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Simultaneous development of shocks and cusps for 2D Euler
with azimuthal symmetry from smooth data

Tristan Buckmaster” Theodore D. Drivas’ Steve Shkoller* Vlad Vicol®

Abstract

A fundamental question in fluid dynamics concerns the formation of discontinuous shock waves from
smooth initial data. We prove that from smooth initial data, smooth solutions to the 2d Euler equations in
azimuthal symmetry form a first singularity, the so-called C' 3 pre-shock. The solution in the vicinity of
this pre-shock is shown to have a fractional series expansion with coefficients computed from the data.
Using this precise description of the pre-shock, we prove that a discontinuous shock instantaneously
develops after the pre-shock. This regular shock solution is shown to be unique in a class of entropy
solutions with azimuthal symmetry and regularity determined by the pre-shock expansion. Simultaneous
to the development of the shock front, two other characteristic surfaces of cusp-type singularities emerge
from the pre-shock. These surfaces have been termed weak discontinuities by Landau & Lifschitz [12,
Chapter IX, §96], who conjectured some type of singular behavior of derivatives along such surfaces.
We prove that along the slowest surface, all fluid variables except the entropy have C L3 one-sided cusps
from the shock side, and that the normal velocity is decreasing in the direction of its motion; we thus
term this surface a weak rarefaction wave. Along the surface moving with the fluid velocity, density and
entropy form C L3 one-sided cusps while the pressure and normal velocity remain C?; as such, we term
this surface a weak contact discontinuity.
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1 Introduction

We consider the simultaneous development of shock waves and weak singularities (contact and rarefac-
tion cusps) from smooth initial data, for the two-dimensional compressible Euler equations in azimuthal
symmetry. This problem consists of:

* the shock formation process, in which we start from smooth initial data and construct the first singu-
larity, the so-called pre-shock;

* the shock development process, in which the pre-shock instantaneously evolves into a discontinuous
entropy producing shock wave, and two other families of weak characteristic singularities (cusps).
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1.1 The compressible Euler equations

For shock development, it is essential to write the Euler equations in conservation form, so as to ensure the
physical jump conditions (conserving total mass, momentum and energy) are satisfied. The system reads

or(pu) + div(pu®u + pl) =0, (1.1a)
Orp + div(pu) =0, (1.1b)
O E +div((p+ E)u) =0, (1.1c)

where u : R? x R — R? denotes the velocity vector field, p : R? x R — R denotes the strictly positive
density, £ : R? x R — R denotes the total energy, and p : R? x R — R denotes the pressure function which
is related to (u, p, E') by the identity

p=(y=1)(E-3plul) .

where v > 1 denotes the adiabatic exponent. For smooth solutions, the conservation of energy equation
(1.1c) can be replaced by the transport of (specific) entropy 0;S + u - VS = 0, where S : R2 x R — R
denotes the entropy function, and the pressure has the equivalent form

p(p,S) = Lp7es. (1.2)

We consider solutions to the Euler equations (1.1) which start from smooth non-degenerate initial data at
time Tp, form a first singularity or pre-shock at time 77, and simultaneously develop a discontinuous shock
wave and surfaces of weak characteristic discontinuities on the time interval (7%, T2]. Solutions on the time
interval [T, T ) are classical solutions to (1.1), and only the continuation of these solutions past 77 requires
the introduction of the Rankine-Hugoniot jump conditions.

Suppose that for t € (1, T5], the shock front S = R? x (17, T»] is an orientable space-time hypersurface
across which the velocity u*, density p*, and energy E* jump. We consider the case where this surface is
given by S := {s(t,x1,x9,...x4) = 0} with spacetime normal — (s, V,s)|s := (—§,n). We assume that
(ut, pt, ET) are defined in the sets Q% (t) = R? separated by the shock front at time ¢. Let n(-,¢) point
from Q7 (¢) to QT (¢), which is in the direction of propagation of the shock front. In two-dimensions, we let
7(+,t) = n(-,t)* denote the tangent vector. We denote [ f]] = f~ — f* where f* (sometimes denoted f)
are the traces of f along S in the regions QF respectively, and u,, = u - n|n|~!, u, = u - 7|7|~1. The shock
speed is denoted by 5. The Rankine-Hugoniot jump conditions state that the shock speed § along with the
jumps of the fields across S must simultaneously satisfy

sl pua]l = [ + pI], (13
s(n| " [p]l = [pun]l, (1.3b)
sin| ' IE] = [(p + E)un]l, (1.3¢)

where we have used [[u,]] = 0 for a shock discontinuity.

Definition 1.1 (Regular shock solution). We say that (u,p, E,s) is a regular shock solution on R x
[T1, T»] if the following conditions hold:

(i) (u,p, E) is a weak solution of (1.1) and p = pmin > 0;

(ii) the shock front S = R% x R is an orientable hypersurface;

d

(iii) (u, p, E) are Lipschitz continuous in space and time on the complement of the shock surface (R* x

(71, T2)\S;
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(iv) (u, p, E) have discontinuities across the shock which satisfy the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions (1.3).

Furthermore, the solution has a weak shock if

sup  ([[[u(@)]] + [Te@] + [TE@OT]) « 1.

te [T1 ,TQ]

1.2 Prior results in shock development problem for Euler

For hyperbolic systems in one space dimension, existence (and in some cases uniqueness) of global weak
solutions is well understood using either the Glimm scheme or compensated compactness techniques (see
e.g. [8]). Unfortunately, these methods cannot provide a description of the surfaces across which weak
and strong singularities propagate. In multiple space dimensions, Majda [14, 15] establishes the short-time
evolution (and stability) of a shock front. This is a free-boundary problem in which the parameterized shock
surface moves with the shock speed given by the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions. In this problem, the initial
data consists of a shock surface and discontinuous (u, p, F') which are smooth on either side of the shock. As
such, this framework does not include the shock development problem, in which the surface of discontinuity
must evolve from a Holder pre-shock.

There are very few results on the formation and development of shocks. For the one-dimensional p-
system (which models 1d isentropic Euler), Lebaud [13] was the first to prove shock formation and de-
velopment. Following [13], Chen & Dong [4] and Kong [11] also proved formation and development of
shocks for the 1d p-system with slightly more general initial data. However, because entropy is created at
the shock, the use of the isentropic 2 x2 p-system cannot produce weak solutions to the 1d Euler equations.’
Yin [16] was the first to consider the formation and development problem for the non-isentropic 3 x3 Euler
equations in spherical symmetry. Independently, shock development for the barotropic Euler equations un-
der spherical symmetry was established by Christodoulou & Lisbach [7]. The use of the isentropic model
or the assumption of an irrotational flow in higher dimensions cannot produce weak solutions to the Euler
equations, and as such has been termed the restricted shock development. Christodoulou [6] has established
restricted shock development for the irrotational and isentropic Euler equations in three spatial dimensions
and completely outside of symmetry. Yin & Zhu [17] have recently established shock development in two
dimensions for a scalar conservation law.

As previously noted by Landau & Lifschitz in [12, Chapter IX, §96], at the same time that the dis-
continuous shock wave develops, other surfaces of singularities are expected to simultaneously form. Lan-
dau & Lifschitz termed these surfaces weak discontinuities. In the restricted shock development problem,
Christodoulou [6, Page 3] constructs chs cusp singularities along the characteristic of the fluid velocity
minus the sound speed, emanating from the first singularity (akin to the s; curve in Theorem 3.2). For
the full Euler system (with or without symmetry, even in one dimension) the analysis of these surfaces
of weak discontinuity has been heretofore nonexistent. In this paper we prove that two such surfaces of
weak singularities emerge from the pre-shock and move with the slower sound-speed characteristic and the
fluid velocity respectively. We shall refer to these two surfaces as a weak contact (s2), respectively a weak
rarefaction (s1). We call the curve so a weak contact because it moves with the fluid velocity, and both
the normal velocity and the pressure are one degree smoother than the density and entropy. The curve s;
is called a weak rarefaction because the normal velocity to this curve is decreasing in the direction of its
motion — see Section 7.

1.3 Statement of the main results

The goal of this paper is to prove the following (we refer to Theorems 7.1 and 7.2 for a precise statement):

"We emphasize that the Rankine-Hugoniot jump conditions are not satisfied under the isentropic assumption, see Lemma 2.1.
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Theorem 1.2 (Main result for 2D Euler — abbreviated version). From smooth isentropic initial data with
azimuthal symmetry, at time Iy, there exist smooth solutions to the 2d Euler equations (1.1) that form a pre-
shock singularity at a time T > Ty. The first singularity occurs along a half-infinite ray and the blowup is
asymptotically self-similar, exhibiting a C 3 cusp in the angular velocity and mass density, and a C L3 cusp
in the radial velocity. Moreover, the blowup is given by a series expansion whose coefficients are computed
as a function of the initial data.

Past the pre-shock, the solution is continued on (11, T>], as an entropy—producing regular shock solution
of the full 2d non-isentropic Euler equations (1.1). The solution is unique in the class of entropy producing
weak solutions with azimuthal symmetry, with a certain weak shock structure and suitable regularity off the
shock (see Definition 5.3 below). The following properties are established:

* Across the shock curve, all the state variables jump:
1 1 1 3
Quell ~ (¢t =T1)z, el ~(@E—=T1)2,  [ourll ~(@E—T1)2,  [[S]~ (t—T1)2.

* Across the characteristic emanating from the pre-shock and moving with the fluid velocity, the entropy,
density and radial velocity all have a C L3 one-sided cusp from the right, while from the left, they are
all C? smooth. The second derivative of the angular velocity and of the pressure is bounded across
this curve for t € (11, Ts].

* Across the characteristic emanating from the pre-shock and moving with sound speed minus the fluid
velocity, the entropy is zero while the angular velocity and density have C2 one-sided cusps from
the right, while from the left, they are all C? smooth. The second derivative of the radial velocity is
bounded across this curve fort € (T1, Ts].

We thereby obtain a full propagation of singularities result for regular shock solutions, capturing both the
Jjump discontinuity and the weak singularities emanating from the initial cusp in the pre-shock.

Figure 1: The images represent values of the density written in polar coordinates p(r, 8, t), and plotted for € [1,2]. The image
on the left represents the smooth data at time 5. The center image shows the pre-shock formed at time 71, at one specific value of
the angular coordinate; we marked the corresponding line in red. The image on the right represents the density at time 7%, where
we have represented in red the line along which the shock discontinuity occurs, in blue the line containing the weak contact, and in
green the line corresponding to the weak rarefaction.
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Remark 1.3 (Anomalous entropy production). In analogy with Onsager’s conjecture on anomalous dissi-
pation of kinetic energy by weak solutions of incompressible Euler, entropy can be anomalously produced by
singular inviscid solutions of the compressible Euler equations. Theorem 3 of [9] establishes the following
L3-based Onsager-criterion: if u, p, E € L*(0, T} (B§(;+ N L®)10c(R?)) then there is no entropy produc-
tion. Our Theorem 1.2 provides an example of an entropy producing weak solution resulting from continuing
past a finite time singularity. In fact, the solution we construct lies in u, p, E € (BV n L®)j,c © (B;{O’f})loc,

for every p > 1, illustrating the sharpness of the Onsager criterion in this context.

Remark 1.4 (Uniqueness and entropy). With regards to the question of uniqueness, the recent work [10]
established that infinitely many entropy-producing weak solutions emanating from 1d Riemann data exist
(see also the references therein for the rich history of such convex-integration constructions going back
to [5]). The solutions in [10] break the 1d symmetry and are in general just bounded, and show that the
usual entropy condition cannot ensure uniqueness in the class of bounded weak Euler solutions. By con-
trast, we establish uniqueness in a class of weak solutions with azimuthal symmetry, exhibiting weak shock
structure, and which have regularity consistent with the fact that they emanate from a C 5 pre-shock (see
Definition 5.3).

2 Jump Conditions and Entropy Conditions

2.1 The Rankine-Hugoniot jump conditions for the Euler equations

We now return to the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions (1.3). The weak shock regime is relevant to the develop-
ment of a discontinuous shock wave from Holder continuous data (the pre-shock). A key feature of a regular
shock solution to the Euler equations is the production of entropy along the shock surface.

In order to best exemplify this entropy production, we shall set

S, =0. 2.1)

‘We then define
V=U, —§. 2.2)

Then noting that u2 = (v + §)? = v? + 25v + §2 and $u,, = $v + 2, the jump conditions (1.3) become

0=[[pv? + 7], (2.3a)
0= [lpv]l, (2.3b)

2
0= [[v2 4 77_71%]]? (2.3¢)
From (2.3b), we know that the mass flux is continuous p_v_ = p vy =: j. For a shock discontinuity j # 0
implying the tangential velocity is continuous across the shock [[u. ]| = 0. In our setup, mass is crossing the
shock from the ‘+’ phase to the ‘—’ phase, so the shock is traveling from ‘—’ to ‘+’. With our choice of

orientation for the normal, this fixes j < 0, which implies that
u”-n<Ss, ut-n <s. (2.4)

Thus, the shock speed is greater than the normal velocity of the fluid on both sides of the shock, consistent
with that mass flux being negative j < 0. We will refer to ‘—’ state as behind the shock and the ‘+’ state as
the front.
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2.2 Second Law of Thermodynamics and the physical entropy condition

We now explain the meaning and consequences of the physical entropy condition. The motion of a viscous
compressible fluid in d-spatial dimensions is, to good approximation, governed by the Navier-Stokes system.
In that system, any non-trivial state has the property that net entropy is increasing

% 0 pS dx > 0, 2.5)

provided u is tangent to {2 (and the boundaries 0f) are insulating if the thermal diffusivity is non-vanishing).
Namely, the second law of thermodynamics holds. For the Euler equations, the entropy satisfies

0t(pS) + V- (puS) =0 (2.6)
and is thus has conserved average for smooth solutions. We recall here the following classical result

Lemma 2.1. Let (u, p, E) be a weak shock solution. Then, entropy is produced (2.5) if and only if [[S]| > 0.
Moreover, provided that the specific volume V := 1/p and enthalpy h = % + e when viewed as a functions

of pressure and entropy are C*, then the following leading order description of the entropy jump holds

11 [(*V
150 - 57 (5
12 T+ ap_;’_
The notation “f(xz) = O(x)” means, as usual, |f(z)| < (const.)|z| for all sufficiently small . An

immediate implication of equation (2.7) is that entropy variation is produced once a shock is formed, even
if the flow was initially isentropic.

[p1° + O([pl"). 2.7)

S

Remark 2.2 (Equations of State). Although we only require finite regularity in Lemma 2.1, away from
phase transitions, all thermodynamic functions are smooth in their arguments. Thus, the specific volume
V := V(p,S) and the enthalpy h := h(p, .S) which are used in the subsequent proof are smooth functions
of pand S. As such, our assumption physically is that our medium is far from criticality. Moreover, strict
convexity 02V /0p? > 0 is a material property. For example, for a ideal gas (the family we consider) we

have explicitly
%
p? )g

which can be obtained by differentiating the relationship pV? = (const.) (equation (1.2)). The thermody-
namic temperature appearing in (2.7) can also be explicitly related to p and p in this setting. Specifically, for
the ideal gas law 7' = e/c, where the internal energy e = ﬁ, we have the following explicit formula
1 _ cwy=lp

T D

2
=(1+ 7‘1)‘; >0 (2.8)

Remark 2.3 (Correlations in jumps). One consequence of Lemma 2.1 is that, if V is a strictly convex
function of the pressure (as it is for the ideal gas), then positive entropy production implies positivity of the
jumps [[p]] > 0, [[p]] > 0 and [Ju,]] > 0. This conclusion is simply the well known fact that pressure and
mass density trailing the shock exceed their values at the front, due to compression. See Landau and Lifshitz
[12], Chapter IX for an extended discussion.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. Integrating the entropy balance (2.6) over the domain one finds
s[[pST — [pwST = —5lST- (2.9)

Thus we must have —j[[S]] > 0, to be consistent with the second law of thermodynamics (2.5) imposed,
for example, by the effects of infinitesimal viscosity. Recalling that, with our conventions the mass flux
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7 = pv is negative (mass is passing the shock from + to —), we see that the physical entropy condition (2.9)
is equivalent to the condition

[S] > 0. (2.10)

We now derive the consequences of (2.10) for weak shocks. In what follows, we will show that [[S] =
O([[p]®). In the calculations below, we anticipate this result in our expansions. It is convenient to work
with the enthalpy h = % + e. We regard h = h(p, S) and Taylor expand to obtain

[[h]]=(js’1) [T + (p) o]
G- ),

Recalling the first law of thermodynamics in the form

[pI° + O(ISTMel, [pD*, [ST?).

dh = TdS + Vdp, 2.11)

where V' := 1/p is the specific volume, we find that

@), ()

Thus, the Taylor expansion of the enthalpy becomes

LoD+ <§p>

Recalling that the mass flux j is continuous across the shock, we note that by (2.3a) that

[pll = —[pv°] = —ilvl = —5°[V ], (2.14)

which implies j2 = —[[p]]/[V]]. Moreover, from (2.3c), we have

v
VI

where Ve = %(V, + V). Combining with (2.13), after some manipulation we find

52
- (52 )]
Finally, Taylor expanding the specific volume yields
oV 0V
- (55) w5 (55).

Upon substitution into (2.16), we obtain the relation (2.7). Note that provided 82V/ op* > 0, for weak
shocks [[p]] « 1, equation (2.7) shows that [[p]] > 0. Hence, by (2.14), we have [[p]] > O and [Ju,]] > 0. O

=V (2.12)

[p]* + O(ISTIPD. [pD*, [ST?)- (2.13)

1) - 781+ V-l + 5 (5]

0 = 120 = 5 1veD = DD = v, @15

7181 = L [VIeD - (‘W) T + OSTpD I ISTD).  2.16)

[pI* + O([pI°, [ST)- (2.17)
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2.3 Lax geometric entropy conditions and determinism of shock development

In this section, we show that the entropy condition implies that the shock discontinuity is supersonic relative
to the state ahead (‘+’ phase) and subsonic relative to the state behind (‘- phase)

ut n+ct <s<u -n+c, (2.18)

where ¢~ and ¢ are the sound speeds behind and at the front of the shock. In this way, the {t = 0}
hypersurface is the Cauchy surface for the state ahead (+) whereas {¢t = 0} together with the shock front
serve as the Cauchy surface for the state behind (—). The region behind the shock is thus determined by
the initial conditions together with data along the shock front which are determined by enforcing Rankine-
Hugoniot conditions.

Equations (2.18) (together with (2.4)) are called Lax’s geometric entropy conditions. We now show that
the Lax geometric entropy conditions are equivalent to the physical entropy condition (2.10), at least for
weak shocks.

Lemma 2.4. In the setting of Lemma 2.1, the physical entropy condition (2.5) holds if and only if the
geometric Lax entropy conditions (2.18) and (2.4) hold.

Proof of Lemma 2.4. Conditions (2.4) hold since the mass flux j < 0. Using uy - n — § = jV¥, (2.18)
becomes
“% <—j< ‘C/—i (2.19)

Thus, when the jump conditions, the Lax geometric conditions hold provided
[e/V] > 0. (2.20)

We now show how this is implied by [[S]] > 0 in the weak shock regime. Letting w := V2 /c?, we have

1 [e/V]
[[w]] ( (c/V)~— + (c/V ) [[V/C]] <(C/V) + (c/V)+> c/V)~(c/V)F (2.21)

Thus, verifying condition (2.20) and thus (2.19) is equivalent to showing [Jw]] < 0. To verify this note first,
that viewing p := p(p, S), as an application of the chain rule we have

()| __ 1 (v
2 \odp)lsg V2 \op/lg
which yields w = — (a—v) ‘S. Appealing to the leading order entropy jump (2.7) of Lemma 2.1, we obtain

op
- (5., W

Thus, we see that [[S]| > 0 if and only if [Jw]] < 0 which in turn implies the Lax conditions (2.18), (2.4). [

(2.22)

[p]l + O([[p]*) =

[ST + O([Ip]l*).- (2.23)

Remark 2.5 (Determinism of shock development and entropy conditions). We now discuss an interpre-
tation of the Lax geometric inequalities as they pertain to the issue of determinism of the shock development
problem. To simplify ideas, we specialize to 1D setting in which the spacetime shock curve is given by
{z = s(t)}. The spacetime normal to the shock curve is n = (—s, 1). With the notation V; , = (J¢, 0.), the
transport operators for the Riemann invariants are

(Lu—c)- Vi, (L,u) - Vi, (Lu+c)- Vig. (2.24)
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See equations (3.5b), (3.5¢) and (3.5a) respectively. In the front of the shock (+ phase), the Lax inequalities
(2.18) read

ut —ct <5, ut <3, ut +ct <5 (2.25)

all of which follow directly using the fact that the sounds speed is positive. Geometrically, these translate to
n-(Lut —c") <0, n-(1,u") <0, n-(Lut+¢") <0, (2.26)

showing that all the associated characteristics in front of the shock (4 phase) impinge on the shock front,
carrying with they Cauchy data from the {t = 0} hypersurface. This ensures that the front of the shock is
causally isolated from shock and determined solely from initial conditions. On the other hand, behind the
shock (— phase) we have from (2.18) and (2.4) that

u~ —c <35, u- <8, u ¢ >5 (2.27)
which has the geometric meaning of
n-(Lu~ —c¢ ) <0, n-(1,u") <0, n-(Lu” +c¢)>0. (2.28)

Unlike the situation in the + phase, we see that two of the characteristics corresponding to wave speeds
u~ — ¢ and u~ are “exiting the shock”, carrying with them data from along shock hypersurface. Only
one of the characteristics corresponding to «~ + ¢~ is impinging on the surface, carrying Cauchy data from
{t = 0}. The significance of this is the following: the data along the shock front for the Riemann invariants
carried by characteristics leaving the shock are free and will be chosen to enforce two out of the three
jump conditions for mass, momentum and energy. The third invariant whose characteristics impinge on the
shock enjoys no such freedom — rather the speed of the shock will be designed to arrange for the last jump
condition to be satisfied. Simultaneously ensuring these constraints hold define a free boundary problem for
the shock development. If additional characteristics were to lack this freedom, the problem would become
overdetermined and no solution could be found in general. As such, the entropy condition is precisely what
is required for the shock development problem to be “deterministic”.

Remark 2.6 (Shock speed near formation). From the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions, it follows that the
rate of propagation of weak shock waves (relative to the fluid) is the sound speed, § ~ u,, + ¢. This follows
from the fact that, at the pre-shock, v— = v so

v =v; =v=jV =—+/=V20p/oV)|s = —/(Op/dp)|s = —¢, (2.29)

which follows from the identity j2 = —[[p]]/[V]. Since § = u,, — v, the claim follows.

2.4 The Euler system in terms of entropy, velocity, and sound speed

In preparation for reducing the equations to a symmetry class and deriving equations of motion for the
Riemann variables, we reformulate the two-dimensional non-isentropic compressible Euler equations. First,
for classical solutions the energy equation can be replaced by the transport of entropy

Ot(pu) + div (pu®u) + Vp(p) =0, (2.30a)
dup + div (pu) = 0, (2.30b)
oS +u-VS=0, (2.30c)

where S : R? — R is the (specific) entropy. If the initial entropy is chosen to be a constant Sy € R, then
the entropy function satisfies S(-,t) = Sy as long as the solution remains smooth. The formulation of Euler

10
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given in (2.30) is equivalent to the usual conservation law form (see (1.1)) up to the pre-shock, and will be
used for the shock formation process.
We introduce the adiabatic exponent

so that the (rescaled) sound speed reads

o= 1\/opjop = Le3 p . 2.31)

With this notation, the ideal gas equation of state (1.2) becomes
p="2po. (2.32)

The Euler equations (2.30) as a system for (u, o, .S) are then given by

o+ (u-V)u +aoVe = $£0°VS, (2.33a)
00+ (u-V)o+aocdivu =0, (2.33b)
0SS + (u-V)S =0. (2.33¢c)

We let w = V- - u denote the scalar vorticity, and define the specific vorticity by ¢ = %. A straightfor-
ward computation shows that ¢ is a solution to

O+ (u-V) =22Vis . VS. (2.34)

ag
7P
The term term %%VLU - V.S on the right side of (2.34) can also be written as p—>V+p - Vp and is referred
to as baroclinic torque.

2.5 Jump formulas for ideal gas equation of state

In this section, we perform some manipulations of the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions (1.3a)—(1.3c¢) which
will be used later in the paper. Combining (2.3) together with (2.1), we find that

20}
[p]l = - (v=Dp- —+v+1 Yo+ [l (2.35)
We can also compute the jump in pressure as
_ 1/.5- ¥ 1m.y
[l = 5 (>~ = 1)pl + o] (2.36)

Equating (2.35) and (2.36), we see that

2
LS 1) = — (ol - 1071, 2.37)
where we recall that S_ = [[S]]. In order to simplify (2.37), we introduce

Q="+ (2.38)
p—

which we expect to be close to 1 on the shock curve, for a short time after the pre-shock. Then, (2.37) reads

_ Q-1)3 —1)(1
e 1= (v—g)—(v)Jrl)Q (7(7 g’( S (@- UBW(Q)) ’ (2.39)

11
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where B, (Q) is a smooth function in the neighborhood of @ = 1, with B, (1) = 1—12(7 —2)(y=1)v(v+1)
and B!,(1) = 75 (v = 3)(y = 2)(y = )7 (y + 1).

When v = 2 and o = %, the above formulae simplify. First we note that B2(Q) = 0 for all @), and in
that case, (2.39) becomes

—1)3 3
R Ot 5 o] . (2.40)
1-3Q  pZ(3p+ —p-)
From (2.31) and the fact that S, = 0, we have that
pP— = %036_5‘7 ; P+ = io-—%—?
from which it follows that
[l = je=5 (02 — %0} .

This allows (2.40) to be rewritten as

(e5= —1)ot (302"~ —02) = (03 — 63_03)3 (2.41)

3 Azimuthal symmetry

3.1 The Euler equations in polar coordinates and azimuthal symmetry

The 2D Euler equations (2.33) take the following form in polar coordinates for the variables (ug, u,, p, S):

(Gt + UupOp + %ueé’g) Uy — %ug + oo, = %02@5, (3.1a)

(60 + urdr + Lugdp) up + Lurug + aZdpo = £ 2058, (3.1b)

(&g + up0p + %ueﬁg) o+ ao (%ur + Opuy + %891@) =0, (3.1¢)
(0 + ur0r + Lugog) S = 0. (3.1d)

We introduce the new variables
ug(r,0,t) = rb(0,t), u.(r,0,t) =ra(0,t), o(r,0,t) =rc(0,t), S(r,0,t) =k(0,t). (3.2)

The system (3.1) then takes the form

(0 + bdp)a+a® —b* + ac® =0 (3.3a)
(Or + bog) b + acdge + 2ab = %026914: (3.3b)
(Ot + b0y) ¢ + acdgb + yac = 0 (3.3¢)

(O +bog) k=0. (3.3d)

For simplicity of presentation we shall henceforth focus? on the case

N[ =

vy=2 and a=

The pre-shock formation for general v > 1 in (3.3) was already done in [2] for an open set of smooth isentropic initial data.
Using the arguments in [3], the same result may be obtained also for the non-isentropic problem. The more detailed information
required for shock-development can be obtained in analogy with the analysis in Section 4. The shock development problem for
general v > 1 is conceptually the same; see the outline of the proof in Section 3.4. One of the main differences is that the slightly
more complicated Rankine-Hugoniot condition (2.39) must be used in place of (2.40). Another difference is that for general v > 1,
in the formation part the subdominant Riemann variable is not transported and thus cannot be taken to equal a constant up to the
pre-shock; this issue was already addressed in [1-3].

12
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The Riemann functions w and z are defined by

w=b+c, z=b—c, (3.4a)

b=1(w+2z), c=1(w—=2). (3.4b)

It is convenient to rescale time, letting 0, — %6’;, and for notational simplicity, we continue to write ¢ for Z.
With this temporal rescaling employed, the system (3.3c) can be equivalently written as

0w + A\30pw = —%aw + i(w — 2)%0pk, (3.52)
Otz + MOz = —%az + i(w — 2)%0pk, (3.5b)
Ok + Nadghk = 0, (3.5¢)
Ora + Aodpa = —3a® + L(w + 2)? — F(w — 2)°. (3.5d)

where the three wave speeds are given by
M=3w+z, A=3w+3z, A3=w+3z. (3.6)
We note that (3.3c) takes the form
0ic + AoOge + %Cag)\z = —%ac. 3.7
Finally, we denote the specific vorticity in azimuthal symmetry by
w=4w+z— 09@)6_26’“ , (3.8)
which satisfies the evolution equation
0w + Aadyw = Saw + SeFopk . (3.9)
We supplement (3.5) with initial conditions
wo(0) = w(0,Ty), 20(0) =2(0,Ty), ao(@) =a(0,Ty), ko(0) =k(0,T), wo(d) =w(0,Tp).

We shall study the shock formation process for solutions to (3.5) on the time interval Ty < t < 17,
where T denotes the time of the first singularity, also known as the pre-shock. One of our main objectives is
to provide a detailed description of the pre-shock w(-, T1). We shall provide the fractional series expansion
of w(6,Ty) for 0 in a neighborhood of the blowup location 6..

For the shock formation process, we choose initial data’

]6‘0(9) =0, 20(9) =0,

which is preserved by the dynamics so that k(6,t) = 0 and z(6,t) = 0 for all time ¢ up to the time time of
the pre-shock. Thus (3.5) is reduced to a coupled system of equations for a and w, satisfying

Orw + wopw = —Saw, (3.10a)
dia + 2wdga = —3a” + tw?. (3.10b)

3This choice is made for the following reason: irregardless of the choice of initial entropy function ko, the Rankine-Hugoniot
conditions guarantee that a jump in entropy must occur at the shock. As such the choice of kg = 0 emphasizes the production
of entropy in the clearest possible terms. Similarly, the choice of v = 2 and that kg = 0 allows the equation (3.5b) to reduce
to a transport-type equation. Just as we did for entropy, we can (in this case) choose zp = 0 and up to the pre-shock, the sub-
dominant Riemann variable z will remain zero. Once again the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions ensure that z must experience a jump
discontinuity along the shock, and thus the choice of zp = 0 allows us to most easily demonstrate this fact.

13
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3.2 The Rankine-Hugoniot jump conditions under azimuthal symmetry

Under the azimuthal symmetry assumptions and using our temporal rescaling ¢ — %t, from (3.2) (fixing
v = 2), we have that the shock hypersurface is given as the graph {(r,60,¢) : 6 = s(¢)}. The spacetime
normal to this curve is n = (—5, %) Thus, s satisfies the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions (1.3a) and (1.3b)

4 [e7Fc?0? + feFet)

o et , (3.11a)
. ~ke2p
5= gw . (3.11b)

We note that the third Rankine-Hugoniot condition (1.3c) has already been employed to deduce the relation
(2.41).

Let us now convert (3.11) and (2.41) into our azimuthal variables as follows. We denote by w (-, t),
z4(+,t), ki (-, t) the limiting values, from the left (—) and right (+), of the shock curve s(t). We also note
the fact that £y = 0 and 2z = 0. Now, from (3.4), the system (3.11) becomes

o2 (wo— 2 )2 (wo 42 ) 4 ge o (wo — 2 )t — Jwd

s(t) = 3 eh—(w_ — z_)2(w_ + 2-) —w} ’ (3.122)
o 2e k- (wo — 2z ) (w- + 2-) —wd

= =i i (3.12b)

We note that the jump conditions (3.12a) and (3.12b) for the mass and the momentum equations are a priori
two different equations for the shock speed. To remedy this, we set the right sides of these equations equal
to each other, and instead work with one evolution equation for s, namely (3.12b), and one constraint

((w_ — 2 )P (wo 2 ) + A(wo — o)t = %ek*wfo ((w_ —z )2 - ek*wi>
_ ((w_ — 2 (w4 z) — e’f—wif (3.13a)
Also, we have that (2.41) takes the form
(eF — 1) (w_ —z_)* (311)36]“— — (w- — z_)2> = ((w_ —z )% - ek—wi)?) : (3.13b)

To summarize, we shall first use the system formed by the equations (3.13a) and (3.13b) in order to solve for
z_ and k_ in terms of w_ and w., and then insert these solutions into (3.12b) and determine an evolution
equation for s, solely in terms of w_ and w... This is discussed in Section 5.6.

3.3 Main result in azimuthal symmetry

As mentioned in Theorem 1.2, in the formation part of our result, i.e. for t € [Ty, T1), we have that the
solution (w, z, k, a) of the Euler equations in azimuthal symmetry is smooth, so that the notion of solution
is the classical one: the system (3.5) is satisfied in the sense of C'! functions of space and time. On the time
interval [T}, T5], which covers the development part of our result, the notion of regular shock solution is
used, as defined by Definition 1.1 above. In azimuthal symmetry, this definition becomes:

Definition 3.1 (Regular azimuthal shock solution). We say that (w, z, k, a, $) is a regular azimuthal shock
solution on T x [T7,To] if

(i) (w,zk,a)are Cel,t smooth, and w is Cg,t smooth, on the complement of the shock curve {0 = s(t)};
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(ii) on the complement of the shock curve (w, z, k, a) solve the equations (3.5) pointwise, and w solves
(3.9) pointwise;

(iii) (w, z,k) have jump discontinuities across the shock curve which satisfy the algebraic equations
(3.13a), (3.13b) arising from the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions;

(iv) the shock location s : [Ty, Ts] — T is C} smooth and solves (3.12b).

Our main result for the azimuthal 2D Euler equations (3.5) is stated in detail in Theorems 5.5 and 6;
here we only give a condensed statement:

Theorem 3.2 (Main result in azimuthal symmetry — abbreviated version). From smooth isentropic ini-
tial data with vanishing subdominant Riemann variable at time Ty, there exist smooth solutions to the az-
imuthal Euler system (3.5) that form a pre-shock singularity, at a time Th > Ty. The first singularity occurs
at a single point in space, 0., and this first singularity is shown to have an asymptotically self-similar shock
profile exhibiting a C 5 cusp in the dominant Riemann variable velocity and a C’l’% in the radial velocity.
After the pre-shock, the solution to (3.5) is continued for a short time (T1, Tz as a regular azimuthal shock
solution (cf. Definition 3.1) with the following properties:

* Across the shock curve s, all the state variables jump

N

[wl ~ (t—T)2,  [oeall ~ (t—T0)7, [~ (t—T)2,  [k] ~(t—T)
fort € (Tl,TQ].

* Across the characteristic so emanating from the pre-shock and moving with the fluid velocity, the
1
Riemann variables and the entropy make C'2 cusps approaching from the right side. Approaching
from the left side, are these variables are C? smooth.

* Across the characteristic s1 emanating from the pre-shock and moving with the sound speed minus
1
the fluid velocity, the entropy is zero while the subdominant Riemann variable z makes a CV= cusp
approaching from the right. Approaching from left, they all variables are C? smooth on (Ty, T5].

t
t="15
t="T 0
t="1Tp

Figure 2: At time T, a smooth datum is given, which forms a first singularity at time 77, at a single angle 0y this is the pre-shock.
For t € (T1,Tz], we have three curves of singularities emerging from the point (64,71 ): s is a classical shock curve across which
(w, 2, k, dpa) jump, and the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions are satisfied; along the characteristic curve s2 the quantities (w, z, k)
have regularity C 1,1/2 3nd no better, while along the characteristic curve s1, the function z has regularity C' 1,1/2 3nd no better.
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3.4 Outline of the proof

The proof of Theorem 3.2 consists of five main steps, which we outline next. For simplicity, in this outline
we focus only on the intuition behind the result, and skip over the technical difficulties which emerge when
we turn this intuition into a complete proof.

Step 1: detailed formation of first singularity, the pre-schock. The formation of the first gradient singu-
larity for the Euler equations, from an open set of smooth initial datum, was previously established in [1-3].
In azimuthal symmetry, [2] shows that that the first singularity is characterized as an asymptotically self-
similar C(;/ 3 cusp for the dominant Riemann variable w defined in (3.4); this is the so-called pre-shock.

In order to best illustrate a symmetry breaking phenomenon which occurs after the formation of the pre-
shock, in this paper we consider smooth initial conditions for (3.5) which are both isentropic (k|;—7, = 0)
and have vanishing subdominant Riemann variable (z|;—7, = 0). Both of these conditions are propagated
for smooth solutions (the interval [T, 71 ] in Figure 2), but we shall prove that this symmetry is broken as
soon as the shock forms (the interval (77, 7%] in Figure 2). From such smooth initial data, satisfying in
addition a genericity condition on the initial gradient of the dominant Riemann variable, we construct a first
singularity occurring at a point (6., 7). For simplicity of notation, this space-time location of the pre-shock
is relabelled as (0, 0), and the solution (w, z, k, a)|;—7, is denoted as (wo, 29, ko, ag). From [2] we have that
at the pre-shock, the solution takes the form

wo(6) = K — bO3 + ..., (3.14a)
ao(0) = ag + a1 + az03 + ..., (3.14b)
20(0) = 0, (3.14¢)
ko(6) =0, (3.14d)

asymptotically for |§| « 1. We note also that specific vorticity w (see (3.8)) at the pre-shock is Lipschitz
continuous; we denote it as wy.

While for the schematic understanding of shock development the asymptotic expansions in (3.14) are
sufficient, in order to rigorously capture the formation of higher order characteristic singularities emerging
along the curves s1 and s5 in Figure 2, a much finer understanding of the pre-shock is required. In particular,

we need to show that the equality (3.14a) holds in a C* sense; by this we mean that wy(0) = —%b@fg +..,

that w(j(0) = %b@‘g + ..., and that w('(0) = —%—ng_% + ..., for|6] « 1. This information is not provided

by our previous work [2] and is established in Section 4 of this paper; here we combine the information
provided by the self-similar analysis in [2] with a Lagrangian perspective in unscaled variables for (3.10),
and the characterization of the pre-shock as the point in space time where the characteristic associated with
the speed A; has a vanishing first and second gradient (with respect to the Lagrangian label).

Step 2: emergence of shock front. By Remark 2.6, for short time § ~ u,, + ¢. Accounting for the temporal
rescaling done in Section 3.1 (see paragraph above (3.5)), this says § ~ b + ¢ = w close to the pre-shock,
so that from (3.14a) we have

Entropy is produced as soon as the shock has developed, cf. Lemma 2.1. However, this contribution is small
at small times, and thus the dynamics of w (cf. (3.5a)) near the pre-shock can be roughly thought of as

0w + woypw = (small amplitude error involving entropy gradients), (3.152)

Wi—o = Kk — bo3s + (small error near pre-shock). (3.15b)
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Note that the characteristics of this equation, the flow of J; + wdy, are to leading order in time tangent to
the shock, if initiated at the pre-shock location. Otherwise, these characteristics impinge upon the shock
from either the left or right sides, since the pre-shock data ensures that the Lax entropy conditions (2.18)
are satisfied. As such, we can view the dominant Riemann variable w as being a perturbation of an inviscid
Burgers solution:

we(ng(0,t),t) = wo(0),  ne(0,1) = 0 + two(6). (3.16)

A large part of the proof of Theorem 5.5 is indeed dedicated to proving that the errors made in approximating
equation (3.15a) with the Burgers equation can indeed be controlled, in a C' topology of a suitable space-
time. This part of the analysis uses in a crucial way the specific transport structure of the entropy gradient
present on the right side of (3.15a) or (3.5a), and the evolution equations for the good unknowns ¢* and
q* defined in (3.29) below, which relate the gradients of entropy to those of the Riemann variables and the
sound speed.

Figure 3: The shock curve is represented in bold red, while the paths {ng(0+(¢), s)}se[0,+] are the cyan paths.

The outcome of this analysis is that indeed we may approximate [Jw]] ~ [[wg]] where

[well(t) = wo(0-(t)) — wo(6+ (1)), (3.17)

where 04 (t) = ng~!(s(t)*,t) are the locations of the labels of the particles which fell into the shock at
time ¢. To find how these labels depend on the elapsed time, we use the expression for the Burgers flowmap
(3.16) near the pre-shock

ne(0,t) — Kt ~ 0 — btd3 (3.18)
~ +

when 7 (0,t) = s(t). This yields 6 (t) (bt)§ and returning to (3.17) we find
[wll () ~ t2. (3.19)

Step 3: jumps of entropy and the subdominant Riemann variable on the shock front. In analogy
to Lemma 2.1, by choosing the smallest root of the system (3.13a)—(3.13b) it can be shown that in the
weak shock regime |[Jw]]| « 1 which corresponds to short times after the pre-shock, the Rankine-Hugoniot
conditions imply

~[=0() ~ [wlP(t) ~ t2, (3.20)

for the subdominant Riemann variable, and similarly

[ED () ~ [w]?() ~ ¢2, (3.21)
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for the jump in entropy along the shock front. As such, entropy and the subdominant Riemann variable are
produced instantaneously along the shock in order to enforce that mass, momentum and total energy are not
lost. This is a manifestation of symmetry breaking associated to physical shocks, and emphasizing this point
is the reason for the choice (3.14¢)—(3.144d).

At this point we note that since a is being forced in (3.5d) by both z and w, which themselves jump
across s(t), the function a too exhibits a singularity on s(¢). Ordinarily, this singularity might be expected
to appear in a itself, but since the characteristics of a are transversal to the shock, together with the special
structure of the specific vorticity evolution (3.9), we prove that a is continuous across the shock, and that its
derivative exhibits a jump discontinuity:

[2oall(®) ~ [wll(t) ~ ¢ (3.22)
An extended discussion of this point will appear in the next step.

Step 4: development of weak singularities. We use equations (3.5) to determine the solution away from
the shock curve. In front of the shock (to the right in our case), the solution is determined by its initial data
on the Cauchy surface {t = 0}. This is because all of the characteristic curves moving with velocities \;,
1 = 1,2,3, as defined in (3.6), impinge upon the shock front in that region, since the shock is supersonic
there. As such, in that region z and k are identically zero since they are zero initially and (3.5b)—(3.5¢c) have
no forcing when z = k = 0.

0

Figure 4: The characteristic curves of A\; = w in front of the shock curve are represented in red, those of A\ = %w are in blue,
and those of A3 = %w are plotted in green.

On the other hand, behind the shock (to the left side in our case), this is not the case. As discussed in
Step 3, along the shock front z and k must be produced in order to enforce the three Rankine-Hugoniot jump
conditions. These values z_ and k_ are propagated off the shock along their characteristics with speeds A;
and A2 which are both slower than the speed of the shock s(¢). As such, the surface {# < 0,t = 0} U {0 =
s(t),t > 0} serves as a new Cauchy surface for the z, k, a equations (3.5) once the shock has formed.
Schematically, the initial data on this new Cauchy surface is

2(0) 0 on{f < 0,t =0} (3.23a)
Z0(0) ~ , .

0 %003 + ... on {0 = kt, t >0}

Fo(0) ~ 0 on{f < 0,t =0} (3.23b)
o Kof2 + ... on{f =kt, t >0}’ '
50(6) 300 + 3105 +... on{f<0,t=0} (3.23)
a A , .

0 smooth on {0 = kt, t = 0}

for some constants 7y, ag, Eo, and for |6],¢ « 1. As discussed above, this data is carried away from the
shock surface along characteristics which are slower than the shock. The entropy is simply transported
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cf. (3.5c), whereas the subdominant Riemann variable is transported, self-amplified and forced by the en-
tropy cf. (3.5b), and the radial velocity is forced by a, w, and z cf. (3.5d).

We begin by discussing what happens to the entropy. Since its data (3.23b) is smooth away from the
point § = 0, the solution in the domain of influence of this region is likewise smooth. Only across one
single curve can the entropy be non-smooth: the Ay-characteristic curve s (¢) emanating from the pre-shock
location (0, 0); see Figure 5. Along this curve, one may expect that the %—Hélder regularity of the Cauchy

data %0 is transported. Since at the initial time we have A2 (0) ~ %wo, due to (3.14a) at short times we expect
s9(t) ~ 2kt

The entropy exhibits a C' L3 cusp singularity across {6 = so(t)}, taking the approximate form

s 0 < Eg(t)
k(0,1) ~ { 33K (0 — s2(1))2, so(t) <0 < s(t) - (3.24)
0, 0 > s(t)

Note that along the shock curve s(t) (for ¢ > 0) the entropy k& smoothly matches its generated values along
shock given by (3.23b); this is because s(t) — s2(t) ~ %Ht. We emphasize that equation (3.24) gives quite
an accurate picture of the entropy for short times, even in the fully nonlinear problem; this fact is established
in Sections 5 and 6, and the proof uses a precise understanding of the second derivative of the A\ wavespeed
in the region between s and s.

0

Figure 5: The entropy k is propagated off the shock curve along the A2 characteristics represented by blue curves. The subdom-
inant Riemann variable z is also propagated off the shock curve s, but along the \; characteristics represented in green. The A\;
characteristics initiated at {¢ = 0}, represented in red, impinge on the shock curve from the left side, determining w in terms of wp.

With the structure of the entropy understood, we can study the behavior of w, z and a which evolve
according to (3.5). First note that, since the shock is subsonic relative to the state behind it, the A3 char-
acteristics impinge upon the shock front, and therefore the initial data for w is determined entirely by the
values on the surface {t = 0}, i.e. by wy as given in (3.14a) (see Figure 5). As such, w is smooth away from
the pre-shock and we are able to precisely quantify how the the bounds degenerate as (0,¢) — (0,0). On
the other hand, the characteristics of the subdominant Riemann variable and radial velocity are slower than
the shock and thus the solutions in the region so(t) < 6 < s(t) are determined entirely by their data along
the shock curve. Near the shock curve s(¢), approaching from the left, the solution fields z and a smoothly
match their values along the shock (see Figure 5).

Since away from sy(¢) the entropy given by (3.24) is smooth, in spite of both w and z being forced by
an entropy gradient, it can be shown that w and z are smooth away from so(¢); this also uses the fact that
both wy (see (3.14a)) and Zy (see (3.23a)) are smooth away from (0, 0).

The most interesting behavior happens along so(¢), from the right side. Here, we have determined
that the entropy exhibits a cusp-type Holder singularity in its derivative; by (3.24) we have that dpk ~
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(0 — s2(1)) 2. This singularity is seen by the Riemann variables w and z and radial velocity a through their
forcing terms (w — z)20pk which, naively, are just C 2 across s59. However, the fact that the entropy has
a specific cusp structure (3.24) near the curve s, together with the fact that the wavespeeds of w and z
are strictly different from the wavespeed of k, actually provides a regularization effect for w and z. The
situation with the radial velocity a is more challenging because it shares the same wavespeed as the entropy;
here, the evolution for the specific vorticity is used crucially in our analysis.

In order to explain this regularization effect in greater detail, let us denote the \; characteristics by

for every i € {1,2, 3} (in the proof, we in fact denote by 7 the characterstic of A3, but for the A\; and Ay we
need to use backwards in time flows, denoted by v, and ¢, see Section 5.7 for details). Since for || « 1
the wave speeds at the pre-shock are given by A\ ~ %li, Ao & %/ﬁ} and A3 ~ k, to leading order in time and
for small values of |#|, we have that

m(0,t) ~ 0+ M\t~ 0+ ixt, n2(0,t) ~ 0 + Xot ~ 0 + 2kt n3(0,t) ~ 0+ A3t ~ 0 + kt.

We are interested in the behavior near the curve so. Thus, we seek labels 6;(¢) such that n;(0;(t),t) =
s9(t) + y, where 0 < y « 1. Since s2(t) ~ Aaot, we have 0;(t) ~ y + (A2 — \;)t. The flowmaps are

ni(0i(t),s) ~ y+ (A2 — Ai)t + Ais, s € [0,t], i=1,3. (3.25)

Ignoring the integrating factors e Yo am@.7):1)AT . 1 gt short times, the solutions of (3.5a) and (3.5b) take
the form

t
w(s2(t) +y,t) ~ wo(y + (A2 — A3)t) + 214J ((w— 2)?0pk)(y + (A2 — A3)t + Ags, s)ds,  (3.26a)
0
t
2(s2(t) + y,t) ~ 20(y + (A2 — A)t) + 55 f ((w— 2)%0pk)(y + (A2 — M)t + A1s,s)ds.  (3.26b)
0

As discussed above, since A3 & Ao + %Ii > Ao, the characteristic curves of w impinge on so(t) from the
left, carrying up initial data wq from {¢ = 0}. On the other hand, the characteristics of z impinge from the
right of s5 since A\ ~ Ay — %n < Ag. Therefore, the data for z is carried from the shock surface {s(¢) = 6}.
Although this data is singular at (0, 0), this point is not sampled by the characteristics above since ¢t > 0 is
fixed, and thus (A2 — A1)t > 0. Regarding the forcing terms appearing on the right sides of (3.26), from
the asymptotic description of k in (3.24), the approximation s2(t) ~ %mﬁ ~ Aat, and the fact that by (3.4)
w — 2z equals twice the azimuthal sound speed ¢, which we expect to remain bounded from above and below
in terms of x, we obtain that

t

J (0 — 2)200)(y + (Ag — At + Ays, 5)ds ~ f (= \(t — 5))

y
0 t+ Fo—;

3
2

ds ~y2, (3.27)

N[

for 0 < y,t « 1. Thus, the forcing gains one derivative, expressed above by an extra power of y, due to
the fact that it is integrated along curves which are transversal (since \; # \g) to the characteristics of the
entropy (namely, the flow of 0; + A2dp). Thus, from (3.26) and (3.27), we expect that w and z are both C' L3
across the curve s2(t), rather than just C'2 which is the naive expectation.

Turning this intuition into a proof requires a C'2-type analysis of the characteristics of {Ai}g’:l, including
an understanding of the times at which the A\; and A\, characteristics intersect the shock curve s; see for
instance Lemmas 5.24, 6.7, and 6.9. Additionally, in this stage of the proof we need to analyze the time
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integrals of J,w and 0J,,w (objects which do blow up rather severely as one approaches the pre-shock)
when composed with the flows of A; and Ag; here the transversality of these flows with respect to s plays
a crucial role, along with a precise understanding of the function wg in the vicinity of the pre-shock; see
Lemmas 5.11, 5.23, and 6.12. This is one of the principal reasons why the pre-shock obtained in Step 1
needs to be analyzed in a C* sense.

The intuition behind the gain of regularity for the radial velocity a is less direct. The data for a along the
new Cauchy surface (including the shock curve) is C L3 due to the formula (3.23c). Thus, such a singularity
would be expected to propagate along its characteristic emanating from the pre-shock location. To see this,
we recall that the specific vorticity at the pre-shock is Lipschitz. Since by (3.9) it is transported by the
velocity Ao, it is forced by 0yk, and because the wavespeed for w is the same as that of k£, we conclude from
(3.9) only that w is C% across the curve so. Since k, z and w are all C’l’% across this curve, by (3.8) we
deduce that d,a € C %, and consequently that a € C’l’% across so. Thus, for positive times ¢ > 0, the radial
velocity becomes smoother than its initial condition (C L3 vs C 1’%). This regularization effect is in essence
a consequence of Lemmas 6.5 and 6.6.

Finally, we discuss the region to the right of s5(¢). In this region the entropy is trivial (k = 0) since it is
determined solely by its data on the surface {# < 0, ¢ = 0}, see (3.24). The equations reduce to

Orw + A30pw = —%aw,
Oz + MOgz = —%az,
dia + Xodga = —3a® + (w + 2)* — F(w—2)%.

The object z has singular data as in (3.23a), which will be propagated along the \;-characteristic curve.
Specifically, we have that at the pre-shock A\ ~ %wo ~ %/43, so that the curve s; along which z is transported
from the pre-shock is given by

51(75) ~ 5sKt.

W=

The %—Hélder singularity in the Cauchy data for z (3.23b) is morally speaking transported along these

t=20

6

Figure 6: The \; characteristics, represented here by the green curves, propagate information about z from the shock curve s into
the region between s, and s

A1-characteristics for short times ¢ « 1, resulting in

20,1) ~ {0’ b <aill) (3.28)

(NI

N (9 —51(15)) s 51(t) <0« Eg(t)

The difficulty in showing that the intuitive behavior (3.28) is indeed true lies in the fact that the A;-
characteristics emanating from the shock curve do spend some time in the region between s and s, and
in this region the entropy gradient present in (3.5b) causes the first and second derivatives of z to behave
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badly. By using the transversality of the A\; and Ao characteristics, we are nonetheless able to show in
Section 6.6 that (3.28) is morally correct.

Note that in this region, the relevant initial data for w and a is far away from the pre-shock, and so the
fields w and « are as regular as their forcing for short times. This forcing involves the field z, which makes a
chs cusp along s (¢). However, again the wave speeds for w and a are different than that of z, and as such
their characteristics are transversal to s1(¢). This means that the solution fields gain a derivative relative to
the forcing, similar to (3.27). It thus seems reasonable to conjecture that w, a € C%72 on the right side of
51. Establishing this fact would in turn require us to show that (3.14a) holds in a 33 sense, a regularity
level which we did not pursue in Step 1. As such, in this paper we only prove that w,a € C? on s, which
is nonetheless a better regularity exponent that the naively expected C' L3,

Step S: returning to basic fluid variables. There is a certain regularization effect along the curve so, when

returning to the original fluid variables, as we now explain. A straightforward calculation shows that the
good unknowns

q¥ = Opw — icﬁgk’, q° = Opz + icagk, (3.29)

satisfy the evolution equations
(Ot + A309)q"™ + (OpAs + %a)qw = —gagaw + (%ac + %cﬁg)@)ﬁgk, (3.30a)
(3 + Xd0)q* + (oM + §a)g* = —§0paz — (Hac + fedphs ) dok. (3.30b)

The remarkable feature of the system (3.30) is that the second derivatives of k£ do not appear in the equa-
tions; indeed, if one naively considers the evolution equation for dyw or dgz alone, then from (3.5a) and

respectively (3.5b) we note the emergence of the forcing term i(w — 2)20gpk. The unknowns ¢* and ¢7,

. . . . 1
and the system (3.30), is useful because it involves only dyk, and this forcing makes a C'2 cusp along the
curve so. However, since the characteristic speed of k is Ao, and the characteristics of ¢* and ¢ are A3 and
respectively Aj, and are thus transversal, we again have a regularization effect akin to (3.27), and we find

that the (Lagrangian) force is actually C L3 across s59. Now, the initial data relevant to the behavior of g%
and ¢® comes from different places. For ¢, it originates along the {¢ = 0} surface and so it is easy to see
that it is smooth for positive time (away from the pre-shock). On the other hand, the data for ¢* originates
on the shock curve itself and once again, away from the pre-shock it is smooth. It follows that, for ¢ > 0
the regularity is set by the forcing, resulting in bounds consistent with ¢*, ¢* € s, Again, in the proof
we only establish the C'! regularity of ¢ and ¢7, due to the C® expansion of the pre-shock; this argument
is made rigorous in Sections 6.5 and 6.6. The outcome is that ¢ + ¢* = 0ypz + dpw = %%ue is smoother
than the naive expectation C' 2t we prove that it lies in C! across 55 (which translates into C regularity for
the angular velocity uy), and conjecture that the sharp regularity is C' L3, Similarly, the improved regularity
for ¢" and ¢ shows that the second derivative of the pressure is bounded on s9, see (7.1).

Summary. In terms of the Riemann variables in azimuthal symmetry, we find

¢ Across the shock curve s(t), we have
[wl~t,  [deall ~t2, [l ~t2, [k ~¢2.

* Across the curve so(t), the functions dypw, dga, dgk, dpz all behave as C 3 cusps approaching s, from
the right. Approaching from the left, they are all smooth, in positive time.

* Across the curve s1(t), the entropy is zero, dgw and dya are C' (expected to be C' 1’%) and 0y z behaves
asa ('3 cusp approaching s; from the right. Approaching from the left, dpz is C'! in positive time.
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In terms of the physical variables, we find

* Across the shock curve s(t), all state variables jump
[uell ~ rtz, [ ~ r*2,  [Gpu] ~rtz,  [S] ~ ¢t2. (3.31)

* Across the curve s5(t), the entropy, density and radial velocity derivatives all make C' 2 cusps ap-
proaching so from the right. Approaching from the left, they are all smooth. The second derivative of

the angular velocity and the pressure are bounded for t > 0, and are expected to be C% smooth.

* Across the curve s1(t), the entropy is zero while the angular velocity and density derivatives make
C cusps approaching s; from the right. Approaching from the left, they are all smooth for ¢ > 0.
The second derivative of the radial velocity is bounded and is expected to make a C 2 cusp.

4 Detailed shock formation

In [2], it was established that for an open set of C* initial data, solutions to (3.5) form a generic, stable,
asymptotically self-similar pre-shock at time ¢ = T}, and that the dominant Riemann variable w(-, Ty) €

C3. The primary objective of this section is to provide a precise description of w(-, T) in the vicinity of
the pre-shock. We shall prove the following

Theorem 4.1 (Detailed shock formation). For ko > 1 taken sufficiently large and € > 0 sufficiently small,
and for initial data (w, z,k,a)|i=—. = (wy, 0,0, ap) satisfying (4.17)—(4.26) below, there exists a blowup
time t = Ty, a unique blowup location &, and unique solutions (w, a) to (3.5) in C°([—¢, Ty), C*(T)) N
C*([~¢,Ty), C°(T)) such that

w(-,T) e C3(T),  a(,Ty)eCY3(T),  w(,Tu)eCONT). 4.1)
Furthermore, there exists a unique blowup label x .. satisfying

24| < 20koe®  such that tlil%l (T, t) = &,
—T

where 1 is the 3-characteristic defined by (4.40). The pre-shock w(-, Ty) has the fractional series expansion

4
3

|w (8, T) — ks —a1(0 — )5 — as(6 — £4)5 —a3(8 — &)] < |0 — & 4.2)
for all § € n(By, (%)), where
o = o3V E Qalalntes )y 0y
and
|ke — Ko| < 2ekp, —g<31 <—%, |32| <5%, |33| < 5 4.3)
In fact, the expansion (4.2) is valid in a C3-sense, by which we mean that the bounds
Oow(0,Tu) — Ja1(0 — &) 75 — 3an(0 — &) 73| < 1, (4.42)
Bw(6.T) — 2a1(0— &) 5| s e %o —e| 7, (4.4b)
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_8
3

03w (0, T.)| S e 5 |0— &3, (4.4c)
hold for all § € 1(B,, (£%)). Moreover, the C* regularity away from the pre-shock is characterized by

up max (loga(n(a, ), )] + |ogw(n(z,t), 1))
g { Co (T —t) + 33+ t)(w—2)?) " |2 — s

4.5
Cs ‘J} — Tk *2

where C. > 0 is a sufficiently large constant depending on inverse powers of €. Lastly, the specific vorticity
satisfies the bounds

10 < (e, t) < 28 O (2, t)| < B, (4.6)
0

forallx € Tandt e [—e,Ty).

The proof of this theorem makes use of detailed estimates for the characteristic families and their deriva-
tives. As we will detail below, we let n(z, t) denote the flow w. Here x denotes a particle label, and 7(z, t)
provides the location of x at time ¢; specifically we have the formula n(z,t) = = + St_ cw(n(z,s), s)ds.

Moreover, we see that w(n(z,t),t) = e 31 a(n(@,5):$)ds 0 () and hence that
w(0,t) = e-%Sisa(n(n’l(97t)78)78)d8w0(n—1(9,t))‘

It follows that a power series expansion of w(f,Ty) about the blowup location § = &, requires a series
expansion for the inverse flow map 1~1(6,t) about § = &,. The formula for (6, T}) requires us to first
compute 7(z, T*), and then invert the polynomial equation 7(z, Tyx) = 6 for  in a neighborhood of &,.

We shall write n(x, T ) as a Taylor series about the blowup label x.. To do so, we prove the existence of
a unique blowup trajectory 7)(z, t) which converges to &, and study the behavior of 937n(z,t), v < 4. Our
analysis makes use of self-similar coordinates only for the purpose of isolating the unique blowup trajectory
n(x«,t), whereas all of our estimates for din(z,t), dyw(n(x,t),t), and dja(n(z,t),t) are obtained in
physical coordinates. With these bounds in hand, we establish the Taylor expansion for 7(z,t) about the
blowup label z.., proceed to invert this relation, and then obtain a detailed description of the pre-shock.

4.1 Changing variables to modulated self-similar variables

We shall make use of self-similar coordinates (y, s) that rely upon time dependent modulation functions
k(t), £(t) and 7(t), which are introduced to enforce three pointwise constraints. Specifically, we map the
physical coordinates (6, t) to self-similar coordinates (y, s) by the following transformations:

3
2

s(t) = —log(r(t) —t),  y(0,t):= ﬁ —e25(0 — £(1)).

It follows that

T—t=e", % =(1-17), 4.7)
and thus
Opy = €3, Oy = —=45 - MENOD _ _edsd 31— fyye. (48)
(r—t)2 2(T—t)2
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We then transform the physical variables (a,w) to self-similar variables (A, W) by
w(@, t) = €_§W(y, 3) + K‘(t) ) a(ev t) = A(yv 3) : 4.9)
Introducing the parameter
_ _ 1
Br = B-(t) = =71 (4.10)
a simple computation shows that (W, A) solve

OW — LW + By + B, W + €28, (5 — €)W = —e 28,k — Se 28, A(e 2 W + k),  (4.11a)
OsA+ (By+ 28, W + 25, (36 — €))0yA = —2Bre*A* + LBe (e 2 W + k)%, (4.11b)

with initial conditions given at self-similar time s = — log € by
Wy, —e) = 57%(1110(0) — Kp) , Ay, —¢) = ap(0), (4.12)
and
k(—€) = Ko, T(—e) =0, &(—e)=0. (4.13)

For notational brevity, we introduce the transport velocities and forcing functions
Vw = %y + B W + G%ﬁT(K — f) , Fy = —%e_gﬁfA(e_gVV + K) (4.14a)
Vai=3y+ 28, W +e2B,(36—¢), Fai=—3B8e A+ LB (e"2W + k)%,  (4.14b)
so that (4.11) takes the form

6SW— %W—I—VW%W = _BTe_%/.i'i'FW: (4153)
oA+ VadyA = Fy. (4.15b)

We shall also consider the perturbation of the stable self-similar stationary solution W (y) of the Burgers
equation®; the function W = W — W solves

OsW + (=1 + B-0,W + 8e =B, A) W + Vi o, W = (1 — B )W, W — 3B, AW — ¢34
(4.16)

4.2 Bounds on the solution

In order to obtain the necessary quantitative bounds on characteristics and their derivatives, we shall make
use of the bounds on W provided by Theorem 4.4 of [2] for the shock formation process. As such, we give
a precise description of the initial data used for the asymptotically self-similar shock formation.

“Recall that W (y) is the solution of —
the cubic polynomial W+ W = —y.

AW + (% + W) 8,W = 0 and has an explicit formula which is obtained by inverting
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4.2.1 Initial data in self-similar variables

It is convenient to describe the initial data in terms of the self-similar variables (W (-, —loge), A(-, —loge))
defined in (4.12), which may be equivalently written as

wo(0) = g%W(y, —loge) + ko, ao(f) = A(y, —loge). 4.17)
We choose wg € C4(T) so that for all § € T:
%no < wp() < %Ho, where Ko = 3. (4.18)

We assume that the initial data (W (-, —loge), A(-, —log e)) has compact support in the set
Xo = {ly| < 25_1} .
In order to obtain stable shock formation, we require that®
W(0,—loge) =0, ,W(0,—loge) =—1, 0.W(0,—loge)=0. (4.19)

As in [1], there exists a sufficiently large parameter M = M (ko) = 1 (which is in particular independent of
€), a small length scale ¢, and a large length scale £ by

-
o""

(= (logM)™, L=¢& (4.20)
The initial datum of W = W — W is given by
Wy, —loge) = W(y, —loge) — W(y) = €= (wo(6) — we(6)) =: e 2ip(6)
where we have defined w. (6) = 5%W(57%9) Ko. We consider data such that for |y| < L,
(1+?) 7 |[W(y, —loge)| < e, (4.21a)
(1+%)3]0,W (y, —loge)| < e, (4.21b)
for |y| < £ (equivalently |6] < £2/(), we assume that
‘%W(y, —loge)| < es < 050 (0)| < e, 4.22)
and at y = 0, we have that
|&§’W(O, —loge)| < es < |05W0(0)] < N (4.23)
For y in the region {|y| > L} n X(—loge), we suppose that
(1+ y2)_% W (y,—loge)| <1+ et (4.24a)
(1+ 9235 |0,W(y, —loge)| <1+ 2, (4.24b)
while for W, globally for all y € X'(—log ) we shall assume that
10,W (y, —log )| < )5, (4.252)
|62W (y, —loge)| < T(1 +4%) 73, (4.25b)
|aVW y,—loge)| < (1+y%) 75 for v=3,4. (4.25¢)
For the initial conditions of A(y, —loge) = ag(6), we require that ag € C*(T), and that
laolco < &5 lozaolco < 53, laoles 1 (4.26)

SAs shown in Corollary 4.7 in [2], the conditions (4.19) on the initial data are satisfied by any data in an open set (within
azimuthal symmetry) in the C* topology, as long as a global non-degenerate minimal slope is attained at a point.
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4.2.2 Boundson I/ and A
The following facts are established in [1]. The spatial support of (¥, A) is the s-dependent ball
1 3
X(s) = {|y| <2l } forall s > — loge . 4.27)

It follows that )
1+ y* < 40 < (1+12)5 <deie’. (4.28)
We have the following bounds for W (y, s) forall y € Rand s > — loge:
(1+25%)(1+y%)5, ify =0,
W (y, s)| < 2(1 + y ) 3, ify =1, (4.29)
y2)~3, ify =2.

For the perturbation function W(y, s) = W(y,s) — W(y) and for |y| < £ = ¢ 10,

! ,5)| < 2€ﬁ 2)% , (4.302)
1 2y — 1

[0, W (y,5)] < 2672 (1 + %) 73, (4.30b)

while for |y| < £ = (log M),
W (y, s)| < (logM 10 |y|* + Met [P | v<3, (4.31a)
0 W (y, )| < 70, (4.31b)

and aty = 0,

W (0, )| < 7, (4.32)

for all s > — loge. With wy satisfying (4.18), as shown in [2] via the maximum principle, we have that

o Cw(f,t) <20, te[-eTy). (4.33)

4.2.3 Bootstrap assumptions on aga, v<2

Bounds for a and dpa were previously established in [1]. In this paper, we revisit these estimates and
establish the following sharp bootstrap bounds

la(0,1)] < 2nje, (4.342)
|0ga(0,1)| < 2ko, (4.34b)
|05a(0,t)| < 12¢°, (4.34¢)

forall @ € T and t € [—¢, T). The bootstrap bounds (4.34) are closed in Section 4.6 below.
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4.3 Evolution equations and bounds for the modulation variables

The modulation variables 7(t), £(¢), and x(t) are used to impose the following constraints at y = 0
W(0,s) =0, oW (0,s) = —1, 02w (0,5) =0. (4.35)
Imposing 0,1V (0, s) = —1 in the first derivative of (4.11a) shows that
Ht) = e 33 (/{(t)Ay(O, s) + e~ 5 A(0, 5)) . (4.362)

Next, requiring that 6§W(O, s) = 0 holds, by taking the second derivative of (4.11a) we obtain

—s

) — 5(t) = —S s (26—%Ay(o, s) — Ay, (0, s)) : (4.36b)

and finally with W (0, s) = 0 used in (4.11a), we find that

. A ,8 -2 Ay(0,s S(¢
R(t) = 8 (n(t)A(O, 5) + rpplpssl — 2¢7 8 ) )) = —Sk()A(0,8) — e*(E —R)(t).  (4.36c)

The equations (4.36) are ODEs for the modulation functions. From (4.34), it follows that for ¢ taken
sufficiently small, for all ¢ € [—¢, T) we have

|17(t)] < 9rgee, ()] < 6rie, |§(t)} < Ko + 8kZe?. (4.37)
For the last bound, we have used that since ST’;(l —7(t"))dt’ = ¢, then
Ty | < TrEE3. (4.38)
It follows that
Ik — Ko| < Tr3e?, 7| < Trie?, |€] < 2¢eko, 11— 3| < Triee™. (4.39)
4.4 Characteristics in physical variables (z, ¢)

4.4.1 3-characteristics 1 associated \s.

We let 77(x, t) denote the characteristics of A3 = w so that

om(z,t) = w(n(z,t),t) for —e <t <Ty, (4.40a)
n(x,—e) =z, (4.40b)

for all labels .

4.4.2 2-characteristics ¢ associated to \..

We let ¢(z, t) denote the characteristics of A = 2w so that

orp(x,t) = %w(qﬁ(m,t),t) for —e<t<Ty, (4.41a)
¢(z,—¢) =z, (4.41b)

for all labels .
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pre-shock location (&4, Tk)

0

Figure 7: Characteristic evolution during the pre-shock formation. The blowup point is £, the blowup time is T, and the blowup
label x4 satisfies 1(zx, Ty ) = Ex. Inred, we display the 3-characteristics 7)(+, t) originating from the blowup label x4 and a nearby
label z, while in blue we display the 2-characteristics @(-, t) originating from the label y = ¢~ (€4, T ) and a nearby label .

4.4.3 Identities involving the 3-characteristics n

From (4.40) it follows that
¢
n(x,t) =z + J w(n(z,t'),t")dt’ (4.42)
—&

and from (3.5a) that
drw(n(z,t),t) = —a(n(z,t), wn(z,t),1).

We define the integrating factor
It($> — 67%515 a(n(z,r),r)dr (4.43)
Integration yields

w(n(x,t),t) = Li(x)wy(x). (4.44)

-
I;I;l = —% J a’ onngdr, (4.45a)
—€
nr—1 _ (8 g / 2 8 ’ " 2 /
i =3 aonngdr) —3 (a onn,+aon nm)dr (4.45b)
—€ —€
my—1 _ 512 i / 3 | 64 g / T " 2 /
't = =52 donnedr)” + 5 (| donnedr) | (a"onni+a onne.)dr
—€ —€ —€
=5 | (@ onni+3a" 0nnenee +a’ 00 1as)dr (4.45¢)
—&
B T 4 T 2 T
= ([ onmedr) (| o onmadr)” [ (@ onng+ o omnec)ar
—& —& —&

i
2
- (’if(f (a” omm? + a’ on nyg)dr)

T T
+ 2956(J a’ o nedr) f (" onnd +3a" 0N Nunes + d' 01 Noga)dr
—&

n

i
-8 J (a" ot +6a" onn2nee + 3a” on niy +4a” 0N NaMeze + @ 0N Nyges)dr
(4.45d)
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and from (4.42),
t
n=z+ woj Idr, (4.462)
—€
t 4
O =1+ wy, J L-dr + wq J Ildr, (4.46b)
—€ —€
t t t
02n = wj f Ldr + 2w6J Ildr + wof Idr, (4.46¢)
—& —& —&
t t t t
3y = w{)”f Ldr + 3w”j ILdr + 3w I”dT + wp f I’dr, (4.46d)
—€ —€ - —€

t t
oan = wg”J Ldr + 4w'”f ILdr + 6w J Ildr + 4w, J
—€

—€

t
Ig’d7+wof IMds.  (4.46¢)
—€

4.4.4 Identities involving the 2-characteristics ¢

We write (3.5a) as

orw + %w&rw + %w&xw = —%aw, (4.47)
and define the Lagrangian variables

W=wo¢p, V= %wogb:&tgb.
Then it follows from the chain-rule that (4.47) can be written as

OW + 1(0:0) 10, VW = —EWao ¢. (4.48)
We multiply (4.48) by (0,¢)? to find that

0:((0:0)2W) = =5((0.0)2W) a0 g,
and hence that

O (1) = ) e Loe alola). s (4.49)

P(a;t) b

It follows from (4.18), (4.33), (4.34), and since is € small enough, that

B <0b(@,1)<2, <@t <H,  te[-eT). 40

Differentiating (4.41a), we see that 0.0, ¢ = gazw o ¢ 0,¢ and that 0, ¢(x, —e) = 1. Hence we have that

% < e% §°_ dgw(o(x,s),s)ds <2, % < 6_% §° . dgw(o(z,s),s)ds < % ’ te[—eT,). 4.51)
Differentiating (4.49), we have that
agcqf)(:l:, t) = 6_% Sis a‘(¢(x75)75)d5w 21}7(2)(;(5$t) 7 f aga O QZ) gbxds + 2 0 _ 269’!2]00(25¢x)
t
= 0,0(x, t)( 16 Gpao dpeds + 210 — 2%) . (4.52)

—€
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Using that |w{(z)| < e, and the bounds (4.18), (4.34), and (4.50), we see that
026 (2, 1) < L + |opw(e(z, 1), 1)]. (4.53)

Finally, differentiating (4.52),
t y
(@) = fuo (4 L 09 © ¢ Gads + 25k — 2150 02 )
¢ " (2 \2 ° 2
+ &g (—1—36 J_E ((Zga o ¢ @2 + dga o ¢¢m)ds + 2% +2 <%) )

20000 &2 o b
_ 2¢x Ojwod (bzu-)‘roé;fw ? Paa . (454)

We will make use of the fact that by (4.7), the change of variables formula, and (4.61),

t S
f Iéew(¢(w,t,t’)|dt’=f |0y W (@a(y, '), )| Brds”.

—loge

As we will show in (4.62), §* log e 10, W (@ a(y,s),s")| Brds’ < 1. Together with (4.19), (4.23), and (4.34),
we see that

@36, t)] < & + [wf@)| + Hapw (e, 1), )] + [dow(d(x, 1), 1) + |Fw(d(@,t),1)]

t
- f 05a(d(x,t'), t)|dt" . (4.55)

4.5 Characteristics in self-similar coordinates
4.5.1 3-characteristics in self-similar coordinates

Having defined the 3-characteristics 7(x, t) in (4.40), we now let @y (y, s) denote the 3-characteristic of the
transport velocity for Vi which emanates from the label y so that

0s®w (y,s) = Vw (Pw(y,s),s) for —loge <s < o0, (4.56a)
Py (y, —loge) =y, (4.56b)

where the velocity Vyy is defined in (4.14a). Before stating the next lemma, we recall from (4.13) that
&(—¢) = 0 and that particle labels are assigned att = —¢ < s = —loge.

Lemma 4.2 (3-characteristics in physical and self-similar coordinates). With particle labels related by

T =c2y, 4.57)
we have that
N, t) = e 2 B (y, s) + £(1). (4.58)
or equivalently
Py (y, s) = e2* (n(a,1) — (1)) - (4.59)
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Proof of Lemma 4.2. From (4.56a), we have that
Os (e_%séw(y,s)> = <e_%W(<I)W(y, $),8) + Kk — f) Bre *.
Using (4.7) and (4.10), we see that
O (e*%SCI)W(y, s) + f) — e 2 W (Dw(y,s),s) + 5.
Then, from (4.9), we have that e 2W (y, s) + «(t) = w(e_%sy + &(t), t), and hence
O (6_%S<I>W(y, s) + f) =w (e_%sQ)W(y, s) + 5(25),75) .
On the other hand, from (4.40a) we have d;n(x,t) = w(n(x,t),t), which then proves the identity (4.58). [

4.5.2 2-characteristics ® 4 in self-similar coordinates

Having defined the 2-characteristics ¢ in (z, t) coordinates, we now define their self-similar counterparts in
(y, s) coordinates. We define the 2-characteristics ® 4 by

0sPA(y,s) = Va(Pa(y,s),s) for —loge <s< w0, (4.60a)
D g(y, —loge) =y. (4.60b)

where the transport velocity V4 is given in (4.14b). In the same way that we established (4.59), we have that
3
Daly,s) = e>” (o(z,t) — £(1)) (4.61)

where r = egy. The following integral bound was proven in Corollary 8.4 in [1]:

sup j Wy (@aly,s),s")|ds’ <1. (4.62)
yeX(—loge) J—loge

4.5.3 The unique blowup trajectory associated to 3-characteristics

A basic advantage of the use of self-similar coordinates is that the blowup trajectory can be isolated. In
particular, all but one of the trajectories Py (y, s) “eventually escape” exponentially fast towards infinity.

Lemma 4.3 (The unique blowup trajectory). There exists a unique blowup label y.. such that
By (g, 8) = 2° (s, 1) — £(1)
is the unique trajectory which converges to y = 0 as s — c0. Moreover,
[Py (s, 8)| < 20k0e 2" foralls > —loge, (4.63)
and

lys| < 20/@05% = |zs| < 20rk0e? . (4.64)
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Proof of Lemma 4.3. Using (4.56a), we can write the evolution equation for @y as

asq)W(yv S) = VW © cI)I/V = %@W(y? 3) + G‘I)(yv S) + h(S) ) (465)
where
Go = Godw, (4.662)
G=(W+y)+ Q-8 )W+ BW, (4.66b)
h=e2B.(k—§). (4.66¢)

The particular form of G in (4.66b) is chosen to make use of the fact that for all y,
ly+W(y)| <y, (4.67)

which follows from the identity |y + W (y)| = |W (y)|? and the bound |W (y)| < |y|.
Hence, we integrate (4.65) to obtain

Dy (ys, 8) = egeéy* +e2 f e 7 (ch(y*, s+ h(s’)) ds’ . (4.68)
—loge

/
S

If e=2 (Go(y«, s') + h(s")) is integrable on [— log €, c0) then, we can rewrite (4.68) as

Q0

1 s’ s O s
Py (Ys, 8) = e2 (529* + J ez (G<1>(y*; Sl) + h(sl)) d3/> —e2 f e 2 (G<I>(y*7 3/) + h(sl)) ds'.

—loge s
(4.69)
Together with (4.32), (4.34), and (4.90), the identity (4.36b) shows that
|€ — k| < 38kpe 3", (4.70)
so that using (4.66¢) and (4.70), we have the bound
Ih(s)| < 39r0e™ 3%, 4.71)

so the integrability of e 7z Gg (ys, s’) will be of paramount importance. ‘
We additionally note that since the first term on the right side of (4.69) is a constant multiplying ez, in
order for @y (ys, s) — 0 as s — o0, this constant must vanish, and thus, we must insist that

Y = —€

[NIES

0 ’
J e 7 (Ga(ys,s') + h(s')) ds', (4.72a)
—loge

which then implies

By (y4, 5) = —e2 f e % (Go(yx,s") + h(s)) ds". (4.72b)

S
Notice that (4.72) implies that as long as e~ = G (v, §') is integrable,

(I)W(Z/*y_log€) =1, and linolo @W(y*,s) =0.

33



Buckmaster, Drivas, Shkoller, Vicol Shock development for 2D Euler

We shall now establish the existence of a unique trajectory @y (yx, s) solving (4.72b). We define the set
= {pe C"([-loge,)) : [ip(s)] < 20Kpe™ 2"},

with norm given by HcpHT '= SUPge[— loge,o0) €3’ |©o(s)|, and consider the map W, which maps @ € 7 to ¢,
given by

o(s) =¥ (p(s)) := —e32 Jm e_s?’ (Gz(s") + h(s"))ds.

We note that for p € T, || < amoez < /£ for £ small enough, so that we may apply the bounds (4.31a) to
the function G(s "). Doing so, we see that the bounds (4.67), (4.31a) and (4.39) show that for ¢ taken small
enough,

Go(s)] < (s + >(logM =15 [(s) [ + Meb [ip(s) ) + 6z (s)

< (20,@0)36—75 + 21265 (2050) e 10 + 120k0se ™2 < 122k0ze 2" .

Together with (4.71), we have that
e_%/ (|Ga(s")| + |n(s)]) < 40kge > .
By the fundamental theorem of calculus, s — ¢(s) is continuous, and satisfies the bound
lo(s)] < 18kpe~2° forall s > —loge.

Therefore, ¥ : T — T.
Let us now prove that W is a contraction. Suppose that o1 = V() and w2 = ¥(®,). We then have

lp1(s) — pa(s)] < egf e*% G@(s') — G%(s')‘ ds’ . 4.73)

From (4.67), we have that o o
(W (1) + 51— W(y2) —va| < |y — 3] ,
so that

(W (@1(5)) + 21(s)) — (W (Ba(5)) + @2(s))] (s) — @5(s)|

1(3 + @1(8)Pa(s) + Pa(s “901 — Po(5)]
e [y (s) — Pa(s)] (4.74)

where we have used that both 3, and @, are in 7. Next, since [W (y1) — W (y2)| < |& — y/, by (4.39),
1= Bl [W(@1(5)) = W(@a(s))| < 627" [21(s) = Pa(s)] (4.75)

and finally, employing the mean value theorem together with the bound (4.31a), for some a function s —
a(s) € (0,1) and

< |7}
S|P
<€

16:1 W (@15, ) = W (@a(5), 8)| < 2|0, W (1 = ()71 (5) + as)7a(s), 5)| 71 (5) — Fo(s)

2 ((log M) 5 (2010)%e 5% + Mzt (20k0)% ™) [71(5) — B (s)

34



Buckmaster, Drivas, Shkoller, Vicol Shock development for 2D Euler

<l [pi(s) — @a(s)] - (4.76)
Combining the bounds (4.74), (4.75), and (4.76), and taking ¢ sufficiently small, we have that
G5, (8") = G, (s)] < Tee " [@1(s) — Bal(s)]

and thus from (4.73), we see that
Q0

5 _;8/
e2”[p1(s) — pa(s)] < 635J "2 |G, (s) — Gy, (s)] ds’

S

o0
<7z [ ) - ol

s

< 14e  sup e3® [21(s) — Pa(s)| ,

se[—loge,0)

so that

lo1 — 2|7 < 1de @y — @allr

which shows that W is a contraction. By the contraction mapping theorem, there exists a unique trajectory
@ € T such that for all s > —loge,

plo) = =i [T (Wlols)) + 0(6)) + (1= BT (o) + BT (), ) + ) ) s

S
or equivalently

0 ’

e 2p(s) = —J e (¢(s) + B:W(p(s),s) + h(s')) ds’ .

S

Differentiating this identity in self-similar time shows that
Osp=Vwoop.
Setting

b=t [ (W) + 0(6) + (1= BT () + 5.V (p(5), ) + (")

—loge

we see that ¢(— loge) = y, from which it follows that
Dy (ys, 8) = @(s) foralls > —loge,

and 1y (ys, 5) is a solution to (4.72). Clearly |y.| < 20r0e> and by (4.57), it follows that || < 20ke™.
We next show that y, is the only blowup label. From (4.14b) and (4.56), we have that

s (Pw (ys, 5) = Pw (¥, ) = 5(Pw (ys, 5) — Pw (¥, 8)) + Br W (Pw (Y, ), 8) — B-W (Pw (y,5), 5) .-
Suppose that y, > y. By the mean value theorem and the bound (4.39), we have that
B W (Pw (ys,8), 8) — Br W (Pw (y, ), s)| < (14 68)(Pw (yx, 5) — Pw (v, s)) -

Here we have used the global bound |0, (y, s)| < 1 and the fact that characteristics cannot cross so that
Dy (ys, ) — Pw(y, s) = 0. Therefore,

05 (O (Y, 8) — Puw(y,9)) = (5 — 1) (Pow (g, 5) — P (y,5)) ,

and then
1 (l_a%)s
Py (Y, s) — Pw (y, s) = e2e'> (¥ —y)
3
If y > yx, in the same way we, we obtain Py (y, s) — Py (Y, s) = e3els =Sy — ). O
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4.6 Bounds for J)a, v < 4

4.6.1 Improving the bootstrap bound for a

We note here that from (3.8) and (3.9), the specific vorticity @ = %(w — ay) solves

Oy + %wamw = %aw7 W(JE, _6) - WO(.T) ’
and hence
D(p(x, 1), 1) = e I=e a@ 0y 4.77)

We also have from (3.10b), that
¢
a(p(x,t),t) = ap(x) + J (—2a® + tw?) o ¢ds (4.78)
—E&

so that assuming the bootstrap bound |a(9, t)| < 2/4;35 and using (4.26) and (4.33), we find that for ¢ taken
sufficiently small,

la(-t)], < 3K5e, te[—e,Ty), (4.79)

which improves the bootstrap bound (4.34a).

4.6.2 Improving the bootstrap bound for dya

From (4.50), we see that ¢(-,t) is a diffeomorphism with a well-defined inverse map, so that for each
t € [—e,Ty) and for € small enough, the identity (4.77) and the bound (4.79) show that

(1 —e)wp(0) < w(p(8,t),t) < (1 +e)wo(F), te[—eTy), (4.80)

From (4.18), %no < wp(f) < %Ho. Since wy = %(wo — 0Ogayp), by (4.26), we then have that for ¢
0
sufficiently small,

101 27
10){0 < wo(e) < ?07

and by (4.80), for € small enough,

}73 < w(6,t) < %, OeT,te[—cT). (4.81)

Again using that
0pa = w — %w’ (4.82)

we then have that
|0pa(0,1)| = |w — “w| < 3Ky, OeT,te [~ Ty, (4.83)

which improves the bootstrap bound (4.34b).
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4.6.3 Improving the bootstrap bound for 83@

Differentiating (4.77), we have that

t

o (d(x, 1), ) = (Dud(a, £)) e So oot (aewo(x> + 8w aea<¢(:c,t’),t’)am(:c,t’)dt’)

o ! N
= (0utb(z, ) ' (B(x, 1), ) (ww(()) +8 f dpa(o(z,t'), )0, 0(x, t’)dt’> . (4.84)
It follows from (4.50), (4.80), (4.83), and (4.84) that for € small enough,
|0g(p(, 1), t)| < 35| gm0 (x)| + 500e . (4.85)

Using the formula

dywop = (09100 — 02ap) — 33 (wo — dgag)dew

and the bounds (4.18), —é < dpwo(z), and (4.26), we estimate that

Gomo(w)| < 2, (4.86)
and hence from (4.85),
|Opw (2, 1)| < :?0 , zeT te[—eTy). (4.87)
We shall use the fact that
DBa = dpw(l — Lww) — L dyw, (4.88)
so that combined with the above estimates,
]aga x,t) | 7’09111 T t)’ g, (4.89)
and hence by (4.9), we have that
|02 A(y, s)| < Te72|0,W (y,5)| + e 3 T < Be2, (4.90)

where we have used that |0, W (y, s)| < 1 as proven in [1]. This then implies that

|05a(z,t)| = 638’8§A(y, s)| < Ze®, zeT,te[—¢Ty) (4.91)

which improves the bootstrap bound (4.34c¢).

4.6.4 A bound for dja

We next differentiate (4.84) to obtain

é’gw(qb(x, t),t) = (gf) Logw o — b gzt O gb <69w0 + 35 59@ o ¢ ppdt >

t
v oo wo¢<woagwo (d0w0)? =1 é’gao¢¢ +0gao¢¢m)dt>. (4.92)

R(x,t)
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We first bound the integral R. By (4.50), (4.53), and (4.89), we have that

IR(2,t)] < f |0ga o ¢| (£ + |Ogw o ¢|)dt (4.93)
We note that by (4.61),

dow(p(x,t),t) = e Wy(Pa(y, s),s) .

The identity (4.7) then shows that dt = 5,e~%ds so that by the change of variables formula, we have that

t s
f {(99w(¢(x,t’),t’)‘dt'=fl Wy (®aly,s'),s)|Brds’ <1, (4.94)
—€ —loge

where we have used (4.62) for the last inequality. Hence, with (4.34) and (4.93), we have that
IR(z,t)| < 1. (4.95)

With (4.95), the formula (4.92) and the bounds (4.34) and (4.86) allow us to estimate 63w0¢ in the following
way:

05 (d(2,1),t)] <1+ L|pua(,t)| + |0hmo(z)| < 6% + Hogw(g(z,t), )| + |05w0 ()| (4.96)

where we have used (4.53) for the last inequality.
Differentiating (4.88) yields the identity

dha = Fw(l — Jww) — L ojw — twogwdew — Lw(Gpw)? (4.97)
so that
|63a(x,t)| < |Fw(z, )| + |03 (2, )] + |dpw(, )|” + L|dgw(x, )|
< 5 +|Gw(z, t)| + [03w0(¢ (2, 1), 8)| + [dgw(a, t)]* + L|ogw(, )] (4.98)

where we have used (4.96) for the last inequality.
Restricting the identity (4.97) to t = —e, we see that

110*6353@0 = —03@0 + agwo(%wowo —1)— iwoagwoagwo — %(09w0)2w0, (4.99)
and so
|05w0| < & + |05ao + |0Fwo| < & + [FFwo| (4.100)
since we assumed that ’(99 ap(x )‘ < 11in (4.26). Using the bound (4.100) in (4.98) shows that
|dga(n(z, 1), )]
< L+ |Bw(n(e, 1), )] + |03wo(d (n(x, ), ), )] + |dgw(n(z, 1), O)]° + L{ogw(n(z, t),t)]. “.101)

()] < 57% and therefore

N

|05wo(¢ ' (n(z,t),1),t)] <e 2. (4.102)
Using this bound in (4.101), for all t € [—¢, T%),

05a(n(z,1),1)] < e+ |O5w(n(z,t), )] + ‘agw(n(x,t),t)‘Q + Lopw(n(z,t),1)| . (4.103)
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4.6.5 A bound for dja

As we will now explain, the bound for dja(z, t) does not depend on 97, di¢, or d4w, and as such is merely
a consequence of the bounds that have already been established.
To obtain this bound, we make one final differentiation of (4.92) and obtain that

D ((x,t),t)
t
= (¢5 ' 05 0 ¢+ 3¢, 02, 0 ¢ — 6 buaa@ 0 & — 20, ° a0y © ¢) (i: +5 f dga o ¢ %dt')

2 2 t
+ (207200 0.6~ 367 a0 0) (ZERHE= 4 8 [ (GFac g 62+ a6 b))

©@o

(dBao @ 62 + 30300 6 Gubun + 090 © 6 Graa)dl').

£

t
213 2 3
-3 wa0s w0 — 3w 0o 0swo+2(0gwo) ]
+¢z ’Zﬂogb(og w89 _|_§

J

S(z,t)
(4.104)

Our goal is to bound |03w(¢(x, t),t)| using the identity (4.104). The time integral in the first line is O(¢)
due to (4.34) and (4.50). The time integral in the second line is the term R(z,t) in (4.92), which was
estimated in (4.95). It thus remains to establish the bound for the integral term S(x, t) on the third line. We
write S = S1 + So + S3, where

t

Si(z,t) = f dga o ¢ ¢2dt’ (4.1052)
t

So(x,t) = J 3020 0 ¢ Gpppdt’ (4.105b)
t

83(:Ea t) = dgao ¢ bemzdt/ ) (4.105¢)

—E&

and we shall first estimate the integral Ss. The key idea in estimating Ss is to use the identity (4.54) for ¢y po
and isolate the term

03w 0 ¢ ¢ + Fgw 0 ¢ Py =: 0u(pw © ¢ By)

and estimate its integral in a very careful manner.
The identity for ¢, in (4.54) and the bound (4.55), together with the estimates (4.89) and (4.94), and
the integral bound (4.62), we conclude that

t
|S5(z, )] < L+ ewg(z)] + J |Ggw((x, '), ¢)Pdt’ + |Sa(, 1), (4.106)
—&
where the term Sy contains the important term on the last line of (4.54), and is given by
t
Su(z,t) = | Oulac@)(wod) " 0u(dgw o ¢ ¢g)dt’ . (4.107)

—€

We now rewrite the evolution equation (4.47) as d;(w o ¢) + 5 (aw) o ¢ = —1(wdpw) o ¢ which yields

dow © ¢ oy = =3¢, (w o d))_lat(w 0¢) —8ao¢py.
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Differentiating this equation, we have that

0z (gw © ¢ Bg) = =3y (w0 ) ' 0¢(Fgw 0 p bz
— 3¢2%22% (8.0 ¢ + 309w © §) + Panfow 0 ¢ — 80pac P G2

We can then write the term S4 in (4.107) as Sy = Sy + Syp, Where

t

Sya(z,t) = =3 B Oz(a o @)py (wo ¢)*28t(89w o ¢y )dt’

t
Sw(x,t) = —| 0z(aoq) ( o fj;";d’ (3a0¢— 30gwo @) — dun aff;f a&%?%) dt’ .

The term Sy, (1, t) requires a careful analysis; meanwhile, the bounds (4.18), (4.33), (4.34), (4.38), (4.50),
(4.94) together with (4.53) show that

t
Suy(a, )] < 1+ f dgw o ¢t

To estimate Sy, (x, t) we integrate by parts and obtain that

Sua(z,t) = 3agwy 2wy — 30;(a 0 #)¢2 (w o ¢) 2dpw o ¢
t

+4 [ dulaog)(wod) (w0 ¢)? grdl’
—e
b3 [ auta o p+ Lt o 6)R (wo o) 2o bt
—e
+ 16 t Oz 0 @)d2 (wo @) ~2a 0 pdyw o ¢dt’ .
—e
From the above identity and the bounds (4.18), (4.33), (4.34), (4.50), (4.94), we obtain that
|S1a(z, )] < L + |Gpw(d(z,t),t)| + f \agw(qb(x,t’),t’)th’.
Using the above bound in (4.106) shows that

¢
|S5(z, )| < 1+ ewi ()| + [dgw(o(z,t),1)| +f ‘(79w(¢(x,t’),t')‘2dt’. (4.108)

Having estimated S3 in (4.105), it remains to bound &7 and Ss.
For &1, we return to the identity (4.88) and write

Baod = (Gywo dds) ¢ (1 — tww) o ¢ — L2oymo g,

so that after differentiation in x

0500 ¢y = 03 (Ogw 0 dds) ¢ (1 — tww) 0 ¢ — (Ggw © ddz) B *Paa(1 — fww) 0
— 12w 0 ¢,) dp(ww) 0 ¢ — LB 0 by — hw o dgw o ddudpw o b (4.109)

40



Buckmaster, Drivas, Shkoller, Vicol Shock development for 2D Euler

Due to (4.109), the integrand 65’@ o ¢¢>§ in §1 has the same structure to the integrand in &3, with one

additional type of term in the form of — wig¢> 03w o ¢ ¢y, which requires us to use the already established

bounds (4.96) and (4.100). We therefore can show that S is bounded as

t
IS1(2,t)| < L+ e|wf(@)] + |dow(o(z,1),1)| +J g (¢(x, ¢'), ¢) [ dt’ . (4.110)

[

The integral Sy in (4.105) is relatively straightforward to bound. We use the inequalities (4.53) and (4.89)
together with (4.62), and find that

t
|Sa(z, )| < 1 +f |Opw ((x,¢'), ¢)[dt’ . (4.111)

Combining the bounds (4.108), (4.110), and (4.111), we have shown that the S(x,t) integral in (4.104)
satisfies

1S(2,8)] < L + e|eBwo (@) + [dpwld(a, 1), 8)] + f gwo(a, ¢, )t

It thus follows from (4.53), (4.55), (4.89), and (4.104) that

(b, 1).0)] 5 & + [ewo(@)] + LeBwo(@)| + Zlow(d(xt),0)] + H|opuléa, 1), 6)f

t
+ Hogw(e(z, 1), )| + f |Ogw((x, ¢'), ¢) [ dt’ .

—&

Therefore, we have that
|Ggw(n(e,t),t)] S & + [Gwole™ (n(x, ), )| + L|ogwo(¢~" (02, 1),1))] + Z|oew(n(z,t),1)]

+ Heowln(e, ). + Hofuln(e.).0] + [ onwo(e™ (e 0).0).0). ) at

(4.112)
In order to bound the first term in the above inequality, we differentiate (4.99) to obtain
lf—g@g’wo = —%wo(?gwo@gwo — 63@0 + 6g’wo(%wgwo —1)+ %ﬁgwoag(wgwo)
— 0p(3wolgwodpmo + % (gwo)*wo) -
With (4.100), we see that
|050(0)] < &5 + L[oFwo ()] + 0wo(8)] + [0§ao(0)] < & + L|dGwo(@)] + |Fwo(®)].  4.113)

where we have used that |6§a0(x)‘ < 1 by (4.26). From (4.25¢), for all z € T, |6§’w0(x)‘ < &4, so that
|Ggwo(¢™ (n(,1),1),0)] S e7*,

and hence by (4.113),
|G5wo(¢™" (n(x,1),1),0)] S e~

With this bound and using (4.102), estimate (4.112) becomes

Oy (n(z,t),t)] < et + L |Oow(n(z, t),t)| + %‘8910(77(36,15),15)‘2
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t
+ Hogw(n(z, ), )| +J |Opw(d(6 (n(x, 1), 1), ¢'), ) dt’. (4.114)

Having established a bound for the third derivative of ww, we are now ready to estimate the fourth
derivative of a. We differentiate the identity (4.97) and obtain

dga = Ogw(swmw — 1) + $05wdp(ww) — T—g@gw — twdpwdgw — 0p (2wipwipw + (Spw)’w) ,
(4.115)

so that
05a(0,)| < |05 (0, )] + |0gw(0, )] + (L +|0gw(8,¢)]) (L]|0ew (0, t)| + |05w (0, t)| + |05 (6,1)]) ,
and with (4.114), we have that

|ofa(n(z,6),t)] < et + L|pw(n(z, t),0)] + Lopw(n(z, 1), )] + |Fw(n(z,t),0)]
+ (% + |Gow(n(z, t),1)]) (|3§w(n(m,t),t)| + |83w(n($,t),t)|)

+ [ fowtoto™ .00, 00 at
We observe that by (4.96), (4.100), and (4.102),
B n(,6). )] < &3 + e |opu(n(e,1), )]
and thus
Oga(n(z,1),0)] < e + =3[ (n(z, 1), 1) + e |dpun(a, 1), D + e |GFw(n(z, 1), 1)
+ |dw(n(z, 1), 0)]|0gw(n(z, 1), t)] + [Ggw(n(z,t),1)|

t
+ f Bpw(6(6~ (n(a, 1), £), ), ) 2dt 4.116)

4.7 Bounds on derivatives of 3-characteristics
4.7.1 Identities for J)w o n

With the integrating factor I;(x) defined in (4.43), the equation (4.44) is written as w o = I[;wg, and
differentiation yields

Ogw o 1 1y = Tywy + Tjwg (4.117a)
agw on 77:% = Lw{ + 2w} + I['wy — gw © MMy (4.117b)
dpwonnd = Lwl + 3Iwj + 3I]wh + I"wy — 305w 0 NNeee — OgW © Mgz , (4.117¢)

dpw ot = Iyl + ATjwll + 61wy + AI}"w) + I"wo

— 603w 0 1N 21gs — 403w O Ny Nzw — 305w 0 N2y — gW © Mg - (4.117d)

4.7.2 Bounds for 0,7

We shall now obtain the precise rate at which 0,7 (zx,t) — 0 ast — T, as well as a global bound for
Ozn(x,t).
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Lemma 4.4. For —s <t < Ty, at the blowup label x, = s%y*,

12075 < on(my, t) < HEe*, (4.118)

3 3

and for all labels x, we have that

sup  Opn(z,t) < { e o —af<e (4.119)
te[—loge,Ty) 3 |z — 24| = €2
and
Oun(z,t) = te for |z — x| > €. (4.120)
Proof of Lemma 4.4. Step 1. Bounds at the blowup label y,. From (4.57) and (4.58), we have that
Ozn(z,t) = E*%e*%saydwv(y, s), Y= e 2z (4.121)
We will use the identity
Oy ®w (y, s) = 353 &) toge FryW (Bw (y,r)r)dr , (4.122)
We consider the blowup trajectory ®yy(ys, s). For this, we decompose 30, W as
Bro,W = 0,W — (1 — B,)0,W + 3,0,W . (4.123)

By (4.64), |y.| < 20k0e3 and by (4.63), |Pw (ys«,s)| < 20k0e~2° and as such, this unique trajectory
stays in the Taylor region |y| < £ for ¢ sufficiently small. Using the Taylor remainder theorem, we have that
oyW(y) = -1+ boy?, where by = %82W@) for some y between 0 and y, so that ‘bg — 3! < £2. Substitution
of this expansion into (4.123) gives

BroyW = —1 + boy? — (1 — )0, W + B-0,W . (4.124)
Hence,
32 tog e BrOyW (@w (yse,),r)dr
= Lemseb2 $roge Ow i) 2dr 87 1og (B =D W (@w (i) r)dr ooy 600 W (@ (waer)1)dr (4 15)
From (4.31a), (4.39), the fact that |8yW| < 1, and (4.63) we have that for € small enough,

1—¢ < €b2 Ss_ log & ‘1’W(y*,7“)2d7"6§i 1Og€(57*1)ayW(q>W(y*:r)vT)dTess_ logsﬁfﬁyW(éw(y*,T),T)dr < 1+ £,

and therefore

%e—s < 32 10g < By W (@w (yse,r),r)dr < %e—s. (4.126)
The bound (4.126) and the identity (4.122) then shows that for ¢ sufficiently small,
(1-— €>€%€% < 0yPw (ys, s) < (1 + 8)5%63 (4.127)

It follows from (4.121) that (4.118) holds.
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Step 2. A bound for 0,1 with |z — x| < 2. The identity (4.46b) together with (4.45a) show that

t t T
Ne =1+ f I.drw) — gwof ITJ a’ onngdrdr . (4.128)
—& —& —&
From (4.34),
la(0,t)] < 2x2e and |0pa(f,t)| < 2o . (4.129)

Therefore, for € taken sufficiently small, we have that

l—e<Il(x)<1l+e. (4.130)

By (4.31a), for ¢ taken sufficiently small,
—L <wj(z) < - for |z — x4] <2, (4.131a)
lwh(z)| < g for |z — x| > €2, (4.131b)

From (4.38), (4.128)—(4.130), we have that for ¢ taken sufficiently small,

1 - 1;46 ) (1 - 5)(5 + 653) + 752’%% SUPte[—¢,Ty) Ux(ﬂﬁ,t) |$ - x*‘ =€
sup  nx(7,1) <9 o 5 o ; ,
te[~.Tx) 3 + 6 Ky supe[_ 1) (7, 1) [z -z <e
and hence
lle |z — o] < €2
sup - 1z(2,t) < - (4.132)
te[—e,Tx) 3 |x — 4| = €

which proves (4.119).
Notice also from (4 128) that with the bound (4.25a), for all |x — z4| > & 3 and for ¢ taken small enough,
lwj(z)| < (1 — §)e™, and hence for all ¢ € [ log £, T ), we have the lower bound

Oen(,t) = 5,

which gives the bound (4.120). 0

4.7.3 Bounds for 6377

We establish the rate at which 027 (z4,t) — 0 as t — Ty, and obtain bounds for 027(z, t) for all labels .

Lemma 4.5. For all —e <t < Ty, we have the decay estimate
|02 (24, 1)| < 62K0e " (4.133)

and for any label x, we have the bound

81 T — Ty <€
e, < |5, [T mls
872 |x—my| =€

(4.134)
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Proof of Lemma 4.5. Step 1. A bound for 0>n along the blowup label x,. Since 1, = eSLc dowondr , We
have that

t

Moz (X, t) = nz(x,t) 2w(n(z, t'), t ) n.(z, t')dt
—€
S
= ﬁx(ﬂfa t) f 62 ﬁ‘r yy(CI)W(f% ) Sl)nx($> t/)dsl ) (4135)
loge

where we have used the change of variables formula together with the identity (4.7) which shows that
= Bre ¥ds’. By (5, 8)| < 20k0e~2° and ly«| < 20ke2, so that together with
(4.31a), we have that for ¢ taken small enough and for all —loge < s’ < s,

18, Wy (B (g, 87), 8')| < 1226067 . (4.136)

Hence, with (4.118) and the identity evaluated at the label x,, we have that

S

|7733x($*7t)| < 62kpe 7,

which proves (4.133).
Step 2. A bound for 0> for all labels x. Using the identity in (4.46c) and (4.45b), we have that

t
2n = f Ldrwf — gw’ f j a’ on ngdrdr
—€ —&

t T
—I—wof I, <<§J a 01777de> — gf (a”onng+a'onnm)dr> dr . (4.137)
—€ —€

—€

From (4.89) and (4.117),
|a" (n(z, 1), t)| < Z|ogw(n(z,t),t)| + T < Z(Lawh + Hwo)n, "+ L. (4.138)

It follows from (4.132) that

42 — x4 < €2
|a” (n(x, 1), t)n2| < §|Lawg + Tfwo|ne + Inp << ) [ = | ) - (4.139)
N e
By (4.25b) and (4.31a), for € small enough,
Te™2 o — x4 < €2
wp(x)| < . 4.140
ol )| {76g |z — 24| = €2 ( )
It follows from (4.18), (4.129)—(4.132), (4.137)—(4.140) that
5 o1 2
+O(e T — Ty < e
(1-— 7%%5—:2) sup ‘6:517 T t)‘ 15 3 D «| 9 3
te[—e,Tx) 2+ 0()  Jo—aidze
and thus taking ¢ sufficiently small,
81 x — Ty <2
swp [ < {5, T m=e
te[—e,Ty) 8e™ 2 ]w — x*| =€
which proves (4.134). ]
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Remark 4.6. We have shown in the proof of Lemmas 4.4 and 4.5 that for € taken sufficiently small,

[Li(z)| <1+e€, (4.141a)
50k0e> — x| < €2
| < {7 "F [ = 2. L (4.141b)
ke |z —a4] =€
40 — x| < €2
1)< 400 lemadse (4.1410)
40koe™2 |z —zy| =€

4.7.4 Bounds for 027

Lemma 4.7. For all —¢ <t < Ty, we have that

1
(6+€56) 7 2
sup ’(7277(33,75)’ < &3 o= 2a| < e ) (4.142)
tG[*E,T*) E% |x - $*| > 62
and for |x — x| < €2,
1 1
(EO=2) < By(a,t) < 0455 (4.143)

Proof of Lemma 4.7. We first note that the bounds (4.119) and (4.134) show that for labels z satisfying
|z — 74| < €2, we have that

1le |z — z« 8l |z —ms

|
4.144
3 |z — 2] ( )

g
!nx(w,t)K{ o and !nm(w,t)!<{

|
8e 2 |z — 2]

The identities (4.45c) and (4.46d) give

t t t
A3y = wg'j Ldr + 3wgf Ildr + 3w6f
—€ —€

t T T T
—i—wof IT(—E’Qlf(f a’onnxdr)g—k%zl(f a’onnxdr)f (a”onng—i—a/onnm)dr
—€

—& —& —&

Ildr
£

-3 J (a" onn} +3a" 0 nanee +a’ o nm)dr) dr. (4.145)

—&
From (4.117), we have that
aw(n(z,t),t) = ny 2(Lwf + 20wl + I wo — 0y (wh Iy + T[wo)Nes) - (4.146)
From (4.103), (4.117), and (4.146),
_5 2
|Gpa(n(z,t),t)] S 2 + [Gw(n(z, t),t)| + [dgw(n(z, t),t)]” + | dgw(n(x, t),t)]
< e 2+ 2 (Lawg + 2Iwh + Iwo — 0, (woly + Ijwo) )
_ 2 _
+ g H(Lowh + Two)|” + L ng M (Zywh + Tjwo)] - (4.147)

We will use (4.131), (4.140), and the fact that by (4.23) and (4.25c¢),

1 1
=T < wf(0) < B for |z — x| <2, (4.1482)
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wi(z)] et for |z — x4 =€ (4.148b)

Then, with (4.140), (4.141) and (4.147), we have that
la” (n(, 1), )| < O loal<e (4.149)
|>¢€

With these bounds, and with (4.141), (4.144)—(4.147) applied to (4.145), we have that

1
6+c1
sup ‘ 30z, 1) ’ (e + 52)(572) + % + 752n3 SUDye[—e,Ty) |(993677(x, t)| |z — 24| < €2 .
te[—e,Tx) Ce™ + 7e%k3 SUDye[—e,Ty) ‘893;77(:5, t)] |z — 24| = €2
(4.150)
It immediately follows that for € small enough,
(6+¢6) _ 2
sup |17xmc(;c,t)’ < 063 |.1‘ ZC*| <e€ : (4.151)
te[—&,T*) 67 |:L‘ —_ $*| 2 62

which establishes (4.142).
For labels |x - x*| < €2, we can easily see that 93n(x, t) is positive. With (4.148), we have that the first
term on the right side of (4.145) has the lower bound

1 t

(s+t)g1375 5 < f Ldrul!
—€

Thus, with (4.131), (4.140), (4.141), (4.144)—(4.147), in the same way that we obtained (4.150), we find that

1
(e+t)(6 56) 5377(1, t) (6+¢6)

4 3 I

which establishes (4.143). ]

4.7.5 A sharp bound for 0,1 and 0%,

Proposition 4.8. For |x — x| < €%, we have that

[N

(T —t) + (3+€8)(x 2.2, (4.152)

e3

1 1
le2 (T, —¢) + Wg*ﬁ‘)(x — ) < Oz, t) < Lt

13 £
and

1
n(z,t) < 7e X (T —t) + S22 (2 — 2y) for > 24,

1
—7<€*2(T>l< —t)+ 7@“)(6_268)(:6 —xy) < 02 =
(4.1532)

et T

1 1
—Te7 Ty — t) + L’E%,ES (x — z4) < P2n(a,t) < Te 2(Ty — t) + 7(a+t)(€64_28g) (r —xy) for x<xy.
(4.153b)

Proof of Proposition 4.8. By Lemma 2.1 in [2], there exists a short time T > —e¢, such that (w, a) is a
unique solution to (3.10) with initial data (wq, ap) and

(a,w) € CO([—¢,T]; CY(T)) n CY([—¢,T]; C3(T)). (4.154)
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By the local existence and uniqueness theorem for ODE, € C!([—¢,T]; C3(T)) n C?([—¢,T]; C*(T)).
Given the uniform bounds (4.142) and (4.144), the standard continuation argument shows that

ne Cl([—¢, Ti], C3(T)) n C*([—¢, Ty], C*(T)).

By the Taylor remainder theorem, there exist a point £ between x and z, and a point ¢ between ¢ and T’
such that

Ou(@,t) = 0p0um(wa, T) (t — Ts) + 3020(w1,t1) (v — 24)? + 2070,m(21, 1) (t — Ty )?
+ 0:2n(z1, 1) (t — Ti) (z — 24) . (4.155)

Note that we have used (4.118) and (4.133) which give
O, Ti) = 0, Ogn(ws, Ty) = 0. (4.156)
From (4.46b), we have that
Or0zn(x,t) = I(x)wj(z) + I (x)wo(z) . (4.157)

We use the bounds (4.38), (4.129)—(4.132) to find that for € small enough,

L]
L]

— 1L < 00en (@, Ty) < —1=5 (4.158)
Differentiation of (4.157) with respect to 0, yields
0102 = Tyw( + 2Ijwg + I'wo
while differentiation of (4.157) with respect to 0, gives
20,m = I wh + Iw .
We again use the bounds (4.38), (4.129)—(4.131), (4.140), and (4.141) to obtain that
|07 0,m(21,t1)] < 50KF (4.159)
|0:02n (w1, t1)| < 872 (4.160)
From (4.143), we have that
(”’*)Eﬂ < Sz, ta) < (35%) . (4.161)

Since t < T, |z — | < €2, and (T — t)* < 22, the bounds (4.158)—(4.161) used in the identity
(4.155) show that for € taken sufficiently small,

[N
[N

1
(Tx — ) + 555 (2 — @4)?,

1
=2 (T —t) + w(l‘ — 24)? < Opn(z,t) < H= L

3 £ 13

which establishes (4.152).
We can again apply the Taylor remainder theorem to find that for a point 1 between x and x, and a
point tol between t and T,

on(x,t) = E3n(E1, 1) (2 — @) + Ge0zn(@1, 1) (¢ — Tx) .

It then follows from (4.160) and (4.161) that (4.153) holds. ]

48



Buckmaster, Drivas, Shkoller, Vicol Shock development for 2D Euler

4.7.6 Bounds for dyw
Lemma 4.9 (Bound for dyw). Fort e [—loge, Ty),

2 _ 2
dpli(et),0)] < | T gm0 ol<e (4.162)
5e~2 |z — 24| = €2
Proof of Lemma 4.9. From (4.117), we have that
dgw(n(z,t),t) = (L(x)wo(z) + L(2)wo(x))n;* (z,1) - (4.163)
Using the bounds (4.18), (4.120), (4.131), (4.141), and (4.152), obtain the bound (4.162). O

4.7.7 Bounds for &%77

In order to obtain a bound for the fourth derivative of 7, we shall appeal to the identity (4.46¢). Before
estimating the terms on the right side of (4.46e), we first record a useful estimate:

Lemma 4.10. For |z — x.| < &2 it holds that
t
_ 2 _
nk(z,t) f 0w (p(o™  (n(z,t),t), ), )| dt’ < e 'n(a,t). (4.164)
—
Proof of Lemma 4.10. Fix a label 2 which is within £2 of z,, and a time ¢ € [—¢, T} ), throughout the proof.

In order to estimate the integral in (4.164) we use the bound on dyw obtained in (4.162). Note however that
this estimate is obtained when we compose with the flow 7; as such we first define the label

X(x,t) = ¢~ (n(x,1).1), (4.165)
and then for each ' € [—¢, t], we also define the label
q(z,t") =0~ (o(x (@, 1), 1), 1) (4.166)

pre-shock location (&4, T%)

Figure 8: The identity (4.167) is explained. The 3-characteristics 7 are shown in red and 2-characteristics ¢ are shown in blue.
The worst case scenario is depicted: the label x is to the left of the blowup label x4 . For each such label = and each ¢ € [—¢, Ty),
X(z,t) denotes the label which satisfies ¢(x(z,t),t) = n(z,t). For each t’ € [—e,t], we define the label g(z,t") such that
n(q(z,t),t') = ¢(x(z,t),t'). Ast’ — t, qg(x,t') — . A particle moving up the dashed blue curve is equivalent to that particle
moving by the 3-characteristic but emanating from the moving label q(x,t').

The definitions (4.165) and (4.166) show that

dow(p(d~" (n(z,1),1),1),1") = dgw(d(x(2,1),),t') = dpw(n(q(w,t'),t'), ). (4.167)
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Therefore, q(x, —¢) = x(z,t), g(x,t') — x from the right as ¢’ — ¢, while from (4.162) we have that

2
|59w(77(Q(x,t,),t,),t')|<{(T*—t/)+3E‘3(E+t’)(q(m’)—x*)2 la(z, 1) — ax

| 2
5e? ‘Q( ) - x*|

(4.168)

<€
2 2

3

We will assume first that z, € [z, x(x«,t)]. The proof is based on decomposing the interval [—e, ) into
three different sets

Lart = {t' € [—£,1): |q(x, ) — 24| = ® or t/ < —3e} (4.169a)
Iiadie = {t' € [5,1): |q(z,t") — 24| < e? and z, — (s — ) < q(z,t) <zy + %} (4.169b)
Ina = {t' € [-5,1): |q(z,¥) — 24| < e?and 2 < q(z, 1) < 24 — S(26 — 2)}. (4.169c¢)

From (4.168) we immediately have that

1
2 4 Tx 25
dow(n(q(z,t') dt’ < f ————dt' + J —dt’
J‘Is,tart’ ’ —& (T* - t/)Q —& 84
4 N 25(Tx +¢)

T T+ £ et

< 50e73 (4.170)

since Ty, = O(e?) and ¢ is sufficiently small.
For the remaining two time intervals, since & < t’ + ¢ < 2¢, and |q(z,t) — x| < €2, we will use that

1

|Opw(n(q(z,t),¢'),t")] < G b))

where G(z,t) = (T — ') + 3 2(q(z,t') —z4)*.  (4.171)

The second important fact that we will use frequently is that (4.152) implies

L G(z, ') < (@m)(q(z, ), ) < 3G(z,1). (4.172)
The third important ingredient is an estimate for the time derivative of the label g(z,t'). Using that n~!

solves the transport equation (dy + wdg)n~' = 0, upon differentiating (4.166) with respect to ¢ we obtain

Opq(z,t') = opn~ (@(x(x,t), ), ') + dgn~ " (B (x (2, 1), 1), t)Ou (X (x, 1), 1)
= o (n(q(x, ), t),t') + 309~ (n(q(z, t'),t'), ") w(n(g(z,t'), 1))
= =50 (n(g(@, ), ) w(n(g(z,t'),¢'), 1)
w(n(g(z,t'),t'),t)

- _ ) (4.173)
3nu(q(z, 1), ')
From the above identity, using the bounds (4.33) and (4.172) we conclude that
KO , 2eK
———— < —0pq(x,t') < . 4.174
206 @) S 1@t < Ga (174)

With (4.171), (4.172), and (4.174) in hand, we return to the two remaining cases described in (4.169).
First, we note that (4.174) shows that the function ¢(x, t') is strictly decreasing, as a function of ¢’, and thus
when ¢ is sufficiently small there exists a unique time ¢ e [—%5, t) such that

q(z, 1) = 2y — L2y — ).
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As such, Ionq = [t5,1], and Tyiqqie
(4.174), and the definition of I.,q show that

[—1e,t*]. Since g(x,t) = z, the fundamental theorem of calculus,

t
b =) = gl #) = alart) = [ (~Gua(a))a
t
b 2ery ., 2ero(t — th) _ Sero(t — th)
g Gla, ) T (T —t) + Se=2(zy — 1)? S G(a,t)
The purpose of the above estimate is to provide the lower bound
1
t—th> —2)G(x, ). 4175

With (4.171), (4.174) and (4.175), since I niddle

c [—%5, t*] we may then estimate

1
dow(n(q(x,t') dt’ < J ————dt
Lmiddle’ | Imiddle G(x’ t/)2
!

< 1 f Mdt'

T, —t* Imiddie Eko
. 20 (2 + %) = (ws — 3(zs — 7))
Tero (Th — 1) + oo (2 — 2)G(a, 1)
_ e i
T ko (Te — 1) + oo (w4 — 2)G(a, 1)
_ 30e 7(;(;@ ,  ifG(x,t) = 24kpe Hzs — 2)
x - 2 . _

Ko %, if G(x,t) < 24kpe™ (24 — )
< 12000ek < 108000k 4.176)

G(z,t)? eng(z,t)?

where in the second-to-last inequality we have used that 0 < G(x,t) <
appealed to (4.172). Lastly, since Io,q = [t¥, 1], a

€, and in the last inequality we have
similar argument and the bound (4.172) shows that

1
Oow z,t) dt’ < J ————dt
Lend’ ’ (n(q( ‘ Iend G(x7t,)2
t , /
3 31 f 200vq(z,t) .,
(Tx —t) + 567 2(zy — x)? Jut EKQ

0 <@*—;@&—x»—$>

< —
€I{0G(£L‘, t)

< 20(zy — ) <
ekoG(z,t)

60(xx — x) - 60 @.177)

82'%0771’(1;70 N Konx(xvt) '

Combining (4.170), (4.176), and (4.177), we arrive at

o) [ Jon(o(6™ nte )00,

Pdt < et (x,t) + e 2 (a, t) + nd(a,t)

and then by appealing to the first case in (4.119), concludes the proof of the lemma in the case that z,. > z.

For the other case, z, < x, we have that (g

| eowinla(a, 7). 1
[_Eyt)\lstart

(z,t') — 24)? = (x — x4)?, and then we simply have

1

dr’
%5_2(55* —x)2)2

t)fat < .Laa;—w+
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< 1
3
< -
853577(513:75)

(4.178)

in light of the definition of G and of (4.172). The estimate (4.164) follows as before (it is in fact better in
this case). ]

Lemma 4.11. For labels x, we have that

31
3™ s |z — 4] < €3
sup |pn(z,t)] < { 363e7* |o— x| <e? (4.179)
tel-e ) Ce3 |z — 24| > €2

where C; denotes a positive constant that depends on inverse powers of ¢.

Proof of Lemma 4.11. We shall first consider the case that the label z satisfies |z — | < £2. The identity
(4.117) shows that

Sgw(n(z,t),t) = ny 3 (Ll + 3Twh + 31wl + I"w)
= 30 e (Lw + 2Lwg) + I'wo — m  (wo e + Tjwo)na)
— 0y g (Lwl) + T{w) . (4.180)
We next use the inequality (4.116) together with the identities (4.163), (4.180), and (4.146),

{ﬁga(n(x,t),t)’ Sety 672‘77;1 (Tyw + Tjwo)| + lfngl Lawj + I£w0)|2
+ L 2 (Lowf + 20wl + I'wo — ny H(woly + Ijwo)nes)|
+ |171, (Lyw(, + Tjwp) ||77x (Lwg + 2Iw( + I wo — 1 (w()It + It'wo)nm)}
+ | ny S (Lwf) + 317wl + 317 w) + I wo)|
+ 3’77;477;”(]75100 + 20wl + Iwo — 1, (wpIy + I{wo)nmﬂ

+ |77;477£m:(1tw6 + Itw())’

t
+f |Oow(p(¢~ (n(z, 1), 1), | dt'. (4.181)
—E&
By (4.22) and (4.25¢), for ¢ sufficiently small, we have that
W ()] <2e7F  for |z — .| <&, (4.182a)
|wg' (0)] < 3 15 P for |z — x| < €7, (4.182b)
lwi(z)] < e for |z — .| >¢*. (4.182¢)

Using the identity (4.45c) together with (4.139), (4.142), (4.144), (4.149)

O

| 2
Ce™3 |z — w4

<e
=

. 4,183
p (4.183)

Then, with (4.141) and (4.131), (4.140), (4.148), (4.164), and (4.181), we have that for ¢ taken suffi-
ciently small,

—4 2

15 T — Ty| <€

[Gga(n(z, t), t)ng| < { . [zl <€ (4.184)
€ |z — x4 = €
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Using the identities (4.45d) and (4.46e), we have that

t t t t
odn = wé’”J Idr + 4w6”J I'dr + ngf I’dr + 4w6f I"dr
—€ —€ —€

—€

t T T T
4 2
+ woJ I <4§?6 (J a onngdr) — 1024 (J a' on ngdr) f (a" omnZ+a onmng)dr
—€

—& —& —&

T 2
+ 6:34([ (a” °n 77:% +do n nm)dr)

—&

T T
+ % (J a o n 77xd7”) (J (a”/ on 772 + 3a" o N NaNzx + a o n nxxx)d"“)

e .
-3 f (a" 0 n g +6a" 0 1 13050 + 30" 00 0y +4a” 0N NeNass +a’ 01 nmm)dr> dr .
Notice that from (4.152) and (4.153), for |2 — z,| < 2, we have that

Ny 2y < 10072

Then, together with the bounds (4.138), (4.139), (4.141), (4.144)—(4.149), (4.152), (4.153), (4.182)—(4.184),
and with (4.141), (4.144)—(4.147), we find that for ¢ sufficiently small,

_31
567 +7e%K3 SUDye[—e,Ty) \oan(z,t)| |z — 24 < €3
[su;; | ‘6;177(:15,15)‘ < < 36261 + 7e%k3 SUPse[—,Ty) oin(z,t)] |z — x| < €%, (4.185)
te[—e, _9
i Ce4 + T2 supie oy ot )] -] > 2
and hence
3% |z — m4] < &3
sup  |0pn(z, 1) < { 363e7* |z — x4 <2, (4.186)
tel-e ) Ce3 |z — 24| = €2
which proves (4.179). U
4.8 (C* regularity away from the blowup
Lemma 4.12. For labels x, we have that
sup  max ([0ja(n(z,t),1)] + [Guw(n(,t),1)])
te[—e,Ty) 7S
_ —4
< Ce (T — t) + 363 (e + t)(z — 24)?) |z — 4] < €2 7 (4.187)
Ce |7 — 4] = €2

where C. denotes a generic positive constant depending on inverse powers of .

Proof of Lemma 4.12. We use the identities (4.117) for 8gw o 7n. The bounds on the initial data (4.131),
(4.140), (4.148), (4.182), the bounds on derivatives of 7 given in (4.119), (4.134), (4.142), (4.152), (4.153),
and (4.179), the bounds on I; and its derivatives given in (4.141) and (4.183) prove the stated bound for
(7gw omnin (4.187).

The additional inequalities (4.34), (4.138), (4.147), and (4.181) then proved the stated bound for 8ga on
in (4.187). O
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Proposition 4.13 (Taylor expansion for 7(x, t)). The 3-characteristics n satisfy
ne C([e 1], CY(T)),
and at the blowup time, 1n(x, Ty ) has the Taylor expansion about x given by
0, Te) = n(we, To) + $0on(20, Te) (x — 1) + §00n(T, To) (x — 24)*, (4.188)
for some T between x,. and x.

Proof of Proposition 4.13. By Lemma 2.1 in [2], there exists a short time T > —e, such that (w, a) is a
unique solution to (3.10) with initial data (wg, ag) and

(a,w) € C°([—¢,T]; CHT)). (4.189)

for any open set U which does not intersect &,. By the local existence and uniqueness theorem for ODE,
n € CY([—e,T); C*(T)). Given the uniform bounds (4.119), (4.134), (4.142), and (4.179), the standard
continuation argument shows that

ne N[~ T], CH(T)).

The Taylor remainder theorem provides the expansion (4.188). O

4.9 Newton iteration to solve quartic equations in a fractional series

We wish to invert the polynomial equation n(x,Tx) = z. As given by (4.155), this requires inversion of

a quartic polynomial. We shall derive the root that yields a Hélder—% solution for 71(-, T}) and satisfies
—1

N (&, T) = Ty

Lemma 4.14 (Quartic inversion). [f

f(x,y) = —2 + asy® + asy?,

and as > 0, then the solution y(x) to f(x,y) = 0 such that y(0) = 0 is given by the fractional power-series

1 s
y(z) = ay ST — Tasa, 35+ ta3%aix + O(|:c\%) . (4.190)

Proof of Lemma 4.14. We will first obtain an approximate solution using the Newton polygon method.
Each term of the polynomial f(z,y) is written as cz®y®, and the Newton polygon for f(x,%) is constructed
as the smallest convex polygonal set that contains the points be; + aeo. This polygon consists of a finite set
of segments, and we consider the segment I'1, such that each of the points (b, a) = be; + aes is either above
or to the right of this segment.

We will construct a fractional-series solution to f(z,y) = 0 as

y(z) = c1a” + oz T2 4 g TR L (4.191)

The first fractional power 1 is chosen as minus the slope of I'y. For —x + azy® + a4y* = 0, the points (b, a)
are given by (0, 1), (3,0), and (4, 0), and thus it is easy to see that the two lower segments of the Newton
polygon have slopes —% and 0, but that the segment with slope 0 exists only if ¢4 # 0. We first consider the

segment I'; with slope —%, in which case y; = % We thus factor z3 from (4.191), and write

Wl

y(z) =23 (c1 + y1(2)), y1(x) = c2x?? + 3zt + .-
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We compute

4
3

W=

flz,z3(ct + 1)) = —2 + azsz(cr + 1) + agxs (¢ + y1)? .

The coefficient of the monomial x must equal to zero, so we can determine c; :

r(-1+a3cd) =0 = ¢ = agl/s.

1 . . .
We next define fi(z,y1) = 2~ f(z,23(c1 + y1)) where o is the intersection of the segment I'; and the
vertical a-axis, so that ; = 1. We have that

file,yn) = f(z, 25 (a7 + 1))

— 1 1
= Q405 Brs 3a;/3y1 + 4a4a§1x5y1

2 —2/3 1 -1 1
+ 3a3/3y% + 6asas /3x§y% + azyd + dasaq Srsyd 4+ agxsyl .

The Newton polygon for fi(z,y1) = 0 shows that the segment I's, whose slope is equal to minus the
exponent 72, connects the points (0, ) and (0, 1), so that 7o = 1. We next write

yi(z) = 13%(02 +y2(2)), y2(z) = c32™ + g+

1 . .
We compute fi(x,z3(c2 + y2)) and cancel the coefficients in the lowest-order term to find that co =
5

—%amgg. ‘We then define

- 1 1 1 -5
fo(z,yo) = 272 fi(z, x5 (ca + y2)) = 2 3 fi(w, 23 (—Fasas ® +y2)),
where ay = % is the a-intercept for the segment I's. A computation reveals that

_8 1
fola, ) = —a2az *x3 + 3adys + o(|z]3) |

and the Newton polygon for fa(z,y) shows that the exponent y3 = 1, which in turn shows that y,(z) =

Cxs + - - -. Continuing one more step in the iteration to f3(x,y3) (Whose details we omit), we find that
C= %ag 3ai. We thus determined the first two non-trivial terms of this fractional series expansion (4.190).
The result follows by an application of the implicit function theorem to the approximate solution that we
have just determined.

We now return to the case in which the first fractional power uses the segment of the Newton polygon

a4

Note however that y(0) # 0 in this case. U

2
with slope 0. In this case, we begin the iteration with 7y = 0, we find that y(z) = —23 — Z—éx + O(x?).
3

4.10 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Having established the expansion for 7(x, T} ) we can now prove the main result of this section.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We consider labels z satisfying |z — 4| < 3. By Proposition 4.13, we have that
n(z, Tx) has the Taylor series expansion (4.155), which we write again as

(@, Te) = & + §0n(@s, Te) (@ — 24)° + 570u0(T, To) (@ — x4)" (4.192)
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where &, = n(x, Ty ), and T is a point between x, and x. By (4.143), the coefficient for the cubic monomial
cannot vanish:

1
F0n(2y, ) = 55 > 0. (4.193)
Setting n(x, Ty ) = 0, we find that
%(w - 36*)355277(96*7%) + 2*14(95 - x*)45§77(f, Ti) =0 — &«

We define the constants®

6 1
a1 = (zaery) >0, (4.194a)
5
az = — 5300 T) () * (4.194b)
6 o4n(z,T.
a3 = (agn(ac*,T*)) ( ”(24 *)) ; (4.194c¢)

where clearly the positivity condition (4.194a) is merely a restatement of (4.193). Using Lemma 4.14, we
have that

wlro

2= = 01 (0 — £)F + (0 — &) + as(6 — &) + O(10 — &) (4.195)

We define the function

T
I(x) = —gJ a(n(x,r),r)dr.

—E&
Taylor expanding w(z) about x in the identity (4.44), we have that
w(”(% t)v T*) = eI(x)wO(a;)
— L@ (wo(x*) + Ozwo(xs) (T — T4) + %@%wo(aﬁ*)(x — x*)2

+ 18%wg(2a) (@ — 24)® + 25 w0 (T )(a:—:z:*)4>, (4.196)

for some 7 between z,. and x.
By Proposition 4.13, a o n € C*4, so we can apply the Taylor remainder theorem to the function e
expanding about about x.., and obtain

(),

eF®@) = L(wx) (1 + T () (@ — m4) + ST (4)? + T (24)) (2 — )
+ HT(@) + 3T @)T'(@) + T"(@) (@ — )P (4.197)
where 7 is a point between x, and x. To simplify notation, we define the constants

by =T'(z4), by =5(T'(2:)* + T"(z4)), b3 = £(T'(2)* +3T'(R)T"(2) + I"(7)), (4.198)

SNote that, as defined by (4.194), a2 and a3 actually depend on z through the intermediate point Z, and thus are not truly con-
stants. Nevertheless, in our proof we need only upper and lower bounds on a2 and a3 which are independent of ; no information
on the regularity of these functions in z is needed. The same comment applies to b3 defined in (4.198). It is however crucial that
a1, b1 and by are independent of x. We emphasize that if the initial data (wo, ao) is taken to be C® smooth instead of just C’4, then
the expansion (4.192) can be developed to fifth order, making a1, a2, b3 constants in . We omit these computations which are
straightforward but involved.
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and write (4.197) as
ef(®) = (@) (1 + by (x — x4) + bo(z — x4)? + b3(z — a:*)3> . (4.199)
From (4.196) and (4.199), we have that
w(n(z, 1), Ty) =eX@) (1 4 by (2 — ) + bo(w — 24)? + by(z — 33*)3) (wo(:b*)+5xwo(as*)(x )
+L3Rwo () — a)? +E03wo () (@ — 2,)° + Obwo (@) (@ — )"
= eT(@x) (wo(x*) + (brwo(z+) + Opwo(zs)) (T — T4

+ (bawo(zx) + b1 Ozwo (@) + %8323100@*))(93 —z4)?
+ (bgwo(x*) + bgaxwo(x*) + %blazwo(l‘*)

+ 20w (z4)) (z — x*)3> +O(|z — z4|*). (4.200)

We define the constants

B = bywo(zs) + Ogwo(zs) , (4.201a)

By = bowp () + b10ywo(z4) + %@%wo(aﬁ*) , (4.201b)

Bj = bywo () + badywo(zs) + $b105wo(x4) + §05wo(w4) (4.201¢)
and

Ky = eI(z*)wg(az*) ,

and thus

wn(z, t), Ty) = ks + 5@ (Bl(x — ) + Bo(z — ) + By(a — x*)?’) +O(jz — 2|, (4202)
With § = n(x, Ty ) as before, it follows from (4.195) that
w(0,Ty) = kiy + €2*) <a131(9 —&)5 + (2B + ol B2) (0 — £4)5
+ (asBy + 201008 + o3 Bs) (6 — 5*)) + 00 — &]3), (4.203)

We can now define the constants a1, ag, and ag in (4.2) as follows:

a; = 2o By | (4.204a)
as = 2@ (ayBy + a?By), (4.204b)
ag = eZ(I*)(agBl + 2001009 By + a:fBg) ) (4.204¢)
We note that by Lemma 4.7,
%e<a1 < %5, laa] geg, las] <et. (4.205)

Furthermore, since by (4.19), wo(0) — ko = 0, and we assume the inequality (4.23), we see that since
|a:*| < 2/{054, we have that

Ko — 263 < wo(zs) < Ko + 263, (4.206)
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and from (4.136)

—1te < uwo(ns) < —125,  |0Pwo(a)| < Te? . (4.207)

3 3

From (4.198) and (4.26), we see that by, b, and b3 are O(e). Using (4.201) together with (4.206) and
(4.207), we find that

N |=

Lkt _ i < B; < —L=E 4610, |By| <4e
Together with (4.204) and (4.205), we have that for ¢ taken small enough,
7

S<ay< -1, |agfses <em, Jagl< L.

Let us now follow the same argument that we used above to produce an expansion for w, (n(x, Ty ), Tx).
We see that

we (1@, 1), Te)ne (2, Ty) = e (wh(z) + ' (z)wo(x))
— L) (@wo(x*)(m —Ty) + ('33,100(37*)(96 —Ty) + %ﬁiwo(w*)(x — ar*)Q

+ 1hwe(z) (2 — 24) ) + Z@T () (wo(x*) + Opwo(ae) (@ — 3)

+ 302w () (2 — 2)? + $owo (@) (@ — ) + Fokwe(@) (@ — 2.)*)
(4.208)

where T lies between 2 and 2. In addition to (4.199), we shall need the expansion of ¢Z(*)7’ () and we
continue to use b1, bo, b3 defined in (4.198) and write

@ () = @) (bl + 2ba(x — x4) + 3b3(x — :c*)Q) , (4.209)
We can then write

wy((,t), T )na(x, Ts)
= eI(I*) (bl’UJO(SC*) + 8$w0(x*) + (Qwao(x*> + 2[)151100(:(}*) + 53100(1'*))(,@ — x*)

+ 3 (6bgwo(ws) + 6bafpwo(ws) + 35102 () + FPwo(@a)) (z — 24)2 + Oz — z*|3)) . (4.210)
With the expansion 7, (z, Ty) is written as
Ne(x, Ty) = 16377(:6*, W) (@ — 24)? + %6?;77(3%, T (x — z4)3 (4.211)
for some & € (x, x4 ). Therefore, with (4.210), we have that
+ 2010, wo () + Fowo () ) (T — )
)z = 2:)? + Ol = 2a"))

x (%af;n(x*,T*)(x va)? + Lotn(d, T) (= —x*)Q)_l. 4.212)

wy(n(z,t), Ty) = eL(@+) (blwo(x*) + Oywo(Ts) + (2b2w0(x*

+ 1 (6bswo () + 6b20,wo () + 3b102 (7)) + Oowo (T

)
)

Another expansion of the right side of (4.212) gives

wy(n(z,t), Ty) = - @ )(d,g(:p—x*)_z +d qy(z—x)7? +do> +O(lz — 24]) (4.213)
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where

0= s

d 2(2b2w0(:r*)+2b1Ozwo(z*)+6gwo(m*)> 2(b1w0(x*)+6zw0(x*))6§n(a°:,T*)
-1 = - ’

3n(zs,Tx) 03n (4, T )?
dy = 6b3w0(x*)+6b26zw0(:):*)+3b163w0(x*)+6gw0(x*) . 2(2b2w0($*)+2blaxwo($*)+a§wo($*))5§n(i,T*)
0~ (@, Tx) 3070 (@ Tx)?

N 2(bywo (@) +0awo(@x) ) 940 (3,T)

By substituting (4.195) into (4.213), we obtain that

wy (0, Ty) — ez($*)af2d,gz_§ — L) (afld,l - 2af3a2d,2)2_%

< 2et @) <d0 — al_zagd_l + (30% — 2a1a3)a1_4d_2) ) (4.214)
Notice from (4.194a), (4.201a), (4.204a) that since
1
a]p = T (@) (m) 3 (b1w0($*) + 5xwo($*)) )

and since

eI(x*)al_Qd = Qez(x*)( 6 ))*% <b1w0($*)+9zw0($*))

-2 030 (s, Ty 03n (x4, Tx)

=

- 45 ()

2n(w,Tx) (blwo(l‘*) + (3xw0(x*)) = %31 ,

A similar computation shows that
BI(:C*) (Oél_ldfl — 20&1_302(172) = %32 .

As such, we have established the inequality

]agw(e,n) —la(0— &) F — 2ay(0— &) 3

< Cn, (4.215)
where
Cy = 2eL(@x) (do — ozl_Qozgd,l + (304% — 2a1a3)a1_4d,2> ,

satisfies |Cm| < % The inequality (4.215) and the bound for C,, establishes (4.4a).
From (4.208), we see that

93w(77(9€7T*)7T*)7732;(907T*) = —(99(17(3:,T*),T*)17m(a;,T*)
+ ") (wi () + 2I' (@)’ (x) + ' (2)wo(x)) . (4.216)

In addition to the expansion (4.211), we shall also need the fact that
Noa (T, Ti) = 35277(16*,T*)(fv —Ty) + %52177(557 Ti)(z — x*)2

for some ¥ € (z, ). After a lengthy computation, we find that

Bw(0,Ty) — 2a1(0 — &) 73| < Cm(0 — )75, 4.217)
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where
63

Cm| e %,

which establishes (4.4b).
Finally, from (4.216), we see that

3gw(n($aT*)7T*)Tli(%T*) = —35310(77(%T*),T*)Tlx(ﬂ?,T*)nm(w,T*) - 59w(7l($,T*),T*)mcm(:r,T*)
+ X (w (x) + 3 (2)w” (z) + 31" (2)w' (z) + I" (x)wo(x)) . (4.218)

We make use of one further expansion given by
oon(x, Tu) = (@, Te) + 0gn(E, Te) (z — )

for some ¥’ € (x, z4). A final lengthy computation shows that

_s8
3w (0, T.)| S e 50— & 3, (4.219)
which establishes (4.4¢).

The estimates (4.5) are established by (4.187). The bounds (4.6) for the specific vorticity are established
in (4.81) and (4.87). From (4.79) we have that supjy 1) a(-,t)] 0 < %5. From (4.2), we have that
w(-,Ty) € C%(T); therefore, since 0,a = f—gw — w, by (4.33) and (4.81), we have that a(-, Ty ) € Cl’%(']l‘)
which gives the regularity statement in (4.1). The bounds for w are given in (4.81), and for 0, w in (4.87).

]

S Shock development

In this section we consider the system (3.5)—(3.6), with pre-shock initial datum as obtained in Section 4, and
consider the associated development problem. The main result is Theorem 5.5 below.

5.1 [Initial data for shock development comes from the pre-shock

Theorem 4.1 guarantees the finite time formation of a first singularity for the (w, z, a, k) system (3.5) at
(0,t) = (&, Tx); more precisely, the first Riemann variable w forms a C 3 pre-shock as described in (4.2),
z and k remain equal to O (their initial datum), while the function a retains C' Ly regularity at the time that
the pre-shock forms.

The initial data for the development problem is provided by Theorem 4.1. For the remainder of paper,
it is convenient to change coordinates so that the pre-shock occurs at # = 0 (instead of &), at time ¢ = 0
(instead of T). The initial condition for the first Riemann variable thus is wo(0) = w(0 — &, Tx), with the
latter function being given by (4.2). In particular, we have that wy satisfies the quantitative estimates

wp(f) < m (5.1a)

wo(0) = ik (5.1b)

|wo(B) — k +bO3 —ch3| <m6] , (5.1c)
|wh(0) + b0~5 — 2c675| < m, (5.1d)
wy(8) — 2b675| < m|6] "5, (5.1¢)

Vo) <mlo]s, (5.1)
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for all § € T, where kK, m > 1,b > 0, and c € R are suitable constants given as follows. In light of (4.2)
and (4.4), we identify Kk = k4, b = —aj, ¢ = a9, while the constant m is taken to be sufficiently large, in
terms of the large parameters x( and £~! from Theorem 4.1. Note however that (4.2) and (4.4) only give the
bounds (5.1¢)—(5.1f) for 6 in a e-dependent ball around 0 (of radius €4, recall that we have mapped &, — 0),
whereas in (5.1) we require that these bounds hold for all # € T. We note however that for |#| which is at
a fixed positive distance away from 0, the bounds (5.1¢)—(5.1f) follow once m is chosen to be sufficiently
large with respect to g and £~!; this is because the bounds (4.5) imply uniform C* regularity once a fixed
distance from the pre-shock is chosen. Indeed, (4.5), (4.119), (4.120), and (4.152) show that for |0| > g,
there exists a constant C. > 0 such that |d)wo(0)| < C- for 0 <y < 4.
We also note that by (4.37) and (4.3) the coefficients in (5.1) satisfy the conditions

<b<2, |d<e?,

]&—ffolésg, %

where we recall that k9 > 1 was chosen sufficiently large. In order to simplify our argument we shall
frequently use the relations

lc] « b<2 and 4<kKk&m. (5.2)

In particular, we shall use that m sufficiently large with respect to «: if C > 0 is a universal constant
(independent of «, b, c, m), then xC < m1o. Similarly, we shall use that |c| is sufficiently small with respect
to b, so that Cb|c| < 1.

The initial conditions for the second Riemann variable and the entropy function are given by

20(0) =0, and ko(9) =0. (5.3)

Lastly, in view of Theorem 4.1 we identify ag(f) = a(0 — &, Tx) € C'3 and wo(0) = w(0—&x, Ty) € COL.
In particular, due to (4.79) and (4.83),

HGOHWLOO(T) < %f% (5.4)
and due to (4.6), we have that
D<wm@®<®  and  |oj(z) <m, (5.5)
forall§ e T.

Remark 5.1 (The small parameter z and the large constant C'). Throughout Sections 5 and 6, we shall
denote by C' = C(k,b,c,m) > 1 a generic constant, which only depends on the parameters x, b, c, and m,
which appear in (5.1), and which may increase from line to line. We shall also denote by € = &(x, b,c, m) €
(0,1] a sufficiently small constant, which only depends on the parameters x,b,c, and m. Note that the
parameter € is not the same as the parameter € in Section 4.

5.2 Definitions

Definition 5.2 (Jump, mean, left value, right value, domain). Given a smooth curve s: [0,T] — T, we
shall denote

Dy = (T x [0, TI\(s(t), Diefo.1y (5.6)

the space-time domain which excludes a shock curve. Given any function f: Dr — R we denote the left
and right values of f at s as

f-@) = %11518)7 f0,9)  and  fi(t) = g%ﬁ ACRIR (5.7)
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We denote the jump of f across s by

A1 = Mrn = f-(&) = f+(), (5.8)

and the mean of f at s by

) =<fO) = 5 (F-(O) + f+ (1)), (5.9)
forallt € [0, T). The dependence of f—, f+, [f]l, and Dr on the curve s is not displayed.
Next, we define a space A7 which will be used for the construction of unique solutions.

Definition 5.3 (Functional space for shock emanating from C' 1/3 pre-shock). Let m > 1 be as in (5.2).
Given T > 0 and a curve s: [0, T]| — T, define the norm

1
(v, z,k,a)|lr = sup max{t_1(50m2)_1 (0, t)] ,m™ (b3 + (0 — 5(1))%) ® |0gv(0,1)] ,
(6,t)eDr

m= 2 [2(0,8)] ,m 3 [0p2(0, 1), m T2t [k(0,1)]
M2t 2 |dpk(6,1)] , (4m) " |a(6,1)] , (4m) ! \aga(a,m} (5.10)

where D is as defined in (5.6). For T' > 0 we also define
Xr = {(w,z,k,a) € C'(;t(DT): (w, z,k,a)|t=0 = (w0,0,0,a0), || (w— wg, 2z, k,a)|lr < 1} ,  (5.11)

where wg is the solution of the 1D Burgers equation in D with datum wg, which jumps across the shock
curve s (see Proposition 5.7 for its precise definition).

In order to state the desired properties for s, in terms of the parameters « and b appearing in (5.1c), we
define two time-dependent subsets of T. The first set, 32, will be shown to contain the location of the shock
front for w at time ¢, while the second set, {2, contains the labels of the two particle trajectories associated
with the flow of w, which fall into the shock at time ¢.

Definition 5.4 (Regular shock curve). For everyt € [0, km™*], we define
S(t) = [kt — $m?? Kt + m*t?] (5.12a)
3 3 3 3
() = [-3(bt)2,—3(60 ] o [360)2, §(60) 5.120)

extended periodically on the circle T. For a given T € (0, km~%), we say that t — s(t): [0,T] — Tisa
regular shock curve if it s satisfies

s(t) e X(t), |5(t) — K| < mit, 5(t)] < 6m?, (5.13)

forallte (0,T].

5.3 The shock development problem in azimuthal symmetry

We defined a solution to the development problem in Definition 3.1. The main result of this section is to
establish the existence and the uniqueness of such solutions.

Theorem 5.5 (Azimuthal shock development). Given pre-shock initial data (wy, 2o, ko, ap) and wy sat-
isfying conditions (5.1)—(5.5), there exist:
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(i) € = (b, m, c, k) > O sufficiently small;

(ii) a C? regular shock curve s: [0,2] — T, in the sense of Defintion 5.4; in particular, s solves the
ordinary differential equation (3.12b), corresponding to Rankine-Hugoniot jump condition;

(iii) a unique solution (w, z, k,a) € X= to the system (3.5), in the sense of Definitions 3.1 and 5.3;

(iv) two C* smooth curves s1,52: [0,2] — T, with 51(0) = 52(0) = 0 and s1(t) < s2(t) < s(t) for
t € (0,€], such that s; is a characteristic curve for the \; wave-speed, i € {1,2};

such that the following hold:

(v) letting DE = {(0,t) € D=: s5(t) < 0 < 5(t)} we have that k = 0 on (DE)® with k(6,t) = O((0 —
59(t))2) in DE, of (5.215), and dgk(sa(t),t) = 0;

(vi) letting DZ = {(0,t) € D=: s1(t) < 6 < s(t)}, we have that = = 0 on (D2)* with z(0,t) =
O((0 — 1(1))2) in DZ, cf. (5.218), and dgz(s1(£), 1) = 0;

(vii) on s(t), the function w(-,t) exhibits an O(t%) Jump, cf. (5.63), while the functions z(-,t) and k(-,t)
exhibit O(t%) Jjumps, cf. (5.69), and solve the system of algebraic equations (3.13a)-(3.13b),

(viii) the specific vorticity w (see its definition in (3.8)) solves (3.9) in D=, is uniformly bounded with
O(k~1Y) upper and lower (see (5.223)), and is continuous across the shock curve 5(t);

(ix) the function a(-,t) is continuous across $(t), while dga(-,t) exhibits an (’)(t%) Jjump.

5.4 A given shock curve determines w, 2, k, and a

The goal of this subsection is to show that given a regular shock curve {5(t)}t€[07g], as in Definition 5.4, we
may compute a solution (w, z, k, a) of the system (3.5)—(3.6) with initial datum as described in Section 5.1,
and which exhibits a jump discontinuity across the curve s(t). This statement is summarized in Proposi-
tion 5.6 below. Note that at this stage we do not assume that s satisfies the ODE which corresponds to the
jump conditions in Section 2.1; this will be discussed in Section 5.10.

With the above notation, the main result of this section is:

Proposition 5.6 (Computing w, z, k, and a, in terms of s). Consider initial datum (wy, zo, ko, ag) which
satisfy conditions (5.1), (5.3), and (5.4). Let Ty > 0 be given, and assume that s: [0,Ty] — T is a given
regular shock curve, as in (5.13). Then, there exists € € (0, Ty, which is sufficiently small with respect the
parameters r, b, c, m, such that the following hold on [0, €]:

(i) There exist functions (w, z, k, a) which belong to the space Xz defined in (5.11).

(ii) On the spacetime region Dz, defined in terms of s in (5.6), the functions (w, z, k, a) solve the azimuthal
Euler equations (3.5)—(3.6).

(iii) The function w has a jump discontinuity on (s(t),t).e(0,z) which satisfies (5.63).

(iv) There exist C* smooth curves s1, 52" [0,2] — T which are the Ay and )\ characteristics through the
point shock. They satisfy 51(0) = s2(0) = 0, 51(t) < s2(t) < s(t) for all t € (0,2], and we have the
bounds |51 (t) — 1| = O(t3), and |5o(t) — 2| = O(t3),

(v) The function z has a jump discontinuity on (5(t),t)e(0,z) which satisfies (5.69a). Moreover, for every
t € [0,€] we have that z(0,t) = 0 for 6 € T\[s1(t),s(t)].
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(vi) The function k has a jump discontinuity on (s(t),t).e(0,z) which satisfies (5.69b). Moreover, for every
t € [0,2] we have that k(0,t) = 0 for 6 € T\[s2(t),s(¢)].

(vii) We have that (w—,w, z_, k_) satisfy the system of algebraic equations (3.13a)-(3.13b), arising from
the Rankine—Hugoniot conditions.

The proof of Proposition 5.6 is the content of Sections 5.5-5.8, and is summarized in Section 5.9.

t=20 0

Figure 9: The curves s1, 52, and s discussed in Proposition 5.6 all originate from the pre-shock

5.5 Computing w whena =z =%k =0

In light of (5.10) and (5.11), it is natural to treat z and k as a perturbation of 0. As such, it convenient to
first look at the evolution (3.5a) for w, in the case that a = k = z = 0. In this case (3.5a) and the definition
of A3 in (3.6) show that w solves the 1d Burgers equation; to distinguish this solution from the true w, we
denote it as wg.

Proposition 5.7 (Burgers solution with a prescribed shock location). Let wg be as described in (5.1),
and assume that s: [0, Ty| — T satisfies (5.13). There exists € € (0, Ty and a function wg : Dz — R which
solves

Jrwg + wgdpwg = 0, in D=, (5.14a)
wg = W, on T x {0}, (5.14b)

which is C% smooth in D=, and has a jump discontinuity across the curve (s(t), t)te(O,?]’ with jump across s
and mean at s bounded as

‘[Iwg(t)]] —obit3| < t, [we()) — K| < Imit, (5.152)
4 wg ()] — b2t 2| < 2m*, |4 (wg(t)y| < m*, (5.15b)
‘%[[wg(t)]] + b3t <om¥!, %<<w5(t)>>’ <mitl, (5.15¢)

In Proposition 5.7 we use the notation from Remark 5.2 and Definition 5.2. Prior to the proof of Propo-
sition 5.7, it is convenient to establish an auxiliary result for the derivatives of wq (cf. Lemma 5.8), and a
result (cf. Lemma 5.9) which concerns the invertibility of the usual flow map for the Burgers equation:

ne(x,t) = x + two(x), (5.16)

which is well-defined for every x € T.” We first record a few estimates for wg, which follow from (5.1):

"Here and throughout the remainder of the paper we shall denote the Eulerian variable by 6, while for the corresponding
Lagrangian label we use x.
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Lemma 5.8. There exists € € (0, 1] such that for every t € (0,2] we have

lwo(z)| < m, zeT, (5.17a)

lwh(z)| < 271, 2(bt)z < |z| <, (5.17b)

i) < sb 3¢, A(bt)2 <[z <w (5.17¢)

|l (z)] < 2m(bt)™,  4(bt)2 <[z <7 (5.17d)
wh(x _ 3

‘1+t(1)156()x) <t s(bt)2 <z <7 (5.17¢)

Proof of Lemma 5.8. For simplicity, we only give the proof for z > 0. The bound (5.17a) follows directly
from (5.1a) since (5.1b) implies that wy is nonnegative. In order to prove (5.17b) we use assumption (5.1d),
which gives

(@]t < 3b (1) 75 (bt) M+ 2| ()7 (bt)Ft +me < (4) 75 4+ Ot < 2

upon choosing € (and hence t) to be sufficiently small, in terms of x, b, c, and m. The proof of (5.17¢c) is
similar to the one of (5.17b), except that we appeal to assumption (5.1e) and derive

@) bitE < 3 ()7 + ot < 619

once € (and hence t) is small enough. The bound (5.17d) immediately follows from (5.1f) and (5.2). Lastly,
the estimate (5.17e) is a direct consequence of (5.17b). L]

Second, we discuss the invertibility of 7g:

Lemma 5.9 (Local inversion of the Burgers flow map). Letr wg be as described in (5.1), assume that s
satisfies (5.13) on [0, Ty, and let ng be defined as in (5.16). Then, there exists a sufficiently small € €
(0, Ty], which only depends on k, b, c,m, such that for t € (0,2] the following holds. There exists a largest
g4+ = =B+ (t) > 0 and a smallest zg _ = x5 _(t) < 0 such that

s(t) = ne(ze,+(1),1) (5.19)
and moreover we have
|z8,+ () F (bt)
We also define xg +(0) = 0. Note that xg +(t) € Q)(t) for all t € [0,E]. Moreover, defining the set of labels
Tg(t) = T\[zg,- (1), 8,4+ (t)]
we have that the map ng(-,t): Yg(t) — T\{s(¢)} is a bijection satisfying the bounds

3
2

l<m'® = Abt)? <|es.(t) < E(bt)?. (5.20)

|0enp(,5) — 1] < 2 (5.21a)
nB(x,s) — s(s)| = 3b2t7(t —s) . (5.21b)

forall s € [0,t) and x € Yg(t). The above estimate implies that the trajectory {n(x, 8)} s[04 can not inter-
sect the shock curve prior to time s = t, for every x € Yg(t). Lastly, the inverse map ng~'(-,t): T\{s(t)} —
Yg(t) satisfies the estimates

<o (0,t) <3 (5.22a)
4(bt)2 + 110 —s(t)] < |ne~"(0, )| < E(bt)7 + 210 — 5(1)] (5.22b)
forall (0,t) € D=
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t=0 :
rg,—(t) w+(t)  pg=l(6,t) 0

Figure 10: Several Lagrangian paths {ng(, s)}sefo,4] are represented by cyan paths. The extremal points zg, + (¢) are the two

labels which are colliding into the shock curve precisely at time ¢. All the labels in between them have collided with the shock
curve at some time s € [0, ).

Proof of Lemma 5.9. It is convenient to denote
go(z) = wo(x) — K + bwd — ca’ (5.23)

so that in view of (5.1) we have that |go(z)| < m|z| and |gj(z)| < m. Fort > 0 we let

[N

r=(bt)2, y=a3r ) (= (s(t)—rt)r 3. (5.24)

Note that the condition s(t) € X(t) in (5.13) together with (5.2) imply that [(| < b~2m*r « 1, an in
particular |¢| < 1—10. With this notation, for any ¢ > 0 the equation (5.19) is equivalent to

T3¢+ kt = Ty + t (kK — bry + 7%y + go(T°Y?)) .
After collecting terms, and dividing by 73, we obtain that the above equality is equivalent to

0=—C+1>—y+cbtry? + 77 g (7%3) . (5.25)

=:G(y,7)

In view of the aforementioned properties of gg, we have that for all |y| < 10 and all 0 < 7 < &, with €
sufficiently small in terms of x, b, c, m, we have that

|G(y,7) —cb™lry?| < O7? (5.26a)
0:G(y,7) — by’ < C7 (5.26b)
|0yG(y, T) — 2cb_17'y| < Cr? (5.26¢)

where C' > 0 only depends on «, b, c, and m.

Returning to (5.25), we next claim that for every fixed ¢ € [—%, %] and any 7 sufficiently small, there
exists a unique most negative root y_ = y_((,7) and a unique most positive root y, = y. (¢, 7) of the
implicit equation

v —y+ Gy, ) =¢. (5.27)

The key observation is that in view of (5.26a), when when 7 = 0, the equation in the above display becomes

¢ =y> —y. Forevery ( € (—%, 3%) - [—%, 1—10] we introduce two functions Z, (¢) and Z_(¢) which

are the largest (positive) root and respectively the smallest (negative) root of the equation

A (5.28)
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The power series of these functions is given by
Z+(¢) = 1+ 3¢ F §¢* + 53¢ F 1< + 3¢+ 0(I¢)°) (5.29)
and is valid for |(| « 1. In particular, we have
Z4(Q) +2-(¢) = ¢+ ¢ +3¢° + O(I¢["). (5.30)
For later purposes, it is also convenient to note here that
2 () +2-(O)—¢I<3¢*  and |2 () —-2-(Q) -2 < ¢ (5.31)
for all |(] < % With this notation, we have thus obtained the desired roots of (5.27) when 7 = 0, namely
23(¢) = 2+(¢) + G(2£(¢),0) = ¢.
The proof is then completed by an application of the implicit function theorem. This is possible since
oy (P —y+ G, ) lyr)=(z2.0) = 32%_r —-1+#0.
%0’ one may verify that % < 3Z4(¢)? —1 < 2, since Z4 are expllclt functlons The
implicit function theorem guarantees the existence of an € > 0, such that if 7 € (0, (bg)2 ] and |¢| < 15, the

equation (5.27) has a most negative root y_ (¢, 7) which is O(7)-close to Z_(¢), and a most positive root
y+(¢, 7), which is O(7)-close to Z; (¢). Upon unpacking the definitions in (5.24), we have thus identified

In fact, for every || <

0 wi=

X

)

L (8) = (bt) 7y (W,(mﬁ) : (532)
- (bt)2
for all ¢ € (0, 2], which solves (5.19).

Note however that || < b~2m?7, and that 7 < (bé)% is taken to be small. In this 7-dependent range
for ¢ we may obtain a sharper estimate than the |y (¢, 7) — Z+(¢)| < C7 claimed above. Indeed, since the
bounds (5.26b)—(5.26¢) are available, from the Taylor theorem with remainder applied to (5.27), we may
deduce that

y+(¢,7) — 24(¢) + Tcb ™! 2((5) < Or2
23

if € is sufficiently small, for a constant C' = C(k,b,c,m) > 0. Taking into account the power series
expansion of Z in (5.29), and € to be sufficiently small (hence 7 sufficiently small), we deduce that

Y= (C,7) Fl— ¢+ S7]<Cr?,  forall  [¢|<b?m® and 7 < (be)?. (5.33)
In particular, keeping in mind (5.24) and (5.32), we deduce from (5.33) the estimate

Cs(t) =kt ct
-7 i —
2bt 2

[SIE
Njw

zg.+ ()5 T (bt) <Otz (5.34)
for all t € (0,2], where C' = C'(k,b,c,m) > 0 is a computable constant. The bound (5.20) is an immediate
consequence of (5.34), the working assumptions (5.2) and (5.13), upon taking € to be sufficiently small.
The bound (5.21a) is a direct consequence of (5.17b), (5.20), and the fact that by (5.16) we have
OznB(x,s) — 1 = swj(z). Therefore, the map ng(-,t) is a strictly increasing function on the label z € T,
thus being injective from Yg(t) — T\{s(¢)}. Surjectivity follows from the intermediate value theorem,
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and fact that by (5.19) we have lim, . (- 78(2,1) = 5(t) = lim,_,, , )+ (2, t). In order to show
that for every x € Yg(t) the trajectory ng(x,-) does not meet the shock curve prior to time ¢, by the
monotonicity property of 7g in the x variable, we only need to show that ng(zg (t),s) < s(s) and that
ne(xg,+(t),s) > s(s). These two statements are established in the same way, so we only give the proof for
the label g _(t). By appealing to (5.19), the s assumption in (5.13), the wq assumption in (5.1), and the
previously established estimate (5.34), we have that

s(s) —ne(re~(t),s) = —f (8(7) — (9me) (28, (1), 7)) dr

s
t

[ wotws@n i~ [ @)~ wyar

S

1
> | —bxg () — 2\c]bt> (t—s)— %mﬁ‘(t2 —5%)

for any s € [0, t), with ¢ < € which is sufficiently small.

The proof is concluded once we establish (5.22). The bound (5.22a) is an immediate consequence of
(5.21a) and the inverse function theorem. For the proof of (5.22b), let us first consider a point  which is to
the left of s(¢). Then, by the mean value theorem and (5.19), we have that

e~ (0,1) —ae—(t) = ng " (0,1) — mg T (s(t), 1) = (0 — s(t)) (Gome ™) (0, )

for some 6§ € (y, s(t)). The above identity, combined with (5.22a) and the first inequality in (5.20) implies
(5.22b), upon taking z sufficiently small. The proof in the case that y is to the right of s(¢) is identical. [

Next, we discuss the solution wg to (5.14) and its properties.
Proof of Proposition 5.7. By Lemma 5.9, for all (0, t) € Dz we may define
wg(0,t) = wo(ns~(6,1)). (5.35)

By the of construction ng and the properties of wy, the above defined wg is C? smooth in Dz and solves
(5.14) in this region. Indeed, differentiating the relation wg(ng(z,t),t) = wp(z) and using the definition of
ng we have the identities

_ wy(ne~ (6, 1))
Opwg(0,t) = T tw()(ng_l(@,t)) (5.36a)

s e 6,0)
Gel0:0) = T (s =1(6,1))° (3360)

for all § € T\{s(¢)}. In particular, combining (5.36a) with (5.22b) and (5.1), gives that

(5.37a)

< 2b((bt)® + 10 — s(t)[*)
2 (5.37b)

1
3
_5
6

for all (A, t) € D= such that |§ — s(t)| < z2, as soon as Z is sufficiently small.
Next, we we discuss the mean and the jump of wg at the shock curve. We have that

[ws(t)]] = wo(xs,—(t)) — wo(ws,+ (1))
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1 1 1

1 1 1 1
~ (b 0) (b cod o) - cd ) + mlza-0) - mlre. (1)
where we recall the notation from (5.23). Using (5.34), (5.1c¢), and (5.2), we deduce that

[Tws (6)] - 203t

< 8blcft <t

upon choosing € to be sufficiently small with respect to , b, ¢, and m. This proves the first bound in (5.15a).
Similarly,

Cws(t)) = 5 (wo(zp,~(t)) + wo(zp,+ (1))

—k—1b (wé,(t) " xé,At)) Tl (scB (1) + x§,+<t>) + 1 (golas— () — go(ze.+ (1)) -

From (5.34), (5.20), and (5.1c) we deduce that

s(t) — Kt

Cun(e)y — s+ S <

The second inequality in (5.15a) now follows from (5.13).
Appealing to the definitions (5.19), (5.16), and (5.35), we arrive at

5(t) — wo(z,+ (1))
1+ twh(zp,+(t)

i (ws(s(t)*,1)) = & (wo(zp,1 (1)) = wy(wp,+ (1) Ge,+ () = wy(ze,+(1)

Therefore, using (5.1c), (5.17¢), the asymptotic description (5.34) for 2 + (t), and the assumption on § from
(5.13), after a tedious computation we obtain

<

1 w! ({L‘B +<t))
bag,+ (t T (o
rg,+(t)3 1+ tw)(zg +(t))

<m4 N wo(zg,+(t)) + bx&i(t);)
t
4

4 (ws(s(1)%,1)) + b33

(
tlwp(zp +(t))]
1 4 twy(ze, +(t))

<%m4+b|c]+Ct%<m )

From the above estimate, it is clear that (5.15b) follows. Differentiating once more, we obtain

wo(® s " . — wWo(TB,+ 2

2(wh (@« (1)) (5(t) — wo(ws,+ (1))
(1 + twp (s +(1)))?

and therefore, after an even more tedious computation, we arrive at

& (we(s(t), 1) F 1b3¢73| < (dm? 4 3blc)) t7 + Ot < mt,

PN

The claim (5.15¢) now follows, thereby completing the proof of the proposition. O
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5.5.1 Lagrangian trajectories for velocity fields that are close to wg

For future purposes, see Section 5.7, at this stage it is convenient to consider velocities A3: Dz — R which
are close to the wg we have constructed in Proposition 5.7, in the sense that A3 € Cel t(Dg), and we have the
pointwise bounds

Ryt + Ct> (5.382)

[A3(0,t) —ws(6,1)
0,1)] < Ra((bt)? + (0 — 5(t))2) "6 + Ct2 (5.38b)

09A3(0,1) — dpws(6,1)

for all (0,t) € Ds, for positive constants Ry, Re, C' which only depend on , b, ¢, and m; see (5.142) for the
values of Ry, Ry which are used in the proof, namely Ry = Ry = m3.

Note that in view of (5.35) and (5.37a), assumptions (5.38) imply that A3 is C' 1 smooth on the comple-
ment of the shock curve. In particular, this means that for every label x € T\{0}, we are guaranteed the

short time (z-dependent time) unique solvability of the ODE

<
| <

om(z,t) = A3(n(x,t),t), n(z,0) = x. (5.39)

In view of the assumed regularity of A3, for a given label x the path n(z,t) can be continued on a maximal
time interval [0, T},), where the stopping time 7T}, is defined as

T, := min{g, sup{t € [0,2]: [n(z,t) — s(t)| > 0}}. (5.40)

That is, if the trajectory 7n(x, -) intersects the shock curve prior to time Z, then we record this stopping time
in T}, and in this case we have n(x, T,) = 5(T}). Note that since s € C', and since A3 is C'! smooth on the
complement of the shock curve, the stopping time 77, is continuous in x.

Next, for every ¢ € (0,Z], in analogy to (5.19), we wish to define in a unique way two extremal labels
x4 (t) with the property that

s(t) = n(z=(t),1). (5.41)
By (5.40) we have that the above definition is equivalent to 77, , ;) = ¢, which then motivates

z_(t) =inf{x € [-m,0): T, = t}, x4(t)=sup{ze (0,n]: T, =t}, Y(t)=T\[z_(t),z+(t)].
(5.42)

By the continuity of T, in z, the above inf /sup are in fact min / max. Moreover, for every x € Y(t), we
know that T, > t. One of our goals will be to show that n(-,t): T(t) — T\{s(¢)} is a bijection, for every
t € (0,z].

As mentioned above, T, € (0,2] if x # 0. Now for fixed = and t € [0,7;), by Lemma 5.9 we may
define

q(t) =ng~'(n(z,1),1), (5.43)

and note that ¢(t) € Y, (¢) and that ¢(0) = . Since g~ solves the transport equation with speed wg, and
7 solves (5.39), we have that

Lq=(0mg™")on+ (dms™") ondm = (A3 — wg) o n(dgmg™") o 1.
Thus, by also appealing to (5.38a) and (5.22a), we have that

Ins " (n(x,t),t) — x| = |q(t) — q(0)] < Ryt? (5.44)
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whenever ¢t < T, upon taking € to be sufficiently small. By (5.42), we note that (5.44) in particular holds
forall ¢ € (0,2], and all x € Y(¢). Note that from (5.19), (5.41), (5.44), and continuity, we have that

22 () — 2. (O] = 2 (6) — e~ (e (£), )] < Ri?

for all ¢ € (0, ], and thus similarly to (5.20) we have that
e () T (bt)2] < 2(m*+R) = A(bt)? < |zL(t)] < E(bt)% . (5.45)

upon taking € to be sufficiently small.
If T, <& and t € [0,T), the bound (5.44) and the identity (5.36a) allow us to estimate

J |Ogwg (n(z, s),s)| ds —f Mds’
0

o 1+ swg(q(s))
b wg()] ' jwp (@)]
< Oids + Ry J sup —ds
fo 1 + swy(z) 0 [Fz|<ris? (14 swp(T))?
lwp (@) T LY
< wg(a:) log (1 + twgy(z)) + 2b2Ry . s 2ds.

At this stage we recall that the Values of x that we are 1nterested in satisfy |z| > (bt)% —t2(m* +Ry) >

(bt) We distinguish two cases: 5 (bt) < x| < < b3t,and b2t < < |z| < 7. Using assumption (5.1d), in
the first case we deduce that

0> twh(x) > —Lbte ™5 (1 4 3|c[t3) > —L(L)75(1 +3[c[t3) > — 1 .
In the other case, we we use that ¢t < £ « 1, and thus
/ 1,..4% 2 _1.2 _1
tlwy(z)| < gbt3 + 5|clb™2t3 + mt <E3.

From the above three inequalities, and the fact that sgn (r) log(1 + r) < log(13) for all r € (—1—79,5%), we
deduce that

(5.46)

““\
Sl

[[ evcstnte, .91 ds < og(1g) + 20~ PRu <

since t < € « 1. As before, we note in particular that (5.46) holds for all ¢t € (0,2], and all x € T(t). We
note that using (5.36b), (5.44), and (5.17¢), in addition to (5.46) we have

! 2 ! |w8(77871(77(x75)73))’ -3
fo |G5we(n(z, ), s)| ds < f (1 + twh (1 (1(z, 5), S))>3ds < 3(bt) (5.47)

whenever = € Y (t). Here we have used that [ng = (n(x, 5), 5)| = |2| — Rys? = (bt)z fors <t <E.
With (5.46) in hand, and appealing also to (5.38b), for every = € T(¢) we may now have

Cunfie,) = oo | (Gows)(n(x ), s e | (@5 — dpwe) (. 5, i), e

0 0

and thus

—_

L < exp(—3 — 4Rob™712) < dun(, ) < exp(L + 4Rob™2¢7) < T (5.49)
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since £ is sufficiently small with respect to «, b, ¢, and m. This shows that the map 7(-, ¢) is strictly mono-
tone (thus injective) on either side of the shock curve; combined with (5.41) and the intermediate function
theorem (ensuring surjectivity), we obtain that n(-,¢): T(¢) — T\{s(¢)} is a bijection, as claimed ear-
lier. Moreover, (5.49) shows that for every x € Y(t), the curve n(z, s) does not intersect the shock curve
prior to time ¢; in fact, by the monotonicity of 7 we have that |s(s) — n(z,s)| = |s(s) — n(z+(t),s)|, and
analogously to (5.21b), using (5.45) we have that

s(s) — (1), 5) = —f 5(r) = As(nar_ (1), 7). 7)dr

s

- f (wo(ns ™" (n(z—(t),7),7)) — k) dr

s

+ f (5 — 5(r)) + (s — we) (n(x_ (1), 7), 7)dr

s

V
—~
S
—~
i
—~
~
SN—
N~—
|
=N
SN—
—~
~
|
®
~—
|
Sl
—
3
w
+
B
ZY)
i\
SN—
—~
~
no
|
®
Do
SN—

(- s) (5.50)

forall s € [0,%), and all x € Y(¢). This bound shows that Y(s) > Y(¢) for s < t.
Recalling the ng(x, t) is defined by (5.16) for all x € T, and in particular for « € Y (¢), from (5.45) and

(5.49) we immediately deduce that

In(z,t) — ne(z,t)| < 3R1t?, forall — xeY(t), (5.51a)

|0un(2,t) — Oump (2, 1)| < (16Rib™2 + 8Rob™2)¢2,  forall  xe (1), (5.51b)
for all ¢ € (0,2]. The bound (5.51a) follows from (5.44), the mean value theorem, and the fact that by
(5.17b) we have that |0,ng(x,t) — 1] < 2% for all z € Y(¢) (in analogy to (5.21a)). In order to prove the
bound (5.51b), we use

0t(0en — Ozng) = (Gows) © 1 (0an — dun) + (CoAs — dgws) ©n O
+ ((gws) on — (Gpws) © MB) 0278 ,

and the fact that 0,1 (x,0) — d,ng(z,0) = 0. First, we note that due to (5.17c¢), (5.21a), (5.36a), (5.44), and
the mean value theorem, we have that

_ wé(anl(U(xat)J)) _ w(l)(x)
|((gwg) ©n — (Gpws) © NB) dup| < 2 T twl (= (0, 0) T+ twl (@)
<ARib 3t72. (5.52)

Second, by the assumption (5.38b) and the bound (5.49) we know that
|(Gohs — dgws) o n dum| < 2Ra(bt) "2 . (5.53)

Combining the above two estimates with the evolution equation for d,,n—d,ng and (5.46), we obtain (5.51b).
The results in this section may be summarized as follows:

Lemma 5.10. Let n) be defined by (5.39), with A3 satisfying (5.38). Then, by possibly further reducing the
value of g, solely in terms of k, b, c, m, the following hold. With the definition of Y (t) in (5.42), we have that
n(-,t): T(t) — T\{s(t)} is a bijection. For x € Y (t), the curve {n(x, s)}[0,y] does not intersect the shock
curve, and by (5.49), (5.51a), (5.51b), we have the estimates

L<oma,t) <1 (5.54a)
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Ly < om(x,t) < 3m (5.54b)
In(z,t) — ne(z,t)| < 3Ryt (5.54c)
|0un(2,t) — Oum (2, )| < (16R1b™2 + 8Ryb™2)¢2 (5.54d)

The inverse map n~': D= — T\{0} is continuous in space-and-time, with bounds

L <o 1(0,t) <2 (5.55a)
—3m < dm H(0,t) < — 1k (5.55b)
forall (0,t) € Dz Lastly, from (5.46) and (5.47) we have that
¢
j |Ogwg(n(z, s),s)|ds < % (5.56a)
j |(99w|3 x,s) \ds 3(bt)™ > (5.56b)

forall x € Y(t), and all t € [0,2].

Proof of Lemma 5.10. The only estimates which were not established in the discussion above the lemma
are (5.54b) and (5.55). In order to prove (5.54b), we appeal to (5.39), (5.38a), (5.35), (5.1a), (5.1a), and take
€ to be sufficiently small:

o, t) = As(n(w, 1)) = we((x,t)) + Ot) = wo(ng ™" (n(w,1),)) +O(t) € |

L.
¥
e[, m]

ok

w|x

The bound (5.55a) follows from (5.54a) and the inverse function theorem. Lastly, in order to prove (5.55b),
we use that ! solves the transport equation dual to the ODE (5.39), namely ;' + )xgayn_l = 0. As
such, from (5.55a), (5.38a), (5.35), (5.1a), (5.1a), we obtain that

om(0,t) = —we(0,t)0n " + O(t) = —wo(ng~"(0,1)) don ' +O(t) € [-3m, —%]
— W—’4
€[5.m] €[7.2]

7

upon taking € to be sufficiently small. O

5.5.2 Estimates for derivatives of wg along flows transversal to the shock

In analogy to Lemma 5.10, we also have an estimate for the time integral of dywg along any flow which is
transversal to s. More precisely, we have:

Lemma 5.11. Fixt € (0,2] and 0 < 6 < s(t). For somet’ € [0,t), assume that we are given a differentiable
curve 7y: [t',t] — Dz which does not intersect the shock curve s, such that v(t) = 6, and such that
3(s) < pk forall s € [t',t], for some p € [0,1). Then, we have that

t

Wl

|ang( (s),8)ds < —23>o¢ (5.57a)
(1-p)K3
_2
f e (r(9). 9] ds < 255 (S () — s)] + 4bt)F) (5.570)
< et (5.57¢)

where C' = C(k, b, u) > 0 is an explicitly computable constant.
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Proof of Lemma 5.11. As in the proof of Lemma 5.10, the goal is to understand the evolution of z(s) :=
gt (’y(s) s). F1rst we note that since -y lies on the left side of s, the point z(s) is well-defined, and satisfies

xz(s) < —7 (bs) Next, from the definition of 7g and its inverse, we have that

. . 1 s). s (s -1 s).s) = "Y(S)_(atnB)(nB_1<7(S)7S)7S)
i(5) = (@me ™) (3(5).5) +3(s) Gome ™) ((s), ) = Lo PRI R0

_ 7(s) — wo(x(s))
1+ swj(x(s)) (5:58)

Due to the aforementioned lower bound on |z (s)| and the estimate (5.17b), the denominator of the fraction
on the right side of (5.58) lies in the interval [%, %] Furthermore, since ¢ < € and € is sufficiently small, we
have that |z(t)| = |ng~'(y,t)| is sufficiently small to ensure via (5.1c) that |wo(x(t)) — k| < 2b\:r(t)|% <
1 k. Also, from (5.58) we may deduce that |4(s)| < 4m which implies ]3:( )| < |z(t)] + 4mt; therefore,
since ¢ <  is sufficiently small, we may show that |wg(z(s)) — k| < £k for all s € [t',t]. We then

immediately obtain from (5.58) that

2

M (s < M wolz(s)) (- pk
= Tt swpla(s) S (e) 1+ swp(a(s) 3 (5.59)

~(B -k

Then, using (5.36a) and the fact that z(s) is strictly negative, we obtain that

[ enverisr s = [ HBE gy < [ gyt

14 swy(z(s /

— 1 1
< alelt® = 2% e 0.)]5 < 2y (3kt)3 (5.60)

In the last inequality we have used that since 0 < 6 < s(t) we have that [ng~1(0,t)| < |ng~1(0,t)| < 3t
for all ¢ < €, which is sufficiently small.
The proof of (5.57¢) is nearly identical, but instead of (5.36a) we appeal to (5.36b), arriving at

_2 _2 _2
f |G5we(v(s), )| ds < 7255 (m(t') 3 —x(t) z) < i (2(t) 73 (5.61)
In order to obtain (5 57b)~(5.57¢), we use the above bound and (5.22b), which implies that |x(t")| =
e (Y1), )] = Sly(t) — s(#)] + £(bt")2 = L(bt)2. O

5.6 z and k on the shock curve

For every t € (0,2], let us assume that we are given a left speed w_ = w_(t) = w(s(t)",t) and a right
speed wy = w (t) = w(s(t)", ) at the point (s(t), ). Furthermore, let us assume that w_ and w behave
similarly to the solution of the Burgers equation computed in Proposition 5.7; by this we mean that the jump
and the mean at (s(¢), t), defined by

[w] = [wll(t) = w-(t) —we(t),  Cw) = CwH(t) = 5 (w-(t) + wi (1)), (5.62)

satisfy the bounds

[w](t) — 2b2¢2| <Rjt  and  [{w)(t) — k| < Rt (5.63)
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for all t € (0,], for two constants R;, R, > 0 which only depend on &, b, c, and m. These bounds are
consistent with (5.15a) and (5.145a) (to be established below).

The variables w_ and w are the same as those in equations (3.13a)—(3.13b). Our goal in this subsection
is to solve the coupled system of equations (3.13a)—(3.13b), for the jumps of z and k at the fixed point
(s(t),1), as a function the left speed w_ and right speed w, at this point. Since z and k are equal to 0 on
the right side of the shock curve, we note that the jumps of z and k are equal to their values on the left of
(s(t),t); as such, we work with the unknowns

o= (t) = [)(t), k- =k (t) = [K](t). (5.64)

In fact, because we expect k_ to be close to 0 (see (2.7)), and since (3.13a)—(3.13b) contain the variables
e~*- and eF-, which are thus close to 1, it is more convenient to replace k_ with the unknown

e =e_(t)=e"0 1. (5.65)

Then, with this notation the equations (3.13a)—(3.13b) may be rewritten as the system

(5.66a)

E1(w_,wy,z—,e) =0
0 (5.66b)

¢
E(w_,wy,z_,e_)

where

Er(w_,wy,z_,e)

= ((w- =2 (w- + 2 + (w- —2)' = 3L+ e )w)) ((w- — 22)* = (1 + e )w?)

— ((wo = 22)* (w- + 2-) — (1 + e_)wi)z (5.67a)
E(w_,wy,z_,e_)
— e (w-— 2 ) Bul(1+e ) — (w_—2)%) — (- —2)> = 1+ e )uw?)’ . (5.67b)

We view (5.66) as a coupled system of equations for the unknowns z_ and e_ (or alternatively, k_), with
w_ and w4 given. The correct root of (5.66) is given by:

Lemma 5.12 (Existence and asymptotic formula for z_ and k_). Assume that w_ and w. are such that
their jump and mean at (s(t),t) satisfy (5.63). Then, the system of equations (5.66) has a smallest (in
absolute value) root (z_,e_), such that z_ and k_ = log(e_ + 1) satisfy the bounds

w]|(¢)2 5

o () + 7R | < ot (5.68a)
w 3 5

‘k‘ (1) - Ll | < cor?, (5.68b)

where Cy = Cy(k,b,c,m) > 0 is an explicitly computable constant. In particular, in view of (5.63) we
have the estimates

9 9

o () + B2z <O = |z ()] < B (5.69)
9 9

k_(t) =322 <o = [k_(1)] < 4%B245 (5.69b)

forallt € (0,2], assuming that € is sufficiently small.
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Proof of Lemma 5.12. Throughout the proof, we fix ¢ € (0, ], and omit the ¢ dependence of the unknowns.
In view of (5.63), we view [Jw]] as a small parameter, thus suitable for asymptotic expansions, and {w) as
an O(1) parameter. As such, in (5.67) we replace

wo ={wy+5wl,  we=<w) - zlw].

Because we expect |z_|, |e—| « 1, we first perform a Taylor series expansion of (5.66), and identify only the
linear terms with respect to z_ and e_. This becomes

5wl (12¢w)? — [w]?) — FMwl(32Cw)" + 8¢w)? [w] + 6<wH[w]® — [w]*)z-

— glwl(48¢w)® + 40w’ [w]® — 48w )’ [w]® + 3CwH[w]* + 4[w]*)e— = O(|z—|* + [e—*)
— 8¢w)’ [w]’ + 12[w]*(2¢w)” + Cw)*[w])2—

+ 5 (64w’ + 240¢wH* [w])* — 512¢w)* [w]? + 60w )* [w]* + [w]®)e— = O(|]z—|* + [e—[?).

By dropping the higher order terms in |[[w]]| « 1, this motivates our definition of the approximate solutions
2*PP and ¢*P? as the solutions of the linear system

4[[w]]<<w>>4 é[[w]]<<w>>5 PP _ §[[w]]4<<w>>2
<24[[w]]2<<w>>3 ' 2¢w)° ) <2app> - (é[[w]]3<<w>>3> : (5.70)

This system is uniquely solvable, and yields

9fw]’ [wl] 1
PP = ol ( L Q) = , (5.71a)
16wy ™ \w) 1— a2
Afwl’® ) ( [w] 1 — i52°
PP — Q2 ( ;o Qo) = —F . (5.71b)
Cwy® *\w) 1— a2
In order to apply the implicit function theorem, we at last introduce the variables
. — zapp e — eapp
Z=—— and E=——-— (5.72)
[wl] [wl]

and substitute in the system (5.67) the ansatz z_ = ™" + Z[[w]]’ and e = ¢** + E[[w]]®. After some
algebraic manipulations, the system of equations (5.67) is rewritten as system

0= fl([[w]]7<<w>>7 Z>E)

= [w]~°&1({wY + [w], {w) — L[w]], 2P + Z[[w]?, e + Ew]?) (5.73a)
0= -FZ([[w]]’<<w>>7 Z7 E)
= [w]’&(LwY + $[w], {w) — L[w]), 2P + Z[w]’, e + Ew]?) (5.73b)

for the unknowns Z and E. Defining

Py = (07 <<w>>7 _%Z<<w>>747 _15<<w>>75) )
we observe that

, 07 F1(Py) = —4wd*,  0;F2(Py) =0,
, opFi(Py) =0, 0Fa(Py) = 2dw)°.
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Thus, the Jacobian determinant associated to (Fy, F2)(-, -, Z, E) evaluated at P,, equals to —8¢w)'® # 0.
Here we are using that by (5.63) we have that [{w) — x| < %, and thus {w}) # 0. Thus, by the implicit
function theorem, there exists a Jy = Jo({w)) > 0, such that for all |[w]]| < Jy, we have a unique solution
Z = Z(Jw],{w)) and E = E([Jw]],{w)) of (5.73), with Z(0,{w)) = —%<w>>_4 and E(0,{w)) =
—15¢w)°. To conclude, we note that since Jy depends only on {w), it may be estimated solely in terms
of x; and since by (5.63) we have that |[Jw]]| < 3b2z2 with & which is sufficiently small in terms of ~ and
b, we deduce that the condition |[Jw]]| < Jy is automatically guaranteed.
As a consequence, from the above discussion we deduce that for all ¢ < g, we have

2= — 2P| < Colw]®,  and e_ — P < Cyflw]’, (5.74)

where Cy > 0 is a constant which only depends on k.

The proof of the bounds (5.68a)—(5.68b) are now essentially completed, upon combining (5.63), (5.71),
and (5.74). To see this, note that the rational function () appearing in the definition (5.71a) satisfies
|Q1(z) — 1| < 3z% for all # < . Thus, we obtain that

3
oo 9]
T 16€w)y”
since {w) > 5 when € is sufficiently small. The bound (5.68a) follows from the above estimate, (5.63),

and (5.74). Similarly, by using that the rational function ()2 appearing in the definition (5.71a) satisfies
|Q2(x) — 1| < 22% forall z < 75, we obtain the bound

< Cof[w]?®

4 3
PP _ [[w]]3 < C’o[[w]]5 7
w)
which may be combined with (5.63) and (5.74), to establish
4[[w]]3 5
e_ — 7| < ColJw] (5.75)
wy

with Cp > 0 a constant which depends only on £ and b. The bound (5.68b) now follows because k_ =

log(1 + ¢_), and [log(1 + e_) — e_| < 2¢2 for [e_| < 3; clearly, |e_| = (’)(t%) < 1 in view of (5.75).
The bounds (5.69a)—(5.69b) follow from (5.68a)—(5.68b), (5.63), and the fact that ¢ < €, which in turn

may be made arbitrarily small with respect to s and b. O

Let us further assume that w, and w_ are differentiable with respect to £ and ¢ for all (§,t) € Qz. By
implicitly differentiating (5.66a)—(5.66b), we may then deduce:

Lemma 5.13 (Lipschitz bounds for z_ and k_). Fort € (0,&|, assume that w_ and w. are such that
their jump and mean at (s(t), t) satisfy (5.63), and further assume that {w)) and [[w]| are differentiable with
respect to t. Then, the smallest roots of the system of equations (5.66) are such that z_ and k_ = log(e_+1)
satisfy the pointwise estimates

o) + & (A5 )| < Cot? (14 Twl®)] + 1 4<w)®)) (5762
=0 dk () - 4 (B9 | < o (14 Twl®] + | $<w(e)) (5.76b)

where the constant Cy > 0 only depends on k, b, and m.
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Proof of Lemma 5.13. From the definition £_ = log(1 + ¢_) we obtain that %k, = ek jte, and thus,
in order to prove the lemma it is sufficient to obtain derivative bounds for z_ and ¢_.
Implicitly differentiating (5.66) we arrive at

i zZ_ _ (9z_51 62_51 ! aw_é’l 6w+51 i w_ (5 77)

dt \e— az782 59752 5w752 5w+52 dt \w4 ’ ’
pointwise for ¢t € (0,Z], where we recall that the functions & and & are defined in (5.67). In order to
evaluate these Jacobi matrices, we resort to the notation in (5.62) and rewrite w_ = {w) + 3[[w] and

wy = {w) — L[w]]; furthermore, we write z_ = 2™ + O([w]]’) and e_ = ¢**® + O([w]°) as justified
by (5.72), with 2°"? defined by (5.71a), and ¢*"* given by (5.71b). We emphasize that the implicit constants
in the O([Jw]®) and O([[w]]®) symbols only depend on « and b, since the bounds on the solutions Z and E
of (5.73) only depend on x and b. After some tedious computations, we arrive at

27[[w]? olw]®  27[w]? 9w

~1

(0 & P& Ow_&1 Ow, &1\ _16<<w>> 16¢wd  16¢w)? | 16¢w)3 4

(az_ez ae_52> <aw_52 aw+52>_ 12w’ 6[[w]]3> g _epupe | T ORI,
(w)? (wy? (w)? (wy?

(5.78)

where the implicit constant only depends on « and b. From (5.63), (5.77), (5.78), and recalling that dtw_ =
4wy + $4[w] and Lw, = L{w) — 4L [w], we deduce that there exists a constant Cy > 0, which
only depends on x and b, such that

d, 14 (196%)] +|ge - 4 (%1 )| < Collwl* (141wl + | 4wy (5.79)

The bounds (5.76) follow from (5.79), upon recalling that [w] = (’)(t%). O

A direct consequence of Lemmas 5.7, 5.12, and 5.13 is the following statement, which will be useful in
the proof of Proposition 5.6.

Corollary 5.14. In addition to the assumption of Lemmas 5.7, assume that [[w]| and {w) satisfy the bounds
(5.63). Let z_(t) and k_(t) be as defined in Lemma 5.12. In addition, suppose that there exists R =
R(k,b,c,m) > 0 such that for all t € (0,] we have

| Lw](t) — Lwell(t)] < 2R, |LCw)(t) — Lwe)(t)| <R. (5.80)

Then, assuming that € is sufficiently small with respect to k,b, c and m, we have that

9 3
|42 (t) + QZ};Q sl<ot,  |dko() - 82| <o, (5.81)

forallt e (0,2], where C = C(k,b,c,m) > 0 is a constant.
In addition to (5.80), if we are also given that

Lwl(t) - S lwsl ()] < 2R, [ SHuw(t) - ddws)(t)| <R, (5.82)

for a constant R* = R*(k,b,c,m) > 0. Then, by possibly further reducing the value of € we also have the
estimates

9
Lo )+ 2Rt <0, | Dkl - 2 <) (5.83)

where C' = C(k,b,c,m) > 0 is a constant.
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Proof of Corollary 5.14. Recall that by assumption the bound (5.63) holds, and thus by Lemma 5.12 we
have the estimate (5.69). The assumption (5.80) and the bound (5.15b) imply that

|4 [w] —b3t72| + | Lw)| < 3m* + 3R, (5.84)

and thus the right sides of (5.76a) and (5.76b) are O(t%). For the bound on the time derivative of z_, we
appeal to (5.76a), which gives

w]? w]® 3
oo+ 2l 4w - el g quiy| < ot

Incorporating into the above estimate the bounds (5.84) and (5.63), we arrive at the z_ bound in (5.81). The
time derivative of k_ is bounded by appealing to (5.76b), which yields

_ 12[[w]? 12[w]? 3
ekt — 2P ) 4 20 A ] < 01

Using (5.84), (5.69b), and (5.63), the k_ bound in (5.81) now follows.
In order to prove (5.83), we first note that assumption (5.82) and the bound (5.15c¢) imply that

|l + 10373 | + | Lrwy| < 3 (5m* + RF) 7L (5.85)

Next, we implicitly differentiate (5.66) a second time, to obtain

ﬁ Z_ n 0, &1 0. & -t Ow._ &1 5w+51 iz w-—
dt? \e_ 0, Ey 0 & Ow_E2 0w, &) dt? \wy

o (do)?
+ az,gl (92751 auJ,w,gl (?wfuurgl aw+w+gl 2idt d
az_ 52 ae_ 52 aw_w_ 52 aw_w+ 52 aw_*_w_,. 62 at '~ dtlgv—‘r

(%Uhr)
d 2
_ 0. &1 0 & - 0r ». &1 0, 1k &1 Ok & 2( Zd)k
- 0:- & 0 & 02 2 & 0 & Ok i & %tdzzdt)Q_
. $a g
_o (0l Gl (vl Cewibl Ghw &1 OhwiC1) | GrA-g+ (5.86)
&z, 82 ae, 82 az,w, 52 (927w+ 52 ék_w_ 82 ak_w+ 52 d k, d w, . .
dtk_c(litw'f‘

By appealing to (5.78), (5.76), and (5.63), similarly to (5.79) we deduce that the right side of (5.86) equals

w) d, d (w)* (d g 2
(16[[w]] 2 ek~ + 16y (k) ) +O (1§21 +14k-)?)

0
2[w]®—2¢w)? 27[w]?—12¢w)? 4
L [TTmEer %%M s llwl + §<w) -
_ 24[w] d[[]] QIHw]]d[[]]—l—Qd(w) d.
(wy? dt 2w)? di Twy 3t aik
+ O ([l (|l + <)) (=1 + [ h-1)) - (587)

Similarly, one may verify that the sum of the last two terms on the left side of (5.86) is given by

( toi gl — ek ) )+ ( Al (4 [wl)? + 21 ;t[[w]];i<<w>>>

bl + gk o) )\ -GG D + T Lo

{w >>3 dt?
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+ 0 ([wl (|51l + [ £wy]) (5.88)

where the implicit constants only depend on &, b, c, and m.
To conclude we use the bounds (5.63), (5.84), (5.85), (5.69), and (5.81) in the equality given by (5.86),
(5.87), and (5.88), to arrive at

2 w 2
et 1267<<[EU;12 (2(%[[10]])2 + [[w]]j?[[w]])’ <C (5.89)
and by also appealing to %k‘_ = ek j—;e_ — (%k_)2 we obtain
2 w 2 1
ek — 2 (24 w])? + [l galiel) | < Ot (5.90)

where C' = C'(k,b,c,m) > 0. To conclude, we combine (5.89)—(5.90) with the precise estimates for [Jw]|
and its first two time derivatives, cf. (5.63), (5.84), and (5.85) and arrive at (5.83). ]
5.7 Transport structure, spacetime regions, and characteristic families

5.7.1 A new form of the w and z equations

We first observe that using (3.5¢) and recalling that ¢ = %(w — z), we can write the system (3.5) as

Orw + A30pw = —Saw + Te(Ok + A30pk) (5.91a)
01z + MOz = —%az — %c(&tk + A10gk) , (5.91b)
Ok + Xadpk = 0, (5.91¢c)

2 2

Ora + Aodpa = —3a® + L(w + 2)? — F(w — 2)?, (5.91d)

o=

Our iteration scheme will be based on (5.91), and in particular on the estimates for dyw that the specific
form of the equations (5.91a) and (5.91b) provide. It will be convenient to introduce the vector of unknowns

U= (w,zka) (5.92)

5.7.2 Characteristic families, shock-intersection times, spacetime regions

Recalling the definition of the wave speeds (3.6), we let 7 denote the 3-characteristic which satisfies
om(z,t) = As(n(z,t),t),  n(z,0) =z, (5.93a)

for t € (0,2). We also define the 1- and 2-characteristics as

asdjt(eas) = )\1(11}7&(07 8)75) 5 wt(eat): 07 (593]3)
asébt(ea 5) = )‘2(¢t(07 S)a S) ’ ¢t(9a t) =0 ’ (5930)
for s € (0,t). We note that 1 has a prescribed initial datum at time 0, while ¢; and 1); have a prescribed
terminal datum, at time ¢. Moreover, note that as opposed to 7, the characteristics ¢; and 1, may cross the

shock curve (5(),?)e[0,z] in a continuous fashion; this will be shown to be possible because A1 and A2 have
bounded one-sided derivatives on the shock.
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Definition 5.15. For (0,t) € T x [0,2] consider the integral curves (0, s) and ¢+(0, s) defined by the
ODEs (5.93b)~(5.93c). If the curves (1(0,5),5)se0,] and (s(s),5)se[o,1], respectively (¢¢(0, ), 8)se[0,1]
and (5(s), 8)se[o,4], intersect then we define the shock-intersection times 7(0,t) and 3(0,t) as the (largest)
time at which

P (0,3(0,t)) =s(3(0,1)), and o1(0,7(0,t)) = s(7(6,1)) . (5.94)

If the curves (11(0, 5), 8) sefo,4] and (5(8), 8)sefo,4], respectively (¢¢(0, s), s) se[0,,] and (5(s), $) se[0,1)> do not
intersect, then we overload notation and define 3(0,t) = &, respectively 7(6,t) = &.

Implicit in the above definition is the assumption that if the characteristics ¥(6, -) or ¢(6, -) intersect
the shock curve, then they do so only once; we will indeed prove this holds, due to the fransversality of
these characteristics.

~
Il
o]

t=20

% S@0.D) S0 0

Figure 11: Fix a spatial location (6, ), just to the left of the given shock curve s, which is represented in red. The flow n(x, s)
defined in (5.93a), and the label « such that n(z,t) = 6, are also represented in red. The flow ¢;(6, s) defined in (5.93c), its
associated shock-intersection time (6, ¢) from (5.94), and the curve s from (5.95), are represented in blue. The flow (6, s)
defined in (5.93b), its associated shock-intersection time 3(6, t) from (5.94), and the curve s, from (5.95), are represented in green.

Definition 5.16. Define 61,05 € T implicitly by the equations 3(01,2) = 0 and 7(65,2) = 0. For all
t € [0,2] we define

s1(t) = Y=(01,t),  and  sy(t) = ¢=(6a,1). (5.95)

In particular, $1(0) = $2(0) = 0, and 3(s1(t),t) = 7(s2(t),t) = 0. The spacetime curves s1(t), s2(t), and
s(t), divide the spacetime region D5 into four regions with distinct behavior. We also define the sets

Dz ={(0,s) e Dz: 51(s) <0 <s(s),se(0,g]},
DE = {(6,5) € Dz s3(s) < 0 < s(s),s€ (0,2]}.

Implicit in the above definition is the assumption that the points él and ég exist, and are uniquely defined;
we will indeed prove that this holds, due to the monotonicity of ¢,(6, s) and ¢.(0, s) with respect 6, and the
the regularity of these curves with respect to ¢ and s.

Definition 5.17. It is convenient to define the vectors

U= (w,zk,c,a) and U (t) = (w,z,k,c)(s(t),t) = (w_, z—, k_,c_)(1). (5.96)
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Remark 5.18 (Notation for derivatives). Throughout the remainder of manuscript we shall interchange-
ably use the following notations for the derivatives of various functions f with respect to the Lagrangian
label = or the Eulerian variable 0: 0,f <> fz,02f < fuz,00f < fo, 03 f < feg. Similarly, we shall
sometimes denote time derivatives as 0;f <> f;. Derivatives for function restricted to the shock curve, shall
be denoted as %( Fs(t), 1) = f |(s(t),)5 this notation for instance shall be used for the function 24 defined
in (5.96).

5.7.3 Identitities up to the first derivative for w, z, k, and a

There are particularly useful forms of the equations for w, z, k, and a and their first derivatives. These
identities will be used both for designing a simple iteration scheme for the construction of unique solutions,
and also for second derivative estimates in Section 6.

Identies for w. Equation (5.91a) can then be written as
%(won)=icon%(kon)—%(aw)on. (5.97)

Differentiating this equation, we find that

L(wponng) =Lcon(koonn.) + Legonng (ke + Aske) o — 30p(aw) om ny
= dai(conkgonng) — 3l + Aseq) on kg on iy
+ Leg o nu(Oek + A3dgk) o1 — Sdp(aw) oy
= 24 ((ckp) omna) + & (cko(z9 + o + 4a)) o ne — S(aw)g oy . (5.98)

To obtain the last equality, we have used that (3.7) can be written as
ot + Az0pc = —%cégz — %ca,

and that 0;k = —X\o0pk with the fact that A3 — Ay = %c. Integrating (5.98) in time, we obtain that

) t
wpomn = % + L(cky) om + 7711‘[0 (éck‘g(zg + ¢y +4a) — %89((110)) on ndt’ . (5.99)

We wish to emphasize that although (3.5a) appears to have derivative loss on the right side, the structure of
(5.91a) leads to the identity (5.99) which shows that there is, in fact, no such loss incurred.
Notice that by expanding the time derivative in (5.97) and using (5.91c), we find that

orwon = —wgon)\3o77+%02kzgon—§awo17
It follows that

((%w—l-s'&gw)on:(5'—)\3077)w9077+%c2kgon—%awon

= T0(5 — Az on) + g(cke) on(s — Az on) + kg o — Jaw o)

] t
4 ihoen) j (heko(zo + co + 4a) = §op(aw) Jon nadt' . (5.100)
0

Identies for > and k. Equation (5.91b) can then be written as

d(zoahy) = —tcop (ko) — 8(az)othy. (5.101)
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Differentiating (5.101), a similar identity to (5.99) holds for dypz. The analogous computation to (5.98)
shows that

4 (0 0 ndgtn) = — 1 ((c ko) o wndotn) — (dacko(wo + 2 + 8a) + §3p(a2) ) owr dpthr,  (5.102)

and thus, upon integration in time from g(6, t) to ¢, we find that
20(y,t) = <(ze(5(3),3) + i(ckg)(ﬁ(a),a)) 0o (s(3), ) + F=, (U, wt,a)) (y,t), (5.103a)
t
FoUstus1) = ~4(eka) 6.0) - |

<T120k‘9(w9 + 2 + 8a) + gag(az)) oy dpedt’ . (5.103b)
a(0,t)

Again, the identity (5.103) shows that no derivative loss occurs for dyz as well. This formula is not yet in its
final form. We shall view the given shock curve (s(),¢) as a Cauchy surface for both z and k. As such, we
shall write the first term on the right in (5.103) in terms of the differentiated data on the shock curve, which
we now make precise.

The transport equation (5.91c) allows us to write %(k‘ o ¢¢) = 0, so that integration from 7(6,¢) to ¢
shows that for all (6,t) € DE,

k(0,t) = k(s(7(0,1)),7(0,1)) . (5.104)
Differentiation then gives
4L(0ok 0 61 29pr) = 0, (5.105)
and integration using (5.93c) and (5.94) shows that

Dok (8,1) = ok (s(7(0, 1)), 7(0,1)) Qe (5(3(0,1)),7(6,1)) . (5.106)

Letting k_ (t) := %k‘, (t) denote differentiation along the shock curve, from (5.91c) we have the coupled

system

k_(t) = 0ck(s(t),t) + 5(t)dgk(s(t), 1) , (5.107a)
0 = Oik(s(t), ) + Xa(s(t), t)dpk(s(t), 1) . (5.107b)
We see that
WMS(0).1) = 55 _kAQ(Z( Xk (5.108)
and thus with (5.94),
Opk(s(7(6,1)),7(6,1))) = - k- (5(0.1))) (5.109)

5(7(6,1))) — 0sd(0,7(0,1))
Substitution of (5.109) into (5.106) shows that for all (0,¢) € Déﬁ,

WhO.0) = s )’)“)‘( (iqzt)()ﬂ),ir(ﬁ,t)) don(s(7(6,6)),7(6, 1)) . (5.110)

Once again, we let z_ () denote differentiation along the shock curve so that using (3.5b), we obtain the
coupled system

2L (t) = Opz(s(t), b) + 5(t)px(s(t), 1), (5.111a)
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(3c20pk — Sa2)(s(t),t) = drz(s(t),t) + A1 (s(t),1)0p2(s(t), 1) . (5.111b)
Thus,

Op2(s(t),t) = G Ol é(iiil)f)—(ﬁi?(’s t()t;g(“z)(s(t)’t) , (5.112)

and hence with (5.108),

: 2 (9)k_(9) 5
20) — S e + 50-@2-0)
0p2(5(3),9) = 65(0)—r2(s(0),9) ' 3

5(7) — 0sv:(0,9) ’
where g = (6, t). We can now substitute (5.109) and (5.113) into (5.103) to conclude that

(5.113)

8 .
R = Lo I [ RO RS SCIir)
for any (6,t) € DZ. We define
1 @k (3) 8 .
H., UL, UL, bt 7) = (z (@) — 6;(?)_Aaéi(i)t,z(i)s(;j;;—(a)z_ (a) n 4115(3)0—(3)?5(58), )> ot (s(3), ) ,
(5.115)
so that (5.114) is concisely written as
09z = Moy (UL UL, 1, 0) + Foy (U, 04,3) (5.116)

with F, and H ., given by (5.103b) and (5.115), respectively.

Identies for a. We next obtain identities for dypa, first in Dz. We write (5.91d) as dra + Ao0pa = —%aQ +

%(w2 + 22) 4+ wz. We consider this equation along the characteristics ¢; and integrate from time s € [0, ¢]

to ¢ to find that

t
(—3a? + Jw? + 12+ wz) o gy (5.117)

a(0,t) = a(p¢(0,s),s) + J

S

Differentiation shows that

t
Opa(0,t) = opa(d(0,s),s)0gpe(0, s) + J O (—%az + %wZ + %22 + wz) o ¢y Ogrdr . (5.118)

5.8 Construction of solutions by an iteration scheme
5.8.1 Wave speeds, characteristics, and stopping times

For each n > 1, the three wave speeds are given by
A = Ly o0 3 200 4 2\ () 4 L) (5.119)

Forn > 1, we define wén) and qbgn) as flows solving

0™ (0, 5) = N\ (@ 0,5),s),  w™O,H)=9, (5.120a)
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20 (0,5) = A" (00, 5),5), & (0,0)=96. (5.120b)
We next define (") to be the solution of
o™ (z,5) = M " (z,5),5), 0" (,0) = . (5.121)

Using the characteristics ¢§”) and w,gn), we define the shock-intersection times 7() (6, t) and 3 (6, t) as

in Definition 5.15. Similarly, the curves 5577’) (t) and 5&") (t) and the spacetime regions Dg’(n) and Dg(n) are

defined just as in Definition 5.16. The rigorous justification of these definitions is provided in Lemma 5.24.

5.8.2 Specification of the first iterates

We begin by defining the first iterate n™) associated to the 3-characteristic and w(!) as follows. First, we set
nM(z,s) = ng(x,s) =z + swo(z), (5.122)

and then define

w(0,1) = we(0,t) = won)(6,8)), 2V =0, kD=0, o =q, (5.123)

where 77(1) = (77(1))_1 = ng~ L. We also define wt(l) and ¢§1) via (5.120a)—(5.120b) as the characteristic

inv

flows of the velocity fields %wB and respectively %wB.

5.8.3 The iteration scheme for w("+1)
We can now state the iteration scheme for all n > 1. We set
o) — %(w(n) + z(”)),
and define w(" 1) as the solution to
%(w(nﬂ) o n(n)) - —%(a(")w(”)) on™ 4 %C(n) o n(”)%(k(") o n(n)) 7 (5.124)

with initial condition w(™+1) o (™ (z,0) = wy(x). Integrating in time shows that

t
w ) (™ (2,1),t) = wo(z) — §f (a™w™) (™ (2, 1), ¢')dt!

0
t
+1 fo M (1), ) (K (@, ), 8) ) dt . (5.125)
It follows that for all (6,t) € Dz, w(™*1) is the solution to
5w ™) £ AT gD = 84 (M) 1 Lel) (3,100 4 AW k() | (5.126a)
w™ ) (z,0) = wo(z) . (5.126b)

n+1)

In terms of the restrictions of w! on the left and right sides of shock curve, i.e. w

limg_,q(1)- w1 (6, ¢) and respectively w () = limg_,q(y+ w"*1(0,t), via Lemma 5.12 we define

(_n-i—l) (t) _

the functions 2"V (t) and ) (t) as the solutions of the system of equations (5.67)

51(w£n+1)7wsrn+l) Z(n+1) e(n+1)) _ 82(w£n+1)7wsrn+l) Z£n+1) e(:1+1)) —0 (5.127)

Y — Y= ? )

and kY = log(1 + e(,nH)).
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5.8.4 The iteration scheme for ¢(**1)

For all n > 1 and (6, t) € D=, we define a("*) to be the solution of the Cauchy problem
a4 AW ga D) = —4(a™)? + L) + 1(2(M)2 4 M) (5.128a)
a " (z,0) = ag(z). (5.128b)

In view of (5.117), this function is explicitly given by

t
a(”+1)(9,t) _ Go(@n)(@,o)) + L (—%(a("))Q + %(w(n))2 + %(z(n)>2 + w(")z(")>(¢§n)(9,s),s)ds.
(5.129)
5.8.5 The iteration scheme for ("1
For all n > 1, and for all (6,¢) € Dg’(n) we define z("*1) to be the solution of the ODE
%(z(ﬂf‘rl) o wt(")) — _%(a(n)z(n)) o ,(/}t(n) _ %C(n) o q/Jt(n)%(k(n) o wlgn)) 7 (5.130a)

for all s € (3™ (0, t),t], with Cauchy data defined on the shock curve by
2D (0,500(6,1)). 5 (0, 1)) = 2D (60.1) 7.8 (0, 1)) = 27V (I (0.1) (5.1300)

where the function 2" is defined on the shock curve (s(t), t)ie[0,7] @s the correct root of (5.127) given by

Lemma 5.12. In Eulerian variables, we note that the equation (5.130a) is merely
02D £ A Mgzt — 8 () _ L) (g 4 XM g (5.131)
for (0,t) € D;’(n). On the other hand, for (6,t) € (Dg’(n))c, we simply define
29,4 =0 (5.132)

which corresponds to the solution of (5.130a) with k(™) = 0, and Cauchy data at t = 0 given by zy = 0.

5.8.6 The iteration scheme for k(")

Having defined w1 and z2("*1), we solve for qb,EnH) using (5.120b). In turn, this defines the curve 55”“),
the shock intersection times 7("+1) (6, ), and the region Déf’("ﬂ).
Forn > 1and (0,t) € Dif’(nﬂ), we define k("1 to be the solution of
A (kD 6 gy — g, (5.133a)
for all s € (7"*1)(#, 1), ], with Cauchy data defined on the shock curve by
KO (6 (0,500 (0,0), 50D (6, 1))
= kD (5(s D (g, 1)) 7t (0, 1)) = KT (0D (g, 1) (5.133b)

where the function £ = log(1 + e(_nH)) is defined on the shock curve (5(t),?)e[0z] @s the correct root
of (5.127) given by Lemma 5.12. In Eulerian variables, we note that the equation (5.133a) is the same as

0,k 4 AT g p(nt ) — (5.134)
for all (6,t) € Dlg’(nﬂ). On the other hand, for (6,t) € (Dif’(nﬂ))c, we define
K0, =0, (5.135)
which is the solution of (5.133a) with Cauchy data at time ¢ = 0 given by kg = 0.
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n+l)’ Z(n+l) n+1)

5.8.7 Alternative forms of the iteration for w! , and o

Using that 0,k = _)\gn) dpk™, we can also write (5.126a) and (5.131) as

o, ¢ )\g")agw(nﬂ) _ _ga(mw(n) i %(C(n))%k(n), (5.136a)
0,21 4 )\gn)aez(nﬂ) _ —%a(")z(") + %(C(n))%gk(n), (5.136b)
and therefore
Opc D) = —%)\gn)ﬁew(”ﬂ) - %)‘gn)aez(nﬂ) - %a(n)c(n) ) (5.137)
which has the equivalent forms
PCaSY +)\(n)a cm+D) 1 L g )\("“) —8qMe) (5.138a)
2ycn D) A( )a o) | c( )92+ — —%a(”)c("), (5.138b)
Ot 4 )\gn)ﬁec("ﬂ) + §C(n)59w(n+l) = _%a(n)c(n) : (5.138¢)

Although it is not necessary to obtain any estimates, we record at this stage the evolution equation for the
specific vorticity given according to (3.8) by @™ = 4(w(™ + 2(") — é’ga(”))(c("))_zek(n>. By combining
(5.128a), (5.134), (5.1364a), (5.136b), and (5.138a), we obtain

atw(n+1) + )\(n)agw(n-‘rl) 8 ) (n)w(n+1) . % (ﬂ))2 a‘9k;(n)€k(n-¢—l)

3o+ @ PCESY)

- ( (™) 4 5, w)) o (w<n+1> _wm))
+

(%a(n) + (9(#\% )> (dﬁ(ﬂf))g ek (C("H)efk(ml) - c(")e’k(n))

(s — ) g, ()

c(n n n n (n+1) n n n
18y (D = o) a0 (o) — ™) L (5139)

At this stage we only remark that if (w, z, k, a, )™ were to equal (w, 2, k, a, @) 1), then the right side
of (5.139) vanishes, as is natural.

5.8.8 The iteration space

We will prove stability under iteration n +— n + 1 of the following bound
(™ —w®, 20 kW, o) < (5.140)

where the norm || - ||z is as defined in (5.10). For convenience of the reader, we recall that (5.140) means

[w™(6,t) —w(0,)| < Rt (5.141a)
\agww(a ) — agwﬂ)(e,t)\ < Ry (6% + (0 — 5(1))?) 7 (5.141b)
2™ (0 t) Ryt (5.141¢)
002 (0,1)] < 4t2 (5.141d)
K0, t)] < Rst? (5.141e)
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0ok ™ (0,1)] < Rgt? (5.141f)
(0,1)
™ (0,1)] + ’(%a(”) (H,t)’ < Rz, (5.141g)

for all (0,t) € Dz, where

N

Ry =50m?, Ry=m?, R3y=Rs=m, Rs=Rg=m2, R;=4m. (5.142)

Lemma 5.19. Assume that (w™, 2 k™ o) e XL, Then for all (0,t) € D,

1
|0vw ™ (0, 1) — o™ (0,1)] < 3m* ((0 —s(t))* +£3) 75 . (5.143)
Proof of Lemma 5.19. Using the identity (5.136a) and the fact that w + w®dpw™ = 0, we have that

o™ = 2w = ALV (2™ — dpu ™) — (AT — w)agu®
- %a(nfl)w(nfl) + %(C(nfl))Qaek(nfl) , (5.144)

Now from (5.37a) and (5.141), we have that for € taken sufficiently small,
!()\gn_l) - w(l))(?gw(l)‘ < Ry, %’a(”*l)w("fl)‘ < 3mR7, and %’(c(”*l))zﬁgk("fl)‘ <tz
Then from (5.141b) and with € taken even small, we have that

0™ — 3w V] < 2mRy (B4 + (0 — 5(t))2) 7 + 3mR; + R,
< 3m* (b%3 + (0 —5(t))2)_ ,

o=

where we have used (5.2), and that ¢ < 2. Hence, we obtain the bound (5.143). ]

5.8.9 The behavior of w(”), z("), and k(™ on the shock curve

Lemma 5.20. Assume that (w1, z(v=1) k(=1 ¢(=1) ¢ X_ and that w™ € Xz. Then forallt € (0,]
we have

Tw™ )] - [w )] < 2Rit, [Cw™ (1)) — CwD(t))] < Rut, (5.145a)
L) - $MeVIO| <2R1, | E™yE) - SOYO)| < R, (5.145b)

where Ry is as defined in (5.142). In particular, in view of (5.15a) and (5.15b), we have that
[Tw™](t) — 2b3¢3] < 3mt, ’<<w(“)>>(t) - m‘ < Imit, (5.146a)

| Tw] () - b3

< 3m?, ’%(w(”)>>(t)’ <2m?, (5.146b)

forallte (0,z].

Proof of Lemma 5.20. By assumption, w(™ satisfies the bound (5.141a), and so the inequalities in (5.145a)
follow. In order to prove (5.145b), we shall use that |[w®™ =Y ()] | < [[w® (&) ]| +|[w™ V() — wD(2)
and hence by (5.15a) and (5.141a),

§ 1
2

3 4 2Ryt < b3t

N

‘[[w("*l) (t)]]‘ < %b

to

(5.147)
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where we have taken ¢ sufficiently small for the last inequality. Next, we have that from (5.144),
Fw]™ — § 1w
= [ow™ — M + 5[[dgw™ — dpuw V]
= (5(t) — w) [Agw™ — 2] + ATV = wM) [3pw™ — BT — [T V] (3pw™ — dpw ™)
_ ()\gnfl) — wD)[pwV] - [[)\:(3”*1) — wM]apw® — 8a D [w™ V] + L[ V)20,k" 1] .

By (5.1¢), (5.13), and (5.20), we see that w®) = wp evaluated on the shock curve,
using the bounds (5.141) and (5.147) shows that

§— w(l)‘ = O(t). Thus,

4wl ™ — %[[w(l)]]’ <Y = wDapwV] + Ct2 < 2Ry
for € taken sufficiently small. This proves the first bound in (5.145b), while the second follows similarly. [J

Having established Lemma 5.20, the conditions of Lemmas 5.12, Lemma 5.13, and Corollary 5.14 are
satisfied, which together yield

Lemma 5.21 (z(_n) and k(_n) on the shock curve). Letr w™ be as in Lemma 5.20. Applying Lemma 5.12,
on the shock curve we define z(_n) and k(_n) as the solutions of (5.127) with n replacing n + 1. In particular,
2 and k™ are explicit functions of [[w™]] and {w ™) and satisfy the following bounds:

n w(™) 3 5

’z& )(t) + W < Cot2 . (5.148a)
n w™) 3 5

[k ) — T < ot (5.148b)

where Cy = Cy(k,b,c,m) > 0 is an explicitly computable constant. Moreover,

120 (1) < Bb2r2t3 ") (6)] < 402 5383 (5.149a)
14 <8b2k27, LK™ (1) < 50b3 k33 (5.149b)

forallt € (0,2], assuming that  is sufficiently small.

5.8.10 Existence, uniqueness, and invertibility of characteristics
The following lemma follows from (5.39)—(5.45) and Lemma 5.10.

Lemma 5.22 (Bijection set of labels). Assume that (w(”), 2 () a(”)) € X=. Then, for eacht € (0,2],

there exists a largest ng) (t) > 0 and a smallest 2™ = x_(t) < 0 such that

s(t) = n™ (@ (1), 1) (5.150)

where

e
Njw

—S(bt)2 < 2" (1) < —4(bt) and  4(bt)2 < 2 (t) < &(bt) (5.151)

Furthermore, there exists a set of labels
T (1) = T\[2" (), 20 (0)].
(n).

inv *

such that n™ (-,t): T — T\{s(t)} is a bijection, and the inverse map n
in spacetime.

D= — T\{0} is continuous
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Lemma 5.23 (Bounds for 3-characteristics). Assume that (w™, 2™ k() (") e Xz Then, we have

% < 03;17(") (x,t) < %, for all zeY™ (5.152a)
™ (2, t) — M (z, )| < 3R.#2, forall — xeT® (5.152b)
‘53577(”) (x,t) — 8$77(1)(x,t)‘ < (16R1b_% + 8R2)t%, for all zeY™ (5.152¢)
and
t
fo ’&gw(l)(n(”)(x,s),s) ds < %. (5.153)

Proof of Lemma 5.23. From Lemma 5.22, all of the conditions of Lemma 5.10 hold, so the stated inequal-
ities are thus obtained. OJ

Lemma 5.24. Forn > 1, assume that w™ and (") satisfy the bounds (5.141a)—(5.1414d).
Then, for every (0,t) € Dz there exists a unique Lipschitz smooth integral curve wtn) ,-):[0,t] - Dz
satisfying (5.120a). There exists a unique point ng) € T such that wén) (égn), 0) = 0, which allows us to
(v) ™) For every (0,t) € Dg’(n), there

define as in Definition 5.16 the curve s, ’ and the space-time region Dg’
exists a unique shock-intersection time 0 < 3™ (,t) < t satisfying (5.94). Moreover, for (8, t) € (D;’("))C,

the characteristic curve (d)t(n) (0, 5), 5)se[o,1] does not intersect the shock curve (s(s), 8)se[0,1]-
Similarly, for every (0,t) € D= there exists a unique Lipschitz smooth integral curve ¢§n) 0,-):[0,t] —
De satisfying (5.120b). There exists a unique point yén) € T such that gzbén) (één), 0) = 0, which allows us to

define as in Definition 5.16 the curve sgn) and the space-time region Dg’(n). For every (0,t) € Dg’(n), there

exists a unique shock-intersection time 0 < 70 (0,t) < t satisfying (5.94). Moreover for (9,t) € (Déf’(n))c,

the characteristic curve (¢§n) (0,5), 5)selo,4] does not intersect the shock curve (5(s), 8)se[0,4]-
Lastly, we have the estimates

W0, 5) = Lrs + (0 — Lkt) + O(t3) = Lrs + (0 — s\ (1)) + O(t3), (6,0)e 2™ (5.154a)

6 (0,5) = 2ks + (0 — 2kt) + O(t3) = 2rs + (0 — 55 (1)) + O(t3), (6,1) e D2 | (5.154b)
and

szl[g)t]|ag¢§n) 0,5)— 1| < Ct5 82%2]|89w§") 0,s)—1|<Cts,  (6,t)eDs, (5.155)

where the constant C > 0 only depends on k, b, and m.

Proof of Lemma 5.24. We prove the lemma for the 1-characteristics @/Jt(n), the proof for the 2-characteristics

KON
¢, ’ being exactly the same.
We begin with the existence and uniqueness of 1-characteristics passing through any point (6,t) € Dx.
Using the definition (5.120a), we see that

2™ (0, 5) = AT (0 (0, ), 5)
= w0, 5),5) + (%(w(”) —w®y 4 z(")>( (9, 5),5), (5.156a)

M (6,1) =0, (5.156b)
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where we recall cf. (5.123) that w®) = wg and 2(!) = 0. The bounds (5.37a), (5.141b), and (5.141d) show
that Aﬁ”) is Lipschitz continuous in Dz; moreover, as long as %(n) (0, s) € D=, we have the explicit estimate

002 (M0, 5), )|

1

< 15 (b9 + [ 0,5) = s()) 7 + S Ra ((bs)* + [0 (0,5) = s(5)[*)

CH\H

1
+ Rys2

< 1b ((b3)3 + 0™ (6, 5) —5(3)12) 4 omd. (5.157)

ol

Hence, by the Cauchy-Lipschitz theorem, for each such (6,t) € Dg, there is a unique local in time solution
time to (5.156). Using (5.157) and the bound |)\g")| < %m, this solution @bt(n)(Q, s) may be maximally
extended as a Lipschitz function of s on the time interval [s,t], where 14(6, s.) € 0D=. In our case, this
means that either [s,,t] = [0,¢] (if (z/)t(”)(s), s) does not intersect the shock curve (s(s), s) for s € (0, t]),
or [s4,t] = [30")(6,1),t], where we have denoted by 3 (6,t) € [0,t) the largest value of s at which
¢t(n)(9, s) = s(s). Of course, if t < € the solution ¢/;(f, s) may also be similarly maximally extended to
times s past ¢, up to the time s* at which (6, s*) reaches 0Dx.

In order to complete the existence and uniqueness part claimed in Lemma 5.24, we need to show that if
37 (6,t) € (0,t), then the integral curve may be uniquely continued as a Lipschitz function of s also on the
time interval [0, 3(™) (6, )]. We note that in this case the limit g g 4y+ wt(”) (0, s) is well-defined, and
so to ensure continuity we let wt") (6,3 (8,1)) equal this limit. The desired claim follows once we prove
the following two statements: first, that the shock surface (s(s), s)se[0,¢] is a non-characteristic surface for
the ODE (5.156), so that ¢§n)(9, 3 (0,t)) = s(3(6,t) may serve as Cauchy data for the transversal
characteristic 1, (0, s) with s < 3 (6, t); second, that the curve 1, (6, s) does not intersect the shock curve
for s € [0,3(™(8,1)), thereby ensuring the uniqueness/well-definedness of 3™ (6, t) implicitly assumed in
Definition 5.15.

The transversality of d)tn and the shock surface is established as follows. We first carefully estimate
)\g R in the vicinity of the shock curve. By (5.35), (5.22b), (5.141a), and (5.141c), for any 0 such that
\g s(s)| < kt we have that

N (8, 5) — Li| < Lwo(ng ™ (B, 5)) — K| + LRis + Rys? < 3b(xt)5 (5.158)

since , and hence s < t, are sufficiently small. Note that if |§ —s(s)| < xs, then in the upper bound (5.158)
we may replace t5 by 53, Next, we note that the vector normal to the shock curve is given by (—1, é(s))

while the tangent vector to the characteristic curve is given by (asz/}t") (0,5),1) = ()\5") (¢t(n) (6,5),5),1).
Computing the dot-product, and appealing to (5.13) and (5.158), we obtain that

(—1:5(5)) - (285" (), 1) = 8(s) = AT (@1 (6, ),5) = 3 + O(s7) = i, (5.159)

since Z is small enough, and s = 3(™) (6, ). Therefore, the characteristic curve wtn intersects the shock curve
transversally, and the crossing angle is bounded from below uniformly for on [0,Z]. As mentioned above,
this means that we can use the values of the flows 1/115") on the shock curve as Cauchy data, and continue the
solutions in a Lipschitz fashion for s < () (0,t). The fact that the angle measured in (5.159) has a sign,
and the smoothness of s, also ensures the uniqueness of the shock-intersection time 3(0,t) € (0,t), so that it
is a well-defined object. This concludes the proof of existence, uniqueness, and Lipschitz regularity for the
characteristic curves ¢£n) 0,:):10,t] - T
Next, we turn to the proof of the bound (5.155). Differentiating (5.156) shows that

aawtn)(e S) _ €S )\(ﬂ wtﬂ (0,s"),s")ds’
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_ 6% Si dpwM ( gn)(0,3’),5/)ds’esz(%(69w(")—agw(1>)+892(">)(¢t(n>(9,s’),s’)ds’ ) (5.160)

For s € [s,t] such that [1)\") (8, s') — s(s')| > kt, from (5.157) we deduce that |9pA\™ (2™ (0, 5'), s')| <
%b(mt)_% +2m? < %b(/{t)_g, and thus the contribution from such s’ to the integral on the right side of
(5.160) is bounded from above by exp(2b/€7%t%). On the other hand, s’ € [s,t] such that |¢£")(9, s') —
s(s’)| < kt, we may appeal to (5.158), so that 8sd}t(n) (0,s') < 3'; this allows us to apply Lemma 5.11
with v = 1/)15”) (0,) and pu = %, for these intervals of s’, and together with the bounds (5.141) we deduce
that the contribution from such s’ to the integral on the right side of (5.160) is bounded from above by
exp(BObIK%t%). Combining these estimates we deduce that for all s € [0,¢] and ¢ € (0, ],

10500 (0, 5) — 1| < 40br~ 515 , (5.161)

when € is sufficiently small. This proves (5.155) for the flow wgn), which implies that wﬁn) is continuous on
T x [0, t], and is uniformly Lipschitz continuous both with respect to € and with respect to s.

The bound (5.161) does not just provide regularity with respect to 6 of the flow wtn) (0, s), but it also

shows that it is a monotone increasing function of . This allows us to show the existence and uniqueness of a
point QEH) € T such that ¢én) (é%n), 0) = 0. Existence follows by the intermediate function theorem, applied
to wé") (0,0): T — T: indeed, from (5.158) (applied with ¢ = £) and (5.13), we see that for 5(2) < 6 we

have @Dén)(ﬁ, 0) > 1KZ > 0; on the other hand, for § < s(Z) — 2xz, we have ¢én)(9, 0) < —ike < 0. The

uniqueness of 95") follows by the monotonicity in 6 guaranteed by (5.161). Note that the above argument

gives the rough bound s(2) — 3x% < GEn) < 5(8).

(n)

Thus, as in Definition 5.16 the curve s, and the space-time region Dg’(n)

are now well-defined. The fact

that for (0,t) € (D;’("))C the curve (wt(”) (6, 5), 5)se[o,4] does not intersect the shock curve (5(s), $)se(o,4]5
and the fact that for (0,t) € Dg’(n) intersection does indeed occur at a unique time 3™ (8, t), now follows

from the monotonicity of wﬁn) (0, s) with respect to 6, the definition of 55"), the transversality (5.159), and

its consequences discussed earlier.
In order to conclude the proof, it remains to establish (5.154). From the aforementioned rough bound

on 61", appealing to the definition 51 (s) = 1" (8™, s), the bound (5.13), integrating (5.158) with § =
Egn) (s), and using that 5§n) (0) = 0 = 5(0), we see that

l5(s) — 7 (s) — 2| < |5\ (5) — Lrs| + |s(s) — ws]

< %bff*%s% +mis? < 2bk 383 for all s€[0,2]. (5.162)

More generally, for any (6,t) € D™ we may integrate (5.158) with § = wtn) (0, s) and deduce that

t
o™ (0,5) =0 — f A (@™ (9, 5))ds' = 6 — %H(t —5)+0(t3), (5.163)

which proves the first equality in (5.154). The second equality follows by combining (5.163) with (5.162),
which in turn shows via (5.13) that sgn) (t) = skt + O(t%).
The arguments for the 2-characteristic ¢§n) (0, s) are identical, except that %nt must be replaced with

%m‘ because Aé") contains %w(l) instead of %w(l). We omit these redundant details. O
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5.8.11 Stability of the iteration space

Proposition 5.25 (A% is stable under iteration). Let € be taken sufficiently small with respect to k,b,c,
and m. For all n > 1, the map

k(n) a(n)) — (w(n+1)7z(n+1)’ k(n+1) a(n+1))

maps Xe — Xz. In particular, the iterates (w1, 20D g+ o (01 satisfy the bounds (5.141).

Proof of Proposition 5.25. In the course of the proof, we will repeatedly let €, and hence ¢, to be sufficiently
small with respect to x, b, c, m.
Estimates for (1), By Lemma 5.22, for any (6,t) € Dx, there exists a label z € T((t) such that
™ (z,t) = 6.
By the triangle inequality,
’(w(nﬂ) _ w(l)) o 77(”)‘ < }w(nﬂ) on™ — wo’ + |w(1) on® — Mo n(n)‘
= !w("H) ont — wo| + |wo o mg™" o ™ — wo -
By the fundamental theorem of calculus,

t
_ n d n
woong " o' )—w0=f dt(woOUB Lont ))ds

t
= f wh ong ™t on™ ((@ms‘l) on™ + (dgmg 1) o nam(”)) ds
0

t
= L whong™ o™ A —wM)on™ (n,(ng~t o n™))ds.

The bounds (5.17b), (5.152a) and (5.141) show that
lwo o g™t o™ —wo| < LRyt. (5.164)

Next, using the identity (5.125), we have that

|w(n+1) 7w0| J| w™ on”)|ds+ J|C n)%(k(n)on(n)>|d8'

The bounds (5.141) with € taken sufficiently small,

(n+1)

|w o n(") — w0| < 3mRrt.

Together with the bound (5.164) and the fact that ") (. t) is a diffeomorphism for each label zz € Y™, we
have that for all (0,t) € Dx,

w09, 1) — w1 (6,0)] < 3Ryt

as long as 12mR7 < R;. This inequality holds due to the choices in (5.142).
Let us now show that the estimate (5.141b) holds. Following the procedure we used to obtain the identity
(5.99), we differentiating (5.124), use (5.138a), and obtain that

d (,,(n+1) _ (n)

(" o g () = 1 (M) o ) )y o F ) 6 ) ) (5.165)
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where
Fn) _ ké")(%c(”)c(g") + Lem-2), (n) + 20D 4 1 ()\(n 2) )\:()’n)) (n)) o (™

wo
8 0p(a™w™) (5.166)

An equivalent form of (5.165) is given by

ooV 4 2wl 1 ol = 1 (4 (R o ™ ) () ) o) + FG

(5.167)

&l

Therefore,
4 ((wé"“) _w(l)) o (n)) w™ )077( )@l — Dy o ™)

+1d ((c( )kf,")) o n(”) né’”) (i)~ F o)

. . t, (n) n
For 0 < s < t, let us define the integrating factor Zs ; = eSewy™ (nl >(x»7")7’”)d’”. Then, we have that

( (n+1) (1) (n)

wy —wy’)on
|1 |2

le N e N

t

t
= f —TI; s <wé1) on™ (wén) — wél)) o n("))ds —i—f —Ti s ((w(”) —wMyo n(")wgé) o n(”)>ds
0 0

t t
+ ifo T s (jt ((c(")k(gn)) o™ plr )) (779(6”)) ) ds +f0 Tt s .7:(") on™ds . (5.168)

J

~-
|3 |4

wé") — w(gl)‘ < Rgt_% and thanks to (5.153), we have that for £ small enough,

| Zs | = ool @l w0 @) far S wf? @) @) ar 10

Let us now estimate each integral |1, lo, I3, and |4 on the right side of (5.168). First, we have that

<b3$3 + (17(") (z,s) — 5(3))2)76ds. (5.169)

t
] < %RQJ ’wél) 077(")
0

The Burgers characteristic satisfies 0;(s(t) —ng(x,t)) = §(s) —wo(z). Integration from s to ¢ for0 < s < ¢

5
together with the inequality (5.13), the fact that |z| > %(b )%, and taking Z sufficiently small, shows that

s(s) —ng(x,s) = s(t) —ne(x,t) + (t — s)(k — wo(x) — Ct)
> 5(t) — n(z, 1) + (3)3b2t2(t — ) — C(t — s)t.

Using that that = (") (x,t), (5.1c) and (5.152b), and taking # even smaller if necessary, we see that
s(s) = 1" (z,5) > s(t) = 0 + Pb2e2(t —s),
and hence

b3s3 + (n(n) (x,s) — 5(8))2 > (0 - 5(t))2 + 303t — 5)® + bPs7.
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The function 2b3¢(t — s)* + b3s® has a minimum at s = £ and takes the value there of %b3¢3, so that

b5 + (") (,5) — 5(s))” = 35 ((0 — s(1)” + ) . (5.170)

Thus, with (5.170), the integral |; in (5.169) is bounded as

1ot
] < %(%)7%}22((9 —5(75))2 + b3t3> ¢ f ‘wél) 077(") ds
0
1
< BE@ SR ((0—5()" +b%) (5.171)

1917(%) 1 99

1010 < 100"

C’:

the last inequality following from (5.153). It is important to note that
For the integral |5 in (5.168), the estimate (5.37b) shows that

5

t _
| < 2}531% s((b)* + Iy — s()) " ds.

Using (5.170) and that (%)7% < 3, we then have that

[=[s)}
[

o] < 35 Rab((b0)° + 16— s(D?) "> < 6Rib((b1) + 10 —s(1)]*)

Thus, w1 satisfies (5.141Db) as soon as we choose 1200R1b < Rs. In view of (5.2), this inequality is

ensured by the choice of Ry and R; given in (5.142).
To bound I3, we integrate-by-parts and find that

t
I3 = %It,s ((C(")kén)) o n(n)) _ % L (C(n)kén)) o ﬁ(n) n{(rn)% (It,s (n:gn))_1>d8 |

Since 0;Zp; = Iovtwén) on(™ and &, (ng(gn))_l = —(ng(ﬁn))_lﬁg)\én) o 1™, using the bounds (5.141), we
obtain

N

3| < Ct
Finally, using the definition of ]-"g;) in (5.166) and the bounds (5.141), we also find that

Iy < Ctz
By combining the bounds for |, |2, I3, and |4, we taking € sufficiently small so we have shown that

w00, — g (0.0)] < iR

for all (0,t) € Ds, thus establishing that (5.141b) holds.

Estimates for ("1, Let (6, ) € Dg’("ﬂ). We integrate (5.136b) from 3(™) (6, ) to t and obtain
¢

2D (g p) = Z£n+1)(5(3(n)(9’t))) _ L( ” )(%a(”)z(”) — %(c( )20k ™ ) owt , (5.172)
(0,
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Having shown that wm ) e A% (continuity will be established below), then w1 satisfies the criteria of

Lemma 5.20 and thus we can appeal to Lemma 5.21 for the bound of ) (s(3)(6,1))). It follows from
(5.141) and (5.149a) that

’z("ﬂ)(é?,t)‘ < (5b%/<a_2 + %/fQRg)t% ,

which shows that (5.141c¢) holds for z("+1) if 5b2k—2 + %/{QRG < Rj3. Using (5.2), this inequality holds
due to the definition of R3 and Rg in (5.142).
Next, integrating (5.130a) from 3(™) to ¢ and using the definitions of F-, and H_, given by (5.103b) and

(5.115), respectively, for all (0,t) € Dg’(nﬂ),
Bp2 ™D = 3, @™, U "™ g™, 0™ + Fo, (UM ™ 40y (5.173)
It follows from (5.57a), (5.141), (5.149b), and (5.155) that for ¢ sufficiently small,
002D (0, 1)| < 2573(8b? + 50b2)¢% + 5Ret? < Rat?, (5.174)

which proves that (5.141d) holds for 0pz"*t1) whenever 116K —3b2 +4Re < Ry. Using (5.2), this inequality
holds by defining R4 and Rg as in (5.142).

Estimates for £("*1), We have shown that w(™*1) and z("*1) satisfy the bounds (5.141), and we will prove
below that both functions are continuous on Dz and hence are in the set Xz. For each (6, ) € D1, we then

have existence of unique characteristics ¢§n+1) (6, s) and shock-intersection times 7" +1) (6, t) satisfying the
properties in Lemma 5.24.
Let (0,t) € D;f’(nﬂ). We integrate (5.133a) from 7"*1) (0, t) to ¢ and obtain that

kD (9, 4) = kD (s(2+ D (9, 1)) . (5.175)
Again, appealing to Lemma 5.21, the bound (5.149a) then gives

‘W“)(e,t)‘ < 40b3 k315 (5.176)

which shows that (5.141e) holds for k(nt1) if 40b%f$*3 < Rs. The condition (5.2) justifies the definition of
Rs in (5.142).
In the same way that we obtained (5.106) and (5.109), we also have that

n K (gt 1) (g 4 (n+1) [/ (n n
0ok D (6, 8) = g(cﬂ"“)(e,t)))—émi"“g(e,);?wv(e,t)) dpdy"" (s(r D (6,1)), 5" D(6,1), (5.177)

and thus from (5.149b), and (5.155) that for ¢ sufficiently small,
|00k 1 (0, 1)] < 20067 7 (5.178)

which shows that (5.141f) holds for dpk(™+1 if 200b2 x4 < Rg. The condition (5.2)justifies the definition
of Rgin (5.142).

Estimates for «("*1). We consider any point (0,t) € Dg’(n). By Lemma 5.24, the characteristic curve
<b£n) (0, s) exists for all s € [0, ¢]. From (5.128a), we have that

=

%(a(nﬂ) o ¢§”)) _ (—%(a("))Q + Lwm)? 4+ %(z(n))2 T w(”)z(”)) o ¢§n)’ (5.179)
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and hence

V0.0 = a6l 0,0) + [

0 (—g(am))? + Lw™)? 4+ 1(zmy2 4 w(”)z(")> opds. (5.180)

Using (5.1a), (5.4), and (5.141), we find that
la" D (0, 8)| < m+ Ct < 2m. (5.181)
Differentiating (5.179) gives

%(aea(n—s-I) o ¢§") 89¢§")) _ (—%(a(”))Q + L(w™)2 4 %(Z(n))2 4 w(n)z(n)) 5 ¢§n) 89¢§"),

=

and so
0pa™ (0, 8) = ap (6" (6,0)) 261" (4,0)
+ fot Op (—%(a(”))Q + %(w(”))2 + %(z(n))2 + w(”)z(”)> o d)gn) 69¢)§n)ds.
Employing the bounds (5.1a), (5.57a), (5.141), and (5.155), we find that
|0pa™ D (6,)| < m + Ct5 < 2m,

which together with (5.181) shows that (5.141g) holds for a(m+1) given that Ry is defined by (5.142).

Continuity of w11, z("+1) L(n+1) "and ¢+, Composing (5.125) with 77(”), we see that

t
w6, 0) = wo (i (6.0) ~ § | (") (o ((6,0). ), )it
0
t
+1 fo M ) (0,0,¢), ) s (K (0™ (1) (0,0),¢),¢)) '

By Lemma 5.22, 771(:‘2 is continuous on Dz, and hence by the definition of the set Az given in (5.140), we see

that w1 is then continuous on Dx=.
Continuity of the shock-intersection time (6, t) follows from the continuity of ¢, on Dz and the conti-

nuity of s(¢). From (5.149b), we see that PG (t) is continuous. Therefore, the identity (5.149b) together
with the definition of Az shows that 2(n+1) {5 continuous on De. Continuity of k(+1) follows in the same
way from the identity (5.176). The identity (5.180) together with the (5.140) and the continuity of ag shows
that «(™*1) is also continuous on D=. L]
5.8.12 Contractivity of the iteration map
We set

Sw™ 1= ™ — =D 5 ) o ) (=) () o () p(n=1)

6t = M) =) gy = )\gn) — )\Z(-n_l) ,

forie {1,2,3}.
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Proposition 5.26 (The iteration is contractive). The map

(w(”), z(”), /{;(n)7 a(”)) s (w("+1), z(”+1), k(n+1)’ a("+1)) C X — A
satisfies the contractive estimate

max (Héw("Jrl

+ H(Sz "H
s€[0,t]

ORI )]+ 3D 9)] )

)] oo ) oo

< % max (Héw(" + H5z ”) + Hék‘ ”) + ||5a ") (5.182)

max -

) or ) oo )

Proof of Proposition 5.26. From (5.126a), we see that for any (0, t) € D=

25w 4 A 9psw ™) 4 5AM Gpup (™)
— L) (216K + A 290k ) + LoAT ") kD)
+ L5 (Agﬂ - Agn—”) kD — 84 (M) — 850 (M g0y (n=1)
and thus for all zz € Y™ (¢),
o, <5w<n+1> o n(m)
= Lo g p(my, (6l<:(”) o n(”)) + (5w + 152 (% ™) opk (1) _ 8ew(”)) o™
) _

+ L(ow™ + 62 (Ag") - Ag”‘”) dpk(mV) o p(m) _ 8

Using (5.137) and integrating by parts in time,
1 fo L) o g, (56 0 5 ds = 1M gK o o)
il fo t (APl + APV 1 88l D0) gk o g,
and thus, we have that
S+ o () J ' WP 50™ o ) ds - f t(wém — )™ o ™ds + ToEMn) oyl
0 0
‘1 L o (APl + AV 4 8D o g
1f 5 ( (20 = 320 AT - 8 3,0~ o )
+ 24f 0z ") - 3)\§n_1))89k(”*1) - 8(9974)(")) on™ds
-8 L 5aMw" o M ds (5.183)
Appealing to (5.56a) and (5.141), we find that

max ||5w "H)

se[0,t] ”Lso \( +C752 max“éw

s€[0,t]

+ C max H(Sk

s€[0,t] S)HLw

(,5) HLOC
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+ (2 +0t2) maxHéz (. (5.184)

M -

Using the evolution of z(™ given by (5.130a), in the same way that we obtained (5.183), we find that for
any (0,t) € D2 (),
620 (0,8) = 821" (s(a(0,1))) + § (0K ™) (s(3(0, ) — {0k (0,1)

t
4] (u@ I+ 3D 3D o 6,5

L
J (z I B ¥ B W ga(M) o™ (6, s)ds
3(6,t)
t
- gf sa™ (=1 o wt” (0,s)ds.

3(0.t)
Using this identity together with (5.57a), (5.141), and (5.148) shows that

Z n)kén—1)+ c(n 1) )O¢t ( )

w\'—'

n n 3 n
a5 )] < O ma 50, 9)] o+ Ot ma |50 )]
n 3 n
+ C;;l%}tc Hék: ,8) | oo + Ctgg;cﬂ!‘éz( )(',S)HLOC + Ct2 Sem[%?<ﬂ||5a( )( ,8)|| oo
(5.185)
Next, the identity (5.175) together with the bound (5.148) provides us with the estimates
max H‘Sk it HLOO ct sm[%,x Hdw it HLOO g
gg)é H(Sk S)HLOO Ctsréa%)t( Héw , S HLOO. (5.186)
Finally, using (5.128a), we find that for (0,¢) € Df’(n)
5a™) (0, 1) J ow ") 5w(”) + 2 — 240 > o ¢tn
¢
f 52’ 2 + w(" D _ n)) ] ¢§n)d8 - J (5a(")5a(n) ¢} gbgn)ds
0
and therefore
n+1)
max 600 ( 5)]| o
< Ot max (Héw o + 102 o + [ 8)  + 50 ) ) S8
Summing the inequalities (5.184)—(5.187) yields
e ([5ut D )+ 520 )] o+ IR )]+ 305 )
< &m0 5)] o + 4 max 52,9 e + Ct a8 (9]
0tk ma (9075 + 0,0 e (6K 5)] o+ (60,50 )
Choosing € sufficiently small, we obtain the bound (5.182). O
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5.8.13 Convergence of the iteration scheme

We definey = 6 — s(t) and
w(y,t) =w(0,t), z(y,t) = z(0,t), k(y,t) =k(0,t), a(y,t) =a(6,t).
The space-time gradient is denoted as Vy ;, and it is convenient to introduce
Dz = (T\{0}) x (0,8).

The contractive estimate (5.182) shows that (w(™, z(" k(™ a(®) — (w,z,k, a) uniformly in Dz, and
in particular we have that

=0. (5.188)

lim HW — W

(n)
n—00 HLOO(DE)

Let us now describe the bounds on derivatives. According to (5.141b) and (5.143), for all y # 0 and
t € [0, 2], we have that

<C.

H (t3 + y2)% Vy,t(w(”) — wg)

D=

By the Banach—Alaoglu theorem, there exists a limiting function f and a subsequence such that
1 ' 1
(£ +¥%)° Vyuw™) — (£ +y) " f

the convergence in L*(Dz) weak-*. Let us show that f = V, ;w, the weak derivative of the uniform limit
w, and that the convergence holds for any subsequence. For test functions ¢ € WO1 -1 (Dz),

lim (w — w("))ﬁy ((t5 + y2)é ga) dydt = lim % (W — w("))y (t3 + y2)_% pdydt

n—w Jn_ n—00 Do
1> £

lim (w — W(”)) <(t3 + y2)é 0yg0> dydt .

n—o Jp_
£

It follows that

lim J (w — w("))ay((t?’ + yQ)% go) dydt‘
D=

n—a0

< lim ||W —w HLw(Dg) (%HSOHL“)(DE) JD y_gdydt +2 JD oy dydt) =0

n—ao0

by (5.188). Similarly, if we replace 0y with d;, then the integral % SD7 y~ 5 dydt is replaced with % SD7 t_%dydt
- % SDgs'(t)y_%dydt, and the same conclusion holds, since again both integrals are bounded (using (5.13)).
This shows that®

1 1
(£ +y?) o Vyw™ — (3 +y?) 5V, w in L*(Dz) weak-*,

and hence we have by lower semi-continuity that w satisfies (5.141a), (5.141b), and (5.143). The weak
convergence for (6yz(™, d,k(™, 0,a() — (8,2, d,k, dya) in L*(Dz) weak-* is standard. We conclude that

(w,z,k,a) € Xs. (5.189)

1 1
¥In fact, (¢ +y?)® w™ — (¢* +y?)® win W*(Dz) weak-*.

100



Buckmaster, Drivas, Shkoller, Vicol Shock development for 2D Euler

Let ¢ € C5°(Dz). Integration of (5.136a) shows that
J (atw(”H) + (w(”) - wB)é’yw(”H)
D=

+ (éz(”) + wg — s'(t))ﬁyw("H) + %a(")w(”) - %(c("))z(?yk(”)>cpdydt

T (W<n>)

A

- f (atw("ﬂ) + (w(") — wB)ﬁyw(”H))godydt
D

€

+ f (320" + wg — 5(t)) w4 Ba)w(m) %(c<n>)2ayk<n>)<pdydt :
D

€
. _

Ty(wlm) 2(m)

Its clear that Zo(w(™, 2™ k(™) a(")) - T)(w, z, k, a). Let us show that Z; (w(™) — Z; (w). We have that

Tiw) - Ti(w)| <

f (t* + y2)é (Bpw — apw™ D) o (£ + y2)_% dydt’
D=

+

£ 4 y2)8 (Qw — Aw D) o (w— wg) (£ +y2) 0 dydt
( y y

D=
WO o | [ 52 a0 (42 ]

1
Since (t3 + yQ) ¢ € L'(Dz), we see that the first two summands converges to 0 by weak-* convergence in
L*(Dz), while the second term converges to 0 by the strong convergence (5.188). It follows that w satisfies

f (&W + A30yw + %aw — %czayk)godydt =0,
Dz

and together with the standard weak convergence argument for the other variables, we have that (w, z, k, a)
are solutions to (5.91) in D=.

Thanks to the uniform convergence (w(™, (™ k() a(”)) — (w, z, k, a) in Dx, it follows that the time
derivatives d,(n™, ¢tn),¢t(n)) — 05(n, ¢, 1) uniformly, and that (-, ¢): Y(¢) — T\{s(¢)} is a bijection,
and the inverse map 7i,, : D= — T\{0} is continuous in spacetime, where the set of labels Y () — Y (t)
in the sense that Y'(t) = T\[z_(¢), z+(¢)] and 2™ (t) > x_(t) and :CT) (t) — x4 (t) uniformly.

Moreover, the uniform convergence (w(™), 2" k(™ a(™) — (w, 2, k, a) in D=, combined with the def-
initions (5.127) and the continuity of £; and &, implies that & (w_, w4, z_,e_) = Ey(w_,wy,z_,e_) =
0. Thus, the equations relating z_ and k_ to w_ and w hold on the given shock curve.

5.9 Proof of Proposition 5.6

The analysis given in Sections 5.5-5.8 completes the proof of Propoisition 5.6, here we just summarize our
findings. Given a regular shock curve s satisfying (5.13), we have shown that there exists € > 0 sufficiently
small (solely in terms of «, b, c, m) such that the iteration described in Section 5.8 produces a limit point
(w, z,k,a) € X= (see (5.189)), which solves the azimuthal form of the Euler equations (5.91) in Dz; this
proves items (i), and (ii). From the last paragraph of the above section, we have that (w_,wy,z_,k_)
satisfy the system of algebraic equations (3.13a)-(3.13b), arising from the Rankine—Hugoniot conditions,
and by passing n — o0 in (5.146) and (5.148), we have that [Jw]], [[z]], and [[k]] satisfy the bounds claimed
in (5.63) and respectively (5.69); this proves items (iii), (v), (vi), and (vii). The stated bounds on s; and so,

which are uniform limits of sgn) and 5én), follow by passing n — o0 in Lemma 5.24, proving item (iv).
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5.10 Evolution of the shock curve

Proposition 5.6 shows that given a shock curve (5(t),?)[0,z] Which satisfies assumptions (5.13), we may
compute a solution (w, z, k, a) of the azimuthal form of the Euler equations (3.5)—(3.6) on the spacetime
region Dz = (T x [0,€])\(s(t),t)se[0,z); moreover, this solution exhibits a jump discontinuity from the
(w4, 0,0) state on the right of the shock curve to the state (w_, z_, k_) on the left of the shock curve, and
this jump is consistent with the system of algebraic equations (3.13a)—(3.13b) arising from the Rankine—
Hugoniot conditions. Throughout this section we shall implicitly use that we have a map

Proposition 5.6

(s, wo, ag) (w,z,k,a). (5.190)
Since at this stage of the proof uniqueness has not yet been established (this is achieved in Section 5.11
below), in the map (5.190) we select any one of the solutions guaranteed by Proposition 5.6.

We note that throughout the proof of Proposition 5.6, the shock curve itself is fixed, and does not solve
an evolutionary equation. The goal of this section is to provide an iteration scheme whose fixed point s is a
C? smooth curve which solves the equation (3.12b) (recall that in view of Lemma 5.12 the jump conditions
(3.12b) and (3.12a) are equivalent), which we recall is

5(t) = Fs(t), 5(0) =0, (5.191)
where

w (t)°

3 (w-(t) = 2-(1))? — w4 (1)

and we have implicitly used the notation (5.7) to denote the limits from the left (indicated by a — index) and
the limit from the right (indicated by a + index) at the shock point (s(¢),¢) for the functions (w, z, k). We
emphasize however that the (w_, w,, z_, k_) appearing in (5.192) do not just depend on s because they are
one sided limits of their respective functions (w, z, k) on the curve (s(t),t); they also depend on s because
the functions (w, z, k) themselves arise from the mapping (5.190) given by Proposition 5.6; this mapping is
implicit and nonlinear. Moreover, we note that due to Lemma 5.12 the z_ and k_ appearing in (5.192) are
themselves smooth functions of w_ and w, so that F; is truly a function that depends solely on w_ and
w., or alternatively, [[w]] and {w).

Falt) - 2= () (- (t); ~ (t)g (5.192)

5.10.1 Properties of F;

Before giving the iteration scheme used to construct a solution to (5.191), we establish a few useful proper-
ties of the function F; defined in (5.192).

Lemma 5.27. Assume that s satisfies (5.13), let (w, z, k) be defined via (5.190), and F be given by (5.192).
We then have that

mit (5.193a)
m*, (5.193b)

forallte (0,g].
Proof of Lemma 5.27. First we note that the function w satisfies (5.63) with

Rj=1+2R; =1+100m*<m® and Ry =im'+ Ry <im'+m’. (5.194)

w
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This holds in view of (5.15a), (5.141a), and the definition of R; in (5.142).

Due to (5.68a), in order to approximate the function 5 it is natural to insert — % [[w]]3<<w>>_2 in (5.192),
instead of z_. Using the identities w_ = {w)) + 1[[w] and w; = {w) — J[[w], this gives us the leading
order terms in F; defined by

9[w]® \2 9w]? 3
o (w- + wg)(w,— wz)*w+
Farp = = Wty 166w . (5.195)
3 (w_ + 9[w] 5)2 — w?
164wy +
Furthermore, since the formula in (5.195) is explicit, using (5.63) we obtain that
7
F2PP _ () + [[w]] C’tz (5.196)

since t < Z, and £ is sufficiently small; here C' = C'(k, b, c, m) > 0. The error we make in the approximation
(5.195) may be bounded using the intermediate value theorem and the bounds (5.63), (5.68a), (5.69a) as

app 2 L Iw]? [wl(€w) = 5[wl) (wy? — Hw]?
Fe = F S 5 1 Tauy? [wl-2)7 (Cwy—z)
<Ct3<1+ Slgbgmégg + G . >
(b2t2 —5k~2b2¢2)?  4(k — bk 2b2t2)
< Ct? (5.197)

since t < € is sufficiently small; here z, lies in between z_ and —%[[w]]3<<w>>72, and C' = C(k,b,c,m) >
0. Combining (5.196)—(5.197) and (5.63) — with R; and R,,, as determined by (5.194), we arrive at

\Fo(t) — k| < (3m? + m? + 20%671) ¢ < Im?,

thereby proving (5.193a). In this last inequality we have also appealed to (5.2).
In order to prove (5.193b), we first differentiate (5.192) with respect to ¢, to arrive at

34 ( [wll(¢w) = 4wl <<w>>2—i[[wﬂ2>dz
dt

S F =
2dt ([w] = 2-)? (2€w) — 2-)?
. [w]’ — 2[w]®z— + [w]l2? + 2 (2wy —2-)* d o]
2([[w]]l = z-)?(2€w) — 2-) dt
(w) = 2[[w]) (Cw) + 3w] — z-)([w] + Z)> d
+ 1+ —
( 2w — = )(Cwy — 3= )2 i
By combining (5.198) with the bounds the derivative bounds (5.84) (which holds due to (5.145b) with
constant R = R; < m?3 as defined in (5.142)), (5.81), and the amplitude estimates (5.63) (with (5.194)) and
(5.69a), we arrive at

3|d
f—]-"
dt”®

(5.198)

3

< kbT2t™ 3 —z_ +2b2/1_1t2

b () o
< kb 3t73 <8bin—2t%) +2b2 112 (2b§t‘5> +2(3m? + 3m?)
< 7m*. (5.199)

In the second inequality above we have used that ¢ < € is sufficiently small with respect to x, b, c, and m,
while in the third inequality we have used (5.2). This concludes the proof of (5.193b). ]
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5.10.2 The shock curve iteration

In view of (5.191) and (5.193a)—(5.193b) we note that the inequalities (5.13) are stable (since % < 1 and
5 < 6). Upon integrating in time, the condition |§(t) — x| < m*t present in (5.13), automatically implies
s(t) € X(t).

Next, we define a sequence of curves s fori > 0, as follows. For ¢ = 0, we let 50 (t) = kt. This
curve trivially satisfies the conditions in (5.13). Next, given a curve 5(?) defined on [0, 2] which satisfies

(5.13), we first compute via (5.190) a tuple (w, k, z, a)(i) associated to s(:

Proposition 5.6 (w(i), 20, k:(i), a(i)) ‘ (5.200)

(5(2')’ wo, (10)

Then, according to (5.192), from (w(i), wa), z(_i)), which are one-sided restrictions on s(*), we may uniquely

define a velocity field F, (¢), which may be in turn integrated to define
' t
s (1) = f F,o(s)ds (5.201)
0

for all t € [0,2]. Since s() satisfies (5.13), by Lemma 5.27, we have that F,; satisfies the bounds in
(5.193a)—(5.193b). Using (5.201) and Lemma 5.27, we in turn deduce that 501 gatisfies (5.13), on the
same time interval . Thus, under the above described iteration s() — s(+1) the set of inequalities (5.13)
is stable.

The sequence of curves {5()};>¢ is uniformly bounded in W% (0, %), in light of the bounds (5.13), and
for ¢ > 0 it satisfies (5.201). From the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, we may thus deduce that there exists at least
one sub-sequential uniform limit s, of the family {5(i)}i;0, which inherits the bounds (5.13). However, in
order to show that this limit point s solves (5.191), we would need to show that i) — F; when s 5.
This continuity of J, with respect to s is addressed in the next section, where we in fact show that the
sequence {s()};> is in fact Cauchy in W% (0, ).

5.10.3 Contraction mapping and convergence of the shock curve iteration

By (5.192), in order to compare Fi+1) and F ), it is obviously sufficient and necessary to compare the
tuples (w(_iH) , w$+1), z(_Hl)) and (w(_Hl) ) waH), z(_Hl)). Note however that these tuples represent restric-
tions of the functions (w(+1), 2(+1)) and (v, 2(9)), which are themselves defined on different domains;
thus in order to compare (w1 2(+1)) and (w®, 2(")), we need to re-map them of a fixed domain, by
shifting y = 6 — 50+ (), respectively y = 6 — s ().

As such, for every ¢ = 0, and for (y, ¢) € (T\{0}) x [0, 2], we define

(w®, 20 k@ a0 (y, £) = (w, 20, k), o) (y +s0(1), t) : (5.202)

where 5(©) (t) = kt, and for i > 1 the curve s() is defined recursively via (5.201) . Since Proposition 5.6
and the bound (5.189) guarantee that (w(®, 20 k) a()) e X are well-defined and differentiable on the
spacetime domain T x [0,2]\{(s\ (¢), 1) }te[0,7]> the new unknowns (w®, 2z k@ a)) are all well-defined
and differentiable on the i-independent domain (T\{0}) x [0, €] with bounds inherited from the space Xz
defined in (5.140), allowing us to compare them to each other. Note that due to the shift (5.202), we have

w(_i)(t) = lim w( (y,t), wgf)(t) = lim w(i)(y,t), z(_i)(t) = lim z(i)(y,t), k(_i)(t) = lim k(i)(y,t),
y—»(]* y_>()+ y_>07 y_>07
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the system of equations (5.66) (which encode the jump conditions) are satisfied for every ¢ > 0,¢ € [0, 2],
and F, ;) may be expressed in terms of the above variables. Moreover, by (5.91) we have that for each i > 0
the unknowns in (5.202) solve the system of equations

(0 + 087 = sMa, ) w = ~Sawl + 1 (3, + (A = 5oy ) K, (5.203a)
(0 + (A =503, ) 20 = ~5a020 — LD (5 + (A — 5Dy, ) k@, (5.203b)
(at + (A - s‘<i>)ay) K — 0, (5.203¢)
(at + (O - é(i))ay) al® = — 422 4 L) 4 20)2 _ 1) _ 5(0)2 (5.203d)

in the interior of (T\{0}) x [0,], where we have denoted c) = 1(w() — z(), and have use the usual
notation for the three wave speeds at level .
Since we have seen earlier that for all i > 0 the curves s(*) satisfy (5.13), by the proof of Lemma 5.27

(see the first line of estimate (5.199)) and the mean value theorem, for all 7 > 0 we have that

1
2

| Foi+n — Fon] < %Fcb*%t*%\zgﬂ) — z@| + %b%rfltﬂ[[w(”l)]] — w7
+ (1436367 2) [QwH Dy — qwDy] (5.204)

holds uniformly for ¢ € (0, €]. Thus, it remains to estimate the right side of (5.204).
For this purpose, we fix an 7 > 0, and denote

(8w, 0z, 6k, 8a, bc, 68) = (wlHD) 20+ | @HD) F(HD) ) 5(0+1)y _ (W@ 200 k@ 30 @ 50))
(5.205)

We note that (dw, dz, ok, da, dc)(x, 0) = 0. We subtract from (5.203) at level 7 + 1, the equations (5.203) at
level 7, in order to estimate the increments defined above, via the maximum principle, to obtain

¢ From (5.203¢) we have that
(0 + 7Y =500, ) ok = —ak® (2w + 302 — 62) .

Since Proposition 5.6 guarantees that k@ e Xz, the function k(@ satisfies the bound (5.141f%), and so
similarly to (5.186) we may obtain

sup [0kl ;0 < m3¢2 (sup [ow| ;0 + sup [dz] ;. + sup |55']> (5.206)
[0,t] t t ¢

) 07 0,
where the L® norms are taken over the domain T\{0}.
 Similarly, from (5.203d) we have
(at + (Y - s@“))ay) ba = —0ya® (26w + 262 — 05) — (alD) 4 a))5a
WO 4 w® 4 204D 70 (5w + 67)
(w0 1 w® — 20D _ 7Dy (5w — 6z7) .

+
o= Wl

Using that (w®, 20 k@) () e X, and since [w™M (6,t)| = |wg(f,t)| < m, similarly to (5.187)
we obtain

) ) 07 07 )

sup [da] . < m’t (sup 10W| ;o + sup [0z« + sup |(55']> + 3m>tsup | dal| 1
t t t t
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+ <mt +m3t? + m3t%) sup ||0w| ;o + sup [0z]
[0,¢] [0,¢]
and thus, taking into account (5.142),

sup [6a ;o < 4m3t (sup oW ;.0 + sup [6z] ;. + sup 5§|) (5.207)
[0.] | [0.t]

7t 07

sincet <z « 1.

* Next, we turn to (5.203a), which gives
(0 + O™ = 8+D)a, ) w = —aw® (dw + 30z - 05) — $aDow — Swsa
+ %C(i—i-l) (a + ( (Z+1) 5(Z+1))ay> Sk

1(i+1) <5w + 157 - 55@) o,k + Lgc (Agi) - A;i)) o,k

.;;

Recalling that (1) solves (6t+)\gi+1)69)c(”1) = —%a(”l) (i+1) _ c 20(+1) 0, 2(+1) seee.g. (5.138b),
we obtain from the above that

((9 + ()\(H-l) 5(i+1))8y> <5W — ic(m)ak) —0y w(® (5W + 152 _ 55) 84 8.+ D) sy — W(i)éa
— L5k <§a(i+1)c(i+1) n gc(¢+1)5yz(i+1)>
— 5D (Bw + 3oz - 350) Ak + LDakDsc.

Following (5.183), the above equation is composed with the flow of )\(Hl) 5+ which of course is
just 0+ —s(+1) "and then integrated in time. Note that o, w(") (77(”1) —s(HD)) = (g ®) opnlith)
and (5.56a) holds. Thus, using that (w(?, 2 k() o) e Xand (w+D), 2041 E0+D o+ e x

similarly to (5.184) we may deduce that

sup [ 0wz < m (1 + 4m®t) sup |ok| ;0 + (3 + 4m?t) sup [ow]| 0 + (% + 2m4t%> sup [0z| ;o
[0,¢] [0,¢] [0,¢] [0,¢]

+ 3mtsup [dal ;0 + (}1—8 + m4t%> sup |ds| .
[0,¢] [0,¢]

Upon taking € to be sufficiently small with respect to m, taking into account (5.142) we deduce
sup [6w[ oo < m® s lokl e + 3 i 162] o + 2m3t?51; |62l e + (57 +8m°t) sup 1651
(5.208)
* Lastly, from (5.203b) and (5.138c) we similarly deduce
(at + (A _ 5““))@) (52 + ic@'“)ak) — 0,2 (Low + 0z — 65) — Stz — 805

+ ok (ga(iﬂ) (i+1) _ 2¢ 2.(i+1) W(z+1))
+ L+ (%(M + oz 55'@)) ok 4 1@ k(D)5

and then similarly to (5.208) we have

Sup [6z] ;o < m?sup | 5k| o + mSt2 sup [ow| .0 + 3m3t3 sup |6a] ;. + mOt2 sup |d5]. (5.209)
[0.4] [0.4] [0.4] [0.4] [0.1]
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Combining the estimates (5.206)-(5.209), and defining

Ni(t) 1= sup |6w] oo + 1 sup |0z] o + " sup |6K| ;o0 + 2 sup |62 o (5.210)
[0,t] [0,t] [0,] [0,t]

where we recall the notation in (5.205), we arrive at

Ni(t) < 3(1 + m?)tT Ny (t) + (32 + 6m®t2) sup |65|
[0.1]

and thus upon taking ¢ < € to be sufficiently small in terms of m, we deduce

N;(t) < Dsup |95 = 2 sup|stH) — 50| (5.211)
041 [0.4]

Recalling the definitions (5.201) and (5.210), from the bounds (5.204) and (5.211) we deduce that

5up|5 (+2) _ g(i+1) | = | i) — Fo|
[0.t]
< %/{b_%t %sup H (i+1) _ Z() .
[0,¢] L
( +3b2k 12 + b3k ) sup Hw 1w
< 2eb™2tE Nj(t) + (1 +8bikler 4 3b3/<c_2t) Ni(?)
<(1+ tE)N(t)
<21+ t5 sup|5 (i+1) é(i)|
[0,¢]
< 4L sup|s+h) — 0] (5.212)
[0,¢]

upon taking €, and hence ¢, sufficiently small with respect to «, b, c, and m. Note that —% < 1, and so we

0)

have a contraction. Since s(?) = xt, and all the sequence of iterates satisfy (5.13), we deduce that

sup|s+D) — 50| < (4) sup|s™ — k| < (1) m*t. (5.213)
[0,¢] [0,¢]

The bounds (5.212)-(5.213) have as consequence the fact that the sequence of shock curve iterates
{s()};>0 defined in (5.201) is Cauchy in W% (0, ), and thus has a unique limit point

s=1lims® in  WY*(0,8), (5.214)
1—0
which inherits the bound (5.13). The bound (5.212) moreover shows that F, ;) — F5 as i — oo in CY(0,2),
and by (5.201) we obtain that s solves shock evolution equation (5.191), as desired.
Lastly, in view of (5.190), associated to this limit point 5, which satisfies the bound (5.13), Propo-
sition 5.6 determines a unique solution (w, z,k,a) € Xz of the azimuthal form of the Euler equations

(3.5)—(3.6) on either side of the shock curve, which also satisfies the Rankine-Hugoniot jump conditions
(3.132)—(3.13b), and the shock speed s is given by (3.12b), as desired.
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5.11 Uniqueness of solutions

The uniqueness of solutions holds in the following sense. Consider wqy which satisfies (5.1), and ag which
satisfies (5.4). For i € {1, 2}, assume that 5() is a C'% smooth shock curve defined on [0, T] for some T > 0,
which satisfies (5.13) on [0, 7). Assume that (w, z, k, a)(®) are C;.¢ smooth solutions of the azimuthal form
of the Euler equations (3.5)—(3.6) on the spacetime domain Dr, i.e., on either side of the shock curve s,
with initial datum (wp, 0, 0, ag). Moreover, assume that the restrictions of (w, z, k)(*) satisfy the Rankine-
Hugoniot jump conditions (3.13a)—(3.13b), and that the shock speed s is given by (3.12b). Lastly, assume
that (w, z, k, a)(i) € A%, as defined in (5.141)—(5.140). Then, if € < T is sufficiently small (in terms of the
constants «, b, ¢, m), we have that s(/) = 5 on 0,%, and (w, 2, k,a)V) = (w, 2, k,a)® on Dx.

The proof of this statement is a direct consequence of the contraction mapping established in Sec-
tion 5.10, and of the fact that 2@ (-, ¢) = 0 on T\[s\" (), 5@ ()], and k@ (-, £) = 0 on T\[s$" (¢), 5@ (¢)].
More precisely, for i € {1,2} use the definition (5.202) to remap the two sets of solutions to the same
space-time domain, and then use (5.205) (with ¢ = 1) to denote their difference. As in (5.210), define

N(t) = sup |0w] ;oo + 7 5up |02] oo + £ sUp | 5K| ;o0 + ¢ 2 sUP |52 oo -
[0,1] [0,1] [0,¢] ¢

)

Then, as in (5.211) and (5.212), we may show that the bounds

N(t) < 22 sup |65
[0,¢]

and

sup 05| < (1 + ¢5)N(¢)
[0.4]

hold for all ¢ € [0,Z], whenever Z is chosen to be sufficiently small with respect to the aforementioned
parameters. This shows that N'(t) = 0 = §5(t) for all ¢ € [0,Z]. Since 5)(0) = 0, it follows that ds = 0,
and thus also that N = 0, thereby concluding the uniqueness proof.

5.12 Proof of Theorem 5.5

The proof of Theorem 5.5 is a direct consequence of Proposition 5.6, of the contraction mapping established
in Section 5.10, and of the uniqueness in Section 5.11, as described next.

The parameter € > 0 in item (i) is chosen to be possibly smaller than what is required in Proposition 5.6,
as required by the estimates in Sections 5.10 and 5.11. The existence of the regular shock curve s and of the
solution (w, z, k,a) € X to the azimuthal form of the Euler equations (3.5), follows from the contraction
mapping in Section 5.10. Note that in view of (5.191), the shock curve s obeys the correct ODE, while
the desired properties for (w, z, k, a) follow from Proposition 5.6 applied to this limiting shock curve. The
uniqueness of the solution (s, w, k, z, a) such that s satisfies (5.13) and (w, z, k,a) € X, is established in
section 5.11. Taking into account Proposition 5.6, we have thus established items (1), (i1), (ii1), (iv), (vii),
and along with the support properties for k and z claimed in items (v) and (vi).

In order to complete the proof of the theorem, it remains to establish the following: the precise bounds
for k near s5 (as claimed in item (v)), the precise bounds for z near s; (as claimed in item (vi)), the specific
vorticity bounds (and its continuity across s) claimed in item (viii), and the continuity of a, respectively
the jump for dpa across s, as claimed in item (ix). These properties of the solution are established in
Subsections 5.12.1 and 5.12.2, below.
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5.12.1 Improved bounds for z and k£ near s; respectively s-

The information (w, z, k, a) € X= does not directly provide estimates for z(6,t) and k(6,t) which vanish as
0 — s1(t)™, respectively 6§ — s9(¢)™. Such bounds may however be easily obtained, as follows.
From (3.5¢), the definitions of the stopping time 7 and of the flow ¢, and the estimate (5.69b), we obtain

3
2

1k(0,6)| = |k (s(5(0, 1)), 7(6, )| < 40b7 ~37(0, ¢) (5.215)
for all (6,t) € Déﬁ. Similarly, from (5.110), (5.81), and (5.155) (with n — c0) we deduce that
|00k (6,1)] < £ Lk_((6,1))| < 20067k 47(0,1)* (5.216)

for all (6,¢) € DE. Since 7(6,t) ~ 2(0 — s2(t)), see e.g. (6.144a) below, the above two estimates give a
precise order of vanishing for k and k, as y — s2(t) .

Next, let us consider the behavior of z near s5(t). For (6,t) € D, from (3.5b) we obtain
8 ¢t t ’
2(0,) = 2(s(3(0, 1)), 8(0, £))e 3 Yo ©Veds | 1 f (chg) 0 thye5 S aVds’ g (5.217)
3(0,1)

Using (5.69a), (5.141a), (5.141g), and (5.216), we deduce that

t
2(y,1)] < 5b3r~23(0,0)% + 4Om2bg/<c_4f T4 (6, 5, 5)¥ds
3(0,t)

In order to estimate the integral term in the above estimate, we use (5.154) to bound 5£71(0 — sa(t)) <
7(0,t) < 2710 — s2(t)) for all s5(t) < 0 < s(t), for £ sufficiently small. As such, it is natural to define
v(s) = ¥i(0, s) — 52(s), and note that due to (5.158), we have y(s) = A1 (¢4(0, s),5) — 52(s) € [-5, —%].
Hence,

¢ 1 1 t 1 3 g 1
f T(¢ (0, 5),s)2ds < 2m2f v(s)2ds < =8k 2 f A(s)(y(s))2ds
a(0.t)

— 6575 (4(a(6,1)F = 4(1)3) < 657 % (s(a(6,1)) — 52(0(0,1)))% < 20(0,1)3
Combining the above two inequalities we arrive at
|2(0, )| < 12b2x23(0, 1) (5.218)

for all (y,t) € DE. For (6,t) € DZ\DE, the same bound as in (5.218) holds. Indeed, for s € [4(0,1),t]
such that 1, (0, s) ¢ Déf, we have that kg (¢¢(0, s), s) = 0, so that the integrand in the second term in (5.217)
vanishes for such s. On the other hand, for s € [3(6, t), ] such that 1;(, s) € D we again appeal to (5.216),
and to the fact that 3(¢;(0, s), s) = 4(6,t). Estimate (5.218) and the bound 5x~1(0 — s1(¢)) < 4(0,t) <
%/{_1(9 — 59(t)), which holds for s;(¢) < § < s»(t) and € sufficiently small, gives the rate of vanishing of
2(0,t) as @ — s1(t)". Moreover, since z(s1(t),t) = 0 by using the definition of the derivative as the limit
of finite differences, from (5.218) we immediately deduce also that

(092)(51(t),1) = 0. (5.219)
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5.12.2 Bounds for the specific vorticity, the radial velocity, and its derivative

The continuity of the radial velocity a on T x [0, ¢] is a consequence of the construction: the continuous
initial data ag (see (5.4)) is propagated smoothly along the characteristic flow of Ao (which is continuous,
in fact Lipschitz continuous in space and time) in the domain (D?)C, and in particular a limiting value for a
from the right side of the shock curve is obtained; these values of a on the shock curve then serve as Cauchy
data for the region D;i’, using that the flow of A, is transversal to the shock curve. In detail, from (5.129),
the the Lipschitz regularity of ¢>§”) (0, -) with respect to both 6 and ¢ (see Lemma 5.24 and its proof, the
boundedness of é’tgbgn) follows in the same way as (5.155), since ﬁtgbgn) solves the same equation as é’gqbgn)
except with datum 0 instead of 1 at (6, ¢)), the continuity of ag, and the bounds (5.141), inductively imply
that a(" is continuous on T x [0, ], and thus so is its uniform limit a. In particular, [[a(-, )] = 0.

Concerning the specific vorticity, we note that from the uniform bound (5.140) and the lower bound on
wp in (5.1b), we have that the sequence of specific vorticities {w(”)}nzl, where (™ = 4(w(”) + 2(M) —
(}’ga(”))(c("))_Qek(n), is uniformly bounded in L*(D=), by 300mx 2. Thus the weak-* limiting vorticity
also lies in L (Ds=), and inherits this global bound. By repeating the argument in Section 5.8.13, since the
right side of (5.139) vanishes as n — o0 (when integrated against smooth test functions), we obtain that @
is a L7, weak solution of (3.9) in Dz. Since (w, 2) € Az, we have that \g is Lipschitz, giving uniqueness of
weak solutions to (3.9), and thus w can be computed classically by integrating along the characteristics of
A2 (see (5.221) below).

In order to obtain a sharper estimate for the limiting specific vorticity w we recall that from (5.5) that

10s7 ! < wo(h) < 28k71 (5.220)
for all 6 € T. Integrating the evolution (3.9) along the characteristics ¢;(6, s), for s € [0, t], we obtain that

w(0,1) = wo(4(6, 0))ed o 20O 0)ds
t N o ’
n { %S‘;(G,t) ek(6:(0.9):9) (0,k) (¢4 (0, ), 5)e3 = a(@0:5):50d5" g for (9, 1) € DE

. (5.221
0, for (6,t) € (DE)° ( )

Then, for all (,t) € Dz, using the bounds (5.141g), (5.141e), and (5.141f), we deduce that

3
2

(0, 1) — @o(¢e(0,0))] < 3Rrt |wo(de(0,0))| 387 + Rg(tz — 7(0,1)2)e3RrH R < 0 (5.222)

Since t < € « 1, it follows from the above estimate and (5.220) that
95t < w(h,t) <30k71, (5.223)

forall (0,t) € D=.

The continuity of the specific vorticity across the shock curve s follows from (5.221), the continuity
of wy (see (5.5)), the continuity of a established earlier, the Lipschitz continuity of ¢;(6,-) in both space
and time (which holds in light of the argument in Lemma 5.24 and the uniform convergence )\gn) — A1),
the transversality of the flow ¢;(6, -) to the shock curve, the bounds (5.141), and the fact that by definition
7(0,t) > tasy — s(t)".

It only remains to consider the behavior of dyga near the shock curve, claimed in item (ix). From (3.8)
we have that dga = w + z — ichek and thus, using the continuity of w across the shock curve, for every
t € (0,2] we deduce that

[eall = [w]l + [=]] — ooy [wIKeNLe®D + §l sy, [I€eNCED — Jol (a0 4> Ie"T
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= [l (1 = dlewalede™y) + [0 + foliawa 1) = dol. e e -

.

:ZJa’1 =iJa,2

Using the fact that (w, z, k,a) € X, the precise information on wg provided by Proposition 5.7, that the
specific vorticity satisfies (5.223), and that the jumps in z and k (hence also the jump in €¥) satisfy (5.69),
we obtain

and that

(5.223)
==

for all ¢ € (0,2]. By combining the above three displays we arrive at
4b3ts < [Qpa](t) < —gb3e?

since €, and hence ¢, is sufficiently small. The above estimate concludes the proof of Theorem 5.5.

6 A precise description of the higher order singularities

The goal of this section is to establish:

Theorem 6.1 (Shocks, cusps, and weak discontinuities). Letz > 0, s € C?, 51,50 € C1, (w, 2, k,a) € X=
be as in Theorem 5.5. Fort € (0,2, we have the following upper bounds on higher order derivatives:

|_|

£73, if 0 < so(t) or 0 = s(t) +

lwee(6,8)] < { t72 +5(6,8)" 2 ifsa(t) < 6 < s(t) : (6.1a)
3 ifs(t) < 0 < s(t) + 5
7(60,6)72, ifsa(t) <0 < s( )

6.1)| < ) , 6.1b

260 (0, 1) {3(9775)2 ifs1(t) < 0 < sa(t) (6.1b)

koo (0,8)] S 7(0,6)72  ifsa(t) < 6 < 5(t) (6.1¢c)
3, ify < so(t) or 0 = s(t) + &

lage(8,1)| < { 7L+ t7(6,8) "2 ifsa(t) < 6 < s(t) , (6.1d)
tt ifs(t) <6 <s(t)+ %

[@0(0,8)] < 1+ 1 e (E— 7(0,8) 7(0,1)72 (6.1¢)

where the implicit constants in < only depend on m, cf. (6.8)—(6.13), and (6.14). In particular, for every
t > 0, the first and second derivatives of (w, z, k, a) are bounded on both 5(t)~ and s(t)*.

Moreover, 51(t) and s9(t) are C' smooth curves of weak characteristic discontinuities in the following
precise sense:

(i) The spacetime curve s2(t) is a weak contact discontinuity with the property that second derivatives of
(w, z, k, a) blow up on s5 (t); in particular, for generic constants c and C,

6(9 — 52(t))7% < wgg(e,t), —299(9,1‘/), kgg(e,t), —tilagg(g,t) < 0(9 — ﬁg(t))f% (6.2)
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forsa(t) < 0 and 0 — so(t) < t. The sum wgg + zg9 remains bounded on s5(t) and
‘wgg(e,t) + Z@g(e,t)‘ < tié , (6.3)
forss(t) < 0 < s5(t) + . Lastly, the functions (wg, 29, kg, ag) form C%-cusps along s9(t) ™.
(ii) The spacetime curve 51(t) is a weak discontinuity such that only zgg blows up on s1(t)™,

c(6 —51(1))77 < —20(6,1) < C(6 —51(1))"2 , (6.4)

for s1(t) < 0 with 6 — s1(t) < t, while second derivatives of (w, k, z) remain bounded in terms of

inverse powers of t. The function zy forms a C > -cusp along s1(t)".

Development of shocks and cusps y
jump t*

one sided
1/2 cusp
S/ e jump t™ \ L

\\ one sided
1/2 cusp

Figure 12: Schematic of the tuple (w, z, k, a) at t € (0, ]. On the left, we have sketched w in red, z in green, k in blue, and @ in
orange. On the right, we have sketched the derivatives wyg in red, zy in green, kg in blue, and ap in orange.

The proof of Theorem 6.1 is the subject of the remainder of this section: in Section 6.1 we give the
bootstrap assumptions which yield (6.1), Sections 6.2—6.6 are dedicated to closing these bootstraps, while
Sections 6.7 and 6.8 are dedicated to the analysis of the weak singularities emerging on s and s2. The
summary of the proof is given in Section 6.9.

We note that the bounds for the second order derivatives of (w, z, k, a) claimed in Theorem 6.1 greatly
differ according to the location of the space-time point (6, ¢) where they are evaluated: while far away from
61,69, 6 all information concerning w and a is propagated smoothly from the initial datum, for (6,t) near
the space-time curves 51, 52, §, obtaining upper bounds and matching lower bounds for second derivatives is
a delicate matter, which requires a region-by-region analysis. Accordingly, we shall consider three separate
cases:

* (6,t) € DE, the region between s and s. Here, for all t > 0 the second derivatives of (w, z, k, a) are
bounded as 6 — s(t)~, but they all blow up as § — so(¢)*, due to the presence of the entropy.

* (0,t) € DZ\DE, the region between s1 and so. In this region k = 0, and this implies that the second
derivatives of w remain bounded as § — s2(¢); nonetheless, the second derivative of a still develops
a singularity here, highlighting the two-dimensional nature of Euler in azimuthal symmetry model.
On the other hand, approaching s;(¢) from the right side, only the second derivative of z develops a
singularity.

* (0,t) € D=\DZ, the region which is either to the left of 51 or the the right of 5. In this region we have
that z = 0 and k£ = 0, and thus the analysis reduces to the study of w and a alone. We show that
for all ¢ > 0, these quantities have bounded second derivatives, uniformly in this region, essentially
because they are determined solely in terms of the initial data.
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Remark 6.2. Naturally, the further away (6, t) are from s1(¢) (to the left) or s(¢) (to the right), the further
away we are from any singular behavior, and so the bounds for 6310 and &ga become better. As such,
for simplicity of the presentation we only give proofs of estimates for second derivatives at points (6,t) €
D=\DZ which are close to 51 or s: either s (¢) — 2 <0< s1(t),ors(t) <6 <s(t)+ 2. In particular, the
closeness considered is ¢t-independent, and thus on the complement of this region it is not hard to establish
bounds for 03(6,t) and d3a(6,t) which are uniform in time for ¢ € [0,]; these bounds only depend on Z,
which is a fixed parameter.

Remark 6.3. By the uniform convergence of our iteration scheme and (5.154), we have that

)
)

Remark 6.4 (Bounds on wave speeds 1 and 2). Recall that ¢; and 1, are the flows of the wave speeds
Ao and Aq, which are the identity at time ¢. Throughout this section we shall use the following fact: for all

te[0,2],and all y € [s1(t) — E%,s(t) + E%], we have

—s51(t)) + O(t
—59(t)) + O(t

), (6,t) e DZ, (6.52)
), (6,t)e DZ. (6.5b)

Vi(0,5) = sks + (0 — $kt) + O(t
¢u(0,5) = 2ks + (0 — 2kt) + O(t

Wik ol
Il
wl
=N
»
+
—~
>

b ol

Il
wl
X
vl
—+
—
e

10561(6, 5) — 25| = |Aa(1(6, ), 5) — 2| < 4b|gsy(6, 5) — 5(s)|3 + 4b?s2 (6.62)
0s1(6,5) — 5| = [M (10, 5), 5) — ] < 4b[esy(0, 5) — (s)[5 + dbis3 (6.6b)

for all s € [0, t], where C' = C(k,b,c,m) > 0 is a constant. The proofs of (6.6a) and (6.6b) are identical,
and rely on the fact that z(+, s) = O(s%), and that for 7 € {¢¢(0, s), (0, s)} we have

The aforementioned restriction on # not being too far to the left of s1(¢) or too far to the right of s(t) Was
used in the third inequality above, because in light of (5.1c) this allows us to bound |wy(z) — k| < 2b\x|
since x = ng~ (0 s) satisfies |z| < 54 « 1. Note that a direct consequence of (6.6a)—(6.6b) and (5.13), we
have that

l5(t) —s2(t) — 5| < Ct5 and  |sa(t) — 51 (t) — 5| < Ct (6.7)

holds uniformly for all ¢ € [0, £], for a suitable constant C' = C'(k, b, c, m) > 0.

6.1 Second derivative bootstraps

The core of the proof of Theorem 6.1 is to obtain suitable second derivative estimates for the unknowns
(w, z, k,a), and on the first derivative of ww, consistent with (6.1). We achieve this by postulating a num-
ber of bootstrap bounds — see (6.8), (6.10), (6.12) below — and then show that these same bounds hold
with a constant which is better by a factor of 2. Note that the wy and agg estimates are direct conse-
quences of these bootstrap bounds, see Lemmas 6.5 and 6.6, they are not part of the bootstraps themselves.
Rigorously, the bounds (6.8), (6.10), and (6.12) need to be established iteratively for the sequence of ap-
proximations (w(™, z2(") k(™) which were considered in Section 5.8; then, these estimates hold for the
unique limiting solution (w, z, k) by passing n — o0. When n = 1 the bounds (6.8), (6.10), and (6.12)

113



Buckmaster, Drivas, Shkoller, Vicol Shock development for 2D Euler

are trivially seen to hold in view of the definition given in (5.123). Then, assuming the bootstraps bounds
hold for (w™, (™) k(™) the analysis in Sections 6.2-6.6 below, shows that they hold for the next iterate
(w201 (+1)) defined in Section 5.8, and that they in fact hold with a better constant. In the proof
in this section, instead of carrying around the super-indices -(™) and -("*1) (as was done in Section 5.8), we
write the proof as if we had already passed n — oo, and work directly with the limiting solution. This abuse
of notation is justified as described above in this paragraph.

6.1.1 Bootstraps for the cone D=~

For all (0,t) € DE, we suppose that

62w (6, t) — d3ws (6, 1)] < My(7(6,8)% +172) (6.82)
1622(6,1)] < Ma3(6,1) > (6.8b)
|62K(6,1)| < Ma7(0,)"2 (6.8¢)
where
M; = 10m*, My = 10m?, Mz = 2m?. (6.9)
6.1.2 Bootstraps for the cone Dg\Df’g
For all (0,t) € DZ\DE,
63w (6, 1) — F3wa(6,1)] < Nyt~ (6.10a)
1072(0,1)] < Nog(6,t)"2 (6.10b)
where
Ny =5m?*, Ny = 8m?3. (6.11)
6.1.3 Bootstraps for Dz\DZ
For all (0,t) € D=\D=.
2
Nyt™3, if 0 <s1(t)orf > s(t) + &
|62w(0,t) — Bw (@, 1) <{ " ! su(t) or 6 > s( 2 T (6.12a)
Nst™2, ifs(t) <0 <s(t) + %,
where
Ny = 5m?, N5 = 10m*. (6.13)

6.1.4 Bounds for wy and agy

We first show that the bootstrap for the second derivative of £ implies a good estimate for the derivative for
the specific vorticity.

Lemma 6.5. Assume that (w, z, k,a) € X= is such that (6.8c) holds. Then, for all (0,t) € Dz, we have

|@o (60, 1)] < 2m + 1y eprdm? (t —7(6,1)) 7(0,1) 2. (6.14)
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Proof of Lemma 6.5 . We differentiate the equation for the specific vorticity (3.9) with respect to 6 and
obtain

(@t + )\2(?9)’079 + (69)\2 — %a) wy = %agw + %ek (kz + k‘gg) .
For any fixed (0, t) € Dz, we compose the above identity with ¢;(6, s) and arrive at
i5 (@0 0 01) + (o2 0 by — Fa o 6) (wy o ¢n) = (Fagw + 5" (k§ + koo)) © 6

Denoting the integrating factor associated to the above equation by

Loy = I, (0, t:5) = —f (Q0Xa(0(0,7),7) — Ba(de(0,r),7))dr

_ _gf (0w (e(6,7),7) + dp2(60(8,7),7) — da(dn(8,r),7))dr, (615

and using that ¢;(, t) = 6, we then obtain
t
@ (0, ) = wh(60(0, 0))el=0 1) 4 f (800w + A" (k3 + koo)) (616, 5), s)e!=0@)ds . (6.16)
0

First, we estimate the integrating factor in (6.15), for a fixed (6, ) in the region of interest, as described
in Remark 6.2. Using (6.6a) and (5. 13) we have that the curve ¢, (0, s) is transversal to the shock curve s, in
the sense that ds¢; (0, s) < 3f<c+(’)(53) ZK < §. Hence, we may apply Lemma 5.11 with y(s) = ¢¢(0, s),
separately on the intervals [¢', t] — [7(6,t),t] and [¢', t] — [s,7(6,t)], with the second case being of course
empty if 7(0,t) < s. In this way, from estimate (5.57a), (5.141b), (5.141d), and the triangle inequality, we
deduce that

2

T, (0,1, 5)| < 40bk™3t3 + 2Rob™2¢2 + Ryt? < 50bk 3¢5 .

ol

As such,
‘elwg(evt;s) _ 1‘ < 60bk 33 (6.17)

uniformly for s € [0, ¢], since t <& « 1.
Second, we appeal to the bounds (5.141e), (5.141f), (5.141g), and (5.223), to deduce that

J 1Bapw + 2e"(k3)|(6¢(0, 5), s)ds < 126~ 'Ryt + Rit* < Ct (6.18)
for a suitable C' = C'(k,b,c, m) > 0.

Third, we use (5.141e), (6.17), the bound (6.8c¢), and the fact that k¥ = 0 on [D’g]C to deduce that for all
(0,t) € DE, we have

t
Lw )(ekkee) (60(0, 5), 5)e"=0 ") ds| < 4m? (¢ — 7(0,1)) 7(60,1) "2 (6.19)
it

for a suitable C' = C(k, b, c,m) > 0. Here we have implicitly used that 7((¢:(6, s), s)) = 7(6, t).
Finally, by appealing to the w{) estimate in (5.5), we deduce from (6.16), (6.18), and (6.19) that

|@o(0,1)] < m(1 + 60bK™55) + Ct + 1y ) cppdm? (£ — 7(0, ) 7(0,1) 2
< 2m + L eprdm? (t = 7(0, 1)) 7(0,1)"2,

which completes the proof of (6.14). O
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The previously established estimate for the derivative of the specific vorticity, (6.14), immediately im-
plies a bound for the second derivative of the radial velocity a:

Lemma 6.6. Assume that (w, z, k,a) € X= is such that (6.8), (6.10), and (6.12) hold. Then, for all (6,t) €
D=z we have

Nyt ™5, if 0 < 59(t) or 6 > s(t) + 5
|ago(8,1)| < § Ms(t= +t7(0,£)"2), ifsa(t) < 6 <s(t) (6.20)
Nyt~ b, ifs(t) <0 <s(t)+ %t

where the constants N3, M5, and Ny are defined as as
N3 =m?, Ms =m?*, N; =m3. (6.21)

Proof of Lemma 6.6. The proof directly follows from the bounds on the derivative of the specific vorticity

contained in the bootstrap estimates (6.14), (6.14), and (6.14). We rewrite the definition (3.8) as ag =

w+ z — ich k27, and upon differentiating we see that

agg = Wy + 29 — ic(wg —zp)e” ko + 4c e Fkow — ich_kwg

= _iCQe_kwe + wy (1 - Zce_ w) + 29 (1 + Zce ) + C e Fkyw .

By using that (w, z, k, a) € Xz and the bound (5.223), it follows that for all (6, ¢) in the region of interest,
we have

‘a,gg + %CQQ_ICWQ — Cpwp <1 — ice*w)’ < Ct_% (6.22)

for a suitable C' = C'(k,b,c,m) > 0. For dpwp estimates we refer to (5.37a), w is bounded via (5.223),
while for bounds on dyzo we refer to (6.14), (6.14), and (6.14). We deduce

|ago(8,)| < m® + 15y cprm® (t — (6, £)7(6,£)"2 + m? ((bt)® + |0 — s(t)[?) 5 (6.23)

The bound (6.23) now directly implies (6.20), as follows.

For 6 < sa(t) or § > s(t) + %, we have that |0 — s(¢)| > 4 — Ct3, and also (0,t) ¢ DE. As
such, the first bound stated in (6.20) follows from (6.23) as soon as N3 > 2m2(/</4)_%. This condition
motivates the choice of N3 = m3 in (6.21). Similarly, the third bound in (6.20) follows from (6.23) as
soon as N7 > 2m2b~!; this condition holds since N7y = m? as in (6.21). Lastly, we consider the case that
s9(t) < 6 < s(t), case in which (6.23) implies

162a(0,1)] < m? + m*(t —5(0,)7(0,8) % + m*(bt) " < m*(t™" + t5(0,1)72). (6.24)

The bound (6.24) then clearly implies the second bound in (6.20) as soon as My > m*; a condition which
holds in view of the definition of M5 in (6.21). ]
6.2 Second derivatives of the three wave speeds

6.2.1 Improved estimates for derivatives of  — 75

Lemma 6.7. Given (0,t) € D=, define the label x € Y (t) by x = n71(0,t). Then

B 50MES, if6 ¢ (s2(t),s(t) + &)
0@, t) — dup(a,1)] < {10mt, 0 ¢ (salt).o(1) + 5, (6.254)
10mt3,  if0 ¢ (sa(t),s(t) + L)
H ) < ] . 6.25b
|02, t) — OZne (. 1) { 20mt~2, iff e (sa(t),5(t) + ) ( )
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Proof of Lemma 6.7. We first record a few bounds for the derivatives of the Burgers flow map ng. Using
(5.17¢)~(5.17d), we have that for all s5(t) < 6 < s(¢) + 5 and with z = 5~ 1(6, 1)

0208 (2, )| < [twf(z)| < %b_%t_%, 0308 (2, )| < [tw] (z)] < 2mb~4 3. (6.26)

The above estimates hold since |z| > %(bt)% For the case that § < so(t) or 6 > s(t) + 4, similarly to
(5.50) we may show that

[SI[3Y

0, 5) = s(s)] = In(a,t) = s(0)] + 4b2e2(t - 5) > & (6.27)
and so |z| = |n(z,0) — 5(0)| > . It follows from (5.1) that for labels z such that |z| > %

lwp(z)] < bn_gt_g, |(3’92077|3(x,t)| < Jtwg (z)] < 4b/<a_gt_%, |62773(33,t)‘ < Jtwy (z)| < 80mﬁ_§t_%,

(6.28)
upon taking € small enough.
In order to prove (6.25a), we appeal to the identities
t t
nB(2,t) =1+ J Opwg o NBNBLdS,  Ma(w,t) =1+ f (wg + 320) © ads . (6.29)
0 0

In anticipation of subtracting the two identities above, we first derive a useful identity for dgw o nn,. To do
so, we return to (5.98), which we rewrite as

% ((we - %cke) on 7796) + ((%a — %Cl{,‘g) o n) ((we — iCkG) on 773:)
= (J5cko(cko + 429) — Bwag) oy . (6.30)

At this stage it is convenient to introduce the w-good-unknown ¢* via
q*(6,t) = we(8, 1) — 3¢(0,)k(6,1), (6.31)

the integrating factor in (6.30) as

t
a(n(z,s),s") — & (cke)(n(z,s'), s')ds’, (6.32)

wloo

I(x,s,t) =f

s

and the forcing term in (6.30) by
Q" = J5cko(cky + 42p) — Jway . (6.33)

With this notation, integrating (6.30) and using that kg = 0, we arrive at
t
¢ (n(z, ), t)ne(x, t) = wh(z)e @00 —l—f Q™ (n(x, ), $)na(z, s)e L@ g (6.34)
0

Upon recalling the fact that dywg © 1g 18, = w(, from (6.29), (6.34), and the definition
Q1 = jckg + 329, (6.35)
we obtain
Ot(Nz — 1) = We © 1 Nz — OpW © 1B MBy
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t
— wh(w) (700 —1) + Qronn, + fo QU (n(x,8), 8)ns(w, s)e T Nds  (6.36)

which is the main identity relating the derivatives of n and 7.
We will frequently use that the integrating factor Z defined in (6.32) satisfies

3
2

IZ(-,5,1)] < $Rs(t —5) + fmRg(t? —s7) < 12m(t — s), (6.37)

a bound which is a direct consequence of (5.141) and (5.142).
In order to prove (6.25a), we integrate (6.36) on the interval [0, ¢], use that 7,(z,0) = 1 = ng,(x,0),
and the fact that (w, z, k, a) € X= (expressed through the bounds (5.141)), and obtain that

t
na(,t) — npy (2, )] < Jwj(z)] J ]e*ﬂwﬁ) —1|ds + Ct? < 8mt2|w)(z)| + C12. (6.38)
0
In the case that 0 = n(x,t) ¢ (s2(t),s(t) + %), since |z| = [n~1(0,¢)| = %(bt)%, from (5.17b) and (5.142),
we obtain the second bound in (6.25a). On the other hand, for 6 = n(x,t) € (s2(t),s(t) + %), from (6.27)
we have || > "‘zt and so from (6.28), (6.38), and the working assumption (5.2), we obtain that the first
bound in (6.25a) holds.
We next estimate 7, — 7B,,- Notice that by differentiating the identity (6.36), factors of 7,, appear
in both the integral term, which at first leads to non-optimal bounds. Instead, we twice differentiate the
equations dsn = Az o 1 and dsng = wg o Mg, to find that

0s(Taw — TMBa) = Woo © N1 — WBep © N 1B + W © 1) Tea — WBp © 1B By
(wegg o ms © (M8~ ©1) — wage © MB) N5 + (woo — wagg) 0 1) n;
K ’ Ka
+wegg 016 (17 — 1182) + (Wp 0 1) — WEp O 11B) By, +Wo O 1 (Tew — Trs) - (6.39)

v

/C3 ’C4

We shall first provide bounds for the terms &1, /Co, K3, and K4 on the right side of (6.39) in the regions y
far from s(¢) and y close to s(¢), and then apply the Gronwall inequality to estimate 7, — 7B, in these two
regions. To sharpen the bounds in the region close to s(¢), we then return to (6.36) and differentiate it in .

The case 6 < s(t) or 6 > s(t) + . We recall that z = n~*(6, t) and define the label 7 = ng~'(6, t). As
earlier, from (6.27) and (5.44) we have |z|, |Z| > ’%t Using the mean value theorem, and estimates (5.17b),
(5.36b), (5.22a), (5.44), and (6.28), we obtain that

|77;2IC1(33, s)| < 2000R mk 35 3 + C's™3 ,
so that using (5.54a), (5.142), and (5.2)
K1 (2, 5)| < m¥s™5 . (6.40)
Then, using (5.54a) and (6.10a) and (6.12a), we have that
Ko (w, 5)| < 4(Ny + Ny)s ™5 . (6.41)

In the above estimate we have implicitly used the fact that n(x, s) ¢ Déﬁ, which is a consequence of the
assumption on 6 being sufficiently far from s(¢) and of the bound (6.27). Next, by (5.36), the s-independent
lower bound on x provided by (6.27), and the wg estimates (5.1) and (5.17b), we have

wlN

[Oows (& (2, 5), 5)| < 3|wh(z)| < 2b(kt)~ (6.42a)
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|02 we (s (x, 8), 5)| < (2)*|wh(x)] < 16b(kt) "3 , (6.42b)
for all s € [0, ¢], and so by (5.54a) and (6.25a)
KCs(,5)| < Cs3t™8 < Cs™3 (6.43)
for a suitable C' = C(k, b, m) > 0. Lastly, in order to bound 'y, we write
(wg 01— weg 0 18) = (wg © 1) — Weg © 1817y »
and
(wp o m — wgg o Ne)Nw = (W © N Nz — Cws © Mg NMB,) — Opwe © NB (N — NB,) -
Using the second equality in (6.36), similarly to (6.38) but with ¢ replaced by s, we have that
|wo © e — wag © M NB,| < 4R7s|wi(z)] + Cs3 < 20bk 3mst™5 < C's3 ,

where in the second inequality we have also appealed to (6.28). Hence, by combining the above three
displays with (5.54a), (6.25a), (6.28), and (6.42), we have that

|Ka(z,s)| < Ct3 (S% + t_%s%) <Cs™3 , (6.44)

for a suitable C' = C'(k,b, m) > 0.
Finally, using the bounds (6.40)—(6.44), and the estimates (5.56a) and (5.141a) we apply Gronwall to
(6.39) and find that

11
D00 (2, 8) — MB g (2, 1)] < €272F20 202 16(md 4 Ny + Ny)t5 < 30(m* + Ny + No)ts,  (6.45)

in the case that y ¢ (s2(t),s(t) + ).

The case so(t) < 0 < s(t) + %t We shall first use (6.39) to provide a (non optimal) bound for the difference
Nex — NBge- Once we have such a bound, we will then return to the differentiated form of (6.36) to obtain
the optimal bound.

Recall the definitions of the labels 7 = ng ~!(n(x,t),t) and x = 71 (6, t). At this stage it is convenient
to introduce s = v#(z,t) € [0, t), the largest time at which either n(z,s) = sa(s) = s(s) — % + O(sg) or
n(x,s) = s(s) + 5. This time v(x, 1) exists in view of the intermediate function theorem since, [7(z,0) —
s(0)] = |z] = %(bt)% > 0, and is unique since as in (5.50) and in Lemma (5.24), we have that the flow 7 is
transversal to both s9 and to s. In fact, we recall from (5.50) that

Ine.s) = s(s) = ly = s(t)] + §b3e2(t — 5) (6.46)
and therefore, by also taking into account (6.7), we have that
V(z,t) > bir 12 (6.47)

uniformly for all 2 = n~*(6,t), and 6 € (so(t),s(t) + & ).
Next, we return to bounding the terms on the right side of (6.39). Then by (5.21a), (5.36b), the mean
value theorem, (5.44), and using (5.17b), (5.17¢), (6.26) we obtain

(1 + swp(¥))wg (F) — 3s(wi(F))?
(1 + swp (7))

|K:1(33‘, S)| < 4|773_1(77($7 8)7 5) - $|
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AR15%(3)" (4mb™ ™4 + 16b73st ™)
mis?t 4. (6.48)

NN

Here we have use that & lies in between  and ng~!(n(z, s), ), and thus satisfies |&| > %(bt)%. Next, by
(5.54a), (6.8a), (6.10a), and (6.12a),

KCa(w, )| < 40+ N5) (572 + Loy(oy ety <a(7 (02, 8),5) 7 - (6.49)

Next, using (5.36b) and the fact that |z| > %(bt)%, combined with the estimates (5.17b) and (5.17¢) we
obtain that |wggg(nB(z, s), 5)| < 3b~2¢"3. Hence, by also appealing to (5.54a) and (6.25a), we deduce

s, 5)| < Cst™3 . (6.50)

Finally, by (5.52), (5.141b), (5.142), and (6.26),

D=

[Kae,s)| < (4Rib™3575 + Ra(bs) %) sluf (o)

< (4R1b’%s’% + RQ(bs)*%) sib2473 <mlsat 3. 6.51)
Summing up the estimates (6.48)—(6.51), we obtain

‘Kl(a:,s)| + ‘K2($,8)| + |’C3(l‘,8)| + |IC4(x,8)|
< (4(M1 + N5) + 2m4) 572 + 4M1152(s)<n(az,s)<5(s)7(n($v S), S)_% . (6.52)

Let 7(¢) = b2k~ 1¢3 be the lower bound in (6.47). With (6.52) in hand we apply the Gronwall inequality
to (6.39) on the time interval [(t), t], which in view of (6.47) is slightly larger than [v#(z, t),t]. The point
here is that due to (6.47) we know that either n(z, V) < s2(V), or n(x,v) > s(V) + %’7, and thus (6.45) holds
at the time v. We thus deduce that

|77$06 (1‘, t) - 773:”(.%, t)‘

t t

s 2ds + 4M J; 152(S)<77(ac,5)<5(5)7(77(x7 8)7 S)_%dS

14

< 30(m* + Ny + NP3 + (4(M; + Ns) + 2m4)J

t
< Ct2 + (4(My + N5) + 2m*)kb™3¢72 + 40M; ﬁ Loy (o) <n(es)<s(s)T(1(@, 5), 8) " 2ds (6.53)

Note that if 6 > 5(t), then {n(x, s)} [0, does not intersect DE, and so the integral term in the above is
vacuous. We thus are left to consider the case 0 € (s2(t), s(t)).

In order to bound the integral term on the right side of (6.53), for every = € [ 1 (s2(¢),), 771 (s(¢), 1))
we define the intersection time s = v5(z) at which the 3-characteristic n(z, s) intersects the curve so(s).
Just as we showed that ¢.(, s) is transverse to the shock curve in the proof of Lemma 5.24, by the same
argument, for all labels = € Y (), the curve n(z, s) is transverse to the characteristic curve (s2(t), t), and so
there exists an s9(t)-intersection time v»(x) such that

n(z,va(x)) = s2(r2(z)) . (6.54)

Note that for these values of z, we have that v, () = v¥(z, ), as was previously defined above (6.46). When
x ¢ [n7 (s2(t), 1), n~(s(t),t)) we overload notation, and define v5(x) = , to signify that 1(z, -) does not
intersect so.
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For future purposes, for every = € [~ 1(s1(t),t),n~1(s(t),)) we define the intersection time s = v ()
at which the 3-characteristic 7)(z, s) intersects the curve s;(s), i.e.

n(z,vi(z)) = s1(v1(x)). (6.55)

The existence and uniqueness of v (x) is again justified by the transversality of the 3-characteristic and the
1-characteristic. Again, for z ¢ [n71(s1(¢),t),n 1 (s(t), 1)), we set v (z) = E.

t=¢
t
vo(x)
vi(x) |
n(z.s)
t=0 x 0

Figure 13: Fix a point (0, t) which lies in between s; and s2, and let « be the label such that n(z, t) = 0. The intersection time
of n(x, s) with s2 is denoted by v (x), while the intersection time of 7(z, s) with s; is denoted by v1 ().

With this notation, we return to the integral term in (6.53), and recall that 2k ~1(0 — 52(s)) < 7(0, 5) <

4571(0 — 59(s)). This justifies defining the curve y(s) = n(z, s) — s2(s). Note that in view of Remark 6.3
and 6.4, we have that ¥(s) = A3(n(z, s), s) — $2(s) > Lx. Hence,

t 1 t 1
ﬁ 152(s)<77(:1:,s)<5(s)7(77($7 3)7 3)7§ds < J ’T(U(% S)>7§d8

va(x)

N|=

< 8K 29(t)2 = 8k 2(0 — 5y(t))2 < 8t (6.56)

In the last inequality above we have used that [0 — s5(¢)| < 5(t) — s2(t) < “. From (6.53) and (6.56), we
deduce the non-sharp upper bound

‘nm(a:,t) — ngm(m,t)| < 4(Mj;+ N5 + m4)/€b_%t_% , (6.57)

for z = 11(0,t), when y € (so(t),s(t) + &).
Note that (6.57) is weaker than the bound claimed in the second line of (6.25b). This rough bound (6.58)
may now be used to establish an optimal bound for 7, — 7B, as follows. Estimate (6.57) is combined with

(6.26) and (6.28), together with the bound (6.45), to show that for £ taken sufficiently small we have

5 2
12bk™8t73 if 0 t),s(t) + &L
e, )] < 4 070 L, TO#(e(i)s(0) + ) (6.58)
8(Mi + N5 + m*)kb™2t72 if 6 € (s2(t),8(t) + &)
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for t € [0,Z] where z = 1~ 1(0,t) € Y(t). Moreover, by the definition of the time v/*(x,t) appearing in
(6.47), upon letting (0,t) — (n(zx, s), s) in (6.58), we obtain that

) (6.59)

12bk 8573, if s < v¥(x,1)
N2z (2, 8)| < N
8(My + N5 + mYkb™2572 ifvh(x,t) <s <t

where we have overloaded notation and have defined v/#(x,t) := t whenever 7(z, s) < s2(s) or n(z, s) >
s(s) + %5 forall s € [0,1].
Next, differentiating (6.36), we arrive at
as(nxa: - anz) = U}g (6_1("075) - 1) - wE)e_I(.70’S)axI('a 0, 5)
+ Q101 (1) + Q101 s
S
i J (06Q" o + Q¥ o nmuw — Q¥ 0 ey Z( 8, 5)) e Fds (6.60)
0

where we recall that Z, Q“ and Ql are defined as in (6.32), (6.33), and (6.35). From (5.56a), (5.141), (6.8¢),
and (6.56) we deduce

1

|02Z(-, 5", s)| < 24ms + 1S>V2(x)(m2 + mMs3)s? (6.61a)
1Q1(-, 8)| <m 262 (6.61b)
QY (- s)| < 12m. (6.61c)

Moreover, differentiating (6.33) and (6.35), using (5.141) we also obtain
00Q1(-, 5)| < ms)%’wg(-,s)’ + Bkoo (-, s)| + %’299(-, s)| + Cs (6.62a)
‘59@1‘] S ! < m? %‘]{99(-,8)’ + mQS%‘Zgg(-, S)’ + 3m’a99(-, S)’ + 12m‘w9(-, S)’ +C. (6.62b)

These bounds are used to estimate the three lines on the right side of (6.60) as follows. Using (6.37) and
(6.61a), we obtain

1 1

first line on RHS of (6.60) < 24ms|w((z)| + 2(m2 + mMs)s2 |wj(z)] . (6.63)

Next, using (6.61b) and (6.62a), combined with (5.54a), (6.8b), (6.8¢), (6.10b), and (6.59), we estimate

second line on RHS of (6.60)
9 1 _5 _2 4 L3 _3 1
< més2 (12b/€ 38 31,z + 8(M1 4+ N5+ m*)rb™2s 218>ij(x7t)> + 4(ms)z|wy(-, s)|
_1 _1

+ (mMQ + 2M3)7(7}($7 S)v 5) 2 1s>1/2(m) + 2N23(7](1’, 8)7 5) 2 1l/1({E)<S<l/2(£E) +Cs. (6.64)

The estimate for the third line of (6.60) is more delicate, and proceeds in several steps. By using (6.59),
(6.61a), (6.61c), and (6.62b), combined with (5.54a), (5.56a), (5.141b), (6.8), (6.10), and (6.12), we have

third line on RHS of (6.60)

min{s,vt(z,t)} s
<C+ CJ (s’)*gds’ + Lo pi(e,n96(M1 + N5 + m4)ﬁb3mJ (s’)*%ds’
0 ' vi(z,t)

(NI

S
+ 4(m3 Mz 4+ m2My + S%M5)1S>V2(m)8 J 7(n(z, s'), ') "2ds’

v ()

122



Buckmaster, Drivas, Shkoller, Vicol Shock development for 2D Euler

N[

) min{s,vs(z)} 1
+ 4m N215>V1($)S J H(?](xjs/)jsf)—idsl

v1(x)

S min{s,v?(z,t)}
+12m <(M5 + N ls(a) J () "1ds’ + N3J (51)—3655') . (6.65)

v (z) vi(z)

Next, by using (6.56), and the fact that in view of the relations 3(0, s) ~ x~1(6 —s1(s)) and \3(n(x, s), s) —
s1(s) = %/{ the same argument used to prove (6.56) also establishes

N

¢
J a(n(z, )" 2ds < Ct2 (6.66)

v (x)
and so from (6.65), (6.47), (6.56), and (6.66) we obtain that
third line on RHS of (6.60) < C' + 1.1, 200(M; + N5 + m*) kb 2m(vi(z, )2
<SC+1_ ., 3200(M + N5 +mb)kzb™ime ™7 (6.67)
Finally, using the bounds (6.63), (6.64) (which needs to be combined with (5.56a), (5.141b), (6.47), (6.56),
(6.66)), and (6.67), we integrate (6.60) on [0, ¢], use (6.26), and arrive at

t
Nz — MBy) (T, 1) < 12mt2|w8(:c)\ + 2(m% + mMg)t%\w’O(x)\ +Clog ———— + Otz

vi(z,t)
+200(M; + N5 + m*)k2b~imti
< 12mt?|wg(z)| + Clogt
< 5mb 2t (6.68)

for z = n~1(0,t) with € (s2(t),s(t) + ). This concludes the proof of the second inequality in (6.25b).

The case 0 < so(t) or 0 > s(t) + %t revisited. In order to prove the Lemma, we note that the constant
claimed in the first inequality in (6.25b) is different than the one previously established in (6.45); this issue
plays an important role proof of Lemma 6.12.

For this purpose we combine (6.60) with the bounds (6.63), (6.64), (6.67) (the first line of this inequality
is used here), and use the fact that for  as above we have that % (z, t), vo(x) >t > s, to arrive at

1 1
|05 (New — MBaw)| < 24ms|uf ()] + 2(m?= + mMs)s2 wp(z))|
+ 24bk~3m2s™F + 4m2s~3 + 2N23(n(x, s), s)_%lyl(x)<s<,,2(z) +C.
Integrating the above estimate on [0, ¢] and appealing to (6.28) and (6.66) we obtain
|01 = M00) (. 8)] < 12m8% ()| + 2(m? + mM)t2 | ()] + Ct2
< 48mbr 313 + O3 .

Taking into account (5.2) and the fact that ¢ is sufficiently small with respect to , b, m, the above estimate
proves the first inequality in (6.25b). O

6.2.2 Derivatives of the 1- and 2-characteristics

Lemma 6.8. For any (0,t) € Ds,

W=

sup |Oge(0,s) — 1| < 60br5¢3 , sup |G (0,s) — 1] < 30br 5t
s€(0,t] s€[0,t]

(6.69)
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Proof of Lemma 6.8. For any (0,t) € Dzand s € [0,t], 0s0p¢pr = OpA20 ¢ pbr, and since dpp (0, ) = 1,

we see that . . .
a@qbt(e, 5) — e~ Ss Og 20 dr _ e—% SS angO(i)the—% SS ag(w—wB—i-Z)Od)th )

Similarly, for s € [0, t], 0s0g1)y = dpA1 © Yy Ogaby, and since dpthy(6,t) = 1, so that

o t
agwt(e’ S) — e Sz dpA1otedr _ 6_% Sz ngBowtdre— SS (%Bg(w—w3)+agz) otedr )

By combining the above two identities with the bounds (5.2), (5.141), and (5.57a) (with y = % for ¢; and

W= % for ;), and using that € is sufficiently small, the bound (6.69) follows.

O

We next derive second derivative identities and bounds for these characteristics. As we noted above,
the bounds differ, depending on the spacetime region. In order to state these bounds, we first define the
2-characteristic s1(¢)-intersection time. Just as we showed that ¢ (6, s) is transverse to the shock curve in
the proof of Lemma 5.24, by the same argument, the curve ¢ (0, s) is transverse to the characteristic curve

(s1(t), 1), and there exists an s (t)-intersection time 71 (6, t) such that

o1 (0,71(0,1)) = s51(71(6,1)) .

t=¢
t
¢t(6las) e
71.(0, )}
T(64t)
t=20

o’ 0

Figure 14: Fix points: (¢', ) which lies in between s1 and sz, and (8, t) which lies in between 51 and 5. The intersection time of

¢¢(0', s) with 51 is denoted by 71 (6’, ), while the intersection time of ¢ (6, s) with s is denoted as usual by 7(6, t).

Lemma 6.9. Let (0,t) € D=. Then, for all (6,t) € DX we have

sup s |83¢t(0,3)| < 3m?k73, sup s |532/)t(9, s)| <mig 3 ,
se[T(0,t),t] s€[3(0,t),t]

while for all (0,t) € D2\DF it holds that

sup 53 ’83¢t(0,3)| < 4bm?k73 sup |8g1/)t(9, s)| < m2k
se[T1(0,t),t] s€[d(0,t),t]

Lastly, for (6,t) € D=\DZ we have

sup |83¢)t(9,3)| <3m%73t7, sup |8g¢t(0,5)| < m%n*%tfl, s(t)y<é<m,

se[0,] se[0,¢]
sup 53 |83¢t(9,5)| < 3m?k73, sup |8gwt(0,s)| <migatTs , —m<0<s(t).
s€[0,t] s€[0,t]
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Proof of Lemma 6.9. Itis convenient to introduce the (temporary) variables C = co¢y, B = 0s¢pp = ooy
and A = a o ¢, so that using the chain-rule, the equation for ¢ given by (3.7) can be written as

0sC + 3C(0pgy) 0B = —3AC'.

It follows that ) ) )
(091)205C + 3C(0pbr) " 209B = —5(0py) 2 AC,
and hence

0, ((@0d)3C) + §A(G000)3C = 0.

For (6,t) € DE, and letting s € [7(0,t),t), we integrate this equation from s to ¢ and find that

01(0, 5) = e S: (2000 (s’ ST (6.74)

Differentiating (6.74), we find that
, 0,t) t
')2 0 -9 Eﬁaod)tds C(—,<§ 0.1 0 f ds’'
(0¢t( 78) €3 CS(¢t(9,S),S) 36( ) )C(¢t( 78)78) S(ago(bt &G(bt) S
+ (@10, 5), 5)ea0,1) — (0, )co(64(0, 5), 5)0pn(0,5)) . (675)
In essence, the two worst terms in the above identity are cg(0, t) and cg(¢¢(6, s), s), so that in view of (5.37)
and (5.141) the bounds will be determined by how close y is to s(t), respectively ¢:(6, s) to s(s).

A similar argument can be used to obtain a formula for dg2);. To do so, we make the observation (see
also (5.138c¢)) that (3.7) can be written using A; as the transport velocity in the special form

0tc + A\10gc + 2¢0g N1 = 2¢0pz — %ac.
We again introduce temporary variables C' = c o ¢ and B = A1 o ¢y = 01/, so that
0sC + 2C(0gpr) 109 B = (2092 — 5a) o1, C'.

Then,
0s ((Og1e)*C) — (2092 — §a) o9y (Ggtn)?C = 0,

and for any (,t) € DZ and s € [7(0,1),t), we integrate this equation from s to ¢ and find that

1
200, 5) = b (alw @) —zotwi@nn)as__200) (6.76)
c2((0, ), s)
Differentiating (6.76) once more yields
1
Bin(0,5) = geltosomar O
c2 (1/%(97 S)) 5)
¢
Opc(0,t)  Ogc((0,5), 5)
300 — 2 / - . .

X (L(3a9 299) © Py Opthrds’ + 0.0 (r(0.5).5) XA CA s)) (6.77)

As before, the worst terms in the above identity are cg(6,t) and cy(¢¢(6, s), s), but in order to justify this
heuristic we need to estimate the time integral of zgg o 1.
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For (,t) € DE, we shall need a good bound for Sg(e,t) 200 (11(0, s), s)ds, and to this end, we employ an
argument which is very similar to the one we used to obtain (6.56). Let us define y(s) = 1:(0, s) — s2(s).
Since A (146, 5),5) — §2(s) < — 5k, we obtain ¥(s) < — 5. Moreover, using (6.5) we have that for £
sufficiently small, 7(6, ) > 3k71(0 — s2(t)) for all s55(¢) < 6 < s(t). Hence,

t

f (W0, ), S)_%ds < %“% f (¢e(0, 8) — 52(8))_%ds

J(0,t) J(0,t)

N

< 472 (s(3(0,1)) — s2(a(0,1)))% < 3a(0,1) (6.78)
From (6.78) and the bootstrap assumption (6.8b), we get
¢
J 290 0 | ds < 3Ma3(0,1)% . (6.79)
3(0,t)

First consider (0,t) € Déf. Combining (6.75) and (6.77), with the bounds (5.37), (5.141), (6.69), (6.79),
and taking £ sufficiently small, we see that [03¢¢(6, s)| < 3m?s~3s™! and |03¢(0,s)| < m2k 251,
which are the bounds stated in (6.70). Here we use that 7(6,¢) and 3(0, t) are the shock intersection times
for trajectories ¢ (6, s) and ¥ (0, s).

We next consider the case (0,t) € Dg\liﬁ From (6.75), by using (5.141), (5.37a), and (6.69), we obtain

‘63@(9, s)| < dbm%k 3573 ,
for all s € [71(0,t),t], which establishes the first bound in (6.71). Using the bootstrap assumption (6.10b)
and the bound (6.79) for s such that ¥ (6, s) € DX, respectively (6.10b) and the fact that 3(v;(0, s), s) =

3(0,t) for (6, s) € DZ\DE, we obtain

¢
J 200 (9(0, 5), 5)|ds < tNwa(0,6) % + 3Maa(6,1)?
46,

Therefore, the identity (6.77) together with (5.37), (5.141), (6.69), (6.75), (6.77), and the above estimate,
show that

sup |03vu(6,5)] < m2k20(0,0) 71,
s€[d(0,t),t]

for all (6,t) € DZ\DE, which establishes the second bound in (6.71). Note that this bound is only sharp
when s is very close to 3(6, t).

For the case that (0,¢) € Dz such that § > s(¢), we have that z = 0, and so the identities (6.75) and
(6.77) show that second derivatives of these characteristics are largest at points (6, ¢) which are very close to
s(t). Using that |¢.(6, s) — s(s)|, [1¢(0, s) — s(s)| 2 t for s € [0,t/2], using (5.37) and (5.141) it follows
from (6.75) and respectively (6.77) that

sup |0 (0, s)| < 3m?k 371 sup |0¢(0, s)| < m2r 2t
s€[0,t] s€[0,t]

which establishes (6.72) for s(t) < 6 < 7.
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For the case that (0,t) € Dz such that — < 6 < s1(¢) we again have that z = 0. Using (5.37), (5.141),
(6.69), it similarly follows from (6.75) and (6.77) that

sup 53 ‘53@(9,8)’ < 3m?k73, sup ’63%(9, s)’ <mik 373 , (6.80)
s€(0,t] s€[0,t]

which is the stated bound (6.73). This improved growth rate of second derivatives makes use of the fact that
for —m < 0 < s1(t), one the one hand we have |1(0,s) — s(s)| = |¢:(0,5) — s2(s)| ~ |0 — s2(t)| = Kt
for all s € [0, t], while on the other hand |¢;(6, s) — s(s)| = |s1(s) — s(s)| ~ ks forall s € [0, ¢]. O

6.3 Second derivatives for w along the shock curve

Lemma 6.10. Assume that the shock curve s satisfies (5.13), that (w, z, k,a) € Xz (as defined in (5.141)—
(5.142)), and that the second derivative bootstraps (6.8)—(6.12) hold. Then we have that

LCow(s(t)t, 1) — Lrws(s(t)T, 1) < (4b°M; + mP)e ! (6.81)

where My = M (k,b,c,m) > 0 is the constant from (6.8a). In particular, the bound (5.82) holds with the
constant R* = 4b3 M, 4+ m®, which in turn implies (5.83).

Proof of Lemma 6.10. First, we note that from (3.5), Lemma 5.8, and the fact that (w, z,k,a) € Az
cf. (5.141)—(5.142), we have that

|00w(0, )| < |dpwg(0,t)] + Ra(bt) 2 < %t + Ry(bt)"2 < ¢! (6.82a)
|6sw(6,1)] < (m+ Ryt + LRat2)t™" + 882(m + Ryt) + 8843 (m + Ryt + Ryt2)> < 2mt™  (6.82b)
10:2(0,8)| < (3(m + Rut) + Rst?)Rat? + SR;Ryt? + 24(m + Ryt + Rst?)2Rgtz <m3t2  (6.82¢)
|6:a(0,1)] < L(m + Ryt + Rst?)Ry + L(m + Ryt + Ryt2)> < m? (6.82d)

for all (6,t) € Dz, and in particular as § — s(t)*.
From the chain rule, we obtain that

Aw(s(t)E,1) = 5() (we) (s()*, 1) + (5()) (wan) (s(1)F, £) + 25(t) (wee) (s(1) 5, 1) + (wtt)(5(t)+a6t) :
(6.83)

From the evolution equations (3.5) and the definition of the wave speeds in (3.6) we have the identities

wyp = —(w + %Z)wee (wo + 20)w0 3(6“0)9 + 12 5 (w — 2)(wo — z9)ko + 55 (w —2)"kop  (6.842)
wy = —(w + éz)wtg (wy + zt)wg - ét(aw) L(w —z)(wp — z)ko + 55 (w — 2)%kyg
= (w+ %2) (w+ §2)wee + (wo + 320)wo + § ( w)y — %( — z)(wp — Ze) — g3 (w — 2)?kep)
((w+ éz)wg—kgaw—kg(gw—kz)zg—l—faz—% ) wy — 50t (aw)
w — 2)(wp — z)kg — 5 (w — 2)* (W + 2)kag + (wg + zg)ko) (6.84b)

pointwise for (6,t) € Dz. We shall in fact use (6.84) only for § — s(¢)%, so that the relevant bounds on sec-
ond derivatives of w are given by (6.8a), the second branch in (6.12a), and from the estimate |03wg (0, t)| <

%b_%t_%, which follows from Lemma 5.8 and (5.36b); together, these bounds and the fact 7(s(t)~,t) = ¢,
imply that

“2 < 3ph 2t 3.

_
(o
vlw
i
(SIS
+

|Gpw(s(t), 1) < b~
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Similarly, for the second derivative of k& we appeal to (6.8c), which gives

|03k (s(t) ™, 1)] < Mt ™2 .
From the above two estimates, the bounds (6.84), the fact that (w, z,k,a) € Xz cf. (5.141)—(5.142), we
deduce that at (s(t)*, ¢):
_1
|lwig + wwgg + (we)?*| < [z wae! + Slawy| + Ct ™2
< (Rsb™2 + 3Ryt + Ct 2
m3t~! (6.85a)
1
Wy — wweyg — 2w(wp)?| < |w| |wig + wweg + (wy)?| + 3 |zwig| + §lawwg| + Sadw| + Ct™2
<Im% ' 4 3Rymb 3t 4+ 10mRyt ! + Ot
<mit? (6.85b)

upon taking £, and hence t, to be sufficiently small, and using (5.2). Combining the s bounds in (5.13) with
(6.83) and (6.85), we thus deduce that

Low(s(t)F,1) — (5 — wis(t)t, ) wap(s(t)%,1) + 266 — w(s()F, ) (wals(t)F, )] < dmPt".
(6.86)

In a similar fashion, we may show from (5.14) that dpwg = —wBé’ng — (Opwg)? and that dywp =
wg?03wg + 2wg(dpwg)?, and thus, as in (6.83), we have that

Lowg(s(t)*, 1) — (5 — wa(s(t)™, 1)) wege(s(t) ", £) + 2(5 — wa(s(t)T, 1)) (weg(s(t)*,1))? = 0.
(6.87)

That is, for the Burgers solution we have (6.86) without the O(t‘l) error term. In order to prove (6.81) it
remains to subtract (6.86) and (6.87). We obtain that

L (w(s(t):, 1) —we(s(t)*, 1))
= 2(((t) — w(s(t)%, 1) + (5(t) — w 1)2) 3w — we)(s(t) 5, 1))
+ (w—w)(s(t)*, 1)) (5(1) aw+wm@m%w>%w+ww@w#t>
)

|
[\
—
<o
—~
o~
SN—

|
N[ +—
—~
g
_l’_
g
v9]
S~—
—
&
—
~
N—

I+ |

) ;
— (w—wg)(s(t)*, 1)) ((wa(s(t)™, 1)) + (wpg(s(t) ", 1)))?) + O™) (6.88)

where the O(t_l) term is bounded by the right side of (6.86). The estimate (6.88) is now combined with
the working assumption (5.2), the 5(¢) — s bound in (5.13), the wg estimates established in the proof of
Proposition 5.7, the estimates (5.141a)—(5.141b), and the bootstrap assumption (6.8a), to arrive at

& (w(s()*, 1) — ws(s(t)*, 1))
< (b3t2 + (2m* + R)OX(2Mt2) + Rit(b2t2 + (2m* + Ry)t)(6b~2¢73)
+2(b2t7 + (2m* + R)E)Ro(bt) "2 (267Y) + Ryt (2672) + mPb 3¢}
< (4b°My +9m® + m®)t (6.89)

This completes the proof of the lemma, upon appealing to (5.2). O
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6.4 Improving the bootstrap bounds for £y,

Lemma 6.11. For all (0,t) € DE we have that
|02K(0,8)| < m?3(6,1) = . (6.90)
This justifies the choice of the constant M3 in (6.9) and improves the bootstrap assumption (6.8c).

Proof of Lemma 6.11. Differentiating (5.105), we have that
45 (5K 0 61 (2060)* + Gok 0 & 0fn) = 0, 691)
and integrating in time from 7(6, ) to , we have that for each (6,t) € DE,
03k(0,1) = 03k(s(7),7) (94(0,7))° + ok (s(7), 7)30¢(0,7), T =7(0,1). (6.92)
It follows from (5.109) that
2 ;
OFk(0,1) = 03k (s(7),7) (064(0,7))" + srpr Ly G310, 7) (6.93)
where T = 7(0, t). Next, by differentiating the system (5.107), a lengthy computation reveals that
2 k(¢
0R((0:) = Gt
= (300) — (@Aals(t), 1) + (25() = Ma(s(), )0 Na5(1). 1)) ) sy - (6.9

Substitution of (6.94) into (6.93) shows that for all (0,¢) € Déf,

k0.0 = (Gt — (5 @0+ @5 2)ad) ) i )| oo (@onlw.5(60.1)°

T(0,t 2
+ Tl e y, 7(6,1). (6.95)

Given the bounds (5.141) together with (5.2), (5.13), (5.37), (5.81), (5.83), (6.6), (6.7), (6.82), (6.69), and
(6.70) we find that

33k(0,0)] < (1+ C13) (18 ]k- (o ))| 8 (6m + 57(0,0)7") K- (v(0,1))])
+ M2\ (3(0,8))|7(0, )7t + C
< 50bz,<r5(1 +10m2k2)7(0, )2
25(0, )2

for all (0,t) € D’g. See the details in the proof of (6.152) below for a sharper bound than the one given
above. The estimate (6.90) thus holds, concluding the proof. ]

6.5 Improving the bootstrap bounds for wgy

Lemma 6.12. For all (6,t) € Dz, we have that

ITmin{Ny, NoJt ™3, 0 <so(t) or0 > s(t) + =
|woo(0,t) — wegg(0,1)| < { LM (#72 +5(0,8)72) ifsa(t) < 0 < (1) : (6.96)
T N5t =2 ifs(t) <0 <s(t)+ %
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where M is as defined as in (6.9), Ny is given by (6.11), while Ny and N5 are defined in (6.13). In
particular, we have improved the bootstrap bounds (6.8a), (6.10a), and (6.12a). Moreover, we have

15br 5173, 0 < s3(t) or 0 > s(t) + =
lwee(0,1)| < { 3b72t73 +5miT(6,£)"2  ifsa(t) < 6 < s(t) : (6.97)
3b2t73 ifs(t) <0 <s(t)+ 5

Proof of Lemma 6.12. Throughout this proof we will take €, and hence ¢, to be sufficiently small with
respect to #, b, c and m. For any (6,t) € D=, we define z € Y(t) by x = n~ (6, 1).

Recall that the good unknown ¢ is defined in (6.31), and it satisfies (6.34). Differentiating (6.34) with
respect to the label x, we obtain the identity

69q“’(77(x,t),t) 772(95@ = _qw(n(x7t)>773:x(x7t)

¢
+ 0y (w()(z:)e_l(z’o’t) + J QY (n(x,s), s)n:(z, s)e_I(I’S’t)ds> . (6.98)
0

Taking into account the definition of ¢* in (6.31) and the identity 8311}3 ong 778;25 + OgwB ONB NMB 4y = Wo (T),
we thus obtain that

00" oz — dgwe © NB ME2
= wo(2)8y " (MBrs — NMea) + (Opws © Mg — Jgw o1 + F(ckg) ©N) Naw
+ wy (e_I(”O’S) — 1) —whe IO, 7(-,0,5)

+ J (00Q" o2 + Q™ 0N yy — Q¥ 0N N0 L(, 8, 5)) e T8 gl (6.99)
0

The key observation is that second line in (6.99) is precisely the first line in (6.60), while the third line in
(6.99) is precisely the third line in (6.60); we will use this fact to avoid redundant bounds.

Bounds in the region s, (t) < 0 < s(t) + %t By taking into account (5.54a), (6.25b), (5.52), (6.26), (5.141)
and (5.142), we obtain that

the first line on RHS of (6.99)
_3 _3,_1 _1 1 1 1,.-3,-3 _1
< 40mt™3 + (8Rib™H78 4 Ry(bt) ™3 + dmRet? ) (3675473 + 20me3)
< m3(bt)72, (6.100)

since ¢ is sufficiently small. Next, since second line in (6.99) equals the first line in (6.60), from (6.63),
(6.26), and the fact that ¢ > v#(z, t), we obtain

the second line on RHS of (6.99) < 24mt|w((z)| + 2(m? + mMs)t2 |w)(x)] < 10m(bt)"2 .  (6.101)

Similarly, since third line in (6.99) equals the third line in (6.60), from (6.67), (6.26), and the fact that
t > v#(x,t), we obtain

the third line on RHS of (6.99) < Ct 1. (6.102)
By adding (6.100), (6.101), and (6.102), since ¢ is sufficiently small we deduce that

|06q" o2 — dgwe o ne ne2| < 2m3(bt) 2. (6.103)
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Next, by recalling the definition of ¢ in (6.31), and appealing to (5.141), (5.142), and (6.90), we deduce
’ 2 2 3 -2 3 -1
wog © N(N2)” — wees © MB(MB,)*| < 3m?>(bt) > + m’7(0, )= . (6.104)
With (6.104) in hand, we use the notation introduced in (6.39) to rewrite
wap(0,t) — wreg(0,t) = 13 % (weg 0 M(12)* — wegp © MB(MB,)?) — 13 2Ks — 05 2K, (6.105)
and thus we may combine (5.54a), (6.48), and (6.50), to arrive at
|wog (6, 1) — wegy (6, )| < 5m*t~2 + 2m37(0, 1) "2 (6.106)

since m is large compared to b. The above estimate proves the second and third bounds in (6.96) once we
ensure that %Ml > 5m* and %N5 > 5m?. These conditions hold in view of the definitions (6.9) and (6.13).

Bounds in the region 0 < s5(t) or 6 > s(t) + %'. In order to estimate the first line on the right side of
(6.99), we rewrite

wy 01 — wgg o =1, (we NN — wWey 1B NB,) — N, WBe © 1B (N — 7B,) (6.107)
so that from the second equality in (6.36), (5.54a), (6.37), (6.61b), (6.61c), and (6.25a), we have
|(wg o — weg o n)(z,t)| < 40mt|wp(x)| + m2t2 + Ct + 200m|w6(:p)|t%
< 50mt|w)(z)] + 2m2¢2 . (6.108)
Thus, analogously to (6.100), using (5.54a), (6.25b), (6.28), and the fact that k(6,t) = 0, we have
the first line on RHS of (6.99) < 20\w6(m)|mt% + <50mt|w6(:p)| + 2m2t%> <4bl€_gt_§ + 10mt%)
<Cts. (6.109)
Next, similarly to (6.101) we have that

. " 1 oy
the second line on RHS of (6.99) < 24mt|wg(z)| + 2(m2 + mMs)t2 |w((x)|
< 96mbr~ 3t + Ot . (6.110)

As in (6.102), but this time using that v/#(x, t) > ¢, we obtain from the first line in (6.67) that
the third line on RHS of (6.99) < C'. (6.111)

By adding (6.109), (6.110), and (6.111), using that k(n(x, s), s) = 0, since ¢ is sufficiently small we deduce

wiN

lwoe 0 1(12)* — weeg © M8 (118,)?| < 20mt™ (6.112)

Here we have also used (5.2). Finally, using the decomposition (6.105), and appealing to the bounds (6.40)
and (6.43) we deduce that

lwoo (0, 1) — wege(8,£)| < 2m*t 5 . (6.113)

The above estimate proves the first bound in (6.96) once we ensure that %min{Nl, Ny} = 2m*. This
condition holds in view of the definitions (6.11) and (6.13).

In order to complete the proof of the lemma, we note that (6.97) follows from (6.96), the triangle
inequality, and (5.37b). O
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Lemma 6.13. Recall the definition of q* in (6.31). Forall (0,t) € D such that s(t) < 0 < sy(t) + &, we
have that

g5 (0, 1)] < 3b(rt) 5 . 6.114)

Proof of Lemma 6.13. Combining (6.103) with (5.1), (5.36b), (5.54a), (6.46) (with s — 0), and (6.7) we
deduce that [~'(6,¢)| > % and thus

|95 (0, 1)] < 2|wsge (18 (0" (6, 1), ‘+2m (bt)~?
< 10jwg(n~1(0,1))| + 2m? (bt)
< 3b(kt)5 . (6.115)
The bound (6.114) is thus proven. O
6.6 Improving the bootstrap bounds for 2y
Just as we defined the function ¢*' (0, t) in (6.31), we introduce the function
q*(0,t) = z9(0,t) + 3c(0,t)ke(0,1) . (6.116)
Using this unknown, we rewrite the equation (5.102) as
a5 (47 0 Pudorin) = —QF oty Oyt (6.117)
where
Q* = cko(FHwo + 1520 + 2a) + 30p(az) . (6.118)
Differentiating (6.117), we have that
4 (g5 o (Opbr)? + @7 0 rgihy) = —0pQ* oty (Opthr)* — Q% oty Ogaby, (6.119)

which may be integrated on [3(0, t), t] to obtain that
t
45 (0,1) = (45 (0v0)* + a*0591) | (45 ) — L(e )(aeQZowt (Gpe)? + Q% ony Ojtpr)ds.  (6.120)
it

for all (6,t) € DZ. Here we have used that 1(60,3(6,t)) = s(3(6,t)) and the fact that ¢;(¢,t) = 6, which
implies dp1 (0, t) = 1 and 93%4(0,t) = 0. In order to estimate the right side of (6.120), we first establish:

Lemma 6.14. For (0,t) € DZ,

1

f , )\aecz oty (othr)? + Q% oty ABun|ds < 3m*9(8, )7 . (6.121)
,t

Proof of Lemma 6.14. We decompose dyQ* = Q1 + Qa, where

Q1q Q1p Qle
—— &

1 1 g 1 1 2
O = 2ck9w99 + 24k9w9w9 + Ck@g( ToWe + 1526 + ga) R

Qo = ck9(12299 + ag) + S(az)gg + 24k929w9
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J1(0,1)

7(0,t)

t=20

0

Figure 15: Fix a point (6,t) which lies in between 51 and s2. The intersection time of v; (6, s) with s2 is denoted by 3, (6, t),
while the intersection time with s is denoted as usual by 3(6, t).

For (0,t) € Dg\@, is convenient to introduce a time g1 (6, t), which is defined as the time at which the curve
(0, -) intersects the curve so; recall that 3(6,t) is the time at which (0, -) intersects the shock curve s.
From (6.7), (6.69), and the definitions of g and J;, we note that

51(0,1) = 23(0,1) + O(3(6,1)3) . (6.122)

When (6,t) € DE, we abuse notation and write g1 (0, t) = t, emphasizing that 1/;(6, -) does not intersect ss.
By definition, note that for s € (31(6, ), t], all the terms in Q; o 1)y and Q3 o 14 vanish.
Let us thus consider first the case (0,t) € DE. From (5.216) we have that

kg (164(0, 5), 5)| < 20067 ™ 45(44(6, ), 5)2 . (6.123)
for all s € [3(0,t),t]. Thus, using (6.123) together with (5.57c), (6.8a), and the fact that 7(¢¢(0, s), s) <
3(v¢(0, s),s) = (0, t), we have that

t

t t
f |Q14 0 ti](Gptr)?ds < 3(1 + Ct3)m (J |ko(wog — wagg) © ty|ds + J |kgwegg © 1/}t’d3>
3(0,) 3(9,t) 3(0,)

t

< 60mb2 (J (M + 4(0, t)%(972)d8 + 20k 13(0, t)é>
3(0,t)

< 40m3(0,t)"z . (6.124)

In the last inequality we have taken ¢ to be sufficiently small, and have used (5.2).
Next, using (6.82a), (5.141b), (6.69), (5.57a), and (6.123), we have that

m>_-

t
(60,1) f (|(wp — wgg) o] + |ewes o ve|)ds
3(0,t)

35(0,t) 2 (6.125)

t

J Q1 0 ¥| (1) ?ds < Cs
J(0,t)

< Ct

and with (5.141), (6.8c), and (6.78),

¢ t
L(G t)\Qlc o Y| (Optpe)*ds < 2 (% (6,0)"" + LRtz + §R7) L |kigo  1ds

)
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t

< §mM33(9,t)1f 7(1e(0, 5), s) " 2ds

3(0,t)
<2m®3(0,1)"z . (6.126)

In the last inequality we have taken into account the definition of M3 in (6.9),

Note that if 6 € (s1(¢),s2(t)) then the integrals in (6.124), (6.125), and (6.126) range from 3(6, t) up to
31(0,t) < t, but this has no effect on the bounds established in (6.124), (6.125), and (6.126).

Returning to our decomposition of dpQ* as Q1 + Qa, we note that by the same bounds and arguments
as above, and by appealing also to (5.218), we also have that

¢ ¢
J | Q2 0 1) |(0gpr)*ds < QJ
3(0,1)

a(0,t)
< C3(0,8)2 + Cta(0, )2 + C3(0,1)2 log o + Ct

<Cty(0,1)z. (6.127)

(3R7’299 o 1/}15‘ + Ca(@,t)%‘agg o wt‘ + C) ds

We note that for the bounds (6.124)—(6.127), we have taken € sufficiently small.
Lastly, from (6.70) we have that for (6,t) € D we have |03¢(6, s)| < C's™* so with the definition of
()7 in (6.118) and the bounds (5.57a), (5.141), and (6 123),

f Q7 0y G3ubn|ds < Ct3a(6,1) 7 . (6.128)
KIC

On the other hand, for (6,¢) € DZ\Df we have that |07 (6, s)| < Ca(0,¢)~" for s € [3(6,t),1(6,¢)] and
hence using (6.122)

t d1(
f Q7 o 3Bu|ds < f | Q7w Bunlds + f [@7ou chunfas
3(0,t) a(0,t)

1

< C3(0,t)~ 5+ Ct33(9, t)"2

< Ct3g(0,1)z . (6.129)
Combining the bounds (6.124)—(6.128), and taking € sufficiently small, we obtain the inequality (6.121). [
Lemma 6.15. For all (8,t) € DZ we have the bounds

1 .
|299 0,t ’ < { %MQT(H’t)_iv lf(evt) € 'Déf

. 6.130
Ny(6,6)F  if (6,1) € DA\DE (@150

where Mo and Ny are defined in (6.9), respectively in (6.11). Thus, the bootstrap assumptions (6.8b) and
(6.10b) are improved. Moreover, the quantity q° defined in (6.116) satisfies the bound

|45(6,1)] < 4m3a(6,1) "2 (6.131)
forall s5(t) < 6 < so(t) + 2L,

Proof of Lemma 6.15. Using (6.120) and the definition of ¢* in (6.116), we see that for all (6,t) € DZ and
with g = 3(0,t), we have

H1 Ho
200(0,t) = (200(0ptp)* + 29 0 i/ltaei/)tﬂ @ T + % (ckoo(Ogvr)? + coko(Oprpr)? + ckodjiy) |(5(5) 9
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t
— §(ckog + coko) (8, 1) — L(e )(aeQZowt (90%e)” + Q7 othy Fipy)ds (6.132)
~ hd - 7t
H3

In order to get a good bound for the term #; in (6.132) on the shock curve, it remains for us to express
z00(5(3(0,1)),3(0,t)) in terms of derivatives of functions along the shock curve. Differentiating the system
(5.111), taking into account the identity %(f(s(t), t)) = ((0; + 509) f)(s(t),t), and the formulas

O1(Pkg) + X2y (c®kg) = —2(0pA2 + Sa)(c*k)
09z = —A1200 — OpA\129 — %(az)g + %(39(021@)
which are direct consequences of (3.5b), (3.5¢), and (3.7), after a straightforward but lengthy computation
we arrive at
2L = (04 + 509)%z — (04 + 509) (0r + M3g)z — (01 + 50p) (5’ — Saz)
= (5 — M)zt +5(5 — A1) zgg + 20(5 — M — 509 M\1) + (Or + 509) (5% kg — Sa2)
= (5 —A1)%209 — (5 — A1) (89)\129 + %(az) — é@@(CQkQ))
+ 29 (5 + %)\31[)9 + A1zg — %czk(; + %aw + %az — 5'(%1119 + 29))
— L(0pA2 + Sa) (ko) + £(5 — A2)da(cPkp)
—3a((5—M)zo — Saz + tcPkg) — 52 ((5 — N2)ag — 3a* + §(w® + 2°%) + w2)

= (5 — )\1)2299 + % (5 - %w - %Z) 02k09
+3(6—3w— $2)cky — (25 — %w - %Z)Ze) wp + Rzpg (6.133)

where we have denoted the remainder term R ., by

Riugy 1= 20 (6 +2(A1 — §)29 — £(26 + 3w — 32)ckg — Sa(26 — 3\1))

— 2a(3cPkg — Saz) — 52 ((26 — A2 — M)ag — 30° + 3 (w® + 2%) + w2) (6.134)

At this stage we note that the reason we call the term R .,, a remainder term is as follows; from (5.13),
(5.141), and the properties of wg, we may directly show that

[Repy (s(8),1)| < Ct3 6.135)

for a suitable constant C' = C'(k, b, ¢, m) > 0. In comparison, the remaining terms in (6.133) will be shown
to be O(f%), so that R, is negligible.

The identities (6.133) and (6.134) are valid at any point (s(¢), ¢) on the shock curve, so in particular at
(s(),d). Hence, we see that

7L — 36— Jw — 22)(Pkoo) — 3 ((5 — 2w — L2)cky — (26 — %w - %z)ze) wy

209(5(9),9) = (5 — Ap)2 (s().9)

RZGH
o TEee . 6.136
(5 — A1)21s(9).,9) ( )

By combining (6.136) with (5.109) (in which we replace T with g), (5.113), (6.94) (with ¢ replaced by
J), and the estimates (5.69), (5.81), (5.83), (5.15), (5.141), (6.69), (6.90), and taking € sufficiently small, we
find that

|200(5(2),8)Ppre(5(3), 9)?| < 3/(2(4b%n*2 + k3m? + (k*Rg + ﬁR4))3*% + 097 < 6kmZ7 2. (6.137)
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On the other hand, from (5.141) and (6.70),

3

|20(s(2), 80340 (5(3),3)| < Ragzmzr 257" <m% 2, (6.138)
Combining (6.137) and (6.138), we have thus bounded the first term 7{; on the right side of (6.132) as
| < Thm?a(6,1) 7 . (6.139)
Next, we turn our attention to the second term, Hs, in (6.132). Using (5.141), (6.69), (6.70), (6.71),
(6.90), and the fact that 7(s(3(0,t)),3(0,t)) = 3(6,t), we similarly obtain that
[#| < km23(6,1) "2 + Rga(6,£)"2 + k2 Rgm23(6,1)"2 + C
< 26m23(0,) "z . (6.140)

Since the integral term in (6.132) was previously estimated in Lemma 6.14, it thus remains to bound the

term 73 on the right side of (6.132). Note that if (6,t) € Dg\@g, then k vanishes, and so Hz = 0. In the
case that (0, ¢) € D%, by appealing to (5.141), the bound £ < ¢(6,t) < m, and (6.90), we obtain

|Ha| < 2mP7(0,6)72 + L(t7" + Rat?)Rst 2
1.3 -1 -1
< gm7T(0,1)72 + mt 2
<m37(0,1)"2 . (6.141)

In the last inequality of (6.141) we have used that 7(6, t) < t.
By combining the identity (6.132) with the bounds (6.139), (6.140), (6.141), (6.121), we have that

m37(0, t)_% , for 0 € Dk

. (6142
0, for ~ §eD:\D: (0142

|299(9,t)| < 9/1m23(0,t)—% + 3m33(9,t)_% . {

Taking into account that for (6,¢) € D by (6.5) we have that 7(6,t) < 3(6,t), and we have 9x < m,
the above bound completes the proof of (6.130), once we ensure that %MQ > 5m? and %Ng > 4m3. This
justifies the choices of M5 and N are defined in (6.9), respectively in (6.11).

In order to complete the proof of the Lemma, we need to establish the bound (6.131), which is useful later
in the proof. For this purpose, note that in view of (6.120), (6.132), the fact that ¢3(6,t) = 2p9(0,t) + Hs,
and of the bounds bounds (6.139), (6.140), (6.121), we have that

|45(6,1)] < 9xm?3(6,1) "% + 3m3a(6,1) "2 (6.143)

which thus concludes the proof of (6.131), and of the lemma. ]

6.7 Lower bounds for second derivatives

In this section we prove that various second derivatives of the solution blow up as we approach the curves
s1 and sy from the right side. Throughout this section we fix ¢ € (0,Z] and shall make reference to the
following asymptotic descriptions:

0 — so(t
lm 0520 _ & (6.1442)
0—sa ()t T(0,1) 3
¢
lim 3(6,¢) > - 6.144b
ngl(t)a( 1) >3 ( )
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0—si(t
m 2=5® _ & (6.144c)
0—si(t)+  3(0,1) 3
Here we have implicitly used that ¢;(s2(t), s) = s2(s), and 1¢(s1(¢), s) = $1(s). The bounds are a conse-
quence of (6.5), (6.69), and the definitions of s1, so, ¢, and ;. For example, in order to prove (6.144a),
note that by the mean value theorem we have

5(7(6,1)) — 52(7(6,1)) = 610, 7(0, 1)) — de(s2(t),7(6, 1)) = (6 — 52(t)) Do (¥, 7(6, 1))
(S

ol

=1+0O(T3)
while by (6.7) we have
5(7(0, 1)) — 52(7(0, 1)) = 57(6,) + O(3(6,)3) .
The proof of (6.144c) is similar. Lastly, in order to prove (6.144b), we use that one the hand
s(3(6, 1)) — 52(3(8,1)) = £a(6,1) + O(a(6,1)3),

while on the other hand
5(3(97 t)) - 52(3(67 t)) = ¢t(52(t)7 5(97 t)) - ¢t(52(t)> 5(07 t))
[ (@un—oabyds = (¢ -a(6.0) (5 + O
—_—

J(0,t) -
:§+O('r§)

- O(é%)) > L, proving (6.144b).

[N

By combining the above two estimates, it follows that g(s2(t),t) > t(

6.7.1 Singularities on s, from the right side

Note that the second derivative upper bounds established in (6.8) blow up as § — s5(¢)"; the purpose of
this subsection is to obtain lower bounds which are within a constant factor of these upper bounds, and thus
also diverge as § — s9(t)™".

In this proof we shall frequently use the following facts. First, that £ < ¢(6,t) < m for all (6,¢) € Dx.
This follows from the identity c(6,t) = Jwg(6,t) + 3(w — wg — 2), which in view of (5.35), and (5.141)
implies ¢(6,t) = Jwo(ng~'(6,t)) + O(t); the desired bound now follows from (5.1a) and (5.1b). Second,
we note that a slightly sharper bound is required for dgpwg on the shock curve (when compared to (5.37a)).
From (5.34) we note that ng~!(s(t)~,t) = —(bt)% + O(t?). By appealing to (5.1d) we then obtain that

wh(ng M (s(t)7,t) = —2t71 + O(f%) as t — 0. We then conclude from (5.36a) that

Opwa(s(t),t) = it o)

1 _1
= — =L 41 0(12) (6.145)
L+i(-it1 400 2)  *

asfor0 <t <E.

Lower bound for |kgy| on 52+ . The desired lower bound turns out to be a consequence of (6.95).

We first consider the second line of (6.95). Let 6 > s5(t) with 6 — s5(t) < “£. Note in this range
of 0, due to (6.144a) and the fact that ¢ < &, we have 7(0,t) < % < €. We claim that for a constant
C = C(k,m,b,c) > 0 we have

Be(0,7(0,1)) = 1hos7(8,1) 7! — Cti > e (0,6) 7! — C7(0,t)"3 >0 (6.146)

w
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for 5o(t) < 6 < s9(t) + %t, once ¢ is sufficiently small. In order to prove (6.146), we consider the formula
(6.75) with s = 7(6,t). We note that the largest term in (6.75), the one containing ¢(6, t)cg(s(7), 7)Ogpe(6, 7),
is positive. Indeed, from the bounds £ < c(0,t) < m, (6.145), the bound (6.69), (5.141b), and (5.141d), we
obtain that

c(0,t)co(s(7(0,)) ", 7(0, 1)) dacpe (0, 7(0, 1))

= 1c(0,t)0p91(0,7) (Ogwg(s(7)*,7) + dg(w — wg — 2)(s(7)*, 7))
_ %C( (1 +O(t %)) <—%‘I_1 I O(‘I_%)>
< —La(0,t)7!

since 7(0,t) < % « 1. The remaining terms in (6.75) may be estimated from above by
9¢16mt (80m Ryt + 20 (45—*’(%) S Ry(8)E 4 R4t%)) <Cts
for a constant C' = C'(k, m, b, c) > 0. The above two estimates then imply
02640, 7(0,1)) = 2 16mt £ mag =l _ O3

and (6.146) follows.
Next, we return to the second line of (6.95), from (5.81) we have

k_(7(0,1)) = 48b2 7(0,4)2 + O(7(6,1)) = 0 (6.147)
since 7(6,t) < t is small. Moreover, from (6.6a) and (5.13) we have § < (5 — 0s¢¢)(6,7(0,t)) < §. Asa
consequence, from (6.146) and (6.147), we obtain

second line of (6.95) > 2 (48b2 (9,t)% - C".T(G,t)) (10’8%7(0,75)_1 - C‘I(H,t)_§>
> 5§i5;27(9,t)’% — C7(0,t) s
> QHgmzfr(G t)"2 as 0 —sy(t)T. (6.148)

Next, we consider the terms on the first line of (6.95). From the definition of A in (3.6) and the evolution
equation (3.5a), we obtain that

(Otda + (26 — A2)dpA2) — 5 = %agw(é — Xy +5—w— %z)
%(25' — A2)0gz + %atz + % (i(w - 2)289k — %aw) —5.

Taking into account the bound (5.13), Proposition 5.7, and the fact that (w, z, k, a) € X= (in particular, that
(6.82) holds), we obtain

(GiA2 + (26 = A2)dpA2) (s(7(6,1)),7(60, 1)) — 5(7(6,1))
= 204wg(s(7(6, 1), 7(6, 1)) (25(5(6, 1)) — Swa(s(x(6,1)),7(6,1))) + O(x(6,)"7) (6.149)

as 6 — s5(t) ", or equivalently, as 7(6,t) — 0T. Next, from (5.81) and (5.83) we note that

k- (7(0,1))) = st k- (7(0,1))) + O(1) (6.150)
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as 7(6,t) — 0*. By combining (6.149), (6.150), the bound § > §(7(6,t)) — Xa2(s(7(6,1)),7(0,1)) =
and (5.81), we deduce

K
4>
first line of (6.95)

000 (6,70, 2
_ (éme’t))g;;(s( T((9)2)))){}(97”)) K (36, t))( s + 200ws(s (sr(e,t),sr(e,t)))+0(1) 6.151)

as 7(0,t) — 0T. At this stage we appeal to (6.145) with ¢ replaced by 7 = 7(0,t) — 0%, which is the
relevant regime for § — s9(¢)™*. From (6.151), (6.145), (6.69), and (5.81) we finally conclude that

2 .
frst line of (6.95) = syt 3 Rrsmay ) *- (76,0t + O()

1
3 48b37(0,)3 _c
K2 K3 6‘3“( )

> 24b7 7(6, t)fé (6.152)

as 7(6,t) — 0.
Lastly, by combining (6.148) with (6.152), we obtain that

9
lim  2K(0,¢)7(0,t)2 > 2b2 (6.153)

0—s2(t)*

In view of (6.144a), the above estimate and (6.8c) thus precisely determines the blowup rate of 8§k(9, t) as
0 — so(t)™: this rate lies within two constants of (6 — 52(1&))_%.

Lower bound for |zgy| on 5; . Next, we show that the upper bound (6.8b) also has a corresponding

lower bound which blows up as 0 — s5(t)". We start by recalling the function ¢* defined in (6.117), and

the formula for its derivative in (6.120). As above, we let 55(t) < 0 < s(t) + ‘& and denote 5 = 3(0,¢).

From estimate (6.131), and by appealing to (6.144a) which yields 3(6,t) > %t in the range of # considered
here, we arrive at

200 + koo + scoko] (0,1) = 109q° (0,1)| < Ca(0), )72 <Ct2,

for all § > s5(t) which is close to s9(t). Furthermore, since (5.141) and (6.82a) imply that |cpkg| (6, ) <
1+ R4t%)R6t2 < Ct™ 2, the above estimate implies

200 + Lckog| (6,8) < Ct 7, (6.154)

for a suitable constant C' = C'(k, b, c,m) > 0.

Lastly, since £ < ¢(6,t) < m, we see that the blowup rate for kgg as 0 — s3 (t), given by (6.153), is
immediately transferred to zgg, and we have
9

lim  022(0,t)7(0,1)% < lim (6, t)02k(0,1)7(0,t)F < —b2 . (6.155)

0—sa(t)+ 0—s50(t)* K

»M—‘

Here we have used the fact that limg )+ 7(6, t)f% = 0. The estimate (6.155), and the upper bound

(6.8b), show that 03z(6,t) — —o0 as @ — s9(t) ™, at a rate which is proportional to — (6 — Sg(t))_%.

Lower bound for |wgg| on s . The argument is nearly identical to the one for the second derivative of
z. We recall that the variable ¢* defined in (6.31) satisfies the derivative bound (6.114). By appealing to
the fact that (w, z, k, a) € X, the estimate (5.37b) for the second derivative of the Burgers solution, and to
(6.114), we arrive at

|wog — jckoo| (0,1) < 1 |cokol (6,1) + |q5'(6, 1)
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wlot

< L(t7! 4 Ryt2)Ret? + 3b(st)~
-

wlo

<

Q

(6.156)

for all 6 € (s(t),s2(t) + “2), for a suitable constant C' = C/(k,b,c, m) > 0. This estimate is the parallel
bound to (6.154) for the second derivative of z. It implies, in a similar fashion to (6.156), that

L=
[SRe)

lim  03w(0,t)7(0,1)

O—>s(t)*

> b2 (6.157)

The estimate (6.157), and the upper bound (6.8a), show that diw(6,t) — +o0 as § — so(t)™, at a rate
which is proportional to (6 — 52(t))_%.

Lower bound for |agg| on s3. As before, consider 6 € (s2(t),s2(t) + ). By combining (5.37a),
(5.141e), (5.223), and (6.22), we arrive at the bound

<Ct 3. (6.158)

[V

2
age + %02€_kwg <Ct 3 4+Ct™

The desired lower bound on agg is thus inherited from gy, which we recall is given by (6.16). The principal
contribution is due to the term containing the time integral of kgg. Indeed, using the same argument used to
prove (6.14), we have that

t
‘w"(e’ =3 Lw , (HH0) (1(0,9), )¢l s < € (6.159)

The analysis reduces to establishing a lower bound which is commensurate with the upper bound (6.19).
The main idea here is as follows. From (6.148) and (6.152), as in (6.153) we have that 831{:(9775) >
24b3 k~45(0, )2, for all § sufficiently close to so(f), i.e. s2(t) < 6 < sa(t) + L. Therefore, if the
point (6, t) is replaced by the point (¢(6, s), s), which in view of Remark 6.5 and estimate (6.7) is such that
o¢(0, s) is sufficiently close to s2(s), we have that

02Kk(y(0, 5), 5) = 24b2 K 47(4(0, 5), 5) "2 = 24b2 K 47(0,1) "2

uniformly for all s € [7(0,t),t]. In particular, é’gk o ¢y > 0, and so by combining (6.158)—(6.159), with
(5.1411), (6.17), and with the estimate £ < ¢ < m, we arrive at

agy(0,1) < —Pe Fmy + Ct75
t
2
< _% J kog(p:(0, ), s)ds + Ct™3

T(6,t)
9
< —b2(t—9(0,0)7(6,) 7 . (6.160)
The above estimate implies
9
lim (0, t)2age(0, 1) < — 25t (6.161)

which may be combined with the upper bound (6.20) show that agy(0,t) — —o0 as  — so(t)™, at a rate
which is proportional to ¢(6 — s (t))fé
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6.7.2 Singularities on s, from the right side

Passing to the limit # — s1(¢)" in the estimates (6.10), we obtain that

lim w0, < CeE, - and i Joan(0,0)] < €Y

0—s1(t)* 0—s1(t)*

for a suitable constant C' = C(k,b,c,m) > 0, which shows that these quantities do not blow up as 6
approaches s; from the right side. The only quantity that does indeed blow up is the second derivative of z.

Here we establish a lower bound for |03z(6, t)| which is commensurate with (6.10b) as 6 — s1(¢)™;
more precisely we claim that

N |=
N

lim  3(6,t) Kk, (6.162)

_1
O—s1(t)t 200(0,1) < 4 b

which shows the precise rate of divergence of (?gz towards —oo as 6 approaches s; from the right side. The
proof of (6.162) is quite involved, and will be broken up into several parts, which correspond to estimating
the various terms in (6.120). We rewrite this identity as

zg9(0,t) = By + B2 + Bs, (6.163)
where we define

By = qj(s(3(0,1)), (0, 1)) (0gv0e)* (0,20, 1)) + ¢ (s(a(0, 1)), a(0, 1)) g (6,3(0, 1)) = By + Buo

(6.164)
t
By = —f (89on¢t (Op1ht)* + Q% oty ag%)ds (6.165)
31 (Q,t)
31(9715)
By = L(e | (20" v (0ot + Qo B3 ds (6.166)
it

and gy is the time at which 1;(6, -) intersects the curve so; as given by (6.122), see also Figure 15. Since
0 — s1(t)" is equivalent in view of (6.144c) to 3(6,¢) — 0, our goal is to extract the leading order term in
B1 with respect to g < 1, and then to obtain sharp estimates for 55 and Bs with respect to J. In this direction
we claim:

Lemma 6.16. Fixt e (0,2] and s1(t) < 0 < s1(t) + %&. Then we have that

— 853k (0,1) 2, (6.167)

!
3
o
N
A
=
>
=
|
[N
N
=
N

where the term B is as defined in (6.164).

Lemma 6.17. Fixt e (0,2] and s1(t) < 0 < s1(t) + %&. Then we have that

N

Thar4g(0,1) 2, (6.1682)
b2k 43(0,¢)"2 + Ca(0,t) 5 , (6.168b)

Ba

Bs <

[V]Re]

where the terms By and B3 defined in (6.165) and respectively in (6.166). Note that the sum of the estimates
in (6.168) gives an improvement over (6.121), in the sense that the constant is sharper.
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Proof of (6.162). We note that the bound (6.162) follows from (6.163), (6.167), (6.168a), (6.168b), and the
inequality

9 1 1 8 1

§+Ct4 + Cys — 16 <_Z’
for g, and hence ¢ and g, sufficiently small. Thus, in order to complete the proof of the (6.162), it only
remains to prove Lemmas 6.16 and 6.17. These proofs occupy the remainder of this subsection.

Proof of Lemma 6.16. We recall that ¢* is defined in (6.116) as zy + ickg. The easiest term is the sound
speed. From (5.1c), (5.20), (5.141a), and (5.141c) we note that

c(s(9),9) = swe(s(3),9) + 3(w — wg + 2)(s(),9)
= swo(zs,—(9)) + O(s)
=5 1b2g2 4 O(g), (6.169)

as § — 0. The next term we consider is the y derivative of k, restricted to the shock curve. This term is
given by (5.108), with ¢ replaced by g. The denominator of this fraction is given by §(3) — A\2(s(3),d) =
5(3) — 3c(s(2),0) — 32(s(2),0) = 2k + (9(3%) , by appealing to (5.141c) and (6.169). By combining the
above estimate with the identity (5.81), we arrive at

9
48b2 1
+ 0
ko(s(3),9) = M — 144b2 k452 + 0(), (6.170)
3K+ 0(32)

as J§ — 0. The last ingredient needed to compute ¢* on the shock curve is to obtain a leading order term for
the derivative of z. For this term we appeal to identity (5.112) with ¢ replaced by j. As above, we may show
that 5(7) — A\ (s(2),0) = 2k + (’)(3%), and we may appeal to the estimate (5.81) and the already established
(6.169) and (6.170), to deduce

9 9
(—2252735 + O(a)) -1 ((; + O(z2))2 14402 55 0(3)>
29(5(2),9) = = —18p357352 + O(g) .
2k + O(37) 8

(6.171)
We then combine the definition of ¢* in (6.116) with (6.169)—(6.171) and arrive at
¢ (5(3),3) = —2b2 k397 + O(3), (6.172)

as § — 0. In order to have a complete asymptotic description of the second term on the right side of (6.164),
we need to determine 3¢ (6, 4). For this purpose, we use (6.77) with s replaced by g = 3(0,t), and we
recall that we are interested in the region s1(¢) < 6 < s1(t) + %t. By using (5.37a), (5.141), (6.69), (6.79),
(6.145), (6.169)

NI

3pi(0,9) = LelaGa—zo)ovnds’

t
10 ([ o = 2200) o s + 2550 — e Dap0.))

l\.’)\»—‘ o

c2(s(9),d
1.1 _2 L1 -3
_ 1,0(t-9) (5+0(t3))2 OUt—9+0 1 o s)  —7d +0(J"2) 140 1
7€ (%JFO(H%))% (t—23) (32) — g+0(t%) %JFO(H%) ( (33))>
= L+ O(5) + 0(572) (6.173)
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for g < t « 1. From (6.172) and (6.173), and using that J < ¢, we finally obtain that the second term in
(6.164) is given by

Bis = — (%b%m—ga% - O(a)) (4; 14 0 2)) — —2b3k YT+ O(570). (6.174)

It remains to consider the first term on the right side of (6.164). We recall that g5 = 249 + %09 ko + %Ckgg.
Thus, in view of (6.169) and (6.170), we need to estimate separately three terms on the shock curve: cg, kgg,
and zgg. First, similarly to (6.169), we have from (6.145) and (5.141) that

co(5(9),8) = 2(Opws)(5(2),) + 20p(w — wg + 2)(s(3),9) = —2a ' + (9(37%) , (6.175)
as J — 0. Next, we turn to 631{:, which is given by (6.94). By appealing to (6.149), (6.145), (5.81), (5.83),
and (5.141), we obtain
_ k= (d)
koo(5(0),2) = Ga—rac@man?
. .. k_
+ ((&5)\2(5(3),3) + (25(3) — /\2(5(3) 3))(99)\2(5(3)73)) — 5(3)) GO 26007

24bi)’ 48b7

_ w8 200 1o + (—33*1 - O(a*%)) P 37“9(3)
(5+0(3%))? (5+0(52))3
— 72b2k75572 + O(1) (6.176)

as 3 — 0. Lastly, we turn to 632, which is given by the expression (6.136). By using (5.13), (5.141), and
(6.134), we first rewrite
71— (k= 2w)(Pkoo) — 3 ((k — Sw)cky — (2K — Fw)zp) we oG
(5 — A1)? (5(9).9)

Then, by appealing to (5.83), (5.141), (6.145), (6.169), (6.170), (6.171), (6.175), and (6.176), from the above
formula we obtain

=
w\»a

z09(5(3),3) = ). (6.177)

7L — (5 — Ywg)(cPkog) — 5 ((k — we)cky — (2K — Fwg)29) dgwg

o(1)

z00(5(3),4) =
00(5(3),3) (s(3),9)

N

27b2 ~1  1kk272% —1 1 [ kr144b3 1 | 2% 153b3 1 1
- 23T w0 273\ 69 et 92 g g 02 ) (—gg)

= —%b%'ﬂf% +0(1), (6.178)

as § — 0. Using the definition of q?j, upon combining (6.169), (6.170), (6.175), (6.176), and (6.178) we
obtain

q5(s(a),3) = —3tb b2k 4572 + O(1) + 1 (—la‘l + O(a‘%)) <144b%m‘43% + (9(5))
+1(5+06h) (12635757 1+ o)
—8lps i 4+ 0(1). (6.179)

Lastly, by combining (6.69) with (6.179), and using that § < ¢, we obtain that the first term in (6.164) is
given by

2
By = (—%b%n_4a_% + 0(1)) (1 + 0(5)) — - (%b%n—‘* + O(t%)) TP O01).  (6.180)
Adding the bounds (6.174) and (6.180) completes the proof of the lemma. ]
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Proof of Lemma 6.17. Recall from (6.118) that Q% = ckg(l—lzwg + %ze + %a) + %69(&2). As in the proof
of Lemma 6.14, we write 0gpQQ* = Q1 + Qs, where

Qia Q1 Qic
,_/H A

1 1 g 1 1 2
Q1 = 15ckoweg + skgwewe + ckoo(5we + 1520 + 30),

Qs = cko(F5200 + %a(;) + %(az)gg + 5 kgzowp .

We first give the proof of the more difficult bound, (6.168b). Several times in this proof we require a
bound on Sgl |kggwg| o ;. In order to obtain a suitable estimate, we recall the bound of 7; in (6.122), and
introduce the time which lies half way in between 7 and 71, namely g = 7 + (51 — ) = 35+ O(s %) The

reason is as follows. For s € [3,42], from Remark 6.3 we may deduce that 7(1¢(6, s), s) > £4(6,); this
lower bound is useful when combined with (6.8¢), (6.69), (5.141b), and (5.57a) for y(s) = (6, s):

=
[

d2 d2

j |kgowe| o vy (Optpy)’ds < 72 J (|Ogws o | + 57 2)ds <575 . (6.181)
d d

On the other hand, for the contribution coming from s € [2, 91, the trick is to use that [1;(0, s) —s(s)| > %

Then, we may appeal to the bound (6.78), to (5.141b), and to the estimate (5.37a), which in this region gives

that |dgw (1:(0, s), 5)| < 2bly(6,5) — s(s)| "3 < 573 <43, concluding in

1\)
[NIE

1 d1 1
L Ikoorwsl o vr (Sptoe)2ds < 53 L T(e(0, 5),5) " bds < 976 (6.182)

Combining the above two bounds, and the fact that % < ¢ < m, we conclude that

[N

d1
f (chagwg| o s (Ggun)2ds < 1+ . (6.183)
J

The remaining contribution to Q1. is bounded as

d1 1
f |ckoo (1520 + 3a)| 0 e (Ogty)ds < 42 . (6.184)
d
Next, let us estimate — Sgé(g)t) Q1p0t; (Opthr)?ds. From (6.122), we see that g1 (6, t) = 23(0,t) + (’)(t%).
Hence, using the bounds (5.57a), (5.141b), (6.123), and (6.145), we have that
d1 L (N 1
f (Ko (wp)?) o ¢y (Optpr)*ds < a2 f (Jwg — weg| o vr + |weg| 0 9pr) ds <875 (6.185)
J J
Next, in order to bound the contribution from Q;,, we define
A= —%(Clﬂgwgg + ngk‘gg)
g= %Cmgkeg + %609(1{79)2 + %02/{799]{29 — %(aw)glﬁg — k‘g(wg)2 + kowegzg -
A straightforward computation shows that the product kyw, solves the equation
Os (k:gw@) + )\1&9(,143911)9) + 2(k:9w9)89/\1 48./4 +G. (6.186)

We now obtain an explicit solution to (6.186). In order to solve (6.186), we set

= (kgwg) o Yy, F=(BA+G) oy,
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and by employing the chain-rule, we write (6.186) as
05X + 2x(09tpt) " 0s(0t) = F .
It follows that
% ((36¢t)2x) = (Ot ) F,
and integration from g to g; yields the identity
(Kowe)(s2(81), 1) (0910¢(6,31))* — (kgwe)(s(2), 8)w(s(3), 3) (o101 (6, 9))?

1
:L<§A+gw¢m@mfw

d1 d1
:L(aﬁww@ow@wfw—?L (15 ckoweg) © 1y (pibr)?ds . (6.187)

First, we note that since 7(s2(d1),d1) = 0, the estimate (5.216) implies that ky(s2(91),d1) = 0, and so the
first term on the left side of (6.187) vanishes. The first term on the right side of (6.187) is estimated using
(5.37a), (5.141), (6.8¢c), (6.69), (6.78), (6.123), (6.183), and (6.185) as

Lal |G — $cwokoo| o ¥y (Optpr)*ds < 576 (6.188)
Moreover, the estimates (5.141b), (6.69), (6.145), and (6.170) show that
—(kgwe) (s(2),3)(Co11(0,9))% = (14“’3 + 0(3)> (37t +06) (1+ 0(3%))2
_mid L ot (6.189)

P

By using (6.187), the observation kg (s2(d1),d1) = 0, and the bounds (6.188) and (6.189) we obtain that

d1 9
—f (5 ckowas) o vt (Fpvr)2ds = L25(0,4)72 + O(375) . (6.190)
d

Combining (6.183), (6.184), (6.185), (6.188), and (6.190), we have proven that for £ small enough,
31(97t) 9 1 1
- J Q1 oty (Gpthy)?ds < L23(0,1) % + Ca(0,4)F . (6.191)
3(0.1)

In addition to the bounds (5.37a), (5.141), (6.8c), (6.69), (6.78), (6.123), by also appealing to (6.8b) and
(6.79), we deduce that

gl(avt) 1
—J Qo0 (Oprby)*ds < 3(6,1)2 . (6.192)
a(0,t)

Moreover, by using the identity (6.77) for 53%, we see that the integrand Q)% oy 831% is estimated in the
identical fashion as the term Q; in (6.185), and hence we have that

31(07t) 1
J Q% oy giyds <375 . (6.193)
a0.t)
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Together, the bounds (6.191), (6.192), and (6.193) establish the desired inequality (6.168b), for g(0,t) « 1.

The proof of the lemma is completed once we establish (6.168a). These estimates are however simpler
because by the definition of the time g1 (6, t), for all 51(t) < 6 < s1(t) + %, and for all s € (31 (6, t), 1), we
have that (¢4(0, s), s) € DZ\DE, and k = 0 in this region. In particular, this means that in this region we
have that Q* = %69((1,2), and 0pQ* = Qg = gﬁg(az); there are no dangerous k terms. As such the bounds
we seek directly follow from (6.127) and (6.128):

t t
B; < f |09Q* 0 4| (1) ds + f Q7 0ty Oaby|ds < Ct35(0,t)"2 (6.194)
gl(ayt) 31(97t)

for a suitable constant C'. The bound (6.168a) follows since t < € « 1. This completes the proof of
Lemma 6.17. o

6.8 Precise Holder estimates for derivatives

Here we combine the upper bounds established in Section 6.1, with the lower bounds proven in Section 6.7,
to precisely characterize the behavior of (wy, zg, kg, ag) as @ — s1(t)" and 0 — so(¢) 7.

We first consider the behavior of these derivatives on s; (¢). Note that on the left side of s;(¢), by (6.12)
and (6.97) we have that the order second derivatives of w and a are finite for every ¢ € (0, 2], but that the
bounds are not uniform in ¢ as ¢ — 0% (as should be expected, since wq, ag ¢ C?). On this left side of
$1(t), we moreover have that k = z = 0. Similarly, on the right side of s1(¢), the second derivative of w
is bounded due to (6.97), the second derivative of a is bounded in light of (6.20), these bounds not being
uniform as ¢ — 0T, while £ = 0. It remains to consider the behavior of z¢(6,t) as § — s1(¢)". From
(5.219) we know that zg(s1(t),t) = 0, so that using (6.10b) and (6.144c¢)

£) + hyt) — zp(s1(t), t '
wp [70(s1(t) + Ry t) = zp(s1(0), 8)] _ sup hl—af |20 (51(t) + Ah, t)]dA
0

a
O<h<Zt h O<h<®t

1
< Ny sup hlaf a(sl(t)+)\h,t)*%d)\

0<h<%t 0

1 1
<2Nok™Z sup hl_"f I\h| "2 dA
0

O<h<%t

—32m3k~3 sup h2 O, (6.195)
O<h<%t
The right side of (6.195) is finite whenever o < % Thus, from (6.10b), (6.144b), and (6.195), we deduce

that z € C'2 in Dg\Difgﬁ The remarkable fact is that due to (6.162), this upper bound is sharp: for any
o > % z ¢ C1@ near s1. Indeed, by (6.162), we have that for h sufficiently small but positive,

1
zp(s1(t) + h,;;)a_ zp(s1(),t) _ hl_aJ;) zgo(51(t) + Ah,t)d\

b2k 3hI O, (6.196)
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For o > % the right side of (6.196) converges to —oo as h — 0T, proving that zy ¢ C® in the vicinity of 5.
Next, we consider the behavior of derivatives on s2(¢). On the left side of s2(¢) we have that k = 0,
while the second derivatives of w, 2z, and a are bounded in terms of inverse powers of ¢ in view of (6.10b),
(6.144Db), (6.20), and (6.97). On the right side of s, the situation is different. Similarly to (6.195), we may
use (6.97), (6.8b), (6.20), and (6.144a) to show that wy, zg, kg, ag € C'* near s9, for any a < % Indeed,
the only difference to (6.195) is that 3(s1(t) + Ah, t)_% is replaced by 7(s1(t) + Ah, t)_% <2k72 ()\h)_%.
Moreover, for any @ > %, similarly to (6.196), we may use (6.153), (6.155), (6.157), and (6.161) to prove

ko(so(t) + h’}?a_ ko(s1(t), ) S 19b3 x-S ps-o (6.197a)
z0(s2(t) + h, 2)& —z(s1(t),8) _ lpdeiphee (6.197b)
wy(s2(t) + h,Zl— wy(s1(t), 1) > %b%,ﬁ—gh%—a (6.197¢)
ag(s2(t) + h’z)a_ ag(s1(t).t) _ CLpSe-Senie, (6.197d)

for h > 0 sufficiently small. The estimates in (6.197) show that kg, 29, wg, ag ¢ C* for any a > %

6.9 Proof of Theorem 6.1

The bounds in (6.1) are merely a restatement of the bootstrap bounds stated in (6.1) for (wgg, 249, kg ). The
bounds for agg and wy follow as shown in Lemmas 6.5 and 6.6. These bootstrap estimates were closed
(i.e., improved by a factor of 2) by the analysis in Sections 6.2—6.6. As discussed in the first paragraph
of Section 6.1, this analysis should formally be carried out at the level of the approximating sequence
(w("), 20 k(™) ), but we have not chosen to do so for simplicity of the presentation. One remark is in order
at this point: when dealing with the approximating sequence (w("), 20 k() a(")) the identities (6.75) and
(6.77) for the second derivatives of ¢, and ¢, are not available; this is because the structure of the equation
for the sound speed at (1) given in (5.138a)—(5.138c), lacks a necessary n — n + 1 symmetry; in this
case, estimates for 0g¢tn) and 631/1,5(") are obtained simply by differentiating (5.120a) and (5.120b) twice
with respect to ¥ and appealing to the bootstrap bounds for 8310(") and é’gz(”); the resulting bounds are
however exactly the same as the ones given in Lemma 6.9.

The bounds in (6.2) follow from (6.1) on the one hand, and (6.144), (6.153), (6.155), (6.157), (6.161),
on the other hand. The estimate (6.3) follows by adding the bounds in (6.154) and (6.156), observing that
the terms %Ck@@ cancel. The characterization of the singularity formed by (wy, 29, kg, ag) as 6 — so(t)™ as

being precisely a C' 2 cusp is given by Section 6.8, estimate (6.197). The estimate (6.4) is implied by bounds
(6.1) and (6.162). The characterization of the singularity formed by zg as § — s1(¢)™ as being precisely a
C: cusp is given by Section 6.8, estimate (6.196). This concludes the proof of Theorem 6.1.

7 Shock development for 2D Euler

In view of the transformations (ug, u,, o, S) — (b,c, k,a) — (w, z, k,a) described in (3.2) and (3.4), the
results obtained in Sections 46 for the azimuthal variables (w, z, k, a, @) imply the following results for
the usual hydrodynamic variables (u, p, E, p). First, from Theorem 4.1 we deduce:

Theorem 7.1 (Shock formation for 2D Euler with azimuthal symmetry). There exists kg > 1 sufficiently
large, and £ > 0 sufficiently small, such that the following holds. Consider initial data at time —e given by

(up,ug,0,8)(r,0,—¢) := (m(&, —e), sw(f, —¢), sw(0, —5),0) ,
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with (w,a)(-, —¢) satisfying conditions (4.17)~(4.26). In particular, the initial data is smooth and has
azimuthal symmetry. Then, there exists T, > —e (explicitly computable), and a unique solution (u, o, S) €
CO([—¢, Ty); CH(R?\{0})) of the Euler equations (2.33), which has the azimuthal symmetry (3.2). The

: S 1 2,8 1.2 92 o1, 0120 1,2.8 1,422
associated density is p = 70°e”> = zr*w”, and the total energy is E = 5p |u|” + 5p°e” = g5riw”(a” +

1—56102). Moreover, at time blowup time Ty, we have S(0,T) = 0, and there exists a unique angle £, € T
(explicitly computable) such that an azimuthal pre-shock forms on the half-infinite ray {(r,&s, Tx)}rer,, -
The azimuthal pre-shock is described by the fact that for |0 — £,| <. 1 we have
1 2
)= 51 (ke + 21(0 = €0)F + 220 — &) +23(0 — &) + O((0 - £)7))

un(r,0,T) =7 (3 + 21 (0 = &) + ah(0 — &) + O((0 — &)1))
)
)

SR

— 572 (K2 4+ 2010 (0 — £)F + (aF + 220m,)(0 - €)F + 00 - &)
I€2 Iﬂ:2 = =1
— gt (K2 + F) + auma 2a + 22)(0 - €7 + O((0 - €)F))

where Ky, a1, as, as, ay, a}, ah are suitable constants which may be computed in terms of the data. Moreover,
in view of (4.4) we have that these asymptotic descriptions are valid (to leading order), for the first three
derivatives of the solution, and for |0 — £,| <. 1. For angles 0 which are at any fixed distance away from
&, the functions (u, p, E)(r,0,Ty) are C* smooth. Lastly, the specific vorticity and its derivatives remain
uniformly bounded up to T.

The above result, which establishes the formation of the pre-shock and gives its detailed description,
is nothing but a rewriting of Theorem 4.1 in terms of the usual fluid variables. This is possible in view
of the mapping (u,,ug, 0, S) = (ra, 3rw, $rw,0), valid on [—¢,T}], and the above mentioned formulas
for the density and energy. The series expansion for the radial velocity ra (6, Ty) is not explicitly stated in
Theorem 4.1, but it immediately follows from the fact that a has regularity precisely C L1/3 and no better,
and from the bounds on a o 7 obtained in Section 4.

For the development part of our result, for simplicity of notation it is convenient to re-label the pre-shock
location (r, &y, Tx) — (r,0,0). Moreover, the fields at which we arrive at the end of the formation part,
namely (u, o, S)(-, T%), are re-labeled as (ug, 0o, So). Then, from Theorems 5.5 and 6.1 we obtain:

Theorem 7.2 (Shock development for 2D Euler with azimuthal symmetry). Given pre-shock initial data
(ur,up,0,8)|t=0 := (rag, 5(wo + 20), 5(wo — 20), ko),
with (wo, 20, ag, ko) satisfying conditions (5.1)—(5.5), there exist:
(i) € > 0 sufficiently small;
(ii) a shock surface S := {(r,0,t) € R? x [0,€]: 0 = 5(t)} with s € C%([0,2]);

(iii) fields (u, p, E) with p = j0%¢™ and E = %p\u|2 + 3p%€°, such that the (u, p, E,S) is a regular
shock solution of the compressible Euler equations (1.1) on the time interval [0,€], in the sense of
Definition 1.1;

(iv) two C' smooth functions s1,52: [0,] — T, with 51(0) = 52(0) = 0 and 51(t) < s2(t) < s(t) for
t € (0,2], such that S; := {(r,0,t) € R? x [0,8]: 6 = 5;(t)} is a characteristic surface for the \;
wave-speed, where \1 = ug — %a and Ny = ug;

such that for any t € (0, 2] all fields are twice differentiable at points (r,0) with 0 ¢ {s1(t),s2(t),s(t)}, and
the following hold:
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(v) lemngD = {(r,0,t) € R? x (0,]: 52(t) < 6 < 5(t)} we have that

« 5 CL2(DP) S =00n (DPN), and & < (0 — 55(1))2025(r,0,1) < C as 6 — s()",
* p,ug € CQ(Dg)), (r,0,t)] < Crt™2 and |02p(r,0,1)] < Crit=2as 0 — so(t) T,

° u € 01,1/2(D§)) and —rtC < (0 — sg(t))%ﬁgur(r, 0,t) < —%rtas0 — s(t)T,

o pe CY2(DP)) and —r2C < (6 — sa())202p(r, 0,1) < —Er2 as 0 — so(t)",

for a suitable constant C > 0;
(vi) letting Dél) = {(r,0,t) e R? x (0,2]: 51(t) < 0 < s2(t)}, we have

e S(r,0,t) = Ooan)

e uge CYY2(DMY and Lr < (0 — 51(1))202up(r, 6,1) < Cr as 6 — s1(1)",

o u, € C2(DWN) and |63, (r,0,)| < Crt~" as 6 — s, ()",

o pe CLY2(DY) and —r2C < (0 — 51(1))282p(r, 0, 1) < —&r2 as 0 — s, ()",
for a suitable constant C > 0;

(vii) on S, the functions ug(r,-,t) and dpu,(r, -, t) exhibit (’)(rt%)jumps, the density p(r,-,t) exhibits an
O(er%) Jump, the entropy S(r,-,t) exhibits an O(t%) jump, the total energy E(r,-,t) exhibits an
O(?At%)jump (cf. (5.63) and (5.69)), while u,(r, -, t) does not jump.

Moreover, this solution is unique in the class of entropy producing regular shock solutions (cf. Definition 1.1)
with azimuthal symmetry, such that the corresponding azimuthal variables (w, z, k,a) belong to the space
Xz (cf. Definition 5.3).

The above theorem directly follows from our previous two Theorems 5.5 and 6.1, by taking into account
the relation between the fluid variables and the azimuthal variables in (3.2), and in turn to the Riemann
variables in (3.4). The bounds on second derivatives are all a consequence of Theorem 6.1. In the region

Dg), the bounds for the entropy S and radial velocity u, follow from (6.2). Since ug = 5 (w + z), the bound
(2)

for the second derivative of ug in the region D

follows from (6.3). Since p = %c%"‘?, the claimed bound for the second derivative of the density follows

from (5.11), (6.2), (6.114), and (6.131) since we may write

, which does not blow up as # — s2(¢)" in positive time,

7{—2’53/) = ce ™" (2cpg — ckoy) + (terms which are bounded as § — s5(t) " in terms of powers of 1)

1

3¢

( — g5 — 3ckgg) + (terms which are bounded as 6 — s5(t)™ in terms of powers of th
%e

“Fkpg + (terms which are bounded as § — s(¢)" in terms of powers of t~1) .

and so the singularity of kgy on s9 carries over to p. Lastly, the claimed estimate for the second derivative of

pressure, which does not blow up as 6 — s9(¢)™ in positive time, follows from the identity p = 312 ricte=k

and a similar computation as above

69p = e (4099 — ckgg) + (terms which are bounded as # — s5(¢)™ in terms of powers of ¢ 1)
=2c3¢7F (¢f — ¢i) + (terms which are bounded as § — so(t)™ in terms of powers of ¢ 1)

= (terms which are bounded as § — s5(t)™ in terms of powers of ¢ 1) . (7.1)
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The dependence of the bound on ¢! follows from (5.11), (6.114), and (6.131).

In the region Dél), we have that wgg is bounded in terms of inverse powers of ¢ and zyg satisfies (6.4),
which gives the bounds on ug and p. The bound for the radial velocity appears in (6.1a).

The size of the jumps along the shock curve, and the uniqueness statement, follow directly from Theo-

rem 5.5. To avoid redundancy we omit further details.
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