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Abstract. The initial-to-final-state inverse problem consists in determining
a quantum Hamiltonian assuming the knowledge of the state of the system

at some fixed time, for every initial state. We formulated this problem to

establish a theoretical framework that would explain the viability of data-
driven prediction in quantum mechanics. In a previous work, we analysed this

inverse problem for Hamiltonians of the form −∆+V with an electric potential

V = V (t, x), and we showed that uniqueness holds whenever the potentials are
bounded and decay super-exponentially at infinity. In this paper, we extend

this result for unbounded potentials. One of the key steps consists in proving a

family of suitable Strichartz estimates—including the corresponding endpoint
of Keel and Tao.

In the context of the inverse Calderón problem this family of inequalities

corresponds to the Carleman inequality proved by Kenig, Ruiz and Sogge.
Haberman showed that this inequality can be also retrieved as an embedding

of a suitable Bourgain space. The corresponding Bourgain space in our context
do not capture the mixed-norm Lebesgue spaces of Strichartz inequalities.

In this paper, we give a counterexample that justifies this fact, and shows

the limitations of Bourgain spaces to address the initial-to-final-state inverse
problem.

1. Introduction

The Schrödinger equation determines the evolution of a wave function

u : (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× Rn 7−→ u(t, x) ∈ C

throughout an interval of time [0, T ] ⊂ R, with n ∈ N. Wave functions provide a
mathematical description of the dynamical state of quantum particles.

If the motion takes place under the influence of an electric potential V = V (t, x)
and the initial state u(0, �) is prescribed by f , then the corresponding wave function
is the solution of the initial-value problem for the Schrödinger equation

(1)

{
i∂tu = −∆u+ V u in (0, T )× Rn,

u(0, �) = f in Rn.

Whenever V has suitable integrability properties one can show that there exists
a unique u ∈ C([0, T ];L2(Rn)) solving the problem (1), and the linear map

U : f ∈ L2(Rn) 7−→ u ∈ C([0, T ];L2(Rn))

is bounded. Solutions of this type are usually referred to as physical solutions.
In this context, we formulated in [20] the initial-to-final-state inverse problem

aiming at deciding when is possible to determine V = V (t, x) from the initial-to-
final-state map—given by the bounded linear map defined as

UT : f ∈ L2(Rn) 7−→ u(T, �) ∈ L2(Rn)

with u denoting the solution of the problem (1).
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The motivation of this inverse problem was to establish a theoretical framework
that would allow to understand rigorously the viability of data-driven prediction in
quantum mechanics. Roughly speaking, data-driven prediction aims at computing
an exact or approximative inverse of

U 7−→ UT

ignoring the exact interaction produced by the presence of V .
In our previous work [20], we established that the potential V = V (t, x) is

uniquely determined by UT . This result, which implies the unique determination of
U itself, holds for potentials V ∈ L1((0, T );L∞(Rn)) with n ≥ 2 that exhibit super-
exponential decay. Specifically, we required that eρ|x|V ∈ L∞((0, T )×Rn) for every
ρ > 0. The necessity of this strong decay condition stems from the application of
specialized exponentially-growing solutions in our proof.

The main goal of this paper is to generalize this uniqueness result to the case
of unbounded potentials. In order to state precisely our contributions we need to
introduce some notation. For R > 0, let 1>R denote the characteristic function of
the set {x ∈ Rn : |x| > R}. For s ∈ R and ω ∈ Sn−1, let Hs,ω denote the hyperplane

Hω,s = {x ∈ Rn : ω · x = s}.

Theorem 1. Consider V1 and V2 in La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) with n ≥ 2 and (a, b) ∈
[1,∞]× [1,∞] satisfying

2− 2

a
=
n

b
with (n, a, b) ̸= (2,∞, 1).

For the endpoint (a, b) = (∞, n/2) with n ≥ 3, we also suppose that V1 and V2
belongs to C([0, T ];Ln/2(Rn)).

Let U1
T and U2

T denote the initial-to-final-state map associated to the Hamilto-
nians −∆+ V1 and −∆+ V2.

Assume that Vj with j ∈ {1, 2} satisfies the following conditions:

(a) eρ|x|Vj ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) for all ρ > 0,
(b) there exists Rj > 0 such that

sup
ω∈Sn−1

∫
R
∥1>RjVj∥L∞((0,T )×Hω,s) ds <∞.

Then,

U1
T = U2

T ⇒ V1 = V2.

We adopt a unified approach to prove both the case (a, b) ̸= (∞, n/2) and the
endpoint (a, b) = (∞, n/2) with n ≥ 3 of the theorem 1. At some point we need to
construct a suitable approximation of the potentials. At that stage, we must rely on
the assumed time continuity at the endpoint. Nevertheless, this continuity in time
is already required to guarantee the well-posedness of the initial-value problem
(1), see the work of Ionescu and Kenig [33]. An alternative to the continuity
assumption, in the context of well-posedness, is to impose a smallness condition on
∥V ∥L∞((s,s+δ);Ln/2(Rn)) for some δ > 0 and all s ∈ [0, T − δ], see again [33].

As noted earlier, the super-exponential decay condition in (a) of the theorem 1
was originally established in [20]. This requirement stems from the use of a fam-
ily of exponentially-growing solutions. Building on the work of [42, 43, 48], one
could potentially relax this to a weaker exponential decay assumption. However, it
appears unlikely that any form of exponential decay can be entirely removed [28].

In [21], Cañizares et al restricted their analysis of this problem to Hamiltonians
with time-independent electric potentials V = V (x). In that scenario, they showed
uniqueness in dimension n ≥ 2 for bounded integrable potentials exhibiting only a
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super-linear decay at infinity. This improvement was possible because they avoided
the use of exponentially-growing solutions. Instead, they relied on the construc-
tion of stationary states at different energies with an explicit leading term plus a
correction term that would vanish as the energy grew.

Various inverse problems for the dynamical Schrödinger equation have been pre-
viously formulated and analysed, see for example [6, 8, 9, 10, 7, 12]). Many of these
studies even considered time-dependent Hamiltonians [26, 22, 11, 36, 37]. Despite
this extensive body of work, none have addressed an inverse problem capable of
tackling the data-driven prediction question in quantum mechanics. Typically,
these studies examine inverse problems where the data consists of a dynamical
Dirichlet-to-Neumann map, defined on the boundary of a domain that confines the
Hamiltonian’s non-constant parts. This setup differs significantly from our own, as
the non-constant part of our Hamiltonians is spread throughout the entire space.
Furthermore, our approach only requires knowledge of the initial and final states
as data.

1.1. General scheme to prove the theorem 1. Writing Σ = (0, T ) × Rn, we
derive from the identity U1

T = U2
T an orthogonality relation:

(2)

∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u1v2 = 0

for all physical solutions u1 and v2 of the equations

(i∂t +∆− V1)u1 = 0 and (i∂t +∆− V2)v2 = 0 in Σ.

With the identity (2) in mind, we construct solutions of the form

u1 = ei|ν|
2t−ν·x(u♯1 + u♭1), v2 = ei|ν|

2t+ν·x(v♯2 + v♭2)

with ν ∈ Rn \ {0}, for the equations

(i∂t +∆− V ext
1 )u1 = 0 and (i∂t +∆− V ext

2 )v2 = 0 in R× Rn,

where V ext
j denotes either the extension by zero outside Σ if (a, b) ̸= (∞, n/2), or a

suitable continuous extension with support in [T ′, T ′′]×Rn with T ′ < 0 < T < T ′′

if (a, b) = (∞, n/2) with n ≥ 3.
These type of exponentially-growing solutions are called complex geometrical

optics (CGO for short) and will satisfy

lim
|ν|→∞

(∣∣∣ ∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u
♯
1v

♭
2

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣ ∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u
♭
1v

♯
2

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣ ∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u
♭
1v

♭
2

∣∣∣) = 0.

The functions u♯1 and v
♯
2 will be essentially chosen as e−i|η|2t+iη·x and e−i|κ|2t+iκ·x

with η, κ ∈ Hν̂ where Hν̂ = Hν̂,0 and ν̂ = ν/|ν|.
If plugging these CGO solutions into the orthogonality relation (2) were allowed,

we would conclude, by making |ν| tend to infinity, that∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)e
−i(|η|2−|κ|2)t−i(κ−η)·x = 0 ∀η, κ ∈ Hν̂ .

Then, making suitable choices of η and κ, we would prove that V1(t, x) = V2(t, x)
for almost every (t, x) ∈ Σ.

This approach presents two non-trivial challenges: first to construct the cor-
rections terms u♭1 and v♭2 of the CGO solutions for the Schrödinger equation, and
then showing that the orthogonality relation is satisfied for CGOs—note that their
restrictions to Σ grow exponentially in certain regions of the space and, in conse-
quence, they are not physical. These challenges where already addressed in [20] for
the case of bounded potentials, however, the extension to the unbounded case is
highly non trivial.
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In order to construct the correction term u♭ of a CGO in the form

u = ei|ν|
2t+ν·x(u♯ + u♭)

satisfying the Schrödinger equation

(i∂t +∆− V )u = 0 in R× Rn,

one needs to solve

(i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇ − V )u♭ = V u♯ in R× Rn.

As in [20], a key step consists of proving suitable estimates for the Fourier mul-
tiplier Sν defined so that if u = Sνf with f ∈ S(R× Rn) then

(i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇)u = f in R× Rn.

In our previous work, we proved an inequality for Sν with a gain of |ν|1/2 that
allowed to deal with the bounded case, see [20, inequality (27)].

In order to extend our analysis for unbounded potentials, we need to estimate Sν

in mixed-norm Lebesgue spaces. This requires to exploit properties of the symbol
of Sν that were completely ignored in [20]. The types of estimates we need here
are exact analogues of the classical Strichartz inequalities for the free Schrödinger
propagator—including the endpoint of Keel and Tao [34].

In the same way as classical Strichartz estimates, our family of inequalities is
scale invariant and therefore it is independent of |ν|. This forces us to use not only
the analogues of Strichartz estimates but also another inequality with certain gain
in |ν|.

While the estimate in [20, inequality (27)] provides a gain and is an obvious
candidate, we prove a stronger result here. Our improved version achieves the full
power |ν|, which seems the natural gain for this problem.

In order to be able to gather the gain in |ν| with the versatility of our Strichartz
inequalities for Sν , we use a trick due to Lavine and Nachman.

It might be convenient for the reader to mention here that the construction of
the reminder term u♭ only requires a tempered decay for the potential, actually one
only needs the decay stated in (b) of the theorem 1.

The second challenge we address is extending the orthogonality relation in (2) to
exponentially-growing solutions, as CGOs. While this constitutes a technical step,
its core ideas are adaptations from our previous work.

It is important to emphasize that the super-exponential decay condition (a) of
the theorem 1 is specifically required for this extension to admit CGO solutions.

1.2. Bourgain spaces for the initial-to-final-state inverse problem. The
family of Strichartz inequalities required to deal with unbounded potentials in our
context corresponds, in the framework of the Calderón problem, to the Carleman
inequality proved by Kenig, Ruiz and Sogge [35]—only for the scale-invariant situ-
ation.

Haberman showed using Stein–Tomas that this inequality can be also retrieved as
an embedding of a suitable Bourgain space [29]. This Bourgain space also recovers
the classical Sylvester–Uhlmann inequality [45], which has the same role as our
inequality with a gain of |ν|.

Therefore, the corresponding Bourgain space already gathers the gain of the
Sylvester–Uhlmann inequality with the versatility of Kenig–Ruiz–Sogge. This pro-
vides an alternative path to avoid the Lavine–Nachman trick when working on the
Calderón problem.

Unfortunately, this alternative approach is not available for the initial-to-final-
state inverse problem. In fact, the corresponding Bourgain space in our context do
not capture the mixed-norm Lebesgue spaces of Strichartz inequalities.
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In this paper, we construct a counterexample that shows that the corresponding
Bourgain spaces is not embedded in the mixed-norm Lebesgue spaces appearing in
the Strichartz inequalities. This highlights some obvious limitations of Bourgain
spaces in the context of the initial-to-final-state inverse problem.

1.3. Contents. This paper consists of other six sections plus an appendix with
two sections. In the section 2 we construct the CGO solutions assuming several
inequalities that will be proved in the sections 3 and 4. In the section 3 we prove
the Strichartz inequalities for Sν as well as the one with the full gain of |ν|. The
section 4 is devoted to prove a bound for the Birman–Schwinger operator which is
key to make the Lavine–Nachman trick work. In the section 5 we first prove the
orthogonality relation (2), and then we extend it to exponentially-growing solutions.
This extension requires two results that are straightforward generalizations of our
previous work, for that reason, these are postponed to the sections A and B. The
section 6 is devoted to prove the theorem 1. In the section 7 we compare the
inverse Calderón problem with the initial-to-final-state inverse problem, and we
exhibit the counterexample that prevents us of using Bourgain spaces to avoid the
Lavine–Nachman trick.

2. Complex geometrical optics solutions

In this section we construct the exponentially-growing solutions that will be
plugged into the orthogonality relation (2). We start by a preliminary discussion
that motivates the adopted approach. The arguments presented here are based on
several key inequalities that will be proved in the sections 3 and 4.

2.1. Preliminary discussion. We follow the construction of CGO carried out in
[20]. As motivated in there, given a suitable potential V defined in R×Rn, we look
for solutions of

(i∂t +∆− V )u = 0 in R× Rn,

in the form

u = eφ(u♯ + u♭),

where

(3) φ(t, x) = i|ν|2t+ ν · x ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn

with ν ∈ Rn \ {0}, and u♯ chosen so that eφu♯ is a solution of (i∂t +∆)(eφu♯) = 0
in R×Rn, or equivalently (i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇)u♯ = 0 in R×Rn. These choices force
u♭ to satisfy

(4) (i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇ − V )u♭ = V u♯ in R× Rn.

At this point, we will guess the mixed-norm Lebesgue spaces where the potential
V might belong to, in order for us, to construct u♭ solving (4). To do so, we need
to introduce the Fourier multiplier Sν such that if u = Sνf with f ∈ S(R × Rn)
then

(5) (i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇)u = f in R× Rn.

We could construct u♭ as a solution for the equation

(6) (Id− Sν ◦MV )u
♭ = Sν(V u

♯),

where MV denotes the operator

MV : u 7−→ V u

—since applying the differential operator i∂t + ∆ + 2ν · ∇ to both sides of the
equation (6) we would see that u♭ satisfies the identity (4).
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A way to solve (6) consists in finding a Banach space where the operator Sν ◦MV

is a contraction. This drives us to the need of understanding the boundedness of
Sν in spaces that capture the behaviour of V that we want to allow.

In the section 3, we prove that, for n ∈ N and (q, r) ∈ [1, 2]× [1, 2] satisfying

(7) 2− 2

q
=
n

r
− n

2
with (n, q, r) ̸= (2, 2, 1),

the Fourier multiplier Sν is a bounded operator from the mixed-norm Lebesgue
space Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) to Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)) with a norm that is less or equal than a
constant C that only depends on n and (q, r)—see the proposition 3.2.

Here (q′, r′) ∈ [2,∞]× [2,∞] is the pair the conjugate exponents of q and r, and
satisfies the relation

(8)
2

q′
=
n

2
− n

r′
with (n, q′, r′) ̸= (2, 2,∞).

Consequently, the operator Sν◦MV is bounded on Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)), provided that

MV is bounded from Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)) to Lq(R;Lr(Rn)). Then, if V ∈ La(R;Lb(Rn))
with (a, b) ∈ [1,∞]× [1,∞] satisfying

(9)
1

q
− 1

q′
=

1

a
and

1

r
− 1

r′
=

1

b

one can check—by Hölder’s inequality—that MV is bounded from Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn))
to Lq(R;Lr(Rn)).

Additionally, one can see that such (a, b) ∈ [1,∞] × [1,∞] has to satisfy the
relation

(10) 2− 2

a
=
n

b
with (n, a, b) ̸=

(
2,∞, 1

)
.

Furthermore, if its norm

∥MV ∥L(Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn));Lq(R;Lr(Rn))) = ∥V ∥La(R;Lb(Rn)) < 1/C

—with C an upper bound for the norm of Sν , then Sν ◦MV is a contraction on the
space Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)). Hence, we can construct an inverse for Id− Sν ◦MV .

However, in order to solve (6) we need to ensure that Sν(V u
♯) ∈ Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)).

By the boundedness of Sν from Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) to Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)), we need to guar-
antee that V u♯ ∈ Lq(R;Lr(Rn)).

In our previous work [20], u♯ was chosen so that (i∂t+∆)u♯ = 0 and ν ·∇u♯ = 0
in R× Rn. Assuming that V is supported in Σ and it has an extra decay, we have
by Hölder’s inequality that

∥V u♯∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) ≤ ∥⟨ν̂ · x⟩ρV ∥La(R;Lb(Rn))∥⟨ν̂ · x⟩−ρu♯∥Lq′ ((0,T );Lr′ (Rn))

≤ ∥⟨ν̂ · x⟩ρV ∥La(R;Lb(Rn))∥⟨�⟩−ρ∥Lr′ (R)∥u
♯∥Lq′ ((0,T );Lr′ (Hν̂))

,

where ⟨ν̂ · x⟩ = (1 + |ν̂ · x|2)1/2 and ρ > 1/r′.
A weight as ⟨ν̂ · x⟩−ρ has to be introduced because u♯ does not depend on ν̂ · x.

Moreover, this is enough since u♯ can be chosen to have this behaviour on (0, T )×
Hν̂—for further details see the proof of the proposition 2.3. Thus, we would have
V u♯ ∈ Lq(R;Lr(Rn)).

This argument would allows us to solve (6) under the conditions

sup
ω∈Sn−1

∥⟨ω · x⟩ρV ∥La(R;Lb(Rn)) <∞,

and ∥V ∥La(R;Lb(Rn)) is sufficiently small.
Fortunately, using a trick that involves the Birman–Schwinger operator we will

be able to solve (6) for potentials V supported in Σ so that ∥V ∥La(R;Lb(Rn)) is
arbitrary and supω∈Sn−1 ∥1>R⟨ω · x⟩ρV ∥L∞(R×Rn) <∞ for some R > 0 and ρ > 1.
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In order to make this trick work, we will need the boundedness properties of Sν

stated in the proposition 3.2 as well as the one in the proposition 3.1.

2.2. The Lavine–Nachman trick. Assume for a moment that we have chosen
u♯ so that (i∂t + ∆ + 2ν · ∇)u♯ = 0 in R × Rn with ν ∈ Rn \ {0}, we look for u♭

solving

(11) (i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇ −MV )u
♭ =MV u

♯ in R× Rn.

In order to solve this equation, we will use a trick due to Lavine and Nachman that
we learnt in [25].

Start by observing that

(i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇ −MV ) ◦ Sν ◦M|V |1/2 =M|V |1/2 −MV ◦ Sν ◦M|V |1/2 .

Then, defining

(12) W : (t, x) ∈ R× Rn 7−→


V (t, x)

|V (t, x)|1/2
V (t, x) ̸= 0

0 V (t, x) = 0

and using that |V |1/2 = |W | and V = |W |W , we can write

(i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇ −MV ) ◦ Sν ◦M|V |1/2 =M|W | ◦ (Id−MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W |).

Then, u♭ in the form u♭ = Sν(|W |v) with v satisfying

(13) (Id−MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W |)v =MWu♯

solves the equation (11). Indeed,

(i∂t+∆+2ν ·∇−MV )Sν(|W |v) =M|W | ◦ (Id−MW ◦Sν ◦M|W |)v =M|W | ◦MWu♯.

Since M|W | ◦MW =MV , we have that u♭ = Sν(|W |v) solves (11).
Therefore, our goal is to find v solving (13). To that end, we will show that

the Birman–Schwinger operator MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W | is a contraction in L2(R × Rn)
whenever |ν| is sufficiently large. In the proposition 4.1, we provide conditions on
W that guarantee that

lim
|ν|→∞

∥MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W |∥L[L2(R×Rn)] = 0.

Thus, for |ν| sufficiently large, the operator Id−MW ◦Sν ◦M|W | has a bounded

inverse in L2(R× Rn), and v can be chosen as

v = (Id−MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W |)
−1(Wu♯).

In the rest of the section we state the conditions on V that make it possible,
first, to invert Id−MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W | and, second, to construct u♭.

Proposition 2.1. Consider S, T ∈ R such that S < T and V ∈ La(R;Lb(Rn))
with suppV ⊂ [S, T ]× Rn and (a, b) ∈ [1,∞]× [1,∞] satisfying (10).

Assume that there is R > 0 so that

(14) sup
ω∈Sn−1

∫
R
∥1>RV ∥L∞(R×Hω,s) ds <∞,

and 1≤RV ∈ C(R;Ln/2(Rn)) if (a, b) = (∞, n/2) for n ≥ 3.
Then, there exists a constant c > 0 that only depends on n, (a, b) and R as well

as on ∥V ∥La(R;Lb(Rn)) and the quantity in (14), such that for every ν ∈ Rn with
|ν| ≥ c the operator

Id−MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W |,

with W as in (12), has a bounded inverse in L2(R× Rn).
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Before proving this proposition, we note that while |W |2 ∈ La(R;Lb(Rn)), we
must also ensure that, at the endpoint, the time continuity of V is inherited by W .

Lemma 2.2. Consider V ∈ L∞(R;Ln/2(Rn)) such that V ∈ C(R;Ln/2(Rn)).
Then, W defined as in (12) belongs to C(R;Ln(Rn)).

Proof. Consider s ∈ R such that W (s, �) ̸= 0. Then, V (t, �) ̸= 0 for all t sufficiently
close to s. By (12), we have that W (t, �) ̸= 0 for all t sufficiently close to s. Then,
for almost every x ∈ Rn we have that

W (t,x)−W (s, x) =
V (t, x)

|V (t, x)|
|V (t, x)|1/2 − V (s, x)

|V (s, x)|
|V (s, x)|1/2

=
( V (t, x)

|V (t, x)|
− V (s, x)

|V (s, x)|

)
|V (t, x)|1/2 + V (s, x)

|V (s, x)|
(
|V (t, x)|1/2 − |V (s, x)|1/2

)
.

Hence,

∥W (t, �)−W (s, �)∥Ln(Rn) ≤
∥∥∥∣∣∣ V (t, �)

|V (t, �)|
− V (s, �)

|V (s, �)|

∣∣∣2|V (t, �)|
∥∥∥1/2
Ln/2(Rn)

+
∥∥∣∣|V (t, �)|1/2 − |V (s, �)|1/2

∣∣2∥∥1/2
Ln/2(Rn)

.

On the one hand, observe that for almost every x ∈ Rn we have∣∣∣ V (t, x)

|V (t, x)|
− V (s, x)

|V (s, x)|

∣∣∣2|V (t, x)| ≤ 2
∣∣∣ V (t, x)

|V (t, x)|
− V (s, x)

|V (s, x)|

∣∣∣|V (t, x)|

≤ 2
(
|V (t, x)− V (s, x)|+

∣∣|V (s, x)| − |V (t, x)|
∣∣) ≤ 4|V (t, x)− V (s, x)|

for almost every x ∈ Rn. Hence,∥∥∥∣∣∣ V (t, �)
|V (t, �)|

− V (s, �)
|V (s, �)|

∣∣∣2|V (t, �)|
∥∥∥1/2
Ln/2(Rn)

≤ 2∥V (t, �)− V (s, �)∥1/2
Ln/2(Rn)

On the other hand, since |a − b|2 ≤ |a2 − b2| for all positive constants a and b,
we have∣∣|V (t, x)|1/2 − |V (s, x)|1/2

∣∣2 ≤
∣∣|V (s, x)| − |V (t, x)|

∣∣ ≤ |V (t, x)− V (s, x)|.

Hence ∥∥∣∣|V (t, �)|1/2 − |V (s, �)|1/2
∣∣2∥∥1/2

Ln/2(Rn)
≤ ∥V (t, �)− V (s, �)∥1/2

Ln/2(Rn)
.

The inequality |a− b|2 ≤ |a2 − b2| follows from

(a− b)2 + b2 ≤ (a− b)2 + b2 + 2(a− b)b = a2

in the case a ≥ b ≥ 0.
Gathering these inequalities we have that

∥W (t, �)−W (s, �)∥Ln(Rn) ≤ 3∥V (t, �)− V (s, �)∥1/2
Ln/2(Rn)

,

which means that t ∈ R 7→ W (t, �) ∈ Ln(Rn) is continuous at s, by the continuity
of t ∈ R 7→ V (t, �) ∈ Ln/2(Rn).

In order to prove the lemma, it remains to see what happens in the case that
W (s, �) = 0. Note that

∥W (t, �)−W (s, �)∥Ln(Rn) = ∥W (t, �)∥Ln(Rn) = ∥V (t, �)∥1/2
Ln/2(Rn)

= ∥V (t, �)− V (s, �)∥1/2
Ln/2(Rn)

since V (s, �) = 0. Hence, again by the continuity of t ∈ R 7→ V (t, �) ∈ Ln/2(Rn),
we can conclude that t ∈ R 7→ W (t, �) ∈ Ln(Rn) is continuous at s even when
W (s, �) = 0. □
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Proof of the proposition 2.1. The fact Id−MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W | has a bounded inverse

in L2(R × Rn) for every ν ∈ Rn with |ν| sufficiently large, is a consequence of
the Neumann-series theorem together with the fact that the Birman–Schwinger
operatorMW ◦Sν◦M|W | is a contraction in L2(R×Rn)—see the proposition 4.1. □

We finish this section by stating the theorem which establishes the existence and
properties of the CGO solutions u = eφ(u♯ +u♭). In order to present our choice for
u♯, it is convenient make some comments.

For s ∈ R and ω ∈ Sn−1, the hyperplane Hω,s = {x ∈ Rn : ω · x = s} is endowed
with the measure σω,s. This measure is defined as the push-forward of the Lebesgue
measure in Rn−1 via the map

y′ ∈ Rn−1 7−→ y = (y′, s) ∈ Rn−1 × {s} 7−→ Qy ∈ Hω,s,

were Q is any matrix in O(n) such that ω = Qen with {e1, . . . , en} the standard
basis of Rn. The definition of σω,s is independent of the choice of Q. We then
denote by Lp(Hω,s), for p ∈ [1,∞], the usual Lebesgue spaces on Hω,s with respect
to the measure σω,s.

Now we introduce our choice of u♯. For ψ ∈ S(Hν̂), we define

(15) u♯(t, x) =
1

(2π)
n−1
2

∫
Hν̂

eix·ξe−it|ξ|2ψ(ξ) dσν̂(ξ) ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn,

where σν̂ = σν̂,0.

Theorem 2.3. Consider T > 0 and V ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) with (a, b) ∈ [1,∞] ×
[1,∞] satisfying (10).

Assume that there is R > 0 so that

(16) sup
ω∈Sn−1

∫
R
∥1>RV ∥L∞((0,T )×Hω,s) ds <∞,

and 1≤RV ∈ C([0, T ];Ln/2(Rn)) if (a, b) = (∞, n/2) for n ≥ 3.
For ν ∈ Rn \ {0} and ψ ∈ S(Hν̂), consider φ as in (3) and u♯ as in (15).
Then, there is a positive constant c > 0 that only depends on n, (a, b) and R as

well as on ∥V ∥La((0,T );Lb(Rn)) and the quantity in (16), such that for every ν ∈ Rn,

with |ν| ≥ c, and every ψ ∈ S(Hν̂) there exists u♭ ∈ Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)) so that

u = eφ(u♯ + u♭)

solves the equation

i∂tu = −∆u+ V extu in R× Rn.

Here (q′, r′) ∈ [2,∞]× [2,∞] satisfying

(17) 1− 2

q′
=

1

a
and 1− 2

r′
=

1

b
,

and V ext denotes either the extension by zero outside Σ if (a, b) ̸= (∞, n/2), or a
suitable continuous extension with support in [T ′, T ′′]×Rn with T ′ < 0 < T < T ′′

if (a, b) = (∞, n/2) with n ≥ 3.

Additionally, for any measurable function W̃ in R×Rn supported in [T ′, T ′′]×Rn

such that |W̃ |2 ∈ La(R;Lb(Rn)),

(18) sup
ω∈Sn−1

∫
R
∥1>R|W̃ |2∥L∞(R×Hω,s) ds <∞

and 1≤R|W̃ |2 ∈ C(R;Ln/2(Rn)) in the endpoint (a, b) = (∞, n/2) for n ≥ 3, we
have that

(19) ∥W̃u♯∥L2(R×Rn) ≤ C∥ψ∥L2(Hν̂),
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and

(20) lim
|ν|→∞

∥W̃u♭∥L2(R×Rn) = 0.

The constant C > 0 of the inequality (19) only depends on n, (a, b), T and R,

as well as on ∥|W̃ |2∥La(R;Lb(Rn)) and the quantity in (18).

Proof. Start by proving the inequality (19), which in particular shows that Wu♯ ∈
L2(R× Rn) with W as in (12) so that |W |W = V ext. We have that

∥W̃u♯∥L2(R×Rn) ≤ ∥1≤RW̃u♯∥L2(R×Rn) + ∥1>RW̃u♯∥L2(R×Rn),

with 1≤R denoting the characteristic function of {x ∈ Rn : |x| ≤ R}.
By Hölder’s inequality we have that

∥1≤RW̃u♯∥L2(R×Rn) ≤ (2R)1/r
′
∥|W̃ |2∥1/2

La(R;Lb(Rn))
∥u♯∥Lq′ ((T ′,T ′′);Lr′ (Hν̂))

,

∥1>RW̃u♯∥L2(R×Rn) ≤ S1/2
(∫

R
∥1>R|W̃ |2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s) ds

)1/2

sup
t∈R

∥u♯(t, �)∥L2(Hν̂).

Here and below S stands for T ′′ − T ′.
Note that there is s ∈ [q′,∞] so that (s, r′) is an admissible Strichartz pair for

dimension n− 1:

2

s
=
n− 1

2
− n− 1

r′
with (n− 1, s, r′) ̸= (2, 2,∞).

Then, by Hölder’s and Strichartz’s inequalities, we have that

∥u♯∥Lq′ ((T ′,T ′′);Lr′ (Hν̂))
≤ S1/q′−1/s∥u♯∥Ls(R;Lr′ (Hν̂))

≲ S1/q′−1/s∥ψ∥L2(Hν̂).

Furthermore, by Plancherel’s identity we have that

sup
t∈R

∥u♯(t, �)∥L2(Hν̂) ≤ ∥ψ∥L2(Hν̂).

This concludes the proof (19).
The proposition 2.1 justifies the existence and boundedness of the operator (Id−

MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W |)
−1 in L2(R× Rn).

Moreover, for v ∈ L2(R×Rn), we have that |W |v ∈ Lq(R;Lr(Rn)), since Hölder’s
inequality implies

∥|W |v∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) ≤ ∥|W |2∥1/2
La(R;Lb(Rn))

∥v∥L2(R×Rn)

with (q, r) ∈ [1, 2]× [1, 2] and (a, b) ∈ [1,∞]× [1,∞] satisfying the relation

(21)
2

q
− 1 =

1

a
and

2

r
− 1 =

1

b

or equivalently (9).
Then, since Wu♯ ∈ L2(R × Rn) and the Fourier multiplier Sν is a bounded

operator from Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) to Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)), we have that

u♭ = Sν ◦M|W | ◦ (Id−MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W |)
−1(Wu♯)

belongs to Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)) and is solution of (11). On the one hand, the fact that
u♭ is solutions of (11) was discussed when explaining the Lavine–Nachman trick.

On the other hand, u♭ belongs to Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)) since naming

(22) v = (Id−MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W |)
−1(Wu♯) ∈ L2(R× Rn),

we have that u♭ = Sν(|W |v). This concludes the proof that u♭ ∈ Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)).
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Additionally, the limit (20) holds thanks to the bound of the operatorMW̃ ◦Sν ◦
M|W | given in the proposition 4.1, since W̃u♭ =MW̃ ◦Sν ◦M|W |v with v as in (22)
satisfying

∥v∥L2(R×Rn) ≲ ∥Wu♭∥L2(R×Rn) ≲ ∥ψ∥L2(Hν̂).

Last chain of inequalities holds because of the boundedness of (Id−MW ◦ Sν ◦
M|W |)

−1 in L2(R× Rn), and (19). □

3. Boundedness properties of Sν

Here we focus on inverting the constant-coefficient differential operator

(23) i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇,

where ν ∈ Rn \ {0}, and finding bounds for its inverse on different spaces. The
symbol of (23) is the polynomial function

(24) pν(τ, ξ) = −τ − |ξ|2 + i2ν · ξ ∀(τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn.

For ν ∈ Rn \ {0}, introduce the set

Γν = {(τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn : pν(τ, ξ) = 0}.

Then, the function

(τ, ξ) ∈ (R× Rn) \ Γν 7−→ 1

pν(τ, ξ)
∈ C

can be extended to R× Rn as a locally integrable function.
For f ∈ S(R× Rn), we define

(25) Sνf(t, x) =
1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
R×Rn

ei(tτ+x·ξ) 1

pν(τ, ξ)
f̂(τ, ξ) d(τ, ξ)

for all (t, x) ∈ R× Rn.
It might be convenient for the reader to mention at this point that we choose to

define the Fourier transform in Rd, with d ∈ N, so that for functions f ∈ S(Rd), it
reads as

f̂(ξ) =
1

(2π)d/2

∫
Rd

e−iξ·xf(x) dx,

while its inverse is given by

qf(ξ) =
1

(2π)d/2

∫
Rd

eiξ·xf(x) dx.

The goal of this section is to prove the following inequalities:

Theorem 3.1. Consider n ∈ N. There exists an absolute constant C > 0 such
that

sup
s∈R

∥Sνf∥L2(R×Hν̂,s) ≤
C

|ν|

∫
R
∥f∥L2(R×Hν̂,s) ds

for all f ∈ S(R× Rn).

Theorem 3.2. Consider n ∈ N and (q, r) ∈ [1, 2] × [1, 2] satisfying (7). There
exists a constant C > 0 that only depends on n, q and r such that

∥Sνf∥Lq′ (R;Lr′(Rn)) ≤ C∥f∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn))

for all f ∈ S(R× Rn).
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The first inequality recalls a local smoothing, while the second is the counterpart
of the classical Strichartz inequalities.

Since the operator Sν has certain homogeneity, we prove the propositions 3.1
and 3.2 studying a normalized version of it.

Consider the polynomial function

(26) p(τ, ξ) = τ − |ξ|2 + iξn ∀ (τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn,

where ξn = ξ · en and {e1, . . . , en} is the standard basis of Rn.
Setting

Γ = {(τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn : p(τ, ξ) = 0},
the function

(τ, ξ) ∈ (R× Rn) \ Γ 7−→ 1

p(τ, ξ)
∈ C

can be extended to R× Rn as a locally integrable function.
For f ∈ S(R× Rn), we define

(27) Sf(t, x) =
1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
R×Rn

ei(tτ+x·ξ) 1

p(τ, ξ)
f̂(τ, ξ) d(τ, ξ) ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn.

In order to relate the operators S and Sν , we choose Q ∈ O(n) so that ν = |ν|Qen
and make the change σ = −|ν|24τ and η = 2|ν|Qξ that implies

(28) pν(σ, η) = 4|ν|2p(τ, ξ).
One can check that if f ∈ S(R× Rn) and we define

(29) g(s, y) = f
(
− s

4|ν|2
,
Qy

2|ν|

)
∀(s, y)R× Rn,

then

ĝ(τ, ξ) = (2|ν|)n+2f̂(−4|ν|2τ, 2|ν|Qξ) ∀(τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn,

and consequently

(30) Sνf(s, y) =
1

4|ν|2
Sg(−4|ν|2s, 2|ν|QTy) ∀(s, y)R× Rn.

3.1. Proof of the proposition 3.1. After the relations (30) and (29), it is a
simple task to check that

sup
s∈R

∥Sνf∥L2(R×Hν̂,s) =
1

4|ν|2
1

(2|ν|)(n+1)/2
sup
xn∈R

∥Sg(�, xn)∥L2(R×Rn−1),∫
R
∥g(�, yn)∥L2(R×Rn−1) dyn = 2|ν|(2|ν|)(n+1)/2

∫
R
∥f∥L2(R×Hν̂,s) ds.

Then, the proposition 3.1 is an immediate consequence of the following inequality
for the multiplier S.

Proposition 3.3. Consider n ∈ N. There exists an absolute constant C > 0 such
that

sup
xn∈R

∥Sf(�, xn)∥L2(R×Rn−1) ≤ C

∫
R
∥f(�, yn)∥L2(R×Rn−1) dyn

for all f ∈ S(R× Rn).

Proof. Start by noticing that for (t, xn) ∈ R×R we have that the Fourier transform
of x′ ∈ Rn−1 7→ Sf(t, x′, xn) can be written as

F [Sf(t, �, xn)](ξ
′) =

eit|ξ
′|2

2π

∫
R×R

ei(tσ+xnξn)
1

σ − ξ2n + iξn
f̂(σ + |ξ′|2, ξ′, ξn) d(σ, ξn)

for all ξ′ ∈ Rn−1. For that, we have performed the translation σ = τ − |ξ′|2.
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Applying Plancharel’s identity in R, we have for (ξ′, xn) ∈ Rn−1 × R that∫
R
|F [Sf(t, �, xn)](ξ

′)|2 dt =
∫
R
|u(σ, ξ′, xn)|2 dσ

where

u(σ, ξ′, xn) =
1

(2π)1/2

∫
R
eixnξn

1

σ − ξ2n + iξn
f̂(σ + |ξ′|2, ξ′, ξn) dξn.

Plancharel’s identity now in Rn−1 implies that∫
R
∥Sf(t, �, xn)∥2L2(Rn−1) dt =

∫
R
∥F [Sf(t, �, xn)]∥2L2(Rn−1) dt = ∥u(�, xn)∥2L2(R×Rn−1)

for every xn ∈ R.
Before going on with the argument, we introduce a family of convolution opera-

tors. For σ ∈ R \ {0}, the function

η ∈ R 7−→ 1

σ − η2 + iη
∈ C

is integrable—since the polynomial function in the denominator does not vanish in
R, so we can define

(31) Kσ(y) =
1

2π

∫
R
eiyη

1

σ − η2 + iη
dη ∀y ∈ R.

Then, we introduce the family

Tσg = Kσ ∗ g ∀g ∈ S(R).

One can check that

u(σ, ξ′, xn) = TσF−1[f̂(σ + |ξ′|2, ξ′, �)](xn),

and consequently, for (σ, ξ′, xn) ∈ (R \ {0})× Rn−1 × R, we obtain

|u(σ, ξ′, xn)| ≤ ∥Kσ∥L∞(R)∥F−1[f̂(σ + |ξ′|2, ξ′, �)]∥L1(R).

Using the proposition 3.4 and performing the translation τ = σ + |ξ′|2, we can
conclude that

∥u(�, xn)∥2L2(R×Rn−1) ≲
∫
R×Rn−1

∥F−1[f̂(τ, ξ′, �)]∥2L1(R) d(τ, ξ
′).

The implicit constant of this inequality is absolute.
Since

F−1[f̂(τ, ξ′, �)](yn) = F [f(�, yn)](τ, ξ
′) ∀(τ, ξ′, yn) ∈ R× Rn−1 × R,

Young’s inequalities for integrals, and then Plancherel’s identity in R×Rn−1 yield(∫
R×Rn−1

∥F−1[f̂(τ, ξ′, �)]∥2L1(R) d(τ, ξ
′)
)1/2

≤
∫
R
∥F [f(�, yn)]∥L2(R×Rn−1) dyn

=

∫
R
∥f(�, yn)∥L2(R×Rn−1) dyn.

Summing up, we have shown that

∥Sf(�, xn)∥L2(R×Rn−1) = ∥u(�, xn)∥L2(R×Rn−1) ≲
∫
R
∥f(�, yn)∥L2(R×Rn−1) dyn.

Taking supremum in xn ∈ R, we obtain the inequality of the statement. □

We now state and prove the lemma we used in the proof of the proposition 3.3.
In the statement, 1I denotes the characteristic function of the interval I ⊂ R.
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Lemma 3.4. For almost every σ ∈ R \ {0}, the function Kσ defined in (31) is
explicitly given by

Kσ(x) =− 1(1/4,∞)(σ)1(−∞,0)(x)
2ex/2

|4σ − 1|1/2
sin(|4σ − 1|1/2x/2)

− 1(0,1/4)(σ)1(−∞,0)(x)
2ex/2

|4σ − 1|1/2
sinh(|4σ − 1|1/2x/2)

− 1(−∞,0)(σ)1(−∞,0)(x)
1

|4σ − 1|1/2
e(1+|4σ−1|1/2)x/2

+ 1(−∞,0)(σ)1(0,∞)(x)
1

|4σ − 1|1/2
e−(|4σ−1|1/2−1)x/2

for almost every x ∈ R.
Consequently,

ess sup
σ∈R\{0}

∥Kσ∥L∞(R) <∞.

Proof. Start by defining the complex polynomial function

pσ(ζ) = −ζ2 + iζ + σ ∀ζ ∈ C,
and observe that

(32) Kσ(x) =

∫
R
f(σ,x)(ξ) dξ,

where

f(σ,x)(ζ) =
1

2π

e−ixζ

pσ(ζ)
∀ζ ∈ C \ {ησ, κσ}

with ησ and κσ denoting the roots of pσ.
One can check that, whenever σ > 1/4, pσ vanishes at

ησ =
|4σ − 1|1/2 + i

2
and κσ =

−|4σ − 1|1/2 + i

2
.

For σ = 1/4, the polynomial function vanishes to second order at i/2. However,
whenever σ < 1/4, it vanishes at the imaginary points

ησ = i
[ |4σ − 1|1/2 + 1

2

]
and κσ = i

[1− |4σ − 1|1/2

2

]
.

The idea to prove the first part of this lemma is to compute the integral on the
right-hand side of (32) for σ ∈ R \ {0, 1/4}, avoiding in this way the zero of order
2 at σ = 1/4. To do so, we will use Cauchy’s residue theorem.

The residues of f(σ,x) at the points ησ and κσ are respectively

resησ
f(σ,x) =

1

2π

e−ixησ

κσ − ησ
, resκσ

f(σ,x) =
1

2π

e−ixκσ

ησ − κσ
.

For σ > 1/4 and x ≤ 0, we choose a contour γR so that

(33)

∫
γR

f(σ,x)(ζ) dζ =

∫ R

−R

f(σ,x)(ξ) dξ +

∫ π

0

f(σ,x)(Re
iθ)iReiθdθ.

On the one hand, we have that∣∣∣ ∫ π

0

f(σ,x)(Re
iθ)iReiθdθ

∣∣∣ ≲ ReRx

|R− |ησ|||R− |κσ||
,

so that

(34) lim
R→∞

∣∣∣ ∫ π

0

f(σ,x)(Re
iθ)iReiθdθ

∣∣∣ = 0

since x ≤ 0.
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On the other hand, for R sufficiently large, Cauchy’s residue theorem ensures
that∫
γR

f(σ,x)(ζ) dζ = 2πi[resησ
f(σ,x) + resκσ

f(σ,x)] = − 2ex/2

|4σ − 1|1/2
sin(|4σ− 1|1/2x/2).

Therefore, whenever σ > 1/4, we have that

Kσ(x) = − 2ex/2

|4σ − 1|1/2
sin(|4σ − 1|1/2x/2) ∀x ∈ (−∞, 0].

For σ > 1/4 and x ≥ 0, we choose a contour γR so that

(35)

∫
γR

f(σ,x)(ζ) dζ =

∫ R

−R

f(σ,x)(ξ) dξ +

∫ π

0

f(σ,x)(Re
−iθ)(−i)Re−iθdθ.

On the one hand, we have that∣∣∣ ∫ π

0

f(σ,x)(Re
−iθ)(−i)Re−iθdθ

∣∣∣ ≲ Re−Rx

|R− |ησ|||R− |κσ||
,

so that

(36) lim
R→∞

∣∣∣ ∫ π

0

f(σ,x)(Re
−iθ)(−i)Re−iθdθ

∣∣∣ = 0

since x ≥ 0.
On the other hand, for every R > 0 the Cauchy–Goursat theorem implies that∫

γR

f(σ,x)(ζ) dζ = 0.

Therefore, whenever σ > 1/4, we have that

Kσ(x) = 0 ∀x ∈ [0,∞).

For 0 < σ < 1/4 and x ≤ 0, we choose a contour γR as in (33). Since (34) holds,
Cauchy’s residue theorem ensures that, for R large enough, we know that∫
γR

f(σ,x)(ζ) dζ = 2πi[resησ
f(σ,x)+resκσ

f(σ,x)] = − 2ex/2

|4σ − 1|1/2
sinh(|4σ−1|1/2x/2).

Therefore, whenever 0 < σ < 1/4, we have that

Kσ(x) = − 2ex/2

|4σ − 1|1/2
sinh(|4σ − 1|1/2x/2) ∀x ∈ (−∞, 0].

For 0 < σ < 1/4 and x ≥ 0, we choose a contour γR as in (35). Since (36) holds,
the Cauchy–Goursat theorem implies that, for all R > 0, we have that∫

γR

f(σ,x)(ζ) dζ = 0.

Therefore, whenever 0 < σ < 1/4, we have that

Kσ(x) = 0 ∀x ∈ [0,∞).

For σ < 0 and x ≤ 0, we choose a contour γR as in (33). Since (34) holds,
Cauchy’s residue theorem ensures that, for R large enough, we know that∫

γR

f(σ,x)(ζ) dζ = 2πi resησ
f(σ,x) = − 1

|4σ − 1|1/2
e(1+|4σ−1|1/2)x/2.

Therefore, whenever σ < 0, we have that

Kσ(x) = − 1

|4σ − 1|1/2
e(1+|4σ−1|1/2)x/2 ∀x ∈ (−∞, 0].
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For σ < 0 and x ≥ 0, we choose a contour γR as in (35). Since (36) holds,
Cauchy’s residue theorem ensures that, for R large enough, we know that∫

γR

f(σ,x)(ζ) dζ = 2πi resκσ
f(σ,x) =

1

|4σ − 1|1/2
e−(|4σ−1|1/2−1)x/2.

Therefore, whenever σ < 0, we have that

Kσ(x) =
1

|4σ − 1|1/2
e−(|4σ−1|1/2−1)x/2 ∀x ∈ [0,∞).

This concludes the computation of Kσ, which corresponds to the first part of
this lemma. The second part consists of a rudimentary verification. □

3.2. Proof of the proposition 3.2. After the relations in (30) and (29), one can
check that

∥Sνf∥Lq′ (R;Lr′(Rn)) =
1

4|ν|2
1

(2|ν|)2/q′+n/r′
∥Sg∥Lq′ (R;Lr′(Rn)),

∥g∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) = (2|ν|)2/q+n/r∥f∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)).

Then, since

2

q
+
n

r
− 2− 2

q′
− n

r′
= 2

[2
q
− 2 +

n

r
− n

2

]
= 0,

the proposition 3.2 is a consequence of the following inequality for S.

Proposition 3.5. Consider n ∈ N and (q, r) ∈ [1, 2] × [1, 2] satisfying (7). There
exists a constant C > 0 that only depends on n, q and r such that

∥Sf∥Lq′ (R;Lr′(Rn)) ≤ C∥f∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn))

for all f ∈ S(R× Rn).

Before proceeding with the proof, it might be convenient for the reader to recall
the notation of the Schrödinger propagator e−it∆ in Rd:

e−it∆f(x) =
1

(2π)d/2

∫
Rd

eiξ·xeit|ξ|
2

f̂(ξ) dξ ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rd,

as well as the inequality

(37) ∥e−it∆f∥L∞(Rd) ≲
1

|t|d/2
∥f∥L1(Rd),

where the implicit constant only depends on d.

Proof of the proposition 3.5 when (q, r) ̸= (2, 2n/(n+ 2)). In order to prove the in-
equality, it will be useful to write Sf in the following form:

(38) Sf(t, x) =

∫
R
Us[f(t− s, �)](x) ds ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn.

Here Us denotes the Fourier multiplier given by

Usϕ(x) = i sign(s)
1

(2π)n/2

∫
Rn

eix·ξeis|ξ|
2

1(−∞,0)(sξn)e
sξn ϕ̂(ξ) dξ ∀x ∈ Rn,

for s ∈ R and ϕ ∈ S(Rn).
To check that (38) holds, start by performing the translation σ = τ − |ξ|2, and

writing

Sf(t, x) =
1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
R×Rn

ei(tσ+x·ξ) e
it|ξ|2

σ + iξn
f̂(σ + |ξ|2, ξ) d(σ, ξ).
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Observe that

Sf(t, x) =
1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
Rn

eix·ξ
(∫

R

1

σ + iξn
eitσeit|ξ|

2

f̂(σ + |ξ|2, ξ) dσ
)
dξ

with

eitσeit|ξ|
2

f̂(σ + |ξ|2, ξ) = 1

(2π)1/2

∫
R
eiσseis|ξ|

2

F [f(t− s, �)](ξ) ds.

In the view of these two identities, it is natural to compute∫
R

1

σ + iξn
qϕ(σ) dσ

for ϕ ∈ S(R). We could proceed using Cauchy’s residue theorem as in the proposi-
tion 3.4, but instead, we will use the well-known formula

F−1
( 1

c+ i �

)
(ξ) = (2π)

1
2 e−cξ1(0,∞)(ξ) ∀ξ ∈ R,

with c ∈ (0,∞).
For ξn ∈ R \ {0}, we have that∫
R

1

σ + iξn
qϕ(σ) dσ =

∫
R

i

−ξn + iσ
qϕ(σ) dσ

= 1R−(ξn)

∫
R
F−1

( i

|ξn|+ i �

)
(s)ϕ(s) ds− 1R+(ξn)

∫
R
F−1

( i

|ξn|+ i �

)
(s)ϕ(−s) ds

= i(2π)1/2
∫
R
esξn

[
1R−(ξn)1R+(s)− 1R+(ξn)1R−(s)

]
ϕ(s) ds.

Here R− and R+ denote the intervals (−∞, 0) and (0,∞) respectively.
Hence,∫

R

1

σ + iξn
qϕ(σ) dσ = i(2π)1/2

∫
R
sign(s)1(−∞,0)(sξn)e

sξnϕ(s) ds

whenever ξn ∈ R \ {0}.
All these computations show that

Sf(t, x) =
i

(2π)
n
2

∫
Rn

eix·ξ
(∫

R
sign(s)1(−∞,0)(sξn)e

sξneis|ξ|
2

F [f(t−s, �)](ξ) ds
)
dξ.

Then, changing the order of integration, we obtain the expression (38).
Now, we start with the actual boundedness of S. For that, we will bound the

norm of the Fourier multiplier Us from Lr(Rn) to Lr′(Rn) with with r ∈ [1, 2] and
r′ denoting its conjugate exponent. We proceed by interpolating the following two
inequalities:

∥Usϕ∥L2(Rn) ≤ ∥ϕ∥L2(Rn),(39)

∥Usϕ∥L∞(Rn) ≲
1

|s|n/2
∥ϕ∥L1(Rn),(40)

for all ϕ ∈ S(Rn) and s ∈ R \ {0}. The implicit constant of the second inequality
only depends on n.

The first inequality follows from Plancherel’s identity, while to prove the second
inequality, we observe that

Usϕ(x) =
i sign(s)

2π

∫
R
Ks(xn − yn)e

−is∆[ϕ(�, yn)](x
′) dyn

with x′ = (x · e1, . . . , x · en−1) and

Ks(y) =

∫
R
eiyηeisη

2

1(−∞,0)(sη)e
sη dη ∀y ∈ R.
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Then,

∥Usϕ∥L∞(Rn) ≲ ∥Ks∥L∞(R)

∫
R
∥e−is∆[ϕ(�, yn)]∥L∞(Rn−1) dyn.

From the estimate (37) with d = n− 1, we have that (40) holds if

(41) ∥Ks∥L∞(R) ≲
1

|s|1/2
.

The inequality ∥Ks∥L∞(R) ≤ 1/|s| follows directly from the definition of Ks since

∥Ks∥L∞(R) ≤
∫
R
1(−∞,0)(sη)e

sη dη.

However, this inequality is weaker than (41) whenever |s| < 1. In order to obtain

(41), we need to consider the effect coming from the oscillations of η 7→ eisη
2

.
Note that changing η = ξ/s in the integral defining Ks, evaluated in 2y, we have

Ks(2y) =
1

|s|

∫
R
ei2yξ/seiξ

2/s1(−∞,0)(ξ)e
ξ dξ =

e−iy2/s

|s|

∫
R
ei(ξ+y)2/s1(−∞,0)(ξ)e

ξ dξ

=
e−iy2/s

|s|
e−y

∫ y

−∞
eiη

2/seη dη.

Using the bound in the proposition 3.6, we have that (41) holds, which confirms
that (40) also holds.

From the inequalities (39) and (40), we deduce by the Riesz–Thorin interpolation
that

(42) ∥Usϕ∥Lr′ (Rn) ≲
1

|s|n/r−n/2
∥ϕ∥Lr(Rn) ∀s ∈ R \ {0},

where r ∈ [1, 2] and r′ is its conjugate exponent. The implicit constant of this
inequality only depends on n and r.

From the inequality (42) we derive the the wanted estimate as follows:

∥Sf(t, �)∥Lr′ (Rn) ≤
∫
R
∥Us[f(t−s, �)]∥Lr′ (Rn) ds ≲

∫
R

∥f(t− s, �)∥Lr(Rn)

|s|n/r−n/2
ds ∀t ∈ R.

Applying the Hardy–Littlewood–Sobolev inequality in R for n/r − n/2 = 1 −
n(1/2 + 1/n− 1/r) with 1/q′ = 1/q − n(1/2 + 1/n− 1/r) we have

∥Sf∥Lq′ (R;Lr′(Rn)) ≲ ∥f∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn))

whenever 0 < n(1/2 + 1/n− 1/r) < 1. This yields the relation between q, r and n.
Note that the condition 0 < n(1/2+ 1/n− 1/r) prevents us of reaching the case

(q, r) =
(
2, 2n/(n+ 2)

)
. □

Lemma 3.6. For every y ∈ R and s ∈ R \ {0}, we have that∣∣∣ ∫ y

−∞
ei

ξ2

s eξ dξ
∣∣∣ ≲ ey|s|1/2.

Proof. Take χ ∈ S(R) such that suppχ ⊂ {ξ ∈ R : |ξ| ≤ 2} and χ(ξ) = 1 whenever
|ξ| ≤ 1. For r ∈ (0,∞), we define

χ≤r(ξ) = χ(ξ/r) ∀ξ ∈ R,
χ>r(ξ) = 1− χ≤r(ξ) ∀ξ ∈ R.

On the one hand,

(43)
∣∣∣ ∫ y

−∞
ei

ξ2

s eξχ≤r(ξ) dξ
∣∣∣ ≤ rey∥χ∥L1(R).
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On the other hand∫ y

−∞
ei

ξ2

s eξχ>r(ξ) dξ = −i s
2

∫ y

−∞
∂[ei

�2

s ](ξ)
eξ

ξ
χ>r(ξ) dξ

since

∂[ei
�2

s ](ξ) = i
2

s
ξei

ξ2

s ∀ξ ∈ R.

Integrating by parts, we obtain∫ y

−∞
∂[ei

�2

s ](ξ)
eξ

ξ
χ>r(ξ) dξ = ei

y2

s ey
χ>r(y)

y

−
∫ y

−∞
ei

ξ2

s eξ
[χ>r(ξ)

ξ
− 1

r

χ′
≤r(ξ)

ξ
− χ>r(ξ)

ξ2

]
dξ.

Here χ′
≤r(ξ) = χ′(ξ/r) for all ξ ∈ R, with χ′ denoting the first-order derivative of

χ.
The integral in the right-hand side of the previous identity can be bounded as

follows:∣∣∣ ∫ y

−∞
ei

ξ2

s eξ
[χ>r(ξ)

ξ
− 1

r

χ′
≤r(ξ)

ξ
− χ>r(ξ)

ξ2

]
dξ

∣∣∣
≤ sup

ξ∈R

|χ>r(ξ)|
|ξ|

∫ y

−∞
eξ dξ + ey

[1
r

∫
R

|χ′
≤r(ξ)|
|ξ|

dξ +

∫
R

|χ>r(ξ)|
ξ2

dξ
]

≤ ey

r

[
sup
η∈R

|1− χ(η)|
|η|

+

∫
R

|χ′(η)|
|η|

dη +

∫
R

|1− χ(η)|
η2

dη
]
.

Therefore, we have that∣∣∣ ∫ y

−∞
∂[ei

�2

s ](ξ)
eξ

ξ
χ>r(ξ) dξ

∣∣∣ ≤ ey

r

[
2 sup
η∈R

|1− χ(η)|
|η|

+

∫
R

( |χ′(η)|
|η|

+
|1− χ(η)|

η2

)
dη

]
.

Consequently,

(44)
∣∣∣ ∫ y

−∞
ei

ξ2

s eξχ>r(ξ) dξ
∣∣∣ ≲ |s|

r
ey.

From the inequalities (43) and (44), we have that∣∣∣ ∫ y

−∞
ei

ξ2

s eξ dξ
∣∣∣ ≲ ey

(
r +

|s|
r

)
.

Choosing r ∈ (0,∞) so that r = |s|/r, we obtain the bound stated. □

In order to prove the proposition 3.5 in the endpoint (q, r) = (2, 2n/(n + 2))
with n ≥ 3, we need some preliminary results. Recall the definition of the Fourier
multiplier Us defined in the proof of the proposition 3.5

Usϕ(x) = i sign(s)
1

(2π)n/2

∫
Rn

eix·ξeis|ξ|
2

1(−∞,0)(sξn)e
sξn ϕ̂(ξ) dξ ∀x ∈ Rn,

for s ∈ R and ϕ ∈ S(Rn). Define the map

Tf(x) =

∫
R
Us[f(s, �)](x) ds ∀x ∈ Rn,

for all f ∈ S(R× Rn).

Lemma 3.7. Consider n ∈ N and (q, r) ∈ [1, 2]× [1, 2] satisfying (7) with (q, r) ̸=
(2, 2n/(n + 2)). There exists a constant C > 0 that only depends on n, q and r
such that

∥Tf∥L2(Rn) ≤ C∥f∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn))

for all f ∈ S(R× Rn).
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Proof. Start by noticing that

∥Tf∥2L2(Rn) =

∫
R×R

[ ∫
Rn

Us[f(s, �)](x)Ut[f(t, �)](x) dx
]
d(s, t)

=

∫
R×Rn

[ ∫
R
U∗
t Us[f(s, �)](x) ds

]
f(t, x) d(t, x),

where

U∗
t ϕ(x) = −i sign(t) 1

(2π)n/2

∫
Rn

eix·ξe−it|ξ|21(−∞,0)(tξn)e
tξn ϕ̂(ξ) dξ ∀x ∈ Rn,

and

U∗
t Usϕ(x) =

1R+(st)

(2π)n/2

∫
Rn

eix·ξei(s−t)|ξ|21R−((s+ t)ξn)e
(s+t)ξn ϕ̂(ξ) dξ ∀x ∈ Rn,

with (s, t) ∈ R× R and ϕ ∈ S(Rn). Here R− and R+ denote the intervals (−∞, 0)
and (0,∞) respectively, and we have used that

sign(s) sign(t)1(−∞,0)(sξn)1(−∞,0)(tξn) = 1(0,∞)(st)1(−∞,0)((s+ t)ξn).

Let L denote the linear operator given by

Lf(t, x) =

∫
R
U∗
t Us[f(s, �)](x) ds ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn.

The inequality announced in the statement will follow from the next one

(45) ∥Lf∥Lq′ (R;Lr′(Rn)) ≤ C∥f∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn))

for all f ∈ S(R× Rn), with q′ and r′ the conjugate exponents of q and r. Indeed,

∥Tf∥2L2(Rn) ≤ ∥Lf∥Lq′ (R;Lr′(Rn))∥f∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) ≲ ∥f∥2Lq(R;Lr(Rn)).

It can be convenient for the reader to mention here that one can check that
L = T ∗T with T ∗ denoting the adjoint of T .

We now focus on showing that (45) holds. This is pretty similar to the proof of

the proposition 3.5. Start by bounding the norm of U∗
t Us from Lr(Rn) to Lr′(Rn).

We proceed again by interpolating the following two inequalities:

∥U∗
t Usϕ∥L2(Rn) ≤ ∥ϕ∥L2(Rn),(46)

∥U∗
t Usϕ∥L∞(Rn) ≲

1

|s− t|n/2
∥ϕ∥L1(Rn),(47)

for all ϕ ∈ S(Rn) and (s, t) ∈ R× R such that s ̸= t. The implicit constant of the
second inequality only depends on n.

The first inequality follows from Plancherel’s identity, while to prove the second
inequality, we observe that

U∗
t Usϕ(x) =

1R+
(st)

2π

∫
R
K(s,t)(xn − yn)e

−i(s−t)∆[ϕ(�, yn)](x
′) dyn

with x′ = (x · e1, . . . , x · en−1) and

K(s,t)(y) =

∫
R
eiyηei(s−t)η2

1(−∞,0)((s+ t)η)e(s+t)η dη ∀y ∈ R.

Then,

∥U∗
t Usϕ∥L∞(Rn) ≲ ∥K(s,t)∥L∞(R)

∫
R
∥e−i(s−t)∆[ϕ(�, yn)]∥L∞(Rn−1) dyn.

From the estimate (37) with d = n− 1, we have that (47) holds if

(48) ∥K(s,t)∥L∞(R) ≲
1

|s− t|1/2
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for (s, t) ∈ R× R such that s ̸= t.
Since st > 0, we have that s ̸= −t and, consequently, we can perform the change

variables η = ξ/(s + t) in the integral defining K(s,t). Evaluating this in 2y, we
have

K(s,t)(2y) =
1

|s+ t|

∫
R
ei

2y
s+t ξe

i s−t

(s+t)2
ξ2

1(−∞,0)(ξ)e
ξ dξ

=
e−i y2

s−t

|s+ t|

∫
R
e
i s−t

(s+t)2

(
ξ+ s+t

s−ty
)2

1(−∞,0)(ξ)e
ξ dξ

=
e−i y2

s−t

|s+ t|
e−

s+t
s−ty

∫ s+t
s−ty

−∞
e
i s−t

(s+t)2
η2

eη dη.

Using the bound in the proposition 3.6, we have that (48) holds, which confirms
that (47) also holds.

From the inequalities (46) and (47), we deduce by the Riesz–Thorin interpolation
that

(49) ∥U∗
t Usϕ∥Lr′ (Rn) ≲

1

|s− t|n/r−n/2
∥ϕ∥Lr(Rn) ∀(s, t) ∈ R× R : s ̸= t,

where r ∈ [1, 2] and r′ is its conjugate exponent. The implicit constant of this
inequality only depends on n and r.

From the inequality (49) we derive the the wanted estimate as follows:

∥Lf(t, �)∥Lr′ (Rn) ≤
∫
R
∥U∗

t Us[f(s, �)]∥Lr′ (Rn) ds ≲
∫
R

∥f(s, �)∥Lr(Rn)

|s− t|n/r−n/2
ds ∀t ∈ R.

Applying the Hardy–Littlewood–Sobolev inequality in R for n/r − n/2 = 1 −
n(1/2 + 1/n− 1/r) with 1/q′ = 1/q − n(1/2 + 1/n− 1/r) we have

∥Lf∥Lq′ (R;Lr′(Rn)) ≲ ∥f∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn))

whenever 0 < n(1/2 + 1/n − 1/r) < 1. This implies the relation between q, r and
n.

This concludes the proof of the inequality (45), which was the key inequality to
ensure the lemma. □

For convenience, let rn ∈ [1, 2] denote rn = 2n/(n+ 2).

Proof of the proposition 3.5 when (q, r) = (2, rn) with n ≥ 3. For j ∈ Z consider

Sjf(t, x) =

∫
R
12j (s)Us[f(t− s, �)](x) ds ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn,

where 12j denotes the characteristic function of {s ∈ R : 2j−1 < |s| ≤ 2j}.
Following the approach adopted by Keel and Tao in [34], we will prove that

(50)
∑
j∈Z

∣∣∣ ∫
R×Rn

Sjf(t, x)g(t, x) d(t, x)
∣∣∣ ≲ ∥f∥L2(R;Lrn (Rn))∥g∥L2(R;Lrn (Rn)).

Observe that (50) implies by the triangle inequality that∣∣∣ ∫
R×Rn

Sf(t, x)g(t, x) d(t, x)
∣∣∣ ≲ ∥f∥L2(R;Lrn (Rn))∥g∥L2(R;Lrn (Rn)),

and by duality we obtain the inequality announced in the proposition proposi-
tion 3.5 when (q, r) = (2, 2n/(n+ 2)) with n ≥ 3.

As in [34], our first goal will be to prove the two-parameter family of inequalities:

(51) ∥Sjf∥L2(R;Lb′ (Rn)) ≲ 2−j n
2

(
1
a− 1

rn
+ 1

b−
1
rn

)
∥f∥L2(R;La(Rn))
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for all j ∈ Z and (1/a, 1/b) in a neighbourhood of (1/rn, 1/rn). The implicit
constant only depends on n and the neighbourhood around (1/rn, 1/rn).

Observe that still here we cannot sum for j ∈ Z when (a, b) = (rn, rn), since in
this case the exponent is 0.

The inequality (51) follows by interpolating the next three inequalities:

∥Sjf∥L2(R;L∞(Rn)) ≲ 2−j n
2

(
1− 1

rn
+1− 1

rn

)
∥f∥L2(R;L1(Rn)),(52)

∥Sjf∥L2(R×Rn) ≲ 2−j n
2

(
1
r−

1
rn

+ 1
2−

1
rn

)
∥f∥L2(R;Lr(Rn)),(53)

∥Sjf∥L2(R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≲ 2−j n
2

(
1
2−

1
rn

+ 1
r−

1
rn

)
∥f∥L2(R×Rn),(54)

for all f ∈ S(R × Rn) and 1 ≤ r < rn. The implicit constants here only depends
on n, as well as on r for those in (53) and (54).

Let us show how to derive these three inequalities.
Using (40), we have that

∥Sjf(t, �)∥L∞(Rn) ≤
∫
R
12j (s)∥Us[f(t− s, �)]∥L∞(Rn) ds

≲
∫
R

12j (s)

|s|n/2
∥f(t− s, �)∥L1(Rn) ds.

By Young’s inequality we have that

∥Sjf∥L2(R;L∞(Rn)) ≲ 2−j(n/2−1)∥f∥L2(R;L1(Rn)),

which proves (52).
In order to prove (53), it is convenient to realize that

Sjf(t, x) = Tgt(x) ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn

with T as in the proposition 3.7 and gjt (s, y) = 12j (s)f(t− s, y). Hence,

∥Sjf(t, �)∥L2(Rn) = ∥Tgjt ∥L2(Rn)

≲ ∥gjt ∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) =
(∫

R
12j (s)∥f(t− s, �)∥qLr(Rn) ds

)1/q

.

Using Young’s inequality for 2/q > 1 we have that

∥Sjf∥qL2(R×Rn) ≲ ∥12j∥L1(R)∥f∥qL2(R;Lr(Rn)),

which can be re-written as

∥Sjf∥L2(R×Rn) ≲ 2j/q∥f∥L2(R;Lr(Rn)) = 2−j
[

1
2

(
n
r −n

2

)
−1

]
∥f∥L2(R;Lr(Rn)),

by using the relation (7). This proves the inequality (53) since

1

2

(n
r
− n

2

)
− 1 =

n

2

(1
r
− 1

2
− 2

n

)
=
n

2

(1
r
+

1

2
− 2

rn

)
.

Finally, the inequality (54) is straightforward after (53) and the identity

(55)

∫
R×Rn

Sjf(t, x)g(t, x) d(t, x) =

∫
R×Rn

f̃(t, x)Sj g̃(t, x) d(t, x),

where f̃(t, x) = f(t, x′,−xn) and g̃(t, x) = g(t, x′,−xn).
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Before checking that the previous identity holds, let us use it, together with the
inequality (53), to derive (54):∣∣∣ ∫

R×Rn

Sjf(t, x)g(t, x) d(t, x)
∣∣∣

≤ ∥f̃∥L2(R×Rn)∥Sj g̃∥L2(R×Rn) ≲ 2j/q∥f̃∥L2(R×Rn)∥g̃∥L2(R;Lr(Rn))

= 2−j
[

1
2

(
n
r −n

2

)
−1

]
∥f∥L2(R×Rn)∥g∥L2(R;Lr(Rn)).

Then, by duality we conclude that (54) holds.
Let us check that (55) holds. Start by noticing that∫
R×Rn

Sjf(t, x)g(t, x) d(t, x)

=

∫
R×Rn

f(s, x)
(∫

R
12j (t− s)U∗

t−s[g(t, �)](x) dt
)
d(s, x)

=

∫
R×Rn

f(s, x)
(∫

R
12j (t)U

∗
−t[g(s− t, �)](x) dt

)
d(s, x).

Furthermore, the identity U∗
−t[g(s− t, �)](x) = Ut[g̃(s− t, �)](x′,−xn) implies∫

R×Rn

f(s, x)
(∫

R
12j (t)Ut[g̃(s− t, �)](x′,−xn) dt

)
d(s, x)

=

∫
R×Rn

f̃(s, x)Sj g̃(s, x) d(s, x).

From the previous two identities we can conclude that (55) holds.
Now that we know that (52), (53) and (54) hold, by interpolation we obtain (51).

At this point, we could just ask the reader to follow the interpolation argument
in [34, §5] to derive (50) from (51). However, for the sake of completeness, we
reproduce the argument here.

In [34, Lemma 5.1], Keel and Tao proved an atomic decomposition functions in
Lp(Rd), which allows us to write

f(t, x) =
∑
k∈Z

αk(t)fk(t, x) g(t, x) =
∑
k∈Z

βk(t)gk(t, x) ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn,

where ∥fk∥L∞(R×Rn) + ∥gk∥L∞(R×Rn) ≲ 2−k/rn , | supp fk ∩ supp fl| = | supp gk ∩
supp gl| = 0, | supp fk|+ | supp gk| ≲ 2k, and(∑

k∈Z
|αk(t)|rn

)1/rn
≲ ∥f(t, �)∥Lrn (Rn),

(∑
k∈Z

|βk(t)|rn
)1/rn

≲ ∥g(t, �)∥Lrn (Rn).

Note that, using (51) for the atoms αkfk and βlgl, we have∣∣∣ ∫
R×Rn

Sj [αkfk](t, x)βl(t)gl(t, x) d(t, x)
∣∣∣

≲ 2−j n
2

(
1
a− 1

rn
+ 1

b−
1
rn

)
∥αk∥L2(R)2

k
(

1
a− 1

rn

)
∥βl∥L2(R)2

l
(

1
b−

1
rn

)
= 2(k−j n

2 )
(

1
a− 1

rn

)
2(l−j n

2 )
(

1
b−

1
rn

)
∥αk∥L2(R)∥βl∥L2(R).

Since the previous inequality holds for every (1/a, 1/b) in a neighbourhood of
(1/rn, 1/rn), one can choose a and b so that 1/a − 1/rn = −ε sign(k − jn/2) and
1/b− 1/rn = −ε sign(l − jn/2) to obtain∣∣∣ ∫

R×Rn

Sj [αkfk](t, x)βl(t)gl(t, x) d(t, x)
∣∣∣ ≲ 2−ε(|k−j n

2 |+|l−j n
2 |)∥αk∥L2(R)∥βl∥L2(R).
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Then,∑
j∈Z

∣∣∣ ∫
R×Rn

Sjf(t, x)g(t, x) d(t, x)
∣∣∣ ≲ ∑

j,k,l

2−ε(|k−j n
2 |+|l−j n

2 |)∥αk∥L2(R)∥βl∥L2(R).

Since ∣∣∣k − j
n

2

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣l − j
n

2

∣∣∣ ≥ 1

2
(|k − l|+ |nj − (k + l)|),

and ∑
j

2−
ε
2 |nj−(k+l)| ≲

∑
j

2−
ε
2 |j| ≲ 1,

we have that∑
j∈Z

∣∣∣ ∫
R×Rn

Sjf(t, x)g(t, x) d(t, x)
∣∣∣ ≲ ∑

k,l

2−
ε
2 |k−l|∥αk∥L2(R)∥βl∥L2(R).

Using Cauchy–Schwarz in the sum in k, and then Young’s inequality to deal with
the convolution, we obtain that∑
j∈Z

∣∣∣ ∫
R×Rn

Sjf(t, x)g(t, x) d(t, x)
∣∣∣ ≲ ∑

j

2−
ε
2 |j|

(∑
k

∥αk∥2L2(R)

) 1
2
(∑

l

∥βl∥2L2(R)

) 1
2

.

Finally,∑
j∈Z

∣∣∣ ∫
R×Rn

Sjf(t, x)g(t, x) d(t, x)
∣∣∣ ≲ ∥∥(∑

k

|αk|2
)1/2∥∥

L2(R)

∥∥(∑
l

|βj |2
)1/2∥∥

L2(R)

≲
∥∥(∑

k

|αk|rn
)1/rn∥∥

L2(R)

∥∥(∑
l

|βj |rn
)1/rn∥∥

L2(R)

≲ ∥f∥L2(R;Lrn (Rn))∥g∥L2(R;Lrn (Rn)),

which prove the inequality (50). □

4. Bounds for the Birman–Schwinger operator

The goal of this section is to prove that the norm of the Birman–Schwinger
operator MW ◦ Sν ◦M|W |, with W given by (12), tends to vanish as |ν| increase.
Actually, we will prove a more general result for an operator of the same form
MW1

◦ Sν ◦MW2
—with W1 and W2 unrelated.

Proposition 4.1. Consider S, T ∈ R such that S < T . Let W1 and W2 be two
measurable functions in R× Rn with support in [S, T ]× Rn.

For j ∈ {1, 2}, assume that

(a) |Wj |2 ∈ La(R;Lb(Rn)) with (a, b) ∈ [1,∞]× [1,∞] satisfying (10),
(b) there is Rj > 0 so that

(56) sup
ω∈Sn−1

∫
R
∥1>Rj |Wj |2∥L∞(R×Hω,s) ds <∞,

and 1≤Rj
Wj ∈ C(R;Ln(Rn)) if (a, b) = (∞, n/2) for n ≥ 3.

Then,

lim
|ν|→∞

∥MW1
◦ Sν ◦MW2

∥L[L2(R×Rn)] = 0.

Remark 4.2. If we fix a direction ν̂ ∈ Sn−1, and we let ν denote any vector in
Rn \ {0} parallel to ν̂, then condition (56) is only needed for ω = ν̂.
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Before proving the proposition 4.1, it is convenient to make some observations.
As a consequence of the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality we have that

(57)

∫
R
∥Wu∥L2(R×Hω,s) ds ≤

(∫
R
∥|W |2∥L∞(R×Hω,s) ds

)1/2

∥u∥L2(R×Rn).

Then, by duality

(58) ∥Wu∥L2(R×Rn) ≤
(∫

R
∥|W |2∥L∞(R×Hω,s) ds

)1/2

ess sup
s∈R

∥u∥L2(R×Hω,s).

It follows from Hölder’s inequality that

(59) ∥Wu∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) ≤ ∥|W |2∥1/2
La(R;Lb(Rn))

∥u∥L2(R×Rn),

with (q, r) ∈ [1, 2]× [1, 2] and (a, b) ∈ [1,∞]× [1,∞] satisfying the relation (21), or
equivalently (9). Once again, by duality we obtain

(60) ∥Wu∥L2(R×Rn) ≤ ∥|W |2∥1/2
La(R;Lb(Rn))

∥u∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn))

with q′ and r′ denoting the conjugate exponents of q and r.

Proof of the proposition 4.1. We will decompose Wj as Wj = W ♯
j + W ♭

j , where

the choices of W ♯
j and W ♭

j depend on whether (a, b) ̸= (∞, n/2) for n ≥ 2 or

(a, b) = (∞, n/2) for n ≥ 3. Then,

(61)
∥W1Sν(W2u)∥L2(R×Rn) ≤∥W ♯

1Sν(W
♯
2u)∥L2(R×Rn) + ∥W ♯

1Sν(W
♭
2u)∥L2(R×Rn)

+ ∥W ♭
1Sν(W2u)∥L2(R×Rn).

On the one hand, the inequalities (57) and (58), together with the proposition 3.1,
imply that

∥W ♯
1Sν(W

♯
2u)∥L2(R×Rn)

≲
1

|ν|

(∫
R
∥|W ♯

1 |2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s) ds
)1/2(∫

R
∥|W ♯

2 |2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s) ds
)1/2

∥u∥L2(R×Rn).

On the other hand, the inequalities (59) and (60), together with the proposi-
tion 3.2, imply that

∥W ♯
1Sν(W

♭
2u)∥L2(R×Rn) + ∥W ♭

1Sν(W2u)∥L2(R×Rn)

≲ ∥|W ♯
1 |2∥

1/2

La(R;Lb(Rn))
∥|W ♭

2 |2∥
1/2

La(R;Lb(Rn))
∥u∥L2(R×Rn)

+ ∥|W ♭
1 |2∥

1/2

La(R;Lb(Rn))
∥|W2|2∥1/2La(R;Lb(Rn))

∥u∥L2(R×Rn).

Whenever (a, b) ̸= (∞, n/2) with n ≥ 2, we choose, for λ > 0 and j ∈ {1, 2}, the
functions

W ♯
j = 1≤Rj

1|Wj |≤λWj + 1>Rj
Wj , W ♭

j =Wj −W ♯
j ,

where 1|Wj |≤λ denote the characteristic function of {(t, x) ∈ R×Rn : |Wj(t, x)| ≤ λ}
respectively.

With this choice, one can check that

∥|W ♯
j |

2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s) ≤ λ21[−Rj ,Rj ](s) + ∥1>Rj
|Wj |2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s)

which in turns implies that(∫
R
∥|W ♯

j |
2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s) ds

)1/2

≤ λ(2Rj)
1/2 +

(∫
R
∥1>Rj

|Wj |2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s) ds
)1/2

.

Furthermore, |W ♯
1(t, x)| ≤ |W1(t, x)| for almost every (t, x) ∈ R× Rn, and

∥|W ♭
j |2∥

1/2

La(R;Lb(Rn))
= ∥1≤Rj

1|Wj |>λ|Wj |2∥1/2La(R;Lb(Rn))
.
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As suggested by the notation, 1|Wj |>λ denotes the characteristic function of the set
{(t, x) ∈ R× Rn : |Wj(t, x)| > λ}.

Gathering these upper bounds and plugging into the (61), we obtain that there
exists a constant C > 0 that only depends on n, (a, b) and Rj , as well as on
∥|Wj |2∥La(R;Lb(Rn)) and the quantity in (56) for j ∈ {1, 2}, such that

∥MW1 ◦ Sν ◦MW2∥L[L2(R×Rn)] ≤ C
(λ2 + 1

|ν|
+

∑
j∈{1,2}

∥1|Wj |>λ|Wj |2∥1/2La(R;Lb(Rn))

)
for all ν ∈ Rn \ {0} and λ > 0.

Finally, to see that

lim
|ν|→∞

∥MW1 ◦ Sν ◦MW2∥L[L2(R×Rn)] = 0

it is enough to choose λ2 = |ν|1/2 and make |ν| tend to ∞.
We now turn our attention to the endpoint (a, b) = (∞, n/2) for n ≥ 3. For any

ε > 0, one can find a partition S = t0 < t1 < · · · < tm < tm+1 = T for which the
piecewise constant-in-time approximation satisfies

sup
t∈R

∥∥∥1≤Rj

(
Wj(t, �)−

m∑
k=1

1(tk−1,tk](t)Wj(tk, �)
)∥∥∥

Ln(Rn)
≤ ε.

For λ > 0 and j ∈ {1, 2}, we introduce the functions

W ♯
j = 1≤Rj

m∑
k=1

1(tk−1,tk]1|Wj(tk,�)|≤λWj(tk, �) + 1>Rj
Wj , W ♭

j =Wj −W ♯
j ,

where 1|Wj(tk,�)|≤λ denotes the indicator function of {x ∈ Rn : |Wj(tk, x)| ≤ λ}.
With this choice, we have again that

∥|W ♯
j |

2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s) ≤ λ21[−Rj ,Rj ](s) + ∥1>Rj
|Wj |2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s)

which in turns implies that(∫
R
∥|W ♯

j |
2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s) ds

)1/2

≤ λ(2Rj)
1/2 +

(∫
R
∥1>Rj

|Wj |2∥L∞(R×Hν̂,s) ds
)1/2

.

Furthermore ∥|W ♯
1 |2∥L∞(R;Ln/2(Rn)) ≤ ∥|W1|2∥L∞(R;Ln/2(Rn)), and

W ♭
j = 1≤Rj

(
Wj −

m∑
k=1

1(tk−1,tk]Wj(tk, �)
)
+ 1≤Rj

m∑
k=1

1(tk−1,tk]1|Wj(tk,�)|>λWj(tk, �)

where 1|Wj(tk,�)|>λ denotes the indicator function of {x ∈ Rn : |Wj(tk, x)| > λ}.
Hence,

∥|W ♭
j |2∥

1/2

L∞(R;Ln/2(Rn))
≤

∥∥∥1≤Rj

(
Wj −

m∑
k=1

1(tk−1,tk]Wj(tk, ·)
)∥∥∥

L∞(R;Ln(Rn))

+
∥∥∥1≤Rj

∣∣∣ m∑
k=1

1(tk−1,tk]1|Wj(tk,�)|>λWj(tk, �)
∣∣∣2∥∥∥1/2

L∞(R;Ln/2(Rn))
.

Observe that∥∥∥1≤Rj

∣∣∣ m∑
k=1

1(tk−1,tk]1|Wj(tk,�)|>λWj(tk, �)
∣∣∣2∥∥∥1/2

L∞(R;Ln/2(Rn))

= max
k∈{1,...,m}

∥1≤Rj1|Wj(tk,�)|>λ|Wj(tk, �)|2∥1/2Ln/2(Rn)
,

and λ can be chosen so that the right-hand side of the previous identity becomes

max
k∈{1,...,m}

∥1≤Rj
1|Wj(tk,�)|>λ|Wj(tk, �)|2∥1/2Ln/2(Rn)

< ε.
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Therefore,

∥|W ♭
j |2∥

1/2

L∞(R;Ln/2(Rn))
≤ 2ε.

Gathering these upper bounds and plugging into the (61), we obtain that there
exists a constant C > 0 that only depends on n and Rj , as well as on the norm of

|Wj |2 in L∞(R;Ln/2(Rn)) and the quantity in (56) for j ∈ {1, 2}, such that

∥MW1
◦ Sν ◦MW2

∥L[L2(R×Rn)] ≤ C
(λ2 + 1

|ν|
+ ε

)
for all ν ∈ Rn \ {0}.

Choosing ν so that |ν| is sufficiently large, we obtain that

∥MW1
◦ Sν ◦MW2

∥L[L2(R×Rn)] ≲ ε.

This already ensures that the statement also holds for the endpoint with the
continuity as an extra assumption. □

5. Hamiltonians with identical initial-to-final-state maps

We begin this section by recalling key facts about the well-posedness of the initial-
value problem (1). Following this, we prove an integral identity that establishes the
orthogonality relation (2). Finally, we derive a dual description of (2), a formulation
essential for later extending the orthogonality relation to CGO solutions.

Consider
V = V ♯ + V ♭

with V ♯ ∈ L1((0, T );L∞(Rn)) and V ♭ ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) with n ∈ N and (a, b) ∈
[1,∞] × [1,∞] satisfying (10). At the endpoint (a, b) = (∞, n/2) with n ≥ 3, we
further assume that V ♭ ∈ C([0, T ];Ln/2(Rn)).

Then, for every f ∈ L2(Rn), there exists a unique u ∈ C([0, T ];L2(Rn)) ∩
Lq′((0, T );Lr′(Rn)) solving the problem (1)—see for example [24, 33, 41]1—with
(q′, r′) ∈ [2,∞]× [2,∞] satisfying (17).

Moreover, the linear map

f ∈ L2(Rn) 7−→ u ∈ C([0, T ];L2(Rn)) ∩ Lq′((0, T );Lr′(Rn))

is bounded. Consequently, for every t ∈ [0, T ], the linear maps

Ut : f ∈ L2(Rn) 7→ u(t, �) ∈ L2(Rn)

is also bounded.
One can check that the pair (q′, r′) ∈ [2,∞]× [2,∞] is an admissible Strichartz

pair that satisfies the relation (8).
The assumption V ♭ ∈ C([0, T ];Ln/2(Rn)) can be replaced by a smallness condi-

tion the quantity ∥V ♭∥L∞((s,s+δ);Ln/2(Rn)) for some δ > 0 and all s ∈ [0, T − δ]—see

[33].
In the view of the relation between the functional spaces involved in the initial-

value problem (1), it seems convenient to introduce some notation:
Let X denote the set

X = {F ♯ + F ♭ : F ♯ ∈ L1((0, T );L2(Rn)) and F ♭ ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn))},
where (q, r) ∈ [1, 2]× [1, 2] satisfies (7). Endowed with the norm

∥F∥X = inf{∥F ♯∥L1((0,T );L2(Rn)) + ∥F ♭∥Lq((0,T );Lr(Rn)) : F = F ♯ + F ♭},
the normed space (X, ∥ � ∥X) becomes Banach.

1This solution is obtained by solving an integral equation that is a consequence of Duhamel’s
principle. One can check that this solution u satisfies the equation (i∂t+∆−V )u = 0 in (0, T )×Rn

in the sense of distributions.
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Let X⋆ denote the set

X⋆ = C([0, T ];L2(Rn)) ∩ Lq′((0, T );Lr′(Rn))

where q′ and r′ denote the conjugate exponents of q and r. Endowed with the norm

∥u∥X⋆ = max
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∥u(t, �)∥L2(Rn), ∥u∥Lq′ ((0,T );Lr′ (Rn))

)
,

the normed space (X⋆, ∥ � ∥X⋆) becomes Banach and can be identified with a sub-
space of the dual of (X, ∥ � ∥X).

Consider (a, b) ∈ [1,∞]× [1,∞] satisfies (10). Let Y denote the set

Y = {V ♯ + V ♭ : V ♯ ∈ L1((0, T );L∞(Rn)) and V ♭ ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn))}
if (a, b) ̸= (∞, n/2), or

Y = {V ♯ + V ♭ : V ♯ ∈ L1((0, T );L∞(Rn)) and V ♭ ∈ C([0, T ];Ln/2(Rn))}
if (a, b) = (∞, n/2) and n ≥ 3. Endowed with the norm

∥V ∥Y = inf{∥V ♯∥L1((0,T );L∞(Rn)) + ∥V ♭∥La((0,T );Lb(Rn)) : V = V ♯ + V ♭},
the normed space (Y, ∥ � ∥Y ) becomes Banach.

Throughout this section, the pairs (a, b), (q, r) and (q′, r′) corresponding to Y ,
X and X⋆ respectively, are always related by the identity (9).

5.1. An integral identity for physical solutions. The main goal here is to
state an integral formula that relates the initial-to-final-state maps with their cor-
responding potentials. The identity consists of a straightforward generalization of
the one proved in [20] for potentials V1 and V2 in L1((0, T );L∞(Rn)).

Proposition 5.1. Let V1 and V2 belong to Y . For every f, g ∈ L2(Rn) we have
that

(62) i

∫
Rn

(U1
T − U2

T )f g =

∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u1v2 ,

where u1 ∈ X⋆ is the physical solution of (1) with potential V1 and initial data f ,
and v2 ∈ X⋆ is the physical solution of the following final-value problem

(63)

{
i∂tv2 = −∆v2 + V2v2 inΣ,

v2(T, �) = g inRn.

In [20], we showed that the previous identity for potentials in L1((0, T );L∞(Rn))
follows from a suitable integration-by-parts formula. We now state the correspond-
ing integration by parts in our context:

Proposition 5.2. Consider u, v ∈ X⋆ such that (i∂t +∆)u and (i∂t +∆)v belong
to X. Then, we have∫

Σ

[
(i∂t +∆)uv − u(i∂t +∆)v

]
= i

∫
Rn

[
u(T, �)v(T, �)− u(0, �)v(0, �)

]
.

The proof of the proposition 5.1 is straightforward after one has the right integra-
tion-by-parts formula. In fact, the proof follows exactly the same lines as the [20,
Proposition 4.1]. Since it is rather short, we include it here for completeness.

Proof of the proposition 5.1. Beside the solutions u1 and v2, consider a third solu-
tion u2 ∈ X⋆ of the initial-value problem (1) with potential V2 and initial state
f .

Note that for j ∈ {1, 2} we have that∫
Σ

(Vj − V2)ujv2 =

∫
Σ

[
(i∂t +∆)ujv2 − uj(i∂t +∆)v2

]
.
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Since uj , v2 ∈ X⋆ and V1, V2 ∈ Y , we have that (i∂t + ∆)uj and (i∂t + ∆)v2
belong to X. Then, the proposition 5.2 yields∫

Σ

(Vj − V2)ujv2 = i

∫
Rn

[
uj(T, �)v2(T, �)− uj(0, �)v2(0, �)

]
.

From the previous identity we obtain, for j = 1, that

(64)

∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u1v2 = i

∫
Rn

[
u1(T, �)v2(T, �)− u1(0, �)v2(0, �)

]
,

while for j = 2 we have that

(65) i

∫
Rn

[
u2(T, �)v2(T, �)− u2(0, �)v2(0, �)

]
= 0.

Subtracting the left-hand side of (65) to the right-hand side of (64), we get∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u1v2 = i

∫
Rn

[
u1(T, �)− u2(T, �)

]
v2(T, �)

since u1(0, �) = u2(0, �) = f .

Additionally, since uj(T, �) = Uj
T f and v2(0, �) = g, we obtain the identity (62).

□

The proposition 5.2 is proved using the same ideas we used in the proof of [20,
Proposition 4.2]. For convenience for the reader, we have include section A a sketch
of the proof of proposition 5.2.

5.2. Dual form of the orthogonality relation. When U1
T = U2

T the proposi-
tion 5.1 yields an orthogonality relation for physical solutions. Here we derive a
pair of results that provide a dual description of this orthogonality relation.

It is convenient to recall the well-posedness of the following problem.

(66)

{
(i∂t +∆− V )u = F inΣ,

u(0, �) = 0 inRn.

Consider V ∈ Y . Then, for every F ∈ X, there exists a unique u ∈ X⋆ solving
the problem (66). Moreover, the linear map F ∈ X 7→ u ∈ X⋆ is bounded. This
fact has been proved for example in [24, 41]2.

Lemma 5.3. Given V ∈ Y , let u ∈ X⋆ be the solution of the problem (66) with
F ∈ X. If F satisfies that ∫

Σ

Fv = 0

for every v ∈ X⋆ solving the final-value problem{
i∂tv = −∆v + V v inΣ,

v(T, �) = g inRn,

with final value g ∈ L2(Rn), then

u(T, �) = 0.

The proof of the proposition 5.3 follows exactly the same lines as the [20, Lemma
4.4], but we include it here for completeness, and since it is rather short.

2This solution is again obtained by solving an integral equation that is a consequence of
Duhamel’s principle. One can check that this solution u satisfies the equation (i∂t+∆−V )u = F
in Σ in the sense of distributions.
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Proof of the proposition 5.3. Consider g ∈ L2(Rn), and let v ∈ X⋆ denote the
solution of the corresponding final-value problem. Then, by the proposition 5.2,
and the fact that u(0, �) = 0, we have

i

∫
Rn

u(T, �)g =

∫
Σ

[
(i∂t +∆)uv − u(i∂t +∆)v

]
.

Note that the proposition 5.2 can be applied because F ∈ X, V ∈ Y , and u and
v belong to X⋆.

Adding and subtracting V uv we have, by (66), that

i

∫
Rn

u(T, �)g =

∫
Σ

Fv −
∫
Σ

u(i∂t +∆− V )v .

The first term on the right-hand side is assumed to vanish, while the second term
vanishes because v is the solution of the final-value problem.

Hence, ∫
Rn

u(T, �)g = 0

Since g is arbitrary, we can conclude that u(T, �) = 0. □

We will need a symmetric version of this lemma that we state without proof.

Lemma 5.4. Given V ∈ Y , let v ∈ X⋆ be the solution of the problem

(67)

{
(i∂t +∆− V )v = G inΣ,

v(T, �) = 0 inRn,

with G ∈ X. If G satisfies that ∫
Σ

Gu = 0

for every u ∈ X⋆ solving the initial-value problem (1) with f ∈ L2(Rn), then

v(0, �) = 0.

5.3. An integration by parts for exponential growing functions. The dual
counterparts of the orthogonality relation for physical solutions can be used to
extend the integration-by-parts formula of the proposition 5.2 for a suitable u with
vanishing initial and final states and v having an exponential growth. To do so, we
need to first show that such u has an exponential decay whenever (i∂t + ∆)u has
it too.

Lemma 5.5. Consider F ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)), with (q, r) ∈ [1, 2]× [1, 2] satisfying
(7). Let u ∈ X⋆ satisfy the conditions{

(i∂t +∆)u = F in Σ,

u(0, �) = u(T, �) = 0 in Rn.

If we additionally assume that ec|x|F ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)) for some c > 0, then,
there exists a constant C > 0 that only depends on n, q and r such that

∥eν·xu∥Lq′ ((0,T );Lr′(Rn)) ≤ C∥eν·xF∥Lq((0,T );Lr(Rn))

for all ν ∈ Rn \ {0} with |ν| < c.

This lemma is pretty similar to [20, Lemma 4.6]. Actually, it is an adaptation
of this to our case in the light of the proposition 3.2. For this reason, we omit the
proof at this point and include it in the section B.

Remark 5.6. For F and u in the conditions of the proposition 5.5 we have that
ec

′|x|u ∈ Lq′((0, T );Lr′(Rn)) for all c′ < c.
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A useful consequence of the propositions 5.5 and 5.6 is the following integration-
by-parts formula that admits exponentially-growing functions.

Proposition 5.7. Consider F ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)), with (q, r) ∈ [1, 2] × [1, 2]
satisfying (7). Let u ∈ X⋆ satisfy the conditions{

(i∂t +∆)u = F in Σ,

u(0, �) = u(T, �) = 0 in Rn.

For every ν ∈ Rn \ {0}, consider a locally integrable measurable function vν :
R × Rn → C such that e−ν·x(i∂t + ∆)vν ∈ Lq(R;Lr(Rn)), and for which there is

wν ∈ Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)) so that ν · ∇(e−ν·xvν − wν) = 0, and

∥e−ν·xvν − wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Hν̂))
<∞.

If we additionally assume that ec|x|F ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)) for some c > 0, then,∫
Σ

(i∂t +∆)uvν =

∫
Σ

u(i∂t +∆)vν

for all ν ∈ Rn \ {0} with |ν| < c.

Remark 5.8. When reading this statement, it could be helpful for the reader to keep
in mind a CGO solution u = ei|ν|t+ν·x(u♯ + u♭) as the one in the proposition 2.3.
In the setting of the proposition 5.7, vν and wν are playing the roles of χu and
χei|ν|tu♭ respectively, with χ a bump function of the time variable taking value 1
in the interval (0, T ).

Remark 5.9. Note that (i∂t+∆)uvν and u(i∂t +∆)vν are in L1(Σ), and therefore,
each side of the integration-by-parts formula of the proposition 5.7 makes sense.

(a) In order to see that u(i∂t +∆)vν ∈ L1(Σ), we note that by the propo-

sition 5.5 we have eν·xu ∈ Lq′((0, T );Lr′(Rn)), while e−ν·x(i∂t + ∆)vν ∈
Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) by assumption.

(b) The fact (i∂t+∆)uvν ∈ L1(Σ), or equivalently Fvν ∈ L1(Σ), can be derived
as follows: If we write

Fvν = eν·xF [e−ν·xvν − wν ] + eν·xFwν ,

we can apply Hölder’s inequality to obtain∫
Σ

∣∣Fvν∣∣ ≤ ∫ T

0

∥e−ν·xvν(t, �)− wν(t, �)∥Lr′ (Hν̂)

(∫
R
∥eν·xF (t, �)∥Lr(Hν̂,s) ds

)
dt

+ ∥eν·xF∥Lq((0,T );Lr(Rn))∥wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)).

Here we have used that ν · ∇(e−ν·xvν − wν) = 0.
Since∫

R
∥eν·xF (t, �)∥Lr(Hν̂,s) ds ≤

(∫
R
e−r′(c|s|−|ν|s) ds

)1/r′

∥ec|ν̂·x|F (t, �)∥Lr(Rn),

we have that∫
Σ

∣∣Fvν∣∣ ≲ ∫ T

0

∥e−ν·xvν(t, �)− wν(t, �)∥Lr′ (Hν̂)
∥ec|x|F (t, �)∥Lr(Rn) dt

+ ∥ec|x|F∥Lq((0,T );Lr(Rn))∥wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)).

Therefore, by Hölder’s inequality we conclude that

(68)

∫
Σ

∣∣Fvν∣∣ ≲ ∥ec|x|F∥Lq((0,T );Lr(Rn))(
∥e−ν·xvν − wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Hν̂))

+ ∥wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn))

)
,

and consequently Fvν ∈ L1(Σ).
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Proof. The main idea of the proof is to approximate vν by vνε so that we can
integrate by parts following the proposition 5.2. The argument goes as follows.

After proving

(69)

∫
Σ

(i∂t +∆)uvν = lim
ε→0

∫
Σ

(i∂t +∆)uvνε ,

we could apply the proposition 5.2 to obtain∫
Σ

(i∂t +∆)uvνε =

∫
Σ

u(i∂t +∆)vνε ,

since u(0, �) = u(T, �) = 0. Then, to conclude the identity of the statement, we
would only need to check that

(70) lim
ε→0

∫
Σ

u(i∂t +∆)vνε =

∫
Σ

u(i∂t +∆)vν .

The rest of the proof consists of defining the vνε that will approximate vν , and
showing that (69) and (70) hold.

Consider a smooth cut-off χ ∈ S(Rn) such that 0 ≤ χ(x) ≤ 1 for all x ∈
Rn, suppχ ⊂ {x ∈ Rn : |x| ≤ 2} and χ(x) = 1 whenever |x| ≤ 1. Consider
φ ∈ S(R × Rn) such that suppφ ⊂ [−1, 1] × K with K a compact subset of Rn,∫
R×Rn φ = 1 and φ(t, x) ∈ [0,∞) for all (t, x) ∈ R×Rn. Whenever R, ε > 0, define

χR(x) = χ(x/R) for x ∈ Rn, φε(t, x) = ε−(n+1)φ(t/ε, x/ε) for (t, x) ∈ R × Rn.
Define

vνε = eν·xχR(ε)φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν),

where ε ∈ (0, 1) 7→ R(ε) ∈ (0,∞) is continuous and limε→0R(ε) = ∞.
The identity (69) is a consequence of

(71) lim
ε→0

∣∣∣ ∫
Σ

F (vν − vνε )
∣∣∣ = 0.

In order to check that this limit holds, we re-write F (vν − vνε ) in a similar form
as we wrote Fvν in the item (b) of the proposition 5.9 and we derive an inequality
similar to (68). Indeed, from the identity

e−ν·x(vν − vνε ) = (e−ν·xvν − wν)− χR(ε)φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν − wν) + wν − χR(ε)φε ∗ wν ,

we have that

F (vν − vνε ) = eν·xF [(e−ν·xvν − wν)− χR(ε)φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν − wν)]

+ eν·xF [wν − χR(ε)φε ∗ wν ].

Arguing as we did to obtain the inequality (68) we have∫
Σ

∣∣F (vν − vνε )
∣∣ ≲ ∥ec|x|F∥Lq((0,T );Lr(Rn))

(
∥wν − χR(ε)φε ∗ wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn))

+ ∥(e−ν·xvν − wν)− χR(ε)φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν − wν)∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Hν̂))

)
.

After this inequality, (71) holds if

(72) lim
ε→0

[
∥(e−ν·xvν − wν)− χR(ε)φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν − wν)∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Hν̂))

]
= 0

and

(73) lim
ε→0

∥wν − χR(ε)φε ∗ wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) = 0.

At this point, it is a standard procedure to check that (72) and (73) hold.
This ends the proof of (69). We now turn our attention to (70).
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Applying Leibniz’s rule we obtain

(i∂t +∆)vνε = eν·x(i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇+ |ν|2)[χR(ε)φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)]

= eν·xχR(ε)(i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇+ |ν|2)[φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)]

+ eν·x
2

R(ε)
∇χ(�/R(ε)) ·

(
∇[φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)] + φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)ν

)
+ eν·x

1

R(ε)2
∆χ(�/R(ε))φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν).

Observe that part of the first summand on the right-hand side of the second
equality can be re-written as follows:

(i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇+ |ν|2)[φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)] = φε ∗ [(i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇+ |ν|2)(e−ν·xvν)]

= φε ∗ [e−ν·x(i∂t +∆)vν ].

Now, the whole first summand that we were referring to, can be written as

eν·xχR(ε)(i∂t +∆+ 2ν · ∇+ |ν|2)[φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)]

= (i∂t +∆)vν + eν·x
(
χR(ε)φε ∗ [e−ν·x(i∂t +∆)vν ]− e−ν·x(i∂t +∆)vν

)
.

Therefore,

(i∂t +∆)vνε = (i∂t +∆)vν + eν·x
(
χR(ε)φε ∗ [e−ν·x(i∂t +∆)vν ]− e−ν·x(i∂t +∆)vν

)
+ eν·x

2

R(ε)
∇χ(�/R(ε)) ·

(
∇[φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)] + φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)ν

)
+ eν·x

1

R(ε)2
∆χ(�/R(ε))φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν).

In the view of last identity, (70) holds if the following limits vanish:

lim
ε→0

∫
Σ

eν·xu
(
χR(ε)φε ∗ [e−ν·x(i∂t +∆)vν ]− e−ν·x(i∂t +∆)vν

)
,(74)

lim
ε→0

2

R(ε)

∫
Σ

eν·xu∇χ(�/R(ε)) ·
(
∇[φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)] + φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)ν

)
,(75)

lim
ε→0

1

R(ε)2

∫
Σ

eν·xu∆χ(�/R(ε))φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν) .(76)

The limit (74) vanishes because eν·xu belongs to Lq′((0, T );Lr′(Rn)), e−ν·x(i∂t+
∆)vν ∈ Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) by assumption, and

lim
ε→0

∥χR(ε)φε ∗ [e−ν·x(i∂t +∆)vν ]− e−ν·x(i∂t +∆)vν∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) = 0.

Note that eν·xu ∈ Lq′((0, T );Lr′(Rn)) after the proposition 5.5, while the previ-
ous limit follows from the same type of arguments that guarantees that (72) and
(73) hold.

Next we will show that

(77) lim
ε→0

2

R(ε)

∫
Σ

eν·xu∇χ(�/R(ε)) · ∇[φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)] = 0.

Start by noticing that∣∣∣ ∫
Σ

eν·xu∇χ(�/R(ε)) · ∇[φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)]
∣∣∣

≲
1

ε
∥ec

′|x|u∥Lq′ ((0,T );Lr′(Rn))

[
∥e−c′|x|+ν·x∥Lb(Rn)∥wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn))

+ ∥e−ν·xvν − wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Hν̂))

(∫
R
∥e−c′|x|+ν·x∥rLb(Hν̂,s)

ds
)1/r]

.

Here we have used that ∥∇χ(�/R(ε))∥L∞(Rn) ≲ 1 and ∥∇φε∥L1(R×Rn) ≲ 1/ε.
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After the proposition 5.6, we have that ec
′|x|u ∈ Lq′((0, T );Lr′(Rn)) whenever

c′ < c. Furthermore, if |ν| < c′ we have that

∥e−c′|x|+ν·x∥Lb(Rn) +
(∫

R
∥e−c′|x|+ν·x∥rLb(Hν̂,s)

ds
)1/r

<∞.

Then, for c′ so that |ν| < c′ < c we have that∣∣∣ 1

R(ε)

∫
Σ

eν·xu∇χ(�/R(ε)) · ∇[φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)]
∣∣∣ ≲ 1

εR(ε)
∥ec

′|x|u∥Lq′ ((0,T );Lr′(Rn))[
∥wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) + ∥e−ν·xvν − wν∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Hν̂))

]
.

If the function ε ∈ (0, 1) 7→ R(ε) ∈ (0,∞) is chosen so that limε→0 εR(ε) = ∞,
then (77) holds.3

With the same type of arguments one can show that (76) and

lim
ε→0

2

R(ε)

∫
Σ

eν·xu ν · ∇χ(�/R(ε))φε ∗ (e−ν·xvν)

vanish.
These facts allow us to conclude that (70) holds. □

5.4. An orthogonality relation for exponentially-growing solutions. When-
ever U1

T = U2
T , the integral identity (62) becomes an orthogonality relation between

V1 − V2 and the product of the physical solutions u1 and v2. Our goal here is to
prove that the same orthogonality relation holds for the product of exponentially-
growing solutions. A key ingredient in our argument is the integration-by-parts
formula of the proposition 5.7. For that reason, it is convenient to define precisely
the concept of admissible exponentially-growing solutions.

Definition 5.10. Consider V ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) for (a, b) ∈ [1,∞] × [1,∞]
satisfying (10) such that ec|x|V ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn)).

Given ν ∈ Rn \ {0} with |ν| < c, we say that u : R × Rn → C is a ν-admissible
exponentially-growing solution if

(a) it is a measurable and locally integrable solution of

(i∂t +∆− V )u = 0 in (0, T )× Rn,

(b) there is v ∈ Lq′(R;Lr′(Rn)) with q and r satisfying (9) such that ν ·
∇(e−ν·xu− v) = 0 and

∥e−ν·xu− v∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Hν̂))
<∞.

Remark 5.11. Again, it could be helpful for the reader to keep in mind a CGO
solution w = ei|ν|t+ν·x(w♯ + w♭) as the one in the proposition 2.3. Then, for the
proposition 5.10, u and v are playing the roles of χw and χei|ν|tw♭ respectively,
with χ a bump function of the time variable taking value 1 in the interval (0, T ).

Remark 5.12. If u is a ν-admissible exponentially-growing solution, then e−ν·x(i∂t+
∆)u ∈ Lq(R;Lr(Rn)).

Indeed, we only have to check that e−ν·xV u belongs to Lq(R;Lr(Rn)):

∥e−ν·xV u∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) ≤ ∥V (e−ν·xu− v)∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) + ∥V v∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn))

By Hölder’s inequality we have that

∥V v∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) ≤ ∥V ∥La(R;Lb(Rn))∥v∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn))

and

∥V (e−ν·xu− v)∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) ≲ ∥e−ν·xu− v∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Hν̂))
∥eε|ν̂·x|V ∥La(R;Lb(Rn))

3Using the dominate convergence theorem it would have been enough to ensure that εR(ε) ≲ 1.
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for ε < |ν|, where the implicit constant is(∫
R
e−r′ε|s| ds

)1/r′

.

Remark 5.13. Let u be a ν-admissible exponentially-growing solution for a potential
V as in the proposition 5.10, and consider Ṽ in the space La((0, T );Lb(Rn)), with
(a, b) ∈ [1,∞]× [1,∞] satisfying (10).

If we additionally assume that ec|x|Ṽ ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn)), then eρ|x|Ṽ u ∈
Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) for all ρ ≥ 0 such that |ν|+ ρ < c.

Indeed,

∥eρ|x|Ṽ u∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn))

≤ ∥eρ|x|+ν·xṼ (e−ν·xu− v)∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) + ∥eρ|x|+ν·xṼ v∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)).

By Hölder’s inequality we have that

∥eρ|x|+ν·xṼ v∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) ≤ ∥ec|x|Ṽ ∥La(R;Lb(Rn))∥v∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn))

and

∥eρ|x|+ν·xṼ (e−ν·xu− v)∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn))

≤ ∥e−ν·xu− v∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Hν̂))

(∫
R
e−r′((c−ρ)|s|−|ν|s) ds

)1/r′

∥ec|x|Ṽ ∥La(R;Lb(Rn))

for |ν| < c− ρ.

Remark 5.14. Let uν1
1 and uν2

2 be ν1- and ν2-admissible exponentially-growing so-
lutions for potentials V1 and V2 as in the proposition 5.10.

If Ṽ is as in the proposition 5.13 with ec|x|Ṽ ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn)), then Ṽ uν1
1 u

ν2
2 ∈

L1(Σ) whenever |ν1|+ |ν2| < c.
Indeed, we have that

Ṽ uν1
1 u

ν2
2 = e(ν1+ν2)·xṼ (e−ν1·xuν1

1 − vν1
1 )(e−ν2·xuν2

2 − vν2
2 )

+ e(ν1+ν2)·xṼ (e−ν1·xuν1
1 − vν1

1 )vν2
2 + e(ν1+ν2)·xṼ vν1

1 (e−ν2·xuν2
2 − vν2

2 )

+ e(ν1+ν2)·xṼ vν1
1 v

ν2
2

Writing w
νj

j = (e−νj ·xu
νj

j − v
νj

j ) we have that

Ṽ uν1
1 u

ν2
2 = e(ν1+ν2)·x+ε(|ν̂1·x|+|ν̂2·x|)Ṽ e−ε|ν̂1·x|wν1

1 e
−ε|ν̂2·x|wν2

2

+ e(ν1+ν2)·x+ε|ν̂1·x|Ṽ e−ε|ν̂1·x|wν1
1 v

ν2
2 + e(ν1+ν2)·x+ε|ν̂2·x|Ṽ vν1

1 e
−ε|ν̂2·x|wν2

2

+ e(ν1+ν2)·xṼ vν1
1 v

ν2
2 .

Noticing that

∥e−ε|ν̂j ·x|w
νj

j ∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≲ ∥e−νj ·xu
νj

j − v
νj

j ∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Hν̂j
)),

and choosing ε > 0 so that |ν1|+ |ν2|+ 2ε < c, we can apply Hölder inequality to

conclude that Ṽ uν1
1 u

ν2
2 ∈ L1(Σ) whenever |ν1|+ |ν2| < c.

Theorem 5.15. Consider V1, V2 ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) with (a, b) ∈ [1,∞]× [1,∞]
satisfying (10). If (a, b) = (∞, n/2) with n ≥ 3, we also suppose V1 and V2 belong
to C([0, T ];Ln/2(Rn)).

Let U1
T and U2

T denote the initial-to-final-state maps associated to V1 and V2
respectively.

Then, if we additionally assume that there exists c > 0 so that ec|x|Vj ∈
La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) for j ∈ {1, 2}, the equality U1

T = U2
T implies that∫

Σ

(V1 − V2)u
η
1v

ν
2 = 0
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whenever |η|+|ν| < c and for all η- and ν-admissible exponentially-growing solutions
uη1 and vν2 of the equations

(i∂t +∆− V1)u
η
1 = 0 and (i∂t +∆− V2)v

ν
2 = 0 in (0, T )× Rn.

Proof. We start by proving that if U1
T = U2

T then∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u1vν2 = 0

for every u1 physical solution of (1) with potential V1, and every ν-admissible
exponentially-growing solution vν2 , with ν ∈ Rn \ {0} and |ν| < c.

For every u1 ∈ X⋆ solution of (1) with potential V1 ∈ Y , we have that (V1 −
V2)u1 ∈ X since V1 − V2 ∈ Y . Let w2 ∈ X⋆ be the solution of the problem{

(i∂t +∆− V2)w2 = (V1 − V2)u1 inΣ,

w2(0, �) = 0 inRn.

After the identity U1
T = U2

T , we can apply the proposition 5.3 with F = (V1 −
V2)u1 and using (62) to deduce that w2(T, �) = 0.

Furthermore, since ec|x|Vj belong to La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) for j ∈ {1, 2}, we have

that ec|x|(i∂t + ∆)w2 ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)) with q and r satisfying (9). One can
check that, in fact, (q, r) ∈ [1, 2]× [1, 2] satisfies (7). This means that w2 shares the
same properties as u in the proposition 5.7 for all ν ∈ Rn \ {0} with |ν| < c.

Furthermore, every ν-admissible exponentially-growing solution vν2 satisfies the
same conditions as vν in the proposition 5.7 since e−ν·x(i∂t+∆)vν2 ∈ Lq(R;Lr(Rn)),
as we observed in the proposition 5.12.

Then, w2 and vν2 satisfy the hypothesis of the proposition 5.7, for all ν ∈ Rn\{0}
with |ν| < c, and we have the following integration-by-parts formula∫

Σ

(i∂t +∆)w2vν2 =

∫
Σ

w2(i∂t +∆)vν2 .

Observe that ec|x|(V1 − V2)u1 ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)) since ec|x|(V1 − V2) belongs
to La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) and u1 ∈ X⋆. By the exact same argument in (b) of the
proposition 5.9, we can ensure that (V1 − V2)u1vν2 ∈ L1(Σ) whenever |ν| < c.

As a consequence of this fact, we can write∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u1vν2 =

∫
Σ

(i∂t +∆− V2)w2vν2 =

∫
Σ

w2(i∂t +∆− V2)vν2 = 0.

In the first identity we have used that (i∂t+∆−V2)w2 = (V1−V2)u1, in the second
one we have used the previous integration-by-parts formula for w2 and vν2 , and in
the last equality we have used that (i∂t +∆− V2)v

ν
2 = 0 in Σ.

This proves that if U1
T = U2

T then

(78)

∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u1vν2 = 0

for every u1 physical solution with potential V1, and every ν-admissible exponentia-
lly-growing solution vν2 , with ν ∈ Rn \ {0} and |ν| < c.

Finally, we will prove that the orthogonality relation (78) yields the one in the
statement, that is, ∫

Σ

(V1 − V2)u
η
1v

ν
2 = 0

for every η- and ν-admissible exponentially-growing solutions uη1 and vν2 with |η|+
|ν| < c.
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Start by noticing that the proposition 5.13 with ρ = 0 ensures that (V1 − V2)v
ν
2

belongs to Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)) ⊂ X for all ν ∈ Rn \ {0} with |ν| < c. Then, let
wν

1 ∈ X⋆ be the solution of the problem{
(i∂t +∆− V1)w

ν
1 = (V1 − V2)v

ν
2 inΣ,

w1(T, �) = 0 inRn.

Since V1 ∈ Y and (V1 − V2)v
ν
2 ∈ X, we can use (78) to apply the proposition 5.4

with G = (V1 − V2)v
ν
2 and deduce that wν

1 (0, �) = 0. As we argued earlier to
prove (78), we want to show that, given ν ∈ Rn \ {0} with |ν| < c, we have that

ec
′|x|(i∂t +∆)wν

1 ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)) for all c′ ∈ (0, c− |ν|). In this way, we could
conclude that wν

1 , with ν ∈ Rn \ {0} and |ν| < c, shares the same properties as u
in the proposition 5.7 for all c′ < c− |ν|.

Since ec|x|V1w
ν
1 ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)), in order to prove that ec

′|x|(i∂t +∆)wν
1 ∈

Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)) for all c′ ∈ (0, c − |ν|), we only have to check that ec
′|x|(V1 −

V2)v
ν
2 ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)) for all c′ < c − |ν|. However, this follows from the

proposition 5.13 for ρ = c′.
Additionally, every η-admissible exponentially-growing solution uη1 satisfies the

same conditions as vη in the proposition 5.7 since e−η·x(i∂t+∆)uη1 ∈ Lq(R;Lr(Rn)),
as we observed in the proposition 5.12.

Then, given ν ∈ Rn \ {0} with |ν| < c, we have wν
1 and uη1 , with η ∈ Rn \ {0}

and |η| < c′, satisfy the hypothesis of the proposition 5.7 for all c′ ∈ (0, c − |ν|).
Thus, we have that the integration-by-parts formula∫

Σ

(i∂t +∆)wν
1u

η
1 =

∫
Σ

wν
1 (i∂t +∆)uη1

holds for all η, ν ∈ Rn \ {0} with |η|+ |ν| < c.
Finally, the proposition 5.14 guarantees that (V1 − V2)u

η
1v

ν
2 ∈ L1(Σ), so we can

write∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u
η
1v

ν
2 =

∫
Σ

uη1(i∂t +∆− V1)wν
1 =

∫
Σ

(i∂t +∆− V1)u
η
1w

ν
1 = 0.

In the first identity we have used that (i∂t+∆−V1)wν
1 = (V1−V2)vν2 , in the second

one we have used the previous integration-by-parts formula for wν
1 and uη1 , and in

the last equality we have used that (i∂t +∆− V1)u
η
1 = 0 in Σ.

This proves that the orthogonality relation∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u
η
1v

ν
2 = 0

holds for every every η- and ν-admissible exponentially-growing solutions uη1 and
vν2 , with η, ν ∈ Rn \ {0} and |η|+ |ν| < c. □

6. Proof of the theorem 1

Consider V1, V2 ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) with (a, b) ∈ [1,∞]× [1,∞] satisfying (10).
Recall that if (a, b) = (∞, n/2) with n ≥ 3, we also have that V1 and V2 belong to
C([0, T ];Ln/2(Rn)). Furthermore, for j ∈ {1, 2}, eρ|x|Vj ∈ La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) for
all ρ > 0, and

sup
ω∈Sn−1

∫
R
∥1>RVj∥L∞((0,T )×Hω,s) ds <∞

for R = max(R1, R2).
Let V ext

1 and V ext
2 denote denote either their extensions by zero outside Σ if

(a, b) ̸= (∞, n/2), or two suitable continuous extensions with support in [T ′, T ′′]×
Rn with T ′ < 0 < T < T ′′ if (a, b) = (∞, n/2) with n ≥ 3.



38 PEDRO CARO AND ALBERTO RUIZ

For ν ∈ Rn \ {0}, choose

φ1(t, x) = i|ν|2t− ν · x, φ2(t, x) = i|ν|2t+ ν · x ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn.

Let u1 = eφ1(u♯1 + u♭1) and v2 = eφ2(v♯2 + v♭2) denote the CGO solutions of the
proposition 2.3 for the equations

(i∂t +∆− V ext
1 )u1 = 0 and (i∂t +∆− V ext

2 )v2 = 0 in R× Rn,

respectively.
For convenience, recall that for ψ1, ψ2 ∈ S(Hν̂) we chose

u♯1(t, x) =
1

(2π)
n−1
2

∫
Hν̂

eix·ξe−it|ξ|2ψ1(ξ) dσν̂(ξ) ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn,

v♯2(t, x) =
1

(2π)
n−1
2

∫
Hν̂

eix·ξe−it|ξ|2ψ2(ξ) dσν̂(ξ) ∀(t, x) ∈ R× Rn.

For coherence with the choice −ν for u1, we should have written, in the definition

of u♯1, H−ν̂ and σ−ν̂ instead of Hν̂ and σν̂ . But observe that Hν̂ = H−ν̂ and
σν̂ = σ−ν̂ .

We want to apply the proposition 5.15 to conclude that∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u
♯
1v

♯
2 = −

∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u
♯
1v

♭
2 +

∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u
♭
1v

♯
2 +

∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u
♭
1v

♭
2 .

In order to apply the proposition 5.15, we only need to take uη = χu1 and vν = χv2
with χ a bump function of time variable that is identically 1 in (0, T ). Note such
functions are solutions in (0, T )× Rn.

By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have∣∣∣ ∫
Σ

(V1 − V2)u
♯
1v

♯
2

∣∣∣ ≤ ∥|V1 − V2|1/2u♭1∥L2(R×Rn)∥|V1 − V2|1/2v♯2∥L2(R×Rn)

+ ∥|V1 − V2|1/2u♯1∥L2(R×Rn)∥|V1 − V2|1/2v♭2∥L2(R×Rn)

+ ∥|V1 − V2|1/2u♭1∥L2(R×Rn)∥|V1 − V2|1/2v♭2∥L2(R×Rn).

Letting |ν| tend to infinity, we deduce by the proposition 2.3, more particularly
by (19) and (20), that ∫

Σ

(V1 − V2)u
♯
1v

♯
2 = 0.

Write F = V ext
1 − V ext

2 , and note that it belongs to L1(R× Rn). By Fubini

0 =

∫
R×Rn

Fu♯1v
♯
2

=
1

(2π)
n−2
2

∫
Hν̂×Hν̂

F̂ (|η|2 − |κ|2, κ− η)ψ1(η)ψ2(κ) dσν̂ ⊗ σν̂(η, κ).

Here F̂ denotes the Fourier transform of F :

F̂ (|η|2 − |κ|2, κ− η) =
1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
R×Rn

F (t, x)e−it|η|2+ix·ηe−it|κ|2+ix·κ d(t, x).

Since the choices of ψ1 and ψ2 in S(Hν̂) are arbitrary, we can conclude by density
that

F̂ (|η|2 − |κ|2, κ− η) = 0 ∀η, κ ∈ Hν̂ .

Given (τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn such that ξ ̸= 0, we choose ν ∈ Rn \ {0} so that ξ · ν = 0
and, η, κ ∈ Rn as

η = −1

2

(
1 +

τ

|ξ|2
)
ξ, κ =

1

2

(
1− τ

|ξ|2
)
ξ.
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It is clear that η, κ ∈ Hν̂ , and after a simple computation we see that |η|2−|κ|2 = τ

and κ− η = ξ. Hence F̂ (τ, ξ) = 0 for all (τ, ξ) ∈ R× (Rn \ {0}).
Since F ∈ L1(R×Rn), we know that F̂ is continuous in R×Rn, and consequently

F̂ (τ, ξ) = 0 for all (τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn.
By the injectivity of the Fourier transform we have that F (t, x) = 0 for almost

every (t, x) ∈ R × Rn, which implies that V1(t, x) = V2(t, x) for almost every
(t, x) ∈ Σ. This concludes the proof of the theorem 1.

7. Differences with the Calderón problem

In the context of the Calderón problem, there is an alternative approach that
avoids the use of the Lavine–Nachman trick. This approach involves Bourgain
spaces. In this section we explain why this approach fails for the initial-to-final
state inverse problem.

7.1. The Bourgain spaces in the Calderón problem. Calderón posed in [16]
the following inverse boundary value problem: Let D be a bounded domain in Rn

(n ≥ 2) with Lipschitz boundary ∂D, and let γ be a real bounded measurable
function in D with a positive lower bound. Consider the Dirichlet-to-Neumann
map Λγ : H1/2(∂D) → H−1/2(∂D) defined by

Λγf = γ∂νu|∂D
where ∂ν = ν · ∇, with ∇ denoting the gradient and ν denoting the outward unit
normal vector to ∂D, and u ∈ H1(D) is the solution of the boundary value problem{

∇ · (γ∇u) = 0 inD,

u|∂D = f.

The inverse Calderón problem is to decide whether the conductivity γ is uniquely
determined by Λγ , and to calculate γ in terms of Λγ whenever the unique determi-
nation is possible.

Sylvester and Uhlmann proved uniqueness for smooth conductivities in [45] for
dimension n ≥ 3. However, the key points of their method only requires the
conductivity to have bounded second-order partial derivatives [38]. After this piece
of work, and some others as [1] by Alssandrini and [39] by Nachman, a standard
strategy to address the Calderón problem has been established: One starts by
showing

Λγ1
= Λγ2

⇒
∫
Rn

(q1 − q2)v1v2 = 0,

where qj = γ
−1/2
j ∆γ

1/2
j and vj is any solution of −∆vj + qjvj = 0 in Rn. Then,

one constructs CGO solutions of the form:

vj = eζj ·x(1 + wj)

with ζj ∈ Cn and ζj · ζj = 0 for j ∈ {1, 2}, and so that wj tends to vanish in
some sense as |ζj | goes to ∞. Finally, one makes appropriate choices of ζ1 and
ζ2 so that one concludes the uniqueness. The work of Sylvester and Uhlmann
has been followed many attempts to lower the regularity assumed, see for example
[13, 14, 30, 29, 19, 31, 44].

In [30], Haberman and Tataru introduced the Bourgain spaces Ẏ s
ζ with s ∈

{1/2,−1/2}. These spaces have the norms

∥f∥Ẏ s
ζ
= ∥|qζ |sf̂∥L2(Rn),

where qζ stands for the symbol of the differential operator ∆ + 2ζ · ∇, that is,

qζ(ξ) = −|ξ|2 + 2iζ · ξ ∀ξ ∈ Rn.
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These spaces where introduced with the idea of making possible an average with
respect to the free parameters |ℜζ| and ℜζ/|ℜζ|, so that the correction terms of the
CGO solutions tend to vanish when the conductivity is assumed to be continuously

differentiable. However, the space Ẏ
1/2
ζ has other properties such as the embeddings

(79) |ζ|1/2∥f∥B∗(Rn) + ∥f∥Lpn (Rn) ≲ ∥f∥
Ẏ

1/2
ζ

for every f ∈ S(Rn)—see [30, 29]. Here pn is defined by the relation 1/pn =
1/2− 1/n for n ≥ 3, and

∥f∥B∗(Rn) = sup
j∈N0

(
2−j/2∥f∥L2(Dj)

)
with Dj = {x ∈ Rn : 2j−1 < |x| ≤ 2j} for j ∈ N and D0 = {x ∈ Rn : |x| ≤ 1}.

The fact that the Bourgain space Ẏ
1/2
ζ enjoys the embeddings in (79) makes it

possible to prove uniqueness for the Calderón problem for conductivities satisfying
∇γ ∈ Ln(D)n and ∆γ ∈ Ln/2(D), without using the Lavine–Nachman trick. For
this reason, one could think that the use of Bourgain spaces in the context of the
initial-to-final state inverse problem would avoid the use of the Lavine–Nachman
trick. Unfortunately, this is not the case. In fact, we will see in this section the
limitations of Bourgain spaces to deal with our problem.

The Calderón problem has been extensively studied: uniqueness, reconstruction
and stability. A non-comprehensive list of references is the following. Uniqueness
in dimension n = 2: [40, 15, 3]. For reconstruction: [39, 27, 18]. For stability:
[1, 46, 2, 4, 5, 23, 17].

7.2. The Bourgain spaces for the initial-to-final state inverse problem.
In the context of the initial-to-final state inverse problem one can introduce the
Bourgain spaces Ẋs

ν with s ∈ {1/2,−1/2}. These spaces have the norms

∥u∥Ẋs
ν
= ∥|pν |sû∥L2(R×Rn),

for u ∈ S(R×Rn), with pν as in (24). One can prove that there exists an absolute
constant C > 0 such that

(80) |ν|1/4∥u∥L2((0,T )×BR) ≤ CT 1/4R1/4∥u∥
Ẋ

1/2
ν

for all u ∈ S(R × Rn). Here BR = {x ∈ Rn : |x| < R}. In fact, this inequality
can be though as half of the inequality for Sν that we used in our previous work
[20, inequality (27)]—for that it is enough to chain (80) with its dual. However,
despite what happens in the context of the Calderón problem, the Bourgain space
for s = 1/2 is not embedded in the mixed-norm Lebesgue spaces appearing in the
proposition 3.2. In fact, we will show that the inequality

(81) ∥u∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≲ ∥u∥
Ẋ

1/2
ν

∀u ∈ S(R× Rn)

does not hold for (q′, r′) ∈ [2,∞] × [2,∞] satisfying (8). Using (28), one can see
that (81) is equivalent to

(82) ∥u∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≲ ∥|p|1/2û∥L2(R×Rn) ∀u ∈ S(R× Rn),

with p as in (26). Our goal here is to give a counterexample for the inequality (82).
Before that, we make some general comments.

In [47], Tao states that the inequality

(83) ∥u∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≲ ∥⟨ℜp⟩bû∥L2(R×Rn) ∀u ∈ S(R× Rn)

holds for b > 1/2, where ⟨ℜp⟩ = (1 + |ℜp|2)1/2 with ℜp(τ, ξ) = τ − |ξ|2 for all
(τ, ξ) ∈ R × Rn. This embedding of the non-homogenous Bourgain space follows
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from [47, Corollary 2.10], which states that

(84) sup
t∈R

∥u(t, �)∥L2(Rn)) ≲ ∥⟨ℜp⟩bû∥L2(R×Rn) ∀u ∈ S(R× Rn)

whenever b > 1/2. In [47, Exercise 2.71], the reader is asked to prove that the
inequality (84) fails in the endpoint b = 1/2. Here we go beyond that and show a
counterexample for the embedding (83) for b = 1/2. This counterexample will be
adapted to eventually prove that (82) does not hold.

7.2.1. Failure of (83) at the endpoint. In order to point out why (83) fails at the
endpoint b = 1/2, we test the norms involved in the inequality with functions
u ∈ S(R× Rn) of the form

(85) û(τ, ξ) = ĝ(τ − |ξ|2)f̂(ξ) ∀(τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn

with g ∈ S(R) and f ∈ S(Rn). One can check that

(86) ∥⟨ℜp⟩1/2û∥L2(R×Rn) = ∥g∥H1/2(R)∥f∥L2(Rn),

and

u(t, x) =
g(t)

(2π)n/2

∫
Rn

eix·ξeit|ξ|
2

f̂(ξ) dξ.

Noting that 2/q′ = n/2−n/r′ defines admissible Strichartz pairs for the Schrödinger
equation we have that

∥u∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≲ ∥g∥L∞(R)∥f∥L2(Rn).

Then, by (86) we have that

∥u∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≲
∥g∥L∞(R)

∥g∥H1/2(R)
∥⟨ℜp⟩1/2û∥L2(R×Rn).

Thus, in order to derive (83) from the previous inequality for the family of functions
defined as (85) we should ensure that the quotient ∥g∥L∞(R)/∥g∥H1/2(R) remains

bounded for all g ∈ S(R). Note the relation of this quotient with the endpoint
Sobolev embedding, which is known to fail. Thus, one should expect that choosing
an unbounded g ∈ H1/2(R), we could construct a counterexample for (83) with
b = 1/2. This will be our strategy.

Consider χ ∈ S(R2) such that suppχ ⊂ {z ∈ R2 : |z| < 1/e} with χ(z) = 1
whenever |z| ≤ 1/(2e). The function

z ∈ R2 \ {0} 7−→ χ(z) log(log 1/|z|) ∈ [0,∞)

can be extended to represent a v ∈ H1(R2). If g denotes the trace of v to R× {0},
we can ensure that g ∈ H1/2(R) and g(t) ≥ log(log 1/δ) for almost every t ∈ (−δ, δ)
with δ ∈ (0, 1/(2e)].

Let fρ ∈ L2(Rn) with ρ > 0 be so that

f̂ρ(ξ) = ρ−n/21<ρ(ξ) ∀ξ ∈ Rn.

It is clear that ∥fρ∥L2(Rn) = ∥1<1∥L2(Rn) which is independent of ρ.

We consider the family {uρ : ρ2 ≥ e} with

uρ(t, x) =
g(t)

(2π)n/2

∫
Rn

eix·ξeit|ξ|
2

f̂ρ(ξ) dξ ∀̇(t, x) ∈ R× Rn.4

As in (86), one can check that

(87) ∥⟨ℜp⟩1/2ûρ∥L2(R×Rn) = ∥g∥H1/2(R)∥1<1∥L2(Rn).

4The symbol ∀̇ means ’for almost every’.
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Furthermore,

|uρ(t, x)| ≥ ρ−n/2 g(t)

(2π)n/2

∫
Rn

cos(x · ξ + t|ξ|2)1<ρ(ξ) dξ.

Note that if |x · ξ + t|ξ|2| ≤ 1 < π/3, then cos(x · ξ + t|ξ|2) > 1/2. Thus, for
|x| ≤ 1/(2ρ) and |t| ≤ 1/(2ρ2) we have that

cos(x · ξ + t|ξ|2)1<ρ(ξ) > 1/2,

and consequently,

|uρ(t, x)| ≳ ρn/2 log(log 2ρ2)

whenever |x| ≤ 1/(2ρ) and |t| ≤ 1/(2ρ2). This means that

∥uρ∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≳ ρn/2ρ−2/q′ρ−n/r′ log(log 2ρ2).

Since 2/q′ = n/2− n/r′ we see that

∥uρ∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≳ log(log 2ρ2).

This inequality together with the identity (87) shows that (83) with b = 1/2 fails.

7.2.2. Counterexample to (82). From the failure of (83) for b = 1/2, we can not
immediately deduce that (82) fails since the counterexample we presented use a
family of functions whose Fourier support is not contained in {ξ ∈ Rn : |ξn| ≤ 1}.
However, the main points of the counterexample are robust enough to be adapted
to the current situation.

As we did earlier in the section 7.2.1, consider χ ∈ S(R2) such that suppχ ⊂
{z ∈ R2 : |z| < 1/e} with χ(z) = 1 whenever |z| ≤ 1/(2e). The function

z ∈ R2 \ {0} 7−→ χ(z) log(log 1/|z|) ∈ [0,∞)

can be extended to represent a v ∈ H1(R2). If g denotes the trace of v to R× {0},
we can ensure that g ∈ H1/2(R) and g(t) ≥ log(log 1/δ) for almost every t ∈ (−δ, δ)
with δ ∈ (0, 1/(2e)]. Define

gρ(t) = g(ρt) ∀̇t ∈ R.
Let fρ ∈ L2(Rn) with ρ > 0 be so that

f̂ρ(ξ) = ρ−n/21<ρ(ξ − 2ρen) ∀ξ ∈ Rn,

It is clear again that ∥fρ∥L2(Rn) = ∥1<1∥L2(Rn) which is independent of ρ.
We consider the family {uρ : ρ ≥ e/9} satisfying

ûρ(τ, ξ) = ĝρ(τ − |ξ|2)f̂ρ(ξ) ∀(τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn.

One can check that

uρ(t, x) =
gρ(t)

(2π)n/2

∫
Rn

eix·ξeit|ξ|
2

f̂ρ(ξ) dξ ∀̇(t, x) ∈ R× Rn.

Additionally, since supp f̂ρ ⊂ {ξ ∈ Rn : ρ < |ξn| < 3ρ} we have

∥uρ∥Ẋ1/2 ≂ ∥|ℜp+ iρ|1/2ûρ∥L2(R×Rn) = ∥| �+iρ|1/2ĝρ∥L2(R)∥f̂ρ∥L2(Rn).

Since gρ is defined as an L∞(R) scaling of g, we can see that

∥| �+iρ|1/2ĝρ∥L2(R) = ∥g∥H1/2(R),

and consequently, we have that

(88) ∥uρ∥Ẋ1/2 ≂ ∥g∥H1/2(R)∥1<1∥L2(Rn).

Once again,

|uρ(t, x)| ≥ ρ−n/2 gρ(t)

(2π)n/2

∫
Rn

cos(x · ξ + t|ξ|2)1<ρ(ξ − 2ρen) dξ.
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Note that if |x · ξ + t|ξ|2| ≤ 1 < π/3, then cos(x · ξ + t|ξ|2) > 1/2. Thus, since

supp f̂ρ ⊂ {ξ ∈ Rn : |ξ| < 3ρ} we have for |x| ≤ 1/(6ρ) and |t| ≤ 1/(18ρ2) that

cos(x · ξ + t|ξ|2)1<ρ(ξ − 2ρen) > 1/2,

and consequently,

|uρ(t, x)| ≳ ρn/2g(ρt) ≥ ρn/2 log(log 18ρ)

whenever |x| ≤ 1/(6ρ) and |t| ≤ 1/(18ρ2). This means that

∥uρ∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≳ ρn/2ρ−2/q′ρ−n/r′ log(log 18ρ).

Since 2/q′ = n/2− n/r′ we see that

∥uρ∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≳ log(log 18ρ).

This inequality together with the estimate (88) shows that (82) fails.

7.2.3. Further thoughts about the (82). A more careful look at our counterexample
for (82) indicates that this embedding also fails when 2/q′ < n/2− n/r′. However,
it does not say anything when 2/q′ > n/2− n/r′.

We have not analysed the latter case, despite that it could be interesting. Indeed,
if (82) held true for 2/q′ > n/2− n/r′, by the scaling rule (28), the inequality (81)

would hold with a gain of |ν|2/q′−n/2+n/r′ :

(89) |ν|2/q
′−n/2+n/r′∥u∥Lq′ (R;Lr′ (Rn)) ≲ ∥u∥

Ẋ
1/2
ν

∀u ∈ S(R× Rn).

This case would allow us to deal with potentials in La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) for n ≥ 2
and 2− 2/a > n/b, without appealing to the Lavine–Nachman trick. Furthermore,
this embedding would immediately imply an extension of the proposition 3.2 of the
following form:

(90) |ν|2/q
′
1−n/2+n/r′1∥Sνf∥Lq′1 (R;Lr1′(Rn))

≲ |ν|n/r2−n/2−2+2/q2∥f∥Lq2 (R;Lr2 (Rn))

for all f ∈ S(R× Rn) with 2/q′1 > n/2− n/r′1 and 2− 2/q2 > n/r2 − n/2.
It is worth mentioning that the inequality (90) with 2/q′1 ≥ n/2 − n/r′1 and

2−2/q2 ≥ n/r2−n/2 could hold even if the embedding (89) fails. Fortunately, this
situation would still allow to deal with potentials in La((0, T );Lb(Rn)) for n ≥ 2
and 2− 2/a > n/b, without appealing to the Lavine–Nachman trick.

Comparing this situation with the elliptic setting of the Calderón problem, (90)
corresponds to the full Carlmen inequality that Kenig, Ruiz and Sogge proved in
[35]—not only in the scale-invariant situation. In fact, this inequality is enough
to prove uniqueness of the Calderón problem for conductivities satisfying ∇γ ∈
L2p(D)n and ∆γ ∈ Lp(D) for p > n/2, without using the Lavine–Nachman trick.

Appendix A. Sketch of the proof of the proposition 5.2

We follow here the same argument we used to prove [20, Proposition 4.2].

Sketch of the proof of the proposition 5.2. Start by noticing that under the assump-
tions of the proposition 5.2, we can apply the dominate convergence theorem to
ensure that

(91)

∫
Σ

[
(i∂t +∆)uv − u(i∂t +∆)v

]
= lim

δ→0

∫
Σδ

[
(i∂t +∆)uv − u(i∂t +∆)v

]
where Σδ = (δ, T − δ) × Rn. Now, we will approximate u and v by uε and vε
respectively, which will be smooth in Σδ and compactly supported in space.

Consider a smooth cut-off χ ∈ S(Rn) such that 0 ≤ χ(x) ≤ 1 for all x ∈
Rn, suppχ ⊂ {x ∈ Rn : |x| ≤ 2} and χ(x) = 1 whenever |x| ≤ 1. Consider
φ ∈ S(R × Rn) such that suppφ ⊂ [−1, 1] × K with K a compact subset of Rn,
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R×Rn φ = 1 and φ(t, x) ∈ [0,∞) for all (t, x) ∈ R × Rn. For R, ε ∈ (0,∞), define

χR(x) = χ(x/R) for x ∈ Rn, φε(t, x) = ε−(n+1)φ(t/ε, x/ε) for (t, x) ∈ R× Rn.
Let (Xδ, ∥ �∥Xδ

) and (X⋆
δ , ∥ �∥X⋆

δ
) denote the Banach spaces defined as (X, ∥ �∥X)

and (X⋆, ∥ � ∥X⋆) for the time interval (δ, T − δ) instead of (0, T ).
For w ∈ X⋆ and ε < δ, we consider

wε : (t, x) ∈ Σδ 7→ χR(ε)(x)

∫
Σ

φε(t− s, x− y)w(s, y) d(s, y),

where ε ∈ (0, δ) 7→ R(ε) ∈ (0,∞) is continuous and limε→0R(ε) = ∞.
One can check that

(92) lim
ε→0

∥w(t, �)− wε(t, �)∥L2(Rn) = 0 ∀t ∈ [δ, T − δ],

and

(93) lim
ε→0

∥w − wε∥Lq′ ((δ,T−δ);Lr′ (Rn)) = 0.

Furthermore, if (i∂t +∆)w ∈ Xδ, then

(94) lim
ε→0

∥(i∂t +∆)w − (i∂t +∆)wε∥Xδ
= 0.

For the sake of clarity, let us discuss why (94) holds. Let w̃ denote the trivial
extension of w

w̃(t, �) =

{
w(t, �) t ∈ [0, T ],

0 t /∈ [0, T ].

Then, we have that wε(t, x) = χε(x)(φε ∗ w̃)(t, x) for all (t, x) ∈ Σδ.
In order to show that (94) holds, let us compute

(i∂t+∆)wε = χR(ε)(i∂t+∆)(φε ∗ w̃)+2∇χR(ε) ·∇(φε ∗ w̃)+∆χR(ε)(φε ∗ w̃) in Σδ.

Observe, that (94) would follow from the following limits

lim
ε→0

∥(i∂t +∆)w − χR(ε)(i∂t +∆)(φε ∗ w̃)∥Xδ
= 0,

(95) lim
ε→0

∥∇χR(ε) · ∇(φε ∗ w̃)∥Xδ
= 0,

and

lim
ε→0

∥∆χR(ε)(φε ∗ w̃)∥Xδ
= 0.

The previous three limits follow from standard arguments, however, for the limit
(95) we have to choose the function ε ∈ (0, δ) 7→ R(ε) ∈ (0,∞) to satisfies the
condition limε→0 εR(ε) = ∞. With this extra condition, we have that (94) holds.

We now apply these convergences to uε and vε. By the standard integration-by-
parts rules we have that∫
Σδ

[
(i∂t+∆)uεvε−uε(i∂t +∆)vε

]
= i

∫
Rn

[
uε(T−δ, �)vε(T − δ, �)−uε(δ, �)vε(δ, �)

]
.

After (92), (93) and (94) we can conclude, by the dominate convergence theorem,
that∫

Σδ

[
(i∂t +∆)uv − u(i∂t +∆)v

]
= i

∫
Rn

[
u(T − δ, �)v(T − δ, �)− u(δ, �)v(δ, �)

]
.

The limits (91) and∫
Rn

[
u(T, �)v(T, �)− u(0, �)v(0, �)

]
= lim

δ→0

∫
Rn

[
u(T − δ, �)v(T − δ, �)− u(δ, �)v(δ, �)

]
,

which follows by continuity, yield the identity in the statement. □
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Appendix B. Transference of the exponential decay

Here we include the proof of the proposition 5.5, which is an adaptation of the
proof of [20, Lemma 4.6]. The proposition 5.5 requires some well known properties
about holomorphic extensions of the Fourier transform. These are all derived from
the statement and the proof of [32, Theorem 7.4.2]. In [20, Lemma 4.7], we stated
and proved these facts for the particular cases we needed in that context. Unfortu-
nately, the statement in there is different from the one needed here, but its proof
is essentially the same. For the sake of completeness, we include its proof here.

Lemma B.1. Consider F ∈ L1(R;Lp(Rn)) with p ≥ 1 such that there exists c > 0
so that ec|x|F ∈ L1(R;Lp(Rn)). Then:

(a) For every ν ∈ Rn such that |ν| < c, we have eν·xF ∈ L1(R× Rn).
(b) The Fourier transform of F can be extended to R × Rn−1 × C|ℑ|<c as the

continuous function

F̂ : (τ, ξ′, ζ) 7→ 1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
R×Rn

e−i(τt+(ξ′,ζ)·x)F (t, x) d(t, x),

where C|ℑ|<c = {ζ ∈ C : |ℑζ| < c}. Furthermore, it satisfies the relation

êλxnF (τ, ξ′, ξn) = F̂ (τ, ξ′, ξn + iλ)

for all (τ, ξ′, ξn) ∈ R× Rn−1 × R and λ ∈ R such that |λ| < c.
(c) For every (τ, ξ′) ∈ R× Rn−1, the function

ζ ∈ C|ℑ|<c 7→ F̂ (τ, ξ′, ζ)

is holomorphic in C|ℑ|<c.

Proof. Start by proving (a). Note that

∥eν·xF∥L1(R×Rn) ≤ ∥e−(c−|ν|)|x|∥Lp′ (Rn)∥e
c|x|F∥L1(R;Lp(Rn)),

where e−(c−|ν|)|x| ∈ Lp′
(Rn) since |ν| < c, with p′ denoting the conjugate of p.

The property (b) is a direct consequence of (a) since for (τ, ξ′, ζ) ∈ R×Rn−1 ×
C|ℑ|<c, we have that

̂eℑζen·xF (τ, ξ′,ℜζ) = 1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
R×Rn

e−i(τt+(ξ′,ℜζ)·x)eℑζen·xF (t, x) d(t, x)

=
1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
R×Rn

e−i(τt+(ξ′,ζ)·x)F (t, x) d(t, x).

Hence, we can use the last expression to extend F̂ to R×Rn−1 ×C|ℑ|<c. Further-
more, choosing ζ = ξn + iλ we have that

êλxnF (τ, ξ′, ξn) = F̂ (τ, ξ′, ξn + iλ).

This proves the property (b).
Finally, to verify the property (c) one needs to check that the function satisfies

the Cauchy–Riemann equations. This can be justified since xne
ℑζen·xnF ∈ L1(R×

Rn). This completes the proof of (c). □

In order to prove the proposition 5.5, we still need a preparatory result, which is
a consequence of the proposition B.1. Again, this is pretty similar to [20, Corollary
4.8]. The statement there does not include the case we need here, but the proof is
essentially the same. For convenience for the reader, we include its proof here.
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Corollary B.2. Consider F ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)), with (q, r) ∈ [1, 2]× [1, 2] satis-
fying (7). Let G ∈ Lp(R;Lr(Rn)) with p ∈ [1, q] denote the function

G(t, �) =

{
F (t, �) if t ∈ (0, T ),

0 if t ∈ R \ (0, T ).

If there exists u ∈ X⋆ satisfying{
(i∂t +∆)u = F in Σ,

u(0, �) = u(T, �) = 0 in Rn;

with ec|x|F ∈ Lq((0, T );Lr(Rn)) for some c > 0, then, for every (τ, ξ′) ∈ R× Rn−1

such that τ ̸= −|ξ′|2, the function

(96) ζ ∈ C|ℑ|<c 7→
Ĝ(τ, ξ′, ζ)

−τ − |ξ′|2 − ζ2

is holomorphic in C|ℑ|<c = {ζ ∈ C : |ℑζ| < c}.

Proof. Since G ∈ L1(R;Lr(Rn)), we know from (c) in the proposition B.1 that, for
every (τ, ξ′) ∈ R× Rn−1, the function

(97) ζ ∈ C|ℑ|<c 7→ Ĝ(τ, ξ′, ζ)

is holomorphic in C|ℑ|<c. While, whenever τ ̸= −|ξ′|2, the function

ζ ∈ C|ℑ|<c 7→
1

−τ − |ξ′|2 − ζ2

is meromorphic, with simple poles at ζ1 = −|τ + |ξ′|2|1/2 and ζ2 = |τ + |ξ′|2|1/2 if
−τ − |ξ′|2 > 0, and ζ3 = −i|τ + |ξ′|2|1/2 and ζ4 = i|τ + |ξ′|2|1/2 if −τ − |ξ′|2 < 0
and |τ + |ξ′|2| < c2. Then, in order to prove that the function (96) is holomorphic
is enough to check that (97) vanishes at these poles. Let us focus on proving that.

The item (a) in the proposition B.1 and the fact that suppG ⊂ Σ ensure that,
for every (σ, ν) ∈ R×Rn such that |ν| < c, we have eσt+ν·xG ∈ L1(R×Rn). Thus,
the Fourier transform of G can be extended to C×Rn−1×C|ℑ|<c as the continuous
function

(98) Ĝ : (γ, ξ′, ζ) 7→ 1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
R×Rn

e−i(γt+(ξ′,ζ)·x)G(t, x) d(t, x).

One can check that, for every ξ′ ∈ Rn−1, the function

(99) ζ ∈ C|ℑ|<c 7→ Ĝ(−|ξ′|2 − ζ2, ξ′, ζ)

is holomorphic in C|ℑ|<c. We will see later that Ĝ(−|ξ|2, ξ) = 0 for all ξ ∈ Rn, that

is, for every ξ′ ∈ Rn−1 the function (99) vanishes on {ζ ∈ C|ℑ|<c : ℑζ = 0}. Then,
by analytic continuation we have that

Ĝ(−|ξ′|2 − ζ2, ξ′, ζ) = 0 ∀(ξ′, ζ) ∈ Rn−1 × C|ℑ|<c,

which implies that (97) vanishes at the poles {ζ1, ζ2, ζ3, ζ4}. Indeed, if −τ−|ξ′|2 > 0
we have that

Ĝ(τ, ξ′, ζj) = Ĝ(−|ξ′|2 − ζ2j , ξ
′, ζj) = 0 j ∈ {1, 2};

however, −τ − |ξ′|2 < 0 and |τ + |ξ′|2| < c2 we have that

Ĝ(τ, ξ′, ζj) = Ĝ(−|ξ′|2 − ζ2j , ξ
′, ζj) = 0 j ∈ {3, 4}.

Therefore, the function (97) vanishes at the poles.
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To conclude the proof of this corollary, we need to show that Ĝ(−|ξ|2, ξ) = 0 for
all ξ ∈ Rn. By the expression (98), we have that

Ĝ(−|ξ|2, ξ) = 1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
Σ

e−i(−|ξ|2t+ξ·x)F (t, x) d(t, x).

Since every arbitrary function in S(Rn) can be written as ϕ̂ with ϕ ∈ S(Rn), we
have ∫

Rn

Ĝ(−|ξ|2, ξ)ϕ̂(ξ) dξ = 1

(2π)
1
2

∫
Σ

(i∂t +∆)u [eit∆ϕ]

using the fact that (i∂t + ∆)u = F in Σ. The proposition 5.2 and the fact that
u(0, �) = u(T, �) = 0 imply that the right-hand side of the previous identity vanishes.

Hence Ĝ(−|ξ|2, ξ) = 0 for all ξ ∈ Rn, which concludes this proof. □

Finally, we focus on proving the proposition 5.5, which follows the lines of [20,
Lemma 4.6] but using the new inequality of the proposition 3.2.

Proof of the proposition 5.5. Start by checking that the right-hand side of the in-
equality in the statement of this lemma is finite:

(100) ∥eν·xF∥Lq((0,T );Lr(Rn)) ≤ ∥e−(c−|ν|)|x|∥L∞(Rn)∥ec|x|F∥Lq((0,T );Lr(Rn)).

For ν ∈ Rn \ {0} and g ∈ S(R× Rn), let us define the multiplier Tν :

Tνg(t, x) =
1

(2π)
n+1
2

∫
R×Rn

ei(tτ+x·ξ) ĝ(τ, ξ)

−τ − (ξ + iν) · (ξ + iν)
d(τ, ξ)

for all (t, x) ∈ R×Rn. Note that Tν is the Fourier multiplier with symbol p−ν(τ −
|ν|2, ξ)−1 with pν defined as in (24). Changing variables according to σ = τ − |ν|2,
we have that

Tνg(t, x) = ei|ν|
2tS−νf(t, x),

f(s, y) = e−i|ν|2sg(s, y);

where the multiplier Sν is defined in (25). Using the proposition 3.2 and the previous
identities we know that there is a constant C > 0, that only depends on n, q and
r, such that

(101) ∥Tνg∥Lq′ (R;Lr′(Rn)) ≤ C∥g∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn))

for all g ∈ S(R× Rn).
Let G ∈ Lp(R;Lr(Rn)) with p ∈ [1, q] denote the function

G(t, �) =

{
F (t, �) if t ∈ (0, T ),

0 if t ∈ R \ (0, T ).

Obviously, ec|x|G ∈ Lp(R;Lr(Rn)) with p ∈ [1, q]. As a consequence of the inequal-
ity (101), Tν can be extended to define Tν(e

ν·xG) for every ν ∈ Rn \ {0} such that
|ν| < c since

∥eν·xG∥Lq(R;Lr(Rn)) = ∥eν·xF∥Lq((0,T );Lr(Rn))

and (100) holds. Furthermore,

(102) ∥Tν(eν·xG)∥Lq′ (R;Lr′(Rn)) ≤ C∥eν·xF∥Lq((0,T );Lr(Rn))

for all ν ∈ Rn \ {0} such that |ν| < c.
For ν ∈ Rn \ {0} define

Γν = {(τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn : τ = −(ξ + iν) · (ξ + iν)}.
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Since the codimension of Γν is 2, we have by the item (a) of proposition B.1 that—
for every ϕ ∈ D(R× Rn) and every ν ∈ Rn \ {0} such that |ν| < c—the function

(τ, ξ) ∈ (R× Rn) \ Γν 7→ êν·xG(τ, ξ)

−τ − (ξ + iν) · (ξ + iν)
­e−ν·xϕ(τ, ξ)

can be extended to R× Rn so that it represents an element in L1(R× Rn). Here

­e−ν·xϕ(τ, ξ) = ê−ν·xϕ(−τ,−ξ).
Hence, we can write

⟨e−ν·xTν(e
ν·xG), ϕ⟩ = ⟨Tν(eν·xG), e−ν·xϕ⟩

=

∫
R×Rn

êν·xG(τ, ξ)

−τ − (ξ + iν) · (ξ + iν)
­e−ν·xϕ(τ, ξ) d(τ, ξ)

for all ϕ ∈ D(R× Rn) and ν ∈ Rn \ {0} such that |ν| < c. For every ν ∈ Rn \ {0},
there exists a Q ∈ O(n) so that ν = |ν|Qen, with en the nth element of the
standard basis of Rn. Let GQ and ϕQ denote the functions GQ(t, x) = G(t, Qx)
and ϕQ(t, x) = ϕ(t, Qx) for all (t, x) ∈ R× Rn. Changing variables, we have that

⟨e−ν·xTν(e
ν·xG), ϕ⟩ =

∫
R×Rn

̂e|ν|xnGQ(τ, ξ)

−τ − (ξ + i|ν|en) · (ξ + i|ν|en)
­e−|ν|xnϕQ(τ, ξ) d(τ, ξ).

By the item (b) of the proposition B.1, we have that the right-hand side of the
previous identity is equal to∫

R×Rn−1×R

ĜQ(τ, ξ
′, ξn + i|ν|)

−τ − |ξ′|2 − (ξn + i|ν|)2
|ϕQ(τ, ξ

′, ξn + i|ν|) d(τ, ξ′, ξn).

By the Fubini–Tonelli theorem the function

ξn ∈ R 7→ ĜQ(τ, ξ
′, ξn + i|ν|)

−τ − |ξ′|2 − (ξn + i|ν|)2
|ϕQ(τ, ξ

′, ξn + i|ν|)

belongs to L1(R) for almost every (τ, ξ′) ∈ R× Rn−1, the function

H
|ν|
Q : (τ, ξ′) ∈ R× Rn−1 7→

∫
R

ĜQ(τ, ξ
′, ξn + i|ν|)

−τ − |ξ′|2 − (ξn + i|ν|)2
|ϕQ(τ, ξ

′, ξn + i|ν|) dξn

belongs to L1(R× Rn−1), and

⟨e−ν·xTν(e
ν·xG), ϕ⟩ =

∫
R×Rn−1

H
|ν|
Q (τ, ξ′) d(τ, ξ′).

Note that, by the proposition B.2 and the proposition B.1 the function

(103) ξn ∈ R 7→ ĜQ(τ, ξ
′, ξn)

−τ − |ξ′|2 − ξ2n
|ϕQ(τ, ξ

′, ξn)

belongs to L1(R) for all (τ, ξ′) ∈ R× Rn−1 such that τ ̸= −|ξ′|2.
Our final goal will be to show that the function

HQ : (τ, ξ′) ∈ R× Rn−1 7→
∫
R

ĜQ(τ, ξ
′, ξn)

−τ − |ξ′|2 − ξ2n
|ϕQ(τ, ξ

′, ξn) dξn

satisfies that

(104) HQ(τ, ξ
′) = H

|ν|
Q (τ, ξ′) ∀(τ, ξ′) ∈ R× Rn−1 : τ ̸= −|ξ′|2.

With this at hand, we have that

(105) ⟨e−ν·xTν(e
ν·xG), ϕ⟩ =

∫
R×Rn−1

HQ(τ, ξ
′) d(τ, ξ′).
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As we will see at a later stage, the function

(106) (τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn 7→ ĜQ(τ, ξ)

−τ − |ξ|2
|ϕQ(τ, ξ)

belongs to L1(R× Rn). Hence, by the Fubini–Tonelli theorem we have that∫
R×Rn−1

HQ(τ, ξ
′) d(τ, ξ′) =

∫
R×Rn

ĜQ(τ, ξ)

−τ − |ξ|2
|ϕQ(τ, ξ) d(τ, ξ).

Using the identity (105) and the change of variables that removes the orthogonal
matrix Q, we have

(107) ⟨e−ν·xTν(e
ν·xG), ϕ⟩ =

∫
R×Rn

Ĝ(τ, ξ)

−τ − |ξ|2
qϕ(τ, ξ) d(τ, ξ)

for all ϕ ∈ D(R× Rn) and ν ∈ Rn \ {0} such that |ν| < c.
Let v ∈ C(R;L2(Rn)) denote the function

v(t, �) =

{
u(t, �) if t ∈ [0, T ],

0 if t ∈ R \ [0, T ].

The continuity follows from the fact that u(0, �) = u(T, �) = 0. Using this, one can
check that

(i∂t +∆)v = G in R× Rn.

Taking Fourier transform we have that

(108) (−τ − |ξ|2)v̂(τ, ξ) = Ĝ(τ, ξ) ∀̇(τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn.5

This identity and (107) yield

⟨e−ν·xTν(e
ν·xG), ϕ⟩ = ⟨v, ϕ⟩

for all ϕ ∈ D(R× Rn), or equivalently

⟨Tν(eν·xG), ψ⟩ = ⟨eν·xv, ψ⟩

for all ψ ∈ D(R × Rn)—it is enough to consider ϕ = eν·xψ for an arbitrary ψ. In
particular,

Tν(e
ν·xG)|Σ = eν·xu.

Then, the inequality (102) is the one stated in the proposition 5.5.
In order to conclude this proof, it remains to check two points: the function

(106) belongs to L1(R × Rn), and the identity (104) holds. Start by showing the
first of these points. It is clear that (106) belongs to L1(R×Rn) if, and only if, the
function

(109) (τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn 7→ Ĝ(τ, ξ)

−τ − |ξ|2
qϕ(τ, ξ)

also belongs to L1(R × Rn). In order to check that (109) belongs to L1(R × Rn),
we derive from the identity (108) that

v̂(τ, ξ) =
Ĝ(τ, ξ)

−τ − |ξ|2

for almost every (τ, ξ) ∈ R × Rn such that τ ̸= −|ξ|2. Since the measure of the
set {(τ, ξ) ∈ R× Rn : τ = −|ξ|2} is zero, the above identity holds for almost every
(τ, ξ) ∈ R × Rn. This together with fact that v ∈ L2(R × Rn) ensure that (109)
belongs to L1(R× Rn).

5The symbol ∀̇ stands ’for almost every’.
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Finally, let us check the identity (104). By the proposition B.2 and the proposi-
tion B.1 the function

ζ ∈ C|ℑ|<c 7→
ĜQ(τ, ξ

′, ζ)

−τ − |ξ′|2 − ζ2
|ϕQ(τ, ξ

′, ζ)

is holomorphic. Then, by the Cauchy–Goursat theorem we have that

HQ(τ, ξ
′) + lim

ρ→∞
i

∫ |ν|

0

ĜQ(τ, ξ
′, ρ+ it)

−τ − |ξ′|2 − (ρ+ it)2
|ϕQ(τ, ξ

′, ρ+ it) dt

= H
|ν|
Q (τ, ξ′) + lim

ρ→∞
i

∫ |ν|

0

ĜQ(τ, ξ
′,−ρ+ it)

−τ − |ξ′|2 − (−ρ+ it)2
|ϕQ(τ, ξ

′,−ρ+ it) dt

for all (τ, ξ′) ∈ R×Rn−1 such that τ ̸= −|ξ′|2. The item (b) of the proposition B.1,
and the decay as ρ tends to infinity, can be used to show that each of the limits in
the previous identity is zero. Hence, the identity (104) holds. This concludes the
proof of the proposition 5.5. □
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