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Abstract. We present an application of recent well-posedness results in the
theory of delay differential equations for ordinary differential equations [10] to
a generalized population model for stem cell maturation. The weak approach
using Sobolev-spaces we take allows for a larger class of initial prehistories and
makes checking the requirements for well-posedness of such a model consider-
ably easier compared to previous approaches. In fact the present approach is
a possible means to guarantee that the solution manifold is not empty, which
is a necessary requirement for a C1-approach to work.

1. Introduction

A delay differential equation (DDE) is a differential equation (or system of differen-
tial equations) in which the derivative not only depends on the current state of the
system, but on a prior state or even on a prior time horizon of the state variable.
Specifically we are interested in differential equations of the form

x′(t) = G(t, xt) for t ≥ 0,

x(t) = Φ(t) for t ∈ [−h, 0]
where we use the standard notation xt(s) = x(t + s) for s < 0. G is at this point
any right-hand side that depends potentially on a prior state of x or even a longer
history xt. Therefore the system above is referred to as a state-dependent DDE.
Even more specifically this system can be regarded as the equivalent of an ordinary
differential equation for DDEs, since the left-hand side is just the time derivative
of the state. In the setting of (state-dependent) DDEs a so-called prehistory Φ
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takes the place of a traditional initial value in IVPs to prevent systems from being
unterdetermined. For information on general results and techniques for DDEs we
refer to [7, 6].
The present article is an application of a recent finding from [10] to a generalized
population model for stem cell growth that has been introduced in [8] and has
subsequently been studied in articles such as [11, 4]. We will prove well-posedness
of the mathematical model as a system of DDEs. In doing so we improve on previous
results. Indeed in [11] substantially more regularity on the individual functions is
required, whereas in [4], complementing [11], the structural hypothesis of positivity
needs to be imposed on initial prehistories. Here we simultaneously generalize both
of these results. For a detailed comparison see section two for [11] and section
four for [4]. We emphasize that we do not need to include the criteria necessary
to apply the concept of solution manifolds as introduced in [17], which is useful in
the context of linearized stability, but introduces complications in the context of
solution theory. Thus [17] may rather be viewed as a regularity theory for DDEs.
We start by (re-)introducing the model in the next section as well as stating all
assumptions on the model. In section three we present our results with full proofs.
Section four contains a brief discussion and comparison to other research.

2. The Model

We start by immediately presenting the model we want to investigate, then explain
its contents and elaborate on where it comes from. The model of concern is the
following system of differential equations

w′(t) = q(v(t))w(t)

v′(t) = γ(v(t−τ(vt)))g(x2,v(t))w(t−τ(vt))
g(x1,v(t−τ(vt)))

e
∫ τ(vt)
0 (d−D1g)(y(s,vt),v(t−s)) ds − µv(t)

(1)

where we understand vt : [−h, 0] → R, s 7→ v(t+s). Notice the terms t−τ(vt) in the
second equation. The delay τ depending on a prior history of the state vt maps to
values in [0, h], where h is the backward time horizon. The times t− τ(vt) therefore
denote instances in the past. This system appears in [11], is based on the model
used in [8] and is obtained from the original transport equation there by integration
along the characteristics. For details we refer to both articles. The system describes
the growth of stem cells, originally in mammary glands. We provide a full table of
all functions and parameters involved before we give a brief heuristic of the biology
involved.

Symbol Description

w : I → R concentration of stem cells
v : I → R concentration of mature cells
q : I → R

+ stem cell population net growth rate

γ : I → R
+
0 unregulated maturation rate of stem cells

g : J × I → R
+
0 regulated maturation rate of progenitor cells

y : [−h, 0]×M → R population size of mature cells

d : J × I → R
+
0 per cell net growth rate/progenitor net production rate

τ : M → R
+
0 delay function

x1 ∈ R initial maturity
x2 ∈ R, x1 < x2 full maturity
x ∈ [x1, x2] maturity of stem cells
µ ≥ 0 decay rate/mortality rate of mature cells

Here I ⊆ R is an open interval, J is an open interval containing [x1, x2] and M
is a suitable function space of functions mapping [−h, 0] into I (H1(−h, 0; I) - see
page 4 for a definition - in this publication and C1([−h, 0], I) in other sources).
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For a given function ϕ defined on an interval [−h, 0] the function y(., ϕ) = yϕ is a
solution of the ordinary differential equation

y′ϕ(s) = −g(yϕ(s), ϕ(−s))
yϕ(0) = x2

(2)

Note that yϕ is defined going backward in time. s then can be interpreted as the
time it takes to elvolve yϕ(s) to x2. The delay term τ(ϕ) is subsequently defined
as the solution of

yϕ(τ(ϕ)) = x1. (3)

τ and yϕ are well-defined as we will clarify after stating our assumptions. Prior to
that we would like to devote some space briefly outlining what the model describes.

2.1. The biological setting. The first line in Equation (1) is almost self-explanatory:
the current change in the concentration of stem cells is assumed to be proportional
to the current concentration of stem cells. The corresponding proportionality rate
is the stem cell population growth rate, which in turn is assumed to exclusively
depend on the concentration of mature cells. q reflects stem cell division rate in
the absence of mature cells, self-renewal in the absence of mature cells, mortality
rate of stem cells and regulation constants. For details we refer to [2], where the
authors represent q in a more explicit form. In particular, q as modeled there is a
bounded C∞-function.
The second line in Equation (1) asks for more explanation: First consider the
progenitor phase, which is the phase in which stem cells commit themselves to mat-
uration. Let us consider the amount of progenitor cells passing through this level
per time. The inflow of progenitors into the mature cells is assumed to be linear
with respect to the concentration of stem cells times a factor depending on the con-
centration of mature cells. At time t this flow is β(v(t))w(t). We again refer to [2]
for a more detailed explanation and expression of β. We note that β as introduced
there is a bounded C∞-function again. The inflow of progenitors into the mature
cell population is modelled with a delay. Asssuming a stem cell just enters the
progenitor phase and does neither divide nor die, it fully matures in a finite time
τ . The maturation process is regulated by mature cells, hence it is assumed that
the delay only depends on the history of the concentration of mature cells vt. Thus
if full maturity of a cell is reached in time t, τ(vt) is the time spent as progenitor
cells and t− τ(vt) is the time the progenitor phase was entered. This in turn means
that the inflow of stem cells into the progenitor phase that corresponds to those
cells that fully mature at time t is

β(v(t− τ(vt)))w(t − τ(vt)),

that is, if it is assumed that the number of cells would not change during the
progenitor phase. This change in numbers is accounted for by a progenitor net
population growth factor F(ϕ), where ϕ denotes the history experienced by the
time cells reach full maturity. Now one only needs to account for the outflow of
mature cells, which is the number of mature cells that die at a given time, which is
assumed to be a constant mortality rate µ mulitiplied by the current concentration
of mature cells. All in all one arrives at the change of concentration of mature cells

v′(t) = β(v(t− τ(vt)))w(t − τ(vt))F(vt)− µv(t).

The specific expression for F can be obtained by introducing the population net
growth rate d yielding the equation

F̃ ′(s) = d(some maturity level, some prehistory)F̃(s) t > 0

F̃(0) = 1
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and setting F(ψ) := F̃(τ(ψ)). We will not go into details here and are content with
the observation that this equation gives rise to an exponential term.
It remains to justify Equation (2). This ODE is immediately obtained by introduc-
ing the function g as the regulated maturation speed of a progenitor cell, which is
simply the change of the number of mature cells. For more details, explanations
and explicit expressions we refer to [2].
Models of this sort apparently arise generally in the modelling of stem cell growth
models (to the best of our knowledge this model first arose in the context of mam-
mary stem cell growth), but appear to have wider applicability, for instance in the
modelling of tumor growth. For more context we refer to [8] and the references
therein. We note that the functions provided there have explicit expressions, are
smooth and bounded. We will study a more general mathematical scenario in the
following.

2.2. The mathematical model. We will not investigate the model as in Equa-
tion (1), but rather an equivalent formulation that is more suitable for our approach,
that has been studied for instance in [11, 4] and is very close to the outline of the
deduction of the model anyway. We also wish to account for more mathematical
generality. For this purpose we denote

β : I → R
+ z 7→ γ(z)

g(x1, z)

G : M → R
+ ψ 7→ g(x2, ψ(0))e

∫ τ(ψ)
0 (d−D1g))(y(t,ψ),ψ(−s)) ds (4)

Using these functions we can define

F : H1(−h, 0; I2) → R
2

(ϕ, ψ) 7→
(

q(ψ(0))ϕ(0)
β(ψ(−τ(ψ)))ϕ(−τ(ψ))G(ψ) − µψ(0)

)

We understand the Sobolev space H1 with values in U ⊆ R
n as

H1(−h, 0;U) := {f ∈ L2(−h, 0;U) : u′ ∈ L2(−h, 0;U)}
where the weak (time) derivative is defined in the variational sense and the space
is equipped with the norm

‖u‖H1(−h,0;U) :=
√

‖u‖2
L2(−h,0;U) + ‖u′‖2

L2(−h,0;U)

We assume familiarity with the concept of weak derivatives and Sobolev spaces, for
the uninitiated good first resources are [9, ch. 5.2] and [15, ch. 6.1].
Utilizing this new function we can rewrite Equation (1) as x′(t) = F (xt), substi-
tuting x = (w, v). Henceforth we will only investigate the following initial value
problem (IVP)

x′(t) = F (xt)

x0(t) = Φ(t)

t ≥ 0

t ∈ [−h, 0] (5)

It should be noted, that using Sobolev spaces a priori begs the question how one
would interpret the equations above, in particular the initial condition. This is in
fact no problem at all though, since the equalities can be interpreted pointwise,
because at least in the one dimensional case, every (equivalence class of a) function
in H1 admits a unique continuous representative:

Theorem 2.1 (Sobolev-embedding). Let −∞ < a < b < ∞. Then every f ∈
H1(a, b) admits a continuous representative and

‖f‖C([a,b]) ≤ ((b − a)
1
2 + (b− a)−

1
2 )‖f‖H1(a,b)
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This is a standard result found in any standard reference, e.g. [1, thm. 4.12]. For a
proof of we refer to [3, thm. 4.9]. We shall now state our assumptions that we will
assume throughout the remainder of this article.

Assumptions 2.2 (Basic assumptions). Let I and J be open intervals with J

containing [x1, x2]. We assume

(1) q, β : I → R are locally Lipschitz-continuous.
(2) d : J × I → R is continuous and locally Lipschitz-continuous with respect to the

second component.
(3) g : J × I → R for some b, ǫ,K ∈ R satisfies:

• g is Lipschitz-continuous and partially differentiable with respect to the first
component.

• D1g is locally Lipschitz-continuous with respect to the second component.
• 0 < ǫ ≤ g(x, y) ≤ K on B(x2, b)× I and x2 − x1 ∈ (0, b

K
ǫ).

Let h := b
K

.

A remark on notation: In this article the notation BX(x, r) will always refer to the
open ball around some element x ∈ X of a Banach spaceX with radius r > 0. When
we want to refer to the (optimal) Lipschitz-constant L of a function f : X → R

d on

a particular subset C ⊆ X we write ‖f‖Lip,C := sup
x,y∈C

‖f(x)−f(y)‖
|x−y| . When the spaces

are clear we will drop the indices.
To prove global existence later we will impose the additional requirements that we
will list here for the sake of compactness.

Assumptions 2.3 (Further assumptions). In addition to Assumptions 2.2 let

• q be bounded.
• d−D1g be bounded.
• β satisfy a linear growth bound.

The boundedness of g as in the Assumptions 2.2 is always assumed in this model, cf.
[11, 8]. It certainly seems to make sense from a biological point of view to assume
bounds on the maturation rate g; after all it seems reasonable to assume that a cer-
tain minimum number of cells always die (and need therefore be replaced). At the
same time assuming an upper bound is obvious. We point out that the backward
time horizon h is not arbitrary. It needs to be at least b

K
for Equation (2) to have

a solution, which we will argue in due time.
We point out that this model has been studied before and local existence and unique-
ness of solutions has been shown, albeit under different and sometimes considerably
stronger assumptions. To showcase the substantial weakening in our assumption
and for comparison’s sake we list the assumptions in [11], which we will frequently
treat as a comparison article throughout our investigation. A comparison to the
more up to date article [4] we reserve for the last section.

Assumptions 2.4 (Assumptions in [11, thm. 1.13]). Let I be an open interval
containing 0 and J be an open interval containing [x1, x2]. Assume

(1) d,D1g are continuously differentiable.
(2) β, q are continuously differentiable.
(3) g satisfies for some K, ǫ, b ∈ R:

• B(x2, b) ⊆ J and g : J × I → R is continuously differentiable.

• D1g(x, y) is bounded on B(x2, b)× I

• 0 < ǫ ≤ g(x, y) ≤ K on B(x2, b)× I and x2 − x1 ∈ (0, b
K
ǫ)

(4) (solution manifold condition):
Let Φ ∈ C1([−h, 0],R2

+) satisfy F (Φ) = Φ′(0).
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For global existence suppose further:

(5) sup(x,z)∈B(x2,b)×I
|D1g(x, z)| < K

b

(6) d is bounded on B(x2, b)× I.

(7) D2g,D1d,D2d,D1D1g,D2D1g are bounded on B(x2, b) × A whenever A ⊆ I is
bounded.

(8) γ, q are Lipschitz-continuous on bounded sets and bounded.

There are two major differences comparing these two sets of assumptions: For one
our regularity assumptions are weaker, and more importantly, we do not require
the solution manifold assumption. To provide some context: The concept of the
so-called solution manifold (cf. [17]) was introduced for the study of linearized
stability in DDEs. Without going into details the rough idea in this context is to
consider for some open U ⊆ C1([−h, 0],Rn) the set of consistent initial histories
X := {ϕ ∈ U : ϕ′(0) = F (ϕ)} for F at least continuous. Then a necessary con-
dition for the solvability of Equation (5) is that X is non-empty. Under certain
differentiability assumptions it can be shown that then X is a continuously differ-
entiable submanifold of U and for each ϕ ∈ X there exists tϕ > 0 and a unique
non-continuable solution xϕ : [−h, tϕ) → R

n of the IVP Equation (5). We refer to
[13, thm 3.2.1]. The condition of X being non-empty must be fulfilled in Assump-
tions 2.4 to obtain even local existence of solutions in [11]. This is why in said article
the authors demand 0 ∈ I as this condition serves to show that the zero function
is contained in the solution manifold. Here we are able to disperse this condition
altogether; this improves applicability of our well-posedness result. Since we are
able to also remove condition (5), we provide a more accessible approach for numeri-
cal computations as it is virtually impossible to calculate suprema with a computer.

Using our assumptions we can immediately observe that at least the differential
equation Equation (2) is well-posed and that both y and τ are well-defined.

Remark 2.5 (τ and y are well-defined). We observe that Equation (2) for a given
ϕ ∈ C([−h, 0]; I) satisfies the condition of the Picard-Lindelöf theorem (cf. [16,
thm. 2.2]) since g is Lipschitz-continuous with respect to the first variable (interpret
the RHS −g(y(s), ϕ(s)) as g̃(y(s), s) := −g(y(s), ϕ(s))) independent of the second
variable. The solution is therefore also unique. τ then is implicitly defined via
Equation (3). To see that such τ is well-defined note

• y(0) = x2 and the derivative y′ is strictly decreasing with a slope between −ǫ and
−K because of the assumption on g.

• Since by assumption x2 − x1 ∈ (0, b
K
ǫ) the solution y of Equation (2) satisfies a

Lipschitz-condition on B(x2, b), the solution exists at least up to x1 appealing to
the global version of the Picard-Lindelöf theorem (cf. [16, thm. 2.2]).

Then appealing to the intermediate value theorem for continuous functions yields
existence of τ(ϕ) and, because y is strictly decreasing, also uniqueness.

We also observe that y is quite well-behaved in general:

Remark 2.6 (properties of y). Note that y as a solution of the ODE Equation (2)
is continuously differentiable for a fixed history ϕ ∈ H1(−h, 0;R) and we obtain an
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exponential growth bound for y:

|y(t)| ≤ |y(0)|+
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

0

y′(s) ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

= x2 +

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

0

−g(y(s), ϕ(−s))
∣

∣

∣

∣

ds

≤ x2 + |g(x2, ϕ(0)|t+
∫ t

0

∣

∣g(y(s), ϕ(−s))− g(x2, ϕ(0)
∣

∣ ds

≤ x2 + |g(x2, ϕ(0)|t+
∫ t

0

L (|y(s)− x2|+ |ϕ(−s)− ϕ(0)|) ds

≤ x2 +
(

|g(x2, ϕ(0)|+ 2‖ϕ‖C([−h,0],R) + Lx2
)

t+

∫ t

0

L|y(s)| ds

Appealing to Grönwall’s lemma we obtain the estimate

|y(t)| ≤
[

x2 +
(

|g(x2, ϕ(0)|+ 2‖ϕ‖C([−h,0],R) + Lx2
)

t
]

eLt

This means in particular that we have global existence of y at least as long the
histories remain finite in sup-norm. Utilizing the same technique we can also obtain
a (local) Lipschitz-constant for y depending on the histories:

|yϕ(t)− yψ(t)| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

0

y′ϕ(s)− y′ψ(s) ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

0

g(yψ(s), ψ(−s))− g(yϕ(s), ϕ(−s))
∣

∣

∣

∣

ds

≤
∫ t

0

L (|yϕ(s)− yψ(s)|+ |ϕ(−s)− ψ(−s)|) ds

≤ L‖ϕ− ψ‖C([−h,0],R)t+
∫ t

0

L|yϕ(s)− yψ(s)| ds

and therefore

|yϕ(t)− yψ(t)| ≤ L‖ϕ− ψ‖C([−h,0],R)teLt

3. Results

Our approach follows the orthodox route in the study of differential equations. We
first would like to solve Equation (5) in small neighbourhoods of the initial value
(prehistory in our case), which is to say prove local existence and uniqueness of a
solution there. After settling that matter, we will then proceed to maximal solutions
at the end of this section. The key for local existence is the use of [10, Thm 5.1],
that we will restate below. It can be viewed as a generalized version of the Picard-
Lindelöf theorem for Hilbert spaces using an adapted version of Lipschitz-continuity,
that we introduce first:

Definition 3.1. A function G : [0, T ]×H1(−h, 0;Rn) → R
n is called almost uni-

formly Lipschitz-continuous if it is continuous and for all α > 0, there exists L ≥ 0
such that for all u, v ∈ Vα := {ψ ∈ H1(−h, 0;Rn) : ‖ψ′‖∞ ≤ α} and t ∈ [0, T ]:

|G(t, u)−G(t, v)|Rn ≤ L‖u− v‖H1(−h,0;Rn)

In other words almost uniform Lipschitz-continuity means that we demand regu-
lar/global Lipschitz-continuity with respect to the second variable, but only for
those variables with bounded derivative (uniformly in time of course). Now we can
restate from [10]:
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Theorem 3.2. Let n ∈ N and let G : [0, T ] × H1(−h, 0;Rn) → R
n be almost

uniformly Lipschitz-continuous. Then for all Φ ∈ H1(−h, 0;Rn) with bounded de-
rivative there exists 0 < T0 ≤ T and a unique x : [−h, T0) → R

n such that for all
T1 ∈ (0, T0), the restriction x|(−h,T1) ∈ H1(−h, T1;Rn) satisfies:

x′(t) = G(t, xt) t ∈ (0, T1)

x0 = Φ.
(6)

Such an x we call an H1-solution of Equation (6).

The proof of this theorem is simply an adaption of Morgenstern’s proof for the
Picard-Lindelöf theorem, utilizing exponentially weighted Sobolev spaces, see [10]
for a full proof.
Theorem 3.2 now gives us a clear goal: What we need to prove for local existence
and uniqueness of Equation (5) is that F as defined in the previous section is almost
uniformly Lipschitz-continuous as a map from H1([−h, 0],R2) to R

2. We state the
main result:

Theorem 3.3 (Local existence theorem). For a given Φ ∈ H1(−h, 0;R2) with
‖Φ′‖∞ < ∞ there exists T > 0 and a unique x : [−h, T ) → R

2 such that for all
0 < T0 < T the restriction x|[−h,T0] ∈ H1(−h, T0;R2) and x is a solution to the
IVP Equation (5) in the sense of Theorem 3.2.

It has already been shown that F admits a Lipschitz-continuity property (denoted
by (sLb)) on bounded subsets of C1([−h, 0];R2) in [11, Lem 2.2], albeit under the
stronger Assumptions 2.4 utilizing different techniques. In order to apply Theo-
rem 3.2 above we need to restrict ourselves not just to Vα but a ‖.‖∞-ball around
the prehistory Φ as well as we shall see in the proof of our main theorem. This is
not a problem though as we can always extend a function defined on such a small
set to the whole space as the following result shows:

Proposition 3.4 ([10, thm. 6.1]). Let f : C([−h, 0];Rn) ⊇ dom(f) → R
m be almost

uniformly Lipschitz-continuous with dom(f) ⊆ C([−h, 0];Rn) open. Then for all
Lipschitz-continuous φ0 ∈ dom(f) there exists F : H1(−h, 0;Rn) → R

m Lipschitz
continuous and δ > 0 such that for all α > 0 there holds

F |BC([−h,0])(φ0,δ)∩Vα = f |BC([−h,0])(φ0,δ)∩Vα

Before we prove our main result we have to get some preliminaries out of the way
and in particular we would like to remind the reader of some well-known facts, such
as the following:

Remark 3.5 (Fundamental theorem of calculus). Since our H1-functions are dif-
ferentiable almost everywhere (cf. [9, sec. 5.8.3]) and because the Sobolev embedding
Theorem 2.1 says that H1-functions on a finite interval are continuous, they adhere
to the fundamental theorem of calculus (cf. [5, thm. 6.3.10]).

We shall employ this fact in the following two lemmata:

Lemma 3.6. For any α > 0 the restricted evaluation mappping

ev :
(

H1(−h, 0;R) ∩ Vα
)

× [−h, 0] → R

(ψ, s) 7→ ψ(s)

is Lipschitz-continuous.
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Proof. For ϕ, ψ ∈ H1(−h, 0;R) and s, t ∈ [−h, 0] we compute utilizing Remark 3.5:

|ev(ϕ, s)− ev(ψ, t)| = |ϕ(s)− ψ(t)|
≤ |ϕ(s)− ϕ(t)| + |ϕ(t)− ψ(t)|

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

s

ϕ′(σ) dσ

∣

∣

∣

∣

+ ‖ϕ− ψ‖C([−h,0],R)

≤ |t− s| 12
(
∫ t

s

|ϕ′(σ)|2 dσ
)

1
2

+ (|h| 12 + |h|− 1
2 )‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

≤ |t− s| 12α|t− s| 12 + (h
1
2 + h−

1
2 )‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

≤ max{α, h 1
2 + h−

1
2 }(|t− s|+ ‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R))

�

Lemma 3.7. For a given function u ∈ H1(−h, T ;Rn) the function

Θ: [0, T ] → H1(−h, 0;Rn)
t 7→ ut

is Lipschitz continuous.

Proof. Let 0 ≤ t < s ≤ T . Appealing to Remark 3.5 we can estimate:

‖Θ(t)−Θ(s)‖2H1(−h,0;Rn) =

∫ 0

−h

|ut(σ) − us(σ)|2 dσ

=

∫ 0

−h

|u(t+ σ)− u(s+ σ)|2 dσ

=

∫ 0

−h

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t+σ

s+σ

u′(ρ) dρ

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

dσ

≤
∫ 0

−h

|s− t|
∫ t+σ

s+σ

|u′(ρ)|2 dρ dσ

=

∫ t

s−h

|s− t||u′(ρ)|2
∫ ρ−s

ρ−t

dσ dρ

= |s− t|2
∫ t

s−h

|u′(ρ)|2 dρ

≤ |s− t|2‖u‖2H1(−h,T ;Rn)

�

For the proof of the main result we need to estimate the individual functions that
make up F from our IVP Equation (5). For convenience’s sake we prove the neces-
sary regularity properties in separate lemmata.

Lemma 3.8. The function τ : H1(−h, 0;R) → [0, h] is Lipschitz continuous.

Proof. The proof is essentially the same as the proof of [10, thm 6.2]. For the
convenience of the reader we provide the details. Let ϕ, ψ ∈ H1(−h, 0;R) and let
yϕ, yψ denote the according to Remark 2.5 unique solutions determining the values
τ(ϕ) and τ(ψ) respectively. Note that in that context the Sobolev embedding
Theorem 2.1 is applicable. By integrating Equation (2) we obtain

x2 −
∫ τ(ϕ)

0

g(yϕ(t), ϕ(−t)) dt = x1 = x2 −
∫ τ(ψ)

0

g(yψ(t), ψ(−t)) dt
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Without loss of generality we assume τ(ψ) < τ(ϕ) and using the Assumptions 2.2
for g we estimate

ǫ|τ(ϕ) − τ(ψ)| ≤
∫ τ(ϕ)

τ(ψ)

g(yψ(t), ψ(−t)) dt

=

∫ τ(ϕ)

0

g(yψ(t), ψ(−t)) dt −
∫ τ(ψ)

0

g(yψ(t), ψ(−t)) dt

=

∫ τ(ϕ)

0

g(yψ(t), ψ(−t)) dt −
∫ τ(ϕ)

0

g(yϕ(t), ϕ(−t)) dt

≤
∫ h

0

∣

∣g(yϕ(t), ϕ(−t)) − g(yψ(t), ψ(−t))
∣

∣ dt

≤
∫ h

0

L (|yϕ(t)− yψ(t)|+ |ϕ(−t)− ψ(−t)|) dt

where L is the Lipschitz-constant of g. Then, substituting the estimate

|yϕ(t)− yψ(t)| ≤ L‖ϕ− ψ‖C([−h,0],R)teLt

from Remark 2.6 into the inequality we conclude

ǫ|τ(ϕ)− τ(ψ)| ≤
∫ h

0

(

L2‖ϕ− ψ‖C([−h,0],R)teLt + L|ϕ(−t)− ψ(−t)|
)

dt

= L2‖ϕ− ψ‖C([−h,0],R)
∫ h

0

teLt dt+

∫ h

0

L|ϕ(−t)− ψ(−t)| dt

≤ L2

∫ h

0

teLt dt‖ϕ− ψ‖C([−h,0];R) + L
√
h‖ϕ− ψ‖L2(−h,0;R)

≤
(

L2(h
1
2 + h−

1
2 )

∫ h

0

teLt dt+ L
√
h

)

‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

appealing to the Sobolev-embedding Theorem 2.1 again. This yields the claim. �

An immediate corollary from Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.8 is the following:

Corollary 3.9. For every α > 0 the function

ev ◦(id×(−τ)) : H1(−h, 0;R) ∩ Vα → R

ϕ 7→ ϕ(−τ(ϕ))

is Lipschitz-continuous.

We will also deal with the integral term from F separately.

Lemma 3.10. Let δ > 0 and φ ∈ H1(−h, 0;R). Then the function G from Equa-
tion (4) as a function

G :
(

H1(−h, 0;R) ∩ BC(−h,0;R)(φ, δ)
)

→ R

is Lipschitz-continuous.

Proof. We remind ourselves of the form of this function:

G(ϕ) = g(x2, ϕ(0))e
∫ τ(ϕ)
0 (d−D1g)(y(s,ϕ),ϕ(−s)) ds

We will refer to the integral term in the exponent as G(ϕ). We will estimate G
first. Now let ϕ, ψ ∈ H1(−h, 0;R) ∩ BC(−h,0;R)(φ, δ). Without loss of generality we
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assume τ(ϕ) ≤ τ(ψ):

|G(ϕ) −G(ψ)|

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ τ(ϕ)

0

(d−D1g) (y(s, ϕ), ϕ(−s)) ds−
∫ τ(ψ)

0

(d−D1g) (y(s, ψ), ψ(−s)) ds
∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ τ(ϕ)

0

(d−D1g) (y(s, ϕ), ϕ(−s)) − (d−D1g) (y(s, ψ), ψ(−s)) ds
∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ τ(ψ)

τ(ϕ)

(d−D1g) (y(s, ψ), ψ(−s)) ds
∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∫ τ(ϕ)

0

∣

∣(d−D1g) (y(s, ϕ), ϕ(−s)) − (d−D1g) (y(s, ψ), ψ(−s))
∣

∣ ds

+

∫ τ(ψ)

τ(ϕ)

∣

∣(d−D1g) (y(s, ψ), ψ(−s))
∣

∣ds

We claim that the function d−D1g is Lipschitz-continuous on

N := y([0, h]× BC([−h,0],R)(φ, δ))× [φ(0)−M,φ(0) +M ],

where M := sup{‖ζ‖∞ : ζ ∈ BC([−h,0],R)(φ, δ)}. This holds because y is continuous
and exponentially bounded in this setting thanks to the growth estimate in Re-
mark 2.6. The conclusion follows from the fact that both d and D1g are assumed
to be locally Lipschitz-continuous and N is bounded and closed, hence compact.
We call the associated Lipschitz-constant Lk. The supremum of d−D1g on N we
denote asMk. The Lipschitz-constant of y with respect to the second component we
denote as Ly (cf. Remark 2.6), the Lipschitz-constant of τ as Lτ (cf. Lemma 3.8).
We continue estimating:

|G(ϕ) −G(ψ)|

≤
∫ τ(ϕ)

0

∣

∣(d−D1g)(y(s, ϕ), ϕ(−s)) − (d−D1g)(y(s, ψ), ψ(−s))
∣

∣ ds

+

∫ τ(ψ)

τ(ϕ)

∣

∣(d−D1g)(y(s, ψ), ψ(−s))
∣

∣ ds

≤
∫ τ(ϕ)

0

Lk
∣

∣(y(s, ϕ), ϕ(−s))− (y(s, ψ), ψ(−s))
∣

∣ ds+Mk|τ(ϕ) − τ(ψ)|

=

∫ τ(ϕ)

0

Lk
√

|y(s, ϕ)− y(s, ψ)|2 + |ϕ(−s)− ψ(−s)|2 ds+Mk|τ(ϕ) − τ(ψ)|

≤
∫ τ(ϕ)

0

Lk

√

L2
y‖ϕ− ψ‖2

H1(−h,0;R) + ‖ϕ− ψ‖2C([−h,0],R) ds+MkLτ‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

≤ hLk

√

L2
y + (|h| 12 + |h|− 1

2 )2‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R) +MkLτ‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

where in the last step we made use of the Sobolev-embedding Theorem 2.1. We
can also bound G:

|G(ϕ)| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ τ(ϕ)

0

(d−D1g) (y(s, ϕ), ϕ(−s)) ds
∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∫ τ(ϕ)

0

Mk ≤ hMk

Now we can start to estimate G:

|G(ϕ) − G(ψ)| = |g(x2, ϕ(0))eG(ϕ) − g(x2, ψ(0))e
G(ψ)|

≤ |g(x2, ϕ(0))||eG(ϕ) − eG(ψ)|+ |g(x2, ϕ(0))− g(x2, ψ(0))||eG(ψ)|
Since g is a continuous function and bounded on bounded sets we can estimate
|g(x2, ξ(0))| withMg. Since the exponential function is (locally) Lipschitz-continuous
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and G is as well as shown above the composition is too with a Lipschitz-constant
we denote by L̃G. Hence the first term can be estimated as:

|g(x2, ϕ(0))||eG(ϕ) − eG(ψ)| ≤MgL̃G‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

The second term can be dealt with as follows

|g(x2, ϕ(0))− g(x2, ψ(0))||eG(ψ)| ≤ Lg|ϕ(0)− ψ(0)|ehMk

≤ Lg‖ϕ− ψ‖C([−h,0],R)ehMk

≤ Lge
hMk(|h| 12 + |h|− 1

2 )‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

where we used the Sobolev-embedding Theorem 2.1 again. �

We compartmentalize the main steps of our main theorem into two lemmata.

Lemma 3.11. Let α > 0, δ > 0 and Φ ∈ H1(−h, 0;R2). Then the first component
F1 of F from Equation (5) is Lipschitz-continuous on BC([−h,0];R2)(Φ, δ).

Proof. For (ζ, ϕ), (η, ψ) ∈ BC([−h,0];R2)(Φ, δ) we can estimate
∣

∣q(ϕ(0))ζ(0) − q(ψ(0))η(0)
∣

∣ ≤
∣

∣q(ϕ(0))− q(ψ(0))
∣

∣

∣

∣ζ(0)
∣

∣+
∣

∣q(ψ(0))
∣

∣

∣

∣ζ(0)− η(0)
∣

∣

For any ξ, ω ∈ BC([−h,0],R)(Φ1, δ) we can estimate using M := ‖Φ‖C([−h,0],R2) +
δ, Mq := supσ∈[Φ1(0)−M,Φ1(0)+M ]|q(σ)| and Lq := ‖q|[Φ1(0)−M,Φ1(0)+M ]‖Lip that:

|ξ(0)| ≤M and |q(ξ(0))− q(ω(0))| ≤ L|ξ(0)−ω(0)|. Hence we can further estimate:
∣

∣q(ϕ(0))− q(ψ(0))
∣

∣

∣

∣ζ(0)
∣

∣ +
∣

∣q(ψ(0))
∣

∣|ζ(0)− η(0)|
≤ LqM |ϕ(0)− ψ(0)|+Mq|ζ(0)− η(0)|
≤ LqM‖ϕ− ψ‖C([−h,0],R) +Mq‖ζ − η‖C([−h,0],R)
≤ (LqM +Mq)(|h|

1
2 − |h|− 1

2 )
(

‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R) + ‖ζ − η‖H1(−h,0;R)

)

= C‖(ζ, ϕ)− (η, ψ)‖H1(−h,0;R2)

where we used the Sobolev-embedding Theorem 2.1. �

Similarly but sligthly more involved we also obtain:

Lemma 3.12. Let α > 0, δ > 0 and Φ ∈ H1(−h, 0;R2). Then the second compo-
nent F2 of F from Equation (5) is Lipschitz-continuous on Vα ∩ BC([−h,0],R2)(Φ, δ).

Proof. For (ζ, ϕ), (η, ψ) ∈ Vα ∩ BC([−h,0],R2)(Φ, δ) we can estimate
∣

∣β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ)))ζ(−τ(ϕ))G(ϕ) − µϕ(0)− β(ψ(−τ(ψ)))η(−τ(ψ))G(ψ) + µψ(0)
∣

∣

≤
∣

∣β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ)))ζ(−τ(ϕ))G(ϕ) − β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ)))ζ(−τ(ϕ))G(ψ)
∣

∣

+
∣

∣β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ)))ζ(−τ(ϕ))G(ψ) − β(ψ(−τ(ψ)))η(−τ(ψ))G(ψ)
∣

∣ + µ|ϕ(0)− ψ(0)|
≤
∣

∣β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ)))ζ(−τ(ϕ)) [G(ϕ)− G(ψ)]
∣

∣+ µ|ϕ(0)− ψ(0)|
+
∣

∣G(ψ)β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ))) [ζ(−τ(ϕ)) − η(−τ(ψ))]
∣

∣

+
∣

∣G(ψ)η(−τ(ψ)) [β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ))) − β(ψ(−τ(ψ)))]
∣

∣

We have to estimate four terms.

(1) First the easiest:

µ|ϕ(0)− ψ(0)| ≤ µ‖ϕ− ψ‖C([−h,0],R) ≤ µ(|h| 12 − |h|− 1
2 )‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

(2) For the second term notice that the image of BC([−h,0],R)(φ, δ) for φ ∈ {Φ1,Φ2}
under the map ev◦(id×(−τ)) is a bounded subset of R: For ζ ∈ BC([−h,0],R)(φ, δ)
we can estimate

|ev ◦ (id × (−τ))(ζ)| = |ev(ζ,−τ(ζ))| = |ζ(−τ(ζ))| ≤ ‖φ‖C([−h,0],R) + δ
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Therefore the continuous function β allows the supremum

Mβ := sup
{∣

∣β(ev ◦ (id × (−τ)))(ξ)
∣

∣ : ξ ∈ BC([−h,0],R)(Φ2, δ)
}

<∞.

With the term M := ‖Φ‖C([−h,0],R2) + δ we can estimate:
∣

∣β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ)))ζ(−τ(ϕ)) [G(ϕ) − G(ψ)]
∣

∣ =
∣

∣β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ)))
∣

∣

∣

∣ζ(−τ(ϕ))
∣

∣

∣

∣G(ϕ)− G(ψ)
∣

∣

≤MMβ|G(ϕ) − G(ψ)|
≤MMβLG‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

where we made use of the Lipschitz-continuity of G from Lemma 3.10.
(3) We move on to the third term. We make use of the bound Mβ from the pre-

vious step again and further note that the function G admits a bound MG on
BC([−h,0],R)(Φ2, δ) since on that set it is Lipschitz-continuous by Lemma 3.10.
By Lipschitz-continuity of the delay τ from Lemma 3.8 we also have a Lipschitz-
constant Lτ of τ . Then we can estimate:
∣

∣G(ψ)β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ))) [ζ(−τ(ϕ)) − η(−τ(ψ))]
∣

∣

≤MGMβ

∣

∣ζ(−τ(ϕ)) − η(−τ(ψ))
∣

∣

≤MGMβ

∣

∣ζ(−τ(ϕ)) − η(−τ(ϕ))
∣

∣ +MGMβ

∣

∣η(−τ(ϕ)) − η(−τ(ψ))
∣

∣

≤MGMβ‖ζ − η‖C([−h,0],R) +MGMβα|τ(ϕ) − τ(ψ)|
≤MGMβ(h

1
2 + h−

1
2 )‖ζ − η‖H1(−h,0;R) +MGMβαLτ‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

(4) That only leaves one more term. As argued in step (2) the image of BC([−h,0],R)(Φ2, δ)
under the map ev◦ (id× (−τ)) is a bounded subset of R and therefore the locally
Lipschitz-continous β admits a Lipschitz-constant Lβ on BC([−h,0],R)(Φ2, δ). We
calculate

∣

∣G(ψ)η(−τ(ψ)) [β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ))) − β(ψ(−τ(ψ)))]
∣

∣

≤MMG

∣

∣β(ϕ(−τ(ϕ))) − β(ψ(−τ(ψ)))
∣

∣

≤MMGLβ
∣

∣ϕ(−τ(ϕ)) − ψ(−τ(ψ))
∣

∣

=MMGLβ
∣

∣ev ◦ (id × (−τ))(ϕ − ψ)
∣

∣

≤MMGLβ‖ϕ− ψ‖H1(−h,0;R)

where we used Corollary 3.9 in the last step.

That accounts for all terms. �

Now we move on to the proof of the main theorem:

Proof of Theorem 3.3. We need only apply Theorem 3.2 in conjunction with Propo-
sition 3.4; in other words we have to prove that F is almost uniformly Lipschitz-
continuous on a suitable ‖.‖∞-neighbourhood of Φ. So for a given α > 0 and a given
δ > 0 we restrict ourselves to A := BC([−h,0],R2)(Φ, δ) ∩ Vα. Let (ζ, ϕ), (η, ψ) ∈ A.
Then we can estimate:

‖F (ζ, ϕ)− F (η, ψ)‖2H1(−h,0;R2)

= ‖F1(ζ, ϕ)− F1(η, ψ)‖2H1(−h,0;R) + ‖F2(ζ, ϕ)− F2(η, ψ)‖2H1(−h,0;R)

≤ L2
1

(

‖ζ − η‖2H1(−h,0;R) + ‖ϕ− ψ‖2H1(−h,0;R)

)

+ L2
2

(

‖ζ − η‖2H1(−h,0;R) + ‖ϕ− ψ‖2H1(−h,0;R)

)

= (L2
1 + L2

2)‖(ζ, ϕ)− (η, ψ)‖2H1(−h,0;R2)

where we denote the Lipschitz constants of the first and second components by L1

and L2 from the preceding two lemmata respectively. This proves the claim. �
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With our main result we can also show global existence of solutions thanks to an
exponential a priori bound on the solution. To prove this we make the following
observation first:

Remark 3.13 (Variations of constants formula). For some Φ = (ϕ, ψ) ∈ H1(−h, 0;R2)
the solution (w, v) of Equation (5) by the variation of constants formula satisfies

w(t) = ϕ(0)e
∫
t

0
q(v(s)) ds

v(t) = e−µt
[

ψ(0) +

∫ t

0

eµsβ(v(s− τ(vs)))G(vs)w(s − τ(vs)) ds

]

The formula is easily verified via calculation, which we omit.

Theorem 3.14 (Global existence of solutions). Under the additional Assump-
tions 2.3 the uniquely defined local solution of Equation (5) is global.1 If addi-
tionally β is a bounded function, the global solution of Equation (5) is exponentially
bounded.

Proof. We can solve Equation (5) locally because of Theorem 3.3. Proceeding
iteratively we start on Vα ∩ BC([−h,0],R2)(Φ, δ) for some α > 0 and δ > 0. We then
apply Theorem 3.3 and obtain a solution u = (w, v) up to some time T0 ≤ T . Then
we can take a new prehistory (up to T0 instead of 0) and a larger αnew := 2α as well
as some δnew ≥ δ large enough to accomodate for the new prehistory and extend
further. Iterating this process we arrive at maximal existence time T or if we do not,
then ‖u‖∞ or ‖u‖Lip approach infinity before reaching T . We show that neither
can happen in finite time. Also note in this context that y is well-defined as long
as ‖u‖∞ remains finite by Remark 2.6.

• To exclude the first outcome we show that u(t) exists for all large times t and u
is even exponentially bounded if β is bounded. For this consideration let u be a
maximal solution of the DDE Equation (5). We use the variation of constants
formula from Remark 3.13 and obtain from the first equation using the global
bound q ≤Mq:

|w(t)| = |ϕ(0)|e
∫
t

0
q(v(s)) ds ≤ |ϕ(0)|e

∫
t

0
Mq ds = |ϕ(0)|etMq

Before we can estimate v(t) we want to estimate the function G. For this we use
the global bounds g ≤ K and d−D1g ≤Mk:

|G(vt)| = |g(x2, v(t))|e
∫ τ(vt)
0 (d−D1g)(y(s,vt),v(t−s)) ds

≤ Ke
∫ τ(vt)
0 Mk ds

≤ KehMk =:MG

1Meaning the maximal existence time is T = ∞.
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Using the second equation from Remark 3.13 we further calculate using the linear
growth bound |β(x)| ≤ Cβ |x|+ aβ:

|v(t)| = e−µt
∣

∣

∣

∣

ψ(0) +

∫ t

0

eµsβ(v(s − τ(vs)))G(vs)w(s − τ(vs)) ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ e−µt
[

|ψ(0)|+
∫ t

0

eµs
∣

∣β(v(s− τ(vs)))G(vs)w(s − τ(vs))
∣

∣ ds

]

≤ e−µt
[

|ψ(0)|+
∫ t

0

eµs
(

Cβ
∣

∣v(s− τ(vs))
∣

∣+ aβ
)

MG |ϕ(0)|e(s−τ(vs))Mq ds

]

≤ e−µt
[

|ψ(0)|+ |ϕ(0)|MG

∫ t

0

e(µ+Mq)s
(

Cβ
∣

∣v(s− τ(vs))
∣

∣ + aβ
)

ds

]

≤ e−µt

[

|ψ(0)|+ |ϕ(0)|MG

∫ t

0

e(µ+Mq)s

(

Cβ sup
κ∈[0,s]

|v(κ)|+ ‖ψ‖C([−h,0],R) + aβ

)

ds

]

≤ e−µt|ψ(0)|+ |ϕ(0)|MGe
−µt

[

aβ+‖ψ‖∞

µ+Mq
e(µ+Mq)t +

∫ t

0

e(µ+Mq)sCβ sup
κ∈[0,s]

|v(κ)| ds
]

≤ CeMqt + |ϕ(0)|MGCβ

∫ t

0

e(µ+Mq)s sup
κ∈[0,s]

|v(κ)| ds

Using Grönwall’s lemma we obtain:

|v(t)| ≤ sup
κ∈[0,t]

|v(κ)| ≤ CeMqt+

∫ t

0

CeMqs|ϕ(0)|e(µ+Mq)sCβMGe
∫
t

s
|ϕ(0)|CβMGe(µ+Mq)σ dσ ds

This shows that v(t) exists for all times. Under the global bound |β| ≤ Mβ for
β we obtain the simpler estimate:

|v(t)| = e−µt
∣

∣

∣

∣

ψ(0) +

∫ t

0

eµsβ(v(s− τ(vs)))G(vs)w(s − τ(vs)) ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ e−µt
[

|ψ(0)|+
∫ t

0

eµs
∣

∣β(v(s − τ(vs)))G(vs)w(s− τ(vs))
∣

∣ ds

]

≤ e−µt|ψ(0)|+
∫ t

0

eµsMβMG |ϕ(0)|e(s−τ(vs))Mq ds

≤ c+ Ce(µ+Mq)t

• For the derivative we can estimate:

|u′(t)|2 = |F (ut)|2

=
∣

∣q(vt(0))wt(0)
∣

∣

2
+
∣

∣β(vt(−τ(vt)))wt(−τ(vt))G(vt)− µvt(0)
∣

∣

2

=
∣

∣q(v(t))w(t)
∣

∣

2
+
∣

∣β(v(t − τ(vt)))w(t − τ(vt))G(vt)− µv(t)
∣

∣

2

Using the terminology from the previous part we can estimate:

|u′(t)|2 =
∣

∣q(v(t))w(t)
∣

∣

2
+
∣

∣β(v(t − τ(vt)))w(t − τ(vt))G(vt)− µv(t)
∣

∣

2

≤M2
q

∣

∣ϕ(0)
∣

∣

2
et2Mq + 2

∣

∣β(v(t − τ(vt)))w(t − τ(vt))G(vt)
∣

∣

2
+ 2µ2|v(t)|2

≤M2
q |ϕ(0)|2et2Mq + 2

∣

∣β(v(t− τ(vt)))
∣

∣

2
M2
q |ϕ(0)|2et2MqM2

G + 2µ2|v(t)|2

This expression exists for all large t.

�

Hence we have established local and global existence as well as uniqueness for
Equation (5). To complete the discussion of well-posedness of Equation (5) we
refer to the next section.
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4. Outlook and Discussion

The presented results improve on previous theory. There are two major articles
of comparison. We have already pointed out the differences to [11]. Here our re-
sults appear first as a weakening of regularity in the assumptions from continuous
differentiable to (locally) Lipschitz-continuous functions. In practice, not having
to verify continuous differentiability and instead being content with the Lipschitz-
conditions stated in our Assumptions 2.2 is a considerable simplification though.
Second and more importantly we do not require compatibility of the initial prehis-
tory with the right-hand side of Equation (5) as one usually does if one pursues
the solution manifold approach (as in [11]). Since we are able to prove existence of
infinite-time solutions this article implies in particular that the solution manifold
(as introduced in [17]) is not empty and the solution u we obtain is still a continu-
ously differentiable function as in the classical theory. Thus we benefit from all the
results built on the concept of the solution manifold as well.
The other major article investigating the same stame cell model is [4]. Here the
results are remarkably similar to ours in terms of assumptions:

Assumptions 4.1 (Assumptions of [4, thm. 4.10]). Let b, ǫ,K ∈ R satisying x2 −
x1 ∈

(

0, ǫ b
K

)

, let Dg := B(x2, b)× R+ and let

(1) q : R+ → R be locally Lipschitz-continuous.
(2) β : R+ → R+ be locally Lipschitz-continuous.
(3) d : Dg → R be locally Lipschitz-continuous.
(4) g : Dg → [ǫ,K] satisfy the conditions

• g is locally Lipschitz-continuous and partially differentiable with respect to the
first component.

• D1g is locally Lipschitz-continuous.

Let h := b
K

.

The difference in assumptions in terms of regularity is miniscule: Essentially we
do require g to be globally Lipschitz-continuous but D1g only locally Lipschitz-
continuous with respect to one component, whereas in [4] local Lipschitz-continuity
suffices for g, but D1g needs to be locally Lipschitz with respect to both argu-
ments. There is a more important difference here though: That of positivity. The
corresponding local existence theorem reads:

Theorem ([4, thm. 4.10]). Under the Assumptions 4.1 the IVP Equation (5) has
a unique local non-continuable solution through any given prehistory Φ ∈ {Ψ ∈
C
(

[−h, 0],R2
+

)

: ‖Ψ‖Lip <∞}.
The regularity assumption on Φ is very close to our own, the positivity assumption
though is superfluous in our approach. The article [4] relies heavily on contrac-
tion arguments appealing to a result of relative compactness of orbits of certain
dynamical systems from [12], which we do not require at all. In fact our approach
follows the well-trod footsteps of classical works in the field of ODEs, making it
very accessible.
The major benefit of our approach is the use of weak solution theory that shortens
proofs considerably and that one does not have to verify classical differentiability
(of in general Banach space valued functions) or apply the implicit function theo-
rem (for Banach spaces). Instead one simply applies a generalized version of the
Picard-Lindelöf theorem. The mathematics required for the proof of that theorem
rests on the theory of evolutionary equations in which differential equations are
solved in exponentially weighted Lp-spaces giving rise to a time derivative with
shifted spectrum that allows inversion. For more pertinent results in the context
of DDEs we refer to [10], for the general theory to [15]. The authors plan to apply
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this approach to PDEs with delay in the future.
In this article we have argued existence and uniqueness of solutions for the IVP
Equation (5). For the classical property of well-posedness of a problem we have left
out the discussion of continuous dependence of prehistories. In fact since the solu-
tion theory in [10] is based on the contraction mapping principle a corresponding
continuous dependence result can be derived in a standard way, cf. [14].
The purpose of this article was thus twofold: For one, the reduction of assumptions
of a concrete example with practical implications. On the other hand this model
equation from cell biology serves as a nice demonstration of the theory we have
developped so far applied to a non-trivial and non-standard example that allows us
to present the benefits.
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