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Abstract

We consider a parabolic non-local free boundary problem that has been derived as a
limit of a bulk-surface reaction-diffusion system which models cell polarization. In previous
papers [3, 4] we have established well-posedness of this problem and derived conditions on the
initial data that imply continuity of the free boundary as t → 0. In this paper we extend the
qualitative study of the free boundary by considering axisymmetric data. Under additional
monotonicity assumptions on the data we prove global continuity of the free boundary. On
the other hand, if the initial data violate a "no-fattening" condition we show that the free
boundary can oscillate as t → 0.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

In this paper we discuss qualitative properties of a nonlocal free boundary problem that has been
derived from a bulk-surface reaction diffusion system [5, 4] as a model for cell polarization.
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In the following let T > 0 be an arbitrary time and Γ ⊂ R3 be a smooth compact surface without
boundary that represents the membrane of a cell. The nonnegative function u : Γ×[0, T ) → [0,∞)
denotes the density of a certain protein on Γ while g : Γ × [0, T ) → (0, 1] is a given function
representing a chemical signal. Then, if H : R → {0, 1} denotes the Heaviside function, and
u0 : Γ → [0,∞) initial data, the free boundary problem can be stated as follows (see [4, Lemma
2.3])

∂tu−∆u = −
(
1− g

λ(t)

)
H(u) a.e. on ΓT := Γ× (0, T ) , (1.1)

λ(t) :=

 
{u(·,t)>0}

g dS , for a.a. t ∈ (0, T ) , (1.2)

g ≤ λ(t) a.e. in {u(·, t) = 0} , (1.3)
u ≥ 0 a.e. on Γ× (0, T ) (1.4)

u(·, 0) = u0 a.e. on Γ . (1.5)

where ∆Γ denotes the Laplace-Beltrami operator on Γ. The function λ in (1.2) can be understood
as a Lagrange multiplier that guarantees mass conservation, i.e.

ˆ
Γ
u(·, t) dS =

ˆ
Γ
u0 dS for all t ∈ [0, T ] . (1.6)

One key property of the parabolic obstacle-type problem (1.1)-(1.5) is the particular nonlocality
in form of a dependence on the support of the solution.
For the system (1.1)-(1.5) we say that we have a polarized state if both, the zero set of u(·, t)
and its complement on Γ have nonzero measure. In our previous work [5] we proved existence
and uniqueness of steady states for a given mass and in addition we characterized the critical
mass below which polarization occurs. Well-posedness for the full parabolic problem as well as
global stability of steady states has been established in [3].
The purpose of this paper is to continue a qualitative study of the parabolic free boundary
problem that we have started in [4]. More precisely, in [4] we have derived the two following con-
ditions on the initial data which ensure that the positivity set {u(·, t) > 0} changes continuously
as t → 0+.
First, we require that

g − λ(0) ≤ −θ < 0 in {u0 = 0} (1.7)

for some fixed θ > 0, and, second, we assume a ‘non-fattening’ of the boundary of the support
of the initial data, i.e.

H2
(
∂{u0 > 0}

)
= 0 . (1.8)

If (1.8) holds we show in [4] that condition (1.7) is necessary and sufficient to obtain the continuity
of solutions at t = 0 from the right.
In general, however, in [4] it remained open whether (1.8) is necessary for the solution to be
right-continuous at t = 0 and whether the solution remains continuous for positive times.
In this paper, we first prove in Section 2 a global continuity result for the support of the solution
u(·, t) under additional symmetry and monotonicity assumptions on the data. Second, we prove
a result that indicates that if condition (1.8) fails, then the function λ is not necessarily right-
continuous at t = 0 even if (1.7) holds. More precisely, we provide an example of initial data u0
for which (1.8) is not valid and such that the support of u(·, t) and λ(t) behave oscillatory with
t ↓ 0. We prove this result rigorously for the classical parabolic obstacle problem in Section 3,
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which is of interest in its own, and then extend this result to a slightly simplified nonlocal free
boundary problem in Section 4.

In the rest of this paper we restrict ourselves to the specific case of spherical geometry, Γ = S2

and to axisymmetric data and axisymmetric solutions. Therefore the problem is reduced to a
one-dimensional spatial dependence. First, we collect some results from previous works that will
play a crucial role in the current analysis. In Section 2 we prove the global in time continuity of
the positivity set {u(·, t) > 0}.
The following sections provide examples of an oscillatory behavior of solutions if the second
non-degeneracy condition is violated. Section 3 considers first the classical parabolic obstacle
problem on the real line. Finally, in Section 4 we present a corresponding oscillation result for a
nonlocal analogue of the system (1.1)-(1.5) on the real line.

1.2 Preliminaries

We have established in [3] that problem (1.1)-(1.5) admits a unique nonnegative global solution.
More precisely, we prove that for any T > 0 and any nonnegative u0 ∈ L2(Γ), there exists a unique
solution u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Γ))∩H1(0, T ;H1(Γ)∗) and further we show that u ∈ Lp

(
δ, T ;W 2,p(Γ)

)
∩

W 1,p
(
δ, T ;Lp(Γ)

)
for any δ > 0, 1 ≤ p < ∞. By classical embedding arguments it follows that

u ∈ C1+β, 1+β
2 (Γ× [δ, T ]) for all 0 < β < 1.

In the case that u0 ∈ H2(Γ) we even have u ∈ Lp
(
0, T ;W 2,p(Γ)

)
∩ W 1,p

(
0, T ;Lp(Γ)

)
for any

1 ≤ p < ∞, and u ∈ C1+β, 1+β
2 (Γ× [0, T ]) for all 0 < β < 1, see for example [2, Lemma II.3.3].

Finally we remark, that by the uniform convergence to a unique stationary state and the estimates
provided in [3] we even have that u is uniformly bounded in Γ× [0,∞).
From now on we will restrict ourselves to the spherical case Γ = S2 and to axisymmetry with
respect to the first coordinate axis.

Remark 1.1 (Axisymmetric data). We consider functions U on the sphere S2 ⊂ R3 given by a
function u on [−1, 1] by

U(x1, x2, x3) = uaxs(x1, x2, x3) := u(x1) .

For functions that depend on a scalar space variable we denote the derivative just by a prime, in
particular u′(x1) =

d
dx1

u et cetera.
The Laplace-Beltrami operator for axisymmetric functions U as above can then be written as

∆S2U(x) =
(
(1− x21)u

′(x1)
)′
. (1.9)

Moreover, u ∈ L1(−1, 1) if and only if U ∈ L1(S2), and it holds
ˆ
S2

u dS = 2π

ˆ 1

−1
u(r) dr . (1.10)

We denote by C1
axs([−1, 1]) and W k,p

axs(−1, 1) the space of functions u such that uaxs ∈ C1(Γ) and
u ∈ W k,p(S2), respectively. We remark that u ∈ C1(S2) if and only if ũ ∈ C1(−1, 1) with

lim
r↓0

ru′(±
√
1− r2) = 0 , (1.11)

which in particular reflects that ∇u(0, 0,±1) = 0 holds, and that u ∈ W 1,p
axs(−1, 1) if and only if

u ∈ Lq(−1, 1) ∩W 1,q
loc (−1, 1) with x 7→

√
1− x2u′(x) ∈ Lq((−1, 1)).

The parabolic Hölder and Sobolev spaces C
2k+α,k+α

2
axs ([−1, 1]× [0, T ]) and W 2,1

p,axs((−1, 1)× (0, T )),
respectively, are defined analogously.
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Lemma 1.2. Consider Γ = S2, 1 ≤ p < ∞ and an axisymmetric function U ∈ W 2,1
p (S2×(0, T ))

represented by some u ∈ W 2,1
p,axs((−1, 1)× (0, T )) as U = uaxs.

Then U solves (1.1) (with u replaced by U) if and only if u solves

∂tu−
(
(1− x2)u′

)′
= −

(
1− g

λ(t)

)
H(u) in (−1, 1)× (0, T ] . (1.12)

Moreover, for given axisymmetric data U0 = u0,axs ∈ H2(S2) and G = gaxs ∈ C0(S2) there is a
one-to-one correspondence between solutions U of (1.1)-(1.5) (with u, g, u0 replaced by U,G,U0)
and solution u to the nonlocal initial boundary problem given by (1.12) and

λ(t) :=

 
{u(·,t)>0}

g(r) dr , for a.a. t ∈ (0, T ) , (1.13)

g ≤ λ(t) a.e. in {u(·, t) = 0} , (1.14)
u ≥ 0 a.e. on (−1, 1)× (0, T ) (1.15)

u(·, 0) = u0 a.e. on (−1, 1) . (1.16)

Proof. This follows by the formulas stated in Remark 1.1 and by the existence and uniqueness
result of solutions to (1.1)-(1.5) proved in [3].

2 Global continuity result for axisymmetric solutions

From now on we will only deal with the axisymmetric case.
Our aim in this section is to provide global continuity results under certain assumptions on the
initial data u0 and the external stimulus g.

Assumption 2.1. We assume that

u0 ∈ C2
axs([−1, 1]) with u0 ≥ 0 and |{u0 > 0}| > 0 (2.1)

and for some γ ∈ [−1, 1)

{u0 > 0} = (γ, 1] and u′0 > 0 a.e. in (γ, 1) . (2.2)

Furthermore, we assume that

g ∈ C2
axs([−1, 1]) with 0 < g0 ≤ g ≤ g1 < 1 on S2 (2.3)

for some constants 0 < g0 < g1 < 1 and that for some κ > 0 we have

g′ ≥ κ > 0 in [−1, 1] . (2.4)

For the following we define the boundary of the positivity set of u via

p(t) := inf{x |u(x, t) > 0} . (2.5)

Indeed, we will see in Lemma 2.3 that if u0 is increasing, then so is u(·, t) for any t > 0 and
[p(t), 1] is indeed the support of u(·, t).

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that Assumption 2.1 holds. Moreover, let u ∈ W 2,1
p,axs([−1, 1]× [0,∞) be

a solution to (1.12)-(1.16). Then p : [0,∞) → [−1, 1] is continuous.

The proof will be given at the end of this section. We start with some auxiliary results.

4



2.1 Monotonicity and non-degeneracy

First we prove that the monotonicity property assumed for the initial data propagates to positive
times.

Lemma 2.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2 u′(·, t) ≥ 0 holds for all t ≥ 0.

Proof. We multiply (1.12) by
(
(1− x2)u′(x, t)

)′ and integrate over {u′(·, t) > 0} ⊂ {u(·, t) > 0}.
We useˆ

{u′(·,t)>0}
∂tu(x, t)

(
(1− x2)u′(x, t)

)′
dx = − d

dt

ˆ
{u′(·,t)>0}

1

2

(
(1− x2)u′(x, t)

)2
dx ,

in a weak sense, and

−
ˆ
{u′(·,t)>0}

(
1− g(x)

λ(t)

)(
(1− x2)u′(x, t)

)′
dx = − 1

λ(t)

ˆ
{u′(·,t)>0}

g′(x)(1− x2)u′(x, t) dx ≥ 0.

Therefore we obtain
d

dt

ˆ
{u′(·,t)>0}

1

2

(
(1− x2)u′(x, t)

)2
dx ≤ 0 ,

which implies by u′0 ≥ 0 that u′(·, t) ≥ 0 almost everywhere in (−1, 1) for almost all t ∈ (0,∞).
By continuity of u′, see the remarks at the beginning of Section 1.2 the claim follows.

Next, we show that the support of u can not be arbitrarily small. For that we recall that for any
T > 0 we have a bound ∥u∥∞ := ∥u∥L∞((−1,1)×[0,T ]) ≤ CT .

Lemma 2.4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2 it holds

p(t) ≤ 1− m

2π∥u∥∞
for all t ∈ [0, T ] . (2.6)

Furthermore we have

g(x) ≤ λ(t)− κm

4π∥u∥∞
for all x ∈ (−1, p(t)) and t ∈ [0, T ] . (2.7)

Proof. We observe that due to (1.6), (1.10) estimate (2.6) follows from

m = 2π

ˆ 1

p(t)
u(x, t) dx ≤ 2π∥u∥∞(1−p(t)) .

By Taylor’s Theorem and (2.4), we obtain that

λ(t) =
1

1−p(t)

ˆ 1

p(t)
g dx ≥ 1

1−p(t)

ˆ 1

p(t)
g(p(t)) + κ(x− p(t)) dx

≥ g(p(t)) +
κ

2
(1−p(t)) ≥ g(p(t)) +

κm

4π∥u∥∞
.

Due to the monotonicity of g we deduce (2.7).

Next we prove that p(t) is sufficiently separated from the value s(t) where g(s(t)) = λ(t). We
therefore obtain a uniform non-degeneracy property of the solutions, compare assumption (1.9)
in [4] and the discussion in that paper.
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Lemma 2.5. Assume that (2.2), (2.4) are valid. Then, there exists a unique s(t) ≥ p(t) with

g(s(t)) = λ(t) (2.8)

and it holds
p(t) ≤ s(t)− c0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] (2.9)

for some c0 = c0(g,m, ∥u∥∞) > 0.

Proof. We notice due to (1.6), (2.3) and (2.4) that g(−1) < λ(t) < g(1) for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Thus,
there exists s(t) ∈ (−1, 1) such that (2.8) holds true. Furthermore, due to (2.4), the function
g−1 : [g(−1), g(1)] → [−1, 1] is well defined. Then, recalling that g(p(t)) ≤ λ(t), it follows that
p(t) ≤ s(t). Inequality (2.9) then follows from (2.7) and (2.4).

Finally, we formulate a non-degeneracy lemma, analogous to [4, Lemma 3.3].

Lemma 2.6. Let 0 ≤ t1 ≤ t2, x0 ∈ (−1, 1] and 0 < ρ ≤ 1 are given such that x0 + 2ρ ≤ p(t1)
and such that for u ∈ W 2,1

p,axs((−1, 1)× (t1, t2))

∂tu−
(
(1− x2)u′

)′ ≤ −θH(u) in (−1, x0 + 2ρ)× (t1, t2) , (2.10)

Moreover, assume that
u ≤ θρ2 on (−1, x0 + 2ρ)× (t1, t2) . (2.11)

Then u = 0 holds in (−1, x0+ρ)×(t1, t2). This in particular implies that p(t) ≥ x0+ρ in [t1, t2].

Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume t1 = 0 and set T = t2, p0 = p(0).
Consider the function U = uaxs ∈ W 2,1

p (S2 × (0, T )). Then U solves (1.4) in
(
S2 ∩ {x · e⃗1 <

x0 + 2ρ}
)
× (0, T ) and satisfies U(·, 0) = 0 in

(
S2 ∩ {x · e⃗1 < x0 + 2ρ}

)
.

Assume by contradiction that u(y1, t1) > 0 for some −1 ≤ y1 < x0 + ρ and 0 < t1 < T . Let
y := (y1, 0,

√
1− y21). Consider the comparison function

Q : BS2(y, ρ)× (0, t1) → R, Q(x, t) = θ
(
|x− y|2 + (t1 − t)

)
,

where BS2(y, ρ) refers to the respective ball in S2 with respect to the distance in R3.
Then(

∂tQ−∆Q
)
(x, t) = θ

(
− 1− 4− 2H⃗S2(x) · (x− y)

)
= θ
(
− 1− 4 + 2− 2x · y

)
≤ −θ .

We use a comparison principle on
(
BS2(y, ρ)× (0, t1)

)
∩ {U > 0}.

We first observe that BS2(y, ρ) ⊂ {x · e⃗1 < x0 + 2ρ} and that Q ≥ U holds on ∂{U > 0} and in
BS2(y, ρ)× {0}. Furthermore on {x ∈ S2 : |x− y| = ρ} we have Q ≥ θρ2 ≥ U by (2.11).
It follows that U(y, t1) ≤ Q(y, t1) = 0, a contradiction to our assumption.

2.2 Proof of Theorem 2.2

We define
δ0 :=

1

8
min

(
c0,

m

2π∥u∥∞
,

κm

4π∥u∥∞

)
(2.12)

with c0 as in (2.9).
Step 1: We prove the uniform lower-semicontinuity from the right, more precisely: For any
t̃ ∈ [0, T ) and any δ > 0 there exists ω(δ) only depending on g,m, ∥u∥Cα,α/2([−1,1]×[0,T ]) such that

p(t̃)− δ ≤ p(t) for all t ∈ [t̃, t̃+ ω(δ)] . (2.13)
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Without loss of generality we can assume t̃ = 0 in the following.
We fix any δ ∈ (0, δ0] and suppose that p(0) ≥ −1 + δ since otherwise there is nothing to show.
By the assumption (2.1) on the initial data and the remarks at the beginning of Section 1.2 for
any fixed α > 0 we can choose ω > 0, ω = ω(δ) such that

∥u∥Cα,α/2([−1,1]×[0,T ])ω
α
2 ≤ κ

gmax

c0
8
4δ2 . (2.14)

Next we define
s∗(ω) := inf

{
s(τ) : 0 ≤ τ ≤ ω

}
.

Due to (2.9) we always have s∗(ω) ≥ −1 + c0.
We set

b := min
{
p(0), s∗(ω)− c0

8

}
. (2.15)

For any 0 ≤ t ≤ ω and any −1 ≤ x ≤ b we have b ≤ s(t)− c0
8 and

g(x)− λ(t) ≤ g(b)− g(s(t)) ≤ −κ
c0
8
,

hence
1− g(x)

λ(t)
≥ κ

λ(t)

c0
8

≥ κ

gmax

c0
8
. (2.16)

We deduce that

∂tu−
(
(1− x2)u′

)′ ≤ − κ

gmax

c0
8
H(u) on (−1, b)× (0, ω) , (2.17)

u(·, 0) = 0 in (−1, b) , (2.18)

where we have used b ≤ p(0).
Due to (2.14) and Lemma 2.6 we deduce that

u(x, t) = 0 for all − 1 ≤ x ≤ b− δ , 0 ≤ t ≤ ω , (2.19)

which implies
p(t) ≥ b− δ for all 0 ≤ t ≤ ω . (2.20)

Assume that b = s∗(ω)− c0
8 in (2.15). However, (2.9) and (2.20) then yield s∗(ω) ≥ b− δ+ c0 ≥

b+ 7c0
8 , a contradiction.

Therefore b = p(0) and by (2.20) the claim is proved.
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Step 2: We now prove the uniform lower-semicontinuity from the right, more precisely: for any
δ ∈ (0, δ0] there exists ω(δ) > 0 such that

p(t) ≤ p(t̃) + δ for all t ∈ [t̃, t̃+ ω(δ)] . (2.21)

Towards this aim we will construct a suitable subsolution, more precisely, we are going to show
that there exists a nonnegative, continuous function W that depends only on the initial data u0,
with W (ξ) > 0 for all ξ > 0 and W (0) = 0 such that

u(x, s) ≥ W (x− p(s)), for x ∈ (p(s), p(s) + δ0) , s ∈ [0, T ] . (2.22)

Indeed, if (2.22) holds we define for any t̃ ≥ 0 the function w as the solution to

∂tw −
(
(1− x2)w′)′ = 0 in (p(t̃), p(t̃) + δ0)× (t̃, T ] (2.23)

w(x, t̃) = W (x− p(t̃)) in (p(t̃), p(t̃) + δ0) (2.24)
w(p(t̃), t) = w(p(t̃) + δ0, t) = 0 in (t̃, t̃+ ω(δ0)] (2.25)

and let w̃ := w − (t− t̃). Equation (2.23) yields

∂tw̃ −
(
(1− x2)w̃′)′ = −1 ≤ ∂tu−

(
(1− x2)u′

)′
in (p(t̃), p(t̃) + δ0) × (t̃, T ]. Furthermore, u(x, t̃) ≥ W (x − p(t̃)) for all x ∈ (p(t̃), p(t̃) + δ0) by
(2.22) and u(p(t̃), t), u(p(t̃) + δ0, t) ≥ 0 = w(p(t̃), t) = w(p(t̃) + δ0, t) for all t ∈ (t̃, T ]. Hence, we
obtain by a comparison principle argument that

u(x, t) ≥ w̃ in [p(t̃), p(t̃) + δ0]× [t̃, T ]. (2.26)

If we consider any 0 < δ ≤ δ0
2 it holds

u ≥ w̃ > 0 in [p(t̃) + δ, p(t̃) + δ0 − δ)× [t̃, t̃+ ω(δ)]

redefining ω(δ) if necessary. Moreover, the monotonicity of u yields that

u(x, t) > 0 in [p(t̃) + δ, 1]× [t̃, t̃+ ω(δ)]

which proves the claim.

We now proceed to the proof of (2.22). Due to Step 1, we can fix a monotone increasing positive
function ω : R+ → R+ such that for all s ∈ (−1, 1], t ∈ [−1, 1)

p(t) ≤ p(s) + δ if 0 ≤ s− t ≤ ω(δ) . (2.27)

To prove (2.22) we argue differently depending on the value of s.

Case 1: Consider s > ω(δ0) and let δ ∈ (0, δ02 ]. By (2.27) we have

p(t) ≤ p(s) + δ for all t ∈
[
s− ω(δ), s

]
.

Therefore, u is a solution of

∂tu−
(
(1− x2)u′

)′
= −1 +

g

λ(t)
in [p(s) + δ, p(s) + 2δ]× (s− ω(δ), s] .
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We observe that, by regularity of u and standard embedding theorems, we can differentiate the
above equation with respect to x. Then for v = u′ we obtain, using (2.4), that

∂tv −
(
(1− x2)v

)′′
=

g′

λ(t)
≥ M in [p(s) + δ, p(s) + 2δ]× (s− ω(δ), s] ,

for some constant M := M(||g||∞, ||g′||∞) > 0. To construct a suitable subsolution let V satisfy

∂tV −
(
(1− x2)V

)′′ ≤ M, in [p(s) + δ, p(s) + 2δ]

× (s− ω(δ), s] , (2.28)
V (x, t∗δ) = 0, in [p(s) + δ, p(s) + 2δ] , (2.29)

V (p(s) + δ, t) = V (p(s) + 2δ, t) = 0 , for t ∈ (s− ω(δ), s] . (2.30)

It is easy to verify that the function

V (x, t) =
M

2
(t− s+ ω(δ))e−µ

t−s+ω(δ)

δ2 cos
(π(x− (p(s) + 3

2δ))

δ

)
, (2.31)

satisfies (2.28)-(2.30) if µ > 0 is sufficiently large.

In particular we find that

u′(x, s) ≥ Cω(δ)e−µ
ω(δ)

δ2 =: F (δ) in
[
p(s) +

5δ

4
, p(s) +

7δ

4

]
.

Therefore, since δ ≤ δ0 but otherwise arbitrary, we deduce

u′(x, s) ≥ W̃ (x− p(s)) in
(
p(s), p(s) + δ0

]
for some function W̃ which is positive on R+. Integrating this equation we find indeed that
(2.22) holds for s > ω(δ0).

Case 2: Next we investigate the case s ≤ ω(δ0). Again by (2.27) we have

p(t) ≤ p(s) + δ for all t ∈
[
0, s
]
.

We find as above that v = u′ solves

∂tv −
(
(1− x2)v

)′′
=

g′

λ(t)
≥ M [p(s) + δ, p(s) + 2δ]× (0, s] .

We construct a subsolution V by solving the problem

∂tV −
(
(1− x2)V

)′′
= M, in [p(s) + δ, p(s) + 2δ]× (0, s] , (2.32)

V (x, 0) = u′0, in [p(s) + δ, p(s) + 2δ] , (2.33)
V (p(s) + δ, t) = V (p(s) + 2δ, t) = 0, in (0, s] . (2.34)

Since by assumption u′0 > 0 in (p(0), 1] ⊃ [p(s)+δ, p(s)+2δ], we conclude that V (x, s) > ϕ(δ, u0)
in [p(s)+ 5

4δ, p(s)+
7
4δ] and as above we finally conclude that there exists a positive function W2

such that
u(x, s) ≥ W2(x− p(s)), in [p(s), p(s) + δ0] (2.35)

for s ∈ [0, ω(δ0)] from which (2.22) follows with W := min{W1,W2} > 0.

Step 3: Since ω(δ) does not depend on t̃, the estimates (2.13) and (2.21) imply the uniform
continuity from the right therefore that p is a continuous function.
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3 An oscillatory solution to the classical parabolic obstacle prob-
lem

In this section we will provide a rigorous construction of an oscillatory solution to the classical
parabolic obstacle problem.

The classical parabolic obstacle problem in one space dimension and in the whole space can be
formulated as follows. We say that a function u : R× (0, T ) → [0,∞) is a solution to the obstacle
problem with data u0 if u ∈ W 2,1

p (R× (0, T )) for all p ∈ [1,∞) and if it satisfies

∂tu− u′′ = −H(u) a.e. in R× (0, T ) (3.1)
u(·, 0) = u0 in a suitable sense. (3.2)

In order to prepare the construction of an oscillatory solution to a nonlocal obstacle problem in
Section 4 we also consider the problem with a rescaled right-hand side: For λ > 0 we denote by
uλ the solution of

∂tuλ − u′′λ = −λ3H(uλ) a.e. in R× (0, T ) (3.3)
uλ(·, 0) = u0 in a suitable sense. (3.4)

We will need the following consequence of the maximum principle, which is a variant of Lemma
2.6.

Lemma 3.1. Consider any x0 ∈ R, t0 > 0, θ > 0 and 0 < ϱ <
√
t0. Then for any u ∈

W 2,1
1

(
B(x0, ϱ)× (t0 − ϱ2, t0)

)
with

∂tu−∆u ≤ −θH(u), 0 ≤ u ≤ θ

3
ϱ2 in B(x0, ϱ)× (t0 − ϱ2, t0)

we have u(x0, t0) = 0.

Proof. Assume u(x0, t0) > 0 and define

w(x, t) :=
θ

3
|x− x0|2 +

θ

3
(t0 − t)

Then

∂tw −∆w = −θ in B(x0, ϱ)× (t0 − ϱ2, t0),

and w(x, t0 − ϱ2) ≥ θ
3ϱ

2 for all x ∈ R and w(x, t) ≥ θ
3ϱ

2 for all x ∈ ∂B(x0, ϱ), t ∈ (t0 − ϱ2, t0).
We apply the weak maximum principle in

(
B(x0, ϱ)× (t0− ϱ2, t0)

)
∩{u > 0} and deduce u ≤ w.

This yields u(x0, t0) ≤ 0, a contradiction to our assumption.

Our main result on the oscillatory behavior for the classical parabolic obstacle problem is the
following.

Theorem 3.2. There exist initial data u0 ∈ M+(R) with compact support in (0, 1) such that the
solution to (3.1), (3.2) satisfies

lim inf
t→0+

|{u(·, t) > 0}| < lim sup
t→0+

|{u(·, t) > 0}| . (3.5)

10



Actually, we will prove the following stronger statement that will be needed below in Section 4
for the nonlocal case.

Theorem 3.3. For any λ0 > 0 there exists 0 < κ < λ0 with the following property: For any
0 < η < 1 there exist initial data u0 ∈ M+(R) with compact support in (0, η) such that for any
λ, µ in [λ0 − κ, λ0 + κ] the solutions uλ, uµ to (3.3), (3.4) satisfy

lim inf
t→0+

|{uλ(·, t) > 0}| < lim sup
t→0+

|{uµ(·, t) > 0}| . (3.6)

Before proceeding to the proof of this theorem, we first consider the problem (3.1)-(3.2) with
initial data

u0 = δ0 (3.7)

where δ0 denotes the Dirac distribution in x = 0.
The solution of this particular problem is the key building block to construct initial data u0 as
in Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.3.

Proposition 3.4. There exists a unique solution U ∈ W 2,1
p

(
R × (δ,∞)

)
for all 1 ≤ p < ∞,

δ > 0 that satisfies (3.1) almost everywhere in R× (0,∞) and (3.7) in the sense of∣∣U(x, t)− Φ(x, t)
∣∣ ≤ Ct for all x ∈ R, t > 0 (3.8)

for some C independent of x, where Φ denotes the heat kernel Φ(x, t) = 1√
4πt

e−
|x|2
4t .

Moreover the solution satisfies the following:

(1) There exists T ∗ > 0 such that U(x, t) = 0 for any t ≥ T ∗ and for all x ∈ R.

(2) The solution U(x, t) is symmetric, that is U(x, t) = U(−x, t) for all x ∈ R and t > 0.

(3) The first derivative satisfies ∂xU(x, t) ≤ 0 for all x ≥ 0 and t > 0.

(4) There exist two continuous function ℓ : (0, T ∗) → R and L : (0, T ∗) → R such that for each
t ∈ (0, T ∗) we have

{|x| ≤ ℓ(t)} ⊂ {U(x, t) > 0} ⊂ {|x| ≤ L(t)} .

Moreover, it holds

lim
t→0+

ℓ(t)√
6t ln

(
1
t

) = lim
t→0+

L(t)√
6t ln

(
1
t

) = 1.

Proof. Existence and uniqueness follows from [1, Theorem 2.1].
We proceed to the proof of the additional properties.

(1) Item (1) follows from [1, Theorem 3.1].

(2) Item (2) follows from the invariance of the equation and the initial data under the trans-
formation x 7→ −x.

(3) The proof of item (3) is analogous to the one of Lemma 2.3 and we omit it here.
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(4) Left-hand side inclusion in (4): Since H(u) ≤ 1 the function (x, t) 7→ Φ(x, t) − t is a
subsolution and we deduce from the maximum principle that

U(x, t) ≥ 1

2
√
πt

e−
|x|2
4t − t for all x ∈ R, t > 0.

This implies in particular that
{

1
2
√
πt
e−

|x|2
4t > t

}
⊂ {U(x, t) > 0} . Then it is easily

calculated that 1
2
√
πt
e−

|x|2
4t > t is equivalent to |x|2 < 6t ln( 1

(4π)1/3t
) and the claim follows.

(5) Right-hand side inclusion in (4): By comparison principle we deduce

U(x, t) ≤ Φ(x, t) =
1√
4πt

e−
|x|2
4t for all x ∈ R, t > 0. (3.9)

For some (x0, t0) ∈ [0,∞)× (0,∞) and ϱ > 0 that we specify below in (3.12) we consider
the rectangle

R := [x0 − ϱ, x0 + ϱ]× [t0 − ϱ2, t0] . (3.10)

Exploiting (3.9), we obtain that

U(x, t) ≤ 1

2
√

π(t0 − ϱ2)
e
− |x0−ϱ|2

4t0 for all (x, t) ∈ R . (3.11)

If
|x0 − ϱ|2 ≥ 12αϱ2(− ln ϱ) and t0 = αϱ2 (3.12)

for some α > 1 to be chosen below, we deduce from (3.11) that for all (x, t) ∈ R

U(x, t) ≤ 1√
4π(α− 1)

ϱ2.

Choosing α > 9{1, T ∗} sufficiently large Lemma 3.1 yields that U(x0, t0) = 0. Hence,
U(x, t) = 0 for all x ∈ R, t > 0 with

|x| ≥
√

6t(− ln t) + 6t lnα+

√
t

α
=: L(t) .

This implies the second inclusion in (4).

Remark 3.5. Let U denote the solution of (3.1), (3.7) and let for λ > 0 fixed

Uλ(x, t) = λU(λx, λ2t), x ∈ R, t > 0.

Then Uλ satisfies (3.3), U(·, 0) = δ0 and

{|x| ≤ ℓλ(t)} ⊂ {Uλ(x, t) > 0} ⊂ {|x| ≤ Lλ(t)} .

with ℓλ(t) =
1
λℓ(λ

2t), Lλ(t) =
1
λL(λ

2t). In particular

lim
t→0+

ℓλ(t)√
6t ln

(
1
t

) = lim
t→0+

ℓλ(t)√
6t ln

(
1
λ2t

) = 1 = lim
t→0+

Lλ(t)√
6t ln

(
1
λ2t

) = lim
t→0+

Lλ(t)√
6t ln

(
1
t

) .
12



2
3d 0 2

3d

0
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Figure 1: Main building block of the construction. The boundary of the support of U is indicated
by the oval line.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Let U denote the solution of (3.1), (3.7). By a scaling argument it is
sufficient to consider the case λ0 = 1. Let η > 0 be arbitrarily prescribed.
We are going to construct a solution u of (3.1) with oscillatory support such u(·, 0) is supported
in the interval (0, η). We will use an iterative procedure with U as main building block.
Let

d :=
3

2
sup
t>0

{x > 0 |U(x, t) > 0}. (3.13)

By Remark 3.5 the support of the solution Uλ of (3.3), (3.7) satisfies

{Uλ(·, t) > 0} ⊂ (−d, d) for all t > 0, λ >
2

3
. (3.14)

Increasing the value of T ∗ from Proposition 3.4 item (1) by a factor 9
4 we have

Uλ(·, t) = 0 for all t ≥ T ∗, λ >
2

3
.

Next, for a parameter θ ∈ (0, 1) we define the rescaled solution

uθ,λ(x, t) := λθ2U
(λx

θ
,
λ2t

θ2

)
= θ2Uλ(

x

θ
,
t

θ2
) . (3.15)

Furthermore we deduce from Proposition 3.4 and Remark 3.5 that there exist constants C1 > 0
and 0 < κ0 <

1
3 such that

{Uλ(·, t) > 0} ⊂
(
− C1

√
t ln t−1, C1

√
t ln t−1

)
for all 0 < t <

1

2
, |1− λ| < κ0 . (3.16)

This implies in particular that for any x0 ∈ R, 0 < t < 1
2 , |1− λ| < κ0

uθ,λ(x− x0, t) = 0 if
|x− x0|

θ
≥ C1

√
t

θ2
ln

θ2

t
, that is if |x− x0| ≥ C1

√
t ln

θ2

t
.

(3.17)
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We are now going to define iteratively a set of points that represents the atoms of the measure
that we choose as initial datum.
Consider a sequence (θn)n∈N that converges strictly monotone to zero and that we will specify
later.
In a first step we iteratively define sets of points x

(n)
j1,··· ,jn , n ∈ N, via

x
(1)
j1

= 4dθ1j1 , j1 ∈ I1 :=
{
1, 2, · · · ,

⌊ 1

4dθ1

⌋
− 1
}
,

x
(2)
j1,j2

= x
(1)
j1

+ 4dθ2j2 , j1 ∈ I1, j2 ∈ I2 :=
{
1, 2, · · · ,

⌊θ1
θ2

⌋
− 1
}
,

...
...

x
(n)
j1,j2,··· ,jn = x

(n−1)
j1,··· ,jn−1

+ 4dθnjn , j1 ∈ I1, . . . , jn ∈ In :=
{
1, 2, · · · ,

⌊θn−1

θn

⌋
− 1
}
.

We note that the number Zn of points on the level n is of the order
(
4dθn

)−1.
Next we consider index sets I∗n ⊂ In, n ∈ N that we will specify later, and define a corresponding
solution u

(n)
λ , n ∈ N of (3.1) by

u
(1)
λ =

∑
j1∈I∗1

uj1θ1,λ, uj1θ1,λ(x, t) = uθ1,λ
(
x− x

(1)
j1

, t
)
,

u
(2)
λ =

∑
j1∈I∗1

∑
j2∈I∗2

uj1,j2θ2,λ
, uj1,j2θ2,λ

(x, t) = uθ2,λ
(
x− x

(2)
j1,j2

, t
)
,

...
...

u
(n)
λ =

∑
j1∈I∗1

∑
j2∈I∗2

· · ·
∑
jn∈I∗n

uj1,··· ,jnθn,λ
, uj1,··· ,jnθn,λ

(x, t) = uθn,λ
(
x− x

(n)
j1,··· ,jn , t

)
. (3.18)

Finally we define

uλ(x, t) :=
∑
n∈N

u
(n)
λ (x, t) . (3.19)

We will choose the index sets I∗n below such that the supports of the different building blocks do
not overlap. This in particular implies that the infinite sum in (3.19) converges and that uλ is a
solution of (3.1) with initial datum

u0 :=
∑
n∈N

∑
j1∈I∗1

∑
j2∈I∗2

· · ·
∑
jn∈I∗n

θ3nδx(n)
j1,··· ,jn

.

We observe that u0 is a finite Radon measure if∑
n∈N

(4dθn)
−1θ3n < ∞, which is guaranteed by

∑
n∈N

θ2n < ∞. (3.20)

In the following we always assume 0 < t < 1
2 . We specify the choices of the index sets I∗n such

that uλ is well-defined and such that the size of supports of uλ(·, t) is oscillatory for t ↘ 0.
First, we notice that due to the definition of d, see (3.14), and the choice of the spacing of the
x(n) the supports uj1,...,jnθn,λ

do not overlap.
We will now choose the index set I∗n ⊂ In such that the support of uθn,λ does not overlap with any
of the previous levels. We therefore consider a point x

(n−1)
j1,...,jn−1

with jk ∈ I∗k for k = 1, . . . , j − 1.
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0 1

Figure 2: Points on the level n (circles) and n+ 1 (triangles)

In order to exclude that the support of uj1,··· ,jnθn,λ
overlaps with the support of uj1,··· ,jn−1

θn−1,λ
by (3.16)

it is sufficient to guarantee that

4dθnjn − dθn > C1

√
T ∗θ2n ln

( θ2n−1

T ∗θ2n

)
,

that is

jn >
1

4
+

C1

4d

√
T ∗ ln

( θ2n−1

T ∗θ2n

)
We notice that this is ensured if

jn >
C1

2d

√
T ∗ ln

( θ2n−1

T ∗θ2n

)
(3.21)

and the sequence (θn)n satisfies

θn
θn−1

<
1√
T ∗

exp
(
− d2

2T ∗C2
1

)
=: C2 . (3.22)

Similarly, the conditions (3.22) and

jn <
θn−1

θn
− C1

2d

√
T ∗ ln

( θ2n−1

T ∗θ2n

)
(3.23)

exclude that the support of uj1,··· ,jnθn
overlaps with the support of uj1,··· ,jn−1+1

θn−1
.

Therefore, we can choose I∗n ⊂ In with a number of indices

|I∗n| ≥ |In| −
C1

d

√
T ∗ ln

( θ2n−1

T ∗θ2n

)
.
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The number Z∗
n of indices (j1, . . . , jn) with jk ∈ I∗k for all k = 1, . . . , n can thus be estimated

from below by

Z∗
n ≥

( 1

4dθ1
− 2
)
·

(
θ1
θ2

− 2− C1

d

√
T ∗ ln

( θ21
T ∗θ22

))
. . . ·

θn−1

θn
− 2− C1

d

√
T ∗ ln

( θ2n−1

T ∗θ2n

)
≥ 1

4dθn
Πn

j=1(1− εj),

with

ε1 = 8dθ1, εj =
θj
θj−1

(
2 +

C1

d

√
T ∗ ln

( θ2j−1

T ∗θ2j

))
, j ≥ 2.

This yields

Z∗
n ≥ 1

4dθn
(1−

n∑
j=1

εj) ≥
2

9dθn
if

∞∑
j=1

εj <
1

9
. (3.24)

Next, we define a sequence of times along which the support of the solution oscillates. By
Proposition 3.4 there exists 0 < T1 < T ∗ and 0 < κ < κ0 such that

|{Uλ(·, T1) > 0}| ≥ l(T1) =: d1 > 0 for all λ ∈ (1− κ, 1 + κ). (3.25)

We then define tn := T1θ
2
n, which implies for any j1, . . . , jn with jk ∈ I∗k , k = 1, . . . , n that for

all |1− λ| < κ ∣∣∣{u(n)λ (·, tn) > 0} ∩
[
x
(n)
j1,··· ,jn − 2dθn, x

(n)
j1,··· ,jn + 2dθn

]∣∣∣ ≥ d1θn . (3.26)

Again by Proposition 3.4 we can choose 0 < T̃1 ≪ T1 such that

|{U(·, T̃1) > 0}| ≤ d1
8

,

hence for all 0 < κ < κ0 sufficiently small

|{Uλ(·, T̃1) > 0}| ≤ d1
4

for all λ ∈ (1− κ, 1 + κ). (3.27)

We define t̃n := T̃1θ
2
n, which implies for any j1, . . . , jn with jk ∈ Ik, k − 1, . . . , n and any

λ ∈ (1− κ, 1 + κ) that∣∣∣{u(n)λ (x, t̃n) > 0} ∩
[
x
(n)
j1,··· ,jn − 2dθn, x

(n)
j1,··· ,jn + 2dθn

]∣∣∣ ≤ d1
4
θn . (3.28)

We ensure that there is no overlap with the support of u(k)λ (·, t̃n) = 0 for any k ≥ n + 1, which
is guaranteed by

T ∗θ2n+1 < t̃n , thus by
θn+1

θn
<

√
T̃1

T ∗ . (3.29)

16



We assume T̃1 < 1, set θ0 = 1
4d and estimate the overlap with the support of u(k)λ (·, t̃n) = 0 for

any 1 ≤ k ≤ n− 1 and |1− λ| < κ by

∣∣∣{u(k)λ (·, t̃n) > 0
}∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣I∗k ∣∣2C1

√
t̃n ln

(θ2k
t̃n

)
≤ θk−1

θk
2C1θn

√
T̃1 ln

( θ2k
T̃1θ2n

)
≤ 2C1θk−1

√
T̃1θ2n
θ2k

ln
( θ2k
T̃1θ2n

)
≤ 2C1θ0

√
T̃1θ2n
θ2n−1

ln
(θ2n−1

T̃1θ2n

)
≤ 2C1θ0

θn
θn−1

√
T̃1 ln

(θ2n−1

T̃1θ2n

)
. (3.30)

This yields

∣∣∣{ n−1∑
k=1

u
(k)
λ (·, t̃n) > 0

}∣∣∣ ≤ 2C1θ0
nθn
θn−1

√
T̃1 ln

(θ2n−1

T̃1θ2n

)
for all λ ∈ (1− κ, 1 + κ).

Together with (3.28) we can estimate the size of support at t = t̃n from above by

∣∣{uλ(·, t̃n) > 0}
∣∣ ≤ d1

4
θn

⌊ 1

4dθn

⌋
+ 2C1θ0

nθn
θn−1

√
T̃1 ln

(θ2n−1

T̃1θ2n

)
≤ 1

9

d1
d

(3.31)

if

2C1θ0
nθn
θn−1

√
T̃1 ln

(θ2n−1

T̃1θ2n

)
≤ 1

18

d1
d

for all n ∈ N. (3.32)

We next obtain a suitable bound from below for the support at time t = tn. By (3.24), (3.26)
the support of u(n)λ (·, tn) is estimated from below by

∣∣{u(n)λ (·, tn) > 0}
∣∣ ≥ d1θnZ

∗
n ≥ d1θn

2

9dθn
=

2

9

d1
d
, (3.33)

if the condition on (θn)n in (3.24) holds.
We remark, that all conditions (3.22), (3.24), (3.29) and (3.32) can be satisfied if we only choose
the sequence (θn)n with a sufficiently strong decay to zero.
To summarize, for any λ ∈ (1 − κ, 1 + κ) we have constructed a solution uλ to the obstacle
problem on the real line with support in (0, 1) and two sequences tn, t̃n → 0 with

lim sup
tn→0

|uλ(x, tn)| ≥
2

9

d1
d

and lim inf
t̃n→0

|uλ(x, t̃n)| ≤
1

9

d1
d

.

This in particular proves Theorem 3.3 with η = 1.
The construction shows that for any η > 0 the property (3.6) remains valid if we set u0 to zero
outside (0, η).
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Figure 3: Graph of g (solid) and of u−0 (dashed)

4 Oscillatory solutions for a nonlocal obstacle problem on the
real line

In this section we construct oscillatory solutions with compact support to the nonlocal obstacle
problem

∂tu− u′′ = −
(
1− g

λ

)
H(u) in I × (0,∞), (4.1)

u ≥ 0 in I × (0,∞), (4.2)
g ≤ λ(t) a.e. in {u = 0} for almost every t > 0, (4.3)

λ(t) =

 
{u(·,t)>0}

g(x) dx for almost every t > 0, (4.4)

u(·, 0) = u0 in I (4.5)

with I = R. The solution u(·, t) will have compact support in (−5, 5) for all sufficiently small
times and will be constructed by considering (4.1)-(4.5) with I = (−5, 5) and with a Neumann
boundary condition

u′(±5, t) = 0 for all t > 0. (4.6)

For simplicity we choose a particular g ∈ C2([−5, 5]), satisfying gmin := 1
12 ≤ g ≤ 6

7 =: g9 and

g = g9 in [−3,−2], g = gmin in [−5, 5] \ (−7

2
,−3

2
). (4.7)

We consider u0 = u−0 +u+0 with u−0 ∈ C2(−5, 5), {u−0 > 0} = (−4,−1) and u+0 a finite nonnegative
Radon measure supported in (0, η) for some η > 0 that will be chosen below as a rescaling of the
initial datum constructed in Section 3.
Our main result in this section is the following.

Theorem 4.1. There exist initial data u0 ∈ M+

(
(−5, 5)

)
such that the solution to (4.1)-(4.5)

with I = R satisfies
lim inf
t→0+

|{u(·, t) > 0}| < lim sup
t→0+

|{u(·, t) > 0}| (4.8)
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and
lim inf
t→0+

λ(t) < lim sup
t→0+

λ(t) . (4.9)

We will prove the theorem below.

Remark 4.2 (Original system). The construction made in this Section depends only on local
properties of parabolic equations. Therefore, we think that a completely analogous construction
can be made to obtain an axisymmetric solution to the original model on the sphere with an
oscillatory behavior, that means an initial datum u0 on (−1, 1) such that the solution u of (1.12)-
(1.16) satisfies (4.8) and (4.9).

In the remainder of this section we prove Theorem 4.8.

Lemma 4.3 (Rough estimates). Let u denote the solution of (4.1)-(4.5), (4.6) with I = (−5, 5).
There exists T > 0 such that for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T

u(·, t) > 0 in
[
− 7

2
,−3

2

]
, (4.10)

11

120
≤ λ(t) ≤ 1

2

ˆ −1

−4
g. (4.11)

Moreover, we have

1− g

λ
≥ 1

11
in (−5, 5) \

[
− 7

2
,−3

2

]
. (4.12)

Proof. We have u0 ≥ u−0 and by comparison principle u ≥ u− and λ ≤ λ−, where (u−, λ−)
denotes the solution of the obstacle problem (4.1)-(4.4), (4.6) with initial datum u−(·, 0) = u−0
in I = (−5, 5). (For the comparison principle, compare [3, Theorem 3.1 and (3.4)].)
For u− the continuity result as t → 0 from [4] applies and yields that the support of u− and λ−

are continuous, which in particular implies the existence of T > 0 such that (4.10) holds and
such that

λ(t) ≤ λ−(t) ≤ 3

2
λ−
0 =

3

2

1

3

ˆ −1

−4
g,

which yields the upper estimate for λ(t) in (4.11).
The lower estimate follows from (4.10), since

λ(t) ≥ 1

10

ˆ − 3
2

− 7
2

g ≥ 1

10

(6
7
+

1

12

)
≥ 11

120
.

Finally, we compute in (−5, 5) \ [−7
2 ,−

3
2 ]

1− g

λ
= 1− 1

12λ
≥ 1− 10

11
=

1

11
.

Lemma 4.4 (Finer estimates). For all ε > 0 there exists T (ε) > 0 such that for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T (ε)

u(·, t) > 0 in [−4 + ε,−1− ε], (4.13)
u(·, t) = 0 in (−5, 5) \

(
[−4− ε,−1 + ε] ∪ [−ε, η + ε]

)
. (4.14)

Moreover, for all 0 < t < T (ε)
|λ(t)− λ−

0 | ≤ C(ε+ η), (4.15)

where λ−
0 = 1

3

−1´
−4

g.
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Proof. The estimate (4.13) follows as in Lemma 4.3 by comparison with u− and the continuity
of the support of u−.
Next we let (S(t))t>0 denote the heat semigroup associated to the Neumann problem on (−5, 5)
and define

v(·, t) = S(t)u0 + 10t.

We deduce from (4.11)

∂tu− u′′ = −1 +
g

λ
≤ −1 +

6

7
· 120
11

≤ 10 = ∂tv − v′′

and by the maximum principle u ≤ v. By upper heat kernel bounds we deduce that v → 0
uniformly away from the support of u0, in particular

u(x, t) ≤ ωε(t) for all x ∈ (−5, 5) \
(
[−4− ε/2,−1 + ε/2] ∪ [−ε/2, η + ε/2]

)
,

where ωε depends only on ε > 0 and
´ 5
−5 u0 and satisfies ωε(t) → 0 as t ↓ 0.

We then can apply Lemma 3.1 and deduce (4.14).
The estimate (4.15) follows from (4.13) and (4.14).

We next define ur, uℓ : R× [0, T ] → R+
0 by

ur(x, t) =

{
u(x, t) if − 1

2 < x < 5,

0 else,

and

uℓ(x, t) =

{
u(x, t) if − 5 < x < −1

2 ,

0 else.

Then ur solves

∂tur − u′′r = −fH(ur) in R, (4.16)
ur(·, 0) = u+0 , (4.17)

where f(t) = 1− gmin

λ(t) and uℓ solves

∂tuℓ − u′′ℓ = −fℓH(uℓ) in R, (4.18)
uℓ(·, 0) = u−0 , (4.19)

with fℓ(x, t) = 1− g(x)
λ(t) .

By Lemma 4.4 we deduce that f is nearly constant, more precisely

|f(t)− f+| ≤ C(ε+ η) for all 0 < t < T (ε) (4.20)

with f+ := 1− gmin

λ−
0

.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. So far we have chosen u−0 . We will now define u+0 and thus also u0.
Consider λ0 := f+ in Theorem 3.3 and let κ > 0 be chosen as in that theorem. By (4.20) we can
next fix η > 0, ε > 0 such that |f(t)− λ0| < κ and an initial datum u+0 as provided by Theorem
3.3.
Now consider λ = λ0 + κ, µ = λ0 − κ and the solutions uλ, uκ of (3.3), (3.4). By comparison
principle the solution ur of (4.16), (4.17) satisfies uµ ≤ ur ≤ uλ.

20



By Theorem 3.3 we conclude

lim inf
t→0+

|{ur(·, t) > 0}| ≤ lim inf
t→0+

|{uλ(·, t) > 0}|

< lim sup
t→0+

|{uµ(·, t) > 0}| ≤ lim sup
t→0+

|{ur(·, t) > 0}|.

On the other hand we deduce from (4.12) that fℓ ≤ − 1
11 in R \

[
− 7

2 ,−
3
2

]
and hence in a

neighborhood of ∂{u−0 > 0}. By the results in [1] this is sufficient to conclude that

lim
t→0+

|{uℓ(·, t) > 0}| = |{u−0 > 0}| = 3.

Since

u(·, t) =

{
uℓ(·, t) on

(
− 5,−1

2

)
,

ur(·, t) on
(
1
2 , 5
)
,

we deduce (4.8).
Finally, we have with Aℓ(t) = {uℓ(·, t) > 0} and Ar(t) = {uℓ(·, t) > 0}

λ(t) =
1∣∣Aℓ(t) ∪Ar(t)

∣∣(ˆ
Aℓ(t)

g +

ˆ
Ar(t)

g
)

= gmin +
1

|Aℓ(t)|+ |Ar(t)|

(ˆ
Aℓ(t)

(g − gmin) + (gmax − gmin)|Ar(t)|
)

We have Aℓ(t) → Aℓ(0) and

a−r := lim inf
t↓0

|Ar(t)| < lim sup
t↓0

|Ar(t)| =: a+r .

This gives

lim sup
t↓0

λ(t)− lim inf
t↓0

λ(t)

≥ 1

|Aℓ(0)|+ a+r

(ˆ
Aℓ(0)

(g − gmin) + (gmax − gmin)a
+
r

)
− 1

|Aℓ(0)|+ a−r

( ˆ
Aℓ(0)

(g − gmin) + (gmax − gmin)a
−
r

)
=

´
Aℓ(0)

(gmax − g)

(|Aℓ(0)|+ a+r )(|Aℓ(0)|+ a−r )
(a+r − a−r ) > 0 .
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