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UNSTABLE SHOCK FORMATION OF THE BURGERS-HILBERT EQUATION

RUOXUAN YANG

ABSTRACT. This paper proves the existence of unstable shock solutions of the Burgers-Hilbert
equation conjectured in [22]. More precisely, we construct a smooth initial datum with finite H°-
norm such that the solution in self-similar coordinates is asymptotic to the first unstable solution to
the self-similar inviscid Burgers equation. The blowup profile is a cusp with Holder 1/5 continuity
with explicit blowup time and location. Unlike the previously established stable shocks, the initial
data cannot be taken in an open set; instead, we control the two unstable directions by Newton’s
iteration.

1. INTRODUCTION

The Burgers-Hilbert (BH) equation consists of an inviscid Burgers equation with a source term
given by the Hilbert transform

(1.1) Oru + udyu = Hlul,
where the Hilbert transform is defined for f: R — R by
Hfl(@) = pv. [ L%y HI) = —isen()f©).

™ RL—Y

where p.v. stands for principal value. We refer the readers to our previous paper [22] for an overview
of previous studies on Burgers-Hilbert equation, and the references [I], 2l [3] [7, 12} 13| 14, [15] 16,
17, 221].

In our previous paper [22], we proved the existence of stable shocks of the Burgers-Hilbert
equation by constructing a smooth initial datum with a finite H°-norm such that the spatial
derivative of the solution tends to infinity at a single point in finite time. The blowup profile was a
cusp with Holder 1/3 continuity, with explicit blowup time and location. To this end, we applied
the modulated self-similar transformation, then constructed a solution asymptotically converge to
the stable self-similar inviscid Burgers solution. The shock is stable in a sense that the initial data
can be taken from an open set in H°(R).

During the preparation of the current paper, there have been two independent self-similar gradi-
ent blowup results for perturbations of the Burgers equation by Chickering-Moreno-Vasquez-Pandy
[8] and Oh-Pasqualotto [20]. In [8], Chickering-Moreno-Vasquez-Pandy constructed asymptotic self-
similar shock solutions to the fractal Burgers equation

0w+ udyu + (—A)%u =0

for 0 < a < %, starting from smooth initial data. The shock is an HS perturbation of the stable
self-similar Burgers profile, and the time, location, and regularity of this shock can also be pre-
cisely computed. In [20], Oh-Pasqualotto established gradient blowup for dispersive and dissipative
perturbations of the Burgers equation. More precisely, for the fractional KdV equation of order «

(1.2) Oy + udpu + | Dy |2 1 0u = 0, for any a € [0,1),
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the fractal Burgers equation of order /3

(1.3) Oy + udpu + | Dy|Pu = 0, for any 5 € [0,1),
where |D,|? = (—A)g, and Whitham’s equation

tanh
(1.4) Opu + udyu + T(Dy)dpu = 0,  where T(¢) = al; ¢,

the authors constructed solutions with a “shock-like” singularity, i.e. the amplitude is bounded but
the gradient blows up at a single point. Moreover, they provided an asymptotic description of the
blowup. Again the smooth self-similar solutions to the inviscid Burgers equation were used as the
asymptotic profiles, but perturbations could also be around unstable self-similar Burgers profiles
(decribed below). The case when 0 < 8 < % covered the result in [8], but the techniques were
different. Both [§] and [20] used the idea of modulated self-similar transformation in [22], which
was in turn inspired by [5], [6], and originally came from [I§], [I9] applied to non-linear dispersive
equations. In the appropriate self-similar coordinates, in order to deal with the dissipative or
dispersive terms, just as what we did in [22], both works separated the space variable into two
regions, middle field and far field, and used bootstrap arguments to show that the space derivatives
of the solutions have spatial decay in the middle field and temporal decay in the far field.
It is well known that the invisicid Burgers equation

(1.5) O+ udyu =0
has a family of self-similar solutions
N (=t + 1) t!

for i = 1,2,3,..., where T} is the blowup time, z, is the blowup location, and each U; € C*(R)

solves
1 21 +1
—=U; X+U; |U =0
22’Z+< 2 +Z>’ ’
where X € R is the variable for U;. Furthermore, if the initial datum v to (LI) has minimum
slope at x,, and satisfies

uo(0) = 0, uy(0) = —1, uS(0) =0 for j =2,...,2, ul"™(0) =v >0,
then the solution v blows up at T, = 1, and as t — T,

(L.7) u(x, t) = <ﬁ>_ém - t)g’liU"(((zz' T 1)!>% (T, —xt) == )

In some suitable function space, only U; is stable as a fixed point in some dynamical system, all the
U; for i > 2 are unstable fixed points (see [10]). Moreover, the set of initial conditions that yield
solutions approaching U; for ¢ > 2 is located at the boundary of the set of initial conditions leading
to solutions approaching U, and admits 2i — 2 instability directions yielding to shocks formed by
U; for j < i. The blowup of the solution given by (L8] occurs in the Holder space C°(R) for all
5> T}l—l For more detailed discussions, see [9], [10] and [I1], Chapter 11.

In [22] and [§], solutions were constructed as perturbations of U; only. In [20], multiple unstable
U;’s were also used, in fact, for given «, 5 € [0,1), for each ¢ € N such that «, 5 < 22.2—i1, there

|=

(1.6) u(z,t) = (=t +T%)

[

is a gradient blowup solution associated with Uﬂ, hence the more unstable with respect to initial

It is expected that in appropriate self-similar coordinates the solutions converge to U; on compact sets of X, but
the authors did no carry out the details.
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data perturbations (the bigger the ), the more stable with respect to perturbations of the Burgers
equation (the bigger o and f are allowed). In the stable case i = 1, the initial data can be taken
from an open subset of H® (which agrees with [22]), and in the unstable case i > 2, the initial data
form a “codimension 2i — 2 subset” of H?*3. In the self-similar coordinates (U, X, S)E, modulation
constraints are

U(0,5) = OxU(0,s) + 1 = 0%U(0,s) =0  for all s,

and the (2i —2) unstable directions were controlled by selecting the values of the j-th derivatives of
the initial data at X = 0 for j = 2,...,2i — 1. The values were found by a topological argument well
known in the dispersive community, namely, a trapping condition combined with Brouwer’s fixed
point theorem. Such a topological argument relies on contradiction, so the values of the (2i — 2)
derivatives of the initial data were not explicit. To achieve the sharp spatial growth of solutions
in suitable self-similar coordinates (and thus the Holder continuity of solutions in physical coordi-
nates), instead of solely relying on the Lagrangian trajectory-based method in [22], Oh-Pasqualotto
also applied a streamlined, sharp weighted L?-based method to space derivatives of order 2i + 2
and 2i + 3 (“top order derivatives”). Such a weighted L?-based approach, in addition to the La-
grangian trajectories for the spatial behavior of solutions in self-similar coordinates, together with
the topological argument, works for all suitable 7, so only one proof is carried out simultaneously
for all suitable 4’s.

Another gradient blowup result that used all U;’s as blowup profiles via weighted L? estimates
and a topological argument is [9], for 2D Burgers equation with transverse viscosity

O + ulyu — ajyu =0, (z,y) € R?,
u‘tzo = 0.

In [9], for each ¢ € N, if the initial datum satisfies %UO(O, y)=0forally € Rand j = 2,...,2i, then
this remains true for later times, and the traces of the derivatives
E(t,y) = —0pu(t,0,y), and ((ty) =07 u(t,0,y)
solve the parabolic system
hE — & - 93,6 =0,
¢ — (2i 4 2)E¢ — 07,¢ = 0.
Since 7 enters the reduced system only as a coefficient, the proof can be done for all 7 € N at once.
On the other hand, in the context of 2D isentropic compressible Euler equation [4], Buckmaster-
Iyer constructed unstable shocks by using the first unstable self-similar Burgers solution U, as the
blowup profile and using only Lagrangian trajectories, and the values of 2nd and 3rd derivative
of the initial data at X = 0 were found via Newton’s iteration, i.e. one obtain a sequence from
the iterative steps, and the targeting value is the limit of the sequence. This method is more
explicit at the cost of generality, i.e. one has to introduce different sets of bootstrap assumptions
for different ¢ and re-prove the theorem; moreover, the bigger the i, the more bootstrap assumptions
are required. The amount of calculations becomes very large even with moderate values of i, which
is the limitation of this method.
In [22], we conjectured unstable shock formation of the Burgers-Hilbert equation, and this paper

presents the proof. Here we only give a rough statement of our main result. The precise statement
can be found in Theorem [B.3] below.

Theorem 1.1 (rough statement of the main result). There exists a smooth initial datum with finite
H?-norm and minimum initial slope —1/¢ for 0 < € < 1, such that the corresponding solution to
the Burgers-Hilbert equation (L)) forms a shock in O(e) time. The blowup profile is a cusp with

2In [20], y is used in place of X, and the orders of space and time is switched.
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(sharp) Hélder 1/5 continuity, and the blowup time and location are explicitly computable. The
shock formation is unstable in the sense that the set of initial data leading to such blowup has
codimension 2 in H°(R).

Remark 1.2. Note that the fractional KdV equation of order oo = 0 is exactly the Burgers-Hilbert
equation. But here we largely follows our previous work [22], the arguments are solely Lagrangian
trajectory-based, L?-estimates are only for pointwise estimates of the Hilbert transform in the
forcing terms, so our approach is different from [20]. Here we only use Us as the blowup profile.
However, we are able to prove that after a suitable modulated self-similar transformation (2.6),
the solution U in self-similar coordinates (X, s) converges to Us in s-dependent compact subsets of
X (such details were not carried out in [20], because their weighted L?-estimates and Lagrangian
trajectory estimates were carried out on the solution directly rather than the difference with Us).
We adopt the iteration method illustrated in [4] to explicitly find the initial values of 8§<U(0, s)
and 93U(0, s). So our method is more explicit but also more ad hoc.

Remark 1.3. Here the initial data are taken in HY(R), i.e. two orders of derivatives higher than
those in [20]. In [20], a bound for |0%U||2 is needed so that 9%U(0,s) can be bounded by
Sobolev embedding (and weighted L2-estimates have no loss of derivatives). Here we need to go
to H? due to the iteration method. For convenience, let the parameters «, 8 be the initial values
of 9%U(0,s) and 95 U(0,s) we are searching for, then the solution U a priori varies smoothly
with respect to a, 3. Hence, we consider the equations for 0,0%U and 8§BO§(U . We need up to
aiﬁﬁiU to bound the second order parameter derivatives of the modulation variables (which are
necessary to close the bootstrap), but to bound H@iﬁag’(U | L= we need an L?-bound for aiﬁag(U to
control ||H [8355§(U J||[z. To control the forcing term in the L2-inner product equation, we need

|00 0% U|| o, which in turns requires |05 U]z, and hence [|0% U] ;2 due to the loss of derivative
on the Hilbert transform.

Remark 1.4 (future directions). As we discussed in Remark [[L2] the bootstrapping plus iteration
method cannot find shock solutions to the Burgers-Hilbert equation in a unified fashion. In contrast,
the method in [20] is more general but is not as explicit. One future direction is to combine or
modify the two methods in order to achieve something similar to the conclusion (7)) for (LTI,
and for dispersive and dissipative modified Burgers equations (L2])-(L4]). We anticipate that the
tools we use here and in [22] to overcome the nonlocality and lack of pointwise boundedness of the
Hilbert transform will also be useful for the resolution of this potential problem.

Here, and in [4] [5, [6, 8 20} 21}, 22], the magnitude of the slope or gradient of the initial data has
to be large at a single point. For the Burgers-Hilbert equation, this is not very surprising, since the
convection wuu, is already too strong to be depleted by the non-smoothing Hilbert transform term
H{u]. Tt is more interesting and of course more difficult, to construct shock solutions starting with
a moderate slope, or even better, a small slope. Or one can try to prove that small-slope initial
data like the one in [I] indeed form a singularity, shock or non-shock, with an explicit description,
and prove that the enhanced lifespan obtained in [I3] 14] is sharp. The small slope initial data
regime is physically more realistic, since the Burgers-Hilbert equation is a good approximation to
the motion of a vorticity front when the slope is small (see [I} [12]); in fact, the large initial slope
regime is not covered by this approximation.

Another question is the continuation and propagation of shock solutions. Buckmaster-Shkoller-
Vicol [5] use the so-called Lax-Olienik formula to give a unique continuation of the 2-dimensional
compressible Euler’s equation after the shock. The explicit calculations are performed for adiabatic
constant v = 3 when the shock solution only has velocity in the angular component but not in
the radial component in the polar coordinate. The speed of movement of the shock and the line
of jump discontinuity of the solution are given. One may wish to obtain such a continuation for
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the Burgers-Hilbert equation, but the Hilbert transform in (L) makes explicit calculations very
difficult.

1.1. Strategy of the proof. Since the Burgers-Hilbert equation is translation invariant in time,
we take the initial time tg = —e for convenience. Since the asymptotic blowup profile is Us, we
perform the self-similar transformation in (Z6]) to change the physical coordinates (z,t) to the
self-similar coordinates (X, s), and map u to U by (Z7)) accordingly. We then rewrite the Burgers-
Hilbert equation into (2.9]) for U in self-similar coordinates.

The 7, £, k are dynamic modulation variables: the function 7(t) tracks the blowup time, £(t)
tracks the movement of the shock location, and k(t) = u(f (t),t) controls the amplitude at the
shock location. We impose the constraints ([ZI3]) on U(0, s), dxU(0,s) and 9% U (0, s), then we get
the equations (ZI4)-(ZI0) for 7, £, k. Together with the initial conditions (Z8]), we can solve for
T, &, Kk explicitly.

In self-similar coordinates, the blowup time T, corresponds to s = +oc and the shock location
x4 = &(T%) corresponds to X = 0. Shock formation at z, corresponds to the constraint dxU (0, s) =
—1, and the regularity at other points corresponds to the spatial and temporal decays of dxU (X, s).

The instability of the self-similar shock and the C 5 regularity of the blowup profile corresponds to
U(X,s) = Uyon C!([—Lei®, Lei°]) and 03 U(0,5) — 0, 83.U(0,5) — 0, 35U (0,5) — UL (0) = 120
as s — +oo.
To ensure 9% U (0, s) — 0, 93U (0, s) — 0 as s — +00, we must find the exact values of]
o = 0%U(0,—loge), B = 0%U(0,—loge),

and hence the set of initial data has codimention 2 in HY(R). This is done by Newton’s iteration
method: let s, = —loge+n for n =0,1,2,.... We start with ag =0, 5y = 0, so that

o%U(0,59) =0,  9%U(0,s0) = 0.
Suppose we can find (a,, 3,) such that
ag(Uan,Bn(O’ Sn) = 8§{Uanﬂn (0,s,) =0,
where U, g denotes the solution with initial conditions
0% U(0,—loge) = a, o3 U (0, —log €) = 3,
then we prove that we can find (a1, 0n+1) € Bn(an,Bn) defined in ([B:40) such that at time
Sp41 = Sp + 1,
ag(UanHﬂnH (0, $n+41) = 8§(Uan+1,ﬁn+1 (0,8n4+1) = 0.

The existence of 11, Bnt1 is guaranteed by a non-singular total derivative matrix and a bounded
Hessian matrix. The sequences {«,} and {3,} are Cauchy sequences. As n — 00, a;, — «x,
Bn — By, and

lim 0%U.. 5.(0,s) = lim 0%U,, 5.(0,5) =0,

s§—+00 S§——+00
so we obtain our targeting values o, [S.

Thus Theorem follows directly from Theorem The proof of Theorem [B3] utilizes a
bootstrap argument applied to 9% U, 0,0%U and agﬁa;gU . The pointwise convergence is not part
of the bootstrap since we will prove it a posteriori. We isolate the steps regarding estimates at
X = 0 at the end. For other estimates, we only describe the steps briefly, and the readers can refer
to [22] for more details.

3For simplicity of this outline, the definition of «, 3 here is different from the actual definition in (B7), hence the
difference of g, Po, but the two only differ by a constant, hence the parameter derivatives are essentially the same.
The actual definition (37) is to ensure that the solution varies smoothly with respect to «, 8.
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Without parameter derivatives:

(1) We control [|0xU||z2 and [|0%U||z2 uniformly in s by taking L2-inner products of the
equations.

(2) We control the growth of ||U(-,s) + eis/{HLoo by a transport estimate on the equation of
e_%sU(X, s) + K.

(3) We prove that U(X,s) and OxU(X,s) are close to Uy for |X| < %e%s, and the spatial
decays of 0% U(X,s), n = 2,...,8. We consider equations on (1 + X4)_%[7, (1+ X4)%8X[7
where U := U — Us, and (1+ X4)%8§(U, n = 2,...,8. We use the repelling property of the
Lagrangian trajectories to do transport estimates in the middle field [ < |X| < %e%s, and
we deal with the near field | X| < [ differently because the Lagrangian trajectories are not
necessarily repelling near X = 0.

(4) We prove the temporal decay of 9% U(X,s) in the far field | X| > %egs forn=1,...,8 by
considering the equations of e*d%U composed with Lagrangian trajectories.

(5) We close the bootstrap assumptions on modulation variables 7, £, k using their explicit
ODEs.

First order parameter derivatives: Here the estimates hold for all «, £ in a relevant parameter
ball B defined in (89]), and we don’t distinguish between a and § so we only write d,. These
estimates themselves are not crucial, but they are necessary for establishing the non-singular total
derivative matrix in the iteration step at X = 0 below.

(1) We control ||0,U(-, s)+eis(‘9a/£HLz by taking L?-inner product with the equation of e 150, U+
Ouk (because we lose the L2-conservation in physical coordinates). And similarly, we control
10a0xU (-, 8)|| 2 and [|0.0%U (-, s)| 2-

(2) We give a pointwise bound of 9, U (X, s) —I—eis&l/{ by considering the equation of e_%38QU+
Oqk. We separate the regions | X| < %egs and | X| > %e%s due to the different decays of
OxU in the two regions. ]

(3) We give spatial decay and temporal growth of 0,0%U(X,s), n = 0,...,7 for |X| < Le1®.
Similarly as without parameter derivatives, we carry out weighted transport estimates and
deal with the near field separately.

(4) We give temporal decay of 0,0%U(X,s), n=1,...,7.

(5) We close the bootstrap assumptions on the first order parameter derivatives of the modu-
lation variables.

Second order parameter derivatives: Again the estimates hold for all o, S in the parameter ball
3), and we don’t distinguish among 92, 825 and 82; 5- The purpose of these estimates is to give
an upper bound of the Hessian matrix in the iteration step. The argument becomes simpler since

we only need L°°-bounds which are less sharp.
(1) We control H@iﬁU(',s) + eis(?iﬁ/iHLz, |’8§58XU(’73)”L2 and |]8258§<U(-,3)HL2.

(2) We establish the temporal growths of |’8§BU('73) + e%sagﬁnum and Hﬁiﬁa’)}U(-,s)HLw,
n = 1,...,6 by transport estimates on all X. We are able to do this because the damping

3
terms, even though not always strictly positive, are all > —%, and % < %, hence the e2°

growth of the forcing terms dominate.
(3) We close the bootstrap assumptions on the second order parameter derivatives of the mod-
ulation variables.

Estimates at X =0, and finding o, B:
(1) Without parameter derivatives: We first establish the intermediate step, the decays of

0% Uy, 5,(0,5), 0%Ua, 5,(0,s) for s, < s < s,41, in order to establish the (slightly slower)
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decays of 0% U, 5(0, s), 9% U, 5(0, s) for all s > —loge and all (o, 3) € B. The intermediate
step is done by integrating the ODEs of 0%U(0,s) and 9%U(0,s), and then we use the

mean value theorem to get the decay for all s, a, 3. Finally we show 95U (0, s) is small by
integrating its ODE.

(2) First parameter derivatives: Here we distinguish between v and 5. We establish upper and
lower bounds of 9,0%U (0, s), 950%U (0, s), i.e. the diagonal entries of the total derivative
matrix in the iteration, bounds on 9,9%U(0,s), 930%U(0,s), i.e. the anti-diagonal en-
tries. Therefore, the total derivative matrix has strictly positive determinant. We achieve
these bounds by integrating the corresponding ODEs. Lastly we bound the growth of
0a0%U (0, s), which is needed for the modulation variables.

(3) Finding «, B by Newton’s iteration: Given o, B, we treat (ay+1,08n+1) as the root to
the system defined by the Taylor expansions (I0.1), (I0.2]). From the previous steps, in a
small neighbourhood B,, around (o, (,), the functions are bounded, the determinant of the
derivatives is strictly positive, and the Hessian matrix is bounded, so by Newton’s iteration
method we can find the root (41, 8n+1) € Br. Then we close the bootstrap assumptions
on the size of B and B,, for n =0,1,2,....

Pointwise convergence of U to a rescaled Uy: After closing the bootstrap, we prove the pointwise
convergence of U(X,s) to Uy, a rescaled version of Us defined in Theorem The rescaling is for
matching the fifth order spatial derivative at X = 0. To do so, we consider the equation for the
difference U” := U — Uy, then use the Taylor expansion of U” at X = 0 and the (new) Lagrangian
trajectory which is repelling for all Xy = 0 to propagate to all X # 0.

Codimension 2 subset of H?(R): Finally we show that the initial data ug can be taken from a
small codimension 2 subset in H?(R): for each such ug, by coordinate translation and rescaling if
necessary, there exist a [70 and unique «, 8 as “second and third order derivative corrections at
X =0".

1.2. Paper outline. In Section [2] we introduce the unstable Burgers profile Us, carry out the
self-similar transformation, impose the constraints on the solution, and write down the equations
we need later. In Section [Bl we describe the initial datum and the solution by listing the bootstrap
assumptions, and we provide a precise statement of our main result, Theorem and Corollary
B4 both of which follow from the result in self-similar coordinates, Theorem In Section @ and
Bl we calculate some estimates for forcing terms. In Section [6H8], we close the bootstrap assumptions
except for those at X = 0, which are closed in Section @ In Section [0 we find the parameters
a, 8. In Section Il we prove Theorem 3.2 Theorem and Corollary B4l
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and unstable shocks. The author would also like to thank Gigliola Staffilani for helpful ideas and
writing suggestions. The author was partially supported by the National Science Foundation under
Grant No. DMS-1764403, and was later supported by MIT Department of Mathematics under
Graduate Student Appreciation Fellowship.

2. SELF SIMILARITY

2.1. The first unstable self-similar Burgers profile. Recall the first unstable self-similar Burg-
ers solution Us which solves

1 5
(2.1) —ZUQ + (U2 + ZX)Ué =0, UQ(O) =0,
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so that the function
w(z,t) == (T, — t)%U2<Lx*5>
(T —t)a
solves the inviscid Burgers equation and forms a self-similar shock at (z., 7).
Unlike the stable solution Uy, the unstable solution Us does not have a closed-form expres-

sion. However, by [9], Chapter 11 of [I1] and elementary calculus, we are still able to obtain the
quantitative properties we need, similar to those in [22].

Lemma 2.1 (quantitative properties of Us). The unstable self-similar Burgers solution Uy € C*°(R)
is odd, decreasing, and concave on (—o0,0], and it satisfies the implicit equation

X = —Us(X) — Up(X)°.
At X =0, UQ(") #£0 only forn=1,5,9,..., in particular,
(2.2) Uy0)=—1, U (0) = 120.

As X — 400, Uy has the asymptotic expansion

05(X) = —sen(X)|x[5 + B eyt 4 o x5,

The Taylor expansions for Ul are
for X =0: Uy(X) = —1+5X*+0(X?),
for X o too:  ULX) = _é|X|—% - %|X|_% +O(X| %),

Moreover, we have the following bounds
(2.3) (X)) < 1+ XN, U] < (1+XY)75
For all 0 <1 <0.2,
(2.4) 0> UMX) > —(1-2AH1+XY5  for |X| > L.
And for | X| > 100,
(2.5) —%(1+X4)‘% S U4(X) > —4%(1+X4>—%.
2.2. Modulated self-similar transformation. Define
(2.6) X = Lf(t), s:= —log (T(t) — t),

(r(t) = 1)

and define the self-similar variable U by

1 —£(t
u(z,t) = (T(t) — t) 1 U($7£()5,, —log (T(t) - t)) + k(t)
(r(t) — 1)
= e‘iSU(X, s) + k(t),
where the dynamic modulation variables &, 7,k : [—¢,Ti] — R control the shock location, blowup
time, and wave amplitude, respectively. We require that at time tg = —e,

(2.8) 70 :=T7(—€) =0, & =&(—e) =0, Ko := k(—€) = up(0).

And we let T, to be the solution to 7(7y) = Ti. We will design ug so that Ty ~ o(e) and 7(t) > ¢
for all ¢t € [—€,T), so that T, uniquely exists. In the self-similar time s, the blowup as t — T
corresponds to § — +o00.

(2.7)
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From the self-similar transformation (2.6]), we have the identities

5 5
T(t)—t=e" z=(7(t) —t)?X +£(t) = e 1°X + (1)
From (2.7), we get the Burgers-Hilbert equation in self-similar form

1 : 3
1 U+ei(k—=¢) 5 e %k e g
(29 (0= PU+ (2 + 1X)0xU = — = + T H[U + i),
As a consequence of ([2.7)), we have
Hu(z,t) = e(%j_%)s(?g(U(X, s),

ot

102u(, 122 = BT D U (-, )2

In particular, since |[u(-, #)||z2 = [luollz2, |U(s) + eT%k|| 12 = %% |Juo]|2-

2.3. Equations of ag'(U . Here we record the equations of 8§<U for j = 1,...,9 by differentiating
([29]) repeatedly. For convenience, we introduce the transport speed
B U—i—eis(/ﬁ—{:) 5

+ —X.

2.1 :
(2.10) v 1—7 4

Then we have

5 1 (In>2+n)0xUN nlyr _ ()
(2.11) (834—171—1—1— - JorU +vortu = £,
where
—s 1 (nﬁl) nt1 5]
(n) € o B {n odd,n>2} n-l % 2 1 n-+1 . n—j+1
(212) R = S HRU] e Sl W Lt

the last sum is non-zero when n > 4.

2.4. Constraints on U and equations of modulation variables. We impose the following
constraints on U which are consistent with values of Us:
(2.13) U0,5) =0, 0xU(0,s)=—1, 0%U(0,s)=0.

Plugging these constraints in the equations of U, dxU and 8§<U and evaluating at X = 0, we get
the equations for the modulation variables

(2.14) —ei®(k— €) = —e" 1%k + e “H[U + e1°x(0, 5),
(2.15) F4et(k — OIU(0,s) = e *H[xU](0, 5),
(2.16) et (k — §)0%U(0,s) = e *H[0XU)(0, s) — 1003 U (0, s)9% U (0, s).

2.5. Equations of 81([7 Let U :=U — Us. Then

(2.17) (as Ly aXU?)ﬁJF VoxU = —

e 1% e* 7Us + eis(/ﬁ — )
4 1—-7 )

"+ D H[U + ei®k] — 0xUs

1—7 1—7

1—7

For equations of the derivatives 8}(7, we split into the case when n = 1 and higher derivatives.
When n =1,

20x Uy + axﬁ

(2.18) (0 +1+ =222

)aXﬁ + ViU =FY,

9



where the forcing term is

—S

e T 1 1, . ~
(219) F = = HIOxU] — 1 [(5)([]2)2 + UzaiUz} -1 [64 (k — 03Uz + UK Us|.
When n > 2,
1 1 n
(2.20) (04 on— 3+ M onU)or T + VoD = B,

where the forcing terms are

3)

n e i n n i
om0 ot ]
—0 2
(2.21) g |:64118(/€ _ 5)8;L<+1U2 4 Z (n;_ >8§U8§+1 TU,
=0
5] 1\ s~ L n ntl
_1-2 ( ; )%U@}H_]U—F Lip odd) <nT—|—1> (05> U) }
=2

2.6. Equations containing first order parameter derivatives. In the following, d, can be
replaced with d3.

(2.22) (a - i + foU)a U+ Vox0uU = Fia,
where
i R
e . T
a(H_S) (1_ ) axU(U+64 ( 5))

—2g —§8 —38 —S
2.23 N - S S Yoo a4
( ) 1_7,_8,1/{ (1_7,_)28,17'/1—1—1_7,_H[OQU—|—64 Ouk] + e 0, TH[U+e4 K]-

18 0.7
. CYT ls B .
For n=1,...,8, we have
(2.24) (0. + Zn = i + 71” 1aXU)a U + Vo, U = FY,
where
n _s 1 T n
B = ¢, (—H[@X U]) = == {0aU05 U + 10226170 }
1 n
(2.25) = m{aamaggm (14 Luz2)0aFOXUORU + 122G }
1 1
eas o e4s . o
- 1_ 7-_(811"{ - aaé)ax-HU - 7(1 — 7._)28,17'(% — 5)8X+1U,
and
1 n 1 OaT n
Ba (1 - H[@XU]> - H[0:08U] + 1y HIOR U],

n—

1_
s n+
G&’Q:Z( ; >a KU,
j=1

10



L3]
n X n+1 1 e
GY) = Do [Jlnodd<n7_ll>(ax2 U2+ ("j >aﬂ U J“U]

2.7. Equations containing second order parameter derivatives. We use mixed derivative
836 to demonstrate, but the same is true for 92, and 8%6. For U,

(2.26) (05 — i fXU)aQBU + VOx925U = Fop,
where
e_s 1s e’ . 1,
Fa7ﬁ = 1= [82BU + e4 aﬁl‘i] + maﬁTH[aaU + e4 80“1{]
~ OapT | 20,7047
_c s spT 1 af W TOBT
T QuHHIO3U + 8" 0pn] + e HIU + % '{]<(1_+)2 i (1—+)3>
s, [0255  OpTOuk + OaTOshk + FOLgT  2i:0,7057
— 1
‘ [1—7'* ) <1—+>3}
1 ) _
(2.27) g [f%axU(@ U + €100 (r — €)) + 0adxU (95U + € 1°95(ss - g))}
i 2 . .
R KU — (iU + (e - )T
1 : ) .
_ 7(1 — 7._)2 {OB%GXU((%U —+ elsaa(ﬂ _ 5)) + aoﬂ"agaxU(U + eZS(K o 5))
+ 037 0a0xU (U + e7(k — €)) + 8a70x U (95U + e1°03(k — £))
+ 02570xU (U + e3%(k — g‘))].
Forn=1,..,7,
5 1 .
(2.28) ( n— 1 )agﬁaXU + V205U = F),
where
(2.29)
(n) J— —S8 1 ol
Foz=e 5§5<1 _T-H[aXUD
1

— 1= [050% U (0aU + €700k = §)) + 00571V (95U + e105(n = §))

+ (n + 1)858XU8<3¢85L(U + 8}+1U(825U + 64 aﬁ(li — f)) + ﬂnzgagnggl]
1
7

“a—e [857{?( ™4 087 0q 8"+1U(U +et¥(k—€)) + OQTOBO"HU(U +ed S(k — g))
+ 2t U (U + e15(k — €)) + 05705 U (U + e1°0a(k — £))

+ O FOTTIU (95U + €7°(k — €)) + (n+ 1)9570x Uda % U + ]1,12255@52
F (04 Lyzo) (82570x UORU + 0a7030x UILU + 8a%8XU858’)}U)]

2

- m [%ﬂlnzngﬁ{ + 8a7"857"8§‘(+1U(U + e%s(m — 5))

+(n+ ]lnzg)aa%OB%@XUa?(U] ,
11



and

25 (5 HIRU)) = 15 HIO20R U]+ =53

OngT | 20,7057
af al0p n
((1—7')2 " (1—%)3>H[8XU]’

1 . . s
<”+ ) 2 LU T + 0,04 U0,0% 7 10),

(957 H[DaO% U] + 0o H[030%U])

+

n—1

7j=1
(n) n nt1 St )
85G2,o¢ = 8367.— []ln odd (n_—1> (6X2 U)2 + < j >67 U@” Iy }
2 2

Jj=

w3

+ 04 TZ< >agaﬂ Uo7

3. MAIN RESULT

3.1. Initial data. We take M > 0 very large to be determined from the proof, and € > 0 very
small according to M.
Let x : R — R be an even, smooth bump such that

1 if —1<X<1
X) = =4=h
() {0 it|X| > 2,

and almost linear on the intervals [—2, —1] and [1,2]. The latter requirement is to make the 2nd

and 3rd derivatives of x not too big (this is only for convenience and not essential). Let [70 R—=R
such that

(3.1) M0y =0 forn=0,1,4,5,

(3.2) gl <e, TP 0) <e

(3.3) To(X)| < e+ XHF  for |X] < % -4,

(3.4) ]ﬁon)(X)\ <e(1 +X4)_% for | X| < % “Tandn=1,...,8,
(35) Tyx)| < g for [X] > 5ot

(3.6) T (x| < ;M" for | X| > % “Tandn=2,...,8

We set the initial data to be

(3.7) Ua,s(X, —log €) = Up(X)x(2¢7 X) + Uo(X) + x(X)(aX? + BX?),

converting back to the physical coordinates,

(3.8)  wup(z) = E%Ug(e_%x)x@x) + e%ﬁo(e_%x) + eix(e_%x) (a(e_%x)2 + 5(6_2117)3) + k(—e),

where «, § are parameters whose exact values will be determined by an iterative method below,
but

(3.9) (0,6) € B 2= {(0 ) : Ja] < 2MYe,|5] < S M%),

12



5

Moreover, we make U, g(X, —loge) + e_%n(—e), to have compact support [—e~ 1, €~ 3], and alsd]
(3.10) 10xU (-, —loge)||z2 < V6,

(3.11) —[0xU(-, —loge)||pe = H}}n OxU(X,—loge) = 0xU(0,—loge) = —1,
(3.12) 0% U (-, —log €)l| 2 < M,
(313) U, ~Toge) + € Hrollp= < S M.
As a consequence, in physical variables,
suppg © (L1], ol € SM. Juollx < 220
—llugllLee = minug(x) = up(0) = —1.

We denote U, g the solution to (Z9) with initial data U, g(-, —loge). We omit «, 5 when the
estimates hold for all («, 8) € B.

3.2. Bootstrap assumptions on U and its spatial derivatives. First, due to the L? conser-
vation in physical variables, we have

2
JUC.8) + bl = 5 fupls < Y2 hrek

For pointwise estimates, we need to separate X into near, middle and far fields. Let | = (log M)~2

be a very small near field threshold, and 1 ei* be the far field threshold (the power of s comes from

the repelling speed of the Lagragian traJectorles). Let U :=U — U,.
Near field assumptions: for |X| <1,

1

(3.14) 0% U (X, )| < e5|X|6 "2 <25 n=0,...,5,

(3.15) 08T (X,s)| <es,  |0LU(X,s)| < Mes,  |9%U(X,s)| < M3es.
Middle field assumptions: for (X, s) such that [ < |X| < %egs

(3.16) U(X, )| < e20(1+ X420,

(3.17) 0xU (X, s)| < em(1+ X475,

(3.18) 0LU(X,s)] < M™(1+ X475, n=2,..8

Far field assumptions: for (X, s) such that | X| > ei
(3.19) OxU(X,s)| < 4e”?,

1t is indeed possible to make [|OxU(-, —loge)|| 2 < v/6. Note that
OxU(X, —loge) = Us(X)x (2T X) + 26T Us(X)y' (267 X) + U (X) + x(X) (20X + 38X°) + X' (X)(aX? + BX°).

Using the properties of (70, the support of U(+,loge) and y, and (39), we have
1
16xU (-, —loge)| 12 < (1 —l—e)(/(l +xh-t dX) ek
R
1
(1+ X" dX) Lo M

+ O M e < 2.449 < V6.



(3.20) 0%U(X,s)| <2M™e™ n=2 .8
Assumptions on L? normsE
(3.21) 1OxU (- 8)ll2 < VT, ORUC,s)ll2 < M.

As a consequence of Sobolev interpolation Lemma [A.2]

1—n=1 9 n—1
10XU(8)lle2 < NOxUCs)lpz * 105U 9)ll 8
1_n—1 _  35(n-1)
<7271 M1 n=2..,8
We also have the L°°-norm assumption

(3.22) [U(-,8) + etk oo < Met®,

so that the solution u in physical coordinates is bounded: |u(-,t)||p~ < M for t € [—¢, T].
Finally, the assumptions at X = 0:

(323)  |RUO.s) < eme . |RUOs)] < MTe, [0RU(0,5)| < €.
Remark 3.1. Unlike [22], here we can not obtain
—HaxU(-, S)”Loo =—-1= axU(O, S).

The problem comes from the near field. Middle and far fields still hold. Clearly, for |X| > %e%s,
by B.19),

OxU(X,s)| <4e™® < 1.
For | < |X| < 1e3%, by @BI7) and @),
OxU(X, 5)| < [U5(X)| + |0x U (X, 5)|
<(1-2tem)(1+XH 5 <(1+XY5 <L

But for | X| <, the Taylor expansion near X = 0 is

1 1 1
OxU(X,s) = -1+ 9%U(0,5)X + §6§(U(0, $)X? + ﬂa;’;U(o, s) X1+ maE(U(X’, $) X7,

i.e. the linear term does not vanish. Nevertheless, since (B15]) and
8% U(0,5) > 120 — €2 > 119,

we can obtain

3.24 ONU(X,8) > —1— etie—i51 — Spp2Te—s2 + I xa o g (=i,
2 48
(3.25) 10xU (-, 8)||zoe < 1+ eT0e 15,

As s — +00, we recover the property that minimum slope is —1 at X = 0.

"We want [|0%U||z~ < M®* to be a nontrivial bound, i.e. better than the one from interpolation. So the lowest
M power is 69, but an even number makes expressions look better.
14



3.3. Bootstrap assumptions on parameter derivatives. All the assumptions on parameter
derivatives hold uniformly for all (c, 8) € B where B is defined in (3.9]).

For first order parameter derivatives, the only important estimates are at X = 0, which need to
be sharp. But to close the bootstrap, we need to supply bounds for all X, but they do not need to
be as sharp. We only go to 8(18;(, i.e. one X derivative lower than without parameter derivative,
because the forcing term of 0,0%U contains 8;’(+1U .

At X =0:

3

€4e

Mu

S
)

MM—A

3 3
< 9,05U(0 <deies®, 10,0
(3.26) X( s) < de ’ X( )\ 16
3e

1050%U(0,8)| < eeZs, dezes® <0 0% U (0, 5) < 8e2e2®,
(3.27) 10,0%U (0, 8)| < eses®.

In the following « can be replaced by 5.
Near field: for | X| </,

l\.’)l»—l

(3.28) 0,00U (X, s)| < Mi2etel®  n=0,..,6,
(3.29) 10,0%U(X, 5)| < Melets
Middle field: for [ < |X| < Lei*,
(3.30) 0,00U(X,s)| < MOH2D%etets(1+ X475, n=1,..,T.
Far field: for |X| > e 7s
(3.31) 0,0%U (X, s)| < AM®D%ciemas p=1,..7.
On 0,U, we need to add the k part,
1g MAetet if | X] < le%s,
(3.32) |0,U(X,s) + e1°0uk| < {2M4€%e%s’ y :X: N ;e%s.

Again we include L2-bounds to deal with the Hilbert transform (but here we do not have the L?
conservation

(3.33) 100U (-, 8) + €100k 2 < MBete?,
(3:34) 1020xU (-, 8)ll2 < M'3eied®,  [|0a0%U(,s)] 12 < M™edeir.
By interpolation, we have
1—n=1 n—1
1060%U (-, 8)| L2 < 10a0xUll 2 7 180X U, 2
< M11”+2e%e%s, n=1,..,8.

Then for second order parameter derivatives, the assumptions are even less sharp. In fact, we
only need L? and L> assumptions. In the following mixed partial 92 g can be replaced by 92, or
6%6. First, L*° assumptions:

3
2

(3.35) 102505 U (-, )| poe < M 3628 n=1,..,6,
(3.36) 18250 + €702 g 1o < MPe7e3°,

6In the proof of |le” 1°0,U + Oa k||z2, there is a competition between ef from the “damping” and

max{]|0.0xU]|| 12, [|0.U + 6458aI€HL00} The latter cannot grow more slowly than es® Although we can make
it arbitrarily close to 3 we choose 3 to leave some room for other estimates.
15



Then L? assumptions:
(3.37) 125U (-, 5) + 5502 k]| 12 < MPBez e,
(3.38) 102505 U (- 8)llr2 < M¥Tezess,  [|02,0%U(,5)llp2 < M'Pe3 ez,

So by Sobolev interpolation,

19, BaX 8l <10, ﬁaXUHLZ w o ﬁaXUHLZ

1 3
< MFH5 5 e8s n=1,..T.

3.4. Iterative assumptions. For a fixed [70 given above, there is a unique pair (a, 8) such that
the solution U, g corresponding to the initial datum given by (B.7)) asymptotically converges to Us.
To find such «, 5, denote s,, = —loge +n, n =0,1,2,.... Initialize

1~ 1~
a0 =—50"(0),  fo=-;00),

so that

O3 Uao 50 (0,50) = 0, 0% Uay 5, (0, 50) = 0.
The iterative assumption is, for each n =0, 1,2, ..., given ay,, 3, that make
(3.39) O Uan pn(0,8,) =0,  O%Ua, 5,(0,5,) =0,

we can find ay,11, Bpe1 in the neighbourhood
(3.40) B, = {(a,B) : o — a| < MBeGeisn 4 e_%e_%s”, 1B — Bn| < M25€_%6_%s"}
such that

ag(UanHﬁnH (07 Sn-i-l) =0, a?( Uan+1,ﬁn+1 (07 3n+1) =0.

For this step we need to furthermore assume, for s, < s < s,41,

(3'41) ‘8§(Uanyﬁn (07 S)’ < M13%e_s7 ‘8§(Uan75n(07 3)‘ < M??e*.

3.5. Bootstrap assumptions on modulation variables. Without parameter derivatives,

3

(3.42) lk— €| <ese™, €| <2M, |f|<ese 1%, |k < M2es®,  |T.| < 2em.

)

First order parameter derivatives
(3.43)  |0a| < €2, |0n(k— &) < Meze 2%, |0a€| < Me2, |Our| < €2, |0nk| < e?se?®.
Second order parameter derivatives
10257| < eet®,  [025€] < BMeie®, |9240| < 2Meie?
|0, BH,’<3MG4€ |0, B(FL— )]SMeZe.

(3.44)

These assumptions are far from being sharp, yet sufficient.
16



3.6. Statement of the theorems.

Theorem 3.2 (self-similar profile). There exists a sufficiently large parameter M > 1, a sufficiently
small parameter 0 < € = e(M) < 1, such that for each Uy(X) : R — R satisfying the conditions
BI)-B6), we can uniquely find o, § with

] < ZML”G, 18] < gM%e,

such that the self-similar Burgers-Hilbert equation ([29) with the initial datum U, g(X,—loge€)
given in Section [Tl has a unique solution U(X,s) € C([—loge, +00); C*NHY(R)) that satisfies the

assumptions given in Section[3.4. Moreover, the limit v := limg_, 4 o E??(U(O, s) ewists, and for each
X € R, we have

1 1
- (X Y Vix) .=y
sﬁﬁkoU(xls)"<12o) Ué<(12o>‘X> = U3 (X).
Theorem 3.3 (main result). There ezits a sufficiently large M > 1 and a sufficiently small
0 < e=¢e(M) < 1, such that for smooth initial data uy at tg = —e with minimum initial slope

—1/e given in Section[31] after the self-similar transformation ([2.0)), there exists a unique solution
u € C([—E,T*);C8 N HQ(R)) to the Burgers-Hilbert equation ([ILI) with the following properties

(1) The blowup time |Ty| < 2¢20, hence the lifespan of u is O(e).
(2) Solution is bounded: ||u(-,t)||pe < M for allt € [—e, Tk].
(3) The blowup location x, = &(Ty) satisfies |x.| < 3Me (which is small).
(4) Shock formation and rate: as t — Tk,
8xu(§(t),t) — —00,
1 2
s S 0zulst)][pee < )
and for any x # x., Oyu(x,t) remains finite.

(5) Shock profile is a cusp: for t sufficiently close to Ty (depending on x),

<4 if v — x| >

|Ozu(z, )] {_

~lr—m]TE if e —m] <

D= N[

In particular, u(-,Ty) € C%(}R) has a cusp singularity at ..

Corollary 3.4 (codimension 2 of initial data). The set of initial data such that the conclusion in
Theorem holds is a codimension 2 subset of H°(R).

4. FORCING BOUNDS WITHOUT PARAMETER DERIVATIVES

4.1. Hilbert transform terms. We first bound H[U + eisn]. We consider the standard near-
middle-far field separation:

1 U,s)-U(X
HIU +ei%H(X,) = m [51—i>%1+ /6<X Y|<1 ( ’2 — Y( = ¥

+/‘ , +/‘ luxg+ebn&1
1<|X-Y|<iet®  JX-v|>

g XY
1,5 \ 1 3
<1+ Me®*(5s —1log2) + |U + eix|| 2</ ) 7dY)2
4 P\ xoyis el X = YP2

1 1
2 2

(4.1) f/Mse%s—l—Me%s §Me%s.
17



By interpolation,
17— 2n—1
[H[OXU](-, 8)|[ S [|H[OxUI(:, s )IILQ C|lH% ]( $)Il2°
30(277, 1)

(42) <IoxUC )" 1%l S M™F" n=1..8

Now we need spatial and temporal decays in the middle field and far field respectively. We use

BI7), BI9), BI8) and B20). For the middle field [ < |X| < Jei®,

1 oxU(Y,s) —oxU(X
H[@XU](X,S):_U s (¥,5) = 0xUX,5) 1y
T LJix—y|<(1+x1)"5 X-Y
oxU(Y, oxU(Y,
+/ ) X(’S)dy—i_ X(,S)dY
(1+x4)"s<ix-y|<t X Y x-vj>1 XY
= Ipear + Imiddlc + [far'
Since |03 U (-, 8)||pe < M*,
Tncarl S 103U 8) 1 (1 4+ X175 S M1+ X175,
For Ipiqqle, same argument as [22],
| Tiacie] S (14 X175 log(1 + X4).
For I, split into cases as [22]. In all three cases we get
el < (14 X978 + (14+ X475 log(1 + X4).
Putting the three regions together,
(4.3) |H[OxU)(X, s)] < MA(1+ XY 75 + (1+ XY 75 + (1+ XY 5 log(1 + X).
For the far field | X| > 264
1 axU(Y,S)—axU(X,S)
HoxU X,s:—[/ 4y
| K ) TLJ|X-Y|<e s X-Y
Y, Y,
+/ OxU(Y, s) dY+/ IUX:5) 1y
esglx-vl<at X -V X-vj>1 XY
= IInear + Ilmiddle + Ilfar
(4.4) <SMre™® 4567 + max{e_%s, e_%s, se °} < e85,

Using the same idea, for higher order derivatives n = 2, ..., 7, we have

2 35(7L 1)}

Mmax{(n—l—l) (1 —|—X4)_l _|_Mn2(1 _|_X4)—% 10g(1 +X4)
(45)  |HIORUI(X, 5)] < 151X < ekt
MM em3s if | X|> 264 .
The estimate for H[0% U] is a little different, since we only make an assumption on ||0%U|| ;2 but

not the L>-norm. In this case, we use Sobolev embedding (Morrey’s inequality) H'(R) C CO’%(R)
to deal with the near field. When [ < |X| < %e%s,

| / RU(Y.5) = RUX.5)
IX—Y|<(14+X4)" 3 X-Y
)

</ 8U(Y,s) — B UX,s)| 1
T Jix—vi<a+x4)h X —Y|2 X — Y|z
18




1
<050 5) oy [ S
_L
DX U 8)llzz + 105U, )l g2) (1 + X )"0

(M§'70—|—M70)(1 +X4)_% < M70(1 —|—X4)_T10.

AR ZA

When | X| > %e%s, instead of | X — Y| < (1 + X4)_% we use | X — Y| < e”* as the region for the
near field integral. Using the same argument, the near field integral can be bounded by

/ RU(Y,s) — OXU(X,s)
| X-Y|<e~s

X-Y
Combining with the (unchanged) middle field and far field integrals, we get
|HIOZUN(X, )| S M1+ X1 + M1+ X*) "5 log(1 + X*) + M5 (1 + X*)~%

dY < M™e=3%,

1
(4.6) SMO1+XH 1 forl<|X|< 5638,
|H[OXU(X, s)| < M™em35 4 MO se™s 4 MOem5"
1
(4.7) < M35 4 N04e—5" for | X| > Zet

The slightly weaker bounds do not affect the decay of 03U (X, s).

4.2. Fy. By ([2I4),
1 .
Fu(X,s) = —o={ = €45 = € = ¢ HIU + X )(0,5) + e P HIU + 30X, 5)
-7
(4.8) |Fr(X, )| S €510 + Me™3° S Me™s°,

4.3. Near field. Take n = 6 in ([2.20), we have

_ . 3
6 _ " gt 7 VRN
Fy =1 HI0{U] - +— ; <j>8XU28X Us
1 \ . ST\ i~ SN o~ o
- [ei(/ﬁ — 6ok + Y <j>8§(U8)7<U2 +y <j>ag(Ua§gJU}.
j=0 j=2

We bound the first term by
e—S
1—7

e * 1
[HIOXUNX,9)] < L |HORUIC, o)l § M55,

Since |8§(U2(X)| < C = C(Uy) for | X| <1 (near 0), and |7| < €5e1°, we can bound terms with 7
by

. 3
= (j) P U0 U, S ese i,

To bound terms without 7, we use the bootstrap assumption I4) and |k — &| < e5¢~%. Then, the
(6)

second line in the sum of FU can be bounded by (up to a constant factor)

1 1 1 2 1 1 3
er’ese s (I+- +1%) 4 651° S il +eve .
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Putting all three terms together, we get

alw

6 1 1 _3 1 1 1
|Flg)|§M4886 S+e5e 1% 465l +eve 1° < €5,

the second inequality uses the choice that [ = (log M)~! (or —2) and e sufficiently small according
to M.

Applying the same procedure to Fg), Fés) using the additional bootstrap assumptions (BI5)
and corresponding bounds (&2)) for H[9%U], H[05U], we get

FOIS s, [P S Mes.

4.4. Middle field. For | < |X| < %egs, we first consider Fp:

Fy(X,s) = — 16_‘1*87,(/4 . fiH[U +eiR)(0,5) + fiH[U ek (X, 5)
— ()05 Un(X) fi, (5 — £)Ox Us(X)
== fﬁl(ﬁ = &)(1+xUs(X)) + 16:8% (H[U + e1°K](X, s) — H[U + ¢ 7°x](0, 5))
— L U(X)Ox Ty (X)

1g 1 _ _ 3 1.3 1.1 _s
<et¥ese e Mes® +ese 15(1 + X205 < Me™55.

Then we bound Flgl), by ({3) and Lemma 2T]

T

m_ €’ 1 1y e _
FU =7 _%H[axU] -1 1 _7,_[64 (k —&)0xUs +U8XU2]
S e (14 XN 75 (M +log(1+ XY) + e 85(1+ X175 4 em0 (1 + X475,

Similarly, we have

[(8)((]2)2 + UQ@%{UQ] —

—7

ool

P =% SHIRU) S e [MO(1+ XH75 + M1+ XY 5 log(1+ X4) + M7 (1+ Xy)~

(4.9) < (MO + M7Tem8%)(1+ X475,
For n = 3, ...,8, by GBI,
B <o (105U | pooe™ + 0% U || pooe™s* + |0 U 2e™5°) (1 4+ X*) 75
1 no\ o SEy 1 2
b (Lo (1 ) 103 Ul + 2 10401105 0] 14 )
2 j=2

35(n—1)

< (MO0 et T R (14 X

"Here is the reason why we choose n? in the power of M. Suppose
|8§<U(X,s)|§M“(”)(1—|—X4)7% for 4 <n <8,

then from later weighted estimate, we can close bootstrap if

L3
n+1 . .
5 )ﬂ-nodd+za(])+a(n_]+1)<a(n).

j=2

2a(

So a(n) = n? is good.
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L3
n 2 . X
(4.10) + (JlnoddM% +) M32+("‘]+1)2>(1 + X475,
J=2

where the n-dependence comes from binomial coefficients.

4.5. Far field. For |X| > e%s, using the same idea,

3 5
e—(1+§)s 5 e~ 88

<%

(4.11) < |
’FI(J2)‘ S M4e—(1+%s) S ]\446—257
L1242
(n) n? —3s j2H(n—j+1)? —2s
F Sa M™e 854 > M e n=3,..,7,
=2

4
5 -2 \2
(4.12) FY < M85 4 3 it 092,
i=2
5. FORCING BOUNDS WITH PARAMETER DERIVATIVES

5.1. Hilbert transform terms. We first bound H[0,U + e Onk]. We use the same strategy used
for HU + e%s/{] in Section [4.1] i.e. the usual near-middle-far field decomposition, and obtain

(5.1) |H[0aU + e1°0k] |10 < Mictes®.
Moreover, at X =0,
1
[H[0al + ¢1°0ar] (0, 5)| < [020x Ul + [9al + ¢i* 0|1 / Ly
1<|X-Y|<e4? ’X - Y’
1 1 3
+[|0aU + €1°04k 2</ 7dY)
|| (e e HL |X—Y|Ze%5 ‘X _ Y‘2

(5.2) S MO%1e15 + Metse1® + M Betese s < MP1se1®.

We then use interpolation to obtain

2n 2n—1

—1 2n—1
T 10a0%U (- 5)II 37

3
et n=1,..,7.

n 1-
[H[0aOX U] 8)l|zoe S [10a0xU(:, 8)ll 2

(5.3) < MM T el

5.2. Middle field for first order parameter derivatives. For n =1,...,6

|H[0a0%U)(X, 5)] S MO (14 X1 "5edet® + (MO 4 M0 HF)e85(1 4 X 5eden®,
and
|H[020%U)(X, 5)| S MP(1+ X*1)"Tetel® + M¥ess(1+ X1) seieir,

So for F[(Jl) with the weight, we have

[e%
[(1+ X4)%F[(]1(l| < M6etem15 4 (M° + Ml?’)e%e%S + e%(M‘le_s + Me 8% + \/76_%5)
+ M4(M46%€%S + Me%eis) + 6%(1 + X4)_% + 6%M4(2M€is + 6%6_%5)
< MBetet® + E%(l + X4)_% + non-dominant terms.
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We can use the Hilbert bounds above, [3.30) and (3.I8)) to estimate F}; ( ) for n = 2,..., 7 all together
(the Hilbert part is different for n = 7 but we omit the separate calculatlon because it is non-
dominant)

1

(1 4+ XN E| S MOl e 4 (M2 o 103 ) d s

+ e% (M("+1)2e_5 + M™e —35s + M35(n = e 58)
+ MO (MAeiei® 4 Mezen®) 4 e2 MO (2Mea® + ese1%)
n—1 L1242
(1 +X4) %E%B%s ]\4(j+2)2-l-(n—j—l—l)2 _1_6%(1 —|—X4)_% Z Mj2+(n—j+1)2
j=1 j=1
nl - 2 3 3
(5.4) S (]\4("Jrl Rt Z MU+ +n—j+1) )eiei® 4+ non-dominant terms.
7j=1

The M powers are below (n + 2)2.

5.3. Far field for first order parameter derivatives. First we estimate the Hilbert transforms
|H[0,0%U)(X,5)| S MO+2%eless,  n=1,..,6,
|H[0a0% U (X, 5)| S MPeier® + M3 eies®,
following the same argument as before without parameter derivative. Then
le® F, | < MPO%1ef® 4 ezem8% + M4(M4e4e4 + Mezet %)+ €2 + E%M4(2M€is + e%e_%s),
|eSF | < M2 655 4 o pnPemss 4 pp(n+)? (M461618+M6%e%8)
24 ]

n—1
+ e MM (20 et + e5em1%) + Z MUT2* =g +D? Fods 4 3 Z MIH = +1) o=
; ot

We only need to look at dominant terms. Then for n =1,...,7,

n—1
(5.5) ’esF[(]nC)J <n (M4+(n+1 +ZM)+2 24 (n—j+1)2 ) % %
7=1

5.4. Forcing for second order parameter derivatives. We first use interpolation to bound
Hilbert transform terms. We have

1oL
1H (05505 Ullln= < 10350 U3 * 106505 Ullg2 ™ ™
3

3
<M7"+44 6562 n=1,..,6.

———TL|

And using the near-middle-far decomposition, we have (the log term in the middle field dominates)

|H[025U + e3°02 3] || S M €3 s503%.

6. CLOSURE OF BOOTSTRAP WITHOUT PARAMETER DERIVATIVES
6.1. L? estimates.
Proposition 6.1 (uniform-in-s L? bound of dxU). We have
10X U 8)ll2 < V7.
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Proof. Consider (ZI1]). Take L? inner product with dxU itself, we get

1 3 5 2
ST O ax = ZloxUl = 0

1d 1
§£”8XU”2L2 + HaXU|’2L2 + : /R(Z?XU)?’ dX —
d 3 1
(6.1) loxUls + F10xUIE: = ;= [ oxU)%.ax
For |X| < Lei*, by (B23)
OxU(X, s)] < (1+€®)(1+ X*)75,

and for |X| > %egs we have ([319), so the right hand side of ([G1]) is

1
— .‘/(axU)?’dX‘ < (1+zeé)(1+eéé)/ 1+ X475 dX
THIR |X|<ied®
+4(1+2e%)/ e S(0xU)*dX
1X[>4ed®
<4,
because
20 (5)T(2

/(1+X4)‘€ dX = (201, () ~ 3.09944

R I'(3)
So

d 5
EHaXU|’2L2 + éHaXU|’2L2 S 4

1OxU (-, 8)72 < HE?XU(-,—1oge)|y2L2e—§<s+logs>+4/l ~2(—) g
—loge

32 32
= T+ (10xU(, —log ) — 5 )e§+180)
Since [|0xU (-, —loge€)[|2, < 6 < 22, then the right hand side is increasing and tend to 2 as s — oo.
Then |0xU (-, s)||2, < 2 < 7. O

Proposition 6.2 (Uniform-in-s L? bound of 0%U). We have
0% U (-, )2 < M.
Proof. Taking L? inner product of (ZII)) with 9%U and integrating by parts, we have

1d 10 )
3 IRUIE + 1OV + = [ oxU (%) ax—g 104U
1 9 2
2(1_%)/]RHXU(8XU) dX

126 5 1712499 1 (10 o Al0—j77 A9
- R(é)XU) U dX — > Rag(UaX U U dX,

1—7 —Tj:2 J

1d
5ds
One way to bound the right hand side is to use L>°-L2-L? Holder inequality, and we get
1d
2ds

3 19
10%U |32 + 10§||8§)(UH%2 + ST / OxU(0%U)? dX = right hand side above.
- R

3
HG%UH%Q 4 ZHa?(U”%z < C(M25+%-70 JrM4+§-70 JrMngg-m +M16+%70)H8%U”L2
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d 3 1
EH@){UHL? + ZHa?(U”LQ < CM%i
10%U (-, 8)|| 2 < 0% U (-, —log €)|| pze~ 1(H108) CM6531/ e~ i(=5) ggf
—loge

4
= SOM™ 4 (|0} U (-~ log )] 2 — CMH) e i(+1o5e)

since ||0%U (-, —loge)|| 2 < M% < %CMGE’%. O
6.2. Lagrangian trajectory. Let ® : R x [sg,00) — R be the Lagrangian trajectory of U, i.e. for
each starting point Xy, ®(Xo, s) is the position of the particle at time s such that

62) %@(Xo,s) Vo d(Xy,5),
d (X, s0) = Xo,

where V' is the transport speed defined in (Z.10).

Lemma 6.3 (lower bound on transport speed). For |Xy| > [, we have
(X0, 5)| > [ Xoles 5.

In other words, once a particle is at least away from 0 by a distance 1, it will escape to infinity
exponentially fast.

Proof. By the mean value theorem and ([B.25]), we have
U(X. )] < [U(0,5)] + [9x U, )| < | X] < (14 €20)[X].
By 2I4)), B23]), we have
eis(/{ — & = e 15 — e *H[U + eis/{](o, s)
e H[0%U](0,s) — 1005 U (0, )03 U (0, s)
9% U(0,s)
- Ces M303 + 10et0e~ 1% . M2Te—"
- 120 — €2

5 1
< OM305e™ < —|.
= T

Then for | X| > [, we have
5 3 17 3.1
VX, 8)| 2 Z1X] = (L4261 (14 €0) [X] = (1+ 261) 5 |X]

1
= 21X| - (1 42601+ B 4 DIX

)
5
Hence,
1d _, 1,
§£q> (X(],S) = (Vo q>(X07s))q>(X07s) > gq) (X(],S)
= |B(Xo,5)? > [Xo[?es )

1
|®(Xo,s)| > |Xoles 570,
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Lemma 6.4 (upper bound on Lagrangian trajectory). For all (Xo, so), we have

1B(Xo, 8)| < (|Xo| + 3Met%0)ei(s=s0),

Proof. Multiplying the first equation of ([G.2]) by the integrating factor e~ 1% and plugging in the
expression for V', we get

%(e‘%qu(Xo, s)) = - (e_%SU o ®(Xp,s)+e °k— e_sf>
1 S

e_%SCD(XO, s) = e_%szo + 1= e <e_%s/U o ®(Xy,s) + /{) — e ¥Eds,
— T 50

|®(Xo,s) — Xoe%(s_so)\ < 3625/ Me™ ds'
50
= 3Me%5(e_8° —e %)
= 3Me%30(1 - e_(so_s))e%(s_so) < 2Met0e1(s750),

By triangle inequality, the proof is complete. O

6.3. L°° estimates of U.

Proposition 6.5. The L*>-norm of e_%sU(-, s) + k is bounded uniformly in s. More precisely,
e 15U (-, 8) + Kl oo <M, de. |U(,s)+ein|[pe < Met®.

Proof. We consider the equation for e_%sU(', s)+ kK

_5

s

(6.3) Bs(e™T5U + k) + Vox (e T°U + k) = —H[U + eT°#].

1—7

Recall that |H[U + eir](X,s)| < Me%s, so we can bound the forcing term on the right hand side
~3s

‘1—7"

H[U + eim]‘ < Me™s°.
Composing ([6.3]) with the Lagrangian trajectory, we have

(7 5°U + 1) 0 ®(Xo, 5)| < e 5V (Xo, — log e) + (0)|

5 e~ 1 s
-/ [H[U + ¢¥ K] 0 9(Xo, )| d
_ T

loge 1-
M o0 /
<—+C Me™5% ds'
2 —loge
M 3
< 4+ CMes <M
2 4
for all Xg. We thus close the assumption. O
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6.4. Pointwise estimates: near field.
Proposition 6.6 (8&(7 for n =6,7,8). For all (X,s) such that | X| <1, we have
% T(X, ) < b, [0RT(X, 5) < Meb, 05T (X,5)| < Meh.

Proof. We begin with 8§< U. The damping is
2 2
p® =2 IOV B 20121+ e >
Observe that if |®(Xp,s)| <[ then |Xo| <1 with sg = —loge Composing the equation with the

Lagragian trajectory and using the forcing bound |F | < Eol we get

OO|P—‘

1050 0 ®(Xo, 5)| < |00 (Xo, — log €)[e~ 1e<s+1°gﬁ>+oedz/ e 1) g

We then use the initial condition that when |X| <1 <1,
0%U (X, —loge)| = |0% (To(X) + aX? + BX?)]
= 0% 0o ()| <,

to obtain
1

€5
)

105U 0 (X, s)| < e+ Cesl <

»bloo

where we used | = (log M)~2 and take M sufficiently large. We carry out the similar procedures
to 8XU and 9% U. The damping terms are bounded from below by

5
DD = 1'6—1—1—8(1—1—26%)(1—1—6%) >

DD = Z T+ 1—9(1+261)(1+e2) >
and the initial conditions are both < e. O
Proposition 6.7 (8&(7 for n =0,...,5). For |X| <, we have
0% U (X, s)| <6o|X|6 "tz < 2153, forn=0,...,5.
Proof. Using the fundamental theorem of calculus, for | X| <1

1

OU(X,s) =0%U(0,s) /8X Ys)ds<€2—|—lo

all=

»-I>ICJ1

Using the fundamental theorem of calculus repeatedly, we get

~ ~ X ~
AT (X, 5) = OLT(0, 5) +/ PLU(Y, s)ds < Zz%%,
0
~ ~ X 5 .1
O%U(X,s) = 0%U(0, 5) + / OYU(Y,s)ds < M* e~ + Zl?’eg <
0
- ~ X ~ 13 341
O%U(X,s) = 0%U(0,s) +/ O%U(Y,s)ds < eloe™1° + 51463 <
axU(X S) axU 0, S / 8X Y 8) ds < Zl5eo

U(X,s) = U(0, ) +/ OxT(Y,s)ds < 15t
0
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O

6.5. Pointwise estimates: middle field. We introduce the weight (14 X*)* for y # 0. Suppose
we have a transport equation for function f(X, s)

Osf + fo—l- Voxf = Ff

where Dy and Fy denote the damping and forcing terms respectively. We consider
g(X,s) = (1+ X f(X,s)

for some 1 € R. Then

3

4uX

=Dy

=Ffw

where the “w” stands for “weighted”.

Proposition 6.8 (weighted estimate of U). For (X,s) such that | < |X| < %egs, we have
U(X,s)| < el +X4)%.

Proof. We take f = U and p = —% in the aforementioned framework. From (ZI7)),

1 OxUs
Dy =—=
AR g
So the new damping for g = (1 + X4)_%(7 is
1 OxU X4 X3 U+er®(k—§
Dy, =—>+—2"21 o+ . ek —¢8)
w 4 1—-7 41+ X% 51+ X% 1—7
! OxUs  X® U+et’(n—§)

W+ xy) "1 T saexy T 1=F
1

Dy | < (1 X7 (14 265)(1 4+ X475

1

+ 5(1+X4)—i(1+25%)<(1 —I—e%)(l +X4)% —I—e%e‘%s)

(7% <21+ XY "m)  <2(1+X%7s5.
Since Fy; < Me™8* from @3,
~ ~ s / _1
(14 X450 0 B(Xo, )| < (1+ X3~ 3|T(Xo, s0)| exp (/ 2(1+ Xes(s'—0)) 5ds’>

50
S

s 5 4/ _ 1 4.0 _1
—|—CM/ e7s¥ (14 Xges &' —50)) "2 exp(/ 2(1+ Xges ) 5ds”)ds’.
S0 s’
For | Xy| > (note that 0 <[ < 1),

/S (14 Xdes =) 75 gg/ < /8 (1+ 11636 —50) 75 gy

0 0

so+5log X s ,
§/ llds,-i—/ l—ée—%(s —50) Js’

S0 so+5 log %

1 2 1
< 5log7—|—z5 < 1010g7,
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if 1 is sufficiently small (corresponding to M being sufficiently large). Same bound holds if we
replace ds’ by ds” and replace the lower bound sg by s’. From the initial data (3.1), we have

U 5(X, —log )| = |Ua(X)x (261 X) — Un(X) + Up(X) 4 x(X)(aX? + BX?)]
= |Uo(X) + x(X)(aX? + 5X3)|

4
<e(l+ XYm + X(X)(3M156X2 + §M25€X3)

1 1

< Ze(L+ X2 + Zes (14 X)L <
1 s

<es(l+XHw i< |X|< €

where the second equality comes from X(2E%X) =1 when |X| < %e_% and |U(l, )] < 20%¢5. Then
we get
~ s 5 o/ / _1
(1+ XY~ 00 0 ®(X, 8)| < 20051720 + CMI™20 [ 735 (14 1%es (5 =50)) 70 g/

S0

1 5 3
<2517+ OMI 65 < €0,

which closes the bootstrap. ]
Proposition 6.9 (weighted estimate of dxU). For (X,s) such that | < |X| < %e%‘*, we have
0xU (X, s)| < €30 (1 + X*)7s.

Proof. We first bound damping

B 20xUs + OxU %X?’ U—I—ei(/{—é) 5

Doxow =177 _1+X4< 1—7 +ZX)
B 1 OxUs + 0xU 4X3 s .
1+ X4 1—7 _5(1—%)(1+X4)<U+e4(“_5))’
Dy 5l € (L X175+ (1+263)(2+ e20)(1+ X )75

_1

- %(1 +265)(1+ X4 <(1 +em)(1+ XY + CM?’O%e—S)
<4(1+XY75,
With the forcing bound on F[gl) and bounds on ®(Xj, s), we have
1+ XYY < e (MY +log(1+ X)) +e75° + €30 (1 + X*) 75,
11+ X1 EY 0 @(Xo, )| S Me™ + e log [1+ (|Xo| +2Mei*0)te¥C0)] 1 ¢m8% 4 c0 (1 4 Xes =) 75
(| Xo| < %e%so) < Mie™ 4 4e® log(%e%SO + 2Meis°) +5(s —sp)e”?

+ e85 4 e (1+ Xge%(s_so))_5

N

M*e™ + sge " log M + 5(s — s0)e* + e85 4 e

1
5

(so > —loge) S e85 4 €30 (1+Xoe%(s_s°))
28
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if we choose ¢ sufficiently small to absorb the factors in M and s. Since from the calculation in the
proof of Proposition [B.8],

/ (1 —I—Xoe5( w0 ))_% ds' < 1010g%,

0

the contribution from the forcing term is

s 5 ./ —3 ’ ! s
5/ <e_§8 _|_621(1+l465( so)) 5>exp(/ 4(1—|—X616%(5 —80)) 5d3//)d3/

0 S

S
S 1_40/ e s + 62%(1 + 146%(8,_80))_% ds'
50

5 1
<1705 41000 log 76%.

The initial data when [ < |X| < 1 1 by previous calculations, is
0, if | X| > 2,
Ox Ua,p(X,—log€) = Up(X) + { 20X + 3BX2, ifl<|X| <1,
X (X)(@X? + BX?) + x(X)(2aX +35X7),  if 1 <[X]| <2,
0, if | X|>2,
10x Ua (X, —loge)] < e(1+ X475 + BMBelX|+ BMPex?,  ifl<|X[<1,
C,M%e| X3, if 1 <|X| <2,

where we have used [B). Then for 1 < |Xj| < 2, the value along its trajectory satisfies
~ S 1
(14 X4)50xT 0 ®(Xo,5)| < (e + (1+ X3)5C M| Xo[*) exp (/ 4(1+ Xe 5 =50)) 75 ds')
50
—40, 3 1 3
+ Cl™(es +log 7620)
1

3 1
(D) < et
lo)_ 10

<e(l+C,M») o1 40(68 + log

)

where the value of C, changes from line to line.
The cases when | Xy| > 2 and [ < |Xj| < 1 are easier, and we also have

(14 X*)30xU 0 ®(Xp, s)| < eT0.
For those X on a trajectory crossing X = [ for some sy > —loge, we use the near field estimate
BI) to get
~ ~ s / _1
(1 + XH30xT 0 B(Xo,5)| < (1 + X3 30xT(Xo, 50)| exp (/ 4(1+ Xpe 5(=20)) 75 ds’)
50
—40, 2 1 3
+ Cl""(es + log 7620)

< 2B (14 130 4 CI0(eE 4 log 2B ) < e,

o~

Hence, for all cases, we have

0xTU (X, 8)] < €10(1 4+ X*)™5 < —em (14 X*)75,

l\’)l»—\

so we close the bootstrap. O
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Proposition 6.10 (weighted estimate of 0% U for n = 2,...,8). For (X,s) such that | X| < %egs,
we have

02U (X, )| < M™(1+XY)75, wheren =2,...,8.

Proof. Denote D, y, the damping for (1 + X 4)%8;‘( U, then

o= o=+ Fon0 - g [P
- Z"‘ i * %a’d]_ 14)-(;4 - 5(14fi(4) UTZ—(K;&)
> Z(n —1) = (L4 265)(n+ (1 +em)(1+ X5 - - +1X4
- %(1 +265)(1+ X 70 [(1 4 e20)(1 4+ XY m + CMP5 ]
> 2= 1)~ 2o (n+ 3)(1+ X

By previous calculations,
° N b 1
/ —Dy, w0 ®(Xp,s')ds’ < —Z(n —1)(s —sp) + 11(n + 3) log 7
50
For n = 2, we have
1+ XY F) S Mo% ™ + M7 e 8%,
so forcing contribution

S
<C / (M2 + MT)e 31791065 gs < CMOI™e™s 4 CMTI e85,
50

where this constant C' does not depend on the fact that the order of derivative is 2 (it contains the
1/m, 1/(1 — 7) and log factor absorption). Note the initial data when | < |X| < 3¢ 1,

0, if | X| > 2,
XU (X, —loge) = US? (X) + U (X) + { 20 + 68X, if < |X| <1,
fo [XO(@X? + 8X%)], i 1<[X[<2,
where the second derivative of the product is
a2
dx?
The hardest case is when 1 < |X| < 2, where we have

(X)) (aX? + BX%)] = ¥"(X)(aX? + BX?) 4+ 2X/(X) (20X + 38X?) + x(X)(2a + 66X).

02U (X, —loge)] < Co(l + X173 + ¢(1 + X1) 75 + O M,
— (14 X4)3|0%U (X, —loge)| < Co(1+ X7 + € + Cye.
Combining forcing with the damped initial data part, we get
(1 + X1)50%U 0 (X, 5)| < (Co(1+ X&) 7T + €+ Cye)e 167001755 L OMOII=e 4 OMT 1Pk
<Ly
-2
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For the case when | X| > 2, the initial data contribution only has Cy(1 + X{)l)_i + € term, and for
the case when [ < |X| < 1, the C takes on a different (constant) value. For those X = ®(l, s¢) for
so > —log e, we use the near field estimate evaluated at Xy = [ and obtain

(14 XY30%U 0 (1, 5)] < (14145 (20465 + UL (1)) e (750175 L MO e + OM 7 17 Pex

< —M*.

N | —

So in all cases, we have

1
ORU(X, )| < gM*(1+ X475
For n =3, ...,8, we can do them all together

1+ X E ] 0 MO e e 75+M3°(” Lets

(n+1)

+ (Ln 0aaM ZMJ D) (1 4 X4

So the forcing contribution is

/(1+X4)é F 0 ®(Xo, s') exp / Dy 0 B(Xo, s )ds”)d
50

/ (1+ XN 0 ®(Xo, o)™ 1D~ gy
50
2 35(n—1)

gnM(n-i-l)zl—ll(n-i-?))e—S + (Mn + M+)l_1l(n+3)€_g
5]

2
+l—11(n+3)( noddM +1)2 ZMj2+(n—j+1)2)/ (1+l4 25— so)) %e—%(n—l)(s—s’) ds’
Jj=2 50

SnM(n+1)2l_11(n+3)€_s + (Mn2 + M&rl))l—ll(n—lﬁ)e—g

3
T Y ¥ e 1 (U D U S s
The initial data for [ < |X| < ge —1 s

LU (X, —loge) = US(X) + UM (X) +

dn
X7 [X(X)(QX2 + 5X3)]1\X|§27

0%U (X, —log €)] < Cp(1+ XM 273" + e(1+ X475 + O, MPel x <o,
(14 X5 |0%U (X, —loge)| < Co(1+ X475 e 4, MPel x <y

So the initial data contribution for those X = ®(X, —loge) for some I < [Xo| < L¢ s
(1+X§)%10}U(XO,—1oge)exp</ — Dy 0 B(Xo, )
loge

< (Cp(1 4+ XH7507D 4 e 4 O MPel x <p) e 1 DlsHloge) = 11(n+3),
and the initial data contribution for those X = ®(l, s9) for some sy > —loge is
S (L4145 (157765 + |U2 (D)) em i Dlsmsoy=11et3) oy — 36,

(1 + l4) (Me + ’ ( )’)e—%(n—l)(s—so)l—ll(n—l—ii)
31
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n="1,



<, (1+ l4)% (Mseé + |U2(8) (l)|)e—g(n—l)(s—so)l—11(n+3) —

Combined with the forcing contribution, we are able to absorb the [ factors and get

1
O%U (X, )] < MM (14 X475

6.6. Pointwise estimates: far field.
5

Proposition 6.11 (temporal decay of OxU). For (X, s) such that |X| > et®,
OxU(X,s)| <4e™®

Proof. Consider
oxU

(a + —) (e29xU) + Vox (edxU) =

1— HloxU].

1_

The damping term satisfies
|Dy s| = —|8XU| < 5e ?,

using the bootstrap assumption. Then the damping contribution is

s s / —s 17
exp (/ —Dq 5 0 (X, s") ds') < exp </ 5e~* ds’) < 0 < <143-5 < 6
S0 S0

Moreover,
1 _3
Fiol = 7| HioxU]| £ 5

The initial data for |X| > %e_% is

if | X| > e 1,

. 0
a U X,—l :U/ X + I 5 5 5
xU( og €) 0(X) {U2(X) (264X)—|— e1Us(X)x' (261 X), if %6_1 < [X[| <€,
7

PN

/\

1
0xU (X, ~loge)| < ge+ Oxely -4 xject S 26

where, by choosing x carefully (almost decay linearly, i.e. X’ = 1), we can make C) = 3.
It X = @(i%eiso, s0) for some sg > —loge, then we use the middle field estimate and Lemma

21 to get

OxU (et 50)] < (e + )28 < Lo
Hence,
S 7 —2g5" 4 3
|e®0xU o ®(Xy,s)| < 5 C ds’ <3—-+Ces < 31,
3 e~
= 0xU (X, s)| < 31 )

Proposition 6.12 (Temporal decay of O%U, n =2,...,8). For (X,s) such that | X| > % is ,

0% U (X, s)| < 2M™ e, n=2..,8.
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Proof. Consider the equation

1 n
(0. + Z(n 1) + T 0xU) (P OR) + VIR (0 U) = B,
The damping is
1
D= 20— 1)+ 103U > 20— 1) 4+ (1 +26)e 20— 1

For forcing, we have
1
|_7L<2|> J

Fn s <n ane_%s + Z Mj2+(n_j+l)2€_s,

=2
s [232]
/ Fpg0®(Xg,s)e D6 g < (]\4"2 + Z Mj2+(”_j+1)2)e_%so.
s0 =
The initial data is
PLU(X, —log€) = O™ (x) + L [x(2¢1 X)U5(X)],

dxm
1
0% U (X, ~log )| < ZM™ e+ Cye.
In the other case, we have

1 s
03U (i, so)] < Mate.

Hence,
1 2 4 2 2 L%J ;2 : 2 3
le* 0% U o (X, s)| < max{gM" +Cy25M™ } + Cp(M™ + Z MITH=I )T =550
=2
< By
- 8
15
= 03U (X, s)| < §1\4”26—8.

6.7. Modulation variables. We first note that
k()] = lu(6(®)] < M,
so as a consequence (2.10]),
€] < €5+ M < gM < 2M.
To prove the bound for |k — &|, we use ([ZI5). We have
85U (0,5) > 0% Us(0) — [9%T(0, )| > 120 — €2 > 119,
and similarly 95U (0, s) < 121. Hence, by (2.16]),

: _1 735 _ 13 _ 31 1
lk—&| Se 15(M s e 54 eoe 1M e 8)§Z€56 f<ese’.
To prove the bound for |7|, we use ([2I8) to get
. 35 lg1 g1 3, 31 3 1.3
|7| < CM s e ®+et’ese *eloe 4s§Zese 1% < ese 47
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To prove the bound for ||, we use ([ZI4]) to get

k=e’(k—&) +e_%8H[U+e

N

*k](0, 8),

1 1 1
|fi| < €5 4 CMes® < —M?es®.

| =

Finally, we prove the assumption on 7. By the fundamental theorem of calculus, the assumption
39
that |T,| < 2€20, and 7(—¢) = 0, we get
T
()] < Ir(—e)| + / () dt! < (268 4 )b

—€

L]
t\)lw
olo

< —e¢

N w

Now consider h(t) :=t — 7(t). We have
h(—€)=—e,  h(T,)=0, h=1-7>0.

Hence, we must have h(t) < 0, which implies ¢ < 7(¢) for all ¢ € [—¢, T}).
Note that 7(—€) = 0, 7(T}) = T\ is equivalent to

T
/ (1—7(t)dt =e.
—€

Since |7| < eé_g, we have

T
(1— )T+ o) :/ (1— eyt < e

—€
39
€20

fe] Ne}

3 39
< —€2

T, < <
1—6% 2

7. CLOSURE OF BOOTSTRAP WITH FIRST ORDER PARAMETER DERIVATIVES
In this section, all the bounds are uniform in the parameter ball B defined as (3.9)).
7.1. L? estimates.
Proposition 7.1 (9,U). We have
100U (-, 5) + €100k 2 < M eie,
and the same result holds if we replace o by .

Proof. Consider the equation

(7.1) Bs(e71°0,U + Oak) + € 1°VOa0xU + e 1°0,VOxU
e’ 1, e’ . 1,
(7.2) = 1_7,_H[e 1 8aU+8a/£]+(1_7,_)28aTH[e 1°U + K,
where
1 1 6%5 . OnT 1 1,
8av = :(8(1(] + e4 8a/£) — maaf + W(U +e1°K — e1 f)

We take L? inner product with e_%sﬁaU + Onk. Note that
/ e 15V 9a0xU(e™1595U + Duk) dX
R
1

17
=1 + I>.

/(e—iSU i — E)BadxU (e 550U + dur) dX + Z / Xe~H 0,05 U (=350, + D) dX
R R
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We will move I; to the right hand side. Using the L°-L2?-L? Holder’s inequality, (3.22) and (3.42),
we get

1] < (14265 45) (M + M + €56 %)||0a0x U 12]|le” 1°0aU + Ouki|| 12
< MYMetets|| e 150,U + Onk| 2.

For I, although we will not prove any spatial decay for e_isﬁaU + Ou K, since this term is a priori
L%-integrable, combined with [0,0xU|| (which is also L2-integrable), the decay must beat X as
X — 00, so we can integrate by parts to get

5
12 = —gHB_isaaU + aa/{H%Q.

Then we calculate

1
/ e 150, VOxU (e 105U + Oqk) dX =——— / OxU (e 105U + Oar)? dX
R R

1—7
Duk

1—7
8(17.— _1 : _1

§ %)z/(e U+ k= §)OxU(e7 10U + o) dX
- R

=1l + I, + II3.

/ OxU(e™ 1°0,U + Oar) dX
R

_l’_

We will move all three terms to the right hand side. We have

[IT1] < (1+ 2e5e™1%)]|e 1°0,U + Dakil| 1o |0x U || 12]le” 1500l + Ot 12
< Mete®||e 1°0,U + a2,

5] < Me2(1+ 265 1%)||0xUl| 2 le” 1500l + Oak| 2
< Me2|le™ 1°0,U + a2,

1IT5] < €2(1 + 2e5e 15)2(M + M + e3¢ )| 0xU|| 12 ||e" 150aU + Onk| 2
< Me2||le™550,U + Ot 2.

For the inner products with the two Hilbert transform terms on the right hand side of (2]), the
first inner product vanishes, and we bound the second by

‘ e 50T

(1—7)2
s 1 849 1, 1 1

<e *(1+42e5e 2°%)%€2|le” 2°U + k|| p2|le” 7°0oU + Ouk|| 2

§M6%6_35H6_i88aU+aa/{HLz,

where we use the assumptions of 7 and 0,7 in (342 and [B.43).
Collecting all the terms, we have

/H[e‘iSU + ﬁ](e_%saaU + 0qk) dX
R

1d 5
§£|ye—%saazf + Ouk]22 — gue—isaaU + Oak]|2s S MMeied® e 150,U + Dok 2.

~

For the initial data, We fix ko, and make Up(X) = —rq for | X| > € 1. S0 9y at s = — log € is only
X?2x(X), so the L:norm is O(1). So

€1 0aU (-, —log €) |2 < € | (X) X2 2 < €i.
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Hence,

S
_1 15 3 5(s—g/)4 3¢/
|e" 130U + Oyl 2 < Cetestloge) +CM1464/ es(s=)+5 g
loge

3 3 3 3
< OMYe1ei® < ZMPeieis,

N |

Proposition 7.2 (0,0xU). We have
10a0x U (-, )| 2 < MPBeied,
and the same result holds if we replace o by (5.
Proof. We take L*inner product of ([224) with n = 1 with 9,0xU. Similar as before, integration
by parts yields

/ V0,0%U0,0xU dX = —#T) / OxU(0,0xU)*dX — guaaaXUH?m,
R R

2(1 —

and the forcing part is

/F[(JliaaadeX =(1€%28a%/ H[0xU)0a0xU dX
R ’ i

/aXUa OxU(OaU + €720k — e1°0,€) dX

17
OnT
- W/R@XU) Da0xU dX
8(17‘- is Lsiy a2
- W/R(Uer Kk —e1°8)0xU0,0xU dX

1

,§(e_se% + M%(M‘le%e%s + Meze 1 )+ €2+ e M T e )||8 OxUl| 2
<M™ie1e1%)0,0xU|| 2.

Combining all terms we have
1 d

3

ladx Ul + 3 ||aaaXU\|§2 + /8XU (0u0xU)2dX < M2 e3eds||0,0x U] o,

2(1
We will move the last term on the left hand side to the right. We split the integral

(L,/aXU(aaaXUﬁdX‘ < ‘/ , +/ , E?XU(C‘)@&XU)%X‘
2(1-17) Jr xX|<les  Jixps et
1
< [M962638</ i (1+X4)—%)2 +M9e%e—%8}uaaaxU|yL2
|X|<leis

< M%1e1%)|0,0xU|| 2.
Putting all the terms together, note that ||[0,0xU (-, —loge€)||r2 ~ O(1),

3s

d 3
T 19a0xUl|z2 + Zl1000x U 12 < CM2ieiel

[0a0xU (-, 8)llL2 < 10a0x (-, —loge)||L2e” s(stloge) 4 o123 i/ e s(=)eis gy
loge

< oMl < 2 EER
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Proposition 7.3 (9,05U). We have
10603 U (-, 5)|| 2 < M*Peied,

and the same result holds if we replace o by (5.

Proof. Consider equation ([224]) with n = 8. Take L? inner product with 9,0% U, integrate by part
on left hand side, we get

1

2(1 — ’7') R
where right hand side can be bounded by Holder’s inequality,
RHS < e~%e2 M1 (0,05 U|| 2 + (M*eie1® + Meze™1°)M™||0,0%U|| 12
/9 o2 3 3 j 1 1 13
+ 000X U2 Y <]> MU aeas M08 4 ea MT0(2Mer® + e5e1°)[|020% Ul 12
j=1

4
9 - j
OO 0,05 s + 210,001 3 () a0
= N
< MB9%ete1%)|0,0%U | 2.
Note that the two terms on left hand side

73 17 7317 17
gllaoﬁ?(UH%z + ST /RaXU(aaa§<U)2 dX > (§ -5+ 265)(1 4 €0)) |0, 0% U||2
1
2 5110 X7z

So

3

1d
w@ww+w@wLﬂWh%w@wp

\w
\oa
Mw

Ha RXU|l2 + = ||8 XUz S MPiete
100X U |2 < [|040%U (-, —log€)|| p2e~ 2(s+loge)

+ CMSQZ / G%G%SIG_%(S_SI) ds’

—loge
< COM®Feiets < zMgoege%s.
]

7.2. L estimates of 9,U.
Proposition 7.4. We have

1 MAeler®, if |X| < Leds

|0,U(X,s) + e1°0,k| < {2M4€4e%s, it :X: - ;e%s.

Proof. For | X| <, we use the near field bound [B28)) to get
|0,U (X, s) +et® k| < MlZelet® + eies < %M4e%e%s
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For |X| > I, we consider the following equation for e 1°0,U + Ouk
oxU
(95 + 7) (€77 0aU + ar) + VOx (710U + k) = Fias,
where
o O 1 e Oﬂ" oxU
F a,s — . .HaaU Saa T o U —aa
U.a, (1—7)2/{—1—1—7' [ + ed /{]4—(1_7_) HIU + e ]+1 13

Ont
(1)

The damping term can be bounded by

——50xU(e” 4SU+/£—§)

_1 . 54
‘8XU‘<{(1+X4) 5, if1 < |X| < ded,
) s

5e~?, if | X|>

1
2

§

_ {1010g%, if 1< |X] < Lef
- S

— / aXUt o ®(Xy,s') ds’ 1 5
5e~%, if [ X[ > ges®.

o 1 —7
The last term on the first line can be bounded by
OxU as( { ex(1+XH75,  if1<|X| < Led®,

1—7 Meze=s, if | X| > %e%s,

and the term on the second line can be bounded by

ez(1+ XY 75 (e 3 (1+ XY m +ese®),  if 1< |X| < Led
S

1 .
OxU(e”2°U + Kk — ‘ <
XU ) {Me%e_s, if | X| > %e% ,

(1—-17)2
$o—38 4—2 : 1,25
- eze”1°(1+ X*) 20, if | <|X| < get’,

~ | Mezes, if | X| > %egs.

So we can bound Fy . s by
Fiud] < Micete y {MEQHXDTE WU XOTH, 11X < ge,
st~ Mez2e™*, if [X| > gei.

We first consider the case when | X| < %e%s. If Xg > 1, then
(€77 00U + Gar) 0 ®(X0, 5)| S €50,U (X0, ~log )17
+ MY 4 Mez 10 log% teatigm10 log %

< 11710 4 MAI71068 4 pfez )10 log%

- 10U (X, 5) + e1°0ak] <1 Wetet® + MY Vesers + M1~ 0log = ; Lebeds <
If Xy =1 for some sy > —loge, then the initial data contribution becomes
(Ml26462 +e4)l 10°< i~ 926462

3
which is dominated by M 4eieis. So we are done.
5 5
Then we consider the case when |X| > %eis. If Xo > %ezs, then

S
3 s

\(e—isaanan)o@(Xo,s)y5/ (M e

50

0olwo

1 3,3
¥+ Meze €% " )ds' < Mieits.
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If Xg= j:%egso for some sy > — log e, then we have the additional initial data contribution

50

N

1 5 —s
‘(e_iSOaaU+3a,£)(j:56180730)’656 o < Mieie

N W

In both cases, we can establish

7
|0, U(X,s)+ ets k| < ZMA‘e%e%s.

7.3. Pointwise estimate: near field.
Proposition 7.5 (9,0%U, 0,0%U). For all | X| <, we have
10,0%U(X, )| < Metet®,  |0,0%U(X,s)| < Mlzetets.

Proof. We first work on aaa§< U. We use (2:24]) and will compose it with the Lagrangian trajectories.

Note that we must have | Xy| <. The damping is
35 1 8 34
D) = = - 1T ToR0xU > — 8(1 + 2e5e 1°)(1 + €20) >

We also have the forcing

=

1 3

|FU |<M7ezoe4 + Ml2e ieis,
So

!

10,0LU 0 (Xo, 5)| < |0a0LU(Xo, — log e)je—+1059) 4 C(M7eb +Mz%ei)/ ¢ie e
loge

3

< (MTex + Mlzet)ei® <

NI

s

3
Mese

e~ w

We use the same idea for 9,0 U, in which case

D) — 24_9 v &aXU > % —7(1+ 2€5)(1 + e20) > é
and
F[(]% < M5e%egse%,
SO

S

%(s s)dS/

|0a0%U 0 (X0, s)| < |0a0%U (Xo, - log €)|6_é(s+loge) + / CMBeiei¥ ese—506=5) ggf

—loge

< MBeseier® < ZMz%e%e%S.

Proposition 7.6 (0,0%U for n =0,...,5). For |X| <[, we have
0,00U (X, s)| < Mizetet®, n=0,..,5.

Proof. We start with 0,U (X, s). This can be done by the mean value theorem (or Taylor expansion)

1
10.U(X, 5)| < [8aU(0,s)| +1 sup 10,0xU(X,s)| < Mizetel® < §Mz%e%e%8.
|X|<t
Same argument for 9,0xU and 8a8§<U due to the constraint of vanishing at X = 0.
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For 8a8§< U, same idea but we use the assumption

1
Ee%egs < 0,0%U(0,5) < 4626%5, 10505 U(0,5)| < cets.
So (the J3 is even easier)
1
10,0%5U (X, s)| < deiei® +IMlzetet® < 2Mlzeiet® < §Ml%e%e%8

For 858§’(U , recall the assumption
0aD%U(0,5)] < cez*,
So (04 is easier in this case)
10305 U(X, )| < 8e2e2® + IMl2eie® <
For 0,0%U, we use the assumption (note that 9,0% U =0, o3 U)
0a0%U (0, 5)] < eses®

and same for dg. Then

=
N
[
P
Q
P
)

10205 U(X, s)| < €ses® + IMl2eier® <

N —

5

7.4. Pointwise estimate: middle field. We note that for [ < |X| < %648, since
10U (X, 8) + e1°0ak] < M*eie1®,  |0un| < e,
We have (same for dgU)

3 3

10U (X, s)] < ZM €1et’,

Proposition 7.7 (0,0%U, n=1,...,7). For (X,s) such that | <|X| < %egs, we have
0,00U (X, )| < MO’ elets(1+ XY ™5,  n=1,..,T.

Proof. The calculations are very similar to the case without parameter derivative. As what has
been done before, for n > 1,
5 1 n+l & AX3 U+ etk —§)

DM = 2p = oxU — -
o = T gt T Y T T X TR Xy 1=+

> Z(n —1) = (n+3)(1 + X5,

[{—}

The subscript a refers to d,, “w” refers to weighted, the superscript refers to 9% U. We have seen
before that

s 1

/ ~D{, 0 ®(Xo,s')ds' < —Z(n = 1) +10(n + 3) log 7.
S0
Forcing contribution is
/ (1+ X*)FF) 0 @(Xo, ) exp ( / =D, 0 (Xo, ") ds" ) ds’
S0 s’
n—1 s . .

<n (M(n+1)2+4 i Z M(j+2)2+(n—j+1)2)6% / e18 o= 1(n=1)(s—=s")=10(n+3) 7

j=1 S0
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<nM(n+l)2+4€%l—lO(n+3)e%s.
Hence,
(1 + X135 0a0%U 0 ®(Xo, )| < |(1+ X)3 0adk U (Xo, 59) 1710 = (n=le=s0)
+ CnM(n+1)2+4l_10(n+3)6%E%S.

Initial data part vanishes for n > 4, or for | Xy| > 2. For n = 1, 2, 3, in the case when | < |X| < 2,
we can simply treat

(14 X0)50.0% U (X0, ~ log ¢)| < Ci.
If Xo =1 for sp > —loge, we use the near field estimates ([B.28)), (3:29). In all cases, we can obtain

(1 + X*)50,0%U o &(Xy, s)| < ZMW*?)QE%e%S.

O
7.5. Pointwise estimate: far field. We consider equations for e*0,0%U.
5 1
(0 + 5 -1+ TijﬁXU> (€ 0a0%U) + V(€ 0,057U) = e F.
Proposition 7.8 (0,0xU). For (X,s) such that | X| > %e%s, we have
0.0xU(X, s)| < AMe1e™ 15,
Proof. In this case it is still negative damping,
2
~D0) = Ok U <2(1+ 256 1%)de ™" < 9e ",
: -7
where the subscript s standards for weighted with e®. Similar as before,
s 5
exp </ —D((xlgg o ®(Xy, s') ds’) <e 0 <1429 < e
50
Hence,
5 s 5 8 3 ° 3 gl
|€°0,,0xU o ®(Xy, s)| < Z|e 00,0xU (X0, s0)| + ZCIM €1 | ed1® ds
50
9 s 5 g 3 3,
< Z‘e OaaaxU(Xo,So)‘ + gClM €1e1”,
If X = ®(Xo, —loge) for | Xo| > e 3, then
0,0xU(Xo, —loge) = 0.
IfX = @(:I:%e%so, s0) for sp > —loge, then we use the middle field estimate
1 s 1 s 1
0a0x U (F5e1*)| < M (L+ (5ei™)") 7 < MO25 ™50,
1 s
€] 0x U (+501%)| < 25 M.
In both cases, we have
0,0xU(X, s)| < AMOe1e™ 18
]
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5

Proposition 7.9 (9,0%U, n=2,...,7). For (X,s) such that | X| > 1e1*, we have
10,00U (X, 5)| < AM®™2* o35 p=2 ...
Proof. In this case, damping is positive,

DM > (n -1)—(n+1)(1+ 26%6_%8) -4e”¥ >n—1.

«,s = 4
Then
€0 0% U 0 ®(Xo, 5)| < 60,05 U(Xo, so)|e” "~ De==0)
n—1 s
+Cn(M4+(n+1)2+ZM(j+2)2+(n—j+1)2)eg/ ed8 om(n=1)(s=5) 44/
j=1 50

< [%00,0%U (Xo, so)|e~ D=0 4 f ppntD)*+4¢i s

Same as the 0,0xU case, either the initial data contribution vanishes, or from the middle field
estimate

\aaa_?(U( + %egso)‘ < MO+2295 =50,
Hence, we have
e*|0, 0% U 0 ®(Xo, s)| < 3M T2 eiets
10,0%U (X, 8)| < 3M® T2 o35,

7.6. Modulation variables. Take 0, to the equations of modulation variables, we get
—eisaa(/i — &= e 150y + e *H[0,U + e%saam](o, s),
e H[0a0xU)(0,5) = uf + €3°0a(k — £)OXU(0,5) + e1°(k — £)0,0%U (0, 5),
eisaa(n —6oXU(0,s) + 6%8(/1 —£)0,0%U(0, )
= e H[0,0%U(0,s) — 100,0%U(0,5)d5U (0, s) — 109%U (0, 5)9, 0% U (0, 5).

We look at the third equation first. Here we need to treat a and 3 differently.

110, (k — )X U(0,8)| < e5T8eli178)s 4 M3ete 15 4 e1e1°M2Te ™ + ¢Toe 15ce2®

< M3 etem1s,

For 3, we have

e (k — £)0%U(0,0)] S €5 F5 eGR4 MPMaeiei" 4 eei*MPe™ 4 clne %

1 3 1 3 1
< MPlaeie™ 15 4 esea®

1
e2?

D=

with a different constant. So for both a and 3, since d3U(0,s) > 119, we have (we use « to
demonstrate)

11 3

Oa(r — &) S MP'3eie3 4 cse

cnlw
|

wl=
IN

=] w
™

ol
Q]
|

ol
)

Now we look at the second equation

3 3 1 1
|0a?] < MeZe™T%€t0e™ 1% 4 deietese 1% 4 CM B3ee
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Finally we look at the first equation
3
|0ak| < €2 Meze 2° + Cem1° M€t se1® < Ze%seés.
Note that «(—loge) corresponds to U(0, — log €), which is independent of «, /3, so

Ouk(s) = /_ng@ I{ds ds’,

* Jrg et 1301 1
|0ak| < €2s'e2” 5 —ds’ <2(1+2es5e 1%)e2(—loge+ 2)e2 <
—loge -

[NIES

1
€2,

N —

Then taking the sum/difference, we get

1

. 1
10a€] < Meze 25 4¢3 < =

< .
-2

8. CLOSURE OF BOOTSTRAP WITH SECOND ORDER PARAMETER DERIVATIVES

l\'}l)—l
l\'}l)—l

In this section, we use 826 to represent 02, 8%6 and 835. And the estimates hold for all
(a,B) € B.

8.1. L? estimates.

Proposition 8.1 (825U). We have
2 ,U(-,s) +e1®02 4k 12 < M3 e2et®
ap af
Proof. We consider the equation for e~ 1592 BU + 82 K

Du(e™1°025U + 02gk) + € 1°VO240xU + € 1°95V0a0x U + e~ 1°0,VI0xU + e~ 1°02,V OxU

—S —S

= - H[e S 0U + ] + mang[e_ZsaaU + Oak]
e s opr —Lg 2e7? o o prr—1Ls
+maaTH[€ 4 aBU—FagI{] + maaTagTH[e 4 U—l—li],
where
1 Ls - OaT 1lg :
8aV—ﬁ(8aU+e4 aa(/-e—g))er(Uer (K 5)),
1 s . OgT 1g .
OagV = == (025U +¢1°pr = €)) + (1_’%)2(8@[]4-64 Bl — £))
OaT D257 1, : 20,708T
+ﬁ(agU+€4 Og(m—f))+ﬁ(U+e4 (H—f))—f‘ﬁ([]—i‘e‘l ( f))
We take L? inner product, integrate by parts, and we get
1d
5 gl 5° 0T + ORgrllfe — —||e_‘3826U+ 25|22 < M¥Teze3% e 1°02,U + 02 4| 2.

The initial data part vanishes, so

d
£|ye—*sa2ﬁU+ 25kl L2 — —|ye—*sa2ﬁU + 025k 2 S MPTeze
s 34 5 /
|]e_7502BU+ 25/<LHL2 < M37eg/ 35 e3 (55 g’
loge
< M3Te3ess < 2M3862€%
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Proposition 8.2 (8358XU). We have
10250xU (-, 5)|| 12 < MPTezee.
Proof. We take L? inner product of ([Z28) with n = 1 with 8258XU

1d

3
—lI0Zs0x U7 + 3 HaiﬁaXUH%z * 30 / OxU(0920xU)* dX = RHS,
- R

2(1
where by L>®-L?-L? Hélder’s inequality,
3

Iright hand side| S M337¢7e7%|102 305U | 12,

since the dominant term is

1 Ls 2
We in fact move the third term on the left to the right hand side and use

/axU 58){(]) X< ”8XUHL2H ﬁaxUHLoo” 58XUHL2 <M3662628H ﬁaxUHljz

—H ﬁ&xUHLz—i— H ﬁaxUHL2<M3662€2

(V[
N
vl

M3¢

1
o ﬁaXUHp <C'M36eze% < 3

since initial data vanishes.

Proposition 8.3 (82587 U). We have
3 3

102505 U (-, 5)ll 2 < M* ez ez,

Proof. Consider equation (2:28]) with n = 7. Note that F (? contains U to O%U, 9,U to 0,05U
(and 83), and 62 25U to 82 O%U. Take L? inner product with 9,50%U, and integrate by parts, we
arrive at
33 3
2$Hﬁ@mm+ Hﬁ@mm+ /ﬂﬂfﬁ@)dX<Mm42w
Hence,

3

3 3 3
H BaXUHL2+ H BaXUHL S M™ie2ex®||9 gaXUHL2

3 3

250K U2 + 1102505 12 S Mieh el

102505 U |12 < CM'™ieze3® <
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8.2. L°° estimates of 825U and its derivatives.
Proposition 8.4 (835 ). We have
H@iﬁU( )+€43825I{||Loo <J\42 6262

Proof. We look at the equation for e_%saiﬁU + 82 K

(05 + 18X—U)( __8825U+825’f) +Vax(es "0agU + Dapr) = F,

where
-5

5 5
e 2° 9 52 Ogte  1° 1, e 1 8a7
11—+ [8 BU+€4 (9 ] 7(1_7_)2H|:8QU+64 aou‘i] ( )
030xU  0gTOxU
1—+ @ (1—-7)2
OxUD?25¢ | 00xU0u
1—7 1—-7

F= H[03U + €3°9gr]

. <e‘488,§5% . 2e—%saa‘7'aﬁ+
(1—17)2 (1—7)3

- <aﬁU + 19k — &) L0t (U+ e (k —
1—7 (1—7)2

)H[U+eism] —( ) (€™ 106U + k)

3) )e—%saaaXU n

D37 Ox U D7 1, : Do
e s _ o _oxU (e 505U + dg(k — £)) —#aﬁaXU(e U 4 k- §)
(1-17) (1-7) (1—17)2
D257 20,7057 e 30,70k € SRO25T  2e %k, 74T
_ aff 6] aTOpk ag’ aTOp
<(1—T')2Jr (1—7)3 )8XU(€ PUA A=) - Q-2 (11— e

We plug in the relevant assumptions to get (the dominant term comes from the first product in the
third line)

|F| < MBe3ets

For damping, we have

1—7
So
’(e 4582 U+a2ﬁ/€)0@(Xo, )‘ §/ CMl?,Ege%S’e%(s—s/) ds’
—loge
3 5

3 5 3
< OMBezeis < ZM25eze13.

Hence, we have

3 . .
”825U+€i8 255“[,00 S ZM25€%€%8.
O
Proposition 8.5 (8258§L{U, n=1,...,6). We have
10 ﬁaX (5 8)[[L= < MO 58, n=1,..,6.

Proof. We can bound the forcing terms

n—1

Fl(Jn) 5 < (M9+(n+2)2 4+ M3 ZM(j+5)2 + M(j+2)2+(n—j+3)2)€gegs + M25eh s
YL Y
j=1

S M(n+5)2—1€%e%s‘
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For damping, we have

n+1 5

p™ O XU =

1
S L L
Notice that 8368§<U(X, —loge) =0, so

34

|0 58XUO‘I’(X07 )!S/ OMP+52 =13 58 5 (s=s) g
loge

< CMOH 13 eds < — D) B ess,

8.3. Modulation variables. We consider equations
_SH[8258XU](0 s) = 80667' + 645825(/1 — 5)8§(U(0, s) + e%sﬁ (k — 5)858§(U(0 s)

(8.1) .
+e1%05(k — £)0,0%U(0,8) + e1°(k — €)92 303U (0, 5),

(8.2)
e1°025(r — E)OXU(0,5) + €750, (k — £)930%U (0, 5) + e7°03(r — £),0%U (0, 5)
+et(rk — E)240%U(0,5) = e *H[D250%U)(0, 5) — 1002 30%U(0,5)0% U (0, s)

—100,0% U (0, 5)930% U (0, 5) — 10030% U (0, 5)9,,0% U (0,

— 1005 U (0, 8)0230% U (0, s),
(8.3) 192 4(k — €) = e 1902 i — e P H[025U + e3°92 35)(0, 5).
We start with the second equation to estimate 836(/1 —£ ). In the estimate of
0005 U005 U (0, 5) + 050% U (0, 5)0a0% U (0, 5),

(where the a, 8 here are place holders and can be either true « or ) the worst scenario is

e1°925(k — £)O%U(0,5) S etei®

IN

= 925(k— &) Sele
Now we consider the first equation
1
825T<M6464 etoe 1 +2e45Me2e 3 4eiet’ t et ese s M3 e3 + e MOie2e2®
3

1
< OMYeioeis < 5eezs.

(this is the worst scenario where we have 92,).
Using the last equation,

_3 : 1 5 _ 3 3
le”2°0, 25/1] <e4sM64es+Ce SM*erse2®
|0, 5/1] < Me4e

Using integration (the initial value Vamshes)

! s

S e—s 5 5 ’
|0 5/{| </ IMeie® = (s < = Meie® ds'
—loge 1—7 2 —loge
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< gMe%es.
Finally,
02661 < |025(r — )| + |92 55| < AMeier.
9. CLOSURE OF BOOTSTRAP: ESTIMATES AT X =0
(B%Sf](; recall that s, := —log e + n, the initial data (3.7)), and the iteration assumption ([3.39) and

9.1. Without parameter derivatives.

Proposition 9.1 (8§<U, a};’(U). For all s, < s < sp11, we have

0% U, 5,(0,5)| < MB2e=sn 93U, 5,(0,5) < M?2e5n,
We also have, for all (o, ) € B
103U 5(0,5)| < €067, 0%Ua 5(0,5)| < M.
Proof. Consider the following equations
o) (0s + % - %)@Ua,ﬁ(ﬁ 5) = — 1_?7.(% — )% U, (0, 8)3+ 16_ —H[0%Ua6)(0, 9),
(0 + 5 = 7==)0&Uas(0,5) = T HOXUag)(0.5) = 7= Ua,s(0,5)"
;fhis is a non-linear system. We rewrite the system as
9.2)

1
37T o e1®(k — &) 43 e’ 2
Nl . V) H
AT s e’ 3 3 2 2
T-aanﬁ(O, s) + - %H[OXUa,B](O, s) — T%OXUOHB(O? s)"

3
(83 - Z)ag(Ua,B(Oas) = 1

1
(83 - §)a§(Ua,B(Oas) = 1

The reason to do this is that 7 decays in s, and now damping is constant in time: damping for
9% Ua 5(0, ) is —32, for 0% U, (0, s) is _%ﬁ
For forcing,

@ _ 37 9 et’ 43 e’ o
FU,O = 1_ TaXUCLB(O, S) — 1_ T(H — §)8XUa,5(O, 3) + 1 TH[axUCLB](O, S)
< 6%6 4861_106_%s 4 6%6_%SM27€_S 4 e—sM12% S ]\4-13%6—37
3 47 e’ 3
Fip = 7= 0%Ua (0. 8) + T—=H[0xUa,)(0,5) = =0} Ua,s(0, 5)’

< €5 1 M¥ e + e ME 4 e5em 2" S M¥5es.
For any s, < s < s,41 = S, + 1, we integrate from s,, (note the initial value is 0)

O%Uny 5, (0,8) = B2 Up, 5, (0, 5)ed0=50) 4 / 1= EA (s ds',

0% U, 5, (0,5)] S M Bsemsn < M'3ses.
The constant is independent of n. Similarly,

0% Ua,, 5, (0,8)] < M¥5es for s, < s < spy1.

8The damping constants determines the decay rates of 9%U (0, s), 8% U (0, s).
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Hence, by raising the M exponent, we can make them
M13— —s < lM22€_s
’ -2

respectively.
By the mean value theorem, for s, < s < s,41,

0% Ua,5(0, )| < |0%Ua,,6,(0,8)] + | — sup 10205 U (0, 5)| + 16 — Bn‘ﬁsué) |050%U(0, 5)|
achbn €bn

1 3 7 3 3 3 3 1 3 3
< MB2e75 4 (MYPe 1e 15 4 e ine 25 )derer® 4 M?Pe 2 25meei®
1
2e

< Ml?’_ =S L AMPes 6206 0 5+ M?%¢ —is < ge%e_%s,
0% Ua,3(0,5)| < 0% Ua, 8,(0, )| + | — | Sup 0.0%U (0, )| + Iﬁ—ﬁnlﬁsug 050%U (0, 5)]

. 3 7 _3 3 1 1311
< M*e s+(M15e e 1% 4 ¢ i0e 28”)6628+M256 2e”2°"8e2e2®

1.5 7 3
S.; M2le—s+616—zs +Letoe” —|—M25 —s ZM27€_S'

Proposition 9.2 (8%(7) For all (o, ) € B and all s > —loge, we have
0% U0, 5)] < ez.

Proof. We plug in X = 0 to (2.20) with n = 5, using that fact that U2(j)(0) =0 when j =0,2,3,4,6,
U2(5) (0) = 120, and the constraints that &} (7(0, s) =0 when j =0,1,4, to get

~ 67 e~ s 7207
836§(U(0,s):ﬁax (0,s) + : _H[@%U](O,S)Jrl .

-7 -7

(9.3) e =8 g6 ro.sy - 10 (325200, 5.

1—7 1—7
We have
1 34 1 392 s 1 _3s -3 1 54 —2s z =58
RHS < €5e71%1e5 + M?7se™° 4 e5e¢”1° + e 1%5 + M>e *° < ese” 1°.
So once we integrate,

05T (0, 8)| < [8%T(0, 1oge)\+/ Cesem 1% ds’

—loge

<10%T(0)] + Cesti < e+ Cem <

9.2. First order parameter derivatives.

Proposition 9.3 (9,0%U, 0303 U, 0,0%U, 0503 U). For all (o, 3) € B, we have
e1e1® < 0,0%U(0,5) < detet®, [9,05U(0,s)| < eez®,
10505 U(0,5)| < cet® , dezes < 905U (0, 5) < 8eei®,

Proof. Taking 9, of ([@.2]) we have

(0, — z)aaaiU(o, 5) = 0 FS)(0,5),
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(0~ 200U (0.5) = . F(0.5),

where
@ 3 9 30,7 e1s . 3
oty = 1 Uap(0,5) + e 8X 0,3(0,5) — 1_7__(/{ £)0a0%xUa 5(0, 5)
1
e1? . ezsaaT' ‘a3
— 1= 7Laoé(lﬁl - 5)8§(Uaﬂ(07 S) — m(/ﬁ — §)0XUQ5(0, S)
e ® 2 e % 0nT
+ 1— TH[aaaXUaﬂ](O’ 8) (1 — 7_) [aX ](07 8)7
(3) A7 3 40,7 e”? 3
8aFU0(0, S) = —,0aaXUa 5(0, S) 8xU 5(0, S) + ; H[@af)XUaﬁ](O, S)
g 1—7 ' (1—7)2 ’ 1—7
e 30,1 9 9
+ mH[ag(Uaﬁ](o, S) — Eaan’ﬁ(O, 8)6048XUOC76(0, 8)
38(17' 9

Due to our choice of initial data,
0,0%U (0, —loge) =2, 0,03 U(0,—loge) =0,
930%U (0, —loge) =0, 0z0%U(0,—loge) = 6,

we have

D0,0%U(0,5) = 2e1(stloge) | / 1 e%(s_sl)ﬁaF((Ji))(O, s')ds,
—loge

0,0300,5) = [ el N0,EG 0,5 ds
loge

005U (0, 5) = / e%(s_s/)ﬁaF((Jg())(O, s')ds',
loge ’

Ba0%U(0, 5) = Ge2(sTlose) / 1 ez F ) (0,') ds'.
—loge

And we have

This also holds for 93F . Hence,

(/ e1C=N9, F7(0,8) ds'| < CMIzemeiet,
loge

1 1
= [90RU(0.9)| < 5eet®,  [0.0U(0,5) — 2cTe?| < seter?

For the third derivatives,

131 _ _sag40l 3 3 3,3 3
|8aF[(J33(0,8)|,§636_15656 Fe2 M 4+ e MO02ciet 4 e ez M5 4 et0e 156 1e1”

1 3

—|—€2€oe 29 S

,_.

7
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The same holds for agF[(]?()]. Hence

1
ee2?

S
\/ 360, FD(0, ) ds'| < Celitiens < 1
—loge ’ 2

1
e2®.

(NI

€

1 1
10,0%U(0, )| < §ee%s, 1050%U(0, 5) — 6e2e3°| < 5

Proposition 9.4 (9,0%U). We have (same holds for j3)
10,0%U(0,5)| < eses®.

Proof. We take 0, of ([@3) (note that 9,03U = 8a8§<(7), and we get

67 ~ 60,7 ~ -5
050,0%U (0, ) = é&ﬁiU(O, s) + ﬁa}wo, s) + %H[@aag’(m(o, )

o
7200,7  ex5v=E)
5 « . 6
T _T,)QH[aXU](o,s) TR i g 9,0%U(0, 5)

eisaa(m—é) e’ Wt (15— &)
+( [ G

e %0,T

)okT(0,5)
40 3 3 ~ 100, 7

1 _TaaaXU(O,S)axU(O, 3) (1 —T)2
The right hand side can be bounded by

(0%U)*.

RHS < Mi2e5T1 + e2.
Since 9,03 U (0, —log €) = 0, after integration, we have

s

10.0%U (0, 5)] g/ (M2 + €3)ds’

—loge

< (Ml%6%+% + 6%)8

IN

10. FINDING «, 8 BY ITERATIONS

Let s, = —loge+n for n=0,1,2,.... We start with

1 7y

1~
a=—-305(0),  fo=—505"(0).
so that

0%U(0,59) =0,  9%U(0,s) = 0.
Suppose we can find (a,, 3,) such that
% Ua, 5,(0,8,) = 0% Ua, 5,(0,5,) = 0.
We want to find (11, Bnt+1) € Bn(an, Br) defined in ([B:40) such that at time s, 11 = s, + 1,
ag(Uan+lyﬁn+l(07 Sn+41) = 8§(Uan+17ﬁn+1(07 sn+41) = 0.
Define the map T}, : By(au, 3,) C R? — R? by
T, 8) = (BUas(0, 5041, 0% U, (0, 5041) )
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We want to find (41, Bnt+1) € Bn(am, Br) such that T,, (a1, Bnt1) = 0. To this end, we do first
order Taylor expansion of T}, near (c,, 3,)

ag( Uan+1ﬂn+1 (07 Sn-i-l) = 8§(Uan75n (07 Sn-i-l) + aocang(Oy Sn-l—l)

(an—i-l - an)

(10.1) e
+ 050% U (0, $pt+1) . (Bn+1 — Bn)s
a?(Ua7L+175n+1(07 Spt1) = 8§(Uan,ﬁn (0, 8n41) + aaag‘(U(Ov Sn+1) N (g1 — an)
(10.2) o
+ 0505 U (0, $p+1) . (Bnt+1 — Bn)s

for some (a, B«) such that

’(04*75*) - (anaﬁn)’ < ‘(an-i—laﬁn—i-l) - (anw@n)‘

Since

8_2XUan+175n+1 (07 Sn-i-l) =0, 8§Uan+lyﬁn+l (07 Sn-i-l) =0,

we can view ou,+1, fnt1 as roots to this system of equations. We denote the system as

(Fla F2)(an7 an «, B) = F(anv ﬁrm a, 5)
for convenience. We use Newton’s iteration method:

1) The Fy, Fy are bounded: because 9% U, 0, Snit1), 03U, 0, sp11) are bounded due
X n>Bn + X nsBn +

to (B.41)

(2) The matrix consisting of partial derivatives of Fj, F, with respect to «, 8 evaluated at
(an, Bn), i-e. Do,y g1 F(an, Br), has non-zero determinant for all (a, 8) € Bp(an, B,): by

(.24),
detDaﬂF(Ozn, Bn) = 8a8§(Uam5n (0, Sn+1)858§(Uamﬁn (0, 8p+1)
- aﬂangan,ﬁn (0, 3n+1)8a8§<Uanﬂn (0, 8n+1)

5 5 5 5
e1%nt1l — 2edSntl > 3ed 1t

(3) The Hessian V2F (v, 3) is bounded: since [3.35]), every entry of V2F (a, B)(s) is < MO4e3 2o
for s, < s < Sp11.
Hence Newton’s method guarantees a quadratic convergencdg.
For the size of B, since oy = —%(76’(0), Bo = —%(753)(0), and the size of B, for each n > 0, we
have the uniform bounds of «,, 3, for all n > 0:

1 > 3 _7 > 3 _3
lan| < J€+ Z MPeiema(-logetn) | Z ¢ 102 (T logedn)

b < 1.24M Y,
2

9In one variable setting, let r be the root of f, we search in the “correct” interval I, x,, be the approximation to
r after n-th iteration, then

1 @)
r— Tn < —su
| 1] 2 :ceII) f'(x)

|r — gr:n|2
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25E

1 > _1 3¢ ose 1 M
’ﬂn’ﬁae—FnZ:%M%e 2e72(7log +”):66+7

= < 1AM®e.
1—e2

Hence, we have established (3.9).
For the size of B,,, recall the iteration StepE, hence the root exists. Recall the Taylor expansions

(0.1 and (I0.2),

|1 — | < e G asnHl (M13%e_5" + 66%8”“\5n+1 — Bul)

3 3 7 3 3
< Z(Mme_Ze_Zs” +e e 2°), (s, = —loge+n)

I 1 1 _ 1 _3 _71 _3 _3
[Brn — Bl < e 2T 2t (MPe75 e (M P ae7% 4 ¢ l0eT2))
1 1 1 1 1 _3
< Ze‘EM”e‘ie‘iSMr4Ml5e deTd% 4 Ze5eT2%n

< EM%E—%e—%S"

From the size of each B, we see that {«,} and {3,} are Cauchy sequences, so our targeting
values of «, 8 are

oy = lim q, B« := lim S,
n—o0 n—o0

respectively. Moreover, since for each a,, 8,,

lim 0% Ua, 5,(0,5) = lim 03U, 5,(0,5) =0

s—+

by [B:23)), and we also have ([B.39), we must have
hm a%(UOC*yB* (07 S) = BIE O%Ua*yﬁ* (07 S) =0.

Ss—+00

11. PROOF OF THE MAIN THEOREM

Proof of Theorem[34. The bootstrap assumptions and iterations to find «, 8 are done in Section
It remains to prove the pointwise convergence of U. The convergence at X = 0 is trivial due
to ([Z13).

We first show that v := limg_ 1 8§(U (0,s) exists. Indeed, by the fundamental theorem of
calculus,

D0, 5) = D% U0, —log €) + / 0. 0500, 5') ds'.
—loge

By the proof in Proposition (2} |8,0% U (0, s)| = [0,0%U (0, s)| < Cese™1%. In particular,

/ 10,03 U (0,5")| ds" < oc.

—loge

10A1s0 from Newton’s method, we see that the ball B, cannot be too small, because if we initialize at (cn, Bn),
after the first iteration we can be as far as roughly

ag{ Uan Bn (07 STL+1)
0.0%U (0, s)

1 L 34 .. 3 _3g. . 13 3
o —an| = ~ €10 a5n+l | T T T At — T30 250+

L 1 3 _3, . . .
for B this will be M?7e~2e~2%+1, 50 we see e~ 2°7+1 is the smallest size we can consider.
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Hence, we have a well-defined limit

v = lim 03U(0,—loge) +/ 0s03U(0, ") ds’.

$—00 —loge
By our choice of U(-, —log€) given by ([B.1]), we have
A% U (0, —loge) = ULV (0) = 120.

And by @Z3), |v — 120| < ez.
Next, we compute the derivatives of Uj:

ar v 14 %("—1) (n) v i
anUz(X)z(m) U, <<ﬁ> X), n=0,1,2,..

In particular, by Lemma 2.1]

P
anUQ 0)=0, n=07234,

d d5

Let U” := U — Uy . The Taylor expansion of ﬁ”(X s)at X =01is

. 1 1
UY(X,s) = §8§<U(0, $)X? + Ea};’( (0,5) X3 + m(ax (0,8) —v)X° + %OXUV( 5)X©

for some X’ between 0 and X. By (3.:23),

- 1 1
U”(X,s))| < 56%6—%8)(2 + G MTe X P 120\8X (0,s) — v||X|> + CM30 XS,
where we used [|0%U (-, s)|| L < M36 and
5
< t ,
HdX4 2 (120) 102" C(mo) o)

For X # 0 close to 0, fix a small (5 > 0 such that § < %M?’GXS. Due to the decay in s, there exists
a sufficiently large sg = so(Xo,0) such that for all s > s,

U”(Xo,s)| < CM? XS + 6.

Now we need to find an equation for U, First, note that Uj also satisfies the self-similar Burgers
equation (21]). Second, we can rewrite (2Z9)) as (the left hand side without s matches the self-
similar Burgers equation)
1 .
1 5 4%k —
(0, - Z)U+ (v+ ZX)aXU — Fy - w

OxU — ——UdxU.
1—7

Then we have an equation for Uv

We denote the rlght hand side as Fg.. We claim that

/ | Fr (-, 8" || Loo ds’ < oo

—loge

Ox

Indeed, by (@8],
1 ()l S Me™3% 4 5678 4 5 Me™ 2,
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which is s-integrable. N
Let U(Xy,-) : [sg,00) — R be the Lagrangian trajectory of U”, i.e.
d

3
U (Xo,s) = (U + §X> o U(Xy, s)

\I’(X, SO) = XO.

By a similar argument as in Lemma (using the mean value theorem), we can see that W is
repelling for all Xy #£ 0

(L) W(Xp,5)] > |Xoler(=.
Let G(X,s) = e_%(s_so)ﬁ”(X, s), then

d d 14 —é S—S
<£ Tl ﬁUQ)G 0 W(Xo, ) = e 10 Fr, 0 W (X, 5).
The damping term 1 + %Uﬁ’ > 0. Hence,

G o T(Xo, 5)| < |G(Xo, 50)| +/ O 0 W(X, s') ds'

S0

e 16=50)|T 0 U( Xy, 5)| < yﬁV(Xo,so)y+/ e 1L 0 WX, s') ds’

S0

< OM*X§+6+6<(C+1)M*X§
T 0 U(Xg, 5)| < (C + 1)M3Beils—50) X8
if sq is sufficiently large. Then for sy < s < 59 — % log | Xo|, we have
0" 0 ¥(Xo,5)| < (C + 1)M?| X2,

For any X between X and ¥(Xq, so — % log | Xo|), there exists sop < s < s9 — % log | X| such that
X = ¥(Xy, s), so for such (X, s), we have

U¥(X,5)| < (C + 1)M¥| X2
By (I1.1), this will cover at least all X such that
[Xo| < 1X| < |Xo| 0.
So if we take the limit sy — oo, then for all X such that |Xo| < |X]| < \Xo\_%,
lini)sup U"(X,s) < (C+ 1)M| X2

Finally, sending Xo — 0, we get
limsup U” (X, s) = 0

5—00

for all X # 0. 0

Proof of Theorem [3.3. Since ||0% U (-, s)|| 2 are uniformly bounded in s for alln =1, ...,9, by (B.21]),
|02u(-,t)| 2 remains finite for all ¢ < T.. And |u(-,t)||z2 = ||luollz2. So [|u(-,t)||ge < oo for all
t € [~€,T.). By the standard well-posedness theorem, the solution u € C([—¢,T3); H?(R)) is
unique. Moreover, we have the Sobolev embedding H?(R) C C3(R).
Blowup time: |T}| < 220 is proved in Section
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Blowup location: by the fundamental theorem of calculus, for all ¢ € [—¢, T]

T . 39 5
0l <le-al+ [ < 0B 1o 20r < D

Hence, z, = {(T,) < 3Me.
Solution is bounded: ||U(-,s) + eianLoo < Mei* is equivalent to lu(-,t)||pee < M.
Shock formation and rate: since

Opu(z,t) = (7(t) — t)

=

iaXU<7x —&) ,s> _ WU s)

(r(t) — 1) 01

we see that

- oxU(0, s) - 1
Oeulet) = Ty = T =t
We claim that for all ¢t € [—¢, T}),
L) -t _,
27 T,—t —

Indeed, this is equivalent to
T, —t < 27(t) — 2t, or(t) —t > T,
=
T(t) —t < 2T, — 2t, T(t) +t < 27,
which is true since
d _ 9 _
§(2T(t) —t) _'27 -1<0, and 27(Ty) — Ty = T,
L(r@t)+t)=7+1>0, (1) + T, = 2T..
Hence, as t — T, (%u(g(t),t) — —00, s0 Jyu blows up at x, = {(Tx). Moreover, we have the
following rate:
1 2
2(T. —t) T, —t

For & # ., if |x — 2. > 1, then there exists t; € [—¢, 7)) such that |z —&(t)| > 1 for all t € [t1, T,].
In the self-similar coordinates, this means

< 9,u(E(t),t)] <

X] 2 5(r(t) 1)

Hence, by 319,
|Opu(z,t)] = e®OxU(X,s) <4  Vte[t, Ty

If |z — .| < 4, then there exists t5 € [—¢,T}) such that for all t € [ts,T}), |z — £(t)| < 3 and

|z — £(t)| > $|lo — x| > 0, so the corresponding 3|z — x*|e%s <X < %e%s. By choosing a larger

t9 if necessary, we may also assume |X| > 1. Hence by [B.I7) and (24]), we have

_ |OxU (X, s)] U
T(t)—t — 7(t)

Shock profile is a cusp: in fact, by ([24) and (BI7), for |X| < %egs,

OxU(X,s) ~ (1+ X475,

0pu(z, b)) _t\Xy—% < 28|z — 1,75,

So for x # z, such that |z — z,| < 3,

|Ozpu(x, t)] ~ |x—:17*|_% as t — Tk.
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This indicates that u(-,7y) € C %(]R) and it has a cusp singularity (similar to the cusp of \x]% at
x=0) at (z,Ty). O

Proof of Corollary[3.4 First we note that we can replace < by < in the proof. Then we note that
M, e can be taken in an open set of values. For the initial data ug described by Section [B.1]

1 :
uo(0) = ko, up(0) = —— = minug(z) = —[[u|[ =,

=0, u’0)=0, W0)=120c"  [u(0) < T

We note that the minimum initial slope attaining at = = 0 is not necessary (it is never used in the
proof), as long as u((0) < 0 of order e~!. For a suitable small perturbation vy of ug, consider the
Taylor expansion for x ~ 0

o (@) = P (0) + (057 (0) — 120 %)z + 120e 0z + 2v(6)(0)x2.

If v((] (0) ~ O(e” ) and v((] )( 0) and v((]5) - 1206_6 are sufficiently small, we can find |zg| < 1 such
that v(4)( 0) =0, (5)(0) > 0 with order €75 and v}(z¢) < 0 with order e~!. Hence, we can set

o = o, ko = vo(Z0),

and apply the coordinate translation x +— x + x¢. To match the 5th order derivative, apply the
rescaling

) 12066\ 75/ /120¢ 01 4
U(ZE,t) = T v (T) IIJ‘,t 5
vy (0) vy (0)
so that we can find the corresponding ‘70 according to ([B.7). Finally, we see that ﬁo satisfying the

hypothesis in Section B.1]) can be taken from an open neighbourhood in H?(R) such that for every

Up in this neighbourhood, there exist unique «a, 5 € R such that the conclusion in Theorem
holds for initial data ([B.8]). O

APPENDIX A. INTERPOLATION LEMMAS

Lemma A.1 (Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev interpolation). Let f : R? — R, and let 1 < q, r < 0o,
Jj, m €N (including 0) and j/m < a <1 be such that

1 1 m. l-a

p d * a(; B E) i q ’

then
107 flle S NO™ UG FllEa

with two exceptions

(1) If 5 = 0, mr < d and q = oo, then we assume additionally that either f tends to 0 at
infinity or that f € LY for some ¢ < cc.
(2) If 1 <r <oo and m —j—d/r € N, then we also assume that o < 1.

Lemma A.2 (Sobolev interpolation). As a special case, when p = q = r = 2, we can make the
constant to be 1:

107 fllz2 < 10" flIg2ll 1 2°

where o = j/m.
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