arXiv:1407.8199v2 [math.AP] 4 Sep 2014

SCATTERING FOR RADIAL, SEMI-LINEAR, SUPER-CRITICAL WAVE EQUATIONS WITH BOUNDED CRITICAL NORM

BENJAMIN DODSON AND ANDREW LAWRIE

Abstract. In this paper we study the focusing cubic wave equation in 1 + 5 dimensions with radial initial data as well as the one-equivariant wave maps equation in 1 + 3 dimensions with the model target manifolds S^3 and H^3 . In both cases the scaling for the equation leaves the Ḣ^32 ×Ḣ^12 -norm of the solution invariant, which means that the equation is super-critical with respect to the conserved energy. Here we prove a conditional scattering result: If the critical norm of the solution stays bounded on its maximal time of existence, then the solution is global in time and scatters to free waves as t → ±∞. The methods in this paper also apply to all supercritical power-type nonlinearities for both the focusing and defocusing radial semi-linear equation in 1 + 5 dimensions, yielding analogous results.

1. Introduction

In this paper we study three super-critical semi-linear wave equations, namely the focusing cubic wave equation in R^{1+5} with radial initial data and the oneequivariant wave maps equations from R^{1+3} → S^3 and from R^{1+3} → H^3 . Under certain conditions the former equation serves as a good model for the first of the latter two, which have nonlinearities that arise naturally from the geometry of the target manifold.

1.1. The cubic wave equation in R^{1+5} . Consider first the Cauchy problem for the focusing cubic semi-linear wave equation in R^{1+5} , u_{tt} − Δu − u^3 = 0, ⃗u(0) = (u_0, u_1),

(1.1)

restricted to the radial setting. The conserved energy for solutions, ⃗u(t) := (u(t), u_t(t)), to (1.1) is given by E(⃗u(t)) := ∫ R^5 [ 1 2 (|u_t(t)|^2 + |∇u(t)|^2) − 1 4 |u(t)|^4 ] dx = constant.

As we will only be considering radial solutions to (1.1), we slightly abuse notation by often writing u(t, x) = u(t, r) where here (r, ω) with r = |x|, x = rω, ω ∈ S^4 are polar coordinates on R^5 . In this setting we can rewrite the equation (1.1) as u_{tt} − u_{rr} − 4 r u_r − u^3 = 0,

⃗u(0) = (u_0, u_1),

(1.2)

Support of the National Science Foundation, DMS-1103914 for the first author, and DMS- 1302782 for the second author, is gratefully acknowledged. 1

and the conserved energy (up to a constant multiple) by E(⃗u(t)) := ∫_∞ 0 [ 1 2 (u^2_t (t, r) + u^2_r(t, r)) − 1 4 u^4(t, r) ] r^4 dr. (1.3)

The Cauchy problem (1.2) is invariant under the scaling ⃗u(t, r) −→ ⃗u_λ(t, r) := (λ^{−1}u(t/λ, r/λ), λ^{−2}u_t(t/λ, r/λ)). (1.4) One can also check that this scaling leaves unchanged the Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 )-norm of the initial data. It is for this reason that (1.2) is called energy-supercritical.

The standard argument based on Strichartz estimates shows that (1.2) is locally well-posed in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ). This means that for all initial data ⃗u(0) = (u_0, u_1) ∈ Ḣ^3_2 ×Ḣ^1_2 , there is a unique solution, ⃗u(t), defined on a maximal interval of existence

I_{max} = I_{max}(⃗u) with ⃗u ∈ C^0 ( I_{max}; Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) ) . Moreover, for every compact time interval J ⊂ I_{max} we have

u ∈ S(J) := L^2_t (J; L^{10}_x (R^5 )). (1.5)

The Strichartz norm S(J) determines a criterion for both scattering and finite time blow up, see Proposition 2.4. In particular, one can show that if the initial data ⃗u(0) is sufficiently small in Ḣ^{32} ×Ḣ^{12} , then the corresponding solution ⃗u(t) has finite S(R)-norm and hence scatters to free waves as t → ±∞.

The theory for solutions to (1.2) with initial data that is small in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} is thus well understood – all solutions are global in time and scatter to free waves as t → ±∞. However, much less is known regarding the asymptotic dynamics of solutions once one leaves the perturbative regime.

There are solutions to the focusing problem that blow-up in finite time. For example, φ_T (t, x) = √ 2 T − t solves the ODE, φ_{tt} = φ^3. By the finite speed of propagation, one can construct from φ_T a compactly supported (in space) self-similar blow-up solution to (1.2), ⃗u_T (t), with blow-up time t = T . However, such a self-similar solution must have

lim_{t→T} ‖⃗u_T (t)‖_Ḣ 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_{2 (R5)} = ∞.

Such behavior is typically referred to as type-I blow-up. One the other hand, type- II solutions, ⃗u(t), are those whose critical norm remains bounded on their maximal interval of existence, I_{max}, i.e., sup t∈I_{max} ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_{2 (R5)} < ∞. (1.6)

In this paper we restrict our attention to type-II solutions, i.e., those which satisfy the bound (1.6). We prove that if a solution ⃗u(t) to (1.2) satisfies (1.6), then it must exist globally in time and scatter to free waves in both time directions. We establish the following result.

Theorem 1.1. Let ⃗u(t) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) be a radial solution to (1.2) defined on its maximal interval of existence I_{max} = (T_−, T_+). Suppose in addition that sup t∈I_{max} ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_{2 (R5)} < ∞. (1.7)

Then, I_{max} = R, that is, ⃗u(t) is defined globally in time. Moreover, ‖u‖_{S(R)} < ∞, (1.8) which means that ⃗u(t) scatters to free waves as t → ±∞, i.e., there exist radial solutions ⃗u^±_L (t) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) to the free wave equation, □u_L = 0, so that ‖⃗u(t) − ⃗u^±_L (t)‖_Ḣ 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_{2 (R5)} −→ 0 as t → ±∞. (1.9)

Remark 1. Theorem 1.1 is a conditional result. Other than the requirement that the initial data be small in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} , there is no known general criterion to determine when (1.7) is satisfied by the evolution. We remark that that this type of result is analogous to the work by Duyckaerts, Kenig, and Merle in 3 dimensions in [20] and also bears similarity to the L^{3,∞} result of Escauriaza, Sëregin, and Šverak for the Navier-Stokes equation, see [22].

Remark 2. The proof of Theorem 1.1 readily generalizes to all supercritical powers p >^7_3 in dimension d = 5 for both the focusing and defocusing equations with radial initial data. As we demonstrate in the next subsection where we consider the case of one-equivariant wave maps, the techniques in this paper are very flexible with regards to particular algebraic structure of the nonlinearity. For power-type nonlinearities we have chosen to present the details for only the focusing cubic equation to keep the exposition as simple as possible. Another reason for choosing to study the focusing cubic equation as opposed to other power-type nonlinearities is this equation requires several new techniques which fall outside the scope of what has previously been developed in the literature, such as [20], which is the first conditional result for a focusing supercritical equation, and [29, 30, 34, 36, 5], which address defocusing supercritical waves.

1.2. One-Equivariant Wave Maps. Next we consider one-equivariant wave maps in 1+3 dimensions taking values in 3-dimensional rotationally symmetric manifolds M. Let (r, θ) ∈ R^∗ × S^2 be polar coordinates on R^3 and let (ψ, ω) be geodesic polar coordinates on M, where the metric takes the form ds^2 = dr^2 + g^2(ψ)dω^2

and dω^2 denotes the round metric on S^2. Maps U : R^{1+3} → M can then be written in the form U(t, r, θ) = (ψ(t, r, θ), ω(t, r, θ)). In the usual one-equivariant (or co-rotational) reduction, one makes the ansatz U(t, r, θ) = (ψ(t, r), θ) (1.10) and the wave maps system reduces to a Cauchy problem for the coordinate function ψ, viz., ψ_{tt} − ψ_{rr} − 2 r ψ_r + f(ψ) r^2 = 0 ⃗ψ(0) = (ψ_0, ψ_1)

(1.11)

where f(ψ) := g(ψ)g^′(ψ). The conserved energy is given by E( ⃗ψ)(t) := 1 2 ∫_∞ 0 [ ψ^2_t + ψ^2_r +

2g^2(ψ) r^2 ] r^2 dr = constant. (1.12)

We also note the scaling invariance, ψ(t, r) −→ ψ_λ(t, r) := ψ(t/λ, r/λ) (1.13)

Note that it is energetically favorable for a solution to concentrate to a point by the rescaling above and sending λ → 0 as we have

E( ⃗ψ_λ) = λE( ⃗ψ) → 0 as λ → 0 (1.14)

This means that 1 + 3 dimensional wave maps are super-critical with respect to the conserved energy. It is well know that 3d wave maps into positively curved targets such as the 3-sphere, M = S^3, can blow up in finite time in a self-similar fashion. This was proved by Shatah in [50] and an explicit example was given by Turok, Spergel [60] with

ψ(t, r) = 2 arctan(r/t). (1.15)

For negatively curved targets such as 3d-hyperbolic space, M = H^3 , it is not know whether singularities can develop in finite time.

Wave maps arise as a model in particle physics, particularly with dimension d = 3, and in this setting are referred to as nonlinear σ-models. Here for simplicity we will consider two model targets, namely M = S^3 and M = H^3 .

1.2.1. Wave maps into S^3. The case of the target M = S^3 has traditionally been of interest due to the possibility of solutions with nontrivial topology. In our equivariant formulation with the S^3 target, we have g(ψ) = sin ψ and the equation and conserved energy become ψ_{tt} − ψ_{rr} − 2 r ψ_r + sin(2ψ)

r^2

= 0, ⃗ψ(0) = (ψ_0, ψ_1) E( ⃗ψ)(t) := 1 2 ∫_∞ 0 [ ψ^2_t + ψ^2_r +

2 sin^2(ψ) r^2 ] r^2 dr (1.16)

From the above it is clear that for initial data ⃗ψ(0) = (ψ_0, ψ_1) to have finite energy one requires that lim_{r→∞} ψ_0(r) = nπ for some n ∈ N, and by a continuity argument, this endpoint is fixed by the evolution. The energy allows for more flexible behavior of ψ_0(r) at r = 0 in contrast to the case of 2d wave maps into the 2-sphere, which have topological degree which is fixed by the evolution. Here we see that simply requiring that the solution has finite energy allows for any finite limit lim_{r→0} ψ(t, r) = α(t) ∈ R and this limit can possibly change with the evolution. Here, our techniques force us to ignore this subtlety as will impose the priori assumption that for all t ∈ I_{max}( ⃗ψ) we have ⃗u(t, r) := (u(t, r), u_t(t, r)) := ( ψ(t, r) r , ψ_t(t, r) r ) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) (1.17)

With this assumption we can recast the Cauchy problem (1.16) in terms of ⃗u(t), which solves u_{tt} − u_{rr} − 4 r u_r = 2ru − sin(2ru) r^3

:= F_S3(r, u)

⃗u(0) = (u_0, u_1)

(1.18)

By Sobolev embedding we must then have u(t) ∈ L^5(R^5 ) for all t ∈ I_{max}, which in turn implies that ∫_∞ 0 ψ^5(t, r) r dr < ∞.

Hence we must have ψ(t, 0) = 0 and ψ(t, ∞) = 0 for all t ∈ I_{max} once we make the a priori assumption (1.17). Note also that the nonlinearity satisfies

F_S3(r, u) = u^3Z_S3(ru) |F_S3(r, u)| ≲ |u|^3 (1.19)

where Z_S3(ρ) = 8^{ρ−sin ρ}_{ρ3} is a smooth bounded, nonnegative function.

Thus, in the 5d formulation (1.18), the topologically trivial equivariant wave maps problem into S^3 bears many similarities to the focusing cubic equation (1.2). We establish a conditional result, which is completely analogous to Theorem 1.1. Before stating our main theorem regarding equivariant wave maps, we first introduce the case the of the H^3 target.

1.2.2. Wave maps into H^3 . The case of the negatively curved target M = H^3 bears many similarities to the defocusing radial cubic wave equation in R^{1+3} after the reduction performed below. In the equivariant formulation with the H^3 target, we have g(ψ) = sinh ψ and the equation and conserved energy become ψ_{tt} − ψ_{rr} − 2 r ψ_r + sinh(2ψ) r^2

= 0, ⃗ψ(0) = (ψ_0, ψ_1) E( ⃗ψ)(t) := 1 2 ∫_∞ 0 [ ψ^2_t + ψ^2_r +

2 sinh^2(ψ)

r^2 ] r^2 dr (1.20)

From the above it is clear that for initial data ⃗ψ(0) = (ψ_0, ψ_1) to have finite energy one requires that lim_{r→∞} ψ_0(r) = 0 and this endpoint is fixed by energy conservation. As in the case of the S^3 target, the energy allows for more flexible behavior of ψ_0(r) at r = 0. Here we see that simply requiring that the solution has finite energy allows for any finite limit lim_{r→0} ψ(t, r) = α(t) ∈ R and this limit can possibly change with the evolution. Here, again we ignore this subtlety and impose the priori assumption that for all t ∈ I_{max}( ⃗ψ) we have ⃗u(t, r) := (u(t, r), u_t(t, r)) := ( ψ(t, r) r , ψ_t(t, r) r ) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) (1.21)

With this assumption we can recast the Cauchy problem (1.20) in terms of ⃗u(t), which solves u_{tt} − u_{rr} − 4 r u_r = 2ru − sinh(2ru) r^3

:= F_H3 (r, u) ⃗u(0) = (u_0, u_1)

(1.22)

Assuming (1.21) and by Sobolev embedding we must then have u(t) ∈ L^5(R^5 ) for all t ∈ I_{max}, which in turn implies that ∫_∞ 0 ψ^5(t, r) r dr < ∞. Hence we must have ψ(t, 0) = 0 once we make the a priori assumption (1.17). Note also that the nonlinearity satisfies

F_H3 (r, u) = u^3Z_H3 (ru) (1.23) where Z_H3 (ρ) = 8^{ρ−sinh ρ}_{ρ3} is a smooth nonpositive function. If we assume an a priori uniform bound sup t∈I_{max} ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_{2 (R5)} ≤ C < ∞, (1.24)

then we have L^∞ control on ψ = ru by radial Sobolev embedding,

|ru(t, r)| ≲ sup_{t∈Imax} ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_{2 (R5)} ≲ C, (1.25)

which follows from Lemma 2.2. With the assumption (1.24), we thus have a uniform bound on Z_H3 (ru) and hence

|F_H3 (r, u)| ≲ |u|^3 (1.26)

making the analogy with the defocusing cubic equation in R^{1+5} clear.

Finally, we state our main result for wave maps, which holds for both the S^3 target, (1.18), and for the H^3 target, (1.22).

Theorem 1.2. Let ⃗u(t) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) be a radial solution to either (1.18) or to (1.22) defined on its maximal interval of existence I_{max} = (T_−, T_+). Suppose in addition that sup t∈I_{max} ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_{2 (R5)} < ∞. (1.27)

Then, I_{max} = R, that is, ⃗u(t) is defined globally in time. Moreover, ‖u‖_{S(R)} < ∞, (1.28) which means that ⃗u(t) scatters to free waves as t → ±∞, i.e., there exist radial solutions ⃗u^±_L (t) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) to the free wave equation, □u_L = 0, so that

‖⃗u(t) − ⃗u^±_L (t)‖_Ḣ 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_{2 (R5)} −→ 0 as t → ±∞. (1.29)

1.3. History of the problems. There is very little known about energy supercritical semi-linear wave equations on R^{1+d} , at least when compared to the vast body of literature devoted to their sub-critical and critical counterparts.

There are several conditional results in the same vein as Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 in the case of defocusing super-critical equations, where Morawetz type identities can be used; see for example [29, 30, 36, 37, 4, 5]. The only such results for focusing type equations as considered here are the work of Duyckaerts, Kenig, and Merle, [20], concerning super-critical power-type nonlinearities in dimension d = 3, and the work of the second author on a semi-linear Skyrme-type equation in [45].

There is much less know in the way of unconditional results. Recently, in an exciting new direction, Krieger and Schlag, [43], have constructed a family of solutions to the super-critical power type equation in d = 3, which are smooth, global-in-time, have infinite critical norm, and are stable under small perturbations.

For the focusing NLS and focusing wave equations in high dimensions, d ≥ 11, there have recently been blow-up constructions based on the bubbling off of a solution to the underlying elliptic equation; see Merle, Raphael, Rodnianski, [47] and Collot, [8] (we note that in the aforementioned works something different is meant by “type II” than how this phrase is used in this paper).

Super-critical equivariant wave maps in d = 3 as considered here are called nonlinear σ-models in particle physics and have been extensively studied. As we mentioned above, self-similar blow-up was demonstrated by Shatah, [50], and Turok- Spergel in the case of the S^3 target. Donninger has established stability for such self-similar solutions, [11, 12]; see also the work of Bizon, [2]. Similar results have been established for power-type nonlinearities, see [15] for a stability result, and [3] for a construction of an infinite family of smooth, self-similar solutions. Surprisingly, blow-up can occur even in the case of wave maps into negatively curved targets in high enough dimensions, as shown by Cazenave, Shatah, and Tahvildar-Zadeh, [6]; see the book of Shatah and Stuwe [51] for more.

Equations of the form □u = ± |u|^{p−1} u (1.30) for energy critical and sub-critical values of p have been extensively studied. When say, d = 3, the energy critical power, p = 5, exhibits markedly different phenomena than both the subcritical and supercritical problems. Global existence and scattering for all finite energy data was established by Struwe, [54], for the radial defocusing equation and by Grillakis, [23], in the nonradial, defocusing case.

In the case of the focusing energy critical equation, type-II blow up does occur, as explicitly demonstrated by Krieger, Schlag, and Tataru [44], by way of an energy concentration scenario resulting in the bubbling off of the unique radial ground state solution, W , for the underlying elliptic equation; see also [42, 13, 14].

In [27], Kenig and Merle initiated an extremely effective program of attack for semilinear equations such as (1.30) with the concentration compactness/rigidity method based on the fundamental profile decompositions of Bahouri and Gérard, [1]. There they gave a characterization of possible dynamics for solutions with energy strictly below the threshold energy of the ground state elliptic solution, W . The seminal work of Duyckaerts, Kenig, and Merle [16, 17, 18, 19] gave a classification of possible dynamics for large energies. To be more precise, all type-II radial solutions asymptotically resolve into a sum of rescaled solitons plus a radiation term. Dynamics at the threshold energy of W have been studied by Duyckaerts and Merle [21] and slightly above the threshold energy by Krieger, Nakanishi, and Schlag in [39, 40, 41].

For analogues of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 for energy sub-critical equations we refer the reader to [52], and to the recent work of the authors, [10]. We also mention the remarkable works of Merle and Zaag, [48, 49] where it was determined that all subcritical blow-up for the focusing equation occurs at the self-similar rate.

1.4. Outline of the proofs of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2. The proofs of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 proceed via the concentration compactness/ rigidity method developed by Kenig and Merle in [26, 27]. The method is based around an elaborate contradiction argument – if Theorem 1.1 (respectively Theorem 1.2) were false, the linear and nonlinear profile decompositions of Bahouri and Gérard [1] allow for a construction of a minimal non-scattering solution to (1.2), called the critical element. Here minimality refers to the size of the norm in (1.7) (resp. (1.27)). This construction is standard in the field and we give a brief outline in Section 3. The crucial property of the critical element that drives the contradiction argument is that its trajectory is pre-compact up to modulation in the space Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} . The goal is then to prove that this compactness property is too restrictive for a nonzero solution and therefore the critical element does not exist.

For the rigidity argument that rules out the critical element, we roughly follow the strategy implemented in [20] for the focusing super-critical wave equation in 3-dimensions. Given the exterior energy estimates for the free radial wave equation proved in [25], the precise strategy in [20] can be adapted to super-critical equations of the form □u = ± |u|^{p−1} u (1.31) in higher dimensions, in particular d = 5, but only when p > 5, i.e., for critical regularity levels Ḣ^s × Ḣ^{s−1} with s ≥ 2. There are several instances where the techniques used in [20] break down for supercritical powers p < 5, and in particular for the cubic-type equations considered here. Here we build on the strategy developed in [20], by developing collection of robust new techniques that work for all powers p >^7_3 as well as for more complicated nonlinearities such as those which arise in the context of equivariant wave maps, as in (1.18) and (1.22).

As in [20] we reduce to two scenarios for the critical element ⃗u^∗(t), namely,

(1) ⃗u^∗(t) is a self-similar blow-up solution with pre-compact trajectory, see Proposition 3.5.

(2) ⃗u^∗(t) is pre-compact on its entire interval of existence I up to a modulation parameter N(t) that is bounded away from 0 on I, see Proposition 3.4.

In the first situation, (1), we follow [20] by introducing self-similar coordinates and using compactness to produce a stationary solution to a non-degenerate elliptic equation with zero boundary data. However, a straightforward application of their approach adapted to 5d breaks down for the cubic equation and the regularity Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^1_2 . We overcome this difficulty by proving, in Section 4, a bound on the Ḣ^5_2 × Ḣ^3_2 norm of ⃗u^∗(t), i.e., we show that solutions with pre-compact trajectories are in fact more regular than what is given by scaling; see Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 4.6. This bound on the Ḣ^{52} × Ḣ^{32} norm of ⃗u^∗(t) then implies (by interpolation) that a self-similar compact blow-up solution is in fact also compact in Ḣ^2 ×Ḣ^1 ∩Ḣ^{32} ×Ḣ^{12} . With this additional regularity we are able to rule out compact self-similar blow up with a somewhat simpler implementation of the argument in [20]. The crucial gain of regularity in Section 4 is established using the so-called double Duhamel trick which we will describe briefly below. We note that an analogous implementation of the double Duhamel trick was performed by the authors in [10] for the cubic equation in d = 3.

There are several major difficulties when trying to rule out a critical element ⃗u^∗(t) as in (2) for supercritical equations as considered here. The first is that ⃗u^∗(t) is constructed in the homogeneous space Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ). Although having a precompact trajectory up to modulation in this space is a strong property, there is very little in practice that one can do at this regularity, since useful global quantities such as the conserved energy are at the level of (Ḣ^1 ∩ Ḣ^{54} ) × L^2, where here the intersection with Ḣ^{54} arises due to the L^4(R^5 ) term in the conserved energy associated to (1.2) and Sobolev embedding. In order to resolve this first issue, we prove in Section 4 that solutions ⃗u^∗(t) as in (2) have more decay than what is given by scaling. In particular, we use the another implementation of the double Duhamel trick to prove that in fact a compact solution as in (2) above must be uniformly bounded in Ḣ^{34} × Ḣ^{− 14} . Interpolating with the critical Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} bound then implies compactness in the space Ḣ^1 × L^2, see Lemma 6.1. An alternative method for establishing additional spacial decay based on delicate flux-type estimates was used in [29, 30, 20]. However, this method does not seem to work for the cubic type nonlinearities considered here, thus motivating the different approach based on the double-Duhamel trick.

Second, even once the decay issue is resolved, there are no known useful viral or Morawetz type inequalities for super-critical focusing-type equations such as (1.2) and (1.18). Here we rely on a new rigidity argument, see [25, 45], that is based on the exterior energy estimates for the underlying free equation, see Proposition 6.4, and a good understanding of the underlying elliptic equations, see Lemma 6.2 and Lemma 6.3. We refer the reader to Section 6 for the details of the argument, which was inspired by the so-called channels of energy method developed by Duyckaerts, Kenig, and Merle in the seminal papers, [19, 20]. We emphasize that this rigidity argument does not require the use of any monotone quantities at the level of the nonlinear dynamical equation and is thus very flexible when it comes to the structure of the nonlinearity. Our implementation of this method relies crucially on the additional decay for compact trajectories proved in Section 4; see in particular Proposition 4.5 and Proposition 4.7.

In general, solutions to (1.2), (1.18) or (1.22) are only as regular and only decay as much as their initial data as evidenced by the presence of the free propagator S(t) in the Duhamel representation for the solution

⃗u^∗(t_0) = S(t_0 − t)⃗u^∗(t) + ∫_{t0} t S(t_0 − s)(0, ±F (u^∗)) ds. (1.32)

The critical element is different however since the pre-compacntess of its trajectory is at odds with the dispersive properties of the free part, S(t_0 − t)⃗u^∗(t). It follows that the first term on the right-hand-side above must vanish weakly as t → sup I_{max}, inf I_{max}. The second term on the right-hand-side of (1.32) with t = T_+ or t = T_− therefore encodes both the regularity and the spacial decay of the critical element, and in fact gains can be expected due to the presence of the nonlinear term F (u). The additional regularity and decay are extracted by way of the “double Duhamel trick,” which refers to the consideration of the pairing of ⟨∫_{t0} T_1 S(t_0 − s)(0, F (u)) ds, ∫_{T2} t_0 S(t_0 − τ)(0, F (u)) dτ ⟩

where T_1 < t_0 and T_2 > t_0. This technique was introduced by Colliander, Keel, Staffilani, Takaoka, Tao [7], Tao [57] and later utilized in the Kenig-Merle framework for non-linear Schrödinger equations by Killip, Visan [34, 35, 38], and for semi-linear wave equations [36, 4, 5]. This method is related to the in/out decomposition used by Killip, Tao, Visan [32, Section 6]. For more details on how to exploit the fact that differing time directions are chosen above we refer the reader to Section 4.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Some facts from harmonic analysis. We will denote by P_N the usual Littlewood-Paley projections onto frequencies of size |ξ| ≃ N and by P_{≤N} the projection onto frequencies |ξ| ≲ N. The frequency size N will often be a dyadic number N = 2^k for some k ∈ Z and in this case we will also employ the following abuse of notation: When we write P_k with a lowercase subscript k, this will mean projection onto frequencies |ξ| ≃ 2^k.

We recall the Bernstein inequalities.

Lemma 2.1 (Bernstein’s inequalities). [56, Appendix A] Let 1 ≤ p ≤ q ≤ ∞ and s ≥ 0. Let f : R^d → R. Then ‖P_{≥N} f‖_Lp ≲ N^{−s}‖ |∇|^s P_{≥N} f‖_Lp , ‖P_{≤N} |∇|^s f‖_Lp ≲ N^s‖P_{≤N} f‖_Lp , ‖P_N |∇|^{±s} f‖_Lp ≃ N^{±s}‖P_N f‖_Lp ‖P_{≤N} f‖_Lq ≲ N^{dp − dq} ‖P_{≤N} f‖_Lp , ‖P_N f‖_Lq ≲ N^{dp − dq} ‖P_N f‖_Lp . (2.1)

In what follows we will also require the the notion of a frequency envelope. Definition 1. [55, Definition 1] We define a frequency envelope to be a sequence β = {β_k} of positive real numbers with β ∈ ℓ^2 and ‖β‖_ℓ2 ≲ B. If β is a frequency envelope and (f, g) ∈ Ḣ^s × Ḣ^{s−1} then we say that (f, g) lies underneath β if ‖(P_kf, P_kg)‖_Ḣs_{×Ḣ}s−1 ≤ β_k ∀k ∈ Z, and we note that if (f, g) lie underneath β then we have ‖(f, g)‖_Ḣs_{×Ḣ}s−1 ≲ B. Next we recall a refinement of the Sobolev embedding for radially symmetric functions, which follows from the Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality. Lemma 2.2 (Radial Sobolev Embedding). [58, Corollary A.3] Let 0 < γ < 5 and suppose f ∈ Ẇ^{γ,p}(R^5 ) is a radial function. Suppose that β > − 5 q , 1 ≤ 1 p + 1 q ≤ 1 + γ, 5 p^′ + 5 q^′ = 5 − β − γ and at most one of the equalities q = 1, q = ∞, p = 1, p = ∞,^1_p +^1_q = 1 + γ, holds. Then ‖r^β f‖_Lq′_{(R}5_) ≤ C‖f‖_Ẇ γ,p_{(R}5_). (2.2)

2.2. Strichartz estimates. For the small data theory we require Strichartz estimates for the linear wave equation in R^{1+5} , v_{tt} − Δv = G, ⃗v(0) = (v_0, v_1).

(2.3)

A free wave will mean a solution to (2.3) with G = 0 and will be denoted by ⃗u(t) = S(t)⃗u(0). We say that a triple (p, q, γ) is admissible if p, q ≥ 2, 1 p + 2 q ≤ 1, 1 p + 5 q = 5 2 − γ. (2.4)

The Strichartz estimates below are standard and we refer the reader to [24, 46] or the book [53] as well as the references therein for proofs.

Proposition 2.3. [24, 46, 53] Let ⃗v(t) be a solution to (2.3) with initial data ⃗v(0) ∈ Ḣ^s × Ḣ^{s−1}(R^5 ) for s > 0. Let (p, q, γ), and (a, b, ρ) be admissible triples. Then, for any time interval I ∋ 0 we have the estimates ‖v‖_Lp_{t (I;W} s−γ,q_{x )} ≲ ‖(v_0, v_1)‖_Ḣs_{×Ḣ}s−1 + ‖G‖_{La}′_{t (I;W} s−1+ρ,b′_{x )}. (2.5) 2.3. Small data theory: global existence, scattering and the perturbation lemma. The usual argument based on Proposition 2.3 with s =^3_2 , (p, q, γ) = (2, 10, 3/2), and (a^′, b^′, ρ) = (1, 2, 0) yields the following standard small data result.

Proposition 2.4 (Small data theory). Let ⃗u(0) = (u_0, u_1) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) be initial data for either (1.2), (1.18) or (1.22). Then there is a unique, solution ⃗u(t) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) on a maximal interval of existence I_{max}(⃗u) = (T_−(⃗u), T_+(⃗u)). Moreover, for any compact interval J ⊂ I_{max} we have ‖u‖_L2_{t (J;L}10_{x )(R}5_) < ∞.

A globally defined solution ⃗u(t) for t ∈ [0, ∞) scatters as t → ∞ to a free wave, i.e., a solution ⃗u_L(t) of □u_L = 0 if and only if ‖u‖_L2_{t ([0,∞),L}10_{x )} < ∞. In particular, there exists a constant δ_0 > 0 so that ‖⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_2 < δ_0 =⇒ ‖u‖_L2_{t (R;L}10_{x )} ≲ ‖⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_2 ≲ δ_0 (2.6)

and therefore ⃗u(t) scatters to free waves as t → ±∞. Lastly, we recall the standard finite time blow-up criterion:

T_+(⃗u) < ∞ =⇒ ‖u‖_L2_{t ([0,T+(⃗u));L}10_{x )} = +∞ (2.7)

A nearly identical statement holds when −∞ < T_−(⃗u).

Another standard result is the Perturbation Lemma for approximate solutions to (1.2), (1.18), or (1.22) which is needed in the concentration compactness procedure in Section 3.

Lemma 2.5 (Perturbation Lemma). There are continuous functions ε_0, C_0 : (0, ∞) → (0, ∞) such that the following holds: Let I ⊂ R be an open interval (possibly unbounded), ⃗u, ⃗v ∈ C(I; H) satisfying for some A > 0 ‖⃗v‖_{L∞(I;Ḣ} 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_{2 )(R5)} + ‖v‖_L2_{t (I;L}10_{x (R}5_{))} ≤ A

‖eq(u)‖_{L1t (I;Ḣ} 1_{2x )} + ‖eq(v)‖_{L1t (I;Ḣ} 1_{2x )} + ‖w_0‖_L2_{t (I;L}10_{x )} ≤ ε ≤ ε_0(A),

where eq(u) is either eq(u) := □u − u^3, eq(u) := □u − Z_S3(ru)u^3 or eq(u) := □u − Z_H3 (ru)u^3 in the sense of distributions, and ⃗w_0(t) := S(t − t_0)(⃗u −⃗v)(t_0) with t_0 ∈ I arbitrary but fixed. Then ‖⃗u − ⃗v − ⃗w_0‖_{L∞}^(_{I;Ḣ} 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_2^) + ‖u − v‖_L2_{t (I;L}10_{x )} ≤ C_0(A)ε.

In particular, ‖u‖_{S(I)} < ∞.

3. Concentration compactness

3.1. Existence and compactness of a critical element. We begin the proofs of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2. In both cases we follow the concentrationcompactness/rigidity method introduced by Kenig and Merle in [26, 27]. The concentration compactness aspect of the argument is based on the fundamental linear and nonlinear profile decompositions of Bahouri and Gerard, [1], and is by now standard. We essentially use the scheme from [28], which is a refinement of the techniques used in [26, 27] to extract a critical element. Indeed, the conclusion of this section is that in the event that Theorem 1.1 or Theorem 1.2 fails, there exists a minimal, nontrivial, non-scattering solution to (1.2), that is referred to as the critical element.

First some notation, and we follow [28] for convenience. Given initial data (u_0, u_1) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) we denote by ⃗u(t) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ) the unique solution to either (1.2), (1.18), or (1.22) with initial data ⃗u(0) = (u_0, u_1) defined on the maximal interval of existence I_{max}(⃗u) := (T_−(⃗u), T_+(⃗u)). For A > 0 define

B(A) := { (u_0, u_1) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} : ‖⃗u(t)‖_{L∞t ([0,T+(⃗u));Ḣ} 3_{2 ×Ḣ} 1_{2 )} ≤ A } . Definition 2. We say that SC(A) holds if for all ⃗u = (u_0, u_1) ∈ B(A) we have T_+(⃗u) = +∞ and ‖u‖_{S([0,∞))} < ∞. We also say that SC(A; ⃗u) holds if ⃗u ∈ B(A), T_+(⃗u) = +∞ and ‖u‖_{S([0,∞))} < ∞.

Remark 3. Recall from Proposition 2.4 that ‖u‖_{S([0,∞))} < ∞ if and only if ⃗u scatters to a free waves as t → +∞. It follows that both Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 are equivalent to the statement that SC(A) holds for all A > 0.

Now suppose that Theorem 1.1 (resp. Theorem 1.2) is false. By Proposition 2.4, there is an A_0 > 0 such that SC(A_0) holds. As we are assuming that Theorem 1.1 (resp. Theorem 1.2) fails, there exists a threshold value A_C so that for A < A_C , SC(A) holds, and for A > A_C , SC(A) fails. It is clear that 0 < A_0 < A_C . The standard conclusion of the supposed failure of the Theorem 1.1 (resp. Theorem 1.2) is that there then must exist a non-scattering solution ⃗u(t) to (1.2) so that SC(A_C , ⃗u) fails, which enjoys certain minimality and compactness properties.

We state a refined version of this result below, and we refer the reader to [28, 29, 30] for the details of the argument. As usual, the main ingredients are the linear and nonlinear Bahouri-Gerard type profile decompositions from [1] used together with the nonlinear perturbation theory, Lemma 2.5.

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that Theorem 1.1 (resp. Theorem 1.2) is false. Then, there exists a solution ⃗u^∗(t), referred to as a critical element such that SC(A_C ; ⃗u^∗) fails. Moreover, we can assume that ⃗u^∗(t) does not scatter in either time direction, which means that

‖u^∗‖_{S((T−(⃗u),0])} = ‖u^∗‖_{S([0,T+(⃗u)))} = ∞. (3.1)

In addition, there exists a continuous function N : I_{max}(⃗u) → (0, ∞) so that the set

K := {( 1 N(t) u^∗ ( t, · N(t) ) , 1 N^2(t) u^∗_t ( t, · N(t) )) | t ∈ I_{max}(⃗u) } (3.2)

is pre-compact in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^3 ) and we have inf t∈[0,T_+(⃗u)) N(t) > 0. (3.3)

In what follows it will be convenient to give a name to the compactness property (3.2) satisfied by the critical element.

Definition 3 (The Compactness Property). Let I ∋ 0 be a time interval and suppose ⃗u(t) be a solution to either (1.2), (1.18), or (1.22) on an interval I. We will say ⃗u(t) has the compactness property on I if there exists a continuous function N : I → (0, ∞) so that the set

K := {( 1 N(t) u ( t, · N(t) ) , 1 N^2(t) u_t ( t, · N(t) )) | t ∈ I }

is pre-compact in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^5 ).

Remark 4 (Uniformly Small Tails). A straightforward consequence of a solution having the compactness property on an interval I is that, after modulation, we can control the Ḣ^{32} ×Ḣ^{12} tails uniformly in t ∈ I. In fact, by the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, for any η_0 > 0 there exists 0 < c(η_0) < C(η_0) < ∞ such that ∫ |x|≥^{C(η)}_{N (t)} | | ||∇|^{3/2}u(t, x) | | |^2 dx + ∫ |ξ|≥C(η)N(t) |ξ|^3 |û(t, ξ)|^2 dξ ≤ η_0, ∫ |x|≤^{c(η)}_{N (t)} | | ||∇|^{3/2}u(t, x) | | |^2 dx + ∫ |ξ|≤c(η)N(t) |ξ|^3 |û(t, ξ)|^2 dξ ≤ η_0, ∫ |x|≥^{C(η)}_{N (t)} | | ||∇|^{1/2}ut(t, x) | | |^2 dx + ∫ |ξ|≥C(η)N(t) |ξ| |û_t(t, ξ)|^2 dξ ≤ η_0, ∫ |x|≤^{c(η)}_{N (t)} | | ||∇|^{1/2}ut(t, x) | | |^2 dx + ∫ |ξ|≤c(η)N(t) |ξ| |û_t(t, ξ)|^2 dξ ≤ η_0,

(3.4)

for all t ∈ I.

Another standard fact about solutions to (1.2) with the compactness property on an open interval I = (T_−, T_+) is that any Strichartrz norm of the linear part of the evolution vanishes as t → T_− and as t → T_+. A concentration compactness argument then implies that the linear part of the evolution must vanish weakly in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} , see [59, Section 6], [52, Proposition 3.6]. This implies the following lemma, which is essential to the proofs of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2.

Lemma 3.2 (Weak Limits). [59, Section 6], [52, Proposition 3.6] Let ⃗u(t) be a solution to either (1.2), (1.18), or (1.22) with the compactness property on an interval I = (T_−, T_+). Then for any t_0 ∈ I we have − ∫_T t_0

S(t_0 − s)(0, F (u)) ds ⇀ ⃗u(t_0) as T ↗ T_+ weakly in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} + ∫_{t0} T S(t_0 − s)(0, F (u)) ds ⇀ ⃗u(t_0) as T ↘ T_− weakly in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12}

(3.5)

where here F (u) denotes the nonlinearity in either (1.2), (1.18), or (1.22).

3.2. Reduction to Rigidity Theorems. The proofs of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 are now reduced to showing that a nonzero critical element, ⃗u^∗(t) as in Proposition 3.1 cannot exist. We prove the following rigidity statement.

Theorem 3.3 (Rigidity Theorem). Let ⃗u(t) be a solution to either (1.2), (1.18), or (1.22). Suppose that there exits a continuous function N : [0, T_+(⃗u)) → (0, ∞) so that the trajectory

K := {( 1 N(t) u^∗ ( t, · N(t) ) , 1 N^2(t) u^∗_t ( t, · N(t) )) | t ∈ I_{max} } (3.6) is pre-compact in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^3 ) and we have inf t∈[0,T_+(⃗u)) N(t) > 0. (3.7)

Then ⃗u ≡ (0, 0).

Following the work of Kenig, Merle [29, Sections 5 and 6] and Duyckaerts, Kenig, and Merle [20, Section 2], the proof of Theorem 3.3 reduces to proving the following two propositions, the first where the scaling parameter N(t) is bounded away from 0 on the entire interval I_{max}, as opposed to just the half-open interval [0, T_+), and the second which assumes that the solution experiences self-similar finite time blow up in forward time.

Proposition 3.4. Let ⃗u(t) be a solution to either (1.2), (1.18), or (1.22) defined on an interval I_{max}(⃗u) = (T_−, T_+). Suppose that there exits a continuous function N : I_{max}(⃗u) → (0, ∞) so that the trajectory

K := {( 1 N(t) u^∗ ( t, · N(t) ) , 1 N^2(t) u^∗_t ( t, · N(t) )) | t ∈ I_{max}(⃗u)) } (3.8)

is pre-compact in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^3 ) and we have inf t∈I_{max}(⃗u) N(t) > 0. (3.9)

Then ⃗u ≡ (0, 0).

Proposition 3.5. There is no radial solution to either (1.2), (1.18), or (1.22) with the compactness property on I_{max}(⃗u) as in Theorem 3.3, with T_+(⃗u) < ∞ and with the scaling parameter given by

N(t) = (T_+ − t)^{−1}

on the half interval [0, T_+). Note that in this case the trajectory

K_+ := {( (T_+ − t)u^∗ (t, (T_+ − t)· ) , (T_+ − t)^2u^∗_t (t, (T_+ − t)· ) ) | t ∈ [0, T_+(⃗u)) } is pre-compact in Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} (R^3 ).

Remark 5. We make note of the following reductions which we will use later.

(1) Suppose that the scaling parameter N(t) as in (3.7) satisfies N(t) ≤ C < ∞ on [0, T_+) (resp. (T_−, 0]). Then, a standard argument, see for example [29] or [45, proof of Proposition 4.4], shows that in fact we must have T_+ = ∞ (resp. T_− = −∞). In fact, one can then modify the profile so that N(t) = 1 for all t ≥ 0, (resp. t ≤ 0).

(2) Let ⃗u(t) have the compactness property as in Theorem 3.3, or Proposition 3.4, 3.5. If, say, T_+ < ∞, then without loss of generality we can assume that supp u(t), u_t(t) ∈ B(0, T_+ − t); see for example [29, Lemma 4.15] for more details.

Remark 6. The reduction of Theorem 3.3 to Propositions 3.4, 3.5 is a standard argument in the field and does not depend on the dimension or the precise structure of the nonlinearity. In particular, the argument in [20, Section 2], which deals with the focusing radial, supercritical semilinear wave equation in d = 3, applies here as well. Such reductions hold as well for different equations such as the nonlinear Schrödinger equation, see for example [33], or for the gKdV equation, see for example [31, 9].

Rather than repeat the argument that reduces Theorem 3.3 to the two propositions, we focus the rest of the paper on the proofs of Proposition 3.4, and Proposition 3.5, where several aspects of proof differ significantly from the arguments in [20].

4. Additional regularity and decay for solutions with the Compactness Property In this section we prove additional regularity and additional spacial decay for solutions to (1.2), (1.18), and (1.22) with the compactness property on an open interval I_{max} ∋ 0 using the so-called Double Duhamel trick. The methods used in this section are similar to the techniques used in [10] for the cubic wave equation in R^{1+3} . In the first two subsections we carry out the arguments in the case of the focusing cubic equation (1.2) as this keeps the technical difficulties at a minimum. In the last two subsections we extend the main results to solutions to (1.18) and (1.22).

4.1. Higher regularity for compact solutions to (1.2). We begin by showing that a solution to (1.2) with that compactness property in Ḣ^{3/2} × Ḣ^{1/2} is in fact, more regular. In particular we prove the following estimates for the Ḣ^{5/2} × Ḣ^{3/2} norm of ⃗u(t).

Proposition 4.1. Suppose ⃗u(t) is a solution to (1.2) with the compactness property on I_{max}(⃗u) as in Theorem 3.3, i.e., assume that there exists a function N : I_{max} → (0, ∞) so that the set

K := {( 1 N(t) u ( t, · N(t) ) , 1 N^2(t) u_t ( t, · N(t) )) | t ∈ I } (4.1)

is pre-compact in Ḣ^{3/2} × Ḣ^{1/2}. Then for all t ∈ I_{max}, ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ5/2_×˙_H3/2_{(R}5_) ≲ N(t).

with a constant that is uniform in t ∈ I_{max}.

Remark 7. We note that all implicit constants in this section in the symbol ≲ will be allowed to depend on the L^∞_t (I_{max}; Ḣ^{3/2} × Ḣ^{1/2}) norm of ⃗u, which is bounded by a fixed constant.

Before beginning the proof of Proposition 4.1 we establish a few preliminary definitions and facts. Define

v = u + i √ −Δ u_t. Note that if u solves u_{tt} − Δu = F (u), (4.2)

then v solves

v_t = u_t + i √ −Δ (Δu + F (u)) = −i √ −Δv + i √ −Δ F (u). and we have ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣs_{×Ḣ}s−1 ≃ ‖v(t)‖_Ḣs (4.3)

By Duhamel’s formula v(t) = e^{−it√−Δ}v(0) + ∫_t 0 e^{−i(t−τ )√−Δ} √ −Δ F (u)dτ. If ⃗u(t) has the compactness property on I_{max} then using Lemma 3.2 we note that for any t_0 ∈ I_{max}, as ∫_T t_0 e^{−i(t0 −τ )√−Δ}F (u(τ))dτ ⇀ v(t_0), as T → T_−, T_+ (4.4) weakly in Ḣ^{3/2}(R^5 ).

We next prove a refined local estimate on the scattering norm of ⃗u(t).

Lemma 4.2. Let ⃗u(t) satisfy the assumptions in Proposition 4.1. Then for any η > 0 there exists δ(η) > 0 such that for any t_0 ∈ I_{max}, ‖u‖_L2_{t L}10_{x ([t0−} δ_{N (t0) ,t0+} δ_{N (t0) ]×R}5_) ≲ η.

Proof. We can assume without loss of generality that t_0 = 0 and define the interval J := [−^δ_{N(t0)} , +^δ_{N(t0)} ]. By Duhamel’s formula

‖u(t)‖_L2_{(J;L}10_) ≤ ‖S(t)⃗u(0)‖_L2_{(J;L}10_) + ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 S(t − s)(0, u^3) ds ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2(J;L10)} (4.5)

We begin by estimating the first term on the right-hand-side of (4.5). Choose C(η) as in Remark 4, so that ‖P_{≥C(η)N(0)}⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ3/2_×˙_H1/2_{(R}5_) ≤ η. (4.6)

By compactness C(η) above can be chosen uniformly in t ∈ I_{max}, which is the reason why it suffices to just consider t_0 = 0 in this argument. Next, we have

‖S(t)⃗u(0)‖_L2_{t (J;L}10_{x )} ≲ ‖S(t)P_{≥C(η)N(0)}⃗u(0)‖_L2_{t (J;L}10_{x )} + ‖S(t)P_{≤C(η)N(0)}⃗u(0)‖_L2_{t (J;L}10_{x )}

We use (4.6) together with Strichartz estimates to handle the first term on the right-hand-side above: ‖S(t)P_{≥C(η)N(0)}⃗u(0)‖_L2_{t (J;L}10_{x )} ≲ ‖P_{≥C(η)N(0)}⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ3/2_{×Ḣ}1/2 ≲ η. To control the second term we use Bernstein’s inequalities, (2.1) and Sobolev embedding, ‖P_{≤C(η)N(0)}S(t)⃗u(0)‖_L10_{x (R}5_) ≲ C(η)^{1/2}N(0)^{1/2} (4.7) Taking the L^2_t (J) norm above yields

‖S(t)P_{≤C(η)N(0)}⃗u(0)‖_L2_{t (J;L}10_{x )} ≲ C(η)^{12} δ^{12}

Next, we use Strichartz estimates on the second term on the right-hand-side of (4.5). ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 S(t − s) (0, ±u^3) ds ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2t (J;L10x )} ≲ ‖(D 1 2 u)u^2‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_) ≲ ‖u‖^2_L2_{t (J;L}10_{x )}

Combining all of the above we obtain,

‖u‖_L2_{t (J;L}10_{x )} ≲ η + C(η)^{12} δ^{12} + ‖u‖^2_L2_{t (J;L}10_{x )} (4.8)

The proof is concluded using the usual continuity argument after taking δ small enough. □

We can now begin the proof of Proposition 4.1.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Using compactness, we can assume, without loss of generality that t_0 = 0. We prove Proposition 4.1 by finding a frequency envelope α_k(0) so that ‖P_k⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ5/2_{×Ḣ}3/2 ≲ 2^kα_k(0) ‖{2^kα_k(0)}_{k∈Z}‖_ℓ2 ≲ N(0) (4.9)

We note that finding α_k(0) as above proves Proposition 4.1 in light of Defninition 1. Claim 4.3. Let η > 0 be a small number and let J := [−δ/N(0), +δ/N(0)] where δ = δ(η) is as in Lemma 4.2. Define a_k := 2^{3k2} ‖P_ku‖_L∞_{(J;L}2_) + 2^{k2} ‖P_ku_t‖_L∞_{(J;L}2_) a_k(0) := 2^{3k2} ‖P_ku(0)‖_L2 + 2^{k2} ‖P_ku_t(0)‖_L2 Define the frequency envelopes α_k := ∑ j 2^{− 54 |j−k|}a_j , α_k(0) := ∑ j 2^{− 54 |j−k|}a_j (0)

Then, a_k ≲ a_k(0) + η^2 ∑ j≥k−3 2^{3(k−j)/2}a_j (4.10)

and η > 0 can be chosen small enough so that α_k ≲ α_k(0). (4.11) Proof. First we observe that after localizing to frequency k, Strichartz estimates along with Lemma 4.2 give

a_k ≲ 2^{3k/2}‖P_ku(0)‖_L2_x + 2^{k/2}‖P_ku_t(0)‖_L2_x + 2^{k2} ‖P_k(u^3)‖_L1_{t L}2_{x(J)} ≲ a_k(0) + η^2 ∑ j≥k−3 2^{3(k−j)/2}a_j . (4.12)

Indeed, to prove the last line above we observe that it suffices to show that 2^{k2} ‖P_k(u^3)‖_L2_x ≲ 2^{3k2} ‖u‖^2_L10 ∑ j≥k−3 ‖P_j u‖_L2 (4.13)

First, noting that since P_k((P_{≤k−4}u)^3) = 0, we have

‖P_ku^3‖_L2_x ≲ ‖P_k[(P_{≤k−4}u)^2P_{≥k−3}u]‖_L2 + ‖P_k[(P_{≤k−4}u(P_{≥k−3}u)^2]‖_L2 + ‖P_k[P_{≥k−3}u]^3‖_L2 We estimate the terms on the right-hand side above as follows: First by Young’s inequality and Bernstein’s inequality, ‖P_k[(P_{≤k−4}u)^2P_{≥k−3}u]‖_L2 ≲ ‖(P_{≤k−4}u)^2P_{≥k−3}u‖_L2 ≲ ‖P_{≤k−4}u‖^2_L∞ ∑ j≥k−3 ‖P_j u‖_L2 ≲ 2^k‖u‖^2_L10 ∑ j≥k−3 ‖P_j u‖_L2

Next, again using Young’s inequality and the fact that P_k is given by convolution with ϕ̌_k(·) := 2^{5k}ϕ̌(2^k·) where ϕ̌ ∈ S, we have

‖P_k[(P_{≤k−4}u(P_{≥k−3}u)^2]‖_L2 ≲ ‖P_{≤k−4}u‖_L∞ ‖ϕ̌_k‖_L 10_9 ‖(P_{≥k−3}u)^2‖_L 5_3 ≲ 2^k‖u‖^2_L10 ∑ j≥k−3 ‖P_j u‖_L2 Finally, arguing similarly for the last term we have ‖P_k[P_{≥k−3}u]^3‖_L2 ≲ ‖ϕ̌_k‖_L 5_4 ‖(P_{≥k−3}u)^2P_{≥k−3}u‖_L 10_7 ≲ 2^k‖u‖^2_L10 ∑ j≥k−3 ‖P_j u‖_L2 This proves (4.13) as desired, which implies (4.10). To establish (4.11) we use (4.10) to obtain ∑ j 2^{− 54 |j−k|}a_j ≲ ∑ j a_j (0)2^{− 54 |j−k|} + η^2 ∑ j 2^{− 54 |j−k|} ∑ j_1≥j−3 2^{3(j−j1 )/2}a_{j1} . (4.14)

Reversing the order of summation in the second term above we have ∑ j_1≤k ∑ j≤j_1 +3

2^{32 (j−j1 )}2^{54 (j−k)}a_{j1} ≲ ∑ j_1 ≤k 2^{54 (j1 −k)}a_{j1} ≲ α_k, ∑ j_1>k ∑ j≤j_1 +3

2^{32 (j−j1 )}2^{− 54 |j−k|}a_{j1} ≲ ∑ j_1 >k (2^{− 32 (j1 −k)} + 2^{− 54 (j1 −k)})a_{j1} ≲ α_k.

(4.15)

Therefore, (4.14) implies that α_k ≲ α_k(0) + η^2α_k, which in turn yields (4.11) once η > 0 is chosen small enough. □ Now we are ready to use the double Duhamel trick to prove Proposition 4.1. Let ⟨·, ·⟩_Ḣ3/2 denote the inner product with ⟨v, v⟩_Ḣ3/2 = ‖v‖^2_{Ḣ3/2} . Again, recall that we can assume without loss of generality that t_0 = 0. For any k, and for any T_1 < T_+ we have ⟨P_kv(0), P_kv(0)⟩_Ḣ3/2 = ⟨ P_k ( e^{−iT1√−Δ}v(T_1) + ∫_{T1} 0 e^{−iτ √−Δ} √ −Δ F (u(τ))dτ ) , P_kv(0) ⟩ Ḣ3/2 = lim

T_1 →T_+ ⟨ P_k (∫_{T1} 0 e^{−iτ √−Δ} √ −Δ F (u(τ))dτ ) , P_kv(0) ⟩ Ḣ3/2 , where F (u) = u^3. Then for any T_− < T_2 < 0, this further reduces as = ⟨ P_kv(0), P_k e^{−iT2√−Δ}v(T_2) ⟩ Ḣ3/2 + lim

T_1 →T_+ ⟨ P_k (∫_{T1} 0 e^{−iτ √−Δ} √ −Δ F (u(τ))dτ ) , P_k (∫_0 T_2 e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ F (u(t))dt )⟩ Ḣ3/2

Taking the limit T_2 → T_−, for any integer k, yields

⟨P_kv(0), P_kv(0)⟩_Ḣ3/2 = = ⟨ P_k (∫_{T+} 0 e^{−iτ √−Δ} √ −Δ F (u(τ))dτ ) , P_k (∫_0 T_− e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ F (u(t))dt )⟩ Ḣ3/2 . Now let χ be a smooth, radial, non-increasing function, χ(x) = 1 when |x| ≤ 1, χ(x) = 0 when |x| ≥ 2. Let c > 0 be a small fixed constant, say c =^1_4 . We rewrite the inner product above as

⟨A + B, A^′ + B^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 = ⟨A, A^′ + B^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 + ⟨A + B, A^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 − ⟨A, A^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 + ⟨B, B^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 , (4.16)

where A := P_k (∫_{δN (0)} 0 e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ u^3dt ) + P_k (∫_{T+} δ N (0) e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ (1 − χ)( x ct )u^3dt ) ,

B := P_k (∫_{T+} δ N (0) e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ χ( x ct )u^3dt ) . and A^′, B^′ are the corresponding integrals in the negative time direction.

First we estimate the term ⟨A, A^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 ≤ ‖A‖_Ḣ3/2 ‖A^′‖_Ḣ3/2 . To control the terms in the right-hand side in the inequality in the preceding line we observe first that by the argument in Claim 4.3 we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ P_k (∫_{δN (0)} 0 e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ u^3dt )‖ ‖ ‖_{Ḣ3/2} ≲ η^2 ∑ j≥3 2^{32 (k−j)}a_j . (4.17)

Next, we prove the following claim:

Claim 4.4. There exists a sequence b_k ∈ ℓ^2, so that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ P_k (∫_{T+} δ N (0) e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ (1 − χ)( x ct )u^3 dt )‖ ‖ ‖_{Ḣ3/2} ≲ 2^{−k}b_k. (4.18) and ‖b_k‖_l2 ≲ N(0) c^2δ ‖u‖^3_{L∞t Ḣ3/2} , (4.19) Proof of Claim 4.4. Note that it suffices to show that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_{T+} δ N (0) e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ (1 − χ)( x ct )u^3 dt ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Ḣ5/2} ≲ N(0) c^2δ ‖u‖^3_{L∞t Ḣ3/2} . (4.20) To see this we begin by observing that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_{T+} δ N (0) e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ (1 − χ)( x ct )u^3 dt ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ Ḣ5/2 ≲ ∫_∞ δ N (0) ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )u^3‖_Ḣ 3_2 dt ≲ ∫_∞ δ N (0) [ 1 ct ‖χ^′( x ct )u^3‖_Ḣ 1_2 + ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )∇uu^2‖_Ḣ 1_2 ] dt (4.21)

Next, using Sobolev embedding we have 1 ct ‖χ^′( x ct )u^3‖_Ḣ 1_2 ≲ 1 ct ‖χ^′( x ct )u^3‖_{Ẇ 1,} 5_3 ≲ 1 (ct)^2

‖u‖^3_L5 + 1 ct ‖χ^′( x ct )∇uu^2‖_L 5_3 ≲ 1 (ct)^2

‖u‖^3_Ḣ 3_2 + 1 ct ‖∇u‖_L 5_2 ‖u‖_L5 ‖u‖_L∞_{(|x|≥ct)} ≲ 1 (ct)^2

‖u‖^3_Ḣ 3_2

where in the last line above we have used Lemma 2.2, i.e., ‖u‖_L∞_{x (|x|≥R)} ≲ R^{−1}‖u‖_Ḣ3/2_{(R}5_). (4.22) By the fractional product rule ‖(1 − χ)( x tc )(∇u)u^2‖_Ḣ1/2 ≲ ‖∇u‖_L5/2_x ‖(1 − χ)( x tc )u^2‖_Ẇ 1/2,10 + ‖u‖_Ḣ3/2 ‖(1 − χ)( x tc )u^2‖_L∞_x .

(4.23)

Again, by Sobolev embedding and Lemma 2.2 we have ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )u^2‖_Ẇ 1/2,10 ≲ ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )u^2‖_Ẇ 1,5 ≲ 1 ct ‖u‖_L∞_{(|x≥ct|)}‖u‖_L5 + ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )u∇u‖_L5 ≲ 1 (ct)^2

‖u‖_Ḣ 3_2 + ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )u‖_L10 ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )∇u‖_L10 ≲ 1 (ct)^2

‖u‖_Ḣ 3_2

We also can use Lemma 4.22 to deduce that ‖(1 − χ)( x tc )u^2‖_L∞_x ≲ 1 (ct)^2

‖u‖^2_Ḣ 3_2

Therefore we can estimate (4.23) by ‖(1 − χ)( x tc )(∇u)u^2‖_Ḣ1/2 ≲ 1 (ct)^2

‖u‖^3_Ḣ 3_2 (4.24)

Plugging the preceding estimates into (4.21) gives ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_{T+} δ N (0) e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ (1 − χ)( x ct )u^3 dt ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Ḣ5/2} ≲ ∫_∞ δ N (0) 1 (ct)^2

‖u‖^3_Ḣ 3_2 dt (4.25)

from which (4.20) is immediate. □

Combining (4.17) and (4.18) and recalling the definition of A yields

‖A‖_Ḣ3/2 ≲ 2^{−k}b_k + η^2 ∑ j≥k−3 a_j 2^{3(k−j)/2}. Estimating A^′ in an identical manner then yields

⟨A, A^′⟩_Ḣ 3_2 ≲

2^{−k}b_k + η^2 ∑ j≥k−3 a_j 2^{3(k−j)/2} 2 . (4.26)

Next using again the fact that e^{−it√−Δ}v(t) ⇀ 0 weakly in Ḣ^{3/2} as t ↗ T_+, t ↘ T_−, as well as (4.17) and (4.18) we have

⟨A + B, A^′⟩ + ⟨A, A^′ + B^′⟩ ≲ a_k(0) 2^{−k}b_k + η^2 ∑ j≥k−3 a_j 2^{3(k−j)/2} . (4.27)

Finally it remains to estimate ⟨B, B^′⟩ which is given by

⟨B, B^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 = = ∫ −δ_{N (0)} T_− ∫_{T+} δ N (0) ⟨ P_k ( e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ χ( · ct )u^3(t) ) , P_k ( e^{−iτ √−Δ} √ −Δ χ( · cτ )u^3(τ) )⟩ Ḣ^3_2 dtdτ

= ∫ −δ_{N (0)} −T_− ∫_{T+} δ N (0) ⟨ χ( x ct )u^3(t), P^2_k ( e^{i(t−τ )√−Δ} √ −Δχ( · cτ )u^3(τ) )⟩ L^2 dtdτ. (4.28) Here we use an argument based on the sharp Huygens principle, see for example [10, Section 4]. The kernel K_k(·) of the operator P_ke^{i(t−τ )√−Δ} √ −Δ is given by

K_k(x) = K_k(|x|) := c2^k ∫_π 0 ∫_∞ 0 e^{i|x|ρ cos θ}e^{iρ(t−τ )}ϕ( ρ 2^k

)ρ^5 dρ sin^3 θ dθ (4.29)

where the integrand is written in polar coordinates on R^5 where ρ = |ξ|, θ is the azimuthal angle on S^4, and ϕ(·/2^k) is the Fourier multiplier for the kth Littlewood- Paley projection P_k. Integration by parts L ∈ N times in ρ yields the estimate |K_k(|x − y|)| ≲_L 2^{6k} ⟨2^k |(τ − t) − |x − y||⟩^L where here recall that τ > 0 and t < 0. Note that in (4.28) we have |x| ≤^1_4 |t| and |y| ≤^1_4 |τ| which means that |x − y| ≤^1_4 |t − τ|. Therefore we have (τ − t) − |x − y| ≥ 1 2 |τ − t| which yields the estimate |K_k(|x − y|)| ≲_L 2^{6k} ⟨2^k |τ − t|⟩^L (4.30)

in the relevant region of integration. First, if N(0) ≪ 2^k, we use (4.30) with L = 9 which yields, ⟨ χ( x ct )u^3(t), P^2_k ( e^{i(t−τ )√−Δ} √ −Δχ( · cτ )u^3(τ) )⟩ L^2 ≲ ∫_{c|t|} 0 u^3(t, x) ∫_{c|τ |} 0 |K_k(x − y)| u^3(τ, y) dy dx ≲ 2^{−3k} |τ|^2 |t|^2 |τ − t|^9 ‖u‖^6_L∞_{t L}5_x ≲ 2^{−3k} |τ − t|^5 ‖u‖^6_{L∞t Ḣ} 3_{2x} (4.31)

Integrating (4.31) in τ and in t as in (4.28) gives

⟨B, B^′⟩_Ḣ 3_2 ≲ ∫ −δ_{N (0)} −T_− ∫_{T+} δ N (0) 2^{−3k} |τ − t|^5 dτ dt ≲ 2^{−3k}N(0)^3 ≲ 2^{− 94 k}N(0)^{94} if N(0) ≪ 2^k

(4.32)

where in the last inequality above we have used that N(0) ≪ 2^k. Next suppose that 2^k ≲ N(0). In the region |τ − t| ≤ 2^{−k} we used the crude estimate |K_k(x − y)| ≲ 2^{6k} and in the region |τ − t| ≥ 2^{−k} we use (4.30) with L = 7 to obtain, via the same argument as above, that ⟨B, B^′⟩_Ḣ 3_2 ≲ 1 if N(0) ≳ 2^k (4.33) Putting (4.32) and (4.33) together gives ⟨B, B^′⟩_Ḣ 3_2 ≲ min(2^{− 94 k}N(0)^{94} , 1) (4.34) Combining (4.26), (4.27), and (4.34) gives

a^2_k(0) ≲ ( 2^{−k}b_k + η^2 ∑ j≥k−3 2^{3(k−j)/2}a_j )_2

+ a_k(0) ( 2^{−k}b_k + η^2 ∑ j≥k−3 a_j 2^{3(k−j)/2} )

min(2^{− 94 k}N(0)^{94} , 1) which implies that

a_k(0) ≲ 2^{−k}b_k + η^2 ∑ j≥k−3 2^{3(k−j)/2}a_j + min(2^{− 98 k}N(0)^{98} , 1) (4.35)

Recalling the definitions of the envelopes α_k(0) and α_k we have α_k(0) ≲ η^2α_k + ∑ j 2^{− 54 |j−k|}2^{−j} b_j + ∑ j 2^{− 54 |j−k|}2^{−j} min(2^{− 18 j} N(0)^{98} , 2^j ) (4.36)

Next, using (4.11) to control α_k ≲ α_k(0), and taking η > 0 small enough we obtain α_k(0) ≲ ∑ j 2^{− 54 |j−k|}2^{−j} b_j + ∑ j 2^{− 54 |j−k|}2^{−j} c_j (4.37)

where c_j := min(2^{− 18 j} N(0)^{98} , 2^j ) satisfies ‖{c_j }‖_ℓ2 ≲ N(0) (4.38) Finally, we use Schur’s test along with (4.19), (4.38) to deduce that ‖{2^kα_k}‖_ℓ2 ≲ N(0) (4.39) as desired. This completes the proof of Proposition 4.1 □ 4.2. Improved uniform spacial decay for compact solutions to (1.2). In this section we prove that in the case that inf_{t∈I} N(t) > 0 then a solution ⃗u(t) to (1.2) with the compactness property on I has uniform spacial decay that “breaks the scaling.” In particular, we show that ⃗u(t) must be uniformly bounded in Ḣ^{34} × Ḣ −^1_4 (R5 ), which in turn implies by Lemma 2.2 that | |r7/4u(t, r) | | ≲ 1. We will not use this pointwise estimate in particular, but rather the fact that boundedness in Ḣ^3_4 × Ḣ −^1_4 (R5 ) and compactness in Ḣ^3_2 × Ḣ^1_2 (R5 ) will yield compactness in the energy space Ḣ^1 × L^2. This last point will be crucial in Section 6.

Proposition 4.5. Let ⃗u(t) be a solution to (1.2) with the Compactness Property as in Proposition 3.4, i.e, suppose that the scaling parameter N(t) satisfies inf t∈I_{max}(⃗u) N(t) > 0 then for all t ∈ I_{max}, ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ 3_{4 ×Ḣ−} 1_{4 (R5)} ≲ 1. (4.40) with a constant that is uniform in t ∈ I_{max}.

Proof. Without loss of generality, it will again suffice to consider only the case t = 0. We will prove Proposition 4.5 by finding a frequency envelope α_k = α_k(0) so that ‖(P_ku(0), P_ku_t(0))‖_Ḣ 3_{4 ×Ḣ−} 1_4 ≲ 2^{− 3k4} α_k ‖{2^{− 3k4} α_k}_{k∈Z}‖_ℓ2 ≲ 1 (4.41)

Note that for k ≥ 0 it suffices, by the uniform boundedness of the Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} norm of ⃗u(t) to take α_k := 1 for k ≥ 0 Now, for each j define a_j := 2^{3j/2}‖P_j u‖_L∞_{t L}2_x + 2^{j/2}‖P_j u_t‖_L∞_{t L}2_x (4.42) and for k < 0 set α_k := ∑ j 2^{−|j−k|}a_j for k < 0 (4.43)

As in the previous subsection let v = u +^{i√}_{−Δ} u_t. Then v solves the equation

v_t = u_t + i √ −Δ u_{tt} = iu_t + i √ −Δ (Δu + u^3) = −i √ −Δv + i √ −Δ u^3.

and we have ‖P_j v‖_{L∞t Ḣ} 3_2 ≃ a_j (4.44) Next, note that we can also assume without loss of generality that N(t) ≥ 1 for all t ∈ I_{max}. By Lemma 3.2 we have the weak limits lim t↗T_+,t↘T_− e^{it√−Δ}v(t) ⇀ 0, weakly in Ḣ^{3/2}. As in the previous subsection we thus obtain the reduction ⟨P_M v(0), P_M v(0)⟩_Ḣ3/2 = = ⟨ P_M (∫_{T+} 0 e^{−iτ √−Δ} √ −Δ u^3(τ)dτ ) , P_M (∫_0 T_− e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ u^3(t)dt )⟩ Ḣ3/2 . for any fixed frequency M. As we are only concerned with low frequencies in what follows M < 1 and later we will write M = 2^k for k < 0.

Again as in the previous subsection we let χ be a smooth, radial, non-increasing function, χ(x) = 1 when |x| ≤ 1, χ(x) = 0 when |x| ≥ 2. Let c > 0 be a small fixed constant, say c =^1_4 . We rewrite the inner product above as

⟨A + B, A^′ + B^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 = ⟨A, A^′ + B^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 + ⟨A + B, A^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 − ⟨A, A^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 + ⟨B, B^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 , (4.45)

where

A := ∫_{CM} −1 0 e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ P_M (u^3(t))dt + ∫_{T+} CM^{−1} e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ (1 − χ)( x ct )P_M (u^3(t))dt,

B := ∫_{T+} CM^{−1} e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ χ( x ct )P_M (u^3(t))dt.

and C is will be a fixed constant to be determined below. Again, A^′, B^′ are the corresponding integrals in the negative time direction.

First we estimate the term ⟨A, A^′⟩_Ḣ3/2 ≤ ‖A‖_Ḣ3/2 ‖A^′‖_Ḣ3/2 . First, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ P_M (∫_{CM −1} 0 e^{−iτ √−Δ} √ −Δ u^3(τ)dτ )‖ ‖ ‖_{Ḣ 32}

≲ M^{12} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_{CM} −1 0 e^{−iτ √−Δ}P_M u^3(τ) dτ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2} ≲ CM^{− 12} ‖P_M u^3‖_L∞_{t L}2_x (4.46)

We also note that by the compactness of the set K as in Proposition 3.4 and using the fact that N(t) ≥ 1 we can find a small number N_0 = N_0(η) so that

‖P_{≤N0} u‖_L5 ≲ ‖P_{≤N0} u‖_Ḣ 3_2 ≲ η (4.47)

where we have used Sobolev embedding and Remark 4 above. We now estimate the right-hand-side of (4.46). We claim that

CM^{− 12} ‖P_M u^3‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ Cη^2M^{32} ‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L∞_{t L}2 + CN^{− 32}_0 M^{32} (4.48)

where the implicit constants above are allowed, as always, to depend on ‖v‖_{L∞t Ḣ} 3_2 and the constant C is yet to be chosen. To prove (4.48) we write

‖P_M (u^3)‖_L2 = ‖ P_M [ (P_{≤M/4}u + P_{>M/4}u)(P_{≤N0} u + P_{>N0} u)^2 ]‖ L^2 ≲ ‖P_M (P_{≤M/4}u(P_{≤N0} u)^2)‖_L2 + ‖P_M (P_{≤M/4}uP_{≤N0} uP_{>N0} u)‖_L2 + ‖P_M (P_{≤M/4}u(P_{>N0} u)^2)‖_L2 + ‖P_M (P_{>M/4}u(P_{≤N0} u)^2)‖_L2 ‖P_M (P_{>M/4}uP_{≤N0} uP_{>N0} u)‖_L2 + ‖P_M (P_{>M/4}u(P_{>N0} u)^2)‖_L2 We next estimate each term on the right-hand-side above. We begin with the term ‖P_M (P_{≤M/4}u(P_{≤N0} u)^2)‖_L2 . If N_0 ≤ M/4 then this term is identically zero. In the case that M/4 < N_0 we write P_{≤N0} u = P_{≤M/4}u + P_{M/4<·≤N0} u and we have ‖P_M (P_{≤M/4}u(P_{≤N0} u)^2)‖_L2 ≲ ‖P_M ((P_{≤M/4}u)^2 P_{M/4<·≤N0} u)‖_L2 + ‖P_M (P_{≤M/4}u (P_{M/4<·≤N0} u)^2)‖_L2 recalling that P_M is given by convolution with ϕ̌_M = M^5ϕ̌(M·), ϕ̌ ∈ S, we use Young’s inequality followed by Hölder to obtain ‖P_M ((P_{≤M/4}u)^2 P_{M/4<·≤N0} u)‖_L2 ≲ ‖ϕ̌_M ‖_L 5_3 ‖P_{≤M/4}u‖^2_L5 ‖P_{M/4<·≤N0} u‖_L2 ≲ M^2η^2‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L2

Similarly, we have ‖P_M (P_{≤M/4}u (P_{M/4<·≤N0} u)^2)‖_L2 ≲ ≲ ‖ϕ̌_M ‖_L 5_3 ‖P_{≤M/4}u‖_L5 ‖P_{M/4<·≤N0} u‖_L5 ‖P_{M/4<·≤N0} u‖_L2 ≲ M^2η^2‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L2 where we have been using throughout the fact that M/4 < N_0. Next we show how to control the term ‖P_M (P_{>M/4}u(P_{>N0} u)^2)‖_L2 . Using the same argument as above, together with Sobolev embedding we have ‖P_M (P_{>M/4}u(P_{>N0} u)^2)‖_L2 ≲ ‖ϕ̌_M ‖_L 5_3 ‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L5 ‖P_{>N0} u‖_L5 ‖P_{>N0} u‖_L2 ≲ M^2‖u‖^2_Ḣ 3_2 ‖P_{>N0} u‖_L2 ≲ M^2N^{− 32}_0

The remaining terms are all handled similarly as the above two are representative and we thus obtain (4.48). Combining (4.48) with (4.46) gives ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ P_M (∫_{CM −1} 0 e^{−iτ √−Δ} √ −Δ u^3(τ)dτ )‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_Ḣ 3_2

≲ Cη^2M^{32} ‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L∞_{t L}2 + CN^{− 32}_0 M^{32}

(4.49)

We next control the second term in A using the Lemma 2.2 to obtain sufficient time decay. Indeed, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_{T+} CM^{−1} e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ (1 − χ)( x ct )P_M (u^3(t))dt ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Ḣ 32} ≲ ∫_∞ CM^{−1} ‖ ‖ ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )P_M u^3 ‖ ‖ ‖_{Ḣ 12} dt ≲ ∫_∞ CM^{−1} ‖ ‖ ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )P_M u^3 ‖ ‖ ‖_{Ẇ 1, 53} dt (4.50)

We estimate the integrand on the right-hand-side above. ‖ ‖ ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )P_M u^3 ‖ ‖ ‖_{Ẇ 1, 53} ≲ 1 ct ‖χ^′( x ct )P_M u^3‖_L 5_3 + ‖ ‖ ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )∇P_M u^3 ‖ ‖ ‖_{L 53} (4.51)

Using Lemma 2.2 on the first term on the right in (4.51) gives 1 ct ‖χ^′( x ct )P_M u^3‖_L 5_3 ≲ 1 (ct)^2

‖rP_M u^3‖_L 5_3 ≲ 1 (ct)^2

‖ |∇|^{12} P_M u^3‖_L 10_9 ≲ 1 (ct)^2

M^{12} ‖P_M u^3‖_L 10_9 ≲ 1 (ct)^2

M^{12} ‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L2 ‖u‖^2_L5

(4.52)

where in the very last line we used Young’s inequality and the decomposition u = P_{≤M/4}u + P_{>M/4}. We again use Lemma 2.2 to estimate the second term in (4.51). ‖ ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )∇P_M u^3 ‖ ‖ L^53

≲ (ct)^{− 65} ‖r^{65} ∇P_M u^3‖_L 5_3

≲ (ct)^{− 65} ‖ |∇|^{310} ∇P_M u^3‖_L 10_9 ≲ (ct)^{− 65} M^{1310} ‖∇P_M u^3‖_L 10_9

≲ (ct)^{− 65} M^{1310} ‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L2 ‖u‖^2_L5 (4.53)

Plugging the estimates (4.52) and (4.53) into the integrand in (4.50) and integrating in t from CM^{−1} to ∞ gives ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_{T+} CM^{−1} e^{−it√−Δ} √ −Δ (1 − χ)( x ct )P_M (u^3(t))dt ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ Ḣ^3_2 ≲ ≲ ( 1 C + 1 C^15

)M^{32} ‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L∞_{t L}2 ‖u‖_{L∞t Ḣ} 3_2 (4.54)

Combining (4.49) and (4.54) and choosing the constant C :=^1_η > 1 (where η remains to be fixed below) we obtain,

‖A‖_Ḣ 3_2 ≲ (Cη^2 + C^{− 15} + C^{−1})M^{32} ‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L∞_{t L}2 + CN^{− 32}_0 M^{32}

≲ η^{15} M^{32} ‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L∞_{t L}2 + η^{−1}N^{− 32}_0 M^{32}

(4.55)

The same estimate holds for ‖A^′‖_Ḣ 3_2 . Using again the fact that e^{−it√−Δ}v(t) ⇀ 0 weakly in Ḣ^{3/2} as t → T_+, T_−, we estimate ⟨A, A^′ + B^′⟩_Ḣ 3_2 and ⟨A + B, A^′⟩_Ḣ 3_2 by | |⟨A, A_′ + B_′⟩_˙ H^32 | | ≲ ‖A‖_˙ H^32 M 3 2 ‖P_M v‖_L∞_{t L}2 ≲ ( η^{15} M^{32} ‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L∞_{t L}2 +

M^{32} ηN^{32}_0 ) M^{32} ‖P_M v‖_L∞_{t L}2 | | |⟨A + B, A^′⟩_Ḣ 3_2 | | | ≲ ( η^{15} M^{32} ‖P_{>M/4}u‖_L∞_{t L}2 +

M^{32} ηN^{32}_0 ) M^{32} ‖P_M v‖_L∞_{t L}2

(4.56)

Finally, we use the sharp Huygens principle to deduce that ⟨B, B^′⟩_Ḣ 3_2 = 0. Indeed, we have

⟨B, B^′⟩_Ḣ 3_2 = ∫_− C_M T_− ∫_{T+} C M ⟨ χ( x c |t| )P_M u^3(t), ∇e^{−i(t−τ )√−Δ}χ( · c |τ| )P_M u^3(τ) ⟩ L^2 dt dτ = 0 (4.57)

With say c =^1_4 , it follows from the sharp Huygens principle that the two terms inside the L^2 bracket above have disjoint spacial supports – the term on the left part of the bracket is supported in |x| ≤^1_4 |t| and the term on the right side of the bracket is supported on |x| >^3_4 |t − τ| >^3_4 |t|.

Now, we let M = 2^k for k < 0. By (4.55), (4.56), and (4.57), we have

a^2_k ≲ η^15 ∑ j≥k−3 2^{32 (k−j)}a_j + η^{−1}N^{− 32}_0 2^{32 k} 2

+ a_k η^15 ∑ j≥k−3 2^{32 (k−j)}a_j + η^{−1}N^{− 32}_0 2^{32 k}

(4.58)

which implies that

a_k ≲ η^{15} ∑ j≥k−3 2^{32 (k−j)}a_j + η^{−1}N^{− 32}_0 2^{32 k} (4.59) for all k < 0. For k > 0 we simply use the estimate a_k ≲ 1. Recalling the definition of α_k we then have α_k ≲ η^{15} α_k + ∑ j 2^{−|j−k|} inf(η^{−1}N^{−1}_0 2^{32 j} , 1) (4.60)

Now we fix η > 0 small enough in order to absorb the first term on the right into to the left-hand-side giving α_k ≲ ∑ j 2^{−|j−k|} inf(η^{−1}N^{−1}_0 2^{32 j} , 1) (4.61)

This implies that α_k ≲ 2^k for k < 0. (4.62)

Since we have also set α_k := 1 for k ≥ 0 we have now proved that {2^{− 34 k}α_k} ∈ ℓ^2. This completes the proof of Proposition 4.5. □ 4.3. Higher regularity and additional decay for wave maps with the Compactness Property. In this section we extend the conclusions of Proposition 4.1 and Proposition 4.5 to the case when ⃗u is a solution to either (1.18) or (1.22) with the Compactness Property on an interval I. In particular we prove the following results.

Proposition 4.6. Suppose ⃗u(t) is a solution to either (1.18) or (1.22) with the Compactness Property on I_{max}(⃗u) as in Theorem 3.3, i.e., assume that there exists a function N : I_{max} → (0, ∞) so that the set

K := {( 1 N(t) u ( t, · N(t) ) , 1 N^2(t) u_t ( t, · N(t) )) | t ∈ I } (4.63)

is pre-compact in Ḣ^{3/2} × Ḣ^{1/2}. Then for all t ∈ I_{max}, ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ5/2_×˙_H3/2_{(R}5_) ≲ N(t).

with a constant that is uniform in t ∈ I_{max}.

Proposition 4.7. Let ⃗u(t) be a solution to either (1.18) or (1.22) with the Compactness Property as in Proposition 3.4, i.e, suppose that the scaling parameter N(t) satisfies inf t∈I_{max}(⃗u) N(t) > 0 then for all t ∈ I_{max}, ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ 3_{4 ×Ḣ−} 1_{4 (R5)} ≲ 1. (4.64) with a constant that is uniform in t ∈ I_{max}.

The proof of Proposition 4.6 (respectively Proposition 4.7) is nearly identical to the proof of Proposition 4.1 (respectively Proposition 4.5) and we will thus omit many of the details. In fact, because of the assumption that ⃗u(t) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} with a uniform in t ∈ I bound, we also have a uniform L^∞_x estimate for ru, i.e., by Lemma 2.2 we have ‖ru‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ ‖u‖_{L∞t Ḣ} 3_2 ≲ 1 This means that for both F_S3 and F_H3 we have the estimate |F_S3(r, u)| , |F_H3 (r, u)| = | |u^3Z_{S3}(ru) | | , | |u^3Z_{H3} (ru) | | ≲ |u|^3 (4.65) as was previously mentioned in (1.19) and (1.26). Therefore, we will only highlight below the instances in the proof of Proposition 4.6 in which the structure, rather than just the size of the nonlinearities comes into play. For the proof of Proposition 4.7 we provide even fewer details since the necessary additional techniques will already have been introduced in the proof of Proposition 4.6.

Sketch of the proof of Proposition 4.6. As we mentioned above, the proof follows the exact same argument as in the proof of Propsition 4.1 and therefore below we will only give a few details regarding the estimates where the structure, rather than just the size, of the nonlinearity enters into the argument. In particular, we will need replacements for the estimates in Claim 4.3, the related estimate (4.17), and Claim 4.4.

We begin by providing the estimates necessary to prove (4.25) which then implies (4.21) and thus the analog of Claim 4.4. Indeed here we can easily prove that ‖(1 − χ)( x ct )F (r, u)‖_Ḣ3/2 ≲_{‖u‖L∞} t Ḣ 3 2 1 (ct)^2 . where here F (r, u) is either F (u) = F_S3(r, u) or F (r, u) = F_H3 (r, u). We have ‖(1 − χ)( r ct )F (r, u)‖_Ḣ3/2 ≲ ‖∇((1 − χ)( r ct )F (r, u))‖_Ḣ 1_2

Since everything is radial above we compute, writing F (r, u) = Z(ru)u^3 with Z = Z_S3 or Z = Z_H3 , ∂_r ( (1 − χ)( r ct )Z(ru)u^3 ) = − 1 ct χ^′( r ct )Z(ru)u^3+

+ (1 − χ( r ct ))(ru)Z^′(ru) ( u^3 r + u_ru^2 ) + 2(1 − χ( r ct ))Z(ru)u^2u_r We estimate the right-hand-side above in Ḣ^{12} proceeding exactly as in the proof of Claim 4.4 using now the boundedness of ru and the structure of Z to note that Z(ru) and ruZ^′(ru) are uniformly bounded. The only minor difference in the argument is that we note that Lemma 2.2 allows us to treat^u_r exactly as we would treat ∇u and indeed we have

‖r^{−1}u‖_L 5_2 ≲ ‖u‖_Ḣ 3_2 , and ‖r^{−1}u‖_Ḣ 1_2 ≲ ‖u‖_Ḣ 3_2

which are terms that arise after an application of the fractional product rule as in (4.23).

Next, we show how to proceed in the proofs of the analog Claim 4.3 and the related estimate (4.17). Setting J := [−δ/N(0), δ/N(0)] and η as in Lemma 4.2 (of course now with a solution u to (1.18) or (1.22)) we know that

‖u‖_L2_{t (J;L}10_{x )} ≲ η (4.66)

Examining the proof of Claim 4.3 we note that we have

a_k ≲ a_k(0) + 2^{k2} ‖P_kF (r, u)‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} (4.67)

where a_k and a_k(0) are as in the statement of Claim 4.3 and ⃗u is as in Proposition 4.6. As in the proof of Claim 4.3 we need to estimate ‖P_kF (r, u)‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} and we claim that 2^{k2} ‖P_kF (r, u)‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} ≲_{‖u‖L∞} t Ḣ 3 2 η^2 ∑ j 2^{− 32 |k−j|}a_j (4.68)

To prove (4.68) we simply consider the power series expansion of F (r, u). Indeed we have F (r, u) = ∑ n≥1 ι^{2n+1} (2n + 1)!

2^{2n+1}r^{2n−2}u^{2n+1}

where ι = −1 in the case that F = F_S3 and ι = 1 in the case that F = F_H3 . It follows that

2^{k2} ‖P_kF (r, u)‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} ≲ 2^{k2} ‖P_ku^3‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} + ∑ n≥2 2^{2n+1} (2n + 1)!

2^{k2} ‖P_k(r^{2n−2}u^{2n+1})‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)}

(4.69)

From the proof of Claim 4.3 we know that 2^{k2} ‖P_ku^3‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} ≲ η^2 ∑ j>k−4 2^{32 (k−j)}a_j (4.70)

Hence it suffices to show that ∑ n≥2 2^{2n+1} (2n + 1)!

2^{k2} ‖P_k(r^{2n−2}u^{2n+1})‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} ≲_{‖u‖L∞t Ḣ 32} η^2 ∑ j 2^{32 |k−j|}a_j (4.71)

To start, we note that 2^{k2} ‖P_k(r^{2n−2}u^{2n+1})‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} ≲ 2^{k2} ‖P_k(r^{2n−2}u^{2n+1} − r^{2n−2}(P_{≤k−4}u)^{2n+1})‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} + 2^{k2} ‖P_k(r^{2n−2}(P_{≤k−4}u)^{2n+1})‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} We estimate the first term on the right-hand-side above. We claim that 2^{k2} ‖P_k(r^{2n−2}u^{2n+1} − r^{2n−2}(P_{≤k−4}u)^{2n+1})‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} ≲_{‖u‖L∞} t Ḣ 3 2 η^2 ∑ j>k−4 2^{− 32 (k−j)}a_j (4.72) Indeed, writing M = 2^k, the left-hand-side can be broken into terms of the form M^{12} ‖P_M (r^{2n−2}u^ℓ_{>M/4}u^m_{≤M/4})‖_L2 (4.73) with ℓ + m = 2n + 1 and ℓ ≥ 1 and we have introduced the notation u_{≤K} := P_{≤K} u. We then have, using Young’s inequality and Lemma 2.2,

M^{12} ‖P_M (r^{2n−2}u^ℓ_{>M/4}u^m_{≤M/4})‖_L2 ≲ M^{12} ‖ϕ̌_M ‖_L 5_4 ‖ru‖^{2n−2}_L∞ ‖u^{ℓ2}_{>M/4}u^{r2}_{≤M/4}‖_L 10_7 ≲ M^{32} ‖u‖^{2n−2}_{Ḣ 32} ‖u_{>M/4}‖_L2 ‖u‖^2_L10 where m_2 + r^2 = 3 above and m_2 ≥ 1. Integrating in time over the interval J proves (4.72). To finish the proof of (4.71) we show that

2^{k2} ‖P_k(r^{2n−2}(P_{≤k−4}u)^{2n+1})‖_L1_{t (J;L}2_{x)} ≲_{‖u‖L∞} t Ḣ 3 2 η^2 ∑ j≤k−4 2^{32 (j−k)}a_j (4.74)

Again writing M = 2^k we use Lemma 2.1 to deduce that

M^{12} ‖P_k(r^{2n−2}(P_{≤k−4}u)^{2n+1})‖_L2 ≲ M^{− 32} ‖P_k∇^2(r^{2n−2}(P_{≤k−4}u)^{2n+1})‖_L2

≲ M^{− 32} ( (2n − 2)(2n − 3)‖P_k(r^{2n−4}u^{2n+1}_{≤M/4})‖_L2 +

+ 2(2n − 2)(2n + 1)‖P_k(r^{2n−3}u^{2n}_{≤M/4}∇u_{≤M/4})‖_L2 +

+ (2n + 1)(2n)‖P_k(r^{2n−2}u^{2n−1}_{≤M/4}(∇u_{≤M/4})^2)‖_L2 +

+ (2n + 1)(2n)‖P_k(r^{2n−2}u^{2n−1}_{≤M/4}∇^2u^2_{≤M/4})‖_L2 ) (4.75)

We estimate the first term inside the parentheses on the right-hand-side above as follows ‖P_k(r^{2n−4}u^{2n+1}_{≤M/4})‖_L2 ≲ ‖ru‖^{2n−4}_L∞ ‖u^5_{≤M/4}‖_L2 Then note that replacing again M = 2^k we have using Lemma 2.1 that ‖(P_{≤k−4}u)^5‖_L2 ≲ ∑ j_1≤···≤j_5 ≤k−4 ‖P_{j1} u‖_L10 ‖P_{j2} u‖_L10 ‖P_{j3} u‖_L∞ ‖P_{j4} u‖_L∞ ‖P_{j5} u‖_L 10_3 ≲ ‖u‖^2_L10 ∑ j_3 ≤j_4 ≤j_5 ≤k−4

2^{− 12 j5} 2^{j4} 2^{j3} ‖P_{j3} u‖_L5 ‖P_{j4} u‖_L5 ‖P_{j5} u‖_Ḣ 3_2

≲ ‖u‖^2_L10 ‖u‖^2_Ḣ 3_2 ∑ j≤k−4 2^{32 j} a_j

The three remaining terms inside the parentheses on the right-hand-side of (4.75) are handled in an almost identical manner and we omit the details. Integrating in time over J and using (4.66) completes the proof of (4.74) and hence of (4.71).

We have now completed the proof of (4.68). By an analogous argument we can establish the analog of (4.17) for u as in Proposition 4.6. To complete the proof of Proposition 4.6 simply run the same argument as the proof of Proposition 4.1 with the estimates proved above inserted in the appropriate places. □

Brief Sketch of the proof of Proposition 4.7. For the proof of Proposition 4.7 simply follow the exact same outline as the proof of Propostion 4.5 inserting arguments based on the power series expansions of F_S3 and F_H3 where necessary as in the sketch of Propostion 4.6 above. We omit the details. □

5. Rigidity Part I: Nonexistence of compact self-similar blow-up

In this section we prove Proposition 3.5. We divide the augment into the following two subsections. The first deals with the case that the compact solution ⃗u(t) solves the focusing cubic equation (1.2). The second subsection deals with the case of self-similar wave maps with the compactness property. The arguments in both subsections are similar to and were inspired by the argument presented in [20, Section 4]. However, here the extra regularity gained in Section 4 is required to make the proof go through. In fact the cubic type nonlinearity would be a limiting case of the argument in [20] adapted to the present 5d setting and falls just out of the scope of the techniques used there. Thankfully, the extra regularity gained for critical elements in Section 4 is strong enough to allow us to adapt the argument from [20] to our situation, and in fact allows for a few simplifications.

5.1. Proof of Proposition 3.5 for solutions to the cubic equation (1.2). Suppose that ⃗u is a self-similar solution to (1.2) with the compactness property as in Proposition 3.5. Without loss of generality we can assume, T_+(⃗u) = 1.

Lemma 5.1. Let ⃗u(t) be as in Proposition 3.5. Then the set

K_+ := {((1 − t)u(t, (1 − t)r), (1 − t)^2u_t(t, (1 − t)r) | t ∈ [0, 1)}

is pre-compact in (Ḣ^2 × Ḣ^1) ∩ (Ḣ^{3/2} × Ḣ^{1/2}).

Proof. This is immediate consequence of Proposition 4.1 as we can interpolate between the Ḣ^{5/2} ×Ḣ^{3/2} bound and the Ḣ^{3/2} ×Ḣ^{1/2} bound to control the Ḣ^2 ×Ḣ^1 norm of ((1 − t)u(t, (1 − t)·), (1 − t)^2u_t(t, (1 − t)·). Compactness in Ḣ^{3/2} × Ḣ^{1/2} together with uniform boundedness in Ḣ^{5/2} × Ḣ^{3/2} then implies compactness in Ḣ 2 × Ḣ 1. □

Now we introduce new coordinates. Let s = − log(1 − t), e^{−s} = 1 − t, and t = 1 − e^{−s}. Then for s ∈ [0, ∞) w(s, r) = e^{−s}u(1 − e^{−s}, e^{−s}r) (5.1) ∂_sw(s, r) = −w(s, r) − e^{−2s}ru_r(1 − e^{−s}, e^{−s}r) + e^{−2s}u_t(1 − e^{−s}, e^{−s}r). (5.2) Now, using [29, Lemma 4.15] we know that T_+(⃗u) = 1 implies that ⃗u(t) is supported in B(0, 1 − t), which means that we only need to consider r ∈ [0, 1). The compact support then implies that the set K_+ in Lemma 5.1 is pre-compact in the inhomogeneous space H^2 × H^1(R^5 ). Rephrasing this in terms of w, and using the compact support of ⃗u(t) ∈ B(0, 1 − t) we see that the set K̃_+ := {w(s) | s ∈ [0, ∞)} (5.3)

is pre-compact in H^2. Next, we derive an equation for w(s). Given that ⃗u(t) solves (1.2) we have

∂^2_s w −

(1 − r^2) r^4

∂_r(r^4∂_rw) + 2r∂_r∂_sw + 3∂_sw + 2w − w^3 = 0. (5.4)

First we prove the following estimates using a monotonicity formula for an energy that we associate to (5.4).

Lemma 5.2. Under the preceding assumptions ∫_∞ 0 ∫_1 0 (1 − r^2)^{−2}(∂_sw(s, r))^2 r^4dr < ∞.

Proof. By (5.4), we have

0 = ∫ r^4(1 − r^2)^{−1}w_s ( w_{ss} − (1 − r^2) r^4

∂_r(r^4w_r) + 2rw_{sr} + 3∂_sw + 2w − w^3 ) dr = 1 2 ∂_s ∫ (∂_sw)^2(1 − r^2)^{−1}r^4dr + 1 2 ∂_s ∫ (∂_rw)^2r^4dr + ∫ r^5(1 − r^2)^{−1}∂_r(∂_sw)^2dr + ∂_s ∫ w^2(1 − r^2)^{−1}r^4dr − 1 4 ∂_s ∫ w^4(1 − r^2)^{−1}r^4dr + 3 ∫ (∂_sw)^2(1 − r^2)^{−1}r^4dr. (5.5)

Defining E(s) = 1 2 ∫_1 0 w^2_s (s)(1 − r^2)^{−1}r^4dr + 1 2 ∫_1 0 w^2_r (s)r^4dr + ∫_1 0 w^2(s)(1 − r^2)^{−1}r^4dr − 1 4 ∫_1 0 (1 − r^2)^{−1}w^4(s)r^4dr,

(5.6)

and integrating (5.5) by parts, we have that d ds E(s) = 2

∫_1 0 (1 − r^2)^{−2}w^2_s (s, r)r^4dr. (5.7)

Next, we observe that E(0) ≥ −C_0 for some constant C_0. Indeed, by inspection E(0) ≥ − 1 4 ∫_1 0 (1 − r^2)^{−1}w^4r^4dr. (5.8)

Now ‖w‖_H2 ≲ 1, so by the radial Sobolev embedding this implies that ‖w_r‖_L∞ ≲ 1 for r ∈ [^1_2 , 1]. Therefore, since w(s) is supported on B(0, 1), by the fundamental theorem of calculus ‖w(s, r)‖_L∞ ≲ (1 − r) for r ∈ [^1_2 , 1]. Therefore, since w(s) lies in a pre-compact subset of H^2, ∫_1 0 w^4(s)(1 − r^2)^{−1}r^4dr ≤ C. (5.9)

with a uniform in s constant. It remains to show that E(s) is uniformly bounded above for all s ∈ [0, ∞). Since ‖w(s, r)‖_L∞ ≲ 1 − r for all r ∈ [^1_2 , 1] and w(s) lies in a pre-compact subset of H^2, we can find a constant C independent of s ∈ [0, ∞) so that ∫_1 0 w^2(s)(1 − r^2)^{−1}r^4dr ≤ C.

Also since ‖w(s)‖_Ḣ1 is uniformly bounded in s ∈ [0, ∞), ∫_1 0 w^2_r (s)r^4dr ≤ C. (5.10)

Also, by Hölder’s inequality, the fundamental theorem of calculus, the support of w lying in B(0, 1), and pre-compactness of K̃_+ in H^2 × H^1 for all t ∈ [0, 1) yields |e^{−2s}ru_r(e^{−s}y, 1 − e^{−s})| + |e^{−2s}u_t(e^{−s}y, 1 − e^{−s})| ≲ (1 − r)^{1/2}, which combined with (5.2) and (5.10) proves that ∫_1 0 (1 − r^2)^{−1}w^2_s (s, r) r^4dr ≤ C. (5.11)

Then by the fundmantal theorem of calculus in s and (5.7), the proof of Lemma 5.2 is complete. □

Next, we show that in fact w(s) must converge to a stationary solution to (5.4) along a sequence s_n → ∞. First note that since (1 − r^2)^{−2} ≥ 1, we can conclude from Lemma 5.2 that ∫_∞ 0 ∫_1 0 w^2_s (s, r)r^4dr ≤ C_0. (5.12)

Now, let s_n → ∞ be any sequence. Using the compactness of K̃_+ we can find w^∗ ∈ H^2 with supp w^∗ ∈ B(0, 1) so that after passing to a subsequence we have w(s_n) → w^∗ ∈ H^2 (5.13) Next we claim that for any T ≥ 0 we have ‖w(s_n + T ) − w^∗‖_H2 → 0 as n → ∞ (5.14) Indeed, let T ≥ 0. Then by the Fundamental Theorem of Calculus and (5.12) we deduce that

‖w(s_n + T ) − w(s_n)‖^2_L2 = ∫ |w(s_n + T, r) − w(s_n, r)|^2 r^4 dr

= ∫ | | | ∫_{sn+T} s_n w_s(s, r) ds | | | | 2 r^4 dr

≤ T ∫_{sn+T} s_n ∫ w^2_s (s, r) r^4 dr ds → 0 as n → ∞ (5.15)

This implies that for all T ≥ 0 we have ‖w(s_n + T ) − w^∗‖_L2 → 0 as n → ∞ (5.16) Another application of the compactness in H^2 of K̃_+ allows us to upgrade the above to obtain (5.14).

Next, define ⃗v_n(0) := (v_{n,0}(r), v_{n,1}(r)) by (v_{n,0}(r), v_{n,1}(r)) := ( e^{−sn} u(1 − e^{−sn} , e^{−sn} r), e^{−2sn} u_t(1 − e^{−sn} , e^{−sn} r) ) (5.17) By the pre-compactness of K_+ in H^2 ×H^1 we can find a strong limit ⃗v(0) = (v_0, v_1) so that (v_{n,0}, v_{n,1}) → ⃗v(0) ∈ H^2 × H^1 Let ⃗v_n(t) be the solution to (1.2) with initial data ⃗v_n(0) and let ⃗v(t) be the solution to (1.2) with data ⃗v(0). By the Perturbation Lemma 2.5 we know that for each s ∈ [0, T_+(⃗v)) we have ‖⃗v_n(s) − ⃗v(s)‖_Ḣ3/2_{×Ḣ}1/2 → 0 as n → ∞ (5.18) Moreover, for s < min{1, T_+(⃗v)} and T chosen so that s = 1 − e^{−T} we have v_n(s, r) = e^{−sn} u(1 − e^{−sn} + e^{−sn} s, e^{−sn} r) (5.19) Next observe that for T as above w(s_n + T, r) = e^{−sn} e^{−T} u(1 − e^{−sn−T} , e^{−sn−T} r) = e^{−T} v_n(1 − e^{−T} , e^{−T} r) (5.20) The left hand side above tends to w^∗ in H^2 so letting n → ∞ above gives that for all T as above we have w^∗(r) = e^{−T} v(1 − e^{−T} , e^{−T} r) (5.21) Since ⃗v is a solution to (1.2) we have that w^∗ is a solution to (5.4) which is independent of s. Therefore w^∗ solves (1 − r^2)(w^∗_{rr} + 4 r w^∗_r ) + 2w^∗ − (w^∗)^3 = 0. (5.22) Lemma 5.3. w^∗ ≡ 0.

Proof. Since w^∗ ∈ H^2, and supp w^∗ ∈ B(0, 1) we have ‖w^∗_{rr}‖_L2_{([} 1_{2 ,1])} ≲ 1. Since w^∗ is supported on B(0, 1) and by the Fundamental Theorem of Calculus and Hölder’s inequality, |w^∗_r (r)| ≲ (1 − r)^{1/2}, for r ∈ [1/2, 1] (5.23) and from this we |w^∗(r)| ≲ (1 − r)^{3/2} for r ∈ [1/2, 1] (5.24) Plugging (5.23) and (5.24) into (5.22), for^1_2 ≤ r ≤ 1, gives |w^∗_{rr}(r)| ≤ 4 r |w^∗_r | + 2 1 − r |w^∗| + |w^∗|^3 1 − r ≤ C_0(1 − r)^{1/2}. (5.25)

Now also by (5.22), if |w^∗_{rr}| ≤ C(1 − r)^{1/2} for all r ∈ [1 − δ, 1], and C ≤ C_0, then by the Fundamental Theorem of Calculus, (5.23), and (5.24) (which implies that w^∗(1) = w^∗_r (1) = 0), we have

|((1−r^2)(w^∗_{rr} + 4 r w^∗_r ))| ≤ 2|w^∗(r)|+|w^∗(r)|^3 ≤ 2C(1−r)^{5/2} +C^3(1−r)^{15/2}. (5.26)

Then since 1 + r ≥ 1, |w^∗_{rr} + 4 r w^∗_r | ≤ 2C(1 − r)^{3/2} + C^3(1 − r)^{13/2}. (5.27)

For r ∈ [^1_2 , 1], |^4_r w^∗_r | ≤ 8C(1 − r)^{3/2}. Therefore, |w^∗_{rr}(r)| ≤ 10C(1 − r)^{3/2} + 3C^3(1 − r)^{13/2}. (5.28) Then for r ∈ [1 −^1_{100(1+C30 )} , 1], (5.28) implies that |w^∗_{rr}(r)| ≤^C_2 (1 − r)^{1/2}. Then by induction starting with (5.25), one can easily prove that w^∗_{rr}(r) = 0 for r ∈ [1 −^1_{100(1+C3)} , 1]. Therefore, w^∗ is the solution to the elliptic partial differential equation on B(0, 1 − δ), δ > 0, (1 − |x|^2)Δw^∗ + 2w^∗ − (w^∗)^3 = 0, w^∗|_{∂B(0,1−δ)} = 0, ∂_nw^∗|_{∂B(0,1−δ)} = 0. (5.29) Note that (5.29) is a nondegenerate elliptic equation with Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions. Therefore w^∗ ≡ 0. □ At this point it is easy to conclude the proof. Since w^∗ ≡ 0 we can deduce from (5.21) that ⃗v ≡ 0. But this means that ⃗v_n(0) converges to (0, 0) in H^2 × H^1. But this is impossible since we have assumed that ⃗u(t) is a blow-up solution. We have arrived at a contradiction and hence we have proved Proposition 3.5 for solutions to (1.2).

5.2. Nonexistence of self-similar wave maps with the compactness property. Next we exclude the possibility of compact, self-similar blow-up for solutions to (1.18) and (1.22). We again can assume that T_+ = 1 and that by [29, Lemma 4.15] we have supp u(t, r), u_t(t, r) ∈ B(0, 1 − t). Again we use this support property along with Proposition 4.6 to deduce that the set

K_+ := {((1 − t)u(t, (1 − t)r), (1 − t)^2u_t(t, (1 − t)r) | t ∈ [0, 1)} (5.30) is in fact pre-compact in the inhomogeneous space H^2 × H^1. A simple argument allows us to exclude this type of solution to the defocusing-type equation (1.22). Solutions to (1.22) have a positive definite conserved energy given by

E_H3 (⃗u) := 1 2 ∫_∞ 0 ( u^2_r + u^2_t + 2 sinh^2(ru) − (ru)^2 r^4 ) r^4 dr

Setting

⃗v(t, r) = (v(t, r), v_t(t, r)) := ((1 − t)u(t, (1 − t)r), (1 − t)^2u_t(t, (1 − t)r) (5.31) we have that ⃗v(t) is pre-compact in H^2 × H^1 for t ∈ [0, 1) and thus E_H3 (⃗u(t)) ≲ (1 − t) ( ‖v_t(t)‖^2_L2 + ‖v_r(t)‖^2_L2 + ‖v(t)‖^4_L4 ) → 0 as t → 1 (5.32) Therefore E_H3 (⃗u) ≡ 0 and it follows that ⃗u ≡ (0, 0), which is contradiction since we assuming that ⃗u(t) blows up at t = 1.

In the case that ⃗u(t) solves the focusing-type equation (1.18) we follow the exact same argument as in the Section 5.1, defining s = − log(1 − t), e^{−s} = 1 − t, and t = 1 − e^{−s} and for s ∈ [0, ∞), setting w(s, r) = e^{−s}u(1 − e^{−s}, e^{−s}r) ∂_sw(s, r) = −w(s, r) − e^{−2s}ru_r(1 − e^{−s}, e^{−s}r) + e^{−2s}u_t(1 − e^{−s}, e^{−s}r). Of course in the present situation the nonlinearity F_S3(r, u) is different than u^3, however an inspection of the proof in Section 5.1 reveals that only the rough size of the nonlinearity |F (r, u)| ≲ |u|^3 (5.33) is needed along with the uniform estimate (rw)^2 − sin^2(rw) = ((rw) − sin rw)(rw + sin rw) ≲ (rw)^4 (5.34) which arises when providing a lower bound for the analog of E(0) as in (5.8). With these observations the proof proceeds exactly as in Section 5.1. We omit the details. This completes the proof of Proposition 3.5.

6. Rigidity Part II: Proof of Proposition 3.4 In this section we prove Proposition 3.4. We use an argument developed in [25] that is based on exterior energy estimates for the free wave equation in R^{1+5} . This method is a refinement of the channels of energy method developed by Duyckaerts, Kenig, and Merle in [19, 20]. In the current implementation, the argument closely resembles the one in [45, Section 5], however, we provide a detailed argument here for completeness. We begin with the following consequence of Proposition 4.5 and Proposition 4.7.

Lemma 6.1. Let ⃗u(t) be a solution to either (1.2), (1.18), (1.22) with the Compactness Property on its maximal interval of existence I_{max}(⃗u) as in Propsition 3.4, i.e., assume that the scaling parameter N(t) satisfies inf t∈I_{max} N(t) > 0. Then, we have ⃗u(t) ∈ Ḣ^1 × L^2(R^5 ) for all t ∈ I_{max}, and in fact the trajectory K_1 := {⃗u(t) | t ∈ I_{max}} (6.1) is pre-compact in Ḣ^1 × L^2(R^5 ). As a consequence, we have the following vanishing: Let R > 0 be arbitrary. Then

lim sup t→T_− ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} = lim sup_{t→T+} ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} = 0 (6.2) where ‖⃗u(t)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R+|t|)} := ∫_∞ R+|t| (u^2_t (t, r) + u^2_r(t, r)) r^4 dr

Proof. We begin by proving that K_1 is pre-compact in the energy space. We show that for every sequence t_n → T_+, or t_n → T_− the sequence ⃗u(t_n) has a convergent subsequence in Ḣ^1 × L^2. Let t_n → T_+. First assume that N(t_n) remains bounded for all n. In this case we can, without loss of generality assume N(t_n) = 1 for all n and we have using Proposition 4.5 and interpolation

‖⃗u(t_n) − ⃗u(t_m)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 ≤ ‖⃗u(t_n) − ⃗u(t_m)‖^{23}_{Ḣ 34 ×Ḣ− 14} ‖⃗u(t_n) − ⃗u(t_m)‖^{13}_{Ḣ 32 ×Ḣ 12} ≤ C‖⃗u(t_n) − ⃗u(t_m)‖^{13}_{Ḣ 32 ×Ḣ 12} (6.3)

The claim then follows from the compactness in Ḣ^{32} ×Ḣ^{12} since we know that ⃗u(t_n) has a convergent subsequence there. Next assume that t_n has a subsequence, still denoted by t_n so that N(t_n) → ∞. In this case we claim that ⃗u(t_n) → 0 in Ḣ^1 ×L^2. To see this let η be a small number and find c(η) as in Remark 4 so that ∫ |ξ|≤c(η)N(t) |ξ|^3 |û(t, ξ)|^2 dξ ≤ η_0, (6.4)

Then

‖u(t_n)‖^2_{Ḣ1} = ∫ |ξ|≤c(η)N(t_n) |ξ|^2 |û(t_n, ξ)|^2 dξ + ∫ |ξ|≥c(η)N(t_n) |ξ|^2 |û(t_n, ξ)|^2 dξ ≤ ∫ |ξ|≤c(η)N(t_n) |ξ|^2 |û(t_n, ξ)|^2 dξ + N(t_n)^{−1}c(η)^{−1}‖u(t_n)‖^2_Ḣ 3_2

The second term on the right-hand-side above tends to zero as n → ∞ since we have assumed N(t_n) → ∞ as n → ∞. For the first term, we interpolate ∫ |ξ|≤c(η)N(t_n) |ξ|^2 |û(t_n, ξ)|^2 dξ ≤

≤ (∫ |ξ|≤c(η)N(t_n) |ξ|^{32} |û(t_n, ξ)|^2 dξ )_{2/3} (∫ |ξ|≤c(η)N(t_n) |ξ|^3 |û(t_n, ξ)|^2 dξ )_{1/3}

≤ η‖u(t_n)‖_Ḣ3/4 ≲ η where the last line follows from Proposition 4.5 and Remark 4. The same argument works for the time derivatives u_t(t_n). As η can be chosen arbitrarily small we have proved that ⃗u(t_n) → 0 in Ḣ^1 × L^2. Hence K_1 is pre-compact in the energy space.

Next we prove (6.2). First assume that T_+ = ∞. Then since K_1 is pre-compact in Ḣ^1 × L^2 is follows that for every ε > 0 there exists an R(ε) > 0 so that for all t ∈ [0, ∞), we have ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R(ε))} ≤ ε, and (6.2) is a direct consequence of the above.

Next, assume that T_+ < ∞. A standard argument using compactness, see Remark 5(2), gives that in this case we must have

supp ⃗u(t, ·) ⊂ B(0, T_+ − t) (6.5) where B(0, r) denotes the ball of radius r > 0 in R^5 . Then for any R > 0, we can find a t_0 > 0, t_0 = t_0(R) so that R + t > T_+ − t, ∀ t_0 ≤ t < T_+ Hence, ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} = 0 ∀ t_0 ≤ t < T_+. The statements in (6.2) in the negative time directions follow from identical arguments. □ 6.1. Singular stationary solutions. Next, we construct one parameter families of stationary solutions to (1.2), (1.18) and (1.22) that do not lie in the critical space Ḣ^{32} (R^5 ). We will later show that any nonzero pre-compact trajectory as in Proposition 3.4 has to be equal to one of these singular stationary solutions, which will yield a contradiction. We begin with the construction of a family of infinite energy stationary wave maps to S^3 and to H^3 .

6.1.1. Singular stationary wave maps. We prove the following result via a simple phase portrait analysis after a reduction to an autonomous ODE. Lemma 6.2. For any ℓ ∈ R, there exists a unique radial C^2 solution φ^1_ℓ of −φ_{rr} − 4 r φ_r = Z_S3(rφ)φ^3 r > 0 (6.6)

as well as a unique radial C^2 solution φ^2_ℓ of −φ_{rr} − 4 r φ_r = Z_H3 (rφ)φ^3 r > 0 (6.7)

where in both cases the solution has the asymptotic behavior r^3φ^j_ℓ (r) = ℓ + O(r^{−4}) as r → ∞, j = 1, 2 (6.8) The O(·) is determined by ℓ and vanishes for ℓ = 0. Moreover, in each case j = 1, 2 for ℓ ≠ 0 we have φ^j_ℓ /∈ L^5(R^5 ), which means that φ^j_ℓ /∈ Ḣ^{32} (R^5 ) by Sobolev embedding.

Proof. We first prove the lemma for the S^3 target, which concerns solutions to (6.6). Recall then if we define Q(r) := rφ(r) then φ solves (6.6), if and only if Q solves Q_{rr} + 2 r Q_r = sin 2Q (6.9)

Moreover, if we would like φ to satisfy (6.8) with ℓ ∈ R then we need to impose the boundary condition lim_{r→∞} Q(r) = 0 (6.10)

A standard trick is to introduce new variables s = log(r) and ϕ(s) = Q(r), and we obtain an autonomous differential equation for ϕ, ϕ̈ + ϕ̇ = sin(2ϕ) (6.11)

Note that the above is the equation for a damped pendulum. The proof thus reduces to an analysis of the phase portrait associated to (6.11). Setting x(s) = ϕ(s), y(s) = ϕ̇(s) we can rewrite (6.11) as the system ( ẋ ẏ ) = ( y −y + sin(2x) ) =: X(x, y) (6.12) and we denote by Φ_s the flow associated to the vector filed X. The equilibria of (6.12) occur at points z_{k/2} = (^{kπ}_2 , 0) where k ∈ Z. For each^k_2 = n ∈ Z the flow has a saddle structure with eigenvalues λ_+ = 1, λ_− = −2, and the corresponding unstable and stable invariant subspaces for the linearized flow are given by the spans of (1, λ_+) = (1, 1), respectively (1, λ_−) = (1, −2). In a neighborhood V ∋ v_n = (nπ, 0) we then have the one-dimensional invariant unstable manifold W^u_n = {(x, y) ∈ V | Φ_s(x, y) → v_n as s → −∞} and the one-dimensional invariant stable manifold W^s_n = {(x, y) ∈ V | Φ_s(x, y) → v_n as s → ∞} which are tangent at z_n to the invariant subspaces of the linearized flow. In particular, for n = 0 we can parameterize the stable manifold W^s_0 by

ϕ_{0,ℓ}(s) = ℓe^{−2s} + O(e^{−6s})

with ℓ ∈ R determining all the coefficients of higher order and the O(·) vanishing for ℓ = 0. It is straightforward to show that if ℓ > 0 then ϕ_{0,ℓ}(s) lies on the branch of the stable manifold that stays above 0 for all s ∈ R, i.e., ϕ_{0,ℓ}(s) > 0 for all s ∈ R. If ℓ = 0 then ϕ_{0,ℓ}(s) = 0 for all s ∈ R. Lastly, if ℓ < 0 then ϕ_{0,ℓ}(s) < 0 for all s ∈ R. Different choices of ℓ correspond to translations in s along the respective branches of the stable manifold, which is what uniqueness means in the statement of Lemma 6.2.

Multiplying the equation (6.11) by ϕ̇ and integrating from s to ∞, one obtains the energy identity

−ϕ̇^2_{0,ℓ}(s) + 2 ∫_∞ s ϕ̇^2_{0,ℓ}(ρ) dρ = − sin^2(ϕ_{0,ℓ}(s)) (6.13)

from which one deduces that if ℓ ≠ 0 it is impossible for (ϕ_{0,ℓ}(s), ϕ̇_{0,ℓ}(s)) to ever equal (0, 0) for any s ∈ [−∞, ∞). Passing back to the original variables, r, Q(r) we have three trajectories

Q_{ℓ±} (r) := ℓ_±r^{−2} + O(r^{−6}), Q_0(r) := 0 (6.14)

To pass back to the 5d setting we set ϕ_ℓ(r) := Q_ℓ(r)/r proving (6.8) for our solutions to (6.6). When ℓ ≠ 0 we note that the fact that lim_{r→0} Q_ℓ(r) ≠ 0 means that ϕ_ℓ /∈ L^5(R^5 ) for ℓ ≠ 0.

Next we prove the lemma for solutions to (6.7). The proof is nearly identical so we only briefly summarize the argument. Again, first defining Q(r) := rφ(r) and then setting s = log(r) and ϕ(s) = Q(r), we can reduce matters to a phase portrait analysis for the autonomous ODE,

ϕ̈ + ϕ̇ = sinh(2ϕ) (6.15)

We note that here there is only one fixed point for the vector field X(x, y) = (y, −y + sinh 2x) at (x, y) = (0, 0). The rest of the proof is identical to the S^3 target case. □

6.1.2. Singular stationary solutions to (1.2). We prove the an analogous result for the cubic equation, (1.2). Again below we reduce matters to a phase portrait analysis after a reduction to an autonomous ODE. For a alternative, but also simple approach to the analogous result for the focusing supercritical semilinear equation in 3d we refer the reader to [20, Proposition 3.2].

Lemma 6.3. For any ℓ ∈ R, there exists a radial C^2 solution φ_ℓ of −φ_{rr} − 4 r φ_r = φ^3 r > 0 (6.16)

with the asymptotic behavior

r^3φ_ℓ(r) = ℓ + O(r^{−4}) as r → ∞ (6.17)

The O(·) is determined by ℓ and vanishes for ℓ = 0. Moreover, for ℓ ≠ 0 we have φ_ℓ /∈ L^5(R^5 ), which means that φ_ℓ /∈ Ḣ^{32} (R^5 ) by Sobolev embedding.

Proof. Motivated by the reduction to an autonomous system in the plane in the case of the wave maps equations, we seek a similar reduction for solutions to (6.16). Observe that φ solves (6.16) if and only if w(r) := rφ(r) solves −w_{rr} − 2 r w_r + 2w − w^3 r^2

= 0 (6.18)

In order for a solution φ to (6.16) to satisfy (6.17) we also require lim_{r→∞} w(r) = 0 (6.19)

To find the reduction to an autonomous equation, we set s := log(r) and ϕ(s) = w(r) and obtain the following equation for ϕ: ϕ̈ + ϕ̇ − 2ϕ + ϕ^3 = 0, lim_{s→∞} ϕ(s) = 0 (6.20)

Again, we set x(s) = ϕ(s), y(s) = ϕ̇(s) and rewrite (6.11) as the system ( ẋ ẏ ) = ( y −y + 2x − x^3 ) =: X(x, y) (6.21)

and we denote by Φ_s the flow associated to the vector filed X. The equilibria of (6.21) occur at points z_0 = (0, 0) and z_± = (±1, 0). At z_0 = (0, 0) the flow has a saddle structure with eigenvalues λ_+ = 1, λ_− = −2, and the corresponding unstable and stable invariant subspaces for the linearized flow are given by the spans of (1, λ_+) = (1, 1), respectively (1, λ_−) = (1, −2). The flow has a sink at each of the other two equilibrium points z_±. In a neighborhood V ∋ z_0 = (0, 0) we then have the one-dimensional invariant unstable manifold W^u = {(x, y) ∈ V | Φ_s(x, y) → z_0 as s → −∞} and the one-dimensional invariant stable manifold W^s = {(x, y) ∈ V | Φ_s(x, y) → z_0 as s → ∞} which are tangent at z_0 = (0, 0) to the invariant subspaces of the linearized flow. In particular, we can parameterize the stable manifold W^s by ϕ_ℓ(s) = ℓe^{−2s} + O(e^{−6s}) with ℓ ∈ R determining all the coefficients of higher order and O(·) vanishing for ℓ = 0. Next, multiply the equation (6.20) by ϕ and integrate from s to +∞ to obtain the energy identity ∫_∞ s ϕ̇_ℓ(ρ) dρ = 1 2 ϕ̇^2_ℓ (s) − ϕ^2_ℓ (s) + 1 4 ϕ^4_ℓ (s) (6.22)

From the above it is clear that if ℓ ≠ 0 then it is impossible to have (ϕ_ℓ(s), ϕ̇_ℓ(s)) = (0, 0) for any s ∈ [−∞, ∞) since the right-hand-side would vanish while the lefthand-side would be strictly positive. Changing back to the original variables we have w_ℓ(r) = ϕ_ℓ(s) and

w_ℓ(r) = ℓr^{−2} + O(r^{−6}) as r → ∞ (6.23)

and for ℓ ≠ 0 we have lim_{r→0} w(r) ≠ 0. Hence, setting φ_ℓ(r) = w(r)/r we see that φ_ℓ /∈ L^5(R^5 ). This finishes the proof. □

6.2. Proof of Proposition 3.4. We are now ready to begin the proof of Proposition 3.4 in earnest. The proof proceeds in several steps and is similar to the arguments presented in [25, Section 5] as well as [45, Section 5]. The method is inspired by the “channels of energy” technique introduced in the seminal papers [19, 20]. The key ingredient in the proof are the following exterior energy estimates for the free radial wave equation in R^{1+5} that were proved in [25, Section 4].

Proposition 6.4. [25, Proposition 4.1] Let □V = 0 in R^{1+5}_{t,x} with radial data (V_0, V_1) ∈ Ḣ^1 × L^2(R^5 ). Then with some absolute constant c_0 > 0 one has for every R > 0

max_± lim sup t→±∞ ∫_∞ r>R+|t| (V^2_t + V^2_r )(t, r)r^4 dr ≥ c_0‖π^⊥_a (V_0, V_1)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r>R)} (6.24)

where π_R = Id − π^⊥_R is the orthogonal projection onto the plane

P (R) := {(c_1r^{−3}, c_2r^{−3}) | c_1, c_2 ∈ R}

in the space Ḣ^1 × L^2(r > R). The left-hand side of (6.24) is zero for all data in this plane.

Remark 8. The presence of the projections π^⊥_R on the right-hand-side of (6.24) can be attributed to the fact that r^{−3} is the Newton potential in R^5 . To see this, consider initial data (V_0, 0) ∈ Ḣ^1 × L^2(r ≥ R) which satisfies (V_0, 0) = (r^{−3}, 0) for all r ∈ {r ≥ R > 0}, with V_0(r) ≡ 0 on {r ≤ R/2}. Then, using the finite speed of propagation, the corresponding free evolution V (t, r) is given by V (t, r) = r^{−3} on the region {r ≥ R+|t|}. It is clear that the left-hand-side of (6.24) vanishes for this solution as t → ±∞, and therefore an estimate without the projection is false. The other family of counterexamples to an estimate without the projection is generated by taking initial data (0, V_1) = (0, r^{−3}) on the exterior region {r ≥ R > 0} which has solution V (t, r) = tr^{−3} on {r ≥ R + |t|}.

Remark 9. The orthogonal projections π_R, π^⊥_R are precisely

π_R(V_0, 0) = R^3r^{−3}V (R), π_R(0, V_1) = R r^{−3} ∫_∞ R V_1(ρ)ρ dρ, π^⊥_R (V_0, 0) = V_0(r) − R^3r^{−3}V_0(a), π^⊥_R (0, V_1) = V_1(r) − R r^{−3} ∫_∞ R V_1(ρ)ρ dρ, and thus we have

‖π_R(f, g)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r>R)} = 3R^3f^2(R) + R (∫_∞ R rg(r) dr )_2

‖π^⊥_R (f, g)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r>R)} = ∫_∞ R f^2_r (r) r^4 dr − 3R^3f^2(R) + ∫_∞ R g^2(r) r^4 dr − R (∫_∞ R rg(r) dr )_2 . The idea behind the proof is that the exterior energy decay (6.2) together with the exterior energy estimates for the free equation, i.e., (6.24), can be combined to obtain exact asymptotics for the initial data of our pre-compact trajectory, u_0(r) = u(0, r) and u_1(r) = u_t(0, r) as r → ∞, viz.,

r^3u_0(r) → ℓ_0 as r → ∞ r ∫_∞ r u_1(s)s ds → 0 as r → ∞ (6.25)

We conclude by showing via a contradiction argument that ⃗u(t) = (0, 0) is the only solution to either (1.2), (1.18), or (1.22) with both the compactness property as in Proposition 3.4 and initial data with the above asymptotics. For this final portion of the proof, the exact structure of the nonlinearity in the underlying equation only enters at the level of the underlying elliptic theory , i.e., when we use the results of Lemma 6.3 for solutions to (1.2) and Lemma 6.2 when dealing with solutions to either (1.18) or (1.22). Given that we have already proved Lemma 6.3 and Lemma 6.2, and the fact that the conclusions of these results are identical, we carry out the rest of the argument under the general assumption that ⃗u(t) has the compactness property as in Proposition 3.4 and satisfies an equation of the form u_{tt} − u_{rr} − 4 r u_r = F (r, u) ⃗u(0) = (u_0, u_1)

(6.26)

where |F (r, u)| ≲ |u|^3 (6.27) We note that the estimate (6.27) is clear in the case of the nonlinearities in both (1.2) and (1.18). Moreover, since we will only be considering solutions ⃗u(t) to (1.22) with the compactness property, the bound on the Ḣ^{3/2} × Ḣ^{1/2} norm of ⃗u(t) implies L^∞ control over ru(t, r), which means that in our situation the nonlinearity F_H3 (r, u) = Z_H3 (ru)u^3 also satisfies the estimate (6.27).

The proof now proceeds in serval steps.

Step 1: First, we use the exterior energy estimates for the free radial wave equation in Proposition 6.4 together with (6.2) to deduce an inequality for a solutions ⃗u(t) with the compactness property as in Proposition 3.4. We remark that by using compactness this result holds uniformly in time.

Lemma 6.5. Let ⃗u(t) be as in Lemma 6.1. There exists a number R_0 > 0 such that for all R > R_0 and for all t ∈ I_{max}(⃗u) we have ‖ ‖π^⊥_R ⃗u(t) ‖ ‖_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)} ≲ R^{−1}‖π_R⃗u(t)‖^3_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)} (6.28) where π_R and π^⊥_R are as in Proposition 6.4. We remark that the constant in (6.28) is uniform in t ∈ I_{max}(⃗u).

Before beginning the proof of Lemma 6.5 we need a preliminary result regarding a modified Cauchy problem with a small data theory in the energy space, which also captures the dynamics of the solution with the compactness property on exterior cones C_R := {(t, r) | r ≥ R + |t|}. In order to compare a nonlinear wave and the underlying free evolution with the same initial data in the energy space, we need to be in a small data setting where the Duhamel formula and Strichartz estimates can be combined effectively. That we only will consider the evolution on the exterior cone C_R allows us to truncate the initial data as well as the nonlinearity in a way that renders the initial value problem subcritical relative to the energy, but still preserves the flow on C_R.

We now fix a smooth radial function χ ∈ C^∞(R^5 ) where χ(|x|) = χ(r) = 1 for {r ≥ 1} and χ(r) = 0 on {r ≤ 1/2}. Then rescaling we set χ_R(r) := χ(r/R) and for every R > 0 we consider the modified Cauchy problem: h_{tt} − h_{rr} − 4 r h_r = F_R(r, h), F_R(r, h) := χ_R(r)F (r, u) ⃗h(0) = (h_0, h_1)

(6.29)

The point of this modification is that by forcing the nonlinearity to have support outside B(0, R) we remove the super-critical nature of the problem. This allows for a small-data theory in the energy space Ḣ^1 × L^2 by way of Strichartz estimates and the usual contraction mapping based argument. We define a norm Z(I) where 0 ∈ I ⊂ R is a time interval by

‖⃗h‖_{Z(I)} = ‖h‖_L2_{t (I;L}5_{x(R}5_{))} + ‖⃗h(t)‖_L∞_{t (I;Ḣ}1_{×L}2_{(R}5_{))} (6.30)

Lemma 6.6. There exists an ε_0 small enough, so that for all R > 0 and all initial data ⃗h(0) = (h_0, h_1) ∈ Ḣ^1 × L^2(R^5 ) with

‖⃗h(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(R}5_) < ε_0

there exists a unique global-in-time solution ⃗h(t) ∈ Ḣ^1 × L^2 to (6.29). Moreover, ⃗h(t) satisfies

‖⃗h‖_{Z(R)} ≲ ‖⃗h(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 ≲ ε_0 (6.31)

If we denote the free evolution of the same initial data by ⃗h_L(t) := S(t)⃗h(0), then we also have

sup_{t∈R} ‖⃗h(t) − ⃗h_L(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 ≲ R^{−1}‖⃗h(0)‖^3_{Ḣ1×L2} (6.32)

Proof. As we mentioned above, the proof follows the usual argument based on Strichartz estimates and the Duhamel formula. Using Proposition 2.3 with s = 1, (p, q, γ) = (2, 5, 1) and (a, b, ρ) = (∞, 2, 0), it suffices to control ‖χ_RF (r, h)‖_L1_{t L}2_x ≲ ‖χ_R |h| ‖_L∞_{t L}10_x ‖h‖^2_L2_{t L}5_x ≲ R^{−1}‖h‖_L∞_{t Ḣ}1_x ‖h‖^2_L2_{t L}5_x ≲ R^{−1}‖h‖^3_Z

(6.33)

where we have used (6.27) as well as radial Sobolev embedding, i.e., Lemma 2.2. □

Remark 10. We remark that for every t ∈ I_{max}(u) the nonlinearity F_R in (6.29) satisfies F_R(r, u) = F (r, u), ∀r ≥ R + |t| . By the finite speed of propagation we can deduce that solutions to (6.29) and (6.26) agree on the exterior cone C_R := {(t, r) | r ≥ R + |t|}.

With the above remark in mind, we can now prove Lemma 6.5. Proof of Lemma 6.5. As will always be the case in this section, ⃗u(t) is a solution with the compactness property as in Lemma 6.1. We will prove the inequality (6.28) first for time t = 0. The proof for all times t ∈ I_{max} for R > R_0 independent of t will follow immediately from the compactness property of ⃗u(t). First, define truncated data, ⃗u_R(0) = (u_{0,R}, u_{1,R}) by

u_{0,R}(r) := { u_0(r) for r ≥ R u_0(R) for 0 ≤ r ≤ R

u_{1,R}(r) := { u_1(r) for r ≥ R 0 for 0 ≤ r ≤ R This new data is small in Ḣ^1 × L^2 for large R > 0. In fact, ‖⃗u_R(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(R}5_) = ‖⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R)} which means R_0 > 0 can be chosen large enough such that for all R ≥ R_0 we have ‖⃗u_R(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 ≤ δ ≤ min(ε_0, 1) where ε_0 is chosen as in Lemma (6.6). By Lemma (6.6) we can find the unique global solution ⃗u_R(t) to (6.29) with initial data ⃗u_R(0), which satisfies (6.31) and (6.32).

Let ⃗u_{R,L}(t) be the free evolution of the initial data ⃗u_R(0). Note that ‖⃗u_R(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} = ‖⃗u_R(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} ≥ ‖u_{R,L}(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} − ‖⃗u_R(t) − u_{R,L}(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} Now apply (6.32) to ⃗u_R(t) and take R > R_0 large enough so that ‖⃗u_R(t) − u_{R,L}(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} ≤ ‖⃗u_R(t) − u_{R,L}(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 ≲ R^{−1}‖⃗u_R(0)‖^3_{Ḣ1 ×L2} = R^{−1}‖⃗u(0)‖^3_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)} Next, we put together the two preceding inequalities to obtain ‖⃗u_R(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} ≥ ‖u_{R,L}(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} − CR^{−1}‖⃗u(0)‖^3_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)}. (6.34) We note that by Remark 10 we have ⃗u_R(t) = ⃗u(t), ∀(t, r) ∈ C_R. (6.35) This means that we can use Lemma 6.1 to deduce that lim |t|→∞ ‖⃗u_R(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} = 0 (6.36)

Next we will let t → ±∞ in (6.34) (the choice here is determined by the maximum in Proposition 6.4) and use Proposition 6.4 to provide a lower bound for the righthand side of (6.34). Taking the limit as t → ±∞, using (6.36), Proposition 6.4 and the fact that ⃗u_R(0) = ⃗u(0) on {r ≥ R} we obtain that ‖π^⊥_R ⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R)} ≲ R^{−1}‖⃗u(0)‖^3_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)}. Now, use the orthogonality of the projection π_R to expand out the right-hand side above

‖π^⊥_R ⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R)} ≲ R^{−1} ( ‖π_R⃗u(0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)} + ‖π^⊥_R ⃗u(0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)} ) 3_2 . To complete the proof, we let R_0 be large enough so that we can absorb the π^⊥_R term above on the right-hand-side into the left-hand-side which gives ‖π^⊥_R ⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R)} ≲ R^{−1}‖π_R⃗u(0)‖^3_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)}, proving the lemma for t = 0. To see that (6.28) holds for all t ∈ R we note that by the pre-compactness of K we can choose R_0 = R_0(ε_0) so that for all R ≥ R_0 we have ‖⃗u(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R)} ≤ min(ε_0, 1)

uniformly in t ∈ I_{max}. Now simply repeat the above argument with truncated initial data at time t = t_0 and R ≥ R_0 given by u_{0,R,t0} (r) := { u(t_0, r) for r ≥ R u_0(t_0, R) for 0 ≤ r ≤ R u_{1,R,t0} (r) := { u_t(t_0, r) for r ≥ R 0 for 0 ≤ r ≤ R

This ends the proof. □

Step 2: Next, we will use the estimates in Lemma 6.5 to deduce the asymptotic behavior of ⃗u(0, r) as r → ∞ that was described in (6.25). To be precise, we establish the following lemma.

Lemma 6.7. Let ⃗u(t) be as in Proposition 3.4. Then we can find an ℓ_0 ∈ R such that

r^3u_0(r) → ℓ_0 as r → ∞ (6.37) r ∫_∞ r u_1(ρ)ρ dρ → 0 as r → ∞ (6.38)

at the rates | r^3u_0(r) − ℓ_0 | = O(r^{−4}) as r → ∞ (6.39) | | | |r ∫_∞ r u_1(ρ)ρ dρ | | | | = O(r^{−2}) as r → ∞ (6.40)

For the proof of Lemma 6.7 we make the following substitutions, which simplify the notation. Set v_0(t, r) := r^3u(t, r), v_1(t, r) := r ∫_∞ r u_t(t, ρ)ρ dρ. (6.41)

We will also often write v_0(r) := v_0(0, r), v_1(r) := v_1(0, r). Writing the projections in terms of v_0, v_1 gives

‖π_R⃗u(t)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)} = 3R^{−3}v^2_0 (t, R) + R^{−1}v^2_1 (t, R) ‖π^⊥_R ⃗u(t)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)} = ∫_∞ R ( 1 r ∂_rv_0(t, r) )_2 dr + ∫_∞ R (∂_rv_1(t, r))^2 dr,

(6.42)

and we can rephrase the conclusions of Lemma 6.5 in terms of the newly defined functions (v_0, v_1).

Lemma 6.8. Let (v_0, v_1) be defined as in (6.41). Then there is an R_0 > 0 so that for all R ≥ R_0, (∫_∞ R ( 1 r ∂_rv_0(t, r) )_2

+ (∂_rv_1(t, r))^2 dr

) 1_2 ≲ R^{−1} ( 3R^{−3}v^2_0 (t, R) + R^{−1}v^2_1 (t, R)

) 3_2

where the implicit constant above is uniform in t ∈ I_{max}(⃗u).

Lemma 6.8 is now used to establish difference estimates. We let δ_1 > 0 be small (to be determined precisely below) so that δ_1 ≤ ε^2_0 where ε_0 is the small constant in Lemma 6.6. We also choose R_1 = R_1(δ_1) large enough such that for all R ≥ R_1,

‖⃗u(t)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)} ≤ δ_1 ≤ ε^2_0, R^{−1}_1 ≤ δ_1 (6.43)

Such an R_1 exists by the assumption that ⃗u satisfies the compactness property on I_{max}.

Corollary 6.9. Let R_1 be as above. Then for all R_1 ≤ r ≤ r^′ ≤ 2r and for all t ∈ R we have

|v_0(t, r) − v_0(t, r^′)| ≲ r^{−4} |v_0(t, r)|^3 + r^{−1} |v_1(t, r)|^3 (6.44) |v_1(t, r) − v_1(t, r^′)| ≲ r^{−5} |v_0(t, r)|^3 + r^{−2} |v_1(t, r)|^3 (6.45)

with the above estimates holding uniformly in t ∈ R.

For convenience we also record a rewording of Corollary 6.9 that is a direct consequence of (6.42).

Corollary 6.10. Let R_1, δ_1 be defined as in (6.43). Then for all r, r^′ with R_1 ≤ r ≤ r^′ ≤ 2r and for all t ∈ R we have

|v_0(t, r) − v_0(t, r^′)| ≲ r^{−1}δ_1 |v_0(t, r)| + δ_1 |v_1(t, r)| (6.46) |v_1(t, r) − v_1(t, r^′)| ≲ r^{−2}δ_1 |v_0(t, r)| + r^{−1}δ_1 |v_1(t, r)| (6.47)

where all of the above hold uniformly in t ∈ I_{max}(⃗u).

Proof of Corollary 6.9. This is an immediate consequence of Lemma 6.8. If r ≥ R_1 and r ≤ r^′ ≤ 2r, then using Lemma 6.8 gives |v_0(t, r) − v_0(t, r^′)| ≤ (∫_{r′} r |∂_rv_0(t, ρ)| dρ )

≤ (∫_{r′} r | | | 1 ρ ∂_rv_0(t, ρ) | | | 2 dρ ) 1_2 (∫_{r′} r ρ^2 dρ ) 1_2

≲ r^{32} [ r^{−1} ( 3r^{−3}v^2_0 (t, r) + r^{−1}v^2_1 (t, r)

) 3_2 ]

≲ r^{−4} |v_0(t, r)|^3 + r^{−1} |v_1(t, r)|^3 . In the same fashion |v_1(t, r) − v_1(t, r^′)| ≤ (∫_{r′} r |∂_rv_1(t, ρ)|^2 dρ ) 1_2 (∫_{r′} r dρ ) 1_2

≲ r^{−5} |v_0(t, r)|^3 + r^{−2} |v_1(t, r)|^3 , which proves the difference estimates. □ Now, we use the difference estimates to establish an upper bound on the growth rates of v_0(t, r) and v_1(t, r).

Claim 6.11. Let v_0(t, r) and v_1(t, r) be as in (6.41). Then |v_0(t, r)| ≲ r^{16} (6.48) |v_1(t, r)| ≲ r^{16} (6.49) with constants that are uniform in t ∈ I_{max}.

Proof. Again, it suffices to deduce the claim when t = 0 because the argument uses only the estimates in this section that hold uniformly in t ∈ I_{max}.

Let r_0 ≥ R_1 be fixed and note that by setting r = 2^nr_0, r^′ = 2^{n+1}r_0 in the difference estimates (6.46), (6.47) we have for all positive integers n ∈ N, | |v_0(2^{n+1}r_0) | | ≤ (1 + C_1(2^nr_0)^{−1}δ_1) |v_0(2^nr_0)| + C_1δ_1 |v_1(2^nr_0)| (6.50) | |v_1(2^{n+1}r_0) | | ≤ (1 + C_1(2^nr_0)^{−1}δ_1) |v_1(2^nr_0)| + C_1δ_1(2^nr_0)^{−2} |v_0(2^nr_0)| (6.51) We introduce the notation a_n := |v_0(2^nr_0)| b_n := |v_1(2^nr_0)| Adding (6.50) to (6.51) gives a_{n+1} + b_{n+1} ≤ (1 + C_1δ_1((2^nr_0)^{−1} + (2^nr_0)^{−2}))a_n + (1 + C_1δ_1(1 + (2^nr_0)^{−1}))b_n ≤ (1 + 2C_1δ_1)(a_n + b_n) Arguing inductively we conclude that for all n ∈ N, (a_n + b_n) ≤ (1 + 2C_1δ_1)^n(a_0 + b_0).

Now let δ_1 be small enough so that (1 + 2C_1δ_1) ≤ 2^{16} , giving a_n ≤ C(2^nr_0)^{16} , b_n ≤ C(2^nr_0)^{16} .

(6.52)

Note that C = C(r_0) but this is irrelevant for our purposes since we have fixed r_0. Observe that (6.52) proves (6.48) and (6.49) for r = 2^nr_0. The estimates (6.48) and (6.49) for arbitrary r now follow by combining (6.52) together with the difference estimates (6.44), (6.45). □

We are now ready to begin extracting a limits. We first show that v_1(t, r) tends to zero in order to get the correct decay rate for v_0(t, r). This requires several steps.

Claim 6.12. For every t ∈ I_{max} there is a number ℓ_1(t) ∈ R so that

|v_1(t, r) − ℓ_1(t)| = O(r^{−2}) as r → ∞ (6.53)

where the implicit constant is uniform in t ∈ I_{max}.

Proof. Again it suffices to prove the claim for t = 0. Let r_0 ≥ R_1 with R_1 as in (6.43). Inserting (6.48), (6.49) into the difference estimate (6.45) yields | |v_1(2^{n+1}r_0) − v_1(2^nr_0) | | ≲ (2^nr_0)^{−5}(2^nr_0)^12 + (2^nr_0)^{−2}(2^nr_0)^12

≲ (2^nr_0)^{− 32}

(6.54)

Therefore the infinite series ∑ n | |v_1(2^{n+1}r_0) − v_1(2^nr_0) | | < ∞, is bounded, which then implies that there exists ℓ_1 ∈ R so that lim_{n→∞} v_1(2^nr_0) = ℓ_1.

Another application of the difference estimates along with the growth estimates (6.48), (6.49) gives, lim_{r→∞} v_1(r) = ℓ_1.

To establish the correct rate of convergence, we remark that the limit above implies that |v_1(r)| is bounded, and therefore the same logic that give (6.54) can be used to get | |v_1(2^{n+1}r) − v_1(2^nr) | | ≲ (2^nr)^{−2}

for all r large enough. Finally,

|v_1(r) − ℓ_1| = | | | | | ∑ n≥0 (v_1(2^{n+1}r) − v_1(2^nr)) | | | | | ≲ r^{−2} ∑ n≥0 2^{−2n} ≲ r^{−2}

which finishes the argument. □

Next, we show that ℓ_1(t) = ℓ_1 is independent of t.

Claim 6.13. The function ℓ_1(t) in Claim 6.12 is independent of t ∈ I_{max}, that is there is a fixed number ℓ_1 ∈ R so that ℓ_1(t) = ℓ_1 for all t ∈ I_{max}.

Proof. Recall that

v_1(t, r) := r ∫_∞ r u_t(t, ρ) ρ dρ By Claim (6.12), we see that

ℓ_1(t) = r ∫_∞ r u_t(t, ρ) ρ dρ + O(r^{−2}) as r → ∞

Let t_1, t_2 ∈ I_{max} be arbitrary with, say t_1 ≠ t_2. We prove that ℓ_1(t_2) − ℓ_1(t_1) = 0 (6.55) Indeed, averaging in R ≥ R_1 yields

ℓ_1(t_2) − ℓ_1(t_1) = 1 R ∫_{2R} R ( s ∫_∞ s (u_t(t_2, r) − u_t(t_1, r))r dr ) ds + O(R^{−2}) = 1 R ∫_{2R} R ( s ∫_∞ s ∫_{t2} t_1 u_{tt}(t, r) dt r dr ) ds + O(R^{−2}) Using the fact that ⃗u(t) is a solution to (6.26), we can rewrite the above integral as = ∫_{t2} t_1 1 R ∫_{2R} R ( s ∫_∞ s (ru_{rr}(t, r) + 4u_r(t, r)) dr ) ds dt+ + ∫_{t2} t_1 1 R ∫_{2R} R ( s ∫_∞ s F (r, u) dr ) ds dt + O(R^{−2}) = I + II + O(R^{−2}) To estimate I we integrate by parts twice: I = ∫_{t2} t_1 1 R ∫_{2R} R ( s ∫_∞ s 1 r^3 ∂_r(r^4u_r(t, r)) dr ) ds dt = 3 ∫_{t2} t_1 1 R ∫_{2R} R ( s ∫_∞ s u_r(t, r) dr ) ds dt − ∫_{t2} t_1 1 R ∫_{2R} R s^2u_r(t, s) ds dt = −3 ∫_{t2} t_1 1 R ∫_{2R} R r u(t, r) dr dt − ∫_{t2} t_1 1 R ∫_{2R} R r^2 u_r(t, r) dr dt = − ∫_{t2} t_1 1 R ∫_{2R} R r u(t, r) dr dt + ∫_{t2} t_1 (Ru(t, R) − 2Ru(t, 2R)) dt

(6.56)

To bound the above we recall that by the definition of v_0 and (6.48) we have r^3 |u(t, r)| := |v_0(t, r))| ≲ r^{16} (6.57) uniformly in t ∈ I_{max}, and hence |u(t, r)| ≲ r^{− 176} uniformly in t ∈ I_{max}. Inserting (6.57) into the last line in (6.56) gives, I = |t_2 − t_1| O(R^{− 116} ) Next we estimate II. We again use (6.57) to see that for r > R_1 we have |F (r, u(t, r))| ≲ |u(t, r)|^3 ≲ r^{− 172} ≲ r^{−8} Therefore, II ≲ ∫_{t2} t_1 1 R ∫_{2R} R ( s ∫_∞ s r^{−8} dr ) ds dt = |t_2 − t_1| O(r^{−6}) Combining all of the above we have |ℓ_1(t_2) − ℓ_1(t_1)| = O(R^{− 116} ) as R → ∞ which means that ℓ_1(t_1) = ℓ_1(t_2). □ Next, we prove that ℓ_1 ≡ 0.

Claim 6.14. ℓ_1 = 0.

Proof. Suppose that ℓ_1 ≠ 0. We have shown that for R ≥ R_1 and for every t ∈ I_{max}, R ∫_∞ R u_t(t, r) r dr = ℓ_1 + O(R^{−2}),

Hence, by taking R large, the left-hand side will have the same sign as ℓ_1, for all t ∈ I_{max}. Therefore, we can choose R ≥ R_1 large enough such that for all t ∈ I_{max}, | | | |R ∫_∞ R u_t(t, r) r dr | | | | ≥ |ℓ_1| 2 . (6.58)

We now consider two cases. First suppose that T_+ < ∞. Then, since both

supp(u), supp u_t ⊂ B(0, T_+ − t)

we can find t close enough to T_+ so that the left-hand-side of (6.58) is identically zero, which is a contradiction if ℓ_1 ≠ 0.

Next, consider the case that T_+ = ∞. By integrating (6.58) from t = 0 to t = T we obtain | | ∫_T 0 R ∫_∞ R u_t(t, r) r dr dt | | ≥ T |ℓ1| 2 . However, integrating in t on the left-hand side and using (6.57) we also have | | | | R ∫_∞ R ∫_T 0 u_t(t, r) r dt dr | | | | = | | |R ∫_∞ R (u(T, r) − u(0, r)) r dr | | | ≲ R ∫_∞ R r^{− 116} dr ≲ R^{16} .

Thus for a large R fixed we have T |ℓ_1| 2 ≲ R^{16} ,

which is a contradiction once T is taken large enough. □

We are ready to complete the proof of Lemma 6.7.

Proof of Lemma 6.7. First we remark that by putting together Claims 6.12, 6.13, and 6.14, we have proved (6.38) as well as (6.40), i.e.,

|v_1(r)| = O(r^{−2}) as r → 0. (6.59)

It thus remains to prove that there exists ℓ_0 ∈ R such that

|v_0(r) − ℓ_0| = O(r^{−4}) as r → ∞.

To show the above, we plug (6.59) along with (6.48) into the difference estimate (6.44). We see that for fixed r_0 ≥ R_1 and all n ∈ N, | |v_0(2^{n+1}r_0) − v_0(2^nr_0) | | ≲ (2^nr_0)^{−4}(2^nr_0)^12 + (2^nr_0)^{−1}(2^nr_0)^{−6}

≲ (2^nr_0)^{− 72} .

Thus the infinite series ∑ n | |v_0(2^{n+1}r_0) − v_0(2^nr_0) | | < ∞, which then implies that there exists ℓ_0 ∈ R so that lim_{n→∞} v_0(2^nr_0) = ℓ_0.

Another application of the difference estimates (6.44) and the fact that |v_1(r)| → 0 gives that, lim_{r→∞} v_0(r) = ℓ_0.

To prove the rate of convergence, we observe that |v_0(r)| is bounded since it has a limit, and therefore the difference estimate can be upgraded show that | v_0(2^{n+1}r) − v_0(2^nr) | ≲ (2^nr)^{−4}

for every r ≥ R_1. Thus,

|v_0(r) − ℓ_0| = | | | | | ∑ n≥0 (v_1(2^{n+1}r) − v_1(2^nr)) | | | | | ≲ r^{−4} ∑ n≥0 2^{−4n} ≲ r^{−2},

completing the proof. □

Step 3: The final step in the proof of Proposition 3.4 is to conclude that ⃗u(t, r) ≡ (0, 0). We divide the final step into two cases depending on whether ℓ_0 in Lemma 6.7 is zero or nonzero.

Case 1: ℓ_0 = 0 implies ⃗u(t) ≡ (0, 0):

We formulate the above as a lemma:

Lemma 6.15. Let ⃗u(t) be as in Proposition 3.4 and let ℓ_0 ∈ R be as in Lemma 6.7. If ℓ_0 = 0 then ⃗u(t) ≡ (0, 0).

To prove the lemma, we will first prove the following preliminary claim, which says that if ℓ_0 = 0 then (u_0, u_1) is compactly supported. We conclude the proof of the lemma by showing that the only solution with pre-compact trajectory and compactly supported initial data is ⃗u(t) = (0, 0).

Claim 6.16. Let ℓ_0 be as in Lemma 6.7. If ℓ_0 = 0 then (u_0, u_1) is compactly supported.

Proof. If ℓ_0 = 0, then for r ≥ R_1 we have

|v_0(r)| = O(r^{−4}) as r → ∞

|v_1(r)| = O(r^{−2}) as r → ∞

(6.60)

Hence for r_0 ≥ R_1,

|v_0(2^nr_0)| + |v_1(2^nr_0)| ≲ (2^nr_0)^{−4} + (2^nr_0)^{−2} (6.61)

On the other hand, the difference estimates (6.44) and (6.45) and (6.60) yield | |v_0(2^{n+1}r_0) | | ≥ (1 − C_1(2^nr_0)^{−12}) |v_0(2^nr_0)| − C_1(2^nr_0)^{−5} |v_1(2^nr_0)| | |v_1(2^{n+1}r_0) | | ≥ (1 − C_1(2^nr_0)^{−6}) |v_0(2^nr_0)| − C_1(2^nr_0)^{−13} |v_1(2^nr_0)|

For large r_0 we combine the above two lines to deduce that | |v_0(2^{n+1}r_0) | | + | |v_1(2^{n+1}r_0) | | ≥ (1 − 2C_1r^{−5}_0 )(|v_0(2^nr_0)| + |v_1(2^nr_0)|)

Now fix r_0 large enough so that 2C_1r^{−5}_0 <^1_4 . By an inductive argument we conclude that

(|v_0(2^nr_0)| + |v_1(2^nr_0)|) ≥ ( 3 4 )_n (|v_0(r_0)| + |v_1(r_0)|)

Next, use (6.61) to estimate the left-hand-side above. We have ( 3 4 )_n (|v_0(r_0)| + |v_1(r_0)|) ≲ 2^{−2n}r^{−2}_0

which yields 3^n(|v_0(r_0)| + |v_1(r_0)|) ≲ 1, However, this is impossible unless (v_0(r_0), v_1(r_0)) = (0, 0). Therefore, ⃗v(r_0) := (v_0(r_0), v_1(r_0)) = (0, 0).

To make this statement about (u_0, u_1) we recall that (6.42) implies that ‖π_{r0} ⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥r0)} = 0.

Lemma 6.5 then gives ‖π^⊥_{r0} ⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥r0)} = 0, and thus ‖⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥r0)} = 0, which completes the proof since we know that lim_{r→∞} u_0(r) = 0. □ Proof of Lemma 6.15. Suppose that ℓ_0 = 0. Then, by Claim 6.16, (u_0, u_1) must be compactly supported. Assume that (u_0, u_1) ≢ (0, 0). We can then define ρ_0 > 0 by ρ_0 := inf { ρ : ‖⃗u(0)‖_H1_{×L}2_{(r≥ρ)} = 0 } Let ε > 0 be a small number (to be determined below). Find ρ_1 = ρ_1(ε) with 1 2 ρ_0 < ρ_1 < ρ_0 so that 0 < ‖⃗u(0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥ρ1)} < ε ≤ δ^2_1 with δ_1 as in (6.43). We have

3ρ^{−3}_1 v^2_0 (ρ_1) + ρ^{−1}_1 v^2_1 (ρ_1) + ∫_∞ ρ_1 ( 1 r ∂_rv_0(r)

)_2 dr + ∫_∞ ρ_1

(∂_rv_1(r))^2 dr =

= ‖π_{ρ1} ⃗u(0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥ρ1)} + ‖π^⊥_{ρ1} ⃗u(0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥ρ1)} = ‖⃗u(0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥ρ1)} < ε (6.62)

Using Lemma 6.8 with R = ρ_1 gives (∫_∞ ρ_1 [( 1 r ∂_rv_0(r)

)_2 + (∂_rv_1(r))^2 ] dr ) 1_2 ≲ ρ^{− 112}_1 |v_0(ρ_1)|^3 + ρ^{− 52}_1 |v_1(ρ_1)|^3 (6.63)

Since v_0(ρ_0) = v_1(ρ_0) = 0 we can argue as in Corollary 6.9 and Corollary 6.10 to obtain |v_0(ρ_1)| = |v_0(ρ_1) − v_0(ρ_0)| ≤ C_1 ε (|v_0(ρ_1)| + |v_1(ρ_1)|) |v_1(ρ_1)| = |v_1(ρ_1) − v_1(ρ_0)| ≤ C_2 ε (|v_0(ρ_1)| + |v_1(ρ_1)|) where above we used that^1_2 ρ_0 < ρ_1 < ρ_0 to find constants C_1, C_2 depending only ρ_0 which is fixed, and the uniform constant in (6.63), but not on ε. Combining the above estimates we get (|v_0(ρ_1)| + |v_1(ρ_1)|) ≤ C_3ε(|v_0(ρ_1)| + |v_1(ρ_1)|) (6.64) which implies that |v_0(ρ_1)| = |v_1(ρ_1)| = 0 after choosing ε > 0 small enough. By (6.63) and (6.62) we see that

‖⃗u(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥ρ1)} = 0.

But this contradicts the definition of ρ_0 because ρ_1 < ρ_0. □

We have finished the proof of Proposition 3.4 in the case where ℓ_0 = 0. We next move on to the case ℓ_0 ≠ 0.

Case 2: ℓ_0 ≠ 0 cannot happen: To complete the proof of Proposition 3.4 we prove that ℓ_0 ≠ 0 is impossible. Indeed, we show that if ℓ_0 ≠ 0 then the solution ⃗u(t) to (1.2) (resp. (1.18), resp. (1.22)) with the compactness property as in Proposition 3.4 must be equal to a nonzero stationary solution, φ_{ℓ0} , of (6.16) (resp. (6.6), resp. (6.7)).

On the other hand, we know by Lemma 6.3 (resp. Lemma 6.2) that (φ_{ℓ0} , 0) ∉ Ḣ^3_2 (R5 ) for any ℓ_0 ≠ 0, which gives us contradiction since by construction our solution ⃗u(t) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} .

The basic idea is to linearize about the elliptic solution φ_{ℓ0} given by Lemma 6.2 (resp. Lemma 6.2) with the same leading order spacial asymptotics as the critical data ⃗u(0). In Steps 1, 2 we proved that

r^3u_0(r) = ℓ_0 + O(r^{−4}) as r → ∞.

Now, let φ_{ℓ0} (r) be the solution from either Lemma 6.3 or Lemma 6.2 depending of course on which equation ⃗u(0) is initial data for. Hence φ_{ℓ0} solves the relevant elliptic equation and satisfies

φ_{ℓ0} (r) = ℓ_0 + O(r^{−4}) as r → ∞.

Next define ⃗w_{ℓ0} (0) = (w_{ℓ0 ,0}, w_{ℓ0,1}) by

w_{ℓ0 ,0}(r) := u_0(r) − φ_{ℓ0} (r) w_{ℓ0 ,1}(r) := u_1(r),

(6.65)

and for all t ∈ I_{max}(⃗u) set

w_{ℓ0} (t, r) := u(t, r) − φ_{ℓ0} (r). (6.66)

We record various properties of ⃗w_{ℓ0} = (w_{ℓ0} , ∂_tw_{ℓ0} ). First, we have

v_{ℓ0,0}(r) := r^3w_{ℓ0 ,0}(r) = O(r^{−4}) as r → ∞

v_{ℓ0,1}(r) := r ∫_∞ r w_{ℓ0,1}(ρ)ρ, dρ = O(r^{−2}) as r → ∞ (6.67)

Next, we write down the equation for ⃗w_{ℓ0} . If ⃗u(t) solves (1.2) and φ_{ℓ0} solves (6.16) then ⃗w_{ℓ0} (t) solves ∂_{tt}w_{ℓ0} − ∂_{rr}w_{ℓ0} − 4 r ∂_rw_{ℓ0} = 3φ^2_{ℓ0} w_{ℓ0} + 3φ_{ℓ0} w^2_{ℓ0} + w^3_{ℓ0} =: N_{cubic}(φ_{ℓ0} , w_{ℓ0} )

(6.68)

If ⃗u(t) solves (1.18) or (1.22) then ⃗w_{ℓ0} (t) solves an equation of the form ∂_{tt}w_{ℓ0} − ∂_{rr}w_{ℓ0} − 4 r ∂_rw_{ℓ0} = N_{w.m.}(r, φ_{ℓ0} , w_{ℓ0} )

N_{w.m.}(r, φ_{ℓ0} , w_{ℓ0} ) := −2

C (2rφ_{ℓ0} ) − 1 r^2 w_{ℓ0} − S (2rφ_{ℓ0} )

C (2rw_{ℓ0} ) − 1 r^3

− C (2rφ_{ℓ0} )

(S (2rw_{ℓ0} ) − 2rw_{ℓ0} ) r^3

(6.69)

where if ⃗u(t) solves the S^3 target equation then C = cos, S = sin and if ⃗u(t) solves the H^3 target equation we have C = cosh, S = sinh. In either case, we have the estimates

|N_{w.m.}(r, φ_{ℓ0} , w_{ℓ0} )| ≲ |φ_ℓ|^2 |w_{ℓ0} | + |φ_{ℓ0} | |w_{ℓ0} |^2 + |w_{ℓ0} |^3 (6.70)

where again we have used our L^∞ control over ru and rφ_ℓ in the case of the H^3 target equation.

The crucial point here is that by construction ⃗w_{ℓ0} inherits the main conclusions from Lemma 6.1 because φ_{ℓ0} is stationary, i.e.,

‖ ⃗w_{ℓ0} (t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R+|t|)} → 0 as |t| → ∞ (6.71)

W are now in position to prove, much as in the case ℓ_0 = 0, that we must have ⃗w_{ℓ0} ≡ (0, 0). We state this conclusion as a lemma.

Lemma 6.17. Suppose ℓ_0 ≠ 0. Let ⃗w_{ℓ0} be as in (6.65), (6.66). Then, ⃗w_{ℓ0} ≡ (0, 0), that is, ⃗u(0) = (φ_{ℓ0} , 0) where φ_{ℓ0} is given by either Lemma 6.3 or Lemma 6.2 (depending of course on which equation ⃗u(t) solves). This means that ⃗u(0) /∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^1_2 which is a contradiction.

The proof of Lemma 6.17 will be very similar to the argument that was presented in the previous steps which completed the case ℓ_0 = 0. We will thus omit many details here.

We have established the asymptotic behavior of ⃗w_{ℓ0} given in (6.67). However we recall that one of the keys to the argument in the previous steps was the estimate (6.28), as this gave a quantitative restriction on the proximity of ⃗u(0) to the plane P (R). Here we establish a similar estimate for ⃗w_{ℓ0} . As before modify the Cauchy problems (6.68) and (6.69) on the interior of the cone C_R(t, r) := {r ≤ R + |t|} for large R. As in the relevant sections in [25, 45, 20] we alter the right-hand-side of (6.68) and (6.69).

For each R > 0 we define φ_{ℓ0,R} by φ_{ℓ0,R}(t, r) := { φ_{ℓ0} (R + |t|) for 0 ≤ r ≤ R + |t| φ_{ℓ0} (r) for r ≥ R + |t| (6.72)

where φ_{ℓ0} is the relevant elliptic solution depending on whether we are dealing with solutions to (1.2), (1.18), or (1.22). Next, set

N_{R,cubic}(t, r, w_{ℓ0} ) := N_{cubic}(φ_{ℓ0 ,R}, w_{ℓ0} )

N_{R,w.m.}(t, r, w_{ℓ0} ) := { N_{w.m.}(R + |t| , φ_{ℓ0,R}, w_{ℓ0} ) for 0 ≤ r ≤ R + |t| N_{w.m.}(r, φ_{ℓ0 ,R}, w_{ℓ0} ) for r ≥ R + |t|

Using (6.17) and (6.8) together with (6.70), we can deduce that for R large enough we have |N_{R,cubic}(t, r, w_{ℓ0} )| ≲ (R + |t|)^{−6} |w_{ℓ0} | + (R + |t|)^{−3} |w_{ℓ0} |^2 + |w_{ℓ0} |^3 , for 0 ≤ r ≤ R + |t| r^{−6} |w_{ℓ0} |^2 + r^{−3} |w_{ℓ0} |^2 + |w_{ℓ0} |^3 for r ≥ R + |t|

(6.73)

|N_{R,cubic}(t, r, w_{ℓ0} )| ≲ (R + |t|)^{−6} |w_{ℓ0} | + (R + |t|)^{−3} |w_{ℓ0} |^2 + |w_{ℓ0} |^3 , for 0 ≤ r ≤ R + |t| r^{−6} |w_{ℓ0} |^2 + r^{−3} |w_{ℓ0} |^2 + |w_{ℓ0} |^3 for r ≥ R + |t|

(6.74)

Because we have the same estimates for N_{R,cubic} and N_{R,w.m.} above we will simply write N_R for both of them in what follows. We consider a modified Cauchy problem. As in the set-up for Lemma 6.6 we define a smooth radial function χ ∈ C^∞(R^5 ) with χ(r) = 1 for r ≥ 1 and χ(r) = 0 on r ≤ 1/2. Rescale to define χ_R(r) := χ(r/R) and for each R > 0 we consider: w_{tt} − w_{rr} − 4 r w_r = Ñ_R(t, r, w) Ñ_R(t, r, w) := χ_RN_R(t, r, w) ⃗w(0) = (w_0, w_1) ∈ Ḣ^1 × L^2(R^5 )

(6.75)

The idea here is that we have introduced spacial decay as well as time integrability into the potential terms that will then allow these to be treated in a perturbative manner. We have also introduced the cut-off χ_R. As in the Lemma 6.6 this removes the super-critical nature of the nonlinearity and allows us to treat the right-hand-side perturbatively in the energy space. This is an analog of Lemma 6.6 but here we have linearized about a nontrivial elliptic solution φ_{ℓ0} . As before we define the norm Z(I) by

‖ ⃗w‖_{Z(I)} = ‖w‖_L2_{t (I;L}5_{x(R}5_{))} + ‖ ⃗w(t)‖_L∞_{t (I;Ḣ}1_{×L}2_)

Lemma 6.18. There exists R_2 > 0 and δ_2 > 0 small enough such that for every R > R_2 and all data ⃗w(0) = (w_0, w_1) ∈ Ḣ^1 × L^2(R^5 ) with

‖ ⃗w(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(R}5_) < δ_2

there exists a unique global solution ⃗w(t) ∈ Ḣ^1 × L^2 to (6.75). Moreover, ⃗w(t) satisfies

‖w‖_{Z(R))} ≲ ‖ ⃗w(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(R}5_) ≲ δ_2 (6.76)

Finally, if we denote the free evolution with the same data by w_L(t) := S(t)⃗h(0) ∈ Ḣ 1 × L2(R5 ), then we have

sup_{t∈R} ‖ ⃗w(t) − ⃗w_L(t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 ≲ R^{−4}‖ ⃗w(0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2 + R^{−5/2}‖ ⃗w(0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2}

+ R^{−1}‖ ⃗w(0)‖^3_{Ḣ1 ×L2}

(6.77)

Proof. The proof follows from (6.73) and (6.74) and is very similar to the proof of Lemma 6.6. In particular by a standard argument it suffices to control Ñ_R in L^1_t L^2_x using the estimates (6.73) and (6.74). We omit the details. See for example [45, Lemma 5.17] for a more detailed argument of a similar result. □

With Lemma 6.18 in hand, we argue exactly as in the proof of Lemma 6.5 to prove the key inequality:

Lemma 6.19. There exists R_2 > 0 such that for all R > R_2 and for all t ∈ I_{max}(u) we have ‖π^⊥_R ⃗w_{ℓ0} (t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R)} ≲ R^{−4}‖π_R ⃗w_{ℓ0} (t)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥R)} + R^{− 52} ‖π_R ⃗w_{ℓ0} (t)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)} + R^{−1}‖π_R ⃗w_{ℓ0} (t)‖^3_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥R)} where π_R, π^⊥_R are as in Proposition 6.4. We note that the constant above is uniform in t ∈ I_{max}(u).

Next, we prove that (∂_rw_{ℓ0 ,0}, w_{ℓ0 ,1}) must be compactly supported. Claim 6.20. Let ⃗w_{ℓ0} be as in (6.65). Then (∂_rw_{ℓ0,0}, w_{ℓ0 ,1}) must be compactly supported.

Proof of Claim 6.20. To prove the claim, we pass to the ⃗v_{ℓ0} formulation. With (v_{ℓ0,0}, v_{ℓ0 ,1}) defined as in (6.67) we can conclude that for all R > R_2 large enough we have ∫_∞ R ( 1 r ∂_rv_{ℓ0 ,0}(r)

)_2 dr + ∫_∞ R (∂_rv_{ℓ0,1}(r))^2 dr ≲ R^{−19}v^2_{ℓ0,0}(R) + R^{−11}v^4_{ℓ0,0}(R)

+ R^{−11}v^6_{ℓ0 ,0}(R) + R^{−17}v^2_{ℓ0 ,1}(R) + R^{−7}v^4_{ℓ0 ,1}(R) + R^{−5}v^6_{ℓ0 ,1}(R) ≲ R^{−11}(v^2_{ℓ0,0}(R) + v^2_{ℓ0,1}(R)) (6.78) where the first inequality above follows by rephrasing Lemma 6.19 in terms of ⃗v_{ℓ0} = (v_{ℓ0,0}, v_{ℓ0 ,1}) by using (6.42), and the last line following from the decay estimates in (6.67).

Next, arguing as in Corollary 6.9, we can prove difference estimates, i.e, for all R_2 ≤ r ≤ r^′ ≤ 2r we have |v_{ℓ0,0}(r) − v_{ℓ0,0}(r^′)| ≲ r^{−4}(v^2_{ℓ0 ,0}(r) + v^2_{ℓ0,1}(r))^{12} , |v_{ℓ0,1}(r) − v_{ℓ0,1}(r^′)| ≲ r^{−5}(v^2_{ℓ0 ,0}(r) + v^2_{ℓ0,1}(r))^{12} .

(6.79)

Defining the vector ⃗v_{ℓ0} = (v_{ℓ0 ,0}, v_{ℓ0,1}), where |⃗v_{ℓ0} (r)|^2 := v^2_{ℓ0,0}(r) + v^2_{ℓ0,1}(r) this means that |⃗v_{ℓ0} (r) − ⃗v_{ℓ0} (r^′)| ≲ r^{−4} |⃗v_{ℓ0} (r)| . We can then prove that for fixed r_0 ≥ R_2 large enough, | |⃗v_{ℓ0} (2^{n+1}r_0) | | ≥ 3 4 |⃗v_{ℓ0} (2^nr_0)| .

Iterating this, we see that for each n ∈ N, we have

|⃗v_{ℓ0} (2^nr_0)| ≥ ( 3 4 )_n |⃗v_{ℓ0} (r_0)| . On the other hand, using (6.67) we have |⃗v_{ℓ0} (2^nr_0)| ≲ (2^nr_0)^{−2}.

Combining the last two lines we obtain 3^n |⃗v_{ℓ0} (r_0)| ≲ 1,

which then implies that ⃗v_{ℓ0} (r_0) = (0, 0). Plugging this last fact into (6.78) yields ∫_∞ r_0 ( 1 r ∂_rv_{ℓ0 ,0}(r)

)_2 dr + ∫_∞ r_0

(∂_rv_{ℓ0,1}(r))^2 dr = 0.

Therefore, ‖⃗u_{ℓ0} ‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥r0)} = = ∫_∞ r_0 ( 1 r ∂_rv_{ℓ0,0}(r) )_2 dr+ ∫_∞ r_0

(∂_r v_{ℓ0,1}(r))^2 dr+3r^{−3}_0 v^2_{ℓ0 ,0}(r_0)+r^{−1}_0 v^2_{ℓ0 ,1}(r_0) = 0

which implies that (∂_ru_{ℓ0,0}, u_{ℓ0,1}) must be compactly supported. □

We can now complete the proof of Lemma 6.17 by showing that in fact, ⃗w_{ℓ0} ≡ (0, 0).

Proof of Lemma 6.17. The proof follows the same argument as the proof of Lemma 6.15. Suppose that (∂_rw_{ℓ0 ,0}, w_{ℓ0,1}) ≠ (0, 0).

By Claim 6.20, (∂_rw_{ℓ0 ,0}, w_{ℓ0,1}) is compactly supported. Then we can define ρ_0 > 0 by ρ_0 := inf { ρ > 0 : ‖ ⃗w_{ℓ0} ‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥ρ)} = 0 }

Let ε > 0 be a small number (to be determined below). Let ρ_1 = ρ_1(ε) be chosen so that 1 2 ρ_0 < ρ_1 < ρ_0, and ρ_0 − ρ_1 < ε, (6.80)

0 < ‖⃗u_{ℓ0} (0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥ρ1)} < δ^2 (6.81)

with δ_2 is as in Lemma 6.18. With (v_{ℓ0 ,0}, v_{ℓ,1}) as above,

3ρ^{−3}_1 v^2_{ℓ0,0}(ρ_1) + ρ^{−1}_1 v^2_{ℓ0,1}(ρ_1) + ∫_∞ ρ_1 ( 1 r ∂_rv_{ℓ0,0}(r) )_2 dr + ∫_∞ ρ_1

(∂_rv_{ℓ0 ,1}(r))^2 dr =

= ‖π_{ρ1} ⃗u_{ℓ0} (0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥ρ1)} + ‖π^⊥_{ρ1} ⃗u_{ℓ0} (0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥ρ1)} = ‖⃗u_{ℓ0} (0)‖^2_{Ḣ1 ×L2(r≥ρ1)} < δ^2 (6.82)

Setting R = ρ_1 in (6.78) then yields (∫_∞ ρ_1 [( 1 r ∂_rv_{ℓ0 ,0}(r)

)_2

+ (∂_rv_{ℓ0,1}(r))^2 ] dr ) 1_2

≲ ρ^{− 112}_1 ( |v_{ℓ0,0}(ρ_1)|^2 + |v_{ℓ0,1}(ρ_1)|^2

) 1_2

≲ ρ^{− 112}_0 ( |v_{ℓ0,0}(ρ_1)|^2 + |v_{ℓ0,1}(ρ_1)|^2

) 1_2

(6.83) where the assumption^1_2 ρ_0 < ρ_1 < ρ_0 enters in the last line above. Because v_{ℓ0,0}(ρ_0) = v_{ℓ0 ,1}(ρ_0) = 0 we can argue exactly as in Corollary 6.9 to obtain

|v_{ℓ0 ,0}(ρ_1)|^2 = |v_{ℓ0,0}(ρ_1) − v_{ℓ0 ,0}(ρ_0)|^2 ≤ C_1 ε^3 (|v_{ℓ0,0}(ρ_1)|^2 + |v_{ℓ0,1}(ρ_1)|^2)

|v_{ℓ0 ,1}(ρ_1)|^2 = |v_{ℓ0,1}(ρ_1) − v_{ℓ0 ,1}(ρ_0)|^2 ≤ C_2 ε (|v_{ℓ0,0}(ρ_1)|^2 + |v_{ℓ0,1}(ρ_1)|^2)

with C_1, C_2 depending only ρ_0 which is fixed, and the uniform constant in (6.83), but not on ε. Combining above gives

(|v_{ℓ0,0}(ρ_1)|^2 + |v_{ℓ0,1}(ρ_1)|^2) ≤ C_3ε(|v_{ℓ0,0}(ρ_1)|^2 + |v_{ℓ0,1}(ρ_1)|^2), (6.84)

This shows that |v_{ℓ0 ,0}(ρ_1)| = |v_{ℓ0,1}(ρ_1)| = 0 once ε > 0 is chosen small enough. By (6.83) and the equalities in (6.82) we see that ‖ ⃗w_{ℓ0} (0)‖_Ḣ1_{×L}2_{(r≥ρ1)} = 0.

But this contradicts the definition of ρ_0 since ρ_1 < ρ_0. Thus, (∂_rw_{ℓ0 ,0}, w_{ℓ0 ,1}) ≡ (0, 0). Since w_{ℓ0} (r) → 0 as r → ∞ we also deduce that (w_{ℓ0 ,0}, w_{ℓ0 ,1}) ≡ (0, 0). □

To clarify this lengthy argument we summarize the proof of Proposition 3.4.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Let ⃗u(t) be a solution to (1.2) (resp. (1.18), resp. (1.22)) with the compactness property as in Proposition 3.4. By Lemma 6.7 there exists ℓ_0 ∈ R so that | |r^3u_0(r) − ℓ_0 | | = O(r^{−4}) as r → ∞ | | |r ∫_∞ r u_1(ρ)ρ dρ | | | = O(r^{−2}) as r → ∞

(6.85)

If ℓ_0 ≠ 0 then by Lemma 6.17, ⃗u(0) = (u_0, u_1) = (φ_{ℓ0} , 0) where φ_{ℓ0} is a nonzero solution to (6.16) (resp. (6.6), resp. (6.7)) given by Lemma 6.3 (resp. Lemma 6.2). However, this is impossible since φ_{ℓ0} /∈ Ḣ^{32} (R^5 ), while on the other hand we know that ⃗u(0) ∈ Ḣ^{32} × Ḣ^{12} .

Thus, we must have ℓ_0 = 0. By Lemma 6.15 we can conclude that ⃗u(0) = (0, 0), proving Proposition 3.4. □

References

[1] P. Bahouri and Gérard. High frequency approximation of solutions to critical nonlinear wave equations. Amer. J. Math., 121:131–175, 1999.

[2] P. Bizoń. Equivariant self-similar wave maps from Minkowski spacetime into 3-sphere. Comm.

Math. Phys., 215(1):45–56, 2000.

[3] P. Bizoń, D. Maison, and A. Wasserman. Self-similar solutions of semilinear wave equations with a focusing nonlinearity. Nonlinearity, 20(9):2061–2074, 2007.

[4] A. Bulut. The defocusing cubic nonlinear wave equation in the energy-supercritical regime.

In Recent advances in harmonic analysis and partial differential equations, volume 581 of Contemp. Math., pages 1–11. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2012.

[5] A. Bulut. Global well-posedness and scattering for the defocusing energy-supercritical cubic nonlinear wave equation. J. Funct. Anal., 263(6):1609–1660, 2012.

[6] T. Cazenave, J. Shatah, and A. S. Tahvildar-Zadeh. Harmonic maps of the hyperbolic space and development of singularities in wave maps and Yang-Mills fields. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Phys. Théor., 68(3):315–349, 1998.

[7] J. Colliander, M. Keel, G. Staffilani, H. Takaoka, and T. Tao. Global well-posedness and scattering for the energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation in R^3. Ann. of Math. (2), 167(3):767–865, 2008.

[8] C. Collot. Type II blow up for the energy supercritical wave equation. Preprint, 07 2014.

[9] B. Dodson. Global well-posedness and scattering for the defocusing, mass - critical generalized KdV equation. Preprint, 04 2013.

[10] B. Dodson and A. Lawrie. Scattering for the radial 3d cubic wave equation. Preprint, 03 2014. [11] R. Donninger. Nonlinear stability of self-similar solutions for semilinear wave equations.

Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 35(4):669–684, 2010.

[12] R. Donninger. On stable self-similar blowup for equivariant wave maps. Comm. Pure Appl.

Math., 64(8):1095–1147, 2011.

[13] R. Donninger, M. Huang, J. Krieger, and W. Schlag. Exotic blowup solutions for the u^5 focusing wave equation in R^3 . 12 2012.

[14] R. Donninger and J. Krieger. Nonscattering solutions and blowup at infinity for the critical wave equation. Preprint, 2012.

[15] Roland Donninger and Birgit Schörkhuber. Stable blow up dynamics for energy supercritical wave equations. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 366(4):2167–2189, 2014.

[16] T. Duyckaerts, C. Kenig, and F. Merle. Universality of the blow-up profile for small radial type II blow-up solutions of the energy critical wave equation. J. Eur math. Soc. (JEMS), 13(3):533–599, 2011.

[17] T. Duyckaerts, C. Kenig, and F. Merle. Profiles of bounded radial solutions of the focusing, energy-critical wave equation. Geom. Funct. Anal., 22(3):639–698, 2012.

[18] T. Duyckaerts, C. Kenig, and F. Merle. Universality of the blow-up profile for small type II blow-up solutions of the energy-critical wave equation: the nonradial case. J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS), 14(5):1389–1454, 2012.

[19] T. Duyckaerts, C. Kenig, and F. Merle. Classification of radial solutions of the focusing, energy critical wave equation. Cambridge Journal of Mathematics, 1(1):75–144, 2013.

[20] T. Duyckaerts, C. Kenig, and F. Merle. Scattering for radial, bounded solutions of focusing supercritical wave equations. Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (1):224–258, 2014.

[21] T. Duyckaerts and F. Merle. Dynamics of threshold solutions for energy-critical wave equation. Int. Math. Res. Pap. IMRP, Art ID rpn002, 67, 2008.

[22] L. Eskauriaza, G. A. Serëgin, and V. Šverak. L_{3,∞}-solutions of Navier-Stokes equations and backward uniqueness. Uspekhi Mat. Nauk, 58(2(350)):3–44, 2003.

[23] M. G. Grillakis. Regularity and asymptotic behaviour of the wave equation with a critical nonlinearity. Ann. of Math. (2), 132(3):485–509, 1990.

[24] M. Keel and T. Tao. Endpoint Strichartz estimates. Amer. J. Math., 120(5):955–980, 1998. [25] C. Kenig, A. Lawrie, and W. Schlag. Relaxation of wave maps exterior to a ball to harmonic maps for all data. Geom. Funct. Anal., 24(2):610–647, 2014.

[26] C. Kenig and F. Merle. Global well-posedness, scattering and blow-up for the energy-critical, focusing, non-linear Schrödinger equation in the radial case. Invent. Math., 166(3):645–675, 2006.

[27] C. Kenig and F. Merle. Global well-posedness, scattering and blow-up for the energy-critical focusing non-linear wave equation. Acta Math., 201(2):147–212, 2008.

[28] C. Kenig and F. Merle. Scattering for Ḣ^{1/2} bounded solutions to the cubic, defocusing NLS in 3 dimensions. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 362(4):1937–1962, 2010.

[29] C. Kenig and F. Merle. Nondispersive radial solutions to energy supercritical non-linear wave equations, with applications. Amer. J. Math., 133(4):1029–1065, 2011.

[30] C. Kenig and F. Merle. Radial solutions to energy supercritical wave equations in odd dimensions. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., 31(4):1365–1381, 2011.

[31] R. Killip, S. Kwon, S. Shao, and M. Visan. On the mass-critical generalized KdV equation.

Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., 32(1):191–221, 2012.

[32] R. Killip, T. Tao, and M. Visan. The cubic nonlinear Schrödinger equation in two dimensions with radial data. J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS), 11(6):1203–1258, 2009.

[33] R. Killip, T. Tao, and M. Visan. The cubic nonlinear Schrödinger equation in two dimensions with radial data. J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS), 11(6):1203–1258, 2009.

[34] R. Killip and M. Visan. Energy-supercritical NLS: critical Ḣ^s-bounds imply scattering.

Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 35(6):945–987, 2010.

[35] R. Killip and M. Visan. The focusing energy-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation in dimensions five and higher. Amer. J. Math., 132(2):361–424, 2010.

[36] R. Killip and M. Visan. The defocusing energy-supercritical nonlinear wave equation in three space dimensions. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 363(7):3893–3934, 2011.

[37] R. Killip and M. Visan. The radial defocusing energy-supercritical nonlinear wave equation in all space dimensions. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 139(5):1805–1817, 2011.

[38] R. Killip and M. Vişan. Nonlinear Schrödinger equations at critical regularity. In Evolution equations, volume 17 of Clay Math. Proc., pages 325–437. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2013.

[39] J. Krieger, K. Nakanishi, and W. Schlag. Global dynamics away from the ground state for the energy-critical nonlinear wave equation. Amer. J. Math., 135(4):935–965, 2013.

[40] J. Krieger, K. Nakanishi, and W. Schlag. Global dynamics of the nonradial energy-critical wave equation above the ground state energy. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., 33(6):2423–2450, 2013.

[41] J. Krieger, K. Nakanishi, and W. Schlag. Threshold Phenomenon for the Quintic Wave Equation in Three Dimensions. Comm. Math. Phys., 327(1):309–332, 2014.

[42] J. Krieger and W. Schlag. Full range of blow up exponents for the quintic wave equation in three dimensions. Preprint, 12 2012.

[43] J. Krieger and W. Schlag. Large global solutions for energy supercritical nonlinear wave equations on R^{3+1}. Preprint, 2014.

[44] J. Krieger, W. Schlag, and D. Tataru. Slow blow-up solutions for the H^1(R^3 ) critical focusing semilinear wave equation. Duke Math. J., 147(1):1–53, 2009.

[45] A. Lawrie. Conditional global existence and scattering for a semi-linear Skyrme equation with large data. To appear in Comm. Math. Phys., preprint 2013.

[46] H. Lindblad and C. D. Sogge. On existence and scattering with minimal regularity for semilinear wave equations. J. Funct. Anal., 130(2):357–426, 1995.

[47] F. Merle, P. Raphael, and I Rodnianski. Type II blow up for the energy supercritical NLS.

Preprint, 07 2014.

[48] Frank Merle and Hatem Zaag. Determination of the blow-up rate for the semilinear wave equation. Amer. J. Math., 125(5):1147–1164, 2003.

[49] Frank Merle and Hatem Zaag. Determination of the blow-up rate for a critical semilinear wave equation. Math. Ann., 331(2):395–416, 2005.

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

Pure Appl. Math., 41(4):459–469, 1988.

[51] J. Shatah and M. Struwe. Geometric wave equations. Courant Lecture notes in Mathematics, New York University, Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, New York. American Mathematical Society, Providence RI, 1998.

[52] R. Shen. On the energy subcritical nonlinear wave equation with radial data for 3 < p < 5.

Preprint, 2012.

[53] C. D. Sogge. Lectures on non-linear wave equations. International Press, Boston, MA, second edition, 2008.

[54] M. Struwe. Globally regular solutions to the u^5 Klein-Gordon equation. Ann. Scuola Norm.

Sup. Pisa Cl. Sci. (4), 15(3):495–513 (1989), 1988.

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

Internat. Math. Res. Notices, (6):299–328, 2001.

[56] T. Tao. Nonlinear dispersive equations, volume 106 of CBMS Regional Conference Series in Mathematics. Published for the Conference Board of the Mathematical Sciences, Washington, DC, 2006. Local and global analysis.

[57] T. Tao. A (concentration-)compact attractor for high-dimensional non-linear Schrödinger equations. Dyn. Partial Differ. Equ., 4(1):1–53, 2007.

[58] T. Tao, M. Visan, and X. Zhang. Global well-posedness and scattering for the defocusing mass-critical nonlinear Schrödinger equation for radial data in high dimensions. Duke Math. J., 140(1):165–202, 2007.

[59] T. Tao, M. Visan, and X. Zhang. Minimal-mass blowup solutions of the mass-critical NLS.

Forum Math., 20(5):881–919, 2008.

[60] N. Turok and D Spergel. Global texture and the microwave background. Physical Review Letters, 64(23):2736–2739, 1990.

Benjamin Dodson

Department of Mathematics, Johns Hopkins University 404 Krieger Hall, 3400 N. Charles Street, Baltimore, MD 21218 U.S.A. dodson@math.jhu.edu

Andrew Lawrie

Department of Mathematics, The University of California, Berkeley 970 Evans Hall #3840, Berkeley, CA 94720, U.S.A. alawrie@math.berkeley.edu