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SEMILINEAR EQUATIONS IN BOUNDED CYLINDERS:

MORSE INDEX AND BIFURCATION FROM ONE-DIMENSIONAL

SOLUTIONS

DANILO GREGORIN AFONSO

Abstract. In this paper, we study semilinear elliptic equations in domains where there is
a natural class of solutions, which depend only on one variable, and whose simple geome-
try reflects the geometry of the domain. We prove that under quite general assumptions,
other types of solutions also exist. More precisely, we consider one-dimensional solutions
in bounded cylinders and, combining a suitable separation of variables with the theory of
ordinary differential equations, we show how to compute the Morse index of such solutions.
The Morse index is then used to prove local and global bifurcation results.

1. Introduction

An old and natural question in the qualitative theory of elliptic partial differential equations
is to determine the conditions under which the solutions of differential problems inherit the
geometric properties of the domain.

Concerning the radial symmetry, a fundamental step was the celebrated result of Gidas,
Ni, and Nirenberg ([18]), which is based on the moving planes method and roughly states
that positive solutions to semilinear Dirichlet problems in balls must be radial and radially
decreasing. See also [19, 7, 8, 9] for related results and developments of the method. Regarding
the uniqueness/multiplicity of radial solutions, see [28]. On the other hand, there is also a
vast literature on symmetry-breaking results. See, for example, the papers [22, 20, 21, 23, 11],
the monograph [13], and the references therein.

Radial solutions can be seen as depending only on one variable, the distance to the central
point. Our aim in this paper is to analyze another kind of “one-dimensional solution”, which is
not related to invariance with respect to the action of any symmetry group but is nonetheless
quite natural in the geometric setting we consider.

Let us denote a point in R
N by x = (x′, xN ), where x′ ∈ R

N−1 and xN ∈ R, and let
ω ⊂ R

N−1, N ≥ 2, be a smooth bounded domain. We consider in R
N the infinite half-

cylinder spanned by ω,

Σω := ω × (0,+∞) = {x = (x′, xN ) ∈ R
N : x′ ∈ ω, xN > 0},

and set

Ωω := {x = (x′, xN ) ∈ Σω : xN < 1}

and

Γ0 := {x = (x′, xN ) ∈ Σω : xN = 1}.

Finally, we denote Γ := ∂Ωω \ Γ0.
The set Γ0 is usually said to be the relative boundary of the bounded cylinder Ωω with

respect to Σω. We are interested in studying relative Dirichlet problems (i.e., with the Dirichlet
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condition imposed only on Γ0) for semilinear elliptic equations in Ωω. More precisely, for
f ∈ C1,α(R), α ∈ (0, 1), we consider the problem





−∆u = f(u) in Ωω

u = 0 on Γ0
∂u

∂ν
= 0 on Γ

, (1.1)

where ν denotes the outer unit normal vector to ∂Ωω. The Neumann condition is the natural
boundary condition to impose on the boundary of Σω, for example, if one thinks that the
PDE models the diffusion of some quantity u which should not leave Σω. Furthermore, under
appropriate hypotheses on the nonlinearity f , this problem is analogous to pure Dirichlet
problems in terms of the variational formulation.

We say that u ∈ H1
0 (Ωω ∪ Γ) is a weak solution of (1.1) if

∫

Ωω

∇u∇v dx−

∫

Ωω

f(u)v dx = 0 ∀v ∈ H1
0 (Ωω ∪ Γ),

where H1
0 (Ωω ∪Γ) is the subspace of H1(Ωω) of functions whose trace vanishes on Γ0. When-

ever they exist, weak solutions are the critical points of the functional

J(v) =
1

2

∫

Ωω

|∇v|2 dx−

∫

Ωω

F (v) dx, v ∈ H1
0 (Ωω ∪ Γ), (1.2)

where F (s) =
∫ s

0 f(r) dr.
Our interest in relative problems in cylinders comes from the fact that, under certain points

of view, the domain Ωω is analogous in Σω to balls in R
N (or, more in general, to spherical

sectors in cones). One such aspect is that Γ0 is the only surface of constant mean curvature
in a certain class (see [1] and the references therein).

Another analogy with balls in R
N is that in Ωω there are special solutions of (1.1) that

inherit the geometry of the cylinder, in the sense that they depend solely on the “height”
variable xN , and which could be analogous to radial solutions in balls. We call them one-
dimensional solutions and denote them by uω. They can be obtained by solving, for example
by some standard variational method, the ordinary differential equation

{
−u′′ = f(u) in (0, 1)
u′(0) = u(1) = 0

and then setting

uω(x
′, xN ) = ũ(xN ), (x′, xN ) ∈ Ωω,

where ũ is a solution of (2.3). Note that one-dimensional solutions satisfy the relative overde-
termined condition ∂uω

∂ν
= constant on Γ0, and we obtain a parallel with balls once again, in

view of the celebrated result of Serrin ([36]).
A natural question is then to understand if there is an analogous of the famous result of

Gidas, Ni, and Nirenberg, [18], namely, if all positive solutions are one-dimensional. This is
the main objective of the present paper, and we anticipate that the answer to this question
is negative: there are other kinds of solutions, under very general assumptions on the data f
and ω, so the parallel between balls in R

N and Ωω breaks down.
If instead one considers the analogous of Serrin’s problem, the parallel also breaks down:

it is shown in [2] that, under certain conditions (both on ω and f), one may expect that
there exist domains in the cylinder Σω whose relative boundaries are not flat and which
admit solutions to the relative overdetermined problem. When f ≡ 1 and ω is an interval,
the existence of such domains was already contained in [16]. Recently, the existence of such
domains was extended to general bases ω ⊂ R

N−1 (but always for f ≡ 1), see [30].
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One-dimensional solutions are not so much considered in the literature as their radial
counterparts, and, to my knowledge, have always been studied in unbounded domains, since
the pioneer works of Berestycki, Caffarelli, and Nirenberg ([6, 5]) in the half-space R

N−1 ×
(0,+∞), which lead to a famous conjecture later disproved by Sicbaldi in dimension N ≥ 3
([37], see also [34, 35]). Always on the classification of one-dimensional solutions in half-spaces,
see [12, 17], and also [15] on a conjecture of De Giorgi.

Mixed boundary value problems in (unbounded) cylindrical domains ω × (0,∞) have been
treated in [10]. In this work, strong rigidity results are found, in the sense that solutions to
the differential problems under analysis are found to be one-dimensional under quite weak
assumptions. The authors also obtain conditions for periodicity/monotonicity of the one-
dimensional solutions.

In our bounded framework, the situation is quite the opposite. Roughly speaking, our
main result is that, for a wide class of nonlinearities f , there exist solutions to (1.1) which
are not one-dimensional, for “almost every shape” of the base ω. This is achieved by means
of bifurcation theory, as we show that solutions that are not one-dimensional bifurcate from
one-dimensional solutions. One key aspect of our geometric setting is that the Morse index
of one-dimensional solutions is easy to compute. We refer to Sections 3 and 4 for detailed
statements and further comments.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 collects the main assumptions and recalls
some preliminaries. In Section 3 we carry out a detailed study of one-dimensional solutions,
showing how to compute the Morse index and that they are always nondegenerate in the space
of one-dimensional functions. In the final Section 4 we prove our main results on bifurcation
of other solutions from one-dimensional solutions.

2. Notations, assumptions, and preliminaries

We assume that f is a C1,α nonlinearity such that

(f1) the superlinear condition

f ′(s) >
f(s)

s
∀s ∈ R \ {0}; (2.1)

(f2) a solution of (1.1) exists;
(f3) f “preserves the sign”:

sf(s) > 0 ∀s 6= 0. (2.2)

It is widely known that there is a plethora of classes of nonlinearities f for which variational
methods yield both positive and sign-changing solutions of (1.1) in H1

0 (Ωω ∪ Γ) (recall that
H1

0 (Ωω∪Γ) is the subspace of H1(Ωω) of functions whose trace vanishes on Γ0). Of course, the
same variational methods, when restricted to the space H1

0,xN
(Ωω ∪Γ) (which is the subspace

of functions in H1
0 (Ωω ∪ Γ) which depend only on the xN variable), yield the existence of

one-dimensional solutions.
The archetype function satisfying (f1)-(f3) is the Lane-Emden nonlinearity

f(u) = |u|p−2u,

for p ∈ (1, p∗), where p∗ = N+2
N−2 , if N ≥ 3, or p∗ = ∞ if N = 2, is the critical exponent for the

Sobolev embedding H1
0 (Ωω ∪ Γ) →֒ L2(Ωω). More in general, one could consider f satisfying

(f1) and, in addition:

• subcritical growth: there exists a ∈ L
2N
N+2 (Ωω) and b > 0 such that

|f(s)| < a(x) + b|s|p ∀s ∈ R,

with p ∈ (1, p∗);
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• f(s) = o(s) as s→ 0;
• Ambrosetti-Rabinowitz condition: there exists θ > 2 and r > 0 such that for

0 < θF (s) ≤ sf(s) ∀|s| ≥ r.

Then there exist positive solutions via either the Mountain Pass Theorem or minimization on
the Nehari manifold. Moreover, it can be shown that such solutions have Morse index one
(see the end of this section for a brief recall of the Morse index). We refer to [13] for the
details.

For many more examples of classes of nonlinearities for which (1.1) has a solution, we refer
the reader to [33, 38, 4].

Remark 2.1. Since f is assumed to be of class C1,α, then every weak solution of (1.1) is also in
C2(Ωω). This follows by standard regularity arguments, considering the boundary conditions
and the fact that ∂Ωω is made by the union of (N − 1)-dimensional smooth manifolds (with
boundary) intersecting orthogonally (see [31, Proposition 6.1]).

Let uω be a one-dimensional solution of (1.1). Recall that they can be found by solving
the ODE {

−u′′ = f(u) in (0, 1)
u′(0) = u(1) = 0

(2.3)

and then setting
uω(x

′, xN ) = ũ(xN ), (x′, xN ) ∈ Ωω, (2.4)

where ũ is a solution of (2.3). Notice that reflecting ũ we obtain a solution of the Dirichlet
problem in (−1, 1). At the same time, every solution of this Dirichlet problem satisfies also
(2.3), by the results of [18], and thus the two problems are equivalent.

We will sometimes write uω also for the solution of (2.3) in (0, 1). The meaning will be
clear from the context.

The proofs of our main results are based on the theory of bifurcation, and our arguments
rely heavily on the interplay between two eigenvalue problems. The first one is the eigenvalue
problem for the linearized operator associated with the ODE (2.3):

{
−z′′ − f ′(uω)z = αz in (0, 1)
z′(0) = z(1) = 0

. (2.5)

We denote its eigenvalues, which are all simple (see [24]), by αi, i ∈ N
+. The second one is

for the Neumann-Laplacian in the (N − 1)-dimensional domain ω that spans the cylinder:
{

−∆RN−1ψ = λψ in ω
∂ψ

∂ν
= 0 on ∂ω

, (2.6)

where −∆RN−1 = −
∑N−1

j=1
∂2

∂x2
j

is the Laplace operator in R
N−1, that is, with respect to the

variable x′ = (x1, . . . , xN−1). We denote its eigenvalues, counted with multiplicity, by

0 = λ0(ω) < λ1(ω) ≤ λ2(ω) ≤ . . . .

The Morse index m(u) of a weak solution u is given by the number of negative eigenvalues
of the linearized operator

Lu = −∆− f ′(u) (2.7)

in the space H1
0 (Ωω∪Γ). Note that if u = uω is a one-dimensional solution, we can restrict our

attention to the eigenvalues of Luω whose corresponding eigenfunctions are one-dimensional,
which are precisely the eigenvalues of (2.5). We denote by mxN (uω) the Morse index of uω in
H1

0,xN
(Ωω ∪ Γ), which is the subspace of functions in H1

0 (Ωω ∪ Γ) which depend only on the
xN variable. A solution u is said to be degenerate if the linearized operator Lu admits zero
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as an eigenvalue, or, in other words, if there exists a nontrivial weak solution ϕ ∈ H1
0 (Ωω ∪Γ)

to the problem




−∆ϕ− f ′(u)ϕ = 0 in Ωω

ϕ = 0 on Γ0
∂ϕ

∂ν
= 0 on Γ

.

Analogous definitions and statements hold in the subspace H1
0,xN

(Ωω ∪Γ) of one-dimensional
functions and also for functions of one real variable in the space

H1(0, 1) := {z ∈ H1(0, 1) : z(1) = 0}.

For more details on these matters, we refer the reader to [13].
Let u be a weak solution of (1.1) (which is also a classical solution, in view of Remark 2.1).

We denote by Z(u) the nodal set of u in Ωω:

Z(u) = {x ∈ Ωω : u(x) = 0}.

By a nodal domain, we mean a connected component of Ωω \ Z(u), that is, a region of Ωω

where u does not change sign. We denote by n(u) the number of nodal domains of the solution
u.

It is well-known that the superlinear condition (2.1) implies that the Morse index of a
solution u is bounded from below by the number of nodal regions:

m(u) ≥ n(u). (2.8)

Indeed, the Morse index can be characterized as the maximal dimension of a subspace of
H1

0 (Ωω ∪ Γ) where the quadratic form associated with the linearized operator Lu is negative
definite. If u satisfies (1.1), then multiplying the equation by u and integrating by parts yield

∫

Ωω

|∇u|2 dx =

∫

Ωω

f(u)u dx.

On the other hand, the quadratic form associated to Lu is

Lu[v, v] =

∫

Ωω

|∇v|2 dx−

∫

Ωω

f ′(u)v2 dx, v ∈ H1
0 (Ωω ∪ Γ).

Hence (2.1) implies

Lu[u, u] =

∫

Ωω

|∇u|2 dx−

∫

Ωω

f ′(u)u2 dx

=

∫

Ωω

(
f(u)

u
− f ′(u)

)
u2 dx

< 0.

This argument can be repeated using the restriction of u to a nodal region, in such a way that
each nodal region yields a (linearly independent) direction where the second bilinear form
corresponding to Lu is negative definite, which in turn yield (2.8).

For the bifurcation arguments, we will consider a fixed (N−1)-dimensional smooth bounded
domain ω, consider scalings tω, with t > 0, and use t as the bifurcation parameter. We denote
by Ωtω the bounded cylinder spanned by the scaled domain, and by Γ0,t and Γt the parts of
∂Ωtω corresponding to Γ0 and Γ, respectively.



D. G. AFONSO - SEMILINEAR EQUATIONS IN BOUNDED CYLINDERS 6

3. One-dimensional solutions

3.1. Decomposition of the spectrum of the linearized operator. Let uω be a one-
dimensional solution. Recall that we adopt the notation uω also for the real function ũ that
solves (2.3) in (0, 1). To analyze the spectrum of Luω , it is convenient to consider the one-
dimensional eigenvalue problem (2.5).

In what follows, we denote by LxN
uω

the linear operator defined by

LxN
uω

(z) = −z′′ − f ′(uω)z, z ∈ H1(0, 1).

It is immediately seen that the Morse index of uω inH1(0, 1) is preciselymxN (uω) inH
1
0,xN

(Ωω∪
Γ).

We have the following decomposition of the spectrum of Luω , obtained in [2] and which we
report here for the convenience of the reader:

Lemma 3.1. Let uω be a one-dimensional solution of (1.1). The spectra of Luω , L
xN
uω

and
−∆RN−1 are related by

σ(Luω) = σ(LxN
uω

) + σ(−∆RN−1),

where σ(·) denotes the spectrum of a linear operator.

Proof. We begin by showing that σ(Luω ) ⊂ σ(LxN
uω

) + σ(−∆RN−1). Let µ ∈ σ(Luω ) and let

ϕ ∈ H1
0 (Ωω ∪ Γ) be an associated eigenfunction, that is, ϕ is a weak solution of





−∆ϕ− f ′(uω)ϕ = µϕ in Ωω

ϕ = 0 on Γ0
∂ϕ

∂ν
= 0 on Γ

.

As observed in Remark 2.1, by the shape of Ωω and the boundary conditions, elliptic regularity
theory yields that ϕ is a classical solution in Ωω.

Let λ be an eigenvalue of −∆RN−1 in ω with homogeneous Neumann boundary condition
and let ψ be a corresponding eigenfunction. Define

z(xN ) =

∫

ω

ϕ(x′, xN )ψ(x′) dx′.

Differentiating twice with respect to xN , using Green’s formula and the boundary conditions
we obtain

−z′′ =

∫

ω

−
∂2ϕ

∂x2N
ψ dx′

=

∫

ω

(−∆ϕ+∆RN−1ϕ)ψ dx′

=

∫

ω

f ′(uω)ϕψ dx′ +

∫

ω

λϕψ dx′ +

∫

ω

∆RN−1ψϕ dx′

= f ′(uω)z + µz − λ

∫

ω

ψϕ dx′

= f ′(uω)z + µz − λz.

Thus (µ− λ) ∈ σ(LxN
uω

) and hence µ = (µ− λ) + λ ∈ σ(LxN
uω

) + σ(−∆RN−1).
To show the reverse inclusion, let α ∈ σ(LxN

uω
), λ ∈ σ(−∆RN−1) and let z, ψ be respective

associated eigenfunctions. Setting

ϕ(x′, xN ) = z(xN )ψ(x′), (x′, xN ) ∈ Ωω
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we have

−∆ϕ = −z′′ψ −∆RN−1ψz

= f ′(uω)zψ + αzψ + λzψ

= f ′(uω)ϕ+ (α+ λ)ϕ.

As a consequence, α+ λ ∈ σ(Luω), and the proof is complete. �

Corollary 3.2. Let uω be a one-dimensional solution of (1.1). Then uω is degenerate if and
only if there exist i ∈ N

+ and j ∈ N such that

αi + λj = 0.

3.2. Morse index computation. Our objective in this section is to understand the one-
dimensional Morse index mxN (uω). To this aim, we analyze the eigenvalue problem corre-
sponding to the linearized operator associated with the ODE (2.3):

{
−z′′ − f ′(uω)z = αz in (0, 1)
z′(0) = z(1) = 0

.

The spectral theory for this kind of problem is well-established in the literature (see, e.g., [24,
Chapter XI]). It is known that there exists a sequence of real eigenvalues

α1 < α2 < . . . < αi < . . . ,

with αi → +∞ as i → ∞; corresponding to each eigenvalue αi, there exists a unique (up to
multiplicative constants) eigenfunction zi; for each i ∈ N

+, the eigenfunction zi has precisely
i− 1 zeros in (0, 1).

Our first result relates the one-dimensional Morse index mxN with the number of nodal
regions.

Proposition 3.3. Assume that (f1)-(f3) hold. Let uω ∈ H1
0 (Ωω ∪ Γ) be a one-dimensional

solution of (1.1) with n(uω) = n ≥ 1 nodal domains. Then

mxN (uω) = n.

Proof. It is well-known (see Section 2) that mxN (uω) ≥ n. Since mxN (uω) is the number of
negative eigenvalues of (2.5), we have that

α1 < α2 < . . . < αn < 0.

Our aim is then to show that αn+1 ≥ 0.
Since uω satisfies the equation −u′′ω = f(uω) in the interval (0, 1), taking the derivative

with respect to xN and rearranging terms we obtain

(u′ω)
′′ + f ′(uω)u

′
ω = 0 in (0, 1)

Moreover, since uω has n nodal regions, then we known that u′ω has n− 1 zeros in (0, 1) (see
Remark 3.4).

On the other hand, from the spectral theory for (2.5), we known that the eigenfunction
zn+1 has n zeros in (0, 1) (and another zero at xN = 1) and satisfies

z′′n+1 + (f ′(uω) + αn+1)zn+1 = 0 in (0, 1)

Suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that αn+1 < 0. Should this be the case, we would
have f ′(uω)+αn+1 < f ′(uω) and therefore the Sturm-Picone comparison theorem would imply
that u′ω has at least one zero between each consecutive zero of zn+1. Since zn+1 has n+1 zeros
in [0, 1], then it would follow that u′ω has at least n zeros in (0, 1), which is a contradiction
with the assumption on the number of nodal regions of uω. Then αn+1 cannot be negative,
and the proof is complete. �
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Remark 3.4. In the proof of Proposition 3.3 we have tacitly used that between each zero of
uω in [0, 1] there is one and only one critical point (that is to say that u′ω has one and only one
zero). Indeed, this follows by arguing as in the classical theorem of Gidas, Ni, and Nirenberg
([18]) in each nodal domain of uω, where uω satisfies a Dirichlet boundary value problem.

Making use of the decomposition of the spectrum of Luω obtained in Lemma 3.1, we can
easily compute the Morse index of a one-dimensional solution in the space H1

0 (Ωω ∪ Γ):

Theorem 3.5. Assume that (f1)-(f3) hold. Let uω be a one-dimensional solution of (1.1) in
Ωω. Then it holds:

(i) if mxN (uω) = 1, then

m(uω) = 1 + #{j ≥ 1 : λj < −α1}

(ii) if mxN (uω) = n, then

m(uω) = n+
n∑

i=1

#{j ≥ 1 : λj < −αi}.

Proof. For (i), we notice that, since mxN (uω) = 1, by definition we have

α1 < 0 ≤ αi ∀i ≥ 2.

Therefore, since λ0 = 0 and λj > 0 for j ≥ 1, we have

m(uω) = #{k ≥ 1 : λk < 0}

= #{j ≥ 0 : α1 + λj < 0}

= 1 +#{j ≥ 1 : λj < −α1}.

For (ii), since λ0 = 0 we have

m(uω) = #{k ≥ 1 : λk < 0}

= #{i ≥ 1, j ≥ 0 : λj < −αi}

=

n∑

i=1

#{j ≥ 0 : λj < −αi}

= n+

n∑

i=1

#{j ≥ 1 : λj < −αi},

which completes the proof. �

Recall that scaling the domain ω by a factor t > 0, we scale the Neumann eigenvalues of
−∆RN−1 in ω:

λj(tω) =
1

t2
λj(ω), (3.1)

for every j ∈ N. Combining this with Lemma 3.1, Corollary 3.2 and Theorem 3.5 we have the
following:

Corollary 3.6. Let ω ⊂ R
N−1 be a smooth bounded domain and let uω be a one-dimensional

solution of (1.1) in Ωω. For t > 0, let utω be the corresponding one-dimensional solution
in the scaled domain Ωtω. Then there exists a sequence 0 < t̄1 < t̄2 < . . . such that ut̄nω is
degenerate in the space H1

0 (Ωt̄nω ∪ Γt̄n) for all n ∈ N
+ and

m(utω) → ∞ as t → +∞.

Proof. It follows immediately from (3.1) and Theorem 3.5. �
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Recall that solutions of Morse index one can be obtained, for example, by minimization
on the Nehari manifold. Then, our next result tells us that least energy solutions are not
one-dimensional, provided that the base ω is large enough.

Theorem 3.7. Assume that (f1)-(f3) hold. Furthermore, assume that the one-dimensional
solution uω is unique and there exists a solution ū of (1.1) of Morse index one in H1

0 (Ωω∪Γ).
Then, if

λ1(ω) < −α1, (3.2)

the solution ū is not one-dimensional.

Proof. By Theorem 3.5, it follows that m(uω) ≥ 2, and hence ū 6= uω. �

3.3. Nondegeneracy in the space H1
0,xN

(Ωω ∪ Γ).

Proposition 3.8. Assume that (f1)-(f3) hold. Let uω be a one-dimensional solution of (1.1).
Then uω is nondegenerate in H1

0,xN
(Ωω ∪ Γ).

Proof. Let n = n(uω) be the number of nodal regions of uω. By Proposition 3.3, we have that

mxN (uω) = n,

and therefore α1 < α2 < . . . < αn < 0 ≤ αn+1 < . . .. Our aim is then to show that αn+1 > 0.
Suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that αn+1 = 0. By Sturm-Liouville theory, the

corresponding eigenfunction zn+1, which satisfies
{

−z′′n+1 − f ′(uω)zn+1 = 0 in (0, 1)
z′n+1(0) = zn+1(1) = 0

,

has n zeros in (0, 1), thus n+ 1 nodal regions.
Let us choose the sign of zn+1 so that uω(0)zn+1(0) > 0. Since zn+1 has one more nodal

region than uω, we have that u′ω(1)z
′
n+1(1) < 0 (strict inequality is due to Hopf’s Lemma).

Now, observe that

0 > u′ω(1)z
′
n+1(1)

= u′ω(1)z
′
n+1(1) − u′ω(0)z

′
n+1(0)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

=

∫ 1

0
(u′ωz

′
n+1)

′ dxN

=

∫ 1

0
u′′ωz

′
n+1 dxN +

∫ 1

0
u′ωz

′′
n+1 dxN

= −

∫ 1

0
f(uω)z

′
n+1 dxN −

∫ 1

0
f ′(uω)u

′
ωzn+1 dxN

= −

∫ 1

0
(f(uω)zn+1)

′ dxN

= f(uω(0))zn+1(0) − f(uω(1))zn+1(1)

= f(uω(0))zn+1(0)

> 0, (3.3)

where the last inequality follows from our choice on the sign of zn+1(0) and (2.2). Since (3.3)
is absurd, we have that αn+1 6= 0. The proof is complete. �
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4. Bifurcation results

In this section, we prove the existence of solutions to (1.1) which are not one-dimensional.
We will show that such solutions bifurcate from one-dimensional ones when the domain ω

which spans the cylinder is scaled. In addition to local bifurcation results, we study the
structure of the bifurcating solutions, including a global bifurcation result in the spirit of
Rabinowitz ([32]). See Theorem 4.6.

We fix ω, consider the scalings tω, with t > 0, and use t as the bifurcation parameter. We
denote by Ωtω the bounded cylinder spanned by the scaled domain, and by Γt the part of the
boundary corresponding to Γ.

Of course, when we scale the domain ω, the PDE changes, since the domain Ωtω and the
functional space H1

0 (Ωtω ∪ Γt) are different. However, it is more convenient to develop the
bifurcation argument in a fixed functional setting, independent of the scaling. We choose to
work in the Banach space (endowed with the C1,α norm)

X (Ωω ∪ Γ) :=

{
u ∈ C1,α(Ωω) : u|Γ0

= 0,
∂u

∂ν

∣∣∣∣
Γ

= 0

}
,

and we “bring back” to this space the PDE problems considered in the scaled domains Ωtω

via suitable diffeomorphisms.
To be more precise, denote by x = (x′, xN ) the points in the original cylinder Ωω, and

by y = (y′, xN ) the points in the scaled cylinder Ωtω. Clearly, y′ = tx′. We consider the
diffeomorphism ht : Ωtω → Ωω given by

ht(y
′, xN ) =

(
y′

t
, xN

)
.

Naturally, functions defined in the scaled domain correspond to functions in Ωω, via a scaling
of the x′ argument. More precisely, the diffeomorphism ht induces the linear isomorphism
h∗t : X (Ωtω ∪ Γt) → X (Ωω ∪ Γ) given by

h∗t (v)(x
′, xN ) = v(h−1

t (x′, xN )) = v(tx′, xN ).

Let us now describe how to bring back the PDE from Ωtω to Ωω. Let ut ∈ X (Ωtω ∪ Γt) be
any solution of (1.1) in Ωtω. Then, the function

u∗t := h∗t (ut) = ut ◦ h
−1
t ∈ X (Ωω ∪ Γ)

satisfies 



Dt(u
∗
t ) = f(u∗t ) in Ωω

u∗t = 0 on Γ0
∂u∗t
∂ν

= 0 on Γ

, (4.1)

where the operator Dt is defined as

Dt(u) = h∗t
(
−∆

(
(h∗t )

−1(u)
))
.

Indeed, note that ut = u∗t ◦ ht = (h∗t )
−1(u∗t ), and thus, since −∆ut = f(ut) in Ωtω, we have

−∆
(
(h∗t )

−1(u∗t )
)
(y) = f

(
(h∗t )

−1(u∗t )
)
(y) in Ωtω.

Then, writing y = h−1
t (x), for x ∈ Ωω, Dt(u

∗
t ) = f(u∗t ) immediatelly follows. Moreover, the

boundary conditions in (4.1) are clearly satisfied.
We can further rewrite the equation Dt(u) = f(u) as u = Tt(u), where

Tt : X (Ωω ∪ Γ) → X (Ωω ∪ Γ)

is the operator defined as

Tt(u) = D−1
t (f(u)), u ∈ X (Ωω ∪ Γ),
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which can also be written as

Tt(u) = h∗t
(
(−∆)−1

(
(h∗t )

−1(f(u))
))
. (4.2)

Due to classical regularity results, this operator is well-defined and compact, and therefore,
for any open bounded set U ⊂ X (Ωω ∪ Γ) such that I − Tt 6= 0 on ∂U , the Leray-Schauder
degree deg(I − Tt, U, 0) is well-defined.

Finally, note that if uω is a one-dimensional solution in Ωω, then

(utω)
∗ = h∗t (utω) = uω.

We can now define what we mean by bifurcating solutions in the scaled domains:

Definition 4.1. Let uω be a one-dimensional solution of (1.1) in Ωω, and let t̄ > 0. We say
that a bifurcation occurs at (t̄, ut̄ω) if in any neighborhood of (t̄, uω) in (0,+∞)×X (Ωω ∪ Γ)
there exists a solution of (4.1). Such other solutions will be referred to as bifurcating solutions.

Remark 4.2. Solutions of (4.1) in Ωω give rise to solutions of the original PDE in Ωtω via
the action of (h∗t )

−1. Then Definition 4.1 says that a bifurcation happens if, for t arbitrarily
close to t̄, there exists a solution of (1.1) in Ωtω close to utω. Moreover, since one-dimensional
solutions are never degenerate in the space of one-dimensional functions (Proposition 3.8),
such new solutions cannot be one-dimensional.

So far in this section, we have seen how to transport the PDE from the dilated domain
Ωtω back to Ωω, to obtain an appropriate functional framework for the bifurcation. Our
arguments will rely heavily on the behavior of the Leray-Schauder degree of I − Tt in the
space X (Ωω ∪Γ) when t changes. The key idea is that due to our next result, Lemma 4.5, we
can detect changes on deg(I − Tt, U, 0) due to the change in the Morse index of utω, which in
turn is a phenomenon happening in the dilated domains/respective functional spaces.

Lemma 4.5 allows us to “transport” the calculation of the degree to the dilating domains.
Its proof is an application of the following result of Nussbaum:

Proposition 4.3 ([29, Section D, Proposition 2]). Let V be an open subset of a Banach space
E1. Let C : E1 → E2 be a compact map into a Banach space E2. Let β : V → E2 be a
homeomorphism. Assume that β(x)− C(x) 6= 0 for x ∈ ∂V . Then

deg(I − (C ◦ β−1), β(V ), 0) = deg(I − (β−1 ◦ C), C−1(β(V )), 0). (4.3)

Remark 4.4. It is to be understood as part of the statement that the Leray-Schauder degrees
in (4.3) are well-defined.

Lemma 4.5. Let t > 0. Let Pt : X (Ωtω ∪ Γt) → X (Ωtω ∪ Γt) be the operator given by

Pt(v) = (−∆)−1(f(v)), v ∈ X (Ωtω ∪ Γt). (4.4)

Let U ⊂ X (Ωω ∪ Γ) be an open bounded set such that I − Tt 6= 0 on ∂U . Then

deg(I − Tt, U, 0) = deg(I − Pt, (h
∗
t )

−1(U), 0). (4.5)

Proof. That the operator Pt is compact is standard. Let us now consider the operator Ct :
X (Ωtω ∪ Γt) → X (Ωω ∪ Γ) given by

Ct(v) = h∗t (Pt(v)) = h∗t
(
(−∆)−1(f(v))

)
, v ∈ X (Ωtω ∪ Γt).

It is standard to show that Ct is compact as well. Moreover, Pt = (h∗t )
−1 ◦ Ct. Furthermore,

recalling that

Tt(u) = h∗t
(
(−∆)−1

(
(h∗t )

−1(f(u))
))
, u ∈ X (Ωω ∪ Γ),

we see that Tt = Ct ◦ (h
∗
t )

−1.
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Invoking Proposition 4.3, with C = Ct, β = h∗t and V = (h∗t )
−1(U), we have

deg(I − Tt, U, 0) = deg
(
I − Pt, C

−1
t

(
(h∗t )

(
(h∗t )

−1(U)
))
, 0
)

= deg(I − Pt, C
−1
t (U), 0)

= deg(I − Pt, (h
∗
t )

−1(U), 0),

since C−1
t (U) ⊂ (h∗t )

−1(U) and (I − Pt)(v) 6= 0 for all v ∈ (h∗t )
−1(U) \ C−1

t (U). Indeed, since
Ct(V ) = Tt(U), we have

(Ct(V ) ∩ U) = (Tt(U) ∩ U) ⊂ Tt(U),

which in turn implies that

C−1
t (U) ⊂ (h∗t )

−1
(
T−1
t (Tt(U))

)
= (h∗t )

−1(U),

and v = Pt(v) if, and only if, h∗t (v) = Ct(v). �

Theorem 4.6. Let ω ⊂ R
N−1 be a smooth bounded domain and let f ∈ C1,α(R) be a non-

linearity satisfying (f1)-(f3). Let uω be a one-dimensional solution of (1.1) in Ωω having
n(uω) = n nodal regions. Set

S := {(t, u) ∈ (0,+∞)× X (Ωω ∪ Γ) : (I − Tt)(u) = 0, u 6= uω},

where Tt is the operator defined in (4.2). Let t̄ > 0 such that ut̄ω is degenerate in the space
H1

0 (Ωt̄ω ∪ Γt̄). Then, if 0 is a simple eigenvalue of Lut̄ω
in H1

0 (Ωt̄ω ∪ Γt̄), it holds:

(i) a bifurcation occurs at (t̄, ut̄ω), in the sense of Definition 4.1;
(ii) for t sufficiently close to t̄, the branch of bifurcating solutions form a C1 curve;
(iii) for t sufficiently close to t̄, the bifurcating solutions have n nodal regions;
(iv) the connected component of S containing (t̄, uω) is either unbounded in (0,+∞) ×

X (Ωω ∪ Γ), or contains another point (t̃, uω), with t̃ 6= t̄ (possibly with t̃ = 0).

Proof. We prove each item separately.

(i) We divide the proof of (i) into two parts. First, we give the main argument leading to
the local bifurcation phenomena. We assume the validity of the formula (4.8), which
we prove in the second part.

Part 1: Proof that (t̄, uω) is a bifurcation point in (0 +∞)× X (Ωω ∪ Γ)

For the sake of contradiction, let us assume the contrary. Then we can find δ > 0
and a small a neighborhood U of uω in X (Ωω ∪ Γ) such that uω is the unique solution
of (I − Tt)(u) = 0 in U for all t ∈ [t̄ − δ, t̄ + δ]. In other words, Tt is an admissible
homotopy. By the homotopy invariance of the Leray-Schauder degree, it holds that
deg(I−Tt, U, 0) is constant for t ∈ [t̄− δ, t̄+ δ]. In particular, for any ε ∈ (0, δ) we have

deg(I − Tt̄−ε, U, 0) = deg(I − Tt̄+ε, U, 0). (4.6)

Let us show that (4.6) cannot hold. Under the assumption that uω is the unique
solution of (I − Tt)(u) = 0 in U for all t ∈ [t̄− δ, t̄+ δ], it holds that utω = (h∗t )

−1(uω)
is the unique solution of (I − Pt)(v) = 0 in V t = (h∗t )

−1(U), where Pt is the operator
defined in (4.4). Note that Pt is differentiable at utω for every t > 0, with

P ′
t (utω) = (−∆)−1(f ′(utω)).

For t 6= t̄ we have that P ′
t(utω) is invertible, and then it can be shown (see [26, Propo-

sition 3.5.3]) that

deg(I − Pt, Vt, 0) = deg(I − P ′
t (utω), Vt, 0) = (−1)ℓ, (4.7)
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where ℓ is the number of eigenvalues of P ′
t (utω) that are greater than 1. We claim that

ℓ = m(utω), where m(utω) is the Morse index of utω in the space H1
0 (Ωtω ∪ Γt), which

yields

deg(I − P ′
t(utω), Vt, 0) = (−1)m(utω). (4.8)

Assuming for a moment that (4.8) holds, by Theorem 3.5 and since 0 is a simple
eigenvalue of Lut̄ω

in H1
0 (Ωt̄ω ∪ Γt̄)

m(u(t̄+ε)ω) = m(u(t̄−ε)ω) + 1

for all ε > 0 small enough. Hence

deg(I − P ′
t̄+ε(u(t̄+ε)ω), Vt̄+ε, 0) = − deg(I − P ′

t̄−ε(u(t̄−ε)ω), Vt̄−ε, 0),

which, in view of Lemma 4.5 and (4.7), contradicts (4.6). Therefore (t̄, uω) is a bifur-
cation point, in the sense of Definition 4.1.

Part 2: Proof of (4.8)

Our aim is to show that for every eigenvalue of P ′
t(utω) in the space X (Ωtω ∪ Γt)

greater than one (which are known to be finitely many), there corresponds a negative
eigenvalue of Lutω , and vice-versa. This follows from the variational characterization of
eigenvalues (see, e.g., [13, Section 1.4]).

Let ξk be an eigenfunction of Pt(utω) corresponding to the eigenvalue γk, beginning
from the largest:

γ1 > γ2 ≥ . . . > 0.

As P ′
t(utω)ξk = γkξk, we have

−∆ξk =
1

γk
f ′(utω)ξk

Multiplying by ξk and integrating by parts we obtain

∫

Ωtω

|∇ξk|
2 dx =

1

γk

∫

Ωtω

f ′(utω)ξ
2
k dx.

Let us denote by µi, i ∈ N
+ the eigenvalues of Lutω in H1

0 (Ωtω ∪ Γt). Then, by the
variational characterization of the µ1, we have:

µ1 = min
ϕ∈H1

0
(Ωtω∪Γt)
ϕ 6=0

∫
Ωtω

|∇ϕ|2 dx−
∫
Ωtω

f ′(utω)ϕ
2 dx

‖ϕ‖22

≤

∫
Ωtω

|∇ξ1|
2 dx−

∫
Ωtω

f ′(utω)ξ
2
1 dx

‖ξ1‖22

=

(
1
γ1

− 1
) ∫

Ωtω
f ′(utω)ξ

2
1 dx

‖ξ1‖22
< 0.
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Now, letting Hi denote an i-dimensional subspace of H1
0 (Ωtω ∪ Γt), we have:

µi = min
Hi

max
ϕ∈Hi

ϕ 6=0

∫
Ωtω

|∇ϕ|2 dx−
∫
Ωtω

f ′(utω)ϕ
2 dx

‖ϕ‖22

≤ max
ϕ〈ξ1,...,ξi〉

ϕ 6=0

∫
Ωtω

|∇ϕ|2 dx−
∫
Ωtω

f ′(utω)ϕ
2 dx

‖ϕ‖22

=

∫
Ωtω

|∇ξi|
2 dx−

∫
Ωtω

f ′(utω)ξ
2
i dx

‖ξi‖22

=

(
1
γi

− 1
) ∫

Ωtω
f ′(utω)ξ

2
1 dx

‖ξi‖22
< 0

for all i > 1 such that γi > 1. Hence we have

m(utω) ≥ #{γi > 1}.

On the other hand, if µi < 0, we have:

0 > µi

= max
Hi−1

min
ϕ⊥Hi−1

ϕ 6=0

∫
Ωtω

|∇ϕ|2 dx−
∫
Ωtω

f ′(utω)ϕ
2 dx

‖ϕ‖22

≥ min
ϕ⊥〈ξ1,...,ξi−1〉

ϕ 6=0

∫
Ωtω

|∇ϕ|2 dx−
∫
Ωtω

f ′(utω)ϕ
2 dx

‖ϕ‖22

=

∫
Ωtω

|∇ξi|
2 dx−

∫
Ωtω

f ′(utω)ξ
2
i dx

‖ξi‖22

=

(
1
γi

− 1
) ∫

Ωtω
f ′(utω)ξ

2
1 dx

‖ξi‖22
,

which immediately yields γi > 1. Hence m(utω) = #{γi > 1} and (4.8) holds.
(ii) To show that the bifurcating solutions form a continuous branch near t̄, the idea is to

apply the inverse function theorem on appropriate subspaces after a Lyapunov-Schmidt
reduction.

Observe that the map Tt is continuously differentiable, for all t > 0. Let us denote

X1 := ker(I − T ′
t̄(uω)),

and observe that

X1 = h∗t̄
(
ker(I − P ′

t̄ (ut̄ω)
)
.

Since 0 is a simple eigenvalue of I − P ′
t̄
(utω) in X (Ωt̄ω ∪ Γt̄), then dimX1 = 1. Let w

denote the corresponding normalized eigenfunction of I − T ′
t̄
(uω), in such a way that

X1 = 〈w〉 = {sw : s ∈ R}.

Then, setting

X2 = Range(I − T ′
t̄(uω)),
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we have

X (Ωω ∪ Γ) = X1 ⊕ X2.

Denoting by P : X (Ωω∪Γ) → X2 the projection onto X2, then, solving (I−Tt)(u) = 0
is equivalent to solving, simultaneously, the two equations

P [(I − Tt)(u)] = 0 (4.9)

(I − P )[(I − Tt)(u)] = 0. (4.10)

Let us now consider the map Φ : ((0,+∞)× R)× X2 defined by

Φ((t, s), u) = P [(I − Tt)(uω + sw + u)].

Let us observe that the map Φ is differentiable in the u coordinate, and it holds

∂Φ

∂u
((t̄, 0), 0) = (P [(I − T ′

t̄(uω))])|X2

= (I − T ′
t̄(uω))|X2

,

which is an isomorphism. Hence, by the implicit function theorem, we obtain the
existence of ε > 0, a neighborhood U of 0 in X2, and a C1 map Ψ : (t̄−ε, t̄+ε)×(−ε, ε) →
U such that

P [(I − Tt)(uω + sw +Ψ(t, s))] = 0 ∀(t, s) ∈ (t̄− ε, t̄+ ε)× (−ε, ε)

and uω + sw + Ψ(t, s) are the unique solutions of the equation P [(I − Tt)(u)] = 0 in
((t̄− ε, t̄+ ε)× (−ε, ε)) × U .

By (i), we know that the local bifurcation indeed occurs, so there exist solutions
to (4.9)-(4.10) other than uω, for all t close enough to t̄. Since the only possible such
solutions are of the form uω + sw + Ψ(t, s), we conclude that these are precisely the
bifurcating solutions.

It remains to show that we can write s = s(t), to have a curve of solutions. It suffices
to show that ∂Ψ

∂s
(t̄, 0) is invertible and to apply the implicit function theorem again.

Indeed, differentiating (I − Tt)(uω + sw +Ψ(t, s)) = 0 with respect to s yields

(I − T ′
t̄)

(
w +

∂Ψ

∂s
(t̄, 0)

)
= 0,

which implies, since w is a nontrivial eigenvector of I−T ′
t̄
, that ∂Ψ

∂s
(t̄, 0) = −w and thus

is invertible as a linear map. As anticipated, the implicit function theorem then yields
the existence of g : (−ε, ε) → (t̄ − ε, t̄ + ε) such that the set of bifurcating solutions is
given by

C = {uω + g(t)w +Ψ(t, g(t)) : t ∈ (t̄− ε, t̄+ ε)}.

The claim of (i) is proved.
(iii) By the previous item, we have

‖uω − (uω + g(t)w +Ψ(t, g(t)))‖C1,α = ‖g(t)w +Ψ(t, g(t))‖C1,α → 0 as t→ t̄,

which would not be possible if the bifurcating solutions had a different number of nodal
regions.

Indeed, let 0 < r1 < . . . < rn−1 < rn = 1 be the roots of uω and denote ut :=
uω+g(t)+Ψ(t, g(t)). Since we have ut → uω in C1,α as t → 1, then there exist ε0, ε > 0
such that

∇ut · ∇uω > |u′ω(ri)|
2 − ε > 0 in ω × [ri − ε0, ri + ε0], i = 1, . . . , n − 1, (4.11)

and also

∇ut∇uω > |u′ω(1)| − ε > 0 in ω × [1− ε0, 1]. (4.12)
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On the other hand, outside of these regions, ut and uω have the same sign:

utuω > 0 in Ωω \

(
n−1⋃

i=1

(ω × [ri − ε0, ri + ε0]) ∪ ω × [1− ε0, 1]

)
. (4.13)

It is then clear that ut cannot have less nodal regions than uω, for ut changes sign
in ω × [ri − ε0, ri + ε0], for i = 1, . . . , n − 1. Suppose ut has more nodal regions than
uω. From (4.13), it is clear that the additional nodal region is contained in some
ω × [ri − ε0, ri + ε0], for i = 1, . . . , n − 1 (or in ω × [1 − ε0, 1]. In this case, ut would
have a critical point inside one of these regions. But this cannot happen, in view of
(4.11)-(4.12).

(iv) Let K be the connected component of S containing the point (t̄, uω) ∈ (0,+∞)×X (Ωω∪
Γ). In particular, K contains the curve C = {uω + g(t)w+Ψ(t, g(t)) : t ∈ (t̄− ε, t̄+ ε)}
found in the proof of (ii). Let us denote

XxN
(Ωω ∪ Γ) := {u ∈ X (Ωω ∪ Γ) : u(x′, xN ) = u(xN )}.

For the sake of contradiction, let us assume that

K is bounded ,

t ≥ ρ0 > 0 ∀(t, u) ∈ K, (4.14)

K ∩ ((0,+∞)× {uω}) = {(t̄, uω)}.

Since Tt is compact for every t > 0, then K is compact. Hence there exists a bounded
open neighborhood A of K in (0,+∞) × X (Ωω ∪ Γ) such that ∂A ∩ S = ∅ and

A ∩ (0,+∞) = [t̄− δ, t̄ + δ]

for some δ > 0 small enough such that only t̄ satisfies (4.20) in this interval. The
construction of such a neighborhood is standard. We omit it and refer to [14, Section
29.1] or [3, Lemma 4.6] for the details.

For t ∈ [t̄− δ, t̄+ δ], let us denote

A(t) := {u ∈ X (Ωω ∪ Γ) : (t, u) ∈ A}.

Since ∂A ∩ S = ∅, the homotopy invariance of the Leray-Schauder degree implies that

deg(I − Tt,A(t), 0) is constant in [t̄− δ, t̄+ δ]. (4.15)

Now, let B be a small open neighborhood of uω in X (Ωω ∪ Γ), in such a way that
B ⊂ A(t) for all t ∈ [t̄ − δ1, t̄ + δ1], for some δ1 ∈ (0, δ). Then the additivity property
of the Leray-Schauder degree yields

deg(I − Tt,A(t), 0) = deg(I − Tt,A(t) \ B, 0) + deg(I − Tt,B, 0), (4.16)

for all t ∈ [t̄− δ1, t̄+ δ1]. From the argument carried out for the proof of (i), we know
that

deg(I − Tt̄+δ1 ,B, 0) = − deg(I − Tt̄−δ1 ,B, 0). (4.17)

On the other hand, up to taking B smaller, we can assume that there are no solutions of
(I−Tt)(u) = 0 on ∂(A(t) \B) for t < t̄− δ and t > t̄+ δ. Let δ2 > 0 be such that A(t̄+
δ2) = ∅. Then there are no solutions of (I − Tt)(u) = 0 on ∂ (K \ ([t̄+ δ, t̄ + δ2]× B))
and hence the homotopy invariance of the degree implies

deg(I − Tt̄+δ,A(t̄+ δ) \ B, 0) = deg(I − Tt̄+δ2 ,A(t̄+ δ2), 0) = 0. (4.18)

We see that (4.16)-(4.18) contradict (4.15). Hence (4.14) cannot hold, and thus either
K is unbounded, or (0, u) ∈ K for some u ∈ X (Ωω ∪ Γ), or

P := K ∩ ((0,+∞) × {uω}) 6= ∅. (4.19)
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The proof is complete. �

Corollary 4.7. Let ω ⊂ R
N−1 be a smooth bounded domain and let f ∈ C1,α(R) be a nonlin-

earity satisfying (f1)-(f3), and let uω be a one-dimensional solution of (1.1) with n(uω) = n

nodal domains. Let t̄ > 0 such that ut̄ω is degenerate in the space H1
0 (Ωt̄ω ∪ Γt̄). Then, if 0 is

a simple eigenvalue of Lut̄ω
in H1

0 (Ωt̄ω ∪ Γt̄), for t close to t̄, there exists a solution to




−∆u = f(u) in Ωtω

u = 0 on Γ0,t
∂u

∂ν
= 0 on Γt

,

that is not one-dimensional and has n nodal domains. In particular, if uω is positive, then
there is a positive solution that is not one-dimensional.

Proof. It suffices to take the family of bifurcating solutions given by Theorem 4.6 and transport
them back to Ωtω via (h∗t )

−1, taking into account Remark 4.2. �

Remark 4.8. Observe that the assumption on the simplicity of 0 as a simple eigenvalue
for Lut̄ω

is actually an assumption on the interplay between the eigenvalues of (2.5) and the
geometry of ω. Indeed, this assumption means that there exists a unique pair (i, j) ∈ N

+ ×N

such that if we scale ω by a factor of t̄ we obtain

1

t̄2
λj = −αi. (4.20)

It is clear that if there exist multiple pairs (i, j) satisfying (4.20) (for different t̄, of course),
then, repeating the arguments carried out in the proof of Theorem 4.6, we get multiple
bifurcation.

Let us now illustrate cases where the assumptions on the multiplicity of 0 as an eigenvalue
of Lut̄ω

in H1
0 (Ωt̄ω ∪ Γt̄) hold.

Let uω be a positive one-dimensional solution and assume that there exists a simple Neu-
mann eigenvalue λ̄ for −∆RN−1 in ω. Then we can take t̄ such that

1

t̄2
λ̄ = −α1,

where α1 is the unique negative eigenvalue of (2.5). Since the eigenvalues of the Neumann-
Laplacian are generically all simple for smooth bounded domains in the Euclidean space (see
[25, Example 6.4]), the simplicity assumption holds for “almost every” shape ω.

Some interesting shapes, however, are known to possess eigenvalues of multiplicity greater
than one, e.g., if ω is a ball in R

N−1 or has some other symmetry. Even in these cases, we
still get the existence of solutions of (1.1) that are not one-dimensional by slightly modifying
our arguments. In fact, it suffices to work in some space of functions that are invariant with
respect to some symmetry group action. For example, let ω be a ball in R

N−1 and consider
the subspace

E := {v ∈ X (Ωω ∪ Γ) : v(x′, xN ) = v(T (x′), xN ) ∀ T ∈ SO(N − 1)}

of functions in Ωω that are invariant with respect to rotations of the base ω. In this case,
the Neumann eigenvalues of −∆RN−1 in ω are simple in the space E . For more details on the
matter of multiple Neumann eigenvalues, we refer to [27].

Remark 4.9. Observe that the proof of (i) of Theorem 4.6 still works under the slightly
weaker assumption that 0 has odd multiplicity as an eigenvalue of Lut̄ω

, because even in this
case we would have the change of Leray-Schauder degree for the one-dimensional solution utω
when t crosses t̄.
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