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Abstract

Classical results from Sturm-Liouville theory state that the number of unstable
eigenvalues of a scalar, second-order linear operator is equal to the number of associated
conjugate points. Recent work has extended these results to a much more general
setting, thus allowing for spectral stability of nonlinear waves in a variety of contexts
to be determined by counting conjugate points. However, in practice, it is not yet clear
whether it is easier to compute conjugate points than to just directly count unstable
eigenvalues. We address this issue by developing a framework for the computation
of conjugate points using validated numerics. Moreover, we apply our method to a
parameter-dependent system of bistable equations and show that there exist both stable
and unstable standing fronts. This application can be seen as complimentary to the
classical result via Sturm-Louiville theory that in scalar reaction-diffusion equations
pulses are unstable whereas fronts are stable, and to the more recent result of “Instability
of pulses in gradient reaction-diffusion systems: a symplectic approach,” by Beck et.
al., that symmetric pulses in reaction-diffusion systems with gradient nonlinearity are

also necessarily unstable.

1 Introduction

Understanding the stability of solutions is important for predicting the long-time behavior
of partial differential equation models of physical systems. A key step is analyzing spectral
stability, which means determining whether the linearization £ of the PDE about a given
solution of interest has any spectral elements with positive real part. In many cases, it is
useful to divide the spectrum of £ into two disjoint subsets, the essential and point spectrum:
(L) = ess(L) U opt(L). The essential spectrum is often relatively easy to compute, so

determining spectral stability amounts to looking for unstable eigenvalues [KP13].

*Department of Mathematics and Statistics, Boston University; mabeck@bu.edu.
TDepartment of Mathematics and Statistics, Boston University; jaquette@bu.edu.



Scalar, second-order eigenvalue problems can be understood by classical Sturm-Liouville

theory. A simple such problem is of the form
Lu = Uz + q(x)u = Iy, x € [a,b], u(a) = u(b) =0, A ER, (1.1)

with ¢(x) smooth, but the following discussion is applicable to a much larger class of equa-
tions and boundary conditions [BR89]. Using Priifer coordinates, which for this equation

are just the polar coordinates
u(z; A) = r(x; ) sin[f(x; M), ug(z; X)) = r(z; A) cos[f(x; N)],
one obtains a system for (r, ) given by
" =r(1+X—q(z))cosfsinb, 0" = cos? 0 + (q(z) — \) sin? 4. (1.2)

FEigenvalues are values of A for which a solution of exists. In (1.2)), {r = 0} is invariant,
the 6 equation decouples, and so the existence of an eigenvalue can be reformulated as
follows. Consider the initial condition #(a;A\) = 0 and flow forward to z = b; A is an
eigenvalue if and only if 6(b; \) € {j7}jez. The form of implies that, if A is negative
and sufficiently large, then 6’ > 0 and 6 will be forced to oscillate. Thus, there exists at least
one eigenvalue, which we label A\, such that 6(b; \y) = (k + 1)7. Increasing A reduces the
oscillation in A, and since 6(b; ) varies continuously in A, we obtain an increasing sequence
of eigenvalues {\;}72, such that 6(b; \;) = (j + 1)m. For A > Ao, € no longer has enough
“time” to complete one (half) oscillation, and so no more eigenvalues exist. One obtains a
result regarding the sequence of eigenvalues A\g > A1 > ... and corresponding eigenfunctions

ug, U1, ... that says that u; has exactly k zeros.

From a stability perspective, this result is very powerful, as can be seen by the following ex-
ample. Suppose L is the linearization of a scalar reaction-diffusion equation, vy = v+ f(v),
about a stationary solution . Then L¢' = 0. In other words, u = ¢’ is the eigenfunc-
tion associated with eigenvalue zero. If ¢ is a pulse, then ¢’ has exactly one zero. Hence,
¢ =wu1, A\ =0, A\g > 0 and an unstable eigenvalue exists. On the other hand, if ¢ is a
monotonic front, then A\g = 0 and no unstable eigenvalues exist. It is worth noting that this
(in)stability result is forced by the topology, and it does not depend on the details of the

function f or the underlying solution .

This problem can be reformulated in terms of conjugate points. Instead of (|1.1)), consider

the same problem but on a variable domain with A = A, fixed,
Ugz + q(2)u = A, x € la, 9, u(a) =u(s) =0, a<s<hb. (1.3)

A conjugate point is a value of s such that the above equation has a solution. Equation
(1.2)) is still relevant, with the value of s controlling how much “time” 6 has to oscillate.



If we choose A\ = A;, we find s := b is a conjugate point. Decreasing s produces a
sequence of conjugate points {s; };?:0, with 6(s;; A\g) = (7 +1)7. This leads to a relationship
between conjugate points and eigenvalues: the number of conjugate points that exist for
some fixed A, is equal to the number of eigenvalues A such that A > A,. Choosing A, =0
allows one to count unstable eigenvalues by counting conjugate points. In the scalar case,
counting conjugate points is equivalent to counting the number of zeros of the eigenfunction

associated with the zero eigenvalue.

Because the above perspective relies on the reformulation of the eigenvalue problem in
terms of polar coordinates, it is not immediately clear how to generalize this to systems of
equations, ie an eigenvalue problem Lu = Au with v € R™ and n > 1. It turns out that this
generalization is provided by a topological invariant called the Maslov index [Arn67, [Arn85,
Bot56]. Given a symplectic form w on R?", ie a nondegenerate, bilinear, skew-symmetric

form, the set of Lagrangian subspaces ¢ in R?" with respect to w is defined by
A(n) ={({ CR* :dim({) =n, w(U,W)=0 VY UW €/} (1.4)

It turns out that the fundamental group of A(n) is the integers, 7 (A(n)) = Z. This allows
one to define a phase in A(n), similar to the angle § above, and the Maslov index counts

the winding of this phase.

There are many recent results that use the Maslov index to prove that one can count unstable
eigenvalues by counting conjugate points. See, for example, [BCC™20, [BCJ™18| [CJLSTE,
CJ20, [CIM15L DJ11, How20, HLSIS8| JLM13]. The exact statements of the results and their
proofs depend on the details of the situation being considered. Notably, some of the results
are valid on spatial domains Q C R? with d > 1 [CJLS16, [CIMI5, DJ11]. The vast majority
of techniques concerning the stability of nonlinear waves are valid primarily in one spatial
domain, and so results in higher space dimensions are of particular importance. In fact, it
was the multidimensional result [DJ11] that inspired the recent extensive activity in using
the Maslov index to study stability. Although these results are very interesting in their own
right, if it is just as difficult to count conjugate points as it is to count unstable eigenvalues,
then from a stability perspective not much has been gained. This work addresses exactly

this issue.

The primary tool for studying spectral stability of nonlinear waves is arguably the Evans
function [San02]. It has been used extensively in one-dimensional domains, and in multidi-
mensional domains with a distinguished direction, such as a channel R x Q € R x R%~! with
Q compact [OS10]. Although there are some results in more general multidimensional do-
mains [DNOS], it is not clear how useful they are in practice. This is one key reason why the
possibility of using the Maslov index to study stability, in particular for multidimensional

problems, is so interesting.



There are very few results where the Maslov index has been used to analyze stability in
a context where the Evans function appears to not be similarly applicable, and all are
in one spatial dimension. For example, [CHI4] applies to a specific FitzHugh-Nagumo
model, and it relies heavily on the activator-inhibitor structure present there. Another,
[BCJ™18], applies to systems of reaction-diffusion equations with gradient nonlinearity. This
latter result is used to show that symmetric pulse solutions of such systems are necessarily
unstable, which is the generalization of the above-mentioned result from Sturm-Liouville

theory to the system case.

The main goal of this paper is to provide a framework for rigorously counting conjugate
points using validated numerics in the setting of [BCJ™18|. This will allow for the Maslov
index to be used to determine stability in more applications. Furthermore, we argue that,
when applicable, this a more efficient method for determining stability than the Evans
function. This is because counting unstable eigenvalues using the Evans function requires
computing its winding number as A varies in a contour in the complex plane, whereas count-
ing conjugate points requires computation only for one fixed value A = 0. For comparison,
there appear to be only two instances of validated numerics for the Evans function, and
in those works stability calculations are reported to take 425 hours [AKI5] and 4 hours
[BZ16], respectively. Our method for rigorously counting conjugate points currently takes
less than half a minute, a significant improvement. It may be possible to speed up Evans
function computations, eg using [BNST18], but this has not yet been done. For further
reading on the validated computation of stability in PDEs we refer to the book [NPW19]

and references cited therein.

The general setting in which our method will apply is that of [BCJ™18|, which we now

present. Consider an eigenvalue problem

M = Dugy + M(z)u =: Lu, u € R", rzeR (1.5)
where D is a diagonal matrix with positive entries and M satisfies Hypothesis [I.1]
Hypothesis 1.1. The matrix M(x) satisfies

(H1) M € C(R,R™™™) and is for each x a symmetric matriz with real entries.

(H2) The limits lim,_, oo M(x) =: My exist, are negative definite, and have distinct

etgenvalues.

(H3) There exist constants Cpy and ny such that |[M(x) — My| < Cpre=™l2l for
x € RE, respectively.

Moreover, we require that the operator £ has a simple eigenvalue at zero.



Hypothesis 1.2. The operator L, defined on X = L*(R) with domainY = H?(R), satisfies

(H4) A =0 is an eigenvalue of geometric and algebraic multiplicity one.

We will study the spectrum of £ on X = L?(R) with domain ¥ = H?(R). Hypothesis
(H1) implies that £ is self adjoint, and so we can take A € R. This is necessary for the
symplectic framework used below. If, for example, £ is the linearization of a system of

reaction-diffusion equations with gradient nonlinearity,
v = Dvgy + VG(v), G e C*(R",R), (1.6)

about a stationary solution ¢, then (H1) holds. The assumption in (H2) that M. are
negative definite is necessary and sufficient for ensuring that the essential spectrum of £
lies in the open left half plane and is bounded away from the imaginary axis. This is a
natural assumption; if the essential spectrum is unstable, then stability has already been
determined. If the essential spectrum is only marginally stable, meaning it lies in the left
half plane but touches the imaginary axis, this can also be handled using the modification in
[BCJT18, Remark 1.3], but we do not consider this further here. Assumption (H3) appears
at first glance to be stronger than the corresponding hypothesis stated in [BCJT18], where
it is only required that the functions * — M(z) — M4 be in L*(R¥), which implies that
the associated first order eigenvalue problem has exponential dichotomies on the half lines.
However, for the primary setting of interest here, , the fact that My = V2G(p+) <0
implies that the underlying solution ¢ has constant limits ¢4+ = lim,_1+ @(x) that are
approached exponentially fast, which in turn implies (H3). It should be possible to extend
our method to the L! case by adjusting some of the estimates for the constants L. that
appear below. Hypothesis (H4) did not appear in [BCJT18|. If ¢ is a stationary solution
to , then ¢’ will be an eigenfunction with eigenvalue zero. Hence, part of (H4) is
natural. The additional assumption that zero is a simple eigenvalue plays a crucial role
below, particularly in the determination of L, in It is likely possible to adapt our
method to cases with higher multiplicity, but we have not yet explored that further. In
particular, at the moment it is not clear the extent to which our method could be used to

study bifurcations.

The eigenvalue problem ([1.5)) can be written as a first order eigenvalue problem of the form

0 —I,
Us=JB(x; U,  UeR™,  J= (1 0 ) A ER, (1.7)

where U = (u, Du,) and

(1.8)



is symmetric. Consider the canonical symplectic form on R?" defined by
wiRM X R™ SR, w(U W)= (UJW), (1.9)

where (-,-) is the usual inner product in R?®. We now connect the evolution of (1.7) with
the set of Lagrangian planes defined in (|1.4]).

Assumption (H2) implies that the limits lim,_, 4+ JB(x;\) = JB+(\) exist and are hyper-
bolic. In order for U to correspond with an eigenfunction, we therefore need |U(x; \)| — 0
as x — +00. Let E* (x; \) denote the subspace of solutions that is asymptotic, as z — —oo,
to the unstable subspace of JB_(A). This is exactly the subspace of solutions that decay
as © — —oo. It turns out that this subspace is Lagrangian: E*(z;\) € A(n) for each
(x,)) € R2. To see this, notice that if U, W € E¥ (x; \), then

%w(U(x), W(x)) = (U, JW) + (U, JW'y = (JBU, JW) + (U, J2BW) = 0,
since J°! = J* = —J and B* = B. Since U(z),W(z) — 0 as z — —o0, we see

w(U(z),W(z)) = 0 for all z. The fact that dim(E") = n follows from assumptions (H1)
and (H2); see the proof of Lemma below. The subspace known as the Dirichlet subspace
is also Lagrangian,

D = {(u,w) € R : u = 0}, D € A(n). (1.10)

For fixed A = 0, conjugate points are defined to be values of s such that there is a nontrivial
intersection between these two Lagrangian planes: E“(s;0) N D # {0}. See [BCJT18, Def
2.7].

Theorem 1. [BCJ"18, Thm 3.1, Thm 4.1]. The number of positive eigenvalues of L,
defined in , is equal to the number of conjugate points, ie the number of values s € R
such that E" (5;0) N D # {0}. Moreover, there exists an L sufficiently large such that,
for any Ly > L%, the number of conjugate points in (—o0,00) is equal to the number of

conjugate points in (—oo, Ly ).

This result is proven in [BCJT18| using the Maslov index. However, we will not need to
use the Maslov index here. Therefore, we refer to [BCJT18] for a definition of the Maslov

index, as well as for the proof of the above Theorem.

The goal of this work is to provide a method for rigorously computing the number of
conjugate points on (—oo, Ly ). To do so, there are several issues that must be overcome.
First, since computations will be done numerically, they can only be done on a finite interval,
(—=L_, Ly). The existence of the upper limit L is given by Theorem |1}, but we do not know

how big sufficiently large is. We must therefore show that is possible to choose a finite value



L_, and then prescribe a way for choosing explicit values L+ so that we capture all of the

conjugate points. In other words, we need to know when to start and stop the computation.

Once this has been accomplished, we need an algorithm for detecting conjugate points on
(=L_, Ly). This will be accomplished via the fame matrix associated with E* (2;0). More
specifically, let

A1($) nxn
<A2(:c)> , Aq(z), Ag(z) € R

be a matrix whose columns form a basis for E* (z;0). We have the following Lemma, which

is well known.

Lemma 1.3. E¥ (z;0) N D # {0} if and only if detA;(z) = 0.

Proof. If E* (z;0) N D # {0} then there exists a nonzero vector u € R™ such that

This implies that A;(x)u = 0, and so detA;(z) = 0. On the other hand, if detA;(z) = 0,
then there exists a nonzero u € R™ such that A;(x)u = 0. As E*(z;0) is n dimensional
its frame matrix is of full rank, having a trivial kernel. That is to say @ # 0 in the above
equation, whereby E* (x;0) N D # {0}. [

Thus, once we have the frame matrix for E* (x;0), we simply need to locate values of s €
[-L_, Ly] such that detA;(s) = 0. In other words, we will have reduced the determination
of stability to the computation of zeros of the scalar valued function detA;(z) on the finite
interval [—L_, L;]. We note that any zeros of this function will be isolated; see [BCJ18,
Remark 3.5].

We now summarize our numerical methodology for computing the spectral stability of
stationary solutions. First, one must compute a stationary solution ¢ to the PDE ,
which is then used to define the eigenvalue problem in . After fixing L_, L, > 0, one
next computes a numerically approximate frame matrix for E* (z;0) for z € [-L_, L4]. To
do so, first we define an approximate frame matrix for E* (—L_;0) by taking as an initial
value a matrix A(—L_) whose columns are the n-unstable eigenvectors of JB_(0). Then
for —L_ < x < L4, the frame matrix A(z) = (Al(x)

s (I)) is defined by numerically integrating
each of the columns forward in time according to the differential equation in . Lastly,
one counts the number of times the scalar valued function detA;(x) equals zero on the finite
interval € [—L_, L;], which by Lemma is equal to the number of conjugate points,

and hence by Theorem [I] also equals the number of positive eigenvalues of L.



To produce a computer assisted proof several things need to be made rigorous. At the most
basic level, it is generally the case that even the stationary solution ¢ cannot be computed
exactly. Beyond that, one must quantify the initial approximation error of the frame matrix,
how this error grows when numerically integrating , and how large —L_ and L, must

be to ensure our count of conjugate points is complete.

To that end we use validated numerics to rigorously compute a posteriori error bounds.
Thus, we are able to quantify the error produced in our numerical algorithms ranging from
the imprecision in solving initial value problems, down to the rounding error from finite
precision arithmetic. Early landmark results of validated numerics include the computer
assisted proofs of the universality of the Feigenbaum constants [LIS2] and Smale’s 14"
problem on the nature of the Lorenz attractor [Tuc02]. Validated numerics, also referred
to as rigorous numerics, have found great success in providing computer assisted proofs of
non-perturbative results in dynamics, both finite and infinite dimensional, and we refer the
interested reader to [vdBL15L IGS19, NPW19] for further details.

As mentioned earlier, the foundation of our numerical method begins with computing the
stationary solution ¢, a homoclinic/heteroclinic solution to the spatial dynamical system
association with stationary solutions of . The computation of connecting orbits has
been, and continues to be, an active area of research within the validated numerics com-
munity, see for example [Ois98, WZ03, vdBDLMJ15| [AK15, [CZ17, vdBBLMI8| vdBS20]
and the references cited therein. In Section [3| we describe the approach taken in computing
and proving the existence of ¢ and, in addition, the validated computation of its conjugate

points and computer assisted proof of its spectral (in)stability.

We note that, although our method is developed for equations of the form , we expect
that it could be applied more broadly. In particular, there are equations that are not
systems of reaction-diffusion equations with gradient structure whose associated eigenvalue
problems possess symplectic structure similar to that of . See [CDB09, [(CDB11, How20]
for a variety of examples, including connections between those eigenvalue problems and the

Maslov index.

Moreover, as mentioned above, the relationship between unstable eigenvalues and conju-
gate points has also been proven in several contexts with many space dimensions [CJLSI6),
CJMI5, [DJ1T]. Recent work has shown that the corresponding path of Lagrangian sub-
spaces, analogous to E¥ (z;0) here, can be understood via an ill-posed dynamical system
[BCJT20, BCJT21]. Validated numerics have been applied in other settings involving ill-
posed dynamical systems [CGLIS| [AK20], and so it is possible that the methods of this

paper could be utilized to study multidimensional stability in the future.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In we explicitly characterize the



values of Li. In §3] we describe the associated rigorous computations for determining
stability by first computing the underlying wave itself and then computing the associated
conjugate points. In §4 we apply our results to an example problem, which shows that
fronts in reaction-diffusion systems of the form need not be stable, as they are in the
scalar case. Although not surprising, this can be viewed as complementary to the result in
[BCJT18, §5] that shows that symmetric pulses in such systems must be unstable, as in the
scalar case. Moreover, it provides a proof-of-concept for this work. Finally, in §5| we discuss

future directions for our work.

2 Determination of L.

We begin with a first order eigenvalue problem of the form ([1.7]) that results from a reaction-
diffusion system of the form (1.6)). Due to Theorem [l to count unstable eigenvalues we
only need to compute conjugate points for A = 0. Therefore, we rewrite (1.7) for A = 0 as

Uy = AU, Alz) = ( 0 Dl) | (2.1)

-M(z) 0
We need to determine values L1 such that all conjugate points are contained in the interval
[-L_, Ly]. Recall that conjugate points will be determined by the evolution of the unstable
subspace, E* (z; A = 0) =: E*(x). The main idea used to determine Ly is that, for |z|
sufficiently large, the evolution of E" (x) is essentially governed by the dynamics determined
by the asymptotic matrices lim, 4. A(z). We begin with L_ in §2.1 The determination

of Ly, which is somewhat more involved due to the presence of the eigenfunction ¢'(x), is

presented in

2.1 Determination of L_

To determine L_, using (H3) we rewrite ([2.1]) as

U, = [A o + A_(2)]T, Aoo:< 0 Dl), A(w)z( X 0),

-M_ 0 ~M(z)+M_ 0
(2.2)

where
JA_(2)| < Cype™™l2l 2 <0, (2.3)

The goal of this section is to prove Proposition [2.5] which gives an explicit way to choose

L_ so there are no conjugate points for x < —L_. We begin with a preliminary result.



Lemma 2.1. The matriz A_ is hyperbolic, its eigenvalues are real and distinct, and its
eigenvectors form a basis for R**. Furthermore, if E*_ is the subspace spanned by its

eigenvectors corresponding to positive eigenvalues, then E*  N'D = {0}.

Proof. First, we relate the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of A_., to M_. In particular, if

(u,w) is an eigenvector of A_, with eigenvalue v, then
0 D!
L) A w\ _ ul
w w -M_ 0 w

w = vDu, D *M_u=—ru.

This implies that

By Hypotheses (H1)-(H2), M_ is symmetric and negative. If we define v = —v? and
z = DY2y, then D™Y2M_D~1/2z = 4z, The matrix D~Y2M_D~Y2 is symmetric because

M_ is symmetric and D is diagonal, and it is also negative:
(D72 MDYV, u) = (M_D™YV2u, D7V2%) < 0,

because M_ is negative. Thus, v = —v? < 0. Moreover, we can choose the n eigenvectors

of D—1/2M_D_1/2, which we denote by {Zj_}n

i1, to be an orthonormal basis for R™. We

denote the corresponding n (negative) eigenvalues via {; }7_;. Hence, the eigenvalues
of A_o, with positive real part, which are in fact just positive, and their corresponding

eigenvectors are given by

D12
—u - - .
Vit = (Vj 1/2;; , v =44/ s j=1...,n. (2.4)

Similarly, the negative eigenvalues and their corresponding eigenvectors are given by

D12~
778_ S
Vj — (—u‘ 1/23/2'_ , j=1...,n.
J J

By hypothesis (H2) the 2n eigenvalues {V;, —v; }i—q of A_o are all distinct. Furthermore,
the fact that det(D'/2) # 0 and {z; }]— is a basis for R" implies that {D‘l/sz_ }j—y is also
a basis for R", although it need not be orthonormal. The fact that {D~!/ 22]-_ }7— is a basis
for R™ implies E* _ ND = {0}. n

We now construct the solutions {‘7;“(3:)}?:1 of (2.2) that are asymptotic to {Vj_’“}?:l.
Given a solution V' (x) of (2.2)), define W (z) via V(x) = ¢"*W(x), where v is an eigenvalue
of A_,, with eigenvector V—. We then have

Wy = [A_os — v]W + A_(2)W. (2.5)

10



To construct solutions to this equation, we will utilize the exponential dichotomy determined
by the constant matrix A_., —vI. To that end, we now review some well-known facts about
dichotomies associated with constant matrices.

Given any constant matrix A € RVXN

with eigenvalues {v; }jvzl ordered so that v; > vj41,
define the diagonal matrix A = diag{v1,...,vn} and define Q € RV*¥ to be a matrix whose
columns are the eigenvectors of A. Hence A = QAQ ™! and e4* = Qe Q. For fixed m,
define N x N matrices A, = diag{vi,...vmn-1,0,...0} and A.s = diag{0,...0,vp,...UN}.
If P is the projection onto the eigenspace with eigenvalues v < v,,, and P“ is the comple-

mentary projection onto the eigenspace with eigenvalues v > v,,, then
e(A—I/m)xPcs _ Qe(ACS—Vm):cQ—lpcs e(A—Vm):I:Pu _ Qe(A“_Vm)IQ_lpu.

As ||[P*]], ||P®|| = 1 with respect to the Euclidean norm, if we define

K- = QI Q7" (2.6)
then we obtain the bound
[eA—vmepes| < K_ for x>0,  [eAvm)epy|| < K_eWm—17vm) for 2 < 0.
Note that if the matrix of eigenvectors () can be chosen to be orthonormal, then K_ = 1.

Remark 2.2. It is not necessary that the eigenvalues satisfy the strict inequality v; > vjiq.
If there are repeated eigenvalues with independent eigenvectors, the above construction is
still valid. This could be relevant if, for example, (H2) is relaxed to allow for repeated
eigenvalues. If there are Jordan blocks, then some modification is necessary to obtain an

essentially equivalent result, but this case is not relevant as long as M4 are symmetric.

Returning to equation , let P be the projection onto the eigenspace of A_o, — v
corresponding to eigenvalues with real part less than or equal to zero, and let P* be the
projection onto the eigenspace of A_., — v corresponding to eigenvalues with real part
greater than zero. Consider the map

W) = V + / eMA=ceV)(@=Y) pes A_ ()W (y)dy

_ /L e(A-co—v)(@—y) pu 4 (y)W(y)dy
— T, (27)

where L_ is any fixed positive constant. Note that, because (A_», — v)V ™ = 0, any fixed
point of this map must be a solution of (2.5). Let K_ and n_ be positive constants such
that

He(Afoo—V)(x—y)pcs I

IN

K_, y<z<0,
”e(A,oo—l/)(:v—y)PuH < [(76_777(31_33)7 r<y< 0. (28)

11



Proposition 2.3. Fiz L_ > 0, define K_ such that (2.8]) holds, and define

B K_Cy
Ui

AT el
where Cyr and nyr are the constants appearing in Hypothesis (H3). If A\ < 1, then the
map T_ defined in [2.7) is a contraction on X = L*((—oco,—L_],R?") with contraction

constant \y-_. Its unique fixed point W (x) satisfies
AT

— V. 2.9
v (29)

W) =V7llx <

Proof. We will use properties of the dictotomy defined by the projection operators P

and P*. We note that similar calculations have appeared elsewhere; see, eg, [BSZ10], §4]
and [HLS18, §2]. Equation ([2.8)) together with (2.3)) implies

T (W) (@) — T (Wa) ()] < / K_Chye ™ Wldy|| W, — Wallx
—L_
+/ K_e 1-0=2)Cy e~y || Wy — Wal|x

—L_
< / K_Chre™vdy|[Wy — Wallx

K_C
< =M i L Wy — Wa x.
M

As a result, for L_ sufficiently large, this map is a contraction with contraction constant

K. Cy

el <. (2.10)
nm

AT

We denote its unique fixed point by W (x), and we wish to estimate |W (z) — V~|. To do
this, first apply 7_ to the constant vector V'~ and note that by essentially the same estimate

as above,
IT-(V)() =V lx <A V7L

Next, due to the telescoping series, we have

n—1 00
TVO)-Vo =Y [PV = W)=V =) [P )=V )
j=0 Jj=0
As a result,
_ > j _ _ _ )\71|V_|
W) =V7x < ZA[IIT_(V )=V lx = Toa (2.11)
=0 -
[

12



Remark 2.4. Only the constant K_ in (2.8) appears in the final constant A, given
in (2.10). The value of n— is not needed. We included it in the statement of (2.8) for

completeness.

We can apply Proposition for v =wv;, j=1,...,n, to construct the desired solutions
{Vj_u(x) = eV;ij_’u(x)} of that are asymptotic, as x — —oo, to {e”fx‘/}_’“}?zl.
(We used tildes here to distinguish between the constant vectors Vj_’“ and the x-dependent
solutions V;*(z).) Notice that

E“(z) = span{V; "“(z),..., V, ""“(x)} = span{ W, "“(x),..., W, "“(z)}.

n

Since Wj_’u(:c) is asymptotically close to Vj_’“ in the sense of (2.9)), this implies that for
L_ large E“(—L_) should be close to span{V; ™,...,V, "} = E“_. Therefore, since
E" o ND = {0} (see Lemma [2.1)), this should imply that E* (—L_) "D = {0}, as well.

Proposition 2.5. Recall that D = diag(di,...,d,) > 0. Let dymee = max;{d;} and dyin =
min;{d;}. If L_ is chosen so that
A d\/?

< min , (2.12)
V=AM dfan(1 4 [M_||dmaa)/2/n

where Ay is defined in (2.10), then E“ (z) "D = {0} for allx < —L_.

Proof. Recall that

' . o . < AV
E? () = span{W; "“(z),..., W, "“(z)}, W70 =V P lx < 1o
For each j we can therefore write
—u uj(x) o _ A |V
Wity = T we) =y ), 50)lx £ ———, (213)
’LUj(.%') 1 )\71

where u; = D_l/QZ; as given in (2.4]). Suppose that xy € (—oo, —L_] is a conjugate point,
ie E* (z9) N D # {0}. Then there exists {c;}]_; so that

0= Z cjuj(xg) = Z Cj [u]_ + ’llj(.%‘(])] = Z cjuj_ = — Z Cjﬂj(.%‘o). (2.14)
Jj=1 Jj=1 j=1 j=1

Since u; = D~1/227 and {z]_}" is an orthonormal basis for R (see Lemma ,

J Jj=1
n n n
T = -1/2 LT > 1 | — 1 2 2
E cju; | = D g cjzj | 2 e g cjzj | = o ci+...co.
7j=1 j=1 dmaa: j=1 max

13



On the other hand, by (2.13)),

= ejij(zo)| < > eIV
5 1— Ay 4
7=1 J=1
Moreover, again using (2.4)) and the proof of Lemma

‘Vj_v“‘? = \u;\Q + \wj_\Q = \D71/225]2 + ]V]-_Dl/sz_]Q < P~ + mjax ]yj_\Qdm,m

1

IN

(1 + M —[|dmaz),

dmin

where we have used the fact that

—(1/]7)2 = (DYV2M_D7V2 ) = <M,D_1/22]7,D_1/227>,

J 7y J

which implies
1

()% < M|

dmin

Combining these results, we find (2.14)) cannot hold if

1 2 AT 1 12\
—/GF 2> —————— (14 |IM_|ldmax / cil.
R T g (1 ML) Y
Using the fact that

j=1 j=1
we obtain the result. |
2.2 Determination of L,
To determine Ly, using (H3) we rewrite (2.1)) as
0 D! 0 0
Up = [Aioo + Ap(2)|U, Ao = , Ay (x) = ,
oo + Ay (2)] . (m 0) e (M(MM 0)
(2.15)

where

|AL(2)]| < Cppe™™ =l 2 >0, (2.16)

The goal of this section is to prove the following:

Theorem 2. For any x > Ly, where L is sufficiently large so that the right hand side of
(2.35) is strictly less than one, E“ (z) "D = {0}.
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By hypothesis (H4), we know the that E* (z) N E% (z) = span{(¢’, D¢")}, where E5 (z) =
ES (x; A = 0) is the subspace of solutions to (2.1 that decay to zero as  — +o00. Denote
U, = (¢, D¢") and write

EY (z) = span{U,(z), U (z), ..., Up—1(2)}, EY(z) € A(n) Ve, (2.17)

where the solutions Uy (z) satisfy Ui (z) ¢ Ef (z) for all k. In order to determine L, we
would like to be use the fact that, for large z, E* (x) will look like the asymptotic unstable

eigenvectors at 400, with the exception of the asymptotic behavior of Uy, (z).

Figure 1: A cartoon of A(2), which is double covered by S' x S2. The upper left sphere
represents the set of planes which nontrivially intersect D (in fact homotopic to a Klein bot-
tle with one loop collapsed), and D is represented by the upper left square. The trajectory

E™ (x) is represented by the green line.

One way to think of the evolution of E* (x) is as follows. In Figure |1} we have depicted a
cartoon of the path E“ (z) traces out in A(n). The beginning of this trajectory E" (—o0)
is the unique point E* _ € A(n), depicted as solid square in the upper right sphere. By
counting the number of conjugate points of E* (z) (ie the number of nontrivial intersections
with D with orientation) one is able compute the Maslov index of the path E* (), which
for a loop 7 : S — A(n) is given by its equivalence class in the fundamental group [y] €
m1(A(n)) = Z.

It follows from Hypothesis|l.1|and [1.2{that lim,; 1 Us(2)/|Uy(x)| must limit to one of the
n stable eigendirections of A,. Furthermore, E* (z) must limit as x — 400 to a Lagrangian

plane in A(n) spanned by lim,_, 4o Uy(x)/|Uy(x)| and n — 1 unstable eigenvectors of A.

15



Consequently E* (+00) must be one of n possible points in A(n), depicted as the two hollow
squares in the bottom sphere of Figure [Il Note that each of these n possible limit points
in A(n) is unstable under the flow defined by (2.15)). Hence showing that E* (z) limits to a
particular one of these points can be difficult. However such a calculation is not necessary;
to compute Ly, we do not need to show that E* (L4 ) is close to its limit point, but rather

it suffices to show that E" (x) is bounded away from D for > L.

To begin our analysis, we wish to obtain a good asymptotic description of the solutions that
are asymptotic to the eigendirections at 400, just as we did in at —oo. In particular,
we can construct solutions to (2.15)) of the form

(7 +,8 —viz ,S 17 +,8 U viz ,U T7+tu .
V(@) =e T (VI 4 W), VM) =TV W), =1,

v 1 D—l/z,z;-r A 1 D_l/Q,z;-r (2.18)
i = T\ rpre.+ ) i = T \utDl/2,+ ] ’
2v; J j \/ v} J j

Using notation analogous to the previous section, we denote Wj’s/u(x) = Vj+’8/u+Wj+’S/u(:U).

where

The vectors {zj 7y are eigenvectors of the negative symmetric matrix D=1/ 2/\/1+D_1/ 2
and form an orthonormal basis for R”. The corresponding eigenvalues are ’y;r = —(V;_)Q.

We will assume the eigenvalues, which are distinct due to (H2), are ordered so that

vii > vl > > uf > 0.

Note that we have normalized the eigenvectors {V;“S/ “1 so that they form a symplectic

basis. (This normalization was not necessary in §2.1) In particular,
+) +7 3 s 9 b
WV VP =0 i k£ WV V) =1 (2.19)

Analogous to Proposition [2.3]| we have the following result, which will lead to bounds on the
error terms W].J“S/ ‘.
Proposition 2.6. Let
K, Cy
=—=e
M

A

- b (2.20)

where the constants Cpy and npr are such that || Ay (z)|| < Crre™® for x > 0 as guaranteed
by (H3), and the constant K is defined similarly to (2.8) but using Aieo. For any Ly >0
such that Ay, < 1, the functions W;“S/u(:n) satisfy

s/u s/u )‘T ,s/u
W) = Vi e ooy < 25— IV (2:21)

+
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Define

A
Te max |V, (2.22)

€0 -\ —
R V)

which we can make small by choosing L large. The Proposition implies

W @) < e, Y x>Le,  Visu (2.23)

The functions {‘7]+5(x) 7y form a basis for Ef (z) which is unique up to multiplication
by an element of GL(n). The functions {f/f“(x) %y form one basis for EY (z). If we let
VU (z) and V1*(z) denote the matrices whose columns are 17j+’s/u(x) then, in general, a
basis for EY (x) may be given by the columns of V" (z) - My + V*5(x) - M, for arbitrary
matrices My € GL(n) and My € R™*™.

Recall (2.17)). Using the functions {17j+’8/ “(x) "_1 as a basis for arbitrary solutions on z > 0,

we can write

Uy(z) = Zaj TV W (), (2.24)

= v x ~ A —1/-+x T
Ue) = Y [FEe “(V;H" 4 W) + B = (Vv + W (@),
j=1

for all x > 0, where &, BN;C ,%]? € R are constants that are uniquely determined. For nota-

tional convenience below, we will for fixed x write this as

Up(w) = oy (V"4 W, (@), = > RV W @)+ B (VT (@),
j=1 Jj=1
(2.25)

~ 5k —vl ~ + .
where a; = aje i ", B]’? = B;-“e Yi ¥ and fyé-“ = ’y;?e'jﬂ ¥. We also note that these solutions

can be written as

Us(z) = (VE+Wia))a = (V5 +Ws(2))A @ (2.26)
Ue(z) = (V5+W3(@)BF + (VY + W (x))Y* = (W + W3 (@)A1 BF + (V + W (z)) AT,

where
Ve = [ L e P W) = (WY (@)L W ()] € R
A(x) = diag(e”fr”", . e”’m) e R™™,
and for each z > L and k we have

a=(a,...,apn) €R", 'yk:('yf,...,’yﬁ)eR”, Bk:(ﬁf,...,ﬁ,’j)eR”,
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with corresponding definitions for &, 5*, and 4*. Note that, because Uy (x) ¢ ES (), it
must be true that 4* # 0 for all k. Moreover, the v¥’s must be independent. Otherwise, if
vk = 49, then Uy — cU; € % (2), which would contradict Hypothesis (H4), that the zero

eigenvalue is simple.
Remark 2.7. The vectors &, ¥, A% can be computed numerically with known error bounds.
The Lagrangian condition says

0 = w(Up(@), Up(x)) = w((V° + W*(@))a, (V" + W*(2))7*) vk,

where we have used the fact that ES (z) € A(n) implies w((V*+W?(2))a, (V¥ +W3(x))BF) =

0. Let’s write

C (e — (VW@ w g — (VE @)
VS WS (z) = <V5+w5(x)>’ VU WY ( )_<vg+w;(x)>‘

Using the explicit formulas for fo ;/ “ given by (2.18]), we find

VE=Vi=DTV2ZN, V5 =VE = %D1/2ZN,17 N = diag (ﬁ) , (2.27)
2v;
J

and
Z=1[...15, 2Tz=1I

n

Using this notation, we can write the above Lagrangian condition as

Vi + Wi (2))a, (V3 + Wi (@))7") + (V5 + W3 ())a, (Vi + Wi (x))7")
a, (Vi + Wi ()T (Vi + Wi () — (V5 + W3 (2)" 0 + WE (2)1r")
a, [L— (V)" Wi (2) + (V)T W () — OW5(a)T (Vi + Wi () + WV ()T (V5 + W3 ()",

0= w((V*+ W (z))a, V" + W"(x))7")
= —((
_ T

(
—(
—(
—(
Therefore, we have found

o L Iy, Ti=span{l¥:k=1,....,n—1} (2.28)
TF = 4" =[5 Wi (z) — (V) W5 () + (W5 ()T (Vi + Wi () — Wi ()T (V5 + Wi ()],

This means that a frame matrix for the n — 1 dimensional subspace I'1 C R™ is given by

Iy '+ Qr, L=[... 7"} (2.29)
Q = (V)'Wi(z) — (V) Wi (@) + Wi ()" (Vi + W5 () — (W3 ()" (Vi + Wi (2)).

18



Suppose now that there is an intersection of E* (z) with the Dirichlet subspace. Since this
involves the first n components of vectors in R??, we introduce the projection operator
71 : R?" — R?", defined by

w1 (U1, ... uon) = (U1, ... U, 0,...0) € R?™, (2.30)
With this notation, an intersection of E* () with the Dirichlet subspace means
0 = det[m Uy (), mUi (), ..., mUn—1(z)]
0 = det[(V + Wi (@), Vf + Wi (@)y' + (V7 + Wi ()81, .,V + Wi (@)Y + (W + Wi ()87
= det(V§ + Wi (x))
x detla, B + (Vi + Wi (@) 'O + Wi @)y, 8771+ (V8 + Wi) ~ O + Wi (@)1
Moreover,
Vi +Wi@) 'OV + Wie) = (DTYPEZN +Wi(2) (DT ZN + Wi (x))
= [T+ (D7Y2ZN)" Wi ()] HI + (D7Y22N) Wi (x)].
Thus,
a € Ty, Ty=span{f*+I5:k=1,...,n-1} (2.31)
Tk = [T+ NT'ZTDYV2Wi () I + NTLZT DV 2 W (2)]F.

This means a frame matrix for I'y is given by

Ty : F+PT+B, T=R1..1",  B=[g" " (2.32)
P = NTZTDVPWi(a) + (Z(—n’fw*z%mm<a:>>'f) [+ N ZTDVPWy(a)],
k=1

where, via (2.23)), we are assuming that L is sufficiently large so that
INTLZT DY 2w ()| < 1 (2.33)
for all x > L. We note this will follow from the condition that €g4/ 2m/fr Amaz < 1, which

appears in the statement of Proposition Let 7p,, mr, € R™™ be the projections onto
I'1 2, respectively.
Proposition 2.8. There exists an L sufficiently large so that, for any x > L, ||7p, —

7TF2|| < 1.

We are interested in being able to verify for a specific L whether it is sufficiently large
so that ||7p, — 7, || < 1 for all x > L. Hence we find it necessary to explicitly quantify
Proposition [2.8]in full detail with the following proposition. Below we will prove Proposition
which implies also Proposition Define

B=[3"...1"Y,  T=p...5" (2.34)
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Proposition 2.9. Fiz Ly and €g(Ly) > 0. For D := diag(dy,...,d,) define the following
constants:

1 ~ ~ o~
€p 1= efZVTJ{LJFHBH p* =min{p : p € o(ITD)}

N/

dmin :=min{d; : j =1,...,n}, dmae :=max{d; : j=1,...,n}

24/2nvid 92
Cp = L Cq = o + \/2n1/frdmax + 2¢egn

+7 .
1—¢ Zanrdmam Vn dmin

Cu, = €0Cg(2 + €Cg) Car, == €0Cp(2 + €0Cp) + 265(1 + €oCp) + ;.

If Cary , Chy, 60\/2m/1+dmam < 1, then for all x > Ly we have:

Hﬂ-rl — Ty | < 26O(CQ +Cp) + 6(2)(0(29 + 0123)
+ € + 26,(1 + Cp) (2.35)

Chw,
1-Chyy

Chw,

1 C 202
+( + €o p+6b) 1=y

+ (1 + 600@)2
Note that Cjs, and C)y, contain factors of €y and €, and therefore every term on the right
hand side of (2.35]) contains at least one factor of either €y or €, both of which go to 0 as
L+ — +o0.

Remark 2.10. A key issue in estimating ||mp, — 7, || will be controlling the exponentially
growing factors present in any terms involving I'. One might naively think that ||T|| ~ el’lﬂ”,
and so ||[(TTT) Y| ~ e=21'%. However, this is not necessarily the case. To see this, consider

the example for n = 3 given by

ezszx eufrw
= 0 ewe|~en®
0 0
One can explicitly compute
+ + +
(FTI‘)—l 1 621/1 T + 621/2 T _621/1 T _2V;'z
= —_— ~ e
e2u1+x+21/2+x _621/;%‘ e2ufr:r: + 621/;50

Therefore, a naive estimate would predict T(TTT)~T'T ~ e”fr””e_2”;$el’fr$, which grows

exponentially in x and hence is insufficient. However, a direct calculation shows that

nrfo)~irt =

o O =
o = O
o O O
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This makes sense, since ip = (TTT)7T7T is a projection matriz, so its norm should not

grow (or decay) exponentially in x. In fact, |tr| = 1, as is the case for any (nontrivial)
projection. This means, however, that in estimating ||7r, —7r,||, we must not lose too much

information about the structure of I't 2.

Proof. (of Theorem [2) Suppose that there exists an x > L, such that E* () ND # {0}.
Then ([2.28)), (2.31)), and the above propositions imply

laf = |mryaf = [mr,0 — 7 af < af,
which is a contradiction. Therefore, we obtain Theorem [2| as an immediate corollary. n

Proof. (of Propositions and [2.9) Recall that, if V is a frame matrix for a given

k-dimensional subspace of R”, then
my = V(VIv)=lyT
is the corresponding projection matrix. The fact that rank V = k ensures that VTV is

invertible.

The idea in bounding ||7p, — 71, || will be to combine as many I'’s as possible into terms
of the form I'(T7T")~'I'", which is a projection and hence has unit norm. We begin by

collecting some bounds that will be used in estimating each term.

Using this formula and equations (2.29) and (2.32)), a direct calculation shows that

mr, = DT ~IT 4 r(r’m)~'rT

+r(TD) QDT + 1 (i(—l)k(Ml)k> a@rmy-irT
mr, = D7)~ 4 (PT + B)(rTrk):—llrg’
+ (T~ Y(PT + B)T + 1y (i(—l)k(Mz)k> afmy-irt
P
where we have defined
My = (I'D)7'ETQL +(QD)T + (D) (QD)] (2.36)

My, = (') 'I'T(PT + B) + (PT 4+ B)'T + (PT + B)" (PT + B)]
so that

T, = (TIT)(I1 + My), 2Ty = (ITT)(I + Msy).
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By taking a difference and gathering terms, we obtain the following:

T, — Ty = (Q — P)ﬂ'r + QWFQT + P?TFPT + WF(Q — P)T

I
— BITD) "' BT — BATD) T (1 + P)T — (1 + P)P(r7T) "' BT
II
+I (i(l)k(Ml)k> (r'T)~'rf — T2 (i(l)k(Mz)k> (r’r)-'r?
h=l k=1

117
(2.37)

We bound the norm of the pieces I, II, and III of (2.37)) in turn.

Remark 2.11. The ~v’s and B’s are not really unique; any scalar multiple of them also
works.  Our estimate should take this into account. In other words, consider the basis

solution Uy, = cxUy, which would be equivalent to instead taking cxy* and 8%, If we define
C = diag(ci, ..., cn_1) € ROTDX(=1)

this would be equivalent to replacing I' and B with I'C and BC, respectively. Inspecting
(2.36) and (2.37)), each term involves (TTT)~! and either two factors of T' or one factor of
I" and one factor of B. Thus, it seems plausible the constant matriz C would not have an

overall effect on the estimate. This will be confirmed below.

Bounds for I:

We first show that if €p4/ 2n1/fdmw < 1 then:

Q] < eClq, IP]| < eCPp. (2.38)
Given any matrix M, one has

||MH:>\ max )\/])\| (2.39)

eoc(MTM

To estimate P and @, first note that (2.23)) implies that ey is an upper bound on every
component of the n x n matrices ”Wf;(l‘)TWf;L(ZL‘)H, and thereby

Vs (@) < eov/n. (2.40)
In addition, (2.27) and the fact that || Z]] = 1 leads to

! V) < o VA dmas

V 2V7erdmin7 B 2
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Using the formula for @ in (2.29), as well as (2.40)), and (2.41]), we find

[ 2n
QI < €o < T + £/ 2n0) dias + 260n> = e0CQ. (2.42)
Un dmin
Using the formula for P in (2.32), and again (2.40)), and (2.41)), we find

2€04/ Qan'dmax
1P| < = ¢oChp, (2.43)

1—¢ 2711/i"dma9C

where in the above we have assumed that ¢ is sufficiently small so that €4/ 2nyfr Amaz < 1.

Hence we obtain:
1(Q — P)rr 4+ QrrQ” + PrpPT + mp(Q — P)T|| < 260(Co + Cp) + €5(CH + Cp)  (2.44)

Bounds for II:

We first show that for €, defined as in our proposition, we have:
IDETT) BT < 6, |BETT) B < &.
Consider the term I'(T7T)~!BT. Notice that
@) BT’ BT = B(r''r)"'BT. (2.45)

Furthermore, using the fact that I' = AT and B = A~ B, we therefore need to understand
the norm of
B(ITr)™' BT = A7 B(ITAT) ' BTAL. (2.46)

We first focus on the matrix 7 AT, which is real and symmetric. Hence, if {);} are its

eigenvalues, then ||(TTA2T) | < AL . If u is a unit eigenvector with eigenvalue A, then
A = (u, Mu) = (u, TTA’Tu) = (Tu, A*Tu) > eQV’sz(f‘u,f‘u) = e2l’;{$<u,f‘T1~“u>.

The matrix TZT is again real and symmetric (and of full rank). Moreover, its eigenvalues are

positive, because if y is an eigenvalue with unit eigenvector g, then p = (q,ITTq) = |Tq|?.

Hence,
Amin = Q2w min{p: p € a(fo‘)}.
Denoting
p'=min{p: p € o(IT)},
we find

1 —21/;{'m

I(FTAPD) )| < Tl
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Since |[A~L| < e, we therefore find
Tr\-1RT Lo wita) py2
1B T) "B | s e 1Bl =

Since B(I'TT)~!BT is real and symmetric, this bound also provides a bound on its eigen-

values. As a result, (2.39)) and (2.45) imply

IPITD) 1 BT| < ——e 2B =6, p* =min{p: pe o@D} (247)

1
/M*
Hence we can obtain the estimate:

|B(CTT)'BT + BOTT)'1T(1 + P)T + (I + P)T(TTT) ' BY|| < € + 26,(1 + €oCp)
(2.48)

Remark 2.12. Recall Remark [2.11. If in ([2.46) we replace T' and B by TC and BC,

respectively, for some invertible diagonal matriz C, then we find
AT1BC(CTTA’TC)1CBTA™ = A 'B(TTA’D) 1 BTA Y,
and so the estimate does not depend on the matriz C.

Remark 2.13. The quantity p* = min{p : p € o(TTT)} appearing in (2.47) will in practice
be computed numerically. Although we know for theoretical reasons that p* > 0, one must be

careful that any (controllable) numerical error does not cause a violation of this condition.

Bounds for III:
Keeping Remark in mind, we simplify the expressions for M o and III as follows. First,

(2.36) can be written as:
M, = @Iy~ 'rTanT M, = (D) 1T MoT (2.49)
where we define M; := Q + QT + QTQ and

My:=P+ P+ PTp
+ 1 +PHBrTD)'IrT + @D BT(1 + P)+ T @TT) BT BT T,
A straightforward calculation shows that Cpy, > ||M;| and Chz, > ||[Ms||. Using ([2.49),

notice that
METTT)IrT = (07T T [ My wp)

This can be shown, for example, via an induction argument. As a result,
oo [e.e]
r (Z(—l)ka> @)’ = Z K Mymr)F,
k=1 =1
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and so
r (=1)FMmP ) @I~ rT|| < —
Similarly, we obtain the following estimate

00 C

_1\kask T\—11T < _ZMs
r(§ (—1) M2>(F )T _1_JC“M.
k=1 2

By factoring out I'y = (I + Q)I', we can go about bounding our infinite sums as follows:

s (Z(—U’“(M)’“) )T =+ eoOQ)ZlcﬂéjM. (2.50)
k=1 1

Similarly, by writing ['s(TTT)~! = (I + P + B(LTD)~!TT)I(TTT)~! we obtain:

T2 (Z(—l)k(MQ)k> @) '3 = (1 + €Cp + eb)2%. (2.51)
k=1 2

Thus, by plugging into (2.37)) the estimates from (2.44)), (2.48), (2.50) and (2.51]), we obtain

721/396

(2.35). By choosing L, large we can control the size of ¢y and e , and hence also Cyy,,

which means we can choose L4 so the right hand side of (2.37)) is strictly less than 1. This
completes the proof. [ |

3 Methodology for Computing Conjugate Points

Here we demonstrate how to rigorously count conjugate points in practice. Again, we
restrict our interest to PDEs of the form in (1.6)), repeated below:

vy = Dugg + VG (v), G € C*(R™ R). (3.1)

Moreover, we are interested in computing the spectral stability of an equilibrium solution
¢ : R — R"™ such that its linearization ([1.5]) satisfies Hypotheses and To do so, we

perform the following steps:

(i) For two points vp,v1 € R™ such that 0 = VG(vg) = VG(v1) and G(vg) = G(v1),
compute (and prove the existence of) a standing wave ¢ : R — R™ such that

lim, oo p(x) = vg and limy, 400 () = v;.
(ii) Fix L_ > 0 and prove that E* () "D = {0} for all z < —L_.

(iii) Fix Ly > 0 and calculate a frame matrix U : [-L_, L] — R?"*" whose columns
span E% (z) for all x € [-L_, L].
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(iv) Prove that E* (x) "D = {0} for all z > L.

(v) Count the conjugate points on [—L_, L].

By Theorem [1| the number of unstable eigenvalues of £ in is equal to the number of
conjugate points z € R where E* (z) N D # {0}. By Lemma x € R is a conjugate
point if and only if det A;(z) = 0. Using this approach, we reduce this search for conjugate
points down to a finite interval [-L_, L4]. We note that in practice we will fix Ly = 0 and
leave L_ free to be chosen. We note also that our computational methodology may also
be adapted for use with standard/non-validated numerics. For this case, in short, one may

skip steps (ii) and (iv).

Being a numerical algorithm several computational parameters, such as L_, must be fixed.
To obtain a more theoretical flavor, one could rephrase our validation theorems with phases
such as “if L_ > 0 is sufficiently large, then ... 7. However as necessitated in constructing
a computer assisted proof, we will fix all of our computational parameters, and then after
checking explicitly verifiable conditions, determine whether the hypothesis of each validation
theorem is satisfied. If any one of the validation criteria prove false, then the entire computer
assisted proof is unsuccessful. In this case, we may try to prove the theorem again with a

different selection of computational parameters.

By performing this calculation using validated numerics, we are able to obtain a mathe-
matical proof of the existence of ¢ and calculate its spectral stability. This methodology is
based on interval arithmetic, a fundamental tool for producing computer assisted proofs in
analysis. To briefly overview (see also [Rok01], [(GS19]), let us define the set of real intervals
IR as

IR :={[a,b] CR: —c0 < a < b < oo}.

In this manner, a rigorous enclosure of v/2, for example, can be given in terms of an
upper and lower bound. One may define arithmetic operation * € {4+, —,-, /} on intervals
A BelRby AxB={ax*xp:ac A,5 € B}. These operations are explicitly computable
with the exception, of course, of division when 0 € B. More generally, if f : R" — R™
is a continuous function, then we say that F' : IR" — IR™ is an interval extension of f if
f(z) € F(X) for all X € IR" and all z € X.

While interval arithmetic provides a computational methodology for performing set arith-
metic, some amount of precision is lost. It should be noted that subtraction (division) is not
the inverse operation of addition (multiplication); [a, b] — [a, b] = [a —b,b— a] # [0, 0] unless
a = b. Furthermore the interval extension of a function need not be unique nor sharp. For
example the function defined as A — [—1,1] for A € IR is an interval extension of the sine

function. Nevertheless, the forward propagation of error behaves predictably and the final

26



result is guaranteed to contain the correct answer. More precisely, if A, A, B, B € IR with
AC Aand BC B, then Ax BC Ax B for € {+,—,-,/}. This property is sometimes

called the inclusion isotony principle.

On a computer using floating point numbers, one is only able to precisely represent the
rational numbers with a finite binary expansion. Furthermore, when the sum of two float-
ing point numbers is computed, the sum is necessarily rounded to an adjacent floating
point number. To account for this, when interval arithmetic is implemented on a computer,
outward rounding is used in order to ensure that whatever interval arithmetic operation
performed will contain the true solution. By controlling a posterior: error estimates, in-
terval enclosures may be computed for elementary functions, matrix operations, and even

implicitly defined functions, such as the solution to differential equations.

3.1 Computing a standing wave

To calculate a standing wave to (3.1), we solve the equivalent problem of calculating a
heteroclinic orbit in the spatial dynamical system, a Hamiltonian ODE. We define the
generalized momentum variable w = Dwv, € R™ and consider the following Hamiltonian

System:

H(v,w) = %HD’le2 + G(v). (3.2)
(v,w) = —=JVH(v,w) (3.3)

where J denotes the symplectic matrix defined in (1.7]). Hence, a standing wave ¢ to (3.1)
corresponds to a heteroclinic orbit ¢ = (¢, Dys) to (3.3)).

Assume that pg,p1 € R?" are equilibria to with equal energy H(pg) = H(p1) and
without loss of generality, assume that H(pg) = 0. From our assumption (H2) we may
assume that the linearizations about pg and p; are hyperbolic, both having n-stable and n-
unstable eigenvalues, all distinct. A heteroclinic orbit between these points is an intersection
between W*"(py), the n-dimensional unstable manifold of pg, and W*#(p;), the n-dimensional
stable manifold of p;. Generically, two n dimensional manifolds embedded in R?" will have
a trivial intersection. However the assumption H(py) = H(p1) forces both manifolds to live
within the same codimension-1 energy surface, whereby they will generically intersect along

a 1-dimensional submanifold.

We compute the heteroclinic orbit by solving a boundary value problem between W*(pg)
and W#(p1), using validated numerics to compute the (un)stable manifolds and the solution
map of the flow. This subject has been well studied in the validated numerics literature, see
for example the works [Ois98| WZ03|, vdBDLMJ15, [AKT5l vdBBLM18| vdBS20] and the

the references cited therein. We develop bounds on the (un)stable manifold of a hyperbolic
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fixed point using the approach taken in [CZ17, [CWZ17, [CTZ18]. As the estimates for the
(un)stable manifolds are used in (3.13)) to compute the constants ny; and Cjs from (H3),
we present the unstable manifold theorem from [CTZ18] in full detail. Since this ODE is

time reversible, the same estimates follow for bounding the stable manifold of p;.

To begin our analysis, we perform a linear change of variables to align our coordinate
axes with the (un)stable eigenvectors of the linearized flow about py. In the context of
computer assisted proofs, where floating point arithmetic is not perfect, we do not require
our change of variables to be perfect. To that end, fix an invertible matrix Ay, € R2n*?2»
whose columns are (approximate) eigenvectors for the Jacobian of — JV H (pg). We choose
the first n columns of Ay to correspond to the unstable eigenvectors, and the second n
columns of Ag to correspond to the stable eigenvectors. We define a change of coordinates
¥(2) == po + Agz, where ¥(2) = (v,w)T, and correspondingly define a conjugate dynamical
system by:

f(z) = A IVH(Y(2)) (3.4)
2= f(2). (3.5)

If the columns of Ay are chosen to be the exact eigenvectors, then the unstable and stable
eigenvectors of the linearization of (3.5) at 0 are given by basis vectors {e;}_; and {e;}27, 41

respectively.

Locally, the (un)stable manifolds of the origin can be well approximated as a graph over
its (un)stable eigenspaces. Here we follow the approach taken in [CZ17] to approximate
these invariant manifolds, identify a neighborhood of validity, and provide rigorous error
estimates using validated numerics. As precisely detailed in Theorem (3] if certain a pos-
teriori conditions are satisfied (depending on fixed constants r,,7s > 0) then the unstable
manifold to is contained within the set S = B, X B, where

By, = {(2,0) e R* : |z < 1y}, By ={(0,y) e R : |y| <ry}. (3.6)

These a posteriori conditions are satisfied if (7) the flow exits S through the set 0B, x Bs;
(7i) the flow enters S through the set B, x 0Bs; and (iii) the flow stays inside a cone of

angle ¢ = ry/r,. See Figure [2| for a pictorial representation of these conditions.
This last condition is checked using logarithmic norms (3.7) and logarithmic minimums
(3.8) which, for the Euclidean norm on R¥, is defined for square matrices A € RV*V as
follows:
I(A) := max {\ € spectrum of (4 + AT)/2}, (3.7)
my(A) :=min {\ € spectrum of (A + AT)/2}. (3.8)
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Figure 2: Conditions to check when using a computer to prove an unstable manifold theo-

rem. The top and bottom sides of the box correspond to B, x 0B, and the left and right

sides correspond to 0B, X Bs.

The logarithmic norm [(A) and logarithmic minimum m;(A) may be positive or negative,
and provide upper and lower bounds on the linear flow defined by a matrix A, that is
et < ||| < At For further details, we refer the reader to [ANWS7, [CZ17] and the

references therein.

For a set S C R*" we define interval matrices [ﬂz%(S )] , {m%(s )} € IR™" by
of — - . — |3 of of
[ma—z(S)} = {A = (ai;) € IR™" : q; 5 = [;ggml%(z),iggﬂ%%(z)} }

o) nxn : 0, 0,
[ﬂma—g(S)} = {A = (ai;) € IR™" : q; ; = [iggmzai(z),ilég ﬂxlayf](z)] }

Here, for a point z = (z,y) € R?*" the maps z — m,,(z) and z — 7, (2) denote the
projections onto the i*" components of z and y respectively. These sets [ﬂxﬂ(S)] and

ox
[ﬂx%(S)] are essentially a rectangular, convex closure of the Fw% and Fx% images of a

set S. We now present the unstable manifold theorem from [CTZIS].

Theorem 3 ([CTZIS8, Theorem 12]). Suppose pg € R** is an equilibrium of (3.3)). Fix
ru,9 > 0 and vy = Ur,. Define the sets B, and Bs as in (3.6) and S = B, x B, C R*",
Writing (x,y) € By X Bs, we define rate constants u,§ € R as follows

B of L or

= {1 (m300) + 5 [m )]} )

= if  m(4)-  swp 9|4, (3.10)
A€[mz §L(9)] Ale [m s (S)]

Suppose the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) For any q € 0B, x Bs we have (7, f(q), m+q) > 0;

(it) For any q € By, x 0B, we have (my f(q), myq) < 0;
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(iti) p <0 <E.
Then there exists a unique C!-function w" : B, — By such that ||0, w*|| < L, and
W (0) = {(z.w"(2)) - « € B}

is the local unstable manifold of O for the differential equation (3.5). Moreover the map
P : B, — R® defined by P(z) = ¢(z,w"(x)) is a chart for W (po), the local unstable

manifold of py for the differential equation (3.3)).

The intuition for the three conditions above, is that we require: (i) the flow exits through
the “unstable faces” of the product B, x Bs; (i) the flow enters S through the “stable
faces” of the product B, x Bs; and (iii) the flow stays inside a cone of angle ¥ = r5/7,

analogous to the rate constants of Fenichel theory.

The hypotheses of Theorem [3|can be explicitly verified using interval arithmetic. Of partic-
ular interest is the constant & which we use in to define the constant 7y, from (H3).
Note by reversing time, Theorem |3| can be used to provide explicit bounds on the stable
manifold W} _(p1).

To compute a heteroclinic orbit to (3.3), we solve a boundary value problem between W*(pg)
and W*(p1). That is, we seek to find points gy € W*(pg) and ¢; € W#(p1) such that if we
integrate gy forward along the flow and we integrate ¢q; backwards along the flow, they will
meet in the middle. That is ®7(qp) = ®_7(q1) for some T' > 0, where ®7 denotes the time
T—solution map of . To that end, we define in below a function h : R?" — R?" so
that its zeros are (generically) isolated, and correspond to a heteroclinic orbit ¢ : R — R?"

connecting py and p;.

Recall that W"(pg) and W#(p;) will generically have a transverse intersection only within
the 0—energy surface H° = {(v,w) € R?" : H(v,w) = 0}. Away from singular points, H°
can be locally written as a graph over its first 2n — 1 coordinates; if (v, w) € H° and w,, > 0,
then w, = dn\/— R4 |dy fwg]? — 2G (v). Hence, in order to check that ®7(go) = ®—_7(q1),

it suffices to check that the two points agree on their first 2n — 1 coordinates, and their w,

coordinates are of the same sign.

To explictly define our boundary value problem operator h, suppose that the hypotheses
of Theorem [3| are satisfied for some r, > 0 and BY C R", whereby P : B — R is a
chart for the (local) unstable manifold of py. Similarly, for 74 > 0 and B! C R™, suppose
Q : B! — R?" is a chart for the (local) stable manifold of p;. A heteroclinic orbit between
po and p; can be identified by finding some qo € BY, ¢ € B! and T > 0 such that
O7(P(q0)) = P_7(Q(q1)). While the heteroclinic orbit may be unique, the same may not
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be said of gp and ¢g;. To impose a phase condition, we fix T' > 0 and r, > 0, and require

that ||qo|| = ru. Thus, we define our boundary value operator h : BY x Bl — R?" as follows:

[@7(P(q0)) — -7(Q(q1))]; if1<i<2n—1,

[h(q0, q1)); =
lqoll® =72 if i = 2n

(3.11)

Since pp and p; have equal energy, if h(go, ¢1) = 0 and the 2n*® component of both ®7(P(qo))
and ®_7(Q(q1)) are of the same sign, then these component values are equal and moreover
O7(P(q0)) = 2_7(Q(q1)) =: ¢(0). It then follows that ¢(x) := P,(¢(0)) is a heteroclinic
orbit with limits: lim,_,_~ ¢(x) = pp and lim, 4o ¢(x) = p1.

Thus, proving the existence of a locally unique heteroclinic orbit between equilibria py and
p1 is essentially reduced to proving the existence of locally unique solutions to 0 = h(qo, q1)
as defined in (3.11]). For a given domain U C IR*", we use the CAPD library [KMWZ20] to
calculate rigorous enclosures of ®7(U) and D®p(U). Lastly, we are able to prove that an
explicit neighborhood U C IR?" contains a unique zero of h by using the interval-Krawczyk
method [HWO03].

3.2 Determining L_

As described in Section we wish to find L_ > 0 such that E* (x;0) N D = {0} for
all x < —L_. Conditions for this are established in Proposition namely if (2.12) is

satisfied. This inequality depends on a nontrivial constant A .

s

an eigenfunction, cf (2.9). The constants Cys and 17, as we recall from Hypothesis (H3),
are chosen such that |M(z) — M| < Cyre~™#l. Thus by choosing L_ large we may ensure
IM(z) — Mi| < 1.

In Proposition we define the A\~ := K-Ca g=mmiL- 4 hound the error when computing

In the present application, we define M(z) = V2G(p(z)) relative to a heteroclinic orbit
¢ = (¢, Dpy) to . We note, however, that heteroclinic orbits are only unique up to
translation; if ¢ : R — R?" is a heteroclinic orbit, then so too is ¢, (z) := ¢(x + o) for
any o € R. In this sense the choice of L_ is somewhat arbitrary, or said differently, highly

dependent on the choice of translation o.

As a result, when bounding Ay in Theorem E| below, it is not the particular value of L_
but instead the properties of ¢(—L_) which have a direct effect on our estimates. In our
hypothesis we fix ¢(—L_) € W} (po) € By x B, where B, has a radius of r, and By has

a radius of ry = ¥r,. By taking r, small, we are able to control the size of Ay .

Theorem 4. Assume the hypothesis of Theorem [3, having fized appropriate constants
ru,0,& > 0, and define K_ as in (2.6). Suppose that ¢ is a heteroclinic orbit to ([3.3)
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such that ¢(—L_) € W (po). Then
A < ETTK_Cary||Ao|[ V1 + 92,

wherd]
Ca < sug HDgG(m o(2))]l-
ze

Proof. We first calculate constants Cyy,nys defined in (2.3)) for which
|A_(z)]| < Care=™ll 2 <0,
Note that this bound is only needed for z < —L_. We compute a bound on A_(x) below:

[A-(@)[| = M- = M(2)]|
= | D*G(p-) - D*G(())

)

where ¢ = mpg. Recall ¢ = (¢, Dy, ), where D is the diffusion matrix. By Theorem [3| we
have ¢yt o ¢p(x) € S = B, x By for all x < —L_. From the definition of Cg and the mean

value theorem it follows that
A (2)]| < Calle(x) — ]|

To bound ||¢(x) — ¢—||, we note from [CTZ18, Theorem 14] that

It o p(— (2 + L)) < ryV1+ 0278 2 >0, (3.12)
Hence for x < —L_ it follows that

6(z) — poll < rullAol|V/1+02e St -l <L
Thereby, if we define:

v =¢&, Cur = Caryl|Aol|V/1 + 92e55-, (3.13)

then ([2.3)) is satisfied for z < —L_. From Proposition we have

KO omr- _ ETK_Caryl|Ao||V/1 + 92

Ny

A <

O]

“Note that D3G(71 o ¢(w)) is a rank 3 tensor. We may estimate the spectral norm of a rank-3 tensor
A = (as;k) by defining matrices Ay as (Ax)i; = aijr and estimating [|A[| < (32, \|Ak\|2)1/2.
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3.3 Calculating E“ (z)

Recall our definition of E“ (z) as being the subspaces of solutions to (2.1)) which are asymp-
totic to E* . That is, if U;(z) : R — R?" are linearly independent solutions to (2.1]) for
1 <@ < n such that lim,_,_~ U;(x) = 0, then

E® (z) = span{U;(x),...,Up(x)}, vV € R.

Recall also our results from Proposition and Proposition that E¥ (x) may be repre-

sented by a frame matrix W—%(z) for x < —L_ with columns satisfying

AT
— AT

W) = Vi llx <

J = Vit =€, z<—L-.

where X = L°°((—o0, —L_],R*"). To compute a frame matrix of E(z) for z > —L_ one
has to solve taking as initial values the columns VV;’"(—L,). A difficulty here is that
we only have a basis of E* (—L_) accurate up to a certain error, and this error needs to be
propagated forward when solving the IVP .

To keep track of error, for V7 = {Vl_“] . \Vn_’“} fix a numerical approximation of the

eigenvectors V7% = {Vl—ul ...]Vn_’“] and fix & such that |V," — V.| < &. Define
E(z) : (=00, —L_] — R?™*" guch that W =%(z) = V=% + E(z). It follows that the columns
satisfy

[Eiw)| < W (@) = Vi M+ V" =V

1
<€+6€
for 1 <i <nand x < —L_. To bound E(x) computationally we construct an interval
matrix £ € IR*™ " below:
[_61 —€1,€1 + E1] [_fn — €n,€n + En]
E = : : . (3.14)
[_61 — €1,€1 + E1] [_fn — €n,€n + En]
Note then that E(x) € £~ and therefore W—%(x) € V™% 4+ £~ for # < —L_. To bound a
frame matrix of E* (z) for x > —L_, it suffices to bounds solutions of (2.1)) with the initial

values W, "(—L_) = V; " + E; for each 1 < i < n and all possible initial data E; € & .
This may be accomplished with standard techniques in validated numerics, eg [KMWZ20)].

Note first that any error terms of the initial condition in the unstable eigendirections will
grow exponentially. To mollify this problem we perform a change of variables; for t = —L_
there exist matrices E,(—L_), Es(—L_) € R™*"™ such that

BE(~L.)=V " By (~L )+ V- Ey(-L_).
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From its definition in (3.14) it follows that £~ > V™% E,(—L_) + V™ - Es(—~L_). Hence
interval enclosures &,, & € IR™*™ containing Fy,(—L_) and Es(—L_) may be computed as

follows

If I + E,(—L_) is invertible for the n x n identity matrix I, then a new frame matrix
U(—L_) € R?"*" for E*(—L_) may be defined as follows

U(—L_):=W™"(=L_)-(I+ Ey(—L_))"" (3.15)
= (V" +E(-L_)) - (I + E,(~L_))™"
=V U4V B(—L_ )1+ E,(-L_))"".

Hence if I + Eu is invertible for all Eu € &,, then we may define an interval enclosure
U(—L_) € TR*™ ™ of the frame matrix U(—L_) as follows

UL )=V 4 V5 & (T+E).

Note that all of the error terms in U(—L_) are essentially in the stable eigendirections.

Thus for any Ly > 0 we may define a frame matrix U : [~L_, L] — R?*"*" for E*(z) by
defining the i*" column of U(x) as the solution to the initial value problem (2.1)) taking as

an initial condition at z = —L_ the i column of U(—L_).

Using rigorous numerics, we are able to similarly extend A (—L_) to a function U : [-L_, L] —
IR?™*™ and obtain an enclosure of the frame matrix U(z) for « € [~L_, L, ]. In particular,
we define the i column of U(z) as the solution to the initial value problem (2.1)) taking as

an initial condition at z = —L_ the i*" column of U(—L_).

3.4 Determining L

To prove that E* (z;0) N D = {0} for all z > Ly, we aim to show that ||7p, — 7r,|| < 1
using the estimate in (2.35]). Analogous to Theorem |4} we may explicitly obtain bounds on
A7, and define ¢ as in ([2.22). To obtain all of the necessary constants for Proposition

we need to compute bounds on
1

o —2ZI+L+ » * oL : . T
€ = ——=c "B, p=min{p: p € o(I" )}, (3.16)
Vi

The matrices B, T are defined in terms of how a frame matrix U (0) of E“ (0) may be written

in terms of basis vectors spanning E? (0) and EY (0), cf (2.25) and (2.32)). By increasing L

one is able to control the size of €, however the precise value of L, should be taken with

a grain of salt as heteroclinic orbits are translation invariant. As Theorem [4] was stated

34



without explicit reference to the value of L_, we will without loss of generality choose
L, =0.

Before further discussing how to compute the matrices B, T, recall that throughout Section
we assume the particular form of the frame matrix U(z) of E*(z) given in (2.17).
Namely, we assume that U(z) = [U,|U1| ... |Un—1] where U, = (¢', D¢"), and Uy, ..., Up—1
are some other vectors for which the columns of U(x) span E* (). However, this choice of
frame matrix is generically at odds with how we defined the frame matrix U(z) in (3.15),
where for 1 < i < n we simply took each column U;(—L_) to be an approximate unstable

eigenvector of A_ .

To define a frame matrix of the form required in (2.17)), first fix some 1 < i < n, and define
a matrix U;(x) € R2nx(n—1) by

Us(x) = [ Ui@) | ... | Uisi(@) | Ui (@) | ... | Unle) ] (3.17)

where each U}, is a column of the frame matrix U defined in (3.15)). So long as U, is not in
the span of the columns of U;(z) then Ulz) == Uy (2)|U;(x)] is a frame matrix for E* (x).

For this particular choice of frame matrix, we may now compute the matrices B,I" € R~ 1,

+

Recall from (2.25) that 85 = Bre ™ %, Ak = 4% * and
n ~ ~ ~
Uk(JI) — Z;-)'/;ﬂvy"rm + lley‘/}'f‘ys'
j=1

= AWV W @) + B (VT + W ().
j=1

Note from ([2.23]) that \Wf’s/u(%)‘ < ¢ for all x > Ly and all j, s, u. Thus, having assumed
Ly =0, fixed 1 <i < n, and writing B = [8']...[6" ] and T = [¥!|...[3"""] as in (2.34),

we obtain

r

U(Ly) = ([ Yo ‘ Ps } X [ W ‘ W D =

Let YVt V1% denote numerical approximations of V% V% and define an interval matrix
Er. € IR?™*2" guch that

e [ W ‘ WS } i [ phu ‘ s } _ [ phu ‘ A ] ,

from which it follows that

[ ]1; ] € <I+ [ P | phs }15L+>_1 [ P | s rl Us(Ly). (3.18)
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Using validated numerics we are able to solve (3.18) to obtain enclosures of T' € I'; €
IR and B € By € IR™" .

From here it is straightforward to bound ||B|| in terms of the interval enclosure B; needed
in the estimate for ¢,. However obtaining a lower bound on p*, cf , requires slightly
more finesse. First, let us write I';y = I + Ta, where I', € IR™""! is the midpoint of
I'; with zero width and Ta = I'; — I',. We obtain a bound on p* by way of the Rayleigh

quotient.

p*=min{u:p€o(TT)}
T@T.+T5)T(T.+T
> inf  nf  SleT S)T( et Ts)e
[sela z€R?~1]z|=1 xtx

a? (PIT, + 200, + T1Ts) 2

= inf inf 7
[selp zeR?15|z|=1 Trz

> min{u : p € o(T¢Te)} = 2| TATe]| — [ITAT all

As T, is an interval matrix with zero width, calculating min{x : u € o(I'7T.)} can be done

with little error. Thus, in the manners described above, we are able to estimate €, and p*.

Furthermore, recall that the matrices B and T were defined relative to U: for a choice of
1 <4 < n. Assuming that U, ¢ span {Uy} for all 1 < k < n, then there are n different
ways to define a frame matrix [U¢|Ug] and compute corresponding matrices B and T'. In
_ 1Bl
T Ve

practice, we optimize this choice of i so that ¢, ToE is minimized.

3.5 Counting Conjugate Points

By Lemma the problem of computing conjugate points is equivalent to counting the

number of zeros of the function
F(x) :=det[m o U(z)].

In Section we discussed how to compute an interval enclosure of the frame matrix
U(z) € U(z) for E* (z) and = € [-L_, Ly]. In a straightforward manner, we are able to

obtain interval bounds on F, and F’ as well by applying the Jacobi formula
% det Uy (z) = tr (adj(Uy (z))U] () -

Remark 3.1. For x < —L_ we have bounds for a frame matriz of E* (x) given by U(x) €
VU4 E7 for £ given in (3.14). An alternative proof for Propositz'on showing E* (z)N
D = {0} may be obtained by directly computing det (w1 o (V=¥ + 7)) using interval arith-

metic and showing this quantity is bounded away from 0.
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If L_ and L4 are chosen so that Propositions [2.5 and [2.8| are satisfied, then all of the zeros
of F are in the interval [-L_, Ly]. To rigorously enumerate the zeros of F(x), we take
an approach based on the bisection method. That is, we subdivide [~L_, L] into a cover
{[zi,zi+1]} of subintervals with non-overlapping interiors. For each subinterval [z;, x;11],
we attempt to prove either that F' is bounded away from 0, or F' has a unique zero in

(24, zi+1). We do so by checking the hypotheses of the two statements below:

(i) If F(x;)- F(xi+1) > 0 (ie the endpoints have the same sign), and any of the following
hold

(a) 0 ¢ F([zs,wit1]); ie direct computation.
(b) 0 ¢ F'([zi, zi41])
(©) 0¢ (Fle) + |0, 252 | 'l win) ) U (Fain) — [0, 252 | F(lai,2ia))

then there are no zeros of F' in [x;, z;+1]. Note condition (c) is essentially the mean

value theorem.

(i) If F(z;) - F(xi41) < 0 (ie the endpoints have different sign) and 0 ¢ F'([z;, zi11]),

then there is a unique zero of F'in (x;, it1).

If either statement (i) or (ii) holds on every subinterval in the cover {[z;, z;+1]}, then F' has
a number of zeros in [—L_, L;] equal to the number of subintervals where statement (i)
holds.

If on any subinterval the computer program is unable to verify either statement (i) or
(ii), then the computer assisted proof for enumerating the zeros of F on [—L_, L] is
not successful. In such a case, the computation may be attempted again using a cover
of [-L_, L] with a finer mesh. This will generically improve the interval enclosure of
estimates such as F([x;,z;41]) or F'([x;,2;+1]). Further improvements may be had by
reducing Ly 4+ L_, because — by the nature of rigorously solving an initial value problem
— as x increases, the accuracy at which we are able to compute F' decreases. However, the
value of L, + L_ can only be reduced to the extent that we are still able to, as detailed in
section prove that E* (z) N D = {0} for all x > L.

4 (Un)stable Fronts in a Reaction-Diffusion System
In this section we construct example PDEs of the form (1.6]), use validated numerics to

construct front solutions, and use the conjugate point method outlined above to show that

fronts can be both stable and unstable. As noted in the introduction, this complements
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previous results. Classical Sturm-Liouville theory can be used to show that any front in a
scalar reaction-diffusion equation must be stable (if the essential spectrum is stable), while
any pulse in a scalar reaction-diffusion equation must be unstable. In [BCJT18] it was
shown that, for equations of the form , a symmetric pulse must also be unstable, thus
in some sense generalizing the pulse instability result from the scalar to the system case.
Here we show that the front stability result from the scalar case does not extend to the
system case; fronts can be either stable or unstable. Although it is not surprising that both
stable and unstable fronts can exists for systems of reaction-diffusion equation, we are not

aware of this being discussed anywhere.

We will build our example out of the scalar bistable equation

U = Uy + bf (u), flu)=u(u—3)(1—u), (4.1)

which has an explicit front solution given by
(i) = ————

x;b) =
70 1+ e *Vb/2

that is spectrally stable by the classical results of Sturm-Liouville theory. We note that

(4.2)

the essential spectrum of the linearized operator is given by (—oo, —b/2], which is stable if
b > 0. We will couple three copies of this equation together in such a way that the resulting
system of equations has the gradient structure of so that all of the preceding results
apply. To that end, consider the system

Oy = O%uy + byf(uy) + crag(ug, us)
Opug = OPug + baf(uz) + cr2g(ug, ur) + cazg(ug, u3) (4.3)
Ouz = O2uz + b3 f(us) + cazg(us, ua),

where f, g are given by

flw) =ulu—3)1-u) g(u,w) = w(l —w)(u - 3).

The coefficients ¢;; are the coupling coefficients; the positive parameters b; control the
extent to which the uncoupled equations are the same. If the ¢;; are all zero, then there is

a stationary front solution

Po(z) = (po(x;b1), po(w; b2), wo(x;b3)).

Since each of the three components can be translated independently of the others, in this
case the front is stable with a triple eigenvalue at the origin. The corresponding three

independent eigenfunctions are given by
(@6(1"’1)1)7070)7 (07 (106(1'71)2)30)7 (0703306(1‘7173))
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This system is of the form (T.6) with G : R® — R given by

1 1
G(ul,UQ,U3) = —Z Z bluf(l — ’LLi)2 — 5 Z Ci7i+1’u,¢(1 — ’UJZ')UZ;H(l — Ui+1)' (44)

1<i<3 1<i<2

We will prove the following.

Theorem 5. Consider the PDE in (4.3) with the parameter b = (b1, be,b3) = (1,.98,.96)
fized. At each of the four parameter combinations ¢y + = (Ec12, £co3) = (£.04, £.02), there
exists a standing wave solution ¢+ + to (4.3)) such that

lim ¢4 +(x) =(0,0,0), lim ¢4 4(x)=(1,1,1).

T—>—00 T—>+00

Furthermore,

o There are exactly 0 positive eigenvalues in the point spectrum of p_ _.
o There is exactly 1 positive eigenvalue in the point spectrum of both ¢4 _ and o_ ..

o There are exactly 2 positive eigenvalues in the point spectrum of ¢4 4.

We note that the specific parameters used in Theorem [5| are somewhat arbitrary, and
the program used to produce the computer assisted proof [BJ21] is capable of performing
the analogous stability calculation at other (individual) parameters. The parameters in
Theorem [5| were selected so that the standing fronts ¢4 + to the coupled equation could
be computed using validated numerics, in particular when using the standing front to the
uncoupled equation (4.1) as an initial approximation. Parameter continuation could be
employed to investigate the existence of standing waves to and their spectral stability
at parameters farther away from the uncoupled case, however this was not explored in
this work. We also note that, even though we do not include it here, we did consider the
corresponding example in the case n = 2, which produced similar results. Moreover, this

example can be generalized in a relatively straightforward way to n equations for n > 3.

Proof. The C++ code for the computer assisted proof of this proposition may be found in
[BJ21]. We summarize our approach. To calculate and prove the existence of these standing
waves, it is equivalent to compute a connecting orbit to the ODE in (3.3)), which for our

specific example is given by:

ull =1, ’Ui = —blf(ul) - 6129(u17u2)
uh = va, vy = —ba f (ug) — c12g(ug, u1) — c23g(u2, uz)
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Define pp = 0 € R% and p; = (1,1,1,0,0,0) € RS. Then pg, p1 are fixed points of (3.3) with
equal energy H(pg) = H(p1) = 0. To calculate and prove the existence of these standing

waves, we use the methodology described in Section [3.1

For a fixed L_ > 0, we use the methodology described in Section to calculate a rigorous
enclosure of the three vectors which span E* (—L_). Furthermore, we show that E“ (z)ND =
{0} forall z < —L_.

As described in Section we may then solve the initial value problem , taking
as initial conditions the three vectors which span E"(—L_), and thus obtain a validated
representation of E* (z) for x € [-L_, L;]. More precisely, is given by U, = AU for
A(z) = (4\91(95) Dgl) as in where for our example we take D as the identity matrix,
and the matrix M(z) = V2G(p(x)) is defined for the standing wave ¢ = (u1,uz, ug) as

blf(UQ + c12g(u2) i crah(uy, us) i 0
M(z) = ci2h(u1, u) ba f(u2) + c12g(u1) + c23g(us3) cazh(ug, us)
0 cozh(uz, u3) bsf(us) + c23g(us)

and the functions f , G, h are defined as

f(u) = 0uf(u) §(u) = Ouwg(u,w) h(u, w) = Oug(u, w)
= Bu(l —u) — §, = u(1 —u), = —2(u=H(w-1).
We then use the methodology described in Section [3.4]to verify the hypothesis of Proposition
and thus prove that E* (x) "D = {0} for all z > L.

Lastly, we use the techniques described in Section to count all of the conjugate points
on the interval [-L_, L;]. As we have also proved that there are no conjugate points when
x < —L_ nor when x > L, we have thus obtained a precise count of all conjugate points
on z € R. By Theorem|[I] the number of conjugate points is equal to the number of positive

eigenvalues in the point spectrum of ¢4 4. O

For all values of ¢ = (¢12, c23) we consider, the front exists within an intersection of stable and
unstable manifolds in the spatial dynamics. Each of these manifolds is 3-dimensional, and
the zero energy surface is codimension-1. Therefore, we generically expect a one-dimensional
intersection. However, for ¢ = 0 the intersection is 3-dimensional. This corresponds to the
fact that, when ¢ = 0, the equations for the u; are uncoupled, and as noted above each
of the three component fronts can be translated independently of the other; this leads
to the eigenvalue at A = 0 of geometric and algebraic multiplicity three. For ¢ # 0,
one of the zero eigenvalues must remain at zero, but the others should move. One could

compute the location of these other two eigenvalues by perturbing from the ¢ = 0 case.
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However, such a perturbative result would only hold for |c| sufficiently small, without a
precise characterization of what “sufficiently small” means. One benefit to using validated

numerics to obtain this (in)stability result is that we are not required to have ¢ near zero.

5 Future Directions

One natural direction to explore next would be the extension of such results to a more
general class of PDEs than . To do so, one would first need a theoretical result show-
ing that the number of unstable eigenvalues can indeed be computed by instead counting
conjugate points. For example, such a result for a class of fourth-order PDEs can be found
in [How20]. Next, one would need to develop a method using validated numerics, similar to
what we have done above, to actually count those conjugate points. This is the subject of
current work. A much more difficult, but in some sense more interesting, extension would
be to extend these ideas to systems in multiple spatial dimensions by building upon the
work in [BCJT20, BCJ 21, [CGLIS, [CILS16l, [CIMIE, [DJTI].

In addition, as mentioned above the pulse instability result in [BCJ™18| applies only to
symmetric pulses in systems of the form . It would be interesting to construct an
example of an asymmetric pulse in such a system that is stable, thus implying, together
with the example of that the stability/instability dichotomy for fronts/pulses in scalar
reaction-diffusion equation is really specific to the scalar case. This is also the subject of

current work.
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