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Abstract. Based on a general discrete model for a semiflexible polymer chain,

we introduce a formal derivation of a kinetic equation for semiflexible poly-
mers in the half-plane via a continuum limit. It turns out that the resulting

equation is the kinetic Fokker-Planck-type equation with the Laplace-Beltrami

operator under a non-local trapping boundary condition. We then study the
well-posedness and the long-chain asymptotics of the solutions of the resulting

equation. In particular, we prove that there exists a unique measure-valued

solution for the corresponding boundary value problem. In addition, we prove
that the equation is hypoelliptic and the solutions are locally Hölder continu-

ous near the singular boundary. Finally, we provide the asymptotic behaviors

of the solutions for large polymer chains.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Polymer models in statistical physics. In this paper, we consider a homo-
geneous semiflexible polymer chain in the absence of self-avoidance and torsional
stress. Polymer models can be obtained by means of limits of random walks, and
they have been extensively studied [9,15,37,42,43]. In particular, semi-flexible poly-
mers which do not self-intersect have also been studied in probability theory [6,7,10].
The computation of the statistical properties of the resulting polymers has been a
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difficult problem, in which relevant information has been obtained for some class of
models. The Brownian motion has been extensively used as a model of polymers in
the physical literature (cf. [1,3,4,11,12,34,39]), in spite of the fact that the trajec-
tories can self-intersect. Another relevant model that has been much less studied,
in particular, in the mathematical literature is the model of semi-flexible chains.
The model has been developed under the assumption that the polymer consists in
a chain of N segments each of which has the same length ε > 0 so the total length
L of the polymer is L = Nε. Then the statistical properties of these polymer chains
are given by a Gibbs measure

µN =
1

ZN
exp

(
− HN
kBT

)
,

where ZN is the normalization factor, HN is the Hamiltonian that penalyzes the
angle between consecutive polymer segments, kB is the Boltzmann constant, and
T is the temperature so that kBT stands for the thermal energy. Here the energy
HN will be assumed to have the form of

HN = −Bs
ε

N−1∑
j=1

(nj · nj+1 − 1), (1)

where nj is the orientation vector of jth polymer segment and Bs is the bending
stiffness. Here, the bending stiffness Bs can be written in terms of the persistence
length lp and the thermal energy as Bs = lpkBT, where the persistence length lp is
defined as the projection of the end-to-end vector of the total polymer chain onto
the first vector, and it provides the information on the stiffness or the rigidity of the
polymer chain. Throughout this paper, we normalize the thermal energy kBT = 1
and assume that the unit length is equal to the persistence length lp. Then we have
Bs = 1 and hence ε

BS
= ε� 1.

The continuous limit which has been obtained by taking Nε of order one and ε→
0 was introduced in [33] in 1949, and it has been usually called the Kratky-Porod
model and also the wormlike chain model (WLC). The polymer paths associated
to the WLC (or Kratky-Porod) model can be described by means of the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process. This has been noticed after in the physical literature [2,21,41].
In particular, the paths associated to the WLC model in the whole space Rd can
be described by means of the stochastic process associated to the equation:

∂tf(t, x, n) + n · ∇xf(t, x, n) = ∆nf(t, x, n), (2)

for f ∈ C([0,∞);M+(Rd×Sd−1)) where t is the polymer length parameter and ∆n

denotes the Laplace-Beltrami operator on Sd−1 (cf. [14,28,36,37]). The derivation of
(2) in [36] is formally made by replacing the Gibbs measure µN by the exponents
of a path integral. The equation (2) is then derived using the so-called transfer
matrix methods. We will rederive (2) heuristically in Appendix A by the limit
of suitable Markov chains which define the polymer distribution. The rigorous
mathematical theory associated to the WLC model is very limited. The stochastic
process obtained for the probability measure µN = 1

Zn
e−βHN with HN in (1) in the

whole space Rd has been studied in [8]. In particular, the behavior of long polymer
chains has been discussed also in the paper.

In this paper, we are concerned with the interactions between polymer chains
and the boundaries of the domain containing them. This issue has been discussed in
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the physical literature where different types of interactions between the boundaries
of the domain and the polymer chain have been introduced (cf. [13, 14, 29, 36, 37]).
Regarding the discrete semiflexible heterogeneous polymers and their long-chain
behavior, we mention [8]. We also introduce [22] for the rigorous macroscopic
scaling limit from the N -body Hamiltonian dynamics. In this paper, we will study
one of the simplest types of interaction potentials between the polymer chain and
the boundary of the domain Ω. Namely, we will assume that the boundary ∂Ω
is a constraint that restricts the possible geometry of the polymer chains, but it
does not modify the energy of the segments of the chain in any other way. The
domain Ω will be assumed to be a half-plane R2

+ = {x ∈ R2 : x2 > 0}, and we will
see formally that the effect of the boundary of Ω yields a boundary condition for
(2), specifically the so-called trapping boundary condition, at least for the polymer
lengths L = Nε of order one. If L� 1, the polymer chains could separate from the
boundary after touching it due to large deviation effects, and we will ignore this
issue in this paper.

1.2. Derivation of the Fokker-Planck equation. At a formal level, we derive
an initial-boundary value problem for a kinetic partial differential equation starting
from the energy of a given discrete chain configuration as introduced in the previ-
ous section. The solutions are given by the probability density distribution of the
polymers. In the continuum limit, we can formally obtain a boundary-value prob-
lem for the kinetic Fokker-Planck equation with the standard Laplacian operator
replaced by the Laplace-Beltrami operator which restricts that each monomer has
the velocity on Sd.

In the derivation below, we use the variable t ∈ [0, T ] with Nε = t such that we
parametrize the semiflexible polymer chain by the total contour length.

1.2.1. Dynamics in the whole plane R2. First of all, suppose that a semiflexible
polymer chain lies in the whole plane R2 with the initial end of the first monomer
segment is located at a given position x0. Suppose that a semiflexible chain consists
of N monomers of size ε whose ends are denoted as {ξj}Nj=1 and let nj ∈ S1 denote

the orientation of the jth monomer that connects ξj−1 and ξj with ξ0 = x0. In
other words, we define for j ≥ 0,

ξj
def
= x0 +

j∑
i=1

εni.

We then introduce the Hamiltonian

HN =
1

2ε

N−1∑
j=1

(nj+1 − nj)2 = −1

ε

N−1∑
j=1

(nj · nj+1 − 1).

Remark 1.1. We remark that a polymer chain is Markovian from the very first
element of the monomers. In other words, the state (xj+1, nj+1) would depend
only on the previous state (xj , nj). This is because we assume that the monomers
are just point-particles that do not occupy any volume in the space. Thus, the
probability for a monomer meeting one of the previous monomers is zero. Therefore,
the evolution depends only on the previous step right before the state. Even in a 2-
dimensional space (i.e., a plane), point-monomers yield a Markovian evolution due
to the absence of collisions. Then one can ask what is the critical size of the volume
in which collisions can begin taking place, and this is one of the open problems.
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One can also ask if there is some kind of “kinetic limit” for some scaling of the
sizes of the monomer. The list of open problems also includes the evolution of a
self-avoiding random walk. In this case, we need the memory of the whole path.

Now we consider the Gibbs probability measure µN ∈ M+((R2)N × (S1)N ),
which is given by

µN (x1, ..., xN ;n1, ..., nN ) =
1

ZN

N∏
j=1

δ(xj − ξj) exp

(
1

ε
(nj−1 · nj − 1)

)
,

n0 is defined as n1. Here the normalization factor ZN is defined as

ZN
def
=

∫∫
(R2)N×(S1)N

N∏
j=1

dxjdnj µN (x1, ..., xN ;n1, ..., nN ).

We also define the probability density distribution fN (x, n) as

fN (x, n)
def
=

∫
(R2)N×(S1)N−1

N−1∏
j=1

dxjdnj µN (x1, ..., xN−1, x;n1, ..., nN−1, n)

=

∫
(S1)N−1

N−1∏
j=1

dnj δ

x− x0 −
N∑
j=1

εnj

 1

ZN
exp

1

ε

N−j∑
j=1

(nj · nj+1 − 1)

 ,

with nN = n. The total length of the polymer chain L is equal to L = Nε. Then
the next iterated sequence fN+1(x, n) is given by

fN+1(x, n) =

∫
(S1)N

N∏
j=1

dnj µN+1(x1, ..., xN , x;n1, ..., nN , n)

=

∫
(S1)N

N∏
j=1

dnj
ZN
ZN+1

µN (x1, ..., xN ;n1, ..., nN )

× exp

(
1

ε
(nN · n− 1)

)
δ

x− x0 −
N∑
j=1

εnj − εn


= CN

∫
S1
dnNfN (x− εn, nN ) exp

(
1

ε
(nN · n− 1)

)
,

where CN
def
= ZN

ZN+1
. Now define F (t, x, n) = fj(x, n) with j = t

ε . Then we have

F (Nε+ ε, x, n) = CN

∫
S1
dnNF (Nε, x− εn, nN ) exp

(
1

ε
(nN · n− 1)

)
.

Together with the formal ansatz that F is smooth, we can take the Taylor expansion
as

F (Nε+ ε, x, n) = F (Nε, x, n) + ε
∂F

∂t
(Nε, x, n),
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and

CN

∫
S1
dnNF (Nε, x− εn, nN ) exp

(
1

ε
(nN · n− 1)

)
= CN

∫
S1
dnN

(
F (Nε, x, n)− εn · ∂F

∂x
+ (nN − n) · ∇nF (Nε, x, n)

+
1

2
(nN − n)∇2

nF (Nε, x, n)(nN − n)

)
exp

(
1

ε
(nN · n− 1)

)
.

Note that

CN

∫
S1
dnN exp(ε−1(nN · n)) = 1, (3)

and ∫
S1
dnN (nN − n) exp(ε−1(nN · n)) = 0.

Then by defining t = Nε, we have

ε
∂F

∂t
(t, x, n) + εn · ∂F

∂x
(t, x, n)

= ∆nF (t, x, n)CN

∫
S1
dnN

(
1

2
(nN − n)⊗ (nN − n)

)
exp

(
1

ε
(nN · n− 1)

)
.

Note that

CN

∫
S1
dnN

(
1

2
(nN − n)⊗ (nN − n)

)
exp

(
1

ε
(nN · n− 1)

)
≈ CN

∫
S1

(ξ ⊗ ξ) exp(−|ξ|2/(2ε))dξ ≈ O(ε), (4)

by (3) where ξ = nN − n. Thus, in the limit ε → 0, we obtain the Fokker-Planck
equation in the whole plane x ∈ R2 and n ∈ S1 as

∂F

∂t
(t, x, n) + n · ∂F

∂x
(t, x, n) = D∆nF (t, x, n),

with the diffusion coefficient D which is defined as

D = lim
ε→0

C t
ε

ε

∫
S1

(ξ ⊗ ξ) exp(−|ξ|2/(2ε))dξ ≈ O(1),

by (4).

Remark 1.2. In the physical situation, the diffusion coefficient D would depend on
some physical constants appearing in the Hamiltonian; in this paper, we normalize
those constants to be 1.

1.2.2. Dynamics in the half-plane R2
+ with the boundary. In the paper, we are in-

terested in the boundary effect on the polymer chain in the half-plane. We restrict
ourselves to a 2-dimensional model in this paper. For a general 3-dimensional prob-
lem, additional geometrical difficulties as well as the effects like the diffusion in the
polymer orientation on the surface can arise.

We assume that the polymer that reaches the boundary of the half-plane tends
to minimize the bending energy 1

2ε (nj − nj+1)2. Then we formally demonstrate in
Appendix A that the polymer that reaches the boundary will keep moving along the
boundary. We will call this boundary condition the trapping boundary condition,
as it literally stands for the situation that the polymer is being trapped on the
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boundary. We assume that the boundary of the container does not yield any energy
to the polymer chain except for the energy-minimizing modeling assumption. The
details for the formal derivation of the boundary-value problem will be provided
in Appendix A. In particular, we will justify the trapping boundary condition near
the boundary.

Then, we can characterize the properties of the measure describing the polymer
distribution by means of a kinetic equation. The total length of the polymer chain
t = Nε plays the role of the time variable of the kinetic equation. In this paper we
restrict ourselves to the case of two spatial dimensions where a polymer chain lies
in a half plane.

1.3. The 2D Fokker-Planck equation with boundaries. In this paper, we
mainly consider the Fokker-Planck system in a 2-dimensional half-plane R2

+ = {x ∈
R2 : x2 > 0}. Throughout the paper, our phase space is then (x, n) ∈ R2

+ × S1,
as we restrict the velocity of each monomer to be 1 as shown in the derivation
above and in Appendix A. If we use the phase variable (x, n), then we denote the
probability measure as F (t, x, n). On the other hand, we also use another coordinate
system of (t, x1, x2, θ) where t ∈ [0, T ], x1 ∈ R, x2 ∈ (0,∞), and θ ∈ [−π, π] such
that n = (cos θ, sin θ). In this case, we will use the notation for the measure as
f(t, x, θ), so that F (t, x, n) = f(t, x, θ). Here we emphasize that the usual time-
variable t ∈ [0, T ] means the total polymer length throughout the paper. The
velocity variable n is in S1 and it is parametrized in terms of θ ∈ [−π, π]. The
phase boundary is defined as x1 ∈ R, x2 = 0, and θ ∈ [−π, π].

The Fokker-Planck equation for semiflexible polymers reads

∂tF + n · ∇xF = ∆nF, on t ∈ [0, T ]× R2
+ × S1,

where ∆n is the Laplace-Beltrami operator. Using the other coordinate represen-
tation, we also have

∂tf + (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇xf = ∂2
θf, on [0, T ]× R2

+ × [−π, π], (5)

with the initial condition

f(0, x, θ) = fin(x, θ), (6)

and the 2π-periodic boundary condition with respect to θ

f(t, x,−π) = f(t, x, π) and ∂θf(t, x,−π) = ∂θf(t, x, π). (7)

Here fin is any nonnegative Radon measure. Due to the linearity and the invari-
ance under translations, it is enough to consider the case in which fin is a Dirac
mass at some point (x1, x2) = (0, a) for some a ≥ 0 with the direction n0 ∈ S1

without loss of generality. A particular case is when a = 0. Then n0 can be only
in two directions (trapping boundary condition), either with θ = 0 or θ = −π.
The polymer undergoes the full Brownian motion and the polymer will eventually
approaches to the boundary x2 = 0. The asymptotics in the limit a→∞ or a→ 0
are also interesting problems to be considered.

1.4. The trapping boundary condition. We consider the boundary condition
of the 2D Fokker-Planck equation where the polymer chain aligns in the direction in
which it makes the smallest angle with the angle made by the tangent vector to the
polymer arriving to the boundary. It is convenient to write the model in geometrical
terms, using the variables (x, n) and to explain how is the angle condition after the
polymer reaches the boundary.
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The boundary conditions are obtained under the assumption that the only effect
of the boundary is to impose a constraint on the directions connecting the monomers
of the polymer chain. The energy is defined by means of local interactions between
the monomers of the polymer chain; i.e., the minimum of the energy corresponds
to the polymers locally aligned. We assume that the same definition of energy is
valid after the monomers reach the boundary, but this imposes constraints in the
admissible directions.

We assume that the probability measure F (t, x, n) satisfies the following bound-
ary conditions:

F (t, x1, 0, n) = 0, if n 6= ±e,

∂tF (t, x1, 0, e) = lim
x2→0+

∫
ν·n≥0, e·n>0

F (t, x1, x2, n)(ν · n) dSn, and

∂tF (t, x1, 0,−e) = lim
x2→0+

∫
ν·n≥0, e·n<0

F (t, x1, x2, n)(ν · n) dSn,

(8)

where e
def
= (1, 0) ∈ S1 and ν = (0,−1) is the outward normal vector at the boundary.

The weight (ν · n) on the measure dSn is physical in the manner that the weight
(ν · n) describes the total net flux of particles in the direction ν, whose velocities
are in the direction of n. Then (ν ·n)dSn describes the number of particles passing
through the boundary per unit length of the boundary.

In terms of f(t, x, θ) the boundary conditions are equivalent to

f(t, x1, 0, θ) = 0, if θ 6= 0, −π,

∂tf(t, x1, 0, 0) = lim
x2→0+

∫
(−π/2,0]

f(t, x1, x2, θ)(− sin θ) dθ,

∂tf(t, x1, 0,−π) = lim
x2→0+

∫
[−π,−π/2)

f(t, x1, x2, θ)(− sin θ) dθ,

(9)

and the periodic boundary condition. Physically, the first line (9)1 describes that
the polymer that reaches the boundary x2 = 0 can have only two directions θ =
0 or θ = −π. The second and the third lines (9)2 and (9)3 describe that the
rate of changes in the probability distributions f(t, x1, 0, θ) with θ = 0 or −π at
the boundary can be expressed as the sum of the probability distribution that
approaches to the boundary x2 = 0 with either the angle θ ∈ (−π/2, 0] or θ ∈
[−π,−π/2) with an additional multiplier (− sin θ).

1.5. Reformulation of the problem. Equivalently, each probability distribution
f(t, x1, x2, θ) can further be decomposed into three parts as the following:

f(t, x1, x2, θ) = ρ+(t, x1)δ(x2)δ(θ) + ρ−(t, x1)δ(x2)δ(θ + π) + fr(t, x1, x2, θ),

where ρ+(t), ρ−(t) ∈ M+(R), and fr(t) ∈ M+(R2
+ × S1) is supported on x2 > 0

with fr({x2 = 0}) ≡ 0. Then obtaining a solution f is also equivalent to obtaining
the tuple (fr, ρ+, ρ−).

By (5)- (7) and (9), one can check that the system which the tuple (fr, ρ+, ρ−)
satisfies is now

∂tfr + (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇xfr = ∂2
θfr, on [0, T ]× R× (0,∞)× [−π, π],

fr({x2 = 0}) = 0,

fr(t, x,−π) = fr(t, x, π), ∂θfr(t, x,−π) = ∂θfr(t, x, π),

(10)
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and

∂tρ+ + ∂x1ρ+ = lim
x2→0+

∫
(−π/2,0]

fr(t, x1, x2, θ)(− sin θ) dθ, and

∂tρ− − ∂x1ρ− = lim
x2→0+

∫
[−π,−π/2)

fr(t, x1, x2, θ)(− sin θ) dθ.

(11)

In this paper, we are interested in measure valued solutions of (5), (6), (7),
and (9). To this end, we will study a suitable adjoint problem and show that the
adjoint problem has the maximum principle. The main tool for the well-posedness
of the problem is the classical Hille-Yosida theorem, via which we will consider the
corresponding elliptic problem associated to the adjoint problem which would also
encode the information about the trapping boundary condition (9) for polymers.

Here we also introduce a system for the mass density ρ1 = ρ1(t, x2, θ). Here ρ1

is defined as

ρ1(t, x2, θ)
def
=

∫
R
fr(t, x1, x2, θ)dx1,

and is obtained via the integration of f with respect to x1 variable. It physically
stands for the mass density distribution at each point (t, x2, θ) in the set [0, T ] ×
(0,∞)× [−π, π]. By integrating (10) with respect to x1 on R, we obtain

∂tρ1 + sin θ∂x2ρ1 = ∂2
θρ1, on [0, T ]× (0,∞)× [−π, π],

ρ1({x2 = 0}) = 0,

ρ1(t, x2,−π) = ρ1(t, x2, π), ∂θρ1(t, x2,−π) = ∂θρ1(t, x2, π),

(12)

and

∂t

∫
R
dx1 ρ+(t, x1) = lim

x2→0+

∫
(−π/2,0]

ρ1(t, x2, θ)(− sin θ) dθ, and

∂t

∫
R
dx1 ρ−(t, x1) = lim

x2→0+

∫
[−π,−π/2)

ρ1(t, x2, θ)(− sin θ) dθ.

(13)

1.6. Compactification of the phase space and a topological set X. In order
to define the notion of weak solutions, we first define a topologically compact set
X for our phase space and a Banach space C(X) under the uniform topology.

Definition 1.3. We define a set X0 as X0
def
= (−∞,∞)× [0,∞)× [−π, π], with the

additional identifications that for any (x1, x2) ∈ (−∞,∞)× [0,∞), (x1, x2, π) and
(x1, x2,−π) are identified. Then we define the extended space X = X0 ∪ {∞} and
endow it a natural topology inherited from X0 complemented by the following set of
neighborhoods of the point ∞:

OM = {(x1, x2, θ) ∈ (−∞,∞)× [0,∞)× [−π, π] : |x1| > M or x2 > M}, M > 0.

Note that X is topologically a compact set. A C0 function φ on this set can be
identified with the bounded C0 function φ on R× [0,∞)× [−π, π] that satisfies

φ(x1, x2,−π) = φ(x1, x2, π) for all x ∈ R× [0,∞), (14)

and the limit of

lim
|x|→∞

sup
θ∈[−π,π]

|φ(x, θ)|
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exists. We denote the set of these C0 functions as C(X). We endow the set C(X)
a norm

‖φ‖ def
= sup

(x,θ)∈X
|φ(x, θ)|,

so that the set C(X) is now a Banach space. Also, we define the set Cm(X) and
Cα(X) for a non-negative integer m and a multi-index α = (α1, α2, α3) ∈ N3

0 as

Cm(X)
def
=

φ ∈ C(X) : ‖φ‖Cm
def
=

∑
|α|≤m

sup
(x,θ)∈X

|∂αx,θφ(x, θ)| <∞

 , (15)

and

Cα(X)
def
=

φ ∈ C(X) : ‖φ‖Cα
def
=
∑
β≤α

sup
(x,θ)∈X

|∂βx,θφ(x, θ)| <∞

 , (16)

where we used the partial order notation for the multi-indices β ≤ α which means
that ∀i = 1, 2, 3, 0 ≤ βi ≤ αi.

1.7. Weak formulation. In this subsection, we define the notion of a weak solu-
tion. Motivated by the discussion in Section 1.5, we define the notion of a weak
solution as follows:

Definition 1.4. Let X be the topological compatification of R2
+× [−π, π] by means

of Definition 1.3. We call that a nonnegative Radon measure f(t) ∈ M+(X) is a
weak solution to the system (5), (6), (7), and (9) if we have

f(t, x1, x2, θ) = ρ+(t, x1)δ(x2)δ(θ) + ρ−(t, x1)δ(x2)δ(θ + π) + fr(t, x1, x2, θ), (17)

for some ρ+(t), ρ−(t) ∈ M+(R), and some fr(t) ∈ M+(X) supported on x2 > 0,
and (fr, ρ+, ρ−) further solves∫ T

0

dt

∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ
[
∂tφ+ (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇xφ+ ∂2

θφ
]
fr

+

∫ T

0

dt

∫
R
dx1 [∂tφ(t, x1, 0, 0) + ∂x1φ(t, x1, 0, 0)]ρ+(t, x1)

+

∫ T

0

dt

∫
R
dx1 [∂tφ(t, x1, 0,−π)− ∂x1φ(t, x1, 0,−π)]ρ−(t, x1)

=

∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ f(T )φ(T )−
∫∫∫

R2
+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ finφ(0), (18)

for any φ ∈ C([0, T ]×X) such that φ ∈ C1,1,1,2
t,x1,x2,θ

(Ω̃) with Ω̃
def
= (0, T )× (−∞,∞)×

{(0,∞)× (−π, π)∪{x2 = 0}×{(−π,−π/2)∪ (−π/2, 0)∪ (0, π)}} ⊂ X and satisfies
the boundary condition

φ(t, x1, 0, θ) = φ(t, x1, 0, π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
,

φ(t, x1, 0, θ) = φ(t, x1, 0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0,

φ(t, x1, x2,−π) = φ(t, x1, x2, π).

Remark 1.5. We remark a posteriori that we recover the strong formulation from
the weak formulation once we show that any weak solution is sufficiently regular.
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1.8. Main theorems. We are now ready to state the main theorems of the paper.

Theorem 1.6. Suppose that fin = fin(x, θ) ∈ M+(X) is a non-negative Radon
measure. Then there exists a unique measure solution f to (5), (6), (7), and (9) in
the sense of Definition 1.4.

In addition, the solution satisfies the following properties:

Theorem 1.7. The unique weak solution f of Theorem 1.6 satisfies the following
properties:

(1) (Hypoellipticity) Define the domain Ω̃
def
= (0, T ) × (−∞,∞) × {(0,∞) ×

(−π, π) ∪ {x2 = 0} × {(−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0) ∪ (0, π)}}. For any point

(t0, x0, θ0) ∈ Ω̃, there exists r > 0 such that the weak solution f in the

sense of Definition 1.4 is C∞ on Br(t0, x0, θ0) ∩ Ω̃.
(2) (Local Hölder continuity in the domain including the singular boundary)

The weak solution f further satisfies the Hölder regularity in x2 and θ
variables f(t, x1, ·, ·) ∈ C0,α

x2,loc
([0,∞);C0,3α

θ,loc([−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, π])), for

t ≥ 0, x1 ∈ R for any α ∈ (0, 1/6) in the domain including the singular
boundary x2 = 0 and θ ∈ {−π, 0}.

(3) (Accumulation of mass on the boundary) For any 0 ≤ t1 < t2 < ∞, we
have∫
R
dx1

∫
{x2>0}

dx2

∫ π

−π
dθ fr(t1, x1, x2, θ)

≥
∫
R
dx1

∫
{x2>0}

dx2

∫ π

−π
dθ fr(t2, x1, x2, θ).

(4) (Conservation of total mass) The total mass on the domain including the
boundary is conserved; for any t ≥ 0,

d

dt

∫
[−π,π]

dθ

∫
[0,∞)

dx2

∫
R
dx1 f(t, x, θ) = 0.

(5) (Long-chain asymptotics) For all fin = fin(x, θ) ∈ M+(X), we have the
convergence ∫∫∫

R2
+×[−π,π]

dxdθ fr(t, x, θ) ⇀ 0,

as t→∞.

We remark that the solution is very weak. We suppose that the initial distribu-
tion fin is a nonnegative Radon measure and the solution to the problem is also a
Radon measure, so we do not expect to obtain an L∞ estimate for the measures
for instance. Thus, we deal with suitable adjoint problems that have the maximum
principle and are closely related to the generators of stochastic processes. Then
the existence and the uniqueness of the solution to the original problem can be
obtained by duality.

1.9. Adjoint problems. In this section, we introduce corresponding dual adjoint
problems to (10)-(11). We remark that the adjoint problems have the maximum
principle and are closely related to the generators of stochastic processes.
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Motivated by the weak formulation in Definition 1.4, we define a backward-in-t
dual adjoint problem for the system (10)-(11) as

−∂tφ− (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇xφ = ∂2
θφ, on [0, T ]×X,

∂tφ(t, x1, 0, 0) = −∂x1φ(t, x1, 0, 0),

∂tφ(t, x1, 0,−π) = ∂x1φ(t, x1, 0,−π),

(19)

with the initial condition

φ(T, x, θ) = φT (x, θ) ∈ C(X), (20)

and the boundary condition

φ(t, x1, 0, θ) = φ(t, x1, 0, π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
, and

φ(t, x1, 0, θ) = φ(t, x1, 0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0,

φ(t, x1, x2,−π) = φ(t, x1, x2, π).

(21)

In order to change the system to a forward-in-t system, we make a change of
variables t 7→ t′ = T − t and obtain

∂tφ− (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇xφ = ∂2
θφ, on [0, T ]×X,

∂tφ(t, x1, 0, 0) = ∂x1
φ(t, x1, 0, 0),

∂tφ(t, x1, 0,−π) = −∂x1φ(t, x1, 0,−π),

(22)

with the initial condition

φ(0, x, θ) = φin(x, θ) ∈ C(X), (23)

and the boundary condition for t ≥ 0

φ(t, x1, 0, θ) = φ(t, x1, 0, π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
, and

φ(t, x1, 0, θ) = φ(t, x1, 0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0.

(24)

Also, we require the periodic boundary condition with respect to θ as

φ(t, x1, x2,−π) = φ(t, x1, x2, π). (25)

Thus we observe that the initial φin = φin(x1, x2, θ) ∈ C(X) is assumed to satisfy

φin(x1, 0, θ) = φin(x1, 0, π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
,

φin(x1, 0, θ) = φin(x1, 0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0

φin(x1, x2,−π) = φin(x1, x2, π).

(26)

Also, we introduce the dual adjoint problem for the system (12)-(13) for the
total mass density in x1 variable. The (forward-in-time) dual adjoint problem of
the system that a test function ϕ = ϕ(t, x2, θ) satisfies is

∂tϕ− sin θ∂x2
ϕ = ∂2

θϕ, on [0, T ]× (0,∞)× [−π, π],

∂tϕ(t, 0, 0) = ∂tϕ(t, 0,−π) = 0,
(27)

with the initial condition

ϕ(0, x2, θ) = ϕin(x2, θ) ∈ C([0,∞)× [−π, π)), (28)
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and the boundary condition for t ≥ 0

ϕ(t, 0, θ) = ϕ(t, 0,−π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
, and

ϕ(t, 0, θ) = ϕ(t, 0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0.

(29)

Also, we require the periodic boundary condition with respect to θ as

ϕ(t, x2,−π) = ϕ(t, x2, π). (30)

So we assume ϕin = φin(x2, θ) ∈ C([0,∞)× [−π, π)) satisfies

ϕin(0, θ) = ϕin(0,−π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
,

ϕin(0, θ) = ϕin(0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0

ϕin(x2,−π) = ϕin(x2, π).

(31)

on the initial condition ϕin ∈ C([0,∞)× [−π, π)).

1.10. Main novelties and strategies. In this subsection, we discuss several dif-
ficulties that the analysis of the polymer model with the boundary involves. The
main difficulties and our corresponding novel approaches include the followings.

1.10.1. Semi-flexible polymers and the non-local trapping boundary conditions. In
this paper, we cast a kinetic model for semi-flexible polymers and novel non-local
boundary conditions for the kinetic PDE that models semi-flexible polymers. The
novel non-local boundary condition, which we call as the trapping boundary con-
dition throughout this paper, has been derived under very careful analysis of the
dynamics of semi-flexible polymers that minimizes polymer’s bending energy at
the boundary. Different from the standard Fokker-Planck-Kolmogorov type oper-
ator (∂t − v · ∇x − ∆v) in the whole space v ∈ Rd, we obtain the Fokker-Planck-
Kolmogorov-like operator (∂t−n ·∇x−∆n) on the sphere n ∈ Sd−1. In particular,
this requires some modifications for the approaches for the singular boundaries
that were developed in [23–27]. In this paper, we provide the first application of
the kinetic equation to study semi-flexible polymers in a rigorous mathematical
manner.

1.10.2. Effects of the singular boundary. One of the main difficulties in our analysis
arises from the presence of the singular boundary; it has been well-known that the
kinetic equation with the boundaries have singular boundaries which are called the
grazing boundaries [5,16–18,23–27,30–32]. In our problem, the singular boundaries
occur on the boundary x2 = 0 at θ = 0 and θ = −π. Compared to the previous
results on the mathematical analysis of the kinetic Fokker-Planck equation with
boundaries, the velocity in this paper is not a homogeneous function, and therefore
the singularities have to be studied locally. The boundaries have a non-symmetric
behavior given that the characteristics enter into the domain in parts of the bound-
ary, and they leave the domain in other parts of the boundary. Near the singular
domain, we construct sub- and super-solutions via the self-similar profiles and de-
rive the maximum principle to prove the Hölder regularity of solutions near the
singular boundary.
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1.10.3. A pathological set. An additional difficulty arises from the analysis near the
pathological set {x2 = 0}×

{
θ = −π2

}
and this is one of the special properties that

the kinetic polymer model has. This set refers to the polymers that approach the
boundary x2 = 0 in the perpendicular direction at right angles. Recall that the
trapping boundary condition (9) that we obtain in the derivation of the model in
Appendix A creates the boundary conditions (24) for the adjoint problem. Then,
we remark that a solution to the adjoint problem (22)-(25) that are smooth in
x2 > 0 does not have a limit as (x2, θ) → (0,−π/2) by following the perpendicu-
lar trajectory if the two values at the boundary φ(t, x1, 0, 0) and φ(t, x1, 0, π) are
different. This makes it difficult to define a compact topological phase-space S.
Thus, it does not guarantee that the set of continuous functions C(S) is a Ba-
nach space under the uniform topology, which is crucial for the application of the
classical Hille-Yosida theorem. As a remedy, we regularize the boundary condition
on x2 = 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0] such that the boundary condition (24) no longer has
a jump discontinuity around the pathological set (x2, θ) = (0,−π/2). Then, this
allows us to define a compact phase-space S and we can show that the domain
D(L) of the operator L is dense in C(S). This will be used for the proof that the
operator L is indeed a Markov generator. It turns out that it is effective to define
the regular boundary conditions as the solutions to the differential equations (36)
and (62), whose solutions are smooth, converge to the original Heaviside-type dis-
continuous boundaries, and have the decaying properties that naturally come from
the construction of the boundary equations.

1.10.4. Proof of the hypoellipticity. Away from the singular boundary and the patho-
logical set that we introduce above, we provide a proof of the hypoellipticity using
the techniques developed by Hörmander [20]. Indeed, the standard kinetic Fokker-
Planck operator (∂t − v · ∇x − ∆v) for v ∈ Rd has been well-known to make the
solution smoothing in all variables as shown in [23–27] away from the singular
boundary, but the hypoellipticity for the operator (∂t−n · ∇x−∆n) on the sphere
n ∈ Sd−1 has not been studied well. In this paper, we provide a much simpler
proof of the hypoellipticity away from the singular boundary using the techniques
developed by Hörmander [20] and the use of the extension of the domain beyond
the boundary, which can also be applied to the operator (∂t − v · ∇x − ∆v) for
v ∈ Rd, not just for the operator (∂t − n · ∇x −∆n) on the sphere n ∈ Sd−1. This
will be provided in Section 7.

1.10.5. Use of the generators of stochastic processes. We are considering the gen-
erators of stochastic processes in which the particle reach a point or a set and has
an instantaneous jump to another point. Thus, we have to determine how the dy-
namics would be afterwards. There are several mathematical subtleties as well as
some examples of difficulties that arise in some cases.

In principle the main evolution of a particle and the boundary effect that we
need to consider come from the following stochastic differential equation:

dX2 = sin Θdt , dΘ = dW

where X2 > 0 and Θ ∈ [−π, π]. Here we neglect the X1 variable for the moment
as it is in the whole line without boundaries. Then the trajectories reach the set
X2 = 0 with probability one in a finite time and this happens along the interval
−π ≤ Θ ≤ 0. We will assume that after the trajectory reaches the point X2 (t0) =
0, Θ (t0) ∈ (−π/2, 0), it jumps instantaneously to Θ = 0. Similarly, we assume
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that after the trajectory reaches the point X2 (t0) = 0, Θ (t0) ∈ (−π,−π/2), it
jumps instantaneously to Θ = −π.

Then one problem that arises is the following. The usual theory of Markov
processes as considered in Liggett [35] and other classical literature assumes that
the trajectories of the process are Cadleg (continuous to the right and with a well
defined limit by the left), and this is not the case for the processes that we are
considering with the instantaneous jumps. Indeed, suppose that we write ξt =
(X2 (t) ,Θ (t)) and suppose that X2

(
t−0
)

= 0. Then we have to alternatives: (1)
To impose Θ (t0) = Θ0 < 0. In this case, we have continuity by the left, but then
the solution would not be continuous by the right, because Θ

(
t+0
)

= 0 or −π. (2)
Therefore, the only possible alternative in order to have a Cadleg process is to
define Θ (t0) = 0 or −π depending on the value of Θ(t−0 ). Then Θ

(
t−0
)

= Θ0 < 0

(the limit exists), but Θ
(
t+0
)

= Θ (t0) = 0 or −π. Then the difficulty is that this
process is not defined if we consider as an initial value the point (X2,Θ) = (0,Θ0)
with Θ0 < 0. Therefore we cannot define the semigroup or the generator at this
point. Indeed, we recall that given a function u continuous in the space in which
we consider the problem we have

S (t)u (x2, θ) = E
(
u
(
ξx2,θ
t

))
where ξxt is the stochastic process starting at x at the time t = 0. This is not defined
for the points (X2,Θ) = (0,Θ0) with Θ0 < 0.

Seemingly this poses difficulties when it comes to applying the standard theory
of Markov processes. From the technical point of view, one of the possible ways of
dealing with this problem is to define a different stochastic process in which all the
points (X2,Θ) = (0,Θ0) with Θ0 ∈ (−π/2, 0] are just identified as a single point
(0, 0) and all the points (X2,Θ) = (0,Θ0) with Θ0 ∈ [−π,−π/2) are just identified
as a single point (0,−π) . In particular, continuous functions g in that topological
space take the same values in those subintervals as well as the solution. That new
stochastic process does not allow to determine at which point the trajectories arrive
to X2 = 0.

As discussed above, the natural topological set S and the range C(S) for the
Markov generator L (cf. Definition 2.3 and Section 2.4) which is naturally as-
sociated to the stochastic process for the polymer dynamics can be obtained via
the identification of the subintervals Θ0 ∈ (−π/2, 0] and Θ0 ∈ [−π,−π/2) as single
pointes (0, 0) and (0,−π), respectively. However, we observe that the set S via these
specific identifications is noncompact because of the point (X2,Θ) = (0,−π/2); the
continuous functions on the set S has a jump discontinuity at (0,−π/2). There-
fore, as in Section 2.2 and Section 4.1, we consider the regularization of the trapping
boundary condition and define the set S and X without the identifications intro-
duced above. The new regularized boundary conditions are given by differential
equations on the boundary, and it will be shown that the solutions (i.e., the bound-
ary conditions) will converge to the original boundary condition with the jump
discontinuities by passing it to the limit after we show the existence of Markov
semigroups via the classical Hille-Yosida theorem.

1.10.6. Long-chain asymptotics and the control at infinity. Though the equation
that we consider is a linear PDE, the analysis in the paper still involves other
technical difficulties besides the regularizations of the jump-discontinuous boundary
condition and the Laplace-Beltrami operator introduced above. The difficulties
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involve the constructions of sub- and super-solutions via self-similar profiles in the
form of special functions in Section 8 and Section 10. In particular, it is crucial
to study the stationary equation and the steady-states in order to obtain the long-
chain (t → ∞) asymptotics and to conclude that the mass are being accumulated
at x2 = 0 and the size of polymers increases linearly in length in the coordinate
x1 ∈ R. One needs to have the well-posedness of the stationary equation and the
regularity of the steady-states. Then, one extends the analysis and have a control
of t-dependent solutions at infinity as t → ∞ and x2 → ∞. This also involves the
construction sub- and super-solutions under several types of boundary conditions.
Then the maximum principle guarantees the boundedness of the solution.

1.11. Outline of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we
first study the dual adjoint problem for the total mass density ρ1 in x1 variable,
which still shares a similar boundary-value structure on x2 = 0 with that of the
original dual problem for f . In Section 3, we prove that the dual adjoint problem
for the mass density is well-posed by means of an associated elliptic problem, the
Hille-Yosida theorem, and the construction of sub- and super-solutions for the com-
parison principle. In Section 4 and 5, we introduce the dual adjoint problem for
the particle distribution f(t, x1, x2, θ) and obtain the global wellposedness of the
dual problem. Finally, in Section 6, we prove that a unique weak solution f exists
by the duality argument. In Section 7, we then show that the weak solution that
we obtained in the previous sections is indeed locally smooth in the whole domain
except for the singular boundary set x2 = 0 and θ = 0 or − π. In Section 8, we
prove that the solution is indeed locally Hölder continuous even at the singular
boundary. In Section 9, we introduce that the total mass is conserved. In Section
10, we study the long-chain asymptotics of the polymer distribution by studying
the stationary equation and prove that all the monomer will eventually be trapped
at either (x2, θ) = (0, 0) or (0,−π). Lastly, we introduce in Appendix A a formal
derivation of the boundary-value problem for the polymer model under the trapping
boundary condition in a half-plane.

2. The adjoint problem for the mass density ρ1

In this section, we study a problem in a reduced dimension, which, however, still
encodes the same major boundary effect at x2 = 0. The reduced problem that we
construct actually encodes the dynamics of the first-moment-in-x1 variable, which
physically means the total mass density distribution at each point (x2, θ) with the
total length parameter equal to t. We denote this distribution as ρ1 and define it
as

ρ1(t, x2, θ)
def
=

∫
R
fr(t, x1, x2, θ)dx1.

The corresponding system of our interest throught Section 2 and Section 3 is the
adjoint problem (27)- (30).

2.1. Asymptotics for large values of x2. The analysis of both the 1-dimensional
reduced and the 2-dimensional original adjoint problems and their asymptotics
crucially depend on the study of the stationary equation of the reduced problem
below and on the full understanding of the solutions for large values of x2. More
precisely, we will study the stationary equation for ϕ̄ = ϕ̄(x2, θ)

− sin θ∂x2
ϕ̄ = ∂2

θ ϕ̄, on [0, T ]× (0,∞)× (−π, π), (32)
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with the boundary conditions

ϕ̄(0, θ) = ϕ̄(0,−π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
,

ϕ̄(0, θ) = ϕ̄(0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0,

(33)

and

ϕ̄(x2,−π) = ϕ̄(x2, π) and ∂θϕ̄(x2,−π) = ∂θϕ̄(x2, π). (34)

Our main interest is to prove that the mass does not escape to the infinity x2 =∞
and will eventually be concentrated on x2 = 0. For this, we will first prove that
the solution to the adjoint problem which has the boundary value ≡ 1 at x2 = 0
and θ ∈ [−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0] will eventually converge to ≡ 1 for any x2 > 0 and
θ ∈ [−π, π]. The proof involves the study on the stationary equation (32)-(34) and
we obtain the bounds for ϕ via the contruction of supersolutions and the maximum
principle. This will be discussed in detail in Section 10.1.

2.2. The regularization of the boundary condition. In this section, we first
introduce the regularization of the trapping boundary condition (29) for the anal-
ysis of the adjoint problem (27)-(30). As mentioned in Section 1.10, we want to
construct a topological set S that is compact so that the space of continuous func-
tions C(S) on S is a Banach space in the uniform topology. This will allow us to
apply the classical Hille-Yosida theorem for the existence of the solutions to the
adjoint problem.

Recall the trapping boundary conditions (29) and (27)2:

∂tϕ(t, 0, θ) = 0 if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
,

∂tϕ(t, 0, θ) = 0 if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0,

ϕ(t, 0, θ) = ϕ(t, 0,−π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
, and

ϕ(t, 0, θ) = ϕ(t, 0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0.

(35)

Since a solution ϕ which satisfies the conditions above can have a discontinuity at
(x2, θ) = (0,−π/2), we regularize the boundary conditions as follows. For each
fixed small κ > 0, we define the regularized boundary condition for θ ∈ [−π, 0] as
the solution ϕκ(t, 0, θ) of

∂tϕκ(t, 0, θ) =
1

κ

(
χκ(θ)ϕκ(t, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ϕκ(t, 0,−π)− ϕκ(t, 0, θ)

)
. (36)

Here a smooth function χκ is defined as

χκ(θ)
def
=


1, if − π

2 + κ < θ ≤ 0,

0, if − π ≤ θ < −π2 − κ,
smooth and monotone, if − π

2 − κ ≤ θ ≤ −
π
2 + κ.

(37)

Then note that if θ = 0 or θ = −π, we have ∂tϕκ(t, 0, θ) = 0. Therefore, ϕκ(t, 0, θ)
is constant for t ≥ 0 if θ = 0 or −π. Solving the ODE (36), we have that for
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θ ∈ [−π, 0],

ϕκ(t, 0, θ) =

(
χκ(θ)ϕκ(0, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ϕκ(0, 0,−π)

)
+ e−

t
κ (ϕκ(0, 0, θ)− (χκ(θ)ϕκ(0, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ϕκ(0, 0,−π))) . (38)

Then observe that we can formally recover the boundary condition (35) as κ → 0
for t ≥ 0. In a regularized problem, we let ϕκ(0, x2, θ) = ϕin(x2, θ) which is given.

In Section 2 and 3, we will consider the adjoint problem (27), (28), and (30)
with the regularized boundary condition (36). We will denote the solution as ϕκ.
After we show the existence of such a solution ϕκ via the Hille-Yosida theorem, we
take the limit κ → 0 and recover the solution ϕ to the original adjoint problem
(27)-(30).

2.3. A topological set S. In order to consider the Hille-Yosida theorem for the
existence of a generator of the semigroup, we would like to define a compact domain
S and the Banach space C(S). We first define a topologically compact set S in the
uniform topology:

Definition 2.1. We define a set S0 as {x2 ≥ 0} × [−π, π] with the additional
identification that we identify (x2, π) and (x2,−π) for any x2 ≥ 0. Then we define
the extended space S = S0 ∪ {∞} and endow it a natural topology inherited from
[0,∞)× [−π, π] complemented by the following set of neighborhoods of the point ∞:

OM = {(x2, θ) ∈ [0,∞)× [−π, π] : x2 > M}, M > 0.

Note that S is topologically a compact set. A C0 function ϕκ on this set can
be identified with the bounded C0 function ϕκ on S0 that satisfies the periodic
boundary condition

ϕκ(x2,−π) = ϕκ(x2, π) for x2 ≥ 0, (39)

and the limit of
lim
x2→∞

sup
θ∈[−π,π]

|ϕκ(x2, θ)|

exists. We denote this set of functions as C(S). We endow the set C(S) a norm

‖ϕκ‖
def
= sup

(x2,θ)∈S
|ϕκ(x2, θ)|, (40)

so that the set C(S) is now a Banach space. Also, we define the sets Cm(S) and
Cα(S) for a non-negative integer m and α = (α1, α2) ∈ N2

0 as

Cm(S)
def
=

ϕκ ∈ C(S) : ‖ϕκ‖Cm
def
=

∑
|α|≤m

sup
(x2,θ)∈S

|∂αx2,θϕκ(x2, θ)| <∞

 , (41)

and

Cα(S)
def
=

ϕκ ∈ C(S) : ‖ϕκ‖Cα
def
=
∑
β≤α

sup
(x2,θ)∈S

|∂βx2,θ
ϕκ(x2, θ)| <∞

 , (42)

where we used the partial order notation for the multi-indices β ≤ α which means
that ∀i = 1, 2, 0 ≤ βi ≤ αi. We also define a set U as

U
def
= {(x2, θ) ∈ S0 : (x2, θ) 6= (0, 0)}.
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Remark 2.2. Seemingly it is not possible to construct a compact set S that defines a
good domain that contains the information about the adjoint boundary conditions
(35) due to the fact that the functions can be discontinuous at (x2, θ) = (0,−π/2).
Then the information about the adjoint boundary conditions (35) is now in the
generator of the semigroup.

2.4. Definition of the operators L and the domain D(L). Given the adjoint
problem (27)-(28) with the regularized boundary condition (36), we will rewrite the
equation (27)1 in the following equivalent form:

∂tϕκ = Lϕκ, t ∈ [0, T ], ϕκ(t, ·) ∈ D(L), if t ≥ 0, ϕκ(0, x2, θ) = uκ(x2, θ),

for an operator L and its domain D(L). In Section 3, we will prove that we can
define Markov semigroups S(t) whose corresponding generator is the operator L
via the Hille-Yosida theorem. We will first introduce the definitions of the operator
L and its domain D(L).

We first define the operator L as

L def
= sin θ∂x2 + ∂2

θ . (43)

Depending on various types of the possible boundary dynamics, we can define the
operator L for the different boundary conditions. In this paper, we discuss the case
where the polymer that approaches to the boundary x2 = 0 becomes trapped on
the boundary x2 = 0 as we observe in the derivation in the half-plane (Appendix
A). We call the boundary that gives this dynamics the trapping boundary: the
condition (9) for f . Note that the boundary conditions for the adjoint problem
that we consider in this section is (35) and its regularized version (36).

The domain D(L) of the operator L with the regularized adjoint boundary con-
dition (36) is defined as

D(L) =

{
uκ,Luκ ∈ C1(S) : for θ ∈ [−π, 0],

(Luκ)(0, θ) =
1

κ

(
χκ(θ)uκ(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))uκ(0,−π)− uκ(0, θ)

)}
. (44)

In order to prove that there is a one-to-one correspondence between Markov gen-
erators on C(S) and Markov semigroups on C(S) via the Hille-Yosida theorem, we
are interested in proving that the operator L defined as above with the trapping
boundary condition satisfies

R(I − λL) = C(S),

for λ > 0. Here, R(I − λL) means the range of the operator I − λL. Therefore, we
have to consider elliptic problems with the form

λLuκ = uκ − g (45)

where g ∈ C(S) and L = sin θ∂x2
+ ∂2

θ .

2.5. General discussions on the operator L and a stochastic process. In
this section, we discuss the relationship between the operator L and a stochastic
process in general. For the general discussion below, we consider the situation of
the limiting system κ → 0 without posing the regularization of the boundary in
this subsection.
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We basically consider the adjoint problem (27)-(30) in the set x2 > 0 and θ ∈
[−π, π]. Locally near θ ≈ 0−, let us consider x2 > 0, θ ∈ R at the moment. We
need to impose that u is constant in the whole half-line x2 = 0, θ ≤ 0. This is
due to the fact that the points on the line should be identified as introduced in
Section 1.10.5, in order to have a well defined Cadleg stochastic process. Then
the following issues arise. The first one is that the maximum principle property
which is a characteristic of the Markov pregenerators fails. Indeed, the same type of
arguments can be made for other kinds of elliptic/parabolic operators L including
the following ones:

L = − ∂

∂x
+

∂2

∂y2
, x > 0, y ∈ R or y ∈ [−π, π] with periodic boundary conditions,

L =
∂2

∂x2
+

∂2

∂y2
, x > 0, y ∈ R or y ∈ [−π, π] with periodic boundary conditions.

The simplest example yielding the same type of difficulty is the following

L = − ∂

∂x
in x > 0.

In this case the trajectories move at constant speed in the direction of decreasing
x. They reach the boundary of the domain x2 = 0 in finite time. We remark that
in order to solve (45) we need to impose a suitable boundary condition at x2 = 0,
and we want to see if it is possible to impose a condition u = u [g] at the boundary.
In the other cases that have greater dimensionality we impose that u is constant
along the line x2 = 0. The constant would depend also on g.

The simplest case corresponds to taking the constant at the boundary Lu = 0.
This corresponds to the adjoint trapping boundary condition before the regular-
ization of the boundary condition. The question is to determine if this is the only
possible boundary condition that can be imposed. In order to see how we impose
the boundary condition Lu = 0 we argue as follows. We use the formula of the
semigroup (32) to see that in the case of trapping boundary conditions we have
S (t)u (x2 = 0) = 0. Then, since the generator is the derivative of the semigroup we
obtain Lu (x2 = 0) = 0. This gives the boundary condition for trapping boundary
conditions. In the evolution equation this would be equivalent to ∂tu (x2 = 0) = 0.
Notice that this boundary condition implies in particular that L (1) = 0 as could
be expected for a Markov pregenerator. Then, the boundary value problem as-
sociated to the trapping boundary condition is (45) with the boundary condition
u (x2 = 0) = g (x2 = 0) .

We can also consider other types of boundary conditions, that would not be
related, however, to trapping boundary conditions. For instance, if we impose
that the particle arriving to x2 = 0 has a probability of jumping to an arbitrary
orientation n, we would obtain a boundary condition with the form:

Lu (x2 = 0) =

∫ ∞
0

µ (y) [u (y)− u (x2 = 0)] dy.

Notice that this gives a different type of boundary condition than before. We have,
as expected for a Markovian pregenerator, the condition L (1) = 0. Notice that this
shows that the constant value at the boundary is not uniquely determined. Using
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the previous boundary condition we obtain the boundary condition:

λ

∫ ∞
0

µ (y) [u (y)− u (x2 = 0)] dy = u (x2 = 0)− g (x2 = 0) .

The rationale behind this is that it is possible to have different stochastic processes.
Notice that the property of Markov pregenerator holds. Indeed, in the operators
above, we observe that, at the minimum of u, we always have Lu (x) ≥ 0, and this
gives the minimum property.

The same interpretation can also be made using the other operators, including
the one that appears in the case of polymers. Notice that we can define a domain for
the operator imposing that the whole function Lu is continuous in the space under
consideration. Then we argue that the only Markov process with paths having the
property that the path (X2,Θ) is continuous and that the equations (32) hold if
x2 > 0 is the one having the trapping boundary conditions.

Remark 2.3. Notice that other processes in which there is a large-angle separating
the particle from the plane x2 = 0 would result in the equations that are the adjoint
of the one above. We should remark that we can have continuous X2 (t) except for
the angle Θ (t) switching from 0 to π and vice versa by keeping X2 (t) = 0. There
are other Markov processes that are not continuous in X2 different from the one
with trapping boundary conditions and they contain jumps in X2.

2.6. The Hille-Yosida theory. In this subsection, we introduce the Hille-Yosida
theory of the semigroups of linear partial differential operators on a general Banach
space. We follow the approach of the Hille-Yosida theory that can be found in
the book of Liggett [35]. For the Banach space C(S), we first define a Markov
pregenerator on it as follows:

Definition 2.4. A linear operator Ω on C(S) with the domain D(Ω) is said to be
a Markov pregenerator if it satisfies the following conditions:

(1) 1 ∈ D(Ω) and Ω1 = 0.
(2) D(Ω) is dense in C(S).
(3) If uκ ∈ D(Ω), λ ≥ 0, and uκ − λΩuκ = g, then

min
ζ∈S

uκ(ζ) ≥ min
ζ∈S

g(ζ).

Then we observe that the following proposition holds:

Proposition 2.5. The operator L is a Markov pregenerator.

Proof. We first observe that by the definition of the domain D(L) from (44), we
have 1 ∈ D(L) and L1 = 0.

Also, we claim that D(L) is dense in C(S). Choose any ξ ∈ C∞(S). Since C∞(S)
is dense in C(S), it suffices to show that there exists a distribution ξε ∈ D(L) such
that

‖ξ − ξε‖ < ε,

for any ε > 0 where the uniform norm ‖ · ‖ is defined as (40). For each ξ and ε > 0,
we will construct ξε from C∞(S) such that it also satisfies

(Lξε)(0, θ) =
1

κ

(
χκ(θ)ξε(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ξε(0,−π)− ξε(0, θ)

)
, for θ ∈ (−π, 0).
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This is equivalent to

κ(sin θ∂x2
+ ∂2

θ )ξε(0, θ) = χκ(θ)ξε(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ξε(0,−π)− ξε(0, θ),

for θ ∈ (−π, 0). For this, we first define a non-negative smooth cutoff function
λ(x2, θ) ∈ [0, 1] such that for an arbitrarily chosen small constant δ > 0,

λ(x2, θ)
def
=


0, if x2 > 2δ or (x2, θ) ∈ [0, 2δ]× {[−π,−π + δ) ∪ (−δ, π]},
1, if (x2, θ) ∈ [0, δ]× [−π + 2δ,−2δ],

smooth, otherwise.

Note that λ is supported only on (x2, θ) ∈ [0, 2δ] × [−π + δ,−δ]. Then define a
smooth function ξε as

ξε
def
= λξ̄ε + (1− λ)ξ,

where ξ̄ε is a smooth solution of the following parabolic problem: for x2 ≥ 0 and
θ ∈ [−π + 2δ,−2δ], ξ̄ε solves

κ(sin θ∂x2
+ ∂2

θ )ξ̄ε(x2, θ) = χκ(θ)ξ(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ξ(0,−π)− ξ̄ε(x2, θ), (46)

with the boundary condition

ξ̄ε(0, θ) = ξ(0, θ) for θ ∈ [−π + δ,−δ],
ξ̄ε(x2,−π + 2δ) = ξ(0,−π + 2δ) for x2 ≥ 0

ξ̄ε(x2,−2δ) = ξ(0,−2δ) for x2 ≥ 0.

In addition, we assume that ξ̄ε is constant on the domain near θ = 0 and θ = −π:

ξ̄ε(x2, θ) = ξ(0,−π + 2δ) for x2 ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−π,−π + 2δ]

ξ̄ε(x2, θ) = ξ(0,−2δ) for x2 ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−2δ, 0],

Note that sin θ < 0 for θ ∈ (−π, 0) and the equation (46) for ξ̄ε is a parabolic
equation with smooth coefficients. Thus the wellposedness and the regularity of
a solution can be given by the classical parabolic theory with smooth coefficients.
Then for a sufficiently small δ > 0, we have ‖λ(ξ − ξ̄ε)‖ < ε by continuity. Also,
ξε = λξ̄ε + (1− λ)ξ satisfies the boundary condition

(Lξε)(0, θ) =
1

κ

(
χκ(θ)ξε(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ξε(0,−π)− ξε(0, θ)

)
for θ ∈ (−π, 0),

since δ can be chosen arbitrarily small. This completes the proof.
Regarding the last condition for being a pregenerator, it suffices to prove that if

uκ ∈ D(L) and uκ(η) = minζ∈S uκ(ζ), then Luκ(η) ≥ 0, by Proposition 2.2 of [35].
If uκ ∈ D(L), then uκ,Luκ ∈ C1(S) and

(Luκ)(0, θ) =
1

κ

(
χκ(θ)uκ(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))uκ(0,−π)− uκ(0, θ)

)
, for θ ∈ [−π, 0].

Also, suppose that uκ(η) = minζ∈S uκ(ζ). Then observe that

Luκ(η) = sin θ∂x2uκ(η) + ∂2
θuκ(η).

If the minimum η is at x2 = 0 and some θ0 ∈ [−π, 0], then we have

Luκ(0, θ0) =
1

κ

(
χκ(θ0)uκ(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ0))uκ(0,−π)− uκ(0, θ0)

)
.
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Thus, Luκ(0, θ0) ≥ 0, as

Luκ(0, θ0) ≥ 1

κ

(
χκ(θ0) min

ζ∈S
uκ + (1− χκ(θ0)) min

ζ∈S
uκ − uκ(0, θ0)

)
= 0.

On the other hand, if the minimum η is on x2 = 0 with θ ∈ (0, π), then note that
sin θ > 0, ∂x2

uκ ≥ 0, and ∂2
θ ≥ 0. Thus, Luκ(η) ≥ 0. In addition, if η is in the

interior of S, then note that ∂x2
uκ(η) = 0 and ∂2

θuκ(η) ≥ 0, and hence Luκ(η) ≥
0. Finally, if the minimum η occurs at x2 = ∞, suppose on the contrary that
Luκ(∞) < 0. Then there exists a sufficiently small ε > 0 such that Luκ(∞)+ε ≤ 0.
Thus, by the continuity of Luκ, there exists a sufficiently large constant R > 0
such that if x2 ≥ R, then Luκ(x2, θ) < 0, for θ ∈ [−π, π]. Also, since uκ(∞) =
minζ∈S uκ(ζ), there exists a sufficiently large x∗2 > 2R and a small constant δ > 0

such that the local minimum of uκ(x2, θ) on the neighborhood Nδ
def
= [x∗2 − δ, x∗2 +

δ] × [−π/2 − δ,−π/2 + δ] occurs at the point (y, ψ) on the upper boundary of Nδ
with y = x∗2 + δ and ψ ∈ [−π/2− δ,−π/2 + δ]. Then note that

0 > Luκ(y, ψ) = sinψ∂x2
uκ(y, ψ) + ∂2

θuκ(y, ψ) ≥ sinψ∂x2
uκ(y, ψ) ≥ 0,

which leads to the contradiction. This completes the proof. �

Indeed, a Markov pregenerator is a Markov generator if

R(I − λL) = C(S),

for λ > 0 small. We define this more precisely as follows:

Definition 2.6. A Markov generator is a closed Markov pregenerator L which
satisfies

R(I − λL) = C(S),

for all sufficiently small λ > 0.

Equivalently, a closed Markov pregenerator L is a Markov generator if for any
small λ > 0 and for any g ∈ C(S), there exists a solution uκ ∈ D(L) to the following
elliptic equation:

λLuκ = uκ − g. (47)

Our main goal in Section 2 and Section 3 is to prove the following proposition:

Proposition 2.7. For any g ∈ C(S) there exists uκ ∈ D(L) which solves (47).

This will be proved in Section 3. Then, by Proposition 2.8 (a) of [35], this
provides the sufficient condition to the following theorem to be hold:

Theorem 2.8. The operator L is a Markov generator.

Here we also state the classical Hille-Yosida theorem in the text of [35, Theorem
2.9]:

Theorem 2.9 (Hille-Yosida). There is a one-to-one correspondence between Markov
generators on C(S) and Markov semigroups on C(S). The correspondence is given
by the following:

D(L) =

{
u ∈ C(S) : lim

t→0+

S(t)u− u
t

exists

}
,

and

Lu = lim
t→0+

S(t)u− u
t

, u ∈ D(L).
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If u ∈ D(L), then S(t)u ∈ D(L) and

d

dt
(S(t))u = LS(t)u.

We first note that a consequence of the Hille-Yosida theorem is that for g ∈ C(S)
and λ ≥ 0, the solution to (I − λL)u = g is given by

u =

∫ ∞
0

e−tS(λt)gdt,

where L is called the generator of S(t), and S(t) is the semigroup generated by L.
Therefore, in order to prove that L is a Markov generator we need to prove that it
is possible to solve the elliptic problem (47) where g ∈ C(S) for any small λ > 0
and L = sin θ∂x2

+ ∂2
θ .

2.7. A regularized equation. Throughout the paper, we will consider the regu-
larized version of the equation. More precisely, we discretize the Laplace-Beltrami
operator ∂2

θ using

Qε[uκ]
def
=

2

ε2

∫ π

−π
dν (uκ(x2, θ + εν)− uκ(x2, θ)) ζ(ν), (48)

for some small ε > 0 and a cutoff function ζ(ν) ∈ C∞c (−π, π) such that∫ π

−π
ζ(ν)dν = 1,

∫ π

−π
νζ(ν)dν = 0,

∫ π

−π
ν2ζ(ν)dν = 1. (49)

Then we note that Qε is a jump process, and Qε → ∂2
θ as ε→ 0 at least formally.

In the next section, we will then discuss the solvability of the elliptic equation
(47). In order for this, we regularize the operator ∂2

θ as Qε of (48) and consider the
regularized equation

λLεuεκ = uεκ − g, (50)

with the regularized operator

Lε def
= sin θ∂x2

+Qε. (51)

3. The solvability of the adjoint problem for the mass density ρ1

3.1. A t-dependent problem associated to the elliptic problem. In this
section, we introduce an associated t-dependent problem to the elliptic problem
(50). We first observe that obtaining a solution ψ̄εκ = ψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) for the following
t-dependent problem can guarantee a solution uεκ to the regularized equation (50)
for some λ > 0:

∂tψ̄
ε
κ = Lεψ̄εκ for t > 0 and (x2, θ) ∈ S,

ψ̄εκ(0, x2, θ) = ψ̄κ,in(x2, θ) = g(x2, θ),

ψ̄εκ(t, x2,−π) = ψ̄εκ(t, x2, π), for t ≥ 0, x2 ≥ 0, and

∂tψ̄
ε
κ(t, 0, θ) =

1

κ

(
χκ(θ)ψ̄εκ(t, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ψ̄εκ(t, 0,−π)− ψ̄εκ(t, 0, θ)

)
,

for t ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0].

(52)
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This is because we can recover a solution uεκ to the elliptic problem (50) from a
solution ψ̄εκ to the associated t-dependent problem (52) as

uεκ(x2, θ) =

∫ ∞
0

e−tψ̄εκ(λt, x2, θ) dt.

Then, by plugging θ = 0 and θ = −π to (52)3, we observe that

∂tψ̄
ε
κ(t, 0, 0) = ∂tψ̄

ε
κ(t, 0,−π) = 0.

Without loss of generality, we will further assume that g is arbitrarily chosen from

Figure 1. Characteristic flows

a dense subset C∞(S) of C(S).

3.2. Construction of a mild solution. In this section, we construct a mild so-
lution to the t-dependent problem (52) considering solutions to the homogeneous
equation and the Duhamel principle afterwards.

3.2.1. Homogeneous problem. We first consider a solution W = W (t, x2, θ) to the
following free transport equation:

∂tW = sin θ∂xW, for t > 0, (x2, θ) ∈ S,
W (0, x2, θ) = g(x2, θ), for x2 > 0, θ ∈ [−π, π],

W (t, x2,−π) = W (t, x2, π), for t ≥ 0, x2 ≥ 0, and ,

∂tW (t, 0, θ) =
1

κ

(
χκ(θ)W (0, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))W (0, 0,−π)−W (t, 0, θ)

)
,

for t ≥ 0, θ ∈ [−π, 0] .

(53)

Then the solution W is given by

W (t, x2, θ) =

{
g(x2 + t sin θ, θ) if x2 + t sin θ > 0 or θ ∈ [0, π],

W
(
t+ x2

sin θ , 0, θ
)

if x2 + t sin θ ≤ 0 and θ ∈ (−π, 0) ,
(54)

where W (s, 0, θ) for θ ∈ [−π, 0] is given by

W (s, 0, θ) =

(
χκ(θ)g(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))g(0,−π)

)
+ e−

s
κ (g(0, θ)− (χκ(θ)g(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))g(0,−π))) , (55)
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by solving the ODE (53)4 with (53)2.

3.2.2. Inhomogeneous problem. Then, by the Duhamel principle, the solution to
(52) can be obtained.

(1) If x2 + t sin θ > 0 or θ ∈ [0, π], we have

ψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) = W (t, x2, θ) +

∫ t

0

Qε[ψ̄εκ](s, U(t− s)(x2, θ))ds,

where the semigroup U(t) is given by

U(t)(x2, θ)
def
= (x2 + t sin θ, θ).

Therefore, we have

ψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) = g(x2 + t sin θ, θ) +

∫ t

0

Qε[ψ̄εκ](s, x2 + (t− s) sin θ, θ)ds.

(2) On the other hand, if x2 + t sin θ ≤ 0 and θ ∈ (−π, 0) , we have

ψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) = W
(
t+

x2

sin θ
, 0, θ

)
+

∫ t

t+
x2

sin θ

Qε[ψ̄εκ](s, x2 + (t− s) sin θ, θ)ds,

where W (s, 0, θ) is given by (55).

3.3. Solvability. Define an operator T ε as

T ε[ψ̄εκ]
def
= W (t, x2, θ) +

∫ t

max{0, t+ x2
sin θ}

Qε[ψ̄εκ](s, x2 + (t− s) sin θ, θ)ds,

where

W (t, x2, θ) =

{
g(x2 + t sin θ, θ), if x2 + t sin θ > 0 or θ ∈ [0, π],

W
(
t+ x2

sin θ , 0, θ
)
, if x2 + t sin θ ≤ 0 and θ ∈ (−π, 0).

(56)

Define a set E(S) as

E(S) =

{
ψ ∈ C(S) : ‖ψ(t, ·)‖

C
(1,2)
x2,θ

≤ C‖g‖C2 for t ∈ [0, T ]

}
,

for some fixed C > 27
2 . Then, we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1 (Contraction mapping). If ψ̄εκ ∈ E(S), then we have T ε[ψ̄εκ] ∈ E(S).
Moreover, T ε is a contraction in E(S), for T = T1 sufficiently small.

Proof. Here we show that T ε maps E(S) to itself and is a contraction, if T1 =
T1(ε) > 0 is sufficiently small. Note that for any ψ ∈ E(S) and any multi-index
α ≤ (1, 2) in the partial order, we have∣∣Qε[∂αψ](t, x2, θ)

∣∣ ≤ 4

ε2
‖ψ(t)‖

C
(1,2)
x2,θ

∫
(−π,π)

ζ(ν)dν ≤ 4C

ε2
‖g‖C2 ,

recalling the expression of Qε[ψ]. Now we recall the mild form of solutions obtained
in Section 3.2.2 and consider taking the derivatives for α ≤ (1, 2).

If x2 + t sin θ > 0 or θ ∈ [0, π], we observe that

∂x2
ψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) = ∂x2

g(x2 + t sin θ, θ) +Qε[∂x2
ψ̄εκ](s, U(t− s)(x2, θ))ds,
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∂θψ̄
ε
κ(t, x2, θ) = t cos θ∂x2

g(x2 + t sin θ, θ) + ∂θg(x2 + t sin θ, θ)

+

∫ t

0

Qε[(t− s) cos θ∂x2
ψ̄εκ + ∂θψ̄

ε
κ](s, x2 + (t− s) sin θ, θ)ds,

and

∂2
θ ψ̄

ε
κ(t, x2, θ) = −t sin θ∂x2

g(x2 + t sin θ, θ) + t2 cos2 θ∂2
x2
g(x2 + t sin θ, θ)

+ 2t cos θ∂
(1,1)
x2,θ

g(x2 + t sin θ, θ) + ∂2
θg(x2 + t sin θ, θ)

+

∫ t

0

Qε
[(
− (t− s) sin θ∂x2 + (t− s)2 cos θ2∂2

x2

+ 2(t− s) cos θ∂
(1,1)
x2,θ

+ ∂2
θ

)
ψ̄εκ

]
(s, x2 + (t− s) sin θ, θ)ds.

On the other hand, if x2 + t sin θ ≤ 0 and θ ∈ (−π, 0), we have∣∣∣∂αW (
t+

x2

sin θ
, 0, θ

)∣∣∣ ≤ 2‖g‖
C

(1,2)
x2,θ

,

for α ≤ (1, 2) by (55). Therefore, for any t ∈ [0, T1] and α ≤ (1, 2), we have

∂αT ε[ψ](t) ≤
(
t+

3

2

)2

‖g‖C2 +

(
t3

3
+

3t2

2
+ t

)∣∣Qε[∂αψ]
∣∣

≤

((
T1 +

3

2

)2

+
4C

ε2

(
T 3

1

3
+

3T 2
1

2
+ T1

))
‖g‖C2 ≤ C

6
‖g‖C2 ,

provided T1 is chosen sufficiently small such that

(
T 3
1

3 +
3T 2

1

2 + T1

)
4
ε2 � 1 and

(
T1 +

3

2

)2

+
4C

ε2

(
T 3

1

3
+

3T 2
1

2
+ T1

)
≤ C

6
,

for given C > 27
2 . Then we have

sup
t∈[0,T1]

‖T ε[ψ](t)‖
C

(1,2)
x2,θ

≤ C‖g‖C2 .

All these above imply that T ε[ψ] ∈ E(S) and hence T ε maps E(S) into E(S). In
addition, for any two ψ1, ψ2 ∈ E(S) and t ∈ [0, T1], similar arguments yield that

‖T ε[ψ1](t)− T ε[ψ2](t)‖
C

(1,2)
x2,θ

= ‖T ε[ψ1− ψ2](t)‖
C

(1,2)
x2,θ

≤
(
T 3

1

3
+

3T 2
1

2
+ T1

)
sup

t∈[0,T1]

∑
α≤(1,2)

∥∥∂αQε[ψ1− ψ2]
∥∥
L∞

≤
(
T 3

1

3
+

3T 2
1

2
+ T1

)
4

ε2
sup

t∈[0,T1]

‖ψ1(t)− ψ2(t)‖
C

(1,2)
x2,θ

.

Since

(
T 3
1

3 +
3T 2

1

2 + T1

)
4
ε2 < 1 with our choice of T1 above, we conclude that T ε is

a contraction. �

Corollary 3.2. There exists a unique global mild solution ψ̄εκ in E(S) to (52).
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Proof. Therefore, by the Schauder-type fixed-point theorem, there exists a unique
mild solution in E(S) on the interval [0, T1] for such T1 = T1(ε) that(

T 3
1

3
+

3T 2
1

2
+ T1

)
4

ε2
< 1

is satisfied. For the global existence, note that T1 = T1(ε) does not depend on
the initial data g. Then, by a continuation argument, we can extend the maximal
interval of the existence to an arbitrary T > 0 independent of ε. �

Therefore, we obtain the global wellposedness in E(S) for the regularized prob-
lem (52).

3.4. Uniform-in-ε estimates. In this subsection, we provide uniform-in-ε esti-
mates for the solutions to (52) as follows.

Lemma 3.3 (maximum principle). Define

Mh
def
= (∂t − sin θ∂x2

−Qε)h, (57)

and let a 2π-periodic(-in-θ) function h ∈ C1,1,2
t,x2,θ

solve Mh ≤ 0. Then h attains its

maximum only when {t = 0} or when {x2 = 0} and θ ∈ [−π, 0]. Hence, a solution
ψ̄εκ to (52) satisfies

‖ψ̄εκ‖L∞([0,T ]×S) ≤ 2‖g‖L∞(S).

Proof. We first assume that a 2π-periodic-in-θ function ψ̄εκ satisfies Mψ̄εκ < 0.

• If ψ̄εκ also attains its maximum either at an interior point (t, x2, θ) ∈
{(0, T ) × (0,∞) × (−π, π)} \ R̄ε. Then we have ∂tψ̄

ε
κ = ∂x2 ψ̄

ε
κ = 0 while

Qεψ̄εκ ≤ 0 at the maximum. Thus Mψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) ≥ 0 and this contradicts
the assumption.

• If the maximum occurs on (T, x2, θ) with (x2, θ) ∈ (0,∞) × (−π, π), then
∂tψ̄

ε
κ ≥ 0 and ∂x2

ψ̄εκ = 0 while Qεψ̄εκ ≤ 0 at the maximum.
Thus Mψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) ≥ 0 and this contradicts the assumption.

• If the maximum occurs on (t, 0, θ) with t ∈ (0, T ) and θ ∈ [0, π), then
∂tψ̄

ε
κ = 0 and − sin θ∂x2 ψ̄

ε
κ ≥ 0 while Qεψ̄εκ ≤ 0 at the maximum. Thus

Mψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) ≥ 0 and this contradicts the assumption.
• If the maximum occurs on (t, x2,±π) with t ∈ (0, T ) and x2 ∈ (0,∞), then
∂tψ̄

ε
κ = ∂x2

ψ̄εκ = 0 while Qεψ̄εκ ≤ 0 at the maximum. ThusMψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) ≥
0 and this contradicts the assumption.

• Finally, if the maximum occurs at x2 =∞, there exists a sufficiently small
ε > 0 such that Mψ̄εκ(∞) + ε ≤ 0. Then by the continuity of Mψ̄εκ,
there exists a sufficiently large constant R > 0 such that if x2 ≥ R, then
Mψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) < 0, for any (t, θ) ∈ [0, T ] × [−π, π]. Also, since ψ̄εκ(∞) =
maxζ∈S ψ̄

ε
κ(ζ), there exist a sufficiently large x∗2 > 2R and a small constant

δ > 0 such that the local maximum of ψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) on the neighborhood

Nδ
def
= (T/2 − δ, T/2 + δ) × (x∗2 − δ, x∗2 + δ) × (−π/2 − δ,−π/2 + δ) occurs

at the point (s, y, ψ) on the upper-in-x2 boundary of Nδ with y = x∗2 + δ,
s = (T/2− δ, T/2 + δ) and ψ ∈ (−π/2− δ,−π/2 + δ). Then note that

0 >Mψ̄εκ(s, y, ψ) = ∂tψ̄
ε
κ − sinψ∂x2

ψ̄εκ(s, y, ψ)− ∂2
θ ψ̄

ε
κ(s, y, ψ)

≥ − sinψ∂x2 ψ̄
ε
κ(y, ψ) ≥ 0,

which leads to the contradiction.
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Therefore, if some function ψ̄εκ satisfies Mψ̄εκ < 0, then the maximum occurs only
when t = 0 or when x2 = 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0].

Now, ifMψ̄εκ is just ≤ 0 then we define a new function ψ̄ε,kκ := ψ̄εκ− kt for some
k > 0 so that Mψε,k < 0. Then we have

sup
(t,x2,θ)∈[0,T ]×S

ψ̄ε,kκ (t, x2, θ) = sup
{t=0} or {x2=0 and θ∈[−π,0]}

ψ̄ε,kκ (t, x2, θ).

Taking k → 0, we obtain

sup
(t,x2,θ)∈[0,T ]×S

ψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ) = sup
{t=0} or {x2=0 and θ∈[−π,0]}

ψ̄εκ(t, x2, θ).

Recall (52)2 that ψ̄εκ(0, x2, θ) = g(x2, θ). Also, by solving (52)3 and applying (52)2,
we have

ψ̄εκ(t, 0, θ) =

(
χκ(θ)g(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))g(0,−π)

)
+ e−

t
κ (g(0, θ)− (χκ(θ)g(0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))g(0,−π))) ,

if θ ∈ [−π, 0]. Thus, we have |ψ̄εκ(t, 0, θ)| ≤ 2‖g‖L∞(S), if θ ∈ [−π, 0]. This completes
the proof. �

Remark 3.4. As a corollary, we obtain the uniqueness of the solution via the max-
imum principle.

Regarding the x2 derivatives, we obtain a similar estimate:

Corollary 3.5 (Estimates for x2 derivatives). For any m ≥ 0, the solution ψ̄εκ to
(52) satisfies

‖∂mx2
ψ̄εκ‖L∞([0,T ]×S) ≤ 2‖∂mx2

g‖L∞(S).

Proof. By taking ∂mx2
to the equation (52), we observe that ∂mx2

ψ̄εκ satisfies the same
equation with revised initial and boundary conditions:

∂mx2
ψ̄εκ(0, x2, θ) = ∂mx2

g(x2, θ), and

∂t(∂
m
x2
ψ̄εκ)(t, 0, θ) =

1

κ

(
χκ(θ)(∂mx2

ψ̄εκ)(t, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))(∂mx2
ψ̄εκ)(t, 0,−π)

− (∂mx2
ψ̄εκ)(t, 0, θ)

)
, for t ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0].

(58)

Then the corollary follows by Lemma 3.3. �

Now we consider the derivatives with respect to θ. If we take one θ-derivative to
the equation (52), we obtain the following inhomogeneous equation

M(∂θψ̄
ε
κ) = cos θ∂x2 ψ̄

ε
κ,

with the initial-boundary conditions:

∂θψ̄
ε
κ(0, x2, θ) = ∂θg(x2, θ), and

∂t(∂θψ̄
ε
κ)(t, 0, θ) =

1

κ

(
∂θχκ(θ)ψ̄εκ(t, 0, 0)− ∂θχκ(θ)ψ̄εκ(t, 0,−π)

− (∂θψ̄
ε
κ)(t, 0, θ)

)
, for t ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0].
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Note that the solution to the homogeneous problem with the same initial-boundary
conditions satisfies a similar uniform-in-ε bound as in Lemma 3.3. Then, by Lemma
3.3 and the Duhamel principle, we obtain that for t ≥ 0,

‖∂θψ̄εκ(t)‖L∞ ≤ Cκ‖g‖C(0,1)
x2,θ

(S)
+ t

(
2‖g‖

C
(0,1)
x2,θ

(S)
+ ‖∂x2

ψ̄εκ‖L∞([0,t]×S)

)
≤ (Cκ + 2t)‖g‖

C
(0,1)
x2,θ

(S)
+ t‖∂x2

ψ̄εκ‖L∞([0,t]×S)

≤ (Cκ + 2t)‖g‖
C

(0,1)
x2,θ

(S)
+ 2t‖∂x2g‖L∞(S),

by Corollary 3.5 and (55). This provides the uniform-in-ε upper bound for ∂θψ̄
ε
κ.

By the same proof, we prove the following bound for ∂x2
∂θψ̄

ε
κ as it satisfies the

same equation for ∂θψ̄
ε
κ with an additional ∂x2

derivatives applied to the initial-
boundary conditions:

‖∂x2
∂θψ̄

ε
κ(t)‖L∞(S) ≤ (Cκ + 2t)‖g‖

C
(1,1)
x2,θ

(S)
+ 2t‖∂2

x2
g‖L∞(S). (59)

for any t ≥ 0. Finally, we take the second derivative ∂2
θ to (52) and obtain the

inhomogeneous equation

M(∂2
θ ψ̄

ε
κ) = 2 cos θ∂x2

∂θψ̄
ε
κ − sin θ∂x2

ψ̄εκ,

with the initial-boundary conditions

∂2
θ ψ̄

ε
κ(0, x2, θ) = ∂2

θg(x2, θ), and

∂t(∂
2
θ ψ̄

ε
κ)(t, 0, θ) =

1

κ

(
∂2
θχκ(θ)ψ̄εκ(t, 0, 0)− ∂2

θχκ(θ)ψ̄εκ(t, 0,−π)

− (∂2
θ ψ̄

ε
κ)(t, 0, θ)

)
, for t ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0].

By the Duhamel principle with the different inhomogeneity, we obtain that for any
t ≥ 0,

‖∂2
θ ψ̄

ε
κ(t)‖L∞(S) ≤ (C ′κ + 2t)‖g‖

C
(0,2)
x2,θ

(S)

+t

(
2

(
(Cκ + 2t)‖g‖

C
(1,1)
x2,θ

(S)
+ 2t‖∂2

x2
g‖L∞(S)

)
+ ‖∂x2

g‖L∞(S)

)
≤ Cκ,t‖g‖C2(S),

by (55), (59), and Corollary 3.5 where Cκ,t > 0 is a second-order polynomial in t
for each fixed κ > 0. Thus, we obtain the following proposition:

Proposition 3.6 (Uniform-in-ε estimates for the derivatives). For t ≥ 0 and κ > 0,
the solution ψ̄εκ to (52) satisfies∥∥ψ̄εκ(t)

∥∥
C

(1,2)
x2,θ

(S)
≤ Cκ,t‖g‖C2(S),

where Ct > 0 is a second-order polynomial in t for each fixed κ > 0.

3.5. Passing to the limit ε → 0. Now we recover the solution to (50) via the
definition

uεκ(x2, θ) =

∫ ∞
0

e−tψ̄εκ(λt, x2, θ) dt,

which is well-defined for any ε > 0. Then we pass to the limit ε → 0 and ob-
tain the existence of a unique global solution to (47). We obtain the limit of
the approximating sequence {uεκ} as a candidate for a solution by the compact-
ness (Banach-Alaoglu theorem), which is ensured by the uniform estimates of the
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approximate solutions established in the previous subsections. From the uniform
estimate (Proposition 3.6) and from taking the limit as ε → 0, we obtain that a

sequence of {uεκ} converges to uκ in C
(1,2)
x2,θ

(S). Again it follows from Proposition 3.6
that uκ also satisfies the bound

‖uκ‖C(1,2)
x2,θ

(S)
≤ Cκ(1 + λ2)‖g‖C2(S), (60)

for some constant Cκ > 0.

3.6. Hille-Yosida theorem and the global wellposedness of the adjoint
problem. Now we are ready to prove the following proposition on the well-posedness
of the 1-dimensional adjoint problem (27)- (30).

Proposition 3.7 (Well-posedness of the 1-dimensional adjoint problem). Suppose
that ϕin = ϕin(x2, θ) ∈ C([0,∞) × [−π, π)) satisfies (31). Then there exists a
unique solution ϕ ∈ C(S) which solves the 1-dimensional adjoint problem (27)-
(30).

Proof. We first note that we obtain Proposition 2.7, which states that there exists
a unique uκ ∈ C(S) which solves (47) for any g ∈ C(S) by the standard density
argument. Then this provides the sufficient condition for Theorem 2.8, which states
that L is the Markov generator. Now, via the Hille-Yosida theorem (Theorem 2.9),
we obtain the corresponding Markov semigroup Sκ(t) and the solution ϕκ(t, ·) =
Sκ(t)uκ(·) to the adjoint equation (27), (28), and (30) with the regularized boundary
condition (36) for a small κ > 0. We note that the semigroup Sκ is continuous and
uκ is differentiable. More importantly, we have the maximum principle on ϕκ as in
Lemma 3.3 and we have the uniform-in-κ L∞ estimate on ϕκ; namely, we obtain

‖ϕκ‖L∞([0,T ]×S) ≤ 2 max{1, ‖ϕin‖L∞(S)},

since the maximum occurs only at {t = 0} or {x2 = 0}∩{θ ≤ 0} and the boundary
values at x2 = 0 and θ ≤ 0 is bounded by 1 from above. This allows us to pass to
the limit κ→ 0 and obtain a weak solution ϕ as a weak-∗ limit of ϕκ(t, x2, θ). Note
that the limiting system for its weak-∗ limit ϕ as κ→ 0 is the same system as that
of ϕκ except for the difference in the boundary conditions (29) and (36). In order
to study the limit of the boundary condition for ϕκ, we solve the ODE (36) and
observe that the boundary condition gives

ϕκ(t, 0, θ) =

(
χκ(θ)ϕκ(0, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ϕκ(0, 0,−π)

)
+ e−

t
κ (ϕκ(0, 0, θ)− (χκ(θ)ϕκ(0, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ϕκ(0, 0,−π))) ,

for θ ∈ [−π, 0]. Then we also have the bound for the values at the boundary

‖ϕκ(t, 0, θ)‖L∞([0,T ]×[−π,0]) ≤ 2‖ϕin(0, θ)‖L∞([−π,π]),

where ϕin is the initial profile of (28). Moreover, for t ≥ 0 and a sequence of small
δκ > 0 such that δκ � κ and δκ → 0 as κ→ 0, we have the uniform-in-κ limit for
θ ∈ [−π,−π/2− δκ] ∪ [−π/2 + δκ, 0] as κ→ 0∥∥∥∥ϕκ(t, 0, θ)−

(
χκ(θ)ϕκ(0, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ϕκ(0, 0,−π)

)∥∥∥∥
≤ e− t

κ |ϕκ(0, 0, θ)− (χκ(θ)ϕκ(0, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ϕκ(0, 0,−π))| → 0.
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Thus, we have that the weak-∗ limit ϕ of ϕκ solves the limiting system (27), (28),
and (30) with the boundary condition

ϕ(t, 0, θ) = ϕ(0, 0,−π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
, and

ϕ(t, 0, θ) = ϕ(0, 0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0,

which is the limit of the regularized boundary condition

ϕκ(t, 0, θ) =

(
χκ(θ)ϕκ(0, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))ϕκ(0, 0,−π)

)
.

�

This completes the proof for the solvability of the adjoint problem (27)- (30). In
the next section, we generalize our method to study the adjoint problem (22), (23),
(24), and (25) in the 2-dimensional half-plane.

4. The generalized adjoint problem for the distribution f

In this section, we generalize the method and study the full 2-dimensional dual
adjoint problem (22), (23), (24), and (25) for the test function φ(t, x1, x2, θ). This
problem is more complicated than the previous problem in a reduced dimension,
as we also have the additional dynamics of the free transport in (t, x1) plane whose
speed of propagation varies depending on the θ variable. Since the functions that
satisfies the trapping boundary condition (24) can be discontinuous at (x2, θ) =
(0,−π/2), we first regularize the boundary condition.

4.1. The regularization of the boundary conditions. In this subsection, we
introduce the regularization of the trapping boundary condition (24) for the adjoint
problem (22)- (25). Recall the boundary conditions (24), (22)2, and (22)3 that

∂tφ(t, x1, 0, 0) = ∂x1
φ(t, x1, 0, 0),

∂tφ(t, x1, 0,−π) = −∂x1φ(t, x1, 0,−π),

φ(t, x1, 0, θ) = φ(t, x1, 0, π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
, and

φ(t, x1, 0, θ) = φ(t, x1, 0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0.

(61)

Since a solution φ which satisfies the conditions above can have a discontinuity at
(x2, θ) = (0,−π/2), we regularize the boundary conditions as follows. For each
fixed small κ > 0, we define the regularized boundary condition for θ ∈ [−π, 0] as
the solution φκ(t, x1, 0, θ) of

∂tφκ(t, x1, 0, θ) = cos θ∂x1
φκ(t, x1, 0, θ)

+
1

κ

(
χκ(θ)φκ(t, x1, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))φκ(t, x1, 0,−π)− φκ(t, x1, 0, θ)

)
.

(62)

Here the smooth function χκ is given by (37). Then note that if θ = 0 or θ = −π,
we have

∂tφκ(t, x1, 0, 0) = ∂x1φκ(t, x1, 0, 0),

∂tφκ(t, x1, 0,−π) = −∂x1
φκ(t, x1, 0,−π).
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Therefore, φκ(t, x1, 0, 0) and φκ(t, x1, 0, 0) are given by the solutions of the free
transport equations as

φκ(t, x1, 0, 0) = φκ(0, x1 + t, 0, 0),

φκ(t, x1, 0,−π) = φκ(0, x1 − t, 0,−π).

Here we let φκ(0, x1, x2, θ) = φin(x1, x2, θ).

Figure 2. Characteristics for the 2-dimensional case

In the rest of this section and in the next section, we will observe that the
solvability of the adjoint problem (22)-(25) with (24) replaced by the regularized
boundary condition (62) corresponds to the construction of a Markov generator of
the semigroup via the Hille-Yosida theorem.

4.2. The Hille-Yosida theorem and the plan. Note that we want to prove
the solvability of the 2-dimensional adjoint problem (22) together with the initial-
boundary conditions (23), (62) and (25). As in the previous sections, our main goal
is to prove that the range of the operator I − λA is equal to C(X):

R(I − λA) = C(X), (63)

for any small λ > 0, where the linear operator A is now defined as

A def
= (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇x + ∂2

θ . (64)

Then, since the adjoint problem is equivalent to

∂tφκ = Aφκ, t ∈ [0, T ], φκ(t, ·) ∈ D(A), if t ≥ 0, φκ(0, x1, x2, θ) = υκ(x1, x2, θ),

the Hille-Yosida theorem guarantees the one-to-one correspondence of the Markov
generator and the Markov semigroup Sκ(t), which provides the solvability of the 2-
dimensional adjoint problem. We follow the Hille-Yosida theory that is introduced
in [35].

Observe that (63) is equivalent to the claim that for any small λ > 0 and a given
function g ∈ C(X), it is possible to solve the elliptic problem

λAυκ = υκ − g. (65)
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Here we define the domain D(A) of the operator A which involves the information
of the regularized boundary condition (62) as

D(A) =

{
υκ,Aυκ ∈ C1(X) : for x1 ∈ R and θ ∈ [−π, 0]

(Lυκ)(x1, 0, θ) =
1

κ

(
χκ(θ)υκ(x1, 0, 0)+(1−χκ(θ))υκ(x1, 0,−π)−υκ(x1, 0, θ)

)}
,

(66)

where the operator L is defined in (43).

Remark 4.1. Here we remark that the definition D(A) is written using the operator
L instead of A, as the leftover dynamics in t and x1 is a simple free-transport on
the plane.

Then we have the following proposition:

Proposition 4.2. The operator A is a Markov pregenerator.

Note that the boundary condition at x2 = 0 in (66) is the same as the one given
in (44) and the operator is independent of x1. Thus, for the proof of Proposition
4.2, there is no need of taking an additional cutoff in x1 variable for the construction
of λ in the proof of Proposition 2.5. Therefore, the proof is almost the same as the
one for Proposition 2.5, and we omit it. As mentioned in Remark 4.1, we observe
that the dynamics in t and x1 variables is the free-transport.

Then our goal is to prove that the operator A is indeed the Markov generator:

Theorem 4.3. The operator A is a Markov generator.

To this end, it suffices to prove that the operator A is bounded by Proposition
2.8 (a) of [35]. Equivalently, we will prove the following proposition:

Proposition 4.4. For any g ∈ C(X) there exists υκ ∈ D(A) which solves (65).

Then Proposition 2.8 (b) of [35] will imply that Theorem 4.3 holds.

4.2.1. The regularized equation. As before, we regularize the Laplace-Beltrami op-
erator as Qε defined in (48) with (49) and obtain the following regularized operator

Aε def
= (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇x +Qε[ · ]. (67)

Then the regularized problem that we consider is

λAευεκ = υεκ − g, (68)

where g ∈ C(X) for small λ > 0.
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5. The solvability of the adjoint problem for f

5.1. A t-dependent problem. The solution υεκ to the elliptic equation (68) can
correspond to the solution ψεκ of the following t-dependent problem:

∂tψ
ε
κ = Aεψεκ, for t ≥ 0 and ξ

def
= (x1, x2, θ) ∈ X,

ψεκ(0, ξ) = ψκ,in(ξ) = g(ξ),

ψεκ(t, x1, x2,−π) = ψεκ(t, x1, x2, π), for t ≥ 0, x1 ∈ R, x2 ≥ 0, and

(∂t − cos θ∂x1
)ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ) =

1

κ

(
χκ(θ)ψεκ(t, x1, 0, 0)

+ (1− χκ(θ))ψεκ(t, x1, 0,−π)− ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ)

)
, for x1 ∈ R and θ ∈ [−π, 0], (69)

via the definition

υεκ(ξ) =

∫ ∞
0

e−tψεκ(λt, ξ) dt.

Note that if we plug θ = 0 or θ = −π into (69)3 we have

∂tψ
ε
κ(t, x1, 0, 0) = ∂x1

ψεκ(t, x1, 0, 0),

∂tψ
ε
κ(t, x1, 0,−π) = −∂x1

ψεκ(t, x1, 0,−π).

Therefore, ψεκ(t, x1, 0, 0) and ψεκ(t, x1, 0, 0) are given by the solutions of the trans-
port equations as

ψεκ(t, x1, 0, 0) = ψεκ(0, x1 + t, 0, 0),

ψεκ(t, x1, 0,−π) = ψεκ(0, x1 − t, 0,−π).

Without loss of generality, we will assume that g is chosen from a dense subset
C∞(X) of C(X).

We first solve the boundary equation (69)3

(∂t − cos θ∂x1
)ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ) =

1

κ

(
χκ(θ)ψεκ(0, x1 + t, 0, 0)

+ (1− χκ(θ))ψεκ(0, x1 − t, 0,−π)− ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ)

)
, for x1 ∈ R and θ ∈ [−π, 0],

(70)

as

ψεκ(t, ξ) = ψεκ

(
t+

x2

sin θ
, x1 −

x2 cos θ

sin θ
, 0, θ

)
,

if x2 + t sin θ ≤ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0]. Note that χκ ∈ [0, 1] and ψεκ(0, ξ) = g(ξ). For
each fixed θ ∈ [−π, 0], we have the following inhomogeneous transport equation

(∂t − cos θ∂x1)ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ) =
1

κ

(
χκ(θ)g(x1 + t, 0, 0)

+ (1− χκ(θ))g(x1 − t, 0,−π)− ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ)

)
. (71)

Define

ψεκ,g(t, x1, 0, θ)
def
= ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ)− χκ(θ)g(x1 + t, 0, 0)− (1− χκ(θ))g(x1 − t, 0,−π).
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Then ψεκ,g satisfies

(∂t − cos θ∂x1
)ψεκ,g(t, x1, 0, θ) = − 1

κ
ψεκ,g(t, x1, 0, θ)

− (∂t − cos θ∂x1
)

(
χκ(θ)g(x1 + t, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))g(x1 − t, 0,−π)

)
= − 1

κ
ψεκ,g(t, x1, 0, θ)− χκ(θ)(1− cos θ)∂x1

g(x1 + t, 0, 0)

+ (1− χκ(θ))(1 + cos θ)∂x1
g(x1 − t, 0,−π). (72)

Then we use Duhamel’s principle and obtain that

ψεκ,g(t, x1, 0, θ) = e−
t
κψεκ,g(0, x1 + t cos θ, 0, θ)

+

∫ t

0

e−
t−s
κ

(
− χκ(θ)(1− cos θ)∂x1

g(x1 − (t− s) cos θ + s, 0, 0)

+ (1− χκ(θ))(1 + cos θ)∂x1
g(x1 + (t− s) cos θ − s, 0,−π)

)
ds. (73)

We remark that this formula depends on the first derivative of g and this is one of
the main differences from the 1-dimensional case discussed in Section 3. Since

ψεκ,g(0, x1, 0, θ) = g(x1, 0, θ)− χκ(θ)g(x1, 0, 0)− (1− χκ(θ))g(x1, 0,−π),

we have

‖ψεκ,g(t, ·, 0, ·)‖L∞(R×[−π,π]) ≤ 2e−
t
κ ‖g‖L∞(X) + 2‖∂x1g‖L∞(X)

∫ t

0

e−
t−s
κ ds

= 2e−
t
κ ‖g‖L∞(X) + 2κ‖∂x1g‖L∞(X). (74)

Thus, we have

‖ψεκ,g(t, ·, 0, ·)‖L∞(R×[−π,π]) → 0,

as κ→ 0 for t > 0.

5.2. Construction of a mild solution. In this section, we will construct a mild
solution to the t-dependent problem via Duhamel’s principle

5.2.1. Homogeneous problem. We first consider a solution Υ = Υ(t, ξ) to the fol-
lowing free transport equation:

∂tΥ = (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇xΥ, Υ(0, ξ) = g(ξ), for ξ ∈ X,
Υ(t, x1, x2,−π) = Υ(t, x1, x2, π), for t ≥ 0, x1 ∈ R, x2 ≥ 0, and

(∂t − cos θ∂x1)Υ(t, x1, 0, θ) =
1

κ

(
χκ(θ)Υ(0, x1 + t, 0, 0)

+ (1− χκ(θ))Υ(0, x1 − t, 0,−π)−Υ(t, x1, 0, θ)

)
, for x1 ∈ R and θ ∈ [−π, 0].

(75)

Then the solution Υ is given by

Υ(t, x, θ) =

{
g(x1 + t cos θ, x2 + t sin θ, θ), if x2 + t sin θ > 0 or θ ∈ [0, π]

Υ
(
t+ x2

sin θ , x1 − x2 cos θ
sin θ , 0, θ

)
, if x2 + t sin θ ≤ 0 and θ ∈ (−π, 0) .

(76)
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5.2.2. Inhomogeneous problem. Then, by the variation of parameters, the solution
to (69) can be obtained. Let us denote x = (x1, x2) below.

(1) If x2 + t sin θ > 0 or θ ∈ [0, π], we have

ψεκ(t, x, θ) = Υ(t, x, θ) +

∫ t

0

Qε[ψεκ](s, U(t− s)(ξ))ds,

where the semigroup U(t) is given by

U(t)ξ = U(t)(x, θ)
def
= (x+ t(cos θ, sin θ), θ).

Therefore, we have

ψεκ(t, x, θ) = g(x+ t(cos θ, sin θ), θ) +

∫ t

0

Qε[ψεκ](s, x+ (t− s)(cos θ, sin θ), θ)ds.

(2) On the other hand, if x2 + t sin θ ≤ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0], we have

ψεκ(t, x, θ) = Υ

(
t+

x2

sin θ
, x1 −

x2 cos θ

sin θ
, 0, θ

)
+

∫ t

t+
x2

sin θ

Qε[ψεκ](s, x+ (t− s)(cos θ, sin θ), θ)ds.

5.3. Solvability. Define an operator T ε as

T ε[ψεκ]
def
= Υ(t, ξ) +

∫ t

max{0, t+ x2
sin θ}

ds Qε[ψεκ](s, U(t− s)ξ),

where

Υ(t, ξ) =

{
g(x+ t(cos θ, sin θ), θ), if x2 + t sin θ > 0 or θ ∈ [0, π]

Υ
(
t+ x2

sin θ , x1 − x2 cos θ
sin θ , 0, θ

)
, if x2 + t sin θ ≤ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0].

(77)
Define a set E(X) as

E(X) = {ψ ∈ C(X) : ‖ψ(t)‖C(1,1,2)(X) ≤ C‖g‖C3(X) for any t ∈ [0, T ]},
for some C > 54.

Then, we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1 (Contraction mapping). If ψεκ ∈ E(X), then we have T ε[ψεκ] ∈ E(X).
Moreover, T ε is a contraction in E(X), for T = T1 sufficiently small.

Proof. Now we show that T ε maps E(X) to itself and is a contraction, if T1 =
T1(ε) > 0 is sufficiently small. Note that for any ψ ∈ E(X) and any multi-index
α ≤ (1, 1, 2) in the partial order, we have∣∣Qε[∂αψ](t, x1, x2, θ)

∣∣ ≤ 4

ε2
‖ψ(t)‖

C
(1,1,2)
x1,x2,θ

∫
(−π,π)

ζ(ν)dν ≤ 4C

ε2
‖g‖C3 ,

by the definition of Qε[ψ]. We now take the derivatives ∂α for α ≤ (1, 1, 2) on the
solutions in the mild form.

If x2 + t sin θ > 0 or θ ∈ [0, π], we observe that

∂m,lx1,x2
ψεκ(t, x1, x2, θ) = ∂m,lx1,x2

g(x1 + t cos θ, x2 + t sin θ, θ)

+Qε[∂m,lx1,x2
ψεκ](s, U(t− s)(x1, x2, θ))ds,
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for any non-negative integers m and l, and

∂θψ
ε
κ(t, x1, x2, θ) = −t sin θ∂x1

g(x1 + t cos θ, x2 + t sin θ, θ)

+ t cos θ∂x2
g(x1 + t cos θ, x2 + t sin θ, θ) + ∂θg(x1 + t cos θ, x2 + t sin θ, θ)

+

∫ t

0

Qε[(−(t− s) sin θ∂x1 + (t− s) cos θ∂x2 + ∂θ)ψ
ε
κ]

(s, x1 + (t− s) cos θ, x2 + (t− s) sin θ, θ)ds,

and

∂2
θψ

ε
κ(t, x1, x2, θ) = −t cos θ∂x1g(x1 + t cos θ, x2 + t sin θ, θ)

+ t2 sin2 θ∂2
x1
g(x1 + t cos θ, x2 + t sin θ, θ)− t sin θ∂x2

g(x1 + t cos θ, x2 + t sin θ, θ)

+t2 cos2 θ∂2
x2
g(x1 +t cos θ, x2 +t sin θ, θ)−2t sin θ∂

(1,0,1)
x1,x2,θ

g(x1 +t cos θ, x2 +t sin θ, θ)

+ 2t cos θ∂
(0,1,1)
x1,x2,θ

g(x1 + t cos θ, x2 + t sin θ, θ) + ∂2
θg(x1 + t cos θ, x2 + t sin θ, θ)

+

∫ t

0

Qε
[(
− (t− s) cos θ∂x1 + (t− s)2 sin2 θ∂2

x1
− (t− s) sin θ∂x2 + (t− s)2 cos θ2∂2

x2

− 2(t− s) sin θ∂
(1,0,1)
x1,x2,θ

+ 2(t− s) cos θ∂
(0,1,1)
x1,x2,θ

+ ∂2
θ

)
ψεκ

]
(s, x2 + (t− s) sin θ, θ)ds.

On the other hand, if x2 + t sin θ ≤ 0 and θ ∈ (−π, 0), we have∣∣∣∣∂αx1,x2
Υ

(
t+

x2

sin θ
, x1 −

x2 cos θ

sin θ
, 0, θ

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2‖∂αx1,x2
g‖L∞(X) + 2‖∂αx1,x2

∂x1
g‖L∞(X),

by (73) and (75)2 for any x-derivatives. Also, regarding the θ-derivatives, we have∣∣∣∣∂βθ Υ

(
t+

x2

sin θ
, x1 −

x2 cos θ

sin θ
, 0, θ

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2β+1‖∂βθ g‖L∞(X) + 2β+1‖∂βθ ∂x1g‖L∞(X),

by (73). Therefore, for any t ∈ [0, T1] and α ≤ (1, 1, 2) with |α| ≤ 2, we have

∂αx1,x2,θT
ε[ψ](t) ≤ 2

(
t+

3

2

)2

‖g‖C3 +

(
2t3

3
+ 3t2 + t

)∣∣Qε[∂αψ]
∣∣

≤

(
2

(
T1 +

3

2

)2

+
4C

ε2

(
2T 3

1

3
+ 3T 2

1 + T1

))
‖g‖C3 ≤ C

12
‖g‖C3 ,

provided T1 is chosen sufficiently small such that 4
ε2

(
2T 3

1

3 + 3T 2
1 + T1

)
� 1 and

2

(
T1 +

3

2

)2

+
4C

ε2

(
2T 3

1

3
+ 3T 2

1 + T1

)
≤ C

12
,

for given C > 54. Then we have

sup
t∈[0,T1]

‖T ε[ψ](t)‖
C

(1,1,2)
x1,x2,θ

≤ C‖g‖C3(X).
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All these above imply that T ε[ψ] ∈ E(X) and hence T ε maps E(X) into E(X). In
addition, for any two ψ1, ψ2 ∈ E(X) and t ∈ [0, T1], similar arguments yield that

‖T ε[ψ1](t)− T ε[ψ2](t)‖
C

(1,1,2)
x1,x2,θ

= ‖T ε[ψ1− ψ2](t)‖
C

(1,1,2)
x1,x2,θ

≤
(

2T 3
1

3
+ 3T 2

1 + T1

)
4

ε2
sup

t∈[0,T1]

‖ψ1(t)− ψ2(t)‖
C

(1,1,2)
x1,x2,θ

.

Since

(
2T 3

1

3 + 3T 2
1 + T1

)
4
ε2 < 1 with our choice of T1 above, we conclude that T ε

is a contraction. �

Corollary 5.2. There exists a unique global mild solution ψεκ in E(X) to (69).

Proof. Therefore, by the Schauder-type fixed-point theorem, there exists a unique

mild solution in E(X) on the interval [0, T1] for such T1 = T1(ε) that

(
2T 3

1

3 + 3T 2
1 +

T1

)
4
ε2 < 1 is satisfied. For the global existence, note that T1 = T1(ε) does not

depend on the initial data g. Then, by a continuation argument, we can extend the
existence interval to an arbitrary T > 0 independent of ε. �

Therefore, we obtain the global wellposedness in E(X) for the regularized prob-
lem (69). In the next subsection, we will establish the uniform-in-ε estimates for
ψεκ and its derivatives.

5.4. Uniform-in-ε estimates. In this section, we will provide a uniform-in-ε L∞

estimate for the solutions to (69).

Lemma 5.3 (maximum principle). Define

Mh
def
= (∂t − (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇x −Qε)h, (78)

and let a 2π-periodic(-in-θ) function h ∈ C1,1,1,2
t,x1,x2,θ

solve Mh ≤ 0. Then h attains

its maximum only when t = 0 or when x2 = 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0]. Therefore, a solution
ψεκ to (69) satisfies

‖ψεκ‖L∞([0,T ]×X) ≤ 3‖g‖L∞(X) + 2κ‖∂x1g‖L∞(X).

Proof. Note that the derivatives ∂tψ
ε
κ and ∇xψεκ are well-defined due to the mild

form of the solution in Section 5.2.2 and that g is sufficiently smooth.
First of all, we suppose that a 2π-periodic-in-θ function ψεκ satisfies Mψεκ < 0.

• If ψεκ also attains its maximum either at an interior point (t, x, θ) ∈ (0, T )×
R × (0,∞) × (−π, π). Then we have ∂tψ

ε
κ = ∂x1ψ

ε
κ = ∂x2ψ

ε
κ = 0 while

Qεψεκ ≤ 0 at the maximum. Thus Mψεκ(t, x, θ) ≥ 0 and this contradicts
the assumption.

• If the maximum occurs on (T, x, θ) with (x, θ) ∈ R× (0,∞)× (−π, π), then
∂tψ

ε
κ ≥ 0 and ∂x1

ψεκ = ∂x2
ψεκ = 0 while Qεψεκ ≤ 0 at the maximum. Thus

Mψεκ(t, x, θ) ≥ 0 and this contradicts the assumption.
• If the maximum occurs on (t, x1, 0, θ) with t ∈ (0, T ), x1 ∈ R and θ ∈ [0, π),

then ∂tψ
ε
κ = ∂x1

ψεκ = 0 and − sin θ∂x2
ψεκ ≥ 0 while Qεψεκ ≤ 0 at the

maximum. Thus Mψεκ(t, x, θ) ≥ 0 and this contradicts the assumption.
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• If the maximum occurs on (t, x,±π) with t ∈ (0, T ) and x ∈ R × (0,∞),
then ∂tψ

ε
κ = ∂x1ψ

ε
κ = ∂x2ψ

ε
κ = 0 while Qεψεκ ≤ 0 at the maximum. Thus

Mψεκ(t, x, θ) ≥ 0 and this contradicts the assumption.
• Now suppose that the maximum occurs at |x1| =∞. Without loss of gen-

erality, suppose that it occurs at x1 = +∞. Then there exists a sufficiently
small ε > 0 such that Mψεκ(∞) + ε ≤ 0. Then by the continuity of Mψεκ,
there exists a sufficiently large constant R > 0 such that if x1 ≥ R, then
Mψεκ(t, x1, x2, θ) < 0, for any (t, x2, θ) ∈ [0, T ] × [0,∞] × [−π, π]. Also,
since ψεκ(∞) = maxζ∈S ψ

ε
κ(ζ), there exist a sufficiently large x∗1 > 2R and a

small constant δ > 0 such that the local maximum of ψεκ(t, x1, x2, θ) on the

neighborhood Nδ
def
= (T/2− δ, T/2 + δ)× (x∗1 − δ, x∗1 + δ)× (R− δ,R+ δ)×

(−3π/4− δ,−3π/4 + δ) occurs at the point (s, y1, y2, ψ) on the upper-in-x1

boundary of Nδ with y1 = x∗1 +δ, s = (T/2−δ, T/2+δ), y2 ∈ (R−δ,R+δ)
and ψ ∈ (−3π/4− δ,−3π/4 + δ). Then note that

0 >Mψεκ(s, y1, y2, ψ)

= ∂tψ
ε
κ−cosψ∂x1

ψεκ(s, y1, y2, ψ)−sinψ∂x2
ψεκ(s, y1, y2, ψ)−∂2

θψ
ε
κ(s, y1, y2, ψ)

≥ − cosψ∂x1ψ
ε
κ(s, y1, y2, ψ) ≥ 0,

which leads to the contradiction.
• Finally, if the maximum occurs at x2 =∞, there exists a sufficiently small
ε > 0 such that Mψεκ(∞) + ε ≤ 0. Then by the continuity of Mψεκ,
there exists a sufficiently large constant R > 0 such that if x2 ≥ R, then
Mψεκ(t, x1, x2, θ) < 0, for any (t, x1, θ) ∈ [0, T ] × R × [−π, π]. Also, since
ψεκ(∞) = maxζ∈S ψ

ε
κ(ζ), there exists a sufficiently large x∗2 > 2R and a

small constant δ > 0 such that the local maximum of ψεκ(t, x1, x2, θ) on

the neighborhood Nδ
def
= (T/2 − δ, T/2 + δ) × (−δ, δ) × (x∗2 − δ, x∗2 + δ) ×

(−π/2 − δ,−π/2 + δ) occurs at the point (s, y1, y2, ψ) on the upper-in-x2

boundary of Nδ with y2 = x∗2 + δ, s = (T/2 − δ, T/2 + δ), y ∈ (−δ, δ) and
ψ ∈ (−π/2− δ,−π/2 + δ). Then note that

0 >Mψεκ(s, y1, y2, ψ)

= ∂tψ
ε
κ−cosψ∂x1

ψεκ(s, y1, y2, ψ)−sinψ∂x2
ψεκ(s, y1, y2, ψ)−∂2

θψ
ε
κ(s, y1, y2, ψ)

≥ − sinψ∂x2
ψεκ(s, y1, y2, ψ) ≥ 0,

which leads to the contradiction.

Therefore, if some function ψεκ satisfies Mψεκ < 0, then the maximum occurs only
when t = 0 or when x2 = 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0].

Now, ifMψεκ is just ≤ 0 then we define a new function ψε,kκ := ψεκ− kt for some
k > 0 so that Mψε,k < 0. Then we have

sup
(t,x,θ)∈[0,T ]×X

ψε,kκ (t, x, θ) = sup
{t=0} or {x2=0 and θ∈[−π,0]}

ψε,kκ (t, x, θ).

We take k → 0 and observe the estimate of ψεκ on x2 = 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0] from (74)
that

‖ψεκ‖L∞([0,T ]×X) ≤ 3‖g‖L∞(X) + 2κ‖∂x1
g‖L∞(X).

This completes the proof. �
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Remark 5.4. As a corollary, we obtain the uniqueness of the solution via the max-
imum principle.

Now we establish the uniform estimates on the derivatives. We first consider
x-derivatives which does not change the form of the equation:

Corollary 5.5 (Estimates for x derivatives). For any integers m, l ≥ 0, the solution
ψεκ to (69) satisfies

‖∂mx1
∂lx2

ψεκ‖L∞([0,T ]×X) ≤ 3‖∂mx1
∂lx2

g‖L∞(X) + 2κ‖∂m+1
x1

∂lx2
g‖L∞(X).

Proof. By taking ∂mx1
∂lx2

to the equation (69), we observe that ∂mx1
∂lx2

ψεκ satisfies
the same equation with revised initial and boundary conditions in the same kind:

∂mx1
∂lx2

∂tψ
ε
κ = Aε∂mx1

∂lx2
ψεκ, for t ≥ 0 and ξ

def
= (x1, x2, θ) ∈ X,

∂mx1
∂lx2

ψεκ(0, ξ) = ∂mx1
∂lx2

g(ξ), and

(∂t − cos θ∂x1
)∂mx1

∂lx2
ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ) =

1

κ

(
χκ(θ)∂mx1

∂lx2
ψεκ(t, x1, 0, 0)

+ (1− χκ(θ))∂mx1
∂lx2

ψεκ(t, x1, 0,−π)− ∂mx1
∂lx2

ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ)

)
,

for x1 ∈ R and θ ∈ [−π, 0],

Then the corollary follows by Lemma 5.3. �

Now we consider the derivatives with respect to θ. If we take one θ-derivative to
the equation (69), we obtain the following inhomogeneous equation

M(∂θψ
ε
κ) = − sin θ∂x1ψ

ε
κ + cos θ∂x2ψ

ε
κ, (79)

for M from (78) with the initial-boundary conditions:

∂θψ
ε
κ(0, ξ) = ∂θg(ξ), and

(∂t − cos θ∂x1
)∂θψ

ε
κ(t, x1, 0, θ) = − sin θ∂x1

ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ)

+
1

κ

(
∂θχκ(θ)ψεκ(t, x1, 0, 0)− ∂θχκ(θ)ψεκ(t, x1, 0,−π)− ∂θψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ)

)
,

for x1 ∈ R and θ ∈ [−π, 0].

(80)

Note that we have an additional inhomogeity − sin θ∂x1ψ
ε
κ(t, x1, 0, θ) in both the

equation (79) for ∂θψ
ε
κ and the boundary equation (80)2. We first study the homo-

geneous solution to the homogeneous equation M(∂θψ
ε
κ) = 0. We first define

∂θψ
ε
κ,g(t, x1, 0, θ)

def
=

− ∂θχκ(θ)ψεκ(t, x1, 0, 0) + ∂θχκ(θ)ψεκ(t, x1, 0,−π) + ∂θψ
ε
κ(t, x1, 0, θ). (81)
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Then the boundary equation (80)2 is equivalent to

(∂t − cos θ∂x1
)∂θψ

ε
κ,g(t, x1, 0, θ)

= − sin θ∂x1
ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ)− ∂θχκ(θ)(∂t − cos θ∂x1

)ψεκ(t, x1, 0, 0)

+ ∂θχκ(θ)(∂t − cos θ∂x1
)ψεκ(t, x1, 0,−π)− 1

κ
∂θψ

ε
κ,g(t, x1, 0, θ)

= − sin θ∂x1
ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ)− ∂θχκ(θ)(∂t − cos θ∂x1

)g(x1 + t, 0, 0)

+ ∂θχκ(θ)(∂t − cos θ∂x1
)g(x1 − t, 0,−π)− 1

κ
∂θψ

ε
κ,g(t, x1, 0, θ)

= − sin θ∂x1
ψεκ(t, x1, 0, θ)− ∂θχκ(θ)(1− cos θ)∂x1

g(x1 + t, 0, 0)

− ∂θχκ(θ)(1 + cos θ)∂x1
g(x1 − t, 0,−π)− 1

κ
∂θψ

ε
κ,g(t, x1, 0, θ). (82)

Then we use the Duhamel principle to this equation similarly as in (73) and obtain
that

∂θψ
ε
κ,g(t, x1, 0, θ) = e−

t
κ ∂θψ

ε
κ,g(0, x1 + t cos θ, 0, θ)

+

∫ t

0

e−
t−s
κ

(
− sin θ∂x1ψ

ε
κ(s, x1 + (t− s) cos θ, 0, θ)

− ∂θχκ(θ)(1− cos θ)∂x1g(x1 + s− (t− s) cos θ, 0, 0)

− ∂θχκ(θ)(1 + cos θ)∂x1
g(x1 − s+ (t− s) cos θ, 0,−π)

)
ds.

Since (81) implies

∂θψ
ε
κ,g(0, x1, 0, θ)

= −∂θχκ(θ)ψεκ(0, x1, 0, 0) + ∂θχκ(θ)ψεκ(0, x1, 0,−π) + ∂θψ
ε
κ(0, x1, 0, θ)

= −∂θχκ(θ)g(x1, 0, 0) + ∂θχκ(θ)g(x1, 0,−π) + ∂θg(x1, 0, θ),

we have for some Cκ > 0

‖∂θψεκ,g(t, ·, 0, ·)‖L∞(R×[−π,0])

≤ Cκ
(
e−

t
κ (‖g‖L∞(X)+‖∂θg‖L∞(X))+(‖∂x1ψ

ε
κ‖L∞(X)+‖∂x1g‖L∞(X))

∫ t

0

e−
t−s
κ ds

)
≤ Cκ

(
e−

t
κ (‖g‖L∞(X) + ‖∂θg‖L∞(X))

+ κ(3‖∂x1
g‖L∞(X) + 2κ‖∂2

x1
g‖L∞(X) + 2‖∂x1

g‖L∞(X))

)
,

by Corollary 5.5. Thus, we recover the bound for ∂θψ
ε
κ by (81) and Lemma 5.3 as

‖∂θψεκ(t, ·, 0, ·)‖L∞(R×[−π,0]) ≤ 2Cκ(3‖g‖L∞(X) + 2κ‖∂x1
g‖L∞(X))

+ Cκe
− t
κ (‖g‖L∞(X) + ‖∂θg‖L∞(X))

+ Cκκ(3‖∂x1g‖L∞(X) + 2κ‖∂2
x1
g‖L∞(X) + 2‖∂x1g‖L∞(X))

.κ ‖g‖L∞(X) + ‖∂θg‖L∞(X) + ‖∂x1
g‖L∞(X) + ‖∂2

x1
g‖L∞(X).

Now, using this boundary value at x2 = 0, we use Lemma 3.3 for the homogeneous
solution (∂θψ

ε
κ)homo of (79) and (80) to observe that (∂θψ

ε
κ)homo has the following
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uniform-in-ε bound

‖(∂θψεκ)homo(t)‖L∞(X) .κ ‖g‖L∞(X) + ‖∂θg‖L∞(X) + ‖∂x1
g‖L∞(X) + ‖∂2

x1
g‖L∞(X).

Then, the Duhamel principle, we obtain a uniform-in-ε bound for the solution ∂θψ
ε
κ

of (79) and (80) as

‖∂θψεκ(t)‖L∞ .κ ‖g‖C(2,0,1)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
+ t
(
‖∂x1

ψεκ‖L∞([0,t]×X) + ‖∂x2
ψεκ‖L∞([0,t]×X)

)
.κ ‖g‖C(2,0,1)

x1,x2,θ
(X)

+ t‖g‖
C

(2,1,0)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
,

by Corollary 5.5. This provides the uniform-in-ε upper bound for ∂θψ
ε
κ.

By the same proof, we prove the following bound for ∂lx1
∂mx2

∂θψ
ε
κ as it satisfies

the same equation for ∂θψ
ε
κ with an additional ∂lx1

∂mx2
derivatives applied to the

initial-boundary conditions:

‖∂lx1
∂mx2

∂θψ
ε
κ(t)‖L∞(X) .κ ‖g‖C(l+2,m,1)

x1,x2,θ
(X)

+ t‖g‖
C

(l+2,m+1,0)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
. (83)

Finally, we take one more θ-derivative to (79) and (80) and obtain the system for
∂2
θψ

ε
κ as

M(∂2
θψ

ε
κ) = − cos θ∂x1

ψεκ − 2 sin θ∂x1
∂θψ

ε
κ − sin θ∂x2

ψεκ + 2 cos θ∂x2
∂θψ

ε
κ, (84)

for M from (78) with the initial-boundary conditions:

∂2
θψ

ε
κ(0, ξ) = ∂2

θg(ξ), and

(∂t − cos θ∂x1
)∂2
θψ

ε
κ(t, x1, 0, θ) = (− cos θ∂x1

− 2 sin θ∂x1
∂θ)ψ

ε
κ(t, x1, 0, θ)

+
1

κ

(
∂2
θχκ(θ)ψεκ(t, x1, 0, 0)− ∂2

θχκ(θ)ψεκ(t, x1, 0,−π)− ∂2
θψ

ε
κ(t, x1, 0, θ)

)
,

for x1 ∈ R and θ ∈ [−π, 0]. (85)

As we solved for (79) and (80), we similarly use the Duhamel principle with the
different inhomogeneity and obtain that

‖∂2
θψ

ε
κ(t)‖L∞(X) .κ (‖g‖L∞ + ‖∂x1

g‖L∞ + ‖∂x1
∂θg‖L∞)

+ t (‖∂x1ψ
ε
κ‖L∞ + ‖∂x1∂θψ

ε
κ‖L∞ + ‖∂x2ψ

ε
κ‖L∞ + ‖∂x2∂θψ

ε
κ‖L∞)

.κ ‖g‖C(1,0,1)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
+t

(
‖g‖

C
(1,0,0)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
+‖g‖

C
(2,0,0)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
+‖g‖

C
(3,0,1)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
+t‖g‖

C
(3,1,0)
x1,x2,θ

(X)

+|g‖
C

(0,1,0)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
+‖g‖

C
(1,1,0)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
+|g‖

C
(2,1,1)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
+t‖g‖

C
(2,2,0)
x1,x2,θ

(X)

)
.κ (1+t2)‖g‖C4(X),

by (83) and Corollary 5.5. Thus, we obtain the following proposition:

Proposition 5.6 (Uniform-in-ε estimates for the derivatives). For t ≥ 0 and κ > 0,
the solution ψεκ to (69) satisfies

‖ψεκ(t)‖
C

(1,1,2)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
.κ (1 + t2)‖g‖C4(X).

This completes the uniform-in-ε estimates for the derivatives of ψεκ. In the next
subsection, we will pass it to the limit ε→ 0.



KINETIC MODELS FOR SEMIFLEXIBLE POLYMERS 43

5.5. Passing to the limit ε → 0. Now we recover the solution to (68) via the
definition

υεκ(ξ) =

∫ ∞
0

e−tψεκ(λt, ξ) dt,

which is well-defined for any ε > 0. Then we pass to the limit ε→ 0 and obtain the
existence of a unique global solution to (65). We obtain the limit of the approximat-
ing sequence {υεκ} as a candidate for a solution by the compactness (Banach-Alaoglu
theorem), which is ensured by the uniform estimates of the approximate solutions
established in the previous subsections. By the uniform estimate (Proposition 5.6)
and by taking the limit as ε → 0, we obtain that a sequence of {υεκ} converges to

υκ in C
(1,1,2)
x1,x2,θ

(X). It follows from Proposition 5.6 that υκ also satisfies the bound

‖υκ‖C(1,1,2)
x1,x2,θ

(X)
≤ Cκ(1 + λ2)‖g‖C4(X), (86)

for some constant Cκ > 0. Therefore, this completes the proof for Proposition
4.4, which states that there exists a unique υκ ∈ D(A) which solves (65) for any
g ∈ C(X).

5.6. Hille-Yosida theorem and the global wellposedness of the adjoint
problem. Now we are ready to prove the following proposition on the well-posedness
of the adjoint problem (22) -(25).

Proposition 5.7 (Well-posedness of the adjoint problem). Suppose that φin =
φin(x1, x2, θ) ∈ C(X) satisfies (26). Then there exists a unique solution φ ∈ C(X)
which solves the adjoint problem (22)-(25).

Remark 5.8. It can further be shown that this solution φ further satisfies the regu-

larity condition φ ∈ C1,1,1,2
t,x1,x2,θ

(Ω̃) with Ω̃
def
= (0, T )× (−∞,∞)×{(0,∞)× (−π, π)∪

{x2 = 0}×{(−π,−π/2)∪(−π/2, 0)∪(0, π)}}. This property is by the hypoellipticity
of the operator and it will be proved in Section 7.

Proof. We first observe that Proposition 4.4 provides the sufficient condition for
Theorem 4.3, which states that A is the Markov generator. Now, via the Hille-
Yosida theorem (Theorem 2.9), we obtain the corresponding Markov semigroup
Sκ(t) to the Markov generator A for the adjoint equation (22) -(23), and (25) with
the regularized boundary condition (62). Now, recall that the solution φκ can be
written as φκ(t, ·) = Sκ(t)υκ(·). Here note that the semigroup Sκ is continuous and
υκ is differentiable. More importantly, we have the following uniform-in-κ estimate
for φκ by Lemma 5.3, since the maximum of φκ occurs only at either {t = 0} or at
{x2 = 0 and θ ≤ 0};

‖φκ‖L∞ ≤ max{1, 3‖φin‖L∞(X) + 2‖∂x1
φin‖L∞(X)},

since the boundary values at x2 = 0 and θ ≤ 0 is bounded by 1 from above. Then,

we pass to the weak-∗ limit φκ
∗
⇀ φ as κ → 0 and obtain the solvability of the

original adjoint problem (22)-(25). We recall that the limiting system for the weak-
∗ limit φ as κ→ 0 is the same system as that of φκ except for the difference in the
boundary conditions (24) and (62). In order to study the limit of the regularized
boundary condition for φκ, we first define

ψκ,g(t, x1, 0, θ)
def
= ψκ(t, x1, 0, θ)− χκ(θ)ψκ(t, x1, 0, 0)− (1− χκ(θ))ψκ(t, x1, 0,−π).
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Then, by the same L∞ estimate (74), we obtain that the function ψκ,g(0, x1, 0, θ)
satisfies the bound

‖ψκ,g(t, ·, 0, ·)‖L∞(R×[−π,π]) ≤ 2e−
t
κ ‖g‖L∞(X) + 2κ‖∂x1

g‖L∞(X).

Therefore, we obtain the bound

‖ψκ(t, ·, 0, ·)‖L∞(R×[−π,π]) ≤ 8‖g‖L∞(X) + 6κ‖∂x1
g‖L∞(X).

Also, by taking the limit κ→ 0 to (87) we obtain

‖ψκ,g(t, ·, 0, ·)‖L∞(R×[−π,π]) → 0,

as κ→ 0 for t ≥ 0. Furthermore, for a sequence of small δκ > 0 such that δκ � κ
and δκ → 0 as κ→ 0, we have the limit

‖ψκ,g(t, ·, 0, ·)‖L∞(R×{[−π,−π/2−δκ]∪[−π/2+δκ,0]}) → 0,

as κ→ 0 for t ≥ 0. This is equivalent to write∥∥∥∥χκ(·)ψκ(t, x1, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(·))ψκ(t, x1, 0,−π)− ψκ(t, ·, 0, ·)
∥∥∥∥
L∞δκ

→ 0,

uniformly, where L∞δκ stands for L∞(R× {[−π,−π/2− δκ] ∪ [−π/2 + δκ, 0]}) here.
Thus, we obtain that the weak-∗ limit φ of φκ solves the limiting system (22), (23),
and (25) with the boundary condition

φ(t, x1, 0, θ) = φ(t, x1, 0,−π) if − π ≤ θ < −π
2
, and

φ(t, x1, 0, θ) = φ(t, x1, 0, 0) if − π

2
< θ ≤ 0.

which is the limit of the regularized boundary condition

φκ(t, x1, 0, θ) =

(
χκ(θ)φκ(t, x1, 0, 0) + (1− χκ(θ))φκ(t, x1, 0,−π)

)
.

This completes the proof for the solvability of the adjoint problem (22)- (25). �

This completes Proposition 5.7 on the proof of the solvability of the adjoint
problem (22)- (25). In the next section, we will use Proposition 5.7 to construct
a measure-valued solution that corresponds to the weak solution of the original
problem (5)-(7) in the sense of Definition 1.4. Furthermore, we will also prove that
the solution is unique.

6. A unique weak solution to the original problem by duality

We are now ready to prove the main existence of a unique weak solution to
the original problem (5)-(7). In this section, we use the well-posedness of the
adjoint problem from the previous section and construct a unique weak measure-
valued solution of the original problem (5)-(7) via the duality argument which also
coincides with the weak measure-valued solution in the sense of Definition 1.4.

We now prove our main existence and uniqueness theorem (Theorem 1.6).

Proof of Theorem 1.6. For the proof of the existence of a weak solution, we con-
struct a measure-valued function f ∈ C([0, T ];M+(X)) using the unique solution
to the adjoint problem. The construction is motivated by Liggett [35, Definition
1.6]. By Proposition 5.7, for any test function ψ ∈ C([0, T ];C(X)), there exists a
semi-group S(τ) such that S(τ)ψ(t) solves the backward-in-time adjoint problem
(19)-(20) with respect to the backward initial data ψ(t) for any fixed t ∈ [0, T ].
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Recall that we proved the global well-posedness in Proposition 5.7 for the forward-
in-time adjoint problem (22) with the initial-boundary conditions (23), (24) and
(25) in the previous section in which we reverse the variable t 7→ T − t on the
backward-in-time system (19)-(21). By Remark 5.8, S(τ)ψ(t) is sufficiently regular.
Now, for any given initial data fin ∈M+(X) of the original problem and any given

τ ∈ [0, T ], we define fτ = fτ (·, ·, ·) def
= f(τ, ·, ·, ·) such that, for any ψ(t) ∈ C(X)

and the corresponding unique solution S(τ)ψ(t) to the backward adjoint problem
(19)-(20), the following dual-identity holds:∫

ψ(t)dfτ =

∫
S(τ)ψ(t)dfin, for any fixed t, τ ∈ [0, T ]. (87)

The function f in this definition exists by means of the semi-group [35, Definition
1.6]. Then, by Definition 1.4, we have that the solution above coincides with the
weak solution in the sense of Definition 1.4, since

0 =

∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ f(T )ψ(T )−
∫∫∫

R2
+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ finψin

=

∫ T

0

dt

∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ
[
∂tψ + (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇xψ + ∂2

θψ
]
fr

+

∫ T

0

dt

∫
R
dx1 [∂tψ(t, x1, 0, 0) + ∂x1

ψ(t, x1, 0, 0)]ρ+(t, x1)

+

∫ T

0

dt

∫
R
dx1 [∂tψ(t, x1, 0,−π)− ∂x1

ψ(t, x1, 0,−π)]ρ−(t, x1).

This completes the proof of the existence.
For the proof of the uniqueness, we assume that there are two measure solutions

f1 and f2 in the sense of Definition 1.4 with the same initial distribution fin.

Then w
def
= f1 − f2 is also a solution with the zero initial data in the sense of

Definition 1.4 for any test functions φ(t) ∈ C1([0, T ];C1(R2
+;C2([−π, π]))). If w

is not identically zero, then there exists some T > 0 such that w(T ) is nonzero.
Choose any distribution φ ∈ C1([0, T ];C1(R2

+;C2([−π, π]))) such that∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ w(T )φ(T ) 6= 0.

Then by the wellposedness of the adjoint problem of Section 1.9 which is guaranteed
by the Hille-Yosida theorem and the argument in Section 5.6, there exists a solution
φ of the backward-in-t adjoint problem (19)-(21), which has the initial value φ(T ).
Then the duality identity (87) leads to∫∫∫

R2
+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ w(T )φ(T ) =

∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ w0φin = 0,

which is a contradiction. �

This concludes the discussion on the existence of a unique measure solution to
the kinetic model for semiflexible polymers. In this next section, we will further
study its long-chain asymptotic behavior.
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7. Hypoellipticity

In this section, we will discuss the a posteriori regularity of a weak solution that
we obtained from the previous section. Our main goal is to prove Theorem 1.7(1)

in this section. The linear Fokker-Planck operator with the standard Laplacian in
the velocity variable ∆v is known as a hypoelliptic operator [20, 23, 25, 27, 38, 40].
Here we recall Hörmander’s definition of the hypoellipticity:

Definition 7.1 ( [19, page 477]). A differential operator P (x,D) with coefficients
in C∞ is called hypoelliptic if the equation

P (x,D)u = h

only has solutions u ∈ C∞ when h ∈ C∞.

In our case, the standard Laplacian operator is now replaced by the Laplace-
Beltrami operator ∆ v

|v|
= ∆n where n ∈ S1. Using the new parametrization of the

variables θ ∈ [−π, π], we obtain that the equation (5) in terms of the variables
(t, x, θ) ∈ [0, T ] × R2

+ × [−π, π]. In this section, we show that a weak solution
f = f(t, x, θ) in the sense of Definition 1.4 is indeed smooth in the interior of the
domain and at the boundary with x2 = 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0). For this, we will prove
that the commutator of the vector fields of the differential operator in the sense
of Hörmander’s hypoelliptic theory on the second-order differential operator [20]
that we will introduce below is non-zero and hence there is a regularity mixing.
Therefore, we can conclude that the weak solution is indeed smooth.

We first introduce Hörmander’s theorem on a sufficient condition for the hypoel-
lipticity:

Theorem 7.2 ( [20, Theorem 1.1]). Let P be written in the form

P =

r∑
1

X2
j +X0 + c,

where X0, ..., Xr denote first order homogeneous differential operators in an open
set of Ω ∈ Rn with C∞ coefficients, and c ∈ C∞(Ω). Assume that among the op-
erators Xj1 , [Xj1 , Xj2 ], [Xj1 , [Xj2 , Xj3 ]],...,[Xj1 , [Xj2 , [Xj3 , ..., Xjk ]]],... where ji =
0, 1, ..., r, there exist n which are linearly independent at any given point in Ω. Then
it follows that P is hypoelliptic.

Now we will check if it is eligible for us to use this theorem to prove Theorem
1.7(1).

Proof of Theorem 1.7(1). We first define the interior Ω of the domain of [0, T ] ×
R2

+ × [−π, π] and let Ω = (0, T ) × (−∞,∞) × (0,∞) × (−π, π). We can write the
equation of our interest (5) as

Pf = (X2
1 +X0)f = 0,

where
X1

def
= i∂θ and X0 = ∂t + cos θ∂x1

+ sin θ∂x2
.

Then we first observe that the commutator of the vector fields of X1 and X0 is

[X1, X0] = i∂θ[(cos θ, sin θ)·∇x+∂t]−[(cos θ, sin θ)·∇x+∂t]i∂θ = i(− sin θ, cos θ)·∇x.
Using this, we further have that

[X1, [X1, X0]] = i∂θ[i(− sin θ, cos θ)·∇x]−[i(− sin θ, cos θ)·∇x]i∂θ = (cos θ, sin θ)·∇x.
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Therefore, we observe that

{X1, X0, [X1, X0], [X1, [X1, X0]]}
forms a linearly independent set at any given point in Ω. By Theorem 7.2, we
conclude that P is hypoelliptic.

Now, for any (t0, x0, θ0) ∈ Ω, we define a smooth cutoff function χ = χ(t, x, θ)
in the whole space [0, T ] × R2 × [−π, π] for a sufficiently small ε > 0 such that
B2ε(t0, x0, θ0) is included in the interior of Ω, χ(t, x, θ) ≡ 1 if |(t, x, θ)−(t0, x0, θ0)| ≤
ε, and χ(t, x, θ) ≡ 0 if |(t, x, θ) − (t0, x0, θ0)| > 2ε. Then χf ≡ 0 if |(t, x, θ) −
(t0, x0, θ0)| > 2ε, and by Theorem 7.2 and the hypoellipticity of P we conclude
that χf is smooth in B2ε(t0, x0, θ0). Since χf ≡ f in Bε(t0, x0, θ0), we conclude
that for any (t0, x0, θ0) ∈ Ω, there exists a sufficiently small ε > 0 such that f is
smooth in Bε(t0, x0, θ0).

Now we consider the hypoellipticity on the nonsingular boundary on x2 = 0.
Define the non-singular boundary Sb of Ω as

Sb
def
= (0, T )× (−∞,∞)× {x2 = 0} × {(−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0) ∪ (0, π)}.

Choose and fix any (t0, x0, θ0) ∈ Sb. Note that near the boundary, f satisfies the
equation

∂t + (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇xf = ∂2
θf.

We first consider θ0 < 0. Choose a sufficiently small ε > 0 such that [t0− ε, t0 + ε] ∈
[0, T ] and [θ0 − ε, θ0 + ε] ∈ (−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0). Since f has no boundary
restriction for θ < 0, we extend the domain of R × {x2 ≥ 0} × {(−π,−π/2) ∪
(−π/2, 0)} to R × {x2 ≥ −2ε} × {(−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0)}. Then Bε(t0, x0, θ0) is
included in the extended domain. Then by the hypoellipticity of the operator P , we
obtain that f is locally smooth in Bε(t0, x0, θ0). On the other hand, if θ0 > 0, then
we recall the boundary condition (10) that f = 0 if x2 = 0. Thus we extend the
solution f to fext in the whole space such that fext ≡ 0 if x2 ≤ 0. Then consider
a sufficiently small ε > 0 such that [θ0 − ε, θ0 + ε] ∈ (0, π) and a local subset
Bε(t0, x0, θ0) ⊂ [0, T ]×R2× (0, π) near (t0, x0, θ0). Then fext is the solution to the
same equation in the whole space [0, T ] × R2 × (0, π), and by the hypoellipticity
(Theorem 7.2) in the whole space. Thus fext is locally smooth in Bε and hence f
is smooth in Bε ∩ Ω̄. This proves Theorem 1.7(1). �

This completes the proof of the hypoellipticity away from the singular boundary
and the pathological set. In the next section, we will prove that the solution is
indeed Hölder continuous in the domain including the singular boundary.

8. Hölder continuity near the singular boundary

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.7(2) on the local Hölder continuity of the
weak solution f in x2 and θ variables in the region including the singular boundary
(x2, θ) = (0, 0) or (0,−π). By the boundary hypoellipticity away from the singular
points from the previous section, it suffices to consider the region near the singu-
lar points (x2, θ) = (0, 0) or (0,−π). We construct barriers using self-similar type
solutions to a stationary problem and derive the maximum principle via the com-
parison. Without loss of generality, we consider the case near the singular point
with x2 = 0 and θ = 0 only. The other case θ = −π is similar.

We start with constructing a supersolution of the equation (5) near (x2, θ) =
(0, 0). We start with defining the definition of a supersolution to (5).
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Definition 8.1. A function f ∈ C1
t ([0, T ];C1

x1,x2
(R× (0,∞);C2

θ ((−π, 0)∪ (0, π))))
is a supersolution to (5) near the singular boundary (x2, θ) = (0, 0) if it satisfies

(∂t + (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇x − ∂2
θ )f ≥ 0.

We first introduce preliminary lemmas on the solution to a steady equation,
which will be used to construct a supersolution:

Lemma 8.2 ( [25, Lemma 21]). There exists a positive function f∗0 = f∗0 (x2, θ) > 0
on (0,∞)× (−π, π) which solves

θ∂x2
f∗0 = ∂2

θf
∗
0 , (88)

and satisfies

lim
R→0, x2+|θ|3=R

f∗0 (x2, θ) =∞.

Also, for some α < 0 with |α| being sufficiently small,

f∗0 (x2, θ) ≈ xα2 ,
if x2 ≈ |θ|3 and x2 + |θ|3 < δ for some sufficiently small δ > 0.

The function f∗0 in this lemma is constructed as

f∗0 (x2, θ) = xα2M

(
−α;

2

3
;− θ3

9x2

)
, (89)

where M = M(a; b; z) is the confluent hypergeometric function of the first kind.
Namely, this lemma implies that there exists a positive steady solution f∗0 to (88)
which blows up at the singular boundary (x2, θ) = (0, 0). Now we modify the
steady solution f∗0 by considering an additional remainder term R such that it
is a sub/supersolution of the steady Fokker-Planck equation for the semiflexible
polymers (90) as below:

Lemma 8.3. There exists a sufficiently small function R∗(x2, θ) such that

|R∗| � f∗0 if x2 ≈ |θ|3 and x2 + |θ|3 < δ,

and that f∗ = f∗(x2, θ) = f∗0 +R∗ satisfies

sin θ∂x2
f∗ − ∂2

θf
∗ = O(xα2 ), (90)

and satisfies

lim
R→0, x2+|θ|3=R

f∗(x2, θ) =∞,

for the same α < 0 of that in (89) with |α| being sufficiently small, and

f∗(x2, θ) ≈ xα2 ,
if x2 ≈ |θ|3 and x2 + |θ|3 < δ, where f∗0 is given in Lemma 8.2.

Proof. We will construct R such that

|R∗| � f∗0 if x2 ≈ |θ|3 and x2 + |θ|3 < δ,

and

(sin θ − θ)∂x2f
∗
0 + (sin θ∂x2 − ∂2

θ )R∗ ≥ 0.

Recall that

f∗0 (x2, θ) = xα2M

(
−α;

2

3
;− θ3

9x2

)
,
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where M = M(a; b; z) is the confluent hypergeometric function of the first kind. f∗0
is the solution of

(θ∂x2
− ∂2

θ )f∗0 = 0,

by Lemma 8.2. Note that for x2 ≈ |θ|3 and x2 + |θ|3 < δ, we have sin θ − θ =
O(θ3) ≈ O(x2) and ∂x2

f∗0 ≈ xα−1
2 . Thus,

(sin θ − θ)∂x2
f∗0 ≈ O(xα2 ),

for x2 ≈ |θ|3 and x2 + |θ|3 < δ. We want that this order O(xα2 ) can absorb all the
remainder contribution in terms of R. Define R as

R∗(x2, θ) = x
α+2/3
2 Q

(
θ

x
1/3
2

)
,

for some Q. Then observe that

(sin θ∂x2
− ∂2

θ )R∗ = (α+ 2/3) sin θx
α+2/3−1
2 Q

(
θ

x
1/3
2

)

− θxα+2/3−4/3
2 sin θQ′

(
θ

x
1/3
2

)
− xα+2/3−2/3

2 Q′′

(
θ

x
1/3
2

)
= (α+ 2/3)(θ +O(θ3))x

α+2/3−1
2 Q− θxα+2/3−4/3

2 (θ +O(θ3))Q′ − xα+2/3−2/3
2 Q′′

= −xα2 (Q′′ + z2Q′ − (α+ 2/3)zQ+O(θ2)(Q+Q′)),

for z = θ

x
1/3
2

for x2 ≈ |θ|3 and x2 + |θ|3 < δ. Then we have

sin θ∂x2f
∗ − ∂2

θf
∗ = (sin θ − θ)∂x2f

∗
0 + (sin θ∂x2 − ∂2

θ )R∗

= −xα2 (x−α2 (sin θ − θ)∂x2
f∗0 +Q′′ + z2Q′ − (α+ 2/3)zQ+O(θ2)(Q+Q′)).

Now we define Q as the Kummer function which is the solution to

Q′′(z) + z2Q′(z)− (α+ 2/3)zQ(z) = 0.

Note that O(θ2)(Q(z) + Q′(z)) is sufficiently small if θ is small. Then, since
x−α2 (sin θ − θ)∂x2f

∗
0 is of order 1, O(θ2)(Q(z) +Q′(z)) is in the smaller scale than

x−α2 (sin θ−θ)∂x2
f∗0 and is being absorbed. Thus, we can conclude that f∗ = f∗0 +R∗

satisfies

sin θ∂x2
f∗ − ∂2

θf
∗ = O(xα2 ).

This completes the proof. �

On the other hand, we would also like to construct a part of the supersolution
which behaves like a polynomial near the singular boundary. We first introduce
the following lemma from [25] on the existence of a function Λ which will be used
for the construction of a positive function Z∗0 behaves like a power-law near the
singular boundary and satisfies (92).

Lemma 8.4 ( [25, Claim 3.3.1]). For any α ∈ (0, 1/6), there exists a solution Λ(ζ)
of

Λ′′(ζ) + 3ζ2Λ′(ζ)− 9αζΛ(ζ) = 0, (91)

with the form

Λ(ζ) = U(−α, 2/3,−ζ3), ζ ∈ R,
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where we denote as U(a, b, z) the Tricomi confluent hypergeometric function. The
function Λ(ζ) has the following properties:

• Λ(ζ) > 0 for any ζ ∈ R.
• There exists a positive constant K+ > 0 such that

Λ(ζ) ∼

{
K+|ζ|3α, ζ →∞,
|ζ|3α, ζ → −∞.

• The function Λ(ζ), up to a multiplicative constant, is the only solution of
(91) which is polynomially bounded for large |ζ|.

Using the lemma above, we will now construct a positive function Z∗0 = Z∗0 (y, ζ)
which behaves like a power-law and further satisfies (92).

Lemma 8.5. For α ∈ (0, 1/6), there exists a sufficiently small R0(y, ζ) such that

• |R0| � F0 for |ζ|3 + |y| � 1 and that

• Z∗0 (y, ζ)
def
= F0(y, ζ) +R0(y, ζ) satisfies

(∂t + (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇x − ∂2
θ )Z∗0

(
x2

t3/2
,
θ

t1/2

)
≥ 0, (92)

for |θ|3 + x2 � t3/2, where F0 is given by

F0(y, ζ) = yαΛ(ζ/(9y)1/3).

Notice that Z∗0 > 0.

Proof. We prove this locally on some interval t ∈ [t0, t0 + 1] so that t− t0 ≤ 1 and
locally on the domain with |θ|3 + x2 � t3/2. Without loss of generality, we can
assume that t0 = 0 and let t ≤ 1. Since Λ satisfies (91), the function F0 with the
definition F0(y, ζ) = yαΛ(ζ/(9y)1/3) satisfies the following identity:

(∂2
ζ − ζ∂y)F0 = 0.

Therefore, we further note that(
∂2
ζ +

1

2
ζ∂ζ +

(
3

2
y − ζ

)
∂y

)
F0 =

(
1

2
ζ∂ζ +

3

2
y∂y

)
F0 =

3

2
αF0. (93)

On the other hand, we also notice that, for ζ = θt−1/2 and y = x2t
−3/2,

(∂t+(cos θ, sin θ) ·∇x−∂2
θ )Z∗0

(
x2

t3/2
,
θ

t1/2

)
= (∂t+sin θ∂x2

−∂2
θ )Z∗0

(
x2

t3/2
,
θ

t1/2

)
=

(
−3

2

x2

t5/2
∂y −

1

2

θ

t3/2
∂ζ + sin θt−3/2∂y − t−1∂2

ζ

)
Z∗0

(
x2

t3/2
,
θ

t1/2

)
= t−1

(
−3

2
y∂y −

1

2
ζ∂ζ + sin θt−1/2∂y − ∂2

ζ

)
Z∗0 (y, ζ)

= −t−1

(
∂2
ζ +

1

2
ζ∂ζ +

(
3

2
y − ζ

)
∂y

)
Z∗0 + t−3/2 (−θ + sin θ) ∂yZ

∗
0

= −t−1

[
3

2
αF0 +

(
∂2
ζ +

1

2
ζ∂ζ +

(
3

2
y − ζ

)
∂y

)
R0

]
+t−3/2 (−θ + sin θ) ∂y(F0+R0)

= −t−1

[(
∂2
ζ +

1

2
ζ∂ζ +

(
3

2
y − sin θ

θ
ζ

)
∂y

)
R0 +

3

2
αF0 −

sin θ

θ
ζF0

]
, (94)
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by (93) where Z∗0
def
= F0 +R0. Therefore, if we find a function R0 which satisfies(

∂2
ζ +

1

2
ζ∂ζ +

(
3

2
y − sin θ

θ
ζ

)
∂y

)
R0 +

3

2
αF0 −

sin θ

θ
ζF0 ≤ 0, (95)

then Z∗0
def
= F0 + R0 will then satisfy (92) by (94). Hence, our goal is to construct

R0 that satisfies (95) for the given function F0(y, ζ) = yαΛ(ζ/(9y)1/3), and the rest
of the proof is devoted to the construction.

Now we put an additional ansatz that R0(y, ζ) = y
2
3 +αϕ

(
− ζ3

9y

)
= y

2
3 +αϕ(z) for

some function ϕ such that |ϕ(z)| � y2/3Λ(−z1/3) for y � 1 with z = − ζ3

9y . Then

we have(
∂2
ζ +

1

2
ζ∂ζ +

(
3

2
y − sin θ

θ
ζ

)
∂y

)
R0

= −ζyα− 1
3

(
z
d2

dz2
ϕ+

(
2

3
− sin θ

θ
z

)
d

dz
ϕ+

(
2

3
+ α

)
sin θ

θ
ϕ

)
+

3

2

(
2

3
+ α

)
y

2
3 +αϕ.

Thus, it suffices to find ϕ(z) such that

z1/3

(
z
d2

dz2
ϕ+

(
2

3
− sin θ

θ
z

)
d

dz
ϕ+

(
2

3
+ α

)
sin θ

θ
ϕ

)
+

(
1 +

3

2
α

)
y

2
3ϕ

≤
(
−3

2
α+

sin θ

θ
ζ

)
Λ,

since F0 = yαΛ. Then this is equivalent to

z1/3

(
z
d2

dz2
ϕ+

(
2

3
− z
)
d

dz
ϕ+

(
2

3
+ α

)
ϕ

)
+

(
1 +

3

2
α

)
y

2
3ϕ

≤
(
−3

2
α+

sin θ

θ
ζ

)
Λ− z1/3

(
1− sin θ

θ

)
z
d

dz
ϕ+ z1/3

(
1− sin θ

θ

)
ϕ.

Here we note that∣∣∣∣z1/3

(
1− sin θ

θ

)
z
d

dz
ϕ

∣∣∣∣ ≈ ∣∣∣∣z1/3

(
1− sin θ

θ

)
ϕ

∣∣∣∣ ≈ ∣∣∣z1/3θ2ϕ
∣∣∣ ≈ ∣∣∣∣∣ θ3

x
1/3
2

ϕ

∣∣∣∣∣
�

∣∣∣∣∣ θ3

x
1/3
2

y2/3Λ

∣∣∣∣∣ ≈ |ζytΛ| � |Λ|,
for y, |ζ|3 � 1 and |θ| � t1/2 ≤ 1. Therefore, it suffices to find ϕ(z) such that

z
d2

dz2
ϕ+

(
2

3
− z
)
d

dz
ϕ+

(
2

3
+ α

)
ϕ ≤ −2z−1/3αQ.

The existence of such a solution ϕ to the ODE has already been studied in [25] in the
variation form [25, (3.42)] involving the Kummer and the Tricomi hypergeometric
functions M(a, b, z) and U(a, b, z). Furthermore, it was also shown at [25, (3.43)]
that the solution satisfies the ansatz that |ϕ(z)| � y2/3Λ(−z1/3) for |ζ|3 + y � 1.
This completes the proof of the lemma. �

Finally, we prove the Hölder continuity near the singular boundary:
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Proof of Theorem 1.7(2). Now using the function Z∗0 defined in Lemma 8.5, we
define

f̂0(t, x1, x2, θ) = Z∗0

(
x2

t3/2
,
θ

t1/2

)
, (96)

where Z∗0 is given by Lemma 8.5. Then define

f̄ ε0(t, x1, x2, θ) = ‖fin‖∞f̂0(t, x1, x2, θ) + εf∗(x2, θ),

where f∗ is given by Lemma 8.3 which is a singular self-similar profile near the
singular boundary x2 = 0 and θ = 0. Then by Lemma 8.5, we have

(∂t + (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇x − ∂2
θ )f̂0(t, x1, x2, θ) ≥ 0.

Therefore, f̄ ε0 is a supersolution of the equation (5). Then since f∗ satisfies (90),
we have f̄ ε0 is a supersolution. By the asymptotic behavior in Lemma 8.4, note that
we also have

f(0, x, θ) ≤ f̄ ε0(0, x, θ),

for (x, θ) ∈ R2
+ × (−π, π). Define h = f − f̄ ε0 . Then h satisfies that

(∂t + (cos θ, sin θ) · ∇x − ∂2
θ )h ≤ 0,

with the initial condition h(0, x, θ) ≤ 0. Then by the maximum principle (cf. Lemma
5.3), we obtain that h(t, x, θ) ≤ 0. Then by taking ε→ 0, we obtain that

f(t, x, θ) ≤ ‖fin‖∞f̂0(t, x, θ),

for all t > 0 and (x, θ) ∈ R2
+ × (−π, π). This implies that

f(t, x, θ) ≤ C(xα2 + |θ|3α),

where α is the one given in Lemma 8.4 and C depends only on ‖fin‖∞.
Now choose any two points (x2, θ) and (z2, ϑ) both in R+× [−π, π]. Without loss

of generality, we assume that 0 < δ2
def
= (z2 + |ϑ|3)1/3 < δ1

def
= (x2 + |θ|3)1/3 < δ0 for

a small constant δ0 > 0. Define

ρ
def
= (|z2 − x2|+ |ϑ− θ|3)1/3.

If ρ3 ≥ 1
100 (δ3

1 + δ3
2), then we have

|f(t, x1, x2, θ)− f(t, x1, z2, ϑ)| ≤ |f(t, x1, x2, θ)|+ |f(t, x1, z2, ϑ)|
. xα2 + |θ|3α + zα2 + |ϑ|3α . (δ3α

1 + δ3α
2 )ρ3α,

which results in

|f(t, x1, x2, θ)− f(t, x1, z2, ϑ)| ≤ C(|x2 − z2|α + |θ − ϑ|3α).

Therefore, we have Theorem 1.7(2) when ρ3 ≥ 1
100 (δ3

1 + δ3
2).

On the other hand, if ρ3 < 1
100 (δ3

1 + δ3
2), then we have ρ � δ1 and δ1 ∼ δ2.

Without loss of generality, let ρ ≤ 1
10δ2 and δ1 ≤ 2δ2 and consider the following

rescaling:

f(t, x, θ) = δ3α
1 f̄(τ,X,Θ), x = δ3

2X, θ = δ2Θ, t = δ2
2τ.

Then, f̄ solves (
∂τ +

cos(δ2Θ)

δ2
∂X1

)
f̄ +

sin(δ2Θ)

δ2
∂X2

f̄ − ∂2
Θf̄ = 0.
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For a sufficiently small θ = δ2Θ, we have(
∂τ +

1

δ2
∂X1

)
f̄ +

sin(δ2Θ)

δ2
∂X2

f̄ − ∂2
Θf̄ =

1− cos(δ2Θ)

δ2
∂X1

f̄ ,

as cos θ = 1 +O(θ2).
We further make a change of variables

(τ,X1, X2,Θ) 7→ (τ,X ′1 = X1 +
1

δ2
τ,X2,Θ),

such that we obtain

∂τ f̄ +
sin(δ2Θ)

δ2
∂X2

f̄ − ∂2
Θf̄ =

1− cos(δ2Θ)

δ2
∂X′1 f̄ =

O(δ2
2Θ2)

δ2
∂X′1 f̄ = ΘO(θ)∂X′1 f̄ .

Note that the coefficient of ∂X′1 f̄ is uniformly bounded for Θ ≈ 1 and θ � 1. Also,

the coefficient of ∂X2
f̄ is uniformly bounded for Θ ≈ 1 and θ � 1 as

sin(δ2Θ)

δ2
= Θ +

O(δ3
2Θ3)

δ2
= Θ(1 +O(θ2)).

For the given δ2 > 0, the operator is uniformly-in-δ2 hypoelliptic in the variables
(τ,X ′1, X2,Θ) by the Hörmander’s hypoelliptic theorem [20]. This can be shown
similarly to Section 7 by choosing

X0 = i∂Θ and X1 = ∂τ + ΘO(θ)∂X′1 + Θ(1 +O(θ2))∂X2 .

Therefore, for any sufficiently small

|Θ|3 +X2 ≤ δ3
1/δ

3
2 ,

we have C > 0 such that

|∂τ f̄ |+ |∂X′1 f̄ |+ |∂X2
f̄ |+ |∂Θf̄ | ≤ C.

In terms of the original variables, we have

δ2
2 |∂tf |+ δ3

2 |∂(t+x1)f |+ δ3
2 |∂x2f |+ δ2|∂θf | ≤ Cδ3α

1 .

Finally, we observe that

|f(t, x1, x2, θ)− f(t, x1, z2, ϑ)|

≤ |∂x2
f ||x2 − z2|+ |∂θf ||θ − ϑ| ≤ Cδ3α

1

(
|x2 − z2|

δ3
2

+
|θ − ϑ|
δ2

)
≤ Cδ3α

1

(
ρ3

δ3
2

+
ρ

δ2

)
≤ Cρ3α

(
ρ3−3αδ3α

1

δ3
2

+
ρ1−3αδ3α

1

δ2

)
. ρ3α,

for α ∈ (0, 1/6), since we have ρ3 < 1
100 (δ3

1 + δ3
2) and δ1 ∼ δ2. Therefore, we have

|f(t, x1, x2, θ)− f(t, x1, z2, ϑ)| ≤ C(|x2 − z2|α + |θ − ϑ|3α).

Therefore, this completes the proof for Theorem 1.7(2). �

This completes the proof of the Hölder continuity of the solution in the domain
including the singular boundary. In the next section, we prove that the mass is
being accumulated on the boundary x2 = 0 and the total mass is conserved.



54 JIN WOO JANG AND JUAN J. L. VELÁZQUEZ

9. Balance of Mass

In this section, we introduce one property of the conservation of total mass that
the solution f to the problem enjoys. Namely, we will derive an identity on the
balance of mass and will prove Theorem 1.7(3),(4) in this section.

We introduce the following lemma on the balance of mass identity:

Lemma 9.1 (Balance of mass). The solution f to the problem (5)-(7) and (9) in
the sense of Definition 1.4 satisfies that

d

dt

∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

fr(t, x1, x2, θ) dx1dx2dθ+

∫
R

(ρ+(t, x1) + ρ−(t, x1)) dx1 = 0, (97)

for any t ≥ 0.

Proof. We prove the identity using a special test function in (18). Namely, we
choose φ = h(t) where h(t) ∈ C1([0, T ]). By (18), we then have∫ T

0

dt ∂th

[∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ fr +

∫
R
dx1 ∂th (ρ+(t, x1) + ρ−(t, x1))

]

=

∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ f(T )h(T )−
∫∫∫

R2
+×[−π,π]

dx1dx2dθ finh(0). (98)

We therefore obtain from (98) that (97) holds in the sense of distributions on
[0, T ]. �

As a direct consequence, we can obtain Theorem 1.7(3),(4):

Proof of Theorem 1.7(3),(4). Note that Lemma 9.1 directly implies Theorem 1.7(4)

as

f(t, x1, x2, θ) = ρ+(t, x1)δ(x2)δ(θ) + ρ−(t, x1)δ(x2)δ(θ + π) + fr(t, x1, x2, θ),

by Definition 1.4.
In addition, note that Lemma 9.1 implies that for any t ≥ 0,

d

dt

∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

fr(t, x1, x2, θ) dx1dx2dθ ≤ 0,

in the sense of distributions, since ρ+(t), ρ−(t) ∈ M+(R). Therefore, for any 0 ≤
t1 < t2 <∞, we have∫

R
dx1

∫
{x2>0}

dx2

∫ π

−π
dθ fr(t1, x1, x2, θ)

≥
∫
R
dx1

∫
{x2>0}

dx2

∫ π

−π
dθ fr(t2, x1, x2, θ).

This proves Theorem 1.7(3). �

This completes the proof on the mass accumulation on the boundary and the
total mass conservation. In the next section, we will prove Theorem 1.7(5) on the
long-chain asymptotics as t→∞.
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10. Long-chain asymptotics

Provided the existence of a unique weak solution, we now study the long-chain
asymptotics of the measure solution. In this section, we prove Theorem 1.7(5).
Suppose that we are given an initial measure fin ∈ M+(X). Then we claim that
fr satisfies ∫∫∫

R2
+×[−π,π]

fr(t, x, θ) dx1dx2dθ → 0,

as t → ∞. In addition, we will also observe that the long-chain asymptotics
ρ+
∞(x1), ρ−∞(x1) of ρ+(t, x1), ρ−(t, x1) satisfy∫

R
dx1(ρ+

∞(x1 − t) + ρ−∞(x1 + t)) =

∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

dxdθfin(x, θ),

for any fin = fin(x, θ) ∈M+(X).
The analysis on the long-chain asymptotics is closely related to that of the steady-

state solution to a stationary problem. It is crucial to obtain the existence and the
uniqueness of a solution to the stationary problem associated to the t-dependent
problem. In order to guarantee the uniqueness of the steady-state, it is crucial to
study the behavior of the stationary solutions for large values of x2 > 0. In order to
understand where the mass of solution concentrates as t→∞, it is also crucial to
guarantee that the mass is not escaping for large values of x2. To this end, we will
use the 1-dimensional integrated problem for the mass density ρ1 and its adjoint
problem that we have obtained by integrating the system with respect to x1.

In the next subsection, we will first consider a stationary problem and observe
that the mass does not escape for large values of x2 > 0.

10.1. Asymptotics of the stationary solutions with zero boundary. As we
mentioned in Section 2.1, it is crucial to obtain the asymptotics of the solutions
ϕ̄∞ to the stationary equation:

− sin θ∂x2 ϕ̄ = ∂2
θ ϕ̄, for x2 > 0, θ ∈ [−π, π], (99)

with the periodic condition in θ:

ϕ̄(x2,−π) = ϕ̄(x2, π) and ∂θϕ̄(x2,−π) = ∂θϕ̄(x2, π), for x2 ≥ 0. (100)

We consider the following boundary condition for the stationary solution ϕ̄∞

ϕ̄(0, θ) = 1 for θ ∈ [−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0],

which is obtained by rescaling each of the boundary conditions (105) and (106)
without loss of generality and adding them together. Then our goal in this section
is to prove that ϕ̄ ≡ 1 for any x2 > 0 and θ ∈ [−π, π]. This result will be used
to prove that no mass is escaping for large values of x2 via the duality argument.
In addition, this will be crucially used to prove the uniqueness of solutions to the
stationary problem in the next section, which has the boundary values of (105) or
(106).

By redefining the function ϕ̄ as 1 − ϕ̄, we can consider the same problem with
the zero boundary condition

ϕ̄(0, θ) = 0 for θ ∈ [−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0]. (101)

In this case, our goal is to show that the stationary solution ϕ̄∞ with the zero
boundary condition on x2 = 0 and θ ∈ [−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0] is zero everywhere
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on x2 > 0 and θ ∈ [−π, π]. The first step for the proof is to prove the non-negativity
of a supersolution if the boundary value at x2 = 0 is non-negative.

10.1.1. Non-negativity of supersolutions.

Definition 10.1. We call ϕ̄sup ∈ C2((0,∞)×[−π, π]) a supersolution to (99)-(101)
if ϕ̄sup(0, θ) ≥ ϕ̄(0, θ) for θ ∈ [−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0] and ϕ̄sup satisfies

− sin θ∂x2
ϕ̄ ≥ ∂2

θ ϕ̄. (102)

Then we claim the following lemma on the non-negativity of a supersolution.

Lemma 10.2. Suppose ϕ̄sup ∈ C2((0,∞) × [−π, π]) is a supersolution to the sta-
tionary equation (99)-(101) in the sense of Definition 10.1. Suppose that ϕ̄sup is
non-negative at x2 = 0 and θ ∈ [−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0]. Then

ϕ̄sup(x2, θ) ≥ 0,

for any x2 > 0 and θ ∈ [−π, π].

Proof. Suppose on the contrary that ϕ̄sup < 0 for some region in x2 > 0 and θ ∈
[−π, π]. Suppose that a point (x2,0, θ0) is the local minimum of ϕ̄sup in the region.
Firstly, if θ0 = 0, then we have ∂2

θ ϕ̄sup(x2,0, θ0) ≤ 0, which is a contradiction. If
θ0 < 0, define ϕ̄∗sup(x2, θ) = ϕ̄sup(x2, θ)+εx2 for a sufficiently small ε > 0 such that
ϕ̄∗sup is still negative at a local minimum (x2,1, θ1) of ϕ̄∗sup where θ1 is still negative.
Then, we have that x2,1 > 0 and that

− sin θ1∂x2
ϕ̄∗sup(x2,1, θ1) = − sin θ1(∂x2

ϕ̄sup(x2,1, θ1) + ε)

≥ ∂2
θ ϕ̄sup − sin θ1ε ≥ − sin θ1ε > 0,

which leads to a contradiction. On the other hand, if θ0 > 0, then define ϕ̄∗sup(x2, θ) =
ϕ̄sup(x2, θ)−ε′x2 for a sufficiently small ε′ > 0 such that ϕ̄∗sup attains its local min-
imum at (x2,2, θ2) where θ2 > 0. Then we observe that

− sin θ2∂x2
ϕ̄∗sup(x2,2, θ2) = − sin θ2(∂x2

ϕ̄sup(x2,2, θ2)− ε′)
≥ ∂2

θ ϕ̄sup + sin θ2ε
′ ≥ sin θ2ε

′ > 0,

which leads to a contradiction. �

10.1.2. Construction of a super-solution. We now construct a super-solution Fλ to
(99)-(101) as the following:

Lemma 10.3. Define Fλ = Fλ(x2, θ) as

Fλ(x2, θ) = e−λx2

(
1− λ sin θ − λ2

8
cos(2θ)

)
,

for a sufficiently small λ > 0. Then (1 − Fλ) is a super-solution to (99)-(101) in
the sense of Definition 10.1.

Proof. Note that

− sin θ∂x2
Fλ = λ sin θe−λx2

(
1− λ sin θ − λ2

8
cos(2θ)

)
,

and

∂2
θFλ = e−λx2

(
λ sin θ +

λ2

2
cos(2θ)

)
= e−λx2

(
λ sin θ +

λ2

2
(1− 2 sin2 θ)

)
.
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Therefore,

− sin θ∂x2Fλ − ∂2
θFλ = e−λx2

(
−λ

2

2
− λ3

8
sin θ cos(2θ)

)
≤ 0,

if λ > 0 is sufficiently small. Also, note that

(1− Fλ)(0, θ) ≥ 0 = ϕ(0, θ), if θ ∈ [−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0].

This completes the proof. �

Modifying this super-solution, we will now construct a generalized supersolution
as follows:

Lemma 10.4. For a sufficiently small η and λ > 0, define

ϕ̄sup(x2, θ) = 1 + η − e−λ(x2−δ)
(

1− λ sin θ − λ2

8
cos(2θ)

)
,

for δ > 0. Then ϕ̄sup satisfies (102) and ϕ̄sup(δ, θ) ≥ η
2 , for a sufficiently small

λ > 0.

The proof is straightforward by Lemma 10.3 and we omit it.

10.1.3. Regularity. Our final ingredient is to prove that a stationary solution to
(99)-(34) is locally Hölder continuous near (0, 0) and (0,−π) and is smooth else-
where. The proof for the smoothness would involve the local hypoellipticity of the
stationary operator as in Section 7. In this section, we provide the proof for the
Hölder continuity near the singular points, which would involve the construction of
a supersolution using a self-similar type profile.

Lemma 10.5 (Local Hölder continuity near the singular points). Suppose that ϕ̄∞
is a solution to (99) with the zero boundary condition (101) and the periodicity

(100). Then ϕ̄∞ ∈ C0,α
x2,loc

(R+;C0,3α
θ,loc[−π, π]), for any α ∈ (0, 1/6).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we prove the Hölder continuity near the singular
point (0, 0) only. The proof for the other point (0,−π) is similar. The proof consists
of the constructions of two power-law type profiles, where one decays fast near (0, 0)
and the other blows up fast near (0, 0). We denote the former as ϕ̂ and the latter

ϕ̃. Note that ϕ̂ and ϕ̃ have already been constructed in (96) and Lemma 8.3 as f̂0

and f∗, respectively. Therefore, the ϕ̄sup in the following definition ϕ̄sup = ϕ̂+ εϕ̃,
is a supersolution and we can do the comparison and conclude that ϕ̄∞ ≤ ϕ̄sup.
By letting ε→ 0, we obtain the Hölder continuity and the rest of the proof follows
similarly to the proof of Theorem 1.7(2). �

10.1.4. Main lemma. Now we are ready to prove our main lemma:

Lemma 10.6. Suppose that ϕ̄∞ is a solution to (99) with the zero boundary con-
dition (101) and the periodicity (100). Then we have

ϕ̄∞(x2, θ) = 0, for any x2 > 0, θ ∈ [−π, π].

Proof. By Lemma 10.5, we have that ϕ̄∞ is Hölder continuous near (x2, θ) = (0, 0)
and (0,−π). Suppose the zero boundary condition (101). Then for a fixed ε > 0,
there exists a sufficiently small δ > 0 such that

|ϕ̄∞(δ, θ)| ≤ ε, for any θ ∈ [−π, π].
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Now observe that the supersolution ϕ̄sup defined in Lemma 10.4 as

ϕ̄sup(x2, θ) = 1 + η − e−λ(x2−δ)
(

1− λ sin θ − λ2

8
cos(2θ)

)
is a periodic supersolution for (99) in the rectangular domain x2 ∈ [δ,R] for a
sufficiently large R > 0 by Lemma 10.4 and that

ϕ̄sup(R, θ) ≥ 1 +
η

2
≥ 1 ≥ ϕ̄∞(R, θ).

Then we can do the comparison in the bounded rectangular region x2 ∈ [δ,R] and
obtain that

ϕ̄∞ ≤ ϕ̄sup, for x2 ∈ [δ,R], θ ∈ [−π, π],

and R can be arbitrarily large. Since λ and η can be arbitrarily small, we obtain
that as λ, η → 0+,

ϕ̄∞ ≤ 1 + η − e−λ(x2−δ)
(

1− λ sin θ − λ2

8
cos(2θ)

)
→ 0.

Thus, ϕ̄∞ = 0 everywhere. �

By reverting back ϕ̄ 7→ 1 − ϕ̄, the discussion with the stationary equation is
complete. In the next subsection, we will discuss the t-dependent adjoint problems.

10.2. Long-chain asymptotics for the t-dependent problems. Equipped with
the knowledge on the solutions to the stationary solution ϕ̄∞ with the zero bound-
ary values (101), we will now consider the stationary problem with the general
boundary condition (105) and (106), whose solutions will then be the asymptotics
of the t-dependent adjoint problems as t→∞.

By integrating the 2-dimensional adjoint equation (22) with respect to x1 vari-
able, we obtain the adjoint equation (27) for the mass density ρ1 which depends
only on t, x2, and θ variables. In this subsection, we consider the proof of Theorem
1.7(5) in terms of the mass density ρ1 and its adjoint ϕ, as it suffices to show that∫ ∞

0

∫ π

−π
ρ1(t, x2, θ) dx2dθ → 0.

As in (27), we consider the forward-in-t adjoint problem for a test function ϕ =
ϕ(t, x2, θ) which is a solution to

∂tϕ− sin θ∂x2
ϕ = ∂2

θϕ, (103)

with

ϕ(t, 0, θ) =

{
ϕ(0, 0,−π) = α, θ ∈ [−π,−π/2)

ϕ(0, 0, 0) = β, θ ∈ (−π/2, 0],

for some non-negative α and β for any t ≥ 0 with the periodic boundary condition
(30). Here note that we already inverted the direction of t via t 7→ T − t.

We write a solution ϕ(t, x2, θ) in the form of

ϕ(t, x2, θ) = αψ−(t, x2, θ) + βψ+(t, x2, θ) + ψ0(t, x2, θ), (104)

where ψ± and ψ0 are continuous and each solves (103) with the boundary conditions

ψ−(t, 0, θ) =

{
1, θ ∈ [−π,−π/2),

0, θ ∈ (−π/2, 0],
(105)
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ψ+(t, 0, θ) =

{
0, θ ∈ [−π,−π/2),

1, θ ∈ (−π/2, 0],
(106)

and

ψ0(t, 0, θ) = 0, θ ∈ [−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0], (107)

and each satisfies the periodic boundary condition (30). Then we claim that the
following proposition holds:

Proposition 10.7. Suppose ϕ solves (103)-(107) with the periodic boundary con-
dition (30). Then we have ψ±(t, x2, θ)→ ψ±∞ and ψ0(t, x2, θ)→ ψ0

∞ ≡ 0 as t→∞,
where ψ±∞ = ψ±∞(x2, θ) are the stationary solutions to (99) with the boundary con-
ditions

ψ−∞(0, θ) =

{
1, θ ∈ [−π,−π/2),

0, θ ∈ (−π/2, 0],
(108)

and

ψ+
∞(0, θ) =

{
0, θ ∈ [−π,−π/2),

1, θ ∈ (−π/2, 0],
(109)

with the periodic boundary condition (100).

Then using the duality identity (87), Proposition 10.7 implies the following corol-
lary:

Corollary 10.8. For all fin = fin(x, θ) ∈M+(X), we have the convergence∫∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

fr(t, x, θ) dxdθ =

∫∫
(0,∞)×[−π,π]

ρ1(t, x2, θ) dx2dθ ⇀ 0,

as t→∞.

As a direct result of Corollary 10.8, we obtain Theorem 1.7(5). Therefore, our
goal in the next subsections is to prove Proposition 10.7. Without loss of generality,
we consider the proof for ψ+ with the boundary condition (106) only. The other
cases with (105)-(107) can be proved similarly. Especially, we have seen that ψ0

∞,
the limit of ψ0, is zero for any x2 > 0 and θ ∈ [−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0] by Section
10.1. The proof will depend on the analysis of the stationary problem associated
to the time dependent problem (103)-(107) with (30).

10.3. Solutions to the stationary problems. In this subsection, we prove the
existence and the uniqueness of the solutions ψ±∞ to the stationary equation (99)
with (108)-(109) and (100).

Suppose that ψ+
∞ solves (99) with (109) and (100). Then we first remark that a

sufficiently regular solution ψ+
∞ satisfies the following a priori bounds:

Lemma 10.9 (A priori bounds). Suppose ψ+
∞ ∈ C2((0,∞) × [−π, π]) solves (99)

with (109) and (100). Then ψ+
∞ satisfies 0 ≤ ψ+

∞ ≤ 1, for any x2 > 0 and θ ∈
[−π, π].

Proof. We first prove that ψ+
∞ ≥ 0 for any x2 > 0 and θ ∈ [−π, π]. Suppose on

the contrary that ψ+
∞ < 0 for some region. Suppose that a point (x2,0, θ0) is the

local minimum of ψ+
∞. Firstly, if θ0 = 0, then we have ∂2

θψ
+
∞(x2,0, θ0) ≤ 0, which

is a contradiction. If θ0 < 0, define ψ+,∗
∞ (x2, θ) = ψ+

∞(x2, θ) + εx2 for a sufficiently
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small ε > 0 such that ψ+,∗
∞ is still negative at a local minimum (x2,1, θ1) of ψ+,∗

∞
where θ1 is still negative. Then, we have that x2,1 > 0 and that

− sin θ1∂x2ψ
+,∗
∞ (x2,1, θ1) = − sin θ1(∂x2ψ

+
∞(x2,1, θ1) + ε)

≥ ∂2
θψ

+
∞ − sin θ1ε ≥ − sin θ1ε > 0,

which leads to a contradiction. On the other hand, if θ0 > 0, then define

ψ+,∗
∞ (x2, θ) = ψ+

∞(x2, θ)− ε′x2

for a sufficiently small ε′ > 0 such that ψ+,∗
∞ attains its local minimum at (x2,2, θ2)

where θ2 > 0. Then we observe that

− sin θ2∂x2
ψ+,∗
∞ (x2,2, θ2) = − sin θ2(∂x2

ψ+
∞(x2,2, θ2)− ε′)
≥ ∂2

θψ
+
∞ + sin θ2ε

′ ≥ sin θ2ε
′ > 0,

which leads to a contradiction. Therefore, we obtain that ψ+
∞ ≥ 0.

On the other hand, we define ψ̄+
∞

def
= 1 − ψ+

∞. Then ψ̄+
∞ also solves the same

stationary equation (99) with the boundary conditions (108) and (100). Then by
the same proof, we obtain that ψ̄+

∞ ≥ 0, which implies that ψ+
∞ ≤ 1 for any x2 > 0

and θ ∈ [−π, π]. This completes the proof. �

In addition, we can obtain the uniqueness of the stationary solution ψ+
∞:

Lemma 10.10 (Uniqueness). Suppose ψ+
∞ ∈ C2((0,∞)× [−π, π]) solves (99) with

(109) and (100). Then ψ+
∞ is unique.

Proof. Suppose that there are two solutions ψ+,1
∞ and ψ+,2

∞ to (99) with (109) and
(100). Then define the difference

ψ+,d
∞

def
= ψ+,1

∞ − ψ+,2
∞ .

Then ψ+,d
∞ (0, θ) = 0 for θ ∈ [−π,−π/2)∪(−π/2, 0]. Thus, ψ+,d

∞ solves (99) with the
zero boundary condition (101) and the periodic boundary (100). Then by Lemma
10.6, we have ψ+,d

∞ = 0 for any x2 > 0 and θ ∈ [−π, π]. This completes the
proof. �

Finally, we prove the existence of a smooth stationary solution ψ+
∞. The proof

is based on the analysis in Section 3.

Lemma 10.11 (Existence of a locally smooth solution). There exists a solution
ψ+
∞ ∈ C∞loc({(0,∞)× [−π, π]} ∪ {{x2 = 0} × {(−π,−π/2)∪ (−π/2, 0)∪ (0, π)}}) to

the stationary problem (99) with (109) and (100).

Proof. For the proof of the existence, we regularize the Laplace-Beltrami operator
to a discretized operator Qε defined in (48). Define the operator Lε = sin θ∂x2

+Qε.
In order to solve the equation (sin θ∂x2

+ ∂2
θ )ψ+
∞ = 0, we consider the regularized

equation
Lεψ+

∞,ε = µ0ψ
+
∞,ε, (110)

for some sufficiently small µ0 > 0. We pass to the limit µ0 → 0 later after showing
the existence for each fixed µ0 > 0. Then in order to prove the existence of a solution
to (110) with the boundary condition (109), it suffices to prove the existence of a
solution ψ̄+

∞,ε = ψ̄+
∞,ε(t, x2, θ) to the following t-dependent problem

∂tψ̄
+
∞,ε = Lεψ̄+

∞,ε, (111)
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with the initial-boundary condition

ψ̄+
∞,ε(0, x2, θ) = 0, for x2 > 0, θ ∈ [−π, π],

ψ̄+
∞,ε(t, 0, θ) = ψ̄+

∞,ε(0, 0, θ) =

{
0, θ ∈ [−π,−π/2),

1, θ ∈ (−π/2, 0],

with the periodic boundary condition (30). This is via the relationship

ψ+
∞,ε(x2, θ) ≡

∫ ∞
0

e−tψ̄+
∞,ε

(
t

µ0
, x2, θ

)
dt.

Now, we further regularize the boundary condition as

∂tψ̄
+
∞,ε,κ(t, 0, θ) =

1

κ

(
χκ(θ)ψ̄+

∞,ε,κ(t, 0, 0)

+ (1− χκ(θ))ψ̄+
∞,ε,κ(t, 0,−π)− ψ̄+

∞,ε,κ(t, 0, θ)

)
, for θ ∈ [−π, 0], (112)

where a smooth function χκ is defined the same as (37). By plugging in θ = 0 and
θ = −π to (112), we obtain that ∂tψ̄

+
∞,ε,κ(t, 0, θ) = 0 for θ = 0 and = −π. Thus,

we have

∂tψ̄
+
∞,ε,κ(t, 0, θ) =

1

κ

(
1− χκ(θ)− ψ̄+

∞,ε,κ(t, 0, θ)
)
, for θ ∈ [−π, 0]. (113)

Then the existence of the solution ψ̄+
∞,κ in the limit ε → 0 is given by Section

3.1 - Section 3.5 with g ≡ 0. Remark that the maximum of ψ̄+
∞,ε,κ in Lemma 3.3

now occurs only on the boundary values x2 = 0 with θ ∈ [−π, 0] since the initial
condition g is ≡ 0. This gives the uniform bound of

‖ψ̄+
∞,κ‖L∞([0,T ]×S) ≤ 1.

Then in the weak-limit as κ → 0, we obtain a weak solution ψ+
∞ to the stationary

solution. Now the local smoothness of the weak solution away from the singular
boundary {x2 = 0} × {θ = 0,−π} and the pathological set {x2 = 0} × {θ = −π/2}
is obtained directly from the hypoellipticity of the operator by the same arguments
in Section 7. This completes the proof. �

Similarly, we can prove the existence and the uniqueness of the other limits ψ−∞
and ψ0

∞ = 0 using the other boundary conditions (108) and (101). Lastly, we prove
that ψ+

∞(x2, θ)→ 1
2 as x2 →∞.

Lemma 10.12. The solution ψ+
∞ satisfies the limit ψ+

∞(x2, θ) → 1
2 as x2 → ∞,

for any θ ∈ [−π, π].

Proof. We define ψn(x2, θ) = ψ+
∞(x2 +n, θ). Note that 0 ≤ ψn ≤ 1, by Lemma 10.9,

and we have ψn → ψ̄, as n → ∞ where ψ̄ solves (99) for x2 ∈ R and θ ∈ [−π, π]
with the periodicity (100). By Lemma 10.9, we also have 0 ≤ ψ̄ ≤ 1. Define

lim sup
x2→∞

ψ̄(x2, θ) = m+ ∈ [0, 1] and lim inf
x2→∞

ψ̄(x2, θ) = m− ∈ [0, 1].

We claim that m− = m+. To this end, we first observe that there exists a subse-
quence {λk} for λk →∞ as k →∞ such that

ψ̄(x2 + λk, θ)→ v(x2, θ), as k →∞,
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where

min
θ∈[−π,0]

v(x2, θ) = m− and max
θ∈[−π,0]

v(x2, θ) = m+, for any x2 ∈ R.

Then by the maximum principle in Lemma 3.3, we obtain that m− = m+.
Now we prove that m− = m+ = 1

2 . For this, we use the symmetrization. Define

ψ̃(x2, θ) = ψ+
∞(x2, θ) + ψ+

∞(x2, π − θ).

Note that ψ+
∞(x2, θ) satisfies the boundary condition (109) and ψref (x2, θ)

def
=

ψ+
∞(x2, π − θ) satisfies the boundary condition (108). Therefore, ψ̃(x2, θ) satis-

fies the boundary condition that ψ̃(x2, θ) = 1 if θ ∈ [−π, 0]. Then by Lemma 10.6

on 1 − ψ̃ we obtain that ψ̃ → 1 = 2m+. Therefore, we obtain that ψ+
∞ → 1

2 as

x2 →∞. The same proof also holds for ψ−∞ and we get ψ−∞ → 1
2 , as x2 →∞. �

Another ingredient for the proof of Proposition 10.7 is on the diffusive property of
the Fokker-Planck operator. Namely, we prove the following positivity of a solution:

Lemma 10.13. Suppose V = V (t, x2, θ) is a solution to (103) and (30) with
V (0, x2, θ) ≥ 1 if (x2, θ) ∈ BR(x2,0, θ0), for a sufficiently small R > 0 and some
x2,0 ≥ 0 and θ0 ∈ [−π, π]. Then there exist t∗ = t∗(R) > 0 and C0 = C0(R) > 0
such that V (t∗, x2, θ) ≥ C0 > 0 for any (x2, θ) ∈ B2R(x2,0, θ0).

Proof. For the proof, we construct a subsolution W = W (t, x2, θ) which satisfies

∂tW − sin θ∂x2
W − ∂2

θW ≤ 0, (114)

with W (0, x2, θ) = 1 on BR(x2,0, θ0) and W (t∗, x2, θ) ≥ C0 for any |x2 − x2,0| ≤
R/106 and |θ − θ0| ≤ 2R. We look for a sub-solution W of the form

W (t, x2, θ) = e−σtV (x2 + t sin θ, θ),

for some sufficiently large σ > 0 and W ∈ C2
x,θ. Then (114) implies

−σV ≤ ∂2
θV − t sin θ∂x2

V + t cos θ∂x2
∂θV + t2 cos2 θ∂2

x2
V.

Then we define V as

V (x2, θ)
def
=

1

2
cos(σ1/4(θ − θ0)) cos(σ1/4(x2 − x2,0)) +

1

2
, (115)

with σ =
(

2π
R

)4
> 0 sufficiently large (with a sufficiently small R > 0) so that (115)

holds for any 0 ≤ t ≤ t∗ for some t∗ = t∗(R) > 0. Then by the maximum principle
of Lemma 3.3 we have V (t∗, x2, θ) ≥ W (t∗, x2, θ) ≥ C0, for some C0 = C0(R) > 0
for any for any (x2, θ) ∈ B2R(x2,0, θ0).This completes the proof. �

Finally, we conclude the proof of Proposition 10.7 by introducing the following
lemma:

Lemma 10.14. The solution ψ+ to (103), (106), and (30) satisfies the long-chain
asymptotic behavior ψ+(t, x2, θ) → ψ+

∞(x2, θ) as t → ∞ where ψ+
∞ is the solution

of the stationary equation (99) with the boundary conditions (109) and (100).

Proof. For the proof of the long-chain asymptotics of ψ+(t, x2, θ), we define a func-
tion

W (t, x2, θ) = ψ+(t, x2, θ)− ψ+
∞(x2, θ),
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which solves (103) with the initial condition W (0, x2, θ) = ψ+(0, x2, θ)−ψ+
∞(x2, θ),

the zero boundary condition (107), and the periodic boundary condition (30). Our
goal is to prove that W (t, x2, θ)→ 0 for any x2 ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, π] as t→∞.

We start with observing that 0 ≤ ψ+ ≤ 1 by the maximum principle in Lemma
3.3. Thus we have |W (0, x2, θ)| ≤ C for some C > 0. Also, note that for any ε > 0
there exists K ≥ 0 and a sufficiently large R > 0 such that

−K(ψ+
∞(x2, θ) + ε) ≤W (t, x2, θ) ≤ K(ψ+

∞(x2, θ) + ε), for t ≥ R (116)

by the comparison principle, since ±K(ψ+
∞(x2, θ)+ε) is a super- and a sub-solution

to the system. Define

λ(t)
def
= sup

x2∈[0,∞), θ∈[−π,π]

W (t, x2, θ)

ψ+
∞(x2, θ) + ε

.

Note that ψ+
∞(x2, θ) + ε ≥ ε > 0 by the non-negativity of ψ+

∞. Then

lim sup
t→∞

λ(t) ≤ K.

If lim supt→∞ λ(t) < K, then we re-define R and K by increasing R and decreasing
K such that lim supt→∞ λ(t) = K and (116) holds. If lim supt→∞ λ(t) = K, then
there exists a sequence {tn} → ∞ such that λ(tn) → K. Then there exists a
sequence of tuples (x2,n, θn) ∈ R̄+ × [−π, π] such that

W (tn, x2,n, θn)

ψ+
∞(x2,n, θn) + ε

→ K, as n→∞.

Then W̄ is also a solution to the same system with the different initial condition
W̄ (0, x2, θ) = W (tn, x2, θ). Define a function W̄ = W̄ (t, x2, θ) as a limit of W (tn +
t, x2, θ) as n→∞. Also, define a tuple (x̄2, θ̄) as the limit of (x2,n, θn) as n→∞.
Then note that

W̄ (0, x̄2, θ̄) = K(ψ+
∞(x̄2, θ̄) + ε).

If (x2,n, θn) converges to a tuple of finite values (x̄2, θ̄) as n → ∞, then by the

maximum principle of Lemma 3.3 in the box B
def
= (x2, θ) ∈ [t + ε, t + 1] × [x̄2 +

ε, x̄2 + 1]× [−π, π] for some ε� 1 and obtain that

W̄ (t, x2, θ) ≤ (K − δ)(ψ+
∞(x2, θ) + ε) if (t, x2, θ) ∈ B,

for some δ > 0. Therefore, for any t� 1,

W (t, x2, θ) ≤ (K − δ)(ψ+
∞(x2, θ) + ε),

for any x2 ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, π]. Then we can readjust K 7→ K − δ and repeat
reducing the size of K until it becomes 0. Therefore, the only difficulty left is in
the case when the limit limn→∞ x2,n = x̄2 =∞. We define

U(t, x2, θ)
def
= K

(
ψ+
∞(x2, θ) + ε

)
−W (t, x2, θ).

Note that ψ+
∞(∞, θ) = 1

2 , by Lemma 10.12. Then we know that U solves the same
equation

∂tU − sin θ∂x2U = ∂2
θU,

with the condition U(t, 0, θ) ≥ ε > 0 for t ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−π,−π/2) ∪ (−π/2, 0], and
U(0, x2, θ) ≥ 0 for any x2 ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, π] by (116).

We first note that Lemma 10.13 implies that for a sufficiently large t̄ > 0, there
exists some x̄2 > 0 such that U(t̄, x̄2, θ) ≥ δ > 0 for some δ > 0 for any θ ∈ [−π, π].
We obtain this by rescaling and repeating the argument in Lemma 10.13 until we
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extend the domain to [−π, π], since t∗ and C0 depends only on R. Now our goal is
to show that lim supt→∞ supx2,θ U(t, x2, θ) is strictly positive. Then we can reduce
the size of K by the positive gap lim supt→∞ supx2,θ U(t, x2, θ), and we iterate the
arguments above with a new K and obtain that W is indeed zero for a sufficiently
large t � 1 and ε → 0. Suppose that U(t̄, x̄2, θ) ≥ 1 for any θ ∈ [−π, π] and that
U(t, 0, θ) ≥ 1 for t ≥ 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0] by rescaling. We claim that there exists
k > 0 such that for any R > 0 large we have U(t, R, θ) ≥ k > 0, if t is sufficiently
large. We prove this by constructing a subsolution. Define

V (t, x2, θ)
def
= k − e−σte−λx2Q(θ),

for some σ > 0 sufficiently small, λ > 0, and a 2π-periodic(-in-θ) C2 function Q
which solves

−σQ+ λ2 sin θQ−Q′′ ≥ 0.

For example, Q is given by the Mathieu function. We assume without loss of
generality that |V | ≤ 1 by rescaling. Then we note that V is a subsolution that
satisfies ∂tV −sin θ∂x2V −∂2

θV ≤ 0 with |V | ≤ 1. Then since V −U is a subsolution
with non-positive values when t = t̄ and when x2 = 0 and θ ∈ [−π, 0], the maximum
principle of Lemma 3.3 implies that V (t, x2, θ) ≤ U(t, x2, θ) for t ≥ t̄. By passing
λ → 0 and then t → ∞ we obtain that U(t, x2, θ) ≥ k for a sufficiently large x2.
This completes the proof. �

Remark 10.15. In addition, we remark that this asymptotics of the solutions to the
adjoint problem indicates that the function is asymptotically going to be supported
only on the set of the points (x2, θ) = (0, 0) and = (0,−π). Since the dynamics for
ρ1 in t and x1 variables are under free-transport equations, we will get the dynamics
supported on particular lines and the evolution of the lines are the translations on
x1 = ±t.

This completes the proof of Proposition 10.7 and Corollary 10.8, which then
imply Theorem 1.7(5). In the next subsection, we further discuss the dynamics of
the mass that has been accumulated at the singular boundary (x2, θ) = (0, 0) and
(0,−π).

10.4. Dynamics for the mass at (x2, θ) = (0, 0) or (0,−π). We also discuss the
asymptotics of the mass that has been accumulated on either (x2, θ) = (0, 0) or
(0,−π) in the rest of this section. Denote these densities as ρ+ = ρ+(t, x1) and
ρ− = ρ−(t, x1), respectively. Then we discuss the dynamics for the mass reached
(x2, θ) = (0, 0) or (0,−π).

Consider the backward-in-t adjoint problem (19)-(21). We first consider a special
test function φε in the weak formulation Definition 1.4 that is independent of x1

variable. Then choose the initial profile φε(T ) such that it is = 1 on x2 < ε and
θ ∈ [−π, 0] and is supported only on x2 < 2ε. Then by the previous argument, we
know that φin(x2, θ)→ 1 as T → 1. Then by the dominated convergence theorem,
we can pass ε → 0 and obtain by the weak formulation and the duality identity
that ∫

R

(
ρ+(T, x1) + ρ−(T, x1)

)
dx1 =

∫
finφindxdθ.

Now by letting T →∞, we observe that

lim
T→∞

∫
R

(
ρ+(T, x1) + ρ−(T, x1)

)
dx1 =

∫
fin dxdθ.
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Remark 10.16. We also remark that the total mass density ρ+
∞ that travels in the

direction θ = 0 satisfies

ρ+
∞ =

∫
ψ+
∞(x2, θ)fin(x1, x2, θ)dx2dθ,

where ψ+
∞ is the stationary solution to (99) with (109) and (100). We also have a

similar argument for ρ−∞ which is the total mass density that travels in the direction
θ = −π as

ρ−∞ =

∫∫
ψ−∞(x2, θ)fin(x1, x2, θ)dx2dθ,

where ψ−∞ is the stationary solution to (99) with (108) and (100). Thus, we observe
that

ϕ(t, x2, θ)→ αψ−∞(x2, θ) + βψ+
∞(x2, θ),

as t→∞. Then we have the distribution f(t, x1, x2, θ) converges to

f ⇀ ρ+
∞δ(x2)δ(θ) + ρ−∞δ(x2)δ(θ + π),

as t→∞ where δ(·) is the Dirac delta function.

We have observed the dynamics above that in the 1-dimensional case, all the mass
density integrated with respect to x1 converges to two particular regions θ = 0 or
θ = −π on the line x2 = 0. Then we can easily observe that after the polymer
arrives at x2 = 0 with either θ = 0 or θ = −π, it is trapped there at (x2, θ) = (0, 0)
or = (0,−π) while the dynamics in t, x1 will be just the free transport. In other
words, ρ±(t, x1) would satisfy the following free transport equation,

∂tρ
± ± ∂x1

ρ± = 0,

as cos θ = ±1 if θ = −π2 ±
π
2 . Therefore, we obtain that

ρ+(t, x) = ρ+
∞(x1 − t) and ρ−(t, x) = ρ−∞(x1 + t).

Then we also obtain from the duality argument that∫
R
dx1(ρ+

∞(x1 − t) + ρ−∞(x1 + t)) =

∫∫
R2

+×[−π,π]

dxdθfin(x, θ).

Appendix A. Derivation of an initial-boundary value problem

Similarly to the whole plane situation in Section 1.2.1, we define for j ≥ 0 that

ξj
def
= x0 +

j∑
i=1

εni

and introduce the Hamiltonian

HN =
1

2ε

N−1∑
j=1

(nj+1 − nj)2 = −1

ε

N−1∑
j=1

(nj · nj+1 − 1).

Then we can have that the Gibbs measure µN ∈M+((S1)N × (R2)N ) is defined as

µN (x1, ..., xN ;n1, ..., nN ) =
1

ZN

N∏
i=1

δ(xi− ξi)χ{xi∈R2
+} exp

1

ε

N∑
j=1

(nj−1 · nj − 1)

 ,
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with n0 = n1 where the characteristic function χ restricts all the position of
monomers xj in the upper half-plane and the normalization factor ZN is defined as

ZN
def
=

∫
(R2)N

∫
(S1)N

N∏
j=1

dxjdnj µN (x1, ..., xN ;n1, ..., nN ).

We note that for e2
def
= (0, 1), xk+1 · e2 ≥ 0 is equivalent to xk · e2 + εnk · e2 ≥ 0.

This is then equivalent to nk · e2 ≥ −xk·e2ε . Here, we emphasize that the polymer
dynamic is Markovian and the next state (xk+1, nk+1) would depend only on the
present state (xk, nk). Thus, we can write the Markov process as

P(xk+1, nk+1|xk, nk) =

Ckδ(xk+1 − xk − εnk+1)χ{xk+1∈R2
+} exp

(
−1

ε
(nk+1 · nk − 1)

)
,

where Ck = Zk
Zk+1

. Therefore, the probability distribution satisfies

fk+1(xk+1, nk+1) =

k∏
j=1

∫
dxjdnj P(xj+1, nj+1|xj , nj)

=

∫
S1
dnk

∫
R2

dxk P(xk+1, nk+1|xk, nk)fk(xk, nk)

=

∫
S1
dnk

∫
R2

dxk Ckδ(xk+1 − xk − εnk+1)

× exp

(
−1

ε
(nk+1 · nk − 1)

)
fk(xk, nk)χ{nk·e2≥−

xk·e2
ε }

=

∫
S1
dnk

∫
R×[−ε sinϕ,∞)

dxk Ckδ(xk+1 − xk − εnk+1) exp

(
−1

ε
(nk+1 · nk − 1)

)
× fk(xk, nk),

where ϕ is the angle between the e1
def
= (1, 0) and nk. Now define F (t, x, n) =

fj(x, n) with j = t
ε . Then we have

F (kε+ ε, xk+1, nk+1)

= Ck

∫
S1
dnk

∫
R×[−ε sinϕ,∞)

dxk δ(xk+1 − xk − εnk+1)F (kε, xk, nk)

× exp

(
1

ε
(nk · nk+1 − 1)

)
.

Now we subdivide the situation into two cases: xk ∈ R × (ε sinϕ,∞) and xk ∈
R×[−ε sinϕ, ε sinϕ]. The former case refers to the polymer away from the boundary
∂R2

+ and the latter one refers to the polymer chain near the boundary.
Case 1: away from the boundary. If xk ∈ R× (ε sinϕ,∞), or equivalently the
distance dist(xk, ∂R2

+) > ε, we use the formal ansatz that F is smooth and take
the Taylor expansion as

F (kε+ ε, xk+1, nk+1) = F (kε, xk+1, nk+1) + ε
∂F

∂t
(kε, xk+1, nk+1),
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and

Ck

∫
S1
dnk

∫
R×(ε sinϕ,∞)

dxk δ(xk+1 − xk − εnk+1)F (kε, xk, nk)

× exp

(
1

ε
(nk · nk+1 − 1)

)
= Ck

∫
S1
dnk

(
F (kε, xk+1, nk+1)− εnk+1 ·

∂F

∂x

+ (nk − nk+1) · ∇kF (kε, xk+1, nk+1)

+
1

2
(nk − nk+1)∇2

kF (kε, xk+1, nk+1)(nk − nk+1)

)
× exp

(
1

ε
(nk · nk+1 − 1)

)
.

Note that

Ck

∫
S1
dnk exp(ε−1(nk · nk+1)) = 1, (117)

and ∫
S1
dnk (nk − nk+1) exp(ε−1(nk · nk+1)) = 0.

Then by defining t = kε, we have

ε
∂F

∂t
(t, xk+1, nk+1) + εnk+1 ·

∂F

∂x
(t, xk+1, nk+1)

= ∆nF (t, xk+1, nk+1)Ck

∫
S1
dnk

(
1

2
(nk − nk+1)⊗ (nk − nk+1)

)
× exp

(
1

ε
(nk · nk+1 − 1)

)
.

Note that

Ck

∫
S1
dnk

(
1

2
(nk − nk+1)⊗ (nk − nk+1)

)
exp

(
1

ε
(nk · nk+1 − 1)

)
≈ Ck

∫
S1

(ξ ⊗ ξ) exp(−|ξ|2/(2ε))dξ ≈ O(ε), (118)

by (117) where ξ = nk − nk+1.
Thus, in the limit ε→ 0, we obtain the Fokker-Planck equation in the half plane

x ∈ R2
+ and n ∈ S1 as

∂F

∂t
(t, x, n) + n · ∂F

∂x
(t, x, n) = D∆nF (t, x, n),

for the diffusion coefficient D which is defined as

D = lim
ε→0

C t
ε

ε

∫
S1

(ξ ⊗ ξ) exp(−|ξ|2/(2ε))dξ,

by (118).
Case 2: near the boundary. Suppose that the kth state xk of the process is in
the region nearby the boundary as xk ∈ R× [−ε sinϕ, ε sinϕ]. Equivalently, we have
that the distance dist(xk, ∂R2

+) ≤ ε. As a modeling assumption, we suppose that
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the monomer which collides the boundary will change its incoming angle against
the boundary so that it minimizes the energy

1

2ε
(nk+1 − nk)2 = −1

ε
(nk · nk+1 − 1),

among all possible angles that the monomer can have. The possible velocities are

the velocities that makes xk+1 ∈ R2
+. Equivalently, this means that it maximizes

nk · nk+1 = cosφ, where φ is the angle between nk and nk+1. Here, we note that

Figure 3. The energy-minimizing transition

the change of the angle φ is in the order of
√
ε as we have

1

ε
(nk · nk+1 − 1) =

1

ε
(cosφ− 1) ≈ −θ

2

ε
≈ 1.

After the state, the next velocity nk+2 is determined so that xk+2 ∈ R2
+ and it

minimizes the energy 1
2ε (nk+2 − nk+1)2. Once the velocity of a monomer becomes

parallel to the boundary, the polymer can now start deviating from the boundary as
it can have any velocity following the Gibbs probability distribution exp(− 1

ε (nk+3 ·
nk+2 − 1)). Since the change of the angle is in the order of ∼

√
ε, we note that the

deviation distance from the boundary is of order

|nj+1 − nj ||φ| ∼ ε ·
√
ε ∼ ε 3

2 .

Recall that the scale of the total number of monomers is N ∼ 1
ε . Therefore, we

conclude that the maximum distance of the deviation of the polymer from the
boundary is

N · ε 3
2 ∼
√
ε.

Therefore, we can conclude that the polymer near the boundary is trapped on the
boundary as ε→ 0. This completes a formal or heuristic derivation of the trapping
boundary problem from our modeling assumptions.



KINETIC MODELS FOR SEMIFLEXIBLE POLYMERS 69

Figure 4. The diffusion in the direction of each monomer near the boundary
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[21] Hiroshi Hoshikawa, Nobuhiko Saitô, and Kuniaki Nagayama, Average axial ratio of stiff

chains, Polymer Journal 7 (1975), no. 1, 79–85.
[22] Ostap Hryniv and Yvan Velenik, Some rigorous results on semiflexible polymers, i: Free and

confined polymers, Stochastic Processes and Their Applications 119 (2009), no. 10, 3081–

3100.
[23] Hyung Ju Hwang, Juhi Jang, and Jaewoo Jung, On the kinetic Fokker-Planck equation in

a half-space with absorbing barriers, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 64 (2015), no. 6, 1767–1804.

MR 3436235
[24] , The Fokker-Planck equation with absorbing boundary conditions in bounded do-

mains, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 50 (2018), no. 2, 2194–2232. MR 3788197
[25] Hyung Ju Hwang, Juhi Jang, and Juan J. L. Velázquez, The Fokker-Planck equation with

absorbing boundary conditions, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 214 (2014), no. 1, 183–233.

MR 3237885
[26] , Nonuniqueness for the kinetic Fokker–Planck equation with inelastic boundary con-

ditions, Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis 231 (2019), no. 3, 1309–1400.

[27] , On the structure of the singular set for the kinetic Fokker-Planck equations in
domains with boundaries, Quart. Appl. Math. 77 (2019), no. 1, 19–70. MR 3897919

[28] Jan Kierfeld and Reinhard Lipowsky, Unbundling and desorption of semiflexible polymers,

Europhysics Letters 62 (2003), no. 2, 285.
[29] , Duality mapping and unbinding transitions of semiflexible and directed polymers, J.

Phys. A 38 (2005), no. 9, L155–L161. MR 2124366

[30] Chanwoo Kim, Formation and propagation of discontinuity for Boltzmann equation in non-
convex domains, Comm. Math. Phys. 308 (2011), no. 3, 641–701. MR 2855537

[31] Chanwoo Kim and Donghyun Lee, The Boltzmann equation with specular boundary condition
in convex domains, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 71 (2018), no. 3, 411–504. MR 3762275

[32] Chanwoo Kim and Seok-Bae Yun, The Boltzmann equation near a rotational local

Maxwellian, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 44 (2012), no. 4, 2560–2598. MR 3023388
[33] Otto Kratky and Günther Porod, Röntgenuntersuchung gelöster fadenmoleküle, Recueil des

Travaux Chimiques des Pays-Bas 68 (1949), no. 12, 1106–1122.

[34] Jean-François Le Gall, Exponential moments for the renormalized self-intersection local time
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