arXiv:2409.05762v2 [math.AP] 12 Apr 2025

TRAVELING MOTILITY OF ACTIN LAMELLAR FRAGMENTS UNDER SPONTANEOUS SYMMETRY BREAKING

CLAUDIA GARCÍA, MARTINA MAGLIOCCA, AND NICOLAS MEUNIER

Abstract. Cell motility is connected to the spontaneous symmetry breaking of a circular shape. In [8], Blanch-Mercader and Casademunt perfomed a nonlinear analysis of the minimal model proposed by Callan and Jones [11] and numerically conjectured the existence of traveling solutions once that symmetry is broken. In this work, we prove analytically that conjecture by means of nonlinear bifurcation techniques.

Contents

1. Introduction 1 2. Preliminary results 3 2.1. Rest state 3 2.2. Linear stability of the rest state P_0 3 2.3. Reformulation of the problem and reduction to the fixed boundary problem 6 2.4. Function spaces and well-definition of F 9 2.5. Crandall-Rabinowitz theorem 13 3. Spectral study 13 3.1. Kernel and range study 14 3.2. Transversal condition 16 4. Main result 16 Acknowledgments 16 References 17

1. Introduction

Cell migration is a fundamental process that is involved in many physiological and pathological functions (immune response, morphogenesis, cancer metastasis, etc.), and that is based on a complex intracellular machinery. Therefore, understanding its key features in spite of the variety of cellular behaviours is a challenging task. Recently, a biophysical approach showed that even if different migration modes coexist, cell migration obeys to a very general principle.

Actin filaments are components of the cell cytoskeleton, which is the dynamic set of biopolymers responsible for the integrity and force generation of the cell. In particular, these filaments are polar: they grow by polymerizing at one end, and shrink by depolymerizing at the other end. In migrating cells, polymerizing ends are located near the cell membrane, which resists the filaments’ growth. As a result, in the frame of reference of the cell, actin filaments drift away from the membrane, forming the so-called actin retrograde flows. In the cell motility framework, this mechanism can be explained in the following way: the cell adheres to the substrate, and the actin cytoskeleton, which moves within the cell, induces movements pushing forward the membrane by polymerizing actin [16, 21, 25, 24, 17, 23, 15]. These movements cause the cell to move forward as it detaches from the substrate at the back.

Existing physical models based on a fluid description of the cytoskeleton mainly consist in free boundary problems, see [4, 6, 7] example given, and aim at investigating the cell shape stability. In [8], the authors use a Darcy law for the fluid depicting the actin cytoskeleton and its polar order, in the context of a crawling cell. The authors model a cytoskeletal fragment

Date: April 21, 2025. 1

and show the nonlinear instability of the center of mass of the system. They also relate the fragment’s shape to its velocity. The aim of this work is to study with greater mathematical rigor the model introduced in [8].

We now present the equations arising in the aforementioned model [8, 11], together with their physical explanation. Let D a bounded simply-connected domain in R^2, P the pressure, v the normal velocity of the fluid, and n the normal unit vector to the boundary ∂D.

The interaction among friction and viscous forces between cell and substrate is described by the Darcy’s law ξv = −∇P, in D, where ξ is the friction coefficient. We assume that actin polymerizes on the boundary with normal direction, and that depolymerization occurs at a rate which is proportional to the filament density. Assuming that the filament density is constant (see [11]), we get that ∇ · v = −k_d, in D, V_n = v · n − v_p, on ∂D, being k_d the rate of the actin depolymerization, v_p the polymerization speed, and V_n the normal velocity to the interface. Note that v_p acts like a source at the boundary.

We neglect the viscosity of outer fluids, so we can assume a Young-Laplace pressure drop across the boundary, that is, P = γκ, on ∂D, where γ is the surface tension, and κ the curvature.

Indeed, this model describes a free boundary problem since one aims to find the evolution of the boundary of D. It is for this reason that we change the notation writing D(t) instead of just D to emphasize its evolution in time. Hence, we find the following system: ξv = −∇P, in D(t), (1.1a) ∇ · v = −k_d, in D(t), (1.1b) P = γκ, on ∂D(t), (1.1c) V_n = v · n − v_p, on ∂D(t). (1.1d)

Both the biological explanation of the cell motility process and the physical justification of the model can be found in the Doctoral Thesis [9] (see, respectively, [9, Section 1.2] and [9, Section 2.2]).

Several works (see, for instance, [2, 21, 19, 20], and also [25, 23, 14, 22, 18]) analyzed the spontaneous symmetry breaking as consequence actin-based motility. Mathematically speaking, this translates into the existence of non-trivial traveling waves solutions. Thus, our main purpose is proving the existence of traveling waves solutions to (1.1).

The authors of [1] dealt with the case v_p = k_d = 0 in (1.1b)-(1.1d) and studied the case in which motion is induced by polymerization. The main difference between their model and (1.1) is the fact that the boundary condition of the pressure (1.1c) is coupled with a function depending on the polarity marker concentration c = c(t, x, y), whose time evolution verifies an advection-diffusion equation. Cell motility models with cells moving by contraction can be found, for instance, in [5, 6, 7]. In this cases, the boundary condition (1.1c) has the same form and the coupling among pressure and myosin concentration appears in the divergence of equation (1.1a).

In the following, we state a formal version of our main theorem. A more detailed statement can be found in Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 1.1. For any m ≥ 2, there exists ξ ∈ I → (γ_ξ, D_ξ ), with D_ξ a m-fold symmetric domain, defining a traveling wave solution to (1.1a)–(1.1d) with some constant speed.

In Section 2, we study the linear stability of the rest state and reformulate the problem so that it is posed on a fixed boundary. Later, in Section 3 we perform a bifurcation analysis to find the existence of nontrivial traveling waves solutions. Finally, Section 4 gives the final proof of the main result of this work.

2. Preliminary results In this section, we study the linear stability of the rest state, that is the stationary state associated with zero velocity, whose shape is a disk. Then, we reformulate the problem of finding traveling wave solutions to (1.1a)–(1.1d) in terms of a boundary equation via the use of the Hilbert transform. We shall also define our function spaces and provide the plan of the proof by means of the Crandrall-Rabinowitz theorem.

2.1. Rest state. We start by giving the expression of a rest state for (1.1) in the case of the disk. By rest state, we mean stationary state with no displacement. Lemma 2.1. Assume that k_p, v_p and R_0 satisfy k_dR_0 = 2v_p .

In the case where the domain is the disk of radius R_0, the radial function P_0(r, θ) := k_d 4 (r^2 − R^2_0) + γ R^2_0 , is the unique stationary solution of (1.1).

Proof. The fact that P (r, θ) =^{kd}_4 (r^2−R^2_0)+^γ_{R20} is a stationary solution of (1.1) is straightforward.

In the case where D is the disk of radius R_0 and the domain velocity is zero, (1.1) rewrites for P (x, y) := P (x, y) −^{kd}_4 (x^2 + y^2) as ΔP (x, y) = 0 in Ω , P =^γ_{R0} −^{kd}_4 on ∂Ω ,

0 = − ( ∇P +^{kd}_2 ( x y )) · n − v_p, on ∂Ω, and the last condition simply reads as ∇P · n = − k_dR_0 2 − v_p = 0, according to the hypothesis made.

By multiplying by P and integrating by parts, we obtain 0 = ∫ Ω P ΔP dx dy = − ∫ Ω |∇P |^2 dx dy, hence ∇P = 0 on D and the conclusion follows. □

2.2. Linear stability of the rest state P_0. In order to study the previously found stationary state, we wish to linearize problem (1.1) around this stationary state. To do this, we perturb the stationary state. We can therefore assume that there exists a function R : R_+ ×(−π, π] → R_+ such that for all t > 0, we have D(t) = {(r, θ) ∈ R_+ ×(−π, π] such that r < R(t, θ)}.

We take a perturbation of the free boundary of the form r = R_0 + ερ(t, θ), i.e. D(t) = {(x, y) = (r cos θ, r sin θ) ; 0 ≤ r < R_0 + ερ(t, θ)} . Let ε > 0. The perturbation of the steady state is written as R(t, θ) = R_0 + ερ(t, θ), P (t, r, θ) = P_0(r, θ) + ε ~P (t, r, θ), u(t, r, θ) = u_0(r, θ) + ε~u(t, r, θ), where P_0(r, θ) = k_d 4 (r^2 − R^2_0) + γ R^2_0 . Proposition 2.2. We can decompose ρ into a Fourier series as follows ρ(t, θ) = ∑ m≥0 ( ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) ) , where, for all m ∈ N , the functions ~R_{cm} and ~R_{sm} satisfy the following ordinary differential equation Y^′(t) = ( k_d 2 (m − 1) − γR^{−3}_0 m(m^2 − 1) ) Y (t). (2.1)

Proof. Let us first expand the small perturbations in normal Fourier modes ρ(t, θ) = ∑ m≥0 ( ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) ) . By definition of the stationary state, we have div u_0 = −k_d. We also have div u_0 = −k_d, hence div ~u = 0. Similarly, we have u_0 = −∇P_0 and u = −∇P , hence ~u = −∇ ~P . Therefore, we have Δ ~P = 0. Hence it exists a_n(t) and b_n(t) such that ~P (t, r, θ) = ∑ m (a_m(t)r^m cos(mθ) + b_m(t)r^m sin(mθ)) .

Firstly, we compute the linearization of the curvature. The curve γ_t(θ) = (R(t, θ) cos(θ), R(t, θ) sin(θ)), is a parameterization of the boundary of D(t). Hence, the curvature is given by κ(g) = det(γ^′_t(θ), γ^{′′}_t (θ)) ‖γ^′_t(θ)‖^3 = R(t, θ)^2 + 2(∂_θR(t, θ))^2 − R(t, θ)∂_{θθ}R(t, θ) (R(t, θ)^2 + (∂_θR(t, θ))^2)^{3/2} . Set κ(t, θ) = κ_0 + ε~κ(t, θ). Since P_{|∂D(t)} = γκ, and P_{0|∂D(t)} = P_0(R(t, θ), θ) = γ R_0 − k_d 4 R^2_0 + k_d 4 (R(t, θ))^2 = γ R_0 + ε k_d 2 R_0ρ(t, θ) + o(ε^2),

we have P_{|∂D(t)} = P_{0|∂D(t)} + ε ~P_{|∂D(t)} = γκ_0 + ε k_d 2 R_0 ~R(t, θ) + ε ~P_{|∂D(t)} + o(ε^2) = γκ_0 + γε~κ, from which we deduce ~P_{|∂D(t)} = γ~κ − k^d 2 R_0 ~R(t, θ). Moreover, we compute to the first order in ε,

κ (R_0 + ερ(t, θ)) = 1 R 0 − ε R^2_0 ( ∂^2_{θθ}ρ(t, θ) + ρ(t, θ) ) + o(ε^2)

= κ_0 − ε R^2_0 ( ∂^2_{θθ}ρ(t, θ) + ρ(t, θ) ) + o(ε^2),

hence ~κ(t, θ) = − 1 R^2_0 ( ∂^2_{θθ}ρ(t, θ) + ρ(t, θ) ) + o(ε)

= 1 R^2_0 ∑ m≥0 (m^2 − 1) ( ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) ) + o(ε). Furthermore, ~P (t, r, θ)_{|∂D(t)} = ~P (t, R_0, θ) + o(ε) = ∑ m≥0 R^m_0 (a_m(t) cos(mθ) + b_m(t) sin(mθ)) + o(ε),

and we deduce that for all m ∈ N

a_m(t) = ( γ(m^2 − 1)R^{−2−m}_0 − k_d 2 R^{1−m}_0 ) ~R_{cm}(t), (2.2)

b_m(t) = ( γ(m^2 − 1)R^{−2−m}_0 − k_d 2 R^{1−m}_0 ) ~R_{sm}(t). (2.3)

We proceed by expressing a linearized version of the kinematic condition V_n = u · n − v_p on ∂D(t). This task consists in finding the flow u, the normal n, and the velocity of the sharp interface V_n in terms of of the linear perturbations. The flow is given by u = −∇δP , and thus u · n = u_0 · n + ε~u · n. Since {(r, θ) ∈ R_+ ×(−π, π] s.t. r − R(t, θ) = 0)} defines ∂D(t), we have n(t, θ) = ∇ (r − R(t, θ)) ‖∇ (r − R(t, θ)) ‖ . Moreover, ‖∇ (r − R(t, θ)) ‖^{−1} = ( 1 + ( ε r ∂_θρ(t, θ) )_2)−1/2

= 1 + o(ε^2), we have n(t, θ) = ( 1 + o(ε^2) ) e_r + o(ε)e_θ = n_re_r + n_θe_θ.

Furthermore, we know that ~u(t, r, θ) = −∇ ~P (t, r, θ) = −∂_r ~P (t, r, θ)e_r − 1 r ∂_θ ~P (t, r, θ)e_θ , thus (~u · n)_{|∂D(t)} = − ∑ m mR^{m−1}_0 (a_m(t) cos(mθ) + b_m sin(mθ)) + o(ε). (2.4)

On the other hand, by definition of the stationary state, we have u_0(r, θ) = −∇P_0(r, θ) = −∂_rP_0(r, θ)e_r − 1 r ∂_θP_0(r, θ)e_θ = − k_d 2 re_r, hence (u_0 · n)_{|∂D(t)} = − k_d 2 R_0 − k_d 2 ερ(t, θ) + o(ε^2). (2.5) Using Eqs. (2.4) – (2.5), we compute the normal fluid velocity to linear order (u · n)_{|∂D(t)} = − k_d 2 R_0 − ε k_d 2 ∑ m≥0 ( ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) )

−ε ∑ m≥0 mR^{m−1}_0 (a_m(t)(t) cos(mθ) + b_m(t) sin(mθ)) .

Using next (2.2) and (2.3), we have (u · n)_{|∂D(t)} = − k_d 2 R_0 − ε k_d 2 ∑ m≥0 ( ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) )

−εγR^{−3}_0 ∑ m≥0 m(m^2 − 1) ( ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) )

+ε k_d 2 ∑ m≥0 m ( ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) ) + o(ε^2).

Consequently, on the first hand we have

V_n = v_p − k_d 2 R_0 − ε k_d 2 ∑ m≥0 ( ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) )

−εγR^{−3}_0 ∑ m≥0 m(m^2 − 1) ( ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) )

+ε k_d 2 ∑ m≥0 m ( ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) ) + o(ε^2),

and on the other hand, since V_n is the normal boundary velocity, we have

V_nn_r = dR(t, θ) dt = ∂_tR(t, θ) + V_nn_θ R(t, θ) ∂_θR(t, θ), and thus

V_n = ∂_tρ(t, θ) n_r −^{∂θ ρ(t,θ)} 1+ρ(t,θ) nθ = ∂_tρ(t, θ) + o(ε^2) = ∑ m ( ∂_t ~R_{cm}(t) cos(mθ) + ∂_t ~R_{sm}(t) sin(mθ) ) + o(ε^2).

The term v_p −^{kd}_2 R_0 is zero according to the assumption made. We deduce that for all m ∈ N

∂_t ~R_{cm}(t) = ( k_d 2 (m − 1) + γR^{−3}_0 m(m^2 − 1) ) ~R_{cm}(t), ∂_t ~R_{sm}(t) = ( k_d 2 (m − 1) − γR^{−3}_0 m(m^2 − 1) ) ~R_{sm}(t). □ Remark 2.3. Equation (2.1) shows that the stabilizing effect of surface tension is proportional to m^3 for large m.

Proposition 2.4. In the case where there exists an integer n such that^{2γ}_{kdR30} =^1_{n(n+1)} , all modes m < n are unstable in (2.1). Proof. We observe that k_d 2 (m − 1) − γR^{−3}_0 m(m^2 − 1) = (m − 1) ( k_d 2 − γR^{−3}_0 m(m + 1) ) , from which the assertion follows. □ 2.3. Reformulation of the problem and reduction to the fixed boundary problem. Let us reformulate the problem (1.1) in a suitable way. After the transformation v = v^′ − κ_d r 2 , P = P^′ + ξk_d |r|^2 4 , we reduce the system (1.1) to ξv = −∇P, in D(t),

∇ · v = 0, in D(t), P = γκ − ξk_d 4 |r|^2, on ∂D(t), V_n = v · n − k_d 2 r · n − v_p, on ∂D(t). The third equation is known as the stress-free boundary condition, and the fourth one as the kinematic equation.

Next, let us normalize the constants in terms of the surface tension. For that, consider k_d = 2v_p = ξ = 1 and β =^{kdγ}_{ξv2p} = 4γ, where β will be a free parameter in R. Hence, the above system agrees with v = −∇P, in D(t), ∇ · v = 0, in D(t), P = β 4 κ − 1 4 |r|^2, on ∂D(t), V_n = v · n − 1 2 r · n − 1 2 , on ∂D(t). From the incompressibility condition, we know that v = ∇^⊥ψ, where ψ is called the stream function. Then, using the first equation we arrive to v = ∇^⊥ψ = −∇P, in D(t). Then ψ and P are harmonic conjugates, and its value at the boundary is related through the Hilbert transform H as ψ = H[P ], on ∂D(t), where H[f(e^{is})](e^{iθ}) = 1 2π ∫_{2π} 0 f(e^{is}) cot((θ − s)/2)ds. (2.6)

Notice that hence the equations in D are solved via the Hilbert transform, and it remains to study the equations at the boundary. Then, we arrive now to a free boundary problem for ∂D: P = β 4 κ − 1 4 |r|^2, on ∂D(t), V_n = v · n − 1 2 r · n − 1 2 , on ∂D(t), ψ = H[P ], on ∂D(t). Note that the first term of the normal interface velocity can be computed through the Hilbert transform (2.6) n · v = ⃗t · ∇ψ = 1 |z^′(θ)| ∂_θψ(z(θ)) = 1 |z^′(θ)| ∂_θH[P ](z(θ)) = − 1 4 1 |z^′(θ)| ∂_θH[|r|^2 − βκ](z(θ)), where z(θ) is a parametrization of ∂D(t).

In order to reduce the free boundary problem to a fixed boundary one, let us parametrize it using a conformal map [4]. From the Riemann mapping theorem, we know that if D(t) ≠ R^2 is a nonempty bounded simply connected domain, there is a unique conformal map Φ_t : D → D(t). In particular, Φ_t maps T into ∂D(t) and hence we have the following parametrization for the boundary: θ → Φ_t(e^{iθ}). Using the parametrization we write r =Φ_t(w) = Φ_t(e^{iθ}), w ∈ T, θ ∈ [0, 2π], n = − wΦ^′_t(w) |Φ^′_t(w)| ,

− 1 2 r · n = − 1 2 Φ_t(w) · ( − wΦ^′_t(w) |Φ^′_t(w)| ) = 1 2|Φ^′_t(w)| Re [ wΦ_t(w)Φ^′_t(w) ] . Hence the equations follows as P = β 4 κ[Φ_t] − 1 4 |Φ_t(w)|^2,

V_n = − 1 4 1 |Φ^′_t(w)| ∂_θH { |Φ_t|^2 − βκ[Φ_t] } (Φ_t(e^{iθ})) + 1 2|Φ^′_t(w)| Re [ wΦ_t(w)Φ^′_t(w) ] − 1 2 . On the other hand, the curvature can be written as

κ[Φ_t](w) = 1 |Φ^′_t(w)| Re [ 1 + w

Φ^{′′}_t (w) Φ^′_t(w) ] . Now, V_n (the normal velocity to the interface) can be written as

V_n = −∂_tΦ_t · wΦ^′_t(w) |Φ^′_t(w)| = − 1 |Φ^′_t(w)| Re [ ∂_tΦ_twΦ^′_t(w) ] . Notice in the above formula that Φ_t depends on t. However, here we will be interested in solutions that translate along the horizontal axis and then Φ_t(w) = ϕ(w) + V t, ∂_tΦ_t = V ∈ R, for some V ∈ R, obtaining V_n = − 1 |ϕ^′(w)| Re [ V wϕ^′(w) ] . The idea of the work will be to perform a perturbation argument around the unit disc, which happens to be a trivial traveling wave solution (indeed, we will prove that it is stationary). Hence, we shall write the conformal map ϕ as ϕ(w) = w + μw + f(w), w ∈ T, with μ ∈ R and where f(w) = ∑ n≥2 a_nw^{n+1}, and a_n ∈ R. Hence, using the translational symmetry of the kinematic condition, it agrees with F (V, β, μ, f)(θ) = 0, θ ∈ [0, 2π], being F defined as F (β, V, μ, f)(θ) = Re [ V wϕ^′(w) + 1 4 β∂_θH[κ[ϕ(w)]](θ) − 1 4 ∂_θH[|ϕ(w)|^2](θ) + 1 2 wϕ(w)ϕ^′(w) − 1 2 |ϕ^′(w)| ] , (2.7)

with κ[ϕ(w)] = 1 |ϕ^′(w)| Re [ 1 + w ϕ^{′′}(w) ϕ^′(w) ] . Remark 2.5. Notice that from the definition of f we are excluding the second Fourier mode. That is coherent with Casademunt work, where they find some degeneracy in the second mode. Here we can exclude it directly from the function spaces. Moreover, we shall prove that the only disc being a trivial solution to F = 0 is the unit one. However, we need to add a dilatation of the disc in the perturbed solution, this is represented by the constant μ ∈ R above.

In the following proposition, we check that the disc is a stationary solution.

Proposition 2.6. If D(0) is the unit disc, then it is a stationary solution. That means the following F (β, 0, 0, 0) = 0, β ∈ R .

Proof. Notice that

F (β, 0, 0, 0)(θ) = Re [ 1 4 β∂_θH[1](θ) − 1 4 ∂_θH[1](θ) + 1 2 − 1 2 ] . Since the Hilbert transform of a constant vanishes, we easily get that F (β, 0, 0, 0) ≡ 0. □ Moreover, following the computations above we find F (β, 0, μ, 0)(θ) = 1 2 (1 + μ)μ, which is only vanishing for μ = 0, meaning that Φ(w) = w, or for μ = −1 referring to Φ(w) = 0, which is not possible. Hence, the only possible trivial solution happens to μ = 0.

2.4. Function spaces and well-definition of F . Let us emphasize again that the functional F is invariant under translations, which is a consequence of the translational symmetry of the kinematic condition stated before. That is the reason to exclude the constants from the definition of f.

Proposition 2.7. The functional F is invariant under translations, that is, F (β, V, μ, f + a) = F (β, V, μ, f), a ∈ R . Proof. Denote by ϕ_a = ϕ_0 + a, being ϕ_0 = (1 + μ)w + f. Note that ϕ^′_a = ϕ^′_0. Hence F (β, V, μ, f + a)(θ) = Re [ V wϕ^′_0(w) + 1 4 β∂_θH[κ[ϕ_a]](θ) − 1 4 ∂_θH[|ϕ_a(w)|^2](θ) + 1 2 wϕ_a(w)ϕ^′_0(w) − 1 2 |ϕ^′_0(w)| ] . Notice that |ϕ_a(w)|^2 = |ϕ_0|^2 + 2aRe[ϕ_0(w)] + a^2, and since the Hilbert transform of constants vanishes, we do not see the contribution of the last term, that implies F (β, V, μ, f + a)(θ) = Re [ V wϕ^′_0(w) + 1 4 β∂_θH[κ[ϕ_a]](θ) − 1 4 ∂_θH[|ϕ_0(w)|^2](θ) − 1 2 a∂_θH[Re[ϕ_0]](θ) + a 1 2 wϕ^′_0(w) + 1 2 wϕ_0(w)ϕ^′_0(w) − 1 2 |ϕ^′_0(w)| ] . For the same reason, we have that κ[ϕ_a] = κ[ϕ_0], then F (β, V, μ, f + a)(θ) = Re [ V wϕ^′_0(w) + 1 4 β∂_θH[κ[ϕ_0]](θ) − 1 4 ∂_θH[|ϕ_0(w)|^2](θ) − 1 2 a∂_θH[Re[ϕ_0]](θ) +a 1 2 wϕ^′_0(w) + 1 2 wϕ_0(w)ϕ^′_0(w) − 1 2 |ϕ^′_0(w)| ] . In the following, let us check that Re[wϕ^′_0(w)] − ∂_θH[Re[ϕ_0]](θ) = 0, (2.8) in order to check that it does not depend on a. We will check it by using its Fourier expression. Notice that ϕ_0(w) = (1 + μ)w + ∑ n≥2 a_nw^{n+1}, and thus wϕ^′_0(w) = (1 + μ)w + ∑ n≥2 a_n(n + 1)w^{n+1}.

That implies Re[wϕ^′_0(w)] = (1 + μ) cos(θ) + ∑ n≥2 a_n(n + 1) cos((n + 1)θ).

On the other hand, using the result in [10, Section 9.3.1, eq. (9.3.8)], we get

H[Re[ϕ_0]](θ) = (1 + μ) sin(θ) + ∑ n≥2 a_n sin((n + 1)(θ),

and thus ∂_θH[Re[ϕ_0]](θ) = (1 + μ) cos(θ) + ∑ n≥2 a_n(n + 1) cos((n + 1)θ),

implying (2.8). Hence, we conclude F (β, V, μ, f + a) ≡ F (β, V, μ, f). □

For α ∈ (0, 1), define the following function spaces

X^α := f ∈ C^{3,α}(T), f(w) = ∑ n≥2 a_nw^{n+1}, a_n ∈ R (2.9)

Y^α := f ∈ C^{0,α}(T), f(e^{iθ}) = ∑ n≥0 a_n cos(nθ), a_n ∈ R (2.10)

Let us also define B_Xα (ρ) as the ball in X^α centered at 0 of radius ρ.

The main difficulty of this work relies on the function spaces. We shall observe later that we can write the linearized operator as

∂_f F (β, 0, 0, 0)[h](θ) = ∑ n≥2 F̃_n cos(nθ),

however we can not exclude the zero and first Fourier modes in the expression of the nonlinear operator F . That implies that the range of the linearized operator will not be closed in the range space, which does not agree with the needed properties to perform a perturbative argument.

In order to tackle that problem, we use the free constants μ referring to dilatations of the disc and V related to the speed. Instead of working with ∂_f F , we shall include in the linearized operator derivatives with respect to μ and V . That will help us to find non trivial zero and first Fourier modes in the linearized operator.

In the following proposition we check that F is well-defined and C^1.

Proposition 2.8. For ρ < 1, the operator F : R^3 ×B_Xα (ρ) → Y^α is well-defined and C^1.

Proof. We split this proof in three parts. We first prove that F ∈ C^{0,α} if f ∈ X^α with ‖f‖_Xα ≤ ρ < 1, and then that F ∈ Y^α. In the last part of this proof, we show the C^1 regularity.

• Step 1: F ∈ C^{0,α}.

We recall the expression of F in (2.7) with F (β, V, μ, f)(θ) = Re [ V wϕ^′(w) + 1 4 β∂_θH[κ[ϕ(w)]](θ) − 1 4 ∂_θH[|ϕ(w)|^2](θ) + 1 2 wϕ(w)ϕ^′(w) − 1 2 |ϕ^′(w)| ] , and we observe that Re [ wϕ^′(w) ] , 1 2 Re [ wϕ(w)ϕ^′(w) ] , 1 2 |ϕ^′(w)| are C^{2,α} because ϕ = (1 + μ)w + f by definition of ϕ.

Now, we use the continuity of the Hilbert transform, i.e. if f ∈ C^{n,α}(T), then H[f] ∈ C^{n,α}(T), see [3, Theorem 1] (and [12, Section 1]). Hence, it implies that, since κ[ϕ] is in C^{1,α}(T), the same holds for its Hilbert transform. Consequently, its derivative belongs to C^{0,α}(T).

• Step 2: F ∈ Y^α.

We need to prove that F can be decompose as a Fourier series in consines, that is, F (β, V, μ, f) = ∑ n≥0 F_n cos(nθ), F_n ∈ R . This can be done showing that F (β, V, μ, f)(θ) = F (β, V, μ, f)(−θ). The expression of F (β, V, μ, f)(−θ) is given by F (β, V, μ, f)(−θ) = Re [ V wϕ^′(w) + 1 4 β∂_θH[κ[ϕ(w)]](−θ) − 1 4 ∂_θH[|ϕ(w)|^2](−θ) + 1 2 wϕ(w)ϕ^′(w) − 1 2 |ϕ^′(w)| ] , Since ϕ(w) = ϕ(w), we have that Re [ wϕ^′(w) ] = Re [ wϕ^′(w) ] = Re [ wϕ^′(w) ] , Re [ wϕ(w)ϕ^′(w) ] = Re [ wϕ(w)ϕ^′(w) ] = Re [ wϕ(w)ϕ^′(w) ] , |ϕ^′(w)| = |ϕ^′(w)| = |ϕ^′(w)|. We now focus on ∂_θH[|ϕ(w)|^2](−θ), ∂_θH[κ[ϕ(w)]](−θ), beginning with H[|ϕ(w)|^2](−θ) = − 1 2π ∫_{2π} 0 | |ϕ (e^{is}) | |^2 cot (θ + s) ds = − 1 2π ∫_{2π} 0 | |ϕ (e^{−is̃}) | |^2 cot (θ − s̃) ds̃ = −H[|ϕ(w)|^2](θ) = −H[|ϕ(w)|^2](θ). Reasoning in the same way, we have that H[κ[ϕ(w)]](−θ) = −H[κ[ϕ(w)]](θ) = −H[κ[ϕ(w)]](θ) because κ[ϕ(w)] = 1 |ϕ^′(w)| Re [ 1 + w ϕ^{′′}(w) ϕ^′(w) ] = 1 |ϕ^′(w)| Re [ 1 + w ϕ^{′′}(w) ϕ^′(w) ] = κ[ϕ(w)]. The thesis follows deriving in θ. • Step 3: F ∈ C^1.

We now focus on the proof of the C^1 regularity. We now compute the partial derivative w.r.t. f of F , i.e.

We now compute ∂_f F (β, V, μ, f) = d dε F_ε(β, V, μ, f)(θ) | | |_{ε=0} being F_ε defined as F_ε(β, V, μ, f)(θ) = Re [ V w ( ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w) ) + 1 4 β∂_θH[κ[ϕ + εh]](θ) − 1 4 ∂_θH[|ϕ(w) + εh(w)|^2](θ) + 1 2 w(ϕ(w) + εh(w)) ( ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w) ) − 1 2 |ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w)| ] .

We have that d dε V w ( ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w) ) = V wh^′(w), d dε |ϕ(w) + εh(w)|^2 = d dε ( |ϕ(w)|^2 + 2εRe [ ϕ(w)h(w) ] + ε^2|h(w)|^2 ) d dε w(ϕ(w) + εh(w)) ( ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w) ) = w ( h(w) ( ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w) ) + h^′(w)(ϕ(w) + εh(w)) ) d dε |ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w)| = ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w) |ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w)| · h^′(w), from which d dε |ϕ(w) + εh(w)|^2 | | ε=0 = 2Re [ ϕ(w)h(w) ] , d dε w(ϕ(w) + εh(w)) ( ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w) ) | | |_{ε=0} = w ( h(w)ϕ^′(w) + h^′(w)ϕ(w) ) , d dε |ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w)| | | ε=0 = ϕ^′(w) |ϕ^′(w)| · h^′(w). We also need to derive d dε κ[ϕ + εh](w) = d dε 1 |ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w)| Re [ 1 + w ϕ^{′′}(w) + εh^{′′}(w) ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w) ]

= − ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w) |ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w)|^3 h^′(w)Re [ 1 + w ϕ^{′′}(w) + εh^{′′}(w) ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w) ]

+ 1 |ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w)| Re [ w h^{′′}(w)(ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w)) − h^′(w)(ϕ^{′′}(w) + εh^{′′}(w)) |ϕ^′(w) + εh^′(w)|^2 ] , which yields to d dε κ[ϕ + εh](w) | | |_{ε=0} = − ϕ^′(w) |ϕ^′(w)|^3 · h^′(w)Re [ 1 + w ϕ^{′′}(w) ϕ^′(w) ]

+ 1 |ϕ^′(w)| Re [ w h^{′′}(w)ϕ^′(w) − h^′(w)ϕ^{′′}(w) |ϕ^′(w)|^2 ]

= κ_0[ϕ].

The expression of ∂_f F follows gathering the previous computations: ∂_f F (β, V, μ, f)[h] = Re [ V wh^′(w) + 1 4 β∂_θH[κ_0[ϕ]](θ) − 1 2 ∂_θH [ ϕ(w)h(w) ] (θ) + 1 2 w ( h(w)ϕ^′(w) + h^′(w)ϕ(w) ) − 1 2 ϕ^′(w) |ϕ^′(w)| h^′(w) ] . Since f, h and ϕ belong to X^α, we have that all the terms composing ∂_f F (β, V, μ, f)[h], up to ∂_θH[κ_0[ϕ]](θ), are in C^{2,α}. As far as ∂_θH[κ_0[ϕ]](θ) is concerned, we have that κ_0[ϕ] belongs to C^{1,α}, hence ∂_θH[κ_0[ϕ]](θ) is in C^{0,α}.

Using similar ideas, we deduce ∂_μF (β, V, μ, f) = Re [ V w − 1 4 β∂_θH [ 1 |ϕ^′(w)|^3 Re [ ϕ^′(w) + 2wϕ^{′′}(w) ] ] (θ) − 1 2 ∂_θH[ϕ(w)w](θ) +1 + μ + wf(w) + f^′(w) 2 − ϕ^′(w) 2|ϕ^′(w)| ] . Since f and ϕ belong to X^α, with ‖f‖_Xα ≪ 1, we have that all the terms composing ∂_μF (β, V, μ, f)[h], up to ∂_θH[∂_μκ[ϕ]](θ), are in C^{2,α}. As far as ∂_θH[∂_μκ[ϕ]](θ) is concerned, we have that ∂_μκ[ϕ] belongs to C^{1,α}, hence ∂_θH[∂_μκ[ϕ]](θ) is in C^{0,α}.

Finally, let us compute the other derivatives. First, note that ∂_V F (β, V, μ, f) = Re [ w ( 1 + μ + f^′(w) )] . (2.11) Since f and ϕ belong to X^α, we have that ∂_V F (β, V, μ, f) belongs to in C^{2,α}. Second, we compute the derivative with respect to β: ∂_β F (β, V, μ, f)(θ) = 1 4 Re [∂_θH[κ[ϕ(w)]](θ)] ,

which belongs to Y^α following the ideas above. □ 2.5. Crandall-Rabinowitz theorem. The goal of the work has been reduced to study the nontrivial roots of the nonlinear functional F . That is the main task of bifurcation theory. Here, we shall use the so-called Crandall-Rabinowiz theorem, which can be found in [13]. Theorem 2.9 (Crandall-Rabinowitz Theorem). Let X, Y be two Banach spaces, V be a neighborhood of 0 in X and F : R × V → Y be a function with the properties, (CR1) F (λ, 0) = 0 for all λ ∈ R.

(CR2) The partial derivatives ∂_λF_λ, ∂_f F and ∂_λ∂_f F exist and are continuous. (CR3) The operator ∂_f F (λ_0, 0) is Fredholm of zero index and Ker(F_f (λ_0, 0)) = ⟨f_0⟩ is onedimensional.

(CR4) Transversality assumption: ∂_λ∂_f F (λ_0, 0)f_0 /∈ Im(∂_f F (λ_0, 0)).

If Z is any complement of Ker(∂_f F (λ_0, 0)) in X, then there is a neighborhood U of (λ_0, 0) in R × X, an interval (−a, a), and two continuous functions Φ : (−a, a) → R, β : (−a, a) → Z such that Φ(0) = λ_0 and β(0) = 0 and F^{−1}(0) ∩ U = {(Φ(s), sf_0 + sβ(s)) : |s| < a} ∪ {(λ, 0) : (λ, 0) ∈ U}. We recall that F a Fredholm operator of zero index if Ker(F_f (λ_0, 0)) is a one-dimensional subspace of R × V , and Range(F_f (λ_0, 0)) is a closed subspace of Y of codimension one. In this context, we will say that λ_0 is an eigenvalue of F .

3. Spectral study In order to apply the Crandall-Rabinowitz Theorem CR, we should check the third and fourth hypothesis which are related to the spectral study of F . Since ∂_f F (β, 0, 0, 0) does not satisfied the hypothesis of Crandall-Rabinowitz theorem, we should also work with the free parameters (V, μ). Let us compute its linearized operator around the trivial solution. Proposition 3.1. The linearized operator of F : R^3 ×B_Xα (ρ) → Y^α reads as D_{(μ,V,f)}F (β, 0, 0, 0)[λ_1 , λ_2, h](θ) = Re [ 1 2 λ_1 + λ_2w + 1 4 β∂_θH[Re(wh^{′′}(w))](θ) − 1 4 β∂_θH[Re(h^′(w))](θ) − 1 2 ∂_θH[Re(wh(w))](θ) + 1 2 wh(w)) ] . Proof. The linearized operator of F at (β, 0, 0, 0) is given by

D_{(μ,V,f)}F (β, 0, 0, 0)[λ_1 , λ_2, h] = ∂_f F (β, 0, 0, 0)[h] + ∂_μF (β, 0, 0, 0)λ_1 + ∂_V F (β, 0, 0, 0)λ_2 , where ∂_f F can be found in (2.11). For the other two derivatives, note that F (β, V, 0, 0)(θ) = V Re[w], F (β, 0, μ, 0)(θ) = 1 2 (1 + μ)μ, w = e^{iθ}, which implies

∂_V F (β, 0, 0, 0)[λ_2 ](θ) = λ_2Re[w], ∂_μF (β, 0, 0, 0)[λ_1 ](θ) = 1 2 λ_1. □

In the following proposition, we write the linearized operator in Fourier series Proposition 3.2. The linearized operator of F : R^3 ×B_Xα (ρ) → Y^α in Fourier series agrees with

L[β](λ_1, λ_2, h) :=∂_μF (β, 0, 0, 0)λ_1 + ∂_V F (β, 0, 0, 0)λ_2 + ∂_f F (β, 0, 0, 0)[h] = 1 2 λ_1 + λ_2 cos(θ) + 1 4 ∑ n≥2 a_nn(n + 1)(n − 1) cos(nθ) {β − β_n} , where β_n := 2 n(n + 1) , n ≥ 2. Proof. Take h(w) = ∑ n≥2 a_nw^{n+1}, then h^′(w) = ∑ n≥2 a_n(n+1)w^n. Let us start with the terms involving the Hilbert transform.

Using the ideas of [10, Section 9.3.1, eq. (9.3.8)], we can write the following:

∂_θH[Re(h^′(w))](θ) = 1 2π ∂_θ ∫_{2π} 0 Re(h^′(e^{is})) cot (θ − s) ds =∂_θ 1 2π ∑ n≥1 a_n(n + 1) ∫_{2π} 0 sin(ns) cot (θ − s) ds =∂_θ ∑ n≥1 a_n(n + 1) sin(nθ) = ∑ n≥2 a_nn(n + 1) cos(nθ).

On the other hand ∂_θH[Re(wh^{′′}(w)))(θ) =∂_θ ∑ n≥1 a_nn(n + 1) sin(nθ) = ∑ n≥2 a_nn^2(n + 1) cos(nθ)

Then

∂_f F (β, 0, 0)[h](θ) = ∑ n≥2 a_n cos(nθ) { 1 4 βn^2(n + 1) − 1 4 βn(n + 1) − 1 2 n + 1 2 }

= 1 4 ∑ n≥2 a_nn(n + 1)(n − 1) cos(nθ) {β − β_n} . On the other hand ∂_V F (β, 0, 0)λ_2 = λ_2 cos(θ), and thus we achieve the result. □

3.1. Kernel and range study. We verify that the assumption (CR3) of Theorem CR is satisfied. More precisely, we prove that, choosing β = β_m, we get a one dimensional kernel generated by (0, 0, w^{m+1}). On the other hand, Y \Range is generated by cos(mθ). Proposition 3.3. The kernel and the range of the linearized operator agrees with Ker L[β_m] =< (0, 0, w^{m+1}) >, and Range L[β_m] = f ∈ C^{0,α}(T), f(e^{iθ}) = ∑ m≠n≥0 a_n cos(nθ), a_n ∈ R .

Proof. The description of the kernel comes from the expression of the linearized operator in Fourier in Proposition 3.2.

Let us study the range. Note that

Range L[β_m] ⊂ f ∈ C^{0,α}(T), f(e^{iθ}) = ∑ m≠n≥0 a_n cos(nθ), a_n ∈ R . Let us check the other inclusion. Take

g_0 ∈ f ∈ C^{0,α}(T), f(e^{iθ}) = ∑ m≠n≥0 a_n cos(nθ), a_n ∈ R , and let us check that it has a preimage. We can write g as

g_0(e^{iθ}) = ∑ m≠n≥0 d_n cos(nθ). Then, the equation L[β_m](λ_1, λ_2, h) = g_0, implies

λ_1 = 2d_0, λ_2 = d_1, a_n = 4 n(n + 1)(n − 1)(β_m − β_n) d_n, n ≥ 2, n ≠ m. Then, the candidate to preimage is

λ_1 = 2d_0, λ_2 = d_1, h_0(w) = ∑ m≠n≥2 4 n(n + 1)(n − 1)(β_m − β_n) d_nw^{n+1}. It remains to check that h_0 ∈ X, and in particular, h_0 ∈ C^{3,α}(T). Notice that

h^{′′′}_0 (w) = ∑ m≠n≥2 4 (β_m − β_n) d_nw^{n−2}. Recalling that |w| = 1, and summing and subtracting 1/β_m, it can be written as

h^{′′′}_0 (w) =4w^3 ∑ m≠n≥2 ( 1 (β_m − β_n) − 1 β_m ) d_nw^{n+1} + 4 1 β_m w^3 ∑ m≠n≥2 d_nw^{n+1}

=4w^3 ∑ m≠n≥2 β_n (β_m − β_n)β_m d_nw^{n+1} + 4 1 β_m w^3 ∑ m≠n≥2 d_nw^{n+1}. The second term is clearly in C^{0,α} since g_0 ∈ C^{0,α}. The first term can be written as a convolution: ∑ m≠n≥2 β_n (β_m − β_n)β_m d_nw^{n+1} = K ⋆ g_0,

where K(w) = ∑ m≠n≥2 β_n (β_m − β_n)β_m w^{n+1}. Since we have a convolution, and g_0 ∈ C^{0,α}, we have that the first term belongs to C^{0,α} if K ∈ L^1. Indeed, we can check that K ∈ L^2 using Parseval’s inequality:

‖K‖^2 = ∑ m≠n≥2 β^2_n (β_m − β_n)^2β^2_m ≤ C ∑ m≠n≥2 1 n^4 ≤ C, by using the decay of β_n. That concludes the proof. □

3.2. Transversal condition. Here, we aim to prove the transversal condition (CR4) of the Crandall-Rabinowitz Theorem CR.

Proposition 3.4. For β = β_m, with m ≥ 2, the transversal condition is satisfied, that is ∂_β ∂_{(μ,V,f)}F (β_m, 0, 0, 0)[0, 0, w^{m+1} ] /∈ Range L[β_m].

Proof. Notice that ∂_β∂_{(μ,V,f)}F (β_m, 0, 0, 0)[0, 0, w^{m+1} ] = 1 4 m(m + 1)(m − 1) cos(mθ), which does not belong to the range. □ 4. Main result Finally, we state a detailed version of Theorem 1.1, which is the main goal of our work. For that, let us modify the spaces (2.9)-(2.10) by adding the m-fold symmetry:

X^α_m := f ∈ C^{3,α}(T), f(w) = ∑ n≥2 a_{nm}w^{nm+1}, a_{nm} ∈ R

Y^α_m := f ∈ C^{0,α}(T), f(e^{iθ}) = ∑ n≥0 a_{nm} cos(nmθ), a_{nm} ∈ R , where m ∈ N . Note that we can use all the work done in the previous sections just changing n by nm. Theorem 4.1. Let m ≥ 2, β_m = 2 m(m + 1) , and ϕ(w) = (1 + μ)w + f(w), w ∈ T, which maps T into some boundary ∂D. Then, there exists ε > 0 and continuous curves ξ ∈ (−ε, ε) → (β(ξ), V (ξ), μ(ξ), f(ξ)) such that F (β(ξ), V (ξ), μ(ξ), f(ξ)) (θ) = 0 ∀θ ∈ [0, 2π]. Moreover β(0) = β_m, V (0) = μ(0) = 0 and f(0) = w^{m+1}. Hence, the associated domain D_ξ describes a m-fold symmetric traveling wave with constant speed V (ξ). Proof. The proof is based on the application of the Crandall-Rabinowitz theorem to F .

By Proposition 2.8 we know that F : R^3 ×B_Xα_m (ρ) → Y^α_m, is well-defined and C^1 for m ≥ 1, α ∈ (0, 1), and ρ < 1. Moreover, Proposition 2.6 implies that F (β, 0, 0, 0) ≡ 0, ∀β. Using Proposition 3.3 and Proposition 2.7 we know that the linearized operator is Fredholm with one dimensional kernel, and the transversal condition is satisfied. □ Acknowledgments C.G. has been supported by RYC2022-035967-I (MCIU/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 and FSE+), and partially by Grants PID2022-140494NA-I00 and PID2022-137228OB-I00 funded by MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033/FEDER, UE, by Grant C-EXP-265-UGR23 funded by Consejeria de Universidad, Investigacion e Innovacion & ERDF/EU Andalusia Program, and by Modeling Nature Research Unit, project QUAL21-011.

The work of M.M. was partially supported by Grant RYC2021-033698-I, funded by the Ministry of Science and Innovation/State Research Agency/10.13039/501100011033, by the European Union ”NextGenerationEU/Recovery, Transformation and Resilience Plan”; by the project ”Análisis Matemático Aplicado y Ecuaciones Diferenciales” Grant PID2022-141187NB- I00 funded by MCIN /AEI /10.13039/501100011033 / FEDER, UE and acronym ”AMAED”; by the project PID2022-140494NA-I00 funded by MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033/FEDER, UE.

References

[1] Alazard, T., Magliocca, M., & Meunier, N. (2022). Traveling wave solution for a coupled incompressible Darcy’s free boundary problem with surface tension. arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.04365.

[2] Barnhart, E., Lee, K. C., Allen, G. M., Theriot, J. A., & Mogilner, A. (2015). Balance between cell-substrate adhesion and myosin contraction determines the frequency of motility initiation in fish keratocytes. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 112(16), 5045-5050.

[3] Benedek, A., & Panzone, R. (1971). Continuity properties of the Hilbert transform. Journal of Functional Analysis, 7(2), 217-234.

[4] Bensimon, D., Kadanoff, L. P., Liang, S., Shraiman, B. I., & Tang, C. (1986). Viscous flows in two dimensions.

Reviews of Modern Physics, 58(4), 977.

[5] Berlyand, L., Fuhrmann, J., & Rybalko, V. (2017). Bifurcation of traveling waves in a Keller-Segel type free boundary model of cell motility. arXiv preprint arXiv:1705.10352.

[6] Berlyand, L., & Rybalko, V. (2019). Stability of steady states and bifurcation to traveling waves in a free boundary model of cell motility. arXiv preprint arXiv:1905.03667.

[7] Rybalko, V., & Berlyand, L. (2023). Emergence of traveling waves and their stability in a free boundary model of cell motility. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, 376(03), 1799-1844.

[8] Blanch-Mercader, C., & Casademunt, J. (2013). Spontaneous motility of actin lamellar fragments. Physical review letters, 110(7), 078102.

[9] Blanch Mercader, C. (2015). Mechanical instabilities and dynamics of living matter. From single-cell motility to collective cell migration.

[10] Butzer, P. L., & Nessel, R. J. (1971). Fourier analysis and approximation, Vol. 1. Reviews in Group Representation Theory, Part A (Pure and Applied Mathematics Series, Vol. 7).

[11] Callan-Jones, A. C., Joanny, J. F., & Prost, J. (2008). Viscous-fingering-like instability of cell fragments.

Physical review letters, 100(25), 258106.

[12] Christ, F. M. (Ed.). (1991). Lectures on singular integral operators (Vol. 77). American Mathematical Soc.. [13] Crandall, M. G., & Rabinowitz, P. H. (1971). Bifurcation from simple eigenvalues. Journal of Functional Analysis, 8(2), 321-340.

[14] Doubrovinski, K., & Kruse, K. (2011). Cell motility resulting from spontaneous polymerization waves. Physical review letters, 107(25), 258103.

[15] Fournier, M. F., Sauser, R., Ambrosi, D., Meister, J. J., & Verkhovsky, A. B. (2010). Force transmission in migrating cells. Journal of Cell Biology, 188(2), 287-297.

[16] Hawkins, R. J., Piel, M., Lennon-Dumenil, A. M., Joanny, J. F., Prost, J., & Voituriez, R. (2009). Pushing off the walls: a mechanism of cell motility in confinement. Biophysical Journal, 96(3), 197a.

[17] Keren, K., Pincus, Z., Allen, G. M., Barnhart, E. L., Marriott, G., Mogilner, A., & Theriot, J. A. (2008).

Mechanism of shape determination in motile cells. Nature, 453(7194), 475-480.

[18] Kruse, K., Joanny, J. F., Jülicher, F., Prost, J., & Sekimoto, K. (2005). Generic theory of active polar gels:

a paradigm for cytoskeletal dynamics. The European Physical Journal E, 16, 5-16.

[19] Recho, P., Putelat, T., & Truskinovsky, L. (2013). Contraction-driven cell motility. Physical review letters, 111(10), 108102.

[20] Recho, P., Putelat, T., & Truskinovsky, L. (2015). Mechanics of motility initiation and motility arrest in crawling cells. Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids, 84, 469-505.

[21] Shao, D., Levine, H., & Rappel, W. J. (2012). Coupling actin flow, adhesion, and morphology in a computational cell motility model. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 109(18), 6851-6856.

[22] Shao, D., Rappel, W. J., & Levine, H. (2010). Computational model for cell morphodynamics. Physical review letters, 105(10), 108104.

[23] Verkhovsky, A. B., Svitkina, T. M., & Borisy, G. G. (1999). Self-polarization and directional motility of cytoplasm. Current Biology, 9(1), 11-20.

[24] Wilson, C. A., Tsuchida, M. A., Allen, G. M., Barnhart, E. L., Applegate, K. T., Yam, P. T., ... & Theriot, J. A. (2010). Myosin II contributes to cell-scale actin network treadmilling through network disassembly. Nature, 465(7296), 373-377.

[25] Yam, P. T., Wilson, C. A., Ji, L., Hebert, B., Barnhart, E. L., Dye, N. A., ... & Theriot, J. A. (2007).

Actin–myosin network reorganization breaks symmetry at the cell rear to spontaneously initiate polarized cell motility. The Journal of cell biology, 178(7), 1207-1221.

Departamento de Matemática Aplicada & Research Unit “Modeling Nature” (MNat), Facultad de Ciencias, Universidad de Granada, 18071 Granada, Spain Email address: claudiagarcia@ugr.es

Departamento de Análisis Matemático, Universidad de Sevilla, 41012 Sevilla, Spain Email address: mmagliocca@us.es

LaMME, UMR 8071 CNRS, Université Evry Val d’Essonne, France. Email address: nicolas.meunier@univ-evry.fr