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Veliky Novgorod, Russia

Abstract

We study self-similar solutions of a multi-phase Stefan problem for a heat equa-
tion on the half-line x > 0 with a constant initial data and with Dirichlet or Neumann
boundary conditions. In the case of Dirichlet boundary condition we prove that a
nonlinear algebraic system for determination of the free boundaries is gradient one
and the corresponding potential is an explicitly written strictly convex and coercive
function. Therefore, there exists a unique minimum point of the potential, coordi-
nates of this point determine free boundaries and provide the desired solution. This
result is also extended to the case of infinitely many phase transitions. In the case of
Neumann boundary condition we demonstrate that the problem may have solutions
with different numbers (called types) of phase transitions. For each fixed type n

the system for determination of the free boundaries is again gradient and the corre-
sponding potential is proved to be strictly convex and coercive, but in some wider
non-physical domain. On the base of these properties it is proved that there exists a
unique solution of Stefan-Neumann problem, and we also provide precise conditions
to specify the type of the solution. Bibliography: 5 titles.

1 Stefan problem with Dirichlet boundary condition

In a quarter-plane Π+ = { (t, x) ∈ R
2 | t, x > 0 } we consider the multi-phase Stefan

problem for the heat equation

ut = a2iuxx, ui < u < ui+1, i = 0, . . . , m, (1.1)

where u0 ≤ u1 < · · · < um < um+1 = uD, ui, i = 1, . . . , m, being the temperatures of phase
transitions, ai > 0, i = 0, . . . , m, are the diffusivity constants. We will study continuous
piecewise smooth solutions u = u(t, x) in Π+ satisfying (1.1) in the classical sense in the
domains ui < u(t, x) < ui+1, i = 0, . . . , m, filled with the phases. On the unknown lines
x = xi(t) of phase transitions where u = ui the following Stefan condition

dix
′
i(t) + kiux(t, xi(t)+)− ki−1ux(t, xi(t)−) = 0 (1.2)

is postulated, where ki > 0 is the thermal conductivity of the i-th phase, while di ≥ 0
is the Stefan number (the latent specific heat) for the i-th phase transition. In (1.2) the
unilateral limits ux(t, xi(t)+), ux(t, xi(t)−) on the line x = xi(t) are taken from the domain
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corresponding to the warmer/colder phase, respectively. For physical reasons, the Stefan
numbers di should be positive. We will study an even more general case di ≥ 0, assuming
that d1 > 0 if u0 = u1.

In this case the problem (1.1), (1.2) is well-posed for u0 ≤ u ≤ uD and reduces to a
degenerate nonlinear diffusion equation (see [2], [3, Chapter 5])

β(u)t − α(u)xx = 0, (1.3)

where α(u), β(u) are strictly increasing functions on [u0, uD] linear on each interval
(ui, ui+1), i = 0, . . . , m, with slopes α′(u) = ki, β

′(u) = ki/a
2
i , and such that

α(ui+)− α(ui−) = 0, β(ui+)− β(ui−) = di, i = 1, . . . , m

(here we agree that α(u1−) = α(u0), β(u1−) = β(u0) in the case u1 = u0).
We will study the initial-boundary value problem with constant initial and Dirichlet

boundary data
u(0, x) = u0 ∀x > 0, u(t, 0) = uD ∀t > 0. (1.4)

By the invariance of our problem under the transformation group (t, x) → (λ2t, λx), λ ∈ R,
λ > 0, it is natural to seek a self-similar solution of problem (1.1), (1.2), (1.4), which has
the form u(t, x) = u(ξ), ξ = x/

√
t. In view of (1.4),

u(0) = uD, u(+∞)
.
= lim

ξ→+∞
u(ξ) = u0 < uD.

Thus, it is natural to suppose that the function u(ξ) decreases. The case when uD ≤ u0

can be treated similarly. Certainly, in this case the function u(ξ) should be increasing.
For the heat equation ut = a2uxx a self-similar solution must satisfy the linear ODE

a2u′′ = −ξu′/2, the general solution of which is

u = C1F (ξ/a) + C2, C1, C2 = const, where F (ξ) =
1√
π

∫ ξ

0

e−s2/4ds.

This allows to write our solution in the form

u(ξ) = ui +
ui+1 − ui

F (ξi+1/ai)− F (ξi/ai)
(F (ξ/ai)− F (ξi/ai)), (1.5)

ξi+1 < ξ < ξi, i = 0, . . . , m,

where +∞ = ξ0 > ξ1 > · · · > ξm > ξm+1 = 0 and we agree that F (+∞) =
1√
π

∫ +∞

0

e−s2/4ds = 1. Notice that the function u(ξ) is constant on the interval (ξ1,+∞)

if u0 = u1. The parabolas ξ = ξi, i = 1, . . . , m, where u = ui, are free boundaries, which
must be determined by conditions (1.2). In the variable ξ these conditions have the form
(cf. [1, Chapter XI])

diξi/2 +
ki(ui+1 − ui)F

′(ξi/ai)

ai(F (ξi+1/ai)− F (ξi/ai))
− ki−1(ui − ui−1)F

′(ξi/ai−1)

ai−1(F (ξi/ai−1)− F (ξi−1/ai−1))
= 0, (1.6)

i = 1, . . . , m. Formally, we can consider solution (1.5) also in the case um = um+1 when
u(ξ) ≡ uD for 0 < ξ < ξm but in this case condition (1.6) with i = m reduces to the relation

dmξm/2−
km−1(um − um−1)F

′(ξm/am−1)

am−1(F (ξm/am−1)− F (ξm−1/am−1))
= 0,
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which is impossible since the left-hand side of this relation is strictly positive. This is
the reason why we exclude the case um = um+1 in our setting. On the contrary, the case
u1 = u0 is correct and does not cause any problems if d1 > 0 because in this case (1.6) with
i = 1 provides the relation

d1ξ1/2 +
k1(u2 − u1)F

′(ξ1/a1)

a1(F (ξ2/a1)− F (ξ1/a1))
= 0,

containing the terms of opposite signs.
In the case m = 1 system (1.6) reduces to a single equation, which can be easily

analysed. As a result, we obtain the classical Neumann solution of the Stefan problem.
To investigate the nonlinear system (1.6) in general case of arbitrary number m of phase
transitions, we notice that it is a gradient one and coincides with the equality ∇E(ξ̄) = 0,
where the function

E(ξ̄) = −
m
∑

i=0

ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai)) +
m
∑

i=1

diξ
2
i /4, (1.7)

ξ̄ = (ξ1, . . . , ξm) ∈ Ω,

the open convex domain Ω ⊂ R
m is given by the inequalities ξ1 > · · · > ξm > 0. Observe

that E(ξ̄) ∈ C∞(Ω). Since the function F (ξ) takes values in the interval (0, 1), all the terms
in expression (1.7) are nonnegative while some of them are strictly positive. Therefore,
E(ξ̄) > 0.

1.1 Coercivity of the function E and existence of a solution

Let us introduce the sub-level sets

Ω(c) = { ξ̄ ∈ Ω | E(ξ̄) ≤ c }, c > 0.

Proposition 1.1 (coercivity). The sets Ω(c) are compact for each c > 0. In particular,
the function E(ξ̄) reaches its minimal value.

Proof. If ξ̄ = (ξ1, . . . , ξm) ∈ Ω(c) then

−ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai)) ≤ E(ξ̄) ≤ c, i = 0, . . . , m; (1.8)

diξ
2
i /4 ≤ E(ξ̄) ≤ c, i = 1, . . . , m. (1.9)

It follows from (1.8) with i = m that F (ξm/am) ≥ e−c/(km(um+1−um)), which implies the low
bound

ξm ≥ r1 = amF
−1(e−c/(km(um+1−um))).

Similarly, we derive from (1.8) with i = 0 that in the case u1 > u0

1− F (ξ1/a0) ≥ e−c/(k0(u1−u0))

(notice that F (ξ0/a0) = F (+∞) = 1). Therefore, F (ξ1/a0) ≤ 1 − e−c/(k0(u1−u0)). This
implies the upper bound ξ1 ≤ a0F

−1(1 − e−c/(k0(u1−u0))). On the other hand, if u0 = u1
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then d1 > 0 and it follows from (1.9) with i = 1 that ξ1 ≤ (4c/d1)
1/2. We summarize that

in any case

ξ1 ≤ r2 =

{

a0F
−1(1− e−c/(k0(u1−u0))) , u0 < u1,

(4c/d1)
1/2 , u0 = u1.

Further, it follows from (1.8) that for all i = 1, . . . , m− 1

F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai) ≥ δ1
.
= exp(−c/α) > 0, (1.10)

where α = min
i=1,...,m−1

ki(ui+1 − ui) > 0. Since F ′(ξ) = 1√
π
e−ξ2/4 < 1, the function F (ξ) is

Lipschitz with constant 1, and it follows from (1.10) that

(ξi − ξi+1)/ai ≥ F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai) ≥ δ1, i = 1, . . . , m− 1,

and we obtain the estimates ξi − ξi+1 ≥ δ = δ1min ai. Thus, the set Ω(c) is contained in a
compact

K = { ξ̄ = (ξ1, . . . , ξm) ∈ R
m | r2 ≥ ξ1 ≥ · · · ≥ ξm ≥ r1, ξi − ξi+1 ≥ δ ∀i = 1, . . . , m− 1 }.

Since E(ξ̄) is continuous on K, the set Ω(c) is a closed subset ofK and therefore is compact.
For c > N

.
= inf E(ξ̄), this set is not empty and the function E(ξ̄) reaches on it a minimal

value, which is evidently equal to N .

We have established the existence of minimal value E(ξ̄0) = minE(ξ̄). At the point
ξ̄0 the required condition ∇E(ξ̄0) = 0 is satisfied, and ξ̄0 is a solution of the system (1.6).
The coordinates of ξ̄0 determine the solution (1.5) of our Stefan problem. Thus, we have
established the following existence result.

Theorem 1.1. There exists a self-similar solution (1.5) of the problem (1.1), (1.2), (1.4).

1.2 Convexity of the function E and uniqueness of a solution

In this section we prove that the function E(ξ̄) is strictly convex. Since a strictly convex
function can have at most one critical point (and it is necessarily a global minimum), the
system (1.6) has at most one solution, that is, a self-similar solution (1.5) of the problem
(1.1), (1.2), (1.4) is unique. We will need the following simple lemma proven in [5] (see
also [4]). For the sake of completeness we provide it with the proof.

Lemma 1.1. The function P (x, y) = − ln(F (x)−F (y)) is strictly convex in the half-plane
x > y.

Proof. The function P (x, y) is infinitely differentiable in the domain x > y. To prove the
lemma, we need to establish that the Hessian D2P is positive definite at every point. By
the direct computation we find

∂2

∂x2
P (x, y) =

(F ′(x))2 − F ′′(x)(F (x)− F (y))

(F (x)− F (y))2
,

∂2

∂y2
P (x, y) =

(F ′(y))2 − F ′′(y)(F (y)− F (x))

(F (x)− F (y))2
,

∂2

∂x∂y
P (x, y) = − F ′(x)F ′(y)

(F (x)− F (y))2
.
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We have to prove positive definiteness of the matrix Q = (F (x) − F (y))2D2P (x, y) with
the components

Q11 = (F ′(x))2 − F ′′(x)(F (x)− F (y)),

Q22 = (F ′(y))2 − F ′′(y)(F (y)− F (x)), Q12 = Q21 = −F ′(x)F ′(y).

Since F ′(x) = 1√
π
e−x2/4, then F ′′(x) = −x

2
F ′(x) and the diagonal elements of this matrix

can be written in the form

Q11 = F ′(x)(
x

2
(F (x)− F (y)) + F ′(x)) =

F ′(x)(
x

2
(F (x)− F (y)) + (F ′(x)− F ′(y))) + F ′(x)F ′(y),

Q22 = F ′(y)(
y

2
(F (y)− F (x)) + (F ′(y)− F ′(x))) + F ′(x)F ′(y).

By Cauchy mean value theorem there exists such a value z ∈ (y, x) that

F ′(x)− F ′(y)

F (x)− F (y)
=

F ′′(z)

F ′(z)
= −z/2.

Therefore,

Q11 = F ′(x)(F (x)− F (y))(x− z)/2 + F ′(x)F ′(y),

Q22 = F ′(y)(F (x)− F (y))(z − y)/2 + F ′(x)F ′(y),

and it follows that Q = R1 + F ′(x)F ′(y)R2, where R1 is a diagonal matrix with the
positive diagonal elements F ′(x)(F (x)−F (y))(x−z)/2, F ′(y)(F (x)−F (y))(z−y)/2 while
R2 =

(

1 −1
−1 1

)

. Since R1 > 0, R2 ≥ 0, then the matrix Q > 0, as was to be proved.

Remark 1.1. In addition to Lemma 1.1 we observe that the functions P (x, 0) = − lnF (x),
P (+∞, x) = − ln(1 − F (x)) of single variable x are strictly convex on (0,+∞). In fact,
it follows from Lemma 1.1 in the limit as y → 0 that the function P (x, 0) is convex on
(0,+∞), moreover,

(F (x))2
d2

dx2
P (x, 0) = F ′(x)(

x

2
F (x) + F ′(x)) = lim

y→0
Q11 ≥ 0.

Since F ′(x) > 0, we find, in particular, that x
2
F (x) + F ′(x) ≥ 0. If d2

dx2P (x, 0) = 0 at
some point x = x0 then 0 = x0

2
F (x0) + F ′(x0) is the minimum of the nonnegative function

x
2
F (x) + F ′(x). Therefore, its derivative (x

2
F + F ′)′(x0) = 0. Since F ′′(x) = −x

2
F ′(x), this

derivative

(
x

2
F + F ′)′(x0) = F (x0)/2 +

x0

2
F ′(x0) + F ′′(x0) = F (x0)/2 > 0.

But this contradicts our assumption. We conclude that d2

dx2P (x, 0) > 0 and the function
P (x, 0) is strictly convex.

The strong convexity of the function P (+∞, x) = − ln(1 − F (x)) is proved similarly.
For the sake of completeness, we provide the details. In the limit as x < y → +∞ we
derive from Lemma 1.1 that the function P (+∞, x) = lim

y→+∞
P (y, x) is convex on R and

(1− F (x))2
d2

dx2
P (+∞, x) = F ′(x)(

x

2
(F (x)− 1) + F ′(x)) ≥ 0.
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If
d2

dx2
P (+∞, x) = 0 at some point x = x0 ∈ R then x0 is a minimum point of the

nonnegative function x
2
(F (x)− 1) + F ′(x). Therefore,

0 = (
x

2
(F (x)−1)+F ′(x))′(x0) = (F (x0)−1)/2+F ′′(x0)+F ′(x0)x0/2 = (F (x0)−1)/2 < 0.

This contradiction implies that
d2

dx2
P (+∞, x) > 0 for all x ∈ R and, therefore, the function

P (+∞, x) is strictly convex (even on the whole line R).

Now we are ready to prove the expected convexity of E(ξ̄).

Proposition 1.2. The function E(ξ̄) is strictly convex on Ω.

Proof. We introduce the functions

Ei(ξ̄) = −ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai)), i = 0, . . . , m.

By Lemma 1.1 and Remark 1.1 all these functions are convex. Since

E(ξ̄) =

m
∑

i=1

Ei(ξ̄) + E0(ξ̄) +

m
∑

i=1

diξ
2
i /4

and all functions in this sum are convex, it is sufficient to prove strong convexity of the
sum

Ẽ(ξ̄) =

m
∑

i=1

Ei(ξ̄).

By Lemma 1.1 and Remark 1.1 all terms in this sum are convex functions. Therefore, the
function Ẽ is convex as well. To prove the strict convexity, we assume that for some vector
ζ = (ζ1, . . . , ζm) ∈ R

m.

D2Ẽ(ξ̄)ζ · ζ =

m
∑

i,j=1

∂2Ẽ(ξ̄)

∂ξi∂ξj
ζiζj = 0 (1.11)

Since

0 = D2Ẽ(ξ̄)ζ · ζ =

m
∑

i=1

D2Ei(ξ̄)ζ · ζ

while all the terms are nonnegative, we conclude that

D2Ei(ξ̄)ζ · ζ = 0, i = 1, . . . , m. (1.12)

By Lemma 1.1 for i = 1, . . . , m − 1 the function Ei(ξ̄) is strictly convex as a function
of two variables ξi, ξi+1 and it follows from (1.12) that ζi = ζi+1 = 0, i = 1, . . . , m − 1.
Observe that in the case m = 1 there are no such i. In this case we apply (1.12) for i = m.
Taking into account Remark 1.1, we find that Em(ξ̄) is a strictly convex function of the
single variable ξm, and it follows from (1.12) that ζm = 0. In any case we obtain that the
vector ζ = 0. Thus, relation (1.11) can hold only for zero ζ , that is, the matrix D2Ẽ(ξ̄)
is (strictly) positive definite, and the function Ẽ(ξ̄) is strictly convex. This completes the
proof.
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Propositions 1.1,1.2 imply the main result of this section.

Theorem 1.2. There exists a unique self-similar solution (1.5) of problem (1.1), (1.2),
(1.4), and it corresponds to the minimum of strictly convex and coercive function (1.7).

Remark 1.2. In paper [4] Stefan problem (1.1), (1.2) was studied in the half-plane t > 0,
x ∈ R with Riemann initial condition

u(0, x) =

{

u+, x > 0,
u−, x < 0.

(1.13)

Solutions of this problem have the same structure as in (1.5) and correspond to a unique
minimum point of the function similar to (1.7) with only the difference that the parameters
ξi are not necessarily positive and can take arbitrary real values. In this section we mainly
follow the scheme of paper [4].

Remark also that in paper [5] the Stefan-Riemann problem (1.1), (1.2), (1.13) was
studied in the case of arbitrary (possibly negative) latent specific heats di. We found
a necessary and sufficient condition for coercivity of E(ξ̄), as well as a stronger sufficient
condition of its strict convexity. The similar results can be obtained for the Stefan-Dirichlet
problem (1.1), (1.2), (1.4).

2 The case of infinitely many phase transitions

In this small section we consider the exotic case when the number m of phase transitions is
infinite. More precisely, we suppose that the phase transitions temperatures ui ≥ u0 form
a strictly increasing sequence, ui+1 > ui, i ∈ N. In (1.1) there are infinitely many phases,
the i-th phase corresponds to the temperature u ∈ (ui, ui+1), i = {0} ∪N. The parameters
ai, ki > 0 are, respectively, the diffusivity constant and the thermal conductivity of the i-th
phase, i = 0, 1, . . .; di ≥ 0 is the latent specific heat of the i-th phase transition, i = 1, 2, . . ..
As in the previous section, we assume that d1 > 0 whenever u1 = u0. We will study the
problem (1.1), (1.2), (1.4) with possibly infinite Dirichlet data uD = lim

i→∞
ui ≤ +∞. A

self-similar solution u = u(ξ), ξ = x/
√
t, of this problem is given by expression (1.5), where

now i runs over all nonnegative integers. The Stefan conditions (1.2) reduce again to (now
infinite) system (1.6), which can be written in the form ∂

∂ξi
E(ξ̄) = 0, where the functional

E(ξ̄) = −
∞
∑

i=0

ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai)) +
∞
∑

i=1

diξ
2
i /4, (2.1)

ξ̄ = (ξi)i∈N ∈ Ω,

Ω = { ξ̄ = (ξi)i∈N ∈ l∞ | ξi > ξi+1 > 0 ∀i ∈ N }.
Here, as usual, l∞ is the space of bounded sequences equipped with the norm ‖ξ̄‖∞ =
sup |ξi|. As is well-known, this space is dual to the space of summable sequences l1. Observe
also that there is only finite number of terms in (2.1) depending on a fixed variable ξi.
Therefore, the partial derivatives ∂

∂ξi
E(ξ̄) are well defined whenever the value E(ξ̄) is finite.

We do not include the natural requirement lim
i→∞

ξi = 0 in the definition of Ω because this

requirement spoils coercivity of the functional E in the weak-∗ topology. Observe that the
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functional E may take the value +∞, moreover, it can happen that E ≡ +∞. Assuming
that the latter does not however happen, i.e. the functional E is proper, E 6≡ +∞, we will
show that this functional admits a unique global minimum point. For that we need some
nice properties of E collected below.

Proposition 2.1. (i) The functional E(ξ̄) is low semi-continuous in weak-∗ topology;
(ii) It is coercive, that is, the sets Ω(c) = {ξ̄ ∈ Ω | E(ξ̄) ≤ c } are weakly-∗ compact;
(iii) The functional E(ξ̄) is strictly convex on Ω.

Proof. It is known that weak-∗ convergence ξ̄n ⇀ ξ̄ of a sequence ξ̄n = (ξni )i∈N ∈ l∞, n ∈ N,
is equivalent to uniform boundedness |ξni| ≤ const and elementwise convergence ξni →

n→∞
ξi

of this sequence. Assume that ξ̄n ∈ Ω, ξ̄ ∈ Ω, and ξ̄n ⇀ ξ̄ weakly-∗ in l∞. Then ξni → ξi
as n → ∞ for each i ∈ N. Since all terms in formula (2.1) are nonnegative, we can apply
Fatou’s lemma for sums and conclude that

E(ξ̄) =

∞
∑

i=0

−ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai)) +

∞
∑

i=1

diξ
2
i /4 ≤

lim inf
n→∞

{
∞
∑

i=0

−ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξni /ai)− F (ξni+1/ai)) +
∞
∑

i=1

di(ξ
n
i )

2/4} = lim inf
n→∞

E(ξ̄n).

Hence, the functional E is weakly-∗ low semi-continuous, and (i) is proven.
To prove (ii) we first notice that Ω(c) = ∅ if c ≤ 0 and we can suppose that c > 0. If

ξ̄ = (ξi)i∈N ∈ Ω(c) then relations (1.8), (1.9) hold for all i ∈ {0} ∪ N. As in the proof of
Proposition 1.1, we derive from these relations that

ξ1 ≤ r2 =

{

a0F
−1(1− e−c/(k0(u1−u0))) , u0 < u1,

(4c/d1)
1/2 , u0 = u1.

Further, it follows from (1.8) that for every i ∈ N

F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai) ≥ δi
.
= exp(−c/αi) > 0,

where αi = ki(ui+1 − ui) > 0. Since F (ξ) is Lipschitz with constant 1, this implies the
inequalities

ξi − ξi+1 ≥ aiδi > 0, i ∈ N.

Hence, Ω(c) is contained in the set

K = {ξ̄ ∈ l∞ | 0 ≤ ξi ≤ r2, ξi − ξi+1 ≥ aiδi ∀i ∈ N }.

Obviously, this set is bounded and weakly-∗ closed in l∞. By the Banach-Alaoglu theorem
the set K is weakly-∗ compact. Since E is weakly-∗ semi-continuous, the set Ω(c) is a
closed subset of K and, therefore, is compact. Coercivity of E is proved.

To prove (iii), we observe that the functional E(ξ̄) is convex as a sum of the convex
functionals −ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai) − F (ξi+1/ai)) and diξ

2
i /4. By the same reason for

each m ∈ N the functional

Rm(ξ̄) = −
∞
∑

i=m

ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai)) +
∞
∑

i=m+1

diξ
2
i /4
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is convex while the function

Em(ξ̄m) = −
m−1
∑

i=0

ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai)) +

m
∑

i=1

diξ
2
i /4, ξ̄m = (ξ1, . . . , ξm)

is strictly convex on R
m, this can be established on the base of Lemma 1.1 in the same way

as in the proof of Proposition 1.2. It is clear that E(ξ̄) = Em(ξ̄) + Rm(ξ̄m). Now we take
different points ξ̄1, ξ̄2 ∈ Ω and α ∈ (0, 1). Since ξ̄1 6= ξ̄2 then we can find such m ∈ N that
ξ̄1m 6= ξ̄2m, where ξ̄nm, n = 1, 2, are the vectors in R

m formed by the first m elements of ξ̄n.
Since the function Em is strictly convex then

Em((1− α)ξ̄1m + αξ̄2m) < (1− α)Em(ξ̄
1
m) + αEm(ξ̄

2
m)

while
Rm((1− α)ξ̄1 + αξ̄2) ≤ (1− α)Rm(ξ̄

1) + αRm(ξ̄
2)

by the convexity of Rm. Therefore,

E((1− α)ξ̄1 + αξ̄2) < (1− α)E(ξ̄1) + αE(ξ̄2).

This proves the strict convexity of E(ξ̄).

In the case E(ξ̄) 6≡ +∞ Proposition 2.1 allows to establish existence of a solution to
the problem (1.1), (1.2), (1.4) with infinite number of phase transitions. More precisely,
the following statement holds.

Theorem 2.1. Assume that the potential E(ξ̄) is a proper functional, i.e. N = inf E(ξ̄) <
+∞. Then there exists a unique minimum point ξ̄0 = (ξ0i )i∈N ∈ Ω of E(ξ̄), i.e., E(ξ̄0) = N .
Moreover, lim

i→∞
ξ0i = 0, and function (1.5)

u(ξ) = ui +
ui+1 − ui

F (ξ0i+1/ai)− F (ξ0i /ai)
(F (ξ/ai)− F (ξ0i /ai)), (2.2)

ξ0i+1 < ξ < ξ0i , i = 0, 1, . . .

is a solution of (1.1), (1.2), (1.4).

Proof. We define for n ∈ N the sub-level sets Kn = Ω(N + 1/n) where E ≤ N + 1/n.
Then these sets are nonempty. By Proposition 2.1 they are weakly-∗ compact. Obviously,
Kn+1 ⊂ Kn ∀n ∈ N. By Cantor’s intersection theorem there exists a point ξ̄0 ∈ ⋂

n∈N
Kn.

Then, N ≤ E(ξ̄0) ≤ N+1/n for all n ∈ N, which implies that E(ξ̄0) = N , and ξ̄0 is a point
of global minimum of E. Uniqueness of this point directly follows from the strict convexity
of E stated in Proposition 2.1(iii). It only remains to prove that the sequence ξ̄0 = (ξ0i )i∈N
vanishes. Assuming the contrary, we will have lim

i→∞
ξ0i = inf

i∈N
ξ0i = r > 0. Then the sequence

ξ̄r = ξ̄0 − r with components ξ0i − r lies in Ω. Since 1−F ((ξ01 − r)/a0) > 1−F (ξ01)/a0 and
for all i ∈ N (ξ0i − r)2 < (ξ0i )

2,

F ((ξ0i − r)/ai)− F ((ξ0i+1 − r)/ai) =
1√
π

∫ (ξ0
i
−r)/ai

(ξ0
i+1

−r)/ai

e−s2/4ds >

1√
π

∫ ξ0
i
/ai

ξ0
i+1

/ai

e−s2/4ds = F (ξ0i /ai)− F (ξ0i+1/ai),
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all the terms in expression (2.1) became smaller if we replace ξ̄0 by ξ̄r. Therefore, E(ξ̄r) <
E(ξ̄0) = N , which is impossible. Hence, lim

i→∞
ξ0i = 0. Since ξ̄0 is a minimum point of E

then ∂
∂ξi

E(ξ̄0) = 0 for all i ∈ N and Stefan conditions (1.2) are satisfied. We conclude that

(2.2) is a solution of our problem (1.1), (1.2), (1.4).

Example 2.1. Assume that ki = a2i = 1, i ≥ 0; di = 0, i > 0. Then Stefan conditions
(1.2) simply means that u(ξ) is a self-similar solution of the heat equation ut = uxx.
Therefore, u(ξ) = C1F (ξ) + C2, C1, C2 = const, and u(ξ) is a bounded function. In
particular, a solution of (1.1), (1.2), (1.4) with uD = lim

i→∞
ui = +∞ does not exists. As

is easy to verify, in this case E(ξ̄) ≡ +∞, so that the assumption of Theorem 2.1 is
violated. On the other hand, if uD < +∞ then a unique solution of (1.1), (1.2), (1.4)
has the form u(ξ) = uD − (uD − u0)F (ξ). Solving the equations u(ξ) = ui, we find
ξi = F−1((uD − ui)/(uD − u0)). Hence,

E(ξ̄) = −
∞
∑

i=0

(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi)− F (ξi+1)) =
∞
∑

i=0

(ui+1 − ui)(ln(uD − u0)− ln(ui+1 − ui))

= (uD − u0) ln(uD − u0)−
∞
∑

i=0

(ui+1 − ui) ln(ui+1 − ui).

As follows from Theorem 2.1 and the uniqueness of our solution, this value is the minimum
value of E whenever the functional E(ξ̄) is proper. In particular, E(ξ̄) ≡ +∞ if (and only

if) the series
∞
∑

i=0

(ui+1 − ui) ln(ui+1 − ui) is divergent.

3 Stefan problem with Neumann boundary condition

Now we return to the case of finite m and consider the Stefan problem (1.1), (1.2), with
the constant initial data u0 and with Neumann boundary condition:

u(0, x) = u0 ∀x > 0, α(u)x(t, 0) = t−1/2bN ∀t > 0, (3.1)

where α(u) is the diffusion function in equation (1.3), now defined on infinite interval
[u0,+∞) (we take um+1 = +∞), and bN < 0 is a constant. The specific form of Neumann
boundary data is connected with the requirement of invariance of our problem under the
scaling transformations (t, x) → (λ2t, λx), λ > 0. This allows to concentrate on the study
of self-similar solutions u = u(x/

√
t) of the problem (1.1), (1.2), (3.1). For such solutions

conditions (3.1) reduce to the requirements

α(u)′(0) = bN , u(+∞) = u0. (3.2)

Since α(u) is a strictly increasing function and bN < 0, we will assume that the function
u(ξ) decreases. The case bN > 0 corresponds to an increasing u(ξ) and can be treated
similarly. For homogeneous Neumann problem bN = 0 there is only the constant solution
u ≡ u0. Let ui, i = 1, . . . , m, be all phase transition temperatures in the interval [u0,+∞)
so that u0 ≤ u1 < · · · < um < um+1 = +∞. As in Section 1, we suppose that the latent
specific heat d1 > 0 if u1 = u0. Assume that u = u(ξ) is a decreasing self-similar solution
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of (1.1), (1.2), (3.1). Then u(0) > u0 and there is an integer n, 0 ≤ n ≤ m, such that
un < u(0) ≤ un+1. We call this number n (i.e., the number of phase transitions) a type
of solution u. The Neumann condition for a solution of type n reads knu

′(0) = bN (notice
that knux is exactly the heat flow through the boundary point x = 0). A solution of type
0 does not contain free boundaries and can be found by the formula

u(ξ) = u0 +
a0
k0

bN
√
π(F (ξ/a0)− 1). (3.3)

As is easy to verify, k0u
′(0) = bN , u(+∞) = u0 and requirement (3.2) is satisfied. By

easy computation we find u(0) = u0 − a0bN
√
π/k0, therefore, the necessary and sufficient

condition for existence of a solution (3.3) is the inequality u0 − a0bN
√
π/k0 ≤ u1, which

can be written in the form

−bN ≤ γ1
.
=

k0(u1 − u0)

a0
√
π

. (3.4)

In particular, a solution of type 0 does not exist if u1 = u0. A solution of type n > 0 has
structure similar to (1.5) (with m = n)

u(ξ) = ui +
ui+1 − ui

F (ξi+1/ai)− F (ξi/ai)
(F (ξ/ai)− F (ξi/ai)), ξi+1 < ξ < ξi, i = 0, . . . , n− 1,

(3.5)

u(ξ) = un +
an
kn

bN
√
π(F (ξ/an)− F (ξn/an)), 0 < ξ < ξn.

(3.6)

The necessary (but not sufficient, as we will soon realize) condition u(0) ≤ un+1 has the
form

−bN
√
πF (ξn/an) ≤ kn(un+1 − un)/an (3.7)

(if n = m then it is always fulfilled since um+1 = +∞).
Firstly, we investigate the uniqueness of a solution of our Stefan-Neumann problem. If

u = u(t, x) is a solution of (1.1), (1.2), (3.1) then the even extension ũ(t, x) = u(t, |x|) is
continuous on the half-plane Π = (0,+∞)× R and it is a distributional solution of (1.3)
in a domain (t, x) ∈ Π, x 6= 0. Now, the increasing functions β(u), α(u) are defined on
[u0,+∞) by the same relations as in (1.3): α′(u) = ki, β

′(u) = ki/a
2
i on intervals (ui, ui+1),

i = 0, . . . , m; α(ui+)− α(ui−) = 0, β(ui+)− β(ui−) = di, i = 1, . . . , m.
Since the jump of α(ũ)x at the line x = 0

[α(ũ)x] = α(ũ)x(t, 0+)− α(ũ)x(t, 0−) = 2α(u)x(t, 0+) = 2bN t
−1/2,

it follows that
β(ũ)t − α(ũ)xx = −2bN t

−1/2δ(x) in D′(Π), (3.8)

where δ(x) is the Dirac δ-function. Besides, the initial condition β(ũ)(0, x) = β(u0) holds
in the sense of point-wise convergence as t → 0+ for all x 6= 0. Notice that the function
β(u) has a jump at u = u0 if u1 = u0. In this case β(ũ)(t, x) = β(u0) in the set |x| > ξ1

√
t

by (3.5) with i = 0.
Now, we are ready to prove the uniqueness.

Theorem 3.1. A solution u = u(ξ) of the problem (1.1), (1.2), (3.1) having the self-similar
form (3.5), (3.6) (for some n ∈ 0, m, which may depend on a solution) is unique.
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Proof. Assume that u1, u2 are two solutions of (1.1), (1.2), (3.1) (possibly, of different
types), and ũi(t, x) = ui(t, |x|), i = 1, 2. In view of (3.8) we have

(β(ũ1)− β(ũ2))t − (α(ũ1)− α(ũ2))xx = 0 in D′(Π). (3.9)

Remark that for all u, v ≥ u0, u 6= v

0 <
α(u)− α(v)

β(u)− β(v)
≤ max a2i . (3.10)

We introduce the function P = P (t, x) = β(ũ1)− β(ũ2) ∈ L∞(Π).
As follows from the representation (3.5) with i = 0, for large ξ = |x|/

√
t

|P (t, x)| = |β(ũ1)− β(ũ2)| =
k0
a20

|u1(ξ)− u2(ξ)| = c(1− F (ξ/a0)), c = const (3.11)

(moreover, c = 0 in the case u1 = u0). By the L’Hôpital’s rule and the identity
F ′′(y) = −y

2
F ′(y)

lim
y→+∞

2y−1F ′(y)

1− F (y)
= 2 lim

y→+∞

y−2F ′(y)− y−1F ′′(y)

F ′(y)
= 2 lim

y→+∞
[y−2 + y−1y/2)] = 1.

Therefore, 1− F (y) ∼ 2y−1F ′(y) = 2y−1e−y2/4 as y → +∞. This implies that for large ξ

|P (t, x)| ≤ const · ξ−1e−ξ2/(4a20).

Therefore, P (t, ·) ∈ L2(R) and ‖P (t, ·)‖2 = ct1/4, c = const. In particular, P (t, ·) → 0 as
t → 0+ in L2(R). Similar statements hold for the function Q = α(ũ1) − α(ũ2) because
Q = CP , where C = C(t, x) = (α(ũ1)− α(ũ2))/(β(ũ1)− β(ũ2)) (if ũ1 = ũ2 we set C = 0)
is a nonnegative bounded function, in view of (3.10).

Hence, we can apply (3.9) to a test function f = f(t, x) from the Sobolev space
W 1,2

2 (ΠT ), ΠT = (0, T ) × R (so that f, ft, fx, fxx ∈ L2(ΠT )) such that f(T, x) = 0. As
a result, we obtain the relation

∫

ΠT

P (t, x)[ft + Cfx]dtdx = 0. (3.12)

Let F (t, x) ∈ C1
0 (ΠT ), ε > 0, and f ε = f ε(t, x) ∈ W 1,2

2 (ΠT ) be a solution of the backward
Cauchy problem

ft + (C + ε)fxx = F, f(T, x) = 0.

As is demonstrated in [2, 3] in general multidimensional case, such a solution exists and
satisfies the estimate

‖f ε
xx‖2 ≤ C0/

√
ε, (3.13)

where C0 is a constant independent of ε and ‖ · ‖2 = ‖ · ‖L2(ΠT ). It follows from (3.12) with
f = f ε that

∫

ΠT

P (t, x)F (t, x)dtdx = ε

∫

ΠT

P (t, x)f ε
xx(t, x)dtdx. (3.14)
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By the Cauchy-Bunyakovsky inequality and (3.13)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ΠT

P (t, x)f ε
xx(t, x)dtdx

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ‖P‖2‖f ε
xx‖2 ≤ C0‖P‖2/

√
ε,

and the right-hand side of (3.14) vanishes as ε → 0. We conclude that
∫

ΠT

P (t, x)F (t, x)dtdx = 0

for all F (t, x) ∈ C1
0(ΠT ) and all T > 0. This means that P = 0 a.e. on Π, that is,

u1 = u2.

Assume that u(ξ) is a solution (3.5), (3.6) of type n. On a phase transition lines ξ = ξi,
the Stefan condition reads

diξi/2 + ki
(ui+1 − ui)F

′(ξi/ai)

ai(F (ξi+1/ai)− F (ξi/ai))
−

ki−1
(ui − ui−1)F

′(ξi/ai−1)

ai−1(F (ξi/ai−1)− F (ξi−1/ai−1))
= 0, i = 1, . . . , n− 1, (3.15)

dnξn/2 + bN
√
πF ′(ξn/an)− kn−1

(un − un−1)F
′(ξn/an−1)

an−1(F (ξn/an−1)− F (ξn−1/an−1))
= 0, i = n. (3.16)

Like in the case of Dirichlet boundary condition, this system turns out to be gradient one,
it coincides with the equality ∇En = 0, where the function

En(ξ̄) = −
n−1
∑

i=0

ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai))

+anbN
√
πF (ξn/an) +

1

4

n
∑

i=1

diξ
2
i , ξ̄ = (ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ Ωn, (3.17)

Ωn is an open convex cone in R
n consisting of vectors with strictly decreasing positive

coordinates. Remark that F ′′(s) = −s/2F ′(s) < 0 for all s > 0. Since bN < 0, this
implies that the term anbN

√
πF (ξn/an) is strictly convex function of single variable ξn on

the interval [0,+∞). In the same way as in the proof of Proposition 1.2 we find that the
function

Ẽn(ξ̄) = −
n−1
∑

i=0

ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai)) +
1

4

n
∑

i=1

diξ
2
i

is strictly convex on a cone

Ω̄n = { ξ̄ = (ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ R
n | ξ1 > · · · > ξn ≥ 0 } ⊃ Ωn,

consisting of points with strictly decreasing nonnegative coordinates. Since

En(ξ̄) = Ẽn(ξ̄) + anbN
√
πF (ξn/an),

the function En(ξ̄) is strictly convex on Ω̄n as well. Let us demonstrate that this function
is coercive on Ω̄n.
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Proposition 3.1. For all c ∈ R the set Ω̄n(c) = { ξ̄ ∈ Ω̄n | En(ξ̄) ≤ c } is compact.

Proof. Suppose that ξ̄ ∈ Ω̄n, En(ξ̄) ≤ c. Then

Ẽn(ξ̄)
.
= −

n−1
∑

i=0

ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai))+

1

4

n
∑

i=1

diξ
2
i = E(ξ̄)− anbN

√
πF (ξn/an) ≤ c1

.
= c− anbN

√
π.

Since all the terms of the left-hand side of this inequality are nonnegative, we obtain the
relations

−ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai)) ≤ c1, i = 0, . . . , n− 1, (3.18)

diξ
2
i /4 ≤ c1, i = 1, . . . , n, (3.19)

the same as inequalities (1.8), (1.9). As follows from (3.18), (3.19), the set Ω̄n(c) = ∅ if
c1 < 0. Therefore, we may (and will) suppose that c1 ≥ 0. Arguing as in the proof of
Proposition 1.1, we derive from (3.18), (3.19) the bounds

ξ1 ≤ r2 =

{

a0F
−1(1− e−c1/(k0(u1−u0))) , u0 < u1,

(4c1/d1)
1/2 , u0 = u1,

(ξi − ξi+1)/ai ≥ δ = exp(−c1/α) > 0, i = 1, . . . , n− 1,

where α = min
i=1,...,m−1

ki(ui+1 − ui) > 0. Thus, the set Ω̄n(c) is contained in a compact

K = { ξ̄ = (ξ1, . . . , ξn) ∈ R
n | r2 ≥ ξ1 ≥ · · · ≥ ξn ≥ 0, ξi − ξi+1 ≥ δai ∀i = 1, . . . , n− 1 }.

Since En(ξ̄) is continuous on K, the set Ω̄n(c) is a closed subset of K and therefore is
compact. This completes the proof.

It follows from Proposition 3.1 and the strict convexity of function En that there exists
a point ξ̄n = (ξn1 , . . . , ξ

n
n) ∈ Ω̄n of global minimum of En, and it is a unique local minimum

of this function. There are two possible cases:
A) ξ̄n ∈ Ωn, i.e. ξnn > 0. If, in addition, condition (3.7) is satisfied then there exists a

unique solution (3.5), (3.6) of type n with ξi = ξni , i = 1, . . . , n;
B) ξ̄n /∈ Ωn, i.e. ξnn = 0. Then a solution of type n does not exist. Let us in-

vestigate this case more precisely. The necessary and sufficient conditions for the point
ξ̄n = (ξn1 , . . . , ξ

n
n−1, 0) to be a minimum point of En(ξ̄) are the following

∂

∂ξi
En(ξ̄

n) = 0, i = 1, . . . , n− 1, (3.20)

∂

∂ξn
En(ξ̄

n) ≥ 0, (3.21)

where condition (3.20) appears only if n > 1. Notice that for such n

En(ξ1, . . . , ξn−1, 0) = −
n−1
∑

i=0

ki(ui+1 − ui) ln(F (ξi/ai)− F (ξi+1/ai)) +
1

4

n−1
∑

i=1

diξ
2
i ,

ξn = 0, (ξ1, . . . , ξn−1) ∈ Ωn−1.
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We see that E(ξ1, . . . , ξn−1)
.
= En(ξ1, . . . , ξn−1, 0) coincides with function (1.7) with m =

n− 1, corresponding to Stefan-Dirichlet problem (1.1), (1.2), (1.4) with uD = un. Relation
(3.20) means that ∇E(ξ1, . . . , ξn−1) = 0, that is, (ξ01, . . . , ξ

0
n−1) ∈ Ωn−1 is a unique minimal

point of E(ξ1, . . . , ξn−1). According to Theorem 1.2, the coordinates ξni , i = 1, . . . , n − 1,
coincide with the phase transition parameters ξi of the unique solution (1.5) of problem
(1.1), (1.2), (1.4) with uD = un (in particular, they do not depend on the Neumann data
bN and on parameters ai, ki, di with i ≥ n). As is easy to calculate, condition (3.21) reads

kn−1(un − un−1)√
πan−1F (ξnn−1/an−1)

+ bN ≥ 0. (3.22)

This formula remains valid also for n = 1, in this case one have to take ξnn−1 = ξ10 = +∞,
so that F (ξnn−1/an−1) = F (+∞) = 1. Under requirement (3.22) the case B) is realised so
that a solution of type n does not exist. More precisely, the following statements hold for
n ≥ 1.

Lemma 3.1. (i) If 0 < −bN ≤ γn =
kn−1(un − un−1)√
πan−1F (ξnn−1/an−1)

then a solution of type n does

not exist;
(ii) If −bN > γn and −bN−γn is small enough then a solution of type n exists. Moreover,

if γn < γn+1 then a solution of type n exists for each Neumann data bN such that γn <
−bN ≤ γn+1.

Proof. If −bN ≤ γn then relation (3.22) holds and the first statement follows. If n = m
then condition (3.7) is always satisfied and a unique solution of type m exists for γm <
−bN < γm+1

.
= +∞. Hence, it remains to prove (ii) in the case 1 ≤ n < m. We notice

that by the strict convexity of function (3.17) its minimum point ξ̄n depends continuously
on the parameter r = −bN . In particular, the last coordinate ξnn = ξnn(r) is a continuous
function of r. Since ξnn(γn) = 0 then for sufficiently small −bN − γn > 0 the left-hand
side of relation (3.7) can be made so small that this relation is satisfied while condition
(3.22) is violated. We conclude that there exists a unique solution (3.5), (3.6) of type
n with ξi = ξni (−bN ), i = 1, . . . , n. In the case γn < γn+1 we introduce the function
ϕ(r) = kn(un+1 − un)/an − r

√
πF (ξnn(r)/an). This function is continuous on (0,+∞) and

ϕ(r) = kn(un+1 − un)/an > 0 for 0 < r ≤ γn (since ξnn(r) = 0 for such r). If ϕ(r) = 0 with
some r > γn then for bN = −r relation (3.7) holds with equality sign, this means that the
solution (3.5), (3.6) satisfies the property u(0) = un+1. Therefore, u = u(ξ) is a unique
solution to Stefan-Dirichlet problem (1.1), (1.2), (1.4) with uD = un+1. By the definition

of numbers γk, k = 1, . . . , n, we conclude that r =
kn(un+1 − un)√
πanF (ξn+1

n /an)
= γn+1. Thus, γn+1

is the unique zero of the continuous function ϕ(r). Therefore, ϕ(r) keeps the positive
sign on the segment [γn, γn+1) and ϕ(r) = kn(un+1 − un)/an − r

√
πF (ξnn(r)/an) ≥ 0 for

γn < r ≤ γn+1. Substituting r = −bN , we obtain that condition (3.7) is satisfied together
with the condition −bN > γn. Thus, a solution of type n exists.

Remark 3.1. In addition to the statement (ii) we notice that condition (3.4), sufficient
for the existence of a solution of type 0, can be written in the form

γ0
.
= 0 < −bN ≤ γ1

Certainly, the latter condition has sense only if u1 > u0, otherwise γ1 = 0.

15



Now we are going to demonstrate that actually the requirement γn < γn+1 is always
satisfied.

Lemma 3.2. The sequence γn, n = 1, . . . , m, strictly increases. Besides, the condition

γn < −bN ≤ γn+1 (3.23)

is necessary and sufficient for existence of a solution of type n.

Proof. We will prove that for all k = 0, . . . , m− 1

γi < γi+1 for all i ∈ N, 1 ≤ i ≤ k. (3.24)

We use the induction in k. If k = 0, the set of i in (3.24) is empty and there is nothing to
prove. Assuming that (3.24) holds for k = n−1, we have to prove it for k = n. For that we
only need to establish that γn < γn+1. If this inequality is wrong, then either γn+1 = γn or
γi ≤ γn+1 < γi+1 for some i ∈ 0, n− 1 (where we agree that γ0 = 0 and use the induction
assumption). In the former case, by Lemma 3.1(ii) for some −bN > γn+1 = γn there exist
solutions of problem (1.1), (1.2), (3.1) of both types n, n + 1, which contradicts to the
uniqueness statement of Theorem 3.1. Now we consider the case γi ≤ γn+1 < γi+1. By
Lemma 3.1(ii) and Remark 3.1 we find that for some bN such that γn+1 < −bN < γi+1

there exist solutions of problem (1.1), (1.2), (3.1) of different types i and n + 1. But this
is impossible in view of Theorem 3.1. We conclude that γn+1 > γn as required.

To prove the second statement, we remark that by Lemma 3.1 condition (3.23) is
sufficient for existence of a solution of type n. Conversely, if there exists a solution of
problem (1.1), (1.2), (3.1) having type n then −bN > γn by Lemma 3.1(i). If −bN > γn+1

then necessarily n < m and there exists such k > n that γk < −bN ≤ γk+1. By Lemma 3.1
there exists another solution of problem (1.1), (1.2), (3.1) that has type k > n. By the
uniqueness this is impossible. We conclude that −bN ≤ γn+1. Hence the condition (3.23)
is necessary for existence of a solution of type n.

In view of Theorem 3.1 and Lemmas 3.1, 3.2, we establish the following main results
on correctness of problem (1.1), (1.2), (3.1).

Theorem 3.2. For any Neumann data bN < 0 the exists a unique solution of the Stefan-
Neumann problem (1.1), (1.2), (3.1). The type n of this solution is determined by the
condition γn < −bN ≤ γn+1

In the case m = 1, u1 > u0 the parameter γ1 =
k0(u1 − u0)

a0
√
π

. Hence, in the case

0 < −bN ≤ γ1 a unique solution u = u(ξ) of (1.1), (1.2), (3.1) has type 0 while in the case
−bN > γ1 it has type 1.

Remark 3.2. The form of equation (1.1) may induce someone to conclude that a more
natural Neumann condition is the following one:

a2nux(t, 0) = bt−1/2 (3.25)

whenever u is a solution of type n. But this problem is incorrect. Generally, neither
existence nor uniqueness holds. In fact, consider the simple case m = 1, u1 > u0 discussed
above. Since for a solution of type n

bN = knux(t, 0)t
1/2 =

kn
a2n

b,
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we find that criteria for existence of a solution of type 0, 1 are, respectively, −b ≤ a20
k0

γ1,

−b >
a21
k1

γ1. We conclude that no solution exists if

a20
k0

< − b

γ1
≤ a21

k1

while in the case
a21
k1

< − b

γ1
≤ a20

k0

there are solutions of both types 0, 1, and the uniqueness fails.

Remark 3.3. We established the uniqueness of a solution of the prescribed form (3.5),
(3.6). In the case u0 = u1 there is another “non-physical” solution u = u∗(ξ) of problem
(1.1), (1.1), (3.1) such that u∗(ξ) > u1 for all ξ > 0 and therefore the phase transition
corresponding to the temperature u1 is absent (it happens instantly at the initial moment
t = 0), so that the total number of phase transitions reduces by one. The solution u∗(ξ) of
type n−1 is defined by the same expressions (3.5), (3.6), where we now take ξ1 = ξ0 = +∞.
By the similar reasons as for solutions u(ξ) we can prove the existence and uniqueness of
the solution u∗.

Observe that both the functions ũ = u(|x|/
√
t), ũ∗ = u∗(|x|/

√
t) are solutions of (3.8).

This seems surprising because of the uniqueness statement of Theorem 3.1. But there is
no contradiction here. The matter is that the functions β(ũ), β(ũ∗) take different initial
data, namely

β(ũ)(0+, x) = β(u0), β(ũ∗)(0+, x) = β(u0+) = β(u0) + d1.

Therefore, P (0+, x) = β(ũ∗)(0+, x)− β(ũ)(0+, x) = d1 > 0, and the reasoning used in the
proof of Theorem 3.1 is not applicable.

Similar non-physical solutions can be constructed for the Dirichlet problem as well.
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