arXiv:1309.3980v2 [math.AP] 23 Apr 2014

STABILITY OF THE LINEARIZED MHD-MAXWELL FREE INTERFACE PROBLEM

Davide Catania, Marcello D’Abbicco and Paolo Secchi

DICATAM, Mathematical Division, University of Brescia Via Valotti, 9, 25133 Brescia, Italy

Abstract. We consider the free boundary problem for the plasma-vacuum interface in ideal compressible magnetohydrodynamics (MHD). In the plasma region, the flow is governed by the usual compressible MHD equations, while in the vacuum region we consider the Maxwell system for the electric and the magnetic fields, in order to investigate the well-posedness of the problem, in particular in relation with the electric field in vacuum. At the free interface, driven by the plasma velocity, the total pressure is continuous and the magnetic field on both sides is tangent to the boundary.

Under suitable stability conditions satisfied at each point of the plasmavacuum interface, we derive a basic a priori estimate for solutions to the linearized problem in the Sobolev space H^1_{tan} with conormal regularity. The proof follows by a suitable secondary symmetrization of the Maxwell equations in vacuum and the energy method.

An interesting novelty is represented by the fact that the interface is characteristic with variable multiplicity, so that the problem requires a different number of boundary conditions, depending on the direction of the front velocity (plasma expansion into vacuum or viceversa). To overcome this difficulty, we recast the vacuum equations in terms of a new variable which makes the interface characteristic of constant multiplicity. In particular, we don’t assume that plasma expands into vacuum.

1. Introduction

Plasma-vacuum interface problems appear in the mathematical modeling of plasma confinement by magnetic fields in thermonuclear energy production (as in Tokamaks; see, e.g., [13]). In this model, the plasma is confined inside a perfectly conducting rigid wall and isolated from it by a region containing very low density plasma, which may qualify as vacuum, due to the effect of strong magnetic fields. This subject is very popular since the 1950–70’s, but most of theoretical studies are devoted to finding stability criteria of equilibrium states. The typical work in this direction is the classical paper of Bernstein et al. [3]. In astrophysics, the plasma-vacuum interface problem can be used for modeling the motion of a star or the solar corona when magnetic fields are taken into account. Once again, the interface can be described as a tangential discontinuity, i.e. the magnetic fields do not intersect the interface.

In [31, 32], the authors studied the free boundary problem for the plasma-vacuum interface in ideal compressible magnetohydrodynamics (MHD), by considering the

1991 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary: 76W05; Secondary: 35Q35, 35L50, 76E17, 76E25, 35R35, 76B03.

Key words and phrases. Ideal compressible magneto-hydrodynamics, Maxwell equations, plasma-vacuum interface, characteristic free boundary, nonuniformly characteristic boundary. 1

pre-Maxwell dynamics for the magnetic field in the vacuum region, as usually assumed in the classical formulation. The relativistic case has been addressed by Trakhinin in [35], in the case of plasma expansion in vacuum. In this paper we consider again the non-relativistic case, but, instead of the pre-Maxwell dynamics, in the vacuum region we don’t neglect the displacement current and consider the complete system of Maxwell equations for the electric and the magnetic fields.

The introduction of this model aims at investigating the influence of the electric field in vacuum on the well-posedness of the problem, as in the classical pre-Maxwell dynamics such an influence is hidden. For the relativistic plasma-vacuum problem, Trakhinin [35] has shown the possible ill-posedness in the presence of a sufficiently strong vacuum electric field. Since relativistic effects play a rather passive role in the analysis of [35], it is natural to expect the same for the non-relativistic problem under consideration here. On the contrary, we will show that a sufficiently weak vacuum electric field, under the stability condition (89), precludes ill-posedness and gives the well-posedness of the linearized problem (see Theorem 4.1), thus somehow justifying the practice of neglecting the displacement current in the classical pre- Maxwell formulation when the vacuum electric field is weak enough.

We discuss different equivalent formulations of the problem and study the stability of the linearized problem with variable coefficients for nonplanar plasma-vacuum interfaces. The main result is given in Theorem 4.1, Section 4, where we derive a basic a priori estimate for solutions to the linearized problem in the Sobolev space H^1_{tan} with conormal regularity, under suitable stability conditions satisfied at each point of the plasma-vacuum interface. The proof follows by a suitable secondary symmetrization of the Maxwell equations in vacuum and the energy method. The approach is similar to that in [31, 35].

Observe that one important difficulty of the plasma-vacuum problem, as for other free-boundary problems in MHD, is that we cannot test the Kreiss–Lopatinski condition [14, 2, 7] analytically. On the other hand, since the number of dimensionless parameters for the constant coefficients linearized problem is big, a complete numerical test of the Kreiss–Lopatinski condition seems unrealizable in practice.

The free interface, which is an unknown of the problem, turns out to be nonuniformly characteristic, that is characteristic of variable multiplicity, so that a different number of boundary conditions, depending on the direction of the front velocity (plasma expansion into vacuum or viceversa), are needed in different parts of the boundary. To overcome this huge obstacle, we introduce the new vacuum variable W, defined in (23), which makes the interface characteristic of constant multiplicity, with no need of further assumptions such as plasma expansion (as in [35, 18]). This can be considered the main novelty of the paper.

First we consider the equations of ideal compressible MHD in the plasma region:

(1) ∂_tρ + div (ρv) = 0 , ∂_t(ρv) + div (ρv ⊗ v − H ⊗ H) + ∇q = 0 , ∂_tH − ∇ × (v×H) = 0 , ∂_t ( ρe +^1_2 |H|^2 ) + div ( (ρe + p)v + H×(v×H) ) = 0 ,

where ρ denotes density, v ∈ R^3 plasma velocity, H ∈ R^3 magnetic field, p = p(ρ, S) pressure, q = p +^1_2 |H|^2 total pressure, S entropy, e = E +^1_2 |v|^2 total energy, and E = E(ρ, S) internal energy. With a state equation of gas, ρ = ρ(p, S), and the first principle of thermodynamics, (1) is a closed system.

System (1) is supplemented by the divergence constraint

(2) div H = 0

on the initial data. As it is known, taking into account (2), we can easily symmetrize system (1) by rewriting it in the nonconservative form

(3) ρ_p ρ dp dt + div v = 0 , ρ dv dt − (H · ∇)H + ∇q = 0 , dH dt − (H · ∇)v + H div v = 0 , dS dt = 0 ,

where ρ_p ≡ ∂ρ/∂p and d/dt = ∂_t + (v · ∇). A different symmetrization is obtained if we consider q instead of p. In terms of q, the equation for the pressure in (3) takes the form (4) ρ_p ρ { dq dt − H · dH dt } + div v = 0 ,

where it is understood that now ρ = ρ(q − |H|^2/2, S) and similarly for ρ_p. Then we derive div v from (4) and rewrite the equation for the magnetic field in (3) as (5) dH dt − (H · ∇)v − ρ_p ρ H { dq dt − H · dH dt } = 0.

Substituting (4), (5) in (3) then gives the following symmetric system (6) ρ_p/ρ 0 −(ρ_p/ρ)H 0 0^T ρI_3 0_3 0^T −(ρ_p/ρ)H^T 0_3 I_3 + (ρ_p/ρ)H ⊗ H 0^T 0 0 0 1 ∂^t q v H S +

+ (ρ_p/ρ)v · ∇ ∇· −(ρ_p/ρ)Hv · ∇ 0 ∇ ρv · ∇I_3 −H · ∇I_3 0^T −(ρ_p/ρ)H^T v · ∇ −H · ∇I_3 (I_3 + (ρ_p/ρ)H ⊗ H)v · ∇ 0^T 0 0 0 v · ∇ q v H S = 0 ,

where 0 = (0, 0, 0). Given this symmetrization, as the unknown we can choose the vector U = U(t, x) = (q, v, H, S). For the sake of brevity we write system (6) in the form

(7) A_0(U)∂_tU + 3∑ j=1 A_j (U)∂_j U = 0 ,

which is symmetric hyperbolic provided the hyperbolicity condition A_0 > 0 holds, i.e.

(8) ρ > 0 , ρ_p > 0 .

We use ∂_j , j = 1, 2, 3, to denote the partial derivative with respect to x_j ; in the sequel we will use ∂_0 = ∂_t to denote the partial derivative with respect to t (see Appendix A).

Let Ω^+(t) and Ω^−(t) be space-time domains occupied by the plasma and the vacuum respectively. That is, in the domain Ω^+(t) we consider system (7) governing the motion of an ideal plasma and in the domain Ω^−(t) we have the Maxwell system (9) { ε∂_tH + ∇× E = 0 , ε∂_tE − ∇× H = 0 , describing the vacuum magnetic and electric fields H, E ∈ R^3 . Here, the equations are written in nondimensional form through a suitable scaling (see Mandrik– Trakhinin [18]), and ε =^{v̄}_c , where v̄ is the velocity of a uniform flow and c is the speed of light in vacuum. If we choose v̄ to be the speed of sound in vacuum, we have that ε is a small, even though fixed parameter.

System (9) is supplemented by the divergence constraints

div H = div E = 0

on the initial data. We write system (9) in the form:

(10) ε∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 B_j ∂_j W = 0 ,

where W = (H, E)^⊺, and

B_j = ( O_3 B^′_j B^′_j^⊺ O_3 ) , j = 1, 2, 3, (11)

B^′_1 =

0 0 0 0 0 −1 0 1 0

, B^′_2 =

0 0 1 0 0 0 −1 0 0

, B^′_3 =

0 −1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 . (12)

Let us assume that the interface between plasma and vacuum is given by a hypersurface Γ(t) = {F (t, x) = 0}. It has to be determined and moves with the velocity of plasma particles at the boundary:

(13) dF dt = 0 on Γ(t)

(for all t ∈ [0, T ]). Since F is an unknown of the problem, this is a free-boundary problem. The plasma variable U is connected with the vacuum magnetic and electric fields H, E through the relations [3, 13]

(14) [q] = 0, H · N = 0, H · N = 0, N × E = ε(v · N)H on Γ(t),

where N = ∇F and [q] = q|_Γ −^1_2 |H|^2_{|Γ} +^1_2 |E|^2_{|Γ} denotes the jump of the total pressure across the interface. These relations together with (13) are the boundary conditions at the interface Γ(t). Let us note that, in particular, the magnetic fields on both sides are tangent to the free interface.

As in [16, 34, 31, 32], we will assume that for problem (7), (10)–(14) the hyperbolicity conditions (8) hold true in Ω^+(t) up to the boundary Γ(t), i.e., the plasma density does not go to zero continuously, but has a jump (clearly in the vacuum region Ω^−(t) the density is identically zero). This assumption is compatible with the continuity of the total pressure in (14). For instance, in the case of ideal polytropic gases one has p = Aρ^γ e^S with A > 0, γ > 1. Then the continuity of the total pressure at Γ requires (Aρ^γ e^S +^1_2 |H|^2)_{|Γ}+ = (^1_2 |H|^2 −^1_2 |E|^2)_{|Γ}− , which may be obtained also for densities ρ discontinuous across Γ. Differently, in the absence of the magnetic field, the continuity of the pressure yields the continuity of the density so that ρ_{|Γ+} = 0.

Since the interface moves with the velocity of plasma particles at the boundary, by introducing the Lagrangian coordinates one can reduce the original problem to that in a fixed domain. This approach has been recently employed with success in a series of papers on the Euler equations in vacuum, see [12, 9, 10, 11, 16]. However, as for tangential discontinuities in various models of fluid dynamics (e.g. [4, 6, 20, 21, 22, 33]), this approach seems hardly applicable to problem (7), (10)– (14). Therefore, we will work in the Eulerian coordinates and for technical simplicity we will assume that the space-time domains Ω^±(t) have the following form.

Let us assume that the moving interface Γ(t) takes the form

Γ(t) := {(x_1, x^′) ∈ R^3 , x_1 = φ(t, x^′)} ,

where t ∈ [0, T ] and x^′ = (x_2, x_3). Then we have Ω^±(t) = {x_1 ≷ φ(t, x^′)}. With our parametrization of Γ(t), an equivalent formulation of the boundary conditions (13), (14) at the interface is

(15) H_N = H_N = 0 on Γ(t) ,

∂_tφ = v_N , [q] = 0 ,

(16)

E_2 + E_1∂_2φ − εH_3∂_tφ = 0 , E_3 + E_1∂_3φ + εH_2∂_tφ = 0 on Γ(t) ,

(17)

where v_N = v · N, H_N = H · N, H_N = H · N, N = (1, −∂_2φ, −∂_3φ). In particular, (17) consists of the third and second components of N × E = εH∂_tφ, whereas the first component of N × E = εH∂_tφ follows as a direct consequence of (17) and H_N |_{Γ(t)} = 0.

The analysis of the problem shows that the number of boundary conditions that should be imposed to (7), (10) varies with the sign of the front velocity ∂_tφ, see more details in Appendix C and [35]. This number should correspond to the number of incoming characteristics for both (7) and (10), plus one for the determination of the front. The correct number of boundary conditions is four if ∂_tφ < 0 (the plasma expands into vacuum). Thus the four boundary conditions (16), (17) are in agreement with this necessary condition for well-posedness. (It will be shown that the conditions in (15) may be considered just as a restriction on the initial data.) On the contrary, if ∂_tφ > 0 (the vacuum expands into plasma) the correct number is six and problem (7), (10), (16), (17) is formally underdetermined because it is missing two boundary conditions. In view of that, let us denote

Γ_±(t) := {(x_1, x^′) ∈ R^3 , x_1 = φ(t, x^′), ∂_tφ(t, x^′) ≷ 0} ,

and supplement the system with the boundary conditions

(18) div H = div E = 0 on Γ^+(t)

for all t ∈ [0, T ]. These additional boundary conditions, which are chosen according to [35], are unnecessary on Γ^−(t).

System (7), (9), (15)–(18) is supplemented with initial conditions

(19)

U(0, x) = U_0(x) , x ∈ Ω^+(0) , φ(0, x) = φ_0(x) x ∈ Γ , H(0, x) = H_0(x) , E(0, x) = E_0(x) x ∈ Ω^−(0) .

Due to the particular boundary conditions, problem (7), (10), (15)–(19) is an initial boundary value problem with characteristic boundary. Moreover, since we prescribe a different number of conditions on different portions of the boundary (see (18)), the boundary is nonuniformly characteristic, that is characteristic with variable multiplicity. A satisfactory theory for such nonuniformly characteristic boundary value problems is still lacking, see [25, 29, 30] and references therein included.

From the mathematical point of view, a natural wish is to find conditions on the initial data providing the existence and uniqueness on some time interval [0, T ] of a solution (U, H, E, φ) to problem (7), (10), (15)–(19) in Sobolev spaces. Since (7) is a system of nonlinear hyperbolic conservation laws that can produce shock waves and other types of strong discontinuities (e.g., current-vortex sheets [5, 33]), it is natural to expect to obtain only local-in-time existence theorems. Morever, it is natural to expect in general a local-in time existence for problem (7), (10), (15)–(19), even under suitable stability conditions for well-posedness, because of the occurrence of instabilities coming from the interface in finite time.

We must regard the boundary conditions on H, H in (15) as the restriction on the initial data (19). Similarly for div H = div H = div E = 0.

More precisely, we can prove that a solution of (7), (16) (if it exists for all t ∈ [0, T ]) satisfies div H = 0 in Ω^+(t) and H_N = 0 on Γ(t), for all t ∈ [0, T ], if the latter were satisfied at t = 0, i.e., for the initial data (19). Similarly, we can prove that a solution of (9), (17), (18) satisfies

div H = div E = 0 in Ω^−(t), H_N = 0 on Γ(t),

for all t ∈ [0, T ], if the latter were satisfied at t = 0, i.e., for the initial data (19).

The content of the paper is as follows: the rest of this introduction is devoted to an equivalent formulation of the free boundary problem (7), (10), (16)–(19) on the fixed domain with flat boundary. In Section 2 we introduce the linearized problem with some useful reductions and equivalent formulations. After introducing some function spaces in Section 3, we present our main result in Section 4, Theorem 4.1. The proof of the main result is given in Section 5. Appendix A collects the main notations, hoping that it may help the reader, Appendix B contains the proofs of some technical lemmas, and in Appendix C we discuss the number of boundary conditions.

1.1. An equivalent formulation in the fixed domain. Let us denote

Ω^± := R^3 ∩ {x_1 ≷ 0} , Γ := R^3 ∩ {x_1 = 0} .

We want to reduce the free boundary problem (7), (10), (16)–(19) to the fixed domains Ω^±. For this purpose we introduce a suitable change of coordinates that is inspired by Lannes [15] (see also [6, 31]). In all what follows, H^s(ω) denotes the Sobolev space of order s on a domain ω.

Notation. We use the notation Ψ_j to denote ∂_j Ψ, being Ψ a scalar function, whereas by H_j , E_j we denote the j-th component of H, E, being them vector functions (see Appendix A).

The diffeomorphism that reduces the free boundary problem (7), (10), (16)–(19) to the fixed domains Ω^± is given in the following lemma.

Lemma 1.1 (Lemma 3 in [31]). Let m ≥ 3 be an integer. For any T > 0, and for any φ ∈ ∩^{m−1}_{j=0} C^j ([0, T ]; H^{m−j− 12} (R^2 )) , satisfying without loss of generality ‖φ‖_{C([0,T ];H}2_{(R}2_{))} ≤ 1, there exists a function

Ψ ∈ ∩^{m−1}_{j=0} C^j ([0, T ]; H^{m−j} (R^3 )) such that the function (20) Φ(t, x) := ( x_1 + Ψ(t, x), x^′ ) , (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^3 , defines an H^m-diffeomorphism of R^3 for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Moreover, there holds ∂^j_t (Φ − Id) ∈ C([0, T ]; H^{m−j}(R^3 )) for j = 0, . . . , m − 1, Φ(t, 0, x^′) = (φ(t, x^′), x^′), ∂_1Φ(t, 0, x^′) = (1, 0, 0), as well as ‖∂^j_t Φ(t, ·)‖_L∞_{(R}3_) ≤ 1 √ 2π ‖∂^j_t φ(t, ·)‖_H 3_{2 (R2)} t ∈ [0, T ] ,

(21) ‖Ψ_1(t, ·)‖_L∞_{(R}3_) ≤ 1 2 t ∈ [0, T ] , (22) for j = 1, . . . , m − 2.

In particular, from (22) we derive 1+Ψ_1(t, x) ≥ 1/2. For the proof of Lemma 1.1, see Appendix B.

We introduce the change of independent variables defined by (20) by setting Ũ(t, x) := U(t, Φ(t, x)) , H̃(t, x) := H(t, Φ(t, x)) , Ẽ(t, x) := E(t, Φ(t, x)) , W̃(t, x) := W(t, Φ(t, x)) , and define the new dependent variables

h = (H̃_1 − Ψ_2H̃_2 − Ψ_3H̃_3, (1 + Ψ_1)H̃_2, (1 + Ψ_1)H̃_3)^⊺, e = (Ẽ_1 − Ψ_2Ẽ_2 − Ψ_3Ẽ_3, (1 + Ψ_1)E_2, (1 + Ψ_1)E_3)^⊺, H = ((1 + Ψ_1)H̃_1, H̃_2 + Ψ_2H̃_1 + εΨ_tẼ_3, H̃_3 + Ψ_3H̃_1 − εΨ_tẼ_2)^⊺, E = ((1 + Ψ_1)Ẽ_1, Ẽ_2 + Ψ_2Ẽ_1 − εΨ_tH̃_3, Ẽ_3 + Ψ_3Ẽ_1 + εΨ_tH̃_2)^⊺.

Moreover, we set w = (h, e)^⊺ , W = (H, E)^⊺ .

(23) Notice that

Let us define the matrix

η :=

1 −Ψ_2 −Ψ_3 0 1 + Ψ_1 0 0 0 1 + Ψ_1 ,

which is invertible by virtue of the smallness of Ψ_1 (see Lemma 1.1). Then: h = η H̃ , e = η Ẽ , w = KW̃ , where (24) K = ( η 0 0 η ) .

We notice that W = J W̃, where

J := ( (1 + Ψ_1)(η^⊺)^{−1} −εΨ_tB^′_1

εΨ_tB^′_1 (1 + Ψ_1)(η^⊺)^{−1} ) (25)

≡ 1 + Ψ_1 0 0 0 0 0 Ψ_2 1 0 0 0 εΨ_t Ψ_3 0 1 0 −εΨ_t 0 0 0 0 1 + Ψ_1 0 0 0 0 −εΨ_t Ψ_2 1 0 0 εΨ_t 0 Ψ_3 0 1 , (26)

with B^′_1 as in (12). The matrix J is not invertible, in general, since

det J = (1 + Ψ_1)^2(1 − ε^2Ψ^2_t )^2 ,

and 1 − ε^2Ψ^2_t might vanish. However, this is prevented if ε is sufficiently small, which is true for physical problems. Otherwise, this difficulty can be overcome by assuming the smallness of the normal velocity of the plasma at the boundary.

Notice that the relation W = JW̃ corresponds to the non-relativistic version of the Joule–Bernoulli equation connecting the magnetic and the electric fields in two inertial frames moving at relative velocity equal to the interface speed when the interface curvature is neglected.

Hypothesis 1.2. We assume that εv_N is sufficiently small on Γ, namely

(27) 1 √ 2π ‖εv_N (t, 0, ·)‖_H 3_{2 (R2)} < 1 .

By virtue of (16), (21), from Hypothesis 1.2 it follows that sup |εΨ_t(t, x)| < 1 in [0, T ] × R^3 , and J becomes invertible. Thus we can recover W̃ from W, by W̃ = J −1W. We remark that Ψ_t(t, x_1, x′) = 0 for |x_1| sufficiently large, namely x_1 ∉ supp χ (see Appendix B for the definition of χ), hence it is not possible to derive the invertibility of J by assuming |εΨ_t(t, x)| > 1 for all (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^3 .

For the reader’s convenience, we define

(28) J_1 := (1 + Ψ_1)(1 − ε^2Ψ^2_t )J^{−1} ,

whose explicit form is given in Appendix A.

In [31, 32], assuming pre-Maxwell dynamics in vacuum, i.e. ∇× H = 0, div H = 0 in Ω^−(t), the authors obtained the equation ∇× H = 0 in the fixed domain, with the variable H given by H := (1 + Ψ_1)(η^⊺)^{−1}H̃. They also made use of the variable E := (1 + Ψ_1)(η^⊺)^{−1}Ẽ. Therefore,

W̃ = 1

1 + Ψ_1

K^⊺W , W = (H, E)^⊺ .

Having this in mind, one may also write

W = W + εΨ_t ( 0 −B^′_1 B^′_1 0 ) W̃ ≡ W + εΨ_t ( 0, Ẽ_3, −Ẽ_2, 0, −H̃_3, H̃_2 )_⊺ , as well as

W = LW , L := 1 1 + Ψ_1 J K^⊺ . The variable W is also used in [35].

By resorting to the variable W̃, the equations (10) in Ω^−(t) can be recast on the fixed domain Ω^− as ε∂_tW̃ + 1 1 + Ψ_1 ( B_1 − εΨ_tI − ∑ j=2,3 Ψ_j B_j ) ∂_1W̃ + ∑ j=2,3 B_j ∂_jW̃ = 0 .

(29)

The new set of dependent variables w, W defined in (23) is convenient for the reformulation of equations on the fixed domain Ω^−.

Proposition 1. System (9) (or (10)) in Ω^−(t), or (29) in Ω^−, is equivalent to

(30) { ε∂_th + ∇× E + εQ div h = 0 , ε∂_te − ∇× H + εQ div e = 0 in the fixed domain Ω^−, where Q = − Ψ_t 1 + Ψ_1 1 0 0 Equations div H = 0 and div E = 0 in Ω^−(t) are equivalent to

(31) { div h = 0 , div e = 0 in the fixed domain Ω^−.

For the proof of Proposition 1, see Appendix B. Proposition 1 implies that the additional boundary conditions (18) are equivalent to div h = div e = 0 on Γ ∩ {∂_tφ(t, x^′) > 0} , for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Remark 1. The two boundary conditions in (17) can be written as E_2(t, 0, x^′) = (Ẽ_2 + φ̃_2Ẽ_1 − εφ̃_tH̃_3)(t, 0, x^′)

= (E_2 + φ_2E_1 − εφ_tH_3) ∘ (t, φ(t, x^′), x^′) = 0 , E_3(t, 0, x^′) = (Ẽ_3 + φ̃_3Ẽ_1 + εφ̃_tH̃_2)(t, 0, x^′)

= (E_3 + φ_3E_1 + εφ_tH_2) ∘ (t, φ(t, x^′), x^′) = 0 , where we used the trivial property φ̃_j = (φ_j ) ∘ (t, Φ), being φ_1 ≡ 0.

Dropping for convenience tildes in Ũ and W̃, problem (7), (10), (16)–(19) can be reformulated on the fixed reference domains Ω^± as (32) P(U, Ψ) = 0 in [0, T ] × Ω^+, (33) Ṽ(W, Ψ) = 0 in [0, T ] × Ω^−, (34) B (U, W, φ) = 0 on [0, T ] × Γ, (35) div h = div e = 0 on [0, T ] × Γ ∩ {∂_tφ(t, x^′) > 0} , (36) (U, W)|_{t=0} = (U_0, W_0) in Ω^+ × Ω^−, φ|_{t=0} = φ_0 on Γ, where P(U, Ψ) = P (U, Ψ)U, P (U, Ψ) = A_0(U)∂_t + Ã_1(U, Ψ)∂_1 + A_2(U)∂_2 + A_3(U)∂_3,

Ã_1(U, Ψ) = 1 1 + Ψ_1 ( A_1(U) − A_0(U)Ψ_t − 3∑ j=2 A_j (U)Ψ_j ) , Ṽ(W, Ψ) = ε∂_tW + B̃_1(Ψ)∂_1W + ∑ j=2,3 B_j ∂_j W B̃_1(Ψ) = 1 1 + Ψ_1 ( B_1 − εΨ_tI − ∑ j=2,3 Ψ_j B_j ) ,

B (U, W, φ) = ∂_tφ − v_{N|x1=0} [q] E_{2|x1=0} E_{3|x1=0}

, v^N = v^1 − v^2Ψ^2 − v^3Ψ^3,

[q] = q_{|x1=0} − 1 2 |H|^2_{x1=0} + 1 2 |E|^2_{x1=0} .

To avoid an overload of notation, we have denoted by the same symbol v_N here above and v_N as in (16). Notice that v_{N|x1=0} = v_1 − v_2φ_2 − v_3φ_3, as in the previous definition in (16). Similarly, we will also denote H_N := h_1, E_N := e_1. We also define

h := (H_1 − Ψ_2H_2 − Ψ_3H_3, (1 + Ψ_1)H_2, (1 + Ψ_1)H_3) , H_N := h_1 .

Now we show that problem (32)–(36) implies the equations

(37) div h = 0 in [0, T ] × Ω^+,

(38) div h = div e = 0 in [0, T ] × Ω^−,

and the boundary conditions

(39) H_N = H_N = 0 on [0, T ] × Γ,

that can be considered just as restrictions on the initial data (36).

Proposition 2. Let the initial data (36) satisfy (37)–(39) for t = 0. If (U, W, φ) is a regular solution of problem (32)–(36), then this solution satisfies (37)–(39) for all t ∈ [0, T ].

For the proof of Proposition 2, see Appendix B. As a consequence of (30) and Proposition 2, the equation (33) in vacuum can be rewritten as

(40) { ε∂_th + ∇× E = 0 , ε∂_te − ∇× H = 0 . It is clear that, if the initial data (36) satisfy (38) for t = 0, then the solution of (40) satisfies (38) for all t ∈ [0, T ]. In particular, this yields (35). Therefore, for such initial data, instead of (32)–(36) we can equivalently consider problem (32), (40), (34), (36), disregarding (35) which will be recovered a posteriori. Therefore, for initial data as in Proposition 2, problem (7), (10), (16)–(19) can be reformulated on the fixed reference domains Ω^± as

(41) P(U, Ψ) = 0 in [0, T ] × Ω^+,

(42) εB_0(Ψ)∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 B_j ∂_j W + εB_4(Ψ)W = 0 in [0, T ] × Ω^−,

(43) B (U, W, φ) = 0 on [0, T ] × Γ,

(44) (U, W)|_{t=0} = (U_0, W_0) in Ω^+ × Ω^−, φ|_{t=0} = φ_0 on Γ,

where

εB_0(Ψ)∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 B_j ∂_j W + εB_4(Ψ)W = ( ε∂_th + ∇× E ε∂_te − ∇× H ) , (45) B_0(Ψ) := KJ^{−1} > 0, B_4(Ψ) = ∂_tB_0(Ψ), with the matrices K, J defined in (24) and (25), respectively. The matrix B_0(Ψ) is also symmetric, as well as the B_j , so that the system in (42) is symmetric hyperbolic.

Due to the particular boundary conditions, problems (32)–(36) and (41)–(44) are initial boundary value problems with characteristic boundary. Moreover, since we prescribe a different number of conditions on different portions of the boundary (see (34), (35)), the boundary is non-uniformly characteristic for (32)–(36), that is characteristic with variable multiplicity, see [25, 29, 30]. On the contrary, after the introduction of the new variables W and the new formulation (42) in the vacuum region, the boundary becomes characteristic with constant multiplicity for system (41)–(44) (here we don’t assume (35)).

The new formulation (41)–(44) can be used for the resolution of the problem with variable sign of ∂_tφ (which yields the change of multiplicity for (32)–(36)), that is with both expansion and contraction of the plasma region in vacuum. This extends the analysis of [18, 35], where only the case of expansion of plasma into vacuum is considered, i.e. it is assumed ∂_tφ < 0 throughout the whole boundary.

For a detailed discussion on the number of boundary conditions in (32)–(36) and in (41)–(44) see Appendix C.

2. The linearized problem

2.1. Basic state. Let us denote Q^±_T := (−∞, T ] × Ω^±, ω_T := (−∞, T ] × Γ. Let (46) (Û(t, x), Ŵ(t, x), φ̂(t, x^′)) be a given sufficiently smooth vector-function with Û = (q̂, v̂, Ĥ, Ŝ) and Ŵ = (Ĥ, Ê), respectively defined on Q^+_T , Q^−_T , ω_T , with

(47)

‖Û‖_W 2,∞_{(Q}+_{T )} + ‖∂_1Û‖_W 2,∞_{(Q}+_{T )} + ‖Ŵ‖_W 2,∞_{(Q}−_{T )} + ‖φ̂‖_W 3,∞_{([0,T ]×R}2_) ≤ κ,

‖φ̂‖_{C([0,T ];H}2_{(R}2_{))} ≤ 1,

where κ > 0 is a constant. Corresponding to the given φ̂, we construct Ψ̂ and the diffeomorphism Φ̂ as in Lemma 1.1 such that

1 + Ψ̂_1 ≥ 1/2.

We assume that the basic state (46) satisfies the following conditions (which are less restrictive in the vacuum side than in [35]). We have, for some positive ρ_0, ρ_1 ∈ R,

(48) ρ(p̂, Ŝ) ≥ ρ_0 > 0, ρ_p(p̂, Ŝ) ≥ ρ_1 > 0 in Q^+_T ,

(49) ∂_tĤ + 1 1 + Ψ̂_1 { (ŵ · ∇)Ĥ − (ĥ · ∇)v̂ + Ĥdiv û } = 0 in Q^+_T ,

(50) div ĥ = div ê = 0 in Q^−_T ,

(51) ε∂_tĥ + ∇× Ê = 0 on ω_T ,

(52) ∂_tφ̂ − v̂_N = 0, Ê_2 = Ê_3 = 0 on ω_T , where all the “hat” functions are determined like for the corresponding values of (U, W, φ), i.e. p̂ = q̂ − |Ĥ|^2/2, v̂_N = v̂_1 − v̂_2Ψ̂_2 − v̂_3Ψ̂_3, ĥ = (Ĥ_N , Ĥ_2(1 + Ψ̂_1), Ĥ_3(1 + Ψ̂_1)), ĥ = (Ĥ_N , Ĥ_2(1 + Ψ̂_1), Ĥ_3(1 + Ψ̂_1)), Ĥ_N = Ĥ_1 − Ĥ_2Ψ̂_2 − Ĥ_3Ψ̂_3, Ĥ_N = Ĥ_1 − Ĥ_2Ψ̂_2 − Ĥ_3Ψ̂_3, Ê = ((1 + Ψ̂_1)Ê_1, Ê_2 + Ψ̂_2Ê_1 − εΨ̂_tĤ_3, Ê_3 + Ψ̂_3Ê_1 + εΨ̂_tĤ_2) , and where û = (v̂_N , v̂_2(1 + Ψ̂_1), v̂_3(1 + Ψ̂_1)), ŵ = û − (Ψ̂_t, 0, 0).

It follows from (49) that the constraints (53) div ĥ = 0 in Q^+_T , Ĥ_N = 0 on ω_T are satisfied for the basic state (46) if they hold at t = 0 (see [33] for the proof). Thus, for the basic state we also require the fulfillment of conditions (53) at t = 0. Other assumptions on the basic state needed for the stability analysis will be given in the statement of Theorem 4.1.

Note that (47) yields ‖∇_{t,x}Ψ̂‖_W 2,∞_{([0,T ]×R}3_) ≤ C(κ), where ∇_{t,x} = (∂_t, ∇) and C = C(κ) > 0 is a constant depending on κ. We also remark that thanks to (52) and taking into account the definition of h, E (and recalling that Ψ̂_1 = 0 on ω_T ), equation (51) may be written in the form:

(54)

∂_tĥ_1 = 0 on ω_T , ε∂_tĤ_2 + ∂_3Ê_1 − ∂_1Ê_3 = 0 on ω_T , ε∂_tĤ_3 + ∂_1Ê_2 − ∂_2Ê_1 = 0 on ω_T .

It follows from the first equation in (54), that the constraint (55) ĥ_1 = 0 on ω_T is satisfied for the basic state (46) if it holds at t = 0. We remark that if we strengthen assumption (51) to the following (56) ε∂_tĥ + ∇ × Ê = 0 in Q^−_T , then also (50) follows as a consequence of (56), provided that it holds for t = 0. Notation. From now on, we denote by H, E, h, e variables defined using the basic state Ψ̂ (instead of Ψ) and W (without “hat”), while “hat”-variables Ĥ, Ê, ĥ, ê are defined using the basic state for all terms (Ψ̂ and Ŵ). For instance, H_1 = (1 + Ψ̂_1)H_1 , Ĥ_1 = (1 + Ψ̂_1)Ĥ_1 .

2.2. Linearized problem. We want to linearize (41)–(43) (or (32)–(34)), and in particular (42) in vacuum, since in this formulation we have the main advantage of a characteristic boundary of constant multiplicity. However, the linearization can be performed more easily, by resorting to standard techniques, if we recast (42) in terms of W (clearly, the multiplicity remains the same). We recall that K has positive eigenvalues, hence it is invertible and the multiplication by K does not alter the number of incoming characteristics of a system, so that we may consider (42) multiplied on the left by K^{−1}. Noticing that (30) multiplied by K^{−1} is indeed Ṽ(W, Ψ), we obtain V(W, Ψ) := Ṽ(W, Ψ) − εK^{−1} ( Q 0^T 0^T Q ) ( div(ηH) div(ηE) ) = 0 .

(57)

The linearized equations for (41), (57), (43) read: P^′(Û, Ψ̂)(δU, δΨ) := d dθ P(U_θ, Ψ_θ)|_{θ=0} = f in Q^+_T ,

V^′ (Ŵ, Ψ̂)(δW, δΨ) := d dθ V(W_θ , Ψ_θ)|_{θ=0} = χ in Q^−_T , B^′ (Û, Ŵ, φ̂)(δU, δW, δφ) := d dθ B (U_θ , W_θ, φ_θ)|_{θ=0} = g on ω_T ,

where U_θ = Û + θ δU, W_θ = Ŵ + θ δW, φ_θ = φ̂ + θ δφ; δΨ is constructed from δφ as in Lemma 1.1 and Ψ_θ = Ψ̂ + θ δΨ.

Here we introduce the source terms f = (f_1, . . . , f_8), χ = (χ_1, . . . χ_6) and g = (g_1, g_2, g_3, g_4) to make the interior equations and the boundary conditions inhomogeneous.

2.2.1. Vacuum part. First, we compute the exact form of the linearized equations in Q^−_T (below we drop δ). By exploiting (50), it is standard to obtain (see [31]) d dθ V(W_θ , Ψ_θ)|_{θ=0} = V(W, Ψ̂) − { V(Ψ̂)Ψ

} ∂_1Ŵ

1 + Ψ̂_1 . Note that V(Ψ̂)Ψ denotes the matrix obtained from V(W, Ψ) with Ψ̂ instead of Ψ and where all derivatives are applied to Ψ.

Since V^′(Ŵ, Ψ̂)(W, Ψ) is a first-order differential operator in Ψ, as in [1], the linearized problem is rewritten in terms of the “good unknown”

(58) Ẇ := W − Ψ 1 + Ψ̂_1

∂_1Ŵ ,

so that, again by standard computations, we deduce

V(Ẇ, Ψ̂) + Ψ 1 + Ψ̂_1

∂_1 { V(Ŵ , Ψ̂) } = χ . We can consider Ψ 1 + Ψ̂_1

∂_1 { V(Ŵ, Ψ̂) } as an error term for the nonlinear analysis that we will address in a future work, so that we get the system V(Ẇ, Ψ̂) = χ , which has the same form of the starting system, but with coefficients depending on Ψ̂ instead of Ψ.

2.2.2. Plasma part. Proceeding similarly as in the vacuum part, we linearize, introduce the good unknown and remove error terms to obtain (see [8, 31]) P (Û, Ψ̂)U̇ + C(Û, Ψ̂)U̇ = f , where the matrix C(Û, Ψ̂) is determined as follows:

C(Û, Ψ̂)Y = (Y, ∇_yA_0(Û))∂_tÛ + (Y, ∇_yÃ_1(Û, Ψ̂))∂_1Û

+(Y, ∇_yA_2(Û))∂_2Û + (Y, ∇_yA_3(Û))∂_3Û,

(Y, ∇_yA(Û )) := 8∑ i=1 y_i ( ∂A(Y ) ∂y_i | | |_{Y =Û} ) , Y = (y_1, . . . , y_8).

2.2.3. Boundary conditions. We have

B^′ (Û, Ŵ, Ψ̂)(U, W, φ) = φ_t + v̂_2φ_2 + v̂_3φ_3 − v_N q − Ĥ · H + Ê · E E_2 − εφ_tĤ_3 + φ_2Ê_1 E_3 + εφ_tĤ_2 + φ_3Ê_1

|_{x1=0} ,

where q := p + Ĥ · H and v_N := v_1 − v_2Ψ̂_2 − v_3Ψ̂_3. Taking into account assumptions (52) and recalling that Ψ ≡ φ on ω_T , we rewrite our linearized equations in terms of the good unknowns: B^′ (Û, Ŵ, φ̂)(U̇ , Ẇ, φ) := B^′ (Û, Ŵ, φ̂)(U, W, φ)

= φ_t + v̂_2φ_2 + v̂_3φ_3 − v̇_N − φ∂_1v̂_N q̇ − Ĥ · Ḣ + Ê · Ė + φ[∂_1q̂] Ė_2 − εφ_tĤ_3 + φ_2Ê_1 + φ∂_1Ê_2 Ė_3 + εφ_tĤ_2 + φ_3Ê_1 + φ∂_1Ê_3

|_{x1=0} , (59)

where v̇_N = v̇_1 − v̇_2Ψ̂_2 − v̇_3Ψ̂_3, Ḣ_N = Ḣ_1 − Ḣ_2Ψ̂_2 − Ḣ_3Ψ̂_3, and

[∂_1q̂] = (∂_1q̂)|_{x1 =0} − (Ĥ · ∂_1Ĥ)|_{x1=0} + (Ê · ∂_1Ê)|_{x1=0} .

Thanks to the second and third equations in (54), it follows that

(60) ( −εφ_tĤ_3 + φ_2Ê_1 + φ∂_1Ê_2 εφ_tĤ_2 + φ_3Ê_1 + φ∂_1Ê_3 ) |_{x1=0} = ( −ε∂_t(φĤ_3) + ∂_2(φÊ_1) ε∂_t(φĤ_2) + ∂_3(φÊ_1) ) |_{x1=0} ,

hence, we obtain

φ_t + v̂_2φ_2 + v̂_3φ_3 − v̇_N − φ∂_1v̂_N q̇ − Ĥ · Ḣ + Ê · Ė + φ[∂_1q̂] Ė_2 − ε∂_t(φĤ_3) + ∂_2(φÊ_1) Ė_3 + ε∂_t(φĤ_2) + ∂_3(φÊ_1)

|_{x1=0} = g . (61)

2.2.4. Conclusion. The new form of our linearized problem for (U̇, Ẇ, φ) reads:

Â_0∂_tU̇ +^3 ∑ j=1 Â_j ∂_jU̇ + ĈU̇ = f in Q^+_T , (62a) ( ε∂_tḣ + ∇× Ė ε∂_tė − ∇× Ḣ ) = χ in Q^−_T ,

(62b)

φ_t = v̇_N − v̂_2φ_2 − v̂_3φ_3 + φ ∂_1v̂_N + g_1,

(62c) q̇ = Ĥ · Ḣ − Ê · Ė − [∂_1q̂]φ + g_2, (62d) Ė_2 = ε∂_t(φĤ_3) − ∂_2(φÊ_1) + g_3 on ω_T , (62e) Ė_3 = −ε∂_t(φĤ_2) − ∂_3(φÊ_1) + g_4 on ω_T , (62f) (U̇, Ẇ, φ) = 0 for t < 0,

(62g)

where

Â_α := A_α(Û), α = 0, 2, 3, Â_1 := Ã_1(Û, Ψ̂), Ĉ := C(Û, Ψ̂),

and the “dot”-variables Ḣ, Ė, ḣ, ė are defined analogously to H, E, h, e, using Ψ̂ and Ẇ instead of W.

We assume that the source term χ of (62b) satisfies the constraint

(63) div Ξ^′ = div Ξ^{′′} = 0 , where Ξ^′ = (χ_1, χ_2, χ_3) , Ξ^{′′} = (χ_4, χ_5, χ_6) ,

that the source terms f, χ and the boundary datum g vanish in the past, and we consider the case of zero initial data. We postpone the case of nonzero initial data to the nonlinear analysis of a future work (see e.g. [8, 32, 33]).

2.3. Reduction to homogeneous constraints in the “vacuum part”. We decompose Ẇ in (62) as Ẇ = W^′ + W^{′′} (and accordingly Ḣ = H^′ + H^{′′}, and similarly for Ė, ḣ, ė), where W^{′′} is required to solve for each t

(64) ( ε∂_th^{′′} + ∇× E^{′′} ε∂_te^{′′} − ∇× H^{′′} ) = χ in Ω^−,

E^{′′}_2 = g_3, E^{′′}_3 = g_4 on Γ.

The source term χ of the first equation should satisfy the constraint (63). By classical results on Maxwell’s equations, we have the following.

Lemma 2.1. Assume that the data χ, g_3, g_4 in (64), vanishing in appropriate way as x goes to infinity, satisfy the constraints (63). Then there exists a solution W^{′′} of (64) vanishing at infinity.

In the statement of the lemma above we intentionally leave unspecified the description of the regularity and the behavior at infinity of the data and consequently of the solution. This point will be faced in the forthcoming paper on the resolution of the nonlinear problem.

Given W^{′′}, now we look for W^′ such that

(65) ε∂_th^′ + ∇× E^′ = 0, ε∂_te^′ − ∇× H^′ = 0 in Q^−_T , q̇ = Ĥ · H^′ − Ê · E^′ − [∂_1q̂]φ + g^′_2, E^′_2 = ε∂_t(φĤ_3) − ∂_2(φÊ_1), E^′_3 = −ε∂_t(φĤ_2) − ∂_3(φÊ_1) on ω_T , where we have denoted g^′_2 = g_2 + Ĥ · H^{′′} − Ê · E^{′′}. If W^{′′} solves (64) and W^′ is a solution of (65), then Ẇ = W^′ + W^{′′} clearly solves (62b), (62d)–(62f).

From (62), (65), the new form of the reduced linearized problem with unknowns (U̇, W^′), dropping for convenience the prime sign in W^′, g^′_2 and the dot sign in U̇, reads

Â_0∂_tU +^3 ∑ j=1 Â_j ∂_j U + ĈU = f in Q^+_T , (66a) ( ε∂_th + ∇× E ε∂_te − ∇× H ) = 0 in Q^−_T ,

(66b)

φ_t = v_N − v̂_2φ_2 − v̂_3φ_3 + φ ∂_1v̂_N + g_1,

(66c) q = Ĥ · H − Ê · E − [∂_1q̂]φ + g_2, (66d) E_2 = ε∂_t(φĤ_3) − ∂_2(φÊ_1),

(66e) E_3 = −ε∂_t(φĤ_2) − ∂_3(φÊ_1) on ω_T ,

(66f) (U, W, φ) = 0 for t < 0. (66g)

2.4. Reduction to homogeneous constraints in the “plasma part”. From problem (66) we can deduce nonhomogeneous equations associated with the divergence constraint div h = 0 and the “redundant” boundary conditions H_N |_{x1=0} = 0 for the nonlinear problem. Proceeding as in [31], Proposition 7, we can reduce (66) to a problem with homogeneous constraints (68) and (69) in terms of a new variable U^♮.

Dropping for convenience the indices^♮, the new form of our reduced linearized problem now reads

Â_0∂_tU +^3 ∑ j=1 Â_j ∂_j U + ĈU = F in Q^+_T , (67a) ( ε∂_th + ∇× E ε∂_te − ∇× H ) = 0 in Q^−_T ,

(67b)

φ_t = v_N − v̂_2φ_2 − v̂_3φ_3 + φ ∂_1v̂_N

(67c) q = Ĥ · H − Ê · E − [∂_1q̂]φ (67d) E_2 = ε∂_t(φĤ_3) − ∂_2(φÊ_1)

(67e) E_3 = −ε∂_t(φĤ_2) − ∂_3(φÊ_1) on ω_T ,

(67f) (U, W, φ) = 0 for t < 0, (67g)

and solutions should satisfy

(68) div h = 0 in Q^+_T ,

(69) H_N = Ĥ_2φ_2 + Ĥ_3φ_3 − φ ∂_1Ĥ_N on ω_T .

All the notations here for U and W (e.g., h, H, h, etc.) are analogous to the corresponding ones for U̇ and Ẇ introduced above.

2.5. An equivalent formulation of (67). In the following analysis it is convenient to make use of different “plasma” variables and an equivalent form of equations (67a). With the usual notation, we define the matrix

η̂ =

1 −Ψ̂_2 −Ψ̂_3 0 1 + Ψ̂_1 0 0 0 1 + Ψ̂_1 .

It follows that

(70) u = (v_N , v_2(1 + Ψ̂_1), v_3(1 + Ψ̂_1)) = η̂ v, h = (H_N , H_2(1 + Ψ̂_1), H_3(1 + Ψ̂_1)) = η̂ H.

Multiplying (67a) on the left side by the matrix

R̂ =

1 0 0 0 0^T η̂ 0_3 0^T 0^T 0_3 η̂ 0^T 0 0^T 0^T 1 , after some calculations we get the symmetric hyperbolic system for the new vector of unknowns U = (q, u, h, S) (compare with (6), (67a)):

(1 + Ψ̂_1) ρ̂_p/ρ̂ 0 −(ρ̂_p/ρ̂)ĥ 0 0^T ρ̂â_0 0_3 0^T −(ρ̂_p/ρ̂)ĥ^T 0_3 â_0 + (ρ̂_p/ρ̂)ĥ ⊗ ĥ 0^T 0 0 0 1 ∂^t q u h S

+ 0 ∇· 0 0 ∇ 0_3 0_3 0^T 0^T 0_3 0_3 0^T 0 0 0 0 q u h S

+ (1 + Ψ̂_1) (ρ̂_p/ρ̂)ŵ · ∇ ∇· −(ρ̂_p/ρ̂)ĥŵ · ∇ 0 ∇ ρ̂â_0ŵ · ∇ −â_0ĥ · ∇ 0^T −(ρ̂_p/ρ̂)ĥ^T ŵ · ∇ −â_0ĥ · ∇ (â_0 + (ρ̂_p/ρ̂)ĥ ⊗ ĥ)ŵ · ∇ 0^T 0 0 0 ŵ · ∇ q u h S

+ Ĉ^′U = F ,

(71)

where â_0 is the symmetric and positive definite matrix

â_0 = (η̂^{−1})^T η̂^{−1}, Ĉ^′ is a new zero-order term (a matrix whose precise form has no importance) and where we have set F = (1 + Ψ̂_1)R̂F. We write system (71) in compact form as (72) Â0∂tU + 3∑ j=1 (Â_j + E_{1j+1})∂_j U + Ĉ^′U = F,

where E_{1j+1} denotes the 8×8 matrix with 0 entries, exception given for the (1, j +1) and (j + 1, 1) entries, which assume value 1.

The formulation (72) has the advantage of the form of the boundary matrix of the system Â_1 + E_{12}, where

(73) Â_1 = 0 on ω_T ,

because ŵ_1 = ĥ_1 = 0, and E_{12} is a constant matrix. Thus system (72) is symmetric hyperbolic with characteristic boundary of constant multiplicity (see [26, 27, 28] for maximally dissipative boundary conditions). Thus, the final form of our reduced linearized problem is

Â_0∂_tU +^3 ∑ j=1 (Â_j + E_{1j+1})∂_j U + Ĉ^′U = F in Q^+_T ,

(74a) ( ε∂_th + ∇× E ε∂_te − ∇× H ) = 0 in Q^−_T ,

(74b)

φ_t = v_N − v̂_2φ_2 − v̂_3φ_3 + φ ∂_1v̂_N ,

(74c) q = Ĥ · H − Ê · E − [∂_1q̂]φ, (74d)

E_2 = ε∂_t(φĤ_3) − ∂_2(φÊ_1),

(74e)

E_3 = −ε∂_t(φĤ_2) − ∂_3(φÊ_1) on ω_T ,

(74f) (U, W, φ) = 0 for t < 0. (74g)

The solutions (U, W) to problem (74) satisfy

div h = 0 in Q^+_T ,

(75) div h = 0, div e = 0 in Q^−_T ,

(76) h_1 = Ĥ_2φ_2 + Ĥ_3φ_3 − φ∂_1Ĥ_N ,

(77) h_1 = ∂_2 (^ H_2φ ) + ∂_3 (^ H_3φ ) on ω_T ,

(78)

because (75)–(78) are just restrictions on the initial data which are automatically satisfied in view of (74g). For instance, equations (76) trivially follow from (74b) and (74g). Moreover, condition (78) is obtained by considering equation ε∂_th_1 + ∂_2E_3 − ∂_3E_2 = 0 in (74b) at x_1 = 0 and taking into account (74e), (74f).

System (74b) can be written in terms of W = (H, E)^⊺ if |Ψ̂_t| < ε^{−1}, i.e. the matrix J in (25) is invertible. Similarly to Hypothesis 1.2, we have the following assumption involving the plasma normal speed at the boundary of the basic state.

Hypothesis 2.2. We assume that v̂_N is sufficiently small with respect to ε^{−1} on ω_T , namely

(79) 1 √ 2π ‖v̂_N (t, 0, ·)‖_H 3_{2 (R2)} < ε^{−1} .

By virtue of (21) in correspondence of Ψ̂ and φ̂, from Hypothesis 2.2 it follows that sup |εΨ̂_t(t, x)| < 1 in [0, T ] × R^3 , and J (where we clearly replace Ψ by Ψ̂) becomes invertible. We also define J_1 as in (28), but replacing Ψ by Ψ̂.

Since the basic state satisfies (79), we could write (74b) as a symmetric hyperbolic system:

(80) εB_0∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 B_j ∂_j W + εB_4W = 0, where B_0, B_4 are as in (45), replacing η by η̂, as usual. Let us prove that B_0 > 0. If we define

(81) N̂ = (1, −Ψ̂_2, −Ψ̂_3) ,

then the characteristic polynomial of B_0 is given by the square of

τ^3 − (|N̂|^2 + 2(Ψ̂_1 + 1)^2 − ε^2Ψ̂^2_t )τ^2

+ (Ψ̂_1 + 1)^2 (1 − ε^2Ψ̂^2_t ) (|N̂|^2 + (1 + Ψ̂_1)^2 + 1)τ − (1 + Ψ̂_1)^4 (1 − ε^2Ψ̂^2_t )^2 ,

hence all the eigenvalues are positive, by virtue of Descartes’ sign rule, and us- ing ε|Ψ̂_t| < 1 ≤ |N̂|. We observe that (recalling that Ψ̂_1 = 0 on ω_T , in particular H_1 = H_1 and E_1 = E_1) on ω_T :

(82)

Ĥ · H = ĥ_1H_1 + Ĥ_2(H_2 + φ̂_2H_1) + Ĥ_3(H_3 + φ̂_3H_1)

= ĥ · H + εφ̂_t(−Ĥ_2E_3 + Ĥ_3E_2),

Ê · E = Ê_1e_1 + (Ê_2 + φ̂_2Ê_1)E_2 + (Ê_3 + φ̂_3Ê_1)E_3 = Ê · e + εφ̂_t(Ĥ_3E_2 − Ĥ_2E_3).

Thus we may replace in (74d):

(83) Ĥ · H − Ê · E = ĥ · H − Ê · e ≡ ĥ_2H_2 + ĥ_3H_3 − Ê_1e_1 ,

since ĥ_1 = Ê_2 = Ê_3 = 0 on ω_T .

Remark 2. The invertible part of the boundary matrix of a system allows to control the trace at the boundary of the so-called noncharacteristic component of the vector solution. Thus, with system (74a) (whose boundary matrix is −E_{12}, because of (73)), we have the control of q, u_1 at the boundary; therefore the components of U appearing in the boundary conditions (74c), (74d) are well defined. The same holds true for (74b) where we can get the control of H_2, H_3, E_2, E_3, in particular. The control of e_1 (which appears in (83)) is not given by the system (74b), but by the constraint (76).

Before studying problem (74), we should be sure that the number of boundary conditions is in agreement with the number of incoming characteristics for the hyperbolic systems in (74). Since one of the four boundary conditions (74c)–(74g) is needed for determining the function φ(t, x^′), the total number of “incoming” characteristics should be three. Let us check that this is true.

Proposition 3. System (74a) has one incoming characteristic for the boundary ω_T of the domain Q^+_T . System (74b) has two incoming characteristics for the boundary ω_T of the domain Q^−_T .

Proof. Consider first system (74a). In view of (73), the boundary matrix on ω_T is −E_{12}, which has one negative (incoming in the domain Q^+_T ) and one positive eigenvalue, while all other eigenvalues are zero.

Now consider system (74b). The boundary matrix B_1 (see (12)) has eigenvalues λ_± = ±1, λ_0 = 0, each one with multiplicity 2. Thus, system (74b) has indeed two incoming characteristics in the domain Q^−_T . □

3. Function Spaces Now we introduce the main function spaces to be used in the following. Let us denote (84) Q^± := R_t × Ω^±, ω := R_t × Γ. 3.1. Weighted Sobolev spaces. For γ ≥ 1 and s ∈ R, we set λ^{s,γ} (ξ) := (γ^2 + |ξ|^2)^{s/2} and, in particular, λ^s := λ^{s,1}.

Throughout the paper, for real γ ≥ 1 and n ≥ 2, H^s_γ (R^n ) will denote the Sobolev space of order s, equipped with the γ−depending norm || · ||_{s,γ} defined by (85) ||u||^2_{s,γ} := (2π)^{−n} ∫ R^n λ^{2s,γ} (ξ)|û(ξ)|^2dξ , û being the Fourier transform of u. The norms defined by (85), with different values of the parameter γ, are equivalent each other. For γ = 1 we set for brevity || · ||_s := || · ||_{s,1} (and, accordingly, the standard Sobolev space H^s(R^n ) := H^s_1 (R^n )). For s ∈ N, the norm in (85) turns to be equivalent, uniformly with respect to γ, to the norm || · ||_Hs_{γ (R}n_) defined by ||u||^2_Hs_{γ (R}n_) := ∑ |α|≤s γ^{2(s−|α|)}||∂^αu||^2_L2_{(R}n_) , where we write ∂^α = ∂^{α1}_1 . . . ∂^{αn}_n for the usual partial derivative corresponding to a multi-index α ∈ N^n .

For functions defined over Q^−_T we will consider the weighted Sobolev spaces H^m_γ (Q^−_T ) equipped with the γ−depending norm ||u||^2_{Hmγ (Q}−_{T )} := ∑ |α|≤m γ^{2(m−|α|)}||∂^αu||^2_{L2(Q}−_{T )} . Similar weighted Sobolev spaces will be considered for functions defined on Q^−. 3.2. Conormal Sobolev spaces. Let us introduce some classes of function spaces of Sobolev type, defined over the half-space Q^+_T . For j = 0, . . . , 3, we set Z_0 = ∂_t, Z_1 := σ(x_1)∂_1 , Z_j := ∂_j , for j = 2, 3 , where σ(x_1) ∈ C^∞(R_+ ) is a monotone increasing function such that σ(x_1) = x_1 in some neighborhood of the origin and σ(x_1) = 1 for x_1 large enough. Then, for every multi-index α = (α_0, . . . , α_3) ∈ N^4 , the conormal derivative Z^α is defined by Z^α := Z^{α0}_0 . . . Z^{α3}_3 .

Given an integer m ≥ 1, the conormal Sobolev space H^m_{tan}(Q^+_T ) is defined as the set of functions u ∈ L^2(Q^+_T ) such that Z^αu ∈ L^2(Q^+_T ), for all multi-indices α with |α| ≤ m (see [24, 23]). Agreeing with the notations set for the usual Sobolev spaces, for γ ≥ 1, H^m_{tan,γ} (Q^+_T ) will denote the conormal space of order m equipped with the γ−depending norm (86) ||u||^2_{Hmtan,γ (Q}+_{T )} := ∑ |α|≤m γ^{2(m−|α|)}||Z^αu||^2_{L2(Q}+_{T )} and we have H^m_{tan}(Q^+_T ) := H^m_{tan,1}(Q^+_T ). Similar conormal Sobolev spaces with γdepending norms will be considered for functions defined on Q^+.

We will use the same notation for spaces of scalar and vector-valued functions.

4. The main result

We are now in a position to state the main result of the paper. Recall that U = (q, u, h, S), where u and h were defined in (70).

Theorem 4.1. Let T > 0. Let the basic state (46) satisfies assumptions (47)–(53) and define

(87) μ̂ := (Ê_1 − εv̂_3Ĥ_2 + εv̂_2Ĥ_3)_{|x1=0} .

We assume that the plasma velocity of the basic state at the boundary is smaller than the light speed at the boundary, namely (88) |v̂|, |v̂_N | < ε^{−1} on ω_T , and assume also (89) |Ĥ × Ĥ| ≥ δ > 0 on ω_T , where δ is an arbitrary fixed constant. Then there exists a constant μ^∗ and there exists γ_0 ≥ 1 such that, for all |μ̂| ≤ μ^∗, γ ≥ γ_0 and for all F_γ ∈ H^1_{tan,γ} (Q^+_T ), vanishing in the past, namely for t < 0, any solution (U_γ , W_γ , φ_γ ) ∈ H^1_{tan,γ} (Q^+_T ) × H^1_γ (Q^−_T ) × H^1_γ (ω_T ) to problem (74), with trace (q_γ , u_{1γ} , h_{1γ} )|_{ωT} ∈ H^{1/2}γ (ω_T ), obeys the a priori estimate

(90) γ ( ‖U_γ ‖^2_{H1tan,γ (Q}+_{T )} + ‖W_γ ‖^2_{H1γ (Q}−_{T )} + ‖(q_γ , u_{1γ} , h_{1γ} )|_{ωT} ‖^2_{H1/2γ (ωT )} )

+ γ^2‖φ_γ ‖^2_H1_{γ (ωT )} ≤ C γ ‖F_γ ‖^2_{H1tan,γ (Q}+_{T )},

where we have set U_γ = e^{−γt} U, H_γ = e^{−γt} H, φ_γ = e^{−γt} φ and so on. Here C = C(κ, T, δ) > 0 is a constant independent of the data F and γ.

Remark 3. In [31], where the pre-Maxwell dynamics in the vacuum side is considered, instead of the Maxwell equations, it is shown that the stability condition (89) is sufficient by itself for the well-posedness of the problem. Here we also need to impose (88) and the smallness condition |μ̂| ≤ μ^∗. The present situation with more restrictive stability conditions is more similar to the relativistic case studied in [35], with the difference that, in order to prevent violent instabilities, we don’t need to assume that the plasma expands into the vacuum, as in [35].

Let us note as well that, in real problems, ε is very small if compared with the velocity of the basic state, so that (88) is always satisfied. Alternatively, given the basic state, we can choose v̄ (see the definition of ε) so that (88) holds.

Moreover, the smallness of ε says essentially that μ̂ is small provided that E_1 be small, i.e. the electric field be sufficiently weak. Thus, when the electric field is weak, it is justified to neglect the displacement current and consider the classical plasma-vacuum non-relativistic model with pre-Maxwell dynamics. On the other hand, when the electric field is sufficiently strong, it is natural to expect that the plasma-vacuum interface problem could be ill-posed, see [35].

Remark 4. Independently on Hypothesis 2.2, assumption (88) also directly implies that (91) ε|φ̂_t| < |N̂| , where N̂ is as in (81), since ε |φ̂_t| = ε |v̂_N | ≤ ε |v̂| |N̂| < |N̂|.

5. Proof of Theorem 4.1

To prove the a priori estimate for problem (74) given in Theorem 4.1, we will extend our problem to the spaces Q^±, ω given in (84).

5.1. The extended boundary value problem. Assuming that all coefficients and data appearing in (74) and (80) are extended for all times to the whole real line (for such standard procedure we refer the reader to [17, 19]), let us consider the boundary value problem (recall the definition of Q^±, ω in (84))

Â_0∂_tU +^3 ∑ j=1 (Â_j + E_{1j+1})∂_j U + Ĉ^′U = F, in Q^+,

(92a)

εB_0∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 B_j ∂_j W + εB_4W = 0 in Q^−,

(92b)

φ_t + v̂_2φ_2 + v̂_3φ_3 − φ∂_1v̂_N − u_1 = 0,

(92c)

q + [∂_1q̂]φ − ĥ · H + Ê · e = 0,

(92d)

E_2 − ε∂_t(φĤ_3) + ∂_2(φÊ_1) = 0,

(92e)

E_3 + ε∂_t(φĤ_2) + ∂_3(φÊ_1) = 0 on ω,

(92f) (U, W, φ) = 0 for t < 0.

(92g)

Since problem (92) looks similar to a corresponding one in relativistic MHD [35], for the deduction of estimate (90) we use the same ideas as in [35]. As in [31, 35] we will need a secondary symmetrization of the transformed Maxwell equations in vacuum.

5.2. A secondary symmetrization. In order to show how to get the secondary symmetrization, for the sake of simplicity we first consider a planar unperturbed interface, i.e. the case φ̂ ≡ 0. For this case (74b), (76) become

(93) ε∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 B_j ∂_j W = 0,

(94) div H = 0, div E = 0,

that is, the classical Maxwell system (9).

We write for system (93) the following secondary symmetrization (for a similar secondary symmetrization of the Maxwell equations in vacuum see [31, 35]):

(95) εB_0∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 B_0B_j ∂_j W + R_1div H + R_2div E = εB_0∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 B_j ∂_j W = 0,

where

(96) B_0 =

1 0 0 0 ν_3 −ν_2 0 1 0 −ν_3 0 ν_1 0 0 1 ν_2 −ν_1 0 0 −ν_3 ν_2 1 0 0 ν_3 0 −ν_1 0 1 0 −ν_2 ν_1 0 0 0 1 ,

B_1 = ν_1 ν_2 ν_3 0 0 0 ν_2 −ν_1 0 0 0 −1 ν_3 0 −ν_1 0 1 0 0 0 0 ν_1 ν_2 ν_3 0 0 1 ν_2 −ν_1 0 0 −1 0 ν_3 0 −ν_1 ,

B_2 =

−ν_2 ν_1 0 0 0 1 ν_1 ν_2 ν_3 0 0 0 0 ν_3 −ν_2 −1 0 0 0 0 −1 −ν_2 ν_1 0 0 0 0 ν_1 ν_2 ν_3 1 0 0 0 ν_3 −ν_2 ,

B_3 =

−ν_3 0 ν_1 0 −1 0 0 −ν_3 ν_2 1 0 0 ν_1 ν_2 ν_3 0 0 0 0 1 0 −ν_3 0 ν_1 −1 0 0 0 −ν_3 ν_2 0 0 0 ν_1 ν_2 ν_3

, R_1 = ν_1 ν_2 ν_3 0 0 0 , R_2 = 0 0 0 ν_1 ν_2 ν_3 .

The arbitrary functions ν_i(t, x) will be chosen in appropriate way later on. It may be useful to notice that system (95) can also be written as

(97) (ε∂_tH + ∇ × E) − ⃗ν × (ε∂_tE − ∇ × H) + ⃗ν div H = 0, (ε∂_tE − ∇ × H) + ⃗ν × (ε∂_tH + ∇ × E) + ⃗ν div E = 0, with the vector-function ⃗ν = (ν_1, ν_2, ν_3). The symmetric system (95) (or (97)) is hyperbolic if B_0 > 0, i.e. for (98) |⃗ν| < 1. Since det(B_1) = ν^2_1 ( |⃗ν|^2 − 1 )_2 , the boundary is noncharacteristic for system (95) (or (97)) provided (98) and ν_1 ≠ 0 hold.

Consider now a nonplanar unperturbed interface, i.e., the general case when φ̂ is not identically zero. Dealing with the variable W, we may write the system

(99) εM^G_0 ∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 M^G_j ∂_j W + εM^G_4 W = 0,

where

(100)

M^G_j = 1 (1 + Ψ̂_1)

KB_j K^⊺ (j = 0, 2, 3),

M^G_1 = 1 1 + Ψ̂_1

KB̃_1K^⊺, B̃_1 = 1 1 + Ψ̂_1 ( B_1−εΨ̂_tB_0 − ∑ k=2,3 Ψ̂_kB_k ) , M^G_4 = K ( εB_0∂_t + B̃_1∂_1 + B_2∂_2 + B_3∂_3 + εB_0B^G_4 ) ( 1 1 + Ψ̂_1 K^⊺ ) . Since J is invertible (see Hypothesis 2.2), we may multiply (99) by ( (1 + Ψ̂_1)(K^⊺)^{−1}J^{−1} )_⊺ ≡ 1 1 − ε^2Ψ̂^2_t

J^⊺_1 K^{−1} , on the lefthand side, obtaining the symmetric system

(101) M_0∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 M_j ∂_j W + M_4W = 0,

where M_j = 1 (1 + Ψ̂_1)(1 − ε^2Ψ̂^2_t )^2

J^⊺_1 B_j J_1 (j = 0, 2, 3),

M_1 = 1 (1 + Ψ̂_1)(1 − ε^2Ψ̂^2_t )^2

J^⊺_1 B̃_1J_1 ,

(102)

and the precise expression of M_4 is not important. System (101) originates from a linear combination of equations (80) similar to (97), namely from

(103) (ε∂_th + ∇× E) − η̂ ( ⃗ν × η̂^{−1}(ε∂_te − ∇× H) ) + η̂ ⃗ν 1 + Ψ̂_1 div h = 0 ,

(ε∂_te − ∇× H) + η̂ ( ⃗ν × η̂^{−1}(ε∂_th + ∇× E) ) + η̂ ⃗ν 1 + Ψ̂_1 div e = 0 .

The equivalence of systems (74b) and (103) for every ⃗ν ≠ 0 follows as in [31]. This is the same as the equivalence of (92b) and (101).

Lemma 5.1. Assume that systems (74b) and (103) have common initial data satisfying the constraints div h = 0, div e = 0 in Ω^− for t = 0.

Assuming that the corresponding Cauchy problems for (74b) and (103) have a unique classical solution on a time interval [0, T ], then these solutions coincide on [0, T ].

Proof. See [31]. □ Systems (99) and (101) are symmetric hyperbolic provided that (98) holds. We compute

(104) det(B_1) = ( |N̂|^2 − ε^2Ψ̂^2_t

)_2 ( ν_1 − ν_2Ψ̂_2 − ν_3Ψ̂_3 − εΨ̂_t

)_2 ( |⃗ν|^2 − 1 )_2 , where the definition of N̂ is given in (81). So the boundary is noncharacteristic if and only if (98) holds and ν_1 ≠ ν_2φ̂_2 + ν_3φ̂_3 + εφ̂_t at x_1 = 0. Indeed, we recall that ε^2φ̂^2_t < |N̂|^2, see (91).

In particular, the matrix M_1 is of a special interest. We may write

(105) M_1 = 1 (1 + Ψ̂_1)(1 − ε^2Ψ̂^2_t ) ( S T −T S ) , where

S =

(ν1 −ν2 Ψ̂2−ν3 Ψ̂3−εΨ̂t) (|N̂ |2−ε2Ψ̂2t ) (1+Ψ̂1 )2 ν2 |N̂|2 −ε2Ψ̂2t 1+Ψ̂1 ν3 ^|N |2−ε2 Ψ̂2 t 1+Ψ̂1 ν2 |N̂|2 −ε2Ψ̂2t 1+Ψ̂1

−ν1 − ν2 Ψ̂2 + ν3 Ψ̂3 + εΨ̂t −(ν2 Ψ̂3 + ν3 Ψ̂2) ν3 |N̂|2 −ε2Ψ̂2t 1+Ψ̂1

−(ν2 Ψ̂3 + ν3 Ψ̂2) −ν1 + ν2 Ψ̂2 − ν3 Ψ̂3 + εΨ̂t ,

T = (1 − εν_1Ψ̂_t)B^′_1 .

We fix (106) ν_1 := ν_2φ̂_2 + ν_3φ̂_3 + εφ̂_t , so that on the boundary (we also recall Ψ̂_1 = 0), we obtain

S(t, 0, x^′) = 0 ν_2 (|N̂ |^2 − ε^2φ̂^2_t ) ν_3 (|N̂|^2 − ε^2φ̂^2_t ) ν_2 (|N̂|^2 − ε^2φ̂^2_t ) −2ν_2 φ̂_2 −(ν_2 φ̂_3 + ν_3 φ̂_2) ν_3 (|N̂|^2 − ε^2φ̂^2_t ) −(ν_2 φ̂_3 + ν_3 φ̂_2) −2ν_3 φ̂_3 , (107)

T = (1 − ε^2φ̂^2_t − εν_2φ̂_tφ̂_2 − εν_3φ̂_tφ̂_3)B^′_1 .

(108) To prove estimate (90), we need some computation. Lemma 5.2. Let M_1 be as in (102). Then (109) 1 2 (M_1W, W)|_ω = H_3E_2 − H_2E_3 + ν_2(H_2h_1 + E_2e_1) + ν_3(H_3h_1 + E_3e_1) .

Proof. Thanks to (105), (107) and (108), we may write (1 − ε^2Ψ̂_t)^2 1 2 (M_1W, W)|_ω

=(1 − ε^2φ̂^2_t )(H_3E_2 − H_2E_3) + ν_2H_2 { |N̂|^2H_1 − φ̂_2H_2 − φ̂_3H_3 + εφ̂_tφ̂_2E_3 − ε^2φ̂^2_t H_1 }

+ ν_2E_2 { |N̂|^2E_1 − φ̂_2E_2 − φ̂_3E_3−εφ̂_tφ̂_2H_3 − ε^2φ̂^2_t E_1 }

+ ν_3H_3 { |N̂|^2H_1 − φ̂_2H_2 − φ̂_3H_3−εφ̂_tφ̂_3E_2 − ε^2φ̂^2_t H_1 }

+ ν_3E_3 { |N̂|^2E_1 − φ̂_2E_2 − φ̂_3E_3 + εφ̂_tφ̂_3H_2 − ε^2φ̂^2_t E_1 } . Since H_1 = H_1 we may replace

|N̂|^2H_1 − φ̂_2H_2 − φ̂_3H_3 + εφ̂_tφ̂_2E_3 − ε^2φ̂^2_t H_1

= (1 + φ̂^2 + φ̂^2_3)H_1 − φ̂_2(H_2 + φ̂_2H_1) − φ̂_3(H_3 + φ̂_3H_1) + εφ̂_t(−φ̂_2E_3 + φ̂_3E_2) + εφ̂_tφ̂_2(E_3 + φ̂_3E_1) − ε^2φ̂^2_t (H_1 − φ̂_2H_2) = h_1 + εφ̂_tφ̂_3E_2 − ε^2φ̂^2_t h_1 .

Similarly, we get

|N̂|^2E_1 − φ̂_2E_2 − φ̂_3E_3−εφ̂_tφ̂_2H_3 − ε^2φ̂^2_t E_1 = e_1 − εφ̂_tφ̂_3H_2 − ε^2φ̂^2_t e_1 , |N̂|^2H_1 − φ̂_2H_2 − φ̂_3H_3−εφ̂_tφ̂_3E_2 − ε^2φ̂^2_t H_1 = h_1 − εφ̂_tφ̂_2E_3 − ε^2φ̂^2_t h_1 , |N̂|^2E_1 − φ̂_2E_2 − φ̂_3E_3 + εφ̂_tφ̂_3H_2 − ε^2φ̂^2_t E_1 = e_1 + εφ̂_tφ̂_2H_3 − ε^2φ̂^2_t e_1 .

The proof of (109) immediately follows. □ Definition 5.3. We take ⃗ν such that (110) ⃗ν = εv̂ , on the boundary ω, and we extend ⃗ν outside the boundary keeping |⃗ν| < 1.

Relation (106) follows from (110), by virtue of the first part of (52), that is, v̂_N = φ̂_t.

Lemma 5.4. Let us denote U_γ := e^{−γt}U , W_γ := e^{−γt}W , φ_γ := e^{−γt}φ , for some γ ≥ 0. Then, using (110) and the boundary conditions (92c)–(92f), as well as the costraint (78), the quadratic form (111) A := − 1 2 (E_{12}U_γ , U_γ )|_ω + 1 2 (M_1W_γ , W_γ )|_ω may equivalently be written as A = μ̂ ( φ_3H_2 − φ_2H_3 + ε(φ_t + γφ)e_1 ) + φ { εq∂_1v̂_N + εu_1[∂_1q̂] + εφ[∂_1q̂]∂_1v̂_N + (H_3 + εv̂_2e_1)(ε∂_tĤ_3 − ∂_2Ê_1) + (H_2 − εv̂_3e_1)(ε∂_tĤ_2 + ∂_3Ê_1)

(112) + ε(v̂_2H_2 + v̂_3H_3)(∂_2Ĥ_2 + ∂_3Ĥ_3) } , where μ̂ is as in (87).

Proof. For the sake of brevity, we omit the pedices. By virtue of Lemma 5.2 and (110), it holds

A = −q u_1 + H_3E_2 − H_2E_3 + ε(v̂_2H_2 + v̂_3H_3)h_1 + ε(v̂_2E_2 + v̂_3E_3)e_1 . As a consequence of (92e)–(92f), and using (78), we may replace h_1 = ∂_2(φĤ_2) + ∂_3(φĤ_3) , E_2 = ε∂_t(φĤ_3) − ∂_2(φÊ_1) , E_3 = −ε∂_t(φĤ_2) − ∂_3(φÊ_1) ,

deriving

A = −q u_1 + H_3(εφ_t Ĥ_3 − φ_2 Ê_1) + H_2(εφ_t Ĥ_2 + φ_3 Ê_1) + ε(v̂_2H_2 + v̂_3H_3)(φ_2Ĥ_2 + φ_3Ĥ_3) + ε ( v̂_2(εφ_t Ĥ_3 − φ_2 Ê_1) − v̂_3(εφ_t Ĥ_2 + φ_3 Ê_1) ) e_1 + φ { H_3(ε∂_tĤ_3 − ∂_2Ê_1) + H_2(ε∂_tĤ_2 + ∂_3Ê_1) + ε(v̂_2H_2 + v̂_3H_3)(∂_2Ĥ_2 + ∂_3Ĥ_3) +ε ( v̂_2(ε∂_tĤ_3 − ∂_2Ê_1) − v̂_3(ε∂_tĤ_2 + ∂_3Ê_1) ) e_1 }

+ εγφ { H_3Ĥ_3 + H_2Ĥ_2 + ε(v̂_2Ĥ_3 − v̂_3Ĥ_2)e_1 } = (I) + φ (II) + εγφ (III) .

Since

(I) + εγφ (III) = −q u_1 + φ_2(−Ê_1H_3 + εv̂_2Ĥ_2H_2 + εv̂_3Ĥ_2H_3 − εv̂_2Ê_1e_1) + φ_3(Ê_1H_2 + εv̂_2Ĥ_3H_2 + εv̂_3Ĥ_3H_3 − εv̂_3Ê_1e_1) + εφ_t(Ĥ_3H_3 + Ĥ_2H_2 + ε(v̂_2Ĥ_3 − v̂_3Ĥ_2)e_1) + εγφ(H_3Ĥ_3 + H_2Ĥ_2 + ε(v̂_2Ĥ_3 − v̂_3Ĥ_2)e_1) , using (92c), i.e.

φ_t + v̂_2φ_2 + v̂_3φ_3 + γφ = φ∂_1v̂_N + u_1 ,

(113) we may write

(I) + εγφ (III) = −q u_1 + ε(φ∂_1v̂_N + u_1)(Ĥ_2H_2 + Ĥ_3H_3 − Ê_1e_1)

+ (Ê_1 − εv̂_3Ĥ_2 + εv̂_2Ĥ_3)(φ_3H_2 − φ_2H_3 + ε(φ_t + γφ)e_1) = −q u_1 + ε(φ∂_1v̂_N + u_1)(q + [∂_1q̂]φ) + μ̂(φ_3H_2 − φ_2H_3 + ε(φ_t + γφ)e_1)

= εφ(q∂_1v̂_N + u_1[∂_1q̂]) + εφ^2[∂_1q̂]∂_1v̂_N + μ̂ (φ_3H_2 − φ_2H_3 + ε(φ_t + γφ)e_1) ,

where in the second equality we used (92d), and where μ̂ is as in (87). The proof of (112) immediately follows. □

5.3. The a priori estimate. For the proof of our basic a priori estimate (90) we will apply the energy method to the symmetric hyperbolic systems (92a) and (101). In the sequel γ_0 ≥ 1 denotes a generic constant sufficiently large which may increase from formula to formula, and C is a generic constant that may change from line to line.

First of all we provide some preparatory estimates. In particular, to estimate the weighted conormal derivative Z_1 = σ∂_1 of U (recall the definition (86) of the γ-dependent norm of H^1_{tan,γ} ) we do not need any boundary condition because the weight σ vanishes on ω. Applying to system (92a) the operator Z_1 and using standard arguments of the energy method^1 yields the inequality

γ‖Z_1U_γ ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) ≤ C γ { ‖F_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q+)} + ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q+)} + ‖E_{12}∂_1U_γ ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) } , (114)

for γ ≥ γ_0. On the other hand, directly from the equation (92a) we have

(115) ‖E_{12}∂_1U_γ ‖^2_{L2(Q+)} ≤ C { ‖F_γ ‖^2_{L2(Q+)} + ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q+)} } , where C is independent of γ. Thus from (114), (115) we get

(116) γ‖Z_1U_γ ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) ≤ C γ { ‖F_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) } , γ ≥ γ_0, where C is independent of γ. Furthermore, using the special structure of the boundary matrix in (92a) (see (73)) and the divergence constraint (75), we may estimate the normal derivative of the noncharacteristic part U_{nγ} = e^{−γt}(q, u_1, h_1) of the “plasma” unknown U_γ :

(117) ‖∂_1U_{nγ} ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) ≤ C { ‖F_γ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) + ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) } , where C is independent of γ. In a similar way we wish to express the normal derivative of W through its tangential derivatives. Here it is convenient to use system (92b) rather than (101). We find from (92b) an explicit expression for the normal derivatives of H_2, H_3, E_2, E_3. An explicit expression for the normal derivatives of

1 We multiply Z1(92a) by e−γt Z1Uγ and integrate by parts over Q+, then we use the Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality.

H_1, E_1 is found through the divergence constraints (76). Thus we can estimate the normal derivatives of all the components of W through its tangential derivatives:

‖∂_1W_γ ‖^2_{L2(Q}−_) ≤ C { γ^2‖W_γ ‖^2_{L2(Q}−_) + ‖∂_tW_γ ‖^2_{L2(Q}−_) + 3∑ k=2 ‖∂_kW_γ ‖^2_{L2(Q}−_) } , (118)

where C does not depend on γ.

As for the front function φ we easily obtain from (92c) the L^2 estimate

(119) γ‖φ_γ ‖^2_L2_{(ω)} ≤ C γ ‖u_{1γ} ‖^2_L2_{(ω)}, γ ≥ γ_0,

where C is independent of γ. Furthermore, thanks to our basic assumption (89)^2 we can resolve (77), (78) and (92c) for the space-time gradient ∇_{t,x}′ φ_γ = (∂_tφ_γ , ∂_2φ_γ , ∂_3φ_γ ) :

(120) ∇_{t,x}′ φ_γ = â_1h_{1γ} + â_2h_{1γ} + â_3u_{1γ} + â_4φ_γ + γâ_5φ_γ , where the vector-functions â_α = a_α(Û_{|ω}, Ĥ_{|ω}) of coefficients can be easily written in explicit form. From (120) we get (121) ‖∇_{t,x}′ φ_γ ‖_L2_{(ω)} ≤ C ( ‖U_{nγ} |_ω‖_L2_{(ω)} + ‖W_γ |_ω‖_L2_{(ω)} + γ‖φ_γ ‖_L2_{(ω)} ) . Now we prove an L^2 energy estimate for (U, W). We multiply (92a) by e^{−γt} U_γ and (101) by e^{−γt} W_γ , integrate by parts over Q^±, then we use the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. If we set I = ∫ Q^+

(Â_0U_γ , U_γ ) dxdt + ∫ Q^− (M_0W_γ , W_γ )dxdt ,

we easily obtain γI + ∫ ω A dx^′dt ≤ C { 1 γ ‖F_γ ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) + ‖U_γ ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) + ‖W_γ ‖^2_L2_{(Q}−_) } , (122)

where A is as in (111) and the constant C in (122) is uniform with respect to γ. Now observe that, if we temporarily omit γ subscripts, for the term with μ̂ in A, we have μ̂ (φ_3H_2 − φ_2H_3 + (φ_t + γφ)e_1) = ∂_t(μ̂φe_1) − ∂_2(μ̂φH_3) + ∂_3(μ̂φH_2) + 2μ̂γφe_1 − μ̂φ(∂_te_1 + γe_1 + ∂_3H_2 − ∂_2H_3) + l.o.t.

= ∂_t(μ̂φe_1) − ∂_2(μ̂φH_3) + ∂_3(μ̂φH_2) + 2μ̂γφe_1 + l.o.t. = Ã + 2μ̂γφe_1 + l.o.t.

(where l.o.t. is the sum of lower-order terms) by exploiting the first component of ∂_te_γ + γe_{1,γ} − ∇× H_γ = 0; using this argument and (112) in (122), and integrating

2Under the conditions Ĥ N = Ĥ_N = 0 one has |Ĥ × Ĥ|^2 = (Ĥ_2Ĥ_3 − Ĥ_3Ĥ_2)^2⟨∇^′φ̂⟩^2 on ω, where we have set ⟨∇^′φ̂⟩ := (1 + |φ̂_2|^2 + |φ̂_3|^2)^{1/2}.

Ã, we obtain γI + 2γ ∫ ω μ̂φ_γ e_{1,γ} dx^′dt ≤ C γ { ‖F_γ ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) + ‖U_{nγ} |_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} + ‖W_γ |_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} }

+ C ( ‖U_γ ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) + ‖W_γ ‖^2_L2_{(Q}−_) ) + γ‖φ_γ ‖^2_L2_{(ω)} ,

(123)

where C is independent of γ.

Now we want to derive the a priori estimate for tangential derivatives. Differentiating systems (92a) and (101) with respect to x_0 = t, x_2 or x_3, using standard arguments of the energy method, and applying (117), (118), gives the energy inequality γI_ℓ + ∫ ω A_ℓ dx^′dt ≤ C γ { ‖F_γ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖W_γ ‖^2_H1_{γ (Q}−_) } , (124)

where ℓ = 0, 2, 3, and where we have denoted

I_ℓ = ∫ Q^+

(Â_0Z_ℓU_γ , Z_ℓU_γ ) dxdt + ∫ Q^− (M_0Z_ℓW_γ , Z_ℓW_γ )dxdt and A_ℓ = − 1 2 (E_{12}Z_ℓU_γ , Z_ℓU_γ )|_ω + 1 2 (M_1Z_ℓW_γ , Z_ℓW_γ )|_ω .

Using again (112), we obtain (for simplicity we drop again the index γ) A_ℓ =μ̂ ( (Z_ℓφ_3)Z_ℓH_2 − (Z_ℓφ_2)Z_ℓH_3 + (Z_ℓφ_t + γZ_ℓφ)Z_ℓe_1 ) + Z_ℓφ { [∂_1q̂] (Z_ℓu_1 + φ(∂_1v̂_N )Z_ℓ) + ∂_1v̂_N Z_ℓq + (∂_tĤ_3 − ∂_2Ê_1)(Z_ℓH_3 + v̂_2Z_ℓe_1) + (∂_tĤ_2 + ∂_3Ê_1)(Z_ℓH_2 − v̂_3Z_ℓe_1) + (∂_2Ĥ_2 + ∂_3Ĥ_3)(v̂_2Z_ℓH_2 + v̂_3Z_ℓH_3) } + l.o.t., on ω.

(125)

The only exception being the first term, using (120) we reduce the above terms to those like ĉ h_1Z_ℓu_1, ĉ h_1Z_ℓφ, ĉ h_1Z_ℓH_j , ĉ h_1Z_ℓE_j , . . . on ω, terms as above with h_1, u_1 instead of h_1, or even “better” terms like γĉφZ_ℓu_1, γĉφZ_ℓφ. Here and below ĉ is the common notation for a generic coefficient depending on the basic state (46). By integration by parts such “better” terms can be reduced to the above ones and terms of lower order.

The terms like ĉ h_1Z_ℓu_{1|x1=0} are estimated by passing to the volume integral and integrating by parts: ∫ ω ĉ h_1Z_ℓu_{1|x1=0} dx^′ dt = − ∫ Q^+

∂_1 ( c̃h_1Z_ℓu_1 ) dx dt = ∫ Q^+ { (Z_ℓc̃)h_1(∂_1u_1) + c̃(Z_ℓh_1)∂_1u_1 − (∂_1c̃)h_1Z_ℓu_1 − c̃(∂_1h_1)Z_ℓu_1 } dx dt, where c̃|_{x1=0} = ĉ. Estimating the righthand side by the Hölder’s inequality and (117) gives

(126) | | | ∫ ω ĉ h_1Z_ℓu_{1|x1=0} dx^′ dt | | | ≤ C { ‖F_γ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) + ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) } . Terms like γĉφZ_ℓφ can be handled similarly. Note that, passing to the volume integral and integrating by part yields, among other things, the term γ | | | ∫ Q^+ c̃(Z_ℓφ)∂_1u_1 dxdt | | | ≤ Cγ‖Z^ℓφ‖^2L^2(Q^+) + Cγ‖∂^1u^1‖^2L^2(Q^+) .

(127)

In the same way, we estimate the other similar terms ĉ h_1Z_ℓH_j , ĉ h_1Z_ℓE_j , etc. Notice that we only need to estimate normal derivatives either of components of U_{nγ} or W_γ . For terms like ĉ h_1Z_ℓu_1, ĉ h_1Z_ℓE_j , etc. we use (118) instead of (117). We treat the terms like ĉ h_{1|x1=0}Z_ℓφ by substituting (120) again: | | | | ∫ ω ĉ h_1Z_ℓφ dx^′ dt | | | | = | | | | ∫ ω ĉ h_1 ( â_1h_1 + â_2h_1 + â_3u_1 + â_4φ + γâ_5φ ) dx dt | | | | ≤ C ( ‖U_n|_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} + ‖W|_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} + γ^2‖φ‖^2_L2_{(ω)} )

≤ C ( ‖U_n|_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} + ‖W|_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} ) . (128)

Combining (124), (126), (127), (128) and similar inequalities for the other terms of (125), and proceeding similarly as above for the term with μ̂, yields (we restore the index γ) γI_ℓ + 2γ ∫ ω μ̂(Z_ℓφ_γ )Z_ℓe_{1,γ} dx^′dt ≤ C { 1 γ ‖F_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖W_γ ‖^2_H1_{γ (Q}−_) + γ ( ‖U_{nγ} |_ω ‖^2_L2_{(ω)} + ‖W_γ |_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} ) } , γ ≥ γ_0, (129)

where C is independent of γ. To treat the boundary integral in the lefthand side of (129), which has no definite sign, we argue as in [35]. Let us recall that μ^∗ is a constant such that |μ̂| ≤ μ^∗. By substituting (120) and proceeding as for (126), we deal with 2γ | | | ∫ ω μ̂(Z_ℓφ_γ )Z_ℓe_{1,γ} dx^′dt | | | ≤ Cγμ^∗ { ‖F_γ ‖^2_L2_{(Q}+_) + ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖W_γ ‖^2_H1_{γ (Q}−_) }

≤ C γ μ^∗‖F_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + Cγμ^∗ { ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖W_γ ‖^2_H1_{γ (Q}−_) } . Therefore, we obtain γI_ℓ ≤C 1 + μ^∗ γ ‖F_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_)

+ C(1 + γμ^∗) { ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖W_γ ‖^2_H1_{γ (Q}−_) }

+ Cγ ( ‖U_{nγ} |_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} + ‖W_γ |_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} ) , γ ≥ γ_0 . (130)

Then, if we assume that μ^∗ is small enough (so that, for instance, Cμ^∗ ≤ 1/2), from (116), (118), (123) and (130) we deduce γ ( ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖W_γ ‖^2_H1_{γ (Q}−_) )

≤C { 1 γ ‖F_γ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖W_γ ‖^2_H1_{γ (Q}−_) + γ ( ‖U_{nγ} |_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} + ‖W_γ |_ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} ) } , γ ≥ γ_0, (131)

where C is independent of γ (note that the second term in (123) is of lower order with respect to the analog one in (130)). We need the following estimates for the trace of U_n, W.

Lemma 5.5. The functions U_n, W satisfy (132) γ‖Unγ |ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} + ‖Unγ |ω‖^2_{H1/2γ (ω)} ≤ C ( ‖F_γ ‖^2_{L2(Q+)} + ‖U_γ ‖^2_{H1tan,γ (Q+)} ) , (133) γ‖Wγ |ω‖^2_L2_{(ω)} + ‖Wγ |ω‖^2_H1/2_{γ (ω)} ≤ C‖Wγ ‖^2_H1_{γ (Q}−_).

The proof of Lemma 5.5 is completely analogous to the proof of Lemma 13 in [31]. Substituting (132), (133) in (131) and taking γ_0 large enough yields

(134) γ ( ‖U_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_) + ‖W_γ ‖^2_H1_{γ (Q}−_) ) ≤ C γ ‖F_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q}+_), γ ≥ γ_0,

where C is independent of γ. Finally, from (121), (132) and (134) we get

(135) γ ( ‖U_{nγ} |_ω ‖^2_{H1/2γ (ω)} + ‖W_γ |_ω‖^2_{H1/2γ (ω)} ) + γ^2‖φ‖^2_H1_{γ (ω)} ≤ C γ ‖F_γ ‖^2_H1_{tan,γ (Q+)}.

Adding (134), (135) gives (90); the proof of Theorem 4.1 is complete.

Appendix A. Notation

In this Appendix, we collect the notation used in the paper, for the ease of reference.

In this paper, we deal with scalar and vector functions in the form f = f(t, x), where t ∈ [0, T ] or t ∈ (−∞, T ], and x = (x_1, x_2, x_3) ∈ R^3 , or f = f(t, x^′), where x^′ = (x_2, x_3) ∈ R^2 . By ∂_j f we denote its partial derivative with respect to t if j = 0, or with respect to x_j , if j = 1, 2, 3. We also put ∂_t = ∂_0. If f is a scalar function, then we use notation f_j to denote f_j = ∂_j f, whereas if f is a vector function, we use notation f_k to denote the k-th component of f (see Notation 1.1).

In the plasma region Ω^+(t), we denote by U = (q, v, H, S)^⊺ the 8-th dimensional vector function obtained by the total pressure q, the 3-dimensional plasma velocity v, the 3-dimensional magnetic field in plasma region H and the entropy S. In the vacuum region Ω^−(t), we denote by W = (H, E)^⊺ the 6-th dimensional vector function obtained by the 3-dimensional vacuum magnetic field H, and the 3-dimensional vacuum electric field E. We assume that the interface between plasma and vacuum is given by a hypersurface Γ(t) which can be described by the equation x_1 = φ(t, x^′). Hence we may write

Ω^±(t) := {x ∈ R^3 : x_1 ≷ φ(t, x^′)} , Γ(t) := {(x_1, x^′) ∈ R^3 : x_1 = φ(t, x^′)} .

We write the systems for U and W (see (7) and (10)) as:

A_0(U)∂_tU + 3∑ j=1 A_j (U)∂_j U = 0, in Ω^+(t), ε∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 B_j ∂_j W = 0, in Ω^−(t).

We notice that (see (12)):

B_j := ( O_3 B^′_j B^′_j^⊺ O_3 ) , j = 1, 2, 3,

B^′_1 :=

0 0 0 0 0 −1 0 1 0

, B^′_2 :=

0 0 1 0 0 0 −1 0 0

, B^′_3 :=

0 −1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 .

After the change of coordinates introduced in Lemma 1.1 by (t, Φ(t, x)) = (t, x_1 + Ψ(t, x), x^′) , and dropping the tilde for convenience, we derive the new set of variables in the vacuum region (see Proposition 1)

h = (H_1 − Ψ_2H_2 − Ψ_3H_3, (1 + Ψ_1)H_2, (1 + Ψ_1)H_3)^⊺, e = (E_1 − Ψ_2E_2 − Ψ_3E_3, (1 + Ψ_1)E_2, (1 + Ψ_1)E_3)^⊺, H = ((1 + Ψ_1)H_1, H_2 + Ψ_2H_1, H_3 + Ψ_3H_1)^⊺, E = ((1 + Ψ_1)E_1, E_2 + Ψ_2E_1, E_3 + Ψ_3E_1)^⊺, H = ((1 + Ψ_1)H_1, H_2 + Ψ_2H_1 + εΨ_tE_3, H_3 + Ψ_3H_1 − εΨ_tE_2)^⊺ = H + εΨ_t(0, E_3, −E_2)^⊺, E = ((1 + Ψ_1)E_1, E_2 + Ψ_2E_1 − εΨ_tH_3, E_3 + Ψ_3E_1 + εΨ_tH_2)^⊺ = E + εΨ_t(0, −H_3, H_2)^⊺.

We also denote w = (h, e)^⊺, W = (H, E)^⊺, W = (H, E)^⊺ .

In the plasma region, we similarly define h = (H_1 − Ψ_2H_2 − Ψ_3H_3, (1 + Ψ_1)H_2, (1 + Ψ_1)H_3)^⊺ .

We notice that

h_1 = H_N := H · N , e_1 = E_N := E · N , h_1 = H_N := H · N , where N := (1, −Ψ_2, −Ψ_3)^⊺. We also define v_N := v · N.

The plasma and vacuum regions are now given by Ω^± = {x ∈ R^3 , x_1 ≷ 0}, whereas the boundary is given by Γ = {(0, x^′), x^′ ∈ R^2 }. We also define Q^± := (−∞, T ]×Ω^± and ω_T := (−∞, T ] × Γ (see Section 2.1).

To describe the relations between W, w, W, W, we use the matrices

η :=

1 −Ψ_2 −Ψ_3 0 1 + Ψ_1 0 0 0 1 + Ψ_1 , K = ( η 0 0 η ) ,

J := ( (1 + Ψ_1)(η^⊺)^{−1} −εΨ_tB^′_1

εΨ_tB^′_1 (1 + Ψ_1)(η^⊺)^{−1} )

≡ 1 + Ψ_1 0 0 0 0 0 Ψ_2 1 0 0 0 εΨ_t Ψ_3 0 1 0 −εΨ_t 0 0 0 0 1 + Ψ_1 0 0 0 0 −εΨ_t Ψ_2 1 0 0 εΨ_t 0 Ψ_3 0 1 ,

L := 1 1 + Ψ_1 J K^⊺ , which give us (see (24) and (25))

w = KW , W = 1 1 + Ψ_1

K^⊺W , W = J W , W = LW .

We also define (see (28))

J_1 = (1 + Ψ_1)(1 − ε^2Ψ^2_t )J^{−1} ,

which is given by

J1 :=

1 − ε2Ψ2t 0 0 0 0 0 −Ψ2 1 + Ψ1 0 ε Ψ3 Ψt 0 −ε (1 + Ψ1) Ψt −Ψ3 0 1 + Ψ1 −ε Ψ2 Ψt ε (1 + Ψ1) Ψt 0 0 0 0 1 − ε2Ψ2t 0 0 −ε Ψ3 Ψt 0 ε (1 + Ψ1) Ψt −Ψ2 1 + Ψ1 0 ε Ψ2 Ψt −ε (1 + Ψ1) Ψt 0 −Ψ3 0 1 + Ψ1 .

System (30) may be written by means of variables w and W (see Subsection 1.1): { ε ∂_th − ε^{Ψt}_{1+Ψ1} ∂_1h + ∇× E + ε R^′h = 0 , ε ∂_te − ε^{Ψt}_{1+Ψ1} ∂_1e − ∇× H + ε R^′e = 0 ,

where

R^′ =

0 ∂_2(Ψ_t/(1 + Ψ_1)) ∂_3(Ψ_t/(1 + Ψ_1)) 0 −∂_1(Ψ_t/(1 + Ψ_1)) 0 0 0 −∂_1(Ψ_t/(1 + Ψ_1)) .

After we linearize the problem (see Section 2), we use a “hat” to distinguish the variables corresponding to the basic state, in particular Û, Ŵ, φ̂ and the related quantities, like ŵ, Ŵ, Ŵ, ĥ, N̂, v̂_N , η̂ (see Section 2.1). On the other hand, in the construction of the composite quantities without the “hat”, like w, W, W, h, N, v_N , the basic state only appears in Ψ̂ (see Notation 2.1). We set

μ̂ := (Ê_1 − ε v̂_3Ĥ_2 + ε v̂_2Ĥ_3)_{|x1 =0} .

In (45), we define B_0 = KJ^{−1} ,

the matrix which allow us to write the system for W in the form

ε B_0∂_tW + 3∑ j=1 B_j ∂_j W+ε B_4W = 0 .

Appendix B. Proofs of technical computations Proof of Lemma 1.1. We define (136) Ψ(t, x_1, x^′) := χ(x_1⟨D⟩) φ(t, x^′) , where χ ∈ C^∞_0 (R) satisfies χ = 1 on [−1, 1], 0 ≤ χ ≤ 1, and χ(x_1⟨D⟩) is the pseudo-differential operator with ⟨D⟩ = (1 + |D|^2)^{1/2} being the Fourier multiplier in the variable x^′. The proof of Lemma 1.1 follows as in Lemmas 1, 2, 3 in [31], exception given for (21), which is a new estimate that we will use in the following. To prove this latter, it is sufficient to notice that ∂^j_t Φ(t, x) = ∂^j_t Ψ(t, x)(1, 0, 0)^⊺ and to estimate

‖∂^j_t Ψ(t, x_1, ·)‖_L∞_{(R}2_) ≤ ‖⟨D⟩^{− 32} χ(x_1⟨D⟩)‖_L2_{(R}2_) ‖∂^j_t φ(t, ·)‖_H 3_{2 (R2)} for any t ∈ [0, T ] and for any x_1 ∈ R. Indeed, by Plancherel’s formula, being 0 ≤ χ ≤ 1, the estimate ‖⟨D⟩^{− 32} χ(x_1⟨D⟩)‖_L2_{(R}2_) = 1 2π ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 32} χ(x_1⟨ξ⟩)‖_L2_{(R}2_) ≤ 1 2π ‖⟨ξ⟩^{− 32} ‖_L2_{(R}2_) = 1 √ 2π (137)

concludes the proof of (21). □ The following remark shows how the diffeomorphism in Lemma 1.1 influences our differential system.

Remark 5. Let f be a scalar function and let us denote by (t, Φ(t, x)) the change of coordinates (t, x) → (t, Φ). Since (f ∘ (t, Φ))_j = f_j ∘ (t, Φ) + Ψ_j · f_1 ∘ (t, Φ) j = 0, 1, 2, 3, if we put f̃ = f(t, Φ), then it holds:

f_1 ∘ (t, Φ) = 1 1 + Ψ_1 f̃_1 ,

f_j ∘ (t, Φ) = f̃_j − Ψ_j · f_1 ∘ (t, Φ) = f̃_j −

Ψ_j 1 + Ψ_1 f̃_1 , j ≠ 1 .

We may now prove Proposition 1.

Proof of Proposition 1. Thanks to Remark 5, for the second component of ε∂_tH + ∇× E = 0 in Ω^−(t) we have:

(1 + Ψ_1)(ε∂_tH_2 + ∂_3E_1 − ∂_1E_3) ∘ (t, Φ(t, x)) = ε(1 + Ψ_1)∂_tH̃_2 − εΨ_t∂_1H̃_2 + (1 + Ψ_1)∂_3Ẽ_1 − Ψ_3∂_1Ẽ_1 − ∂_1Ẽ_3 = ε∂_t((1 + Ψ_1)H̃_2) − ε∂_1(Ψ_tH̃_2) + ∂_3((1 + Ψ_1)Ẽ_1) − ∂_1(Ψ_3Ẽ_1) − ∂_1Ẽ_3 = ε∂_th_2 + ∂_3E_1 − ∂_1E_3 , and similarly for the third one, and for the second and third components of ε∂_tE − ∇× H = 0 in Ω^−(t). To deal with the first component of ε∂_tH+∇× E = 0 in Ω^−(t) we need more computation. First we notice that

(1 + Ψ_1)(∂_2E_3 − ∂_3E_2) ∘ (t, Φ(t, x))

= (1 + Ψ_1)∂_2Ẽ_3 − Ψ_2∂_1Ẽ_3 − (1 + Ψ_1)∂_3Ẽ_2 + Ψ_3∂_1Ẽ_2 = ∂_2E_3 − ∂_3E_2 − ε∂_2(Ψ_tH̃_2) − ε∂_3(Ψ_tH̃_3) + ∇Ψ · (∇× Ẽ) .

We may use (9) in Ω^−(t) to derive ∇Ψ · (∇× Ẽ) = ∇Ψ · ( (∇× E) ∘ (t, Φ) ) = −ε∇Ψ · ( (∂_tH) ∘ (t, Φ) ) , where the first equality follows from straightforward calculations. Therefore, replacing

(1 + Ψ_1)(∂_tH_1) ∘ (t, Φ) − ∇Ψ · ( (∂_tH) ∘ (t, Φ) ) = ∂_tH̃_1 − Ψ_2∂_tH̃_2 − Ψ_3∂_tH̃_3 −

Ψ_t 1 + Ψ_1

(∂_1H̃_1 − Ψ_2∂_1H̃_2 − Ψ_3∂_3H̃_3)

= ∂_th_1 −

Ψ_t 1 + Ψ_1

∂_1h_1 + Ψ_{2t}H̃_2 + Ψ_{3t}H̃_3 −

Ψ_t 1 + Ψ_1

(Ψ_{12}H̃_2 + Ψ_{13}H̃_3) ,

we obtain

(1 + Ψ_1)(ε∂_tH_1 + ∂_2E_3 − ∂_3E_2) ∘ (t, Φ(t, x))

= ε∂_th_1 + ∂_2E_3 − ∂_3E_2 − ε

Ψ_t 1 + Ψ_1 div h.

We proceed similarly for the second equation of (9) and this completes the proof of (30). Thanks again to Remark 5, we obtain:

(1 + Ψ_1)(div H) ∘ (t, Φ(t, x)) = ∂_1 H̃_1 + (1 + Ψ_1)∂_2 H̃_2 − Ψ_2 ∂_1H̃_2 + (1 + Ψ_1)∂_3 H̃_3 − Ψ_3 ∂_1H̃_3 = ∂_1 (H̃_1 − Ψ_2 H̃_2 − Ψ_3 H̃_3) + ∂_2 ((1 + Ψ_1)H̃_2) + ∂_3 ((1 + Ψ_1)H̃_3) ,

which proves the equivalence of div H = 0 in Ω^−(t) and div h = 0 in the fixed domain. The equivalence of div E = 0 in Ω^−(t) and div e = 0 in the fixed domain is identical. □

Proof of Proposition 2. The proof of the part concerning div h, H_N can be found in [33]. Let us consider the vacuum variables. Taking the divergence of the first equation in (30) yields

∂_t div h − ∂_1 ( Ψ_t 1 + Ψ_1 div h ) = 0.

Multiplying by div h and integrating by parts gives d dt ∫ x_1<0 | div h| 2dx − ∫ x_1=0 φt| div h| 2dx^′ − ∫ x_1<0 ∂1 (_{Ψt} 1+Ψ_1 ) | div h|^2dx = 0.

Using the first of the equations in (35) we obtain d dt ∫ x_1 <0 | div h| 2dx ≤ C ∫ x_1<0 | div h| 2dx. Then the Gronwall lemma and the assumption on the initial data yields div h = 0 on [0, T ] × Ω^−. The proof of div e = 0 is similar. Considering now the first component of the first equation of (30) evaluated at Γ,

ε∂_th_1 + ∂_2E_3 − ∂_3E_2 − εφ_t div h = 0,

the two last boundary conditions in (34), namely E_2 = E_3 = 0, and the result just obtained div h = 0, gives h_1(t, ·) = h_1(0, ·) = H_N (0, ·) = 0 on [0, T ] × Γ. □

Appendix C. On the number of boundary conditions for problem (33)

The correct number of boundary conditions that should be imposed to (33) for well-posedness is given by the number of incoming characteristics, i.e. the number of negative eigenvalues of the boundary matrix of (33). Evaluated at Γ (where Ψ = φ, Ψ_1 = 0) it reads

(138) B̃_1(Ψ)_{|x1=0} = − εφ_t 0 0 0 −φ_3 φ_2 0 εφ_t 0 φ_3 0 1 0 0 εφ_t −φ_2 −1 0 0 φ_3 −φ_2 εφ_t 0 0 −φ_3 0 −1 0 εφ_t 0 φ_2 1 0 0 0 εφ_t .

This matrix has eigenvalues

λ_{1,2} = −εφ_t + √ 1 + φ^2 + φ^2_3 , λ_{3,4} = −εφ_t , λ_{5,6} = −εφ_t − √ 1 + φ^2 + φ^2_3 .

In agreement with our choice of measure units with the speed of light in vacuum set to be 1, we may assume ε |φ_t| < 1. Thus we have λ_{1,2} > 0 and λ_{5,6} < 0. If φ_t < 0 (the plasma expands into vacuum) λ_{3,4} > 0 and so the total number of negative eigenvalues of B̃_1(Ψ)_{|x1=0} is two. Considering that the boundary matrix Ã_1(U, Ψ)_{|x1=0} has one negative and one positive eigenvalue, see Proposition 3, and that one more boundary condition needs to be imposed for the determination of the front φ, the correct number of boundary conditions for the resolution of (32), (33) is four, as in (34).

If φ_t > 0 (the vacuum expands into plasma) λ_{3,4} < 0 and so the total number of negative eigenvalues of B̃_1(Ψ)_{|x1=0} is four. Then the correct number of boundary conditions for the resolution of (32), (33) is six, as in (34), (35).

Differently, after the introduction of the new variables W, the negative eigenvalues of the boundary matrix B_1 of (42) are always two, see Proposition 3, so that the correct number of boundary conditions for the resolution of (41), (42) is four, as in (43).

Acknowledgments

We would like to warmly thank Yuri Trakhinin for pointing out a mistake in the first version of the paper, for many fruitful discussions and helpful suggestions^3.

References

[1] S. Alinhac. Existence d’ondes de raréfaction pour des systèmes quasi-linéaires hyperboliques multidimensionnels. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 14(2) (1989), 173–230.

[2] S. Benzoni-Gavage, D. Serre. Multidimensional hyperbolic partial differential equations. Oxford Mathematical Monographs. The Clarendon Press Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2007. First-order systems and applications.

[3] I. B. Bernstein, E. A. Frieman, M. D. Kruskal, and R. M. Kulsrud. An energy principle for hydromagnetic stability problems. Proc. Roy. Soc. London. Ser. A., 244 (1958), 17–40.

[4] D. Catania. Existence and stability for the 3d linearized constant-coefficient incompressible current-vortex sheets. Int. J. Differ. Equ. (2013), 1–13.

3After completing our paper we heard of the paper by Mandrik–Trakhinin [18] about the same

problem.

[5] G.-Q. Chen, Y.-G. Wang. Existence and stability of compressible current-vortex sheets in three-dimensional magnetohydrodynamics. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 187(3) (2008), 369– 408.

[6] J. F. Coulombel, A. Morando, P. Secchi, and P. Trebeschi. A priori estimate for 3-D incompressible current-vortex sheets. Comm. Math. Phys., 311(1) (2012), 247–275.

[7] J. F. Coulombel, P. Secchi. The stability of compressible vortex sheets in two space dimensions.

Indiana Univ. Math. J., 53(4) (2004), 941–1012.

[8] J. F. Coulombel, P. Secchi. Nonlinear compressible vortex sheets in two space dimensions.

Ann. Sci. École Norm. Sup. (4), 41(1) (2008), 85–139.

[9] D. Coutand, H. Lindblad & S. Shkoller. A priori estimates for the free-boundary 3D compressible Euler equations in physical vacuum. Comm. Math. Phys., 296(2) (2010), 559–587.

[10] D. Coutand, S. Shkoller. Well-posedness of the free-surface incompressible Euler equations with or without surface tension. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 20(3) (2007), 829–930.

[11] D. Coutand, S. Shkoller. A simple proof of well-posedness of the free-surface incompressible Euler equations. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. Ser. S, 3 (2010), 429–449.

[12] D. Coutand, S. Shkoller. Well-posedness in smooth function spaces for the moving-boundary 3-D compressible Euler equations in physical vacuum. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., to appear.

[13] J.P. Goedbloed, S. Poedts. Principles of magnetohydrodynamics with applications to laboratory and astrophysical plasmas. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2004.

[14] H. O. Kreiss. Initial boundary value problems for hyperbolic systems. Comm. Pure Appl.

Math., 23 (1970), 277–298.

[15] D. Lannes. Well-posedness of the water-waves equations. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 18(3) (2005), 605–654 (electronic).

[16] H. Lindblad. Well posedness for the motion of a compressible liquid with free surface boundary.

Comm. Math. Phys., 260(2) (2005), 319–392.

[17] J.-L. Lions, E. Magenes. Problèmes aux limites non homogènes et applications. Vol. 1.

Travaux et Recherches Mathématiques, No. 17. Dunod, Paris, 1968.

[18] N. Mandrik, Y. Trakhinin. Influence of vacuum electric field on the stability of a plasmavacuum interface. Commun. Math. Sci., 12(6) (2014), 1065–1100.

[19] A. Morando, P. Secchi, and P. Trebeschi. Regularity of solutions to characteristic initialboundary value problems for symmetrizable systems. J. Hyperbolic Differ. Equ., 6(4) (2009), 753–808.

[20] A. Morando, Y. Trakhinin, and P. Trebeschi. Stability of incompressible current-vortex sheets.

J. Math. Anal. Appl., 347(2) (2008), 502–520.

[21] A. Morando, Y. Trakhinin, and P. Trebeschi. The linearized plasma-vacuum interface problem in ideal incompressible mhd. Proc. of Hyp2012, to appear, 2013.

[22] A. Morando, Y. Trakhinin, and P. Trebeschi. Well-posedness of the linearized plasma-vacuum interface problem in ideal incompressible mhd. Quart. Appl. Math., to appear, 2013.

[23] A. Morando, P. Secchi. Regularity of weakly well posed hyperbolic mixed problems with characteristic boundary. J. Hyperbolic Differ. Equ., 8(1) (2011), 37–99.

[24] A. Morando, P. Secchi. Regularity of weakly well-posed characteristic boundary value problems. Int. J. Differ. Equ. (2010), 39 pages, doi:10.1155/2010/524736.

[25] T. Nishitani, M. Takayama. Regularity of solutions to non-uniformly characteristic boundary value problems for symmetric systems. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 25(5–6 (2000), 987–1018.

[26] J. Rauch. Symmetric positive systems with boundary characteristic of constant multiplicity.

Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 291(1) (1985), 167–187.

[27] P. Secchi. Linear symmetric hyperbolic systems with characteristic boundary. Math. Methods Appl. Sci., 18(11) (1995), 855–870.

[28] P. Secchi. The initial-boundary value problem for linear symmetric hyperbolic systems with characteristic boundary of constant multiplicity. Differential Integral Equations, 9(4) (1996), 671–700.

[29] P. Secchi. A symmetric positive system with nonuniformly characteristic boundary. Differ.

Integral Equ., 11(4) (1998), 605–621.

[30] P. Secchi. Full regularity of solutions to a nonuniformly characteristic boundary value problem for symmetric positive systems. Adv. Math. Sci. Appl., 10(1) (2000), 39–55.

[31] P. Secchi, Y. Trakhinin. Well-posedness of the linearized plasma-vacuum interface problem.

Interfaces Free Bound., 15(3) (2013), 323–357.

[32] P. Secchi, Y. Trakhinin. Well-posedness of the plasma-vacuum interface problem. Nonlinearity, 27 (2014), 105–169.

[33] Y. Trakhinin. The existence of current-vortex sheets in ideal compressible magnetohydrodynamics. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 191(2) (2009), 245–310.

[34] Y. Trakhinin. Local existence for the free boundary problem for nonrelativistic and relativistic compressible Euler equations with a vacuum boundary condition. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 62(11) (2009), 1551–1594.

[35] Y. Trakhinin. Stability of relativistic plasma-vacuum interfaces. J. Hyperbolic Differential Equations, 9 (2012), 469–509.

E-mail address: davide.catania@unibs.it E-mail address: marcello.dabbicco@unibs.it E-mail address: paolo.secchi@unibs.it