arXiv:1909.06899v1 [math.AP] 15 Sep 2019

ASYMPTOTIC STABILITY OF HARMONIC MAPS ON THE HYPERBOLIC PLANE UNDER THE SCHRÖDINGER MAPS EVOLUTION

A. LAWRIE, J. LÜHRMANN, S.-J. OH, AND S. SHAHSHAHANI

Abstract. We consider the Cauchy problem for the Schrödinger maps evolution when the domain is the hyperbolic plane. An interesting feature of this problem compared to the more widely studied case on the Euclidean plane is the existence of a rich new family of finite energy harmonic maps. These are stationary solutions, and thus play an important role in the dynamics of Schrödinger maps. The main result of this article is the asymptotic stability of (some of) such harmonic maps under the Schrödinger maps evolution. More precisely, we prove the nonlinear asymptotic stability of a finite energy equivariant harmonic map Q under the Schrödinger maps evolution with respect to non-equivariant perturbations, provided Q obeys a suitable linearized stability condition. This condition is known to hold for all equivariant harmonic maps with values in the hyperbolic plane and for a subset of those maps taking values in the sphere. One of the main technical ingredients in the paper is a global-in-time local smoothing and Strichartz estimate for the operator obtained by linearization around a harmonic map, proved in the companion paper [36].

1. Introduction

Schrödinger maps are a geometric generalization of wave functions (i.e., complex-valued solutions ψ to the Schrödinger equation ∂_tψ = iΔψ) to Riemann-surface-valued maps. More precisely, given a Riemannian manifold Σ and a Riemann surface^1 N , a map u: R × Σ → N is called a Schrödinger map if it solves the equation ∂_tu = h^{jk}J(u)D_j ∂_ku, (1.1) where h is the metric on Σ, D is the pull-back covariant derivative on u^∗T N (extended to T^∗Σ ⊗ u^∗T N in the natural fashion) and J(u) denotes the complex structure on u^∗T N .

In this article, we consider the Cauchy problem for the Schrödinger maps evolution when the domain is the hyperbolic plane, i.e., Σ = H^2 . An interesting feature of this problem compared to the more widely studied case Σ = R^2 is the existence of a rich new family of finite energy (i.e., ∂u ∈ L^2(Σ)) harmonic maps, which are stationary solutions to (1.1) and thus play an important role in the dynamics of Schrödinger maps. For instance, while it is well-known that no finite energy harmonic maps from R^2 into H^2 exist other than the constant maps, there exist infinitely many nonconstant finite energy harmonic maps from H^2 into H^2 , parametrized by the “boundary data at infinity”; for more discussion on this point, we refer to [40].

The main result of the present article is the asymptotic stability of (some of) such harmonic maps under the Schrödinger maps evolution. More precisely, we prove the asymptotic stability of a finite energy equivariant harmonic map Q into S^2 or H^2 under the Schrödinger maps evolution with respect to possibly non-equivariant perturbations, provided that Q obeys a suitable linearized stability condition. In particular, it is applicable to any finite energy equivariant harmonic map Q when N = H^2 , and to maps whose image is contained in a small enough geodesic ball when N = S^2. We refer to Subsection 1.1 for a more definite formulation of the main result (Theorem 1.7).

The present work may be thought of as the Schrödinger maps analogue of the work [40], which concerns the asymptotic stability of finite energy equivariant harmonic maps from H^2 to N = S^2 or H^2 under the equivariant wave maps evolution, and of the works [42, 43, 46], which are on the same problem without any symmetry assumptions when N = H^2 . However, analysis of the Schrödinger maps equation without symmetry around a nonconstant harmonic map brings on new challenges in comparison with the previous

A. Lawrie was supported by NSF grant DMS-1700127 and a Sloan Research Fellowship. S.-J. Oh was supported by Samsung Science and Technology Foundation under Project Number SSTF-BA1702-02. A.L., J.L., and S.S. thank the Korea Institute for Advanced Study for its hospitality where part of this work was conducted.

1In this paper, by a Riemann surface, we mean an orientable 2-dimensional Riemannian manifold (N , g). By orientability,

there exists a Riemannian volume form ω, which in turn induces a compatible parallel complex structure J by the relation g(X, Y ) = ω(X, JY ). 1

cases, which are discussed (along with their resolutions) in Subsection 1.2 below. A more detailed discussion of related prior works is given in Subsection 1.3.

1.1. Main result. The aim of this subsection is to provide a first statement of the main result (Theorem 1.7). We begin with some necessary preliminaries; we will often leave the details to Section 2 below. In all of what follows, Σ = H^2 and N = S^2 or H^2 .

Finite energy equivariant harmonic maps into N = S^2 or H^2 . Fix a point (the origin) in Σ and N , and consider the action of the rotation group SO(2) = {e^{iθ} : θ ∈ R} that fixes this point (there are two possible actions depending on the orientation, but the precise choice is inconsequential). We denote the infinitesimal generator of the rotation (in the direction of increasing θ) on Σ and N by Ω and Ω̃, respectively. Given a map u : Σ → N , we define its infinitesimal equivariant rotation by

D_Ωu = du(Ω) − Ω̃(u).

We say that u is equivariant (or co-rotational) if D_Ωu = 0. Graphically, equivariance means that u is invariant under the simultaneous rotations of the domain and the target manifolds by the same angle. In the polar coordinates^2 (r, θ) and (ρ, ϑ) on Σ and N defined with respect to the origin chosen above, an equivariant map u takes the form u(r, θ) = (ρ(r), θ). In [40], all finite energy equivariant harmonic maps from Σ = H^2 into N = S^2 or H^2 were classified.

Proposition 1.1 ( [40, Propositions 2.1 and 2.2]). The following statements hold.

(1) Consider the case N = S^2. For every 0 ≤ α < π, there exists a unique finite energy equivariant harmonic map Q_λ : H^2 → S^2 such that lim_{r→∞} Q_λ(r, θ) = (α, θ). It takes the form

Q_λ(r, θ) = (2arctan(λ tanh(r/2)), θ),

where λ is determined by the relation α = 2arctan(λ).

(2) Consider the case N = H^2 . For every 0 ≤ β < ∞, there exists a unique finite energy equivariant harmonic map P_λ : H^2 → H^2 such that lim_{r→∞} P_λ(r, θ) = (β, θ). It takes the form

P_λ(r, θ) = (2arctanh(λ tanh(r/2)), θ),

where λ is determined by the relation β = 2arctanh(λ).

Linearized stability conditions. We are interested in the asymptotic stability of the harmonic maps in Proposition 1.1 under the nonlinear Schrödinger maps evolution. The starting point for this investigation is the formulation of suitable stability conditions for the linearized equation about such a harmonic map.

Given a harmonic map Q : Σ → N and a section ϕ of Q^∗T N , we introduce the operator H_Qϕ = −D^ℓD_ℓϕ − R(Q)(ϕ, ∂_ℓQ)∂^ℓQ, (1.2) where D is the pull-back covariant derivative on Q^∗T N and R the pull-back curvature operator. Here and below, the standard convention of raising and lowering tensorial indices on the domain Σ = H^2 via the metric h is in effect. This operator is linear and symmetric for smooth compactly supported φ with respect to the natural L^2-pairing for sections of Q^∗T N . It arises as the linearization of the harmonic maps equation D^ℓ∂_ℓu = 0 about Q. Following a common convention, we call H_Q the linearized operator about Q.

To motivate the first linearized stability condition, we start with an alternative interpretation of H_Q in the context of calculus of variations. A harmonic map is a critical point (at least formally, with respect to the L^2 inner product for sections of Q^∗T N ) of the energy functional E(u) = 1 2 ∫ Σ (∂^ℓu, ∂_ℓu). The linearized operator H_Q is the Hessian of the energy functional at the critical point u = Q. Thus, if Q is a local minimum of the energy functional (in a suitable class of maps), then ∫ Σ(H_Qϕ, ϕ) needs to be nonnegative. Our first linearized stability condition is a strengthening of this property:

2That is, given a point P in Σ (resp. N ), r (resp. ρ) is the geodesic distance from the origin O, and θ (resp. ϑ) is the angle

measured at the origin between the geodesic segment OP and a reference ray emanating from O.

Definition 1.2 (Weak linearized stability). We say that Q obeys the weak linearized stability condition, or that it is weakly linearly stable, if there exists ρ_Q > 0 such that, for any smooth compactly supported section ϕ of Q^∗T N , ∫ Σ (H_Qϕ, ϕ) ≥ ρ^2_Q ∫ Σ (ϕ, ϕ). (1.3)

By the Poincaré inequality (or equivalently, the spectral gap^1_4 for the Laplacian) on H^2 , we note that (1.3) holds with ρ^2_Q =^1_4 when Q is the constant map [12]. In fact, all harmonic maps in Proposition 1.1 are weakly linearly stable; see Proposition 3.3 below.

The weak linearized stability condition suffices for the local rigidity of the harmonic map Q under suitably regular and localized perturbations, as well as for the asymptotic stability of Q under the harmonic maps heat flow evolution (see Theorem 1.5; note that the latter implies the former). However, the implication of the weak linearized stability condition for the Schrödinger maps evolution is less clear. For our main result, we require the following stronger condition, whose role is to ensure that the associated linearized Schrödinger maps equation has good dispersive behaviors (see Proposition 3.9 and the related discussions):

Definition 1.3 (Strong linearized stability). We say that Q satisfies the strong linearized stability condition, or that it is strongly linearly stable, if the following conditions hold:

• No eigenvalues below^1_4 . For any smooth compactly supported section ϕ of Q^∗T N , ∫ Σ (H_Qϕ, ϕ) ≥ 1 4 ∫ Σ (ϕ, ϕ). • No threshold resonance. There exists C_0 > 0 such that, for any smooth compactly supported section ϕ of Q^∗T N , ‖ϕ‖_H1_{thr} ≤ C_0‖(^1_4 − H_Q)ϕ‖_H−1_{thr}

where ‖ϕ‖_H1_{thr} := ‖(D_r +^1_2 )ϕ‖_L2 + ‖ 1 sinh r D_θϕ‖_L2 + ‖ 1 (1 + r^2)^12 ϕ‖_L2 , and H^{−1}_{thr} is the dual of H^1_{thr}.

For all harmonic maps in Proposition 1.1 in the case N = H^2 , and for those with sufficiently small λ in the case N = S^2, the strong linearized stability condition holds; see Proposition 3.4 below. However, not all harmonic maps in Proposition 1.1 satisfy this condition. Indeed, in [40], it was shown that H_Q has an eigenvalue in the gap (0,^1_4 ) if N = S^2 and λ is large enough; see also [37] for analogous results for harmonic maps in higher equivariance classes.

Remark 1.4. Analogous to [40, § 1.3.1, Remark 3], the presence of a gap eigenvalue implies the existence of a non-decaying spatially localized solution to the linearized Schrödinger maps equation. Hence, the asymptotic stability of Q cannot be proved by simply relying on the dispersive properties of the underlying linear equation. Nevertheless, on the basis of conservation of energy, local rigidity of Q and the heuristic expectation that the Schrödinger map would asymptotically relax to a stationary solution, we still conjecture that all finite energy equivariant harmonic maps into S^2 must be asymptotically stable, possibly via a nonlinear mechanism as in the work of Soffer–Weinstein [64].

Fractional Sobolev spaces for maps. We now turn to the task of defining the analogue of fractional Sobolev spaces for maps Σ → N . While it is desirable to find an intrinsic construction, it is rather cumbersome to carry out. Instead, we follow a commonly taken shortcut and base our definition on an auxiliary device, namely, an isometric embedding of the relevant part of N into a Euclidean space.

In the case when N is a closed manifold (so, under our convention, N = S^2), the definitions are straightforward. By Nash’s isometric embedding theorem, there exists an isometric embedding ι : N → R^N for some N. Abusing the notation a bit, we identify N with the submanifold ι(N ) ⊆ R^N . Then for any σ ∈ R, we define the space of H^σ maps into N with the same boundary data at infinity as Q to be

H^σ_Q(Σ; N ) = {u : Σ → R^N : u − Q ∈ H^σ and u(x) ∈ N for a.e. x ∈ Σ}, and equip it with the distance ‖u − v‖_Hσ (we refer to Subsection 2.5 below for the definition of the space H^σ). Similarly, we define the space of H^1 ∩ C^0 maps into N with the same boundary data at infinity as Q to be (H^1 ∩ C^0)_Q(Σ; N ) = {u : Σ → R^N : u − Q ∈ H^1 ∩ C^0 and u(x) ∈ N for a.e. x ∈ Σ}, and equip it with the distance ‖u − v‖_H1_{∩L}∞ . For u ∈ H^σ_Q(Σ; N ) with σ > 1 or (H^1 ∩ C^0)_Q(Σ; N ), we always choose the continuous representative, so that u(x) ∈ N for all x ∈ Σ.

The isometric embedding ι : N → R^N also allows us to identify sections ϕ of u^∗T N with R^N -valued functions. We define the L^p and H^σ norms of ϕ by viewing it as an R^N -valued function; note that the L^p norms defined as such are equivalent to the intrinsic L^p norms defined using the induced metric on u^∗T N .

Next, we consider the case when N is noncompact (so, under our convention, N = H^2 ). Note that there cannot exist a uniform isometric embedding of N = H^2 into any Euclidean space, simply by consideration of the growth of the length of circles. On the other hand, note that the image of all harmonic maps Q in Proposition 1.1 are bounded. As we are interested in small perturbations of Q, it suffices for our purposes to define distances for maps whose image is close to that of Q.

More precisely, given a bounded neighborhood Ñ of Q(Σ) in N , consider a modification N^′ of N outside Ñ that is a closed 2-dimensional Riemann surface^3. Fix an isometric embedding ι of N ′ into a Euclidean space. Then we define the spaces H^σ_Q(Σ; Ñ ) and (H^1 ∩ C^0)_Q(Σ; Ñ ) of maps taking values in Ñ , as well as the L^p and H^σ norms of sections of the pull-back tangent bundles, via this isometric embedding in the same fashion as above.

To unify the two cases, in what follows, we always fix a bounded open set Ñ in N that contains the image of the harmonic map Q we are interested in, and then fix an isometric embedding (as Riemannian manifolds) of the modified closed Riemann surface N^′ → R^N , which agrees with N on Ñ ⊂ N^′. All spaces of maps into Ñ and norms for sections of the pull-back tangent bundles are defined with respect to this fixed isometric embedding.

Asymptotic stability of harmonic maps under the heat flow and caloric gauge. In order to discuss the asymptotic behavior of Schrödinger maps about Q, we need an appropriate choice of gauge, which, at the naive level, refers to a suitable way of describing the difference between u and Q. A geometrically natural and highly useful choice, called a caloric gauge, may be made with the help of the associated parabolic flow, namely the harmonic map heat flow. The caloric gauge was first introduced by Tao [67, 68] in the context of the wave maps equation on R^2 . We refer to Subsections 1.2 and 1.3 for further discussion on the caloric gauge and its history. A one-parameter family of maps U(s) : H^2_x × R^+_s → N is called a harmonic map heat flow if ∂_sU = D^ℓ∂_ℓU. (1.4) As alluded to earlier, all harmonic maps Q in Proposition 1.1 are asymptotically stable with respect to (1.4), essentially as a consequence of the weak linearized stability condition.

Theorem 1.5. Let Q : H^2 → N be a finite energy equivariant harmonic map in Proposition 1.1. Fix a bounded neighborhood Ñ of Q(H^2 ) in N , and consider a smooth map u from H^2 into Ñ such that ‖u − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≤ ϵ_0. If ϵ_0 is sufficiently small depending on Q and Ñ , then the harmonic map heat flow U(x, s) with U(x, 0) = u(x) exists globally. For all s ∈ [0, ∞), we have U(x, s) ∈ Ñ and ‖U(s) − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≲ e^{− 12 ρ2Qs}‖u − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ . Therefore, given a small perturbation u of Q, the harmonic map heat flow U with U(x, 0) = u(x) gives a natural splitting of u into Q and the remainder, namely,

u^A(x) = Q^A(x) − ∫_∞ 0 ∂_sU^A(x, s) ds, where we used the isometric embedding of Ñ into R^N to write the above relation. To analyze a Schrödinger map u(t) near Q, our strategy is to work with the linearized object ∂_sU(t) defined as above, which captures the difference between u(t) and Q. The gauge freedom in this approach is the choice of an orthonormal

3In our context, Ñ is contained in a disk inside H 2 , so the desired closed Riemann surface (which is nothing but a closed

orientable 2-dimensional Riemannian manifold) N^′ is easily constructed.

frame e of U^∗T N , with which ∂_sU may be described intrinsically (i.e., without reference to any isometric embedding Ñ → R^N ) as a complex-valued function ψ_s on H^2 × (0, ∞) via

ψ_s = (∂_sU, e_1) + i(∂_sU, e_2).

We refer to Subsection 2.4 for a more detailed discussion of this formalism.

The gauge (or the orthonormal frame) we use is specified by the following definition.

Definition 1.6. Let U : H^2 × [0, ∞) → H^2 be a global harmonic map heat flow converging to Q as in Theorem 1.5. We say that an orthonormal frame e of U^∗T N is the caloric gauge with the Coulomb gauge at infinity if the following conditions hold:

• Positive orientation. e_2 = J(U)e_1.

• Caloric gauge condition. D_se = 0 on H^2 × (0, ∞).

• Coulomb gauge condition at infinity. The limit e^∞(x) = lim_{s→∞} e(x, s) is a well-defined orthonormal frame on Q^∗T N that obeys D^ℓD_ℓe^∞ = 0.

We refer to Subsections 4.2 and 4.3 for more details on Theorem 1.5, and to Subsections 3.1 and 4.4 for further properties of the gauge given in Definition 1.6 (including, of course, its existence and uniqueness up to a global rotation).

Asymptotic stability of harmonic maps under the Schrödinger maps evolution. We are now ready to state the main result.

Theorem 1.7. Let Q: H^2 → N be a finite energy equivariant harmonic map as in Proposition 1.1. Assume, in addition, that Q is strongly linearly stable. Fix any small number δ > 0 and a bounded neighborhood Ñ of Q(H^2 ) in N . Consider a smooth map u_0 from H^2 into Ñ such that

‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ ≤ ϵ_0. (1.5)

If ϵ_0 is sufficiently small depending on Q and Ñ , then there exists a unique global Schrödinger map u(t) with u(0) = u_0. For all t ∈ R, we have u(t, H^2 ) ⊂ Ñ and

‖u(t) − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu(t)‖_H1+2δ ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ .

Moreover, u asymptotes to Q as t → ±∞ in the sense that the following uniform point-wise convergence statement holds: ‖u(t) − Q‖_L∞ → 0 as t → ±∞. (1.6) In fact, ψ_s belongs to the “dispersive space” S(R), to be defined in Subsection 3.3 below, in the caloric gauge with the Coulomb gauge at infinity.

For a more precise statement of Theorem 1.7, see Theorem 5.4 below. We remark that (1.6) is qualitative, in the sense that it requires the qualitative smoothness of u_0. On the other hand, we will be able to obtain a quantitative control of the S(R) norm of ψ_s in terms of the norm of u_0 on the LHS of (1.5). The finiteness of ‖ψ_s‖_{S(R)} implies dispersive decay properties, namely the finiteness of appropriate global-in-time local smoothing and Strichartz norms; see Subsection 3.3 for details.

As a consequence of Theorem 1.7 and Proposition 3.4, all harmonic maps in Proposition 1.1 in the case N = H^2 , as well as those with sufficiently small λ in the case N = S^2, are asymptotically stable under the Schrödinger maps evolution in the sense of Theorem 1.7.

Remark 1.8. While the present paper only concerns the cases N = S^2 and H^2 for the sake of simplicity, our approach seems applicable with minor modifications to any finite energy equivariant harmonic map Q into any rotationally symmetric Riemann surface N (i.e., there exists an action of SO(2) by isometries) obeying the strong linearized spectral stability condition and a suitable boundary condition at infinity. On the other hand, removing the equivariance assumption on Q seems to require new ideas.

1.2. Main ideas for the proof of Theorem 1.7.

The equations of motion in the caloric gauge. As alluded to in Subsection 1.1, our overall strategy for proving Theorem 1.7 is to analyze the the linearized object ∂_sU(t, x, s) in the caloric gauge (Definition 1.6). The main equations of motion in this formalism may be summarized as follows (see Subsection 5.1 for details):

• The complex-valued function ψ_s = (∂_sU, e_1)+i(∂_sU, e_2) obeys the inhomogeneous linearized Schrödinger maps equation about U(t, x, s),

(iD_t + D^kD_k)ψ_s − iκIm (ψ^k ψ_s)ψ_k = i∂_sw. (1.7)

This is the main equation for analyzing the time evolution of the Schrödinger map. Here, D_μ = ∂_μ + iA_μ is the induced covariant derivative with the connection 1-form A_μ = (D_μe_1, e_2), ψ_μ = (∂_μU, e_1) + i(∂_μU, e_2) represents the differential of U expressed with respect to the frame (e_1, e_2) and κ is the Gauss curvature of N ; see Subsection 2.4 for more details on the notation.

• The complex-valued function w = w(t, x, s) on the RHS of (1.7) is the Schrödinger tension field,

w = (∂_tU − h^{jk} J(U)D_j ∂_kU, e_1) + i(∂_tU − h^{jk} J(U)D_j ∂_kU, e_2),

which measures the failure of the Schrödinger map equation for U(t, x, s) with s > 0. It is estimated in terms of ψ_s through the inhomogeneous linearized harmonic map heat flow about U(t, x, s) in the s-direction,

(D_s − D^kD_k)w + iκIm (ψ^kw)ψ_k = iκψ^kψ_kψ_s, (1.8)

along with the condition w(s = 0) = 0, which is equivalent to the Schrödinger maps equation for u(t, x) = U(t, x, 0). • In the s-direction, ψ_s obeys the linearized harmonic map heat flow about U(t, x, s),

(D_s − D^kD_k)ψ_s + iκIm (ψ^k ψ_s)ψ_k = 0. (1.9)

To close this system of equations, we need to relate A_μ and ψ_μ with ψ_s; this is where the caloric gauge condition enters. First, computing [D_s, D_μ] in two different ways, it follows that ∂_sA_μ −∂_μA_s = κIm (ψ_sψ_ℓ). Moreover, the caloric gauge condition in Definition 1.6 is equivalent to A_s = (D_se_1, e_2) = 0. Hence,

A_μ(s) = − ∫_∞ s κIm (ψ_sψ_ℓ)(s^′) ds^′ + A^∞_μ (s),

where A^∞_μ = (D_μe^∞_1 , e^∞_2 ). Next, by the compatibility condition D_sψ_μ = D_μψ_s and A_s = 0,

ψ_μ(s) = − ∫_∞ s D_μψ_s(s^′) ds^′ + ψ^∞_μ (s),

where ψ^∞_μ = (∂_μQ, e^∞_1 ) + i(∂_μQ, e^∞_2 ).

From these equations, we may observe several advantages of the caloric gauge formulation:

(1) While (1.1) appears to be quasilinear due to the presence of the coefficient J(u) in front of h^{jk} D_j ∂_ku, the main t-evolution equation (1.7) is a semilinear Schrödinger equation in ψ_s (albeit with a derivative nonlinearity, which is still challenging; see the discussion below).

(2) The formula relating A_μ with the differential of U is favorable (compared to, say, the Coulomb gauge) in that it does not involve inversion of an elliptic operator.

(3) The key variables ψ_s and w are scalar, as opposed to tensorial.

(4) Even though U(t, x, ∞) = Q(x) is a nontrivial map, the parts of the system (1.7), (1.8) and (1.9) that are linear in ψ_s and w (over R) are diagonal. The nontrivial observation is that the potentially non-diagonal linear terms, which are all of the form iκ(ψ^∞)^kψ^∞_k ψ_s or iκ(ψ^∞)^kψ^∞_k w, vanish thanks to the Cauchy–Riemann equation satisfied by the harmonic map Q between surfaces; see (3.2).

The first and second points were key in the proof of global regularity and scattering of small energy Schrödinger maps on R^2 [9]. The importance of avoiding the use of tensorial (as opposed to scalar) linear propagators, which may behave badly on a curved background such as Σ = H^2 , was emphasized in [41] in the context of wave maps on H^d (d ≥ 4). The final observation is one of the key structural underpinnings of our proof of Theorem 1.7 in the caloric gauge.

Analysis of the Schrödinger equation for ψ_s. The harmonic map heat flow equation (1.4) for U allows us to relate u(t) − Q with ψ_s(t, s) in the caloric gauge under the bootstrap assumption that u(t) − Q is not too large. More precisely, provided that ‖u(t) − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≪_Q 1, for any δ > 0 we have

‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(t)‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u(t) − Q‖_H1+2δ ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(t)‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_)

where m(s) = min{s^δ, 1}; see Subsections 4.5 and 4.6 for the first and second inequalities, respectively.

Accordingly, the key step of the proof of Theorem 1.7 is setting up a bootstrap argument in the caloric gauge to control m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(t) in L^2_{dss} ((0, ∞); L^2_x) for all t through the Schrödinger equation (1.7). The greatest difficulty in this step comes from the contribution of the nonlinearity in (1.7) with a first-order derivative, referred to as the magnetic interaction term. More specifically, (1.7) may be rewritten as

(i∂_t − H)ψ_s(s) = −2iÅ^k(s)∇_k ψ_s(s) + (easier terms), where H is the expression of the linearized operator H_Q with respect to the frame (e_1, e_2), and

Å_k(s) = A_k (s) − A^∞_k = − ∫_∞ s κIm (ψ_sψ_k)(s^′) ds^′.

To handle the presence of a derivative on the RHS, we rely on the local smoothing effect for the Schrödinger operator i∂_t − H. The strong linearized stability condition (Definition 1.3) allows us to apply the general theorem in the companion paper [36] to conclude that i∂_t − H enjoys a global-in-time local smoothing estimate with spatial weights depending on r (i.e., the distance to some fixed point); see Proposition 3.9. The global-in-time local smoothing estimate allows us to gain one derivative as needed; the price we pay is, among other things, that we need to uniformly bound r^4Å^k(s) in the region {r > 1}. We obtain such a pointwise spatial decay of Å^k by controlling its angular regularity (in the polar coordinates (r, θ) on Σ) and applying the radial Sobolev inequality (Lemma 2.13). The control of the extra angular regularity, in turn, is attained by commuting the Schrödinger maps equation with the equivariant rotation operator D_Ω, which annihilates Q thanks to its equivariance.

To make the above argument rigorous and sharp, we need to employ Littlewood–Paley projections P_σ on H^2 , which we formulate using the linear heat flow (see Subsection 2.7). The most dangerous paradifferential term (i.e., “low-high” interaction in Å^k(s)∇_kψ_s(s)) is treated using the global-in-time local smoothing estimate as sketched above; the sharp form of the spatial weights near r = 0 in the norms LE and LE^∗ (see Subsection 3.3) allows us to close the argument with an arbitrarily small δ > 0, where δ = 0 is optimal^4. Handling the remaining interactions in Å^k(s)∇_kψ_s(s) requires additional tools, such as global-in-time Strichartz estimates for i∂_t −H on H^2 (Lemma 3.12, also proved in [36]), Bernstein-type inequalities adapted to the spatial weights in LE (Lemmas 3.13 and 3.14) and the decay of the expression P_σ ψ_s(s) off the diagonal {σ ≈ s} (Lemma 6.4). We refer to Section 8 for the rigorous treatment of the magnetic interaction term.

1.3. Motivation and related works. The Schrödinger maps equation arises in physics as a model equation in ferromagnetism, and is referred to there as the Heisenberg model or the Landau-Lifshitz equation; see e.g., [35]. From a purely mathematical perspective, Schrödinger maps are a natural generalization of the free Schrödinger equation for complex-valued fields to maps taking values in a Kähler manifold. The study of the Schrödinger maps equation (1.1) on Euclidean space as the domain Σ = R^d , d ≥ 1, has a long and rich history, see [4–10, 13, 20, 21, 23–26, 28, 29, 33, 44, 45, 48, 49, 52, 59, 60, 62, 63, 66] and references therein.

The case Σ = R^2 , N = S^2 in (1.1) is of particular interest since it admits explicit magnetic solitons in the form of finite energy harmonic maps. In this setting, every smooth finite energy Schrödinger map comes with a topological invariant, its degree, and every harmonic map minimizes the energy amongst maps that share its degree. The underlying symmetries of the equation turn each harmonic map of degree k into a family of solutions. The fact that the scaling symmetry preserves the energy makes this problem energy-critical. The coercivity of the conserved energy (and the fact that harmonic maps are minimizers in their degree class) ensures that a solution that starts near the family generated by the ground state, stays near it. But the asymptotic dynamics of solutions near the ground state family of harmonic maps can be quite complicated. In fact, it was shown by Merle-Raphaël-Rodnianski [49] and by Perelman [59] that 1-equivariant solutions can blow up in finite time by a concentration of energy in a dynamically rescaled harmonic map. Prior

4Of course, Theorem 1.7 is far from being optimal in terms of regularity and decay required for the initial data due to the presence of D_Ω.

to this, Gustafson-Kang-Tsai [24] and later Gustafson-Nakanishi-Tsai [26] proved that harmonic maps with equivariance class k ≥ 3 are asymptotically stable under equivariant perturbations and exhibited instability properties in the case k = 2, and Bejenaru-Tataru [10] had proved instability in the case k = 1. Note that the stability results [24] and [26] are not expected to hold outside of equivariance, as the higher degree harmonic maps are not global minimizers of the energy. In fact, it is quite possible that no harmonic maps are stable under general energy class perturbations, although little is known in this fascinating direction. In this context, the change of domain geometry considered here (Σ = H^2 ) and Theorem 1.7 produce a stark contrast. One appealing feature of (1.1) with Σ = H^2 is that it is a geometrically natural, semilinear, dispersive PDE that exhibits asymptotically stable finite energy static solutions. Moreover, even though scaling is no longer a symmetry on H^2 , for highly localized solutions (or at high frequencies) the model exhibits many features of an energy-critical problem.

The study of nonlinear geometric PDEs on the hyperbolic plane was initiated in a sequence of works [37, 39–41] on the related wave maps equation. There, one of the main goals was to understand the interplay between the geometry of the domain manifold and the nonlinear structure of the wave maps equation, the latter arising naturally from the constraints imposed by the geometry of the target. A main takeaway from these works is that there is a dramatic difference in nonlinear dynamics as compared to the Euclidean picture, mainly due to the presence of asymptotically stable harmonic maps. In this vein, the present work is a natural continuation of [40] which proved asymptotic stability of the same class of harmonic maps considered here, but in the much simpler setting of the equivariant symmetry reduced wave maps equation. In view of the sophisticated linear machinery that is often needed for the global-in-time analysis of solutions to geometric wave equations for small initial data, stability results for non-scattering solutions outside of symmetry require overcoming many technical challenges.

For general, non-equivariant data the investigation of the wave maps equation on hyperbolic space H^d was commenced in [41], where optimal regularity small data global well-posedness in the case d ≥ 4 was proved. There it was observed that the caloric gauge surmounts difficulties associated with other classical gauges (e.g., Coulomb gauge). The caloric gauge was first introduced by Tao [67, 68] in the context of the wave maps equation on R^2 , and was crucially used in the study of the energy-critical Schrödinger maps equation on R^2 , see [9, 21, 44, 61, 62]. A related caloric gauge construction based on the Yang-Mills heat flow is a key ingredient of the recent proof of the threshold conjecture for the energy-critical hyperbolic Yang-Mills equation [53–58]. Finally, the caloric gauge played a fundamental role in the proof of asymptotic stability (in a subcritical Sobolev space) of nonconstant harmonic maps Q : H^2 → H^2 under the wave maps evolution in [42, 43, 46] and for the Landau-Lifshitz flow (but not the limiting case of Schrödinger maps) in [47].

As we discussed in Subsection 1.2, the main linear estimates in this paper, i.e., local smoothing estimates, or local energy decay estimates, and Strichartz estimates for the operator obtained by linearization about a harmonic map, were established in the companion paper [36]. This local smoothing estimate is the key technical ingredient for dealing with the loss of smoothing for Schrödinger equations mentioned in the previous subsection. There is a vast literature on local smoothing and dispersive estimates on hyperbolic, and more generally, symmetric spaces, but here we mention only a few of the most relevant ones: A globalin-time local smoothing estimate for the unperturbed hyperbolic Laplacian H = −Δ was proved by Kaizuka in [32], heavily using the Helgason Fourier transform. Dispersive estimates for −i∂_t + Δ were proved by Anker-Pierfelice [1], Banica [2], Banica-Carles-Staffilani [3], and Ionescu-Staffilani [31], see also Metcalfe- Taylor [50, 51]; by standard machinery, Strichartz estimates for −i∂_t + Δ then follow. For perturbations of the hyperbolic Laplacian, Borthwick-Marzuola [11] recently proved a dispersive estimate for exponentially decaying, zeroth order perturbations of −Δ (and also the matrix Hamiltonian, which arises when linearizing the NLS around a standing wave). In a series of works [15, 16] Chen-Hassell established uniform L^p bounds for resolvents of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on non-trapped, asymptotically hyperbolic (with exponential decay) manifolds, and in the work [14] Chen proved global-in-time Strichartz estimates for such operators.

Finally, we mention again the work of Li-Ma-Zhao [46] and Li [42, 43] in the closely related subject of perturbations of the wave equation on hyperbolic space. In their proof of stability of harmonic maps from H^2 into H^2 under the wave maps evolution, they established a global-in-time local energy decay estimate (yet with exponentially decaying weights) and L^2_t L^p_x-Strichartz estimates for the first and zeroth order perturbations of the wave equation arising from linearization around such harmonic maps. As a technical remark we point out that the asymptotic stability analysis for the Schrödinger maps equation substantially differs from that for wave maps due to the delicate smoothing properties of Schrödinger equations.

2. Geometric and analytic preliminaries

2.1. Notation and conventions. Here, we collect the notation and conventions used throughout the paper.

• We adopt the usual asymptotic notation and write A ≲ B or A = O(B) if there exists a constant C > 0, which may differ from line to line, such that A ≤ CB. The dependency of the implicit constant is specified by subscripts, e.g., A ≲_E B or A = O_E (B) if A ≤ C(E)B.

• Given two normed vector spaces X and Y , X ∩Y is equipped with the norm ‖·‖_{X∩Y} = ‖·‖_X +‖·‖_Y , and X + Y is the smallest vector space containing both X and Y equipped with the norm ‖z‖_{X+Y} = inf_{(x,y):z=x+y} ‖x‖_X + ‖y‖_Y . • Our convention for the indices is as follows:

– Latin lower case indices beginning from i, namely i, j, k, ℓ, m, . . . ∈ {1, 2} refer to components on the domain H^2 ;

– Greek lower case indices μ, ν, λ, κ, . . . ∈ {0, 1, 2} refer to coordinates {x^0, x^1, x^2} on the domain R_t × H^2_{x1 ,x2} , with x^0 = t;

– Bold greek lower case indices μ, ν, λ, κ, . . . ∈ {0, 1, 2, s} refer to coordinates on R_t × H^2_x1_{,x}2 × [0, ∞)_s;

– Latin lower case indices beginning from a, namely a, b, c, d ∈ {1, 2} refer to components in the tangent space of the target N ;

– Latin upper case indices beginning from A, namely A, B, C, D refer to components in the ambient space R^N of the isometric embedding used in the definitions of spaces of maps, as well as in Section 4 below.

• We adopt the usual convention of lowering and raising indices i, j, k, ℓ, m (resp. a, b, c, d) using the Riemannian metric on the domain (resp. on the target manifold).

• For a one-form Φ on R_t × H^2_{x1 ,x2} × [0, ∞)_s we write Φ_x for Φ_x1 dx^1 + Φ_x2 dx^2. If Y is a vector field on H^2 , we write Φ_Y for the contraction of Φ_x with Y .

2.2. Geometry of the domain. Let R^{2+1} denote the (2 + 1)-dimensional Minkowski space with rectilinear coordinates {y^1, y^2, y^0} and metric m given in these coordinates by m = diag(1, 1, −1). The hyperbolic plane H^2 is defined as

H^2 := {y ∈ R^{2+1} : (y^0)^2 − (y^1)^2 − (y^2)^2 = 1 , y^0 > 0}.

We equip H^2 with the pullback Riemannian metric h = ι^∗m, where ι : H^2 → R^{2+1} denotes the inclusion map. Furthermore, we endow H^2 with the Riemannian volume form (which determines the orientation) dvol_h = ι^∗ i_n(dy^0 ∧ dy^1 ∧ dy^2), where n = ( y^0∂_y0 + y^1∂_y1 + y^2∂_y2 ) is the unit normal to H^2 pointing in the increasing y^0 direction. For any coordinate system {x^1, x^2} on H^2 , we denote by h_{jk} the components of h and by h^{jk} the components of the inverse matrix h^{−1}, i.e.,

h_{jk} := h ( ∂ ∂x^j , ∂ ∂x^k ) , h^{jk} := h^{−1}(dx^j , dx^k).

We denote the Christoffel symbols on H^2 by

Γ^ℓ_{jk} = 1 2 h^{ℓm}(∂_j h_{km} + ∂_kh_{mj} − ∂_mh_{jk} ).

Given a vector field X = X^{j ∂}_{∂xj} in Γ(T H^2 ) or a 1-form ω = ω_j dx^j ∈ Γ(T^∗H^2 ), the metric covariant derivative ∇ is defined in coordinates by

∇_{∂j} X = (∂_j X^k + Γ^k_{jℓ}X^ℓ)∂_k, ∇_{∂j} ω = (∂_j ω_k − Γ^ℓ_{jk}ω_ℓ)dx^k

The covariant derivative extends to an arbitrary (p, q) tensor field ξ by requiring that ∇f = df for functions and that it satisfies the Leibniz rule with respect to tensor products. The k-th iteration of the covariant derivative, which is then a (p, q + k) tensor field, is denoted by ∇^{(k)}ξ.

We denote the Riemann curvature tensor on H^2 by R with components R_{ijkℓ}. The Ricci tensor R_{ij} is defined by R_{ij} = R^k_{ikj} . The curvature and Ricci tensors are explicitly given by

R(X, Y)Z = − ( h(Y, Z)X − h(X, Z)Y ) , R_{jk} = −h_{jk} .

For any vector field X

[∇_i, ∇_j ]X^k = R^k_{ℓij} X^ℓ, [∇_i, ∇_j ]X^i = R_{ℓj} X^ℓ = −X_j .

Analogous formulas hold for commutators of covariant derivatives applied to arbitrary (p, q) tensor fields.

When working with tensor fields defined on R_t × H^2_x × [0, ∞)_s we trivially extend the covariant derivative ∇ to the t and s variables, so that ∇_s and ∇_t are the regular derivatives with respect to these parameters.

Given a vector field Y on H^2 , we denote the Lie derivative with respect to Y by L_Y. For a scalar function f on H^2 , L_Y f = Y^j ∂_j f. For a vector field X = X^{j ∂}_{∂xj} ∈ Γ(T H^2 ) or a 1-form ω = ω_j dx^j ∈ Γ(T^∗H^2 ), L_Y is related to ∇_Y = Y^j ∇_j by

L_YX^k = Y^j ∇_{∂j} X^k − X^j ∇_{∂j} Y^k, L_Y ω_k = Y^j ∇_{∂j} ω_k + ω_j ∇_{∂k} Y^j .

Analogous formulas for arbitrary (p, q) tensor fields may be derived by the Leibniz rules for L_Y and ∇.

One useful set of coordinates on H^2 is the polar coordinates. As in Subsection 1.1, fix a point o (the origin) in H^2 ; without loss of generality, we may take o = (0, 0, 1). Then the distance function r = d_H2 (o, x) and the angle θ = tan^{−1}(y^2/y^1) defines the polar coordinates with respect to o. The metric takes the form

h = dr^2 + sinh^2 r dθ^2.

To describe tensor fields on H^2 , we will often use the following positively oriented frame defined using (r, θ):

e_1 = ∂_r, e_2 = 1 sinh r

∂_θ. (2.1)

Let Ω be the rotational vector field on H^2 as in Subsection 1.1, which is nothing but Ω = ∂_θ in the polar coordinates. Since Ω is the infinitesimal generator of one parameter family of isometries (i.e., Ω is a Killing vector field and L_Ωh = 0), L_Ω commutes with ∇:

Lemma 2.1. If f is a scalar function then L_Ω∇f = ∇Ωf. If ω is a 1-form then^5

L_Ω∇^μω_μ − ∇^μL_Ωω_μ = 0.

Similarly if X is a vector field then

L_Ω∇_μX^μ − ∇_μL_ΩX^μ = 0.

2.3. Geometry of maps into a Riemann surface N . Let M be a smooth manifold equipped with a torsion-free connection ∇ on the tensor bundle, and assume furthermore that M is contractible. In this subsection, we develop the differential-geometric formalism for analysis on the bundle u^∗T N , where u is a (smooth) map from M into a Riemann surface N . Specific examples to have in mind are of course M = H^2_x , M = R_t × H^2_x or M = R_t × H^2_x × [0, ∞)_s with ∇ as in Subsection 2.2.

Let u be a smooth map from M to N , where N is a Riemann surface with metric g and complex structure J. The pullback bundle u^∗T N is the vector bundle over M whose fiber at p ∈ M is the tangent space T_{u(p)}N . Its dual vector bundle is naturally given by u^∗T^∗N , whose fiber at p ∈ M is the cotangent space T^∗_{u(p)}N . A section of u^∗T N is a map ϕ : M → T N so that ϕ(p) ∈ T_{u(p)}N for each p ∈ M. More generally, we call a section of (T M)^{⊗p} ⊗ (T^∗M)^{⊗q} ⊗ (u^∗T N )^{⊗r} ⊗ (u^∗T^∗N )^{⊗s} a u^∗T N -valued (p, q; r, s) tensor field.

Given any vector field X on M, the pushforward du(X) = X^α∂_αu naturally defines a section of u^∗T N . Moreover, given any (r, s) tensor field W on N , we may define its pullback W (u), which is a u^∗T N -valued (0, 0; r, s) tensor field.

The Levi-Civita connection on T N induces the pullback covariant derivative D on u^∗T N . In local coordinates {x^α} on M and {u^a} on N we have D_αϕ = ( ∂_αϕ^a +^{(N )}Γ^a_{bc}(u)ϕ^b∂_αu^c ) ∂ ∂u^a 5In our notation L Ω∇_μω_ν := (L_Ω∇ω)_{μν} and ∇_μL_Ωω_ν := ∇_μ(L_Ωω)_ν := (∇L_Ωω)_{μν} .

where^{(N )}Γ^a_{bc} are the Christoffel symbols on T N . The pullback covariant derivative D_α is naturally extended to u^∗T N -valued (p, q; r, s) tensor fields using the connection ∇_α on the tensor bundle of M and the Levi- Civita connection on N . As before, we denote by D^{(k)} the k-fold application of the pullback covariant derivative D.

For a section ϕ of u^∗T N , we have [D_α, D_β]ϕ(p) = R(u)(∂_αu, ∂_β u)ϕ(p), where R is the curvature tensor on N , which is a (1, 3) tensor field on N . Analogous formulas hold for commutators of the pullback covariant derivatives applied to arbitrary u^∗T N -valued (p, q; r, s) tensor fields.

The complex structure J on N is a (1, 1) tensor field on N such that J^2 = −1, g(JX, JY ) = g(X, Y ) and J is parallel with respect to the Levi-Civita connection. Equivalently, it is a (1, 1) tensor field that relates the metric g and the Riemannian volume form ω by g(X, Y ) = ω(X, JY ). Denote by κ(u) the holomorphic sectional curvature (i.e., the Gauss curvature) at u ∈ N , i.e., for any unit vector X ∈ T_uN , κ(u) = ( R(u)(X, JX)JX, X ) . Note that κ(u) is invariant under the choice of the unit vector X ∈ T_uN ; thus it defines a real-valued function on N . Observe that κ ≡ { −1 when N = H^2 , +1 when N = S^2.

2.4. Moving frame formalism. Let e = (e_1, e_2) be a global orthonormal frame on u^∗T N such that e_2 = Je_1. Then the frame e defines a global trivialization of u^∗T N over the trivial complex line bundle E = M × C , and we have an isomorphism e: Γ(C ) → Γ(u^∗T N ), φ = φ^1 + iφ^2 → eφ := e_1Re (φ) + e_2Im (φ).

Under this isomorphism, we denote the pushforward ∂_αu of each coordinate vector field ∂_α by ψ_α, i.e., ∂_αu = eψ_α. The spatial components of ψ are denoted by Ψ, that is, Ψ = ψ_x1 dx^1 + ψ_x2 dx^2.

Next, we introduce the covariant derivative D_ℓ on E induced by D_ℓ via the identity D_ℓeφ = eD_ℓφ. With respect to the trivial connection ∇ on E, we may decompose D_ℓ = ∇_ℓ + iA_ℓ where A = A_ℓ dx^ℓ is the real-valued connection 1-form given by ( (D_ℓe_1, e_1) (D_ℓe_1, e_2) (D_ℓe_2, e_1) (D_ℓe_2, e_2) ) = ( 0 A_ℓ −A_ℓ 0 ) . The curvature two-form associated with D, which is defined to be the commutator [D_k, D_ℓ]φ is related through the map u to the Riemann curvature R of the target manifold N as follows e[D_k, D_ℓ]φ = R(u)(∂_ku, ∂_ℓu)eφ = R(u)(eψ_k, eψ_ℓ)eφ. A direct computation reveals that, for a section φ ∈ Γ(u^∗T N ), [D_k, D_ℓ]φ = iκ(u)Im (ψ_kψ_ℓ)φ. (2.2) On the other hand, we also note that [D_k, D_ℓ]φ = i(∇_kA_ℓ − ∇_ℓA_k)φ.

With respect to such a frame e = (e_1, e_2), the Schrödinger maps equation (1.1), the harmonic maps equation D^ℓ∂_ℓU = 0 and the harmonic maps heat flow equation (1.4) read, respectively, ψ_t = iD^ℓψ_ℓ, D^ℓψ_ℓ = 0,

ψ_s = D^ℓψ_ℓ.

2.5. Basic function spaces on H^2 . Let C^∞_0 (H^2 ) denote the space of all complex-valued smooth and compactly supported functions on H^2 . For f ∈ C^∞_0 (H^2 ) and 1 ≤ p < ∞, its L^p norm is defined by ‖f‖_Lp = ‖f‖_L^p_x = (∫ H^2

|f|^p dvol_h ) 1_p . The L^p(H^2 ) space for 1 ≤ p < ∞ is defined by taking the completion of C^∞_0 (H^2 ) with respect to the L^p norm. We also introduce the space C^0(H^2 ) of bounded continuous complex-valued functions on H^2 , equipped with the norm ‖f‖_L∞ = ‖f‖_L∞_x = sup_{x∈H2} |f(x)|. Mixed norms in the polar coordinates (r, θ) are sometimes used. For f ∈ C^∞_0 (H^2 ), we define ‖f‖_L^p_{r L}^q_θ = ‖‖f(r, θ)‖_L^q_{θ (0,2π)}‖_L^p_{r (0,∞)}. Clearly, ‖f‖_Lp = ‖f(sinh r)^{1p} ‖_L^p_{r L}^p_θ .

To extend the definition of L^p norms to real-, complex- or u^∗T N -valued tensor fields on H^2 , we need to specify the norm on the fiber, which is a finite dimensional vector space in each case. Abusing the notation a bit, we denote by (·, ·) the inner product on these finite dimensional vector spaces, where the space being used should be understood from the context. For instance, (f, g) = fg for f, g ∈ C ; (u, v) = N∑ I=1 u^I v^J for u, v ∈ R^N ; (ξ, ζ) = h_{i1 i}′_1 · · · h_{ip i}′_p h^{j1 j′1} · · · h^{jq ···j′q} ξ^{i1 ···ip}_{j1 ···jq} ζ^{i′1 ···i′p}_j′_{1 ···j′q} for ξ, ζ ∈ (T_pH^2 )^{⊗p} ⊗ (T^∗_p H^2 )^{⊗q} ; (X, Y ) = h_{i1 i}′_1 · · · h_{ip i}′_p h^{j1 j′1} · · · h^{jq ···j′q} g_{a1a}′_1 · · · g_{ar a}′_r g^{b1b′1} · · · g^{bs···b′s} × X^{i1···ip a1 ···ar} j_1 ···j_q b_1 ···b_s Y i^′_1 ···i^′_p a^′_1 ···a^′_r j^′_1 ···j^′_q b^′_1···b^′_s for ξ, ζ ∈ (TpH 2 )^{⊗p} ⊗ (T^∗_p H^2 )^{⊗q} ⊗ T_{u(p)}N .

In all cases, the norm is given by | · |^2 = (·, ·).

For f ∈ C^∞_0 (H^2 ), 1 < p < ∞ and a positive integer k, we define the W^{k,p} norm of f by ‖f‖_W k,p = k∑ k^′ =0 ‖∇^{(k′)}f‖_Lp . The space W^{k,p}(H^2 ) is then defined by taking the completion of C^∞_0 (H^2 ) with respect to the W^{k,p} norm. We define the space W^{−k,p}(H^2 ) to be the dual of W^{k,q} (H^2 ) where^1_p +^1_q = 1.

To extend W^{σ,p}(H^2 ) to nonintegral values of σ, we note the following well-known equivalence of norms for positive integers σ (see, for instance, [69]; see also Lemma 2.8 and Lemma 2.9 below): ‖f‖_W σ,p ≃ ‖(−Δ)^σf‖_Lp for σ = 1, 2, . . . In view of such an equivalence, when σ ∈ R \ Z, we define the W^{σ,p} norm to be ‖(−Δ)^σf‖_Lp and the space W^{σ,p}(H^2 ) to be the completion of C^∞_0 (H^2 ) with respect to this norm. As usual, in the case p = 2, we write H^σ = W^{σ,p}.

We end this subsection with some notational conventions. Let X be a norm for functions on H^2 . For a function f that depends also on t ∈ R and/or s ∈ [0, ∞), we use the following notation for mixed norms: ‖f‖_L^p_{t (I;X)} = ‖‖f(t)‖_X ‖_L^p_{t (I)} = ‖f‖_L^p_{t X(I×H}2_), ‖f‖_L^p_{s (J;X)} = ‖‖f(s)‖_X ‖_L^p_{s (J)}, ‖f‖_L^p_{dss (J;X)} = ‖‖f(s)‖_X ‖_L^p_{dss (J)}. When the interval I (resp. J) is not specified, it is meant to be the whole line, i.e, I = R (resp. J = [0, ∞)). We also introduce the notation ‖⟨Ω⟩f‖_X = ‖f‖_X + ‖Ωf‖_X .

Similarly, for any integer k ≥ 0 we will use the notation ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{k2} f‖_X = k∑ k^′ =0

‖(s^{12} ∇)^{(k′ )}f‖_X .

For a tensor field ξ, we define ‖⟨L_Ω⟩ξ‖_X = ‖ξ‖_X + ‖L_Ωξ‖_X . We also use the notation ‖∇^{(k)}⟨Ω⟩f‖_X = ‖∇^{(k)}f‖_X + ‖∇^{(k)}Ωf‖_X with similar definitions for ‖∇^{(k)}⟨sΔ⟩f‖_X and ‖∇^{(k)}⟨L_Ω⟩ξ‖_X . Finally, when it is clear from the context that k does not denote a tensorial index, we will often write ∇^k = ∇^{(k)}.

2.6. Parabolic theory for the linear heat operator ∂_s − Δ. We collect various estimates for the linear heat operator ∂_s − Δ that are used in this paper. Unless otherwise stated, all functions in this subsection are complex-valued.

2.6.1. L^2 theory for ∂_s − Δ. We begin with the fundamental L^2 bound for the inhomogeneous heat equation (∂_s − Δ)φ = F .

Lemma 2.2. Consider the initial value problem (∂_s − Δ)φ = F in H^2 × J, φ(s = 0) = φ_0 ∈ L^2(H^2 ), where J is an interval of the form J = [0, s_0] and F ∈ L^1_s(J; L^2) + L^2_s(J; H^{−1}). This problem is well-posed, and the unique solution φ obeys ‖φ‖_L∞_{s (J;L}2_) + ‖φ‖_L2_{s(J;H}1_) + ‖∂_sφ‖_L2_{s(J;H}−1_) ≲ ‖φ_0‖_L2 + ‖F ‖_L1_{s(J;L}2_{)+L}2_{s(J;H}−1_). (2.3) Moreover, for any k = 1, 2, . . ., ‖s^k(−Δ)^kφ‖_L∞_{s (J;L}2_) + ‖s^k(−Δ)^kφ‖_L2_{s(J;H}1_) + ‖s^k(−Δ)^k∂_sφ‖_L2_{s(J;H}−1_) ≲_k ‖φ_0‖_L2 + ‖F ‖_L1_{s(J;L}2_{)+L}2_{s(J;H}−1_) + ‖s^k(−Δ)^kF ‖_L1_{s(J;L}2_{)+L}2_{s(J;H}−1_).

(2.4)

In what follows, we denote by e^{sΔ} the solution operator for (∂_s − Δ)φ = 0.

Proof. We first prove the a-priori estimate (2.3). With the exception of the term ‖∂_sφ‖_L2_{(J;H}−1_), (2.3) immediately follows by multiplying by φ, taking the real part and integrating by parts on H^2 × J. To add in ∂_sφ, use ‖∂_sφ‖_L2_{s(J;H}−1_) ≤ ‖φ‖_L2_{s(J;H}1_) + ‖(∂_s − Δ)φ‖_L2_{s(J;H}−1_), which implies ‖∂_sφ‖_L2_{s(J;H}−1_) ≲ ‖φ_0‖_L2 + ‖F ‖_L2_{s(J;H}−1_). In particular, ‖∂_se^{sΔ}φ_0‖_L2_{s(J;H}−1_) ≲ ‖φ_0‖_L2 . By Duhamel’s principle, it follows that ‖∂_sφ‖_L2_{s(J;H}−1_) ≲ ‖φ_0‖_L2 + ‖F ‖_L1_{s(J;L}2_) as well. By linearity, (2.3) follows.

The well-posedness assertion is a standard consequence of (2.3). To prove (2.4), we begin by noting that (∂_s − Δ)(s^k (−Δ)^kφ) = s^k(−Δ)^kF + ks^{k−1}(−Δ)^k φ.

We apply (2.3) and, for a small number ϵ > 0 to be chosen later, estimate the last term as follows: ‖ks^{k−1}(−Δ)^kφ‖_L2_{(J;H}−1_) ≲ k‖s^{k−1}(−Δ)^{k−1}φ‖_L2_{(J;H}1_) ≲ k‖φ‖^{1k}_{L2(J;H1 )}‖s^k(−Δ)^kφ‖^{k−1k}_{L2(J;H1 )} ≲ ϵ^{−(k−1)}‖φ‖_L2_{(J;H}1_) + (k − 1)ϵ‖s^k(−Δ)^kφ‖_L2_{(J;H}1_).

On the second line, we used a simple L^2 interpolation inequality [41, Lemma 2.4]. Choosing ϵ > 0 sufficiently small to absorb the last term into the LHS, then invoking (2.3) (applied to (∂_s − Δ)φ = F ) to control ‖φ‖_L2_{s(J;H}1_), (2.4) follows. □ We also need the following “Strichartz” estimate for ∂_s − Δ:

Lemma 2.3. Let φ be the solution to (∂_s − Δ)φ = F in H^2 × J with φ(s = 0) = φ_0 ∈ L^2 and F ∈ L^1_s(J; L^2). Then ‖φ‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) ≲ ‖φ_0‖_L2 + ‖F ‖_L1_{s(J;L}2_). (2.5)

This lemma follows, via Duhamel’s principle, from the homogeneous estimate ‖e^{sΔ}f‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) ≲ ‖f‖_L2 . As stated in [46, Lemma 2.5], the latter estimate may be proved by following [68, Paper IV, Proof of Lemma 2.5], which only relies on the self-adjointness of e^{sΔ} and the decay estimate ‖e^{sΔ}f‖_L∞ ≲ s^{− 12} ‖f‖_L2 (see Lemma 2.5 below).

2.6.2. L^p → L^q bounds for ∂_s − Δ. Next, we consider L^p → L^q bounds for e^{sΔ}. For small times, we rely on the following (fairly general) heat-kernel bounds:

Lemma 2.4 (Short-time heat kernel bounds). Let p_σ denote the heat kernel on H^2 (i.e., the integral kernel for e^{σΔ}). For 0 < σ ≤ 2 and k = 0, 1, 2, there exists N_k > 0 so that the following short-time heat kernel estimate holds: |∂^k_σ p_σ (x, y)| ≲_k σ^{− d2 −k} ( 1 + d_H2 (x, y)^2 σ )_{Nk} exp ( − d_H2 (x, y)^2 4σ ) . Lemma 2.4 in the case k = 0 follows from [19, Theorem 3.1]. Then the cases k = 1, 2 follow by standard machinery for deducing estimates for time derivatives of the heat kernel from that of the heat kernel itself; see [18] and [22, Theorems 1.1 and 1.2] for details.

Combining Lemma 2.4 with the long-time L^2 bound and the maximum principle for the linear heat equation, we obtain the following long-time L^p → L^q bounds for e^{sΔ}. Lemma 2.5. Let 1 < p < ∞ and p ≤ q ≤ ∞. Let ρ_0 satisfy

0 < ρ^2_0 < 1 2 min{ 1 p , 1 − 1 p }. For f ∈ L^p(H^2 ) and s > 0, we have ‖e^{sΔ}f‖_Lq + ‖sΔe^{sΔ}f‖_Lq ≲ s^{−( 1p − 1q )}e^{−ρ20s}‖f‖_Lp . (2.6) Proof. For 0 < s ≤ 1, the desired estimate follows from Lemma 2.4 and Schur’s test.

To handle the case s > 1, we begin by establishing the following long-time L^p bound: ‖e^{sΔ}f‖_Lp ≤ e^{−ρ2s}‖f‖_Lp for all s > 0, (2.7) where ρ^2 =^1_2 min{^1_p , 1 −^1_p }. Indeed, the case p = 2 follows by integrating the differential inequality, 1 2 ∂_s ∫ (e^{sΔ}f, e^{sΔ}f) = ∫ (Δe^{sΔ}f, e^{sΔ}f) ≤ − 1 4 ∫ (e^{sΔ}f, e^{sΔ}f), which in turn follows by the well-known fact that −Δ on H^2 has a spectral gap of^1_4 [12]. The case 2 < p < ∞ then follows by interpolation of the case p = 2 and the maximum principle, which implies ‖e^{sΔ}f‖_L∞ ≤ ‖f‖_L∞ . Finally, the case 1 < p < 2 follows by duality.

By (2.7) and the short time bound, ‖e^{sΔ}f‖_Lq + ‖sΔe^{sΔ}f‖_Lq ≲ ‖e^{(s−1)Δ}f‖_Lp ≲ e^{−ρ2 s}‖f‖_Lp . Decreasing ρ^2 a bit to ρ^2_0, the desired estimate (2.6) follows. □.

We conclude with two corollaries of Lemma 2.5, which will be useful for establishing basic L^p functional inequalities on H^2 in Subsection 2.7.

Corollary 2.6. Let 1 < p < ∞. For f ∈ W^{2,p}, we have ‖f‖_Lp ≲ ‖Δf‖_Lp . Proof. We begin by writing f = − ∫_∞ 0 ∂_se^{sΔ}f ds = ∫_∞ 0 e^{sΔ}(−Δ)f ds, which is easily justified using Lemma 2.5. By (2.6) with p = q, we have ‖ ∫_∞ 0 e^{sΔ}(−Δ)f ds‖_Lp ≤ ∫_∞ 0 ‖e^{sΔ}(−Δ)f‖_Lp ds ≲ ∫_∞ 0 e^{−ρ20 s}‖Δf‖_Lp ds ≲ ‖Δf‖_Lp , which proves the corollary. □

Corollary 2.7. Let 0 < α < 1 and 1 < p < ∞. For f ∈ L^p, we have ‖s^α(−Δ)^αe^{sΔ}f‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖_Lp , where the operator (−Δ)^α is defined by the spectral calculus of the self-adjoint operator −Δ on (say) H^2 and then extended by continuity.

Proof. For 0 < α < 1 and g ∈ H^2, by the spectral calculus for −Δ, we have (−Δ)^αg = c_α ∫_∞ 0 s^{−α}(−Δ)e^{sΔ}g ds, where c_α = ∫_∞ 0 s^{−α}e^{−s} ds > 0. Thus, for f ∈ C^∞_0 we may write s^α(−Δ)^αe^{sΔ}f = c_α ∫_∞ 0 s^α(s^′)^{−α}(−Δ)e^{(s+s′ )Δ}f ds^′, Then by Lemma 2.5, ‖s^α(−Δ)^αe^{sΔ}f‖_Lp = ‖c_α ∫_∞ 0 s^α(s^′)^{−α}(−Δ)e^{(s+s′ )Δ}f ds^′‖_Lp ≤ c_α ∫_∞ 0 s^α(s^′)^{−α}(s + s^′)^{−1}‖(s + s^′)(−Δ)e^{(s+s′ )Δ}f‖_Lp ds^′ ≲ (∫_∞ 0 s^α(s^′)^{−α}(s + s^′)^{−1} ds^′ ) ‖f‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖_Lp . By the density of C^∞_0 in L^p, the corollary follows. □ 2.7. Heat-flow-based Littlewood–Paley projections and functional inequalities on H^2 . Here, we state some basic functional inequalities on H^2 .

2.7.1. Heat-flow-based Littlewood–Paley projections. We introduce Littlewood–Paley projections on H^2 based on the linear heat equation e^{sΔ} as in [30, 38]; however, the notation we follow is from [36, § 1.1.3]. For any s > 0, we define P_{≥s}f = e^{sΔ}f, P_sf = s(−Δ)e^{sΔ}f. (2.8) Intuitively, P_sf may be interpreted as a projection of f to frequencies comparable to s^{− 12} . Indeed, this interpretation can be justified on the Euclidean space R^d by observing that the symbol of s(−Δ)e^{sΔ} is simply s|ξ|^2e^{−s|ξ|2} , so s(−Δ)e^{sΔ}f is the localization of the Fourier transform of f to the annulus {|ξ| ≃ s^{− 12} }.

By the fundamental theorem of calculus, it is straightforward to verify that P_{≥s}f = ∫_∞ s P_s′ f ds^′ s^′ for s > 0, which explains our notation P_{≥s}. In particular, we have f = ∫_∞ 0 P_s′ f ds^′ s^′ , (2.9) which is the basic identity that relates f with its Littlewood–Paley resolution {P_sf}_{s∈(0,∞)}. 2.7.2. L^p functional inequalities. Here, we collect basic L^p functional inequalities on H^2 used in the paper. Lemma 2.8 (Poincaré inequality). Let f ∈ C^∞_0 (H^2 ). Then for any 1 < p < ∞, we have ‖f‖_Lp ≲ ‖Δf‖_Lp , ‖f‖_Lp ≲ ‖∇f‖_Lp . (2.10) Proof. The first inequality was proved in Corollary 2.6. To prove the second inequality, by interpolation and duality, it suffices to just consider the case p = 2k for each positive integer k. When k = 1, (2.10) again follows from the fact that −Δ on H^2 has a spectral gap of^1_4 . For k > 2, we argue as follows: ‖f‖^{2k}_L2k = ‖|f|^k‖^2_L2 ≲ ‖∇|f|^k‖^2_L2 ≲ ‖|f|^{2k−2}|∇f|^2‖_L1 ≤ ‖f‖^k_L2k ‖∇f‖^k_L2k . The desired estimate follows if we divide through by ‖f‖^k_{L2k} . □

Lemma 2.9 (Boundedness of Riesz transform). Let f ∈ C^∞_0 (H^2 ). Then for 1 < p < ∞ we have ‖∇f‖_Lp ≃ ‖(−Δ)^{12} f‖_Lp . For a proof of Lemma 2.9, we refer to [65, Theorem 6.1].

Lemma 2.10 (L^p interpolation inequalities). Let f ∈ C^∞_0 (H^2 ). Then for any 0 ≤ β ≤ α and 1 < p < ∞ we have ‖(−Δ)^βf‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖^{1− βα}_Lp ‖(−Δ)^αf‖^{βα}_Lp . (2.11) Moreover, for 1 < p < ∞, p ≤ q ≤ ∞ and 0 < θ =^2_α (^1_p −^1_q ) < 1, we have ‖f‖_Lq ≲ ‖f‖^{1−θ}_Lp ‖(−Δ)^αf‖^θ_Lp . (2.12) Proof. We begin with (2.11). By the formal property (−Δ)^α(−Δ)^β = (−Δ)^{α+β} , (2.11) can be easily reduced to the case 0 < β < α ≤ 1. Since 0 < β < 1, as in the proof of Corollary 2.7, we have (−Δ)^β f = c_β ∫_∞ 0 s^{−β}(−Δ)e^{sΔ}f ds = c_β ∫_∞ 0 s^{−β} P_sf ds s . By Lemma 3.6 and Corollary 2.7, as well as the formal property (−Δ)^α(−Δ)^β = (−Δ)^{α+β} , we obtain the following two estimates for ‖P_sf‖_Lp : ‖P_sf‖_Lp = ‖sΔe^{sΔ}f‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖_Lp , ‖P_sf‖_Lp = ‖sΔe^{sΔ}f‖_Lp = ‖s^αs^{1−α}(−Δ)^{1−α}e^{sΔ}(−Δ)^αf‖_Lp ≲ s^α‖(−Δ)^αf‖_Lp . Introducing an auxiliary parameter s_0 > 0, to be chosen soon, it follows that ‖(−Δ)^β f‖_Lp ≤ c_β ∫_{s0} 0 s^{−β} ‖P_sf‖_Lp ds s + c_β ∫_∞ s_0 s^{−β} ‖P_sf‖_Lp ds s ≲ s^{α−β}_0 ‖(−Δ)^αf‖_Lp + s^{−β}_0 ‖f‖_Lp . Optimizing the choice of s_0, we obtain (2.11). The proof of (2.12) is very similar. By (2.9) and Lemma 2.5, we have ‖f‖_Lq ≲ ∫_∞ 0 s^{12 ( 2q − 2p )}‖P_sf‖_Lp ds s . Using the preceding two estimates for ‖P_sf‖_Lp , we obtain the desired estimate. □ Lemma 2.11 (Sobolev embedding). Let f ∈ C^∞_0 (H^2 ). Then for any 1 < p < 2 and p ≤ q < ∞ with 1 q =^1_p −^1_2 , we have ‖f‖_Lq ≲ ‖∇f‖_Lp . For a proof, we refer to [27, Theorem 3.2].

Lemma 2.12 (Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality). Let f ∈ C^∞_0 (H^2 ). Then for any 1 < p < ∞, p ≤ q ≤ ∞ and 0 < θ < 1 such that^1_q =^1_p −^θ_2 , we have ‖f‖_Lq ≲ ‖f‖^{1−θ}_Lp ‖∇f‖^θ_Lp In particular, for any s > 0 ‖f‖_L∞ ≲ ‖f‖^{12}_{L4} ‖∇f‖^{12}_{L4} ≲ ‖f‖^{14}_{L2} ‖∇f‖^{12}_{L2} ‖Δf‖^{14}_{L2} ≲ s^{− 12} ‖⟨sΔ⟩f‖_L2 . (2.13) Proof. The first estimate follows from Lemma 2.9 and (2.12). The last estimate follows from two applications of the first. □ We conclude with an improvement of (2.13) under the assumption of extra angular regularity.

Lemma 2.13 (Radial Sobolev). For any function f ‖ sinh^{12} (r)f‖_L∞_{x (H}2_) ≲ ‖⟨Ω⟩f‖^{12}_{L2x(H2 )}‖∇⟨Ω⟩f‖^{12}_{L2x(H2 )} ≲ s^{− 14} ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} ⟨Ω⟩f‖_L2_{x(H}2_).

Similarly, for any tensor ξ ‖ sinh^{12} (r)ξ‖_L∞_{x (H}2_) ≲ ‖⟨L_Ω⟩ξ‖^{12}_{L2x(H2 )}‖∇⟨L_Ω⟩ξ‖^{12}_{L2x(H2 )} ≲ s^{− 14} ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} ⟨L_Ω⟩ξ‖_L2_{x(H}2_).

In particular for ξ = ∇f we get ‖ sinh^{12} (r)∇f‖_L∞_x ≲ s^{− 14} ‖∇⟨sΔ⟩^{12} ⟨Ω⟩f‖_L2_x .

Proof. First for a function f note that by Sobolev embedding on S^1 we have ‖f‖_L∞_x ≲ ‖⟨Ω⟩f‖_L∞_{r L}2_θ , and with g = f or g = Ωf ∫ S^1 |g(r, θ)|^2dθ = −2Re ∫_∞ r ∫ S^1 g(r^′, θ)∂_rg(r^′, θ) dθ dr^′ ≲ sinh^{−1}(r) ( ∫ ∞ r ∫ S^2

|g(r^′, θ)|^2 sinh(r^′) dθ dr^′

) 1_2 ( ∫ ∞ r ∫ S^1

|∂_rg(r^′, θ)|^2 sinh(r^′) dθ dr^′

) 1_2

≲ sinh^{−1}(r)‖g‖_L2_x ‖∇g‖_L2_x .

The proof for tensors is similar. Using the fact that by the diamagnetic inequality (since Ω is an isometry) Ω|ξ| ≤ |L_Ωξ| we get from the Sobolev estimate on S^1 that ‖ξ‖_L∞_x = ‖|ξ|‖_L∞_x ≲ ‖⟨L_Ω⟩ξ‖_L∞_{r L}2_θ . The rest of the proof is as in the scalar case applied to g = |ζ| with ζ = ξ or ζ = L_Ωξ, and where we also use ∂_r|ζ|^2 = 2Re ((∇_{∂r} ζ^μ)ζ_μ) and |∇_{∂r} ζ| ≤ |∇ζ| since ∂_r has length one.

Finally, the last statement follows from the identity L_Ω∇f = ∇Ωf. □ 2.7.3. Fractional calculus in L^2-based Sobolev spaces. Here, we prove the following results for the fractional L^2-based Sobolev spaces on H^2 :

Proposition 2.14 (Sobolev product rule). For σ ≥ 0, we have ‖fg‖_Hσ ≲ ‖f‖_L∞ ‖g‖_Hσ + ‖f‖_Hσ ‖g‖_L∞ . Proposition 2.15 (Moser-type estimate in Sobolev spaces). Let σ ≥ 0. Consider a function F : R×H^2 → R satisfying F (0; x) = 0 and ‖F ‖_C⌊σ⌋+2 < ∞. Then for any function g ∈ H^σ ∩ L^∞ such that ‖g‖_L∞ ≤ A, we have ‖F (g(x); x)‖_Hσ ≲_{σ,‖F ‖C⌊σ⌋+2 ,A} ‖g‖_Hσ . One way to prove these results is to use the intrinsic heat-flow-based Littlewood–Paley projections P_σ as in [36]. Instead, we rely on the following lemma to reduce these propositions to the corresponding results on the Euclidean space:

Lemma 2.16 (Localization lemma). For any δ > 0, consider points x_j ∈ H^2 such that the balls B_δ(x_j ) form a locally finite covering of H^2 . Let χ_j be a smooth partition of unity subordinate to {B_δ(x_j )} and let exp_{xj} : R^2 → H^2 be the exponential map centered at x_j . For any σ ∈ R and f ∈ H^σ (H^2 ), we have ‖f‖^2_Hσ_{(H}2_) ≃ ∑ j ‖χ_j f‖^2_Hσ_{(H}2_) ≃ ∑ j ‖(χ_j f) ∘ exp_{xj} ‖^2_Hσ_{(R}2_)

where the implicit constant depends only on σ, δ, {x_j } and {‖χ_j ‖_C⌈|σ|⌉ }.

These equivalences are obvious when σ is a nonnegative integer; the general case then follows by interpolation (for σ ∈ (0, ∞)) and duality (for σ < 0). We refer to [71, Ch. 7] for further details. Note that this result holds in any domain manifold with bounded geometry, in which case δ > 0 should now be chosen sufficiently small. In the applications of Lemma 2.16 below, we use arbitrary but fixed choices of δ, {x_j } and {χ_j }.

By Lemma 2.16, Proposition 2.14 readily reduces to the standard Sobolev product rule in R^2 , whose proof can be found in, e.g., [70, Ch. 2, Prop. 1.1]. The Euclidean counterpart of Proposition 2.15 is less standard, so we provide a proof below:

Proof of Proposition 2.15. When σ = 0, the desired bound follows by the point-wise inequality |F (g; x)| ≤ |∇_g F (g; x)||g| ≲_{‖F ‖C1} |g|. Hence we may assume that σ > 0. By the localization lemma (Lemma 2.16), Proposition 2.15 readily reduces to the following Euclidean counterpart:

For a function F : R × R^2 → R satisfying F (0; x) = 0 and ‖F ‖_C⌈σ⌉+1 < ∞ and g ∈ H^σ ∩ L^∞(R^2 ), ‖F (g(x); x)‖_Hσ_{(R}2_) ≲_{σ,‖F ‖C⌊σ⌋+2(R×R2) ,‖g‖L∞(R2)} ‖g‖_Hσ_{(R}2_). (2.14) The goal of the remainder of the proof is to prove (2.14). To simplify the notation, in what follows we will suppress the domain R^2 and simply write H^σ = H^σ (R^2 ), etc. We fix a radial cutoff m_{≤0} supported in {|ξ| < 2} that equals 1 on {|ξ| < 1}. For j ∈ R^+ , we denote by P_{≤j} the Fourier multiplier m_{≤0}(2^{−j} D). For j > 0, we define P_j =^d_{dj} P_{≤j} ; in the case j = 0, we adopt the convention P_0 = P_{≤0}. For any tempered distribution g, we have the identity g(x) = ∫_∞ 0 P_j g(x) dj + P_0g. Moreover, using the Fourier transform, it is not difficult to see that ‖g‖^2_Hσ ≃ ∫_∞ 0 (2^{σj} ‖P_j g‖_L2 )^2 dj + ‖P_0g‖^2_L2 .

We now begin the proof in earnest by computing F (g(x); x) = ∫_∞ 0 d dj F (P_{≤j} g(x); x) dj + F (P_0g(x); x) = ∫_∞ 0 ∇_g F (P_{≤j} g(x); x)P_j g(x) dj + F (P_0g(x); x), which is justified since F (g(x); x) ∈ L^2. Thus, by Schur’s test and the above characterization of the H^σ -norm, the proof of (2.14) reduces to the verification of the following estimate for j, k ≥ 0 for some c = c(σ) > 0: 2^{σk}‖P_k(∇_g F (P_{≤j} g(x); x)P_j g(x))‖_L2 ≲ 2^{−c|j−k|}2^{σj} ‖P_j g(x)‖_L2 , where the implicit constants may depend on σ, ‖F ‖_C⌊σ⌋+2 and ‖g‖_L∞ .

For k ≤ j + 10, we simply estimate 2^{σk}‖P_k(∇_g F (P_{≤j} g(x); x)P_j g(x))‖_L2 ≲ 2^{σ(k−j)}‖F ‖_C1 2^{σj} ‖P_j g(x)‖_L2 , which is acceptable. In the case k > j + 10, note that the frequency support of ∇_g F (P_{≤j} g(x); x) may be localized to {|ξ| ≃ 2^k}. Thus, 2^{σk}‖P_k(∇_g F (P_{≤j} g(x); x)P_j g(x)‖_L2 ≲ 2^{σ(k−j)}2^{σj} ‖P_j g(x)‖_L2 ∫ |k^′ −k|<1 ‖P_k′ ∇_g F (P_{≤j} g(x); x)‖_L∞ dk^′. For the last factor, we use the following bound with n = ⌊σ⌋ + 2, which is obtained using the chain rule and the bound ‖∇^{(n)}P_{≤j} g‖_L∞ ≲ 2^{nj} ‖g‖_L∞ : ‖P_k′ ∇_g F (P_{≤j} g(x); x)‖_L∞ ≲ 2^{−nk′} ‖∇^{(n)}∇_g F (P_{≤j} g(x); x)‖_L∞ ≲_{σ,‖F ‖C⌊σ⌋+2 ,‖g‖L∞} 2^{−n(k′ −j)}. In conclusion, for k > j + 10, 2^{σk}‖P_k(∇_g F (P_{≤j} g(x); x)P_j g(x))‖_L2 ≲_{σ,‖F ‖C⌊σ⌋+2 ,‖g‖L∞} 2^{−(n−σ)(k−j)}2^{σj} ‖P_j g‖_L2 , which is good since n > σ. □ Finally, we point out a simple corollary of Propositions 2.14 and 2.15 that gives a difference bound for F (g(x); x). Corollary 2.17. Let σ ≥ 0. Consider a function F : R×H^2 → R satisfying F (0; x) = 0 and ‖F ‖_C⌊σ⌋+3 < ∞. Then for any functions g, h ∈ H^σ ∩ L^∞ such that ‖g‖_L∞ + ‖h‖_L∞ ≤ A, we have ‖F (g(x); x) − F (h(x); x)‖_Hσ ≲_{σ,‖F ‖C⌊σ⌋+3 ,A} ‖g − h‖_Hσ + (‖g‖_Hσ + ‖h‖_Hσ )‖g − h‖_L∞ .

Proof. By the fundamental theorem of calculus, we may write F (g(x); x) − F (h(x); x) = (g − h)(x) ∫_1 0 ∂_g F (λg(x) + (1 − λ)h(x); x) dλ. Note that the L^∞ norm of

∫_1 0 ∂_g F (λg(x) + (1 − λ)h(x); x) dλ is O_{‖F ‖C2} (A) by another application of the fundamental theorem of calculus, whereas its H^σ norm is bounded by O_{σ,‖F ‖C⌊σ⌋+3 ,A}(‖g‖_Hσ + ‖h‖_Hσ ) by Proposition 2.15. Thus, by Proposition 2.14, the desired estimate follows. □

2.8. Local well-posedness of the Schrödinger maps equation. A basic ingredient of the proof of Theorem 1.7 is the existence of a unique local solution with regular data, and a continuation criterion. In the case of Schrödinger maps on R^d , local well-posedness was proved by McGahagan in [48], see also [20,33]. McGahagan’s proof consists of an approximation scheme by a wave map-like equation, and is carried out in a geometric framework using covariant derivatives. As such, it easily extends to the case of the hyperbolic domain H^2 . We omit the straightforward modifications and state the corresponding result without proof.

Lemma 2.18 (McGahagan [48]). Let N = H^2 or N = S^2 and let Q be an equivariant harmonic map as in Proposition 1.1. Given initial data u_0 : H^2 → N with the same boundary data as Q, and lying in the space H^5_Q(H^2 ; N ), there exists a time T > 0 and a unique solution u : [0, T ) × H^2 → N to the Schrödinger map equation (1.1) with u ∈ C^0([0, T ); H^5_Q(H^2 ; N )) and u(0, ·) = u_0(·). Moreover, if T^∗ > 0 is the maximal such T , then either T^∗ = ∞ or lim_{t→T} ∗ ‖u(t, ·) − Q‖_H5 = ∞. Finally, any additional regularity of the initial data is preserved by the flow. In particular, if (u_0 − Q) ∈ H^∞, then ∂^k_t u(t) ∈ H^∞ for every k ∈ N.

Remark 2.19. The local well-posedness result in [48] is actually sharper, in that it only requires the data to be in H^ℓ for ℓ > 2. However, this relies on the almost optimal well-posedness result of Klainerman and Selberg from [34] for the approximate wave-map like system mentioned above. Although no such almost optimal well-posedness result for wave maps on hyperbolic space is available, this is not a problem in our setting as we may restrict to smoother data and rely on the standard well-posedness theory for wave maps given by energy methods in two space dimensions say for H^4 data. Following McGahagan’s core argument in this more restrictive (and easier) setting then yields the H^5 well-posedness result given in Theorem 2.18, and also avoids many technical difficulties confronted by McGahagan in [48]. Finally, the persistence of regularity statement in the final two sentences of Lemma 2.18 follows from standard arguments.

3. Linearized operators and the associated parabolic/dispersive theories

The purpose of this section is to describe more precisely the linearized operator H_Q about a finite energy equivariant harmonic map Q as in Proposition 1.1, as well as the associated parabolic and dispersive theories. In Subsection 3.1, we introduce a special frame e^∞ on Q^∗T N (Coulomb frame) and express H_Q in the associated moving frame formalism. As a result, we arrive at a self-adjoint operator H acting on complex-valued functions on H^2 . Using the expression for H, we also verify the weak and strong linearized stability properties of Q that were claimed in Subsection 1.1 (Propositions 3.3 and 3.4). In the remaining subsections, we collect key analytic tools for analyzing the parabolic and dispersive equations arising from the Schrödinger maps evolution in the caloric gauge. More specifically, in Subsection 3.2, we prove L^p estimates for the parabolic operator ∂_s + H, and in Subsection 3.3, we describe the global-in-time local smoothing and Strichartz estimates for the Schrödinger operator −i∂_t + H that were established in [36].

3.1. Harmonic maps from H^2 into N and the linearized operator in the Coulomb gauge. Let Q be a finite energy harmonic map from H^2 into either N = S^2 or H^2 as in Proposition 1.1. Let e = (e_1, e_2) be a global orthonormal frame on Q^∗T N that is positively oriented, i.e., e_2 = Je_1. We denote the linearized operator H_Q, which was introduced in (1.2), in the moving frame formalism with respect to e by H, i.e., H_Q(eφ) = eHφ. By (2.2), H takes the form Hφ = −D^ℓD_ℓφ + iκIm (ψ_ℓφ)ψ^ℓ, where eψ_ℓ = ∂_ℓQ. To simplify the RHS, we note that Q obeys the Cauchy–Riemann equation

e_1Q = Je_2Q, (3.1) where (e_1, e_2) is a positively oriented orthonormal frame on H^2 . Indeed, using the explicit form of Q in Proposition 1.1, (3.1) may be easily verified for the specific orthonormal frame (e_1, e_2) given by (2.1); the general case then easily follows. In the moving frame formalism, (3.1) reads ψ_1 = iψ_2, (3.2) where ψ_1 = e^ℓ_1ψ_ℓ, ψ_2 = e^ℓ_2ψ_ℓ. Thus, Hφ = −D^ℓD_ℓφ − κ 2 (ψ_2φ + ψ_2φ)ψ_2 + κ 2 (ψ_2φ − ψ_2φ)ψ_2 = −D^ℓD_ℓφ − κ|ψ_2|^2φ. (3.3)

The property that the second-order harmonic maps equation D^ℓ∂_ℓQ = 0 reduces to the first-order Cauchy– Riemann equation (3.1) is reflected by the so-called Bogomoln’yi structure of the linearized operator. Specifically, consider the first-order Bogomoln’yi operator (with respect to the frame (2.1))

Lφ = D_rφ + i sinh r D_θφ. Then it may be checked that H admits the splitting L^∗Lφ = Hφ. (3.4) We now specify a special frame e^∞ on Q^∗T N , which will turn out to satisfy the Coulomb condition (3.7) (see also Remark 3.2), with respect to which the connection 1-form A and the 0-order potential κ|ψ_2|^2 may be explicitly computed in (3.3). As in Subsection 1.1, fix a point (the origin) in N = S^2 or H^2 , and consider the associated polar coordinates (ρ, ϑ). Define S(ρ) = { sin ρ when N = S^2, sinh ρ when N = H^2 ,

S^′(ρ) = { cos ρ when N = S^2, cosh ρ when N = H^2 .

so that in both cases, the metric g takes the form g = dρ^2 + S^2 dϑ^2. We introduce

e^∞_1 (r, θ) = cos θ∂_ρ − sin θ S(Q(r)) ∂_ϑ, e^∞_2 = sin θ∂_ρ + cos θ S(Q(r)) ∂_ϑ. (3.5)

Lemma 3.1. Under the choice (3.5) for {e^∞_1 , e^∞_2 }, the connection 1-form A^∞_j = (D_{ej} e^∞_1 , e^∞_2 ) and ψ^∞_j (defined by eψ^∞_j = e^ℓ_j ∂_ℓQ) are given by

A^∞_1 := A^∞_r = 0, A^∞_2 := 1 sinh r

A^∞_θ =

S^′(Q) − 1

sinh r , ψ^∞_1 := ψ^∞_r = S(Q) sinh r e^{iθ}, ψ^∞_2 := 1 sinh r ψ^∞_θ = S(Q) sinh r e^{i(θ+ π2 )}. (3.6)

In particular, A^∞ obeys the Coulomb gauge condition ∂^ℓA^∞_ℓ = ∂_rA^∞_r + r^{−1}A^∞_r + ∂_θA^∞_θ = 0. (3.7)

Proof. Note that

D_j e^∞_a = (∂_j e^{∞,a}_a +^{(N )}Γ^a_{bc}(Q)∂_j Q^be^{∞,c}_a )∂_a.

After a straightforward computation of^{(N )}Γ, this yields D_re^∞_1 = D_re^∞_2 = 0, D_θe^∞_1 = (S^′(Q) − 1)e^∞_2 , D_θe^∞_2 = −(S^′(Q) − 1)e^∞_1 .

Next, the expressions for ψ^∞_r and ψ^∞_θ follow by observing that, since ∂_rQ^ρ =^{S(Q)}_{sinh r} by (3.1),

∂_rQ = ∂_rQ^ρ∂_ρ = S(Q) sinh r

(cos θe^∞_1 + sin θe^∞_2 ), 1 sinh r ∂_θQ = 1 sinh r

∂_ϑ = S(Q) sinh r

(− sin θe^∞_1 + cos θe^∞_1 ).

Finally, the Coulomb condition (3.7) trivially follows. □

Remark 3.2. It is not difficult to show that, under a suitable decay condition on A, the Coulomb gauge condition (3.7) determines the frame e up to a global constant rotation. Moreover, (3.7) is equivalent to the harmonic condition D^ℓD_ℓe = 0 in Definition 1.6. Indeed, i∂^ℓA_ℓ = ∂^ℓ⟨D_ℓe_1, e_2⟩ =(D^ℓD_ℓe_1, e_2) + (D_ℓe_1, D_ℓe_2)

=(D^ℓD_ℓe_1, e_2) + 1 2 ( Δ(e_1, e_2) − (D^ℓD_ℓe_1, e_2) − (e_1, D^ℓD_ℓe_2) )

= 1 2 ( (D^ℓD_ℓe_1, e_2) − (e_1, D^ℓD_ℓe_2) ) . On the other hand, D^ℓD_ℓe_1 = 0 is equivalent to D^ℓD_ℓe_2, since e_2 = Je_1 and DJ = 0.

Using the expressions for A^∞_j and ψ^∞_j , we can compute L_ΩA^∞_j and L_Ωψ^∞_j . In the polar coordinates (r, θ) on the domain, we find that L_ΩA^∞_j = ΩA^∞_j + ∂_j Ω^ℓA^∞_ℓ = ∂_θA^∞_j = 0. (3.8) Similarly, L_Ωψ^∞_j = Ωψ^∞_j + (∂_j Ω^ℓ)ψ^∞_ℓ = ∂_θψ^∞_j = iψ^∞_j . (3.9) With the help of Lemma 3.1, we now verify that all Q in Proposition 1.1 satisfy the weak linearized stability condition.

Proposition 3.3. Let Q be an equivariant finite energy harmonic map from H^2 into N = H^2 or S^2, which is given by Proposition 1.1. Then the associated linearized operator H_Q obeys the weak linearized stability condition (Definition 1.2).

Proof. Suppose, for the purpose of contradiction, that the weak linearized stability condition (1.3) is violated. The first step of the proof is to show that there exists a nontrivial solution φ_0 ∈ L^2 to Hφ_0 = 0, where H is given by (3.3) and (3.5). We begin by noting that, by (3.4), we have ∫ (H_Qϕ, ϕ) = ∫ (Hφ, φ) = ∫ (Lφ, Lφ) ≥ 0, where eφ = ϕ. Therefore, by the contradiction hypothesis, there exists a sequence φ^n ∈ C^∞_0 such that ∫ (Hφ^n, φ^n) → 0, yet ‖φ^n‖_L2 = 1. By the L^2 elliptic theory, it follows that ‖φ^n‖_H1 ≲ 1. Hence, there exists φ_0 ∈ H^1 such that, after passing to a subsequence, φ^n ⇀ φ_0 in H^1 and φ^n → φ_0 strongly in L^2_{loc}. Clearly, Hφ_0 = 0, so it only remains to verify that φ_0 ≠ 0.

To prove that φ_0 ≠ 0, it suffices, by ‖φ^n‖_L2 = 1 and the strong convergence in L^2_{loc}, to show that inf_n ‖(1 + r^2)^{−1}φ^n‖_L2 > 0, (3.10)

(where the exponent 1 was arbitrarily chosen). Assume the contrary; then after passing to a subsequence, ‖(1 + r^2)^{−1}φ^n‖_L2 → 0. By the decay of A^∞_x and κ|ψ_2|^2 in Lemma 3.1, it follows that ∫ (−Δφ^n, φ^n) = ∫ (Hφ^n, φ^n) + ∫ (−2i(A^∞)^ℓ∂_ℓφ^n, φ^n) + ∫ (((A^∞)^ℓ(A^∞)_ℓ − κ|ψ_2|^2)φ^n, φ^n) ≤ ∫ (Hφ^n, φ^n) + C‖φ^n‖_H1 ‖(1 + r^2)^{−1}φ^n‖_L2 → 0 as n → ∞.

Then, by the Poincaré equality, ‖φ^n‖_L2 → 0 as well, which is impossible. Hence, (3.10) holds and φ_0 ≠ 0.

The remainder of the proof consists of disproving the existence of φ_0 ≠ 0. By (3.4), φ_0 must also satisfy the Cauchy–Riemann-type equation

Lφ_0 = ∂_rφ_0 + i sinh r

∂_θφ_0 + ( iA_r − 1 sinh r A_θ ) φ_0 = 0.

By Lemma 3.1, note that A_r = 0 and A_θ is radial. Thus, we may separate φ_0 into angular Fourier modes φ_{0;m} =^1_{2π} ∫ S^1 φ0e −imθ dθeimθ. For each φ 0;m, the ODE is obviously decoupled and solvable; then φ_0 ∈ L^2 implies that φ_{0;m} = 0 for each m, which is a contradiction. □

Finally, we prove that the strong linearized stability condition is satisfied by all Q in Proposition 1.1 in the case N = H^2 , and for small enough α in the case N = S^2.

Proposition 3.4. Let Q be an equivariant finite energy harmonic map from H^2 into N = H^2 or S^2, which is given by Proposition 1.1. Then the associated linearized operator H_Q obeys the strong linearized stability condition when (1) N = H^2 , or (2) N = S^2 and α ≥ 0 is sufficiently small.

Proof. Let H be given by (3.3) and (3.5). Observe that the H^1_{thr}-norm for ϕ = e^∞φ is equivalent to ‖φ‖_H1_{thr} = ‖(∂_r + 1 2 )φ‖_L2 + ‖ 1 sinh r ∂_θφ‖_L2 + ‖ 1 (1 + r^2)^12 φ‖_L2 , since A_r = 0 and e^rA_θ ∈ L^∞. Accordingly, the H^{−1}-norm for g = e^∞G is equivalent to the dual norm H^{−1}_{thr} for G. It follows that Definition 1.3 is equivalent to ∫ (Hφ, φ) ≥ 1 4 ‖φ‖^2_L2 , (3.11) ‖φ‖_H1_{thr} ≲ ‖( 1 4 − H)φ‖_H−1_{thr} . (3.12) When N = H^2 , so that κ = −1, (3.11) and (3.12) follow from the diamagnetic inequality and the positivity property −κ|ψ^∞_2 |^2 ≥ 0; see [36, Corollary 1.14] for details. When N = S^2, (3.11) and (3.12) obviously holds for α = 0, in which case H = −Δ. Clearly, (3.12) holds for 0 < α ≪ 1 by treating H − (−Δ) as a perturbation (see Lemma 3.1). Next, while (3.11) itself is not stable, note that ∫ ((−(∇ + iA^∞)^ℓ(∇ + iA^∞)_ℓ − 1 4 )φ, φ) ≥ ∫ (∇|φ|, ∇|φ|) − 1 4 (φ, φ) ≳ ‖(1 + r^2)^{− 12} φ‖^2_L2 ,

where we used the diamagnetic inequality |∇|φ|| ≤ |(∇ + iA^∞)φ| (in the sense of distributions) and the Hardy–Poincaré inequality [36, Lemma 5.2 with w = 1]. Note that H = −(∇ + iA^∞)^ℓ(∇ + iA^∞)_ℓ − |ψ^∞_2 |^2 where |ψ^∞_2 |^2 = O(e^{−2r}α^2). Thus, ∫ ((H −^1_4 )φ, φ) ≳ ‖(1+r^2)^{− 12} φ‖^2_{L2} for 0 < α ≪ 1, which implies (3.11). □

Remark 3.5. While we utilize the explicit Coulomb frame (3.5) to simplify the arguments in this paper, we believe that neither the precise formulas in (3.6) nor the Coulomb gauge condition (3.7) are essential in our argument. What is important are the symmetry properties (3.8) and (3.9), as well as the smoothness and decay properties of A^∞_j and ψ^∞_j (in particular, e^rA^∞_j , e^rψ^∞_j ∈ L^∞).

3.2. Parabolic theory for the linear operator ∂_s + H. The purpose of this subsection is to develop the basic parabolic theory for the linear operator ∂_s + H, where H was defined in (3.3). To clarify the dependence of constants, in this subsection we work under slightly more general assumptions on H. Let H be a linear operator on scalar functions on H^2 of the form H = −(∇^ℓ + iA^ℓ)(∇_ℓ + iA_ℓ) + V, where A_j and V are real-valued, (3.13) where we assume that A_x, ∇^ℓA_ℓ, V ∈ L^2 ∩ L^∞. Clearly, the linearized operator H (3.3) in the Coulomb gauge obeys this assumption (see Lemma 3.1). We will often refer to A_j and V as magnetic and electric potentials, respectively.

Under the above conditions, it is not difficult to show that the linear parabolic equation (∂_s + H)φ = 0. (3.14) is well-posed for φ ∈ L^p for any p ∈ [1, ∞]. We denote by e^{−sH} the solution operator for (3.14). The main result of this subsection is the following long-time L^p bounds for e^{−sH} :

Lemma 3.6. Let H be of the form (3.13) with A_x ∈ L^2 ∩ L^∞ and ∂^ℓA_ℓ, V ∈ L^2 ∩ L^∞. Assume that ∫ H^2 (Hφ, φ) ≥ ρ^2 ∫ H^2

(φ, φ) (3.15)

for some ρ^2 > 0 and for all smooth and compactly supported φ. Then for any p and ρ_0 such that

1 < p < ∞, 0 ≤ ρ^2_0 < 2ρ^2 min{ 1 p , 1 − 1 p }, we have, for all f ∈ L^p and s ≥ 0, ‖sHe^{−sH} f‖_Lp + ‖e^{−sH} f‖_Lp ≲ e^{−ρ20s}‖f‖_Lp , (3.16) where the implicit constant depends on ‖A‖_L2_{∩L}∞ , ‖V ‖_L2_{∩L}∞ , p and ρ^2_0.

Lemma 3.6 is applicable to the linearized operator H in the Coulomb gauge introduced in Subsection 3.1 (see Lemma 3.1 and Proposition 3.3). Before we prove Lemma 3.6, we first give some corollaries. Corollary 3.7. Let H satisfy the hypotheses of Lemma 3.6. For any 1 < p < ∞, if f ∈ W^{2,p}, then ‖f‖_Lp ≲ ‖Hf‖_Lp . (3.17) where the implicit constant depends on ‖A‖_L2_{∩L}∞ , ‖V ‖_L2_{∩L}∞ , p and ρ^2.

The proof of Corollary 3.7 is analogous to that of Corollary 2.6, where H and Lemma 3.6 are used in lieu of −Δ and Lemma 2.5, respectively.

Corollary 3.8. Let H satisfy the hypotheses of Lemma 3.6. For any 1 < p < ∞ we have ‖e^{−sH} f‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖_Lp ‖s^{12} ∇e^{−sH} f‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖_Lp ‖sΔe^{−sH} f‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖_Lp where the implicit constants depend on ‖A‖_L2_{∩L}∞ , ‖V ‖_L2_{∩L}∞ and p. Proof of Corollary 3.8. This is a direct consequence of Lemma 3.6 together with bound ‖Δf‖_Lp ≲ ‖Hf‖_Lp , which is a consequence of (3.17) and the L^p elliptic regularity theory for H. Note that for this purpose, it suffices to use the assumptions A_j ∈ L^∞ and ∂^ℓA_ℓ, V ∈ L^∞. □ Proof of Lemma 3.6. By density, it suffices to consider a smooth and compactly supported f, for which all the formal manipulations below are easily justified.

Step 1. L^p bounds for H = −Δ. For the free inhomogeneous equation (∂_s − Δ)φ̃ = F̃^0 + ∂_ℓF̃^ℓ, φ̃(s = 0) = f̃, we claim that the following L^p bounds hold for any 2 ≤ p < ∞^6: On any interval J of the form J = (0, s_1], ‖φ̃‖_L∞_{s (J;L}p_) ≲ ‖f̃‖_Lp + ‖F̃^0‖_L1_{s(J;L}p_) + ‖F̃^x‖_L2_{s(J;L}p_), (3.18) ‖φ̃‖_L∞_{s (J;L}p_) + ‖s∂_sφ̃‖_L∞_{(J;L}p_) ≲ ‖f̃‖_Lp + ‖(F̃^0, s∂_sF̃^0)‖_L1_{s(J;L}p_) + ‖(F̃^x, s∂_sF̃^x)‖_L2_{s(J;L}p_). (3.19) Let us give a detailed proof of (3.19), which is more involved. Our proof is a small variant of that of [41, Lemma 2.11]. By interpolation, it suffices to verify (3.19) for p = 2k for each positive integer k. Computing (∂_s − Δ)|φ̃|^2, we obtain 1 2 ∂_s|φ̃|^2 − 1 2 Δ|φ̃|^2 + (∂_ℓφ̃, ∂^ℓφ̃) = (F̃^0, φ̃) + ∂_ℓ(F̃^ℓ, φ̃) − (F̃^ℓ, ∂_ℓφ̃). (3.20) Similarly, computing (∂_s − Δ)s^2|∂_sφ̃|^2, and using the fact that ∂_s commutes with (∂_s − Δ), we obtain 1 2 ∂_s|s∂_sφ̃|^2 − Δ|s∂_sφ̃|^2 + (∂_ℓs∂_sφ̃, ∂^ℓs∂_sφ̃) − (∂_sφ̃, s∂_sφ̃) = (s∂_sF̃^0, s∂_sφ̃) + ∂_ℓ(s∂_sF̃^ℓ, s∂_sφ̃) − (s∂_sF̃^ℓ, ∂_ℓs∂_sφ̃) We introduce Φ = √ |φ̃|^2 + δ^2|s∂_sφ̃|^2, where δ > 0 is a small parameter to be fixed later. By the preceding two identities, we obtain 1 2 ∂_sΦ^2 − 1 2 ΔΦ^2 + (∂_ℓφ̃, ∂^ℓφ̃) + δ^2(∂_ℓs∂_sφ̃, ∂^ℓs∂_sφ̃) − δ(∂_sφ̃, δs∂_sφ̃) = (F̃^0, φ̃) + ∂_ℓ(F̃^ℓ, φ̃) − (F̃^ℓ, ∂_ℓφ̃) + δ(s∂_sF̃^0, δs∂_sφ̃) + δ∂_ℓ(s∂_sF̃^ℓ, δs∂_sφ̃) − δ(s∂_sF̃^ℓ, δ∂_ℓs∂_sφ̃)

(3.21)

6Alternatively, the RHS of (3.18) may be written as ‖f̃‖ Lp + ‖F ‖_L1_{s(J;L}p_{)+L}2_{s(J;W} −1,p_), which is analogous to (2.3).

We multiply (3.21) by Φ^{2k−2} and integrate over (s_0, s_1] × H^2 . For the first four terms on the LHS, we have ∫_{s1} s_0 ∫ ( 1 2 ∂_sΦ^2 − 1 2 ΔΦ^2 + (∂_ℓφ̃, ∂^ℓφ̃) + δ^2(∂_ℓs∂_sφ̃, ∂^ℓs∂_sφ̃) ) Φ^{2k−2} ds = 1 2k (∫ Φ^{2k}(s_1) − ∫ Φ^{2k}(s_0) ) + k − 1 2 ∫_{s1} s_0 ∫ ∂_ℓΦ^2∂^ℓΦ^2Φ^{2k−4} + ∫_{s1} s_0 ∫ ( (∂_ℓφ̃, ∂^ℓφ̃) + δ^2(∂_ℓs∂_sφ̃, ∂^ℓs∂_sφ̃) ) Φ^{2k−2} ds,

where we note that all terms on the RHS are nonnegative except −^1_{2k} ∫ Φ^{2k}(s_0). For the contribution of the last term on the LHS of (3.21), by integration by parts and Cauchy–Schwarz, we have ∫_{s1} s_0 ∫ δ(∂_sφ̃, δs∂_sφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds − ∫_{s1} s_0 ∫ δ(F̃^0 + ∂_ℓF̃^ℓ, δs∂_sφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds = − ∫_{s1} s_0 ∫ δ(∂_ℓφ̃, δ∂^ℓs∂_sφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds − (k − 1) ∫_{s1} s_0 ∫ δ(∂_ℓφ̃, δs∂_sφ̃)∂^ℓΦ^2Φ^{2k−4} ds ≤ k 2 δ ∫_{s1} s_0 ∫ (∂_ℓφ̃, ∂^ℓφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds + 1 2 δ ∫_{s1} s_0 ∫ δ^2(∂_ℓs∂_sφ̃, ∂^ℓs∂_sφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds + k − 1 2 δ ∫_{s1} s_0 ∫ ∂_ℓΦ^2∂^ℓΦ^2Φ^{2k−4} ds,

where we used |δs∂_sφ̃| ≤ Φ on the last line. Therefore, taking δ < min{^1_2 ,^1_{k−1} }, we arrive at the coercivity bound sup_{s′ ∈J} ∫_s′ 0 ∫ (LHS of (3.21))Φ^{2k−2} ds + 1 2k ∫ Φ^{2k}(0) ≥ 1 2k ‖Φ‖^{2k}_L∞_{(J;L}2k_) + k − 1 4 ∫ J ∫ ∂_ℓΦ^2∂^ℓΦ^2Φ^{2k−4} ds + 1 2 ∫ J ∫ ( (∂_ℓφ̃, ∂^ℓφ̃) + δ^2(∂_ℓs∂_sφ̃, ∂^ℓs∂_sφ̃) ) Φ^{2k−2} ds − | | ∫ J ∫ δ(F̃^0 + ∂_ℓF̃^ℓ, δs∂_sφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds | |.

(3.22)

On the other hand, for any s^′ ∈ J, the contribution of the RHS of (3.21) can be controlled by the first two terms on the RHS of (3.22) via integration by parts, Hölder’s inequality and the simple bounds |φ̃|, |δs∂_sφ̃| ≤ Φ: | ∫_s′ 0 ∫ (F̃^0, φ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds| ≤ ‖F̃^0‖_L1_{s(J;L}2k_)‖Φ‖^{2k−1}_{L∞(J;L2k )}, | ∫_s′ 0 ∫ ∂_ℓ(F̃^ℓ, φ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds| = (k − 1)| ∫_s′ 0 ∫ (F̃^ℓ, φ̃)∂_ℓΦ^2Φ^{2k−4} ds| ≤ (k − 1)‖F̃^x‖_L2_{s(J;L}2k_)‖Φ‖^{k−1}_{L∞(J;L2k )} (∫ J ∫ ∂_ℓΦ^2∂^ℓΦ^2Φ^{2k−4} ds

) 1_2 ,

| ∫_s′ 0 ∫ (F̃^ℓ, ∂_ℓφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds| ≤ ‖F̃^x‖_L2_{s(J;L}2k_)‖Φ‖^{k−1}_{L∞(J;L2k )} (∫ J ∫ (∂_ℓφ̃, ∂^ℓφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds

) 1_2 , | ∫_s′ 0 ∫ δ(s∂_sF̃^0, δs∂_sφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds| ≤ δ‖F̃^0‖_L1_{s(J;L}2k_)‖Φ‖^{2k−1}_{L∞(J;L2k )}, | ∫_s′ 0 ∫ δ∂_ℓ(s∂_sF̃^ℓ, δs∂_sφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds| = (k − 1)| ∫_s′ 0 ∫ δ(s∂_sF̃^ℓ, δs∂_sφ̃)∂_ℓΦ^2Φ^{2k−4} ds| ≤ δ(k − 1)‖s∂_sF̃^x‖_L2_{s(J;L}2k_)‖Φ‖^{k−1}_{L∞(J;L2k )} (∫ J ∫ ∂_ℓΦ^2∂^ℓΦ^2Φ^{2k−4} ds

) 1_2 , | ∫_s′ 0 ∫ δ(s∂_sF̃^ℓ, δ∂_ℓs∂_sφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds| ≤ δ‖s∂_sF̃^x‖_L2_{s(J;L}2k_)‖Φ‖^{k−1}_{L∞(J;L2k )} (∫ J ∫ δ^2(∂_ℓs∂_sφ̃, ∂^ℓφ̃)Φ^{2k−2} ds

) 1_2 .

Similarly, the last term on the RHS of (3.22) can be bounded by the first two terms there. Putting these inequalities together, it follows that ‖Φ‖_L∞_{(J;L}2k_) ≤ ‖Φ(0)‖_L2k + C_k ( ‖(F̃^0, s∂_sF̃^0)‖_L1_{s(J;L}2k_) + ‖(F̃^x, s∂_sF̃^x)‖_L2_{s(J;L}2k_) ) . Since ‖Φ(s)‖_L2k ≥^1_2 (‖φ(s)‖_L2k + δ‖s∂_sφ̃(s)‖_L2k ) and Φ^2(0) = f̃^2 by definition, (3.19) follows.

The case of (3.18) is similar but only simpler, so we only sketch the proof. We multiply (3.20) by |φ̃|^{2k−2}, integrate over (0, s^′) × H^2 and take the supremum over s^′ ∈ J. Arguing as above, we arrive at

‖φ̃‖^{2k}_L∞_{(J;L}2k_) + 2k ∫ J ∫ (∂_ℓφ̃, ∂^ℓφ̃)|φ̃|^{2k−2}ds + 2k(2k − 2) ∫ J ∫ (∂_ℓφ̃, φ̃)(∂^ℓφ̃, φ̃)|φ̃|^{2k−4}ds ≤ ∫ |f̃|^{2k} + 2k‖F̃^0‖_L1_{(J;L}2k_)‖φ̃‖^{2k−1}_{L∞(J;L2k )} + k(4k − 2)‖F̃^x‖_L2_{s(J;L}2k_)‖φ̃‖^{k−1}_{L∞s (J;L2k )} (∫ J ∫ (∂_ℓφ̃, ∂^ℓφ̃)|φ̃|^{2k−2} ) 1_2

It follows that ‖φ̃‖_L∞_{s (J;L}2k_) ≤ ‖f̃‖_L2k + C_k ( ‖F̃^0‖_L1_{s(J;L}2k_) + ‖F̃^x‖_L2_{s(J;L}2k_) ) , from which (3.18) follows.

Step 2. L^2 bound for a general H. In what follows, we abbreviate φ(x, s) = e^{−sH} f(x). Moreover, we suppress the dependence of the implicit constants on ‖A_x‖_L2_{∩L}∞ , ‖∂_ℓA^ℓ‖_L2_{∩L}∞ and ‖V ‖_L2_{∩L}∞ .

In this step, we establish the following bounds in the case p = 2: ‖φ(s)‖_L2 ≤ e^{−ρ2 s}‖f‖_L2 for s > 0, (3.23) ‖s∂_sφ(s)‖_L2 ≲ ‖f‖_L2 for 0 < s ≤ 1. (3.24) The long time bound (3.23) follows from solving the differential inequality 1 2 ∂_s ∫ |φ|^2(s) = − ∫ (Hφ, φ) ≤ −ρ^2 ∫ |φ|^2, where we used the equation (∂_s + H)φ = 0 and (3.15). To prove (3.24), we apply (3.19) with p = 2 to (∂_s − Δ)φ = (−Δ − H)φ. Then ‖(φ, s∂_sφ)‖_L∞_{(J;L}2_) ≲ ‖f‖_L2 + ‖A^ℓφ‖_L2_{s(J;L}2_) + ‖(−i∂^ℓA_ℓ + A^ℓA_ℓ + V )φ‖_L1_{s(J;L}2_).

Using the hypothesis A_x, ∂^ℓA_ℓ, V ∈ L^∞, the last two terms may be handled by Gronwall’s inequality, so (3.24) follows.

Step 3. L^p bound for a general H. Next, we claim that ‖φ(s)‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖_Lp for s > 0, (3.25) ‖s∂_sφ(s)‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖_Lp for 0 < s ≤ 1. (3.26) First, consider the solution φ to (∂_s + H)φ = F^0 + ∂_ℓF^ℓ with φ(s = 0) = f. By applying (3.19) to (∂_s − Δ)φ = (−Δ − H)φ + F^0 + ∂_ℓF^ℓ and then handling the contribution of (−Δ − H)φ by Gronwall’s inequality (as in the previous step), we obtain sup s∈(0,1] ‖φ(s)‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖_Lp + ‖F^0‖_L1_{s((0,1];L}p_) + ‖F^x‖_L2_{s((0,1];L}p_), (3.27) sup s∈(0,1] ‖s∂_sφ(s)‖_Lp ≲ ‖f‖_Lp + ‖(F^0, s∂_sF^0)‖_L1_{s((0,1];L}p_) + ‖(F^x, s∂_sF^x)‖_L2_{s((0,1];L}p_).

Thus, it only remains to establish (3.25) for s > 1. Write φ(s) = φ̃(s) + w^{near;s}(s) + w^{f ar;s}(s), where (∂_s′ + H)w^{near;s}(s^′, x) = −1_{(s−1,s]}(s^′)(−Δ − H)φ̃(s^′, x), w^{near;s}(s^′ = 0) = 0, (∂_s′ + H)w^{f ar;s}(s^′, x) = −1_{(0,s−1]}(s^′)(−Δ − H)φ̃(s^′, x), w^{f ar;s}(s^′ = 0) = 0, and φ̃ is as in Step 1 but with zero RHS and initial data f. By (3.18), it follows that ‖φ̃(s^′)‖_Lp ≤ ‖f‖_Lp for any s^′ > 0. (3.28) For w^{near;s}x, by (3.27) and (3.28), we have ‖w^{near;s}(s)‖_Lp ≲ ‖Aφ̃‖_L2_{s′ ((s−1,s];L}p_) + ‖(−i(∂_ℓA^ℓ) + A_ℓA^ℓ + V )φ̃)‖_L1_{s′ ((s−1,s];L}p_) ≲ ‖f‖_Lp .

where we used A^x, ∂_ℓA^ℓ, V ∈ L^∞. Next, to estimate w^{f ar;s}, first note that e^{12 H} , ∇e^{12 H} and e^{12 H} ∇ are all bounded from L^2 into L^2. Indeed, the first case follows from (3.23), the second from (3.24), L^2 elliptic regularity theory for H and interpolation (note that only the assumptions A_j , ∂_ℓA^ℓ, V ∈ L^∞ are used), and third by duality from the second. In particular, by the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality (Lemma 2.12), it follows that ‖e^{12 H} g‖_Lp ≲ ‖g‖_L2 for any 2 ≤ p < ∞. Thus, we have ‖w^{f ar;s}(s)‖_Lp ≲ ∫_{s−1} 0 ‖e^{− 12 H} e^{−(s−1−s′)H} e^{− 12 H} (−Δ − H)φ̃(s^′)‖_Lp ds^′ ≲ ∫_{s−1} 0 ‖e^{−(s−1−s′)H} e^{− 12 H} (−Δ − H)φ̃(s^′)‖_L2 ds^′ ≲ ∫_{s−1} 0 e^{−ρ2 (s−1−s′ )}‖e^{− 12 H} (−Δ − H)φ̃(s^′)‖_L2 ds^′ ≲ sup s^′ ∈(0,s−1] ( ‖ − 2ie^{− 12 H} ∂_ℓ(A^ℓφ̃(s^′))‖_L2 + ‖e^{− 12 H} (−i∂_ℓA^ℓ + A_ℓA^ℓ + V )φ̃(s^′)‖_L2 )

≲ sup s^′ ∈(0,s−1] ( ‖A^xφ̃(s^′)‖_L2 + ‖(−i∂_ℓA^ℓ + A_ℓA^ℓ + V )φ̃(s^′)‖_L2 ) . Combining the assumptions A_j , ∂^ℓA_ℓ, V ∈ L^2 ∩ L^∞ with (3.28), the last line is bounded by ≲ ‖f‖_Lp as desired.

Step 4. Completion of proof. Let p > 2. By (3.25) and (3.26), it only remains to establish (3.16) for s ≥ 1. For δ > 0, define q =^{2(1+δ− 2p )}_δ . Interpolating the L^2 bound and the L^q bound from Step 3, ‖φ(s)‖_Lp ≲ e^{−( 2p −δ)ρ2 s}‖f‖_Lp Moreover, ‖s∂_sφ(s)‖_Lp ≲ se^{−( 2p −δ)ρ2 (s−1)}‖∂_sφ(1)‖_Lp ≲ se^{−( 2p −δ)ρ2 s}‖f‖_Lp . Choosing δ so that ρ^2_0 < (^2_p − δ)ρ^2, (3.16) follows for p > 2. Finally, the remaining case 1 < p < 2 follows by duality. □ 3.3. Dispersive theory for the linear Schrödinger operator −i∂_t + H. In this section we record a collection of linear dispersive estimates established in the companion paper [36] for solutions to the inhomogeneous Schrödinger equation (−i∂_t + H)u = F, u(0) = u_0 ∈ L^2(H^2 ).

(3.29)

where H is the linearized operator defined in (3.3) in the Coulomb gauge. We assume furthermore that H is obtained by linearization about a harmonic map Q satisfying the strong linearized stability condition, Definition 1.3; see Proposition 3.4.

For each ℓ ∈ Z, the dyadic spatial annulus A_ℓ is defined by A_ℓ := {2^ℓ ≤ r ≤ 2^{ℓ+1}}, where o is a fixed origin in H^2 and r(x) = d_H2 (o, x). Similarly the ball A_{≤ℓ} and A_{≥ℓ} are defined by A_{≤ℓ} := {r ≤ 2^ℓ}, A_{≥ℓ} := {r ≥ 2^ℓ}. Following [36] we then define the local smoothing space LE via the norm, ‖u‖^2_{LE(I)} := ∫ 1_2 0 σ^{− 12} ‖P_σu‖^2_{LEσ(I)} dσ σ + ∫_4 1 8 ‖P_{≥σ}u‖^2_{LElow(I)} dσ σ , where LE_σ and LE_{low} are given by ‖v‖_{LEσ(I)} := σ^{− 14} ‖v‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(I×A≤−kσ )} + sup_{−kσ ≤ℓ<0} 2^{− 12 ℓ}‖v‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(I×Aℓ)} + ‖r^{−2}v‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(I×A≥0)}, ‖v‖_{LElow} := ‖⟨r⟩^{−2}v‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(I×H}2_).

The Littlewood-Paley projections P_{≥σ} and P_σ were defined in (2.8). For any heat time σ > 0 we use the notation k_σ to denote the corresponding dyadic frequency

k_σ := ⌊log_2(σ^{− 12} )⌋.

The norm ‖ · ‖_{LE}∗ is given by ‖F ‖^2_{LE}∗ := ∫_4 1 8 ‖P_{≥σ} F ‖^2_{LE}∗_{low} dσ σ + ∫ 1_2 0 σ^{12} ‖P_σF ‖^2_{LE}∗_σ dσ σ . where

‖G‖_{LE}∗_{low} := ‖⟨r⟩^2G‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(R×H}2_), ‖G‖_{LE}∗_σ := σ^{14} ‖G‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(R×A≤−kσ )} + ∑ −k_σ ≤ℓ<0 ‖r^{12} G‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(R×Aℓ)} + ‖r^2G‖_L2_{(R×A≥0)}.

Note that the norms LE, LE^∗ correspond to the notation LE , LE^∗ in [36].

We can now state the global-in-time local smoothing estimate.

Proposition 3.9 (Local smoothing estimate [36, Corollary 1.18]). Let u(t) denote the solution to (3.29) for initial data u_0 ∈ L^2(H^2 ). Then, for any time interval I ⊂ R,

‖u‖_{LE(I)} ≲ ‖u_0‖_L2 + ‖F ‖_{LE}∗_{(I)} (3.30)

Proof. This is one of the main results from [36], which can be applied directly after verifying that the linearized operator H defined in (3.3) satisfies the hypothesis of [36, Corollary 1.18]. From Proposition 3.4 we know that the harmonic maps in question satisfy the strong linearized stability condition, Definition 1.3. Then a straightforward computation reveals that the Coulomb frame conditions in Lemma 3.1 ensure that the norms H^1_{thr}, H^{−1}_{thr} are equivalent to H^1_{thr}, H^{−1}_{thr} defined in [36, Proposition 1.13] (see also the proof of Proposition 3.4), which are used to characterize the operators H considered in [36, Corollary 1.18]. Lastly, one must check that the magnetic and electric potentials in H have sufficient decay so that conditions [36, equations (1.8) and (1.12)] are satisfied. However, this is manifestly clear since the results in [36] require polynomial decay, whereas the coefficients in H as defined in (3.3) exhibit exponential decay. We thus refer the reader to the companion paper [36] for further details. □

It is also proved in [36] that the local smoothing estimate (3.30) can be combined with Strichartz estimates for the free Schrödinger equation on H^d proved in [1, 2, 31] to deduce Strichartz estimates for (3.29).

Definition 3.10. Let d ≥ 2. We say that a pair (p, q) of real numbers is S-admissible if { ( 1 p , 1 q ) ∈ (0, 1 2 ) × (0, 1 2 ) | | 2 p ≥ d 2 − d q } ∪ { ( 1 p , 1 q ) = (0, 1 2 ) } , With this notation we define the Strichartz norm: ‖v‖_{Str(I)} := sup

(p,q) S-admissible ‖v‖_L^p_{t (I;L}^q_{x(H}d_{))}. Lemma 3.11 (Strichartz estimates). Let u(t) be the solution to (3.29) with initial data u(0) = u_0 ∈ L^2(H^2 ). Then, for any pair (p, q) that is S-admissible (with d = 2) and any time interval I, we have ‖u‖_{Str(I)} ≲ ‖v_0‖_L2 + ‖F ‖_Lp′_{t L}q′_{x (I×H2 )}. The main linear ingredient in our analysis of the Schrödinger maps system is the following estimate from [36] that puts together the Strichartz estimate and the local smoothing estimate in a combined functional framework. This is a consequence of Proposition 3.9, Lemma 3.11 and the Christ–Kiselev lemma [17].

Lemma 3.12 (Main linear estimate [36, Corollary 1.20]). Let u(t) be the solution to (3.29) with initial data u(0) = u_0 ∈ L^2(H^2 ). Then ‖u‖_{LE(I)∩Str(I)} ≲ ‖u(0)‖_L2_x + ‖F ‖_{LE∗(I)+L} 4_{3t L} 4_{3x (I)}.

Lastly we introduce notation for the main dispersive norms used here. For some small fixed absolute constant 0 < δ < 1 and any s > 0 we set m(s) := max{s^{−δ}, 1}. Given an R^+ ∋ s dependent function v(s) = v(t, x, s), and a t−time interval I ⊂ R we denote by S_s(I) the norm ‖v(s)‖_{Ss(I)} := ‖ ‖m(s)s^12 v(s) ‖ ‖_{LE(I)∩Str(I)} + ‖ ‖m(s)s^12 Ωv(s) ‖ ‖_{LE(I)∩Str(I)} where Ω denotes the rotational vector field defined earlier. Then we set, ‖v‖_{S(I)} := ‖v(s)‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss (R}+_{;Ss(I))}. 3.4. Bernstein-type estimates. The aim of this subsection is to prove the following two “Bernstein-type” estimates for the spaces LE^∗_σ and LE^∗_{low}:

Lemma 3.13. Let ξ be an arbitrary (0, 1) or (1, 0) tensor field on I × H^2 . Let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 and set α_p =^{2−p}_{2p} . Then, ‖σ^{14} P_σ ∇_μξ^μ‖_{LE}∗_{σ(I)} ≲ σ^{−αp} ‖ξ‖_L2_{t L}p_{x(I×A≤−kσ )} + σ^{− 14} ∑ −k_σ ≤ℓ<0 ‖r^{12} ξ‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(I×Aℓ)} + σ^{− 14} ‖r^2ξ‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(I×A≥0)}.

Lemma 3.14. Let ξ be an arbitrary (0, 1) or (1, 0) tensor field on I × H^2 . Let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 and set α_p =^{2−p}_{2p} . Then,

‖σ^{12} P_{≥σ} ∇_μξ^μ‖_{LE}∗_{low(I)} ≲ σ^{− 12 +α}‖ξ‖_L2_{t L}^p_{x(I×A≤0)} + ‖r^2ξ‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(I×A≥0)}.

The estimates in Lemma 3.13 and Lemma 3.14 are consequences of the definitions of the spaces LE^∗_σ and LE^∗_{low} together with the following “core” localized parabolic regularity estimate of the type proved in [36, Section 4]. Let ϕ ∈ C^∞_0 be a smooth bump function such that ϕ(r) = 1 if^1_2 ≤ r ≤ 2 and supp ϕ(r) ⊂ [1/4, 4]. For each integer ℓ ∈ Z define

ϕ_ℓ(r) := ϕ(r/2^ℓ).

Next, given a (r, q) tensor field ξ on H^2 , for k = r + q we denote by ∇^{(k)} · ξ any contraction ∇_{μσ(1)} · · · ∇_{μσ(r)} ∇^{μτ (r+1)} · · · ∇^{μτ (r+q)} ξ^{μ1 ···μr}_{μr+1 ···μr+q} where σ, τ are any perturbations of {1, . . . r} and {r + 1, . . . , r + q}.

Lemma 3.15. [36, Corollary 4.8 and Corollary 4.9] Let 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 and set α_p =^{2−p}_{2p} . Let v be an arbitrary function on H^2 , and let ξ be an arbitrary (r, q) tensor field on H^2 . Let σ_0 > 0 be fixed. Then, for each σ with 0 < σ < σ_0, each ℓ, m ∈ Z with |ℓ − m| ≥ 10 and max{2^ℓ, 2^m} ≥ σ^{12} , and each k, N ∈ N we have ‖ϕ_ℓσ^{k2} ∇^{(k)}e^{σΔ}(ϕ_mv)‖_L2_x ≲_{N,k} σ^{−αp} ( σ^{12} 2^{− max{ℓ,m}} )_N ‖ϕ_mv‖_L^p_x ‖ϕ_ℓe^{σΔ}σ^{k2} ∇^{(k)} · (ϕ_mξ)‖_L2_x ≲_{N,k} σ^{−αp} ( σ^{12} 2^{− max{ℓ,m}} )_N ‖ϕ_mξ‖_L^p_x where in the latter estimate we require that k = r + q.

Proof of Lemma 3.15. This follows from the exact same argument given in [36, Section 4.1, Corollary 4.8 and Corollary 4.9] with the only distinction being that here we apply Lemma 2.4 in lieu of the L^2-based parabolic regularity estimates used in [36], i.e. [36, Lemma 4.2]. □

Proof of Lemma 3.13 and Lemma 3.14. These again are consequences of the definitions of the spaces LE^∗_σ and LE^∗_{low} together with Lemma 3.15. While these precise estimates are not covered in this exact form in [36], the argument follows the same outline as [36, Proof of Lemma 4.11], using now Lemma 3.15 in lieu of [36, Corollary 4.8 and Corollary 4.9]. We omit the proof and refer the reader to [36]. □

4. The harmonic map heat flow and the caloric gauge

This section is devoted to the analysis of the harmonic map heat flow (1.4), which sets the stage for the analysis of the Schrödinger maps evolution and thus the proof of Theorem 1.7. In particular, we prove the asymptotic stability of weakly stable harmonic maps under (1.4) and construct the caloric gauge with the Coulomb gauge at infinity (Definition 1.6).

In Subsection 4.1, we lay out the basic conventions for the extrinsic formulation for analyzing maps, which will be the setting in which we develop a well-posedness theory for the (1.4). In Subsection 4.2, we establish local well-posedness results for the harmonic map heat flow in the extrinsic formulation (4.2) and its linearization (4.6). In Subsection 4.3, we prove the asymptotic stability of any weakly linearly stable harmonic map Q under (4.2) (Theorem 4.8; see also Theorem 1.5). At the same time, we develop the corresponding global theory for the linearized equation (4.6). Based on these results, in Subsection 4.4, we construct the caloric gauge with the Coulomb gauge at infinity (Definition 1.6) for the harmonic map heat flow development of maps close to Q. Next, in Subsection 4.5, we prove forward-in-s bounds for the components ψ_s, ψ_j , as well as the connection 1-form A_j , in the caloric gauge constructed in Subsection 4.4. Finally, in Subsection 4.6, we give backward-in-s bounds in the same gauge that relate ψ_s for s > 0 with the map u(s = 0).

4.1. Conventions on the extrinsic formulation. To formulate the local and global well-posedness theory for (1.4), we rely on an isometric embedding of the target manifold as in our definitions of spaces for maps. This point of view is called the extrinsic formulation.

We recall some of the basic notation and refer the reader to Section 2 for more details. As before, we fix a bounded open set Ñ of N that contains the image of Q, and consider a modification N^′ of N outside Ñ that is a closed 2-dimensional Riemann surface (i.e., an oriented 2-dimensional Riemannian manifold). Then we fix an isometric embedding (as Riemannian manifolds) ι : N^′ → R^N and denote its second fundamental form by S. We identify maps into Ñ and sections of the associated pull-back tangent bundles with R^N -valued function via ι.

For the induced covariant derivative, we have the formula

D_αϕ^A = ∂_αϕ^A + S^A_{BC} (u)ϕ^B ∂_αu^C . (4.1)

We use the following index convention for the induced curvature tensor:

[D_α, D_β]ϕ^C = R^C_{AB D} (u)ϕ^D ∂_αu^A∂_β u^B.

For simplicity of exposition, we simply write N for N^′ in this section; this abuse of notation is admissible since all maps under consideration would take values in Ñ . Moreover, we generally suppress the dependence of constants on the harmonic map Q, the bounded open neighborhood Ñ and the isometric embedding N^′ → R^N .

4.2. Local theory for (1.4) in the extrinsic formulation. In the extrinsic formulation, (1.4) takes the form ∂_su^A = Δu^A + S^A_{BC} (u)∂^ℓu^B∂_ℓu^C . (4.2) We remark that, to lighten the notation, we write u and u_0 here instead of U and u as in Subsection 1.1.

The main local well-posedness result for (4.2) we use in this paper is as follows.

Proposition 4.1 (Local well-posedness of the harmonic map heat flow). Consider the initial value problem for (4.2) with u(s = 0) = u_0 ∈ (H^1 ∩ C^0)_Q(H^2 ; N ) and u_0(x) ∈ Ñ for all x ∈ H^2 .

• Local well-posedness in H^1 ∩ C^0. There exists a unique solution u(s) ∈ (H^1 ∩ C^0)_Q(H^2 ; N ) for s ∈ J = [0, s_0], where s_0 is any positive number for which

‖∇e^{sΔ}(u_0 − Q)‖_L2_{s([0,s0];L}∞_) + |s_0|^{12} (4.3)

is sufficiently small compared to an upper bound for ‖u_0−Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ . The solution u obeys u(x, s) ∈ Ñ for all (x, s) ∈ H^2 × J, as well as the a-priori estimate

‖u − Q‖_L∞_{s (J;H}1_{∩L}∞_) + ‖u − Q‖_L2_{s(J;H}2_) + ‖∂_su‖_L2_{s(J;L}2_) + ‖∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ .(4.4)

The solution is unique in the function space defined by the LHS of (4.4). The solution map is smooth from H^1 ∩ L^∞ to this function space.

In what follows, we exclusively work with solutions that are given by iteration of the above statement.

• Continuation criterion. If a solution u : H^2 × J → N satisfies ‖∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + |J|^{12} < ∞, u(x, s) ∈ Ñ for all (x, s) ∈ H^2 × J then u can be extended as a solution past the future endpoint of J.

• Persistence of regularity. For any σ > 1, ‖u − Q‖_L∞_{s (J;H}σ_) + ‖u − Q‖_L2_{s(J;H}σ+1_) + ‖∂_su‖_L2_{s(J;H}σ−1_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_Hσ . where the implicit constant only depends on σ and upper bounds for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ and ‖∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + |J|^{12} .

• Parabolic smoothing. For any σ ≥ 1 and k = 1, 2, . . ., ‖s^{k2} (u − Q)‖_L∞_{dss (J;H}σ+k_) + ‖s^{k+12} (u − Q)‖_L2_{dss (J;H}σ+k+1_) + ‖s^{k+12} ∂_su‖_L2_{dss (J;H}σ+k−1_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_Hσ , (4.5) where the implicit constant only depends on σ, k and upper bounds for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ and ‖∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + |J|^{12} .

Next, given a harmonic map heat flow u : H^2 × J → Ñ , we consider the associated (inhomogeneous) linearized harmonic map heat flow for sections ϕ and f of u^∗T N (i.e., ϕ(x, s), f(x, s) ∈ T_{u(x,s)}N for every (x, s) ∈ H^2 × J), which takes the form D_sϕ^A − D^ℓD_ℓϕ^A − R^A_{CD B} (u)∂_ℓu^B ϕ^C ∂^ℓu^D = f^A. (4.6) We remind the reader that the covariant derivative D_a is given by D_aϕ^A = ∂_aϕ^A + S^A_{BC} (u)∂_au^Bϕ^C .

Indeed, note that given an one-parameter family {u(λ; x, s)}_{λ∈(−ϵ,ϵ)} of harmonic map heat flows, the differential ϕ(x, s) =^d_{dλ} u(x, s)|_{λ=0} obeys (4.6) with f = 0.

Proposition 4.2 (Local theory for the linearized equation in the extrinsic formulation). Let u be a solution to (4.2) given by Proposition 4.1 with u(s = 0) = u_0 ∈ (H^1 ∩ C^0)_Q(H^2 ; Ñ ).

• Local theory in H^σ for 0 ≤ σ < 1. Let J = [0, T ] be a compact interval on which u exists. Then for any ϕ_0 ∈ u^∗_0T N , f ∈ u^∗T N satisfying ϕ_0 ∈ H^σ, f ∈ L^1_s(J; H^σ ) + L^2_s(J; H^{σ−1}), there exists a unique solution ϕ to (4.6) with ϕ(s = 0) = ϕ_0 such that ϕ ∈ C^0_s (J; H^σ ) ∩ L^2_s(J; H^{σ+1}), which obeys

‖ϕ‖_L∞_{s (J;H}σ_) + ‖ϕ‖_L2_{s(J;H}σ+1_) + ‖∂_sϕ‖_L2_{s(J;L}σ−1_) ≲ ‖ϕ_0‖_Hσ + ‖f‖_L1_{s(J;H}σ_{)+L}2_{s(J;H}σ−1_), (4.7) where the constant depends on upper bounds for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ and ‖∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + |J|^{12} .

Moreover, for any k ≥ 1, we have

‖s^{k2} ϕ‖_L∞_{s (J;H}σ+k_) + ‖s^{k2} ϕ‖_L2_{s(J;H}σ+k+1_) + ‖s^{k2} ∂_sϕ‖_L2_{s(J;H}σ+k−1_) ≲ ‖ϕ_0‖_Hσ + ‖f‖_L1_{s(J;H}σ_{)+L}2_{s(J;H}σ−1_) + ‖s^{k2} f‖_L1_{s(J;H}σ+k_{)+L}2_{s(J;H}σ+k−1_), where the constant depends on k and upper bounds for ‖u_0−Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ and ‖∇(u−Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) +|J|^{12} .

• Local theory in H^1 ∩ C^0. Let J = [0, T ] be a compact interval on which u exists. Then for any ϕ_0 ∈ u^∗_0T N , f ∈ u^∗T N satisfying ϕ_0 ∈ H^1 ∩ C^0, f ∈ L^1_s(J; H^1 ∩ C^0), there exists a unique solution ϕ to (4.6) with ϕ(s = 0) = ϕ_0 such that ϕ ∈ C^0_s (J; H^1 ∩ C^0) and ∇ϕ ∈ L^2_s(J; H^1 ∩ C^0), which obeys ‖ϕ‖_L∞_{s (J;H}1_{∩L}∞_) + ‖ϕ‖_L2_{s(J;H}2_) + ‖∂_sϕ‖_L2_{s(J;L}2_) + ‖∇ϕ‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) ≲ ‖ϕ_0‖_H1_{∩L}∞ + ‖f‖_L1_{s(J;H}1_{∩L}∞_), (4.8) where the constant depends on upper bounds for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ and ‖∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + |J|^{12} .

Moreover, for any k ≥ 1, we have

‖s^{k+12} ϕ‖_L∞_{s (J;H}k+1_) + ‖s^{k+12} ϕ‖_L2_{s(J;H}k+2_) + ‖s^{k+12} ∂_sϕ‖_L2_{s(J;H}k−1_)

≲ ‖ϕ_0‖_H1_{∩L}∞ + ‖f‖_L1_{s(J;H}1_{∩L}∞_) + ‖s^{k+12} f‖_L1_{s(J;H}k+1_{)+L}2_{s(J;H}k_),

(4.9)

where the constant depends on k and upper bounds for ‖u_0−Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ and ‖∇(u−Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) +|J|^{12} . • Local theory in H^σ for σ > 1. If u_0 − Q ∈ H^σ , ϕ_0 ∈ H^σ and f ∈ L^1_s(J; H^σ ) + L^2_s(J; H^{σ−1}), then there exists a unique solution ϕ to (4.6) with ϕ(s = 0) = ϕ_0 in C^0_s (J; H^σ) ∩ L^2_s(J; H^{σ+1}), which obeys

‖ϕ‖_L∞_{s (J;H}σ_) + ‖ϕ‖_L2_{s(J;H}σ+1_) + ‖∂_sϕ‖_L2_{s(J;H}σ−1_) ≲ ‖ϕ_0‖_Hσ + ‖f‖_L1_{s(J;H}σ_{)+L}2_{s(J;H}σ−1_), (4.10)

where the constant depends on σ and upper bounds for ‖u_0 − Q‖_Hσ and ‖∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + |J|^{12} .

Moreover, for any k ≥ 1, we have

‖s^{k+12} ϕ‖_L∞_{s (J;H}σ+k_) + ‖s^{k+12} ϕ‖_L2_{s(J;H}σ+k+1_) + ‖s^{k+12} ∂_sϕ‖_L2_{s(J;H}σ+k−1_)

≲ ‖ϕ_0‖_Hσ + ‖f‖_L1_{s(J;H}σ_{)+L}2_{s(J;H}σ−1_) + ‖s^{k+12} f‖_L1_{s(J;H}σ+k_{)+L}2_{s(J;H}σ+k−1_),

(4.11)

where the constants depend on σ, k and upper bounds for ‖u_0 −Q‖_Hσ and ‖∇(u−Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) +|J|^{12} .

Some remarks concerning the above results are in order.

Remark 4.3 (Local well-posedness in H^1). To simplify the local theory for (4.2), we have elected to work with the space H^1 ∩ C^0. It is possible to extend the local theory to u_0 − Q ∈ H^1, as we sketch now.

A key difference from the H^1 ∩ C^0 case is that now the image of u_0 may lie outside of Ñ even if u_0 − Q is small in H^1. Hence, we cannot rely on the trick of modifying N \ Ñ to work with a compact target N^′ as in Subsection 4.1. Instead, we need to assume that the whole target manifold N is uniformly isometrically embedded in a Euclidean space R^N , in the sense that there exists a tubular neighborhood N_ϵ of N in R^N on which the closest-point projection map π_N is well-defined and its derivatives are uniformly bounded.

Another important difference is that while H^1 ∩ C^0 is an algebra, H^1 is not. As a consequence, the standard Picard iteration does not apply in the H^1 case. Instead, one begins by showing:

• an H^1 a-priori estimate

‖u − Q‖_L∞_{s (J;H}1_) + ‖u − Q‖_L2_{s(J;H}2_) + ‖∂_su‖_L2_{s(J;L}2_) + ‖∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1 , (4.12)

where the implicit constant depends only on an upper bound for ‖∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + |J|^{12} , and • an H^σ (with σ < 1) bound (4.7) for the linearized equation (4.6), whose implicit constant depends only on upper bounds for the LHS of (4.12) and |J|^{12} .

Estimate (4.12) is essentially proved in the proof of Proposition 4.1 below, and the preceding remark concerning the dependencies of the implicit constant in (4.7) may be checked by inspection; we emphasize that the uniformity of the embedding ι : N → R^N needs to be used here. Using these, one may show the existence of a unique local solution u in the function space defined by the LHS of (4.12) on an interval J = [0, s_0] on which (4.3) holds. The solution map from u_0 − Q ∈ H^1 in this function space can be shown to be continuous, but it is unlikely to be any smoother (say C^1), in contrast to the case of H^1 ∩ C^0.

Remark 4.4. By the local well-posedness statement in Proposition 4.1, note that for any fixed s-interval J = [0, s_0), there exists ϵ = ϵ(J, Ñ ) such that ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ < ϵ implies that u exists on J,

‖∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + |J|^{12} ≤ 1 and u(x, s) ∈ Ñ for all (x, s) ∈ H^2 × J.

Thus, the implicit constants in all bounds in Propositions 4.1 and 4.2 are independent of u on the interval J. This simple observation will be used often in what follows.

Remark 4.5. In the bound (4.8), we recover only one additional derivative for ϕ compared to f, whereas the correct smoothing bound should gain two additional derivatives (see, e.g., (4.9)). This issue can be remedied by working with a function space that is similar to H^1 ∩ C^0 but behaves better under the heat equation (e.g., the Besov space B^{1,2}_1 ⊂ H^1 ∩ C^0). Here we have chosen to avoid technicalities and use the simpler space H^1 ∩ C^0, as the nonsharp bound (4.8) suffices for our purposes.

Before we prove these propositions, we need to take care of one technical issue. Both (4.2) and (4.6) only make sense for u(x, s) and ϕ(x, s) obeying suitable constraints, namely, u(x, s) ∈ N and ϕ(x, s) ∈ T_{u(x,s)}N . However, to set up an iteration scheme, we need to work with extensions of these equations to more general R^N -valued functions. Then in order to return to the original equations, we need to ensure that the constraints are preserved in the course of the evolution.

We start with (4.2). Consider a tubular neighborhood N_ϵ = {x ∈ R^N : d_RN (x, N ) < ϵ} of N , on which the closest-point projection π_N : N_ϵ → N is well-defined as a uniformly smooth map (i.e., all its derivatives are uniformly bounded). We extend (4.2) to u : H^2 × J → N_ϵ by ∂_su^A = Δu^A − (∂_B ∂_C π^A_N )(u)∂^ℓu^B∂^ℓu^C . (4.13)

Lemma 4.6 (Propagation of constraint for (4.2)). Let u : H^2 × J → N_ϵ be a C_s(J; H^∞_Q (H^2 ; N )) solution to (4.13) on J. If initially u_0(x) ∈ N , then u(x, s) ∈ N for all (x, s) ∈ H^2 × J.

For a proof, see [41, Proof of Lemma 3.2].

Next, we turn to (4.6). We need to extend the definition of D_a and the curvature tensor R^C_{AB D} . For an R^N -valued function ϕ, we define (ϕ^⊤)^A = (∂_B π^A_N (u))ϕ^B via the point-wise orthogonal projection onto T_uN . We also define ϕ^⊥ := ϕ − ϕ^⊤. For a general R^N -valued function ϕ, we define D_aϕ = ∂_aϕ − ∂_B ∂_C π^A_N (u)∂_au^B (ϕ^⊤)^C + ∂_B ∂_C π^A_N (u)∂_au^B(ϕ^⊥)^C . (4.14) We claim that (4.14) coincides with the induced covariant derivative (4.1) for ϕ = ϕ^⊤. Indeed, observe that [(∂_aϕ^⊤)^⊤]^A = ∂_a(ϕ^⊤)^A − ∂_B ∂_C π^A_N (u)∂_au^B (ϕ^⊤)^C , [(∂_aϕ^⊥)^⊥]^A = ∂_a(ϕ^⊥)^A + ∂_B ∂_C π^A_N (u)∂_au^B (ϕ^⊥)^C , and recall that D_aϕ^⊤ = (∂_aϕ^⊤)^⊤.

To extend the curvature tensor, we start with the formula S^A_{BC} (u) = −∂_B ∂_C π^A_N (u) (4.15) on T_uN , which follows from the preceding computation and (4.1). Moreover, by the Gauss and Codazzi formulas, we have

R^C_{AB D} (u) = ∂_C′ π^C_N (u) ( ∂_AS^{C′}_{BD} − ∂_B S^{C′}_{AD} + S^{C′}_{AE} S^E_{BD} − S^{C′}_{BE} S^E_{AD} ) (u) (4.16)

on T_uN . We take the RHSs of (4.15) and (4.16) as the extension of S^A_{BC} (u) and R^C_{AB D} (u) to the whole ambient tangent space R^N . We emphasize, however, that the induced covariant derivative D_a is extended using (4.14), not (4.1) and (4.15).

Lemma 4.7 (Propagation of constraint for (4.6)). Let u be a C_s(J; H^∞_Q (H^2 ; N )) solution to (4.2) on J, and let ϕ be a C_s(J; H^∞) solution to (4.6) extended in the above fashion. If ϕ_0(x) ∈ T_{u0(x)}N for all x ∈ H^2 and f(x, s) ∈ T_{u(x,s)}N for all (x, s) ∈ H^2 × J, then ϕ(x, s) ∈ T_{u(x,s)}N for all (x, s) ∈ H^2 × J.

Proof. Note that D_sϕ = D_sϕ^⊤ + (∂_sϕ^⊥)^⊥, D^ℓD_ℓϕ = D^ℓD_ℓϕ^⊤ + (∂^ℓ(∂_ℓϕ^⊥)^⊥)^⊥.

Moreover, D_sϕ^⊤, D^ℓD_ℓϕ^⊤, R^A_{CD B} ∂_ℓu^Bϕ^C ∂^ℓu^D and f are all tangent to T_uN . Thus (4.6) implies 0 = (ϕ^⊥, ∂_sϕ^⊥ − ∂^ℓ(∂_ℓϕ^⊥)^⊥).

Integrating over H^2 , it follows that ∂_s ∫ |ϕ^⊥|^2 = −2 ∫ ((∂^ℓϕ^⊥)^⊥), (∂_ℓϕ^⊥)^⊥) ≤ 0.

Hence if ϕ^⊥ = 0 initially, then it stays so for s > 0. □

We are now ready to prove Propositions 4.1 and 4.2.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. We proceed in several steps.

Step 1: Reformulation of (4.2). Fix a small number ϵ > 0 so that π_N is well-defined on N_ϵ. Using a smooth cutoff, extend π_N to R^N so that π_N = id outside N_{2ϵ}. By the uniformity of the embedding N → R^N , we may ensure that all derivatives of π_N are uniformly bounded. In what follows, the dependence of constants on π_N and Q are often suppressed (we remark that for Q, only the norms of the type ‖∇Q‖_Hσ for σ ≥ 0 will be used).

In view of Lemma 4.6, we work with (4.13). We begin by reformulating this equation in terms of v^A = u^A − Q^A. Under the a-priori assumption that the image of v + Q lies in N_ϵ, we introduce the notation S̃^A_{BC} (v; x) = −(∂_B ∂_C π^A_N )(v + Q(x)) + (∂_B ∂_C π^A_N )(Q(x)), where we note that −(∂_B ∂_C π^A_N )(Q) = S^A_{BC} (Q). Then we rewrite (4.13) as ∂_sv^A − Δv^A = −2S^A_{BC}(Q)∂^ℓQ^B ∂_ℓv^C + S̃^A_{BC} (v; x)∂^ℓQ^B ∂_ℓQ^C + 2S̃^A_{BC} (v; x)∂^ℓQ^B ∂_ℓv^C − S^A_{BC} (Q)∂^ℓv^B ∂_ℓv^C + S̃^A_{BC} (v; x)∂^ℓv^B ∂_ℓv^C := F^A[v].

(4.17)

We end this step with a couple of pointwise bounds for S̃^A_{BC} (v(x), x). Under the a-priori assumption that the image of v + Q lies in N_ϵ, we claim that |S̃^A_{BC} (v(x), x)| ≲ min{1, |v(x)|} (4.18) |∇S̃^A_{BC} (v(x), x)| ≲ |∇v(x)| + |v(x)| (4.19) Indeed, if |v(x)| ≳ 1, then (4.18) is vacuously true. If |v(x)| ≪ 1, then by the fundamental theorem of calculus, |S̃^A_{BC} (v(x), x)| ≤ ∫_1 0 |v^D(x)(∂_B ∂_C ∂_Dπ^A_N )(λv + Q(x))| dλ ≲ |v(x)|, which proves (4.18). Bound (4.19) is proved similarly after an application of the chain rule. Step 2: Bounds for F[v]. Let J be an s-interval. Consider a function v : H^2 × J → R^N that satisfies (v + Q)(x, s) ∈ N_ϵ for (x, s) ∈ H^2 × J, (4.20) as well as ‖∇v‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + |J|^{12} ≤ δ. (4.21) We claim that the following bounds hold:

‖F[v]‖_L1_{s(J;H}1_) = ‖∇F[v]‖_L1_{s(J;L}2_) ≲ δ‖∇v‖_L2_{s(J;H}1_{∩L}∞_) + δ^2‖v‖_L∞_{s (J;H}1_), (4.22) ‖F[v]‖_L1_{s(J;L}∞_) ≲ δ‖∇v‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + δ^2‖v‖_L∞_{s (J;L}∞_). (4.23) We emphasize that the implicit constants may depend on π_N or Q, but not on v. Moreover, if ‖v‖_L∞_{s (J;H}1_{∩L}∞_)+ ‖w‖_L∞_{s (J;H}1_{∩L}∞_) ≤ A, then we claim that ‖F[v] − F[w]‖_L1_{s(J;H}1_{∩L}∞_) ≲_A δ‖∇(v − w)‖_L2_{s (J;H}1_{∩L}∞_) + δ^2‖v − w‖_L∞_{s (J;H}1_{∩L}∞_), (4.24) and for any σ ≥ 0 ‖F[v]‖_L1_{s(J;H}σ_) ≲_A δ‖v‖_L2_{s(J;H}σ+1_) + δ^2‖v‖_L∞_{s (J;H}σ_). (4.25) We first verify (4.22). For all terms in the definition of F^A[v] in (4.17) except S̃^A_{BC} (v; x)∂^ℓQ^B∂_ℓQ^C , the desired bound follows by the chain rule and the bounds |S̃(v(x), x)| ≲ 1, ‖∇S̃(v(x), x)‖_L2 ≲ ‖v‖_H1 and ‖∇v‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + ‖∇Q‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) ≲ δ, which in turn follow from (4.18), (4.19) (as well as the Poincaré inequality) and (4.21), respectively. For S̃^A_{BC} (v; x)∂^ℓQ^B ∂_ℓQ^C , we directly estimate ‖∇(S̃^A_{BC} (v; x)∂^ℓQ^B ∂_ℓQ^C )‖_L2 ≲ ‖∇S̃^A_{BC} (v; x)‖_L2 + ‖S̃^A_{BC} (v; x)∇∂^ℓQ^B∂_ℓQ^C )‖_L2 ≲ ‖∇v‖_L2 + ‖v‖_L4 ‖∇^{(2)}Q‖_L2 ‖∇Q‖_L4 ≲ ‖∇v‖_L2 , where we used the chain rule, the Hölder inequality, (4.18), (4.19), the Poincaré inequality and interpolation. Next, bound (4.23) is immediate from the bound ‖∇v‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + ‖∇Q‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) ≲ δ and (4.18). Finally, bounds (4.24) and (4.25) are straightforward consequences of Proposition 2.14, Proposition 2.15 and Corollary 2.17; we leave the details to the reader.

Step 3: Completion of proof. Let v_0 = u_0 − Q ∈ H^1 ∩ C^0. Starting with v^{(0)} = 0, we construct a sequence v^{(n)} of Picard iterates by: (∂_s − Δ)v^{(n)} = F[v^{(n−1)}], v^{(n)}(s = 0) = v_0.

If it were not for the auxiliary condition (4.20), the bounds (4.22), (4.23) and (4.24), in combination with Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3, would immediately lead to H^1 ∩ C^0 local well-posedness on an interval J = [0, s_0] for which ‖∇e^{sΔ}v_0‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) + |J|^{12} is sufficiently small compared to max{1, ‖v_0‖_H1_{∩C}0 } by the Banach contraction principle. On the same interval, persistence of regularity would also follow from (4.25) and Lemma 2.2.

In reality, H^1 ∩C^0 local well-posedness may be only proved first on a shorter interval on which (4.20) holds as well. However, approximating general initial data by H^∞ initial data and appealing to Lemma 4.6 for the H^∞ solution, we may ensure that any H^1 ∩ C^0 well-posed solution v obeys v + Q ∈ N wherever it exists. Hence, it is straightforward to set up a continuous induction to recover the H^1 ∩ C^0 local well-posedness as asserted in Proposition 4.1.

Let v be a H^1 ∩C^0 well-posed solution on H^2 ×J. If ‖∇v‖_L2_{s(J;L}∞_) +|J|^{12} is finite, then given any δ > 0, J can be divided into K-many subintervals on which (4.21) holds. Taking δ sufficiently small, by (4.22), (4.23), Lemma 2.2 and Lemma 2.3, we see that v obeys an a-priori estimate of the form (4.4) with the constant depends exponentially on K; in particular, v may be continued past J (here, it is important that the implicit constants in (4.22) and (4.23) are independent of v). Persistence of regularity (resp. parabolic smoothing) on J follows similarly from (4.25) and (2.3) (resp. (2.4)) in Lemma 2.2. □

Proof of Proposition 4.2. As in the proof of Proposition 4.1, we introduce a globally defined π_N that agrees with the closest-point projection on a fixed N_ϵ, and equals the identity outside N_{2ϵ}. We extend D_a and R^C_{AB D} by the formulas (4.14) and (4.16), respectively, using the globally defined π_N . Moreover, we always write ∂^{(k)}π(u) = (∂^{(k)}π(v +Q)−∂^{(k)}π(Q))+∂^{(k)}π(Q), and use Proposition 2.15 to estimate the first term by v, which in turn is controlled by Proposition 4.1. Then Proposition 4.2 follows by standard Picard iteration arguments based on Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3 as in the proof of Proposition 4.1; we omit the details. □

4.3. Asymptotic stability of Q under the harmonic map heat flow. With the local theory for the harmonic map heat flow and its linearization in our hands, we turn to the question of the asymptotic stability of a harmonic map Q. Our main result is that a sufficient condition for a positive answer is the weak linearized stability condition (Definition 1.2).

Theorem 4.8. Let Q be a weakly linearly stable harmonic map from H^2 into Ñ and fix 0 < c_0 < ρ_Q. There exists ϵ_∗ = ϵ_∗(Q, c_0) > 0 such that the following holds. If u_0 ∈ (H^1 ∩ C^0)_Q(H^2 ; Ñ ) obeys

‖u_0 − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ < ϵ_∗, (4.26)

then the solution u to (4.2) with u(s = 0) = u_0 exists globally. Moreover, for all s ≥ 0, it obeys the long time bound ‖u(s) − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≲ e^{−c20s}‖u_0 − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ , (4.27) where the implicit constant depends on Q and c_0.

We also have the following corresponding result for the linearized harmonic map heat flow.

Proposition 4.9. Let Q be a weakly linearly stable harmonic map from H^2 into Ñ , let 0 < c_0 < ρ_Q and let u be a solution to (4.2) on [0, ∞) with the initial bound (4.26) that is given by Theorem 4.8. Then any solution ϕ to the corresponding linearized harmonic map heat flow (4.6) with ϕ(s = 0) = ϕ_0 (given by Proposition 4.2) obeys the following long time bound for s ≥ 0:

‖ϕ(s)‖_L2 + ‖ϕ‖_L2_{s([s,s+1];H}1_{∩L}∞_) ≲ e^{−c20s}‖ϕ_0‖_L2 + ∫_s 0 e^{−c20(s−s′ )}‖f(s^′)‖_L2 ds^′, (4.28)

‖ϕ(s)‖_H1_{∩L}∞ + ‖∇ϕ‖_L2_{s([s,s+1];H}1_{∩L}∞_) ≲ e^{−c20s}‖ϕ_0‖_H1_{∩L}∞ (4.29) + ∫_s 0 e^{−c20(s−s′ )}‖f(s^′)‖_L2 ds^′ + ∫_s max{0,s−1} ‖f(s^′)‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ds^′. The implicit constants depend on Q and c_0.

Remark 4.10 (Asymptotic stability of Q in H^1). With the H^1 theory sketched in Remark 4.3, Theorem 4.8 may be immediately upgraded to an analogous result in H^1 (i.e., with the less stringent assumption ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1 ≪ 1). Indeed, if u_0 − Q is sufficiently small in H^1, then by (4.12) and the pigeonhole principle we may find a good s_1 ≃ 1 at which u(s_1) exists and ‖u(s_1) − Q‖_H2 ≪ 1. Thus, we may apply Theorem 4.8 with u(s_1) as the initial data.

Before we proceed to the proofs of these results, we point out a simple corollary of Theorem 4.8 and the local theory in the previous subsection that allows us to easily derive decay of any higher derivatives for s ≥ 1. Corollary 4.11. Let Q be a weakly linearly stable harmonic map from H^2 into N , let 0 < c_0 < ρ_Q and let u be a solution to (4.2) on [0, ∞) with the initial bound (4.26) that is given by Theorem 4.8.

• For any s ≥ 1 and k = 1, 2, . . ., we have ‖u(s) − Q‖_Hk + ‖∂_su(s)‖_Hk ≲ ‖u(s − 1) − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≲ e^{−c20s}‖u_0 − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ , (4.30) where the implicit constants depend on Q, c_0 and k.

• Let ϕ be a solution to the corresponding linearized harmonic map heat flow (4.6) (given by Propositions 4.2 and 4.9). For any s ≥ 1 and k = 1, 2, . . ., we have ‖ϕ(s)‖_Hk+1 + ‖ϕ‖_L2_{s([s,s+1];H}k+2_) + ‖∂_sϕ‖_L2_{s([s,s+1];H}k_) ≲ ‖ϕ(s − 1)‖_L2 + ‖f‖_L1_{s([s−1,s+1];H}k+1_{)+L}2_{s([s−1;s+1];H}k_)

(4.31)

where the implicit constant depends on Q, c_0 and k.

Proof. Estimate (4.31) is a direct consequence of (4.9), (4.27) and Remark 4.4, so we only need to consider (4.30). By (4.27) and (4.5) applied to J = [s − 1, s + 1], we have ‖u(s) − Q‖_H1+k + ‖∂_su‖_L2_{s([s,s+1];H}k_) ≲ ‖u(s − 1) − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≲ e^{−c20s}‖u_0 − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ . To obtain (4.30), it remains to upgrade the L^2_s([s, s + 1]; H^k) control of ∂_su to a point-wise bound for, say, ‖∂_su(s + 1)‖_Hk . By the pigeonhole principle, there exists s^′ ∈ [s, s + 1] such that ‖∂_su(s^′)‖_Hk ≤ ‖∂_su‖_L2_{s([s,s+1];H}k_). Then, since ∂_su solves the linearized harmonic map heat flow with f = 0, we may apply (4.31) to conclude that ‖∂_su(s + 1)‖_Hk ≲ ‖∂_su(s^′)‖_Hk . Putting all these bounds together, (4.30) follows. □ Our proofs of Theorem 4.8 and Proposition 4.9 are based on a long term analysis of the linearized harmonic map heat flow in the moving frame formalism, which allows us to utilize the weak linearized stability assumption. Given e on u^∗T N such that e_2 = Je_1, note that the linearized harmonic map heat flow (4.6) is equivalent to D_sφ − D^ℓD_ℓφ + iκIm (ψ^ℓφ)ψ_ℓ = F,

where φ, F : H^2 × J → C are related to ϕ, f : H^2 × J → T_uN by ϕ = eφ and f = eF , see Subsection 3.1. To use the moving frame formalism, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 4.12. There exists ϵ_1 > 0 such that the following holds. For any pair u_{(0)}, u_{(1)} of smooth maps from H^2 into N satisfying ‖u_{(j)} − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ < ϵ_1, (j = 0, 1), there exists a C^1-homotopy u_{(λ)} for 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1 between the two maps such that ‖∂_λu_{(λ)}‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≲ ‖u_{(j)} − Q‖_H1_{∩L}∞ for all λ ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. Let π_N be the orthogonal projection to N , which is a well-defined smooth map on a tubular neighborhood N_ϵ of N . Without loss of generality, take ϵ_1 < 1. For λ ∈ [0, 1], we introduce ũ_{(λ)}(x) = ( λu_{(1)}(x) + (1 − λ)u_{(0)}(x) ) . We claim that for each x ∈ H^2 , ũ_{(λ)}(x) lies in N_ϵ. Then we may define u_{(λ)}(x) = π_N ũ_{(λ)}(x), for which the desired conclusion can be easily checked. To verify the claim, note that min j=0,1 |ũ_{(λ)}(x) − u_{(j)}(x)| ≤ 1 2 |u_{(1)}(x) − u_{(0)}(x)| < |u_{(1)}(x) − Q(x)| + |u_{(0)}(x) − Q(x)| ≲ ϵ_1

where we used the hypothesis for the last inequality. Since each u_{(j)}(x) lies in N ∩ {x : |x − Q(x)| < ϵ_1}, it follows that ũ_{(λ)} ∈ N_ϵ if ϵ_1 is chosen sufficiently small. □ We are now ready to establish the main results of this subsection.

Proof of Theorem 4.8 and Proposition 4.9. The proof consists of several steps.

Step 1: Setting up the main bootstrap argument. Consider the homotopy u_0 : [0, 1] × H^2 → N , (λ; x) → u_0(λ; x) such that u_0(0; x) = Q(x) and u_0(1; x) = u_0 given by Lemma 4.12. For each fixed λ ∈ [0, 1], we extend u_0(λ; x) to u(λ; x, s) for s > 0 by solving the harmonic map heat flow. Thanks to Proposition 4.1, by taking ϵ_∗ sufficiently small we may ensure that u(λ; x, s) exists on [0, s_0] for s_0 ≥ 10, is smooth in (λ, x, s) ∈ [0, 1] × H^2 × [0, s_0] and obeys

‖∇(u(λ; s) − Q)‖_L2 ≤ ϵ^{12}_∗ for s ∈ [0, s_0]. (4.32) Note that each ∂_λu obeys the linearized harmonic map heat flow (4.6). Taking ϵ_∗ even smaller if necessary, we may also ensure (via Proposition 4.2) that

‖∂_λu(λ; s)‖_L∞ + ‖D∂_λu(λ; s)‖_L∞ ≤ ϵ^{12}_∗ for s ∈ [1, s_0]. (4.33) Estimates (4.32) and (4.33) are our main bootstrap assumptions. Our goal up to Step 4 is to show that for ϵ_∗ sufficiently small, the RHSs of (4.32) and (4.33) can be improved to O(e^{−c20 s}ϵ_∗). Step 2: Setting up the moving frame formalism. To pass to the moving frame formalism, we begin with the frame for Q^∗T N given in Subsection 3.1 in the case λ = 0: e(0; x, s) = e^∞(x) for u(0; x, s) = Q(x).

The exact properties of e^∞ is not important for the current proof, except that the corresponding differential and connection coefficients ψ^∞ and A^∞ are smooth and well-decaying.

Next, we extend the frame e(0; x, s) to e(λ; x, s) for λ ∈ [0, 1] by parallel transportation along each constant-(x, s) curve, i.e., by requiring D_λe = 0; by smoothness of the map u(λ; x, s) on [0, 1] × H^2 × [0, s_0], such a frame e is well-defined. We denote the corresponding differential and connection coefficients by ψ(λ; x, s) and A(λ; x, s), i.e., eψ_a = ∂_au and e(iA_a) = D_ae, where a = λ, x^1, x^2 or s. Note that ψ_a(0; x, s) = ψ^∞_a (x, s) and A_a(0; x, s) = A^∞_a (x, s). The parallel transport condition takes the form A_λ = 0.

Thus, writing ψ_a = ψ̊_a + ψ^∞_a , A_a = Å_a + A^∞_a , it follows that ψ̊_ℓ(λ) = − ∫_λ 0 D_ℓψ_λ(λ^′) dλ^′, Å_ℓ(λ) = ∫_λ 0 κIm (ψ_λψ_ℓ)(λ^′) dλ^′.

Since |∂_au| = |ψ_a| and |D_a∂_bu| = |D_aψ_b|, our bootstrap assumption (4.33) implies

‖ψ̊_x(λ; s)‖_L∞ + ‖Å_x(λ; s)‖_L∞ ≲ ϵ^{12}_∗ for s ∈ [1, s_0], λ ∈ [0, 1]. (4.34) Step 3: Analysis of the linearized harmonic map heat flow. Fix λ ∈ [0, 1] and consider a solution φ to the inhomogeneous linearized harmonic map heat flow equation for s ∈ [0, s_0], D_sφ − D^ℓD_ℓφ + iκIm (ψ^ℓφ)ψ_ℓ = F, where A_a = A_a(λ; x, s) and ψ_a = ψ_a(λ; x, s) are as in Step 2. We denote the initial values by φ_0 = φ(s = 0). The goal of this step is to derive the following long time bounds for φ under the assumption (4.34): For s ∈ [0, s_0], ‖φ(s)‖_L2 + (∫_{min{s+1,s0 }} s ‖D_xφ‖^2_L2 + ‖φ‖^2_L∞ ds^′

) 1_2 ≲ e^{−c20s}‖φ_0‖_L2 + ∫_{min{s+1,s0}} 0 e^{−c20(s−s′ )}‖F (s^′)‖_L2 ds^′. (4.35) We will only need the special case (φ, F ) = (ψ_λ, 0) for the proof of Theorem 4.8 (see Step 4), but a general choices of φ and F will lead to a simultaneous proof of Proposition 4.9 (see Step 5).

We rewrite the above equation as

D_sφ − (D^∞)^ℓ(D^∞)_ℓφ + iκIm ((ψ^∞)^ℓφ)(ψ^∞)_ℓ = 2iÅ^ℓ(D^∞)_ℓφ − Å^ℓÅ_ℓφ − iκ ( Im (ψ̊^ℓφ)ψ_ℓ + Im (ψ^∞φ)ψ̊_ℓ ) + F.

Multiplying by φ, taking the real part, integrating on H^2 and then using (4.34) to estimate the RHS, we obtain the one-sided bound 1 2 d ds ‖φ(s)‖^2_L2 + Re ∫ Hφφ dx ≤ Cϵ^{12}_∗ ( ‖D^∞φ(s)‖^2_L2 + ‖φ(s)‖^2_L2 ) + ‖F (s)‖_L2 ‖φ(s)‖_L2 . for some absolute constant C > 0. Using Definition 1.2 and recalling that Re ∫ Hφφ dx−‖D^∞φ‖^2_L2 ≲ ‖φ‖^2_L2 , for any ρ^′_Q < ρ_Q we obtain the inequality

c_ρ′_Q ‖D^∞φ‖^2_L2 + (ρ^′_Q)^2‖φ‖^2_L2 ≤ Re ∫ Hφφ dx, for some c_ρ′_Q > 0. At this point, we fix ρ^′_Q > c_0 and write c = c_ρ′_Q . Taking ϵ_∗ sufficiently small, we arrive at the differential inequality (with c^− denoting a constant slighlty less than c) 1 2 d ds ‖φ(s)‖^2_L2 + c^2_0‖φ(s)‖^2_L2 + c^−‖D^∞φ‖^2_L2 ≤ ‖F (s)‖_L2 ‖φ(s)‖_L2 .

First, ignoring the nonnegative term c^−‖D^∞φ‖^2_{L2} and solving the resulting differential inequality, we obtain, for s ∈ [0, s_0], ‖φ(s)‖_L2 ≲ e^{−c20s}‖φ_0‖_L2 + ∫_s 0 e^{−c20(s−s′ )}‖F (s^′)‖_L2 ds^′. On the other hand, ignoring instead c^2_0‖φ‖^2_{L2} and integrating the differential inequality on [s, min{s + 1, s_0}], we obtain (∫_{min{s+1,s0 }} s ‖D^∞φ(λ; s^′)‖^2_L2 ds^′

) 1_2 ≲ ‖φ(s)‖_L2 + ∫_{min{s+1,s0 }} s ‖F (s^′)‖_L2 ds^′. By (4.34), we also have (∫_{min{s+1,s0 }} s ‖Dφ(λ; s^′)‖^2_L2 ds^′

) 1_2 ≲ (∫_{min{s+1,s0 }} s ‖D^∞φ(λ; s^′)‖^2_L2

) 1_2 ds^′+ sup s^′∈[s,min{s+1,s_0 }] ϵ^{14}_∗ ‖φ(λ; s^′)‖_L2 .

Thus, we have bounded all the L^2_x type norms on the LHS of (4.35).

It remains to bound the L^2_sL^∞_x norm of φ. We begin with the usual Bochner identity for the linearized harmonic map heat flow, ∂_s|φ|^2 − Δ|φ|^2 + 2D^ℓφD_ℓφ = 2κIm (ψ^ℓφ)Im (ψ_ℓφ) + 2Re (F φ).

Thus, we obtain the relation ∂_s|φ| − Δ|φ| ≤ M|φ| + |F |, where the inequality is to be interpreted in the sense of distributions. Here, M is a positive constant that only depends on ‖ψ_x‖_L∞ = O(‖ψ^∞‖_L∞ + Cϵ^{12}_∗ ). For any s^′ ∈ [0, s_0] and s ∈ [s^′, s_0], we have

(∂_s − Δ) ( e^{−M(s−s′ )}|φ| ) ≤ e^{−M(s−s′ )}|F |, so that by Duhamel’s formula and the comparison principle, |φ(x, s)| ≤ e^{M(s−s′ )}e^{(s−s′ )Δ}|φ(x, s^′)| + ∫_s s^′ e^{M(s−s′′ )}e^{(s−s′′ )Δ}|F (x, s^{′′})||φ(x, s^{′′})| ds^{′′}. Then by choosing s^′ = s − 1 and applying the L^2_sL^∞_x estimate (2.5), we obtain (∫_s s−1 ‖φ(s^′)‖^2_L∞ ds^′ ) 1_2 ≲_M ‖φ(s − 1)‖_L2 + ∫_s s−1 ‖F (s^′)‖_L2 ds^′. Combined with the previously established bound on ‖φ(s)‖_L2 , the proof of (4.35) is complete. Step 4: Closing the main bootstrap argument and completing the proof of Theorem 4.8. We apply the estimates in the previous step with φ = ψ_λ and F = 0. Since |∂_λu| = |ψ_λ| and |D_x∂_λu| = |D_xψ_λ|, (4.35) translates to

‖∂_λu(λ; s)‖^2_L2 + ∫_{min{s+1,s0 }} s ( ‖D∂_λu(λ; s^′)‖^2_L2 + ‖∂_λu(λ; s^′)‖^2_L∞ ) ds^′ ≲ e^{−2c20s}‖∂_λu_0(λ)‖^2_L2 , where s ∈ [1, s_0] and λ ∈ [0, 1]. In particular, for every integer n such that 1 ≤ n ≤ s_0 − 2, there exists s_{n;λ} ∈ [n, n + 1) such that ‖D∂_λu_λ(λ; s_{n;λ})‖_L2 + ‖∂_λu_λ(λ; s_{n;λ})‖_L∞ ≲ e^{−c20n}‖∂_λu_0(λ)‖^2_L2 . By the above estimates, the formula ∂_j ∂_λu^A = ∂_λ∂_j u^A = D_j ∂_λu^A − S^A_{BC} (u)∂_λu^B∂_j u^C , and the bootstrap assumption (4.32), it follows that ‖∂_λu_λ(λ; s_{n;λ})‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≲ e^{−c20n}‖∂_λu_0(λ)‖^2_L2 .

Applying Proposition 4.2 with ∂_λu(λ; s_{n;λ}) as the initial data on J = [s_{n;λ}, min{s_{n;λ} + 2, s_0}], we obtain ‖∂_λu(λ; s)‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≲ e^{−c20s}‖∂_λu_0(λ)‖_L2 for s ∈ [s_{n;λ}, min{s_{n;λ} + 2, s_0}], ‖D∂_λu(λ; s)‖_L∞ ≲ e^{−c20s}‖∂_λu_0(λ)‖_L2 for s ∈ [s_{n;λ} + 1, min{s_{n;λ} + 2, s_0}], We remark that the implicit constant are made absolute here by taking ϵ_∗ small enough, thanks to (4.32). Applying the above argument for all possible n, and using Proposition 4.2 with sufficiently small ϵ_∗ on J = [0, 2], we improve the bootstrap assumption (4.33). Moreover, it follows that u − Q =

∫_1 0 ∂_λu(λ) dλ satisfies ‖(u − Q)(λ; s)‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≲ e^{−c20s} ∫_1 0 ‖∂_λu_0(λ)‖_L2 dλ ≲ e^{−c20s}ϵ_∗, which also improves (4.32). It is now a standard procedure to set up a continuous induction on s_0 to conclude the global existence of u and prove (4.27); we omit the obvious details.

Step 5: Completing the proof of Proposition 4.9. Finally, we prove Proposition 4.9. Bound (4.28) follows from (4.35) with λ = 1, since the bootstrap assumptions (4.32) and (4.33) had been closed in Step 4. Bound (4.29) follows immediately from Proposition 4.2 when s ≤ 1. When s > 1, by (4.28) and the pigeonhole principle, there exists s_0 ∈ [s − 1, s] such that

‖ϕ(s_0)‖_H1_{∩L}∞ ≲ e^{−c20s}‖ϕ_0‖_L2 + ∫_s 0 e^{−c20(s−s′ )}‖f(s^′)‖_L2 ds^′. Now (4.29) follows from an application of Proposition 4.2 with the initial data ϕ(s_0). □ 4.4. Construction of caloric gauge. Theorem 4.8 states that a map u_0 that is sufficiently close to a weakly linearly stable harmonic map Q in H^1 leads to a harmonic map heat flow evolution u(s) that asymptotically converge to Q. The goal of this subsection is to construct a caloric gauge [67] for u, which is simply the orthonormal frame for the pullback bundle u^∗T N on H^2_x × [0, ∞)_s constructed by parallel-transporting a suitable limiting frame e^∞ at s = ∞. The precise definition is as follows.

Definition 4.13 (Caloric gauge). Let u(x, s) : H^2 × [0, ∞) → N be a harmonic map heat flow given by Theorem 4.8, which converges to a harmonic map Q as s → ∞. Given a smooth frame e^∞(x) for Q^∗T N , we say that a smooth frame e(x, s) for u^∗T N defines a caloric gauge for u with limiting frame e^∞ if the following properties hold:

(1) The frame e(x, s) satisfies the heat-temporal condition D_se(x, s) = 0 for (x, s) ∈ H^2 × [0, ∞).

(2) For all x ∈ H^2 , we have e(x, s) → e^∞(x) as s → ∞. We call such a frame e(x, s) the caloric frame with limiting frame e^∞.

The main result of this subsection is the following.

Proposition 4.14. Let u_0 : H^2 → N satisfy ‖u_0 −Q‖_H1 < ϵ_∗ and u_0 −Q ∈ H^∞. Let u(x, s) : H^2 ×[0, ∞) → N be a harmonic map heat flow with u(x, 0) = u_0(0) given by Theorem 4.8. Let e^∞(x) be a Coulomb frame for Q^∗T N as in Subsection 3.1. Then the following statements hold:

(1) There exists a unique caloric frame e(x, s) with limiting frame e^∞, which depends smoothly on (x, s) ∈ H^2 × [0, ∞).

(2) Let I ⊂ R be an interval, and let u_0 : I × H^2 → N satisfy the following properties:

• sup_{t∈I} ‖u_0(t) − Q‖_H1 < ϵ_∗;

• ∂^k_t (u_0(t) − Q) ∈ H^∞ for every k = 0, 1, 2, . . . and t ∈ I.

Then the unique caloric frames e(t, x, s) defined for each t ∈ I depends smoothly on (t, x, s) ∈ I × H^2 × [0, ∞).

Proof. In what follows, we suppress the dependence of constants on the initial map u_0. We begin with part (1), where u_0 has no t-dependence. We need to solve the following system of ODEs: { ∂_se^A_B + S^A_{CD}(u)∂_su^C e^D_B = 0, lim_{s→∞} e^A_B (x, s) = (e^∞)^A_B (x).

(4.36)

As a consequence of Proposition 4.1 for s ≤ 1 and Corollary 4.11 for s ≥ 1, we see that, for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . and s ≥ 0, ‖∇^{(k)}u(s)‖_L∞ ≲ ‖u(s) − Q‖_Hk+2 + ‖∇^{(k)}Q‖_L∞ ≲ 1, ‖∇^{(k)}∂_su(s)‖_L∞ ≲ ‖∂_su(s)‖_Hk+2 ≲ e^{−c20s}. Thus, by standard ODE theory, (4.36) may be solved and part (1) follows.

To prove part (2), it suffices to establish the following additional (by no means optimal) bounds: For n = 1, 2, . . ., k = 0, 1, 2, . . . and s ≥ 0, ‖∂^n_t u(s)‖_Hk+4 + ‖∂^n_t ∂_su(s)‖_Hk+2 ≲ e^{−c20s}, (4.37) where the implicit constant depends on k, n and ∑_n n^′=0 ‖∂ n^′ t u_0‖_Hk+4 .

Bound (4.37) is proved by induction on n. As ∂_tu solves (4.6) with f = 0, the base case n = 1 follows immediately from Propositions 4.2, 4.9 and Corollary 4.11. For n > 1, ∂^n_t u solves (D_s − D^ℓD_ℓ)∂^n_t u^A − R^A_{CD B} (u)∂_ℓu^B ∂^n_t u^C ∂^ℓu^D = −[∂^{n−1}_t , D_s − D^ℓD_ℓ]∂_tu^A + [∂^{n−1}_t , R^A_{CD B} (u)∂_ℓu^B∂^ℓ(∂^ℓ_t u)ϕ^Au^D](∂_tu)^C ,

which is (4.6) with an f^A that involves u, . . . , ∂^{ℓ−1}_t u. The desired bound again follows by applying Propositions 4.2–4.9 and Corollary 4.11, where f is estimated by a suitable induction hypothesis on u, . . . , ∂^{ℓ−1}_t u. We leave the straightforward details to the reader. □

We now employ the moving frame formalism with respect to the caloric gauge e(x, s). We define the heat tension field ψ_s = D^ℓψ_ℓ.

We also introduce the decompositions A_ℓ(s_0, t, x) = − ∫_∞ s_0

∂_sA_ℓ ds + A_ℓ|_{s=∞} =: Å_ℓ + A^∞_ℓ , ψ_ℓ(s_0, t, x) = − ∫_∞ s_0

D_ℓψ_s ds + ψ_ℓ|_{s=∞} =: ψ̊_ℓ + ψ^∞_ℓ ,

(4.38)

where we have the reconstruction formulas Å_ℓ(s_0) = − ∫_∞ s_0

∂_sA_ℓ ds = − ∫_∞ s_0

(∂_sA_ℓ − ∂_ℓA_s) ds = −κ ∫_∞ s_0

Im (ψ_sψ_ℓ) ds,

ψ̊_ℓ(s_0) = − ∫_∞ s_0

∂_sψ_ℓ ds = − ∫_∞ s_0

D_ℓψ_s ds = − ∫_∞ s_0 ∂_ℓψ_s ds − i ∫_∞ s_0 A_ℓψ_s ds = − ∫_∞ s_0 ∂_ℓψ_s ds − i ∫_∞ s_0 (∫_∞ s (−κ)Im (ψ_sψ_ℓ) ds^′ + A^∞_ℓ ) ψ_s ds. 4.5. Forward-in-s bounds in caloric gauge. In this subsection, we suppress the dependence of constants on Q, Ω̃, the Coulomb frame e^∞ for Q^∗T N and A^∞ introduced in Subsection 3.1.

The primary aim of this subsection is to translate bounds for the harmonic map heat flow u in the extrinsic coordinates to those for the components ψ_s, ψ_x in the caloric gauge constructed in Proposition 4.14. The main result is as follows:

Proposition 4.15. Assume that u_0 obeys the smallness condition (4.26) and let 0 < δ <^1_2 . In the caloric gauge constructed in Proposition 4.14, the following bounds hold for k = 0, 1, 2, . . .: ‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k)}ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ , (4.39)

‖Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) + ‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k+1)}Ψ̊‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ , (4.40) where the implicit constants depend on k and an upper bound for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ . Moreover, ‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k)}Ωψ_s‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ ,(4.41)

‖∇ψ̊_Ω‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) + ‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k+2)}ψ̊_Ω‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ ,(4.42)

‖L_ΩΨ̊‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) + ‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k+1)}L_ΩΨ̊‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ ,(4.43) where the implicit constants depend on k and upper bounds for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ and ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ .

Proposition 4.15 is proved by translating bounds for the harmonic map heat flow u in the extrinsic formulation to those for ψ_s, ψ_x in the caloric gauge. The following bounds for the connection 1-form A in the caloric gauge, whose proof is the second goal of this subsection, play a key role in going back and forth between the extrinsic formulation and the caloric gauge.

Proposition 4.16. Assume that u_0 obeys the smallness condition (4.26) and that 0 < δ <^1_4 . In the caloric gauge constructed in Proposition 4.14, the following bound holds for k = 0, 1, 2, . . .: ‖Å‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) + ‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k+1)}Å‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ , (4.44) where the implicit constant depends on k and an upper bound for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ . Moreover, ‖∇Å_Ω‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) + ‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k+2)}Å_Ω‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu‖_H1+2δ ,(4.45)

‖L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) + ‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k+1)}L_ΩÅ‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu‖_H1+2δ ,(4.46) where the implicit constants depend on k and upper bounds for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ and ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ .

Both Propositions 4.15 and 4.16 are based on long time bounds for the harmonic map heat flow in the extrinsic formulation, which follow from the results in Subsections 4.2 and 4.3.

Proposition 4.17. Assume that u_0 obeys the smallness condition (4.26) and that 0 < δ <^1_2 . The following bounds hold k = 0, 1, 2, . . .:

‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(k)}∂_su‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ , (4.47)

‖∇(u − Q)‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) + ‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(k+1)}∇(u − Q)‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ . (4.48) where the implicit constants depend on k and an upper bound for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ . Moreover, ‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(k)}D_sD_Ωu‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ , (4.49)

‖DD_Ωu‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) + ‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(k+2)}D_Ωu‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ , (4.50) where the implicit constants depend on k and an upper bound for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ . Remark 4.18 (Higher regularity). With a straightforward modification of the argument given below, one may show that all bounds in Propositions 4.15, 4.16 and 4.17 hold with L^2 and H^{1+2δ} replaced by H^{σ−1} and H^{σ+2δ} , respectively, where σ is any positive integer. This observation, along with Remark 4.22 below, is used later to justify a continuous induction argument for the Schrödinger map evoluion. Remark 4.19. In our proof below, we freely exploit the initial regularity u_0−Q ∈ H^{1+2δ} with δ > 0 to simplify the argument. However, many of the the above estimates are true when δ = 0 as well. Such bounds may be proved by working with Bochner-Weitzenböck type identities (see, for instance, [68, Paper IV, Section 4]) for s ≲ 1 and exploiting the exponential s-decay in Theorem 4.8 and Proposition 4.9 for s ≳ 1.

To prove the above results, we begin with a simple lemma for relating ∇ with D or D, whose obvious proof we omit:

Lemma 4.20. Let J be an interval and B a 1-form on H^2 × J satisfying the bound k∑ k^′ =0 ‖s^{k′+12} ∇^{(k′ )}B‖_L∞_{dss (J;L}∞_) ≤ M. Then for any function f on H^2 × J and 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞, we have k∑ k^′ =0 ‖s^{k′2} ∇^{(k′ )}f‖_L^q_{dss (J;L}p_) ≃_M k∑ k^′ =0 ‖s^{k′2} (∇ + B)^{(k′ )}f‖_L^q_{dss (J;L}p_). Now we establish Propositions 4.15, 4.16 and 4.17 in the reverse order. In what follows, we freely use the embeddings H^σ → H^{σ′} for σ^′ < σ and H^σ → L^∞ for σ > 1. Moreover, we suppress the dependence of the implicit constants on k and ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ .

Proof of Proposition 4.17. We proceed in two steps.

Step 1: Non-covariant bounds. The first step is to check, using the results in Subsections 4.2 and 4.3, that all the bounds stated in Proposition 4.17 hold when D is replaced by ∇.

• (4.48) with D replaced by ∇. We use (4.5) with σ = 1 + 2δ for s ≤ 1, then (4.27) and (4.30) for s ≥ 1. • (4.47) with D replaced by ∇. For the L^2_{dss} ([0, ∞); L^2) norm on the LHS, we use (4.5) with σ = 1 + 2δ for s ≤ 1, then (4.27) and (4.30) for s ≥ 1, as before. To control the corresponding L^∞_{dss} ([0, ∞); L^2) norm, note that ∂_su obeys (4.6) with f = 0, so that

‖∂_su(s)‖_Hk ≲ ‖∂_su‖_L2_{dss ([} s_{4 ,} s_{2 ];H}k_) when s ≤ 1, ‖∂_su‖_L2_{dss ([s−1,s−} 1_{2 ];H}k_) when s ≥ 1,

by the pigeonhole principle (to select a good s^′ for which ‖∂_su(s^′)‖_Hk is controlled by the RHS), (4.10), (4.27) and Remark 4.4 (note that the length of the s-interval on the RHS is kept to be O(1)).

• (4.50) with D replaced by ∇. Note that D_Ωu obeys (4.6) with f = 0. Thus, the desired estimate follows from (4.11) with σ = 1 + 2δ for s ≤ 1, then (4.29) and (4.31) for s ≥ 1.

• (4.49) with D replaced by ∇. Here, we do not replace D_s by ∂_s, i.e., we prove

‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k)}D_sD_Ωu‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ .

Recalling that D_Ωu obeys (4.6) with f = 0, we see that it suffices to bound

‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k)}D^ℓD_ℓD_Ωu‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_), ‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k)}R^A_{CD B} (u)∂_ℓu^B D_Ωu^C ∂^ℓu^D‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_)

by ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ up to a constant depending on k and ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ . Recalling that D_ℓϕ^A = ∂_ℓϕ^A + S^A_{BC} (u)∂_j u^B ϕ^C , the latter bounds follow from the previously proved bounds on D_Ωu and ∇(u − Q), as well as Propositions 2.14 and 2.15; we omit the details.

Step 2: Conversion to covariant bounds. To conclude the proof, we pass from the bounds involving ∇ proved in Step 1 to the bounds claimed in the proposition using Lemma 4.20. More precisely, we write D = ∇ + B, where

(B_j )^C_D = S^C_{DE} (u)∂_j u^E = ( S̃^C_{DE} (u − Q; x) + S^C_{DE} (Q) ) ( ∂_j (u − Q)^E + ∂_j Q^E ) . By Step 1, it is straightforward to show that

‖s^{k+12} ∇^{(k)}B‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_) ≲ 1.

Then (4.47) and (4.49) follow immediately from Step 1 and Lemma 4.20. For the remaining estimates, we need to prove, for every k ≥ 0, ‖m(s)s^{k+12} D∇(u − Q)‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss ((0,∞);H}k_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ , ‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(2)}D_Ωu‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);H}k_) ≲ ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ .

The last bound was already addressed in Step 1 (see the proof of (4.49)); the first bound follows in a similar manner. □ Proof of Proposition 4.16. Step 1: Covariant bounds for ψ. First, we claim that the following bounds hold for k = 0, 1, 2, . . .:

‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(k)}ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ , (4.51) ‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(k)}Ψ‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_) ≲ 1, (4.52) ‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(k)}D_Ωψ_s‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ , (4.53) ‖ψ_Ω‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_) + ‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(k+1)}ψ_Ω‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_) ≲_{‖DΩu0‖H1+2δ} 1. (4.54) Indeed, (4.51) and (4.52) follow rather immediately from Proposition 4.17 and the identities eD^{(k)}ψ_s = D^k∂_su, eD^{(k)}ψ_j = D^k∂_j u.

For (4.53) and (4.54), we begin with the identities eD^{(k)}D_Ωψ_s = D^{(k)}D_sD_Ωu − D^{(k)}D_sΩ̃(u), eD^{(k)}ψ_Ω = D^{(k)}D_Ωu − D^{(k)}Ω̃(u).

For the first terms, we directly use Proposition 4.17. For the last terms, we use the Leibniz rule and Proposition 4.17 to bound ‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(k)}D_sΩ̃(u)‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖m(s)s^{k+12} D^{(k)}(∇_AΩ̃(u)∂_su^A)‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ , ‖m(s)2^{k2} D^{(k)}Ω̃(u)‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_) ≲ 1.

Finally, the term ‖ψ_Ω‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞ on the LHS of (4.54) can be handled directly using the identity eψ_Ω = D_Ωu − Ω̃(u) and Proposition 4.17.

Step 2: Bounds for Å. The starting point for the proofs of (4.44), (4.45) and (4.46) are, respectively, the formulas Å_j (s) = − ∫_∞ s κIm (ψ_sψ_j )(s^′) ds^′, Å_Ω(s) = − ∫_∞ s κIm (ψ_sψ_Ω)(s^′) ds^′,

L_ΩÅ_j (s) = − ∫_∞ 0 κIm (D_Ωψ_sψ_j + ψ_sD_j ψ_Ω)(s^′) ds^′.

The first two formulas are obvious from Subsection 4.4. To verify the last formula, we start with L_ΩÅ_j (s) = − ∫_∞ 0 κIm (Ωψ_sψ_j + ψ_sL_Ωψ_j )(s^′) ds^′.

Then since Ωψ_s = D_Ωψ_s − iA_Ωψ_s, L_Ωψ_j = D_j (ψ_Ω) − iA_Ωψ_j , the desired identity follows.

By the above formulas and Step 1, the desired bounds for ‖Å‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_), ‖∇Å_Ω‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) and ‖L_ωÅ‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) follow. The remainder of (4.44), (4.45) and (4.46) follows from the Leibniz rule ∂_j Im (φ_1φ_2) = Im (D_j φ_1φ_2) + Im (φ_1D_j φ_2), as well as Schur’s test (with respect to L^2_{dss} and L^∞_{dss} ) and the covariant bounds from Step 1. □

Proof of Proposition 4.15. Step 1: Bounds for ψ_s. By Proposition 4.16, for any k = 0, 1, 2, . . ., we have ‖s^{k+12} ∇^{(k)}A‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_) ≤ ‖s^{k+12} ∇^{(k)}Å‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_) + ‖s^{k+12} ∇^{(k)}A^∞‖_L∞_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_) ≲ 1.

Thus, by Lemma 4.20, the non-covariant bounds stated in Proposition 4.15 follow from their covariant analogues. Indeed, (4.39) immediately follows from (4.51) in the preceding proof. For (4.41), note that (4.53) and Lemma 4.20 imply ‖m(s)s^{k+12} ∇^{(k)}D_Ωψ_s‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ .

Since Ωψ_s = D_Ωψ_s − iA_Ωψ_s, (4.41) follows from the preceding bound combined with (4.39) and (4.45). Step 2: Remaining bounds. Finally, (4.40), (4.42) and (4.43) follow, respectively, from the formulas (see Subsection 4.4): ψ̊_j (s) = − ∫_∞ s (∂_j ψ_s + iA_j ψ_s)(s^′) ds^′, ψ̊_Ω(s) = − ∫_∞ s (Ωψ_s + iA_Ωψ_s)(s^′) ds^′,

L_Ωψ̊_j (s) = − ∫_∞ s (∂_j (Ωψ_s) + iA_j (Ωψ_s) + i(L_ΩA)_j ψ_s) (s^′) ds^′.

Next, we bound Ψ̊ and ψ̊_Ω using ∂_sψ_j = ∂_j ψ_s + iA_j ψ_s, ∂_sψ_Ω = Ωψ_s + iA_Ωψ_s and the bounds (4.39), (4.41), (4.44), (4.45) and (4.46) for ‖ψ_s‖_L2 , ‖Ωψ_s‖_L2 , ‖Å‖_L∞ , ‖Å_Ω‖_L∞ and ‖L_ΩÅ‖_L∞ , respectively. We omit the straightforward details. □ 4.6. Integration back to s = 0. As before, we suppress the dependence of constants on Q, Ω̃, the Coulomb frame e^∞ for Q^∗T N and A^∞ introduced in Subsection 3.1.

In this subsection, we turn around the problem considered in Subsection 4.5 and study the quantitative relationship between the initial map u_0 and the component ψ_s in caloric gauge of the harmonic map heat flow development. The following result relates energy-type norms of these two objects under the assumption that the initial map were sufficiently close to Q.

Proposition 4.21. Assume that u_0 obeys the smallness condition (4.26) and that 0 < δ <^1_2 . In the caloric gauge constructed in Proposition 4.14, we have ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_), (4.55) ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) + ‖m(s)s^{12} Ωψ_s‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_). (4.56) The implicit constant in (4.56) depends on an upper bound for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ .

In our application of Proposition 4.21, there will be a bootstrap assumption that (in particular) ensures ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ < 1. Hence the implicit constants in (4.55) and (4.56) will be bounded by an absolute constant.

Remark 4.22 (Higher regularity). With a straightforward modification of the argument given below, one may show that (4.55) and (4.56) hold with L^2 and H^{1+2δ} replaced by H^{σ−1} and H^{σ+2δ} , respectively, where σ is any positive integer. This observation, along with Remark 4.18 above, is used later to justify a continuous induction argument for the Schrödinger map evoluion.

Key to the proof of Proposition 4.21 is the following analogous result for (1.4) and (4.6) in the extrinsic formulation:

Lemma 4.23. Assume that u_0 obeys the smallness condition (4.26) and that 0 < δ <^1_2 . Then the harmonic map heat flow u with the initial data u(s = 0) = u_0 satisfies ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ∂_su‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_).

Moreover, let ϕ be a solution to (4.6) with f = 0 and ϕ(s = 0) = ϕ_0. Then ‖ϕ_0‖_H1+2δ ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ∂_sϕ‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_).

Proof. We have

‖u_0 − Q‖^2_H1+2δ ≲ ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ 0 (s(−Δ)^{1+2δ2} ∂_su(s), s^′(−Δ)^{1+2δ2} ∂_su(s^′)) ds s ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ s s^{12} m^{−1}(s) (s^′)^12 m^{−1}(s^′)

(m(s)s^{12} ∂_su(s), m^{−1}(s^′)(s^′)^{32} (−Δ)^{1+2δ} ∂_su(s^′)) ds s ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ∂_su‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_)‖m^{−1}(s)s^{32} ∂_su‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);H}2+4δ_) where we used Schur’s test on the last line and symmetry in s and s^′ to pass to the second line. Next, for the second factor on the last line, we have

‖m^{−1}(s)s^{32} ∂_su‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);H}2+4δ_) ≲ ‖s^{32 +δ}∂_su‖_L2_{dss ([0,1);H}2+4δ_) + ‖s^{32} ∂_su‖_L2_{dss ([1,∞);H}2+4δ_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ where we used (4.5) for the first term and the combination of (4.27) and (4.30) for the second term.

For ϕ, we proceed similarly as follows.

‖ϕ_0‖^2_H1+2δ ≲ ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ 0 (s(−Δ)^{1+2δ2} ∂_sϕ(s), s^′(−Δ)^{1+2δ2} ∂_sϕ(s^′)) ds s ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ s s^{12} m^{−1}(s) (s^′)^12 m^{−1}(s^′)

(m(s)s^{12} ∂_sϕ(s), m^{−1}(s^′)(s^′)^{32} (−Δ)^{1+2δ} ∂_sϕ(s^′)) ds s ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ∂_sϕ‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_)‖m^{−1}(s)s^{32} ∂_sϕ‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);H}2+4δ_).

Moreover,

‖m^{−1}(s)s^{32} ∂_sϕ‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);H}2+4δ_) ≲ ‖s^{32 +δ}∂_sϕ‖_L2_{dss ([0,1);H}2+4δ_) + ‖s^{32} ∂_sϕ‖_L2_{dss ([1,∞);H}2+4δ_) ≲ ‖ϕ_0‖_H1+2δ , where we used (4.11) for the first term and the combination of (4.29) and (4.31) for the second term. □ Proof of Proposition 4.21. To deduce the proposition from Lemma 4.23, we need to verify that ‖m(s)s^{12} ∂_su‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_), ‖m(s)s^{12} ∂_sϕ‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_) + ‖m(s)s^{12} Ωψ_s‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}2_), where the implicit constant in the second bound may depend on an upper bound for ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ .

The first bound is obvious from the identity ∂_su = eψ_s. For the second bound, we use ∂_sD_Ωu = ∂_s(Ωu) − ∂_sΩ̃(u) = e∂_sψ_Ω − (∂Ω̃)(u)eψ_s = eΩψ_s + eiA_Ωψ_s − (∂Ω̃)(u)eψ_s By boundedness of ∂Ω̃(u) and the estimate for ‖A_Ω‖_L∞ from (4.45), the desired bound follows. □

5. The Schrödinger maps evolution in the caloric gauge In this section, we begin the analysis of the Schrödinger maps equation in earnest. In Subsection 5.1, we present the caloric gauge formulation of the Schrödinger maps. In Subsection 5.2, we state the more precise version of the main result of the paper (Theorem 5.4), and then reduce its proof to closing a set of bootstrap assumptions (Propositions 5.5 and 5.6) in the caloric gauge. Finally, in Subsection 5.3, we outline the remainder of the paper, which is devoted to the proofs of Propositions 5.5 and 5.6, and state some conventions that will be effect in what follows.

5.1. Equations of motion. In the caloric gauge formulation of the Schrödinger maps system, the Schrödinger map u is analyzed through the heat tension field ψ_s := D^ℓψ_ℓ. (5.1) In order to understand the evolution fo ψ_s in t, we need to introduce and analyze the Schrödinger tension field w := ψ_t − iD^ℓψ_ℓ. (5.2) The main equations of motion in the caloric gauge are as follows:

• Parabolic equation for ψ_s (D_s − D^kD_k)ψ_s + iκIm (ψ^k ψ_s)ψ_k = 0. (5.3) • Parabolic equation for w (D_s − D^kD_k)w + iκIm (ψ^kw)ψ_k = iκψ^kψ_kψ_s, w(0, t, x) = 0. (5.4)

• Schrödinger equation for ψ_s (iD_t + D^kD_k)ψ_s = i∂_sw + iκIm (ψ^kψ_s)ψ_k. (5.5) The overall scheme for analysis is to use (5.5) to analyze the evolution in t of ψ_s, while using (5.4) to estimate w in terms of ψ_s. Equation (5.3) is used to gain control of higher derivatives of ψ_s at the price of adequate powers of s through parabolic smoothing estimates. Moreover, (5.3) allows us to prove that P_σ ψ_s(s) exhibits decay off of the diagonal regime {σ ≃ s}, which is useful since P_σ arises in the definitions of LE and LE^∗.

Equations (5.3), (5.4), and (5.5) are easily obtained from the definitions (5.1) and (5.2) along with the curvature formula (2.2). Indeed, to prove (5.5) we have (iD_t + D^kD_k)ψ_s = iD_sψ_t + D^kD_sψ_k = iD_sψ_t + D_sD^kψ_k + [D^k, D_s]ψ_k = iD_s(ψ_t − iD^kψ_k) + iκIm (ψ^kψ_s)ψ_k = i∂_sw + iκIm (ψ^kψ_s)ψ_k. The heat equation (5.3) follows from a similar computation. Lastly, to compute (5.4) we first observe that w = ψ_t − iD^ℓψ_ℓ = ψ_t − iψ_s. (5.6) We then compute, (D_s − D^kD_k)ψ_t = D_sψ_t − D^kD_tψ_k = D_tψ_s − D_tD^kψ_k − [D^k, D_t]ψ_k = D_tψ_s − D_tψ_s + κ(−i)Im (ψ^k ψ_t)ψ_k = −iκIm (ψ^kψ_t)ψ_k = −iκIm (ψ^kw)ψ_k − iκIm (ψ^k (iψ_s))ψ_k .

Using (5.3) we see that (D_s − D^kD_k)(−iψ_s) = −κ(−i)iIm (ψ^kψ_s)ψ_k = −κIm (ψ^k ψ_s)ψ_k.

By (5.6), (D_s − D^kD_k)w equals the sum of the right-hand sides of the preceding two computations. Since iIm (ψ^k(iψ_s))ψ_k + Im (ψ^kψ_s)ψ_k = 1 2i ( iψ^k(iψ_s) − iψ^kiψ_s + ψ^kψ_s − ψ^kψ_s ) ψ_k, = −iψ^kψ_sψ_k we arrive at (5.4). Finally, the fact that w(0, t, x) = 0 follows from the fact that u(0, t, x) solves (1.1). 5.1.1. Refined structure of the dynamical equations. One key advantage of the caloric gauge formulation compared to other ways of analyzing (1.1) (e.g., using Coulomb gauge) is that the variables ψ_s and w satisfy scalar dynamical equations, as is evident in (5.3)–(5.5); we refer to [41] for further discussion on this point in the related context of wave maps. A second key advantage of the caloric gauge formulation is that it yields a geometrically natural linearization of the Schrödinger maps system (1.1). Indeed, the harmonic map heat flow evolution of the Schrödinger map u(t, x) at each fixed time t converges to the unique harmonic map Q that shares its boundary data at infinity – this was shown in Section 4. In the caloric gauge formulation this manifests at the level of ψ_ℓ and A_ℓ which naturally decompose as ψ_ℓ(s) = ψ̊_ℓ(s) + ψ^∞_ℓ , A_ℓ(s) = Å_ℓ(s) + A^∞_ℓ , where ψ^∞ and A^∞ are the constant-in-s gauge components of the harmonic map Q; see (4.38). In this vein we record the following refinements of the equations (5.3), (5.4), and (5.5), which show how the linearized operator H defined in (3.3) arises. First recall that Hψ_s = −(∇^k + iA^{∞,k})(∇_k + iA^∞_k )ψ_s − κ|ψ^∞_2 |^2ψ_s. (5.7) Lemma 5.1 (Parabolic equation for ψ_s). The equation (5.3) can be written in the following form: (∂_s + H)ψ_s = κiIm (ψ_sψ̊^k)ψ̊_k + κiIm (ψ_sψ̊_k)ψ^{∞,k} + κiIm (ψ_sψ^{∞,k})ψ̊_k + 2iÅ^k∇_kψ_s + i(∇^kÅ_k)ψ_s − Å^kÅ_kψ_s − 2A^∞_k Å^kψ_s,

(5.8)

where H is defined as in (5.7).

Lemma 5.2 (Parabolic equation for w). The equation (5.4) can be written in the following form: (∂_s + H)w = κiIm (wψ̊^k )ψ̊_k + κiIm (wψ̊_k )ψ^{∞,k} + κiIm (wψ^{∞,k} )ψ̊_k + 2iÅ^k∇_kw − 2A^{∞,k}Å_kw + i(∇_kÅ^k)w − Å^kÅ_kw + iκψ̊^kψ̊_kψ_s + 2iκψ^{∞,k}ψ̊_kψ_s. (5.9)

where H is defined as in (5.7).

As discussed in Section 1.2, note in Lemma 5.2 that there are no linear terms in ψ_t and ψ_s. Lemma 5.3 (Schrödinger equation for ψ_s). The equation (5.5) can be written in the following form:

(i∂_t − H)ψ_s = i∂_sw − 2iÅ^k∇_kψ_s + 2A^{∞,k}Å_kψ_s + κiIm (ψ^{∞,k}ψ_s)ψ̊_k + κiIm (ψ̊^k ψ_s)ψ^∞_k − i(∇_kÅ^k)ψ_s + Å^kÅ_kψ_s + κiIm (ψ̊^kψ_s)ψ̊_k + A_tψ_s,

(5.10)

where H is defined as in (5.7).

We prove Lemma 5.3, and note that the proof of Lemmas 5.1, 5.2 are similar computations. Proof of Lemma 5.3. First note that iD_tψ_s = i∂_tψ_s − A_tψ_s. Next, writing A = Å + A^∞ we have

D^kD_kψ_s = (∇^k + i(Å^k + A^{∞,k}))(∇_k + i(Å^k + A^∞_k )ψ_s

= (∇^k + iA^{∞,k})(∇_k + iA^∞_k )ψ_s + 2iÅ^k∇_kψ_s − 2A^{∞,k}Å_k ψ_s + i(∇_kÅ^k)ψ_s − Å^kÅ_kψ_s. Finally, writing ψ = ψ̊ + ψ^∞ we expand the term iκIm (ψ^kψ_s)ψ_k that appears on the right-hand-side of (5.10) to extract all terms that are truly linear in ψ_s, i.e., that do not contain any copies of ψ̊. As we observed in (3.2), (3.3), the favorable structure of the linear term is revealed by observing that the derivative components ψ^∞ of the harmonic map Q satisfy the Cauchy Riemann equations ψ^∞_1 + iψ^∞_2 = 0. (5.11) Using (5.11) and following the argument used to give (3.3) we see that

iκIm (ψ^kψ_s)ψ_k = iκIm ((ψ̊^k + ψ^{k,∞})ψ_s)(ψ̊_k + ψ^∞_k ) = −κ|ψ^∞|^2ψ_s + κiIm (ψ^{∞,k}ψ_s)ψ̊_k + κiIm (ψ̊^k ψ_s)ψ^∞_k + κiIm (ψ̊^k ψ_s)ψ̊_k.

This completes the proof. □ 5.2. Reduction of the main theorem to the core bootstrap argument in the caloric gauge. We begin by stating a more precise version of Theorem 1.7.

Theorem 5.4 (Refinement of the main theorem: asymptotic stability of Q_ν ). Let N = H^2 or S^2. If N = H^2 consider any harmonic map Q as in Proposition 1.1. If N = S^2 consider any Q as in Proposition 1.1 that satisfies the strong linearized stability condition in Defintion 1.3; see Proposition 3.4. Fix any bounded neighborhood ~N of Q(H^2 ) in N .

There exists an ϵ_0 > 0 with the following property. Let u_0 : H^2 → N with u_0(H^2 ) ⊂ ~N be smooth initial data for (1.1) such that ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ ≤ ϵ_0 (5.12) for any small number δ > 0. Then, there exists a unique global smooth solution u : R × H^2 → H^2 to (1.1) with initial data u(t = 0) = u_0 and satisfying sup_{t∈R} ‖u(t) − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu(t)‖_H1+2δ ≲ ϵ_0. (5.13)

In fact, Q is asymptotically stable in the following sense. Let u(t, x, s) denote the harmonic map heat flow resolution of u(t, x) and let e(t, x, s) denote the corresponding caloric gauge with limiting frame e^∞(t, x) as defined in Section 4.4, and let ψ_s(t, x, s) denote the heat tension field. Then,

• A priori control of dispersive norms. ψ_s satisfies,

‖ψ_s‖_{S(R)} ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ψ_s|_{t=0}‖_{(L}∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss )L}2_x ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H1+2δ ≲ ϵ_0. (5.14)

• Scattering. For every s > 0, ψ_s(t) scatters to a solution of the free Schrödinger equation as t → ±∞, i.e., there exist free Schrödinger waves ϕ_±(t, s), such that ‖ψ_s(t) − ϕ_±(t, s)‖_L2_x → 0 as t → ±∞. (5.15) • Uniform control of higher derivatives. Higher regularity of the initial data ψ_s(s, 0, x) is preserved by the flow. In fact, we have the following uniform estimates, ‖Hψ_s‖_{S(R)} ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ψ_s|_{t=0}‖_{(L}∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss )H}2 ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H3+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H3+2δ ,

‖H^2ψ_s‖_{S(R)} ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ψ_s|_{t=0}‖_{(L}∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss )H}4 ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H5+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H5+2δ .

(5.16)

• Qualitative pointwise convergence to Q. Finally, we have the following pointwise convergence to Q, ‖u(t) − Q‖_L∞ → 0 as t → ±∞. (5.17) Theorem 5.4 will be proved via a priori estimates, which we close with a bootstrap argument. In this section we briefly recall the standard argument used to reduce Theorem 5.4 to the following two propositions. Proposition 5.5 (Core bootstrap argument in the caloric gauge). There exists ϵ_0, C_1 > 0 with the following property. Let I ⊂ R be a time interval and assume that, ‖u(t) − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu(t)‖_H1+2δ ≤ ϵ^{1/2}_0 , for all t ∈ I, (5.18) and ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)} ≤ 2C_1ϵ_0. (5.19)

Then, ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)} ≤ C_1ϵ_0. (5.20) Moreover, ‖m(s)s^{12} (i∂_t − H)ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} (LE^∗+L^{43}_t L^{43}_x )(I) + ‖m(s)s^{12} (i∂_t − H)Ωψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} (LE^∗+L^{43}_t L^{43}_x )(I)

≲ ϵ^{32}_0 , (5.21)

where the implicit constant is independent of ϵ_0 and C_1.

Proposition 5.6 (Auxiliary propagation of regularity in the caloric gauge). There exists ϵ_1 > 0 with the following property. Let I ⊂ R be a time interval and suppose that ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)} ≤ ϵ_1, Then,

‖Hψ_s‖_{S(I)} ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ψ_s|_{t=0}‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss ([0,∞);H}2_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H3+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H3+2δ ,

‖H^2ψ_s‖_{S(I)} ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ψ_s|_{t=0}‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss ([0,∞);H}4_) ≲ ‖u_0 − Q‖_H5+2δ + ‖D_Ωu_0‖_H5+2δ .

(5.22)

The key ingredients in the reduction are the bounds in Proposition 4.21 in Section 4, which allow us to transfer bounds for the heat flowed map u(t, x, s) and its derivatives back to the Schrödinger map u(t, x), and thus close the bootstrap. We remark that Proposition 4.21 is stated for the harmonic map heat flow evolution of the initial data u_0, but a straightforward modification extends this to the following statement for the 1-parameter family of heat flows u(t, x, s).

Proposition 5.7. Assume that ϵ_0 in Proposition 5.5 satisfies ϵ^{1/2}_0 < ϵ_∗ where ϵ_∗ is defined in Theorem 4.8 and that 0 < δ <^1_2 . Then,

sup_{t∈I} ‖u(t) − Q‖_H1+2δ ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_{t (I;L}2_{x))}, (5.23)

sup_{t∈I} ‖D_Ωu(t)‖_H1+2δ ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_{t (I;L}2_{x))}, (5.24) sup_{t∈I} ( ‖u(t) − Q‖_H3+2δ + ‖D_Ωu(t)‖_H3+2δ ) ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_{t (I;H}2_{x))}, (5.25) sup_{t∈I} ( ‖u(t) − Q‖_H5+2δ + ‖D_Ωu(t)‖_H5+2δ ) ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ((0,∞);L}∞_{t (I;H}4_{x))}. (5.26)

We remark that the first two bounds above (5.23) and (5.24) follow from the same proof as Proposition 4.21. For the bounds (5.25) and (5.26) we use Remark 4.22 with σ = 3 and σ = 5; see also Remark 4.18.

Proof of Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 5.4 assuming Propositions 5.5 and 5.6 . Let u_0 be smooth initial data for (1.1) satisfying (5.12). Since u_0 is smooth we may define B_0 < ∞ by ‖u_0 − Q‖_H5+2δ =: B_0 < ∞.

By Lemma 2.18 we can find a unique smooth solution u(t) to (1.1) defined on a maximal forward time of existence J = [0, T^∗). Assume for contradiction that T^∗ < ∞. Then, by continuation criterion in Lemma 2.18 we must have lim_{t→T∗} ‖u(t) − Q‖_H5+2δ = ∞. (5.27)

On the other hand, let ϵ_0 > 0 be as in Proposition 5.5. By continuity of the flow, the assumption (5.12) yields a time T_1 ≤ T^∗ for which both (5.18) and (5.19) are satisfied. Let T^∗_1 be the maximal such time. The combination of Proposition 5.5 and Proposition 5.7 closes the bootstrap. Indeed, from (5.23) and (5.24) we have sup_{t∈I} ( ‖u(t) − Q‖_H1+2δ + ‖D_Ωu(t)‖_H1+2δ ) ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ([0,∞);L}∞_{t L}2_{x)} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)} ≲ C_1ϵ_0 ≤ 1 2 ϵ^{1/2}_0 .

Thus, we must have T^∗_1 = T^∗. It then follows that the conclusions of Proposition 5.6 hold with I = [0, T^∗). Using the elliptic regularity estimate ‖v‖_H4 ≲ ‖H^2v‖_L2 + ‖v‖_L2 , we then deduce from the estimate (5.22) from Proposition 5.6 and the estimate (5.26) that sup t∈[0,T^∗) ‖u(t) − Q‖_H5+2δ ≲ B_0, which contradicts (5.27). Hence T^∗ = +∞. A similar argument establishes well-posedness backwards in infinite time. Thus (5.20) holds with I = R which establishes (5.13) and (5.14). Proposition 5.6 then yields (5.16). The scattering statement (5.15) is a standard consequence of (5.21) in Proposition 5.5 with I = R. Finally, the proof of the pointwise estimate (5.17) begins with the observation that |u(t, x) − Q(x)| ≤ ∫_∞ 0 |∂_s(u(t, x, s) − Q(x))| ds ≤ ∫_∞ 0 |ψ_s(t, x, s)| ds and thus (5.17) follows from the claim that lim_{t→∞} ‖u(t) − Q‖_L∞_x ≤ lim_{t→∞} ∫_∞ 0 ‖ψ_s(t, s)‖_L∞_x ds = 0. The proof of the claimed limit requires two observations that we briefly sketch here, while referring the reader to the detailed identical argument given in [41, Proof of (4.8)]. First, we claim that the limit in t can be passed through the s-integral. This follows from the dominated convergence theorem after showing that ‖ψ_s(s)‖_L∞_{t,x} is an integrable function. This latter claim can be deduced using the a priori estimates (5.16) (which break the scaling in s) to handle the small-s regime, along with the decay estimates (4.39) to handle the large-s regime. Second, we claim that for each fixed s > 0, ‖ψ_s(t, s)‖_L∞_x → 0 as t → ∞. This can be proved using the global dispersive estimate (5.14) and in particular the scattering statement (5.15). Again, we refer the reader to [41, Proof of (4.8)] for the precise details. □

5.3. Structure of the remainder of the paper and some conventions. From now on, the goal is to establish Propositions 5.5 and 5.6. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows:

• In Section 6 we study the parabolic equation (5.8) under the bootstrap assumptions (5.18) and (5.19).

We show that ψ_s satisfies several parabolic regularity type estimates that will be used in our analysis of the nonlinear Schrödinger equation (5.10) in Section 8.

• In Section 7 we continue the preliminary analysis of the terms appearing on the right-hand side of (5.10), proving several preliminary estimates on Ψ̊, Å. We then use the parabolic equation (5.9) for w to establish estimates for w, ∂_sw and use these to prove auxiliary bounds on ψ_t, A_t.

• Finally, in Section 8 we complete the proofs of Propositions 5.5 and 5.6 using the main linear estimate in Lemma 3.12 to study the Schrödinger equation (5.10).

In the remainder of the paper, we work under the following conventions to ease the notation:

• The Gauss curvature κ = ±1 of the target manifold plays no role in the remainder of the paper.

Hence, we fix the target N = H^2 and κ = −1 in equations (5.8), (5.9), and (5.10). • We always work on the time interval I. Hence, we omit (I) in the notation for space-time norms, e.g., L^4_t L^4_x = L^4_t L^4_x(I).

6. Parabolic estimates for ψ_s

In this section we establish L^p parabolic regularity-type estimates for ψ_s under the core bootstrap assumptions (5.19) by directly invoking properties of the heat flow e^{−sH} from Corollary 3.8.

Recall that ψ_s satisfies the nonlinear heat equation (5.8), which can be written in the form,

∂_sψ_s = −Hψ_s + N (ψ_s, Ψ, A), (6.1) where Hψ_s = −(∇^k + iA^{∞,k})(∇_k + iA^∞_k )ψ_s + |ψ^∞_2 |^2ψ_s = −Δψ_s − 2iA^{∞,k}∇_kψ_s − i(∇^kA^∞_k )ψ_s + (|A^∞|^2 + |ψ^∞_2 |^2)ψ_s,

(6.2) and N (ψ_s, Ψ, A) = −iIm (ψ_sψ̊^k)ψ̊_k − iIm (ψ_sψ̊_k)ψ^{∞,k} − iIm (ψ_sψ^{∞,k})ψ̊_k + 2iÅ^k∇_kψ_s + i(∇^kÅ_k )ψ_s − Å^kÅ_kψ_s − 2A^∞_k Å^kψ_s.

(6.3)

We also will require the heat equation satisfied by Ωψ_s. Using Lemma 2.1, (3.8), and (3.9) we have (∂_s + H)Ωψ_s = ΩN (ψ_s, Ψ, A), where ΩN (ψ_s, Ψ, A) = +iIm (L_Ωψ̊^kψ_s)ψ̊_k + iIm (ψ̊^k Ωψ_s)ψ̊_k + iIm (ψ̊^k ψ_s)L_Ωψ̊_k + iIm (L_Ωψ̊^kψ_s)ψ^∞_k + iIm (ψ̊^kΩψ_s)ψ^∞_k + iIm (ψ^{∞,k}Ωψ_s)ψ̊_k + iIm (ψ^{∞,k}ψ_s)L_Ωψ̊_k + iIm (iψ^{∞,k}ψ_s)ψ̊_k + iIm (ψ̊^k ψ_s)ψ^∞_k + 2i(L_ΩÅ^k )∇_kψ_s + 2iÅ^k∇_kΩψ_s − 2A^{∞,k}(L_ΩÅ_k)ψ_s − 2A^{∞,k}Å_kΩψ_s + i(∇_kL_ΩÅ^k)ψ_s + i(∇_kÅ^k)Ωψ_s − 2(L_ΩÅ^k)Å_k ψ_s − Å^kÅ_kΩψ_s.

(6.4)

6.1. Parabolic regularity theory for ψ_s. The goal of this section is to prove the following parabolic regularity estimate for ψ_s.

Proposition 6.1. Under the bootstrap hypothesis (5.18) and (5.19) there holds ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{52} ⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s (L^∞_t L^2_x∩L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x )

≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (6.5)

‖⟨sΔ⟩^{32} ⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_L2_{dss L}∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (6.6) where the implicit constants above are independent of the constant C_1 from Proposition 5.5.

The proof requires the following lemmas. The first is a direct consequence of Proposition 4.15 and Proposition 4.16 from Section 4 and the second follows from the first and the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality. Lemma 6.2. Under the bootstrap assumptions (5.18) we have ‖⟨sΔ⟩^2⟨L_Ω⟩Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}2_x ≲ √ ϵ_0. (6.7) Proof. This follows from an identical proof as the proof of Proposition 4.15 where now we consider the one parameter (in t ∈ I) family of heat flows u(t, x, s) and we use the bootstrap assumption (5.18) to bound the right-hand sides of (4.40) and (4.43). □ Lemma 6.3. Under the bootstrap assumptions (5.18) we have ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{52} ⟨L_Ω⟩s^{12} Å‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ √ ϵ_0 as well as, ‖ ⟨sΔ⟩^2 ⟨L_Ω⟩s^{12} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ √ ϵ_0 Proof. The proof is an immediate consequence of the Proposition 4.16, Lemma 6.2 and the Gagliardo- Nirenberg inequality, i.e., equation (2.13). The argument is identical to the one presented in [41, Proof of Lemma 5.2], and we refer the reader to [41] for details. □

Proof of Proposition 6.1. The proof follows a nearly identical outline as [41, Proof of Proposition 5.1] using now Corollary 3.8 as the main technical ingredient. As the arguments for each of the estimates in Proposition 6.1 are essentially the same, we just give the proof of just one of the estimates, namely, ‖s^{12} (−Δ)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S . (6.8) By the Duhamel formula and the nonlinear heat equation (6.1) we write ψ_s(s) = e^{− s2 H} ψ_s(s/2) + ∫_s s 2 e^{−(s−s′ )H} N (ψ_s, Ψ, A)(s^′) ds^′ for each s > 0. It follows that s^{12} (−Δ)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s) = s^{12} (−Δ)^{12} e^{− s2 H} ⟨Ω⟩ m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s/2) + sm(s) ∫_s s 2 (−Δ)^{12} e^{−(s−s′)H} ⟨Ω⟩ N (ψ_s, Ψ, A)(s^′) ds^′. Using the heat semigroup bound from Corollary 3.8 with p = 4 we deduce that

‖s^{12} (−Δ)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L4_{t,x} ≲ ‖(s/2)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ m(s)ψ_s(s/2)‖_L4_{t,x} + ∫_s s 2 sm(s) (s − s^′)^12 (s^′)^12 m(s^′)

‖(s^′)^{32} m(s^′) ⟨Ω⟩ N (ψ_s, Ψ, A)(s^′)‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ . Via Schur’s test we then arrive at ‖s^{12} (−Δ)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S + ‖m(s)s^{32} ⟨Ω⟩ N (ψ_s, Ψ, A)‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} .

To prove (6.8) it then suffices to show that ‖m(s)s^{32} ⟨Ω⟩ N (ψ_s, Ψ, A)‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ √ ϵ_0‖s^{12} ∇ ⟨Ω⟩ m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} + ‖ψ_s‖_S , (6.9) since the first term on the right above can be absorbed into the left-hand side of (6.8) as long as ϵ_0 is taken small enough.

To prove (6.9) we estimate each of the terms on the right-hand sides of (6.3) and (6.4). The main ingredients in these estimates are Lemma 6.3 and the L^p-Poincaré inequality (2.10). We argue as follows. Consider the first term on the right-hand side of (6.3) along with the first term on the right-hand side of (6.4). We have ‖m(s)s^{32} Im (ψ_sψ̊^k)ψ̊_k‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ ‖s^{12} Ψ̊‖^2_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t,x} ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_S , ‖m(s)s^{32} Im (L_Ωψ̊^kψ_s)ψ̊_k‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ ‖s^{12} L_ΩΨ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t,x} ‖s^{12} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t,x} ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_S , where in the last inequalities above we used Lemma 6.3. Next consider the second term on the right-hand side of (6.3) and the fourth term on the right-hand side of (6.4). We have ‖m(s)s^{32} Im (ψ_sψ̊^k)ψ̊^∞_k ‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ ‖s^{12} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t,x} ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞ ‖m(s)sψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ √ ϵ_0‖s^{12} (−Δ)^{12} m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} , ‖m(s)s^{32} Im (L_Ωψ̊^kψ_s)ψ̊^∞_k ‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ ‖s^{12} L_ΩΨ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t,x} ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞ ‖m(s)sψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ √ ϵ_0‖s^{12} (−Δ)^{12} m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} , where in the last lines we again used Lemma 6.3 and the L^p-Poincaré inequality to absorb the extra factor of s^{12} on the term involving ψ_s.

Next consider the fourth term on the right-hand side of (6.3) and the tenth term on the right-hand side of (6.4). We have ‖m(s)s^{32} Å^k∇_kψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ ‖s^{12} A‖^2_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t,x} ‖m(s)s∇ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ √ ϵ_0‖s^{12} (−Δ)^{12} m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} , ‖m(s)s^{32} (L_ΩÅ^k)∇_kψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ ‖s^{12} L_ΩA‖^2_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t,x} ‖m(s)s∇ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ≲ √ ϵ_0‖s^{12} (−Δ)^{12} m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t,x} ,

again using Lemma 6.3. The remaining terms on the right-hand-sides of (6.3) and (6.4) can be handled in a similar manner to the previous three groupings of estimates. This completes the proof of (6.9). The remaining estimates in Proposition 6.1 are proved in an identical manner, after passing each additional derivative onto the nonlinearities (6.3) and (6.4). □ 6.2. Off-diagonal decay estimates. In later sections we will use the linear heat flow to localize ψ_s(s) in frequency (measured in linear heat time σ) at each fixed nonlinear heat flow time s. In this section we show that these two heat flow frequency localizations are compatible in the sense made precise by the following lemmas.

Lemma 6.4 (Off-Diagonal decay). Let (p, q) = (4, 4) or (p, q) = (8/3, 8/3). Fix any σ ≤ 1. Then there exists β ∈ (0, 1) so that

‖P_σ s^{12} ψ_s(s)‖_L^p_{t L}^q_x ≲ ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 ( s′ σ )_β^2∑ ℓ=0 ‖(s^′)^{ℓ2} (−Δ)^{ℓ2} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_{Strs} ds^′ s^′ . The above estimate becomes useful after integration in σ ≥ s.

Corollary 6.5. Let (p, q) = (4, 4) or (p, q) = (8/3, 8/3). Then, ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_1 s ‖P_σ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s))‖_L^p_{t L}^q_x dσ σ ‖ ‖ ‖ L^2_{ds} s ∩L^∞_{ds} s ≲ 2∑ ℓ=0 ‖s^{ℓ2} (−Δ)^{ℓ2} m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss Strs} .

We require the following lemma, which again follows from the regularity theory for the harmonic map heat flow in Section 4 and the bootstrap assumptions (5.18). Lemma 6.6. Under the bootstrap assumptions (5.18) we have ‖s^{54} ∇ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}4_x + ‖s^{118} ∇ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}8_x + ‖s^{2316} ∇ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}16_x ≲ √ ϵ_0,

‖s^{14} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}4_x + ‖s^{38} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}8_x + ‖s^{716} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}16_x ≲ √ ϵ_0. (6.10)

Proof. The proof is an immediate consequence of the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality (Lemma 2.12) and Proposition 4.15. The argument is identical to the one presented in [41, Proof of Lemma 5.2], to which we refer the reader for details. □ Proof of Lemma 6.4. The proof of Lemma 6.4 is based on the fact that ψ_s satisfies the nonlinear heat equation (6.1). Using (6.1) we write

ψ_s(s) = − ∫_∞ s s^′∂_sψ_s(s^′) ds^′ s^′ = ∫_∞ s s^′Hψ_s(s^′) ds^′ s^′ − ∫_∞ s s^′N (ψ_s, Ψ, A) ds^′ s^′ . To clarify the exposition we prove the lemma for (p, q) = (4, 4) – the argument is nearly identical for (p, q) = (8/3, 8/3). We fix β =^3_8 .

‖P_σ (s^{12} ψ_s(s))‖_L4_{t,x} ≤ s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖P_σ (s^′Hψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ + s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖P_σ(s^′N (ψ_s, Ψ, A))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ = I + II.

Consider the first term I on the right-hand side above. Using the expression (6.2) we obtain the bound,

I = s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖σΔe^{σΔ}(s^′Hψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖σΔe^{σΔ}(s^′(−Δ)ψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ + s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖σΔe^{σΔ}(s^′A^∞_k ∇^kψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ + s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖σΔe^{σΔ}(s^′(∇^kA^∞_k )ψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ + s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖σΔe^{σΔ}(s^′(|A^∞|^2 + |ψ^∞_2 |^2)ψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ = I_a + I_b + I_c + I_d.

We estimate I_a as follows. Using L^p regularity of the linear heat flow, we have

I_a ≲ s^{12} ∫_∞ s (s′ σ ) 3_8

‖(σ)^{1+ 38} (−Δ)^{1+ 38} e^{σΔ}(s^′)^{1− 38} (−Δ)^{1− 38} ψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 ( s′ σ ) 3_8

‖(s^′)^{1− 38} (−Δ)^{1− 38} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 ( s′ σ ) 3_{8 2}∑ ℓ=0 ‖(s^′)^{ℓ/2}(−Δ)^{ℓ/2}(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ,

where in the last line we used the L^p interpolation inequality from Lemma 2.10.

Next for term I_b we note that since σ ≤ 1 we have 1 ≤ σ^{− 38} .

I_b ≲ s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖σΔe^{σΔ}(s^′A^∞_k ∇^kψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2

σ^{− 38} ‖s^′A^∞_k ∇^k(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖A^∞‖_L∞_{t L}8_x ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 ( s′ σ ) 3_8 (s^′)^{1− 38} ‖∇((s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t L}8_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖A^∞‖_L∞_{t L}8_x ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 ( s′ σ ) 3_8 ‖(s^′)^{1− 38} (−Δ)^{58} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 (s′ σ ) 3_8^2∑ ℓ=0 ‖(s^′)^{ℓ/2}(−Δ)^{ℓ/2}(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ,

where in the third-to-last line we used Sobolev embedding.

Next, consider term I_c. Arguing as above we have I_c ≲ ‖∇A^∞‖_L∞_{t L}8_x ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 (s′ σ ) 3_8 ‖(s^′)^{1− 38} (−Δ)^{14} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖∇A^∞‖_L∞_{t L}8_x ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 (s′ σ ) 3_8 ‖(s^′)^{1− 38} (−Δ)^{58} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 ( s′ σ ) 3_8^2∑ ℓ=0 ‖(s^′)^{ℓ/2}(−Δ)^{ℓ/2}(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ,

where in the second line we used the L^p version of the Poincare inquality. Term I_d is handled similarly.

Next, consider the nonlinear term II. Using (6.3) we have

s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖P_σ (s^′N (ψ_s, Ψ, A))‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖P_σ (s^′Im (ψ_sψ̊^k)ψ̊_k)‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ + s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖P_σ (s^′Im (ψ_sψ̊_k)ψ^{∞,k})‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ + s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖P_σ (s^′Im (ψ_sψ^{∞,k})ψ̊_k)‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ + s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖P_σ (s^′Å^k∇_kψ_s)‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ + s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖P_σ (s^′(∇^kÅ_k )ψ_s)‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ + s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖P_σ (s^′Å^kÅ_kψ_s)‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ + s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖P_σ (s^′(Å^k A^∞_k ψ_s)‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ = II_a + II_b + · · · + II_g .

First, we treat II_a. Using Sobolev embedding in the last line below we have

II_a = s^{12} ∫_∞ s ‖σΔe^{σΔ}(s^′Im (ψ_sψ̊^k)ψ̊_k)‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ s^{12} ∫_∞ s σ^{− 38} ‖σ^{1+ 38} (−Δ)^{1+ 38} e^{σΔ}(−Δ)^{− 38} (s^′Im (ψ_sψ̊^k)ψ̊_k)‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ s^{12} ∫_∞ s σ^{− 38} ‖(−Δ)^{− 38} (s^′Im (ψ_sψ̊^k)ψ̊_k )‖_L4_{t,x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ s^{12} ∫_∞ s (s′ σ ) 3_8

‖(s^′)^{1− 38} Im (ψ_sψ̊^k)ψ̊_k )‖_{L4t L} 8_{5x} ds^′ s^′ .

We can deduce from the last line above that

II_a ≲ s^{12} ∫_∞ s ( s′ σ ) 3_8

(s^′)^{1− 38} ‖Ψ̊‖^2_L∞_{t L}4_x ‖ψ_s‖_L4_{t L}8_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 (s′ σ ) 3_8 ‖(s^′)^{14} Ψ̊‖^2_L∞_{t L}4_x ‖(s^′)^{18} (−Δ)^{18} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 (s′ σ ) 3_8 ‖(s^′)^{14} Ψ̊‖^2_L∞_{t L}4_x ‖(s^′)^{18} (−Δ)^{18} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ϵ^2 ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 (s′ σ ) 3_8^2∑ ℓ=0 ‖(s^′)^{ℓ2} (−Δ)^{ℓ2} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ,

where in the last line we used (6.10) from Lemma 6.6. The remaining terms in the nonlinearity can be handled similarly. □

Proof of Corollary 6.5. The proof is a consequence of Lemma 6.4 and Schur’s test. Indeed, set β =^3_8 in Lemma 6.4 (in fact the proof is carried out for this particular value for β). Then we have ∫_1 s ‖P_σ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s))‖_L^p_{t L}^q_x dσ σ ≲ ∫_1 s m(s) ∫_∞ s ( s s^′ ) 1_2 ( s′ σ ) 3_8^2∑ ℓ=0 ‖(s^′)^{ℓ2} (−Δ)^{ℓ2} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_{Strs} ds^′ s^′ dσ σ ≲ ∫_∞ s m(s) m(s^′) ( s s^′ ) 1_2^2∑ ℓ=0 ‖(s^′)^{ℓ2} (−Δ)^{ℓ2} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_{Strs}

∫_1 s (s′ σ ) 3_8 dσ σ ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s m(s) m(s^′) ( s s^′ ) 1_{2 −} 3_8^2∑ ℓ=0 ‖(s^′)^{ℓ2} (−Δ)^{ℓ2} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_{Strs} ds^′ s^′ . To conclude we use the fact that

K 3_8 (s, s^′) = 1_{{s}′_{>s>0}}(s, s^′) m(s) m(s^′) ( s s^′ ) 1_{2 −} 3_8

is a Schur kernel, and hence by Schur’s test we obtain ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_1 s ‖P_σ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s))‖_L^p_{t L}^q_x dσ σ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} ≲ 2∑ ℓ=0 ‖s^{ℓ2} (−Δ)^{ℓ2} m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss Strs} ,

as desired. To see that K_β(s, s^′) is a Schur kernel for any β <^1_2 we note that for s ≤ 1 we have m(s)s^{12 −β} ∫_∞ s (s^′)^{− 12 +β} 1 m(s^′) ds^′ s^′ ≲ s^{12 −β−δ} ∫_∞ s (s^′)^{− 12 +β+δ} ds^′ s^′ ≲ 1, where above we recalled that m(s) = max(s^{−δ}, 1). If s ≥ 1 we have m(s)s^{12 −β} ∫_∞ s (s^′)^{− 12 +β} 1 m(s^′) ds^′ s^′ ≲ s^{12 −β} ∫_∞ s (s^′)^{− 12 +β} ds^′ s^′ ≲ 1. Similarly, if s^′ ≤ 1,

(s^′)^{− 12 +β} m(s^′)^{−1} ∫_s′ 0 s^{12 −β} m(s) ds s ≲ (s^′)^{− 12 +β+δ} ∫_s′ 0 s^{12 −β−δ} ds s ≲ 1. Finally, if s^′ ≥ 1 we have

(s^′)^{− 12 +β}m(s^′)^{−1} ∫_s′ 0 s^{12 −β} m(s) ds s ≲ 1. This completes the proof. □

7. Preparations for the analysis of the Schrödinger equation for ψ_s Working under the bootstrap assumptions (5.18) and (5.19), we prove a number of auxiliary estimates that will go into the analysis of the Schrödinger equation (5.10) for ψ_s. In Subsection 7.1 we prove additional estimates on Å and Ψ̊ that are consequences of the previous section. Then in Subsection 7.2 we study the parabolic equation (5.9) for w, deducing bounds for w and ∂_sw. One of these will go directly in the analysis of the Schrödinger equation for ψ_s and the other is used in Subsection 7.2 to prove auxiliary bounds on A_t and ψ_t. Finally in Subsection 7.3 we prove a few more involved estimates on Å.

7.1. Basic estimates on Å and Ψ̊. Here we prove additional estimates on Å and Ψ̊. First we introduce some notation. Recall that ψ_ℓ(s_0) = − ∫_∞ s_0

D_ℓψ_s(s) ds + ψ^∞_ℓ =: ψ̊_ℓ(s_0) + ψ^∞_ℓ ,

A_ℓ(s_0) = − ∫_∞ s_0

Im (ψ_ℓψ_s)(s) ds + A^∞_ℓ =: Å_ℓ(s_0) + A^∞_ℓ , where ψ^∞_ℓ are the derivative components of the harmonic map Q in the Coulomb gauge and A^∞_ℓ is the associated connection form. We further decompose Å_ℓ into linear- and quadratic-in-ψ̊_ℓ components, defining Å_{L,ℓ}, Å_{Q,ℓ} by Å_ℓ(s_0) = − ∫_∞ s_0

Im (ψ_ℓψ_s) ds = − ∫_∞ s_0

Im (ψ^∞_ℓ ψ_s) ds − ∫_∞ s_0

Im (ψ̊_ℓψ_s) ds =: Å_{L,ℓ}(s_0) + Å_{Q,ℓ}(s_0).

In addition, it follows from (3.9) that L_ΩÅ^k_L(s) = − ∫_∞ s Im (ψ^{∞,k}Ωψ_s) ds^′ − ∫_∞ s Im (iψ^{∞,k}ψ_s) ds^′, and L_ΩÅ^k_Q(s) = − ∫_∞ s Im (L_Ωψ̊^kψ_s) ds^′ − ∫_∞ s Im (ψ̊^kΩψ_s) ds^′.

Lemma 7.1. Under the bootstrap assumptions (5.18) and (5.19), we have that ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} ⟨L_Ω⟩s^{12} Å_L‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.1) ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} ⟨L_Ω⟩s^{12} Å_Q‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ √ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_S . (7.2) Proof. We begin with the proof of (7.1), where we first consider the base case without a covariant derivative or a Lie derivative. Using the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, Poincaré’s inequality, and (6.5), we find for any s > 0 that ‖Å_L(s)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ ∫_∞ s ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖ψ_s‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{32} s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}2_x ∫_∞ s (s^′)^{− 32} ds^′ ≲ s^{− 12} ‖ψ_s‖_S , which yields the bound ‖s^{12} Å_L‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S . The more general estimate (7.1) follows in a similar manner. Next, we turn to the proof of (7.2). Applying the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality and invoking the bounds (6.7) as well as (6.5), we obtain that ‖Å_Q(s)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ ∫_∞ s ‖Ψ̊‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ‖ψ_s‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ ≲ ‖⟨sΔ⟩Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}2_x ‖⟨sΔ⟩s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}2_x ∫_∞ s (s^′)^{− 32} ds^′ ≲ s^{− 12} √ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_S , which implies the estimate ‖s^{12} Å_Q‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ √ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_S .

Analogously, one derives the more general bound (7.2). □

The next lemma concerns Ψ̊.

Lemma 7.2. Assuming (5.18) and (5.19), there holds ‖⟨L_Ω⟩s^{12} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.3) ‖⟨L_Ω⟩sΨ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.4) ‖⟨sΔ⟩^2⟨L_Ω⟩Ψ̊‖_{L∞ds} s (L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x )

≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S . (7.5)

Proof. First, we recall that

Ψ̊(s) = − ∫_∞ s Dψ_s ds^′ = − ∫_∞ s (∇ψ_s + iA^∞ψ_s + iÅψ_s) ds^′.

Using the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, Poincaré’s inequality, as well as the bounds (6.5) and (7.1)–(7.2), we conclude that ‖Ψ̊(s)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ ∫_∞ s ‖(s^′)^{12} ∇(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ s^′ + ‖A^∞‖_L∞_x ∫_∞ s (s^′)^{− 12} ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ + ‖s^{12} Å‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ∫_∞ s ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ( (1 + ‖A^∞‖_L∞_x )‖⟨sΔ⟩^{32} s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}2_x + ‖s^{12} Å‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖⟨sΔ⟩s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ) ∫ ∞ s (s^′)^{− 32} ds^′ ≲ s^{− 12} ( (1 + ‖A^∞‖_L∞_x )‖ψ_s‖_S + ‖ψ_s‖^2_S ) . Proceeding analogously to estimate ‖L_ΩΨ̊‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x , we obtain the bound (7.3). The second bound (7.4) follows in a similar manner upon applying Poincaré’s inequality once more in order to gain an additional factor (s^′)^{− 12} of decay.

Finally, we turn to the proof of (7.5). We only consider the base case without covariant derivatives or a Lie derivative, since the other cases can be treated similarly. Then we have ‖Ψ̊‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L 8 3 t L 8 3 x ≲ ∫_∞ 0 ‖(s^′)^{12} ∇(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ds^′ s^′ + ‖A^∞‖_L∞_x ∫_∞ 0 ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} (s^′)^{− 12} ds^′ + ∫_∞ 0 ‖(s^′)^{12} Å‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ds^′ s^′ . In order to estimate the first term on the right-hand side, we use the extra regularity^7 and Poincaré’s inequality together with the bound (6.5) to find that ∫_∞ 0 ‖(s^′)^{12} ∇(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

∫_1 0 (s^′)^{−1+δ} ds^′ + ‖⟨sΔ⟩s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ∫_∞ 1 (s^′)^{− 32} ds^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S . The second-term on the right-hand side can be handled analogously by applying Poincaré’s inequality twice to get enough decay in s^′ for heat times s^′ ≥ 1. For the third term on the right-hand side we can proceed in the same manner as for the first term, only that we additionally invoke the bounds (7.1)–(7.2). □

7By “extra regularity,” we are referring to the hypothesis that the data u 0 is close to Q in H^{1+2δ} rather than just H^1, which is the energy topology. At a technical level this manifests in our inclusion of the s-weight m(s) in the norm S, which here allows us to easily integrate in the small s regime. In the sequel we will often loosely use the phrase “extra regularity” as justification for this same type of argument.

We collect a few more estimates on Å in the following lemma. Lemma 7.3. Assuming (5.18) and (5.19), we have that ‖⟨L_Ω⟩Å_L‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)}, (7.6) ‖∇⟨L_Ω⟩Å_L‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)}, (7.7) ‖⟨L_Ω⟩Å_Q‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_{S(I)}, (7.8) ‖∇⟨L_Ω⟩Å_Q‖_L∞_{dss L}2_{t L}2_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_{S(I)}. (7.9) Proof. In what follows we only prove the asserted estimates (7.6)–(7.9) without a Lie derivative. The more general versions follow in a similar manner. We begin with (7.6). Using Poincaré’s inequality and (6.5), we obtain from the definition of Å_L that ‖Å_L‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ≲ ∫_∞ 0 ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖ψ_s‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ds^′

≲ ‖s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

∫_1 0 (s^′)^{− 12} ds^′ + ‖⟨sΔ⟩s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ∫_∞ 1 (s^′)^{− 32} ds^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S . For the proof of (7.7) we note that ∇Å_L(s) = − ∫_∞ s Im (∇Ψ^∞ψ_s) ds^′ − ∫_∞ s Im (Ψ^∞∇ψ_s) ds^′.

Hence, using Poincaré’s inequality, extra regularity and the bound (6.5), we find that ‖∇Å_L‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ≲ ∫_∞ 0 ‖∇Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} (s^′)^{− 12} ds^′

+ ∫_∞ 0 ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖(s^′)^{12} ∇(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖∇Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

∫_1 0 (s^′)^{− 12} ds^′ + ‖∇Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖⟨sΔ⟩s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L 8 3 t L 8 3 x ∫_∞ 1 (s^′)^{− 32} ds^′

+ ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

∫_1 0 (s^′)^{−1+δ} ds^′ + ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖⟨sΔ⟩s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L 8 3 t L 8 3 x ∫_∞ 1 (s^′)^{− 32} ds^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , which furnishes the base case for (7.7). It remains to prove the estimates (7.8)–(7.9). Here we recall that Å_Q(s) = − ∫_∞ s Im (Ψ̊ψ_s) ds^′.

From (6.5), (7.3), and an application of Poincaré’s inequality combined with extra regularity, we infer that ‖Å_Q‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ≲ ∫_∞ 0 ‖Ψ̊‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ‖ψ_s‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ds^′

≲ ‖s^{12} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ∫_∞ 0 ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖s^{12} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

∫_1 0 (s^′)^{−1+δ} ds^′

+ ‖s^{12} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

∫_1 0 (s^′)^{− 32} ds^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . Finally, for the proof of (7.9) we invoke the estimates (6.5), (7.5) and argue as usual via Poincaré’s inequality together with extra regularity to conclude that ‖∇Å_Q‖_L∞_{dss L}2_{t L}2_x ≲ ∫_∞ 0 ( ‖∇Ψ̊‖_L4_{t L}4_x ‖ψ_s‖_L4_{t L}4_x + ‖Ψ̊‖_L4_{t L}4_x ‖∇ψ_s‖_L4_{t L}4_x ) ds^′ ≲ ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ∫_∞ 0 ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} s^{12} ψ_s‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ‖⟨sΔ⟩m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . □ 7.2. Estimates on w, A_t, and ψ_t. In this subsection we start by proving two estimates on w, one in the dual Strichartz norm L^{43}_t L^{43}_x and one in the Strichartz norm L^4_t L^4_x. The latter is then used to prove additional estimates on A_t and ψ_t.

Lemma 7.4. Let w = w(t, x, s) denote the Schrödinger tension field as defined in (5.2). Then, assuming (5.18) and (5.19), we have that ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩∂_sw‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x (I) ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_{S(I)} + √ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)}, (7.10) and ‖s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩w‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_{x(I)} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_{S(I)} + √ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)}. (7.11) Proof. We begin by recalling that the Schrödinger tension field w obeys the parabolic equation (5.9), which we record again here for convenience.

(∂_s + H)w = iIm (ψ̊^kw)ψ̊_k + iIm (ψ̊_kw)ψ^{∞,k} + iIm (ψ^{∞,k}w)ψ̊_k + 2iÅ^k∇_kw − 2A^{∞,k}Å_kw + i(∇_kÅ^k)w − Å^kÅ_kw − iψ̊^kψ̊_kψ_s − 2iψ^{∞,k}ψ̊_kψ_s. (7.12)

Applying Ω to (7.12) yields the following heat equation for Ωw (∂_s + H)Ωw = iIm (L_Ωψ̊^kw)ψ̊_k + iIm (ψ̊^kΩw)ψ̊_k + iIm (ψ̊^k w)L_Ωψ̊_k + iIm (L_Ωψ̊^kw)ψ^∞_k + iIm (ψ̊^k Ωw)ψ^∞_k + iIm (ψ^{∞,k}Ωw)ψ̊_k + iIm (ψ^{∞,k}w)L_Ωψ̊_k + iIm (iψ^{∞,k}w)ψ̊_k + iIm (ψ̊^kw)ψ^∞_k + 2iL_ΩÅ^k∇_k w + 2iÅ^k∇_kΩw − 2A^{∞,k}L_ΩÅ_kw − 2A^{∞,k}Å_kΩw + i(∇_kL_ΩÅ^k)w + i(∇_kÅ^k)Ωw − 2L_ΩÅ^kÅ_kw − Å^kÅ_kΩw − 2iL_Ωψ̊^kψ̊_kψ_s − iψ̊^kψ̊_kΩψ_s + 2ψ^{∞,k}ψ̊_kψ_s − 2iψ^{∞,k}L_Ωψ̊_kψ_s − 2iψ^{∞,k}ψ̊_kΩψ_s.

(7.13)

In what follows the right-hand sides of (7.12) and (7.13) are denoted by G, respectively by ΩG.

We now start with the proof of (7.17). Since ∂_sw = −Hw + G, it holds that ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩∂_sw‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩Hw‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x + ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x . We will prove that ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩Hw‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x + ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

. (7.14)

Then the estimate (7.10) would follow upon establishing that ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x + ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_{S(I)} + √ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)}. (7.15)

However, in order to have more flexibility in estimating the nonlinear terms in ⟨Ω⟩G, we will show, concurrently with (7.14), that 2∑ j=0 ‖m(s)s^{− 12} (−sΔ)^{j2} ⟨Ω⟩w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x + ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x . (7.16)

Then, provided ‖ψ_s‖_S is sufficiently small, in order to conclude the estimate (7.10), instead of verifying (7.15), it suffices to prove that ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x + ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ (‖ψ_s‖_S + √ ϵ_0) ( ‖ψ_s‖_S + 2∑ j=0 ‖m(s)s^{− 12} (−sΔ)^{j2} ⟨Ω⟩w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ) . (7.17)

Thus, before establishing the nonlinear estimates (7.17), we first have to prove (7.14) and (7.16). To this end we note that since w(0) = 0 by definition of the Schrödinger tension field, the heat equation (7.12) for w can be written in Duhamel form as w(s) = ∫_s 0 e^{−(s−s′ )H} G(s^′) ds^′. We begin with the term with j = 0 in (7.16). We have by Schur’s test and Corollary 3.8 that ‖m(s)s^{− 12} ⟨Ω⟩w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_s 0 m(s)s^{− 12} ‖e^{−(s−s′)H} ⟨Ω⟩G(s^′)‖_L 4_{3t L} 4_{3x} ds^′ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} ≲ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_s 0 m(s) m(s^′) ( s′ s ) 1_2

‖m(s^′)(s^′)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G(s^′)‖_L 4_{3t L} 4_{3x} ds^′ s^′ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x , (7.18)

where we used that^{m(s)}_{m(s′)} (^{s′}_s )^{12} χ_{{0≤s}′_{≤s}} is a Schur’s kernel. Next, we turn to (7.14). We find that ‖m(s)s^{12} H⟨Ω⟩w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ s_2 0 m(s)s^{12} ‖He^{−(s−s′)H} ⟨Ω⟩G(s^′)‖_L 4_{3t L} 4_{3x} ds^′ ‖ ‖ ‖ L^∞_{ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s + ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_s s 2 m(s)s^{12} ‖e^{−(s−s′)H} H⟨Ω⟩G(s^′)‖_L 4_{3t L} 4_{3x} ds^′ ‖ ‖ ‖ L^∞_{ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s ,

where we used the fact that H and e^{−(s−s′)H} commute for the last term. To proceed, note that H = −Δ + H_{l.o.t.} with H_{l.o.t.} = −2iA^{∞,k}∇_k − i(∇_kA^{∞,k}) + A^∞_k A^{∞,k} + |ψ^∞_2 |^2.

The contribution of −Δ to the first term on the right-hand side can be bounded by ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ s_2 0 m(s) m(s^′) s^{12} (s^′)^{12} s − s^′ ‖(s − s^′)Δe^{−(s−s′ )H} m(s^′)(s^′)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G(s^′)‖_L 4_{3t L} 4_{3x} ds^′ s^′ ‖ ‖ ‖ L^∞_{ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s ≲ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ s_2 0 m(s) m(s^′) ( s′ s ) 1_2

‖m(s^′)(s^′)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G(s^′)‖_L 4_{3t L} 4_{3x} ds^′ s^′ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x , where we used Corollary 3.8 and the fact that^{m(s)}_{m(s′ )} (^{s′}_s )^{12} χ_{{0≤s}′_≤ s_{2 }} is a Schur’s kernel. The contribution of H_{l.o.t.} can be treated in a similar manner, by boundedness of the coefficients of H_{l.o.t.} and invoking Poincaré’s inequality on occasion to manufacture a good Schur’s kernel. To treat the second term on the right-hand side, we again split H = −Δ + H_{l.o.t.}. The contribution of −Δ can be bounded by ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_s s 2 m(s) m(s^′) s^{12} (s − s^′)^12

‖e^{−(s−s′)H} (s − s^′)^{12} ∇^k(s^′)^{12} ∇_km(s^′)(s^′)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G(s^′)‖_L 4_{3t L} 4_{3x} ds^′ s^′ ‖ ‖ ‖ L^∞_{ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s ≲ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_s s 2 m(s) m(s^′) s^{12} (s − s^′)^12

‖(s^′)^{12} ∇m(s^′)(s^′)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G(s^′)‖_L 4_{3t L} 4_{3x} ds^′ s^′ ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} ≲ ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x . where in the first line above we have applied the following straightforward modification of the scalar estimates in Corollary 3.8, ‖e^{−sH} s^{12} ∇^kξ_k‖_L^p_x ≲ ‖ξ‖_L^p_x applied now to a tensor ξ. The contribution of H_{l.o.t.} is handled similarly, using Poincaré’s inequality in addition. Combining the two previous bounds, (7.14) follows. Moreover, arguing similarly as in the preceding proof, one can show that ‖m(s)s^{12} H_{l.o.t.}⟨Ω⟩w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x + ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x . (7.19)

From (7.14) and (7.19), it follows that ‖m(s)s^{12} Δ⟨Ω⟩w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x + ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x . (7.20)

Interpolating between (7.18) and (7.20), we obtain the entire estimate (7.16).

It remains to prove (7.17). To this end we group the nonlinear terms in ⟨Ω⟩G (that is, the nonlinear terms on the right-hand sides of the equation (7.12) for w and of (7.13) for Ωw) into the following types:

(I) Involving w:

(i) L_ΩÅ^k∇_kw (ii) Å^k∇_k⟨Ω⟩w (iii) (∇_kL_ΩÅ^k)w (iv) (∇_kÅ^k)⟨Ω⟩w (v) A^∞_k L_ΩÅ^k w (vi) A^∞_k Å^k⟨Ω⟩w (vii) Im (ψ^{∞,k}w)L_Ωψ̊_k and permutations (viii) Im (ψ^{∞,k}⟨Ω⟩w)ψ̊_k and permutations

(ix) L_ΩÅ_kÅ^kw (x) Å_kÅ^k⟨Ω⟩w (xi) Im (L_Ωψ̊^kw)ψ̊_k and permutations (xii) Im (ψ̊^k⟨Ω⟩w)ψ̊_k (II) Cubic and higher:

(i) L_Ωψ̊^kψ̊_kψ_s (ii) ψ̊^kψ̊_k⟨Ω⟩ψ_s (III) Quadratic:

(i) ψ^{∞,k}L_Ωψ̊_kψ_s (ii) ψ^{∞,k}ψ̊_k⟨Ω⟩ψ_s We now verify (7.17) for each term in the preceding list. For the term (I-i) we use the bounds (7.1)–(7.2) to conclude that ‖m(s)s^{12} L_ΩÅ^k∇_kw‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖s^{12} L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖m(s)∇w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ‖m(s)∇w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

and similarly that

‖s^{12} ∇(m(s)s^{12} L_ΩÅ^k∇_kw)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖s^{12} ∇s^{12} L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖m(s)∇w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x + ‖L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖m(s)s^{12} Δw‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S 2∑ j=0 ‖m(s)s^{− 12} (−sΔ)^{j2} w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x . The terms (I-ii)–(I-iv) can be treated similarly to the term (I-i). For the term (I-v) we invoke the bounds (7.1)– (7.2) and also apply Poincaré’s inequality to obtain the desired estimate ‖m(s)s^{12} A^∞_k L_ΩÅ^kw‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x ≲ ‖A^∞‖_L∞_x ‖s^{12} L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖m(s)w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ‖m(s)∇w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x . Then one can bound ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} A^∞_k L_ΩÅ^kw‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

similarly. The terms (I-vi)–(I-viii) can be dealt

with in a similar manner as the term (I-v). Finally, for the term (I-ix) we have by the estimates (7.1)–(7.2) that ‖m(s)s^{12} L_ΩÅ_kÅ^kw‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖s^{12} L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖s^{12} Å‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖m(s)s^{− 12} w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S ‖m(s)s^{− 12} w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

and the estimate for ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} L_ΩÅ_kÅ^k w‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x proceeds similarly. The terms (I-x)–(I-xii) are

estimated analogously to the term (I-ix).

Next, we turn to the treatment of the terms of type (II). By the bounds (7.3) and (7.5), we have for the term (II-i) that ‖m(s)s^{12} |L_ΩΨ̊||Ψ̊||ψ_s|‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖L_ΩΨ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ‖Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^3_S ,

which is of the desired form, and the estimate for ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} (II-i)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

is analogous. The term

(II-ii) can be treated similarly to the term (II-i).

Finally, we estimate the quadratic terms of type (III). For the term (III-i) we use the bounds (6.5) and (7.5) to obtain that ‖m(s)s^{12} |Ψ^∞||L_ΩΨ̊||ψ_s|‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖L_ΩΨ̊‖_{L∞ds} s L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S , as desired, and the estimate for ‖s^{12} ∇m(s)s^{12} (III-i)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

proceeds in the same manner. Then the term (III-ii) can be handled similarly. This finishes the proof of the estimate (7.10).

For the proof of (7.11) we note that by arguing exactly as in the proof of (7.10), provided ‖ψ_s‖_S is sufficiently small, it suffices to show that ‖s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x + ‖s^{12} ∇s^{12} ⟨Ω⟩G‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ (‖ψ_s‖_S + √ ϵ_0) ( ‖ψ_s‖_S + 2∑ j=0 ‖s^{− 12} (−sΔ)^{j2} ⟨Ω⟩w‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ) . (7.21)

Then it remains to verify (7.21) for all nonlinear terms of type (I)–(III). We do this term by term, without ⟨sΔ⟩^{12} on G, the general case being similar.

We begin with the quadratic terms (III). Here (III-ii) is bounded by ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖sΨ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖⟨Ω⟩ms^{12} ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ √ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_S , where we use (6.7), Gagliardo-Nirenberg, and Poincaré to bound ‖sΨ̊‖_{L dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x . (III-i) is treated similarly.

Next we turn to the cubic and higher terms (II). These are treated in the same manner as the quadratic terms (III) except that we do not need to use Poincaré. For instance, for (II-ii) we get ‖s^{12} Ψ̊‖^2_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}∞_x ‖⟨Ω⟩ms^{12} ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_S , by (6.7) and Gagliardo-Nirenberg.

Finally, the treatment of the terms (I-i)–(I-xii) involving w is identical to their treatment in the proof of (7.17) only that L^{43}_t L^{43}_x is now replaced by L^4_t L^4_x. Indeed, here we always place the factor involving w in L^2_{dss} ∩ L^∞_{dss} L^4_t L^4_x and the terms involving A or Ψ in L^∞_{dss} L^∞_t L^∞_x . The resulting contribution is then bounded by ( √ ϵ_0 + ‖ψ_s‖_S )‖⟨sΔ⟩⟨Ω⟩ms^{12} w‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x as desired. □ As a corollary of (7.11) we prove the following bounds on A_t and ψ_t.

Lemma 7.5. Assuming (5.18) and (5.19), we have that ‖⟨Ω⟩s^{12} ψ_t‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.22) ‖⟨L_Ω⟩A_t‖_L∞_{dss L}2_{t L}2_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . (7.23)

Proof. The first bound (7.22) follows easily by writing ψ_t = w + iψ_s and using the estimate (7.11), ‖⟨Ω⟩s^{12} ψ_t‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖⟨Ω⟩s^{12} w‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x + ‖⟨Ω⟩s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S .

Then invoking the estimates (6.5), (7.22), and arguing as usual via Poincaré’s inequality and extra regularity, we obtain from A_t(s) = − ∫_∞ s Im (ψ_tψ_s) ds^′ that ‖A_t‖_L∞_{dss L}2_{t L}2_x ≲ ∫_∞ 0 ‖ψ_t‖_L4_{t L}4_x ‖ψ_s‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′

≲ ‖s^{12} ψ_t‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x

∫_1 0 (s^′)^{−1+δ} ds^′

+ ‖s^{12} ψ_t‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ‖⟨sΔ⟩^{12} s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ∫_∞ 1 (s^′)^{− 32} ds^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . In an analogous manner, one can show that ‖L_ΩA_t‖_L∞_{dss L}2_{t L}2_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S , which finishes the proof of (7.23). □

7.3. Refined estimates on Å. In this final subsection we prove a number of more refined estimates on Å which will be used in our delicate treatment of the magnetic interaction term −2iÅ^k∇_kψ_s that appears on the right-hand side of the Schrödinger equation (5.10) for ψ_s. To access the local smoothing norms LE, LE^∗ needed to treat this term in Section 8, we require an auxiliary frequency localization of Å using the Littlewood Paley projections P_σ defined in (2.8). We write P_{≥σ}Å_ℓ(s) := Im ∫_∞ s (∫_∞ s^′ ∇_ℓ(P_{≥σ} ψ_s)(s^{′′}) ds^{′′} ) P_{≥σ} ψ_s(s^′) ds^′

+ Im ∫_∞ s (∫_∞ s^′ iA_ℓ(s^{′′})(P_{≥σ} ψ_s)(s^{′′}) ds^{′′} ) P_{≥σ} ψ_s(s^′) ds^′

− Im ∫_∞ s ψ^∞_ℓ P_{≥σ} ψ_s(s^′) ds^′.

(7.24)

We also define P_{≥σ} L_ΩÅ_ℓ(s) := L_ΩP_{≥σ}Å. (7.25) Lemma 7.6. Under the bootstrap assumptions (5.18) and (5.19), for any σ^′ ≤ 1, P_{≥σ}′Å satisfies the following estimates, where p ∈ (1, 2) and α ≡ α(p) :=^{2−p}_{2p} , and the implicit constants are independent of s > 0: M_1 := (σ^′)^{12} ‖P_{≥σ}′Å‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{x (A≤−kσ′ )} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.26) M_2 := ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 2^ℓ‖P_{≥σ}′Å‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{x (Aℓ)} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.27) M_3 := ‖r^4P_{≥σ}′Å‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{x (A≥0)} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.28) M̃_1 := (σ^′)^12 ‖∇P_{≥σ′}Å‖_{L∞t L∞x (A≤−kσ′ )} ≲ (σ^′)^{− 1}2 ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.29) M̃_2 := ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 2^ℓ‖∇P_{≥σ}′Å‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{x (Aℓ)} ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.30) M̃_3 := ‖r^4∇P_{≥σ′}Å‖_{L∞t L∞x (A≥0 )} ≲ (σ^′)^{− 1}2 ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.31) M_4 := ‖P_{≥σ}′Å‖_{L∞} t L 2p 2−p x ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12 +α}‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.32) M_5 := ‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ Å‖_{L∞} t L 2p 2−p x ≲ (σ^′)^{− 14 +α}‖ψ_s‖_S . (7.33)

Proof. We divide the proof into three steps corresponding to the three terms in the expansion of P_{≥σ}′Å in (7.24). Along the way we will use the estimates (6.7), (6.6), and (6.5) many times without explicit reference.

Step 1. We consider the contribution of P_{≥σ}′ B̊ := Im ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′}P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^′, and denote the corresponding terms in the left-hand side of (7.26)–(7.33) by M^{B̊}_1 , . . . , M^{B̊}_5 . Here the contributions of M̃^{B̊}_1 , M̃^{B̊}_2 , M̃^{B̊}_3 to (7.29), (7.30), (7.31) are similar to those of M^{B̊}_1 , M^{B̊}_2 , M^{B̊}_3 to (7.26), (7.27), (7.28) and are left out. First

M^{B̊}_1 ≲ ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^{′′}‖⟨σ^′Δ⟩P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩^{32} (s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩^{32} (s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2ds′} s′ ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L2_{ds′} s′ L^∞_t L^2_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S by Schur’s test, proving (7.26). For M^{B̊}_2 we further divide

M^{B̊}_2 ≲ ∫_σ′ s ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 2^ℓ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_∞ s^′ ∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^{′′} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞x (Aℓ)}ds^′

+ ∫_1 σ^′ ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤−k_s′ 2^ℓ ‖ ‖ ∫_∞ s^′ ∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^{′′} ‖ ‖ L^∞_t L^∞_x (A_ℓ) ds^′

+ ∫_1 σ^′ ∑ −k_s′ ≤ℓ≤0 2^ℓ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_∞ s^′ ∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^{′′} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞x (Aℓ)}ds^′

+ ∫_∞ 1 ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 2^ℓ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_∞ s^′ ∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^{′′} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞x (Aℓ)}ds^′ =: M^{B̊}_{2,1} + M^{B̊}_{2,2} + M^{B̊}_{2,3} + M^{B̊}_{2,4}.

Using the radial Sobolev estimate and the fact that (σ^′)^{−δ} ≤ (s^′)^{−δ} for s^′ ≤ σ^′

M^{B̊}_{2,1} ≲ ∫_σ′ s ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 ∫_∞ s^′ ‖ sinh^{12} r∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^{′′}‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′

≲ ∫_σ′ s ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{14} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩⟨Ω⟩(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩^{12} ⟨Ω⟩(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ∫_σ′ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{14} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩⟨Ω⟩(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩^{12} ⟨Ω⟩m(s^′)(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S by Cauchy-Schwarz and Schur’s test. Next, by Gagliardo-Nirenberg and adding up the spatial weights to gain a factor of (s^′)^{12}

M^{B̊}_{2,2} ≲

∫_1 σ^′ (s^′)^{12} ∫_∞ s^′ ‖∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^{′′}‖P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ ≲ ∫_1 σ^′ ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩^{32} (s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . Similarly, using radial Sobolev,

M^{B̊}_{2,3} ≲

∫_1 σ^′ (s^′)^{−δ} ∫_∞ s^′ ‖ sinh^{12} r|∇|P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^{′′}‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ ≲ ∫_1 σ^′ ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{14} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩⟨Ω⟩(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩^{12} ⟨Ω⟩m(s^′)(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

For M^{B̊}_{2,4} we add up the spatial weights and, since s^′ ≥ 1, freely insert a factor of (s^′)^{12} to get

M^{B̊}_{2,4} ≲ ∫_∞ 1 (s^′)^{12} ∫_∞ s^′ ‖∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t,x} ds^{′′}‖P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t,x} ds^′ ≲ ∫_∞ 1 ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩^{32} (s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . This completes the proof of (7.27). For M^{B̊}_3 we use radial Sobolev to get

M^{B̊}_3 ≲ ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖ sinh^{12} r∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t,x} ds^{′′}‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t,x} ds^{′′} ≲ ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{14} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩⟨Ω⟩(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩^{12} ⟨Ω⟩(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . For M^{B̊}_4 note that by Gagliardo-Nirenberg, and with α ≡ α(p) :=^{2−p}_{2p} ‖P_{≥σ}′B̊‖_{L∞} t L 2p 2−p x ≲ ‖P_{≥σ}′B̊‖^{2α}_L∞_{t L}2_x ‖∇P_{≥σ}′B̊‖^{1−2α}_L∞_{t L2x} . Now ‖P_{≥σ}′B̊‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t,x} ds^{′′}‖P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩^{32} (s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . Similarly, distributing the derivative on the factors of P_{≥σ}′B̊ and absorbing by P_{≥σ}′ we get ‖∇P_{≥σ}′B̊‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖ψ_s‖^2_S , which together with the previous two estimates gives (7.32). Finally by the same Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality combined with radial Sobolev

M^{B̊}_5 ≲ ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖ sinh^{12} r∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^{′′}‖P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖^{2α}_L∞_{t L}2_x ‖∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖^{1−2α}_L∞_{t L2x} ds^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 14 +α} ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{14} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩⟨Ω⟩(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩^{14(1−2α)} ⟨Ω⟩(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 14 +α}‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

Step 2. We consider the contribution of P_{≥σ}′C̊ := Im ∫_∞ s (∫_∞ s^′ A(s^{′′})(P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s)(s^{′′}) ds^{′′} ) P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′) ds^′, and denote the corresponding terms in the left-hand side of (7.26)–(7.33) by M^{C̊}_1 , . . . , M^{C̊}_5 . We also decompose A in the usual way as A = A^∞ + Å. Except for M̃^{C̊}_1 , M̃^{C̊}_2 , M̃^{C̊}_3 , the contribution of Å can always be bounded in exactly the same way as in Step 1 by placing Å in L^∞_t L^∞_x and using that thanks to the estimates (7.1)–(7.2) we have ‖Å(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ (s^{′′})^{− 12} ‖ψ_s‖_S . Therefore, in the rest of the argument we consider only the contribution of A^∞ as well as M̃^{C̊}_1 , M̃^{C̊}_2 , M̃^{C̊}_3 . Let us start by discussing the contribution of Å to M̃^{C̊}_1 , M̃^{C̊}_2 , M̃^{C̊}_3 . Using the estimates (7.1)–(7.2) we have ‖∇Å(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ (s^{′′})^{−1}‖ψ_s‖_S .

It follows that the contribution of Å to M̃^{C̊}_1 is bounded by ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ (s^{′′})^{−1}‖P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t,x} ds^{′′}‖(σ^′)^{12} P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t,x} ds^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖⟨σ^′Δ⟩P_{≥σ}′ (s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨σ^′Δ⟩P_{≥σ}′ (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

Similarly, the contribution of Å to M̃^{C̊}_{2,1} is bounded by ∫_σ′ s ∫_∞ s^′ (s^{′′})^{−1}‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^{′′}‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ m(s^′)ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ ≲ ∫_σ′ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} (σ^′)^{− 14} ‖⟨σ^′Δ⟩^{12} (s^{′′})^{12} P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} (σ^′)^{− 14} ‖⟨σ^′Δ⟩P_{≥σ}′ m(s^′)(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ∫_σ′ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖(s^{′′})^{12} P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖m(s^′)(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

The contribution of Å to M̃^{C̊}_{2,2}, M̃^{C̊}_{2,3}, M̃^{C̊}_{2,4}, and M̃^{C̊}_3 can be treated in similar ways.

Finally, using the bound ‖A^∞‖_L∞_x ≲ 1, the contribution of A^∞ is bounded in exactly the same way as in Step 1, where we simply use Poincaré to introduce an extra derivative.

Step 3. The contribution of Im ∫_∞ s Ψ^∞P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^′

is treated using similar arguments and we will be brief. For M_1 we bound this contribution by ∫_∞ s ‖ψ_s‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ ≲

∫_1 s ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_{LtL}2_x (s^′)^{− 12} ds^′ + ∫_∞ 1 ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x (s^′)^{− 12} ds^′.

The second integral is bounded using Poincaré and (6.5) by ∫_∞ 1 ‖(s^′Δ)(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x (s^′)^{− 12} ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖(sΔ)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S .

The first integral is simply bounded by

‖s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}∞_{t L}2_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S .

For M_2 the corresponding contribution is bounded by ∫_∞ s ‖ sinh^{12} rψ_s‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ ≲ ∫_∞ s ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩^{12} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x (s^′)^{− 34} ds^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ,

where we have used the bound r ≤ sinh r, radial Sobolev, Poincaré, (6.5), and the bound ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 ‖r^{12} Ψ^∞‖_L∞_{x (Aℓ)} ≲ ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ≲ 1.

which follows from (3.6). Using ‖r^4Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ≲ 1 (which is again from (3.6)) the contribution to M_3 is bounded similarly by ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ∫_∞ s ‖ sinh^{12} rψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S .

Similarly, by Poincaré, the contribution of ∇Ψ^∞ to M̃_1 is bounded by ∫_∞ s ‖⟨σ^′Δ⟩P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ∫_∞ s ‖⟨σ^′Δ⟩^{32} P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′

≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ∫_∞ s ‖ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖ψ_s‖_S ,

where we have used Gagliardo-Nirenberg and Poincaré. The contribution of ∇Ψ^∞ to M̃_2 is bonded by ∫_∞ s ‖P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ∫_∞ s ‖⟨σ^′Δ⟩P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖ψ_s‖_S ,

where we have used ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 ‖r∇Ψ^∞‖_L∞_{x (Aℓ)} ≲ ‖∇Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ≲ 1.

Since ‖r^4∇Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ≲ 1, the contribution of ∇Ψ^∞ to M̃_3 is also bounded by ∫_∞ s ‖P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖ψ_s‖_S .

By Gagliardo-Nirenberg the contribution of Ψ^∞ to M_4 is bounded by ∫_∞ s ‖P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖^{2α}_L∞_{t L}2_x ‖∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖^{1−2α}_L∞_{t L2x} ds^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12 +α} ∫_∞ s ‖ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12 +α}‖ψ_s‖_S .

Finally, since ‖ sinh^{12} rΨ^∞‖_L∞_x ≲ 1, using Gagliard-Nirenberg the contribution of Ψ^∞ to M_5 is bounded by ∫_∞ s ‖P_{≥σ} ψ_s(s^′)‖^{2α}_L∞_{t L}2_x ‖⟨σ^′Δ⟩ 1 4 −α 1−2α P≥σ′ ⟨s′Δ⟩ 1 4(1−2α) ψs(s′)‖1−2α L^∞_t L^2_x (σ

′)^{− 14 +α}(s^′)^{− 14} ds^′

≲ (σ^′)^{− 14 +α} ∫_∞ s ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩^{14(1−2α)} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x (s^′)^{− 14} ds^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 14 +α}‖ψ_s‖_S . □

The next lemma provides bounds to deal with the contribution of P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ to the high frequency estimate in treating the magnetic interaction term.

Lemma 7.7. Under the bootstrap assumptions (5.18) and (5.19), for any σ^′ ≤ 1, P_{≥σ}′Å satisfies the following estimates, where p ∈ (1, 2) and α ≡ α(p) :=^{2−p}_{2p} , and the implicit constants are independent of s > 0:

MΩ_1 := (σ^′)^{12} ‖P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{x (A≤−kσ′ )} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.34) MΩ_2 := ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 2^ℓ‖P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{r L}2_{θ (Aℓ)} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.35)

MΩ_3 := ‖r^4P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{r L}2_{θ (A≥0)} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.36) M̃Ω_1 := (σ^′)^12 ‖∇P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ‖_{L∞t L∞x (A≤−kσ′ )} ≲ (σ^′)^{− 1}2 ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.37) M̃Ω_2 := ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 2^ℓ‖∇P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{r L}2_{θ (Aℓ)} ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.38)

M̃Ω_3 := ‖r^4∇P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (A≥0)} ≲ (σ^′)^{− 1}2 ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.39) MΩ_4 := ‖P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ‖_{L∞} t L 2p 2−p x ≲ (σ^′)^{− 12 +α}‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.40)

MΩ_5 := ‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ‖_{L∞} t L 2p 2−p x ≲ (σ^′)^{− 14 +α}‖ψ_s‖_S . (7.41)

Proof. The proof is very similar to that of Lemma 7.6 so we only show special cases which demonstrate the strategy. In view of the definition (7.25) we decompose P_{≥σ}′ Å as before and apply L_Ω.

Step 1. We consider the contributions of

I := Im ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′}P_{≥σ}′ Ωψ_s(s^′)ds^′, II := Im ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ∇P_{≥σ}′ Ωψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′}P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^′. We carry out three examples. Decomposing MΩ_2 = MΩ_{2,1} + · · · + MΩ_{2,4}

as in M_2 in the proof of Lemma 7.6, the contribution of I to MΩ_{2,1} is bounded by ∫_σ′ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖ sinh^{12} r∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^{′′}‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ m(s^′)Ωψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{r L}2_θ ds^′ ≲ ∫_σ′ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{14} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩(s^{′′})^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩^{12} m(s^′)(s^′)^{12} Ωψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . Here for the L^2_θ term we have applied radial Sobolev embedding to a radial function, which is why we do not pick up an extra factor of Ω. Similarly, again applying radial Sobolev embedding to a radial function, the contribution of I to MΩ_{2,2} is bounded as ∫_1 σ^′ ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤−k_s′ ∫_∞ s^′ 2^{ℓ2} ‖∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^{′′}‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ Ωψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{r L}2_θ ds^′

≲ ∫_1 σ^′ ∫_∞ s^′ (s^′)^{14} ‖∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^{′′}‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ Ωψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{r L}2_θ ds^′ ≲ ∫_1 σ^′ ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩^{32} (s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩^{12} (s^′)^{12} Ωψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . Finally to bound the contribution of II to MΩ_5 we have to argue a bit differently from before and bound this by ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖∇P_{≥σ}′ Ωψ_s(s^{′′})‖^{2α}_L∞_{t L}2_x ‖ΔP_{≥σ}′ Ωψ_s(s^{′′})‖^{1−2α}_L∞_{t L2x} ds^{′′}‖ sinh^{12} rP_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ds^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 14 +α} ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{14} ‖⟨s^{′′}Δ⟩^{3−4α4−8α} (s^{′′})^{12} Ωψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖⟨s^′Δ⟩^{12} (s^′)^{12} ⟨Ω⟩ψ_s(s^′)‖_L∞_{t L}2_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{− 14 +α}‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

Steps 2, 3. It remains to consider the contribution of L_Ω applied to the last two terms in the expansion (7.24) of P_{≥σ}′Å. But these can be treated using similar arguments as above in the same way as in the proof of Lemma 7.6. □

Finally, in the next lemma we collect the estimates needed in treating parts of the magnetic interaction term with Strichartz estimates.

Lemma 7.8. Under the bootstrap assumptions (5.18) and (5.19), for any σ^′ ≤ 1, P_{≥σ}′Å satisfies the following estimates: ‖∇_k(P_{≥σ}′ ⟨L_Ω⟩Å^k )(s)‖_{L∞ds} s (L^2_t L^2_x+L^{83}_t L^{83}_x )

≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.42) ‖P_{≤σ}′ ⟨L_Ω⟩Å‖_{L∞ds} s (L^2_t L^2_x+L^{83}_t L^{83}_x )

≲ (σ^′)^{12} ‖ψ_s‖_S , (7.43) ‖⟨L_Ω⟩Å‖_{L∞ds} s L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S . (7.44)

Proof. For simplicity of notation we give the proof for Å only, but the treatment of L_ΩÅ is identical because we never use the radial Sobolev estimate. Let us start with (7.42) and consider the following terms separately:

I := Im ∫_∞ s (∫_∞ s^′ Δ(P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s)(s^{′′}) ds^{′′} ) P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′) ds^′, II := Im ∫_∞ s (∫_∞ s^′ ∇_ℓ(P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s)(s^{′′}) ds^{′′} ) ∇^ℓP_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′) ds^′, III := Im i ∫_∞ s (∫_∞ s^′ (∇^ℓA_ℓ(s^{′′}))(P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s)(s^{′′}) ds^{′′} ) P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′) ds^′, IV := Im i ∫_∞ s (∫_∞ s^′ A_ℓ(s^{′′})∇^ℓ(P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s)(s^{′′}) ds^{′′} ) P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′) ds^′, V := Im i ∫_∞ s (∫_∞ s^′ A_ℓ(s^{′′})(P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s)(s^{′′}) ds^{′′} ) ∇^ℓP_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′) ds^′, V I := Im ∫_∞ s (∇^ℓψ^∞_ℓ ) P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′) ds^′,

V II := Im ∫_∞ s ψ^∞_ℓ ∇^ℓP_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′) ds^′. We will bound I–V in L^2_t L^2_x and V I and V II in L^{83}_t L^{83}_x . First ‖I‖_L2_{t L}2_x ≲ ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖s^{′′}Δ(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S by Schur’s test. For II we have ‖II‖_L2_{t L}2_x ≲ ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖(s^{′′})^{12} ∇(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ∇(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . Here we have used use Poincaré and extra regularity assumption to estimate ∫_∞ 0 ‖s^{12} ∇s^{12} ψ_s(s)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds s ≲ ∫_1 0 s^δ ‖s^{12} ∇s^{12} m(s)ψ_s(s)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds s + ∫_∞ 1 s^{− 12} ‖sΔs^{12} ψ_s(s)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds s ≲ ‖⟨sΔ⟩s^{12} m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S .

For ‖III‖_L2_{t L}2_x the contribution of A^∞ is bounded by ‖∇A^∞‖_L∞_x ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x (s^{′′})^{− 12} ds^{′′}‖ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S

by Poincaré and as for I. Here we used ‖∇A^∞‖_L∞_x ≲ 1, which follows from (3.6). Next, using the estimates (7.1)–(7.2) and Schur’s test, the contribution of Å to ‖III‖_L2_{t L}2_x is bounded by ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . For ‖IV ‖_L2_{t L}2_x we argue similarly. First, for A^∞ we have ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖(s^{′′})^{12} ∇(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x (s^′)^{− 12} ds^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S

by Poincaré and as for I. For Å, using (7.1)–(7.2), the corresponding contribution is bounded by ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖(s^{′′})^{12} ∇(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . For V the contribution of A^∞ is bounded by ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x (s^{′′})^{− 12} ds^{′′}‖(s^′)^{12} ∇(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S by Poincaré and extra regularity as for II. Similarly the contribution of Å is bounded by ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ∇(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S by Poincaré and extra regularity. Next, ‖V I‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ≲ ∫_∞ s ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} (s^′)^{− 12} ds^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S by Poincaré, and where we used ‖∇Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ≲ 1. Similarly ‖V II‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ≲ ∫_∞ s ‖(s^′)^{12} ∇(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S by Poincaré and extra regularity, and where we used ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ≲ 1. This completes the proof of (7.42).

Next we turn to (7.43) and consider the following terms separately: I := Im ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ∇P_{≤σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′}P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^′, II := Im ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ∇P_{≥σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′}P_{≤σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^′, III := Im ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ∇P_{≤σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′}P_{≤σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^′, IV := Im i ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ Å(s^{′′})P_{≤σ′} ψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′}P_{≥σ′} ψ_s(s′)ds^′, V := Im i ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ Å(s^{′′})P_{≥σ′} ψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′}P_{≤σ′} ψ_s(s′)ds^′, V I := Im i ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ Å(s^{′′})P_{≤σ′} ψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′}P_{≤σ′} ψ_s(s′)ds^′, V II := Im ∫_∞ s Ψ^∞P_{≤σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)ds^′.

We bound I–V I in L^2_t L^2_x and V II in L^{83}_t L^{83}x . For I first note that by writing P_σ = −σΔe^{σΔ} we get ‖∇P_{≤σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ≤ ∫_σ′ 0 ‖∇P_σ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x dσ σ ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ‖Δψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x .

It follows that

‖I‖_L2_{t L}2_x ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{12} ‖s^{′′}Δ(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

Next, by a similar argument as above

‖P_{≤σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ≤ ∫_σ′ 0 ‖P_σψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x dσ σ ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ‖∇ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x .

It follows that, using Poincaré and extra regularity,

‖II‖_L2_{t L}2_x ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ‖(s^{′′})^{12} ∇(s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^{′′} s^{′′} ‖(s^′)^{12} ∇(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

For III splitting P_σ as above we get

‖∇P_{≤σ}′ ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ≲ (σ^′)^{14} ‖(−Δ)^{34} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x , ‖P_{≤σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ≲ (σ^′)^{14} ‖(−Δ)^{14} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x , so ‖III‖_L2_{t L}2_x ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ∫_∞ s ∫_∞ s^′ ( s^′ s^{′′} )^{14} ‖(−s^{′′}Δ)^{34} (s^{′′})^{12} ψ_s(s^{′′})‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ‖(−s^′Δ)^{14} (s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L4_{t L}4_x ds^′ s^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

For ‖IV ‖_L2_{t L}2_x , ‖V ‖_L2_{t L}2_x , and ‖V I‖_L2_{t L}2_x note that in view of the estimates (7.1)–(7.2) these terms are bounded similarly to ‖I‖_L2_{t L}2_x , ‖II‖_L2_{t L}2_x , and ‖III‖_L2_{t L}2_x respectively. For V II we again split P_σ as above to conclude that ‖P_{≤σ}′ ψ_s(s^′)‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ‖∇ψ_s(s^′)‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ,

so that ‖V II‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ∫_∞ s ‖(s^′)^{12} ∇(s^′)^{12} ψ_s(s^′)‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ds^′ s^′ ≲ (σ^′)^{12} ‖ψ_s‖_S

using Poincaré and extra regularity. This completes the proof of (7.43).

Finally we turn to (7.44). For Å_Q using Gagliardo-Nirenberg, (7.3), extra regularity, and Poincaré ‖Å_Q‖_{L∞ds} s L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ≤ ∫_∞ 0 ‖s^{12} Ψ̊‖_L∞_{t L}∞_x ‖s^{12} ψ_s‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ds s ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . Similarly, using Poincaré, ‖Å_L‖_{L∞ds} s L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ≤ ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s L^{83}_t L^{83}_x

∫_1 0 s^{− 12} ds

+ ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖(s^{12} ∇)^2s^{12} ψ_s‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ∫_∞ 1 s^{− 32} ds ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S . The treatment of L_ΩÅ is identical as we never used the radial Sobolev estimate. □

8. Analysis of the Schrödinger equation for ψ_s The purpose of this section is to prove Proposition 5.5, that is, to establish the a priori bound (5.20) on the dispersive norm S of the heat tension field ψ_s, as well as the nonlinearity bound (5.21). Recall from (5.10) that the heat tension field ψ_s satisfies the Schrödinger equation (i∂_t − H)ψ_s = −2iÅ^k∇_kψ_s + i∂_sw + 2A^{∞,k}Å_kψ_s − iIm (ψ^{∞,k} ψ_s)ψ̊_k − iIm (ψ̊^k ψ_s)ψ^∞_k − i(∇_kÅ^k)ψ_s + Å^kÅ_kψ_s − iIm (ψ̊^kψ_s)ψ̊_k + A_tψ_s.

(8.1)

Since A^∞ and |ψ^∞_2 |^2 are both independent of θ, the angular vector field Ω commutes with H. Correspondingly, applying Ω to (8.1) yields the following equation for Ωψ_s

(i∂_t − H)Ωψ_s = −2iL_ΩÅ^k∇_kψ_s − 2iÅ^k∇_kΩψ_s + i∂_sΩw + 2A^{∞,k}L_ΩÅ_kψ_s + 2A^{∞,k}Å_kΩψ_s − iIm (ψ^{∞,k}Ωψ_s)ψ̊_k − iIm (ψ^{∞,k} ψ_s)L_Ωψ̊_k − iIm (ψ̊^kΩψ_s)ψ^∞_k − iIm (L_Ωψ̊^kψ_s)ψ^∞_k − i(∇_kL_ΩÅ^k)ψ_s − i(∇_kÅ^k)Ωψ_s + 2L_ΩÅ^kÅ_kψ_s + Å^kÅ_kΩψ_s − iIm (L_Ωψ̊^kψ_s)ψ̊_k − iIm (ψ̊^k Ωψ_s)ψ̊_k − iIm (ψ̊^k ψ_s)L_Ωψ̊_k + L_ΩA_tψ_s + A_tΩψ_s − iIm (iψ^{∞,k}ψ_s)ψ̊_k + Im (ψ̊^kψ_s)ψ^∞_k .

(8.2)

We denote by N := (i∂_t + H)ψ_s the right-hand side of (8.1) and by N^Ω := (i∂_t + H)Ωψ_s the right-hand side of (8.2), and group them into the following four types:

• Magnetic interaction terms: (i) Å^k∇_k⟨Ω⟩ψ_s (ii) L_ΩÅ^k∇_kψ_s • w term: (i) ⟨Ω⟩∂_sw • Quadratic power-type terms:

(i) Im (ψ^∞_k ⟨Ω⟩ψ_s)ψ̊^k and permutations (ii) Im (ψ^∞_k ψ_s)L_Ωψ̊^k and permutations (iii) A^∞_k Å^k⟨Ω⟩ψ_s (iv) A^∞_k L_ΩÅ^k ψ_s

(v) (∇_kÅ^k_L)⟨Ω⟩ψ_s (vi) (∇_kL_ΩÅ^k_L)ψ_s • Cubic and higher power-type terms:

(i) Im (ψ̊^k⟨Ω⟩ψ_s)ψ̊_k (ii) Im (L_Ωψ̊^kψ_s)ψ̊_k and permutations (iii) Å_kÅ^k⟨Ω⟩ψ_s (iv) L_ΩÅ_kÅ^kψ_s (v) A_t⟨Ω⟩ψ_s (vi) L_ΩA_tψ_s = ΩA_tψ_s (vii) (∇_kÅ^k_Q)⟨Ω⟩ψ_s (viii) (∇_kL_ΩÅ^k_Q)ψ_s

In what follows, in view of (5.19), we may assume throughout that ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)} < 1. It allows us to bound, on occasion, higher powers ‖ψ_s‖^k_{S(I)} of the dispersive norm of ψ_s just by ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)} for any integer k ≥ 1, which simplifies the exposition. The proof of Proposition 5.5 reduces to the estimates in the following four lemmas. The first two of these concern the magnetic interaction term:

Lemma 8.1 (Nonlinear estimates: magnetic interaction term (i)). Assuming (5.18) and (5.19), we have that ‖Å^k∇_k⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s (LE^∗+L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ) ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

Lemma 8.2 (Nonlinear estimates: magnetic interaction term (ii)). Assuming (5.18) and (5.19), we have that

‖L_ΩÅ^k∇_k(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} (LE^∗+L 4 3 t L 4 3 x ) ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

The next two lemmas provide estimates on the remaining terms in the nonlinearity, except for ∂_sw which was already treated in Lemma 7.4. For the cubic and higher order terms we have:

Lemma 8.3. (Nonlinear estimates: cubic and higher terms) Assuming (5.18) and (5.19), we have that ‖|Ψ̊|^2⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.3) ‖|L_ΩΨ̊||Ψ̊|(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.4) ‖Å_kÅ^k⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.5)

‖L_ΩÅ_kÅ^k(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.6) ‖A_t⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.7)

‖L_ΩA_t(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.8) ‖(∇_kÅ^k_Q)⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.9)

‖(∇_kL_ΩÅ^k_Q)(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.10)

Finally, the quadratic terms are treated in the following lemma.

Lemma 8.4. (Nonlinear estimates: quadratic terms) Assuming (5.18) and (5.19), we have that ‖|Ψ^∞||Ψ̊|⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.11) ‖|Ψ^∞||L_ΩΨ̊|(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.12) ‖A^∞_k Å^k ⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.13) ‖A^∞_k L_ΩÅ^k(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.14) ‖(∇_kÅ^k_L)⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.15) ‖(∇_kL_ΩÅ^k_L)(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S (8.16)

Lemmas 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, and 8.4 are proved in Subsections 8.1 and 8.2 below. Here we simply observe how Proposition 5.5 follows easily from these lemmas along with Lemma 7.4.

Proof of Proposition 5.5. Under the bootstrap assumptions (5.18) and (5.19), the bound (5.20) follows by a standard continuity argument from the estimate ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)} ≲ ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)|_{t=0}‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}2_x + ‖ψ_s‖^2_{S(I)} + √ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)}. (8.17) Multiplying (8.1), respectively (8.2), by m(s)s^{12} , invoking the main linear estimate from Lemma 3.12, and summing up the two resulting estimates, we deduce that for all s > 0,

‖ψ_s(s)‖_{Ss(I)} ≲ ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)|_{t=0}‖_L2_x + ‖m(s)s^{12} N ‖_{LE∗(I)+L} 4_{3t L} 4_{3x (I)} + ‖m(s)s^{12} N^Ω‖_{LE∗(I)+L} 4_{3t L} 4_{3x (I)}. Taking the L^∞_{dss} ∩ L^2_{dss} (R^+ ; S_s(I)) norm of both sides, we find that ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)} ≲ ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)|_{t=0}‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}2_x + ‖m(s)s^{12} N ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} (LE^∗+L 4 3 t L 4 3 x )(I) + ‖m(s)s^{12} N^Ω‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} (LE^∗+L 4 3 t L 4 3 x )(I) . Thus, the proof of (8.17) reduces to establishing, under the assumptions (5.18) and (5.19), that ‖m(s)s^{12} N ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} (LE^∗+L^{43}_t L^{43}_x )(I)

+‖m(s)s^{12} N^Ω‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} (LE^∗+L^{43}_t L^{43}_x )(I)

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_{S(I)} + √ ϵ_0‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)}. (8.18)

This is accomplished in Lemmas 7.4, 8.1, 8.2, 8.3, and 8.4. Finally, (5.21) follows from (8.18) and (5.20). □ Proof of Proposition 5.6. Once we have established the estimate ‖ψ_s‖_{S(I)} ≲ ϵ_0 (8.19) by proving Proposition 5.5, the proof of Proposition 5.6 follows from an identical argument after applying H and H^2 to both sides of the equation (8.1) and using the bound (8.19) along with Remark 4.18, where the latter translates the higher regularity of the initial data to the s-evolution of ψ_s↾_{t=0}. Crucially, H commutes with the left-hand side of (8.1). This is standard and we omit the details. □ 8.1. Estimates for the magnetic interaction terms. In this section we treat the magnetic interaction terms. Specifically, our goal is to prove Lemmas 8.1 and 8.2.

In the proofs of these lemmas we will use the notation P_{≥σ}Å and P_{≥σ} L_ΩÅ introduced in (7.24) and (7.25). For the convenience of the reader we recall that

P_{≥σ}Å := Im ∫_∞ s ( ∫ ∞ s^′ ∇P_{≥σ} ψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′} ) P_{≥σ} ψ_s(s^′) ds^′

+ Im ∫_∞ s ( ∫ ∞ s^′ A(s^{′′})P_{≥σ} ψ_s(s^{′′})ds^{′′} ) P_{≥σ} ψ_s(s^′) ds^′

− Im ∫_∞ s Ψ^∞P_{≥σ} ψ_s(s^′) ds^′, and P_{≤σ}Å := Å − P_{≥σ}Å. Proof of Lemma 8.1. Using a linear heat flow Littlewood-Paley decomposition and moving around the derivative, we decompose the magnetic interaction term on the right-hand side into

Å^k∇_k(⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^12 ψ_s) = ∇_k

∫_1 0 (P_{≥σ}′ Å)^kP_σ′ (⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ − ∫_1 0 ∇_k(P_{≥σ}′ Å)^kP_σ′ (⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_1 0 (P_{≤σ}′ Å)^k∇_kP_σ′ (⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ + Å^k∇_kP_{≥1}(⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)

=: I + II + III + IV. (8.20)

We will estimate the term I in the dual local smoothing space LE^∗, and all other terms in the dual Strichartz space L^{43}_t L^{43}x . These estimates are carried out separately for each term in the proceeding steps. For simplicity of notation we will write m(s)s^{12} ψ_s instead of ⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^{12} ψ_s, but since we never apply angular derivatives to this term, the same exact argument works for ⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^{12} ψ_s.

Step 1: Term I. Here our goal is to prove the estimate ‖I‖_{LE}∗ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S , which boils down to establishing the following two estimates ‖ ‖ ‖σ 1 4 ‖ ‖Pσ ∇k ∫_1 0 (P_{≥σ}′ Å^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^2_{dσσ} (0,^1_2 )

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S , (8.21) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖P≥σ∇k ∫_1 0 (P_{≥σ}′Å^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ ‖ ‖ ‖_{LE∗low} ‖ ‖ ‖ L^∞_{ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^2_{dσ} σ (^1_8 ,4)

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . (8.22)

Step 1a: The high-frequency estimate (8.21). We begin with the much more difficult high-frequency estimate (8.21). To this end we further decompose into

σ^{14} P_σ ∇_k

∫_1 0 (P_{≥σ}′ Å^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ = σ^{14} P_σ ∇_k ∫_σ 0 (P_{≥σ}′Å^k )P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ + σ^{14} P_σ ∇_k

∫_1 σ (P_{≥σ}′ Å^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ =: I_1 + I_2.

(8.23)

Starting with I_2, we would like to show that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖I_2 ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^2_{dσσ} (0,^1_2 )

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . (8.24)

To this end it is more favorable to let the derivative fall back inside the integral and consider

I_2 = σ^{14} P_σ

∫_1 σ ∇_k(P_{≥σ}′ Å^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ + σ^{14} P_σ

∫_1 σ (P_{≥σ}′ Å^k)∇_kP_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ . (8.25)

For the second term on the right-hand side above we drop the projection P_σ in LE^∗_σ, use that ‖F ‖_{LE}∗_σ ≲ ‖F ‖_{LE}∗_{σ′} since σ^′ ≥ σ, apply Hölder’s inequality, and drop ∇ in LE_σ′ , to bound this term as ‖ ‖ ‖σ^{14} Pσ ∫_1 σ (P_{≥σ}′Å^k)∇_k P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ ‖ ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ} ≲ ∫_1 σ σ^{14} ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} Å^k)∇_kP_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ′} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_1 σ ( σ σ^′ ) 1_4 (

M_1 + M_2 + M_3 ) (σ^′)^{− 14} ‖P σ′_2 (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) ‖ LE_σ′ dσ^′ σ^′ , where M_1 := (σ^′)^{12} ‖P_{≥σ}′Å(s)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{x (A≤−kσ′ )} M_2 := ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<0 2^ℓ‖P_{≥σ}′Å(s)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{x (Aℓ)} M_3 := ‖r^4P_{≥σ}′Å(s)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{x (A≥0)}. By Schur’s test the desired bound (8.24) follows if we can establish that

M_j ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S for j = 1, 2, 3,

but these estimates are proved in (7.26)–(7.28) in Lemma 7.6. The first term on the right-hand side of (8.25) can be treated similarly where we instead use the estimates (7.29)–(7.31) in Lemma 7.6. This finishes the treatment of the term I_2 in (8.23).

Next we turn to the term I_1 in (8.23) where we would like to prove that ‖ ‖ ‖ I_1 ‖ LE^∗_σ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^2_{dσσ} (0,^1_2 )

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . (8.26)

Using Lemma 3.13, for any fixed p ∈ (1, 2), and noting that −k_σ ≥ −k_σ′ for σ^′ ≤ σ, we obtain that ‖I_1‖_{LE}∗_σ ≲ ∫_σ 0 σ^{−α} ‖ (P_{≥σ}′ Å)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) ‖ L^2_t L^p_x(A_{≤−kσ′} ) dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_σ 0 σ^{−α} ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<−k_σ ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} Å)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t Lpx(Aℓ)} dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_σ 0 (σ′ σ ) 1_4

(L_2 + L_3)(σ^′)^{− 14} ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{LEσ′} dσ^′ σ^′ , (8.27)

where

L_2 := ∑ −k_σ ≤ℓ<0 2^ℓ‖P_{≥σ}′Å(s)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{x (Aℓ)} L_3 := ‖r^4P_{≥σ}′Å(s)‖_L∞_{t L}∞_{x (A≥0)} By Schur’s test the contributions of L_2 and L_3 to (8.26) are under control if we can show that

L_j ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S for j = 2, 3.

But note that L_3 is exactly the same as M_3 above, while the condition σ^′ ≤ σ implies L_2 ≤ M_2 so these estimates also follow from (7.27),(7.28) in Lemma 7.6. It remains to estimate the first two terms on the right-hand side of (8.27). For the first term on the right-hand side, by (7.32) in Lemma 7.6, and with α =^{2−p}_{2p} , ‖P_{≥σ}′Å(s)‖_{L∞} t L 2p 2−p x (H^2 )

≲ (σ^′)^{− 12 +α}‖ψ_s‖_S .

It follows that ∫_σ 0 σ^{−α} ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} Å)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t Lpx(A≤−k} σ′ ) dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_σ 0 σ^{−α}‖P_{≥σ}′Å‖_{L∞} t L 2p 2−p x (H^2 ) ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(A≤−kσ′ )} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ∫_σ 0 ( σ′ σ )_α (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(A≤−kσ′ )} dσ^′ σ^′ . By Schur’s test, the last line is bounded in L^2_{dσσ} (0,^1_2 ) by

‖ψ_s‖^2_S ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s)‖_{LE} ,

which is of the desired form. For the second term on the right-hand side of (8.27), by (7.33) in Lemma 7.6 ‖r^{12} P_{≥σ}′ Å‖_{L∞} t L 2p 2−p x (A_ℓ)

≲ ‖ sinh^{12} (r)P_{≥σ}′ Å‖_{L∞} t L 2p 2−p x (H^2 )

≲ (σ^′)^{− 14 +α}‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

It follows that ∫_σ 0 σ^{−α} ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<k_σ ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} Å)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t Lpx(Aℓ)} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_σ 0 σ^{−α} ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<k_σ ‖ ‖r^12 P_{≥σ′} Å ‖ ‖ L^∞_t L 2p 2−p x (H^2 )

‖r^{− 12} P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(Aℓ)} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ∫_σ 0 ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<k_σ ( σ′ σ )_α (σ^′)^{− 14} ‖r^{− 12} P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(Aℓ)} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ∫_σ 0 (σ′ σ )_{−ε}( σ′ σ )_α (σ^′)^{− 14} sup −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<0 ‖r^{− 12} P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) ‖ L^2_t L^2_x(A_ℓ) dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ∫_σ 0 (σ′ σ )_{α−ε} (σ^′)^{− 14} ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{LEσ′} dσ^′ σ^′ . By Schur’s test, the last line is bounded in L^2_{dσσ} (0,^1_2 ) by

‖ψ_s‖^2_S ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s)‖_{LE} ,

as desired. This completes the treatment of the term I_1 and the proof of (8.21).

Step 1b: The low-frequency estimate (8.22). Using Lemma 3.14, for any fixed p ∈ (1, 2) (∫_4 1 8 ‖ ‖ ‖P≥σ ∇k ∫_1 0 (P_{≥σ}′Å^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ ‖ ‖ ‖^2_{LE∗low} dσ σ ) 1_2

≲ (∫_4 1 8 σ^{−2+2α} dσ σ ) 1_2 ∫_1 0 ‖ (P_{≥σ}′ Å)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) ‖ L^2_t L^p_x(A_{≤0}) dσ^′ σ^′ + (∫_4 1 8 σ^{−1} dσ σ ) 1_2 ∫_1 0 ‖ ‖r^2(P_{≥σ′}Å)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(A≥0)} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_1 0 ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} Å)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t Lpx(A≤0 )} dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_1 0 ‖ ‖r^2(P_{≥σ′} Å)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(A≥0)} dσ^′ σ^′ .

(8.28)

We estimate the first term on the right-hand side as ∫_1 0 ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} Å)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t Lpx(A≤0 )} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_1 0 ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′}Å ‖ ‖ L^∞_t L 2p 2−p x (H^2 )

‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(A≤0)} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_1 0 ‖ P_{≥σ}′Å ‖ L^∞_t L 2p 2−p x (H^2 ) ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{LEσ′} dσ^′ σ^′ ≃ ∫_1 0 (σ^′)^{14} ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′} Å ‖ ‖ L^∞_t L 2p 2−p x (H^2 )

(σ^′)^{− 14} ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{LEσ′} dσ^′ σ^′ . Here we have used the estimate (valid for σ^′ ≤ 1)

‖f‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(A≤0 )} ≲ (σ^′)^{− 14} ‖f‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(A≤−kσ′ )} +

(_0∑ ℓ=−k_σ′ 2^{ℓ2} ) sup −k_σ′ ≤ℓ≤0 ‖r^{− 12} f‖_L2_{t L}2_{x(Aℓ)} ≲ ‖f‖_{LEσ′} . By (7.32) in Lemma 7.6 ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′} Å(s) ‖ ‖ L^∞_t L 2p 2−p x (H^2 ) ≲ (σ^′)^{− p−1p} ‖ψ_s‖_S . Correspondingly, choosing p ∈ (1,^4_3 ), by Cauchy-Schwarz ∫_1 0 ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} Å)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t Lpx(A≤0)} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_1 0 (σ^′)^{14} (σ^′)^{− p−1p} ‖ψ_s‖_S (σ^′)^{− 14} ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{LEσ′} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S (∫_1 0 (σ^′)^{2p − 32} dσ^′ σ^′ ) 1_2 (∫_1 0 (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖^2_{LEσ′} dσ^′ σ^′ ) 1_2

≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s)‖_{LE}, which is of the desired form.

For the second term on the right-hand side of (8.28) we use (7.28) in Lemma 7.6 and Cauchy-Schwarz to estimate ∫_1 0 ‖ ‖r^2(P_{≥σ′} Å)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(A≥0)} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_1 0 ‖ ‖r^4P_{≥σ′} Å ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞x (A≥0 )} ‖ ‖r^{−2}P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(A≥0)} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_1 0 ‖ ‖r^4P_{≥σ′} Å ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞x (A≥0 )} ‖ ‖P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{LEσ′} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_1 0 (σ^′)^{14} ‖ψ_s‖_S (σ^′)^{− 14} ‖ ‖P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{LEσ′} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S (∫_1 0 (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖ P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) ‖_2 LE_σ′ dσ^′ σ^′ ) 1_2

≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ‖ ‖m(s)s^12 ψ_s ‖ ‖_{LE} . This is again of the desired form and finishes the proof of the low-frequency estimate (8.22).

Step 2: Term II. Going back to (8.20) we intend to bound the term II in L^2_{dss} ∩ L^∞_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x . First,

‖II‖_L 4_{3t L} 4_{3x} ≲

∫_1 0 ‖∇_k(P_{≥σ}′ Å^k)(s)‖_{L2t L2x+L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ∫_1 0 ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} dσ^′ σ^′ , (8.29) where we have used (7.42) in Lemma 7.8. To control the right-hand side we argue as follows. First, ∫_1 0 ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} dσ^′ σ^′ = ∫_s 0 ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_1 s ‖P_σ′ ( m(s)s^{12} ψ_s ) ‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} dσ^′ σ^′ . (8.30)

The first term on the right is estimated via, ∫_s 0 ‖P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_s 0 σ^′ s ‖sΔe^{σ′Δ}(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ‖sΔ(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} .

To estimate the second term on the right-hand-side of (8.30) we use the off-diagonal decay estimates established in Corollary 6.5 for P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) in L^4_t L^4_x ∩ L^{83}_t L^{83}_x . Indeed, taking L^2_{dss} ∩ L^∞_{dss} of the second term, Corollary 6.5 yields, ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_1 s ‖P_σ′ ( m(s)s^{12} ψ_s ) ‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2ds} s ∩L^∞_{dss} ≲ 2∑ ℓ=0 ‖s^{ℓ2} (−Δ)^{ℓ2} m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss Strs} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S .

Together with (8.29) this shows that ‖II‖_{L2ds} s ∩L^∞_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

Step 3: Term III. We estimate III in (8.20) in L^{43}_t L^{43}_x as ‖ ‖ ∫_1 0 (P_{≤σ}′ Å(s)^k)∇_kP_σ′ m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s) dσ^′ σ^′ ‖ ‖ L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≤ ∫_1 0 ‖P_{≤σ}′Å(s)‖_{L2t L2x+L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ‖∇P_σ′ m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s)‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_1 0 ‖P_{≤σ}′Å(s)‖_{L2t L2x+L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖P σ′_2 m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s)‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} dσ^′ σ^′ . Applying (7.43) in Lemma 7.8 it follows that ‖ ‖ ∫_1 0 (P_{≤σ}′ Å(s)^k)∇_k P_σ′ m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s) dσ^′ σ^′ ‖ ‖ L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ∫ 1_2 0 ‖P_σ′ m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s)‖_{L4t L4x∩L} 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} dσ^′ σ^′ . Now we can bound the last integral using the off-diagonal decay estimates from Corollary 6.5 as in (8.30) in Step 2 above to conclude that ‖III‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_{t,x} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ‖⟨sΔ⟩m(s)s^{12} ψ_s(s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} (L^4_t L^4_x∩L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ) ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S .

Step 4: Term IV . We place IV in (8.20) in L^{43}_t L^{43}_x and bound by

‖Å^k∇_kP_{≥1}(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_L 4_{3t L} 4_{3x} ≲ ‖Å‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L 8_{3t L} 8_{3x} ,

where we have used estimate (7.44) from Lemma 7.8. It follows that ‖IV ‖_{L2ds} s ∩L^∞_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . □ The proof of Lemma 8.2 is similar to that of Lemma 8.1. The main difference is that in our applications of the radial Sobolev estimate from Lemma 2.13 we need to treat the radial and angular directions differently to make sure that each term is differentiated with respect to Ω at most once.

Proof of Lemma 8.2. Starting as in the proof of Lemma 8.1 we decompose L_ΩÅ^k∇_k(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) as

L_ΩÅ^k∇_k(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) = ∇_k

∫_1 0 (P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_1 0 ∇_k(P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_1 0 (P_{≤σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)∇_k P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ + L_ΩÅ^k∇_kP_{≥1}(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) =: IΩ + IIΩ + IIIΩ + IV Ω. The terms IIΩ–IV Ω can be estimated using just Strichartz estimates in the exact same manner as the terms II–IV in the poof of Lemma 8.1. The reason is that we never used the radial Sobolev estimates from Lemma 2.13 in bounding these terms, hence the presence of L_Ω does not affect the proofs. To estimate the term IΩ we proceed as in the treatment of term I in the proof of Lemma 8.1, keeping in mind to place the term which carries L_Ω in L^2_θ. The desired estimate is ‖IΩ‖_L2_{dss ∩L}∞_{dss LE}∗ ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S ,

which boils down to establishing the following two estimates: ‖ ‖ ‖σ 1 4 ‖ ‖ ‖Pσ ∇k ∫_1 0 (P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ ‖ ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^2_{dσσ} (0,^1_2 )

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . (8.31) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖P≥σ ∇k ∫_1 0 (P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ ‖ ‖ ‖_{LE∗low} ‖ ‖ ‖ L^∞_{ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^2_{dσ} σ (^1_8 ,4)

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . (8.32)

We begin with the more difficult high-frequency estimate (8.31) and further decompose into

σ^{14} P_σ ∇_k

∫_1 0 (P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ = σ^{14} P_σ ∇_k ∫_σ 0 (P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ + σ^{14} P_σ ∇_k

∫_1 σ (P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ =: IΩ_1 + IΩ_2.

(8.33)

Starting with the second term we want to show that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖IΩ_2 ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^2_{dσ} σ (0,^1_2 )

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S , (8.34)

and for this it is more favorable to let the derivative fall back inside the integral and consider

IΩ_2 = σ^{14} P_σ

∫_1 σ ∇_k(P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ + σ^{14} P_σ

∫_1 σ (P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)∇_kP_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ .(8.35)

For the second term on the right-hand side we drop the projection P_σ in LE^∗_σ and use that ‖F ‖_{LE}∗_σ ≲ ‖F ‖_{LE}∗_{σ′} (since σ^′ ≥ σ) to write ‖ ‖ ‖σ^{14} Pσ ∫_1 σ (P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ^k)∇_kP_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) dσ^′ σ^′ ‖ ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ} ≲ ∫_1 σ σ^{14} ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ^k)∇_kP_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ′} dσ^′ σ^′ .

First we have to estimate the integrand a bit more carefully as ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ^k)∇_kP_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ′} = (σ^′)^{14} ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ^k)∇_kP_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(A≤−k} σ′ ) + ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<0 2^{12 ℓ} ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ^k )∇_kP_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(Aℓ)} + ‖ ‖r^2(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ^k)∇_k P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(A≥0 )} ≤ (σ^′)^{12} ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞x (A≤−k} σ′ )(σ ′)^{− 14} ‖ ‖∇P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(A≤−k} σ′ ) + ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<0 2^ℓ ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (Aℓ)}2^{− 1}2^ℓ ‖ ‖sinh^12 (r)∇P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2r L∞θ (Aℓ)} + ‖ ‖r^4P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (A≥0)} ‖ ‖sinh^12 (r) r^{−2}∇P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2r L∞θ (A≥0)}. Applying Sobolev embedding on the sphere S^1 we further bound this by

≲ (σ^′)^{12} ‖ P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ ‖ L^∞_t L^∞_x (A_{≤−kσ′} )(σ ′)^{− 14} ‖ ∇P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) ‖ L^2_t L^2_x(A_{≤−kσ′} ) + ( ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<0 2^ℓ ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (Aℓ)} ) sup −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<0 2^{− 12 ℓ} ‖ ‖sinh^12 (r)∇P_{σ′} (⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2r L2θ (Aℓ)} + ‖ ‖r^4P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (A≥0 )} ‖ ‖sinh^12 (r) r^{−2}∇P_{σ′} (⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2r L2θ (A≥0)} ≲ ( (σ^′)^{12} ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞x (H2 )} + ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<0 2^ℓ ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (Aℓ)}

+ ‖ ‖r^4P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (A≥0)} )‖ ‖∇P_{σ′} (⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{LEσ′} ≲ ( MΩ_1 + MΩ_2 + MΩ_3 ) (σ^′)^{− 12} ‖ ‖P_{σ′2} (⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{LEσ′} , where

MΩ_1 := (σ^′)^{12} ‖ P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ ‖ L^∞_t L^∞_x (H^2 ),

MΩ_2 := ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<0 2^ℓ ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (Aℓ)}, MΩ_3 := ‖ ‖r^4P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (A≥0 )}. If we can show that

MΩ_j ≲ ‖ψ_s‖_S for j = 1, 2, 3,

the desired bound (8.34) follows by Schur’s test from

∫_1 σ σ^{14} ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ^k)∇_kP_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ′} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_1 σ ( σ σ^′ ) 1_4 (

MΩ_1 + MΩ_2 + MΩ_3 ) (σ^′)^{− 14} ‖ ‖P_{σ′2} (m(s)s^12 ⟨Ω⟩ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{LEσ′} dσ^′ σ^′ . Now the desired bounds on MΩ_j , j = 1, 2, 3, are precisely the contents of (7.34), (7.35), (7.36) in Lemma 7.7.

The treatment of the first term on the right-hand side of (8.35) is similar where we instead use estimates

(7.37), (7.38), (7.39) in Lemma 7.7. This completes the proof of (8.34).

Turning to the first term on the right-hand side of (8.33) we would like to prove ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖IΩ_1 ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^2_{dσσ} (0,^1_2 )

≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . (8.36)

To this end we use Lemma 3.13 with p ∈ (1, 2) fixed, and upon noting that −k_σ ≥ −k_σ′ for 0 < σ^′ ≤ σ, write ‖ ‖IΩ_1 ‖ ‖_{LE∗σ} ≲ ∫_σ 0 σ^{−α} ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t Lpx(A≤−k} σ′ ) dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_σ 0 σ^{−α} ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<−k_σ ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t Lpx(Aℓ)} dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_σ 0 σ^{− 14} ∑ −k_σ ≤ℓ<0 2^{12 ℓ} ‖ ‖(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(Aℓ)} dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_σ 0 σ^{− 14} ‖ ‖r^2(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(A≥0)} dσ^′ σ^′ ≲ ∫_σ 0 σ^{−α} ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖ L^∞_t L 2p 2−p x (H^2 ) ‖ ‖P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(A≤−k} σ′ ) dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_σ 0 σ^{−α} ∑ −k_σ′ ≤ℓ<−k_σ 2^{12 ℓ} ‖ P_{≥σ}′ L_ΩÅ ‖ L^∞_t L 2p 2−p x (A_ℓ)

2^{− 12 ℓ} ‖ P_σ′ (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s) ‖ L^2_t L^2_x(A_ℓ) dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_σ 0 σ^{− 14} ∑ −k_σ ≤ℓ<0 2^ℓ ‖ ‖P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (Aℓ)}2^{− 1}2^ℓ ‖ ‖sinh^12 (r)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2r L∞θ (Aℓ)} dσ^′ σ^′ + ∫_σ 0 σ^{− 14} ‖ ‖r^4(P_{≥σ′} L_ΩÅ) ‖ ‖_{L∞t L∞r L2θ (A≥0)} ‖ ‖sinh^12 (r) r^{−2}P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2r L∞θ (A≥0 )} dσ^′ σ^′ . Applying L^∞_θ -Sobolev embedding on S^1 to bound ‖ ‖sinh^12 (r)P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2r L∞θ (Aℓ)} ≲ ‖ ‖P_{σ′} (⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(Aℓ)}, ‖ ‖sinh^12 (r) r^{−2}P_{σ′} (m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2r L∞θ (A≥0)} ≲ ‖ ‖r^{−2}P_{σ′} (⟨Ω⟩m(s)s^12 ψ_s) ‖ ‖_{L2t L2x(A≥0)}, the desired estimate (8.36) then follows by Schur’s test (as for the term I_1 in the proof of Lemma 8.1) using the bounds (7.35), (7.36), (7.40), and (7.41) from Lemma 7.7. This completes the proof of (8.36), and hence of the high-frequency estimate (8.31).

The proof of the low-frequency estimate (8.32) is based on that of (8.22) in the proof of Lemma 8.1, using similar modifications as above to separate the angular and radial directions, and where in the process we use the estimates (7.36) and (7.40) in Lemma 7.7. We omit the details. □

8.2. Analysis of the quadratic, cubic, and higher terms. In this subsection we complete our analysis by proving Lemmas 8.3 and 8.4.

Proof of Lemma 8.3. The proofs of the asserted estimates are all straightforward consequences of Hölder’s inequality and the previously established bounds on Å, A_t, and Ψ̊ in Lemma 7.2, Lemma 7.3, and Lemma 7.5. We begin with the proof of (8.3). From (7.5) we obtain ‖|Ψ̊|^2⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖Ψ̊‖^2_L∞_{ds} s L^4_t L^4_x ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s 1 2 ψ_s)‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^3_S .

Analogously, using (7.5), the estimate (8.4) follows from ‖|L_ΩΨ̊||Ψ̊|(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{ds} s L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖L_ΩΨ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ‖Ψ̊‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ‖m(s)s^{12} ψ_s‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^3_S .

Next, invoking the bounds (7.6) and (7.8), we infer the estimate (8.5) from ‖Å_kÅ^k⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖Å‖^2_L∞_{ds} s L^4_t L^4_x ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s 1 2 ψ_s)‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^3_S and the estimate (8.6) follows similarly from

‖L_ΩÅ_kÅ^k (m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖L_ΩÅ‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ‖Å‖_L∞_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^3_S . Moreover, using (7.23), we conclude that ‖A_t⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x

≲ ‖A_t‖_L∞_{dss L}2_{t L}2_x ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^3_S ,

which proves (8.7). In a similar manner, we can use (7.23) to deduce (8.8). Finally, the estimate (8.9) is a consequence of (7.9) and ‖(∇_kÅ^k_Q)⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L 4 3 t L 4 3 x ≲ ‖∇Å_Q‖_L∞_{dss L}2_{t L}2_x ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_L∞_{dss ∩L}2_{dss L}4_{t L}4_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^3_S .

The last estimate (8.10) follows analogously. □

Finally, we prove Lemma 8.4.

Proof of Lemma 8.4. The asserted estimates are again straightforward consequences of Hölder’s inequality and the previously established bounds on Å and Ψ̊. In order to prove (8.11), we use (7.5) to conclude that ‖|Ψ^∞||Ψ̊|⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖Ψ^∞‖_L∞_x ‖Ψ̊‖_{L∞ds} s L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . The estimate (8.12) follows analogously from (7.5). Next, we invoke (7.6) and (7.8) to deduce ‖A^∞_k Å^k⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖A^∞‖_L∞_x ‖Å‖_{L∞ds} s L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S , which establishes (8.13). The estimate (8.14) follows similarly. Finally, we use (7.7) to deduce (8.15) from ‖(∇_kÅ^k_L)⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{43}_t L^{43}_x ≲ ‖∇Å_L‖_{L∞ds} s L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ‖⟨Ω⟩(m(s)s^{12} ψ_s)‖_{L∞ds} s ∩L^2_{dss} L^{83}_t L^{83}_x ≲ ‖ψ_s‖^2_S . Then (8.16) can be proven analogously. □

References

[1] J.-P. Anker and V. Pierfelice. Nonlinear Schrödinger equation on real hyperbolic spaces. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire, 26(5):1853–1869, 2009.

[2] V. Banica. The nonlinear Schrödinger equation on hyperbolic space. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 32(10-12):1643– 1677, 2007.

[3] V. Banica, R. Carles, and G. Staffilani. Scattering theory for radial nonlinear Schrödinger equations on hyperbolic space.

Geom. Funct. Anal., 18(2):367–399, 2008.

[4] I. Bejenaru. Global results for Schrödinger maps in dimensions n ≥ 3. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 33(1-3):451– 477, 2008.

[5] I. Bejenaru. On Schrödinger maps. Amer. J. Math., 130(4):1033–1065, 2008.

[6] I. Bejenaru, A. Ionescu, and C. Kenig. Global existence and uniqueness of Schrödinger maps in dimensions d ≥ 4. Adv.

Math., 215(1):263–291, 2007.

[7] I. Bejenaru, A. Ionescu, C. Kenig, and D. Tataru. Equivariant Schrödinger maps in two spatial dimensions. Duke Math.

J., 162(11):1967–2025, 2013.

[8] I. Bejenaru, A. Ionescu, C. Kenig, and D. Tataru. Equivariant Schrödinger maps in two spatial dimensions: the H^2 target.

Kyoto J. Math., 56(2):283–323, 2016.

[9] I. Bejenaru, A. D. Ionescu, C. E. Kenig, and D. Tataru. Global Schrödinger maps in dimensions d ≥ 2: small data in the critical Sobolev spaces. Ann. of Math. (2), 173(3):1443–1506, 2011.

[10] I. Bejenaru and D. Tataru. Near soliton evolution for equivariant Schrödinger maps in two spatial dimensions. Mem. Amer.

Math. Soc., 228(1069):vi+108, 2014.

[11] D. Borthwick and J. L. Marzuola. Dispersive estimates for scalar and matrix Schrödinger operators on H^{n+1} . Math. Phys.

Anal. Geom., 18(1):Art. 22, 26, 2015.

[12] W. O. Bray. Aspects of harmonic analysis on real hyperbolic space. In Fourier analysis (Orono, ME, 1992), volume 157 of Lecture Notes in Pure and Appl. Math., pages 77–102. Dekker, New York, 1994.

[13] N.-H. Chang, J. Shatah, and K. Uhlenbeck. Schrödinger maps. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 53(5):590–602, 2000. [14] X. Chen. Resolvent and spectral measure on non-trapping asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds III: Global-in-time Strichartz estimates without loss. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire, 35(3):803–829, 2018.

[15] X. Chen and A. Hassell. Resolvent and spectral measure on non-trapping asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds I: Resolvent construction at high energy. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 41(3):515–578, 2016.

[16] X. Chen and A. Hassell. Resolvent and spectral measure on non-trapping asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds II: Spectral measure, restriction theorem, spectral multipliers. Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble), 68(3):1011–1075, 2018.

[17] M. Christ and A. Kiselev. Maximal functions associated to filtrations. J. Funct. Anal., 179(2):409–425, 2001. [18] E. B. Davies. Pointwise bounds on the space and time derivatives of heat kernels. J. Operator Theory, 21(2):367–378, 1989. [19] E. B. Davies and N. Mandouvalos. Heat kernel bounds on hyperbolic space and Kleinian groups. Proc. London Math. Soc.

(3), 57(1):182–208, 1988.

[20] W. Ding and Y. Wang. Local Schrödinger flow into Kähler manifolds. Sci. China Ser. A, 44(11):1446–1464, 2001. [21] B. Dodson and P. Smith. A controlling norm for energy-critical Schrödinger maps. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 367(10):7193– 7220, 2015.

[22] A. Grigor’yan. Upper bounds of derivatives of the heat kernel on an arbitrary complete manifold. J. Funct. Anal., 127(2):363–389, 1995.

[23] M. Grillakis and V. Stefanopoulos. Lagrangian formulation, energy estimates, and the Schrödinger map problem. Comm.

Partial Differential Equations, 27(9-10):1845–1877, 2002.

[24] S. Gustafson, K. Kang, and T.-P. Tsai. Asymptotic stability of harmonic maps under the Schrödinger flow. Duke Math.

J., 145(3):537–583, 2008.

[25] S. Gustafson and E. Koo. Global well-posedness for 2D radial Schrödinger maps into the sphere. arXiv e-prints, May 2011. [26] S. Gustafson, K. Nakanishi, and T.-P. Tsai. Asymptotic stability, concentration, and oscillation in harmonic map heat-flow, Landau-Lifshitz, and Schrödinger maps on R^2. Comm. Math. Phys., 300(1):205–242, 2010.

[27] E. Hebey. Sobolev spaces on Riemannian manifolds, volume 1635 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1996.

[28] A. Ionescu and C. Kenig. Low-regularity Schrödinger maps. Differential Integral Equations, 19(11):1271–1300, 2006. [29] A. Ionescu and C. Kenig. Low-regularity Schrödinger maps. II. Global well-posedness in dimensions d ≥ 3. Comm. Math.

Phys., 271(2):523–559, 2007.

[30] A. D. Ionescu, B. Pausader, and G. Staffilani. On the global well-posedness of energy-critical Schrödinger equations in curved spaces. Analysis and PDE, 5(4):705–746, 2012.

[31] A. D. Ionescu and G. Staffilani. Semilinear Schrödinger flows on hyperbolic spaces: scattering H^1. Math. Ann., 345(1):133– 158, 2009.

[32] K. Kaizuka. Resolvent estimates on symmetric spaces of noncompact type. J. Math. Soc. Japan, 66(3):895–926, 2014. [33] C. Kenig, T. Lamm, D. Pollack, G. Staffilani, and T. Toro. The Cauchy problem for Schrödinger flows into Kähler manifolds.

Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., 27(2):389–439, 2010.

[34] S. Klainerman and S. Selberg. Remark on the optimal regularity for equations of wave maps type. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 22(5-6):901–918, 1997.

[35] A.M. Kosevich, B.A. Ivanov, and A.S. Kovalev. Magnetic solitons. Physics Reports, 194(3):117 – 238, 1990. [36] A. Lawrie, J. Lührmann, S.-J. Oh, and S. Shahshahani. Local smoothing estimates for Schrödinger equations on hyperbolic space. ArXiv e-prints, 2018.

[37] A. Lawrie, S.-J. Oh, and S. Shahshahani. Gap eigenvalues and asymptotic dynamics of geometric wave equations on hyperbolic space. J. Funct. Anal., 271(11):3111–3161, 2016.

[38] A. Lawrie, S.-J. Oh, and S. Shahshahani. Profile decompositions for wave equations on hyperbolic space with applications.

Math. Ann., 365(1-2):707–803, 2016.

[39] A. Lawrie, S.-J. Oh, and S. Shahshahani. Equivariant wave maps on the hyperbolic plane with large energy. Math. Res.

Lett., 24(2):449–479, 2017.

[40] A. Lawrie, S.-J. Oh, and S. Shahshahani. Stability of stationary equivariant wave maps from the hyperbolic plane. Amer.

J. Math., 139(4):1085–1147, 2017.

[41] A. Lawrie, S.-J. Oh, and S. Shahshahani. The Cauchy problem for wave maps on hyperbolic space in dimensions d ≥ 4.

Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (7):1954–2051, 2018.

[42] Z. Li. Asymptotic stability of large energy harmonic maps under the wave map from 2D hyperbolic spaces to 2D hyperbolic spaces. ArXiv e-prints, 2017.

[43] Z. Li. Endpoint Strichartz estimates for magnetic wave equations on two dimensional hyperbolic spaces. ArXiv e-prints, 2017.

[44] Z. Li. Global Schrödinger map flows to Kähler manifolds with small data in critical Sobolev spaces: Energy critical case.

ArXiv e-prints, 2018.

[45] Z. Li. Global Schrödinger map flows to Kähler manifolds with small data in critical Sobolev spaces: High dimensions.

ArXiv e-prints, 2019.

[46] Z. Li, X. Ma, and L. Zhao. Asymptotic stability of harmonic maps between 2D hyperbolic spaces under the wave map equation. II. Small energy case. Dyn. Partial Differ. Equ., 15(4):283–336, 2018.

[47] Z. Li and L. Zhao. Convergence to harmonic maps for the Landau-Lifshitz flows between two dimensional hyperbolic spaces.

Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst., 39(1):607–638, 2019.

[48] H. McGahagan. An approximation scheme for Schrödinger maps. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 32(1-3):375–400, 2007.

[49] F. Merle, P. Raphaël, and I. Rodnianski. Blowup dynamics for smooth data equivariant solutions to the critical Schrödinger map problem. Invent. Math., 193(2):249–365, 2013.

[50] J. Metcalfe and M. Taylor. Nonlinear waves on 3D hyperbolic space. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 363(7):3489–3529, 2011.

[51] J. Metcalfe and M. Taylor. Dispersive wave estimates on 3D hyperbolic space. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 140(11):3861–3866, 2012.

[52] A. Nahmod, J. Shatah, L. Vega, and C. Zeng. Schrödinger maps and their associated frame systems. Int. Math. Res. Not.

IMRN, (21):Art. ID rnm088, 29, 2007.

[53] S.-J. Oh. Gauge choice for the Yang-Mills equations using the Yang-Mills heat flow and local well-posedness in H^1. J.

Hyperbolic Differ. Equ., 11(1):1–108, 2014.

[54] S.-J. Oh. Finite energy global well-posedness of the Yang–Mills equations on R^{1+3} : An approach using the Yang–Mills heat flow. Duke Math. J., 164(9):1669–1732, 2015.

[55] S.-J. Oh and D. Tataru. The hyperbolic Yang-Mills equation in the caloric gauge. Local well-posedness and control of energy dispersed solutions. ArXiv e-prints, 2017.

[56] S.-J. Oh and D. Tataru. The threshold conjecture for the energy critical hyperbolic Yang-Mills equation. ArXiv e-prints, 2017.

[57] S.-J. Oh and D. Tataru. The Yang-Mills heat flow and the caloric gauge. ArXiv e-prints, 2017. [58] S.-J. Oh and D. Tataru. The hyperbolic Yang-Mills equation for connections in an arbitrary topological class. Comm.

Math. Phys., 365(2):685–739, 2019.

[59] G. Perelman. Blow up dynamics for equivariant critical Schrödinger maps. Comm. Math. Phys., 330(1):69–105, 2014. [60] I. Rodnianski, Y. Rubinstein, and G. Staffilani. On the global well-posedness of the one-dimensional Schrödinger map flow.

Anal. PDE, 2(2):187–209, 2009.

[61] P. Smith. Geometric renormalization below the ground state. Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (16):3800–3844, 2012. [62] P. Smith. Conditional global regularity of Schrödinger maps: subthreshold dispersed energy. Anal. PDE, 6(3):601–686, 2013.

[63] P. Smith. An unconstrained Lagrangian formulation and conservation laws for the Schrödinger map system. J. Math. Phys., 55(5):051502, 16, 2014.

[64] A. Soffer and M. I. Weinstein. Resonances, radiation damping and instability in Hamiltonian nonlinear wave equations.

Invent. Math., 136(1):9–74, 1999.

[65] R. S. Strichartz. Analysis of the Laplacian on the complete Riemannian manifold. J. Funct. Anal., 52(1):48–79, 1983. [66] P.-L. Sulem, C. Sulem, and C. Bardos. On the continuous limit for a system of classical spins. Comm. Math. Phys., 107(3):431–454, 1986.

[67] T. Tao. Geometric renormalization of large energy wave maps. In Journées “Équations aux Dérivées Partielles”, pages Exp. No. XI, 32. École Polytech., Palaiseau, 2004.

[68] T. Tao. Global regularity of wave maps III–VII. Preprints, 2008–2009.

[69] D. Tataru. Strichartz estimates in the hyperbolic space and global existence for the semilinear wave equation. Trans. Amer.

Math. Soc., 353(2):795–807 (electronic), 2001.

[70] M. E. Taylor. Tools for PDE, volume 81 of Mathematical Surveys and Monographs. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2000. Pseudodifferential operators, paradifferential operators, and layer potentials.

[71] H. Triebel. Theory of function spaces. II, volume 84 of Monographs in Mathematics. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 1992.

Andrew Lawrie

Department of Mathematics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 77 Massachusetts Ave, 2-267, Cambridge, MA 02139, U.S.A. alawrie@mit.edu

Jonas Lührmann

Department of Mathematics, Texas A&M University Blocker 218B, College Station, TX 77843-3368, U.S.A. luhrmann@math.tamu.edu

Sung-Jin Oh

Department of Mathematics, UC Berkeley Evans Hall 970, Berkeley, CA 94720-3840, U.S.A. sjoh@math.berkley.edu

Sohrab Shahshahani

Department of Mathematics, University of Massachusetts, Amherst 710 N. Pleasant Street, Amherst, MA 01003-9305, U.S.A. sohrab@math.umass.edu