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Abstract

In this paper, we prove that Wright’s equation y'(t) = —ay(t — 1){1 + y(¢)} has a unique
slowly oscillating periodic solution (SOPS) for all parameter values o € [1.9,6.0], up to time
translation. Our proof is based on a same strategy employed earlier by Xie ; show that every
SOPS is asymptotically stable. We first introduce a branch and bound algorithm to control all
SOPS using bounding functions at all parameter values a € [1.9,6.0]. Once the bounding
functions are constructed, we then control the Floquet multipliers of all possible SOPS by
solving rigorously an eigenvalue problem, again using a formulation introduced by Xie. Using
these two main steps, we prove that all SOPS of Wright’s equation are asymptotically stable
for a € [1.9,6.0], and the proof follows. This result is a step toward the proof of the Jones’
Conjecture formulated in 1962.
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1 Introduction
In Wright studied the delay differential equation (DDE)

y'(t) = —ay(t— D{l +y(t)} (1)

and showed that if @ > 7 and a solution y(t) was positive for ¢ € (0,1), then y does not approach
0 as t — oo and there are infinitely many zeros of y separated by a distance greater than unity. If
a periodic solution has this property it is said to be “slowly oscillating” and is formally defined as
follows.
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Definition 1.1. A slowly oscillating periodic solution (SOPS) is a periodic solution y(t) with the
following property: there exist q,q > 1 and L = q + q such that up to a time translation, y(t) > 0
on the interval (0,q), y(t) < 0 on the interval (q, L), and y(t + L) = y(t) for all t, so that L is the
minimal period of y(t).

The existence of SOPS to for all o > 7 was proven in 1962 by Jones [5] who formulated the
following conjecture based on numerical experiments [6]:

Conjecture 1.2 (Jones’ Conjecture). For all a > 7 there exists a unique SOPS to (up to time
translation).

We briefly describe results on the global dynamics of Wright’s equation. At a = 7 there is
a super-critical Hopf bifurcation [3]. This branch of SOPS grows without bound, that is for each
L > 4 this branch contains SOPS of period L [14] and for all o > 7 this branch contains SOPS
at parameter o [13]. For a > 7 there is an asymptotically stable annulus in the (z(t),z(t — 1))
plane whose boundary is a pair of slowly oscillating periodic orbits |7]. In [26] Xie showed that if
« > 5.67, then there is a unique SOPS to Wright’s equation. In this paper using the computer we

are able to extend Xie’s method of proof thereby obtaining the following result.
Theorem 1.3. There exists a unique SOPS to Wright’s equation for o € [1.9,6.0].

Combining Theorem 1.3 with the work of [26] it follows that there exists a unique SOPS to Wright’s
equation for v > 1.9.

The set of all periodic orbits to Wright’s equation for a > 0 form a 2-dimensional manifold [16].
Based on this, it is proposed in [9] to divide Conjecture into two parts:

(1) there are no saddle-node bifurcations in the branch of SOPS emanating from the Hopf bifur-
cation at o = 5, and

(2) there are no other connected components (isolas) of SOPS for o > 7.

Using computer-assisted proofs, it has been shown that saddle-node bifurcations do not occur for
neither a € [5 + €1, 2.3] where e; = 7.3165 x 10™* [9] nor a € (5, 5 +€2) for e = 6.830 x 1073 [23].
Together with these results, Theoremﬁlls in the gap a € (2.3,5.67) needed to resolve part (1) of
the Jones’ conjecture (see |23, Corollary 4.8] for the complete proof). Furthermore, the paper [23]
explicitly constructs a neighborhood about the bifurcation point at a = 4 within which there exists
at most one SOPS to Wright’s equation. The proof for Theorem [I.3]is given in Section[6} Thereby

the Jones conjecture (Conjecture is reduced to the following open problem:
Conjecture 1.4. There are no isolas of SOPS for a € (5,1.9).

To study Wright’s equation, we make the change of variables z = In(1 4 y), obtaining the
equivalent differential equation
a'(t) = —af(x(t — 1)) (2)
where f(z) = e* — 1, which we will hereafter refer to as Wright’s equation. Critical to Xie’s result
on the Jones conjecture is the relation between the asymptotic dynamics of SOPS and their global
uniqueness.

Theorem 1.5 (See [26,27]). If a > T and every SOPS to is asymptotically stable, then

has a unique SOPS up to a time translation.



Following Xie’s approach, we define the function space
X = {ze C'R,R) | 2(0) =0,2'(0) > 0 and 2(t) < 0 for t € (—1,0)} .

Up to a time translation, the space X contains all SOPS to Wright’s equation. Xie showed that if
x € X is a SOPS to Wright’s equation with period L, then its nontrivial Floquet multipliers A € C
are given by solutions to the nonautonomous linear DDE:

y'(t) = —af (=t — 1)yt — 1) (3)
subject to the boundary condition

2'(s+ L)
a'(L)

For a SOPS z € X, showing that |A| < 1 for all possible solutions y to and it suffices
to show that x is asymptotically stable. By doing so for all possible SOPS to Wright’s equation
when a > 5.67, Xie achieved his proof for uniqueness. Xie’s method has two parts: (1) obtain
estimates on SOPS to Wright’s equation and (2) use these estimates to develop an upper bound
on the magnitude of their Floquet multipliers. Xie was only able to obtain a proof for o > 5.67
because of the difficulty of the first part. In this paper we continue Xie’s method by means of a
computer-assisted proof.

Our approach to obtaining bounds on SOPS is based on an algorithmic case-by-case analysis
of the locations of the zeros of a function € X and the size of its extrema. In [25] Lemmas 4
and 5] it is shown that if x € X and o > 1 then the zeros {z;(x)}$2, of x are countably infinite
and zi11(x) — z;(x) > 1. This result implies that we can define the maps ¢ : X — (1,00) and
q: X — (1,00) as follows given z € X:

Ay(s) = —y(L) +y(s+ L), s €[-1,0]. (4)

q(z) = z1(z) — 20(2),

q(x) = z2(x) — z1(z)
By construction, if € X, then its first zero is zo(x) = 0. Moreover, if x is a SOPS then ¢(x) + g(z)
is its period and furthermore if it solves , then its extrema are given as

max z(t) = z(1),

Itlélﬂgz(t) =z (q(x)+1).

In [1] a branch and bound algorithm is applied to the 2-dimensional domain {maxz, minz} to
show that there do not exist any SOPS to Wright’s equation for @ < 1.5706, making substantial
progress on Wright’s conjecture that the origin is the global attractor to for a < 5 =~ 1.57079.
Without an exact value for g(z), one cannot pinpoint the location of the minimum of z. To account
for this ambiguity, the authors in [1] use a collection of six different functions to bound z, each
defined relative to one of the zeros {zo(z), z1(z), z2(z)}. We use an alternative approach that allows
us to work with just two bounding functions. In particular, we classify the space X according to
the finite dimensional reduction map & : X — R? defined as follows:

r(z) = {q(2),q(x), z(1)}. ()

Relative to a SOPS’s image under «, we formally define bounding functions as follows.



Definition 1.6. Fiz an interval I, = [min, Cmaz) and a region K C R3. The functions lx, ug
R — R are bounding functions (associated with K ) if

l(t) <z(t) <ug(t), forallteR,
whenever x € X is a SOPS to Wright’s equation at a parameter « € I, satisfying x(x) € K.

In practice, we define the functions ug, i as piecewise constant functions, which are easy
to represent and rigorously integrate on a computer. To ensure proper mathematical rigor and
computational reliability, we have used interval arithmetic for the execution of our computer-assisted
proofs [11L/17]. Notably, our algorithms use a rigorous numerical integrator for delay differential
equations, about which there is a growing literature [1,/101/20,21]. These computational details are
discussed further in Appendix [A]

To summarize by Theorem in order to prove that there is a unique SOPS, it is sufficient to
show that every SOPS is asymptotically stable. This breaks into two major parts: characterizing
SOPS to Wright’s equation and bounding their Floquet multipliers. To accomplish the first part,
we begin by constructing compact regions K, Ko C R3, described in Algorithm and Algorithm
[3:8| respectively, for which K U K5 contains the r-image of all SOPS to Wright’s equation. We then
use a branch and prune method, defined in Algorithm[5.1] to refine these initial global bounds. This
algorithm branches by subdividing K37 U K5 into smaller pieces, and prunes by using Algorithm
to develop tighter bounding functions. The end result of this process is a collection A of subsets of
K C R3, and in Theorem we prove for a given parameter range [min, maz| that if x € X is
a SOPS then r(x) € g4 K. The task then becomes to show that every SOPS is asymptotically
stable. For a given region K C R3, we use Algorithm to derive a bound on the Floquet
multipliers of any SOPS with k-image contained in K. This is then combined with the branch and
prune method in Algorithm [5.3] Finally, the proof to Theorem is given in Section 6, where, in
addition, we discuss the computational limitations of our approach.

2 A computational approach

Theoremeffectively transforms Jones’s Conjecture (Conjecture into the problem of studying
the asymptotic dynamics of SOPS, and in turn, their Floquet multipliers / Lyapunov exponents. In
a neighborhood about a periodic function, one can develop estimates on these Floquet multipliers
[2,[26]. However these bounds rely significantly on this neighborhood about the periodic function
being relatively small. In effect, Xie shows that any SOPS to Wright’s equation is stable for each
« > 5.67 by first showing that all such solutions reside within a narrow region, and subsequently
shows that all periodic orbits in that region are asymptotically stable. This first step is the more
difficult part, and the reason Xie restricts his proof to a > 5.67.

In Xie’s thesis [26] a case-by-case analysis is used to obtain a region within which all SOPS
must lie. Specifically, if g(z) > 3 then asymptotic analysis [12] precisely describes the approximate
form of the SOPS with tight error estimates. For the alternative case, Xie divided the possibility
of g(z) < 3 into several sub-cases and showed that each of these led to a contradiction when
a > 5.67. In our analysis we make similar assumptions by considering a SOPS’s image under the
map k(z) = {q(x),q(z),z(1)} and the bounding functions associated with various regions K C R3.
For any region K C R3 there is not a unique choice of bounding functions. In fact, we develop
techniques which iteratively tighten the bounding functions for a fixed region K. If in our process



of tightening bounding functions we derive a contradiction, such as ¢k (t) > uk(t), then we may
conclude that there does not exist any SOPS z for which x(z) € K.

In performing a case-by-case analysis of SOPS to Wright’s equation, we are principally concerned
with bounding all possible SOPS, and we find it useful to introduce the notion of an I,-exhaustive
set.

Definition 2.1. Fiz an interval I, = [0min, Qmaz] and consider a set K C R3. The set K is
I,-exhaustive if k(x) € K for any SOPS x € X to Wright’s equation at parameter o € I,.

To derive a sufficiently small I,-exhaustive set we employ techniques from global optimization
theory. Specifically, we use a branch and prune algorithm which is derived from the classical global
optimization technique of branch and bound [4/15//19]. Our branch and prune is designed so that
it will output an I,-exhaustive set, a result proved in Theorem [5.2

The branch and prune algorithm begins with an initial finite set S = {K; : K; C R3} for which
U xes K is I,-exhaustive. The construction of this initial set is described in Section |3} specifically
in Algorithms and We then alternate between branching and pruning the elements of
S. The branching subroutine divides an element K € S into two pieces K4 and Kp for which
K = KpUKp, and then replaces K in the set S by the two smaller regions. The pruning algorithm
uses a variety of techniques to derive sharper bounding functions on the region K. Furthermore, if
we can prove that the preimage x~(K) C X cannot contain any SOPS, then we remove the region
K from the set §. The branch and prune algorithm terminates when the diameter of every region
K is less than some preset constant.

In contrast to the prototypical optimization problem of bounding the minimum of an objective
function, we are concerned with characterizing SOPS to Wright’s equation. In particular, our
pruning algorithm is designed to tighten the bounding functions associated with a region K, reduce
the size of K, and to discard the region if we can prove that k=1 (K) does not contain any SOPS. The
algorithm takes as input an interval I, a region K, and a pair of bounding functions ug, {x. As
output the algorithm produces a region K’ C K and a pair of bounding functions ug, £x. The set
K is taken to be rectangular, that is K = I, x I X Iny where Iy = [¢min, Gmaz) a0d Iz = [Gmin, Gmaaz)
and In; = [Mpin, Mimas). Additionally, this algorithm takes as input a computational parameter
Nrime € N relating to how we store the bounding functions u g, £x on the computer (see Appendix
A).

The six steps in the pruning algorithm (Algorithm are independent of one another and can
be implemented in any order. In Steps 1-4 we describe how to tighten the bounds on K, ux and
l k. Each step is constructed so that the output does not worsen the existing bounds. That is each
step of the algorithm produces an output for which K’ C K and the inequalities ugs < ug and
lrr > £x hold. At the end of each step we update our input so that we use the improved bounds
in the next step. That is, we define:

K d:ef K/ UK d:ef UK ZK d:ef KK/ (6)

and subsequently modify K’ ugs and £x as described in each individual step. In Steps 5-6, we
check conditions which would imply that the region K cannot contain the k-image of SOPS to
Wright’s equation. If this is the case, the algorithm returns K = ().

Algorithm 2.2 (Pruning Algorithm). This algorithm takes as input I, = [Cmin, ¥maz], K =
[@mins Gmaz] X [Gmin, Gmaz) X [Mmin, Mmaz] € R? and associated bounding functions x and ug,
as well as the computational parameter nyime € N. The outputs consist of a region K' C R? and



associated bounding functions L and ug .

Define Ig = [szna q"uu] I; =

Linaz = Qmaz + Gmaz and I;, = [mew Lmaac]

1. We tighten the bounding functions associated with the region K using

def
[q"nna Q’m,ou] a’nd IM - [M'TTL’LTL? Mmal} as well as Lmzn - QWLG +q’f}'l/l7l7

min{ Mz, ux (1)} ift=1

uger (1) = min{0, ugc (1)} if t € [~Gmin, 0] U [Gmaz> Lmin] (7)
ug(t) otherwise
max{Min,lx (1)} ift=1

5% (t) = max{O, gK (t)} ift S [_Lmirm (jma:c] U [07 Qmin] U [Lmax; Lppin, + Qmin]

li (1) otherwise.
(8)
Lastly we update our bounds using Line @

. If x satisfies Wright’s equation we can use variation of parameters to refine the bounding
functions. For our computational parameter npime € N, we base our calculation about a
collectzon of points separated by a uniform distance of 1/nrime. That is, define A = 1/npime
and In = [0,A], and fix tg € {k-A}rez and s € In. We may refine the values of ug (to+s),
ug(to— ), Lx(to+ ), Lx(to — s) as follows:

def
ugr(to+8) = ug(to) +s- Isup . iug
acla,r€ln bk STSUK

(to) —s- inf inf -« (e‘” to—1-r) _ 1)
a€ly,r€ln b <x<ug

—a( @(to—1+r) 71) 9)

uK//(to — S) d:ef UK

" dif i z(to—1+7) )
tiorlto+9) = o) b o int <o (e 1
Cgn(to—s) = lg(to) —s-  sup sup a( 2(to—1-1) _ 1)
a€ly,r€In b <z<ug

and

’LLK/(tO + S) £ min {UK(to + 8)7’U,KN (to + S)}

ug (to — s) = min {ug (to — ), ugr (tg — s)}

L (to + s) S max {lx (to + ), lxr (to + )}

gK’(tQ — S) d:f maX{fK(to - S),KKN(tO — S)} .

Appendiz[4] explains in further detail the computational aspects of this step. Lastly we update
our bounds using Line @

. In this step we refine our bounds on I, and Ip using ux and Lx. Att = g(x) the function
x(t) changes sign from positive to negative. We sharpen the bounds on I, by defining:

= inf{t € I, : Lx(t) <0}

9min
Umaz = sup{t € I s ug (t) > 0}
Iq/ d:ef [q;nin7qmax]' (10)



Additionally we make the following refinement:
IM’ d:ef [Mmzna Mmaz] N [EK(1)7 UK(l)]
Lastly we define K' < Iy x 15 x Ipp and update our bounds using Line @
4. If v € X is a SOPS with period L € Iy, then x(t) = x(t + L). Using this relation, we make
the following refinement:
(g (t) = max {KK(t), min ﬂK(tJrL')} (11)
L'ely,

ug(t) = min{uK(t),Lrpealx uK(t+L')}. (12)
L

Lastly we update our bounds using Line @ as appropriate.
5. If there is some point t € R for which lx(t) > ug(t) then RETURN K’ = ().

6. If minger, Cxc(t+1) > —log %, then RETURN K’ < 0.

Proposition 2.3. Let I, = [min; ®maz); Cmin > 5,

K= [Qmin7qmaw] X [Qminaqmaa:] X [Mminmea:r] g R3

and ug, Uk be input for Algorithm [2.3 with any computational parameter nyime € N. Suppose that
x € X is a SOPS at parameter o € I, and let {K',uk/, i} be the result of Algorithm , If
k(z) € K, then k(z) € K/ and lg: < x < ug.

Proof. We prove that Proposition [2:3] holds for each step of the algorithm individually. Given an
interval I, C R, let x € X be a SOPS at parameter o € I,.

1. Recall 5(z) = {q(z), g(z), max(x)}. Since max;cg # = x(1) then the refinements in (7)) and
for the case in which ¢ = 1 are appropriate. For the other two refinements in each equation note
that by definition a function x € X’ is non-negative on the interval [0, ¢(z)] and non-positive
on the interval [¢(z), ¢(x) + G(x)]. Hence, x is non-negative on [0, ¢min] and non-positive on
[@mins Lmin]. If  is a SOPS then it has period L = ¢(x) 4+ g(x) and we may further conclude
that it is non-negative on the intervals [—L, §(z)] and [L, L 4 ¢(«)], and non-positive on the
interval [—g(z),0]. Hence, z is non-negative on [—Lmin, Gmaz] a0d [Lmazs Lmin + @min], and
non-positive on [—~@mnin,0]. The refinements in (7)) and (8 reflect these restrictions.

2. To estimate an upper bound on z(tg + s), we apply variation of parameters to Wright’s
equation, obtaining

x(to +s) = z(to) + /t0+8 - (e““l) - 1) dr. (13)

to

Taking the Riemann upper sum of this integral with step size s, we deduce that z(ty + s)
is bounded above by the RHS of (9). As x(to + s) < ug(to + s) it follows that z(tg + s) <
min{ug (to+5), ux~ (to+5)}. The proofs for the refinements of ug (to—s), lx (to+$), Lk (to—s)
follow with parity.



3

. Let © € X be such that x(z) € K. From our definitions of ¢,;,, and ¢},,, it follows that

(t) = k() > 0, for all t € (gmin, Gmin) »
z(t) <ug(t) <0, forallt € (¢,qms Imaz) -
Hence it follows that () # 0 for t € (¢min, @pin) U (@mazs Gmae)- Since q(x) € Iy, it must follow

that ¢(z) € [¢hin, Tinaz)> thus justifying the refinement in (10). Regarding the refinement of
Ing, as L (1) < 2(1) < ug (1) it clearly follows that [x(x)]s = (1) € Ipp.

. If x is periodic with period L, then x(t) = z(t + L). Since L € I; then we may derive

upper /lower bounds on z(t + L) as follows:

min (x(t+ L") < min z(t + L") <z(t+ L) < max z(t + L') < max ug(t + L').
L'el;, L€l Lely, Lely,

Hence it follows that ming ey, x(t + L') < £i(t) and uk(t) < maxprer, ux(t + L), thus
justifying our refinements in and .

Il (t) > ug(t), then it is impossible for any = € X to satisfy £k (t) < x(t) < ugk(t). Since

ug, and £ are bounding functions associated with K, this contradiction leads us to conclude
that there cannot exist any SOPS x € X for which k(z) € K.

. By the results in [24], if 2 is a SOPS to Wright’s equation and o > 7, then

minz < —log 5. (14)
If # € X is a SOPS then minseg 2(t) = (¢ + 1), whereby minycg 2(t) > mingey, . (t + 1).

Hence, if minsey, £x(t 4+ 1) > —log % then is violated, and so there cannot exist any
SOPS z € X for which k(z) € K. O

Initial Bounds on SOPS to Wright’s Equation

In order to apply the branch and prune algorithm, we must first construct an initial I,-exhaustive
set. Due to the sustained interest in Wright’s equation, there are considerable a priori estimates we
can employ to describe slowly oscillating solutions [6,/12}25]. Since considerably sharper estimates
are obtained under the assumption ¢ > 3, we will construct two regions K; and K3 corresponding
to SOPS z € X for which g(x) < 3 and g(z) > 3 respectively. Taken together K; U K5 will form an
I,-exhaustive set, which we prove in Corollary

While sharper estimates are available for additional sub-cases [12], we present a collection of

these estimates we have found sufficient for our purposes. Note that these lemmas are not a
verbatim reproduction. We have translated results applicable to the quadratic form of Wright’s
equation given in so that they apply to the exponential form of Wright’s equation given in .

Lemma 3.1 (See [25]). Let x € X be a solution to Wright’s equation at parameter o > 0. Then

—afe®—1)<z(t) <«

for allt > 0.



Lemma 3.2 (See [6, Theorem 3.1]). Let o > e~ ! and suppose that x € X and is a solution to
Wright’s equation. We construct a sequence of functions p; : (—oo,1] — R for i = 1,2,--- by
setting p1(t) = at and recursively defining:

t
pisi(t) = —a/ (epi(s_l) — 1) ds.
0

For example pa(t) = at + e~ — et~V Then x(t) > pi(t) fort <0, and x(t) < p;(t) fort € (0,1].
Furthermore x(t) < p;(1) for all t > 0. Additionally |p;(t)| is increasing in a.

Lemma 3.3 (See [6, Theorem 3.4]). Let x € X and suppose that ¢ > 3 and that a > T. Define
ar(a) = —(a — 1) and the recursive relation a;y1(a) = a(e®(® —1). Then z(t) < —t - a;(a) for
t€[-1,0) and i € N.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose that x € X is a SOPS to Wright’s Equation. If a > 3 then

1 ate “—1 1
1+3 (m) < q < 2+ 2
1+2 < < max{3,2+|-2=L |}

eai(o) _1

Y

where a;(a) is taken as in Lemma . Additionally, if a > 2 then q < 2.

Proof. All but the upper bound on ¢ follows from Theorem 3.5 in [6]. To prove the upper bound,
assume that ¢ > 2, and consider the quadratic version of Wright’s equation given in . It follows
that y(t) > y(2) for all ¢ € [1,2], and thereby y'(¢) > —ay(2)[1 + 0] for all ¢ € [2,3]. From this we
obtainq<2+é. O

Step 2 constructs iterative bounds analogous to Lemmas and When g(x) > 3, Step 3
obtains bounds on I; and I, which are tighter than the bounds given in Lemma @ and Lemma
Additionally, the branching procedure further reduces the size of Iy, I, and Ip;. Below in
Algorithm we construct the initial bounds for a region K C R? containing the x-image of SOPS
x € X for which g(z) < 3.

Algorithm 3.5. The input we take is an interval I, = [Qmin, ¥maz] and computational parameters
10, NTime € N. The output is a rectangle K = I, x Iz x Ipr C R3 and bounding functions ux, {x.

1. Make the following definitions:

. def : 1 ate”*—1
Gmin = 1 +alé11f o (exp{a+e*‘1—1}—1)

I -1 _a
Mpin = aléllfa log (1—|—a log 7T/2)

I def [Qmina 2] Zf Amin 2 2
O {qmm,2 + 1L } otherwise

Amin

I [1+ L ,3}

AXmax

Iny = [Myin, pio(1)] .



2. For p; given as in Propositions[3.3, define bounding functions

fe(®) {0 ift=0 ) {0 ift=0

—Qmag (€™ — 1) otherwise pio (1) otherwise.

These bounding functions are stored on the computer with time resolution npime as described
in Appendiz[4]

Proposition 3.6. Fir an interval 1o, = [min, ®maz] such that amim > 5. Let K, uk, £x denote
the output of Algorithm[3.5 If x € X is a SOPS to Wright’s equation at parameter o € I, and
q(x) <3 then k(z) € K and b <z < ug.

Proof. We treat the two steps in order.

1. If z € X is a SOPS to Wright’s equation and g(x) < 3, then by Lemma/3.4]it follows that ¢(z) €
I, and g(z) € I;. By Proposition it follows that z(1) < p;,(1). If 2 is a SOPS to Wright’s

equation with o > 7/2 then minz < —log 2¢ [24]. If maxz < log (1 +a llog %) then by
integrating Wright’s equation forward from ¢t = ¢ to t = g+1 it follows that x(¢+1) = mina <
—log %/2, a contradiction. Hence we may assume that (1) > log (1 +a tlog %) > Moyin.

2. Since x € X then z(0) = 0, and by Lemma and Proposition it follows that —a(e® —
1) < 2 < p;(1) for any SOPS 2 € X. Hence {x and ug are bounding functions for K =
Iy x Ig < Ipp. O

To construct the initial bounds for the case g(x) > 3, we make greater use of a priori bounds.
Unfortunately the bounds on /7 given in Lemma@ are not sharp, that is the width of this estimate
of I7 is greater than e® —2. Using this estimate would be computational difficult. In [12] Nussbaum
estimates the value of g up to O(2) in the case of g(z) > 3 and a > 3.8. We derive a similar estimate
which only assumes g(z) > 2 and « > 0. This estimate is better suited for numerical applications,
and only needs bounds #(¢) < z(t) < u(t) that are defined over the time domain ¢ € [—1,4].

Lemma 3.7. Fiz some a > 0 and suppose that x € X is a SOPS to Wright’s equation, and let
L,u: R — R be functions for which £(t) < x(t) < u(t). Let I, C R be an interval for which q(x) € I,
and suppose that §(x) > 2. Define the following integral bounds:

q q+1
vt & sup/ max{e“(t) — 1,0} dt Uy L sup/ —min{ee(t) — 1,0} dt (15)
q

qely Jg—1 q€ly,
4 def . 1 o(t) _ def . o+l . u(t)
L™ = inf max{e —170} dt L7 = inf —mm{e — 1,0}dt (16)
qely g—1 q€ly, q

and define m = mingey, £(t +1). Then q is bounded by the inequalities

Lt —-Ur Ut —L7

10



The proof is delayed until the end of this section. The computational details of how we evaluate
the integrals in and are discussed in Appendix Below in Algorithm we construct
the initial bounds for a region K C R? containing the k-image of SOPS x € X for which g(x) > 3.

Algorithm 3.8. The input is an interval I, = [Qmin, Qmaz] and computational parameters iy, jo,
NTimes Nperioa € N. The output is a rectangle K = I, x Iz x Ipr and bounding functions uk, (k.

1. Make the following definitions for K = I, x Ig X Ip:

o def ; 1(___ate™™-1_
Amin = 1+a121f « (exp{a«ke_f’fl}fl)

Iq = [Qmina2+ L :|

Amin

e —1
e%io () _ 1

I, = [3, sup 2 +
a€l,

In = [0,piy (1))

where a;(a) is taken as in Lemma .

2. For p; and aj given as in Propositions 3.3 and[3.3 respectively, define bounding functions £

and ug
0 ift=0 0 ift=0
Cre(t) = < pi (1) ift <0 ug(t) = SUpaer, —t-aj(a) ift € [—1,0)
infaer, —a(e*—1)  otherwise Dio (1) otherwise.

These bounding functions are stored on the computer with time resolution npim. as described

in Appendiz[A4]

3. Refine ug and Lx according to Step 1 of Algorithm , For Nperioa iterations, refine ug
and Lx according to Step 2 of Algorithm for values to € [—4,4]. Then define I and Iy
according to Step 3 of Algorithm[2.3

4. For values of m, L™, L7, Ut Uy given as in Proposition define:

def L+ - Ul_

_ Ut — L7
dmin :2+m7

— def
Gmaz =2+ m~
If Gax < 3 then define K = 0. Otherwise define I = (Gmins Gmaz) and K = I, X I X Iy;.

Remark 3.9. In practice we select ig = 2 and jo = 20 in Step 2, which have proved sufficient for
our purposes. In [6] the expressions for p; are given in closed form for i = 1,2,3,4, each function
being increasingly complex. The sequence a;(c) is convergent, and we use jo = 20 because we have
found negligible improvements when using a larger index.

Proposition 3.10. Fiz an interval 1o = [min, Omaz] such that cmin > 5, and fiz computational
parameters ig, jo, "Time, Nperiod € N. Let {K, ug, {x} denote the output of Algorithm. IfreX
is a SOPS to Wright’s equation and §(z) > 3 then k(z) € K and bx <z < ug.

11



Proof. Let = be as described above. We describe the effect of each step of the algorithm in turn.

1. For Iy, 1; and Ip; defined in Step 1, it follows from Lemma [3.4] that ¢(x) € I, and g(z) € I
and it follows from Lemma [3.1] and Lemma [3.2| that (1) € ;.

2. Since z € X then z(0) = 0. By Lemma then any SOPS z € X satisfies the inequality
—a(e® — 1) < x(t) < piy(1). The definition of the £x bound for ¢t < 0 follows from Lemma
and the definition of the ux bound for ¢ € [—1,0) follows from Lemma

3. The results of Steps 1 and 2 produce a region K with bounding functions ug,fx for which
k(z) € K whenever there is a SOPS z € X satisfying g(z) > 3. By Proposition imple-
menting Steps 2 and 3 of Algorithm [2:2] preserves this property.

4. Since g(x) > 3 > 2 then by Lemma it follows that Gmin < (@) < Gmaz- I Gmaz < 3,
this contradicts our initial assumption that g(z) > 3, whereby there are no SOPS z € X to
Wright’s equation at any parameter a € I, for which g(x) > 3. Otherwise for our definition
of K = I, x Iz x Iy it follows that x(z) € K whenever g(z) > 3. O

We present an application of this theorem.
Proposition 3.11. Ifx € X is a SOPS to and o € [5,2.07] then q(z) < 3.

Proof. First we constructed subintervals I,, of [1.57,2.07] of width 0.1, and for each subinterval I
we ran Algorithm [3.8] with computational parameters ig = 2, jo = 20, ngime = 128, and Nperioa = 10
(see [28] for associated MATLAB code). In each case the algorithm returned K = (). O

Corollary 3.12. Fiz an interval I, = [Qmin, Qmaz] Such that i, > 5, and fix computational
parameters ig, jo, Nperioa € N. Let {Ki,uk,, lk,} denote the output of Algorithm and let
{Ks,uk,, lk,} the output of Algorithm . Then K1 U Ko is I,-exhaustive.

Proof. Suppose that © € X is SOPS to Wrights equation. If g(x) < 3, then by Proposition it
follows that x(z) € K;. If g(x) > 3, then by Proposition it follows that x(z) € K. Hence the
set K1 U Ky is I,-exhaustive. O

Proof of Lemma[3.7 Let p denote the period of a SOPS z € X. By assumption z(p) = x(q) = 0,
so by the fundamental theorem of calculus we have that for any SOPS x,

0=uxz(p) —z(q) = /p o' (t)dt = /,, —a(e®®D — 1)dt = /il(ew) —1)dt.

Recall that any SOPS z(t) is positive for ¢ € (0,q) and negative for t € (q,p). Hence the
integrand above is positive on (¢ — 1,¢) and negative on (q,p — 1), thus producing the following

estimate:
q p—1
/ le*® —1|dt = / e — 1|dL. (18)
q—1 q

For t € (¢ — 1,q) the function z(t) is positive, whereby |e*(*) — 1| = max{e*® — 1,0}. For the
definitions of L™ and U™ given in and ([16), it follows that L™ and U™ bound the LHS of
as described below:

q q q
LT < / max{e/® —1,0}dt < / le*® —1]dt < / max{e®) —1,0}dt <U™.
q—1 q q—1

—1
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We estimate the RHS of using the two sums below:
p—1
Ly +1L; < / le*® —1|dt <U[ + Uy
q

where the constants L, L, ,U; ,U; are appropriately defined so that

q+1
L7 < / le*® —1|dt < U (19)
q
p—1
L; < / le*®) —1]dt < U5 . (20)
q+1
For t € (¢,q + 1) the function x(t) is negative, whereby |e*®) — 1| = — min{e*® — 1,0}. Tt follows

from the definitions of L] and U; given in and that is satisfied. To define L; and
U; note that for the time period ¢t € [¢ + 1,p — 1] we have that z'(¢) > 0, whereby

x(t)
x(t)

z(g+1)

>
< a(p—1)=a(-1) < u(-1).

By definition m < z(¢ + 1), and as p — ¢ = ¢ we can then define

-1 -1

P p
Uy & / le™ — 1|dt L; & / e — 1]t
q+1 q+1

=(7—=2)}e™ -1 = (G- 2)e Y 1],

Using these definitions, is satisfied. From , we get the following upper and lower bounds
on ¢, from which follows.

Li+L; <UT U +U; > L7
(@=2)e" "V -1 <UT ~ Ly (@—2)e™ =1 > LT = Uy
Ut — Ly Lt —Uy
G< o4 —— L Gg>2+4+ —~L ]
1527 e =] 1= e ]

4 Bounding the Floquet Multipliers.

In this section we describe how to estimate the Floquet multipliers of SOPS contained within the
bounds derived in Sections [2| and [3] This method follows the approach of [26] with modifications
to take advantage of numerical computations. To review this method, we first define a hyperplane
in C[-1,0] as

H = {peC[-1,0]: ¢(0) = 0}.

For a function y we define yo € C[—1,0] to be the cut-off function of y on [—1,0], and for a
constant L € R we define y;, = [y(t + L)]o. Locally, one can construct a smooth Poincaré map
® : H — H via the solution operator. If x € X is a SOPS, then z¢ is a fixed point of ®, and the
Floquet multipliers of = are the eigenvalues of D, ®(z). Of course x is a trivial eigenfunction with
associated eigenvalue A = 1. The nontrivial and nonzero Floquet multipliers of the SOPS can be
calculated by solving the following boundary value problem:

13



Theorem 4.1 (See [26, Theorem 2.2.3]). Suppose that x € X is a SOPS to with period L.
Define the linearized DDE below:

Y (t) = —ae” Yyt —1). (21)

Then X # 0 is a nontrivial eigenvalue of D,®(x¢) if and only if has a nonzero solution h € H
for which

T
y(L) (L)

where the function h is then an eigenfunction of D,®(zo) associated with X, and y(t) solves (21
with initial condition yo = h.

+yL(t) = Ah(t) (22)

We are able to bound the Floquet multipliers by studying this boundary value problem defined
in and , a calculation which is systematized through Algorithm If this algorithm
outputs a value A,,qe < 1 then all SOPS x € x~!(K) are asymptotically stable. We are able
to improve upon Xie’s method in [26,]27] by repeating certain steps, somewhat analogous to the
recursive bounds defined in Lemma/[3.2] The great advantage for doing this numerically as opposed
to analytically is that these repetitions while tedious and time consuming for the mathematician
are “effortless” for the computer.

Algorithm 4.2. Fiz I, = [aminyamaz] and K = [Qmi'rHQmax] X [Qmivnanax] X [Mminvaax} -
R3 with associated bounding functions ug,lx. Furthermore, fix computational parameters nrime,
Nrioquets MFioguet € N. The output of the algorithm is Apmas € Ry.
1. Define Lypn = Gmin + Gmin, Lmaz = Gmaz + Gmaz and I = [LminaLmax]; and define the
functionY : [—-1,0] = R by
e ]- ) t 6 _].,0
vy =gl ey
0 ift=0.

2. Extend the functionY : [—1, Lyaz] — R by
t
Y(t) = amax/ (Y(s —1) sup ew(SI)) ds ift >0, (23)
0 b <zr<ug

evaluating the integral using an upper Riemann sum with a uniform step size of 1/Nrime.
Appendiz[4] discusses in further details how we compute this integral.

3. Define Z as below:

Z(t) e <LE[L"13’1£§’>2WMY(L)> max

4. Fort € [—Lun, 0] define Zy, as below:

Zr(t) = max Z(t+1L).

Lin SLSLnLaz
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5. Fort € [=(Lmin — 1), 0] refine the function Z, by

0

Z/L(*t) = O‘maﬂc/

—t

Zp(—t) = min{Zp(-t), Z}(-t)},

<ZL(3 —1) sup e““)) ds (24)

U <zx<ug

evaluating the integral using an upper Riemann sum with a uniform step size of 1/Nrime.
Appendiz[4] discusses in further details how we compute this integral.

Repeat this step Mpioguer number of times.

6. Define
Apaw = sup Zp(t).
te[—1,0]
7. If Aoz < 1 then STOP.
8. Otherwise define
Y (t) < min {1, Z.(t)}, fort e [-1,0] (25)

and GOTO Step @ After reaching this step Npioguer times, exit the program.

Theorem 4.3. Fiz Ia = [aminaamam] and K = [qminv(Imax] X [Qminv(Ima:c] X [MminaMmaa:] - R3~
If Algom'thm terminates with Apmar < 1, then all SOPS © € X satisfying x(x) € K must be
asymptotically stable. If the algorithm terminates having never reached Step 8, then the norm of all
nontrivial Floguet multiplier are bounded above by Ay qz-

Proof. Fix some x € X for which k(z) € K. By the definition made in Step 1, the period of z
is some L € I;. We use Theorem to estimate the range of Floquet multipliers of z. That is,
fix A € C and h € H and suppose that (), h) is a solution to (22). Define y(t) to be the solution
of through h, define z as
' (t)
L

/(L)
def

and define z1,(t) = z(t+ L). Hence (A, h) is a solution to if and only if z,(t) = Mh(t) for t €
[-1,0]. As is a linear DDE, we may assume without loss of generality that sup,c(_y o |h(t)] = 1.
Thereby, it follows that

+y(t) (26)

[Al= sup |z1(¢)]. (27)
te[—1,0]

If we can show that the RHS of is less than 1 uniformly for z € x~!(K), then we will have
proven that all such SOPS are asymptotically stable. We prove that Steps 1-7 of Algorithm

produce functions Y, Z and Z;, and a bound A,,,,, which satisfy the following inequalities uniformly
for z € k1K)

ly(®)] < Y1), |2(t)] < Z(t), lzL(t)] < ZL(t), Al < Amaa-

We describe the results of each step of Algorithm in order, and then discuss how Step 8 affects
what we may deduce about the output A,,qq-

1. By definition, if h € H then h(0) = 0, and by assumption |h(t)| < 1 for ¢t € [—1,0]. Thereby
our definition of Y'(¢) in Step 1 satisfies |y(¢)] < Y (¢) for ¢t € [-1,0].
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. By definition y solves the linear DDE in . By variation of parameters it follows that

t
y(t) = / —ae®C Dy (s — 1)ds
0

for all ¢ > 0. Equation follows from this by taking a supremum over a € [, and
li <z < wug. Thereby, Step 2 produces a function Y satisfying |y(t)| < Y(¢) for t > 0.

. Step 3 defines a function Z to bound the norm of z defined in (26)). As z'(t) = —a(e**~1 —1)

it follows that
623(1‘/71) -1
2(0)] < |y<L>em<L_1>_1] Iyl

By periodicity, we may replace a’'(L — 1) with 2’(—1). By taking a supremum over L € I,
and (g <z < ug, it follows that the function defined in Step 3 satisfies |z(¢)| < Z(t).

. Since L € I, and |2(t)| < Z(t), we obtain the estimate for ¢ € [—L,,n, 0] below:

|zt+L)| < Z(t+ L) < max Z{t+L)=Z5(t).

Lmin SLSLmax

Since by definition zp,(t) = [2(t + L)]o, then for the definition of Zj, in Step 4, we have

121 ()] < Zo(2) for £ € [21,0].

. Note that both y and 2z’ satisfy , so by linearity z solves . Since z1,(0) = 0, we obtain
the following estimate using variation of parameters:

0
zr(—t) = —/ —ae®C V2 (s — 1)ds.
—t

By taking the suprema over a € I, and { < =z < ug as in Step 5, we obtain a refinement
for which |z (t)] < ZL(t). This refinement can be repeated any number of times.

. If (A, h) solves , then by we obtain the following:

IAl= sup |zp(t)| < sup ZL(t) = A
te[—1,0] te[—1,0]

Hence |A| < Apq, uniformly for z € k= 1(K).

. We have shown that |A| < Ajuq. for any Floquet multiplier A. If A4, < 1, then it follows
that z is asymptotically stable.

. If Ajpaz > 1, then we make the assumption that x is not asymptotically stable for the sake
of contradiction. Then the largest Floquet multiplier A, of x satisfies [Amaz| € [1, Amaz]-
If h is an eigenfunction associated with A4, then zp(t) = Apae - A(E) for ¢t € [—1,0] and
furthermore |h(t)| = |Anaz| 2L ()| < |2L(t)|. Hence for all ¢ € [~1,0] we may assume that
the eigenfunction h(t) satisfies the inequality:

[h(#)] < min{1, |z (8)[}
By definition y(t) = h(t) for t € [-1,0]. Hence for our refinement of Y in it follows that
y(O)] < V(1) for t € [~1,0].
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If the algorithm terminates having never passed through Step 8, then |A| < A4, < 1 for all
solutions (A, h) to uniformly for all SOPS z € x~1(K). If the program terminates having
passed through Step 8 at least once, then it has shown that every solution (A, h) to satisfies
|A] < 1 under the assumption that there exists a solution for which [A] > 1, a contradiction. In
this case we have shown that z is asymptotically stable without calculating an explicit bound on
its Floquet multipliers. O

5 A Comprehensive Algorithm

We state our branch and prune algorithm in Algorithm and describe how we use it to prove the
uniqueness of SOPS to Wright’s equation in Algorithm Algorithm [5.1] takes as input an interval
I, € R and constructs an I,-exhaustive set. Furthermore, this algorithm uses several computational
parameters: €1, €2 € R which defines the algorithm’s stopping criterion, ny;me € N which defines the
time resolution used in representing bounding functions on the computer, and Nprune € N which
defines the number of times the pruning algorithm is performed before branching. Additionally
it requires the computational parameters ig, jo, Nperiod € N needed for running Algorithms [3.5
and As we have stated before, this is a canonical algorithm which terminates in finite time
(see [41/15L[19]).

Algorithm 5.1. The input is an interval Io = [Qmin, @maz] and computational parameters €;, €3 >
0 and io, jo, "Times Nperiod; NPrune € N. The output is a set A = {K; : K; C R3} and an associated
collection of bounding functions {ur,lx }kea-

1. Construct regions K, and Ky according to Algorithms and respectively. Define the
sets S = {K1, K>} and A= 0.

2. If S = 0 then return A and STOP.
3. Define K to be an element of S and remove K from S.

4. Define {K',ug:, i} to be the output of Algorithm using input K,uk,lx and compu-
tational parameter npime. Then redefine {K,ug, lxy = {K',ug/,lx'}. Repeat this step
Nprune times.

5. If the diameter of K is less than €1 and ¢ < 3, or the diameter of K is less than es and § > 3,
then add K to A and GOTO Step 2.

6. Subdivide K along its fattest dimension into two regions K4 and Kg. That is, write K =
Iy x I x I3 where each I; is given by the interval I; = [a;, b;] and fiz some j € {1,2,3} which
mazimizes |bj — aj|. The regions Ka = I} x I x It and Kg = I} x Iy x I§ are defined
according to the following formulas

Eg{mwﬂ ifi#] Iyg{mwﬂ ifi#]

las, (a; +:)/2]  ifi=3j T by ifieg

7. Add to S the regions K4 and Kpg, each with associated bounding functions uyx and £x. Then
GOTO Step 2.
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As a notational convention for the next two theorems we define JS = [ res K-

Theorem 5.2. Fiz an interval I, = [Qmin, @maz] such that qmi, > 5, and fix any selection
of computational parameters € > 0 and ig, jo, "Time> NpPeriods NPrune € N. If A is the output of

Algorithm with these inputs, then |J A is I, -exhaustive.

Proof. We prove by induction that every time the algorithm arrives at Step 2, then [ JSUJA is
I,-exhaustive. This suffices to prove the theorem, as the only way for the algorithm to exit is on
Line 2 when S = 0.

For the initial case, the set | JS = K3 U K5 produced in Step 1 is I,-exhaustive by Proposition
The result of Step 3 simply rearranges the collection of regions, after which | JSU|J AU K is
I,-exhaustive. In Step 4, this I,-exhaustivity is maintained when replacing K with the output of
Algorithm [2:2] as a direct result of Proposition 2:3] If Step 5 adds K to A, then when the algorithm
arrives at Step 2 the set |JS U|J.A will be I,-exhaustive. Otherwise Step 6 will divide K into two
regions K 4 and K g for which K = K4 U Kg. Then in Step 7 both K4 and Kpg are then added to
S, after which |JS UJ A is still I,-exhaustive. O

We are finally able to state our algorithm which can prove that Wright’s equation has a unique
SOPS over a given range of parameters.

Algorithm 5.3. The input is an interval I, = [Qmin, @maz] and computational parameters €, €3 >
0 and ig, Jo, NTime, NPeriods NPrunes NFioquets MFioguet € N. The output is a True or False state-
ment.

1. Run Algom'thm with input I, and computational parameters €1, €, 19, jo, MTime, INPeriod
and Npryne. Define A and {uk,li}kea to be its output.

2. For each K € A calculate Aoz (K) to be the output of Algom'thm run with input I, K,
uk, {x, and computational parameters Nrime, NFioguet and MFioquet-

3. If Aoz (K) < 1 for all K € A, then return TRUE. Otherwise return FALSE.

Theorem 5.4. Fiz an interval I, = [Qmin, @maz] With qmin > 7/2. If Algom'thm returns the
output TRUE for any selection of computational parameters € > 0, and i, jo, "Times INPrune;
NFioquets MFioguet € N, then there exists a unique SOPS to Wright’s equation for all a € I,.

Proof. By Theoremit follows that | JA = |J 4 K is an I, exhaustive set. That is, by Definition
[2.1] up to a time translation any SOPS to Wright’s equation for parameter a € I, can be expressed
as a function # € X for which x(z) € [JA. If Algorithm terminates with Ay,q(K) < 1 for
all K € A, then by Theorem it follows that any SOPS x € X satisfying «(x) € |J.A must
be asymptotically stable. Hence, by Theorem it follows that there must be a unique SOPS to
Wright’s equation for each a € I,,. O

6 Discussion

In Algorithm we defined an algorithm which, if successful, proves the uniqueness of SOPS to
Wright’s equation for a finite range of parameters I,. Below we describe how we applied this
algorithm to prove Theorem |1.3
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Proof of Theorem[I.3 To prove Theorem we divide the interval [1.9,6.0] into various subinter-
vals I, and then divide each of these intervals into further subintervals of width A«. For example,
the interval I, = [2.1,6.0] with Aa = 0.1 was divided into subintervals [2.1,2.2], [2.2,2.3], ...,
[5.9,6.0]. The various computational parameters we used are given in the table below (see [28] for
associated MATLAB code).

Ioc ‘ Ao NTime €1 €2 iO jO NPeriod NP'rune NFloquet MFloquet
[1.90,1.96] | 0.01 128 0.02 0.25 2 20 10 4 20 5
[1.96,2.10] | 0.01 64 0.05 025 2 20 10 4 20 b)
[2.10,6.00] | 0.10 32 0.05 025 2 20 10 4 20 )

Table 1: For descriptions of how these parameters affect Algorithm refer to Algorithms and
for ig, jo and Np,une; refer to Algorithm for Nrioquet and Mpjoquet; and refer to Algorithm

for €1, €9 and Npyyne.

For each of these parameter values, we ran Algorithm which returned TRUEFE as its output.
By Theorem it follows that there must be a unique SOPS to Wright’s equation for each a €
[1.9,6.0]. O

As described in Theorem [£.3] if Algorithm [£.2] terminates without having reached Step 8, then
it produces explicit bounds on the Floquet multipliers of the SOPS to Wright’s equation. These
bounds are summarized in Figure In the range [2.2,6.0] Algorithm exits on Step 7, so by
Theorem we obtain an upper bounds on the Floquet multipliers. In the regime « € [1.90, 2.20]
Algorithm only terminated after reaching Step 8 at least once, so we are only able to deduce
that any non-trivial Floquet multiplier has modulus strictly bounded above by 1. In total, the
computation took 115 hours to run using a i7-5500U processor, and Algorithm [5.1] accounted for
94% of the computation time.

Running Algorithm at high values of « is computationally expensive. This is because the
period length of SOPS to Wright’s equation grows exponentially [12], whereby our algorithm’s run
time and memory requirements also increases exponentially in «. Nevertheless, proving Theorem
with an upper limit of o = 6 is sufficient for our purposes considering the results in [26] proved
uniqueness for o > 5.67.

A different challenge presents itself for decreasing the lower limit of & = 1.9 in Theorem [1.3
Namely, Xie’s method for bounding the largest Floquet multiplier is not well suited to weakly at-
tracting SOPS. Even when using precise numerical approximations (from [9]) of SOPS to Wright’s
equation at single values of a, Algorithm [£.2] was only able to show that the SOPS was asymp-
totically stable for values of o no lower than 1.85. By decreasing the parameters A« and €7, and
increasing the other computational parameters, we could expect the uniqueness result for @ > 1.9
could be pushed closer to o = 1.85. However we believe that new ideas are required in order to
prove Conjecture
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A Appendix: Computational Considerations

Interval arithmetic (e.g. see [11]) is an indispensable tool for producing computer-assisted proofs
in nonlinear dynamics (e.g. see [8,/18,/22]). As the name suggests, interval arithmetic extends
arithmetic operations to intervals of the real numbers, such as:

[a, ] + [c,d] = [a+ ¢, b+ d] [a,0] — [e,d] = [a—d,b—].

In this manner, if 21 € [a,b] and 5 € [c,d] then 21 + z2 € [a,b] + [¢, d]. Moreover, for any function
f+R™ — R and its interval extension F' we have the relation:

fz1,22,...,2n) € F([a1,b1],[az,b2], ..., [an,bn])

for all z; € [a, by].

When interval arithmetic is performed on a computer the endpoints are necessarily binary
numbers, and outward rounding is used to ensure proper enclosure. This allows us to compute a
verified enclosure of the value of a function on numbers not representable on a binary computer,
such as % Furthermore this enables us to easily compute upper and lower bounds on a function
over a rectangular domain of any size. While these bounds may not necessarily be sharp, they are
guaranteed to be accurate.

To implement our algorithm we used Intlab: an interval arithmetic package for Matlab [17].
Some of the calculations we performed are a simple application of interval arithmetic, such as
defining I,,I5, Ips in Algorithm However there is a nontrivial degree of complexity in how
we store and represent the functions used in the algorithms, such as ug,{x in Algorithm or

Y, Z, Z;, in Algorithm In a word, we defined these functions to be piecewise constant.
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To explain our methodology, first fix a constant nr;m,. € N. To define an interval extension of a
function y : R — R, we define a collection of intervals I P 1T C R for i € Z and define Y as follows:

1 77

v 1P ift=
5 el
®) I ifte( i —lﬂ).

NTime’ MNTime

Of course any computer has finite memory, and so we would only store the function Y over a finite
domain. Furthermore, as the bounding functions u,{ are intended to provide upper and lower
bounds on a function x, we simply define an interval valued function X (¢t) = [¢(¢), u(t)]. In Figure
we present a graphical representation of how we store such a function, wherein we have defined
the function X (¢) for t € [—1,0] as follows:

7, ©1-2.0,-1.2] I, ¥[-2.0,-0.9
Iy £-1.6,-0.9] I'y £[-1.6,-0.6]
17, ©-1.2,-0.6] I, ©¥[-1.2,-0.3
17, =1-0.8,-0.3] I, =[-0.8,-0.0]
IF =70.0,0.0]

For such functions, it is a straightforward procedure to calculate its supremum. To calculate
SUPyc(q,p) ¥(t) one simply needs to compare the intervals I for which a < nije < b, and the
intervals I/ for which a — ngy) . < anme < b. Both these collections of intervals are finite. For
bounds which are defined to be the integrals of various functions, as in and of Lemma
we use a Riemann sum of step size 1/npime.

Unfortunately there is a loss in fidelity when we numerically integrate these functions, as we do

in Step 2 of Algorithm Therein we refine the values of ug (to + s), i/ (to + 8), uk:(to — s) and

Ui (to — s), where tg = —— and s € [0, .——]. To just discuss the refinements of uk-(to +s) and
Ly (to+s), if we choose s = nT% , then this procedure refines the bound of [£ - (727“)’ U (n’;iH)],

a value which is stored in the interval I”” ;. However in order to refine I/ this interval must include

[l (to + 8),uk: (to + )] for all s € (to,to + n;me). This is represented in Figure , where the
darker red region represents the sharpest possible bounds able to be derived from in Step 2 of
Algorithm when integrating the initial data given above, and the pink region represents the
values we store in the computer. When we define functions as integrals as in Steps 2 and 5 of

Algorithm [£:2] we use the same procedure.
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Figure 2: An example of how we store an interval valued function [£(t), u(¢)] in our algorithm.
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