arXiv:1104.3794v2 [math.AP] 7 Oct 2012

THE CAUCHY PROBLEM FOR WAVE MAPS ON A CURVED BACKGROUND

ANDREW LAWRIE

Abstract. We consider the Cauchy problem for wave maps u : R × M → N, for Riemannian manifolds (M, g) and (N, h). We prove global existence and uniqueness for initial data, u[0] = (u_0, u_1), that is small in the critical norm Ḣ^{d2} × Ḣ^{d2 −1}(M; T N), in the case (M, g) = (R^4 , g), where g is a small perturbation of the Euclidean metric. The proof follows the method introduced by Statah and Struwe in [31] for proving global existence and uniqueness of small data wave maps u : R × R^d → N in the critical norm, for d ≥ 4. In our argument we employ the Strichartz estimates for variable coefficient wave equations established by Metcalfe and Tataru in [24].

1. Introduction

1.1. Wave Maps. Wave maps are the hyperbolic analogs of harmonic maps. They are defined as follows. Let (M, g) be a Riemannian manifold of dimension d. Denote by ( ~M, η) the Lorentzian manifold ~M = R×M. The metric η is represented in local coordinates by η = (η_{αβ} ) = diag(−1, g_{ij} ). Let (N, h) be a complete Riemannian manifold without boundary of dimension n.

1.1.1. Intrinsic Definition. A map u : ( ~M, η) −→ (N, h) is called a wave map if it is, formally, a critical point of the functional L(u) = 1 2 ∫ ~M ⟨du, du⟩_{T ∗ ~M ⊗u∗T N} dvol_η Here we view the differential, du, of the map u as a section of the vector bundle (T^∗ ~M ⊗ u^∗T N, η ⊗ u^∗h), where u^∗T N is the pullback of T N by u and u^∗h is the pullback metric. In local coordinates this becomes L(u) = 1 2 ∫ ~M η^{αβ} (z)h_{ij} (u(z))∂_αu^i(z)∂_β u^j (z) √ |η| dz

One can show that the Euler-Lagrange equations for L are given by 1 √ |η| D_α (√ |η|η^{αβ} ∂_β u ) = 0 (1.1)

Date: June 3, 2018.

This work is part of the author’s Ph. D. thesis at the University of Chicago. 1

where D is the pull-back covariant derivative on u^∗T N. In local coordinates on N, writing u = (u^1, . . . , u^n), we can rewrite (1.1) as

□_ηu^k = −η^{αβ} Γ^k_{ij} (u)∂_αu^i∂_β u^j

(1.2)

where □_ηu = −∂_{tt}u+Δ_gu and Δ_g u = 1 √ |g| ∂_α( √ |g|g^{αβ} ∂_βu) is the Laplace-Beltami

operator on M. Γ^k_{ij} =^1_2 h^{kℓ}(∂_ih_{ℓj} + ∂_j h_{iℓ} − ∂_ℓh_{ij} ) are the Christoffel symbols associated to the metric connection on N.

1.1.2. Extrinsic Definition. Wave maps can also be defined extrinsically. This approach is equivalent to the intrinsic approach, see for example [30, Chapter 1]. By the Nash-Moser embedding theorem there exists m ∈ N large enough so that we can isometrically embed (N, h) → (R^m , ⟨·, ·⟩), where ⟨·, ·⟩ is the Euclidean scalar product. We can thus consider maps u : ( ~M, η) → (R^m , ⟨·, ·⟩) such that u(t, x) ∈ N for every (t, x) ∈ ~M. Wave maps can then be defined formally as critical points of the functional L(u) = 1 2 ∫ ~M η^{αβ} ⟨∂_αu, ∂_βu⟩ √ |η| dz One can show that u is a wave map if and only if u satisfies □_ηu ⊥ T_uN (1.3)

From this we can deduce that u satisfies □_ηu = −η^{αβ} S(u)(∂_αu, ∂_βu) (1.4)

where S is the second fundamental form of the embedding N → R^m . One can formally establish energy conservation from the extrinsic definition (1.3). Define the energy

E(u(t)) := 1 2 ∫ M ( |∂_tu|^2 + |d_M u|^2 ) √ |g| dx (1.5)

where by d_M u we mean the differential of the map u(t) : M → R^m . Observe that □_ηu ⊥ T_uN implies that ⟨□_ηu, ∂_tu⟩ = 0. Hence we have

0 = − ∫ M ⟨□_ηu, ∂_tu⟩_{u(x)} √ |g| dx = ∫ M ⟨∂_t∂_tu, ∂_tu⟩_{u(x)} √ |g| dx − ∫ M ⟨ ∂_α( √ |g|g^{αβ}∂_β u), ∂_tu ⟩ u(x) dx = 1 2 ∫ M d dt |∂_tu|^2 √ |g| dx + ∫ M ⟨ g^{αβ}∂_β u, ∂_α∂_tu ⟩ u(x) √ |g| dx = d dt ( 1 2 ∫ M ( |∂_tu|^2 + |d_M u|^2 ) √ |g| dx )

Integrating in time then gives E(u(t)) = E(u(0)) for any time t.

1.2. History and Overview. The wave maps equation has been studied extensively over the past several decades in the case of a flat background manifold, (M, g) = (R^d , ⟨·, ·⟩). In this case, η is the Minkowksi metric on R^{1+d} and the intrinsic formulation (1.1) becomes

D_α∂^αu = 0

(1.6)

The extrinsic formulation (1.3) is given by □u ⊥ T_uN (1.7)

In this setup, wave maps are invariant under the scaling u(t, x) → u_λ(t, x) = u(λt, λx). This scaling is critical relative to Ḣ^{d2} ×Ḣ^{d2 −1}(R^d ) whereas the conserved energy, E(u), is critical relative to Ḣ^1 ×L^2(R^d ). Hence the Cauchy problem for (1.7) is critical in Ḣ^{d2} × Ḣ^{d2 −1}(R^d ) and energy critical when d = 2.

We review some of the major developments in the theory of wave maps. In the energy super-critical case, d ≥ 3, Shatah in [29] showed that self-similar blowup can occur for solutions of finite energy. In the energy critical case, d = 2, there is no self similar blow-up as demonstrated by Shatah and Struwe in [30]. In the equivariant setting, Struwe proved in [32] that if blow-up does occur then the solution must converge, after rescaling, to a non-constant, co-rotational harmonic map. Recently, Krieger, Schlag, and Tataru in [22] and Rodnianski-Sterbenz in [28] have constructed finite energy wave maps u : R^{1+2} → S^2 that blow up in finite time.

The well-posedness theory for energy critical wave maps in the equivariant setting was developed by Christodoulou and Tahvildar-Zadeh in [3], [4], and by Shatah and Tahvildar-Zadeh in [33] [34]. In the non-equivariant case, Klainerman and Machedon in [11], [12], [13], [14], and Klainerman and Selberg in [16], [17], established strong well-posedness in the subcritical norm H^s × H^{s−1}(R^d ) with s >^d_2 by exploiting the null-form structure present in (1.7).

The first major breakthrough in the critical theory, s =^d_2 , was accomplished by Tataru in [49], [50], where he proved global well-posedness for smooth data that is small in the Besov space Ḃ^{d2}_{2,1} × Ḃ^{d2 −1}_{2,1} (R^d ) for d ≥ 2. Then, in the groundbreaking work [39], [40], Tao proved global well-posedness for wave maps u : R^{1+d} → S^k for smooth data that is small in the critical Sobolev norm Ḣ^{d2} × Ḣ^{d2 −1}(R^d ) for d ≥ 2. Later, this result was extended to more general targets by Klainerman and Rodnianski in [15], by Krieger in [18], [19], [20], by Nahmod, Stefanov and Uhlenbeck in [25], by Shatah and Struwe in [31], and by Tataru in [47], [48].

Finally, the large data, energy critical case has been undertaken in major works by Krieger and Schlag in [21], Sterbenz and Tataru in [37], [38], and Tao in [41]–[45].

The work of Shatah and Struwe in [31] constituted a significant simplification of Tao’s argument in dimensions d ≥ 4, and it is on the methods utilized in [31], that this present work is based. In [31], Shatah and Struwe consider the Cauchy problem for wave maps u : R^{1+d} → N with initial data (u_0, u_1) ∈ H^{d2} × H^{d2 −1}(R^d , T N) that is small in the critical norm Ḣ^{d2} × Ḣ^{d2 −1}(R^d , T N) for d ≥ 4. The target manifold N is assumed to have bounded geometry. Their main result is a proof of the existence of a unique global solution, (u, u̇) ∈ C^0(R; H^{d2} ) × C^0(R; H^{d2 −1}), to the aforementioned Cauchy problem. Existence is deduced by way of the following global a priori estimates for the differential, du, of the wave map:

‖du‖_{L∞t Ḣ} d_{2 −1x} + ‖du‖_L2_{t L}2d_x ≲ ‖u_0‖_Ḣ d_2 + ‖u_1‖_Ḣ d_{2 −1}

In order to prove the above estimates, the Coulomb frame is introduced as this allows one to derive a system of wave equations for du that is amenable to a Lorentz space version of the endpoint Strichartz estimates proved in [10]. The connection form, A, associated to the Coulomb frame on the vector bundle u^∗T N appears in the nonlinearity of the wave equation for du, and estimates to control its size are crucial to the argument. The Coulomb gauge condition implies that A satisfies a certain elliptic equation, and it is this structure that enables the proof, for example, of the essential L^1_t L^∞_x estimates for A, see [31, Proposition 4.1].

In this paper, we consider the Cauchy problem for wave maps u : R × M → N, where the background manifold (M, g) is no longer Euclidean space. We follow the same basic argument as in [31] and derive a wave equation for the u^∗T N-valued 1-form, du, using the Coulomb gauge as our choice of frame on u^∗T N. As the geometry of (M, g) is no longer trivial, the resulting equation for du is, in its most natural setting, an equation of 1-forms. In coordinates on M, we can rewrite the equation for du in components, obtaining a system of variable coefficient nonlinear wave equations. This is the content of Section 4.

The main technical ingredients in [31] are the estimates for the connection form A, and the endpoint Strichartz estimates for the wave equation used to control the L^∞_t Ḣ^{d2 −1}x ∩ L^2_t L^{2d}_x norm of du. In order to proceed as in [31], but now in the setting of a curved background manifold, we will need replacements for each of these items.

In what follows, we restrict our attention to the case that the background manifold (M, g) is (R^4 , g), with g a small perturbation of the Euclidean metric, as in this case we have suitable replacements for the technical tools used in [31]. Here we view the equations for the components of connection form, A, as a system of variable coefficient elliptic equations and prove elliptic estimates via a perturbative argument, see Proposition 3.2. We employ several tools from the theory of Lorentz spaces to prove the crucial L^1_t L^∞_x estimates for A.

In order to have suitable Strichartz estimates, we tailor our assumptions on the metric g so that the variable coefficient wave equations for du are of the type studied by Metcalfe and Tataru in [24]. We deduce a Lorentz refinement to the Strichartz estimates in [24], see Section 8 below, which we use to prove global a priori estimates for du in Section 5.

The global-in-time Strichartz estimates for variable coefficient wave equations in [24] that we use in the proof of the a priori estimates for du have emerged from Tataru’s method of using phase space transforms and microlocal analysis to prove dispersive estimates for variable coefficient dispersive equations. In the case of the variable coefficient wave equation, the Bargmann transform is used to construct a parametrix that satisfies suitable dispersive estimates. Localized energy estimates are then used to control error terms when proving estimates for the variable coefficient operator. We refer the reader to [51]–[56] and of course to [24], for more details and history. A very brief summary is included in Section 8.

Our main theorem is a global existence and uniqueness result for the Cauchy problem for wave maps in this setting, with data (u_0, u_1) that is small in the critical norm Ḣ^{d2} × Ḣ^{d2 −1}(M, T N). The precise statement of the result is Theorem 1.1 below.

1.3. Acknowledgements. I would like to thank my advisor, Professor Wilhelm Schlag, for introducing me to the topic of wave maps and for his generous help, encouragement, and guidance related to this work.

1.4. Notation. In what follows we will adopt the convention that f ≲ g means that there exists a constant C > 0 such that f ≤ Cg. Similarly, f ≃ g will mean that there exist constants c, C > 0 such that cg ≤ f ≤ Cg.

1.5. Geometric Framework. We set (M, g) = (R^4 , g) with g a small perturbation of the Euclidean metric on R^4 , satisfying the following assumptions: Let ε > 0 be a small constant, to be specified later. We will require ‖g − g_0‖_L∞ ≤ ε (1.8) ‖∂g‖_L4,1_{(R}4_) ≲ ε

(1.9)

‖∂^2g‖_L2,1_{(R}4_) ≲ ε

(1.10)

‖∂^kg‖_L2_{(R}4_) < ∞ for k ≥ 3

(1.11)

where g_0 = diag(1, 1, 1, 1) is the Euclidean metric on R^4 and L^{p,q}(R^4 ) denotes the Lorentz space. Assumptions (1.8)–(1.10) are needed in order to prove the elliptic estimates for the connection form, A, associated to the Coulomb frame in Section 3.1. Note that these assumptions are consistent with, and are, in fact, stronger than the weak asymptotic flatness conditions specified in Metcalfe–Tataru in [24], namely ∑ j∈Z sup |x|≃2^j |x|^2 | |∂^2g(x) | | + |x| |∂g(x)| + |g(x) − g_0| ≤ ε (1.12)

This will justify our application in Section 5 of the Strichartz estimates for variable coefficient wave equations deduced in [24].

The assumptions in (1.11) are needed in order to establish the high regularity local theory for wave maps. This theory will be used in the existence argument in Section 7.

We will also record a few comments regarding the assumptions on the target manifold (N, h). We will assume that (N, h) is a smooth complete Riemannian manifold, without boundary that is isometrically embedded into R^m . Following [31], we also assume that N has bounded geometry in the sense that the curvature tensor, R, and the second fundamental form, S, of the embedding are bounded and all of their derivatives are bounded.

In the argument that follows, we will assume that either N admits a parallelizable structure or that N is compact, as we will require a global orthonormal frame for T N in our argument. Such a frame does not, of course, exist for a general compact manifold. However if N is compact, by an argument in [9], we can avoid this inconvenience by constructing a certain isometric embedding J : N → ~N where ~N is diffeomorphic to the flat torus T^m and admits an orthonormal frame. This embedding J is constructed so that u is a wave map if and only if the composition J ∘u is a wave map, see [9, Lemma 4.1.2]. This allows us to work with J ∘u : ~M → ~N instead of with u. Hence we can assume without loss of generality that the target manifold N admits a global orthonormal frame ~e = (~e_1, . . . , ~e_n) for the tangent space T N.

1.6. Main Result. In this paper, we study the Cauchy problem for wave maps. The initial data, (u, u̇)|_{t=0} = (u_0, u_1), can either be viewed intrinsically or extrinsically. In the extrinsic formulation, we will consider initial data

(u_0, u_1) ∈ (M, g) → T N

(1.13)

by which we mean u_0(x) ∈ N → R^m and u_1(x) ∈ T_{u0(x)}N → R^m for almost every x ∈ M. And we say that (u_0, u_1) ∈ H^s_e ×H^{s−1}_e (M; T N) if u_0 ∈ H^s(M; R^m ) and u_1 ∈ H^{s−1}(M; R^m ). The homogeneous spaces Ḣ^s_e × Ḣ^{s−1}_e (M; T N) are defined similarly. For the definition of the spaces H^s(M; R^m ) we refer the reader to Section 9.1, or to [8].

To view the data intrinsically, we will put to use the parallelizable structure on T N. Let our initial data be given by (u_0, u_1) where u_0 : M → N and u_1 : M → u^∗_0T N with u_1(x) ∈ T_{u0(x)}N. Observe that u^∗_0T N inherits a parallelizable structure from T N, see Section 3, and let e = (e_1, . . . , e_n) be an orthonormal frame for u^∗T N. Since du_0 : T M → u^∗T N we can find a u^∗T N-valued 1-form q_0 = q^a_0 e_a such that du_0 = q^a_0 e_a. Similarly we can find q^a_1 : M → R such that u_1 = q^a_1 e_a. We then say that (u_0, u_1) ∈ H^s_i × H^{s−1}_i (M; T N) if q^a_0 ∈ H^{s−1}(T M; R) and q^a_1 ∈ H^{s−1}(M; R) for each 1 ≤ a ≤ n. These norms are further discussed in Section 9.1. Again, the homogeneous versions Ḣ^s_i × Ḣ^{s−1}_i (M; T N) are defined similarly.

In Section 3.2, we show that if we choose the frame e to be the Coulomb frame, see Section 3, then the extrinsic and intrinsic approaches to defining the homogeneous Sobolev norms of our data (u_0, u_1) are equivalent. This will allow us to use both definitions interchangeably in the arguments that follow.

Also in the appendix, Section 9.1, we show that the “covariant” Sobolev spaces Ḣ s(M; N), with (M, g) = (R4 , g) with the metric g as in (1.8)–(1.11) are equivalent to the “flat” spaces Ḣ^s((R^4 , g_0); N) with the Euclidean metric g_0 on R^4 . Hence in what follows we can, when convenient, ignore the non-Euclidean metric g for the purpose of estimating Sobolev norms, replacing covariant derivatives on M with partial derivatives and the volume form dvol_g with the Euclidean volume form.

We can now state the main theorem.

Theorem 1.1. Let (N, h) be a smooth, complete, n-dimensional Riemannian manifold without boundary and with bounded geometry. Let (M, g) = (R^4 , g) with g as in (1.8)–(1.11) and let ( ~M, η) = (R × M, η) with η = diag(−1, g). Then there exists an ε_0 > 0 such that for every (u_0, u_1) ∈ H^2 × H^1((M, g); T N) such that

‖u_0‖_Ḣ2 + ‖u_1‖_Ḣ1 < ε_0

(1.14) there exists a unique global wave map, u : ( ~M, η) → (N, h), with initial data (u, u̇)|_{t=0} = (u_0, u_1), such that (u, u̇) ∈ C^0(R; H^2 (M; N)) × C^0(R; H^1 (M; T N)). Moreover, u satisfies the global estimates ‖du‖_L∞_{t Ḣ}1_x + ‖du‖_L2_{t L}8_x ≲ ε_0. (1.15)

In addition, any higher regularity of the data is preserved.

We will use a bootstrap argument to prove the global estimates (1.15). In what follows we will make the assumption that there exists a time T such that for a wave map u with data (u_0, u_1) as in (1.14), the estimates in (1.15) hold on the interval [0, T ). That is, we have

‖du‖_L∞_{t ([0,T );Ḣ}1_{x)} + ‖du‖_L2_{t ([0,T );L}8_{x)} ≲ ε_0

(1.16)

We will use this assumption to prove the global-in-time estimates (1.15).

Remark 1.2. The local well-posedness theory for the high regularity Cauchy problem for (1.4) is standard. For example, with (M, g) = (R^4 , g) for a smooth perturbation g as in (1.8)–(1.11), if we have data (u_0, u_1) ∈ H^s × H^{s−1}(M; T N) for say, s > 4 =^d_2 + 2, then the Cauchy problem for (1.4) is locally well-posed. This can be proved using H^s energy estimates and a contraction argument. The proof relies on the fact that H^s(R^d ) is an algebra for s >^d_2 , and can be found for example in [30].

Remark 1.3. We have only addressed the case d = 4 case here because this is the only dimension where we have applicable Strichartz estimates. In dimension 3, the endpoint L^2_t L^∞_x estimate is forbidden. In higher dimensions, d ≥ 4, the initial data is assumed to be small in Ḣ^s × Ḣ^{s−1} with s =^d_2 , but the estimates in [24] only apply when lower order terms are present if we have s = 2 or s = 1, see [24, Corollary 5 and Theorem 6]. This leaves d = 4 as the only option, as here^d_2 = 2.

2. Uniqueness

We use the extrinsic formulation (1.4) of the wave maps system to prove uniqueness. The argument given for uniqueness in [31] adapts perfectly to our case and we reproduce it below for completeness.

Suppose that (u, u̇) and (v, v̇) are two solutions to (1.4) of class H^2×H^1((R^4 , g); T N) such that (u, u̇)|_{t=0} = (v, v̇)|_{t=0} (2.1)

In addition, assume that ‖du‖_L2_{t L}8_x < ∞, ‖dv‖_L2_{t L}8_x < ∞ (2.2)

Set w = u − v. Then w satisfies □_ηw = −η^{αβ} [S(u) − S(v)](∂_αu, ∂_βu) − η^{αβ} S(v)(∂_αu + ∂_αv, ∂_β w) By considering the pairing ⟨□_ηw, ẇ⟩ and integrating over M we obtain

1 2 d dt ‖dw‖^2_L2 = ∫ R^4 ⟨ η^{αβ} [S(u) − S(v)](∂_αu, ∂_βu), ẇ ⟩ √ |g| dx + ∫ R^4 ⟨ η^{αβ} S(v)(∂_αu + ∂_αv, ∂_β w), ẇ ⟩ √ |g| dx

= I(t) + II(t) Using that S and all of its derivatives are bounded we have

|I(t)| ≲ ∫ R^4 |du|^2 |w| |dw| dx ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8 ‖w‖_L4 ‖dw‖_L2 ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8 ‖dw‖^2_L2 with the last inequality following from the Sobolev embedding Ḣ^1(R^4 ) → L^4(R^4 ).

To estimate II(t), we exploit the fact the S(u)(·, ·) ∈ (T_uN)^⊥ which gives ⟨S(u)(·, ·), u_t⟩ = ⟨S(v)(·, ·), v_t⟩ = 0. This implies that we can rewrite | |⟨η^{αβ} S(v)(∂_αu + ∂_αv, ∂_β w), ẇ⟩ | | = | |⟨η^{αβ} S(v)(∂_αu + ∂_αv, ∂_β w), u̇⟩ | |

= | |⟨η^{αβ} [S(v) − S(u)](∂_αu + ∂_αv, ∂_β w), u̇⟩ | |

≤ | |⟨η^{αβ} [S(v) − S(u)](∂_αu, ∂_β w), u̇⟩ | | + | |⟨η^{αβ} [S(v) − S(u)](∂_αv, ∂_β w), u̇⟩ | |

≲ (|du|^2 + |dv|^2) |w| |dw| Hence we have

|II(t)| ≲ (‖du‖^2_L8 + ‖dv‖^2_L8 )‖w‖_L4 ‖dw‖_L2 ≲ (‖du‖^2_L8 + ‖dv‖^2_L8 )‖dw‖^2_L2 Putting this together we have 1 2 d dt ‖dw‖^2_L2 ≲ (‖du‖^2_L8 + ‖dv‖^2_L8 )‖dw‖^2_L2 Integrating in t and applying Gronwall’s inequality gives us the uniform estimate

‖dw‖^2_L∞_{t L}2_x ≤ ‖dw(0)‖^2_L2 · exp(C(‖du‖^2_L2_{t L}8_x + ‖dv‖^2_L2_{t L}8_x ))

which implies uniqueness since dw(0) = 0.

3. Coulomb Frame & Elliptic Estimates

We follow [31] by exploiting the gauge invariance of the wave maps problem and rephrasing the wave maps equation in terms of the Coulomb frame. As discussed in Section 1.5, we can, without loss of generality, assume that T N is parallelizable, and we choose a global orthonormal frame ~e = { ~e_1, . . . , ~e_n}. If u : ( ~M, η) → (N, h) is a smooth map, then we can pull back ~e to an orthonormal frame ē = ~e ∘ u of u^∗T N. Now, let B : R × M −→ SO(n). With B we can rotate this frame over each point z ∈ R × M and obtain a new frame e = (e_1, . . . , e_n), with e_a given by

e_a = B^b_aē_b

Observe that we can express the u^∗T N-valued 1-form du in this new frame by finding 1-forms q^a = q^a_αdx^α where q^a_α = u^∗h(∂_αu, e_a), and writing

du = q^ae_a (3.1)

For this frame e we have the associated connection form A. A = (A^a_b ) is a matrix of 1-forms obtained in the following way. Given the frame e, we obtain for each s ∈ R a map

De_a : Γ(T ({s}×M)) −→ Γ(u^∗T N) X −→ D_X e_a where D is the pull back connection on u^∗T N and where for a vector bundle E → M, Γ(E) denotes the space of smooth sections. Equivalently, we can view De_a as a section of T^∗M ⊗ u^∗T N. We can express this map in terms of the connection form A which can be viewed as the matrix of 1-forms so that

De_a = A^b_a ⊗ e_b De_a(X) = D_X e_a = A^b_a(X)e_b

Observe that this is the same as viewing De_a as a

(_1 1 ) -tensor on T^∗M ⊗u^∗T N → M in the sense that De_a : T M × u^∗T^∗N → R is a bilinear map over C^∞(M) . Then we have that

A^b_a = u^∗h(A^c_a ⊗ e_c, e_b)

where u^∗h is the metric on u^∗T N. In local coordinates, A^b_a is given by A^b_{a,α}dx^α where the coefficients of A^b_a are defined by A^b_{a,α} = A^b_a(∂_α). Hence if X is given in local coordinates by X = X^α∂_α we have that D_X e_a = X^αA^b_{a,α}e_b.

One should also note that for a fixed coordinate α, the matrix (A^a_{b,α}) is antisymmetric. That is, A^a_{b,α} = −A^b_{a,α}. To see this, simply differentiate the orthogonality condition of our orthonormal frame, h(e_a, e_b) = δ_{ab}. This gives

0 = D (h(e_a, e_b)) = h(De_a, e_b) + h(e_a, De_b) = A^b_a + A^a_b

The curvature tensor, F, on u^∗T N can be represented in term of the connection form A. Viewed as a 2-form, F is given by F = dA + A ∧ A. We can also represent F in terms of the curvature tensor on T N. In local coordinates, F is given by F_{αβ} = R(u)(∂_αu, ∂_βu). As in [9, Lemma 4.1.3], we choose our rotation B so that at for each s ∈ R, B(s, ·) minimizes the functional

Λ(B(s)) = ∫ M n∑ a,b=1 g^{−1}(A^b_a(s), A^b_a(s)) dvol_g

= ∫ M n∑ a,b=1 g^{αβ} A^b_{a,α}(s)A^b_{a,β} (s) √ |g| dx This gives us a frame e that we call the Coulomb frame. The Euler-Lagrange equations for this minimization problem are given by 1 √ |g| ∂_α( √ |g|g^{αβ} A_β ) = 0 (3.2)

The above equation implies that δA = 0 since the exterior co-differential, δ, on 1-forms is given in local coordinates by

−δA = 1 √ |g| ∂_α( √ |g|g^{αβ} A_β ) = 0 (3.3)

Since the Hodge Laplacian Δ on M is given by Δ = dδ + δd, (3.3) implies the following differential equation of 1-forms for A ΔA = δdA Using the fact that the curvature form F satisfies F = dA + A ∧ A we can rewrite the above equation for A as ΔA = δ(F − A ∧ A) (3.4)

In local coordinates we can write this in components as (ΔA)_γ = −[∇^α(F − A ∧ A)]_{αγ} (3.5)

where ∇^α = g^{αβ}∇_β and ∇ denotes the Levi-Civita connection on M.

Observe that (3.5) can be written as system of elliptic equations for the components of A in local coordinates on M. We record this fact in the following lemma:

Lemma 3.1. The components of A satisfy the following system of elliptic equations

(3.6) g^{ij} ∂_i∂_j A_γ − g^{ij} Γ^k_{ij} ∂_γ A_k + ∂_γ g^{ij} ∂_j A_i − ∂_γ (g^{ij} Γ^k_{ij} )A_k

= g^{ij} ∂_j (F_{iγ} − [A_i, A_γ ])

where the Γ^k_{ij} =^1_2 g^{km} (∂_ig_{mj} + ∂_j g_{im} − ∂_mg_{ij} ) denote the Christoffel symbols on M.

Proof. We first expand the left-hand side of (3.5)

(ΔA)_γ = (dδA)_γ + (δdA)_γ

= −∂_γ (g^{ij} (∇_j A)_i) − g^{ij} (∇_j dA)_{iγ}

= − ( ∂_γ g^{ij} ) (∇_j A)_i − g^{ij} ∂_γ ( ∂_j A_i − Γ^k_{ij} A_k ) − g^{ij} ( ∂_j (dA)_{iγ} − Γ^k_{ij} (dA)_{kγ} − Γ^k_{γj} (dA)_{ik} )

= −g^{ij} ∂_i∂_j A_γ − ( ∂_γ g^{ij} ) (∇_j A)_i + g^{ij} ∂_γ ( Γ^k_{ij} A_k ) + g^{ij} Γ^k_{ij} (dA)_{kγ} + g^{ij} Γ^k_{γj} (dA)_{ik}

Similarly, we expand the right-hand side of (3.5)

−[∇^i(F − A ∧ A)]_{iγ} = −g^{ij} ∂_j (F_{iγ} − [A_i, A_γ ]) + g^{ij} Γ^k_{ij} (F_{kγ} − [A_k, A_γ ])

+ g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} (F_{ik} − [A_i, A_k])

Equating the left and right hand sides and recalling that (dA)_{ij} = F_{ij} − [A_i, A_j ] we have

g^{ij} ∂_i∂_j A_γ + ( ∂_γ g^{ij} ) (∇_j A)_i − g^{ij} ∂_γ ( Γ^k_{ij} A_k ) = g^{ij} ∂_j (F_{iγ} − [A_i, A_γ ])

which is exactly (3.6). □

3.1. Connection Form Estimates. With the metric g as in (1.8)–(1.10) and ε small enough, we can use the elliptic system (3.6) to establish a variety of estimates for the connection form A. In particular, we can prove the following proposition which will be essential when deriving a priori estimates for wave maps.

Proposition 3.2. Let (N, h) be a n-dimensional manifold smoothly embedded in R^m with bounded geometry and a bounded parallelizable structure. Let u : (R × R^4 , η) → (N, h) be a smooth map with η = diag(−1, g) and g as in (1.8)–(1.10). Moreover, assume the bootstrap hypothesis, sup t∈[0,T ) ‖du‖_Ḣ1 ≲ ε_0 (3.7)

Then, for each t ∈ R, there exists a unique frame e = (e_1, . . . , e_n) for u^∗T N with the associated connection form, A, satisfying the uniform-in-time estimates

(i) ‖A‖_L4 ≲ ‖du‖_H1 ≲ ε_0 (ii) ‖A‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_3 ≲ ‖du‖_L8 ‖du‖_Ḣ1 (iii) ‖A‖_{Ẇ 2,} 8_5 ≲ ‖du‖_L8 ‖du‖_Ḣ1 (iv) ‖A‖_L∞ ≲ ‖du‖^2_{L8,2(R4)} as long as ε_0 is small enough. Also, the frame e, and hence A, depend continuously on t. Above, L^{8,2} = L^{8,2}(R^4 ) denotes the Lorentz space.

The estimates are deduced via a perturbative method as the assumptions in (1.8)– (1.10) imply that the left hand side of (3.6) is a slight perturbation of the flat Laplacian on R^4 . To simplify notation, in what follows we consider an elliptic operator of the form

L := g^{ij} ∂_i∂_j + b^j ∂_j + c

(3.8) and the elliptic system LA_ℓ = g^{ij} ∂_j G_{iℓ} (3.9) where G_{iℓ} := F_{iℓ} − [A_i, A_ℓ], and b and c satisfy

‖b‖_L4,1_{(R}4_) ≲ ε

(3.10)

‖∂b‖_L2,1_{(R}4_) ≲ ε

(3.11)

‖c‖_L2,1_{(R}4_) ≲ ε

(3.12) Since Γ^k_{ij} =^1_2 g^{kℓ}(∂_ig_{ℓj} + ∂_j g_{iℓ} − ∂_ℓg_{ij} ), it is clear that the left-hand side of (3.6) is essentially of this form.

We begin by recalling some basic elliptic estimates. Let g_0 denote the Euclidean metric on R^4 and let L_0 := g^{ij}_0 ∂_i∂_j denote the flat Laplacian on R^4 . Then we have ‖A‖_Ẇ s+2,p ≲ ‖L_0A‖_Ẇ s,p (3.13) for every s ∈ R and for every 1 < p < ∞. With (3.13) we can prove the following elliptic estimates for the connection form A.

Lemma 3.3. Let A be the connection form associated to the Coulomb frame e. Then, if ε is small enough, we have the following uniform-in-time estimates (i) ‖A‖_Ẇ 1,p ≲ ‖[A, A]‖_Lp + ‖F ‖_Lp if 1 < p < 4 (ii) ‖A‖_Ẇ 2,p ≲ ‖[A, A]‖_Ẇ 1,p + ‖F ‖_Ẇ 1,p if 1 < p < 2. where F denotes the curvature tensor on u^∗T N.

Proof. Let L_0 and L be defined as above and write LA = L_0A + (L − L_0)A. Hence,

‖LA‖_Ẇ s,p ≥ ‖L_0A‖_Ẇ s,p − ‖(L − L_0)A‖_Ẇ s,p We can use (3.13) to obtain

‖A‖_Ẇ s+2,p ≲ ‖LA‖_Ẇ s,p + ‖(L − L_0)A‖_Ẇ s,p (3.14)

for every s ∈ R and for 1 < p < ∞. To prove (i), set s = −1 above to get

‖A‖_Ẇ 1,p ≲ ‖LA‖_Ẇ −1,p + ‖(L − L_0)A‖_Ẇ −1,p ≲ ‖ ‖g^{−1} ∂G ‖ ‖_{Ẇ −1,p} + ‖b ∂A‖_{Ẇ −1,p}

+ ‖cA‖_Ẇ −1,p + ‖ ‖(g^{−1} − g^{−1}_0 )∂^2A ‖ ‖_{Ẇ −1,p} We claim that ‖ ‖g^{−1} ∂G ‖ ‖_{Ẇ −1,p} ≲ ‖G‖_{Lp} This follows from the dual estimate ‖ ‖g^{−1}f ‖ ‖_{Ẇ 1,p′} ≲ ‖f‖_{Ẇ 1,p′} (3.15)

To prove (3.15) observe that we have ‖ ‖g^{−1}f ‖ ‖_{Ẇ 1,p′} ≲ ‖ ‖∂(g^{−1}f) ‖ ‖_{Lp′}

≲ ‖ ‖(∂g^{−1})f ‖ ‖_{Lp′} + ‖ ‖g^{−1}(∂f) ‖ ‖_{Lp′}

≲ ‖ ‖∂g^{−1} ‖ ‖_{L4} ‖f‖_{Lr} + ‖ ‖g^{−1} ‖ ‖_{L∞} ‖∂f‖_{Lp′}

≲ ‖f‖_Ẇ 1,p′ where the last inequality follows from (1.9) and the Sobolev embedding Ẇ^{1,p′} → L^r

since we have^1_r =^1_{p′} −^1_4 . Next, we assert that ‖ ‖(g^{−1} − g^{−1}_0 )∂^2A ‖ ‖_{Ẇ −1,p} ≲ ε ‖ ‖∂^2A ‖ ‖_{Ẇ −1,p} ≲ ε ‖A‖_{Ẇ 1,p} Again, this follows from a duality argument. Observe that

‖(g^{−1} − g^{−1}_0 )f‖_Ẇ 1,p′ ≲ ‖∂(g^{−1} − g^{−1}_0 )f‖_Ẇ 1,p′ + ‖(g^{−1} − g^{−1}_0 )∂f‖_Ẇ 1,p′ ≲ ‖∂g^{−1}‖_L4 ‖f‖_Lr + ‖(g^{−1} − g^{−1}_0 )‖_L∞ ‖∂f‖_Lp′ ≲ ε‖f‖_Ẇ 1,p′ where the last inequality is again due to (1.8), (1.9), and Sobolev embedding since 1 r =^1_{p′} −^1_4 . To estimate ‖b ∂A‖_Ẇ −1,p , we use Sobolev embedding, Hölder’s inequality and (3.10). Indeed, ‖b ∂A‖_Ẇ −1,p ≲ ‖b ∂A‖_Ls ≲ ‖b‖_L4 ‖∂A‖_Lp ≲ ε ‖A‖_Ẇ 1,p where^1_p =^1_s −^1_4 . Finally, we show that ‖cA‖_Ẇ −1,p ≲ ε ‖A‖_Ẇ 1,p To see this, we again use Sobolev embedding and (3.12) to obtain ‖c A‖_Ẇ −1,p ≲ ‖c A‖_Ls ≲ ‖c‖_L2 ‖A‖_Lr ≲ ε‖A‖_Ẇ 1,p with^1_p =^1_s −^1_4 ,^1_s =^1_2 +^1_r , and^1_r =^1_p −^1_4 . Putting this all together we are able to conclude that ‖A‖_Ẇ 1,p ≲ ‖G‖_Lp + ε ‖A‖_Ẇ 1,p For ε small enough, this implies (i), since G = F − A ∧ A.

To prove (ii) we set s = 0 in (3.14), and use (1.8), (3.10), (3.12), and Sobolev embedding to obtain ‖A‖_Ẇ 2,p ≲ ‖ ‖g^{−1} ∂G ‖ ‖_{Lp} + ‖b ∂A‖_{Lp} + ‖cA‖_{Lp} + ‖ ‖(g^{−1} − g^{−1}_0 )∂^2A ‖ ‖_{Lp}

≲ ‖ ‖g^{−1} ‖ ‖_{L∞} ‖∂G‖_{Lp} + ‖b‖_{L4} ‖∂A‖_{Ls} + ‖c‖_{L2} ‖A‖_{Lr} + ‖ ‖g^{−1} − g^{−1}_0 ‖ ‖_{L∞} ‖∂^2A‖_{Lp}

≲ ‖G‖_Ẇ 1,p + ε‖A‖_Ẇ 2,p where 1 s = 1 p − 1 4 and 1 r = 1 p − 2 4 . This proves (ii) as long as ε is small enough. □

With the elliptic estimates in Lemma 3.3 we can prove Proposition 3.2 (i), (ii) and (iii).

Proof of Proposition 3.2 (i). This will follow from Lemma 3.3 (i) with p = 2, a contraction argument at one fixed time, and then a bootstrap argument to conclude the uniform-in-time estimates. We note that this argument also proves the existence of a unique Coulomb frame e with the associated connection form A having small L^4 norm.

To carry out the contraction argument we fix a time t_0 and we set X to be the space

X := {A ∈ Ḣ^1 ∩ L^4} with the norm ‖A‖_X := ‖A‖_L4 + ‖A‖_Ḣ1 Of course by Sobolev embedding we have ‖A‖_X ≲ ‖A‖_Ḣ1 . We set X_{ε0} to be X_{ε0} := {A ∈ X : ‖A‖_X ≤ ε_0} Define a map Φ that associates to each ~A ∈ X_{ε0} the solution A to the linear elliptic problem LA_ℓ = g^{ij} ∂_i(F_{jℓ} − [ ~A_j , ~A_ℓ]) (3.16) The existence of such a solution follows easily by the method of continuity, the key estimate here being ‖A‖_Ḣ1 ≲ ‖LA‖_Ḣ−1 which was obtained in the course of proving Lemma 3.3 (i) with p = 2. We will show that if ε_0 and ‖du‖_Ḣ1 are small enough, then Φ : X_{ε0} → X_{ε0} and that Φ is a contraction mapping on this space. To see that Φ : X_{ε0} → X_{ε0} we use Sobolev embedding and Lemma 3.3 (i) to obtain ‖A‖_X ≲ ‖A‖_Ḣ1 ≲ ‖[ ~A, ~A]‖_L2 + ‖F ‖_L2 Recall that we can write F_{αβ} = R(u)(∂_αu, ∂_βu) where R is the Riemannian curvature tensor on N. Hence ‖A‖_X ≲ ‖ ~A‖^2_L4 + ‖R‖_L∞ ‖du‖^2_L4

≤ C_1‖ ~A‖^2_X + C_2‖du‖^2_{Ḣ1} ≤ ε_0 as long as ε_0 and ‖du‖_Ḣ1 are small enough. Next we show that Φ : X_{ε0} → X_{ε0} is a contraction mapping. Let ~A^1, ~A^2 ∈ X_{ε0} and let A^1, A^2 be the associated solutions to (3.16). Then A^1 − A^2 is a solution to

L(A^1_ℓ − A^2_ℓ ) = g^{ij} ∂_i([ ~A^1_j , ~A^1_ℓ ] − [ ~A^2_j , ~A^2_ℓ ]) and hence we have estimates

‖A^1 − A^2‖_X ≲ ‖A^1 − A^2‖_Ḣ1 ≲ ‖[ ~A^1, ~A^1] − [ ~A^2, ~A^2]‖_L2

≲ ‖ ~A^1 − ~A^2‖_L4 ‖ ~A^1‖_L4 + ‖ ~A^1 − ~A^2‖_L4 ‖ ~A^2‖_L4

≲ ε_0‖ ~A^1 − ~A^2‖_X which proves that Φ is a contraction. Hence Φ has a unique fixed point A = A(t_0) which solves (3.9) such that ‖A(t_0)‖_L4 ≲ ε_0 To obtain this estimate for all times t with a uniform constant we again use Lemma 3.3 (i) with p = 2 to obtain for any time ‖A‖_L4 ≲ ‖A‖_Ḣ1 ≲ ‖[A, A]‖_L2 + ‖F ‖_L2 ≲ ‖A‖^2_L4 + ‖du‖^2_{Ḣ1} As long as ‖du‖_Ḣ1 is small enough we can use a bootstrap argument, with ‖A(t_0)‖ ≲ ε_0 as our base case, to absorb the ‖A‖^2_{L4} term on the left hand side and obtain ‖A‖_L4 ≲ ε_0 for all times t, as desired. □

Proof of Propostion 3.2 (ii) and (iii). To prove (ii) we set p =^8_3 in Lemma 3.3 (i), giving

‖A‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_3 ≲ ‖[A, A]‖_L 8_3 + ‖F ‖_L 8_3 First we claim that ‖[A, A]‖_L 8_3 ≲ ε‖A‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_3 and this term can thus be absorbed on the left-hand side above. Indeed, ‖[A, A]‖_L 8_3 ≲ ‖A‖_L4 ‖∂A‖_L8 ≲ ε_0‖A‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_3 where the last inequality follows from Sobolev embedding and the previous estimate ‖A‖_L4 ≲ ε. Next we recall that F = R(u)(du, du) and hence we have ‖F ‖_L 8_3 ≲ ‖du‖_L8 ‖du‖_L4 ≲ ‖du‖_L8 ‖du‖_Ḣ1

Putting this together implies gives ‖A‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_3 ≲ ‖du‖_L8 ‖du‖_Ḣ1 as long as ε is small enough.

To prove (iii) we proceed in a similar fashion. We set p =^8_5 in Lemma (3.3) (ii). This gives

‖A‖_{Ẇ 2,} 8_5 ≲ ‖[A, A]‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_5 + ‖F ‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_5 First we observe that ‖[A, A]‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_5 ≲ ε‖A‖_{Ẇ 2,} 8_5 and this term can thus be absorbed on the left-hand side above. In fact, ‖[A, A]‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_5 ≲ ‖A∂A‖_L 8_5 ≲ ‖A‖_L4 ‖∂A‖_L 8_3 ≲ ε_0‖A‖_{Ẇ 2,} 8_5 where the last inequality follows from Sobolev embedding and the previous estimate ‖A‖_L4 ≲ ε. Next observe that ∂_γ F_{αβ} = (∂R(u))(∂_γ u, ∂_αu, ∂_βu) + R(u)(∂_γ ∂_αu, ∂_βu) + R(u)(∂_αu, ∂_γ ∂_β u) Hence by Sobolev embedding and the assumption that ‖du‖_Ḣ1 ≲ ε_0, ‖∂F ‖_L 8_5 ≲ ‖∂R(u)‖_L∞ ‖du‖_L4 ‖du‖_L4 ‖du‖_L8 + ‖R‖_L∞ ‖∂du‖_L2 ‖du‖_L8 ≲ ‖du‖_Ḣ1 ‖du‖_L8 Putting this all together we have for small enough ε_0 that ‖A‖_{Ẇ 2,} 8_5 ≲ ‖du‖_Ḣ1 ‖du‖_L8 ≲ ‖du‖_L8 establishing (iii). □

To prove the pointwise estimates for the connection form in Propostion 3.2 (iv), we will need a few facts about Lorentz Spaces, L^{p,r}(R^4 ), including Sobolev embedding for Lorentz spaces and the Calderon-Zygmund theorem for Lorentz spaces. These facts, along with a few others, are reviewed in the appendix, see Section 9.3.

Now, again let L_0 = g^{ij}_0 ∂_i∂_j be the flat Laplacian on R^4 and let K = L^{−1}_0 be convolution with k(x) = c |x|^2 , the fundamental solution for L_0 in R^4 . We can then write A = KLA + K(L_0 − L)A

In order to prove Proposition 3.2 (iv), we will need the following preliminary estimates for ∂A.

Lemma 3.4. Let A denote the connection form associated to the Coulomb frame as in Proposition 3.2. Then, the following estimates hold uniformly in time: ‖∂A‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 + ε‖A‖_L∞ Proof. With K, L and L_0 as above, write A = KLA + K(L_0 − L)A Then KLA = k ∗ g^{ij} ∂_iG_j = (∂_ik) ∗ g^{ij} G_j − k ∗ (∂_ig^{ij} )G_j Then, formally, we have ∂_α(KLA) = (∂_α∂_ik) ∗ g^{ij} G_j − (∂_αk) ∗ (∂_ig^{ij} )G_j (3.17) Since, ∂_α∂_ik is a Calderon-Zygmund kernel, we can use the Calderon-Zygmund theorem for Lorentz spaces, see Theorem 9.6 below, and Hölder’s inequality for Lorentz spaces, see Lemma 9.4 (i) below, to obtain ‖(∂_α∂_ik) ∗ g^{ij} G_j ‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖g^{ij} G_j ‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖[A, A]‖_L4,1 + ‖F ‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖A‖^2_L8,2 + ‖du‖^2_L8,2 Using the fact that L^{p,r} ⊂ L^{p,s} for r < s, Sobolev embedding for Lorentz spaces, see Lemma 9.5 below, and Proposition 3.2 (iii), we have ‖A‖_L8,2 ≲ ‖A‖_{L8,} 8_5 ≲ ‖A‖_{Ẇ 2,} 8_5 ≲ ‖du‖_L8 ‖du‖_Ḣ1 Then using the bootstrap assumption that ‖du‖_Ḣ1 ≪ 1 we can conclude that ‖A‖_L8,2 ≲ ‖du‖_L8 ≲ ‖du‖_L8,2 (3.18) Inserting this estimate above we can conclude that ‖(∂_α∂_ik) ∗ g^{ij} G_j ‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 Next, we can use Young’s inequality for Lorentz spaces, see Lemma 9.4 (ii) below, to show

‖(∂_αk) ∗ (∂_ig^{ij} )G_j ‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖∂_αk‖_L 4_{3 ,∞} ‖∂_ig^{ij} G_j ‖_L2,1

≲ ‖∂_ig^{ij} ‖_L4,∞ ‖G_j ‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖A^2‖_L4,1 + ‖F ‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 where above we have used (1.9). Now, to deal with the error term K(L_0 − L)A, write (L_0 − L)A = ε^{ij} ∂_i∂_j A − b^j ∂_j A − cA where ε^{ij} (x) = g^{ij}_0 (x) − g^{ij} (x). Then we have K(L_0 − L)A = k ∗ ε^{ij} ∂_i∂_j A − k ∗ b^j ∂_j A − k ∗ cA = (∂_ik) ∗ ε^{ij} ∂_j A − k ∗ (∂_iε^{ij} )∂_j A − k ∗ b^j ∂_j A − k ∗ cA Hence, formally we have

∂_α(K(L_0 − L)A) = (∂_α∂_ik) ∗ ε^{ij} ∂_j A − (∂_αk) ∗ (∂_iε^{ij} )∂_j A

(3.19) − (∂_αk) ∗ b^j ∂_j A − (∂_αk) ∗ cA And as before, we use the Calderon-Zygmund theorem on the first term on the right-hand side above to get ‖(∂_α∂_ik) ∗ ε^{ij} ∂_j A‖_L4,1 ≲ ∑ i ‖ε^{ij} ∂_j A‖_L4,1 ≲ ε‖∂A‖_L4,1 We estimate the other three terms on the right-hand side of (3.19) using Young’s inequality for Lorentz spaces as follows ‖(∂_αk) ∗ (∂_iε^{ij} )∂_j A‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖∂_αk‖_L 4_{3 ,∞} ‖(∂_iε^{ij} )∂_j A‖_L2,1

≲ ‖∂_iε^{ij} ‖_L4,∞ ‖∂_j A‖_L4,1 ≲ ε‖∂A‖_L4,1 the last inequality following from the fact that ∂_iε^{ij} = ∂_ig^{ij} ∈ L^{4,∞}. We also have ‖∂_αk ∗ cA‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖∂_αk‖_L 4_{3 ,∞} ‖cA‖_L2,1 ≲ ‖c‖_L2,1 ‖A‖_L∞ ≲ ε‖A‖_L∞

Above we have used the fact that |∂_αk| ∼^1_{|x|3} ∈ L^{43 ,∞}(R^4 ) and ‖c‖_L2,1 ≲ ε, see Lemma 9.3, (iii) and (3.12). And lastly, ‖(∂_αk) ∗ b^j ∂_j A‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖∂_αk‖_L 4_{3 ,∞} ‖b^j ∂_j A‖_L2,1 ≲ ‖b‖_L4_∞‖∂A‖_L4,1 ≲ ε‖∂A‖_L4,1 which follows by (3.10). Putting this all together establishes that ‖∂A‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 + ε‖A‖_L∞ + ε‖∂A‖_L4,1 which, for small ε, implies that ‖∂A‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 + ε‖A‖_L∞ as desired. □

Now we are able to prove Proposition (3.2) (iv).

Proof of Proposition 3.2 (iv). Since A = KLA + K(L_0 − L)A, it suffices to show that for every t the following two estimates hold: ‖KLA‖_L∞ ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 (3.20) ‖K(L_0 − L)A‖_L∞ ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 + ε‖A‖_L∞ (3.21) Observe that we can write KLA = k ∗ g^{ij} ∂_iG_j = (∂_ik) ∗ g^{ij} G_j − k ∗ (∂_ig^{ij} )G_j By Lemma 9.4 (iii), we have that ‖(∂_ik) ∗ g^{ij} G_j ‖_L∞ ≲ ‖∂_ik‖_L 4_{3 ,∞} ‖g^{ij} G_j ‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖[A, A]‖_L4,1 + ‖F ‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖A‖^2_L8,2 + ‖F ‖^2_L4,1 ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 where we have used (3.18) in the last inequality. Similarly,

‖k ∗ (∂_ig^{ij} )G_j ‖_L∞ ≲ ‖k‖_L2,∞ ‖∂_ig^{ij} G_j ‖_L2,1 ≲ ‖∂_ig^{ij} ‖_L4,∞ ‖G_j ‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖G‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖du‖_L8,2 This proves (3.20). To establish the error estimate (3.21) we again write

K(L_0 − L)A = k ∗ ε^{ij} ∂_i∂_j A − k ∗ b^j ∂_j A − k ∗ cA = ∂_ik ∗ ε^{ij} ∂_j A − k ∗ (∂_iε^{ij} )∂_j A − (∂_j k) ∗ b^j A + k ∗ (∂_j b^j )A − k ∗ cA = ∂_ik ∗ ε^{ij} ∂_j A − ∂_j k ∗ (∂_iε^{ij} )A + k ∗ (∂_j ∂_iε^{ij} )A − (∂_j k) ∗ b^j A (3.22) + k ∗ (∂_j b^j )A − k ∗ cA where as before ε^{ij} = g^{ij}_0 − g^{ij} . Now, we can use Lemma 3.4 to control the first term on the right above

‖∂_ik ∗ ε^{ij} ∂_j A‖_L∞ ≲ ‖∂_ik‖_L 4_{3 ,∞}‖ε^{ij} ∂_j A‖_L4,1 ≲ ε‖∂A‖_L4,1 ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 + ε‖A‖_L∞ The other terms in (3.22) are estimated as follows:

‖∂_j k ∗ (∂_iε^{ij} )A‖_L∞ ≲ ‖∂_j k‖_L 4_{3 ,∞} ‖(∂_iε^{ij} )A‖_L4,1 ≲ ∑ j ‖∂_ig^{ij} ‖_L4,1 ‖A‖_L∞

≲ ε‖A‖_L∞

We also have ‖k ∗ (∂_i∂_j ε^{ij} )‖_L∞ ≲ ‖k‖_L2,∞ ‖(∂_j ∂_iε^{ij} )A‖_L2,1 ≲ ‖(∂_j ∂_iε^{ij} )‖_L2,1 ‖A‖_L∞ ≲ ε‖A‖_L∞ The remaining terms are handled exactly in the same manner as these last two, using (3.10), (3.11) and (3.12) as needed. This proves (3.21). Finally, putting everything together, we have ‖A‖_L∞ ≲ ‖KLA‖_L∞ + ‖K(L_0 − L)A‖_L∞ ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 + ε‖A‖_L∞ which, for ε small enough, gives ‖A‖_L∞ ≲ ‖du‖^2_L8,2 as claimed. □

3.2. Equivalence of Norms. In this section we again set (M, g) = (R^4 , g) with g as in (1.8)-(1.11). Now that we have settled Proposition 3.2, we can show that in the case that e is the Coulomb frame, the extrinsic Ḣ^s_e norms of du are equivalent to the intrinsic Ḣ^s_i norms of q = q^ae_a where q is defined, as in (3.1), by du = q^ae_a In the appendix, Section 9.1, we show using (1.8)-(1.11), that Ḣ^s_e ((M, g); N) is equivalent to Ḣ^s_e ((R^4 , g_0); N) and that Ḣ^s_i ((M, g); N) is equivalent to Ḣ^s_i ((R^4 , g_0); N). Therefore, it suffices to ignore the perturbed metric g on R^4 and show that ‖du‖_Ḣs_{e ((R}4_{,g0);N)} ≃ ‖q‖_Ḣs_{c ((R}4_{,g0);N)} (3.23)

This will follow from Proposition 3.2. We proceed exactly as in [31, Section 4.3]. We reproduce their argument here. For each t, since e is an orthonormal frame, we have

|du|^2 = |q|^2 = 4∑ α=0 |q_α|^2 This implies that for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ that the L^p norm of du is well defined and independent of the choice of frame and coincides with the “extrinsic” L^p norm of du. However, this “gauge” independence is in general lost when we consider norms of higher derivatives of du as the connection form A appears when relating the intrinsic and extrinsic representations, and A, in general, cannot be controlled. In the case of the Coulomb frame, we can use the smallness provided by Proposition 3.2 to prove the desired equivalence of Sobolev norms. To see this, let ψ be a section of u^∗T N whose components in terms of the Coulomb frame e are given by ψ = Q^ae_a = Qe (3.24) By the previous discussion we have ‖ψ‖_L2 = ‖Q‖_L2 . Recall that we can represent covariant derivatives of ψ in terms of the extrinsic partial derivatives of ψ and the second fundamental form by ∂_kψ = D_kψ + S(u)(∂_ku, ψ) (3.25) Using the representation (3.24) we also have D_kψ = (∂_kQ + AQ)e (3.26) Combining (3.25) and (3.26), we obtain ∂_kψ = ∂_kQe + AQe + B(u)(∂_ku, Qe) We can then use Proposition 3.2 (i), Sobolev embedding and the boundedness of the second fundamental form to obtain |‖∂ψ‖_L2 − ‖∂Q‖_L2 | ≲ ‖AQ‖_L2 + ‖duQ‖_L2 (3.27) ≲ (‖A‖_L4 + ‖du‖_L4 )‖Q‖_L4 ≲ ε‖∂Q‖_L2 This proves equivalence of the H^1 norms of Q and ψ. Interpolation then provides equivalence for the H^s norms for all 0 ≤ s ≤ 1. To conclude the equivalence of all the H^s norms of q and du, we apply the above argument to ψ = ∇^ℓdu for all ℓ ∈ N.

Note that a similar argument also proves the equivalence of the H^s norms of ψ if we instead used covariant derivatives on u^∗T N. That is, we can also show that ‖DQ‖_L2 ≃ ‖∂Q‖_L2 = ‖Q‖_Ḣ1_{i (R}4_{;N)} ≃ ‖Q‖_Ḣ1_{i (M;N)} (3.28) We will use (3.28) in Section 6 when we prove that higher regularity of wave maps is preserved by the evolution.

4. Wave Equation for du In this section show that for any Riemannian manifold (M, g), if u : R × M → N is a smooth wave map, then we can derive wave equations of 1-forms for du. The wave equations of 1-forms imply a system of variable coefficient wave equations for the components of du. We emphasize that the content of this section holds for any Riemannian manifold (M, g) and not just the special case (M, g) = (R^4 , g) with g as in (1.8)–(1.11).

We begin by expressing du ∈ Γ(T^∗ ~M ⊗ u^∗T N) in terms of the Coulomb frame e as in Proposition 3.2, by finding u^∗T N-valued one-forms q = q_αdx^α so that du = q^ae_a (4.1)

Here q^a_α = u^∗h (∂_αu, e_a). Assuming that u is a wave map, we derive a wave equation of 1-forms for q. In what follows we let □ = dδ + δd denote the Hodge Laplacian on p-forms over ~M = R × M, where d is the exterior derivative on ~M and δ is the adjoint to d.

Lemma 4.1. Let u : (M̃, η) → (N, h) be a smooth wave map. And let q = du be the representation of du in the Coulomb frame e as in (4.1). Then we have δ q^c = A^c_{a,α} η^{αβ} q^a_β . Proof. This follows from the fact that u is a wave map. We have that u is wave map if and only if 1 √ |η| D_α (√ |η| η^{αβ} ∂_β u ) = 0 ⇐⇒ 1 √ |η| D_α (√ |η| η^{αβ} q^a_β e_a ) = 0

Hence, we have

0 = 1 √ |η| D_α (√ |η| η^{αβ} q^a_β e_a )

= 1 √ |η| ∂_α (√ |η| η^{αβ} q^c_β ) e_c + η^{αβ} q^a_β A^c_{a,α}e_c = − δq^ce_c + A^c_{a,α}η^{αβ} q^a_β e_c Therefore, δ q^c = A^c_{a,α} η^{αβ} q^a_β as desired. □

Lemma 4.2. Let u : (M̃, η) → (N, h) be a smooth map and let q = du be the representation of du in the Coulomb frame as in (4.1). Then we have dq^c = −A^c_b ∧ q^b.

Proof. First we claim that D_α(∂_β u) − D_β (∂_αu) = 0. To see this recall that

D_α(∂_β u)^k = ∂_α∂_β u^k + Γ^k_{ij} (u)∂_αu^j ∂_β u^i

Then the claim follows from the fact that ∂_α∂_β u^k = ∂_β ∂_αu^k and the fact that Γ^k_{ij} = Γ^k_{ji}. The above implies that

D_α(q^a_β e_a) − D_β(q^a_α e_a) = 0

Now, recalling that the A is the connection form for the frame e we have that

0 = D_α(q^b_β e_b) − D_β (q^b_α e_b) = ( ∂_αq^c_β + A^c_{b,α} q^b_β − ∂_β q^c_α − A^c_{b,β} q^b_α ) e_c = ( ∂_αq^c_β − ∂_β q^c_α + A^c_{b,α} q^b_β − A^c_{b,β} q^b_α ) e_c = ( (dq^c)_{αβ} − (A^c_b ∧ q^b)_{βα} ) e_c and the lemma follows. □ Lemma 4.2 shows that in local coordinates on ~M we have that (dq^c)_{αβ} dx^α ∧ dx^β = (A^c_b ∧ q^b)_{βα} dx^α ∧ dx^β . We can abbreviate this by writing dq = −A ∧ q. Hence, by Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2 we obtain the following equation for q □q = d(η^{αβ} A_αq_β) + δ(−A ∧ q) (4.2) This is a system of wave equations for the u^∗T N valued 1-form q. In coordinates we can express the operator δ on a 2-form ω in terms of Levi-Civita connection, ∇, on R × M as follows (δω)_β = −(∇^αω)_{αβ} (4.3) where ∇^α = η^{αβ} ∇_β . Hence, in components, the equations for q become

(□q)_γ = ∂_γ (η^{αβ} A_αq_β ) + ∇^α(A ∧ q)_{αγ}

(4.4) By expanding the right-hand side of (4.4) we obtain the following equation for q. Proposition 4.3. Let u : ( ~M, η) → (N, h) be a smooth wave map. Let q = du be the representation of du in the Coulomb frame, e as in (4.1). Then q satisfies the following wave equation of 1-forms, written in components as

(□q)_γ = F_{γα} q^α + A_α A^α q_γ + (∇^αA)_α q_γ + 2A^α (∇_αq)_γ

(4.5) where F is the curvature tensor on u^∗T N.

Remark 4.4. Proposition 4.3 essentially amounts to differentiating the wave map equation (1.1) and then expressing the result in terms of the Coulomb frame. We emphasize that in order to obtain (4.5) we must begin with a wave map u. Proof. We begin by expanding the right-hand side of (4.4)

(□q)_γ = ∂_γ (η^{αβ} A_αq_β ) + ∇^α(A ∧ q)_{αγ}

= (∂_γ η^{αβ} )A_αq_β + η^{αβ} (∂_γ A_α)q_β + η^{αβ} A_α(∂_γ q_β) + η^{αβ} (∇_β A ∧ q)_{αγ} + η^{αβ} (A ∧ ∇_β q)_{αγ}

= (∂_γ η^{αβ} )A_αq_β + η^{αβ} (∂_γ A_α)q_β + η^{αβ} A_α(∂_γ q_β ) + η^{αβ} (∇_β A)_α q_γ − η^{αβ} (∇_β A)_γ q_α + η^{αβ} A_α(∇_β q)_γ − η^{αβ} A_γ (∇_β q)_α

Now, observe that

η^{αβ} (∂_γ A_α)q_β = ∂_αA_γ q^α + F_{γα}q^α − A_γ A_αq^α + A_αA_γ q^α

and by Lemma 4.1 we have

−η^{αβ} A_γ (∇_β q)_α = −A_γ (∇^αq)_α = A_γ δq = A_γ A_αq^α

Also, Lemma 4.2 implies

η^{αβ} A_α(∂_γ q_β ) = η^{αβ} A_α(dq)_{γβ} + η^{αβ} A_α∂_β q_γ

= η^{αβ} A_α(A ∧ q)_{βγ} + η^{αβ} A_α∂_β q_γ

= A_αA^αq_γ − A_αA_γ q^α + η^{αβ} A_α∂_β q_γ

Hence,

(□q)_γ = F_{γα}q^α + A_αA^αq_γ + (∇^αA)_α q_γ + A^α(∇_αq)_γ + η^{αβ} A_α∂_β q_γ + (∂_γ η^{αβ} )A_αq_β + η^{αβ} ∂_β A_γ q_α − η^{αβ} (∇_β A)_γ q_α

Next observe that η^{αβ} A_α∂_β q_γ = η^{αβ} A_α(∇_β q)_γ + η^{αβ} A_αΓ^σ_{βγ} q_σ and η^{αβ} ∂_β A_γ q_α − η^{αβ} (∇_β A)_γ q_α = η^{αβ} Γ^σ_{βγ} A_σ q_α Therefore, (□q)_γ = F_{γα}q^α + A_αA^αq_γ + (∇^αA)_α q_γ + 2A^α(∇_αq)_γ + (∂_γ η^{αβ} )A_αq_β + η^{αβ} A_αΓ^σ_{βγ} q_σ + η^{αβ} Γ^σ_{βγ} A_σ q_α Finally, we claim that

(∂_γ η^{αβ} )A_αq_β + η^{αβ} A_αΓ^σ_{βγ} q_σ + η^{αβ} Γ^σ_{βγ} A_σ q_α = 0

(4.6) This follows from the fact that Γ^σ_{βγ} =^1_2 η^{σδ} (∂_β η_{γδ} +∂_γ η_{βδ} −∂_δη_{βγ} ) and that ∂_γ η^{αβ} = −η^{αδ}(∂_γ η_{δσ} )η^{σβ} , the latter statement being the general fact that for an invertible matrix G(x) we have ∂_iG^{−1} = −G^{−1}∂_iGG^{−1}. To show (4.6), we write

(∂_γ η^{αβ} )A_αq_β + η^{αβ} A_αΓ^σ_{βγ} q_σ + η^{αβ} Γ^σ_{βγ} A_σ q_α

= ( ∂_γ η^{αβ} + η^{ασ} Γ^β_{σγ} + η^{σβ} Γ^α_{σγ} ) A_αq_β

= ( −η^{αδ} η^{σβ} ∂_γ η_{δσ} ) A_{αβ} + ( 1 2 η^{ασ} η^{βδ}(∂_σ g_{δγ} + ∂_γ g_{σδ} − ∂_δg_{σγ} ) ) A_αq_β (4.7) + ( 1 2 η^{σβ} η^{αδ} (∂_σ g_{δγ} + ∂_γ g_{σδ} − ∂_δg_{σγ} ) ) A_αq_β = 0 where the last line follows by swapping σ and δ in line (4.7) above. Therefore,

(□q)_γ = F_{γα}q^α + A_αA^αq_γ + (∇^αA)_α q_γ + 2A^α(∇_αq)_γ

as claimed. □

Next, we examine the left hand side of (4.2). We claim that for a 1-form q, we can write □q = q̈ + Δq, where Δ denotes the Hodge Laplacian on the Riemannian manifold M and q̈ is the 1-form given in local coordinates by q̈(t, x) = q̈_α(t, x) dx^α.

Lemma 4.5. We can express □ in local coordinates on R × M by

(□q)_γ = q̈_γ + (Δq)_γ

(4.8)

where here Δ is the Hodge Laplacian on 1-forms over M.

Remark 4.6. Despite the appearance of the + sign in expression (4.8), the expression □ = ∂^2_t + Δ is, in fact, a hyperbolic operator as we will see in Proposition 4.8. The sign in (4.8) is simply due to our sign convention for the Hodge Laplacian Δ. Our

convention is such that for a 0-form f, Δf = −Δ_gf where Δ_g = 1 √ |g| ∂_i( √ |g|g^{ij} ∂_j ) is the Laplace-Beltami operator on M.

Proof. Let η = diag(−1, g) denote the metric on ~M = R × M. In the following argument, 0 ≤ α, β, γ ≤ d will be indices denoting coordinates on R × M and 1 ≤ i, j ≤ d will be indices denoting coordinates on M. Also we denote by d_M , (resp. δ_M ), the exterior differential, (resp. co-differential), on M. It follows that

(□q)_γ = (dδq)_γ + (δdq)_γ

= −∂_γ ( η^{αβ} (∇_β q)_α ) − η^{αβ} (∇_β dq)_{αγ} = −∂_γ ( −(∇_0q)_0 + g^{ij} (∇_j q)_i ) + (∇_0dq)_{0γ} − g^{ij} (∇_j dq)_{iγ}

= ∂_γ ∂_0q_0 − ∂_γ ( g^{ij} (∇_j q)_i ) + ∂_0∂_0q_γ − ∂_γ ∂_0q_0 − g^{ij} (∇_j dq)_{iγ}

= q̈_γ + (d_M δ_M q)_γ + (δ_M d_M q)_γ

= q̈_γ + (Δq)_γ

Above we have used the fact that the Christoffel symbols Γ^δ_{αβ} = 0 if either α, β, or δ are equal to 0. □

We can derive a coordinate representation for the Hodge Laplacian Δ on 1-forms in terms of the Laplace-Beltrami operator, Δ_g , on functions plus lower order terms.

Lemma 4.7. The Hodge Laplacian on 1-forms q can be written in coordinates as (Δq)_γ = −Δ_gq_γ + 2g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_iq_k + ∂_γ (g^{ij} Γ^k_{ij} )q_k

(4.9)

Proof. Here we will let d and δ denote the exterior differential and exterior codifferential on M. Then,

(Δq)_γ = (dδq)_γ + (δdq)_γ = −∂_γ ( g^{ij} (∇_j q)_i ) − g^{ij} (∇_j dq)_{iγ}

= −(∂_γ g^{ij} )(∇_j q)_i − g^{ij} ∂_γ (∂_j q_i − Γ^k_{ji}q_k) − g^{ij} ( ∂_j (dq)_{iγ} − Γ^k_{ji}(dq)_{kγ} − Γ^k_{jγ} (dq)_{ik} )

= −(∂_γ g^{ij} )∂_j q_i + ∂_γ (g^{ij} Γ^k_{ji})q_k − g^{ij} ∂_j ∂_iq_γ + g^{ij} Γ^k_{ji}∂_kq_γ

+ g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_iq_k − g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_kq_i

Recalling that Δ_g q_γ = g^{ij} ∂_j ∂_iq_γ − g^{ij} Γ^k_{ji}∂_kq_γ and that ∂_γ g^{ij} = −g^{ik}∂_γ g_{km}g^{mj} we have then that

(Δq)_γ = −Δ_gq_γ + ∂_γ (g^{ij} Γ^k_{ji})q_k + g^{ik}∂_γ g_{km}g^{mj} ∂_j q_i + g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_iq_k − g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_kq_i Finally observe that

g^{ik}∂_γ g_{km}g^{mj} ∂_j q_i + g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_iq_k − g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_kq_i = 2g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_iq_k

Therefore

(Δq)_γ = −Δ_gq_γ + 2g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_iq_k + ∂_γ (g^{ij} Γ^k_{ij} )q_k

which is exactly (4.9). □

Combining the results of the previous two lemmas with Proposition 4.3 gives us a system of nonlinear wave equations for the components of q. The following Proposition is the main result of this section and will be used to prove a priori estimates for the differential, du, of a wave map u.

Proposition 4.8. Let u : ( ~M, η) → (N, h) be a smooth wave map. Let q = du be the representation of du in the Coulomb frame, e as in (4.1). Then, the components of q satisfy the following system of variable coefficient wave equations:

(4.10) q̈_γ − Δ_g q_γ + 2g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_iq_k + ∂_γ (g^{ij} Γ^k_{ij} )q_k = F_{γα} q^α + A_α A^α q_γ + (∇^αA)_α q_γ + 2A^α (∇_αq)_γ

Expanding the term Δ_g q_γ , the left-hand side of the above system becomes

q̈_γ − g^{ij} ∂_i∂_j q_γ + g^{ij} Γ^k_{ij} ∂_kq_γ + 2g^{ij} Γ^k_{jγ} ∂_iq_k + ∂_γ (g^{ij} Γ^k_{ij} )q_k

(4.11)

5. A Priori Estimates

To derive a priori bounds for wave maps u we use the Strichartz estimates for variable coefficient wave equations proved in [24]. We require a Lorentz space refinement of the estimates in [24] obtained by a rephrasing in terms of Besov spaces and real interpolation. Equation (4.10), the decay assumptions on the metric g specified in (1.8)–(1.10), and [24, Theorems 4 and 6] imply the following estimates for q:

‖q‖_{L2t Ḃ} 1_{66,2} + ‖∂q‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ‖q[0]‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 + ‖H‖_L1_{t L}2_x

(5.1)

where H_γ := F_{γα} q^α + A_α A^α q_γ + (∇^αA)_α q_γ + 2A^α (∇_αq)_γ is the nonlinearity in (4.10). There are a few things to note. The first is that we have extended the result in [24] to the case of a system of variable coefficient equations as q is the solution to such a system. However this extension is immediate as the methods in [24] allow us to treat the lower order terms in (4.10) perturbatively, and the principle part of our operator is diagonal. Hence the system of equations for q in (4.10) falls directly into the class of equations that are treated in [24] because of the assumptions in (1.8)–(1.10). The second observation is that a Besov norm appears on the left-hand side in (5.1). This refinement can be obtained by an easy modification of the proof of Lemma 19 in [24]. For completeness we carry out this refinement in Section 8.3.

To obtain a Lorentz space version of estimate (5.1) we use the Besov space embedding into Lorentz spaces, see Lemma 9.5, with d = 4, s =^1_6 , q = 6, p = 8 and r = 2 which gives

Ḃ^16_{6,2}(R^4 ) → L^{8,2}(R^4 )

This, together with the estimate in (5.1), gives

‖q‖_L2_{t L}8,2_x + ‖∂q‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ‖q[0]‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 + ‖H‖_L1_{t L}2_x

(5.2)

We use Proposition 3.2, together with Sobolev embedding to estimate the various terms in H. In local coordinates on M, H is given by

H_γ = η^{γα}F_{γβ} q_α + η^{αβ} A_α A_β q_γ + η^{αβ} (∂_β A_α) q_γ

(5.3) + 2η^{αβ}A_β Γ^δ_{αγ} q_δ + 2η^{αβ} A_β (∂_αq_γ ) Hence, at any time t ∈ [0, T ), (where T is chosen as in (3.7), for the sake of our bootstrap argument), we have ‖H‖_L2_x ≲ ‖F q‖_L2_x + ‖A^2q‖_L2_x + ‖(∂A)q‖_L2_x + ‖ΓAq‖_L2_x + ‖A∂q‖_L2_x (5.4)

≲ ‖F ‖_L4_x ‖q‖_L4_x + ‖A^2‖_L 8_{3x} ‖q‖_L8_x + ‖∂A‖_L 8_{3x} ‖q‖_L8_x + ‖Γ‖_L4_x ‖A‖_L8_x ‖q‖_L8_x + ‖A‖_L∞_x ‖∂q‖_L2_x ≲ ‖q‖^2_L8_x ‖∂q‖_L2_x + ‖A‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_{3x} ‖q‖_L8_x + ‖q‖^2_L8,2_x ‖∂q‖_L2_x

≲ ‖q‖^2_L8,2_x ‖∂q‖_L2_x where in the third inequality above we have used Proposition 3.2 and Sobolev embedding to show that ‖A^2‖_L 8_3 ≲ ‖A‖_L4 ‖A‖_L8 ≲ ‖A‖_{Ẇ 1,} 8_3 . This implies that we have the estimate

‖q‖_L2_{t ([0,T );L}8,2_{x )} + ‖∂q‖_L∞_{t ([0,T );L}2_{x)} ≲ ‖q[0]‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2

(5.5)

+ ‖q‖^2_{L2t ([0,T );L(8,2)x )}‖∂q‖_L∞_{t ([0,T );L}2_{x)}

≲ ‖q[0]‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 + ( ‖q‖_{L2t ([0,T );L}(8,2)_{x )} + ‖∂q‖_L∞_{t ([0,T );L}2_{x)}

)_3

By the equivalence of the extrinsic and intrinsic norms of du = q, see Section 3.2, we can show

‖q[0]‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 ≲ ‖du_0‖_Ḣ1 + ‖u_1‖_Ḣ1 ≲ ε_0

(5.6)

Hence as long as ε_0 is sufficiently small, we can use a bootstrap/continuity-trapping argument to absorb the cubic term, ( ‖q‖_L2_{([0,T );L}(8,2)_) + ‖∂q‖_L∞_{([0,T );L}2_)

)_3

on the left-hand side in (5.5) and obtain the global in time estimate

‖q‖_L2_L8,2 + ‖∂q‖_L∞_L2 ≲ ‖du_0‖_Ḣ1 + ‖u_1‖_Ḣ1

(5.7)

Using again the equivalence of the relevant extrinsic norms of du and intrinsic norms of q, see Section 3.2, and recalling that ‖du‖_L2_L8 ≤ ‖du‖_L2_L8,2 , we obtain the desired global a priori bounds which we record in the following proposition:

Proposition 5.1. Let ( ~M, η) = (R × R^4 , η), where η = diag(−1, g), and g satisfies the conditions (1.8)–(1.10). Let u : ( ~M, η) → (N, h) be a smooth wave map with initial data (u_0, u_1) satisfying (1.14). Then du satisfies the following global, a priori estimates

‖du‖_L2_{t L}8_x + ‖du‖_L∞_{t Ḣ}1_x ≲ ‖du_0‖_Ḣ1 + ‖u_1‖_Ḣ1 ≲ ε_0

(5.8)

6. Higher Regularity

In this section we show that higher regularity of the data is preserved. In particular, we show that if we begin with initial data, (u_0, u_1) ∈ H^s × H^{s−1}((R^4 , g), T N) for any s ≥ 2, such that (1.14) holds, then the H^s × H^{s−1} norm of the solution, (u(t), u̇(t)), to (1.1), is finite for any time t. This will allow us to immediately deduce global existence of wave maps with data (u_0, u_1) ∈ H^s ×H^{s−1} satisfying (1.14) for s ≥ 5, as any local solution to the Cauchy problem can then be extended past any finite time, T , using the high regularity local theory with data (u(T ), u̇(T )), which is finite in H^s × H^{s−1} due to the results in this section. We note that the a priori estimates, (5.8), and in particular the global control of ‖du‖_L2_{t L}8_x , will play a key role in the argument. We formulate the main result of this section in the following proposition:

Proposition 6.1. Let ( ~M, η) = (R × R^4 , η), where η = diag(−1, g), and g satisfies the conditions (1.8)–(1.10). Let u : ( ~M, η) → (N, h) be a solution to (1.1) with initial data (u_0, u_1) that is small in the sense of (1.14). Suppose in addition that (u_0, u_1) ∈ H^s × H^{s−1}((R^4 , g), T N) with s ≥ 2. Then for any time T , the H^s × H^{s−1}((R^4 , g), N) norm of the solution (u(T ), u̇(T )) is finite. In particular,

sup 0≤t≤T ‖(u(t), u̇(t))‖_Hs_{×H}s−1 ≤ C_T ‖u[0]‖_Hs_{×H}s−1 (6.1)

where the constant, C_T , depends on T and ε_0.

To prove Proposition 6.1, we begin by differentiating (1.1) covariantly. Let 1 ≤ γ ≤ 4 be a space index and let q = du be the representation of du in the Coulomb frame. Then, recalling that D_αD_β − D_β D_α = F_{αβ} , we have

0 = D_γ ( 1 √ |η| D_α( √ |η|η^{αβ} q_β ) )

= − D_γ (D_tq_t) + D_γ ( 1 √ |g| D_α( √ |g|g^{αβ}q_β ) )

= − D_tD_tq_γ + 1 √ |g| D_α( √ |g|g^{αβ} D_γ q_β )

+ F_{γα}η^{αβ} q_β + ∂_γ (g^{αβ} )D_αq_β + ∂_γ ( 1 √ |g| ∂_α( √ |g|g^{αβ}) ) q_β This implies that q satisfies the equation

(6.2) D_tD_tq_γ − 1 √ |g| D_α( √ |g|g^{αβ} D_βq_γ ) = F_{γα}η^{αβ} q_β + ∂_γ (g^{αβ})D_αq_β − ∂_γ ( g^{αρ}Γ^β_{αρ} ) q_β Pairing this equation with g^{γδ}D_tq_δ as sections of u^∗T N → M and integrating over M gives ∫ M ⟨ D_tD_tq_γ − 1 √ |g| D_α( √ |g|g^{αβ}D_γ q_β ), g^{γδ}D_tq_δ ⟩ √ |g| dx = ∫ M ⟨ F_{γα}η^{αβ} q_β, g^{γδ}D_tq_δ ⟩ √ |g| dx + ∫ M ⟨ ∂_γ (g^{αβ} )D_αq_β , g^{γδ}D_tq_δ ⟩ √ |g| dx − ∫ M ⟨ ∂_γ ( g^{αρ}Γ^β_{αρ} ) q_β, g^{γδ}D_tq_δ ⟩ √ |g| dx Integrating the second term on the left by parts gives 1 2 d dt ‖Dq‖^2_L2 = − ∫ M g^{αβ}∂_α(g^{γδ}) ⟨D_γ q_β , D_tq_δ⟩ √ |g| dx + ∫ M g^{αβ} g^{γδ} ⟨D_γ q_β , F_{αt}q_δ ⟩ √ |g| dx + ∫ M η^{αβ} g^{γδ} ⟨F_{γα}q_β , D_tq_δ⟩ √ |g| dx + ∫ M ∂_γ (g^{αβ} )g^{γδ} ⟨D_αq_β, D_tq_δ ⟩ √ |g| dx − ∫ M ∂_γ ( g^{αρ}Γ^β_{αρ} ) g^{γδ} ⟨q_β , D_tq_δ⟩ √ |g| dx where we define

‖Dq‖^2_L2 := ∫ M g^{γδ} ⟨D_γ q_t, D_δ q_t⟩ √ |g| dx (6.3) + ∫ M g^{αβ} g^{γδ} ⟨D_γ q_β , D_αq_δ ⟩ √ |g| dx Hence, 1 2 d dt ‖Dq‖^2_L2 ≲ ‖∂g‖_L∞ ‖Dq‖^2_L2 + ‖F ‖_L4 ‖q‖_L4 ‖Dq‖_L2 (6.4) + ‖∂^2g‖_L4 ‖q‖_L4 ‖Dq‖_L2 ≲ ‖Dq‖^2_L2 ‖q‖^2_L8 + ‖Dq‖^2_L2 Integrating in time gives

‖Dq(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ ‖Dq(0)‖^2_L2 + C ∫_t 0 ‖Dq(s)‖^2_L2 (‖q(s)‖^2_L8 + 1) ds

Hence by Gronwall’s inequality we have

‖Dq(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ ‖Dq(0)‖^2_L2 exp ( C ∫_t 0 (‖q(s)‖^2_L8 + 1) ds ) (6.5)

≤ ‖Dq(0)‖^2_L2 exp ( C(‖q‖^2_L2_L8 + t) )

≤ ‖Dq(0)‖^2_L2 exp (C(ε_0 + t))

The last inequality follows from the global a priori bounds, (5.8), proved in the previous section.

As explained in Section 3.2, see (3.27) and (3.28), the inequality in (6.5) is equivalent to a bound on (u, u̇) in Ḣ^2(M; N)×Ḣ^1(M; N). We thus obtain a bound on (u, u̇) in H^2(M; N) × H^1(M; N) by combining the above with the conservation of energy derived in Section 1.1.2, and the simple L^2 estimates obtained by the fundamental theorem of calculus and Minkowksi’s inequality ‖u(t)‖_L2 ≤ ‖u(0)‖_L2 + t‖∂_tu(t)‖_L2 (6.6)

Remark 6.2. Of course, we already have proved an even stronger result than (6.5) in the previous section where we showed that, in fact, ‖q(t)‖_{Ḣ1} ≲ ε_0 for any time t where the wave map u is defined. We have gone through the trouble in proving (6.5) here in order to establish the technique required to prove bounds on higher derivatives of q below.

To obtain bounds in H^3(M; N) × H^2(M; N) and in H^4(M; N) × H^3(M; N) we proceed in exactly the same manner as above, differentiating (6.2) two more times and obtaining wave equations for D_κq_δ and for D_μD_κq_δ. Roughly, these are of the form

D_tD_tD_κq_γ − 1 √ |g| D_α (√ |g|g^{αβ} D_βD_κq_γ ) = D_κ(η^{αβ} F_{γα}q_β)

(6.7)

+ lower order terms and (6.8) D_tD_tD_μD_κq_γ − 1 √ |g| D_α (√ |g|g^{αβ} D_βD_μD_κq_γ ) = = D_μD_κ(η^{αβ} F_{γα}q_β ) + lower order terms Proceeding as above, we pair (6.7) with g^{κι}g^{γδ}D_tD_ιq_δ , and we pair (6.8) with g^{μν} g^{κι}g^{γδ}D_tD_ν D_ιq_δ and integrate over M to obtain for ℓ = 1, 2 1 2 d dt ‖D^{ℓ+1}q‖^2_L2 ≲ ℓ+1∑ k=1 ‖D^kq‖^2_L2 + ‖D^ℓ(ηF q)‖_L2 ‖D^{ℓ+1}q‖_L2 (6.9)

We claim that (6.9) implies the estimate 1 2 d dt ‖D^{ℓ+1}q‖^2_L2 ≲ ℓ+1∑ k=1 ‖D^kq‖^2_L2 + (_{ℓ+1} ∑ k=1 ‖D^kq‖^2_L2 ) ‖q‖^2_L8 (6.10)

In order to deduce (6.10) from (6.9), we need the following lemma: Lemma 6.3. For any time t and for ℓ = 1, 2 we have ‖D^ℓ(ηF q)‖_L2 ≲ ℓ+1∑ k=1 ‖D^kq‖_L2 ‖q‖^2_L8 (6.11)

Proof. In what follows we will freely use the equivalence of norms explained in Section 3.2. For ℓ = 1, we have ∂(ηF q) = ∂ηF q + η∂F q + ηF ∂q. Schematically, recall that we have F = R(u)(q, q) and hence ∂F = (∂R(u))(q, q, q) + 2R(u)(∂q, q). Hence we have ‖∂(ηF q)‖_L2 ≲ ‖∂η‖_L4 ‖q^3‖_L4 + ‖∂R(u)‖_L∞ ‖q‖_L4 ‖q^3‖_L4 (6.12) + ‖R(u)‖_L∞ ‖∂q‖_L4 ‖q^2‖_L4 ≲ ‖q^3‖_L4 + ‖q‖_Ḣ1 ‖q^3‖_L4 + ‖D^2q‖_L2 ‖q‖^2_L8 Finally we claim that ‖q^3‖_L4 ≲ ‖D^2q‖_L2 ‖q‖^2_{L8} . This follows from the multiplicative Sobolev inequality, see [6, pg. 24]. Indeed,

‖q^3‖_L4 ≲ 3∏ i=1 ‖q‖_Lpi ≲ 3∏ i=1 ‖D^2q‖^{1−θi}_{L2} ‖q‖^{θi}_{L8} ≲ ‖D^2q‖_L2 ‖q‖^2_L8 (6.13)

as long as we set^1_{p1} +^1_{p2} +^1_{p3} =^1_4 ,^1_{pi} =^{θi}_8 and θ_1 + θ_2 + θ_3 = 2. For example, we can set p_i = 12 and θ_i =^2_3 for i = 1, 2, 3.

For ℓ = 2 we have ∂^2(ηF q) = ∂^2ηF q + η∂^2F q + ηF ∂^2q + 2∂η∂F q + 2∂ηF ∂q + 2η∂F ∂q

And we have ∂^2F = (∂^2R(u))(q, q, q, q) + 5(∂R(u))(∂q, q, q) + 2R(u)(∂^2q, q) + 2R(u)(∂q, ∂q) Hence,

‖∂^2(ηF q)‖^2_L ≲ ‖∂^2ηF q‖_L2 + ‖∂η∂F q‖_L2 + ‖∂ηF ∂q‖_L2 (6.14) + ‖ηF ∂^2q‖_L2 + ‖η∂F ∂q‖_L2 + ‖η∂^2F q‖_L2 (6.15)

The first three terms on the right-hand side of (6.14) all have derivatives hitting η and can be controlled as follows

‖∂^2ηF q‖_L2 + ‖∂η∂F q‖_L2 + ‖∂ηF ∂q‖_L2 ≲ ‖∂^2η‖_L4 ‖F q‖_L4 + ‖∂η‖_L∞ ‖∂F q‖_L2 + ‖∂η‖_L∞ ‖F ∂q‖_L2 ≲ ‖q^3‖_L4 + ‖∂R(u)‖_L∞ ‖q‖_L4 ‖q^3‖_L4 + ‖R(u)‖_L∞ ‖∂q‖_L4 ‖q^2‖_L4 + ‖∂q‖_L4 ‖q^2‖_L4 ≲ ‖D^2q‖_L2 ‖q‖^2_L8 where the last line is deduced via the same argument as in (6.12) and (6.13). To estimate the first term in (6.15) we observe that

‖ηF ∂^2q‖_L2 ≲ ‖F ‖_L4 ‖∂^2q‖_L4 ≲ ‖D^3q‖_L2 ‖q‖^2_L8 For the last two terms in (6.15) we have

‖η∂F ∂q‖_L2 + ‖η∂^2F q‖_L2 ≲ ‖(∂R)(u)‖_L∞ ‖q^3∂q‖_L2 (6.16) + ‖R(u)‖_L∞ ‖q(∂q)^2‖_L2 + ‖R(u)‖_L∞ ‖q^2∂^2q‖_L2 + ‖(∂^2R)(u)‖_L∞ ‖q^5‖_L2 ≲ ‖q‖_L4 ‖q‖^2_L16 ‖∂q‖_L8 + ‖q‖_L8 ‖∂q‖^2_L 16_3 + ‖q‖^2_L8 ‖∂^2q‖_L4 + ‖q‖^2_L8 ‖q‖^3_L12

The multiplicative Sobolev inequality then implies

‖q‖_{16} ≲ ‖D^3q‖^{13}_{L2} ‖q‖^{23}_{L8}

‖∂q‖_L8 ≲ ‖D^3q‖^{13}_{L2} ‖q‖^{23}_{L8}

‖∂q‖_L 16_3 ≲ ‖D^3q‖^{12}_{L2} ‖q‖^{12}_{L8}

‖q‖_L12 ≲ ‖D^3q‖^{13}_{L2} ‖q‖^{23}_{L4}

Plugging these into (6.17), and using Sobolev embedding followed by the a priori bounds ‖q‖_L∞_Ḣ1 ≲ ε_0, we get ‖η∂F ∂q‖_L2 + ‖η∂^2F q‖_L2 ≲ ‖q‖_Ḣ1 ‖D^3q‖_L2 ‖q‖^2_L8 ≲ ‖D^3q‖_L2 ‖q‖^2_L8 Putting this all together we conclude ‖∂^2(ηF q)‖_L2 ≲ ( ‖D^2q‖_L2 + ‖D^3q‖_L2 ) ‖q‖^2_L8 as desired. □

Now, inserting the conclusion in Lemma 6.3 into (6.9) we have for ℓ = 1, 2 1 2 d dt ‖D^{ℓ+1}q‖^2_L2 ≲ (_{ℓ+1} ∑ k=1 ‖D^kq‖^2_L2 ) ( ‖q‖^2_L8 + 1 ) (6.17)

Together with (6.4) this implies for ℓ = 1, 2 that 1 2 d dt ℓ+1∑ k=1 ‖D^kq‖^2_L2 ≲ (_{ℓ+1} ∑ k=1 ‖D^kq‖^2_L2 ) ( ‖q‖^2_L8 + 1 ) (6.18)

Integrating in time, applying Gronwall’s inequality and using the a priori estimates ‖q‖_L2_L8 ≲ ε_0 gives ℓ+1∑ k=1 ‖D^kq(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ (_{ℓ+1} ∑ k=1 ‖D^kq(0)‖^2_L2 ) exp (C(ε_0 + t))

(6.19)

for ℓ = 1, 2. This implies that the H^3(M; N) × H^2(M; N) (resp. H^4(M; N) × H^3(M; N)) norm of the solution (u, u̇) remains finite for all time assuming the data (u_0, u_1) is bounded in H^3(M; N) × H^2(M; N), (resp. H^4(M; N) × H^3(M; N)).

To deal with higher derivatives, s ≥ 5, we note that (6.19) implies that q(t) ∈ H^3 → L^∞_x , and hence we can bootstrap the preceding argument, in particular Lemma 6.3, to all higher derivatives. For the global existence proof to come in the next section, we only need to do the case s = 5 as we have a local well-posedness theory for (1.2) at this regularity, see for example [30, Chapter 5].

7. Existence & Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section, we the complete the proof of Theorem 1.1. We begin by establishing the existence statement in Theorem 1.1. The argument here follows exactly as in [31]. As explained in Section 9.2, we can find a sequence of smooth data (u^k_0 , u^k_1 ) ∈ C^∞ × C^∞(M; T N) such that (u^k_0 , u^k_1 ) → (u_0, u_1) in H^2 × H^1(M; T N) as k → ∞. Using the high regularity, local well-posedness theory, we can find smooth local solutions u^k to the Cauchy problem (1.1) with data (u^k_0 , u^k_1 ) satisfying

‖u^k_0 ‖_Ḣ2 + ‖u^k_1 ‖_Ḣ1 < ε_0

(7.1)

for large enough k. Then, by the a priori bounds in Proposition 5.1 and the regularity results in Proposition 6.1, these local solutions u^k can be extended as smooth solutions of (1.1) for all time satisfying the uniform in k, global-in-time estimates

‖du^k‖_L∞_Ḣ1 + ‖du^k‖_L2_L8 ≲ ‖u^k_0 ‖_Ḣ2 + ‖u^k_1 ‖_Ḣ1 ≲ ε_0

(7.2)

for large enough k. To see this, suppose that the smooth local solution u^k exists on the time interval [0, T ). Then, by Proposition 5.1 and Proposition 6.1 we have, say, that the H^5 × H^4 norm of (u^k(T ), u̇^k(T )) is finite. Hence, we can apply the high regularity local well-posedness theory again to the Cauchy problem with data (u^k(T ), u̇^k(T )) obtaining a positive time of existence, T_1. By the uniqueness theory, this solution agrees with u^k, thereby extending u^k to the interval [0, T + T_1). This implies that u^k is, in fact a global solution, as it can always be extended.

Now, by (7.2), we can find a subsequence, u^k such that u^k ⇁ u weakly in H^2_{loc}. We also have

‖du‖_L∞_Ḣ1 + ‖du‖_L2_L8 ≲ ‖u_0‖_Ḣ2 + ‖u_1‖_Ḣ1 ≲ ε_0

(7.3)

By Rellich’s theorem, we can find a further subsequence so that du^k → du pointwise almost everywhere. It follows that u is a global solution to (1.1) with data (u_0, u_1). We have now completed the proof of Theorem 1.1. We summarize the entire proof below.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. In Proposition 5.1 we established the global a priori bounds (1.15) for smooth wave maps (u, u̇) with initial data (u_0, u_1) that satisfies (1.14). Now, given data (u_0, u_1) ∈ H^2 × H^1((R^4 , g), T N) satisfying (1.14) the above argument concludes the existence of a global wave map (u, u̇) ∈ C^0(R; H^2 × H^1). Proposition 5.1, and in particular the global control of the L^2_t L^8_x norm of du allowed us to deduce the global regularity result, Proposition 6.1, which not only drives the existence proof above, but also shows that higher regularity of the data is preserved. Finally, the global control of the L^2_t L^8_x norm of du validates the uniqueness proof in Section 2. □

8. Linear Dispersive Estimates for Wave Equations on a Curved Background

In this section we outline the linear dispersive estimates for variable coefficient wave equations established by Metcalfe and Tataru in [24]. We review a portion of the argument in [24] with the necessary extensions needed to prove (5.1). It is suggested that the reader refer to [24] when reading this section as here we detail only the parts where changes have been made to suit our needs. In order to facilitate this joint reading we will try to use as much of the same notation as possible. We begin with a brief summary.

We say that (ρ, p, q) is a Strichartz pair if 2 ≤ p ≤ ∞, 2 ≤ q < ∞, and if (ρ, p, q) satisfies the following two conditions 1 p + d q = d 2 − ρ (8.1)

1 p + d − 1 2q ≤ d − 1 4 (8.2)

with the exception of the forbidden endpoint (1, 2, ∞), if d = 3.

In [24], Metcalfe and Tataru prove global Strichartz estimates for variable coefficient wave equations of the form P v = f (8.3) v[0] = (v_0, v_1) where P is the second order hyperbolic operator, P (t, x, ∂) = −∂^2_t + ∂_α(a^{αβ} (x)∂_β ) + b^α(x)∂_α + c(x)

(8.4) In fact, in [24] time-dependent coefficients are considered as well, but we will restrict our attention to the time-independent case for our purposes. Here we assume that the matrix a is positive definite and the coefficients a, b, c satisfy the weak asymptotic flatness conditions ∑ j∈Z sup |x|∼2^j |x|^2 | |∂^2a(x) | | + |x| |∂a(x)| + |a(x) − g_0| ≤ ~ε (8.5)

where g_0 denotes the diagonal matrix diag(1, . . . , 1). And ∑ j∈Z sup |x|∼2^j |x|^2 |∂b(x)| + |x| |b(x)| ≤ ~ε (8.6) ∑ j∈Z sup |x|∼2^j |x|^4 |c(x)|^2 ≤ ~ε (8.7)

Given the assumptions in (1.8)–(1.10), it is clear that our wave equation for q in (4.10) is of this form. Metcalfe and Tataru introduce the following function spaces in order to deduce localized energy estimates and control error terms later on. Let S_k denote the kth Littlewood Paley projection. Set A_j = R × {|x| ≃ 2^j } and A_{<j} = R × {|x| ≲ 2^j }. For a function v of frequency 2^k define the norm ‖v‖_{Xk} := 2^{k2} ‖v‖_L2_{t,x(A<−k )} + sup_{j≥−k} ‖ |x|^{− 12} v‖_L2_{t,x(Aj )} (8.8)

With this we can define the global norm

‖v‖^2_X s := ∑ k∈Z 2^{2sk}‖S_kv‖^2_{Xk} (8.9)

for −^{d+1}_2 < s <^{d+1}_2 . The space X^s is defined to be the completion of all Schwartz functions with respect to the X^s norm defined above. For the dual space Y^s = (X^{−s})^′ we have the norm ‖f‖^2_Y s = ∑ k∈Z 2^{2sk}‖S_kf‖^2_X ′_k (8.10)

for −^{d+1}_2 < s <^{d+1}_2 . We refer the reader to [24] for details regarding the structure of these spaces.

With this setup, Metcalfe and Tataru are able to prove the following results: (1) Establish Ḣ^s localized energy estimates for the operator P , see [24, Definition 2, Theorem 4 and Corollary 5].

(2) Construct a global-in-time parametrix, K, for the operator P , and prove Strichartz estimates for this parametrix. Error terms are controlled in the localized energy spaces, see [24, Propositions 15-17 and Lemmas 19-21].

(3) Combine the localized energy estimates with the Strichartz and error estimates for the parametrix to prove global Strichartz estimates for solutions to (8.3), see [24, Theorem 6].

To prove these results, Metcalfe and Tataru are able to make a number of simplifications that allow them to treat the lower order terms in P as small perturbations and work instead with only the principal part of P , denoted by P_a = −∂^2_t +∂_αa^{αβ}∂_β .

Let χ_j be smooth spatial Littlewood-Paley multipliers, i.e. 1 = ∑ j∈Z χ_j (x), supp(χ_j ) ⊂ {2^{j−1} ≤ |x| ≤ 2^{j+1}}

And set χ_{<j} (x) := ∑ k<j χ_k(x), S_j := ∑ k<j S_k We then define frequency localized coefficients

a^{αβ}_{(k)} := g^{αβ}_0 + ∑ ℓ<k−4 (S_{<ℓ}χ_{<k−2ℓ})S_ℓa^{αβ} (8.11)

corresponding frequency localized operators

P_{(k)} := −∂^2_t + ∂_α(a^{αβ}_{(k)}∂_β )

(8.12) used on functions of frequency k, and the global operators ~P := ∑ k∈Z P_{(k)}S_k (8.13)

In order to prove (5.1), we only need to make a small alteration to the proof of the Strichartz estimates for the parametrix, K. At first, the parametrix construction occurs on the level of the frequency localized operator, P_0, see [24, Propositions 15-17]. In particular, they prove the following result.

Proposition 8.1 ([24], Proposition 17). Assume that ~ε is sufficiently small, and assume that f is localized at frequency 0. Then there is a parametrix K_0 for P_{(0)} which has the following properties:

(i) (regularity) For any Strichartz pairs (p_1, q_1) respectively (p_2, q_2) with q_1 ≤ q_2, we have ‖∂K_0f‖_L^p1_{t L}^q1_{x ∩X0} ≲ ‖f‖_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x} (8.14)

(ii) (error estimate) For any Strichartz pair (p, q) we have ‖(P_{(0)}K_0 − 1)f‖_X ′_0 ≲ ‖f‖_Lp′_{t L}q′_x (8.15)

The next step is to move from these frequency localized parametrices to a construction of a parametrix for P_a, and this is where we make a slight alteration. To begin, Metcalfe and Tataru prove that the operator P_{(0)} in Proposition 8.1 can be replaced with ~P , see [24, Lemma 10], on functions localized at frequency 0. To construct parametrices, K_j , at any frequency j, for ~P we rescale, setting

K_j f(t, x) = 2^{−2j} K_0(f_2−j )(2^j t, 2^j x)

(8.16) where f_2−j (t, x) = f(2^{−j} t, 2^{−j} x). Next, set

K := ∑ j∈Z K_j S_j (8.17)

With these definitions it is straightforward to prove the following lemma, which is our altered version of [24, Lemma 19]. Recall that the homogeneous Besov norm of a function φ is given by

‖φ‖_Ḃs_{p,q} = ∑ j∈Z (2^{sj} ‖S_j φ‖_Lp )^q 1 q

Then we have Lemma 8.2 (Besov space version of Lemma 19 in [24]). The parametrix K has the following properties:

(i) (regularity) For any Strichartz pairs (ρ_1, p_1, q_1), respectively (ρ_2, p_2, q_2) with q_1 ≤ q_2 we have ‖∂Kf‖_Lp_{1t Ḃ}s−ρ_{1q1 ,2 ∩X s} ≲ ‖f‖_{|∂x |−s−ρ2 L}p′_{2t L}q′_{2x} (8.18)

(ii) (error) For any Strichartz pair (ρ, p, q), we have ‖(P_aK − 1)f‖_Y s ≲ ‖f‖_{|∂x |−s−ρL}p′_{t L}q′_x (8.19)

Proof. We begin by extending the results of Lemma 8.1 to the parametrices K_j . Observe that ∂K_j f(t, x) = 2^{−j} ∂K_0(f_2−j )(2^j t, 2^j x). Hence, for a function f localized at frequency j, we have

‖∂K_j f‖_L^p1_{t L}^q1_x = 2^{−j} 2^{j(− 1p}1^{− dq}1^)‖∂K_0(f_2−j )‖_L^p1_{t L}^q1_x

≲ 2^{j(−1− 1p}1^{− dq}1^)‖f_2−j ‖_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x}

= 2^{j(−1− 1p1 − dq1 )}2^{j( 1p′}2^{+ dq′}2^)‖f‖_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x}

Therefore, by (8.1) we obtain

2^{j( d2 +1−ρ1 )}‖∂K_j f‖_L^p1_{t L}^q1_x ≲ 2^{j( d2 +1+ρ2 )}‖f‖_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x}

(8.20)

for functions f localized at frequency j.

We also need to estimate ‖∂K_j f‖_{Xj} . Let f again be localized at frequency j. Observe that

2^{j2} ‖∂K_jf‖_L2_{t,x(A<−j )} = 2^{j2} (∫ |x|≤2^{−j} |∂K_j f(t, x)|^2 dx dt ) 1_2

= 2^{j(−1− d2 )}‖∂K_0f_2−j ‖_L2_{t,x(A<0 )}

Therefore we can apply Proposition 8.1 to deduce 2^{j( d2 +1)}2^{j2} ‖∂K_j f‖_L2_{t,x(A<−j )} ≲ ‖f_2−j ‖_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x}

= 2^{j( 1p′}2^{+ dq′}2^)‖f‖_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x}

= 2^{j( d2 +1+ρ2 )}‖f‖_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x}

Similarly one can show for any k ≥ −j that

2^{j( d2 +1)} ‖ ‖ ‖|x|^{− 12} ∂Kj f ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2t,x(Ak )} ≲ 2^{j( d2 +1+ρ2 )}‖f‖_Lp^′_{2t L}q^′_{2x} Hence ‖∂K_j f‖_{Xj} ≲ 2^{jρ2} ‖f‖_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x} Putting this all together we obtain the frequency j version of Proposition 8.1 (i):

2^{−jρ1} ‖∂K_jf‖_L^p1_{t L}^q1_x + ‖∂K_j f‖_{Xj} ≲ 2^{jρ2} ‖f‖_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x} (8.21)

The next step is to use the Littlewood-Paley theorem to sum up these frequency

localized pieces. As a preliminary step we observe that (8.21) implies that for each s

2^{2j(s−ρ1 )}‖∂K_jf‖^2_Lp1_{t L}q1_x + 2^{2js}‖∂K_j f‖^2_{Xj} ≲ 2^{2j(s+ρ2 )}‖f‖^2_{Lp}′_{2t Lq}′_{2x} (8.22)

Then, we have

‖∂Kf‖_Lp_{1t Ḃ}s−ρ_{1q1 ,2} = ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ j∈Z 2^{2j(s−ρ1 )} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ S_j ∂ ∑ ℓ∈Z K_ℓS_ℓf ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

L^{q1}_x

1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Lp1t} (8.23)

≲ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ j∈Z 2^{2j(s−ρ1 )} ‖∂K_j S_j f‖^2_Lq1_x 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Lp1t} (8.24)

≲ ∑ j 2^{2j(s−ρ1 )} ‖∂K_j S_j f‖^2_Lp1_{t L}q1_x 1 2 (8.25)

≲ ∑ j 2^{2j(s+ρ2 )} ‖S_j f‖^2_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x} 1 2 (8.26)

≲ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ j 2^{2j(s+ρ2 )} |S_j f|^2 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Lp}′_{2t Lq}′_{2x} (8.27)

≲ ‖f‖_{|∂x|−s−ρ2 L}p′_{2t L}q′_{2x} (8.28)

Above, (8.25), (8.26), (8.27) and (8.28) follow, respectively, from Minkowski’s in-

equality, estimate (8.22), the dual estimate to Minkowski, and the Littlewood-Paley theorem. Finally, we have

‖∂Kf‖_X s = ∑ j∈Z 2^{2js} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ S_j ∂ ∑ ℓ∈Z K_ℓS_ℓf ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

X_j

1 2 (8.29)

≲ ∑ j∈Z 2^{2js} ‖∂K_j S_j f‖^2_{Xj} 1 2 (8.30)

≲ ∑ j∈Z 2^{2j(s+ρ2 )} ‖S_j f‖^2_Lp′_{2t L}q′_{2x} 1 2 (8.31)

≲ ‖f‖_{|∂x|−s−ρ2 L}p′_{t L}q′_x (8.32)

where (8.32) follows from the dual to Minkowski’s inequality and the Littlewood- Paley theorem. The proof of (8.19) follows exactly as in [24]. □

We can carry out the rest of the argument exactly as in [24] except with Lemma 8.2 in place of [24, Lemma 19], to obtain the following Besov space version of [24, Theorem 6].

Theorem 8.3 (Besov space version of Theorem 6 in [24]). Let d ≥ 4. Assume that the coefficients a^αβ, b^α, c satisfy (8.5), (8.6), and (8.7) with ~ε sufficiently small. Let (ρ_1, p_1, q_1) and (ρ_2, p_3, q_2) be two Strichartz pairs and assume further that s = 0 or s = −1. Then the solution v to (8.3) satisfies

‖∂v‖_Lp_{1t Ḃ}s−ρ_{1q1 ,2} + ‖∂v‖_X s ≲ ‖v[0]‖_Ḣs+1_{×Ḣ}s + ‖f‖_{|∂x|−s−ρ2 L}p′_{2t L}q′_{2x +Y s} (8.33)

To obtain (5.1) we set s = 0, ρ_1 =^5_6 , p = 2, q = 6, ρ_2 = 0, p_2 = 1 and q_2 = 2 in (8.33) giving

‖v‖_{L2Ḃ} 1_{66,2} ≲ ‖v[0]‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 + ‖f‖_L1_L2

(8.34)

We combine this which the energy estimates which correspond to s = 0, ρ_1 = 0, p = ∞, q = 2, ρ_2 = 0, p_2 = 1, q_2 = 2 and d = 4 in (8.33) giving

(8.35) ‖v‖_{L2t (R;(Ḃ} 1_{66,2(R4))} + ‖∂v‖_L∞_{t (R;(L}2_{x(R}4_{))} ≲

‖v[0]‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(R}4_) + ‖f‖_L1_{t (R;(L}2_{x(R}4_{))}

which is exactly (5.1).

9. Appendix

9.1. Sobolev Spaces. We have interchangeably used two different definitions of Sobolev spaces throughout the paper. The difference in the definitions arises from the different ways that we can view maps f : M → N and their differentials df : T M → u^∗T N. On one hand, we can take the extrinsic viewpoint, where we consider the isometric embedding of N → R^m and view T N as a subspace of R^m . Here we view f as a map M → R^m with values in N and df : T M → R^m with values in T N. On the other hand, we can view things intrinsically, and exploit the parallelizable structure on T N. We outline these different approaches below, and show that if we take the Coulomb frame on u^∗T N these approaches are equivalent for our purposes. Furthermore, we show that if (M, g) = (R^4 , g) with g as in (1.8)– (1.11) then all of the following spaces are equivalent to those that would arise if we had set M to be R^4 with the Euclidean metric.

9.1.1. Extrinsic Approach. Taking the extrinsic point of view, we consider maps f : (M, g) → (R^m , ⟨·, ·⟩). Hence, we can write f = (f^1, . . . , f^m) with the differential df = (df^1, . . . , df^m). For such f and for 1 < p < ∞, we define the norm

‖f‖_W k,p_e = k∑ ℓ=0 (_m ∑ a=1 ∫ M | ∇^ℓf^a |_p g dvol_g ) 1_p (9.1)

= k∑ ℓ=0 (_m ∑ a=1 ∫ M ( g^{i1 j1} · · · g^{iℓjℓ} (∇^ℓf^a)_{i1 ,...,iℓ} (∇^ℓf^a)_{j1 ...,jℓ} )^p_2 √ |g| dx ) 1_p

where ∇^ℓ denotes the ℓth covariant derivative on M with the convention that ∇^0f^a = f^a, see [8] . For example, the components in local coordinates of ∇f^a are given by (∇f^a)_i = (df)_i = ∂_if while the components in local coordinates for ∇^2f^a are given by

(∇^2f^a)_{ij} = ∂_{ij} f^a − Γ^k_{ij} f^a_k

We define W^{k,p}_e (M, R^m ) to be the completion of {f ∈ C^∞(M; R^m ) : ‖f‖_W k,p_e < ∞} with respect to the above norm, (the subscript e here stands for extrinsic). We then define W^{k,p}_e (M, N) to be the space of functions {f ∈ W^{k,p}_e (M, R^m ) : f(x) ∈ N, a.e.}. The homogeneous Sobolev spaces Ẇ^{k,p}_e (M; N) are defined similarly.

Remark 9.1. The one drawback with this definition is that C^∞(M; N) may not be dense in W^{1,p}(M; N) for p < dim M, for a generic compact manifold N. For example, in [36], Schoen and Uhlenbeck show that f(x) =^x_{|x|} ∈ H^1(B^3; S^2) cannot be approximated by C^∞ maps from B^3 → S^2 in H^1(B^3; S^2), see [23] for a proof. This poses a potential difficulty for us as we required the density of C^∞(M, T N) in H^1(M; T N) in order to approximate the data (u_0, u_1) ∈ H^2 × H^1(M; T N) by smooth functions in our existence argument. Thankfully, this difficulty can be avoided using the equivalence of the extrinsic and intrinsic definitions of Sobolev spaces which will be argued below.

With (M, g) = (R^4 , g), with g as in (1.8)–(1.11), and ε small enough, we can show that these “covariant” Sobolev Spaces W^{k,p}_e ((R^4 , g); N) are equivalent to the “flat” Sobolev spaces W^{k,p}_e ((R^4 , ⟨·, ·⟩); N).

Lemma 9.2. Let (M, g) = (R^4 , g) with g as in (1.8)–(1.11) and let 1 < p < ∞. Then Ẇ^{k,p}((R^4 , g)) is equivalent to Ẇ^{k,p}(R^4 , g_0) where g_0 is the Euclidean metric on R^4 . In particular, if f : R^4 → R^m then for every k ∈ N we have ‖∂^kf‖_Lp_{(R}4_) ≃ ‖∇^kf‖_Lp_{(R}4_{,g)} (9.2)

Proof. As the above norms are defined component-wise for f = (f^1, . . . , f^m), it enough to prove the statement for functions f : (M, g) → R instead of for maps f : (M, g) → R^m with values in N. We also will only prove this lemma in detail for a few easy cases, namely for k = 0, 1 and for k = 2, p = 2. These, in fact, include all the cases that we need. The other cases follow by similar arguments.

By (1.8) it is clear that √ |g(x)| is a bounded function on R^4 . Hence, for every k we have ∫ R^4 | ∇^kf |_p g √ |g| dx ≃ ∫ R^4 | ∇^kf |_p g dx

This proves the lemma for k = 0. In local coordinates we have, for k = 1, that (∇f)_i := (df)_i = ∂_if and |∂f|^2_g = g^{ij} ∂_if∂_j f. Letting g_0 denote the Euclidean metric we have, for p even, that

|∇f|^p_g − |∂f|^p = (g^{ij} ∂_if∂_j f)^{p2} − (g^{ij}_0 ∂_if∂_j f)^{p2} = (g^{ij} − g^{ij}_0 )(∂_if∂_j f) p 2∑ ℓ=1 (g^{ab}∂_af∂_bf)^{p2 −ℓ}(g^{cd}_0 ∂_cf∂_df)^{ℓ−1}

Hence by (1.8) we have | | |‖∇f‖^p_Lp_{(R}4_{,g)} − ‖∂f‖^p_Lp_{(R}4_) | | | ≲ ε ∫ R^4 |∂f|^p dx

For p odd we interpolate. This proves the case k = 1. For k = 2, p = 2 we have in local coordinates that

(∇^2f)_{ij} = ∂_{ij} f − Γ^ℓ_{ij} ∂_ℓf

where here Γ^l_{ij} are the Christoffel symbols for (R^4 , g). We also have | |∇^2f | |^2 = g^{ik}g^{jℓ}(∇^2f)_{ij} (∇^2f)_{kℓ}

Hence, using (1.8)-(1.9) and the Sobolev embedding we have

| | |‖∇^2f‖^2_L2_{(R}4_{,g)} − ‖∂^2f‖^2_L2_{(R}4_) | | | ≃ | | | ∫ R^4 g^{ik}g^{jℓ}(∂_{ij} f − Γ^a_{ij} ∂_af)(∂_{kℓ}f − Γ^b_{kℓ}∂_bf) − g^{ik}_0 g^{jℓ}_0 (∂_{ij} f)(∂_{kℓ}f) dx | | |

≲ | | | ∫ R^4 (g^{ik} g^{jℓ} − g^{ik}_0 g^{jℓ}_0 )(∂_{ij} f)(∂_{kℓ}f) dx | | | + 2 | | | ∫ R^4 g^{ik}g^{jℓ} ∂_{ij} f Γ^a_{kℓ} ∂_af dx | | | + | | | | ∫ R^4 g^{ik}g^{jℓ} Γ^a_{ij} ∂_af Γ^b_{kℓ} ∂_bf dx | | | |

≲ ε^2‖∂^2f‖^2_L2_{(R}4_) + ‖∂^2f‖_L2_{(R}4_)‖Γ‖_L4_{(R}4_)‖∂f‖_L4_{(R}4_) + ‖∂f‖^2_L4_{(R}4_)‖Γ‖^2_L4_{(R}4_)

Now, recall that Γ^a_{ij} =^1_2 g^{ab}(∂_ig_{bj} + ∂_j g_{ib} − ∂_bg_{ij} ). Hence by (1.9), we have ‖Γ‖_L4_{(R}4_) ≲ ε. Using the Sobolev embedding Ḣ^1(R^4 ) → L^4(R^4 ) and the above inequalities we have | | |‖∇^2f‖^2_L2_{(R}4_{,g)} − ‖∂^2f‖^2_L2_{(R}4_) | | | ≲ ε‖∂^2f‖^2_L2_{(R}4_)

proving (9.2) in the case k = 2, p = 2. □

9.1.2. Intrinsic Approach. Next, we use the parallelizable structure on T N to define “intrinsic” Sobolev spaces for maps ψ : T M → u^∗T N.

Let ~e = (~e_1, . . . , ~e_n) be a global orthonormal frame on T N and let ē = (ē_1, . . . , ē^n) be the induced orthonormal frame on u^∗T N obtained via pullback. Now, let ψ : T M → u^∗T N be a smooth map, i.e., ψ is a u^∗T N valued 1-form on M. Then ψ can be written in terms of the orthonormal frame ē on u^∗T N. The components of ψ in the frame ē are then given by ψ^a = ⟨ψ, ē_a⟩_u∗_h and each of these can be viewed as a 1-form on M, i.e., a section of T^∗M, and can be written in local coordinates as ψ^a = ψ^a_αdx^α.

One way to define the Sobolev norms of ψ is to ignore the covariant structure on u^∗T N and say that ψ ∈ Ẇ^{k,p}_i (M; N), (the index i here stands for intrinsic), if all of the components, ψ^a, are in Ẇ^{k,p}(M; R). And we define

‖ψ‖^p_{Ẇ k,pi (M;N)} := n∑ a=1 ‖ψ^a‖^p_{Ẇ k,p(M)} = n∑ a=1 ∫ M | |∇^kψ^a | |^p_g dvol_g (9.3)

= n∑ a=1 ∫ M ( g^{i1j1} · · · g^{ik+1,jk+1} (∇^kψ)^a_{i1 ,...,ik+1} (∇^kψ)^a_{j1 ,...,jk+1} ) p_2 √ |g| dx where ∇^k denotes the kth covariant derivative on M. By the same argument as above, we can show that in our case, with (M, g) = (R^4 , g) and g as in (1.8)–(1.11), these spaces are equivalent to the case where we have the Euclidean metric on R^4 , that is, there exist constants c, C such that

‖∂^kψ^a‖_Lp_{(R}4_) ≃ ‖∇^kψ^a‖_Lp_{(M)}

(9.4)

The one glaring issue here, is that this construction will depend, in general, on the choice of frame ē. We can avoid this confusion though in the case where the frame e is the Coulomb frame as in this case the intrinsic norms are equivalent to their extrinsic counterparts in the cases we will be interested in. This issue was addressed in Section 3.2.

9.2. Density of C^∞ × C^∞(M; T N) in H^2 × H^1(M; T N). We set (M, g) = (R^4 , g) with g as in (1.8)-(1.11). In the existence argument for wave maps we claimed the existence of a sequence of smooth data (u^k_0 , u^k_1 ) → (u_0, u_1) in H^2 × H^1(M; T N). Here we show that such a sequence does, in fact, exist. That is, we show that C^∞ × C^∞(M; T N) is dense in in H^2 × H^1(M; T N).

First, observe that C^∞(M; N) is dense in H^2_e (M; N), see [2, Lemma A.12]. Hence we can find a sequence of smooth maps u^k_0 such that u^k_0 → u_0 in H^2(M; N).

Finding a sequence of smooth maps u^k_1 : M → T N such that u^k_1 (x) ∈ T_uk_{0 (x)}N approximating u_1 in H^1(M; T N) is not as straightforward as we do not know a priori that C^∞(M; T N) is dense in H^1_e (M; T N). However, we can use the equivalence of the norms H^1_e (M; T N) and H^1_i (M; T N) proved in the previous section to get around this issue.

Let e denote the Coulomb frame on u^∗_0T N. Since u_1 is a section of u^∗_0T N, we can find one-forms q^a_1 over M so that u_1 = q^a_1 e_a. By the equivalence of the norms H^1_e (M; T N) and H^1_i (M; T N), we see that u_1 ∈ H^1_e (M; T N) if and only if q^a_1 ∈ H^1(T M; R). Since C^∞ is dense in H^1(T M; R) ≃ H^1(R^4 ; R) we can find smooth (q^a_1 )^k such that (q^a_1 )^k → q^a_1 in H^1(T M; R). Now, for each smooth map u^k_0 : M → N we can find the associated Coulomb frame e^k = (e^k_1 , . . . , e^k_n). We then define smooth sections u^k_1 := (q^a_1 )^ke^k_a and by the equivalence of norms explained in Section 3.2 we have u^k_1 → u_1 in H^1_e (M; T N) as desired.

9.3. Lorentz Spaces. To prove the pointwise estimates for the connection form A associated to the Coulomb gauge we need a few general facts about Lorentz spaces. We review these facts below. L^{p,r}(R^d ) functions are measured with the norm

‖f‖_Lp,r = (∫_∞ 0 t^{rp} f^∗(t)^r dt t ) 1_r

for 0 < r < ∞. If r = ∞, then

‖f‖_Lp,∞ = sup_{t>0} t^{1p} f^∗(t)

where above we have

f^∗(t) = inf{α : d_f (α) ≤ t} d_f (α) = meas{x : |f(x)| > α} A consequence of real interpolation theory is that Lorentz spaces can also be characterized as the interpolation spaces given by

L^{p,r}(R^d ) = (L^{p0} , L^{p1} )_{θ,r}

(9.5)

where 1 ≤ p_0 < p_1 ≤ ∞, p_0 < r ≤ ∞ and^1_p =^{1−θ}_{p0} +^θ_{p1} . We refer the reader to [1, Chapter 5.2] for more details.

Note that the L^{p,∞} norm is the same as the weak-L^p norm. Below we record some general properties of Lorentz spaces that were needed in the proof of Proposition 3.2. We refer the reader to [7], [1], [27], and [46] for more details.

Lemma 9.3. Suppose that 0 < p ≤ ∞ and 0 < r < s ≤ ∞. Then

(i) L^{p,p} = L^p (ii) If r < s then L^{p,r} ⊂ L^{p,s} (iii) If h : R^d → R is defined by h(x) = 1 |x|^α , then h ∈ L^{dα ,∞}.

The proof of Lemma 9.3 follows easily from the definitions and can be found for example in [7, Chapter 1.4.2]. We also needed the Lorentz space versions of Hölder’s inequality and Young’s inequality and the following duality statement.

Lemma 9.4. Suppose that f ∈ L^{p1,r1} and g ∈ L^{p2 ,r2} where 1 ≤ p_1, p_2 < ∞ and 1 ≤ r_1, r_2 ≤ ∞. Then,

(i) ‖fg‖_Lp,r ≲ ‖f‖_Lp1,r1 ‖g‖_Lp2,r2 if^1_p =^1_{p1} +^1_{p2} and^1_r =^1_{r1} +^1_{r2}

(ii) ‖f ∗ g‖_Lp,r ≲ ‖f‖_Lp1,r1 ‖g‖_Lp2,r2 if 0 <^1_p =^1_{p1} +^1_{p2} − 1 and 1 r =^1_{r1} +^1_{r2}

(iii) (L^{p,r})^′ = L^{p1,r1} for 1 < p < ∞, 1 < r < ∞ and (L^{p,1})^′ = L^{p1,∞} for 1 < p < ∞, where^1_p +^1_{p1} = 1 and^1_r +^1_{r1} = 1

To prove (i) above observe that (fg)^∗(t) ≤ f^∗(^t_2 )g^∗(^t_2 ), see [7, Proposition 1.4.5]. Then apply Hölder’s inequality. We refer the reader to [27] for the proof of (ii) above. And (iii) is proved in [7, Theorem 1.4.17].

We also require Sobolev embedding theorems for Lorentz spaces which can be obtained via real interpolation. A detailed proof can be found in [46, Chapter 32].

Lemma 9.5 (Sobolev embedding for Lorentz spaces). If 0 < s < d q and 1 p = 1 q − s d then Ẇ^{s,q} (R^d ) → L^{p,q} (R^d ) and Ḃ^s_{q,r}(R^d ) → L^{p,r}(R^d ).

To give an idea of why Lemma 9.5 is true, we demonstrate a special case, namely that Ḣ^s(R^d ) → L^{p,2}(R^d ) (9.6)

for^1_p =^1_2 −^s_d . Observe that this is a strengthening of the standard Sobolev inequality which says that Ḣ^s(R^d ) → L^p(R^d ) for^1_p =^1_2 −^s_d since L^{p,2}(R^d ) → L^p(R^d ). The proof of (9.6) relies on Plancherel’s theorem and real interpolation. Let F denote the Fourier transform. Let f ∈ Ḣ^s(R^d ), which means that |ξ|^s Ff ∈ L^2(R^d ). Also note that if 0 < s <^d_2 then |ξ|^{−s} ∈ L^{ds ,∞}(R^d ) Hence, by Hölder’s inequality for Lorentz spaces ‖Ff‖_Lγ,2 = ‖ |ξ|^s Ff |ξ|^{−s} ‖_Lγ,2 ≲ ‖ |ξ|^s Ff‖_L2,2 ‖ |ξ|^{−s} ‖_L d_{s ,∞} < ∞ for^1_γ =^1_2 +^s_d . Now recall that F^{−1} : L^1 → L^∞ and F^{−1} : L^2 → L^2. Therefore, by real interpolation F^{−1} : (L^1, L^2)_{θ,2} → (L^∞, L^2)_{θ,2} which, by (9.5) is exactly the statement that F^{−1} : L^{α,2}(R^d ) → L^{β,2}(R^d )

where^1_α = 1 −^θ_2 and^1_β =^θ_2 and we notice that^1_α +^1_β = 1. Hence, with^1_γ =^1_2 +^s_d we have that Ff ∈ L^{γ,2}(R^d ) which implies that f ∈ L^{γ′,2}(R^d ) where^1_{γ′} =^1_2 −^s_d which is exactly (9.6).

The L^p and Besov space versions of this statement are slightly more complicated to prove as they require additional facts from real interpolation theory and we refer the reader to [46] for a detailed proof.

We also need the following version of the Calderon-Zygmund theorem for Lorentz spaces.

Theorem 9.6 (Calderon-Zygmund theorem for Lorentz spaces). Let T be a Calderon- Zygmund operator. Then T : L^{p,r} → L^{p,r} for 1 < p < ∞ and 1 ≤ r ≤ ∞, ‖T f‖_Lp,r ≲ ‖f‖_Lp,r where the constant above does not depend on r.

This extension of the Calderon-Zygmund theorem is an easy consequence of the L^p version given the following interpolation theorem of Calderon, see [1, Theorem 5.3.4].

Theorem 9.7 (Calderon’s interpolation theorem). Let T be a linear operator and suppose that T : L^{p1,ρ} → L^{q1 ,∞} T : L^{p2,ρ} → L^{q2 ,∞} where ρ > 0. Then, T : L^{p,r} → L^{q,s} as long as 0 < r ≤ s ≤ ∞, p_1 ≠ p_2, q_1 ≠ q_2, 1 p = (1 − θ) p_1 + θ p_2

, and 1 q = (1 − θ) q_1 + θ q_2 for θ ∈ (0, 1).

Proof of Theorem 9.6. Let T be a Calderon-Zygmund operator. To prove that T : L^{p,q} → L^{p,q}, find p_1, p_2, θ so that 1 < p_1 < p < p_2 < ∞ and 1 p = (1 − θ) p_1 + θ p_2 . Then we have T : L^{p1,p1} → L^{p1,∞} and T : L^{p2,p1} → L^{p2,∞} since ‖T f‖_Lp1,∞ ≲ ‖T f‖_Lp1,p1 = ‖T f‖_Lp1 ≲ ‖f‖_Lp1 = ‖f‖_Lp1,p1 ‖T f‖_Lp2,∞ ≲ ‖T f‖_Lp2,p2 = ‖T f‖_Lp2 ≲ ‖f‖_Lp2 = ‖f‖_Lp2,p2 ≲ ‖f‖_Lp2,p1 Therefore, by Theorem 9.7, we have T : L^{p,q} → L^{p,q} for every q > 0. □

References

[1] Bergh, J., Löfström, J., Interpolation spaces. An introduction. Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften, No. 223. Springer-Verlag, Berlin-New York ,1976.

[2] Brezis H., Nirenberg L., Degree theory and BMO, Part I: Compact manifolds without boundaries, Selecta Math. 1 (1995) 197-263 [3] Christodoulou, D., Tahvildar-Zadeh, A. On the regularity of spherically symmetric wave maps. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 46 (1993), no. 7, 1041-1091.

[4] Christodoulou, D., Tahvildar-Zadeh, A. On the asymptotic behavior of spherically symmetric wave maps. Duke Math. J. 71 (1993), no. 1, 31-69.

[5] Eells, J. and Lemaire, L., A report on harmonic maps, Bull. London Math. Soc. 10 (1978) 1-68.

[6] Friedman, A., Partial Differential Equations, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York, 1969. [7] Grafakos, L., Classical Fourier analysis. Second edition. Graduate Texts in Mathematics, 249. Springer, New York, 2008.

[8] Hebey, E. Sobolev spaces on Riemannian manifolds. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, 1635.

Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1996.

[9] Hélein, F. Harmonic maps, conservation laws and moving frames. Translated from the 1996 French original. With a foreword by James Eells. Second edition. Cambridge Tracts in Mathematics, 150. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2002.

[10] Keel, M., Tao, T., Endpoint Strichartz estimates. Amer. J. Math. 120 (1998), no. 5, 955-980. [11] Klainerman, S. and Machedon, M. Space-time estimates for null forms and the local existence theorem, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 46, 1221-1268 (1993) [12] Klainerman, S., Machedon, M. Smoothing estimates for null forms and applications. A celebration of John F. Nash, Jr. Duke Math. J. 81 (1995), no. 1, 99-133.

[13] Klainerman, S., Machedon, M. On the optimal local regularity for gauge field theories. Differential Integral Equations 10 (1997), no. 6, 1019-1030.

[14] Klainerman, S., Machedon, M. On the regularity properties of a model problem related to wave maps. Duke Math. J. 87 (1997), no. 3, 553-589.

[15] Klainerman, S., Rodnianski, I., On the global regularity of wave maps in the critical Sobolev norm. Internat. Math. Res. Notices (2001), no. 13, 655-677.

[16] Klainerman, S., Selberg, S. Remark on the optimal regularity for equations of the wave maps type. Comm. Partial Differential Equations 22 (1997), no. 5-6, 901-918.

[17] Klainerman, S., Selberg, S., Bilinear estimates and applications to nonlinear wave equations.

Commun. Contemp. Math. 4 (2002), no. 2, 223-295.

[18] Krieger, J., Global regularity of wave maps from R^{2+1} to H^2. Small energy. Comm. Math.

Phys. 250 (2004), no. 3, 507-580.

[19] Krieger, J., Null-form estimates and nonlinear waves. Adv. Differential Equations 8 (2003), no. 10, 1193-1236.

[20] Krieger, J., Global regularity of wave maps from R^{3+1} to surfaces. Comm. Math. Phys. 238 (2003), no. 1-2, 333-366.

[21] Krieger, J., Schlag, W., Concentration compactness for critical wave maps. Preprint (2009), arXiv: 0908.2474v1, To appear in Monographs of the European Mathematical Society.

[22] Krieger, J., Schlag, W., Tataru, D. Renormalization and blow up for charge one equivariant critical wave maps. Invent. Math. 171 (2008), no. 3, 543-615.

[23] Lin, F., Wang, C. The analysis of harmonic maps and their heat flows. World Scientific Publishing Co. Pte. Ltd., Hackensack, NJ , 2008.

[24] Metcalfe, J. and Tataru, D., Global parametrices and dispersive estimates for variable coefficients wave equations, Preprint, (2009). arXiv:0707.1191, To appear in Mathematische Annalen [25] Nahmod, A., Stefanov, A., Uhlenbeck, K. On the well-posedness of the wave map problem in high dimensions. Comm. Anal. Geom. 11 (2003), no. 1, 49-83.

[26] Nicolaescu, L., Lectures on the geometry of manifolds. Second edition. World Scientific Publishing Co. Pte. Ltd., Hackensack, NJ, 2007.

[27] O’Neil, R., Convolution operators and L(p, q) spaces . Duke Math. J. 30 (1963) 129-142. [28] Rodnianski, I., Sterbenz, J. On the Formation of Singularities in the Critical O(3) Sigma- Model. Ann. of Math. (2) 172 (2010), no. 1, 187-242.

[29] Shatah, J., Weak solutions and development of singularities of the SU(2) σ-model. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math. 41 (1988), no. 4, 459-469.

[30] Shatah, J. and Struwe, M., Geometric wave equations. Courant Lecture Notes in Mathematics, 2. New York University, Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, New York; American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1998 [31] Shatah, J. and Struwe, M., The Cauchy problem for wave maps, Int. Math. Res. Notices 2002, 555-571 (2002).

[32] Struwe, M. Equivariant wave maps in two space dimensions. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 56 (2003), no. 7, 815-823.

[33] Shatah, J., Tahvildar-Zadeh, A. On the Cauchy problem for equivariant wave maps. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math. 47 (1994), no. 5, 719-754.

[34] Shatah, J., Tahvildar-Zadeh, A. Regularity of harmonic maps from the Minkowski space into rotationally symmetric manifolds. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 45 (1992), no. 8, 947-971.

[35] Schoen, R and Uhlenbeck, K., Boundary regularity and the Dirichlet problem for harmonic maps. J. Differential Geom. 18 (1983), no. 2, 253-268.

[36] Schoen, R and Uhlenbeck, K., Approximation of Sobolev maps between Riemannian manifolds. preprint (1984).

[37] Sterbenz, J., Tataru, D. Regularity of Wave-Maps in dimension 2 + 1. Comm. Math. Phys.

298 (2010), no. 1, 231-264, [38] Sterbenz, J., Tataru, D. Energy dispersed large data wave maps in 2 + 1 dimensions. Comm.

Math. Phys. 298 (2010), no. 1, 139-230.

[39] Tao, T., Global regularity of wave maps. I. Small critical Sobolev norm in high dimension.

Internat. Math. Res. Notices 2001, no. 6, 299-328.

[40] Tao, T., Global regularity of wave maps II. Small energy in two dimensions. Comm. Math.

Phys. 224 (2001), no. 2, 443-544.

[41] Tao, T. Global regularity of wave maps III. Large energy from R^{1+2} to hyperbolic spaces.

Preprint 2008.

[42] Tao, T. Global regularity of wave maps IV. Absence of stationary or self-similar solutions in the energy class. Preprint 2008.

[43] Tao, T. Global regularity of wave maps V. Large data local wellposedness and perturbation theory in the energy class. Preprint 2008.

[44] Tao, T. Global regularity of wave maps VI. Abstract theory of minimal-energy blowup solutions. Preprint 2009 [45] Tao, T. Global regularity of wave maps VII. Control of delocalised or dispersed solutions.

Preprint 2009.

[46] Tartar, L., An introduction to Sobolev spaces and interpolation spaces. Lecture Notes of the Unione Matematica Italiana, 3. Springer, Berlin; UMI, Bologna, 2007.

[47] Tataru, D., Rough solutions for the wave maps equation. Amer. J. Math. 127 (2005), no. 2, 293-377.

[48] Tataru, D., The wave maps equation. Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. 41 (2004), no. 2, 185-204. [49] Tataru, D., Local and global results for wave maps. I . Comm. Partial Differential Equations 23 (1998), no. 9-10, 1781-1793.

[50] Tataru, D., On global existence and scattering for the wave maps equation. Amer. J. Math.

123 (2001), no. 1, 37-77.

[51] Tataru, D., Strichartz estimates for operators with nonsmooth coefficients and the nonlinear wave equation. Amer. J. Math., 122(2): 349-376, 2000.

[52] Tataru, D., Strichartz estimates for second order hyperbolic operators with nonsmooth coefficients. II. Amer. J. Math., 123(3): 385-423, 2001.

[53] Tataru, D., On the Fefferman-Phong inequality and related problems. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 27(11-12): 2101-2138, 2002.

[54] Tataru, D. Strichartz estimates for second order hyperbolic operators with nonsmooth coefficients. III. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 15(2): 419-442 (electronic), 2002.

[55] Tataru, D., Phase space transforms and microlocal analysis. In Phase space analysis of partial differential equations. Vol. II, Pubbl. Cent. Ric. Mat. Ennio Giorgi, pages 505-524. Scuola Norm. Sup., Pisa, 2004.

[56] Tataru, D., Parametrices and dispersive estimates for Schrödinger operators with variable coefficients. Amer. J. Math., 130(3): 571-634, 2008.

[57] Uhlenbeck, K., Connections with L^p bounds on curvature. Comm. Math. Phys. 83 (1982), no. 1, 31-42.

Department of Mathematics, The University of Chicago, Chicago, IL 60637, U.S.A. E-mail address: alawrie@math.uchicago.edu