arXiv:1601.06601v5 [math.AP] 21 Aug 2017

ON UNIQUENESS FOR THE HARMONIC MAP HEAT FLOW IN SUPERCRITICAL DIMENSIONS

PIERRE GERMAIN, TEJ-EDDINE GHOUL, AND HIDEYUKI MIURA

Abstract. We examine the question of uniqueness for the equivariant reduction of the harmonic map heat flow in the energy supercritical dimension d ≥ 3. It is shown that, generically, singular data can give rise to two distinct solutions which are both stable, and satisfy the local energy inequality. We also discuss how uniqueness can be retrieved.

Contents

1. Introduction 2 1.1. The equation, its scaling and energy 2 1.2. The solutions of the harmonic map heat flow and their uniqueness 2 1.3. The equivariant reduction and self-similar solutions 3 1.4. Obtained results 4 1.5. Summary of obtained results and link with Ginzburg-Landau 6 1.6. Related results and questions 6 1.7. Plan of this paper 7 1.8. Notations and conventions 7 2. Analysis of self-similar expanders 8 2.1. The equation satisfied by self-similar expanders 8 2.2. First properties of the profile ψ_α 9 2.3. Study of φ_α(ρ) =^d_{dα} ψ_α(ρ) 11 2.4. A first variation on φ_α 13 2.5. A second variation on φ_α 14 3. Stability of self-similar expanders 15 3.1. Linear stability 16 3.2. Proof of Theorem 3.1 (i): stability for small perturbations 18 3.3. Construction of sub- and super-solutions 20 3.4. Proof of Theorem 3.1(ii): stability under large perturbations 22 3.5. Convergence to the expanders for smooth data 23 4. Uniqueness in L^∞ 25 4.1. Proof of (i) 26 4.2. Proof of (ii) 27 4.3. Proof of (iii) 27 5. Solutions obtained by Ginzburg-Landau regularization 30 Appendix A. Some ODE results 31 A.1. The comparison principle 31 A.2. Asymptotic behavior for a class of ODE 31

2000 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35K58, 53C44, 35AC2. Key words and phrases. harmonic map heat flow, self-similar solutions, uniqueness. P. G. is partially supported by NSF grant DMS-1501019, a start-up grant from the Courant Institute, and a Sloan fellowship. H.M. is partially supported by the JSPS grant 25707005. 1

Appendix B. General properties of the harmonic map heat flow 34 B.1. Parabolic regularity 34 B.2. The local energy inequality 37 B.3. Stability in L^∞ 38 B.4. Comparison principle for equivariant heat flows 40 B.5. Extension criterion 40 References 41

1. Introduction

1.1. The equation, its scaling and energy. The harmonic map heat flow is the following evolution equation { ∂_tu − Δu = A(u)(∇u, ∇u) u(t = 0) = u_0.

where u_0 = u_0(x) is a map from R^d to a Riemannian manifold M ⊂ R^k with second fundamental form A; and the solution u = u(t, x) is a map from [0, ∞) × R^d to M.

The set of solutions is invariant by the scaling transform u(t, x) → u(λ^2t, λx) for λ > 0. This makes scale-invariant spaces such as L^∞ of particular relevance for the data - we will come back to them.

The harmonic map heat flow is the gradient flow for the Dirichlet energy ∫ |∇u|^2, and as such, it enjoys (formally) an energy inequality. It can be localized to yield (formally) the following local energy inequality, for a solution of (1.4) on [0, T ] × R^d , with data u_0, locally in H^1_{t,x}: for any τ, (ψ^ℓ)_{ℓ=1...d} in C^∞_0 ([0, ∞) × R^d ), ∫ R^d 1 2 τ(t = 0)|∇u_0|^2 dx ≥ ∫_∞ 0 ∫ R^d [ τ|∂_tu|^2 − 1 2 ( ∂_tτ + ∂_ℓψ^ℓ ) |∇u|^2 + ∂_iτ∂_iu^k∂_tu^k + ψ^ℓ∂_tu^k∂_ℓu^k + ∂_iψ^ℓ∂_iu^k∂_ℓu^k ] dx dt. (1.1)

Comparing the scaling of the energy with that of the equation gives rise to the notion of criticality. In the following, we will focus on the supercritical case d ≥ 3.

1.2. The solutions of the harmonic map heat flow and their uniqueness. The harmonic map heat flow was introduced by Eells and Sampson [16], who also showed that the solution is globally smooth for smooth data if the sectional curvature of M is negative. Without this assumption, global smooth solutions are also guaranteed if the image of u_0 is contained in a ball of radius^π_2^√_κ , where κ is an upper bound for the sectional curvature of M (see Jost [31], Lin-Wang [37]). Notice that in the case where M is a sphere, this corresponds to u_0 being valued in a hemisphere, a condition which will also play a role in the present article. It was then discovered that, without these assumptions, singularities can form out of smooth solutions: see Coron-Ghidaglia [14] and Chen-Ding [10].

Weak solutions can be built up for less regular data, simply of finite Dirichlet energy. This was established by Chen [9] and Rubinstein-Sternberg-Keller [43] for the case where the target is a sphere, and extended by Chen-Struwe [11] to general manifolds, with the help of the monotonicity formula discovered by Struwe [47].

Under which conditions are these weak solutions unique? Which is the largest space for the data yielding unique solutions? Successive improvements gave W^{1,d} (Lin-Wang [38]), and, under a smallness condition on the data and the solution, L^∞ (Koch-Lamm [32]), and BMO (Wang [50]).

These last results are optimal: indeed, for data which are large in L^∞, but not continuous, uniqueness is lost, and examples of non-unique solutions can be constructed, see Coron [13], and Bethuel-Coron-Ghidaglia-Soyeur [2]. For these examples however, uniqueness can be salvaged if one requires that solutions satisfy the monotonicity formula (itself essentially a consequence of the local energy inequality, see Moser [39]). This led Struwe [48] to ask whether this criterion could indeed imply uniqueness. Germain and Rupflin [22] showed that this could not be the case, at least for very specific data, having in particular infinite energy.

These developments lead to the following questions; can one describe the loss of uniqueness (or well-posedness) for generic large initial data in L^∞? Can one find a criterion to restore uniqueness in a meaningful way?

In the present paper, we try and answer this question in the framework of equivariant solutions, which will be presented in the following subsection.

1.3. The equivariant reduction and self-similar solutions. For the rest of this paper, the target manifold M is the d-sphere S^d ⊂ R^{d+1} . The harmonic map heat flow equation becomes { ∂_tu − Δu = |∇u|^2u u(t = 0) = u_0.

(1.2)

The corotational ansatz which we adopt requires that u(t, x) = ( cos(h(t, |x|)) sin(h(t, |x|))^x_{|x|} ) (1.3)

for a radial function h = h(t, r). Under this ansatz, the problem reduces to a scalar, radially symmetric PDE: h_t − h_{rr} − d − 1 r h_r + d − 1 2r^2 sin(2h) = 0

h(t = 0) = h_0.

(1.4)

Notice right away that h ≡ 0, h ≡^π_2 , and h ≡ π are stationary solutions of this equation; these particular solutions will be important in the following, and correspond geometrically to the north pole, the equator, and the south pole of the sphere.

For d ≥ 3 (the supercritical case, which will occupy us), self-similar solutions play a key role in the dynamics. In particular, for 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, it was observed numerically by Biernat and Bizon [3] that typical solutions develop singularities at the origin in space, which are then smoothly ”resolved” after the singular time. Both of these phenomena are asymptotically self-similar: when a singularity is formed at time t_0, it can be described asymptotically by a ”shrinker solution” Ψ (_{r√} t_0−t ) , while the resolution of the singularity is given by an ”expander

solution” ψ (_{r√} t−t_0 ) . Shrinkers and expanders were studied analytically by Fan [17] and Germain-Rupflin [22] respectively. An expander solution h(t, r) = ψ (_{r√} t ) corresponds to very particular Cauchy data, namely h_0 ≡ ψ(∞), the limit of ψ at ∞. Germain-Rupflin observed that different expanders share the same limit ψ(∞), yielding an example of non-uniqueness for the harmonic map heat flow even if the local energy inequality is required.

One of the goals of this article is showing the nonlinear stability of these self-similar expanders, and thus the genericity of the non-uniqueness result.

1.4. Obtained results.

1.4.1. Expanders. The starting point of our investigations is expander solutions of (1.4), hence of the form h(t, r) = ψ (_{r√} t ) with constant data h(t = 0) = ψ(∞) ∈ [0, π]. A direct computation shows that they solve the ODE ψ^{′′} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) ψ^′ − d − 1 2ρ^2 sin(2ψ) = 0. (1.5)

For expanders to be smooth and non-constant, we need to impose boundary data which are either of the form { ψ(0) = 0 ψ^′(0) = α,

(1.6)

(for α ∈ R) or of the form { ψ(0) = π ψ^′(0) = α

(1.7)

(for α ∈ R). The former case, ψ(0) = 0, corresponds to ψ(0) on the north pole of the sphere, while the latter case ψ(0) = π, corresponds to ψ(0) on the south pole of the sphere. We therefore refer to them as north pole, or south pole, boundary conditions, respectively. Note that the equation (1.5) is obviously invariant under the transform: ψ → π − ψ.

The following theorem combines the existence result from Germain-Rupflin [22] with new contribution on uniqueness part in (i) and (iii).

Theorem 1.1. Let ℓ ∈ [ 0,^π_2 ] (the situation being obviously symmetrical if ℓ ∈ [_π 2 , π ] ). (i) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, there exists a unique profile ψ = ψ_N [ℓ] satisfying (1.5), with north pole boundary conditions (1.6), ψ(∞) = ℓ, and ψ([0, ∞)) ⊂ [ 0,^π_2 ] . (ii) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, there exists a constant δ^∗ > 0 such that: for ℓ ∈ [^π_2 − δ^∗,^π_2 ), there exists a profile ψ = ψ_S [ℓ] satisfying (1.5), with south pole boundary conditions (1.7), ψ(∞) = ℓ, and which crosses exactly once^π_2 .

(iii) If d ≥ 7 and for ℓ ∈ [0, π/2), there exists exactly one profile ψ = ψ[ℓ] satisfying (1.5), and ψ(∞) = ℓ. This profile has north pole boundary conditions (1.6).

This theorem will be proved in Section 2, see in particular Corollary 2.3.

Remark 1.2. Regarding the existence of expanders as well as their stability properties, the different behavior in the cases d ≤ 6 and d ≥ 7 is linked to the minimizing properties of the equator map x →^x_{|x|} : it is a local minimum of the Dirichlet energy if and only if d ≥ 7.

More general equivariant setups can be considered, and we believe that results similar to the case considered here can be obtained. In particular, the minimizing properties of the equator map should be decisive for the question of uniqueness.

1.4.2. Stability of expanders. Our next result shows that all expanders constructed above are stable at least locally. In particular, even if the uniqueness of the expanders is lost for 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, the expanders are shown to be stable.

Theorem 1.3. Let ψ_N [ℓ] and ψ_S [ℓ] be the expanders given in Theorem 1.1. Consider data h_0 ∈ L^∞ and such that h_0(0) = ℓ, |h_0(r) − ℓ| ≲ r, |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲ 1 r , |∂^2_r h_0(r)| ≲ 1 r^2 .

(i) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 and ℓ ∈ [0, π/2], there exist T > 0 and a solution h_N ∈ L^∞(0, T ; L^∞) of (1.4) close to ψ_N [ℓ] in the following sense: for all ϵ > 0, there exists ζ > 0 such that t + r < ζ =⇒ | | |h_N (t, r) − ψ_N [ℓ] ( r √ t )| | < ϵ. (ii) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 and ℓ ∈ [_π 2 − δ^∗,^π_2

]_1

, there exist T > 0 and a solution h_S ∈ L^∞(0, T ; L^∞) of (1.4) close to ψ_S [ℓ] in the following sense: for all ϵ > 0, there exists ζ > 0 such that t + r < ζ =⇒ | |h_S (t, r) − ψ_S [ℓ] ( r √ t )| | < ϵ. (iii) If d ≥ 7 and ℓ ∈ [0, π/2), there exist T > 0 and a solution h ∈ L^∞(0, T ; L^∞) of (1.4) close to ψ[ℓ] in the following sense: for all ϵ > 0, there exists ζ > 0 such that t + r < ζ =⇒ | | |h(t, r) − ψ[ℓ] ( r √ t )| | | < ϵ. Furthermore, all of these solutions satisfy the local energy inequality.

This theorem is proved, along with more precise results, in Section 3.

Remark 1.4. The class of singular data^2 which we consider barely miss the framework for local well-posedness [32, 38, 50]. As is well-known, proving solvability for large initial data in a scale-invariant space which does not contain C^∞_0 as a dense subset is a delicate question, which cannot be answered by the usual fixed-point argument.

Remark 1.5. An interesting point of view is to regard the data h_0 as the trace at blow up time of a solution undergoing a self-similar blow up, for instance if the shrinkers of Fan [17] for 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 can be proved to be stable, which seems very likely. Therefore, the problem we consider contains the problem of continuation after blow up.

For d ≥ 7, Bizon and Wasserman [5] showed that there are no self-similar shrinkers, and type II blow up solutions were constructed by Biernat and Seki [4] very recently. If we denote h_0 the trace of these blowing up solutions at the blow up time, they satisfy h_0(0) =^π_2 , which is not covered by our results.

1.4.3. Uniqueness. The above theorem shows that, for singular data, non-uniqueness occurs as soon as 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 and h_0(0) ∈ [_π 2 − δ^∗,^π_2 ] . This raises the question of uniqueness: when does unconditional, or conditional uniqueness hold?

Theorem 1.6. (i) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, then, for any continuous h_0 with

0 ≤ h_0(0) < π 2 , |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲ 1 r , |∂^2_r h_0(r)| ≲ 1 r^2 , there exists T > 0 such that for any sufficiently small δ > 0, there is at most one solution to (1.4) in L^∞(0, T ; L^∞) satisfying the local energy inequality and 0 ≤ h(t, r) < π 2 − δ for t + r < δ. (1.8)

(ii) If d ≥ 7, for any h_0 ∈ L^∞ and T > 0, there is at most one solution h ∈ L^∞(0, T ; L^∞).

This theorem is proved in Section 4.

1δ∗ is the constant appearing in Theorem 1.1.

2 Notice that if h_0(0) /∈ πZ, the map u(0, r) defined by (1.3) cannot be continuous at r = 0.

Remark 1.7. Note that time continuity in L^∞ is not required for uniqueness; it is important because the solutions we are interested in are not continuous at t = 0 in general.

We did not try to give optimal conditions for the initial data, in order to have a concise statement. For instance, it suffices in (i) that h_0 is continuous at the origin, and that |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲^1_r and |∂^2_r h_0(r)| ≲^1_{r2} hold in a neighbourhood of the origin.

1.5. Summary of obtained results and link with Ginzburg-Landau. As a conclusion, we find that, if d ≥ 7, uniqueness holds in the largest class possible, L^∞_t L^∞_x .

If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, the situation is much more intricate:

• For generic data (say h smooth, with h(0) close to^π_2 ), two distinct solutions can be built up in L^∞_t L^∞_x (Theorem 1.3).

• These two distinct solutions satisfy the local energy inequality, and are stable; thus both seem to be physically relevant.

• A means of selecting one of the two is given by Theorem 1.6: requiring that a “local maximum principle” holds: namely, ask that, for t and r small, h(t, r) −^π_2 has the same sign as h_0(0) −^π_2 .

This last criterion can be reformulated in terms of the Ginzburg-Landau regularization: the penalization problem

∂_tu^ϵ − Δu^ϵ + 1 ε^2

(|u^ϵ|^2 − 1)u^ϵ = 0

converges, as ϵ → 0, to a solution u of the harmonic map heat flow (1.2). Furthermore, in dimension d ≥ 5, this solution agrees with that given by the ”local maximum principle”, see Section 5.

This selection principle is of course very reminiscent of the situation for scalar conservation laws: uniqueness holds for entropy solutions, which can be constructed by viscous regularization, as was showed by Kružkov [35].

1.6. Related results and questions.

1.6.1. The nonlinear heat equation. The nonlinear heat equation { ∂_tu − Δu = u^p u(t = 0) = u_0,

(1.9)

where u = u(t, x) ≥ 0, and (t, x) ∈ [0, ∞) × R^d , shares many features with the equivariant harmonic map heat flow.

Two important critical exponents appear when considering the dynamics of this PDE:

p_S = d + 2 d − 2 and p_{JL} = 1 + 4 d − 4 − 2 √ d − 1 (the above definitions of p_S and p_{JL} only make sense for d ≥ 3 and d ≥ 11 respectively; outside of these ranges, we set p_S and p_{JL} equal to ∞). For p > p_S , a singular stationary solution is given by U(x) = β |x|^{2p−1} , with β =

(_2 p−1 ( d − 2 −^2_d ))^1_{p−1} . An important step in the study of the nonlinear heat equation and its uniqueness properties is due to Galaktionov and Vazquez [19]. The large forward self-similar solutions and their non-uniqueness are studied in Haraux-Weissler [26], Souplet-Weissler [46] and Naito [40, 41]. It follows from these works that

• In the range p_S < p < p_{JL}, the stationary solution U is unstable, while general solutions (with singular data) of the above PDE are non-unique.

• In the range p > p_{JL}, the stationary solution U is stable, while general solutions are unique.

This is very reminiscent of the properties of the harmonic map heat flow established in the present paper, and the analogy can be summarized in the following way: Equation nonlinear heat equation harmonic map heat flow Singular stationary solution U(x) Equator map h ≡^π_2 Stability of sing. stat. sol.

and non-uniqueness of solutions p^S < p < p^{JL} 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 Instability of sing. stat. sol.

and uniqueness of solutions p > p^{JL} d ≥ 7 However, due to the lack of monotonicity of the nonlinear term, the analysis of the harmonic map heat flow tends to be more difficult than that of the nonlinear heat equation.

1.6.2. The Navier-Stokes equation. The theory of the Navier-Stokes equation is also in many respects parallel to that of the harmonic map heat flow, but it scales differently: self-similar data are invariant by the transformation u_0 → λu_0(λx, λ^2t), and L^d is a scale-invariant space for the data.

Similar to the harmonic map heat flow, the Navier-Stokes equation is well-posed for small self-similar data, see for instance Giga-Miyakawa [23], Kozono-Yamazaki [34], Cannone- Planchon [6] and Koch-Tataru [33]. For large self-similar data, existence of a smooth selfsimilar solution has been recently shown by Jia-Sverak [29] by applying the Leray-Schauder theorem (see also Tsai [49] for discreately self-similar data). These authors also suggest in [30] non-uniqueness of the solution for self-similar data as a possible mechanism for ill-posedness of the Navier-Stokes equation in the energy space; such a possibility would be very similar to the behavior established here for the harmonic map heat flow.

1.6.3. The Wave Map equation. The hyperbolic counterpart of the harmonic map heat flow is the wave map; since it is time reversible, there is no difference between shrinkers and expanders. Such self-similar solutions have been constructed by Shatah [44], Cazenave-Shatah- Tahvildar-Zadeh [7], see also Germain [20, 21] and Widmayer [51] for their uniqueness properties. The nonlinear stability of these solutions (with a perturbation at the blow up time) seems to be an open problem, but stability of blow up has been established by Donninger [15].

1.7. Plan of this paper. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we prove Theorem 1.1 and derive qualitative properties for the self-similar expanders which will be used in the subsequent sections. The section 3 and 4 are devoted to the stability of the expanders and the uniqueness result (Theorem 1.3 and 1.6). In section 5, we study the Ginzburg-Landau regularization equation. Finally we collect technical results such as the comparison principle and the regularity estimates for the harmonic map heat flow in the appendix.

1.8. Notations and conventions. We use the following conventions:

• C denotes a constant whose value may change from one line to the next. For quantities A and B, we denote A ≲ B if A ≤ CB. • ⟨y⟩ = √ 1 + |y|^2 for y ∈ R.

• x ∈ R^d usually denotes the space variable and r = |x| is the radial variable.

Solutions of PDEs such as (1.2) and (1.4) are always understood in the sense of distributions. When radial notation is used, such as in (1.4), this is simply as a notational convenience, and we do not think of the PDE as set on the half line.

For instance, h ∈ L^∞_{t,x} solves (1.4) on [0, T ) if and only if: for any φ ∈ C^∞_0 ([0, T ) × R^d ), ∫_∞ 0 ∫ R^d h (−φ_t − Δφ) dx dt + ∫_∞ 0 ∫ R^d d − 1 2|x|^2 sin(2h)φ dx dt = ∫ h_0 φ(t = 0) dx.

Notice that if u is given by the corotational ansatz (1.3), with h locally in H^1_{t,x} - which includes solutions studied here - the formulations (1.2) and (1.4) are equivalent. This follows from the equality (in the sense of distributions) ∂_tu − Δu − |∇u|^2u = ( − sin h (cos h)^x_{|x|} ) [ ∂_th − Δh − d − 1 2|x|^2 sin(2h) ] .

2. Analysis of self-similar expanders In this section we derive various properties of the self-similar expanders, which play crucial roles in the whole of this paper.

2.1. The equation satisfied by self-similar expanders. Define the self-similar variables

s = log t, ρ = r √ t , and let v(s, ρ) = h(e^s, e^{s/2}ρ). The equation (1.4) becomes in these variables v_s − v_{ρρ} − ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) v_ρ + d − 1 2ρ^2 sin(2v) = 0, v(s, ρ) ∼ h_0(e^{s/2}ρ) as s → −∞. (2.1)

Self-similar solutions (”expanders”) ψ(^{r√}_t ) in the original variables become stationary solutions ψ(ρ) in these new variables; namely, they solve ψ^{′′} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) ψ^′ − d − 1 2ρ^2 sin(2ψ) = 0. (2.2)

First, we notice that reasonable solutions to this ODE must have data ψ(0) = 0,^π_2 , or π, and that ψ(0) =^π_2 implies that ψ ≡^π_2 .

Taking into account the symmetry between 0 and π (north and south poles of the sphere), we will focus on the following problem for ψ = ψ_α: ψ^{′′} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) ψ^′ − d − 1 2ρ^2 sin(2ψ) = 0,

ψ(0) = 0, ψ^′(0) = α.

(2.3)

where α is a given nonnegative constant. The case of south pole boundary conditions (1.7) can be immediately deduced by the transform ψ → π − ψ.

2.2. First properties of the profile ψ_α. Part of the results in the following proposition can be found in [22]; we then only sketch their proofs and refer to [22] for more details. New results are related in particular to the important function

φ(ρ) = φ_α(ρ) = d dα ψ_α(ρ). The sign of this function controls the stability of expanders since it is a zero-eigenfunction of the linearized equation of (1.4) around the expanders: indeed, φ_α satisfies φ^{′′}_α + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) φ^′_α − d − 1 ρ^2 cos(2ψ_α)φ_α = 0 in R_+ ,

φ_α(0) = 0, φ^′_α(0) = 1.

(2.4)

(we refer to Subsection 2.4 for the precise sense in which the initial data is assumed; and for the construction of the solution in a more general framework).

Proposition 2.1. (i) For any α ≥ 0, (2.3) admits a unique global solution. It is such that α → ψ_α(ρ) is smooth (analytic) for any ρ; furthermore 0 ≤ ψ_α(ρ) ≤ π for any ρ.

(ii) The derivative of ψ satisfies the bound |ψ^′(ρ)| ≤^C_{ρ3} , locally uniformly in α. In particular, ψ(ρ) has a limit as ρ → ∞, denoted ψ(∞).

(iii) The map α → ψ_α(∞) is real analytic.

(iv) For α > 0, if ψ_α([0, R]) ⊂ [0,^π_2 ), then ψ^′_α(ρ) > 0 for ρ ∈ [0, R]. (v) For α > 0, if ψ_α([0, R]) ⊂ [0,^π_2 ), then φ_α(ρ) =^d_{dα} ψ_α(ρ) > 0 for ρ ∈ (0, R]. (vi) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, for any number K ∈ N, there exists a neighbourhood U_K of^π_2 such that, if s ∈ U_K , the set {α such that ψ_α(∞) = s} has cardinal ≥ K.

(vii) If d ≥ 7, then for any α > 0 and ρ > 0, ψ_α(ρ) <^π_2 ; for any α > 0, ρ → ψ_α(ρ) is increasing; and finally lim_{α→∞} ψ_α(ρ) =^π_2 for any ρ > 0.

Proof. (i) In order to prove existence and continuous dependence, the difficulty is to solve in a neighbourhood of zero, but this can be achieved by a fixed point argument, similar to the one used below in the proof of Lemma 2.4.

To prove that ψ_α is valued in [0, π], notice that

setting H(ρ) = ρ^2ψ^′(ρ)^2 − (d − 1)(sin ψ(ρ))^2, d dρ H(ρ) = −ρ^2ψ^′(ρ)^2 ( ρ + 2(d − 2) ρ ) ≤ 0. The conclusion follows since H(0) = 0, while H(ρ) > 0 if ψ(ρ) = 0 or π, and ψ^′(ρ) ≠ 0.

(ii) To prove this statement, use that the differential inequality above implies that, setting F (ρ) = ρ^2ψ^′(ρ)^2, it satisfies

F^′(ρ) + ρF (ρ) ≤ (d − 1) sin(2ψ(ρ))ψ^′(ρ) ≤ ρ 2 F (ρ) + C ρ^3 . The desired result follows by integrating the differential inequality F^′(ρ) +^ρ_2 F (ρ) ≤^C_{ρ3} ; we refer to [22] for more details.

(iii) Since ψ is constructed by a fixed point argument in a neighbourhood of 0, it follows that α → (ψ_α(R), ψ^′_α(R)) is analytic for R sufficiently small, and hence for all R > 0 since the equation is regular away from ρ = 0. Thus to obtain analyticity of α → ψ_α(∞), it suffices to show that (ψ_α(R), ψ^′_α(R)) → ψ_α(∞) is analytic, for R sufficiently big. To simplify notations, we will only do so for (ψ_α(R), ψ^′_α(R)) in a neighbourhood of zero. Observe that solving the equation (2.3) for ρ > R with data (ψ(R), ψ^′(R)) = (β, γ) is equivalent to the fixed point problem ψ(ρ) = β + γ ∫_ρ R s^{1−d}e^{− s24} ds Ψ(ρ) + d − 1 2 ∫_ρ R s^{1−d}e^{− s24} ∫_s R t^{d−3}e^{t24} sin(2ψ(t)) dt ds T (ψ)(ρ) .

For β, γ sufficiently small, and R sufficiently large, it is easy to see that the map ψ → β +γΨ+T (ψ) is a contraction in a ball of L^∞(R, ∞) centered at 0 of sufficiently small radius. The above problem can then be solved by Neumann series to give ψ = ∞∑ n=0 T^n(β + γΨ).

Next expand T as

T (ψ) = ∞∑ k=0 d − 1 2 (−2)^{2k+1} (2k + 1)! ∫_ρ R s^{1−d}e^{− s24} ∫_s R t^{d−3}e^{t24} [ψ(t)]^{2k+1} dt ds = ∞∑ k=0 T_k(ψ), which finally gives the expansion ψ = ∞∑ n=0 ∑ k_1,...,k_n T_{k1} . . . T_{kn} (β + γΨ), which converges absolutely in L^∞. Taking the trace at infinity (which is possible since T_kf converges at ∞ for any bounded f), ψ(∞) = ∞∑ n=0 ∑ k_1,...,k_n [T_{k1} . . . T_{kn} (β + γΨ)] (∞).

Expanding a last time in β and γ, this gives the desired convergent expansion, hence analyticity of the map (β, γ) → ψ(∞), which was the desired result.

(iv) Arguing by contradiction, assume that there exists ρ_0 ∈ (0, R] such that ψ^′_α(ρ_0) = 0 and ψ^′_α(ρ) > 0 if ρ ∈ [0, ρ_0). The equation satisfied by ψ_α implies that ψ^{′′}_α(ρ_0) > 0, which yields the desired contradiction.

(v) Define φ(ρ) = φ_α(ρ) = α^{−1}ρψ^′_α(ρ). It solves φ^{′′}_α + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) φ^′_α − d − 1 ρ^2 cos(2ψ_α)φ_α = −φ_α in R_+ ,

φ_α(0) = 0, φ^′_α(0) = 1.

(2.5)

(this is related to time translation invariance of (1.4)). We know from (iv) that if ψ_α([0, R]) ⊂ [0,^π_2 ), then ψ^′_α(ρ) > 0 for all ρ ∈ [0, R]. By definition of φ_α(ρ), this implies that φ_α(ρ) > 0 for ρ ∈ [0, R].

Considering the equations satisfied by φ and φ, the comparison principle (Lemma A.1) implies that φ_α(ρ) ≥ φ_α(ρ) > 0 for all ρ ∈ [0, R].

(vi) is proved by comparing the solution of (2.3) to that of the ODE for (stationary) harmonic maps ζ^{′′} + d − 1 r ζ^′ − d − 1 2r^2 sin(2ζ) = 0 in R_+ , ζ(0) = 0, ζ^′(0) = 1,

(2.6) which was studied in [28]. For 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, the solution ζ converges as r → ∞ to^π_2 by oscillating around this value. Using in addition Corollary A.4 gives the result; we refer to [22] for more details.

(vii) We will also use the function ζ introduced above, using this time that, for d ≥ 7, it converges to^π_2 and remains increasing for r > 0 (see [28]). Denote ζ_α′ the solution of the above equation with data (ζ(0), ζ^′(0)) = (0, α^′) (simply obtained by dilation from ζ). Using that ζ^′ > 0, it appears that ζ^{′′} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) ζ^′ − d − 1 2ρ^2 sin(2ζ) ≥ 0.

Setting g = ρ^η(ζ_α′ − ψ_α) (where η is a constant whose value will be fixed soon), one checks easily that g^{′′} + ( d − 1 − 2η ρ + ρ 2 ) g^′ + ( η^2 + (2 − d)η + d − 1 ρ^2 − η 2 ) g ≥ 0. as long as ζ_α′ ≥ ψ_α. By choosing α^′ = 2α sufficiently big, one can ensure that g^′(0) > 0. Therefore, g is increasing in a neighbourhood of zero. Furthermore, since d ≥ 7, it is possible to choose η such that the coefficient of g in the above is < 0. But then, g cannot reach a local maximum for ρ > 0, or the equation on g would be contradicted. Therefore, g(ρ) > 0 for all ρ > 0, which implies in particular that ψ <^π_2 .

This implies by (iv) that ρ → ψ_α(ρ) is increasing.

Finally, the fact that lim_{α→∞} ψ_α(ρ) =^π_2 follows by comparison with ζ; the reader is refered to [22] for more details. □

2.3. Study of φ_α(ρ) =^d_{dα} ψ_α(ρ). Define α^∗ = sup{β > 0 such that φ_α(ρ) > 0 for all ρ > 0 and all α ∈ (0, β)}

α_0 = sup{β > 0 such that ψ_α(ρ) < π 2 for all ρ and all α ∈ (0, β)}

(2.7)

Notice first that α_0, α^∗ ∈ (0, ∞]. Indeed, by Proposition 2.1 (i) and (ii), for α small, ψ_α(ρ) is valued in, say (0,^1_{100} ) for ρ > 0. By Proposition 2.1 (v), this implies that, for α small, φ_α(ρ) > 0 for ρ > 0.

Proposition 2.2. (i) For any α, φ_α(ρ) has a limit as ρ → ∞, which we denote φ_α(∞).

(ii) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, α_0 < α^∗ < ∞, and in particular ψ_α∗ (∞) >^π_2 . Furthermore, there exists a finite set {α_i, i = 1 . . . N}, contained in [α_0, α^∗), such that φ_α(∞) > 0 for all α ∈ (0, α^∗) \ {α_i, i = 0 . . . N}. (iii) If d ≥ 7, α_0 = α^∗ = ∞, and φ_α(∞) > 0 for all α > 0.

Proof. (i) The convergence of φ_α as ρ → ∞ is a consequence of Lemma A.2.

(iii) If d ≥ 7, Proposition 2.1 (vii) implies that α_0 = ∞, and it is clear from (v) that α^∗ ≥ α_0, hence α^∗ = ∞.

Arguing by contradiction, suppose that there exists ~α ∈ (0, ∞) such that φ_{~α}(∞) = 0. By monotonicity of α → ψ_α, − cos(2ψ_{~α}) < − cos(2ψ_α) if ~α < α. Then the comparison principle shows that φ_{~α} ≥ φ_α ≥ 0 if ~α < α < ∞, which implies φ_α(∞) = 0 for the same range of α.

By Proposition 2.1 and Lemma A.2, ψ_α(ρ) and φ_α(ρ) converge uniformly in α, as ρ → ∞, to ψ_α(∞) and φ_α(∞) respectively. Therefore it is possible to commute^d_{dα} and lim_{ρ→∞} to obtain that^d_{dα} ψ_α(∞) = φ_α(∞).

But then φ_α(∞) = 0 for ~α < α < ∞ implies that ψ_α(∞) ≡^π_2 for ~α < α < ∞ by Proposition 2.1 (vii). However the behavior of ψ_α(∞) near α = α̃ contradicts the analyticity in Proposition 2.1 (iii).

(ii) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, Proposition 2.1 (vi) implies that α_0 < ∞ and α^∗ < ∞.

If α < α_0, ψ_α takes values in (0,^π_2 ), and we learn from Proposition 2.1 (v) that φ_α > 0 which implies α^∗ ≥ α_0. We next show α^∗ > α_0. Arguing by contradiction, assume that this is not the case and that α^∗ = α_0. First observe that φ_{α0} (ρ) > 0 for all ρ > 0 (indeed, φ_{α0} (ρ) ≥ 0 for all ρ and if for some ρ, φ_α(ρ) = φ^′_α(ρ) = 0, then φ_α = 0). Then there are essentially three possibilities:

• If φ_{α0} (∞) > 0, using continuous dependence of the solution on α, we can find δ = δ(R) > 0 such that, if α ∈ (α_0, α_0 + δ), φ_α(∞) > 0 and φ_α(ρ) > 0 if 1 < ρ < R. By Corollary A.3, this implies that φ_α(ρ) > 0 for all ρ if α ∈ (α_0, α_0 + δ). But this contradicts α_0 = α^∗.

• If φ_{α0} (∞) = 0, then, relying on analyticity, there exists δ > 0 such that φ_α(∞) has a constant, nonzero, sign for α ∈ (α_0, α_0 + δ). If φ_α(∞) > 0 for α ∈ (α_0, α_0 + δ), one can argue as in the previous case.

• Therefore matters reduce to the case where φ_{α0} (∞) = 0 and φ_α(∞) < 0 for α ∈ (α_0, α_0 + δ). This implies that ψ_α(∞) <^π_2 for α ∈ (α_0, α_0 + δ). Taking δ sufficiently small, we can ensure by continuity of the map α → ψ_α(ρ) that, for α ∈ (α_0, α_0 + δ), ψ_α(ρ) <^π_2 for ρ < R, where R can be chosen arbitrarily large. By Corollary A.4, this implies that ψ_α(ρ) <^π_2 for all ρ > 0 and α_0 < α < α_0 +δ. But then Proposition 2.1 (v) implies that φ_α(∞) ≥ 0 for α_0 < α < α_0 +δ, and thus ψ_α(∞) ≥^π_2 for α_0 < α < α_0 +δ. This is the desired contradiction.

Finally for α_0 < α < α^∗, it is clear that φ_α(∞) ≥ 0 (indeed, φ_α(ρ) > 0 for all ρ, so it suffices to take the limit). By analyticity of α → φ_α(∞), this map can only vanish on a discrete set without accumulation point. □ The following corollary now implies Theorem 1.1.

Corollary 2.3. (i) Given ℓ ∈ (0,^π_2 ] if 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, and ℓ ∈ (0,^π_2 ) if d ≥ 7, there exists a unique α such that

ψ_α(∞) = ℓ and 0 ≤ ψ_α(ρ) ≤ π 2 for all ρ > 0.

(ii) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, let ℓ^∗ = ψ_α∗ (∞). For ℓ ∈ (^π_2 , ℓ^∗), there exists a unique α ∈ (α_0, α_∗) such that ψ_α(∞) = ℓ and ψ_α crosses π 2 only once.

(iii) If d ≥ 7, there is no solutions satisfying ψ_α(∞) ∈ (0,^π_2 ) and ψ_α(0) = π.

Proof. (i) If d ≥ 7, this follows easily from Proposition 2.1.

It is also an easy consequence of Proposition 2.1 that if 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 and ℓ ∈ (0,^π_2 ), there exists a unique α ∈ (0, α_0) such that ψ_α(∞) = ℓ (recall that, in this case, φ_α > 0 by (v) in Proposition 2.1).

If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 and α > α_0, let us now show that ψ_α((0, ∞)) ⊄ [0,^π_2 ]. By definition of α_0, there exists β ∈ (α_0, α) and ρ_0 > 0 (which we can assume to be minimal) such that ψ_β(ρ_0) =^π_2 . If, on the one hand, there exists ρ_1 < ρ_0 such that ψ_α(ρ_1) =^π_2 , we are done, since then ψ_α(ρ) >^π_2 for ρ slightly larger than ρ_1. If, on the other hand, such a ρ_1 does not exist, then by Proposition 2.1 (v), we obtain ψ_α(ρ_0) =^π_2 , implying once again that ψ_α((0, ∞)) ⊄ [0,^π_2 ].

This follows from Proposition 2.1 (v): once ψ crosses^π_2 , it cannot come back.

(ii) follows from the definition of α^∗: if α < α^∗, φ_α(ρ) > 0 for all ρ > 0, while φ_α(∞) ≥ 0, and, by analyticity, the map α → ψ_α(∞) is a bijection on (α_0, α^∗) .

(iii) follows from Proposition 2.1 (vii). Indeed this yields that for the data ψ_α(0) = π, ψ^′_α(0) = −α, we see from the symmetry that ψ_α ∈ (π/2, π) for any α ≥ 0. □ 2.4. A first variation on φ_α. The solution w to the ODE below will be the key to linear and nonlinear stability of expanders, providing a tool similar to a spectral gap result. Define first Z : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) to be a smooth increasing function such that Z(ρ) = { ρ if ρ ≤ 1 ρ^2 if ρ ≥ 2.

Lemma 2.4. For α ∈ { (0, α_∗) \ {α_i, i = 1 . . . N} if 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 (0, ∞) if d ≥ 7 there exists κ_0 = κ_0(α) > 0 such that for each κ < κ_0 the problem w^{′′} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) w^′ − d − 1 ρ^2 cos(2ψ_α)w + κ Z(ρ) w = 0

w(0) = 0, w^′(0) = 1, |w^′(ρ) − 1| ≲ ρ

(2.8)

has a unique solution w, which is furthermore positive for ρ > 0, and has a positive limit w(∞) as ρ → ∞. Proof. Step 1: Local solvability. We focus first on solving the above ODE in a neighborhood of zero. In particular, we can replace Z(ρ) by ρ in that region. Setting W (ρ) =^{w(ρ)}_ρ , the ODE to be solved becomes { W^{′′} +

(_{d+1} ρ +^ρ_2 ) W^′ − [_{d−1} ρ^2 cos(2ψα) − d−1 ρ^2 − κ ρ −^1_2 ] W = 0 W (0) = 1, |W^′(ρ)| ≲ 1.

This is in turn equivalent to the fixed point formulation

W (ρ) = 1 + ∫_ρ 0 s^{−1−d}e^{− s24} ∫_s 0 t^{d+1}e^{t24} [ d − 1 t^2 cos(2ψ_α) − d − 1 t^2 − κ t − 1 2 ] W (t) dt ds T (W ) for W ∈ L^∞. We see that T satisfies ‖T W ‖_L∞_{(0,δ)} ≲ δ‖W ‖_L∞_{(0,δ)}, ‖T W − T W^′‖_L∞_{(0,δ)} ≲ δ‖W − W^′‖_L∞_{(0,δ)}, Therefore T is a contraction on the ball B(0, 2) of L^∞(0, δ), for δ sufficiently small. Thus, Banach’s fixed point theorem gives the existence and uniqueness of W in L^∞(0, δ); it also gives smooth (analytic) dependence on κ of w(ρ) for any ρ ∈ (0, δ).

Step 2: Prolonging w and positivity. The solution w can be prolonged to [0, ∞) by Lemma A.2. Since the ODE is smooth away from zero, we obtain that w(ρ) depends smoothly on κ for any ρ > 0. By the uniform convergence estimate (A.2), we get that w(∞) depends continuously on κ. For κ = 0, w = φ_α which is positive for any ρ > 0, and such that φ_α(∞) > 0.

We now use the continuous dependence of w(ρ) (for any ρ) and w(∞) on κ to find κ_0 such that: for any κ ∈ (0, κ_0), w(ρ) > 0 for any ρ ∈ (0, R_0) (where R_0 is defined in Corollary A.3) as well as w(∞) > 0. Then, Corollary A.3 implies that w(ρ) > 0 for any ρ. □

2.5. A second variation on φ_α. This last ODE result will be important for the asymptotic stability of the self-similar expanders.

Lemma 2.5. For α ∈ { (0, α_∗) if 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 (0, ∞) if d ≥ 7 the problem y^{′′} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) y^′ − d − 1 ρ^2 cos(2ψ_α)y + y 2 = 0,

y(0) = 0, y^′(0) = 1,

(2.9)

has a unique solution, which is positive for ρ > 0 and satisfies lim_{ρ→∞}ρy(ρ) > 0.

Proof. Existence can be obtained by standard ODE techniques, for instance as in Step 1 of Lemma 2.4.

Turning to the statements that y(ρ) > 0 and lim_{ρ→∞} ρy(ρ) > 0, the proof follows closely [41, Appendix], but we nevertheless give its outline. To this end, we recall a set of lemmata from [41].

Lemma 2.6. [41, Proposition B.1] Consider the differential equation: (p_0(t)w^′)^′ + p_0(t)q_0(t)w = 0 (2.10)

where p_0(t) = exp(C_0t +^1_4 e^{2t}) (with C_0 ∈ R is a constant), and q_0 ∈ C(R) ∩ L^∞(R). Let w ∈ C^2(R) be a solution of (2.10). Then there exists some ℓ ∈ R such that lim_{t→∞} w(t) = ℓ. Furthermore, ℓ = 0 if and only if ∫_∞ τ dt p_0(t)w^2(t) = ∞ for some τ ∈ R.

The next lemma is almost identical with [41, Proposition A.1] except the initial condition. Since it is proved in the same manner, we omit the proof.

Lemma 2.7. Consider the two equations:

(p(r)u^′)^′ + q(r)u = 0, (2.11) (p(r)v^′)^′ + Q(r)v = 0, (2.12) where p, q, Q ∈ C([0, ∞)), p(r) > 0 for r > 0, and Q(r) ≥ q(r) on [0, ∞) with Q ≡/ q.

Assume that (2.12) has a positive solution v on (0, ∞) such that v(0) = 0, and v^′(0) exists. Let u be a solution of (2.11) satisfying u(0) = 0 and u^′(0) > 0. Then u is positive on (0, ∞) and satisfies ∫_∞ R dr p(r)u^2(r) < ∞ for any R > 0.

We now complete the proof of Lemma 2.5. Since (2.5) has a positive solution φ, the comparison principle shows y is also positive on (0, ∞). Set w(t) = ρy(ρ) with ρ = e^t, then w satisfies (2.10) with C_0 = d − 4 and q_0(t) = −(d − 1) cos(2ψ(e^t)) − d + 3.

Lemma 2.6 yields that w(t) converges to some ℓ ≥ 0 as t → ∞; to get that ℓ > 0, it suffices to show that ∫_∞ c dt p_0(t)w^2(t)

< ∞. (2.13)

Now observe that u(r) = y(r) and v(r) = φ(r) satisfy (2.11) and (2.12) respectively in Lemma

2.7 with p(r) = r^{d−1}e^{r2}4 , q(r) = −r^{d−3}e^{r2}4 (cos(2ψ(r))−^{r2}_2 ) and Q(r) = −r^{d−3}e^{r2}4 (cos(2ψ(r))− r^2). Since Q(r) ≥ q(r) on [0, ∞) and φ is positive on (0, ∞), Lemma 2.7 shows ∫_∞ R dρ p(ρ)y^2(ρ) < ∞, which is nothing but (2.13) upon changing the integration variable to t = log ρ. □

3. Stability of self-similar expanders

In this section, we study the stability property of the self-similar expanders. In particular, it will be shown that there exist two different expanders (originating at the north and south poles respectively) evolving from the same initial data such that both are stable as stated in Theorem 1.3.

To this end, define first the set E of values for which an expander as in Proposition 2.2 is available: E = { (0, ℓ^∗ = ψ_α∗ (∞)) \ {ψ_{αi} (∞), i = 1 . . . N} if 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 (0,^π_2 ) if d ≥ 7

(notice in particular that, for 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, E ⊃ (0, π/2)). The main result of this section reads as follows.

Theorem 3.1. Consider (1.4) with data h_0 ∈ L^∞ such that

h_0(0) = ℓ ∈ E, |h_0(r) − h_0(0)| ≲ r. (3.1)

Denote ψ = ψ[ℓ] for the profile of the self-similar expander satisfying ψ(∞) = ℓ given by Proposition 2.2.

(i) (Small perturbations) If ‖h_0 − ℓ‖_L∞ is sufficiently small, then (1.4) admits a global solution such that for all t, r ≥ 0, | | |h(t, r) − ψ ( r √ t )| | | ≲ ‖h^0 − l‖^{L∞} . (3.2) (ii) (Large perturbations) Assuming that |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲ 1 r and |∂^2_r h_0(r)| ≲ 1 r^2 , there exists T > 0 and a solution h ∈ L^∞(0, T ; L^∞) to (1.4) such that |h(t, r)| ≲ min(1,^{r√}_t ). It is close to ψ in the following sense: for all ϵ > 0, there exists ζ > 0 such that t + r < ζ =⇒ | | |h(t, r) − ψ ( r √ t )| | | < ϵ. (3.3) Furthermore, h satisfies the local energy inequality (1.1).

Theorem 1.3 follows from (ii). In section 3.5, an asymptotic stability result for the expanders is also shown.

The proof of Theorem 3.1 will rely on the perturbed initial value problem satisfied by f = h − ψ (_{r√} t ) if h solves (1.4): f_t − f_{rr} − d − 1 r f_r + d − 1 2r^2 [ sin ( 2 ( ψ ( r √ t ) + f )) − sin ( 2ψ ( r √ t ))] = 0 f(t = 0) = f_0 = h_0 − ℓ.

(3.4)

Notice that our assumptions on h_0 imply that |f_0(r)| ≲ r and f_0 ∈ L^∞.

3.1. Linear stability. We start by proving estimates on the linearized problem at time 1: f_t − f_{rr} − d − 1 r f_r + d − 1 r^2 cos ( 2ψ ( r √ t )) f = F f(t = 1) = f_0.

(3.5)

In the self-similar variables s = log t, ρ = r √ t , v(s, ρ) = f(e^s, e^{s2} ρ) = f(t, r), it becomes { v_s + H_αv = F, v(s = 0) = v_0

(3.6)

with H_αv = −v_{ρρ} − ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) v_ρ + V_αv where V_α = d − 1 ρ^2 cos(2ψ_α). (3.7)

Define further the functional space L^∞[w] by its norm ‖f‖_L∞_{[w]} = ‖ ‖ ‖ f w ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞} . Here and in the following, w is always as in Lemma 2.4, associated to some fixed κ ∈ (0, κ_0).

Lemma 3.2. Assume α ∈ { (0, α^∗) \ {α_i, i = 1 . . . N} if 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 (0, ∞) if d ≥ 7.

Assume furthermore that v_0 ∈ L^∞_ρ [w], ZF ∈ L^∞_s L^∞_ρ [w]. Then there exists a unique solution in L^∞_s L^∞_ρ [w] to (3.6) satisfying the estimate ‖v‖_L∞_{s L}∞_{ρ [w]} ≲ ‖v_0‖_L∞_{ρ [w]} + ‖ZF ‖_L∞_{s L}∞_{ρ [w]}. (3.8) Proof. Step 1: Existence in L^∞_{s,ρ}. In order to prove the existence of a solution to (3.6) in L^∞_{s,ρ}, consider the regularized problem { v^ϵ_s + H^ϵ_αv^ϵ = F, v^ϵ(s = 0) = v_0,

where H^ϵ_αv = −v_{ρρ} − (_{d−1} ρ +^ρ_2 ) v_ρ +^{d−1}_{ϵ+ρ2} cos(2ψ_α)v. Without loss of generality, we may assume v_0 ≥ 0 and F ≥ 0. By noticing that v_0 ∈ L^∞_ρ and F ∈ L^∞_{s,ρ}, it is easy to see that this problem has global solutions (indeed, coming back to the original variables, this is nothing but a heat equation with a bounded potential). Moreover these solutions are uniformly bounded in ε > 0 in L^∞_{s,ρ}([0, T ] × R_+ ) for each T > 0, that is, there exists C_T > 0 such that

‖v^δ ‖_L∞_{([0,T ]×R+)} ≤ C_T . (3.9)

Indeed we see from the equation that

v^ε_s = −H^ε_αv^ε + F ≤ v^ε_{ρρ} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) v^ε_ρ + d − 1 ρ^2_0 v^ε + F, where ρ_0 > 0 is the minimal zero of the function cos(2ψ_α). By the maximum principle, we have ‖v^ε(s)‖_L∞_ρ ≤ e d−1 ρ20 ‖v^ε_0‖_L∞_ρ + ‖F ‖_L∞_{s,ρ} T, which shows (3.9).

Switching back to the original variables (t, r), with v^ϵ(s, ρ) = f^ϵ(e^s, e^{s/2}ρ) = f^ϵ(t, r), and f^ϵ(t = 1, r) = v^ϵ(s = 0, r), the equation solved by f^ϵ can be written in Duhamel form as

f^ϵ = e^{(t−1)Δ}v_0 + ∫_t 1 e^{(t−t′ )Δ} [ F^ϵ − d − 1 ϵ + r^2 cos ( 2ψ ( r √ t^′ )) f^ϵ ] dt^′. Observe that F^ϵ −^{d−1}_{ϵ+r2} cos ( 2ψ (_r √ t^′ )) f^ϵ is locally bounded in L^p_t L^q_x for all p < ∞ and q <^d_2 , uniformly in ϵ > 0, as well as bounded on the domain {r > 1}. By maximal regularity of the Laplacian (see for instance Lemarié-Rieusset [36], Theorem 7.3), this gives for any 1 ≤ T_1 < T_2, p < ∞ and q <^d_2 , bounds on the derivatives of f^ϵ which are uniform in ϵ:

‖∂_tf^ϵ‖_Lp_{(T1,T2,L}q_{loc)} + ‖Δf^ϵ‖_Lp_{(T1,T2,L}q_{loc)} ≲ 1.

Using these bounds and the Rellich-Kondrakov embedding theorem, it is not hard to pass to the limit ϵ → 0 and get the existence of a solution f(t, r), hence v(s, ρ) of (3.6). By (3.9), this leaves us with a solution f ∈ L^∞_t L^∞_x , such that ∂_tf and Δf belong locally to L^p_t L^q_x, for p < ∞, q <^d_2 .

Observe that the above estimates actually show that any solution in L^∞_t L^∞_x is such that ∂_tf and Δf belong locally to L^p_t L^q_x, for p < ∞, q <^d_2 .

Step 2: Maximum principle. We prove that the maximum principle holds: we assume that v_0 ≤ 0 and (∂_s + H_α)v ≤ 0, and that v ∈ L^∞_t L^∞_x , with ∂_tv and Δv locally in L^p_t L^q_x for p < ∞ and q <^d_2 ; and aim at showing that v(s) ≤ 0 for any s ≥ 0.

We will use Stampacchia’s method by bounding the L^2 norm of v_+ = max(0, v). Assume for the moment that there exists R > 0 such that v_+ is supported on B(0, R). Proceeding as in Sohr [45] for example, an energy estimate gives 1 2 d ds ∫ R_+ |v_+|^2 ρ^{d−1} dρ ≤ ∫ R_+

v_+ [ ∂^2_ρ + d − 1 ρ ∂_ρ + ρ 2 ∂_ρ − V_α ] v ρ^{d−1} dρ = I + II + III. By the space-time bounds on v, it is not hard to justify standard integrations by parts which give I = − ∫ R_+

|∂_ρv_+|^2 ρ^{d−1} dρ II = − d 4 ∫ R_+

|v_+|^2 ρ^{d−1} dρ III = − ∫ R_+ V_α|v_+|^2 ρ^{d−1} dρ ≲ ∫ R_+

|v_+|^2 ρ^{d−1} dρ

(using in the last inequality that V_α is bounded from below). This implies the differential inequality d ds ∫ R_+ |v_+|^2 ρ^{d−1} dρ ≲ ∫ R_+ |v_+|^2 ρ^{d−1} dρ, which, combined with the fact that ∫ R_+ |v+| 2 ρ^{d−1} dρ = 0 at s = 0, results in the identity v_+ ≡ 0.

This is the desired result, but it was derived under a compact support assumption on v_+. In order to get rid of this assumption, introduce z = v − ϵ(Ms + log⟨ρ⟩). Observe that it satisfies the compact support property for all ϵ > 0; choosing M sufficiently big, it satisfies furthermore for all ϵ > 0, and for s sufficiently small (∂_s + H_α)z ≤ 0.

The same approach as for v can be applied to show z_+ = 0 for s sufficiently small, and then, iterating, for s > 0.

Step 3: Inhomogeneous estimate. For v as in the statement of the lemma, define

z := v − (‖v_0‖_L∞_{[w]} + ‖ZF ‖_L∞_{s L}∞_{ρ [w]} κ )w. Obviously, z(s = 0) ≤ 0. Furthermore, by the definition of w, H_αw =^κ_{Z(ρ)} w, therefore (∂_s + H_α)z ≤ (∂_s + H_α)v − ‖ZF ‖_L∞_{s L}∞_{ρ [w]} w Z ≤ 0. Therefore we have z(s) ≤ 0 for s > 0. Similary for z^′ := v + (‖v_0‖_L∞_{[w]} +^{‖ZF ‖L∞s L∞ρ [w]}_κ )w, if z^′(s = 0) ≥ 0 then z^′(s) ≥ 0 for s > 0, which is the desired estimate (3.8), and also implies the uniqueness. □

3.2. Proof of Theorem 3.1 (i): stability for small perturbations. Step 1: Solvability from time t = δ. We consider the perturbation from the self-similar expander f = h − ψ(·/ √ t). For given data at t = δ, the initial value problem (1.4) becomes f_t − f_{rr} − d − 1 r f_r + d − 1 2r^2 [ sin ( 2 ( ψ ( r √ t ) + f )) − sin ( 2ψ ( r √ t ))] = 0,

f(t = δ) = f_0.

(3.10)

We will prove that this problem is globally well posed, uniformly in δ > 0. More precisely, we want to show that there exists ε_1 > 0 such that: if ‖f_0‖_{L∞[w(·/}^√_{δ)]} ≤ ε_1, then it admits a unique solution such that ‖f‖_L∞_{(δ,∞;L}∞_{[w(·/}^√_{t)])} ≲ ‖f_0‖_{L∞[w(·/}^√_{δ)]}. (3.11) In order to prove this assertion, we use the self-similar variables s = log t, ρ =^{r√}_t , and set v(s, ρ) = f(e^s, e^{s/2}ρ) = f(t, r). Then (3.10) becomes v_s − v_{ρρ} − ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 )v_ρ + d − 1 2ρ^2

[sin(2(ψ + v)) − sin(2ψ)] = 0,

v(s = log δ) = f_0( √ δ ·). or v_s + H_αv + J(v) ρ^2

= 0,

v(s = log δ) = f_0( √ δ ·), (3.12) where H_α is defined in (3.7) and J(v) = d − 1 2 [sin(2(ψ + v)) − sin(2ψ) − 2 cos(2ψ)v]. (3.13)

(notice that it satisfies |J(v)| ≲ |v|^2). The problem is reduced to that of showing the existence of v such that

‖v‖_L∞_{(log δ,∞;L}∞_{[w])} ≲ ‖f_0( √ δ ·)‖_L∞_{[w]}. (3.14)

It is now easy to solve (3.12) by a standard contraction argument. Indeed by Duhamel’s formula, it can be written v(s) = e^{−sHα} f_0( √ δ ·) + ∫_s log δ e^{(σ−s)Hα} J(v(ρ, σ)) ρ^2 dσ =: B(v). Lemma 3.2, along with the bound |J(u)| ≲ |u|^2, gives the estimate ‖B(v)‖_L∞_{s L}∞_{ρ [w]} ≲ ‖f_0( √ δ ·)‖_L∞_{[w]} + ‖ ‖ ‖ Z ρ^2 v^2 ‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞s L∞ρ [w]} ≲ ‖f_0( √ δ ·)‖_L∞_{[w]} + ‖v‖^2_L∞_{s L}∞_{ρ [w]}, where we have used the fact Zw ≲ ρ^2 in the second line. Similarly we have ‖B(v) − B(ṽ)‖_L∞_{s L}∞_{ρ [w]} ≲ max(‖v‖_L∞_{s L}∞_{ρ [w]}, ‖ṽ‖_L∞_{s L}∞_{ρ [w]})‖v − ṽ‖_L∞_{s L}∞_{ρ [w]}. Thus the map B is a contraction on a small ball in L^∞_t L^∞[w], which gives the desired result.

Step 2: Limiting procedure as δ → 0 By the assumption (3.1) and the positivity of w, there exists δ_0 > 0 such that for δ < δ_0, ‖f_0‖_{L∞[w(·/}^√_{δ)]} ≤ ε_1 holds. Hence, Step 1 gives a sequence of solutions f^δ of (3.10) with data f_0 at time δ: for any φ ∈ C^∞([0, ∞) × R^d ), ∫_∞ δ ∫ f^δ (−φ_t − Δφ) dx dt + ∫_∞ δ ∫ d − 1 2|x|^2 ( sin(2(ψ(|x|/ √ t) + f^δ)) − sin(2ψ(|x|/ √ t)) ) φ dx dt = ∫ f_0 φ(t = δ) dx. (3.15)

Furthermore, ‖f^δ‖_L∞_{(δ,∞;L}∞_{[w(·/}^√_{t)])} ≲ ‖f_0‖_{L∞[w(·/}^√_{δ)]} ≤ Cε_1. (3.16) Arguing as in Section 3.1, we obtain by maximal regularity of the Laplacian, for any 0 < T_1 < T_2, p < ∞ and q <^d_2 , bounds on the derivatives of f^δ which are uniform in δ: ‖∂_tf^δ‖_Lp_{(T1,T2,L}q_) + ‖Δf^δ‖_Lp_{(T1,T2,L}q_) ≲ 1. By the above bounds and the Banach-Alaoglu and Rellich-Kondrakov theorems, we can find a sequence (δ_n) going to zero such that f^{δn} converges weakly locally in L^p_{t,x} to some f for all finite p; and furthermore f^{δn} converges strongly in L^1 on compact sets avoiding {t = 0}.

Here f is bounded since |f^δ(t, r)| ≤ Cε_1w( r √ t ) ≤ Cε_1‖w‖_∞ holds uniformly in δ > 0. It is then easy to pass to the limit in (3.15) to see that f satisfies ∫_∞ 0 ∫ f (−φ_t − Δφ) dx dt + ∫_∞ 0 ∫ d − 1 2|x|^2 ( sin(2(ψ(|x|/ √ t) + f)) − sin(2ψ(|x|/ √ t)) ) φ dx dt = ∫ f_0 φ(t = 0) dx.

(3.17)

Finally since there exists a constant C > 0 independent of δ such that w(r/ √ t) ≤ Cw(r/ √ δ) for t > δ, we see from (3.16) that |f^δ(t, r)| ≤ |f_0(r)| w(^{r√}_t ) w(^{r√}_δ ) ≤ C|f_0(r)|, which yields (3.11).

3.3. Construction of sub- and super-solutions. In order to deal with large perturbations, we construct local-in-time super- and subsolutions.

Proposition 3.3. Consider the equation for the perturbation in self-similar variables:

u_s + H_αu = − J(u) ρ^2

, (3.18)

(see (3.12)). Let M > 0, R > 0, and ϕ a smooth non decreasing function such that

0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 1 and ϕ = 0 on [0, R] ϕ > 0 on (R, ∞) ϕ = 1 on [2R, ∞)

(3.19)

Then there exist η_0 > 0, A > 0, s_0 ∈ R such that for η ∈ (0, η_0), the functions

u_+(s, ρ) = ηw(ρ) + ( M + A ρ^2 ) ϕ(e^{s/2}ρ), u_−(s, ρ) = −u_+ are super- and subsolutions respectively of (3.18), namely

(u_+)_s + H_αu_+ ≥ −

J(u_+)

ρ^2

, (3.20)

(u_−)_s + H_αu_− ≤ − J(u_−) ρ^2

(3.21)

for −∞ < s < s_0.

Proof. We only prove here that u = u_+ is a supersolution, since the fact that u_− is a subsolution can be proved identically. First examine the left-hand side of (3.18). Decompose first (∂_s + H_α)u_+ = ηH_αw I + ϕ(e^{s/2}ρ)H_α ( M + A ρ^2 )

II + ( M + A ρ^2 ) ( −e^sϕ^{′′}(e^{s/2}ρ) − (d − 1)e^{s/2} ρ ϕ^′(e^{s/2}ρ) ) + 4A ρ^3 e^{s/2}ϕ^′(e^{s/2}ρ) III .

Lemma 2.4 gives I = κη Z w. Recall that r = e^{s/2}ρ and introduce for convenience the notation V = d − 1 ρ^2 cos(2ψ_α).

A computation gives II = ϕ(r) ( V (ρ)M + V (ρ) A ρ^2 + A ρ^2 + 2(d − 4)A ρ^4 ) . Denote ℓ ∈ R for the limit at infinity of ρ^2V (ρ); we know that V (ρ) =^ℓ_{ρ2} + O

(_1

ρ^3 ) . Due to the support property of ϕ, this implies II = ϕ(r) ρ^2 ( Mℓ + A + (M + A)O ( e^{s0/2} R )) . Finally, since ϕ^′ and A are nonnegative, III ≥ e^s ( M + A ρ^2 ) ( −ϕ^{′′}(r) − (d − 1)ϕ^′(r) r ) . On the other hand, it is easy from the definition of J(u) in (3.13) to see that |J(u)| ≤ C_1 inf ( 1, u^2 ) for a constant C_1.

We now compare both sides of (3.18) by distinguishing between three regions.

If ρ ≤ Re^{−s/2}, ϕ(r) = 0, so that (3.20) is satisfied if I = ηκw Z ≥ C_1 u^2_+ ρ^2

= C_1 η^2w^2 ρ^2

, which is implied by η < κ C_1 inf_{ρ>0} ρ^2 Zw (notice that inf_{ρ>0}^{ρ2}_{Zw} > 0), which can be achieved by choosing η_0 sufficiently small.

If ρ ≥ 2Re^{−s/2}, ϕ(r) = 1, so that (3.20) is satisfied if II ≥

C_1 ρ^2 or in other words

Mℓ + A + (M + A)O ( e^{s0/2} R ) ≥ C_1, which can be guaranteed by first taking A sufficiently large, and then s_0 sufficiently close to −∞. If ρ ∈ (Re^{−s/2}, 2Re^{−s/2}), none of I, II and III vanishes. First, we restrict s_0 to be so close to −∞ that in II, | | |(M + A)O ( e^{s0} R )| | < 1 and A ρ^2 < M (so that s_0 depends on A, M, and R). Then, (3.20) is satisfied if κηρ^2 Z w +ϕ(r)(Mℓ+A−1)−8R^2 M ( |ϕ^{′′}(r)| + (d − 1) |ϕ^′(r)| |r| ) ≥ C_1 inf ( 1, (ηw + 2Mϕ(r))^2 ) .

We can assume that s_0 is so close to −∞ that ρ > 1 and |w(ρ) − w(∞)| <^1_2 w(∞) for ρe^{s0/2} ≥ R. Then, assuming furthermore that A is so big that the second summand above is nonnegative, it suffices to show that κηρ^2 2Z w(∞) − 8R^2M ( |ϕ^{′′}(r)| + (d − 1) |ϕ^′(r)| |r| ) ≥ C_1 inf(1, ( 3 2 w(∞)η + 2Mϕ)^2).

This is true with a strict inequality for r = R by requiring that η < κ 10C_1w(∞) inf_{ρ>1} ρ^2 Z . By continuity, this remains true for r ∈ (R, R + δ), with δ > 0 and ϕ(R + δ) > 0. Thus we only need to ensure that (3.20) holds if r ∈ (R + δ, 2R). For this to be true, it suffices that for r ∈ (R + δ, 2R), ϕ(r)(Mℓ + A − 1) − 8R^2M ( |ϕ^{′′}(r)| + 2 |ϕ^′(r)| |r| ) ≥ C_1. Using the fact that inf_{(R+δ,2R)} ϕ > 0, this last inequality is ensured by taking A even bigger if necessary. □

3.4. Proof of Theorem 3.1(ii): stability under large perturbations. Step 1: Solvability from time t = δ. As in the proof of (i) (Section 3.2), we consider the problem (3.15) with data f_0(r) = h_0(r) − l priscribed at time t = δ > 0.

Since h_δ/r is bounded, [4, Proposition III.1] can apply to show the existence of a smooth solution f^δ on (δ, T_δ ) from the data f(t = δ) = f_0 with some T_δ > δ.

To prolong these solutions f^δ until some time T_0 > δ uniformly in δ > 0, we switch to self-similar coordinates (s, ρ) and will apply the extension criterion Proposition B.8. To this end, we will use the comparison with sub- and supersolutions.

For η < η_0 we apply Proposition 3.3 with some R, M > 0 to be chosen later, which gives a subsolution u_− and a supersolution u_+ = −u_−, both defined on [0, s_0]. We will show that there exist positive constants R, M, δ_0 such that for any δ ∈ (0, δ_0),

|f_0( √ δρ)| ≤ ηw(ρ) + ( M + A ρ^2 ) ϕ( √ δρ) holds, or equivalently, |f_0(r)| ≤ ηw ( r √ δ ) + ( M + δA r^2 ) ϕ(r). (3.22)

Let M = ‖f_0‖_L∞ , then (3.22) holds for r ≥ 2R, because Mϕ(r) = ‖f_0‖_L∞ . To see that (3.22) also holds when r < 2R, we set w(r) := inf{w(s)|0 < s < r}. Then w(r) is monotone nondecreasing and satisfies w(r) ≤ w(r). Moreover Lemma 2.4 shows that w(r) ≳ r for small r > 0 and w(r) → w(∞) > 0 as r → ∞. Therefore, choosing R =^1_2 inf{ρ | f_0(ρ) = η^{w(∞)}_2 } we can find δ_0 > 0 such that |f_0(r)| ≤ ηw ( r √ δ_0 )

holds for r < 2R. By monotonicity of w, ηw ( r √ δ_0 ) ≤ ηw ( r √ δ ) ≤ ηw ( r √ δ ) , which shows (3.22) for r < 2R.

By the comparison principle (Lemma B.7), we obtain that |f^δ(t, r)| ≤ u_+ ( log t, r √ t ) (3.23)

for δ < t < e^{s0} as long as f^δ is smooth.

This bound along with the parabolic regularity result in Proposition B.1 allow us to apply the extension criterion in Proposition B.8, which shows that f^δ(t) can be prolonged until a time t = T_0 uniformly in δ.

Step 2: Limiting procedure as δ → 0. The previous step gives a sequence of solutions (f_δ) defined on (δ, T_0). Arguing as in Step 2 of Section 3.2, we obtain the limit function f satisfying (3.20) for any φ ∈ C([0, T_0) × R^d ), and hence h(t, r) = f(t, r) − ψ(^{r√}_t ) is the solution of (1.4).

Step 3: Bounds on h. To see that |h(t, r)| ≲ min(1,^{r√}_t ), it suffices to show |f^δ(t, r)| ≲ min(1,^{r√}_t ) holds uniformly in δ. Indeed (3.23) shows |f^δ(t, r)| ≤ ηw ( r √ t ) + ( M + tA r^2 ) ϕ(r) ≤ ηw ( r √ t ) + ( M + T_0A 4R^2 ) ϕ(r) ≲ min ( 1, r √ t ) . Similarly, the above estimate gives that |h − ψ(^{r√}_t )| < η‖w‖_L∞ for r < R. Since η < η_0 is arbitrary, this gives the desired bound (3.3).

Step 4: Local energy inequality. To prove that h satisfies the local energy inequality, we first record that |h(r, t)| ≲^{r√}_t . By our assumptions on h_0, Proposition B.1 gives the bound |∂_th(t, r)| ≲ 1 r^2 . Furthermore, Propositions B.2 gives |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲ 1 r + √ t ( 1 + ⟨log r √ t ⟩1_{r<}^√_t ) . These estimates enable us to use Proposition B.4 to deduce that h satisfies the local energy inequality.

3.5. Convergence to the expanders for smooth data. In this section we prove the convergence to the expanders for smooth data close to a constant at ∞. This result will play a key role in the uniqueness proof in the next section.

Theorem 3.4. Let ℓ ∈ [0, π/2) and assume that h_0 ∈ C([0, ∞)) satisfies

0 < h_0(r) ≤ min{ π 2 − δ, C_1r} for r > 0 (3.24) and |h_0(r) − ℓ| ≤ C_2r^{−1} for r ≥ R (3.25) for some positive constants δ, C_1, C_2 and R > 0.

Then there exist t̃ = t̃(δ, C_1) > 0, C̃ = C̃(δ, C_1, C_2, R) > 0 and the solution of (1.4) satisfying ‖ ‖ ‖ h(t) − ψ_N ( · √ t + t̃ )‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞} ≤ C̃t̃^{12} (t + t̃)^{− 12} for t > 0, (3.26)

where ψ_N = ψ_N [ℓ] is the self-similar profile given in Theorem 1.1.

Remark 3.5. A similar stability result was proved in Fila-Winkler-Yanagida [18] for the nonlinear heat equation.

In order to prove stability, we will also use the self-similar variables: u(s, ρ) = h(e^s − t̃, e^{s/2}ρ) = h(t, r) for t̃ > 0. Then u satisfies the equation u_s − u_{ρρ} − ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) u_ρ + d − 1 2ρ^2 sin(2u) = 0 (3.27)

for s > log t̃, with the initial condition u(log t̃, ρ) = h_0( √ t̃ρ). As in [18], the following superand subsolutions for (3.27) play a key role in the proof:

Lemma 3.6. Let α_0 be the constant given in (2.7). For α ∈ (0, α_0), let ψ_α be the expander satisfying the north pole boundary condition (1.6) given in Theorem 1.1(i). Let V and W be the solutions of V_{ρρ} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) V_ρ − d − 1 ρ^2 cos(2ψ_{α0} )V + V 2 = 0 in R_+ ,

V (0) = 0, V_ρ(0) = 1, W_{ρρ} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) W_ρ − d − 1 ρ^2 cos(2ψ_α)W + W 2 = 0 in R_+ ,

W (0) = 0, W_ρ(0) = 1, respectively (see Lemma 2.5). Then for any b > 0, u^+(s, ρ) := min{ψ_{α0} (ρ), ψ_α(ρ) + be^{− s2} V (ρ)}, u^−(s, ρ) := max{0, ψ_α(ρ) − be^{− s2} W (ρ)} are a supersolution and a subsolution of (3.27) respectively.

Proof. Since both are proved in the same way, we only prove that u^+ is a supersolution. It suffices to check the case when ρ satisfies ψ_{α0} (ρ) ≥ ψ_α(ρ) + be^{− s}2 V (ρ). From the fact that ψ_{α0} < π/2 and the concavity of x → sin(2x) on [0,^π_2 ], we see that sin(2u^+) = sin(2(ψ_α + be^{− s2} V )) ≥ sin(2ψ_α) + 2be^{− s2} cos(2ψ_{α0} )V, which implies

(u^+)_s − (u^+)_{ρρ} − ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) (u^+)_ρ + d − 1 2ρ^2 sin(2u^+)

≥(ψ_α)_s − (ψ_α)_{ρρ} − ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) (ψ_α)_ρ + d − 1 2ρ^2 sin(2ψ_α) − be^{− s2} { V_{ρρ} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) V_ρ − d − 1 ρ^2 cos(2ψ_{α0} )V + V 2 }

=0.

Hence u^+ is a supersolution of (3.27) as desired. □

Proof of Theorem 3.4: Choose first α such that ψ_α = ψ_N [ℓ]. Taking t̃(C_1, δ) > 0 sufficiently small, we have h_0( √ t̃ρ) ≤ ψ_{α0} (ρ), and then Lemma B.7 shows that the solution of (3.27) globally exists and 0 < u(s, ρ) ≤ ψ_{α0} (ρ) (s > log t̃). Let V , W , u^+ and u^− be the functions given in Lemma 3.6. Lemma 2.5 shows ρV and ρW have some positive limits as ρ → ∞ respectively. Then by (3.25) we can choose b = b(δ, C_1, C_2, R) > 0 such that

u^−(0, ρ) ≤ h_0( √ t̃ρ) = u(log t̃, ρ) ≤ u^+(0, ρ) (ρ > 0),

and Lemma B.7 yields u^−(s − log t̃, ρ) ≤ u(s, ρ) ≤ u^+(s − log t̃, ρ) (s > log t̃, ρ > 0). By the definitions of u^+ and u^−, we have ‖u(s, ρ) − ψ_N (ρ)‖_L∞ ≤ C̃e^{− s−log t̃2} s > log t̃ for C̃ = b‖W ‖_∞. Changing back to the original variables implies ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ h(t) − ψ_N ( · √ t + t̃ )‖ ‖ ‖_{L∞} ≤ C̃t̃^{12} (t + t̃)^{− 12} for t > 0. (3.28) □ 4. Uniqueness in L^∞ As seen in the previous section, when 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, there are at least two expanders evolving from the same data, which are both stable. As stated in Theorem 1.6, we introduce an additional condition for the solution near the origin to restore uniqueness.

On the other hand, for d ≥ 7, we will show unconditional uniqueness in L^∞. The precise statement is as follows:

Theorem 4.1. (i) If d ≥ 7, then for any h_0 ∈ L^∞, there is at most one solution to (1.4) in L^∞_t L^∞_x .

(ii) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, then for any continuous h_0 such that 0 ≤ h_0(r) ≤^π_4 for all r ≥ 0, there exists at most one solution to (1.4) such that 0 ≤ h(t, r) ≤^π_4 for all t, r ≥ 0.

(iii) If 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, assume that h_0 is continuous, such that 0 ≤ h_0(r) ≤ π and

h_0(0) < π 2 , |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲ 1 r , |∂^2_r h_0(r)| ≲ 1 r^2 . Then for any δ > 0, there is at most one solution to (1.4) in L^∞_t ([0, δ], L^∞_x ) satisfying the local energy inequality and such that h(t, r) ∈ [0, π 2 − δ] for r, t ∈ [0, δ]. Furthermore, it enjoys the bounds |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲ 1 √ t + r , |∂_th(t, r)| ≲ 1 t + r^2 .

4.1. Proof of (i). Step 1: the energy estimate. Let us for the moment assume in addition to the hypotheses of the theorem that h ∈ L^∞_t L^2_x. Consider g and h two solutions of (1.4) with the same data h_0 ∈ L^∞ ∩ L^2, and denote H = h − g. It satisfies the equation

∂_tH − ΔH = F, with F = d − 1 2 sin(2g) − sin(2h) r^2 , in the sense of distributions; notice that F ∈ L^∞_t L^1_x + L^∞_t L^2_x. In order to perform an L^2 estimate on F , we first mollify this equation by convolving it with χ^ϵ =^1_{ϵd} χ (_· ϵ ) , where χ is smooth, nonnegative, compactly supported, and such that ∫ χ = 1. Denoting f^ϵ = χ^ϵ ∗ f, the above becomes ∂_tH^ϵ − ΔH^ϵ = F^ϵ.

We can now test this inequality against θ(t)H^ϵ, with θ ∈ C^∞_0 , to obtain (keeping in mind that H(0) = 0) − 1 2 ∫_∞ 0 θ^′‖H^ϵ‖^2_L2 dt + ∫_∞ 0 θ‖∇H^ϵ‖^2_L2 ds = ∫_∞ 0 θ⟨F^ϵ, H^ϵ⟩ ds. Since on the one hand H^ϵ is bounded in L^∞_t L^2_x and in L^∞_t L^∞_x uniformly (in ϵ), and on the other hand F^ϵ is bounded in L^∞_t L^1_x + L^∞_t L^2_x uniformly, we deduce that ∇H^ϵ is uniformly bounded in L^2_t L^2_x. This implies that ∇H ∈ L^2_t L^2_x. Letting ϵ → 0, we obtain − 1 2 ∫_∞ 0 θ^′‖H‖^2_L2 dt + ∫_∞ 0 θ‖∇H‖^2_L2 ds = ∫_∞ 0 θ⟨F, H⟩ ds. Letting θ approach a step function, and using that almost every point is a Lebesgue point for t → H(t), we obtain that

for a.e. t, 1 2 ‖H(t)‖^2_L2 ≤ − ∫_t 0 ‖∇H‖^2_L2 ds + ∫_t 0 ⟨F, H⟩ ds.

Step 2: conclusion for h_0 ∈ L^2. We now rely on Hardy’s inequality with the optimal constant, which reads, for a function f ∈ Ḣ^1(R^d ) ‖ ‖ f |x| ‖ ‖^2 L^2 ≤ 4 (d − 2)^2 ‖∇f‖^2_L2 (see for instance [1]). Together with the energy estimate above, this gives 1 2 ‖H(t)‖^2_L2 = − ∫_t 0 ‖∇H‖^2_L2 ds + d − 1 2 ∫_t 0 ∫ R^d sin(2g) − sin(2h) r^2 H dx ds ≤ − ∫_t 0 ‖∇H‖^2_L2 ds + (d − 1) ∫_t 0 ∫ R^d H^2 r^2 dx ds ≤ [ −1 + 4

(d − 1) (d − 2)^2 ] ∫_t 0 ‖∇H‖^2_L2 ds ≤ 0, where the last inequality follows when d ≥ 7, since this implies that 4^{(d−1)}_{(d−2)2} < 1.

Step 3: conclusion for h_0 ∈ L^∞. We keep the above notations for h, g, and H, and define for ϵ > 0 z(t, x) = z^ϵ(t, x) = H − ϵ⟨x⟩.

The equation satisfied by z reads (∂_t − Δ)z = (∂_t − Δ)H + ϵΔ⟨x⟩ ≤ d − 1 r^2 |H| + ϵΔ⟨x⟩ ≤ d − 1 r^2 |z| + ϵ C r . Setting z^ϵ_+ = z_+ = max(z, 0), notice that it satisfies Supp z_+ ⊂ B(0,^R_ϵ ), where R = 2‖H‖_∞. An energy estimate gives 1 2 d dt ‖z_+‖^2_L2 + ‖∇z_+‖^2_L2 ≤ (d − 1) ∫ R^d (z_+)^2 r^2 dx + Cϵ ∫ R^d z_+ r dx. Using successively the optimal Hardy inequality, the support property of z_+, and the Cauchy- Schwarz inequality, 1 2 d dt ‖z_+‖^2_L2 ≤ Cϵ ∫ R^d z_+ r dx ≤ Cϵ‖z_+‖_L2 [∫ B(0,^R_ϵ ) 1 r^2 dx ]_{1/2}

≤ C √ ϵ + C √ ϵ‖z_+‖^2_L2 .

This differential inequality implies that ‖z^ϵ_+‖^2_L2 ≤ e^{C√ϵt} − 1. As ϵ → 0, we obtain max(H, 0) = 0. Proceeding similarly gives min(H, 0) = 0, and the desired result.

4.2. Proof of (ii). This proof being very similar to (i), we only indicate how to treat the case where h_0 ∈ L^2 and 0 ≤ h_0 ≤^π_4 . Then, considering as above g and h two solutions of (1.4), and denoting H = h − g, it satisfies H_t − H_{rr} − d − 1 r H_r = d − 1 2r^2

(sin(2g) − sin(2h)) = − d − 1 r^2 cos(g + h) sin(g − h) g − h H If g and h are valued in [0,^π_4 ], it is easy to check that^{cos(g+h) sin(g−h)}_{g−h} ≥ 0, hence an energy estimate gives 1 2 d dt ‖H‖^2_L2 + ‖∇H‖^2_L2 ≤ 0, from which uniqueness follows.

4.3. Proof of (iii). Step 1: Parabolic regularity. By Proposition B.3, any solution h satisfying the hypotheses of (iii) is associated to a smooth u, and enjoys the following bounds: for 0 < t < δ, |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲ 1 √ t + r , |∂_th(t, r)| ≲ 1 t + r^2 as well as h(t, 0) = 0 for t > 0.

Step 2: The case h_0 constant. We start by proving uniqueness of the solution when h_0 is a constant in [0,^π_2 ), and we assume that 0 < h(t, r) <^π_2 − δ for all t, r > 0. By Corollary 2.3, there exists a unique self-similar profile ψ such that ψ(ρ) ∈ [0,^π_2 ) for all ρ and ψ(∞) = h_0. We want to show that h(t, r) = ψ (_{r√} t ) .

By Step 1, |h(t, r)| ≤ ∫_r 0 |∂_rh(t, r^′)| dr^′ ≲ r √ t , (4.1) |h(t, r) − h_0| ≤ ∫_t 0 |∂_th(t^′, r)| dt^′ ≲ t r^2

. (4.2)

We now fix T > 0, and let g_0(r) = h(T, √ T r), and g be the solution of (1.4) with data g_0.

Note that since g_0 is smooth, the local well-posedness theory in [50, Theorem 1.3] shows there exist T_1 > 0 and g(t, r) such that u = v[g] ∈ X_{T1} is a solution of (1.2) for the initial data u(t = 0) = v[g_0] where v[g] is the corotational map defined by v[g] = (cos(g(|x|)), sin(g(|x|))^x_{|x|} )^T and X_T is the space endowed with the norm ‖g‖_{XT} := sup_{0<t<T} t^{12} ‖∇u(t)‖_L∞ + sup_{x∈Rd, 0<R2<T} ( 1 |B(x, R)| ∫ B(x,R) ∫_R2 0 |∇u(t, y)|^2dtdy ) 1_2 . Moreover it is shown that such a solution is unique in the class ‖u‖_{XT1} < ε_0 with some small ε_0 > 0. On the other hand, from Step 1 we see g̃(t, r) := h(T t + T, √ T r) also satisfies ‖v[g̃]‖_{XT1} < ε_0. Therefore by the uniqueness we have g(t, r) = h(T t + T, √ T r). We now show that g globally exists and satisfies | | |g(t, r) − ψ ( r √ t )| | | ≲ 1 √ t for t > 0 (4.3)

uniformly in T > 0. Taking Theorem 3.4 into account, it suffices to check that, for g_0(r) := h(T, √ T r), and uniformly in T > 0,

g_0(r) ≲ r, (4.4)

|g_0(r) − h_0| ≲ 1 r for r > 1, (4.5)

g_0(r) ≤ π 2 − δ for r > 0. (4.6)

Indeed (4.4) and (4.5) follow from (4.1) and (4.2) respectively, while (4.6) is assumed. Therefore (4.3) gives | | |h(T t + T, √ T r) − ψ ( r √ t )| | | ≲ 1 √ t , or, changing variables, for t > 0, | | |h(t + T, r) − ψ ( r √ t )| | | ≲ √ T t . Letting T → 0 gives h(t, r) = ψ (_{r√} t ) , which is the desired result.

Step 3: Stability in L^∞. Consider g and h two solutions of (1.4) associated to the data h_0 and satisfying the assumptions in (iii). We know by Step 1 that g and h are smooth on (0, δ). Denoting H = h − g, this implies, by Proposition B.5, that, for 0 < t < T < δ, ‖H(T )‖_L∞_r ≤ C‖H(t)‖_L∞_r . Thus the desired equality g = h would follow from

lim inf t→0 ‖H(t)‖_L∞_r = 0.

In order to show that this indeed holds, we fix η > 0, and we will prove that, for a constant A > 0 yet to be determined, we can ensure that, for a sequence t_n → 0, ‖H(t_n)‖_L∞_{r ({r>A}^√_{tn})} < η and ‖H(t_n)‖_L∞_{r ({r<A}^√_{tn})} < η. Step 4: Region r > A √ t. Writing the equation satisfied by H in Duhamel form, one sees that |H(t, r)| ≲ ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)Δ} | sin(2h) − sin(2g)| |x|^2 dx ≲ ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)Δ} 1 |x|^2 ds. Observing now that, for 0 < σ < 1, e^{σΔ 1}_{|x|2} ≤^C_{|x|2} , it follows that |H(t, r)| ≲ ∫_t 0 1 r^2 ds = t r^2 < 1 A^2

since r > A √ t. Choosing A sufficiently big, we obtain |H(t, r)| < η for r > A √ t. Step 5: Region r < A √ t. Define h^n(t, r) = h(^1_{n2} t,^1_n r), and similarly g^n. By the parabolic regularity estimates of Step 1, h^n enjoys uniform estimates (in n, t, and r): |h^n(t, r)| ≲ 1, |∂_rh^n(t, r)| ≲ 1 √ t + r , |∂_th^n(t, r)| ≲ 1 t + r^2

(4.7)

as long as t < n^2δ, and solves (1.4) with data h^n_0 (r) = h_0(^1_n r).

Defining h(t, r) to be the unique (by Step 2) solution of (1.4) with data h_0(0), we claim that h^n converges to h in L^∞([ϵ, R] × B(0, R)) for all ϵ > 0, R > 0 (and, of course, so does g^n). If this is indeed the case, we obtain, for t_n =^1_{n2} , that ‖H(t_n)‖_L∞_{r ({r<A}^√_{tn})} = sup r<^A_n | | |H ( 1 n^2 , r )| | = sup r<^A_n |(h^n − g^n)(1, nr)| = ‖(h^n − g^n)(t = 1)‖_L∞_{(B(0,A))} ≤ ‖(h^n − h)(t = 1)‖_L∞_{(B(0,A))} + ‖(g^n − h)(t = 1)‖_L∞_{(B(0,A))} n→∞−→ 0. Therefore, for n sufficiently large, ‖H(t_n)‖_L∞_{r ({r<A}^√_{tn})} < η, which is the desired estimate.

Step 6: Proof of the claim that h^n → h. There remains to show that h^n converges to h in L^∞([ϵ, R] × B(0, R)) for all ϵ > 0, R > 0.

Arguing by contradiction, assume that this is not the case. Then we can find ~ϵ, ~R, ~δ, and a subsequence, still denoted (h^n), such that ‖h^n − h‖_{L∞([~ϵ, ~R]×B(0,R))} > ~δ > 0. As we saw, this sequence is bounded in Lip([ϵ, R] × B(0, R)) for all ϵ, R, thus, by the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, it is precompact in L^∞([ϵ, R] × B(0, R)). By a diagonal argument, we can find a subsequence, still denoted h^n, which is convergent in L^∞([ϵ, R] × B(0, R)) for all ϵ, R; denote ~h the limit. By continuity of h_0, it is clear that h^n_0 converges to h_0(0) in L^∞(B(0, R)) for all R.

It is now easy to pass to the limit in the weak formulation of (1.4) to obtain that ~h is a solution of (1.4) with data h_0(0). Furthermore, ~h(t, r) <^π_2 − δ for any (t, r). By Step 2, we conclude that ~h = h, which is the desired contradiction.

5. Solutions obtained by Ginzburg-Landau regularization Consider the Ginzburg-Landau penalization problem { ∂_tu^ε − Δu^ε + 1 ε^2

(|u^ε|^2 − 1)u^ε = 0 u^ε(t = 0) = u_0

(5.1)

It is the gradient flow for the energy functional ∫ |∇u|^2 dx + ∫_1

2ε^2 (1 − |u|

2)^2 dx.

Theorem 5.1. Assume that u_0 is of finite energy.

(i) There exists a sequence ϵ_n → 0 such that u^{ϵn} converges to a solution u of (1.2) as n → ∞. Consider any solution u of (1.2) obtained as the limit of a subsequence u^{ϵn} , with ϵ_n → 0.

(ii) Then ∂_tu ∈ L^2_{t,x}.

(iii) Under the corotional ansatz (1.3) for the data u_0, let h_0 be associated to u_0. Then u also enjoys the corotational ansatz (1.3); let h be the corresponding coordinate associated to u. Finally assume that h_0 is continuous, with h_0(0) <^π_2 . Then there exists δ > 0 such that h(t, x) <^π_2 if |t| + |x| < δ.

Proof. The assertion (i) can be found in [9] or [43]. The assertion (ii) follows from the simple observation that ∂_tu^ϵ is uniformly bounded in L^2_{t,x}.

If u_0 is given by the corotational ansatz (1.3), then so is u. Indeed, u^ϵ (which is unique) is

of the form u^ϵ(t, x) = ( v^ϵ(t, r) w^ϵ(t, r)^x_{|x|} ) , where r = |x|, and v^ϵ and w^ϵ are real valued functions.

As ϵ → 0, u(t, x) is therefore of the form u(t, x) = ( v(t, r) w(t, r)^x_{|x|} ) . Since we know furthermore

that u takes valued in S^d, this implies that u satisfies the corotional ansatz (1.3).

To prove(iii), let us focus for simplicity on the case where h_0(r) <^π_2 − δ; a localization argument easily gives the full result. the point is that the equation satisfied by u^ϵ is subcritical in L^∞, leading to existence and uniqueness of a solution in L^∞_t L^∞_x . Since the initial data takes values in the unit sphere, the solution u takes values in the unit ball. Focus then on the equation satisfied by the first coordinate of u^ϵ, (u^ϵ)^1:

∂_t(u^ϵ)^1 − Δ(u^ϵ)^1+ 1 ϵ^2

(|u^ϵ|^2 − 1)(u^ϵ)^1 = 0.

In other words, (u^ϵ)^1 solves a heat equation with a bounded potential, thus it satisfies the maximum principle, which implies that (u^ϵ)^1(t, x) ≥ κ > 0 for all (t, x), and for κ = cos(^π_2 −δ). Passing to the limit leads to u^1(t, x) ≥ κ > 0 for all (t, x), which translates into h(t, r) <^π_2 −δ, which is the desired result. □

It is easy to deduce from results we already proved uniqueness of the limit of u^ϵ, as ϵ → 0. Theorem 5.2. Assume that d = 5 or 6, that the ansatz (1.3) holds, and that h_0 is continuous, of finite energy, with

h_0(0) < π 2 , |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲ 1 r , and |∂^2_r h_0(r)| ≲ 1 r^2 . Let u be a limit as ϵ → 0 of a subsequence of solutions u^ϵ to (5.1). Then u is equal to the unique solution given by Theorem 1.6.

Proof. Let u be as in the statement of the theorem. By Theorem 5.1, it satisfies ∂_tu ∈ L^2_{t,x}, thus by Proposition B.4 it satisfies the local energy inequality. Furthermore, by Theorem 5.1, there exists δ > 0 such that h(t, x) <^π_2 if |t| + |x| < δ. This gives uniqueness of u by Theorem 1.6. □

Appendix A. Some ODE results A.1. The comparison principle. We give below a version of the Sturm comparison principle for which we were not able to find an appropriate reference.

Lemma A.1. Let p, q_1, q_2 be C^1 functions with p > 0 and q_2 ≥ q_1 for t > 0. Consider the differential equations: (p(t)x^′_1)^′ + q_1(t)x_1 = 0, (p(t)x^′_2)^′ + q_2(t)x_2 = 0 with initial conditions x_1(0) = x_2(0), x^′_1(0) ≥ x^′_2(0).

If x_2(t) > 0 on (0, T ), then x_1(t) ≥ x_2(t) on (0, T ). Proof. From the equations, we have (px^′_1)^′x_2 − (px^′_2)^′x_1 = (q_2 − q_1)x_1x_2.

Integrating on (0, t) implies, as long as x_1 ≥ 0 and x_2 ≥ 0, that

[p(x^′_1x_2 − x_1x^′_2)]^t_0 = ∫_t 0 (q_2 − q_1)x_1x_2 ≥ 0

where the last inequality holds because q_2 ≥ q_1. Since p(x^′_1x_2 − x_1x^′_2) ≥ 0 at t = 0, we find x^′_1x_2 − x_1x^′_2 ≥ 0.

Therefore as long as x_1 ≥ 0 and x_2 > 0, d dt ( x_1 x_2 ) = 1 x^2 { x^′_1x_2 − x_1x^′_2 } ≥ 0. Since (x_1/x_2)(0) = 1, we conclude x_1(t) ≥ x_2(t) as long as x_1 ≥ 0 and x_2 > 0. This implies x_1(t) > 0 on (0, T ). □ A.2. Asymptotic behavior for a class of ODE. We derive below a few properties of a class of ODE which plays a central role in Section 2. Though we were not able to find a convenient reference for the result below, it is close in spirit to material in [12]. Lemma A.2. Consider the ODE ϕ^{′′} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) ϕ^′ − V (ρ)ϕ = 0, (A.1)

where ρ ranges in (0, ∞) and V is such that |V (ρ)| ≤^{C0}_{ρ2} and |V^′(ρ)| ≤^{C0}_{ρ3} .

There exists a basis of solutions ϕ_1, ϕ_2 such that, as ρ → ∞,

ϕ_1(ρ) = ρ^{−d}e^{− ρ2}4 (1 + O(1/ρ^2)) ϕ^′_1(ρ) = −^1_2 ρ^{1−d}e^{− ρ2}4 (1 + O(1/ρ^2)) { ϕ_2(ρ) = 1 + O(1/ρ^2) ϕ^′_2(ρ) = O(1/ρ^3).

(where the implicit constants only depend on C_0). In particular, ϕ(∞) = lim_{ρ→∞} ϕ(ρ) exists.

Furthermore, there exist R and C depending only on C_0 such that, for any solution ϕ and r > R, |ϕ(ρ) − ϕ(∞)| ≤ C |ϕ(R)| + |ϕ^′(R)| ρ^2

. (A.2)

Proof. Step 1: Change of independent variable. The equation (A.1) becomes, when written for ω(s) = ϕ( √ s), ω^{′′}(s) + ω^′(s) ( d 2s + 1 4 ) − W (s)ω(s) = 0, where W (s) =^1_{4s} V ( √ s) satisfies |W (s)| ≤^{C0}_{s2} and |W^′(s)| ≤^{C0}_{s3} .

Step 2: Diagonalization. The ODE for ω can be written in matrix form d ds ( ω ω^′ ) = ( 0 1 W (s) −^d_{2s} −^1_4 ) ( ω ω^′ ) . The eigenvalues of the above matrix are given by

λ_± = 1 2 − d 2s − 1 4 ± √( d 2s + 1 4 )_2

+ 4W

and enjoy the asymptotics as s → ∞

λ_− = − 1 4 − d 2s + O ( 1 s^2 ) , λ_+ = 4W (s) + O ( 1 s^3 ) . In particular, they are real and different for s sufficiently big, which we assume in the following. A basis of eigenvectors is provided by e_± = ( 1 λ_± ) , with dual basis ~e_± =^1_{λ±−λ∓} ( −λ_∓ 1 )

such that ⟨e_± , ~e_±⟩ = 1 and ⟨e_± , ~e_∓⟩ = 0. Decomposing ( ω ω^′ ) in this basis, ( ω ω^′ ) = α_+e_+ + α_−e_−,

and the ODE becomes { α^′_+ = λ_+α_+ + f_1α_+ + f_2α_− α^′_− = λ_−α_− + f_3α_+ + f_4α_− , where f_1 = −⟨e^′_+ , ~e_+⟩, f_2 = −⟨e^′_− , ~e_+⟩, f_3 = −⟨e^′_+ , ~e_−⟩, and f_4 = −⟨e^′_− , ~e_−⟩ all enjoy bounds of the type |f_i(s)| <^C_{s2} , |f^′_i (s)| <^C_{s3} .

Step 3: Uniform bound. First choose S such that −1 < λ_−(s) < −^1_8 and −^1_{16} < λ_+(s) < 1 for s > S. Then α_± = ⟨(ω, ω^′) , ~e_±⟩ and therefore |α_+(S)| + |α_−(S)| ≤ C ( |ω(S)| + |ω^′(S)| ) . Furthermore, for s > S, d ds (|α_+| + |α_−|) ≤ λ_−|α_−| + (|λ_+| + |f_1| + |f_2| + |f_3| + |f_4|) (|α_+| + |α_−|) ≤ (|λ_+| + |f_1| + |f_2| + |f_3| + |f_4|) (|α_+| + |α_−|) , thus by Gronwall’s lemma, for any s > S, (|α_+(s)| + |α_−(s)|) ≤ e ∫_s S |λ_+|+|f_1|+|f_2|+|f_3|+|f_4| (|α +(S)| + |α_−(S)|) ≤ C ( |ω(S)| + |ω^′(S)| ) , which is the desired uniform bound.

Step 4: Uniform convergence. The previous uniform bound immediately gives that |α^′_+(s)| = O (_1

s^2 ) , from which we see that |α_+(s) − α_+(∞)| ≤ C |ω(S)| + |ω^′(S)| s . (A.3)

Next, the equation on α_− can be written ( s^{d2} e^{s4} α_− )_′ = s^{d2} e^{s4} (fα_− + f_3α_+ + f_4α_−) ,

where f = λ_− +^1_4 +^d_{2s} is such that |f(s)| <^C_{s2} . Thus, by the uniform bounds, for s > S, | | | ( s^{d2} e^{s4} α_− )_′| | | ≤ Cs d 2 −2e^s_4 (|ω(S)| + |ω′(S)|). Integrating this differential inequality gives, for s > S |α_−(s)| ≤ C ( S^d2 e^S4 s^d2 e^s4 + 1 s^d2 e^s4 ∫_s S σ^{d2 −2}e^{σ4} dσ ) (|ω(S)| + |ω^′(S)|) ≤ C |ω(S)| + |ω^′(S)| s^2

. (A.4)

Combining (A.3) and (A.4), and coming back to the original independent variable, gives (A.2).

Step 5: Construction of ϕ_1. Recall that f(s) = λ_−(s)+^1_4 +^d_{2s} is such that |f(s)| <^C_{s2} . Setting furthermore β_−(s) = s^d2 e^s4 α_−(s), it satisfies the equation { α^′_+ = λ_+α_+ + f_1α_+ + f_2β_−s^{− d}2 e^{− s}4 β^′_− = (f_4 + f)β_− + f_3s^d2 e^s4 α_+ . We are looking for a solution such that β_− → 1 and α_+ < Ct^{− d}2^{−2}e^{− t}4 as t → ∞. This is equivalent to solving the integral system

α_+(s) = − ∫_∞ s ( (f_1 + λ_+)α_+ + f_2β_−σ^{− d}2 e^{− σ}4 ) dσ β_−(s) = 1 − ∫_∞ s ( (f_3 + f)β_− + f_4σ^d2 e^σ4 α_+ ) dσ. It is easy to solve this integral system on [T, ∞), for T sufficiently big, by a contraction argument in the space given by the norm ‖β_−‖_∞ + ‖s^d2^{+1}e^s4 α_+‖_∞. This gives a decay ∼ s^{− d}2^{−1}e^{− s}4 for α_+, but using once again the equation improves it to s^{− d}2^{−2}e^{− s}4 . Summarizing, we obtain |α_+| ≤ Cs^{− d2 −2}e^{− s4} , and α_− = s^{− d2} e^{− s4} (1 + O(1/s)).

Coming back to the ϕ variable gives the desired solution, ϕ_1.

Step 6: Construction of ϕ_2. Solve the ODE for s > s_0 > 0 with data α_+(s_0) = 1, α_−(s_0) = 0. By the argument in steps 3 and 4, we see that

|α_+(s_0) − α_+(∞)| ≤ C s_0 , guaranteeing that α_+(∞) > 0 for s_0 sufficiently big. Furthermore, the decay of α_− is given by (A.4). Rescaling (α_+, α_−), we can ensure that α_+(∞) = 1. Coming back to the ϕ variable gives the desired solution, ϕ_2. □ Corollary A.3. (i) Given a potential V satisfying the hypotheses of Lemma A.2, there exists R_0 > 0 such that: if ϕ is a solution of (A.1) with ϕ(R) = 0, ϕ^′(R) > 0, with R > R_0, then ϕ(ρ) ≠ 0 for ρ > R, and ϕ(∞) ≠ 0.

(ii) Any nonzero solution of (A.1) can vanish only once to the right of R_0. Proof. (i) Consider ϕ as in the statement of the corollary, and decompose it in the basis given by ϕ_1 and ϕ_2: ϕ = αϕ_1 + βϕ_2. Since ϕ(R) = 0, we obtain α = −R^de^{R2/4}(1 + O(R^{−2}))β.

Therefore, α and β are nonzero. By linearity, we can assume without loss of generality that β = 1. Using the expressions for ϕ_1, ϕ^′_1, ϕ_2, and ϕ^′_2 in Lemma A.2, we obtain that

ϕ(ρ) = 1 + O(ρ^{−2}) − R^de^{R2/4} ρ^de^{ρ2/4} (1 + O(R^{−2}))

ϕ^′(ρ) = O(ρ^{−3}) + 1 2 R^de^{R2/4} ρ^{d−1}e^{ρ2/4} (1 + O(R^{−2})).

It is now easy to see from these expressions that, choosing R sufficiently big, ϕ^′(ρ) > 0 for R < ρ < R +^{100}_R , while ϕ(ρ) >^1_2 for ρ > R +^{100}_R . This implies the desired result. (ii) It is a simple consequence of (i) once one observes that, for any ρ_0, ϕ(ρ_0) = ϕ^′(ρ_0) = 0 implies that ϕ ≡ 0. □ Corollary A.4. There exists R_0 > 0 such that any solution of (2.3) with ψ(R) = π 2 , ψ^′(R) > 0 at R > R_0 satisfies ψ(ρ) >^π_2 for ρ > R, and ψ(∞) >^π_2 . In particular, any solution of (2.3) can cross^π_2 only once to the right of R_0. Proof. Setting ϕ = ψ −^π_2 , observe that it solves ϕ^{′′} + ( d − 1 ρ + ρ 2 ) ϕ^′ − V (ρ)ϕ = 0, with { ϕ(R) = 0 ϕ^′(R) > 0 where we set V (ρ) = − d − 1 2ρ^2 sin(2ϕ(ρ)) ϕ(ρ) . By the decay estimates in Proposition 2.1, V satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma A.2, and thus Corollary A.3 applies, giving the desired result. □

Appendix B. General properties of the harmonic map heat flow B.1. Parabolic regularity. Proposition B.1. If h_0 satisfies |h_0(r)| ≲ 1, |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲ 1 r , then any bounded solution h(t, r) of (1.4) on [0, T ] satisfies |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲ 1 r . uniformly on [0, T ]. If h_0 further satisfies |∂^2_r h_0(r)| ≲^1_{r2} , then |∂^2_r h(t, r)| ≲ 1 r^2 and |∂_th(t, r)| ≲ 1 r^2 . holds uniformly on [0, T ].

Proof. We only deal with the estimate |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲^1_r . We see by the Duhamel principle that

h(t) = G_t ∗ h_0 − ∫_t 0 G_{t−s} ∗ ( (d − 1) sin 2h 2|x|^2 ) ds, where G_t is the heat kernel in R^d . It suffices to show that ∫_t 0 |∇_xG_{t−s}| ∗ ( 1 |x|^2 ) ds ≲ 1 |x| , Using the heat kernel estimate |∇_xG_s(x)| ≲ (s + |x|^2)^{−d−1}2 , we have | | ∫_t 0 ∇_xG_{t−s} ∗ ( 1 |x|^2 ) ds | | ≲ ∫ ∫_t 0 (s + |y|^2)^{−d−12} ds|x − y|^{−2}dy ≲ ∫ [|y|^{−d+1} − (t + |y|^2)^{−d+12} ]|x − y|^{−2}dy ≲ 1 |x| , which is the desired estimate. □

For general solutions of the harmonic map heat flow with 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, the above result is optimal in that a decay estimate such as |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲^1_{tα} , for some α > 0, cannot be expected. This can be seen by taking h_0 ≡^π_2 , for which a solution is given by h(t, r) = h_0 for t < T , and h(t, r) = ψ(^{r√}_{t−T} ) for t > T , where ψ is a self-similar profile associated to h_0.

However, this result can be improved under further assumptions: this is the content of the following two propositions.

Proposition B.2. Assume that h is a solution of (1.4) on [0, T ] with data h_0 satisfying |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲ 1 r and |h(t, r)| ≲ min ( 1, r √ t ) . Then we have |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲ 1 r + √ t ( 1 + ⟨log r √ t ⟩1_{r<}^√_t ) . Proof. Arguing as in the previous proposition, we write

h(t) = G_t ∗ h_0 − ∫_t 0 G_{t−s} ∗ ( (d − 1) sin 2h 2|x|^2 ) ds. The desired bound on G_t ∗ h_0 is immediate due to the assumption that |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲^1_r . To estimate the integral term, we use the hypothesis that |h(t, r)| ≲ min ( 1,^{r√}_t ) to obtain | | | ∫_t 0 ∇G_{t−s} ∗ ( (d − 1) sin 2h 2|x|^2 ) ds | | | ≲ | | | ∫_t 0 ∇G_{t−s} ∗ ( 1 |x|(|x| + √ s) ) ds | | | . Using the heat kernel bound |∇_xG_s(x)| ≲ (s + |x|^2)^{−d−1}2 , one can prove that | |∇G_{t−s} ∗ ( 1 |x|(|x| + √ s) )| | ≲ 1 √ t − s( √ t − s + |x|)( √ s + |x|) if s > t − s | |∇G_{t−s} ∗ ( 1 |x|(|x| + √ s) )| | ≲ 1 √ t − s(t − s + |x|^2) if s < t − s. One can then easily check that | | ∫_t 0 ∇G_{t−s} ∗ (_1 |x|(|x|+ √ s) ) ds | | satisfies the desired bound. □

Proposition B.3. Assume that |h_0(r)| ≲ 1, |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲ 1 r , |∂^2_r h_0(r)| ≲ 1 r^2 , and that h solves (1.4) on [0, T ] , satisfies the local energy inequality (1.1), and, h(t, r) ∈ [0, π 2 − δ] for (t, r) ∈ [0, T ] × [0, δ]. with some δ, T > 0. Then h(t, 0) = 0 for t > 0 and h enjoys the bounds |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲ 1 √ t + r , |∂_th(t, r)| ≲ 1 t + r^2 for (t, r) ∈ [0, T ] × [0, ∞).

Proof. Step 1: Space-time bounds on the gradient. We first treat the case where h(t, r) ∈ [0,^π_2 − δ] for any (t, r). Recall that the solution u of the general formulation (1.2) and the solution h of the equivariant formulation (1.4) of the harmonic map heat flow are related by (1.3) Therefore, |∇u|^2 = |∂_rh|^2 +^{d−1}_{2r2} sin(h)^2. This formula implies that

(∂_t − Δ)h^2 = − d − 1 r^2 sin(2h)h − 2|∇h|^2 ≲ −|∇u|^2, where the last inequality follows since 0 ≤ h ≤^π_2 − δ. Duhamel’s formula gives that

h^2(t, x) − e^{tΔ}h^2_0 = ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)Δ} [ − d − 1 r^2 sin(2h)h − 2|∇h|^2 ] (s) ds ≲ − ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)Δ}|∇u|^2(s) ds (B.1) Therefore, by boundedness of h and h_0, for any (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d , ∫_t 0 ∫ 1 (4π(t − s))^{d/2} e^{− |x−y|} 2 4(t−s) |∇u|2(s, y) dy ds = ∫_t 0 [e^{(t−s)Δ}|∇u|^2(s)](x) ds ≲ 1. (B.2) Step 2: Smoothness of u. Our first goal is to prove that u is smooth for t > 0. By Proposition B.1, u is smooth away from r = 0, so we only need to prove that u is smooth in a neighbourhood of r = 0.

For t > 0, define the (overlapping) parabolic cylinders

P^t_j = { (s, x) ∈ [ t − 2^{−2j} − 5 6 2^{−2j} , t − 2^{−2j} + 5 6 2^{−2j} ] × B ( 0, 2^{−j} )} . Taking x = 0, the bound (B.2) implies that ∑ 2^j > √ t 100 2^{−jd} ∫ P^t_j |∇u|^2 dx ds ≲ 1.

This implies that, for every ϵ > 0, ∫ P^t_j |∇u| 2 dx ds < ϵ for j sufficiently large, say j > j_0. Pick now ϵ as in the ϵ-regularity theorem appearing as in [39, Proposition 5.3]. As a consequence, for j sufficiently big, u is smooth on Q^t_j, where Q^t_j is a parabolic cylinder with the same center as P^t_j , but slightly smaller. The union of the Q^t_j for j > j_0 contains a (parabolic) cone with top (t, x), over which u is smooth. Therefore, u is smooth on a time slice [t−α, t], with α > 0.

One can now use a quantitative argument (as will be done in Step 3 below) to obtain a bound on (∂_tu, ∇u) on [t − γ^2, t] × B(0, γ) for some γ > 0. By using local well-posedness theory, we obtain that u is smooth in a neighbourhood of (t, 0). Since this holds for any t > 0, u is smooth for t > 0.

As a first consequence, h(t, 0) = 0 for t > 0.

Step 3: Quantitative bounds on ∇u. Fix t > 0, x ∈ R^d , and define

Φ(R) = R^2 ∫ R^d 1 (4πR^2)^{d/2} e^{− |x−y|} 2 4R2 |∇u|^2(t − R^2, y) dy. The bound (B.2) implies that ∫_t 0 1 σ Φ( √ σ) dσ ≲ 1. Therefore, there exists τ ≥ ct with some c > 0 such that Φ( √ τ) < ϵ^2_0. Here, ϵ_0 is as in the ϵ-regularity result appearing as in [37, Proposition 7.1.4], which implies that |∂_tu(t, x)| ≲ 1 τ ≲ 1 t , |∇u(t, x)| ≲ 1 √ τ ≲ 1 √ t . This gives the desired result in combination with Proposition B.1.

Step 4: General case. The general case follows by a standard localization argument, Indeed by Proposition B.1, we may show that |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲ t^{− 1}2 for (t, r) ∈ [0, T ] × [0, δ]. Let ϕ be a cut off fucntion defined in (3.19) with R =^δ_2 and h̃ := hϕ, then h̃ satisfies h̃ ∈ [0,^π_2 − δ] and h̃_t − h̃_{rr} − d − 1 r h̃_r + d − 1

2r^2 sin(2h̃) = F,

with some compactly supported bounded function F . Therefore arguing as in the previous steps, we obtain the desired bound. □

B.2. The local energy inequality. The following proposition gives criteria for a solution of the harmonic map heat flow to satisfy the local energy inequality (1.1).

Proposition B.4. For h_0 locally in H^1_x, and h a bounded solution on [0, T ) × R^d locally in H^1_{t,x}, assume that

(i) Either h enjoys the bounds |h(t, r)| ≲ r √ t + r , |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲ 1 √ t + r , and |∂_th(t, r)| ≲ 1 t + r^2 . (ii) Or d ≥ 5, ∂_th ∈ L^2_{t,x} locally, and h_0 satisfies |h_0(r)| ≲ 1, |∂_rh_0(r)| ≲ 1 r , |∂^2_r h_0(r)| ≲ 1 r^2 . (iii) Or h enjoys the bounds |h(t, r)| ≲ r r + √ t , |∂_th(t, r)| ≲ 1 r^2 , and |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲ 1 √ t + r ( 1 + ⟨log r √ t ⟩1_{r<}^√_t )

Then h belongs locally to H^1_{t,x}, and satisfies the local energy inequality (1.1)^3.

Proof. Case (i). We will be working with u instead of h; recall that it is given by the ansatz (1.3). Since |∇u| ≲ |∂_rh| + 1 r |h|, and |∂_tu| ≲ |∂_th|, our assumptions imply that u is locally H^1_{t,x}.

3The proof actually shows that the energy equality (where the sign ≥ in (1.1) is replaced by =) is satisfied

Let χ be a smooth, nonnegative, compactly supported function on R^d with integral one: ∫ R^d χ = 1. For a function g on R

d , define its regularization g^ϵ =^1_{ϵd} χ (_· ϵ ) ∗g. The regularization of the equation satisfied by u reads { ∂_tu^ϵ − Δu^ϵ = (|∇u|^2u)^ϵ u^ϵ(t = 0) = u^ϵ_0.

The local energy inequality can be derived by taking the scalar product of the above by τ∂_tu^ϵ + ψ^ℓ∂_ℓu^ϵ, and integrating the equation on [0, T ] × R^d . Indeed, the left-hand side gives ∫_∞ 0 ∫ R^d (∂_tu^ϵ − Δu^ϵ)(τ∂_tu^ϵ + ψ^ℓ∂_ℓu^ϵ) dx dt = ∫_∞ 0 ∫ R^d [ τ|∂_tu^ϵ|^2 − 1 2 ( ∂_tτ + ∂_ℓψ^ℓ ) |∇u^ϵ|^2 + ∂_iτ∂_i(u^ϵ)^k∂_t(u^ϵ)^k

+ψ^ℓ∂_t(u^ϵ)^k∂_ℓ(u^ϵ)^k + ∂_iψ^ℓ∂_i(u^ϵ)^k∂_ℓ(u^ϵ)^k ] dx dt − ∫ R^d 1 2 τ(t = 0)|∇u^ϵ_0|^2 dx, which converges to the desired expression as ϵ → 0. Therefore, it suffices to check that the right-hand side converges to zero: we need to show that ∫_T 0 ∫ R^d (|∇u|^2u)^ϵ · [ τ∂_tu^ϵ + ψ^ℓ∂_ℓu^ϵ ] dx dt^{ϵ→0}−→ 0. Since u is smooth away from (t, x) = (0, 0), we get, for (t, x) away from (0, 0), that (|∇u|^2u)^ϵ · [ τ∂_tu^ϵ + ψ^ℓ∂_ℓu^ϵ ] → 0 uniformly as ϵ → 0. Therefore, the only problem is to deal with the singularity at (t, x) = (0, 0). But our assumptions imply that |∇u|^2u · [ τ∂_tu + ψ^ℓ∂_ℓu ] is integrable near (t, x) = (0, 0), thus giving the desired result.

Case (ii). Observe that, by Proposition B.1, |∇u| ≲^1_r . Since d ≥ 5, it means that |∇u|^2 ∈ L^2_{t,x}; since furthermore ∂_tu ∈ L^2, we obtain that |∇u^ϵ|^2u^ϵ · ∂_tu^ϵ → |∇u|^2u · ∂_tu = 0 in L^1 as ϵ → 0, hence the desired result follows as in case (i).

Case (iii). Once again, it suffices to observe that the assumptions made on h imply that |∇u|^2u · [ τ∂_tu + ψ^ℓ∂_ℓu ] is integrable near (t, x) = (0, 0). □

B.3. Stability in L^∞. The following result can be found in [27]. We recast the proof in the framework of corotational solutions, for which it becomes very elementary.

Proposition B.5. Consider h_1 and h_2 two solutions of (1.4) on [0, T ] × (0, ∞) which are space and time continuous at t = 0 and smooth for t > 0.

(i) For δ > 0 there exists C = C(δ) such that: if h_1(t, r), h_2(t, r) ∈ [0,^π_2 − δ] for all (t, r) ∈ [0, T ] × (0, ∞), then

‖(h_1 − h_2)(t = T )‖_∞ ≤ C‖(h_1 − h_2)(t = 0)‖_∞

(ii) For δ, T > 0 there exists C = C(δ, T ) such that: if h_1(t, r), h_2(t, r) ∈ [0,^π_2 − δ] for all (t, r) ∈ [0, T ] × (0, τ), then

‖(h_1 − h_2)(t = T )‖_∞ ≤ C‖(h_1 − h_2)(t = 0)‖_∞

The proof of the previous proposition essentially consists of the following lemma. Indeed, it suffices to notice that θ or Θ, defined below, control |h_1 − h_2|^2, and to apply the maximum principle.

Lemma B.6. (i) Under the assumptions of (i) in the previous proposition, let θ =

1−cos(h_1−h_2) cos h_1 cos h_2 and A = cos(h1) cos(h2). Then A∂_tθ − ∇ · (A∇θ) ≤ 0. (ii) Under the assumptions of (ii) in the previous proposition, let χ(r) be a smooth, positive, nonincreasing function on R_+ such that χ = 1 if r <^δ_2 , χ = 0 if r > δ and A(t, r) be a positive, smooth function away from t = 0 or r = 0 such that A(t, r) = { − log(cos(h_1) cos(h_2)) if r < δ 1 if r > 2δ. Define further

Θ = χθ(h_1, h_2) + (1 − χ)|h_2 − h_1|^2 where θ(h_1, h_2) =

1 − cos(h_1 − h_2) cos h_1 cos h_2 . Then A∂_tΘ − ∇ · (A∇Θ) ≲ Θ + C|∇Θ|. Proof. Proof of (i) Let us introduce some further notations: set, for i = 1, 2, ϕ_i = sin h_i and ψ_i = cos h_i. A lengthy but straightforward computation shows that

A∂_tθ(h_1, h_2) − ∇ · (A∇θ(h_1, h_2))

= − [(ϕ_1ψ_2 − (1 + θ)ψ_1ϕ_2)(∂_t − Δ)h_2 + (ϕ_2ψ_1 − (1 + θ)ψ_2ϕ_1)(∂_t − Δ)h_1] I + 1 ψ_1ψ_2

(ψ^2_1 + ψ^2 )∂_rh_1∂_rh_2 − (1 + θ)(ψ^2 (∂_rh_1)^2 + ψ^2_1 (∂_rh_2)^2) II .

We will now show that I ≥ 0 while II ≤ 0. Starting with I, observe that

[ϕ_1ψ_2 − (1 + θ)ψ_1ϕ_2](∂_t − Δ)h_2 = − d − 1 r^2

(ϕ_1ψ_2 − (1 + θ)ψ_1ϕ_2)ψ_2ϕ_2 = − d − 1 r^2

(ϕ_1ϕ_2 − ϕ^2), with the symmetric formula

[ϕ_2ψ_1 − (1 + θ)ψ_2ϕ_1](∂_t − Δ)h_1 = − d − 1 r^2

(ϕ_1ϕ_2 − ϕ^2_1). Then I = d − 1 r^2

(ϕ_1 − ϕ_2)^2 ≥ 0.

Turning to II, it is a quadratic form in (∂_rh_1, ∂_rh_2), which can be represented by the matrix 1 ψ_1ψ_2 ( −(1 + θ)ψ^2^1_2 (ψ^2_1 + ψ^2 ) 1 2 (ψ^2_1 + ψ^2 ) −(1 + θ)ψ^2_1 ) . The trace of this matrix is obviously nonpositive, so II ≤ 0 if and only if its determinant is nonnegative. This gives the condition

(1 + θ)^2ψ^2_1 ψ^2 − 1 4 (ψ^2_1 + ψ^2 )^2 ≥ 0 ⇔ (1 − ϕ_1ϕ_2)^2 − 1 4 (2 − ϕ^2_1 − ϕ^2)^2 ≥ 0, which is immediately seen to be true, yielding the desired conclusion.

Proof of (ii) A simple computation gives A∂_tΘ − ∇ · (A∇Θ) = χ [A∂_tθ − ∇(A∇θ)] I + (1 − χ) [ A∂_t|h_1 − h_2|^2 − ∇ · (A∇|h_1 − h_2|^2) ] II + (Δχ − ∇A · ∇χ)(|h_2 − h_1|^2 − θ) − 2∇χ · ∇θ + 4(h_2 − h_1)∇χ · ∇(h_2 − h_1) III

We saw in Step 1 that I ≤ 0. (B.3) Turning to II, it reads II = 2(1 − χ)A(h_2 − h_1)(∂_t − Δ)(h_2 − h_1) − 2(1 − χ)|∇(h_2 − h_1)|^2 + 2(1 − χ)(h_2 − h_1)∇A · ∇(h_2 − h_1)

= 2(1 − χ)A(h_2 − h_1)

(d − 1) 2r^2

[sin(h_1) − sin(h_2)] − 2(1 − χ)|∇(h_2 − h_1)|^2 + 2(1 − χ)∇A · ∇(h_2 − h_1) ≲ (1 − χ)|h_2 − h_1|^2 + |h_2 − h_1||∇(h_2 − h_1)| where we used in the second equality the equation (1.4) satisfied by h_1 and h_2, and in the last inequality the fact that r ≳ 1 on Supp(1 − χ) as well as the bound |∇A| ≲ 1. Using in addition that |h_2 − h_1|^2 ≲ Θ and |h_2 − h_1||∇(h_2 − h_1)| ≲ Θ + |∇Θ| gives the desired result: II ≲ Θ + |∇Θ|. (B.4) Finally, using the bounds |h_2 − h_1|^2 + θ ≲ Θ and |∇θ| + |h_2 − h_1||∇(h_2 − h_1)| ≲ Θ + |∇Θ| yields once again III ≲ Θ + |∇Θ|. (B.5) Combining (B.3), (B.4) and (B.5) gives the desired estimate. □

B.4. Comparison principle for equivariant heat flows. We state a comparison principle for the equivariant heat flows in R^d . It is a version of the result [25, Lemma 4.1] for the equivariant heat flow in R^2 (see also [8, 24] for the case when the domain is the disk). Since their argument can be adapted for any dimensions, we will omit the proof. A super solution h(t, r) of (1.4) is, by definition, such that h_t − h_{rr} − d − 1 r h_r + d − 1 2r^2 sin(2h) ≥ 0 in the sense of distributions. Similarly, a subsolution satisfies the above with a ≤ sign. Lemma B.7. Let h_1, h_2 ∈ BC([0, T ] × [0, ∞)) ∩ C^2((0, T ) × (0, ∞)) be respectively sub- and supersolutions of the problem (1.4) with boundary condition h_1|_{r=0} = h_2|_{r=0} = 0 and initial data h_{1,0}, h_{2,0}. If h_{1,0} ≤ h_{2,0}, then h_1(t, r) ≤ h_2(t, r) for (t, r) ∈ [0, ∞) × [0, T ].

B.5. Extension criterion. In this subsection, we prove the following extension criterion for the equivariant heat flow.

Proposition B.8. Let h be a bounded solution for (1.4) in [0, T_∗). If h satisfies { 0 ≤ h(t, r) ≲ r^β |∂_rh(t, r)| ≲^1_r for (t, r) ∈ [0, T_∗) × [0, ∞)

with some β > 0, then there exists δ > 0 such that sup T_∗/2<t<T_∗ ‖h(t)‖_Cδ_{([0,∞))} < ∞. (B.6)

In particular, h can be extended beyond t = T_∗.

Proof. By the parabolic regularity we have the Hölder continuity away from the origin, and it is enough to show

|h(t, r_2) − h(t, r_1)| ≤ C|r_1 − r_2|^δ for t ∈ (T_∗/2, T_∗), 0 < r_1 < r_2 < 1.

with some δ > 0. By the assumption, we have

|h(r_2) − h(r_1)| ≲ inf { r^β_2 ,

|r_2 − r_1| r_1 } , where we abbreviate t variable for simplicity. Let δ > 0 be a positive constant to be chosen later. Since (B.6) clearly holds if (^{r2}_2 )^β ≤ |r_2 − r_1|^δ, we consider the case (^{r2}_2 )^β > |r_2 − r_1|^δ. If we take 0 < δ ≤ β, r_2 2 > |r_2 − r_1|^{δ/β} ≥ |r_2 − r_1|, which implies r_1 ≳ r_2. Hence we have

|h(r_2) − h(r_1)| ≲

|r_2 − r_1|

r_1 ≲ |r_2 − r_1|

r_2 ≲ |r_2 − r_1| |r_2 − r_1|^{δ/β} = |r_2 − r_1|^{1−δ/β} . Thus choosing δ =^β_{β+1} (≤ β) so that δ = 1 − δ/β, we have the desired estimate (B.6). The last assertion follows from the local solvability [32, Theorem 6.1] for bounded uniformly continuous initial data. □

Acknowledgements: The authors are grateful to F.H. Lin for very helpful conversations and references.

References

[1] Bahouri, H.; Chemin, J.-Y.; Danchin, R.: Fourier analysis and nonlinear partial differential equations.

Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften, 343. Springer, Heidelberg, 2011. [2] Bethuel, F.; Coron, J.-M.; Ghidaglia, J.-M.; Soyeur, A.: Heat flows and relaxed energies for harmonic maps. Nonlinear diffusion equations and their equilibrium states, 3 (Gregynog, 1989), 99109, Progr. Nonlinear Differential Equations Appl., 7, Birkhuser Boston, Boston, MA, 1992.

[3] Biernat, P.; Bizon, P.: Shrinkers, expanders, and the unique continuation beyond generic blowup in the heat flow for harmonic maps between spheres. Nonlinearity 24 (2011), no. 8, 2211-2228.

[4] Biernat, P.; Seki, Y.: Type II blow-up mechanism for supercritical harmonic map heat flow. preprint, arXiv:1601.01831.

[5] Bizon, P.; Wasserman, A.: Nonexistence of shrinkers for the harmonic map flow in higher dimensions.

Int. Math. Res. Not. (2015), no. 17, 7757-7762.

[6] Cannone, M.; Planchon, F.: Self-similar solutions for Navier-Stokes equations in R^3 . Comm. Partial Differential Equations 21 (1996), no. 1-2, 179–193.

[7] Cazenave, T.; Shatah, J.; Tahvildar-Zadeh, S.: Harmonic maps of the hyperbolic space and development of singularities in wave maps and Yang-Mills fields. Ann. Inst. H. Poincar Phys. Théor. 68 (1998), no. 3, 315349.

[8] Chang, K.; Ding, W.: A result on the global existence for heat flows of harmonic maps from D^2 into S^2.

Nematics (Orsay, 1990), 37-47, NATO Adv. Sci. Inst. Ser. C Math. Phys. Sci., 332, Kluwer Acad. Publ., Dordrecht, 1991.

[9] Chen Y.: The weak solutions to the evolution problems of harmonic maps. Math.Z. 201 (1989), no 1, 69–74.

[10] Chen, Y.; Ding, W.: Blow-up and global existence for heat flows of harmonic maps. Invent. Math. 99 (1990), no. 3, 567578.

[11] Chen, Y.; Struwe, M.: Existence and partial regularity results for the heat flow for harmonic maps.

Math. Z. 201 (1989), no. 1, 83–103.

[12] Coddington, E.; Levinson, N.: Theory of Ordinary Differential Equations. International series in pure and applied mathematics. McGraw-Hill, 1955.

[13] Coron, J.-M.: Nonuniqueness for the heat flow of harmonic maps. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 7 (1990), no. 4, 335–344.

[14] Coron, J.-M.; Ghidaglia, J.-M.: Explosion en temps fini pour le flot des applications harmoniques. C. R.

Acad. Sci. Paris Sr. I Math. 308 (1989), no. 12, 339–344.

[15] Donninger, R.: On stable self-similar blowup for equivariant wave maps. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 64 (2011), no. 8, 1095–1147.

[16] Eells, J.; Sampson, J. H.: Harmonic mappings of Riemannian manifolds. Amer. J. Math. 86 (1964) 109–160.

[17] Fan, H.: Existence of the self-similar solutions in the heat flow of harmonic maps. Sci. China Ser. A 42 (1999), no. 2, 113–132.

[18] Fila, M.; Winkler, M.; Yanagida, E.: Convergence to self-similar solutions for a semilinear parabolic equation. Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. 21 (2008), no. 3, 703–716.

[19] Galaktionov, V.; Vazquez, J.: Continuation of blowup solutionsof nonlinear heat equations in several space dimensions. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 50 (1997), no. 1, 1-67.

[20] Germain, P. Besov spaces and self-similar solutions for the wave-map equation. Comm. Partial Differential Equations 33 (2008), no. 7-9, 1571–1596.

[21] Germain, P.: On the existence of smooth self-similar blowup profiles for the wave map equation. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math. 62 (2009), no. 5, 706–728.

[22] Germain, P.; Rupflin, M.: Selfsimilar expanders of the harmonic map flow. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal.

Non Linéaire 28 (2008), no. 5, 743–773.

[23] Giga, Y.; Miyakawa, T.: Navier-Stokes flow in R^3 with measures as initial vorticity and Morrey spaces.

Comm. Partial Differential Equations 14 (1989), no. 5, 577–618.

[24] Grotowski, J. Shatah J.: Geometric evolution equations in critical dimensions. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 30 (2007), no. 4, 499–512.

[25] Guan, M.; Gustafson, S.; Tsai, T.-P.: Global existence and blow-up for harmonic map heat flow. J.

Differential Equations 246 (2009), no. 1, 1–20.

[26] Haraux, Alain; Weissler, Fred B.: Nonuniqueness for a semilinear initial value problem. Indiana Univ.

Math. J. 31 (1982), no. 2, 167–189.

[27] Jäger, W.; Kaul, H.: Uniqueness and stability of harmonic maps and their Jacobi fields. Manuscripta Math. 28 (1979), no. 1-3, 269–291.

[28] Jäger, W.; Kaul, H.: Rotationally symmetric harmonic maps from a ball into a sphere and the regularity problem for weak solutions of elliptic systems. J. Reine Angew. Math. 343 (1983), 146–161.

[29] Jia, H.; Sverak, V.: Local-in-space estimates near initial time for weak solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations and forward self-similar solutions. Invent. Math. 196 (2014), no. 1, 233–265.

[30] Jia, H.; Sverak, V.: Are the incompressible 3d Navier-Stokes equations locally ill-posed in the natural energy space? J. Funct. Anal. 268 (2015), no. 12, 3734–3766.

[31] Jost, J.: Ein Existenzbeweis für harmonische Abbildungen, die ein Dirichletproblem lösen, mittels der Methode des Wärmeflusses. Manuscripta Math. 34 (1981), no. 1, 17–25.

[32] Koch, H.; Lamm, T.: Geometric flows with rough initial data. Asian J. Math. 16 (2012), no. 2, 209–235. [33] Koch, H.; Tataru, D.: Well-posedness for the Navier-Stokes equations. Adv. Math. 157 (2001), no. 1, 22–35.

[34] Kozono, H.; Yamazaki, M.: Semilinear heat equations and the Navier-Stokes equation with distributions in new function spaces as initial data. Comm. Partial Differential Equations 19 (1994), no. 5–6, 959–1014.

[35] Kružkov, S.: First order quasilinear equations with several independent variables. Mat. Sb. (N.S.) 81 (123) 1970 228–255.

[36] Lemarié-Rieusset, P.-G.: Recent developments in the Navier-Stokes problem. Chapman & Hall/CRC Research Notes in Mathematics, 431. Chapman & Hall/CRC, Boca Raton, FL, 2002.

[37] Lin, F.; Wang, C.: The analysis of harmonic maps and their heat flows. World Scientific Publishing Co.

Pte. Ltd., Hackensack, NJ, 2008.

[38] Lin, F.; Wang, C.: On the uniqueness of heat flow of harmonic maps and hydrodynamic flow of nematic liquid crystals. Chin. Ann. Math. Ser. B 31 (2010), no. 6, 921–938.

[39] Moser, R: Partial regularity for harmonic maps and related problems. World Scientific Publishing Co.

Pte. Ltd., Hackensack, NJ, 2005.

[40] Naito, Y.: Non-uniqueness of solutions to the Cauchy problem for semilinear heat equations with singular initial data. Math. Ann. 329 (2004), no. 1, 161–196.

[41] Naito, Y.: An ODE approach to the multiplicity of self-similar solutions for semi-linear heat equations.

Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh Sect. A 136 (2006), no. 4, 807–835.

[42] Quittner, P.; Souplet, P.: Superlinear parabolic problems. Blow-up, global existence and steady states.

Birkhäuser Advanced Texts: Basler Lehrbücher. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 2007.

[43] Rubinstein, J.; Sternberg, P.; Keller, J.: Reaction-diffusion processes and evolution to harmonic maps.

SIAM J. Appl. Math. 49 (1989), no. 6, 1722–1733.

[44] Shatah, J.: Weak solutions and development of singularities of the SU(2) σ-model. Comm. Pure Appl.

Math. 41 (1988), no. 4, 459–469.

[45] Sohr, H.: The Navier-Stokes equations. An elementary functional analytic approach. Birkhäuser Advanced Texts: Basler Lehrbücher. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 2001.

[46] Souplet, P.; Weissler, F.: Regular self-similar solutions of the nonlinear heat equation with initial data above the singular steady state. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 20 (2003), no. 2, 213–235.

[47] Struwe, M.: On the evolution of harmonic maps in higher dimensions. J. Differential Geom. 28 (1988), no. 3, 485–502.

[48] Struwe, M.: Geometric evolution problems. Nonlinear partial differential equations in differential geometry (Park City, UT, 1992), 257339, IAS/Park City Math. Ser., 2, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1996.

[49] Tsai, T.-P.: Forward discretely self-similar solutions of the Navier-Stokes equations. Comm. Math. Phys.

328 (2014), no. 1, 29–44.

[50] Wang, C.: Well-posedness for the heat flow of harmonic maps and the liquid crystal flow with rough initial data. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 200 (2011), no. 1, 1-19.

[51] Widmayer, K.: Non-uniqueness of weak solutions to the wave map problem. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 32 (2015), no. 3, 519532.

(P. Germain) Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, New York University, 251 Mercer Street, New York, N.Y. 10012-1185, USA

E-mail address: pgermain@cims.nyu.edu

(T. Ghoul) Departement of Mathematics, New York University Abu Dhabi, Computational Research building A2 NYUAD, Saadiyat Island PO Box 129188, Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates.

E-mail address: teg6@nyu.edu

(H. Miura) Department of Mathematical and Computing Sciences, Tokyo Institute of Technology, 2-12-1, O-okayama, Meguro, Tokyo 152-8552, Japan

E-mail address: miura@is.titech.ac.jp