ)} 1 − L^{(ϕ,ψ,Ψ)} 1 (∫_{x2} −1 ω_{en}(t) dt, Ψ ) − a^{(ϕ,ψ,Ψ)}∂_1ψ̆, (a_{11}, a_{12}) := (a^{(ϕ,ψ,Ψ)}_{11} , a^{(ϕ,ψ,Ψ)}_{12} ).

By using the compatibility conditions of ω_{en} stated in Condition 1.3 and Lemma 2.8, we can directly check the following properties: ∂_2ψ̆ = 0 on Γ_w, ∂_2a_{11} = 0, a_{12} = ∂^2_2 a_{12} = 0, ∂_2F = 0 on Γ_w.

Most importantly, it follows from Lemma 2.8(g_3) that the equation (6.23) is uniformly elliptic in Ω_L ∩ {x_1 <^3_4 l_s}. Then we can use the estimates given in Lemma 2.8(e) and the estimate (6.7) to show that ‖ψ‖_{H5(ΩL ∩{x1<} ls_{2 })} ≤ Cr_3. This together with (2.11) yields (6.24) ‖m(Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) − m(0, 0, 0)‖_{H4(ΩL∩{x1<} ls_{2 })} ≤ Cr_3. The claim is verified.

For m(x) := m(Ψ(x), ∇ψ(x), ∇^⊥ϕ(x)), define a function ϑ : Ω_L → R by ϑ(x_1, x_2) := ∫_{x2} −1 m(x_1, t) · ê_1 dt.

Then, one can directly check from (2.22) that (6.25) (∂_{x1} , ∂_{x2} )ϑ = (−m · ê_2, m · ê_1) in Ω_L.

Owing to the estimate (6.21), we can further reduce the constant r̄_3 depending only on the data so that if r_3 ∈ (0, r̄_3), then we have (6.26) ∂_2ϑ(x) ≥ J 2 for all x ∈ Ω_L.

It follows from (6.25) and the boundary conditions stated in (6.9) that ϑ satisfies the boundary conditions ∂_{x1} ϑ(x_1, ±1) = 0 for all 0 < x_1 < L.

So we have

ϑ(x_1, −1) = 0 and ϑ(x_1, 1) = ϑ(0, 1) =: ϑ̄ for all 0 ≤ x_1 ≤ L. And, it follows from the estimate (6.24) and the Morrey’s inequality that (6.27) ‖ϑ − J(1 + x_2)‖_{C3(ΩL∩{x1< ls3 })} ≤ Cr_3.

Then we can define a Lagrangian mapping L : Ω_L → [−1, 1] by the implicit relation (6.28) ϑ(0, L (x)) := ϑ(x). Then (6.29) T (x) := (S_{en} − S_0) ∘ L (x) solves Problem 4.

By direct calculations with using the definition of L given by (6.28), and using the estimates (6.21), (6.26) and (6.27), we can directly check that ‖L ‖_H3_{(ΩL)} ≤ C.

Finally, let us consider the term D^4L (x). By a lengthy but straightforward computation, we get D^4L (x) =

∑_5 j=1 D_j ∂_{x2} ϑ(0, L (x)) for D_1 = D^4ϑ, D_2 = −6∂^3_{x2} ϑ(0, L )(DL )^2D^2L , D_3 = −3∂^2_{x2} ϑ(0, L )(D^2L )^2, D_4 = −4∂^2_{x2} ϑ(0, L )DL D^3L , D_5 = −∂^4_{x2} ϑ(0, L )(DL )^4.

By using (6.25) and applying the Sobolev inequality, we can directly estimate the terms D_j for j = 1, 2, 3, 4 as follows:

‖D_1‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ≤ C‖m‖_H3_{(ΩL)}, ‖D_j ‖_L2_{(ΩL )} ≤ C‖ϑ‖_{C3(ΩL∩{x1< ls3 })}‖L ‖^3_H3_{(ΩL )} for j = 2, 3, 4.

And, applying the generalized Sobolev inequality gives ‖D_5‖_L2_{(ΩL)} ≤ C‖L ‖^3_H3_{(ΩL)}‖∂^4_{x2} ϑ(0, L )‖_L2_{(ΩL)}.

For each t ∈ (0, L), the function L (t, ·) : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1] is C^1-diffeomorphic. By (6.24) and (6.25), the function ∂^4_{x2} ϑ(0, L (t, ·)) belongs to L^2((−1, 1)) due to the trace theorem. Then we apply the Fubini’s theorem and use (6.24)–(6.26) to get

‖∂^4_{x2} ϑ(0, L )‖^2_L2_{(ΩL)} = ∫_L 0 ∫ Ω_L∩{x_1=t} |∂^4_{x2} ϑ(0, L (x_1, x_2))|^2 dx_2dt = ∫_L 0 ∫ Ω_L∩{x_1=t} |∂^4_{x2} ϑ(0, y)|^2 ∂_{x2} L (t, L^{−1}(t, y)) dy dt ≤ C where L^{−1} represents the inverse of L (t, ·) as a mapping of x_2 ∈ [−1, 1]. Then, the estimate (6.20) easily follows. □ Step 5. In addition to the conditions (6.1), (6.5), (6.6) and (6.19), if the inequality (6.30) P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}) ≤ r_1 2C_♭ holds, then it follows from Lemma 6.1 that, for each T̃ ∈ T (r_1), the solution T to Problem 4 satisfies the estimate ‖T ‖_H4_{(ΩL)} ≤ r_1 2 . Furthermore, by using the representation (6.29) and the compatibility conditions for S_{en} stated in Condition 1.3(i), it can be checked that the solution T satisfies the compatibility conditions ∂^k_2 T = 0 on Γ_w for k = 1, 3.

This implies T ∈ T (r_1). Then we can apply the Schauder fixed point theorem and the uniqueness of a solution to Problem 4 to conclude that the nonlinear boundary value problem of (2.12)–(2.19) has at least one solution (T, ϕ, ψ, Ψ) ∈ T (r_1) × V(r_2) × P(r_3) provided that (r_1, r_2, r_3, P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en})) satisfy all the conditions (6.1), (6.5), (6.6), (6.19) and (6.30). To verify this statement, one can simply repeat the argument in the proof of [5, Theorem 1.7]. For further details, see §3.2.2 in [5].

Step 6.The existence of a solution to Problem 2 : For the solution (T, ϕ, ψ, Ψ) to the boundary value problem of (2.12)–(2.19), let us set (S, φ, Φ) := (S_0, φ̄, Φ̄) + (T, ψ, Ψ) in Ω_L.

For the constant r̄_3 from Lemma 6.1, one can fix a constant r̂_3 ∈ (0, r̄_3] depending only on the data so that whenever (6.31) r_3 ≤ r̂_3, we can combine the first inequality in (6.6) with (6.31) so that (φ, ϕ, Φ, S) satisfy all the conditions (2.8)–(2.10). Then it follows that (φ, ϕ, Φ, S) is a solution to Problem 2.

Now, we fix three constants r_1, r_2 and r_3 as follows:

r_3 =

P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}) max{^1_{3C∗} ,^{C∗+1}_{12C∗C♭} }

=: κP(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}),

r_1 = r_3 6C_∗(2C_∗ + 1) = κ 6C_∗(2C_∗ + 1)

P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}) =: μ_1P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}),

r_2 = r_3 3(2C_∗ + 1) = κ 3(2C_∗ + 1)

P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}) =: μ_2P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}),

(6.32)

for the constants C_∗ and C_♭ from (6.4) and (6.20), respectively. If the term P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}) satisfies the inequality

P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en})

≤ min { 1 3κC_∗ , δ̄ μ_1 + μ_2 + κ , 1 2C_♯μ_1 , r̂_3 κ , 1 2C_♯((2C_♯ + 1)μ_1 + μ_2 + κ + 1) } =: σ_∗

(6.33)

for the constants δ̄, C_♯ and r̂_3 from (6.1), (6.13)(or (6.14)) and (6.31), respectively, then all the conditions (6.1), (6.5), (6.6), (6.15), (6.18), (6.30) and (6.31) hold. Since (T, ϕ, ψ, Ψ) is contained in the iteration set T (r_1) × V(r_2) × P(r_3), it follows from (6.32) that (φ, ϕ, Φ, S) satisfies the estimate (1.33).

The uniqueness of a solution :

Suppose that (φ^{(1)}, Φ^{(1)}, ϕ^{(1)}, S^{(1)}) and (φ^{(2)}, Φ^{(2)}, ϕ^{(2)}, S^{(2)}) are two solutions to Problem 2. In addition, suppose that they satisfy the estimate (1.33) with the term P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}) satisfying the condition (6.33). For each j = 1 and 2, let us set

(ψ^{(j)}, Ψ^{(j)}, T^{(j)}) := (φ^{(j)}, Φ^{(j)}, S^{(j)}) − (φ̄, Φ̄, S_0), P^{(j)} := (ϕ^{(j)}, ψ^{(j)}, Ψ^{(j)}). Define

(ũ, ṽ, w̃, ~Y ) := (ϕ^{(1)}, φ^{(1)}, Φ^{(1)}, T^{(1)}) − (ϕ^{(2)}, φ^{(2)}, Φ^{(2)}, T^{(2)}), and σ := P(S_{en}, E_{en}, ω_{en}).

By adjusting the argument in Step 3, one can show that

‖ũ‖_H2_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖ ~Y ‖_H1_{(ΩL )} + σ(‖ũ‖_H2_{(ΩL)} + ‖(ṽ, w̃)‖_H1_{(ΩL)}) ) , (6.34)

‖(ṽ, w̃)‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ≤ C ( ‖ũ‖_H2_{(ΩL)} + σ‖(ṽ, w̃)‖_H1_{(ΩL )} ) . (6.35)

By repeating the argument in the proof of [5, Theorem 1.7] (see §3.2.2 in [5]), one can find a constant σ̂ ∈ (0, σ_∗] depending only on the data so that if σ ≤ σ̂, then it holds that (6.36) ‖ ~Y ‖_H1_{(ΩL)} ≤ Cσ ( ‖ ~Y ‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖(ṽ, w̃)‖_H1_{(ΩL)} + ‖ũ‖_H2_{(ΩL)} ) . Therefore, one can fix a constant σ̄ ∈ (0, σ̂] sufficiently small depending only on the data so if σ ≤ σ̄, then it follows from the estimates (6.34)–(6.36) that

(ũ, ṽ, w̃, ~Y ) = (0, 0, 0, 0) in Ω_L.

This proves the uniqueness of a solution to Problem 2.

Step 7. For a solution (φ, Φ, ϕ, S) to Problem 2, define its associated Mach number M(φ, Φ, ϕ, S) by M(φ, Φ, ϕ, S) := |∇φ + ∇^⊥ϕ| √ γSϱ^{γ−1}(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇^⊥ϕ) for ϱ(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇^⊥ϕ) given by (1.31).

Note that T (= S − S_0) ∈ T (r_1) and P := (ϕ, ψ, Ψ)(= (ϕ, φ, Φ) − (0, φ̄, Φ̄)) ∈ V(r_2)×P(r_3). For (a^P_{ij} )_{i,j=1,2} given by Definition 2.5, define a function D : Ω_L → R by D(x) = det ( a^P_{11}(x) a^P_{12}(x) a^P_{12}(x) 1 ) for x = (x_1, x_2) ∈ Ω_L.

It follows from Lemma 2.8(g_2) that there exists a unique function g^P_s : [−1, 1] → (0, L) satisfying that

(6.37) D(x_1, x_2)

> 0 for x_1 < g^P_s (x_2), = 0 for x_1 = g^P_s (x_2), < 0 for x_1 > g^P_s (x_2).

By a direct computation with Definitions 2.1 and 2.3, it can be directly checked that

D(x) = ( γSϱ^{γ−1}(S, Φ, ∇φ, ∇^⊥ϕ) )_2

A^2_2(x, Ψ, ∇ψ, ∇^⊥ϕ) ( 1 − M^2(φ, Φ, ϕ, S) ) . Therefore, (6.37) is equivalent to the following:

(6.38) M(φ, Φ, ϕ, S) < 1 for x_1 < g^P_s (x_2), = 1 for x_1 = g^P_s (x_2), > 1 for x_1 > g^P_s (x_2).

Let us set a function f_{sn} as f_{sn}(x_2) := g^P_s (x_2) for −1 ≤ x_2 ≤ 1.

Then, it follows from (2.26), (6.3), (6.7) and (6.32) that the sonic interface function f_{sn} satisfies the estimate (1.24). This completes the proof of Theorem 2. □

Appendix A. A further discussion on the nozzle length L Returning to the proof of Lemma 3.3, we give examples of (γ, J) for which the nozzle length L can be large while the condition (1.20) holds.

By (3.30) and (3.31), one can express the nozzle length L as

(A.1) L := √ h^3_0 2 J^{γ−2γ+1} √ λ(κ_0, κ_L). Define p := √ 2 2 h^{− 32}_0 H(κ)((γ − 1)κ^{γ+1} + η(κ^{γ+1} − 1) + 2)κ^{−η}h^{−η}_0 , and α̂ := α J^{2−γ+2ηγ+1} p . for α given by (3.20).

Example 1. Back to Step 4 in the proof of Lemma 3.3, where the parameter η in (3.12) is fixed as η =^3_4 γ, we take a closer look on how the parameter J̄ is fixed.

By (3.33) and (3.34), we can roughly express α̂ as

α̂ = 1−μ_1(κ, h_0, γ)J^{γ2(γ+1)} −μ_2(κ, h_0, γ)λ(κ_0, κ_L)J^{− γ2(γ+1)} ( J^{γ2(γ+1)} + μ_3(κ, h_0, γ)

)_2 . Next, we express λ(κ_0, κ_L) as (A.2) λ(κ_0, κ_L) = ε_0J^{γ2(γ+1)} . Then we have

α̂ = 1 − μ_1(κ, h_0, γ)J^{γ2(γ+1)} − μ_2(κ, h_0, γ)ε_0 ( J^{γ2(γ+1)} + μ_3(κ, h_0, γ)

)_2 . Assume that |κ − 1| ≤ q_0 for some constant q_0 > 0. Then one can fix a constant μ̄ > 0 depending only on (γ, S_0, ζ_0, q_0) to satisfy max j=1,2,3, |κ−1|≤q0 |μ_j (κ, h_0, γ)| ≤ μ̄ so we have α̂ ≥ 1 − μ̄J^{γ2(γ+1)} − μ̄ε_0 ( J^{γ2(γ+1)} + μ̄

)_2 . Now we fix a constant J̄ > 0 sufficiently small depending only on (γ, S_0, ζ_0, q_0) so that, whenever the background momentum density J satisfies 0 < J ≤ J̄, it holds that 1 − μ̄J^{γ2(γ+1)} ≥ 2 3 . Then, we fix a constant ε_0 > 0 sufficiently small depending only on (γ, S_0, ζ_0, q_0) so that if J ∈ (0, J̄], then we finally obtain that

(A.3) α̂ ≥ 1 3 , and this yields the result comparable to (3.38).

Substituting (A.2) into (A.1) yields L = √ ε_0h^3_0 2 J^{5γ−84(γ+1)} .

This expression is valid for any γ > 1 as long as the inequality 0 < J ≤ J̄ holds. Suppose that 1 < γ <^8_5 . Note that the constant ε_0h^3_0 is fixed independent of J ∈ (0, J̄]. Therefore, the value of L becomes large if J is fixed sufficiently small.

Example 2. Back to Step 4 in the proof of Lemma 3.3, where the parameter η in (3.12) is fixed as η =^γ_4 , repeat the argument given in Example 1 to get

α̂ = 1 − μ_1(κ, h_0, γ)J^{−γ2(γ+1)} − μ_2(κ, h_0, γ)ε_0 ( J^{−γ2(γ+1)} + μ_3(κ, h_0, γ)

)_2 . Then one can easily see that there exist a constant J > 1 sufficiently large, and a small constant ε_0 > 0 depending only on (γ, S_0, ζ_0, q_0) so that, for any J ∈ [J, ∞), if λ(κ_0, κ_L) is expressed as

λ(κ_0, κ_L) = ε_0J^{−γ2(γ+1)} ,

then the estimate (A.3) holds true, thus the result comparable to (3.39) is obtained. In this case, the nozzle length L is expressed as L = √ ε_0h^3_0 2 J^{3γ−84(γ+1)} .

So we conclude that the value of L becomes large if γ >^8_3 and J is fixed sufficiently large.

Acknowledgements: The research of Myoungjean Bae was supported in part by Samsung Science and Technology Foundation under Project Number SSTF- BA1502-51. The research of Ben Duan was supported in part by NSFC No. 12271205 and No. 12171498. And, the research of Chunjing Xie was partially supported by NSFC grants 11971307, 12161141004, Fundamental Research Grants for Central Universities Natural Science Foundation of Shanghai 21ZR1433300, Program of Shanghai Academic Research Leader 22XD1421400 .

References

[1] Ascher, U. M., Markowich, P. A., Pietra, P., and Schmeiser, C. A phase plane analysis of transonic solutions for the hydrodynamic semiconductor model. Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci. 1, 3 (1991), 347–376.

[2] Bae, M., Chen, G.-Q., and Feldman, M. Regularity of solutions to regular shock reflection for potential flow. Invent. Math. 175, 3 (2009), 505–543.

[3] Bae, M., Chen, G.-Q., and Feldman, M. Prandtl-meyer reflection for supersonic flow past a solid ramp. Quarterly of Applied Mathematics 71, 3 (2013), 583–600.

[4] Bae, M., Chen, G.-Q. G., and Feldman, M. Prandtl-meyer reflection configurations, transonic shocks, and free boundary problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:1901.05916 (2019).

[5] Bae, M., Duan, B., Xiao, J., and Xie, C. Structural stability of supersonic solutions to the Euler-Poisson system. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 239, 2 (2021), 679–731.

[6] Bae, M., Duan, B., and Xie, C. Subsonic solutions for steady Euler-Poisson system in two-dimensional nozzles. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 46, 5 (2014), 3455–3480.

[7] Bae, M., Duan, B., and Xie, C. Subsonic flow for the multidimensional Euler-Poisson system. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 220, 1 (2016), 155–191.

[8] Bae, M., and Feldman, M. Transonic shocks in multidimensional divergent nozzles. Archive for rational mechanics and analysis 201, 3 (2011), 777–840.

[9] Bae, M., and Park, H. Supersonic flows of the euler-poisson system in three-dimensional cylinders. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.03308 (2023).

[10] Chen, G.-Q., and Feldman, M. Steady transonic shocks and free boundary problems in infinite cylinders for the euler equations. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics: A Journal Issued by the Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences 57, 3 (2004), 310–356.

[11] Chen, G.-Q., and Feldman, M. Global solutions of shock reflection by large-angle wedges for potential flow. Ann. of Math. (2) 171, 2 (2010), 1067–1182.

[12] Chen, G.-Q. G., and Feldman, M. The mathematics of shock reflection-diffraction and von Neumann’s conjectures, vol. 197 of Annals of Mathematics Studies. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2018.

[13] Chen, G.-Q. G., and Feldman, M. The mathematics of shock reflection-diffraction and von Neumann’s conjectures, vol. 197 of Annals of Mathematics Studies. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2018.

[14] Chen, S. Transonic shocks in 3-d compressible flow passing a duct with a general section for euler systems. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 360, 10 (2008), 5265–5289.

[15] Chen, S. Compressible flow and transonic shock in a diverging nozzle. Comm. Math. Phys.

289, 1 (2009), 75–106.

[16] Elling, V., and Liu, T.-P. Supersonic flow onto a solid wedge. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics: A Journal Issued by the Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences 61, 10 (2008), 1347–1448.

[17] Gamba, I. M. Stationary transonic solutions of a one-dimensional hydrodynamic model for semiconductors. Comm. Partial Differential Equations 17, 3-4 (1992), 553–577.

[18] Gamba, I. M., and Morawetz, C. S. A viscous approximation for a 2-D steady semiconductor or transonic gas dynamic flow: existence theorem for potential flow. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 49, 10 (1996), 999–1049.

[19] Gilbarg, D., and Trudinger, N. S. Elliptic partial differential equations of second order, second ed., vol. 224 of Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1983.

[20] Guo, Y. Smooth irrotational flows in the large to the Euler-Poisson system in R^{3+1}. Comm.

Math. Phys. 195, 2 (1998), 249–265.

[21] Jegdić, K., Keyfitz, B. L., and Čanić, S. Transonic regular reflection for the nonlinear wave system. J. Hyperbolic Differ. Equ. 3, 3 (2006), 443–474.

[22] Keyfitz, B. L., Tesdall, A. M., Payne, K. R., and Popivanov, N. I. The sonic line as a free boundary. Quart. Appl. Math. 71, 1 (2013), 119–133.

[23] Kuz’min, A. G. Boundary value problems for transonic flow. John Wiley & Sons, 2003. [24] Li, J., Mei, M., Zhang, G., and Zhang, K. Steady hydrodynamic model of semiconductors with sonic boundary: (I) Subsonic doping profile. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 49, 6 (2017), 4767– 4811.

[25] Li, J., Mei, M., Zhang, G., and Zhang, K. Steady hydrodynamic model of semiconductors with sonic boundary: (II) Supersonic doping profile. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 50, 1 (2018), 718–734.

[26] Li, J., Xin, Z., and Yin, H. On transonic shocks in a nozzle with variable end pressures.

Comm. Math. Phys. 291, 1 (2009), 111–150.

[27] Li, J., Xin, Z., and Yin, H. Transonic shocks for the full compressible Euler system in a general two-dimensional de Laval nozzle. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 207, 2 (2013), 533–581.

[28] Liu, L., and Yuan, H. Global uniqueness of transonic shocks in divergent nozzles for steady potential flows. SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis 41, 5 (2009), 1816–1824.

[29] Luo, T., and Xin, Z. Transonic shock solutions for a system of Euler-Poisson equations.

Commun. Math. Sci. 10, 2 (2012), 419–462.

[30] Markowich, P. A., Ringhofer, C. A., and Schmeiser, C. Semiconductor equations.

Springer-Verlag, Vienna, 1990.

[31] Morawetz, C. S. On the non-existence of continuous transonic flows past profiles. I. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math. 9 (1956), 45–68.

[32] Morawetz, C. S. On the non-existence of continuous transonic flows past profiles. II. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math. 10 (1957), 107–131.

[33] Morawetz, C. S. On the non-existence of continuous transonic flows past profiles. III. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math. 11 (1958), 129–144.

[34] Morawetz, C. S. Non-existence of transonic flow past a profile. Comm. Pure Appl. Math.

17 (1964), 357–367.

[35] Wang, C., and Xin, Z. On a degenerate free boundary problem and continuous subsonicsonic flows in a convergent nozzle. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 208, 3 (2013), 911–975.

[36] Wang, C., and Xin, Z. On sonic curves of smooth subsonic-sonic and transonic flows. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 48, 4 (2016), 2414–2453.

[37] Wang, C., and Xin, Z. Regular subsonic-sonic flows in general nozzles. Adv. Math. 380 (2021), Paper No. 107578, 56.

[38] Wei, M., Mei, M., Zhang, G., and Zhang, K. Smooth transonic steady states of hydrodynamic model for semiconductors. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 53, 4 (2021), 4908–4932.

[39] Weng, S., Xin, Z., and Yuan, H. On some smooth symmetric transonic flows with nonzero angular velocity and vorticity. Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci. 31, 13 (2021), 2773–2817.

[40] Xin, Z., Yan, W., and Yin, H. Transonic shock problem for the euler system in a nozzle.

Archive for rational mechanics and analysis 194, 1 (2009), 1–47.

[41] Xin, Z., and Yin, H. Transonic shock in a nozzle. I. Two-dimensional case. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 58, 8 (2005), 999–1050.

[42] Xin, Z., and Yin, H. The transonic shock in a nozzle, 2-d and 3-d complete euler systems.

Journal of Differential Equations 245, 4 (2008), 1014–1085.

[43] Zheng, Y. Two-dimensional regular shock reflection for the pressure gradient system of conservation laws. Acta Math. Appl. Sin. Engl. Ser. 22, 2 (2006), 177–210.

Email address: mjbae@kaist.ac.kr

Email address: bduan@dlut.edu.cn

Email address: cjxie@sjtu.edu.cn