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ABSTRACT. In this paper, we study the existence and uniqueness of solutions
to the Euler equations with initial conditions that exhibit analytic regularity
near the boundary and Sobolev regularity away from it. A key contribution
of this work is the introduction of the diamond-analyticity framework, which
captures the spatial decay of the analyticity radius in a structured manner,
improving upon uniform analyticity approaches. We employ the Leray projec-
tion and a nonstandard mollification technique to demonstrate that the quo-
tient between the imaginary and real parts of the analyticity radius remains
unrestricted, thus extending the analyticity persistence results beyond tra-
ditional constraints. Our methodology combines analytic-Sobolev estimates
with an iterative scheme which is nonstandard in the Cauchy-Kowalevskaya
framework, ensuring rigorous control over the evolution of the solution. These
results contribute to a deeper understanding of the interplay between analyt-
icity and boundary effects in fluid equations. They might have implications
for the study of the inviscid limit of the Navier-Stokes equations and the role
of complex singularities in fluid dynamics.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we address the existence and uniqueness of solutions of the
Euler equations with initial data that are analytic near the boundary and possess
Sobolev regularity away from it.

The subject of the construction of analytic solutions of the Euler equations is
a classical one, with the first significant results on the topic dating back to the
1970s when Baouendi and Goulaouic proved that analyticity of the initial datum
leads to analytic solutions of the Euler equations [5–7]. They obtained their re-
sults in a general framework of analytic pseudodifferential operators theory and
with a Cauchy-Kowalevskaya iteration procedure, limiting their analysis to the
case when the dynamics occur on a torus or a sphere. In such generality, the ap-
proach had limitations as it is difficult to obtain the lower bound on the radius
of analyticity. In this context, we also mention [15], where Delort extended the
results of Baouendi and Goulaouic to the case of a fluid confined in a bounded
analytic domain in Rn .

In a series of papers [8, 9, 11], Bardos, Benachour, and Zerner adopted a con-
crete approach by writing the Euler equations in the vorticity formulation and
constructed analytic solutions of the Euler equations using an iterative scheme
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introduced in [10] in the Hölder regularity setting. Besides giving bounds on the
decay of the radius of analyticity, they also proved the persistence of the analytic
regularity. Thus, in 2D, the solution is analytic globally in time, while in 3D it is
analytic as long as it remains smooth.

In [29], Levermore and Oliver analyzed a generalized Euler 2D system model-
ing an inviscid fluid moving in a shallow basin with varying bottom topography
(for a dissipative version of the same model, see [30]) and, using energy esti-
mates in the Fourier space, they proved the persistence of Gevrey regularity of
solutions. As a byproduct, they gave an explicit estimate of the decay of the ana-
lyticity radius in terms of the H r Sobolev norm of the vorticity, r > 5/2. However,
in terms of time dependence and size of initial data, the provided lower bound
for the rate was much faster than [8, 9, 11]. Kukavica and Vicol later overcame
this drawback of the energy-Fourier approach [24]. In the 3D case, they also
provided a lower bound on the linear rate of decay of the radius of analyticity
depending only algebraically on the H r Sobolev norm of the vorticity. Using the
Fourier representation of the solution, these Gevrey-type results were obtained
on domains without boundaries, like Tn or Rn . In [25, 26], the same authors
extended the above results to domains with boundaries.

We conclude this brief account of the previous results concerning analytic
solutions of the Euler equations by mentioning the results on the propagation
of the local analyticity [1, 2, 28]. While in the classical papers [1], Alinhac and
Métivier discussed the propagation of analyticity for hyperbolic type equations,
they provided in [2] the Lagrangian interior analyticity for solutions of the Eu-
ler equations. Subsequently, in [28], Le Bail established the propagation of La-
grangian analyticity up to the boundary. Finally, the paper [14] contains the
preservation of the Lagrangian Gevrey radius.

The motivation for our study is threefold. The first motivation is a recent
breakthrough [33, 34] concerning the possible blow-up of the 3D Euler solu-
tions. The results have highlighted the crucial role that boundaries play in a
singularity formation. Moreover, the same results have renewed interest in the
analyticity strip method. In this approach, the spatial coordinates are regarded
as complex variables, and the width of the analyticity strip, δ(t ), is identified as
the distance from the real axis of the complex singularity of the velocity field
closest to the real space. The concept involves observing the function δ(t ) as it
changes over time t and relies on the idea that a singularity in real space within
the context of the Euler equations that occurs at a specific time T does not come
“out of the blue” [17], but is foreshadowed by a non-zero value of δ(t ) that be-
comes zero at the singularity time; see [12, 20, 36] for some instances where the
analyticity strip method has been used to monitor the complex 3D Euler singu-
larity before the possible real blow-up. In this context, we believe that a rigorous
result concerning initial data that are analytic close to the boundary only and es-
tablishing bounds on the speed at which a complex singularity can travel toward
real space can be of interest.

Our second motivation derives from considering the Euler equations as the
formal zero-viscosity limit of the Navier-Stokes (NS) equations. Proving that, in
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a sense to be specified, the NS solutions converge to the Euler solution is a fun-
damental problem of the mathematical theory of fluid dynamics. The analytic
setting seems to be the most appropriate to achieve this result. It is impossible
here to review the whole literature concerning this topic. Here, we mention [41],
where the authors constructed the NS solution as a composite asymptotic ex-
pansion involving the Euler solution and the Prandtl solution, plus an error term
that goes to zero with the square root of the viscosity, thus proving that Euler
and Prandtl equations, in their respective domain of validity, are good approxi-
mations of the NS equations. We also point out [37, 42], where the use of energy
methods allowed the authors to prove, still for analytic data, that the Euler solu-
tion is the zero-viscosity limit of the NS solutions.

Recent advancements have shown the need to consider analyticity only near
the boundary. This noteworthy outcome was initially accomplished by Maekawa
in [35], wherein the assumption of zero vorticity close to the boundary played
a crucial role. This discovery was later extended to encompass the half-space
in [16]. In the half-plane, Kukavica, Vicol, and Wang [27] demonstrated that for
the data analytic only in the vicinity of the boundary, coupled with Sobolev reg-
ularity elsewhere, leads to the validity of the inviscid limit. These findings were
derived by employing energy-based methodologies applied to the vorticity rep-
resentation of the Navier-Stokes equations without invoking the matched as-
ymptotic expansion of the solution. This achievement has also been expanded
to a three-dimensional context, as reported in [22, 43].

We also mention that the behavior of the analyticity strip of the solutions of
the NS solutions has been exploited for a numerical comparison between the
high-Reynolds-number solutions and the solutions of the Euler-Prandtl equa-
tions, [18, 19]. This study has revealed that the structure of the NS complex sin-
gularities is much richer than what is displayed by the Euler-Prandtl solutions so
a complete understanding of separation and transition to turbulence requires
a deeper understanding of the analyticity strip behavior for the NS, Euler, and
Prandtl equations.

Our third motivation concerns the region of analyticity of the solution to the
Euler equations. In this paper, we deduce that if the initial data for the Euler
equations is analytic close to the boundary, so is the solution on a certain time
interval (see [21] for a detailed argument). However, the approach in [27] re-
quires, for the normal variable, that the maximal quotient q between the imag-
inary and real parts is less than a sufficiently small universal constant. In fact,
the parabolicity requires q to be less than or equal to 1 as the Green’s function
grows exponentially in the directions with a larger quotient. Therefore, even
if one could improve the approach in [27], the limitation of the inviscid limit
method gives that even if the quotient q(0) is arbitrary, for the solution, one
would only obtain q less than 1. As the Euler equations do not involve Navier-
Stokes Green’s function, the question is whether one can assume the quotient to
be initially arbitrarily large and expect the solution to preserve the quotient for
a positive time. However, the same limitation on the quotient applies to Euler
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solutions if one uses the vorticity formulation, as in, e.g., [8]. Expressing the ve-
locity in terms of the vorticity requires using the Biot-Savart kernel, which, after
the complexification of the variable, does not allow a quotient larger than 1.

Using the velocity formulation, and employing the Leray projection, we prove
in this paper that the answer to the above question is affirmative. Namely, there
is no restriction on the quotient of the radii and the functional space where the
solutions belong, allows for that property to continue on a positive time inter-
val. An important ingredient in our treatment is also a nonstandard mollifica-
tion procedure that we adopt in Section 5.1; the Gaussian, the natural candidate
for the mollifier in the complex setting, displays an unbounded growth along
the rays with an angle larger than π/4, which would again lead to the parabolic
restriction on the quotient, and is for this reason not suitable for our purposes.

In this paper, we establish the diamond-analyticity of solutions by proving
that the solutions remain analytic in a complex domain shaped like a diamond,
see Fig. 1a. The diamond-type analyticity is characterized by the property that
as we approach the boundary of the domain, the lower bound on the normal
analyticity radius of the solution decreases linearly, and as we go far away from
the boundary, the analyticity radius decreases linearly. In contrast, the previous
results in [28] on local analyticity rely on a uniform-type condition. Observe that
while the uniformly analytic data can be extended across the boundary, thus
simplifying the proof, this is not the case with the diamond-analyticity. Also, we
emphasize that the behavior of the analyticity radius we have in our setting is
appropriate in the study of the inviscid limit problem, where parabolicity would
not allow uniform analyticity of the solution. Finally, we note that [21, Section 5]
shows how to establish the uniform analyticity from the wedge analyticity if the
initial data are uniformly analytic.

We now provide a concise overview of the key concepts presented in this pa-
per. We shall consider the Euler equations in the velocity formulation. We sup-
pose that the data have analytic-Sobolev regularity in the sense that, for the nor-
mal analyticity, the normal analyticity radius decays close to the boundary at a
linear rate. On the other hand, the tangential analyticity is assumed uniformly
close to the boundary. Away from the boundary, we shall assume that the data
have a sufficiently high Sobolev-type regularity. We shall work with a norm that
is the sum of the analytic norm (considering the values close to the boundary)
plus a Sobolev norm. To give a priori bounds on the analytic part of the norm,
we project the equation onto the divergence-free vector field subspace through
the Leray half-space projection operator P. We write P using the Fourier vari-
able in the tangential direction and the physical variable in the normal direc-
tion; see (4.1) and (4.2). A key element of our treatment is the analytic estimate
ofPu, presented in Section 4. There, we show that the projection of a vector field
enjoying the analytic-Sobolev property is still analytic-Sobolev, which is a chal-
lenge because the projection operator is nonlocal, and the value of Pu close to
the boundary involves values of u away from of the boundary where it has only
Sobolev-regularity.
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The central two ingredients in our treatment are the usual energy estimates
to bound the Sobolev part of the norm and the Cauchy estimate to bound the
analytic part. However, when constructing our solution, a difficulty arises be-
cause the iteration scheme one typically uses in the analytic setting to establish
convergence of solutions (see all the available proofs of the abstract Cauchy-
Kowalevskaya theorem, see, e.g., [4, 32, 38, 39]) is fully explicit,

∂t un+1 +un ·∇un +∇pn = 0,

while the appropriate iteration scheme for convergence in Sobolev spaces is im-
plicit,

∂t un+1 +un ·∇un+1 +∇pn+1 = 0,

since we need to take advantage of the Sobolev derivative reduction.
We circumvent this difficulty using the following steps. First, we consider

the linearized version of the Euler equations (5.1)–(5.3). Second, we perform
an analytic regularization of the initial datum and the equation, which admits
a globally analytic solution in space for a short time but is independent of the
regularization. Third, we pass to the limit and get an analytic-Sobolev solu-
tion of the linearized Euler equation for a time that is short but dependent only
on the size of the analytic-Sobolev norm of the initial datum. Finally, with a
Cauchy-Kowalevskaya type argument and a weighted in-time analytic norm, we
prove that the iteration procedure supporting energy estimates also preserves
the analytic norm. We emphasize that our iteration scheme is non-typical in the
Cauchy-Kowalevskaya setting because the next-step iterate is implicitly defined;
see, e.g., the scheme (6.3). The iterative procedure we adopt uses ideas from the
paper of Asano; see [4].

2. THE SET UP AND THE MAIN RESULT

We write the Euler equations in R2+ as

∂t u +u ·∇u +∇p = 0,(2.1)

∇·u = 0 and u2|y=0 = 0,(2.2)

u|t=0 = uin ,(2.3)

where u = (u1(x, y, t ),u2(x, y, t )), with x ∈R (or x ∈R2) and y ∈R+, is the velocity
field.

To simplify the presentation, we restrict ourselves to two space dimensions;
all theorems and proofs also cover the space dimension three by considering the
variable x as a vector rather than a scalar (x ∈R replaced by x ∈R2). Higher space
dimensions can also be covered by increasing the Sobolev exponents.

Introducing the Leray projector for the half space, P, we may write the above
equations equivalently as

(2.4) u =F (u, t ) , where F (u, t ) ≡ uin −
∫ t

0
P (u ·∇u) d s .

The explicit expression of the projection operator is given in (4.1) and (4.2) be-
low, where we use a mixed representation, Fourier in the x-variable and physical
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(A) The domain of analyticity in the y
variable. The angle θ satisfies 0 < θ <
π/2.

(B) The rate of exponential decay of the
spectrum as a function of the distance
from the boundary.

FIGURE 1. Domain of analyticity for functions analytic close to
the boundary.

in the y-variable. This representation is the most appropriate to get estimates
on the projection operator in the functional setting we shall adopt; see the next
section. Our main result is the following.

Theorem 2.1. Let 0 < θ0 < π/2 and m ≥ 3. Suppose that uin ∈ H m
θ,D ∩H m

a . Then
there exists β > 0 such that the system (2.1)–(2.3) admits a unique solution u ∈
H m
θ−βt ,D ∩H m

a for t ∈ [0,θ/2β[.

Above and in the rest of the paper, if u is a vector function, then by u ∈ H m
θ,D

we mean that all the components of u belong to H m
θ,D. The same notational

convention holds for other functional spaces.
The definition of the function spaces H M

θ,D and H m
a is given below. Roughly

speaking, H M
θ,D is the space of functions f (x, y) analytic with respect to y in the

region Dθ; see Fig. 1a, and with x-Fourier spectrum which exponentially decays
at a rate that degrades to zero at the distance 1+θ from the boundary.

3. FUNCTION SPACES

3.1. Analyticity close to the boundary: analytic norms and function spaces.
We define the domain of analyticity in the y-variable as a diamond-shaped open
set Dθ, see Fig. 1a, defined by

Dθ =
{

z ∈C : 0 < Re{z} ≤ 1, | Im{z}| < Re{z} tanθ
}

⋃{
z ∈C : 1 ≤ Re{z} < 1+θ, | Im{z}| < (1+θ−Re{z})

tanθ

θ

}
.

(3.1)

We next introduce the L2-based norm for functions f depending on x ∈ R and
y ∈ Dθ. First, we define the path of integration in the y-variable,

Γ(θ′) = {
z ∈C : Re{z} ≤ 1, Im{z} = Re{z} · tanθ′

}
⋃{

z ∈C : 1 ≤ Re{z} ≤ 1+θ′, Im{z} = (
1+θ′−Re{z}

) tanθ′

θ′

}
.

(3.2)
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Also, we introduce a y-dependent function ρθ : [0,1+θ] →R as

ρθ(s) =
{
θ/2 0 ≤ s ≤ 1

(1+θ− s)/2 1 ≤ s ≤ 1+θ ;

see Fig. 1b, expressing the rate of exponential decay of the Fourier spectrum in
the x-variable. Then, the diamond norm, or simply the D-norm, of f (x, y) is
defined as

(3.3) | f |Dθ =
(

sup
0≤θ′≤θ

∫
Γ(θ′)

|d y |
∫
R

dξe2ρθ(Re{y})|ξ|| f̂ (ξ, y)|2
)1/2

.

In the above definition, we have denoted by f̂ the Fourier transform in the x-
variable,

(3.4) f̂ (ξ) =
∫ ∞

−∞
f (x)e−i xξd x .

In the sequel, unless necessary for clarity, we shall not distinguish in notation
between a function and its Fourier transform. We now finally define the analytic
space of (x, y)-dependent functions involving derivatives up to order m.

Definition 3.1. Let θ > 0 and m ∈ N0. The space H m
θ,D is a set of the (x, y)-

dependent functions such that

(3.5) | f |Dm,θ =
∑

i+ j≤m
|∂i

x∂
j
y f |θ <∞ .

We now introduce the time-dependent norms.

Definition 3.2. Let β,θ > 0 and m ∈N0. For a function f depending on (x, y, t ),
we say that f ∈ H m

θ,β,D when f ∈C ([0,τ], H m
θ−βτ,D), for all τ such that 0 < τ< θ/β.

For such f , we set

(3.6) | f |Dm,θ,β = sup
θ−βt>0

| f (·, ·, t )|Dm,θ−βt .

3.2. Analyticity on the half-space: analytic norms and function spaces. We
now define norms for functions that are analytic in y for all 0 < Re

{
y
} <∞ and

whose x-Fourier spectrum is exponentially decaying uniformly in Re
{

y
}
. Intro-

ducing the conoid

Cθ =
{

z ∈C : 0 < Re{z} ≤ 1, | Im{z}| < Re{z} tanθ
}⋃{

z ∈C : 1 ≤ Re{z} <∞, | Im{z}| < tanθ
}(3.7)

(see Fig. 2) and the path of integration in the complex plane

ΓC(θ′) = {
z ∈C : Re{z} ≤ 1, Im{z} = Re{z} · tanθ′

}⋃{
z ∈C : 1 ≤ Re{z} <∞, Im{z} = tanθ′

}
, |θ′| < θ ,

(3.8)

with the rate of exponential decay of the x-Fourier spectrum

(3.9) ρC
θ (s) = θ

2
,
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FIGURE 2. Domain of analyticity for functions analytic on the
half-plane.

we define the conoid norm, or simply the C-norm, of f as

(3.10) | f |Cθ =
(

sup
0≤θ′≤θ

∫
ΓC(θ′)

|d y |
∫
R

dξe2ρC
θ
|ξ|| f̂ (ξ, y)|2

)1/2

,

which is an analog of the norm defined in (3.3) for functions analytic close to the
boundary.

Definition 3.3. Let θ > 0 and m ∈ N0. The space H m
θ,C is a set of the (x, y)-

dependent functions such that

(3.11) | f |Cm,θ =
∑

i+ j≤m
|∂i

x∂
j
y f |Cθ <∞ .

Note that the norm (3.11) is an analog of (3.5) for functions analytic close to
the boundary.

Definition 3.4. Let θ,β> 0 and m ∈N0. The space H m
θ,β,C is a set of the (x, y, t )-

dependent functions such that

(3.12) | f |Cm,θ,β = sup
θ−βt>0

| f (t )|Cm,θ = sup
θ−βt>0

∑
i+ j≤m

|∂i
x∂

j
y f |Cθ <∞ .

Note that the norms (3.11) and (3.12) are analogs of (3.5) and (3.6) for func-
tions analytic close to the boundary.

3.3. Sobolev norms. Let a > 0 and m ∈N0. For an (x, y)-dependent function f ,
we introduce the notation

(3.13) ∥ f ∥a =
(∫ ∞

a

∫
R
| f (y)|2 d xd y

)1/2

and the Sobolev norms

(3.14) ∥ f ∥m,a = ∑
i+ j≤m

∥∂i
x∂

j
y f ∥a .
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Also, the space H m
a is the set of (x, y)-dependent functions such that

(3.15) ∥ f ∥m,a <∞ .

In the rest of the paper, we fix a = 1/2 (even though any other value a ∈ (0,1]
would work), but we keep indicating it in the notation for the norms. The value
of a is chosen so that the set {y = a} is well inside the analyticity region. In the
energy estimates, this allows us to estimate the boundary terms arising at y = a
using analyticity.

3.4. The weighted norm. For a fixed 0 < γ< 1, we introduce a weighted norm

(3.16) | f |(γ)
m,θ,β = sup

0≤βt≤θ−θ′

(
1− βt

θ−θ′
)γ

| f (·, ·, t )|Dm,θ′ .

It is easy to check that

(3.17) | f |(γ)
m,θ,β′ ≤ | f |Dm,θ,β′ ≤

(
1− β

β′

)−γ
| f |(γ)

m,θ,β, β′ >β .

The inequalities in (3.17) are crucial in proving the convergence of a sequence
of approximations to the solution of the Euler equations.

3.5. The combined norms. We now introduce the norms

(3.18) ||| f |||m,θ,a = | f |Dm,θ+
∥∥ f

∥∥
m,a ,

(3.19) ||| f |||m,θ,β,a = | f |Dm,θ,β+∥ f ∥m,a ,

with

(3.20) ||| f |||(γ)
m,θ,β,a = | f |(γ)

m,θ,β+ sup
0≤t<θ/β

∥ f (·, ·, t )∥m,a ,

which combines the analytic and Sobolev norms.

3.6. Norms with a stopping time. We introduce the norms with a stopping time T
because in the energy estimates we need to have a finite width of the strip of ana-
lyticity in order to bound the terms that arise at y = a using the Cauchy estimate.
The weighted norm with a stopping time T reads

(3.21) | f |(γ)
m,θ,β,T = sup

0≤βt≤θ−θ′
0≤t≤T

(
1− βt

θ−θ′
)γ

| f (·, ·, t )|Dm,θ′ , 0 < T < θ

β
,

while the norm with the stopping time is defined as

(3.22) ||| f |||(γ)
m,θ,β,a,T = | f |(γ)

m,θ,β,T + sup
0≤t<T

∥ f (·, ·, t )∥m,a with 0 < T < θ/β .

Immediate consequences of the above definitions and of the estimate (3.17) are
the inequalities

||| f |||(γ)
m,θ,β′ ≤ ||| f |||Dm,θ,β′ ≤ (1−β/β′)−γ||| f |||(γ)

m,θ,β(3.23)

and

||| f |||(γ)
m,θ,β′,T ≤ ||| f |||Dm,θ,β′,T ≤ (1−β/β′)−γ||| f |||(γ)

m,θ,β,T ,(3.24)
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where β′ >β.

4. THE ANALYTIC ESTIMATES

4.1. The projection operator. This section contains the crucial estimates on the
interplay between the D-norm and the Sobolev norms with the projection oper-
ators and the bilinear form.

The tangential and normal components, respectively, of the half-space pro-
jection operator P have the expressions

Pτu = u − 1

2
|ξ|

(∫ y

0
d y ′e−|ξ|(y−y ′)(u +Rv)+

∫ y

0
d y ′e−|ξ|(y+y ′)(u −Rv)

+
(
1+e−2|ξ|y

)∫ ∞

y
d y ′e |ξ|(y−y ′)(u −Rv)

)
(4.1)

and

Pnu = 1

2
|ξ|

(∫ y

0
d y ′e−|ξ|(y−y ′)(−Ru + v)−

∫ y

0
d y ′e−|ξ|(y+y ′)(Ru + v)

+
(
1−e−2|ξ|y

)∫ ∞

y
d y ′e |ξ|(y−y ′)(Ru + v)

)
,(4.2)

where

R = iξ

|ξ|
is the Riesz transform with respect to the tangential variable [40]. As usual, we
denote by ξ the Fourier variable of x, omitting to distinguish between a function
f (x) and its Fourier transform f̂ (ξ) defined in (3.4). Using the above expressions,
we have the following estimate for P.

Proposition 4.1. Let u ∈ H m
θ,D ∩H m

a . Then Pu ∈ H m
θ,D, and we have

|Pu|Dm,θ ≤ cP|||u|||m,θ,a .

Here and in the sequel, we indicate by cP a constant resulting from the esti-
mate of the projection operator. Proposition 4.1 is proven in Section 7.1. The
next proposition shows an interesting property of the projection operator. Al-
though P involves (by means of integration in the y-variable) the domain of
non-analyticity of a function u, it nevertheless supports the Cauchy estimate.

Proposition 4.2. Let m ≥ 3 and u, v ∈ H m
θ′,D ∩ H m

a with u and v divergence-free

and γnu2 = γn v 2 = 0. Suppose that θ < θ′. Then P(v ·∇u) ∈ H m
θ,D, and we have an

estimate

(4.3) |P(v ·∇u)|Dm,θ ≤
cPa

θ′−θ
(|v |Dm,θ′ +∥v∥m,a

)(|u|Dm,θ′ +∥u∥m,a
)

.

Here and in the sequel, we use cPa to indicate a constant deriving from the
estimate of the projection operator and from the use of the Cauchy estimate.
The next lemma is a consequence of the Cauchy estimate.
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Lemma 4.3. Suppose that u1 and u2 belong to H m
θ′,D, where m ≥ 3, with γnu1 =

γnu2 = 0. For 0 < θ < θ′, we have

|u1 ·∇u1 −u2 ·∇u2|Dm,θ ≤ ca

(|u1|Dm,θ′ +|u2|Dm,θ′)|u1 −u2|Dm,θ′

θ′−θ .

By ca, we indicate a constant derived from the Cauchy estimate for analytic
functions.

The next proposition is crucial in our treatment of the Euler equations in the
D-analytic space.

Proposition 4.4. Let m ≥ 3 and u1,u2 ∈ H m
θ′,D∩H m

a , where a ∈ [0,1], with u1 and

u2 divergence-free and γnu1
2 = γnu2

2 = 0. For 0 < θ < θ′, we have

|P(u1 ·∇u1)−P(u2 ·∇u2)|Dm,θ

≤ cPa

θ′−θ
(
|u1|Dm,θ′,a +∥u2∥m,a

)(
|u1 −u2|Dm,θ′,a +∥u1 −u2∥m,a

)
.

(4.4)

From this proposition, it follows that the operator F , defined in (2.4), is quasi-
contractive. This, ultimately, will lead us to prove that the iteration scheme
we shall introduce in Section 6 is contractive in the appropriate time-weighted
function space; see Section 6.1 and Proposition 6.2 below.

Proposition 4.4 follows immediately from Proposition 4.2 and Lemma 4.3.

5. THE LINEARIZED PROBLEM

In this section, we analyze the linearized Euler equation

∂t u +v ·∇u +∇p = 0,(5.1)

∇·u = 0,(5.2)

u|t=0 = uin ,(5.3)

for t ∈ [0,Tf]. In the next section, v and u represent consecutive iterates of the
approximation scheme. The main hypothesis in this section is v ∈ H m

θ0−βt ,D∩H m
a

and uin ∈ H m
θ0,D ∩H m

a .
The result that we shall prove is the following.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that v ∈ H m
θ0−βt ,D ∩ H m

a and uin ∈ H m
θ0,D ∩ H m

a with θ0 <
π/2. Then, for β′ > β and 0 < θ̄ < θ0/2, the system (5.1)–(5.3) admits a unique
solution u ∈ H m

θ0−β′t ,D ∩H m
a for 0 < t < (θ0 − θ̄)/β′.

The proof is achieved in several steps. In the first step, we solve a regularized
version of the system.

5.1. The regularized version: existence and uniqueness of a solution analytic
in the conoid, with a large norm. The main result of this subsection is Proposi-
tion 5.6, where we show that the regularized version of the Euler equation (5.5)–
(5.7) has a unique solution for a time which is independent of the size of the
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regularization. The initial datum is analytic close to the boundary, and the reg-
ularization extends analyticity to the whole space so that the solution is analytic
in the conoid Cθ, with 0 < θ < π/2. Note that the regularization in the normal
variable with a Gaussian would lead to the restriction 0 < θ <π/4 due to the un-
bounded growth of the Gaussian when |y | → ∞ when Im

{
y
} > Re

{
y
}
. For this

reason we shall resort to a new mollifier. We introduce the function

I (y) = A

[
1

(y + i )4 + 1

(y − i )4

]
,

where A is constant chosen so that∫ ∞

−∞
I (y)d y = 1.

Note that I (y) is real valued when y ∈R; moreover it has two poles on the imagi-
nary axis, while it is analytic on any angular sector of the complex plane | Im{

y
}| <

|Re
{

y
}| tanθ with the angle satisfying θ < π/2. In this angular sector, it is also

bounded by Cθ/(|y |2 +1).
We then define a regularization operator Jε, acting on a function ϕ(x, y), with

(x, y) ∈R×R+, as

Jεϕ= 1

ε
e−|ξ|

2/2I (y/ε)∗y Eϕ ,

where Eϕ is the Sobolev extension of ϕ to R2.
The following lemma bounds the conoid norm | · |C in terms of the Sobolev

norm ∥ ·∥a,m .

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that ϕ ∈ H m . Then Jεϕ ∈ H m
θ,C0, and we have the estimates

|Jεϕ|Cm,θ ≤ cecθ/ε∥ϕ∥m

and

|∇Jεϕ|Cm,θ ≤ cecθ/ε∥ϕ∥m ,

where the constants do not depend on ϕ and ε.

The next lemma is an immediate consequence of the previous statement,
given that ∥ϕ∥m ≤ |ϕ|Dm,θ+∥ϕ∥m,a .

Lemma 5.3. Suppose that ϕ ∈ H m
θ,D ∩ H m

a . Then Jεϕ ∈ H m
θ,C, and we have the

estimates

|Jεϕ|Cm,θ ≤ cecθ/ε
(
|ϕ|Dm,θ+∥ϕ∥m,a

)
,

|∇Jεϕ|Cm,θ ≤ cecθ/ε
(
|ϕ|Dm,θ+∥ϕ∥m,a

)
,

(5.4)

where c is a constant that does not depend on ϕ and ε.
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In this subsection, we consider a regularized version of the equations (5.1)–
(5.3),

∂t uε+ Jε (v ·∇Jεuε)+∇pε = 0,(5.5)

∇·uε = 0,(5.6)

uε|t=0 = Jεuin ,(5.7)

which may be rewritten as

(5.8) uε =
∫ t

0
Fε(v ,uε, s)d s + Jεuin ,

where

(5.9) Fε(v ,u, s) ≡−PJε∇· (v ⊗ Jεu) .

The following estimate is an immediate consequence of Lemma 5.3 and the es-
timate on the projection operator in the norm | · |C; see [40].

Lemma 5.4. Suppose that v ∈ H m
θ0,β,D ∩H m

a and uε ∈ H m
θ0,β,C. Then

|Fε(v ,uε, s)|Cm,θ0−βt ≤ cecθ0/ε
(
|v |Dm,θ0−βt +∥v∥m

a

)
|uε|Cm,θ0−βt(5.10)

and

|Fε(v ,uε, s)|Cm,θ0,β ≤ cecθ0/ε

(
|v |Dm,θ0,β+ sup

0≤t≤θ0/β
∥v∥m

a

)
|uε|Cm,θ0,β ,(5.11)

for t ∈ [0,Tf], where the constant c does not depend on v , uε, or ε.

On the other hand, the operator Fε can be bounded in the | · |D norm uni-
formly in ε. This is expressed by the following lemma, which is an immediate
consequence of the estimate on the projection operator P in the | · |D norm and
the Cauchy estimate; see Proposition 4.2.

Lemma 5.5. Suppose that v ∈ H m
θ0,β,D ∩H m

a and uε ∈ H m
θ0,β,C. Then

(5.12) |Fε(v ,uε, s)|Dm,θ′ ≤ cPa

(
|v |Dm,θ′ +∥v∥m

a

) |uε|Dm,θ+∥uε∥m,a

θ−θ′ .

The following proposition shows that if the initial data uin and v have analytic
regularity near the boundary and Sobolev regularity away from the boundary,
then the above-regularized version of the pressure-transport equation admits a
unique solution that is analytic for y ∈]0,∞[.

Proposition 5.6. Suppose that uin ∈ H m
θ0,D∩H m

a and v ∈ H m
θ0−βt ,D∩H m

a . Then the

system (5.5)–(5.7) admits a unique solution uε ∈ H m
θ0−βt ,C.

Proof. Define the sequence

un+1
ε =

∫ t

0
Fε(v ,un

ε , s)d s + Jεuin, u0
ε = Jεuin .
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Let L ≡ cecθ0/ε|||v |||m,θ,β be the constant appearing in the estimate of Fε given in
(5.11), and define α≡ Lt . Then, one may write

|un+1
ε |Cm,θ0,β ≤ |Jεuin|Cm,θ0

+|un
ε |Cm,θ0,βL

∫ t

0
d s ≤ |Jεuin|Cm,θ0

+α|un
ε |Cm,θ0,β

≤ |Jεuin|Cm,θ0

(
1+α+α2 + . . .+αn+1)≤ 2|Jεuin|Cm,θ0

≤ 2cecθ0/ε
(
|uin|Dm,θ0

+|uin|m,a

)
,

(5.13)

where we have chosen t to be such that α= Lt = 1/2.
Using the same arguments, one may write

|un+1
ε −un

ε |Cm,θ0,β ≤α|un
ε −un−1

ε |Cm,θ0,β ≤αn+1|Jεuin|Cm,θ0
,(5.14)

which shows that un
ε is a Cauchy sequence. We then proceed as follows:

(1) Observe that the constant appearing in (5.13) does not depend on v , uε,
and ε.

(2) The estimate (5.13) says that the sequence un
ε , starting from Jεuin, re-

mains in a ball whose radius in the norm | · |C is two times larger that the
norm of Jεuin.

(3) The above remark gives that un
ε converges to a solution of (5.5)–(5.7).

(4) The time for which it exists is t = 1/(2L) = e−cθ0/ε/(2c|||v |||m,θ0,β) and
thus extremely short when ε→ 0. However, this time does not depend
on the size of the initial datum. It only depends on the norm of v , on ε,
and on the constant c, which in turn depends only on the size of the
projection operator P in the | · |C-norm.

(5) Therefore, re-initializing (5.5)–(5.7), one can extend the solution as long
as v exists, i.e., up to the time T = θ0/β.

Proposition 5.6 is thus proven. □

5.2. The regularized version: uniform in ε estimates of the regularized solu-
tion in the diamond norm. In the previous subsection, we have constructed
the solution uε of the regularized transport-pressure problem (5.5)–(5.7), with
the time of existence of the solution coinciding with the time of existence of the
transporting vector field v . However, using the estimate of the previous subsec-
tion, the norm of uε, when evaluated in the | · |D norm, would be O(e1/ε). The
goal of this subsection is to give a uniform in ε estimate of uε by proving the
following statement.

Proposition 5.7. Suppose that uin ∈ H m
θ0,D ∩H m

a and v ∈ H m
θ0,β,D ∩H m

a hold with

|||v |||m,θ0,β,a,T ≤ R where T = (θ0 − θ̄)/β with 0 < θ̄ < θ0/2. Then, for β large
enough, we have the ε-uniform estimate

|||uε|||(γ)
m,θ0,β,a,T ≤ K (R)|||uin|||m,θ,a ,

where

T = θ0 − θ̄
β

.
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To prove the above proposition, we need the following two lemmas, both of
which are proven in Section 7. The first lemma gives an ε-uniform analytic es-
timate of the operator Fε (integrated in time) which involves the weighted γ-
norm. As a consequence one has an estimate on the solution uε of the problem
(5.5)–(5.7) or, equivalently, (5.8).

Lemma 5.8 (Analytic estimate). Suppose that we have v ∈ H m
θ0,β,D ∩ H m

a with

|||v |||m,θ,β,a,T < R where T = (θ0 − θ̄)/β with 0 < θ̄ < θ0/2. Then

(5.15)

∣∣∣∣∫ t

0
Fε(v ,uε,τ)dτ

∣∣∣∣(γ)

m,θ0,β
≤C (R,β)

(|uε|(γ)
m,θ0,β+∥uε∥m,a

)
.

Let uε be the solution of (5.8). Then

(5.16) |uε|(γ)
m,θ0,β ≤ c|uin|Dm,θ0

+C (R,β)
(|uε|(γ)

m,θ0,β+∥uε∥m,a
)

.

In the above estimates, C (R,β) is explicitly given as

C (R,β) = cPaR
2γ+1θ

γ
0

γβ
.

Note the inclusion of the Sobolev norm in the estimate of the analytic norm
of uε, which is due to the presence of the strongly nonlocal projection operator
that involves the value of uε away from the boundary.

The next lemma gives an estimate on the Sobolev norm | · |m,a of the solution
of (5.5)–(5.7).

Lemma 5.9 (Sobolev estimate). Suppose that uin ∈ H m
θ0,D∩H m

a and v ∈ H m
θ0,β,D∩

H m
a with |||v |||m,θ,β,a,T ≤ R, where T = (θ0 − θ̄)/β with 0 < θ̄ < θ0/2. Then

(5.17)

sup
0≤t≤T

∥uε∥m,a ≤ ecSa Rt∥uin∥m,a +D(R, t )|u|(γ)
m,θ0,β,T with 0 < T < θ0 − θ̄

β
,

where

D(R, t ) = D(R,T ) = ecPaRt
√

2cPaR2γ+1 θ
γ+1/2
0

θ̄γ+1

1√
β

.

The above estimate holds up to the stopping time T because to estimate the
boundary terms arising at y = a in the energy estimate through the use of the
Cauchy inequality one needs enough analyticity (width of the angle larger than θ̄).
This means that one gets a Sobolev estimate up to the time T = (θ0 − θ̄)/β.

Using the above two lemmas, we can now prove Proposition 5.7.

Proof of Proposition 5.7. Using the estimate (5.17) in (5.16) and then rearranging
the terms, we get

|uε|(γ)
m,θ0,β

(
1−C (R,β)−C (R,β)D(R,β)

)
≤ c|uin|Dm,θ0

+ecRt∥uin∥m,a ≤ K ′(R)|||uin|||m,θ,a ,

with K ′(R) = max(c,ecRT ). Observing the expression for C (R,β), one sees that,
taking β sufficiently large, one can have C small. Note also that t ≤ T ≤ θ0/β, so
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that D(R, t ) can be taken small for β large enough. Therefore, the term inside
the parentheses in the left hand side of the above estimate can be taken larger
than 1/2. This means that

|uε|(γ)
m,θ0,β < 2K ′(R)|||uin|||m,θ,a .

Inserting the above estimate in (5.17), one then immediately gets

∥uε∥m,a ≤ K ′′(R)|||uin|||m,θ,a .

The last two estimates prove Proposition 5.7 with K (R) = max(2K ′(R),K ′′(R)).
□

The following statement is an immediate consequence of Proposition 5.7 and
the estimate (3.24).

Corollary 5.10. Suppose that the hypotheses of Proposition 5.7 are satisfied. Then
uε ∈ H m

θ0,β′,T ∩H m
a for all β′ >β, and the ε-uniform estimate

|||uε|||m,θ0,β′,a,T ≤ (1−β/β′)−γK (R)|||uin|||m,θ,a for T = (θ0 − θ̄)/β

holds.

6. EULER EQUATIONS

Consider the sequence of approximations

∂t un+1 +un ·∇un+1 +∇pn+1 = 0

∇·un+1 = 0

un+1(0) = uin ,

(6.1)

with

u0 = 0

p0 = 0.
(6.2)

In particular, u1 = uin. The above problem may be rewritten as

un+1 = uin −
∫ t

0
P(un ·∇un+1)d s .(6.3)

Defining ζn+1 = un+1 −un and πn+1 = pn+1 −pn , we obtain the system

∂tζ
n+1 +un ·∇ζn+1 +ζn ·∇un +∇πn+1 = 0

∇·ζn+1 = 0

ζn+1(0) = 0,

(6.4)

which may be rewritten in the corresponding operator form

(6.5) ζn+1 =−
∫ t

0
P(un ·∇ζn+1)d s −

∫ t

0
P(ζn ·∇un)d s .
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Let β> 0, and define the sequence
{
βn

}
as

βn =β
(
1− 1

2n+1

)
, n ∈N∪ {0} .

Note that βn ↗β and β>βn ≥β/2.
The main result of this section is the following theorem.

Theorem 6.1. Suppose that |||uin|||m,θ0,a < R0. Then, assuming that β is suffi-
ciently large, R > 4R0, and T < (θ0 − θ̄)/β with θ̄ < θ0, one has:

(1) (boundedness) |||un ||||m,θ0,β,a,T < R;
(2) (contractiveness)

(a) |||ζn+1|||(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T ≤ L|||ζn |||(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T ,

(b) |||ζn+1|||(γ)
m−1,θ0,β,a,T ≤ L|||ζn |||(γ)

m−1,θ0,β,a,T ,

with L < 1.

In Proposition 6.2, we provide the contractiveness properties of the sequence
un , while the boundedness property is given in Proposition 6.6. We remark that
the contractiveness property (2.a) (in the norm where the strip of analyticity
shrinks at speed βn) is used in the proof of boundedness. The contractiveness
property (2.b) (in the norm where the strip of analyticity shrinks at speed β) is
applied in Section 6.4 to obtain uniqueness.

In Remark 6.8, we summarize the bounds that β satisfies to be considered
sufficiently large.

6.1. Contractiveness in H m−1
θ0,β,a,T ∩H m−1

a . The main result of the present subsec-

tion is the next proposition, where we show that one can bound the combined

γ-norm with derivatives up to order m − 1 (i.e., the ||| · |||(γ)
m−1-norm) of ζn+1 in

terms of the same norm of ζn . However, this requires that the combined m-
norm (i.e., the ||| · |||m-norm) of un is bounded.

Proposition 6.2. Suppose that |||un |||m,θ0,β,a,T < R. If β is sufficiently large, the
solution ζn+1 of the system (6.4) satisfies the estimates

|||ζn+1|||(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T ≤ A

√
R

βn
|||ζn |||(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T(6.6)

and

|||ζn+1|||(γ)
m−1,θ0,β,a,T ≤ A

√
R

β
|||ζn |||(γ)

m−1,θ0,β,a,T ,(6.7)

where A is a constant with an explicit expression given in (8.8).

The condition onβ can be computed explicitly and is shown in (8.5) and (8.7).
The proof of the above proposition is provided in Section 8 and is a direct con-
sequence the following two estimates on the analytic and the Sobolev norms.
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Lemma 6.3 (The analytic estimate). Suppose that |||un |||m,θ0,β,a,T < R. Then, for
0 < T = (θ0 − θ̄)/β, we have

|ζn+1|(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,T ≤ RcPa

2γ+1

γβn

(
|ζn+1|(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T + sup
0≤t<T

∥ζn+1∥m−1,a

)
+RcP

2γθ0

(1−γ)βn

(
|ζn |(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T + sup
0≤t<T

∥ζn∥m−1,a

)
.

Lemma 6.4 (The Sobolev estimate). Suppose that |||un |||m,θ0,β,a,T < R. Then, for
0 ≤ t < T = (θ0 − θ̄)/β, we have

∥ζn+1∥m−1,a ≤ ecSa Rt

p
R√
βn

cSa

 sup
0≤t<T

∥ζn∥m−1,a +
|ζn+1|(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T

θ̄γ+1

 .

The proofs of the two lemmas are given in Section 8.

6.2. Boundedness of the sequence {un} in the |||·|||m−1-norm. The next propo-
sition establishes the boundedness of the sequence {un}. Note, however, that
the boundedness is in the (m − 1)-norm. In the next subsection, this result is
bootstrapped to the m-norm.

Proposition 6.5. Suppose that |||uin|||m,θ0,a < R0 and |||un ||||m,θ0,β,a,T < R with
R > 4R0. Then, for β sufficiently large, we have |||un+1||||m−1,θ0,β,a,T < R.

Proof of Proposition 6.5. First, we observe that using the property (3.17) and the
expression of βn in terms of β, we may write

|ζn+1|Dm−1,θ0,β,T ≤ (1−βn/β)−γ|ζn+1|(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,T = 2γ(n+1)|ζn+1|(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T .

We can thus use the contractiveness property (6.6) and estimate

|ζn+1|Dm−1,θ0,β,T ≤ 2γ(n+1)|ζn+1|(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,T ≤ 2γ(n+1)|||ζn+1|||(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T

≤ 2γ(n+1) A

√
R

βn
|||ζn |||(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T

≤ 2γ(n+1)

(
A

√
R

βn

)n

|||ζ1|||(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,T

≤ 2γ
(

2γA

√
R

β/2

)n

|||ζ1|||(γ)
m−1,θ0,β1,T ,

where the last inequality is justified by usingβn ≥β/2 andβ1 >βn . Now, observe
that ζ1 = u1 −u0 = uin, and impose

(6.8) β> 22γ+1 A2R ,

so that λ=p
22γA

p
R/

√
β< 1, to get

(6.9) |un+1 −un |Dm−1,θ0,β,T ≤ 2γλn |||uin|||m−1,θ0,a = 2γλnR0 .
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Using un+1 = un+1 −un +un −un−1 +·· ·+u1 −u0, we obtain

|un+1|Dm−1,θ0,β,T ≤ 2γR0(λn +·· ·+1) ≤ 2γR0

1−λ .

Imposing λ< 1−4R0/R, i.e.,

(6.10) β> 22γ+1
(

R

R −4R0

)2

A2R ,

we derive a bound on the analytic norm of un+1, which reads

|un+1|Dm−1,θ0,β,T < R

2
.

Through a standard energy estimate and applying the above bound on
|un+1|Dm−1,θ0,β,T , it is easy to show that

∥un+1∥m−1,a,T < R

2
,

so that the bound |||un+1|||m−1,θ0,β,a,T < R follows. □

6.3. Boundedness of the sequence un in the ||| · |||m-norm. We have proven the
boundedness of un+1 in the (m −1)-norms. We now prove an estimate on un+1

in the m-norms.

Proposition 6.6. Suppose that |||uin|||m,θ0,a < R0 and |||un ||||m,θ0,β,a,T < R with
R > 4R0. Then, for β sufficiently large, |||un+1||||m,θ0,β,a,T < R.

To show a bound of the m-norm, we first prove an estimate of the Sobolev
norm. This is accomplished with a standard energy estimate in H m

a . However,
this leads to the appearance of m derivatives of un+1 at y = a. The estimate of
these terms is achieved by using the analyticity of un+1. To be more precise, we
use fact that un+1 ∈ H m−1

θ̄
and the Cauchy estimate twice to get a bound of the

Dm-derivatives at y = a in terms of the norm in H m−1
θ̄

. The main technical step
is contained in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.7. Let f ∈ H l
θ
∩H l

a . Then, if i ≤ l and θ̄ < θ/2, we have the estimate∫
|∂l−i

x ∂i+1
y f (x, y = a)|2d x ≤ ca2

 | f |D
l ,2θ̄

θ̄2

2

.

Proof of Lemma 6.7. For simplicity, we provide the estimate when l = 0. Then∣∣∂y f (x, y = a)
∣∣≤ sup

|y−a|≤θ̄/2

∣∣∂y f (x, y)
∣∣

≤
(∫

|y−a|≤θ̄/2
|∂y f |2d y

)1/2

+
(∫

|y−a|≤θ̄/2
|∂2

y f |2d y

)1/2

≤
| f |D

θ̄

θ̄
+
|∂y f |D

θ̄

θ̄
≤

| f |D
θ̄

θ̄
+
| f |D

2̄θ

θ̄2
≤ c

| f |D
2̄θ

θ̄2
.

When l > 0, the estimate is analogous. □



20 IGOR KUKAVICA, MARIA CARMELA LOMBARDO, AND MARCO SAMMARTINO

Proof of Proposition 6.6. We now evaluate the m-Sobolev norm of un+1. Con-
sider the first equation in (6.1). Taking l derivatives, where 0 ≤ l ≤ m, and then
applying the scalar product in L2 with D l un+1, we obtain

1

2

d

d t
∥un+1∥2

m,a ≤ cS∥un∥m,a∥un+1∥2
m,a +

∫
vn

∣∣Dmun+1
∣∣2

y=a d x

+∑
l

∫ (
D l pn+1n ·D l un+1

)
y=a

d x .

Then, using Lemma 6.7, we have

∫
vn

∣∣Dmun+1
∣∣2

y=a d x ≤ ca2 |un |D
m,θ̄

 |un+1|D
m−1,θ̄

θ̄2

2

.

To bound the term resulting from the pressure, we proceed as in the estimates (7.26)
and (7.27) and write∑

l

∫ (
D l pn+1n ·D l un+1

)
y=a

d x ≤∑
l

(∫
R

(
D l pn+1

)2

y=a
d x

)1/2 (∫
R

(
D l un+1

)2

y=a
d x

)1/2

≤ cS∥pn+1∥H m+1(a−θ̄,a+θ̄) · ca2

|un+1|D
m−1,θ̄

θ̄2

≤ cSa

(
∥un∥H m (a−θ̄,a+θ̄)∥un+1∥H m (a−θ̄,a+θ̄) +∥p∥L2

) |un+1|D
m−1,θ̄

θ̄2

≤ cSa

R
|un+1|D

m−1,θ̄

θ̄
+∥un∥H 2∥un+1∥H 2

 |un+1|D
m−1,θ̄

θ̄2

≤ cSa

R
|un+1|D

m−1,θ̄

θ̄
+R

(
∥un+1∥m−1,a +|un+1|D

m−1,θ̄

) |un+1|D
m−1,θ̄

θ̄2

≤ cSaR

 |un+1|D
m−1,θ̄

θ̄2

2

+∥un+1∥2
m−1,a

 .

Then,

1

2

d

d t
∥un+1∥2

m,a ≤ cSaR∥un+1∥2
m,a+cSaR

 |un+1|D
m−1,θ̄

θ̄2

2

, 0 ≤ t ≤ T < (θ0−θ̄)/β ,

which, by using |||un+1|||m−1,θ,β,a,T < R and the Gronwall Lemma, we get

∥un+1∥m,a,T < R

2
,

provided

(6.11) β> R
4cSaθ0e2cSa RT

θ̄4
.
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With the above bound on ∥un+1∥m,a,T and using the equation (6.3), one can
immediately derive the analogous bound on the analytic norm, obtaining

|un+1|Dm,θ0,β,T < R

2
,

which completes the proof of Proposition 6.6. □

Propositions 6.6 and 6.2, stating the boundedness and the contractiveness of
the sequence, respectively, prove Theorem 6.1.

Remark 6.8 (Bounds on β). Here, we summarize the bound that β satisfies to be

large enough so that Proposition 6.2 (contractiveness of un in the |||·|||(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T -

norm) and Proposition 6.6 (boundedness of un in the |||·|||m,θ0,β,a,T -norm) hold.
Namely, β has to satisfy the bounds (8.5), (8.7), (6.8), (6.10), and (6.11).

Corollary 6.9 (Cauchy property in the ||| · |||m−1,θ0,β,a,T -norm). Suppose that we
have |||uin|||m,θ0,a < R0. Then, assuming that β is large enough, R > 4R0, and
T < (θ0 − θ̄)/β with θ̄ < θ0, we have

(6.12) |||ζn+1|||m−1,θ0,β,a,T ≤ cλn ,

with λ< 1.

Proof of Corollary 6.9. It is sufficient to look at the estimate (6.9) to see that one
has the inequality (6.12) for the | · |Dm−1,θ0,β,T -norm. We already have the contrac-

tiveness in the ∥ ·∥m−1,a-norm, and the estimate (6.12) is therefore proven. □

6.4. Conclusion of the proof of Theorem 2.1 on the existence and uniqueness
for the Euler solution. Given un , Theorem 5.1 shows that one can define un+1

as the solution of the problem (6.3). The part (1) of Theorem 6.1 ensures that
un remains bounded in the norm ||| · |||m,θ0,β,a,T within a ball of radius R > 4R0,
where R0 is the size of the initial datum. This ensures that the sequence {un} is
well-defined.

Corollary 6.9 ensures that {un} is Cauchy in the norm ||| · |||m−1,θ0,β,a,T and,
therefore, it converges to u in the same norm. Clearly, u solves Euler equations.

To obtain uniqueness, assume that u and v are two solutions of the Euler
equations. Note that both have enough regularity to apply the standard Euler
uniqueness. We namely subtract the equations for u and v and test the resulting
equation with u −v . We omit further details.

7. PROOFS OF THE ANALYTIC ESTIMATES

7.1. Projection operator estimate: proof of Proposition 4.1. In the explicit ex-
pressions (4.1) and (4.2), one recognizes that we need to show the analyticity in
Dθ and the estimates for terms of the form∫ ∞

y
d y ′|ξ|e |ξ|(y−y ′) f (ξ, y ′),

∫ y

0
d y ′|ξ|e−|ξ|(y−y ′) f (ξ, y ′),∫ y

0
d y ′|ξ|e−|ξ|(y+y ′) f (ξ, y ′) ,
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for y ∈ Dθ. Therefore, the proof of Proposition 4.1 is an immediate consequence
of the following lemma.

Lemma 7.1. Assume that f ∈ H m
θ
∩H m

a . Then
∫ ∞

y d y ′|ξ|e |ξ|(y−y ′) f (ξ, y ′),∫ y
0 d y ′|ξ|e−|ξ|(y−y ′) f (ξ, y ′), and

∫ y
0 d y ′|ξ|e−|ξ|(y+y ′) f (ξ, y ′) belong to H m

θ
. More-

over, we have the estimates∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

y
d y ′|ξ|e |ξ|(y−y ′) f (ξ, y ′)

∣∣∣∣
m,θ

≤ c| f |m,θ ,(7.1) ∣∣∣∣∫ y

0
d y ′|ξ|e−|ξ|(y−y ′) f (ξ, y ′)

∣∣∣∣
m,θ

≤ c| f |m,θ ,(7.2) ∣∣∣∣∫ y

0
d y ′|ξ|e−|ξ|(y+y ′) f (ξ, y ′)

∣∣∣∣
m,θ

≤ c| f |m,θ .(7.3)

To prove the above lemma, we need to show first that the above three terms
are y-analytic in Dθ. Given that Dθ is open when y ∈ Dθ, a whole neighborhood
of y is contained in Dθ. This allows us to compute the complex derivative of Pu.
For example, one easily gets

∂y

∫ ∞

y
d y ′|ξ|e |ξ|(y−y ′)u(ξ, y ′) =−|ξ|u(ξ, y)−|ξ|2

∫ ∞

y
d y ′e |ξ|(y−y ′)u(ξ, y ′) ,

which, given the exponential decay in the ξ-variable of u(ξ, y), shows that the
terms to be estimated are holomorphic in Dθ.

Second, we need to estimate the norm of the three terms in H m
θ

. We shall
see how to obtain the inequality (7.2) and comment on the others. Given θ ∈
(−π/2,π/2), denote Γ1(θ) = (0,1+ i tanθ), i.e, Γ1(θ) is the line in the complex
plane between 0 and 1+ i tanθ; also, let Γ2 = (1+ i tanθ,1+θ). We fix θ, and we
estimate the integral

(7.4) I =
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫
|d y |

∣∣∣∣∫ y

0
d y ′|ξ|e−|ξ|(y ′−y0) f (ξ, y ′)

∣∣∣∣2

e2ρθ(y)|ξ| ,

for y ∈ Γ1(θ) first. To treat it, we parameterize y and y ′ by y = α+ iα tanθ and
y ′ =α′+ iα′ tanθ, respectively, and estimate

I =
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

√
1+ tan2θ

∣∣∣∫ α

0
dα′|ξ|(1+ i tanθ)e−|ξ|(α−α

′)(1+i tanθ)

× f (ξ,α′+ iα′ tanθ)
∣∣∣2

eθ|ξ|

≤ c(1+ tan2θ)
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ α

0
dα′|ξ|e−|ξ|(α−α′)| f (ξ,α′+ iα′ tanθ)|

∣∣∣∣2

eθ|ξ|

= c(1+ tan2θ)
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ α

0
dα′|ξ|e−|ξ|(α−α′)| f̃ (ξ,α′)|

∣∣∣∣2

eθ|ξ| ,

(7.5)

where we abbreviate f̃ (ξ,α′) = f (ξ, y ′) (where alwaysα′ = Re
{

y ′}). For simplicity
of notation, we always assume f̃ (ξ,α′) = 0 ifα′ < 0 orα′ ≥ 1+θ. Also, let K (β,ξ) =
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|ξ|e−β|ξ|χ(0,∞)(β). Then,

I ≲θ

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ α

0
dα′K (α−α′,ξ)| f̃ (ξ,α′)|

∣∣∣∣2

eθ|ξ|

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

−∞
dα′K (α−α′,ξ)| f̃ (ξ,α′)|

∣∣∣∣2

eθ|ξ|

≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ∥K (·,ξ)∥2

L1

∫ 1

0
dα′| f̃ (ξ,α′)|2eθ|ξ|

≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα′| f̃ (ξ,α′)|2eθ|ξ| ≲θ

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
|d y ′|| f (ξ, y ′)|2eθ|ξ| ≲ | f |θ .

(7.6)

Next, we estimate the integral (7.4) when y ∈ Γ2(θ). The path integral in y ′
is divided into two integrals corresponding to the lines (0,1+ i tanθ) and (1+
i tanθ, y); we denote the corresponding quantities by I1 and I2. They are bounded
in a similar manner; we show the details only for I2. By parameterizing y =
α+ i (1+θ−α) tanθ/θ and y ′ =α′+ i (1+θ−α′) tanθ/θ, we have

I2 ≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫
Γ2(θ)

|d y |
∣∣∣∣∫ y

1+i tanθ
d y ′|ξ|e−|ξ|(y−y ′) f (ξ, y ′)

∣∣∣∣2

e2ρθ(y)|ξ|

≲θ

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1+θ

1
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ α

1
dα′|ξ|e−|ξ|(α−α′)| f̃ (ξ,α′)|

∣∣∣∣2

e |ξ|(1+θ−α)

≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1+θ

1
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ α

1
dα′|ξ|e−|ξ|(α−α′)| f̃ (ξ,α′)|e |ξ|(1+θ−α′)/2

∣∣∣∣2

≲ | f |2θ ,

(7.7)

where we used α′ ≤ α in the third inequality; in the step, we used Young’s in-
equality, concluding similarly to (7.6).

Next, we estimate a more difficult term involving the integral in y ′ from y
to ∞, i.e., we intend to bound

(7.8) I =
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫
Γ1∪Γ2

|d y |
∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

y
d y ′|ξ|e |ξ|(y−y ′) f (ξ, y ′)

∣∣∣∣2

e2ρθ(y)|ξ| .

The term I is less than or equal to I1 + I2, where I1 and I2 correspond to the in-
tegrals in y over Γ1(θ) and Γ2(θ), respectively. Next, we have I1 ≤ I11 + I12 + I13,
where the three integrals correspond to integration in y ′ over (y,1+ i tanθ), (1+
i tanθ,1+θ), and (1+θ,∞). Similarly, I2 ≤ I21 + I22, where the two terms corre-
spond to y ′ integrations in (y,1+θ) and (1+θ,∞), respectively. The integrals are
estimated in a similar manner; here we show how to handle I21 and I12.

We first estimate I21 when y ∈ Γ2(θ) and y ′ ∈ Γ(θ, y) = (y,1+θ). We parame-
terize the two paths as follows: Γ2(θ) = {

y =α+ i (1+θ−α) tanθ/θ, α ∈ (1,1+θ)
}
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and Γ(θ, y) = {
y ′ =α′+ i (1+θ−α′) tanθ/θ, α′ ∈ (α,1+θ)

}
. Then,

I21 =
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫
Γ2(θ)

|d y |
∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ

y
d y ′|ξ|e |ξ|(y−y ′) f (ξ, y ′)e |ξ|ρθ(y)

∣∣∣∣2

=
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1+θ

1
dα

√
1+ (tanθ/θ)2

×
∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ

α
dα′(1− i tanθ/θ)|ξ|e |ξ|(α−α′)(1+i tanθ/θ)| f̃ (ξ,α′)|e |ξ|ρθ(α)

∣∣∣∣2

≲θ

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1+θ

1
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ

α
dα′|ξ|e−|ξ|(α′−α)| f̃ (ξ,α′)|e |ξ|ρθ(α)

∣∣∣∣2

.

(7.9)

Given that Re
{

y
}≤ 1,Re

{
y ′}≥ 1, we have ρθ(α) = (1+θ−α)/2 and ρθ(α′) = (1+

θ−α′)/2, so that−(α′−α)−ρθ(α′)+ρθ(α) =−(α′−α)−(1+θ−α′)/2+(1+θ−α)/2 =
(α−α′)/2. Therefore,

I21 ≲θ

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1+θ

1
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ

α
dα′|ξ|e−|ξ|(α′−α)/2| f̃ (ξ,α′)|e |ξ|ρθ(α′)

∣∣∣∣2

≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ ∞

0
dα| f̃ (ξ,α)|2e2|ξ|ρθ(α)

≲θ

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ ∞

0
|d y || f (ξ, y)|2e2|ξ|ρθ(y) ≲ | f |2θ .

(7.10)

We now pass to I12 when y ∈ Γ1(θ) and y ′ ∈ Γ(θ, y) = (1+ i tanθ,1+θ). We pa-
rameterize the two paths as Γ1(θ) = {

y =α+ iα tanθ, α ∈ (0,1)
}

and Γ(θ, y)] ={
y ′ =α′+ i (1+θ−α′) tanθ/θ, α′ ∈ (1,1+θ)

}
. Then,

I12 =
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫
Γ1(θ)

|d y |
∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ

1+i tanθ
d y ′|ξ|e |ξ|(y−y ′) f (ξ, y ′)e |ξ|ρθ(y)

∣∣∣∣2

≲θ

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ

1
dα′|ξ|e−|ξ|(α′−α)| f̃ (ξ,α′)|e |ξ|ρθ(α)

∣∣∣∣2

.

(7.11)

Given that Re
{

y
} ≤ 1 and Re

{
y ′} ≥ 1, we have ρθ(α) = θ/2 and ρθ(α′) = (1+θ−

α′)/2, and we can write −(α′−α)−ρθ(α′)+ρθ(α) =−(α′−α)−(1+θ−α′)/2+θ/2 =
(α−α′)/2+ (α−1)/2 ≤ (α−α′)/2. The rest of the estimate proceeds as in (7.10)
with minor modifications. Namely,

I12 ≲θ

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ

1
dα′|ξ|e−|ξ|(α′−α)/2| f̃ (ξ,α′)|e |ξ|ρθ(α′)

∣∣∣∣2

≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ ∞

0
dα| f̃ (ξ,α)|2e2|ξ|ρθ(α)

≲θ

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ ∞

0
|d y || f (ξ, y)|2e2|ξ|ρθ(y) ≲ | f |2θ .

(7.12)

This concludes the proof of the Lemma 7.1 and, therefore, of Proposition 4.1.
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7.2. Proof of Proposition 4.2. To prove the proposition, we first analyze the case
when u and v are scalar functions; in this case we denote them by f and g ,
respectively. Therefore, we need to estimate terms of the type (7.1)–(7.3) with
f ∂x g instead of f . How to treat derivatives with respect to y is addressed further
below. We shall give a rather detailed proof for the first term, when integration
in y ′ goes from y to ∞. Then, we claim

(7.13)

∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

y
d y ′|ξ|e |ξ|(y−y ′)

(
f (x, y ′)∂x g (x, y ′)

)∧∣∣∣∣
m,θ′′

≤ c| f |m,θ′′
|g |m,θ

θ−θ′′ , θ′′ < θ .

Using the same ideas, one can estimate the other terms, where the integration in
y ′ is over (0, y). To prove the estimate (7.13), we compute the L2 norm along the
path Γ(θ′) (see (3.2)) with θ′ < θ′′. We shall consider in detail the case the part of
this path when y ∈ (0,1+ i tanθ′) and begin estimating the term, denoted by I ,
when y ′ ∈ (y,1+ i tanθ′). The case when y ′ ∈ (1+ i tanθ,1+θ) is analyzed below,
see (7.16), while the case when y ′ ∈ (1+θ,∞) is simpler and is omitted. Thus the
term I reads

I =
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1+i tanθ′

0
d y

×
∣∣∣∣∫ 1+i tanθ′

y
d y ′|ξ|e |ξ|e |ξ|(y−y ′) |ξ|m

∫ ∞

−∞
dη f (ξ−η)g (η)|η|eρθ′ (y)|ξ|

∣∣∣∣2

≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ 1

α
dα′|ξ|e(α−α′)|ξ||ξ|m

∫ ∞

−∞
dη f̃ (ξ−η)|η|g̃ (η)eρθ′ (α)|ξ|

∣∣∣∣2

≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

×
∣∣∣∣∫ 1

α
dα′|ξ|e(α−α′)|ξ|

∫ ∞

−∞
dη|ξ−η|m | f̃ (ξ−η)||η||g̃ (η)|eρθ′ (α)|ξ|

∣∣∣∣2

eθ
′|ξ|/2

+
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

×
∣∣∣∣∫ 1

α
dα′|ξ|e(α−α′)|ξ|

∫ ∞

−∞
dη| f̃ (ξ−η)||η|m+1|g̃ (η)|eρθ′ (α)|ξ|

∣∣∣∣2

eθ
′|ξ|/2 ,

(7.14)

where 0 < θ′ < θ. In addition to the previous agreement on f̃ and g̃ , we assume
here, in addition, that f̃ = g̃ = 0 for α′ ≥ 1. We denote the last two integrals in
(7.14) by I1 and I2. We only show how to treat the second term I2 as the first is
simpler since it does not have m + 1 derivatives in the x variable (observe the
factor of |η|m+1). For I2, we use

(7.15) |η|eθ′|η|/2 = |η|e(θ−θ′)|η|/2eθ|η|/2 ≲
1

θ−θ′ eθ|η|/2
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and Young’s inequality in α to write

I2 ≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ ∞

0
dα′

(∫ ∞

−∞
dη| f̃ (ξ−η,α′)|eθ′(|ξ−η|)/2|η|m+1|g̃ (η,α′)|eθ′|η|/2

)2

≲
1

(θ−θ′)2

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ ∞

0
dα′

×
(∫ ∞

−∞
dη| f̃ (ξ−η,α′)|eθ′(|ξ−η|)/2|η|m |g̃ (η,α′)|eθ′|η|/2

)2

≲θ′
1

(θ−θ′)2

∫ ∞

0
dα′

(∫ ∞

−∞
dξ| f̃ (ξ,α′)|eθ′|ξ|/2

)2 (∫ ∞

−∞
dξ|ξ|2m |g̃ (ξ,α′)|2eθ|ξ|

)
≲θ′

1

(θ−θ′)2

∫ ∞

0
dα′

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

(
| f̃ (ξ,α′)|eθ′|ξ|/2

)2
(∫ ∞

−∞
dξ|ξ|2m |g̃ (ξ,α′)|2eθ|ξ|

)
≲

1

(θ−θ′)2

∫ ∞

0
dα′

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

(
|ξ|3| f̃ (ξ,α′)|2eθ

′|ξ|
)(∫ ∞

−∞
dξ|ξ|2m |g̃ (ξ,α′)|2eθ|ξ|

)
≲Cθ| f |2m,θ′

|g |2m,θ

(θ−θ′)2 ,

where in the last step we used Hölder’s and the Sobolev inequalities in α′.
Next, we consider the integral when y ∈ [0,1+ i tanθ′], which we denote by I ,

while the integral in y ′ is over [1+ i tanθ′,1+θ′]. We parameterize the integral I
by y = α+ iα tanθ and y ′ = α′+ i (1+θ−α′) tanθ/θ so that |d y | = (1+ tan2θ)1/2

and |d y ′| = (1+ tan2θ/θ2)1/2. We then write

I ≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1+i tanθ′

0
d y

×
∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ′

1+i tanθ′
d y ′|ξ|e |ξ|e |ξ|(y−y ′) |ξ|m

∫ ∞

−∞
dη f (ξ−η)g (η)|η|eρθ′ (y)

∣∣∣∣2

≲θ′

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

×
∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ′

1
dα′|ξ|e(α−α′)|ξ||ξ|m

∫ ∞

−∞
dη| f̃ (ξ−η,α′)| |g̃ (η,α′)||η|eθ′|ξ|/2

∣∣∣∣2

≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

×
∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ′

1
dα′|ξ|e(α−α′)|ξ|

∫ ∞

−∞
dη|ξ−η|m | f̃ (ξ−η,α′)| |g̃ (η,α′)||η|eθ′|ξ|/2

∣∣∣∣2

+
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

×
∣∣∣∣∫ 1+θ′

1
dα′|ξ|e(α−α′)|ξ|

∫ ∞

−∞
dη| f̃ (ξ−η,α′)||η|m+1|g̃ (η,α′)|eθ′|ξ|/2

∣∣∣∣2

.

(7.16)
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As above, we denote the last two integrals by I1 and I2 and only consider I2, as
the other one is easier. Since

θ′

2
|ξ|+ α−α′

2
|ξ| ≤ 1+θ′−α′

2
|ξ|+ θ′

2
|ξ| ≤ 1+θ′−α′

2
|η|+ 1+θ′−α′

2
|ξ−η|+ θ′

2
|ξ|

≤ 1+θ−α′

2
|η|+ 1+θ′−α′

2
|ξ−η|+ θ−θ′

2
|η| ,

(7.17)

we get

I2 ≲
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

∣∣∣∫ 1+θ′

1
dα′|ξ|e(α−α′)|ξ|/2

∫ ∞

−∞
dη

×e(1+θ′−α′)|η|/2| f̃ (ξ−η,α′)||η|m+1e(1+θ−α′)|η|/2|g̃ (η,α′)|e(θ−θ′)|η|/2
∣∣∣2

≲
1

(θ−θ′)2

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ 1

0
dα

∣∣∣∫ 1+θ′

1
dα′|ξ|e(α−α′)|ξ|/2

∫ ∞

−∞
dη

×e(1+θ′−α′)|ξ−η|/2| f̃ (ξ−η,α′)| |η|me(1+θ−α′)|η|/2|g̃ (η,α′)|
∣∣∣2

≲
1

(θ−θ′)2

∫ ∞

−∞
dξ

∫ ∞

−∞
dα

∣∣∣∫ ∞

−∞
dη

×e(1+θ′−α′)|ξ−η|/2| f̃ (ξ−η,α′)| |η|me(1+θ−α′)|η|/2|g̃ (η,α′)|
∣∣∣2

≲
1

(θ−θ′)2

∫ ∞

−∞
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

−∞
dξe(1+θ′−α′)|ξ|/2| f̃ (ξ,α′)|

∣∣∣∣2

×
(∫ ∞

−∞
dξe(1+θ−α′)|ξ||ξ|2m |g̃ (η,α′)|2

)
≲

1

(θ−θ′)2

∫ ∞

−∞
dα

∣∣∣∣∫ ∞

−∞
dξ|ξ|3e(1+θ′−α′)|ξ|| f̃ (ξ,α′)|2

∣∣∣∣2

×
(∫ ∞

−∞
dξe(1+θ−α′)|ξ||ξ|2m |g̃ (η,α′)|2

)
≲Cθ| f |2m,θ′

|g |2m,θ

(θ−θ′)2 ,

(7.18)

where in the last step we used Hölder’s and the Sobolev inequalities.
The last integral, when y ′ ∈ [1+θ′,∞[, is the simplest and we omit the details.

This shows how to estimate the analytic norm of f ∂x g .
Now, let u and v be as in the statement. In the rest of the proof, we sketch the

argument needed to settle the general case using the above argument. Accord-
ing to (4.3), we need to bound the expression

|P(v ·∇u)|Dm,θ′ =
∑

i+ j≤m
|∂i

x∂
j
yP(v ·∇u)|θ′ ≲

∑
i+ j≤m

|P(∂i
x∂

j
y (v ·∇u))|θ′ .(7.19)

In the last inequality, we used (4.1). Now, we take a closer look at the last expres-
sion in (7.19). When i ≥ 1 or if i + j ≤ m −1, then the terms can be treated same
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as above, so we only need to address the case (i , j ) = (0,m), when we can apply
the Leibniz rule. Most of the terms lead to no derivative loss and can be treated
directly, so we only need to bound

|P(u ·∇∂m
y v )|Dm,θ′ .(7.20)

Note that

u ·∇∂m
y v =

(
u1∂x∂

m
y u1 u2∂

m+1
y u1

u1∂x∂
m
y u2 u2∂

m+1
y u2

)
=

(
u1∂x∂

m
y u1 u2∂

m+1
y u1

u1∂x∂
m
y u2 −u2∂x∂

m
y u1

)
.(7.21)

Note that three of the entries have at least one derivative in the x variable and
can thus be treated the same way as above. Thus we only need to address the
term u2∂

m+1
y u1. This term can be treated by integrating by parts in the y vari-

able once, using first that u2 vanishes on the boundary and then also applying
the incompressibility condition. This shows that the structure of the projection
operator transfers the y derivative to the x derivative and, therefore, the term
Pu ·∇v can be treated in the same fashion as f ∂x g . This concludes the proof of
Proposition 4.2.

7.3. The analytic estimate in the linear case. Here we prove Lemma 5.8. Given
the expression for Fε in (5.8) and the estimate (4.3), for 0 < θ < θ′, one may write

|Fε(v ,uε, t )|Dm,θ′ ≤ cPaR
1

θ′−θ
(
|uε|Dm,θ′ +∥uε∥m,a

)
.

Therefore, when 0 < θ < θ(s), we have∣∣∣∣∫ t

0
Fε(v ,uε, s)d s

∣∣∣∣D

m,θ
≤ cPaR

∫ t

0

|uε|Dm,θ(s) +∥uε∥m,a

θ(s)−θ d s

≤ cPaR
∫ t

0

(
1−βs/(θ0 −θ(s))

)−γ (
1−βs/(θ0 −θ(s))

)γ |uε|Dm,θ(s) +∥uε∥m,a

θ(s)−θ d s

≤ cPaR
(|uε|(γ)

m,θ,β+ sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥uε∥m,a
)∫ t

0

(
1−βs/(θ0 −θ(s))

)−γ 1

θ(s)−θd s .

We now choose θ(s) in the following way. Let ρ = θ0 − θ−βs with θ(s) = θ+
ρ/2, which then implies θ0 −θ(s)−βs = (θ0 −θ−βs)/2. Using this in the above
estimate, we may write∣∣∣∣∫ t

0
Fε(v ,uε, s)d s

∣∣∣∣D

m,θ

≤ cPaR
(|uε|(γ)

m,θ,β+ sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥uε∥m,a
)
2γ+1

∫ t

0

(θ0 −θ(s))γ

(θ0 −θ−βs)γ+1 d s

≤ cPaR
(|uε|(γ)

m,θ,β+ sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥uε∥m,a
)
2γ+1 (θ0 −θ)γ

βγ
(θ0 −θ−βt )−γ .

(7.22)

The last estimate immediately leads to (5.15) in Lemma 5.8, while the inequality
(5.16) follows from (5.8) and (5.15).
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7.4. The Sobolev estimate in the linear case. Here we prove Lemma 5.9. Using
the standard energy arguments, the expression ∥u∥m,a satisfies

(7.23)
1

2

d

d t
∥u∥2

m,a ≤ cS∥v∥m,a∥u∥2
m,a +BT1 +BT2 ,

where BTi denotes terms deriving from the fact that the ∥·∥m,a involves integra-
tion in the normal variable y on [a,∞[. More precisely,

BT1 = 1

2

∣∣∣∣∫
R

(
v ·n

(
Dmu

)2
)

y=a
d x

∣∣∣∣ and BT2 =
∑

l

∫
R

(
D l p n ·D l u

)
y=a

d x .

First, we treat BT1, when we write

BT1 ≤ 1

2
R

∫
R

(
Dmu

)2
y=a d x ≤ RcSa

( |u|Dm,θ(t )

θ(t )

)2

,(7.24)

where θ(t ) is such that θ(t ) > θ̄ for t ∈ [0,θ0/β]. We have used the following
estimate on (Dmu)2

y=a :

∫
R

(
Dmu

)2
y=a d x ≤

∫
R

∣∣Dmu(x, ·)∣∣2
L∞(a−θ̄,a+θ̄) d x

≤ cS

∫
R

(∥∥Dmu(x, ·)∥∥2
L2(a−θ̄,a+θ̄) +

∥∥∂y Dmu(x, ·)∥∥2
L2(a−θ̄,a+θ̄)

)
d x

≤ cS

(
|u|Dm,θ(t )

)2 + ca

( |u|Dm,θ(t )

θ(t )

)2
≤ cSa

( |u|Dm,θ(t )

θ(t )

)2

.

(7.25)

Next, for BT2, we have

BT2 ≤
∑

l

(∫
R

(
D l p

)2

y=a
d x

)1/2 (∫
R

(
D l u

)2

y=a
d x

)1/2

≤ cSa

|u|Dm,θ(t )

θ(t )
R

(
|u|Dm,θ(t ) +∥u∥m,a

)
≤ cSaR

∥u∥2
m,a +

( |u|Dm,θ(t )

θ(t )

)2
 ,(7.26)

where in the second inequality, we have used the inequality (7.25) and the esti-
mate on the pressure(∫

R

(
Dm p

)2
y=a d x

)1/2

≤
(∫
R

∣∣Dm p(x, ·)∣∣2
L∞(a−θ̄,a+θ̄) d x

)1/2

≤ cS

(∫
R

(∥∥Dm p(x, ·)∥∥2
L2(a−θ̄,a+θ̄) +

∥∥∂y Dm p(x, ·)∥∥2
L2(a−θ̄,a+θ̄)

)
d x

)1/2

≤ cS
∥∥p

∥∥
H m+1(a−θ̄,a+θ̄) ≤ cS

(
∥v∥H m (a−θ̄,a+θ̄)∥u∥H m (a−θ̄,a+θ̄) +∥p∥L2

)
≤ cS

(
R|u|Dm,θ(t ) +∥v∥H 2∥u∥H 2

)
≤ cS

(
R|u|Dm,θ(t ) +R

(
|u|Dm,θ(t ) +∥u∥m,a

))
= cSR

(
|u|Dm,θ(t ) +∥u∥m,a

)
.(7.27)
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Using (7.24) and (7.26) in (7.23), we get the differential inequality

1

2

d

d t
∥u∥2

m,a ≤ cSaR

∥u∥2
m,a +

( |u|Dm,θ(t )

θ(t )

)2
 .

The above estimate for t < (θ0 − θ̄)/β in order to have a sufficient analyticity to
estimate, using the Cauchy inequality, the higher derivatives Dm+1u at y = a.

Using the Gronwall Lemma, for 0 < t < (θ0 − θ̄)/β, we may write

∥u(·, t )∥2
m,a ≤ e2cSa Rt

∥uin∥2
m,a +2cSa

∫ t

0
|v |Dm,θ(s)

( |u|Dm,θ(s)

θ(s)

)2

d s


≤ e2cSa Rt

∥uin∥2
m,a +2cSaR

∫ t

0

( |u|Dm,θ(s)

θ(s)

)2

d s


≤ e2cSa Rt

(
∥uin∥2

m,a +2cSaR
(
|u|(γ)

m,θ0,β

)2
∫ t

0

(
1− βs

θ0 −θ(s)

)−2γ (
1

θ(s)

)2

d s

)
≤ e2cSa Rt∥uin∥2

m,a +e2cSa Rt 2cSaR22(γ+1) θ
2γ
0

θ̄2(γ+1)

θ0 − θ̄
β

(
|u|(γ)

m,θ0,β

)2
.

To get the last inequality, we have chosen θ(s) = (
θ0 −βs

)
/2 and used that θ(s) ≥

θ̄/2 and t ≤ (
θ0 − θ̄

)
/β. From the above estimate, we conclude that

∥u(·, t )∥m,a ≤ ecSa Rt∥uin∥m,a +ecSa Rt
√

2cSaR2γ+1 θ
γ+1/2
0

θ̄γ+1

1√
β
|u|(γ)

m,θ0,β .

Therefore, we have obtained the estimate (5.17) with

D(R,T ) = ecSa Rt
√

2cSaR2γ+1 θ
γ+1/2
0

θ̄γ+1

1√
β

,

which concludes the proof of Lemma 5.9.

8. THE ANALYTIC-SOBOLEV ESTIMATE IN THE NONLINEAR CASE

8.1. Proof of Proposition 6.2. We first introduce constants
(8.1)

A1 = cPa
2γ+1

γ
, A2 = cP

2γθ0

(1+γ)
, A3 = cSaecSa RT , A4 = cSa

θ̄γ+1
ecSa RT .

The estimates given in Lemma 6.3 and 6.4 are equivalent to

|ζn+1|(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,T(8.2)

≤
(
1− R

βn
A1

)−1 R

βn

(
A1 sup

0≤t<T
∥ζn+1∥m−1,a + A2|||ζn |||(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T

)
(8.3)

and

sup
t

∥ζn+1∥m−1,a ≤
√

R

βn

(
A3 sup

0≤t<T
∥ζn∥m−1,a + A4|ζn+1|(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T

)
,(8.4)
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provided that βn is large enough to ensure
(
1−R A1/βn

) > 0; to this end, recall-
ing that βn ≥β/2, we impose

(8.5) β> 4R A1

so that
(
1−R A1/βn

)−1 < 2, for all n. Note that if β satisfies (8.5), then

ecSa RT ≤ exp

{
cSaθ0γ

2γ+3cPa

}
.

Inserting the estimate (8.3) into (8.4), we get

(
1− A1 A4

(
R

βn

)3/2 (
1−R A/βn

)−1
)

sup
t

∥ζn+1∥m−1,a

≤
√

R

βn

(
A3 + A2 A4

R

βn

(
1−R A/βn

)−1
)
|||ζn |||(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T .

(8.6)

Using (8.5) and imposing also

(8.7) β> 2(4A1 A4)2/3 R ,

so that βn > (4A1 A4)2/3 R, one readily derives

sup
t

∥ζn+1∥m−1,a ≤ 2

√
R

βn
(A3 + A2 A4) |||ζn |||(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T .

Inserting the above bound in (8.3), we get

|ζn+1|(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,T ≤ 2

R

βn

(
2

√
R

βn
A1 (A3 + A2 A4)+ A2

)
|||ζn |||(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T .

Adding the two estimates above and using R/βn < 1/2, we may finally write

|||ζn+1|||(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T ≤ A

√
R

βn
|||ζn |||(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,a,T ,

where

(8.8) A = (A3 + A2 A4)(2+2A1 +
p

2) .

The constants Ai are given in (8.1).
Exactly with the same procedure, one can prove the estimate in the norm

||| · |||(γ)
m−1,θ0,β,a,T .
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8.2. Proof of Lemma 6.3. The proof of Lemma 6.3 goes along the same lines as
the proof of Lemma 5.8. In fact, from (6.5), we may write

|ζn+1|Dm−1,θ ≤
∫ t

0
|Pun ·∇ζn+1|Dm−1,θd s +

∫ t

0
|Pζn ·∇un |Dm−1,θd s

≤cPaR
∫ t

0

|ζn+1|Dm−1,θ(s) +∥ζn+1∥m−1,a

θ(s)−θ d s

+ cPR
∫ t

0

(
|ζn |Dm−1,θ(s) +∥ζn∥m−1,a

)
d s

=cPaR
∫ t

0

(
|ζn+1|Dm−1,θ(s) +∥ζn+1∥m−1,a

)(
θ0 −θ(s)−βn s

)γ
(θ(s)−θ)

(
θ0 −θ(s)−βn s

)γ d s

+ cPR
∫ t

0

(
|ζn |Dm−1,θ(s) +∥ζn∥m−1,a

)(
θ0 −θ(s)−βn s

)γ(
θ0 −θ(s)−βn s

)γ d s

≤RcPa
2γ+1θ

γ
0

γβn

(
|ζn+1|(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T + sup
0≤t≤T

∥ζn+1∥m−1,a

)(
θ0 −θ−βn t

)−γ
+RcP

2γθ1−γ
0

(1−γ)βn

(
|ζn |(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T + sup
0≤t≤T

∥ζn∥m−1,a

)
.

(8.9)

To get the last inequality, we have chosen θ(s) so that θ0 −θ(s)−βn s = (θ0 −θ−
βn s)/2, as we did proving the Lemma 5.8 to get the estimate (7.22). Multiplying
both sides of (8.9) times

(
θ0 −θ−βn t

)γ, one gets

|ζn+1|(γ)
m−1,θ0,βn ,T ≤RcPa

2γ+1

γβn

(
|ζn+1|(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T + sup
0≤t<T

∥ζn+1∥m−1,a

)
+RcP

2γθ0

(1−γ)βn

(
|ζn |(γ)

m−1,θ0,βn ,T + sup
0≤t<T

∥ζn∥m−1,a

)
.

8.3. Proof of Lemma 6.4. Applying D l to (6.4), taking the product with D lζn+1,
integrating on R× [a,∞], and taking the sum for l = 0, . . . ,m −1, we obtain

1

2

d

d t
∥ζn+1∥2

m−1,a ≤ cS
(∥un∥m−1,a∥ζn+1∥2

m−1,a +∥un∥m,a∥ζn+1∥m−1,a∥ζn∥m−1,a
)

+BT1 +BT2, 0 < t < (θ0 − θ̄)/β ,(8.10)

where

BT1 = 1

2

∣∣∣∣∫
R

(
ζn ·n

(
Dm−1ζn+1)2

)
y=a

d x

∣∣∣∣
BT2 =

∫
R

(
Dm−1πn+1 n ·Dm−1ζn+1)

y=a d x .

The expressions of the boundary terms BT1 and BT2 above are very similar to the
expressions of the boundary terms appearing in Section 7.4. Exactly in the same
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fashion, one can derive estimates similar to (7.24) and (7.26), which read

BT1 ≤ RcSa

( |ζn+1|Dm−1,θ(t )

θ(t )

)2

,

BT2 ≤ cSaR

∥ζn+1∥2
m−1,a +

( |ζn+1|Dm−1,θ(t )

θ(t )

)2 .

Using these bounds in (8.10), we readily obtain

1

2

d

d t
∥ζn+1∥2

m−1,a ≤cSaR

(
∥ζn+1∥2

m−1,a +∥ζn∥2
m−1,a +

|ζn+1|Dm−1,θ(t )

θ(t )

)2

,

for 0 < t < (θ0 − θ̄)/β. Applying Gronwall’s lemma, we get for 0 < t < (θ0 − θ̄)/β,

∥ζn+1∥2
m−1,a

(8.11)

≤ e2cSa Rt

2cSa tR sup
0≤t≤(θ0−θ̄)/β

∥ζn∥2
m−1,a +2cSaR

∫ t

0

( |ζn+1|Dm−1,θ(s)

θ(s)

)2

d s



≤ e2cSa Rt
(
2cSaR

θ0

β
sup

0≤t≤(θ0−θ̄)/β

∥ζn∥2
m−1,a

(8.12)

+2cSaR22 θ
2γ
0

θ̄2(γ+1)

θ0 − θ̄
β

(
|ζn+1|(γ)

m−1,θ0,β,T

)2
)

,

from which it follows that

(8.13) ∥ζn+1∥m−1,a ≤ ecSa Rt

p
R√
β

cSa

 sup
0≤t≤(θ0−θ̄)/β

∥ζn∥m−1,a +
|ζn+1|(γ)

m−1,θ0,β,T

θ̄γ+1

 ,

for 0 < t < (θ0 − θ̄)/β.

9. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, using the velocity formulation of the Euler equations in the half-
space, we have shown that a datum with analytic-Sobolev regularity (analytic
close to the boundary and Sobolev-regular away from the boundary) gives rise
to a solution with the same regularity. We believe that the domain of analytic-
ity of our solution is optimal: we do not need the initial datum to be analytic
away from the boundary while, close to the boundary, we do not need to have
uniform analyticity; moreover, close to the boundary, we can have a domain of
analyticity whose radius of analyticity can have an arbitrary linear dependence
from the distance from the boundary; in other words, the angle θ in Fig. 1a needs
to be less than π/2, improving the limitation θ <π/4 of the previously appeared
results on analytic solutions of the Euler equations.
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The main technical tools that we used to get this result are: First, we have es-
tablished new estimates on the Leray projection operator, namely we obtain ob-
tained that it is bounded in the analytic-Sobolev norm and supports the Cauchy
estimate for analytic functions. Here the main challenge is the nonlocal char-
acter of the projection operator. Second, we have shown the existence of the
solution for the linearized problem by an analytic regularization of the equation
and proving uniform (with respect to the size of the regularization) estimates
of the obtained solution. Third, we have constructed the solution through an
iterative procedure that, given that the (n +1)-th iterate is defined implicitly in
terms of the n-th iterate, is nonstandard in the context of the abstract Cauchy-
Kowalevskaya theorem. We have achieved the convergence of this procedure
using a weighted norm and shrinking at each iterative step the domain of ana-
lyticity, an idea inspired by [4].

Several problems would be interesting to address. If one imposes to the Navier-
Stokes equations an initial datum with the analytic-Sobolev regularity that we
have investigated in this paper, can one construct the NS solution with the same
analytic-Sobolev regularity and prove the convergence to the corresponding Eu-
ler solution? Of interest also is the case when the Euler datum does not satisfy
the no-slip condition, as in [3], where the incompatibility between the initial
and the boundary conditions gives rise to singular terms that are challenging to
control.

The geometry we have considered in this paper is the half-plane or the half-
space; it would be interesting to consider the case when the boundary is curved,
or is an interface that moves according to the dynamics of the problem, as is
the case with vortex sheets or vortex layers [13] or vortex patches [31] or the
hydrostatic equations [23].
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