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THE STABILITY OF SHEATH TO THE NONISENTROPIC

EULER-POISSON SYSTEM WITH FLUID-BOUNDARY INTERACTION

HAIYAN YIN, RONG ZENG, AND MENGMENG ZHU

Abstract. In the present paper, we define the sheath by a monotone stationary solution
to the nonisentropic Euler-Poisson system under a condition known as the Bohm criterion
and consider a situation in which charged particles accumulate on the boundary due to
the flux from the inner region. Under this fluid-boundary interactive setting, we prove
the large time asymptotic stability of the sheath provided that the initial perturbation
is sufficiently small in some weighted Sobolev spaces. Moreover, the convergence rate of
the solution toward the sheath is obtained. The proof is based on the weighted energy
method.

1. Introduction

Mathematically, the plasma sheath is often described as the stationary solution or bound-
ary layer solution in the half line to the Euler-Poisson system for the only heavier ions flow
under the Boltzmann relation. In the paper, the flow of positively charged ions in plasmas
is governed by the nonisentropic Euler-Poisson system of the form







nt + (nu)x = 0,

(mnu)t + (mnu2 + p)x = nφx,

Wt + (Wu+ pu)x = nuφx,

φxx = n− e−φ.

(1.1)

The unknown functions n, u and φ stand for the density, velocity and the electrostatic
potential, respectively. The function W stands for the total energy given by

W =
1

2
mnu2 +

p

γ − 1
, (1.2)

where the constant γ > 1 is the ratio of specific heats and the pressure p satisfies the
equation of state:

p = RTn, (1.3)
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with the temperature function T and the Boltzmann constant R > 0. Note that φ has been
chosen to have an opposite sign compared to the usual situation in physics. In the fourth
equation of (1.1), the electron density ne is determined by the electrostatic potential in
terms of the Boltzmann relation ne = e−φ. We remark that the nonisentropic Euler-Poisson
system (1.1) can be formally derived through the macro-micro decomposition from the
Vlasov-Poisson-Boltzmann system for the ions flow in kinetic theory, cf. [7]. Substituting
(1.2) and (1.3) into the equations (1.1), we can obtain the following equations:







nt + (nu)x = 0,

mn(ut + uux) + (RTn)x = nφx,

Tt + uTx + (γ − 1)Tux = 0,

φxx = n− e−φ.

(1.4)

The goal of this paper is to study the large-time behavior of solutions to the initial
boundary value problem on (1.4) over the one-dimensional half space R+ := {x > 0}.

Initial data for system (1.4) are given by

(n, u, T )(0, x) = (n0, u0, T0)(x) with inf
x∈R+

n0(x) > 0 and inf
x∈R+

T0(x) > 0, (1.5)

lim
x→∞

(n0, u0, T0)(x) = (n∞, u∞, T∞), (1.6)

φx(0, 0) = q0 ∈ R, (1.7)

where n∞ > 0, u∞ < 0, T∞ > 0 and q0 are constants.
The boundary data for system (1.4) are given by

φxt(t, 0) = [−nu− uee
−φ](t, 0) (1.8)

and

lim
x→∞

φ(t, x) = 0, (1.9)

where the thermal velocity of electrons ue > 0 is constant.
In the present paper, we deal with a situation where charged particles accumulate on

the surface. For this purpose, we adopt the boundary condition (1.8) from [5]. Since
φx(t, 0) is positively proportional to the net quantity of charged particles accumulated on
the boundary, its temporal derivative is equal to the net flux of charged particles [−nu −
neue](t, 0) as (1.8) claims due to ne = e−φ. Moreover, we always assume that

n∞ = 1, (1.10)

so that the quasi-neutrality holds true at x = ∞ by (1.9) and (1.10). Motivated by [22]
which studied the asymptotic stability of sheaths for the isentropic Euler-Poisson system
with the fluid-boundary interaction condition, it would be also worth for us extending this
result to the nonisentropic case.

Nowadays there are many mathematical studies on the sheath formation by using the
Euler-Poisson system. In what follows, we will divide the flows into three cases: isothermal,
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isentropic and nonisentropic to state and review. Physicists study the sheath formation
mainly for the case of isothermal flows(i.e., p(ρ) = Kρ). For the isothermal flows(i.e.,
p(ρ) = Kρ), Suzuki [25] first showed that the Bohm criterion gave a sufficient condition
for an existence of the stationary solution by the phase plane method for Euler-Poisson
system. It was shown that the stationary solution was time asymptotically stable provided
that an initial perturbation was sufficiently small in the weighted Sobolev space and the
convergence rate of the time global solution towards the stationary solution was obtained.
Specifically, Suzuki [26] further treated the same problem for a multi-component plasma.
Subsequently, Nishibata-Ohnawa-Suzuki [20] showed that the stationary solutions to the
Dirichlet problem over one-, two-, and three-dimensional half space were asymptotically
stable under the Bohm criterion by making use of the weighted energy method. Recently,
Suzuki-Takayama [27] studied the existence and asymptotic stability of stationary solutions
for Euler-Poisson system in a three-dimensional space domain of which boundary was drawn
by a graph.

For the isentropic flows (i.e., p(ρ) = Kργ, γ > 1), Ambroso-Méhats-Raviart [2] studied
the existence of monotone solutions for the stationary problem over a finite interval by
solving the Poisson equation with the small Debye length via the singular perturbation
approach. Later, Ambroso [1] gave a further study to determine the stationary solutions in
terms of different levels of an associated energy functional and numerically showed which
solution was asymptotically stable in large time. Ohnawa [22] studied the existence and
asymptotic stability of boundary layers for the fluid-boundary interaction condition that
the time change rate of the electric field −φx(t, 0) at the boundary was equal to the total
flux of charges. Recently, Chen-Ding-Gao-Lin-Ruan [4] studied the initial-boundary value
problem on the Euler-Poisson system arising in plasma physics over one-, two-, and three-
dimensional half space. By assuming that the velocity of the positive ion satisfies the Bohm
criterion at the far field, they established the global unique existence and the large time
asymptotic stability of boundary layer (i.e., stationary solution) in some weighted Sobolev
spaces by weighted energy method.

As mentioned above, the sheath formation for the isothermal or isentropic flow has been
well studied. There are few results about nonisentropic case. Duan-Yin-Zhu [8] gave the
first result which investigated the sheath formation about the nonisentropic Euler-Poisson
system. They showed the unique existence and asymptotic stability of the monotone sta-
tionary solutions over a half line under the Bohm criterion saying that ions must move
toward the wall at infinity with a velocity greater than a critical value given particularly
as the acoustic velocity for cold ions. Yao-Yin-Zhu [30] extended the results in [8] to
N -dimensional (N=1,2,3) half space. By assuming that the velocity of the positive ion
satisfied the Bohm criterion at the far field, they established the global unique existence
and the large time asymptotic stability of the sheath in some weighted Sobolev spaces by
weighted energy method. A key different point from [8] was to derive some boundary esti-
mates on the derivative of the potential in the x1-direction. Li-Suzuki [17] mathematically
investigated the formation of a plasma sheath near the surface of nonplanar walls. They
studied the existence and asymptotic stability of stationary solutions for the nonisentropic
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Euler-Poisson system in a domain of which boundary was drawn by a graph, by employing
a space weighted energy method.

Of course, it is also intriguing to study the sheath formation by using kinetic models
such as the Vlasov-Poisson system. The papers [28, 29] studied the unique existence and
nonlinear stability of the stationary solution in a half line under the kinetic Bohm criterion.
For more details of physicality of the sheath development, we refer the reader to [3, 24].
Moreover, we also mention [9, 10, 14, 13] for the problem on the quasineutral limit of Euler-
Poisson system of the ions flow in the presence of boundaries and [11] for the derivation of
the ions equations from the general two-fluid model in plasma physics. Meanwhile, for the
Cauchy problem on Euler-Poisson system of the similar form (1.1) for ions, we may refer
to [6, 12, 16, 18, 19, 23] and references therein for the extensive studies of the dispersive
property.

In this paper, we are only concerned with the existence and asymptotic stability of
stationary solutions to the initial boundary value problem (1.4)-(1.10). For this purpose,

we denote (ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃) to be the solution of the stationary problem on the half space







(ñũ)x = 0,

mñũũx + (RT̃ ñ)x = ñφ̃x,

ũT̃x + (γ − 1)T̃ ũx = 0,

φ̃xx = ñ− e−φ̃.

(1.11)

Here, corresponding to (1.5)-(1.10), we also require that (1.11) is supplemented with






inf
x∈R+

ñ(x) > 0, inf
x∈R+

T̃ (x) > 0,
(

ñũ+ uee
−φ̃
)

(0) = 0,

lim
x→∞

(ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃)(x) = (1, u∞, T∞, 0).
(1.12)

Note that

uee
−φ̃(0) = −u∞ = |u∞| or φ̃(0) = ln

ue
|u∞|

=: φb (1.13)

follows from (1.10), (1.11)1 and (1.12). It is convenient to call (ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃) the boundary
layer solution. Physically, this stationary boundary layer is also called a sheath. In case
φb = 0, if uniqueness is assumed, then one can only get the trivial solution (ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃) =
(1, u∞, T∞, 0). Thus we consider the boundary layer solution under the assumption that
φb 6= 0, i.e., |u∞| 6= ue.

In fact, to consider the existence of stationary solutions, the Sagdeev potential






V (φ) :=

∫ φ

0

[f−1(η)− e−η]dη,

with f(n) =
γRT∞
γ − 1

(
nγ−1 − 1

)
+
mu2∞
2

(
1

n2
− 1

) (1.14)
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plays a crucial role. One can compute that

f ′(n) =
−mu2∞ + γRT∞n

γ+1

n3
.

Then, the only critical point of f occurs at

n = c∞ :=

(
mu2∞
γRT∞

) 1

γ+1

,

where the constant c∞ is determined by the far-field data in connection with the Mach
number at x = ∞. Therefore, in terms of the critical point c∞, the inverse function f−1 in
(1.14) is understood by adopting the branch which contains the far-field equilibrium state

(ñ, φ̃) = (1, 0). Since the problem of the existence of stationary solutions is reduced to the
Dirichlet problem due to (1.13), the unique existence of the monotone stationary solution
can be proved by a method similar to that in [8]. Thus we omit the detailed discussions
for brevity and list the main results in the following

Proposition 1.1 ([8]). Consider the stationary problem (1.11) and (1.12) with the Dirich-
let boundary condition

φ̃(0) = φb. (1.15)

(i) Let u∞ be a constant satisfying

either u2∞ ≤
γRT∞
m

or
γRT∞ + 1

m
≤ u2∞.

Then the stationary problem has a unique monotone solution (ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃) verifying

ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃ ∈ C(R+), ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃, φ̃x ∈ C1(R+)

if and only if the boundary data φb satisfies conditions

V (φb) ≥ 0, φb ≥ f(c∞).

(ii) Let u∞ be a constant satisfying

γRT∞
m

< u2∞ <
γRT∞ + 1

m
.

If φb 6= 0, then the stationary problem does not admit any solutions in the function
space C1(R+). If φb = 0, then a constant state (ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃) = (1, u∞, T∞, 0) is the
unique solution.

Moreover, the existing stationary solution enjoys some additional space-decay properties in
the following two cases:

• (Nondegenerate case) Assume that

γRT∞ + 1

m
< u2∞, u∞ < 0,
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and φb 6= f(c∞) hold true. The stationary solution (ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃) belongs to C∞(R+)
and verifies

|∂ix(ñ− 1)|+ |∂ix(ũ− u∞)|+ |∂ix(T̃ − T∞)|+ |∂ixφ̃| ≤ C|φb|e
−cx, (1.16)

for any i ≥ 0, where c and C are positive constants.
• (Degenerate case) Assume that

γRT∞ + 1

m
= u2∞, u∞ < 0,

and φb > 0 hold true. Denote constants






c0 = 1,

c1 = −2Γ,

c2 =
(γ2 + γ)RT∞ + 2

2
,

c3 = −2Γ[(γ2 + γ)RT∞ + 2],

with

Γ =

√

(γ2 + γ)RT∞ + 2

12
. (1.17)

There are constants δ0 > 0 and C > 0 such that for any φb ∈ (0, δ0),

3∑

i=0

‖∂ixUG
i+2 + ci‖L∞ ≤ Cφb (1.18)

with

U = −φ̃, ñ− 1, log ñ,
ũ

u∞
− 1,

1

γ

(

T̃

T∞
− 1

)

,

where G = G(x) is a function of the form

G(x) = Γx+ φ
− 1

2

b . (1.19)

As in [3, 24], we introduce the Bohm criterion that corresponds to the condition that

u2∞ ≥
γRT∞ + 1

m
, u∞ < 0. (1.20)

From Proposition 1.1, we see that under the Bohm criterion, there exists a unique monotone
small-amplitude stationary solution provided that either

|φb| ≪ 1, u∞ < −

√

γRT∞ + 1

m
(1.21)

or

0 < φb ≪ 1, u∞ = −

√

γRT∞ + 1

m
. (1.22)

In both cases we call the monotone stationary solution the plasma sheath. Thus we focus
our attention on sheath with monotonicity. From now on, we denote (ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃) to be the
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sheath solution to the half-space boundary-value problem (1.11), (1.12) and (1.15) under
the Bohm Criterion (1.20) additionally satisfying (1.21) or (1.22).

The main concern of this paper is to study the asymptotic stability of the sheath
(ñ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃). For this, it is convenient to employ unknown functions v := log n and ṽ := log ñ
as well as perturbations

(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)(t, x) = (v, u, T, φ)(t, x)− (ṽ, ũ, T̃ , φ̃)(x).

From (1.4) and (1.11), we have




1 0 0
0m 0
0 0 1









ϕ
ψ
ζ





t

+





u 1 0
RT mu R
0 (γ − 1)T u









ϕ
ψ
ζ





x

= −





ψ 0 0
Rζ mψ 0
0 (γ − 1)ζ ψ









ṽ
ũ

T̃





x

+





0
σx
0



 , (1.23)

and

σxx = eϕ+ṽ − eṽ − e−(σ+φ̃) + e−φ̃. (1.24)

The initial and boundary data to (1.23)-(1.24) are derived from (1.5)-(1.10) and (1.12)-
(1.13) as

(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(0, x) = (ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0)(x) := (logn0 − log ñ, u0 − ũ, T0 − T̃ ), (1.25)

lim
x→∞

(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0)(x) = (0, 0, 0), σx(0, 0) = r0 := q0 − φ̃x(0), (1.26)

σxt(t, 0) =
[
−evψ − ũ(ev − eṽ) + u∞(e−σ − 1)

]
(t, 0). (1.27)

Provided that the perturbations are sufficiently small, both of the characteristics of
hyperbolic system (1.23) are negative owing to (1.20), namely,







λ1[u, T ] :=
(m+ 1)u−

√

(m− 1)2u2 + 4γRT

2
< 0,

λ2[u, T ] := u < 0,

λ3[u, T ] :=
(m+ 1)u+

√

(m− 1)2u2 + 4γRT

2
< 0.

(1.28)

Hence, no boundary conditions for the hyperbolic system (1.23) are necessary for the well-
posedness of the initial boundary value problem (1.23)-(1.27).

Before stating the main theorems, we first give the definition of the function space X
j
i

as follows:

X
j
i ([0,M ]) := ∩ik=0C

k([0,M ];Hj+i−k(R+)),

Xi([0,M ]) := X
0
i ([0,M ]),

for i, j = 0, 1, 2, where M > 0 is a constant.
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We also show the stability of the sheath in both exponential and algebraic weighted
Sobolev spaces. The papers [8, 22, 25] pointed out that Euler-Poisson system (1.1) itself
does not have the dissipative effect in the usual function space, however there appear those
effects in the weighted space. Therefore, we employ the weighted space to do the energy
estimates. The main theorems are stated as follows:

Theorem 1.1 (Nondegenerate case). Assume that the condition (1.21) holds.

(i) Assume that the initial data satisfy

(e
λx
2 ϕ0, e

λx
2 ψ0, e

λx
2 ζ0) ∈ (H2(R+))

3

for some positive constant λ. Then there exists a positive constant δ such that if β ∈ (0, λ]
and

β + (|ue/|u∞| − 1|+ ‖(e
λx
2 ϕ0, e

λx
2 ψ0, e

λx
2 ζ0)‖H2)/β + |r0| ≤ δ

are satisfied, the initial boundary value problem (1.23)-(1.27) has a unique solution as

(e
βx
2 ϕ, e

βx
2 ψ, e

βx
2 ζ, e

βx
2 σ) ∈ (X2(R+))

3 × X
2
2 (R+).

Moreover, the solution (ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ) verifies the decay estimate

‖(e
βx
2 ϕ, e

βx
2 ψ, e

βx
2 ζ)(t)‖2H2 + ‖e

βx
2 σ(t)‖2H4 ≤ C(‖(e

λx
2 ϕ0, e

λx
2 ψ0, e

λx
2 ζ0)‖

2
H2 + r20)e

−µt,

where C and µ are positive constants independent of t.

(ii) Assume λ ≥ 2 holds. For an arbitrary ε ∈ (0, λ], there exists a positive constant δ
such that if

((1 + βx)
λ
2ϕ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2ψ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2 ζ0) ∈ (H2(R+))

3

for β > 0 and

β + (|ue/|u∞| − 1|+ ‖((1 + βx)
λ
2ϕ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2ψ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2 ζ0)‖H2)/β + |r0| ≤ δ

are satisfied, the initial boundary value problem (1.23)-(1.27) has a unique solution as

((1 + βx)
ε
2ϕ, (1 + βx)

ε
2ψ, (1 + βx)

ε
2 ζ, (1 + βx)

ε
2σ) ∈ (X2(R+))

3 × X
2
2 (R+).

Moreover, the solution (ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ) verifies the decay estimate

‖((1 + βx)
ε
2ϕ, (1 + βx)

ε
2ψ, (1 + βx)

ε
2 ζ)(t)‖2H2 + ‖(1 + βx)

ε
2σ(t)‖2H4

≤ C(‖((1 + βx)
λ
2ϕ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2ψ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2 ζ0)‖

2
H2 + r20)(1 + βt)−λ+ε,

where C is a positive constant independent of t.

Theorem 1.2 (Degenerate case). Assume that the condition (1.22) holds. Let 4 < λ0 <
5.5693 · · · be the unique real solution to the equation

λ0(λ0 − 1)(λ0 − 2)− 12

(
2

γ + 1
λ0 + 2

)

= 0, (1.29)

where 5.5693 · · · is the unique real solution to the equation

λ0(λ0 − 1)(λ0 − 2)− 12(λ0 + 2) = 0. (1.30)
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Assume that λ ∈ [4, λ0) is satisfied. For arbitrary ε ∈ (0, λ] and θ ∈ (0, 1], there exists a

positive constant δ such that if β/(Γφ
1

2

b ) ∈ [θ, 1],

((1 + βx)
λ
2ϕ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2ψ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2 ζ0) ∈ (H2(R+))

3

and

|ue/|u∞| − 1|+ ‖((1 + βx)
λ
2ϕ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2ψ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2 ζ0)‖H2/β3 + |r0| ≤ δ

are satisfied, the initial boundary value problem (1.23)-(1.27) has a unique solution as

((1 + βx)
ε
2ϕ, (1 + βx)

ε
2ψ, (1 + βx)

ε
2 ζ, (1 + βx)

ε
2σ) ∈ (X2(R+))

3 × X
2
2 (R+).

Moreover, the solution (ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ) verifies the decay estimate

‖((1 + βx)
ε
2ϕ, (1 + βx)

ε
2ψ, (1 + βx)

ε
2 ζ)(t)‖2H2 + ‖(1 + βx)

ε
2σ(t)‖2H4

≤ C(‖((1 + βx)
λ
2ϕ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2ψ0, (1 + βx)

λ
2 ζ0)‖

2
H2 + r20)(1 + βt)−(λ−ε)/3,

where C is a positive constant independent of t.

Since there are many occasions in which boundaries are insulated from other conductors,
in particular when we treat plasma flows outside laboratories. In such situations, once
charged particles are incident on the boundaries, they keep accumulating on the surface
as expressed by (1.8). Then an interaction between the fluid and the boundary occurs
because the quantity of charged particles on the boundary is proportional to the potential
gradient there and hence has an influence on the electrostatic potential over the entire
domain, which in turn affects the flux of charged particles toward the boundary. To the
best of our knowledge, no mathematical work has been done concerning the nonisentropic
Euler-Poisson system with the fluid-boundary interaction. For the isentropic Euler-Poisson
system, Ohnawa [22] studied the existence and asymptotic stability of boundary layers with
the fluid-boundary interaction condition. Inspired by [22], we expect to consider the effect
of the variable temperature for the nonisentropic Euler-Poisson system with the additional
evolution equation of temperature function. In fact, in comparison with [22], we need to
make additional efforts to consider the effect of the temperature equations in the proof.
Here we explain several crucial points in the proof of main results:

• Technically, we observe that the only zero order dissipative term is associated with the
weight parameter β, since this term arises from the integration by part of the energy flux I1
in (2.18). From the physical viewpoint, the convection can be said to stabilize the system.
In terms of the property of the stationary solution in Proposition 1.1, two integral terms
I1 and I2 in (2.18) should be added together to estimate. In fact, to estimate I1+ I2 in the
degenerate case (1.22), a key point is to derive the positive definiteness of the quadratic
form Q(x) in (2.29) that takes a complex form. The same situation occurs to the proof of
Lemma 3.1 for the nondegenerate case (1.21).

• In the one-dimensional Dirichlet problem [8], estimates up to the first order derivatives
are completed only by the same computations as in Lemma 2.1. For the present problem,
however, Lemma 2.1 is not sufficient because a boundary term

∫ t

0
(1 + βτ)ξ[σ2 + σ2

x]x=0dτ
appears on the right-hand side of (2.5). To handle the boundary term, another estimate
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is derived in Lemma 2.2 by rewriting the fourth term of (2.7). The idea was used in
the Dirichlet problem [20], but it was necessary only for two- or three-dimensional cases.
The idea was also used in the isentropic Euler-Poisson system with the fluid-boundary
interaction problem [22]. In fact, the dissipative term on the boundary appears due to the
fluid-boundary interaction.

• Technically, the estimate (2.5) has an integral term on the left-hand side while having
a boundary term on the other. The estimate (2.39) has an opposite property. Thus we
choose two different weight functions as (1 + βx)λ and (1 + β1x)

λ (β1 ≪ β) to lead to a
favorable estimate.

The rest of the paper is arranged as follows. In Section 2, we give the energy estimates
for the degenerate case. We make full use of the time-space weighted energy method to
complete the proof of Theorem 1.2. In Section 3, we give the energy estimates for the
nondegenerate case and complete the proof of Theorem 1.1. In the Appendix, we will give
some basic results used in the proof of Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 3.1.

Notations. Throughout this paper, we denote a positive constant (generally large) inde-
pendent of t by C. And the character “C” may take different values in different places.
Lp = Lp(R+) (1 ≤ p ≤ ∞) denotes the usual Lebesgue space on [0,∞) with its norm
‖ · ‖Lp, and when p = 2, we write ‖ · ‖L2(R+) = ‖ · ‖. For a nonnegative integer s, W s,p

denotes the usual s-th order Sobolev space over [0,∞) with its norm ‖ · ‖W s,p. We use the
abbreviation Hs(R+) = W s,2(R+). Ck([0, T ];Hs(R+)) denotes the space of the k-times
continuously differential functions on the interval [0, T ] with values in Hs(R+). A norm
with an algebraic weight is defined as follows:

‖f‖α,β,i :=

(
∫

Wα,β

∑

j≤i

(∂jf)2dx

) 1

2

, i, j ∈ Z, i, j ≥ 0,

Wα,β := (1 + βx)α, α, β ∈ R, β > 0. (1.31)

Note that this norm is equivalent to the norm defined by ‖(1+βx)
α
2 f‖Hi. The last subscript

i of ‖f‖α,β,i is often dropped for the case of i = 0, namely, ‖f‖α,β := ‖f‖α,β,0.

2. Energy estimates in the degenerate case

In this section, we study the asymptotic stability of the sheath to (1.1) for the degenerate
case (1.22), where the Bohm criterion is marginally fulfilled. In this case, we see from
Proposition 1.1 that the additional condition that φb > 0 is suitably small ensures the
existence of a non-trivial monotone stationary solution to (1.11)-(1.13). To further show
the dynamical stability of the sheath, we mainly focus on the a priori estimates that will be
given in Proposition 2.1. The global existence can be proved by the standard continuation
argument based on the local existence result together with the uniform a priori estimates.
The local-in-time existence result can be proved by a similar method as in [22, 8] and we
omit the details of the proof for brevity.
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In what follows we are devoted to establishing the a priori estimates in the degenerate
case (1.22). For this purpose, we use the following notation for convenience

Nα,β(M) := sup
0≤t≤M

(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(t)‖α,β,2 + |σx(t, 0)|).

Proposition 2.1. Let the same conditions on T∞, u∞, λ0 and λ as in Theorem 1.2 hold
and let (ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ) be a solution to (1.23)-(1.27) over [0,M ] for M > 0. For any ε ∈ (0, λ]
and any θ ∈ (0, 1], there exist constants δ > 0 and C > 0 independent of M such that if
all the following conditions

β/(Γφ
1/2
b ) ∈ [θ, 1], (2.1)

((1 + βx)
λ
2ϕ, (1 + βx)

λ
2ψ, (1 + βx)

λ
2 ζ, (1 + βx)

λ
2 σ) ∈ (X2([0,M ]))3 × X

2
2 ([0,M ]),(2.2)

and

φb +Nλ,β(M)/β3 ≤ δ (2.3)

are satisfied, then it holds for any 0 ≤ t ≤M that

‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(t)‖2ε,β,2 + ‖σ(t)‖2ε,β,4 ≤ C(‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0)‖
2
λ,β,2 + r20)(1 + βt)−(λ−ε)/3. (2.4)

For the proof of Proposition 2.1, only the algebraic weight technique seems to be effective
to the degenerate problem. We need to first prove Lemmata 2.1 and 2.2 which are crucial
steps for deriving the a priori estimates on the zeroth order and first order space derivatives.
After that, we give the estimates for the higher order derivatives in Lemmata 2.3 and 2.4.
Proposition 2.1 is then proved by following Lemmata 2.1–2.4 at the end of this section.

Lemma 2.1. Under the same conditions as in Proposition 2.1, there exist positive con-
stants C and δ independent of M such that if conditions (2.1)-(2.3) are satisfied, it holds
for any t ∈ [0,M ] and any ξ ≥ 0 that

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(t)‖2ε,β,1

+

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
{
β3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β + β‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx)‖

2
ε−1,β

}
dτ

≤ C‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0)‖
2
ε,β,1 + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε,β,1dτ

+ C

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[σ2 + σ2
x]x=0dτ. (2.5)



12 H.-Y. YIN, R. ZENG, AND M.-M. ZHU

Proof. We start to derive from (1.23) and (1.24) several identities which will are used in
the late energy estimates. First, it is convenient to rewrite (1.23) as





RT 0 0
0 m 0
0 0 R

(γ−1)T









ϕ
ψ
ζ





t

+





RTu RT 0
RT mu R
0 R Ru

(γ−1)T









ϕ
ψ
ζ





x

−





0
σ
0





x

= −





RTψ 0 0
Rζ mψ 0

0 Rζ
T

Rψ
(γ−1)T









ṽ
ũ

T̃





x

. (2.6)

Taking the inner product of (2.6) with ñ(ϕ, ψ, ζ) and using ṽx =
ñx

ñ
, one can get that

(E0)t + (H0)x +D0 + ñψxσ = R0, (2.7)

where we have denoted

E0 =
ñ

2
RTϕ2 +

ñ

2
mψ2 +

ñR

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2, (2.8)

H0 =
ñ

2
RTuϕ2 + ñRTϕψ +

ñ

2
muψ2 +Rñζψ +

ñRu

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2 − ñσψ,

D0 =

(

−
RTu

2
ñx −

Rñu

2
T̃x −

RñT

2
ũx

)

ϕ2 − ñRT̃xϕψ +

(
mñ

2
ũx −

mu

2
ñx

)

ψ2

+
Rñ

(γ − 1)T
T̃xζψ + ñxσψ +

(

Rñ

T
ũx −

Ruñx +Rñũx
2(γ − 1)T

+
RuñT̃x

2(γ − 1)T 2

)

ζ2,

and

R0 =

(
ñR

2
ζt +

ñRu

2
ζx +

ñRT

2
ψx

)

ϕ2 +Rñζxϕψ +
mñ

2
ψxψ

2

+

(
Rñψx

2(γ − 1)T
−

Rñζt
2(γ − 1)T 2

−
Rñuζx

2(γ − 1)T 2

)

ζ2.

Taking the one order x-derivative on (2.6), further taking the inner product of the resulting
system with ñ(ϕx, ψx, ζx) and using ṽx =

ñx

ñ
again, similarly for obtaining (2.7), one has

(Ex
1 )t + (Hx

1)x − ñψxσxx = Rx
1, (2.9)

where we also have denoted

Ex
1 =

ñ

2
RTϕ2

x +
ñ

2
mψ2

x +
ñR

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2x, (2.10)

Hx
1 =

ñ

2
RTuϕ2

x + ñRTϕxψx +
ñ

2
muψ2

x +Rñζxψx +
ñRu

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2x, (2.11)
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and

Rx
1 =

[
ñR

2
ζt +

RTu

2
ñx −

Rñ

2
(Tu)x

]

ϕ2
x +

[
mu

2
ñx −

mñ

2
ux −mñũx

]

ψ2
x

+

[
Ru

2(γ − 1)T
ñx +

Rñu

2(γ − 1)T 2
Tx −

ñR

2(γ − 1)T 2
ζt −

Rñ

2(γ − 1)T
ux −

Rñ

T
ũx

]

ζ2x

−RñTx(ϕt + ψx)ϕx − RñxψTxϕx +
Rñ

(γ − 1)T 2
ζtζxTx +

Rñ

T 2
ũxζζxTx

+
Rñ

(γ − 1)T 2
T̃xψζxTx −

Rñ

(γ − 1)T
T̃xψxζx −Rñṽxx(Tψϕx + ζψx)

−ñũxx(mψψx +
R

T
ζζx)−

Rñ

(γ − 1)T
T̃xxψζx. (2.12)

In what follows, we are going to multiply (2.7) by e−φ̃ and add the resulting equation
together with (2.9). To treating terms involving σ in this process, we first notice that

ñψxσ · e−φ̃ + (−ñψxσxx) = ñ(e−φ̃σ − σxx)ψx. (2.13)

Recall (1.24). It follows from the Taylor expansion that

σxx = ñ

(

ϕ+
1

2
eθ1ϕϕ2

)

+ e−φ̃
(

σ −
1

2
e−θ2σσ2

)

, θ1, θ2 ∈ (0, 1). (2.14)

Substituting the above form into the right-hand side of (2.13) and using the first component
equation of (1.23), one has

ñψxσ · e−φ̃ + (−ñψxσxx) =

(
1

2
ñ2ϕ2

)

t

+

(
1

2
ñ2uϕ2

)

x

−
1

2
ñ2ũxϕ

2 − ñuñxϕ
2 + ñ2ṽxϕψ

−
1

2
ñ2ψxϕ

2 −
ñ

2

(

ñeθ1ϕϕ2 − e−(θ2σ+φ̃)σ2
)

ψx. (2.15)

Therefore, taking the procedure (2.7)×e−φ̃+(2.15) gives that
(

e−φ̃E0 + Ex
1 +

1

2
ñ2ϕ2

)

t

+

(

e−φ̃H0 +Hx
1 +

1

2
ñ2uϕ2

)

x

+ e−φ̃φ̃xH0 + e−φ̃D0

+

(

−ñuñx −
1

2
ñ2ũx

)

ϕ2 + ñ2ṽxϕψ = N1, (2.16)

where

N1 = e−φ̃R0 +Rx
1 +

1

2
ñ2ψxϕ

2 +
ñ

2

(

ñeθ1ϕϕ2 − e−(θ2σ+φ̃)σ2
)

ψx. (2.17)

Recall (1.29) and (1.30) for the definition of λ0. Let λ ∈ [4, λ0) and then ε ∈ (0, λ] be
given. We choose a space weight function Wε,β = (1 + βx)ε as in (1.31) for a suitable
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parameter β > 0 depending on ε to be determined later. Then, multiplying (2.16) by Wε,β

and integrating the resulting equation over R+, one deduces that

d

dt

∫

R+

Wε,β

[

e−φ̃E0 + Ex
1 +

1

2
ñ2ϕ2

]

dx

+

∫

R+

εβWε−1,βL1dx

︸ ︷︷ ︸

I1

+

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β(−Hx
1)dx+

∫

R+

Wε,βL2dx

︸ ︷︷ ︸

I2

− [e−φ̃H0 +
1

2
ñ2uϕ2](t, 0)−Hx

1(t, 0) =

∫

R+

Wε,βN1dx, (2.18)

where

L1 = −e−φ̃H0 −
1

2
ñ2uϕ2

and

L2 = e−φ̃φ̃xH0 + e−φ̃D0 +

(

−ñuñx −
1

2
ñ2ũx

)

ϕ2 + ñ2ṽxϕψ.

Now we estimate each term in (2.18) and we shall frequently use the results obtained
in Section 4. First, one can decompose u and T as u = ψ + (ũ − u∞) + u∞ and T =

ζ + (T̃ − T∞) + T∞, respectively. Recall (1.18) and Lemma 4.2, as well as (2.11) for Hx
1.

Then one sees, under the condition (1.22) and (2.1)-(2.3), that

−Hx
1

ñ
= −

1

2
RTuϕ2

x − RTϕxψx −
1

2
muψ2

x − Rζxψx −
Ru

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2x

≥
1

2
RT∞(−u∞)ϕ2

x −RT∞ϕxψx +
1

2
m(−u∞)ψ2

x − Rζxψx +
R(−u∞)

2(γ − 1)T∞
ζ2x

− C(Nλ,β(M) + φb)(ϕ
2
x + ψ2

x + ζ2x)

≥ (c− Cδ)(ϕ2
x + ψ2

x + ζ2x). (2.19)

Therefore, it follows that the third term on the left-hand side of (2.18) can be estimated
as ∫

R+

εβWε−1,β(−Hx
1)dx ≥ cβ‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx)‖

2
ε−1,β. (2.20)

Here and in the sequel we have omitted the explicit dependence of c > 0 on ε for brevity
and instead we would only emphasize the dependence of the constant coefficient on β.

In the same way as for treating (2.19), with the help of u∞ < 0 as well as the smallness
of δ > 0, for the boundary terms on the left-hand side of (2.18) and under the condition
(1.22), one has

−Hx
1(t, 0) ≥ (c− Cδ)[ϕ2

x + ψ2
x + ζ2x]x=0 (2.21)
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and

−

[

e−φ̃H0 +
1

2
ñ2uϕ2

]

(t, 0) ≥ (c− Cδ)[ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2]x=0 − (
|u∞|

2
+ Cδ)[σ2]x=0. (2.22)

It remains to estimate two terms I1 and I2 on the left-hand side of (2.18). The key
is to make full use of properties of the stationary solution in (1.18). Through careful
computations, one can capture the full energy dissipation of all the zero-order components
with the positive coefficient. In fact, using (1.18) and Lemma 4.2 together with the identity

that ñ(x)ũ(x) ≡ u∞ and recalling G = G(x) = Γx + φ
−1/2
b as in (1.19) with the constant

Γ defined in (1.17), one has

I1 ≥

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β

{1−G−2

2
(RT∞ + 1)|u∞|ϕ2 − (1− 2G−2)RT∞ϕψ

+
1−G−2

2
m|u∞|ψ2 + (1−G−2)

R|u∞|

2(γ − 1)T∞
ζ2

− (1− 2G−2)Rζψ + (1− 2G−2)σψ
}

dx

− CNλ,β(M)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)‖2ε−3,β

− Cφb

∫

R+

βWε−1,βG
−2(ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2)dx, (2.23)

and

I2 ≥

∫

R+

Wε,βG
−3Γ|u∞|

{

(γRT∞ + 1)ϕ2 +
2(1− γRT∞)

|u∞|
ϕψ + 3mψ2

+
4

|u∞|
σψ +

γR

(γ − 1)T∞
ζ2
}

dx

− C(Nλ,β(M) + φb)

∫

R+

Wε,βG
−3(ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2)dx. (2.24)

Adding (2.23) to (2.24) together and further using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

σψ ≥ −

(
|u∞|

2
σ2 +

1

2|u∞|
ψ2

)

and the condition (1.22), one has

I1 + I2 ≥ I1,2 − CNλ,β(M)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)‖2ε−3,β − Cφb

∫

R+

βWε−1,βG
−2(ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2)dx

− C(Nλ,β(M) + φb)

∫

R+

Wε,βG
−3(ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2)dx, (2.25)
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where we have defined

I1,2 =

∫

R+

{
εβ

2
Wε−1,β(1−G−2)(RT∞ + 1)|u∞|+ Γ|u∞|(γRT∞ + 1)Wε,βG

−3

}

ϕ2dx

+

∫

R+

{
−RT∞εβWε−1,β(1− 2G−2) + 2Γ(1− γRT∞)Wε,βG

−3
}
ϕψdx

+
1

|u∞|

∫

R+

{

Wε−1,β
εβ

2
[γRT∞ + (1− γRT∞)G−2] + Γ(3γRT∞ + 1)Wε,βG

−3

}

ψ2dx

−
|u∞|

2

∫

R+

{
εβWε−1,β(1− 2G−2) + 4ΓWε,βG

−3
}
σ2dx

+

∫

R+

{
εβ

2
Wε−1,β

R|u∞|

(γ − 1)T∞
(1−G(x)−2) +

ΓγR|u∞|

(γ − 1)T∞
Wε,βG

−3

}

ζ2dx

−

∫

R+

εβWε−1,βR(1− 2G−2)ζψdx. (2.26)

Now we claim a key estimate on the coercivity of I1,2 as follows:

I1,2 ≥ cβ3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β + cβ‖σx‖
2
ε−1,β − Cβ[σ2 + σ2

x]x=0, (2.27)

where as mentioned before, the constant c > 0 may depend on ε but not on β. Indeed,
multiplying (2.14) by −εβσWε−1,β and integrating the resulting equation over R+ with the
help of (1.18) and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, it follows that

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β

{

σ2
x +

1

2
(1− 2G−2)σ2

}

dx

≤

∫

R+

εβ

2
Wε−1,β(1− 2G−2)ϕ2dx+

∫

R+

1

2
ε(ε− 1)(ε− 2)β3Wε−3,βϕ

2dx

+ C(β2 + φb +Nλ,β(M)β−2)β3‖ϕ‖2ε−3,β + Cβ[σ2 + σ2
x]x=0.

Applying the above estimate into the fourth term on the right-hand side of (2.26), we are
able to obtain

I1,2 ≥

∫

R+

βWε−1,βQ(x)dx+ |u∞|εβ‖σx‖
2
ε−1,β

− C(β2 + φb +Nλ,β(M)β−2)β3‖ϕ‖2ε−3,β − Cβ[σ2 + σ2
x]x=0, (2.28)

where Q(x) is a quadratic form of ϕ, ψ and ζ defined by

Q(x) = |u∞|q1(x)ϕ
2 + q2(x)ϕψ +

1

|u∞|
q3(x)ψ

2 + |u∞|q4(x)ζ
2 + q5(x)ζψ, (2.29)
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with

q1(x) =
ε

2
RT∞ +B(x)−2Γ−2

{(1− RT∞)ε

2
S(x)2 + (γRT∞ − 1)S(x)3

−
Γ2

2
ε(ε− 1)(ε− 2)

}

,

q2(x) = −RT∞ε+B(x)−2Γ−2
{
2εRT∞S(x)

2 + 2(1− γRT∞)S(x)3
}
,

q3(x) =
ε

2
γRT∞ +B(x)−2Γ−2

{
(1− γRT∞)ε

2
S(x)2 + (3γRT∞ + 1)S(x)3

}

,

q4(x) =
εR

2(γ − 1)T∞
+B(x)−2Γ−2

{

−
εR

2(γ − 1)T∞
S(x)2 +

γR

(γ − 1)T∞
S(x)3

}

,

and

q5(x) = −εR + 2εRB(x)−2Γ−2S(x)2.

Here, functions B(x) and S(x) are given by

B(x) = x+ β−1,

and

S(x) = (x+ β−1)/(x+ Γ−1φ
− 1

2

b ),

respectively. We claim that

q1(x) > 0, q3(x) > 0, q4(x) > 0, (2.30)

q2(x)
2 − 4q1(x)q3(x) < 0, q5(x)

2 − 4q3(x)q4(x) < 0, (2.31)

and

q1(x)q5(x)
2 + q4(x)q2(x)

2 − 4q1(x)q3(x)q4(x) ≤ −cB(x)−2. (2.32)

In fact, we observe from (2.1)-(2.3) that

S(x) ≥ 1, B(x)−2 ≤ β2 ≤ Cφb ≤ Cδ.

Using the above observation and letting δ > 0 be small enough, it is straightforward to
prove (2.30) and (2.31); the details are omitted for brevity. As for (2.32), recalling (1.17),
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one has

q1(x)q5(x)
2 + q4(x)q2(x)

2 − 4q1(x)q3(x)q4(x)

≤
ε2R2

2(γ − 1)
B(x)−2

{

ε(ε− 1)(ε− 2)− 2ε(1 + γRT∞)Γ−2S(x)2

− 2[(γ2 + γ)RT∞ + 2]Γ−2S(x)3
}

+ Cβ2B(x)−2

≤
ε2R2

2(γ − 1)
B(x)−2

{

ε(ε− 1)(ε− 2)− 12(
2

γ + 1
ε+ 2) + Cβ2

}

. (2.33)

Recall (1.29) for the definition of λ0. Since λ ∈ [4, λ0) and ε ∈ (0, λ], (2.32) follows from
(2.33) by letting β2 be small enough. Thus, combining (2.32) together with (2.30) and
(2.31), it holds that

Q(x) ≥ cB(x)−2(ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2),

which then implies that
∫

R+

βWε−1,βQ(x)dx ≥ cβ

∫

R+

Wε−1,βB(x)−2(ϕ2+ψ2+ ζ2)dx = cβ3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β. (2.34)

Therefore, the key estimate (2.27) follows by substituting (2.34) into (2.28) and letting
β2 ≤ Cφb ≤ Cδ and Nλ,β(M)/β3 ≤ δ for δ > 0 small enough.

For the last three terms on the right-hand side of (2.25), it is direct to obtain

CNλ,β(M)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)‖2ε−3,β + Cφb

∫

R+

βWε−1,βG(x)
−2(ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2)dx

+ C(Nλ,β(M) + φb)

∫

R+

Wε,βG(x)
−3(ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2)dx

≤ Cδβ3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β + Cδβ3[σ2
x]x=0 (2.35)

with the help of (2.1), (2.3), (1.19) and the elliptic estimates in Lemma 4.1.
By substituting (2.35) and (2.27) into (2.25), we have

I1 + I2 ≥(c− Cδ)(β3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β + β‖σx‖
2
ε−1,β)− Cβ[σ2 + σ2

x]x=0 (2.36)

At the end, we estimate the only term on the right-hand side of (2.18). In fact, recalling
(2.17) as well as (2.9) and (2.12), it holds that

∫

R+

Wε,βN1dx ≤ Cδ
{
β3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β + β‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx)‖

2
ε−1,β

}
+ Cδβ3[σ2

x]x=0, (2.37)

where we have used (1.18), (1.23), (2.1)-(2.3), λ ≥ 4 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
and the elliptic estimate in Lemma 4.1.
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Substituting (2.20), (2.21), (2.22), (2.36) and (2.37) into (2.18), we have

d

dt

∫

R+

Wε,β(e
−φ̃E0 + Ex

1 +
1

2
ñ2ϕ2)dx+ cβ3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β

+ cβ‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx)‖
2
ε−1,β ≤ C[σ2 + σ2

x]x=0, (2.38)

provided that δ > 0 is sufficiently small and E0 and Ex
1 are defined in (2.8) and (2.10),

respectively. Furthermore, multiplying (2.38) by (1 + βτ)ξ and integrating the resulting
inequality over (0, t) give the desired estimate (2.5). This hence completes the proof of
Lemma 2.1.

�

Lemma 2.2. Under the same conditions as in Proposition 2.1, there exist positive con-

stants C and δ independent of M such that if conditions (2.1)-(2.3) and θΓφ
1/2
b ≤ β1 ≤

β ≤ Γφ
1/2
b are satisfied, it holds for any t ∈ [0,M ] and any ξ ≥ 0 that

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ, σx)(t)‖
2
ε,β1

+

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2 + σ2
x]x=0dτ

≤C‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0, σ0, σx0)‖
2
ε,β + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ, σx)(τ)‖
2
ε,βdτ

+ C

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
[
(β3

1 + δβ3)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε−3,β + (β1 + δβ3)‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx)(τ)‖
2
ε−1,β

]
dτ.

(2.39)

Proof. To make the fourth term of (2.7) easier to calculate and using ṽx =
ñx

ñ
, we rewrite

(2.7) as follows:
(
E0
ñ

)

t

+

(
H0

ñ

)

x

+ ψxσ = −ṽx
H0

ñ
−

D0

ñ
+

R0

ñ
. (2.40)

By (1.23)1, we have

ψxσ = −σϕt − ũσϕx − (σψϕ)x + σϕψx + ψϕσx − ṽxψσ. (2.41)

Differentiating (1.24) in t, we have

σxxt = evϕt + e−φσt. (2.42)

Multiplying (2.42) by e−vσ, we have

−σϕt =

[
1

2
e−φe−vσ2 +

1

2
e−vσ2

x

]

t

− (e−vσσxt)x

+
1

2
e−φe−v(ϕt + σt)σ

2 +
1

2
e−vϕtσ

2
x − e−vϕxσσxt − e−vṽxσσxt.

(2.43)

To compute −ũσϕx in (2.41), we rewrite (1.24) into

σxx = eṽ(eϕ − 1− ϕ)− e−φ̃(e−σ − 1 + σ) + ϕeṽ + e−φ̃σ. (2.44)
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Multiplying (2.44) by e−ṽũσx, we have

−ũσϕx =

[
1

2
e−ṽũσ2

x − ũϕσ −
1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2

]

x

−
1

2
(e−ṽũ)xσ

2
x + ũxϕσ

− ũ(eϕ − 1− ϕ)σx + e−φ̃e−ṽũ(e−σ − 1 + σ)σx +
1

2
(e−φ̃e−ṽũ)xσ

2. (2.45)

Substituting (2.43), (2.45) and (2.41) into (2.40), we have

(
E0
ñ

+
1

2
e−φe−vσ2 +

1

2
e−vσ2

x

)

t

+

(
H0

ñ
+

1

2
e−ṽũσ2

x − uϕσ −
1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2 − e−vσσxt

)

x

= N2, (2.46)

where

N2 =− ṽx(
H0

ñ
− ψσ − e−vσσxt)−

D0

ñ
+

1

2
(e−ṽũ)xσ

2
x − ũxϕσ −

1

2
(e−φ̃e−ṽũ)xσ

2

+
R0

ñ
−

1

2
e−φe−v(ϕt + σt)σ

2 −
1

2
e−vϕtσ

2
x + e−vϕxσσxt − σϕψx − ψϕσx

+ ũ(eϕ − 1− ϕ)σx − e−φ̃e−ṽũ(e−σ − 1 + σ)σx. (2.47)

Then, multiplying (2.46) by Wε,β1 and integrating the resulting equation over R+, one
deduces that

d

dt

∫

R+

Wε,β1

(
E0
ñ

+
1

2
e−φe−vσ2 +

1

2
e−vσ2

x

)

dx

+

[

−
H0

ñ
−

1

2
e−ṽũσ2

x + uϕσ +
1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2 + e−vσσxt

]

x=0

+ εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[

−
H0

ñ
+ uϕσ +

1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2 −

1

2
e−ṽũσ2

x

]

dx

+ εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1e
−vσσxtdx =

∫

R+

Wε,β1N2dx. (2.48)
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Due to the boundary condition (1.27), we have

[

−
H0

ñ
−

1

2
e−ṽũσ2

x + uϕσ +
1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2 + e−vσσxt

]

x=0

=
[

−
R

2
Tuϕ2 − RTϕψ −

1

2
muψ2 − Rζψ −

Ru

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2

+ uϕσ − ũ(1− e−ϕ)σ +
1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2 + u∞e

−v(e−σ − 1)σ −
1

2
e−ṽũσ2

x

]

x=0

≥
[

−
R

2
T∞u∞ϕ

2 −RT∞ϕψ −
mu∞
2

ψ2 − Rζψ −
Ru∞

2(γ − 1)T∞
ζ2 −

u∞
2
(σ2 + σ2

x)
]

x=0

− C(Nλ,β(M) + φb)[σ
2 + ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2]x=0

≥(c− Cδ)[ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2 + σ2
x]x=0, (2.49)

where the last inequality’s computations are similar to obtain (2.19).

Using (2.14) and β1 ≤ β, the estimate for the εβ1
∫

R+
Wε−1,β1

[

uϕσ + 1
2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2

]

dx is

given by

εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[

uϕσ +
1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2

]

dx

=εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[

ũϕσ +
1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2 + ψϕσ

]

dx

≥εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[

ũe−ṽσxxσ −
1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2

]

dx− Cβ1Nλ,β(M)‖(ϕ, σ)‖2ε−3,β1

≥εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[

−ũe−ṽσ2
x −

1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2

]

dx− εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1(ũe
−ṽ)xσσxdx

− ε(ε− 1)β2
1

∫

R+

Wε−2,β1ũe
−ṽσσxdx− Cβ1Nλ,β(M)‖(ϕ, σ)‖2ε−3,β1 − Cβ1[σ

2 + σ2
x]x=0

≥εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[

−ũe−ṽσ2
x −

1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2

]

dx− Cβ1(β
2
1 + δβ3)‖(ϕ, σ)‖2ε−3,β1

− Cβ1‖σx‖
2
ε−1,β1

− Cβ1[σ
2 + σ2

x]x=0 (2.50)

where the boundedness of S(x) are used in deriving the last inequality. First, one can
decompose v, u and T as v = ϕ+(ṽ−0), u = ψ+(ũ−u∞)+u∞ and T = ζ+(T̃−T∞)+T∞,
respectively. Then using (2.50), integration by parts, the Schwarz inequality, (1.18), (1.22),
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Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.1, we have the following estimates:

εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[

−
H0

ñ
+ uϕσ +

1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2 −

1

2
e−ṽũσ2

x

]

dx

≥εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[1

2
RT∞(−u∞)ϕ2 −RT∞ϕψ +

m

2
(−u∞)ψ2 −Rζψ +

R(−u∞)

2(γ − 1)T∞
ζ2

+ σψ +
−u∞
2

σ2 +
3(−u∞)

2
σ2
x

]

dx− Cβ1(β
2
1 +Nλ,β(M))‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)‖2ε−3,β1

− Cβ1‖σx‖
2
ε−1,β1

− Cβ1[σ
2 + σ2

x]x=0

≥εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[RT∞
2

|u∞|(ϕ−
1

|u∞|
ψ)2 +

(γ − 1)RT∞
2|u∞|

(ψ −
|u∞|

(γ − 1)T∞
ζ)2

+
|u∞|

2
(σ +

1

|u∞|
ψ)2
]

dx− Cβ1(β
2
1 +Nλ,β(M))‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)‖2ε−3,β1

− Cβ1‖σx‖
2
ε−1,β1

− Cβ1[σ
2 + σ2

x]x=0

≥− Cβ1(β
2
1 + δβ3)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β1 − Cβ1‖σx‖

2
ε−1,β1 − Cβ1[σ

2 + σ2
x]x=0, (2.51)

εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1e
−vσσxtdx

=εβ1

∫

R+

(Wε−1,β1e
−vσσt)xdx− εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1e
−vσxσtdx

− ε(ε− 1)β2
1

∫

R+

Wε−2,β1e
−vσσtdx+ εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1e
−vvxσσtdx,

∣
∣
∣
∣
εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1e
−vσσxtdx

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤Cβ1[σ
2 + σ2

t ]x=0 + Cβ1‖(σx, σt)‖
2
ε−1,β1

+ Cβ3
1‖σ‖

2
ε−3,β1

+ Cβ1‖σ‖∞‖(σx, ϕx)‖
2
ε−1,β1

≤Cβ1[ϕ
2 + ψ2 + σ2]x=0 + Cβ1‖(σx, ϕt)‖

2
ε−1,β1 + Cβ3

1‖σ‖
2
ε−3,β1

+ CNλ,β(M)β1‖(σx, ϕx)‖
2
ε−1,β1

≤Cβ1[ϕ
2 + ψ2 + σ2 + σ2

x]x=0 + C(β1 +Nλ,β(M)β1)‖(σx, ψx, ϕx)‖
2
ε−1,β1

+ Cβ3
1‖(ϕ, ψ)‖

2
ε−3,β1 (2.52)
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Notice that β1 ≤ β and the last term in (2.48) is estimated as
∫

R+

Wε,β1N2dx ≤C(β3
1 +Nλ,β(M))‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)‖2ε−3,β1

+ C(Nλ,β(M) + β2
1)‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx, ϕt, ζt, σt, σtx)‖

2
ε−1,β1

≤C(β3
1 + δβ3)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β1

+ C(β2
1 + δβ3)‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx)‖

2
ε−1,β1

+ C(β2
1 + δβ3)[ϕ2 + ψ2 + σ2 + σ2

x]x=0, (2.53)

where we repeatedly use Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.1.
Substituting (2.49)-(2.53) into (2.48), we have

d

dt

∫

R+

Wε,β1

(
E0
ñ

+
1

2
e−φe−vσ2 +

1

2
e−vσ2

x

)

dx+ c[ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2 + σ2
x]x=0

≤C(β3
1 + δβ3)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β + C(β1 + δβ3)‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx)‖

2
ε−1,β, (2.54)

provided that 0 < β1 ≤ β and δ are sufficiently small, where E0 is defined in (2.8). Further-
more, multiplying (2.54) by (1 + βτ)ξ and integrating the resulting inequality over (0, t)
give the desired estimate (2.39). This completes the proof of Lemma 2.2. �

In Lemmata 2.1 and 2.2, we have obtained an a priori estimate up to the first order
derivatives. Following almost the same arguments, we give estimates of the highest order
derivatives in the following Lemmata 2.3 and 2.4. The computations in Lemma 2.3 are
only formal in the sense that they contain the derivatives with order exceeding two. For
the complete argument, we have to operate mollifiers in the temporal direction to cover
the lack of regularity and tend the size of mollifiers to zero after integration in time and
space to deduce the desired estimates. However, we omit such standard arguments and
proceed assuming that the regularity of the solution is as high as we need in the formal
computations. Obviously, Lemmata 2.3 and 2.4 correspond to Lemmata 2.1 and 2.2,
respectively. Hence, the proofs are given just briefly.

Lemma 2.3. Under the same conditions as in Proposition 2.1, there exist positive con-
stants C and δ independent of M such that if conditions (2.1)-(2.3) are satisfied, it holds
for any t ∈ [0,M ] and any ξ ≥ 0 that

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt)(t)‖
2
ε,β,1

+

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
{
β3‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt)‖

2
ε−3,β + β‖(ϕtx, ψtx, ζtx, σtx)‖

2
ε−1,β

}
dτ

≤ C‖(ϕ0t, ψ0t, ζ0t)‖
2
ε,β,1 + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt)‖
2
ε,β,1dτ

+ C

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
[
δβ‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx)‖

2
ε−1,β + δβ3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, ϕxx, ψxx, ζxx)‖

2
ε−3,β

]
dτ

+ C

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[ϕ2 + ψ2 + σ2 + σ2
t ]x=0dτ. (2.55)
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Proof. We follow the same steps as in deriving (2.5) in the proof of Lemma 2.1. On one
hand, taking the time derivative on (2.6), then taking the inner product of the resulting
system with ñ(ϕt, ψt, ζt) and using ṽx =

ñx

ñ
, it follows that

(E t
1)t + (Ht

1)x +Dt
1 + ñψxtσt = Rt

1, (2.56)

where we have denoted

E t
1 =

ñ

2
RTϕ2

t +
ñ

2
mψ2

t +
ñR

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2t , (2.57)

Ht
1 =

ñ

2
RTuϕ2

t + ñRTϕtψt +
ñ

2
muψ2

t +Rñζtψt +
ñRu

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2t − ñσtψt, (2.58)

Dt
1 =

(

−
RTu

2
ñx −

Rñu

2
T̃x −

RñT

2
ũx

)

ϕ2
t − ñRT̃xϕtψt

+

(
mñ

2
ũx −

mu

2
ñx

)

ψ2
t +

Rñ

(γ − 1)T
T̃xζtψt + ñxσtψt

+

[

Rñ

T
ũx −

Ruñx +Rñũx
2(γ − 1)T

+
RuñT̃x

2(γ − 1)T 2

]

ζ2t , (2.59)

and

Rt
1 =

(

−
ñR

2
ζt +

ñRu

2
ζx +

ñRT

2
ψx

)

ϕ2
t +Rñζxϕtψt −

mñ

2
ψxψ

2
t

− (ñRuζt + ñRTψt)ϕxϕt −
Rñψtζxζt
(γ − 1)T

+Rñ

(

ψx
2(γ − 1)T

+
ζt + uζx

2(γ − 1)T 2
+
ũxζ

T 2
+

T̃xψ

(γ − 1)T 2

)

ζ2t

− ñRζt(ψxϕt + ψtϕx)−Rñxψζtϕt. (2.60)

On the other hand, taking derivatives with respect to x and t about (2.6), then taking the
inner product of the resulting system with ñ(ϕxt, ψxt, ζxt) and using ṽx =

ñx

ñ
again, it also

follows that

(Ext
2 )t + (Hxt

2 )x − ñψxtσxxt = Rxt
2 , (2.61)

where we have denoted

Ext
2 =

ñ

2
RTϕ2

xt +
ñ

2
mψ2

xt +
ñR

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2xt,

Hxt
2 =

ñ

2
RTuϕ2

xt + ñRTϕxtψxt +
ñ

2
muψ2

xt +Rñζxtψxt +
ñRu

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2xt,
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and

Rxt
2 = Rxt

2,1 +Rxt
2,2

with

Rxt
2,1 =

[

−
ñR

2
ζt +

RTu

2
ñx −

Rñ

2
(Tu)x

]

ϕ2
xt +

[
mu

2
ñx −

mñ

2
ux −mñũx

]

ψ2
xt

+

[
Ru

2(γ − 1)T
ñx +

Rñu

2(γ − 1)T 2
Tx +

ñR

2(γ − 1)T 2
ζt −

Rñ

2(γ − 1)T
ux

]

ζ2xt

− RñTx(ϕtt + ψxt)ϕxt +RTñxψxtϕxt +
RñTx

(γ − 1)T 2
ζttζxt

− ñũxx

[

mψtψxt +

(
Rζ

T

)

t

ζxt

]

− Rñϕxtϕtζxt −
R

γ − 1

(
ñ

T

)

xt

ζxtζt

and

Rxt
2,2 = −ñ(RTu)xtϕxtϕx − ñmψxψ

2
xt −

Rñ

γ − 1

( u

T

)

xt
ζxtζx −Rñ(ϕxtψx + ψxtϕx)ζxt

− ñ(RTu)tϕxtϕxx − Rñ(ϕxtψxx + ψxtϕxx)ζt − ñmψtψxtψxx

−
Rñ

γ − 1

( u

T

)

t
ζxtζxx − ñx(RTψ)xtϕxt − ñũx

(
Rζ

T

)

xt

ζxt −
Rñ

γ − 1
T̃x

(
ψ

T

)

xt

ζxt

− ñṽxx [(RTψ)tϕxt +Rζtψxt]−
Rñ

γ − 1
T̃xx

(
ψ

T

)

t

ζxt.

Then, with the help of Poisson equation (1.24), multiplying (2.56) by e−φ̃, adding the

resulting equation to (2.61) and dealing with the term ñψxtσt · e−φ̃ − ñψxtσxxt as the same
method as (2.15) give that

(

e−φ̃E t
1 + Ext

2 +
1

2
ñ2ϕ2

t

)

t

+

(

e−φ̃Ht
1 +Hxt

2 +
1

2
ñ2uϕ2

t

)

x

+ e−φ̃φ̃xH
t
1 + e−φ̃Dt

1

+

(

−ñuñx −
1

2
ñ2ũx

)

ϕ2
t + ñ2ṽxϕtψt = N3, (2.62)

where

N3 = e−φ̃Rt
1 +Rxt

2 +
1

2
ñ2ψxϕ

2
t +

ñ

2

(

ñeθ1ϕϕ2 − e−(θ2σ+φ̃)σ2
)

t
ψxt − ñ2ψtϕxϕt.
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Similarly for deriving (2.18), it follows from (2.62) that

d

dt

∫

R+

Wε,β

[

e−φ̃E t
1 + Ext

2 +
1

2
ñ2ϕ2

t

]

dx

+

∫

R+

εβWε−1,βL3dx

︸ ︷︷ ︸

I3

+

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β(−Hxt
2 )dx+

∫

R+

Wε,βL4dx

︸ ︷︷ ︸

I4

−

[

e−φ̃Ht
1 +Hxt

2 +
1

2
ñ2uϕ2

t

]

(t, 0) =

∫

R+

Wε,βN3dx, (2.63)

where we have denoted

L3 = −e−φ̃Ht
1 −

1

2
ñ2uϕ2

t

and

L4 =e
−φ̃φ̃xH

t
1 + e−φ̃Dt

1 +

(

−ñuñx −
1

2
ñ2ũx

)

ϕ2
t + ñ2ṽxϕtψt.

Due to the similar computations as (2.20)-(2.22),(2.36) and (2.37), we have the following
estimates

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β(−Hxt
2 )dx ≥ cβ‖(ϕxt, ψxt, ζxt)‖

2
ε−1,β,

−

[

e−φ̃Ht
1 +

1

2
ñ2uϕ2

t

]

(t, 0) ≥ (c− Cδ)[ϕ2
t + ψ2

t + ζ2t ]x=0 − C[σ2
t ]x=0,

−Hxt
2 (t, 0) ≥ (c− Cδ)[ϕ2

xt + ψ2
xt + ζ2xt]x=0,

I3 + I4 ≥ (c− Cδ)
{
β3‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt)‖

2
ε−3,β + β‖σxt‖

2
ε−1,β

}
− Cβ[σ2

t + ϕ2 + ψ2 + σ2]x=0,

and
∫

R+

Wε,βN3dx ≤ Cδβ‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, ϕtx, ψtx, ζtx)‖
2
ε−1,β

+Cδβ3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, ϕt, ψt, ζt, ϕxx, ψxx, ζxx)‖
2
ε−3,β

+Cδβ[ϕ2 + ψ2 + σ2]x=0,

where we make full use of (1.27), (1.18), (1.23), (2.1)-(2.3), λ ≥ 4, the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality and Lemmata 4.1 and 4.2. At last, substituting the above estimates into (2.63),
the desired estimate (2.55) follows by multiplying the resulting inequality by (1+βτ)ξ and
integrating the resulting inequality over (0, t). Therefore, we complete the rough proof of
Lemma 2.3. �
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Lemma 2.4. Under the same conditions as in Proposition 2.1, there exist positive con-

stants C and δ independent of M such that if conditions (2.1)-(2.3) and θΓφ
1/2
b ≤ β1 ≤

β ≤ Γφ
1/2
b are satisfied , it holds for any t ∈ [0,M ] and any ξ ≥ 0 that

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt, σtx)(t)‖
2
ε,β1

+

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
[
ϕ2
t + ψ2

t + ζ2t + σ2
t + σ2

xt

]

x=0
dτ

≤C‖(ϕt0, ψt0, ζt0, σt0, σtx0)‖
2
ε,β + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt, σtx)(τ)‖
2
ε,βdτ

+ C(β1 + δβ3)

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx, σxt, ϕxt, ψxt)‖
2
ε−1,βdτ

+ C(β3
1 + δβ3)

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, ϕt, ψt, ζt)‖
2
ε−3,βdτ

+ C(β1 + δβ3)

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[σ2 + ϕ2 + ψ2]x=0dτ. (2.64)

Proof. We follow the similar steps as in deriving (2.46) in the proof of Lemma 2.2. Then
after we rewrite the fourth term ñψxtσt in (2.56), we have the following equality:

[

E t
1 +

ñ

2
e−φe−vσ2

t +
ñ

2
e−vσ2

xt

]

t

+

[

Ht
1 − ñuϕtσt −

1

2
ñue−φe−vσ2

t +
1

2
ñue−vσ2

xt − ñe−vσtσttx

]

x

= N4, (2.65)

where

N4 =Rt
1 −Dt

1 −
ñ

2
(e−φe−v)tσ

2
t − (ñe−v)xσtσttx +

1

2
ñ(e−v)tσ

2
xt + ñ(e−v)tσtσtxx

+
1

2
(ñue−v)xσ

2
xt − (ñu)xϕtσt −

1

2
(ñue−φe−v)xσ

2
t + ñψtvxσt. (2.66)

Then, multiplying (2.65) by Wε,β1 and integrating the resulting equation over R+, one
deduces that

d

dt

∫

R+

Wε,β1

[

E t
1 +

ñ

2
e−φe−vσ2

t +
ñ

2
e−vσ2

xt

]

dx

+

[

−Ht
1 + ñuϕtσt +

1

2
ñue−φe−vσ2

t −
1

2
ñue−vσ2

xt + ñe−vσtσttx

]

x=0

+ εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[

−Ht
1 + ñuϕtσt +

1

2
ñue−φe−vσ2

t −
1

2
ñue−vσ2

xt

]

dx

=− εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1ñe
−vσtσttxdx+

∫

R+

Wε,β1N4dx. (2.67)

By differentiating the boundary condition (1.27) in t, we have

σxtt(t, 0) =
[
−evψt − u(ev)t − u∞e

−σσt
]
(t, 0). (2.68)
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Using the boundary condition (2.68) and under the condition (1.22), we have

[

−Ht
1 + ñuϕtσt +

1

2
ñue−φe−vσ2

t −
1

2
ñue−vσ2

xt + ñe−vσtσttx

]

x=0

=
[

−
ñ

2
RTuϕ2

t − ñRTϕtψt −
ñ

2
muψ2

t −Rñζtψt −
Rñu

2(γ − 1)T
ζ2t

+
1

2
ñue−φe−vσ2

t − ñu∞e
−ve−σσ2

t −
1

2
ñue−vσ2

xt

]

x=0

≥c[ϕ2
t + ψ2

t + ζ2t + σ2
t + σ2

xt]x=0 − C(Nλ,β(M) + φb)[σ
2
t + σ2

xt + ϕ2
t + ψ2

t + ζ2t ]x=0

≥(c− Cδ)[ϕ2
t + ψ2

t + ζ2t + σ2
t + σ2

xt]x=0. (2.69)

The estimate of the third term in (2.67) is similar to obtaining (2.51). In fact, we only
need to use (ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt) to replace (ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ) in all the estimates of (2.50) and (2.51).
Thus, as for obtaining (2.51), it holds that

εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[

−Ht
1 + ñuϕtσt +

1

2
ñue−φe−vσ2

t −
1

2
ñue−vσ2

xt

]

dx

≥εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[RT∞
2

|u∞|(ϕt −
1

|u∞|
ψt)

2 +
(γ − 1)RT∞

2|u∞|
(ψt −

|u∞|

(γ − 1)T∞
ζt)

2

+
|u∞|

2
(σt +

1

|u∞|
ψt)

2
]

dx− Cβ1(β
2
1 +Nλ,β(M))‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt)‖

2
ε−3,β1

− Cβ1‖σxt‖
2
ε−1,β1

− Cβ1[σ
2
t + σ2

xt]x=0

≥− Cβ1(β
2
1 + δβ3)‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt)‖

2
ε−3,β1 − Cβ1‖σxt‖

2
ε−1,β1 − Cβ1[σ

2
t + σ2

xt]x=0. (2.70)

To estimate the first term on the right-hand side of (2.67), we apply the Schwarz in-
equality and use Lemma 4.1 and (1.23) as follows:

∣
∣
∣
∣
−εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1ñe
−vσtσttxdx

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤Cβ1‖(σt, σttx)‖
2
ε−1,β1

≤Cβ1‖(ϕtt, ϕt)‖
2
ε−1,β1 + Cβ1[ϕ

2 + ψ2 + σ2 + ϕ2
t + ψ2

t + σ2
t ]x=0

≤Cβ1‖(ϕx, ψx, ϕxt, ψxt, ζx, σx)‖
2
ε−1,β1 + Cβ1φ

2
b

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1G(x)
−2(ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2)dx

+ Cβ1[ϕ
2 + ψ2 + σ2 + ϕ2

t + ψ2
t + σ2

t ]x=0

≤Cβ1‖(ϕx, ψx, ϕxt, ψxt, ζx, σx)‖
2
ε−1,β1

+ Cβ5
1‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖

2
ε−3,β1

+ Cβ1[ϕ
2 + ψ2 + σ2 + ϕ2

t + ψ2
t + σ2

t ]x=0 (2.71)
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Similarly for deriving (2.53) and (2.71), we can treat the last term of (2.67) as follows:

∫

R+

Wε,β1N4dx ≤C(β3
1 + δβ3)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, ϕt, ψt, ζt)‖

2
ε−3,β1

+ C(β2
1 + δβ3)‖(ψx, ζx, σx, σxt, ϕxt, ψxt, ϕx)‖

2
ε−1,β1

+ C(β2
1 + δβ3)[σ2 + ϕ2 + ψ2 + σ2

t + ϕ2
t + ψ2

t ]x=0, (2.72)

where we repeatedly use Lemma 4.1 and (1.23).
Substituting (2.69)-(2.72) into (2.67), we have

d

dt

∫

R+

Wε,β1

[

E t
1 +

ñ

2
e−φe−vσ2

t +
ñ

2
e−vσ2

xt

]

dx+ c[ϕ2
t + ψ2

t + ζ2t + σ2
t + σ2

xt]x=0

≤C(β3
1 + δβ3)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, ϕt, ψt, ζt)‖

2
ε−3,β + C(β1 + δβ3)‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx, σxt, ϕxt, ψxt)‖

2
ε−1,β

+ C(β1 + δβ3)[σ2 + ϕ2 + ψ2]x=0, (2.73)

provided that 0 < β1 ≤ β and δ are sufficiently small, where E t
1 is defined in (2.57).

Furthermore, multiplying (2.73) by (1 + βτ)ξ and integrating the resulting inequality over
(0, t) give the desired estimate (2.64). This hence completes the proof of Lemma 2.4. �

Proof of Proposition 2.1. Now, following Lemmata 2.1–2.4 above, we are ready to prove
Proposition 2.1. Firstly, by setting 0 < β1 ≪ θ0β ≪ β ≪ δ ≪ θ0 ≪ 1 roughly speaking(see
[22] for details), we can show that multiplication of (2.5) by θ0 and addition to (2.39), and
multiplication of (2.55) by θ0 and addition to (2.64) respectively lead to the following two
estimates

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)(t)‖2ε,β,1

+

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
{
β3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−3,β + β‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx)‖

2
ε−1,β

}
dτ

+

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2 + σ2
x]x=0dτ

≤C‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0, σ0)‖
2
ε,β,1 + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)‖2ε,β,1dτ (2.74)
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and

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt)(t)‖
2
ε,β,1

+

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
{
β3‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt)‖

2
ε−3,β + β‖(ϕtx, ψtx, ζtx, σtx)‖

2
ε−1,β

}
dτ

+

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
[
ϕ2
t + ψ2

t + ζ2t + σ2
t + σ2

xt

]

x=0
dτ

≤C‖(ϕ0t, ψ0t, ζ0t, σ0t)‖
2
ε,β,1 + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt)‖
2
ε,β,1dτ

+ C

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
{
β3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, ϕxx, ψxx, ζxx)‖

2
ε−3,β + β‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx)‖

2
ε−1,β

}
dτ

+ C

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[ϕ2 + ψ2 + σ2]x=0dτ. (2.75)

Then multiply (2.75) by a suitably small positive constant and add to (2.74). As a result,
we have

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ, ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt)(t)‖
2
ε,β,1

+

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
{
β3‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, ϕt, ψt, ζt)‖

2
ε−3,β + β‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx, σx, ϕtx, ψtx, ζtx, σtx)‖

2
ε−1,β

}
dτ

≤C[‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0, σ0, ϕ0t, ψ0t, ζ0t, σ0t)‖
2
ε,β,1 + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ, ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt)‖
2
ε,β,1dτ

+ Cβ3

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ‖(ϕxx, ψxx, ζxx)‖
2
ε−3,βdτ. (2.76)

Lastly, applying Lemma 4.1, Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4, and taking δ > 0 sufficiently
small, one concludes that

(1 + βt)ξ(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(t)‖2ε,β,2 + ‖σ(t)‖2ε,β,4)

+ β3

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε−3,β,2 + ‖σ(τ)‖2ε−3,β,4)dτ

≤C(‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0)‖
2
ε,β,2 + r20) + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε,β,2 + ‖σ(τ)‖2ε,β,4)dτ.

(2.77)

In terms of (2.77), applying an induction argument similar as [15] and [21] with the choice
of ξ = (λ−ε)/3+κ for an arbitrary positive constant κ and combining the elliptic estimates
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in Lemma 4.1 yield that

(1 + βt)(λ−ε)/3+κ(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε,β,2 + ‖σ(τ)‖2ε,β,4)

+ β3

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)(λ−ε)/3+κ(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε−3,β,2 + ‖σ(τ)‖2ε−3,β,4)dτ

≤C(1 + βt)κ(‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0)‖
2
λ,β,2 + r20),

which proves the desired estimate (2.4) under the conditions (2.1), (2.2) and (2.3). Then
this completes the proof of Proposition 2.1. �

3. Energy estimates for the nondegenerate case

The aim of this section is to prove the asymptotic stability of the sheath to (1.1) under
the nondegenerate condition (1.21). As we have seen in the previous section concerning
the degenerate problem, the essential difference between the Dirichlet problem [8] and the
time-evolving Neumann problem resides in the treatment of boundary terms. This is also
the case for the nondegenerate problem. Since the derivation of a priori estimates with the
Dirichlet condition for the nondegenerate problem are given in depth in [8], we describe
only central ideas of the proofs in this section.

Proposition 3.1. Let the same conditions on T∞, u∞ and λ as in Theorem 1.1 hold.

(i) Let (ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ) be a solution to (1.23)-(1.27) which satisfies

(eλx/2ϕ, eλx/2ψ, eλx/2ζ, eλx/2σ) ∈ (X2([0,M ]))3 × X
2
2 ([0,M ])

for M > 0. Then, there exist constants δ > 0 and C > 0 independent of M such that if
the following conditions

α > 0, β ∈ (0, λ], and β + (|φb|+Nλ(M) + α)/β ≤ δ

are satisfied, where

Nλ(M) := sup
0≤t≤M

(‖(eλx/2ϕ, eλx/2ψ, eλx/2ζ)(t)‖H2 + |σx(t, 0)|),

then it holds for any t ∈ [0,M ] that

‖(eβx/2ϕ, eβx/2ψ, eβx/2ζ)(t)‖2H2 + ‖eβx/2σ(t)‖2H4

≤ C(‖(eλx/2ϕ0, e
λx/2ψ0, e

λx/2ζ0)‖
2
H2 + r20)e

−αt. (3.1)

(ii) Let (ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ) be a solution to (1.23)-(1.27) over [0,M ] for M > 0. Then, for any
ε ∈ (0, λ], there exist constants δ > 0 and C > 0 independent of M such that if all the
following conditions

((1 + βx)λ/2ϕ, (1 + βx)λ/2ψ, (1 + βx)λ/2ζ, (1 + βx)λ/2σ) ∈ (X2([0,M ]))3 × X
2
2 ([0,M ])

and

β + (|φb|+Nλ,β(M))/β ≤ δ, β > 0 (3.2)
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are satisfied, then it holds for any t ∈ [0,M ] that

‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(t)‖2ε,β,2 + ‖σ(t)‖2ε,β,4 ≤ C(‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0)‖
2
λ,β,2 + r20)(1 + βt)−(λ−ε). (3.3)

Since it is easier to treat the a priori estimate for the exponential weight than that
for the algebraic weight, we would only prove Proposition 3.1 (ii) in the case of algebraic
weights for brevity. Similarly to the degenerate problem, the proof of Proposition 3.1 (ii)
consists in deriving estimates Lemmata 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 corresponding to Lemmata 2.1,
2.2, 2.3, 2.4. Then, Proposition 3.1 is proved at the end of this section.

Lemma 3.1. Under the same conditions as in Proposition 3.1 (ii), for any ε ∈ (0, λ], there
exist constants δ > 0 and C > 0 independent of M such that it holds for any t ∈ [0,M ]
and ξ ≥ 0 that

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(t)‖2ε,β,1 + β

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε−1,β,1 + ‖σx(τ)‖
2
ε−1,β)dτ

≤ C‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0)‖
2
ε,β,1 + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε,β,1dτ

+C

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[σ2 + σ2
x]x=0dτ. (3.4)

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 2.1, one can repeat the same procedure to obtain the
identity (2.18). It remains to re-estimate each term in (2.18). First of all, one can still
show (2.19) in the same way so that (2.20) holds true. For the boundary terms on the
left-hand side of (2.18), the non-negativity estimates (2.21) and (2.22) are also satisfied.
Only the slight differences occur to estimates on I1, I2 and the right-hand term of (2.18); it
is indeed much easier to make estimates in the non-degenerate case than in the degenerate
case considered before. In fact, for I1, it holds that

I1 ≥

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β

{1

2
(RT∞ + 1)|u∞|ϕ2 −RT∞ϕψ +

1

2
m|u∞|ψ2

+
R|u∞|

2(γ − 1)T∞
ζ2 − Rζψ + σψ

}

dx

− C(Nλ,β(M) + φb)

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β(ϕ
2 + ψ2 + ζ2)dx. (3.5)
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Furthermore, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality σψ ≥ −( |u∞|
2
σ2 + 1

2|u∞|
ψ2), it follows

from (3.5) that

I1 ≥

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β

{ |u∞|

2
(RT∞ + 1)ϕ2 − RT∞ϕψ +

m|u∞|2 − 1

2|u∞|
ψ2

+
R|u∞|ζ2

2(γ − 1)T∞
− Rζψ −

|u∞|

2
σ2
}

dx

− Cδβ2

∫

R+

Wε−1,β(ϕ
2 + ψ2 + ζ2)dx. (3.6)

To deal with the bad term −
∫

R+
εβWε−1,β

|u∞|
2
σ2dx on the right-hand side of (3.6), we first

rewrite (2.14) as the form of

σxx = ϕ+ σ + (ñ− 1)ϕ+ (e−φ̃ − 1)σ +
ñ

2
eθ1ϕϕ2 −

e−φ̃

2
e−θ2σσ2, θ1, θ2 ∈ (0, 1). (3.7)

Then, by multiplying (3.7) by −|u∞|εβWε−1,βσ and using (1.16), one has

|u∞|εβ

∫

R+

Wε−1,βσ
2
xdx+

∫

R+

|u∞|ε(ε− 1)β2Wε−2,βσσxdx

≤ −

∫

R+

|u∞|εβWε−1,βϕσdx−

∫

R+

|u∞|εβWε−1,βσ
2dx

+ C(φb + ‖σ‖∞)

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β(ϕ
2 + σ2)dx+ Cβ[σ2 + σ2

x]x=0. (3.8)

Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality −σϕ ≤ 1
2
ϕ2 + 1

2
σ2, the first two terms on the

right-hand side of (3.8) are bounded by

1

2

∫

R+

|u∞|εβWε−1,βϕ
2dx−

1

2

∫

R+

|u∞|εβWε−1,βσ
2dx.

Applying Lemma 4.1, Lemma 4.2 and (3.2), we have

C(φb + ‖σ‖∞)

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β(ϕ
2 + σ2)dx ≤ Cδβ

∫

R+

εβWε−1,βϕ
2dx+ Cδβ[σ2

x]x=0.

The second term on the left hand side of (3.8) can been treated by using the integration
by parts as

∫

R+

|u∞|ε(ε− 1)β2Wε−2,βσσxdx =−
1

2
|u∞|ε(ε− 1)β2[σ2]x=0

−
1

2

∫

R+

|u∞|ε(ε− 1)(ε− 2)β3Wε−3,βσ
2dx,
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where by using Lemma 4.1, it further holds that
∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

R+

|u∞|ε(ε− 1)(ε− 2)β3Wε−3,βσ
2dx

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ Cβ3‖ϕ‖2ε−1,β + Cβ3[σ2

x]x=0.

Plugging all the above estimates into (3.8) gives that

1

2

∫

R+

|u∞|εβWε−1,βϕ
2dx−

1

2

∫

R+

|u∞|εβWε−1,βσ
2dx

≥

∫

R+

|u∞|εβWε−1,βσ
2
xdx− Cδβ

∫

R+

εβWε−1,βϕ
2dx

− Cβ3

∫

R+

Wε−1,βϕ
2dx− Cβ[σ2 + σ2

x]x=0. (3.9)

We then substitute (3.9) back to (3.6) and take δ > 0 suitably small so as to obtain

I1 ≥

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β

{ |u∞|

2
RT∞ϕ

2 − RT∞ϕψ +
m|u∞|2 − 1

2|u∞|
ψ2 +

R|u∞|ζ2

2(γ − 1)T∞
− Rζψ

}

dx

+

∫

R+

|u∞|εβWε−1,βσ
2
xdx− Cδβ2

∫

R+

Wε−1,β(ϕ
2 + ψ2 + ζ2)dx− Cβ[σ2 + σ2

x]x=0

≥(c− Cδ)β‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−1,β + cβ‖σx‖
2
ε−1,β − Cβ[σ2 + σ2

x]x=0, (3.10)

where γRT∞+1
m

< u2∞ is applied in the last inequality.
Now we estimate I2 and the last term in (2.18). In fact, it holds that

|I2|+

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫

R+

Wε,βN1dx

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤C(Nλ,β(M) + φb)

∫

R+

εβWε−1,β(ϕ
2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2 + ϕ2

x + ψ2
x + ζ2x)dx

≤Cβδ‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−1,β,1 + Cβδ[σ2
x]x=0, (3.11)

where we have used (1.16), (1.23), (3.2), λ ≥ 2, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma
4.1.

Substituting (2.20), (2.21), (2.22), (3.10) and (3.11) into (2.18), we have

d

dt

∫

R+

Wε,β(e
−φ̃E0+Ex

1+
1

2
ñ2ϕ2)dx+β‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ε−1,β,1+β‖σx‖

2
ε−1,β ≤ C[σ2+σ2

x]x=0 (3.12)

provided that δ > 0 is sufficiently small, where E0 and Ex
1 are defined in (2.8) and (2.10)

respectively. Therefore, the desired estimate (3.4) follows from multiplying (3.12) by (1 +
βτ)ξ and integrating the resulting inequality over (0, t). This then completes the proof of
Lemma 3.1. �
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Lemma 3.2. Under the same conditions as in Proposition 3.1 (ii), for any ε ∈ (0, λ], there
exist constants δ > 0 and C > 0 independent of M such that if the condition 0 < β1 ≤ β
is satisfied, it holds for any t ∈ [0,M ] and any ξ ≥ 0 that

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ, σx)(t)‖
2
ε,β1

+ c

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[ϕ2 + ψ2 + ζ2 + σ2 + σ2
x]x=0dτ

≤C‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0, σ0, σx0)‖
2
ε,β + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ, σx)(τ)‖
2
ε,βdτ

+ C

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[(β1 + δβ)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε−1,β,1 + β1‖σx(τ)‖
2
ε−1,β]dτ. (3.13)

Proof. The proof is basically the same as that of Lemma 2.2. So, we explain the estimate
of only one term which is bundled in the left-hand side of (2.48). Similarly to (2.51) and
under the condition (1.21), we have

εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[

−
H0

ñ
+ uϕσ +

1

2
ũe−φ̃e−ṽσ2 −

1

2
e−ṽũσ2

x

]

dx

≥εβ1

∫

R+

Wε−1,β1

[1

2
RT∞(−u∞)ϕ2 − RT∞ϕψ +

1

2
m(−u∞)ψ2 − Rζψ +

R(−u∞)

2(γ − 1)T∞
ζ2

+ σψ +
−u∞
2

σ2 +
3(−u∞)

2
σ2
x

]

dx− Cβ1(|φb|+Nλ,β(M))‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)‖2ε−1,β1

− Cβ1‖σx‖
2
ε−1,β1 − Cβ1[σ

2 + σ2
x]x=0

≥β1(c− Cβδ)‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ)‖2ε−1,β1
− Cβ1‖σx‖

2
ε−1,β1

− Cβ1[σ
2 + σ2

x]x=0

≥− Cβ1‖σx‖
2
ε−1,β1 − Cβ1[σ

2 + σ2
x]x=0 (3.14)

provided that δ > 0 is sufficiently small.
Note that (ϕ, ψ, ζ, σ) appearing in the other estimates in Lemma 2.2 with the norm

‖ · ‖ε−3,β1 should be replaced by ‖ · ‖ε−1,β1. Based on this and combined with (3.14), we
complete the proof of Lemma 3.2. �

Lemma 3.3. Under the same conditions as in Proposition 3.1 (ii), for any ε ∈ (0, λ], there
exist constants δ > 0 and C > 0 independent of M such that it holds for any t ∈ [0,M ]
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and ξ ≥ 0 that

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt)‖
2
ε,β,1 + β

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
(
‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt)(τ)‖

2
ε−1,β,1 + ‖σtx(τ)‖

2
ε−1,β

)
dτ

≤ C‖(ϕt0, ψt0, ζt0)‖
2
ε,β,1 + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt)(τ)‖
2
ε,β,1dτ

+ Cδβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε−1,β,2dτ

+ C

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[ϕ2 + ψ2 + σ2 + σ2
t ]x=0dτ. (3.15)

Proof. The proof is basically the same as that of Lemma 2.3 with a similar modification as
seen in comparison between the proofs of Lemmata 2.1 and 3.1. Note that all the estimates
in Lemma 2.3 with the norm ‖ · ‖ε−3,β should be replaced by ‖ · ‖ε−1,β. Here, the details of
the proof are omitted for brevity.

�

Lemma 3.4. Under the same conditions as in Proposition 3.1 (ii), for any ε ∈ (0, λ], there
exist constants δ > 0 and C > 0 independent of M such that if the condition 0 < β1 ≤ β
is satisfied, it holds for any t ∈ [0,M ], β1 ≤ β and ξ ≥ 0 that

(1 + βt)ξ‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt, σtx)(t)‖
2
ε,β1 + c

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ
[
ϕ2
t + ψ2

t + ζ2t + σ2
t + σ2

xt

]

x=0
dτ

≤C‖(ϕt0, ψt0, ζt0, σt0, σtx0)‖
2
ε,β + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt, σt, σtx)(τ)‖
2
ε,βdτ

+ C(β1 + δβ)

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ‖(ϕxt, ψxt, ζxt, ϕt, ψt, ζt, ϕx, ψx, ζx, ϕ, ψ, ζ, σx, σtx)‖
2
ε−1,βdτ.

+ C4(β1 + δβ)

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ[σ2 + ϕ2 + ψ2]x=0dτ. (3.16)

Proof. We follow the similar steps as in deriving (2.64) in the proof of Lemma 2.4 except
that the estimated way of (2.70) should be replaced by the estimated way of (3.14). �

Now, following Lemmata 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 above, we are ready to give the

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Following the same argument as in the proofs of Proposition 2.1,
we choose 0 < β1 ≪ θ0β ≪ β ≪ δ ≪ θ0 ≪ 1 sufficiently small. As in the proof
of Proposition 2.1, combining a priori estimates obtained in Lemmata 3.1–3.4, applying
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Lemma 4.1, Lemma 4.3, Lemma 4.4 and taking δ > 0 sufficiently small, we conclude that

(1 + βt)ξ(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(t)‖2ε,β,2 + ‖σ(t)‖2ε,β,4)

+ β

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε−1,β,2 + ‖σ(τ)‖2ε−1,β,4)dτ

≤ C(‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0)‖
2
ε,β,2 + r20) + Cξβ

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)ξ−1(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε,β,2 + ‖σ(τ)‖2ε,β,4)dτ

(3.17)

for any t ≥ 0 and ξ ≥ 0. Then, in terms of (3.17), employing the induction argument similar
as [15] and [21] with ξ = λ− ε+ κ for an arbitrary positive constant κ and combining the
elliptic estimates in Lemma 4.1 yield that for any t ≥ 0,

(1 + βt)λ−ε+κ(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε,β,2 + ‖σ(τ)‖2ε,β,4)

+ β

∫ t

0

(1 + βτ)λ−ε+κ(‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)(τ)‖2ε−1,β,2 + ‖σ(τ)‖2ε−1,β,4)dτ

≤ C(1 + βt)κ(‖(ϕ0, ψ0, ζ0)‖
2
λ,β,2 + r20),

which proves (3.3). This then completes the proof of the second part (ii) of Proposition
3.1. As mentioned before, for the part (i) corresponding to the exponential weight case,
the proof of (3.1) follows in a similar way and thus is omitted for brevity. We therefore
conclude the proof of Proposition 3.1. �

4. Appendix

In this appendix, we will give some basic results used in the proof of Proposition 2.1 and
Proposition 3.1. Those lemmas below are similar to ones obtained in [8] and [22].

Lemma 4.1 (see [8, 22]). Consider the elliptic equation (1.24). Under the same assump-
tions as in either Proposition 2.1 for the degenerate case or Proposition 3.1 (ii) for the
nondegenerate case, the following estimates hold for certain positive constants c and C
provided that δ is sufficiently small:

‖σ‖2α,β + c‖σx‖
2
α,β ≤ C‖ϕ‖2α,β + C[σ2

x]x=0,

[σ2]x=0 ≤ C‖ϕ‖2α,β + C[σ2
x]x=0,

[σ2
x]x=0 ≤ C‖ϕ‖2α,β + C[σ2]x=0,

‖σt‖
2
α,β,1 ≤ C‖ϕt‖

2
α,β + C[ϕ2 + ψ2 + σ2]x=0,

d

dt
[e−σ − 1 + σ]x=0 + c‖σt‖

2
α,β,1 ≤ C‖ϕt‖

2
α,β + C[ϕ2 + ψ2]x=0 ≤ C‖(ϕ, ψ)‖2α,β,1,

‖σtt‖
2
α,β,1 ≤ C‖(ϕtt, ϕt, σt)‖

2
α,β + C[ϕ2

t + ψ2
t + σ2

t ]x=0,
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‖∂itσ‖
2
α,β,j ≤ C‖ϕ‖2α,β,i+j−2 + C[σ2

x]x=0, i ∈ Z ∩ [0, 2], j ∈ Z ∩ [2, 4− i].

Lemma 4.2 (see [8, 22]). Under the same assumptions as in either Proposition 2.1 for
the degenerate case or Proposition 3.1 (ii) for the nondegenerate case, it holds for any
t ∈ [0,M ] and α ≤ λ/2 that

‖((1 + βx)α(ϕ, ψ, ζ), (1 + βx)α(ϕx, ψx, ζx))(t)‖L∞(R+) ≤ CNλ,β(M),

‖(1 + βx)α(ϕt, ψt, ζt)(t)‖L∞(R+) ≤ CNλ,β(M),

‖(1 + βx)α(σ, σx, σt)(t)‖L∞(R+) ≤ CNλ,β(M).

Lemma 4.3 (see [8, 22]). Under the same assumptions as in either Proposition 2.1 for the
degenerate case or Proposition 3.1 (ii) for the nondegenerate case, the following estimates
hold for certain positive constants c and C provided that δ is sufficiently small:

‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt)‖
2
ξ,β ≤ C‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ξ,β,1 + C[σ2

x]x=0,

‖(ϕtx, ψtx, ζtx, ϕtt, ψtt, ζtt)‖
2
ξ,β ≤ C‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ξ,β,2 + C[σ2

x]x=0,

‖∂it(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖
2
ξ,β,j ≤ C‖(ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖2ξ,β,i+j + C[σ2

x]x=0,

where (i, j) ∈ {(i, j) ∈ Z
2|i, j ≥ 0, i+ j ≤ 2}.

Lemma 4.4 (see [8, 22]). Under the same assumptions as in either Proposition 2.1 for the
degenerate case or Proposition 3.1 (ii) for the nondegenerate case, the following estimates
hold for certain positive constants C provided that δ is sufficiently small:

‖(ϕx, ψx, ζx)‖
2
ξ,β ≤ C‖(ϕt, ψt, ζt, ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖

2
ξ,β + C[σ2

x]x=0,

‖(ϕxx, ψxx, ζxx)‖
2
ξ,β ≤ C‖(ϕxt, ψxt, ζxt, ϕx, ψx, ζx, ϕ, ψ, ζ)‖

2
ξ,β + C[σ2

x]x=0.
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