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ON THE VORTICITY THRESHOLD FOR STEADY WATER WAVES

EVGENIY LOKHARU

Abstract. This paper presents a comprehensive analysis of two-dimensional water waves char-
acterized by a significant adverse constant vorticity over flows without stagnation points. Sur-
prisingly, we discover qualitative distinctions between this scenario and those featuring favor-
able vorticity. Our findings reveal that in the presence of large adverse vorticity, neither Stokes
waves nor solitary waves can approach extreme waves exhibiting surface stagnation points.
Conversely, we demonstrate that global bifurcation curves always lead to unidirectional Stokes
and solitary waves with precisely one stagnation point located at the bottom right beneath the
crest. In contrast, it is known that any favorable or even small adverse vorticity eliminates
the possibility of bottom stagnation, leading to extreme waves exhibiting surface singularities.
Additionally, we establish several novel facts, including new bounds for both amplitude and
the Froude number.

1. Introduction

Waves over rotational flows are common in nature and one of the most known mathematical
models is Euler equations with a constant vorticity. The assumption of a linear current is not
only physically relevant but also simplifies mathematical aspects of the theory. In the present
paper we will consider the case of adverse constant vorticity in the unidirectional setting, when
no stagnation points are allowed. The corresponding stream function formulation is

∆ψ + ω = 0 in Dη , (1.1a)

1
2 |∇ψ|

2 + y = r on y = η, (1.1b)

ψ = 1 on y = η, (1.1c)

ψ = 0 on y = 0. (1.1d)

Note that we use non-dimensional variables, where the mass flux and the gravitational constant
are scaled to the unity. Throughout the paper we assume ω = −γ with γ > 0 to be a large
constant.

In what follows we will consider the case when the flow is unidirectional, that is,

ψy > 0 (1.1e)

everywhere in Dη. We will prove below that this condition is very restrictive, provided the
vorticity ω is a large negative constant, that is adverse. In this case all solutions subject to
(1.1e) are close to laminar flows. In particular, they are of small-amplitude. Our main results
are the following.

Theorem 1.1. For any unidirectional Stokes or solitary wave solution (ψ, η) with r ∈ (R(sc), R(0)]
the following is true.

(i) Everywhere at the surface we have

ψy ≥ γη̌ −O(γ−2) =
√

2γ −O(γ−1).

(ii) At every crest we have

ψy ≥
√

2γ −O(γ−
5
2 ), η̂ ≤

√

2

γ
+O(γ−

7
2 ).

(iii) The amplitude satisfies

η̂ − η̌ = O(γ−2).

Date: April 9, 2024.

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2404.04523v1


2 EVGENIY LOKHARU

Here η̂ = max η and η̌ = min η are the water depths at the crest and trough respectively.
The first statement (i) forbids surface stagnation points for unidirectional waves. In (ii) we

have a bound for η̂ which is sharp in the following sense. Note that the value d(0) =
√

2/γ
coincides with the depth of the unidirectional flow enjoying stagnation at the bottom. There
is also an analogue of that d(s0) for favourable vorticity and it is known that η̂ < d(s0) for all
unidirectional Stokes waves and favourable vorticity. In the case of adverse and large vorticity,
on the other hand, η̂ may exceed d(0) but nor much as required in (ii). For instance, every
unidirectional wave with a bottom stagnation, that are proved to exist in the theorems below,

must have η̂ >
√

2
γ .

The last claim (iii) shows that all unidirectional waves with a strong adverse vorticity are of
small amplitude. The estimate (iii) is similar to the ones in [CSV21, LWW23] for a favourable
constant vorticity.

The assumption r < γ +
√

2/γ is somewhat natural, since the Bernoulli constant of every
laminar flow subject to (1.1e) and giving rise to a local bifurcation of Stokes waves satisfies this
inequality. The best known upper bound for r was obtained in [Lok21] but we prove a sharp

bound r < γ +
√

2/γ for large γ in Theorem 4.4.
The claim of Theorem 1.1 partly justifies the numerical results of [KS08b, KS08a]. It was

observed there a certain threshold value for the vorticity γ⋆ such that no unidirectional extreme
waves appear through global bifurcations with γ > γ⋆, while values γ < γ⋆ always lead to
extreme waves. When γ > γ⋆ one finds instead solutions with stagnation points located at the
bottom right below crests. The corresponding bifurcation curves can then be extended further
giving rise to solutions with critical layers attached to the bottom; see [KKL20], where solitary
waves of this type were found.

As a corollary we prove the following existence results.

Theorem 1.2 (The existence of unidirectional solitary waves with bottom stagnation). For

any large enough γ > 0 let C be the global bifurcation curve of unidirectional solitary waves of

elevation constructed in [Whe13]. Then there is a sequence (ψ(j), η(j), r(j)) ∈ C converging to a

solitary wave (ψ∗, η∗, r∗) such that η∗ ∈ C∞(R) and ψ∗
y > 0 everywhere in the fluid expect one

point at the bottom right below the crest, where ψ∗
y = 0.

A similar statement holds true for bifurcations of Stokes waves.

Theorem 1.3 (The existence of unidirectional solitary waves with bottom stagnation). For any
large enough γ > 0 let C be the analytic global bifurcation curve of unidirectional Stokes waves

with a fixed wavelength constructed in [Var20, Theorem 18]. We assume that this curve starts

at any unidirectional laminar flow (U(y; s); d(s)) with 0 < s < sc. Then there is a sequence

(ψ(j), η(j), r(j)) ∈ C converging to a Stokes wave (ψ∗, η∗, r∗) such that η∗ ∈ C∞(R) and ψ∗
y > 0

everywhere in the fluid expect one point at the bottom right below the crest, where ψ∗
y = 0.

By a Stokes wave we mean a smooth periodic solution to the problem (1.1) whose surface
profile has exactly one trough and one crest in each minimal period and is monotone in be-
tween. Stokes waves are typical solutions arising as small-amplitude perturbations of laminar
flows. There are also large-amplitude Stokes waves and even extreme Stokes waves enjoying
surface singularities at every crest, where ψy = 0. However, as follows from our Theorem 1.1
such extreme waves (or more precisely connected families of Stokes waves leading to an extreme
wave) are not possible when ω is negative and large.

2. Preliminaries

Before proving Theorem 1.1 we will verify the following more technical result.

Theorem 2.1. There exist absolute constants γ⋆, δ⋆ > 0 such that there is no Stokes or solitary

wave solution (ψ, η) with γ > γ⋆, r < γ +
√

2/γ and such that

minψy(x, η(x)) =
√

2γ − δ⋆
γ
, (2.1)
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provided (1.1e) holds true everywhere in the fluid.

An important part of the analysis is related to laminar flows subject to (1.1e), whose stream
functions can be obtained as

U(y; s) = 1
2γy

2 + sy, s > 0.

The corresponding formulas for the depth and the Bernoulli constant are given by

d(s) =
−s+

√

s2 + 2γ

γ
, R(s) = 1

2s
2 + γ + d(s).

Thus, for each s > 0 the pair ψ = U(y; s) and η = d(s) solve (1.1) with r = R(s) and satisfy
(1.1e). For more on unidirectional flows we refer to [KKL15].

The formula for d(s) implies that the depth is a monotonically decreasing function of s > 0,
while R(s) decreases for s ∈ [0, sc] and increases for s ≥ sc for some critical value sc defined by
the relation R′(s) = 0. This equation has a unique solution s = sc, which satisfies

sc −
1

γ
+

sc

γ
√

s2c + 2γ
= 0.

Assuming γ is large, we have

sc =
1

γ
+O(γ−3/2).

For the corresponding depth, we find

d(sc) =
−sc +

√

s2c + 2γ

γ
=

√

2

γ
− 1

γ2
+O(γ−5/2).

Note also that for any r ∈ (R(sc), R(0)] there are exactly two roots s−(r) < s+(r) to the
equation R(s) = r.

The largest possible values for d = d(s) is attained at s = 0 and is given by

d(0) =

√

2

γ
,

while the corresponding Bernoulli constant is

R(0) = γ +

√

2

γ
.

It is known from [KKL15] that an arbitrary non-laminar and unidirectional solution corresponds
the Bernoulli constant that is strictly greater than R(sc). Furthermore, unidirectional laminar
flows have Bernoulli constants strictly less than R(0). This explains one of the assumptions we
make below regarding the Bernoulli constant, that is

r ∈ (R(sc), R(0)).

Using the formula for d(sc) it is clear that any such r is subject to

r = γ +

√

2

γ
+O(γ−2). (2.2)

Asymptotics of this type are crucial for the proofs. Below we will obtain expansions for η̌ =
min(η) and ψy|y=0 at the bottom.

Proposition 2.2. Every smooth solution (ψ, η) with r ∈ (R(sc), R(0)) is subject to the bounds

d(s+(R(0))) < η̌ < d(0). (2.3)

In particular, we get

η̌ =

√

2

γ
+O(γ−2). (2.4)
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Proof. The inequalities
d−(r) < η̌ < d(0)

were proved in [KKL15] (note that d−(r) there is exactly d(s+(r))). In order to verify (2.3) it
is left note that d(s+(R(0))) < d−(r) since s+(R(0)) > s+(r) and d is a decreasing function of
s. For the remaining part (2.4) we need to compute s̄ := s+(R(0)), which solves

1
2 s̄

2 + γ + d(s̄) = R(0).

Using the corresponding formulas for d(s̄) and R(0) we can rewrite the last equality as

1
2 s̄

2 +
−s̄+

√

s̄2 + 2γ

γ
=

√

2

γ
.

From here one computes s̄ = s+(R(0)) = O(γ−1) and so

d(s+(R(0))) =

√

2

γ
+O(γ−2).

This and (2.3) together give the desired asymptotics, since d(0) =
√

2/γ. �

The next statement will be proved only for Stokes waves, which are periodic solutions to the
problem with the surface profile being symmetric around each crest and trough and monotone
in between. We will assume that x = −Λ and x = 0 are the coordinates for the trough and
crest respectively; here Λ is the half-period. Under given assumptions we have ψx(x, y) < 0 for
all x ∈ (−Λ, 0) and y ∈ (0, η(x)). This fact will be used in the proof below. More details on
properties of Stokes waves can be found in [CS04].

Proposition 2.3. There exist absolute constants γ0 > 0 and C0 > 0 such that for any smooth

Stokes or solitary wave solution (ψ, η) with r ∈ (R(sc), R(0)) we have

ψy(x, 0) ≤
C0

γ
(2.5)

uniformly in x ∈ R, provided γ > γ0.

Proof. When proving this and later statements we will only consider the case of a Stokes wave.
A similar argument will always work also for solitary waves with no or trivial modifications.
In order to obtain an upper bound for ψy at the bottom we need to estimate ψy(−Λ, 0) right
below the trough. This is because ψxy < 0 on (−Λ, 0) and so ψy(x, 0) is decreasing there. To
prove this one can apply the Hopf lemma to the harmonic function ψx being positive for all
x ∈ (−Λ, 0) and y ∈ (0, η(x)) and zero for y = 0. Furthermore, by the same Hopf lemma one
finds ψxx ≤ 0 everywhere below the trough and so

ψyy ≥ γ

there for all y ∈ [0, η(−Λ)] as follows from (1.1a). In particular, we see that

ψy ≥ ψy|y=0 + γy

everywhere below the trough. Now we integrate this inequality over [0, η̌] and obtain

1 ≥ η̌ψy(−Λ, 0) + 1
2γη̌

2.

Next we use (2.4) to find

1 ≥
(
√

2

γ
+O(γ−2)

)

ψy(−Λ, 0) + 1
2γ

(

2

γ
+O(γ−5/2)

)

.

From here one gets ψy(−Λ, 0) = O(γ−1) as desired. �

Proposition 2.4. There are absolute constants C1, C2 > 0 such that for any δ > 0 there exists

a constant γ1(δ) depending only on δ with the following property. For any Stokes or solitary

wave solution (ψ, η) with γ > γ1(δ), r ∈ (R(sc), R(0)) and satisfying the inequality

ψy ≥
√

2γ − δ

γ
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at every crest we have

ψy ≥ C1γδ
−1y (2.6)

everywhere in the fluid. Furthermore, we have

η̂ ≤ C2δ

√

2

γ
(2.7)

for some another absolute constant C2.

Proof. We consider a harmonic function

h = ψy − λy

for some λ > 0 to be chosen. Note that h ≥ 0 on y = 0, while

h ≥
√

2γ − δ

γ
− λη̂

on y = η. Note that from the Bernoulli equation we get

1
2

(

√

2γ − δ

γ

)2

+ η̂ ≤ γ +

√

2

γ
+O(γ−2),

which gives

η̂ ≤ Cδ

√

2

γ
+O(γ−2)

with some absolute C. Thus, we can choose

λ =
γ

2Cδ

and so

h ≥
√

γ

2
− δ

γ
≥ 0

on the surface if γ ≥ γ1(δ) for some γ1 depending on δ. Now the maximum principle gives the
desired inequality. �

Proposition 2.5. Let (ψ, η) be an arbitrary smooth solution with η̂ := max η < γ/4. Then the

inequality

ψ(x, y) <
ψ2
x(x, y) + ψ2

y(x, y)

γ

holds true for all (x, y) ∈ Dη.

Proof. Let us consider the function

f =
1

2
ψ2
x +

1

2
ψ2
y −

γ

2
ψ.

A direct computation shows that

∆f = 2
f2x + f2y
ψ2
x + ψ2

y

and then the minimum of f has to be at the boundary. Note that f is strictly positive everywhere
at the bottom, while on the surface y = η we have

f = r − η − γ
2 ≥ 0.

Here we used the main assumption on η̂ and the inequality r ≥ γ, which holds for any smooth
solution with r ≥ R(sc) (and hence for arbitrary smooth solutions; see [KKL15]). Thus, we
conclude f ≥ 0 everywhere in the fluid by the maximum principle, which immediately leads the
desired inequality. �
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Proposition 2.6. There is an absolute constant C3 > 0 such that for any δ > 0 there exists a

constant γ2(δ) depending only on δ with the following property. For any Stokes or solitary wave

solution (ψ, η) with γ > γ2(δ), r ∈ (R(sc), R(0)) and satisfying the inequality

ψy ≥
√

2γ − δ

γ

everywhere at the surface we have

y⋆ < C3

√
δ

γ2

for any y⋆ enjoying ψy(0, y⋆) = 1/γ.

Proof. Given δ > 0 we choose γ2(δ) to be larger than γ1(δ) and such that

C2δ

√

2

γ
≤ γ

4

whenever γ > γ2(δ). Here C2 is the constant from (2.7). This allows to apply both Proposition
2.4 and Proposition 2.5 to every solution under given assumptions. Let y⋆ ∈ (0, η(0)) be such
that ψy(0, y⋆) = 1/γ. Note that by Proposition 2.4 we have

y ≤ Cδ

γ
ψy(x, y)

everywhere in the fluid with C = C−1
1 . We integrate this inequality for x = 0 and y ∈ [0, y⋆],

which gives

y2⋆ ≤ 2Cδ

γ
ψ(0, y⋆) <

2Cδ

γ4
.

Here for the last inequality we used Proposition 2.5. Now it is left to take the square root. �

3. Proof of Theorem 2.1

In order to prove the theorem we need to provide δ⋆ and γ⋆. First we will choose δ⋆ and then
γ⋆ depending on δ⋆. Let δ1 > 0 and γ3 be some absolute constants such that

r − γ −
√
2γ − δ

γ

γ
>

δ

2γ2
(3.1)

for all δ > δ1, γ > γ3 and r ∈ (R(sc), R(0)). This is always possible since such r is subject to
the identity

r − γ =

√

2

γ
+O(γ−2).

Next we choose δ2 such that

C3

√
δ <

δ

2
(3.2)

for all δ > δ2. Here C3 is the constant from Proposition 2.6. Next, we choose any δ⋆ such that
δ⋆ > max(δ1, δ2, C

2
0 ), where C0 is the constant in (2.5). Now let γ4(δ⋆) be defined so that

1− γ

(

√

2γ − δ⋆
γ

)

< 0 (3.3)

for all γ > γ4(
′δ⋆). Finally, we choose any

γ⋆ > max(γ0, γ1(δ⋆), γ2(δ⋆), γ3, γ4(δ⋆)).

We prove the claim of the theorem for chosen above δ⋆ and γ⋆ by a contradiction. Let (ψ, η)
be a solution satisfying the assumptions and such that

minψy(x, η(x)) = ψy(x0, η(x0)) =
√

2γ − δ⋆
γ

for some x0. Next we consider the auxiliary function

g = 1
2ψ

2
x +

1
2ψ

2
y + y − γψ − 1

γ
ψy.
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A direct computation shows that

∆g +
a

(ψy − 1
γ )

2 + ψ2
x

gx +
b

(ψy − 1
γ )

2 + ψ2
x

gy = 0,

where a, b are some smooth functions. Thus, the maximum of g has to be achieved either at the
upper, lower boundaries or at the points, where ψx = 0 and ψy = 1/γ. At the upper boundary
we get

max g(x, η(x)) = g(x0, η(x0)) = r − γ −
√
2γ − δ⋆

γ

γ
>

δ⋆
2γ2

(3.4)

by (3.1). Note that the maximum of g can not be attained at the lower boundary y = 0 since
there

g < 1
2ψ

2
y ≤ C2

0

2γ2

and δ⋆ > C2
0 by the choice. We aim to show that the maximum of g can only be attained at

the upper boundary and so we need to consider the points where ψx = 0 and ψy = 1/γ. Note
that ψx(x, y) 6= 0 for x ∈ (−Λ, 0) and so there are two options x = 0 or x = −Λ if we take into
account the symmetry around x = 0. Assume that

max g = g(−Λ, y†)

for some y† ∈ (0, η̌). A direct computation gives

gyy(−Λ, y†) = −ψxx(−Λ, y†)ψyy(−Λ, y†).

Note however that ψxx(−Λ, y†) < 0 and ψyy(−Λ, y†) > 0 so that gyy(−Λ, y†) > 0 and no
maximum can be there. The other alternative is

max g = g(0, y⋆).

Here we have

g(0, y⋆) < y⋆ < C3

√
δ⋆
γ2

by Proposition 2.6, which is applicable by the choice of δ⋆ and γ⋆. But (3.2) holds true for
δ = δ⋆ and so we conclude

g(0, y⋆) < C3

√
δ⋆
γ2

<
δ⋆
2γ2

< g(x0, η(x0))

by (3.4). Hence the maximum of g is to be attained at the upper boundary. At x = −Λ the
function ψy(x, η(x)) has a local minimum, while for x = 0 we have

gy(0, η(0)) = −η′′ψy
1− γψy

γ
< 0.

Here we used (3.3) which guarantees that 1 − γψy < 0 along the upper boundary. Thus, the
maximum of g is at some (x0, η(x0)) with η

′(x0) 6= 0. A direct computation shows that

gy(x0, η(x0)) =
1− γψy

γ(1 + η′2)ψy
< 0.

This contradicts the Hopf lemma and completes the proof.

4. Improved bounds

Our aim is to obtain better bounds for the amplitude of a solution as well to improve our
central inequality (2.1). We will use a similar idea as in the proof of Proposition 2.4 combined
with the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. For any λ ≥ γ
2 the function ζ(x) = ψy(x, η(x)) − λη(x) attains its minimum at

the crest, where x = 0.
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Proof. A proof of this result is given in [KL23, Proposition 3.3] (see the second formula after
(3.7) there), one just needs to choose k = −λ and note that Lf ≥ 0 when k ≤ ω

2 or, equivalently,
λ ≥ γ

2 . �

Lemma 4.2. Assume that ψy ≥ √
2γ − δ

γ > 0 everywhere at the surface and η̂ ≤ A0

√

2
γ , then

η̂ ≤
√

2

γ
· 1

1− δ√
2γ3

.

In particular this bound is independent of A0 > 0.

Proof. We shall consider the harmonic function

h = ψy − λy, λ =

√
2γ − δ

γ

A0

√

2
γ

.

The choice of λ ensures that h ≥ 0 everywhere at the surface, while h = ψy ≥ 0 at the bottom.
Thus, h is non-negative everywhere by the maximum principle. This implies

y ≤ 1

λ
ψy

everywhere below the crest. Integrating this inequality over [0, η̂], we find

η̂2

2
≤ 1

λ
,

which is equivalent to

η̂ ≤





A0

1− δ√
2γ3





1
2 √

2

γ
= A1

√

2

γ
.

Repeating the same argument with A0 replaced by A1 we find

η̂ ≤ A2

√

2

γ
, A2 =





A1

1− δ√
2γ3





1
2 √

2

γ
.

This way we obtain a sequence

An =





An−1

1− δ√
2γ3





1
2 √

2

γ
→ 1

1− δ√
2γ3

,

which gives the desired inequality after passing to the limit. �

Lemma 4.3. Assume that ψy ≥ √
2γ(1− ǫ) > 0 just at the crest, where η̂ ≤ B0

√

2
γ , then

η̂ ≤
√

2

γ

1

1− ǫ
,

provided |ǫ|, |1 −B0| < ǫ⋆ for some absolute constant ǫ⋆ > 0.

Proof. The proof is similar to the argument in Lemma 4.2, but here we do not require the
inequality for ψy to hold everywhere at the surface. To overcome this difficulty we will use
Lemma 4.1 to ensure that the function h has the right sign at the surface. More precisely, we
define

h = ψy − λy, λ =
(1− ǫ)

B0
γ.
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If ǫ and |1−B0| are small, then we have Lemma 4.1 that forces h to have minimum along the
surface exactly at the crest, where h ≥ 0 by the choice of λ. As before, this leads to the new
bound

η̂ ≤ B1

√

2
γ , B1 =

(

B0

1− ǫ

)1/2

.

Now we consider the convergent sequence

Bn =

(

Bn−1

1− ǫ

)1/2

→ 1

1− ǫ
.

To apply this argument for all n we need to ensure that

(1− ǫ)

Bn
≥ 1

2 .

This is true for the limiting value of Bn, provided ǫ is small enough. It remains to check a
finite number of inequalities, which can done by choosing B0 close enough to 1. This finishes
the proof. �

Now we can improve the result of Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Our proof is based on the previous lemmas. We can apply Lemma 4.2
in view of Theorem 2.1. This gives the bound

η̂ ≤
√

2

γ
+O(γ−2).

Using this inequality inside of the Bernoulli equation at the crest, we get

1
2ψ

2
y ≥ r − η̂ ≥ γ +

√

2

γ
−O(γ−2)−

√

2

γ
−O(γ−2) = γ −O(γ−2).

Thus, we conclude

ψy ≥
√

2γ(1−O(γ−3))

at the crest as stated in (ii). In order to obtain the bound for η̂ we just need to apply Lemma
4.3 for large enough γ. This proves the claim (ii) and also claim (iii), since

η̌ =

√

2

γ
−O(γ−2).

For the first claim we need to use the monotonicity of the function

ψy(x, η(x)) − γη(x)

at the surface, which decays from the trough to the crest. In particular, we get

ψy ≥ γη + ψy(0, η̂)− γη̂ ≥ γη̌ −O(γ−2)

as desired.
�

In a similar way one can also prove the following important result.

Theorem 4.4. There exist no unidirectional Stokes or solitary waves with r = R(0), provided
γ is large enough.

The claim of is also true for unidirectional Stokes and solitary waves with a bottom stagnation.

Proof. Our argument is the same for Stokes and solitary waves. Assume the statement is false
and such solution exists. Our argument here is essentially based on Lemma 4.3 from above. We

aim to show that η̂ ≤
√

2
γ and ψy ≥ √

2γ at the crest. We start with the bound

η̂ ≤
√

2

γ
(1 + ǫ0), ǫ0 = A0γ

−3
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provided by (ii) in Theorem 1.1. Now we use the Bernoulli equation and get

1
2ψ

2
y = R(0)− η̂ = γ +

√

2

γ
−
√

2

γ
(1 + ǫ0) = γ − ǫ0

√

2

γ
.

Hence, we find

ψy ≥
√

2γ

√

1− ǫ0

√

2

γ3
≥
√

2γ(1− ǫ′1),

provided

ǫ′1 = ǫ0

√

2

γ3
= A0

√
2γ−

9
2 ≤ 1. (4.1)

Which is true if γ large enough. Now we apply Lemma 4.3 and obtain

η̂ ≤
√

2

γ

1

1− ǫ′1
≤
√

2

γ
(1 + ǫ1), ǫ1 = 2ǫ′1 = ǫ02

√

2

γ3

wherever ǫ′1 <
1
2 . Thus, we obtained a better bound for η̂ using the Bernoulli equation, which

does not produce an extra error, since r = R(0). We can repeat this argument, which will lead
to the sequence

ǫn = ǫn−12

√

2

γ3
= ǫ0

(

2
√
2

γ3

)n

.

Thus, if γ is large enough, we can satisfy all inequalities such as (4.1) and the assumption of
Lemma 4.3 at each step. And after passing to the limit we conclude

η̂ ≤
√

2

γ
, ψy ≥

√

2γ

to be true at the crest. Note that we always have η̂ ≥ d+(r) = d(0) =
√

2
γ and so η̂ = d(0).

Now we apply the maximum principle to the function

ψ(x, y)− U(y), U(y) = γ
2 y

2

defined on the fluid domain {(x, y) : 0 < y < η(x)}. This function is non-negative and is zero
at the crest, where the Hopf lemma gives

ψy − Uy < 0.

But this leads to a contradiction, since ψy ≥ √
2γ and Uy =

√
2γ at the crest.

�

5. Global bifurcation of solitary waves

Theorem 5.1 (Nonexistence of solitary waves with large Bernoulli constants). For each large

enough γ there exists a constant R∗ ∈ (R(sc), R(0)) with the following property. For every

smooth unidirectional solitary wave the corresponding Bernoulli constant is subject to the bound

R(sc) < r < R∗.

The claim of is also true for unidirectional Stokes and solitary waves with a bottom stagnation.

Proof. Let γ be large enough so that assumptions of Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 4.4 are fulfilled.
Then we assume the claim is wrong and there exists a sequence of unidirectional solitary waves
(ψ(j), η(j), r(j)) with r(j) → R(0) as j → ∞. In view of Theorem 2.1 we have ψy being uniformly
separated from zero and the slopes are uniformly bounded. This guarantees that the norms
of solutions are uniformly bounded by a constant depending only on γ; see Proposition 3.2
from [KL23] providing uniform regularity near the surface. The uniform regularity allows to

find a convergent subsequence and we can assume that η(j) → η(∗) in C2(I) over any compact

interval I. The limiting solution η(∗) is smooth and satisfies η(∗)(crest) ≥ d(0) and r(∗) = R(0).
Furthermore, it has to be monotone one each side of the crest. Note that it can not coincide
with the subcritical stream solution (U(y, 0), d(0)) since it has a different flow force constant,
corresponding to the supercritical stream (as a limit of supercritical solitary waves). It also
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can not coincide with the supercritical stream since η(∗)(crest) ≥ d(0). Thus, it is a non-trivial

solitary wave satisfying ψ
(∗)
y > 0 everywhere in the fluid except, possibly, one point at the

bottom right below the crest, where ψ
(∗)
y = 0. However, this is in a contradiction with Theorem

4.4. �

Proof of Theorem 1.2. The claim of the theorem follows from [Whe13, Theorem 1.1] and the
inequality r < R∗ provided by Theorem 5.1. This bound for the Bernoulli constant ensures
that the result of our Theorem 2.1 is applicable to solutions in C and so all solitary waves along
the bifurcation curve are uniformly bounded in norm, that is supC ‖η‖C2 < +∞. Therefore,
using the claim of [Whe13, Theorem 1.1] we can find a sequence of solutions (ψ(j), η(j), r(j)) ∈ C
convergent to a smooth solitary wave (ψ∗, η∗, r∗) such that inf ψ∗

y = 0, where the infimum is
taken over the whole fluid domain. But on the surface ψ∗

y > 0 by our Theorem 2.1, which only
leaves a possibility of the bottom stagnation. However, the bottom stagnation can only happen
right below the crest, which finishes the proof. Note that this solitary wave is a non-trivial in
view of the Theorem 5.1. �

6. Global bifurcations of Stokes waves

Proof of Theorem 1.3. For a large γ and given a subcritical stream solution (U(y; s); d(s)) with
0 < s < sc we consider the global bifurcation curve C of fixed period Stokes waves starting
from (U(y; s); d(s)). Such curves were constructed in [Var20, Theorem 18] under a more general
setting allowing for critical layers and stagnation points. Then, as directly follows from [Var20,
Theorem 18], there are several alternatives as one move along the bifurcation curve: (i) the
norms of solutions become unbounded, (ii) the surface profiles have troughs approaching the
bottom, or (iii) a stagnation point is being formed somewhere in the fluid. Note that whenever
solutions are unidirectional the corresponding Bernoulli constant is bounded from above by R(0)
in view of Theorem 4.4, provided γ is large enough. Thus, the second option is not possible
since η̌ ≥ d(s+(R(0))) (as we explained in the proof of Proposition 2.2). The first option is
naturally eliminated by Theorem 2.1, which ensures the norms are uniformly bounded. This
leaves the third possibility, which, again by Theorem 2.1, implies the bottom stagnation. Thus,
there exists a sequence (ψ(j), η(j), r(j)) of Stokes waves with R(sc) < r(j) < R(0) such that

ψ(j)(0, 0) → 0 as j → +∞. Now since the norms are uniformly bounded we can always find a
converging subsequence. This finishes the proof. �
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