
ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

15
62

5v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

A
P]

  2
0 

D
ec

 2
02

4

SHARP WELL-POSEDNESS FOR THE FREE BOUNDARY MHD EQUATIONS

MIHAELA IFRIM, BEN PINEAU, DANIEL TATARU, AND MITCHELL A. TAYLOR

Abstract. In this article, we provide a definitive well-posedness theory for the free boundary problem in

incompressible magnetohyrodynamics. Despite the clear physical interest in this system and the remarkable

progress in the study of the free boundary Euler equations in recent decades, the low regularity well-

posedness of the free boundary MHD equations has remained completely open. This is due, in large part,

to the highly nonlinear wave-type coupling between the velocity, magnetic field and free boundary, which

has forced previous works to impose restrictive geometric constraints on the data. To address this problem,

we introduce a novel Eulerian approach and an entirely new functional setting, which better captures the

wave equation structure of the MHD equations and permits a complete Hadamard well-posedness theory in

low-regularity Sobolev spaces. In particular, we give the first proofs of existence, uniqueness and continuous

dependence on the data at the sharp s >
d

2
+ 1 Sobolev regularity, in addition to a blowup criterion for

smooth solutions at the same low regularity scale. Moreover, we provide a completely new method for

constructing smooth solutions which, to our knowledge, gives the first proof of existence (at any regularity)

in our new functional setting. All of our results hold in arbitrary dimensions and in general, not necessarily

simply connected, domains. By taking the magnetic field to be zero, they also recover the corresponding

sharp well-posedness theorems for the free boundary Euler equations. The methodology and tools that we

employ here can likely be fruitfully implemented in other free boundary models.
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1. Introduction

In this article, we study the dynamics of an electrically conducting fluid droplet. At time t, our fluid

occupies a compact, connected region Ωt ⊆ R
d with d ≥ 2, and its motion is governed by the incompressible,
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inviscid MHD equations:

(1.1)





∂tv + v · ∇v −B · ∇B +∇P = 0,

∂tB + v · ∇B −B · ∇v = 0,

∇ · v = 0,

∇ · B = 0.

Here, v : Ωt → Rd is the fluid velocity, P : Ωt → R is the total pressure, and B : Ωt → Rd is the magnetic

field. The evolution of the free boundary Γt := ∂Ωt is coupled to the interior dynamics by three natural

boundary conditions. The first is the kinematic boundary condition,

(1.2) Dt := ∂t + v · ∇ is tangent to
⋃

t

{t} × ∂Ωt ⊆ R
d+1,

which states that the free hypersurface Γt flows with normal velocity v · nΓt
. The second is the dynamic

boundary condition, which states that

P = 0 on Γt.(1.3)

In the physical derivation of (1.1), the total pressure P arises as the combination P := p + 1
2 |B|2 of the

fluid and magnetic pressures, and (1.3) represents the balance of forces at the fluid-vacuum interface in the

absence of surface tension. As a final boundary condition, we require that

(1.4) B · nΓt
= 0 on Γt,

which says that the fluid is a perfect conductor. This closes the above system and ensures that the total

energy

E :=
1

2

∫

Ωt

|v|2dx+
1

2

∫

Ωt

|B|2dx

is formally conserved. Throughout the article, we will refer to the system (1.1)-(1.4) as the free boundary

MHD equations.

By taking the divergence of (1.1), we obtain the following elliptic equation for the total pressure P :

(1.5)





∆P = tr(∇B)2 − tr(∇v)2 in Ωt,

P = 0 on Γt.

Assuming sufficient regularity on (v(t), B(t),Γt), the equation (1.5) uniquely determines the pressure from

the velocity, magnetic field and domain at any given time t.

When B ≡ 0, the free boundary MHD equations reduce to the free boundary Euler equations. By a

classical result of Ebin [9], these latter equations are ill-posed unless the normal derivative of the pressure

points into the fluid. Therefore, in the well-posedness theory of the free boundary Euler equations, it is

generally assumed that the pressure p0 associated to the initial data satisfies −∇p0 · nΓ0 > c0 on Γ0 for

some c0 > 0. Note that for irrotational data on compact simply connected domains, such a c0 can always

be found, by the strong maximum principle.

For the free boundary MHD equations, the analogous assumption to avoid ill-posedness is that

(1.6) a := −∇P · nΓt
> c0 > 0.
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Indeed, ill-posedness results when (1.6) is violated can be found in [16]. Therefore, we will always assume

that our initial data satisfies the following:

Taylor sign condition. There is a c0 > 0 such that a0 := −∇P0 · nΓ0 > c0 on Γ0.

Geometrically, enforcing a0 > 0 ensures that the initial pressure P0 is a non-degenerate defining function

for the initial boundary hypersurface Γ0, and thus can be used to describe the regularity of the boundary.

As part of our well-posedness theorem below, we will prove that – under minimal regularity requirements –

the positivity of the Taylor coefficient persists on some non-trivial time interval.

Finally, we remark that for the incompressible Euler flow, if the initial data is irrotational (i.e. ω0 = 0)

then the solution remains irrotational at later times. Hence, it is meaningful and indeed interesting to study

irrotational flows, or, as they are commonly referred to, water waves. By contrast, in the incompressible

MHD case the Lorentz force generates vorticity and the irrotationality condition does not propagate.

1.1. The structure of the MHD equations. In order to justify the setup for our main results as well

as the function space framework in the upcoming subsections, it is instructive to begin with a heuristic

description of the leading part of the free boundary MHD equations, also comparing it with the free boundary

incompressible Euler equations.

We begin our discussion with the boundaryless case, where at leading order the incompressible Euler

equations may be seen as a transport equation of the form

Dtv = f,

where we view f as a perturbative error. In contrast, by applying Dt to the v and B equations in (1.1) and

observing that Dt and ∇B := B · ∇ commute, the coupled system structure of MHD naturally leads to a

second order evolution,

(1.7) D2
t v −∇2

Bv = f1, D2
tB −∇2

BB = f2,

which is akin to a one dimensional, possibly degenerate, wave equation relative to the distinguished direction

of the magnetic field.

Turning our attention now to free boundary problems, the leading-order description requires an additional

“good variable” in order to capture the motion of the free boundary. In the incompressible Euler case, a

convenient geometric choice is exactly the Taylor coefficient, a, which at leading order solves a second-order

time evolution

D2
t a+ aNa = f.

Here, N represents the Dirichlet-to-Neumann map associated to the fluid domain, which should be thought

of as a first order elliptic pseudodifferential operator on the free boundary at fixed time.

Moving on to the MHD counterpart, the Taylor coefficient remains the good variable, but its evolution

acquires a wave component in the B direction. More specifically, the resulting equation can be written at

leading order as

(1.8) D2
t a−∇2

Ba+ aNa = f.
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To complete our heuristic description of the equations we also need to consider the coupling between the

interior and the boundary component. In the incompressible Euler case, at leading order this can be roughly

interpreted in terms of the rotational/irrotational decomposition of the velocity field,

v = virr + vrot

where the two components satisfy

∇× virr = 0, vrot · nΓ = 0.

The rotational component is essentially described by the vorticity ω = ∇ × v, which carries the transport

equation in the interior evolution,

Dtω = f.

The irrotational component, on the other hand, can be seen as part of the boundary evolution, via the

coupling

N (v · nΓt
) ≈ Dta.

Remark 1.1. The above decomposition is at this point crudely stated and should be taken with a grain of

salt, as it is not entirely compatible with the regularity of the good variables (a, ω). This will be elaborated

on later.

On the other hand, for the free boundary MHD system we have an additional rotational component to

contend with; namely, ωB := ∇×B, which is the electric current. Correspondingly, after a diagonalization,

we have two transport equations,

(Dt ±∇B)(ω ∓ ωB) = f

and two associated coupling conditions

N ((v ±B) · nΓt
) ≈ (Dt ∓∇B)a.

Given the above heuristic discussion, we are now ready to describe the functional setting that we will use to

study the dynamics of solutions to these equations.

1.2. Scaling and function spaces. A state for the free boundary MHD equations consists of a domain Ω

together with a velocity field v and a magnetic field B on Ω. A bounded connected domain Ω can be equally

described by its boundary Γ. Hence, in the sequel, by a state we mean a triple (v,B,Γ).

To understand the correct functional setting for analyzing the free boundary MHD equations, it is imper-

ative to look at the scaling of the equations:

vλ(t, x) = λ−
1
2 v
(
λ

1
2 t, λx

)
,

Bλ(t, x) = λ−
1
2B
(
λ

1
2 t, λx

)
,

Pλ(t, x) = λ−1P
(
λ

1
2 t, λx

)
,

aλ(t, x) = a
(
λ

1
2 t, λx

)
,

(Γλ)t = {λ−1x : x ∈ Γ
λ

1
2 t
}.

Just as in the incompressible Euler case, here we remark that in the boundaryless case the problem admits

a two parameter family of scaling laws, but the presence of the free boundary eliminates one parameter by

the additional requirement that the Taylor coefficient has dimensionless scaling.
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The above scaling suggests that one should place the velocity, magnetic field and domain at the same

Hs-based Sobolev regularity. On the other hand, one may check that both the material derivative Dt and

the operator ∇B := B · ∇ – which play balanced roles in the equations – scale like half derivatives. In the

incompressible Euler case we only have the material derivative, and the Hs− 1
2 regularity of Dt(v,Γ) can be

recovered dynamically from the Hs regularity of the initial data. In the MHD case, however, it also becomes

natural to consider the Hs− 1
2 regularity of ∇B(v,B), with the difference being that this regularity should

now be part of the initial data assumptions. We remark that, taken together, the Hs− 1
2 regularity of Dt(v,B)

and ∇B(v,B) comprise the energy associated to the wave operator D2
t − ∇2

B arising in the description of

the incompressible MHD equations in (1.7). Based on this discussion, it is very natural to incorporate the

∇B regularity into our state space; this will play a fundamental role in the low regularity analysis.

Concerning the potential choices for s, scaling provides the universal critical threshold sc = d+1
2 . How-

ever, this turns out to be far from the actual local well-posedness threshold. Indeed, even if B ≡ 0 (the

incompressible Euler case) and without a free boundary, the results of [4] show that local well-posedness in

Hs holds if and only if s > d+2
2 , one half-unit above scaling. Our recent results in [18] show that the same

range is valid also with a free boundary. So, the best we could hope for in the case of MHD is also s > d+2
2 ,

which motivates the definition below.

Definition 1.2 (State space). Let s > d
2 + 1. The state space Hs is the set of all triples (v,B,Γ) such that

Γ is the boundary of a bounded, connected domain Ω and such that the following properties are satisfied:

(i) (Regularity). v,B ∈ Hs
div(Ω) and Γ ∈ Hs, where Hs

div(Ω) denotes the space of divergence-free

vector fields in Hs(Ω).

(ii) (Taylor sign condition). a := −∇P · nΓ > c0 > 0, where c0 may depend on the choice of (v,B,Γ),

and the pressure P is obtained from (v,B,Γ) by solving the elliptic equation (1.5) associated to

(1.1) and (1.3).

(iii) (Tangency of B). B · nΓ = 0 on Γ.

(iv) (Wave-type regularity condition). ∇Bv,∇BB ∈ Hs− 1
2 (Ω).

Remark 1.3. To our knowledge, our results are the first to incorporate the natural wave regularity condition

(iv) into the functional setting for this problem. Therefore, the main results we describe below actually rep-

resent the first results (at any regularity) in this state space. All previous approaches have only incorporated

properties (i)-(iii), and many of them impose further highly restrictive geometric constraints on the data and

work in high regularity. While condition (iv) is entirely natural in view of the wave-type structure of the

MHD equations, and at the same scaling level as (i), it is far from straightforward to propagate this in the

requisite energy estimates and even more difficult to construct (even at high regularity) solutions actually

satisfying this condition. In our opinion, the sharp results that we present below seem to be substantially

out of reach of contemporary approaches.

Remark 1.4. At first glance, it may seem like we are omitting a data condition of the form ∇BΓ ∈ Hs− 1
2

(or more precisely, ∇Ba ∈ Hs− 3
2 (Γ)). It turns out that this is automatic in view of condition (iii), which one

can interpret as saying that the free surface is more regular in the direction of B, since it directly leads to

the formula ∇BnΓ = −∇⊤B ·nΓ, as will be shown in Remark A.30. In fact, the Hs− 1
2 (Ω) regularity of ∇BB

will also ensure that we have the second-order bounds ∇2
BΓ ∈ Hs−1 (or more precisely, ∇2

Ba ∈ Hs−2(Γ)).

This enhanced regularity for the free surface will be crucial for enforcing several subtle energy cancellations

which will be necessary for well-posedness at low regularity. By slight abuse of language, we will sometimes
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refer to this observation as a “regularizing effect” although, really, it should be viewed as a property of the

state itself. A precise quantitative description of this property will be given in Lemma 5.12.

Remark 1.5. It is well-known that, for any incompressible Euler-like system, the pressure enforces the

divergence-free condition on the velocity. For the free boundary MHD equations, the divergence-free condi-

tion on B and the tangency of B on the boundary should be thought of as constraints on the initial data

rather than as dynamical requirements, which is why we incorporate them into the state space. Indeed, by

taking the divergence of the second equation in (1.1), it follows that Dt(∇ · B) = 0. Hence, if ∇ ·B0 = 0 in

Ω0, then ∇ · B = 0 in Ωt for all t. On the other hand, propagating the boundary condition (1.4) is slightly

more subtle. To see that, recall from [28] that for a one-parameter family of domains flowing with velocity

v, we have DtnΓt
= −((∇v)∗(nΓt

))⊤. Here, (∇v)ij = ∂jvi, the operation ·⊤ denotes the projection onto the

tangent space, and the operation ·∗ denotes the adjoint, so that (∇v)∗ij = ∂ivj . An elementary computation

then shows that

Dt(B · nΓt
) = B · nΓt

[nΓt
· ∇v · nΓt

] .

Hence, as long as v ∈ L1([0, T ];C1), the magnetic boundary condition is propagated by the flow. Note that,

on a physical level, the condition B · nΓt
= 0 states that the fluid is a perfect conductor.

For states (v,B,Γ) as in Definition 1.2, we may quantify their regularity by

‖(v,B,Γ)‖2Hs := ‖Γ‖2Hs + ‖v‖2Hs(Ω) + ‖B‖2Hs(Ω) + ‖∇Bv‖
2

H
s− 1

2 (Ω)
+ ‖∇BB‖2

H
s− 1

2 (Ω)
.

Notice, however, that Hs is not a linear space, so the above formula does not define a norm. Nevertheless,

Hs does come equipped with a compatible topology, so may be informally viewed as an infinite dimensional

manifold. Using this structure, we may rigorously define the space C([0, T ];Hs) of continuous functions with

values in Hs, as well as an appropriate notion of Hs continuity of the data-to-solution map (v0, B0,Γ0) 7→

(v(t), B(t),Γt). The main goal of this article is to study the following:

Cauchy problem for the free boundary MHD equations: Given an initial state (v0, B0,Γ0) ∈ Hs,

find the unique solution (v,B,Γ) ∈ C([0, T ];Hs) in some time interval [0, T ] and show that the data-to-

solution map is continuous.

1.3. Historical remarks. The free boundary MHD equations arise as a coupling of the free boundary Euler

equations and the Maxwell equations. They have significant physical interest, and model a wide variety of

electrically conducting fluids and plasma. Despite this, little is known about the mathematical foundations

of these equations. Indeed, the first step towards nonlinear well-posedness did not occur until 2014, [15],

where a priori estimates were established for H4 initial data in three dimensions. However, instead of using

the natural boundary condition (1.3), the authors in [15] assume that both the fluid pressure p and the

magnetic pressure 1
2 |B|2 are identically constant on the boundary. To the best of our knowledge, there is no

general local-existence result that preserves these boundary conditions.

In [24], low regularity a priori estimates for the 3D free boundary MHD equations are proven under the

same restrictive boundary condition, assuming, in addition, that the fluid domain has a smooth boundary

and satisfies an appropriate smallness condition. In terms of regularity, this latter result places the initial

velocity and magnetic field at the natural H2.5+δ threshold but needs an extra half degree of regularity on

the Lagrangian flow map η. As was originally pointed out in [28, Section 5], the Lagrangian flow map for

the free boundary Euler equations is, in general, only as smooth as the velocity – a characterization of when

it has H3+δ regularity was recently given in [2].
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Under the natural boundary condition (1.3), existence and uniqueness of solutions to the free boundary

MHD equations was proven in Lagrangian coordinates in [13], in the specific case that Ω0 = T2 × (0, 1) and

v0, B0 ∈ H4(Ω0). Since the domain Ω is one of the dynamical variables of the problem, the assumption that

Ω0 = T2 × (0, 1) is quite restrictive. Moreover, in general, the assumption of a flat initial domain somewhat

obscures the precise manner in which the regularity of the boundary is tracked – see the above discussion on

the regularity of the Lagrangian flow map and [8, p. 4013] for a more extensive discussion of this issue. In

principle, one may be able to transfer results on T2 × (0, 1) to more general domains by using a partition of

unity and localizing to each coordinate patch, but the highly nonlinear and nonlocal character of the problem

substantially increases the technical difficulty due to the need to obtain estimates for the transition maps.

Perhaps the only existing result for our problem on a general class of domains is due to Liu and Xin

in [23]. However, in contrast to the present article, they primarily study the capillary problem (i.e. with

surface tension) and their approach follows more closely the global geometric method of Shatah and Zeng

developed in [29] to study the free boundary Euler equations with surface tension. One relevant consequence

of the analysis in [23] is to obtain local existence (but not uniqueness nor continuous-dependence) on simply

connected domains in three dimensions in a high regularity Sobolev regime by studying the zero-surface

tension limit. The solution that they obtain satisfies properties (i)-(iii) in Definition 1.2 but not (iv). It

also seems that their method needs the initial interface to have H6 regularity (in contrast to H2.5+δ in

our setting). Nevertheless, their result is substantial in that it applies to a broader range of physically

relevant situations than the other aforementioned works. For instance, it applies to situations where the free

interface does not have graph geometry, which is of great physical interest. We do remark, however, that

the method of proof in [23] seems to crucially rely on the assumption that the domain is simply connected,

as it uses the well-posedness of certain div-curl systems (which are known to be ill-posed without certain

topological assumptions) in order to recover the velocity and magnetic fields in their iteration scheme. We

will completely avoid such assumptions in our work.

The objective of the present article is to provide a complete well-posedness theory for the free boundary

MHD equations (along with several new, strong auxiliary results) at optimal regularity levels and for ar-

bitrary domains in general dimensions. To accomplish this, we introduce several novel techniques and also

significantly extend the reach of the methods developed in our previous work [18], which served as a proof

of concept to establish several new sharp results for the free boundary Euler equations. One key novelty in

[18] was the introduction of a robust and fully Eulerian framework for studying free boundary problems in

the incompressible setting. Although the free boundary MHD equations form a far more complicated model

with a host of additional difficulties, the basic framework developed in [18] will serve as a powerful means

for side-stepping many of the well-known technical difficulties encountered in free boundary problems. In

particular, our scheme will efficiently address the intricate coupling between the elliptic estimates and the

regularity of the dynamic variables, while only needing minimal assumptions on the data and avoiding any

specialized assumptions regarding the domain geometry.

We remark that the present article focuses exclusively on the dynamics of the incompressible free boundary

MHD equations without surface tension. Although this is a fundamental, benchmark model of magnetohy-

drodynamics, several other variants of the free boundary MHD equations have attracted recent attention.

We refer the reader to [11, 12, 17, 20, 25] for the study of the incompressible problem with surface tension,

[21, 37, 39] for the compressible problem, [14, 22, 23, 32, 33, 35] for additional information on incompressible

plasma-vacuum interface problems, and [27, 34, 36] for compressible analogues. Although the proof that we
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present in this article is fine-tuned to the incompressible problem without surface tension, we believe that

our general methodology will have a wide range of applicability in the mathematical theory of magnetohy-

drodynamics. In particular, we hope that it will inspire the development of complete, refined well-posedness

theories for these other MHD models.

1.4. Overview of the main results. Our primary objective is to prove that the free boundary MHD

equations are well-posed in Hs for s > d
2 + 1. However, our well-posedness theory includes substantially

more than just existence, uniqueness, and continuity of the data-to-solution map in Hs. Therefore, we find

it prudent to divide our results into multiple intrinsically interesting components.

We begin by setting notation. Let Ω∗ be a bounded, connected domain with smooth boundary Γ∗. Given

ǫ, δ > 0, consider the collar neighborhood Λ∗ := Λ(Γ∗, ǫ, δ) consisting of all hypersurfaces Γ which are δ-close

to Γ∗ in the C1,ǫ topology. As long as δ > 0 is sufficiently small, elements of Λ∗ can be written as graphs

over Γ∗. As a consequence, Sobolev and Hölder norms can be defined in a consistent fashion. To state our

results, we will assume that a collar neighborhood Λ∗ has been fixed, and consider solutions with initial

data (v0, B0,Γ0) satisfying Γ0 ∈ Λ∗. A more precise description of this functional setting will be given in

Section 3.

1.4.1. Enhanced uniqueness. We begin by stating our main uniqueness result, which requires the least in

terms of regularity. Here, of critical importance are the control parameters

(1.9) A := Aǫ := ‖(v,B)‖
C

1
2
+ǫ

x (Ωt)
+ ‖Γt‖C1,ǫ

x
, ǫ > 0,

which can be thought of as almost scale-invariant pointwise quantities, and

(1.10) A
1
2 := ‖(v,B)‖W 1,∞

x (Ωt)
+ ‖(D+

t P,D
−
t P )‖W 1,∞

x (Ωt)
+ ‖Γt‖

C
1, 1

2
x

,

which is at 1
2 derivatives above scaling. Here, D±

t := Dt±∇B. We note that the homogeneous part of the L1
T

norm of A
1
2 is invariant with respect to the natural scaling symmetry for the free boundary MHD equations.

Our first main result states that uniqueness holds in the class where these quantities remain finite.

Theorem 1.6 (Uniqueness). Let ǫ, T > 0 and let Ω0 be a domain with boundary Γ0 ∈ Λ∗ of C1, 12 regularity.

Then for every divergence-free initial data v0, B0 ∈ W 1,∞(Ω0), the free boundary MHD equations with the

Taylor sign condition admit at most one solution (v,B,Γt) with Γt ∈ Λ∗ and

sup
0≤t≤T

Aǫ(t) +

∫ T

0

A
1
2 (t) dt <∞.

Theorem 1.6 is a considerable improvement in terms of regularity over all other known uniqueness results

for this problem. Moreover, to our knowledge, Theorem 1.6 is the first uniqueness result for the free boundary

MHD equations at any regularity which holds for general initial data (i.e. without any of the restrictions

mentioned above, such as the initial domain being flat). We also emphasize that Theorem 1.6 applies in

arbitrary dimensions and to domains with (from most physical perspectives) arbitrary geometries.

There is one other remarkable and surprising feature about Theorem 1.6. From the Laplace equation for

D±
t P (see Equation (5.6)), Sobolev embeddings and product estimates, it is straightforward to control (when

B is tangent to Γ) the parameter A
1
2 entirely in terms of ‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hs for any s > d

2 + 1 (in fact, a better

pointwise bound is also possible, but more delicate). In particular, the norm needed to ensure uniqueness of

solutions is substantially weaker than the norm we will use to obtain local well-posedness, as the latter will

also incorporate the wave-type regularity condition (∇Bv,∇BB) ∈ Hs− 1
2 (Ω).
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Remark 1.7. When B ≡ 0, Theorem 1.6 recovers the main uniqueness theorem in [18] for the free boundary

Euler equations. Moreover, for the full free boundary MHD equations, Theorem 1.6 (as well as Theorem 1.8

below) remains valid even if one uses the slightly weaker control parameter obtained by replacing the second

term in (1.10) by ‖DtP‖W 1,∞
x (Ωt)

. We will remark on the structural properties of the MHD equations which

allow for this minor improvement in Sections 2 and 4.

1.4.2. Stability estimates. While uniqueness is a foundational property in its own right, here we view it as a

corollary of a far more powerful stability theorem. To explain the setting, let (v,B,Γt) and (vh, Bh,Γt,h) be

two solutions to the free boundary MHD equations with corresponding domains Ωt and Ωt,h. We intend to

show that if (v,B,Γt) and (vh, Bh,Γt,h) are “close” at time zero, then they remain close on a suitable time-

scale. However, since the domains Ωt and Ωt,h are evolving in time, it is impossible to compare (v,B,Γt) and

(vh, Bh,Γt,h) in a linear fashion. To resolve this issue, we construct a nonlinear functional which measures

the distance between solutions at the L2 level and which is propagated by the flow.

To avoid comparing solutions with entirely different domains, we harmlessly restrict our attention to

solutions (v,B,Γt) and (vh, Bh,Γt,h) evolving in the same collar neighborhood Λ∗. For such solutions, we

wish to define a nonlinear distance functional that is propagated by the flow. Although in our actual analysis

we will work with a symmetrized version of the free boundary MHD equations, our distance functional will,

in spirit, take the form

D((v,B,Γ), (vh, Bh,Γh)) :=
1

2

∫

Ω̃t

|v − vh|
2dx+

1

2

∫

Ω̃t

|B −Bh|
2dx+

1

2

∫

Γ̃t

b|P − Ph|
2 dS.(1.11)

Here, P and Ph are the pressures, Γ̃t is the boundary of Ω̃t := Ωt∩Ωt,h and b is a well-chosen weight function.

Heuristically, the first two terms on the right-hand side of (1.11) measure the L2 distance between v and vh

and B and Bh, respectively. On the other hand, by the Taylor sign condition, the third term measures the

distance between the free hypersurfaces. The objective of Section 4 is to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 1.8 (Stability). Let 0 < ǫ, δ ≪ 1 and let Λ∗ = Λ(Γ∗, ǫ, δ) be a collar neighborhood. Suppose that

(v,B,Γt) and (vh, Bh,Γt,h) are solutions to the free boundary MHD equations that evolve in the collar in a

time interval [0, T ] and satisfy a,ah > c0 > 0. Then we have the estimate

d

dt
D((v,B,Γ), (vh, Bh,Γh)) .A,Ah

(A
1
2 +A

1
2

h )D((v,B,Γ), (vh, BhΓh)),

where Ah and A
1
2

h are the control parameters (1.9) and (1.10) corresponding to the solution (vh, Bh,Γt,h).

As an immediate corollary of Theorem 1.8, we obtain Theorem 1.6. However, Theorem 1.8 will also prove

to be useful for several other purposes. For example, we will use it in our proof of the continuity of the

data-to-solution map as well as in our construction of rough solutions.

1.4.3. Well-posedness. We now turn our attention to the well-posedness problem for the free boundary MHD

equations. Our main result proves sharp well-posedness in Hs.

Theorem 1.9 (Hadamard local well-posedness). Fix s > d
2 +1 and a collar Λ∗. For any (v0, B0,Γ0) in Hs

with Γ0 ∈ Λ∗ there exists a time T > 0, depending only on ‖(v0, B0,Γ0)‖Hs and the lower bound in the Taylor

sign condition, for which there exists a unique solution (v(t), B(t),Γt) ∈ C([0, T ];Hs) to the free boundary

MHD equations satisfying a proportional uniform lower bound in the Taylor sign condition. Moreover, the

data-to-solution map is continuous with respect to the Hs topology.
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Remark 1.10. The proof of Theorem 1.9 also gives rise to a natural continuation criterion at low regularity,

which we will explain in Section 1.5.4.

In the special case B ≡ 0, Theorem 1.9 recovers the sharp well-posedness theorem for the free boundary

Euler equations in [18]. For non-zero B, this theorem proves that one can dynamically propagate the

natural wave-type condition ∇Bv, ∇BB ∈ Hs− 1
2 , which is the first result to do so in any Sobolev-type

space (let alone at the sharp low-regularity scale). While such a condition is natural, establishing such

bounds is far from trivial and will require us to construct a suitable nonlinear energy functional that is

not only sufficiently coercive and conforming to the boundary conditions of the state space but also can be

dynamically propagated at low regularity. In particular, our construction will require (among many other

things) a normal form correction to the equation (1.8) to exploit certain subtle energy cancellations in order

to estimate various “perturbative” source terms at low regularity.

1.5. Outline of the paper. The rest of the paper is divided into six sections and an appendix. To a large

extent, sections 4, 5 and 6 can be read independently.

1.5.1. The linearized equations. We begin in Section 2 by noting a simple change of dependent variables that

reformulates the free boundary MHD equations as a system of two free boundary Euler equations, but with

skewed transport velocities. We then derive the linearization of our problem in Eulerian coordinates and

establish L2 bounds for solutions in terms of our control parameters A and A
1
2 . Although the linearization

does not play a direct role in our nonlinear analysis, it will serve to motivate many of the choices we make

later on.

1.5.2. Notation and function spaces. In Section 3, we formally define the state space for our problem and

set our notation. The notation that we use in this paper is entirely consistent with our previous work [18],

and the material in Section 3 is largely presented for the reader’s convenience. Supplementing Section 3

is Appendix A, which collects various tools developed in [18] that will be needed for our analysis. This

includes regularization operators, nonlinear inequalities, “balanced” elliptic estimates, and function space

theory. The so-called balanced elliptic estimates in Appendix A (many of which were developed in [18]) will

serve as a powerful tool for efficiently obtaining energy estimates at low regularity, where one of the major

technical difficulties is in dealing with the dependence of the elliptic regularity on the geometry of the free

surface.

1.5.3. Difference estimates and uniqueness. Section 4 is devoted to proving stability estimates and enhanced

uniqueness for the free boundary MHD equations. The main challenge is to construct a nonlinear distance

functional that measures the distance between solutions at low regularity and is also dynamically propagated

by the flow. Interestingly, for our specific choice of distance functional, the magnetic field cancels in the

most problematic higher-order term in the difference estimates. For this reason, the analysis from [18] carries

over rather seamlessly, though the pressure now has to be treated slightly differently. Apart from yielding

enhanced uniqueness, the stability estimates that we prove in Section 4 will also be crucial for constructing

rough solutions and proving the continuity of the data-to-solution map.

Although omitted from this manuscript, we remark that the proof from [18] that the higher order term in

the difference estimates can be estimated is far from trivial, as it requires one to carry out a subtle boundary

layer analysis on the intersection of two domain states, which in general has only Lipschitz regularity.
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1.5.4. Higher order energy estimates. In Section 5, we prove energy estimates for the free boundary MHD

equations within the Hk scale of spaces for integer k > d
2 + 1. Here, the analysis of the free boundary Euler

and MHD equations significantly diverge. To roughly explain the main difficulties, we write

Mσ := ‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hσ , σ ≥ 1,

and we let s be any real number (not necessarily an integer) with s > d
2 + 1.

The primary task of Section 5 is to construct and estimate a family of energy functionals (v,B,Γ) 7→

Ek(v,B,Γ) by identifying Alinhac style “good variables” which solve the linearized equation to leading

order. The major difficulty here is to identify energy functionals which are coercive, in the sense that

Ek(v,B,Γ) ≈M
s− 1

2

‖(v,B,Γ)‖2
Hk ,

but also satisfies the energy estimate

d

dt
Ek(v,B,Γ) .Ms

Ek(v,B,Γ).

Here, the implicit dependence onMs− 1
2
andMs is polynomial. Achieving these bounds at optimal regularity

levels (i.e. with implicit constants depending only on Ms− 1
2
and Ms) is a tall order, which will require

identifying and exploiting various hidden structures of the free boundary MHD equations. In particular, we

will have to carry out a variant of a normal form correction to ensure that the above implicit constants depend

only on low regularity norms. Moreover, we will have to take great care to understand the dependence of the

elliptic estimates on the free surface regularity. To this end, we will rely on the balanced elliptic estimates

in Appendix A to deal with rather complicated expressions involving iterated applications of the Dirichlet-

to-Neumann and other geometric and elliptic operators.

The outcome of Section 5 is a family of energy estimates which recover the sharp s > d
2 + 1 well-

posedness threshold for the free boundary Euler equations in the special case B ≡ 0. For general B 6≡ 0

in three dimensions, our estimates constitute a 3
2 -derivatives improvement in scale over all previous results.

Moreover, unlike in previous works, our results apply in arbitrary dimensions and to domains with very

general geometries. We remark that although we only directly prove our energy estimates for integer k >
d
2 + 1, in Section 7 we will remove this condition by carefully interpolating against the difference estimates

outlined above.

One immediate corollary of the above energy estimates (and the well-posedness established later in Sec-

tion 7) is the following low-regularity continuation criterion which we roughly state as follows.

Theorem 1.11. Let d
2 + 1 < s ≤ σ < ∞. Moreover, let (v,B,Γ) ∈ C([0, T );Hσ) be a solution to the free

boundary MHD equations. Then (v,B,Γ) can be continued past time T > 0 for as long as it stays in the

collar and the following properties hold:

a) (Uniform bound from below for the Taylor coefficient). There is a c > 0 such that

a(t) ≥ c > 0, 0 ≤ t < T.

b) (Low regularity bound). There holds

sup
0≤t<T

Ms(t) <∞.
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One might ask if it is possible to further improve the energy estimates so as to only involve L∞ based

norms of the natural variables (v,B,Γ). More precisely, does an analogue of the famous Beale-Kato-Majda

criterion (see [3] and [5]) hold for the free boundary MHD equations? Proving such a result is likely to be

possible by heavily optimizing the estimates established in Section 5. However, this would involve numerous

lengthy and delicate calculations as well as a far more careful application of the balanced elliptic estimates.

Since many of the basic questions involving the well-posedness of the free boundary MHD equations were

open until now, we have chosen not to attempt such refinements in the present paper. Nevertheless, we

conjecture that the following continuation criterion for the free boundary MHD equations is valid.

Conjecture 1.12. Let d
2 + 1 < σ < ∞. Moreover, let (v,B,Γ) ∈ C([0, T );Hσ) be a solution to the free

boundary MHD equations. There exists 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ such that (v,B,Γ) can be continued past time T > 0 for

as long as it stays in the collar and the following properties hold:

a) (Uniform bound from below for the Taylor coefficient). There is a c > 0 such that

a(t) ≥ c > 0, 0 ≤ t < T.

b) (Low regularity bound). There holds

‖(v,B,Γ)‖
L∞([0,T );C

1
2
+ǫ)

+ ‖(v,B,Γ)‖Lp([0,T );C1) <∞,

where Cα denotes the natural Hölder space analogue of Hα.

The best result – which is (almost) scale-invariant – would correspond to the case p = 1, which is exactly

what we achieved in [18] when B ≡ 0 (i.e. for the free boundary Euler equations). We suspect that the

estimates in Section 5 could be optimized using the balanced elliptic estimates to establish Conjecture 1.12

for some p <∞, though we stress that this appears to be quite non-trivial in its own right. The case p = 1

seems like it would require additional new ideas, if true. We remark that Conjecture 1.12 is “localized” in the

sense that to prove it, it suffices to improve the control parameters in the energy estimates in Theorem 5.1

and then implement an adaptation of the bootstrap argument in [18, Section 9] which we used to obtain the

analogous sharp continuation criterion for the free boundary Euler equations.

1.5.5. Construction of regular solutions. Section 6 is devoted to the construction of regular solutions to the

free boundary MHD equations in the state spaceHs. The question of existence of solutions to these equations

on general domains was largely open, and the construction that we present is one of the central novelties of

the paper. On a high level, our overarching scheme utilizes a time discretization via an Euler type method

together with a separate transport step to produce good approximate solutions. To avoid derivative loss, we

also include a carefully designed regularization of each iterate which respects the uniform energy bounds and

the boundary conditions for the problem. Constructing this regularization is the main difficulty encountered

in this section.

The strategy that we employ takes some mild inspiration from the time discretization approach carried out

in the case of a compressible gas in [19]. We stress, however, that aside from the basic logical structure of the

argument (i.e. the need for carrying out a regularization plus an Euler type iteration), the central difficulties

here are entirely different. For instance, in our setting, the surface of a liquid carries a non-trivial energy, so

the geometry of the free boundary hypersurface Γ plays a significant role in preserving the energy bounds

through each iteration. Moreover, the matched regularity of the magnetic field and the free surface makes it

a very delicate matter to understand what types of regularizations of the hypersurface Γ are compatible with
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the boundary condition B · nΓ = 0. Dealing with such issues will require several novel technical innovations;

we refer the reader to the start of Section 6 for a detailed outline of the existence scheme.

1.5.6. Rough solutions and continuous dependence. In the last section of the paper, we construct rough

solutions as strong limits of smooth solutions and prove the continuity of the data-to-solution map in Hs.

The construction of rough solutions is achieved by considering a family of dyadic regularizations of the initial

data, which, by the results of Section 6, produce corresponding smooth solutions. From our energy estimates

in Section 5, we obtain control over the higher Hk norms of these smooth solutions. On the other hand,

from the difference estimates in Section 4 (and also a milder but still non-trivial difference type bound for

the variables ∇Bv and ∇BB), we obtain control over the distance between consecutive solutions in a weaker

topology. Consequently, we obtain rapid convergence in all Hl spaces with l < k. Using interpolation,

frequency envelopes, and similar arguments, we may then conclude strong convergence in Hk, prove local

existence in fractional regularity Hs spaces, and deduce the continuity of the data-to-solution map.

We remark that when compared with our previous article [18], there are two main additional difficulties

in this stage of the argument. The first stems from the need to construct and propagate a new distance

functional incorporating the ∇B(v,B) variables in order to ensure that the regularized solutions converge

in the state space Hs. We remark that although propagating the functional (1.11) results in a powerful

uniqueness theorem, it does not suffice for this latter purpose, as it does not control the distance between

regularizations of ∇B(v,B). Although propagating distance bounds for these latter variables is non-trivial,

the benefit we have in Section 7 is that we may work with regularized states and stronger control parameters,

which makes the analysis feasible.

The second additional difficulty we encounter is in the construction of frequency envelopes. Due to

conditions (i) and (iii) in Definition 1.2, whatever regularization operators we choose to employ must preserve

both the divergence-free condition and the tangency of the magnetic field on the new, regularized domain.

Constructing an appropriate dyadic family of regularization operators enforcing such conditions is somewhat

delicate, and will be established in Appendix A.6.
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Sloan Foundation, by the Miller Foundation and by a Simons Fellowship. The second author was supported
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Sciences Institute (formerly MSRI) in Berkeley, California, during the summer of 2023, participating in the

program “Mathematical problems in fluid dynamics, Part II”, which was supported by the National Science
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2. A reformulation of MHD and its linearization

In this section, we formally derive the linearization of our problem, working entirely in Eulerian coordi-

nates. The outcome is the system of equations (2.9), together with the linearized energy (2.11), and the

basic energy estimate (2.13).

To begin, we reformulate the free boundary MHD equations as a system of Euler-like equations using the

so-called Elsässer variables. For this, we define W+ := v + B and W− := v − B. The associated material
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derivatives are then

D−
t := ∂t + (v −B) · ∇,

D+
t := ∂t + (v +B) · ∇.

(2.1)

Note that both of the vector fields in (2.1) are tangent to Γt since B · nΓt
= 0 by (1.4) and Dt is tangent to

Γt by (1.2). Re-writing (1.1) in terms of these new variables, we obtain

(2.2)




D±

t W
∓ = −∇P,

∇ ·W± = 0,

in Ωt. The key benefit of using the variables (W+,W−) is that the above equations are now, almost, in a

standard symmetric hyperbolic form.

The equations (2.2) are supplemented with the Taylor sign condition (1.6), the boundary condition (1.3),

and the boundary conditions

(2.3) D±
t are both tangent to

⋃

t

{t} × ∂Ωt ⊆ R
d+1.

The resulting system (1.3)-(1.6)-(2.2)-(2.3) is what we will analyze in this paper. Clearly, it is both alge-

braically and analytically equivalent to the free boundary MHD equations.

2.1. The linearized equations. To derive the linearized system, we take a one parameter family of so-

lutions (W+
h ,W

−
h , Ph) defined on domains Ωt,h, with (W+

0 ,W
−
0 , P0) := (W+,W−, P ) and Ωt,0 := Ωt. We

define w± = ∂hW
±
h |h=0 and Plin = ∂hPh|h=0.

In Ωt, the linearized equations are obtained by standard means:




D±
t w

∓ +∇Plin = −w± · ∇W∓,

∇ · w± = 0.

However, this is not the full story, since we also need to linearize the boundary conditions on the hypersurface

Γt. For this, we denote by Γt,h the free hypersurface at time t for the solution (W+
h ,W

−
h , Ph), so that

Γt,0 := Γt. We then fix a one parameter family of diffeomorphisms φh(t) : Γt → Γt,h with φ0(t) = IdΓt
. The

dynamic boundary condition (1.3) states that for every point x ∈ Γt,

Ph(t, φh(t)(x)) = 0.

Differentiating in h and evaluating at h = 0 yields

Plin|Γt
= −∇P |Γt

· ψ(t),

where ψ(t) := ∂φh(t)
∂h

|h=0. By (1.3), ∇P |Γt
is normal to Γt. Thus,

(2.4) Plin|Γt
= −∇P |Γt

· nΓt
ψ(t) · nΓt

=: as.

Here, s := ψ(t) ·nΓt
does not depend on any choice of diffeomorphism, since the Taylor sign condition asserts

that a := −∇P |Γt
· nΓt

is strictly positive. We will call s the normal displacement function, and use it as

one of our linearized variables.

Next, we must find a suitable expression for the linearization of the kinematic boundary condition. Since

D±
t are both tangent to Γt by (2.3), we may apply these vector fields to (1.3) to obtain

(2.5) D±
t P = 0 on Γt.
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Given the dynamic boundary condition and the Taylor sign condition, (2.5) is equivalent to the kinematic

boundary condition. To linearize (2.5), we let φh(t) : Γt → Γt,h be a diffeomorphism, as before. We then

have for x ∈ Γt,

[(∂t +W±
h · ∇)Ph](t, φh(t)(x)) = 0.

Taking h derivative and evaluating at h = 0 we see that

(2.6) w± · ∇P + (∂t +W± · ∇)(Plin) +∇(D±
t P ) · ψ = 0 on Γt.

We now write ∇P |Γt
= ∇P |Γt

· nΓt
nΓt

= −anΓt
, split D±

t (Plin) = aD±
t s + sD±

t a, and use (2.4) together

with the fact that ∇(D±
t P ) is normal to Γt by (2.5). This reduces (2.6) to

(2.7) −aw± · nΓt
+ aD±

t s+ sD±
t a+ s∇(D±

t P ) · nΓt
= 0.

After division by a and some algebraic manipulation, we arrive at the transport equations

(2.8) D±
t s− w± · nΓt

= s(nΓt
· ∇W±) · nΓt

on Γt.

Indeed, the right-hand side of (2.8) follows by writing sD±
t a = −sD±

t (∇P · nΓt
) = −sD±

t (∇P ) · nΓt
and

commuting the gradient with the material derivative in the last term of (2.7). The reason that we have

−sD±
t (∇P · nΓt

) = −sD±
t (∇P ) · nΓt

is because ∇P is normal to Γt, while D
±
t nΓt

is tangent. The reason

that D±
t nΓt

is tangent to Γt is because nΓt
is unit length.

Putting everything together, the linearized system takes the form:

(2.9)





D±
t w

∓ +∇Plin = −w± · ∇W∓ in Ωt,

∇ · w± = 0 in Ωt,

D±
t s− w± · nΓt

= s(nΓt
· ∇W±) · nΓt

on Γt,

Plin|Γt
= as on Γt.

Here we need to clarify why we have two apparent equations for s. Subtracting them, we obtain

(2.10) ∇Bs− b · nΓt
= s(nΓt

· ∇B) · nΓt

where b = 1
2 (w

+−w−) is the linearization of B. This should be seen as a constraint on the space of linearized

states, which is nothing but the linearization of the tangency condition B · nΓt
= 0.

The natural energy associated to (2.9) is

(2.11) Elin(w
±, s)(t) =

1

2

∫

Ωt

|w+|2dx+
1

2

∫

Ωt

|w−|2dx+

∫

Γt

as2dS.

Correspondingly, the linear system can be viewed as a linear evolution on the space of functions

H
0
lin = {(w±, s) ∈ L2(Ωt)× L2(Γt) : ∇ · w± = 0, (2.10) holds}.

Here, we remark that the trace of w± ·nΓt
on Γt is well defined as an H− 1

2 distribution due to the divergence-

free condition.

We have the following fundamental energy estimate for the linearized system (2.9) which will help to

inform our choice of higher-order energy and distance functionals later on.
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Proposition 2.1. Suppose that (w±, s) ∈ H0
lin is a (sufficiently regular) solution to the linearized equation

(2.9) with

(2.12) A
1
2

lin(t) := ‖(W+,W−)‖W 1,∞(Ωt) + ‖a−1(D+
t a,D

−
t a)‖L∞(Γt) <∞

uniformly in time. Then there holds

(2.13)

∣∣∣∣
d

dt
Elin(w

±, s)(t)

∣∣∣∣ . A
1
2

lin(t)Elin(w
±, s)(t).

Remark 2.2. It is possible to prove a full well-posedness type theorem for the linearized equation in H0
lin

by establishing suitable energy estimates for the adjoint linearized system. However, we will not pursue this

here as we will only need the bound (2.13) in our analysis later on.

Remark 2.3. It is common practice to use A to denote the scale invariant control parameter and B to

denote the leading control parameter. However, to avoid confusion with the magnetic field, we will use A
1
2

for leading control parameters, where the superscript 1
2 indicates that such quantities are one half derivatives

above scale. We also remark that (2.13) can be established with a weakening of the control parameter A
1
2

lin(t).

More specifically, for the first term in (2.12) it suffices to use the homogeneous Ẇ 1,∞ norm. Moreover, the

second term may be replaced by ‖a−1Dta‖L∞(Γt) as only the symmetrized operator D+
t +D−

t = 2Dt will

fall on the Taylor coefficient a. The reason for using the expression in (2.12) is simply to avoid introducing

additional notation, as in the general linearized system below we will partially decouple the roles of the ±

variables, which will make the less symmetrized control parameter (2.12) appear.

To control the energy in Proposition 2.1, we use the following Leibniz-type formulas.

Proposition 2.4. (i) Assume that the time-dependent domain Ωt flows with Lipschitz velocity v. Then

the time derivative of the time-dependent volume integral is given by

d

dt

∫

Ωt

f(t, x)dx =

∫

Ωt

Dtf + f∇ · vdx.

(ii) Assume that the time-dependent hypersurface Γt flows with divergence-free velocity v. Then the time

derivative of the time-dependent surface integral is given by

d

dt

∫

Γt

g(t, x)dS =

∫

Γt

Dtg − g(nΓt
· ∇v) · nΓt

dS.

Proof of Proposition 2.1. By the divergence theorem and the fact that B is tangent to Γt, we may replace

the pair (Dt, v) in Proposition 2.4 with either (D+
t ,W

+) or (D−
t ,W

−), whenever convenient. A simple

computation then shows that

d

dt
Elin(w

±, s)(t) =−

∫

Ωt

w+ · (w− · ∇W+)dx −

∫

Ωt

w− · (w+ · ∇W−)dx

+
1

2

∫

Γt

s2(D+
t +D−

t )adS +
1

2

∫

Γt

as2nΓt
· ∇
[
W+ +W−

]
· nΓt

dS,

which implies (2.13). �
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To prove estimates for our higher order energy functionals in Section 5, we will need to work also with

the generalized linear system,

(2.14)





D±
t w

∓ +∇P∓
lin = f± in Ωt,

∇ · w± = 0 in Ωt,

D±
t s

± − w± · nΓt
= g± on Γt,

P±
lin|Γt

= as± on Γt.

The above formulation allows for arbitrary source terms f±, g± and slightly more general variables s±. This

eliminates the need for the constraint condition (2.10) and uncouples the pairs of variables (w+, s+) and

(w−, s−). By contrast, these variables are coupled in (2.9), though only in a weak, perturbative fashion.

The natural energy associated to (2.14) is

Eglin(w
±, s±)(t) =

1

2

∫

Ωt

|w+|2dx+
1

2

∫

Ωt

|w−|2dx+
1

2

∫

Γt

a|s+|2dS +
1

2

∫

Γt

a|s−|2dS.

In analogy with Proposition 2.1, we have the following estimates.

Proposition 2.5. Suppose w± ∈ L2(Ωt) and s± ∈ L2(Γt) give a (sufficiently regular) solution to the

generalized linearized equation (2.14) with A
1
2

lin(t) <∞ uniformly in time. Then there holds

d

dt
Eglin(w

±, s±)(t) . A
1
2

glin(t)Eglin(w
±, s±)(t) + 〈as+, g+〉L2(Γt) + 〈as−, g−〉L2(Γt)

+ 〈w+, f−〉L2(Ωt) + 〈w−, f+〉L2(Ωt).

(2.15)

Proof. This is a straightforward computation that follows along similar lines to Proposition 2.1. We omit

the details. �

In Section 5, we will construct Alinhac style good variables which solve (2.14) for an appropriate choice

of perturbative source terms f±, g±.

3. Notation and function spaces

In this section, we recall the function space framework from [18] and set notation.

3.1. Function spaces. Throughout the paper, Ω ⊆ Rd will denote a bounded, connected domain. We

define Hs(Ω) as the set of all f ∈ L2(Ω) such that

‖f‖Hs(Ω) := inf
{
‖F‖Hs(Rd) : F ∈ Hs(Rd), F |Ω = f

}

is finite. Here, ‖ ·‖Hs(Rd) is defined in the standard way, via the Fourier transform. We let Hs
0 (Ω) denote the

closure of C∞
0 (Ω) in Hs(Ω). Evidently, with these definitions, the constants in Sobolev embedding theorems

are independent of Ω.

The regularity of a bounded connected domain Ω is defined in terms of the regularity of local coordinate

parameterizations of ∂Ω. More precisely, an m-dimensional manifold M ⊆ Rd is said to be of class Ck,α or

Hs, s > d
2 , if, locally in linear frames, M can be represented by graphs with the same regularity.

Suppose now that s > d+1
2 and Ω has a boundary of class Hs. Given r ∈ [−s, s], the Sobolev space

Hr(∂Ω) consists of all functions f : ∂Ω → R whose coordinate representatives are locally in Hr(Rd−1).

For s, r and Ω as above, it is easy to see that Hr(∂Ω) is a Banach space. Indeed, a norm can be chosen

by selecting a covering of ∂Ω by a finite number of coordinate patches and an adapted partition of unity.
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Although such a norm is well-defined up to equivalence, the precise value of the norm is dependent on the

choice of local coordinates. Since we will be dealing with a family of moving domains, we need to make sure

that we define norms on their boundaries in a consistent fashion.

3.2. Collar coordinates. Consider a bounded, connected reference domain Ω∗ with a smooth boundary

Γ∗ and define Hs and Ck,α based norms on Γ∗ by selecting local coordinates. Our objective will be to use

this fixed set of coordinates on Γ∗ to define norms on a family of nearby hypersurfaces. To make this precise,

we let δ > 0 and define N(Γ∗, δ) as the collection of all C1 hypersurfaces Γ for which there exists a C1

diffeomorphism ΦΓ : Γ∗ → Γ satisfying

‖ΦΓ − IdΓ∗
‖C1(Γ∗) < δ.

If δ > 0 is sufficiently small, hypersurfaces Γ ∈ N(Γ∗, δ) may be viewed as graphs over Γ∗. Indeed, one may

select a smooth unit vector field ν : Γ∗ → Sd−1 which is suitably transversal to Γ∗ and then use an implicit

function theorem argument (see [30, Section 2.1] for details) to prove the existence of a δ > 0 such that the

map

ϕ : Γ∗ × [−δ, δ] → R
d, ϕ(x, µ) = x+ µν(x)

is a C1 diffeomorphism from its domain to a neighborhood of Γ∗. If δ > 0 is small enough, the above

coordinate system pairs each hypersurface Γ ∈ N(Γ∗, δ) with a unique function ηΓ : Γ∗ → R such that

ΦΓ(x) := ϕ(x, ηΓ(x)) = x+ ηΓ(x)ν(x)

is a diffeomorphism in C1(Γ∗,Γ ⊆ Rd). Using the above framework, we may consistently define Sobolev and

Hölder norms on hypersurfaces close to Γ∗.

Definition 3.1. Fix 0 < δ ≪ 1. Given s ≥ 0 and a hypersurface Γ ∈ N(Γ∗, δ) with associated map

ηΓ : Γ∗ → R satisfying ηΓ ∈ Hs(Γ∗) we define the Hs norm of Γ by

‖Γ‖Hs := ‖ηΓ‖Hs(Γ∗).

In an analogous way, we define for α ∈ [0, 1) and integers k ≥ 0 the norm ‖Γ‖Ck,α . Our analysis will take

place in the following control neighborhoods.

Definition 3.2. For δ > 0 small enough and α ∈ [0, 1), we define the control neighborhood Λ(Γ∗, α, δ) as

the collection of all hypersurfaces Γ ∈ N(Γ∗, δ) which have an associated map ηΓ : Γ∗ → R satisfying

‖ηΓ‖C1,α(Γ∗) < δ.

In practice, we will want our control neighborhood to be as weak as possible. We therefore commonly

abbreviate Λ∗ := Λ(Γ∗, ǫ, δ), where 0 < ǫ, δ ≪ 1 are understood to be small but universal positive constants.

As noted in [30, Section 2.1], when 0 < δ ≪ 1 we may associate each Γ ∈ Λ(Γ∗, α, δ) with a well-defined

domain Ω.

Remark 3.3. Using the above functional setting, one may consistently define Sobolev norms for functions

on ∂Ω and prove that the implicit constants in various fundamental estimates are uniformly bounded for

domains in the collar. Precise details can be found in Appendix A.
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3.3. The state space. Given a collar neighborhood Λ∗ and s > d
2 + 1 the state space Hs is the set of all

triples (v,B,Γ) such that Γ ∈ Λ∗ is the boundary of a bounded, connected domain Ω and such that the

following conditions are satisfied:

(i) (Regularity). v,B ∈ Hs
div(Ω) and Γ ∈ Hs, where Hs

div(Ω) denotes the space of divergence-free

vector fields in Hs(Ω).

(ii) (Taylor sign condition). a := −∇P · nΓ > c0 > 0, where c0 may depend on the choice of (v,B,Γ),

and the pressure P is obtained from (v,B,Γ) by solving the elliptic equation (1.5) associated to

(1.1) and (1.3).

(iii) (Tangency of B). B · nΓ = 0 on Γ.

(iv) (Wave-type regularity condition). ∇Bv,∇BB ∈ Hs− 1
2 (Ω).

For data (v0, B0,Γ0) in the state space Hs, our objective will be to construct local solutions (v(t), B(t),Γt)

to the free boundary MHD equations which evolve continuously in Hs. However, in order to consider the

continuity of solutions with values in Hs and the continuous dependence of solutions (v(t), B(t),Γt) as

functions of the initial data (v0, B0,Γ0), we must first define a suitable notion of topology on Hs.

To measure the size of individual states (v,B,Γ) ∈ Hs, we define

(3.1) ‖(v,B,Γ)‖2Hs := ‖Γ‖2Hs + ‖v‖2Hs(Ω) + ‖B‖2Hs(Ω) + ‖∇Bv‖
2

H
s− 1

2 (Ω)
+ ‖∇BB‖2

H
s− 1

2 (Ω)
.

However, since Hs is not a linear space, (3.1) does not define a norm. To remain consistent with the literature

[7, 18, 19], we use (3.1) to define a convergence in Hs.

Definition 3.4. We say that a sequence (vn, Bn,Γn) ∈ Hs converges to (v,B,Γ) ∈ Hs if

(i) (Uniform Taylor sign condition). For some c0 > 0 independent of n, we have

an, a > c0 > 0.

(ii) (Domain convergence). Γn → Γ in Hs. That is, ηΓn
→ ηΓ in Hs(Γ∗) where ηΓn

and ηΓ correspond

to the collar coordinate representations of Γn and Γ, respectively.

(iii) (Norm convergence). For every ǫ > 0 there exist smooth divergence-free functions ṽ, B̃ and smooth

functions f, g defined on a neighborhood Ω̃ of Ω with

‖ṽ‖Hs(Ω̃) + ‖B̃‖Hs(Ω̃) + ‖f‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω̃)

+ ‖g‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω̃)

<∞

and satisfying

‖v − ṽ‖Hs(Ω) + ‖B − B̃‖Hs(Ω) + ‖∇Bv − f‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

+ ‖∇BB − g‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

≤ ǫ

and

lim sup
n→∞

(
‖vn − ṽ‖Hs(Ωn) + ‖Bn − B̃‖Hs(Ωn) + ‖∇Bn

vn − f‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ωn)

+ ‖∇Bn
Bn − g‖

H
s− 1

2 (Ωn)

)
≤ ǫ.

With the above notion of convergence, the meaning of C([0, T ];Hs) is now clear. We remark that the

equicontinuity-type condition in property (iii) above is natural to ensure that the Hs mass of the sequence

(vn, Bn) does not concentrate in thin layers near the boundary.

Remark 3.5. At certain points in the paper, it will be convenient to consider convergence more generally:

Given (f, ∂Ω) and a sequence (fn, ∂Ωn) with f : Ω → R and fn : Ωn → R, we define the convergence

(fn, ∂Ωn) → (f, ∂Ω) by requiring both the domain convergence in (ii) and the convergence of fn to f via

intermediate functions f̃ as in (iii).
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4. Difference estimates and enhanced uniqueness

The objective of this section is to establish a Lipschitz bound for the L2 distance between solutions to the

free boundary MHD equations. The fundamental difficulty in achieving these bounds is the need to compare

states which live on different domains. To overcome this difficulty, we construct a “distance functional”

which measures the distance between (functions on) different domains and is compatible with the MHD

flow. Notably, our distance bounds propagate at the level of the control parameters (1.9) and (1.10), which

require very little in terms of a priori regularity. This is what will allow us to establish uniqueness of solutions

in a very large class. Moreover, as we shall see, the distance bounds that we prove in this section will also

serve as an essential ingredient in our construction of rough solutions as well as in our proof of the continuity

of the data-to-solution map.

4.1. Difference estimates. To set the stage, we begin by fixing a collar neighborhood Λ∗ := Λ(Γ∗, ǫ, δ),

where 0 < ǫ, δ ≪ 1. Given states W := (W±,Γ) and Wh := (W±
h ,Γh) with respective domains Ω, Ωh, we

let ηΓ and ηΓh
be the corresponding representations of Γ and Γh as graphs over Γ∗. Following the linearized

energy estimate, we aim to construct analogues of the linearized variables w± and s. However, as we shall

see, this is not a completely straightforward task.

We define Ω̃ := Ω ∩ Ωh and represent the free boundary Γ̃ for Ω̃ as a graph over Γ∗ via the function

ηΓ̃ = ηΓ ∧ ηΓh
. Note that although the graph parameterization ηΓ̃ is well-defined, Γ̃ is only Lipschitz in

general, so will not be in Λ∗. To measure the (signed) distance between Γ and Γh, we define s∗h : Γ∗ → R by

s∗h(x) = ηΓh
(x)− ηΓ(x).

We then consider the variable sh : Γ̃ → R obtained by pushing s∗h forward to the hypersurface Γ̃. More

precisely, for x ∈ Γ̃, we define sh(x) := s∗h(π(x)), where π denotes the canonical projection, mapping the

image of Γ∗ × [−δ, δ] under ϕ back to Γ∗. We similarly extend ν to a vector field X defined on the image of

ϕ via X(x) = ν(π(x)).

Although the displacement function sh directly measures the distance between the hypersurfaces Γ and

Γh in collar coordinates, it is not tailored to the MHD flow. Therefore, we will not use it as our analogue of

the linearized variable s. Instead, we will measure the distance between Γ and Γh via the pressure difference

P − Ph. To motivate this, recall that (1.3) and the Taylor sign condition ensure that P and Ph are non-

degenerate defining functions for Γ and Γh within a suitable collar neighborhood. Therefore, on Γ̃, P − Ph

is proportional to the displacement function sh. More precisely, letting F denote the average of F along the

flow ϕ between the free hypersurfaces, the fundamental theorem of calculus implies that for x ∈ Γ̃,

(4.1) Ph(x)− P (x) =





−∇Ph ·Xsh(x) if x ∈ A := Γ̃ ∩ Γ− Γ ∩ Γh,

−∇P ·Xsh(x) if x ∈ Ah := Γ̃ ∩ Γh − Γ ∩ Γh.

Therefore, assuming the Taylor sign condition and the regularity P, Ph ∈ C1,ǫ, we have the relation

|P − Ph| ≈ |sh| on Γ̃,

within a tight enough collar neighborhood. The key point here is that although P − Ph and sh measure

distance equally well, the former has much more natural dynamics under the MHD flow.

Motivated by the above, we define

D±(W,Wh) :=
1

2

∫

Ω̃

|W±
h −W±|2 dx+

1

2

∫

A

a−1|Ph − P |2 dS +
1

2

∫

Ah

a−1
h |Ph − P |2 dS(4.2)
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and

(4.3) D(W,Wh) := D+(W,Wh) +D−(W,Wh).

Note that the latter two terms in (4.2) may be written as
∫

A

a−1|Ph − P |2 dS +

∫

Ah

a−1
h |Ph − P |2 dS =

∫

Γ̃

b|P − Ph|
2 dS,

where the weight function

b := a−11Γ̃∩Γ + a−1
h 1Γ̃∩Γh

is chosen so that (4.3) recovers the linearized energy (2.11) in the formal limit. Our objective is to use the

above distance functional to propagate difference bounds for solutions to the free boundary MHD equations.

Theorem 4.1 (Difference Bounds). Let 0 < ǫ, δ ≪ 1 and let Λ∗ = Λ(Γ∗, ǫ, δ) be a collar neighborhood.

Suppose that (W±,Γt) and (W±
h ,Γt,h) are solutions to the free boundary MHD equations that evolve in the

collar in a time interval [0, T ] and satisfy a,ah > c0 > 0. Then we have the estimate

d

dt
D(W,Wh) .A,Ah

(A
1
2 +A

1
2

h )D(W,Wh)

where

A
1
2 := ‖(W+,W−)‖W 1,∞(Ωt) + ‖Γt‖

C
1, 1

2
+ ‖(D+

t , D
−
t )P‖W 1,∞(Ωt),

A := ‖(W+,W−)‖
C

1
2
+ǫ(Ωt)

+ ‖Γt‖C1,ǫ ,

A
1
2

h and Ah are the analogous quantities corresponding to W±
h , Ph, D

h
t Ph and Γt,h, and we have implicitly

assumed that our solutions have regularity A
1
2 , A

1
2

h ∈ L1
T and A,Ah ∈ L∞

T .

Remark 4.2. It will be clear from the proof below that the control parameter A
1
2 in Theorem 4.1 may be

replaced with the control parameter mentioned in Remark 1.7.

Proof. Clearly, it suffices to show that

d

dt
D±(W,Wh) .A,Ah

(A
1
2 +A

1
2

h )D(W,Wh)

for D+ and D− separately. However, some interesting cancellations will occur when we view these terms

together.

For notational simplicity, we drop the t subscript on the domains below. We also use .A as a shorthand

for .A,Ah
. To estimate expressions involving the pressure in terms of the control parameters A and A

1
2

above, we require the bounds

(4.4) ‖P‖C1,ǫ(Ω) .A 1, ‖P‖
C

1,1
2 (Ω)

.A A
1
2 ,

as well as the analogous bounds for Ph. Proofs that these bounds hold will be presented later; see Lemma 5.4

for details.

To proceed with the difference estimate, we recall the identity

d

dt
D±(W,Wh) =

1

2

d

dt

∫

Ω̃

|W±
h −W±|2 dx+

1

2

d

dt

∫

A

a−1|P − Ph|
2 dS +

1

2

d

dt

∫

Ah

a−1
h |P − Ph|

2 dS.(4.5)

To compute the first term in (4.5), we use [18, Proposition 4.4] with velocity W∓ to obtain the estimate

1

2

d

dt

∫

Ω̃

|W±
h −W±|2 dx ≤

1

2

∫

Ω̃

D∓
t |W

±
h −W±|2 dx+

1

2

∫

Γ̃

|W±
h −W±|2|W∓

h −W∓| dS.(4.6)
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Note that the latter term in (4.6) arises as a consequence of working on the intersected domain Ω̃ and

estimating the additional boundary weight in [18, Proposition 4.4] by |W∓
h −W∓|. Since this new term is

cubic in |W±
h −W±| and |W∓

h −W∓|, it is straightforward to handle. Indeed, as Γ,Γh ∈ Λ∗, we may find

a smooth vector field X defined on Rd with Ck bounds uniform in Λ∗ which is also uniformly transverse to

Γ̃. By the divergence theorem, we then have

1

2

∫

Γ̃

|W±
h −W±|2|W∓

h −W∓| dS .

∫

Γ̃

X · nΓ̃|W
±
h −W±|2|W∓

h −W∓| dS

. (A
1
2 +A

1
2

h )(‖W
±
h −W±‖2

L2
x(Ω̃)

+ ‖W∓
h −W∓‖2

L2
x(Ω̃)

)

. (A
1
2 +A

1
2

h )D(W,Wh).

(4.7)

To estimate the remaining term in (4.6), we recall the following equations for W±
h −W± in Ω̃t:





D∓
t (W

±
h −W±) = −∇(Ph − P )− (W∓

h −W∓) · ∇W±
h ,

∇ · (W±
h −W±) = 0.

Using these equations, it follows that

1

2

∫

Ω̃

D∓
t |W

±
h −W±|2 dx =

∫

Ω̃

(W±
h −W±) ·D∓

t (W
±
h −W±) dx

= −

∫

Γ̃

(Ph − P )(W±
h −W±) · nΓ̃ dS −

∫

Ω̃

(W±
h −W±) · [(W∓

h −W∓) · ∇W±
h ] dx

≤ −

∫

Γ̃

(P − Ph)(W
± −W±

h ) · nΓ̃ dS + (A
1
2 +A

1
2

h )D(W,Wh).

(4.8)

From the decomposition Γ̃ = A ∪ Ah ∪ (Γ ∩ Γh) and the fact that P − Ph = 0 on Γ ∩ Γh by the dynamic

boundary condition (1.3), we may write

−

∫

Γ̃

(P − Ph)(W
± −W±

h ) · nΓ̃ dS = −

∫

A

(P − Ph)(W
± −W±

h ) · nΓ dS −

∫

Ah

(P − Ph)(W
± −W±

h ) · nΓh
dS

=

∫

A

a−1(P − Ph)(W
± −W±

h ) · ∇P dS +

∫

Ah

a−1
h (P − Ph)(W

± −W±
h ) · ∇Ph dS.

We now define

J± :=

∫

A

a−1(P − Ph)(W
± −W±

h ) · ∇P dS +
1

2

d

dt

∫

A

a−1|P − Ph|
2 dS,

and

J±
h :=

∫

Ah

a−1
h (P − Ph)(W

± −W±
h ) · ∇Ph dS +

1

2

d

dt

∫

Ah

a−1
h |P − Ph|

2 dS.

Combining (4.7) with (4.8), we obtain

d

dt
D±(W,Wh) . (A

1
2 +A

1
2

h )D(W,Wh) + J± + J±
h .

It remains to show that

J+ + J− + J+
h + J−

h .A (A
1
2 +A

1
2

h )D(W,Wh).

We will only show the details for J := J+ + J− as the treatment of J+
h + J−

h is virtually identical.

Notice that when J+ and J− are combined we obtain the identity

(4.9) J = 2

∫

A

a−1(P − Ph)(v − vh) · ∇P dS +
d

dt

∫

A

a−1|P − Ph|
2 dS.
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Interestingly, (4.9) makes no reference to the magnetic field B, except implicitly through the pressure P .

Therefore, to estimate the second term in (4.9), it is best to use Proposition 2.4 with the pair (Dt, v) rather

than (D±
t ,W

±). In this case, we have

d

dt

∫

A

a−1|P − Ph|
2 dS = −

∫

A

a−2Dta|P − Ph|
2 dS −

∫

A

a−1|P − Ph|
2[nΓ · ∇v · nΓ] dS

+ 2

∫

A

a−1(P − Ph)Dt(P − Ph) dS.

(4.10)

The validity of the identity (4.10) is justified by noting that |P − Ph|2 vanishes to second order on Γ ∩ Γh,

so one can extend by zero to write the integral on the left-hand side of (4.10) as an integral over Γ, apply

standard identities there, and then return to an integral over A. Note that in (4.10) only the combination

Dt =
D+

t +D−

t

2 falls on the pressure. This is consistent with the linearized estimates; see Remark 2.3. It is

also the structural reason why we may use the improved control parameter from Remark 1.7 in this portion

of our analysis.

Inserting (4.10) into (4.9) and recalling that DtP = 0 on A by the kinematic and dynamic boundary

conditions, we have

J .A −2

∫

A

a−1(P − Ph)D
h
t PhdS + 2

∫

A

a−1(P − Ph)(v − vh) · ∇(P − Ph)dS + (A
1
2 +A

1
2

h )D(W,Wh).

Here, we used the identity (A.6) and also 2Dt = D+
t +D−

t to control Dta. For our next estimate, we combine

the fact that Dh
t Ph = 0 on Γh with (4.1), the fundamental theorem of calculus, the Taylor sign condition

and (4.4) to obtain

|Dh
t Ph| .A ‖∇Dh

t Ph‖L∞ |sh| ≈A ‖∇Dh
t Ph‖L∞ |P − Ph| .A (A

1
2 +A

1
2

h )|P − Ph|.

As a consequence, we deduce a good bound on the first component of the estimate for J :
∣∣∣∣
∫

A

a−1(P − Ph)D
h
t PhdS

∣∣∣∣ .A (A
1
2 +A

1
2

h )D(W,Wh).

The final task is to show that
∣∣∣∣
∫

A

a−1(P − Ph)(v − vh) · ∇(P − Ph) dS

∣∣∣∣ .A (A
1
2 +A

1
2

h )D(W,Wh).(4.11)

The estimate (4.11) is far from trivial. However, other than substituting p − ph with P − Ph, (4.11) has

exactly the same structure as the delicate cubic term in our previous work [18, Equation (4.11)]. Since the

analysis from [18] carries over rather directly, we leave the verification of (4.11) to the reader. �

One of several consequences of the above difference bounds is the following uniqueness result. Note that,

when written in terms of the variables (v,B,Γ), Theorem 4.3 proves Theorem 1.6.

Theorem 4.3 (Uniqueness). Let ǫ > 0 and let Ω0 be a bounded domain with boundary Γ0 ∈ Λ(Γ∗, ǫ, δ). Then

for Γ0 ∈ C1, 12 and divergence-free W±
0 ∈ W 1,∞(Ω0) satisfying the Taylor sign condition, the free boundary

MHD equations admit at most one solution (W±,Γt) on a time interval [0, T ] with Γt ∈ Λ(Γ∗, ǫ, δ) and

sup
0≤t≤T

‖(W+,W−)‖
C

1
2
+ǫ

x (Ωt)
+

∫ T

0

‖(W+,W−)‖W 1,∞
x (Ωt)

+ ‖DtP‖W 1,∞
x (Ωt)

+ ‖Γt‖
C

1, 1
2

x

dt <∞.

Proof. This follows immediately from Theorem 4.1, Remark 4.2 and the same reasoning as in [18, Theorem

4.6]. �
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5. Higher energy bounds

Let k > d
2 + 1 be an integer. The objective of this section is to establish control over the Hk norms of

solutions (v,B,Γ) to the free boundary MHD equations. We accomplish this by constructing a family of

coercive energy functionals (v,B,Γ) 7→ Ek(v,B,Γ) which are propagated by the MHD flow.

Theorem 5.1 (Low regularity energy estimates). Let s ∈ R with s > d
2 +1 and let k > d

2 +1 be an integer.

Fix a collar neighborhood Λ(Γ∗, ǫ, δ) with δ > 0 sufficiently small. Then for Γ restricted to Λ∗ there exists

an energy functional (v,B,Γ) 7→ Ek(v,B,Γ) such that

(i) (Energy coercivity).

(5.1) Ek(v,B,Γ) ≈M
s− 1

2

M2
k .

(ii) (Energy propagation). If, in addition to the above, (v,B,Γ) = (v(t), B(t),Γt) is a solution to the

free boundary MHD equations, then Ek(t) := Ek(v(t), B(t),Γt) satisfies

d

dt
Ek .Ms

Ek.

Here, Mσ := 1 + |Ω|+ ‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hσ for σ ≥ s− 1
2 . Moreover, the implicit constants in the above estimates

are sub-polynomial in Mσ.

Remark 5.2. It is essential to note that the first statement in Theorem 5.1 is valid for general states

(v,B,Γ) ∈ Hk. For solutions (v(t), B(t),Γt) to the free boundary MHD equations, Theorem 5.1 may be

combined with Grönwall’s inequality to obtain the bound

‖(v(t), B(t),Γt)‖
2
Hk .M

s− 1
2

exp

(∫ t

0

P(Ms)dτ

)
(1 + ‖(v0, B0,Γ0)‖

2
Hk)

for some polynomial P .

5.0.1. Notation. In the sequel, we will need to efficiently estimate many multilinear expressions. To make the

notation more compact, we will use Mn to denote a generic n-fold multilinear expression in its arguments.

For instance, M2(∇P,∇2P ) will denote a bilinear expression in ∇P and ∇2P . If the order of the multilinear

expressionMn is not important, we will simply write M instead of Mn. To further simplify the notation, we

will omit the ± superscript on W± when it is not important to keep track of. For instance, M2(∇W,∇W )

will denote a bilinear expression in any combination of ∇W+ and ∇W−. Moreover, we will write (W±,Γ)

as a shorthand for (W+,W−,Γ).

In this section, we will refer to Appendix A quite frequently, so the reader may wish to consult Appendix A

for additional notation and conventions. In particular, familiarity with the dyadic regularization operators

from Appendix A.6 will be assumed.

5.1. Constructing the energy functional. In order to establish Theorem 5.1 we will need to control the

Hk norms of v, B and Γ as well as the Hk− 1
2 norms of ∇Bv and ∇BB. Equivalently, we must control W±

and Γ in Hk and ∇BW
± in Hk− 1

2 . These latter “diagonalized” variables are easier to work with, so we opt

to phrase our estimates in this language.

To prove our desired energy estimates, our strategy will be to construct Alinhac style good variables which

solve the linearized system to leading order. Our choice of good variables is as follows.
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i) The “vorticities” ω± := ∇×W±. If V is a divergence-free vector field on Ω and ω := ∇× V then

we have the relation

∆Vi = −∂jωij .

Therefore, V is controlled by ω and a suitable boundary value. Alternatively, one may view V as a

solution to a div-curl system, with a boundary condition which we will discuss in detail below.

ii) The Taylor coefficient a. This variable is responsible for describing the boundary regularity. Indeed,

as we will see later, we have the proportionality

Na ≈ aκ

where κ denotes the mean curvature of Γ. Thus, the Hk norm of Γ is comparable at leading order

to the Hk−1(Γ) norm of a, as long as the Taylor sign condition is satisfied.

iii) The variables G± := D±
t a − ∇n∆

−1D±
t ∆P . At leading order these variables provide information

about W± via the approximate paradifferential relation

G± ≈ NTnW
±.

We will use this relation to obtain the desired boundary condition for the div-curl system for W±.

iv) The variables ∇BG± and ∇Bω
±. By similar heuristics, these variables will be used to control

∇BW
± in Hk− 1

2 (Ω).

The above discussion suggests that at the principal level we have the correspondences

W± ↔ (ω±,G±), ∇BW
± ↔ (∇Bω

±,∇BG
±), Γ ↔ a,

which will serve as the basis for our coercivity property. To obtain the heuristic identificationW± ↔ (ω±,G±)

we will view W± as solving a div-curl system. To construct such a system, a natural first idea would be to

use the rotational/irrotational decomposition W± =W±
rot +W±

ir , where



curlW±
rot = ω±,

∇ ·W±
rot = 0,

W±
rot · nΓ = 0 on Γ,





curlW±
ir = 0,

∇ ·W±
ir = 0,

W±
ir · nΓ =W± · nΓ on Γ.

However, this system cannot be directly used to analyze the free boundary MHD equations, as nΓ has only

Hk−1(Γ) regularity whereas W± ∈ Hk− 1
2 (Γ). Instead, we will associate the G± variables with ∇⊤W± · nΓ,

the normal component of the tangential derivatives ofW± on the boundary; one may think of this as a proxy

for the paraproduct ∇⊤(TnΓW
±). Then, we will design a div-curl system for W± which will be suitable for

obtaining the W± part of the coercivity bound.

We now discuss the dynamical problem, which is what truly dictates the choice of good variables. Note

that by taking the curl of (2.2) we obtain the equations

(5.2) D∓
t ω

±
ij = ∂jW

∓
k ∂kW

±
i − ∂iW

∓
k ∂kW

±
j = M2(∇W,∇W ).

Based on this transport structure, it is natural to include ‖ω±‖2
Hk−1(Ω) as part of the energy.

In order to identify the other components of the energy, we must make several key observations. The first

is that ‖(a,G±)‖2
Hk−1(Γ)×H

k− 3
2 (Γ)

is controlled by the linearized energy Elin(w
±, s), where





w± := ∇HN k−2G±,

s := N k−1a,
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solve the linearized system to leading order. This suggests including Elin(w
±, s) as part of the energy

Ek(W±,Γ). The next step is to identify the portion of the energy corresponding to the variables ∇BW
±.

Using (1.1), it is straightforward to verify that ∇B commutes with D±
t . Therefore, like ω

±, the variables

∇Bω
± are approximately transported by W∓. Hence, it is natural to include the terms ‖∇Bω

±‖2
H

k− 3
2 (Ω)

in

the energy Ek(W±,Γ). The final key observation is that the variables




w±
B := −∇HN k−2∇Ba,

s±B := a−1N k−2∇BG∓,

also solve the linearized system modulo perturbative error terms. This yields the last piece of the energy;

namely, Elin(w
±
B , s

±
B).

Motivated by the above, we define our energy Ek(W+,W−,Γ) by taking Ek(W+,W−,Γ) := Ek
+ + Ek

−

with

(5.3) Ek
± := 1 + ‖W±‖2L2(Ω) + ‖ω±‖2Hk−1(Ω) + ‖∇Bω

±‖2
H

k− 3
2 (Ω)

+ Elin(w
±, s) + Elin(w

±
B , s

±
B).

In the sequel, we will sometimes refer to the components of (5.3) involving ω± and ∇Bω
± as the rotational

part of the energy and the components involving Elin as the irrotational part of the energy. We will denote

the former by Ek
r and the latter by Ek

i . More explicitly, we have

Ek
r :=

∑

α∈{+,−}

‖ωα‖2Hk−1(Ω) + ‖∇Bω
α‖2

H
k− 3

2 (Ω)

and

Ek
i :=

∑

α∈{+,−}

(
‖a

1
2N k−1a‖2L2(Γ) + ‖∇HN k−2Gα‖2L2(Ω)

)

+
∑

α∈{+,−}

(
‖∇HN k−2∇Ba‖

2
L2(Ω) + ‖a−

1
2N k−2∇BG

α‖2L2(Γ)

)
.

Remark 5.3. It is important that, a priori, the definition of the energy functional does not depend on the

dynamics of the problem. Therefore, we need a way to interpret the expression (5.3) when W± and Γ do not

solve the free boundary MHD equations. To make this precise, we consider a bounded connected domain Ω

with (W±,Γ) ∈ Hk. We define the pressure P through the Laplace equation

∆P = −∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i

and the boundary condition P|Γ = 0. We then define the Taylor term a as

a := −nΓ · ∇P|Γ.

To define D±
t P , D

±
t a and G±, we begin by observing that for the dynamic problem we have D±

t P := ∆−1F±

where

F± := ∆W± · ∇P + 2∇W± · ∇2P +D±
t ∆P

and where we define

D±
t ∆P := ∂iW

±
k ∂kW

+
j ∂jW

−
i + ∂iW

±
k ∂kW

−
j ∂jW

+
i − ∂iD

±
t W

+
j ∂jW

−
i − ∂iW

+
j ∂jD

±
t W

−
i(5.4)

and

(5.5) D±
t W

∓ := −∇P, D±
t W

± := −∇P ± 2∇BW
±.
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These expressions are equivalent to the expansions of D±
t ∆P , D

±
t W

± and D∓
t W

± one would obtain for the

dynamic problem. Using that W± is divergence-free, it is easy to see that we can write

∆W± · ∇P + 2∇W± · ∇2P = ∇ ·M2(∇W
±,∇P )

where M2 is an Rd-valued bilinear expression. Therefore, we have

(5.6) F± = ∇ ·M2(∇W
±,∇P ) +D±

t ∆P.

We then simply declare D±
t P := ∆−1F± with F± as above. Having settled on a definition for D±

t P , we

may define D±
t ∇P by

D±
t ∇P := −∇W± · ∇P +∇D±

t P

and then D±
t a by

D±
t a := −nΓ ·D±

t ∇P|Γ.

For our low regularity energy estimates, we will need to correct the variables D±
t a as follows. We first define

the auxiliary variables

B± := D±
t P −∆−1D±

t ∆P = [D±
t ,∆

−1]∆P.

We then note importantly that B± = ∆−1H± where H± satisfies the simple identity

H± := ∇ ·M2(∇W
±,∇P ).

That is, H± agrees with F± up to correcting by D±
t ∆P (which one can think of as a type of normal form

correction). We then define the preliminary corrected variables A± by

A± := D±
t ∇P −∇∆−1D±

t ∆P,

so that A± = ∇B± −∇W± · ∇P . The good variables G± may then be written as

G± := −nΓ · A± = D±
t a+∇n∆

−1D±
t ∆P,

or more concretely,

G± = ∇nW
± · ∇P −∇n∆

−1(∆W± · ∇P + 2∇W± · ∇2P )

= ∇nW
± · ∇P −∇n∆

−1∇ ·M2(∇W
±,∇P ).

(5.7)

With these interpretations, the energy functional (5.3) is well-defined, regardless of whether the state (W±,Γ)

evolves in time.

5.2. A brief heuristic discussion on the normal form correction. One might ask why in the definition

of G± (and ∇BG±) we perform the normal form correction to the variables D±
t a instead of working directly

with D±
t a (or ∇BD

±
t a). The basic reason for this is two-fold. First, G± and ∇BG

± will better capture the

leading part of the “irrotational components” of W± and ∇BW
±, respectively. This leads to a simpler and

more natural coercive energy functional for propagating the regularity of the dynamic quantities W± and

Γ. The second reason is the crucial one, in that one cannot treat the error term D±
t ∆P perturbatively in

the energy estimates in the low regularity regime (although, it is lower order in the high regularity regime).

To very briefly describe the issue, it turns out that by carrying out the analogue of the energy propagation

estimates in Section 5.4 below but with the variables D±
t a, one would eventually (after expanding out all of

the relevant terms) have to estimate ∇B∇n∆
−1M2(∇∇BW,∇∇BW ) =: ∇Bf in Hk−2(Γ). Since we only

have ∇2
BW ∈ Hk− 3

2 (Ω) rather than Hk−1(Ω), we would be forced to place ∇∇BW in L∞(Ω). This would

lead to the regularity restriction s > d
2 + 3

2 , since we would need to ensure that Hs− 1
2 embeds into C1.

The point of using the good variables G± is that they eliminate this term from the corresponding wave-type
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equation for a. The price to pay, however, is that in the energy propagation there will be an additional error

term essentially of the form (see Section 5.4.4 for more details)

〈∇HN k−2∇Ba,∇HN k−2∇B(G
± −D±

t a)〉L2(Ω).

At first glance, this expression appears to lose derivatives. However, by carefully commuting the vector field

∇B with ∇HN k−2, we can essentially integrate by parts twice to obtain

〈∇HN k−2∇Ba,∇HN k−2∇B(G
± −D±

t a)〉L2(Ω) ≈ 〈N k−2∇2
Ba,N

k−1(G± −D±
t a)〉L2(Γ).

At this point, we will be able to close our estimates by relying on the improved regularity of a in the direction

of ∇B, as alluded to in the introduction. Namely, in sharp contrast to not having ∇2
BW

± ∈ Hk−1(Ω), we

do have ∇2
Ba ∈ Hk−2(Γ). See Lemma 5.12 for more details.

5.3. Coercivity of the energy functional. We begin by establishing the coercivity part of Theorem 5.1;

namely, the relation

Ek ≈M
s− 1

2

M2
k .

The proof will be split into several components.

5.3.1. L∞ estimates for the pressure. Here we will establish some L∞ based estimates for P in terms of the

control parameters Ã := ‖(W+,W−)‖
C

1
2
+ǫ(Ω)

+ ‖Γ‖C1,ǫ and Ã
1
2 := ‖(W+,W−)‖W 1,∞(Ω) + ‖Γ‖

C
1, 1

2
. Such

estimates will, in particular, complete the proof of the difference bounds in Section 4. Moreover, they will

imply pointwise estimates for the pressure in terms of the stronger control parametersMs and Ms− 1
2
, which

will suffice for our energy estimates.

Lemma 5.4. Given the assumptions of Theorem 5.1, the following pointwise estimates for P hold.

(i) (C1,ǫ estimate for P ).

‖P‖C1,ǫ(Ω) .Ã 1, and ‖P‖C1,ǫ(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

1.

(ii) (C1, 12 estimate for P ).

‖P‖
C

1, 1
2 (Ω)

.Ã Ã
1
2 , and ‖P‖

C
1, 1

2 (Ω)
.M

s− 1
2

Ms.

Proof. Using the paradifferential bookkeeping devices developed in Appendix A.6, the proof is entirely similar

to [18, Lemmas 7.5 and 7.9], so we leave the details to the reader. �

5.3.2. Preliminary Hs estimates. We next establish some important preliminary L2-based estimates for the

quantities that will appear frequently in our analysis later on. Let us define for the rest of this section

Λσ := ‖(W±,Γ)‖Hσ + ‖P‖
H

σ+1
2 (Ω)

+ ‖∇BP‖Hσ(Ω) + ‖A±‖Hσ−1(Ω) + ‖∇BA
±‖

H
σ− 3

2 (Ω)
,

where A± is defined as in Remark 5.3. To ensure that the implicit constants in our coercivity estimates

depend only on Ms− 1
2
, we will need the following lemma which will allow us to estimate Λs− 1

2
.

Lemma 5.5. For s > d
2 + 1 we have

Λs− 1
2
+ ‖∇BnΓ‖Hs−2(Γ) + ‖B±‖

H
s− 1

2 (Ω)
+ ‖∇BB

±‖Hs−1(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

1.
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Proof. To control Λs− 1
2
, we must estimate the latter four terms in its definition.

Control of P . First, we have by Proposition A.14,

(5.8) ‖P‖Hs(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i ‖Hs−2(Ω) + ‖P‖C1(Ω).

By Lemma 5.4, Proposition A.4 and the embedding Hs− 1
2 (Ω) ⊂ C

1
2+ǫ(Ω) we see that ‖P‖Hs(Ω) .M

s− 1
2

1.

Control of ∇BnΓ. We recall from Appendix A.5 and Remark A.30 that ∇BnΓ = −((∇B)∗(nΓ))
⊤. Hence,

from Proposition A.6 and Proposition A.7 we have

‖∇BnΓ‖Hs−2(Γ) .M
s− 1

2

‖∇B‖
H

s− 3
2 (Ω)

+sup
j>0

2−
j
2 ‖∇Φ≤jB‖L∞(Ω)+sup

j>0
2j(s−1−2ǫ)‖∇Φ≥jB‖

H
1
2
+ǫ(Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

1.

Above, Φ≤j and Φ≥j denote the regularizing kernels outlined in Appendix A.6.

Control of ∇BP . Since ∇BP|Γ = 0, we may again apply Proposition A.14 (or Corollary A.15, depending

on whether s− 5
2 ≥ 0 or not) to estimate

(5.9) ‖∇BP‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

‖∆(∇BP )‖
H

s− 5
2 (Ω)

+ ‖∇BP‖
C

1
2 (Ω)

.

By Sobolev embedding, we have ‖∇BP‖
C

1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

‖∇BP‖
H

s− 1
2
−ǫ(Ω)

. Therefore, by interpolating and

using the above bound for P , we conclude that

‖∇BP‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

‖∆(∇BP )‖
H

s− 5
2 (Ω)

. ‖[∆,∇B]P‖
H

s− 5
2 (Ω)

+ ‖∇B(∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i )‖

H
s− 5

2 (Ω)
.

As B is divergence-free, we may write [∆,∇B]P in the form ∇ ·M2(∇B,∇P ). Hence,

‖∇BP‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

‖M2(∇B · ∇P )‖
H

s− 3
2 (Ω)

+ ‖∇B(∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i )‖

H
s− 5

2 (Ω)
.

The first term is easily estimated using Proposition A.4 and the estimates for P above. The latter term

can be similarly estimated using Proposition A.4 if s ≥ 5
2 . Otherwise, we observe that for p = 2d

d−2s+5 we

have the embedding Lp(Ω) ⊂ Hs− 5
2 (Ω). Moreover, we may write ∇B(∂iW

+
j ∂jW

−
i ) = M2(∇∇BW,∇W ) +

M3(∇B,∇W,∇W ). From this, Hölder’s inequality and Sobolev embeddings, we see that

‖∇B(∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i )‖

H
s− 5

2 (Ω)
.M

s− 1
2

‖∇B‖
L

2d
d−2s+3 (Ω)

‖∇W‖L2d(Ω)‖∇W‖L2d(Ω)

+‖∇∇BW‖
L

2d
d−2s+4 (Ω)

‖∇W‖L2d(Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

1.

This gives the desired control of ∇BP .

Control of A± and B±. Now, we focus on estimating A±. We first recall that A± = ∇B± −∇W± · ∇P

where

B± = ∆−1∇ ·M2(∇W
±,∇P ).(5.10)

The term ∇W± · ∇P is estimated as above. On the other hand, by Proposition A.14 we have

‖B±‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

‖∆B±‖
H

s− 5
2 (Ω)

+ ‖B±‖
C

1
2 (Ω)

.

Recall that there is an ǫ > 0 such that Hs− 1
2−ǫ(Ω) embeds into C

1
2 (Ω). Interpolating between Hs− 1

2 (Ω) and

H1(Ω) and using the H−1 → H1
0 bound for ∆−1, we conclude that ‖B±‖

H
s− 1

2 (Ω)
.M

s− 1
2

‖∆B±‖
H

s− 5
2 (Ω)

.

Then using (5.10) and estimating similarly to the above, we observe that

(5.11) ‖B±‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

1,
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which gives the corresponding estimate for A± and B±.

Control of ∇BA± and ∇BB±. We begin by noting that

∇BA
± = ∇∇BB

± −∇B · ∇B± −∇B(∇W
± · ∇P ).

Using Proposition A.4 and (5.11) we obtain

‖∇B · ∇B±‖Hs−2(Ω) . ‖B‖
C

1
2 (Ω)

‖B±‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

+ ‖B‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

‖B±‖
C

1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

1.

Moreover, by expanding ∇B(∇W± · ∇P ) and using Proposition A.4, (5.8) and (5.9), we see that

‖∇B(∇W
± · ∇P )‖Hs−2(Ω) .M

s− 1
2

1.

To estimate ∇∇BB±, we note that ∇BB
±
|Γ = 0 since B is tangent to Γ. Therefore, by Proposition A.14 and

an argument similar to that in the proof of (5.11), we have

‖∇∇BB
±‖Hs−2(Ω) . ‖∇BB

±‖Hs−1(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖∆∇BB
±‖Hs−3(Ω).

Analogously to the estimate for ∇B∇P above, we may expand ∆∇BB± and use that B is divergence-free

to estimate

‖∆∇BB
±‖Hs−3(Ω) .M

s− 1
2

‖∇B · ∇B±‖Hs−2(Ω) + ‖∇B∆B±‖Hs−3(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

1 + ‖∇B∆B±‖Hs−3(Ω).

Obtaining control over the latter term in the above inequality is a mostly straightforward application of

Proposition A.4 if s ≥ 3. To allow for the case 2 < s < 3, we need to carefully expand ∇B∆B±. Using that

B is divergence-free, we have the commutator identity [∂i,∇B]f = ∂j(∂iBjf). From this and straightforward

manipulations, it is easy to see that we may write ∇B∆B± in the form

∇B∆B± = ∇ · [∇BM2(∇W
±,∇P )] +∇ ·M3(∇B,∇W

±,∇P ).

Noting that s− 2 ≥ 0 and using Proposition A.4, it is straightforward to then estimate

‖∇B∆B±‖Hs−3(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

1.

This gives the desired estimates for ∇BA± and ∇BB±. �

Corollary 5.6. For σ > d
2 + 1 we have

Λσ + ‖B±‖Hσ(Ω) + ‖∇BB
±‖

H
σ− 1

2 (Ω)
+ ‖∇BnΓ‖

H
σ− 3

2 (Γ)
.M

s− 1
2

Mσ.

Moreover,

‖D±
t P‖Hσ(Ω) + ‖∇BD

±
t P‖Hσ− 1

2 (Ω)
.Ms

Mσ.

Proof. From Proposition A.14, Sobolev embeddings, Lemma 5.5 and Proposition A.4, we have

‖P‖
H

σ+1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

‖∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i ‖

H
σ− 3

2 (Ω)
+ ‖Γ‖Hσ‖P‖C1(Ω) .M

s− 1
2

Mσ.

Similarly,

‖∇BP‖Hσ(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

Mσ.

Writing A± = ∇B± −∇W± · ∇P , we obtain

‖A±‖Hσ−1(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖B±‖Hσ(Ω) +Mσ.

By using Proposition A.14, Sobolev embedding, Lemma 5.5 and Proposition A.4, it follows that

‖B±‖Hσ(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖∆B±‖Hσ−2(Ω) + ‖Γ‖Hσ‖B±‖
C

1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

Mσ.
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A similar but more involved analysis gives

‖∇BnΓ‖
H

σ− 3
2 (Γ)

+ ‖∇BA
±‖

H
σ− 3

2 (Ω)
+ ‖∇BB

±‖
H

σ− 1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

Mσ.

It remains to estimate D±
t P and ∇BD

±
t P . We recall that, by definition, we have

B± := D±
t P −∆−1D±

t ∆P =: D±
t P − C±.

From (5.5) and (5.4), we can write C± in the form

C± = ∆−1M3(∇W,∇W,∇W ) + ∆−1M2(∇
2P,∇W ) + ∆−1M2(∇W,∇∇BW ).

Thanks to the above estimates for B± and ∇BB±, we only need to estimate C± and ∇BC± in Hσ(Ω) and

Hσ− 1
2 (Ω), respectively. Our first observation is that by the algebra property (A.2), we have

‖∇BC
±‖

H
σ− 1

2 (Ω)
.Ms

‖B‖
H

σ− 1
2 (Ω)

‖C±‖C1(Ω) + ‖B‖L∞(Ω)‖C
±‖

H
σ+ 1

2 (Ω)
.

Therefore, to establish both bounds, it suffices to show that

‖C±‖C1(Ω) .Ms
1, ‖C±‖

H
σ+ 1

2 (Ω)
.Ms

Mσ.

First, we observe that by Sobolev embedding, Proposition A.14, Proposition A.4 and the estimates for the

pressure, we have the C1 bound

‖C±‖C1(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖∆C±‖Hs−2(Ω) .Ms
1.

Using Proposition A.14 and Proposition A.4, we conclude that

(5.12) ‖C±‖
H

σ+1
2 (Ω)

.Ms
‖∆C±‖

H
σ− 3

2 (Ω)
+ ‖C±‖C1(Ω)‖Γ‖Hσ(Ω) .Ms

Mσ.

This completes the proof. �

Remark 5.7. With a more careful analysis, the estimate for D±
t P can be improved to

‖D±
t P‖Hσ(Ω) .M

s− 1
2

Mσ,

but we will not actually need this in the sequel.

5.3.3. Hs estimates for the surface energy variables. Our next objective is to control the surface energy

variables (a,G±) in Hk−1(Γ)×Hk− 3
2 (Γ) and (∇Ba,∇BG±) in Hk− 3

2 (Γ)×Hk−2(Γ) by the energy plus some

lower order terms.

Proposition 5.8. We have

(5.13) ‖a‖Hk−1(Γ) + ‖G±‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γ)

.M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ

and

(5.14) ‖∇Ba‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γ)

+ ‖∇BG
±‖Hk−2(Γ) .M

s− 1
2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.

Proof. We begin with the first estimate. To control a in Hk−1(Γ), as in [18], we use the ellipticity estimate

for the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator from Proposition A.19 to obtain

‖a‖Hk−1(Γ) .M
s− 1

2

‖a‖L2(Γ) + ‖N k−1a‖L2(Γ) + ‖Γ‖Hk−ǫ‖a‖Cǫ(Γ) .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.
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To control G± in Hk− 3
2 (Γ), we use Proposition A.19, Sobolev embedding, Lemma 5.5, Corollary 5.6 and

Proposition A.7 to estimate

‖G±‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γ)

.M
s− 1

2

‖N k−2G±‖
H

1
2 (Γ)

+ ‖Γ‖Hk−ǫ sup
j>0

2−j( 1
2−ǫ)‖nΓ · Φ≤jA

±‖L∞(Ω)

+ sup
j>0

2j(k−
3
2−2ǫ)‖nΓ · Φ≥jA

±‖Hǫ(Γ) + Λk−ǫ

.M
s− 1

2

‖N k−2G±‖
H

1
2 (Γ)

+ Λk−ǫ.

From the trace theorem, we have

‖N k−2G±‖
H

1
2 (Γ)

.M
s− 1

2

‖HN k−2G±‖H1(Ω).

Since k ≥ 3 and ∫

Γ

N k−2G± dS =

∫

Γ

nΓ · ∇HN k−3G± dS = 0,

we conclude by a Poincare type inequality that

‖HN k−2G±‖H1(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖∇HN k−2G±‖L2(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 .

This gives (5.13). Now, we move to (5.14). First, using that ∇Ba = −nΓ · ∇B∇P and the partition

∇B∇P = Φ≤j∇B∇P +Φ≥j∇B∇P , we obtain from Proposition A.19 in a similar way to the above that

‖∇Ba‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γ)

.M
s− 1

2

‖∇HN k−2∇Ba‖L2(Ω) + Λk−ǫ . (Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.

To estimate ∇BG±, we write

∇BG
± = −∇BnΓ · A± − nΓ · ∇BA

±.

From Appendix A.5 and Remark A.30, we have ∇BnΓ = −((∇B)∗nΓ)
⊤ = −(∇B)∗nΓ+(nΓ · ((∇B)∗nΓ))nΓ.

Therefore, we may expand ∇BnΓ · A± as a sum of terms of the form M(nΓ)M2(∇B,A±) where M(nΓ) is

some multilinear expression in nΓ. Hence, we obtain from Proposition A.19 and Proposition A.6 the bounds

‖∇BG
±‖Hk−2(Γ) .M

s− 1
2

‖∇BG
±‖L2(Γ) + ‖N k−2∇BG

±‖L2(Γ)

+‖Γ‖Hk−ǫ sup
j>0

2−j(1−ǫ)
[
‖Φ≤jM2‖L∞(Ω) + ‖Φ≤j(∇BA

±)‖L∞(Ω)

]

+sup
j>0

2j(k−2−2ǫ)
[
‖Φ≥jM2‖Hǫ(Γ) + ‖Φ≥j(∇BA

±)‖Hǫ(Γ)

]
.

Using the trace theorem, the regularization properties of Φ≤j, Lemma 5.5, Sobolev embeddings and Propo-

sition A.4, the terms in the latter two lines may be estimated by Λk−ǫ. Hence,

‖∇BG
±‖Hk−2(Γ) .M

s− 1
2

‖∇BG
±‖L2(Γ) + ‖N k−2∇BG

±‖L2(Γ) + Λk−ǫ.

For the first term on the right, we use Lemma A.17, Lemma A.18 and the fact that B is tangent to Γ to

estimate

‖∇BG
±‖L2(Γ) .M

s− 1
2

‖∇⊤G±‖L2(Γ) .M
s− 1

2

‖G±‖H1(Γ).

Since k − 3
2 ≥ 1, we may use the Hk− 3

2 (Γ) estimate for G± from above to control the last term on the right

by the energy. This concludes the proof. �

With our preliminary estimates in hand, let us proceed with the proof of the first (and harder) half of the

coercivity estimate; namely,

(5.15) ‖(W±,Γ)‖Hk .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 .
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The crux of the proof of (5.15) is establishing the intermediate bound

Λk .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ

for some small ǫ > 0. The coercivity bound (5.15) then follows from a simple interpolation argument, which

we will outline later.

5.3.4. Control of the pressure and surface regularity. As a first step, we control the pressure and surface

regularity via

‖P‖
H

k+1
2 (Ω)

+ ‖Γ‖Hk .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.

The proof of this is virtually identical to the corresponding bound in Section 7.4 of [18], so we omit the proof

for brevity.

5.3.5. Control of W± and A±. We next estimate W± in terms of A±. To achieve this, we use the div-curl

estimate in Proposition A.25 and the fact that W± is divergence-free to control

‖W±‖Hk(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖ω±‖Hk−1(Ω) + ‖∇⊤W± · nΓ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γ)

+ ‖Γ‖Hk−ǫ‖W±‖
C

1
2
+ǫ(Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ + ‖∇⊤W± · nΓ‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γ)
.

It remains to study the boundary term ∇⊤W± · nΓ. Similarly to [18], our starting point is the commutator

identity

D±
t ∇P = −∇W± · ∇P +∇D±

t P.

As P|Γ = 0, we have ∇⊤D±
t P = 0. Therefore, we obtain the identity

∇⊤W± · nΓ = a−1(D±
t ∇P )

⊤ = a−1(D±
t ∇P −∇∆−1D±

t ∆P )
⊤ = a−1(A±)⊤,

where in the second equality we used that ∇∆−1D±
t ∆P is normal to Γ. The next step is to estimate

a−1(A±)⊤ in terms of A±. For this, we use the balanced product and trace estimates in Proposition A.6

and Proposition A.7 as well as Lemma 5.5 to obtain

‖a−1(A±)⊤‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γ)

.M
s− 1

2

‖A±‖Hk−1(Ω) + (‖a−1‖Hk−1−ǫ(Γ) + ‖Γ‖Hk−ǫ) sup
j>0

2−j( 1
2−ǫ)‖Φ<jA

±‖L∞(Ω)

+ sup
j>0

2j(k−
3
2−2ǫ)‖Φ≥jA

±‖
H

1
2
+ǫ(Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

‖A±‖Hk−1(Ω) + Λk−ǫ.

It now suffices to show that

‖A±‖Hk−1(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.

For this we study an appropriate div-curl decomposition for A±. We have

(5.16)





∇ · A± = ∇2P · ∇W± in Ω,

∇×A± = ∇2P · ∇W± − (∇W±)∗ · ∇2P in Ω,

A± · nΓ = −G± on Γ.

Hence, using Proposition A.25, Proposition A.4 and the partition A± = Φ≤jA± + Φ≥jA± as above, we

obtain

‖A±‖Hk−1(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖∇⊤A± · nΓ‖
H

k− 5
2 (Γ)

+ Λk−ǫ.

It remains to estimate the boundary term. We compute

(5.17) ∇⊤A± · nΓ = −∇⊤G± −A± · ∇⊤nΓ.
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By Proposition A.6, Proposition A.23 and the decomposition A± = Φ≤jA± +Φ≥jA±, the first term on the

right in (5.17) may be controlled in a similar fashion to the above. Indeed, we have

‖∇⊤G±‖
H

k− 5
2 (Γ)

.M
s− 1

2

‖G±‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γ)

+ Λk−ǫ .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.

Estimating the latter term is more tedious. Using that ∇τnΓ is tangent to Γ for any tangent vector τ and

the fact that B±
|Γ = 0, we have

A± · ∇⊤nΓ = −∇W± · ∇P · ∇⊤nΓ = −(∇W± · ∇P · ∇HnΓ)
⊤ =: −U⊤.

Using the decomposition U = Φ≤jU +Φ>jU together with Proposition A.6 and Proposition A.7, we have

‖U⊤‖
H

k− 5
2 (Γ)

.M
s− 1

2

‖Γ‖Hk−ǫ sup
j>0

2−( 3
2−ǫ)j‖Φ≤jU‖L∞(Ω) + ‖U‖Hk−2(Ω).

If d = 2, we can crudely Sobolev embed and use the regularization properties of Φ≤j to estimate

2−( 3
2−ǫ)j‖Φ≤jU‖L∞(Ω) .M

s− 1
2

‖U‖L1(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖∇P‖Hs−1(Ω)‖∇W
±‖L2(Ω)‖∇HnΓ‖L2(Ω) .M

s− 1
2

1,

where we used that s− 1
2 >

3
2 . If d ≥ 3, we can Sobolev embed to obtain

2−( 3
2−ǫ)j‖Φ≤jU‖L∞(Ω) .M

s− 1
2

‖U‖
H

s− 5
2 (Ω)

.

Since in this case we have s− 5
2 ≥ 0, we can apply Proposition A.4, Sobolev embeddings and Proposition A.16

to obtain

‖U‖
H

s− 5
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

‖W±‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

‖∇P‖Hs−1(Ω)‖HnΓ‖Hs−1(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

1.

By Proposition A.4 and Proposition A.16, we also obtain

‖U‖Hk−2(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

Λk−ǫ.

Combining the above, we finally obtain

‖∇⊤A± · nΓ‖
H

k− 5
2 (Γ)

.M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.

Consequently, we have the bound

‖A±‖Hk−1(Ω) + ‖W±‖Hk(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.

5.3.6. Control of ∇BP . To control ∇BP , we use Proposition A.14, Lemma 5.5 and the fact that ∇BP

vanishes on Γ to estimate

‖∇BP‖Hk(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖∆∇BP‖Hk−2(Ω) + ‖Γ‖Hk−ǫ‖∇BP‖
C

1
2
+ǫ(Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

‖∆∇BP‖Hk−2(Ω) + Λk−ǫ.

Then using Proposition A.4, Lemma 5.5 and expanding out ∆∇BP , we obtain

‖∇BP‖Hk(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖W±‖Hk(Ω) + ‖P‖
H

k+1
2 (Ω)

+ Λk−ǫ.

When combined with the above estimates for W± and P , this gives the desired bound

‖∇BP‖Hk(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.
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5.3.7. Control of ∇BW
± and ∇BA±. It remains to estimate ∇BW

± and ∇BA±. Our strategy is to proceed

similarly to the estimate for W± by performing a div-curl decomposition. Using Proposition A.25, we see

that

‖∇BW
±‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ω)
.M

s− 1
2

‖∇× (∇BW
±)‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ω)
+ ‖∇ · (∇BW

±)‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ω)

+ ‖∇⊤(∇BW
±) · nΓ‖Hk−2(Γ) + ‖Γ‖Hk−ǫ‖∇BW

±‖Cǫ(Ω).

By Sobolev embeddings, the last term on the right can be controlled by Λk−ǫ. Moreover, using Proposi-

tion A.4 and the fact that W± is divergence-free, it is straightforward to obtain the bounds

‖∇× (∇BW
±)‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ω)
+ ‖∇ · (∇BW

±)‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

‖∇Bω
±‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ω)
+ Λk−ǫ.

Therefore,

‖∇BW
±‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ω)
.M

s− 1
2

(Ek)
1
2 + ‖∇⊤(∇BW

±) · nΓ‖Hk−2(Γ) + Λk−ǫ.

It remains to estimate the boundary data ∇⊤(∇BW
±) · nΓ in terms of ∇BG±. Since D±

t and ∇B commute

(this is a slight abuse of language since at this stage our variables do not yet come from solutions to the

dynamic problem; instead, the fact that they commute follows directly from their definitions), we have

D±
t ∇B∇P = −∇B(∇W

± · ∇P ) +∇B∇D
±
t P

= −∇∇BW
± · ∇P −∇W± · ∇B∇P +∇∇BD

±
t P −∇B · ∇D±

t P +∇B · ∇W± · ∇P.

Combining this with the identity

(D±
t ∇B∇P )

⊤ = (∇BA
±)⊤ ± 2∇⊤B · ∇∆−1(∂i∇BW

±
j ∂jW

∓
i )

and the definition of B± we obtain the formula

(5.18) ∇⊤(∇BW
±)·nΓ = a−1(∇BA

±)⊤+a−1(∇B ·∇B±)⊤+a−1(∇W± ·∇B∇P )
⊤−a−1(∇B ·∇W± ·∇P )⊤.

We begin by estimating the latter three terms in (5.18), which are essentially lower order. By Proposition A.6

and Proposition A.7, we have

‖a−1(∇B · ∇B±)⊤‖Hk−2(Γ) .M
s− 1

2

‖∇B · ∇B±‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ω)

+ ‖Γ‖Hk−ǫ sup
j>0

2−j(1−ǫ)‖Φ<j(∇B · ∇B±)‖L∞(Ω)

+ sup
j>0

2j(k−2−ǫ)‖Φ≥j(∇B · ∇B±)‖
H

1
2
+ǫ(Ω)

.

By Sobolev embeddings, Proposition A.4 and Lemma 5.5 we then conclude that

‖a−1(∇B · ∇B±)⊤‖Hk−2(Γ) .M
s− 1

2

Λk−ǫ.

By a similar analysis, we obtain the same estimates for the last two terms in (5.18), so it remains to control

∇BA± in Hk− 3
2 (Ω) by the energy. By Proposition A.25, we have

‖∇BA
±‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ω)
.M

s− 1
2

‖∇ · (∇BA
±)‖

H
k− 5

2 (Ω)
+ ‖∇×∇BA

±‖
H

k− 5
2 (Ω)

+ ‖∇BA
± · nΓ‖Hk−2(Γ)

+ ‖Γ‖Hk−ǫ2−j(1−ǫ)‖Φ≤j∇BA
±‖L∞(Ω) + sup

j>0
2j(k−

3
2−ǫ)‖Φ≥j∇BA

±‖L2(Ω) + Λk−ǫ.
(5.19)

From Lemma 5.5, Sobolev embeddings and the regularization bounds for Φ≤j , we can control the terms in

the second line by Λk−ǫ. Furthermore, using the div-curl decomposition for A±, (5.16), Proposition A.4 and

Lemma 5.5, it is easy to estimate

‖∇ · (∇BA
±)‖

H
k− 5

2 (Ω)
+ ‖∇ × (∇BA

±)‖
H

k− 5
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

Λk−ǫ.
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We then notice that

‖∇BA
± · nΓ‖Hk−2(Γ) . ‖∇BG

±‖Hk−2(Γ) + ‖A± · ∇BnΓ‖Hk−2(Γ).

Arguing as in the estimate for ∇BG
± in Proposition 5.8 we obtain

(5.20) ‖A± · ∇BnΓ‖Hk−2(Γ) .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.

This gives

‖∇BA
±‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ω)
+ ‖∇BW

±‖
H

k− 1
2 (Ω)

.M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.

By combining all of the above estimates, we conclude that

Λk .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + Λk−ǫ.

Using interpolation and the definition of Λk, it follows that

Λk .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + ‖P‖H1(Ω) + ‖A±‖L2(Ω).

By the H−1 → H1
0 bound for ∆−1 and Proposition A.4 we have

‖P‖H1(Ω) + ‖A±‖L2(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖(W+,W−)‖Hk−ǫ(Ω).

Interpolating again, we may finally conclude that

Λk .M
s− 1

2

(Ek)
1
2 + ‖(W+,W−)‖L2(Ω) .M

s− 1
2

(Ek)
1
2 .

This completes the proof of (5.15). To complete the proof of the energy coercivity property in Theorem 5.1,

it remains to establish the easier bound

(Ek)
1
2 .M

s− 1
2

Mk.

Clearly, the only issue is to control the irrotational energy. More precisely, we have to show that the

expression

‖∇HN k−2G±‖L2(Ω) + ‖a
1
2N k−1a‖L2(Γ) + ‖∇HN k−2∇Ba‖L2(Ω) + ‖a−

1
2N k−2∇BG

±‖L2(Γ)(5.21)

is .M
s− 1

2

Mk. For the term ‖a
1
2N k−1a‖L2(Γ), we have from Lemma A.18 and Proposition A.21,

‖a
1
2N k−1a‖L2(Γ) .M

s− 1
2

‖a‖Hk−1(Γ) + ‖a‖L∞(Γ)‖Γ‖Hk .M
s− 1

2

‖a‖Hk−1(Γ) + ‖Γ‖Hk .

Then from Proposition A.6, Proposition A.7 and Corollary 5.6, we have

‖a‖Hk−1(Γ) .M
s− 1

2

‖P‖
H

k+1
2 (Ω)

+ ‖Γ‖Hk .M
s− 1

2

Mk.

Using similar analysis, the H
1
2 → H1 bound for H and the identity ∇Ba = −nΓ · ∇B∇P , we may estimate

‖∇HN k−2∇Ba‖L2(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

‖N k−2∇Ba‖
H

1
2 (Γ)

.M
s− 1

2

‖∇Ba‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γ)

+ ‖Γ‖Hk sup
j>0

2−
j
2 ‖nΓ · Φ≤j∇B∇P‖L∞(Γ) + sup

j>0
2j(k−

3
2−ǫ)‖nΓ · Φ≥j∇B∇P‖Hǫ(Γ)

.M
s− 1

2

‖∇B∇P‖Hk−1(Ω) +Mk .M
s− 1

2

Mk.

To control ∇HN k−2G±, we can argue in a similar fashion by using the partition

G± = −A± · nΓ = −Φ≤jA
± · nΓ − Φ≥jA

± · nΓ

to obtain

‖∇HN k−2G±‖L2(Ω) .M
s− 1

2

Mk.
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Likewise, to estimate N k−2∇BG± we can write ∇BG± = −∇BnΓ · A± − nΓ · ∇BA±. The latter term is

estimated similarly to the above by partitioning ∇BA± = Φ≤j(∇BA±) + Φ≥j(∇BA±), so that

‖N k−2(nΓ · ∇BA
±)‖L2(Γ) .M

s− 1
2

Mk.

We can use Appendix A.5 to write ∇BnΓ = −∇⊤B · nΓ, and thus, since B±
|Γ = 0, there holds

−∇BnΓ · A± = −∇W± · ∇P · ∇⊤B · nΓ.

Using Proposition A.21, Lemma A.18 and arguing somewhat similarly to the estimate for the latter term in

(5.17), we obtain

‖N k−2(∇BnΓ · A±)‖L2(Γ) .M
s− 1

2

Mk.

We omit the above straightforward (albeit slightly tedious) computation, which completes the estimation of

each term in (5.21) and thus the proof of part (i) of Theorem 5.1. Next, we turn to part (ii), which is the

energy propagation bound.

5.4. Proof of energy propagation. Here we prove the second part of Theorem 5.1. Using (5.2) and

the coercivity bound (5.1) it is straightforward to verify the following energy estimate for the rotational

component of the energy:
d

dt
Ek

r .Ms
Ek.

Hence, the main objective of the work will be to establish a propagation bound for the irrotational part of

the energy. More specifically, we intend to show that

d

dt
Ek

i .Ms
Ek.

To achieve this propagation bound, we start by deriving a wave-type equation for a. This equation will

govern, at leading order, the dynamics of the free surface as well as the “irrotational” good variables G±.

We begin our derivation with the simple commutator identity

D±
t ∇P = −∇W± · ∇P +∇D±

t P

which gives

A± = −∇W± · ∇P +∇B±.

Applying D∓
t and performing some elementary algebraic manipulations, we see that

D∓
t A

± = −∇D∓
t W

± · ∇P +D∓
t ∇B± +∇W∓ · (∇W± · ∇P )−∇W± ·D∓

t ∇P

=
1

2
∇|∇P |2 +D∓

t ∇B± +∇W∓ · (∇W± · ∇P )−∇W± ·D∓
t ∇P,

where in the last line, we have used (2.2) to write −∇D∓
t W

± · ∇P = 1
2∇|∇P |2. As ∆P = −∂iW

+
j ∂jW

−
i is

lower order, it is natural to further split ∇|∇P |2 as

1

2
∇|∇P |2 =

1

2
∇H|∇P |2 +

1

2
∇∆−1∆|∇P |2.

This yields the equation

(5.22) D∓
t A

± −
1

2
∇H|∇P |2 =

1

2
∇∆−1∆|∇P |2 +D∓

t ∇B± +∇W∓ · (∇W± · ∇P )−∇W± ·D∓
t ∇P =: g.
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We will later see that g may be thought of as a perturbative source term (although this will require a

considerable amount of effort). In order to convert (5.22) into an equation for the good variables, we take

the normal component of the trace on Γt to obtain

(5.23) D∓
t A

± · nΓt
−

1

2
N (a2) = g · nΓt

,

where we used the dynamic boundary condition P|Γt
= 0 to write |∇P|Γt

|2 = a2. Since D∓
t is tangent to Γt

and G± = −nΓt
· A±, we have

D∓
t G

± = −D∓
t A

± · nΓt
−A± ·D∓

t nΓt
.(5.24)

Since D∓
t nΓt

is also tangent to the boundary, we have by definition of A± the identities A± · D∓
t nΓt

=

D∓
t nΓt

·D±
t (∇P ) = −aD∓

t nΓt
·D±

t nΓt
. Therefore,

D∓
t G

± = −D∓
t A

± · nΓt
+ aD∓

t nΓt
·D±

t nΓt
.

Combining (5.23) and (5.24), we arrive at the equations

D∓
t G

± +
1

2
N (a2) = −g · nΓt

+ aD∓
t nΓt

·D±
t nΓt

,

which can be further reduced using the Leibniz type formula for N from (A.7) to

(5.25) D∓
t G

± + aNa = f,

where

f := −g · nΓt
+ aD∓

t nΓt
·D±

t nΓt
+ nΓt

· ∇∆−1(|∇Ha|2).

Since ∇B and D∓
t commute, we also obtain the identity

D∓
t ∇BG

± + aN∇Ba = ∇Bf − [∇B, a]Na− a[∇B,N ]a =: fB.

To propagate (a,G±) in Hk−1(Γt)×Hk− 3
2 (Γt) and (∇Ba,∇BG±) in Hk− 3

2 (Γt)×Hk−2(Γt), our strategy will

be to identify solutions to the linearized system (2.14) with perturbative source terms and then invoke the

linearized energy estimates. With this goal in mind, we focus first on (a,G±). We define the good variables

w± := ∇HN k−2G±,

s± := N k−1a,

q± := H(aN k−1a).

Note that we clearly have ∇ ·w± = 0. Moreover, it is easy to see that q±|Γt
= as± and w±

|Γt
· nΓt

= N k−1G±.

Hence,

D±
t s

± − w±
|Γt

· nΓt
= [D±

t ,N
k−1]a+N k−1(D±

t a− G±) =: R.

By using the equation (5.25) for a and the Leibniz formula for N , we see that

D∓
t w

± +∇q± = Q in Ωt,

where

Q := −∇W∓ · w± +∇[D∓
t ,H](N k−2G±) +∇H[D∓

t ,N
k−2]G± +∇HN k−2f −∇H[N k−2, a]Na.
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To summarize the above in a compact form, we have





D∓
t w

± +∇q± = Q in Ωt,

∇ · w± = 0 in Ωt,

D±
t s

± − w± · nΓt
= R on Γt,

q± = as± on Γt.

Next, we similarly phrase the estimate for (∇Ba,∇BG±) in terms of the linearized equations. We define the

good variables (w±
B , s

±
B, q

±
B) via

w±
B := −∇HN k−2∇Ba,

s±B := a−1N k−2∇BG
∓,

q±B := HN k−2∇BG
∓,

which similarly to the above satisfy the equations





D∓
t w

±
B +∇q±B = RB,1 +RB,2 in Ωt,

∇ · w±
B = 0 in Ωt,

D±
t s

±
B − w±

B · nΓt
= QB on Γt,

q±B = as±B on Γt,

where

QB := −a−2D±
t aN

k−2∇BG
∓ + a−1[D±

t ,N
k−2]∇BG

∓ + a−1N k−2fB − a−1[N k−2, a]N∇Ba

and

RB,1 := −∇W∓ · w±
B −∇[D∓

t ,H]N k−2∇Ba−∇H[D∓
t ,N

k−2]∇Ba, RB,2 := ∇HN k−2∇B(G
∓ −D∓

t a).

Remark 5.9. We briefly remark that the reason we write Q as the source term for the w± equation (which

is posed on Ωt) but write QB instead of RB as the source term for the s±B equation (which is posed on Γt)

is because the linearized variables w± and s±B correspond to the good variables G± and ∇BG±, respectively,

and thus, the corresponding source terms will have a similar structure in the estimates below. There is

an identical motivation for denoting the other source terms by R, RB,1 and RB,2 as these come from the

equations for the good variables a and ∇Ba, respectively.

The linearized energy estimate (2.15) together with Corollary 5.6 and Cauchy-Schwarz immediately gives

the preliminary bound

d

dt
Ek

i,± .Ms
Ek + (‖R‖L2(Γt) + ‖RB,1‖L2(Ωt))(E

k)
1
2 + (‖Q‖L2(Ωt) + ‖QB‖L2(Γt))(E

k)
1
2

− 〈∇HN k−2∇Ba,RB,2〉L2(Ωt).

(5.26)

We are left to control the remaining terms on the right-hand side of (5.26). This will be where the bulk of

the work is concentrated.
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5.4.1. Control of R and RB,1. Our goal is to show that

‖R‖L2(Γt) + ‖RB,1‖L2(Ωt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

We begin with R. The analysis of this term is almost identical to the analogous term in [18], but we include

the short proof as a convenience to the reader. One ingredient we need is the following commutator estimate

which is a consequence of Proposition 7.14 in [18].

Proposition 5.10. Let s > d
2 + 1 and let f ∈ H1(Γt). Then

‖[N , D±
t ]f‖L2(Γt) .Ms

‖f‖H1(Γt).

Remark 5.11. Technically, the above proposition as stated in [18] applies to the material derivative Dt,

but the proof there applies almost verbatim to handle the case D±
t .

Returning to the estimate for R1 := [D±
t ,N

k−1]a, we begin by writing

[D±
t ,N

k−1]a = [D±
t ,N ]N k−2a+N [D±

t ,N
k−2]a.

By Proposition 5.10, we have

‖[D±
t ,N ]N k−2a‖L2(Γt) .Ms

‖N k−2a‖H1(Γt).

Using Proposition A.21, Lemma 5.4 and Proposition 5.8, we obtain the estimate

‖N k−2a‖H1(Γt) .Ms
‖a‖Hk−1(Γt) + ‖Γt‖Hk‖a‖L∞(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

On the other hand, using Proposition A.31 and the coercivity bound, we may estimate

‖[D±
t ,N

k−2]a‖H1(Γt) .Ms
‖a‖Hk−1(Γt) + ‖a‖

C
1
2 (Γt)

(‖Γt‖Hk + ‖W±‖Hk(Ωt)) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Next, we turn to the estimate for N k−1(D±
t a− G±). We begin by recalling that

D±
t a− G± = −∇n∆

−1D±
t ∆P =: −∇nC

±.

Hence, by Corollary A.24 and Proposition A.14 we have

‖N k−1∇nC
±‖L2(Γt) .Ms

‖N k−2∇nC
±‖H1(Γt) .Ms

‖C±‖
H

k+1
2 (Ωt)

+ ‖Γt‖Hk‖C±‖C1(Ωt).(5.27)

By Sobolev embedding, the estimate (5.12) from Corollary 5.6 and the energy coercivity, we see that

‖N k−1(D±
t a− G±)‖L2(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

This concludes the estimate for R. Now, we turn to RB,1. Clearly, we have

‖∇W∓ · w±
B‖L2(Ωt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

To handle the second term in the definition of RB,1, we begin by recalling the simple commutator identity

[D±
t ,H]ψ = ∆−1∇ · B(∇W±,∇Hψ)

from (A.12). Invoking the H−1 → H1
0 bound for ∆−1, we conclude that

‖∇[D±
t ,H]N k−2∇Ba‖L2(Ωt) .Ms

‖∇HN k−2∇Ba‖L2(Ωt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

To estimate the last term in the definition of RB,1, we use the H
1
2 → H1 bound for H and Proposition A.31

to obtain

‖∇H[D±
t ,N

k−2]∇Ba‖L2(Ωt) .Ms
‖∇Ba‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γt)
+
(
‖W±‖Hk(Ωt) + ‖Γt‖Hk

)
‖∇Ba‖L∞(Γt).
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Then writing ∇Ba = −nΓt
· ∇B∇P and using Corollary 5.6, we see that ‖∇Ba‖L∞(Γt) .Ms

1. Combining

this with Proposition 5.8, the energy coercivity estimate and Sobolev embedding, we have

‖RB,1‖L2(Ωt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

5.4.2. Control of Q. Next, we estimate Q and some terms in QB. First, by applying similar arguments as

in the estimates for R1 and RB,1, we may easily control the first three terms in the definition of Q. More

precisely, we have

‖∇W∓ · w±‖L2(Ωt) + ‖∇[D∓
t ,H]N k−2G±‖L2(Ωt) + ‖∇H[D∓

t ,N
k−2]G±‖L2(Ωt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

Thanks to the bound ‖D±
t a‖L∞(Γt) .Ms

1 and the definition of Ek, the first term in the definition of QB

may be estimated immediately by

‖a−2D±
t aN

k−2∇BG
∓‖L2(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

The second term a−1[D±
t ,N

k−2]∇BG∓ is a bit more delicate. As in the estimate for [D±,N k−1]a, we can

first bound

(5.28) ‖a−1[D±
t ,N

k−2]∇BG
∓‖L2(Γt) .Ms

‖[D±
t ,N

k−3]∇BG
∓‖H1(Γt) + ‖N k−3∇BG

∓‖H1(Γt).

To estimate the first term in (5.28), we recall that we can write

∇BG
∓ = −∇BnΓt

· A∓ − nΓt
· ∇BA

∓.

Using the fact that ‖∇BnΓt
·A∓‖L∞(Γt) .Ms

1, the bound (5.20), Proposition A.31 and the energy coercivity,

we can estimate

‖[D±
t ,N

k−3](∇BnΓt
· A∓)‖H1(Γt) .Ms

‖∇BnΓt
· A∓‖Hk−2(Γt) + ‖W±‖Hk(Ωt) + ‖Γt‖Hk .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

On the other hand, using the partition nΓt
· ∇BA∓ = nΓt

·Φ≤j∇BA∓ + nΓt
·Φ≥j∇BA∓, Proposition A.31,

Sobolev embeddings and the properties of Φ≤j , we have

‖[D±
t ,N

k−3](nΓt
· ∇BA

∓)‖H1(Γt) .Ms
‖nΓt

· ∇BA
∓‖Hk−2(Γt) + (‖W±‖Hk(Ωt) + ‖Γt‖Hk)‖∇BA

∓‖
H

s− 3
2 (Ωt)

+‖∇BA
∓‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ωt)
.

As in the estimates following the div-curl analysis in (5.19) and the energy coercivity, we then obtain

‖[D±
t ,N

k−3](nΓt
· ∇BA

∓)‖H1(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Combining the above estimates and using a similar analysis to deal with N k−3∇BG∓ (except using Propo-

sition A.21 in place of Proposition A.31), we obtain

‖a−1[D±
t ,N

k−2]∇BG
∓‖L2(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2

as desired.
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5.4.3. Control of ∇HN k−2f and N k−2fB. Next, we turn to the estimates for ∇HN k−2f and N k−2fB. We

recall that

f := −g · nΓt
+ aD∓

t nΓt
·D±

t nΓt
+ nΓt

· ∇∆−1(|∇Ha|2)

and

fB := ∇Bf − [∇B , a]Na− a[∇B ,N ]a,

where g is defined as in (5.22). We first dispense with the commutators in the definition of fB. We have

[∇B, a]Na = ∇BaNa.

Writing Na = nΓt
· ∇Φ<jHa + nΓt

· ∇Φ≥jHa =: N<ja + N≥ja, we conclude from Lemma A.18, Proposi-

tion A.21, Proposition A.6, the trace theorem and the bound ‖∇Ba‖Cǫ(Γt) .Ms
1 that

‖N k−2(∇BaNa)‖L2(Γt) .Ms
‖Na‖Hk−2(Γt) + (‖Γt‖Hk + ‖∇Ba‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γt)
) sup
j>0

2−
j
2 ‖N<ja‖L∞(Γt)

+sup
j>0

2j(k−2−ǫ)‖N≥ja‖Hǫ(Γt)

.Ms
‖Na‖Hk−2(Γt) + ‖Ha‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ωt)
+ (‖Γt‖Hk + ‖∇Ba‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γt)
)‖Ha‖

H
s− 1

2 (Ωt)
.

Using Proposition A.20 and Proposition 5.8, it is easy to see that the first term on the right-hand side above

is controlled by the energy. Using Proposition A.16 and the bound ‖a‖L∞(Γt) .Ms
1, the same is true for

the second term on the right. Moreover, by Proposition A.16, we have ‖Ha‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ωt)

.Ms
1. Therefore,

from Proposition 5.8 and the energy coercivity, we have

‖N k−2(∇BaNa)‖L2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

To handle the other commutator, we recall from Appendix A.5 and Remark A.30 that we may write

(5.29) [∇B ,N ]a = ∇BnΓt
· ∇Ha− nΓt

· ((∇B)∗(∇Ha)) +∇n∆
−1∇ ·M2(∇B,∇Ha).

We consider the partition [∇B,N ]a = T 1
j + T 2

j of the above commutator where T 1
j is defined by replacing

all instances of the term Ha in (5.29) with Φ≤jHa. It is easy to verify using a similar analysis to the above

that

‖T 1
j ‖L∞(Γt) .Ms

2
j
2 , ‖T 2

j ‖Hǫ(Γt) .Ms
2−j(k−2−ǫ)(Ek)

1
2 .

Therefore, from Lemma A.18, Proposition A.21, Proposition A.6 and the energy coercivity, we have

‖N k−2(a[∇B ,N ]a)‖L2(Γt) .Ms
‖[∇B,N ]a‖Hk−2(Γt) + (Ek)

1
2 .

Then, using Proposition A.6, the partition Ha = Φ≤jHa + Φ≥jHa and arguing similarly to the above, we

see that

‖∇BnΓt
· ∇Ha− nΓt

· ((∇B)∗(∇Ha))‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Moreover, from Proposition A.22, Sobolev embedding, Proposition A.14 and Proposition A.4, we have

‖∇n∆
−1∇ ·M2(∇B,∇Ha)‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

Combining everything gives

‖N k−2(a[∇B,N ]a)‖L2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Now, we turn to the estimates involving f and ∇Bf . Using the identities

D±
t nΓt

= −((∇W±)∗nΓt
)⊤ = −(∇W±)∗nΓt

+ nΓt
(nΓt

· (∇W±)∗nΓt
), |∇Ha|2 =

1

2
∆|Ha|2,
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we may reorganize f as

(5.30) f =
1

2
∇n∆

−1∆(Ha)2 −
1

2
∇n∆

−1∆|∇P |2 +M−∇nD
∓
t B

±,

where M is multilinear in nΓt
, ∇P , ∇W±, ∇B± and ∇D∓

t P . Next, we estimate each term in ∇HN k−2f ,

with the expression (5.30) for f substituted in. We begin with F1 := ∇HN k−2∇n∆
−1∆(Ha)2 and FB,1 :=

N k−2∇B∇n∆
−1∆(Ha)2. We first note the pointwise bounds

(5.31) ‖∆−1∆(Ha)2‖C1(Ωt) .Ms
‖∆(Ha)2‖Hs−2(Ωt) .Ms

‖a‖
C

1
2 (Γt)

‖Ha‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ωt)

.Ms
1,

(5.32) ‖[∇B,∇n]∆
−1∆(Ha)2‖L∞(Γt) + ‖[∇B,∆

−1]∆(Ha)2‖L∞(Ωt) .Ms
1

and

(5.33) ‖∆−1∇B |∇Ha|2‖L∞(Ωt) .Ms
‖∇B|∇Ha|2‖Hs−3(Ωt) .Ms

‖|∇Ha|2‖Hs−2(Ωt) .Ms
1.

From theH
1
2 → H1 bound forH, Corollary A.24, (5.31), Proposition A.14, Proposition A.4, Proposition A.16

and the energy coercivity, we have

‖F1‖L2(Ωt) .Ms
‖Γt‖Hk‖∆−1∆(Ha)2‖

C
1
2 (Ωt)

+ ‖|∇Ha|2‖Hk−2(Ωt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Using Lemma A.18, Proposition A.21 and (5.31)-(5.33) where relevant, a similar argument gives

‖FB,1‖L2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Next, we turn to the estimate for F2 := ∇HN k−2∇n∆
−1∆|∇P |2 and FB,2 := N k−2∇B∇n∆

−1∆|∇P |2.

Writing ∆|∇P |2 = 2|∇2P |2 − 2∇P · (∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i ), we obtain in an analogous fashion to the pointwise

estimates above

‖∆−1∆|∇P |2‖C1(Ωt) .Ms
1

and

‖[∇B,∇n]∆
−1∆|∇P |2‖L∞(Γt) + ‖[∇B,∆

−1]∆|∇P |2‖L∞(Ωt) .Ms
1, ‖∆−1∇B∆|∇P |2‖L∞(Ωt) .Ms

1.

We conclude that

‖F2‖L2(Ωt) + ‖FB,2‖L2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Next, we estimate ∇HN k−2M and N k−2∇BM. By Proposition A.21, Proposition A.7, Corollary 5.6,

Proposition A.6 and the energy coercivity, we have

‖∇HN k−2M‖L2(Ωt) .Ms
‖N k−2M‖

H
1
2 (Γt)

.Ms
‖M‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γt)
+ ‖Γt‖Hk‖M‖L∞(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

To estimate N k−2∇BM, we observe that ∇BM = M′T +M′ where M′ is a multilinear expression in the

variables nΓt
,∇P,∇B,∇W±,∇B±,∇D±

t P,∇BnΓt
and ∇B∇P and T is either ∇∇BB±, ∇∇BD

±
t P , ∇∇BB

or ∇∇BW
±. Using the partition T = Φ≤jT + Φ≥jT and the fact that ‖M′‖Cǫ(Γt) .Ms

1, we can argue

similarly to the above to obtain

‖N k−2∇BM‖L2(Γt) .Ms
‖T ‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ωt)
+ (‖M′‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γt)
+ ‖Γt‖Hk) sup

j>0
2−

j
2 ‖Φ≤jT ‖L∞(Ωt)

+sup
j>0

2j(k−2−ǫ)‖Φ≥jT ‖
H

1
2
+ǫ(Ωt)

.Ms
‖T ‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ωt)
+ (Ek)

1
2 ‖T ‖

H
s− 3

2 (Ωt)
.

Using Corollary 5.6, this finally gives

‖N k−2∇BM‖L2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .
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Next, we control ∇nD
∓
t B

± and ∇B∇nD
∓
t B

±. We begin by recalling the decomposition

∆B± = ∆W± · ∇P + 2∇2P · ∇W±.

Using the equations (2.2) and the Laplace equation for the pressure, we can write

∆D∓
t B

± = M2(∇
2W∓,∇B±) +M2(∇W

∓,∇2B±) +M2(∇
2W±,∇D∓

t P ) +M2(∇W
±,∇2D∓

t P )

+M2(∇
2P,∇2P ) +M3(∇

2W±,∇W∓,∇P ) +M3(∇
2P,∇W,∇W ).

Since D∓
t B

± = 0 on Γt, it is straightforward to verify using Proposition A.14, Proposition A.4, Lemma 5.4

and the energy coercivity bound that

‖D∓
t B

±‖C1(Ωt) .Ms
‖D∓

t B
±‖Hs(Ωt) .Ms

1, ‖D∓
t B

±‖Hk(Ωt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Consequently, from Corollary A.24 we have

‖∇HN k−2∇nD
∓
t B

±‖L2(Ωt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

From Lemma A.18, Proposition A.21, Proposition A.6 and the above estimates, we see that

‖N k−2[∇n,∇B ]D
∓
t B

±‖L2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Hence, it remains to estimate N k−2∇n∇BD
∓
t B

±. Using Appendix A.5, Remark A.30, Proposition A.14 and

the above estimates for D∓
t B

±, it is easy to verify that

‖[∇B,∆
−1]∆D∓

t B
±‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ωt)
.Ms

(Ek)
1
2 , ‖[∇B,∆

−1]∆D∓
t B

±‖L∞(Ωt) .Ms
1

and, moreover,

‖∇BD
∓
t B

±‖L∞(Ωt) .Ms
‖D∓

t B
±‖C1(Ωt) .Ms

1.

By expanding ∇B∆D
∓
t B

±, we also easily obtain the bound

‖∇B∆D
∓
t B

±‖
H

k− 5
2 (Ωt)

.Ms
(Ek)

1
2

as a consequence of straightforward algebraic manipulation, Proposition A.4 and Corollary 5.6. Hence, by

Lemma A.18, Proposition A.21, Proposition A.14 and the above estimates, we obtain

‖N k−2∇n∇BD
∓
t B

±‖L2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

We remark that above, we implicitly used the fact that k ≥ 3 which allows us to avoid negative regularity

Sobolev spaces in the above estimates. This concludes the estimates for f and ∇Bf .

5.4.4. Control of 〈∇HN k−2∇Ba,RB,2〉L2(Ωt). We recall that

RB,2 = ∇HN k−2∇B(D
±
t a− G±) = −∇HN k−2∇B∇n∆

−1D±
t ∆P = −∇HN k−2∇B∇nC

±.

To estimate 〈∇HN k−2∇Ba,RB,2〉L2(Ωt), we will rely on the following estimate which captures the enhanced

regularity of the free surface in the direction of the magnetic field. For our purposes, this will be conveniently

quantified by measuring the regularity of the vector field ∇2
B applied to both a and P below. We will abuse

language slightly and refer to this property as a “regularizing effect”. This is a slight misnomer since this

enhanced regularity is really a priori hidden in the fixed-time boundary condition B · nΓt
= 0 and is not

really a property of the flow itself, but rather of the data.

Lemma 5.12 (Regularizing effect). The following estimates hold:

‖∇2
Ba‖Hk−2(Γt) + ‖∇2

BP‖Hk− 1
2 (Ωt)

.Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .
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Remark 5.13. Using the identity nΓt
= −a−1∇P (or more directly, the identity ∇2

BnΓt
= −∇B(∇⊤B ·nΓt

))

and adapting the proof below, one can also establish the bound

‖∇2
BnΓt

‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .Ms

Mk

which can be thought of as a more direct manifestation of the regularizing effect on the free surface. However,

we do not need such a bound in our analysis below, so we omit the proof.

Proof. We begin with the harder estimate, which is ∇2
Ba. We first observe the identity ∇Ba = −nΓt

·∇B∇P

and use the definition of P (which can be thought of as implicitly measuring the regularity of the free surface)

to write

−nΓt
· ∇B∇P = nΓt

· ∇B · ∇P −∇n∆
−1(∆B · ∇P + 2∇B · ∇2P ) +∇n∆

−1∇B(∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i )

=: T1 + T2 + T3.

We begin by estimating ∇BT1. Using Proposition A.6, Proposition A.7 and similar analysis to earlier in the

section, we see that

‖∇BnΓt
· ∇B · ∇P‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms

‖∇BnΓt
‖L∞(Γt)(E

k)
1
2 + ‖∇BnΓt

‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Moreover, we have

‖nΓt
· ∇B(∇B · ∇P )‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms

‖∇B(∇B · ∇P )‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωt)

+‖Γt‖
H

k− 1
2
sup
j>0

2−
j
2 ‖Φ≤j∇B(∇B · ∇P )‖L∞(Ωt)

+sup
j>0

2j(k−2−ǫ)‖Φ≥j(∇B(∇B · ∇P ))‖
H

1
2
+ǫ(Ωt)

,

which yields

‖nΓt
· ∇B(∇B · ∇P )‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms

‖∇B(∇B · ∇P )‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωt)

+ ‖Γt‖
H

k− 1
2
.Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

Thus, we have

‖∇BT1‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

To estimate the second term, let us first define F := ∆B · ∇P + 2∇B · ∇2P . Then, as in previous analysis,

using that B is divergence-free, we note that we can write

F = ∇ ·M2(∇B,∇P ), [∆−1,∇B]F = ∆−1[∇ ·M2(∇B,∇∆−1F )].

By Sobolev embeddings, Proposition A.14 and Proposition A.4, we therefore have

(5.34) ‖∆−1F‖
C

1
2 (Ωt)

+ ‖[∆−1,∇B]F‖L∞(Ωt) .Ms
1.

Moreover, we have

−∇BT2 = [∇B ,∇n]∆
−1F −∇n[∆

−1,∇B]F +∇n∆
−1∇BF.

Using Proposition A.6, Proposition A.7, Proposition A.22, Proposition A.4, (5.34) and the energy coercivity,

we may control the first two terms on the right by (Ek)
1
2 . To control the last term, since B is divergence-free,

we may write ∇BF = ∇·∇BM2(∇B,∇P )+∇·M3(∇B,∇B,∇P ). Therefore, we have by Proposition A.4,

‖∇BF‖
H

s− 5
2 (Ωt)

.Ms
‖∇BM2(∇B,∇P )‖

H
s− 3

2 (Ωt)
+ ‖M3(∇B,∇B,∇P )‖

H
s− 3

2 (Ωt)
.Ms

1.

Similarly, using Proposition A.4 and the energy coercivity, we have

‖∇BF‖
H

k− 5
2 (Ωt)

.Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .



46 MIHAELA IFRIM, BEN PINEAU, DANIEL TATARU, AND MITCHELL A. TAYLOR

It follows from Proposition A.22, Sobolev embeddings and Proposition A.14 that

‖∇BT2‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms
‖∇BF‖

H
k− 5

2 (Ωt)
+ ‖Γt‖Hk‖∆−1∇BF‖L∞(Ωt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

Finally, to estimate ∇BT3, we write

∇BT3 = −nΓt
· ∇B · ∇∆−1∇B(∂iW

+
j ∂jW

−
i ) +∇n∇B∆

−1∇B(∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i ) =: T 1

3 + T 2
3 .

Using Proposition A.6, Sobolev embeddings, Proposition A.7 and Proposition A.14, we find that

‖T 1
3 ‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

On the other hand, by Proposition A.22, we have

‖∇n∇B∆
−1∇B(∂iW

+
j ∂jW

−
i )‖Hk−2(Γt) .Ms

‖∇B∆
−1∇B(∂iW

+
j ∂jW

−
i )‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ωt)
+ ‖Γt‖Hk .

Using the algebra property (A.2) and then Proposition A.14, we can crudely estimate (i.e. treating ∇B as a

derivative of order one)

‖∇B∆
−1∇B(∂iW

+
j ∂jW

−
i )‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ωt)
.Ms

‖B‖
H

k− 1
2 (Ωt)

+ ‖Γt‖Hk + ‖∇B(∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i )‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ωt)
.

Using Proposition A.4 to estimate the last term on the right, as well as the energy coercivity, we have

‖T 2
3 ‖Hk−2(Γt) .M (Ek)

1
2 .

Combining everything above, we obtain the desired bound for ∇2
Ba. The estimate for ∇2

BP is simpler. One

can proceed by expanding

∇BP = ∆−1(∆B · ∇P + 2∇B · ∇2P )−∆−1∇B(∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i )

and then estimating each term on the right in a similar (in fact, more straightforward) manner to the

estimates for T2 and T3 above. This completes the proof of the lemma. �

A straightforward corollary of the above analysis is the following bound.

Corollary 5.14. There holds

‖N k−2∇2
Ba‖L2(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

Proof. First, we observe that by combining the estimate for ∇2
BP in Lemma 5.12 with Proposition A.4, we

obtain

(5.35) ‖∇2
B∇P‖Hk− 3

2 (Ωt)
.Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

By partitioning −∇2
Ba = (∇BnΓt

·∇B∇P +nΓt
·Φ<j∇2

B∇P )+nΓt
·Φ≥j∇2

B∇P and applying Lemma A.18,

Proposition A.21 and using the regularization bounds for Φ≤j , we have

‖N k−2∇2
Ba‖L2(Γt) .Ms

‖∇2
Ba‖Hk−2(Γt) + ‖Γt‖Hk(‖∇BnΓt

‖L∞(Γt)‖∇B∇P‖L∞(Ωt) + ‖∇2
B∇P‖Hs−2(Ωt))

+‖∇2
B∇P‖Hk− 3

2 (Ωt)
.

From Lemma 5.12 and (5.35), we conclude the desired bound. �

Now, let us return to the estimate for 〈∇HN k−2∇Ba,RB,2〉L2(Ωt). To simplify notation slightly, let us

write D = ∇nC±. We note the preliminary bounds

(5.36) ‖N k−1D‖L2(Γt) + ‖D‖Hk−1(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 , ‖D‖L∞(Γt) .Ms

1,
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which follow from (5.12), Corollary A.24 and Proposition A.22. We write

RB,2 = ∇H[N k−2,∇B]D +∇H∇BN
k−2D.

We estimate the former term using the H
1
2 → H1 bound for H, Remark A.30 and (5.36),

‖∇H[N k−2,∇B]D‖L2(Ωt) .Ms
‖D‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γt)
+ (‖Γt‖Hk + ‖B‖Hk(Ωt))‖D‖L∞(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

It remains to estimate 〈∇HN k−2∇Ba,∇H∇BN k−2D〉L2(Ωt). By applying Remark A.30, we first observe

that

‖[∇B,∇H]N k−2D‖L2(Ωt) + ‖[∇B,∇HN k−2]∇Ba‖L2(Ωt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

Using the above and skew-adjointness of ∇B on L2(Ωt), we can integrate by parts ∇B onto ∇Ba and then

integrate by parts again to move one factor of N to the other term to obtain

〈∇HN k−2∇Ba,∇H∇BN
k−2D〉L2(Ωt) ≤ −〈∇HN k−2∇2

Ba,∇HN k−2D〉L2(Ωt) + C(Ms)E
k

= −〈N k−2∇2
Ba,N

k−1D〉L2(Γt) + C(Ms)E
k.

Making use of Cauchy-Schwarz, Corollary 5.14, (5.36) and the energy coercivity, we then obtain

〈∇HN k−2∇Ba,∇H∇BN
k−2D〉L2(Ωt) .Ms

Ek + ‖N k−1D‖L2(Γt)‖N
k−2∇2

Ba‖L2(Γt) .Ms
Ek.

Combining everything gives the desired bound

〈∇HN k−2∇Ba,RB,2〉L2(Ωt) .Ms
Ek.

5.4.5. Estimates for ∇H[N k−2, a]Na and [N k−2, a]N∇Ba. To conclude the energy propagation bound in

Theorem 5.1, it remains to establish the commutator estimates

(5.37) ‖[N k−2, a]Na‖
H

1
2 (Γt)

.Ms
(Ek)

1
2 , ‖[N k−2, a]N∇Ba‖L2(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

We will show the details for the first estimate in (5.37) and then remark on the minor differences required

to prove the second estimate. We mention that a much more refined version of the first estimate was

established in [18]. This was needed to prove a sharp, pointwise continuation criterion for the free boundary

Euler equations. Here, we will not need anything this precise, so we opt to provide a simpler proof which is

sufficient for our purposes.

As in [18, Lemma 7.12], we have the commutator identity

(5.38) [N k−2, a]Na =
∑

n+m=k−3

Nn(NaNm+1a)− 2Nn∇n∆
−1(∇Ha · ∇HNm+1a)

where m and n are integers ranging from 0 to k − 3. We begin by estimating the latter summand. To

simplify notation, we set F := ∇Ha · ∇G where G := HNm+1a. We also define N<j := nΓ · ∇Φ≤jH and

N≥j := nΓ · ∇Φ≥jH. By Corollary A.24, Sobolev embeddings and Proposition A.14, we have

‖Nn∇n∆
−1F‖

H
1
2 (Γt)

. ‖F‖Hn(Ωt) + ‖Γt‖Hk sup
j>0

2−j(m+1)‖∇Ha · ∇G1
j‖Hs−2(Ωt)

+ sup
j>0

2j(n+1−ǫ)‖∇ · (∇HaG2
j )‖H−1(Ωt),

where we define the sequence of partitions of G by

G1
j = HNm+1

<j a, G2
j =

∑

0≤i≤m

HN i
<jN≥jN

m−ia.
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To estimate ∇Ha · ∇G1
j we use Proposition A.4, Sobolev embeddings and Proposition A.16 to obtain

‖∇Ha · ∇G1
j‖Hs−2(Ωt) .Ms

‖Ha‖
C

1
2 (Ωt)

‖G1
j‖Hs− 1

2 (Ωt)
+ ‖Ha‖

H
s− 1

2 (Ωt)
‖G1

j‖C
1
2 (Ωt)

.Ms
‖a‖Hs−1(Γt)‖G

1
j‖Hs− 1

2 (Ωt)
.

We also clearly have ‖a‖Hs−1(Γt) .Ms
1. On the other hand, using Proposition A.6, Proposition A.7, Sobolev

embeddings, the regularization bounds for Φ≤j and Proposition A.16 we have

‖G1
j‖Hs− 1

2 (Ωt)
.Ms

‖Φ≤jHNm
<ja‖Hs+1

2 (Ωt)
.Ms

2j‖Nm
<ja‖Hs−1(Γt).

Iterating, we find that

‖G1
j‖Hs− 1

2 (Ωt)
.Ms

2j(m+1)‖a‖Hs−1(Γt) .Ms
2j(m+1).

To estimate ∇ · (∇HaG2
j), we use Hölder’s inequality and Sobolev embeddings to obtain

‖∇ · (∇HaG2
j )‖H−1(Ωt) .Ms

‖∇HaG2
j‖L2(Ωt) .Ms

‖G2
j‖H

1
2 (Ωt)

.

From the Hǫ → H
1
2+ǫ bound for H, the regularization bounds for Φ≤j , the trace inequality and the bound

‖nΓt
‖Cǫ(Γt) .Ms

1, we see that

‖G2
j‖H

1
2 (Ωt)

.Ms
2−j(n+1−ǫ)

∑

0≤i≤m

‖HNm−ia‖
H

n+i+5
2 (Ωt)

.

Using Proposition A.21, Lemma 5.4 and the energy coercivity, we have

2j(n+1−ǫ)‖G2
j‖H

1
2 (Ωt)

.Ms
‖a‖Hk−1(Γt) + ‖Γt‖Hk‖a‖Cǫ(Γt) .Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

To estimate F , using the convention in Appendix A.6, we perform a bilinear frequency decomposition,

F = ∇(Ha)l · ∇G≤l +∇(Ha)≤l · ∇Gl.

Estimating the latter term is straightforward. Expanding out n derivatives applied to this term, using the

regularization bounds for Φ≤l, and by summing in l, we have

‖∇(Ha)≤l · ∇Gl‖Hn(Ωt) .Ms
‖Ha‖

C
1
2
+ǫ(Ωt)

‖G‖
H

n+3
2 (Ωt)

.

Then, using Proposition A.21, we see that

‖Ha‖
C

1
2
+ǫ(Ωt)

‖G‖
H

n+3
2 (Ωt)

.Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

To estimate ∇(Ha)l · ∇G≤l, we decompose

∇(Ha)l · ∇G≤l = ∇(Ha)l · ∇(G1
l )

≤l +∇(Ha)l · ∇(G2
l )

≤l,

where G1
l and G2

l are as above. Using the previously established bounds for G1
l and G2

l , we have

‖∇(Ha)l · ∇(G1
l )

≤l‖Hn(Ωt) .Ms
2−l(m+ 3

2 )‖G1
l ‖C1(Ωt)‖Ha‖Hk− 1

2 (Ωt)
.Ms

(Ek)
1
2 .

On the other hand, arguing similarly to the estimate for G2
j , it is easy to see that

‖∇(Ha)l · ∇(G2
l )

≤l‖Hn(Ωt) .Ms
2l(n+

1
2−ǫ)‖G2

l ‖H1(Ωt)‖Ha‖C
1
2
+ǫ(Ωt)

.Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

This gives us control over the second summand in (5.38). To deal with the other summand, we use the

partition NaNm+1a = H1
j +H

2
j defined by taking H1

j := Φ≤j(HNaHNm+1
<j a). Indeed, it is straightforward

to verify that

‖H1
j ‖L∞(Ωt) .Ms

2j(m+1), 2j(n+
1
2−ǫ)‖H2

j ‖H
1
2
+ǫ(Ωt)

.Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .
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Therefore, by Proposition A.21, Proposition A.7, Proposition A.4 and similar arguments as above, we obtain

‖Nn(NaNm+1a)‖
H

1
2 (Γt)

.Ms
(Ek)

1
2 ,

which ultimately gives

‖∇H[N k−2, a]Na‖L2(Ωt) .Ms
‖[N k−2, a]Na‖

H
1
2 (Γt)

.Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

By completely analogous reasoning (i.e. essentially by replacing Nm+1a with Nm+1∇Ba in the expansion

(5.38)), we have

‖[N k−2, a]N∇Ba‖L2(Γt) .Ms
(Ek)

1
2 .

This finally concludes the proof of Theorem 5.1.

6. Construction of regular solutions

In this section, we provide a novel method for constructing smooth solutions to the free boundary MHD

equations. In contrast to previous works which tend to assume that the initial domain is T2 × (0, 1), our

construction requires no supplemental constraints on the initial data. By carefully combining the results in

this section with the difference bounds in Section 4 and the energy estimates in Section 5, we will see in

Section 7 that solutions in the low regularity regime may be obtained as unique limits of the regular solutions

that we construct here.

Most contemporary approaches to constructing solutions to free boundary fluid equations involve a com-

bination of one or more of the following approaches: (i) Fixing the domain using Lagrangian coordinates,

(ii) Nash Moser iteration and (iii) Constructing solutions to the corresponding problem with surface tension

and then taking the zero surface tension limit. Another approach that was implemented in the case of the

free boundary Euler equations in the setting of a laterally infinite ocean with graph geometry can be found

in [38]. The article [38] relies on a paradifferential reduction akin to the methods employed by Alazard-Burq-

Zuily [1] in the setting of water waves, as well as a subtle iteration scheme. Although conceivably possible,

none of these approaches are straightforward at all to implement in the general setting that we consider in

this paper. They either suffer from being indirect (in the case of considering the zero surface tension limit),

require a sophisticated functional setup, or are much better adapted to situations where the free surface can

be parameterized by a single coordinate patch (for instance, when making use of Lagrangian coordinates

or the paradifferential method). For these reasons, we propose a direct, geometric approach, implemented

fully within the Eulerian coordinates. As we will see, our scheme is robust, can be utilized in domains with

very general geometries and has the potential to be adapted to a wide class of free boundary problems. In

particular, we do not need to assume that our domains are simply connected, which stands in stark contrast

to all previous works on the free boundary MHD equations.

Our overarching strategy will be to construct approximate solutions to the free boundary MHD equations

by discretizing the problem in time on a small enough time-scale ǫ > 0. The most crude implementation

of this scheme would be to try to view the MHD equations as an ODE and use an Euler type iteration.

This approach, unsurprisingly, completely fails. However, it is instructive to outline the main obstructions

to using this strategy. A näıve implementation of this method would be to define an approximate solution

(v(ǫ), B(ǫ),Γ(ǫ)) at time ǫ in terms of the variables W±(ǫ) by taking

(6.1)





W±(ǫ) =W±
0 + ǫ(−v0 · ∇W

±
0 −∇P0 ±∇B0W

±
0 ),

Γ(ǫ) = (I + ǫv0)Γ0.
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Of course (barring the technical issue ofW±(ǫ) andW±
0 not sharing the same domain), the term ǫ(v0 ·∇W

±
0 )

leads to a full derivative loss when directly estimating the requisite Sobolev norm of the new iterate W±(ǫ).

It turns out that one can partially ameliorate this derivative loss by building the transport structure of the

equations into each iteration. However, one is still left with a 1
2 derivative loss coming from the pressure

gradient (where the free surface regularity enters at leading order) and from the term ∇B0W
±
0 . Although

not a priori obvious, the motivation for this latter 1
2 derivative loss comes from the dynamic problem, where

one heuristically interprets ∇B0 as a half derivative.

Our goal will be to retain the simplicity of the Euler method (together with the implicit transport step

mentioned above), but ameliorate the remaining derivative loss by performing a suitable regularization of

the data prior to carrying out each iteration. Roughly speaking, we will split the time step into two main

pieces:

(i) Regularization.

(ii) Euler plus transport.

To ensure that the regularity of the data is preserved over a unit time-scale (or ≈ ǫ−1 many iterations), the

regularization step needs to be performed very carefully. In particular, one has to design a regularization

that preserves the natural boundary conditions of the problem – which is especially difficult in the case of

the magnetic boundary condition B · nΓ = 0 – but also preserves at leading order the size of the energy

functional constructed in Section 5, which serves as our quantitative measure of the regularity of each iterate.

A detailed synopsis of the regularization procedure will be presented in Section 6.2. However, to give a brief

summary, our strategy will be to take a modular approach and decouple the regularization process into

two main steps. In the first step, we will simultaneously regularize the free surface (at the same scale as

our discretization) and the irrotational components of the variables W±
ǫ (which are measured by the good

variables G± from Section 5), taking care to ensure that the dynamic and magnetic boundary conditions

are preserved along the way. In the second main step we perform an additional regularization of W±
0 in

the direction of the vector field ∇Bǫ
. This serves to ameliorate the derivative loss coming from the term

ǫ∇B0W
±
0 described in the above näıve iteration. Note that, a priori, the term ∇B0W

±
0 seems to lead to

a full derivative loss in the requisite estimates, as, quantitatively, it should be of size δ−1 at top order if

W±
0 is regularized at some scale δ > 0. The purpose of our secondary regularization is to reduce this to

a 1
2 derivative loss, i.e., we will ensure that ∇B0 scales like a factor of δ−

1
2 when applied to W±

0 . This is

consistent with how the vector field ∇B scales in the dynamic problem.

We believe that the first step in the above approach is quite robust and should be applicable to constructing

solutions to other free boundary problems. In particular, this first step is entirely sufficient for constructing

solutions to the free boundary Euler equations (i.e., when the magnetic field is zero) and gives a new and

relatively simple proof in that setting (as most of the difficulties we will encounter are due to the magnetic

field). The second step is, of course, more specialized to the problem at hand. In these two steps, it should

be noted that we essentially avoid regularizing the variables ω±
0 (except in the direction of ∇B) and instead

directly propagate their regularity through each iteration. This is motivated by the fact that the variables

ω±
0 are essentially transported by the velocity, up to the term ∇B0ω

±
0 , which is formally orthogonal to ω±

0

in L2(Ω0).

The iteration strategy that we employ in this section takes some very rough inspiration from the time

discretization approach carried out in the case of a compressible gas in [19]. We stress, however, that aside

from the broad structure of the argument (i.e. regularization plus Euler iteration), the main difficulties here
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are completely different. One obvious reason for this is that the surface of a liquid carries a non-trivial

energy, and so the geometry of the free boundary hypersurface Γ0 plays a leading role when propagating

the energy bounds through each iteration. Moreover, given the matched regularity of the magnetic field and

the free surface, it turns out to be an extremely delicate task to understand how the tangency condition

B · nΓ = 0 is affected when regularizing the hypersurface. As we will see below, properly understanding

these issues will require a host of subtle technical innovations.

6.1. Basic setup and simplifications. We start by fixing a smooth reference hypersurface Γ∗ and a collar

neighborhood Λ∗ := Λ(Γ∗, ǫ0, δ0). Here, ǫ0 and δ0 are small but fixed positive constants. Given k ≫ d
2 + 1

and an initial state (v0, B0,Γ0) ∈ Hk, our objective is to construct a solution (v(t), B(t),Γt) ∈ Hk to the free

boundary MHD equations on a time interval [0, T ] whose length depends solely on the size of ‖(v0, B0,Γ0)‖Hk ,

the lower bound in the Taylor sign condition and the collar neighborhood Λ∗.

Fix M > 0. Given a small time step ǫ > 0 and a suitable triple of initial data (v0, B0,Γ0) ∈ Hk

with ‖(v0, B0,Γ0)‖Hk ≤ M , our goal will be to construct a sequence (vǫ(jǫ), Bǫ(jǫ),Γǫ(jǫ)) ∈ Hk with the

following properties:

(i) (Norm bound). There is a uniform constant c0 > 0 depending only on Λ∗, M and the lower bound

in the Taylor sign condition such that if j is an integer with 0 ≤ j ≤ c0ǫ
−1, then

‖(vǫ(jǫ), Bǫ(jǫ),Γǫ(jǫ))‖Hk ≤ C(M),

where C(M) > 0 is some constant depending on M .

(ii) (Approximate solution). We have





vǫ((j + 1)ǫ) = vǫ(jǫ)− ǫ[vǫ(jǫ) · ∇vǫ(jǫ)−Bǫ(jǫ) · ∇Bǫ(jǫ) +∇Pǫ(jǫ)] +OC3(ǫ2),

Bǫ((j + 1)ǫ) = Bǫ(jǫ)− ǫ[vǫ(jǫ) · ∇Bǫ(jǫ)−Bǫ(jǫ) · ∇vǫ(jǫ)] +OC3(ǫ2),

∇ ·Bǫ((j + 1)ǫ) = ∇ · vǫ((j + 1)ǫ) = 0,

Bǫ((j + 1)ǫ) · nǫ((j + 1)ǫ) = 0,

Ωǫ((j + 1)ǫ) = (I + ǫvǫ(jǫ))(Ωǫ(jǫ)) +OC3(ǫ2).

By virtue of the size of k and the above properties, the Taylor sign condition will be propagated over ≈ ǫ−1

many iterations (with an implicit constant depending on the initial lower bound for a0 and on M). We

will therefore suppress the lower bound in the Taylor sign condition from our notation in the sequel. An

important feature of the above iteration scheme is that it suffices to only carry out a single step. More

specifically, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 6.1. Let k be a sufficiently large integer and let M > 0. Consider an initial data (v0, B0,Γ0) ∈ Hk

so that ‖(v0, B0,Γ0)‖Hk ≤M and ω±
0 and Γ0 satisfy the bootstrap hypothesis

‖ω±
0 ‖Hk(Ω0) ≤ K(M)ǫ−

3
2 , ‖Γ0‖

H
k+1

2
+γ ≤ K(M)ǫ−

1
2−γ(6.2)

for some fixed 0 < γ ≪ 1 and sufficiently large positive constant K(M) > 0. Under these hypotheses, there

exists a one step iterate (v0, B0,Γ0) 7→ (v1, B1,Γ1) with the following properties:

(i) (Energy monotonicity).

(6.3) Ek(v1, B1,Γ1) ≤ Ek(v0, B0,Γ0) + C(M)ǫ.
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(ii) (Good pointwise approximation).

(6.4)





v1 = v0 − ǫ(v0 · ∇v0 −B0 · ∇B0 +∇P0) +OC3(ǫ2), on Ω1 ∩ Ω0,

B1 = B0 − ǫ(v0 · ∇B0 −B0 · ∇v0) +OC3(ǫ2), on Ω1 ∩ Ω0,

∇ · v1 = ∇ ·B1 = 0, on Ω1,

B1 · n1 = 0, on Γ1,

Ω1 = (I + ǫv0)(Ω0) +OC3(ǫ2).

(iii) (Updated bootstrap). There holds

‖ω±
1 ‖Hk(Ω1) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)K(M)ǫ−

3
2 , ‖Γ1‖

H
k+1

2
+γ ≤ K(M)ǫ−

1
2−γ(6.5)

with the same constant K(M) as above.

The rotational bound in (6.5) ensures that the constant in the high regularity bootstrap (6.2) for ω±
1

only grows by an amount comparable to ǫ times the initial bound, which implies that on a unit time-scale

(or ≈M ǫ−1 many iterations), ω± retains its quantitative regularity. The reason we must track this bound

through each iteration is because we do not directly regularize (except in a very mild way) the rotational

parts ofW± in our analysis. Heuristically, we can get away with this because, in the dynamic problem, ω± is

approximately transported by the vector field W∓. Hence, there should be no severe loss of regularity when

carrying out the Euler plus transport iteration. We remark, however, that the situation is more complicated

in practice, as we will need to use the velocity field v to transport the free surface rather than the variables

W∓ (which would define two different transported domains).

Remark 6.2. The reader may wonder at this point if it would be simpler to regularize the full variable

W±
0 in each iteration rather than just its irrotational part (to avoid needing to precisely track the higher

regularity Hk bounds for ω±
0 ). Attempting this introduces a whole host of technical issues which seem very

difficult (if at all possible) to overcome. Such a regularization has to preserve the boundary conditions and

the size of the energy functional. This is even further complicated by the fact that the rotational part of the

energy functional involves fractional order Sobolev norms on Ω which are somewhat awkward to work with

in a bounded domain (in contrast to the boundary Γ where we have ellipticity of N and where the dynamics

of the irrotational part of W± essentially live).

The bootstrap assumption on the free surface in (6.2) is for technical convenience to avoid certain loga-

rithmic divergences in the forthcoming estimates. This part of the bootstrap will be easy to close, as we will

directly regularize the free surface in each iteration. The energy monotonicity property (6.3), along with the

energy coercivity bound from Theorem 5.1, will ensure that the resulting sequence (vǫ(jǫ), Bǫ(jǫ),Γǫ(jǫ))

of approximate solutions that we construct remains uniformly bounded in Hk for j ≪M ǫ−1. The second

property in Theorem 6.1 will ensure that (vǫ(jǫ), Bǫ(jǫ),Γǫ(jǫ)) converges in a weaker topology to a solution

of the equation.

We remark that the assumption on the initial iterate (6.2) is harmless in practice. To achieve this, we

can use the cruder regularization in Proposition A.37 to replace the first iterate in the resulting sequence

(vǫ(jǫ), Bǫ(jǫ),Γǫ(jǫ)) with a suitable ǫ−1 scale regularization, so that the base case is satisfied. Importantly,

such a regularization is only performed a single time – on the initial iterate – as it is merely bounded on Hk.

In contrast, we require the much stricter energy monotonicity bound (6.3) for all other iterations, which will

be crucial for propagating the Hk bounds over unit time-scales.
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Remark 6.3. In (6.3), it is imperative that the constant be of the form 1 + C(M)ǫ, as we will run our

iteration over ≈M ǫ−1 steps. Note that the definition of the Hk norm involves both integer and half-

integer Sobolev spaces. Therefore, we must be careful to properly define fractional Sobolev spaces so that

interpolation arguments keep the form of the good constant in (6.3). Hence, for this section, we define Hs(Ω)

for fractional s via direct interpolation of integer order spaces as in (A.1). As mentioned below (A.1), this

definition is uniformly equivalent to our previous definition, for domains with boundary in the collar.

6.2. Outline of the argument. We now briefly overview the section. The first step is selecting a suitable

regularization scale. To help motivate this, we begin by recalling that for an exact solution to the dynamic

problem, the estimates in Section 5 give us the a priori bound

Ek(v(t), B(t),Γ(t)) = Ek(v(0), B(0),Γ(0)) +OM (t)

on some time interval depending on the data size. Our basic strategy in this section will be to carry out

a discrete version of this energy bound for our approximate solutions. Phrased in terms of a single iterate

(with time step ǫ), we want to show that

Ek(v1, B1,Γ1) = Ek(v0, B0,Γ0) +OM (ǫ).

By carefully expanding the difference of the two energies Ek(v1, B1,Γ1) and E
k(v0, B0,Γ0), we will be able

to exhibit the same leading cancellation observed in Section 5. However, unlike for exact solutions, in this

setting we will also have to estimate additional quadratic error terms, which very schematically corresponds

to estimating error terms akin to ǫ2‖DtW
±‖2

Hk(Ωt)
. For such error terms to be of size OM (ǫ), we need our

regularization scale to be such that Dt scales like ǫ
− 1

2 . Since in the exact dynamic problem Dt scales like a

spatial derivative of order 1
2 , this suggests that the scale we perform our regularization at should be ǫ−1.

Our regularization will consist of three steps, for which we now provide a schematic overview. The first

step will be to regularize the free surface, along with the irrotational variables NW± · nΓ, which correspond

to the good variables G±. Regularizing these variables in tandem is natural due to the coupling between the

variables G± and a which we observed in the dynamic problem in Section 5. To construct the regularized

free surface Γǫ from Γ0, we will define a smooth, one-parameter family of hypersurfaces (Γδ)0≤δ≤ǫ by solving

a suitable heat-type equation (in the parameter δ) on the reference hypersurface Γ∗. To regularize W±, we

will construct a corresponding one-parameter family (W±
δ )0≤δ≤ǫ by partially regularizing the trace of W±

0 .

There are two critical properties that our regularization operators will satisfy. First, they will not create

significant energy growth. Secondly, they will preserve (at leading order) the magnetic boundary condition.

To achieve this, we construct W±
δ by defining an appropriate non-local gradient flow in the parameter δ.

This flow will be carefully crafted to ensure (among other things) that the boundary term Bδ · nΓδ
obeys,

at leading order, a suitable parabolic equation. This will allow us to propagate the boundary condition

B0 · nΓ0 = 0 from δ = 0 to δ = ǫ.

The second step in our scheme is very simple. Its purpose is to crudely regularize the full variablesW±
0 at

the scale ǫ−3. This is performed purely for technical reasons in order to close the bootstrap for Γ1 in (6.5) at

the end of each iteration. This step will also provide us with some crude quantitative high regularity bounds

for W±
ǫ , which will help us to carry out the final, third step of our regularization. Such a construction will

be carried out using an essentially standard mollification.

The third and final step in our regularization scheme is to regularize the variables W±
0 in the direction of

the vector field ∇B. To be able to estimate the resulting error terms in the Euler step of the iteration, we
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will need ∇B to scale like ǫ−
1
2 . We will achieve this by solving a suitable nonlinear elliptic equation on the

fixed regularized domain Ωǫ. We will postpone providing a precise description of the requisite construction

here. However, the näıve model case to consider is the following second-order elliptic equation

W±
ǫ − ǫ∇2

Bǫ
W±

ǫ =W±
0 .

We will not work with this particular equation since (among other things) the solution will cause the property

(6.4) to fail. However, to understand the spirit of our argument, this model provides a good first approx-

imation. As in the first step of the regularization scheme, it is a delicate matter to understand how such

an elliptic equation affects the energy and the boundary conditions. This is where most of the work will be

concentrated.

The last step in our construction is to carry out the Euler plus transport iteration to define the new

variable (v1, B1,Γ1). The main difficulty in this section is to ensure that the energy only grows by a factor

of 1 + C(M)ǫ. We will guarantee this by performing a discrete version of the energy estimate in Section 5.

Since we are working with approximate solutions, this will not be entirely trivial, but we now have the

massive benefit of being able to allow for implicit constants to be of size C(M). To exhibit the energy

cancellations observed in Section 5, we carefully relate the good variables a, G±, and ω± for the new iterate

to the corresponding good variables for the regularized data.

After carrying out the above steps, we will then straightforwardly construct Hk solutions to the free

boundary MHD equations by applying our iteration OM (ǫ−1) many times and sending the parameter ǫ→ 0.

At the end of this section, in Section 6.8, we also collect and prove some of the various commutator estimates

we will use in our analysis.

6.3. Step 1: Free surface and irrotational regularization. We begin with the first regularization step.

For this, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 6.4. Let (v0, B0,Γ0) ∈ Hk be as in Theorem 6.1. There exists a domain Ωǫ contained in Ω0

with boundary Γǫ ∈ Λ∗ and divergence-free functions vǫ and Bǫ on Ωǫ such that Bǫ is tangent to Γǫ and

(i) (Energy monotonicity).

(6.6) Ek(vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)Ek(v0, B0,Γ0).

(ii) (Good pointwise approximation).

(6.7) ηǫ = η0 +OC3(ǫ2) on Γ∗, (vǫ, Bǫ) = (v0, B0) +OC3(ǫ2) on Ωǫ.

(iii) (Domain regularization bound). For every α ≥ 0, there holds,

(6.8) ‖Γǫ‖Hk+α .M,α ǫ
−α.

(iv) (Regularization bounds). We have the following irrotational regularization bounds (in two equivalent

flavors)

‖NW±
ǫ · nΓǫ

‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γǫ)

+ ‖∇⊤W±
ǫ · nΓǫ

‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γǫ)

.M ǫ−1.

(v) (Bootstrap propagation). If K(M) in (6.2) is large enough then

‖ω±
ǫ ‖Hk(Ωǫ) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)K(M)ǫ−

3
2 , ‖Γǫ‖

H
k+1

2
+γ ≤

1

2
K(M)ǫ−

1
2−γ .

That is, the constant for Γǫ has improved by a factor of 2 and the constant for ω±
ǫ has only grown

by a factor of (1 + C(M)ǫ).
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Remark 6.5. In a loose sense, property (iv) states that the irrotational component of W±
ǫ is regularized

at scale ǫ−1 when measured in Hk+1(Ωǫ). This is one ingredient that will be needed to prove the necessary

energy monotonicity bound in the transport step later on.

To regularize Γ0, we begin by defining a family of preliminary parabolic regularizations of its parameter-

ization η0 in collar coordinates,

η̃δ = eδ
2∆Γ∗ η0,

for each δ ∈ (0, ǫ]. Here, ∆Γ∗
is the Laplace-Beltrami operator for Γ∗. The reason for using the operator

eδ
2∆Γ∗ instead of e−δ|D| is to ensure that when k is large enough, we have ‖∂δη̃δ‖Hk−2(Γ∗) .M δ. In

particular, this ensures that we have η̃δ = η0 + OC3(δ2). Moreover, we have the regularization bound

‖η̃δ‖Hk+α(Γ∗) .M,α δ−α. The hypersurface defined by η̃ǫ will not quite be what we use for our regularized

domain. Instead, we slightly correct η̃δ by defining through the collar parameterization

ηδ = η̃δ − Cδ2,

where C is some positive constant depending on M only, imposed to ensure that the domain Ωδ associated

to Γδ is contained in Ω0. We then define our regularized surface Γǫ (and correspondingly the domain Ωǫ)

using the function ηǫ. Clearly, Γǫ satisfies properties (ii)-(iii) in Proposition 6.4 and also (v) if K(M) is

large enough. Before proceeding to the proof of energy monotonicity, we note that the above construction

gives rise to a flow velocity Vδ in the parameter δ for each δ ∈ (0, ǫ] for the family of hypersurfaces Γδ by

composing ∂δηδν with the inverse of the collar coordinate parameterization x 7→ x + ηδ(x)ν(x). We may

assume that Vδ is defined on Ωδ by defining

Vδ := H∗(ν∂δηδ) ◦ Φ
−1
δ

where H∗ is the harmonic extension operator for the reference domain Ω∗ and Φδ = idΩ∗
+H∗(νηδ), which

is a diffeomorphism from Ω∗ to Ωδ with ‖Φδ‖
H

k+ 1
2 (Ω∗)

.M 1. For simplicity, we write Ψδ := Φ−1
δ , which

satisifes a similar bound. As a consequence, we observe that for 1 ≤ s ≤ k + 1
2 , we have

‖Vδ‖Hs(Ωδ) .M ‖Vδ‖
H

s− 1
2 (Γδ)

.

We use Dδ := ∂δ +Vδ ·∇ to denote the associated material derivative, which will be tangent to the family of

hypersurfaces Γδ. For a function f defined on Γδ or Ωδ, we will write f∗ as shorthand for its pullback f ◦Φδ

to the reference hypersurface or domain, respectively. We will also write f∗ as shorthand for f ◦ Φ−1
δ for a

function f defined on Γ∗ or Ω∗.

To define vǫ and Bǫ, we need the following proposition, which we state for a general vector field X .

Proposition 6.6. Let k > d
2 + 1 be a large integer. Assume that Γ0 is in Hk+ 1

2 . Let X0 be a divergence-

free Hk vector field on Ω0. Then for δ ∈ [0, ǫ], there exists a unique divergence-free solution X := Xδ ∈

C([0, ǫ];Hk(Ωδ)) for the evolution

(6.9)





DδXδ = ∇φδ +∇∆−1(∂iVδ,j∂jXδ,i) on Ωδ,

∆φδ = 0 on Ωδ,

(∇nφδ)∗ = 2δ∆Γ∗
Xδ,∗ · nδ,∗ −

2δ
|Γδ|

∫
Γδ
(∆Γ∗

Xδ,∗ · nδ,∗)
∗dS on Γ∗.

Moreover, we have the energy estimate

(6.10) sup
0≤δ≤ǫ

‖Xδ‖
2
Hk(Ωδ)

. C(‖Γ0‖
H

k+1
2
)‖X0‖

2
Hk(Ω0)

.
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We remark that the assumption that Γ0 is in Hk+ 1
2 is somewhat excessive, making this a soft result.

However, it has the merit that it simplifies the proof and it suffices for our applications. A stronger result,

which will exploit the dissipative effect of the Neumann data and which only assumes that Γ0 is in Hk is also

valid, and is a consequence of the sharper energy estimates proved later in this section. The softer bound

with dependence on Γ0 in Hk+ 1
2 (which thanks to (6.2) depends only on ǫ and not δ) will be used to set up

the necessary bootstrap when proving the improved estimate later. One important, but simple, ingredient

for the proof that we will also use extensively in the sequel is the following lemma, which asserts that the

normal nδ and mean curvature κδ satisfy heat-type equations (up to lower order terms).

Lemma 6.7. There exist smooth functions R1
δ and R2

δ defined on Γ∗ such that

d

dδ
nδ,∗ = 2δ∆Γ∗

nδ,∗ +R1
δ ,

d

dδ
κδ,∗ = 2δ∆Γ∗

κδ,∗ +R2
δ ,

with

‖R2
δ‖Hs(Γ∗) .M δ(1 + ‖Γδ‖Hs+2), ‖R2

δ‖Hs(Γ∗) .M δ(1 + ‖Γδ‖Hs+3), s ≥ 0.

The proof is a straightforward computation in collar coordinates. We omit the details.

Now, we establish Proposition 6.6.

Proof. The difficulty here lies in the fact that the regularities of Γ0 and of X0 are closely matched. However,

the above equation is a linear evolution for Xδ, with Γδ already given. We take advantage of this fact in order

to decouple the two regularities in the existence and uniqueness parts, relegating the coupled regularities to

the stage of proving energy estimates. So, to start with, let us generously assume that

(6.11) Γ0 ∈ Hk+ 3
2 .

Motivated by the natural div-curl structure of the system, one can prove energy estimates for the evolution

(6.9) by establishing energy estimates for the pair

(ωδ := ∇×Xδ, fδ := Xδ · nδ) ∈ Hk−1(Ωδ)×Hk− 1
2 (Γδ).

Thanks to (6.7) and the product rule, we have the equations

(6.12)





Dδωδ,ij = ∂iVδ,j∂jXδ,i − ∂jVδ,i∂iXδ,j,

d
dδ
fδ,∗ − 2δ∆Γ∗

fδ,∗ = −4δ∇⊤Xδ,∗ · ∇⊤nδ,∗ −
2δ
|Γδ|

∫
Γδ
(∆Γ∗

Xδ,∗ · nδ,∗)
∗dS

+(∇n∆
−1(∂iVδ,j∂jXδ,i))∗ +Rδ,

where Xδ can be estimated (using Proposition A.25) in an elliptic fashion by ωδ and fδ via a div-curl system,

with bounds

(6.13) ‖Xδ‖Hk(Ωδ) ≤ C(‖Γ0‖
H

k+1
2
)(‖ωδ‖Hk−1(Ωδ) + ‖fδ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γδ)
+ ‖Xδ‖L2(Ωδ))

and where Rδ satisfies ∫ δ

0

‖Rτ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γτ )

dτ .M δ
1
2 sup
0≤τ≤δ

‖Xτ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γτ )

.

Here we carefully note that the implicit constant in (6.13) depends only on the Hk+ 1
2 norm of Γ0. We also

remark that the full unique solvability of the div-curl system requires a finite dimensional set of topological

constraints, see [26] and references therein. We emphasize that we are not assuming that our domain is

simply-connected, so we cannot directly appeal to such results to obtain solutions.
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We observe that (6.12) is a coupled transport/parabolic system. The transport part in the moving domain

Ωδ advected by Vδ is classically well-posed in Hk−1, while the parabolic part is well-posed in Hk− 1
2 . However,

in order to view the source terms on the right-hand side as perturbative, we would have to dynamically

propagate the constraints mentioned above. To bypass this difficulty, we will use the system (6.12) only for

the purpose of proving energy estimates, but not for existence. Instead, for existence we use a mild frequency

truncation of the Neumann trace of φδ, and consider the regularized system

(6.14)





DδX
l
δ = ∇φlδ +∇∆−1(∂iVδ,j∂jX

l
δ,i) on Ωδ,

∆φlδ = 0 on Ωδ,

(∇nφ
l
δ)∗ = 2δP<l(∆Γ∗

X l
δ,∗ · nδ,∗)−

2δ
|Γδ|

∫
Γδ
(P<l(∆Γ∗

X l
δ,∗ · nδ,∗))

∗dS on Γ∗,

where P<l stands for a smooth spectral projector localized at frequencies . 2l associated to ∆Γ∗
, with symbol

(6.15) p<l(λ) = (1 + 2−2lλ2)−1.

With the spectral truncation added, the map X l
δ → ∇φlδ is bounded in Hk(Ωδ). Therefore, the evolution

(6.14) can be seen as a transport equation with a perturbative source term, which is easily solvable in Hk.

Now, we return to the original system (6.9), for which we would like to obtain solutions Xδ as limits of X l
δ

as l → ∞ on a subsequence. The difficulty is that, a priori, the implicit constants in the Hk solvability for

(6.14) depend on l. To avoid this, we need better bounds for the regularized system, which are independent

of l; this is where the improved boundary regularity in (6.11) plays a key role. We will rely on the div-curl

bound (6.13) and consider the counterpart of the system (6.12), namely

(6.16)





Dδω
l
δ,ij = ∂iVδ,j∂jX

l
δ,i − ∂jVδ,i∂iX

l
δ,j,

d
dδ
f l
δ,∗ − 2δ∆Γ∗

P<lf
l
δ,∗ = −4δP<l(∇⊤X l

δ,∗ · ∇
⊤nδ,∗) + 2δP≥l(X

l
δ,∗ ·∆Γ∗

nδ,∗)

− 2δ
|Γδ|

∫
Γδ
(P<l(∆Γ∗

X l
δ,∗ · nδ,∗))

∗dS + (∇n∆
−1(∂iVδ,j∂jX

l
δ,i))∗.

Here we can use (6.15) and (6.11) in order to estimate the source terms in the second equation perturbatively

and still obtain a short time transport/parabolic bound of the form

‖ωl
δ‖L∞Hk−1(Ωδ) + ‖f l

δ,∗‖L∞H
k− 1

2 (Γ∗)
+ ‖δ

1
2P

1
2

<lf
l
δ,∗‖L2H

k+ 1
2 (Γ∗)

. C(‖Γ0‖
H

k+ 3
2
)(‖X0‖Hk(Ω0) + δ

1
2 ‖X l

δ‖L∞Hk(Ωδ)),

which is coupled with a direct transport bound for X l
δ in a weaker topology,

‖X l
δ‖L∞Hk−2(Ωδ) . ‖X0‖Hk−2(Ω0) + δ‖X l

δ‖L∞Hk−2(Ωδ),

both with implicit constants independent of l. Combining these two estimates with (6.13) for small enough

δ (depending on ‖Γ0‖
H

k+3
2
) we arrive at

(6.17) ‖X l
δ‖L∞Hk(Ωδ) + ‖X l

δ · nδ‖
L∞H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)

+ ‖δ
1
2P

1
2

<l(X
l
δ · nδ)∗‖

L2H
k+1

2 (Γ∗)
. C(‖Γ0‖

H
k+3

2
)‖X0‖Hk(Ω0),

with implicit constants independent of l. Iterating this procedure, we can extend this bound to hold for

δ ∈ [0, ǫ] (with possibly enlarged implicit constants, but still not depending on l). This uniform bound allows

us to use Arzela-Ascoli to pass to the limit on a subsequence as l → ∞ in order to obtain a solution Xδ for

the original system (6.9) which satisfies

(6.18) ‖Xδ‖L∞Hk(Ωδ) + ‖Xδ · nδ‖
L∞H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)

+ ‖δ
1
2 (Xδ · nδ)‖

L2H
k+ 1

2 (Γδ)
. C(‖Γ0‖

H
k+3

2
)‖X0‖Hk(Ω0).
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The proof of this estimate, by passing to a weak limit in (6.17), uses the Hk+ 3
2 regularity of Γ0 and the bound

‖nδ‖
H

k+3
2 (Γδ)

.M δ−1‖Γ0‖
H

k+3
2
in order to bound the second term on the right in the second equation in

(6.16). However, at this point we can reprove this bound directly via the system (6.12), corresponding to

l = ∞, where this term no longer appears. This shows that (6.18) holds for all Hk solutions to (6.9), with

an implicit constant which only depends on the Hk+ 1
2 regularity of Γ0. That is, we can show that

‖Xδ‖L∞Hk(Ωδ) + ‖Xδ · nδ‖
L∞H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)

+ ‖δ
1
2 (Xδ · nδ)‖

L2H
k+ 1

2 (Γδ)
. C(‖Γ0‖

H
k+1

2
)‖X0‖Hk(Ω0).

In particular, this implies the uniqueness of this solution.

We remark that (6.18) directly implies (6.10). Thus, we have proved that, if Γ0 is more regular as in

(6.11), then our problem has a unique solution Xδ in Hk(Ωδ) with Xδ · nδ in Hk− 1
2 (Γδ). It now remains to

extend our result to the case when Γδ has only Hk+ 1
2 regularity. The analysis above already shows that we

have unique solvability for X0 in, say, Hk−1. We only need to improve its regularity and show that (6.10)

holds. For this, we approximate Γ0 with a sequence of regular data X0j . For these data we have solutions

Xδj in Hk. We then use the fact that the bound (6.10) holds uniformly for X0j; the solution Xδ can thus

be obtained as a weak limit of Xδj on a subsequence, still with the bound (6.10) satisfied. �

Remark 6.8. The above construction achieves two important goals. First, it is designed so that we have

(owing to the definition of ηδ above and of (vδ, B̃δ) below) the approximate relation

d

dδ
(B̃δ,∗ · nδ,∗) ≈ 2δ∆Γ∗

(B̃δ,∗ · nδ,∗).

This will allow us to propagate (with small error) the tangency condition for the magnetic field Bδ from

δ = 0 to δ = ǫ. Secondly, the above regularization will also effectively regularize the irrotational components

of v and B, which can be measured by the variables NW±
δ · nΓδ

.

Defining Bǫ and vǫ. For δ ∈ (0, ǫ], we define the one-parameter family vδ by Proposition 6.6. Defining

Bǫ is a bit more delicate as we need to enforce the tangency condition Bǫ · nΓǫ
= 0. In line with the above

constructions for Γǫ and vǫ, we will define a one-parameter family Bδ of magnetic fields associated to each

domain Ωδ, where δ ∈ [0, ǫ].

We begin by defining B̃δ by using Proposition 6.6. We then let

Bδ := B̃rot
δ := B̃δ −∇HN−1(B̃δ · nΓδ

).

It is easy to see that – with the above definitions for vδ and Bδ – the second condition in (6.7) follows from

the fundamental theorem of calculus, Proposition 6.6 and the fact that B0 · nΓ0 = 0.

Given the family (vδ, Bδ,Γδ) as above, we define the associated quantities Pδ, D
±
t Pδ, aδ and D±

t aδ on Ωδ

and Γδ by using the relevant Poisson equations, as in Section 5.1. We will use the notation Nδ to refer to the

Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator for Γδ. For notational convenience, we will drop the δ subscript whenever

unambiguous. That is, we will write N as shorthand for Nδ, Γ as shorthand for Γδ, and so-forth. By slight

abuse, we also introduce the following notation:

‖f‖Hs(Ωδ) := ‖(f,∇Bδ
f)‖

Hs(Ωδ)×H
s− 1

2 (Ωδ)
, ‖f‖Hs(Γδ) := ‖(f,∇Bδ

f)‖
Hs(Γδ)×H

s− 1
2 (Γδ)

, s ≥
1

2
,

and also for each p ≥ 1,

‖f‖Lp
δ
Hs(Ωδ) :=

(∫ δ

0

‖f(τ)‖p
Hs(Ωτ )

dτ

) 1
p

, ‖f‖Lp
δ
Hs(Γδ) :=

(∫ δ

0

‖f(τ)‖p
Hs(Γτ )

dτ

) 1
p

,
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with the obvious modifications for p = ∞.

Energy monotonicity. Now, we aim to prove the energy monotonicity bound (6.6). To efficiently

organize the required estimates, we split each of the main components of the energy Ek
± into an irrotational

component and a rotational component. That is, we define Ek
± := 1 + ‖W±‖2L2(Ω) + Ek

r + Ek
i where

Ek
r := ‖ω±‖2Hk−1(Ω) + ‖∇Bω

±‖2
H

k− 3
2 (Ω)

,

Ek
i := 2‖a

1
2N k−1a‖2L2(Γ) + ‖∇HN k−2∇Ba‖

2
L2(Ω) + ‖∇HN k−2G±‖2L2(Ω) + ‖a−

1
2N k−2∇BG

±‖2L2(Γ).

In order to measure the parabolic smoothing effect that the above regularization has on both the surface

and on v and B, we define the quantity

J (δ) :=

(∫ δ

0

τ‖κτ‖
2
Hk−1(Γτ )

+ τ‖NτW
±
τ · nτ‖

2

H
k− 1

2 (Γτ )
dτ

) 1
2

.

The required energy monotonicity bound (6.6) is an immediate consequence of the following proposition,

which is where the bulk of our efforts will be situated.

Proposition 6.9. There exist positive constants c1 and c2 with c1 ≫ c2 such that for every 0 < δ ≤ ǫ there

holds:

(i) (Rotational energy bound).

(6.19) Ek
r (δ) ≤ Ek

r (0) + c2J
2(δ) + C(M)δ.

(ii) (Propagation of vorticity bootstrap). We have

(6.20) ‖ω±
δ ‖Hk(Ωδ) ≤ (1 + C(M)δ)δ−

3
2K(M),

where K(M) is the same constant as in (6.2).

(iii) (Irrotational energy bound).

(6.21) Ek
i (δ) + c1J

2(δ) ≤ Ek
i (0) + C(M)δ.

Remark 6.10. By pigeonholing (and possibly replacing ǫ with some ǫ′ ≈ ǫ), it is easy to see that Proposi-

tion 6.9 implies property (iv) in Proposition 6.4 for the boundary term NǫW
±
ǫ · nǫ. To estimate the other

boundary term ∇⊤W±
ǫ · nǫ, we may simply use the pointwise (in δ) bound

‖∇⊤W±
δ · nδ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γδ)
.M δ−

1
2 + ‖N∇⊤W±

δ · nδ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γδ)

.M δ−
1
2 + ‖[∇⊤,N ]W±

δ ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γδ)

+ ‖NW±
δ · nδ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γδ)

.M δ−
1
2 + ‖NW±

δ · nδ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)

(6.22)

where throughout, we used the bound ‖Γδ‖
H

k+1
2
.M δ−

1
2 . Note that, in the first line, we used the ellipticity

of N and the Leibniz rule for N . In the second line, we used Proposition A.23, and in the third line we

used Proposition A.31 and Remark A.30. We will use (6.22) (or simple variations of it when using different

Sobolev indices) in the analysis below.

Proof. It will be convenient to make the following bootstrap hypotheses

(6.23) ‖W±
δ ‖Hk(Ωδ) + J (δ) ≤ C′(M), ‖ω±

δ ‖Hk(Ωδ) ≤ 2K(M)δ−
3
2

for some sufficiently large constant C′(M) and where K(M) is as in (6.2). Both of these constants will be

automatically improved by the bounds (6.19)-(6.21) and the energy coercivity bound in Theorem 5.1.



60 MIHAELA IFRIM, BEN PINEAU, DANIEL TATARU, AND MITCHELL A. TAYLOR

We begin by establishing the following technical lemma which relates the velocity function Vδ to the mean

curvature.

Lemma 6.11. The following bounds hold for 0 < δ ≤ ǫ.

(i) (Curvature bound I).

(6.24) ‖Vδ‖L2
δ
Hk(Ωδ) + ‖Vδ‖

L2
δ
H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)

.M δ + J (δ).

(ii) (Curvature bound II).

(6.25) ‖∇Bδ
Vδ‖

L2
δ
H

k− 1
2 (Ωδ)

+ ‖∇Bδ
Vδ‖L2

δ
Hk−1(Γδ) .M δ + J (δ).

Proof. We begin with the much easier bound (6.24). By definition of Vδ and the bound ‖Γδ‖Hk .M 1, we

have ‖Vδ‖Hk(Ωδ) .M ‖Vδ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)

. Therefore, it suffices to estimate the latter term on the left-hand side of

(6.24). By definition of Vδ and Proposition A.8 as well as the parabolic estimate ‖Γδ‖
H

k+3
2
.M δ−

1
2 ‖Γ δ

2
‖Hk+1 ,

we have

‖Vδ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)

.M δ
1
2

(
1 + ‖κ δ

2
‖Hk−1(Γ δ

2
)

)
.

This easily gives (6.24) by integrating in δ and rescaling. Next, we prove the second estimate (6.25). The

main ingredient will be the parabolic regularity bound

(6.26) ‖∇Bδ
κδ‖Hk−1(Γδ) .M δ−

1
2 (1 + ‖κ δ

2
‖Hk−1(Γ δ

2
)), 0 < δ ≤ ǫ.

To prove this, we will need the following energy bound for α = 0, 1 and every δ
2 ≤ δ′ ≤ δ:

Iα,δ′ .M δ−α + δ1−2α‖κ δ
2
‖2Hk−1(Γ δ

2
) + ‖∇Bδ′

κδ′‖
2

H
k− 3

2
+α(Γδ′ )

,(6.27)

where

Iα,δ′ := ‖∇Bδ
κδ‖

2

H
k− 3

2
+α(Γδ)

+

∫ δ

δ′
τ‖∇Bτ

κτ‖
2

H
k− 1

2
+α(Γτ )

dτ.

Our starting point is to recall that from Lemma 6.7, we have the heat equation for κδ,

(6.28)
d

dδ
κδ,∗ − 2δ∆Γ∗

κδ,∗ = Rδ,∗,

where we can bound using Lemma 6.7, the parabolic bound for Γδ and Proposition A.8,

(6.29) ‖Rτ,∗‖
H

k− 3
2
+α(Γ∗)

.M τ + τ
1
2−α‖κ τ

2
‖Hk−1(Γ τ

2
), 0 ≤ τ ≤ δ.

Our next aim will be to commute (6.28) with ∇Bδ
and to obtain energy estimates for the corresponding heat

equation for ∇Bδ
κδ. To estimate the requisite error terms, we will need the bounds

(6.30)

∫ δ

δ′
τ−1

(
‖DτBτ‖

2
Hk−2+α(Ωτ )

+ τ2‖Bτ‖
2
Hk+α(Ωτ )

)
dτ .M δ−α.

We will focus on the case α = 1 as the case α = 0 is simpler and follows similar reasoning. We begin by

estimating Bτ . For this, we use the div-curl estimate in Proposition A.25 to obtain

‖Bτ‖Hk+1(Ωτ ) .M 1 + ‖Γτ‖
H

k+1
2
+ ‖∇×Bτ‖Hk(Ωτ ) + ‖∇⊤Bτ · nτ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γτ )
.

By (6.22), (6.23) and the bound ‖Γτ‖
H

k+1
2

.M τ−
1
2 , we obtain the required bound for the component

involving the integral of τ‖Bτ‖2Hk+1(Ωτ )
. On the other hand, by Proposition A.25 and the obvious bound

‖DτBτ‖L2(Ωτ ) .M τ , we have

‖DτBτ‖Hk−1(Ωτ ) .M τ + ‖∇×DτBτ‖Hk−2(Ωτ ) + ‖∇ ·DτBτ‖Hk−2(Ωτ ) + ‖DτBτ · nτ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γτ )

.
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Using the definition of Bτ and the parabolic bounds for Γτ , it is easy to estimate the second and third term

on the right by τ
1
2 . For the last term, we have using the boundary condition Bτ · nτ = 0 and Appendix A.5,

the identity DτBτ · nτ = Bτ · ∇⊤Vτ · nτ which can be estimated in Hk− 3
2 (Γτ ) (using the parabolic estimate

for Γτ and Proposition A.8) by τ
1
2 ‖κ τ

2
‖Hk−1(Γ τ

2
). By rescaling and the bootstrap hypothesis (6.23), this

gives (6.30). We can now commute the heat equation (6.28) for the curvature with ∇Bδ
to obtain

d

dδ
(∇Bδ

κδ)∗ − 2δ∆Γ∗
(∇Bδ

κδ)∗ = R′
δ,∗

where by (6.29) and (6.30), there holds

∫ δ

δ′
τ−1‖R′

τ,∗‖
2

H
k− 5

2
+α(Γ∗)

dτ .M δ−α + δ1−2α‖κ δ
2
‖2Hk−1(Γ δ

2
).

From this and a simple energy estimate, we deduce (6.27). To obtain (6.26), we first observe that by averaging

in the α = 0 estimate and directly using the α = 1 estimate, we have the parabolic regularity bound

‖∇Bδ
κδ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γδ)
.M δ−1(1 + ‖κ δ

2
‖Hk−1(Γ δ

2
)).

Therefore, interpolating and combining the above estimate with the α = 0 bound we have

‖∇Bδ
κδ‖

2
Hk−1(Γδ)

.M ‖∇Bδ
κδ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γδ)
‖∇Bδ

κδ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γδ)

.M δ−1(1 + ‖κ δ
2
‖Hk−1(Γ δ

2
))(1 + δ

1
2 ‖κ δ

2
‖Hk−1(Γ δ

2
) + ‖∇B δ

2

κ δ
2
‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γ δ

2
)
)

.M δ−1(1 + ‖κ δ
2
‖Hk−1(Γ δ

2
))

2

as desired. Now, we turn to (6.25). Our first step is to reduce matters to controlling the latter term on the

left-hand side of (6.25). For this, we compute using the chain rule,

(6.31) ∇Bδ
Vδ = ∇Bδ

Ψδ · (∇H∗(ν∂δηδ))
∗, x ∈ Ωδ.

Therefore, by elliptic regularity and a change of variables, there holds

‖∇Bδ
Vδ‖

L2
δ
H

k− 1
2 (Ωδ)

. ‖(∇Bδ
Ψδ)∗ · ∇H∗(ν∂δηδ)‖

L2
δ
H

k− 1
2 (Ω∗)

. ‖∆Γ∗
((∇Bδ

Ψδ)∗ · ∇H∗(ν∂δηδ))‖
L2

δ
H

k− 5
2 (Ω∗)

+ ‖(∇Bδ
Ψδ)∗ · ∇H∗(ν∂δηδ)‖L2

δ
Hk−1(Γ∗),

where the implicit constants depend on M . It is straightforward from the definition of ∂δηδ and Proposi-

tion A.8 to estimate the first term in the second line above by the right-hand side of (6.25). For the second

term, we can use the fact that Ψδ is a diffeomorphism from Γ∗ to Γδ and (6.31) to obtain

‖(∇Bδ
Ψδ)∗ · ∇H∗(ν∂δηδ)‖L2

δ
Hk−1(Γ∗) .M ‖∇Bδ

Vδ‖L2
δ
Hk−1(Γδ).

Thus, it remains to estimate ‖∇Bδ
Vδ‖L2

δ
Hk−1(Γδ). Thanks to (6.26), it suffices to prove that

(6.32) ‖∇Bδ
Vδ‖Hk−1(Γδ) .M δ(1 + ‖κδ‖Hk−1(Γδ) + ‖∇Bδ

κδ‖Hk−1(Γδ)).

To elucidate the key points in the computation, we first consider the case where Γ∗ is the hyperplane

{xd = 0} and the collar parameterization of ηδ is a (compactly supported) graph satisfying the heat equation

∂δηδ = 2δ∆Γ∗
ηδ. In this setting, the mean curvature κδ is related to ηδ by the elliptic equation,

κδ,∗ = −∂j

(
∂jηδ√

1 + |∇ηδ|2

)
= −

∆ηδ

(1 + |∇ηδ|2)
1
2

+
∂iηδ∂jηδ∂i∂jηδ

(1 + |∇ηδ|2)
3
2

=: Lδηδ.
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By commuting the elliptic operator Lδ above with ∂δ and using the heat equation for ηδ as well as the

identity ∂δηδ = Vδ,∗ · ν, we obtain

Lδ(Vδ,∗ · ν) = Lδ(∂δηδ) =
d

dδ
κδ,∗ +Rδ

where

‖Rδ‖Hk−2(Γ∗) .M δ‖Γδ‖Hk+1 .M δ(1 + ‖κδ‖Hk−1(Γδ)).

Commuting with ∇Bδ
and carrying out straightforward estimates, we find that

d

dδ
(∇Bδ

κδ)∗ = Lδ((∇Bδ
Vδ)∗ · ν) +R′

δ,

where

‖R′
δ‖Hk−3(Γ∗) .M δ(1 + ‖κδ‖Hk−1(Γδ)).

In a tight enough collar neighborhood, one may use standard elliptic estimates, the heat equation for ∇Bδ
κδ

and the definition of Vδ to see that

‖(∇Bδ
Vδ)∗ · ν‖Hk−1(Γ∗) .M δ(1 + ‖κδ‖Hk−1(Γδ) + ‖∇Bδ

κδ‖Hk−1(Γδ)),

which by definition of Vδ and ν suffices for (6.32). The same bound holds in a (tight enough) collar neigh-

borhood over a general reference hypersurface Γ∗ by performing a similar computation to the above, using

the local coordinates on Γ∗. �

Now, we return to the proof of Proposition 6.9.

We begin with the proof of (6.19), which is the easiest part. Let us define ω̃±
0 := ω±

0 ◦ (Φ0 ◦ Φ−1
δ ) =

ω±
0,∗ ◦Φ

−1
δ . We note the identity Dδω

±
δ = −[∇×, Vδ · ∇]W±

δ . Therefore, from the bound ‖W±
δ ‖Hk(Ωδ) .M 1,

Cauchy-Schwarz and Lemma 6.11, we have

‖ω±
δ − ω̃±

0 ‖Hk−1(Ωδ) .M

∫ δ

0

‖Dτω
±
τ ‖Hk−1(Ωτ )dτ .M

∫ δ

0

‖Vτ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γτ )

dτ .M δ
1
2 (δ + J (δ)).

By Cauchy-Schwarz and a change of variables, we obtain

‖ω±
δ ‖

2
Hk−1(Ωδ)

≤ ‖ω±
0 ‖

2
Hk−1(Ω0)

+ c2J
2(δ) + C(M)δ.

Before we turn to estimating the component of Ek
r which involves∇Bδ

ω±
δ , we will establish the bound (6.20).

Similarly to the above, we have by Sobolev product estimates and the weak bound ‖Vτ‖Hk−2(Ωτ ) .M τ (which

follows from the definition of Vτ ),

‖ω±
δ − ω̃±

0 ‖Hk(Ωδ) .M

∫ δ

0

‖Vτ‖Hk+1(Ωτ ) + τ‖W±
τ ‖Hk+1(Ωτ )dτ.

Using the parabolic gain for the irrotational part of W±
τ from (6.23) we obtain by a div-curl analysis (and

(6.22)),

‖ω±
δ − ω̃±

0 ‖Hk(Ωδ) .M

∫ δ

0

‖Vτ‖Hk+1(Ωτ ) + τ‖ω±
τ ‖Hk(Ωτ )dτ + 1.

Using the bootstrap hypothesis on Γ0 from (6.2) and the parabolic regularization bound (6.8) for Γτ we have

‖Vτ‖Hk+1(Ωτ ) .M τ‖Γτ‖
H

k+5
2
.M τγ−1‖Γ0‖

H
k+1

2
+γ .M τγ−1ǫ−

1
2−γ .

We therefore conclude that

‖ω±
δ − ω̃±

0 ‖Hk(Ωδ) .M

∫ δ

0

ǫ−
1
2−γτγ−1 + τ‖ω±

τ ‖Hk(Ωτ )dτ .M,γ ǫ
− 1

2 + δ sup
0≤τ≤δ

‖ω±
τ ‖Hk(Ωτ ),
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which gives

‖ω±
δ ‖Hk(Ωδ) ≤ ‖ω±

0 ‖Hk(Ω0) + C(M)ǫ−
1
2

and establishes (6.20). We observe that as a consequence of (6.20), the bootstrap (6.23), Proposition A.25

and (6.22), we also have the crude bound

(6.33)

∫ δ

0

τ‖W±
τ ‖

H
k+1

2 (Ωτ )
dτ .M δ,

which we will use below. Now, to estimate the remaining component of Ek
r , we average as above to obtain

‖∇Bδ
ω±
δ ‖Hk− 3

2 (Ωδ)
≤ ‖∇B0ω

±
0 ‖Hk− 3

2 (Ω0)
+ C(M)

∫ δ

0

‖Dτ (∇Bτ
ω±
τ )‖Hk− 3

2 (Ωτ )
dτ.

A simple computation gives

Dτ (∇Bτ
ω±
τ ) = −∇Bτ

([∇×, Vτ · ∇]W±
τ ) + [Dτ ,∇Bτ

]ω±
τ .

Straightforward algebraic manipulations and Sobolev product estimates then yield

‖Dτ (∇Bτ
ω±
τ )‖Hk− 3

2 (Ωτ )
.Mτ‖∇Bτ

W±
τ ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ωτ )
+ ‖Vτ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ωτ )
+ ‖∇Bτ

Vτ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Ωτ )

+ ‖DτBτ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωτ )

+ τ‖ω±
τ ‖Hk− 1

2 (Ωτ )
.

(6.34)

The first two terms on the right-hand side of (6.34) are of size OM (τ) and OM (1), respectively. By

Lemma 6.11 and Cauchy-Schwarz, we can estimate the δ-integral of the third term by
∫ δ

0

‖∇Bτ
Vτ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ωτ )
dτ .M δ

1
2 (δ + J (δ)) ≤ C(M)δ + c2J

2(δ)

where c2 is an appropriately small constant. To estimate the fourth term we observe that, by definition, we

have

‖DτBτ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωτ )

≤ ‖Dτ B̃τ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωτ )

+ ‖Dτ B̃
ir
τ ‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ωτ )
.

Using the definition of Dτ B̃τ and elliptic regularity we may bound

‖Dτ B̃τ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωτ )

.M 1 + τ‖Bτ‖
H

k+1
2 (Ωτ )

+ ‖Vτ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωτ )

.

We next recall that ‖Vτ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωτ )

.M 1. In light of (6.33), this implies that

∫ δ

0

‖Dτ B̃τ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωτ )

dτ .M δ.

On the other hand, using Proposition A.25, B̃τ · nτ = OHk−3 (τ2) and the parabolic bounds (6.8) for Γτ , we

have

‖Dτ B̃
ir
τ ‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ωτ )
.M 1 + ‖Dτ B̃

ir
τ · nτ‖Hk−2(Γτ ) .M 1 + ‖Dτ (B̃τ · nτ )‖Hk−2(Γτ ) .M 1 + ‖Dτ B̃τ‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ωτ )
.

From this we conclude that ∫ δ

0

‖DτBτ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωτ )

dτ .M δ.

Finally, the last term in (6.34) is of size OM (1) thanks to (6.20). Combining everything and applying

Cauchy-Schwarz, we obtain

‖∇Bδ
ω±
δ ‖Hk− 3

2 (Ωδ)
≤ ‖∇B0ω

±
0 ‖Hk− 3

2 (Ω0)
+ C(M)δ

1
2J (δ) + C(M)δ.

Therefore, we have

‖∇Bδ
ω±
δ ‖

2

H
k− 3

2 (Ωδ)
≤ ‖∇B0ω

±
0 ‖

2

H
k− 3

2 (Ω0)
+ c2J

2(δ) + C(M)δ,
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which completes the proof of (6.19). �

Next, we turn to the proof of (6.21). We will need the following estimates for DδW
±
δ .

Lemma 6.12. For c≪ 1 we have

(6.35) ‖DδW
±
δ ‖L1

δ
Hk−1(Ωδ) .M δ + δ

1
2J (δ), ‖δ−

1
2DδW

±
δ ‖

L2
δ
H

k− 3
2 (Ωδ)

.M δ
1
2 + cJ (δ).

Proof. It suffices to prove the same bounds separately for DδBδ and Dδvδ. We will show the details for

DδBδ as the latter is similar (in fact, a bit simpler). We begin by establishing the L1
δH

k−1 and L2
δH

k− 3
2

bounds. From the regularization bounds (6.8) for Γδ and the definition of DδBδ, it is straightforward to

estimate for α ∈ {0, 12},

‖∇×DδBδ‖
H

k− 5
2
+α(Ωδ)

+ ‖∇ ·DδBδ‖
H

k− 5
2
+α(Ωδ)

.M δ1−α.

Therefore, by the div-curl estimate in Proposition A.25, we have

‖DδBδ‖
H

k− 3
2
+α(Ωδ)

.M δ1−α + ‖DδBδ · nδ‖Hk−2+α(Γδ).

By definition of DδBδ, the relation Bδ := B̃δ − B̃ir
δ and the regularization bounds (6.8) for Γδ, it is easy to

see that

‖DδBδ · nδ‖Hk−2+α(Γδ) .M δ1−α + ‖2δ∆Γ∗
B̃δ,∗ · nδ,∗ − (Dδ∇HN−1(B̃δ · nδ) · nδ)∗‖Hk−2+α(Γ∗).

Next, we analyze the term Dδ∇HN−1(B̃δ · nδ) · nδ in the above estimate. For α ∈ {0, 12}, we have by

Lemma 6.7, the bound ‖B̃δ‖Hk(Ωδ) .M 1 and the regularization estimates for Γδ,




∂δ(B̃δ · nδ)∗ = 2δ∆Γ∗
(B̃δ · nδ)∗ +Rδ, on Γ∗,

(B̃0 · n0)∗ = 0, on Γ∗,

with ‖Rδ‖Hk−2+α(Γ∗) .M δ1−α. Consequently,

‖(∂δ − 2δ∆Γ∗
)(B̃δ · nδ)∗‖Hk−2+α(Γ∗) .M δ1−α.

From the fundamental theorem of calculus and the fact that B̃0 · n0 = 0 we also have stronger bounds for

B̃δ · nδ in weaker topologies. Specifically, we have

‖B̃δ · nδ‖Hk−3(Γδ) .M δ2.

Using the above estimates our goal will be to show that

‖DδBδ · nδ‖Hk−2+α(Γδ) .M δ
1
2 + δ‖NBδ · nδ‖Hk−1+α(Γδ).

Indeed, from the above estimates, the condition α ≤ 1
2 , the bounds for Vδ and the identityDδnδ = −∇⊤Vδ ·nδ,

we have

(Dδ∇HN−1(B̃δ · nδ) · nδ)∗ =
d

dδ
(B̃δ,∗ · nδ,∗) +OHk−2+α(δ

1
2 ) = 2δ∆Γ∗

(B̃δ · nδ)∗ +OHk−2+α(δ
1
2 )

= 2δ∆Γ∗
(B̃ir

δ · nδ)∗ +OHk−2+α(δ
1
2 )

= 2δ∆Γ∗
B̃ir

δ,∗ · nδ,∗ +OHk−2+α(δ
1
2 ).

It follows that

‖DδBδ · nδ‖Hk−2+α(Γδ) .M δ
1
2 + δ‖∆Γ∗

B̃δ,∗ · nδ,∗ −∆Γ∗
B̃ir

δ,∗ · nδ,∗‖Hk−2+α(Γ∗)

= δ
1
2 + δ‖∆Γ∗

Bδ,∗ · nδ,∗‖Hk−2+α(Γ∗).
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It then suffices to show that

δ‖∆Γ∗
Bδ,∗ · nδ,∗‖Hk−2+α(Γ∗) .M δ

1
2 + δ‖NBδ · nδ‖Hk−1+α(Γδ).

By Proposition A.19 and the Leibniz rule for N , we have

δ‖∆Γ∗
Bδ,∗ · nδ,∗‖Hk−2+α(Γ∗) .M δ

1
2 + δ‖N 2(∆Γ∗

Bδ,∗)
∗ · nδ‖Hk−4+α(Γδ).

From Lemma 6.42, the identities in Appendix A.5 and Proposition A.21 we conclude that

δ‖N 2(∆Γ∗
Bδ,∗)

∗ · nδ‖Hk−4+α(Γδ) .M δ
1
2 + δ‖∆Γ∗

(N 2Bδ)∗ · nδ,∗‖Hk−4+α(Γ∗)

.M δ
1
2 + δ‖NBδ · nδ‖Hk−1+α(Γδ),

(6.36)

as desired. Next, we establish the analogous estimates for ∇Bδ
DδW

±
δ in L1

δH
k− 3

2 and L2
δH

k−2. To conve-

niently track error terms in our analysis we will write RB := RB(δ) to denote a generic remainder term on

Ωδ or Γδ such that

‖RB‖
L1

δ
H

k− 3
2 (Ωδ)

.M δ + δ
1
2J (δ), ‖δ−

1
2RB‖L2

δ
Hk−2(Ωδ) .M δ

1
2 + cJ (δ)

if RB is defined on Ωδ, or

‖RB‖L1
δ
Hk−2(Γδ) .M δ + δ

1
2J (δ), ‖δ−

1
2RB‖

L2
δ
H

k− 5
2 (Γδ)

.M δ
1
2 + cJ (δ)

if RB is defined on Γδ. Similarly to before, we observe the estimates

‖∇ · ∇Bδ
DδBδ‖Hk−3+α(Ωδ) + ‖∇×∇Bδ

DδBδ‖Hk−3+α(Ωδ) .M δ + ‖DδBδ‖Hk−2+α(Ωδ) + ‖∇Bδ
Vδ‖Hk−2+α(Ωδ).

Using the above bounds for DδBδ and the crude bound

‖∇Bδ
Vδ‖Hk−2+α(Ωδ) .M ‖Vδ‖

H
k− 3

2
+α(Γδ)

.M δ
1
2−α

it is easy to see that

∇ · ∇Bδ
DδBδ = RB, ∇×∇Bδ

DδBδ = RB.

Hence, by the div-curl estimate in Proposition A.25, we have reduced matters to obtaining a suitable ap-

proximation for ∇Bδ
DδBδ · nδ in Hk− 5

2+α(Γδ). Our objective will be to show that

(6.37) ∇Bδ
DδBδ · nδ = 2δ∇Bδ

(∆Γ∗
Bδ,∗ · nδ,∗)

∗ +RB.

We begin as above by observing that

∇Bδ
DδBδ · nδ = 2δ∇Bδ

(∆Γ∗
B̃δ,∗ · nδ,∗)

∗ −∇Bδ
DδB̃

ir
δ · nδ +RB .

Arguing as in the estimate for DδBδ · nδ we may use the smallness of B̃δ · nδ in Hk−3(Γδ) to obtain

∇Bδ
DδB̃

ir
δ · nδ = ∇Bδ

Dδ(B̃δ · nδ) +RB.

Then, using the heat equation for B̃δ · nδ we may compute that

∇Bδ
Dδ(B̃δ · nδ) = 2δ∇Bδ

(∆Γ∗
(B̃δ,∗ · nδ,∗))

∗ +RB = 2δ∇Bδ
(∆Γ∗

B̃ir
δ,∗ · nδ,∗)

∗ +RB,

which yields (6.37). Utilizing the ellipticity of N , Appendix A.5 and performing some commutator estimates

similar to (6.36), we get

‖δ∇Bδ
(∆Γ∗

Bδ,∗ · nδ,∗)
∗‖

H
k− 5

2
+α(Γδ)

.M δ
1
2−α + δ‖NBδ · nδ‖Hk−1+α(Γδ),

which is sufficient to complete the proof. �
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Now, we turn to the estimate for Ek
i . We begin by focusing on the first two terms; namely,

‖a
1
2N k−1a‖2L2(Γ) + ‖∇HN k−2∇Ba‖

2
L2(Ω) =: Ek

a + Ek
∇Ba.

To exploit the parabolic regularizing effect on the surface Γδ, we will need the following lemma which extracts

the leading parts of the good variables Na and DδNa. We remark that, in the text below, we will very often

drop the δ subscript, in order to declutter notation.

Lemma 6.13. The following identities hold:

(6.38)
d

dδ
(Na)∗ = 2δa∗∆Γ∗

κ∗ +R∗, Na = aκ+Q,

where for some 0 < c≪ c2 sufficiently small, there holds

‖δ−
1
2R‖L2

δ
Hk−3(Γδ) .M δ

1
2 + cJ (δ), ‖R‖

L1
δ
H

k− 5
2 (Γδ)

.M δ + δ
1
2J (δ), ‖Q‖

L∞
δ

H
k− 3

2 (Γδ)
.M 1.

Proof. Thanks to Lemmas 6.7 and 6.12, the relation (6.38) will be proved if we can establish the identity

Na = aκ+ R̃, where R̃ satisfies

‖R̃‖
L∞

δ
H

k− 3
2 (Γδ)

.M 1, ‖δ−
1
2DδR̃‖L2

δ
Hk−3(Γδ) .M δ

1
2 + cJ (δ), ‖DδR̃‖

L1
δ
H

k− 5
2 (Γδ)

.M δ + δ
1
2J (δ).

The basic strategy of the proof follows a similar line of reasoning as [18, Equation (8.15)], although here the

estimates are a bit more complicated. We begin by relating Na to the mean curvature. First, we recall that

∆ΓP = 0 as well as the general formula

∆P |Γ = ∆ΓP − κnΓ · ∇P +D2P (nΓ, nΓ).

Using the above and the relation a = −nΓ · ∇P we observe that

aκ = −ninj∂i∂jP +∆P

= −ninj∂i∂jP − ∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i

= −ninj∂i∂jP + R̃,

where in the last line, we used (6.35) to check the remainder property for DδR̃. We now further expand

using the Laplace equation for P ,

−ninj∂i∂jP = njN (nja) + nj∇n∆
−1∂j(∂iW

+
k ∂kW

−
i )

= njN (nja) + R̃.

Next, we write

njN (nja) = Na+ anjNnj − 2nj∇n∆
−1(∇Hnj · ∇Ha)

= Na+ anjNnj + R̃

= Na+ R̃,

where in the first line we used the Leibniz rule (A.7) for N and in the third line we used the Leibniz rule

again and the fact that N (njnj) = 0. �

A simple corollary of Lemma 6.13 is the following.
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Corollary 6.14. We have

(6.39)
d

dδ
(N∇Ba)∗ = 2δa∗∆Γ∗

(∇Bκ)∗ +R∗, N∇Ba = a∇Bκ+Q,

where for some 0 < c≪ c2 sufficiently small,

‖δ−
1
2R‖

L2
δ
H

k− 7
2 (Γδ)

.M δ
1
2 + cJ (δ), ‖R‖L1

δ
Hk−3(Γδ) .M δ + δ

1
2J (δ), ‖Q‖L∞

δ
Hk−2(Γδ) .M 1.

Proof. In light of Lemma 6.13, to prove (6.39) it suffices to apply∇B to (6.38) and show that the commutators

produce acceptable errors. We begin by proving that

[∇B,N ]a = Q, [∇B, Dδ]Na+Dδ[∇B ,N ]a = R,

where R and Q denote error terms as specified in Corollary 6.14. Thanks to Appendix A.5, we have the

bounds ‖[∇B,N ]a‖Hk−2(Γδ) .M ‖a‖Hk−1(Γδ) .M 1. Using that ‖DδB‖Hk−3(Γδ) .M δ, ‖Vδ‖Hk−2(Γδ) .M

δ and ‖Na‖Hk−2(Γδ) .M 1, it is straightforward to verify the required bound for [∇B, Dδ]Na. For the

remaining term, we use the identities in Appendix A.5 to expand

[∇B ,N ]a = ∇Bn · ∇Ha− n · ((∇B)∗(∇Ha)) +∇n∆
−1(2∇B · ∇2Ha+∆B · ∇Ha).

Then, using the identities in Appendix A.5 and Lemma 6.12 once again, it may be verified through straight-

forward (but slightly tedious) computations that Dδ[∇B,N ]a satisfies the required estimates.

To finish the proof, we must commute ∇B through the first term on the right-hand side of (6.39), and,

in particular, show that the commutator with the Laplace-Beltrami operator can be absorbed into R. This

is an exercise in local coordinates, and is therefore left to the reader. �

Now, we have enough information to establish the requisite parabolic-type energy estimate for Ek
a and

Ek
∇Ba. We begin with an estimate for the former term. First, using Appendix A.5 and the relevant bounds

in Appendix A, we have

‖Dδa‖L∞(Γδ) .M 1, ‖[N k−2, Dδ]Na‖L2(Γδ) .M 1.

Therefore, we conclude from Lemma 6.13 and (A.10) that

d

dδ
Ek

a .M 1 + δ〈aN k−2(a∗∆Γ∗
κ∗)

∗,N k−2(aκ)〉+ δ〈aN k−2(a∆Γ∗
κ∗)

∗,N k−2Q〉

+ 〈aN k−2R,N k−2(aκ)〉+ 〈aN k−2R,N k−2Q〉.
(6.40)

Using the Taylor sign condition, commuting a with N k−2 (using the Leibniz rule for N ) and then commuting

∆Γ∗
with N k−2 using Lemma 6.42 and integration by parts, we have

δ〈aN k−2(a∗∆Γ∗
κ∗)

∗,N k−2(aκ)〉 .M 1− δ‖(−∆Γ∗
)

1
2 (N k−2κδ)∗‖

2
L2(Γ∗)

.M 1− δ‖κδ‖
2
Hk−1(Γδ)

.

By self-adjointness and ellipticity of N as well as the parabolic regularization bounds for Γδ in Lemma 6.7

and Proposition A.8, we may estimate

δ〈aN k−2(a∗∆Γ∗
κ∗)

∗,N k−2Q〉 .M δ‖Q‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γδ)

‖κδ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)

.M 1 + δ
1
2 ‖κ 1

2 δ
‖Hk−1(Γ 1

2
δ
).

By Cauchy-Schwarz, self-adjointness of N and Proposition A.21 we moreover have

〈aN k−2R,N k−2(aκ)〉+ 〈aN k−2R,N k−2Q〉 .M ‖R‖Hk−3(Γδ)‖κ‖Hk−1(Γδ) + ‖R‖
H

k− 5
2 (Γδ)

‖Q‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γδ)

.

Hence, by integrating from 0 to δ, rescaling, and applying Cauchy-Schwarz, we obtain the parabolic estimate,

(6.41) Ek
a(δ) + c1

∫ δ

0

τ‖κτ‖
2
Hk−1(Γτ )

dτ ≤ Ek
a (0) + c2J

2(δ) + C(M)δ,
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where c1 and c2 are constants with c2 ≪ c1 as in the statement of Proposition 6.9.

Next, we prove the analogous estimate for Ek
∇Ba. Let R and Q denote error terms as in Corollary 6.14.

Similarly to the above, we have the commutator estimate ‖[∇HN k−2, Dδ]N∇Ba‖L2(Γδ) .M 1. Moreover,

using self-adjointness of N , we have the identity

〈∇Hf,∇Hg〉L2(Ω) = 〈N
1
2 f,N

1
2 g〉L2(Γ).

Hence, similarly to the computation for Ek
∇Ba, we have

d

dδ
Ek

∇Ba =
d

dδ
‖∇HN k−2∇Ba‖

2
L2(Ωδ)

.M 1 + 〈N k− 3
2∇Ba,N

k− 5
2DδN∇Ba〉.

Using Lemma 6.11, Corollary 6.14, Lemma 6.42, Proposition 6.43 and following a similar line of reasoning

to the above estimate for Ek
a , we obtain

Ek
∇Ba(δ) + c1

∫ δ

0

τ‖∇Bτ
κτ‖

2

H
k− 3

2 (Γτ )
dτ ≤ Ek

∇Ba(0) + c2J
2(δ) + C(M)δ.(6.42)

Next, we turn to the estimates for the remaining components of Ek
i given by

‖∇HN k−2G±‖2L2(Ω) + ‖a−
1
2N k−2∇BG

±‖2L2(Γ) =: Ek
G± + Ek

∇BG± .

We begin by establishing a suitable analogue of Lemma 6.13 but for the good variables G±.

Lemma 6.15. There exist functions R, Q and QB such that

(6.43)
d

dδ
(NG±)∗ = −2δa∗∆Γ∗

(N (NW± · n))∗ +R∗, G± = −aNW± · n+Q

and

(6.44) ∇BG
± = −a∇B(NW± · n) +QB

where for some 0 < c≪ c2 there holds

‖δ−
1
2R‖

L2
δ
H

k− 7
2 (Γδ)

.M δ
1
2 + cJ (δ), ‖δ

1
2 (Q,QB)‖

L2
δ
H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)×L2

δ
Hk−1(Γδ)

.M δ
1
2 + cJ (δ).

Proof. We start with the differential identity. We first recall that

G± = ∇nW
± · ∇P −∇n∆

−1(∆W± · ∇P + 2∇W± · ∇2P ).

We note that by definition we have P = −∆−1(∂iW
+
j ∂jW

−
i ). Therefore, using the elliptic estimates in

Appendix A, the commutator identities in Appendix A.5 and the regularization bounds for Γδ we may

collect the estimates

‖V ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γδ)

+ ‖Dδn‖
H

k− 5
2 (Γδ)

+ ‖DδP‖Hk−1(Ωδ) .M δ
1
2 + ‖DδW

±‖Hk−2(Ωδ).

From these estimates, Lemma 6.12, the identities in Appendix A.5 and the identity Hf = f −∆−1∆f we

obtain

DδNG± = N (∇nDδW
± · ∇P −∇n∆

−1(∆DδW
± · ∇P )) +R

= N∇n(DδW
± · ∇P −∆−1∆(DδW

± · ∇P )) +R

= −aN 2(DδW
± · n) +R.

Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 6.12 and using the commutator identity for [∇B,N ] from Appendix A.5,

we see that

‖N 2(DδW
± · n− 2δ(∆Γ∗

B∗ · n∗)
∗)‖

H
k− 7

2 (Γδ)
.M ‖DδW

± · n− 2δ(∆Γ∗
B∗ · n∗)

∗‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γδ)

.M δ
1
2 .
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Therefore, from Corollary 6.41 and arguing as in Lemma 6.12, we have

d

dδ
(NG±)∗ = −2a∗δ(N

2(∆Γ∗
W±

∗ · n∗)
∗)∗ +R∗

= −2a∗δ∆Γ∗
(N 2W± · n)∗ +R∗

= −2a∗δ∆Γ∗
(N (NW± · n))∗ +R∗,

which establishes the differential identity in (6.43). Now, we turn to the second decomposition. Using the

crude paraproduct expansion fg = f lg≤l + f≤lgl outlined in (A.15) and writing W as shorthand for W±,

we observe the bounds

‖∇W≤l · ∇P l‖Hk(Ωδ) .M 1 + ‖P‖Hk+1(Ωδ) .M ‖Γδ‖
H

k+1
2
+ 1 .M δ−

1
2 ,

where in the second inequality we used Proposition A.14 and in the third we used the parabolic regularization

bound (6.8) for Γδ. Similarly, one may check that

‖∇n∆
−1(∆W≤l · ∇P l +∇W · ∇2P )‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γδ)
.M δ−

1
2 , ‖∇W≤l · ∇2P l‖Hk−1(Ωδ) .M δ−

1
2 .

Consequently, we have

G± = N (∇nW
l · ∇P≤l −∇n∆

−1(∆W l · ∇P≤l)) +Q = −N (W l · ∇P≤l) +Q.

From the Leibniz rule for N and a similar analysis to the above we may write

N (W l · ∇P≤l) = NW l · ∇P≤l +W l · N∇P≤l − 2∇n∆
−1(∇HW l · ∇H∇P≤l)

= NW l · ∇P≤l +Q

= NW · ∇P −NW≤l · ∇P l +Q

= NW · ∇P +Q,

which from the identity∇P = −an yields the desired decomposition. Now, we turn to the final decomposition

(6.44). A vital ingredient for the proof of (6.44) is the following technical proposition which will allow us to

control certain commutators involving ∇B in terms of J (δ).

Proposition 6.16. Let F ∈ L∞
δ H

k− 3
2 (Ωδ) with ‖F‖

L∞
δ

H
k− 3

2 (Ωδ)
.M 1. For QB as above, there holds

∇Bn = QB, [∇B ,∇n∆
−1]F = QB.

Proof. We first prove the bound for ∇Bn, which is simpler. We know from the identities in Appendix A.5

and Proposition A.19 that

‖∇Bn‖Hk−1(Γδ) = ‖∇⊤B · n‖Hk−1(Γδ) .M 1 + ‖N∇⊤B · n‖Hk−2(Γδ)

.M 1 + ‖[∇⊤,N ]B‖Hk−2(Γδ) + ‖NB · n‖Hk−1(Γδ).

By Remark A.30, we may bound ‖[∇⊤,N ]B‖Hk−2(Γδ) .M ‖B‖Hk−1(Γδ) .M 1. Moreover, by interpolation,

we have ‖NB · n‖Hk−1(Γδ) .M ‖NB · n‖
1
2

H
k− 1

2 (Γδ)
. Therefore, by Cauchy-Schwarz, we obtain ∇Bn = QB, as

needed. For the latter bound, we observe by commuting ∇B with ∆−1 and ∇n that

[∇B,∇n∆
−1]F = −∇nB · ∇∆−1F +∇n∆

−1(∆B · ∇∆−1F + 2∇B · ∇2∆−1F ).

Using the hypothesis for F and arguing as in the proof of (6.15), we have

[∇B ,∇n∆
−1]F = NB · ∇∆−1F +QB.
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Since ∇∆−1F is normal to Γδ, we deduce

‖[∇B,∇n∆
−1]F‖Hk−1(Γδ) .M ‖QB‖Hk−1(Γδ) + ‖NB · n‖Hk−1(Γδ) .M ‖QB‖Hk−1(Γδ) + ‖NB · n‖

1
2

H
k− 1

2 (Γδ)
.

The desired estimate then follows similarly to the bound for ∇Bn. �

Now, we return to complete the proof of (6.44). We first note that an important immediate corollary of

Proposition 6.16 is that

(∇B∇P )|Γδ
= QB.

Arguing as in the proof of (6.43), we obtain

∇BG
± = ∇B(∇nW

l · ∇P≤l −∇n∆
−1(∆W l · ∇P≤l)) +QB

= −∇BN (W l · ∇P≤l) +QB

= −∇B(NW l · ∇P≤l) +QB

= −∇B(NW · ∇P ) +QB,

which concludes the proof of Lemma 6.15. �

Now, we turn to the estimates for Ek
G± and Ek

∇BG± . To simplify notation, we write F± := N (NW± · n).

For the first energy component we may use Appendix A.5 and the bound ‖Vδ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωδ)

.M δ
1
2 ≤ 1 to obtain

‖[Dδ,∇HN k−3]NG±‖L2(Ωδ) .M 1. Therefore, we have

d

dδ
Ek

G± =
d

dδ
‖∇HN k−2G±‖2L2(Ωδ)

.M 1 + 〈N k− 3
2G±,N k− 5

2DδNG±〉L2(Γδ),

which thanks to Lemma 6.15, Proposition 6.43 and self-adjointness of N yields

d

dδ
Ek

G± .M 1 + δ
1
2 ‖F±‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γδ)
+ δ〈a2N k− 5

2 (∆Γ∗
F±

∗ )∗,N k− 5
2F±〉 − δ〈aN k− 5

2 (∆Γ∗
F±

∗ )∗,N k− 3
2Q〉

−〈aN k− 5
2F±,N k− 5

2R〉+ 〈N k− 5
2R,N k− 3

2Q〉.

By Lemma 6.42, integration by parts, Proposition A.21, self-adjointness of N and Cauchy-Schwarz, we

conclude that
d

dδ
Ek

G± .M 1− δ‖F±‖2
H

k− 3
2 (Γδ)

+ δ‖Q‖2
H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)

+ δ−1‖R‖2
H

k− 7
2 (Γδ)

.

By Proposition A.19, we also have ‖NW± · n‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γδ)

.M 1 + ‖F±‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γδ)

. Therefore, from (6.43) and

integrating the above from 0 to δ, we obtain

(6.45) Ek
G±(δ) + c1

∫ δ

0

τ‖NW±
τ · nτ‖

2

H
k− 1

2 (Γτ )
dτ ≤ Ek

G±(0) + c2J
2(δ) + C(M)δ.

Finally, we turn to estimating Ek
∇BG± . Using the identities in Appendix A.5, the bounds for Vδ and the

definition of DδB, we have

‖DδN∇BG
± −∇BDδNG±‖Hk−4(Γδ) .M δ.

Moreover, using the notation for F± from earlier we see that

‖∇B(∆Γ∗
F±

∗ )∗ − (∆Γ∗
(∇BF

±)∗)
∗‖Hk−4(Γδ) .M ‖NW± · n‖Hk−1(Γδ) .M ‖NW± · n‖

1
2

H
k− 1

2 (Γδ)
.

Therefore, thanks to Lemma 6.15, there exist functions RB and QB such that

d

dδ
(N∇BG

±)∗ = −2δa∗∆Γ∗
(∇BF

±)∗ + (RB)∗, ∇BG
± = −a∇B(NW± · n) +QB

where

‖δ−
1
2RB‖L2

δ
Hk−4(Γδ) + ‖δ

1
2QB‖L2

δ
Hk−1(Γδ) .M δ

1
2 + c2J (δ).
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Consequently, arguing as in the estimate for Ek
G± , we have

d

dδ
Ek

∇BG± =
d

dδ
‖a−

1
2N k−2∇BG

±‖2L2(Γδ)
.M 1− δ‖∇BF

±‖2Hk−2(Γδ)
+ δ‖QB‖

2
Hk−1(Γδ)

+ δ−1‖RB‖
2
Hk−4(Γδ)

.

As ‖[∇B,N ]‖Hk−1→Hk−2 .M 1, there holds

‖∇B(NW± · n)‖Hk−1(Γδ) .M 1 + ‖N∇B(NW± · n)‖Hk−2(Γδ)

.M 1 + ‖∇BF
±‖Hk−2(Γδ) + ‖NW± · n‖Hk−1(Γδ)

.M 1 + ‖∇BF
±‖Hk−2(Γδ) + ‖NW± · n‖

1
2

H
k− 1

2 (Γδ)
.

Hence, integrating the differential inequality for Ek
∇BG± and using Cauchy-Schwarz, we obtain

(6.46) Ek
∇BG±(δ) + c1

∫ δ

0

τ‖∇Bτ
(NW±

τ · nτ )‖
2
Hk−1(Γτ )

dτ ≤ Ek
∇BG±(0) + c2J

2(δ) + C(M)δ.

Combining (6.41), (6.42), (6.45) and (6.46) we finally conclude the proof of (6.21) and thus the proof of

Proposition 6.9.

6.4. Step 2: A mild regularization. To close the bootstrap (6.2) at the end of our iteration, we will need

a very mild regularization for the full velocity and magnetic fields which will allow us to estimate norms

slightly beyond Hk+1 in the transport step of the argument below.

Proposition 6.17. Let (v,B,Γ) ∈ Hk be a state with ‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hk ≤ C(M) and ‖Γ‖Hk+α .M,α ǫ−α for

α > 0. Assume moreover that the pair (v,B) satisfies the regularization bounds

(6.47) ‖W±‖Hk+1(Ω) .M ǫ−
3
2 , ‖NW± · nΓ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γ)
.M ǫ−1, ‖ω±‖Hk(Ω) ≤ K(M)ǫ−

3
2 .

Then there exists a regularized state (vǫ, Bǫ,Γ) (with the same domain) such that (vǫ, Bǫ) satisfies the first

two bounds in (6.47) as well as the following properties:

(i) (Good pointwise approximation).

W±
ǫ =W± +OC3(Ω)(ǫ

2).

(ii) (Higher order regularization bounds).

‖W±
ǫ ‖Hk+1+α(Ω) .M,α ǫ

− 3
2−3α, α ≥ 0.

(iii) (Propagation of vorticity bound).

‖ω±
ǫ ‖Hk(Ω) ≤ K(M)ǫ−

3
2 (1 + C(M)ǫ).

(iv) (Energy monotonicity).

Ek(vǫ, Bǫ,Γ) ≤ Ek(v,B,Γ) + C(M)ǫ.

Proof. We regularize v and B in a näıve way as follows: First, we define for some C > 0 sufficiently large,

the map

y(x) := x− Cǫ3ν(x), x ∈ Ω.

Here, ν is a smooth, unit vector field on Rd which is uniformly transverse to hypersurfaces in Λ∗ (see

Section 3.2). The above map is a diffeomorphism from Ω to a domain contained in Ω whose boundary is at

distance ≈ Cǫ3 away from Γ. For a function f defined on Ω, we let f̃(x) := f(y) and define the regularizations

Bǫ := (χǫ−3 ∗ B̃)rot, vǫ := vir + (χǫ−3 ∗ ṽ)rot,
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where χǫ−3(x) = ǫ−3dχ(ǫ−3x) is a standard mollifier (see [10, Appendix C]) at scale ǫ−3. The definitions of

ṽ and B̃ ensure that (if C is large enough), vǫ and Bǫ are well-defined on Ω. Using the standard mollifier

properties and interpolating the obvious bounds for integer s, the map f 7→ χǫ−3 ∗ f̃ is easily seen to have

Hs → Hs norm at most (1+C(M)ǫ) for every s ≥ 0. This, along with the elliptic estimates in Appendix A,

can be used to establish properties (i)-(iii).

To establish property (iv), we note that given the bounds ‖v‖Hk+1(Ω), ‖B‖Hk+1(Ω) .M ǫ−
3
2 , we have

(Bǫ, vǫ) = (B, v) +OHk(Ω)(ǫ). The energy monotonicity bound follows in a straightforward fashion.

We are left to establish the bound ‖NW±
ǫ · nΓ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γ)
.M ǫ−1. It suffices to show that

‖N (W±
ǫ −W±) · nΓ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γ)
.M 1.

For this, we use the fact that W±
ǫ −W± is rotational (i.e. tangent to Γ) and the Leibniz rule for N to

estimate

‖N (W±
ǫ −W±) · nΓ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γ)
.M ‖W±

ǫ −W±‖Hk(Ω) + ‖W±
ǫ −W±‖Hk−3(Ω)‖Γ‖Hk+3

2
.M 1,

as required. �

6.5. Step 3: Regularization in the direction of the magnetic field. In the transport step of our

argument we will need to estimate error terms involving our good variables differentiated in the direction

of B. For such error terms to be treated perturbatively, we will need to regularize, in a suitable sense, the

velocity and magnetic fields from the previous step in the direction of B. We will seek a bound morally (but

not exactly) of the form

‖∇Bǫ
W±

ǫ ‖Hk(Ω) .M ǫ−
1
2 ‖W±‖Hk(Ω).

Note that the factor of ǫ−
1
2 is consistent with the fact that ∇Bǫ

scales like a 1
2 -derivative when applied to

solutions to the free boundary MHD equations. In an ideal world, one might try to regularize a function u

in this way by solving the equation

uǫ − ǫ∇2
Bǫ
uǫ = u.

However, two technical issues arise when trying to execute this approach. The first is that the error between

uǫ and u in weaker topologies (such as C3) will only be of size ǫ. The second is that, in practice, the magnetic

field will have limited regularity, which makes propagating high regularity bounds for uǫ quite challenging.

To address the first issue, we will replace the −ǫ∇2
Bǫ

term in the regularizing equation by ǫ2∇4
Bǫ

. This will

still give us the desired regularization bounds, but will also ensure that the regularized data has an error

of size at most O(ǫ2) in C3 if k is large enough. To address the second issue, we will opt to regularize

only a high-frequency band of the function u. More precisely, we will decompose u := ul + uh into low and

high-frequency parts given by

ul := Φ
≤ǫ

− 1
8
u, uh := u− ul.

We will then define the regularized data uǫ via the equation uǫ := ul + uhǫ where

uhǫ + ǫ2∇4
Bǫ
uhǫ = uh.

If B and u are regular enough, (say, in Hk with norm of size M) this definition ensures that in sufficiently

weak topologies (relative to Hk) the function uhǫ will be rapidly decaying in the parameter ǫ. This will

allow us to crudely interpret the variable coefficient term ǫ2∇4
Bǫ
uhǫ in a paradifferential fashion as a low-high

paraproduct. For instance, when estimating the part of this expression (in Hk, say) where the magnetic field

is differentiated a large number of times relative to uhǫ , we will be able to use (if k is large enough) that uhǫ
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gains a certain number of factors of ǫ in a weaker topology to compensate for the imbalance. The following

proposition outlines the general construction that we will need.

Proposition 6.18. Let ǫ > 0 be sufficiently small and let Γ be parabolically regularized at scale ǫ−1 as in

(6.8). Let u be a smooth function defined on Ω and let X be a smooth rotational vector field on Ω with

‖X‖Hk+α(Ω) .M ǫ−3α for 0 ≤ α ≤ 2 (for instance, Bǫ as defined in Proposition 6.17). For each such X, we

define the elliptic-type operator LX := Id+ ǫ2∇4
X .

(i) There exists a unique smooth solution uǫ := L−1
X u to the equation LXuǫ = u which satisfies the

energy estimate

(6.48) ‖uǫ‖
2
Hs(Ω) +

∑

2≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j
Xuǫ‖

2
Hs(Ω) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)‖u‖2Hs(Ω), 0 ≤ s ≤ k.

Moreover, if k is large enough, then the high-frequency regularization uhǫ := L−1
X uh satisfies the

higher regularity bound

(6.49)
∑

0≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j
Xu

h
ǫ ‖

2
Hs(Ω) .M ‖u‖2Hs(Ω), 0 ≤ s ≤ k + 2.

(ii) Let u and Z be smooth vector fields satisfying ‖u‖Hk(Ω) + ‖Z‖Hk(Ω) .M 1. There exists a unique,

smooth vector field X̃ǫ which satisfies the nonlinear equation

LYǫ
X̃ǫ = uh

where Yǫ := (X̃ǫ + Z)rot.

The first and second parts of Proposition 6.18 will be used to construct the regularized velocity and

magnetic fields, respectively.

Proof. We begin with (i). To establish (6.48), it suffices to prove the claim for integers 0 ≤ s = m ≤ k. The

general bound follows from interpolation, using the map from Hm(Ω) → (Hm(Ω))4 given by

u 7→ (uǫ, ǫ∇
2
Xuǫ, ǫ

3
2∇3

Xuǫ, ǫ
2∇4

Xuǫ),

with l2 norm on the product space. Moreover, given the estimate (6.48), existence and uniqueness follows

from a standard duality argument since the adjoint equation and the original equation are the same (as

the assumptions on X ensure that ∇X is skew-adjoint). Now, we turn to the energy estimate. To simplify

notation, we use ∂m to denote a differential operator of the form ∂α where α is a multi-index of order m.

Our starting point is the identity

‖∂muǫ‖
2
L2(Ω) = ‖∂mu‖2L2(Ω) + 2〈∂muǫ, ∂

m(uǫ − u)〉 − ‖∂m(uǫ − u)‖2L2(Ω)

= ‖∂mu‖2L2(Ω) − 2ǫ2〈∂muǫ, ∂
m∇4

Xuǫ〉 − ǫ4‖∂m∇4
Xuǫ‖

2
L2(Ω).

(6.50)

Next, we observe that since 0 ≤ m ≤ k, we have the bound

‖[∇X , ∂
m]g‖L2(Ω) ≤ C(M)‖g‖Hm(Ω)

for every g ∈ Hm(Ω). Therefore, since ∇X is skew-adjoint, we have by a simple application of Cauchy-

Schwarz,

−2ǫ2〈∂muǫ, ∂
m∇4

Xuǫ〉 ≤ 2ǫ2〈∂m∇Xuǫ, ∂
m∇3

Xuǫ〉+ cǫ3‖∇3
Xuǫ‖

2
Hm(Ω) + C(M)ǫ‖uǫ‖

2
Hm(Ω),

for some 0 < c≪ 1 sufficiently small. Integrating by parts and applying Cauchy Schwarz again we see that

2ǫ2〈∂m∇Xuǫ, ∂
m∇3

Xuǫ〉 ≤ −
3

2
ǫ2‖∂m∇2

Xuǫ‖
2
L2(Ω) + C(M)ǫ2(‖∇Xuǫ‖

2
Hm(Ω) + ‖uǫ‖

2
Hm(Ω)).
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Moreover, we have

ǫ2‖∂m∇Xuǫ‖
2
L2(Ω) .M ǫ3‖∇2

Xuǫ‖
2
Hm(Ω) + ǫ‖uǫ‖

2
Hm(Ω)

and

ǫ3‖∂m∇3
Xuǫ‖

2
L2(Ω) ≤

1

2
ǫ4‖∇4

Xuǫ‖
2
Hm(Ω) +

1

2
ǫ2‖∇2

Xuǫ‖
2
Hm(Ω) + C(M)ǫ3‖∇2

Xuǫ‖
2
Hm(Ω) + C(M)ǫ‖uǫ‖

2
Hm(Ω).

Combining the above estimates completes the proof of (6.48). To obtain (6.49), we proceed in the same

fashion as above, except now we rely on the fact that uhǫ gains factors of ǫ in weaker topologies to estimate

the commutators that appear in the above argument. As an example, when carrying out the estimate in

Hk+2(Ω), we have to estimate the commutator [∂k+2,∇X ]uhǫ in L2(Ω). By Sobolev product estimates, we

have

‖[∇X , ∂
k+2]uhǫ ‖L2(Ω) .M ‖X‖Hk+2(Ω)‖u

h
ǫ ‖Hk−100(Ω) + ‖uhǫ ‖Hk+2(Ω).

Using the bounds ‖X‖Hk+2(Ω) .M ǫ−6 and ‖uhǫ ‖Hk−100(Ω) .M ǫ6‖u‖Hk+2(Ω) (the latter of which follows from

(6.48)) we have

‖[∇X , ∂
k+2]uhǫ ‖L2(Ω) .M ‖u‖Hk+2(Ω) + ‖uhǫ ‖Hk+2(Ω).

Using this strategy and following a similar line of reasoning as in (6.48) we obtain the bound

‖uhǫ ‖
2
Hk+2(Ω) +

∑

2≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j
Xu

h
ǫ ‖

2
Hk+2(Ω) .M ‖u‖2Hk+2(Ω).

Using that ∇X is skew-adjoint and that uhǫ is at high-frequency, we can interpolate between the bounds for

∇2
Xu

h
ǫ and uhǫ to obtain ∑

0≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j
Xu

h
ǫ ‖

2
Hk+2(Ω) .M ‖u‖2Hk+2(Ω).

Our desired bound follows from carrying out this procedure for each integer 0 ≤ m ≤ k + 2 and then

interpolating. We omit the straightforward modifications.

Now, we establish (ii). We define the initialization X̃0 := uh, Y 0 := (uh + Z)rot. For each non-negative

integer n ≥ 0, we define inductively Xn+1 := (X̃n+1)rot and Y n+1 := Xn+1+Zrot where X̃n+1 is the unique

Hk solution to the equation

LY nX̃n+1 = uh.

Such a function is well-defined under the inductive hypotheses (where we use the convention X−1 = 0 and

Y −1 = 0) and we have

(6.51) ‖Xn‖Hk(Ω) ≤ Cb(M), ‖X̃n‖2Hk(Ω) +
∑

2≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j

Y n−1X̃
n‖2Hk(Ω) ≤ C′

b(M)‖u‖2Hk(Ω),

where Cb(M) ≫ C′
b(M) is some sufficiently large (but fixed) bootstrap parameter to be chosen. We aim to

show that X̃n converges in Hs(Ω) for every 0 ≤ s < k with limit X̃ǫ in Hk(Ω). By interpolation, it suffices

to establish (6.51) for Xn+1 and X̃n+1, respectively, as well as the weak Lipschitz type bound

(6.52)
∑

0≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j
Y n(X̃

n+1 − X̃n)‖2H2(Ω) ≤
1

2

∑

0≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j

Y n−1(X̃
n − X̃n−1)‖2H2(Ω), n ≥ 1.

Remark 6.19. We perform the above estimate in H2(Ω) rather than L2(Ω) or H1(Ω) as it will be simpler

from a technical standpoint to perform some of the elliptic estimates that will manifest in our analysis below

(in particular, we will avoid dealing with any negative regularity Sobolev spaces).
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We begin with (6.51). We observe that the bound for X̃n+1 follows immediately from (i) if ǫ is sufficiently

small and C′
b(M) is large enough relative to the Hk → Hk norm of Φ

≤ǫ
− 1

8
. We now focus on proving the

Hk(Ω) bound for Xn+1. We remark that in this part of the argument, implicit constants may depend on

the Hk(Ω) bound for u and the constants coming from elliptic regularity estimates, but will not depend on

the constant Cb(M) above.

We observe that the above definitions imply that

X̃n+1 · nΓ = −ǫ2∇4
Y nX̃n+1 · nΓ + uh · nΓ.

Since uh is at high-frequency, we have ‖uh · nΓ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γ)

.M 1. Moreover, using ‖Γ‖
H

k+1
2
.M ǫ−

1
2 and the

Hk(Ω) bound for ∇4
Y nX̃n+1, we conclude that

‖X̃n+1 · nΓ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γ)

.M 1 + ǫ2‖∇4
Y nX̃n+1‖Hk(Ω) .M 1.

A similar computation using that uh = OHk−10(Ω)(ǫ) yields the weak bound

‖∇ · X̃n+1‖Hk−20(Ω) .M ǫ.

Consequently, the balanced elliptic estimates from Appendix A imply that (X̃n+1)ir := ∇HN−1((X̃n+1 −

∇∆−1∇ · X̃n+1) · nΓ) satisfies the bound

‖(X̃n+1)ir‖Hk(Ω) .M 1.

If Cb(M) in the bootstrap hypothesis is initially chosen to be large enough (to control all of the implicit

constants in the elliptic and trace type estimates above) we obtain, say,

‖(X̃n+1)ir‖2Hk(Ω) ≤
1

2
Cb(M).

Combining this with the bound for X̃n+1 and taking Cb(M) large enough closes the bootstrap for Xn+1. It

therefore remains to establish (6.52). Expanding LY n(X̃n+1 − X̃n) gives the identity

LY n(X̃n+1 − X̃n) = ǫ2(∇4
Y n −∇4

Y n−1)X̃n =
3∑

j=0

ǫ2∇j

Y n−1∇Xn−Xn−1∇3−j
Y n X̃

n.

Applying the estimate from (i) and interpolating to control ǫ‖∇Xn(X̃n+1− X̃n)‖2H2(Ω) we obtain the bound
∑

0≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇Y n(X̃n+1 − X̃n)‖2H2(Ω) .M ǫ4 sup
0≤j≤3

‖∇j

Y n−1(X
n −Xn−1)‖2H2(Ω).

If ǫ > 0 is small enough (relative to M) we will be able to conclude the desired estimate if we can show that

for each 0 ≤ j ≤ 3,

(6.53) ‖∇j

Y n−1(X
n −Xn−1)‖H2(Ω) .M sup

0≤j≤3
‖∇j

Y n−1(X̃
n − X̃n−1)‖H2(Ω) =: An.

If j = 0, this follows in a straightforward manner from the estimates in Appendix A. If j ≥ 1, we will rely

on a div-curl estimate. We observe that since Xn+1 −Xn is divergence-free and tangent to Γ, we have the

reduction estimate

‖∇ ·∇j

Y n−1(X
n −Xn−1)‖H1(Ω) + ‖∇j

Y n−1(X
n −Xn−1) · nΓ‖

H
3
2 (Γ)

.M sup
0≤l≤j−1

‖∇l
Y n−1(Xn −Xn−1)‖H2(Ω).

Moreover, since ∇× (Xn −Xn−1) = ∇× (X̃n − X̃n−1) we have

‖∇× (Xn −Xn−1)‖H1(Ω) .M An + sup
0≤l≤j−1

‖∇l
Y n−1(Xn −Xn−1)‖H2(Ω).
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Therefore, by Proposition A.25 and the estimate for j = 0, we obtain (6.53). �

Energy monotonicity and the regularized variables. Let (v,B,Γ) be a state satisfying the bounds

in the conclusion of Proposition 6.17. Our objective here will be to regularize v as well as the curl of B

in the direction of the magnetic field on the fixed, regularized domain Ω, while retaining the regularization

bounds for (v,B,Γ). To do this, we define the regularizations vǫ and Bǫ using Proposition 6.18:

Bǫ := (Bl + L−1
Bǫ
Bh)rot, vǫ := (vl + L−1

Bǫ
vh)div =: wdiv

ǫ ,

where the superscript div denotes projection onto divergence-free functions and, once again, we generically

write ul := Φ
≤ǫ

− 1
8
u and uh := u − ul. We set the convention that by uhǫ we mean L−1

Bǫ
uh; we define the

corresponding rotational good variables ω±
ǫ := ∇×W±

ǫ as well as the variables aǫ, D
±
t aǫ, G

±
ǫ and so-forth in

the usual manner. We also use ζǫ as a shorthand for ∇×Wh,±
ǫ . With the above notation and conventions,

we have ω±
ǫ = ∇×W l+ ζǫ. We may think of ζǫ as the high-frequency part of ωǫ. We define the uncorrected

magnetic field and the corresponding uncorrected variables W̃±
ǫ by

B̃ǫ := Bl + L−1
Bǫ
Bh, W̃±

ǫ := vǫ ± B̃ǫ.

Remark 6.20. Although B̃ǫ will have good regularization bounds in the direction of the magnetic field Bǫ,

Bǫ itself will not, due to the dependence of the rotational projection on the regularity of the free surface.

This is why we carefully distinguish between the above variables. Importantly, since ∇×Bǫ = ∇× B̃ǫ, the

curl of Bǫ will inherit the improved regularity of B̃ǫ.

For the remainder of this section, we take L−1 to mean L−1
Bǫ

and also drop the ± superscripts from

expressions involving the variables W±. The following proposition will help us to understand the affect of

the above regularizations on the energy as well as to quantify the errors incurred in weaker topologies.

Proposition 6.21. Given (v,B,Γ) ∈ Hk from above, we have the following estimates:

(i) (Good pointwise approximation).

(vǫ, Bǫ) = (vǫ, B̃ǫ) +OC3(Ω)(ǫ
2) = (v,B) +OC3(Ω)(ǫ

2).

(ii) (Regularization bounds). Let 0 ≤ s ≤ k. For the uncorrected variables W̃±
ǫ , there holds

(6.54) ‖∇Bǫ
W̃±

ǫ ‖Hs(Ω) .M ǫ−
1
2 ‖W±‖Hs(Ω).

Moreover, we have the regularization bounds (the first and third being retained from the previous

step)

(6.55) ‖W±
ǫ ‖Hk+1+α(Ω) .M,α ǫ

− 3
2−3α, ‖∇Bǫ

W̃±
ǫ ‖Hk+1(Ω) .M ǫ−2, ‖NW±

ǫ · nΓ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γ)

.M ǫ−1,

where 0 ≤ α ≤ 1.

(iii) (Rotational energy bounds I). Let ǫ > 0 be sufficiently small, δ ∈ [0, ǫ] and 1 ≤ s ≤ k. There is a

universal constant C > 0 such that the following estimate holds:

(6.56) ‖ωǫ ± δ∇Bǫ
ωǫ‖

2
Hs(Ω) + C

∑

2≤j≤4

‖∇j
Bǫ
ζǫ‖

2
Hs(Ω) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)‖ω‖2Hs(Ω) + C(M)ǫ‖W‖2Hs+1(Ω).

(iv) (Rotational energy bounds II). Let ǫ > 0 be sufficiently small, δ ∈ [0, ǫ] and 1 ≤ s ≤ k − 1. The

following estimate holds:

‖∇Bǫ
ωǫ ± δ∇2

Bǫ
ωǫ‖

2
Hs(Ω) + C

∑

2≤j≤4

‖∇j+1
Bǫ

ζǫ‖
2
Hs(Ω) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)‖∇Bω‖

2
Hs(Ω) + C(M)ǫ‖W‖2

H
s+3

2 (Ω)
.

(6.57)
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(v) (Energy monotonicity).

Ek(vǫ, Bǫ,Γ) ≤ Ek(v,B,Γ) + C(M)ǫ.

Proof. If k is large enough, property (i) is clear from Sobolev embeddings and the definition of Bǫ and vǫ.

Next, we move to property (ii). Thanks to the first part of Proposition 6.18 and the fact that L−1 commutes

with ∇Bǫ
, we have

‖∇Bǫ
B̃ǫ‖Hs(Ω) .M ǫ−

1
2 ‖(B,∇Bǫ

B)‖
Hs(Ω)×H

s− 1
2 (Ω)

.M ǫ−
1
2 ‖B‖Hs(Ω)

where we used product estimates, the high regularity bound ‖B‖
H

k+1
2 (Ω)

.M ǫ−
3
4 and the error bound

‖Bǫ −B‖Hk−4(Ω) .M ǫ2 to replace ∇Bǫ
with ∇B in the last inequality. We also have, by definition of vǫ,

‖∇Bǫ
vǫ‖Hs(Ω) .M ǫ−

1
2 ‖v‖Hs(Ω) + ‖∇Bǫ

∇∆−1∇ · (vl + L−1vh)‖Hs(Ω).

Since v is divergence-free, it is easy to see that∇·(vl+L−1vh) = OHk−100(Ω)(ǫ
10), where the choice of topology

here is somewhat arbitrary. Combining this bound with the commutator identities in Appendix A.5, the

bound ‖Γ‖
H

k+1
2

.M ǫ−
1
2 , the balanced elliptic estimates in Appendix A and the surface regularization

bounds, we have

‖∇Bǫ
vǫ‖Hs(Ω) .M ǫ−

1
2 ‖v‖Hs(Ω),

which yields (6.54). Now, we prove the regularization bounds in (6.55). First, from the elliptic estimates in

Appendix A and the regularization bounds for W l as well as (6.49), we have

‖Wǫ‖Hk+1+α(Ω) .M ‖Γ‖
H

k+3
2
+α + ‖W l +Wh

ǫ ‖Hk+1+α(Ω) .M ǫ−
3
2−α + ‖Wh

ǫ ‖Hk+1+α(Ω) .M ǫ−
3
2−3α

for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. To prove the second bound, one proceeds in an almost identical fashion to (6.54) except we

use the second part of Proposition 6.18 and in carrying out the various commutator and elliptic estimates,

we make use of the bounds ‖Γ‖
H

k+3
2
.M ǫ−

3
2 , ‖Bǫ‖Hk+2(Ω) .M ǫ−

9
2 and ‖Bǫ‖Hk+1(Ω) .M ǫ−

3
2 instead of

the weaker bounds used in (6.54).

Now, we move to the other, more difficult, bound in (6.55). We first note that since Bǫ is tangent

to Γ, we obtain easily from the Leibniz rule for N , the regularization bounds for Γ and the weak bound

‖Bǫ −B‖Hk−5(Ω) .M ǫ2,

‖N (Bǫ − B) · nΓ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γ)

.M 1 + ‖Bǫ −B‖Hk(Ω) .M 1.

Therefore, it suffices to show that

‖Nvǫ · nΓ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γ)

.M ǫ−1.

Using the surface regularization bounds, the above will follow if we can establish that

(6.58) ‖wǫ − vǫ‖Hk+1(Ω) .M ǫ−1, ‖Nwǫ · nΓ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γ)

.M ǫ−1.

For the first bound, we observe from the balanced elliptic estimates and the weak OHk−5(Ω)(ǫ
2) error bound

for vǫ − wǫ that

‖wǫ − vǫ‖Hk+1(Ω) .M 1 + ‖∇ · wǫ‖Hk(Ω) .M ǫ−1 + ‖∇ · vhǫ ‖Hk(Ω).

To estimate ∇ · vhǫ , we observe that since v is divergence-free, we have the equation

∇ · vhǫ + ǫ2∇4
Bǫ

(∇ · vhǫ ) = −[∇·,Φ
≤ǫ

− 1
8
]v − ǫ2[∇·,∇4

Bǫ
]vhǫ .
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The first commutator on the right-hand side is essentially localized at frequency ≈ ǫ−
1
8 . Moreover, as vhǫ is

at high frequency, we can estimate, by expanding the second commutator,

ǫ2‖[∇·,∇4
Bǫ

]vhǫ ‖Hk(Ω) .M 1 + sup
0≤j≤3

ǫ2‖∇j
Bǫ
vhǫ ‖Hk(Ω) .M 1 + ǫ

1
2 ‖v‖Hk+1(Ω) .M ǫ−1.

Consequently, we have

‖∇ · vhǫ ‖Hk(Ω) .M ǫ−1.

This establishes the first bound in (6.58). To establish the second bound, we observe that it suffices to prove

the bound with wǫ replaced by vhǫ in light of the regularization bounds for Γ and vl. Arguing similarly to

the above and using the commutator identities in Appendix A.5 we can write

Nvhǫ · nΓ + ǫ2∇4
Bǫ

(Nvhǫ · nΓ) = Nvh · nΓ +Rǫ

where Rǫ is an error term satisfying

‖Rǫ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γ)

.M ǫ−1.

An energy estimate akin to the one used to prove (6.48) yields

‖Nvhǫ · nΓ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γ)

.M ǫ−1

as desired.

We now focus on establishing properties (iii) and (iv). We will show the full details for (iii) and then

outline the main differences for establishing (iv). Our first aim is to reformulate the estimate (iii) in terms

of a bound where we can interpolate between integer-based Sobolev spaces. This is slightly tricky since

the right-hand side of the above estimate involves both ω and W with significantly different weights in the

parameter ǫ. Before proceeding, we introduce the following notation for various commutator expressions

that will appear in the analysis below:

C1 := ǫ2L−1[∇4
Bǫ
,∇×]L−1Φ

≥ǫ
− 1

8
, C2 := ǫ2L−1∇4

Bǫ
[∇×,Φ

≤ǫ
− 1

8
].

We observe the identities

(6.59) ωǫ = ωl + ωh
ǫ + C1W + C2W, ζǫ = ωh

ǫ − [∇×,Φ
≤ǫ

− 1
8
]W + C1W + C2W.

We also collect the simple bounds

ǫ
j
2 ‖∇j

Bǫ
C1‖Hs+1(Ω)→Hs(Ω) .M ǫ

1
2 , ǫ

j
2 ‖∇j

Bǫ
C2‖Hs+1(Ω)→Hs(Ω) .M ǫ

3
2 , 1 ≤ s ≤ k, 0 ≤ j ≤ 4,

which use the fact that Wh
ǫ and the commutator in the latter term are “localized” to “frequency” essentially

.M ǫ−
1
8 and ≈ ǫ−

1
8 respectively. For 2 ≤ j ≤ 4, it is easy to see from these estimates that we have
∑

2≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j
Bǫ
ζǫ‖

2
Hs(Ω) ≤ 2

∑

2≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j
Bǫ
ωh
ǫ ‖

2
Hs(Ω) + C(M)ǫ‖W‖2Hs+1(Ω).

Therefore, it suffices to establish (6.57) with ωh
ǫ in place of ζǫ in the second term on the left-hand side.

Motivated by the above, let us define the linear maps given by

T : Hs+1(Ω) → Hs(Ω), f 7→ cǫ−
1
2 (C1 + C2)f, S : Hs(Ω) → Hs(Ω), u 7→ uǫ := ul + uhǫ .

Here, c > 0 is some small M and k dependent parameter chosen so that for every 1 ≤ s ≤ k, there holds

(6.60) ‖T ‖Hs+1(Ω)→Hs(Ω) ≤
1

100
.
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By interpolation, it suffices therefore to show the general bound

(6.61) ‖(uǫ + T f)± δ∇Bǫ
(uǫ + T f)‖2Hs(Ω) +

1

2

∑

2≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j
Bǫ
uhǫ ‖

2
Hs(Ω) ≤ (1 + Cǫ)(‖u‖2Hs(Ω) + ‖f‖2Hs+1(Ω))

when s = m is a non-negative integer. In light of the above discussion, we remark that the bound (6.56)

will follow by taking f = c−1ǫ
1
2W and u = ω. We remark further that it suffices to prove (6.61) in the case

δ = 0 since we have for wǫ := (uǫ + T f),

‖wǫ + δ∇Bǫ
wǫ‖

2
Hm(Ω) ≤ ‖wǫ‖

2
Hm(Ω) + 2δ〈wǫ,∇Bǫ

wǫ〉Hm(Ω) + δ2C(M)(‖∇Bǫ
uǫ‖

2
Hm(Ω) + ‖∇Bǫ

T f‖2Hm(Ω)),

and the second and third terms on the right can (by skew-adjointness of ∇Bǫ
, the δ = 0 case and the above

bounds) be estimated by C(M)ǫ(‖u‖2Hm(Ω) + ‖f‖2
Hm+1(Ω)). Now, we turn to (6.61) in the case δ = 0. We

begin with the expansion

‖wǫ‖
2
Hm(Ω) = ‖u‖2Hm(Ω) + 2〈wǫ, wǫ − u〉Hm(Ω) − ‖wǫ − u‖2Hm(Ω).

Using the equation for uǫ, the last term can be expanded as

−‖wǫ − u‖2Hm(Ω) = −ǫ4‖∇4
Bǫ
uhǫ ‖

2
Hm(Ω) − ‖T f‖2Hm(Ω) + 2ǫ2〈∇4

Bǫ
uhǫ , T f〉Hm(Ω).

By Cauchy-Schwarz and (6.60), we obtain

−‖wǫ − u‖2Hm(Ω) ≤ −ǫ4
1

2
‖∇4

Bǫ
uhǫ ‖

2
Hm(Ω) +

1

10
‖f‖2Hm+1(Ω).

Next, we expand the second term in (6.50). We have

2〈wǫ, wǫ − u〉Hm(Ω) = −2ǫ2〈ul,∇4
Bǫ
uhǫ 〉Hm(Ω) − 2ǫ2〈uhǫ ,∇

4
Bǫ
uhǫ 〉Hm(Ω) + 2〈ul, T f〉Hm(Ω) + 2〈uhǫ , T f〉Hm(Ω)

− 2ǫ2〈∇4
Bǫ
uhǫ , T f〉Hm(Ω) + 2‖T f‖2Hm(Ω) =: I1 + I2 + I3 + I4 + I5 + I6.

We now estimate the terms I1, . . . , I6.

I1 Estimate. For this, we simply commute ∇4
Bǫ

and integrate ∇4
Bǫ

by parts onto the low frequency term

ul to estimate

I1 .M ǫ2‖ul‖Hm+4(Ω)‖u
h
ǫ ‖Hm(Ω) + ǫ‖u‖2Hm(Ω) .M ǫ‖u‖2Hm(Ω),

where we used that uhǫ is at high frequency to compensate for commutator errors.

I2 Estimate. We commute two factors of ∇2
Bǫ

and integrate by parts to obtain

I2 ≤ −2ǫ2‖∇2
Bǫ
uhǫ ‖

2
Hm(Ω) + C(M)ǫ‖u‖2Hm(Ω).

To estimate I3 and I4, we need to rely more heavily on the explicit structure of the term T f . By expanding

the first commutator in the definition of T and using the bounds for L−1fh, we observe that there exist

functions g1ǫ and g2ǫ such that (if c is small enough)

T f = ǫ
3
2∇3

Bǫ
g1ǫ + g2ǫ , ‖g1ǫ‖Hm(Ω) ≤

1

4
‖f‖Hm+1(Ω), ‖g2ǫ‖Hm(Ω) .M ǫ

1
2 ‖f‖Hm+1(Ω).

I3 Estimate. Using the above decomposition, we can integrate three factors of ∇3
Bǫ

similarly to the I1

estimate to obtain

I3 .M ǫ
3
2 ‖ul‖Hm+3(Ω)‖f‖Hm+1(Ω) + ǫ

1
2 ‖ul‖Hm(Ω)‖f‖Hs+1(Ω) ≤ C(M)ǫ‖u‖2Hm(Ω) +

1

10
‖f‖2Hm+1(Ω).
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I4 Estimate. Using the above decomposition again and integrating by parts, we have

I4 ≤
ǫ

3
2

2
‖∇3

Bǫ
uhǫ ‖Hm(Ω)‖f‖Hm+1(Ω) +

1

4
‖f‖2Hm+1(Ω) + C(M)ǫ‖u‖2Hm(Ω)

≤
ǫ3

4
‖∇3

Bǫ
uhǫ ‖

2
Hm(Ω) +

1

2
‖f‖2Hm+1(Ω) + C(M)ǫ‖u‖2Hm(Ω).

Integrating by parts and using Cauchy-Schwarz, we may then estimate

ǫ3

4
‖∇3

Bǫ
uhǫ ‖

2
Hm(Ω) ≤

ǫ4

8
‖∇4

Bǫ
uhǫ ‖

2
Hm(Ω) +

ǫ2

8
‖∇2

Bǫ
uhǫ ‖

2
Hm(Ω) + C(M)ǫ‖u‖2Hm(Ω).

I5 and I6 estimates. Here, we simply use Cauchy-Schwarz and the operator bound for T to estimate

I5 + I6 ≤ ǫ4
1

4
‖∇4

Bǫ
uhǫ ‖

2
Hm(Ω) +

1

4
‖f‖2Hm+1(Ω).

Combining all of the above estimates yields the bound (6.61) and thus (6.56) (with, say, C = 1
100 ). Next,

we move on to (6.57). Using (6.59) and arguing similarly to the above, it suffices to establish the required

bound with ωh
ǫ on the left-hand side in place of ζǫ. We now describe how to set up the requisite interpolation

argument. To begin, we introduce the notation

C1
B := [C1,∇Bǫ

]− ǫ2∇4
Bǫ

L−1[∇Bǫ
,Φ

≤ǫ
− 1

8
]∇×, C2

B := ∇Bǫ
C2.

Applying ∇Bǫ
to (6.59) and using the above notation, we obtain

∇Bǫ
ωǫ = (∇Bǫ

ω)l + L−1(∇Bǫ
ω)h + C1∇Bǫ

W + (C1
B + C2

B)W.

Analogously to before, we collect the estimates which can be verified through straightforward (but slightly

tedious) computation:

‖C1
B‖Hs+3

2 (Ω)→Hs(Ω)
.M ǫ

1
2 , ‖C2

B‖Hs+3
2 (Ω)→Hs(Ω)

.M ǫ
3
2 , 1 ≤ s ≤ k − 1.

We then define the map TB : Hs+1(Ω)×Hs+ 3
2 (Ω) → Hs(Ω) by

f := (f1, f2) 7→ cǫ−
1
2 (C1f1 + (C1

B + C2
B)f2),

where 0 < c ≪ 1 is chosen as before so that ‖TB‖ ≤ 1
100 . As in the proof of (6.56), we can reduce matters

to establishing the estimate

‖uǫ + TBf‖
2
Hs(Ω) +

1

2

∑

2≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j
Bǫ
uhǫ ‖

2
Hs(Ω) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)(‖u‖2Hs(Ω) + ‖f‖2

Hs+1(Ω)×H
s+3

2 (Ω)
)

for integer s = m. The proof of this bound proceeds similarly to the analogous bound (6.56) by observing a

decomposition for TB similar to that of T above and then performing the analogous energy-type estimate.

We omit the details of these straightforward (albeit somewhat tedious) modifications.

Now, we establish the energy monotonicity bound (v). Let us write

Jǫ :=
∑

2≤j≤4

ǫj(‖∇j
Bǫ
vhǫ ‖

2
Hk(Ω) + ‖∇j

Bǫ
ζ±ǫ ‖2

Hk−1(Ω)).

We will prove the stronger bound

Ek(vǫ, Bǫ,Γ) + CJǫ ≤ Ek(v,B,Γ) + C(M)ǫ,

for some constant C > 0. Below, we write

Rǫ := cJǫ + C(M)ǫ,
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where 0 < c ≪ C is a sufficiently small positive constant. From properties (iii)-(iv) in Proposition 6.21 we

have

‖ω±
ǫ ‖

2
Hk−1(Ω) + C

∑

2≤j≤4

ǫj‖∇j
Bǫ
ζ±ǫ ‖2

Hk−1(Ω) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)‖ω±‖2
Hk−1(Ω) +Rǫ.

To estimate perturbative errors in the surface components of the energy, we will need the bound

(6.62) ‖W±
ǫ −W±‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ω)
≤ Rǫ.

To prove this bound, we use the div-curl estimate in Proposition A.25, the bounds for Wh
ǫ and the identity

W±
ǫ −W± = −ǫ2(∇4

Bǫ
Wh

ǫ )
rot − ǫ2(∇4

Bǫ
vhǫ )

ir to estimate

‖W±
ǫ −W±‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ω)
.M ǫ2‖∇×∇4

Bǫ
Wh

ǫ ‖Hk− 3
2 (Ω)

+ ǫ2‖∇4
Bǫ
vhǫ ‖Hk− 1

2 (Ω)
+ ǫ.

The desired bound then follows by commuting ∇× with ∇4
Bǫ

in the first term on the right-hand side above

(using that Wh
ǫ is at high frequency to compensate for errors coming from these commutations) and from

Cauchy-Schwarz. An immediate consequence of the above bound and elliptic regularity is the estimate

‖aǫ − a‖Hk−1(Γ) + ‖Pǫ − P‖
H

k+1
2 (Ω)

≤ Rǫ.

From this we deduce that ∫

Γ

aǫ|N
k−1aǫ|

2dS ≤

∫

Γ

a|N k−1a|2dS +Rǫ.

Using the above, self-adjointness of N and Appendix A.5, we also obtain
∫

Γ

N k− 3
2∇Bǫ

aǫN
k− 3

2∇Bǫ
(aǫ − a)dS ≤

∫

Γ

N k−2∇Bǫ
aǫ∇Bǫ

N k−1(aǫ − a)dS +Rǫ

≤ −

∫

Γ

N k−2∇2
Bǫ
aǫN

k−1(aǫ − a)dS +Rǫ.

We then further estimate

−

∫

Γ

N k−2∇2
Bǫ
aǫN

k−1(aǫ − a)dS .M ‖∇2
Bǫ
aǫ‖Hk−2(Γ)‖aǫ − a‖Hk−1(Γ).

By Lemma 5.12, we have ‖∇2
Bǫ
aǫ‖Hk−2(Γ) .M 1. Consequently, from the above analysis and (6.62), we

obtain ∫

Ω

|∇HN k−2∇Bǫ
aǫ|

2dx ≤

∫

Ω

|∇HN k−2∇Ba|
2dx+Rǫ.

Next, we turn to the energy bounds for G±
ǫ and ∇Bǫ

G±
ǫ . We will need the following lemma to deal with

some low-frequency error terms in our analysis.

Lemma 6.22. Let j ∈ {0, 1, 2}. There holds

(6.63) ‖∇j
Bǫ

(G±
ǫ −NW±

ǫ · ∇Pǫ)‖
H

k−1−
j
2 (Γ)

.M 1.

Moreover, we have

(6.64) ‖G±
ǫ − G± −N (vǫ − v) · ∇Pǫ‖Hk−1(Γ) ≤ Rǫ.

Proof. We begin with (6.63). The cases j = 0 and j = 1 follows a similar line of reasoning to the proof of

the decomposition for G±
ǫ and ∇Bǫ

G±
ǫ in Lemma 6.15 (just with different numerology because the norms are

different), so we omit the details. To handle the case j = 2, we begin by writing

G± = ∇nW
± · ∇P −∇n∆

−1(∆W± · ∇P + 2∇W± · ∇2P ).
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Next, we recall from Lemma 5.12 that we have the enhanced regularity bound

‖∇2
Bǫ
Pǫ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ω)
.M 1.

Moreover, from the identity nΓ = −a−1
ǫ ∇Pǫ, it is also a straightforward application of Lemma 5.12 and

Sobolev product estimates to obtain

‖∇2
Bǫ
nΓ‖Hk−2(Γ) .M 1.

Combining this with the bound ‖∇2
Bǫ
W±

ǫ ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ω)

+ ‖∇Bǫ
Bǫ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ω)
.M 1, we have

∇2
Bǫ

G±
ǫ = ∇n∇

2
Bǫ
W±

ǫ · ∇Pǫ −∇n∆
−1(∆∇2

Bǫ
W±

ǫ · ∇Pǫ) +OHk−2(Γ)(1) = N∇2
Bǫ
W±

ǫ · ∇Pǫ +OHk−2(Γ)(1)

= ∇2
Bǫ

(NW±
ǫ · ∇Pǫ) +OHk−2(Γ)(1),

as deisred. For the bound (6.64), we observe that in light of (6.62) and the definition of G± we have the

inequality

‖G±
ǫ − G± − (∇n(Wǫ −W ) · ∇Pǫ −∇n∆

−1(∆(Wǫ −W ) · ∇Pǫ)‖Hk−1(Γ) ≤ Rǫ.

Using the bounds ‖Wǫ −W‖Hk−5(Ω) .M ǫ2, ‖Pǫ‖Hk+1(Ω) .M ǫ−
1
2 (which follows from the regularization

bounds for the surface), ‖W±
ǫ ‖

H
k+1

2 (Ω)
.M ǫ−1 and the identity ∇n = N +∇n∆

−1∆, we have

‖G±
ǫ − G± −N (Wǫ −W ) · ∇Pǫ‖Hk−1(Γ) ≤ Rǫ.

Finally, we use that W±
ǫ − W± = ∓ǫ2(∇4

Bǫ
B̃h

ǫ )
rot + vǫ − v and the Leibniz rule for N (leveraging the

irrotationality (∇4
Bǫ
B̃h

ǫ )
rot) to estimate

ǫ2‖N (∇4
Bǫ
B̃h

ǫ )
rot · ∇Pǫ‖Hk−1(Γ) .M ǫ+ ǫ2‖(∇4

Bǫ
B̃h

ǫ )
rot‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ω)
≤ Rǫ,

where the last inequality follows analogously to the proof of (6.62). �

Next, we recall that vǫ = wdiv
ǫ , where wǫ = vl + vhǫ . We will show that – up to an error of size Rǫ – all

instances of vǫ above can be replaced by wǫ. To accomplish this, we begin by writing the equation for ∇·wǫ.

We compute that

(6.65) ∇ · wǫ = (1− L−1)[∇·,Φ
≤ǫ

− 1
8
]v + ǫ2L−1[∇4

Bǫ
,∇·]vhǫ ,

which (by writing 1− L−1 = ǫ2L−1∇4
Bǫ

) gives the estimates ‖∇ · wǫ‖Hk−1(Ω) ≤ Rǫ, ‖∇ · wǫ‖Hk−5(Ω) .M ǫ2,

and thus, by the balanced elliptic estimates in Appendix A,

(6.66) ‖vǫ − wǫ‖Hk(Ω) = ‖∇∆−1∇ · wǫ‖Hk(Ω) ≤ Rǫ.

Remark 6.23. By inspecting the equation (6.65) and writing out the analogous equation for ∇ · B̃ǫ (which

simply amounts to replacing v with B above), we also have

‖∇∆−1∇ · wǫ‖Hk(Ω) + ‖∇∆−1∇ · B̃ǫ‖Hk(Ω) .M ǫ
1
2

which we will need to use in the next section, but not for the remainder of the proof here.

Next, for efficient bookkeeping, we define for 0 ≤ j ≤ 5,

Ql
j := N∇j

Bl
ǫ
vl · ∇Pǫ, Qh

j := N∇j
Bǫ
vhǫ · ∇Pǫ,

where we write Bl
ǫ := Φ

≤ǫ
− 1

8
Bǫ. Below, we will use the following bounds repeatedly:

(6.67) ǫ
j+1
2 (‖Qh

j ‖Hk− 3
2 (Γ)

+ ‖Qh
j+1‖Hk−2(Γ)) ≤ C(M)ǫ

j+1
2 ‖∇j

Bǫ
vhǫ ‖

H
k− 3

2 (Ω)
≤ C(M)ǫ +Rǫ, 2 ≤ j ≤ 4,
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where the last inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwarz. Now, we are ready to estimate the energy components

Ek
G±
ǫ

and Ek
∇BǫG

±
ǫ
. For the first component, our starting point is the elementary expansion

Ek

G±
ǫ
= Ek

G± +
∑

α∈{+,−}

2〈∇HN k−2Gα
ǫ ,∇HN k−2(Gα

ǫ − Gα)〉L2(Ω) − ‖∇HN k−2(Gα
ǫ − Gα)‖2L2(Ω).

By Poincare’s inequality (noting that N k−2(G±
ǫ − G±) has mean zero on Γ) and ellipticity of N , we may

estimate

‖G±
ǫ − G±‖2

H
k− 3

2 (Γ)
≤ C(M)‖∇HN k−2(G±

ǫ − G±)‖2L2(Ω) +Rǫ.

Hence, by Lemma 6.22, (6.66) and the equation wǫ, we have

‖Qh
4‖

2

H
k− 3

2 (Γ)
≤ C(M)‖∇HN k−2(G±

ǫ − G±)‖2L2(Ω) +Rǫ.

By again using Lemma 6.22, (6.66) and the definition of wǫ, it follows by integration by parts that
∑

α∈{+,−}

2〈∇HN k−2Gα
ǫ ,∇HN k−2(Gα

ǫ − Gα)〉L2(Ω) ≤ −4ǫ2〈∇HN k−2(Ql
0 +Qh

0 ),∇HN k−2Qh
4 〉L2(Ω)

+ C(M)
∑

α∈{+,−}

‖N k−1(Gα −NWα
ǫ )‖L2(Γ)‖N

k−2(N (vǫ − v) · ∇Pǫ)‖L2(Γ) +Rǫ.
(6.68)

Thanks to (6.62), we may estimate

‖N k−2(N (vǫ − v) · ∇Pǫ)‖L2(Γ) .M ‖vǫ − v‖
H

k− 1
2 (Ω)

≤ Rǫ.

Hence, by combining the above estimates, we have

Ek
G±
ǫ
≤ Ek

G± − 4ǫ2〈∇HN k−2Ql
0,∇HN k−2Qh

4〉L2(Ω) − 4ǫ2〈∇HN k−2Qh
0 ,∇HN k−2Qh

4 〉L2(Ω)

− C(M)ǫ4‖Qh
4‖

2

H
k− 3

2 (Γ)
+Rǫ.

(6.69)

Notice next that by commuting two factors of ∇Bǫ
with N (observing that such commutations contribute

errors of type Rǫ) and integrating by parts, we may bound

−4ǫ2〈∇HN k−2Qh
0 ,∇HN k−2Qh

4 〉L2(Ω) ≤ −C(M)ǫ2‖Qh
2‖

2

H
k− 3

2 (Γ)
+Rǫ.

Our aim will be to show that the remaining term −4ǫ2〈∇HN k−2Ql
0,∇HN k−2Qh

4 〉L2(Ω) in (6.69) can be

controlled by Rǫ. The key idea here is that Ql
0 and Qh

4 should be “almost” orthogonal, since the leading part

of Ql
0 involves the low-frequency factor vl. Nevertheless, exploiting this is somewhat delicate. The strategy

will be to shift a suitable number of factors of ∇Bǫ
onto the low-frequency term vl. By commuting a factor

of ∇Bǫ
onto Ql

0, we obtain

−4ǫ2〈∇HN k−2Ql
0,∇HN k−2Qh

4 〉L2(Ω) ≤ 4ǫ2〈∇HN k−2Ql
1,∇HN k−2Qh

3 〉L2(Ω) +Rǫ

where we used the estimate

∇Bǫ
Ql

0 = Ql
1 +O

H
k− 3

2 (Γ)
(1),

which follows from the commutator identities in Appendix A.5 and the straightforward estimate

‖∇Bl
ǫ−Bǫ

vl‖Hk(Ω) .M ‖Bǫ −B‖Hk(Ω) + ‖Bǫ −B‖Hk−10(Ω)‖v
l‖Hk+1(Ω) .M 1.

Iterating this process and carrying out similar estimates, we find that

−4ǫ2〈∇HN k−2Ql
0,∇HN k−2Qh

4〉L2(Ω) ≤ −4ǫ2〈∇HN k−2Ql
2,∇HN k−2Qh

2 〉L2(Ω) +Rǫ

.M ǫ2‖∇2
Bl

ǫ
vl‖Hk(Ω)‖∇

2
Bǫ
vhǫ ‖Hk(Ω) +Rǫ

≤ Rǫ,
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where we used the bound ‖∇2
Bl

ǫ
vl‖Hk(Ω) .M ǫ−

1
2 . Consequently, we finally have

(6.70) Ek
G±
ǫ
≤ Ek

G± − C(M)ǫ2‖Qh
2‖

2

H
k− 3

2 (Γ)
− C(M)ǫ4‖Qh

4‖
2

H
k− 3

2 (Γ)
+Rǫ.

This will be the essential part of our estimate for Ek
G± . The analogous estimate for Ek

∇BǫG
± is mostly similar.

Our aim is to obtain the estimate

Ek

∇BǫG
±
ǫ
≤ Ek

∇BG± − C(M)ǫ2‖Qh
3‖

2
Hk−2(Γ) − C(M)ǫ4‖Qh

5‖
2
Hk−2(Γ) +Rǫ.(6.71)

This follows along a very similar line of reasoning to the estimate for Ek

G±
ǫ
except for one significant difference.

The analogue of (6.68) is the following:
∑

α∈{+,−}

2〈a−1
ǫ N k−2∇Bǫ

Gα
ǫ ,N

k−2∇Bǫ
(Gα

ǫ − Gα)〉L2(Γ) ≤ −4ǫ2〈a−1
ǫ N k−2∇Bǫ

(Ql
0 +Qh

0 ),N
k−2∇Bǫ

Qh
4 〉L2(Γ)

+ C(M)
∑

α∈{+,−}

‖N k−2∇2
Bǫ

(Gα −NWα
ǫ )‖L2(Γ)‖N

k−2(N (vǫ − v) · ∇Pǫ)‖L2(Γ) +Rǫ,

where the term in the second line arises by using (A.11) to integrate a factor of∇Bǫ
by parts on Γ (in contrast

to the corresponding term in (6.68) where we instead integrated ∇ by parts). Similarly to the analysis for

Ek

G±
ǫ
, we have

−4ǫ2〈a−1
ǫ N k−2∇Bǫ

Ql
0,N

k−2∇Bǫ
Qh

4〉L2(Γ) ≤ 4ǫ2〈a−1
ǫ N k−2Ql

2,N
k−2Qh

4 〉L2(Γ) +Rǫ

≤ −4ǫ2〈a−1
ǫ N k−2Ql

3,N
k−2Qh

3〉L2(Γ) +Rǫ

.M ǫ2‖∇3
Bl

ǫ
vl‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ω)
‖∇3

Bǫ
vhǫ ‖Hk− 1

2 (Ω)
+Rǫ ≤ Rǫ.

By integrating by parts two factors of ∇Bǫ
, we also have

−4ǫ2〈a−1
ǫ N k−2∇Bǫ

Qh
0 ,N

k−2∇Bǫ
Qh

4 〉L2(Γ) ≤ −4ǫ2〈N k−2Qh
3 ,N

k−2Qh
3 〉L2(Γ) +Rǫ.

Then, arguing as in the Ek

G±
ǫ

estimate to handle the remaining terms, we obtain (6.71). To finally conclude

the energy monotonicity bound, we observe that by Proposition A.25, the Taylor sign condition and the

Leibniz rule for N , we can estimate

Jǫ ≤ C(M)
∑

2≤j≤4

ǫj(‖∇j
Bǫ
ζǫ‖

2
Hk−1(Ω) + ‖Qh

j ‖
2

H
k− 3

2 (Γ)
+ ‖Qh

j+1‖
2
Hk−2(Γ)) +Rǫ.

Combining this with (6.70) and (6.71), we obtain

Ek(vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) + CJǫ ≤ Ek(v,B,Γ) +Rǫ,

which gives the energy monotonicity bound (v). �

6.6. Step 4: Euler plus transport iteration. Given a small time step 0 < ǫ ≪ 1 and an initial data

(v0, B0,Γ0) ∈ Hk satisfying the hypotheses of Theorem 6.1, we construct a regularized data (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) as

follows: First, we input the initial state (v0, B0,Γ0) into Proposition 6.4 to produce a partially regularized

state (ṽǫ, B̃ǫ, Γ̃ǫ). Then, we input the state (ṽǫ, B̃ǫ, Γ̃ǫ) into Proposition 6.17, which produces a new state

with the same regularization properties as (ṽǫ, B̃ǫ, Γ̃ǫ) but also certain high regularity bounds. Finally, we

insert the outcome of Proposition 6.17 into Proposition 6.21 to obtain the fully regularized state (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ).

Clearly, (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) obeys the energy monotonicity bound and stays within distance OC3(ǫ2) of (v0, B0,Γ0).

The regularization properties of (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) are summarized in the following proposition.

Proposition 6.24. The following properties hold for the regularized data (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ):
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(i) (Surface regularization). For each α ≥ 0, we have

‖Γǫ‖Hk+α .M,α ǫ
−α.

(ii) (Rotational and irrotational bounds). The velocity and magnetic fields satisfy the bounds:

‖ω±
ǫ ‖Hk(Ωǫ) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)K(M)ǫ−

3
2 , ‖NǫW

±
ǫ · nǫ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γǫ)
.M ǫ−1.

(iii) (Higher regularity bounds). For each 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, we have the higher regularity bounds

‖W±
ǫ ‖Hk+1+α(Ωǫ) .M ǫ−

3
2−3α.

(iv) (Regularization in the direction of the magnetic field). We have the bounds

‖∇Bǫ
W̃±

ǫ ‖Hk(Ωǫ) .M ǫ−
1
2 , ‖∇Bǫ

W̃±
ǫ ‖Hk+1(Ωǫ) .M ǫ−2.

Remark 6.25. We remark importantly that in statement (iv) of Proposition 6.24, the improved regularity

is witnessed by W̃±
ǫ rather than W±

ǫ .

The objective of this subsection is to construct the iterate (v1, B1,Γ1) from the regularized data (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ).

In essence, we will produce the iterate (v1, B1,Γ1) by flowing the regularized data (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) along a discrete

version of the free boundary MHD evolution. A näıve Euler type iteration (phrased in terms of the W±

variables) would suggest an iteration akin to the following:

W±
1 :=W±

ǫ − ǫ(∇vǫW
±
ǫ ∓∇Bǫ

W±
ǫ +∇Pǫ),

which is to be supplemented with the domain transport

x1(x) := x+ ǫvǫ(x).

Unfortunately, this näıve scheme loses a full derivative in each iteration. Therefore, it is better to perform

the above two steps in tandem. This will halve the derivative loss and allow us to uncover a discrete version

of the energy cancellation seen in Section 5. The regularization bounds in Proposition 6.24 will then be used

to control any remaining errors. Such errors now only “lose” half a derivative, which makes estimating the

various quadratic error terms appearing in our analysis below much easier. To carry out this procedure, we

have the following proposition.

Proposition 6.26. Given (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) as in the previous step, there exists an iteration (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) 7→

(v1, B1,Γ1) such that the following properties hold:

(i) (Approximate solution).




W±
1 =Wǫ − ǫ(∇vǫW

±
ǫ ∓∇Bǫ

W±
ǫ +∇Pǫ) +OC3(ǫ2), on Ω1 ∩Ω0,

∇ ·W±
1 = 0, on Ω1,

B1 · n1 = 0, on Γ1,

Ω1 = (I + ǫvǫ)(Ωǫ).

(ii) (Energy monotonicity bound).

Ek(v1, B1,Γ1) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)Ek(vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ).

(iii) (Propagated regularization bounds for (v1, B1,Γ1)). For 0 < γ ≪ 1 as in (6.2) there holds

‖ω±
1 ‖Hk(Ω1) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)K(M)ǫ−

3
2 , ‖Γ1‖

H
k+1

2
+γ ≤

1

2
K(M)ǫ−

1
2−γ .
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We define the change of coordinates x1(x) := x+ ǫvǫ(x) and the iterated domain Ω1 by

Ω1 := (I + ǫvǫ)Ωǫ.

We remark that the latter bound in (iii) is required to close the bootstrap (6.2) from the parabolic regular-

ization step.

Uncorrected variables. We begin by defining the uncorrected iteration variables

ṽ1(x1) := vǫ − ǫ(∇Pǫ −∇Bǫ
B̃ǫ)

and

B̃1(x1) := Bǫ + ǫ∇Bǫ
vǫ.

We note that ṽ1 and B̃1 are not divergence-free, so we will need to perform suitable corrections.

Remark 6.27. On the right-hand side of the definition of ṽ1 we use ∇Bǫ
B̃ǫ as opposed to ∇Bǫ

Bǫ. Such

terms agree up to an error of size ǫ2 in the C3 topology, but in Hk, only the term ∇Bǫ
B̃ǫ enjoys the

ǫ−
1
2 regularization bound. This will nonetheless turn out to be sufficient for proving a suitable energy

monotonicity bound in this stage of the argument.

Before we define the appropriate corrections, we will take a detour to first show that B̃1 · n1 = 0 and also

close the bootstrap for Γ1. For this, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 6.28. The following identity holds:

n1(x1)− nǫ(x) = −ǫ∇⊤vǫ · nǫ − ǫ∇⊤vǫ · (n1(x1)− nǫ)−
1

2
nǫ|n1(x1)− nǫ|

2.

We remark that −∇⊤vǫ · nǫ is nothing more than the expression for Dtnǫ (see Appendix A.5).

Proof. It is convenient to write the normal in terms of ∇Pǫ and the Taylor term (although the gradient of

any non-degenerate defining function will also work). By doing this, we have

n1(x1)− nǫ(x) = a−1
ǫ ∇Pǫ − a−1

1 (x1)(∇P1)(x1)

= −a−1
1 (x1)((∇P1)(x1)−∇Pǫ(x)) + (a−1

ǫ − a−1
1 (x1))∇Pǫ

= −ǫ∇vǫ · n1(x1)− a−1
1 (x1)∇(P1(x1)− Pǫ(x)) − a−1

1 (x1)(a1(x1)− aǫ)nǫ.

We then compute that

−a−1
1 (x1)(a1(x1)− aǫ) =a

−1
1 (x1)(n1(x1) · (∇P1)(x1)− nǫ · ∇Pǫ)

=a−1
1 (x1)(n1(x1)− nǫ) · (∇P1)(x1) + ǫnǫ · ∇vǫ · n1(x1)

+a−1
1 (x1)nǫ · ∇(P1(x1)− Pǫ).

Hence, by the dynamic boundary condition,

n1(x1)− nǫ(x) = −ǫ∇⊤vǫ · n1(x1)− nǫ(n1(x1)− nǫ) · n1(x1)

= −ǫ∇⊤vǫ · nǫ − ǫ∇⊤vǫ · (n1(x1)− nǫ)−
1

2
nǫ|n1(x1)− nǫ|

2.

This completes the proof. �
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From the above identity, we immediately obtain the weak bound

‖n1(x1)− nǫ‖Hk−2(Γǫ) .M ǫ.

Thanks to this, Lemma 6.28 and by interpolating the regularization bound ‖vǫ‖Hk+2(Ωǫ) .M ǫ−
3
2−3 against

the improved irrotational bound ‖∇⊤vǫ · nǫ‖
H

k− 1
2 (Γǫ)

.M ǫ−1 we find that for 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1, we have

‖n1(x1)− nǫ‖
H

k− 1
2
+γ(Γǫ)

.M ǫ−Cγ ,

for some constant C > 0. If γ is small enough, this implies the bound ‖Γ1‖
H

k+1
2
+γ .M ǫ−

1
2−γ , which closes

the bootstrap for Γ1.

Next, we use Lemma 6.28 to show that B̃1 · n1 = 0. Using the equation for B̃1 and the fact that Bǫ is

tangent to Γǫ, we have

B̃1(x1) · n1(x1) = (B̃1(x1)−Bǫ) · n1(x1) +Bǫ · (n1(x1)− nǫ)

= ǫ∇Bǫ
vǫ · n1(x1) +Bǫ · (n1(x1)− nǫ).

Using Lemma 6.28 to expand the latter term on the right-hand side, this implies (in light of Bǫ ·nǫ = 0) that

B̃1(x1) · n1(x1) = 0,

as desired.

Divergence-free corrections. Next, we correct B̃1 and ṽ1 to be divergence-free (while still preserving

the tangency of the magnetic field). We define the full iterates v1 and B1 by

v1 := ṽ1 −∇∆−1
Ω1

(∇ · ṽ1), B1 := (B̃1 −∇∆−1
Ω1

(∇ · B̃1))
rot,

so that v1 and B1 are divergence-free and B1 is tangent to Γ1. Next, we show that the errors induced by

these corrections are small in Hk. We begin with the error estimates for B1, which are more complicated.

We first observe the identity

B̃1 −B1 = ∇∆−1
Ω1

(∇ · B̃1) +∇H1N
−1
1 (∇n∆

−1(∇ · B̃1)).

Next, we compute from the equation for B̃1,

(∇ · B̃1)(x1) = ∇ · (B̃1(x1))− ǫ∇vǫ · (∇B̃1)(x1)

= ǫ∇vǫ · ∇(B1(x1)−Bǫ) + ǫ2∇vǫ · ∇vǫ · (∇B̃1)(x1)

= ǫ2(∇vǫ · ∇∇Bǫ
vǫ +∇vǫ · ∇vǫ · (∇B̃1)(x1)).

(6.72)

From the equation for B̃1 and the regularization bounds for vǫ and ∇Bǫ
vǫ from Proposition 6.24, we see that

(6.73) ‖B̃1‖Hk(Ω1) .M 1, ‖B̃1‖
H

k+1
2 (Ω1)

.M ǫ−
3
4 .

From the first bound in (6.73) and the above identity for ∇ · B̃1, we have

‖∇ · B̃1‖Hk−1(Ω1) .M ǫ, ‖∇ · B̃1‖Hk−2(Ω1) .M ǫ2.

From this, the bound ‖Γ1‖
H

k+1
2
.M ǫ−

1
2 and the estimates in Appendix A, we obtain

‖B1 − B̃1‖Hk(Ω1) .M ǫ, ‖B1 − B̃1‖Hk−1(Ω1) .M ǫ2, ‖B1‖Hk(Ω1) .M 1.

In order to establish the analogous bounds in the stronger space Hk, we need the following lemma.
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Lemma 6.29. Let 0 ≤ s ≤ k − 1. For every f ∈ Hs+1(Γ1) and g ∈ Hs+ 3
2 (Ω1) there holds

‖(∇B1f)(x1)−∇Bǫ
(f(x1))‖Hs(Γǫ) .M ǫ2‖f‖Hs+1(Γ1) + ǫ‖f‖Hs(Γ1)

and

‖(∇B1g)(x1)−∇Bǫ
(g(x1))‖

H
s+1

2 (Ωǫ)
.M ǫ2‖g‖

H
s+3

2 (Ω1)
+ ǫ‖g‖

H
s+1

2 (Ω1)
.

Proof. We will prove the first (and slightly harder) case. The latter case will follow similarly. Writing

f = H1f and using the chain rule and the definition of B̃1, we have

∇Bǫ
(f(x1)) = Bǫ · (∇H1f)(x1) + ǫ∇Bǫ

vǫ · (∇H1f)(x1)

= (∇B1f)(x1) + ((B̃1 −B1) · ∇H1f)(x1).

Since B̃1 = B1 +OHk(Ω1)(ǫ) and B̃1 = B1 +OHk−1(Ω1)(ǫ
2) we may therefore use Sobolev product estimates

and elliptic regularity to obtain the bound

‖((B̃1 −B1) · ∇H1f)(x1)‖Hs(Γǫ) .M ǫ2‖f‖Hs+1(Γ1) + ǫ‖f‖Hs(Γ1),

as desired. �

Using Lemma 6.29, the second bound in (6.73) and the regularization bound for ∇2
Bǫ
vǫ from Proposi-

tion 6.24, we obtain ‖B̃1‖Hk(Ω1) .M 1. Moreover, thanks to (6.72) (and again the bound for ∇2
Bǫ
vǫ), we

have

‖∇ · B1‖Hk−1(Ω1) .M ǫ, ‖∇ · B1‖Hk−2(Ω1) .M ǫ2.

Combining the above with the commutator identities in Appendix A.5, the bound ‖Bǫ‖
H

k+1
2 (Ωǫ)

.M ǫ−
3
4

and the estimates from Appendix A, we see that

‖∇∆−1(∇ · B1)‖Hk(Ω1) .M ǫ, ‖∇∆−1(∇ · B1)‖Hk−1(Ω1) .M ǫ2.

Using the div-curl estimate in Proposition A.25, the regularization bounds for Γ1 and product rule we also

have

‖∇B1∇H1N
−1
1 (∇n∆

−1(∇ · B̃1))‖
H

k− 1
2 (Ω1)

.M ǫ+ ‖∇B1∇H1N
−1
1 (∇n∆

−1(∇ · B̃1)) · n1‖Hk−1(Γ1)

.M ǫ+ ‖∇B1(∇n∆
−1(∇ · B̃1))‖Hk−1(Γ1)

.M ǫ.

Combining everything above finally yields the bounds

‖B1 − B̃1‖Hk(Ω1) .M ǫ, ‖B1‖Hk(Ω1) .M 1.

Next, we estimate the error between v1 and ṽ1. We compute from the equation for ṽ1,

(∇ · ṽ1)(x1) = ∇ · (ṽ1(x1))− ǫ∇vǫ · (∇v1)(x1)

= ǫ2∇vǫ · ∇vǫ · (∇v1)(x1)− ǫ∂i(v1,j(x1)− vǫ,j)∂jvǫ,i − ǫ∂iBǫ,j∂jBǫ,i + ǫ∂iB̃ǫ,j∂jB̃ǫ,i.

From the estimates in Appendix A and the regularization bounds for B̃ǫ, vǫ and Γǫ (this last bound is

required to estimate the pressure), we have ‖ṽ1‖Hk(Ω1) .M 1 and ‖ṽ1‖
H

k+1
2 (Ω1)

.M ǫ−
3
4 . Arguing as in the

estimate for B̃1 and using that B̃ǫ = Bǫ +OHk−5(Ωǫ)(ǫ
2), we have

‖∇ · ṽ1‖Hk−1(Ω1) .M ǫ, ‖∇ · ṽ1‖Hk−5(Ω1) .M ǫ2

and

‖v1 − ṽ1‖Hk(Ω1) .M ǫ, ‖v1 − ṽ1‖Hk−4(Ω1) .M ǫ2.
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Combining everything above, we have established property (i) in Proposition 6.26 and also the approximate

equation

(6.74) W±
1 (x1) =Wǫ − ǫ(∓∇Bǫ

W̃±
ǫ +∇Pǫ) +OHk(Ωǫ)(ǫ)

in Hk by adding and subtracting the equations for ṽ1 and B̃1.

Remark 6.30. We once again emphasize that the latter term on the right-hand side of the approximate

equation (6.74) involves the “uncorrected” variable W̃±
ǫ whereas the first term involves the corrected variable

W±
ǫ . As mentioned before, this choice is made to ensure that we can estimate any quadratic errors appearing

in the analysis below. It will turn out that Wǫ and ∇Bǫ
W̃ǫ exhibit a strong enough almost orthogonal

structure, which will let us also handle “first-order” error terms in the requisite energy monotonicity bound.

Now, we verify property (iii) in Proposition 6.26, which is the bootstrap bound

‖ω±
1 ‖Hk(Ω1) ≤ ǫ−

3
2K(M)(1 + C(M)ǫ).

We can work with the equation for W̃±
1 because ∇× W̃±

1 = ∇×W1. Using the definition of ṽ1 and B̃1, we

obtain the relation

W̃±
1 (x1) =W±

ǫ ± ǫ∇Bǫ
W̃±

ǫ − ǫ∇Pǫ.

Before estimating ω̃±
1 , by using the above equation and Proposition 6.24, we record the estimate

‖W̃±
1 ‖Hk+1(Ω1) .M ǫ−

3
2 .

Consequently,

ω±
1 (x1) = ω±

ǫ ± ǫ∇Bǫ
ω±
ǫ +OHk(Ωǫ)(ǫ

− 1
2 ),

which thanks to property (iii) in Proposition 6.21 and a change of variables yields

‖ω±
1 ‖Hk(Ω1) ≤ ǫ−

3
2K(M)(1 + C(M)ǫ),

as desired. This establishes property (iii).

Next, we work towards establishing the energy monotonicity bound (ii). The main step is to relate the

good variables associated to the iterate W1 and Γ1 to the good variables associated to Wǫ and Γǫ at the

regularity level of the energy. Here, we define the “uncorrected” good variables G̃±
ǫ by

G̃ǫ

±
:= ∇nW̃

±
ǫ · ∇Pǫ −∇n∆

−1(∆W̃±
ǫ · ∇Pǫ + 2∇W̃±

ǫ · ∇2Pǫ).

We have the following lemma.

Lemma 6.31 (Relations between the good variables). The following relations hold:

(i) (Relation for ω1).

ω±
1 (x1)− ω±

ǫ ± ǫ∇Bǫ
ω±
ǫ = OHk−1(Ωǫ)(ǫ).

(ii) (Relation for ∇B1ω1).

(∇B1ω
±
1 )(x1)−∇Bǫ

ω±
ǫ ±∇2

Bǫ
ω±
ǫ = O

H
k− 3

2 (Ωǫ)
(ǫ).

(iii) (Relation for a1).

a1(x1)− aǫ − ǫDtaǫ = OHk−1(Γǫ)(ǫ).
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(iv) (Relation for ∇B1a1). There exists F with ‖F‖Hk−1(Γǫ) .M ǫ and ‖∇Bǫ
(F−ǫDtaǫ)‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
.M ǫ

1
2

such that

(∇B1a1)(x1)−∇Bǫ
aǫ − ǫ∇Bǫ

Dtaǫ +∇Bǫ
F = O

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
(ǫ).

(v) (Relation for G±
1 ).

G±
1 (x1)− G±

ǫ + ǫaǫNǫaǫ = ±ǫ∇Bǫ
G̃±
ǫ +O

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
(ǫ).

(vi) (Relation for ∇Bǫ
G±
1 ).

(∇B1G
±
1 )(x1)−∇Bǫ

G±
ǫ + ǫaǫNǫ∇Bǫ

aǫ = ±ǫ∇2
Bǫ

G̃±
ǫ +OHk−2(Γǫ)(ǫ).

The error term F (which is a technical artifact of the definition of our iteration) should be thought of as

playing a similar role to the error term D±a− G± in Section 5.4.4.

Proof. The relation for ω±
1 follows immediately from (6.74) by taking the curl of the equation and using

that ∇× W̃±
ǫ = ∇×W±

ǫ . The relation for ∇B1ω
±
1 follows by taking curl of (6.74), applying ∇Bǫ

, and using

(6.29) together with the bound ‖W1‖
H

k+1
2 (Ω1)

.M ǫ−1.

To obtain the estimates (iii) and (iv) we will need to find a suitable relation between the pressures P1 and

Pǫ. For this, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 6.32. There exists a function Rǫ such that

P1(x1)− Pǫ − ǫDtPǫ +∆−1Rǫ = O
H

k+1
2 (Ωǫ)

(ǫ)

where

‖Rǫ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωǫ)

.M ǫ, ‖∇Bǫ
(∆−1Rǫ − ǫDtPǫ)‖Hk(Ωǫ) .M ǫ

1
2 .

The above lemma will ultimately tell us that Rǫ plays a perturbative role in establishing identity (iii) in

Lemma 6.31 but will contribute to the definition of the non-perturbative term F when establishing identity

(iv).

Proof. From the Laplace equation for P1, the dynamic boundary condition, tangency of B1 and the regularity

bounds for Γ1 and W±
1 , we have the preliminary bounds ‖P1‖

H
k+1

2 (Ω1)
.M 1, ‖∇B1P1‖Hk(Ω1) .M 1 and

‖P1‖Hk+1(Ω1) .M ǫ−
3
4 . Moreover, using that P1(x1)−Pǫ = 0 on Γǫ, it is easy to see by expanding ∆(P1(x1)−

Pǫ) that we have (for instance) the preliminary bound ‖P1(x1)− Pǫ‖Hk−2(Ωǫ) .M ǫ. Now, we expand

∆(P1(x1)− Pǫ) = (∆P1)(x1)−∆Pǫ + ǫ∆vǫ · (∇P1)(x1) + 2ǫ∇vǫ · (∇
2P1)(x1) + ǫ2∇vǫ · ∇vǫ · (∇

2P1)(x1).

We obtain from this and the bounds ‖vǫ‖
H

k+1
2 (Ωǫ)

.M ǫ−
3
4 and ‖∇Bǫ

vǫ‖Hk(Ωǫ) .M ǫ−
1
2 (which follow from

Proposition 6.24) that

∆(P1(x1)− Pǫ) = (∆P1)(x1)−∆Pǫ + ǫ∆vǫ · ∇Pǫ + 2ǫ∇vǫ · ∇
2Pǫ +O

H
k− 3

2 (Ωǫ)
(ǫ).

We expand

(∆P1)(x1)−∆Pǫ = ∂iW
+
ǫ,j∂jW

−
ǫ,i − (∂iW

+
1,j∂jW

−
1,i)(x1)

= ∂i(W
+
ǫ,j −W+

1,j(x1))∂jW
−
ǫ,i + ∂iW

+
ǫ,j∂j(W

−
ǫ,i −W−

1,i(x1)) +O
H

k− 3
2 (Ωǫ)

(ǫ)

= 2ǫ∇2Pǫ · ∇vǫ − ǫ∇∇Bǫ
W̃+

ǫ · ∇W−
ǫ + ǫ∇W+

ǫ · ∇∇Bǫ
W̃−

ǫ +O
H

k− 3
2 (Ωǫ)

(ǫ).

From the Laplace equation for DtPǫ, we see that

P1(x1)− Pǫ − ǫDtPǫ +∆−1Rǫ = O
H

k+1
2 (Ωǫ)

(ǫ)
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where

Rǫ := −ǫ∇∇Bǫ
B̃ir

ǫ · ∇W−
ǫ + ǫ∇W+

ǫ · ∇∇Bǫ
B̃ir

ǫ .

As a consequence of the identity B̃ir
ǫ = B̃ǫ −Bǫ, we find that ‖∇Bǫ

B̃ir
ǫ ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ωǫ)
.M 1. Therefore, we have

‖Rǫ‖
H

k− 3
2 (Ωǫ)

.M ǫ.

Moreover, by definition of Rǫ and from the expansions above, it is easy to verify that

‖∇Bǫ
(∆−1Rǫ − ǫDtPǫ)‖Hk(Ωǫ) .M ǫ

1
2 ,

which completes the proof of the lemma. �

Returning now to the proof of properties (iii) and (iv) in Lemma 6.31, we use the above lemma to obtain

(∇P1)(x1) = ∇Pǫ + ǫ∇DtPǫ − ǫ∇vǫ · (∇P1)(x1)−∇∆−1Rǫ +O
H

k− 1
2 (Ωǫ)

(ǫ)

= ∇Pǫ + ǫDt∇Pǫ −∇∆−1Rǫ +O
H

k− 1
2 (Ωǫ)

(ǫ).

From this we see that

a1(x1) = aǫ + ǫDtaǫ +∇n∆
−1Rǫ − (nΓ1(x1)− nΓǫ

) · (∇P1)(x1) +OHk−1(Γǫ)(ǫ)

= aǫ + ǫDtaǫ +∇n∆
−1Rǫ +OHk−1(Γǫ)(ǫ),

where in the last line we used

(nΓ1(x1)−nΓǫ
) · (∇P1)(x1) = −a1(x1)(nΓ1(x1)−nΓǫ

) ·nΓ1(x1) = −a1(x1)
1

2
|nΓ1(x1)−nΓǫ

|2 = OHk−1(Γǫ)(ǫ).

From the bounds for Rǫ, relation (iii) immediately follows. To conclude the proof of relation (iv), we define

F := −∇n∆
−1Rǫ and apply Lemma 6.29.

Next, we prove the relation for G±
1 . We recall that

G± = ∇nW
± · ∇P −∇n∆

−1(∆W± · ∇P + 2∇W± · ∇2P ) = −nΓ · A± = −nΓ · (−∇W± · ∇P +∇B±).

We see that

A±
1 (x1)−A±

ǫ = −((∇W±
1 · ∇P1)(x1)−∇W±

ǫ · ∇Pǫ) + ((∇B±
1 )(x1)−∇B±

ǫ )

= −((∇W±
1 )(x1)−∇W±

ǫ ) · ∇Pǫ + ((∇B±
1 )(x1)−∇B±

ǫ ) +OHk−1(Ωǫ)(ǫ).
(6.75)

To control the second term on the right-hand side above, we write out the Laplace equation for B±
1 (x1) and

use Lemma 6.29 together with the relevant elliptic estimates in Appendix A to obtain

∆(B±
1 (x1)) = (∆B±

1 )(x1) + ǫ∆W±
ǫ · (∇B±

1 )(x1) + 2ǫ∇W±
ǫ · (∇2B±

1 )(x1) +OHk−2(Ωǫ)(ǫ)

= (∆B±
1 )(x1) +OHk−2(Ωǫ)(ǫ).

From the equation for W±
1 , the Laplace equation for Pǫ and the chain rule, we then observe the relation

(∆W±
1 )(x1) = ∆(W±

1 (x1)) +OHk−2(Ωǫ)(ǫ)

= ∆W±
ǫ − ǫ∇∆Pǫ ± ǫ∆(∇Bǫ

W̃±
ǫ ) +OHk−2(Ωǫ)(ǫ)

= ∆W±
ǫ ± ǫ∇Bǫ

∆W̃±
ǫ +OHk−2(Ωǫ)(ǫ).

Defining

B̃±
ǫ := ∆−1(∆W̃±

ǫ · ∇Pǫ + 2∇W̃±
ǫ · ∇2Pǫ)
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and using Lemma 5.12, we obtain the identity

(∆B±
1 )(x1) = ∆B±

ǫ + (∆W±
1 · ∇P1)(x1)−∆W±

ǫ · ∇Pǫ + 2(∇W±
1 · ∇2P1)(x1)− 2(∇W±

ǫ · ∇2Pǫ)

= ∆(B±
ǫ ∓ ǫ∇Bǫ

B̃±
ǫ ) + 2

(
∇W±

ǫ · ((∇2P1)(x1)−∇2Pǫ)
)
+OHk−2(Ωǫ)(ǫ)

= ∆(B±
ǫ ∓ ǫ∇Bǫ

B̃±
ǫ ) +OHk−2(Ωǫ)(ǫ),

where in the last line, we used the relation ǫDtPǫ −∆−1Rǫ = OHk(Ωǫ)(ǫ). Combining the above with (6.75)

we obtain, by elliptic regularity,

A±
1 (x1)−A±

ǫ ∓ ǫ∇Bǫ
∇B̃±

ǫ = ((∇W±
1 )(x1)−∇W±

ǫ ) · ∇Pǫ +OHk−1(Ωǫ)(ǫ).

Then, since

(A±
1 )(x1) · (nΓ1(x1)− nΓǫ

) = O
H

k− 3
2 (Γǫ)

(ǫ),

it follows that

G±
1 (x1)− G±

ǫ ∓ ǫ∇Bǫ
(∇nB̃

±
ǫ ) = −aǫ∇n(W

±
1 (x1)−W±

ǫ ) · nΓǫ
+O

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
(ǫ)

= ǫaǫ∇n∇Pǫ · nΓǫ
∓ ǫ∇n∇Bǫ

W̃±
ǫ · ∇Pǫ +O

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
(ǫ)

= ǫaǫNǫ∇Pǫ · nΓǫ
∓ ǫ∇Bǫ

(∇nW̃
±
ǫ · ∇Pǫ) +O

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
(ǫ),

where above we used the bounds ‖∇2
Bǫ
Pǫ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Ωǫ)
+ ‖∇2

Bǫ
nΓǫ

‖Hk−2(Γǫ) .M 1. This gives

G±
1 (x1)− G±

ǫ ∓ ǫ∇Bǫ
G̃±
ǫ = ǫaǫNǫ∇Pǫ · nΓǫ

+O
H

k− 3
2 (Γǫ)

(ǫ).

Finally, noting that NǫnΓǫ
· nΓǫ

is lower order, we have, thanks to the Leibniz rule for Nǫ,

ǫaǫNǫ∇Pǫ · nΓǫ
= −ǫaǫNǫ(nΓǫ

aǫ) · nΓǫ
= −ǫaǫNǫaǫ +O

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
(ǫ).

Therefore, the desired relation (v) for G± holds. Relation (vi) follows from (v) and Lemma 6.29 as well as

the Leibniz rule for Nǫ. �

Energy monotonicity. To finish the proof of Proposition 6.26, it remains to establish energy mono-

tonicity. The following lemma will allow us to more easily work with the relations in Lemma 6.31.

Lemma 6.33. Define the “pulled-back” energy Ek
∗ (v1, B1,Γ1) :=

∑
α∈{+,−}E

k
∗,±,1 + Ek

∗,±,2 + Ek
∗,±,3 by

Ek
∗,±,1 = 1 + ‖ω±

1 (x1)‖
2
Hk−1(Ωǫ)

+ ‖(∇B1ω
±
1 )(x1)‖

2

H
k− 3

2 (Ωǫ)
+ ‖W±

1 (x1)‖
2
L2(Ωǫ)

and

Ek
∗,±,2 = ‖a

1
2
1 (x1)N

k−1
ǫ (a1(x1))‖

2
L2(Γǫ)

+ ‖∇HǫN
k−2
ǫ (G±

1 (x1))‖
2
L2(Ωǫ)

and

Ek
∗,±,3 = ‖∇HǫN

k−2
ǫ ((∇B1a1)(x1))‖

2
L2(Ωǫ)

+ ‖a
− 1

2
1 (x1)N

k−2
ǫ (∇B1G

±
1 )(x1)‖

2
L2(Γǫ)

.

Then we have the relation

Ek(v1, B1,Γ1) ≤ Ek
∗ (v1, B1,Γ1) + C(M)ǫ.

Before proving the above lemma, we show how it implies the desired energy monotonicity bound. In light

of Lemma 6.33, it suffices to establish the bound

Ek
∗ (v1, B1,Γ1) ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)Ek(v0, B0,Γ0) + C(M)ǫ.

From the definition of W1 and parts (iii)-(iv) of Proposition 6.21, we easily obtain

Ek
∗,±,1 ≤ (1 + C(M)ǫ)Ek

±,1(v0, B0,Γ0) + C(M)ǫ.
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Next, we turn to the surface components of the energy. We need the following lemma to exploit the approx-

imate orthogonality between G±
ǫ and ∇Bǫ

G̃±
ǫ .

Lemma 6.34. There holds∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

α∈{+,−}

〈N k− 3
2Gα

ǫ ,N
k− 3

2∇Bǫ
G̃α
ǫ 〉L2(Γǫ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

α∈{+,−}

〈N k−2∇Bǫ
Gα
ǫ ,N

k−2∇2
Bǫ

G̃α
ǫ 〉L2(Γǫ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
.M 1.

Proof. First, we observe that (up to simply changing W±
ǫ to W̃±

ǫ in the proof) Lemma 6.22 gives us the

bound

‖∇Bǫ
(G̃±

ǫ −N W̃±
ǫ · ∇Pǫ)‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
.M 1.

Moreover, by definition of G̃±
ǫ and the fact that ∆W±

ǫ = ∆W̃±
ǫ , we have

G̃±
ǫ − G±

ǫ = ±∇nB̃
ir
ǫ · ∇Pǫ +O

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
(ǫ

1
2 ) = ±NǫB̃

ir
ǫ · ∇Pǫ +O

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
(ǫ

1
2 )

and also from Proposition 6.24 and Lemma 5.12 we can verify (where importantly we note that this bound

only holds for G̃α
ǫ and not Gα

ǫ )

‖∇Bǫ
G̃α
ǫ ‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
.M ǫ−

1
2 .

From the above three estimates and the identity W̃+
ǫ − W̃−

ǫ = 2B̃ǫ, it suffices to establish the bounds

Kj
ǫ :=

∣∣∣〈N k− j+3
2 ∇j+1

Bǫ
(NǫB̃ǫ · ∇Pǫ),N

k− j+3
2 ∇j

Bǫ
(NǫB̃

ir
ǫ · ∇Pǫ)〉L2(Γǫ)

∣∣∣ .M 1, j ∈ {0, 1}.

The key observation is that the two terms in the inner product above should be almost orthogonal. This is

because, morally speaking, we should expect an approximation like

NǫB̃ǫ · ∇Pǫ ≈ NǫB̃
ir
ǫ · ∇Pǫ.

Due to the limited regularity of the free surface, this is not quite true (in the relevant norms). However, it

turns out that we can still exhibit a strong enough cancellation by relying more heavily on the precise form

of B̃ǫ. To see this, we begin as in the proof of Proposition 6.21 by introducing the notation (here Bh
ǫ and

Bl appear in place of vhǫ and vl and B refers to the state one achieves after step 2 but before step 3)

Ql
j := N∇j

Bl
ǫ
Bl · ∇Pǫ, Qh

j := N∇j
Bǫ
Bh

ǫ · ∇Pǫ, 0 ≤ j ≤ 5.

Using the definition of B̃ǫ and the bound ‖∇∆−1∇ · B̃ǫ‖Hk(Ωǫ) .M ǫ
1
2 (see Remark 6.23), we have

B̃ir
ǫ · nǫ = −ǫ2∇4

Bǫ
Bh

ǫ · nǫ +O
H

k− 1
2 (Γǫ)

(ǫ
1
2 ).

Consequently, for j = 0, 1, we may write

∇j
Bǫ

Nǫ(B̃
ir
ǫ · ∇Pǫ) = −ǫ2Qh

4+j +O
H

k−
3+j
2 (Γǫ)

(ǫ
1
2 ).

We then observe that

∇j+1
Bǫ

(NǫB̃ǫ · ∇Pǫ) = (Nǫ∇
j+1
Bǫ

B̃ǫ · ∇Pǫ) +O
H

k−
3+j
2 (Γǫ)

(1) = Ql
1+j +Qh

1+j +O
H

k−
3+j
2 (Γǫ)

(1).

From the above, we conclude that

Kj
ǫ .M 1 + ǫ2

∣∣∣〈N k− j+3
2 Ql

j+1,N
k− j+3

2 Qh
4+j〉

∣∣∣+ ǫ2
∣∣∣〈N k− j+3

2 Qh
j+1,N

k− j+3
2 Qh

4+j〉
∣∣∣ .

Arguing similarly to the proof of property (v) in Proposition 6.21 (though the proof here is quite a bit sim-

pler), we obtain the desired almost orthogonality type bound for Kj
ǫ . We omit the details of this verification

since they are straightforward modifications of the aforementioned argument. �



94 MIHAELA IFRIM, BEN PINEAU, DANIEL TATARU, AND MITCHELL A. TAYLOR

We now return to establishing the energy monotonicity for the surface components of the energy. Using

the definition of G̃±
ǫ , the identity

Dtaǫ = Nvǫ · ∇Pǫ +OHk−1(Γǫ)(1)

and the regularization bounds in Proposition 6.24, we deduce the regularization bounds

(6.76) ‖∇Bǫ
G̃±
ǫ ‖

H
k− 3

2 (Γǫ)
.M ǫ−

1
2 , ‖Dtaǫ‖Hk−1(Γǫ) .M ǫ−

1
2 , ‖aǫ‖

H
k− 1

2 (Γǫ)
.M ǫ−

1
2 .

Such bounds are essential for estimating quadratic error terms when comparing Ek
∗,2(v1, B1,Γ1) with the

energy Ek
2 (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) := Ek

+,2(vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) + Ek
−,2(vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ). Indeed, by combining (6.76) with Lemma 6.31

and Lemma 6.34, we have

Ek
∗,2(v1, B1,Γ1) ≤ Ek

2 (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) +
∑

α∈{+,−}

ǫ

∫

Γǫ

aǫN
k−1
ǫ aǫN

k−1Dα
t aǫdS

−
∑

α∈{+,−}

ǫ

∫

Γǫ

aǫN
k− 3

2Gα
ǫ aN

k− 1
2 aǫdS + C(M)ǫ.

To estimate the second and third term above, we will simply carry out a discrete version of the corresponding

energy estimate in Section 5. By self-adjointness of Nǫ and the commutator estimate for [N
1
2 , aǫ] from

Proposition 6.43, we see that

Ek
∗,2(v1, B1,Γ1) ≤ Ek

2 (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) + C(M)ǫ +
∑

α{+,−}

C(M)ǫ‖Gα
ǫ −Dα

t aǫ‖Hk−1(Γǫ)

≤ Ek
2 (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) + C(M)ǫ.

It remains to prove the energy monotonicity bound for Ek
∗,3. Before proceeding, we must first collect the

analogues of (6.76) which will aid us in controlling the resulting quadratic error terms. We observe that

thanks to Lemma 6.31, Proposition 6.24 and the definition of G̃±
ǫ , we have

‖∇2
Bǫ

G̃±
ǫ ‖Hk−2(Γǫ) .M ǫ−

1
2 , ‖∇Bǫ

(ǫ−1F −Dtaǫ)‖
H

k− 3
2 (Γǫ)

.M ǫ−
1
2 .

Moreover, arguing as in the proof of Proposition 6.16 and using the irrotational regularization bound ‖NǫBǫ ·

nǫ‖Hk−1(Γǫ) .M ǫ−
1
2 from Proposition 6.24, we conclude that

‖∇Bǫ
aǫ‖Hk−1(Γǫ) .M ǫ−

1
2 .

Therefore, arguing as in the above bound for Ek
∗,2, we see that

Ek
∗,3(v1, B1,Γ1) ≤ Ek

3 (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) +
∑

α∈{+,−}

ǫ

∫

Γǫ

N k− 3
2∇Bǫ

aǫN
k− 3

2∇Bǫ
(Dα

t aǫ − Gα
ǫ − ǫ−1F )dS + C(M)ǫ.

By using the identity

〈N
1
2
ǫ f,N

1
2
ǫ f〉L2(Γǫ) = 〈∇Hǫf,∇Hǫf〉L2(Ωǫ)

and commuting ∇Bǫ
with ∇HǫN k−2

ǫ and integrating by parts as in Section 5.4.4, we have

ǫ

∫

Γǫ

N k− 3
2∇Bǫ

aǫN
k− 3

2∇Bǫ
(Dα

t aǫ−Gα
ǫ − ǫ−1F )dS

≤ C(M)ǫ+ ǫ

∫

Γǫ

N k−2∇2
Bǫ
aǫN

k−1(Dα
t aǫ − Gα

ǫ − ǫ−1F )dS.

By Cauchy-Schwarz and Lemma 5.12, we obtain

ǫ

∫

Γǫ

N k− 3
2∇Bǫ

aǫN
k− 3

2∇Bǫ
(Dα

t aǫ − Gα
ǫ − ǫ−1F )dS ≤ C(M)ǫ.
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This establishes the energy monotonicity bound. It finally now remains to establish Lemma 6.33.

Proof of Lemma 6.33. By a simple change of variables, it is clear that

Ek
±,1(v1, B1,Γ1) ≤ Ek

∗,±,1(v1, B1,Γ1) + C(M)ǫ.

The main difficulty is in dealing with the surface components of the energy. For this, we need the following

proposition which was proved in [18].

Proposition 6.35. Let − 1
2 ≤ s ≤ k − 2 and let f ∈ Hs+1(Γ1). Then we have the following bound on Γǫ:

‖(N1f)(x1)−Nǫ(f(x1))‖Hs(Γǫ) .M ǫ‖f‖Hs+1(Γ1).

Returning to the proof of Lemma 6.33, we note that

‖(N k−1
1 a1)(x1)−N k−1

ǫ (a1(x1))‖L2(Γǫ) . ‖Nǫ(N
k−2
1 a1)(x1)−N k−1

ǫ (a1(x1))‖L2(Γǫ)

+ ‖Nǫ(N
k−2
1 a1)(x1)− (N k−1

1 a1)(x1)‖L2(Γǫ).

Applying Proposition 6.35 to the term in the second line and using the H1 → L2 bound for N , we have

‖(N k−1
1 a1)(x1)−N k−1

ǫ (a1(x1))‖L2(Γǫ) .M ‖(N k−2
1 a1)(x1)−N k−2

ǫ (a1(x1))‖H1(Γǫ) +OM (ǫ).

Iterating this procedure and applying Proposition 6.35 k − 2 times, we see that

‖(N k−1
1 a1)(x1)−N k−1

ǫ (a1(x1))‖L2(Γǫ) .M ǫ.

It follows from the above and a change of variables that we have

‖a
1
2
1 N

k−1
1 a1‖

2
L2(Γ1)

≤ ‖a
1
2
1 (x1)N

k−1
ǫ (a1(x1))‖

2
L2(Γǫ)

+OM (ǫ).

A similar argument can be used to show that

‖a
− 1

2
1 (x1)(N

k−2
1 ∇B1G

±
1 )(x1)− a

− 1
2

ǫ N k−2
ǫ ∇Bǫ

G±
ǫ ‖L2(Γǫ) .M ǫ.

To conclude the proof of Lemma 6.33, we also need to show that

‖∇H1N
k−2
1 G±

1 ‖2L2(Ω1)
≤ ‖∇HǫN

k−2
ǫ (G±

1 (x1))‖
2
L2(Ωǫ)

+OM (ǫ).

From a change of variables, we see that

‖∇H1(N
k−2
1 G±

1 )‖2L2(Ω1)
− ‖∇HǫN

k−2
ǫ (G±

1 (x1))‖
2
L2(Ωǫ)

.M J +OM (ǫ),

where

J := ‖(∇H1N
k−2
1 G±

1 )(x1)−∇HǫN
k−2
ǫ (G±

1 (x1))‖L2(Ωǫ).

By elliptic regularity, it is easy to verify the bound

J .M ‖(N k−2
1 G±

1 )(x1)−N k−2
ǫ (G±

1 (x1))‖
H

1
2 (Γǫ)

+OM (ǫ).

From here, we use Proposition 6.35 similarly to the other surface term in the energy to estimate

‖(N k−2
1 (G±

1 ))(x1)−N k−2
ǫ (G±

1 (x1))‖
H

1
2 (Γǫ)

.M ǫ.

A similar argument can be used to deal with the remaining energy component. This completes the proof of

Proposition 6.26, and, therefore, the proof of Theorem 6.1. �
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6.7. Convergence of the iteration scheme. We are now ready to use Theorem 6.1 to prove the existence

of regular solutions.

Theorem 6.36. Let k be a sufficiently large integer and let M > 0. There exists a time T = T (M) such that

for all initial data (v0, B0,Γ0) ∈ Hk satisfying ‖(v0, B0,Γ0)‖Hk ≤M there exists a unique solution (v,B,Γ)

to the free boundary MHD equations on the time interval [0, T ] with the given initial data and the following

regularity properties:

(v,B,Γ) ∈ L∞([0, T ];Hk) ∩ C([0, T ];Hk−1)

with the uniform bound

‖(v,B,Γ)(t)‖Hk .M 1, t ∈ [0, T ].

Remark 6.37. Note that the uniqueness of the solution in Theorem 6.36 is an immediate consequence of

Theorem 4.3. The continuity of the solution in the Hk topology will be established in Section 7.

Proof. Given initial data (v0, B0,Γ0) ∈ Hk with Γ0 ∈ Λ∗ := Λ(Γ∗, ǫ0, δ), for each small time step ǫ we

will construct a discrete approximate solution (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) which is defined at times t = 0, ǫ, 2ǫ, . . . , jǫ with

j ≈M ǫ−1. We will proceed as follows:

(i) We construct an initialization (vǫ(0), Bǫ(0),Γǫ(0)) by using Proposition A.37.

(ii) We define the approximate solutions (vǫ(jǫ), Bǫ(jǫ),Γǫ(jǫ)) by applying the iteration step in Theo-

rem 6.1 inductively.

We will rely on the energy monotonicity relation and the coercivity property in Theorem 5.1 to control the

growth of the Hk norms of (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ). At time t = 0, we may use the energy coercivity property to bound

Ek(vǫ(0), Bǫ(0),Γǫ(0)) ≤ C1(M).

We then iterate for as long as

(6.77)
Ek(vǫ(jǫ), Bǫ(jǫ),Γǫ(jǫ)) ≤ 2C1(M),

Γǫ(jǫ) ∈ 2Λ∗ := Λ(Γ∗, ǫ0, 2δ).

Under the above conditions, we may invoke the energy coercivity inequality in the opposite direction to

conclude that

‖(vǫ(jǫ), Bǫ(jǫ),Γǫ(jǫ))‖Hk ≤ C2(M).

By the energy monotonicity bound (6.3) we have

Ek(vǫ(jǫ), Bǫ(jǫ),Γǫ(jǫ)) ≤ (1 + C(C2(M))ǫ)jC1(M) ≤ eC(C2(M))ǫjC1(M).

Hence, the cutoff in the first inequality in (6.77) cannot be reached until at least time

t = ǫj < T (M) := (C(C2(M)))−1,

which is a bound independent of ǫ. For the second requirement in (6.77) we note that (6.4) ensures that at

each time step the boundary moves by at most O(ǫ). Hence, by step j, it moves by at most O(jǫ), which

leads to a similar constraint on the number of iterations. Using (6.5) and similar reasoning, it is easy to see

that the bounds on the vorticity do not significantly deteriorate on the above time-scale. In other words, we

retain the bound

‖ω±
ǫ (jǫ)‖Hk .M ǫ−

3
2 , jǫ < T.
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Therefore, the discrete approximate solutions (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ) are all defined up to the time T (M) above and

maintain the uniform bound

‖(vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ)‖Hk .M 1 in [0, T ],

with Γǫ ∈ 2Λ∗. Since k is large, we may apply Sobolev embeddings to conclude the uniform bounds

(6.78) ‖vǫ‖C3 + ‖Bǫ‖C3 + ‖ηǫ‖C3 .M 1 in [0, T ],

where we use ηǫ := ηΓǫ
to denote the defining function for Γǫ ∈ 2Λ∗.

The other information that we have about (vǫ, Bǫ) is (6.4), which we wish to iterate over multiple time

steps. We first note that (6.4) implies that

|(vǫ, Bǫ)(t, x)− (vǫ, Bǫ)(s, y)|+ |∇(vǫ, Bǫ)(t, x)−∇(vǫ, Bǫ)(s, y)| .M |t− s|+ |x− y|, t− s = ǫ.

Iterating this, we see that

(6.79) |(vǫ, Bǫ)(t, x)−(vǫ, Bǫ)(s, y)|+|∇(vǫ, Bǫ)(t, x)−∇(vǫ, Bǫ)(s, y)| .M |t−s|+|x−y|, t, s ∈ ǫN∩[0, T ].

Using similar reasoning, the last equation in (6.4) tells us that

(6.80) ‖ηǫ(t)− ηǫ(s)‖C1 .M |t− s|, t, s ∈ ǫN ∩ [0, T ].

As a consequence of Lemma 6.31 and the elliptic estimate ‖DtPǫ‖Hk .M 1 at each time, we may also bound

the pressure difference by

(6.81) |∇Pǫ(t, x)−∇Pǫ(s, y)| .M |t− s|+ |x− y|, t, s ∈ ǫN ∩ [0, T ].

We now return to (6.4), making use of the last three Lipschitz bounds in time to reiterate and obtain second

order information. A direct iteration using the bounds (6.79) and (6.81) to compare the expressions on the

right at different times in the uniform norm yields

(6.82) vǫ(t) = vǫ(s)− (t− s)(vǫ(s) · ∇vǫ(s)−Bǫ(s) · ∇Bǫ(s) +∇Pǫ(s)) +O((t− s)2), t, s ∈ ǫN ∩ [0, T ]

and

Bǫ(t) = Bǫ(s)− (t− s) (vǫ(s) · ∇Bǫ(s)−Bǫ(s) · ∇vǫ(s)) +O((t − s)2), t, s ∈ ǫN ∩ [0, T ].

The same strategy applied to the last component of (6.4) gives the relation

(6.83) Ωǫ(t) = (I + (t− s)vǫ(s))Ωǫ(s) +O((t− s)2), t, s ∈ ǫN ∩ [0, T ].

Having established the above properties of our approximate solutions (vǫ, Bǫ,Γǫ), we now aim to pass to the

limit on a subsequence as ǫ→ 0 to obtain the desired solution (v,B,Γ). For convenience, we will let ǫ be of

the form ǫ = 2−m and send m→ ∞. This ensures that the time domains of the corresponding approximate

solutions (vm, Bm) are nested.

Utilizing the Lipschitz bounds (6.79), (6.80) and (6.81), a careful application of the Arzela-Ascoli theorem

yields uniformly convergent subsequences

(6.84) ηm → η, (vm, Bm) → (v,B), ∇(vm, Bm) → ∇(v,B), ∇Pm → ∇P,

with limits still satisfying the bounds (6.79), (6.80) and (6.81). It remains to show that (v,B,Γ) is a solution

to the free boundary MHD equations, with Γ defined by η and P , where P is the associated pressure.
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We first upgrade the spatial regularity of v, B and η. We observe that for each time t ∈ 2−jN ∩ [0, T ] we

may pass to the limit as m→ ∞ in (6.78) to obtain the uniform bound

‖v‖C3 + ‖B‖C3 + ‖η‖C3 .M 1.

Since v, B and η are all Lipschitz continuous in t, this extends routinely to all t ∈ [0, T ]. Similar arguments

apply to the Hk norm of (v,B,Γ).

To show that (v,B,Γ) solves the free boundary MHD equations, we proceed in several steps:

i) The initial data. The fact that at the initial time we have (v(0), B(0),Γ(0)) = (v0, B0,Γ0) is a direct

consequence of the construction of (vǫ(0), Bǫ(0),Γǫ(0)).

ii) The pressure equation. To check that P is the pressure associated to v, B and Γ we use the uniform

convergence of ∇(vm, Bm), ηm and ∇Pm to pass to the limit in the pressure equation (1.5).

iii) The incompressible MHD equations. We directly use the uniform convergence (6.84) to pass to the

limit in (6.82). This guarantees that v and B are differentiable in time and that the incompressible MHD

equations are verified.

iv) The kinematic boundary condition. We directly use the uniform convergence (6.84) to pass to the limit

in (6.83) and then argue as above to verify the kinematic boundary condition.

v) The boundary condition for B. This follows from the fact that Bm · nm = 0 and passing to the limit.

Lastly, we remark that the C(Hk−1) regularity of (v,B,Γ) follows directly from the incompressible MHD

equations and the kinematic boundary condition. �

6.8. Commutator estimates used in Section 6. Here we collect the various commutator estimates

needed in the previous subsections. Throughout this subsection, k will be some sufficiently large, dimension-

dependent integer, and Γ will be some smooth hypersurface belonging to a suitable collar neighborhood with

reference hypersurface Γ∗ and with uniform Hk bound ‖Γ‖Hk .M 1.

Theorem 6.38 (Theorem A.8 in [28]). For s′ ∈ [2− k, k − 1], we have

‖(−∆Γ)
1
2 −N‖Hs′ (Γ)→Hs′ (Γ) .M 1.

Remark 6.39. We remark that the same bound holds with (1 −∆Γ)
1
2 and 1 +N in place of (−∆Γ)

1
2 and

N , respectively, as the errors are bounded from Hs′ → Hs′ .

We will need the following abstract result to slightly refine the above.

Proposition 6.40 (Proposition A.7 in [28]). Let X be a Hilbert space and let A and B be (possibly un-

bounded) self-adjoint positive operators on X so that A−1B and AB−1 are bounded. Suppose that K :=

A2 −B2 is such that KB−α is bounded for α ∈ [0, 2). Then (A−B)B1−α is bounded as well.

Corollary 6.41. For s′ ∈ [ 12 − k, k − 3
2 ], we have

‖(−∆Γ)
1
4 −N

1
2 ‖

Hs′ (Γ)→H
s′+1

2 (Γ)
.M 1.

Proof. We first observe that (1 − ∆Γ)
1
4 − (1 + N )

1
2 maps Hs′(Γ) → Hs′+ 1

2 (Γ). This follows by taking

A = (1 +N )
1
2 and B = (1 −∆Γ)

1
4 in Proposition 6.40 and applying Remark 6.39. The desired bound then

follows easily since (1 +N )
1
2 −N

1
2 and (1−∆Γ)

1
4 − (−∆Γ)

1
4 also map Hs′ → Hs′+ 1

2 . �
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Lemma 6.42. The following estimates hold:

(i) For s ∈ 1
2N and s ≤ k − 2,

‖(∆Γ∗
(N sf)∗)

∗ −N s(∆Γ∗
f∗)

∗‖L2(Γ) .M ‖f‖Hs+1(Γ).

(ii) For s ≥ 0 and some fixed dimension-dependent s0 ≥ 0, there holds

‖(∆Γ∗
(N 2f)∗)

∗ −N 2(∆Γ∗
f∗)

∗‖Hs(Γ) .M,s0 ‖Γ‖Hs+4‖f‖Hs0(Γ) + ‖f‖Hs+3(Γ).

Proof. We start with (i). It follows from Theorem 6.38 and Corollary 6.41 that

‖(∆Γ∗
(N sf)∗)

∗ −N s(∆Γ∗
f∗)

∗‖L2(Γ) .M ‖(∆Γ∗
((−∆Γ)

s
2 f)∗)

∗ − (−∆Γ)
s
2 (∆Γ∗

f∗)
∗‖L2(Γ) + ‖f‖Hs+1(Γ).

As a preliminary step, we note that

(6.85) ‖(∆Γ∗
(∆Γf)∗)

∗ −∆Γ(∆Γ∗
f∗)

∗‖Hσ(Γ) .M ‖f‖Hσ+3(Γ)

for 1 − k ≤ σ ≤ k − 4. This follows from a computation in collar coordinates (more precisely, the fixed

local coordinates for Γ∗), using the explicit formulas for ∆Γ and ∆Γ∗
. Therefore, if s is even, we are done.

Otherwise, we have reduced matters to proving that

‖(∆Γ∗
((−∆Γ)

α
4 f)∗)

∗ − (−∆Γ)
α
4 (∆Γ∗

f∗)
∗‖L2(Γ) .M ‖f‖

H
α
2

+1(Γ)
, α ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

Using duality, we can rewrite this in the form

〈(∆Γ∗
((−∆Γ)

α
4 f)∗)

∗ − (−∆Γ)
α
4 (∆Γ∗

f∗)
∗), g〉 .M ‖f‖

H
α
2

+1(Γ)
‖g‖L2(Γ), α ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

To avoid the zero mode of ∆Γ which correspond to constants, we remark that the last bound is straightforward

if either f or g are constant, without needing the commutator structure. Hence, from here on we can assume

that both f and g have zero average with respect to the Γ surface measure.

Our strategy will be to reduce our desired bound to (6.85) using the resolvent representation of the

fractional powers,

(−∆Γ)
α
4 = cα

∫ ∞

0

(−∆Γ)(−∆Γ + λ2)−1λ
α
2 −1 dλ, α ∈ (0, 4),

where cα is some constant depending on α. From the formal commutator identity [A−1, B] = −A−1[A,B]A−1,

we obtain

[∆Γ∗
, (−∆Γ)

α
4 ] = cα

∫ ∞

0

(−∆Γ + λ2)−1[∆Γ∗
,∆Γ](−∆Γ + λ2)−1λ

α
2 +1 dλ

where by slight abuse of notation, for a smooth function h on Γ, we interpret [∆Γ∗
,∆Γ]h to mean

[∆Γ∗
,∆Γ]h := (∆Γ∗

(∆Γh)∗)
∗ −∆Γ(∆Γ∗

h∗)
∗.

Given two zero average test functions f, g it then remains to show that
∫ ∞

0

λ
α
2 +1〈[∆Γ∗

,∆Γ](−∆Γ + λ2)−1f, (−∆Γ + λ2)−1g〉 dλ .M ‖g‖L2(Γ)‖f‖H1+α
2 (Γ)

.

Using (6.85) and Cauchy-Schwarz in λ, we reduce this to
∫ ∞

0

λ
α
2 +1‖(−∆Γ + λ2)−1f‖2

H
2+α

4 (Γ)
dλ .M ‖f‖2

H
1+α

2 (Γ)
.

Using powers of −∆Γ this can be rewritten as an L2 to L2 bound, which then follows from the functional

calculus for −∆Γ.
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Now, we prove (ii). From [28, Equation (A.13)] we have the identity

(−∆Γ −N 2)f = κNf + 2∇n∆
−1(∇HnΓ · ∇2Hf)−NnΓ · (NfnΓ +∇⊤f).

Therefore, using the bound ‖κ‖Hs+2(Γ)+‖NnΓ‖Hs+2(Γ) .M ‖Γ‖Hs+4 and the relevant elliptic estimates from

Appendix A, it follows that

‖(∆Γ∗
(N 2f)∗)

∗ −N 2(∆Γ∗
f∗)

∗‖Hs(Γ) .M ‖Γ‖Hs+4‖f‖Hs0(Γ) + ‖(∆Γ∗
(∆Γf)∗)

∗ −∆Γ(∆Γ∗
f∗)

∗‖Hs(Γ).

A computation in collar coordinates then gives the desired estimate. �

We may use the above results to prove a commutator estimate for [N
1
2 , a].

Proposition 6.43. Let 1
2 ≤ s ≤ k−1 with s ∈ 1

2N. Moreover, assume that a ∈ Hk−1(Γ) with ‖a‖Hk−1(Γ) .M

1. There holds

(6.86) ‖[N s, a]‖Hs−1(Γ)→L2(Γ) .M 1.

Proof. If s is an integer, this follows easily from the Leibniz rule in Appendix A.5 and the fact that

‖a‖Hk−1(Γ) .M 1. If s is not an integer, then s = 1
2 + m for some integer 0 ≤ m ≤ k − 2. We then

have

[N s, a] = N
1
2 [Nm, a]f + [N

1
2 , a]Nmf.

Therefore, it suffices to prove (6.86) in the case s = 1
2 . One can prove this by proceeding similarly to above

using duality and the resolvent representation of N
1
2 . We omit the details. �

7. Rough solutions and continuous dependence

We now aim to construct solutions in the state space Hs, s > d
2 +1, as limits of the regular solutions that

we constructed in Section 6. The basic strategy is as follows:

(i) We regularize the initial data on the dyadic scale.

(ii) We establish uniform bounds for the corresponding regularized solutions.

(iii) We deduce convergence of the regularized solutions in a weaker topology.

(iv) We use the difference estimates from Section 4 and the uniform bounds from step (ii) to show that

the regularized solutions converge in the Hs topology.

For problems on Rd, the above procedure is rather standard. However, in our setting it is more subtle as we

must compare functions defined on different domains. In particular, we must carefully employ regularization

operators on Hs which produce states on extended domains.

When compared with our previous article [18], an additional complication arises from the ∇B terms in the

definition of Hs, as we will need to prove convergence in Hs− 1
2 of terms involving regularizations of ∇Bv and

∇BB. Although our difference estimates from Section 4 guarantee closeness of appropriate regularizations

of v and B, the same cannot be said for ∇Bv nor ∇BB. To address this issue, we will prove difference

estimates for these latter variables in a regularized setting.

To keep notation consistent, we will again work with the variables W± := v ± B. We will also use the

notation W := (W+,W−) when convenient.
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7.1. Initial data regularization. Let (W0,Γ0) ∈ Hs be an initial data (with domain Ω0) where Γ0 lies

within some collar neighborhood Λ∗ = Λ(Γ∗, ǫ, δ) with 0 < δ ≪ 1. Our first aim is to regularize the initial

data at each sufficiently large dyadic scale 2j. We begin by fixing a parameter j0 sufficiently large depending

only on Ms(0) := ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs , the lower bound c0 in the Taylor sign condition and Λ∗. For j ≥ j0, we

apply Proposition A.37 to obtain a regularized initial state (W0,j ,Γ0,j) (with domain Ω0,j) which satisfies

the uniform bound

‖(W0,j ,Γ0,j)‖Hs .Ms(0) ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs , j ≥ j0.

By Sobolev embeddings and the condition s > d
2 + 1, the regularized hypersurface Γ0,j in Proposition A.37

satisfies the distance bound

|η0,j − η0| .Ms(0) 2
−( 3

2+δ)j , j ≥ j0,

for some δ > 0. Therefore, for such j, the domains Ω0,j and Ω0 are within distance 2−( 3
2+δ)j of each other

and, moreover, as long as j0 is large enough, our regularized variables stay in the collar and maintain a

uniform lower bound on the Taylor term. In the sequel, we will also make use of the remaining properties of

the regularization operators in Proposition A.37, but these will be recalled as we need them.

7.2. Uniform bounds and the lifespan of regular solutions. By Theorem 6.36, the regularized data

(W0,j ,Γ0,j) from Section 7.1 give rise to smooth solutions (Wj ,Γj). Our objective now is to prove uniform

bounds for these regular solutions and deduce a lifespan bound which depends solely on the size of the initial

data (W0,Γ0) in Hs, the lower bound c0 for the Taylor term and the collar.

Let us abbreviate M :=Ms(0) and fix some large positive parameters A0 and A∗
0 depending solely on the

numerical constants for the data (M , c0, etc.) such thatMs(0) ≪ A0 ≪ A∗
0. Our strategy will be to perform

a bootstrap argument with the Hs norms of (Wj ,Γj). To this end, we make the overarching assumption

that

‖(Wj ,Γj)(t)‖Hs ≤ 2A∗
0, ‖(Wj ,Γj)(t)‖

H
s− 1

2
≤ 2A0, aj(t) ≥

c0

2
, Γj(t) ∈ 2Λ∗, t ∈ [0, T ],

where j(M) =: j0 ≤ j ≤ j1 with j(M) sufficiently large depending on M and where [0, T ] is a time

interval on which all of the (Wj ,Γj) are defined as smooth solutions evolving in the collar. Here, j1 ∈ N

is some arbitrarily large parameter, introduced for technical reasons to ensure that each application of the

bootstrap involves only finitely many solutions. Our goal will be to show that the constants in the bootstrap

assumptions can be improved, as long as T ≤ T0 for some time T0 > 0 which is independent of j1.

For large integers k ≥ s > d
2 + 1, we may view each (Wj ,Γj) as a solution to the free boundary MHD

equations in Hk. Due to Theorems 5.1 and 6.36, for each j1 ≥ j ≥ j0, the solution (Wj ,Γj) can be continued

past time T in Hk (and hence in Hs) as long as the above bootstrap hypotheses are satisfied. Roughly

speaking, our choice for T0 will be

T0 ≪
1

P(A∗
0)

for some polynomial P , though, in practice, T0 will also depend on the collar and on c0. Thanks to The-

orem 5.1, if we could extend the bootstrap to such a time T0, we could deduce a uniform Hk bound for

the solution (Wj ,Γj) in terms of its initial data in Hk. We remark importantly, however, that additional

arguments are needed to establish the corresponding Hs bounds for (Wj ,Γj) when s > d
2 + 1 is not an

integer.
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Let cj be the H
s admissible frequency envelope for the initial data (W0,Γ0) given by (A.17) and let α ≥ 1

be such that k = s+ α is an integer. Using Proposition A.37, the regularized data (W0,j ,Γ0,j) satisfies the

higher regularity bound

(7.1) ‖(W0,j ,Γ0,j)‖Hs+α .A0 2αjcj‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs .

Invoking Theorem 5.1 and the bootstrap hypothesis, we conclude from (7.1) and the definition of cj that

(7.2) ‖(Wj ,Γj)(t)‖Hs+α .A0 2αjcj(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs), t ∈ [0, T ],

when T ≤ T0 ≪ 1
P(A∗

0)
. One may view (7.2) as a high frequency bound which controls frequencies & 2j

in the solution (Wj ,Γj). Note that we have suppressed the implicit dependence on the Taylor term and

the collar in the above estimates. We will do this throughout the section, except when these terms are of

primary importance.

To control low frequencies, we use the difference estimates. We begin by noting that at time zero we have

the bound

(7.3) Dj(0) := D((W0,j ,Γ0,j), (W0,j+1,Γ0,j+1)) .A0 2−2jsc2j‖(W0,Γ0)‖
2
Hs .

Indeed, for the first terms in (4.2) this bound follows immediately from Proposition A.37. To control the

surface integrals, recall that on Γ̃0,j := ∂(Ω0,j ∩Ω0,j+1) the pressure difference P0,j − P0,j+1 is proportional

to the distance between Γ0,j and Γ0,j+1. Thus, by a change of variables, we have
∫

Γ̃0,j

|P0,j − P0,j+1|
2 dS ≈A0 ‖η0,j+1 − η0,j‖

2
L2(Γ∗)

.A0 2−2jsc2j‖(W0,Γ0)‖
2
Hs ,

from which (7.3) readily follows. By Theorem 4.1, we may propagate the difference bound (7.3) and conclude

that

Dj(t) .A0 2−2jsc2j‖(W0,Γ0)‖
2
Hs , t ∈ [0, T ],

when T ≤ T0 ≪ 1
P(A∗

0)
. Arguing similarly to the above, we see that

(7.4) ‖Wj+1 −Wj‖L2(Ωj∩Ωj+1), ‖ηj+1 − ηj‖L2(Γ∗) .A0 2−jscj‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs .

The objective now is to obtain a uniform Hs bound of the form

‖(Wj ,Γj)‖Hs .A0 1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs

for T ≤ T0 by combining the high frequency bound (7.2) and the L2 difference bound (7.4), along with a

supplementary low frequency difference bound for the variables ∇Bj
W±

j to be established below. To obtain

such a bound for the Γj component of the norm, we consider the telescoping series

(7.5) ηj = ηj0 +
∑

j0≤l≤j−1

(ηl+1 − ηl) on Γ∗.

For each j0 ≤ l ≤ j − 1 it follows trivially from (7.2) that

(7.6) ‖ηl+1 − ηl‖Hs+α(Γ∗) .A0 2lαcl(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs).

Then, using the telescoping sum and interpolation, it is routine to verify from (7.4) and (7.6) that for each

k ≥ 0 we have the bound

(7.7) ‖Pkηj‖Hs(Γ∗) .A0 ck(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs).

Hence, by almost orthogonality, we have

(7.8) ‖Γj‖Hs .A0 1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs .
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We now focus on the bound for Wj . We first observe that a decomposition analogous to (7.5) for Wj

fails, as Wl and Wl+1 are defined on different domains. We therefore perform an additional regularization

Wl 7→ Ψ≤lWl to obtain a function defined on a 2−l enlargement of Ωl. By interpolating (7.4) and (7.8) it

follows that

(7.9) ‖ηj+1 − ηj‖L∞(Γ∗) .A0 2−( 3
2+δ)j , ‖ηj+1 − ηj‖

C
1, 1

2 (Γ∗)
.A0 2−δj

for some δ > 0. Hence, Ψ≤lWl is defined on Ωj . We may therefore consider the decomposition

(7.10) Wj = Ψ≤j0Wj0 +
∑

j0≤l≤j−1

Ψ≤l+1Wl+1 −Ψ≤lWl + (I −Ψ≤j)Wj on Ωj ,

as well as the analogous decomposition

(7.11) ∇Bj
Wj = Φ≤j0(∇Bj0

Wj0) +
∑

j0≤l≤j−1

Φ≤l+1(∇Bl+1
Wl+1)− Φ≤l(∇Bl

Wl) + (I − Φ≤j)(∇Bj
Wj).

The first term in each of the above decompositions is easy to control; we focus on the remaining terms. For

l ≥ j0, we define the domain

Ω̃l =

j⋂

k=l

Ωk.

Thanks to (7.9), for j0 large enough (depending on the data parameters but not on j) we may ensure that

each regularization operator Ψ≤l is bounded from Hs(Ω̃l) to Hs(Ω̃′
l) where Ω̃′

l is a 2−l enlargement of the

union of all of the Ωk for k ≥ l. This fact will be used to establish bounds for the intermediate terms in

(7.10) and (7.11). We first treat (7.10), for which we will need the following simple lemma.

Lemma 7.1. Let j0 ≤ l ≤ j−1, where j0 is some large universal parameter depending only on the constants

for the data. Let α ≥ 1 be such that s+ α ∈ N. There holds

(7.12) ‖Ψ≤l+1Wl+1 −Ψ≤lWl‖Hs+α(Ωj) .A0 2lαcl(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs),

(7.13) ‖Ψ≤l+1Wl+1 −Ψ≤lWl‖L2(Ωj) .A0 2−slcl(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs).

Proof. The bound (7.12) is clear from the Hs+α boundedness of Ψ≤l and (7.2). To establish the bound

(7.13) we perform the splitting

Ψ≤l+1Wl+1 −Ψ≤lWl = (Ψ≤l+1 −Ψ≤l)Wl+1 +Ψ≤l(Wl+1 −Wl).

Then, using Proposition A.33 and (7.2) we estimate

‖(Ψ≤l+1 −Ψ≤l)Wl+1‖L2(Ωj) .A0 2−lscl(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs).

For the remaining term, we use the difference estimates and the L2 boundedness of Ψ≤l to obtain

‖Ψ≤l(Wl+1 −Wl)‖L2(Ωj) .A0 D((Wl,Γl), (Wl+1,Γl+1))
1
2 .A0 2−lscl‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs .

�

Using Lemma 7.1 and the corresponding bounds for (I−Ψ≤j)Wj , we may conclude by a similar argument

to (7.7) that

(7.14) ‖PkEΩj
Wj‖Hs(Rd) .A0 ck(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs), k ≥ 0.
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Here, EΩj
is the Stein extension operator on Ωj from Proposition A.2, which we use to ensure that the

implicit constants in the Hs → Hs bound for the extension depend only on the C1 norm of Γj. Our desired

uniform bound

(7.15) ‖(Wj ,Γj)(t)‖Hs .A0 1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs

for t ∈ [0, T0] follows by combining (7.8) and (7.14). In particular, if the constant A∗
0 is taken to be large

relative to A0 and the data size, the bootstrap assumption for ‖(Wj ,Γj)‖Hs improves. It remains to establish

bounds for ∇Bj
Wj in Hs− 1

2 by estimating the terms in (7.11). For this, we have the following analogue of

Lemma 7.1.

Theorem 7.2. Let j0 ≤ l ≤ j − 1, where j0 is some large universal parameter depending only on the

constants for the data. Let α ≥ 1 be such that α+ s ∈ N. Moreover, let σ ∈ N be such that s− 2 ≤ σ ≤ s− 1

(since s− 2 > d
2 − 1, this implies that σ ≥ 1). There holds

(7.16) ‖Φ≤l+1(∇Bl+1
Wl+1)− Φ≤l(∇Bl

Wl)‖Hσ(Ωj) .A0 2−(s− 1
2−σ)cl(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs),

(7.17) ‖Φ≤l+1(∇Bl+1
Wl+1)− Φ≤l(∇Bl

Wl)‖
H

s+α− 1
2 (Ωj)

.A0 2lαcl(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs).

Proof. The proof of the bound (7.17) is entirely analogous to (7.12), so we focus on establishing the bound

(7.16). Unlike with (7.13), we cannot rely on the difference estimate in Theorem 4.1 as it does not propagate

bounds for ∇Bl+1
Wl+1 − ∇Bl

Wl. Nevertheless, we can obtain a less general difference type bound in this

setting by making the following observation: For each j0 ≤ l ≤ j − 1, there exists a smooth domain Ω̃l with

boundary Γ̃l ∈ Λ∗ such that ‖Φ≤l‖Hσ(Ω̃l)→Hσ(Ωj)
.A0 1, we have the inclusion

(7.18) Ω̃l ⊂
⋂

l≤m≤j

Ωm,

and Γ̃l retains the regularity of Γl,

(7.19) ‖Γ̃l‖Hs .A0 1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs , ‖Γ̃l‖Hs+α .A0 2lαcl(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs).

To see this, simply define Γ̃l through the collar coordinate parameterization

η̃l := ηl − C2−( 3
2+δ)l

for some δ, C > 0. Thanks to the bound (7.9), if δ is small enough and C is large enough, the domain Ω̃l

associated to Γ̃l will satisfy (7.18). With this definition and the bounds for Γl from earlier, we have (7.19).

Moreover, since Φ≤l maps Hs−1(Ω̃l) to Hs−1(Ω̃j) where Ω̃j is some 2−l enlargement of Ωj (by virtue of

(7.9)), the bound ‖Φ≤l‖Hσ(Ω̃l)→Hσ(Ωj)
.A0 1 follows. We also importantly remark that, by definition, Γ̃l is

within distance 2(−
3
2+δ)l of Γl.

Returning to (7.16), we may argue as in (7.13) to obtain the bound

‖Φ≤l+1(∇Bl+1
Wl+1)− Φ≤l(∇Bl

Wl)‖Hσ(Ωj) .A0‖Φ≤l(∇Bl
Wl −∇Bl+1

Wl+1)‖Hσ(Ωj)

+2−l(s− 1
2−σ)cl(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs).

To estimate the first term on the right, we note that from the above discussion, we have

‖Φ≤l(∇Bl
Wl −∇Bl+1

Wl+1)‖Hσ(Ωj) .A0 ‖∇Bl
Wl −∇Bl+1

Wl+1‖Hσ(Ω̃l)
.

It therefore suffices to directly estimate the difference∇Bl
Wl−∇Bl+1

Wl+1 in Ω̃l (which is well-defined thanks

to (7.18)). This will turn out to be a bit easier than the general difference bound in Theorem 4.1 since we can
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perform the analysis on a smooth (as opposed to Lipschitz) domain and allow for stronger implicit constants

to appear in the estimates. The downside is that due to the correction of ηl by the factor C2−( 3
2+δ)l, we

have to carry out the estimate in a suitable high regularity Sobolev norm, as opposed to L2. This is why

the above restriction on σ is needed.

It is slightly awkward (although possible) to perform the analysis directly on the shrunken domain Ω̃l.

So instead, we mildly correct W+
l+1 so that it is defined on Ωl. Indeed, for any smooth function f defined on

Ωl+1, we can define

f̃(x) := f(x− C′2−( 3
2+δ′)lν(x)), x ∈ Ωl,

where C′ and δ′ are chosen so that f̃ is defined on Ω̃l and ν is a smooth extension of the transversal vector

field in Section 3.2. By the chain rule, the fundamental theorem of calculus (after possibly replacing f with

its Stein extension EΩl+1
f in Proposition A.2) and interpolation, we have the bounds

(7.20) ‖f̃ − f‖Hr(Ω̃l)
. 2−( 3

2+δ)l‖f‖Hr+1(Ωl+1), ‖f̃‖Hr(Ωl) . ‖f‖Hr(Ωl+1), r ≥ 0.

Moreover, we have the obvious bound ‖f̃‖Hr(Ω̃l)
≤ ‖f̃‖Hr(Ωl) by definition of f̃ and the inclusion Ω̃l ⊂ Ωl.

Now, we move to proving the requisite difference bound. From here on, we focus on proving the bound

for ∇Bl
W+

l −∇Bl+1
W+

l+1. The bound for ∇Bl
W−

l −∇Bl+1
W−

l+1 is completely analogous.

Our first observation is that in light of (7.15), Sobolev embeddings and Lemma 7.1, we have

‖(Bl+1 −Bl) · ∇Wl+1‖Hσ(Ω̃l)
.A0 ‖Bl+1 −Bl‖Hσ(Ω̃l)

‖Wl+1‖Hs(Ω̃l)
.A0 2−l(s− 1

2−σ)cl.

Moreover, thanks to (7.20), simple product estimates and Sobolev embeddings, we have

‖∇Bl
(Wl+1 − W̃l+1)‖Hσ(Ω̃l)

.A0 2−l( 3
2+δ)‖Wl+1‖Hσ+2(Ωl+1).

Since σ + 2 ≥ s, we have from (7.2), (7.15) and by taking 2−lδ ≤ cl,

(7.21) ‖∇Bl
(Wl+1 − W̃l+1)‖Hσ(Ω̃l)

.A0 2−l( 3
2+δ)2l(σ+2−s) .A0 cl2

−l(s− 1
2−σ).

Consequently, since Ω̃l ⊂ Ωl, we have reduced matters to proving the bound

(7.22) ‖∇Bl
(W̃+

l+1 −W+
l )‖Hσ(Ωl) .A0 2−l(s− 1

2−σ)cl,

which is an estimate that can be carried out on Ωl. From here on, we will simplify notation somewhat and

define

U±
l := ∇Bl

(W̃±
l+1 −W±

l ), Ql := ∇Bl
(P̃l+1 − Pl), D±

l := ∂t +W±
l · ∇.

We will also write D±
l+1 := ∂t +W±

l+1 · ∇ and D̃±
l+1 := ∂t + W̃±

l+1 · ∇. Moreover, we will simply abbreviate

Ωl by Ω and Γl by Γ. Additionally, we will use N and H to refer to the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator and

Harmonic extension operator on Γl.

Our next goal will be to show that U+
l solves the following equation on Ω:

D−
l U

+
l = −∇HQl +Rl(7.23)

where Rl denotes a generic error term which satisfies the estimate

(7.24) ‖Rl‖L1
THσ(Ω) .A0 2−l(s− 1

2−σ)cl + C(A∗
0)‖(U

+
l , U

−
l )‖L1

THσ(Ω) =: δσl .
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Our starting point is to observe that by direct computation using the MHD equations and the fact that D−
l

and ∇Bl
commute, we have

(7.25) D−
l U

+
l = −∇Ql +∇Bl

((W̃−
l+1 −W−

l ) · ∇W̃+
l+1)−∇Bl · ∇(P̃l+1 − Pl) + Fl

where

Fl := ∇Bl
(D̃−

l+1W̃
+
l+1 − (D−

l+1W
+
l+1)

∼
) +∇Bl

(∇P̃l+1 − (∇Pl+1)
∼
).

By the chain rule, a similar analysis to (7.21) and Proposition A.14, we obtain ‖Fl‖Hσ(Ω) .A0 2−l(s− 1
2−σ)cl.

In other words, Fl has the form of the remainder Rl. Our next aim is to show that the latter two terms on

the right-hand side of (7.25) are of the form Rl. In view of the restrictions on σ, we may use simple Sobolev

product estimates and the bound ‖W̃+
l+1‖Hs(Ω) .A0 1 to obtain

‖∇Bl
(W̃−

l+1 −W−
l ) · ∇W̃+

l+1‖Hσ(Ω) .A0 ‖∇Bl
(W̃−

l+1 −W−
l )‖Hσ(Ω).

Moreover, from product estimates, interpolation, (7.2) and the bootstrap hypothesis, we have

‖(W̃−
l+1 −W−

l ) · ∇Bl
∇W̃+

l+1‖Hσ(Ω) .A0 ‖W̃−
l+1 −W−

l ‖Hσ(Ω)‖∇Bl
∇W̃+

l+1‖Hs−1(Ω)

.A0 C(A
∗
0)2

−l(s− 1
2−σ)cl.

Therefore, if T is small enough, we have

‖(W̃−
l+1 −W−

l ) · ∇Bl
∇W̃+

l+1‖L1
T
Hσ(Ω) .A0 δ

σ
l .

Combining the above, we find that

∇Bl
((W̃−

l+1 −W−
l ) · ∇W̃+

l+1) = Rl

where Rl is a term satisfying (7.24). To estimate the third term on the right-hand side of (7.25), we may

invoke Proposition A.14 to estimate

‖∇Bl · ∇(P̃l+1 − Pl)‖Hσ(Ω) .A0 C(A
∗
0)(‖∆(P̃l+1 − Pl)‖Hσ−1(Ω) + ‖P̃l+1‖

H
σ+1

2 (Γ)
),

where we used that Pl = 0 on Γ. Invoking Theorem 4.1 and interpolating, it is clear that we have

‖∆(P̃l+1 − Pl)‖Hσ−1(Ω) .A0 C(A
∗
0)2

−l(s− 1
2−σ)cl.

To estimate the boundary term, we first recall that Pl+1 vanishes on Γl+1, and, moreover, in collar coordi-

nates, we have by definition that P̃l+1(x + ηl(x)ν(x)) = Pl+1(x + ηl(x)ν(x) − C2−l( 3
2+δ)ν(x + ηl(x)ν(x))).

Hence, we can use the fundamental theorem of calculus (after possibly replacing Pl+1 with its Stein extension

EΩl+1
Pl+1 from Proposition A.2), the fact that Pl+1(x+ ηl+1(x)ν(x)) = 0, and product and trace estimates

to bound

‖P̃l+1‖
H

σ+1
2 (Γ)

.A0‖ηl − ηl+1‖
H

σ+1
2 (Γ∗)

‖Pl+1‖C1(Ωl+1)

+(‖ηl − ηl+1‖L∞(Γ∗) + 2−l( 3
2+δ))‖Pl+1‖Hσ+2(Ωl+1),

(7.26)

which from Sobolev embeddings, Proposition A.14, (7.2) and (7.4), we deduce that

(7.27) ‖P̃l+1‖
H

σ+1
2 (Γ)

.A0 C(A
∗
0)2

−l(s− 1
2−σ)cl.

Here, we used the hypothesis that s− 1
2 − σ ≤ 3

2 . The above analysis yields in particular the bound

‖∇Bl · ∇(P̃l+1 − Pl)‖L1
THσ(Ω) .A0 δ

σ
l



SHARP WELL-POSEDNESS FOR THE FREE BOUNDARY MHD EQUATIONS 107

if T is small enough. The final step to obtain the decomposition (7.23) is to split Ql = HQl +∆−1∆Ql and

to estimate

‖∇∆−1∆Ql‖Hσ(Ω) .A0 C(A
∗
0)‖∆Ql‖Hσ−1(Ω)

.A0 C(A
∗
0)(‖P̃l+1 − Pl‖Hσ(Ω) + ‖W̃l+1 −Wl‖Hσ(Ω) + ‖(U+

l , U
−
l )‖Hσ(Ω))

in order to deduce that

‖∇∆−1∆Ql‖L1
T
Hσ(Ω) .A0 δ

σ
l .

This gives (7.23). Now, we aim to propagate the bounds for U+
l from t = 0 to t < T . Our first aim is

to reduce matters to controlling the boundary value U+
l · nΓ. For this, we use Proposition A.25 (or direct

estimates for the rotational/irrotational decomposition when σ = 1) to estimate

(7.28) ‖U+
l ‖Hσ(Ω) .A0 ‖U+

l ‖Hσ−1(Ω) + ‖∇ · U+
l ‖Hσ−1(Ω) + ‖∇× U+

l ‖Hσ−1(Ω) + ‖U+
l · nΓ‖

H
σ− 1

2 (Γ)
.

From (7.23), the restriction σ ≥ 1 and (7.27), we get

(7.29) ‖D−
l U

+
l ‖L1

T
Hσ−1(Ω) + ‖D−

l ∇ · U+
l ‖L1

T
Hσ−1(Ω) + ‖D−

l ∇× U+
l ‖L1

T
Hσ−1(Ω) .A0 δ

σ
l

if T is small enough. To estimate the boundary term U+
l · nΓ, we use ellipticity of N , Poincare’s inequality,

Proposition A.14 and the trace theorem to estimate

‖U+
l · nΓ‖

H
σ− 1

2 (Γ)
.A0 ‖∇HN σ−1(U+

l · nΓ)‖L2(Ω) + ‖∇ · U+
l ‖Hσ−1(Ω).

To propagate the bounds for the term on the right-hand side of the above estimate, we take our cue from

Theorem 4.1 (or the linearized equation) and define the higher-order distance functional

Dσ−1 :=
1

2

∫

Ω

|∇HN σ−1(U+
l · nΓ)|

2dx+
1

2

∫

Γ

a−1
l |N σQl|

2dS.

Here, al is the Taylor term corresponding to the solution (Wl,Γl). Our goal now will be to simply carry

out a L2-based energy estimate for Dσ−1. One can compare the distance functional here to the one in

Theorem 4.1. The requisite energy estimate in this case, however, will be far simpler to carry out since all of

the analysis can be performed on a smooth domain (rather than Lipschitz). Moreover, the implicit constants

in the estimates here are allowed to be much stronger.

To estimate the main errors that arise, we will need the following lemma.

Lemma 7.3. There holds

‖D−
l ∇HN σ−1(U+

l · nΓ) +∇HN σQl‖L1
T
L2

x(Ω) + ‖D+
l N

σQl − alN
σ(U+

l · nΓ)‖L1
T
L2

x(Γ)
.A0 δ

σ
l .

Proof. The estimate for the first term simply follows from (7.23) and the estimates

‖[D−
l ,∇HN σ−1](U+

l · nΓ)‖L1
TL2

x(Ω) + ‖U+
l ·D−

l nΓ‖
L1

T
H

σ− 1
2 (Γ)

.A0 δ
σ
l ,

which can be proved using the identities in Appendix A.5. The second estimate is more difficult. First, by

Appendix A.5, the fact that Ql = ∇Bl
P̃l+1 on Γ and Lemma 7.1, we have

‖[D+
l ,N

σ]Ql‖L1
TL2

x(Γ)
.A0 ‖∇Bl

P̃l+1‖L1
THσ(Γ) .A0 δ

σ
l + ‖(∇Bl+1

Pl+1)
∼‖L1

THσ(Γ).

Using that ∇Bl+1
Pl+1 = 0 on Γl+1 and a similar argument to (7.26), we have

‖[D+
l ,N

σ]Ql‖L1
TL2

x(Γ)
.A0 δ

σ
l .
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Next, we observe that on Γ, we may write

D+
l Ql = ∇Bl

D+
l P̃l+1

= −U+
l · ∇P̃l+1 − (W̃+

l+1 −W+
l ) · ∇Bl

∇P̃l+1 − (Bl − B̃l+1) · ∇D̃
+
l+1P̃l+1 +∇B̃l+1

D̃+
l+1P̃l+1.

(7.30)

We can re-arrange the first term above as

−U+
l · ∇P̃l+1 = alU

+
l · nΓ − U+

l · ∇(P̃l+1 − Pl).

Using the identities in Appendix A.5, it is then straightforward to obtain the bound

‖N σ(U+
l · ∇P̃l+1) + alN

σ(U+
l · nΓ)‖L1

T
L2

x(Γ)
.A0 δ

σ
l .

It remains to estimate the latter three terms on the right-hand side of (7.30). Using (7.20) and similar

analysis as above, the second and third terms can be estimated in L1
TH

σ(Γ) by δσl . For the fourth term, we

may use (7.20) and that ∇Bl+1
D+

l+1Pl+1 = 0 on Γl+1 to estimate

‖∇B̃l+1
D̃+

l+1P̃l+1‖L1
T
Hσ(Γ) . C(A∗

0)2
−l(s− 1

2−σ)cl‖∇Bl+1
Dl+1Pl+1‖

L1
T
H

s− 1
2 (Ωl+1)

+ 2−( 3
2+δ)l‖∇Bl+1

Dl+1Pl+1‖
L1

T
H

σ+ 3
2 (Ω)

+ δσl

. δσl .

This concludes the proof of Lemma 7.3. �

Now, we return to finish the proof of Theorem 7.2. By Proposition 2.4 and Lemma 7.3 we immediately

obtain the energy estimate

Dσ−1(t) .A0 D
σ−1(0) + (δσl )

2 .A0 (δσl )
2.

Thanks to (7.28) and (7.29), we have

‖U+‖L∞
T

Hσ(Ω) .A0 δ
σ
l .

Carrying out the same analysis above for U− and then taking T small enough finally yields

‖(U+
l , U

−
l )‖L∞

T
Hσ(Ω) .A0 cl2

−l(s− 1
2−σ).

This concludes the proof of Theorem 7.2. �

Arguing as in (7.15), we may now obtain the uniform bound

‖(Wj ,Γj)‖Hs .A0 1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs .

It therefore remains to improve the bootstrap assumptions on ‖(Wj ,Γj)‖
H

s− 1
2
, the Taylor term and the

collar neighborhood size. For this, we take inspiration from the previous works [6, 18, 28]. We define the

Lagrangian flow map uj(t, ·) : Ω0,j → Ωj(t) as the solution to the ODE

∂tuj(t, y) = vj(t, uj(t, y)), y ∈ Ω0,j, uj(0) = I.

Since s > d
2 + 1, for any 0 ≤ t ≤ T ≤ T0 we have the bound

‖uj(t, ·)− I‖Hs(Ω0,j) .

∫ t

0

‖vj(t
′, ·)‖Hs(Ωj(t′))‖uj(t

′, ·)‖sHs(Ω0,j)
dt′

.A0 t‖(v0,Γ0)‖Hs ,

as long as T0 > 0 is sufficiently small. This easily implies that

Γj(t) ∈
3

2
Λ∗, ‖Γj(t)‖

H
s− 1

2
≪ A0,
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as long as A0 is large relative to the data size. The first condition above improves the bootstrap for the

collar. By performing a similar analysis with ut in place of u which utilizes the equations

∂2t uj(t, y) = ∂t(vj(t, uj(t, y))) = −(∇Pj −Bj · ∇Bj)(t, uj(t, y)),

∂t(Bj(t, uj(t, y))) = (∇Bj
vj)(t, uj(t, y)),

and the elliptic estimates for the pressure, we may further conclude that

‖Wj(t)‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ωt)

≪ A0.

It remains to prove that

‖∇Bj
Wj(t)‖Hs−1(Ωt) ≪ A0.

For this, we use the equation in Eulerian coordinates,

D∓
t ∇BW

± = ∇B · ∇P −∇∇BP.

From the uniform bound ‖(Wj ,Γj)‖Hs .A0 1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs established above and Proposition A.14, we

have

‖∇Bj · ∇Pj −∇∇Bj
Pj‖L1

T
Hs−1(Ωj) .A0 C(A

∗
0)T.

Therefore, by taking T small enough and carrying out a straightforward energy estimate, we have

‖(Wj ,Γj)‖
H

s− 1
2
≪ A0.

This improves the bootstrap assumption for ‖(Wj ,Γj)‖
H

s− 1
2
. To improve the bootstrap assumption for aj

one may employ a similar argument with the pressure gradient which utilizes the Hs bounds for DtP and

the smallness of T0 relative to M and c0. We leave the details to the reader.

7.3. The limiting solution. We now show that for T ≤ T0,

(W,Γ) = lim
j→∞

(Wj ,Γj) in C([0, T ];Hs).

We begin by establishing the domain convergence in Hs, which is more straightforward. Indeed, from (7.9)

it is easy to see that the limiting domain Ω exists and has Lipschitz boundary Γ. For j ≥ j0, we may consider

the telescoping sum

η − ηj =

∞∑

l=j

ηl+1 − ηl.

The difference bounds, the higher energy bounds and an analysis similar to the previous subsection yields

(7.31) ‖η − ηj‖L∞(Γ∗) .A0 2−( 3
2+δ)j

and

‖η − ηj‖C([0,T ];Hs(Γ∗)) .A0 ‖c≥j‖l2(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs).

Consequently, Γj → Γ in C([0, T ];Hs(Γ∗)). We now establish the convergenceWj →W in C([0, T ];Hs). To

begin, we formally define W through the telescoping sum

W = Ψ≤j0Wj0 +
∑

l≥j0

Ψ≤l+1Wl+1 −Ψ≤lWl,
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where j0 is chosen so that all of the terms in the sum are defined on Ω. This is possible, thanks to (7.31).

As a preliminary step, we show that Ψ≤jWj → W in Hs(Ωt) uniformly in t, which is again unambiguous

thanks to (7.31). Note that

W − Ψ≤jWj =
∑

l≥j

Ψ≤l+1Wl+1 −Ψ≤lWl.

By arguing similarly to the proof of the uniform lifespan bound (by slightly modifying Theorem 7.2 where

necessary) we have

‖W −Ψ≤jWj‖Hs(Ωt) .A0 ‖c≥j‖l2(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs).

Hence, the desired uniform convergence in Hs(Ωt) holds. We now aim to show that Φ≤j(∇Bj
Wj) converges

to ∇BW in Hs− 1
2 (Ωt) uniformly in t. We begin by observing that Φ≤j(∇Bj

Wj) → ∇BW in L2(Ωt). Indeed,

we have

(7.32) Φ≤j(∇Bj
Wj) = Φ≤j(∇BΨ≤jWj) + Φ≤j(∇BΨ>jWj) + Φ≤j(∇Bj−BWj).

The second term in (7.32) converges to zero in L2, and the third term also does, thanks to the difference

bounds. Moreover, (I − Φ≤j)(∇BW ) → 0 in L2(Ωt). Therefore, we have

(7.33) ‖∇BW − Φ≤j(∇Bj
Wj)‖L2(Ωt) .A0 ‖W −Ψ≤jWj‖H1(Ωt) + oL2(Ωt)(1).

The first term on the right-hand side of (7.33) goes to zero thanks to the Hs(Ωt) convergence established

above. It remains to establish Hs− 1
2 convergence of ∇BW . Thanks to the L2 convergence, we need only

show that the following formal telescoping decomposition converges:

∇BW − Φ≤j(∇Bj
Wj) =

∑

l≥j

Φ≤l+1(∇Bl+1
Wl+1)− Φ≤l(∇Bl

Wl).

This, again, follows by arguing similarly to the uniform lifespan bounds (after slightly adapting Theorem 7.2

to the present situation). Indeed, such arguments lead to the bound

‖∇BW − Φ≤j(∇Bj
Wj)‖

H
s− 1

2 (Ωt)
.A0 ‖c≥j‖l2(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs),

which is more than sufficient. To show convergence of Wj and ∇Bj
Wj in the sense of Definition 3.4, we

consider the regularization W̃ = Ψ≤mWm. As above, we have

‖W −Ψ≤mWm‖Hs(Ω) .A0 ‖c≥m‖l2(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs),

which goes to 0 as m→ ∞. On the other hand, for j > m, it is easy to see that

‖Wj −Ψ≤mWm‖Hs(Ωj) .A0‖(1−Ψ≤j)Wj‖Hs(Ωj) + ‖Ψ≤j(Wj −W )‖Hs(Ωj) + ‖Ψ≤m(Wm −W )‖Hs(Ωj)

+ ‖Ψ≤jW −Ψ≤mW‖Hs(Ωj).

Using (7.2) for the first term and the difference bounds for D((Wj ,Γj), (W,Γ)), D((Wm,Γm), (W,Γ)) for the

second and third terms, respectively, we obtain

‖Wj −Ψ≤mWm‖Hs(Ωj) .A0 ‖c≥m‖l2(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs) + ‖Ψ≤jW −Ψ≤mW‖Hs(Ωj).

To estimate the remaining term, we note that

‖Ψ≤jW −Ψ≤mW‖Hs(Ωj) .A0 ‖(Ψ≤j −Ψ≤m)(W −Ψ≤mWm)‖Hs(Ωj) + ‖(Ψ≤j −Ψ≤m)Ψ≤mWm‖Hs(Ωj)

.A0 ‖W −Ψ≤mWm‖Hs(Ω) + 2−mα‖Wm‖Hs+α(Ωm)

.A0 ‖c≥m‖l2(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs),
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where we used (7.2) to estimate the second term in the final inequality. A similar argument (utilizing a

difference type bound as in Theorem 7.2) yields

‖∇BW − Φ≤m(∇Bm
Wm)‖

H
s− 1

2 (Ω)
.A0 ‖c≥m‖l2(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs)

as well as

‖∇Bj
Wj − Φ≤m(∇Bm

Wm)‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ωj)

.A0 ‖c≥m‖l2(1 + ‖(W0,Γ0)‖Hs), j > m.

When combined, the above estimates establish strong convergence of Wj to W in Hs; similar arguments

yield continuity of W with values in Hs. As a final step, the reader may check that the limiting solution

(W,Γ) solves the free boundary MHD equations.

7.4. Continuous dependence. Let (Wn
0 ,Γ

n
0 ) ∈ Hs be a sequence of initial data such that (Wn

0 ,Γ
n
0 ) →

(W0,Γ0). Let (W
n,Γn) and (W,Γ) denote the respective solutions. From the data convergence, we obtain a

uniform in n lifespan in Hs for all of these solutions. Hence, on some compact time interval [0, T ], we have

‖(Wn,Γn)‖Hs + ‖(W,Γ)‖Hs .M 1. The objective of this subsection is to establish the convergence of the

solutions (Wn,Γn) → (W,Γ) in C([0, T ];Hs).

We denote by cnj and cj the admissible frequency envelopes for the data (Wn
0 ,Γ

n
0 ) and (W0,Γ0), respec-

tively, and fix ǫ > 0. We let δ = δ(ǫ) > 0 be a small positive constant and n0 = n0(ǫ) be a large positive

integer which we will specify more precisely below. By definition of convergence in Hs, we may find a

divergence-free function W δ
0 ∈ Hs(Ωδ

0) on an enlarged domain Ωδ
0 such that

‖W0 −W δ
0 ‖Hs(Ω0) + lim sup

n→∞
‖Wn

0 −W δ
0 ‖Hs(Ωn

0 )
< δ.

In particular, for n sufficiently large depending only on δ, the function W δ
0 is defined on a neighborhood

of Ω0 and Ωn
0 . For the sake of the argument below, we may assume that W δ

0 belongs to Hs(Rd). Indeed,

we observe that for some δ′ ≪ δ, W δ
0 is defined on the domain Ω′

0 defined by taking η′0 = η0 + δ′. By

Proposition A.9, we may extend W δ
0 from this domain to Rd. Notice, however, that W δ

0 is not necessarily

divergence-free on Rd, but is divergence-free on an enlargement of Ω0 and Ωn
0 when n is sufficiently large.

Let cδj denote the admissible frequency envelope for (W δ
0 ,Γ0). Here, we emphasize that we are using the

same domain Ω0 as W0 for the frequency envelope cδj . We remark that if δ > 0 is sufficiently small, the

Taylor sign condition holds for this state. Hence, we may let (W δ,Γδ) be the corresponding Hs solution,

which has a lifespan comparable to W and Wn for n sufficiently large. We choose j = j(ǫ) sufficiently large

so that

(7.34) ‖c≥j‖l2 < ǫ.

We then choose δ(ǫ) and n0(δ) so that for n ≥ n0,

(7.35) ‖cn≥j‖l2 .M ǫ+ ‖c≥j‖l2 .M ǫ.

To establish that such a choice is possible, we use the definition of admissible frequency envelopes in (A.17)

and square summing to estimate the error which occurs when comparing terms in cδj and cnj as well as the

error which occurs when comparing terms in cδj and cj . The error in the first comparison is mainly comprised

of two parts. The first involves the error between ηn0 and η0. To control this, note that if δ > 0 is sufficiently

small and n is sufficiently large we have

‖ηn0 − η0‖Hs(Γ∗) < δ < ǫ.
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The second source of error comes from the extensions of the variables W and ∇BW . That is,

‖EΩn
0
Wn

0 − EΩ0W
δ
0 ‖Hs(Rd) ≤ ‖EΩn

0
W δ

0 − EΩ0W
δ
0 ‖Hs(Rd) + ‖EΩn

0
(Wn

0 −W δ
0 )‖Hs(Rd)

and

‖EΩn
0
(∇Bn

0
Wn

0 )− EΩ0(∇Bδ
0
W δ

0 )‖Hs− 1
2 (Rd)

≤ ‖EΩn
0
(∇Bδ

0
W δ

0 )− EΩ0(∇Bδ
0
W δ

0 )‖Hs− 1
2 (Rd)

+ ‖EΩn
0
(∇Bn

0
Wn

0 −∇Bδ
0
W δ

0 )‖Hs− 1
2 (Rd)

.

To handle these errors, note that if δ ≪M ǫ then the uniform in n boundedness of EΩn
0
and the definition of

W δ
0 guarantees that the second term on the right-hand side of each of the above estimates is O(ǫ). By the

continuity property of the family EΩn
0
in Proposition A.9, the first term on the right-hand side of each of the

above estimates is also O(ǫ) if n is large enough relative to δ. Finally, to establish (7.35) it is left to compare

cj and cδj . This is easier, as it essentially involves controlling the error terms ‖EΩ0(W
δ
0 −W0)‖Hs(Rd) and

‖EΩ0(∇Bδ
0
W δ

0 −∇B0W0)‖
H

s− 1
2 (Rd)

. We leave the details to the reader.

Having established uniform smallness of the initial data frequency envelopes, the next step is to compare

the corresponding solutions. Using the difference estimates, we observe that for sufficiently large n, the

hypersurfaces Γn and Γδ are within distance ≪ 2−j as long as δ > 0 is chosen small enough relative to the

integer j which was chosen to ensure (7.34). Indeed, using the uniform Hs bounds and interpolation, we

have

‖ηn − ηδ‖L∞(Γ∗) .M D((Wn,Γn), (W δ,Γδ))
3
4s .M δ

3
2s ,

which ensures that we may compare Ψ≤jW
δ with Wn. Letting (Wn

j ,Γ
n
j ) denote the regular solution corre-

sponding to the regularized data (Wn
0,j ,Γ

n
0,j) from the previous section, we have

‖Ψ≤jW
δ −Wn‖Hs(Ωn) . ‖Ψ≤j(W

δ −Wn)‖Hs(Ωn) + ‖Ψ≤j(W
n −Wn

j )‖Hs(Ωn) + ‖Wn −Ψ≤jW
n
j ‖Hs(Ωn)

.M ‖cn≥j‖l2 + 2jsD((Wn,Γn), (Wn
j ,Γ

n
j ))

1
2 + 2jsD((Wn,Γn), (W δ,Γδ))

1
2

.M ‖cn≥j‖l2 + 2jsD((Wn,Γn), (W δ,Γδ))
1
2 ,

which for sufficiently small δ > 0 gives

‖Ψ≤jW
δ −Wn‖Hs(Ωn) .M ǫ.

By employing a suitable analogue of Theorem 7.2 and arguing similarly to the above, we also have

‖Φ≤j(∇BδW δ)−∇BnWn‖
H

s− 1
2 (Ωn)

.M ǫ.

Similarly, one may show that

‖ηn − η‖Hs(Γ∗) .M ǫ

and

‖Ψ≤jW
δ −W‖Hs(Ω) .M ǫ, ‖Φ≤j(∇BδW δ)−∇BW‖

H
s− 1

2 (Ω)
.M ǫ.

This completes the proof of continuous dependence.
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Appendix A. Elliptic estimates, regularization operators and function space theory

The purpose of this appendix is to collect all of the auxiliary tools from [18] which will be needed for our

well-posedness proof. This includes extension and regularization operators, Littlewood-Paley projections,

nonlinear estimates and elliptic theory.

The notation in this appendix is consistent with Section 3. In particular, Ω denotes a bounded, connected

domain with boundary Γ ∈ Λ∗ := Λ(Γ∗, ǫ0, δ) for some universal constants 0 < ǫ0, δ ≪ 1. Since the bounds

in this appendix rarely make reference to the MHD equations, implicit constants will usually only depend

on the surface component of the control parameter A; namely, AΓ := ‖Γ‖C1,ǫ0 . Hence, for the purposes of

this appendix, by the relation X .A Y , we mean X ≤ C(AΓ)Y for some constant C depending exclusively

on AΓ and the domain volume. The main exception to this rule occurs in Appendix A.5, where we consider

a family of moving domains Ωt flowing with velocity v (not assumed to solve the free boundary MHD

equations) and estimate commutators of elliptic operators with material derivatives. In this case, we will

specify the dependence of our control parameters on v and Γ explicitly. We remark that allowing implicit

constants to depend on the domain volume is completely harmless, as the volume is conserved by the MHD

flow and is uniform in the collar.

A.1. Extension operators and product estimates on Ω. Our first objective is to construct an extension

operator which is bounded from Hs(Ω) → Hs(Rd) for s ≥ 0 as well as from Ck,α(Ω) → Ck,α(Rd) for a range

of k and α, with norm bounds depending solely on the control parameter A. This will allow us to transfer

much of the standard theory of function spaces on Rd to Ω.

Let U be a non-empty open set in Rd. For 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and an integer k ≥ 0, we letW k,p(U) denote the usual

Sobolev space consisting of distributions whose derivatives up to order k belong to Lp(U). Given a Lipschitz

function ϕ : Rd−1 → R with Lipschitz constantM , we define the open set Uϕ := {(x, y) ∈ Rd : y > ϕ(x)}. A

classical result of Stein [31, Theorem 5’, p. 181] asserts that there exists a linear operator E := Eϕ mapping

functions on U := Uϕ to functions on Rd with the property that E : W k,p(U) → W k,p(Rd) is well-defined

and continuous for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and integers k. Moreover, the norm of E : W k,p(U) → W k,p(Rd) depends

exclusively on the dimension d, the order of differentiability k and the Lipschitz constant M . As one may

observe directly from its definition [31, Equation (24), p. 182], E also maps C1(U) → C1(Rd).

Using a standard partition of unity argument one may construct an extension operator E := EΩ on any

Lipschitz domain Ω, with W k,p operator norm depending solely on d, k, p, the number and size of the balls

needed to cover the boundary, and the Lipschitz constant of the defining function on each ball. The operator

E is called Stein’s extension operator. Since for a tight enough collar Λ∗ one may use the same balls to cover

each Γ ∈ Λ∗, it is easy to see that E has operator bounds which are uniform in the collar.

Remark A.1. In the last two paragraphs, the W k,p(Ω) norm was defined in terms of weak-derivatives.

However, in Section 3 we defined the Hs(Ω) norm of a function f as the infimum of the Hs(Rd) norms of

all possible extensions of f to Rd. Clearly, ‖ · ‖Wk,2(Ω) . ‖ · ‖Hk(Ω) with universal implicit constant. On the

other hand, using Stein’s extension operator, it is easy to see that the reverse inequality holds for domains

in the collar, with constant depending only on A.

Recall that for s0, s1 ∈ R we have

(A.1) (Hs0(Ω), Hs1(Ω))θ,2 = Hs(Ω), where s = (1− θ)s0 + θs1 and 0 < θ < 1,
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with equivalent norms uniform in the collar. This allows us to extend the above mapping properties of E to

fractional regularity spaces.

Proposition A.2. Let Ω be a bounded domain with boundary Γ ∈ Λ∗. Then for every s ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ α ≤

1 + ǫ0, Stein’s extension operator E satisfies

‖E‖Cα(Ω)→Cα(Rd), ‖E‖Hs(Ω)→Hs(Rd) .A 1,

uniformly with respect to Γ ∈ Λ∗.

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.1]. �

A.2. Littlewood-Paley theory, paraproducts and bilinear estimates on Ω. We now use Stein’s

extension operator to define paraproducts on Ω and prove bilinear estimates.

A.2.1. Littlewood-Paley decomposition. For a function u on R
d, we recall the standard Littlewood-Paley

decomposition

u =
∑

k≥0

Pku,

where P0 is a Fourier multiplier localized to the unit ball and Pk, k > 0, is a Fourier multiplier with a smooth

symbol supported in the dyadic frequency region |ξ| ≈ 2k. The notation P<k, P≤k, P≥k and P>k will have the

usual meaning. To define Littlewood-Paley projections when u : Ω → R, we use Stein’s extension operator.

More specifically, we abuse notation and define Pku := PkEu, with similar definitions for P<k, P≤k, etc. We

also write uk, u<k, etc. as shorthand for these operators applied to u.

A.2.2. Paraproducts on Ω. The above decomposition permits us to make use of certain aspects of the parad-

ifferential calculus on Rd for functions defined only on Ω. For bilinear expressions in f, g : Ω → R, we will

make extensive use of the Littlewood-Paley trichotomy

f · g = Tfg + Tgf +Π(f, g),

where the above three terms correspond to the respective “low-high”, “high-low” and “high-high” frequency

interactions between f and g. More precisely, Tfg is defined as

Tfg :=
∑

k

f<k−k0gk,

where k0 is some universal parameter independent of k. For most purposes, we will take k0 = 4.

A.2.3. Multilinear estimates on Ω. As a consequence of the bounds for E and the corresponding inequality

on Rd, we have the algebra property

(A.2) ‖fg‖Hs(Ω) .A ‖f‖Hs(Ω)‖g‖L∞(Ω) + ‖g‖Hs(Ω)‖f‖L∞(Ω),

when s ≥ 0. In many of our estimates, bilinear terms will appear in the form ∂if∂jg where f : Rd → R

encodes the regularity of the domain and the desired uniform bound for g is below C1. In order to avoid

negative regularity Hölder norms, we will need the following paraproduct type bound.

Proposition A.3 (Bilinear paraproduct type estimate on Ω). Let either i) s > 0 and α1, α2, β ∈ [0, 1] or

ii) s = 0, α1 = α2 = 1 and β ∈ [0, 1]. Then we have for any r ≥ 0,

‖∂if∂jg‖Hs(Ω) .A‖g‖Hs+2−α1(Ω)‖f‖Cα1(Ω) + ‖f‖Hs+r+1(Ω) sup
k>0

2−k(r+α2−1)‖g1k‖Cα2(Ω)

+‖f‖C1,2ǫ(Ω) sup
k>0

2k(s+β−ǫ)‖g2k‖H1−β(Ω),
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where g = g1k + g2k is any sequence of partitions of g in Cα2(Ω) +H1−β(Ω).

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.3]. �

The following multilinear estimates will be used in our energy estimates to control product terms on Ω.

Proposition A.4 (Multilinear Estimates). The following estimates hold.

(i) (Bilinear estimate). Let s and α1, α2 be as in Proposition A.3. Assume that f ∈ Hs+2−α2(Ω) ∩

Cα1(Ω) and g ∈ Hs+2−α1(Ω) ∩Cα2(Ω). Then we have

‖∂if∂jg‖Hs(Ω) .A ‖g‖Hs+2−α1(Ω)‖f‖Cα1(Ω) + ‖f‖Hs+2−α2(Ω)‖g‖Cα2(Ω).

(ii) (Trilinear estimate). Let ǫ > 0 be a small parameter and let αm, βm, γm ∈ [0, 1] for m = 1, 2. Then

for every s ≥ 0, there holds

‖∂if∂jg∂kh‖Hs(Ω) .A‖f‖Hs+3−α1−α2(Ω)‖g‖Cα1+ǫ(Ω)‖h‖Cα2+ǫ(Ω) + ‖g‖Hs+3−β1−β2 (Ω)‖f‖Cβ1+ǫ(Ω)‖h‖Cβ2+ǫ(Ω)

+‖h‖Hs+3−γ1−γ2(Ω)‖f‖Cγ1+ǫ(Ω)‖g‖Cγ2+ǫ(Ω).

Proof. The bilinear estimate is simply [18, Corollary 5.4]. The trilinear estimate follows from a standard

application of the Littlewood-Paley trichotomy and a similar line of reasoning to the proof of [18, Proposition

5.3]. We omit the details. �

A.3. Local coordinate parameterizations and Sobolev norms on hypersurfaces. Our next aim is

to define Sobolev norms on Γ ∈ Λ∗ and recall certain refined versions of the trace and product estimates

that will be used throughout the paper.

A.3.1. Local coordinates and a universal partition of unity. We begin by designing a “universal” set of

coordinate neighborhoods for Γ∗ which will enable us to flatten the boundaries of nearby hypersurfaces

Γ ∈ Λ∗ in a uniform fashion. This will, in particular, allow us to consistently define Sobolev type norms

on Γ ∈ Λ∗. Below we present a sketch of the construction; the reader is referred to [18, Section 5.3.1] for

additional details.

For any set S ⊆ Rd and ǫ > 0, we let B(S, ǫ) denote the ǫ neighborhood of S. Since Γ∗ is compact, for

any σ > 0 we may select xi ∈ Rd and r, ri ∈ (0, 12 ], i = 1, . . . ,m, such that

(i) B(Γ∗, r) ⊆ ∪m
i=1Ri(ri) where Ri(·) := R̃i(·) × Ii(·) ⊆ Rd is a rotated cylinder with perpendicular

vertical segment centered at xi with the given equal radius and length.

(ii) For each i, there exists a function f∗i : R̃i(2ri) → Ii satisfying

(A.3) ‖f∗i‖C0 < σri, ‖Df∗i‖C0 < σ and Ω∗ ∩Ri(2ri) = {zd > f∗i(z̃)},

where z = (z̃, zd) denotes the standard Euclidean coordinates on Ri.

In the above setting, it is easy to see that when δ > 0 is sufficiently small, (i) holds with Γ∗ replaced by any

Γ := ∂Ω ∈ Λ∗. Moreover, there exist functions fi : R̃i(2ri) → Ii satisfying (ii) with Ω∗ replaced by Ω such

that we may control the Sobolev and Hölder norms of fi by the corresponding norms of Γ. More specifically,

for any s ≥ 0, integer k ≥ 0 and α ∈ [0, 1), we have

‖fi‖Hs .A 1 + ‖Γ‖Hs , ‖fi‖Ck,α .A 1 + ‖Γ‖Ck,α .

Using these coordinate representations, we aim to design local coordinate maps on each R̃i(2ri) which flatten

Γ and have estimates which are uniform in Λ∗.
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Remark A.5. In some of the estimates below, we will abuse notation by writing ‖Γ‖ instead of 1 + ‖Γ‖.

This convention is used to streamline the notation and will not affect any of the analysis of the free boundary

MHD equations.

Let γ : [0,∞) → [0, 1] be a smooth cutoff which is equal to 1 on [0, 54 ] and is supported on [0, 32 ]. On each

R̃i(2ri) we define φi = γifi, where γi(z̃) := γ
(

|z̃|
ri

)
. We may extend φi to a function on R

d which is bounded

in suitable pointwise norms and gains half a degree of regularity in Hs norms. Indeed, we may define the

extension Φi of φi by

Φi(z) =

∫

Rd−1

φ̂i(ξ
′)e−(1+|ξ′|2)z2

de2πiξ
′·z̃dξ′ for z = (z̃, zd) ∈ R

d.

We claim that for each integer k ≥ 0 and α ∈ [0, 1), we have the bound ‖Φi‖Ck,α(Rd) .k,α ‖φi‖Ck,α(Rd−1),

with a similar bound inW k,∞ for each k ≥ 0. To see this, one must simply observe that Φi may be re-written

as the convolution

Φi(z) = cde
−z2

d

∫

Rd−1

φi(z̃ + zdy)e
−|y|2dy,

where cd is a dimensional constant. The gain of Sobolev regularity ‖Φi‖
H

s+1
2 (Rd)

≈s ‖φi‖Hs(Rd−1) for s ≥ 0

follows from an inspection of the Fourier transform of Φi.

Using the above properties, it is easy to see that when σ > 0 from (A.3) is sufficiently small, the map

Hi(z̃, zd) := (z̃, zd +Φi(z̃, zd))

is a diffeomorphism from Rd → Rd. Moreover, for each s ≥ 0, integer k ≥ 0 and α ∈ [0, 1), we have

the bounds ‖Hi − Id‖Ck,α .A ‖Γ‖Ck,α and ‖Hi − Id‖
H

s+1
2
.A ‖Γ‖Hs . Similar bounds hold for Gi − Id,

where Gi := H−1
i is the inverse function. Furthermore, the d′th component gi of Gi satisfies the bounds

|∂zdgi|+ |(∂zdgi)
−1| .A 1. Hence, if Λ∗ is a tight enough collar neighborhood and σ > 0 is sufficiently small,

we have

‖Hi − Id‖C1 + ‖Gi − Id‖C1 .A ρ,

where ρ > 0 is a positive constant which can be made as small as we wish by adjusting σ and the width of

the collar. It follows, in particular, that for some uniform constant δ∗ > 0 we have
(
R̃i

(
5

4
ri

)
× Ii

(
5

4
δ∗ri

))
∩ Ω =

(
R̃i

(
5

4
ri

)
× Ii

(
5

4
δ∗ri

))
∩ {gi > 0}.

Partition of unity. We now construct a partition of unity for Ω with bounds uniform in Λ∗. For this, we

let γ be a smooth cutoff defined on [0,∞) which is equal to 1 on [0, 98 ], has support in [0, 54 ) and satisfies

0 ≤ γ ≤ 1. We also let ζ be a smooth function defined on [0,∞) which takes values in [ 13 ,∞) and has the

property that ζ = 1
3 on [0, 13 ] and ζ(x) = x for x ≥ 2

3 . We then define

γ̃∗i(z) := γ(
|z̃|

ri
)γ(

|zd|

δ∗ri
), η := ζ ◦

∑

i

(γ̃∗i ◦Gi)

and

γ∗i :=
γ̃∗i(Gi)

η
, γ∗0 := (1−

∑

i

γ∗i)1Ω.

It is easy see that
∑

i≥0 γ∗i = 1 on Ω and 0 ≤ γ∗i ≤ 1 for each i ≥ 0. Moreover, using Moser and Sobolev

product estimates, it may be verified that for each for s ≥ 0 we have

‖γ∗i‖
H

s+1
2
.A ‖Γ‖Hs .
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A.3.2. Sobolev spaces on hypersurfaces in Λ∗. The above partition of unity may be used to consistently

define Ck,α and Hs spaces on hypersurfaces Γ ∈ Λ∗. Indeed, if Γ is C1 and in Hs, we may define the space

Hr(Γ) for 0 ≤ r ≤ s through the inner product,

〈f, g〉Hr(Γ) :=
∑

i≥1

〈φifi, φigi〉Hr(Rd−1),

where φi := γ∗i ◦Hi(z̃, 0), fi := f ◦Hi(z̃, 0) and gi := g ◦Hi(z̃, 0). If Γ is Ck,α we may also define

‖f‖Ck,α(Γ) := sup
i≥1

‖φifi‖Ck,α(Rd−1).

We remark, of course, that the φi in these definitions are not the same as the φi in Appendix A.3.1.

Using the above framework and a general Moser estimate from [18, Proposition 5.5] one may prove the

following refined product type estimate on the boundary Γ.

Proposition A.6 (Product estimates on the boundary). Let Ω be a bounded domain with boundary Γ ∈ Λ∗.

If f, g are functions on Γ and g = g1j + g2j is any sequence of partitions, then for s ≥ 0 and r ≥ 1 we have

‖fg‖Hs(Γ) .A ‖f‖L∞(Γ)‖g‖Hs(Γ) + (‖f‖Hs+r−1(Γ) + ‖f‖L∞(Γ)‖Γ‖Hs+r) sup
j>0

2−j(r−1)‖g1j‖L∞(Γ)

+ (1 + ‖f‖C2ǫ(Γ)) sup
j>0

2j(s−ǫ)‖g2j‖L2(Γ).

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.9]. �

In a similar spirit to Proposition A.6, we have the following refined version of the trace theorem for Γ.

Proposition A.7 (Balanced trace estimate). Let Ω be a bounded domain with boundary Γ ∈ Λ∗. For every

s > 1
2 , r ≥ 0, α, β ∈ [0, 1] and every sequence of partitions v = v1j + v2j , we have

‖v|Γ‖Hs− 1
2 (Γ)

.A ‖v‖Hs(Ω) + ‖Γ‖
H

s+r− 1
2
sup
j>0

2−j(r+α−1)‖v1j ‖Cα(Ω) + sup
j>0

2j(s−1+β−ǫ)‖v2j ‖H1−β(Ω).

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.11]. �

Finally, we recall that we may control the surface regularity in terms of the mean curvature κ.

Proposition A.8 (Curvature estimate). Let s ≥ 2. The following estimates for ‖Γ‖Hs and the normal nΓ

hold:

‖Γ‖Hs + ‖nΓ‖Hs−1(Γ) .A 1 + ‖κ‖Hs−2(Γ).

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.22]. �

A.3.3. An extension operator depending continuously on the domain. To establish continuous dependence

of the free boundary MHD flow, we will need a family of extension operators that depend continuously on

the domain in a suitable sense. The existence of such a family of operators can be easily deduced from the

above local coordinates.

Proposition A.9. Fix a collar neighborhood Λ∗ and let s > d
2 + 1

2 . For each bounded domain Ω with Hs

boundary Γ ∈ Λ∗ there exists an extension operator EΩ : Hs(Ω) → Hs(Rd) such that for all v ∈ Hs(Ω),

‖EΩv‖Hs(Rd) + ‖Γ‖Hs ≈A,‖v‖
C

1
2 (Ω)

‖(v,Γ)‖Hs , ‖EΩv‖Hs(Rd) .A ‖Γ‖Hs‖v‖Hs(Ω),
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where the dependence on ‖v‖
C

1
2 (Ω)

is polynomial. Moreover, if Ωn is a sequence of domains with Γn → Γ in

Hs, then for every v ∈ Hs(Rd), there holds

‖EΩn
v|Ωn

− EΩv|Ω‖Hs(Rd) → 0.

Proof. This is a slightly cruder version of [18, Proposition 5.12]. �

Remark A.10. We will only use the above extension operator in Appendix A.6.1 when we define frequency

envelopes and in Section 7.4 when we establish continuity of the flow map for the free boundary MHD

equations. In all other cases, our default extension operator will be that of Stein.

A.4. Balanced elliptic estimates. We now collect the refined elliptic estimates from [18].

A.4.1. Pointwise elliptic estimates. We begin by stating certain variants of the C1,α estimates for the Dirich-

let problem which precisely quantify the regularity of the domain. We will mostly use these estimates when

α = 1
2 or α = ǫ.

Proposition A.11 (C1,α estimates for the Dirichlet problem). Let Ω be a bounded C1,α domain with

0 < α < 1 and with boundary Γ ∈ Λ∗. Consider the boundary value problem





∆v = ∇ · g1 + g2 in Ω,

v = ψ on ∂Ω.

Then v satisfies the estimate

‖v‖C1,α(Ω) .A ‖Γ‖C1,α(‖v‖W 1,∞(Ω) + ‖g1‖L∞(Ω)) + ‖g1‖Cα(Ω) + ‖g2‖L∞(Ω) + ‖ψ‖C1,α(Γ).

Interpolating and using the straightforward estimate

‖v‖L∞(Ω) .A ‖g1‖L∞(Ω) + ‖g2‖L∞(Ω) + ‖ψ‖L∞(Γ),

we deduce that

‖v‖C1,ǫ(Ω) .A ‖g1‖Cǫ(Ω) + ‖g2‖L∞(Ω) + ‖ψ‖C1,ǫ(Γ)

and

‖v‖C1,α(Ω) .A ‖Γ‖C1,α(‖g1‖Cǫ(Ω) + ‖g2‖L∞(Ω) + ‖ψ‖C1,ǫ(Γ)) + ‖g1‖Cα(Ω) + ‖g2‖L∞(Ω) + ‖ψ‖C1,α(Γ).

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.15]. �

When g1 and g2 are both zero, we may use the maximum principle, the C1,ǫ bounds in Proposition A.11

and interpolation to obtain Cα bounds for H with constant depending only on A.

Corollary A.12. Let 0 ≤ α < 1. The following low regularity bound for H holds uniformly for domains Ω

with boundary Γ ∈ Λ∗,

‖Hg‖Cα(Ω) .A ‖g‖Cα(Γ).

Proof. See [18, Corollary 5.16]. �
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A.4.2. Hs estimates for the Dirichlet problem. We now move on to proving Hs type estimates for various

elliptic problems. We begin by analyzing the inhomogeneous Dirichlet problem,




∆v = g in Ω,

v = ψ on Γ.

We recall a few baseline estimates. The first is when ψ = 0, in which case [18, Equation (5.19)] implies that

v satisfies the H1 estimate

‖v‖H1(Ω) .A ‖g‖H−1(Ω).

The other case is when g = 0 and 1
2 < s ≤ 1, where [18, Equation (5.20)] yields the estimate

(A.4) ‖v‖Hs(Ω) .A ‖ψ‖
H

s− 1
2 (Γ)

.

We further recall the following elliptic estimates which hold on C1,ǫ0 domains.

Proposition A.13. For every 0 < s < 1
2 + ǫ0 we have

‖∆−1g‖Hs+1(Ω) .A ‖g‖Hs−1(Ω), ‖Hψ‖Hs+1(Ω) .A ‖ψ‖
H

s+1
2 (Γ)

.

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.18]. �

The balanced higher regularity estimates for the Dirichlet problem are as follows.

Proposition A.14 (Higher regularity bounds for the inhomogeneous Dirichlet problem). Let Ω be a bounded

domain with boundary Γ ∈ Λ∗. Suppose that v solves the Dirichlet problem




∆v = g in Ω,

v = ψ on ∂Ω,

and let s ≥ 2. Then for r ≥ 0, α ∈ [0, 1], β ∈ [0, 1] and any sequence of partitions v := v1j + v2j , we have

‖v‖Hs(Ω) .A ‖g‖Hs−2(Ω) + ‖ψ‖
H

s− 1
2 (Γ)

+ ‖Γ‖
H

s+r− 1
2
sup
j>0

2−j(α−1+r)‖v1j ‖Cα(Ω) + sup
j>0

2j(s−1+β−ǫ)‖v2j ‖H1−β(Ω).

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.19]. �

We will also occasionally need the following consequence of the above estimate in the case when 1 < s < 2

and d = 2, 3.

Corollary A.15. Let Ω be a bounded domain with boundary Γ ∈ Λ∗. Let d = 2 or 3, 1 < s < 2 and

s0 >
d
2 + 1. Then for f ∈ Hs−2(Ω) we have

(A.5) ‖∆−1f‖Hs(Ω) .A C(‖Γ‖
H

s0− 1
2
)‖f‖Hs−2(Ω)

where C is some constant depending on s0 which is sub-polynomial in ‖Γ‖
H

s0− 1
2
.

Proof. We show the details for the case d = 2 first. We observe that for ǫ > 0 sufficiently small (depending

on s0), the parameter σ = 2+ 2ǫ is simultaneously such that s0 > σ and, moreover, we have the embedding

Hσ−ǫ(Ω) ⊂ C1(Ω). Hence, by Proposition A.14, we have

‖∆−1f‖Hσ(Ω) .A ‖f‖Hσ−2(Ω) + ‖Γ‖
H

s0− 1
2
‖∆−1f‖Hσ−ǫ(Ω).



120 MIHAELA IFRIM, BEN PINEAU, DANIEL TATARU, AND MITCHELL A. TAYLOR

Interpolating and using the estimate ‖∆−1f‖H1(Ω) .A ‖f‖H−1(Ω) .A ‖f‖Hσ−2(Ω), we have

‖∆−1f‖Hσ(Ω) .A C(‖Γ‖
H

s0− 1
2
)‖f‖Hσ−2(Ω).

Interpolating this with the bound ‖∆−1f‖H1(Ω) .A ‖f‖H−1(Ω) gives (A.5) in the case d = 2. If d = 3, we

instead take σ = 5
2 + 2ǫ and perform a similar analysis. �

A.4.3. Harmonic extension bounds. In the special case g = 0, Proposition A.14 yields the following corollary

for the harmonic extension operator H.

Proposition A.16 (Harmonic extension bounds). Let Ω be a bounded domain with boundary Γ ∈ Λ∗. Then

the following bound holds for the harmonic extension operator H when s ≥ 2, r ≥ 0, β ∈ [0, 12 ) and α ∈ [0, 1),

‖Hψ‖Hs(Ω) .A ‖ψ‖
H

s− 1
2 (Γ)

+ ‖Γ‖
H

s+r− 1
2
sup
j>0

2−j(α−1+r)‖ψ1
j ‖Cα(Γ) + sup

j>0
2j(s−1+β−ǫ)‖ψ2

j‖H
1
2
−β(Γ)

.

Here, ψ = ψ1
j + ψ2

j is any sequence of partitions.

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.21]. �

A.4.4. Estimates for the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator. Recall that the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator is

the mapping N := nΓ · (∇H)|Γ. This operator plays a fundamental role in free boundary fluid dynamics.

Here we recall its mapping properties, beginning with a baseline ellipticity estimate.

Lemma A.17. The Dirichlet-to-Neumann map on Γ satisfies

‖ψ‖H1(Γ) + ‖∇⊤ψ‖L2(Γ) .A ‖Nψ‖L2(Γ) + ‖ψ‖L2(Γ).

Proof. See the proof of [18, Lemma 5.23]. �

The reverse inequality also holds, in the following sense.

Lemma A.18. The Dirichlet-to-Neumann map on Γ satisfies

‖Nψ‖L2(Γ) .A ‖ψ‖H1(Γ).

Proof. See [18, Lemma 5.24]. �

Next, we recall higher regularity versions of these bounds. We begin with a higher regularity version of

Lemma A.17.

Proposition A.19 (Ellipticity for the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator). Let s ≥ 1
2 and let k ≥ 1 be an

integer. Then for α ∈ [0, 1) and β ∈ [0, 12 ), we have the bound

‖ψ‖Hs+k(Γ) .A ‖ψ‖L2(Γ) + ‖N kψ‖Hs(Γ) + ‖Γ‖Hs+k+r sup
j>0

2−j(α−1+r)‖ψ1
j‖Cα(Γ)

+ sup
j>0

2j(s+k− 1
2+β−ǫ)‖ψ2

j ‖H
1
2
−β(Γ)

.

Proof. See [18, Lemma 5.26]. �

To complement the higher order ellipticity estimates for N , we will need the reverse estimates which

control powers of N applied to a function in terms of appropriate Sobolev norms of that function. The

following two propositions give such bounds – they may be thought of as higher regularity analogues of

Lemma A.18.



SHARP WELL-POSEDNESS FOR THE FREE BOUNDARY MHD EQUATIONS 121

Proposition A.20 (Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator bound I). Let s ≥ 1
2 , r ≥ 0, α ∈ [0, 1) and β ∈ [0, 12 ).

Then

‖Nψ‖Hs(Γ) .A ‖ψ‖Hs+1(Γ) + ‖Γ‖Hs+1+r sup
j>0

2−j(r−1+α)‖ψ1
j ‖Cα(Γ) + sup

j>0
2j(s+

1
2+β−ǫ)‖ψ2

j‖H
1
2
−β(Γ)

for any sequence of partitions ψ = ψ1
j + ψ2

j .

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.29]. �

Proposition A.21 (Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator bound II). Let m ≥ 1 be an integer, let s ≥ 1
2 and let

r ≥ 0, α ∈ [0, 1) and β ∈ [0, 12 ). Then we have the bound

‖Nmψ‖Hs(Γ) .A ‖ψ‖Hs+m(Γ) + ‖Γ‖Hs+r+m sup
j>0

2−j(r+α−1)‖ψ1
j ‖Cα(Γ) + sup

j>0
2j(s−

1
2+m+β−ǫ)‖ψ2

j ‖H
1
2
−β(Γ)

and the closely related bound when s ≥ 3
2 ,

‖HNmψ‖
H

s+1
2 (Ω)

.A ‖ψ‖Hs+m(Γ) + ‖Γ‖Hs+r+m sup
j>0

2−j(r+α−1)‖ψ1
j ‖Cα(Γ) + sup

j>0
2j(s−

1
2+m+β−ǫ)‖ψ2

j ‖H
1
2
−β(Γ)

for any partition ψ = ψ1
j + ψ2

j .

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.30]. �

Finally, we recall a few results about traces of normal and tangential derivatives on the boundary. For

normal derivatives, we have the following estimates.

Proposition A.22 (Normal derivative trace bound). Let s > 0, r ≥ 0 and α, β ∈ [0, 1]. The normal trace

operator ∇n := nΓ · (∇)|Γ satisfies the bound

‖∇nv‖Hs(Γ) .A ‖v‖
H

s+3
2 (Ω)

+ ‖Γ‖Hs+r+1 sup
j>0

2−j(r−1+α)‖v1j ‖Cα(Ω) + sup
j>0

2j(s+β+ 1
2−ǫ)‖v2j ‖H1−β(Ω).

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.28]. �

For the tangential derivative operator ∇⊤, the analogous result is as follows.

Proposition A.23. Let s ≥ 1
2 , r ≥ 0, α ∈ [0, 1) and β ∈ [0, 12 ). Then

‖∇⊤ψ‖Hs(Γ) .A ‖ψ‖Hs+1(Γ) + ‖Γ‖Hs+1+r sup
j>0

2−j(r−1+α)‖ψ1
j ‖Cα(Γ) + sup

j>0
2j(s+

1
2+β−ǫ)‖ψ2

j ‖H
1
2
−β(Γ)

for any sequence of partitions ψ = ψ1
j + ψ2

j .

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.31]. �

Finally, we note a bound for Nm∇n which will be used in Section 5.

Corollary A.24. Let α, β ∈ [0, 1], s ≥ 1
2 and r ≥ 0. We have

‖Nm∇nv‖Hs(Γ) .A ‖v‖
H

s+m+3
2 (Ω)

+‖Γ‖Hs+1+m+r sup
j>0

2−j(r+α−1)‖v1j ‖Cα(Ω)+sup
j>0

2j(s+β+ 1
2+m−ǫ)‖v2j ‖H1−β(Ω)

where v = v1j + v2j is any sequence of partitions of v.

Proof. See [18, Corollary 5.32]. �
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A.4.5. Div-curl estimates. At various points in the paper we will need good bounds for the following div-curl

system.

Proposition A.25 (Div-curl estimate with Neumann type data). Let v ∈ Hs(Ω) be a vector field defined

on Ω and let s > 3
2 , α, β ∈ [0, 1]. Let v := v1j + v2j be any partition of v. Moreover, let Bv denote either the

Neumann trace of v, nΓ · ∇v or the boundary value ∇⊤v · nΓ. Then if v solves the div-curl system,




∇ · v = f,

∇× v = ω,

Bv = g,

then v satisfies the estimate

‖v‖Hs(Ω) .A ‖f‖Hs−1(Ω) + ‖ω‖Hs−1(Ω) + ‖g‖
H

s− 3
2 (Γ)

+ ‖v‖L2(Ω) + ‖Γ‖
H

s+r− 1
2
sup
j>0

2−j(r+α−1)‖v1j ‖Cα(Ω)

+ sup
j>0

2j(s−1+β−ǫ)‖v2j ‖H1−β(Ω).

Proof. See [18, Proposition 5.27]. �

Remark A.26. Note that we do not claim that solutions to the above div-curl system always exist. We

only claim that solutions to the above system satisfy the bounds in Proposition A.25.

A.4.6. Rotational-irrotational decomposition. Another variant of the above div-curl decomposition that will

be useful in instances where we need estimates for vector fields in terms of their normal trace is the so-called

rotational-irrotational decomposition. This is described in Appendix A of [28] but we recall the relevant

definitions here for convenience of the reader. We have the following two definitions.

Definition A.27 (Divergence-free projection). Given a vector field v ∈ L2(Ω), we define its divergence-free

projection vdiv by

vdiv := v −∇∆−1(∇ · v).

Definition A.28 (Rotational-irrotational decomposition). Given a vector field v ∈ L2(Ω), we define

vir := ∇HN−1(vdiv · nΓ), vrot := vdiv − vir .

In particular, if v is divergence-free, it follows from Definition A.28 that we have the following further

decomposition of v into two divergence-free parts:

v = vrot + vir.

From Proposition A.5 in [28], we have the following basic L2(Ω) bound.

Proposition A.29. For a vector field v ∈ L2(Ω), there holds

‖vir‖L2(Ω) .A ‖vdiv · nΓ‖
H

− 1
2 (Γ)

.

A.5. Moving surface identities and commutators. We now assume that Ωt is a one parameter family

of domains with boundaries Γt ∈ Λ∗ flowing with a velocity vector field v that is not necessarily divergence-

free. The objective is to compile several identities and commutator estimates involving functions on Γt and

the material derivative Dt := ∂t + v · ∇.
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Remark A.30. We importantly remark that if w is a vector field on Ω such that w is tangent to Γ

(i.e. w · nΓ = 0) then the identities (i) and (iii)-(vi) and the estimates below in Proposition A.31 (if w is

divergence-free) hold verbatim with Dt replaced by ∇w and v replaced by w.

The following algebraic identities were originally proven in [28] and then collected in [18, Section 5.6].

(i) (Material derivative of the normal).

(A.6) DtnΓt
= − ((∇v)∗(nΓt

))
⊤
.

(ii) (Leibniz rule for N ).

(A.7) N (fg) = fN g + gNf − 2∇n∆
−1(∇Hf · ∇Hg).

(iii) (Commutator with ∇).

[Dt,∇]f = −(∇v)∗(∇f).

(iv) (Commutator with ∆−1).

[Dt,∆
−1]f = ∆−1

(
2∇v · ∇2∆−1f +∆v · ∇∆−1f

)
.

(v) (Commutator with H).

S0f := [Dt,H]f = ∆−1(2∇v · ∇2Hf +∇Hf ·∆v).(A.8)

(vi) (Commutator with N ).

S1f := [Dt,N ]f = DtnΓt
· ∇Hf − nΓt

· ((∇v)∗(∇Hf)) + nΓt
· ∇([Dt,H]f).(A.9)

We also recall the general Leibniz type formula,

(A.10)
d

dt

∫

Γt

fdS =

∫

Γt

Dtf + f(D · v⊤ − κv⊥) dS,

where D is the covariant derivative and the integration by parts formula

(A.11)

∫

Γ

∇BgfdS = −

∫

Γ

∇BfgdS +

∫

Γ

fgnΓ · ∇B · nΓdS,

where Γ = ∂Ω and B is a divergence-free function on Ω satisfying B · nΓ = 0.

A.5.1. Balanced commutator estimates. The above identities can be used to establish refined estimates for

commutators involving Dt and N . Indeed, for divergence-free velocities v, it is straightforward to verify that

S0ψ can be re-written in the form

(A.12) S0ψ = ∆−1∇ · B(∇v,∇Hψ),

where B is an Rd-valued bilinear form. By (A.9), we can write the commutator [Dt,N ] as

S1ψ := [Dt,N ]ψ = ∇nS0ψ −∇Hψ · (∇nv)−∇⊤ψ · ∇v · nΓt
.

Higher order commutators Sk can then be calculated using the identity

(A.13) Skψ := [Dt,N
k]ψ =

∑

l+m=k−1

N l[Dt,N ]Nmψ,

where k ∈ N and l,m are non-negative integers. Exploiting these formulas, precise estimates for Sk were

proven in [18, Proposition 5.33] when v is divergence-free and s ≥ 1
2 . We will need the following variant for

our analysis; note that we have dropped the t subscripts in the statements below.
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Proposition A.31. Let s0 >
d
2 +1 and put Ms0 := ‖v‖Hs0(Ω) + ‖Γ‖Hs0 . Suppose that the flow velocity v is

divergence-free and let s ≥ 1
2 , k ≥ 1. Then for any sequence of partitions ψ = ψ1

j + ψ2
j , r ≥ 0 and α ∈ [0, 1],

there holds

‖Skψ‖Hs(Γ) .Ms0
‖ψ‖Hs+k(Γ) + (‖v‖

H
s+1

2
+k+r(Ω)

+ ‖Γ‖
H

s+k+1
2
+r) sup

j>0
2−j(α−1+r)‖ψ1

j ‖Cα(Γ)

+sup
j>0

2j(s+k−ǫ)‖ψ2
j ‖Hǫ(Γ).

(A.14)

Proof. From (A.13), we need to prove the estimate above with the left-hand side replaced by N l[Dt,N ]Nmψ

where l +m = k − 1. We will focus on the term N l(∇nS0Nmψ), as it is the most difficult. Let us define

G := B(∇v,∇HNmψ). We begin by applying Corollary A.24 and then Proposition A.14 to obtain, using

the identity (A.12),

‖N l(∇nS0N
mψ)‖Hs(Γ) .Ms0

‖G‖
H

s+l+1
2 (Ω)

+ ‖Γ‖
H

s+1
2
+k+r sup

j>0
2−j(m+ 1

2+r)‖∆−1∇ ·G1
j‖W 1,∞(Ω)

+ sup
j>0

2j(s+l+ 1
2−ǫ)‖∆−1∇ ·G2

j‖H1(Ω),

whereG = G1
j+G

2
j is a partition ofG defined by takingG1

j = B(∇v,∇P<jHNm
<jψ

1
j ), whereN<j := ∇nP<jH.

Using the C1,ǫ estimate for ∆−1 and the maximum principle for H, it is straightforward to estimate

2−j(m+ 1
2+r)‖∆−1∇ ·G1

j‖W 1,∞(Ω) .Ms0
2−j( 1

2+r−ǫ)‖∇P<jHψ
1
j ‖L∞(Γ) .Ms0

2−j(α−1+r)‖ψ1
j‖Cα(Γ),

where we used the crude bound 2−j( 1
2−ǫ) . 1, the bound ‖P<j‖Cα→W 1,∞ .M 2j(1−α) as well as Corol-

lary A.12. Moreover, using the H−1 → H1
0 estimate for ∆−1, we can control the other term by

‖∆−1∇ ·G2
j‖H1(Ω) .Ms0

‖∇P<jHNm
<jψ

2
j ‖L2(Ω) + ‖∇P<jHNm

<jψ −∇HNmψ‖L2(Ω) =: I1 + I2.

Using the H
1
2 → H1 bound for the harmonic extension operator H, Sobolev product estimates, the bound

‖nΓ‖
C

1
2 (Γ)

.Ms0
‖Γ‖

C
1, 1

2
.Ms0

‖Γ‖Hs0 and the trace theorem, we have

‖HNm
<jψ

2
j ‖H1(Ω) .Ms0

‖Nm
<jψ

2
j ‖H

1
2 (Γ)

.Ms0
‖nΓ‖

C
1
2 (Γ)

‖∇P<jHNm−1
<j ψ2

j ‖H1(Ω)

.Ms0
2j‖P<jHNm−1

<j ψ2
j ‖H1(Ω).

Iterating this and using the Hǫ → H
1
2+ǫ bound (A.4), we arrive at

2j(s+l+ 1
2−ǫ)I1 .Ms0

2j(s+k−ǫ)‖Hψ2
j ‖H

1
2
+ǫ(Ω)

.Ms0
2j(s+k−ǫ)‖ψ2

j ‖Hǫ(Γ).

On the other hand, we can estimate

I2 .Ms0
2−j(s+l+ 1

2 )‖HNmψ‖
H

s+l+3
2 (Ω)

+ ‖∇H(Nm
<jψ −Nmψ)‖L2(Ω) =: I12 + I22 .

Using Proposition A.16 and Proposition A.21, we can control 2j(s+l+ 1
2−ǫ)I12 by the right-hand side of (A.14).

On the other hand, expanding I22 and using the H
1
2 → H1 bound for H, Proposition A.6, the fact that
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‖nΓ‖
C

1
2 (Γ)

.Ms0
1 and the trace theorem, we can estimate

I22 .Ms0

m−1∑

p=0

‖∇H(N p
<j(N −N<j)N

m−1−pψ‖L2(Ω)

.Ms0

m−1∑

p=0

2jp‖∇P≥jHNm−1−pψ‖H1(Ω)

.Ms0
2−j(s+l+ 1

2 )
m−1∑

p=0

‖HNm−1−pψ‖
H

s+l+p+5
2 (Ω)

.

Using Proposition A.16, we then control 2j(s+l+ 1
2−ǫ)I22 by the right-hand side of (A.14).

It remains to estimate ‖G‖
H

s+l+1
2 (Ω)

. By applying Proposition A.3 with the partition

HNmψ = (HNm
<jψ

1
j ) + (HNm

<jψ
2
j +H(Nm −Nm

<j)ψ)

we can estimate G by the right-hand side of (A.14) by using a similar analysis to the above, but now making

important use of the term involving ‖v‖
H

s+1
2
+k+r(Ω)

in (A.14). �

A.6. Regularization operators which extend the domain. In order to construct solutions to the free

boundary MHD equations, we will need a well-chosen family of regularization operators. Beyond the usual

regularization properties in Proposition A.32, we will require the following features.

(i) (Extension property). There is a δ0 > 0 so that whenever Ωj is a domain containing Ω with

boundary Γj ∈ Λ∗ satisfying ‖dist(x,Ω)‖L∞(Ωj) < δ02
−j we have that the regularization Ψ≤jv at

the dyadic scale 2j is defined on Ωj .

(ii) (Regularization is divergence-free). Given Ωj as above and any divergence-free function v on Ω, the

regularization Ψ≤jv satisfies ∇ ·Ψ≤jv = 0 on Ωj .

Property (i) will be needed for comparing functions defined on different – but sufficiently close – domains.

Property (ii) will allow us to maintain the divergence-free condition when regularizing the velocity and the

magnetic field.

We begin by constructing regularization operators which have the extension property (i) but not nec-

essarily the divergence-free property (ii). Since the explicit form of these operators will be needed in the

existence scheme for estimating commutators with ∇B, we include a sketch of the proof.

Proposition A.32. Fix α0 and let v, Ω and Ωj be as above. There exists a regularization operator Φ≤j

which is bounded from Hs(Ω) → Hs(Ωj) for every s ≥ 0 with the following properties.

(i) (Regularization bounds).

‖Φ≤jv‖Hs+α(Ωj) .A 2jα‖v‖Hs(Ω), 0 ≤ α.

(ii) (Difference bounds).

‖(Φ≤j+1 − Φ≤j)v‖Hs−α(Ωj+1) .A 2−jα‖v‖Hs(Ω), 0 ≤ α ≤ min{s, α0}.

(iii) (Error bounds).

‖(I − Φ≤j)v‖Hs−α(Ω) .A 2−jα‖v‖Hs(Ω), 0 ≤ α ≤ min{s, α0}.
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Proof. Our objective is to define a suitable kernel Kj so that

Φ≤jv(x) =

∫

Ω

Kj(x, y)v(y) dy.

The kernel Kj(x, y) will take the form

Kj(x, y) =

n∑

k=0

K
j
k(x, y)χk(x),

where (χk)
n
k=0 is a partition of unity of a neighborhood of Ω. More specifically, we choose (χk)

n
k=0 to be

subordinate to an open cover {Uk}nk=0 so that there are unit vectors (ek)
n
k=1 with ek outward oriented and

uniformly transversal to Γ ∩ Uk. The remaining set U0 is then selected to cover the portion of Ω away from

the boundary. It is easy to see that such a smooth partition of unity exists, with bounds depending solely

on the properties of Λ∗.

Define e0 := 0 and take ek with k ∈ {1, . . . , n} as in the previous paragraph. We select a smooth bump

function φk so that

(i) The support of φk satisfies suppφk ⊆ B(ek, δ1), δ1 ≪ 1.

(ii) The average of φk is 1, i.e.,
∫
Rd φk(z) dz = 1.

(iii) φk has zero moments up to some suitably large order N , i.e.,
∫
Rd z

αφk(z)dz = 0, 1 ≤ |α| ≤ N.

For each j > 0, we consider the regularizing kernel

K
j
0,k(z) := 2jdφk(2

jz)

and define Kj
k(x, y) := K

j
0,k(x − y) for y ∈ Ω. Note that for fixed x ∈ Uk, K

j
k(x, y) is non-zero only when

2j(x− y) ∈ B(ek, δ1), i.e., when y is within distance 2−jδ1 of x− 2−jek. Hence, we may view our kernel Kj

not only for x ∈ Ω but also for x in an O(2−j) enlargement of Ω. With this observation in mind, one may

check that the kernels Kj satisfy

(i) Kj : Ω̃j × Ω → R, where Ω̃j := {x ∈ Rd : d(x,Ω) ≤ c2−j} and c is some small universal constant.

(ii) |∂αx ∂
β
yK

j(x, y)| . 2j(d+|α|+|β|) for multi-indices α, β.

(iii)
∫
Ω
Kj(x, y) dy = 1.

(iv)
∫
ΩK

j(x, y)(x − y)α dy = 0 for 1 ≤ |α| ≤ N.

From the definition of Kj, we see that Φ≤jv is defined on a neighborhood of Ωj if δ0 from the extension

property (i) is small enough. It is also directly verified that Φ≤j satisfies the three properties in Proposi-

tion A.32 when s and α are integers; the latter two bounds use the moment conditions with N = N(α0). By

interpolation, we obtain the bounds in Proposition A.32 for non-integer regularities as well. �

Using the family of operators Φ≤j , we may construct our desired regularization operators Ψ≤j.

Proposition A.33. For each j, there exists an operator Ψ≤j which is bounded from Hs
div(Ω) → Hs

div(Ωj)

for every s ≥ 0 which satisfies the extension and regularization properties in Proposition A.32.

Proof. The proof proceeds by correcting the operator in Proposition A.32 by a gradient potential. See [18,

Proposition 6.2] for details. �

We also note the pointwise analogues of the above estimates.
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Proposition A.34. Let 0 ≤ α < 2. Given the assumptions of Proposition A.33, the regularization operator

Ψ≤j satisfies the pointwise bounds

‖Ψ≤jv‖Cα(Ωj) .A 2jβ‖v‖Cα−β(Ω)

for 0 ≤ β ≤ α and

‖(I −Ψ≤j)v‖Cα(Ω) + ‖(Ψ≤j+1 −Ψ≤j)v‖Cα(Ωj+1) .A 2−jβ‖v‖Cα+β(Ω)

for β ≥ 0. Similar bounds hold for the regularization operator Φ≤j.

Proof. See [18, Proposition 6.3]. �

As in [18], we will use the above operators to form a crude paradifferential calculus. For any integer

l > 0, we let Φl := Φ≤l+1 − Φ≤l and Ψl := Ψ≤l+1 − Ψ≤l. We also define Φ0 := Φ≤0 and Ψ0 := Ψ≤0. For a

vector or scalar valued function f defined on Ω, we write f l := Φlf and f≤l := Φ≤lf . If, in addition, f is a

divergence-free vector field, we instead use f l and f≤l to respectively represent Ψlf and Ψ≤lf . This ensures

that the divergence-free structure of f is preserved. By an abuse of notation, we define

f lg≤l :=
∑

l≥0

∑

0≤m≤l

f lgm −
1

2

∑

l≥0

f lgl.

This definition ensures that we have the crude bilinear paraproduct decomposition

(A.15) fg = f lg≤l + f≤lgl,

where f lg≤l selects the portion of fg where f is at higher or comparable frequency compared to g. Trilinear

(or even higher order) expressions of the form f lg≤lh≤l may be similarly defined so that we have fgh =

f lg≤lh≤l + f≤lglh≤l + f≤lg≤lhl. Such decompositions will be used frequently in Section 5.

A.6.1. Frequency envelopes. We now define Hs frequency envelopes. The verification of the frequency enve-

lope bounds presented below will be noticeably more involved than in our previous work [18, Section 6.1],

as we must preserve the boundary conditions in the state space Hs.

Let Γ ∈ Λ∗ and let s > d
2 +1. Suppose that f ∈ Hs(Ω) and Γ ∈ Hs is parameterized in collar coordinates

by x 7→ x+ηΓ(x)ν(x). Using the extension operator from Proposition A.9, we have the following Littlewood-

Paley decomposition for a function f defined on Ω:

(A.16) f =
∑

j≥0

Pjf,

where Pjf is interpreted to mean PjEΩf with EΩ as in Proposition A.9.

Remark A.35. Note that the use of EΩ rather than Stein’s extension operator EΩ in (A.16) conflicts with

our convention in Appendix A.2.1. The definition in (A.16) will only be used in this subsection; its purpose

is to ensure that frequency envelopes associated to different initial data can be suitably compared.

We have a corresponding Littlewood-Paley type decomposition for functions on Γ∗. Indeed, we can write

for j > 0, Pj := ϕ(2−2j∆Γ∗
) − ϕ(2−2(j+1)∆Γ∗

) and P0 := ϕ(∆Γ∗
) where ϕ : R → R with ϕ = 1 on the unit

ball and with support in B2(0). Correspondingly, we can define the multipliers P≤j and P>j .
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From Proposition A.9, Sobolev embeddings and almost orthogonality, we have for any d
2 + 1 < s0 < s,

‖(v,B,Γ)‖2Hs ≈Ms0

∑

j≥0

22js
(
‖Pjv‖

2
L2(Rd) + ‖PjB‖2L2(Rd) + ‖PjηΓ‖

2
L2(Γ∗)

)

+
∑

j≥0

22j(s−
1
2 )
(
‖Pj(∇Bv)‖

2
L2(Rd) + ‖Pj(∇BB)‖2L2(Rd)

)
,

where Ms0 := ‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hs0 . The above equivalence will allow us to define Hs frequency envelopes for

states (v,B,Γ) ∈ Hs with the l2 decay required to establish our continuous dependence result as well as the

continuity of solutions with values in Hs.

Definition A.36 (Frequency envelopes). Let s > d
2 + 1, Γ ∈ Λ∗ and (v,B,Γ) ∈ Hs. An Hs frequency

envelope for the triple (v,B,Γ) is a positive sequence cj with ‖cj‖l2 .Ms0
1 such that for each j ≥ 0,

Nj .Ms0
cj‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hs ,

where

Nj := ‖Pjv‖Hs(Rd) + ‖PjB‖Hs(Rd) + ‖PjηΓ‖Hs(Γ∗) + ‖Pj(∇Bv)‖
H

s− 1
2 (Rd)

+ ‖Pj(∇BB)‖
H

s− 1
2 (Rd)

.

We say that the sequence (cj)j is admissible if c0 ≈Ms0
1 and it is slowly varying,

cj ≤ 2δ|j−k|ck, j, k ≥ 0, 0 < δ ≪ 1.

We can always define an admissible frequency envelope by the formula

(A.17) cj = 2−δj + (1 + ‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hs)−1 max
k

2−δ|j−k|Nk.

Unless otherwise stated, we will take this as our formula for cj . The following proposition will be useful in

our construction of rough solutions as well as for proving continuity of the data-to-solution map.

Proposition A.37. Let Γ ∈ Λ∗ and let s > d
2 +1. Suppose that (v,B,Γ) ∈ Hs and let (cj)j be its associated

admissible frequency envelope. Then there exists a family of regularized domains Ωj with boundaries Γj ∈ Λ∗

and Γj ∈ Hs along with associated divergence-free regularizations vj and Bj defined on Ωj such that Bj is

tangent to Γj and the following properties hold:

(i) (Good pointwise approximation).

(A.18) (vj , Bj ,Γj) → (v,B,Γ) in C1 × C1, 12 as j → ∞.

(ii) (Uniform bound).

(A.19) ‖(vj , Bj ,Γj)‖Hs .Ms0
‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hs .

(iii) (Higher regularity).

(A.20) ‖(vj , Bj ,Γj)‖Hs+α .Ms0
2jαcj‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hs , α > 1.

(iv) (Low-frequency difference bounds I).

(A.21) ‖(vj , Bj)− (vj+1, Bj+1)‖L2×L2(Ωj∩Ωj+1) .Ms0
2−jscj‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hs ,

‖ηΓj
− ηΓj+1‖L2(Γ∗) .Ms0

2−jscj‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hs .

(v) (Low-frequency difference bounds II).

(A.22) ‖(∇Bj
vj ,∇Bj

Bj)− (∇Bj+1vj+1,∇Bj+1Bj+1)‖H1×H1(Ωj∩Ωj+1) .Ms0
2−j(s− 3

2 )cj‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hs .
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Remark A.38. The last bound (A.22) is carried out in H1 instead of L2 for technical convenience. This

choice will avoid the need to work in negative regularity Sobolev spaces at several points in the proof.

Proof. Below we will use Ms := ‖(v,B,Γ)‖Hs as a shorthand. We define Γj in collar coordinates through

the regularization

ηj := P<jη := ϕ(2−2j∆Γ∗
)η.

Here, η is the parameterization for Γ on Γ∗ and ϕ is a radial, unit-scale bump function adapted to the unit

ball. We also define

vj := (Φ≤jv)
div = Φ≤jv −∇∆−1(∇ · Φ≤jv)

where ∆−1 denotes the Dirichlet Laplacian corresponding to Γj. A large part of the proof repeats the

arguments of [18, Proposition 6.6], where the v and Γ regularizations are defined in a similar manner to the

above. This takes care of all of the Γj bounds in the theorem as well as all of the linear vj bounds, but

excludes any estimates involving ∇Bj
vj .

It remains to consider the part of the theorem involving the B regularizations Bj . We define our initial

guess as

B̃j := (Φ≤jB)div = Φ≤jB −∇∆−1(∇ · Φ≤jB).

This satisfies the same linear bounds as vj , but fails to satisfy the requirement to be tangent to the boundary

Γj. We correct it to be purely rotational by setting

Bj = B̃j −Bc
j , Bc

j := ∇HjN
−1
j (B̃j · nj) = B̃ir

j ,

where Hj denotes the harmonic extension for the regularized domain Ωj and Nj is the associated Dirichlet-

to-Neumann operator. This correction is divergence-free and satisfies the desired tangency condition, so we

proceed to show that it satisfies the bounds (A.18)-(A.22). We will do this in two steps: (i) we prove that

the bounds (A.18)-(A.22) hold for B̃j , and (ii) we estimate perturbatively the contribution of the correction

Bc
j .

(i). The estimates for B̃j and vj. Following [18, Proposition 6.6], we already have the bounds in

(A.18) and (A.21), as well as the linear Bj component of (A.19) and (A.20). It remains to prove the ∇Bj

bounds in (A.19), (A.20) and (A.22), where it is enough to consider the expressions ∇B̃j
vj and ∇B̃j

B̃j . We

will carry out the analysis for ∇B̃j
vj as the other term is handled identically. In all three bounds, it suffices

to compare ∇B̃j
vj with Φ≤j(∇Bv), as the latter term is easily estimated in all cases. So, our remaining task

is to prove the appropriate bounds for the difference

Dj := ∇B̃j
vj − Φ≤j(∇Bv).

We expand the above quantity to obtain a commutator structure:

Dj = [∇B̃j
,Φ≤j]v +Φ≤j(∇B̃j−Bv)−∇B̃j

∇∆−1(∇ · Φ≤jv).

The above expression is well-defined on Ωj because of the mapping properties of Φ≤j and the fact that (by

Sobolev embeddings) ηj = η+OL∞(Γ∗)(2
−j( 3

2+δ)). The second term is easy to estimate in all Sobolev norms.

Precisely, we have the L2 bound

‖∇B̃j−Bv‖L2(Ωj∩Ω) . ‖B̃j −B‖L2(Ωj∩Ω)‖∇v‖L∞(Ω) .Ms0
2−sjcjMs,

after which applying Φ≤j yields bounds at any regularity,

‖Φ≤j(∇B̃j−Bv)‖Hσ(Ωj) .Ms0
2(σ−s)jcjMs, σ ≥ 0.
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This suffices for (A.19), (A.20) and (A.22). Next, we estimate the third term which involves the divergence-

free correction. First, we observe the following bound:

‖∆−1(∇ · Φ≤jv)‖
H

s+3
2
+α(Ωj)

.Ms0
‖∇ · Φ≤jv‖

H
s− 1

2
+α(Ωj)

+ ‖Γj‖Hs+1+α‖∇ · Φ≤jv‖Hs0−2(Ωj), α ≥ 1,

which follows from Proposition A.14, Sobolev embeddings and the assumption that s0 >
d
2 + 1. Since v is

divergence-free, the operator ∇ · Φ≤j acts as a commutator, which is essentially a mollifier that is localized

at frequency 2j . This easily yields

‖∇ · Φ≤jv‖
H

s− 1
2
+α(Ωj)

.Ms0
2j(α−

1
2 )Ms .Ms0

2jαcjMs

and

‖Γj‖Hs+1+α‖∇ · Φ≤jv‖Hs0−2(Ωj) .Ms0
2j(1+α)cjMs‖∇ · Φ≤jv‖Hs0−2(Ωj)

.Ms0
2jαcjMs.

From this and simple product estimates, it is straightforward to estimate

‖∇B̃j
∇∆−1(∇ · Φ≤jv)‖

H
s− 1

2
+α(Ωj)

.Ms0
‖B̃j‖

H
s− 1

2
+α(Ωj)

+ ‖∆−1(∇ · Φ≤jv)‖
H

s+3
2
+α(Ωj)

.Ms0
2jαcjMs.

(A.23)

Similarly, we have

‖∇B̃j
∇∆−1(∇ · Φ≤jv)‖L2(Ωj) .Ms0

‖∇ · Φ≤jv‖L2(Ωj) .Ms0
2−jscjMs,

which suffices. We now consider the commutator term in Dj , which we further expand as

[∇B̃j
,Φ≤j]v = B̃j [∇,Φ≤j ]v + [B̃j ,Φ≤j ]∇v.

The commutator in the first term is essentially a mollifier which is localized at frequency 2j and satisfies

a good L2 bound exactly as above. However, the commutator in the second term is 2−j times a mollifier

at frequency ≤ 2j, so we no longer have a good L2 bound for its output. Instead, we only obtain higher

regularity bounds,

‖[B̃j ,Φ≤j ]∇v‖Hσ(Ωj) .Ms0
cj2

j(σ−s)Ms, σ > s− 1.

This suffices for (A.19) and (A.20) but not for (A.22). In this last case, we need to consider differences;

namely,

[B̃j+1,Φ≤j+1]∇v − [B̃j ,Φ≤j]∇v = [B̃j+1 − B̃j ,Φ≤j+1]∇v + [B̃j ,Φ≤j+1 − Φ≤j ]∇v.

For the first term we have a favorable L2 bound (which suffices for the bound (A.22) by interpolation),

‖[B̃j+1 − B̃j ,Φ≤j+1]∇v‖L2(Ωj∩Ωj+1) .Ms0
‖B̃j+1 − B̃j‖L2(Ωj∩Ωj+1)‖∇v‖L∞(Ω)

.Ms0
cj2

−js‖B‖Hs(Ω)‖∇v‖L∞(Ω).

For the second term, on the other hand, we have the mollifier Φ≤j+1 − Φ≤j which is localized at frequency

2j with rapidly decreasing tails. Therefore, we can estimate

‖[B̃j ,Φ≤j+1 − Φ≤j ]∇v‖L2(Ωj∩Ωj+1) .Ms0
cj2

−sjMs

as needed. The corresponding bounds for ∇B̃j
B̃j are virtually identical.

(ii). The estimates involving the correction Bc
j . The correction term Bc

j is determined by the trace

fj := B̃j · nj

on the boundary Γj , so our first goal here will be to prove bounds for fj.
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We would like to estimate fj in Hs− 1
2 (Γj) as well as in both higher and lower norms with appropriate

frequency factors. The difficulty is that nj only has regularity Hs−1(Γj), which at frequency 2j loses a 2
j
2

factor. We will need to regain this factor by using the cancellation B · nΓ = 0 on Γ. This not only suffices,

but even allows us to capture a gain in all lower norms above H− 1
2 . Precisely, we claim that

(A.24) ‖fj‖Hσ(Γj) .Ms0
2(σ−s+ 1

2 )jcjMs, σ ≥ −
1

2
.

To prove this we work in the collar coordinates, which are denoted by x ∈ Γ∗, where the normal vector nj(x)

is a smooth function nj(x) = n(x, ηj(x),∇ηj(x)). A small but very useful trick here is to observe that, by

eliminating a harmless multiplicative factor arising from the normalization of nj , we can assume that n is

linear in ∇η. This will be assumed from here on. Using the cancellation B · nΓ = 0 on Γ, we represent fj in

the form

fj = B̃j(x, ηj(x)) · nj − P<j(B(x, η(x)) · n).

Here, P<j is defined by the functional calculus for ∆Γ∗
in order to be consistent with the definition of

ηj = P<jη. In local coordinates, this makes it a zeroth order pseudodifferential operator whose symbol is

localized at frequency . 2j and equal to 1 at frequency ≪ 2j modulo Schwartz tails. This is the only place

where we use the cancellation; from here on, we take this as the expression for fj and prove the bounds

(A.24) without making any further use of the tangency condition.

Before we proceed with the proof of (A.24), we remark that this bound will suffice for the linear Bj

bounds in the proposition, but not for the bilinear bounds, precisely those concerning ∇B̃j
Bc

j . To prepare

the ground for this expression, we will split fj into a good and a bad component:

(A.25) fj = f
g
j + f b

j ,

where the good component satisfies a better bound; namely,

‖fg
j ‖Hσ(Γj) .Ms0

2(σ−s)jcjMs, σ ≥ 0.

This will suffice in order to directly estimate the contribution of fg
j in ∇B̃j

Bc
j , and will in turn allow us to

focus our attention on the contribution of the bad component f b
j .

We begin by processing a bit the second term in fj , in several steps:

a) Our first observation is that we can replace B with Φ≤ 3
2 j
B since we have (owing to the fact that

s > d
2 + 1),

‖(Φ≤ 3
2 j
B)(x, η) −B(x, η)‖L2(Γ∗) .Ms0

2−
3
2 (s−

1
2−ǫ)jcjMs .Ms0

2−sjcjMs.

Moreover, thanks to the restriction s > d
2 + 1 there holds

‖η − ηj‖L∞(Γ∗) .Ms0
2−( 3

2+ǫ)j,

and thus, Φ≤ 3
2 j
B is defined on a O(2−

3
2 j)-sized enlargement of Ω ∪ Ωj .

b) The second observation takes advantage of the Lipschitz bound on B which, combined with the L2

bound ‖η− ηj‖L2(Γ∗) . 2−jscj , allows us to replace (Φ≤ 3
2 j
B)(x, η(x)) with (Φ≤ 3

2 j
B)(x, ηj(x)) modulo an fg

j

contribution. Then again modulo an fg
j error, we may replace Φ≤ 3

2 j
B by its divergence-free correction on

Ωj ,

B′ := Φ≤ 3
2 j
B −∇∆−1

Ωj
(∇ · Φ≤ 3

2 j
B).
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c) The third observation is that the high×high contributions are also good, as by Sobolev embeddings,

we have for some universal constant C,

‖P>j−CB
′(x, ηj(x)) · P>j−2Cn‖L2(Γ∗) .Ms0

2−j(2s−1− d
2 )c2jMs

where 2s− 3
2 − d

2 > s− 1. This allows us to replace the second term in fj by

P<j(P<j−CB
′(x, ηj(x)) · n) + P<j(P>j−CB

′(x, ηj(x)) · P<j−2Cn).

d) The fourth observation is that we can use commutator bounds to move the projector P<j onto the

high frequency factor; namely,

‖[P<j, P<j−CB
′(x, ηj(x))]n‖L2(Γ∗) .Ms0

2−sjcj‖B
′(x, ηj(x))‖C1(Γ∗)‖n‖Hs−1(Γ),

respectively

‖[P<j , P<j−2Cn]P>j−CB
′(x, ηj(x))‖L2(Γ∗) .Ms0

2−sjcj‖B
′(x, ηj(x))‖

H
s− 1

2 (Γ∗)
.

At the conclusion of this step, the second term in fj is replaced by

P<j−CB
′(x, ηj(x)) · P<jn+ Pj−C<·<jB

′(x, ηj(x)) · P<j−2Cn,

and further, since the high×high contributions are good, by

P<jB
′(x, ηj(x))P<jn.

e) In order to better compare the two terms in fj, it would be very convenient to be able to compare nj

with P<jn. Here we take advantage of our earlier choice that n depends linearly on ∇η, which implies that

we have the Moser/commutator type bound

‖nj − P<jn‖L2(Γ∗) .Ms0
2−sjcjMs.

This allows us to replace P<jn by nj modulo good contributions.

This concludes our sequence of reductions for the second term in fj . At this point we have obtained the

representation (A.25) with

(A.26) f b
j = (B̃j(x, ηj(x)) − P<jB

′(x, ηj(x))) · nj .

To complete the proof of (A.24) it remains to show that f b
j satisfies (A.24). This is easier at higher regularity

σ > s, where we can estimate the two terms separately using the Leibniz rule. So, we focus on the more

delicate H− 1
2 bound, where we have to show that

(A.27) ‖(B̃j(x, ηj(x)) − P<jB
′(x, ηj(x))) · nj‖

H
− 1

2 (Γ∗)
.Ms0

2−sjcjMs.

To capture the cancellation here it is convenient to instead compare both terms with B′(x, ηj(x)).

For the first difference (from the definition of B′) we have the interior bound

‖B′ − B̃j‖L2(Ωj) .Ms0
2−sjcjMs.

By itself this does not give an H− 1
2 trace on Γj . Combining it with the divergence-free condition, however,

it yields (by a standard duality argument) an H− 1
2 trace for the normal component. The second difference

is easier to estimate directly using the definition of B′ and the trace theorem:

‖P>jB
′(x, ηj(x))‖

H
− 1

2 (Γ∗)
.Ms0

2−sjcjMs.
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This completes the proof of (A.26) and thus of (A.24). To conclude, we only need to show the correction

bound

(A.28) ‖Bc
j‖Hσ(Ωj) . 2(σ−s)jcjMs, σ ≥ 0.

This is clear when σ = 0 thanks to the H
1
2 → H1 bound for Hj and (in view of the fact that B̃j is

divergence-free) the estimate ‖N−1
j (B̃j ·nj)‖

H
1
2 (Γj)

. ‖B̃j ·nj‖
H

− 1
2 (Γj)

. By straightforward interpolation, it

remains to consider the case σ ≥ s. For this, we use Proposition A.16, Proposition A.19, (A.24) and Sobolev

embeddings to obtain

‖Bc
j‖Hσ(Ωj) .Ms0

‖B̃j · nj‖
H

σ− 1
2 (Γj)

+ ‖Γj‖
H

σ+1
2
‖B̃j · nj‖

H
s− 3

2 (Γj)

.Ms0
(2j(σ−s) + 2j(σ+

1
2−s)2−j)cjMs,

(A.29)

which yields (A.28). This suffices for the bounds (A.18) and (A.21) as well as for the linear Bj bounds in

(A.19) and (A.20).

To complete the proof of the proposition it remains to consider all of the estimates involving Bc
j in ∇Bj

terms. Here we can split

∇Bj
= ∇B̃j

+∇Bc
j
.

The contributions of ∇Bc
j
are easy to estimate since (A.28) implies the uniform bound

‖Bc
j‖L∞(Ωj) .Ms0

2−j(1+δ)cj,

as well as corresponding higher regularity bounds. This only leaves us with the bounds for the bilinear

expression ∇B̃j
Bc

j in (A.19), (A.20) and (A.22). More precisely, we have to prove that

‖∇Bj
∇HjN

−1
j fj‖Hσ(Ωj) .Ms0

2j(σ−s+ 1
2 )cjMs

for σ ≥ 1. We note that a direct estimate here fails by half a derivative, so a more careful analysis is

needed. We begin by commuting ∇Bj
with ∇HjN

−1
j . By making use of Proposition A.14, Appendix A.5,

Remark A.30 and arguing similarly to the estimate (A.29), we have

‖[∇Bj
,∇Hj ]N

−1
j fj‖Hσ(Ωj) .Ms0

2(σ−s+ 1
2 )jcjMs,

and also thanks to Proposition A.19,

‖∇Hj∇Bj
N−1

j fj‖Hσ(Ωj) .Ms0
‖Nj∇Bj

N−1
j fj‖

H
σ− 1

2 (Γj)
+ 2(σ−s+ 1

2 )jcjMs.

Moreover,

‖[∇Bj
,Nj ]N

−1
j fj‖

H
σ− 1

2 (Γj)
.Ms0

2(σ−s+ 1
2 )jcjMs.

Therefore, it remains to show that

‖∇Bj
fj‖

H
σ− 1

2 (Γj)
.Ms0

2(σ−s+ 1
2 )jcjMs.

A further simplification arises from the fact that the contributions of fg
j gain an additional half derivative

and thus they are also directly perturbative (by making use of the identity ∇Bj
= Bj · ∇⊤, Proposition A.6

and Proposition A.23). So, we are left with proving the bound

‖∇Bj
f b
j ‖Hσ− 1

2 (Γj)
.Ms0

2(σ−s+ 1
2 )jcjMs.

We consider first the case when σ = 1. Using the expression (A.26) for f b
j , we expand

∇Bj
f b
j = ∇Bj

(B̃j(x, ηj(x)) − P<jB
′(x, ηj(x))) · nj + (B̃j(x, ηj(x)) − P<jB

′(x, ηj(x))) · ∇Bj
nj .
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For the second term we use the simpler H
1
2 version of (A.27) to write

‖(B̃j(x, ηj(x))− P<jB
′(x, ηj(x)))‖

H
1
2 (Γ∗)

. 2j(−s+1)cj ,

while from the identity ∇Bj
nj = −∇⊤Bj · nj from Appendix A.5, we have

‖∇Bj
nj‖

C
1
2 (Γj)

.Ms0
2

j
2 ,

which by simple Sobolev product estimates entirely suffices. For the first term, we harmlessly discard nj

and we add and subtract a B′ to obtain (suppressing the evaluation at (x, ηj(x)))

∇Bj
(B̃j − P<jB

′) = ∇Bj
(Φ≤j − I)B′ +∇Bj

P>jB
′ +∇Bj

(Φ≤j(B −B′))−∇Bj
∇ ·∆−1(∇ · Φ≤jB).

The last term on the right can be crudely estimated as in (A.23). From the definition of B′ and by commuting

∇Bj
with Φ≤j and Φ≤ 3

2 j
, the third term on the right is also easily dispensed with. For the remaining two

terms, the commutator bounds are favorable, so we can replace the above expression (modulo acceptable

errors) with

(Φ≤j − I)∇Bj
B′(x, ηj(x)) + P>j∇Bj

B′(x, ηj(x)).

Then, making use of the trace theorem and the definition of B′, it suffices to prove an (Hs− 1
2 +2−

j
2Hs−1)(Ωj)

bound for ∇Bj
B. The correction Bc

j has a uniform bound of 2−
j
2 cj as well as corresponding higher regularity,

so we can discard it and replace the above by

∇B̃j
B = ∇BB −∇B̃j−BB,

where the second term is also favorable since B̃j − B has a uniform bound of 2−jcj . On the other hand,

∇BB belongs to Hs− 1
2 , with frequency envelope cj . Thus, (A.26) follows. The proof of the corresponding

higher regularity bounds is similar, by appropriately using the Leibniz rule and then repeating the analysis

above. �
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