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Abstract

Localized patterns in singularly perturbed reaction-diffusion equations typically consist of slow parts
– in which the associated solution follows an orbit on a slow manifold in a reduced spatial dynamical
system – alternated by fast excursions – in which the solution jumps from one slow manifold to another,
or back to the original slow manifold. In this paper we consider the existence and stability of stationary
and traveling slow localized patterns that do not exhibit such jumps, i.e. that are completely embedded
in a slow manifold of the singularly perturbed spatial dynamical system. These patterns have rarely
been considered in the literature, for two reasons: (i) in the classical Gray-Scott/Gierer-Meinhardt type
models that dominate the literature, the flow on the slow manifold is typically linear and thus cannot
exhibit homoclinic pulse or heteroclinic front solutions; (ii) the slow manifolds occurring in the literature
are typically ‘vertical’ – i.e. given by u ≡ u0, where u is the fast variable – so that the stability problem
is determined by a simple (decoupled) scalar equation. The present research concerns a general system of
singularly perturbed reaction-diffusion equations and is motivated by several explicit ecosystem models
that do give rise to non-vertical normally hyperbolic slow manifolds on which the flow may exhibit
both homoclinic and heteroclinic orbits – that correspond to either stationary or traveling localized
patterns. The associated spectral stability problems are at leading order given by a nonlinear, but
scalar, eigenvalue problem with Sturm-Liouville characteristics and we establish that homoclinic pulse
patterns are typically unstable, while heteroclinic fronts can either be stable or unstable. However, we
also show that homoclinic pulse patterns that are asymptotically close to a heteroclinic cycle may be
stable. This result is obtained by explicitly determining the leading order approximations of 4 critical
asymptotically small eigenvalues. By this analysis – that involves several orders of magnitude in the small
parameter – we also obtain full control over the nature of the bifurcations – saddle-node, Hopf, global,
etc. – that determine the existence and stability of the (stationary and/or traveling) heteroclinic fronts
and/or homoclinic pulses. Finally, we show that heteroclinic orbits may correspond to stable (slow)
interfaces in 2-dimensional space, while the homoclinic pulses must be unstable as localized stripes –
even when they are stable in 1 space dimension.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we study both the existence and the stability of localized patterns in a general class of
2-component singularly perturbed reaction-diffusion equations{

τUt = ∆U + F (U, V ; ~µ)
Vt = 1

ε2
∆V + G(U, V ; ~µ)

(1.1)

with U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t) : R2 × R+ → R, F (U, V ; ~µ) and G(U, V ; ~µ) sufficiently smooth as function of U ,
V and ~µ and τ > 0 and ~µ ∈ Rm, m ≥ 2 parameters. Localized solutions in systems of this type have been
studied extensively in the mathematical literature, however, typically in the setting of explicit models –
usually of Gray-Scott or Gierer-Meinhardt type, see [10, 20, 34, 37, 45] and the references therein. Moreover,
to our knowledge, the kind of patterns considered here – slow patterns – have not been considered, for the

∗Mathematisch Instituut, Universiteit Leiden, the Netherlands, doelman@math.leidenuniv.nl.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

10
5.

12
95

7v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

A
P]

  2
7 

M
ay

 2
02

1



Figure 1: Two examples of slow manifolds for system (1.3), determined by F (u, v) = 0, combined with critical
points of (1.3) on these slow manifolds (i.e. the trivial background states of (1.1)) – given by F (u, v) = G(u, v) = 0.
Continuous, respectively dashed, curves indicate the normally hyperbolic, resp. elliptic, (sub)manifoldsMj

0 (1.4); the
open bullets represent the transition zones where normal hyperbolicity breaks down. Left: a general setting (partly
based on [27, 47]) with M0 =M3

0 such that f ′(v) 6≡ 0 and that the reduced flow (1.6) has 3 critical points on M0.
Right: the Gray-Scott case with only a vertical normally hyperbolic slow manifold M1

0 (F (U, V ; ~µ) = −µ1U +U2V ,
G(U, V ; ~µ) = µ2(1− V )− U2V with µ1, µ2 = O(1) – see Remark 1.1.

very good reason that these patterns do not occur in the standard models in the literature. However, this
is an artifact of these models, the present study is partly motivated by explicit ecosystem models within
which slow localized patterns may occur – see section 1.1.

We consider the most simple patterns potentially exhibited by (1.1): uniformly traveling waves that do not
depend on the y direction. Naturally, by going into a traveling frame – and thus by introducing ξ = x− ct,
U(x, y, t) = u(ξ), V (x, y, t) = v(ξ) – (1.1) is reduced to a system of coupled second order ODEs in ξ,{

uξξ + cτuξ + F (u, v) = 0
1
ε2
vξξ + cvξ + G(u, v) = 0

(1.2)

where we have chosen the magnitude (in orders of ε) of the speed of the traveling wave such that it appears
as leading order term in the (fast) u-equation: this is the most natural scaling in which patterns may
‘jump’ from one slow manifold of singularly perturbed system (1.2) to another, while the level (in the slow
variable v) at which this jump occurs is directly controlled by c – as is for instance the case in the classical
FitzHugh-Nagumo setting [28], but also in the more recent paper [27] that (partly) inspired the present
research. System (1.2) can be written as a 4-dimensional spatial dynamical system, that reads in its slow
form,

εuX = p vX = q
εpX = −F (u, v)− cτp qX = −G(u, v)− εcq (1.3)

in X = εξ. By taking the ε → 0 limit, we find that the 2-dimensional (reduced) slow manifolds are
determined by F (u, v0) = 0 (and p = 0, (v0, q0) ∈ R2). In general, this determines J ≥ 1 branches, locally
given by graphs,

Mj
0 = {(u, p, v, q) ∈ R4 : u = f j(v), p = 0}, j = 1, 2, ..., J, (1.4)

with fj(v) such that F (f j(v), v) ≡ 0 – see Fig. 1. For those (parts of) Mj
0 that are normally hyperbolic,

Mj
0 persists asMj

ε, withMj
ε typically depending on c: Mj

ε =Mj
ε(c). For notational convenience, we drop

the j-dependence of Mj
0,ε and f j(v) in the forthcoming analysis and explicitly note that F (f(v), v) = 0

implies that,

Fu(f(v), v)f ′(v) + Fv(f(v), v) = 0 : f ′(v) = −Fv(f(v), v)

Fu(f(v), v)
(1.5)

Naturally, the reduced slow flow on M0 is given by,

vXX +G(f(v), v) = 0 (1.6)
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Figure 2: The slow flows on M0 given by (1.6) under the assumption that the potential W0(v) (1.7) is of double
well type with minima at v = V ± and maximum at V c. (a) The case of unequal wells: W0(V −) > W0(V +). (b)
The equal well case, i.e. W0(V −) = W0(V +), with heteroclinic orbit (v∗(X), q∗(X)) connecting the saddle (V −, 0)
to (V +, 0).

In this paper, we study the existence and stability of bounded solutions (us(X, ps(X), vs(X), qs(X)) ⊂
Mε(c) of (1.3) that limit (as ε → 0) on orbits (f(v0(X)), 0, v0(X), v0,X(X)) ⊂ M0 in which v0(X) is a
bounded solution of (1.6). Thus, the corresponding patterns (U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) = (Us(X), Vs(X)) in
(1.1) – with (Us(X), Vs(X)) at leading order given by (f(v0(X)), v0(X)) – are indeed slowly varying in the
x-direction (and trivial in the y-direction): unlike in essence all nontrivial patterns exhibited by singularly
perturbed reaction-diffusion systems studied in the literature, the patterns we consider do not consist of
alternating slow parts and fast jumps, (us(X, ps(X), vs(X), qs(X)) never takes off from Mε(c), hence the
terminology ‘slow patterns’ – see Remark 1.2.

It was already noted in [20] that the slow reduced flow for the models studied in the literature almost
without exception is linear in v – except for FitzHugh-Nagumo type models that have 1-dimensional slow
manifolds, see [28, 6, 8] and Remark 1.2. Naturally, this is a severe limitation and hence the terms ‘slowly
linear’ – for Gray-Scott and Gierer-Meinhardt type models – and ‘slowly nonlinear’ – for the more general
class of models – were coined in [20]. Moreover, the reduced slow flows associated to the Gray-Scott/Giere-
Meinhartd type models considered in the literature – see [10, 20, 34, 37, 45] and the references therein –
do not have bounded solutions v0(X) (except for critical points) due to their linearity: Gray-Scott/Gierer-
Meinhardt type models cannot exhibit the patterns considered here (see however Remark 1.3). Moreover,
even in the slowly nonlinear class of model introduced in [20], slow patterns will typically not be observed,
since it is assumed in [20] that the normally hyperbolic manifold M0 is vertical in the (u, v)-plane, i.e.
that f(v) ≡ 0 and thus that f ′(v) ≡ 0 (like in Gray-Scott/Gierer-Meinhardt cases, see Fig. 1) – as we shall
argue below.

A priori, one may thus question the relevance of the slow patterns considered here. We claim however
that slow patterns are both relevant and interesting and that the fact that these patterns have not been
considered yet in the quite extended literature on singularly perturbed reaction-diffusion equations mostly
is an indication of the restricted ‘spectrum’ of models considered so far. Based on the dryland and savanna
ecosystem models (1.18) and (1.19) introduced in section 1.1 – and on general considerations – we assume
throughout this paper – also for simplicity – that the reduced slow flow on M0 has 3 critical points: two
(non-degenerate) saddle points (V ±, 0) and a center (V c, 0) with V − < V c < V +. Thus, we assume that
the unperturbed integral associated to (1.6)

H0(v, q) =
1

2
q2 +

∫ v

V −

G(f(ṽ), ṽ) dṽ
def
=

1

2
q2 −W0(v) (1.7)

has a potential W0(v) of double well type, with 2 (non-degenerate) minima at v = V ± and a (local,
non-degenerate) maximum at v = V c. This is the most simple setting in which (1.6) may have localized
solutions of both homoclinic pulse/stripe and of heteroclinic front/interface type – see Fig. 2. Moreover,
we show in section 1.1 that there are open regions in parameter space for which both ecosystem models
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Figure 3: Example of a slow heteroclinic front (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) (a) and of a slow, stationary, symmetric,
nearly double front, homoclinic pulse (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) (b) – both as 1-dimensional localized solutions of sys-
tem (1.1)/(1.10) (i.e. for x/X ∈ R). For the front, f(v) is chosen to be monotonous (f ′(v) > 0, as in Fig. 1), f ′(v)
changes sign in the pulse example. The front (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) connects the trivial background state (U−, V −)
to (U+, V +), the pulse (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) is biasymptotic to (U−, V −) and passes closely along (U+, V +) (where
Vhom(X) attains its maximal value).

(1.18) and (1.19) have normally hyperbolic slow manifolds with reduced slow flows of double well type.

Although periodic patterns are at least as interesting and relevant – certainly also from the ecological
point of view – we focus here on localized patterns (Us(X), Vs(X)) as fronts (in R1) or interfaces (in R2)
or pulses/fronts – Fig. 3 – i.e. on heteroclinc or homoclinic orbits (us(X, ps(X), vs(X), qs(X)) ⊂ Mε(c)
in (1.3) – except for our first persistence result (Theorem 2.2) and the discussion in section 4.3. Nat-
urally, we only consider orbits that limit on saddle points (U, 0±, V ±, 0) ∈ Mε(c) of (1.3) that corre-
spond to stable trivial patterns (U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t) ≡ (U±, V ±) of (1.1) (and note that the patterns
(U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t) ≡ (U c, V c) are necessarily unstable [13]).

As a first indication of the impact of the ‘geometry’ of the slow manifold Mε(c), i.e. of the fact that
f ′(v) 6≡ 0, we note that the full flow on Mε(c) is given by,

vXX +G(f(v), v) + ε
[
cvXG̃1c(v)

]
+ ε2

[
c2τ2G̃2cc(v, v

2
X) + G̃2(v, v2

X)
]

= O(ε3) (1.8)

with,

G̃1c(v) = 1− τf ′(v)
Gu(f(v), v)

Fu(f(v), v)
(1.9)

(see (2.4), (2.7) in section 2.1). Thus, in the vertical Gray-Scott/Gierer-Meinhardt-type case with f ′(v) ≡ 0,
the leading order perturbation is a linear friction term: there cannot be traveling localized structures in
this case (Fig. 4(b)). This is very different in the general case, since here the leading order perturbation
term has the nature of a nonlinear friction term that may change its sign – see the example of Fig. 4(a) in
which the unperturbed heteroclinic orbit (v∗(X), q∗(X)) of Fig. 2(b) persists as traveling front (thus for a
well-defined value of speed c = chet(~µ) – see Theorem 2.6(ii)). On the other hand, it should be noted that
this difference only exists for traveling patterns, i.e. for c 6= 0. The stationary patterns of (1.6) naturally
persist under the perturbations of (1.8), since (1.3) – and thus (1.8) – is reversible for c = 0, see Theorems
2.2(i), 2.6(i) and 2.8(i).

To motivate another distinction between the present study and the literature, we need to briefly sketch the
first steps of the (spectral) stability analysis of a slow pattern (Us(X), Vs(X)). To do so, we consider (1.1)
in its equivalent slow form, {

τUt = ε2∆U + εcτUX + F (U, V )
Vt = ∆V + εcVX + G(U, V )

(1.10)

for (X,Y ) ∈ R2 with X = ε(x− ct) and Y = εy. Since the existence problem could – at leading order – be
reduced to the simple (integrable) planar system (1.6), it is tempting assume that the stability of the slow
solutions is determined by the scalar equation naturally associated to (1.6) and thus to introduce

Vt = ∆V +G(f(V ), V ) (1.11)
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Figure 4: Sketches of the flows (1.8) on the slow manifoldMε(c) (c 6= 0) in the case of (unperturbed) wells of equal
depth (cf. Fig. 2(b)) . (a) The general case f ′(v) 6≡ 0 with c = chet such that there is a heteroclinic connection
(vhet(X), qhet(X)) between the saddles (V ±, 0) (Theorem 2.6(ii)). (b) The vertical linear friction case f ′(v) ≡ 0:
there cannot be (slow) homoclinic or heteroclinic localized structures.

as possible (scalar) ‘slow reduced PDE’. However, the leading order linearization

(U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) = (u0(X) + ū0(X)eλ0t+iLY , v0(X) + v̄0(X)eλ0t+iLY ) (1.12)

about a localized pattern (Us(X), Vs(X) at leading order given by (u0(X), v0(X)) – with v0(X) a homo-
clinic/heteroclinic orbit of (1.6) on M0 and u0(X) = f(v0(X)) – is, again at leading order, given by{

τλ0ū0 = Fu(u0, v0)ū0 + Fv(u0, v0)v̄0

λ0v̄0 = v̄0,XX − L2v̄0 +Gu(u0, v0)ū0 +Gv(u0, v0)v̄0
(1.13)

Thus, as in the existence problem, ū0(X) can be expressed in terms of v̄0(X),

ū0 =
Fv(u0, v0)v̄0

τλ0 − Fu(u0, v0)
= − f

′(v0)Fu(u0, v0)

τλ0 − Fu(u0, v0)
v̄0 = f ′(v0)

[
1− τλ0

τλ0 − Fu(u0, v0)

]
v̄0 (1.14)

(1.5). By substitution of (1.14) into the v̄0-equation of (1.13), we arrive at the nonlinear eigenvalue problem[
Ls −

τλ0f
′(v0)Gu(f(v0), v0)

τλ0 − Fu(f(v0), v0)
− (λ0 + L2)

]
v̄0 = 0 (1.15)

where we have introduced the operator Ls = Ls(X)

Ls(X) =
d2

dX2
+
[
f ′(v0(X))Gu(f(v0(X)), v0(X)) +Gv(f(v0(X)), v0(X))

]
(1.16)

Now, we notice that the operator Ls(X) by itself determines the spectral stability of the localized pattern
V (X, t) = v0(X) in the scalar slow reduced PDE (1.11). Thus, the leading order spectral stability of the
(localized) slow pattern (Us(X), Vs(X) in (1.10) indeed can be seen as being determined by the scalar slow
reduction (1.11) if f ′(v0(X))Gu(f(v0(X)), v0(X)) ≡ 0 in (1.15) and thus in particular if f ′(v) ≡ 0.

In the (Klausmeier-)Gray-Scott/Gierer-Meinhardt type 2-component models considered in the literature,
including the slowly nonlinear models of [20, 42, 43], the slow manifolds M0 from which a slow-fast orbit
jumps are given by {u = const., p = 0} (typically also without any O(ε) corrections) – see [10, 20, 34, 37, 45]
and the reference therein and the Gray-Scott example of Fig. 1 (see however also Remark 1.3). Thus, these
manifolds M0 have f ′(v) ≡ 0 and the stability of a slow pattern is at leading order indeed governed by
reduced PDE (1.11). As a consequence, the stability is (at leading order) governed by the spectral problem
[Ls(X)− (λ0 + L2)]v̄0 = 0, which is a Sturm-Liouville problem for localized v0(X) (homoclinic or hetero-
clinic) and a Hill’s equation for periodic v0(X). Hence, it follows in a straightforward fashion that pulse
and periodic patterns must be unstable [32, 35]. Clearly, the situation is very different for non-vertical slow
manifoldsM0 for which the leading order stability of localized patterns is governed by nonlinear eigenvalue
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problem (1.15).

Nevertheless, the first stability result of the paper, Theorem 3.3, establishes that all slow homoclinic
pulse solutions of (1.3) in which the wells of W0(v) (1.7) are of unequal depth – that can both be station-
ary and traveling (Theorem 2.2) – are unstable. However, unlike for Sturm-Liouville problems, there may
be more than 1 O(1) unstable eigenvalue – see the condition in Corollary 3.4(ii) under which there are
at least 2 O(1) unstable eigenvalues and the sketch in Fig. 8 that indicates the possibility of 6 or more.
On the other hand, one can also formulate an explicit condition on F (U, V ) and G(U, V ) – see (3.16) in
Corollary 3.4(i) – under which all O(1) unstable eigenvalues become asymptotically small as the wells of
W0(v) become of equal depth. Thus, in that case a localized pattern can potentially be stable through
the impact of the many – so far neglected – asymptotically small terms. Therefore, the major part of
the analysis developed in this paper considers the ‘nearly heteroclinic’ case of an unperturbed potential
W0(v) with wells of equal depth. And thus, a central role will be played by the unperturbed heteroclinic
connections (v∗(X), q∗(X)) that exist in the reduced slow flows of such double well potentials (Figs. 2(b), 3).

To establish the stability of the nearly heteroclinic homoclinic pulse/stripe and heteroclinic front/interface
patterns, it will be necessary to perform an accurate and somewhat subtle asymptotic analysis. In fact,
we will find that the stability is only settled at the O(ε2| log ε|) level for the pulses, where we note that
the | log ε| factor – that comes up throughout the existence and stability analysis of the nearly heteroclinic
pulses – originates from the fact that the nearly heteroclinic homoclinic orbit passes asymptotically close
to the saddle (V +, 0) ∈Mε(c) and that such a passage takes O(| log ε|) ‘time’ (Fig. 3(b)).

As is usual in these types of asymptotic stability problems, the existence analysis also needs to go into
deeper asymptotic ‘details’ than in the more straightforward case of Theorem 2.2 (that settles the persis-
tence of stationary pulses and an associated bifurcation into traveling pulses for a potential well W0(v)
with wells of non-equal depth. In this analysis, a central role is played by the Melnikov expression,

M∗(~µ) =

∫ ∞
−∞

[
1− τf ′(v∗(X̃))

Gu(f(v∗(X̃)), v∗(X̃))

Fu(f(v∗(X̃)), v∗(X̃))

]
v2
∗,X(X̃) dX̃ (1.17)

(cf. (1.9)) and the (co-dimension 1 manifold of) critical value(s) ~µ = ~µ∗t for which M∗(~µ) = 0 (note that
M∗(~µ) > 0 in the vertical case f ′(v) ≡ 0). Naturally, the analysis should be straightforward, since it only
concerns the perturbed integrable planar ‘nonlinear oscillator’ (1.8). However, it turns out to be more
subtle than expected, especially since the, a priori unknown, speed of a traveling pattern appears as a
pre-factor in the leading order perturbation of (1.8). As a consequence, traveling fronts and pulses appear
in ‘vertical’ bifurcations, in the sense that at leading order, these fronts and pulses exist for any c (of O(1))
exactly at ~µ = ~µ∗t . This is of course only a leading order effect, a higher order analysis – incorporating the
O(ε2) terms of (1.8) (from which c cannot be factored out) – reveals that the (leading order) bifurcation
curves have the expected local quadratic shapes. For the traveling heteroclinic fronts, the unfolding takes
place O(ε) close to ~µ∗t – see Fig. 5(a) for an example and Theorem 2.6(ii) and Corollary 2.7 for the general
case. The analysis is more subtle for the homoclinic pulses, for which one has to zoom in O(ε2| log ε|)
close to ~µ∗t to establish the nature of the various bifurcations that may take place – see for instance Fig.
5(b) in which an example is presented of the bifurcation of a symmetric pair of traveling pulses from the
stationary pulse. Both branches end in a global bifurcation in which the homoclinic orbit merges with a
heteroclinic cycle that subsequently breaks up into distinct heteroclinic connections (for different values of
c): the traveling pulse splits up into a pair of traveling fronts that travel with (initially slightly) different
speeds – see Corollary 2.9.

The main challenge of the spectral stability analysis is to develop an approach by which the discrete spec-
trum associated to the fronts and pulses against 1-dimensional perturbations can be approximated – i.e.
setting L = 0 in (1.15) and in its higher order corrections. By the reversibility symmetry of (1.1), this is a
relatively direct enterprise for the stationary fronts and pulses with M∗(~µ) 6= 0 and O(1) with respect to ε.
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Figure 5: Two examples of bifurcation diagrams associated to the existence and stability of slow localized patterns,
necessarily for values of ~µ such that ‖~µ−~µ∗t‖ is asymptotically small (with ~µ∗t defined by M∗(~µ

∗
t ) = 0). (a) Heteroclinic

fronts represented by their speeds chet as function of scaled parameter µ̃1, with µ̃1 ∼ ‖~µ− ~µ∗t‖/ε: there are 2 saddle-
node bifurcations O(ε) close to ~µ = ~µ∗t at which a stable front merges with and unstable front. (b) Nearly heteroclinic
pulses given by chom = chom(µ̃2) with µ̃2 ∼ ‖~µ− ~µ∗t‖/(ε2| log ε|): the stationary pulse looses its stability as a pair of
stable traveling pulses bifurcates (at the point indicated by TW), these pulses destabilize by a Hopf bifurcation as
µ̃2 increases further and eventually split up into 2 pairs of traveling fronts (at the point indicated by h-c); the open
bullet indicates the moment at which the spectrum associated to the stability of the pulse becomes real. See section
3.2.3 and Fig. 10 for the exact (open) conditions on the parameters for which these bifurcation diagrams occur and
(2.41), (2.54) for the precise definitions of µ̃1 and µ̃2.

In fact, guided by a Sturm-Liouville-based intuition, one may expect that the pulses with, additional to the
translational eigenvalue λ = 0, one asymptotically small unstable eigenvalue are unstable and the fronts,
with only to the translational eigenvalue λ = 0 asymptotically close to the origin, stable. This is indeed
the case when M∗(~µ) > 0 – although one needs to impose extra conditions to control potential additional
O(1) unstable, perhaps even complex valued, eigenvalues, see Theorem 3.7(i-b). Naturally, this is due to
the fact that the stability problem is not Sturm-Liouville, which is immediately apparent when M∗(~µ) < 0
and O(1), i.e. the situation that only occurs for non-vertical slow manifolds Mε (1.17). In that case, it
is established that also the standing fronts are unstable and that the stationary nearly heteroclinic pulses
have O(1) unstable eigenvalues (Theorem 3.7).

The situation is more complex for the (bifurcating) traveling fronts and pulses, i.e. for ~µ asymptoti-
cally close to ~µ∗t and thus for |M∗(~µ)| � 1. In this analysis, the higher order Melnikov-type expression
N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) – see upcoming equation (3.40) – plays a decisive role. Apart from the translational eigenvalue
λ1

het = 0, the spectrum associated to the traveling fronts has a second eigenvalue near 0, λ2
het = O(ε),

it can be determined by an expression that depends on the speed chet of the front and that has a factor
1/N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) (Lemma 3.8). Naturally, the sign of λ2

het – and thus that of N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) – determines the stability
of the traveling front, see Fig. 5(a) for an example and Theorem 3.11(i) for the general case.

The traveling pulses have 4 asymptotically small eigenvalues that vary as function of their speed chom =
c0 +O(ε) – that is determined by the parameter(s) ~µ (Corollary 2.9, Fig. 5(b)). In (the proof of) Lemma
3.9, we develop a scheme by which explicit leading order expressions can be determined: λ1,1

hom(c0) ≡ 0,

|λ1,2
hom(c0)| � ε, λ1,±

hom(c0) = O(ε) and λ1,−
hom(c0) = −λ1,+

hom(c0) at leading order in ε. It follows that if

N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) < 0, then λ1,±
hom(c0) ∈ R so that the pulses must be unstable. However if N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0,

then the leading order expressions for λ1,±
hom(c0) are purely imaginary, i.e. |Im(λ1,±

hom(c0))| = O(ε) and

|Re(λ1,±
hom(c0))| � ε, for open regions of c0-values: the stability of the traveling pulses is decided by the

7



next order terms in the approximations of λ1,2
hom(c0) and λ1,±

hom(c0), where

λ1,2
hom(c0) = O(ε2| log ε|), Re(λ1,+

hom(c0)) = Re(λ1,−
hom(c0)) = O(ε2| log ε|)

are determined in Lemma 3.10. Theorem 3.11(ii) gives a precise description of the (open) conditions under
which stable traveling pulses exist. In fact, by considering c0 → 0, a similar, but much simpler, stability
result is obtained for the standing pulses for ~µ O(ε2| log ε|) close to ~µ∗t , naturally also under the condition
that N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0 (Corollary 3.12); see Fig. 5(b) for an example of the outcome of the combined existence
and (spectral) stability analysis.

The stability of the fronts and pulses as interfaces and (localized) stripes for (X,Y ) ∈ R2 follows along
similar lines. In scalar equations as (1.11) for which the stability of localized patterns is determined by a
Sturm-Liouville operator, the Y -independent perturbations are ‘the most harmful’, so that a stable front
on R ‘automatically’ is stable as (trivially extended) interface on R2. This is also the case for the stable
stationary fronts and for the traveling fronts that have N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) < 0 (Theorem 3.15). However, traveling
fronts with N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0 are destabilized by Y -dependent perturbations (of side band type) and thus
cannot be stable as traveling interfaces on R2 (Theorem 3.15(ii)). Since the stability results for pulses
against perturbations that only depend on X ∈ R require that N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0, this same mechanism implies
that there cannot be stable homoclinic stripes (Theorem 3.16).

Finally we remark that although the theme of this paper is the existence – section 2 – and spectral
stability – section 3 – of localized patterns in (1.1)/(1.10) that remain on the slow manifold Mε for all
X ∈ R (as solutions of spatial dynamical system (1.3)), the present research only is a first step towards
understanding the relevance of slow patterns on the dynamics of (1.1)/(1.10). Systems that have several
normally hyperbolic slow manifolds such as the dryland ecosystem model (1.18) or that have a ‘return
mechanism’ so that orbits may take off and subsequently touch down again on the slow manifold – such
as the Gray-Scott/Gierer-Meinhardt type models – typically exhibit slow-fast patterns. Such patterns are
only (exponentially) close to a slow pattern for X in a half-space – X ∈ (Xdown,∞) or X ∈ (−∞, Xoff) –
in a bounded interval – X ∈ (Xdown, Xoff) – or during several passages alongMε – X ∈ ∪Kk=1(Xk

down, X
k
off).

In the latter two cases, the stability characteristics of the slow orbits onMε traced by the full pattern are
perhaps not always relevant (in fact, these orbits typically are not even bounded, cf. the classical Gray-
Scott/Gierer-Meinhardt type patterns of [10, 14, 15, 26, 34, 37, 46]), but in the former case the stability of
the traced slow pattern will matter. Moreover, if the orbit onMε that is traced is a closed orbit, there may
be large families of slow-fast patterns that touch down on the orbit in distinct manners – see for instance
the families of traveling front patterns constructed in [27] that all touch down on a homoclinic orbit on
Mε: if the full orbit onMε is stable, then (many elements in) this family may be stable (and thus relevant
for the dynamics of the modeled (eco)system). Moreover, in the alternative case that there is no jump or
return mechanism – such as in savanna ecosystem model (1.19) or in the class of models constructed in
Remark 3.6 – the present analysis only scratched the surface: the slow patterns most likely play a central
role in this case, but our choice to scale their speed as in (1.2) is very restrictive (for instance, it is natural
to expect fronts/interfaces that travel with speeds |c0| � 1 – thereby extending the region in ~µ-space in
which these patterns occur – also for reduced slow flows (1.6) with double well potentials W0(v) (1.7) with
wells of unequal depth). In section 4 we will discuss several aspects of the research – spatially periodic
patterns, bifurcations, slow-fast orbits – that may build on the present methods and results.

Remark 1.1. The reaction terms F (U, V ; ~µ) and G(U, V ; ~µ) typically do depend explicitly on ε in the
prototypical singularly perturbed 2-component reaction-diffusion models considered in the literature –
such as the (Klausmeier-)Gray-Scott and (generalized) Gierer-Meinhardt models – and that this typically
has a major impact in the set-up of the (asymptotic) analysis (see for instance [10, 15, 34, 37, 45, 46]
and the references therein). Nevertheless, we have for simplicity chosen to not take this into account – it
would yield ‘additional layers of technicalities’ in the upcoming, already quite technical, analysis – see also
Remark 2.1 and discussion section 4.3. Moreover, it is a natural assumption from the ecological point of
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view – see section 1.1. However, to built a bridge between the present analysis of slow localized patterns
and the extended literature of slow/fast localized patterns in Gray-Scott/Gierer-Meinhardt type problems,
it may be natural to introduce an explicit ε-dependence in (especially) G(U, V ) – see section 4.3.

Remark 1.2. In the literature on localized patterns in singularly perturbed reaction-diffusion equations,
the emphasis has been on patterns with a slow/fast structure – with the classical FitzHugh-Nagumo pulse(s)
as most well-known and well-studied example, see [28] and [6, 8] and the references therein for recent
developments. Like the FitzHugh-Nagumo model, the Klausmeier model [7, 33, 38] and its generalization
in [2] is a degenerate singularly perturbed 2-component reaction-diffusion model in the sense that the
diffusion coefficient of one of the components vanishes. As a consequence, the associated traveling wave
problems are 3-dimensional (instead of 4-dimensional system (1.3)), with 2 fast and 1 slow direction.
Thus, in these systems, both the (typically non-vertical) slow manifolds and the reduced slow flows are
1-dimensional, which implies that there cannot be slow homoclinic pulses. In principle, such systems could
have slow fronts – if the (normally hyperbolic) slow manifoldMε contains 2 critical points – whose existence
follows immediately from Fenichel theory [21, 29]. We are not aware of any studies in which the stability
of orbits of this type is considered (but note that it may be done with the methods developed in [2, 6]). A
similar situation appears in the study of weak shocks in λ−ω systems [30] for which the existence problem
also reduces to a 3-dimensional singularly perturbed system with 2 fast and 1 slow direction. The stability
results of [31] on heteroclinic orbits for the Ginzburg-Landau equation, a λ − ω system, can be seen as
a predecessor of the present work, although it should be remarked that the most important challenge for
these systems is to establish the nonlinear stability of the slow (or weak) fronts: the spectral stability
problem associated to these heteroclinic orbits has essential spectrum touching the imaginary axis (see also
[5]) – which is not the case here.

1.1 Two motivating ecological models

As direct motivation for the research in this paper, we briefly discuss two explicit singularly perturbed
2-component reaction-diffusion systems from the ecological literature. Both examples model ecosystems
that are known to exhibit a rich variety of patterns – see [11, 24, 27, 36, 41, 47] and the references therein
– and both models are of the type studied here, i.e. both have non-vertical normally hyperbolic slow
manifolds while there is an open region in parameter space for which the reduced slow flow on the slow
manifold is of the double well type assumed throughout this paper – as we shall briefly show below.

The first model considers the interaction of vegetation and water, it is the 2-dimensional (in space) version
of the 1-dimensional model studied by the methods of geometric singular perturbation theory in [27],{

Ut = ∆U −
[
µ1 − µ2(1− µ3U)(1 + µ4U)2V

]
U

Vt = 1
ε2

∆V + µ5 −
[
µ6(1− µ3µ7U) + µ8U(1 + µ4U)2

]
V

(1.18)

[36, 47] in which U(x, y, t) models the vegetation biomass and V (x, y, t) the much faster diffusing water
content. We refrain from going into the details of all specific terms – see [27, 36, 47] – we just notice that
~µ ∈ R8 with µj ≥ 0, j = 1, ..., 8 (naturally, this can be scaled back to an essential 5-dimensional parameter
space – see [27]). The second example is the savanna grass/woodland ecosystem model of [11, 24, 41], Ut = ∆U + µ1 +

[
µ2

µ3U+V+µ4
− µ5 − µ6V

]
U

Vt = 1
ε2

∆V +
[

µ7
µ3U+V+µ4

− µ8

]
V

(1.19)

(in the form of [41] and slightly simplified) in which U(x, y, t) models the woody biomass and V (x, y, t) the
grass biomass – that in this case is the (relatively) fast diffuser – and which also has ~µ ∈ R8 and µj ≥ 0,
j = 1, ..., 8. Again, we refer to the ecological literature [11, 24, 41] for the nature of each of the terms in
(1.19) and the interpretation of its parameters.
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To show that dryland model (1.18) indeed has the nature of the systems considered here, we first bring
(the existence problem associated to) (1.18) in the form (1.3) and note that – except for the vertical slow
manifold {u = p = 0} – the slow manifolds are determined by the cubic equation (in u),

(1− µ3u)(1 + µ4u)2 =
µ1

µ2v
, (1.20)

in which v is a parameter. Thus, there a priori are 3 branches u = f j(v) that can be ordered (for
v such that all 3 exist): f1(v) ≤ f2(v) ≤ f3(v) (and clearly f1(v) < −1/µ4 < 0: this branch thus
is ecologically irrelevant). The position of the local the maximum of the cubic in (1.20) is given by
uM = (2µ4−µ3)/(3µ3µ4). Assuming that 2µ4−µ3 > 0, we define for u > uM > 0 the normally hyperbolic
slow manifold M0 as the third branch: M0 = {u = f(v) = f3(v), p = 0}. Next we note that apart from
those with u = 0, the critical points/trivial background states of (1.18) are determined by another cubic
equation in u,

µ2µ5(1− µ3u)(1 + µ4u)2 − µ1µ6(1− µ3µ7u)− µ1µ8u(1 + µ4u)2 = 0

(after elimination of v). Clearly, µ1, ..., µ8 can be tuned such that all 3 solutions merge at a ud > uM .
For such a (singular) combination of µj-values, there thus is 1 degenerate critical point on M0 that can
be unfolded into 3 critical points (V −, 0), (V c, 0), (V +, 0) ∈ M0 with v-coordinates V − < V c < V +: a
center in between 2 saddles. Thus, the reduced slow flow onM0 indeed can have the double well character
assumed throughout this paper (for ~µ in an open set in R8).

The slow manifolds of the savanna grass/woodland model (1.19) are determined by a quadratic equation
(with v as parameter),

µ1(µ3u+ v + µ4) + µ2u− (µ5 + µ6v)(µ3u+ v + µ4)u = 0,

that always has 2 real solutions u = f1,2(v) with f1(v) < 0 < f2(v). Thus, there is only one ecologically
relevant slow manifold M0 = {u = f(v) = f2(v), p = 0}. For any given u > 0, the fast flow of the spatial
problem associated to (1.19) has a homoclinic solution attached to the critical point onM0 that necessarily
enters into negative u-space, since it orbits around the center point determined by u = f1(v) < 0. (This
may seem counter-intuitive, but it is natural from an ecological point of view: trees may regrow from a
burned savanna [11, 24, 41].) Thus, M0 is normally hyperbolic and more importantly (for the setting
of the present paper): there is no fast jumping mechanism, there is only one slow manifold – M0 – and
solutions cannot jump from M0 back to itself without becoming ecologically unrealistic. In other words,
the only ecologically meaningful patterns (of traveling wave type that do not vary in the y-direction) are
the slow patterns – i.e. solutions on M0 (in the limit ε → 0) – considered here. Moreover, the reduced
slow flow on M0 is given by

vXX − µ8v +
µ7v

µ3f(v) + v + µ4
= 0. (1.21)

Apart from the critical point at the origin, (1.21) can have 2 additional critical points. It can be checked
that there is a large open region in ~µ-space for which (1.21) indeed has the double well character with 3
critical points – a center (V c, 0) in between 2 saddles (V −, 0) = (0, 0) and (V +, 0) – assumed throughout
this paper. Finally, we note that the slow heteroclinic front solution that will be studied in detail in the
upcoming sections represents the ecologically crucial interface between the grassless homogeneous woody
state (U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) ≡ (f(0), 0) and the grassy state (U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) ≡ (f(V +), V +).

Remark 1.3. The recently in [9] introduced general class of models,{
Ut = ∆U + µ1 − µ2U + µ3V + U2V

Vt = 1
ε2

∆V + µ4 + µ5U − µ6V − U2V
(1.22)

with ~µ ∈ R6 and µj ≥ 0 (j = 1, ..., 6), includes various versions of the well-studied Brusselator, Gray-Scott
and Schnakenberg models (for instance, the Gray-Scott example of Fig. 1 has µ1 = µ3 = µ5 = 0 and
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µ4 = µ6). The fast reduced flow associated to (1.22) typically has homoclinic orbits, which implies that
there is a normally hyperbolic center manifold M0 determined by u = f(v) with in general – i.e. for
(µ1, µ3) 6= (0, 0) – f ′(v) 6≡ 0. Although it is studied in [9] for ~µ such that there is 1 unique background
state, system (1.22) can have up to 3 critical points/trivial background states. It can be shown along
the above lines (for system (1.18)) that the slow reduced flow on M0 can have the double well character
considered here: there is an open region in ~µ-space for which also (1.22) has the nature of the models
considered here.

2 Existence

We define the critical values H0,± of the unperturbed Hamiltonian (1.7),

H0,− = H0(V −, 0) = −W0(V −) = 0, H0,+ = H0(V +, 0) = −W0(V +). (2.1)

By the assumptions on (the double well) potential W0(v), we know that the reduced slow system (1.6) has
a homoclinic orbit for H0,+ 6= H0,− and a pair of a heteroclinic connections if H0,+ = H0,− – see Fig. 2.
Without loss of generality, we may only consider cases in which H0,+ > 0 – i.e. W0(V +) < W0(V −) = 0
– together with the limiting case H+,0 = 0. Thus, we assume that the well around V + is either deeper
than the one around V +, in which (1.6) has an orbit homoclinic to (V −, 0) (Fig. 2(a)), or that the wells
are of equal depth, in which the homoclinic orbit has merged into a heteroclinic cycle between the saddles
(V −, 0) to (V +, 0) (Fig. 2(b)).

In this section we study both the persistence of the unperturbed stationary orbits and the appearance
of new traveling (localized) patterns for the full slow flow onMε =Mε(c). Although we focus on localized
solutions in this paper, we do consider in (sub)section 2.2 the fate under perturbation of both the (unper-
turbed) periodic and homoclinic orbits of (1.6) for H0,+ > 0, i.e. of all bounded solutions (v0(X), q0(X))
of (1.6) on level sets {H0(v, q) = H0} with H0 ∈ (H0,c, 0] – where H0,c = H0(V c, 0) =W0(V c) < 0 (and we
recall that W0(v) has a local maximum at V c and that (v0(X), q0(X)) thus is periodic on {H0(v, q) = H0}
with H0 ∈ (H0,c, 0) and homoclinic on {H0(v, q) = 0}) – see Theorem 2.2. In (sub)section 2.3, we consider
the limiting, more subtle, nearly heteroclinic case of the (perturbed) double well potential with wells of
equal depth (i.e. H0,+ = H0,− = 0). Here, we focus on only the localized patterns that may bifurcate from
the unperturbed heteroclinic cycle: the stationary and traveling heteroclinic fronts of Theorem 2.6 and the
stationary and traveling homoclinic pulses of Theorem 2.8. However, we first set the stage by determining
explicit approximations of Mε and the flow on Mε.

2.1 The slow manifold and slow reduced flow

By Fenichel’s First Theorem, we know that if M0 is normally hyperbolic, it persists as slow manifold Mε

for ε > 0 and sufficiently small [21, 29]; Mε can be explicitly approximated by,

Mε(c) = {(u, p, v, q) : u = f(v) + εf1(v, q) + ε2f2(v, q) +O(ε3), p = εp1(v, q) + ε2p2(v, q) +O(ε3)}. (2.2)

By also expanding c into c = c0 + εc1 +O(ε2) and denoting ∂F
∂u (u, v) by Fu(u, v), etc., we find,

f1(v, q) = −c0τqf̃1(v) f2(v, q) = −c1τqf̃1(v)− c2
0τ

2F̃2cc(v, q
2)− F̃2(v, q2)

p1(v, q) = qf ′(v) p2(v, q) = −c0τ
[
q2f̃ ′1(v)− f̃1(v)G(f(v), v)

] (2.3)

where,

f̃1(v) = f ′(v)
Fu(f(v),v)

F̃2cc(v, q
2) =

1
2
q2f̃21 (v)Fuu(f(v),v)−q2f̃ ′1(v)+f̃1(v)G(f(v),v)

Fu(f(v),v)

F̃2(v, q2) = q2f ′′(v)−f ′(v)G(f(v),v)
Fu(f(v),v)

(2.4)
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Note that we have made it explicit in the notation that F̃2cc and F̃2 are functions of q2 (and thus symmetric
under the transformation q → −q). The assumption that Mε(c) is normally hyperbolic imposes a sign
condition on Fu(f(v), v), therefore the appearance of Fu(f(v), v) as denominator in the above expressions
is not a problem. Throughout this paper, we assume that Mε(c) is uniformly normally hyperbolic for all
values of v covered by the patterns we study. Thus, we assume that for some κ > 0,

Fu(f(v), v) < −κ < 0 ∀ V − ≤ v ≤ V +. (2.5)

Naturally, the slow flow on Mε(c) is now given by,

vXX +G(f(v), v) + ε
[
c0vXG̃1c(v)

]
+ ε2

[
c1vXG̃1c(v) + c2

0τ
2G̃2cc(v, v

2
X) + G̃2(v, v2

X)
]

= O(ε3), (2.6)

where,
G̃1c(v) = 1− τ f̃1(v)Gu(f(v), v)

G̃2cc(v, q
2) = −F̃2cc(v, q

2)Gu(f(v), v) + 1
2q

2f̃2
1 (v)Guu(f(v), v)

G̃2(v, q2) = −F̃2(v, q2)Gu(f(v), v)

(2.7)

(2.4) – where we explicitly note that (2.6) has inherited the symmetry,

X → −X, p→ −p, q → −q, c→ −c (2.8)

of the full system (1.3) and that we re-obtain its slightly more natural version (1.8) by re-writing c0 +εc1 +
O(ε2) as c. Moreover, we note thatMε(c) is uniquely determined, since we have assumed that the 3 trivial
patterns (U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t) ≡ (U±, V ±), (U c, V c) of (1.1) correspond to critical points (V ±, 0), (V c, 0) on
Mε(c). In fact, we confirm by (2.4), (2.7) that indeed all (V , 0) ∈ R2 with G(f(V ), V ) = 0 are critical points
of the (full) planar slow system (2.6) and that the assumption that (V ±, 0) ∈Mε(c) are (non-degenerate)
saddle points implies by linearization that,

d

dV
[G(f(v), v)] |v=V ±

= Gu(U±, V ±)f ′(V ±) +Gv(U±, V ±) =
F
±
uG
±
v − F

±
v G
±
u

F
±
u

< 0 (2.9)

(1.5) – see also Lemma 3.1 – where we have introduced the notation,

F
±
u =

∂F

∂u
(U±, V ±), G

±
v =

∂G

∂v
(U±, V ±), etc. (2.10)

Remark 2.1. Note that the fact that the leading order perturbation term in (2.6) has c0 as pre-factor is a
direct consequence of the assumption that F (U, V ) and/or G(U, V ) do depend directly on ε (Remark 1.1).
If either F (U, V ) or G(U, V ) (or both) depend(s) on ε, there are O(ε) perturbations without pre-factor c0

in (2.6), which would immediately induce the appearance of traveling waves. Thus, the special role played
by the stationary patterns and the associated vertical nature of the bifurcations into traveling waves – see
Fig. 5 and the upcoming sections – also is a consequence of this choice.

2.2 H0,+ > 0: the persistence of the slow reduced patterns

To establish the persistence of solutions of (1.6) into solutions of (1.8), we need to distinguish between the
stationary and traveling cases. When c = 0, the full system (1.3) is reversible (2.8) which implies that
the planar slow flow system (1.8) is also reversible (note that it thus is crucial/natural that G̃2 indeed is
function of q2 (2.4), (2.7)). Thus, for c = 0, (1.8) remains integrable in the sense that all periodic orbits
and their homoclinic limit persist – see Theorem 2.2 below for a more precise statement. In fact, near a
level set {H0(v, q) = H0}, a local O(ε2) correction of the O(1) integral H0 can be constructed explicitly
by writing (1.8) as,

vXX +G(f(v), v) + ε2

[
G̃2

(
v, 2H0 + 2

∫ v

V −

G(f(ṽ), ṽ) dṽ

)]
= O(ε3) (2.11)
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(1.7). Clearly, (2.11) is integrable (a priori up to O(ε2)), with (local, approximate) integral H(v, q;H0) =
1
2q

2 −W0(v)− ε2W2(v;H0) and

W2(v;H0) = −
∫ v

V −

G̃2

(
v̂, 2H0 + 2

∫ v̂

V −

G(f(ṽ), ṽ) dṽ

)
dv̂. (2.12)

Away from the heteroclinic limit, this O(ε2) correction of (1.7) does not have a leading order impact
on the (non-degenerate) double well character of W0(v). However, in the heteroclinic limit – i.e. if
H0 = H0,+ = H0,− = 0 – this correction term does make a difference. By construction, H(V −, 0; 0) =
H0,− − ε2W2(V −; 0) = 0, while

H(V +, 0; 0) = −ε2W2(V +; 0) = ε2

∫ V +

V −

G̃2

(
v̂, 2

∫ v̂

V −

G(f(ṽ), ṽ) dṽ

)
dv̂ 6= 0, (2.13)

in general. Thus, the saddles (V −, 0) and (V +, 0) of (1.8) generally are no longer on the same level set:
the heteroclinic connections typically break and become homoclinic loops – either to (V −, 0) or to (V +, 0).
Especially since the associated ‘almost double front’ homoclinic patterns may have asymptotically small
eigenvalues – and thus potentially could be stable – we will study this limit in more detail in section 2.3.

For c 6= 0, the leading order perturbation of (1.8) is O(ε). More importantly, (1.8) is no longer reversible
(nor integrable). In fact,

d

dX
H0(v, q) = −εcG̃1c(v)q2 − ε2

[
G̃2(v, q2) + c2τ2G̃2cc(v, q

2)
]
q +O(ε3). (2.14)

Thus, if (v0(X), q0(X)) is a periodic or homoclinic solution of (1.6) as defined above – i.e. (v0(X), q0(X)) ⊂
{H0(v, q) = H0} with H0 ∈ (H0,c, 0] and initial condition (v0(0), 0) with v0(0) ∈ (V c, V +) – then it follows
by a classical application of the Melnikov method (see for instance [25]) that it persists as solution of (1.8)
if,

∆H0(H0) =

∫ T

0

d

dX
H0(v(X), q(X)) dX = −εc

∫ T

0
G̃1c(v0)q2

0 dX +O(ε2) = 0, (2.15)

where T = T (H0) is the period of (v0(X), q0(X)) – with T (H0) → ∞ in the homoclinic limit H0 ↑ 0. By
defining A(H0) = v0(1

2T ) and B(H0) = v0(0) – so that V − ≤ A(H0) < V c < B(H0) – we thus find the
following (leading order) condition on the persistence of (v0, q0),

∆̃H0(H0, ~µ) = 2c

∫ B(H0)

A(H0)

[
1− τ f

′(v; ~µ)Gu(f(v), v; ~µ)

Fu(f(v), v; ~µ)

]√
2H0 − 2

∫ v

V −

G(f(ṽ), ṽ; ~µ) dv = 0 (2.16)

(2.4), (2.7), (2.14) and ∆̃H0(H0, ~µ) = the leading order approximation of −∆H0(H0)/ε – where we have
(temporarily) reintroduced the parameter dependence of F (u, v; ~µ) and G(u, v; ~µ). Note that the pre-factor
c in (2.16) confirms the persistence of all orbits (v0, q0) in the stationary problem (at leading order in ε).

Theorem 2.2. Assume that H0,+ = H0(V +, 0) > H0(V −, 0) = H0,− = 0 and that ε > 0 is sufficiently
small. Let (v0(X), q0(X)) be a periodic or homoclinic solution of (1.6) on the level set {H0(v, q) = H0}
with H0 ∈ (H0,c, 0] and with initial condition (v0(0), 0) such that v0(0) ∈ (V c, V +).
(i) Stationary patterns. If c = 0, then (v0(X), q0(X)) persists as a periodic or homoclinic solution
γs(X) = (us(X), ps(X), vs(X), qs(X)) ⊂ Mε(0) of (1.3) with (vs(X), qs(X)) a solution of (1.8) with
(vs(0), qs(0)) = (v0(0), 0) such that ‖(vs(X), qs(X)) − (v0(X), q0(X))‖ < Cε2 for all X ∈ [0, T (H0)) and
some C > 0 – where T (H0) is the period of (v0(X), q0(X)) (and T (H0)→∞ in the homoclinic limit H0 ↑ 0).
The (u, p)-components of γs(X) are given by us(X) = f(v0(X))+O(ε2), ps(X) = εq0(X)f ′(v0(X))+O(ε3)
(2.2), (2.3).
(ii) Traveling patterns. If c 6= 0, then for any c ∈ R (of O(1) w.r.t. ε) (v0(X), q0(X)) persists as a solu-
tion γs(X) ⊂Mε(c) of (1.3) if there is a ~µt such that ∆̃H0(H0, ~µ) = 0 (2.16). Again, (vs(X), qs(X)) is a so-
lution of (1.8) with (vs(0), qs(0)) = (v0(0), 0) but only of O(ε) accuracy: ‖(vs(X), qs(X))−(v0(X), q0(X))‖ <
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Cε for all X ∈ [0, T (H0)); likewise us(X) = f(v0(X)) +O(ε), ps(X) = εq0(X)f ′(v0(X)) +O(ε2).
In both cases, the homoclinic orbits of (1.3) correspond to (traveling or stationary) localized homoclinic
pulse/stripe patterns (U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) = (Us(X), Vs(X)) of (1.1) and the periodic solutions to (planar)
periodic wave trains in (1.1).

Note that this theorem also establishes that there is an open region Rper in parameter space for which
system (1.1) has slow traveling spatially periodic patterns and a co-dimensional 1 manifold Shom ⊂ ∂Rper

for which it has slow traveling pulses, determined by the condition

Mhom(~µ;W0)
def
=

∫ vmax
0

V −

[
1− τ f

′(v; ~µ)Gu(f(v; ~µ), v; ~µ)

Fu(f(v; ~µ), v; ~µ)

]√
2W0(v; ~µ) dv = 0, (2.17)

where vmax
0 = B(0) ∈ (V c, V +) exists as solution of W0(vmax

0 ) = 0 by the assumed double well nature of
W0(v) (1.7) and indeed is the maximal value of the homoclinic orbit v0: v0(X) ∈ (V −, v

max
0 ] (this argument

implicitly uses the assumption that H0,+ > H0,− = 0, i.e. that W0(V +) <W0(V −) = 0 (2.1): the V +-well
of W0(v) is deeper than the V −-well).

Proof of Theorem 2.2. The main part of the proof of this theorem follows by the above standard,
leading order, Melnikov arguments. However, the proof of case (ii) needs a higher order analysis. The fact
that c only appears as pre-factor of the O(ε) perturbation terms naturally motivates the ‘for any c ∈ R’
claim in (ii), nevertheless, since c does not factor out from the O(ε2) perturbation terms in (1.8), one may
expect to encounter conditions on c when one considers higher order effects. This is not the case, although
one needs to consider O(ε3) effects to establish this. We do not go into the – technical and quite involved
– details here, but refer to Remark 2.10 for a sketch of this procedure (which is very much along the lines
of the proof of Theorem 2.8(ii), although in that case the higher order analysis does yield a condition on
‘allowable’ c-values – see also Corollary 2.9). The higher order analysis sketched in Remark 2.10 can also be
interpreted as establishing the natural parabolic nature of the bifurcation into traveling waves that occurs
near values of ~µ for which (2.16) holds: the present ‘for any c ∈ R’ formulation gives its vertical leading
order approximation. 2

Remark 2.3. Theorem 2.2 is a generalized version of Theorem 2.4 in [27] on the existence of slow periodic
and homoclinic patterns in the explicit ecological model considered in [27] (although the slow reduced flow
is not of double well type in [27]).

Remark 2.4. In the vertical case f ′(v) ≡ 0, the reduced slow manifold M0 also is invariant for the full
system , i.e. Mε(c)equivM0, so that the only perturbation term in the flow on Mε(c) indeed is a linear
friction term – as already noted in the Introduction – that directly originates from the ‘−εcq’-term in (1.3)
(more specifically, G̃1c(v) ≡ 1 and G̃2cc(v, v

2
X) ≡ G̃2(v, v2

X) ≡ 0 (etc.) in (2.6)). Hence, in this case only
stationary patterns exist (which is covered by Theorem 2.2 since ∆̃H0(H0, ~µ) cannot be 0 (2.16)) – see Fig.
4(b).

2.3 H0,+ = 0: nearly heteroclinic fronts and pulses

In this section we consider the limit case – from the point of the previous section – in which the wells
of the double well potential W0(v) (1.7) are of equal depth, i.e. the case in which H0,+ = 0 (2.1).
By construction/assumption, (1.6) has 2 heteroclinic connections between the saddle points (V −, 0) and
(V +, 0): v∗(X) and v∗(−X) with limX→−∞ v∗(X) = V −, limX→∞ v∗(X) = V +, v∗,X(X) = q∗(X) > 0 and
limX→±∞ q∗(X) = 0. We assume for simplicity that varying the parameter ~µ does not change the fact
that the wells of W0(v) are of equal depth: the connecting orbit v∗(X) is assumed to exist for all choices
of ~µ ∈ Rm. This may be considered to be slightly unnatural, since one typically would prefer to have the
freedom to change the relative depth of the wells by varying a parameter. However, allowing this additional
(1-dimensional) freedom is not a fundamental issue, it would just add ‘another layer of technicalities’ – see
also Remark 1.1.
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Unlike in the previous section, we will explicitly construct orbits γs(X) = (us(X), ps(X), vs(X), qs(X)) ⊂
Mε(c) of (1.3) that are either homoclinic to the critical point (U−, 0, V −, 0) – i.e. γs(X) ⊂W u((U−, 0, V −, 0))∩
W s((U−, 0, V −, 0)) ∩ Mε(c) – or heteroclinic between (U−, 0, V −, 0) and (U+, 0, V +, 0) – i.e. γs(X) ⊂
W u((U−, 0, V −, 0))∩W s((U+, 0, V +, 0))∩Mε(c). The analysis will naturally be done in the setting of the
slow flow onMε(c), thus we will construct solutions (vs(X), qs(X)) of (1.8)/(2.6) with limX→−∞(vs(X), qs(X)) =
(V −, 0) and limX→∞(vs(X), qs(X)) = either (V −, 0) or (V +, 0). Clearly, in both cases the orbits (vs(X), qs(X))
will be asymptotically close to the heteroclinic cycle between (V −, 0) and (V +, 0) spanned by (v∗(X), q∗(X))
and (v∗(−X),−q∗(−X)): the heteroclinic orbit (v∗(X), q∗(X)) of (1.6) is the foundation of the upcoming
asymptotic analysis. Clearly, there may also be periodic patterns asymptotically close to the cycle spanned
by (v∗(X), q∗(X)) and (v∗(−X),−q∗(−X)), however, these patterns will not be considered here – see sec-
tion 4.3.

The perturbation analysis naturally starts out with the classical expansion,

vs(X) = v∗(X) + εv1(X) + ε2v2(X) +O(ε3), qs(X) = q∗(X) + εq1(X) + ε2q2(X) +O(ε3), (2.18)

where we note that the validity of this expansion – and the control over the (magnitude of the) correction
terms – is settled by Poincaré’s Expansion Theorem – see for instance [44] and the upcoming discussions
below. Substitution of these expansions into (2.6) yields at leading order in ε,

v1,XX +
[
Gu(f(v∗), v∗)f

′(v∗) +Gv(f(v∗), v∗)
]
v1 = −c0q∗G̃1c(v∗) (2.19)

(1.9). Therefore, we define the (Sturm-Liouville) operator

L∗ = L∗(X; ~µ) =
d2

dX2
+
[
Gu(f(v∗(X)), v∗(X))f ′(v∗(X)) +Gv(f(v∗(X)), v∗(X))

]
. (2.20)

The following (technical) lemma considers the homogeneous and inhomogeneous problems associated to
L∗(X), i.e.

L∗(X)v = h(X), (2.21)

where we a priori only assume that h : R→ R is sufficiently smooth. This simple lemma is crucial to both
the upcoming existence and (spectral) stability analysis. However, at several places in the text we will
need a somewhat more refined result: Lemma A.1, that is formulated and proven in Appendix A.

Lemma 2.5. Let v∗(X) be the increasing heteroclinic solution of (1.6) written as vXX −W ′0(v) = 0 (1.7),
where W0(v) is a double well potential with equal (non-degenerate) wells at v = V ± – i.e. H0(V ±) = 0
– and a local maximum at V c ∈ (V −, V +): limX→±∞(v∗(X), v∗,X(X)) = (V ±, 0), v∗,X(X) > 0 and (by
choice) v∗(0) = V c. Define,

α± =W ′′0 (V ±) = −F
±
uG
±
v − F

±
v G
±
u

F
±
u

> 0, β± > 0, E±(X) = e∓
√
α±X (2.22)

(2.9), (2.10), i.e. E±(X)→ 0 as X → ±∞, so that for ±X � 1,

v∗(X) = V ± ∓ β±e∓
√
α±X (1 +O(E±(X))) (2.23)

(where β± are determined by our choice v∗(0) = V c). Then, the homogeneous problem (2.21) (with h(X) ≡
0) has 2 independent solutions, vb(X) – bounded and even as function of X – and vu(X) – unbounded and
odd –

vb(X) = v∗,X(X) (= q∗(X)), vu(X) = v∗,X(X)

∫ X

0

dX̃

v2
∗,X(X̃)

(2.24)
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with,

vb(0) =
√

2W0(V c) vb,X(0) = 0 vb(X) = β±
√
α±e

∓√α±X(1 +O(E±)) for ±X � 1

vu(0) = 0 vb,X(0) = 1√
2W0(V c)

vu(X) = ±1
2α±β±

e±
√
α±X(1 +O(E±)) for ±X � 1

(2.25)
If h(X) decays exponentially as X → −∞, i.e. if there is a α > 0 such that limX→−∞ h(X)e−

√
αX exists,

then the (unique) solution v(X) of the inhomogeneous problem (2.21) that converges to 0 as X → −∞ with
initial condition v(0) = 0, is given by

v(X) = −
[∫ X

0
h(X̃)vu(X̃) dX̃

]
vb(X) +

[∫ X

−∞
h(X̃)vb(X̃) dX̃

]
vu(X) (2.26)

where v(X), vX(X) both decay exponentially to 0 as X → −∞. If it is additionally assumed that h(x)
remains bounded for X � 1 – i.e. that there is a C > 0 such that |h(X)| < C for all X ∈ R – then for
X � 1,

v(X) =

∫∞
−∞ h(X̃)vb(X̃) dX̃

2α+β+
e
√
α+X (1 +O(E+))

def
=

Mh

2α+β+
e
√
α+X (1 +O(E+)) , (2.27)

with |Mh| <∞.

Proof. By construction we have vb(X) = v∗,X(X) so that vu(X) follows by standard methods. Likewise,
properties (2.25) of vb(X) and vu(X) follow directly from (2.22), (2.23), (2.24). Moreover, the general
solution to the inhomogeneous problem (2.21) is given by

v(X) =

[
Cb −

∫ X

0
h(X̃)vu(X̃) dX̃

]
vb(X) +

[
Cu +

∫ X

0
h(X̃)vb(X̃) dX̃

]
vu(X), (2.28)

with Cb,u ∈ R – where we have used that the Wronskian associated to (2.21) ≡ 1 by (2.25). These same

properties also imply that the condition v(0) = 0 is satisfied by setting Cb = 0. If limX→−∞ h(X)e−
√
αX

exists for some α > 0, then it follows again from (2.25) that the first term in (2.28) goes to 0 as X → −∞
and that we need to set

Cu =

∫ 0

−∞
h(X̃)vb(X̃) dX̃

to counteract the growth of vu(X) for X � −1. Hence, we recover (2.26) from (2.28) and we may conclude
by a direct check – again using (2.25) – that indeed limX→−∞ v(X) = limX→−∞ vX(X) = 0. Finally, we
note that for bounded h(x), the first term of (2.26) remains bounded as X → ∞ and that the integral
in the second term indeed converges to Mh with |Mh| < ∞, so that (2.27) follows from the leading order
growth behavior of vu(X). See also (the proof of) Lemma A.1 for more details. 2

The application of Lemma 2.5 to (2.19) yields explicit (leading order) control over the unstable mani-
fold of the saddle (V −, 0) of (2.6), i.e. over the solution (vs(X), qs(X)) ⊂ W u((V −, 0)). We therefore
introduce ṽ1(X) as the unique solution of

L∗ṽ1 = −q∗G̃1c(v∗) = −
[
1− τ f(v∗)Gu(f(v∗), v∗)

Fu(f ′(v∗), v∗)

]
v∗,X (2.29)

with v1(X) = c0ṽ1(X) (2.19), that decays to 0 as X → −∞ and has initial condition ṽ1(0) = 0 (note
that this initial condition just fixes the position of the point X = 0 through vs(0) = V c (2.18)). Since the
inhomogeneous term of (2.29) clearly decays as X → ±∞, it follows from Lemma 2.5 that v1(X) – the
first term in the expansion of vs(X) (2.18) – can be written as

v1(X) = c0ṽ1(X) = c0

{[∫ X

0
G̃1c(v∗)v∗,XvudX̃

]
v∗,X(X)−

[∫ X

−∞
G̃1c(v∗)v

2
∗,XdX̃

]
vu(X)

}
, (2.30)
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and that for X � 1,

ṽ1(X) = −M∗(~µ)

2α+β+
e
√
α+X(1 +O(E+)), (2.31)

with M∗(~µ) as defined in (1.17), where we note that M∗(~µ) can also be written as

M∗(~µ) =

∫ V +

V −

[
1− τ f

′(v; ~µ)Gu(f(v; ~µ), v; ~µ)

Fu(f(v; ~µ), v; ~µ)

]√
2W0(v; ~µ)) dv,

which naturally coincides with the limit of Mhom(~µ;W0) (2.17) in which the wells of W0(v) have become
of equal depth – i.e. the limit H0,+ ↓ 0 (2.1). To be homoclinic to (V −, 0), vs(X) needs to cross through
the {q = 0}-axis, i.e. there has to be a Xh such that vs,X(Xh) = 0. Clearly, Xh cannot be O(1) since
v∗,X(X) = vb(X) = q∗(X) > 0 for all X. However, it follows from (2.25) and (2.31) that for X � 1

vs,X(X) =

[
β+
√
α+e

−√α+X − εc0
M∗(~µ)

2β+
√
α+

e
√
α+X

]
(1 +O(E+)) +O(ε2v2). (2.32)

A priori, Poincaré’s Expansion Theorem establishes the validity of regular expansions like (2.18) on X-
intervals of O(1) length (w.r.t. ε), which would be insufficient for solving vs,X(Xh) = 0 (2.32). However
in the present setting, the interval of validity can be extended – with an associated loss of accuracy (see
also [20]). First we note that by assuming that (vs(X), qs(X)) ⊂ W u((V −, 0)), it necessary follows that
limX→−∞(vn(X), qn(X)) = (0, 0) (2.18) for all n ≥ 1. As a consequence, the interval of validity of Poincaré’s
Expansion Theorem may be straightforwardly extended to (−∞,O(1)). Based on the explicit control on
the growth of vb(x) and vu(X) for X � 1 (by (2.25), we may extend the X-interval of validity of (2.18) to
values of X such that E−1

+ (X) = O(1/εσ) for σ > 0 – which means that X is of O(| log ε|). Naturally, all
equations for vn(X) are of the form (2.21) and it follows iteratively that the inhomogeneous terms hn(X)
in general grow exponentially as E−n+ (X) for X � 1. To see this, we first note that the inhomogeneous
term h2(X) of the equation for v2 must contain terms with v2

1(X) (cf. (2.42) in which v1(X) is represented
by ṽ1(X) (2.30)): the (maximal) growth of h2(X) indeed is of the form E−2

+ (X) for X � 1 (2.31). Thus,
it follows that v2(X) also grows as E−2

+ (X) for X � 1 – either by a direct interpretation of (2.26) or more
precisely by (A.4) for j = 2 in Lemma A.1. Using this as input for the v3 equation, we see that h3(X)
grows as E−3

+ (X) for X � 1 so that – again by Lemma A.1 – also v3(X) grows as E−3
+ (X) for X � 1, etc..

Thus indeed, both the inhomogeneous term hn(X) and the solution vn(X) of (2.21) with h(X) = hn(X)
grows as E−n+ (X) for X � 1 (a priori for n ≥ 2, but we already found by Lemma 2.5 that this is also the
case for n = 1). Therefore, for n ≥ 1,

εn|vn(X)| = O
(
εn(1−σ)

)
for X ∈

(
−∞, σ

√
α+
| log ε|+O(1)

)
, (2.33)

i.e. for X up to values such that E−1
+ (X) = O(1/εσ) – which provides the desired extension of the

(asymptotic) size of the interval of validity in Poincaré’s Extension Theorem with associated loss of accuracy,
under the assumption that 0 < σ < 1. Since v0,X(X) = v∗,X(X) = O(εσ) for E−1

+ (X) = O(1/εσ) (2.25),
it follows that vs,X(Xh) = 0 can be solved from (2.32) by setting σ = 1

2 , and thus also that (2.32) is
asymptotically correct up to O(ε1) correction terms (1 = 2(1− 1

2)),

e
√
α+Xh =

β+
√

2α+√
c0M∗(~µ)

1√
ε

(2.34)

under the assumption that c0M∗ > 0 (1.17). Moreover, it follows that the v-coordinate of W u((V −, 0)) ∩
{q = 0} is given by

vs(Xh) = V + −

√
2c0M∗(~µ)

α+

√
ε+O(ε), (2.35)
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which yields that c0M∗(~µ) = 0 is the leading order approximation of the condition for which vs ⊂
W u((V −, 0))∩W s((V +, 0)): the heteroclinic case that separates between situations in which Wu((V −, 0))
does intersect the {q = 0}-axis and may turn around back towards the saddle (V −, 0) and cases in which
vs keeps on increasing and the orbit (vs(X), qs(X)) passes along the saddle (V +, 0).

However, it follows by symmetry (2.8) that the stable manifold W s((V −, 0)) of the slow flow (2.6) with
c0 replaced by −c0 intersects the {q = 0}-axis as it passes along (V +, 0) – in backwards ‘time’ – with
v-coordinate given by (2.35) with c0 replaced by −c0. Thus, by changing c0 back to −c0 again, we conclude
that W s((V −, 0)) only intersects the {q = 0}-axis in the original system (in backwards time) if c0M∗ ≤ 0
(and with v-coordinate V + −

√
2|c0M∗|/α+

√
ε+O(ε)). The situation is thus similar to that of Theorem

2.2(ii): traveling heteroclinic or homoclinic orbits can only exist if M∗(~µ) = 0. More precisely, traveling
patterns can a priori only exist for ~µ in an asymptotically small neighborhood of (the critical co-dimension
1 manifold ~µ =) ~µ∗t for which M∗(~µ

∗
t ) = 0.

Thus, we conclude that expression (2.34) for Xh cannot be correct, it needs to be re-derived in a set-
ting in which |c0M∗(~µ)| is asymptotically small – see (2.47). (Note that this includes the case of stationary
fronts or pulses, but that there is no condition on M∗(~µ) for stationary patterns – as in Theorem 2.2(i).)
The analysis so far can be interpreted as providing a leading order insight in the persistence of the unper-
turbed heteroclinic orbit v∗(X), however, to establish existence results on traveling localized patterns, we
need to zoom in near ~µ = ~µ∗t : we introduce ~µσ̃ by ~µ = ~µ∗t + εσ̃~µσ̃ and expand

M∗(~µ) = M∗(~µ
∗
t + εσ̃~µσ̃) = ~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~µσ̃ εσ̃ +O(εσ̃+1) with σ̃ > 0, (2.36)

where we note that σ̃ will have different values for the upcoming heteroclinic and homoclinic cases. Before
we can formulate our main result on the persistence of the heteroclinic connection v∗(X) (Theorem 2.6)
we need to introduce some notation. First, we note that for ~µ = ~µ∗t + ε~µ1, i.e. for σ̃ = 1, expansion (2.36)
yields a sharper version of (2.31): for X � 1,

ṽ1(X) = −ε
~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~µ1

2α+β+
e
√
α+X +O(XE+(X)), (2.37)

where the nature of the leading order correction term follows from Lemma A.1, the refined version of
Lemma 2.5. (More precise: (2.29) is of the form (2.21) with h(X) as in (A.3) with j = −1, hence (A.4)
holds with j = −1 and Mh = M∗(~µ

∗
t ) = 0.) We can now define the (Melnikov-type) expressions M̃2cc(~µ

∗
t )

and M̃2(~µ),

M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) =

∫∞
−∞[G̃∗1c,vv∗,X ṽ1 − G̃∗1cṽ1,X − 1

2((f ′∗)
2G∗uu +G∗vv + 2f ′∗G

∗
uv + f ′′∗G

∗
u)ṽ2

1 + τ2G̃∗2cc]v∗,XdX

M̃2(~µ) =
∫∞
−∞ G̃

∗
2 v∗,X dX

(2.38)
(2.6), (2.7), (2.30) in which

f ′∗ = f ′(v∗), G̃
∗
1c = G̃1c(v∗), G̃

∗
2 = G̃2(v∗, q

2
∗), G

∗
uu = Guu(f(v∗), v∗), etc. (2.39)

Note that for general ~µ, the terms containing ṽ1 in M̃2cc(~µ) prevent the integral in (2.38) from converging (by
(2.25), (2.31)). However, M∗(~µ

∗
t ) = 0, so that the integral does converge at ~µ = ~µ∗t and thus |M̃2cc(~µ

∗
t )| <∞

(cf. (2.37) with ~µ1 = 0). Note also that the situation for M̃2(~µ) is less singular: |M̃2(~µ)| < ∞ for general
~µ – as will be needed in the upcoming theorem.

Theorem 2.6. Let W0(v) (1.7) be a double well potential with wells of equal depth, i.e. let H0,+ = 0 (2.1)
and let ε > 0 be sufficiently small.
(i) Stationary fronts. Let ~µs(0) ∈ Rm be such that M̃2(~µs(0)) = 0 (2.38), then there is a uniquely
determined co-dimension 1 manifold in parameter space determined by ~µs(ε), such that for ~µ = ~µs(ε) =
~µs(0) +O(ε) there exists a heteroclinic solution (vhet(X), qhet(X)) ⊂ W u((V −, 0)) ∩W s((V +, 0)) of (2.6)
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Figure 6: The bifurcation diagrams described by Corollary 2.7 for M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) < 0. (a) Corollary 2.7(i): M̃2(~µ∗t ) = 0.

(b) Corollary 2.7(ii): M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0. (c) Corollary 2.7(iii): M̃2(~µ∗t ) < 0.

with c = 0.
(ii) Traveling fronts. Let ~µ∗t be such that M∗(~µ

∗
t ) = 0, let ~µ = ~µ∗t + ε~µ1 and consider (2.36) with σ̃ = 1.

Let c0 be a solution of,
c0
~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~µ1 + c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t ) = 0 (2.40)

(2.38) and impose the non-degeneracy condition ~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) 6= ~0. Then, there exists for chet(ε) = chet(0) +
O(ε) = c0 +O(ε) a heteroclinic solution (vhet(X), qhet(X)) ⊂W u((V −, 0)) ∩W s((V +, 0)) of (2.6).
In both cases, the orbit (vhet(X), qhet(X)) corresponds to a slow heteroclinic orbit of (1.3) on Mε(c) – with
c = 0 for (i) and c = chet(ε) for (ii) – between the critical points (U−, 0, V −, 0) and (U+, 0, V +, 0) and
to a front/interface (U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) = (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) pattern of (1.1)/(1.10) – with Vhet(X) =
vhet(X) and Uhet(X) = f(vhet(X)) + εf1(vhet(X), qhet(X)) + ε2f2(vhet(X), qhet(X)) + O(ε3) (2.2) (2.3)
that is either stationary (i) or travels with speed chet(ε) (ii) and that connects the homogeneous states
(U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) ≡ (U−, V −) (as X → −∞) to (U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) ≡ (U+, V +) (X → +∞) – see
Fig. 3(a).

By symmetry (2.8) (with c = 0), Theorem 2.6(i) establishes the persistence of both stationary heteroclinic
front orbits of (1.6) under the condition M̃2(~µs) = 0, i.e. of the full heteroclinic cycle between the saddles
(V −, 0) and (V +, 0) on Mε(0). Therefore, this condition is equivalent to W2(V +; 0) = 0 (2.13).

Corollary 2.7. Assume M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) 6= 0, define

µ̃1 = ~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~µ1 ∈ R (2.41)

((2.36) with σ = 1), and consider the solutions c = c±het(µ̃1; ε) as determined (at leading order in ε) by
(2.40) in Theorem 2.6(ii).
(i) If M̃2(~µ∗t ) = 0, then the lines c+

het(µ̃1) ≡ 0 and c−het(µ̃1) = −µ̃1/M̃2cc intersect at µ̃1 = 0: (2.40)
describes (at leading order in ε) a transcritical bifurcation at which a branch of heteroclinic orbits with
c−het(µ̃1) 6= 0 intersects the branch of stationary heteroclinic orbits.

(ii) If M̃2(~µ∗t )M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) < 0, then both c±het(µ̃1) exist for all µ̃1 = O(1): there are no bifurcations. If µ̃1 → 0,

i.e. as ‖~µ− ~µ∗t‖ � ε, then c+
het(µ̃1)→ −c−het(µ̃1) =

√
−M̃2/M̃2cc.

(iii) If M̃2(~µ∗t )M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) > 0, then the curves c±het(µ̃1) merge at the saddle-node bifurcation points µ̃±het−SN =

±2
√
M̃2M̃2cc (with chet(µ̃

±
het−SN ) = −µ̃±het−SN/(2M̃2cc) = ∓

√
M̃2/M̃2cc); there are no heteroclinic fronts

for µ̃−het−SN < µ̃1 < µ̃+
het−SN .

This corollary is a direct consequence of Theorem 2.6(ii). Note that the stationary fronts of Theorem 2.6(i)
are recovered as the c+

het(µ̃1) ≡ 0 branch of the case M̃2(~µ∗t ) = 0 (Corollary 2.7(i)), which is the critical

case that corresponds to the (well-known) transition as M̃2 passes through 0 of two saddle-node curves
(Corollary 2.7(iii)) into two separate curves without bifurcations (Corollary 2.7(ii)) – see Fig. 6.
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Proof of Theorem 2.6. We continue with our analysis of the expansion (2.18) – with vs(X) = vhet(X) –
and note that we know that the intervals of validity for the application of Poincaré’s Expansion Theorem
can be extended to the full real line R since we are searching for solutions ⊂W s((V +, 0)). Since we already
explicitly derived the first term v1 (2.30), we immediately continue with v2, that is determined by

L∗v2 = −c2
0

[
G̃∗1c,vv∗,X ṽ1 − G̃∗1cṽ1,X −

1

2
((f ′∗)

2G∗uu +G∗vv + 2f ′∗G
∗
uv + f ′′∗G

∗
u)ṽ2

1

]
−(c1v∗,XG̃

∗
1c+c

2
0τ

2G̃∗2cc+G̃
∗
2)

(2.42)
(2.6), (2.7), (2.39). Assuming that v2(0) = 0, Lemma 2.5 again controls the leading order behavior of v2(X)
for X � 1. Obviously v1(X) ≡ 0 in the stationary case (2.30), while the inhomogeneous righthand side of
(2.42) reduces to only −G̃∗2, thus it follows by (2.27) that indeed M̃2(~µ) has to be set 0 for a (potential)
heteroclinic connection ⊂W u((V −, 0)) ∩W s((V +, 0)).

In the traveling case, i.e. with ~µ = ~µ∗t + ε~µ1, it follows by (2.37) that ṽ1(X) contributes to the – po-
tentially – exponentially growing character of vhet(X) at O(ε2). Hence, we deduce by Lemma 2.5 that for
X � 1,

vhet(X)− v∗(X) = − ε2

2β+α+

(
c0
~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~µ1 + c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t )

)
e
√
α+X (1 +O(E+(X))) (2.43)

at leading order (2.38). Since we are constructing (vhet(X), qhet(X)) ⊂ W u((V +, 0)), we know that
limX→∞ |vhet(X)− v∗(X)| must be 0, which indeed necessarily implies (2.40).

For both cases (i) and (ii), the proof of the Lemma now follows by the (standard, Melnikov-type) obser-
vation that W u((V −, 0)) as spanned by (vhet(X), qhet(X)) evolves from a manifold that changes direction
asymptotically close to the saddle (V +, 0) and returns back in the direction of (V −, 0) to a manifold that
passes along the saddle (V +, 0) (with increasing v-coordinate) as a parameter is changed, so that there is
a unique value of that parameter for which (vhet(X), qhet(X)) ⊂ W u((V −, 0)) ∩W s((V +, 0)). In the sta-
tionary case (i), this (family of) parameter(s) is ~µ and the geometric argument determines ~µs(ε) uniquely,
in traveling case (ii) the parameter is c and chet(ε) is determined uniquely. 2

Like Theorems 2.2 and 2.6, the upcoming theorem on the existence of nearly (double front) heteroclinic
homoclinic orbits will be split into a stationary case and a traveling case. Before we formulate this result,
we first motivate why it will now be necessary to consider σ̃ = 2 in expansion (2.36).

By symmetry (2.8) of (1.3) inherited by (2.6), it follows from Theorem 2.6 that if c̃0 solves

− c̃0
~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~µ1 + c̃2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t ) = 0, (2.44)

there exists a heteroclinic solution (vhet(X),−qhet(−X)) ⊂ W u((V +, 0)) ∩ W s((V −, 0)) of (2.6) – with
−qhet(−X) < 0 that corresponds to a front/interface in (1.1) that travels with speed c̃0 +O(ε) that con-
nects (U+, V +) for X → −∞ to (U−, V −) and X → +∞. Now assume that c0 6= 0 is close to the
solution chet(0) of (2.40), i.e. that W u((V −, 0)) just misses W s((V +, 0)) and that the orbit (vs(X), qs(X))
– that spans W u((V −, 0)) – returns in the direction of (V −, 0) (i.e. it enters the {q < 0} half-plane).
This way, W u((V −, 0)) can be made to be arbitrarily close to W u((V +, 0)). Since W u((V +, 0)) can
only connect to W s((V −, 0)) for solutions c̃0 of (2.44) – i.e. (2.40) with c0 → −c̃0 – we conclude that
W u((V −, 0))/(vs(X), qs(X)) can only be made to be homoclinic to (V −, 0) with c0 6= 0 if M∗ = O(ε2):
then, the asymmetric terms in (2.40) and (2.44) – i.e. the terms that are not symmetric under c0 → −c0 –
disappear from (2.40)/(2.44) so that W u((V −, 0)) may indeed catch up with W s((V −, 0)) – in fact (2.40)
and (2.44) have become identical. We conclude that we need to set σ̃ = 2 in (2.36) to find orbits homoclinic
to (V −, 0).
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Theorem 2.8. Let double well potentialW0(v) (1.7) be such that H0,+ = 0 (2.1) and let ε > 0 be sufficiently
small.
(i) Stationary pulses. Let ~µ ∈ Rm be such that M̃2(~µ) > 0, then there exists a homoclinic solution
(vhom(X), qhom(X)) ⊂ W u((V −, 0)) ∩W s((V −, 0)) of (2.6) with c = 0 (that merges with the heteroclinic
cycle established by Theorem 2.6(i) as M̃2 ↓ 0).
(ii) Traveling pulses. Let ~µ∗t be such that M∗(~µ

∗
t ) = 0, let ~µ = ~µ∗t + ε2~µ2 so that (2.36) holds with

σ̃ = 2 – assuming ~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) 6= ~0 – and let c be such that c2M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0 (2.38). Then there is a

co-dimension 1 manifold Vt(c) in ~µ2-space, such that there exists a homoclinic orbit (vhom(X), qhom(X)) ⊂
W u((V −, 0)) ∩W s((V −, 0)) ⊂ Mε(c) in (2.6) for all ~µ2 ∈ Vt(c). Moreover, by the symmetry (2.8), the
orbit (vhom(X), qhom(X)) with c > 0 is symmetric to the orbit with c̃ = −c < 0.
In both cases, the orbits (vhom(X), qhom(X)) correspond to slow orbits on Mε(c) homoclinic to the critical
point (U−, 0, V −, 0) in (1.3) and to stationary or traveling localized pulses/stripes (U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) =
(Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) in (1.1)/(1.10) – with Vhom(X) = vhom(X) and Uhom(X) = uhom(X) = f(vhom(X))+
εf1(vhom(X), qhom(X)) + ε2f2(vhom(X), qhom(X)) +O(ε3) (2.2) (2.3) – Fig. 3(b).

Note that Theorem 2.8 is not a persistence result, unlike Theorems 2.2 and 2.6: the slow reduced limit sys-
tem (1.6) for the double well potential with wells of equal depth does not have homoclinic orbits. Moreover,
we focused – for simplicity – on orbits homoclinic to (V −, 0), a completely analogous result on the existence
of orbits homoclinic to (V +, 0) holds true under the conditions M̃2(~µ∗t ) < 0 (i) and c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t )+M̃2(~µ∗t ) < 0

(ii) (with an equivalent analogous version of Corollary 2.9). Note also that the formulation of Theorem
2.8(ii) is somewhat nonnatural: it starts out with a given c and establishes that there is a co-dimension 1
manifold of ~µ2-values for which there is a traveling pulse with this pre-specified speed. It is more natural
(and standard) to consider the value of the parameter, i.e. of ~µ2, as given and to ask the question: are
there values of c for which there exist nearly heteroclinic homoclinic pulses in (1.3)? See Corollary 2.9.

Proof of Theorem 2.8. This proof consists of two parts. First, we follow the arguments that led
to (2.34) and (2.35) and establish a leading order approximation of the pulse solutions, for ~µ = ~µ∗t + ε2~µ2

(cf. (2.36) with σ̃ = 2)). In fact, it is shown that |∆Wh(~µ2)| � ε, where ∆Wh(~µ2) is the gap between
W u((V −, 0)) and W s((V −, 0)) as they intersect the {q = 0}-axis (in (2.6)). In the second part of the proof
we study the higher order problems and show that ∆Wh(~µ2) = O(ε2| log ε|) and can indeed be closed by
varying ~µ2. Many of the results obtained in this part of the proof will return as key ingredients in (the
proofs of) the stability results in section 3 – especially in Lemma 3.10 in section 3.2.3.

By Lemma 2.5, we know that solution v2 of (2.42) is for X � 1 given by,

v2(X) = − 1

2α+β+

(
c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t )

)
e
√
α+X(1 +O(E+)) (2.45)

(cf. (2.43)), both in case (i) – in which c0 = 0, so that v1(x) ≡ 0 (2.30) – and in case (ii) – where all terms
containing ṽ1(X) in the right hand side of (2.42) do not appear in (2.45) by assumption (2.36) with σ̃ = 2.
A solution to (2.6) that is homoclinic to (V −, 0) must intersect the {q = 0}-axis, i.e. there must be an Xh

such that vhom,X(Xh) = 0. Since vhom(X) = v∗(X) at O(1), we find for X � 1 (using (2.25)),

vhom,X(X) =

[
β+
√
α+e

−√α+X − ε2

2β+
√
α+

(
c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t )

)
e
√
α+X

]
(1+O(E+))+O(ε3v3) (2.46)

(cf. (2.32)). Clearly, vhom,X(Xh) can be 0 if e
√
α+Xh = O(1/ε), however this is the singular situation σ = 1

in (2.33): it a priori goes beyond the domain of validity of (the extended) Poncaré’s Expansion Theorem
(note also that the leading order correction term O(ε3v3) in (2.46) a priori is O(1) by (2.33) (with σ = 1)
and thus not asymptotically small). However, the estimates of (2.33) are obtained in the generic situation
in which the exponential growth of the inhomogeneous term h2(X) of the v2 equation is driven by v2

1(X))
so that h2(X) grows exponentially as E−2

+ (X) for X � 1. Due to assumption (2.36) this is not the case
here, as was also already noticed in the proof of Theorem 2.6: for σ̃ = 2 the growth of v1 has an additional

21



factor ε2 – cf. (2.37) in the σ̃ = 1 case – the effect of the v2
1 terms ‘falls down’ to the level of the inhomoge-

neous term h6(X) of the v6 equation. In fact, we see from (2.45) that v2(X) grows as E−1
+ (X) for X � 1

(and thus not as E−2
+ (X)). Similarly, it follows that v3(X) will also only grow as E−1

+ (X) for X � 1
– much slower than the E−3

+ (X) growth of the generic setting that yielded (2.33). By Lemma A.1, it is
straightforward to deduce iteratively that v4(X) and v5(X) will grow as E−2

+ (X) for X � 1, v6(X) and
v7(X) as E−3

+ (X), etc.. Thus, we may conclude that we can extend the domain of validity of Poincaré’s
Expansion Theorem to e

√
α+Xh = O(1/ε) under assumption (2.36) and that the correction term O(ε3v3)

in (2.46) indeed is asymptotically small – in fact, it is O(ε2).

Hence, we may conclude from (2.46) that

e
√
α+Xh =

β+
√

2α+√
c2

0M̃2cc(~µ∗t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t )

1

ε
(1 +O(ε)) (2.47)

(cf. (2.34)) which yields for case (i) that indeed M̃2(~µ∗t ) must positive and for case (ii) that c0 must be so
that c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0. As a brief side remark we note that,

Xh =
| log ε|
√
α+

+
1
√
α+

log

 β+
√

2α+√
c2

0M̃2cc(~µ∗t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t )

+O(ε), (2.48)

which will be the source of many | log ε| terms in the upcoming analysis. We continue by observing that
the v-coordinate of (vhom(X), qhom(X)) ∩ {q = 0}, i.e. of W u((V −, 0)) ∩ {q = 0}, is at leading order given
by

vhom(Xh) = V + −

√
2
(
c2

0M̃2cc(~µ∗t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t )
)

√
α+

ε (2.49)

(cf. (2.35)). Since (2.49) only contains quadratic terms in c0, it follows by the symmetry (2.8) of (1.3) that
W s((V −, 0))∩{q = 0} is – at leading order – also given by (2.49): the gap ∆Wh(~µ2) between W u((V −, 0))
and W s((V −, 0)) as they intersect the {q = 0}-axis is smaller than O(ε). Next, we need to consider cases
(i) and (ii) separately.

Since the (planar) flow on Mε(0) is reversible and integrable (2.11), (2.12) in case (i) (c = 0), it im-
mediately follows that if M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0, the family of periodic orbits of the integrable flow around the center
(V c, 0) must be encircled by a homoclinic orbit (vhom(X), qhom(X)) ⊂W u((V −, 0)) ∩W s((V −, 0)).

For case (ii), we a need to go one step deeper into the perturbation analysis and determine the next
order correction to (2.49). This term is made up of several contributing terms. A priori, we need to solve
both the equations for v3(X) and v4(X) since they both contribute to the O(ε2) level – see the discussion
above. Moreover, we need to evaluate the O(ε2) effect of the v1(X) term on the intersection of W u((V −, 0))
with the {q = 0}-axis (cf. (2.43)).

Note that although the gap ∆Wh(~µ2) between W u((V −, 0)) ∩ {q = 0} and W s((V −, 0)) ∩ {q = 0} can
only be tuned – and thus closed – by terms that are odd in c (the even powers of c do not have an impact
by symmetry (2.8)), this does not imply that the orbits we are constructing will be symmetric under (2.8):
they clearly cannot be so (for c 6= 0), since the approximation of W s((V −, 0)) is obtained from that of
W u((V −, 0)) by first applying (2.8) followed by changing −c back into c. Nevertheless, a pulse traveling
with speed c 6= 0 must have its counterpropagating symmetrical counterpart under (2.8). Since the up-
coming arguments establish that for given c 6= 0 the intersection W u((V −, 0))∩W s((V −, 0)) determines a
unique homoclinic orbit, it follows that the orbit with speed −c must be symmetric to it (under (2.8)).
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We conclude from (2.19) and (2.42) that the c-dependence of v1(X) and v2(X) can be factored out explicitly

v1(X) = cṽ1, v2 = ṽ2 + c2ṽ2cc

with c = c0 + εc1 + ε2c2+ etc., cf. (2.30), (B.3). Similarly, it can be deduced that

v3 = cṽ3c + c3ṽ3ccc, v4 = ṽ4 + c2ṽ4cc + c4ṽ4cccc, etc., (2.50)

which implies that of these two, only v3(X) contributes to the gap ∆Wh at its O(ε2) level. Naturally also
v1 contributes to ∆Wh (2.30). In fact, we will find that due to the | log ε|-term introduced by (2.48), the
contribution of v1 to ∆Wh is dominant and that the contribution by v3 reduces to a higher order effect (see
however the discussion in section 4.1). Lemma 2.5 does not provide a sufficiently precise approximation of
v1(Xh), therefore we apply its refinement Lemma A.1. First, we note that (2.29) is of the form (2.21) with
inhomogeneous term h(x) satisfying assumptions (A.3) with j = −1 (2.25). In fact Mh = −M∗(~µ) and

h0,−1 = −β+
√
α+G

+
1c with,

G
+
1c(~µ

∗
t ) = lim

X→∞
G̃1c(v∗(X)) = 1− τ f

′(V +; (~µ∗t ))G
+
u (~µ∗t )

F
+
u (~µ∗t )

(2.51)

(1.9), (2.10). Moreover, M+
u,−1 = −G̃+

u,−1 (A.5) with

G̃+
u,−1 =

∫ ∞
0

[
G̃1c(v∗)v∗,Xvu −

1

2
√
α+

G
+
1c

]
dX̃.

Hence, it follows by (1.17), (2.36) from (A.4) for j = −1 that for X � 1,

ṽ1(X) =
β+G

+
1c

2
Xe−

√
α+X −

~∇M∗ · ~µ2

2α+β+
ε2e
√
α+X +

G
+
1c + 4α+G̃

+
u,−1

4
√
α+

e−
√
α+X +O(XE2

+), (2.52)

so that by (2.47),

εv1(Xh) = εc0ṽ1(Xh) =
c0

√
M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc

2
√

2α+

[
G

+
1cXh −

2~∇M∗ · ~µ2

M̃2 + c2
0M̃2cc

+
G

+
1c + 4α+G̃

+
u,−1

2
√
α+

]
ε2 +O(ε3| log ε|),

where we note that the | log ε| factor in the leading order correction term originates from the X = O(| log ε|)
factor in the O(XE2

+) term of (A.4) – see (2.48). In fact, we may simplify the present – and upcoming –
analysis considerably by only considering the leading order approximation (2.48) of Xh,

εv1(Xh) = εc0ṽ1(Xh) =
c0

√
M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc

2
√

2α+

[
G

+
1c√
α+
− 2µ̃2

M̃2 + c2
0M̃2cc

]
ε2| log ε|+O(ε2), (2.53)

where we have extended the range of ~µ2 by introducing ~̃µ2 ∈ Rm and µ̃2 ∈ R by

~µ = ~µ∗t + ε2~µ2 = ~µ∗t + ε2| log ε| ~̃µ2, µ̃2 = ~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~̃µ2 (2.54)

(cf. (2.36) with σ̃ = 2 and recall that we have assumed that ~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) 6= ~0); note that this – logarithmically
extending the range of ~µ2 – has no impact on the preceding analysis.

To determine the leading order correction to vhom(Xh) (2.46) – and thus to the gap ∆Wh – we a pri-
ori need to take the next order correction of Xh into account. Therefore, we define Yh and its expansion
in Yj ’s, j ≥ 0, by

e
√
α+Xh = β+

Yh

ε
= β+

(
Y0 + εY1 +O(ε2)

) 1

ε
, (2.55)
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so that,

Y0 =

√
2α+√

M̃2(~µ∗t ) + c2
0M̃2cc(~µ∗t )

(2.56)

(2.47). By (2.23), (2.45), (2.52) and (2.54) we have for X � 1,

vhom(X) = V +−β+e
−√α+X − M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc

2α+β+
ε2e
√
α+X +

c0β+G
+
1c

2
εXe−

√
α+X − c0µ̃2| log ε|

2α+β+
ε3e
√
α+X , (2.57)

with correction terms of O(εE+), O(E2
+), O(ε2) and O(ε3E−1

+ ) – that are all O(ε2) for X = Xh (2.47).
Thus, by (2.48), (2.55) and (2.56),

vhom,X(Xh) = −

[
M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc√
α+

Y1

| log ε|
+

1

2
c0

(
G

+
1c

Y0
+
µ̃2Y0√
α+

)]
ε2| log ε|+O(ε2),

which yields,

Y1 = −1

2
c0

√
2
µ̃2
√
α+ + 1

2G
+
1c(M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc)

(M̃2 + c2
0M̃2cc)

√
M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc

| log ε|+O(1)
def
= c0Ỹ1| log ε|+O(1). (2.58)

Note that Y1 → −Y1 as c0 → −c0 (at leading order): the correction to Xh is different for the part of the
orbit (vhom(X), vhom,X(X)) with vhom,X(X) > 0 from that with vhom,X(X) < 0 – as expected. Substitution
of all of this into (2.57) yields,

vhom(Xh) = V + −

√
2(c2

0M̃2cc + M̃2)
√
α+

ε− 1

2
c0

√
2
µ̃2
√
α+ − 1

2G
+
1c(M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc)

α+

√
M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc

ε2| log ε|+O(ε2)

(cf. (2.49)), where we notice that the contributions by Y1 dropped out completely (at leading order). Thus,
the gap ∆Wh between W u((V −, 0)) and W s((V −, 0)) as they intersect the {q = 0}-axis is at leading order
given by

∆Wh(µ̃2) = c0

√
2
µ̃2
√
α+ − 1

2G
+
1c(M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc)

α+

√
M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc

ε2| log ε|+O(ε2), (2.59)

which is in fact identical to (2.53), up to a factor −2: the leading order contribution to the gap ∆Wh(µ̃2) is
completely determined by v1(Xh). For any given c0 we can clearly tune µ̃2 such that ∆Wh(µ̃2) = 0 – see also
(2.60) below. Moreover, it follows from the geometry of the set-up that this quantity is determined uniquely
(see however section 4.1). Hence, we may conclude that for any given c such that c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t )+M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0,

there (locally) is a co-dimension 1 manifold in parameter space for which the gap ∆Wh is closed, and thus
that there is a homoclinic orbit (vhom(X), qhom(X)) ⊂ W u((V −, 0)) ∩ W s((V −, 0)) on Mε(c) for these
values of ~µ = ~µ∗t + ε2~̃µ2| log ε|. 2

Note that we may conclude from the leading order approximation (2.59) of the gap ∆Wh(µ̃2) that the
co-dimension 1 manifold Vt(c) in the statement of Theorem 2.8(ii) is at leading order (in ε) given by the
relatively simple hyperplane

Vt(c) = {~µ2 ∈ Rm : ~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~µ2 =
G

+
1c(M̃2(~µ∗t ) + c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ))

2
√
α+

| log ε|+O(1)} (2.60)

(2.38), (2.51), (2.54). This result also provides the setting to consider the (natural) question whether for a
give choice of the parameter ~µ2 there are values of c for which nearly heteroclinic traveling pulse patterns
exist in (1.3)/(1.1).
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Figure 7: The bifurcation diagrams described by Corollary 2.9 for G1c(~µ
∗
t ) < 0. (a) Corollary 2.9(i): M̃2(~µ∗t ) >

0, M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) > 0. (b) Corollary 2.9(ii): M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0, M̃2cc(~µ

∗
t ) < 0. (c) Corollary 2.9(iii): M̃2(~µ∗t ) < 0, M̃2cc(~µ

∗
t ) > 0.

Corollary 2.9. Consider the setting of Theorem 2.8, assume that ‖~µ2‖ = O(| log ε|), i.e. that ‖~µ− ~µ∗t‖ =
O(ε2| log ε|) (cf. (2.36) with σ̃ = 2) and consider µ̃2 as introduced in (2.54). Impose the additional non-

degeneracy conditions M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) 6= 0 (2.38) and G

+
1c(~µ

∗
t ) 6= 0 (2.51) and define Chom and µ̃TW

hom by

Chom(µ̃2) =
2
√
α+ µ̃2 −G

+
1cM̃2

G
+
1cM̃2cc

, µ̃TW
hom =

G
+
1cM̃2

2
√
α+

. (2.61)

(i) M̃2 > 0 and M̃2cc > 0: for any µ̃2 = O(1) there is a stationary homoclinic pulse solution (Uhom(X), Vhom(X))
(as established by Theorem 2.8(i)); as µ̃2 increases for G1c > 0, resp. decreases for G1c < 0, through µ̃TW

hom

– at leading order given by (2.61) – a bifurcation into traveling waves takes place from which two coun-
terpropagating pulses (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) appear; these pulses are symmetric under (2.8) as homoclinic
orbits in (1.3) with c = c±hom(µ̃2) at leading order given by c0 = ±

√
Chom(µ̃2).

(ii) M̃2 > 0 and M̃2cc < 0: for any µ̃2 = O(1) there is a stationary homoclinic pulse solution (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)).
For 0 < µ̃2 < µ̃TW

hom and G1c > 0, resp. µ̃TW
hom < µ̃2 < 0 and G1c < 0, there exist two counterpropagating

pulses (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) in (1.1)/(1.10) traveling with leading order speed c0 = ±
√
Chom(µ̃2) (and sym-

metric under (2.8)); as µ̃2 decreases, resp. increases, through µ̃TW
hom, these pulses appear from a bifurcation

into traveling waves, as µ̃2 decreases, resp. increases, further and µ̃2 → 0, the homoclinic pulses merge
into a heteroclinic cycle and split up into two pairs of heteroclinic fronts traveling with distinct speeds chet,

close to the bifurcation each at leading order given by c0 = ±
√
Chom(0) = ±

√
−M̃2/M̃2cc

def
= ±ch−c

0 (cf.

Corollary 2.7(ii)).
(iii) M̃2 < 0 and M̃2cc > 0: for any µ̃2 > 0 and G1c > 0, resp. µ̃2 < 0 and G1c < 0, there ex-
ist two counterpropagating pulses (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) in (1.1)/(1.10) traveling with leading order speed
c0 = ±

√
Chom(µ̃2); as µ̃2 → 0, the homoclinic pulses split up in a two pairs of heteroclinic fronts traveling

with (distinct) speeds (near the bifurcaton) at leading order given by c0 = ±ch−c
0 .

(iv) M̃2 < 0 and M̃2cc < 0: there are no traveling pulse solutions of the type established by Theorem
2.8(ii).

Proof of Corollary 2.9. This corollary is a direct consequence of Theorem 2.8 – and especially the
existence condition M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc > 0 of Theorem 2.8(ii) – and the leading order existence relation (2.60)
between ~µ2 and c0. However, to understand the split up of the homoclinic pulses into two pairs of fronts
– Corollary 2.9(ii) and (iii) – we need to add one additional ingredient.

The boundary of the existence condition M̃2 + c2
0M̃2cc > 0 of Theorem 2.8(ii) – i.e M̃2 + c2

0M̃2cc = 0
– corresponds to ~µ1 → 0 in condition (2.40) of Theorem 2.6(ii) (2.36) – i.e the case that limits on the
present M∗(~µ) = O(ε2| log ε|) setting. In this limit, two traveling fronts connecting (Ū−, V̄−) for X → −∞
to (Ū+, V̄+) for X → ∞ exist (Corollary 2.7(ii)). By symmetry (2.8), these fronts have two symmetrical
counterparts – i.e. fronts connecting (Ū+, V̄+) for X → −∞ to (Ū−, V̄−) for X → ∞ traveling with the
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same (opposite) speeds. Thus, as µ̃2 ↓ 0 (both in case (i) and (ii)), the two traveling pulses – with speeds

at leading order given by c0 = ±
√
−M̃2/M̃2cc = ±ch−c

0 (2.61) – merge with the two heteroclinic cycles (at

leading order), naturally also traveling with speeds c0 = ±ch−c
0 (Corollary 2.7(ii)). 2

Remark 2.10. Traveling patterns only exist in (1.3) under a condition on the parameter(s) ~µ – see (2.16)
in Theorem 2.2(ii) and the condition ~µ = ~µ∗t (such that M∗(~µ

∗
t ) = 0 (1.17), (2.36)) in Theorems 2.6(ii)

and 2.8(ii). In Theorem 2.2(ii) it is claimed that if condition (2.16) holds, the ε → 0 solutions persist for
any c ∈ R (of O(1)), without zooming in near the critical value ~µp of ~µ (at which (2.16) holds), while
Corollaries 2.7 and 2.9 show that zooming in near ~µ = ~µ∗t – through (2.36) – yields conditions on c in both
cases. Nevertheless, the statement of Theorem 2.2(ii) is correct. To establish this, we need to set up a
higher order analysis along the lines of the above proof of Theorem 2.8.

The starting point of the analysis is zooming in to O(ε2) near ~µp, i.e. to introduce Mp(~µ) by setting
∆̃H0(H0, ~µ) = 2cMp(~µ) (2.16) – with Mp = Mhom (2.17) in the case of (unperturbed) homoclinic orbits – so

that Mp(~µp) = 0, to introduce ~µ2 by ~µ = ~µp+ε2~µ2, and to expand Mp(~µ): Mp(~µ) = ~∇Mp(~µp)·~µ2 ε
2+O(ε3)

as in (2.36). Without going into the details, we note that only even powers c will appear in the analysis
at O(ε2), thus, by symmetry (2.8) – and as in the proof of Theorem 2.8 – we cannot ‘close’ the perturbed
orbit by tuning c. On the other hand, the situation is different from that of Theorem 2.8, since we do not
get a sign condition like c2M̃2cc(~µ

∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0: this condition distinguishes between the 2 ways the

nearly (double front) heteroclinic orbit may pass along the saddle (V +, 0) in the case of Theorem 2.8 –
there is no similar separation for the orbits considered in Theorem 2.2. At O(ε3), we can define the gap
∆Wp(~µ2), similar to ∆Wh(~µ2) introduced in the proof of Theorem 2.8, and determine its leading order
approximation,

∆Wp(~µ2) = C3,p

[
G1,p + M̃3c,p + c2

0M̃3ccc,p − ~∇Mp · ~µ2

]
c0ε

3

(cf. (2.59)) – where the terms C3,p, G1,p, M̃3c,p and M̃3ccc,p can in principle all be expressed explicitly (and
are all of O(1)). Thus, we conclude that indeed for any c0 given, there is a co-dimension 1 manifold of
values ~µ2 for which the gap can be closed (and the original orbit persists). Moreover, we also observe that
the condition ∆Wp(~µ2) = 0 determines a parabolic relation between c0 and ~µ2: the vertical line describing
the bifurcation into traveling waves as formulated in Theorem 2.2(ii) is (locally) indeed replaced by the
expected parabola.

3 Stability

3.1 The instability of the persisting homoclinic pulses

Before we consider the stability of the homoclinic patterns as established by Theorem 2.2, we derive the
linearized stability problem associated to any (traveling) pattern in (1.1)/(1.10) that corresponds to any
(slow) bounded solution of (1.2)/(1.3) on Mε(c).

3.1.1 The linearized stability problem and its expansion

Let γs(X) = (us(X), ps(X), vs(X), qs(X)) ⊂ Mε(c) be a – homoclinic, heteroclinic, periodic – solu-
tion of (1.3) that corresponds to the slow (stationary or traveling) pattern (U(X,Y, t), V (X,Y, t)) ≡
(Us(X), Vs(X)) = (us(X), vs(X)) in (1.10) – the slow version of (1.1). Perturbing (Us(X), Vs(X)) by,

(U(X,Y, t), V (X,Y, t)) = (Us(X) + ū(X)eλt+iLY , Vs(X) + v̄(X)eλt+iLY ), λ ∈ C, L ∈ R, (3.1)

yields the linearized system,{
τλū = ε2(ūXX − L2ū) + εcτ ūX + Fu(us(X), vs(X))ū + Fv(us(X), vs(X))v̄
λv̄ = v̄XX − L2v̄ + εcv̄X + Gu(us(X), vs(X))ū + Gv(us(X), vs(X))v̄

(3.2)
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The pattern (Us(X), Vs(X)) is a spectrally stable solution of (1.10), if for all L ∈ R (3.2) does only
have bounded nontrivial solutions (ū(X), v̄(X)) – i.e. supx∈R|(ū(X), v̄(X))| < C for some C > 0 and
(ū(X), v̄(X)) 6≡ (0, 0) – for Re(λ) = Re(λ(L)) ≤ 0.

As in the existence analysis, we will study this problem by an expansion in ε. Therefore, we write,

us(X) = u0(X) + εu1(X) + ε2u2(X) +O(ε3), vs(X) = v0(X) + εv1(X) + ε2v2(X) +O(ε3), (3.3)

with v0(X) a solution of the reduced slow flow (1.6), etc. (cf. (2.18) where v0 = v∗). Since γs(X) =
(us(X), ps(X), vs(X), qs(X)) ⊂Mε(c), it follows by (2.2), (2.3) that,

u0 = f(v0) u1 = f ′(v0)v1 − c0τq0f̃1(v0)

u2 = f ′(v0)v2 + 1
2f
′′(v0)v2

1 − c0τ [v1,X f̃1(v0) + q0f̃
′
1(v0)v1]− c1τq0f̃1(v0)− c2

0τ
2F̃2cc − F̃2

(3.4)

where we have dropped the (v, q2)-dependence of F̃2cc and F̃2, q0(X) = v0,X(X) and we have reintroduced
the expansion of c (= c0 + εc1 +O(ε2)). Moreover, we expand λ,

λ = λ0 + ελ1 + ε2λ2 +O(ε3), (3.5)

and ū(X) and v̄(X),

ū(X) = ū0(X) + εū1(X) + ε2ū2(X) +O(ε3), v̄(X) = v̄0(X) + εv̄1(X) + ε2v̄2(X) +O(ε3) (3.6)

(cf. (1.12)). Naturally, this yields leading order system (1.13) for (ū0(X), v̄0(X)) that was already derived
in the Introduction and thus also the nonlinear eigenvalue problem (1.15) – where we now note that the
denominator in the intermediate step (1.14) is non-degenerate expression as long as Re(λ0) > −κ/τ (2.5):
to establish the (in)stability of a pattern (Us(X), Vs(X)), we may use that expressions (1.14) and (1.15)
vary smoothly as function of X.

In this and the next (sub)section we will consider the stability of (Us(X), Vs(X)) as 1-dimensional pat-
tern, which means that we will set L = 0 in (3.2) and the equations/expressions deduced from it. We
consider the stability of the patterns constructed in section 2 as planar interface/stripe patterns in 2 space
dimensions in section 3.3. Since we only need the leading order equations to establish the instability of the
regular pulses of Theorem 2.2 – more precisely (1.13) and (1.15) (with L = 0) – we do not consider the
higher order spectral problems here. However, these will be crucial for our analysis of the stability of the
(nearly) heteroclinic fronts and pulses in section 3.2.

Throughout this section, we also assume that the localized patterns we study are (bi-)asymptotic to stable
background states, i.e. we assume that the trivial solutions (U(X, t), V (X, t)) ≡ (U±, V ±) of (1.10) are
stable. This is the case under conditions (3.7) and (3.8) formulated in Lemma 3.1 below. Hence, under
these conditions, the essential spectrum associated to any of the localized patterns (U(X, t), V (X, t)) =
(us(X), vs(X)) of (1.10) constructed in Theorems 2.2, 2.6 and 2.8 must be in the stable half-plane, which
yields that their (spectral) stability is determined by their discrete spectrum (and thus that we may restrict
our search for nontrivial solutions of (3.2) to integrable – in fact exponentially converging – (eigen)functions
[32]).

Lemma 3.1. The critical points (U±, 0, V ±, 0) of (1.3) are saddles for the slow flow on the normally
hyperbolic slow manifold Mε if

F
±
u < 0, F

±
uG
±
v − F

±
v G
±
u > 0 (3.7)

(2.10). These critical points correspond to stable trivial background states (U(X, t), V (X, t)) ≡ (U±, V ±)
of (1.10) – in 1 space dimension – if additionally

F
±
u + τG

±
v < 0. (3.8)
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Proof. First, we note that the condition on the critical points (U±, 0, U±, 0) of (1.3) to be saddles (2.9) on
a normally hyperbolic slow manifoldMε (1.5), (2.5) is indeed equivalent to (3.7). Next, we reduce (3.1) to

(U(X, t), V (X, t)) = (U + ūe(λ+iεck)t+ikX , V + v̄e(λ+iεck)t+ikX), λ = λ(k) ∈ C, k ∈ R,

with (U, V ) = (U±, V ±), so that (3.2) simplifies to(
F u − ε2k2 − τλ F v

Gu Gv − k2 − λ

)(
ū
v̄

)
=

(
0
0

)
(3.9)

We know [13] – or can directly check – that background states (U±, V ±) that correspond to saddles on a
normally hyperbolic slow manifold are stable in singularly perturbed 2-component reaction-diffusion system
(1.10) if they are stable in the associated reaction ODE. Thus, we set k = 0 in (3.9) and assume that the
solutions λ±(0) of the characteristic polynomial

τλ2 −
[
F u + τGv

]
λ+

[
F uGv − F vGu

]
= 0 (3.10)

satisfy Re(λ±(0)) < 0. By (3.7) we conclude that the stability of (U±, V ±) in (1.1) is indeed settled if (3.8)
holds (additional to (3.7)). 2

3.1.2 The 1-parameter family of Sturm-Liouville operators Lρ(X)

We set up the (spectral) stability analysis of the full pulse (Us(X), Vs(X)) by introducing ρ = τλ0 in (1.16)
and defining the family of (smooth) operators Lρ(X) associated to (1.13)

Lρ(X) = Ls(X)− ρf ′(v0(X))Gu(f(v0(X)), v0(X))

ρ− Fu(f(v0(X)), v0(X))
(3.11)

parameterized by ρ > −κ (2.5). Since v0(X) is a homoclinic orbit that is even in X, the operator Lρ(X) is
a Sturm-Liouville operator (for X ∈ R) that is also even in X. Thus, for any ρ (> −κ) its point spectrum
σpt(Lρ) consists of J = J(ρ) + 1 simple, real eigenvalues λJ(ρ) < ... < λ1(ρ) < λ0(ρ) – with possibly
J(ρ) = −1, i.e. σpt(Lρ) = ∅. The associated eigenfunctions – with a slight abuse of notation denoted by
v̄j(X; ρ), j = 0, 1, ..., J(ρ) – are orthogonal, even/odd as function of X for j even/odd (since v0(X) is even
as function of X) and have exactly j zeroes; its essential spectrum σess(Lρ) is given by (−∞, ∂σess(Lρ)]
with ∂σess(Lρ) < λJ(ρ) – see for instance [32]. Moreover, all λj(ρ) and v̄j(X; ρ), j = 0, 1, ..., J(ρ) vary
smoothly in ρ.

For ρ = 0, Lρ(X) = L0(X) = Ls(X) (1.16), the operator associated to the linearization about the
homoclinic pulse solution V (X, t) = Vhom(X) = v0(X) of slow reduced PDE (1.11), hence we know that
λ0(0) > 0, λ1(0) = 0 and v̄1(X; 0) = v0,X(X). However, it should be noted that only for ρ = 0 there
is a direct relation between Lρ(X) and a linearization in a scalar PDE: λ = 0 only occurs in its special
role associated to the translational invariance of an underlying PDE for ρ (= τλ) = 0. Moreover, since
v0(X)→ V − as X → ±∞ it follows directly that,

∂σess(Lρ) = ∂σess(ρ) =
F
−
uG
−
v − F

−
v G
−
u

F
−
u

+
F
−
v G
−
u

F
−
u

ρ

ρ− F−u
, (3.12)

(2.10) so that,

∂σess(0) =
F
−
uG
−
v − F

−
v G
−
u

F
−
u

< 0, lim
ρ→∞

∂σess(ρ) = G
−
v < −

F
−
u

τ
(3.13)

(3.7), (3.8), where we note that σess(ρ) may thus enter into the {λ > 0} half-plane for increasing ρ. We have
the following result on the eigenvalues λρ,j (which will be proven after we have established the instability
result of Theorem 3.3).
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Figure 8: Sketches of the eigenvalue branches λj(ρ) associated to the Sturm-Liouville operator Lρ(X) (3.11), (the
boundary of) its essential spectrum σess(ρ) (3.12), and the intersections λj(ρ) ∩ {λ = ρ/τ} – that determine the
positive eigenvalues of (leading order) nonlinear eigenvalue problem (1.15) and thus the stability of the homoclinic
pulse patterns of Theorem 2.2. Note that the sketch considers the case of Corollary 3.4(ii), i.e. that λ′1(0) > 1

τ , so
that there must be at least 2 intersections/positive eigenvalues. Note also that the open bullets indicate the points
(ρe,j , λj(ρe,j)), respectively (ρ̃e,i, λj(ρ̃e,i)), at which eigenvalues of Lρ(X) disappear into, resp. appear from, σess(ρ)
as ρ is varied (Lemma 3.2). See Remark 3.6 for a class of models for which the curves λj(ρ) indeed may fluctuate
and for which a set-up as sketched here – with 6 (or even more) positive eigenvalues – may be expected to occur.

Lemma 3.2. Consider for ρ ≥ 0 the J(ρ) + 1 eigenvalues λj(ρ) associated to operator Lρ(X) (3.11). For
each j, j = 0, 1, ..., J(0), there either is a critical value ρe,j > 0 such that λj(ρ) exists for ρ ∈ [0, ρe,j) and
limρ→ρe,j λj(ρ) = ∂σess(ρe,j) (3.12), or λj(ρ) exists for all ρ ∈ [0,∞) and limρ→∞ λj(ρ) = λ∞,j <∞ exists.
Moreover, for all ρ such that λj(ρ) exists, all λi(ρ) with i = 0, 1, ..., j − 1 also exist and remain ordered:
λj(ρ) < ... < λ1(ρ) < λ0(ρ) (which also infers that either ρe,i > ρe,j or that λi(ρ) exists for all ρ ≥ 0). For
ρ such that λj(ρ) exists, the evolution of λj(ρ) is explicitly given by

λ′j(ρ) =
d

dρ
λj(ρ) = − 1

‖v̄j(ρ)‖22

∫ ∞
−∞

Fv(f(v0), v0)Gu(f(v0), v0)

(ρ− Fu(f(v0), v0))2
v̄2
j (ρ) dX. (3.14)

Note that this Lemma only considers the branches λj(ρ), j = 0, 1, ..., J(0), that connect to ρ = 0. However,
just as these branches may end in the essential spectrum at ρe,j , new branches λi(ρ) may appear from
σess(ρ) at values ρ̃e,i, etc. – see the open bullets in Fig. 8. Moreover, one could also consider eigenvalue
branches λj(ρ) for ρ < 0. However, we do not pursue this here since we only need Lemma 3.2 to establish
the following instability result.

Theorem 3.3. Every homoclinic pulse pattern (U(x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) = (Us(X), Vs(X)) of (1.1) as estab-
lished by Theorem 2.2 is unstable.

The proof of this theorem is completely based on the observation that eigenvalues of the full (leading order)
nonlinear eigenvalue problem (1.15) associated to the stability of the pulse pattern (Us(X), Vs(X)) (in 1
space dimension) correspond to solutions of

λj(ρ) =
ρ

τ
, j = 0, 1, ..., J(ρ), (3.15)

see also Fig. 8. By Lemma 3.2 we can establish that (3.15) always has at least one solution ρ∗ = τλ∗ > 0,
i.e. that there must be positive eigenvalue λ∗. The situation thus is similar to the instability result of
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pulse solutions to scalar RDEs [32]. However, we know that for scalar RDEs the spectral stability problem
associated to a homoclinic pulse has exactly one unstable eigenvalue [32], in the present case there can be
more than 1 unstable eigenvalue – see Fig. 8 and Remark 3.6. Lemma 3.2 also provides explicit conditions
that ensure that there either is exactly one unstable eigenvalue or at least 2. In fact, the present set-up
does not even exclude the possibility of complex eigenvalues: operator Lρ(X) no longer is self-adjoint (and
thus Sturm-Liouville) for ρ ∈ C, so that no longer necessarily λj(ρ) ∈ R and (3.15) thus may have solutions
λ /∈ R – see sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3.

Corollary 3.4. Let vmax
0 be the maximal value of the homoclinic orbit v0(X), i.e. vmax

0 ∈ (V c, V +)
satisfies W0(v) = 0 with W0(v) as defined in (1.7) with W0(V +) < W0(V −) = 0 (cf. (2.17)), and let
(U(x, t), V (x, t)) = (Us(X), Vs(X)) of (1.1) be an associated (stationary or traveling) homoclinic pulse
pattern (in 1-space dimension) as established by Theorem 2.2.
(i) If

Fv(f(v), v)Gu(f(v), v) ≥ −κ
2

τ
for all v ∈ [V −, v

max
0 ] (3.16)

with κ as defined in (2.5), then the spectral problem associated to the stability (Us(X), Vs(X)) has exactly
1 eigenvalue λ∗ > 0.
(ii) If (Us(X), Vs(X)) is a stationary pattern (as in Theorem 2.2(i)) with λ′1(0) > 1

τ – or equivalently
Mhom < 0 (2.17) – then its spectral stability problem has at least 2 unstable eigenvalues.

This Corollary is of course not relevant for the stability of the pulse, it is formulated here as an example of
the usefulness of conditions like (3.16) – obtained from (3.14) – and the direct link between (3.14) – with
j = 1 – and the Melnikov conditions of the existence analysis in section 2.2 – see also Remark 3.6 and the
upcoming sections. Note that part (ii) of the Corollary cannot be applied to the traveling pulse patterns
of Theorem 2.2(ii) since these necessarily have Mhom = 0.

Proof of Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4. As was already noted, the pulse (Us(X), Vs(X)) can
only be stable if it is bi-asymptotic to a stable background state (U−, V −), see Lemma 3.1 and especially
assumptions (3.7) and (3.8) – that we impose throughout this paper. These assumption also imply that
the line λ = ρ/τ cannot intersect the boundary of the essential spectrum σess(ρ): intersecting λ = ρ/τ with
the curve (3.12) yields the following equation for ρ,

1

τ
ρ2 −

[
F
−
u

τ
+G

−
v

]
ρ+

[
F
−
uG
−
v − F

−
v G
−
u

]
= 0,

which is identical to (3.10) – after substitution of ρ = τλ – and which has, by (3.7) and (3.8), no positive
solutions λ/ρ.

Next, we note that it follows from Lemma 3.2 that the line λ = ρ/τ must intersect the curve λ0(ρ).
For ρ = 0, λ0(0) > 0, i.e. it is above the intersection of λ = ρ/τ with the {ρ = 0}-axis. For increasing
ρ, λ = ρ/τ increases linearly, while λ0(ρ) either ends at λ0(ρe,0) ∈ ∂σess(ρ) or approaches λ∞,0 as ρ → ∞
(Lemma 3.2): since λ = ρ/τ cannot intersect ∂σess(ρ), it necessarily passes through λ0(ρ) (at least once) at
a certain value ρ∗ > 0. Thus, stability problem (3.2) has a leading order eigenvalue λ0,∗ = ρ∗/τ > 0 with
associated leading order eigenfunction (v̄0(X; ρ∗), ū0(X; ρ∗)) – with ū0(X; ρ∗) determined in terms of λ0,∗
and v̄0(X; ρ∗) by (1.14). It follows by standard methods that (3.2) must have an eigenvalue λ∗ = λ∗(ε) with
|λ∗(ε)− λ0,∗| < Cε and eigenfunction (v̄∗(X), ū∗(X)) with ‖(v̄∗(X), ū∗(X))− (v̄0(X; ρ∗), ū0(X; ρ∗))‖ < Cε
(pointwise) for some C > 0 and ε sufficiently small.

Both Corollary 3.4 (i) and (ii) are directly induced by explicit expression (3.14). Assumption (3.16)
implies by (2.5) that

λ′j(ρ) ≤ 1

‖v̄j(ρ)‖22

∫ ∞
−∞

κ2

τ(ρ− Fu(f(v0), v0))2
v̄2
j (ρ) dX <

1

‖v̄j(ρ)‖22

∫ ∞
−∞

κ2

τ(ρ+ κ)2
v̄2
j (ρ) dX ≤ 1

τ
(3.17)
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for all (relevant) j and ρ ≥ 0. Since λj(0) < λ1(0) = 0 for all j = 2, ..., J(0) (and thus also ∂σess(0) < 0)
and λ0(0) > 0, λ0(ρ) is (for ρ > 0) the only λj(ρ)-branche attached to the {ρ = 0}-axis that can have an
intersection with the line λ = ρ/τ . Naturally, new λj(ρ)-branches may appear from σess(ρ), but assump-
tion (3.16) also implies that d

dρ∂σess(ρ) < 1/τ for all ρ ≥ 0 (3.12): new branches possibly appearing from
σess(ρ) – of which the growth is also bounded by (3.17) – cannot catch up with λ = ρ/τ . Thus, condition
(3.16) indeed ensures that the only possible eigenvalue λ∗ is determined by {λ = ρ/τ} ∩ {λ = λ0(ρ)} and
is necessarily unique.

Since λ1(0) = 0, the condition λ′1(0) > 1
τ implies that λ1(ρ) > ρ

τ for ρ > 0 sufficiently close to 0 – see Fig.
8. Thus it follows by the same arguments as applied above to the λ0(ρ)-branch, that the λ1(ρ)-branch
must also intersect the line ρ

τ , which indeed yields the second unstable eigenvalue λ∗,2 > 0. Moreover, the
condition τλ′1(0)− 1 > 0 is equivalent to

−
∫∞
−∞

[
τ Fv(f(v0),v0)Gu(f(v0),v0)

(Fu(f(v0),v0))2
+ 1
]
v2

0,XdX

‖v0,X‖22
=

2
∫ vmax

0

V −

[
τ f
′(v)Gu(f(v),v)
Fu(f(v),v) − 1

]√
2W0(v)dv

‖v0,X‖22
=
−2Mhom

‖v0,X‖22
> 0

(3.14), (1.5), (1.7), (2.17). 2

Note that condition (3.16) guarantees that λ0(ρ), i.e. the curve connected to λ0(0) > 0, must have a
unique intersection with the line λ = ρ/τ . Since λ1(0) ↓ 0 as the homoclinic orbit v0(X) approaches
the heteroclinic cycle associated to the limit potential W0(v) with wells of equal depth – and since (3.15)
only gives leading order approximations – this opens up the possibility of having stable homoclinic pulse
patterns of the type established by Theorem 2.8 – see Theorem 3.11 and Corollary 3.12.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Since Lρ(ρ) is a Sturm-Liouville operator for all ρ ≥ 0, we know that for any ρ
fixed, the associated eigenvalue problem has point spectrum σpt(Lρ) = {λj(ρ)}Jj=0 with ∂σess(ρ) < λJ(ρ) <
... < λ1(ρ) < λ0(ρ). The number of eigenvalues may change as function of ρ (i.e. J = J(ρ)): J decreases
to J − 1 as the smallest eigenvalue λJ(ρ) merges with the essential spectrum σess(ρ) – which defines the
value ρe,J (J increases to J + 1 as a new eigenvalue λJ+1(ρ) < λJ(ρ) appears from σess(ρ)). Except for the
behavior of λj(ρ) as ρ→∞ and expression (3.14) for λ′j(ρ), all statements in the lemma follow from these
classical observations.

Clearly, the ρ→∞ limit of Lρ(X) is well-defined,

lim
ρ→∞

Lρ(X)
def
= L∞(X) =

d2

dX2
+Gv(f(v0(X)), v0(X))

(1.16), (3.11). If Gv(f(v0(X)), v0(X)) 6≡ a constant, then L∞(X) is again a Sturm-Liouville operator with

σpt(L∞) = {λj(∞)}J(∞)
j=0 and the statement(s) of the lemma follow(s). It should be noted though that, for

instance, the fact that λ0(∞) exists does not necessarily imply that limρ→∞ λ0(ρ) = λ0(∞) (= λ∞,0): it
can in general not be excluded that the λ0(ρ)-branch connected to the {ρ = 0}-axis first disappears into
σess(ρ) at ρe,0, reappears again from σess(ρ) at ρ̃e,0 > ρe,0 and then continues to exist for all ρ > ρ̃e,0 (with
limρ→∞ λ0(ρ) = λ0(∞) = λ∞,0). However, this does not contradict the statement of the lemma.

The alternative case in which Gv(f(v0(X)), v0(X)) ≡ α, a constant, is more subtle. Note that this sit-
uation for instance occurs for G(u, v) = αv + g̃(u), which is not especially atypical (in fact, this may
happen in Gierer-Meinhardt-type models [23]). In this case, Lρ(X) is Sturm-Liouville for all ρ < ∞, but
all X-dependent terms disappear from Lρ(X) in the limit ρ→∞. Assuming that J(ρ) ≥ 0 for large ρ, i.e.
that there are J(ρ) + 1 ≥ 1 eigenvalues λj(ρ), then the question is: what happens to λj(ρ) as ρ→∞? A
priori it cannot be excluded that λj(ρ)→∞, which would not only invalidate the lemma, but would also
undermine the proof of Theorem 3.3.
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Therefore, we introduce the (artificial) small parameter 0 < δ � 1 by ρ = 1/δ � 1, so that

Lρ(X) = d2

dX2 + f ′(v0)Gu(f(v0), v0) +Gv(f(v0), v0)− f ′(v0)Gu(f(v0), v0) 1
1−δFu(f(v0),v0)

def
= d2

dX2 + α+ δQ(X)
(3.18)

(1.16), (3.11). It can be deduced in a straightforward fashion that λj(ρ = 1/δ) must be bounded (if it
exists) – and thus that limρ→∞ λj(ρ) < ∞ – which would prove the lemma. However, we can be more
explicit: we define Q∞, Q̃(X) and Q̃R by

lim
X→±∞

Q(X) = Q∞, Q̃(X) = Q(X)−Q∞, Q̃R =

∫ ∞
−∞

Q̃(X) dX, (3.19)

where we note that both |Q∞|, |Q̃R| <∞ by the exponential decay of v0(X). By introducing

λ = α+ δQ∞ + δ2λ̃, X̃ = δX, (3.20)

the eigenvalue problem for Lρ(X) with ρ = 1/δ (3.18) can be written as a ‘locally kicked’ system

v̄X̃X̃ −

[
λ̃− 1

δ
Q̃

(
X̃

δ

)]
v̄ = 0, (3.21)

from which it follows that,

Q̃R > 0 : σpt(L1/δ) = {λ0(1
δ )} = {α+ δQ∞ + 1

4δ
2Q̃2

R +O(δ3)}
Q̃R < 0 : σpt(L1/δ) = ∅

which can be deduced by a simple phase plane analysis of (3.21) – see also [19]. Thus, we conclude that also
in the degenerate case that Gv(f(v0(X)), v0(X)) ≡ α the lemma holds, and that in that case J(1

δ ) = −1
or 0: all other (potential) eigenvalues λj(ρ) (j ≥ 1) must already have merged with σess(ρ).

Finally, we note that Lρv̄j(ρ) = λj(ρ)v̄j(ρ) implies that

0 =
d

dρ
[Lρv̄j(ρ)− λj(ρ)v̄j(ρ)] = [Lρ − λj(ρ)]

d

dρ
v̄j(ρ) +

[
d

dρ
Lρ − λ′j(ρ)

]
v̄j(ρ).

Thus, ṽ(X) = d
dρ v̄j(X; ρ) solves

[Lρ − λj(ρ)] ṽ =

[
Fv(f(v0), v0)Gu(f(v0), v0)

(ρ− Fu(f(v0, v0))2
+ λ′j(ρ)

]
v̄j(ρ)

(1.5), (3.11). Since v̄j(ρ) spans the kernel of Lρ − λj(ρ) this yields (3.14). 2

Remark 3.5. It follows from (3.14), or directly from (3.11, that λj(ρ) ≡ λj(0) for all j in the vertical
case f ′(v) ≡ 0. Thus, in the vertical case, the stability of the slow patterns indeed is determined by slow
reduced PDE (1.11) – with f(v) ≡ U(= U±). Note however that this is only the case for spectrum with
(Re)λ > −κ/τ : for f ′(v) ≡ 0, the equation for ū decouples from the system in (3.2),

ūXX +
1

ε2

[
Fu(U, v0(X))− τλ

]
ū = 0

(with L = 0 and c = 0 (Remark 2.4)). This also is a Sturm-Liouville problem, but since Fu(U, v0(X))−τλ <
0 for λ > −κ/τ (2.5), it follows that ū ≡ 0 for λ > −κ/τ , so that indeed the stability is determined by the
Sturm-Liouville problem associated to (1.11) (i.e. the second line of (3.2) with ū = 0).
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Remark 3.6. As in Corollary 3.4, it will be necessary in the upcoming sections to know whether it is
possible to have (some) control over the evolution of the eigenvalues λj(ρ) of Lρ(X). In the most general
setting, it is not directly obvious how to obtain explicit and sufficiently sharp estimates. Nevertheless,
condition (3.16) clearly provides such control. However, it is a rather strong condition: Corollary 3.4(i)
also holds under the weaker – but also less explicit and still stronger than strictly necessary – condition
λ′j(ρ) ≤ 1/τ for all j – see Theorem 3.11. On the other hand, we may consider briefly the following
(conceptual) class of explicit example systems (1.1) with,

F (U, V ) = −(U − f(V )), G(U, V ) = −W̃ ′0(V ) +H1(U − f(V ))H2(V ),

with W̃0(V ) a double well potential as introduced in section 2.2 and H1(0) = 0 as only condition on the
(sufficiently smooth) functions f , H1 and H2. Clearly, there is a unique slow manifold Mε(c) = {u =
f(V ) +O(ε), p = O(ε)} (2.2) with reduced slow flow vXX − W̃ ′0(V ) = 0 (1.6), that is uniformly normally
hyperbolic (since FU (f(v), v) ≡ −1 (2.5)). Thus, by choosing f(V ) we have complete freedom in ‘tuning’
the (leading order) ‘shape’ of Mε(c). Moreover,

λ′j(ρ) = − 1

‖v̄j(ρ)‖22
H ′1(0)

(1 + ρ)2

∫ ∞
−∞

f ′(v0(X))H2(v0(X))v̄2
j (X; ρ) dX

(3.14), so that even within this restricted class we have freedom to tune λ′j(ρ) – without effecting the
(leading order) slow flow on Mε(c) (since H1(0) = 0). In fact, we may choose f(V ) = sin(µ1V + µ2),
H1(w) = µ3w and H2(w) ≡ 1 so that,

λ′j(ρ) = − 1

‖v̄j(ρ)‖22
µ1µ3

(1 + ρ)2

∫ ∞
−∞

cos (µ1v0(X) + µ2) v̄2
j (X; ρ) dX.

A priori, this expression suggests that λ′j(ρ) may change sign a number of times by tuning µ1 and µ2 appro-
priately – although this of course strongly depends on the nature of eigenfunctions v̄j(ρ) (vs. cos(µ1v0+µ2)).
Note by (3.13) that limρ→∞ ∂σess(ρ) = −α−−µ1µ3 cos(µ1V −+µ2) (2.22), which also may be made either
positive or negative by tuning µ3 (for given µ1,2). Finally, we note that, since the fast reduced flow is linear,
Mε(c) is the only slow manifold and there cannot be a ‘return mechanism’ for this class of systems: orbits
that ‘jump off’ from Mε(c) cannot ‘touch down’ again on Mε(c). As consequence, all possible bounded
orbits of (1.3) must be on Mε(c) for all X and are thus necessarily slow, i.e. the orbits considered in this
paper are especially relevant for this class of systems.

3.2 Near the heteroclinic limit: the stability of fronts and pulses

In this subsection we consider the stability against perturbations of the nearly heteroclinic fronts and pulses
as established by Theorems 2.6 and 2.8 as (stationary or traveling) solutions of the 1-dimensional version
of (1.1), or equivalently, its rescaled co-moving version (1.10),{

τUt = ε2UXX + εcτUX + F (U, V )
Vt = VXX + εcVX + G(U, V )

(3.22)

where we note that we come back to the stability of these patterns as interfaces or stripes in the full
2-dimensional systems (1.1)/(1.10) in section 3.3. As a necessary preparatory step we first derive the next
order terms – compared to section 3.1.1 – of the asymptotic spectral stability problems (postponing most
details to Appendix B). Then we consider the stability of the standing fronts and pulses of Theorems
2.6(i) and 2.8(i) under the condition that M∗(~µ) = O(1) and non-zero. In the final subsection of this
section, the (spectral) stability of the traveling fronts and pulses of Theorems 2.6(ii) and 2.8(ii) – that have
M∗(~µ) = O(ε) or M∗(~µ) = O(ε2| log ε|) – is investigated. The missing case of (the stability of) stationary
fronts and pulses with |M∗(~µ)| asymptotically small is considered at the end of this section.
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3.2.1 The higher order spectral problems

To establish the stability of localized patterns in the nearly heteroclinic limit, we need to consider the case
of asymptotically small eigenvalues – and especially λ = O(ε) – Therefore, we set L = 0 in (3.2) – since
we consider stability in (3.22) in this section – and continue the expansion of spectral stability problem
only for the special case that λ0 = 0. Moreover, we replace the leading order component v0(X) (3.3) of
the v-component of the general homoclinic/heteroclinic/periodic orbit γs(X) ⊂ Mε(c) of section 3.1.1 by
the unperturbed heteroclinic connection v∗(X) between the background states V − and V + as introduced
in section 2.3. Naturally it follows by (3.4) that the leading order u-component u0(X) of γs(X) is replaced
by u∗(X) = f(v∗(X)). By (3.3), (3.6) we thus find at the O(ε) level of (3.2),{

τλ1ū0 = c0τ ū0,X + F ∗u ū1 + F ∗v v̄1 + (u1F
∗
uu + v1F

∗
uv)ū0 + (u1F

∗
uv + v1F

∗
vv)v̄0

λ1v̄0 = v̄1,XX + c0v̄0,X +G∗uū1 +G∗vv̄1 + (u1G
∗
uu + v1G

∗
uv)ū0 + (u1G

∗
uv + v1G

∗
vv)v̄0

(3.23)

where we have reintroduced the notation of (2.39). In the present setting, we can determine solutions ū0

and v̄0 of the leading order problem (1.13) explicitly by (1.14), (1.15) with λ0 = L = 0 and Ls(X) replaced
by L∗(X) (2.20),

v̄0(X) = v∗,X(X), ū0(X) = f ′(v∗(X))v∗,X(X). (3.24)

Moreover, if vs(X) = v∗(X) + εv1(X) +O(ε2) is the v-component of either a heteroclinic orbit of Theorem
2.6 or of a nearly heteroclinic homoclinic orbit of Theorem 2.6, then v1(X) = c0ṽ1(X) (2.19), with ṽ1(X)
explicitly determined by (2.30). It thus follows by (3.4) that it is also possible to split off a factor c0 from
u1,

u1(X) = c0ũ1(X) = c0

[
f ′(v∗(X))ṽ1(X)− τq∗(X)f̃1(v∗(X))

]
. (3.25)

Defining
F̃ ∗uu = ũ1F

∗
uu + ṽ1F

∗
uv, F̃ ∗vv = ũ1F

∗
uv + ṽ1F

∗
vv (3.26)

(2.39), we thus find from the first line of (3.23) that

ū1 = f ′∗v̄1 + λ1
τf ′∗v∗,X
F ∗u

− c0
τ(f ′∗v∗,X)X + (F̃ ∗uuf

′
∗ + F̃ ∗vv)v∗,X

F ∗u
, (3.27)

so that we arrive at the following inhomogeneous equation for v̄1,

L∗v̄1 = λ1

[
1− τ f

′
∗G
∗
u

F ∗u

]
v∗,X + c0Ĵ1c, (3.28)

with

Ĵ1c =

[
τG∗u(f ′∗v∗,X)X

F ∗u
− v∗,XX

]
+

(F̃ ∗uuf
′
∗ + F̃ ∗uu)G∗u − (G̃∗uuf

′
∗ + G̃∗uu)F ∗u

F ∗u
v∗,X (3.29)

and G̃∗uu, G̃∗vv as in (3.26). Recall that we are looking for an (integrable) eigenfunction, i.e. v̄1(X) → 0
as X → −∞, which implies that v̄1(X) is determined uniquely by setting v̄1(0) = 0 (Lemma 2.5). The
solution of (3.28) can thus be written as

v̄1 = −λ1ṽ1 + c0v̂1c, (3.30)

with ṽ1(X) as already defined (2.29), and solved (2.30), in the existence analysis and solution v̂1c of
L∗v̂1c = Ĵ1c uniquely determined by limX→−∞ v̂1c(X) = 0 and v̂1c(0) = 0 – where we note that neither ṽ1

nor v̂1c depend on λ1 or c0 (and that they do vary with τ and ~µ). By (3.27), this gives a similar expression
for ū1(X),

ū1 = λ1û1λ + c0û1c, (3.31)

with

û1λ = −f ′∗ṽ1 +
τf ′∗v∗,X
F ∗u

, û1c = f ′∗v̂1c −
τ(f ′∗v∗,X)X + (F̃ ∗uuf

′
∗ + F̃ ∗vv)v∗,X

F ∗u
. (3.32)
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We use this as input in determining the spectral equations at O(ε2) – noticing that the λ1 pre-factors of ū1

and v̄1 will give rise to terms containing λ2
1 at this next level (through the expansions of the left hand sides

of (3.2)). The details are given in Appendix B, here we only provide the endproduct, the inhomogeneous
equation for v̄2,

L∗v̄2 = λ2

[
1− τ f

′
∗G
∗
u

F ∗u

]
v∗,X + c1Ĵ1c − λ2

1Ĵ2λλ + c0λ1Ĵ2cλ + c2
0Ĵ2cc + Ĵ2, (3.33)

with Ĵ1c as in (3.29),

Ĵ2λλ = (1− τ f
′
∗G
∗
u

F ∗u
)ṽ1 +

τ2G∗uf
′
∗v∗,X

(F ∗u )2
, (3.34)

and Ĵ2cλ(X), Ĵ2cc(X) and Ĵ2(X) given in (B.8). Note that all terms c0, c1, λ1 or λ2 have been factored
out explicitly in the right hand side of (3.33), i.e. neither of remaining expressions depends on either of
these 4 terms.

3.2.2 M∗(~µ) 6= 0: the stability of standing patterns

Unlike in the existence analysis, we combine the results on the stability of both types of standing localized
patterns into one theorem.

Theorem 3.7. Consider the stationary localized patterns (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) and (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) of
(1.3) with c = 0 as constructed in Theorems 2.6(i) and 2.8(i). Assume that conditions (3.7) and (3.8) hold
and let M∗(~µ) 6= 0 be O(1) with respect to ε (1.17) and let ε be sufficiently small.
(i-a) If M∗(~µ) < 0, then the standing front (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) is unstable.

(i-b) If Fv(f(v), v)Gu(f(v), v) ≥ −κ2

τ for all v ∈ [V −, V +], then (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) is (spectrally) stable
as solution of (3.22).
(ii) All stationary pulses (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) are unstable.

Thus, unlike in scalar reaction-diffusion equations, slow fronts may be unstable. In fact, the situation is
very similar to that of Corollary 3.4 that considers essentially the same issue of the (possibly) non-Sturm-
Liouville character of the spectral problem associated to slow localized patterns. Indeed, the condition on
Fv(f(v), v)Gu(f(v), v) in Theorem 3.7(i-b) is the heteroclinic counterpart of (3.16) in Corollary 3.4. As
was already noted about condition (3.16) in Remark 3.6: the condition in Theorem 3.7(i-b) can be replaced
by the weaker but less explicit (and still stronger than necessary) condition λ′j(ρ) ≤ 1/τ for all j. We will
opt for this formulation in Theorem 3.11.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. We note that it follows from Lemma 3.1 – and conditions (3.7) and (3.8) –
that we only need to consider the discrete spectrum associated to the patterns (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) and
(Uhom(X), Vhom(X)). We will first explicitly construct all asymptotically small eigenvalues (for both cases)
and next consider the (potential) O(1) eigenvalues.

For asymptotically small λ we have λ0 = 0 and, by (2.30), (3.6), (3.24), (3.30),

v̄ = v∗,X − ελ1

{[∫ X

0
G̃1c(v∗)v∗,XvudX̃

]
v∗,X −

[∫ X

−∞
G̃1c(v∗)v

2
∗,XdX̃

]
vu

}
+O(ε2v̄2) (3.35)

(since c0 = 0). To have an eigenfunction, the X → ∞ limit of v̄(X) needs to exist (and be 0). Clearly,
this implies by (2.25) that λ1M∗ = 0, hence it follows – by the assumption on M∗ – that λ1 = 0. More
importantly, it follows that there is only one possible asymptotically small eigenvalue. Since we know
by translation invariance that λ = 0 must be an eigenvalue, we conclude that the present approximation
procedure only leads to recovering the trivial λ = 0 eigenvalue.

This is different in the homoclinic case. Since c = 0, the homoclinic pattern (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) =
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(uhom(X), vhom(X)) (Theorem 2.8) is symmetric – even – around its center/maximum, so that (also) the
linearized stability problem (3.2) is symmetric under X → −X, with X = 0 by definition pinned at the
maximum of vhom(X). Thus, solutions of (3.2) must be either odd or even in X: at the point of symmetry,
either v̄ = 0 – for an odd eigenfunction – or v̄X = 0 – for an even eigenfunction. Again, we also must
recover the trivial eigenvalue λ = 0 and its associated eigenfunction must be odd (since it is given by
(uhom,X(X), vhom,X(X))).

By translation, the point of symmetry corresponds to X = Xh (2.47), both in the approximation pro-
cedure of the proof of Theorem 2.8 that established the existence of the homoclinic solution on Mε of
(1.3), as well as in the expansion of the spectral problem initiated in sections 3.1.1 and 3.2.1. Thus,
in order to construct a potential odd, respectively even, eigenfunction, we need to evaluate v̄(Xh), resp.
v̄X(Xh). It follows by (2.25), (2.47) from (3.35) that

v̄(Xh) =
λ1M∗√
2α+M̃2

+O(ε), v̄X(Xh) =
λ1M∗√

2M̃2

+O(ε)

(where we have already used that v̄2(Xh), v̄2,X(Xh) = O(1/ε) – see below). Thus, it follows that λ1 = 0,
both for the odd and the even case. Since c0 = c1 = λ1 = 0, equation (3.33) for v̄2 simplifies drastically,

L∗v̄2 = λ2

[
1− τ f

′
∗G
∗
u

F ∗u

]
v∗,X + Ĵ2,

with Ĵ2(X) as in (B.8). It is straightforward to check that Ĵ2(X)v∗,X(X) is integrable, thus we define

N̂2(~µ) =

∫ ∞
−∞

Ĵ2(X)v∗,X(X) dX, (3.36)

and conclude by Lemma 2.5 that for X � 1,

v̄(X) =

[
β+
√
α+e

−√α+X + ε2λ2M∗ + N̂2

2α+β+
e+
√
α+X

]
(1 +O(E+)), (3.37)

where we note that we again used the extension of Poincaré’s Expansion Theorem as introduced in the
proof of Theorem 2.8 (which is possible since λ1 = 0 so that v̄1(X) ≡ 0 (3.30)). Thus, by (2.47),

v̄(Xh) =
ε√
2M̃2

[
M̃2 +

λ2M∗ + N̂2√
α+

]
+O(ε2).

Since λ2 = 0 must be an eigenvalue for the odd case this necessarily implies that N̂2 = −√α+M̃2. (In fact,
in the odd case, the present approximation scheme is reconstructing vhom,X .) It also follows from (3.37)
that

v̄X(Xh) =
ε√
2M̃2

[
−√α+M̃2 + (λ2M∗ + N̂2)

]
+O(ε2). (3.38)

Since N̂2 = −√α+M̃2, we conclude that an even eigenfunction may exist for

λ2 =
2
√
α+M̃2

M∗
. (3.39)

It follows by a standard Melnikov-type argument that there indeed must be an eigenvalue associated to an
even eigenfunction that is at leading order given by (3.39). (The sign of v̄X(Xh) can be changed by varying
λ2 (3.38): there must be (a unique) value of λ2 – at leading order given by (3.39) – for which v̄X(Xh) is
exactly 0; by the application of the reversibility symmetry this yields the even eigenfunction.)
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Thus we may conclude from (3.39) that (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) is unstable for M∗ > 0 (recall that M̃2 > 0,
Theorem 2.8(i)). There is no unstable asymptotically small spectrum for M∗ < 0, by an intuition based on
scalar reaction-diffusion equations, we might expect that there cannot be non-asymptotically small unsta-
ble eigenvalues near a heteroclinic limit as in the present case: (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) could thus be stable?
However, this is not the case, if M∗ < 0 there must be O(1) unstable eigenvalues – as we shall show by an
argument that is essentially the same as that of the proof of Corollary 3.4(ii).

But first we consider the possibility of O(1) (unstable) eigenvalues for the standing heteroclinic fronts
of Theorem 2.6(i). Following the approach of section 3.1.2, we define the family of Sturm-Liouville op-
erators L∗ρ(X) – for ρ ∈ R – as in (3.11) over the leading order (unperturbed) heteroclinic connection
v∗(X) (thus replacing the unperturbed homoclinic connection v0(X) in (3.11) by v∗(X)). We denote the
eigenvalues of L∗ρ(X) by λ∗j (ρ) and conclude that Lemma 3.2 also holds in this case (with a slight but
straightforward modification in the explicit analysis for the special case Gv(f(v∗(X)), v∗(X)) ≡ α). Thus,
we may follow the argument of the proof of Theorem 3.3: all O(1) eigenvalues of the spectral problem
associated to (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) are determined by the solutions of λ∗j (ρ) = ρ/τ (cf. (3.15)).

Identical to its derivation in the proof of Corollary 3.4, we conclude that τλ∗0(0)− 1 > 1 if M∗ < 0 – where
we notice that in the present heteroclinic case, the trivial translational eigenvalue at ρ = 0 (associated to
the eigenfunction v∗,X(X)) is the critical (largest) eigenvalue, i.e. λ∗0(0) = 0, while 0 = λ∗1(0) < λ∗0(0) in the
homoclinic case of Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4. Thus, the branch λ∗0(ρ) intersects the line ρ/τ at ρ = 0
and lies above it for ρ > 0 (and sufficiently small). This implies by (the equivalent of) Lemma 3.2 that
there must at least be 1 next intersection of λ∗0(ρ) and ρ/τ : if M∗ < 0, the spectral problem associated to
(Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) has at least 1 O(1) positive eigenvalue – which settles the instability result of Theorem
3.7(i-a).

As in Corollary 3.4(i) (and its proof), the condition of Theorem 3.7(i-b) implies that d
dρλ
∗
j (ρ) < 1

τ for all
(relevant) j and ρ ≥ 0 (cf. (3.17)). Since λ∗j (ρ) < λ∗0(ρ) and λ∗0(ρ) intersects the line ρ/τ at ρ = 0, it follows
that there cannot be any positive eigenvalues in the case of Theorem 3.7(i-b). Nevertheless, we cannot yet
conclude that (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) is stable: we need to exclude the possibility of pairs of unstable complex
conjugate eigenvalues λ± (i.e. with Reλ+ = Reλ+ > 0). The set-up of our approach by the Sturm-Liouville
operators L∗ρ(X) strongly suggests that the spectral problem associated to (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) cannot have
eigenvalues λ ∈ C\R, but L∗ρ(X) only is Sturm-Liouville for ρ ∈ R (it is not self-adjoint for ρ /∈ R). More-
over, there is a priori no reason why the underlying nonlinear eigenvalue problem (1.15) – with L = 0 and
v0(X) replaced by v∗(X) – cannot have nonreal eigenvalues.

In fact, our approach to finding eigenvalues as intersections of the branches λ∗j (ρ) with the line ρ/τ shows
that (generically) pairs of complex conjugate eigenvalues will appear in nonlinear eigenvalue problem (1.15)
at tangencies of λ∗j (ρ) and ρ/τ : as parameter ~µ is varied through such a tangency, 2 real eigenvalues merge
and come out as a complex conjugate pair λ±. Thus, one must in general expect (1.15) to have eigenvalues
λ /∈ R. Nevertheless, this cannot be the case under the condition of Theorem 3.7(i-b). No tangencies
between λ∗j (ρ) and ρ/τ can occur within the full (F,G) family of ‘reaction-terms’ F (U, V ) and G(U, V )
determined by this condition. Moreover, this family contains the special case Fv(f(v), v) ≡ 0 which de-
termines the vertical case f ′(v) ≡ 0 (1.5). We know by Remark 3.5 that L∗ρ(X) ≡ L∗s(X) in this case.
Thus, within the (F,G) family determined by Theorem 3.7(i-b), there is a subfamily of spectral problems
for which the full O(1) nonlinear eigenvalue problem (1.15) is a simple (scalar) Sturm-Liouville problem
and thus cannot have spectrum in C\R. By ‘straightening out’ the λ∗j (ρ) branches to horizontal lines, any
element of the full (F,G) family of Theorem 3.7(i-b) can be smoothly homotopied to the vertical subfamily
without leaving the original family, and thus without going through situations in which there are tangencies
between λ∗j (ρ) and ρ/τ (since d

dρλ
∗
j (ρ) < 1

τ ). Hence there cannot be (unstable) complex eigenvalues under
the condition of Theorem 3.7(i-b): (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) must be spectrally stable.

37



Finally, we return to the (in)stability of the stationary homoclinic pulses (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)), i.e. to
Theorem 3.7(ii). By their construction in Theorem 2.8, we know that the associated homoclinic orbits
(uhom(X), phom(X), vhom(X), qhom(X)) ⊂ Mε(0) are asymptotically close to the orbit on M0 spanned by
(v∗(X), q∗(X)) for X such that q∗(X) ≥ 0, and to its symmetrical counterpart (v∗(−X),−q∗(−X)) for
X such that q∗(X) ≤ 0, and that vhom(X) is asymptotically close to V + for a range of X values that is
asymptotically large (in fact of O(| log ε|) – see the proof of Theorem 2.8. This implies that the leading
order spectral stability problem associated to (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) parameterized by ρ – i.e. the nearly
heteroclinic limit of the homoclinic eigenvalue problem for Lρ(X) of (3.11) – is also determined by the
above heteroclinic operator L∗ρ(X) and that for any λe = λe(ρ) for which the spectral problem has an even
eigenfunction, there must be a λo(ρ) asymptotically close to λe(ρ) for which there is an odd eigenfunction
(and vice versa). More specifically, for the stability problem associated to (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)), each inter-
section of a branch λ∗j (ρ) with the line ρ/τ provides the leading order approximation of 2 eigenvalues of the
full eigenvalue problem (3.2) (with c = L = 0), λe (associated to an even eigenfunction) and λo (with an
odd eigenfunction). (Note that this is confirmed by the above analysis: the intersection at ρ = 0 of λ∗0(ρ)
and ρ/τ yields the trivial odd eigenvalue λ = 0 and the even eigenvalue given by (3.39) – both obviously
asymptotically close to 0.)

Naturally, the instability of (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) for M∗ < 0 follows by the same argument by which
Theorem 3.7(i-a) was established: for M∗ < 0, λ∗0(ρ) and ρ/τ must intersect at (at least) 1 O(1) value of
ρ > 0, so that there must be at least 2 O(1) unstable eigenvalues. 2

3.2.3 |M∗(~µ)| asymptotically small: the stability of fronts and pulses

In the upcoming stability analysis, a crucial role is played by the sign of the (Melnikov-type) expression
N̂2λλ(~µ) at ~µ = ~µ∗t ,

N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) =

∫ ∞
−∞

Ĵ2λλ(X; ~µ∗t )v∗,X(X) dX =

∫ ∞
−∞

[
(1− τ f

′
∗G
∗
u

F ∗u
)ṽ1 +

τ2G∗uf
′
∗v∗,X

(F ∗u )2

]
v∗,X dX (3.40)

(3.34). The situation is similar to that of M̃2cc in (2.38): for general µ, the term (1 − τ f
′
∗G
∗
u

F ∗u
)ṽ1v∗,X does

not decay as X →∞ (2.25), (2.31), so that this integral does not converge. However, M∗(~µ
∗
t ) = 0, so that

this term does decay at ~µ = ~µ∗t (see also ~µ1 = 0 in (2.37)): |N̂2λλ(~µ∗t )| < ∞. Throughout the rest of this
paper we impose the non-degeneracy condition N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) 6= 0 (see however section 4.2). Moreover, we also
define the two similar expressions,

N̂2cλ(~µ∗t ) =

∫ ∞
−∞

Ĵ2cλ(X; ~µ∗t ) v∗,X(X) dX, N̂2cc(~µ
∗
t ) =

∫ ∞
−∞

Ĵ2cc(X; ~µ∗t ) v∗,X(X) dX (3.41)

(B.8) and conclude after a careful study of (B.7), (B.8) that also |N̂2cλ(~µ∗t )|, |N̂2cc(~µ
∗
t )| <∞.

We first consider the asymptotically small eigenvalues for the traveling patterns in three separate lem-
mas – Lemma 3.8 for the heteroclinic fronts of Theorem 2.6(ii) and Lemmas 3.9 and 3.10 for the nearly
heteroclinic pulses of Theorem 2.8(ii) – before we formulate the main result(s) of this section, Theorem
3.11. As a corollary to Theorem 3.11 – and its preceding lemmas – we consider the so far missing case of
standing fronts pulses for |M∗(~µ)| asymptotically small (Corollary 3.12).

Lemma 3.8. Consider the setting of Theorem 2.6(ii) and let (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) be the traveling front
established by Theorem 2.6(ii) that travels with speed chet(~µ1) at leading order given by the solution c0 =
c0(~µ1) of (2.40) (with ~µ1 as in (2.36) with σ̃ = 1). Then, the spectral problem associated to the stability of
(Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) as solution of (3.22) has 2 asymptotically small eigenvalues, the translational λ1

het(~µ1) ≡
0 and

λ2
het(~µ1) =

~∇M∗ · ~µ1 + c0(~µ1)N̂2cλ

N̂2λλ

ε+O(ε2) = ±

√
µ̃2

1 − 4M̃2ccM̃2

N̂2λλ

ε+O(ε2) (3.42)
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(2.41), under the non-degeneracy condition that N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) 6= 0 and where the ± is decided by solution c0(~µ1)
of (2.40).

Note that λ2
het(~µ1) ∈ R by Corollary 2.7 and that its sign is (also) determined by the sign of N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ).

Note furthermore that in the limit ~µ1 → 0, i.e the case that coincides with the M∗(~µ) = O(ε2) setting of
Theorem 2.8 in which (2.40) reduces to c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t )+M̃2(~µ∗t ) = 0, the stability of the front is determined by

(the sign of) its speed. Thus, of the two traveling fronts connecting (Ū−, V̄−) for X → −∞ to (Ū+, V̄+) for
X →∞ that exist in this limit (Corollary 2.7(ii) and Figs. 6(b) and 10(b)), only one may be stable. Nat-
urally, their two symmetrical counterparts – i.e. the fronts connecting (Ū+, V̄+) for X → −∞ to (Ū−, V̄−)
for X → −∞ induced by symmetry (2.8) – have the same stability characteristics. Together, these pairs
of fronts determine a bifurcation of the traveling homoclinic pulses (if M̃2M̃2cc < 0, Corollary 2.9(ii), (iii)
and Figs. 7(b,c) and 10(e,f)). Thus, it is natural to expect that the limiting traveling homoclinic pulses of

Theorem 2.8(ii) with (limiting) speed c0 → ch−c
0 =

√
−M̃2/M̃2cc =

√
−2M̃2/N̂2cλ (3.48) have two eigen-

values given by (3.42) with µ̃1 = 0 and c0 replaced by ±ch−c
0 . This is indeed confirmed by Lemma 3.9.

Proof of Lemma 3.8. This proof follows the by now standard approach of this paper, therefore we
keep the analysis compact. First, we conclude from the O(ε) problem that

v̄ = v∗,X + ε(−λ1ṽ1 + c0v̂1c) +O(ε2v̄2) (3.43)

(3.28), (3.30). We define N̂1c by

N̂1c(~µ) =

∫ ∞
−∞

Ĵ1c(X; ~µ∗t ) v∗,X(X) dX, (3.44)

and conclude from (3.29) that |N̂1c(~µ)| < ∞. We know by Lemma 2.5 and (2.36), with σ̃ = 1, that v̄(X)
grows exponentially if c0N̂1c(~µ

∗
t ) 6= 0. Since we know that the translational eigenvalue λ1

het = 0 must exist,

we conclude that N̂1c(~µ
∗
t ) = 0 for non-stationary fronts. Since N̂1c(~µ) only depends on ε through ~µ (3.29),

(3.44) it follows that
N̂1c(~µ

∗
t + εσ̃~µσ̃) = ~∇N̂1c(~µ

∗
t ) · ~µσ̃ εσ̃ +O(εσ̃+1) (3.45)

(cf. (2.36)), with here σ̃ = 1. Approximation v̄2(X) is determined as solution of (3.33) and its leading
order behavior for X � 1 is once again controlled by Lemma 2.5. Naturally, we impose that also at O(ε2)
λ1 = 0 must yield a bounded – in fact converging – solution (that corresponds to the O(ε2) approximation
of vhet,X(X)). Thus, we conclude by (3.33), (3.41), (3.45) that

c2
0N̂2cc(~µ

∗
t ) + N̂2(~µ∗t ) + c0

~∇N̂1c(~µ
∗
t ) · ~µ1 = 0. (3.46)

For λ1 6= 0, v̄2(X) grows exponentially for X � 1, unless

λ1
~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~µ1 − λ2

1N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) + c0λ1N̂2cλ(~µ∗t ) = 0 (3.47)

(3.40), (3.41) – from which the first part of (3.42) follows. Next, we note that λ2
het(~µ1) necessarily has to

be 0 at the saddle-node bifurcations of Corollary 2.7(iii) – see Fig. 6(c) (and we observe that λ2
het = 0 at

the transcritical bifurcation at µ̃1 = c0 = 0 for M̃2 = 0 of Corollary 2.7(i), see Fig. 6(a)). Re-introducing
µ̃1 (2.41) and using that c0(µ̃het−SN ) = −µ̃het−SN/(2M̃2cc) (Corollary 2.7 (iii)), we find

λ2
het(µ̃het−SN ) =

µ̃het−SN

N̂2λλ

(
1− N̂2cλ

2M̃2cc

)
,

from which we conclude that
N̂2cλ(~µ∗t ) = 2M̃2cc(~µ

∗
t ), (3.48)

see also Remark 3.14. The second part of (3.42) now follows by solving c0 from (2.40). 2
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Lemma 3.9. Consider the setting of Theorem 2.8(ii) and let (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) be a traveling pulse
established by Theorem 2.8(ii) that travels with speed chom(µ̃2) = ±

√
Chom(µ̃2) = c0 + O(ε) (Corollary

2.9, (2.61)), so that c2
homM̃2cc(~µ

∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0 – with µ̃2 as defined in (2.54). Then, the spectral

problem associated to the stability of (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) as solution of (3.22) has 4 asymptotically small
eigenvalues, 2 that are associated to the eigenvalue λ1

het of the heteroclinic stability problem considered in
Lemma 3.8,

λ1,1
hom(chom(µ̃2)) ≡ 0, λ1,2

hom(chom(µ̃2)) = 0 +O(ε2| log ε|), (3.49)

and 2 associated to the eigenvalue λ2
het (3.42),

λ2,±
hom(chom(µ̃2)) = ±ε

√
c2

0N̂
2
2cλ − 2

√
α+

(
c2

0M̃2cc + M̃2

)
N̂2λλ

N̂2λλ

+O(ε2| log ε|) def
= ±ελ1,h(c0) +O(ε2| log ε|)

(3.50)
with α+, M̃2cc(~µ

∗
t ), M̃2(~µ∗t ), N̂2cλ(~µ∗t ) and N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) 6= 0 as defined in (2.22), (2.38), (3.40), (3.41).

Note that the fact λ = 0 is a double eigenvalue (at leading order in ε) was to be expected: it is caused by
the (leading order) vertical character of the bifurcation into traveling waves – see (the proof of) Theorem
2.8 and Corollary 2.9. Note also that the second pair λ2,±

hom indeed merges with the (non-trivial) eigenvalue
(3.42) of the stability problem associated to the traveling front at the bifurcation at which the homoclinic
pulse merges with a heteroclinic cycle that subsequently splits up into a 2 traveling fronts, i.e. for ~µ1 → 0

in (3.42) and c0 such that c2
0M̃2cc + M̃2 ↓ 0, i.e c0 → ch−c

0 =
√
−M̃2/M̃2cc – see again Corollary 2.9 and

Fig. 7.

More importantly, it should be observed that unlike Lemma 3.8 for (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)), Lemma 3.9 does
not provide decisive insight in the (potential) stability properties of (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)). At least, if
N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) < 0 then obviously λ2,+

hom(c0) > 0 (3.50), so that (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) is unstable (recall that

c2
0M̃2cc(~µ

∗
t )+M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0). However, if N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0, a pair real eigenvalues λ2,±

hom(c0) may merge and form
a complex conjugate pair of purely imaginary eigenvalues as |c0| = |c0(µ̃2)| passes through a critical value
cm

0 (see (3.77) below) – or vice versa. Although this is against a Sturm-Liouville based intuition, this is
possible, for instance if additional to N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0 also M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0, since in that case a bifurcation into
traveling waves takes place at c0(µ̃2) = 0 (Corollary 2.9, Fig. 7). More specifically,

λ2,±
hom(0) = ±ε

√
−2
√
α+M̃2N̂2λλ

N̂2λλ

∈ iR (3.51)

at leading order. Thus, in this case – and in all cases for which Re(λ2,±
hom(c0)) = 0 at leading order, see

(3.78) below – we do need to perform a higher order analysis to determine the sign of Re(λ2,±
hom(c0)) and

establish the possible (in)stability of (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)). Moreover, we also need to do a higher order
analysis to determine the sign of λ1,2

hom(~µ1) (3.49). Nevertheless, at this point we may expect that all 3 non-

trivial asymptotically small eigenvalues λ1,2
hom(~µ1) and λ2,±

hom(c0) could possibly be in the stable (complex)
half-plane and that the traveling pulse pattern (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) may be stable as solution of (3.22).
See Lemma 3.10 and Theorem 3.11(ii).

Proof of Lemma 3.9. Unlike the proof of Lemma 3.9, establishing expressions (3.49) and (3.50) does
not go exactly along the lines of the approach so far developed. The main difference is that even for the
homoclinic pulses we so far could focus on the first part of the solution that is at leading order determined
by v∗(X) and approaches V̄− as X → −∞ – except for the final part of the proof of Theorem 2.8(ii) in which
we unfolded the leading order vertical structure of the bifurcation diagrams by zooming in O(ε2| log ε|)
close to ~µ∗t – see Corollary 2.9 and Figs. 5(b), 7. Like in the proof of Theorem 2.8(ii), we here need
to explicitly consider the second part of the solution that is at leading order determined by v∗(−X) and
approaches V̄− as X →∞.
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Figure 9: The construction of the eigenfunctions associated to the stability of the nearly heteroclinic homoclinic pulse
(Uhom(X), Vhom(X)). The first sketch shows v̄(X; c;λ) for X ∈ (−∞, Xh(c)) and v̄(X;−c;λ) for X ∈ (−∞, Xh(−c)),
where we note that in general Xh(c)) 6= Xh(−c). Next, the translated and scaled functions v̄(X + Xh(c); c;λ) and
θv̄(X+Xh(−c);−c;λ) for X ∈ (−∞, 0) with θ and λ such that the conditions in (3.52) are satisfied. The final sketch
is obtained by the application of the X → −X, −c → c symmetry (2.8) to θv̄(X + Xh(−c);−c;λ), resulting in a
smooth eigenfunction v̄(X̃; c;λ) defined on R.

To explicitly construct an eigenfunction, and thus to determine the (asymptotically small) eigenvalues, we
first determine a sufficiently accurate approximation of v̄(X), at leading order given by v∗,X(X) (3.24),
for its first part, i.e. for X ∈ (−∞, Xh(c)], where we note that v̄(X) of course must converge (exponen-
tially fast) for X → ±∞ and recall that Xh(c) determines the center of the underlying pulse vhom(X),
since vhom(X) attains its maximal value (by definition) at X = Xh (2.47), (2.49). Next, we set up the
second part of the construction by first changing c to −c in the first approximation – thus obtaining an
approximating function on (−∞, Xh(−c)] (recall that Xh(c) 6= Xh(−c) (2.55), (2.56), (2.58)) – followed
by the application of symmetry (2.8) – see Fig. 9. Note that the idea behind this approach has already
been developed at several places in the existence analysis and that it has been made explicit in the proof
of Theorem 2.8. However, there is a difference between the present setting and the existence analysis:
(3.2) is a linear system, its solutions are defined up to a factor θ ∈ C (in general, θ ∈ R in the case of a
real eigenvalue). Naturally, we may scale v̄(X), i.e. we may choose θ to be 1 for the first part of v̄(X),
however, θ is not necessarily equal to 1 as factor of the second part – see Fig. 9 and (3.58) below. Never-
theless, after the application of symmetry (2.8), the connection between the first part of v̄(X) = v̄(X; c;λ)
for X ∈ (−∞, Xh(c)] to its second part θv̄(X;−c;λ) that is constructed for X ∈ (−∞, Xh(−c)] must be
smooth as X passes over the maximum of vhom(X) – which corresponds to X = Xh(c) for the first part
and X = Xh(−c) for the second. This yields 2 conditions at the maximum of vhom(X), on v̄(X) and on
v̄X(X),

v̄(Xh(c); c;λ) = θv̄(Xh(−c);−c;λ)
v̄X(Xh(c); c;λ) = −θv̄X(Xh(−c);−c;λ)

(3.52)

Note that the apparent non-smoothness associated to (3.52) is caused by the fact that we split up the
approximation of v̄ into 2 distinct half-line approximations defined on different half-lines ((−∞, Xh(c)] and
(−∞, Xh(−c)]) and that the approximation over the full domain R = (−∞, 0] ∪ [0,∞) only followed after
shifting both half-line approximations in X and applying symmetry (2.8) to the second part (Fig. 9). A
priori, (3.52) only provides a C1 smooth connection between both sides, however, we may conclude that the
combined function v̄(X) is smooth over X = 0 (and thus on R) from the uniqueness of solutions to (3.2).
Note also that for a given c, conditions (3.52) indeed determine discrete pairs (θj(c), λj(c)), that λj(c)
thus are the asymptotically small eigenvalues associated to the stability of the pulse (Uhom(X), Vhom(X))
traveling with speed c, and that the full solution (ū(X), v̄(X)) of (3.2) indeed must be an eigenfunction.
Moreover, the geometry of the set-up guarantees the existence and local uniqueness of these (eigenvalue,
eigenfunction) pairs – in fact, the present set-up can be recast directly in terms of an Evans function
approach [1, 15].

Now that we have deduced the eigenvalue conditions (3.52), we may return to the standard approach
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set up in this paper: we need to determine the leading order approximations of v̄(Xh) and v̄X(Xh). As
usual, and as in the proof of Lemma 3.8, we start at the O(ε) level and rederive (3.43). This implies by
Lemma 2.5, (1.17), (2.47), and (3.44) that (at leading order)

v̄(Xh) =
1√
2α+

c0N̂1c(~µ
∗
t )√

c2
0M̃2cc(~µ∗t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t )

,

since M∗(~µ
∗
t ) = 0. Clearly, the derivative vhom,X(X) must be a eigenfunction (with trivial eigenvalue

λ1 = 0), hence its approximation must have v̄(Xh) = 0, which implies that c0N̂1c(~µ
∗
t ) = 0 – as in the

heteroclinic case. Moreover, N̂1c(~µ) must again be expanded – as in the proof of Lemma 3.8 – but now
with σ̃ = 2 in (3.45). As a consequence – and by (2.36) with σ̃ = 2 – we may again conclude that we can
employ the extension of Poincaré’s Expansion Theorem as introduced in the proof of Theorem 2.8. Hence,
it follows by (3.33), Lemma 2.5, (2.47), (3.40), (3.41), (3.45) that

v̄(Xh; c0; ελ1) =
[−λ21N̂2λλ+c20N̂2cc+N̂2+c0λ1N̂2cλ]+

√
α+(c20M̃2cc+M̃2)√

2α+(c20M̃2cc+M̃2)
ε

v̄X(Xh; c0; ελ1) =
[−λ21N̂2λλ+c20N̂2cc+N̂2+c0λ1N̂2cλ]−

√
α+(c20M̃2cc+M̃2)√

2(c20M̃2cc+M̃2)
ε

(3.53)

at leading order in ε. We again use that λ1 = 0 must be an eigenvalue with eigenfunction vhom,X(X) that
has v̄(Xh; c0; 0) = 0 and obtain the equivalent of (3.46),

c2
0N̂2cc(~µ

∗
t ) + N̂2(~µ∗t ) +

√
α+

(
c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t )

)
= 0.

For notational simplicity we can now introduce Nc = Nc(c
2
0)

Nc(c
2
0) = −

(
c2

0N̂2cc(~µ
∗
t ) + N̂2(~µ∗t )

)
=
√
α+

(
c2

0M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) + M̃2(~µ∗t )

)
> 0 (3.54)

(cf. Theorem 2.8(ii)). Combining (3.52) with (3.53) and (3.54) yields,

−λ2
1N̂2λλ + c0λ1N̂2cλ = θ

[
−λ2

1N̂2λλ − c0λ1N̂2cλ

]
−2Nc − λ2

1N̂2λλ + c0λ1N̂2cλ = θ
[
2Nc + λ2

1N̂2λλ + c0λ1N̂2cλ

] (3.55)

so that it follows by eliminating θ that

(N̂2λλ)2λ4
1 −

[
c2

0(N̂2cλ)2 − 2NcN̂2λλ

]
λ2

1 = 0, (3.56)

which indeed yields the leading order terms of (3.49) and (3.50). For future reference, i.e. not as necessary
ingredient of this proof, we define

θ0(c, λ) = −cN̂2cλ − λN̂2λλ

cN̂2cλ + λN̂2λλ

, (3.57)

and note that the λ-solutions of (3.55) are associated to three different θ-solutions,

θ0 = −1, θ0 = θ0(c0,±λ1,h) = −

(
c0N̂2cλ ∓

√
c2

0(N̂2cλ)2 − 2NcN̂2λλ

)2

2NcN̂2λλ

(3.58)

with λ1,h as defined in (3.50). Thus, θ0(c0,±λ1,h) → 1 as c0 → 0 – i.e. at the bifurcation into traveling
waves (Corollary 2.9) – but in general clearly |θ±| 6= 1: the amplitudes of the associated eigenfunctions for
X < 0 and X > 0 indeed differ an O(1) factor – see Fig. 9.

We postpone the validation of the (magnitude of the) next order corrections to Lemma 3.10. 2
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Lemma 3.10. Consider the setting of Lemma 3.10 and let λ1,2
hom(chom(µ̃2)) and λ2,±

hom(chom(µ̃2)) be the 3
nontrivial asymptotically small eigenvalues of the spectral problem associated to the stability of the pulse
solution (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) of (3.22) established by Theorem 2.8(ii). Define µN by

µN = ~∇N̂1c(~µ
∗
t ) · ~̃µ2 (3.59)

(3.44) and assume that dim(span{~∇M∗(~µ∗t ), ~∇N̂1c(~µ
∗
t )}) = 2, so that for ~µ = ~µ∗t + ε2~̃µ| log ε| ∈ Rm and

µ̃2 = ~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~̃µ2 fixed (2.54), µN = O(1) can be varied over R.
(i) Define A(c, λ), B(c, λ), C(c, λ) and D(c, λ) by

A(c, λ) = 2c(cλN̂2cλ+N (1−θ0))
D(c,λ) B(c, λ) = G

+
1c(cλN̂2cλ−N (1))

2
√
α+

,

C(c, λ) = λ(1+θ0)(cλN̂2cλ+N (2))G
+
1cNc

α+D(c,λ) D(c, λ) = cN̂2cλN (3 + θ0) + λN̂2λλN (2 + 2θ0)
(3.60)

with G
+
1c, θ0 = θ0(c, λ) as defined in (2.51), (3.57) and,

N (z; c2) = c2 N̂
2
2cλ

N̂2λλ

− zNc(c
2)

def
= c2Nr − zNc(c

2) (3.61)

(3.40), (3.41), (3.54). Assume that N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) 6= 0 and D(c, λ) 6= 0. Then, the next order correction to
λ2,±

hom(chom(µ̃2)) is given by

λ2,±
hom(chom(µ̃2)) = ±ελ1,h + ε2 [A(c0,±λ1,h) (µN − B(c0,±λ1,h)) + C(c0,±λ1,h)] | log ε|+O(ε2), (3.62)

with λ1,h as defined in (3.50) and chom(µ̃2) = c0 +O(ε) ((2.61), Lemma 3.9).

(ii) The next order correction to λ1,2
hom(chom(µ̃2)) is given by

λ1,2
hom(chom(µ̃2)) = ε2c2

0Q(c2
0, c

2
0µN )| log ε|+O(ε2) (3.63)

in which Q(C,Cµ) ∈ R is an expression that can be determined explicitly and that varies smoothly in
(C, µ) ∈ R2.

Proof of Lemma 3.10. The approach of this proof is similar to that of the second part of the proof of
Theorem 2.8: we proceed beyond the leading order analysis of Lemma 3.9 using Lemma A.1 to filter out
the dominant terms. Also similar to the second part of the proof of Theorem 2.8, we will find that the
leading order corrections to the O(ε) approximations of (3.53) in the proof of Lemma 3.9 all originate from
the O(ε) term v̄1(X) in expansion (3.6) of v̄(X).

Since v̄1 = −λ1ṽ1 + c0v̂1c (3.30), we may use (2.53) as leading order approximation of the first part.
The second part, i.e. v̂1c, is determined by inhomogeneous problem (2.21) with h(X) = Ĵ1c(X) (3.28),
(3.29). By Lemma 2.5, the growth of v̂1c(X) for X � 1 is determined by N̂1c(~µ) (3.44) and we know from
the proof of Lemma 3.9 that N̂1c(~µ

∗
t ) = 0 (cf. (3.45)). Thus, for ~̃µ2 and µN as defined in (2.54), (3.59),

N̂1c(~µ) = N̂1c(~µ
∗
t + ε2| log ε| ~̃µ2 +O(ε2)) = ε2~∇N̂1c(~µ

∗
t ) · ~̃µ2| log ε|+O(ε2) = ε2µN | log ε|+O(ε2). (3.64)

However, this is not the only leading order term in the approximation of v̂1c(X) for X � 1: we need to apply
the refinement of Lemma 2.5, Lemma A.1. It follows from (3.29) that the inhomogeneous problem for v̂1c

is of the form considered in Lemma A.1 with j = −1 in (A.3). In fact, since ṽ1(X), ũ1(X) = O(XE+(X))
at leading order in ε for X � 1 (2.52), (3.25), we find by (2.39), (3.26) that,

limX→∞ Ĵ1c(X)e
√
α+X = limX→∞

[[
τG∗u(f ′∗v∗,X)X

F ∗u
− v∗,XX

]
+ (F̃ ∗uuf

′
∗+F̃

∗
uu)G∗u−(G̃∗uuf

′
∗+G̃

∗
uu)F ∗u

F ∗u
v∗,X

]
e
√
α+X

= limX→∞

[
τG∗u(f ′′∗ (v∗,X)2+f ′∗v∗,XX)

F ∗u
− v∗,XX

]
e
√
α+X

= limX→∞ v∗,XXe
√
α+X

[
τG

+
u f
′
∗(V

+
)

F
+
u

− 1

]
= α+β+

[
1− τG

+
u f
′
∗(V

+
)

F
+
u

]
= α+β+G

+
1c
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(2.10), (2.25), (2.51), at leading order in ε. It thus follows by (A.4) with j = −1 that, at leading order,

v̄1(X) = −1

2
β+(λ1 + c0

√
α+)G

+
1cXe

−√α+X + ε2 (λ1
~∇M∗ + c0

~∇N̂1c) · ~̃µ2

2α+β+
| log ε|e

√
α+X (3.65)

for X � 1 (cf. (2.52)). It is straightforward to check that all other correction terms to (3.53) are of O(ε2),
thus we find,

v̄(Xh; c0; ελ̃) = ε
[√

α+

Yh
+

Yh(−λ̃2N̂2λλ+c20N̂2cc+N̂2+c0λ̃N̂2cλ)
2α+

]
+ε2

[
Yh(λ̃~∇M∗+c0 ~∇N̂1c)·~̃µ2

2α+
− (λ̃+c0

√
α+)G

+
1c

2
√
α+Yh

]
| log ε|+O(ε2)

v̄X(Xh; c0; ελ̃) = ε
[
−α+

Yh
+

Yh(−λ̃2N̂2λλ+c20N̂2cc+N̂2+c0λ̃N̂2cλ)
2
√
α+

]
+ε2

[
Yh(λ̃~∇M∗+c0 ~∇N̂1c)·~̃µ2

2
√
α+

+
(λ̃+c0

√
α+)G

+
1c

2Yh

]
| log ε|+O(ε2)

(3.66)

with Yh as in (2.55) and λ̃ = λ1 at leading order. Note that we indeed recover leading order approximation
(3.53) when we replace Yh = Y0 + εc0Ỹ1| log ε|+O(ε) (2.55), (2.56), (2.58) by Y0 and λ̃ by λ1. Clearly, we
must expect that the next order corrections to Lemma 3.9’s λ1,2

hom and λ2,±
hom are of O(ε2| log ε|), therefore

we adapt expansion (3.5) and expand θ (cf. (3.52)) likewise,

λ = ελ̃ = ελ1 + ε2λ̃2| log ε|+O(ε2), θ = θ0 + εθ̃1| log ε|+O(ε). (3.67)

Substitution of all these expansions into (3.52) yields – after considerable algebra – a 2 × 2 system for
(λ̃2, θ̃1),

M(c0, λ1)

(
λ̃2

θ̃1

)
=

(
m11(c0, λ1) m12(c0, λ1)
m21(c0, λ1) m22(c0, λ1)

)(
λ̃2

θ̃1

)
=

(
r1(c0, λ1, µN )
r2(c0, λ1, µN )

)
(3.68)

with, (
m11 m12

m21 m22

)
=

(
−2λ1N̂2λλ(1− θ0) + c0N̂2cλ(1 + θ0) λ2

1N̂2λλ + c0λ1N̂2cλ

−2λ1N̂2λλ(1 + θ0) + c0N̂2cλ(1− θ0) −λ2
1N̂2λλ − c0λ1N̂2cλ − 2Nc

)
(3.69)

(3.54), and

(
r1

r2

)
= −

 c0(1 + θ0)

[
µN +

(λ21N̂2λλ−c0λ1N̂2cλ+Nc)G
+
1c

2
√
α+

]
λ1(1+θ0)G

+
1cNc

α+
+ c0(1− θ0)

[
µN +

(λ21N̂2λλ−c0λ1N̂2cλ+Nc)G
+
1c

2
√
α+

]
 (3.70)

(2.51), with µN as defined in (3.59) – where it should be noted that we have used that

µ̃2 = ~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~̃µ2 =
G

+
1cNc

2α+

(2.60) – at leading order – and the subsequent simplifications

Y0 =
√

2
α

3
4
+√
Nc
, Ỹ1 = −1

2

√
2
α

1
4
+G

+
1c√

Nc

of (2.56), (2.58) to obtain the expressions (3.70) for r1,2(c0, µN ). To solve (3.68), we first need to evaluate
the determinant D(c0, λ1) of M(c0, λ1),

D(c0, λ1) = 2λ1

[
2λ2

1N̂
2
2λλ + c0λ1N̂2λλN̂2cλ − c2

0N̂
2
2cλ

]
+ 2Nc

[
2λ1(1− θ0)N̂2λλ − c0(1 + θ0)N̂2cλ

]
. (3.71)
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Thus, D(c0) ≡ 0 if λ1 = λ1,2
hom = 0 (since then also θ0 = −1 (3.58)). In fact, in this case (3.68) reduces to

just one equation for λ̃2 and θ̃1

c0N̂2cλλ̃2 −Nc θ̃1 = c0

[
µN +

G
+
1cNc

2
√
α+

]
(3.72)

and one thus needs to go deeper in the perturbation analysis to determine λ̃2 – see below.

(i) The next order corrections to λ2,±
hom(chom(µ̃2)). Since for λ1 6= 0,

N̂2
2λλλ

2
1 = c2

0N̂
2
2cλ − 2NcN̂2λλ = N̂2λλN (2; c2

0) (3.73)

(3.56), (3.61), we can eliminate the λ2
1 terms from D(c0, λ1) (and conclude that indeed D(c0, λ1) =

D(c0, λ1)),

D(c0, λ1) = 2λ1

[
c0λ1N̂2λλN̂2cλ + c2

0N̂
2
2cλ − 4NcN̂2λλ

]
+ 2Nc

[
2λ1(1− θ0)N̂2λλ − c0(1 + θ0)N̂2cλ

]
= 2c0

N̂2cλ

N̂2λλ

[
c2

0N̂
2
2cλ − 2NcN̂2λλ

]
+ 2λ1c

2
0N̂

2
2cλ − 4λ1(1 + θ0)NcN̂2λλ − 2c0(1 + θ0)NcN̂2cλ

= 2λ1

[
c2

0N̂
2
2cλ − 2(1 + θ0)NcN̂2λλ

]
+ 2c0N̂2cλ

[
c2

0
N̂2

2cλ

N̂2λλ
− (3 + θ0)Nc

]
= 2λ1N̂2λλN (2 + 2θ0) + 2c0N̂2cλN (3 + θ0) = D(c0, λ1)

(3.74)
with D(c0, λ1) and N (z) as defined in (3.60), (3.61), where we note that D(c0, λ1) → 0 as λ1 → 0 since
N (3+θ0)→ N (2)→ 0 as λ1 → 0 (3.57), (3.73). Assuming that det(M(c0, λ1)) 6= 0, i.e. that D(c0, λ1) 6= 0,
yields (after eliminating all λ2

1 terms as above),

λ̃2(c0, µN ) = A(c0, λ1)(µN − B(c0, λ1)) + C(c0, λ1),

as in (3.62) – with A(c0, λ1), B(c0, λ1) and C(c0, λ1) as defined in (3.60).

(ii) The next order correction to λ1,2
hom(chom(µ̃2)). Naturally, the analysis of the case λ1,2

hom(chom(µ̃2))

automatically includes λ1,1
hom(chom(µ̃2)) ≡ 0. Hence, as we noticed (and used) many times before: λ̃2 = 0

must be a solution of (3.72), which yields θ̃2 is determined uniquely and that thus

θ1,2
hom(c0, µN ) = ε2 c0

Nc

[
µN +

G
+
1cNc

2
√
α+

]
| log ε|+O(ε) (3.75)

(recall that Nc > 0 (3.54)). Thus, we need to derive an equation for λ̃2 that has both λ̃2 = 0 as (trivial)
solution as well as the (non-zero) leading order expression for λ1,2

hom(c0): we need to obtain a quadratic

equation involving λ̃2 and thus need to go to (at least) the O(ε4| log ε|2)-level in the perturbation analysis
– note that this is similar to the O(ε2)-analysis in the preceding Lemma where we determined 2 O(ε) eigen-
values. Such a perturbation analysis can be done – in principle – although one should not underestimate
the extent of the technical issues involved. For instance, it will be necessary to extend Lemma 2.5 beyond
Lemma A.1, since we will need approximations as in (A.4) for inhomogeneous terms h(x) that behave at
leading order like h(X) = h0,i,jX

iE−j+ (X), i ∈ Z, i > 0, for X � 1 (cf. (A.3)).

We refrain from going deeper into the computational details of this analysis. However, we can make
three basic observations. First, we know by Corollary 2.9 that the limit c0 → 0 corresponds to the bifur-
cation into traveling waves at µ̃2 = µ̃TW

hom (2.61) at which the traveling pulses emerge from the stationary

pulse. Since clearly λ2,±
hom(c0) 9 0 as c0 → 0 in general (3.51), it follows that λ1,2

hom(c0) → 0 as c0 → 0.
Second, it follows by symmetry (2.8) – see also Theorem 2.8(ii) – that the stability of the traveling pulse
solution (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) of (3.22) with chom(µ̃2)(= c0 + O(ε)) > 0 must be the same as that of its
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counterpropagating counterpart. Third, the term µN only appears with pre-factor c (= c0 + εc1 +O(ε)2)
in the approximation analysis. Therefore, we may conclude that λ1,2

hom(chom(µ̃2)) can indeed be expressed
as in (3.63) – see also Corollary 3.13 for a result on the sign of Q(c2

0, c
2
0µN ). 2

Like λ1,2
hom(chom(µ̃2)) (3.75), also the eigenvalues λ2,±

hom(chom(µ̃2)) should be symmetric under the c0 → −c0

symmetry (2.8) – since the counterpropagating pair of traveling pulses of Theorem 2.8(ii) must have iden-
tical stability characteristics. This is a priori not obvious from (3.62). This is due to the fact that –
unlike for λ1,2

hom(chom(µ̃2)) – θ0 6= 1 (3.58), so that the X → −X, c0 → −c0 symmetry (2.8) is not built
into the set-up of the analysis – in fact θ0(−c, λ) = 1/θ0(c, λ) (3.57), see also Fig. 9. Although leading
order expression (3.50) for λ2,±

hom(chom(µ̃2)) is symmetric under c0 → −c0, the asymmetry of the set-up
already shows up in leading order approximations (3.53), that clearly are not symmetric under c0 → −c0.
However, it is symmetric under c0 → −c0, λ1 → −λ1, as is (3.55): instead of the individual eigenval-
ues λ2,+

hom(c0) and λ2,−
hom(c0), the pair {λ2,+

hom(c0), λ2,−
hom(c0)} is invariant under c0 → −c0 (i.e. in (3.50),

λ2,+
hom(−chom(µ̃2)) = λ2,+

hom(−c0) = λ2,−
hom(c0) = λ2,−

hom(chom(µ̃2)) at leading order in ε). This property persists
at the next order(s). Since θ0(−c0,−λ1) = θ0(c0, λ1) (3.57), it follows that,(

m11(−c0,−λ1)
m21(−c0,−λ1)

)
= −

(
m11(c0, λ1)
m21(c0, λ1)

)
,

(
m12(−c0,−λ1)
m22(−c0,−λ1)

)
=

(
m21(c0, λ1)
m22(c0, λ1)

)
(3.69), so that D(−c0,−λ1) = −D(c0, λ1) (3.60). Moreover,(

r1(−c0,−λ1, µN )
r2(−c0,−λ1, µN )

)
= −

(
r1(c0, λ1, µN )
r2(c0, λ1, µN )

)
(3.70). Together, these imply by (3.68) that λ̃2(−c0,−λ1) = λ̃2(c0, λ1), so that we indeed may conclude
that,

λ2,+
hom(−chom(µ̃2)) = ελ1,h(−c0) + ε2λ̃2(−c0, λ1,h(−c0))| log ε|+O(ε2)

= −ελ1,h(c0) + ε2λ̃2(c0,−λ1,h(c0))| log ε|+O(ε2)

= λ2,−
hom(chom(µ̃2))

(3.62) (and we note that this is confirmed by the observations A(−c,−λ) = A(c, λ), B(−c,−λ) = B(c, λ)
and C(−c,−λ) = C(c, λ) (3.60)). Thus, we may also conclude that if Reλ1,h(c0) = 0, i.e. if λ1,h(c0) =
iλi1,h(c0) ∈ iR, then

Re(λ2,±
hom(chom)) = ε2

[
Re(A(c0, iλ

i
1,h))µN − Re

(
A(c0, iλ

i
1,h)B(c0, iλ

i
1,h)− C(c0, iλ

i
1,h)
)]
| log ε| (3.76)

(3.60), (3.62) at leading order. Note that if this is not the case – i.e. if λ1,h(c0) ∈ R, then λ2,+
hom(chom(µ̃2)) > 0

and O(ε): as we already observed, the homoclinic pulses of Theorem 3.11(ii) are unstable in this case. We
use Corollary 2.9 to determine precise conditions on the parameters so that stability may be possible, i.e.
under which λ1,h(c0) = iλi1,h(c0) ∈ iR. First, we recall the existence condition c2

0M̃2cc + M̃2 > 0 (Theorem

2.8(ii)) and that necessarily Ñ2λλ > 0 (3.50). Assuming that the parameters are in the correct range – see
below – we define cm

0 and µ̃m
hom – so that Chom(µ̃m

hom) = (cm
0 )2 (2.61) – as the critical value of c0 at which

the (leading order) real eigenvalues λ2,±
hom(c0) > 0 merge and become the purely imaginary pair of complex

conjugate eigenvalues (at leading order), or vice versa,

cm
0 =

√√√√ 2
√
α+M̃2

Nr − 2
√
α+M̃2cc

, µ̃m
hom =

G
+
1cM̃2Nr

2
√
α+

(
Nr − 2

√
α+M̃2cc

) (3.77)

(3.50), (2.61) where Nr = N̂2
2cλ/Ñ2λλ has been defined in (3.61) and we recall that (for stability) necessarily

Nr > 0. By considering the 3 cases in Corollary 2.9 for which traveling pulses exist, we find for the pulses
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traveling with c0 > 0 that λ1,h(c0) ∈ iR only in the following cases,

1. Nr < 2
√
α+M̃2cc : (i) M̃2 > 0, M̃2cc > 0 : c0 > 0

(ii) M̃2 > 0, M̃2cc < 0 : 0 < c0 < ch−c
0

(iii) M̃2 < 0, M̃2cc > 0 : c0 > cm
0 (> ch−c

0 )

2. Nr > 2
√
α+M̃2cc : (i) M̃2 > 0, M̃2cc > 0 : 0 < c0 < cm

0

(ii) M̃2 > 0, M̃2cc < 0 : 0 < c0 < cm
0 (< ch−c

0 )

(iii) M̃2 < 0, M̃2cc > 0 : ∅

(3.78)

(and note that we automatically have the same results for their counterpropagating counterparts by (2.8)).
Thus, the transition between real and purely imaginary eigenvalues (at leading order) only takes place in
cases 1(iii), 2(i) and 2(ii); λ1,h(c0) = iλi1,h(c0) for all allowed c0-values in 1(i) and 1(ii), while λ1,h(c0) ∈ R
always in 2(iii). Note that all 3 nontrivial eigenvalues associated to the stability of the traveling pulses are
very close to 0 at the transition from real to purely imaginary, i.e. that,

λ1,2
hom(chom(µ̃m

hom)), λ2,+
hom(chom(µ̃m

hom)), λ2,−
hom(chom(µ̃m

hom)) = O(ε2| log ε|), (3.79)

so that we need to perform a higher order analysis to determine leading order approximations of λ2,±
hom(chom(µ̃m

hom))
(since D(c0, λ1)→ 0 as λ1 → 0, as noted in the proof of Lemma 3.10) – see section 4.2.

The upcoming theorem combines all asymptotic analysis of this (sub)section and establishes stability
results on both types of traveling localized structures. Since the instability results are obvious from the ex-
pressions for the asymptotically small eigenvalues associated to the spectral problems – as given in Lemmas
3.8, 3.9 and 3.10 – we only formulate results on the (potential) stability of the traveling fronts – Theorem
3.11(i) – and of the traveling pulses – Theorem 3.11(ii).

Theorem 3.11. Consider the traveling localized patterns (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) and (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) of
(1.3) as constructed in, and under the conditions of, Theorems 2.6(ii) – with ~µ1 as in (2.36) with σ̃ = 1
– and 2.8(ii) – with µ̃2 and µN as defined in (2.54) and (3.59). Consider all eigenvalue curves λ∗j (ρ)
associated to the family of Sturm-Liouville operators L∗ρ(X) – i.e. Lρ(X) as defined in (3.11) with unper-
turbed homoclinic connection v0(X) replaced by (unperturbed) heteroclinic connection v∗(X). Assume that
(λ∗0)′(0) = 1/τ , (λ∗0)′(ρ) < 1/τ for ρ > 0 and that (λ∗j )

′(ρ) ≤ 1/τ for ρ ≥ 0 for all j > 0. Moreover, assume
that conditions (3.7) and (3.8) hold and that all non-degeneracy conditions formulated in Lemmas 3.8, 3.9
and 3.10 are satisfied.
(i) Stable traveling fronts. For µ̃1 ∈ R (and O(1) w.r.t. ε) such that λ2

het(~µ1) < 0 (3.42), (Uhet(X), Vhet(X))
is spectrally stable as traveling front in (1.3).
(ii) Stable traveling pulses. For (µ̃2, µN ) ∈ R2 (and O(1) w.r.t. ε) and c0 = c0(µ̃2) determined
by c0 = ±

√
Chom(µ̃2) (2.61) in the ranges given by (3.78) such that Re(λ2,±

hom(c0)) < 0 ((3.76) with

λi1,h(c0) = Imλ1,h(c0) given by (3.50)) – which necessarily imposes Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0 – and λ1,2
hom(c0) < 0

(3.63), both patterns of the symmetric pair (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) are (spectrally) stable as counterpropagat-
ing traveling pulses in (1.3) – with speeds chom(µ̃2) = ±c0 +O(ε).

Naturally, the approximations of the asymptotically small eigenvalues obtained in Lemmas 3.8, 3.9 and
3.10 provide explicit open stability conditions on the main parameters µ̃1 and (µ̃2, µN ). This is obvious
for the heteroclinic fronts in (i), but also for the pulses of (ii): for fixed µ̃2 there is a half-line of µN values
given by

µN ≶
Re
(
A(c0, iλ

i
1,h)B(c0, iλ

i
1,h)− C(c0, iλ

i
1,h)
)

Re(A(c0, iλi1,h))

def
= µHopf

N , (3.80)

under the additional assumption that Re(A(c0, iλ
i
1,h)) 6= 0. Thus (under this assumption), there is a

large open region of µN -values for which Re(λ2,±
hom(c0)) < 0 – for any given value of µ̃2. The traveling pulse

(Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) is stable for µN such that alsoQ(c2
0, c

2
0µN ) < 0 (3.63). See also Corollary 3.13, in which
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the sign of Q(c2
0, c

2
0µN ) is directly and explicitly coupled to the bifurcation into traveling waves of Corol-

lary 2.9 (for |c0| � 1). Note that since a stable nearly heteroclinic homoclinic pulse (Uhom(X), Vhom(X))
necessarily must have Im(λ2,±

hom(c0)) 6= 0, it follows that if such a pulse destabilizes as µN crosses through

µHopf
N (3.80) – i.e. if Q(c2

0, c
2
0µN ) < 0 near µN = µHopf

N – then (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) is destabilized by a
Hopf bifurcation – see Figs. 5(b) and 10(e,f).

Proof of Theorem 3.11. Naturally, the asymptotically small eigenvalues are controlled by Lemmas
3.8, 3.9 and 3.10, also in the sense that it follows from the analysis in these lemmas that there cannot
be any other asymptotically small eigenvalues than the ones presented in these lemmas. Thus, if the
conditions in (i) are (ii) are satisfied, the patterns (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) and (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) can only
be destabilized by O(1) eigenvalues (as happens in (the proof of) Theorem 3.7(ii) for the case M∗ < 0).
However, this cannot happen by the conditions on (λ∗j )

′(ρ) formulated in the statement of Theorem 3.11.
This can be concluded by arguments along exactly the same lines as those in the proofs of Theorem 3.3,
Corollary 3.4 and Theorem 3.7.

The only difference is that the above conditions on λ∗j (ρ) replace the more explicit ones of Corollary
3.4(i) and 3.7(i-b). Note that the latter conditions are too strong for the present case since they exclude
the possibility that (λ∗0)′(0) = 1/τ , i.e M∗ = 0 (see the proofs of Theorem 3.3 and 3.7), which is the
condition underlying the existence of traveling fronts and pulses – see Theorems 2.6 and 2.8. Note also
that we do not want to go deeper into the technical details and thus refrain from (deriving and) stating
more explicit conditions like those in Corollary 3.4(i) and 3.7(i-b) that do allow for (λ∗0)′(0) = 1/τ . As
was already noticed in Remark 3.6 and immediately below the statement of Theorem 3.7: the present
conditions are weaker than those in Corollary 3.4(i) and 3.7(i-b) – but still stronger than strictly necessary.
Both types of conditions prohibit the curves λ∗j (ρ) from intersecting the line λ = ρ/τ (for ρ ≥ 0), and thus
guarantee that there cannot be any O(1) unstable eigenvalues. 2

Although we sofar only considered traveling fronts and pulses in this subsection, we can now zoom in
on the special case c0 = 0 of the preceding analysis and establish conditions under which the standing front
(Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) of Corollary 2.7(i) (Fig. 6(a)) and the standing pulse (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) of Corollary
2.9 (i), (ii) (Fig. 7(a), (b)) may be spectrally stable for asymptotically small values of |M∗(~µ)| – the sofar
missing case as was already announced at the beginnings of sections 3.2 and 3.2.3.

Corollary 3.12. Consider the standing fronts (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) of (1.3) of Corollary 2.7(i) with |~µ−~µ∗t | =
O(ε) and µ̃1 as defined in (2.41) and the standing pulse (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) of (1.3) of Corollary 2.9 (i),
(ii) with |~µ − ~µ∗t | = O(ε2| log ε|) and µ̃2 as defined in (2.54). Assume that the same conditions on the
eigenvalue curves λ∗j (ρ) as formulated in Theorem 3.11 hold, that (3.7) and (3.8) hold and that all non-
degeneracy conditions formulated in Lemmas 3.8, 3.9 and 3.10 are satisfied.
(i) Standing fronts. (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) is spectrally stable as standing front pattern of (3.22) for
µ̃1Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) < 0 and unstable for µ̃1Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0: it is (de)stabilized by the transcritical bifurcation of
Corollary 2.7(i).

(ii-a) Stable standing pulses. If Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0 and G
+
1c < 0, then (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) is spectrally sta-

ble as standing pulse pattern of (3.22) for µ̃2 < 0 (and O(1) w.r.t. ε) and it destabilizes at the bifurcation
into traveling waves of Corollary 2.9(i), (ii) as µ̃2 increases through 0.
(ii-b) Unstable standing pulses. The stationary pulse (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) is unstable for any µ̃2 =

O(1) if Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) < 0 or G
+
1c > 0.

We note that G
+
1c can be bounded by the conditions (3.7) and (3.8) of Lemma 3.1 that control the essential

spectrum associated to the stability of (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)),

G
+
1c = 1− τ f

′(V +)G
+
u

F
+
u

=
(F

+
u )2 + τF

+
v G

+
u

(F
+
u )2


< F

+
u+τG

+
v

F
+
u

(> 0)

> −τ(F
+
uG

+
v −F

+
v G

+
u )

(F
+
u )2

(< 0)
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Figure 10: (a, b, c) The bifurcation diagrams of the heteroclinic fronts described by Corollary 2.7 for M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) < 0 of

Fig. 6, now including the stability results of the present section (under the additional assumption that N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0).
(a) M̃2(~µ∗t ) = 0. (b) M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0. Note that the bullets on the {µ̃1 = 0}-axis indicate the bifurcation at which the
traveling pulses split up in pairs of traveling fronts (Corollary 2.9(ii), (iii) and Figs. 7(b, c) and (e, f) below). (c)
Corollary 2.7(iii): M̃2(~µ∗t ) < 0. (d, e, f): The bifurcation diagrams of the homoclinic pulses described by Corollary
2.9 for G1c(~µ

∗
t ) < 0 of Fig. 7, now including stability (under the additional assumptions that N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0 and that

Q(c20, c
2
0µN ), i.e. λ1,2hom(c0) (3.63), does not change sign along the depicted branches of traveling pulses, cf. Corollary

3.13). (d) M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0, M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) > 0. (e) M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0, M̃2cc(~µ

∗
t ) < 0 and (f) M̃2(~µ∗t ) < 0, M̃2cc(~µ

∗
t ) > 0, where we

note that the open dots represent the points (µ̃m
hom,±cm0 ) (3.77), i.e. the c0 = c0(µ̃2)-values at which leading order

eigenvalue λ1,h(c0) (3.50) moves from R to iR or vice versa (3.78), and that the order on the branch of traveling

pulses between this bullet and the bullet that indicates the Hopf bifurcation associated to the eigenvalue pair λ2,±hom(c0)
(3.62) may change by varying µN – so that the Hopf bifurcation may disappear.

Nevertheless, this does not yield decisive insight in the sign of G
+
1c. More importantly, we note that the

result Corollary 3.12(ii) does not necessarily contradict the instability result of Theorem 3.7(ii), since it
is assumed in Theorem 3.7(ii) that M∗(~µ) 6= 0 and O(1) w.r.t. ε. Nevertheless, the stability result of
Corollary 3.12(ii) does imply that ‘something must happen’ to the standing pulses as |M∗(~µ)| decreases

from O(1) to O(ε2| log ε|) with Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0 and G
+
1c < 0 (2.51) – see section 4.2.

Proof of Corollary 3.12.
(i) The standing fronts. It follows by straightforward substitution of c0 = 0 in (the proof of) Lemma
3.8 that λ2

het(~µ1) = (µ̃1/N̂2λλ)ε+O(ε2) (3.42), (2.41) which immediately yields (i).

(ii) The standing pulses. The leading order results on the 4 eigenvalues associated to the stability
of standing pulse (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) follow directly from (the proof of) Lemma 3.9. In fact, since the
pulse is stationary it follows by symmetry (2.8) that θ = −1 (for eigenfunctions that are odd in X) or
θ = 1 (even) in (3.55) – as in section 3.2.2. This yields,

λ2
1 = 0 (odd), λ2

1N̂2λλ + 2
√
α+M̃2 = 0 (even),

where we recall that Nc(0) =
√
α+M̃2(~µ∗t ) > 0 (3.54): the standing pulse (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) is unstable
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for N̂2λλ < 0. The leading order corrections to λ2,+
hom(0) also follow directly by taking c0 = 0 in (3.62).

Since,

A(0, λ) = 0, B(0, λ) =
1

2
M̃2G

+
1c, C(0, λ) =

G
+
1c

α+N̂2λλ

, D(0, λ) = −4λ
√
α+M̃2N̂2λλ

(3.60) – where we have used that N (z, 0) = −z√α+M̃2 (3.61) – it follows that,

λ2,±
hom(0) = ±iε

√
2
√
α+M̃2

N̂2λλ

+ ε2 G
+
1c

α+N̂2λλ

| log ε|+O(ε2).

Thus, the sign of Re(λ2,±
hom(0)) is indeed determined by G

+
1c. Finally, we notice that by considering |µ̃2| � 1

we have the following leading order approximation for v̄(Xh; 0; ελ̃),

v̄(Xh; 0; ελ̃) = ε
λ̃√

2α+M̃2

[
−λ̃N̂2λλ + εµ̃2| log ε|

]
(3.66), which yields that for |µ̃2| � 1 (but not asymptotically large w.r.t. ε)

λ1,2
hom(0) = ε2 µ̃2

N̂2λλ

| log ε| (3.81)

(at leading order) – which concludes the proof of part (ii) of the corollary. 2

Leading order approximation (3.81) of λ1,2
hom(0) for |µ̃2| � 1 also (re-)confirms the bifurcation into traveling

waves that takes place as µ̃2 passes through 0 (Corollary 2.9, Figs. 7(a,b) and 10(d,e)). Hence, it also
yields information on the stability of the bifurcating traveling waves near the bifurcation, i.e. as |c0| � 1
– see again Fig. 10(d,e). In other words, it follows that we have obtained explicit information on the sign
of λ1,2

hom(chom(µ̃2)) as |µ̃TW
hom − µ̃2| → 0 (2.61), and thus for |c0| � 1 on (the sign of) Q(c2

0, c
2
0µN ) as defined

in (3.63) of Lemma 3.10.

Corollary 3.13. Let all conditions as formulated in Lemma 3.10 hold, let λ1,2
hom(chom(µ̃2)), µ̃TW

hom be as
defined in Lemma 3.10(ii), Corollary 2.9 and let c0 be the leading order approximation of chom(µ̃2). Then
for µ̃2 sufficiently close to µ̃TW

hom,

sign
[
c2

0Q(c2
0, c

2
0µN )

]
= sign [Q(0, 0)] = sign

[
(µ̃TW

hom − µ̃2)N̂2λλ(~µ∗t )
]
.

Instead of formulating further (long, technical) corollaries on the precise impact of the stability results
obtained in the present section – i.e. equivalents of Corollaries 2.7 and 2.9 that include explicit information
on the stability of the (bifurcating) patters involved – we chose to only graphically illustrate our stability
results in Fig. 10, where we complete the bifurcation diagrams of the cases previously considered in Figs.
6 and 7 by the obtained stability insights (see also Fig. 5 in the Introduction).

Remark 3.14. The fact that N̂2cλ(~µ∗t ) = 2M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) (3.48) can in principle be derived directly from their

definitions, (2.38) and (3.41). A priori, one may think that such a simple relation cannot be correct since
the expression for N̂2cλ(~µ∗t ) (3.41) involves through (3.32), (B.7), (B.8) integrals over the function v̂1c –
the unique bounded solution of L∗v = Ĵ1c (3.28), (3.30) – while this expression does not show up in (2.38).
However, it can be checked that v̂1c only appears in a very specific configuration in the (integral) expression
for Ñ2cλ and as a consequence can be removed (using (2.29) and the fact that the operator L∗ is selfadjoint),∫ ∞

−∞

(
1− τ f

′
∗G
∗
u

F ∗u

)
v∗,X v̂1c dX = −

∫ ∞
−∞

(L∗ṽ1)v̂1c dX = −
∫ ∞
−∞

ṽ1(L∗v̂1c) dX = −
∫ ∞
−∞

Ĵ1cṽ1 dX

with Ĵ1c as in (3.29). Nevertheless, a direct transformation of N̂2cλ(~µ∗t ) into 2M̃2cc(~µ
∗
t ) is quite a technical

enterprise – we refrain from going into the details.
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3.3 Heteroclinic interfaces and homoclinic stripes

Finally, we consider patterns in 2-dimensional (X,Y )-space that vary in X and are trivially extended in
the Y -direction. Naturally, we are only interested in the stability of interfaces and/or stripes that can be
stable as solutions of the 1-dimensional version (3.22) of (1.1)/(1.10), i.e. the (nearly) heteroclinic patterns
(U(X,Y, t), V (X,Y, t)) = (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) and (U(X,Y, t), V (X,Y, t)) = (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) that may
be stable as functions of only X as established by Theorem 3.7(i-b), Theorem 3.11 and Corollary 3.12.

As in the proofs of Theorems 3.7 and 3.11, we need to distinguish between asymptotically small and
O(1) spectrum. Moreover, as before the O(1) spectrum is determined by the family of Sturm-Liouville
operators L∗ρ(X),

L∗ρ(X)v̄0 =

[
L∗(X)− ρf ′(v∗(X))Gu(f(v∗(X)), v∗(X))

ρ− Fu(f(v∗(X), v∗(X))

]
v̄0 = (λ+ L2)v̄0

(1.15), (2.20), (3.11). Thus, for given L fixed, the O(1) eigenvalues are determined by the intersections
λ∗j (ρ)−L2 = ρ/τ , where we recall that λ∗j (ρ) are the eigenvalues of L∗ρ(X). However, in the stability results
of Theorems 3.7(i-b) and 3.11 it is assumed that all curves λ∗j (ρ) are strictly below the line λ = ρ/τ (for
ρ ≥ 0) – except for one point at the origin (since λ∗0(0) = 0). Hence, under the (stability) conditions of
Theorems 3.7(i-b) and 3.11, the downward shifted curves λ∗j (ρ) − L2 cannot intersect the line λ = ρ/τ
(for ρ ≥ 0). As a consequence we may immediately conclude that there cannot be (‘new’) unstable O(1)
spectrum: the interface/stripe patterns (U(X,Y, t), V (X,Y, t)) = (Uhet(X), Vhet(X))/(Uhom(X), Vhom(X))
of Theorems 3.7(i-b) and 3.11 and Corollary 3.12 can only be destabilized by long wavelength perturbations
in Y , i.e. by |L| � 1.

In the upcoming analysis, a central role will be played by the unique solution ṽL of

L∗(X)ṽL = v∗,X , (3.82)

that satisfies limX→−∞ ṽL = 0 and ṽL(0) = 0. It follows by Lemma 2.5 that the leading order behavior of
ṽL(X) for X � 1 is determined by ‖v∗,X‖22 =

∫∞
−∞ v

2
∗,X(X; ~µ) dX.

Theorem 3.15. Let (U(X,Y, t), V (X,Y, t)) = (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) be a heteroclinic interface as established
by Theorem 2.6 and let all conditions hold as formulated in Theorems 2.6, 3.7(i-b), 3.11(i) and Corollary
3.12(ii).
(i) M∗(~µ) = O(1): stationary interfaces. Introduce L1 by L =

√
εL1. For L1 = O(1) given, there is 1

asymptotically small eigenvalue,

λhet(L1; ~µ) = −ε
‖v∗,X‖22
M∗(~µ)

L2
1 +O(ε2).

If the (stationary) front (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) is stable on R1, then the interface (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) is stable
as solution of (1.1)/(1.10) on R2.
(ii) M∗(~µ) = O(ε): standing and traveling interfaces. Let ~µ = ~µ∗t + ε~µ1 (cf. (2.36) with σ̃ = 1)
and introduce L2 by L = εL2. For L2 given, there are 2 asymptotically small eigenvalues λ1,2

het(L2; ~µ1) =
ελ1 +O(ε2| log ε|) and λ1 determined as solution of

λ2
1N̂2λλ(~µ∗t )− λ1

[
~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~µ1 + c0N̂2cλ(~µ∗t )

]
− ‖v∗,X‖22L2

2 = 0 (3.83)

(3.42), (3.47) – with c0 = c0(µ̃1) the leading order approximation of the speed chet(~µ1) at which the interface
travels (and c0 = 0 for the standing interfaces). If (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) is stable as solution of (3.22) for
X ∈ R, then the interface is stable as solution of (1.1)/(1.10) on R2 if additionally N̂2λλ < 0; it is unstable
for N̂2λλ > 0.
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Note that it follows from (3.83) that for |L2| small (but still O(1) w.r.t. ε),

λ1
het(L2; ~µ1) = ε

[
−

‖v∗,X(~µ∗t )‖22
λ2

het(0; ~µ1)N̂2λλ(~µ∗t )
L2

2 +O(L4
2)

]
+O(ε2| log ε|) (3.84)

(3.42), where λ2
het(0; ~µ1) < λ1

het(0; ~µ1) = 0 since (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) is assumed to be stable on R. Thus,

the transition in (ii) from stable to unstable as N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) changes sign a priori has the character of a side-
band instability. However, the situation is more complex: (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) needs to remain stable on
R as N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) passes through 0. Hence, by (3.42), ~∇M∗(~µ∗t ) · ~µ1 + c0(~µ1)N̂2cλ(~µ∗t ) needs to change sign
simultaneously with N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) – which indeed changes the sign of the pre-factor of L2

2 in (3.84). However,
a sign change in the denominator causes a singularity: the transition from stable to unstable interfaces
cannot ‘automatically’ be seen as a sideband mechanism, one first needs to analyse the impact of (making)
|N̂2λλ| asymptotically small – see section 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.15. We first consider case (i), i.e. we set L =
√
εL1 and conclude that a term

‘−L2
1v̄0’ needs to be added to the right hand side of the second equation in the O(ε) spectral problem

(3.23). Thus, the L1-dependent version of (3.28) reads

L∗v̄1 = λ1

[
1− τ f

′
∗G
∗
u

F ∗u

]
v∗,X + L2

1v∗,X

where we have eliminated the term c0Ĵ1c since we consider stationary fronts in (i). Thus, it follows that
v̄1 = −λ1ṽ1 + L2

1ṽL (3.30), (3.82). Since necessarily limX→∞ v̄1(X) = 0 in this heteroclinic case, it follows
by Lemma 2.5 that indeed λ1M∗ + ‖v∗,X‖22L2

1 = 0. The statement of Theorem 3.15(i) follows by noticing
that M∗ > 0 by the assumption that (Uhet(X), Vhet(X)) is stable on R (Theorem 3.7(i-a)).

The proof of part (ii) follows along exactly the same lines. We notice that including the Y -direction
with L = εL2 introduces an additional inhomogeneous term ‘+L2

2v∗,X ’ to equation (3.33) for v̄2. As a
consequence, (3.47) in the proof of Lemma 3.8 indeed becomes (3.83) and the statement of the Theorem
follows. 2

The additional condition N̂2λλ < 0 in Theorem 3.11 for the stability of traveling interfaces with M∗(~µ)
asymptotically small strongly suggests that it is unlikely that the – traveling or standing – stable homoclinic
pulse solutions on R of Theorem 3.11(ii) and Corollary 3.12(ii) may extend to stable homoclinic stripes on
R2: both stability results require N̂2λλ > 0. This is indeed the case.

Theorem 3.16. Let all conditions of Theorem 3.11(ii) and Corollary 3.12(ii-a) hold so that the traveling
or standing pulses (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) are spectrally stable as 1-dimensional pattern in (3.22). The pat-
tern (U(X,Y, t), V (X,Y, t)) = (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) is unstable as traveling or standing homoclinic stripe
solution of (1.1)/(1.10) on R2.

Proof of Theorem 3.16. We first consider the (general) case that includes c0. As in Theorem 3.15
we introduce L2 by setting L = εL2 and as in the proof of Theorem 3.15 this yields the appearance of
new terms – with pre-factor L2

2 – in the asymptotic analysis. More specifically, it can be checked in a
straightforward fashion that for given L2 6= 0, (3.55) in the proof of Lemma 3.9 generalizes to,

−λ2
1N̂2λλ + c0λ1N̂2cλ + ‖v∗,X‖22L2

2 = θ
[
−λ2

1N̂2λλ − c0λ1N̂2cλ + ‖v∗,X‖22L2
2

]
−2Nc − λ2

1N̂2λλ + c0λ1N̂2cλ + ‖v∗,X‖22L2
2 = θ

[
2Nc + λ2

1N̂2λλ + c0λ1N̂2cλ − ‖v∗,X‖22L2
2

]
which yields the following L2-dependent version of (3.56),

N̂2
2λλλ

4
1 +

[
2NcN̂2λλ − c2

0N̂
2
2cλ − 2N̂2λλ‖v∗,X‖22L2

2

]
λ2

1 −
[
2Nc‖v∗,X‖22L2

2 − ‖v∗,X‖42L4
2

]
= 0 (3.85)
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where we note that since
(2NcN̂2λλ − c2

0N̂
2
2cλ)2 + 4c2

0N̂
2
2cλN̂2λλL

2
2 > 0

for all L2, this parabolic equation in Λ1 = λ2
1 only has real solutions. Moreover, since 2Nc‖v∗,X‖22L2

2 −
‖v∗,X‖42L4

2 > 0 for L2
2 < 2Nc/‖v∗,X‖22 – recall that Nc > 0 (3.54) – it follows that one of the solu-

tions of (3.85), Λ1 = Λ+
1 (L2), must be positive. Hence, there is a solution λ+,+

1 (L2) of (3.85) with

λ+,+
1 (L2) = +

√
Λ+

1 (L2) > 0 (for L2
2 < 2Nc/‖v∗,X‖22): (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) is destabilized as traveling

stripe solution of (1.1)/(1.10) by perturbations with |L2| sufficiently small (but still O(1) w.r.t. ε).

As in (the proof of) Corollary 3.12(ii), the instability result for the standing stripes is embedded in the
general case by setting c0 = 0. In fact, we notice that parabolic equation (3.85) can be straightforwardly
factored in the case of standing stripes

N̂2
2λλ

(
λ2

1 −
‖v∗,X‖22
N̂2λλ

L2
2

)(
λ2

1 + 2

√
α+M̃2

N̂2λλ

−
‖v∗,X‖22
N̂2λλ

L2
2

)
= 0

(3.54) which directly yields instability. 2

Finally, we note that we did not need the higher order O(ε2| log ε|) correction results of Lemma 3.10
to deduce the instability of the stripes (Uhom(X), Vhom(X)) on R2, while we needed this lemma to estab-
lish the stability of the traveling and standing pulses on R (Theorem 3.11 and Corollary 3.12(ii)): the
L2-induced instability sets in with spectrum of O(ε) magnitude, the O(ε2| log ε|) effects cannot counteract
this.

4 Discussion

In the preceding analysis, we have established a number of fundamental results on the existence and stability
of stationary and (uniformly) traveling localized patterns in the general class of systems (1.1) that only
vary in the slow spatial coordinate X, i.e. that do not exhibit fast jumps or spikes. We have shown that
slow pulses that correspond to homoclinic orbits in the reduced slow flow on the slow manifold do persist
– either as stationary or as traveling pattern – but must be unstable (Theorems 2.2 and 3.3). However,
pulses and fronts that merge with a heteroclinic cycle of the reduced slow flow in the limit ε→ 0 may be
stable. Our results on the existence and stability of these fronts and pulses as patterns in R1 are illustrated
by the bifurcation diagrams of Fig. 5 and its more extended version Fig. 10 that are based on the existence
results of Theorems 2.6 and 2.8 and the (spectral) stability insights of Theorems 3.7, 3.11 and Corollary
3.12 (and several additional results formulated in terms of lemmas and corollaries). The (in)stability of
their extensions into interfaces and (homoclinic) stripes for (x, y) ∈ R2 is established in Theorems 3.15
and 3.16. Although quite extensive, the present analysis naturally also generates further questions and/or
further research topics. In this section, we mention some of these, it is divided in 3 subsections: one on
observations concerning some of the choices made, one on further bifurcations and one on possible projects
for future work.

4.1 Observations

The impact of τ . On the one hand, the parameter τ as introduced in (1.1) can be seen as the (m+ 1)-
th component of the (m + 1)-dimensional family of parameters (τ, ~µ) of (1.1). However, τ does have a
direct interpretation: it measures the relative rate of evolution (in time) of the 2 components U(x, y, t)
and V (x, y, t) of (1.1). Moreover, it plays a decisive role in the (non-)appearance of traveling patterns.
This follows from the simple observation that the conditions under which traveling patterns bifurcate –
Mhom(~µt) = 0 ((2.17) in Theorem 2.2) for potentialW0 with wells of unequal depth and M∗(~µ

∗
t ) = 0 (1.17)

in the wells of equal depth case (Theorems 2.6 and 2.8) – clearly cannot be satisfied if τ is ‘too small’.
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In other words, if the rate of evolution (in time) of component U(x, y, t) compared to that of V (x, y, t) is
sufficiently fast, then there are no slow traveling localized patterns (of the type analyzed in this paper).

In the stability analysis (of the stationary patterns), the case ‘τ is small’ has a similar simplifying in-
terpretation (see especially Fig. 8): for small τ the line {λ = ρ/τ} approaches verticality, so that the
nonlinear eigenvalue problem (1.15) approaches the ρ = 0 scalar Sturm-Liouville problem associated to
(1.11): the impact of taking τ (too) small is similar to having a(n almost) vertical slow manifold Mε (i.e.
to having |f ′(v)| (too) small).

Traveling patterns with |c| � 1. At the beginning of the paper, we chose the magnitude of c such
that it appears as leading order term in the (fast)u-equation (cf. (1.2)): the most natural choice to enable
orbits to jump from one slow manifold to another. However, our analysis focuses on orbits that do not
jump, moreover there are large classes of systems with only one (normally hyperbolic) slow manifold Mε

that may or may not have a ‘return mechanism’ (see section 4.3): this point of view makes our choice
of the magnitude of c less natural. In fact, the existence results indicate that the branches of traveling
patterns may extend beyond O(1) values of c (see especially Figs. 6 and 7(a,c)). However, even only al-
lowing c to be logarithmically large, i.e. choosing c0 = O(| log ε|σ) for some σ > 0, has a nontrivial impact.
Without going into the details, this can be illustrated in the existence problem for nearly heteroclinic pulses.

In the proof of Theorem 2.8, the existence of these pulses is established by closing the gap ∆Wh(µ̃2)
(2.59). For |c| � 1, the leading order contribution to the next order corrections of (2.59), i.e. of its O(ε2)
term, will come from v3(X) through ṽ3ccc (2.50), i.e. it will be of the form M̃3ccc(~µ

∗
t )c3

0 (where M̃3ccc(~µ
∗
t )

determines the leading order growth of ṽ3ccc (cf. Lemma 2.5)). Thus, for c0 = c̃0| log ε|σ, the condition
∆Wh(µ̃2) = 0 becomes, at leading order,

µ̃2
| log ε|1−σ

M̃α|c̃0|
− G

+
1c

α
3/2
+

M̃α|c̃0|| log ε|1+σ + M̃3ccc c̃
2
0| log ε|2 = 0

with M̃α =
√
α+M̃2cc/2 (assuming M̃2cc > 0, Corollary 2.9, Fig. 7(a,c)). Clearly, a transition – and thus

a potential bifurcation – occurs at σ = 1. By scaling µ̃2 = | log ε|2µ̃2,2 – so that ‖~µ − ~µ∗t‖ = O(ε2| log ε|3)
(2.54) – we obtain as leading order equation for c̃0 = c̃0(µ̃2,2),

M̃α
G

+
1c

α
3/2
+

|c̃0|2 − M̃3ccc |c̃0|3 =
µ̃2,2

M̃α

,

which shows that a saddle node bifurcation occurs at µ̃SN
2,2 = (2M̃2

2cc(G
+
1c)

3)/(27α
5/2
+ M̃2

3ccc) if sign(G
+
1c) =

sign(M̃3ccc). For instance, for the cases considered in Figs. 6 and 10 there are 2 solutions |c̃0| > 0, and
thus 4 speeds c̃0 ∈ R, for µ̃SN

2,2 < µ̃2,2 < 0 and none for µ̃2,2 < µ̃SN
2,2: the branches of traveling pulses in Figs.

7(a,c)/10(d,f) bend back for ~µ at an O(ε2| log ε|3) distance from ~µ∗t (if M̃3ccc < 0). Thus, the unstable
branch of Fig. 10(d) could be stabilized by the saddle node bifurcation.

Naturally, similar bifurcations may occur for the traveling pulses and fronts of Theorems 2.2 and 2.8,
and at other ranges/magnitudes of |c0| � 1. We refrain from going further into the details here (see also
section 4.3).

4.2 Bifurcations

The transition from real to complex eigenvalues for nearly heteroclinic pulses. At µ̃2 = µ̃m
hom

(3.77), the pair of eigenvalues λ2,±
hom associated to the stability of a nearly heteroclinic pulse merges (at

leading order, (3.50)) and passes from being real to complex, or vice versa, so that the spectral stability

problem has 3 nontrivial eigenvalues of O(ε2| log ε|) (3.79). The Hopf bifurcation at µN = µHopf
N (3.80)
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that (de)stabilizes the pulse can be tuned (by µN ) independently from µ̃m
hom – since µ̃2 and µN can be

varied independent from each other (see definition (3.59) in Lemma 3.10). In Figs. 5(b) and 10(e,f), it
is (implicitly) assumed that at µ̃2 = µ̃m

hom, µN is such that the O(ε2| log ε|) term (3.62) of the pair λ2,±
hom

has positive real part (3.80), so that the (de)stabilization of the pulse is driven by the Hopf bifurcation
(naturally, under the additional assumption that λ1,2

hom < 0 (3.63)). However, this is only the case if indeed

the real, O(ε2| log ε|), part of the pair λ2,±
hom is positive at µ̃m

hom. If this is not the case, i.e. if µN is on the

other side of µHopf
N compared to the cases sketched in Figs. 5(b) and 10(e,f), then the (de)stabilization of

the nearly heteroclinic pulse sets in at – or better: O(ε| log ε|) close to – µ̃m
hom. In other words, in this case

the nature of the (de)stabilization of the pulse is determined by the ‘dynamics’ of the eigenvalues λ2,±
hom as

they merge O(ε2| log ε|) close to λ = 0.

Although this (de)stabilization may seem to have the character of a Bogdanov-Takens bifurcation, it is
not of co-dimension 2 (due to symmetry (2.8)) . The exact nature of the bifurcation – and thus of the
emerging new localized patterns in (1.1) generated by it – can be studied by a higher order analysis (which
we refrain from going into here).

Zooming in on N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) passing through 0. Next to M∗(~µ) (1.17), N̂2λλ(~µ) (3.40) perhaps is the
most important Melnikov-type expression/function in the preceding analysis: for M∗(~µ

∗
t ) asymptotically

small, the sign of N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) plays a decisive role in determining whether fronts or pulses may be stable
– Lemmas 3.8, 3.9, 3.10, Theorem 3.11 and Corollary 3.12 – and it determines whether long wavelength
perturbations in the Y direction may destabilize an interface or (homoclinic) stripe associated to a 1-
dimensional stable front or pulse – Theorems 3.15 and 3.16.

Unfolding the passage of N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) through 0 is especially relevant for understanding the apparent con-
tradiction between Theorem 3.7(ii) – that states that stationary pulses are unstable for M∗(~µ) 6= 0 and
O(1) – and Corollary 3.12(iia) – by which stationary pulses may be stable for M∗(~µ) = O(ε2| log ε|) and

Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0, G
+
1c < 0. Clearly, these statements do not ‘overlap’ – and thus not contradict each other

– but the combination of Theorem 3.7(ii) and Corollary 3.12(iia) does imply that if Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0 (an)
additional bifurcation(s) must take place as ‖~µ− ~µ∗t‖ increases from O(ε2| log ε|) to O(1), possibly similar
– and related – to the new bifurcations induced by taking |c| � 1 (cf. section 4.1). However, these bifurca-
tions are not expected to occur for Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) < 0. Preliminary analysis indicates that considering the case
of N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) asymptotically small indeed will shed light on this.

A similar observation can be made about the transition from stable interfaces – that must have Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) < 0
– to unstable interfaces – with Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) > 0 – in Theorem 3.15. Since Ñ2λλ(~µ∗t ) appears in the denomi-
nator of the critical eigenvalue λ1

het(L2) associated to long wavelength perturbations (3.84), this transition
cannot ’automatically’ be of sideband type. To understand the exact nature of the transition from stable
to unstable stripes – and perhaps to even recover a small region of stable homoclinic stripes in parameter
space (Theorem 3.16) – it is thus necessary to zoom in on the passage of N̂2λλ(~µ∗t ) through 0.

4.3 Projects

Systems with only one normally hyperbolic slow manifold. Naturally, our focus on slow traveling
waves to (1.1) is especially relevant for systems that only have one normally hyperbolic slow manifold and
no ‘return mechanism’. The latter may be because the fast reduced flow – given by uξξ + cτuξ + F (u, v0),
v0 ∈ R (cf. (1.2)) – only has one critical point (associated to the slow manifold Mε(c)), as for the family
of models introduced in Remark 3.6. However, it is also possible that there may be fast reduced homo-
clinic orbits ‘attached’ to Mε(c) – that thus may ‘return’ orbits that jump away from Mε(c) (see below)
– but that these jump are irrelevant or impossible from the modelling point of view (as for the savanna
grass/woodland ecosystem model (1.19)). In these cases, the only simple traveling patterns to (1.1) – i.e.
solutions of the type (U, x, y, t), V (x, y, t)) = (u(x− ct), v(x− ct)) – are those that remain onMε(c) for all
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ξ/X = εξ. However, as was already noticed in section 4.1, for these models our choice c = O(1) looses its
foundation.

Originally, the stability analysis of localized pulses – or spikes – in 2-component singularly-perturbed
reaction-diffusion equations on R centered around slow-fast-slow orbits in Gray-Scott and Gierer-Meinhardt
models that – in the terminology of the present paper – followed the unstable manifold of a (linear) saddle
point on a vertical slow manifoldMε ≡M0 (thus with f ′(u) ≡ 0), jumped through the fast field following
a fast reduced homoclinic orbit and ‘touched down’ again onMε at the stable manifold of the same saddle
[14, 15, 26, 46]. The fast jump – the spike – has a positive ‘fast reduced eigenvalue’ associated to it, which
a priori suggests that the pattern cannot be stable. However, this potential instability can be removed by
the interaction between the fast and slow components of the full pulse (this is called ‘the resolution of the
NLEP paradox’ in [15]). To build a bridge between the present analysis and the existing literature on slow-
fast-slow homoclinic pulses in singularly perturbed reaction-diffusion equations – see [10, 20, 34, 37, 45]
and the references therein – it would be very natural to study slow-fast-slow orbits in (1.1) that take off
from, and subsequently touch down on, Mε meanwhile following a homoclinic orbit of the fast reduced
flow. Therefore, it is a natural future project to study localized patterns in (1.1) that are built from the
slow patterns studied here interspersed with a fast homoclinic spike. Such a study could be set up by
introducing G̃f(U, V ) and µm+1 ∈ R by G(U, V ) − G(f(V ), V ) = µm+1G̃f(U, V ) so that (1.1) transforms
into, {

τUt = ∆U + F (U, V ; ~µ)

Vt = 1
ε2

∆V + G(f(V ), V ; ~µ) + µm+1G̃f(U, V ; ~µ)
(4.1)

with G̃f(f(V ), V ) = 0: µm+1G̃f(U, V ) represents the impact of the dynamics away from the slow manifold
Mε. Written in this form, the (generalized) Gierer-Meinhardt system – that has Mε ≡M0 = {u = 0, p =
0} – reads, {

Ut = ∆U − U + Uµ2V µ3

Vt = 1
ε2

∆V − µ1V + 1
εU

µ4V µ5 (4.2)

[15, 46]. Thus, µm+1 = O(1/ε) in the Gierer-Meinhardt system: in the setting of Gierer-Meinhardt and
Gray-Scott systems, the fast component U needs to have a sufficiently strong impact in the slow V -equation
in order to have stable pulses, or equivalently, the flow on Mε needs to be ‘super slow’ [15]. In [20], a
much more general ‘slowly nonlinear’ system of equations is studied, that however does have a vertical slow
manifold Mε ≡ M0 = {u = 0, p = 0} so that there cannot be stable slow pulses. It is shown that also in
this setting (the equivalent of) µm+1 needs to be O(1/ε) to have stable slow-fast-slow pulses. Studying the
relations and transitions between slow and slow-fast-slow pulses in (4.1) and especially the impact of µm+1

on the stability characteristics of these pulses will deepen our understanding of the (de)stabilizing effects
of fast jumps in systems like (1.1).

Periodic patterns. From the point of view of the physical (eco)system modeled by (1.1), (uniformly
traveling, or stationary) spatially periodic patterns, or wave trains, are at least as relevant as the localized
patterns considered here. The existence problem can be studied very much along the lines of the present
paper (in fact, Theorem 2.2 already settles the problem for the case of a potentialW0(v) (1.7) with unequal
wells). In the stability analysis, the role of Sturm-Liouville theory can be taken over by the (classical) the-
ory of Hill’s equations [35] in combination with the concept of γ-eigenvalues [22] – that has been worked
out as explicit instrument to study the stability of periodic patterns in systems like (1.1) in [12, 39]. By
associating the spectral stability problem to a family of Hill’s equations parameterized by ρ ∈ R – as in
section 3.1.2 for the homoclinic pulses – an instability result like Theorem 3.3 can again be established for
the case of W0(v) with unequal wells.

Like for localized patterns, the case of W0(v) with wells of equal depth promises to be much more in-
teresting. Traveling wave trains may be expected to be stable under circumstances similar to those for-
mulated in Theorem 3.11. However, it is expected to be quite challenging to unravel the bifurcational
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structure associated to the (de)stabilizations of these wave trains. For stationary – and thus reversible –
patterns, the spectral curves {λj(γ) : γ ∈ S1}∞j=1 associated to their stability collapse into branches with
endpoints associated to γ = ±1 (since a γ-eigenvalue λ must also be a γ̄-eigenvalue in the reversible case
[17, 39]). Therefore, it may be expected for stationary patterns that the bifurcation that (de)stabilizes the
homoclinic pulses will be replaced by a similar bifurcation associated to a γ = ±1 endpoint. For a Hopf
bifurcation, this would happen by the 2 kinds of Hopf bifurcations that together drive the ‘Hopf dance
mechanism at the boundary of the Busse balloon’ that generically appears near the homoclinic limit of a
family of periodic patterns in singularly perturbed reaction-diffusion equations [16, 17]. However, this is
no longer the case for traveling patterns: the curves {λj(γ) : γ ∈ S1}∞j=1 will open up into smooth images

of S1. We are not aware of analytical studies of the nature of the bifurcations at the boundary of the
Busse balloon – i.e. the region of stable periodic patterns – beyond the (reversible) Hopf dance mechanism.
Such a study – that should also include the alternative (de)stabilization scenario associated to he tran-
sition from real to complex eigenvalues (section 4.2) – is possible along the lines set out in the present work.

Spatial ecology. As explained in section 1.1, the underlying motivation for the present analysis came from
explicit ecosystem models in the literature. To stimulate further cross-fertilization between mathematics
and ecology, it is natural – and interesting and relevant – to apply the here developed insights in the setting
of an explicit model. Especially since it has a unique normally hyperbolic slow manifold without a return
mechanism, it is appealing to consider the grass/woodland savanna ecosystem model of [11, 24, 41] in the
form (1.19) or one of its more extended versions. Although the case in which the potential associated to
its reduced slow flow (1.21) has the required double well with wells of equal depth structure will be too
specific from the ecological point of view, it is a natural starting point, since the associated grass/woodland
interface is commonly observed in savanna ecosystems. Therefore, we may proceed from this starting point
by looking for traveling localized fronts/interfaces in the neighborhood (in parameter space) of this special
case. It is expected that this neighborhood can be extended to an ecologically relevant dimensions by
considering speeds |c| � 1 – see section 4.1. The simulations of [24] indicate that the interfaces may be
unstable with respect to perturbations along the interface and that the associated bifurcations generate
families of spatial patterns (which can also be observed in various savannas). The recent combined ecolog-
ical and mathematical insights of [3, 4] indicate that this ‘multistability’ may increase the resilience of the
ecosystem, it is therefore of both of ecological and mathematical interest to further investigate this model
by a combination of analytical and numerical methods.
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A A refinement of Lemma 2.5

The upcoming lemma considers exactly the same setting as that of Lemma 2.5 on the inhomogeneous prob-
lem (2.21). The accuracy of the approximations of solution v(X) of (2.21) necessary for the analysis varies
with the exponential growth/decay rate of the inhomogeneous term h(X) as X → ∞ – as is made more
precise by assumptions (A.3) and the introduction of j ∈ Z. Thus, the level of detail of the approximations
in (A.4) varies with j in the upcoming lemma. For any j – i.e. for all relevant growth/decay rates of h(X)
in (2.21) – the accuracy can be in principle be improved in a straightforward fashion by the (standard)
methods of the upcoming proof.

Lemma A.1. Consider (1.6) with W0(v) (1.7) a double well potential with equal (non-degenerate) wells
at v = V ± and a local maximum at V c ∈ (V −, V +) and let v∗(X) be the increasing heteroclinic connection
between the saddle points (V ±, 0) with v∗(0) = V c. Let vb(X) = v∗,X(X) and vu(X) be the 2 independent
solutions of the associated homogeneous problem L∗(X)v = 0 (2.20),(2.24). Then, for X � 1,

v∗(X) = V + − β+e
−√α+X +

β2
+γ+
6α+

e−2
√
α+X +O(E3

+(X))

vb(X) = β+
√
α+e

−√α+X − β2
+γ+

3
√
α+
e−2
√
α+X +O(E3

+(X))

vu(X) = 1
2α+β+

e
√
α+X + γ+

2α2
+

+O(E+(X))

(A.1)

(cf. (2.22), (2.23), (2.25)) with

γ+ = G
+
vv + 2f ′(V +)G

+
uv + (f ′(V +))2G

+
uu + f ′′(V +)G

+
u (A.2)

(2.10). Assume for the inhomogeneous term h(X) of (2.21) that there are h0,j 6= 0, h1,j such that,

lim
X→∞

h(X)e−j
√
α+X = h0,j , lim

X→∞

(
h(X)e−j

√
α+X − hj

)
e−(j−1)

√
α+X = h1,j (A.3)

for some j ∈ Z (i.e. h(X) = h0,jE
−j
+ (X) + h1,jE

−(j−1)
+ (X) +O(E

−(j−2)
+ (X)) for X � 1) and let v(X) be

the solution of (2.21) such that limX→−∞ v(X) = 0 and v(0) = 0. Then, the leading order approximations
of v(X) for X � 1 are given by,

j ≤ −2 : v(X) = Mh
2α+β+

E−1
+ + γ+Mh

2α2
+

+O(E+)

j = −1 : v(X) = Mh
2α+β+

E−1
+ + γ+Mh

2α2
+
− h0,−1

2
√
α+
XE+ −

[
β+√α+M

+
u,−1 +

h0,−1

4α+

]
E+ +O(MhE+, XE

2
+)

j = 0 : v(X) = Mh
2α+β+

E−1
+ +

[
γ+Mh

2α2
+
− h0,0

α+

]
+
[
β+γ+h0,0
2α+
√
α+

+
h1,0

2
√
α+

]
XE+ +O(E+)

j = 1 : v(X) =
h0,1

2
√
α+
XE−1

+ +

[
M−h +M+

b,1

2α+β+
− h0,1

4α+

]
E−1

+ +
β+γ+h0,1
2α+
√
α+
X +O(1)

j ≥ 2 : v(X) =
h0,j

(j2−1)α+
E−j+ +O(E

−(j−1)
+ )

(A.4)
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with Mh as in (2.27), Mh = M−h +M+
h with M−h =

∫ 0
−∞ h(X)vb(X) dX and,

j = −1 : M+
u,−1 =

∫∞
0

[
hvu − h0,−1

2α+β+

]
dX, |M+

u,−1| <∞

j = 1 : M+
b,1 =

∫∞
0

[
hvb − h0,1β+

√
α+

]
dX, |M+

b,1| <∞
(A.5)

Note that we have introduced the notation O(MhE+) in (A.4) for j = −1, since in the paper typically
Mh = M∗(~µ) (1.17) and M∗(~µ) = O(εσ̃) (2.36) in the nearly heteroclinic analysis.

Proof. The next order approximations of (A.1) – compared to (2.23), (2.25) – follow by a direct lo-
cal analysis of (1.6) near the saddle (V +, 0). Since it plays a central role in the proofs of Theorem 2.8 and
Lemma 3.10, we derive the approximation (A.4) for j = −1 in full detail. All other cases proceed along
exactly the same lines: we refrain from going into the details of establishing (A.4) for j 6= −1.

Solution v(X) of (2.21) is given by (2.26) and we thus first consider the two terms in (2.26) separately. It
follows by (A.4) and assumptions (A.3) that

lim
X→∞

h(X)vu(X) =
h0,−1

2α+β+
,

and that h(X)vu(X) − h0,−1

2α+β+
decays as E+(X) as X → ∞. Hence, M+

u,−1 as defined in (A.5) indeed
converges and ∫ X

0 h(X̃)vu(X̃)dX̃ =
h0,−1

2α+β+
X +

∫ X
0

[
h(X̃)vu(X̃)− h0,−1

2α+β+

]
dX̃

=
h0,−1

2α+β+
X +M+

u,−1 −
∫∞
X

[
h(X̃)vu(X̃)− h0,−1

2α+β+

]
dX̃

=
h0,−1

2α+β+
X +M+

u,−1 +O(E+(X))

for X � 1. Hence, for X � 1,[∫ X

0
hvudX̃

]
vb(X) =

h0,−1

2
√
α+

XE+(X) + β+
√
α+M

+
u,−1E+(X) +O(XE2

+(X)). (A.6)

Similarly,
h(X)vb(X) = h(X)v∗,X(X) = β+

√
α+h0,−1E

2
+(X) +O(E3

+(X))

for X � 1, so that,∫ X
−∞ h(X̃)vb(X̃)dX̃ =

∫∞
−∞ h(X̃)vb(X̃)dX̃ −

∫∞
X h(X̃)vb(X̃)dX̃

= Mh − β+
√
α+h0,−1

∫∞
X

[
e−2
√
α+X̃ +O(E3

+(X̃))
]
dX̃

= Mh − 1
2β+h0,−1E

2
+(X) +O(E3

+(X)),

and [∫ X

−∞
hvbdX̃

]
vu(X) =

Mh

2α+β+
E−1

+ (X) +
γ+Mh

2α2
+

− h0,−1

4α+
E+(X) +O(MhE+(X), E2

+(X)) (A.7)

for X � 1 (2.27), (A.3), (A.4). The combination of (A.6) and (A.7) yields (A.4) for j = −1. 2

B Explicit expressions for the higher order spectral problems

Substituting all relevant expansions up to all O(ε2)-terms into (3.2), we find as first line the equation that
determines ū2 as function of v̄2,

τλ1ū1 + τλ2ū0 = ū0,XX + τc0ū1,X + τc1ū0,X+ F ∗u ū2 + c0F̃
∗
uuū1 + (u2F

∗
uu + v2F

∗
uv)ū0 + c2

0F̃
∗
uuuū0

+ F ∗v v̄2 + c0F̃
∗
vvv̄1 + (u2F

∗
uv + v2F

∗
vv)v̄0 + c2

0F̃
∗
vvvv̄0

(B.1)
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with F̃ ∗uu and F̃ ∗vv defined in (3.26), and

F̃ ∗uuu =
1

2
ũ2

1F
∗
uuu + ũ1ṽ1F

∗
uuv +

1

2
ṽ2

1F
∗
uvv, F̃ ∗vvv =

1

2
ũ2

1F
∗
uuv + ũ1ṽ1F

∗
uvv +

1

2
ṽ2

1F
∗
vvv (B.2)

with ṽ1 and ũ1 as defined in (2.30) and (3.25). To arrive at a (relative) transparent expression like (3.33)
in which all c0-, c1-, λ1-, λ2-dependence is factored out, we first need to determine such an expression for
u2 and v2 – the O(ε2) terms of the existence problem. It follows from (2.42) that v2 can be written as

v2 = c1ṽ1 + c2
0ṽ2cc + ṽ2, (B.3)

with again ṽ1 as in (2.30), and ṽ2cc and ṽ2 uniquely determined by the fact that vs ⊂ W u((V −, 0)) (3.3)
and initial conditions ṽ2cc(0) = ṽ2(0) = 0 (cf. Lemma 2.5). Hence, by (3.4) we have that also

u2 = c1ũ1 + c2
0ũ2cc + ũ2, (B.4)

with ũ1 as in (3.25) and

ũ2cc = f ′∗ṽ2cc +
1

2
f ′′∗ ṽ

2
1 − τ

[
q∗(f̃

∗
1 )′ṽ1 + f̃∗1 ṽ1,X

]
− τ2F̃ ∗2cc, ũ2 = f ′∗ṽ2 − F̃ ∗2 , (B.5)

where f̃∗1 , F̃ ∗2cc and F̃ ∗2 are defined in the usual way, cf. (2.39). It thus follows from (B.1) that

ū2 = f ′∗v̄2 + λ2
τf ′∗v∗,X
F ∗u

− c1
τ(f ′∗v∗,X)X + (F̃ ∗uuf

′
∗ + F̃ ∗vv)v∗,X

F ∗u
+ λ2

1

τ û1λ

F ∗u
− c0λ1Î2cλ − c2

0Î2cc − Î2 (B.6)

(cf. (3.27)) with,

Î2cλ = 1
F ∗u

[
τ(û1λ,X − û1c) + F̃ ∗uuû1λ − F̃ ∗vvṽ1

]
Î2cc = 1

F ∗u

[
τ û1c,X + F̃ ∗uuû1c + F̃ ∗vvv̂1c +

(
(ũ2ccF

∗
uu + ṽ2ccF

∗
uv + F̃ ∗uuu)f ′∗ + (ũ2ccF

∗
uv + ṽ2ccF

∗
vv + F̃ ∗vvv)

)
v∗,X

]
Î2 = 1

F ∗u
[(ũ2F

∗
uu + ṽ2F

∗
uv)f

′
∗ + (ũ2F

∗
uv + ṽ2F

∗
vv)] v∗,X

(B.7)
Substitution of (B.6) and all other relevant expressions into the second line of the equation obtained from
(3.2) at the O(ε2) level, yields (3.33) with,

Ĵ2cλ = G∗uÎ2cλ + v̂1c + ṽ1,X − G̃∗uuû1λ + F̃ ∗vvṽ1,

Ĵ2cc = G∗uÎ2cc − v̂1c,X − G̃∗uuû1c − G̃∗vvv̂1c −
(

(ũ2ccG
∗
uu + ṽ2ccG

∗
uv + G̃∗uuu)f ′∗ + (ũ2ccG

∗
uv + ṽ2ccG

∗
vv + G̃∗vvv)

)
v∗,X ,

Ĵ2 = G∗uÎ2 − ((ũ2G
∗
uu + ṽ2G

∗
uv)f

′
∗ + (ũ2G

∗
uv + ṽ2G

∗
vv)) v∗,X

(B.8)
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