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Abstract

In this study, we investigate a porous medium-type flux limited reaction—diffusion equation
that arises in morphogenesis modeling. This nonlinear partial differential equation is an exten-
sion of the generalized Fisher-Kolmogorov—Petrovsky—Piskunov (Fisher-KPP) equation in one-
dimensional space. The approximate analytical traveling wave solution is found by using a per-
turbation method. We show that the morphogen concentration propagates as a sharp wave front
where the wave speed has a saturated value. The numerical solutions of this equation are also
provided to compare them with the analytical predictions. Finally, we qualitatively compare our

theoretical results with those obtained in experimental studies.

PACS numbers: 87.10.-e, 05.45.-a, 02.60.-x

Keywords: Flux-limited Fisher-KPP equation, Morphogenesis, Traveling wave solution

*Electronic address: waipot.ng@Qup.ac.th


http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.00111v4
mailto:waipot.ng@up.ac.th

I. INTRODUCTION

Reaction—diffusion models formulated using nonlinear partial differential equations have a
wide range of applications in physics, chemistry, and biology (for a review, see [1]). The most
widely recognized reaction—diffusion model is the Fisher-Kolmogorov-Petrovsky-Piskunov
(Fisher-KPP ) equation, the solution of which indicates the propagation of a traveling wave
that switches between equilibrium states 2], [3]. Based on previous seminal studies, finding
the traveling wave solutions of reaction—diffusion equations are attractive objectives because
they can provide insights into the underlying physical dynamics of natural processes.

In developmental biology, it has been hypothesized that the concentration gradient of
secreted signaling molecules known as morphogens regulate the structure and pattern for-
mation in tissues [4], [3], [6], [7]. Reaction—diffusion equations have been employed as models
of morphogenesis [8], [9], [10] since the pioneering work of Turing [11], Crick [12], and Gierer
and Meinhardt [13]. However, the classical theory describes the migration of morphogens
as a linear diffusion process or random-walk motion from a microscopic perspective [11],
112], [13], [8], [10]. Unfortunately, experimental studies of some specific morphogens (such
as Hedgehog (Hh) molecules) have shown that the classical reaction—diffusion equations are
unable to capture the actual morphogenetic patterns [14], [15]. A model based on linear
diffusion [9] reproduces an unclear front, which does not agree with the experimental obser-
vations [14], [15]. In addition, the classical diffusion models has a shortcoming because it
contains an infinite flux with a concentration gradient [16]. To address various nonphysical
issues, previous studies [14], [15] proposed flux-limited reaction-diffusion equations to model
morphogen transport. This novel model appears to obtain more realistic morphogenetic pat-
terns, which have been verified using experimental data [14], [15].

The flux-limited diffusion equation can be derived using two different approaches com-
prising special relativistic-like mechanics [16] and the optimal transport theory [17]. The
equation was extended to the flux-limited porous medium-type diffusion equation to allow its
generalization [18], [19]. Together with reaction processes, the flux-limited reaction—diffusion
equations have been studied widely [20], [21], [22], [23], [24], [25], [26], [27], [28], [29]. A
one-dimensional model is a plausible representation of the real morphogenetic system, as
exemplified by the propagation of Sonic Hedgehog (Shh) molecules in a neural tube along
the dorsal-ventral axis [14], [15].



Motivated by this biological system, in the present study we investigate a one-dimensional
porous medium-type flux-limited reaction—diffusion equation as a simplified model of mor-
phogenesis. Variations in the flux-limited reaction—diffusion models have been studied previ-
ously [20], [21], [24], [30], [27], [25], but to the best of our knowledge, the exact solutions have
not been obtained. Therefore, in the present study we aim to find the approximate analytical
traveling wave solution of this equation by using a simple perturbation method, as used in
the previous works [31], [32]. This simple approximation approach is similar to asymptotic
analysis [1] and it uncovers two main physical features comprising the morphogen concen-
tration profile and the propagation speed of the wave front. To obtain a precise solution, we
also solve this equation using a robust fully implicit numerical scheme. Finally, we qualita-
tively compare our solutions with previously reported experimental evidence. We hope that
our solutions provide insights into the spread and formation of patterns by morphogenesis

when modeled using this simple flux-limited reaction—diffusion process.

II. MODEL DESCRIPTION

The one-dimensional porous medium-type flux-limited reaction—diffusion equation con-

sidered in this study was presented by [25] and it is given by
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where p(z,t) is the morphogen concentration at position z and time ¢, p is the viscosity

+ R(p), (1)

constant, ¢ is the speed of sound, and R(p) is the reaction term [25]. For the sake of
simplicity, similar to previous studies |21], [24], [27], [25], the choice of the reaction term is
the logistic law

Rl = ap (1L, )

Pm

where « is the rate constant and p,, is the maximum concentration. To capture the physical
meaning of the viscosity constant, we define u = ¢?/(vpm), where v is the frictional rate.
From Eq. ({) without the reaction term, the diffusion is rapid when the value of + is small
whereas the diffusion is slow when the value of ~ is large. We rewrite Eq. (I]) in the general

form of the reaction—diffusion equation u; = —j, + f(p), where j(z,t) is the flux defined by



Jj(x,t) = p(z,t)V(x,t) and V(z,t) is the velocity field. Therefore, from Eq. (), the velocity
field is given by

V= (3)

To facilitate further analysis, we introduce the dimensionless quantities as follows: u =
p/pm,t = at, and € = a/v. Due to the constraint that ¢, is the highest admissible speed, we
choose the dimensionless velocity as v = V/cs. According to daz’ ~ vdt’, the dimensionless
position is provided by 2’ = (a/cs)z. Now, the dimensionless concentration and velocity
are limited such that 0 < wu < 1 and 0 < |v| < 1, respectively. By substituting Eq. (2) into
Eq. () with all the defined dimensionless quantities, we obtain the flux-limited reaction—

diffusion equation in dimensionless form

€Uy
Uy =|—]m——| +u(l—u), 4
where the prime symbols have dropped. Similarly, for Eq. ([3]), the dimensionless velocity
field is given by

€Uy

s (5)

Eq. (@) is the generalized Fisher-KPP equation [33] with the flux-limited diffusion extension.
This equation is degenerate at u = 0, where it transforms from the second-order into the
first-order differential equation. It is well understood that the degenerate reaction—diffusion
equation produces a clear wave front interface provided that the concentration profile van-
ishes at a finite position [33], |[I]. This feature has been observed in experimental studies
of morphogenesis |14], [15]. The only parameter that appears in our system is the ratio of
the reaction rate relative to the frictional rate e, which has a crucial role in the regulation
of this system. When ¢ — 0, Eq. () recovers a logistic reaction equation, u; = u (1 — u),
which has no propagating front. As e — oo, it converges to a reaction—convection equation,
up & (Ut /|ug|)z+u (1 — u), the solution of which propagates with the saturated speed ¢ = 1
(or ¢s with a physical unit). Therefore, it is likely that the flux-limited reaction—diffusion
equation will eliminate the shortcoming in terms of the infinite propagation speed for the en-
tire parameter range, or even for large concentration gradients [21], [24], [27]. Due to these
features, the flux-limited model is more realistic than the classical theory for describing

biological transport processes.
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FIG. 1: (Color online) Plots of the analytical wave profile Eq. (20) (straight line) and the corre-
sponding velocity field Eq. (I9) (dashed line) for e = 0.2.

III. PERTURBATIVE TRAVELING WAVE SOLUTION

We now assume that the solution of Eq. (@) is in the traveling wave form u(x,t) = ¢(£),
where £ = x — ¢t and ¢ is the speed of the front. By substituting this solution into Eq. ()
and Eq. (f]), respectively, we obtain

_ 0% ) gt d(1- ) =0, (6)
\/ 1+ €27
and
o(€) = ——< (7)



For simplicity, we define the rescaled variables z = £/1/e and v = ¢/+/€ such that Eq. ()

reads

(%) Fupe+o(1—6) =0, (8)

Eq. (8) is the main equation that we aim to analyze in this study. The exact solution of
Eq. ([8) in the general case is not available, and thus we consider a special case where € < 1,
which can occur when either the growth rate is slow, a — 0, or the frictional rate is high,
v — 0.

We employ a simple perturbation method to find the solution of Eq. (§), as presented
in previous studies [1], [31], [32]. By using the Taylor expansion, Eq. (8) can be written in

approximate form

6 (6: = 501)| +ve.+o(1-0)+0() =0. (9)
Next, we define ¢, = w(¢) and we then rewrite Eq. (@)
¢(w—%w?’)w’—%w4+w2+uw+¢(1—¢):0, (10)

where (x)' = d(x)/d¢. The solution of Eq. (I0) can be written in the power series of € (up
to the first order)

w(g) = wo(¢) +wi(p)e + O(e?), (11)
v = co+cre+ O(e?), (12)

where w, and ¢, are the undetermined concentration wave gradients and wave speeds, re-

spectively. After substituting Eq. (IIl) and Eq. (I2]) into Eq. ([I0), we have
3
o) (w0w6 + whwr € + wowie — 511)811)66)

4 2
—§w06 + wy + 2wowi€ + cowp + c1wpe + cowie

+¢ (1 —¢) + O(e}) = 0. (13)

By comparing the coefficients of the €® and €' terms, respectively, we obtain

pwowy + wi + cowo + ¢ (1 — ¢) = 0 (14)



and

pwow] + (pwg + 2wg + o) wy

3 1
—§¢w8’w6 — 51061 + cqwy = 0. (15)

Eq. (I4) has known solutions in previous studies [33], [1] given by

1 1
w =—(¢p—1), cH = —. 16
o(®) (¢—1) "= (16)
Using Eq. (I6), Eq. (I3) can be solved as shown in Appendix [Al Finally, by combining all
of the terms, we have the approximate solutions (up to the first-order correction)

w@) = o5 0-1 146 (¢ =T+ )] (17

1 €

= —(1- —) . 18
SR ( 20 (18)
Using the transformation ¢¢ = ¢./v/€ = w/\/€, from Eq. (), we can obtain the solution

for the velocity field

Vew(d(e)
T+ a(9(g)

In addition, from Eq. (I7), after evaluating the integral \/€ [ d¢/w(¢) = [ d€, we obtain the

approximate analytical solution for the wave profile

v(o(€)) = — (19)

o (@=1)
L+§(0° - T +3)
+2abtan™" (b (204 — 21)) + & = &, (20)
where a = 3(),00%, b= \/ﬁ and & = a [In (1 + £) + 2btan~'(21b)], which is determined

by using the boundary condition that ¢(0) = 0. Eq. (20) is an implicit solution but the
variables are separated explicitly, so we can plot the wave profile and the corresponding
velocity field Eq. (I9), as illustrated in Fig. (). It should be noted that the solutions in
Eq. (I7), Eq. (I9), and Eq. (20) are available for 0 < ¢ < 1; otherwise, they are zero. The
wave profiles have a sharp front interface where the concentration falls to zero at a finite
front position. This feature is in qualitative agreement with the experimental observations
because the morphogen concentration profiles have a clear invading front interface [14], [15].

From Eq. (I9), we observe that v(¢) — 1 as € — oo and w(¢) < 0. Thus, the velocity

field v(¢) in this regime is close to constant regardless of whether the solution of w(¢) is

6



approximate. To obtain a better approximate wave speed function, we use the fact that

the front speed is the velocity field at the leading edge ¢ = v(0). Thus, from Eq. (I7) and
Eq. (I9), we have

1+¢€/5
\[\/1 (1+¢/5)% 2y

By expanding Eq. (ZI), we can prove that ¢/y/e ~ (1 — %) /v2 + O(é?) = v, which is
consistent with the first-order approximate solution in Eq. ([I8]). As ¢ — oo, from Eq. (21),

the wave speed reaches the limited value at ¢ = 1 (or ¢; with a physical unit), which
proves that this flux-limited reaction—diffusion equation provides the saturated wave speed,

as required for biological applications [14], [15].
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FIG. 2: (Color online) Numerical concentration profiles at ¢ = 15 for selected values of the rate

ratio €. The dash-dot line represents the initial profile.
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FIG. 3: (Color online) Front position versus time corresponding to the concentration profiles in
Fig. [2). The markers are shown for every three data points, and the solid lines represent the linear

fitting curve for the last 50 data.

IV. NUMERICAL SOLUTIONS AND DISCUSSION

To compare the analytical predictions with more accurate numerical values, we solve the
dimensionless flux-limited reaction—diffusion equation (Eq. (@) by using a nonstandard fully
implicit finite-difference method [34], [32]. First, we rewrite Eq. (@) in the usual form of the

reaction—diffusion equation
ue = [M(u, ug)ug], + f(u)u, (22)

where M (u,u,) = eu/+/1 + €2u2, which is equivalent to the nonlinear diffusion coefficient,
and f(u) = 1 — u denotes the nonlinear reaction rate. It is known that solving Eq. (22)

with a standard explicit method is inefficient due to the variable diffusion coefficient [35]. In
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addition, solving with a standard implicit scheme is even more difficult due to the nonlin-
earity of the equation. The idea of the nonstandard fully implicit finite-difference method
is that only linear terms are discretized forward in time. Thus, we define the discrete space
and time as follows: x; = idx, t,, = ndt, where dx is the grid spacing, ot is the time step,
i€40,1,2,...,J}, n € {0,1,2,...,N}, and J and N are integers. Now, the discrete

concentration reads u! = u(x;,t,). Thus, Eq. ([22) in discrete form is provided by

at“i ~ oz (Mz ax“i + fiug T, (23)

where M = M(ul’,0ul/0x) and f* = 1 — u}'. By using this approach, Eq. [23) can be
evaluated as a tridiagonal matrix equation in the usual manner. It has been proved that this
numerical scheme is sufficiently stable for solving this type of nonlinear partial differential
equation. A complete evaluation of the algorithm and its stability analysis are presented in
Appendix Bl

In our computations, we set the grid spacing and the time step as 0x = 0.01 and dt = 0.01,
respectively. All of the calculations were performed using 3,000 grids with 1,500 iterations,
which covered a spatial length of 30 and total time of 15 in dimensionless units. The initial

concentration profile, ug(x), was set to a step function:

o) = 1, <10 (24)
0, z > 10.

The zero flux condition, u, = 0, was imposed at the boundaries. Illustrations of the concen-
tration profiles obtained with various rate ratios (¢) using the numerical method are shown
in Fig. ([2)). We found that the concentration profiles evolved with the sharp traveling wave,
which decreased to zero at a finite front position 7, as predicted by the analytical solution.
The wave profile had a smoother interface as the value of € increased because the frictional
rate v was small relative to the growth rate a, so the morphogens migrated toward the free
space more rapidly. For large values of €, the profiles obtained over an equal time tended to

overlap, thereby demonstrating that the front speed tended to reach a saturated value.
The front positions were collected every t = 0.1 to compute the wave speed. Due to
numerical deviations, the front position was determined by the first position where the
concentration was lower than 1 x 107%. The last 50 data points were selected for fitting with

the linear equation, ry = ct + o, where the wave speed was the slope of the fitted equation.



Plots of the corresponding front positions versus time are shown in Fig. ([B]). Our calculated

numerical front positions fitted well with the linear equation, thereby indicating that the

concentration propagated with a constant front speed.

A plot of the numerical front speed ¢ versus the rate ratio € is compared with the analytical

predictions obtained using Eq. (2I)) in Fig. (d). Both the analytical and numerical data

showed that the front speed increased with €, and it reached a saturated value at ¢ = 1 as

€ approached a large value. The analytical results agreed well with the numerical data for

a small value of the rate ratio (¢ < 1) because the correction of our analytical solution was

only O(é?).
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FIG. 4: (Color online) Front speed versus the rate ratio e. The circular markers represent the

numerical results and the dashed lines denote the front speed predicted using Eq. ([2I)). The inset

shows the results for small values of e.

Our analytical and numerical solutions of this simple flux-limited reaction—diffusion equa-
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tion capture some physical features of morphogenesis. In particular, the wave profiles have a
sharp front interface where the concentration decreases to zero at a finite front position. This
feature is in qualitative agreement with experimental observations because the morphogen
concentration profiles have a clear invading front interface [14], [15]. Finally, we proved that
this flux-limited reaction-diffusion equation provides the saturated wave speed, which is a

more realistic model compared with the conventional theory [16].

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we investigated a simplified morphogenesis model governed by a porous
medium-type flux-limited reaction—diffusion equation. This equation is actually an exten-
sion of the generalized Fisher—-KPP equation. The approximate analytical solutions of this
equation were obtained using a perturbation approach. We also solved this equation by
using a nonstandard fully implicit finite-difference method in order to compare the results
with the analytical predictions. The results showed that the morphogen concentration prop-
agated as a sharp traveling wave that vanished at a finite front position and it reproduced
a clear front interface. The front speed increased as the ratio of the growth rate relative to
the frictional rate increased, and a saturated value was reached for a larger value of this rate
ratio. We found that the flux-limited reaction—diffusion model can eliminate the shortcom-
ing of the classical models, which yield a nonphysical infinite front speed. These features

are in qualitative agreement with the experimental observations.
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Appendix A: Evaluation of w;(¢) and ¢;
By substituting Eq. (I8) into Eq. (IH), we have

¢ (¢ —1Dwi + (3¢ — ws

1 2 B
+ 01_4—\/5(4¢_1)(¢_1) (¢—1)=0. (A1)

Eq. (A is a linear first-order ordinary differential equation of the form
wy + p(d)wr = (), (A2)

where p(6) = (3¢ — 1)/[6(¢ — 1)] and q(¢) = 725(46 — 1)(é — 1)2/é — ¢1/é. The solution
of Eq. (A2) is given by w; = (C + [I($)q($)dp)/I(¢) where I(¢) = elP(@)4 is called
the integrating factor and C' is the integral constant [36]. After evaluation, we find that
I =¢(¢—1)° and thus we have

1 3
wi(P) = ——51C+ (¢ —1)
SR ¢
1 2 1 C1
—(p—1 —— | =—=1¢. A
* [6\/5 (@=1) <¢ 10) 3]} 49)
To remove singularities at ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 1, it is necessary that C' = 0 and ¢; = —ﬁ.

Thus, the first-order concentration wave gradient is obtained by

1

wi(¢) = )

(6—1) <¢2 -6+ g) . (Ad)

Appendix B: Evaluation of numerical scheme and stability analysis

The differential operators in Eq. ([23) were discretized further by [34], [32], and thus we

obtain
u?—i—l - U? 1 n n+1 n+1
St = (5x)2 [Mi+l/2 (uz—:_l —uj" )
_Mz’n—1/2 (U?H - uzn—Jrll)} + finu?+l> (B1)
where
. b up =
i+1/2 — M( 9 +1= +15I ) (B3)
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It should be noted that the correction of Eq. (BI) is O(t, (6x)?). After rearranging Eq. (BI),

we have

n_n+l n_n+l n_ n+l _ n
au Ty + 0T+ Blul = g (B4)

where

ap = _:uM'n—l/27

Bl = —uMip,
0F = 1= 0tf] +p (M + M),
w = 6t/ (62’ o

n n
Uo+1 %01 +

By imposing the zero-flux condition at the boundary grid Q, ie., u,|, =~ b

O((0z)*) = 0, we find that uf,_, = u_, and Mg sy = Mg 5. According to the boundary
condition, we have 8y = —2uM7)y, off = =2uMY 5, 0f =1 — 6tf' + 2uM7), and 6 =
1—0tfy +2uMy | /2 Eq. (B4) can be written as a tridiagonal matrix equation, which can
be solved numerically at each time step to obtain the numerical concentration profile u}'

[35], [32]. The tridiagonal matrix equation is given by

A" Ut =U", (B6)
where
or pfro-o- - 0
ay o B
Av= | ¢ o (B7)
alj_y 054 BI
0 o} 0]
and
T
U= ould ot | (B8)

We analyze the stability of this numerical scheme (Eq. (B4])) by using the von Neumann

approach, which assumes that
up = (A)" eter, (BY)

13



where i = /—1, X represents the amplification factor and k is the wave number [35)].
By substituting Eq. (BY) into Eq. (BI), we have A" = 1 — otfj" — uM', ), (e — 1) +

7

puM /2 (1 — e‘ik‘;x), which can be approximated further to obtain

1

A~ (1= 6tf] + 4pM! sin® (kéx/2) + O(6z)] . (B10)

As u} increases from 0 to 1, we find that 0 < f* <1 and 0 < M]* < co. At the saturated
concentration fj*(ul = 1) = 0, it is guaranteed that 0 < A < 1. Based on Eq. (B9) and
Eq. (BI10), the numerical solution could converge to a finite value provided that dr < 1
and 0t < 1. Therefore, the algorithm is sufficiently stable for solving this type of nonlinear
partial differential equation [34], [32].
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