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The seed-to-solution method for the Einstein constraints

and the asymptotic localization problem

Philippe G. LeFloch! and The-Cang Nguyen?

Abstract

We establish the existence of a broad class of asymptotically Euclidean solutions to Einstein’s
constraint equations, whose asymptotic behavior at infinity is arbitrarily prescribed. The proposed
seed-to-solution method encompasses vacuum as well as matter spaces, and relies on iterations
based on the linearized Einstein operator and its dual. It generates a Riemannian manifold (with
finitely many asymptotically Euclidean ends) from any seed data set consisting of (1): a Rieman-
nian metric and a symmetric two-tensor, and (2): a (density) field and a (momentum) vector field
representing the matter content. We distinguish between tame or strongly tame seed data sets,
depending whether the data provides a rough or an accurate asymptotic Ansatz at infinity. We
encompass classes of metrics and matter fields with low decay (with infinite ADM mass) or strong
decay (with Schwarzschild behavior). Our analysis is motivated by Carlotto and Schoen’s pioneer-
ing work on the localization problem for Einstein’s vacuum equations. Dealing with metrics with
very low decay and, simultaneously, establishing estimates that include (and go beyond) harmonic
decay require significantly new arguments which are developed in the present paper. We work
in a weighted Lebesgue-Holder framework adapted to the given seed data, and we analyze the
nonlinear coupling between the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints. By establishing elliptic
regularity estimates for the linearized Einstein operator and its dual, we uncover the novel notion
of mass-momentum correctors which is related to the ADM mass of the manifold. We derive
precise estimates for the difference between the seed data and the actual Einstein solution, a result
that should be of interest for future numerical investigation. Furthermore, we introduce here and
study the asymptotic localization problem in which we replace Carlotto-Schoen’s exact localization
requirementby an asymptotic condition at a super-harmonic rate. By applying our seed-to-solution
method with a suitably constructed, parametrized family of seed data, we solve this problem by
exhibiting mass-momentum correctors with harmonic decay.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Einstein’s constraint equations

Curvature operators of interest. Any 3-dimensional spacelike (i.e. Riemannian) hypersurface em-
bedded in a 4-dimensional Lorentzian spacetime fullfiling Einstein’s field equations must satisfy
constraint equations of Gauss-Codazzi type, which are expressed in terms of the induced geometry
(first and second fundamental forms) and the projection of the matter tensor (density and momen-
tum) on this hypersurface. We thus consider such manifolds (M, g, k) (with finitely many asymptotic
ends) endowed with a Riemannian metric ¢ and a symmetric 2-tensor field k —the latter representing
the second fundamental form in the dynamical picture. Given a scalar field H. : M — R and a vector
field M. defined on M, we study here the equations!

Ry + (Trgh)? = k2 = H.,  Divg(k - (Trgh)g) = M., (1.1)

which are referred to as the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints, respectively. Here, R, denotes
the scalar curvature of g, while Tr¢k and |k|; denote the trace and the norm of k. Recall that in an
arbitrary chart of local coordinates (x/) (in a subset of IR®) and with the standard notation for lowering
or raising indices with the metric ¢ = g;jdx'dx/, one defines the trace Trgk = k; = gijk'/, the (squared)
norm |k|§ = k;jk', and the divergence operator (Divgk); = Viké.. Here, V denotes the Levi-Civita
connection of g, and the range of Latin indicesisi,j,...=1,2,3.

With the notation & = k — Tr4(k)g, we write the Hamiltonian and momentum operators as

3(g, ) = Ry + %(Trgh)z IR, M(g, h) = Divgh, (1.2a)
and by setting
S, 1) = (H(g, h), M(g, 1)), G. = (H., M), (1.2b)

1See the textbook [7]. Some conditions such as H, > 0 are natural in the context of general relativity, but will not be used
in this paper.



Einstein’s constraint equations (1.1) read
9(g,h) = G. on the manifold M. (1.3)

Throughout, we use the notation (g, i) rather than (g, k).

Classes of solutions to Einstein’s constraint equations. The Einstein constraints form a system
of nonlinear partial differential equations of elliptic type, which is highly under-determined. The
standard technique of existence of solutions goes back to pioneering work by Lichnerowicz and
followers who developed the so-called conformal method. For a detailed bibliography! we refer the
reader to [5]-[18], [24], [28], and [29], and the references therein. The coupling with a scalar field and
the stability of solutions was investigated in the work [20, 21]. In the present paper, we build upon
a recent work by Carlotto and Schoen [6] about the localization problem (see Section 1.3 below),
which stemed from pioneering work by Corvino [13] and Corvino and Schoen [16]. We also refer
to Chrusciel and Delay [11] and Chrusciel, Corvino, and Isenberg [10] and the references therein, as
well as [2,9, 12, 15]. Most of the existing literature (but not all) is focused on solutions that enjoy the
standard Schwarzschild decay at infinity. However, as in [6] one may also investigate a more general
behavior possibly arising with gravitational systems of matter, such as stars, galaxies, etc. It is our
objective here to develop a theory that encompasses a broad class of behaviors at infinity.

1.2 Solutions generated from seed data sets: selected results

Notion of seed data set. Focusing on the set of solutions that are asymptotically Euclidean at
infinity, in this paper we prove that the asymptotic behavior of solutions to Einstein’s constraint
equations may be essentially arbitrarily prescribed at infinity. We proceed by choosing a “seed data
set”, consisting of a Riemannian manifold (M, g1) with finitely many asymptotically Euclidean ends,
together with a symmetric two-tensor field #; on M, as well as a scalar field H. and a vector field M..
In our theory, these data may be chosen to have very low decay at infinity or, to the contrary, very
fast decay. Considering the vacuum equations or, more generally, the matter Einstein constraints,
we prove that from any seed data we can generate a solution (g, /) on M that (essentially) enjoys
the same asymptotic behavior as the one of the seed data. As will show in this paper, the precise
description of the asymptotic behavior, in fact, is more involved and one of our objectives is to derive
conditions on the data g1, /11, H., M. (especially on their decay at infinity) and precisely control the
asymptotic behavior of the corresponding Einstein solution.

A broad class of vacuum Einstein spaces. From our general theory in Section 2 below, we extract
the following result. For the sake of simplicity, we tacitly assume sufficient regularity on the data
and restrict attention to vanishing matter fields, while referring the reader to the next section for
much more general statements. The exponents pg and py below determine the decay of the metric
(and extrinsic curvature) and the decay of the matter (or Einstein operator), respectively.

Main Theorem 1 (The seed-to-solution method). Consider Einstein’s constraint equations in the
vacuum (that is, (1.3) with G. = 0) posed on a manifold with a single asymptotically Euclidean
end. Consider any seed data set (g1,h1) consisting of a Riemannian metric g1 and a symmetric

!We also refer the reader to the following comprehensive review: A. Carlotto, The general relativistic constraint equations,
Living Reviews in Relativity (2021), 24:2 (which appeared after the completion of the present paper).



two-tensor h; satisfying suitable smallness conditions together with the following decay conditions
(in a coordinate chart defined at infinity, gg,q being the Euclidean metric, and r being the radius in
the coordinates at infinity):

81 = SEucl + O(r_pc)/ hl = O(T’_pc_l)r

1.4
H(g1, ) = O(™73), M(g1, ) = O3, 9

for some' pg € (1/2,1] and py € (1/2,+00) (with pc < pm). Then, there exists a solution (g, h) to
Einstein’s vacuum constraint equations §(g, h) = 0 that enjoys the following decay properties.

e Sub-harmonic constraint decay. If py; < 1 then

g=g1+ 0™, h=hy+ 0@ P, (1.5a)

e Harmonic constraint decay. When py = 1 and H(g1, 1) and M(g1, 1) are integrable, then
g =g +mr*Hessg, (1/r) +o(r™"), h=hy+0@07?), (1.5b)
where m is a constant determined from the data.

e Super-harmonic constraint decay. When py > 1, one has a stronger statement with p =
min(pc + 1, pum, 2):

g = g1 +mr*Hess,(1/r) + O(r7F), h=h +0302). (1.5¢)

Moreover, as we prove below, the “mass corrector” m = m(g1,h1, M., H.) in the last two cases
satisfies?

— 1
TR fM H(g1, 1) AV, + O(S(g1,1)2), (16)

(which obviously vanishes if (g1, /1) is an actual solution).

Geometry vs. matter decay rates. Let us consider particular choices for our exponents.

e Regime p; = py — 1/2. This is the weakest possible decay on the metric as well as on the
Einstein operator. Interestingly, our method does cover the limiting case pg = 1/2 (not included
in the previous statement).

e Regime pc — 1/2 with pyy — +co. This is the weakest possible decay on the metric and the
strongest possible decay of the Einstein operator. This regime is covered in our statement above
and (1.6) tells us that the constant m turns out to approach zero when py; — +o0. Obviously
the limit ppy — 400 is realized when, for instance, the seed data is a solution®.

e Regime p; = 1 with arbitrary py € [1, +00). This is the strongest decay on the metric while the
Einstein operator can have a broad range of behaviors. When py is close to 1, the seed data is
a “rough” approximation, while our seed data is more accurate as pj becomes larger.

IThroughout, for clarity in the presentation we keep the exponent pg to be less or equal to one: see the paragraph on
“follow-up works” at the end of this section.

2The meaning O is specified in terms of weighted functional norms below.

3but the converse does not hold, as allowing for pp; — +c0 does not imply that the seed data is a solution



1.3 The Asymptotic Localization Problem

Optimal localization. The seed-to-solution method provides us with a strategy in order to tackle
a question raised by Carlotto and Schoen in [6]. Solutions to Einstein’s constraint equations were
constructed which are prescribed within two asymptotic angular regions joined by a “small” angular
region, denoted as ¢; U €;,. U 7, in our statement below. Within the asymptotic regions ¢; and
cgc

+ Carlotto and Schoen impose that the solution coincides exactly with (for instance) the Euclidean

and Schwarzschild metrics, respectively. They prove that such solutions exist by solving the vacuum
Einstein constraints in the transition region .7° in suitably weighted function spaces. However, the
method in [6] provides only a sub-harmonic control on the decay of the solutions within .7, that is,
rPwithp € (1/2,1).

Asymptotic localization. In the present paper, we do construct solutions which are controlled at
the level of harmonic decay (and, actually, beyond the harmonic decay) at the expense of slightly
relaxing the requirement that the solution coincides with prescribed metrics in angular regions.
We study the asymptotic localization problem, as we call it, consisting of seeking solutions which
enjoy estimates with super-harmonic rate and approach prescribed Minkowski and Schwarzschild

behaviors (for instance) except outside a small transition region. From a physical standpoint, this
new problem appears to be as natural as the optimal localization one. Furthermore, with additional
analysis our technique could be combined with the method in [6] and be applied within a cone-like
domain in order to achieve an exact localization, but this is not our main objective in the present

paper.

A new class of solutions. We solve the proposed problem and construct solutions that are harmonic
in the transition region. We state only a typical result and refer to Section 6 for a more general result
(cf. Theorems 6.1 and 6.4).

Main Theorem 2 (Resolution of the asymptotic localization problem.) Consider Einstein’s vacuum
constraint equations (1.3) on a manifold M with a single asymptotic end. Decompose asymptotic
infinity into three asymptotic angular regions in R®, say 6, U 6*,. U .., where €, is a cone' with
a (possibly arbitrarily) small angle a € (0,2n), 65, is the complement of the same cone but with a
(slightly) larger angle a + €, while T is the remaining transition region. Then, by considering the
Euclidean metric ggyq and the Schwarzschild metric gsqy (with mass denoted by mge, > 0), there
exists a solution to Einstein’s vacuum constraint equations 5(g,h) = 0, whose metric has the 1/r
behavior in each asymptotic direction while being asymptotic to the Euclidean and Schwarzschild
metrics in the chosen cones, that is, in suitable coordinates at infinity and for any a priori fixed

q€(1,2),
8 = SEucl + O(r_l) in %,6/ g = SEucl + O(r_q) in (ggc-;.e/ g = 85ch + O(r_q) in Cgtz- (17)
The proof of this theorem will be based on a set of seed data that depend on parameters (deter-

mined implicitly within our proof), together with a further refinement of the seed-to-solution method
described below.

ldefined as %, := {x -v > |x| cosa and |x| > 1} in coordinates at infinity for some unit vector v



1.4 The Seed-to-Solution Method

The seed data sets. On a given 3-manifold with finitely many asymptotic ends, we are thus given
a seed data set consisting of a Riemannian metric g; and a symmetric two-tensor h;, as well as
a (matter density) scalar field H. and a (matter momentum) vector field M.. To any such data
(satisfying suitable smallness and decay conditions), we are able to associate an asymptotically
Euclidean solution to Einstein’s constraint equations. We distinguish between several classes of seed
data referred to as tame or strongly tame. This allows us to encompass metrics with the weakest
possible decay and even solutions with infinite ADM mass, as well as the strongest possible (that
is, Schwarzschild) decay at infinity. We also distinguish whether the seed data provide a rough
or accurate asymptotic Ansatz at infinity. One can think of the seed data as being an approximate
solution to the Einstein constraints. It can be generated by taking a formal solution in the vicinity of
infinity, which is determined by plugging an Ansatz in the equations and can made to be of arbitrary
accuracy at infinity. Such an Ansatz can be merged an with arbitrary data picked up in a bounded
domain. In particular, the data is the bounded domain can be chosen to be an exact solution. Other
strategies for constructing seed data can be also considered.

Definition and continuity of the Seed-to-Solution map. We are going to linearize around the
(rough or accurate) approximate solution (g1, /11, M., H.) and, under our tame decay conditions,
analyze the structure of the (linearized, adjoint) Einstein constraints. We proceed by assuming a
rather minimal decay required on the seed data set in order to solve the equations (1.3). We prove
the convergence of an iteration scheme whose principal part is a linearization of Einstein’s constraint
equations around the given seed data, while nonlinearities are treated as a “source”. The convergence
to an actual solution is established in suitably weighted Lebesgue-Holder spaces. Interestingly, at
this stage of our construction, the solution need not have the expected decay prescribed via the seed
data or does so only at a sub-harmonic rate of decay. In the course of our analysis, we also study
whether our solutions depend continuously upon the seed data and, specifically, we establish a
Lipschitz continuity estimate in weighted spaces. We observe that the weighted Lebesgue regularity
arises naturally in the analysis of the linearized Einstein operator in a variational form, while the
Holder regularity arises in the application of Douglis—Nirenberg’s elliptic theory [19]. We refer the
reader to Sections 3.2 and 3.3, respectively. The existence of the seed-to-solution map in weighted
Lebesgue-Holder spaces is established in Theorem 3.12.

Encompassing slow or fast decay. In our construction, the seed data set may have much slower
decay at infinity in comparison to the Schwarzschild decay or, alternatively, may have precisely the
Schwarzschild decay. In both cases, what is relevant is whether the seed data is (for the Einstein-
matter system) a rough or an accurate asymptotic Ansatz at infinity. This leads us to define two
classes of data, referred to as tame and strongly tame, respectively. For the first class of data, we
prove that the Einstein solutions have the prescribed decay (i.e. the behavior of the seed data) up to
a sub-harmonic rate, only. For the second class of data, our result is stronger and we prove that the
constructed solutions have the prescribed decay up to —and including— the harmonic decay rate.

Nonlinear geometry-matter coupling. In asecond stage of our analysis, we investigate the asymp-
totic properties of the solutions we have constructed, and we relate the asymptotic behavior of the
data and the asymptotic behavior of the actual solution. We must cope with several difficulties



which are not dealt with in Carlotto and Schoen’s original method [6]. We work with different
decay exponents for the Hamiltonian and momentum components, and, most importantly, we treat
geometry-matter terms at the harmonic level of decay. The main technical part is thus an investiga-
tion, based on several successive improvements of basic estimates, of the nonlinear coupling between
the Hamiltonian and momentum operators. Under sufficiently strong decay conditions on the seed
data, we also relate the ADM mass and momentum of the solution with the one of the data, together
with suitable mass and momentum “correctors”, as we call them.

Follow-up works. In the present paper, we focus on the problem of “reaching and breaking the 1/r
barrier”, as it could be called, by considering a problem first identified in [6]. From the standpoint
of mathematical analysis, the main novelty of the present paper is the use of Green functions for the
linearized Einstein constraints and their dual. After this paper was distributed (arXiv:1903.00243,
March 2019), two related and very interesting results were announced, namely two methods of
gluing with optimal decay by S. Aretakis, S. Czimek, and I. Rodnianski (arXiv:2107.02441, July 2021)
and Y. Mao and Z. Tao (arXiv:2210.09437, October 2022). While in the present paper we focus on
the approximate localization problem with harmonic estimates, we point out that our method can
be extended in several directions. In a recent work, B. Le Floch and P.G. LeFloch [26] solve the exact
localization problem with harmonic estimates, in the original form posed by Carlotto and Schoen [6].

Outline of this paper. In Section 2, we introduce our tame decay conditions together with the rele-
vant function spaces. We state the main results established in this paper in Theorem 2.7 (existence of
the seed-to-solution map) and in Theorems 2.11 and 2.12 (asymptotic properties of the solutions). In
Section 3, we investigate the dual version of the linearized Einstein operators in suitably weighted
Sobolev spaces and, next, in suitably weighted Holder spaces. We then solve Einstein’s (nonlinear)
constraint equations and establish the existence of the seed-to-solution map, completing therefore the
proof of Theorem 2.7. Next, in Section 4, we study the linearized Hamiltonian and momentum oper-
ators and derive refined estimates at the (super-)harmonic level of decay. In Section 5, the asymptotic
properties of the seed-to-solution map are established and we provide a proof of Theorems 2.11 and
2.12. Finally, the asymptotic localization problem is solved in Section 6.

2 The seed-to-solution map: definition, existence, and asymptotic
properties

2.1 The functional setup

Background geometry. Throughout, M denotes a topological 3-manifold with finitely many Eu-
clidean ends —a notion we define below after introducing now a background manifold.

Definition 2.1. Given some €. € (0, 1], a background manifold (M, ¢, r) is a smooth Riemannian manifold
that admits finitely many ends, which are denoted by N1, N», . .., N, and are pairwise disjoint and diffeomorphic
to the exterior of a closed ball in R3, and moreover is endowed with a radius function 7 : M — [1, +0), such
that:

e In each end, the metric e = e;jdx'dx/ = 6;dx'dx/ is the Euclidean metric in a suitably chosen chart! (x/)

1 As mentioned earlier, all Latin indices jk,...rangein1,2,3.



and the radius function coincides with r* = ¥ (x)*.

o The manifold-with-boundary My = M \ (N1 U Ny... U N,) is covered by a finite collection of local
coordinate charts (x/) in which the metric e = eijdxidxf is close to the Euclidean metric in the sense
that the functions e;j — 6;; admit continuous derivatives up to fourth order which are less than e. in the
Sup-norm.

A sufficiently small parameter €. € (0, 1] is fixed throughout this paper and we often denote such
a fixed background by M = (M, ¢, r). No topological restriction is required on the manifold under
consideration. It is useful to fix (once and for all) a partition of unity x, adapted to the family of
asymptotic ends N, and the compact set My, that is,

Xa >0, Z Xa=1,  Xdn=1  (@=1,...n). @.1)
0<a<n
Remark 2.2. A more standard presentation would consist of introducing only the Euclidian metric
in the asymptotic ends; our introduction of a background metric e is convenient in order to state
quantitative estimates involving the actual solution and the seed data. For instance if we are interested
in the topology M =~ IR?, then we simply choose €. = 0 and standard Cartesian coordinates (x/) defined
globally on IR® with ¢;; = 6;; in M together with the radius function given by r(x) = +/|x|? + ¢-1/0-k)
for |x| < 1, while 7(x) = |x]| for all |x| > 1.

Holder and Lebesgue spaces of interest. On a background manifold M = (M, ¢, r), we now define
functional spaces based on the volume form dV, determined by the metric e. It is convenient to
use the same notation for spaces of scalar, vector, and tensor fields (except when some emphasis
is useful) and, for simplicity, we state our definitions below for functions. For tensor fields, all the
norms below should be defined with respect to the specific atlas of coordinate charts implied by
Definition 2.1. More precisely, the following weighted spaces will be needed.

e Holder spaces. Given a € (0,1) and 0 > 0 and given a non-negative integer /, we define the
weighted Holder space CZ“(M, e, 1) as the space of functions f : M — R with Holder regularity
of order [ + o and with finite weighted norm

Wil men = 2 2 sup (M010 flxanar) + ) D sup (147 [0 flaenanr),  (222)

charts |L|<] charts |L|=]

where Xchart denotes a partition of unity associated with the partition of unity x, (see above)
completed with the chosen family of charts covering My. Here, " f denotes the partial deriva-
tives (in any given chart) with respect to the multi-index L and, furthermore with x, y denoting
local coordinates,

[fla(x) = r(x)*  sup M

(2.2b)
O<ly—xl<riy 1Y = x|

Moreover, when I = 0 we simply write Cj(M, ¢, ) instead of C%“(M, e,r).

e Lebesgue spaces. Given any real 6 > 0, we define the weighted Lebesgue space L3(M, ¢, 7) by
completion of the set of smooth functions f : M — R with bounded support and finite norm

gy = [ 7520V (220)
onen = |



For instance, when M = R3, we recover the standard L? space provided the exponent 0 is
chosen to be 3/2. We will also use the notation L*(M, ¢) and the standard L'k norm of a function

f M — R defined as || fll.xae, ) = (fM |f|k dVe)l/k (with k = 1,2 for our purpose).

o Lebesgue-Holderspaces. Combining the previous two definitions, we refer to LZCIG'“(M, e,r) =
L2(M, e, 1) N Clé“(M, e,r) as the weighted Lebesgue-Hdlder space with decay exponent 0 and
regularity exponents /,a. The squared norm of a function f in this space is defined as

2 — |IF]12 2 :

IIf ||L2C1éa(M/e/V) = ||f ||Lé (M) +1If ”c’é“(M,e,r)' In our notation, a larger 0 means a stronger decay
in space. We find this notation to be natural in the present context, especially since we are
interested in harmonic decay issues. Roughly speaking, a function in a space with a subscript

0 decays slightly faster than 1/r7 at infinity.

Often, we will not specify the background manifold (M, e, 7) and we will write LZClé“(M), L' (M),
etc. In our proofs, we sometimes omit the manifold M from the notation, unless some confusion may
arise.

2.2 The notion of tame seed data sets

Basic definitions. We begin with several definitions. We emphasize that our decay conditions
below are much weaker than the standard ones (and we refer the reader to specific comments given
after each definition and statement below). The notation (a,b) < (c,d) is used when a < ¢ and
b < d both hold (with obvious generalizations). Throughout, €., epm, ec € (0,1) are assumed to be
sufficiently small.

Definition 2.3. A pair (p, q) satisfying' 1/2 < p < 2(q—1) is called a pair of admissible decay exponents.
Such a pair is said to be sub-harmonic if, moreover, one has (p,q) < (1,2), and to be harmonic if p = 1
or q = 2 (or both). In particular, the balanced regime by definition corresponds to the choice of admissible
exponents

p=1/2,  g=p+1,

which is sub-harmonic or harmonic if p < 1 or p = 1, respectively.

Remark 2.4. The term "balanced” refers to the fact that under the condition q = p + 1 the terms dg and h
then have a decay of the same order. For instance, this will be our choice in the case (2.5). In a first reading, all
of our exponents could be taken in the balanced regime. Yet, encompassing exponents q # p + 1 is of interest
in order to clearly distinguish between the contributions of the metric and extrinsic curvature.

Definition 2.5. Given a Holder exponent a € (0, 1] and admissible exponents (pc, qc) and (pm, qm), a tame
seed data set (1,11, H., M.) over the background manifold M = (M, e, ) consists of four tensor fields
defined on M and satisfying the following reqularity and decay conditions for e, em € (0,1).

e Asymptotically Euclidean data: g is a Riemannian metric satisfying® ||g1 — ellcsaqyy < €c, while hy
PG
is a symmetric (0, 2)-tensor satisfying ||h1||C3,a(M) < €G-
T

1p,q can be taken to be arbitrarily large in some of the following statements.

2Qur notation A < B stands for A < cB where ¢ > 0 is a fixed constant. In our presentation we find it convenient to think
of e and €y as real numbers in the interval (0, 1) and, consequently, the implied constants such as the ones in Definition 2.5
are not dimension-less. These numerical constants depend on the choice of our data as well as pg, G, pPm,qm, a; they are
irrelevant for the mathematical analysis, but would play a role in numerical computations, say.



e Asymptotically Einstein data: H. is a scalar field satisfying® ||H(g1,h1) — H*IIch; L) S €n, while
Mt
M. is a vector field satisfying [IM(g1, h1) — Mullp2c1e vy S €m-
i+l

Decay of the seed data. The above definition provides us with a (quantitative) formulation of
the asymptotic flatness conditions at each end, while also constraining the manifold to be “almost
Euclidean” in a whole. For instance, on M = R? endowed with the standard metric, we can easily
construct seed data satisfying our conditions by deriving a formal expansion near infinity and using
a standard cut-off technique in order to glue this expansion with the Euclidean metric in the interior.
As will become clear in the following, our admissibility condition 1/2 < p < 2(g — 1) is natural and,
for instance, we observe that the Hamiltonian equation is schematically a Laplace operator (in the
metric ¢, say) with a quadratic right-hand side in & (plus other terms with similar or higher decay),
hence the inequality p — 2 < 2gis assumed. Our conditions so far are very mild, but will be sufficient
for our existence result in Theorem 2.7. In order to further motivate our definition above, we record
here some observations?.

o Rate of decay of the seed metric g;. We assume that pg > 1/2, while the condition pg > 1/2is,
in principle, the standard assumption for the ADM mass to be well-defined (together with the
integrability of the scalar curvature). Yet, even under the condition pg > 1/2, our tensor h; may
have a rather slow decay and, after solving the coupled Einstein constraints, may contribute to
generate an actual solution with infinite ADM mass.

o Rate of decay of the seed tensor /1;. Our condition g > 1 + pg/2 does not imply that the
ADM momentum is well-defined, since the standard condition is g > 3/2. This condition
gc > 1+ pg/2 is motivated from a different perspective: in the Hamiltonian constraint this is
the condition required for the source (1/2)Tr.(h1)? — |h1|? to be compatible with the assumed
decay on the metric given by pg > 1/2.

e Mass and matter content. In the important special case g > pc + 1 > 3/2, both the ADM mass
and the ADM momentum are well-defined, and this case will be treated in Theorem 2.11 below.
Our general existence theory, stated in Theorem 2.7 below, provides us with solutions to the
Einstein constraints that may have infinite mass —namely in the regime g € (5/4,3/2). This is
the first result of this kind in the mathematical literature, which is of interest at least from the
standpoint of understanding the structure and the coupling properties of Einstein’s constraint
equations.

Furthermore, we do not impose any lower bound on the decay rate of g1, and, on the other
hand, we do not assume any specific sign on the scalar curvature R,. Of course, these two issues
are related in view of the positive mass theorem [30].

e When R, > 0 one can not allow data with a too strong decay since, otherwise, by the positive
mass theorem the assumption pg > 1 would then imply that g1 = e = 6;; can only be the
Euclidean metric on M =~ R3.

e However, since Rq, need not be non-negative in Theorem 2.7 below, we can thus allow for
pc > 1in our existence theory —although this may not be the most interesting regime.

IThis inequality and the next one restrict, both, the Einstein operator applied to (g1,/1) and the matter content of the
space.
2which, in a first reading, can be skipped by the reader
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2.3 Solutions to Einstein constraints generated from general tame data

Effective exponents. Based on a suitable iteration scheme, we are going to define a map (g1, h1) —
(g, h) that associates an actual solution (g, /1) to any seed data. We can think of (g1, /1) as an “approxi-
mate solution”. In Definition 2.5, we specified its decay at infinity as well as the decay enjoyed by the
matter terms H(g1, 1) — H. and M(g1, h1) — M.. We anticipate that the decay behavior of (g, i) could be
different from the one of (g1, 1). Our analysis will proceed in two stages. We begin by establishing
a rather general existence theory for tame data and by controlling the asymptotic behavior at any
arbitrary sub-harmonic level.

Definition 2.6. Given any admissible exponents (pg, qc,) and (pm, gm), a pair of admissible exponents (p, q)
is called effective if

r,9<@1,2), 9 < (pm,9m), lg—p-1<gc-1. (2.3)

In the balanced regime, this amounts to assume that

p<1l, P <pm, g=p+1L (2.4)

Heuristically, a natural choice for (p, g) is to try to saturate the inequality (p,q) < (pm,qm) and
choose them to coincide with (ppm, gm). We are also constrained by the requirement that (p, ) remains
sub-harmonic, while the exponents (pu, gv) may be arbitrary large.

The existence theory. Our first result concerns the existence of solutions with prescribed asymp-
totics beyond the harmonic decay. In short, we prove now that the equations can be solved from a
prescribed seed data up to the effective rate of decay.

Theorem 2.7 (Existence of solutions to Einstein constraints for tame data sets). Consider an arbitrary
tame seed data set (g1, h1, H., M.) defined on a background manifold M = (M, e, r), associated with admissible
decay exponents (pg, qc, pm, Gm) and Holder exponent o € (0, 1), and fix any pair (p, q) of effective exponents.
For instance, in the balanced regime this amounts to assume that

1/2 < pg, p<1, 1/2<p<pm, (96,9m,9) = (pc + L, pm+ 1L, p + 1). (2.5)

Under these conditions and provided e, em € (0, 1) are sufficiently small, there exists a pair of (0, 2)-tensors
(g, h) defined on M such that:

e Solution property. The pair (g,h) is a C>*~Hélder continuous solution to the Einstein constraints
(1.3) associated with the matter fields H, and M..

* Asymptotic property. This solution is asymptotic to (g1, h1) in the sense that ||g — g1l 2coe gy + I —
y

hl”Lchrﬂ(M) < €G-

e Stability property. More precisely, this solution depends continuously upon the values of the Einstein
operator in the sense that

g = &1llizc2aqy S I13(g1, 1) = Hillzcr oy + €6 1M1, 1) — M*HLzC;;al(M),
2.6)
[1h— h1||LzC§,a(M) < ec |13(g1, ) = H*||L2cg+2(M) +[IM(g1, 1) — M*HLzC;fl(M),

in which the implied constants depend on the choice of decay and reqularity exponents.

11
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e Structure of the solutions. Furthermore, (g,h) belongs to the image of the dual operator d§

(81,1)
associated with the linearized Einstein constraints® at (g1, h1) and, specifically, for some (u, Z)
g1 =r"dH [, Z],  h—h=r7dM, , [u,Z], 2.7)
with
lullgsa < 11F(g1, h1) — Hilliace vy + €6 1M1, 711) = Mell 2 gy
1-p s +1 (28)

||Z||C§gq S ec13(g1, 1) = Hullzce vy + [IM(g1, 11) = M*||ch;,+al(M).

In particular, if (g1,/1) is known to be an actual solution, then (g, /) does coincide with that
solution. In fact, if (g1,/1) is chosen to be a sequence converging to an actual solution, then the
distance (in appropriate weighted spaces specified in our theorem) between this solution and the
solution (g, 1) approaches zero. It is worth mentioning also that, by construction, the solutions (g, )
in Theorem 2.7 are small perturbations of the background data (e, 0) (with e itself being sufficiently
close to the Euclidean metric), since ||g — el|,» c2avy + WAl 220 o) S €m + €. From now on, we assume

4 q
that eg, em € (0, 1) are sufficiently small, so that all of the conclusions in Theorem 2.7 hold.

Remark 2.8. A version of Theorem 2.7 (in suitably weighted Sobolev spaces) also follows by combining the
surjectivity property of the linearized Einstein map established in [16] with general implicit function arguments
in Banach spaces [1] (cf. Theorem 2.5.9 therein). On the other hand, our presentation is self-contained and
provides properties of the solutions constructed by the seed-to-solution method, and the conditions (2.6), (2.7),
and (2.8) will play an essential role in the rest of this paper.

Heuristic observations. We can motivate our conditions (2.3) as follows.

e The sub-harmonic assumption in (2.3) is imposed since from the schematic form of the Hamil-
tonian operator, namely A.g», for the perturbation g, = g — g1 one expects harmonic terms 1/r
which are not included in Theorem 2.7 (but will be studied in Theorem 2.11). Similarly, from the
schematic form of the Hamiltonian operator Div.h, for the perturbation i, = I —h;, one expects
terms in 1/72 which are not included in Theorem 2.7 (but will be studied in Theorem 2.12).

e Our second condition (p,q) < (pm,qm) in (2.3) relates the effective exponents to the matter
exponents, while the geometry exponents satisfy (pg, 9¢) < (Pm, Gm)-

e QOur third condition in (2.3) is relevant in view of the linearization of the constraints about the
data (g1, /11). Schematically, the Hamiltonian equation is a Laplace equation on g (in the metric
e, say) with right-hand side containing products of /1; and h», as well as the term (H(g1, 1) — H.)
(plus other terms with similar or higher decay). From which we argue that the conditions
p+2<4qc+qgandp+2 < py + 2 are necessary for the nonlinearities to decay at least as fast as
the principal term.

Similarly, an analysis of the linearization of the momentum constraint about the data (g1, /1)
leads us to consider the operator Div./; and source-terms that are products of /11 and dg» as
well as the term (M(g1, 1) — M.) (plus other terms with similar or higher decay), from which
we argue that the conditions g +1 < gc+p+1and g+ 1 < gy + 1 are required.

ISee the discussion around (3.15), below.

12



2.4 Solutions to Einstein constraints generated from strongly tame data

The seed-to-solution map. Under the conditions in Theorem 2.7, by choosing p = 1/2 and g = 3/2
therein we can define a map
Pty (1) = (8, 1), 2.9)

which we refer to as the seed-to-solution map associated with Einstein’s constraint equations. It is
defined on a suitable subset of C;f (M) x C;&“(M), and its image is such that ¢ — g1 € LZC%’/‘);(M) and

h—h € L2C§’/0£(M). Of course, this map also depends upon the choice of the matter terms H., M.,
which we regard as fixed data and, for instance, can be chosen to vanish identically if one is solely

interested in vacuum solutions.

Basic definitions. Our next result establishes that, under additional conditions, the prescribed seed
data behavior is “realized ” by the actual solution at (and beyond) the standard 1/r Schwarzschild
rate. This naturally requires us to assume that our seed data is a suitably “accurate” asymptotic
solution.

Definition 2.9. Under the condition in Definition 2.5, a tame seed data set (g1, h1, H., M.) is said to be
strongly tame for, respectively, the Hamiltonian operator H(g1, 1) — H. and for the momentum operators
M(g1, 1) — M. if the following decay conditions' hold, respectively:

pm=1,  qu>max(3-4c,3/2),  H(g,h)—H. e LX(M), (2.10)
gm =2, M(g1, 1) — M. € L'(M). (2.11)

We emphasize that our conditions concern the matter (or Einstein) content of the seed data and
do not restrict the behavior of the metric itself, which may have very low or very strong decay (cf. the
examples in Section 2.5).

Definition 2.10. Given any admissible exponents (pg, qc, pm, qm) associated with a strongly tame data set,
some exponents (p., q.) are called effective for strongly tame data if’

(112) < (p*' q*) < (pM' qM)r
p. <min(pc +1,9¢ +qm — 2), p. <min(2,4c), (2.12)

g. <min(pg + 2,9¢ + 1), g. < 3.
In the balanced regime (4G, qm, q+) = (pc + 1, pm + 1, p. + 1) these conditions amount to assuming

1/2 < pg, 1 < p. <min(pg + 1, pm), p. <min(2,pg + 1). (2.13)

Analysis of the seed-to-solution map. We now establish that the Einstein solution (g, /) in Theo-
rem 2.7 is asymptotically close to (g1, /1) at the harmonic rate of decay, in the sense that if the seed
data is strongly tame, then the metric g enjoys the same asymptotic behavior at infinity as the seed
metric up to the harmonic rate, with ||g — gl“cffﬂ(M) + [|h — h1||c§“(M) < em. In fact, our result is even
stronger since we also describe the harmonic term in the metric, as now stated.

IThe finite integrability of the Hamiltonian and momentum operators is relevant only for the harmonic values pp = 1
and gy = 2. Recall that throughout we write LY(M) instead of L' (M, ¢, 1), etc.
2More precisely, p. = 1 is the harmonic case while p, > 1 is the super-harmonic regime.
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Theorem 2.11 (Asymptotic behavior at the (super-)harmonic level — The metric component). Assume
the strongly tame conditions (2.10) for some seed data set (g1,h1, H., M.) on a background manifold M =
(M, ¢, 1) with decay exponents (pg, gc, Pm, qm) and Holder exponent a € (0,1), and consider the solution
(g, h) to the Einstein-matter equations given by Theorem 2.7. (For instance, the statement applies with decay
exponents satisfying (2.5) and (2.10).) Then, in suitable coordinates at infinity the metric is asymptotic to'

Q=g+ Z Xattiar* Hess,(1/7), (2.14)
1<a<n

referred to as the effective seed metric, for all (super-)harmonic exponents p. satisfying (2.12):

llg — g;l“c;;“(M) < &(g1,m, He, ML) + max )mZ(glzhl/H*) . (2.15a)
Here, & = £(g1, h1, H., M..) measures the “accuracy” of the seed data (with g/, := min(p. + 1, qum)):
& = 1381, h) = Hllcx oy + (€6 + em) VU1, 111) — M*”Cll,fil(M)’ (2.15b)
and, for each asymptotic end N,, m;, = my(g1, 1, H.) is the following average of the Hamiltonian data
* 1
= L Xo(He = 3(g1, 1)) dV,, (2.15¢)
while the mass correctors 1, satisfy the estimate
max |10 — | < e 113(g1, 1) — H.llizcg, v + €6 IM(g1, ) = Ml vy (2.15d)

In particular, as well in the harmonic case p. = 1, one has lim,_, ;o (r lg— g1l + 72 lo(g - §1)I) =0.

It is convenient to introduce now the notation V;; := (xix j+ 3r25; j) /73, which is defined in each of
the charts at infinity and can be smoothly extended to the whole of the manifold. The notation £
below stands for the Lie derivative operator.

Theorem 2.12 (Asymptotic behavior at the (super-)harmonic level — The extrinsic curvature). Under
the conditions in Theorem 2.11, assume now that the strongly tame conditions (2.10) and (2.11) hold. Then,
the extrinsic curvature h is asymptotic to

= 1
hi=h=5 Y XLy (2.16)

1<as<n
referred to as the effective seed extrinsic curvature, for all (super-)harmonic exponents p., q. satisfying
(2.12)):
I =Tl oy  F(ga, I, He, M.) + max (e ] + |P;)). (2.17a)

Here, & = 5(g1, h1, H., M) measures the “accuracy” of the seed data:
F = (ec +em) [13(g1, 1) = Hulles vy + IM(g1, 1) — M*||c;;“+1(M) (2.17b)

and, for each asymptotic end N,, the average of the momentum data P}, = P;(g1, 11, M.) is defined as
* 1
Pyi= - L Xo( M. = M(g1,11)) AV, (2.17¢)

while the momentum correctors P, satisfy the estimate

max |§a - P;| < €6 ||:}'C(81, hl) - H*”LZCg/Z(M) + € ”M(gl/ hl) - M””LZC;'/{;(M)' (217(1)

1<a<n

In particular, as well as in the harmonic case q. = 2, one has lim,_, ;. (r2 |h —ﬁl| +739(h —E)D =0.

IThe functions )y, were introduced in (2.1).
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Heuristic observations. The strongly tame decay conditions can be motivated from the schematic
expressions (for the perturbations g» = ¢ — g1 and h, = h — hy)

Ag2 = (H(g1, 1) = H.) + h+ Ty + 9g + Iga, Div(ip) = (M(g1, 1) - M.) + Il + go.

Differentiating the momentum equation, we consider the second-order formulation obtained by
replacing it by Ahy + Div(Vhy) = &(M(gl,hl) - M.+ g * 8h). If (p,q) denotes the pair of decay
exponents associated with the solution perturbation (g, /), then the study of the second-order
elliptic system above will lead us to the conditions p < min(pm,29 — 2,9¢ + 9 — 2,2p,pc + p) and
g < min(qm, p + qc,p + q). The conditions (2.10) and (2.11) arise in order to reach the harmonic decay
exponents p = 1 and g = 2, respectively. The definition of (p., 4.) in (2.12) is similarly motivated.

2.5 ADM mass, ADM momentum, and examples

Mass and momentum. Whenever the expressions below are well-defined, the ADM mass mAPM(M, ¢)

and ADM momentum PAPM(M, h) are defined as the following scalar and vector in R?, respectively,
by

ADM _ L ADM 1 j
m (M, g) = 16an+wa girmgi)Ldo, M= o [ L,

S ,j=1 S 1<j<3

(2.18)
where dw denotes the standard measure on the unit sphere R? and S, is the sphere with radius r
(in the coordinate chart given in the asymptotic end). These formulas are valid when the manifold
admits a single asymptotic end, and is easily extended to manifolds with several ends by considering
the contributions at each end, which we denote by m2PM(M, ¢) and PAPM(M, g) fora = 1,...,n. Our
asymptotic expansion provides us with some expressions of the mass and momentum of the actual
solutions.

Corollary 2.13 (Mass and momentum properties of the seed-to-solution map). The ADM mass and
ADM momentum of the Einstein solution (g, h) in Theorems 2.11 and 2.12 enjoy the following decomposition
at each end. Provided pc > 1/2 and qc > 3/2 as well as' Ry, € L'(M) (so that the mass and momentum are
finite), one has

m2PM(M, g) = m2PM(M, ¢1) + 771, PAPM(M, h) = PAPM(M, 1y) + P,

Recall also that, by the positive mass theorem [4, 30, 31], if the matter data (H., M.) satisfies the
dominant energy condition? with respect to the constructed solution (g, /), we find mAPM(M, ¢) >
[PAPM(M, h)|, which is a strict inequality unless (M, g, ) is a Cauchy initial data for the Minkowski
spacetime, i.e. (M, g) can be isometrically embedded in Minkowski spacetime with second funda-
mental form k.

e Hence, the positive mass theorem implies that

mAPMM, ) + Y g 2 |PADM(M m+ Y. P,

1<a<n 1<a<n

g (2.19a)

which is a Iower bound on the mass correctors Y. ,,, M.

1Since we already assumed 3(g1, 1) — H. € LY(M), it follows that H, € L'(M) since h; has sufficient decay.
2specifically, H. > [M.l,
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o If the matter data also satisfies the positive energy condition with respect to the seed data, then
mAPM(M, g1) > [PAPM(M, 1), or

m*PMM )~ Y i 2 [PV~ ) P

1<a<n 1<a<n

, (2.19b)

which is an upper bound on the mass correctors ), ;.

Several regimes of interest. It is interesting to consider special values of the exponents arising in
Theorems 2.7 and 2.11. For simplicity, in our examples we assume that H. and M. vanish identically.

o Seed metric with slow decay. The slowest possible decay allowed in our theorems is as follows.

— Tame data. In Theorem 2.7, for any sufficiently small 6 > 0 we can choose

(pe.q6) = (1/2,5/4),  (pm,qm) = (p,9) = (1/2+ 6,5/4 + 9). (2.20a)

Hence, Theorem 2.7 shows that a prescribed data set that decays much slower than
Schwarzschild and in fact with infinite ADM mass, generates a solution (g, &) such that
g— g1 decays slower than Schwarzschild, but slightly faster than the seed data g; if one has
0 > 0. Theorem 2.7 applies even when pg = py = p = 1/2 so that the seed data, the matter,
and the solution enjoy the same decay in this regime —however, it must be observed that
a slightly stronger norm is used to control the matter based on a weighted L? norm.

— Strongly tame data. In Theorem 2.11, for any sufficiently small 6 > 0 we can choose

(pc.q6) = (1/2,5/4),  (pmqm) = (p,9) = (1 + 06,2+ 0). (2.20b)

In this regime, the remainder g — g1 enjoys the harmonic decay at infinity when 6 > 0, and
the remainder ¢ — g7 has even super-harmonic decay when 6 > 0.

o Seed metric with fast decay. For any sufficiently small ' > 6 > 0 we can choose our exponents
to be
(pc,q6) = (1 +6,2+0), (pm, qm) = (P, q.) = (1 + 0,2+ 0"). (2.20¢)

Hence, our method allows us to generate a solution perturbation enjoying a (super-)harmonic
behavior at infinity depending whether we choose 6’ = 0 or ¢’ > 0.

A class of strongly tame seed data sets. It is not difficult to check that our collection of seed data
sets is non-empty. We take again M = R®, H, = 0, and M, = 0, and we choose any two-tensor
h1 € L2C2°(IR%) together with an arbitrary decay exponent p € (1/2,1]. For any given € € (0,1), we

. . . . 3 2
can find a Riemannian metric g; on IR® such that [|g; — 6||L2c;g(JR3) < e as well as ||Rg1||c§;G+2(R3) < e-.

For instance, we can choose the class of metrics ¢ = 2vdx'dx® + (1 + u) Y2, (dx’)?, in which the
metric coefficients u,v € C;f(]RB’) are chosen to satisfy Au = di1d,v. Namely, such functions exist
since, for instance, we can pick up an arbitrary function v € Ci’ca(]R“q’), which, therefore, satisfies
010,20 € Cgf+2(11{3), and the existence of a function u is guaranteed by Proposition 4.1, below. Moreover,
one has R, = —Ag1;i+0;jg1ij+0g1#dg1 = 2010,0—2Au+dg1+dg1 = dg1*dg1, which enjoys the desired
decay. Our theory in Theorems 2.11 and 2.12 applies to this seed data set (which has py = 2pg > 1).
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Schwarzschild metric. Consider the effect of a change of coordinates at infinity on the Hessian
term arising in the metric. Let us assume that, in some given coordinates at infinity, an Einstein
solution (g, /1) has the following expansion near infinity (for some constants 1, 1m5):

g= (1 + 2m1/r) e + myr® Hess,(1/r) + o(1/r). (2.21)

A natural question to ask is whether g is in fact asymptotic to the Schwarzschild metric itself and,
indeed, we claim that there exists an asymptotic coordinate system (x¥/) = (¥/(x)) such that

Sij = (1+2m/7) 6ij + o(1/7) (2.22)

for some mass coefficient 1 which we can determine from 1y, 1m,, as follows. Here, (72 = Y3, (¥)2 > 1
and7 = r+0(1). (We use a standard notation for functions o(1) that tend to zero at infinity.) We search
for such a coordinate transformation x — ¥ in the form x = Cx + ¢, where C = (CZ ) is a 3 X 3 matrix
and the vector-valued function ¢ = (¢/(x)) (in the weighted space Cg’“, say) is bounded at infinity. In
view of the identity g;j = gi 9ix*d,¥, (2.21) and (2.22) lead us to the condition

(1+ 2m1/7) 03 + ma = 83/ + ;%) = (CF + Aiph)(Cl + 910")(1 + 2m /7)o + 0(1 /1)
= (1+2m/r)(CCE + Crjdip" + Ciidjp") + 0(1/7).

Therefore, we must impose Ck,-C’]? = 0;; and Ck,-8j(pk + ijé?i(pk = (=2m + 2my — my)0;;/r + 3m2xix]-/r3.
In order to handle the corrector term arising in the expansion of the metric, the simplest choice is
obtained by taking Cf = 6{ and we can choose a solution to the non-homogeneous Killing equation
djpi + dipj = (=2m + 2my — m2)d;j/r + 3m2xixj/r3, for instance @(x) = ax/r with a = —(3/2)m, and
therefore m = my + mo.

3 Existence of the seed-to-solution map for general tame data sets

3.1 The linearized Einstein operator and its adjoint

Weighted Sobolev spaces. We consider first the adjoint of the linearization d§ of the Einstein
operator around a given seed data set (91,11, H., M.), and we solve a linearized version of our

Zgl,hl)'
variables consist of a scalar field 1 and a vector field Z sought in (suitably weighted) Sobolev spaces.

problem in which the unknowns are associated with the adjoint operator d§ These adjoint
The system under consideration couples together second- and first-order elliptic equations. For the
convenience of the reader, the most technical proofs in this section are postponed to Appendix A.

Recall that a background manifold M = (M, ¢, r) is fixed throughout and all of our statements
assume that €. is sufficiently small and fixed. For any real 0 > 0 we define the weighted Sobolev
space Hf (M) by completion from the set of all smooth and compactly supported functions f : M — R
with finite weighted Sobolev norm

Iy = X Y [ IR v, (31)

charts [K|<k

where Xchart is a given partition of unity compatible with the partition (2.1). The integration is
performed over our (finite) covering of M while dV, denotes the volume form of (M, e). As already
pointed out we use the same notation for tensor fields, by considering components in the prescribed
coordinate charts of (M, ¢, r).
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Linearization around a seed data set. Given any seed data (g1, /1), from (1.3) we can compute the
linearized Einstein operator dSGg, n,) @ (82,12) = dY, n)[g2, 2], together with the adjoint Einstein

operator 4G :(u,Z) — dS;, , [u,Z]. Recall that the formal adjoint in the L? sense is defined by

(§1m) * (81.m)

f(gz,hz)'dSZgl,hl)[u,Z]dVgl 1=fd9(g1,h1)[gz,h2]‘(M,Z)dvgu (3.2)
M M

where the dot notation is defined with the metric g;. The expressions were derived in [22, 23].
Namely, the linearized Hamiltonian and momentum operators read

d:}’f(gl/;ll)[gz, hz] = - Agl (Tl'g1 (gz)) + Dngl(Dnglgz) - gl(gZ; Ricgl) + h1 *hl * 9o+ h1 * hz,
AMg, n)[g2, 2] =Divg, (h2) + h1 # Vg ¢,

(3.3a)

which are second-order (scalar-valued) and first-order (vector-valued) operators, respectively. Here,
V¢, Divg,, Ay, and Ricg, denote the Levi-Civita connection, divergence operator, Laplace operator,
and Ricci curvature associated with the seed metric g1, respectively. The adjoint Hamiltonian and
momentum operators are more involved and, in a schematic form, read

dﬂ{;gl,hl)[u, Z] = - (Ag,u)g1 + Hessg, (1) — uRicg, + Iy # iy + 1+ Ve, (i + Z), .
33

1
(gl hl)[u Z] =- Engl +hy*u,

which are second-order and first-order operators, respectively. (Recall that £ stands for the Lie
derivative operator.)

Full expression of the adjoint operator. More precisely, the adjoint Hamiltonian operator at (g1, 1)
reads

dJ;

enlih Z1 = =(Ag1u)g1 + Hessg, () + (= Ricg, + (Trg, )y = 2y X Iy ) u — %Lzhl

+ %Div(Z)hl - %(z ® Divg, hii + Div, Iy ® z)b + i §1(£z281, 1) - % 1(Z, Divg,hy),
(3.4a)
where the flat symbol ” is the contravariant vs. covariant transformation of a tensor via the metric
duality based on g1, and the notation iy X Iy == hllkhik is used. On the other hand, the full expression
of the adjoint momentum operator at (g1, /1) is

ane., [u,Z] = ——ng1 + ((Trg,hu)g;" = 2h ) u. (3.4b)

(31 )

A special case of interest is obtained by taking the tensor /1; and the vector field Z to vanish identically,
and the adjoint Hamiltonian operator then reduces to the adjoint scalar curvature operator

Ly, () = do€;

1.0 [u,0] = =(Ag,u)g1 + Hessg, (1) — u Ricg, . (3.5)

We will also use the adjoint momentum operator obtained by taking the tensor /; to vanish identically,
which is essentially the Lie derivative operator

M, (2) = @y 10,71 = 2 £781 (3.6)
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Einstein operators in weighted Sobolev spaces. The scale of weighted Sobolev spaces defined in
(3.1) is now used.

Proposition 3.1. Given any tame seed data set (g1, h1, H., M.) on a background manifold M = (M, e, r) with
(admissible) decay exponents (pc, qc) and (pam, qum), the images of the linearized Einstein operator and its adjoint
are such that, for any effective exponents (p, q) in the sense of (2.3), the operators dSg, n,) : H;(M) XH;(M) -

L; (M) x L; (M) and 57, H%_p(M) X H%_q(M) - Lé_p(M) X Lé_q(M) are bounded operators.

Proof. We treat first the linearized Hamiltonian operator d3}, x,)[g2,h2] and consider each term
arising in (3.3a). Denoting by l"i.‘j(gl) the Christoffel symbols in the chart prescribed in any of the
asymptotic ends, since (g1, 11) is tame and (g2, ) € Hg(M) X H;(M) we obtain l"i.‘j(gl) ~ r~Pe=1 and,
with some obvious notation,

Ag (Trg1 (gz)) ~ P2 g ppemloTl <2, Divy, (Divglgz) S R e e P S A

gl(gz, Ricgl) =~y PPe2 < P2 hyshy* g+ hy #hy = 729677 4 y79670 < y P72,

(The notation ~ is used here between functions enjoying a decay of the same order at infinity, and we
write < when the left-hand decays at least as fast as the right-hand side.) For the latter condition, we
require that p + 2 — gc < g < p + qg, as stated in our definition. On the other hand, for the linearized
momentum operator dMg, i,)[g2, 2] in (3.3a), we obtain Divg, (hy) < v and hy = Vg go < r77%
Finally, dealing with the adjoint (Hamiltonian and momentum) operators is similar. o

Technical estimates. We state here standard inequalities in weighted functional spaces and, specif-
ically, the statements given in the following two lemmas go back to the works [16] and [6]; for the
convenience of the reader, their proofs is also provided in Appendix A. By definition, in the Euclidean
space IR?, our radius function r = r(x) is bounded below by a positive constant and coincides with
the usual distance function |x| outside a fixed ball.

Lemma 3.2. For any exponent a > 0 and any function w : R*> — R tending to zero at infinity, one has
lwllizrey S IVWlliz gs), as well as |[wllpzgs) < ||Hessgm(w)|| with implied constants depending upon

L§+2(IR3),
a only.

On the other hand, let us consider the Killing operator in the Euclidean space IR®. Recall that
the Killing operator D is defined on any Riemannian manifold (M, g) by D(Y)(Z, W) = g(VzY, W) +
3(VwY, Z), where V denotes the Levi-Civita connection associated with the metric under considera-
tion.

Lemma 3.3. Given any exponent q € (—co,2), the inequality ||Z||H; R S ||D(Z)||L§ (w3 holds for any vector
-q 3-q
field Z defined on R® and tending to zero at infinity, in which the implied constant depends upon q only.

An invertibility property. Relying on weighted functional inequalities, we are in position to es-
tablish a fundamental property of the linearization. Observe that our functional setup (namely the
choice of weights) here rules out the kernel of the adjoint operators.

Proposition 3.4 (Invertibility on its image for the adjoint Einstein operator). Consider any tame seed
data set (g1, h1, H., M.) on a background manifold M = (M, e, r) with decay exponents (pg, 4, Pm, gm)- Then
for any effective exponents (p, q) and for all u € Hf_p(M) and Z € H)_ q(M), one has (with implied constant
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depending upon the decay and reqularity exponents)

*

“u”Hip(M) S de{zgl,hl)[”’ Z]”Lg_p(M) téc ”dM(gl/}ll)[u’ Z]HLg_q(M)'

||Z||H;7q(M) S €c ”d}le,hn[”' Z]HLg_p(M) + ||szgl/hl)[u, Z]HLé_q(M).

We recall that, throughout, the coefficients! €. and e are sufficiently small. If one is not interested
in the dependency of the constant in €, one can rewrite the estimate in Proposition 3.4 in the (slightly
less precise) form ||(u, Z)||H%_p(M)XH;7q(M) < HdSEglrhl)[u, Z]H 12 iy’ It is convenient to decompose
the proof into several steps, and Proposition 3.4 follows immediately once we establish the following
two technical lemmas. The second lemma below follows from a standard perturbation and its proof
is postponed to Appendix A.

Lemma 3.5 (Adjoint Einstein operator for the background metric). 1. Given any p € (oo, 1), one has
wllk2. ey S MLe(@)ll2_ e, forallw € Hf_p(M, e, 1), in which the implied constant may depend upon p
(Mg, (M,
(as well as (M, e, 1)).
2. Given any q € (—o0,2), for the operator in (3.6) one has ||W||H; Mer) S IMEW)llz_ e, for all
(M, 3, Mg,
We H;_q(M, e, 1), in which the implied constant may depend upon q (as well as (M, e, 1)).

Lemma 3.6 (Adjoint Einstein operator close to the background metric). Under the assumptions of
Proposition 3.4, one has

43¢, [, Z1 = A3, [, Z]”L%-,m S €6l Dllee e owys

”dMZgl,hI)[”' Z] = dM, o) [u, Z]HLg_q(M) s ecli(u, Z)”Hip(M)xH%fq(M)‘

Proof of Lemma 3.5. 1. Hamiltonian operator. 1a. We establish first the following Poincaré-type
inequality on the background manifold (M, ¢, r):

||w||H§_p(M,e,r) < ”azwuL;p(M,e,r)‘ (3.7a)
Proceeding by contradiction, if (3.7a) does not hold, we can find a sequence w" : M — R such that
n — ; 2,1 —
||w ||H%7p(M,E,r) - 1/ n1—1>I-lI—loo ”a w ||L§_p(M,e,r) =0. (37b)

Passing to a subsequence if necessary, we can assume that w" converges weakly to a limit w €
H%_p(M, e,r). Since w,dw enjoy integrability conditions at infinity, we deduce from (3.7b) that the
limit w = 0. Moreover, by the Sobolev theorem, w" converges strongly to 0 in H'(M, e), hence in
H*(M, ¢) by (3.7b). (Recall here that the embedding H3 < H}, is compact provided 6 > 6’; see, for
instance, [8, Lemma 2.1].)

Now we let £ : M — [0, 1] be a cut-off function such that £ is identically 1 outside some ball of
sufficiently large radius, chosen so that its support is included in the union of the asymptotic ends
which we have denoted by N1, Ny, ..., N,. On one hand, since w" converges to 0 in H*(M, e), we see
that (1 — &)w" converges to 0 in H%_p(M, e, 7). In combination with the property |[w"|] H (M) = 1, we
get im0 [|E0W"| H2 Men) = 1. On the other hand, since 9*w" converges to 0 in Lg_p(M, e, 1) and since

w" converges to 0 in H2(M, ¢), we see that d*(Ew") converges to 0 in Lg_p(M, e,1). Therefore, since

IThe parameter €. plays a minor role and, for instance, can be taken to vanish when the background can be chosen to be
IR3. On the other hand, ¢ arises when we compare the seed metric to the background metric.
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Iim; 40 ||£w”||Hip(M,e,7) = 1 it follows that lim,_ ||82(£w”)||Lg_p(M,e/,) / “‘Ewn“Hip(M,e,r) = 0. However,
the function £&w" may be regarded (for each end) to be defined on IR?, so this then contradicts the
statement in Lemma 3.2. Hence (3.7a) holds as claimed.
1b. Next, by our definition of €. we have ||Ric(e)fj8kw||L§ Mer) S e*llawlng (M, and, provided e.
Mg, Mg,
is sufficiently small, from (3.7a) we deduce that

||ZU| |Hip(M’e’V) S ”HeSSgH)l |L§_p(M,€,‘f) . (37C)

In each asymptotic end and by denoting by ¢ the Euclidean metric in the coordinate chart at infinity,
with the notation (3.5) we can write Hess,w = L,w — %Tr (Liw)e +w=d%exe + *w+(e—0). Provided e, is
sufficiently small, we obtain ||[Hess,w|| 12, (Me) < |ILwl| 12 (Mery which together with (3.7c) completes
the argument for the first item of the lemma.

2. Momentum operator. We work in the coordinate charts chosen on (M, e, r) and to any
vector field W we associate the Killing operator D(W), which for instance for the Euclidian metric
in Cartesian coordinates reads (D(W));j = (W' + d;W/)dx' ® dx/ with W = Widx'. Thanks to
Lemma 3.3 and an analysis similar to the derivation of (3.7a) above, we can check that [|W]| HL_ (M) <

||D(W)||L§ M, for all W e H;_q(M, e, 7). On the other hand, by the definition of the Lie derivative
M,
we have (again in the coordinate charts under consideration)

(Lwe — D(W));; = dkeijW* + (exj — 0k))diWE + (exi — k)W,

so provided e, is sufficiently small, we obtain ||W]| HL (Me) < 1 Swell 12, (Men) O

3.2 Variational framework for the linearized Einstein operator

Following Corvino and Schoen [16] and Carlotto and Schoen [6], given any (f, V) € L; o X L; (M)

we consider the real-valued functional
Vg £y Hi_, (M) X Hy_ (M) 3 (1, Z) = Jig, i £, Z) € R (3.82)

defined by

1 . 2 A 1 . 2 4
Jigim, ) (1, Z) = fM (§ A3, 1t ZI 772 4 2 AN [, ZI P72 = fu = 1(V, 2)) AV, (3.8b)

The Euler-Lagrange equation for a minimizer (u, Z) of the functional J, », r,v) reads

dg(gl,hl)) (g2, h] = (£, V), &2 = 73_2pdj'qgl/;ll)[u/ 7], hy = r3_2quZg1,hl)[”' Z]. (3.9)

Theorem 3.7 (Existence theory for the adjoint version of the Einstein constraints). Consider a tame
seed data set (g1, 11, H., M) on a background manifold M = (M, e, r) with decay exponents (pc, 4G, Pm, Gum)-
Then for any effective exponents (p, q) in the sense (2.3) and for any (f, V) € L; (M) x L; 1(M), there exists
a unique minimizer (u, Z) € Hf_p(M) X H;_q(M) of the adjoint Einstein functional J(g, n, r,v) satisfying (3.9).

Proof. For simplicity in the proof! we suppress the explicit dependence in €c. From the definition of
J(g1,m,f,v) and for some constants C;, C; > 0 we have

. 2
Yeum (it 2) = Ca[laig 0, 21 gy o = Co N0Vl iz, anllt Dl s o

I The assumption (p,q) < (pum, qum) is not used in this proof.
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and therefore, with Proposition 3.4,
Jigim (W, Z) 2 Cyll(u, Z)”?ﬁ,pr;_q(M) = G2l V2 erz ot D)l ez owy-

Therefore, the functional J(g, 1, f,v) is coercive. It is a standard matter to show that it is lower semi-
continuous in the spaces under consideration, and we conclude that J, 1, fv) admits at least one
minimizer.

Moreover, if both (11, Z1) and (u3, Z;) are minimizers, then we find

] ((ul/zl) + (i, Zz))
(81,11,£,V) 2
J(g1 hlfV(ulrzl)"' J(g1 i, fv) U2, Z2) = ||d9(g1 pltiz —u1, 2o = Z4] HHz MXHL, (V)"

Therefore, we obtain d9 [uz w1, Zr—21] = 0, whichimplies 1 = u, and Z; = Z, by Proposition 3.4.
[m]

3.3 Uniform ellipticity of the adjoint Einstein operator

Holder regularity for elliptic systems. We continue our study of the linearized equations and we
now investigate the weighted Holder regularity of our solutions. We begin by recalling a general
theory in the Euclidean space, or rather in a bounded domain ' ¢ IR3, as specified below. We present
the setting in three-dimensions, since this is our application of interest. We consider first a system of
N linear partial differential equations in R® of the general form

N
Li(, d)w = Z Lj(,dwi=fi, i=1,2,...,N, (3.10a)

j=1

where the operator L;; = L;j(x, d) are polynomials of the partial derivatives d = (d1,d2,d3). Assume
that there exist 2N integers, denoted by sy, ...,sy and ty, ..., ty, such that for all relevant x

Lij(x, d) has order less or equal than s; + ¢;. (3.10b)

We denote Llfj the sum of those terms in L;; that have exactly the order s; +t;, and, for & € R3, we refer
to

P(x, &) := det(L};(x, &) (3.10¢)

1<i j<N

as the characteristic polynomial associated with the operator (3.10a).
We consider the above operator in a bounded domain I' ¢ R?® with sufficiently regular boundary,

and letd : T — R be the distance function from the boundary JI'. For any integer k > 0 and reals

0 > 0and a € [0,1), we consider the weighted Holder norm

k
llcte Zsupd(x)9+’|alw(x)|+supd(x)9+k+“[ak lo, (3.11)

i—0 el xel’

and we denote by C;"“ (I', d) the Banach space determined by completion (with respect to the above
norm) of the set of all smooth functions on R® restricted to I.
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S,+tj
IpI=0
summation is over all multi-indices ordered by their length |§|. The following conditions are assumed

for some a € (0,1) and K > 0 and for all indicesi,j=1,...,N:

Ellipticity conditions. We decompose the operator in the form L;j(x,d) = Y./, | aijp d#, where the

(1) The coefficients a;; belong to C::'_“t/_ +|ﬁ|(1“, d) with max; ;g ”aij'ﬁ||C:thl+w(rfd) <Kk

(2) The right-hand sides f; in (3.10a) belong to the space C_7}(T, d) with ¢ := max; t;.

i+t

(3) Withm := Y (s + tk),/ ;che characteristic polynomial satisfies the uniform positivity condition
m
P(x,&) > K (L1, &2) forx T, € RN

We now recall Douglis—Nirenberg’s elliptic theory [19, Theorem 1].

Theorem 3.8 (Interior Holder regularity). Consider a solution w : T — RN to the system (3.10a) under
the ellipticity conditions (stated above) such that, for any j = 1,...,N, the component w; € Cg’g)(l", d) admits

Holder continuous derivatives up to order t;. Then one has the higher reqularity w; € Ci’_ [:_(1", d) and, moreover,
]
Y Mol gy s Y (il e + 1l ) (3.13)
1<j<N I 1<j<N /
where the implied constant may depend upon K,N, a,s1,...,5n,t1, ..., IN.

Recall that a seed data set (g1, h11, H., M.) with exponents (pc, 4c, pm, qm) is prescribed together with
effective exponents (p, 9). Thanks to Theorem 3.7, for any (f, V) € L2 M) Ls (M) we can associate a
unique minimizer of the functional J g, 1, f,v). This minimizer is denoted by (1, Z) € H %_p(M) xH;_q(M)
and enjoys the direct equations

—Ag (Trg,(g2)) + Divy, (Divg, (82)) — g1(g2, Ricg,) + hy* hy + go + hi+hy = f,  Divg (o) + 1 * Vg, 80 =V,

(3.14)
and the adjoint equations
1
—(Agl u)g1 + Hessg, (1) — uRicy, + hyxhyxu+ Vg (h1 +Z) = r‘3+2pgz, —Eﬁzgl + hy o+ u =32,
(3.15)

Taking the trace of the first equation in (3.15) and the divergence of the second equation in (3.15) into
account, we obtain

-1
—Agu=(Trg (1) = 1) (uRg, = Trg, (hr + by % 1) = Teg, (Vy, (11 + 2)) + 17T, (32)),
—%Divgl (£281) = > 1Divg, (h2) + ha - Vi, (r>*21) = Divg, (1 ).

In combination with (3.14), we arrive at the following fourth order equation for the dual Hamiltonian

variable u:
~Agi(Agit) = Ag ((Trg (1) = 17 (uRg, = Trg, (i * by 1) = Trg, (Vi (1 + 2))))
T 1 — — -
rri_(jz’Agl(mgl )= D7)+ 251 (V(Tran () - 7V T (@)

+2(Trg, (31) = 1) 7' 1(V(Trg, (82)), V™) + (Trg, (81) — 1) T, (g2) Ag,
+ (Trg, (81) — 1)_1(f — Divy, (Dng1 (82)) +8(g2, Ric) —hy *hy * go + hy = h2)72p_3,
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together with the following second-order system of equations for the dual momentum variable Z:

—%Divgl (£281) = 1>V =y + Vg, 2) + 1.V, (r721) = Div, (g * ). (3.16b)

1

In terms of the weighted unknowns' % := r 71 and Z := r™1Z, this system may be rewritten as

Mo+ Y, al e Ape( Y, §'9Z) = (Teg (g0 1) 7,

0<|pI<3 0<IpI<3 (3 17a)
; (1) gB77) = —np1-3 '
Dlvg1 Zg1 Z C QﬁZ+B ( Z Cy aﬁu) = =211V,
0<IBl<1 0<IpI<3
in which the coefficients satisfy the following bounds within the manifold (M, g1)
Wlsect™,  1Plse, 1Al s ecr,
(3.17b)
|a )| < ecrf3, |c )| < ecrf=2, B, < ecr”.

From [6] we recall the following ellipticity property of Einstein’s constraint equations in the sense of
Douglis and Nirenberg. Within each asymptotic end of the manifold (M, g1) in the coordinate chart at
infinity: provided the coefficients €., €; are sufficiently small and by choosing the order parameters
s1=0,5=s3 =54 =—1,1 =4, and f, = t3 = t; = 3, the system (3.17a) in local coordinates takes the
form (3.10a) and is elliptic in the sense of Douglis and Nirenberg.

3.4 Lebesgue-Holder regularity theory for the linearized Einstein constraints

Recall that
g2 =1, 2], o =r7AN [0, 2], (3.18a)
satisfy
AGg,, )82, h2] = (f, V) = 0. (3.18b)

We can now estimate (g, /1) in suitably weighted Lebesgue and Holder norms. Recall once more
that e, and e¢ are assumed to be sufficiently small. We point out that the condition (p, 9) < (pm, gm)
is actually not needed for the following two properties to hold. The proofs are postponed to
Appendix A.

Proposition 3.9 (Weighted Lebesgue regularity for the linearized Einstein operator). Consider any tame
seed data set (g1, h1, H., M) on a background manifold M = (M, e, r) with decay exponents (pc, qc, Pm, gm),
and Holder exponent o € (0,1). Then for any effective exponents (p, q), the solution (g2, h) to the linearized
Einstein constraints (3.18) satisfies

||82||L§(M) < ||f||L§+2(M) +€c ||V||L§+1(M)r ||h2||L§(M) S €G ||f||L§+2(M) + ||V||L§+1(M)-

Proposition 3.10 (Weighted Holder regularity for the linearized Einstein operator). Consider any tame
seed data set (g1, h1, H., M) on a background manifold M = (M, e, r) with decay exponents (pc, qc, Pm, gm),
and Holder exponent o € (0,1). Then for any effective exponents (p, q), the solution (g2, h) to the linearized
equations (3.18) satisfies

“gZ”Cﬁrﬂ(M) < “f”LchfZ(M) t+€c “V“chxl(M)/ “hZ“Cgr“(M) < €6 “f”LchfZ(M) + “V“chxl(M)'

1Observe that different exponents are used for the components u and Z.
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3.5 A Lipschitz continuity property for the Einstein constraints

The calculations in this section are parallel to those in [6] but in a different setup. Let us summarize
our conclusion so far with a slightly different notation. Thanks to Theorem 3.7, for each (f;, V) €
chgf‘z(M) X LZC';f‘l(M) there exists a unique minimizer of the adjoint Einstein functional J 5, v,), that
is, (u2,2Z,) € Hf_p(M) X H;_q(M). By setting ¢, = r3‘2pdﬂ{zgl,hl)[u, Z],and hy = r3‘2'7d3\/[zgl,hl)[u, 7], it
follows that d9(g1,;11)[g2, o] = (f2, V2) = 0.

As established in the previous section, given any (f,, V) € chgfz(M) X LzClllfl(M), from Proposi-

tions 3.9 and 3.10 we deduce that (g2, 1) € LZC;’“(M) X L2C§'“(M) and, in fact,

”(gZ/ hz)“LZCﬁ’“(M)XLZC;’“(M) < ”(fZ, Vz)“chgixz(M)XLzC;fl(M).

Therefore, it allows us to define a bounded linear map which we find convenient to denote' by
@)y

CE)E L2C2'+2(M) X LZC;fl(M) > (f2, V2) = ([@S) g 1) (f2, V2) 1= (82, h2) € PG (M) X L2CH* (M),

For the nonlinear problem to be considered now, the main unknown is (g, /;) and the argument
takes place in the Lebesgue-Holder spaces defined in Section 2.

With the notation § = g1 + g2 and 1t = hy + hy, we define the “quadratic part” of the Einstein
operator to be

gy, m)[82,h2] = (Qf}f(gl,hl)[gz,hz], Mg, )82, hz])

(3.19)
= (j{(g/ h) - :H:(glr hl) - dj{(gl,hl)[gb hZ]I M(g/ h) - M(gll hl) - dM(gl,hl)[gZI hZ])

The following proposition shows that the nonlinearities of Einstein’s constraint equations can be
controlled at the level of decay and regularity of interest. The proof follows from similar arguments
as in [6] and, therefore, is omitted.

Proposition 3.11 (Lipschitz continuity for the Einstein operator in weighted Lebesgue-Holder spaces).
Consider any tame seed data set (g1, h1, H., M.) on a background manifold M = (M, e, r) with decay exponents
(PG, 96, pm, qm), and Holder exponent o € (0, 1). Then for any effective exponents (p, q) and for any A > 0, there

exists a sufficiently small real ro > 0 such that for all f>, V>, f3, V3 satisfying ||(f2, V2)ll;2c0e ™M <o,
p+2

)xLZC}Ifl(M)
ﬂnd ||(f3/ V3)||L2C2fz(M)XL2C;f1(M) S 7’0, WZth (82/ hz) = (dg)g‘;l,hl)(fé’ VZ) and (83/ h3) = (dg)ggi,/ﬁ)(f?” V3) one
has

Qg1 1) (82, h2] = Qegr )83 h3]”L2C2f2(M)XL2C§fl(M) < AI(82 12) = (83, Ba)llp2c2e vz -

3.6 Existence of the seed-to-solution map (Theorem 2.7)

Given a seed data set (g1, /11), the requirement that (g, 1) = (31 + g2, /1 + h2) is a solution to Einstein’s
constraint equations is equivalent to saying that

dSg,,m) 82, h2l + Qg 1)§2, h2] = (H., M) — G(g1, h1). (3.20)

In order to apply what we have established so far, we must ensure that (g», #2) remains within the

range of the mapping (dS)qul/hl), that is, (g2, h2) € (d9)§;11,h1)(L2C2f2(M) X ch};fl(M))' In view of the

IStrictly speaking, this map also depends upon (H., M.).
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Lipschitz continuity property enjoyed by the quadratic part which was derived in Proposition 3.11,

the left-hand-side of (3.20) should also be guaranteed to belong to LZCSfZ(M) X LZC;fl(M). This leads

us to the condition (H., M.) — 9(g1, 1) € LZCsz(M) X LZC;fl(M), which, as stated in (2.3), requires us

to assume the condition (p, q) < (pm, qm) on the decay exponents for the matter.

Theorem 3.12 (Existence of the seed-to-solution map for the Einstein constraints). Consider any tame
seed data set (g1, 1, H., M.) on a background manifold M = (M, e, r) with decay exponents (pc, 4G, Pm, Gm),
and Holder exponent o € (0,1). Then for any effective exponents (p,q), there exists a pair (g2,h2) €
— 0,0 1,a
(d9) (gll,hl)(LZCerz(M) x L2C)1 (M)) such that
dS g m)[82, Mol + Q(gy 1) [82, h2] = (H., M) — 5(g1, ). (3.21)
Moreover, the solution (g, h) = (g1 + g2, h1 + hy) satisfies (2.6) and such a solution is unique.

Proof. 1. Letting g3 =0, h3 =0 and f3 = 0, V3 = 0, we inductively construct a sequence (f;, V;) and a
sequence (g;, ;) as follows for all i > 4:

(fi, Vi) == =i m[&i-1, hica] + (He, ML) — (g1, 1), (gi hi) = (d9)&11,h1)(ﬁ, Vi).

Let A > 0 be sufficiently small and rg > 0 be as in Proposition 3.11. We first prove by induction that
lI(fi, Vi)IIchgfzxch;ﬁ < 1o. (3.22)

In fact, assume that [|(f;, Vi)IIchgixzxLZC;ixl <1 fori=3,...,k Thanks to Proposition 3.11 and the fact
that the operator (dg)iqll,hl) is bounded (with respect to the specified spaces), we have

(et Vi) = (e Villiacos, wracre, = 1961 (81 k] = Qegany) (861, k-l o wracie

< (g 1) = (@t Dl zczmegzcee S Ao VO = (iot, Vied o

Therefore, provided A is sufficiently small we have

”(fk+1r Vk+1) - (fk/ Vk)”LZCW x[2C < 2_k ||(f4r V4) - (f3/ VS)”LZCW x[2Ch = 2_k “(H*/ M*) - 9(81/ hl)”LZCUﬂ x[2CY 7
p+2 q+1 pt+2 g+1 p+2 q+1

hence
(fer1, Vier) — (He, Mi) + G(81, hl)”LZCgfzxch;fl

k
< Zf 27(H., M) = (81, Bz gz, < 21 M.) =S80, )l acoagacra.
i=
It follows that [|(fi+1, Vk“)'leCgszLzC;fl < 3||(H., M.) = 9(g1, hl)”LchfzxLZc;fl < 3eum, and, therefore, pro-
vided that ey < 79/3, we obtain [|(fi+1, Vk+1)||L2C0,a2XL2Cl,a < rp and (3.22) holds, as claimed.
p+ q+1

2. Next, we observe that for all integers m,n > 0
||(fm+n/ Vm+n) - (fn/ V")”chgszLZC;fl < 2_n||(fm/ Vm)”chgfzxLzCll]fl < 2—71;,0.

This means that the sequence (f;, Vi), hence (gi, /;), is Cauchy. As a consequence, {(g;, 1)} converges
in LZC%“ X L2C§’“ to a limit which we denote by (g2, k) and satisfies the equation dSg, 1,)[g2, h2] +
Qg mlg2,h2] = (H., M.) — G(g1,h1). Moreover, each pair (g; h;) is of the form d9’(‘glrhl)[ui,Zi] =
(r3*2 g;, r3"21];) for some minimizer (u;, Z;) € H%_p X H%_q. We deduce from Proposition 3.4 that
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the sequence (u;, Z;) is also Cauchy, hence (u;, Z;) converges in H%_p X H%_q to the minimizer (uy, Z5)
which satisfies

(7 g, 1) = dGy  [ua, Zo), (12, Z2) € HY_, (M) X Hy_, (M).

This means that (g2, 12) = (d9);}, (A9(c, 82 H2):
3. Finally, let (g2, h2) and (g5, 1}) be such solutions. It follows by (3.21) that

dSg, )82 = 85,12 = 151 + Qg n)[82, 2] = Qg 1) (85,151 = 0. (3.23)

On one hand, since S is a bounded linear map we have
(g2, h2) — (85, hé)Hchg,axLngn < 114G n) 82 — 85 12 — hé]HLngfzxch;fl- (3.24)

On the other hand, the Einstein solutions, say (g,h) = (g1 + &2,h1 + h2), (¢, 1) = (g1 + h), 1 + 1Y),
satisfy (2.6), and dS, u,)[82, h2] and dS, 185, 5] are sufficiently small in chgfz(M) X LZC;fl(M).
Therefore, thanks to Proposition 3.11 we obtain

1900l 2] = Qg ol g Hillscon i, < A2, ) = (83 W)z
for some sufficiently small A > 0. Combining with (3.23)-(3.24), we get

”(gZ/ hZ) - (g/ZI hlz)Hchirﬂxchgﬂ < /\”(ng hz) - (gé’ h;)”LZC;’“XLZCia’

which implies (g2, h2) = (g5, 1) as long as A is small. The proof is completed. |

4 Asymptotic properties for the linearized Einstein constraints

4.1 Weighted Holder regularity

The previous section has provided us with a large class of solutions to Einstein’s constraint equations.
Our next objective is to analyze their asymptotic properties and, in the present section, we begin
with the linearized version of the Einstein constraints and their dual version. We consider first the
adjoint Hamiltonian equation linearized around the Euclidean metric o, that is, di]-%/o)[u, 0], which is
essentially the Hessian operator. We are interested in regularity and asymptotic decay properties at
the sub/super-harmonic levels. For the convenience of the reader, the most technical proofs in this
section are postponed to Appendix B.

The reader is referred to Bartnik [3] and Choquet-Bruhat and Christodoulou [8] for standard
material. For instance, recall the following continuous embedding property for weighted Sobolev
and Holder spaces: Clg)‘i‘re(]R3) c Wlém (R3) c C];’“(IR3), valid forall @ >0, m > 1,1 -k —a > n/m, and
€ € (0,1). In particular, a function f € qu(lR3) with I > 3/g enjoys the pointwise decay f = O(r™%)
when r — +00. The following statement is standard.

eye . .. oy . . k2,0 ko
Proposition 4.1 (Weighted Holder elliptic regularity. I). The Laplace operator A : C**(R?) — Cy,(IR%)
is an isomorphism for all 6 € (0,1) and a € (0,1) and k > 0.

More generally, using for instance Douglis—Nirenberg’s regularity theory [19] we have the fol-
lowing decay property.
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Proposition 4.2 (Weighted Holder elliptic regularity. II). Letk > 0,0 > 0, and a € (0,1). Ifw € C3(IR%)
and —Aw + fw € C’gffz(lR3)f0r some f € C’;“(]R3), thenw € C’;+2’“(1[{3) and ||wncl(<)+2,a(]R3) S Mlewllco goy + AW =
Sleg, oy

Proof. Applying Theorem 3.8 with t = k+ 2 and s = —k and d(x) = r(x)/3, we find

Y A 10w + A P 2wl p, 00

0<i<k+2
< sup @)+ Y| sup d@)* (0 (Aw — fw) + A AW = f0)la sy,
Baax)/4(x) 0<i<k Bad(x)4(x)
and the desired conclusion follows from the definitions. O

Recall that, in view of our notation in Remark 2.2, the function r in IR? does coincide with the
standard Euclidean distance from the origin —except in the unit ball centered at the origin— while
r is bounded below by a positive constant (actually, r > e~1/2).

Proposition 4.3 (Weighted Holder elliptic regularity. III). 1. Given k > 0, @ € (0,1), and 6 € (0, 2), and
for any function w one has

||W||Ck+2a(]R3 S|Aw -2 wllcka (R (4.1)
(which is relevant only when the right-hand side is finite). In particular, ||r‘2wllcg++zz,a(R3) is then finite.
2. Given a € (0,1) and 0 € [1, +00), for any function w one has
2l ey < 1A = 2720l con oy + 1AW = 27 0]y, (42)

provided the right-hand side is finite.

Proof. 1. It is sufficient to check that ||w||cg ®) S llAw - 2”_2w||cg+2(1123)- From the definitions, we have

—6- - 2 —6- -
—r AW = 2 lley ey < —Aw + S0 < HIAw = 2wl o (4.3)
Next, we will control w(1) as follows. Thanks to Kato inequality Alw| > sgn(w)Aw, we find
—Alw| < sgn(w)(-Aw + 2r2w) — 2r 2|w| < |Aw — 2r~%w].

Let v be the (unique) solution (chosen to tend to zero at infinity) to the Poisson problem —Av = E
with a source term E = |Aw — 2r 2w| (see (4.4) below). By the maximum principle |w| < v and, on
the other hand, it follows from Proposition 4.1 that ||U||C2a ) < [ Aw — 2r- wIICg s (RY) in which
€ € (0,1) is introduced to guarantee that min(6,1 — €) < 1. In particular, we obtain |w(1)| <v(1) g
[|Aw —2r~ wllcg,:z(]Rg). Combining this with (4.3), we see that there exists a constant K > 0 independent
of w such that forall r > 1

_ _ 2 _ _
- A(w - Kr 9| Aw - 2r 2w||c3+2(R3)) *3 (w — Kr 9| Aw - 2r ZwIICg+2(R3)) <0,
— Aw + Kr~||Aw - 2r_2w||cg+2(]R3)) + r—z(w + Kr 9 Aw — 2r‘2wllcg+2(]R3)) >0,

and |w(1)| < K||Aw - 2r‘2wllcg @) By the maximum principle we deduce that [w| < r 9 Aw —
Zr‘zwllcg L(r3) and, thanks to Proposition 4.2, the inequality (4.1) follows.
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2. In order to derive (4.2), we use again Kato inequality Alw| — sgn(w)(Aw — 2r2w) > 2r 2[w|,
which we integrate on an arbitrary ball Bg:

f 2w dx < f Alwldy + | 1Aw =21 2w]dy < f o) %[ dwo+ [ 16w 212wl dy.
BR BR BR BBR R BR

In view of (4.1), by writing [[r?wllpgsy $ lAw — 2772w 00 ®) T 1AW — 212wl ey, the proof is
0+2
completed. o

4.2 Harmonic and super-harmonic decay

Given a source function E € L'(R3) N LP(IR®) with p > 3/2, we consider the (continuous) solution
w : R* - R to the Poisson problem
-Aw=E inR? lim w(x) =0. (4.4)
x| =400
The proofs of the following statements are postponed to Appendix B. The second proposition con-
siders solutions with faster decay and therein it is convenient to specify the value of sgn(0) = 0 of the
standard sign function.

Proposition 4.4 (Solutions with harmonic decay). Given a € (0,1) and any function E € L}(R®) N
Cg’“(]I{3), the solution w to the problem (4.4) belongs to Cf’“(]R?’) and, moreover, satisfies

lim |x]w(x) = if Edy =: c(E), lim |x|Vw(x)| = |c(E). (4.5)
|x|—+00 4r R3 |x|—+o0

Proposition 4.5 (Solutions with super-harmonic decay). Given an integer k > 0, a Holder exponent
a € (0,1), and a decay exponent O € [1,2), as well as a source function E € L(IR®) N C’é’fr‘z(lRS’) with vanishing
integral j];@ Edy =0, the solution w : R* — R to the Poisson problem (4.4) decays at a super-harmonic rate,
in the sense that

ol ey S WEll g (4.6)
Furthermore, provided
lim 9+ 9'E =0, i=0,1,...,k (4.7a)
r=|x|—+oc0
one also has
lim r%fo'w =0, i=0,1,...,k+2. (4.7b)

r=lx|—+0c0
Instead of the standard distance |x| from the origin, we now make use of our definition of the
function r = r(x) for the Euclidean case (cf. Remark 2.2), and we observe that » and |x| coincide in
the exterior of the unit ball. So the term A(1/r) (arising in the definition of ¢;(E) below) vanishes
identically in the exterior of this ball. The following statement is relevant provided E has sufficiently
fast decay at infinity, so that the norm in the right-hand side of (4.8b) (below) is finite.

Corollary 4.6. Givenanintegerk > 0,0 > 1,and a € (0, 1), let w be the solution to the Poisson problem (4.4)
with E € LY(R%) N C’giz(]R3), and assume that (1 — sgn(2 — 0)) r E € LY(R%). With ¢(E) = (1/(4m)) ﬁv Edx,
one has
Er = —A(w — o(E)/r) € L'(R%) N C52,(RY), f E1dx =0,
]RS

(4.8a)
(1-sgn(2 - 0))rE; € LY(R%).
Consequently, from Proposition 4.5 with p = min(0, 2) it follows that
llw — C(E)/V||C;+2,a(]Rs) < ”ElHC’;j'z(]RS) +I(1 = sgn(2 = 6)) r Eallpa rs).- (4.8b)
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4.3 The adjoint momentum operator

We now study the divergence of the adjoint momentum equation linearized around the Euclidean
metric, that is, we focus our attention on the following operator defined over all vector fields in IR®:

B(W) := DivsdM;, [0, W], (4.9)

Given any vector field E = (E') : R* - R3, we thus consider the following linear second-order elliptic
problem on R®:
(BW))' = —AW' = 9,(0;W/) = E, i=1,2,3,
lim W(x)=0.

\x|—>+oo

(4.10)

Before we can investigate the asymptotic behavior of solutions to (4.10), let us first compute the
fundamental solution associated with our operator.

Lemma 4.7. The matrix-valued field M(x,y) = (Myj(x, ¥))1<i j<3 defined in {(x, y) € R®XR? x # y} by

M;i(x, y) = 16ﬂ|1x—y|((Xi_gc’1(;\é_yj) n 36ij) satisfies
“AM( ) = Y Ml y) = 8,0,y eR® (411)
k=1,2,3

in the sense of distributions on R3, where 6, is the Dirac measure at the point y € R® (also written below as
O(x — y)) and 6;j denotes the Kronecker symbol.

Proposition 4.8. Consider any E = (E', E2,E%) € L} (R®) such that the function y — M;j(x, y) E/(y) a is
integrable (for i, j = 1,2,3 and almost every x). Then the vector field W = (W', W2, W?) defined by

Wi(x) = f M;i(x, y)El(y)dy, x€R (4.12a)
R3
belongs to L; (IR®) and solves the linearized momentum equation in the sense of distributions, i.e.
B(W) =E. (4.12b)

Proof. We have |[Wi(x)| < fRS IMV;(x, Y| [E/(y)| dy < & f]RS ﬁlEf(y)ldy, and for any ball Br(xp) € R,
using Fubini’s theorem we find

< 1 1 4
IW'(y)ld s—f f dx)|E/(y)| dy.
fBR<xo> Whdy < 37 ]R3< Brixg) X = ¥l ) W)ldy

. 1 . 1 _ 47nR® _
Since fBR (x0) BT dx is bounded and, moreover, fBR (x0) BT dx = So—71 for [xo — y| > R by the mean value

property, it follows that fBR 1) |Wi|dy < +00, hence W € L} (R?) as claimed. Next, we show that

—fRB (Wiag+ Y Widye)dx = fR E'd dx

1<j<3

for any test-function ¢ : R> — R. Namely, by plugging (4.12a) in the left-hand side and applying
Fubini’s theorem, the above expression becomes from (4.11)

_fRs( fRs (Muixr, Ag + Y M, 1)) dy)E"(x) dx = jﬂ; Elpdx. O

=123
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We are now in a position to rely on a result established in Lockhart and McOwen [27, Theorem

3].
Proposition 4.9 (Isomorphism property for the adjoint momentum equation. I). Given an integer
k > 0, a Holder exponent a € (0,1) and a decay exponent 6 > 0, the operator B : H5™(R%) — HE (R®) is

continuous and, moreover if 6 € (0, 1), is an isomorphism.

Since the operator B is elliptic in the sense of Douglis and Nirenberg (with t; = t, = f3 = k+2 and
51 = 5 = 53 = —k), from Theorem 3.8 we deduce also the following result.

Proposition 4.10 (Weighted regularity property for the adjoint momentum equation). For any integer
k > 0, Holder exponent a € (0,1), and decay exponent 6 > 0, consider the solution W to the problem (4.10)
associated with a source-term E € C]é’i"z(]RS). Then, provided W € CO(R?) one has W € Clgrz’“(]RS) and,
moreover, ||W||CZ+z,a(]R3) < ||W||C2(R3) + ”E”CQZ(W)‘

Proposition 4.11 (Isomorphism property for the adjoint momentum equation. II). Given an integer
k > 0, a Holder exponent a € (0, 1), and a decay exponent 6 > 0, the operator B : C’g'z’“(l[@) — C’;'ffz(]R3) is
continuous and, moreover if 0 € (0, 1), is an isomorphism.

Proof. For any € > 0 we have C];’“(]R3) C H’é_e(lR3), hence the injectivity of the operator follows
from Proposition 4.9. Next, given E € Clz)’iz(]Rg’), we may consider a sequence of smooth and
compactly supported functions {E;} converging to E in H, , (R?). It follows from Proposition 4.8
that W{ = fRS Miji(x, y)Ei.‘(y) dy satisfies BW; = E;. Letting i — +oco, thanks to Proposition 4.9 we
obtain W; — W in H5(R%). Moreover, we have BW = E and W/(x) = fRS M;(x, ¥)E*(y) dy. Since

M(x, y)| < ﬁ—yl’ this identity tells us that [W/(x)] < £ fR ) dy, hence, by the isomorphism

‘ 3 Jx=yl
property enjoyed by the Poisson operator we find [[W/|lcos) S l|Ellcoe sy Combining this with
0+2

Proposition 4.10, we obtain IIWIICZW ®) S [E]| che

-+

(re) and the proof is completed. ]
2

4.4 Harmonic and super-harmonic decay
We have arrived at the desired asymptotic statements concerning Einstein’s momentum operator.

Proposition 4.12 (Adjoint momentum equation: solutions with harmonic decay). Given any Holder
exponent a € (0,1), and a source E € L'(IR%) N CY*(R%), the solution W : R® — R® to the problem (4.10) has
Holder continuous second-order derivatives, namely W € Cf’“(]R?’) and, moreover, for every w € S?

. i V3 ; oy o 1: _ 1
Tim [ Wi(x) = Myj(w) fm El(y)dy, Mj(@) = lim |x|Mix,0) = ﬁ(a)ia)j +30;).  (4.14)

Proof. In the proof of Proposition 4.11, we have established that W' = f]RS Mi(x, y)EX(y) dy for
i = 1,2,3. Given any € € (0,1) and since E € L(R®), we can choose a radius R. so large that
Y2, f]R3\BRe(O) |E'|dy < e. We obtain

W) = | B O )y + | it - My, 0)Eiw) dy

BRe(O

+ f x| Mj(x, E/(y) dy = I + IS + IS,
R3\Bg, (0)

For all sufficiently large |x| we have sup yeBr. (0) x| IM;j(x, y) —M;j(x, 0)| < €, and, therefore, I§ < €. Next,
an analysis similar to the one for (B.1c) in the proof of Proposition 4.4 shows that I < +Ve. Taking
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these results into account, for all sufficiently large |x| we have || |Wi(x) - fBR 0 M;j(x, 0) El(y)dy| < e.

Combining this with our condition Y7 f]RB |E'ldy < €, we arrive at (4.14). ]

\Bge(0)

Now, we introduce our asymptotic model for the momentum equation as follows (i, j = 1,2, 3):

1

. 1 . .

W = —r—s(xix]- +31%04), W; = (W}, W2, WD), El = (BW). (4.15a)

By construction we have Ef = 0 for r > 1 and, furthermore,

f Eildx=-16n (i=1,2,3), f Ejdx=0 (i# ). (4.15b)
R3 R3

Therefore, for any E = (E!, E?, E®) € L! and by setting

3
1 i
W (E) = —ﬁ;( fR E dx)W;, (4.15¢)
we arrive at
f (BWw(E)) dx = f E'dx, i=1,23. (4.16)
R3 R3

Proposition 4.13 (Adjoint momentum equation: solution with super-harmonic behavior). Given any
exponents k > 0, a € (0,1), and 6 € [1,2), as well as a source term E € LY(R%) N C’giz(]R3), the solution
W : R® — R to the problem (4.10) satisfies

”W - WOO(E)”C]Z;Z,U((]RS) < “E - BWOO(E)”C]B%(]RS)'
where the asymptotic model Weo = Woo(E) is defined by (4.15). Moreover, if 0 > 2 and rE € L}(IR®), one has

IW = Weo ()l s sy S IIE = BWeo (Bt oy + IHE = BWes (Bl

(R3) (R3)

Proof. By a straightforward calculation, we have B(W — W (E))' € LY(R%) N CZ’“(]R‘Q’) and j];@ B(W —
We(E)) dx = 0 (for i = 1,2,3). The rest of the proof is similar in spirit to the ones of Proposition 4.5
and Corollary 4.6 and is omitted. ]

4.5 Reduction to the Euclidean background

For future reference, we close this section with an immediate observation. Let Br be a large ball
in the background manifold (M, e) such that M \ By is isomorphic to the exterior of a ball' in the
Euclidean space R®. Consider a solution W to the equation (or system of equations) LW = E in
M \ Bg, where the operator L denotes either —A or B. Let ¢ be a cut-off function in R3? such that
¢ is identically 1 in R3 \ Bgrs2 and vanishes identically in Bgr+1. Setting W = ¢W it follows that
LW = ¢E + d¢p « IW + 9% + W =: E;. Then, an estimate in the Euclidean space R?, say ||W||Clé+2,a(]R3) <
IE1 “c,k,f“(JRS) (for some integer k > 0, Holder exponent a € (0, 1), and decay exponents 6, > 0) implies
an estimate in the manifold itself, namely

I|W”C§+Z(M\BR+2) s “E“CE’U((M\BRH) + ”aW“CE’a(BIHZ\BRH) + ||W||C:(,’H(BR+2\BR+1)' (4.17)

1The same notation will be used for the balls in the two manifolds.
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5 Asymptotic properties of the seed-to-solution map

5.1 Objective for this section

Full set of assumptions for reaching the conclusions of this section. Building upon the material
developed in the previous sections, we are now in a position to give a proof of Theorems 2.11 and
2.12. Our arguments rely on a detailed analysis of the nonlinear coupling taking place between
the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints. We are going to apply our existence theory for the
seed-to-solution map with the “weakest” pair of exponents (1/2,3/2) and then successively improve
these basic rates of decay by expressing the asymptotic properties in Section 4 for the (linearized and
dual versions of) Hamiltonian and momentum constraint equations. Before we begin, recall that a
Holder exponent a € (0, 1) is fixed throughout the proof, and we work with admissible exponents

12<ps<2qc -1,  1/2<pu <20qu-1), (5.1)

and an admissible pair (p, q) satisfying the effective conditions (2.3), that is,
(p,q) <(1,2), (. q) < (pm, qm), lg-=p-1<gc -1 (5.2)
For Theorem 2.11, the strongly tame conditions (2.10), i.e.
pm>=1,  gu>max(3-4c3/2),  H(gi,h)-H. €L'(M) (5.3)
are assumed, while for Theorem 2.12 the additional conditions (2.11) are also assumed, i.e.

gm > 2, M(g1, 1) — M. € L'(M). (5.4)

Dealing with a large compact region. In addition, the problem is reduced to a single asymptotic
end, as follows. Let Bx C M be a sufficiently large geodesic ball so that M \ By is diffeomorphic to
the union of finitely many exterior domains of the form IR® \ Bg. Within the ball with radius 2R,
thanks to Theorem 2.7 with (p, q) satisfying the conditions (2.3) (that is, (5.2)), we control the solution
as follows:

”g - gl”Ichirﬂ(BZR) < ||j‘f(g1, hl) - H*”chgfz(M) + €G||M(g1, hl) - M*||L2C;f1(M)’

”h - hl”ycgﬂwm) < GG”H(gl/ hl) - H*“LZ(jgfz(M) + ”M(glz hl) - M*”LZC;':‘I(M)’

Consequently, it is obvious that we can also control the following weighted norms (for any fixed
0 > 0):
I8 = 8allz gy S ROP(19€6g1, 1) = Hellscon o + €6lNUg1, ) = Mollzcrs )

(5.5)
I = Inllyzcaa oy < ROP(ecliF(gr, 1n) - Hlliacos oy + IV(81, 71) = M*HLZCKI(M)).

This provides us with suitable estimates in any compact domain. The arguments at the end of
Section 4.5 explain how our analysis can be reduced to the Euclidean space R® and, therefore, from
now on without loss of generality, we assume that (M, e) = (R3, ).

Basic decay rates. By applying Theorem 2.7 with the exponents p = 1/2 and g = 3/2, we know that

there exists a pair (g2, ) € (519)&311 }zl)<L2Cg'/{§(R3) X LZCé'/‘;(]R3)) such that (g,/) = (g1 + g2,l1 + ha) is a
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solution to the Einstein constraints enjoying the following (and possibly slow at this stage) decay

lg2llizc2e ey S (g1, 1) = Hellicy o) + €6 IMUg1, 1) = Mellpacra ey 56
||h2||LzC§7;(]R3) S €6 1H(g1, ) = Hullpocr ey + 1M1, 111) = M*||L2C;7;(]Rs)-

Moreover, (g2, h12) belongs to the image of the adjoint Hamiltonian and momentum operators, and so

there exists a pair (uy, Z,) € C‘ll’/‘;(]R3) X C?/‘Z (IR?) such that (after recalling the adjoint equations (3.15))
. 2 1
—(Agl Mz)gl + Hessgl(uz) - qulcgl + h1 *hl *Uy + Vgl (l’ll *Zz) = é;—z, —Eﬁzzgl + h1 *Upy = hz. (57)

Here, r = r(x) defined on (M, ¢) = (R?, §) was given in Remark 2.2.
In this setup, it is clear that a decay rate for the dual variables (12, Z;) implies a decay rate for the
original variables (g2, hi) since

gallcse < lilless + €6 1Zallse,  Winllees < €6 ltallgss + 1 Zallcos (5:8)

for any decay exponent 6 > 0 (provided the right-hand sides are finite). Before going further, we
summarize our current decay result as

(82, 12,12, Z2) € ot X Coff x G x G (5.9)
with (at this initial stage of the proof)
m=a3=a4=1/2, a, =3/2. (5.10)

Throughout our forthcoming arguments, the inequalities a1,a3,44 > 1/2 and a, > 3/2 always hold,
and we work toward “improving” the basic rates in (5.10).

5.2 Preliminary sub-harmonic estimates for all variables

A weaker condition is sufficient to initiate the argument. We begin by deriving sub-harmonic
estimates for both the metric and extrinsic curvature variables. In order to clearly explain the
respective role of our conditions on decay exponents, we find it convenient to work first under a
weakened version of our conditions (5.3) and (5.4), namely instead of these two conditions we solely
assume

pm = 3/4. (5.11)

Our first aim is to establish (5.9) the first set of improved exponents (for any sufficiently small but
fixed €,€¢’ € (0, 1))

ay = a3 = min(a,1 - €’), a; = min(qy + 1/2,2), ag = min(gy — 1,1 -¢), (5.12)

in which a > 3/4 (cf. more precisely (5.19) and (5.20a), below).

Equation for the trace of the metric deformation. From the definition of the scalar curvature, we
have

Rg - Rg1 = Z (&ijgij - 5,‘,‘gii) - Z (aijglij - ajjglii)
ij L]
+go* &Zgl + g *#dg1*dg1 + 91 *dg + (g1 —e) * &Zgz + 0% 82gz +dg I (5.13)

= (Z 81]g2,]) - Ag(TregZ) - NO(gZ)/
ij
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where we have introduced the notation Ny(g>) for various terms involving g» (which, as we will see,
enjoy comparatively better decay). We recall that the star symbol correspond to various contractions
involving possibly both metrics g1 and ¢ = g1 + g2. In view of the Hamiltonian constraint R, =

2
H. + Ihlé - (Tr gh) /2 satisfied by (g, 1), we can rewrite the above identity as

~A(Trega) + X 9ri2i; = He + = (1/2)(Tegh) - Ry, +No(g2)
= (H. + 1, = (1/2)(Teg,mn)? = R, ) + No(g2) + (11 # 1y + Iy + o) + go % hy %
and, using the Hamiltonian operator applied to the seed data (g1, 1),
—Ae(Treg2) + L 9ij82ij = (H* - H(g1, hl)) + No(g2) + Ni1(h2) + Na(g2), (5.14)

where we have introduced the notation Nj(hy) = h1 * hy + hp + hy and Na(g2) := g2 * hy = hy.
Clearly, the following identity holds in R®

Y. 9l = 1xP(Actiz) e + [xPHess, (u2)) = —4 A, (5.15)
j i

where |x]> = ) ]»(xf)2 and e = (e;;) = (6;j). Using the distance function r = r(x) in Remark 2.2 and
differentiating the expression of g, given in (5.7), it follows that

x> .
z ‘ 5ij(—r2 gZij) = E ' aij(lxlz( - (Agluz)gl + Hessy, (12) — upRicg, +hy * hy * up + Ve, (hy * Zz))ij)
ij ij

= —4 Ay + &2(|x|2((g1 —e) %%y + dg1 * é?uz))
+ (|xP(uxRicg, + Iy * 1y + 102)) + PPV, (I * Z2))
= —4Au + Ng,(uz, Zz)

2

We now use that Zi,]’ 8ij(";—'22g2,-j) = Zi,j 8ijg2,-j + 8ij(%g2,-j) and arrive at
Z dijgai = —4 Actiy + Na(tt2, Z) + 9ij( (1 = IX2/7) g1, (5.16)
ij
which is one of the terms in the left-hand side of (5.14). Observe the last term in (5.16) vanishes
identically for all |x] > 1.

On the other hand, taking now the trace of g, given in (5.7) (with respect to g1) and then expanding
g1 =e+ (g1 —e), we obtain

—2Agu2

1 1
—le‘ggz + Rgluz + (l’ll *hl * Uy + Vgl(hl *Zz) + 8g1 *8u2 + —2(g1 - 6) *gz)
r r (5.17)

1
: r—zTrggz + Rgl U + N4(g2/ Uz, ZZ)

Taking (5.16) and (5.17) into account in (5.14), we arrive at the following elliptic equation’ (after
absorbing numerical factors in our symbolic notation ).

Claim 5.1. The trace of the metric deformation satisfies

2
_AE(Treé’Z) + T8 = (H* - j{(glzhl)) + Ns5(g2, h2, 2, Z),
N5(g2, ha, 12, Z5) := No(g2) + N1(h2) + Na(g2) — N3 (i, Z5)
= 2Ny(g2, U2, Z2) — &ij((l — x[?/7%) gzZ-]-) — 2Ry, 2.

1recalling that r is bounded below

35



Improving the decay of the trace of the metric deformation. We now make use of the strong tame
condition (2.10) (restated in (5.3)). We see that the terms in the equation in Claim 5.1 consists of terms
with decay exponents at least

No: po:=a;+2+min(pg,a) =3,

Ni: p1:=ap+min(gg,a2) > 11/4,

No: poi=a +2q6 23,

N3: ps:=min(as +2 +pg,a3 +24c,as + 1 + g¢) = min(3,a4 + 1 + g¢) = 11/4,

Ny: ps:=min(a +2+pg,as + 2+ pg,a3 + 246,41 + 1 + g¢) > min(3,as + 1 + g5) > 11/4,
Rgtiz: az+2+pg =3,

H.—JH(g1,m): pm+22>11/4,
(5.18)
while the term —N3(up, Z5) — 2N4(g2, 2, Z2) has compact support. So the right-hand side (H* -

H(g1, hl)) + N5 enjoys the decay 7277 for an exponent

p = =2 +min (po, p1, P2, P3, Pa, a3 + 2 + PG, P +2) 5.19)

=min(a; + pg, 241,02 + gc — 2,24, — 2,a3 + pg,as + gc — 1, pm + 2).

Then, by applying Proposition 4.3 (concerning the “modified” Laplace operator —A + 2/1?) to the
elliptic equation in Claim 5.1 with any exponent a chosen such that

3/4<a<p, a<?2, (5.20a)
we see that Tr.g» decays at the rate a:
ITrcgallc2e < IIN5(82, ha, Mz,Zz)HCgfz- (5.20b)

Here, a > 3/4 therefore improves upon the rate a; = 1/2 available in (5.10) —for the trace of the
metric, at least.

Improving the decay of the (dual) metric variables. Returning to the trace equation (5.17), we can
infer an improved decay for the dual variable u,. Indeed, applying Proposition 4.1 (now concerning
the standard Laplace operator —A) to (5.17) we obtain the decay property (5.9) now with the improved
exponent

as = min(1 — €’,a) > 3/4, (5.21a)

€’ being sufficiently small but fixed. Indeed, Proposition 4.1 applies since, in the equation (5.17), the
source-terms %Tre 82+ Rq us+Ny(g2, Uz, Z5) decays at least at the rate min(a+2, (a3 = 1/2)+2+pg, ps) 2
az + 2.

In turn, we can use the expression in (3.15) which gives g, in terms of the adjoint Hamiltonian
operator and, by considering the decay of each term, it follows that in (5.9) for the metric deformation
> we find the same exponent as above

4 = min(1 — €, a) > 3/4. (5.21b)

This is all we can deduce from the Hamiltonian operator —at this stage.
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Second-order equation for the adjoint momentum variable. Taking now the divergence of the
adjoint momentum equation with respect to the metric g; and expanding g1 = e + (g1 — ¢), we obtain

2Divy, (1) = (= AeZy — Dive(VeZa)) - Divg, (1 # 1u2) + (81— €) * Z2)

thus
3(22) =2 ])ivg1 (l’lz) + N6(u2, Zz),

(5.22)
No(it2, Zo) = Div, (I + 1) = (81— ) % Za).

The divergence term Divy, (h,) on the left-hand side is related to the momentum operator applied to
h; namely, the equation Divg(h) = M. implies

Divy, (h2) = Divghy + 9> + Iy = (M. = Divghy ) + dga + by = (M. = M(g1, 1)) + Nr(82, 1),

in which N7(g2, h2) := dgo*h1 +dgo +hy. Therefore, we can rewrite (5.22) in the form of a second-order
elliptic system, as follows.

Claim 5.2. The dual momentum variable satisfies

B(Z2) = 2 (M. = M(g1, 1)) + Ne(tt2, Z5) + 2 N7(g2, ha).
Improving the decay of the momentum variables. We now make use of the strong tame condition
(2.11) (restated in (5.4)) and proceed in two steps, as follows.

e From theimproved decay in (5.21a) and the property of the divergence of the adjoint momentum
operator, as stated earlier in Proposition 4.11, it follows that Z, € Ci’;“ with the improved
exponent (as announced in (5.12))

as =min(gy — 1,1 - €) (5.23)

for some sufficiently small but fixed € € (0, 1). Namely, we use here that the right-hand side of

enjoys:
M. =M(g1,h1) = 1+4qm,
Ne(uz,Z2) = pe := min(as + 1+ gg, a4 + 2 + pg)
> min(min(1 —€,a) +1+4¢,3) > (3/4) + (5/4)+1=3,
N7(g2,h2) opri=ar+ 1+ rnin(qc,az) > 3.
e Returning to the adjoint momentum equation h, = —3£7,¢1 + i1 * 112, which enjoys the decay
rate

ps =min(as + 1 + pg, a3 +g¢) = min(2 —e +1/2,qm + 1/2,3/4 + 5/4) > min(gm + 1/2,2),

we infer that the extrinsic curvature satisfies h, € C;;f‘. In other words, we can now take the
exponent for the momentum variable in (5.9) to be (announced in (5.12))

1 = min(gy + 1/2,2). (5.24)

This completes the analysis of the sub-harmonic level and the derivation of the first set of improved
exponents (5.12), which only required the conditions (5.11).
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5.3 Harmonic decay for the (dual) metric variables

A weaker condition is sufficient for the metric at the harmonic level. We now work with the
following conditions (which are still weaker than (5.3) and (5.4)):

pm>3/4,  gu>max(3-4c,3/2).  H(g1,hi)— H. € L'(M). (5.25)

We now seek to establish (5.9) in agreement with the following second set of improved exponents
(for any arbitrarily small but fixed € € (0, 1)):

a1 = az = min(pp, 1), a, =2, as = min(gy — 1,1 —€). (5.26)

Improved sub-harmonic decay for the metric variables. Plugging our result (5.21) and (5.24) in
the expression of the exponent p defined in (5.19), we see that the exponent p associated with
Ns(g2, ha, 12, Z2) and the trace in (5.20) satisfies p > 1, since we can now improve upon the worst
estimates in (5.18), namely

N1: p1=ax+min(gg,az) =3,

N3: ps>2min(3,as + 1 +gc) = min(3,qm + g6) = 3, (5.27)

Nyt pazmin@3, a4 +1+gc) =2 min(3,gm +4c) = 3,
so we can now pick up a > 1. Consequently, this exponent a is no longer a restriction in a second
application of our technique in Step 3 and we can choose the exponents associated with the dual

variable 1, to be
a3 = min(pp, 1 — €'). (5.28)

Consequently, in view of the equation (5.7), we can also take
a; = min(pp, 1 — €’) (5.29)

for the metric deformation g». But this is not (yet) the desired decay and it remains to “remove” the
small parameter €’.

Almost harmonic decay for the metric. We revisit the inequalities in (5.18) and thanks to the
assumptions (5.25) now write

No: po=min(a; +2+pg,2a1 +2) = min(pm +2 + pc,3 — € + pg, 2pm + 2,4 — 2€) > 3,

Ni: p1=min(a; +qc,2a2) = min(pym +1/2+ g6, 2pm + 1,2+ q5,4) > 3,

Ny p2=a1 +29c =min(pm + 29¢,1 - €+ 2g9¢) > 3, (5.30)

N3 : p3=min(as +2+pg,a3 +2q¢,as + 1 + q5) > min(13/4, qm + g6, 9m + 5/2) > 3,

Nyt pa=min(a; +2+pg,a3+2+pg,a3 + 29,4 + 1 + g¢) > min(13/4, qm + g¢) > 3,

Rg ur a3 +2+pc =min(2 + pmy + pg, 3 — € +pg) > 3,

Consequently, using also the assumption H, — H(g1,h1) € LY(R?) in (5.25) and applying (4.2) in
Proposition 4.3 to the elliptic equation for the trace in Claim 5.1, we find the integrability property

r?Tr.gr € L. (5.31)

In turn, we find that the right-hand side rlzTre 82 + Rg uz + Ny(g2, u2, Z5) of the equation (5.17) (for the
dual variable u,) is integrable and, by applying Proposition 4.4 concerning solutions with harmonic
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decay we can now choose a3 = min(py, 1). Finally, returning once more to the linearized Hamiltonian
equation, namely the expression in (3.15) giving g», overall we conclude that we can choose

o =min(py, 1), = min(pa, 1). (532)
Together with (5.23) and (5.24), this is the decay announced in (5.26).
Harmonic decay estimates. We now express our results in terms of norms in order to keep track of
the factors eg. Applying Proposition 4.1 to the trace equation (5.17), we obtain (for any 0; € (0,1))
luollaa S 1P 2Tregoll e + IRg tin + ha # by % tnl|2a + (Vg (B1 % Zo)l| 20
01 07+2 01+2 01+2
+ 1101 * duall 2+ lIr72(g1 — €) * goll 2 -
01+2 01+2

Using the condition gy > max(3 - q¢, 3/2), we find

Vg (1 * Zo)llcee S €cllZallcon S €6 l|Zalloe
01+2 01+2-q¢5

min(qp1—-1,07)
nd similarly [|0g1 * dus||2e < €6 |||l . nd |[r%(g1 —e . <€ , . Hen
and similarly [ldg; * zllcglaﬂ s ecll ZHCZ;ZZ% and |[r™*(g1 )*gzllcglaﬂ < cllgzllcglaw - Hencea

fortiori we obtain

ol < IMeegallss, +e6 Q2 Q= lhiallog +ligallss +1Zalle . (5.3%a)

min(qp1—1,07)

Similarly, for the momentum equation in Claim 5.2, we write

N6 (12, Zo)l| -1 S €cllualla tecllZallese SecQ),
min(gp;—1,01+2) qG+min(qp—2,01+ pG+min(qp1-3,01)
N h < eglld +eg 10 ) <ecQ
IN7(g2, 2)||Cr1r'\?n<m—1,91+2> secll g2||c;§+mm(wlyel+2) cll gz”c;ix+ gty S €65
hence thanks to Proposition 4.11 we find
1Zl e < IVM(g1, 1) = M| o +ecQ. (5.33b)
min(qpg —1,61) mm(qM+1,91 +2)

Finally, we similarly control the trace of the metric deformation, namely by applying Proposition 4.3
to the equation in Claim 5.1:

[Tregallcze < 1981, /) = Hullgze +1IN5(82, h2, 2, Zo)ll 2 S 113U(g1, 1) = Hull2e +€6 Q. (5.33¢)
1 1+ 1+ 1+

Consequently, recalling (5.8) and collecting the inequalities (5.33), we arrive at the desired estimate
for the dual unknowns (15, Z,) (for any 6 € (0, 1)):

lluzllcsa < 13(g1, h1) — Hillae  + €6 [IM(g1, 1) = Millcae ,

01 01+2 min(qp+1,07 +2) (534)

122l < €clF(g1, ) = Hulleza |+ IM(g1, 1) = Mllcra
1+

min(qy1—1,01 min(qy1+1,01 +2)

The main unknowns (g, 12) are also controlled thanks to (5.8). This completes our analysis at the
harmonic level.
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5.4 Super-harmonic estimates

Mass corrector and super-harmonic decay property for the metric. From now on we do impose
the full list of conditions (5.3). It remains to exhibit the Hessian term and study the mass corrector.
We thus seek estimates at the super-harmonic rate in (2.12), more precisely:

(1,2) < (p-,9:) < (pm,9m),
p. < min(pg + 1,96 + qm — 2), p+ <min(2,4c), (5.35)

g. <min(pg + 2,9¢ + 1), g. < 3.

We control first ||u; — m/ 7|+ for some (real) constant m, as follows. For instance we have
s
— — 1 ~ 1 ~1,-1
IRzl < R lcse I = /g + 1~ Ry lcaa, < €z = ir~ege -+ il I R, o,

and similarly for other terms in the equation (5.17) for A.u,. By applying Corollary 4.6 it then follows
that the dual metric variable u, satisfies (for some constant 1)

lluz = 12/ tll e < 1711] + I Teegoll2e + €1 Zallae (5.36)
P pat2 1+ps—qg

On the other hand, by our choice of p. we have 1 +p. —gc € (0,1)aswellas 1 +p. —gc < qm — 1,
therefore (5.34) applies (by picking up a value 6, € (0,1) such that 1 + p. — gc < min(qm — 1, 61)) and
gives us the following control of the dual variable Z,:

1Zollcse < ecllH(g1, 1) = Hillcae  +[IM(g1, 1) = M| o
1+ps—4G 3+pe=aG

min(qpg+1,3+p«—q43) ’
Furthermore, applying Proposition 4.3 to the equation in Claim 5.1 for the operator —A,Tr,g> +
(2/r)Tr g2, we find

ITregallze < 13681, 1) = Hellgon, + INs(g2, o, 4z, Zo)lcos

and we can also control |[N5(g2, h2, 2, Z)||0« by completely similar arguments. Hence, recalling
D42
(5.8) we can rewrite the estimate (5.36) as
lluz = m/tlca S N30(g1, 1) = Hillow  + €6 [IM(g1, 1) = M|l e + |m]. (5.37)
P 3+pe—q min(gpr+1,3+p«—q43)
Controlling the mass corrector. The constant m is now estimated in terms of the data. First of all,

in (5.20b) and (5.31) we have established that r2Tr, € L'n C%“, s0, in view of Claim 5.1, we also
have A(Tr.g,) € L' N C%’“. Applying Proposition 4.4, we obtain

. 1 _ . 5 1 _
V1_1>r+rlorTreg2 =~ jﬂ;s A(Tr.g2)dx =0, 71—1>IElO |r V(Treg2)| = I ' jﬂ;s A(Tr.g2)dx| =0,
that is,
. Tr.g . Tr.$
3| es2| 4
r1—1>13}>or ' 72 | =0= r1—1>13}>or 'V( r2 )| (5.38)

Next, in view of Proposition 4.4, m is the coefficient of the asymptotic behavior of u,, that is,

— . 1
m= lim ru, = —— Aus dx.
r—+00 47t R
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Combining this observation with (5.16) and checking that the terms therein decay sufficiently fast,

we find . .
=g | OaE g = o | Natun Zo) o »
—ihm 0 --xjdcu—i N(u Z5)dx %)
167 =+ Js ) 1827 16m S\, £) R

after an integration by parts.
On the other hand, integrating the identity (5.14) over R® and using the asymptotic property
(5.38) we obtain

lim 5,gzzj— dw = f dij&aij dx = f (H. = H(g1, 1)) dx + f (No(g2) + Na(ha) + Na(82)) dx
R3 R3 R3

r—+00 S (0)

and, in combination with (5.39), we arrive at a formula for the mass corrector:

n= 1671f (H. — H(g1, 1)) dx + 1; (No(gz) + Ni(h2) + Na(g2) — Ng,(uz,Zz))dx. (5.40)

Using Holder’s inequality and (5.6), from (5.40) we deduce the desired estimate of the mass corrector:

— 1
= fw(H* - (g1, 1)) x| < €6 190(1,In) — Hullzcy, + €6 IM(g1 ) = Ml (5:41)

where for simplicity we only state estimates with decay rate 5/2 as this is sufficient for our main
purpose.

Super-harmonic decay for the extrinsic curvature. From our earlier analysis of the adjoint mo-
mentum operator, especially Proposition 4.13, similar arguments to those above show that, provided
the second strongly tame conditions (2.11) hold and by relying on the elliptic system in Claim 5.2,
there exists a constant vector P € IR? such that

-~ 1
'P = f (M. = M(g1,m)) dX' < e 1H(g1, h1) — I‘LHLZ(:(;/2 +ec [IM(g1, 1) — M*”chlr/a (5.42)
R3 5/2

and
1Z2+2V - Pllcss < €cl13(81, 1) = Hilleas +[IM(g1,h1) = Milles, +eglil +1P], - (5.43)

in which Vj; = (x,-xj + 3r26ij)/ (2r%) (for i,j = 1,2,3). Consequently, under the conditions in The-
orem 2.11, by taking our results above into account in the dual version of the linearized Einstein
constraints (5.7) and recalling our earlier estimate (5.34) together with (5.36)-(5.37), we obtain

g2 = i Hess.(1/nlczs < €6 113(g1, 1) = Hullacy, + 130(g1, 1) = Hull s +| f (H(g1, ) — H.) dx

+ €6 IIM(g1, 1) = Mullpzci + €6 IMU(g1, 1) = Mellcaa

min(qp+1,p++2)

and

2 = £y el S €GlIV(81, 1) = Mllizcy, + IM(g1, ) = Mellea + (ve(g1, )~ M.) dx]

<j<3 VIR

+ecll90(g1, ) = Hullicy, + € 190(g1, 1) = Hull s + el f (30(g1, ) — H.) dx
s+ IRS
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5.5 Final observations concerning the case p. =1 and g. = 2.

We now study the asymptotic behavior of (g, h12) in the special case p. = 1 and g. = 2. We claim that,
based on our previous arguments, when p. = 1 we also have!:

lirP (r )gz —mr Hesse(l/r)) + 77 |8(g2 —mr Hessg(l/r)))) =0. (5.44)
Indeed, observing that f]RS Ay — mr~Y)dx = 0 and A(up — mr~') = Aup (for r > 1), and applying
Proposition 4.5 to A(uy — nr™!), we deduce from the elliptic equation (5.17) and the property of the
trace in (5.38)

lim max 7 |9 (uy — mr~)| = 0.
r—+00 0<i<3

Taking into account the Hamiltonian constraint and the adjoint equations (3.15), we obtain (5.44) as
claimed. Similarly, in the case q. = 2 with V> := P - V we also have

lim maxr!* |8i(Zz + V°°)| =0

r—+00 0<i<3
and, by the adjoint momentum equation, lim,_, . max;=o1 2 1** |8i(h2 —(1/2) Ly~ e)) =0.

We also observe that in the super-harmonic regime of interest (2.10)—(2.11) and, more precisely,

thanks to the integrability condition M(g1, h1) — M. € L!, the strict inequality p. < g¢ can be improved
to p. < gg, by writing

liga — 11 HeSSe(l/”)HC}gf S ec |H(g1, ) — H*||L2cg/2 + 19(g1, h1) — H*||c;,«2 + 'f (H(g1,m) — H.)dx
- -

+ €6 [IM(g1, 1) = Millpacre + €6 [IM(g1, 1) = Millze

vecy 'fR (M(gl,hl)—M*)jdx|.

1<j<3

This completes the proof of Theorems 2.11 and 2.12.

6 The asymptotic localization method

6.1 Preliminaries

Heuristics. We now apply our method in order to solve a new localization problem motivated by a
question raised by Carlotto and Schoen in [6]. The main theorem established by the authors therein
provides solutions to Einstein’s constraint equations, which are localized at infinity in the sense that
their geometry is prescribed within an angular sector (to be, for instance, the Schwarzschild metric),
while the solution in the remaining angular sector is identically Euclidean except for a (“small”)
transition region. In the latter transition region, the solutions constructed in [6] are controlled at
only sub-harmonic decay (namely r~!*¢ for € € (0,1)). By analogy with Carlotto and Schoen’s
localization problem, we propose here the asymptotic localization problem, as we call it, which
consists of finding solutions whose asymptotic behavior is arbitrarily prescribed at a super-harmonic
rate, except within an (arbitrarily small) transition region where the solution has harmonic decay !
(or possibly decay faster). In order to achieve this result, our strategy is based on carefully designing
a seed data set adapted to the localization problem. As a matter of fact, in order to achieve the

Iwhich, of course, is also true if it happens that p. > 1
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desired harmonic decay we find it quite natural —from a physical standpoint, at least— to relax the
requirement originally proposed in [6] and allow for an asymptotic localization only.
Let us further explain our strategy and results in the present section.

e Starting from a seed data (g1, /11), we have proven in earlier sections of this paper that iterations
based on a linearization of the Einstein constraints can be performed and generate an actual
solution (g, i1). This solution, however, contains an extra contribution at infinity, accounting for
an “error” in the prescribed seed data which our algorithm “propagates” to infinity.

e More precisely, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.11 there exists an Einstein solution (g, )
such that

g-g1+ Y iMaxar*Hess,(1/7) € Ci*(M), 6.1)
1<asn
in which the constant 1, is usually non-vanishing. Our purpose now is to further analyze the
Hessian contribution 12 Hess,(1/r), and establish that it can be suppressed in all asymptotic
directions except possibly within a small asymptotic angular region; cf. Theorem 6.1, below.

e Our proof of Theorem 6.1is based on designing a parametrized family of seed datas — (g1(s), h1)
by adding (in a neighborhood of infinity) the contribution

s ((1/2)ACD(x/r) - CD(x/r)) * Hess,(1/7). (6.2)

Here, the “shape function” @ is defined on the unit two-sphere S? and X denotes the Laplace
operator on S%. We control the mass coefficient at infinity by suitably choosing the function
® as well as the “magnitude” parameter s in (6.2). More precisely, (6.5) below defines our
parametrized family of seed data, and (6.19) below gives the expression of the mass term i(s).
The parameter s is determined by solving the algebraic equation (6.30) and using the vanishing
condition (6.29), below.

e Next, in Section 6.3, we solve the asymptotic localization problem specifically for the choice
of the Minkowski and the Schwarzschild metrics; cf. Theorem 6.4. Our Ansatz for the seed
metric is now more involved ; see (6.35) which now depends upon two magnitude parameters
denoted by (s, ) and two shape functions ®, ¥ defined on the sphere S?>. The mass coefficient
m(t,s) is now given by (6.44) and finally we select the parameters (s, f) in order to achieve the
desired asymptotic localization.

6.2 The asymptotic localization method for general seed metrics

We now revisit the conclusion of Theorem 2.11 in the harmonic regime where the exponents (p, q) =
(1,2) are taken therein. Our theorem singles out a cone %, := {x‘v > |x| cosa and |x| > 1} in coordinates
at infinity for some unit vector v and some a € (0,2). In short, we prove that the Hessian term can
be “concentrated” in an arbitrarily small cone.

Theorem 6.1 (The asymptotic localization method for a general metric). As in Theorem 2.11, consider
a seed data set (g1, 1, H., M.) defined on a background manifold M = (M, e, ) and satisfying the strongly
tame conditions (2.10) for some decay exponents (pg, 4, pm, qm) and Hélder exponent a € (0,1). Consider!

In the balanced regime (46, qum, 4+) = (pc + 1, pm + 1, p. + 1), we can take 1/2 < pg and 1 < p. < min(pg + 1, pum), together
with p. <min(2, pg +1).
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a pair of effective exponents (p., q.) for strongly tame data in the sense (2.12). Consider an asymptotic cone €,
with angle' a € (0,2m). Then, to the solution of Einstein’s constraint equations (g, h) given by Theorem 2.11
one can associate another solution (', h'*°), called an asymptotically localized solution, which enjoys the
same harmonic control as (g, h):

(8" = g1, h" =) € CH(M) x C3* (M), (§ = g1, =) € C* (M) x C3*(M) 63)
and, in addition, ¢ enjoys the following (super-harmonic) localization property outside the given cone:
g%~ g1 G, (6.4)

Hence, gl“ — &1 as a super-harmonic decay in all directions, except inside the cone ¢, within which it has
harmonic decay only.

Proof. As in Section 5, we can reduce the problem to the case (M, ¢) = (R?, ¢rua) and we decompose
the proof in several steps. All of the operators Hess and A are computed with the Euclidian metric e
unless specified differently.

Step 1. A parametrized family of new seed data.

1.1 Defining the new seed data. Let ® : $*> — R be a smooth function defined on the “sphere at
infinity” and to be chosen at the end of our argument. Let £ be a smooth cut-off function that & is
identically 0 inside the unit ball B(0,1)  IR® and 1 outside B(0,2). We denote by A = X the Laplace
operator on the unit two-sphere. For any s € R, we set

g1(s) :== &1 +q1(s), gl(s =3 cfs( —KD(x/r) - CD(x/r)) a Hess(1/7), (6.5)

in which & : R3 — [0, 1] with & := &(x/ ps) and ps > 0 is a sufficiently large constant to be chosen later
in the proof. Clearly, we have [g1(s)| < 1/r so that this term enjoys harmonic decay.

Some elementary identities involving the correction term ® will be used in the following calcula-
tions, especially the observation

2
Bij:gi(s)i]- - Bjj:g}(s)ﬁ =S A(%A(?)) =S A(%) = .A(S), for all v > Ps- (6.6)

Namely, observe first that for any C!-regular functions W : $* - Rand f : R — R, the scalar product
(V(W(x/Ix])), V(f(Ix]))) = 0 vanishes in IR3. So, for all » > 1 we have

o(- Yol 1) =a( - o) 2 - 22) oo o afp(a(l) =0
and, for second-order derivatives,
1350+ 9(7) = 0ol 540+ 2 (1)~ (3~
- -4~ 30 +0)) =2 (¥( - 340 +0), V()
- a0~ g0 ) = -

larbitrarily small or large
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hence, using A(@(x/7)) = r2X(D(x/r)) and V(D(x/r)) - V(1/r) = 0,

1 1, 1., 1 1 (P D) 1 Dy 1
04 = 3K0 +@)oy(-) = 5 A( - 3K + @) = T—ZA(%A(7)) = 5A(=) = 546

Observing also that the trace term Bi]-(r28i ,(%)) = 0 vanishes for all » > 1, and taking the factor 2 into
account, this leads us to (6.6) .

1.2 Einstein constraints for the new seed data. In view of (5.13), the scalar curvature Rg, (s of g1(s)
reads (recalling that g1(s) is the modified data and g1 = g1(0) is the “fixed” data)

Ree — Ry = (L 31‘]‘:?\1(5)1‘]‘) = A(Treg1(s)) — ©o(81(5)),
~00(81(5)) = g1() * 9”81 + 31(5) * Ig1 * Ig1 + Ig1 * IR1(5)
+ (81 =€) x 9°21(5) + 21(5) * 9Z1(5) + IZ1(5) * g1 (5),

so that the Hamiltonian takes the form (the numbering of the contributions ® being chosen by
analogy with the decompositions in Section 5):

(H(81(5), ) — L) = (F(g1, ) — H) + 33i51(9)is — 91;81(5)is + Ouas)

(6.7)
= (H(g1, 1) = H.) + A(5) + ©10(5) + Oua (),

in which we make explicit the contribution A(s) from (6.6) with ®»(g1(s)) := <1(s) * h1 = hy and

O10(s) := 9ijg1(5)ij — 9jig1(8)ii = A(s), BOn2(s) := Bp(81(5)) + @2(g1(s))-

We follow closely the notation from Section 5 (but there is no analogue of N(/h) here since we do not
modify the extrinsic curvature). Thanks to (6.6), we have ®o(s) = 0 identically for all (sufficiently
large) radius r > ps.

On the other hand, writing the divergence Divg, h1 = Divg, hy + hy # dg1(s) + g1(s) * g1 * 1 of the
prescribed extrinsic curvature we write the Einstein momentum as (8 being chosen again by analogy
with Section 5)

(M(g1(s), 1) = M) = (M(g1, 1) = M.) + ©s(s),  Os(s) 1= h1 * Jgi(s) + g1(s) * Ig1 * 1. (6.8)

Using the above decompositions, it is not difficult to check that, provided we choose ps = ((1 +
Is|)/ min(eum, €))%, the new seed data (g1(s), h1) is well-defined and enjoys the conditions in Theo-
rem 2.7 in which we choose (p, q) = (1/2,3/2).

In turn, the new solution (g(s), /i(s)) generated by (g1(s), h1) is well-defined and, in view of (3.15)
with (p, ) = (1/2,3/2) and (g2, h2)(s) = (g — g1, = h1)(s), we have

S
gzrg ) _ ~(Agi12(5)) §1(5) + Hessg, ) (1(s)) — t2(S)Ricg, o) + I * I *113(S) + Vi, (I * Za(s)),  (6.92)
1
ha(s) = _E[JZZ(S)gl(S) + Iy % us(s), (6.9b)

where the dual unknowns are denoted by (u2(s), Z»(s)) € C‘ll';; X Ci’;; These basic decay rates are now

going to be improved by following the method in Section 5 and eventually choosing the parameter s.

Step 2. Super-harmonic estimates. We proceed as in the proof of Theorem 2.11, and we emphasize
the dependency in s. Terms like N(s) with various indices corresponding to terms with favorable
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decay of the kind already analyzed in Section 5. For the metric variable we have (using that 11 (s) = h1)

—A(Trog5(5)) + Ly, 9ijgaii(9) = (He = H(81(5), hn)) + Nowas),

1 x[?
—2Auy(s) = r—zTregz(S) + Rq, s)t2(8) + Na(s), aij(%g%j(s)) = —4 Aup + N3(s).
(6.10a)
On the other hand, for the variable Z,, we can also derive
B(Z2) = 2 (M. = M(g1, 1)) + Nz (s)- (6.10b)
As before, combining these equations we obtain (for all r > 1)
2
— A(Troga(s)) + STrega(s) = (H. = 3(g1(5), h)) + Ns(s). (6.11)
with Ns(s) 1= Nora(5) = Na(s) — 2Na(s) = 955((1 = ¥2/72) gaij(5)) — 2 Ry, o 112(5)-
We can rewrite the equation for Aus(s) in the form
sd\ 1 sr? D
_ZA(uz(s) + E) = r—z(Treg2(s) - 7A(7)) + R, 5)ti2(5) + Na(s), (6.12)

and, in view of the expression (6.7) of the Hamiltonian for the seed data,

)
r

)) = (H. = 90(g1, 1)) + Ns(6) + ©(5) + Oa(s).

(6.13)
Therefore, an analysis similar to the one in the proof of Theorem 2.11 leads to the following result.

2 2
- A(Trgz(s) - %A(%)) + %(Trgz(s) - %A(

Claim 6.2 (Harmonic estimates). The metric and the dual variables satisfy

1 S r2 o 1 2,0 s® 4,00 3,0
r—2(Trg2(s) - 7A(7)) eL'nc?, () + - € €1, Za(s) € C.
Using this result in (6.9), we obtain (g2(s), hi2(s)) € Cf’“ X Cé’“ and, therefore, thanks again to

(6.12)-(6.13)

2 2
—A(Trgz(s) - %A(%)) + %(Tr 22(5) - %A(%)) eL'ncl, (6.14)
sP\ 1 srt D 1~ o
—ZA(uz(s) + E) - r—z(Trgz(s) - 7A(7)) eL'nC, (6.15)

By applying Proposition 4.3 to (6.14) and for p. given in the statement of the theorem, we have
sr?2 /D 0 a 1 s @ 1
(Trgz(s) - 7A(7)) eCr, r—z(Trgz(s) - 7A(7)) el (6.16)
7 o

b r
C;;“. In the same way as in the proof of Theorem 2.11, we also have Z>(s) + 2V - P(s) € C;’:‘fl, with

Therefore, by applying Corollary 4.6 to (6.15), there exists a constant 77i(s) such that ux(s) + 52 —

the notation V - 1~3(s) introduced earlier with V;; := (xix i+ 3r26,-j) /7. Taking the last two results into
account in (6.9), we arrive at the following conclusion for the new solution.
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Claim 6.3 (Super-harmonic estimates). The metric and dual metric variables of the new solution enjoy
(s) — erA(E)é +s7? Hess(g) — 1(s) 12 Hess(l) e > hh(s)— L.~ 5€C¥.  (6.17)
32 4r 4r 7 Pt 2 V-P(s) T ’

Step 3. Estimating the mass corrector. We can apply similar arguments to the ones in the proof of
Theorem 2.11 and control the term (s). By applying Proposition 4.4 to (6.12) we have

— 1 sP
i(s) = 1= fR 3 Ana(s) + =) dx (6.18)
and, consequently with the third equation in (6.10a),
m(s) = if d;i (s)-‘—sA(?)+N(s) dx (6.19)
T 6m e \ 7082 y) T ' '

On the other hand, after analyzing the decay with the same arguments as the ones leading to
(5.38) we can check the formula

sr? (@
jﬂ; A(Trgz(s) - 7A(7))alx =0
and consequently, thanks to the first equation in (6.10a),

2
L 3 (ai]-gz(s)i,—sA(%A(%))dx: L 3 (H. = 3(81(5), ) ) dx + L Noia(s) dx.

Taking also (6.7) into account or equivalently

(7(g1(5), 1) = H.) = (H(g1, 1) — H.) +5 A(éA(?)) .y A(?) +@10(s) + Ona(s),

we can thus rewrite (6.19) as

16mm(s) = jﬂ; 3 (H. = (31, 1)) dx + jﬂ; 3 (= ©10(5) — Oua(s) + Nona(s) ) dx. (6.20)

Next, by integration by parts we can rewrite the contribution 1 as

2 .
fRS Ou(s)dx = lim fs (a,-ga(s)i,»—ajga(s)i,- —saj(%A@))ﬁusaj(?))?d@

and a straightforward calculation gives us (r > 2p;)

= () 1 xj

j; 9igi(s)i~ dw =5 j; &j((EA(D — @) 2A(1 /r)) —dw =0, (6.21a)
and
o Y 1 i 1 365 b,
L_ &igl(S)j]'7 dow=s L (EA(D - (D) T&](A(;))X] + r_6 - T_4 + 81(5,&@ - (D) }"4 - r—z dw
1
=4sf AP - D) dw,
[ (Lxo-a)

thus
— Xj
f aigl(s),-jfdw = —4s f Ddw, (6.21b)
S, S2
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as well as

2 2

(2 DN, X % Y ol

=—L(%A¢—®)dw=j;zq)dw.

f ®1o(s)dx:—5sf Ddw. (6.22)
R? s

Using this result in (6.20), we arrive at the following formula for the mass corrector of the solution

(6.21c)

Therefore, it follows that

associated with our choice of parametrized seed data:

167 (s) = fR 3 (H. = (31, 1)) dx + 55 fs Pdw+ fR 3 (= ©ua(s) + Nora(s)) d. (6.23)

Finally, proceeding as in Section 5 for the proof of Theorem 2.11 (see (5.41)) and observe that all the
terms in —®gy(s) + No12(s) vanish when s = 0 and are proportional to €, we control the mass corrector
as follows:

'1671%(5) —f (H. —J—((gl,hl))dx—sz CIJda)'
R3 s2
S €6 1781, 1) = Hullizey, + €6 [IM(g1, 1) = Millpacre + €cs,

(6.24)

in which we are going to choose st ®dw to vanish (cf. next step).

Step 4. Continuity of the mass corrector. We now study the function F : I — R, s %rﬁ(s)
determined in previous steps. We consider this function in the range

I'=[-Cip-€Cip+e] B = 13(g1, h1) — Hllp < Coeg, (6.25)

for some (large) constant C; > 0 and (small) constant € > 0. The constant Cy > 0 is fixed in our
argument and depends upon the data (g1, 1).

We claim that F is continuous. We thus fix some point s € I, and we consider a sequence {s;} C I
converging to s. In view of (6.9) we have

82(5) — g2(si) = _72((Ag1(s)u2(s))gl(s) - (Agl(s,)uz(si))gl(si))
+ rZ(Hessgl(S)(uz(s)) - Hessgl(s,)(uz(si))) - rz(uz(s)Ricgl(s) - uz(s,-)Ricgl(si)) (6.26a)
+ 72y 2 Iy * (ua(s) = 102(51))) + (Vi) (1 % Z2(5)) = Vi) (1 # Za(s:) )

and
ha(s) = a(si) = —%(LZZ(S) 81(5) = £7,6)81(51)) + 11  (112(5) — 12(51)), (6.26b)

where (¢2, ho, 12, Z5)(s) and (g2, ha, 12, Z5)(si) belong to Cf’“ X Cé’“ X C‘i’“ X Cg'“. For instance, for any
0 € (0,1) we have

H(Agl(s)”Z(S))gl(S) - (Ag1(s,-)u2(5i))gl(Si)ch,fz
<

|Acom2(6) = g 12816 cor. + |(Bgi60 11206 = 251N, + [(Asyria(s))(8105) = 82650

2,0
C0+2

S Ilua(s) = ua(sillcse + €5 = si),
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in which € = £(t) stands for some function satisfying lim;_,g E(t) = 0. So it follows from (6.26a) that
182(5) = g2(si)ll 2 S Mlua(s) = ua(si)llcsn + € 1122(5) = Za(si)llcan + E(s = si). (6.27a)
Similarly, we also obtain by (6.26b)
172(5) = ha(silllze < €6 Ilua(s) = ua(silllcae +1Z2(s) = Za(slllsa + E(s = s0). (6.27b)
On the other hand, recalling (6.10) we find
—A(Trgz(s) - Trgz(si)) + (Qijgz(s)ij - Qijgz(si)ij) = (f]-f(g1(s,-),h1) - U'C(g1(5),h1)) + No12(s) = Noiz(s1),
—A(Trgo(s) = Trga(s) + %(Trgz(S) —~ Trga(s) = (H(g1(50), ) = H(&1(5), 1)) + Ner(s) = Ner(s:)

and
1
2

—2A(uz(s) — ua(s)) = ;

(Tfegz(S) - Tregz(sz')) + Ry, (5)12(8) — Ry, (s)u2(si) + Na(s) — Na(si),

2
—4 A(ua(s) — ua(si)) = 691‘,‘(%(&(5)1’]’ - g2(5i)ij)) = N3(s) + Na(si),
AZx(s) + Div(VZy(s)) = (M(gl(si), hy) - M(gl(s)/hl)) + Ne7(s) — Nez (s1)-

An analysis similar to the one in the proof of Theorem 2.11, but using (6.27) instead of (5.8), shows
that

l[u(s) = ulsi)llcse < 1F(g1(5), 1) = FUg1(50), M)llcae + €6 IMUG1(), 1) = MG (si), )z
+ €6 (l1g2(s) = ga(sDllcan + llha(s) = halsi)llczs ) + ECs = i),
1Z(s) = Z(si)llca < €6 17(g1(8), 1) = FH(ga(si), )l e + IVUG1(S), 1) = MU (si), hn)llae
+ €6 (11820) = ga(sillze + lh2(s) = hasi)llcae ) + (s = s)).
Combining this result with the bounds (6.27) we obtain
l182(5) = g2(si)llc2e S 17(g1(8), 1) = FH(ga (i), )l e + €6 IMU(1(8), 1) = MU (si), M)ll e + E(s = si),

Ih2(s) = ha(sillze S €6 11F(g1(s), 1) = (g (i), h)llaer. + IMAg1(8), Ba) = M1 (5:), I)llcae + E(s = si).
(6.28)
In view of (6.23) we have

Zp(s) = 167 7m(s) = —f (F(g1, ) — H.)dx + 5sf Odw + f (= ©0a(s) + Naza(s)) dx
R3 S2 R3
and, thanks to (6.28),
IF(s) = F(s0)| < IH(g1(6), ) = H(ga(si), Iz, + IVE(g1(5), ) = M(ga(si), Pl
— S Dd E(s— i)
+[s S||j;2 cu|+ (s —si)

Since
lim (I#(g1(5), I — F(g1(si), m)llce, + VU1 (s), 1) = M(gl(si)/hl)“(;éfz) =0,

we have the convergence F(s;) — F(s) for any givens € I and any sequence converging to s. Therefore,
F is continuous, as claimed.
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Step 5. Hessian term outside the cone.
It remains to choose the parameter s in the range (6.25), namely |s — C; | < €. In view of (6.24) we
have

4 _ 1
[F©) = 5 )] < ﬂ'fw (HL —H(gl,hl))dx+55L®dw| + Csec(em +3)

1
Sﬂ‘5+C3€G(€M+C1‘B+€)<C1ﬁ+€

for a suitable choice of constants (namely C; large and e small, while C; is given by our estimates),
provided we choose @ such that

f Pdw = 0. (6.29)
SZ

Hence, we can guarantee that |[F(s)] < C; + €, namely F(I) C I and, by the Intermediate Value
Theorem, there exists s* € I such that

%ﬁ(s*) = F(s") = 5". (6.30)

In turn, thanks to the decay property of the metric (6.17) and by focusing to the exterior of the
cone %, we have arrived at our main conclusion

%

5s 2 1 2,0 c
1 r Hess(;) € C,(6).

(0] 0]
* * 2 * 2
$2(s") = s'r A(E)é +s'r Hess(E) -
It now remains to choose
O(x/r) =1 forall x € 67, (6.31)

so that the above property reduces to saying ¢»(s*) — s'r* Hess(1/r) € C;;“((éf). We have completed
the proof by taking ¢'° = ¢(s*) since, in view of the choice of g1(s) in (6.5) and for sufficiently large r,

g5 — g1 = 31(s) + ga(s) = ° (%ACD(x/r) — ®(x,7)) r* Hess(1/r) + ga(s")
= —s"1* Hess(1/7) + g2(s") € Ci;“(‘f;). m|

6.3 The asymptotic localization problem for the Schwarzschild and Minkowski
metrics

Another application of our method is now presented.

Theorem 6.4 (The asymptotic localization problem for the Schwarzschild and Minkowski metrics).
Consider solutions to the Einstein's vacuum constraint equations with topology M =~ IR3, and let gy, be the
Schwarzschild solution with small mass m > O (defined outside a large compact region) and let gg, = 0 be the
) c%,a
where €, is a cone with (possibly arbitrarily small) angle a € (0,2n), €, is the complement of the same cone
but with a (possibly only slightly) larger angle, and T, ¢ is the remaining transition region. Then, there exists
a choice of seed data set such that the seed-to-solution method generates a solution to the Einstein constraints,

Euclidean metric. Decompose asymptotic infinity in R® into three angular regions denoted by €, U6,

denoted by (g, h) and defined on R3, having (at least) harmonic decay 1/ in every angular direction, that is,
(8 = 8w, 1) € C* (M) X C1*(M) (632)

and being asymptotic to the Schwarzschild metric in the cone 6, and to the Euclidean metric in the cone €7,..
Specifically, for some O € (1,2) one has

§—9sn €C5(%,), & — Qruat € C5(6L.e)- (6.33)

We now give a proof of this theorem.
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Step 1. A parametrized family of seed data. Let W : S*> —» R be a given C?-regular function such
that
Y(x/r)=1in %, Y(x/r) =0 in %,,.. (6.34)

Let & be a cut-off function such that & is identically 0 inside the unit ball B(0, 1) and 1 outside the ball
B(0,2). Consider the seed data defined by hy = hi(t,s) = 0 and

qi(s, f) =0+ ( - %A\If + \If)(x/r) (gsCh - 6) + &g, ur? Hess(l/r) (6.35)

= t(%;&\y —W)(x/r) +5 (%Aqn - ®)(x/r),

where t, s are parameters and P : S2 > Ris also a given Cz-regular function, and &g, := &(x/Rs ).
Here, the radius R,; > 0is chosen to be a sufficiently large constant so that (g1(s, t), i1) satisfies the as-
sumptions in Theorem 3.12 with (p, q) = (1/2,3/2). We can apply Theorem 2.7 and the corresponding
Einstein solution (g, 1)(s, t) determined from the seed data set (g1(s, t), 0) has the form

gZ(S/ t) .
5= —(Agl(s,t)uz(s, t))gl(s, t) + Hessg, s1(12(s, t)) — ua(s, t)Ricg, s 1), (6.36a)
1
ha(s, t) = _ELZZ(s,t)gl(Sz f), (6.36b)

where (g, 2)(s, ) 1= (g = g1,1)(s, ) and (12, Zo)(s, £) € CH3(R®) X CHA(R?).
From now on, the notation O2“(r~*) stands for a function, say f, satisfying || f ||Cé,a ®) S €. Denoting

by m the ADM mass of the Schwarzschild metric gss, under consideration, we observe that

(—%A\P+\If)ggch+(1+ %/x\y—\y)a—az (- %A\ywy)(gsm—a)
= —2m (%A\y ~ %\y) 5+ 0% (r
and

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 /1, ¥ v
(aij(ZA\y - ;\1/) 6)17 - (&;;(ZA\I/ - ;\11) 6){{ = —2m A(ZA\IJ - ;\11) = —Z(EA(r A(7)) = A(7)).
Straightforward calculations similar to the ones done for the Hamiltonian operator in the proof of
Theorem 6.1 (see for instance (6.7)) lead us to

2
H(g1(s,£), ) = A(% A(M)) _ A(w

; p )) + Ko(s, £) + O (r™),

6.37
(4m+t)\P+sq>))+A((4m+t)\If+s(D) (6.37)

r

2
Ko(s, t) :=0;;g1(s, 1)ij — 9jjg1(s, )i — A(EA(

r

Here, it is helpful to keep in mind that Ky(s, ) = 0 for all r > 2 R, ;.

Step 2. Super-harmonic estimates for the metric and dual metric variables. Proceeding as in the
proof of Theorem 6.1, we obtain the following equation for the metric variable

_A(TrgZ(S/ t)) + aijg2(sf t)l] = _j{(gl(s/ t)/ O) + NOlZ(S/ t)/ (638&)
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and, for the dual variables u, and Z,,

—2Auy(s, t) = :—le'e 82(8,1) + Rg s,nt2(s, t) + Na(s, t), (6.38b)
Jx*
4 8ur(s, 1) = 9y - a(s, 1)) = Na(s, 1), (6.38¢)
AZy(s, 1) + Div(VZy(s, 1)) = Nez (s, 1). (6.38d)

Taking (6.38b) and (6.38¢) into account in (6.38a), we deduce that
2
- A(TrgZ)(S/ t) + r_zTrgZ(S/ t) = _:H:(gl (S/ t)/ 0) + N5(S/ t)/ (6386)
By recalling the expansion of the Hamiltonian operator in (6.37), the equations (6.38b) and (6.38e)

can be rewritten as

? (Am+HV +sd

2
- A(Trgz(s, t) - EA( )) + %(Trgz(s, B %A

2 (Am+HW +sd (4m+ )W +s®
= A(EA(f))‘A(f

; ((4m+t)‘I’+s®))

) — 1i§1(5, 1)ij + 95i81(5, )i + Nez(s, ) + O (™)

(6.39a)
and

+ Rg, s nti2(s, ). (6.39b)

—2A(u2(s,t)+w) 1 r (w))

" = r—z(Trgz(s, ) — §A

Therefore, an analysis similar to the one in the proof of Theorem 2.11 shows that

1 ? (Am+H¥ +sD L3 Sy
T—Z(Trgz(s, £ - EA(—)) e L'(R%) N C2(R%),
a(s, £) + W e CH(RY), Za(s, ) € CH (R,

It follows from (6.36a)-(6.36b) that (g2(s, ), Iia(s, ) € CT*(IR%) x C5*(R®), hence by (6.39a)-(6.39b)

—ZA(uz(s, H+ W) - rlz(Trgz(s, ) - éA(w)) e (R, (6.40a)
2 2
—A(Trgz(s, £ — %A(w)) + %(Tr (s, 1) - %A(w)) e C%(R%).  (6.40b)

By applying Proposition 4.3 to (6.40b) we have for any 0 € (1, 2)

Am+ W +sD
—))

(Tega(s, t) - gA( e C2(R%), (6.41)

and therefore, by applying Corollary 4.6 to (6.40a), there exists a constant (s, t) such that

@m+tHW+sd  m(s,t)
4r r

us(s, t) + € C;Y(R%). (6.42)

Similarly as in the proof of Theorem 2.11, we also find Z5(s, t) + V*(s, t) € CZ’“(IR3), where V*(s, t) :=
13(5, t)-V, with some constant vector 13(5, t) and with Vj; = (x,-x i+ 3r26,-j) /1* as defined earlier. Plugging
these results in (6.36), we arrive at the desired decay properties.
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Claim 6.5. The metric and extrinsic curvature of the parametrized family of Einstein solutions satisfy

dm + )WV +sP 4m + )W +sP
—(m ) i )6+r2Hess(—(m ) > )
4r 4r

hz(S, t) - LV""(st o€ CG:—Xl (643b)

2(5,1) —rZA( (s, H)r* Hess(l) eC3,  (643a)

Step 3. Estimating the mass corrector. We now estimate the coefficient (s, t). Proceeding as in the
proof of Theorem 6.1, we find

— 1 dm+t)¥V +sO 1 O, —4
m(s,t)—EIS (Qi]‘gz(s,t)ij—A(f))dx—ﬁ SKo(s,t)dx+ju;3 0% () dx

(4m+t)\If+scD)) ‘((4m+t)\11+sq>))ﬁdw
—_— |7

= — lim (gl(s B)iij — 81(s, 1)iji +8( ( p .

1677 r—-+00

+ f 0% ) dx.
R3

By integration by parts we obtain
jﬂ; (%j((%ﬁ‘y — W) (gsen — 0)ij) - 5ii((%ﬁ‘lf — W) (gsen — 0)j5)) dx

= lim | (ai((%/x\y = W)(gseh — 0)ij) - aj((%/x\y — W) (gsch — 6),-,-)) ? do = —4m } W dx.

Furthermore, in view of (6.21), we have
> (@ D\\ X v W\ X
Loga-oG) o= oo [ @GN -2 ww= [ wio
and

L_ (&f(( - %A(D * q)) r2&if(%)) - ai(( - %Aq’ + q’) f29ij(%))) % do =4 j;z Ddow,
[ (o= Sawewiea ) -a(- 3w - ) Lao=s [ wao

SZ
Taking these identities into account, we arrive at

(s, t) = %(t fs Wdw+s fs ZCDda))+ fm 3 0% (r*) dx. (6.44)

Step 4. Selecting a particular seed data. It remains to specify the field ® and as well as the real
parameters s, t. In view of (6.17) the Einstein solution (g, /) satisfies

dm+ )V +sd

1 2
g(s,t) = g1(s, 1) — E,K((élm +HWY 45D+ 7 Hess( P

) m(s, t)rzHess(l)GCZ“

and h(s, t) = Ly 0 € Cé’fl. By the definition of gi(s, t), for r > 2 R, ; we have

4m+ W +so

1 2
g(s,t) = g1(s, 1) — EA((élm +HWY 45D+ 7 Hess( ym

) — (s, H)r? Hess(%)
= g(s,t) + (%A\If - ‘I/)gSCh - (1 + %A‘If - ‘If) o— %,K\Ifrz Hess(l/r)
- i,&@rz Hess(l) - lA((élm +HW +sD)S

+ t W2 Hess (r) @ Hess(\f) 42Hess(®)+s®rzHess(1) r?i(s,t)rzHess(%).
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Provided t = —%’” and CD(%) =1forallx € €, U €-, ., from the definition of W it follows that

a+e’
§(s, —4m/5) - Wgsen — (1 - W) 6 + (% — ifi(s, —4m/5))r? Hess(%) € C3(C, UCL,e). (6.45)

Now thanks to (6.44), proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 6.1 and provided the vanishing integral
condition (6.29) is assumed by our seed data, there exists a constant s* satisfying s* = 27(s*, —4m/5).
Hence, (6.45) associated with s* is rewritten as

g(s', —4m/5) = Wgsh — (1 = W) 6 € Co%(%, U 61e),

and the desired conclusion follows in view of our choice of W in (6.34). This completes the proof of
Theorem 6.4.
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A Technical arguments on the seed-to-solution map (Section 3)

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Case 1: a = 1/2. Since the set of smooth and compactly supported functions on
R? is dense in HX(IR®), we can assume that w has bounded support. The weight function v = In x|
satisfies Vo = [x|71V|x| and Av = [x|"% at any x # 0. Integrating by parts the integral of w?Av over the
exterior of the unit ball B;(0) ¢ IR?, we obtain

f w?Avdx = — f w?|x|'dA(x) - 2 f wVw Vodx.
IR3\B1(0) 9B1(0) R3\B1(0)

The boundary term has a favorable sign and thus f]RS\ B,(0) w?|x|"2dx < 2 jiz w Vw Vo dx, hence by

3\B1(0)
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

1/2 1/2
f w2 dx < ( f w2 dx) f Vol dx) .
R3\B1(0) R3\B1(0) R3\B1(0)

Therefore, we have established the Hardy-type inequality

f w|x|2dx < f |Vawl? dx. (A1)
R3\B1(0) R3\B1(0)

Now let nbe a cut-off function supported in the ball B,(0) with radius 2 and satisfying = 1in B1(0).
By the Poincaré inequality for function supported in B,(0), we have fRS (wn)?dx < f]RS [V(nw)|? dx,
which implies

f w?dx < f |Vw|2772 dx + f wZIVryl2 dx < f [Vaw]? dx + f w? dx.
B1(0) B>(0) B>(0) B>(0) B1(0)\B1(0)

Since r is bounded above and below by positive constants on B,(0), from (A.1) it follows that

f wr?dx < f |Vewl|? dx + f |Vaw|? dx.
B1(0) B,(0) RR?

Combining the above two inequalities, we conclude that [, w*~2dx < [i, [Vw[? dx, which is the first
inequality in Proposition 3.2.

Case 2: a # 1/2. For definiteness, we treat the case a € (0,1/2). Setting v = |x|7"2, for all x # 0 we
have Vo = —(1 — 2a)|x|72*%*V|x| and Av = —2a(1 — 2a)|x|~>*?". Integrating by parts we establish that

f w?Avdx = (1 - 2a) f w?x| "2 4 A(x) — 2[ w Vw Vo dx.
IR3\B1(0) dB1(0) IR3\B1(0)
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The left-hand side and the boundary term have opposite sign, and we deduce that

af wx| 3 dx < f x| 7220 VeV |x|dx
R3\B1(0) R3\B1(0)

and, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

1/2 1/2
af w2|x|—3+2u dx < (f w2|x|—3+2a dx) (f |Vw|2|x|_3+2(”+1) dx) ]
IR3\B1(0) IR3\B1(0) IR3\B1(0)

It follows that
f w2|x|—3+20 dx < 1 f |Vw|2|x|—3+2(a+l) dx.
R%\B; (0) 4 JR3\By(0)

Finally, an analysis similar to the one in Case 1 leads us to

- 1 -
wZ’, 3+2a dx < = |VZU|27’ 142a dx.
R3 a R3

Hessian estimate. In the same spirit, we use the previous arguments to handle each partial derivative
of w with v = |x['** and we get

|Vw|2r—1+20 dx < f

[Hess(w)[>r'+* dx.
R3

R3

By applying the first inequality in Proposition 3.2, we obtain immediately the second inequality. O

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Step 1. We write Z = Y + Z,e,, where e, = d, and Y is orthogonal to the radial
direction. Since q < 2, we have a := 2 — g > 0 and so, by Proposition 3.2,

f (Z,,)Zr‘3+2"dx=—% f (Z,10,Z,)r~ 220 dx. (A.2a)
R3 R3

Denoting by D the Euclidean derivative operator, we have D, e, = 0 and J,Z, = %D(Z)nn. Therefore,
(A.2a) gives us

(Z)r 32 dx < f |D(Z)Pr 1+ dx, (A.2b)
IR3 IR3
which is the desired bound for Z,. A similar argument shows that
1
f |ZP2r 32 dx = — = f (Z - 9,2)r 22 dx. (A.2¢)
R3 a Jrs
Now, with Z = Y + Z,e, we observe that Z - d,Z = D(Z)(e,, Z) — DzZ - e,, and
DzZ e, = DyY - e, + Z,De,(Znen) - en + ZyD,,Y - ey + Dy(Zyey) - €.

The second identity is rewritten as DzZ - e, = = |Y* + Z,eq(Z,) + Y(Zy) = —r Y |* + Z(Z,). Hence,
by recalling the identity Z-9,Z = D(Z)(en, Z) — DzZ - ey, we find Z - 9,Z = D(Z)(en, Z) + 1 YI* = Z(Z,).
Combining this result with (A.2c), we obtain

1 1
|ZPr3+2 gy < = f |ZID(Z)r 2 dx + - f Z(Z,)r~ 22 dx.
R3 a Jrs a Jrs
Integrating the second term by parts, we have

1 1
|Z[2r3+ 2 dy < = f |ZID(Z)|r 2" dx — = f Div(r**%2)Z, dx.
R a Jrs a Jre
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Now since Div(Z) < |D(Z)|, we have

|ZPr73+2 dx < f |Z|ID(Z)r~ 2 dx + f |D(r~*27)|Z,, dx
R3 R3 R3

< f |ZID(Z)[r 22 dx + f (Z)2r3 2 dx
R3 R3

1/2
1/2
<( ] 1z dx) ID@)Pr 2 dx | + | (Z)Pr ¥ dx,
R3 R3 R3

In combination with (A.2b), we find

1/2 1/2
f |Z|2r—3+2a dx < (f |Z|2r—3+2a dX) (f |.D(Z)|2r—1+2u dX) + f |.D(Z)|2r—1+2u dx,
R3 R3 R3 R3

hence [, 1ZPr2*dx < [, |D(Z)Pr~ "2 dx.

Step 2. We will prove the result when a > 0 with a # 1/2, since the case where a = 1/2 is similar. In
view of Step 1, it suffices to show that

IVYPPr1+27 dx < f DY) 1420 dx + f [Y[2r~3+2 du. (A.3a)
IR3 RR3 IR3
By the definition of the Lie derivative, we have
f (Y; i+ Y]%,.)r-“zﬂ dx < f DY) 2 dx — 2 f Y Y dx.
IR3 IR3 IR3
Thus to establish (A.3a), we now show that, for some sufficiently small € € (0, 1),
-2 f YiYir P dx <e | [VYPrdx + e‘l(f DY) 1+2 dx + f [Y[2r~3+2 dx). (A.3b)
IR3 RR3 IR3 IR3
In fact, by the divergence theorem we get
- f Y,‘;]‘Y]‘;i}’_1+2u dx < f YjYi;j,-r_“Z“ dx + f |Y]‘Y,‘;]‘|}’_2+2u dx (A.3¢0)
RR3 RR3 RR3
and, observing that Y;Y;; = Y;Y;; and applying the divergence theorem again,
f Y]-Yi;ﬁr‘“z” <- f Yz-;iY]-;jr‘“z” dx + f |Y]-Yi;i|r‘2+2” dx.
R3 R3 R3
In combination with (A.3c), we arrive at
—f Yi;]'Yj;iV_1+2a dx < f |Y1-;,<Y]-;j|r‘1+2” dx + f IY]‘Y{;]‘IV_2+20 dx +f |iji;i|r—2+20 dx
R3 R3 R3 R3
< f DY) Pr 142 dx + f [YIIVY|r~22 dx.
R3 R3
By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

YIVY[r 2 dx <e | [VYPr ' dx + e f Y123+ dx
R3

R3 R3

(with € € (0,1)) and, therefore, we arrive at (A.3b) as claimed. O
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Proof of Lemma 3.6. Inview of the expressions (3.4a) and (3.4b) of the linearized operators, we estimate
the terms involving the function u as follows. For the Laplace term in (3.4a), by denoting by F;k the
Christoffel symbols of a metric we have

(A1) g1 = (Aelliz vy < I(Agiu = Awelliz oy + [I(Agi21)(81 = )lliz_ vy
o - 1/2 i , ~ 1/2
< ( f g1 — e Plogulrrdv,) +( f 181 T (g1) = Ty @RIl av,)
M M
jki2 k 230 2 172
+ec st (1911l + ITE1gaul) 121 g1 — eV, )
1/2 1/2
< GG(f |ajku|2r3—2p—2pc dVE) +€G(f |02t~ 2p dVg) ,
M M
therefore ||(Ag, 1) g1 — (Au)el| 2, < egllull 12 ) For the Hessian term, we find
2 4 1/2
IHessg, (1) — Hess. ()l ) < ( fM )(rﬁfj(gl) —rfj(e))aku| P av,)
1/2
S e€c (f |QuaPr! =22 dVe)
M
and, therefore, |[Hessg, (1) — Hess,(u)|| 2 M S ecllull (M) For the zero-order terms in 1 we write
-p -p

||u(Ric(g1) ~ Ric(e)) + ((Trg i)y — hy X Iy )u

E)
< ( f ju(Rie(g1) — Ric(e)Pr* dV€)1/2+( f '(Trglhl)hl—h1®h1'2u2r3‘2’”dVE)l/z
M M

1/2 1/2
< e f uPr e dv, )+ eg f PP =4 dv,) " < ecliullge .
M M ”

Next, we consider the terms in (3.4a) involving Z. By the definition the Lie derivative, we have (using

coma for partial derivatives and implicit summation over i, j, k)
— 1/2 — 1/2
1E2mllz o < ( f i Z PP dve) + ( f hgdiZ P dV,)
- M M

o 1/2 o 1/2
<eof f Zipr-2ie av,) " v e ( f 9iZ'Pr27210 dV,) < ecliZll s
M M

and
, 12
1£zg1 - LZEHL;q(M) < (f (|(g1ij,k - €1ij,k)Zk|2 +1(g1ij — eij)8k21|2) 320 dVC)
M

. 1/2
<ec f ZFP2e 4 9 2P V) S e Zl -
M i

Also, we have
1/2
lg1(£zg1, 1)z o < fM (1166 Z" P + 19115210 Z P )a [Pr2=2 AV, )
1/2
< e f (1ZFprt-22pe2t0 4|9, ZFPA2729) AV, ) < e ZIly oy
M —q
On the other hand, from the definition of the divergence operator we obtain
. s 1/2
IDive, Dlliz oy < (| 10ZhualPr™ ave)
M

o 1/2
< (fMI(?iZ]Pﬁ’ 2p-2qc dVE) SGG”Z”HLH(M)'
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Similarly, we find
. . 12,32 1/2
1 ® Divg,hn + Divg 1 ® Zli: oy s €6 ( | iz Pr dve)
M
12,1-2p-2 172
sec( | 1ZPr20dV,) " S ec 2l oy
M =
Finally, we estimate the last term in (3.4a) by
Z,Divg h < A
181(Z, Divg, hi)llz_ oy S |Z hijal"r e
- “
< ZkZ 1-2p-21 dv 172 < 7
S €G |Z5|"r e s el ||H;74(M)/
M

which completes the study for the Hamiltonian constraint (3.4a). Finally, we deal with (3.4b) similarly,
by writing for instance

|(cTeng:" = m)u

5 f'(Trhl - |uzr3_2‘7dV6)1/2

<eof [ eror 2‘7de) “seol [ trrav)” s edlulhg on,
M M

Taking also our previous estimates into account, we can complete the argument for the Hamiltonian
operator. O

Proof of Proposition 3.9. 1. Recall that (u,Z) is the unique minimizer of J, 1, v) over the function
space H%_p(M) X H}_ ,(M) and we have

AGg,mplg2, h2l = (f, V)

with ¢o = %43 [u,Z],and hy = 7° Z‘YdM*

(g1,1) Z]. It follows that

1,h )[
Y, s, Z) < Jigi,m,;,1)(0,0) =0,

hence
(Ig2llzom + Mh2llizan) < (lllz oy + 120z )11z o + VI v
L2(M) 2y S L3, (M) L2, (M) L2, (M) L2,V )
On the other hand, Proposition 3.4 gives us

”u”H%,p(M) S ”gZHLg(M) tec ”hZHL;(M)' ”Z”Hé,q(M) S € ”gZHLg(M) + HhZHLg(M)' (Ada)
Taking these inequalities into account, we have

18212 + IRl 2 2 S ||f||L2 Lo T ||V||L2 L(M)- (A.4b)
2. Next in view of Jig, n,,r,v) (4, Z) < J(g, ,,f,v)(0, Z), we obtain
2 2.3-2 2 3-2
IIgzIILI%(M) S f (Id?((gl nl0 ZIPP =2 + (IdM(g i[O, Z1F = 1AM [, Z]] ) q)dvgl

+ ||u||L§_p(M)||f||L;+2(M)-

Therefore, a straightforward calculation (similar to the one in the proof of Lemma 3.6) leads us to

192117 py < €6 (1211, o * Il (M)) il o1z, o
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and so, by recalling (A.4a) and (A.4b),

2
2
1821 v, €182tz + Wzllizow) + (Ig2lizom + €c Weallzon 1z v

2
< € (1lhz om + V2 o)+ €6 (ILAlz oy + 1V Iz, o L F Tz oy + Dg2llizwnlAliz v
This establishes the first inequality of the proposition.

3. Similarly, from Jg, n,,£,v) (1, Z) < J(g 1, ,v)(14,0) we deduce the second inequality and the proof
is completed. ]

Proof of Proposition 3.10. 1. We follow here a strategy found in [11] and [6], and we apply Theorem 3.8.
The inequality within any compact region of M being standard by a local elliptic regularity argument,
we focus on any of the asymptotic ends, denoted below by N = R?\ B, C R? for some R; > 0. Recall
that we are working with the weighted unknown u = r?uand Z = r™1Z. Since the Einstein constraints
satisfy Douglis-Nirenberg’s ellipticity conditions (as pointed out as the end of Section 3.3), we can
apply the interior regularity estimate in Theorem 3.8. We use the bounded domain I'(x) = B(x, r(x)/3)
centered at any arbitrary point x € R® \ Bag,, so that T'(x) ¢ N. With d(x) = r(x)/3 we obtain

3
(ﬂmwmaﬂ+ﬂm““%7wwﬂx+§:mn”%w2ww+mn“ﬂfﬁﬂmwa

et

max [ +r(x) max |Z|+d@)*rx)P? sup |f] +d(x)" [f 1o B0 (A.5a)
Bai)a(x) Bai)a(x) Baaa(x)
+d(x)’r(x)13 sup |V|+d(x) sup |8V|+d(x)““[&V]a,BSd(M(x).

By /a(x) Bs(x)/4(x)

We next control the sup norm as follows. Given any sufficiently large radius R > 0, by applying
Caccioppoli-Leray’s inequality (which is based on an integration by parts and the inequality of
arithmetic and geometric means) to A,u(Rx) and A.(du(Rx)) respectively, we have (for any € > 0)

— — 2
f [Vi(Rx)[* dx < €72 f W2 (Rx) dx + €2 f (Au(Rx)) dx
B1/2(x0/R) Bi(xo/R) B1(x0/R)

f IV2u(Rx)? dx < et f [Vi(Rx)]> dx + € f (A(Vir(Rx)))? dx.
B1/a(x0/R) Bi/2(x0/R)

B1j2(x0/R)

It follows that

R Fy22p, oy S € L w?(Rx)dx + € f (Au(Rx))*dx + € f (A(Vu(Rx)))* dx
1(x0/R) By (xo/R) Bi(xo/R)

and so, by the Sobolev embedding theorem,

),

max [(RY)P? < e f #2(Rx) dx + e( max_|Au(Rx)|)* +¢( max
Bya(xo/R) By(xo/R) B1(xo/R) B1(xo/R)

which is equivalent to

- 4 = 6 2
max |u(x u-(x) dx + eR*( max|Au(x)|) + eR’( max |A(Vu(x . A.5b
BR/4(‘<0)| g ) ER3 Br(x0) ® (BR(XO)| ( )) (BR(XO | (Vii( )))) ( )
Similarly, we also have
1
max |Z(x —_— Z2(x) dx + eR* max |AZ(x)]) + eR®( max |A(VZ(x . A5c
Mmy() S 3p M%J|<) (max| Z)) <m%|( Z)|) (A50)
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Therefore, as long as € is sufficiently small, we obtain from (A.5a)-(A.5c)

”m|C§’“(Bsd(x)/4(x)) + ”Z”Cf’“(Bsd(.«)/z;(x)) (A.5d)
-3/2 -1/2),7] :
< ()™ ||m|L2(33d<x)/4(x)) + ()Y 121 2Bas s + 1S Hcgfl(Bsd(.«w(X)) + ”V”C,}'“(Bsd(xm(x»'

Since

TR 1 < 200 [ iy

Ba/2(x)
smwf P20 dy < G2l < 20w, DI
Ba/2(x) 1= I
we have from Propositions 3.4 and 3.9

—3/2 -1 * -1
1 il By ) S 7(X) Hdg(gl,hl)(”’ Z)HLgip(N)ngfq(N) s V)”L§+2(N)><L§+1(N)'

Similarly, we also have (x)™"(|Zll2g,,, 000 S 7 I(f, V)“Lﬁﬂ(N)xL:H(N)‘ Taking this into account in
(A.5d), we establish that

Z -1
||m|C§’“(Bsd<x)/4(X)) + ”Z”CT’H(BM(;»)M(X)) ST ”(f' V)||L;27+2(N)XL:+1(N) + ||f||cgfl(33d(x)/4(x)) * “V“C;'Q(Bsd(x)/z;(x))
and by the definition of (g2, i) in (3.18a) we arrive at
||g2||c§r“(M) + “hZ“Cgﬂ(M) < ”f”chng(M) + “V“chxl(M)'
2. In order to improve the previous estimates and cope with the dependency in eg, it suffices to

re-apply the same arguments to each of the two sets of equations in (3.17a). o

B Technical arguments on the linearized Einstein constraints (Sec-
tion 4)

Proof of Proposition 4.4. The stated regularity was already explained in Proposition 4.2. For the first

statement in (4.5), recall that
E
w(x) = - f W,
4n Jgrs lx =yl

and select an arbitrarily small € € (0, 1). Since E € L'(R%), we can find a radius R so large that

f |E|dy <e.
R3\Bg, (0)

() =—— f MEW) 4 4 L f MEW) b e v 1 (B.1a)

41 gy 0) I =yl 41 JRovge o) ¥ = ¥l

Writing

and using limpy—+e (supyeBRE o IXI/lx = yl) =1, we obtain

\x|—>+oo

1
lim I = — f E(y)dy. (B.1b)
bAn g0 el
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On the other hand, we have

E E
|I§| S ﬁS\B (0) |J|CJ|C| _(y)l dy + ﬁS\B 0) Ix”_(y)| dy
Re Yl RO |x =y

-yl Vel le—yl< Vel
lxllyl =
se-lfzf |E(y)ld +f d B.1
w0 S ey Y (B9

B |x|~2
Se ”Zf IE(y)Idy+f dy < Ve+e,
R3\Bg, (0) k0 eyl

provided € € (0,1/4), say. Since € can be chosen to be arbitrarily small, from (B.1) we obtain the first
statement in (4.5). Finally, we write

1
xPVa(x) = I f lP(Vix = yDE(y)lx - yI~* dy
Tt R3

and by observing that [V|x — y|| = 1, a similar analysis as above leads us to the second statement in
(4.5). O

Proof of Proposition 4.5. When 0 = 1 the desired result follows immediately from the proof of Propo-
sition 4.4, so we treat here the interval 6 € (1,2). Since j];@ Edy =0, we have

1 E(y) 1 _ E(y)
xewxz—fxﬁ d:—fxﬁlx—x— —dy,
) = o | R ey = g | = e ) =y

and therefore given any radius d > 0

O=1 (|l _ [ 01 /1ul 1o
artlxlPro(x) = x|~ (Jx] = [x — yDE(y) s 1x1%1(|x| = |x — y])E(y) ;
B4(0) Y R3\B,(0) ¥

=l Il/2k-yl<30x1/2 =l
67~ (x| = |x = yDE(y) Ju+ 1% (1x] = Jx = yDE(y) J
R3\B4(0) lx -yl R3\B4(0) lx =yl
beyl3lel/2 be-yl<hl/2

=: L1(x) + I(x) + I3(x) + I4(x).

[ ey |—lxl < [x° 1yl
[x=yl = =yl

Since we have forany € € (0,1)

I111(x) < (1 + sgn(lx| = 2d)) | 2dl{Ell s, 0y + (1 = sgn(lx] — 2d)Ix1" =N Ell o ,

where our convention is that sgn(0) = 0. For the term I, we write

IL(x)| < %772 IVIIE(y)| dy

R3\B;(0)
[x/2<]x—yl<3lx|/2

_ _o_ 1
< X122 Ellcoroys,0)) lyl %t dy < m||79+25||C°(R3\Bd(0))/

R3\B;(0)
Iyl<2/x]

since 0 € (1,2), while for the term I3

-1 0-1),0+2 —6-2
[I3(x)] < [x] fmw IE@)dy < 1xI” 7 1lr”*Ell oo\ By 0)) ﬁs\sd(m [y~ dy

Ix=yI=3lxl/2 [y1=2lx|

1 0+2
S 0-1 llr El|C°(R3\Bmax(d,\x\/2)(0))‘
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Finally, we estimate I by writing

—6-1
0-1 IVIE) 0-1)1,0+2 |yl
< < Ut
|La(x)] < [x] fns\sdm) =yl dy < 1”7 Ellco R\ By (0)) w0 T =]
lx=yl<Ixl/2 lx—yl<Ixl/2
-6-1
0-1),0+2 (Ix[ = lx = yI)
S 7 I El co (R B a2 (0) T Py R dy
lx—yl<Ixl/2

0+2
< I E||C°(1R3\Bmax(d,s\x\/z)(o))‘

Taking the above inequalities into account, we conclude that

[l 5 (1 + sgn(lxl — 2/l ZdIElL1 s, 0 + (1 — sgn(l ~ 24)lxt’ | Ellcs,.
1 042 (BZa)
+ 55" Ellowso) + Ol Ello s 0)-

Combining this with the property

lim ((1+ sgn (bl = 2) [xI* 2 Ellys, 0 + (1 = sgn(l = 2t “Ell s ) = 0,

we find
x°lwl < (2 = O Ellcogrsy + 9||V€+ZE||CO(R3\BW(O))-
Hence, by Proposition 4.2 the inequality (4.6) holds.
From (B.2a), one has

lim sup |x|%/w| < Ir*?Ellcoge\,(0))

\x|—>+oo

for all d > 0. Therefore, thanks to (4.7a) and by letting d — +c0, we obtain
lim |x|%w| =0,
|x|—+00

as claimed.
Now for any d > 0, let &; be a cut-off function which equals 0 for all x| < 4 and equals 1 for all
x| > 2d, and |0'€4l < d~ (i =1,2,3,...). By setting w, := &sw, we find

—AWy = E;E — wAE; + 2Vw.VE, = E,.
Thanks to Proposition 4.2, we have
”ad”CI;M(]RS) < ”adncgﬂ(]RS) + “Ednclgiz(]Rs)'
Observing also that
”Ed”C’gfz(Rs) S 1927 I Ellcowa\s,(0)
we obtain

O+2+i ai

||5d||cg+z,«(Rs) < ||5d||cgra(]R3) +Ir Ellcowa\B,(0))-

Therefore, given € € (0,1), in view of (4.7a) and our previous conclusion limjy e x| |w| = 0, we
choose d to be sufficiently large so that ||w,l| ci2aRs) S € which gives us (4.7b). O
o

Proof of Lemma 4.7. Since B has constant coefficients, without loss of generality we can assume that
y = 0 and, after setting IM;;(x) := IM;j(x, 0), we only need to check

Lj() = fR 3 (Mj(x)AG + Z M (x)dixch) dx = =(0) & (B.3a)

k=1,2,3
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for all smooth and compactly supported functions ¢ : R — RR. By observing that M € L] (IR*\ {0}),
it suffices to check that

~¢(0) o = lim Iy(a),  In(a) = f ‘ (]Mki(x)A¢+ Z Mjk(x)gi@) dx

=123

Using that ¢ has compact support and integrating by parts, we obtain
Y Xi
L-k(a) = —f (Qijin(P + 8j]M]-k8,-q§) dx — f (Mkiajqu + ]Mij,-qu) dw
[x|>a x|=a

B j;|>g (A]Mki * aiijk)(p ax+ f (& Mkl| | +9j Mlk )¢ dw

|x|=a

_Lza(Mkz ]q§+]M]k 8¢)da)

Since (x;/|x])d;¢ is bounded and since [M(x)| < 1/|x|, the last integral converges to zero when
a — 0. On the other hand, a straightforward calculation away from the singularity at x = 0 gives us

3 XiXk
AMy; + 9; My = 0, ’&]M &]M —— o+ =X, B.3b
ki ijAVejk | | ki t | | jk = 167 |x|2 ( ik |x|2 ) ( )

Taking these identities into account, we then find

. 3 . 1 xzxk
lim I = ——— lim
20 T 16m abor L - |x|2( |x|? )(P(

1 XiXk 3 . 1 xl k
oot [ ploe o gz [ o+ 5 oo - o0
B 3(}5(0 . 1 szk _
=~ Ten all,%l j;l P (5 x |2)dw =¢(0) Oix. O
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