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Abstract. In this work we prove global well-posedness for the massive Maxwell-Dirac
system in the Lorenz gauge in R1+3, for small, sufficiently smooth and decaying initial data,
as well as modified scattering for the solutions. Heuristically we exploit the close connection
between the massive Maxwell-Dirac and the wave-Klein-Gordon equations, while developing
a novel approach which applies directly at the level of the Dirac equations. The modified
scattering result follows from a precise description of the asymptotic behavior of the solutions
inside the light cone, which we derive via the method of testing with wave packets of Ifrim-
Tataru.
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1. Introduction and main results

The problem we will address in this work is the Cauchy problem for the Maxwell-Dirac
system on the Minkowski space-time R1+3, which, expressed in the Lorenz gauge, has the
form:

(1.1)


−iγµ∂µψ + ψ = γµAµψ

□Aµ = −ψγµψ
∂µAµ = 0.

This is a fundamental model arising from relativistic field theory, and it describes the inter-
action of an electron with its self-induced electromagnetic field. The main interest here is on
the long time dynamics of the Cauchy problem with prescribed initial data at time t = 0,

(1.2) ψ(0, x) = ψ0(x), Aµ(0, x) = aµ(x), ∂tAµ(0, x) = ȧµ(x).
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wave packets.
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The unknowns are the spinor field ψ = ψ(t, x), taking values in C4, and the real-valued
potentials Aµ(t, x), with µ = 0, 3. Without loss of generality we have set the mass in the
Dirac equation to be equal to 1.

The main results we present in this paper address two fundamental questions: (i) the
global existence of solutions to the above system, for small initial data satisfying some mild
regularity and spatial decay assumptions, and (ii) the asymptotic description of the solutions.
Examining more closely the asymptotic behavior of the solutions at infinity, we will show
that a modified scattering phenomena occurs. Precisely, we prove that inside the light cone
the following hold:

(i) A has t−1 decay,

(ii) ψ does decay at the dispersive t−
3
2 rate, but with a logarithmic phase correction.

Compared with prior related works, our novel contributions here include the following:

• Even though our problem is semilinear in nature, the asymptotic description of the
solutions gives a modified scattering result, that reveals a stronger coupling between
the Dirac and the Maxwell equation, more than one suspects when taking a first
glance at the nonlinearity.

• To a large extent our estimates are Lorentz invariant, which reflects the full Lorentz
symmetry of the Maxwell-Dirac system in the Lorenz gauge, and is a consequence
of having derived the Lorentz vector fields that commute with the linear component
of our system (1.1).

• We make no assumptions on the support of the initial data. Furthermore, we make
very mild decay assumptions on the initial data at infinity. In particular, we use only
three Lorentz vector fields in the analysis, which is close to optimal and significantly
below anything that has been done before.

• Rather than using arbitrarily high regularity, here we work with very limited regu-
larity for the initial data, e.g. our three vector fields bound is simply in the energy
space.

• In terms of methods, our work employs a combination of energy estimates localized
to dyadic space-time regions, and pointwise interpolation type estimates within the
same regions. This is akin to ideas previously used by Metcalfe-Tataru-Tohaneanu
[30] in a linear setting, and then later refined to apply to a quasilinear setting in the
work of Ifrim-Stingo [18].

• The asymptotic description of the spinor vector field ψ is obtained using the wave
packet testing method of Ifrim-Tataru [19–22], combined with a novel set of projec-
tions that we uncovered in the analysis of the Dirac equation.

• We identify an asymptotic system for ψ and A inside the light cone, which has a
very clean expression in hyperbolic coordinates.

1.1. Previous work. A brief survey of previous results on the massive Maxwell-Dirac sys-
tem and related equations is in order. We would like to include a more exhaustive list of
works, in order to create a context of ideas and results that have emerged in this line of
research, in higher dimension, as well as works that address related models like the massless
Maxwell-Dirac system or Maxwell-Klein-Gordon systems. We start with a brief survey of
previous results on (1.1) and related equations, namely with the early work on local well-
posedness of (1.1) on R1+3 by Gross [17] and Bournaveas [6], followed by the more recent
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work of D’Ancona–Foschi–Selberg [10] where they established local well-posedness of (1.1)

on R1+3 in the Lorenz gauge ∂µAµ = 0 for data ψ(0) ∈ Hε, Aµ[0] ∈ H
1
2
+ε × H− 1

2
+ε, which

is almost optimal. Relevant to their method of proof is their discovery of a deep system
null structure of (1.1) in the Lorenz gauge. Also, we mention the work on uniqueness of
Masmoudi–Nakanishi [28]. In more recent work, [15], Gavrus and Oh obtained global well-
posedness of the massless Maxwell-Dirac equation in Coulomb gauge on R1+d (d ≥ 4) for
data with small scale-critical Sobolev norm, as well as modified scattering of the solutions.
In [26], Lee has obtained linear scattering for solutions of (1.1) on R1+4.

In terms of global well-posedness, D’Ancona–Selberg [12] have already obtained a global
result for (1.1) on R1+2 and proved global well-posedness in the charge class. Regarding work
in R1+3 for(1.1), we also mention the work of Georgiev [16], Flato, Simon, and Taflin [14],
and Psarelli [34] on global well-posedness for small, smooth and localized data, as well as the
works [2, 29] on the non-relativistic limit and [27] on unconditional uniqueness at regularity
ψ ∈ CtH

1/2, (A, ∂tA) ∈ Ct(H
1×L2) in the Coulomb gauge. Simplified versions of (1.1) were

studied in [8,9,35]. Also, stationary solutions have been constructed by Esteban–Georgiev–
Séré [13].
The next two paragraphs will also discuss related models as they played a crucial role in the

ideas that emerged in the study of the Maxwell-Dirac system. For example, a scalar counter-
part of (1.1) is the Maxwell–Klein–Gordon equations (MKG). In Klainerman–Machedon [23]
global well-posedness in the Coulomb and temporal gauge in d = 3 has been proved. Recent
work studying these models should be mentioned: local well-posedness results for (MKG)
were proved by Krieger–Sterbenz–Tataru [25], and when in the energy critical case d = 4,
global well-posedness of (MKG) for arbitrary finite energy data was recently established by
Oh and Tataru [31–33], and independently by Krieger–Lührmann [24].
Another model which contributed to the circle of ideas later circulated in this research

direction is provided by the works on the Dirac-Klein-Gordon systems. Here, recent work
includes the work of D’Ancona-Foschi [11], as well as the most recent work of Bejenaru
and Herr [5], where under a non-resonant condition on the masses, they proved global well-
posedness and scattering for the massive Dirac-Klein-Gordon system with small initial data
of subcritical regularity in d = 3.
Work on Dirac equations was also influential in the results obtained for Maxwell-Dirac

equations. Notable recent results here are the optimal small data global well-posedness
works which were proved recently for the cubic Dirac equation in R1+2 and R1+3 by Bejenaru–
Herr [3,4] (massive) and Bournaveas–Candy [7] (massless). The references in this paragraph
make use of a features that the Dirac equation possesses, namely a spinorial null structure.
We also insist on mentioning that our list of references, and the references within these

works, is by no means exhaustive; the interested reader can see it as a suggestion of most
relevant works related to our current work.

We would like to mention that our work is very different from previous works, in that it
does not make use of a spinorial null structure which traditionally has been developed in
order to relate the Dirac equation to the Klein-Gordon models; more so this connection was
exploited in scattering results that have emerged for Maxwell-Dirac equations. Instead, we
work directly at the level of the Dirac equation in order to uncover the modified scattering
behavior. In doing so we reveal a new structural property of the Dirac equations, which is
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more suitable to global dynamic purposes, explicitly in deriving the asymptotic equation for
the spinor vector field ψ.
Recent work of the second author with Tataru on modified scattering for a series of rel-

evant models [19, 20, 22] played a crucial role in this novel approach we present here. A
comprehensive and exhaustive expository work on recent developments on modified scatter-
ing is due to the second author and Tataru; see [22]. A second important reference that
played a direct role in the energy and pointwise estimates we perform here is the work of the
second author with Stingo [18] on almost global existence for wave-Klein-Gordon systems.

1.2. The Maxwell-Dirac system. We consider the Maxwell-Dirac system on the
Minkowski space-time R1+d for space dimension d = 3. The space-time coordinates are
denoted by xα with α = 0, 3 and t = x0, and the Minkowski metric and its inverse are

(gαβ) := diag(−1, 1, 1, 1), (gαβ) := diag(−1, 1, 1, 1),

with standard conventions for raising and lowering indices.

The Dirac equation is described using the “gamma matrices”, which are 4 × 4 complex-
valued matrices γµ with µ ranging from 0 to 3,

γ0 :=

(
I2 0
0 −I2

)
, γj :=

(
0 σj

−σj 0

)
with the Pauli matrices given by

σ1 :=

(
0 1
1 0

)
, σ2 :=

(
0 −i
i 0

)
, σ3 :=

(
1 0
0 −1

)
,

and satisfying the anti-commutation relations

(1.3) (γµγν + γνγµ) = −2gµν I4,

where I4 is the 4× 4 identity matrix; if no confusion is created, a handy short hand notation
we will be using is I4 =: I.
Given a vector valued function (spinor field) ψ on R1+3 that takes values in C4, on which

γµ acts as multiplication, we define the following conjugation operation

(1.4) ψ := ψ†γ0,

where ψ† is the Hermitian adjoint of ψ. The same conjugation relation defined for vectors
in equation (1.4) extends to general 4× 4 matrices γ

(1.5) γ := γ0γ†γ0.

In particular for the matrices γα above one easily verifies that

(1.6) γα = γα.

A spinor field ψ is a function on R1+3 or on any open subset of R1+3 that takes values in
C4. Given a real-valued 1-form Aµ (connection 1-form), we introduce the gauge covariant
derivative on spinors

Dµψ := ∂µψ + iAµψ,

and the associated curvature 2-form

Fµν := ∂µAν − ∂νAµ = (dA)µν .
4



The Maxwell–Dirac equations describe the relativistic quantum electrodynamics of par-
ticles within self-consistent generated and external electromagnetic fields. The relativistic
Lagrangian field describing the interaction between a connection 1-form Aµ, representing
an electromagnetic potential, and a spinor field ψ, modeling a charged fermionic field is a
space-time integral that takes the form

S [Aµ, ψ] =

∫∫
R1+3

−1

4
FµνF

µν + i⟨γµDµψ, γ
0ψ⟩ − ⟨ψ, ψ⟩ dtdx.

Here ⟨ψ1, ψ2⟩ := (ψ2)†ψ1 is the usual inner product on C4. The Euler–Lagrange equations
for S [Aµ, ψ] take the form

(1.7)

{
∂νFµν = −⟨ψ, γ0γµψ⟩
iγ0γµDµψ = γ0ψ.

We will refer to (1.7) as the Maxwell–Dirac equations.
A key feature of (1.7) is its invariance under gauge transformations meaning that given

any solution (A,ψ) of (1.7) and a real-valued function χ, called gauge transformation, on

I×R3, the gauge transform (Ã, ψ̃) = (A−dχ, eiχψ) of (A,ψ) is also a solution to (1.7). This
in fact says that relative to this gauge transform we should think of a solution as being an
equivalence class of functions that are solutions to our problem.
In order to address the well-posedness theory we need to remove the ambiguity arising

from this invariance, for our system (1.7), and fix the gauge. Traditionally there are several
gauges that have been used to address this issue. This includes for instance the Coulomb
gauge ∂jAj = 0, which leads to a mix of hyperbolic and elliptic equations, as well. Another
possible gauge choice is the temporal gauge A0 = 0, which retains causality but loses some
ellipticity.
In our paper we impose the Lorenz gauge condition, which reads

(1.8) ∂µAµ = 0,

and has the advantage that it is Lorentz invariant, resulting in a more symmetric form of
the equations (nonlinear wave equations) compared to the other choices discussed above.
When applied to (1.7), the Lorenz gauge leads us to the system

−iγµ∂µψ + ψ = γµAµψ

□Aµ = −ψγµψ
∂µAµ = 0.

The main interest here is on the long time dynamics of the Cauchy problem with prescribed
initial data at time t = 0, given by (1.2).
If one considers only the (self-contained) system formed by the first two equations in

(1.1), then the initial data above can be chosen arbitrarily. However, if in addition one also
adds the third equation, then the initial data is required to satisfy the following constraint
equations

(1.9)

{
ȧ0 = ∂jaj

∆a0 = ∂j ȧj − |ψ0|2,

which are then propagated to later times by the flow generated by the first two equations.
5



1.3. Functional spaces. In this section, we introduce the main function spaces we use to
prove our main results. As a guideline we use the scaling of the massless Maxwell-Dirac
system, which is known to be invariant under the scaling (λ > 0)

(1.10) (ψ,Aµ) → (λ−
3
2ψ(λ−1t, λ−1x), λ−1Aµ(λ

−1t, λ−1x)).

This leads to the critical Sobolev space H 0 := L2 × Ḣ
1
2 × Ḣ− 1

2 ; the first space measures ψ
and the remaining spaces measure position and velocity respectively. In terms of interesting
quantities let us state the ones that are available for this model, but emphasize that none of
them will play a role in our analysis:

(i) the charge conservation

(1.11) J0 := −
∫

|ψ|2 dx = −∥ψ0∥2L2 ,

(ii) the energy

(1.12) E :=

∫
γjDjψψ + ψ̄ψ +

1

2
|∇A|2 dx.

In terms of terminology, our problem is called charge critical, and this is because the charge
is measured in the critical space L2. In d = 4, the critical Sobolev space would change
and the energy will be expressed in terms of these critical Sobolev spaces, leading to the
terminology energy critical Maxwell-Dirac system.

1.4. Main results. To study the small data long time well-posedness problem for the non-
linear evolution (1.1) one needs to add some decay assumptions for the initial data to the
mix. Before doing so we need to introduce two small pieces of notations. Section 2 will
contain the bulk of the notations and definitions pertaining to this work.

• we make the convention of using upper-case letters for multi-indices, e.g. ∂Ix =
∂i0x0

· · · ∂idxd
and xI = x0

i0 · · ·xdid , where I = (i0, . . . , id), and we write I0 if i0 = 0.
• we also recall the vector fields (denoted here by) Ωαβ,

Ωαβ := xα∂β − xβxα, α, β = 0, 3,

which represent the generators of the Lorentz group.

At this point we are ready to state our first main theorem, which clarifies the type of
initial data we are considering:

Theorem 1.1. Assume that the initial data (ψ0, a, ȧ) for the system (1.1) satisfies the small-
ness and decay conditions
(1.13)∑

3|J0|+|K0|≤9

∥xJ0∂K0
x ψ0∥L2 + ∥xJ0∂J0+K0

x ψ0∥L2 + ∥xJ0∂J0+K0
x a∥

Ḣ
1
2
+ ∥xJ0∂J0+K0

x ȧ∥
Ḣ− 1

2
≤ ε,

as well as the additional low frequency bound

(1.14) ∥aµ∥
H

1
2−ν + ∥ȧµ∥

H− 1
2−ν ≤ ε, ν > 0.

If ε is small enough, then the solution (ψ,A) is global in time, and satisfies the vector field
bounds

(1.15)
∑

3|J |+|K|≤9

∥ΩJ∂Kψ∥L2 + ∥ΩJ∂KA∥
Ḣ

1
2
+ ∥ΩJ∂K∂tA∥Ḣ− 1

2
≤ εtCε,
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as well as the pointwise bounds

(1.16) |ψ(t, x)| ≲ ε

⟨t+ |x|⟩ 3
2
−Cε⟨t− |x|⟩Cε

, |A(t, x)| ≲ ε

⟨t+ |x|⟩
, (t > 0)

and, in addition, when |x| − t ≥ t
1
3 ,

|ψ(t, x)| ≲ ε

⟨t+ |x|⟩
3
2 tδ

.

Remark 1.2. For smooth and localized initial data the existence of a unique global solution
of (1.1) was shown in Theorem 1 in the work of Georgiev [16]. On the other hand the work
in Psarelli in [34] provides a lower regularity global well-posedness result, though working
with compactly supported initial data which is a very restrictive assumption to make. The
same result also includes pointwise decay bounds for the solutions, however no asymptotic
equations are derived. By contrast our result applies at low regularity without using any
support assumptions, and additionally we derive clean asymptotic equations for the solutions;
see Theorem 1.3 below.

We comment here on the decay rates for ψ and A in the above theorem. Beginning with
ψ, we see that we have the standard dispersive decay rate of t−

3
2 inside the cone, but a better

decay rate outside. The latter happens simply because of the initial data localization, as
the group velocities for ψ waves lie inside the cone, and approach the cone only in the high
frequency limit. However, because of the t−1 size of A there are strong nonlinear interactions
that happen inside the cone which prevent standard scattering and instead remodulate the
ψ waves, suggesting there should be a modified scattering asymptotic.
Turning our attention to A, if one were to naively think of the A equation as a linear

homogeneous wave then the bulk of it would be localized near the cone, with better decay
inside, and would have a minimal interaction with ψ. However, as it turns out, the bulk of A
inside the cone comes from solving the wave equation with a ψ dependent quadratic source
term. This is what produces the exact t−1 decay rate. However, we do get the expected
decay estimates for ∇A both outside and inside the cone.
To capture the asymptotic behavior of ψ and A at infinity, and also understand the

coupling between A and ψ in time-like directions, one needs to make the above heuristic
discussion rigorous. We do this in the next theorem, which describes the asymptotics profiles
for ψ and A as well as the modified scattering asymptotics.

Theorem 1.3. There exist δ > 0 so that, for all solutions (ψ,A) for the Maxwell-Dirac
equations as in Theorem 1.1, there exist asymptotic profiles

(1.17) (ρ±∞, a
µ
∞) ∈ C

1
2 (B(0, 1)),

vanishing at the boundary, so that inside the light cone we have the asymptotic expansions

(1.18) Aµ(t, x) = (t2 − x2)−
1
2aµ∞(x/t) +O(ε⟨t⟩−1⟨t− r⟩−δ),

respectively

(1.19) ψ(t, x) = (t2 − x2)−
3
4

∑
±

e±i
√
t2−x2

e
i
xµa

µ
∞(x/t)

2
√

t2−x2
log(t2−x2)

ρ±∞(x/t) +O(ε⟨t⟩−
3
2 ⟨t− r⟩−δ),
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where aµ∞ is uniquely determined by ρ±∞ via the elliptic equation

(1.20) (−1−∆H)a
µ
∞ = −ρ±∞γµρ±∞,

for the hyperbolic Laplacian ∆H in the Klein–Beltrami disk model.

The statement of the last theorem is somewhat brief since many notations are introduced
later. However, some comments may be helpful.

(i) Modified scattering: the asymptotic expansion for ψ in (1.19) departs from the
corresponding linear asymptotic due to the logarithmic phase correction. This is in
turn generated by the exact t−1 decay rate for A inside the cone, which is also not
consistent with the linear theory.

(ii) Hyperbolic geometry: the asymptotic profiles should be best viewed as functions
on the hyperbolic space H, with the Klein-Beltrami representation via the velocity
coordinate v = x/t ∈ B(0, 1).

(iii) Profile regularity: the C
1
2 bound represents just the simplest common regularity

property for ρ± and aµ∞, but in effect we prove an expanded set of bounds, which
are best expressed in the hyperbolic setting, where the Lorentz vector fields Ω play
the role of normalized derivatives:

(1.21) |Ω≤2aµ∞(v)| ≲ ε2(1− v2)
1
2 ,

(1.22) |ρ±∞(v)| ≲ ε(1− v2)1−Cε,

(1.23) ∥(1− v2)−
3
2
+CεΩ≤2ρ±∞∥L2 ≲ ε.

We refer the reader to the last section for more details.
(iv) Higher regularity: If the initial data for (ψ,A) has additional regularity then the

hyperbolic space regularity of (ρ±∞, a
±
∞) can be improved, as well as the decay rate

for ρ±∞ at the boundary of the unit ball. However, there is no improved decay rate for

a±∞; instead, (1− v2)−
1
2a±∞ will always have a nondegenerate limit at the boundary.

(v) Low frequency assumption: the additional condition (1.14) on the initial data for A
is necessary in order to obtain the expansion (1.18) even if ψ = 0. Otherwise, as
ν → 0, we correspondingly must have δ → 0 in (1.18).

(vi) Connection to Klein-Gordon: the Dirac waves are closely related to Klein-Gordon
waves, and this is reflected in the form of the asymptotic expansion for ψ. The two
components ρ±∞ correspond exactly to the two Klein-Gordon half-waves, as it can be
readily seen by examining the phases of the associated terms in the ψ expansion. In a
related vein, the ranges of ρ±∞(v) are restricted to v dependent but Lorentz invariant
subspaces V ±

v , see (2.14), which are orthogonal with respect to the ⟨·, ·⟩H inner
product defined in (2.11). With these notations, the source term in the coupling
equation (1.20) takes the form

(1.24) ρ±∞γ
µρ±∞ =

vµ√
1− v2

(∥ρ+∞∥2H + ∥ρ−∞∥2H).

(vii) Charge conservation: this is reflected in the asymptotic profile via the identity

(1.25) ∥ρ+∞∥2L2(H) + ∥ρ−∞∥2L2(H) = ∥ψ0∥2L2 .
8



Finally we comment on the low frequency assumption (1.14):

Remark 1.4. The result in Theorem 1.1 also holds without the assumption (1.14) if one is
willing to slightly relax the pointwise bound for A to

|A(t, x)| ≲ ε

⟨t+ |x|⟩
log

2⟨t+ r⟩
⟨t− r⟩

.

See also Proposition 7.1 and the following Remark 7.2 later on, which is the only place in
the paper where this assumption is needed and used.
One venue to achieve this is to rely on the weaker BMO bound in (7.3) for A; this in turn

would require replacing the L∞ endpoint with a BMO endpoint in some of the vector field
interpolation Lemmas. Alternatively, one can slightly rebalance the bootstrap bounds for A
and ψ, from L∞ and L6 to L∞− and L6+, with appropriate changes in the powers of t.
We chose not to pursue either alternative here because on one hand this assumption turns

out to be needed for Theorem 1.3, and on the other hand, it allows for a more streamlined
argument.

1.5. Outline of the paper. The paper is structured in a modular fashion. This in particular
means that each section can be understood separately and only the main result carries
forward. We distinguish four main steps:

(i) energy estimates for the linearized equation,
(ii) vector field energy estimates,
(iii) pointwise bounds derived from energy estimates (sometimes called Klainerman-

Sobolev inequalities),
(iv) asymptotic and wave packet analysis.

While this may seem like a standard approach, there are a number of technical difficulties that
prevent us from carrying a straightforward analysis, and also there are several improvements
we bring to the analysis.
After Section 2 which contains notations and definitions we use throughout our work,

we structure the proof of the global result as a bootstrap argument. But unlike the clas-
sical approach where a large number of vector field bounds are needed, here our bootstrap
assumption involves only pointwise bounds on the solutions, precisely it has the form

∥ψ(t)∥L6 + ∥A(t)∥L∞ ≲
Cε

⟨t⟩
,

which is consistent with the linear dispersive decay bounds for the Dirac, respectively the
wave equation. Then the final objective becomes to show that we can improve this bound.
This is accomplished in several steps:

I. Energy estimates for the linearized equation. These are relatively straightforward, as
they are carried out in our base Sobolev space L2 × Ḣ

1
2 × Ḣ− 1

2 . Nevertheless, their proof
is still instructive in understanding how an minimal tCε energy growth can be derived using
only the above bootstrap assumptions.

II. Energy estimates for the solutions. This is again done under the above bootstrap
condition, and it yields energy bounds with a tCε growth. It includes vector field bounds,
and for clarity are separated into several steps. They are first proved for the solution and
its higher derivatives in Subsection 4.3, second for vector fields in Subsection 4.4, and finally
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for both vector fields and derivatives applied to the solution in Subsection 4.5. While the
using just interpolation inequalities and Gronwall type inequalities in time work in the first
case, in order to obtain vector field energy bounds using only our bootstrap assumptions we
work instead in dyadic time slabs denoted by CT , which with the proper set-up enable us
to optimize the interpolation of vector field bounds. In this we follow the lead of the earlier
work of Ifrim-Stingo [18].

III. Pointwise (Klainerman-Sobolev) bounds. These are derived from the previous energy
bounds, and are akin to classical Sobolev embeddings but on appropriate scales. For this
purpose we separate the dyadic time slabs CT above into smaller sets, namely the dyadic
regions C±

TS, where T stands for dyadic time, S for the dyadic distance to the cone, and ± for
the interior/exterior cone, plus an additional interior region Cint

T and an exterior region Cext
T .

Then it becomes important, as an intermediate step, to derive space-time L2 local energy
bounds, localized to these sets. Then our pointwise bounds are akin to Sobolev embeddings
or interpolation inequalities in these regions, with the extra step of also using the linear
equation in several interesting cases. We note that these bounds inherit the tCε extra growth
from the energy estimates, so they do not suffice in order to close the bootstrap.

IV. Asymptotic profiles and the asymptotic equation for the spinor field ψ. Heuristically
one expects a Klein-Gordon type asymptotic expansion for the spinor field,

ψ(t, x) ≈ t−
3
2

∑
±

e±i
√
t2−x2

ρ±(t, x)

with well chosen slower varying asymptotic profiles ρ±. In the case of the linear Dirac flow
one may choose ρ± to depend only on the velocity v = x/t, but for our nonlinear flow this is
no longer possible. Then we need (i) to identify good asymptotic profiles, and (ii) to study
their time dependence on rays (asymptotic equation). This is carried out in Section 6 using
the method of wave packet testing of Ifrim-Tataru [19], [21], [20], [22]. However, the wave
packet analysis is carefully adapted to the Dirac system, which is novel and quite interesting.
The asymptotic equation turns out to be an ode of the form

i∂tρ
±(t, v) ≈ vαA

αρ±(t, v).

Since the connection coefficients Aα are real, this equation allows us to propagate uniform
pointwise bounds for ρ±, which are then transferred to ψ. Thus, by the end of this section
we are able to close the ψ part of the bootstrap loop.

V. Uniform bounds for A. The t−1 decay bounds for A are obtained in Section 7, directly
from the wave equation for A. Here one needs to separately estimate the contributions of
the initial data and of the source term, where for the latter we use the t−

3
2 decay bounds for

ψ from the previous section.

VI. Radiation profiles for ψ and A inside the cone. These are constructed in the last section
of the paper, whose final objective is to prove the modified scattering result in Theorem 1.3.
This is achieved in several steps, where we successively construct
a) an initial radiation profile ρ±∞ for ψ, which is only accurate up to a phase rotation, but

suffices for the next step.
b) a radiation profile aµ∞(v) for A, which can be thought of as the limit of (t2 − x2)Aµ

along rays x = vt.
10



c) Using the result in part (b) we refine the choice of the radiation profile ρ±∞ for ψ,
removing the phase rotation ambiguity in (a).

Acknowledgments. The second author, M.I., was supported by the Sloan Foundation, by
an NSF CAREER grant DMS-1845037, by a Simons Foundation via a Simons Fellowship,
and by a Visiting Miller Professorship via the Miller Foundation. M.S. and S.H. acknowledge
support by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) –
Project-ID 317210226 – SFB 1283. We would like to thank the Erwin Schrödinger Interna-
tional Institute in Vienna as well the University of California at Berkeley, where part of this
paper has been written, for their hospitality.

2. Preliminaries and notations

2.1. Notations. To express the equations we first need to establish some notations; we begin
by recalling the standard rectilinear coordinates x := (x0, x1, x2, x3) which is a position in
time and space vector; in particular x0 := t denotes the time and (x1, x2, x3) stands for the
spatial position. We will use xα, with α = 0, 3, to denote the entries of the vector x.
For indices we have the following traditional convention: (i) Greek indices range over

0, 1, . . . , d, (ii) Latin indices over 1, . . . , d, (iii) Einstein summation convention of summing
repeated upper and lower indices over these ranges, and (iv) raising and lowering indices is
performed using the Minkowski metric.
The equations will be written in covariant form on R1+3 = Rt × R3

x with the Minkowski
metric

(gαβ) := diag(−1, 1, 1, 1),

which admits the inverse metric

(gαβ) := diag(−1, 1, 1, 1).

We raise and lower the indexes with respect to this metric, which in particular calls for the
following notation

xα := gαβx
β,

where we call xα a covector. We also can reverse the action with the help of the inverse
metric, and raise the indexes, so that we obtain a vector

gαβxβ = xα.

Lastly we also recall the multi-index notation we will be using throughout the paper,
namely we use upper-case letters for multi-indices, e.g. ∂Ix = ∂i0x0

· · · ∂idxd
and xI = x0

i0 · · ·xdid ,
where I = (i0, . . . , id), and we write I0 if i0 = 0. Similarly, when using the multi-index
notation for vector fields

ΩI = Ωi1
1 · · ·Ωid

n .

2.2. Vector fields. To state the main results of this paper we have already used in the
introduction the vector fields associated to the symmetries of the Minkowski space-time.
Recall that rotation vector fields and Lorentz boosts where denoted by Ωαβ,

(2.1) Ωαβ := xβ∂α − xα∂β, α, β = 0, 3.
11



Together with the translations, these Lorentz generators will be denoted by Γ, which we
define as

(2.2) Γ := {∂0, ∂1, ∂2, ∂3,Ωαβ} .
As defined above, Ωαβ do not commute with the linear component of the Dirac equation in
(1.1) due to the vectorial structure of the spinors. Instead we need to consider a correction to
the Lorentz vector fields, which represents the Lie derivative of the spinor field with respect
to the Lorenz vector fields:

(2.3) Ω̂αβ := Ωαβ +
1

2
γαγβ, for all 0 ≤ α < β ≤ 3.

This indeed satisfies
[Ω̂αβ, iγ

µ∂µ] = 0.

We will later apply Ω̂αβ to the Dirac component of the Maxwell-Dirac system (1.1). How-
ever, this is not the end of the story as we want to apply these vector fields to the nonlinear
system, which itself has Lorentz invariance. Explicitly, when applying Ω̂αβ to the Maxwell-
Dirac system (1.1) implies, for instance, that for the first equation we should formally be
able expressed the RHS as follows

(2.4) −iγµ∂µΩ̂αβψ + Ω̂αβψ = Ω̂αβ (γ
µAµψ) = Ω̃αβAµγ

µψ + Aµγ
µΩ̂αβψ.

Here the only thing we did was to distribute Ω̂αβ, observing that one potential outcome
would be to have the corresponding vector field applied to Aµ, which is naturally different
from the vector field applied to ψ. At the same time, this new vector field, denoted here by
Ω̃αβ, should be commuting with the linear component of the second equation. More so, it
should distribute itself according to the product rule in the nonlinearity of the wave equation,
namely, we should have

(2.5) □Ω̃αβAµ = −Ω̂αβψγµψ − ψγµΩ̂αβψ.

Indeed, a direct computation leads to the following expressions for the generators of the
Lorentz group of symmetries for the full Maxwell-Dirac system:

Lemma 2.1. The family of vector fields
{
Ω̂αβ, Ω̃αβ

}
, with α, β = 1, 3, and so that

(2.6)

Ω̂αβ := Ωαβ +
1

2
γαγβ

Ω̃αβAδ := ΩαβAδ + gβδAα − gαδAβ,

commute with the linear Maxwell-Dirac equations and satisfy the product rule in (2.4) and
(2.5).

Proof. The proof relies on a direct computations where one can take the vector fields in (2.6)
and apply them to the equation (1.1) and show that both (2.4) and (2.5) hold true. The
details are left to the interested reader. □

For both the Dirac and the wave components of (1.1) we have defined ten vector fields
and in the following we denote these generalized vector fields by Γ1 to Γ10 (omitting the hat
and tilde) and employ multi-index notation in the following, i.e.,

ΓJ = Γj1
1 · · ·Γj10

10 , J ∈ N10
0 .

12



Separating derivatives and vector fields we write we will weight differently the two kinds of
derivatives, and set

Γ≤k = {ΓJ∂I}|I|+3|J |≤k.

2.3. Energies for the Dirac equation on hyperboloids and orthogonal decompo-
sitions in C4. Suppose ψ is a solution for the homogeneous Dirac equation. We can write
the L2-conservation law of the Dirac equation in the density-flux form

(2.7) ∂t|ψ|2 + ∂j(ψ
†γ0γjψ) = −2 Im(ψ†γ0F ).

An immediate consequence of this is the conservation of the L2 norm of the solution on time
slices. However, in this article we will also need to use energy functionals on hyperboloids

H := {(t, x) | t2 − x2 = c2 > 0}.
Integrating the density-flux relation within the region between H and the initial surface t = 0
we obtain the energy relation

∥ψ(0)∥2L2 = EH(ψ),

where the energy of ψ on the hyperboloid H is given by

(2.8) EH(ψ) =

∫
Hs

(ν0|ψ|2 + νjψ
†γ0γjψ) dσ.

The density for this energy is positive definite since the normal vector to the hyperboloid is
time-like.
We first diagonalize the above density

eH(ψ) = ν0|ψ|2 + νjψ
†γ0γjψ

with respect to the Euclidean metric, by writing

eH(ψ) =
t√

t2 + x2
|ψ|2 + ⟨ψ, xjγ0γjψ⟩√

t2 + x2
=

1√
t2 + x2

(t|ψ|2 + |x|⟨ψ, γ0γθψ⟩),

where using polar coordinates we have denoted

(2.9) γθ := θjγ
j, θ =

x

|x|
.

To complete our diagonalization we need to consider the spectral properties of the matrix
γ0γθ. The matrices γθ share with γj the following properties:

Lemma 2.2. For each θ ∈ S2, the matrix γ0γθ is Hermitian and has double eigenvalues ±1.

Proof. The starting point is the observation that the matrices γ0γj have the properties in
the lemma, and in particular (γ0γj)2 = I4, whereas different γ

0γj anticommute.
Then the fact that γ0γθ is Hermitian is immediate. Since they are smooth in θ, it only

remains to show that (γ0γθ)2 = I4. But this is a direct computation,

(γ0γθ)2 =
∑
j,k

θjθkγ
0γjγ0γk = −

∑
j,k

θjθkγ
jγk = −1

2

∑
j,k

θjθk(γ
jγk + γkγj),

where we next relay on the anti-commutation properties of the matrices γ stated in (1.3) to
conclude the proof of the lemma

(γ0γθ)2 = −1

2

∑
j,k

θjθk(γ
jγk + γkγj) =

∑
θ2j I4 = I4.

13



□

Motivated by this lemma, in order to better describe the energy on hyperboloids it is
useful to introduce projectors

P θ
± :=

1

2
(I4 ± γ0γθ)

on the positive, respectively the negative eigenspaces of γ0γθ. Correspondingly, we split

ψ = ψ+ + ψ− := P θ
+ψ + P θ

−ψ,

where we can think of the two components as “outgoing”, respectively “incoming”. Then
we can rewrite the energy density on the hyperboloid H as

(2.10) eH(ψ) :=
t− r√
t2 + r2

|ψ+|2 +
t+ r√
t2 + r2

|ψ−|2.

The two components ψ± of ψ will play different roles in our decay bounds for the Dirac field.

Another interpretation of the energy density on the hyperboloids can be naturally obtained
by using the hyperbolic metric and volume element. The invariant measure on the hyperbolic
space is related to the above Euclidean measure by

dσ =
√
t2 + x2 (t2 − x2) dVH .

Then the above energy is rewritten in an invariant form as

EH(ψ) = −
∫
H

(t2 − x2)
3
2 ⟨γ0γHψ, ψ⟩ dVH , γH :=

xαγ
α

√
t2 − x2

.

Here it is natural to introduce the (positive definite) inner product on C4

(2.11) ⟨ψ1, ψ2⟩H = −⟨γ0γHψ1, ψ2⟩.
Comparing this with (2.10) we can diagonalize this in terms of the ψ± decomposition as

(2.12) ∥ψ∥2H =
t− r√
t2 − r2

|ψ+|2 +
t+ r√
t2 − r2

|ψ−|2.

The matrix γH above will play an important role in the sequel. We begin with

Lemma 2.3. The matrix γH satisfies (γH)2 = I4, and has double eigenvalues ±1.

Proof. The proof is again a relatively straightforward computation, using the relations (1.3),
and is left for the reader. □

Based on this property, we introduce the new set of projectors

(2.13) 2P±
v := 1∓ γH , v = x/t ∈ B(0, 1).

These generate a decomposition of C4 as a direct sum of two subspaces V ± defined as

(2.14) V ±
v := kerP±

v .

Since γH is in general not symmetric, these projectors are no longer orthogonal in the
Euclidean setting. However, the ⟨·, ·⟩H inner product turns out instead to be the one with
respect to which the projectors P±

v are indeed orthogonal:
14



Lemma 2.4. The subspaces V + and V − are orthogonal with respect to the ⟨·, ·⟩H inner
product, and P± are the corresponding orthogonal projectors.

Proof. The proof is a straightforward calculation which is left for the reader. □

3. Energy estimates for the linearized equation

In this section we prove the energy estimates for the linearized equation. We obtain them
in the energy space H 0. Such estimates are needed in Section 4, where vector fields bounds
for the solution to (1.1) will be derived. This section will also contain the bootstrap bounds
we rely on in getting the pointwise decay bound via Klainermann-Sobolev inequalities in
Section 5. The solutions for the linearized system around a solution (ψ,A) are denoted by
(ϕ,B).
Including also source terms, the linearized system takes the form

(3.1)


−iγµ∂µϕ+ ϕ = γµAµϕ+ γµBµψ + F

□Bµ = −ϕγµψ − ψγµϕ+Gµ

∂µBµ = 0.

We next prove energy estimates for the linearized system (3.1). We assume the bootstrap
hypothesis

(3.2) ∥ψ(t)∥L6
x
+ ∥A(t)∥L∞

x
≤ C0ε⟨t⟩−1,

which is consistent with having minimal assumptions on the control norms used in getting
these energy estimates. To keep the ideas simple here, we assume this holds in a time interval
[0, T ]. However, our bootstrap argument for the full problem will instead be carried out in
the regions C<T which we introduce in the next section, see (4.2).

Proposition 3.1. Assuming the bootstrap bound (3.2) (on ψ), we have the estimate

∥(ϕ,B)(t)∥2H 0 ≤ ∥(ϕ,B)(1)∥2H 0 +

∫ t

1

C1C0εs
−1∥(ϕ,B)(s)∥2H 0 ds

+
∣∣∣Re∫ t

1

∫
R3

(ϕ · iγ0F + |D|−1∂tBµGµ) dxds
∣∣∣.(3.3)

In particular, in the case F = G = 0, we get the energy estimate

(3.4) ∥(ϕ,B)(t)∥H 0 ≲ ⟨t⟩cε∥(ϕ,B)(0)∥H 0 .

Proof. Computing the time derivative of the H 0-norm of (ϕ,B), we get

1

2
∂t∥(ϕ,B)∥2H 0 =

1

2
∂t(∥ϕ∥2L2 + ∥|D|

1
2B∥2L2 + ∥|D|−

1
2∂tB∥2L2)

= Re

∫
R3

ϕ · ∂tϕ dx+Re

∫
R3

|D|
1
2B · |D| 12∂tB dx

+Re

∫
R3

|D|−
1
2∂tB · |D|− 1

2∂2tB dx

= Re

∫
R3

ϕ · ∂tϕ dx+Re

∫
R3

|D|Bµ ∂tBµ dx+Re

∫
R3

|D|−1∂tBµ ∂2tBµ dx

15



= Re

∫
R3

ϕ · (−γ0γj∂jϕ− iγ0ϕ+ iγ0γµAµϕ+ iγ0γµBµψ + iγ0F ) dx

+Re

∫
R3

|D|Bµ ∂tBµ dx+Re

∫
R3

|D|−1∂tBµ (∆Bµ − ϕγµψ − ψγµϕ+Gµ) dx,(3.5)

where we employed (3.1) in the last step. Using that γ0γj is hermitian, an integration by
parts yields

Re

∫
R3

ϕ · (−γ0γj∂jϕ) dx = Re

∫
R3

∂j(γ
0γjϕ) · ϕ dx = Re

∫
R3

ϕ · γ0γj∂jϕ dx,

and hence

(3.6) Re

∫
R3

ϕ · (−γ0γj∂jϕ) dx = 0.

Since ϕ · γ0ϕ is real, we also have

(3.7) Re

∫
R3

ϕ · (−iγ0ϕ) dx = 0.

Using once again that γ0γµ is hermitian and that Aµ is real, we further infer

Re

∫
R3

ϕ · iγ0γµAµϕ dx = −Re

∫
R3

iγ0γµϕ · Aµϕ dx = −Re

∫
R3

iγ0γµAµϕ · ϕ dx,

and thus

(3.8) Re

∫
R3

ϕ · iγ0γµAµϕ dx = 0.

Finally, we observe that

Re

∫
R3

|D|Bµ ∂tBµ dx+Re

∫
R3

|D|−1∂tBµ∆Bµ dx

= Re

∫
R3

|D|Bµ ∂tBµ dx+Re

∫
R3

∂tBµ |D|−1(−|D|2)Bµ dx = 0.(3.9)

Inserting (3.6) to (3.9) into (3.5), we arrive at

1

2
∂t∥(ϕ,B)∥2H 0 = Re

∫
R3

ϕ · (iγ0γµBµψ + iγ0F ) dx

+Re

∫
R3

|D|−1∂tBµ (−ϕγµψ − ψγµϕ+Gµ) dx.(3.10)

The Sobolev embedding Ḣ
1
2 (R3) ↪→ L3(R3) allows us to estimate the first summand in the

first integral by∣∣∣ ∫
R3

ϕ · iγ0γµBµψ dx
∣∣∣ ≲ ∥ϕ∥L2∥B∥L3∥ψ∥L6 ≲ ∥ϕ∥L2∥B∥

Ḣ
1
2
∥ψ∥L6

≲ ∥ψ∥L6∥(ϕ,B)∥2H 0 .

Similarly, we derive for the second integral in (3.10)∣∣∣ ∫
R3

|D|−1∂tBµ (−ϕγµψ − ψγµϕ) dx
∣∣∣ ≲ ∥|D|−1∂tB∥L3∥ϕ∥L2∥ψ∥L6
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≲ ∥∂tB∥
Ḣ− 1

2
∥ϕ∥L2∥ψ∥L6 ≲ ∥ψ∥L6∥(ϕ,B)∥2H 0 .

We denote the maximum of the implicit constants in the above two estimates by C1. Com-
bining the these estimates with the bootstrap hypothesis (3.2), we get

∥(ϕ,B)(t)∥2H 0 = ∥(ϕ,B)(1)∥2H 0 +

∫ t

1

(∂t∥(ϕ,B)∥2H 0)(s) ds

≤ ∥(ϕ,B)(1)∥2H 0 +

∫ t

1

C1∥ψ(s)∥L6∥(ϕ,B)(s)∥2H 0 ds

+
∣∣∣Re∫ t

1

∫
R3

(ϕ · iγ0F + |D|−1∂tBµGµ) dxds
∣∣∣

≤ ∥(ϕ,B)(1)∥2H 0 +

∫ t

1

C1C0εs
−1∥(ϕ,B)(s)∥2H 0 ds

+
∣∣∣Re∫ t

1

∫
R3

(ϕ · iγ0F + |D|−1∂tBµGµ) dxds
∣∣∣,

which is the first part of the Proposition. In the case F = G = 0, Gronwall’s inequality then
yields

∥(ϕ,B)(t)∥2H 0 ≤ t2cε ∥(ϕ,B)(1)∥2H 0 ,

where c = 1
2
C0C1. This shows the assertion of the Proposition. □

4. Vector fields bounds

The main goal of this section is to establish energy bounds for (ψ,A) and their higher
derivatives as well as energy bounds for the solution (ψ,A) to which we have applied a
certain number of vector fields admissible to (1.1). These functions solve a system which is
closely related to the linearized system which was studied in Section 3, but the vector fields
bring in additional difficulties which require a more complex argument.

4.1. Energy estimates for vector fields. In the remainder of this section we prove vector
field energy bounds given the pointwise bootstrap assumption (3.2), which for convenience
we recall here

∥ψ(t)∥L6
x
+ ∥A(t)∥L∞

x
≤ C0ε⟨t⟩−1.

Ideally, given such a bootstrap assumption in a time interval [0, T ], one would like to prove
a vector field energy bound of form

(4.1) ∥Γ≤k(ψ,A)(t)∥H 0 ≲ ⟨t⟩cε∥Γ≤k(ψ,A)(0)∥H 0 ,

where c ≈ C0. Here we would like to use interpolation and Gronwall’s inequality as in the
previous section. But since vector fields are time dependent, the interpolation should happen
in a space-time setting. Because of this we will no longer be able to apply directly Gronwall’s
inequality in time; instead it turns out that a dyadic time decomposition would address the
issue; this is similar to the work of the second author in [18].
Ideally one might want to work in the overlapping dyadic regions [T, 4T ]×R3, except that

such regions cannot be well foliated by hyperboloids. So we define instead the regions

CT := {t ∈ [T, 4T ] , t2 − x2 ≤ 4T 2},
17
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Figure 1. Region CT in 3+1 space-time dimension; “cup” region definition

x

t

T

T/2
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4T Hρ

CT/2

CT

t = |x|

Figure 2. Overlapping CT regions

and also

(4.2) C<T := {t ∈ [0, 4T ] , t2 − x2 ≤ 4T 2}.

For interpolation purposes, we will also use a slight enlargement C+
T of CT where we add a

lower cap, thus working with the region we define next

(4.3) C+
T := CT ∪ {(t, x) ∈ [T/2, T ] ∩ R3, t2 − x2 ≥ T 2/4};

explicitly, this is a slab with a cap removed on top and with a similar cup added at the
bottom.
Our main bootstrap argument in this paper will be carried out exactly in a region of the

form C<T , where we will assume that the bootstrap assumption (3.2) holds with a large
constant C0, and then show that we can improve the constant.
The aim of this section is to carry out the first step of this process, namely to prove that,

under such a bootstrap assumption in C<T , we can obtain vector field energy estimates in
the same region C<T . For this, the strategy will be to inductively prove the vector field
bounds in the (overlapping) regions CT for dyadic T , losing a 1 + Cε factor at every step.
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To measure our solutions in CT , it is convenient to introduce a stronger norm which does
not contain only the energy, but also the size of the source terms in the corresponding linear
equation. Thus we define the following norms in the regions CT :

(4.4) ∥(ψ,A)∥XT
:= ∥(ψ,A)(T )∥H 0 + T

1
2∥ − iγµ∂µψ + ψ∥L2(CT ) + T

1
3∥□A∥

L
3
2 (CT )

.

Now we are ready to state our main energy estimates:

Proposition 4.1. Assume that the bootstrap bounds (3.2), recalled above, hold in C<T . Then
in any dyadic region CT1 ⊂ C<T we have the energy estimates

(4.5) ∥Γ≤k(ψ,A)∥XT1
≲ ⟨T1⟩cε∥Γ≤k(ψ,A)(0)∥H 0 , T1 ≤ T,

holding for a total of k = 9 vector fields and derivatives, with c ≈ C0.

As we will see immediately in the next subsection, this in particular implies the fixed time
energy bounds in (4.1), but also provides additional information which we will use later on
for the Klainerman-Sobolev inequality.
The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of this proposition. We split the analysis in

three parts. First we derive the bounds if only translation vector fields are applied, then if
only Ω (this is a shorthand notation for Ωαβ which we will frequently use throughout) vector
fields are applied, and finally if a mix of translation and Ω vector fields is applied.

4.2. Linear energy estimates in CT . Our preliminary task here is to discuss energy esti-
mates for the linear homogeneous system

(4.6)

{
(−iγµ∂µ + 1)ψ = F

□A = G

in the cup regions CT , which in particular imply that the fixed time energy bounds in (4.1)
follow from Proposition 4.1. These energy estimates are as follows:

Lemma 4.2. Assume (ψ,A) solve the linear homogeneous system (4.6).

(i) For the spinor ψ we have

(4.7) ∥ψ∥L∞L2(CT ) ≲ ∥ψ(T )∥L2 + ∥F∥L1L2(CT ).

(ii) For the electromagnetic field A we have

(4.8) ∥∇t,xA∥L∞Ḣ− 1
2 (CT )

≲ ∥∇t,xA(T )∥Ḣ− 1
2
+ ∥G∥

L1L
3
2 (CT )

.

Some comments are useful here concerning the uniform energy bound for A in (4.8). This
is a nonlocal norm, whose interpretation at times t ∈ [T, 4T ] depends on t. This is the full
H0 norm if t ∈ [T, 2T ] (which is what allows us to easily advance time in the continuity
argument later on), but if t ∈ [2T, 4T ] this is only an H0 norm in a punctured region with a
ball removed. This is defined as the best norm of an extension to the full R3, which is less
descriptive. However, by applying Sobolev embeddings in all of R3 for this extensions we
obtain as a corollary the local bound

(4.9) ∥A∥L∞L3(CT ) ≲ ∥∇t,xA(T )∥Ḣ− 1
2
+ ∥G∥

L1L
3
2 (CT )

.

This weaker bound, rather than (4.8), is exactly what is needed and used in order to close
the proof of Proposition 4.1.
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Proof. Let s ∈ [T, 4T ] and let Hs denote the part of the hyperboloid t2 − |x|2 = 4T 2 with
t ≤ s and CT,s := {(t, x) ∈ CT : t = s}. Finally, we write Σs := CT,s ∪ Hs. If s ≤ 2T ,
Σs = {(s, x) : x ∈ R3} and the analysis simplifies. Throughout this section, we thus assume
without loss of generality that s > 2T .
For the first part we write the L2-conservation of the Dirac equation in the density-flux

form

∂t|ψ|2 + ∂j(ψ
†γ0γjψ) = −2 Im(ψ†γ0F ),

and integrate this identity over the domain, denoted by Ds, between {t = T} and Σs, leading
to ∫

CT,s

|ψ(s)|2 dx−
∫
R3

|ψ(T )|2 dx+
∫
Hs

(ν0|ψ|2 + νjψ
†γ0γjψ) dσ2

∫
Ds

Im(ψ†γ0F ) dxdt.

(4.10)

Since |ψ†γ0γjψ| ≤ |ψ|2 for all j, we have∫
Hs

(ν0|ψ|2 + νjψ
†γ0γjψ) dσ ≥ 0

as the unit outer normal ν of the hyperboloid is time-like. Discarding this term in (4.10),
we obtain ∫

CT,s

|ψ(s)|2 dx ≲ ∥ψ(T )∥2L2 + ∥ψ∥L∞L2(Ds)∥F∥L1L2(Ds).

Taking the supremum over s ∈ [T, 4T ], we arrive at

∥ψ∥L∞L2(CT ) ≲ ∥ψ(T )∥L2 + ∥F∥L1L2(CT ).

For the wave part we proceed similarly. Let G̃ denote an extension of G to the strip
[T, 4T ]×R3 with norm on the full strip bounded by the norm on of G on CT , see Lemma 5.4.
As CT is a domain of determination, the corresponding solution Ã of the linear wave equation
provides an extension of A to the full strip. Applying a Littlewood-Paley decomposition, the
standard energy inequality for the linear wave equations yields

λ2∥Ãλ(s)∥2L2 + ∥∂tÃλ(s)∥2L2 ≲ λ2∥Aλ(T )∥2L2 + ∥∂tAλ(T )∥2L2

+

∫ s

T

∥∂tÃλ(t)∥L2∥Gλ(t)∥L2 dxdt,

where the subscript λ denotes the part of the function with frequency localized around
λ ∈ 2Z. Dividing by λ and summing up, we get

∥Ã(s)∥2
Ḣ

1
2
+ ∥∂tÃ(s)∥2

Ḣ− 1
2
≲ ∥∇t,xA(T )∥2

Ḣ− 1
2
+ ∥∂tÃ∥L∞Ḣ− 1

2
∥G̃∥

L1Ḣ− 1
2
,

where the space-time norms are taken over [0, s]×R3. Taking the supremum over s ∈ [T, 4T ],

an application of Young’s inequality and the embeddings Ḣ
1
2 ↪→ L3 and L

3
2 ↪→ Ḣ− 1

2 yields

∥∇t,xA∥L∞Ḣ− 1
2 (CT )

≲ ∥∇t,xÃ∥L∞Ḣ− 1
2 ([T,4T ]×R3)

≲ ∥∇t,xA(T )∥Ḣ− 1
2
+ ∥G̃∥

L1L
3
2 ([T,4T ]×R3)

≲ ∥∇t,xA(T )∥Ḣ− 1
2
+ ∥G∥

L1L
3
2 (CT )

.

□
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Remark 4.3. Being only interested in the energy estimates at this stage, we have simply
discarded the integral over the hyperboloid in (4.10). In Section 4.4, however, the control
this integral provides will be crucial in order to recover the pointwise bounds.

4.3. Bounds for derivatives. Let I ∈ N4
0. Applying ∂

I to the Maxwell-Dirac system (1.1),
we infer that (∂Iψ, ∂IA) solves the linear system (4.6) with source terms

F = FI :=
∑

0≤I′≤I

(
I

I ′

)
γµ∂I

′
Aµ∂

I−I′ψ,(4.11)

Gµ = Gµ,I := −
∑

0≤I′≤I

∂I
′
ψγµ∂I−I′ψ.(4.12)

Using Gagliardo-Nirenberg estimates, we can derive energy estimates for (∂Iψ, ∂IA) when
I0 = 0. The general case can then be derived inductively from the equations in (4.6).

Lemma 4.4. Assuming the bootstrap hypothesis (3.2) in C<T , we obtain

(4.13) ∥∂k(ψ,A)∥XT1
≲ T cε

1 ∥∂≤k(ψ,A)(1)∥H 0

for all k ∈ N, T1 ≤ T and c ≈ C0.

Proof. We prove the lemma using a discrete version of Gronwall’s inequality, starting from
the following bound in a region of the form CT :

(4.14) T
1
2
1 ∥FI∥L2(CT1

) + T
1
3
1 ∥GI∥L 3

2 (CT1
)
≲ C0ε∥∂≤k(ψ,A)∥XT1

, |I| ≤ k.

We first show that this bound implies (4.13).

By definition of the XT1-norm, the above bound implies that

(4.15) ∥∂≤k(ψ,A)∥XT1
≲ ∥∂≤k(ψ,A)(T1)∥H 0 ,

and returning to (4.14),

T
1
2
1 ∥FI∥L2(CT1

) + T
1
3
1 ∥GI∥L 3

2 (CT1
)
≲ C0ε∥∂≤k(ψ,A)(T1)∥H 0 .

Then direct energy estimates for (ψ,A), again as in Lemma 4.2, give

(4.16) ∥∂≤k(ψ,A)(2T1)∥H 0 ≤ (1 + cε)∥∂≤k(ψ,A)(T1)∥H 0 , c ≈ C0.

This last inequality forms the basis for our discrete Gronwall, and, iterating, implies that

∥∂≤k(ψ,A)(t)∥H 0 ≲ tcε∥∂≤k(ψ,A)(1)∥H 0 , 1 ≤ t ≤ T.

Together with (4.15), this implies the desired estimate (4.13).

It now remains to prove the bound (4.14). Given the bootstrap norms in (3.2) and Lemma
4.2, by Hölder’s inequality in time it suffices to show that we have

(4.17) ∥FI∥L2(CT1
) ≲ ∥A∥L∞(CT1

)∥∂≤kψ∥L2(CT1
) + ∥ψ∥L6(CT1

)∥∂≤kA∥L3(CT1
),

respectively

(4.18) ∥GI∥L 3
2 (CT1

)
≲ ∥ψ∥L6(CT1

)∥∂≤kψ∥L2(CT1
).
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We prove this separately for all the terms in FI and GI . It suffices to assume that I = k.
This is obvious if I ′ = 0 and if I ′ = I. For intermediate values of I ′ we denote |I ′| = j, and
define exponents p1 and p2 by

1

p1
=

j

3k
=
j

3
+ θ1

(1
3
− k

3

)
, θ1 =

j

k
,

1

p2
=
k − j

3k
+

1

6
=
k − j

3
+ θ2

(1
2
− k

3

)
+

1− θ2
6

, θ2 =
k − j

k
.

Then θ1 + θ2 = 1, 1
p1

+ 1
p2

= 1
2
, and the classical Gagliardo-Nirenberg estimates applied in

CT1 yield

∥∂I′Aµ∂
I−I′ψ∥L2(CT1

) ≤ ∥∂I′Aµ∥Lp1 (CT1
)∥∂I−I′ψ∥Lp2 (CT1

)

≲ ∥∂≤k
x A∥θ1L3∥A∥1−θ1

L∞(CT1
)∥∂

≤k
x ψ∥θ2L2(CT1

)∥ψ∥
1−θ2
L6(CT1

)

≲ ∥A∥L∞(CT1
)∥∂≤kψ∥L2(CT1

) + ∥ψ∥L6(CT1
)∥∂≤kA∥L3(CT1

)

as needed.
The bound for the corresponding term in GI is similar. This time we use the exponents

1

p1
=

j

3k
+

1

6
=
j

3
+ θ1

(1
2
− k

3

)
+

1− θ1
6

, θ1 =
j

k
,

1

p2
=

1

2
− j

3k
=
k − j

3
+ θ2

(1
2
− k

3

)
+

1− θ2
6

, θ2 =
k − j

k
,

which satisfy 1
p1
+ 1

p2
= 2

3
, and again we have θ1+θ2 = 1. The Gagliardo-Nirenberg estimates

and the bootstrap hypothesis (3.2) thus yield

∥∂I′ψγµ∂I−I′ψ∥
L

3
2 (CT1

)
≲ ∥∂I′ψ∥Lp1 (CT1

)∥∂I−I′ψ∥Lp2 (CT1
)

≲ ∥∂≤k
x ψ∥θ1L2(CT1

)∥ψ∥
1−θ1
L6(CT1

)∥∂
≤k
x ψ∥θ2L2(CT1

)∥ψ∥
1−θ2
L6(CT1

)

≲ ∥∂≤k
x ψ∥L2(CT1

)∥ψ∥L6(CT1
),

again as needed. This concludes the proof of (4.17) and (4.18) and thus the proof of the
lemma.
The estimates including the time derivatives now follow inductively from (3.1). □

Remark 4.5. We provided the energy estimates for an arbitrary number of derivatives,
though we only use a maximum of three vector fields or nine regular derivatives.

4.4. Bounds for vector fields. Here again we want to use some sort of interpolation
inequalities, but since vector fields are time dependent the interpolation should happen in a
space-time setting.
In order to estimate the source terms in the proof of the energy estimates for the Ω

vector fields (again omitting hat and tilde notation), the following Gagliardo-Nirenberg type
interpolation result for vector fields is crucial. As already mentioned above, this interpolation
has to happen in a space-time region since the vector fields are time dependent.
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Lemma 4.6 (Higher order interpolation for vector fields). Let 0 ≤ j ≤ m be integers and
θ = j

m
. Let p, q, r ∈ [1,∞] satisfy

1

p
=
θ

r
+

1− θ

q
.

Then, for |J | = j,

∥ΩJu∥Lp
t,x(C

+
T ) ≲ ∥Ω≤mu∥θ

Lr
t,x(C

+
T )
∥u∥1−θ

Lq
t,x(C

+
T )
.(4.19)

Proof. Using appropriate hyperbolic coordinates, the statement reduces to standard
Gagliardo-Nirenberg estimates. □

We are now ready to prove Proposition 4.1 for the Ω vector fields.

Lemma 4.7. Assuming the bootstrap hypothesis (3.2) in C<T , we obtain

(4.20) ∥ΩJ(ψ,A)∥XT1
≲ T cε

1 ∥Ω≤k(ψ,A)(1)∥H 0

for all |J | = k ∈ N with T1 ≤ T and c ≈ C0.

Proof. Here we rely again on the estimates for the linear system (4.6). We directly apply ΩJ

with a multi-index |J | = k to obtain

(4.21)

{
(− iγµ∂µ + 1)ΩJψ = FJ

□ΩJAµ = GJ ,

with source terms

FJ =
∑
J1≤J

(
J

J1

)
ΩJ1Aµγ

µΩJ−J1ψ, GJ = −
∑
J1≤J

(
J

J1

)
ΩJ1ψγµΩ

J−J1ψ.

We will estimate the source terms in terms of the energy, i.e.,

T
1
2
1 ∥FJ∥L2(CT1

) ≲ ε (∥Ω≤kψ∥L∞L2(C<T1
) + ∥Ω≤kA∥L∞

t L3(C<T1
)),(4.22)

T
1
3
1 ∥GJ∥L 3

2 (CT1
)
≲ ε ∥Ω≤kψ∥L∞L2(C<T1

).(4.23)

Another important remark concerns the use of CT1 and C<T1 slabs in estimates (4.22)
and (4.23): on the LHS we use the CT1 region but in order to be able to use interpolation
inequalities on hyperboloids in the proof, we also need to add a cup region under CT1 , see
the interpolation Lemma 4.6. To address this issue we are working instead with C<T1 on the
right; one could also equivalently work with CT1 ∪ CT1/2.
Using the linear energy estimates from Lemma 4.2 for every |J | ≤ k, we deduce

∥Ω≤kψ∥L∞L2(CT1
) + ∥Ω≤kA∥L∞L3(CT1

) ≲ ∥Ω≤kψ(T1)∥L2 + ∥∇t,x Ω
≤kA(T1)∥Ḣ− 1

2

+
∑
|J |≤k

(∥FJ∥L1L2(CT1
) + ∥GJ∥L1L

3
2 (CT1

)
).

Assuming the bounds (4.22) and (4.23) for a moment, we obtain with Hölder’s inequality in
time

∥Ω≤kψ∥L∞L2(CT1
) + ∥Ω≤kA∥L∞L3(CT1

) ≲ ∥Ω≤kψ(T1)∥L2 + ∥∇t,x Ω
≤kA(T1)∥Ḣ− 1

2
.(4.24)
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Plugging this estimate into (4.22) and (4.23), we infer

T
1
2
1 ∥FJ∥L2(CT1

) + T
1
3
1 ∥GJ∥L 3

2 (CT1
)
≲ ε(∥Ω≤kψ(T1)∥L2 + ∥∇t,x Ω

≤kA(T1)∥Ḣ− 1
2
).

Now we use the linear energy estimates in the strip [T1, 2T1]×R3, cf. the proof of Lemma 4.2,
to arrive at

∥Ω≤k(ψ,A)∥L∞H 0([T1,2T1]×R3) ≤ ∥Ω≤k(ψ,A)(T1)∥H 0

+ C
∑
|J |≤k

(∥FJ∥L1L2([T1,2T1]×R3) + ∥GJ∥L1L
3
2 ([T1,2T1]×R3)

)

≤ (1 + Cε)∥Ω≤k(ψ,A)(T1)∥H 0 .

Iterating this argument and applying a discrete Gronwall as in the proof of Lemma 4.4, we
obtain

∥Ω≤k(ψ,A)(t)∥H 0 ≲ tcε∥Ω≤k(ψ,A)(1)∥H 0 , 1 ≤ t ≤ T,

which implies the assertion of the lemma in view of (4.22) to (4.24) and the definition of the
XT1-norm. It only remains to prove (4.22) and (4.23).
After switching to space-time norms with the same exponents for space and time, we can

basically proceed as in the case for regular derivatives due to the interpolation Lemma 4.6.
Take a multiindex J with |J | = k and a multiindex J1 with J1 ≤ J . We set j = |J1| and
note that |J − J1| = k − j. Setting

1

p1
=

j

3k
, and

1

p2
=
k − j

3k
+

1

6
=
k − j

k
· 1
2
+
j

k
· 1
6
,

we have 1
p1

+ 1
p2

= 1
2
, and hence

T
1
2
1 ∥ΩJ1Aµγ

µΩJ−J1ψ∥L2
t,x(CT1

) ≲ T
1
2
1 ∥ΩJ1A∥Lp1

t,x(CT1
)∥ΩJ−J1ψ∥Lp2 (CT1

).

Applying Lemma 4.6 and the bootstrap hypothesis (3.2), we obtain

∥ΩJ1A∥Lp1
t,x(CT1

) ≲ ∥Ω≤kA∥
j
k

L3
t,x(CT1

)
∥A∥1−

j
k

L∞
t,x(CT1

)

≲ T
1
3

j
k

1 ∥Ω≤kA∥
j
k

L∞L3(CT1
)(C0εT

−1
1 )1−

j
k ,

and

∥ΩJ−J1ψ∥Lp2 (CT1
) ≲ ∥Ω≤kψ∥1−

j
k

L2
t,x(CT1

)
∥ψ∥

j
k

L6
t,x(CT1

)

≲ T
1
2
(1− j

k
)

1 ∥Ω≤kψ∥1−
j
k

L∞L2(CT1
)T

1
6

j
k

1 (C0εT
−1
1 )

j
k .

Plugging the last two estimates into the previous one, we arrive at

T
1
2
1 ∥ΩJ1Aµγ

µΩJ−J1ψ∥L2
t,x(CT1

) ≲ C0ε∥Ω≤kA∥
j
k

L∞L3(CT1
)∥Ω

≤kψ∥1−
j
k

L∞L2(CT1
)

≲ C0ε(∥Ω≤kψ∥L∞L2(CT1
) + ∥Ω≤kA∥L∞L3(CT1

)).

Summing over J1 ≤ J yields (4.22).
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To prove (4.23), we proceed analogously. With the same notation as above, we set

1

p1
=
j

k
· 1
2
+
k − j

k
· 1
6

and
1

p2
=
k − j

k
· 1
2
+
j

k
· 1
6
.

We then have 1
p1

+ 1
p2

= 2
3
and thus

T
1
3
1 ∥ΩJ1ψγµΩ

J−J1ψ∥
L

3
2
t,x(CT1

)
≲ T

1
3
1 ∥ΩJ1ψ∥Lp1

t,x(CT1
)∥ΩJ−J1ψ∥Lp2

t,x(CT1
).

Applying Lemma 4.6 and the bootstrap hypothesis (3.2) once more, we get

∥ΩJ1ψ∥Lp1
t,x(CT1

) ≲ ∥Ω≤kψ∥
j
k

L2
t,x(CT1

)
∥ψ∥1−

j
k

L6
t,x(CT1

)

≲ T
1
2

j
k

1 ∥Ω≤kψ∥
j
k

L∞L2(CT1
)T

1
6
(1− j

k
)

1 (C0εT
−1
1 )1−

j
k ,

and analogously

∥ΩJ−J1ψ∥Lp2
t,x(CT1

) ≲ T
1
2
(1− j

k
)

1 ∥Ω≤kψ∥1−
j
k

L∞L2(CT1
)T

1
6

j
k

1 (C0εT
−1
1 )

j
k .

The last two estimates combined with the previous one yield

T
1
3
1 ∥ΩJ1ψγµΩ

J−J1ψ∥
L

3
2
t,x(CT1

)
≲ C0ε∥Ω≤kψ∥L∞L2(CT1

).

Summing over J1 with J1 ≤ J , we arrive at (4.23). □

Remark 4.8. We point out that we provide the above energy estimates for an arbitrary
number of vector fields, but we will use it only for k ≤ 3 in order to keep the regularity and
decay assumptions in our main results as low as possible.

4.5. Bounds for a mix of derivatives and vector fields. For the proof of Proposition 4.1,
it only remains to treat a mix of regular derivatives and Ω vector fields. The crucial tool in
this case is the following interpolation result, which allows to separate the vector fields and
the derivatives.

Lemma 4.9.
(i) Let 2 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞ with

1

p
=

1

6
+

2

3q
.

Let J ∈ N4
0 with |J | even. We then have

(4.25) ∥Ω∂Jϕ∥Lp(C+
T ) ≲ ∥Ω≤3ϕ∥

1
3

L2(C+
T )
∥∂≤

3
2
|J |ϕ∥

2
3

Lq(C+
T )
.

(ii) Let 2 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞ with

1

p
=

1

3
+

1

3q
.

Let J ∈ N4
0. We then have

(4.26) ∥Ω2∂Jϕ∥Lp(C+
T ) ≲ ∥Ω≤3ϕ∥

2
3

L2(C+
T )
∥∂≤3|J |ϕ∥

1
3

Lq(C+
T )
.
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Proof. The proof of the lemma is similar to the interpolation result of Ifrim-Stingo (see
[18, Lemma 1.1]) with the difference that we use different analytic families of operators,

namely Tzϕ = e(z−
2
3
)2 |Dy|3(1−z)|Ds|

3
2
|β|zϕ for (4.25) and Tzϕ = e(z−

1
3
)2|Dy|3(1−z)|Ds|3|β|zϕ

for (4.26). □

We next provide the energy estimates for a mix of vector fields and regular derivatives.
Together with Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.10 this lemma yields Proposition 4.1.

Lemma 4.10. Let |I| + 3|J | ≤ k = 9 and |I| > 0 and |J | > 0. Assuming the bootstrap
hypothesis (3.2) in the C<T region, we get

(4.27) ∥ΩJ∂I(ψ,A)∥XT1
≲ T cε

1 ∥Γ≤k(ψ,A)(1)∥H 0 , for T1 ≤ T and c ≈ C0.

Proof. There are two cases to consider. Either ΩJ∂I contains one Ω vector field and up to
six regular derivatives or it contains two Ω vector fields and up to three regular derivatives.
We start with the case of one vector field and we assume |I| = 6, the case of |I| < 6 being
treated similarly. Applying Ω∂I to the Maxwell-Dirac system (1.1), we get{

(−iγµ∂µ + 1)Ω∂Iψ = F1,I

□Ω∂IAµ = Gµ,1,I ,

with source terms
F1,I =

∑
I1≤I

(
I

I1

)
(∂I−I1Aµγ

µΩ∂I1ψ + Ω∂I−I1Aµγ
µ∂I1ψ)

Gµ,1,I = −
∑
I1≤I

(
I

I1

)
(∂I−I1ψγµΩ∂

I1ψ + Ω∂I−I1ψγµ∂
I1ψ).

We use a discrete Gronwall inequality as in the proof of Lemma 4.7 and concentrate on the
key step of showing the estimates

T
1
2
1 ∥F1,I∥L2(CT1

) ≲ ε (∥Γ≤9ψ∥L∞L2(CT1
) + ∥Γ≤9A∥L∞L3(CT1

)),(4.28)

T
1
3
1 ∥G1,I∥L1L

3
2 (CT1

)
≲ ε ∥Γ≤9ψ∥L∞L2(CT1

).(4.29)

We first consider the case that |I1| is even. Here we set

θ1 =
2|I − I1|

3|I|
,

1

p1
=

1

3
θ1,

1

q1
=

1

3
· 1
2
+

2

3
· 1

q2
=

1

6
+

2

3q2
,

1

q2
=

1

2
− 1

2
θ1.

Then 1
p1

+ 1
q1

= 1
2
and we infer

T
1
2
1 ∥∂I−I1Aµγ

µΩ∂I1ψ∥L2
t,x(CT1

) ≲ T
1
2
1 ∥∂I−I1A∥Lp1

t,x(CT1
)∥Ω∂I1ψ∥Lq1

t,x(CT1
).

Rescaling to T1 = 1 and using classical extension theorems, we see that we can use Gagliardo-
Nirenberg estimates also on CT1 . This yields

∥∂I−I1A∥Lp1
t,x(CT1

) ≲ ∥∂≤
3
2
|I|A∥θ1

L3
t,x(CT1

)
∥A∥1−θ1

L∞
t,x(CT1

)

≲ T
1
3
θ1

1 ∥∂≤9A∥θ1L∞L3(CT1
)(C0εT1

−1)1−θ1 ,
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where we also employed the bootstrap hypothesis (3.2). For the remaining mixed term, we
apply the interpolation result from Lemma 4.9 (i), which yields

∥Ω∂I1ψ∥Lq1
t,x(CT1

) ≲ ∥Ω≤3ψ∥
1
3

L2
t,x(CT1

)
∥∂≤

3
2
|I1|ψ∥

2
3

L
q2
t,x(CT1

)
.

We next take a multiindex I2 with |I2| = 3
2
|I1|, the case of |I2| < 3

2
|I1| again being treated

similarly. Setting θ2 =
|I1|
|I| , we have

θ2
2
+

1− θ2
6

=
1

q2
,

so that an application of Gagliardo-Nirenberg estimates leads to

∥∂≤
3
2
|I1|ψ∥Lq2

t,x(CT1
) ≲ ∥∂≤

3
2
|I|ψ∥θ2

L2
t,x(CT1

)
∥ψ∥1−θ2

L6
t,x(CT1

)
.

We thus infer

∥Ω∂I1ψ∥Lq1
t,x(CT1

) ≲ T
1
6
1 ∥Ω≤3ψ∥

1
3

L∞L2(CT1
)T

1
2
θ2· 23

1 ∥∂≤9ψ∥
2
3
θ2

L∞L2(CT1
)

· T
1
6
(1−θ2)· 23

1 (C0εT
−1
1 )(1−θ2)· 23 ,

where we also employed the bootstrap hypothesis (3.2) again in the last step. Combining
this estimate with the one for ∂I−I1A, we get

T
1
2
1 ∥∂I−I1Aµγ

µΩ∂I1ψ∥L2(CT1
) ≲ C0ε(∥Γ≤9ψ∥L∞L2(CT1

) + ∥Γ≤9A∥L∞L3(CT1
)).(4.30)

Next we consider the case that |I1| is odd. We write ∂I1 = ∂ν∂
I2 and use that the com-

mutator of Ω and ∂ν is a linear combination of first order derivatives. Terms of the form
∂I−I1Aµγ

µ∂1∂I2ψ can be estimated by Gagliardo-Nirenberg estimates so that we concentrate
on estimating

T
1
2
1 ∥∂I−I1Aµγ

µ∂νΩ∂
I2ψ∥L2

t,x(CT1
) ≲ T

1
2
1 ∥∂I−I1A∥Lp1

t,x(CT1
)∥∂νΩ∂I2ψ∥Lq1

t,x(CT1
)

with the same p1 and q1 as above. Using Gagliardo-Nirenberg estimates, we get

∥∂νΩ∂I2ψ∥Lq1
t,x(CT1

) ≲ ∥Ω∂I2ψ∥
1
2

L
q1
t,x(CT1

)
∥∂≤2Ω∂I2ψ∥

1
2

L
q1
t,x(CT1

)
.

Summing first over ν, we can then absorb the first order derivatives on the above right-hand
side in the left-hand side, which leads to

∥∂νΩ∂I2ψ∥Lq1
t,x(CT1

) ≲ ∥Ω∂I2ψ∥Lq1
t,x(CT1

) + ∥Ω∂I2ψ∥
1
2

L
q1
t,x(CT1

)
∥∂2Ω∂I2ψ∥

1
2

L
q1
t,x(CT1

)
.

Using again that the commutator of Ω with regular derivatives yields regular deriva-
tives which can be dealt with by Gagliardo-Nirenberg estimates, it remains to estimate
∥Ω∂I2ψ∥Lq1

t,x(CT1
) and ∥Ω∂2∂I2ψ∥Lq1

t,x(CT1
). But as |I2| is even, we can proceed here as in the

case |I1| even. In conclusion, we also obtain (4.30) in the case |I1| odd.
The remaining terms in F1,I are treated in a similar way, which yields (4.28). With

adaptions analogous to the ones done in the proof of Lemma 4.7 for the source terms of the
wave equation, we then also derive (4.29).
To treat the case of two Ω vector fields and up to three regular derivatives, we apply Ω2∂I

to (1.1) and estimate the arising source terms in a similar way as in the case of one vector
field above, employing part (ii) of Lemma 4.9. □
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5. Pointwise bounds

A first step in recovering the bootstrap bounds on the global time scale is to prove appro-
priate Klainerman-Sobolev inequalities, where the aim is to obtain pointwise bounds from
the integral XT type bounds in Proposition 4.1. By itself this does not suffices globally in
time because the time growth tCε from the energy estimates will carry over. Instead it only
suffices almost globally in time. Nevertheless, the bounds we establish here will suffice in
order to estimate the errors in the asymptotic equations in later sections.
Our main result here is linear and applies at a fixed dyadic scale T . Because of this, we

omit the TCε factor in Proposition 4.1. Then we want to show that

Theorem 5.1. Assume that in a time dyadic region CT ∪ CT/2 we have

(5.1) ∥Γ≤k(ψ,A)(t)∥XT
≤ 1, k = 9.

Then in CT we have

(5.2) |ψ| ≲ t−
3
2 ⟨t− r⟩−δ

− ,

(5.3) |∂A| ≲ t−1⟨t− r⟩−
1
2 ,

(5.4) |T A| ≲ t−
3
2 ,

where δ > 0. In addition, inside the cone we have an improved bound for T A, namely

(5.5) |T A| ≲ ⟨t⟩−
3
2 ⟨t− r⟩−

1
2 .

Remark 5.2. What is missing here is the uniform bound for A,

|A| ≲ t−1

which would be too much to ask for at this point, using only the information given in the
hypothesis of the theorem above. Instead, we will prove pointwise bounds for A later on, in
Section 7, by using the wave equation for A and the pointwise bounds for ψ.

Remark 5.3. The improved bound (5.5) is dues to the fact that out baseline spaces for the

wave equation are Ḣ
1
2 × Ḣ− 1

2 , as oppose to Ḣ1 × L2 . With additional work one should be
able to obtain a similar improve bound for ∇A
(5.6) |∇A| ≲ ⟨t⟩−1⟨t− r⟩−1,

but this would require some adjustments to the XT which we chose not to pursue here.

Proof. To fix the notations we denote the right hand side of the linear equation for (ψ,A)
as follows

(5.7)

{−iγµ∂µψ + ψ = F

□Aµ = G.

These equations are assumed to hold in CT ∪CT/2. Because the proof involves fractional and
negative Sobolev spaces we would want to use a spatial Littlewood-Paley decomposition.
But this dyadic decomposition is not entirely compatible with the geometry of CT , so we
would like to extend (ψ,A) to the entire strip. It suffices to appropriately extend (F,G):
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Lemma 5.4. Let (F,G) be functions in CT which satisfy the bound

(5.8) T
1
2∥Γ≤2kF∥L2(CT ) + T

1
3∥Γ≤2kG∥

L
3
2 (CT )

≲ 1.

Then there exists an extension, still denoted by (F,G), which satisfies the same estimate in
the full time slice [T, 4T ].

Proof. After rescaling to T = 1, we use hyperbolic coordinates in order to apply standard
extension techniques such as reflection at the boundary, cf. [1] for the case of regular deriva-
tives. □

The above lemma. i.e., Lemma 5.4, allows us to replace the cup region CT with the full
time slice [T, 4T ]. Adding also the region CT/2, we can assume that (ψ,A) satisfy XT type
bounds in the larger time slab [T/2, 4T ]. However, we only need to prove the pointwise
bounds in the theorem in the region CT . To this we will add the lower cap, thus working
with the region C+

T defined in (4.3).

Now we consider separately the Dirac and the wave component, working in the full time
slab [T/2, 4T ]. In this setting, it suffices to prove the desired pointwise bounds in the region
C+

T . Our strategy will be to reduce the proof of the theorem to standard Sobolev embeddings
in regions which, in suitable coordinates, have unit size. To place ourselves in this situation,
we decompose the region C+

T into smaller regions which have fixed geometry, as follows:

(5.9) C+
T := Cint

T

⋃
Cext

T

⋃
±

⋃
1≤S≤T

C±
TS.

We now describe the sets in this decomposition:

• The interior region Cint
T is defined as

Cint
t := ([T/2, 4T ]× R3) ∩ {T 2/4 ≤ t2 − x2 ≤ 4T 2}.

This region can be foliated with large sections of hyperboloids.
• The exterior region Cext

T is far outside the cone, and is described as

Cext
T := {(t, x); t ∈ [T, 4T ]; r ≥ 2T}.

• The region around the cone, we dyadically decompose with respect to the size of
t− r, which measures how far or close we are to the cone

(5.10)
C+

TS := {(t, x) : S ≤ t− r ≤ 2S, T ≤ t ≤ 2T} , where 1 ≤ S ≲ T,

C−
TS := {(t, x) : S ≤ r − t ≤ 2S, T ≤ t ≤ 2T} , where 1 ≤ S ≲ T ;

see Figure 3.

Here C+
TS represents a spherically symmetric dyadic region inside the cone with width

S, distance S from the cone, and time length T . C−
TS is the similar region outside the

cone where, far from the cone, we would have T ≲ S. To simplify the exposition we will
use the notation CTS as a shorthand for either C+

TS or C−
TS. These regions are also well

foliated with sections of hyperboloids. Such a decomposition has been introduced before by
Metcalfe-Tataru-Tohaneanu [30] in a linear setting; we largely follow their notations.
In the above definition of the CTS sets we limit S to S ≥ 1 because our assumptions are

invariant with respect to unit size translations. In particular, this leaves out a conical shell
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r

t t = r

T

2T

C+
TS C−

TS

Figure 3. 1D vertical section of space-time regions C±
TS

region along the side of the cone t = r, which intersects both the interior and the exterior of
the cone. To also include this region in our analysis we redefine

(5.11) CT1 := {(t, x) : |t− r| ≤ 2, T ≤ t ≤ 2T} , where S ∼ 1.

5.1. The bounds for the Dirac equation. We will prove our pointwise bounds for the
Dirac equation separately in each of the regions of the C+

T decomposition in (5.9). To do
this, we need L2 bounds for extended XT functions ψ in each of these regions. Just as in
the case of the wave equation, not all components of ψ will satisfy the same bounds. To
understand this, we write the L2 conservation for Dirac in a density flux form using (2.7),
and which, for convenience, we recall below

∂t|ψ|2 + ∂j(ψ
†γ0γjψ) = −2 Im(ψ†γ0F ).

We note that here it is important that the matrices γ0γj are all Hermitian.
The first use we have for this relation is to integrate it in the region D between the time-

slice t = T and a hyperboloid H. Then we obtain an expression for the energy on the
hyperboloid,

EH(ψ) :=

∫
H∩CT

ν0|ψ|2 + νj(ψ
†γ0γjψ) dσ =

∫
H∩CT

eH(ψ) dV,

namely

EH(ψ) =

∫
t=T

|ψ|2 dx−
∫∫

D

2 Im(ψ†γ0F ) dxdt−
∫
{t=4T}\cup

|ψ|2 dx,

which yields the bound

(5.12) EH(ψ) ≲ ∥ψ∥2XT
.

Here the cup region is the region above the hyperboloid H. The energy density on hyper-
boloid was computed earlier in (2.10) in terms of the ψ± decomposition of ψ. Precisely, we
can rewrite the energy on hyperboloids as

EH(ψ) :=

∫
H∩CT

t− r√
t2 + r2

|ψ+|2 +
t+ r√
t2 + r2

|ψ−|2 dσ.
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In a strictly smaller angle inside the cone both coefficients have size one, so we control the
full L2 norm of ψ on H ∩ CT . This immediately allows us to bound ψ in the interior region
Cint

T , which is well foliated by sections of hyperboloids with uniform size O(T ),

∥ψ∥L∞(Cint
T ) ≲ sup

H
∥ψ∥L∞(H∩Cint

T ) ≲ T− 3
2 sup

H
∥Ω≤2ψ∥L2(H∩Cint

T ).

Next we consider the C±
TS regions. As we approach the cone, applying the same argument

as above loses a factor of (T/S)
1
2 and is no longer sufficient. Outside the cone this cannot

be done at all. Instead, we prove L2 bounds in CTS, both inside and outside the cone:

Lemma 5.5. We have the following estimates:

(5.13) ∥ψ+∥L2
t,x(CTS) ≲ T

1
2∥ψ∥XT

,

respectively

(5.14) ∥ψ−∥L2
t,x(CTS) ≲ S

1
2∥ψ∥XT

.

Proof. The bound for ψ+ follows trivially from the energy estimate and Hölder’s inequality,
as

∥ψ+∥L2
t,x(CTS) ≲ ∥ψ+∥L2

t,x(CT ) ≲ T
1
2∥ψ+∥L∞

t L2
x
.

For ψ− we integrate the density-flux relation with a well chosen weight χ(t − r) which is
bounded, nonnegative and a nonincreasing function of its argument. This yields∫

CT

−χ′(t− r)(|ψ|2 − ⟨γ0γθψ, ψ⟩) dxdt ≲ ∥ψ∥2L∞
t L2

x
+ ∥ψ∥L∞

t L2
x
∥F∥L1

tL
2
x
≲ ∥ψ∥2XT

,

which gives ∫
CT

−χ′(t− r)|ψ−|2 dxdt ≲ ∥ψ∥2XT
.

To get (5.14) it suffices to choose χ with the property that χ′ ≈ −S−1 in the interval [S, 2S]
for C+

TS, respectively [−2S,−S] for C−
TS.

□

In the context of Theorem 5.1, similar bounds apply for vector fields applied to ψ±:

Corollary 5.6. Assume that (5.1) holds. Then with k = 9 we also have

(5.15)
∥Γ≤kψ+∥L2(CTS) ≲ T

1
2∥Γ≤kψ∥XT

,

∥Γ≤kψ−∥L2(CTS) ≲ S
1
2∥Γ≤kψ∥XT

.

Proof. From Lemma 5.5 we have the bounds

(5.16) ∥P θ
+Γ

≤kψ∥L2(CTS) ≲ T
1
2∥Γ≤kψ∥XT

,

respectively

(5.17) ∥P θ
−Γ

≤kψ∥L2(CTS) ≲ S
1
2∥Γ≤kψ∥XT

.

The conclusion of the corollary would then immediately follow if we knew that the projectors
P θ
± commute with our vector fields Γ. This is unfortunately not true, but we have the next

best thing, namely that the commutators are perturbative. To see this it suffices to consider
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spatial derivatives and Lorentz boosts, as the angular vector fields are easily seen to commute
with P θ

±. For regular derivatives we compute the commutator

Qθ := [∂x, P
θ
+].

Since P θ
+ is smooth and zero-homogeneous in x it follows that Qθ is also smooth, and −1-

homogeneous in x, and in particular it has pointwise size O(|x|−1) which in CTS means
O(T−1). For Lorentz boosts it is convenient to switch to the radial operator

Ω0r := θjΩ0j,

which together with the rotations generates all the others, with bounded coefficients, whose
derivatives gain T factors. The advantage is that Ω0r commutes with P θ

±, which immediately
implies the conclusion of the corollary. □

Our next objective is to obtain pointwise bounds in C±
TS from the L2 bounds. For this we

cannot just rely on vector fields, as these only span the directions tangent to hyperboloids.
Instead, we also need to capture the transversal direction, which we do using the Dirac
equation. For this, it is convenient to write the Dirac equation in the polar frame, which has
the form

(5.18) −iγ0∂0ψ − iγθ∂rψ − i

r
Ωψ + ψ = F,

where Ω captures the angular part. We can also use the Lorentz boost to further simplify
this as follows

(5.19) −i(− t

r
γ0 + γθ)∂rψ +− i

r
Ωψ + ψ = F.

Our vector field bounds in Corollary 5.6 allow us to include the Ω component part into
F , so it suffices to consider the radial ordinary differential equation

(5.20) −i(− t

r
γ0 + γθ)∂rψ + ψ = F1.

Since we have already used one vector field, the bounds we have for F1 have the form

(5.21) ∥Γ≤6F1∥L2(CTS) ≲ T− 1
2 .

In the last equation we multiply by γ0 and project, noting that γ0 interchanges the pro-
jectors, and thus the corresponding subspaces,

γ0P θ
+ = P θ

−γ
0.

We arrive at the coupled system

(5.22)


t− r

r
∂rψ+ − iγ0ψ− = (iγ0F1)+ := F+

t+ r

r
∂rψ− − iγ0ψ+ = (iγ0F1)− := F−.

This is hyperbolic inside the cone and elliptic outside. Apriori, for the entries above we have
the estimates (5.13), (5.14) and (5.21), which we recall below:

(5.23) ∥Γ≤9ψ−∥L2(CTS) ≲ S
1
2 , ∥Γ≤9ψ+∥L2L2(CTS) ≲ T

1
2 , ∥Γ≤6F±∥L2L2(CTS) ≲ T− 1

2 .

To prove the pointwise bounds we need the estimates

∥Γ≤6ψ±∥L2(CTS) ≲ ST− 1
2 .(5.24)
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A direct application of (5.22) and (5.23) yields the required estimate for Γ≤6ψ−, but only

∥Γ≤6ψ+∥L2(CTS) ≲ S
1
2 . To improve on that bound, we look at the first equation in (5.22) for

Γ≤7ψ− and note that the corresponding right-hand side is given by

iP θ
+γ

0Γ≤7F − P θ
+γ

01

r
ΩΓ≤7ψ ∼ iP θ

+γ
0Γ≤7F − γ0

1

r
ΩΓ≤7ψ−

up to lower order commutator terms which are of size T− 1
2 . For the first term we have

∥Γ≤7F∥L2(CTS) ≲ T− 1
2 , while for the second one, we get the following bound

∥r−1ΩΓ≤7ψ−∥L2(CTS) ≲
1

T
∥∂ΩΓ≤6ψ−∥L2(CTS) + T− 1

2

≲
1

T
∥∂≤2ΩΓ≤6ψ−∥

1
2

L2(CTS)
∥ΩΓ≤6ψ−∥

1
2

L2(CTS)
+ T− 1

2

≲ S
1
4T− 1

2∥T−1∂≤2ΩΓ≤6ψ−∥
1
2

L2(CTS)
+ T− 1

2

≲ S
1
4T− 1

2∥T−1ΩΓ≤8ψ−∥
1
2

L2(CTS)
+ T− 1

2 .

Here we used interpolation as well as the bounds in (5.23). In getting our estimates we
commuted Ω with regular derivatives ∂ which lead to just regular derivatives of first order,
which in turn could be bounded. Finally, we exploit that in CTS we can estimate T−1Ω by
first order derivatives, i.e.,

∥T−1ΩΓ≤8ψ−∥
1
2

L2(CTS)
≲ ∥Γ≤9ψ−∥

1
2

L2(CTS)
≲ S

1
4 .

System (5.22) and the bounds (5.23) thus imply

∥Γ≤7ψ−∥L2(CTS) ≲ ST− 1
2 ,

and then

∥Γ≤6ψ+∥L2(CTS) ≲ ST− 1
2 ,

finishing the proof of (5.24).
At this stage we are ready to consider separately the interior case C+

TS and the exterior
case C−

TS

We first consider the interior case C+
TS. There we exploit the hyperbolic structure of

the system (5.22) by introducing an approximately conserved energy density

e := (t− r)|ψ+|2 + (t+ r)|ψ−|2,
where

|∂re| ≲ |ψ+|2 + |ψ−|2 + r|ψ+||F+|+ r|ψ−||F−|.
For this density we first estimate its integral∫

CTS

e dxdt ≲ S2,

and then the integral of its radial derivative,∫
CTS

|∂re| dxdt ≲ S.
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Now we think of C+
TS as being foliated by hyperboloids, with the transversal direction given

by the radial direction. In the radial direction the set C+
TS has thickness O(S), so the two

estimates above allow us to bound the trace of e on hyperboloids,∫
H∩C+

TS

e dσ ≲ S,

or equivalently

(5.25)

∫
H∩C+

TS

S|ψ+|2 + T |ψ−|2 dσ ≲ S.

The same estimate applies to Ω≤2ψ±. Therefore using Sobolev embeddings on hyperboloid
slices H ∩ C+

TS we arrive at the pointwise bounds

(5.26) |ψ+| ≲ T− 3
2 , |ψ−| ≲ S

1
2T−2 in C+

TS.

Next we consider the case of the exterior regions C−
TS. To get a good elliptic bound

we square the two equations in (5.22) with appropriate weights and a smooth cutoff χ(t− r)
which selects a slight enlargement of C−

TS,∫
CT

(t+ r)χ(t− r)|(t− r)∂rψ+ − irγ0ψ−|2 dxdt =
∫
CT

(t+ r)r2χ(t− r)|F+|2 dxdt,

respectively∫
CT

(r − t)χ(t− r)|(t+ r)∂rψ− − irγ0ψ+|2 dxdt =
∫
CT

(r − t)r2χ(t− r)|F−|2 dxdt.

Now we add them up, expanding the squares and integrating by parts to cancel the cross
terms. We note that the weights were matched exactly so that we can achieve this last
cancellation. We obtain∫

CT

χ(t− r)(S2T |∂rψ−|2 + T 3|ψ+|2 + ST 2|∂rψ+|2 + ST 2|ψ−|2) dxdt

≲
∫
2CTS

T 2|ψ|2 + T 3(|F+|2 + |F−|2) dxdt.

The ψ coefficient on the left is larger than the one on the right by a factor of S. So reiterating
with a slightly wider bump χ we arrive at∫

CT

χ(t− r)(S2T |∂rψ−|2 + T 3|ψ+|2 + ST 2|∂rψ+|2 + ST 2|ψ−|2) dxdt

≲
∫
3CTS

S−1T 2|ψ|2 + T 3(|F+|2 + |F−|2) dxdt.

We can use (5.24) to estimate the right hand side, which yields

(5.27)

∫
CTS

(
S2

T
|∂rψ−|2 + T |ψ+|2 + S|∂rψ+|2 + S|ψ−|2

)
dxdt ≲ 1.

Now we are able to obtain L2 bounds on the hyperboloids, by using an interpolation
inequality of the form

(5.28) ∥ψ−∥2L2(H∩CTS)
≲ ∥ψ−∥L2(CTS)∥∂rψ−∥L2(CTS) + S−1∥ψ−∥2L2(CTS)

,
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and similarly for ψ+, where the S factor represents the thickness of CTS in the r direction.
We combine this interpolation inequality with (5.27), and also with (5.24) in the case of ψ−
in order to get the following bounds on the hyperboloids,

∥ψ−∥2L2(H∩CTS)
≲ min

{
S

T
1
2

,
1

S
1
2

}
T

1
2

S
= min

{
1,
T

1
2

S
3
2

}
,

where we have better decay as we get farther away from the cone. Similarly,

∥ψ+∥2L2(H∩C−
TS)

≲ ∥ψ+∥L2(C−
TS)

∥∂rψ+∥L2(C−
TS)

≲
1

S
1
2T

1
2

1

S

which is even better away from the cone.
In view of our starting point in (5.23), we similarly obtain the same bounds for Ω≤2ψ±.

Then we can again apply Sobolev embeddings on the hyperboloids to arrive at the pointwise
estimates

(5.29) |ψ−| ≲ T− 3
2 min

{
1,
T

1
2

S
3
2

}
, |ψ+| ≲ T− 3

2
1

S
1
2T

1
2

1

S
in C−

TS,

which suffices.
Finally, we need to consider the exterior region Cext

T . The argument is similar to the one
in C−

TS, but simpler since we no longer need to differentiate between ψ+ and ψ− and between
the factors t+ r and t− r. For brevity we leave the detailed computation to the interested
reader. This concludes the proof of the uniform bounds for ψ in the theorem.

5.2. The bounds for the wave equation. To prove the pointwise bounds for the wave
equation we start by localizing in frequency, decomposing dyadically

A =
∑

Aλ.

The XT vector field bounds still hold for all Aλ, with appropriate frequency factors. Then
we prove pointwise bounds for each component separately in C+

T , and simply add them up.
We begin our analysis with a brief discussion of energy estimates, for which we write the

energy in a density-flux form,

(5.30) ∂tT
00 + ∂jT

0j = 2G · ∂tA,
where the corresponding components of the energy momentum tensor are

T 00 :=
1

2
(|∂tA|2 + |∇xA|2), T 0j := ∂0A∂jA.

We first integrate it in the region, which we denote by D, between the time-slice t = T and
a hyperboloid H. Then we obtain an energy bound on the hyperboloid,

EH(A) :=

∫
H∩CT

ν0T
00 + νjT

0j dV +

∫
{t=4T}\cup

T 00 dx

=

∫
t=T

T 00dx+

∫∫
D

2G · ∂tAdxdt,

which yields the bound

(5.31) EH(A) ≲ ∥A∥2XT
.
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Here the energy on H can be written as

EH(A) :=

∫
H∩CT

1

2
ν0(|∂tA|2 + |∇xA|2)− |νx|θ · ∇xA∂tAdV,

which we can rewrite as

EH(A) :=

∫
H∩CT

(ν0 − |νx|)|(∂t − ∂r)A|2 + (ν0 + |νx|)(|(∂t + ∂r)A|2 + |/∇A|2) dV,

where the last term represents derivatives in angular directions. Here the two coefficients
have size

ν0 + |νx| ≈ 1, ν0 − |νx| ≈
|t− r|
t+ r

.

Inside Cint
T both coefficients have size one, so we control the full L2 norm of ∇A on H.

This immediately allows us to bound ∇A in the interior region,

∥∇A∥L∞(Cint
T ) ≲ sup

H
∥∇A∥L∞(H∩Cint

T ) ≲ T− 3
2 sup

H
∥Ω≤2∇A∥L2(H∩Cint

T ).

We can apply this separately to each Aλ noting that

∥Ω≤2∇Aλ∥L2(H∩Cint
T ) ≲ λ

1
2∥Γ≤6Aλ∥XT

≲ λ−
5
2∥Γ≤9Aλ∥XT

.

As we approach the cone, the same argument can be applied to tangential derivatives but
not to normal ones. Outside the cone this cannot be done at all. Instead, we prove L2

bounds in CTS, both inside and outside the cone:

Lemma 5.7. We have the following estimates:

(5.32) ∥∇A∥L2
t,x(CTS) ≲ T

1
2 (∥∇A∥L∞

t L2
x
+ ∥□A∥L1

tL
2
x
)],

respectively

(5.33) ∥T A∥L2
t,x(CTS) ≲ S

1
2 (∥∇A∥L∞

t L2
x
+ ∥□A∥L1

tL
2
x
).

Proof. The first bound is a direct consequence of Hölder’s inequality in time. The second
one is obtained exactly as in the Dirac case by integrating the density-flux relation (5.30)
against a radial weight χ(t− r). □

Similar bounds hold for Aλ, as

∥∇Aλ∥L∞
t L2

x
+ ∥□Aλ∥L1

tL
2
x
≲ λ

1
2∥Aλ∥XT

,

and even for vector fields applied to A, for which we can write

(5.34) ∥Γ≤9∇Aλ∥L2
t,x(CTS) ≲ T

1
2λ

1
2 ,

respectively

(5.35) ∥Γ≤9T Aλ∥L2
t,x(CTS) ≲ S

1
2λ

1
2 .

This already suffices to get the pointwise bounds for T Aλ, for which we write

∂rT Aλ = r−1∂rΩAλ.

Then using twice Lemma 5.7 we obtain

∥Ω≤2T Aλ∥L2(CTS) ≲ S
1
2 min

{
λ−

5
2 , λ

1
2

}
, ∥∂rΩ≤2T Aλ∥L2(CTS) ≲ T− 1

2λ
1
2 ,
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where interpolating we get the L2 bound on hyperboloids

(5.36) ∥Ω≤2T Aλ∥L2(H∩CTS) ≲ min
{
λ

1
2 , λ−1

}
,

and conclude using Sobolev embeddings on hyperboloids to obtain

(5.37) ∥T Aλ∥L∞(H∩CTS) ≲ T− 3
2 min

{
λ

1
2 , λ−1

}
.

We now turn our attention to the bounds for ∇A, where to get pointwise bounds in CTS

from the L2 bounds we cannot just rely on vector fields, as these only span the directions
tangent to hyperboloids. Instead, we also need to capture the transversal direction, which
we do using the wave equation. For this, it is convenient to write the wave equation in the
polar frame, which has the form

(5.38)

(
∂2t − ∂2r −

2

r
∂r +

1

r2
Ω2

)
Aλ = Gλ.

Using also the Lorentz boosts, we can rewrite this as

(5.39) (t2 − r2)∂2rAλ +
1

r
Ω∇Aλ +

1

r
∇Aλ = Gλ.

Using Lemma 5.7, we can include all but the first term on the left into the right hand side,
arriving at an equation of the form

(5.40)
(t2 − r2)

r2
∂2rAλ = G1

λ,

where ∂rAλ and G1
λ satisfy

(5.41) ∥Ω≤2∂rAλ∥L2
t,x(CTS) ≲ T

1
2 min

{
λ−

5
2 , λ

1
2

}
, ∥Ω≤2G1

λ∥
L

3
2
t,x(CTS)

≲ T− 1
3 + S

1
6λ

1
2 .

Writing λ∗ := min{λ− 5
2 , λ

1
2} and interpolating as in (5.28) in order to bound the traces on

hyperboloids, we obtain

∥Ω≤2∂rAλ∥
5
3

L
5
3 (H∩CTS)

≲ ∥Ω≤2∂rAλ∥
2
3

L2(CTS)
∥Ω≤2∂2rAλ∥L 3

2 (CTS)
+ S−1(ST 3)

1
6∥Ω≤2∂rAλ∥

5
3

L2(CTS)

≲ (T
1
2λ∗)

2
3 (S−1T (T− 1

3 + S
1
6λ

1
2 )) + S− 5

6T
1
2 (T

1
2λ∗)

5
3

≲ S−1Tλ
2
3
∗ + S− 5

6T
4
3 (λ

2
3
∗ λ

1
2 + λ

5
3
∗ ) ≲ S− 5

6T
4
3 min{λ−

7
6 , λ

5
6}.

Finally, we apply Sobolev embeddings on hyperboloids to get

(5.42) ∥∂rA∥L∞(H∩CTS) ≲ T− 9
5∥Ω≤2∂rA∥L 5

3 (H∩CTS)
≲ T− 9

5S− 1
2T

4
5 ≲ S− 1

2T−1.

5.3. An improved bound for the wave equation inside the cone. Here we consider
improved bounds for T A inside the cone. Our goal will be to prove the following bound
inside the cone

(5.43) |T A| ≲ 1

⟨t⟩ 3
2 ⟨t− r⟩ 1

2

.

To accomplish this, we energy estimates on hyperboloids. Precisely, we have

(5.44) ∥Ω≤3∇Aλ∥L2(H∩CTS) ≲
T

1
2

S
1
2

λ
1
2 ,
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which by Sobolev embeddings gives

(5.45) ∥Ω∇Aλ∥L∞(H∩CTS) ≲
1

TS
1
2

λ
1
2 .

Commuting Ω with ∇ gives

(5.46) ∥∇T Aλ∥L∞(H∩CTS) ≲
1

T 2S
1
2

λ
1
2 ,

and finally

(5.47) |∇T Aλ| ≲
λ

1
2

⟨t⟩2⟨t− r⟩ 1
2

,

which is valid inside the cone.
On the other hand, our prior bound was

(5.48) |T Aλ| ≲
min{λ 1

2 , λ−
1
2}

⟨t⟩ 3
2

.

We seek to combine the last two bounds using the localization at frequency λ. Without loss
of generality we will assume λ ≲ 1, as the bound for λ > 1 is similar to λ = 1, but better.
Using the localization at frequency λ, (5.47) would naively imply

(5.49) |T Aλ| ≲
λ−

1
2

⟨t⟩2⟨t− r⟩ 1
2

.

However we have to be careful that we have (5.47) only inside the cone. So this is useful
only in the region where S ≫ λ−1, while outside we have to rely on (5.48). Precisely, we
consider a cutoff function χ which selects the region t− r > λ−1, so that ∇χ has size λ and
support in the region t− r ≈ λ. Then applying an inverse derivative at frequency λ we write

T Aλ = λ−1Kλ ∗ ∇T Aλ,

where Kλ is a regularizing kernel on the λ−1 scale. Using the cutoff χ we write this as

T Aλ =λ−1Kλ ∗ ∇χT Aλ + λ−1Kλ ∗ ∇(1− χ)T Aλ

=λ−1Kλ ∗ ∇χT Aλ + λ−1∇Kλ ∗ (1− χ)T Aλ

=+ λ−1Kλ ∗ χ∇T Aλ + λ−1Kλ ∗ (∇χ)T Aλ + λ−1∇Kλ ∗ (1− χ)T Aλ.

We evaluate this in the interior region t− r > λ−1. For the first term we use (5.47) to obtain

≲
λ−

1
2

⟨t⟩2⟨t− r⟩ 1
2

.

For the other two terms we use (5.48), which gives

≲
min{λ 1

2 , λ−
1
2}

⟨t⟩ 3
2

(
λ−1

⟨t− r⟩

)N

,

which decays rapidly away from t− r ≈ λ. We have proved that

|T Aλ| ≲
λ−

1
2

⟨t⟩2⟨t− r⟩ 1
2

+
min{λ 1

2 , λ−
1
2}

⟨t⟩ 3
2

(
λ−1

⟨t− r⟩

)N

, when t− r > λ−1.
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We combine this with (5.48) in the region 0 < t − r < λ−1. Considering all cases and
summing up with respect to λ < 1 we obtain

|T Aλ| ≲
1

⟨t⟩ 3
2 ⟨t− r⟩ 1

2

.

□

6. Asymptotic analysis for ψ

As noted earlier, for our main bootstrap argument we assume that our solution (ψ,A)
satisfies the bootstrap assumption (3.2) in a region C<T , and then we seek to improve the
constant in the same region. The goal of this section is to provide a more accurate asymptotic
analysis for ψ, which in particular will allow us to close the ψ component of the bootstrap,
as well as to prove the pointwise bound for ψ in (1.16) in Theorem 1.1.
For motivation, we begin by observing that combining the energy estimates for ψ in

Section 4 with the Klainerman-Sobolev inequalities in Section 5 implies a t−
3
2
+Cε decay

bound for ψ inside the cone, which is not sufficient in order to close the bootstrap bound.
This is what makes the analysis in this section necessary.
We will study the asymptotic behavior of the spinor ψ via the method of testing by wave

packets, introduced in [19,20] in the context of the nonlinear Schrödinger equation and water
waves, respectively. The idea is to capture the asymptotic profile γ(t, v) of the solution ψ
by testing it with a wave packet, i.e. an approximate solution of the corresponding linear
problem, which travels along the ray x = vt. Here, v ∈ B(0, 1) spans the range of allowed
group velocities for the massive Dirac flow.

6.1. A heuristic derivation of the asymptotic equation. Before we delve into the wave
packet analysis, we begin with a heuristic computation of the asymptotic equation, which
will serve as a guide for the more precise analysis later on.
Our starting point is the Klein-Gordon equation, which is satisfied by solutions to the

linear homogeneous Dirac flow. The fundamental solution has t−
3
2 decay inside the cone,

and two phases of the form

ϕ± = ±
√
t2 − x2

associated to the two half-waves. Hence, if a function u solves the Klein-Gordon equation

(□+ 1)u = 0,

and has smooth and localized initial data, then it will have an asymptotic expansion of the
form

u(t, x) ≈
∑
±

(t2 − x2)−
3
4 eiϕ±ρ±(v), v = x/t,

with nice functions ρ± with support inside the unit ball and rapid decay at the boundary.
Here for the amplitude we have preferred the Lorentz invariant factor t2−x2 over the power
of t, which will be compensated by the decay of ρ at the boundary of the ball.
Now we turn our attention to the linear Dirac equation, beginning with the homogeneous

one

−iγα∂αψ + ψ = 0.
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Assuming nice and localized initial data, its solutions will also have an asymptotic expansion
as in the Klein-Gordon case above,

(6.1) ψ(t, x) ≈
∑
±

(t2 − x2)−
3
4 eiϕ±ρ±(v), v = x/t.

But unlike the Klein-Gordon case where the asymptotic profiles ρ± are independent complex
valued functions tied to the initial position and velocity, here we have instead a first order
system, which will yield algebraic constraints on ρ±. To see how this works, we apply the
Dirac operator to the function ψ in (6.1). This will be a consistent expansion if the error has
at least t−1− better decay at infinity. We organize the terms by the decay rate at infinity:

(−iγα∂α + 1)ψ = (t2 − x2)−
3
4 eiϕ±(1∓ xα√

t2 − x2
γα)ρ±(v)

− i
3

2
(t2 − x2)−

7
4 eiϕ±xαγ

αρ±(v)

− i(t2 − x2)−
3
4 eiϕ±γα∂αρ

±(v)

:= R±
1 +R±

2 +R±
3 ,

where the three terms R1, R2, R3 have decay t
− 3

2 , t−
5
2 , t−

5
2 , neither of which is an acceptable

error. The first priority here is to cancel the R1 term, which involves the projectors P±
v

defined in (2.13), which for convenience we recall here

2P±
v = 1∓ xα√

t2 − x2
γα.

Our cancellation condition thus has the form

(6.2) P±
v ρ

±(v) = 0.

Assuming the cancellation condition (6.2), the two asymptotic profiles ρ±(v) are restricted
to the respective subspaces V ±

v . We can also simplify the expression

R±
2 = ∓i3

2
(t2 − x2)−

5
4 eiϕ±ρ±(v),

which is then seen to belong to V ±
v .

Finally we consider R±
3 , which apriori has both a V ±

v and a V ∓
v component. The V ∓

v

component is less important as it is nonresonant and can be eliminated with a lower order
t−

5
2 correction to ψ. But the V ±

v component has to cancel R±
2 . Hence we compute

(6.3)

P∓
v R

±
3 = − i(t2 − x2)−

3
4 eiϕ±P∓

v γ
α∂αρ

±(v)

= − i(t2 − x2)−
3
4 eiϕ±γαP±

v ∂αρ
±(v)± i(t2 − x2)−

5
4 eiϕ±xα∂αρ

±(v)

= i(t2 − x2)−
3
4 eiϕ±γα(∂αP

±
v )ρ±(v),

where we have used the twisted commutation relation

(6.4) P∓
v γ

α = γαP±
v ∓ xα√

t2 − x2
I4.
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Finally we compute

(6.5) γα∂αP
±
v = ±1

2
γαγβ

(
gαβ√
t2 − x2

+
xαxβ

(t2 − x2)
3
2

)
= ±3

2

1√
t2 − x2

I4,

which shows that we indeed have the cancellation

R±
2 + P∓

v R
±
3 = 0.

This concludes our justification of the leading order asymptotic expansion (6.1), under the
necessary and sufficient condition (6.2).
Now we turn our attention to the magnetic Dirac equation,

−iγα∂αψ + ψ = Aαγ
αψ

with a magnetic potential A which has t−1 decay at infinity. This decay rate guarantees
that the contribution of A cannot be seen as perturbative for ψ as in (6.1), which implies
that the expansion (6.1) cannot hold at the leading order; in other words, if A has just t−1

decay along rays then classical scattering cannot hold for our solutions. Instead, we look for
a corrected asymptotic expansion of the form

(6.6) ψ(t, x) ≈
∑
±

(t2 − x2)−
3
4 eiϕ±ρ±(t, v), v = x/t,

where we allow for a slow remodulation of ρ± along rays. For this we can repeat the com-
putation above, with two differences:
i) We need to add the contribution of A. This is

(t2 − x2)−
3
4 eiϕ±Aαγ

αρ±(t, v).

ii) The scaling derivative of ρ± no longer vanishes. This arises in the R±
3 computation in

(6.3), precisely in the term

±i(t2 − x2)−
5
4 eiϕ±xα∂αρ

±(t, v).

The contribution of A has size t−
5
2 , so it does not affect the leading order cancellation that

gives the relations (6.2). Instead, at the t−
5
2 order the two terms need to be equal at least

when projected onto V ±
v . This yields the relation

±i(t2 − x2)−
1
2xα∂αρ

±(t, v) = AαP
∓
v γ

αρ±(t, v).

Using the identity (6.4) and the constraint (6.2) on the right, this becomes

it∂tρ
±(t, v) = ixα∂αρ

±(t, v) = −xαAαρ
±(t, v),

i.e. the ode

(6.7) i∂tρ
±(t, v) = −vαAαρ

±(t, v)

along rays x = vt, which we will refer to as the modulation equation, and which causes the
asymptotic profile ρ±(t, v) to rotate within V ± on the slow time scale s = ln t.
This concludes our heuristic analysis. The aim of the rest of this section will be to construct

a good choice of the asymptotic profiles ρ±, which has the following key properties:

• We have the asymptotic expansion (6.6), with lower order errors.
• The asymptotic profiles ρ± are approximate solutions to the asymptotic equation
(6.7), again with lower order errors.
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Once this is done, we can use the asymptotic equation (6.7) in order to prove uniform bounds
for the asymptotic profile, and then transfer these bounds to ψ using the expansion (6.6).
This in turn will close the bootstrap hypothesis for ψ.

6.2. Wave packets for the Dirac equation. The main idea of the method of wave packet
testing, as developed in [19–21], is that the asymptotic profiles can be obtained by testing
the solution ψ with well chosen wave packets, which are approximate solutions to the linear
equation traveling along rays with given velocity v. Compared with the above references,
here there are two twists to this story:

• corresponding to each admissible velocity v inside the unit ball there will be two
wave packets ψ±

v , associated to the two phase choices ϕ±.
• the wave packets have an additional amplitude parameter σ± ∈ V ±

v .

We begin with the construction of our wave packets. For each velocity v with |v| < 1 we
need to produce two such packets ψ±

v , localized around the ray x = vt, which we will use in
order to track the ± components of ψ along the same ray. The simplest ansatz we can make
is

(6.8) ψ±
v (t, x) = χ(y)eiϕ±σ±(x/t), y = d2H(x/t, v)(t

2 − x2)
1
2 ,

where the entries in the above expression are as follows:

• χ is a compactly supported bump function, normalized to have unit integral as a
radial function in R3.

• dH(x/t, v) represents the hyperbolic distance between x/t and v, viewed as points
in the Beltrami-Klein disc model for the hyperbolic space, which can be written
explicitly as

cosh2[dH(v, w)] = 1 +
2|v − w|2

(1− |v|2)(1− |w|2)
with the simpler case

dH(0, v) =
1

2
ln

1 + |v|
1− |v|

.

• The functions σ± are chosen to belong to the correct subspace,

(6.9) σ±(x/t) ∈ V ±
x/t.

For a more accurate choice, we select σ±(v) arbitrarily, and – employing the Frobe-
nius theorem – uniquely extend it smoothly nearby respecting the Lorentz invariance,
i.e. so that

(6.10) Ω̂σ± = 0.

The motivation for these particular choices is to simplify our computation by making our
wave packet choice invariant with respect to Lorentz transformations. We also note that we
will use the wave packets only in the region {t2 − x2 ≥ 1}, where the compact support of χ
implies that (t, x) stays away from the cone.

Now we apply the Dirac operator to ψ±
v , which is a computation somewhat similar to the

one in the previous subsection. To avoid distracting technicalities, in view of the Lorentz
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invariance it suffices to consider the simplest case when v = 0, where we get

(−iγα∂α + 1)ψ±
v = 2χ(y)eiϕ±P±

x/tσ
±(x/t)

− iχ(y)eiϕ±γα∂ασ
±(x/t)

+ i(t2 − x2)−
1
2χ′(y)eiϕ±d2Hxαγ

ασ±(x/t)

− i(t2 − x2)
1
2χ′(y)eiϕ±∂αd

2
Hγ

ασ±(x/t)

=:R±
1 +R±

2 +R±
3 +R±

4 .

Now we consider each of these four terms, separating the V ±
x/t and the V ∓

x/t contributions.

The V ±
x/t terms are the important ones, which we need to explicitly determine. The V ∓

x/t

terms on the other hand can be thought off as nonresonant, and can be removed with a
lower order correction to our initial ansatz in (6.8). As a rule of thumb, the errors which are
more than t−1 better are purely perturbative, while all larger errors are not and will have to
have some structure.

a) The first term R±
1 vanishes since σ± is chosen to be in the correct subspace V ±

x/t.

b) The second term also has size t−1 better, and a simple V ±
x/t component. Indeed, using

(6.4) followed by (6.5), we get

P∓
x/tR

±
2 = ±3i

2
(t2 − x2)−

1
2χ(y)eiϕ±σ±(x/t).

c) The third term also has size t−1 better, and its V ±
x/t projection is

P∓
x/tR

±
3 = R±

3 = ±iχ′(y)eiϕ±d2Hσ
±(x/t).

d) The fourth term is the worst, as it only has size t−
1
2 better. However, using again (6.4),

its V ±
x/t projection is better,

P∓
x/tR

±
4 = ±iχ′(y)eiϕ±xα∂αd

2
Hσ

±(x/t) = 0.

To summarize, we have established that
(6.11)

(−iγα∂α + 1)ψ±
v =

i

2
(t2 − x2)−

1
2

(
±3χ(y)± 2χ′(y)d2H(x/t, 0)(t

2 − x2)
1
2

)
eiϕ±σ±(x/t)

+ P±
x/t(R

±
2 +R±

4 ).

To eliminate the terms on the second line we redefine our wave packet by setting

(6.12)
ψ̃±
v := ψ±

v − 1

2
P±
x/t(R

±
2 +R±

4 )

=: eiϕ±(χ(y)σ±(x/t) + σ±
1 (x/t)),

where σ±
1 has similar regularity and localization as the first term, but has size (t2 − x2)

1
4

smaller. Applying the linear Dirac operator to ψ±
v we cancel the expression P±

x/t(R
±
2 +R±

4 ),
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obtaining instead additional error terms. These are all (t2 − x2)−
3
4 better than ψ±

v with a
single exception, namely the counterpart of R±

4 , which we denote by R±
5 , obtaining

(6.13)

(−iγα∂α + 1)ψ̃±
v =

i

2
(t2 − x2)−

1
2

(
±3χ(y)± 2χ′(y)d2H(x/t, 0)(t

2 − x2)
1
2

)
eiϕ±σ±(x/t)

+R±
5 +O((t2 − x2)−

3
4 ).

The V ∓
x/t component of R±

5 can be corrected again so it remains to compute the V ±
x/t compo-

nent, which is

P∓
x/tR

±
5 =

1

2
(t2 − x2)

1
2 eiϕ±

(
χ′(y)∂α∂βd

2
H(x/t, 0) + (t2 − x2)

1
2χ′′(y)∂βd

2
H(x/t, 0)∂αd

2
H(x/t, 0)

)
· P∓

x/tγ
βP±

x/tγ
ασ±(x/t).

A direct computation using the relation (6.4) gives us

P∓
x/tγ

βP±
x/tγ

ασ±(x/t) = gαβσ±(x/t)∓ xαxβ

t2 − x2
σ±(x/t).

The second term on the right does not contribute to the outcome because it yields scaling
derivatives of dH , so we are left with

P∓
x/tR

±
5 =(t2 − x2)

1
2 eiϕ±gαβ

(
χ′(y)∂α∂βd

2
H + (t2 − x2)

1
2χ′′(y)∂βd

2
H∂αd

2
H

)
σ±(x/t).

We can simplify this expression modulo lower order terms, using d2H(x/t, 0) ≈ x2/t2 modulo
quartic errors. In three dimensions this gives

gαβ∂α∂βd
2
H ≈ 6

t2 − x2
, gαβ∂βd

2
H∂αd

2
H ≈ 4d2H

t2 − x2
,

which finally yields

(6.14) P∓R±
5 = (t2 − x2)−

1
2 eiϕ±

(
6χ′(y) + 4(t2 − x2)

1
2d2Hχ

′′
)
σ±(x/t) +O((t2 − x2)−

3
4 ).

To summarize, our final wave packet choice is

(6.15)
ψ̃±
v := ψ±

v − 1

2
P±
x/t(R

±
2 +R±

3 +R±
4 +R±

5 )

=: eiϕ±(χ(y)σ±(x/t) + σ±
1 (x/t)),

which when inserted into the linear Dirac equation gives
(6.16)

(−iγα∂α + 1)ψ̃±
v =

i

2
(t2 − x2)−

1
2

(
±3χ(y)± 2χ′(y)d2H(x/t, 0)(t

2 − x2)
1
2

)
eiϕ±σ±(x/t)

+ (t2 − x2)−
1
2 eiϕ±

(
6χ′(y) + 4(t2 − x2)

1
2d2Hχ

′′(y)
)
σ±(x/t) +O((t2 − x2)−

3
4 ).

We drop the tilde in the following and write ψ±
v again for our wave packets. This is a good

approximate solution for the linear Dirac system as follows:

Lemma 6.1. The wave packets ψ±
v defined above solve an equation of the form

(6.17) (−iγα∂α + 1)ψ±
v = (t2 − x2)−

1
2 eiϕ±r±v := f±

v
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in the region {t2 − x2 ≥ 1}, where the errors amplitudes r±v have a similar size (in the
H norm), localization and regularity as our original bump function χ(y). Furthermore, r±v
admit a representation of the form

(6.18) r±v = (t2 − x2)−
1
4 (Ω̂r̃±v + ˜̃r±v )

with r̃±v and ˜̃r±v also in the same class.

Proof. By Lorentz invariance, it suffices to consider the case v = 0. We need to consider the
right hand side terms in (6.16). We begin with the term on the first line,

r±v = (3χ(y) + 2χ′(y)d2H(x/t, 0)(t
2 − x2)

1
2 )σ±(x/t).

For this one can directly guess the appropriate representation, and compute the error corre-
sponding to this term

(t2 − x2)−
1
4 ˜̃r±v := r±v − Ω̂0j

( xjχ(y)√
t2 − x2

σ±(x/t)
)

= r±v − Ω0j

( xjχ(y)√
t2 − x2

)
σ±(x/t)

= 3χ(y)
(
1− t√

t2 − x2

)
σ±(x/t)

+ χ′(y)(2(t2 − x2)
1
2d2H(x/t, 0)− xj(t∂j + xj∂t)d

2
H(x/t, 0))σ

±(x/t).

This corresponds to the choices

r̃±v,j = (t2 − x2)
1
4
xjχ(y)√
t2 − x2

σ±(x/t),

which are acceptable since |x| ≲ (t2 − x2)
1
4 in the support of χ(y).

At this point it suffices to observe that

d2H(v, 0) = |v|2 +O(|v|4),

which shows that the quadratic term cancels in the second expression, and we arrive at

˜̃r±v = (t2 − x2)
1
4 (χ(y)O(

x2

t2
) + χ′(y)O(

x2

t2
)).

Since |x| ≲ t
1
2 ≈ (t2 − x2)

1
4 in the support of χ(y) and χ′(y), this suffices for the conclusion

of the Lemma.
The term on the second line of (6.16) is similar, just with χ replaced by χ′. □

6.3. Asymptotic profiles via wave packet testing. Now that we have our wave packets,
the next step is to use them in order to construct asymptotic profiles for the Dirac component
ψ of our solution.
Departing slightly from the standard approach introduced in [22], here we will do the

testing on hyperboloids, rather then on time slices. There are two primary reasons for that:

• to gain orthogonality between V + and V − in the energy functional.
• to facilitate integrations by parts for the Lorentz vector fields.
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We begin by recalling the conserved energy functional associated to the linear Dirac equa-
tion on hyperboloids, which has the form (see Section 2)

EH(ψ) =

∫
H

(t2 − x2)
3
2 ⟨ψ, ψ⟩H dVH .

We use the above energy to define our asymptotic profiles ρ± via wave packet testing:

Definition 6.2. Let t > 0, v ∈ B(0, 1) so that (t, vt) ∈ H. Then the asymptotic profiles
ρ±(t, v) ∈ V ±

v associated to ψ are uniquely determined by

(6.19) ⟨ρ±, σ±
j (v)⟩H := (t2 − (vt)2)

3
2

∫
H

⟨ψ, ψ±
v ⟩H dVH , j = 1, 2,

where ψ±
v are as in (6.12) and σ±

1 (v) and σ±
2 (v) form an orthonormal base with respect to

⟨·, ·⟩H of V ±
v .

In the following, we will drop the subscript on σ±
j .

We first consider pointwise and asymptotic bounds for the asymptotic profiles:

Lemma 6.3. The asymptotic profiles ρ± satisfy the pointwise bounds

(6.20) ∥ρ±(t, v)∥H ≲ εt−2+Cε(t2 − (tv)2),

and the L2 bounds

(6.21) ∥Ω≤3ρ±∥L2(H≤t) ≲ tCε.

Proof. The estimate (6.20) is an immediate consequence of the uniform bound

(6.22) ∥ψ(t, x)∥H ≲ εt−2+Cε(t2 − x2)
1
4 ,

which in turn follows from (5.26) in the proof of Theorem 5.1. Note that we can express the
H norm of ψ in terms of ψ+ and ψ− as

∥ψ∥2H =

(
t+ r

t− r

) 1
2

|ψ−|2 +
(
t− r

t+ r

) 1
2

|ψ+|2,

which can be verified by direct computation.
The estimate (6.21) is a consequence of the L2 energy bounds on hyperboloids which

follow from the XT bounds in Section 4. More precisely, note that we can replace ψ by Ω≤3ψ
in (5.12), which yields

(6.23) EH(Ω
≤3ψ) ≲ ε2tcε

by Proposition 4.1. □

Our next objective is to establish that the above asymptotic profiles satisfy a precise form
of the asymptotic formula (6.6):

Lemma 6.4. We have the following asymptotic formula:

(6.24) ψ(t, vt) =
∑
±

(t2 − (vt)2)−
3
4 eiϕ±ρ±(t, v) +O(ε(t2 − r2)−

7
8 tCε)

in the region {t2 − x2 ≥ 1}.
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Proof. Splitting into the ± components and testing against σ±, it suffices to show that

⟨ψ(t, vt), σ±(v)⟩H = (t2 − (vt)2)
3
4 eiϕ±

∫
H

⟨ψ, ψ±
v ⟩H dVH +O(ε(t2 − r2)−

7
8 tCε).

The phase in ψ±
v cancels the one in front, so we are left with

⟨ψ(t, vt), σ±(v)⟩H = (t2 − (vt)2)
3
4

∫
H

⟨ψ, χ(y)σ± + σ±
1 ⟩H dVH +O(ε(t2 − (vt)2)−

7
8 tcε).

To prove this we use again the uniform bound (6.22) and the L2 energy bounds (6.23).
The uniform bound (6.22) is used to estimate directly the contribution of σ±

1 , which has

size (t2 − x2)−
1
4 times σ±

v and support similar to χ, which has size (t2 − x2)−
1
4 . Then we can

estimate

Err1 :=

∣∣∣∣(t2 − (vt)2)
3
4

∫
H

χ(y)⟨ψ, σ±
1 ⟩H dVH

∣∣∣∣
≲ ε(t2 − x2)

3
4 (t2 − x2)

1
2 t−

5
2
+Cε(t2 − x2)−

1
4 (t2 − x2)−

3
4∥σ±(v)∥H

≈ εt−
5
2
+Cε(t2 − x2)

1
4 .

The L2 bound (6.23) is used to estimate the remaining error,

Err2 := ⟨ψ(t, vt), σ±(v)⟩H − (t2 − (vt)2)
3
4

∫
H

⟨ψ, χ(y)σ±⟩H dVH .

We denote
f(w) := ⟨ψ(s, ws), σ±(w)⟩H ,

where s is chosen such that (s, ws) is on the hyperboloid through (t, vt). From (6.23) we
have

(6.25) ∥Ω≤2f∥L2(H) ≲ ε(t2 − r2)−
3
4 tCε.

Rewriting

Err2 = f(v)− (t2 − (vt)2)
3
4

∫
H

χ((t2 − (tv)2)
1
2d2(w, v))f(w) dVH(w),

this can be essentially thought of as the difference between f and its local average on the
(t2 − x2)−

1
4 scale, up to an error that can be included in σ±

1 .
To understand the role of the scale we start with a spherically symmetric average on the

unit scale in the Euclidean setting, where in three space dimensions we can estimate

|f(0)−
∫
χ1f dx| ≲ ∥∇2f∥L2 .

Rescaling this to a ball of radius r we get the same bound

|f(0)−
∫
χrfdx| ≲ r

1
2∥∇2f∥L2 .

In the hyperbolic space the Lorentz vector fields play exactly the role of unit derivatives, so
applying this to Err2 we obtain

|Err2| ≲ ε(t2 − r2)−
7
8 tCε.

The conclusion of the lemma follows by adding the bounds for Err1 and Err2. □
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The next objective of our asymptotic analysis is to prove a rigorous form of the asymptotic
equation (6.7).

Lemma 6.5. The asymptotic profiles ρ± solve the asymptotic equation

(6.26) i∂tρ
±(t, v) = vαAαρ

±(t, v) + e±2iϕAα

√
1− v2P±

v γ
αρ∓(t, v) +O(εt−

3
2
+cε(1− v2)−

1
4 ).

Compared to (6.7), here we have the additional second term. But this is nonresonant, so
it will not play a significant role in the global asymptotics for ψ.

Proof. To prove this result we combine the linear Dirac equation (6.17) for the wave packets
with the magnetic wave equation for ψ, by writing the duality relation

⟨(γ0γα∂α + iγ0)ψ, ψ±
v ⟩+ ⟨ψ, (γ0γα∂α + iγ0)ψ±

v ⟩ = iAα⟨γ0γαψ, ψ±
v ⟩ − i⟨γ0ψ, f±

v ⟩,
or equivalently

∂α⟨γ0γαψ, ψ±
v ⟩ = iAα⟨γ0γαψ, ψ±

v ⟩ − i⟨γ0ψ, f±
v ⟩.

Integrating this relation in the region H[t1,t2], between two hyperboloids Ht1 and Ht2 through
(t1, vt1) and (t2, vt2), we obtain

⟨(ρ±(t2, v)− ρ±(t1, v)), σ
±
v ⟩H =

∫
H[t1,t2]

iAα⟨γ0γαψ, ψ±
v ⟩ − i⟨γ0ψ, f±

v ⟩ dxdt.

We divide by t2 − t1 and pass to the limit t2 − t1 → 0, to obtain the differential relation

t1
d

dt1
⟨ρ±(t1, v), σ±

v ⟩H =

∫
Ht1

t2 − x2√
t2 + x2

(
iAα⟨γ0γαψ, ψ±

v ⟩ − i⟨γ0ψ, f±
v ⟩
)
dσ

=

∫
Ht1

(t2 − x2)2
(
iAα⟨γ0γαψ, ψ±

v ⟩ − i⟨γ0ψ, f±
v ⟩
)
dVH .

We can simplify the right hand side by peeling off some error terms. We begin with the
contribution of f±

v , which is as in (6.17) with r±v as in (6.18). Then this contribution has the
form

Err1 = − i

∫
Ht1

(t2 − x2)
5
4 eiϕ±⟨γ0ψ, Ω̂r̃±v + ˜̃r±v ⟩ dVH

= − i

∫
Ht1

(t2 − x2)
5
4 eiϕ±

(
−⟨Ω̂γ0ψ, r̃±v ⟩+ ⟨ψ, ˜̃r±v ⟩

)
dVH .

Using the pointwise bounds for ψ and Ω̂ψ in the H norm, we obtain

|Err1| ≲ ε(t2 − x2)−
1
4 tCε∥ψ±

v ∥H ,

which is acceptable. The pointwise estimates for Ω̂ψ follow from (5.12) with ψ replaced by
Ω≤3ψ combined with Proposition 4.1.
The next error term arises from freezing A at x1 = t1v,

Err2 =

∫
Ht1

(t2 − x2)2i(Aα − Aα(t1, vt1))⟨γ0γαψ, ψ±
v ⟩ dVH .

Using the pointwise bounds for T A, within the support of ψ±
v we have

|(Aα−Aα(t1, x1))| ≲ t1∥T A∥L∞d(x/t, v) ≲ εt1t
−1+cε
1 (t21−x21)

− 1
2 (t21−x21)

− 1
4 = εtε1(t

2−x2)−
3
4 ,
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which suffices in order to estimate Err2,

|Err2| ≲ ε(t21 − x21)
− 1

4 tcε1 ∥ψ±
v ∥H .

It remains to look at the leading term in the coefficient of Aα, which is

⟨γ0γαψ, ψ±
v ⟩ = ⟨ψ, γ0γαψ±

v ⟩
= ⟨ψ, γHγαψ±

v ⟩H
= ⟨ψ, (P+

v − P−
v )γαψ±

v ⟩H .

To avoid ambiguities we fix the + sign on the left. Integrating, this gives∫
(t2 − x2)2⟨γ0γαψ, ψ+

v ⟩ dVH =
√
t2 − x2(⟨ρ+, P+γασ+

v ⟩H − e2iϕ⟨ρ−, P−γασ+
v ⟩H)

=
xα√
t2 − x2

⟨ρ+, σ+
v ⟩H − e2iϕ⟨ρ−, γασ+

v ⟩H

= xα⟨ρ+, σ+
v ⟩H + e2iϕ

√
t2 − x2⟨γαρ−, σ+

v ⟩H .

Summing up the estimates for all the terms, we obtain

t1
d

dt1
⟨ρ+(t1, v), σ+

v ⟩H = xαAα⟨ρ+, σ+
v ⟩H + e2iϕ

√
t21 − x21Aα⟨γαρ−, σ+

v ⟩H

+O(ε(t21 − x21)
− 1

4 tcε1 ∥ψ±
v ∥H),

with a similar relation with changed signs. This implies the conclusion of the lemma. □

6.4. Global bounds for ψ. Our primary objective here is to use the asymptotic equation
for the asymptotic profiles ρ± for ψ in order to establish global bounds for ψ, which in
particular will close the ψ part of our bootstrap.
We begin with the global uniform bound for ψ from our Klainerman-Sobolev inequalities,

which we recall here,

(6.27) |ψ+| ≲ εt−
3
2 tcε, |ψ−| ≲ ε

√
t2 − x2t−

5
2 tcε, t− r ≥ 1,

which when switched to the H norm yields

(6.28) ∥ψ∥H ≲ εt−2(t2 − x2)
1
4 tcε.

This immediately yields a corresponding bound for the asymptotic profiles ρ±,

(6.29) ∥ρ±(t, v)∥H ≲ εtCε(1− v2).

This is not sufficient for large t because of the tCε growth. Instead we will use it in order
to initialize the asymptotic equation. Precisely, we consider the subset of the forward light
cone

Cin = {t > t0(v) := (1− v2)−10}.
On the boundary of this set, (6.29) yields

(6.30) ∥ρ±(t, v)∥H ≲ ε(1− v2)1−Cε, t = t0(v).

This will serve as initial data for the asymptotic equation on each ray x = vt. Now we turn
our attention to the asymptotic equation (6.26).
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A preliminary step here is to eliminate the nonresonant terms, which is achieved by intro-
ducing the corrections

ρ±1 (t, v) = ρ±(t, v)− e±2iϕAαP
±
v γ

αρ∓(t, v).

On the one hand these corrections are small and decay at infinity,

(6.31) ∥ρ±1 (t, v)− ρ±(t, v)∥H ≲ Cε2t−2+Cε
√
t2 − x2.

On the other hand, they remove the nonresonant terms in the asymptotic equation. Precisely,
a direct computation using the pointwise bounds for ∇A and ρ± yields

(6.32) i∂tρ
±
1 (t, v) = vαAαρ

±
1 (t, v) +O((ε+ Cε2)t−1(t2 − t2v2)−

1
4 tCε).

Integrating this equation from t0 to infinity yields the uniform bound

∥ρ±1 (t, v)∥H ≲ ε(1− v2)1−Cε +

∫ ∞

(1−v2)−10

t−1(ε+ Cε2)(t2 − t2v2)−
1
8 tCε dt

≲ (ε+ Cε2)(1− v2)1−Cε.

We can now return to ρ± to obtain a similar bound,

(6.33) ∥ρ±(t, v)∥H ≲ (ε+ Cε2)(1− v2)1−Cε, t2 − x2 > t.

We remark that initially this is valid for t ≥ t0(v), but the bound (6.29)
allows us to extend it to the full range above, which is our final uniform bound for the

asymptotic profile. From here, we can use Lemma 6.4 to transfer the bound to ψ, which
yields

(6.34) ∥ψ(t, x)∥H ≲ t−
3
2 (ε+ Cε2)(1− v2)

1
4
−Cε, t > t0(v),

where, assuming ε is small enough, we can also replace ε+Cε2 simply by ε. Component-wise
this yields

(6.35) |ψ+| ≲ εt−
3
2 (1− v2)−Cε, |ψ−| ≲ εt−

3
2 (1− v2)

1
2
−Cε, t ≥ t0(v).

This can be combined with the global bound for ψ from Klainerman-Sobolev inequalities
outside Cin. We summarize the outcome in the following

Lemma 6.6. The spinor field ψ satisfies the following bounds inside the cone:

(6.36)
|ψ+| ≲ εt−

3
2 (1− v2)−Cε,

|ψ−| ≲ εt−
3
2 (1− v2)

1
2
−Cε.

This in particular proves the pointwise bound for ψ in (1.16) in Theorem 1.1.
Now we are finally able to close the bootstrap assumption for ψ. For this we use the

above bound in the region Cin, and our initial Klainerman-Sobolev bound outside, taking
advantage of the better decay of ψ away from the cone and the size of the remaining region,

∥ψ(t)∥6L6 ≲
∫
Cin

t

|ψ|6 dx+
∫
R3\Cin

t

|ψ|6 dx ≲ ε6t−6 + ε6t−6+6Cε− 2
3 + ε6t−6(1+δ)+Cε.

This gives

(6.37) ∥ψ(t)∥L6 ≲ εt−1,
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as needed in order to close the ψ part of our bootstrap assumption, since the implicit constant
is independent of the (large) constant in the bootstrap assumption (3.2).
To avoid cluttering the proof, the above arguments omit a minor but necessary technical

point, which we now explain and clarify. Precisely, our bootstrap assumption (3.2) is made
in the set C<T , and we need to improve it within the same set. However, if ψ is known
only in CT , then the asymptotic profiles ρ±, whose definition involves localized integrals on
hyperboloids, are only defined within a smaller subset D<T ⊂ C<T , which can be easily
computed as follows:

D<T = {(t, x) ∈ C<T ; t
2 − x2 > t, t ≤ 4T (1− C(t2 − x2)−

1
4 )}

with a fixed large universal constant C. To easily see what is the above upper boundary of
D<T , we need to move down along hyperboloids from the top of CT for a hyperbolic distance
(t2−x2)− 1

4 . The full CT has size 1 along hyperboloids, so it suffices to select the proportional
region.
Then our arguments only yield the bound (6.36) within D<T , and we need an additional

argument in order to cover the remaining region C<T \D<T . This is a direct application of
the Fundamental Theorem of Calculus along hyperboloids, which is most readily seen using
the H norm. Precisely, the bound (6.36) is equivalently written as

(6.38) ∥ψ(t, x)∥H ≲ εt−
3
2 (1− v2)

1
4
−Cε.

On the other hand the energy estimates on hyperboloids, combining Proposition 4.1 and
(5.12), yield the L2 bound∫

H∩CT

∥(t2 − x2)
3
2 Ω̂≤3ψ∥2HdVH ≲ εTCε,

which by Sobolev embeddings on H ∩ CT yield the pointwise bound

∥Ω̂ψ∥H ≲ ε(t2 − x2)−
3
2TCε.

Here we use the operators Ω̂ whose transport conveniently generates isometries in the H
norm.
Now each point (t0, x0) in CT may be connected along a hyperbolic geodesic to a point

(t1, x1) in DT at distance ≲ (t2−x2)− 1
2 . Applying the fundamental theorem of calculus along

this geodesic in the H norm we obtain

∥ψ(t0, x0)∥H ≲ ∥ψ(t1, x1)∥H + ε(t2 − x2)−
1
2 (t2 − x2)−

3
2TCε

≲ εT− 3
2 (1− v2)

1
4
−Cε + εT−2+Cε(1− v2)−2.

Here we see that the contribution of the second term is at most comparable if (1−v2) > T− 2
7 ,

so we recover (6.38) at (t0, x0). On the other hand if (1−v2) < T− 2
7 then we obtain the same

outcome simply by combining the energy estimates in Proposition 4.1 with the Klainerman-
Sobolev inequality in Theorem 5.1.
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7. Uniform bounds for A

Our primary goal here is to capture the t−1 decay of A, and thus close the A component
of our bootstrap bound (3.2).
Recall that the wave equations that A satisfies is

□Aµ = −ψγµψ,
with initial data

Aµ(0) = aµ, ∂tA
µ(0) = ȧµ.

We separate the contributions from the source and from the initial data, writing

A = Ahom + Ainhom.

We will obtain separate bounds for the two components.

7.1. Bounds for Ahom. Our goal here will be to prove the following:

Proposition 7.1. Assume that the initial data a, ȧ is for Ahom is as in Theorem 1.1. Then
Ahom satisfies the uniform bound

(7.1) |Ahom(t, x)| ≲ ε

⟨t⟩⟨t− r⟩ν/6
.

We remark here the important role played by the Ḣ
1
2
−ν × Ḣ− 1

2
−ν bound in (1.14), where

the condition ν > 0 is needed in order to guarantee the uniform t−1 decay included in (7.1).

Remark 7.2. In the limiting case ν = 0 the bound (7.1) is no longer valid. Instead the best
uniform bound has a logarithmic loss, close to the cone,

(7.2) |Ahom(t, x)| ≲ ε

⟨t⟩
log

2⟨t⟩
⟨t− r⟩

.

Alternatively, one may retain the t−1 decay in the BMO setting,

(7.3) ∥Ahom(t, x)∥BMO ≲
ε

⟨t⟩
.

We now prove the above result.

Proof of Proposition 7.1. Since we are solving a homogeneous problem, the vector field en-
ergy bounds are immediate and without the tCε loss. In particular we have

(7.4) ∥Γ≤9Ahom∥XT
≲ ε,

which by our Klainerman-Sobolev inequalities yields

(7.5) |∇Ahom| ≲ ⟨t⟩−1⟨t− r⟩−
1
2 .

This immediately implies a similar bound for the high frequencies of Ahom,

(7.6) |P≥1A
hom| ≲ ⟨t⟩−1⟨t− r⟩−

1
2 .

It remains to consider low frequencies, which we index according to the dyadic frequency
λ < 1.
Here we have on one hand the Ḣ

1
2 × Ḣ− 1

2 initial data bounds from (1.13), which implies
the energy bounds

(7.7) ∥Γ≤9Ahom
λ [·]∥L∞(Ḣ1×L2) ≲ ελ

1
2 .

52



On the other hand from (1.14) we also have the better undifferentiated bound

(7.8) ∥Ahom
λ [·]∥L∞(Ḣ1×L2) ≲ ελ

1
2
+ν .

Using only (7.7), our proof of the Klainerman-Sobolev inequalities in Proposition 5.1 gives
the pointwise bound

(7.9) |∇Ahom
λ | ≲ λ

1
2 ⟨t⟩−1⟨t− r⟩−

1
2 .

Since localization to frequency λ means averaging on the λ−1 scale, the above bound implies
that

(7.10) |Ahom
λ | ≲ λ−

1
2 (t+ λ−1)−1(|t− r|+ λ−1)−

1
2 ≲

1

t
,

which is tight only when t ≳ λ−1 and |t − r| ≲ λ−1. Here dyadic summation over λ < 1
would lead to (7.2).
On the other hand if we also use the improved bound (7.8), then the same argument in

Proposition 5.1 combined with interpolation gives a slightly better pointwise bound

(7.11) |∇Ahom
λ | ≲ λ

1
2
+ ν

6 ⟨t⟩−1⟨t− r⟩−
1
2 ,

which in turn implies that

(7.12) |Ahom
λ | ≲ λ−

1
2
+ ν

6 (t+ λ−1)−1(|t− r|+ λ−1)−
1
2 .

Here dyadic summation for λ ≤ 1 directly gives the bound (7.1).
□

7.2. Bounds for Ainhom. To estimate Ainhom inside the cone, we use the pointwise bounds
for ψ in order to estimate the source term

Gα = ψ̄γαψ.

Precisely, from Lemma 6.6 we have the bound inside the cone

(7.13) |Gα| ≲ ε⟨t⟩−3

(
⟨t+ r⟩
⟨t− r⟩

)Cε

,

while from Theorem 5.1 we have a better bound outside the cone,

(7.14) |Gα| ≲ ε⟨t+ r⟩−3⟨t− r⟩−δ

(
⟨t+ r⟩
⟨t− r⟩

)Cε

.

We use these two bounds together with the fundamental solution of the wave equation in
order to estimate Ainhom:

Proposition 7.3. We have

(7.15) |Ainhom| ≲ εt−1⟨t− r⟩−δ
− .

Together with Proposition 7.1, the above proposition implies the global pointwise bound

∥A(t)∥L∞ ≲
ε

⟨t⟩
,

which in turn closes the bootstrap assumption on A, and thus completes the proof of our
global well-posedness result in Theorem 1.1.
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For later use we remark that the bulk of the output here comes from a region strictly
inside the cone:

Remark 7.4. The main contribution to A comes from the portion of G strictly inside the
cone. Precisely, if the source term G is localized to an exterior region, say Gext := 1DextG
where

Dext := {t < (1− v2)−10},

then the corresponding solution Aext to □Aext = Gext satisfies a better bound

(7.16) |Aext| ≲ εt−1⟨t− r⟩−δ,

with decay also inside the cone. This is proved in the same way as in the proof of the
proposition below.

Proof of Proposition 7.3. Here we use the positivity of the fundamental solution for the wave
equation in three space dimensions to reduce to the radial case solving

□B = G

with the radial source as in the right hand side of (7.13), respectively (7.14),

G := Gint +Gout.

Then we must have |A| ≲ B. We can further reduce to the one dimensional case, solving

□1(rB) = rG

forward in time with zero Cauchy data at t = 0 and zero boundary condition at r = 0.
This has fundamental solution

rB(t, r) =
1

2

∫
D(r,t)∩{t>0}

r1G(r1, t1) dr1dt1,

where the domain D(r, t) is the backward infinite null rectangle with two vertices at (r, t)
and (0, t − r). The rest of the proof is a straightforward computation of the last integral,
which is left for the interested reader. □

8. Modified scattering

The aim of this final section is to study the modifies scattering asymptotics for A and ψ,
and thus to complete the proof of Theorem 1.3 . The steps are as follows:

a) We solve the asymptotic equation for ρ±, and show that the limit of ρ± exists up to
a phase rotation.

b) Using the ψ asymptotics, we compute the A asymptotics inside the cone, showing
that the limit of tA exists at infinity.

c) Using the A asymptotics, we return to ρ± and compute the phase rotation factor,
completing the proof of the Theorem 1.3.
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8.1. The radiation profile of ψ. Here we renormalize the asymptotic profiles ρ± for the
spinor field ψ by setting

(8.1) ρ̃±(t, v) := ρ±(t, v)eiθ(t,v),

where the real phase θ is

(8.2) θ(t, v) =

∫ t

t0(v)

xαAα(t, vt)

t
dt,

and where t0(v) is chosen on a fixed hyperboloid, say t2−x2 = 1. Then we have the following

Lemma 8.1. The limit

(8.3) ρ±∞(v) := lim
t→∞

ρ̃±(t, v)

exists for each |v| <∞, and satisfies the uniform bounds

(8.4) ∥ρ±∞(v)∥H ≲ ε(1− v2)1−Cε, ∥ρ̃± − ρ±∞(v)∥H ≲ εt−
1
16 ,

as well as the energy identity

(8.5)
∑
±

∥ρ±∞∥2L2(H) = ∥ψ0∥2L2 .

Proof. To obtain the asymptotic limit it is more convenient to work with the modified func-
tions ρ±1 introduced earlier, where the nonresonant contribution to the asymptotic equation
is removed. Setting

ρ̃±1 := eiθρ±1 ,

the equation (6.32) becomes

(8.6) it∂tρ̃
±
1 (t, v) = O(ε(t2 − x2)−

1
4 tcε).

This suffices in order to obtain the asymptotic limit

ρ±∞(v) = lim
t→∞

ρ̃±1 (t, v),

as well as the difference bound

∥ρ±∞(v)− ρ̃±1 (t, v)∥H ≲ ε(t2 − x2)−
1
4 tcε.

Combining this with (6.31) we can return to ρ± and obtain

(8.7) ∥ρ±∞(v)− ρ̃±(t, v)∥H ≲ ε(t2 − x2)−
1
4 tcε t2 − x2 ≥ t.

Also passing to the limit in (6.20) we obtain

(8.8) ∥ρ±∞(v)∥H ≲ ε(1− v2)1−Cε.

We can also use Lemma 6.4 to introduce ρ±∞ in the asymptotic expansion for ψ,

(8.9) ψ(t, x)−
∑
±

ρ±∞(t2 − x2)−
3
4 eiϕ

±
ρ±∞e

−iθ = OH(ε(t
2 − x2)−1)tcε.
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This allows us to compare L2 norms. Given a hyperboloid H and a time slice t = T
intersecting it, we can integrate the density flux relation for ψ over the cup region above
t = 0 and below both the hyperboloid and the time slice. We arrive at∫

|ψ0|2 dx =

∫
H<T

(t2 − x2)
3
2∥ψ∥2H dVH +

∫
t=T, belowH

|ψ|2 dx.

We choose T so that the plane {t = T} intersects the hyperboloid H at T = (1 − v2)−10.
Then the last integral on the right decays to zero as T → ∞ in view of the pointwise bounds
for ψ in Theorem 1.1, while in the the first integral we can substitute ψ as in (8.9) with a
decaying error. We arrive at

∥ψ0∥2L2 = lim
T→∞

∫
H<T

∥ρ+∥2H + ∥ρ−∥2H dVH =

∫ ∑
±

∥ρ±∞∥2H dVH ,

which is the desired energy identity.
□

8.2. The radiation profile of A. The radiation profile for A comes from the source term
in the wave equation for A, for which we look at the asymptotics for ψ in (8.9), namely

ψ =
∑
±

(t2 − x2)−
3
4ρ±∞(v)eiϕ

±
eiθ +OH(ε(t

2 − r2)−1tcε)

in the region

Cint := {t > (1− |v|2)−10},
where we recall that the contributions from the exterior of this region yield output which
decays faster that t−1 along rays, see Remark 7.4.
Inserting this into the equation for Ainhom we obtain in the same set the equation

□Aµ,inhom := −
∑
±,±

(t2 − x2)−
3
2ρ±∞(v)eiϕ±γµρ±∞(v)eiϕ

±
+O(ε2(t2 − x2)−

7
4 ).

We discard again the contribution of the error term, which has better than t−1 decay at
infinity inside the cone in timelike directions. If in the leading term we have two ρ+ or two
ρ− then the phases cancel. But for the mixed terms ρ+ρ− they add up, so we expect a lot
of cancellation from the oscillations when we solve the wave equation. So we separate the
principal part into two,

□Aµ
main := 1C(t

2 − x2)−
3
2

∑
±

ρ±∞(v)γµρ±∞(v),

respectively

□Aµ
err = 1C(t

2 − x2)−
3
22Re

∑
±

e2i
√
t2−x2

ρ±∞(v)γµρ∓∞(v).

Both of these are taken with zero Cauchy data. In both integrals we have completed the
region D to the full cone C, at the expense of another error with better than t−1 decay.

We first consider the main component, for which we have
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Proposition 8.2. Aµ
main can be expressed in the form

Aµ
main = (t2 − x2)−

1
2aµ∞(v),

where aµ∞ solve the equations

(8.10) (−1−∆H)a
µ
∞ = − vµ√

1− |v|2
(∥ρ+∞∥2H + ∥ρ−∞∥2H),

and satisfy pointwise bounds

(8.11) ∥(1− v2)−
1
2aµ∞(v)∥

C2, 14 (H)
≲ ε2.

Here ∆H is the hyperbolic Laplacian in 3D, which, we recall, has spectrum [1,∞). Re-

turning to Aµ
main := (t2 − x2)−

1
2aµ∞, we note that the last bound in the above proposition

implies the vector field bound

(8.12) |Ω≤2Aµ
main(v)| ≲ ε2t−1

inside the Poincare disk (unit ball).

Proof. Here the source term is homogeneous of degree −3 and supported inside the cone.
Then solving the wave equation will give a solution which is homogeneous of degree −1 and
still supported inside the cone, so we can write it in the form

Aµ
main = (t2 − x2)−

1
2aµ∞(v).

Again we use the (t2 − x2)−
1
2 weight because of the Lorentz invariance.

So our equation now has the form

□[(t2 − x2)−
1
2aµ∞(v)] = (t2 − x2)−

3
2 bµ∞(v), bµ∞(v) := −ρ±∞(v)γµρ±∞(v).

We want to rewrite this as an equation connecting a and b. This equation is Lorentz invariant
so it will involve the hyperbolic space Laplacian, where v is the hyperbolic variable in the
Poincare disk model. To find the contribution of the weights we compute

□(t2 − x2)−
1
2 = −(t2 − x2)−

3
2 .

Plugging into the equation above, we obtain an equation in the hyperbolic space of the form
(see e.g. [36] for a very similar computation)

(8.13) (−1−∆H)a
µ
∞ = bµ∞(v),

where ∆H is the hyperbolic Laplacian in 3D. We can simplify the expression for bµ∞ by writing

bµ∞ = −⟨γ0ρ±∞, γµρ±∞⟩ = ∓⟨γ0γHρ±∞, γµρ±∞⟩ = ∓⟨ρ±∞, γµρ±∞⟩H = ∓⟨ρ±∞, P±
v γ

µρ±∞⟩H .

Now we use the relation (6.4) to finally obtain

(8.14) bµ∞ = − vµ√
1− |v|2

(∥ρ+∞∥2H + ∥ρ−∞∥2H),

as needed.
Now we consider the size and regularity of bµ∞.
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Lemma 8.3. The expression bµ∞ satisfies the pointwise bounds

(8.15) |bµ∞| ≲ ε2(1− v2)
3
2
−Cε,

and the L2 bounds

(8.16) ∥(1− v2)−
1
2
+CεΩ≲2bµ∞∥L2(H) ≲ ε2.

We will not use the L2 bounds directly, but instead via Sobolev embeddings and interpo-
lation. Precisely, we have the following

Corollary 8.4. The expression bµ∞ satisfies the Hölder bounds

(8.17) ∥(1− v2)−
1
2 bµ∞∥

C
1
4 (H)

≲ ε2.

Here neither of the exponents 1
2
and 1

4
are sharp. This is obtained by using (a local form

of) the Morrey inequality in (8.16), which gives C
1
2 but with a power of (1− v2) above −1

2
,

and then by interpolating with (8.15) to improve the power of (1 − v2) at the expense of a
lower Hölder exponent.

Proof of Lemma 8.3. The estimate (8.15) is a direct consequence of (8.4).
For the L2 bound we compare bµ∞ with

bµ(t, v) = − vµ√
1− |v|2

(∥ρ+(t, v)∥2H + ∥ρ−(t, v)∥2H).

On one hand, from (8.7) and (8.8) we have the pointwise difference bound

(8.18) |bµ∞(v)− bµ(t, v)| ≲ ε2(1− v2)(t2 − x2)−
1
4 tcε.

On the other hand, we have the L2 bounds on hyperboloids

∥Ω≤3ρ±(t, v)∥L2(H) ≲ tCε,

which in turn implies

(8.19) ∥(1− v2)−
1
2
+CεΩ≤3bµ(t, v)∥L2(H) ≲ tCε.

We combine the bounds (8.18) and (8.19) in an interpolation type argument to obtain the
desired estimate (8.16) for bµ∞ (see [19] for a similar argument).

□

Now we return to the bounds for aµ∞. The same computation as in Proposition 7.3 yields
the bound

|(1− v2)
1
2aµ∞| ≲ ε2.

Inserting this and (8.17) into (8.13) and using local elliptic regularity, we improve the bound
for a say to C1,

∥(1− v2)
1
2aµ∞∥C1(H) ≲ ε2.

Reiterating, we finally obtain

∥(1− v2)
1
2aµ∞∥

C2, 14 (H)
≲ ε2,

as needed. □
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Remark 8.5. The operator −1−∆H is a nonnegative invariant operator in the hyperbolic
space. Its inverse can be expressed as an integral operator with a radial kernel,

(−1−∆)−1b(v′) =

∫
H

K(v, v′)b(v) dV (v),

which has a known, explicit expression

K(v, v′) = K(d) =
c3

sinh(d/2) cosh2(d/2)
, d = dH(v, v

′),

which is a special case of the hypergeometric function.

We now consider the term Aµ
err, which has the source term

cµ = 1C(t
2 − x2)−

3
22Re

∑
±

e2i
√
t2−x2

ρ±∞(v)γµρ∓∞(v).

For this we will prove that it has a better than t−1 decay at infinity,

Proposition 8.6. We have, with a small positive universal δ,

(8.20) |Aµ
err(t, x)| ≲ ε2⟨t⟩−1⟨t− r⟩−δ.

Proof. The key idea here is that we want to take advantage of the oscillations in the phase.
But this in turn requires some regularity for the amplitude of the source term, namely the
expression

f∞(v) = ρ±∞(v)γµρ∓∞(v).

We consider this first:

Lemma 8.7. The function f∞ satisfies the pointwise bound

(8.21) |f∞(v)| ≲ ε2(1− v2)
3
2
−Cε,

and the L2 bound

(8.22) ∥(1− v2)−
1
2
+CεΩ≤2f∞∥L2 ≲ ε2.

The proof is virtually identical to the proof of Lemma 8.3, and is omitted. We now return
to the proof of the proposition.

A direct computation yields

□e2i
√
t2−x2

= −4e2i
√
t2−x2

+ i(t2 − x2)−
1
2 e2i

√
t2−x2

.

This might suggest that a good approximate solution to our equation

□A = 1C(t
2 − x2)−

3
22Re

∑
±

e2i
√
t2−x2

f∞(v)

should be

Aapp = 1C(t
2 − x2)−

3
22Re

∑
±

e2i
√
t2−x2

f∞(v),

which has much better t−3 decay at infinity. Computing the remaining source term we get

(8.23) □(A− Aapp) = O((t2 − x2)−2)f∞(v) +O((t2 − x2)−
5
2 )∆Hf∞,

59



where ∆Hf is the hyperbolic space Laplacian, which roughly has form

∆Hf∞ = Ω2f∞.

The coefficients on the right in (8.23) have better decay but we still have two problems:

(i) Coefficient growth near the cone; but this can be solved by truncating say to the region
t > (1 − v2)−10, and treating the outside part directly, without the use of the initial Aapp

guess, see Remark 7.4.

(ii) We do not control the pointwise size of ∆Hf∞, only the L2 size. This can be addressed
by dividing f∞ into two parts:

(a) a low frequency part for which we control ∆Hf∞ in L∞, and
(b) a high frequency part which has smallness in L∞.

Precisely, given a truncation frequency λ2 ≥ 1 for the hyperbolic Laplacian, we consider
an associated partition of unity

1 = P<λ + P>λ, P<λ = χ<λ2(−∆H).

Correspondingly we split

f∞ = P≤λf∞ + P>λf∞ := f lo
∞ + fhi

∞ .

Then for f lo
∞ we have by (8.21) and Bernstein’s inequality

(8.24) |∆Hf
lo
∞| ≲ ε2λ

3
2 (1− v2)

1
2
−Cε.

On the other hand for fhi
∞ we get, also by (8.21) and Bernstein’s inequality,

(8.25) |fhi
∞ | ≲ ε2λ−

1
2 (1− v2)

1
2
−Cε.

We insert f lo
∞ into the above correction, and solve the wave equation with the remaining

source term in (8.23), using pointwise bounds as in the proof of Proposition 7.3. This yields
a solution which satisfies a bound of the form

≲ ε2λ
3
2 (t2 − x2)−1.

On the other hand we solve the wave equation directly for the contribution of fhi
∞ , exactly

as in Proposition 7.3. This yields a solution which satisfies a bound

≲ ε2λ−
1
2 (t2 − x2)−

1
2 .

So we arrive at

|Aµ
err| ≲ ε2λ

3
2 (t2 − x2)−1 + ε2λ−

1
2 (t2 − x2)−

1
2 .

This is true for every λ ≥ 1. Optimizing the choice of λ on each hyperboloid we get

|Aµ
err| ≲ ε2(t2 − x2)−

5
8 ,

which is a better than t−1 decay, as claimed in the Proposition. □

We collect our bounds for Aµ
main and Aµ

err and summarize the outcome of this subsection
as follows:

Proposition 8.8. Inside the light cone we have the following asymptotics for Aµ:

(8.26) Aµ = (t2 − x2)
1
2aµ∞ +O(ε2⟨t⟩−1⟨t− r⟩−δ).
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As a consequence, we obtain the expansion (1.19) in Theorem 1.3. The C
1
2 bound for a∞µ

also follows from (8.11).

8.3. The radiation profile of ψ, revisited. In Section 8.1 we have defined the radiation
profile ρ±∞ of ψ using a somewhat arbitrary initialization for the asymptotic equation, which
possibly yields a relatively rough phase rotation factor. Our objective here is to redefine the
phase rotation factor so that we achieve two objectives:

• We uniquely define a cannonical radiation profile ρ±∞ for ψ.
• For this radiation profile we prove vector field bounds.

Before we proceed, we remark that redefining the phase of the radiation profile does not
change its size, and thus does not affect the right hand side of the coupling equation (8.10).
To motivate our reset of the radiation profiles ρ±∞, we recall the asymptotic equation

t
d

dt
ρ±(t, v) = ixαA

αρ±(t, v) +O(t−
1
4 ).

Substituting Aα by Aα
∞ and further by (t2 − x2)−

1
2aα∞ we arrive at

t
d

dt
ρ±(t, v) ≈ ivα√

1− v2
aα∞ρ

±(t, v),

where we have set v0 = −1. For this we have exact solutions of the form

ρ±(t, v) ≈ ρ±∞e
i log(t2−x2)

vµ

2(1−v2)
aµ∞eiθ

with an additional phase rotation factor. Here we chose the factor 1
2
log(t2 − x2) rather that

the natural log t factor in order to have better Lorenz invariance. Apriori ρ±∞, and thus θ,
depends on our initialization for the asymptotic equation; one such initialization was chosen
as a starting point at the beginning of this section.

Here we redefine ρ±∞ by setting instead θ = 0 in the above formula, which is equivalent
to setting

(8.27) ρ±∞(v) := lim
t→∞

ρ±(t, v)e
−i log(t2−x2)

vµ

2(1−v2)
aµ∞ .

This in some sense means that we initialize θ at infinity.

Corresponding to this choice, we will prove the following:

Proposition 8.9. a) The limit in (8.27) exists for each v ∈ B(0, 1).
b) The asymptotic profile ρ±∞(v) satisfies the pointwise bounds

(8.28) |ρ±(t, v)− ρ±∞e
i log(t2−x2)

vµ

2(1−v2)
aµ∞eiθ| ≲ ε⟨t− r⟩−δ,

as well as the L2 bounds

(8.29) ∥(1− v2)−
3
2
+CεΩ≤2ρ±∞∥L2 ≲ ε.

By Sobolev embeddings, (8.29) gives the C
1
2 regularity for ρ±∞ in Theorem 1.3. On the

other hand the estimate (8.28) combined with Lemma 6.4 yield the asymptotic expansion
(1.19) in the same theorem, completing its proof.
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Proof. a) Using the asymptotic equation for ρ± in Lemma 6.5 and the asymptotic expansion
for Aµ in Proposition 8.8 we compute

d

dt
[ρ±(t, v)e

−i log(t2−x2)
vµ

2(1−v2)
aµ∞ ] = it−1(xµA

µ(t, vt)− vµ
1− v2

aµ∞))ρ±(t, v)e
−i log(t2−x2)

vµ

2(1−v2)
aµ∞

+O(εt−1⟨t− r⟩−δ)

= O(εt−1⟨t− r⟩−δ).

The error is integrable along time-like rays x = vt, which implies that the limit in (8.27)
exists. Furthermore, integrating, we obtain the difference bound

(8.30) |ρ±∞(v)− ρ±(t, v)e
−i log(t2−x2)

vµ

2(1−v2)
aµ∞| ≲ ε⟨t− r⟩−δ.

To obtain vector field bounds for ρ±, we use vector field bounds for the second term above.
For ρ± we can use three vector fields (hyperbolic derivatives), see (6.21). For aµ∞ we can use
slightly more than two derivatives, see (8.11). Combining the two we obtain

(8.31) ∥ρ±(t, v)e−i log(t2−x2)
vµ

2(1−v2)
aµ∞∥

H2+1
4 (H)

≲ ε(t2 − x2)cε.

The bound (8.29) then follows by interpolating between (8.30) and (8.31). □
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