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Abstract
We analyse a non-local parabolic integro-differential equation modelling the evolutionary

dynamics of a phenotypically-structured population in a changing environment. Such models
arise in a variety of contexts from climate change to chemotherapy to the ageing body.
The main novelty is that there are two locally optimal traits, each of which shifts at a
possibly different linear velocity. We determine sufficient conditions to guarantee extinction
or persistence of the population in terms of associated eigenvalue problems. When it does not
go extinct, we analyse the solution in the long time, small mutation limits. If the optimas
have equal shift velocities, the solution concentrates on a point set of “lagged optima”
which are strictly behind the true shifting optima. If the shift velocities are different, we
determine that the solution in fact concentrates as a Dirac delta function on the positive
lagged optimum with maximum lagged fitness, which depends on the true optimum and the
rate of shift. Our results imply that for populations undergoing competition in temporally
changing environments, both the true optimal fitness and the required rate of adaptation
for each of the diverging optimal traits contribute to the eventual dominance of one trait.

1 Introduction

1.1 Model and main questions

The non-local reaction-diffusion equation considered in this paper models an asexual population
undergoing natural selection in a changing environment in the presence of multiple traits that
give a locally optimal reproduction rate. Each optimum shifts due to the environment, possibly
with different velocities. Generally, we study models of the form:{

∂tn(x, t)− σ∂xxn(x, t) = n(x, t) (A(x, t)− ρε(t)) , (x, t) ∈ R× [0,∞),

n(x, 0) = n0(x), x ∈ R.
(1)

where n(x, t) represents the concentration of individuals with trait x ∈ R present at time t, and
ρε(t) =

∫
R n(y, t)dy is the total population. The function A(x, t) is the intrinsic growth rate

of individuals with trait x at time t, where we interpret the time dependence to be due to the
changing environment. At a fixed time, the graph of A(x, t) is called the fitness landscape [1, 2, 3].
The evolutionary concept of fitness is nuanced, but in the context of this work it can be regarded
as synonymous with relative growth rate. The growth rate is modified by competition so that
A(x, t) −

∫
R n(y, t)dy is the per capita growth rate modified by competition, i.e Lotka-Volterra

where the competition is across traits. Movement in trait-space is due to genetic alterations such
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as mutations. For simplicity, we model this using the diffusion term σ∆n where the diffusive
coefficient is given by σ. This is a common assumption, but other works have also considered
more general mutational kernels as in [4] or [5]. Similar models have been studied, under differing
assumptions on the per capita growth term A(x, t) in many works [2, 3, 6, 7, 8].

The case of multiple globally optimal traits is investigated in [2] in a static environment.
The case of a single optimal trait in a shifting and periodic environment is investigated in [3]
which builds on the work [1] that considers a periodic environment without shift. In the case of
[3] the results pertain to the question of whether a species can adapt fast enough to a changing
environment to survive. This question of persistence has also been investigated in [9], which
considers a spatially shifting environment and mutations in phenotype, and [10] in a purely
spatial context. The authors of [3] find conditions on the rate of environmental shift and the
maximum fitness to determine whether the population goes extinct or not. They assume that
the trait- and time-dependent per capita growth rate A(x, t) is given by a function a(x− c̃t, e(t))
where e(t) is a periodic function with period T , and the average fitness ā(x) = 1

T

∫
a(x, e(t))

has just one global optimum. By using a growth function with this linearly shifting form, it is
implicitly assumed that the changing environment shifts locally optimal phenotypes equally. In
other words, a given change in the environment would shift all local optima by the same distance.
In reality, the change of the trait and time-dependent per capita growth function may change in
much more complicated ways.

In the present work, we take a more general form of the intrinsic growth rate that allows
for two locally optimal traits each of which shifts linearly at possibly different rates. This leads
to the following natural questions:

1. For which conditions on the shifting rate and intrinsic growth rates does the entire popu-
lation go extinct?

2. Which trait/s dominate in long time, if the population does not go extinct?
We are ultimately interested in the situation where A(x, t) has multiple time-dependent optima
which shift at constant speeds in different directions, representing alternative evolutionary tra-
jectories (i.e representing alternative phenotypes which adapt to the changing environment). To
do this we study two distinct cases.

Case 1: For the case of multiple peaks shifting in the same direction at the same speed,
the model (1) reduces to the following PDE:{

∂tn− σ∂xxn = n (a(x− c̃t)− ρε(t)) , (x, t) ∈ R× R+,

n(x, 0) = n0(x)
(2)

Here c̃ > 0 can be interpreted as the rate at which the fitness of phenotypes responds to environ-
ment shift. We take the scaling σ = ε2 and c̃ = εc where c is constant, and analyse the behaviour
of the solution nε(x, t) for rare mutations, i.e for ε → 0. We assume that there are only finitely
many maxima of a(x) and we let M = {x1, x2, . . . , xn} = argmaxx∈Ra(x), where xi are distinct
points. We also assume there is a fixed δ > 0 such that a(x) < −δ for |x| sufficiently large. We
let aM := maxx∈R a(x).

Case 2: In the case where the optimal traits diverge, we will study the following PDE:{
∂tn− σ∂xxn = n (a1(x− c̃1t) + a2(x− c̃2t)− δ − ρε(t)) , (x, t) ∈ R× R+,

n(x, 0) = n0(x).
(3)

Here we assume c̃1 < 0 < c̃2, and that δ is a positive constant. We assume each ai is continuous,
compactly supported in [−R0, R0], and has a unique maximum value ai,M at x = xi. We again
take the scaling σ = ε2, c̃i = εci and consider the behaviour of the solution nε(x, t) in the small
mutation limit.
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1.2 Overview of results and structure of paper

The main results of the paper are as follows. For Case 1, Theorem 1 provides neccesary and
sufficient conditions that determine whether the population, in small mutation limit, either goes
extinct for large time, or concentrates on a point set. We expect this set of concentration
points can be further refined, and Theorem 2 shows that a particular weighted rescaling of
the limiting solution will concentrate only on the shallowest peak, i.e the xi ∈ argmaxx∈Ra(x)
which minimises |a′′(x)|. This suggests a peculiar result: the subpopulation which persists is
the one which follows the shallowest moving optimum, even though that subpopulation may be
itself concentrated at a trait where |a′′(x)| is large. This is not intuitive because it suggests the
subpopulation benefits from the trait xi that none of the numbers of the limiting population
have, since they are concentrated away from the moving optimum.

In Case 2, Theorem 3 provides necessary and sufficient conditions to determine whether the
population goes extinct or persists. When it does persists, we determine explicitly the concen-
tration point in terms of the shifting speeds and intrinsic growth rates ai(x). The interpretation
is more straightforward here: a subpopulation following a particular moving optimal trait, even
if not globally optimal, can persist provided the alternative trait is too fast.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we will present our main results in more
detail, which answer the questions we have asked regarding persistence and extinction, and
outline the strategy for proving them. In Section 3 we will prove Theorems 1 to 3 and in
Section 4 we will illustrate our results with numerical simulations (which provide some insight
into the transient dynamics which are not captured by our theorems). In Section 5 we will discuss
the biological interpretation of the results and suggest some future directions. For the sake of
being self-contained, we collect some results from the literature in Appendix A. Moreover, this
provides examples of the sort of results one can expect for this problem. We confine the more
technical proofs to Appendix B.

1.3 Biological relevance

Our results may be relevant for cancer biology, with regards to the phenomenon of decoy fit-
ness peaks [11]. To summarise it, the hypothesis is that certain mutations (for instance in the
NOTCH1 gene) may be non-cancerous but enable the mutants to survive better in an aged
microenvironment allowing them to compete with pre-cancerous cells and thus suppress the de-
velopment of tumours. Recent experimental evidence in support of this hypothesis can be found
in [12]. This phenomenon involves competition between two optimal phenotypes each of which
is adapting to a time-dependent environment (in this case, due to ageing). Although our focus
here is on the relevance of differing rates of adaption, we suggest that this framework offers a
useful starting point for modelling situations where asexual populations are in competition in a
temporally changing environment.

2 Statement of results and strategy of proof

In this section, we set up the problem more thoroughly in each of the two cases so that we can
state our main theorems precisely. We also detail our strategies for proving these results. In
all cases, we rely on the notion of generalised super- and sub- solutions as provided in [13], and
the results on principle Floquet bundles from [14]. These results are reviewed in, respectively,
Appendix A.2 and Appendix A.3.
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2.1 Case 1: Two peaks shifting in with the same velocity

The system (2), after taking the appropriate scaling of the mutation and drift terms (c̃ = cε,
and σ = ε2), becomes{

∂tnε − ε2∂xxnε = nε (a(x− cεt)− ρε(t)) , (x, t) ∈ R× R+,

nε(x, 0) = n0(x),
(4)

where ρε(t) =
∫
nε(y, t)dy is the total size of the population.

We make the following assumptions:
(A1) There exist R0, δ > 0 such that a(x) < −δ provided |x| > R0

(A2) a(x) ∈ C2(R) and ∥a∥L∞(R) ≤ d0.

(A3) 0 ≤ n0 ≤ eC1−C2|x| for some positive constants C1 and C2, and n0 ∈ C(R).
(A4) There are finite number of global maxima of a.
To state the next, and final, assumption succinctly, we must introduce some notation. We recall
M = {x1, x2, . . . , xn} = argmaxx∈Ra(x), and that aM is the maximum of a(x). We assume the
optima are ordered xi < xi+1 for each i = 1, ..., n− 1. Our final assumption is then

(A5) For i = 2, ..., n there are only two solutions to a(x) = aM − c2

4 in the interval (xi−1, xi),
and let x̄i be the greatest of these. There is just one solution x̄1 in the interval (−∞, x1).
In preparation for the statement of our first result, we first consider some transformed

problems and the associated eigenvalue problems. Firstly, we take Nε(x, t) = nε(x + εct, t) so
that Nε(x, t) solves:{

∂tNε − ε2∂xxNε − εc∂xNε = Nε

(
a(x)−

∫
RNε(y, t)dy

)
, (x, t) ∈ R× R+,

Nε(x, 0) = n0(x).
(5)

Next one can linearlise this by working with the equation for mε(x, t) = Nε(x, t)e
∫ t
0
ρε(s)ds.{

∂tmε − cε∂xmε − ε2∂xxmε = a(x)mε, z ∈ R,
mε(x, 0) = n0(x).

(6)

Finally, one can remove the drift term by applying a Liouville transform Mε(x, t) = mε(x, t)e
cx
2ε :∂tMε − ε2∂xxMε =Mε

(
a(x)− c2

4

)
, (x, t) ∈ R× R+,

Mε(x, 0) = n0(x)e
cx
2ε .

(7)

Associated to (6) and (7) (respecitvely) are the following stationary eigenvalue problems{
−ε2∂xxpε − εc∂xpε − a(x)pε = λεpε, x ∈ R,
pε > 0,

(8)

and −ε2∂xxPε − εc∂xPε −
(
a(x)− c2

4

)
Pε = λc,εPε, x ∈ R,

Pε > 0.
(9)

Our main theorem says that the solution of (5) at long times is approximately given by a
multiple of eigenvector which solves (8), and does not go extinct if the eigenvalue is negative.

The eigenvalue itself is shown to converge to aM − c2

4 so for sufficiently small ε we can determine
its sign.
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Theorem 1. Under the assumptions (A1) to (A5):
There is a solution pε(x) ∈ L1(R) to (8) which is unique if we specify

∫
R pε(y)dy = 1. For

non-negative constants ai which sum to 1 we have that

pε −−−⇀
ε→0

n∑
i=1

aiδx̄i ,

λε −−−→
ε→0

−
(
aM − c2

4

)
,

and, if λε < 0, we also have

ρε(t) −−−→
t→∞

∫
R
a(y)pε(y)dy,

and ∥∥∥∥nε(x+ εct, t)

ρε(t)
− pε

∥∥∥∥
L∞(R)

−−−→
t→∞

0.

If λε < 0, then ∥nε(., t)∥L∞(R) −−−→
t→∞

0.

Here δxi is the Dirac delta measure centred at xi. This theorem generalises some of the
results from [2] and [3]; specifically it characterises the long-term behaviour of solutions in the
novel case of a linearly shifting growth rate which has multiple global optima. Because pε
concentrates on the point set {x̄1, ..., x̄n} which we refer to as the set of lagged optima since each
is x̄i is a candidate location for the solution to concentrate.

To prove Theorem 1, we use the theory developed in [14], which we review in Appendix A.3,
to determine the long term behaviour of solutions to (6) in terms of the solution to the associ-
ated eigenvalue problem (8). The solutions of the eigenvalue problems are analysed using the
Hamilton-Jacobi approach.

Although this theorem gives some information about the limiting solution we expect it can
be made stronger by further restricting the set of points where the solution concentrates. This
will be shown via numerical simulations. We note that in [2] the set of limit points is refined
further, according to Proposition 3 in [2] (restated as Lemma 16 in Appendix A).

While unable to fully classify the limit measure we are able to show the convergence of the
transformed and rescaled eigenvalue defined as

p̂ε =
pεe

cx
2ε

∥pεe
cx
2ε ∥L1(R)

.

We show that ∥pεe
cx
2ε ∥L1(R) is finite in Section 3. Then by borrowing a result from semi-classical

analysis (as is done in [2]) we prove our next theorem.
Theorem 2. Let S(x) = |a′′(x)| for x ∈ M := {x1, ..., xn} = argmaxx∈Ra(x). Let M1 =
argminxjS(xj) = {xi1 , xi2 , ..., xik}.

Then, up to extraction of subsequences,

p̂ε −−−⇀
ε→0

∑
j

ajδxij ,

where aj > 0 for each j and
∑k

j=1 aj = 1.
The main difficulty in proving Theorem 2 lies in the fact that we work on an unbounded

domain, whereas Proposition 3 from [2] is obtained for problems in a bounded domain (or on
a compact Riemannian manifold in [15]). To overcome this, we will use the results in [14] to
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construct the solution to (9) as the limit of solutions to the following Dirichlet problems in
bounded domains:

∂tPR,ε − ε2∂xxPR,ε −
(
a(x)− c2

4

)
PR,ε = λR,εPR,ε, (x, t) ∈ BR × R+,

PR,ε > 0, (x, t) ∈ BR × R+,

PR,ε = 0, (x, t) ∈ ∂BR × R+

(10)

Such a construction is also used in [3], and in our proof of Theorem 1. Fortunately, this
procedure also enables us to approximate the eigenfunction-eigenvalue pair (Pε, λε) in terms of
(PR,ε, λR,ε). We can apply the same semi-classical analysis results as used in [2], which require
us to work in a bounded domain, to these approximate problems, allowing us to refine the set of
concentration points of Pε as ε→ 0.

The procedure of estimating the problem on the whole real line can similarly be used to
estimate λε and obtain its limiting value as ε → 0 which will be used to determine the limiting
set. We show later that the convergence of λR,ε as ε → 0 is uniform in R, which allows us to
adapt the methods used in [2] to obtain the required concentration result.

2.2 Case 2: Two peaks shifting at different speeds

In this case, we consider (1) and set a(x, t) = a1(x − εc1t) + a2(x − εc2t) − δ. We arrive at the
equation{

∂tnε − ε2∆nε = nε (a1(x− εc1t) + a2(x− εc2t)− δ − ρε(t)) , (x, t) ∈ R× R+,

nε(x, 0) = n0(x).
(11)

Here we assume the following:
(B1) The functions a1 and a2 are in C1

c ([−R0, R0]), ∥a1∥L∞(R) + ∥a2∥L∞(R) − δ < d0 for some
constant d0 > 0. Each ai has a single positive maximum.

(B2) The shifting rates satisfy c1 < 0 < c2.
(B3) 0 ≤ n0 ≤ eC1−C2|x| for some positive constants C1 and C2.
We let x1 = argmax a1(x) and x2 = argmax a2(x) and denote ai,M = maxx∈R ai(x).

(B4) We assume there is a unique x̄1 satisfying x̄1 > x1 and a(x1) − c2

4 = a(x̄1), and a unique

x̄2 satisfying x̄2 < x2 and a(x2)− c22
4 = a(x̄2).

Since, in the absence of the other peak, the solution would concentrate on either x̄1 or x̄2, we
again refer to these points as the lagged optima.

This model represents mutation and competition in the presence of two alternative shifting
optima in the fitness landscape. In other words, at a given time t, there are two locally optimum
traits, x1 + εc1t and x2 + εc2t. In light of the previous results, we expect to obtain conditions
on ai,MD and ci that determine whether the population goes extinct or not, and where the
population concentrates if it does not.

To state our main result for this case, we need the following transformed problems. In
what follows, we suppress the ε subscripts for ease of notation. We let Ni(x, t) = n(εcit+ x, t),

C = c2 − c1 and mi = Ni(x, t)e
∫ t
0
ρε(s)ds. Then mi solves:{

∂tmi − ε2∂xxmi − εci∂xmi = mi

(
ai(x) + ai′(x+ (−1)iεCt)− δ

)
(x, t) ∈ R× R+,

mi(x, 0) = n0(x).

where i′ is 1 if i = 2 and 2 if i = 1. Repeating similar transformations as before, by letting
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Mi = mie
cix

2ε , we find that Mi solves∂tMi − ε2∂xxMi =Mi

(
ai(x) + ai′(x+ (−1)iεCt)− c2i

4 − δ
)

(x, t) ∈ R× R+,

Mi(x, 0) = n0(x)e
cix

2ε .

We also need the following eigenvalue problems,{
−ε2∂xxpi − εci∂xpi = pi (λi,ε + ai(x)− δ) x ∈ R,
pi,ε > 0 x ∈ R,

(12)

and −ε2∂xxpi,ε = pi,ε

(
λi,ε + ai(x)− c2i

4 − δ
)

x ∈ R,

pi,ε > 0 x ∈ R.
(13)

We note that, once we fix a normalisation of pi,ε, we have that pi,ε = wεpi,εe
−cix
2ε for some

positive constant wε.
We proceed similarly to [1], and obtain estimates on local growth rate near each of the

dominant traits. Our main result determines conditions on the survival of the population, in the
long-time, rare mutation limit. When it does not go extinct, we show that it concentrates on the
lagged optima with maximum fitness.
Theorem 3. Under the assumptions (B1) to (B4), we have that

p1,ε(x) −−−⇀
ε→0

δ(x− x̄1), λ1,ε −−−→
ε→0

a1(x1)−
c21
4

− δ.

If a1(x1)− c21
4 > max{δ, a2(x2)− c22

4 } then the population persists in the long-time limit; in fact∥∥∥∥nε(x+ εc1t, t)

ρε(t)
− p1,ε(x)

∥∥∥∥
L∞(R)

−−−→
t→∞

0,

and

ρε(t) −−−→
t→∞

∫
a1(y)p1,ε(y)dy.

If ai(xi)− c2i
4 − δ ≤ 0 for i = 1, 2 then nε instead converges uniformly to 0.

To prove Theorem 3, we first construct a supersolution of a related problem which vanishes
on the support of a2(x− εc2t), which enables us to reduce back to the single peak case. To end
this section, we will offer some heuristics in support of Theorem 3. Suppose that, as might be
expected from [1], we have obtained the local growth rates in a ball of radius R:

Ni(x, t)e
∫ t
0
ρε(s)ds+λi,εt −−−→

t→∞
αipi,ε ∀|x| < R.

When extinction does not occur, we expect that ρε(t) −−−→
t→∞

ρ∞ for some positive constant, and,

of course that 0 < ∥n∥L∞(R) < ∞. These facts together mean the only possible value of ρ∞ is
max(−λ1,ε,−λ2), since any other value would mean extinction (or blow up).
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3 Proofs of main results

3.1 Proof of Theorems 1 and 2

For Case 1, Theorem 1 is a consequence of Lemmas 1 to 4 below. From here we assume fix pε
as the solution to (8) such that ∥pε∥L1(R) = 1.

Lemma 1. Let λR,ε be the eigenvalue from (10). Then λR,ε −−−→
ε→0

aM − c2

4 and this convergence

is uniform in R.

Lemma 2. Assume aM − c2

4 > 0 and (A1),(A2),(A4),(A5), then

pε −−−⇀
ε→0

∑
aiδx̄i .

where the ai are non-negative and sum to 1.

Lemma 3. Under the assumptions aM− c2

4 > 0, ε is small enough, and (A1)-(A5) the normalized
population will converge to pε as t→ ∞, i.e∥∥∥∥ Nε

ρε(t)
− pε

∥∥∥∥
L∞(R)

−−−→
t→∞

0.

Lemma 4. Under the assumptions aM − c2

4 > 0, ε is small enough, and (A1)-(A5) the total
population ρε(t) will convergence to a finite, positive value

ρε(t) −−−→
t→∞

∫
R
a(y)pε(y)dy.

Theorem 2 will be proved using Lemma 16 (in Appendix A.3) and Lemma 5 below.
Lemma 5. The solutions PR,ε to (10) converge locally uniformly in R to a solution Pε to (9),

and λε −−−→
ε→0

aM − c2

4 .

We begin with the proof of Lemma 1 since we will require the limiting value of λε as ε→ 0.

Proof of Lemma 1. It is clear that λR,ε ≥ −
(
aM − c2

4

)
using the Rayleigh-Quotient:

λR,ε = inf
ϕ∈H1

0 (BR)\0

ε2
∫
BR

|∂xϕ|2 −
∫
BR

(
a(x)− c2

4

)
ϕ2∫

BR
ϕ2

.

We need to pick a sequence of ϕε ∈ H1
0 (BR)\{0} such that

ε2
∫
BR

|∂xϕε|2 −
∫
BR

(
a(x)− c2

4

)
ϕ2ε∫

BR
ϕ2ε

−−−→
ε→0

−
(
aM − c2

4

)
.

We cannot use the same sequence as in [2] since their functions do not vanish on the boundary,
and are hence not in H1

0 (BR). Instead we do the following. Let χ be a smooth cut off function
such that χ(x) = 0 for |x| > 1, and χ(x) = 1 for x ∈ (− 1

2 ,
1
2 ). Then, similarly to [2], take

G = D1χ
2e−|x|2 where D1 is a normalising constant.

Define the sequence ϕ2ε = 1

ε
1
2
G
(

x−xi

ε
1
2

)
for xi ∈ argmaxx∈R

(
a(x)− c2

4

)
. We have (due to

the normalisation) that ϕ2ε −−−⇀
ε→0

δxi . The choice of xi is arbitrary, so it so sufficient to find a
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sequence of functions which concentrate on just one of the global optima. Thus, we only need to
check that ε2

∫
BR

|∂yϕε(y)|2dy −−−→
ε→0

0. We compute

|∂yϕε(y)|2 = ε−
3
2

∣∣∣∣(G 1
2 )′

(
y − xi

ε
1
2

)∣∣∣∣2 ,
which is sufficient since∫

BR

∣∣∣∣(G 1
2 )′

(
y − xi

ε
1
2

)∣∣∣∣2 dy ≤
∫
R

∣∣∣∣(G 1
2 )′

(
y − xi

ε
1
2

)∣∣∣∣2 dy
≤ ε

1
2

∫
R
|(G 1

2 )′(y)|2dy

and
∫
R |(G 1

2 )′(y)|2dy is a fixed constant.

Hence we get that λR,ε −→ −
(
aM − c2

4

)
. We note that we can pick the same ϕ2ε indepen-

dently of R (supposing R is large enough) and so this convergence is independent of R.

We next prove the following lemma which shows that the eigenfunctions can be normalised.
Lemma 6. Assume that λε < 0, and let p∞ε be the solution to (8) such that ∥p∞ε ∥L∞(R) = 1.
We have the following bounds:

e−
κ|x−xε|

ε ≤ p∞ε (x) ≤ min
{
1, e

−κ(|x|−R0)
ε

}
, x ∈ R,

where κ = c
2 , and κ = −c+

√
2c2+4δ
2 , and xε is a point where pε(xε) = 1.

Proof of Lemma 6. We let L(u) := −ε2∂xxu − cε∂xu − (a(x) + λε)u. The first inequality is a

consequence the comparison theorem in Appendix A that applies once we show e
−κ(|x|−R0)

ε is
a generalised supersolution of (8) on R/BR0 . Since, p∞ε (±R0) ≤ 1 the boundary condition is

satisfied and we only need to check that L
(
e

−κ(|x|−R0)
ε

)
≥ 0 for |x| > R0. This reduces to

−κ2 − cκ− (−δ + λε) ≥ 0, and is satisfied for the given κ since λε ≤ 0.
The lower bound is similar, except the sufficient condition is −κ2 + cκ − (aM + λε) ≤ 0.

One checks that for κ = c
2 this reduces to c2

4 − (aM +λε) ≤ 0 which is satisfied due to the bounds
on λε obtained in the proof of Lemma 1.

Remark 1. Since κ > c
2 this implies that pε(x)e

cx
2ε is integrable.

We next prove Lemma 5 which allows us to use pR,ε to estimate pε

Proof of Lemma 5. Let p̃R,ε = e−λR,εtPR,ε. which solves:
∂tp̃R,ε − ε2∂xxp̃R,ε −

(
a(x)− c2

4

)
p̃R,ε = 0 in BR,

p̃ > 0,

p̃ = 0 on ∂BR.

(14)

This is a particular case of the sequence of Dirichlet problems considered in [14]. We only need
to check the exponential separation property, which follows straightforwardly from the formula

9



p̃R,ε = e−λR,εtPR,ε. Hence, by Lemma 17, a subsequence p̃Rn,ε converges locally uniformly in
R× R to p̃ε which solves∂tp̃ε − ε2∂xxp̃ε −

(
a(x)− c2

4

)
p̃ε = 0 in R× R

p > 0,
(15)

Since λR,ε are monotonic in R via the Rayleigh formula, and bounded because of Lemma 1, we

know these converge to a limiting value λε, and that λε −−−→
ε→0

−
(
aM − c2

4

)
. Thus:

PR,ε = eλR,εtp̃R,ε −−−−→
R→∞

eλεtp̃ε.

One checks that the last term is Pε which the exact solution to (9).

Using this result, we can prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. Note that the expression

p̂ε =
pεe

cx
2ε

∥pεe
cx
2ε ∥L1(R)

,

is merely the L1 normalised solution Pε to (9). According to Lemma 16, the functions PR,ε,
similarly normalized in L1, satisfy:

PR,ε −−−⇀
ε→0

∑
xi∈M∩M1

aiδxi .

But PR,ε approaches Pε locally uniformly according to Lemma 5. Hence if PR,ε → 0 as ε→ 0 in
some bounded open set U , then the same is true for Pε. This completes the proof.

Next we proceed with the proof of Theorem 1, but require some more set up to do so. Our
approach here is similar to that in [3] except that we are working directly with viscosity solutions
to the (time-independent) eigenvalue problem rather than with the original PDE. We will first
apply the WKB ansatz. Letting ψε satisfy,

pε = e
ψε
ε .

We find that ψε solves

−ε∂xxψε −
∣∣∣∂xψε +

c

2

∣∣∣2 − a(x) +
c2

4
− λε = 0.

We will show, analogously to Theorem 1.1 in [3], the following lemma
Lemma 7. Assuming (A1), (A2), (A4) and (A5) the function ψε converges (up to extraction
of subsequences) locally uniformly to a viscosity solution ψ of{

−
∣∣∂xψ + c

2

∣∣2 + aM − a(x) = 0,

maxx∈R ψ = 0.
(16)

We defer the proof to the appendix for completeness.
A corollary of Lemma 7 is that pε concentrates on the set of points such that ψ = 0.
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Corollary 1. Assume there are only finitely many points solving ψ(x) = 0. Let these be
x′1, x

′
2, ..., x

′
k. For the function pε we have, after an extraction of subsequences

pε −−−⇀
ε→0

k∑
i=1

aiδx′
i
,

where ai ≥ 0 for each i and
∑

i ai = 1.
Note that we can also prove that pε concentrates on the finitely many points by fol-

lowing Proposition 1 in [2]. Unfortunately, this method includes more concentration points
than expected, since it does not exclude the smallest value yi which satisfies both yi > xi and

a(yi) = aM − c2

4 . We can get a more refined result using the Hamilton-Jacobi equation method.
Thus we consider the equation solved by u = ψ(x) + cx

2 , which is:{
− |∂xu|2 + aM − a(x) = 0,

maxx∈R u− cx
2 = 0.

(17)

We now find the possible set of points for which ψ = 0. We do not aim to show uniqueness of
solutions, only refine the set of concentration points. It is straightforward to verify that viscosity
solutions of (17) are also visocity solutions of{

− |∂xu|+
√
aM − a(x) = 0,

maxx∈R u− cx
2 = 0.

(18)

We recall a well-known result for viscosity solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi equations which is proved
in [16]. Let Ω ⊂ R be a bounded domain and n(x) ∈ C

(
Ω̄
)
and n > 0. Consider the equation:{

|∂xũ| = n(x) in Ω.
ũ(x) = ϕ(x) in ∂Ω,

(19)

We let

L(x, y) = inf

{∫ T0

0

n(ζ(s))ds : (T0, ζ) such that

ζ(0) = x, ζ(T0) = y,

∣∣∣∣dζds
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1 a.e in [0, T0], ζ(t) ∈ Ω̄ ∀t ∈ [0, T0]

}
.

One has a representation formula for solutions in terms of L.
Lemma 8 ([16]). The viscosity solution to (19) is unique and given by

ũ(x) = inf
y∈∂Ω

[ϕ(y) + L(x, y)].

It is straightforward to verify that if ũ solves (19), then u = −ũ solves{
−|∂xu| = −n(x) in Ω,
u(x) = −ϕ(x) in ∂Ω, (20)

and thus the solution to (17) is

u = sup
y∈∂Ω

[ϕ′(y) + L′(x, y)],

11



where ϕ′ prescribes the boundary value and

L′(x, y) = sup

{
−
∫ T0

0

√
aM − a(x)ds : (T0, ζ) such that

ζ(0) = x, ζ(T0) = y,

∣∣∣∣dζds
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1 a.e in [0, T0], ζ(t) ∈ Ω̄ ∀t ∈ [0, T0]

}
.

When a general n(x) in (19) vanishes at multiple points in Ω, then one cannot guarantee a unique
viscosity solution, as is the case for n(x) =

√
aM − a(x). However, the representation formula

still applies between the zeros of n(x) and this is enough to refine the set of concentration points.
We are now ready to prove Lemma 2 which is the first part of Theorem 1.

Proof of Lemma 2. We apply this representation formula between two maxima x1 and x2 to get

u(x) = max {f1(x); f2(x)} ,

where f1(x) = u(x1) −
∫ x

x1

√
aM − a(y)dy and f2(x) = u(x2) −

∫ x2

x

√
aM − a(y)dy. We let

x∗ be an intersection point between u(x) and cx
2 , and define x+1 as the minimum solution to

a(x) = aM − c2

4 satisfying x > x1 and x−2 as the maximum solution to the same equation

satisfying x−2 < x2. These are the only solutions on the interval (x1, x2) according to (A5). The
intersection of u with cx

2 cannot be at the point z where f1(z) = f2(z) since f1 is a decreasing
function so would have to intersect from above, contradicting the constraint.

Therefore, x∗ ∈ (z, x2] and we have, in this interval,

u(x) = u(x2)−
∫ x2

x

√
aM − a(y)dy

and
∂xu =

√
aM − a(x). (21)

By the above expression for the gradient, assumption (A5), and the continuity of a(x), it follows
that ∂xu <

c
2 on [x1, x

+
1 )∪(x−2 , x2] we must also have x∗ ∈ [x+1 , x

−
2 ]∩(z, x−2 ]. The intersection x

∗

is therefore not at the end point, and so u is tangent to cx
2 at the intersection, thus x∗ ∈ {x+1 , x

−
2 }.

We must also have that ∂xxu(x
∗) < 0 since otherwise u will exceed cx

2 . Differentiating (21) we
find

∂xxu = −1

2

a′(x)√
aM − a(x)

.

By the definition of the points x+1 and x−2 we have that a′(x+1 ) < 0 and a′(x−2 ) > 0, therefore
only x−2 is a possible concentration point.

We can now relate this to the solution nε(x, t) of (2), which we do with Lemma 3. Firstly,
we will need the following lemma.
Lemma 9. Assume λε < 0. Let Wε(x, t) = Nε(x, t)e

∫ t
0
ρε(s)ds+λεt which solves{

∂tWε − LWε = 0, (x, t) ∈ R× (0,∞)

Wε(x, 0) = n0(x), x ∈ R,
(22)

where Lw := cε∂xw + ε2∂xxw + (a(x) + λε)w. Then there exists an integrable function W ε(x)
such that

Wε(x, t) ≤W ε(x), ∀x ∈ R

12



Proof. Let η be a small constant. Then uη(x, t) =Wε(x, t)e
ηt solves

∂tuη − εc∂xuη − ε2∂xxuη = uη (a(x) + λε + η) .

The function ϕη(x, t) = eηtpε(x) is a positive entire solution of this differential equation that
satisfies hypothesis (C2) as in Appendix A.3. We thus apply Corollary 4 and find

∥uη(., t)− αεϕη(., t)∥L∞(R)

∥ϕη(., t)∥L∞(R)
−−−→
t→∞

0.

The eηt terms cancel, so that ∥Wε(x, t)− αεp1,ε(x)∥L∞(R) −−−→
t→∞

0. Thus there is a T1 such that

W (x, t) < 2αεpε(x) for all (x, t) ∈ [−R0, R0]× [T1,∞). We next claim thatWε(x, t) ≤ W̃ε(x, t) =
eC1−C2|x|+(aM+λε)t. Substituting W̃ε(x, t) into the differential equation gives

∂tW̃ε − LW̃ε ≥ − ε2C2
2 + εC2 − (a(x)− aM ),

which is positive, for small enough ε, by the definition of aM as the maximum of a(x). Since
n0(x) ≤ eC1−C2|x| by assumption (A3), the comparison theorem yields the desired result.

We define W (x) as

W ε(x) =


eC3+C1−C2|x|+(a1,M+λε)T1 x < −R0,

2αεpε(x) |x| < R0,

eC4+C1−C2|x|+(a1,M+λε)T1 x > R0,

where we pick C3 and C4 to ensure thatW ε(±R0) = 2αεpε(±R0). By constructionW ε dominates
Wε(x, t) on the parabolic boundary of ((−∞,−R0) ∪ (R0,∞))× (T1,∞). We also check that

∂tW ε − LW ε ≥ − ε2C2
2 + εC2 − (−δ + λε),

which is positive for ε small enough. Thus by an application of the comparison principle,
Wε(x, t) ≤ W ε(x, t) for (x, t) ∈ ((−∞,−R0) ∪ (R0,∞)) × (0,∞). In particular Wε(x, t) is
bounded by a constant in time integrable function.

We can now proceed with the proof of Lemma 3.

Proof of Lemma 3. The first part follows similarly to the proof of proposition 2 in [1]. We again

let η be a small constant, and now let uη(x, t) = Nε(x, t)e
cx
2ε+

∫ t
0
ρε(s)ds+λεt+ηt which solves

∂tuη − ε2∂xxuη = uη

(
a(x)− c2

4
+ λε + η

)
.

The function ϕη(x, t) = eηtPε(x) is a positive entire solution to the differential equation (without
initial conditions) that satisfies hypothesis (C2) as in Appendix A.3. We thus apply Corollary 4
and find:

∥uη(., t)− αεϕη(., t)∥L∞(R)

∥ϕη(., t)∥L∞(R)
−−−→
t→∞

0.

The eηt terms cancel so we obtain:

∥Nε(x, t)e
cx
2ε x+

∫ t
0
ρε(s)ds+λεt − αεPε∥L∞(R) −−−→

t→∞
0.
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Moreover, this convergence is exponential. We recall Pε = pεe
cx
2ε and rewrite in terms pε:

∥Nε(x, t)e
cx
2ε+

∫ t
0
ρε(s)ds+λεt − αεpεe

cx
2ε ∥L∞(R) −−−→

t→∞
0.

This implies

Nε(x, t)e
∫ t
0
ρε(s)ds+λεt = αεpε +Σ1(x, t)e

− cx
2ε , (23)

where ∥Σ1(x, t)∥L∞(R) −−−→
t→∞

0 exponentially. We use this to write

Nε

ρε
=

αεpε +Σ1(x, t)e
− cx

2ε∫
αεpε +Σ1(y, t)e−

cx
2ε dy

,

and

ρε(t) =

∫
R
αεpεdy +

∫
R
Σ1(y, t)e

− cx
2ε dy.

We need to show that the latter term converges to 0 as t→ ∞. By Lemma 9 and (23)

Σ1(x, t)e
− cx

2ε ≤W ε(x) + αεpε,

and each term on the right hand side is integrable. Thus by the Dominated Convergence Theo-
rem, using the exponential decay of Σ1(x, t) in time, we have

∫
R Σ1(x, t)e

− cx
2ε −−−→

t→∞
0.

This completes the proof.

We can now prove Lemma 4.

Proof of Lemma 4. This follows similarly to [1]. Computations identical to the preceding lemma
show that ∥∥∥∥

∫
a(y)Nε(y, t)dy

ρε(t)
−

∫
a(y)pε(y)dy

∥∥∥∥
L∞(R)

−−−→
t→∞

0.

This convergence is exponential. By integrating the original equation, we obtain:

dρε
dt

= ρε

(∫
a(y)pε(y)dy +Σ2(t)− ρε

)
,

where Σ2(t) is exponentially decreasing. By applying Gronwall’s lemma, we can show the long
term limit of ρε is

∫
a(y)pε(y). This can be done as follows:

Firstly, we claim ρε(t) is eventually bounded above by γ =
∫
a(y)pε(y)dy + 2|Σ2(T )| for

any fixed T . Suppose that ρε(t) exceeds γ at some point t1 > T and let t2 be next time where
ρε(t) = γ if such a point exists and be ∞ otherwise. Then for all t ∈ (t1, t2)

dρε
dt

≤ ρε (Σ2(t)− 2|Σ2(T )|)

≤ − ρε|Σ2(T )|.

Thus by Gronwall’s inequality,

ρε(t) ≤ ρε(t1)e
−(t−t1)|Σ2(T )|.

This implies t2 is finite. But now it is clear ρ′ε(t) will be negative if ρε exceeds γ again, thus γ
is an upper bound for all t > t1. Since this is true for any T > 0 this shows:

lim sup
t→∞

ρε(t) =

∫
a(y)pε(y)dy.
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We must still find a lower bound. Firstly, since N ≥ 0 we can ensure 0 is a lower bound
for ρε(t). We define ρ̂ε(t) = ρε(t)e

−
∫ t
0
Σ2(s)ds which solves:

dρ̂ε
dt

= ρ̂ε

(∫
a(y)pε(y)dy − ρ̂εe

∫ t
0
Σ(s)ds

)
.

The term e
∫ t
0
Σ2(s)ds is bounded above by k = e

∫ ∞
0

|Σ2(s)|ds so we have:

dρ̂ε
dt

≥ ρ̂ε

(∫
a(y)pε(y)dy − kρ̂ε

)
.

This means that dρ̂ε
dt is positive as long as ρ̂ε ≤

∫
a(y)pε(y)dy

k . In particular this means ρ̂ε is
increasing and thus ρε has:

lim inf
t→∞

ρε ≥ ρmin > 0.

The lower bound is important in what follows. Proceeding similarly as before we define γ =∫
a(y)pε(y)dy − 2|Σ2(T )| for an arbitrary T . We suppose there is a time t3 > T such that∫
a(y)pε(y) + Σ2(t3) > 0 and ρmin

2 < ρε(t) < γ for all t ∈ (t3, t4) where t4 is the next time such
that ρε = γ or ∞ if no such time exists.

Then:
dρε
dt

≥ ρmin

2

(∫
a(x)pε − |Σ2(T )| − ρε

)
.

Let ρ̃ε =
∫
a(y)pε(y)dy − |Σ2(T )| − ρε. Then ρ̃ε satisfies:

dρ̃ε
dt

≤ − ρmin

2
ρ̃ε.

Similarly to before, p̃ε is decreasing (and thus ρε is increasing) at an exponential rate in this
case and therefore t4 is finite. But dρε

dt (t) > 0 for any t > t4 such that ρε(t) = γ and so cannot
decrease below γ again. This gives:

lim inf
t→∞

ρε(t) =

∫
a(y)pε(y)dy.

Proof of Theorem 1. Theorem 1 follows by combining Lemmas 2 to 4.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 3

For this section, we prove the main theorem concerning the solution of (11), and we recall
that we suppress the ε notation for the solutions to the transformed problems. In order to prove
Theorem 3, we aim to determine local growth rates (in terms of the eigenvalues λi,ε) of solutions.
Lemma 10. Let p∞i,ε(x) be the L∞(R) normalized solution to (12). We have the following bounds:

e−
κi|x−xε|

ε ≤ p∞i,ε(x) ≤ min
{
1, e

−κi(|x|−R0)

ε

}
, x ∈ R,

where xε is a point such that p∞i,ε(xε) = 1, κi =
ci
2 and κi =

−ci+
√

2c2i+4δ

2 . Moreover, we have

that ∥pi,ε∥L∞(R) ≤ K1

ε , where K1 is independent of ε.

15



Proof. This follows identically to the proof of Lemma 6. The L∞ bound on pi,ε follows from

writing pi,ε =
p∞
i,ε

∥p∞
i,ε∥L1(R)

≤ 2
εκi

where the inequality is a consequence of the lower bound on

p∞i,ε.

The next lemma is the main ingredient in the proof. We letW1(x, t) := N1(x, t)e
∫ t
0
ρ(s)ds+λ1,εt

which solves {
∂tW1 − L1W1 = 0,

W1(x, 0) = n0(x),
(24)

where L1w := εc1∂xw+ ε2∂xxw+w(a1(x) + a2(x− εCt)− δ+ λ1,ε). We will now establish that
W1(x, t) decays exponentially in a ball that contains the support of a2(x−εCt). The main result
will follow from the bounds we obtain as a corrolarly of this result.

Lemma 11. We assume (B1)-(B4), and that a1,M − c21
4 > a2,M − c22

4 > δ. Then W1(x, t) ≤
e
K
ε −(η− γ

ε )t for (x, t) ∈ [−R0+ εCt,R0+ εCt]×
(
γ
ε ,∞

)
where the positive constants K and η are

independent of ε.

Proof. To establish the lemma, we construct a supersolution of the form W (x, t) = eε
−1ϕ(x,t).

We now define the function ϕ and show that W satisfies the conditions, given in Appendix A.2,
to be a supersolution. Firstly we note that

∂tW − L1W =W
(
∂tϕ− ε∂xxϕ− |∂xϕ|2 − c1∂xϕ− (a1(x) + a2(x− εCt)− δ + λ1,ε)

)
=W

(
∂tϕ− ε∂xxϕ−

∣∣∣∂xϕ+
c1
2

∣∣∣2 − (
a1(x) + a2(x− εCt)− δ + λ1,ε −

c21
4

))
We will define ϕ(x, t) piecewise, where each piece is C2(R× (0,∞)). Therefore, to establish

that it is a supersolution, we require that:
(C1) ϕ ∈ C1(R, (0,∞)).
(C2) The differential inequality ∂tϕ−ε∂xxϕ−|∂xϕ|2−c1∂xϕ−(a1(x)+a2(x−εCt)−δ+λ1,ε) ≥ 0

is satisfied in the classical sense wherever ϕ is sufficiently smooth.
(C3) At each point (x0, t0) where ϕ fails to be C2,1(R × (0,∞)) there exists an open neigh-

bourhood U containing (x0, t0) and a function w̃ ∈ C2,1(U) such that w̃(x, t) ≥ ϕ(x, t) for
(x, t) ∈ U , w̃(x0, t0) = ϕ(x0, t0), and w̃ satisfies ∂tϕ− ε∂xxw̃ − |∂xw̃|2 − c1∂xw̃ − (a1(x) +
a2(x− εCt)− δ + λ1,ε) ≥ 0 in the classical sense.
The condition (C3) is satisfied at a boundary point xb if ϕ is locally the minimum of two

functions which satisfy the differential inequality in the classical sense in a neighborhood of that
boundary point. To locally be the minimum of such functions requires that the left derivative
is greater than the right derivative, i.e ∂xϕ(xb+, t) > ∂xϕ(xb−, t). To check that (C3) holds at
xb, it is enough to check this condition and there is a small neighbourhood of xb such that each
piece of the ϕ can be extended smoothly across the boundary, which in particular will be true if
the differential inequality (C2) is not strict at xb.

We will now construct ϕ. Firstly, we define the function u1(x, t) as follows

u1(x, t) =


0, (x, t) ∈ [−R0,∞]× (0,∞),
k1

2 (x+ 2R0)
2 − k1

2 R
2
0, (x, t) ∈ [−2R0 − L1,−R0]× (0,∞),

−√
a1,M (x+ 2R0 + L1)− k1

2 R
2
0 +

k1

2 L
2
1, (x, t) ∈ [−∞,−2R0 − L1]× (0,∞).

(25)
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Similarly, we define u2(x, t) as follows:

u2(x, t) =


0, (x, t) ∈ [−∞, R0]× (0,∞),
k2

2 (x− 2R0)
2 − k2

2 R
2
0, (x, t) ∈ [R0, 2R0 + L2]× (0,∞),

√
a2,M (x− 2R0 − L1)− k2

2 R
2
0 +

k2

2 L
2
2, (x, t) ∈ [2R0 + L2,∞]× (0,∞).

(26)

We take

ϕ(x, t) = max

{
u1(x, t)−

c1x

2
+ εν1t, u2(x− εCt, t)− c2(x− εCt)

2
+ εν2t

}
+K,

where ν1 = (λ1,ε − λ1,0) + ε
1
2 , and ν2 = ε

1
2 − η, where η > 0.

We show that conditions (C1)-(C3) hold for each piece of ϕ(x, t). The continuity of ϕ is
clear by the construction. We check that (C2) and (C3) hold for u1 − c1x

2 + ν1t. The differential
inequality becomes

ν1 − ε∂xxu1 − |∂xu1|2 −
(
a1(x) + a2(x− εCt)− c21

4
− δ + λ1,ε

)
≥ 0.

We pick γ = 2R0

C , so the supports of a1(x) and a2(x− εCt) are separated sufficiently that the a2
term vanishes. A sufficient condition is then

ε
1
2 − ε∂xxu1 − |∂xu1|2 + a1,M − a1(x) ≥ 0.

The inequality is clearly satisfied for the constant part. For it to be satisfied at the quadratic
part we require

ε
1
2 − εk1 − k21|x+ 2R0|2 + a1,M ≥ 0,

which, since |x+ 2R0|2 is largest at the boundaries, amounts to satisfying

ε
1
2 − εk1 − (k1R0)

2 + a1,M ≥ 0, (27)

ε
1
2 − εk1 − (k1L1)

2 + a1,M ≥ 0. (28)

To satisfy (C3) at x = −R0 we require that the left hand derivative ∂xu1(−R0+, t) > 0 which
is clear for any choice of k1 > 0. In this case we can take w̃(x, t) as the quadratic part beyond
−R0 since it will still satisfy the differential inequality, and because the inequality is slack in the
derivative condition, this implies u1(x, t) is locally a minimum of two functions. To satisfy (C3)
at the boundary x = −2R0 − L1 we similarly require that

−√
a1,M > ∂xu1((−2R0 − L1)+, t) = −k1L1. (29)

We can satisfy (27), (28), and (29) simultaneously by choosing k1 =
√

a1,M

2 and L1 to be any

positive number such that
a1,M

k2
1
< L2

1 <
a1,M+ε

1
2 −ε

k2
1

, which is possible provided ε < k
− 1

2
1 .

The approach for u2(x, t) is similar, however, the the differential inequality is now

ε1/2 − η − ε∂xxu2 − |∂xu1|2 −
(
a2(x)−

c22
4

− δ + λ1,ε

)
≥ 0.

Using the fact that λ2,0 = −a2,M +
c22
4 + δ, a sufficient condition is then

ε1/2 − ε∂xxu2 − |∂xu1|2 + (λ2,0 − λ1,ε)− η ≥ 0,
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where we note that (λ2,0 − λ1,ε) > 0 for sufficiently small ε because a1,M − c21
4 > a2,M − c22

4 > δ.
We can now pick η as any number satisfying 0 < η < (λ2,0 − λ1,ε). We may take ε smaller than

min{k−
1
2

1 , k
− 1

2
2 } which depends only on a1,M and a2,M .

It remains to deal with the intersection point z(t) between between u1(x, t)− c1x
2 + ν1t and

u2(x − εCt, t) − c2(x−εCt)
2 + ν2t. We note that because we have assumed c1 < 0 < c2 we easily

satisfy (C3) if z(t) ∈ [R0,−R0 + εCt]. We will pick η such that z(t) is contained in this interval
for all time. It is in this interval initially by the choice t > 2R0

εC , and the formula is given by

z(t) = ε
2

C

(
v2 − v1 +

Cc2
2

)
t

= ε
2

C

(
−η − λ1,ε + λ1,0 +

Cc2
2

)
t.

From this we see the condition that needs to be satisfied is

0 < −η − λ1,ε + λ1,0 +
Cc2
2

<
C2

2
,

but since c2 < c2 − c1 = C this is satisfied for any −λ1,ε + λ1,0 < η < −λ1,ε + λ1,0 +
Cc2
2 . Thus,

because λ1,ε − λ1,0 > 0 we can pick η = min
{

λ2,0−λ1,0

2 , Cc2
4

}
.

Lastly, we need to ensure thatW1

(
x, γε

)
≤ eε

−1ϕ(x, γε ). We observe that, by the comparison

theorem, W1(x, t) ≤ eC1−C2|x|+(d0−λ1,ε)t where we recall d0 from assumption (B1) and C1 and

C2 from assumption (B3). Next because a1,M − c21
4 > a2,M − c22

4 > δ we have that ϕ(x, t) is
decreasing in x for x < −2R0 − L1 and increasing in x for x > 2R0 + L2, hence we can pick
a K > C1 +

2R0

C large enough to ensure W
(
x, 2R0

εC

)
> W1

(
0, 2R0

εC

)
. The conclusion follows by

applying the comparison theorem in Appendix A.2.

Lemma 12. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 11 there is a constant αε > 0 such that
∥W1(x, t)− αεp1,ε(x)∥L∞(R) −−−→t→∞

0.

Proof. We consider U(x, t) =W1(x, t+ T + γ
ε )e

−K
ε which solves{

∂tU − LU − a2(x− εCt− γC − εT )U = 0 (x, t) ∈ R× (0,∞) ,

U (x, 0) =W1

(
x+ T, γε

)
e−

K
ε , x ∈ R,

(30)

where now Lu := −εc1∂xu−ε2∂xxu−(a1(x)+λ1,ε). We note that 0 < a2(x−εCt−γC−εT )U ≤
a2,Me

−ηt−ηT due to Lemma 11. Therefore, we have that Ũ(x, t) ≤ U(x, t) ≤ Ũ(x, t)ea2,Me−ηT
∫ t
0
e−ηsds

for all (x, t) ∈ R×
(
γ
ε ,∞

)
where Ũ(x, t) solves{
∂tŨ − LŨ = 0 (x, t) ∈ R× (0,∞) ,

U (x, 0) =W1

(
x, T + γ

ε

)
e−

K
ε , x ∈ R,

(31)

but this is exactly the eigenvalue problem in the case of a single shifting peak, and we therefore
know that Ũ(x, t) = αε,T p1,ε(x, t) + Σ̃(x, t) where Σ̃(x, t) decays exponentially. The constant
αT,ε is positive and depends only on the initial condition (or, effectively, T ) and ε.

This shows that

αε,T p1,ε(x)− ΣT (x, t) ≤W1(x, t) ≤ ea2,Mη−1e−ηT (αε,T p1,ε(x) + ΣT (x, t)) , (32)
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for (x, t) ∈ R× [T + γ
ε ,∞).

We first claim that αε,T can be bounded above independently of T . To show that it is
bounded, we take T = 0 on the right hand side of (32), and arbitrary T on the left. Sending
t→ ∞ then implies that αε,T p1,ε(x) ≤ K1αε,0p1,ε(x) where K1 is independent of ε and T . Thus
αε,T ≤ K1α0,ε. This enables us also to find a subsequence αε,Tj such that αε,Tj −−−→

j→∞
αε,∞.

We can now argue by contradiction to show the lemma. We suppose there is no constant
αε such that ∥W1(x, t)− αεp1,ε(x)∥L∞(R) −−−→t→∞

0. In particular, there exists a constant ν > 0

and sequence of times ti and points xi such that |W1(xi, ti) − αε,∞p1,ε(xi)| > ν. We can
further assume xi are bounded, since W1(x, t) decays exponentially (from Lemmas 9 and 10)
and otherwise we would have a contradiction with the preceeding inequality. We can now pick
a convergent subsequence (relabelling) xi −−−→

i→∞
z so that, because W1(x, t) is locally uniformly

bounded, W1(xi, ti) −−−→
i→∞

w1 and |w1 − αε,∞p1,ε(z)| > ν. Without loss of generality, we let

{Tj}j to be equal to {ti}i. Taking x = xj , t = ti, T = ti and sending i → ∞ in (32) yields
w1 − αε,∞p1,ε(z) = 0, which contradicts |w1 − αε,∞p1,ε(z)| > ν > 0.

We note that we have not shown an exponential decay in time for Σ(x, t) = W1(x, t) −
αε,∞p1,ε(x), unlike the situation in the proof of Lemma 3 and in [1, 3]. Nevertheless, we get
immediately equivalent results to Lemmas 3 and 4 with no modifications to the proof.

Lemma 13. Under the assumptions a1,M− c21
4 > a2,M− c22

4 > δ, ε is small enough, and (B1)-(B4)
the normalized population will converge to pε as t→ ∞, i.e.∥∥∥∥N1(x, t)

ρε(t)
− p1(x)

∥∥∥∥
L∞(R)

−−−→
t→∞

0.

Lemma 14. Under the assumptions a1,M− c21
4 > a2,M− c22

4 > δ, ε is small enough, and (B1)-(B4)
the total population ρε(t) will convergence to a finite, positive value

ρε(t) −−−→
t→∞

∫
ap1dy.

Proof of Theorem 3. Theorem 3 now follows by combining the preceding two lemmas with The-
orem 1 for the case of a single peak. In this case, there is a unique viscosity solution. In the case

that a2,M − c22
4 < δ the proof only requires minor modifications.

4 Numerical computations

To complement theoretical results, we present several numerical examples which illuminates
interesting features of the transient dynamics, as well as demonstrating our conclusions for the
long-time behaviour.

4.1 Description of methods

To obtain the numerical results, we make use of a simple finite difference scheme. We discretize
space, which we take as [0, L] as xi = δxi for i = 1, ...Nx where xNx = L. We discretize the time
interval [0, T ] as ti = δti for i = 1, ..., Nt where δtNt = T . Iterations are computed using the
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forward in time Euler scheme with a centre difference approximation of the Laplacian:

nk+1
j =

{
nkj + δt

δx2 (n
k
j+1 − 2nkj + nkj−1) + δtnkj a(xj , tk+1) for j = 2, ..., Nx − 1, k = 1, ..., Nt

0 for j = 1, Nx, k = 1, ..., Nt

Although we’re seeking to approximate a solution on an unbounded domain, we apply Dirichlet
boundary conditions rather than, for instance, truncating the spatial domain at each time point,
because as the solution is expected to concentrate we suppose that the boundary conditions
ultimately do not significantly impact the final solution.

We also make use of an adaptation of the asymptotic preserving scheme given in [17]. For
a detailed description, we refer to their paper but will summarise the key points. This scheme
works with the Hamilton-Jacobi equation∂τ ūε + |∂xūε − c

2 |
2 = ε∂xxūε −

(
a(x)− c2

4 − ρε(t)
)

ρε(t) =
∫
e−

ūε
ε dx

(33)

so that N = e
−ūε
ε solves (5).

Where ū0 is specified, the iterations are then given by
ūn+1
i −ūni

∆t +H
(

ūni −ūni−1

∆x − c
2 ,

ūni+1−ūni
∆x − c

2

)
= ε

ūni+1−2ūni +ūni−1

∆x −
(
a(xi)− c2

4 − ρn

)
ρn = ∆x

∑
i∈Z e

− ūni
ε .

(34)

Here
H(p, q) = max {H+(p), H−(q)}

where

H+(p) =

{
p2 if p > 0,

0 if p < 0.

and

H−(q) =

{
0 if q > 0,

q2 if q < 0.

When c = 0 this is exactly the scheme Sε in [17]. We note that although the actual schemes are
almost identical, we have quite different assumptions on the growth term, which is for us given

by R(x, I) = a(x)− c2

4 − I. In particular, for I = 0 this is negative for |x| > R0 but in [17] there
exists an Im > 0 such that R(x, Im) > 0 for all x. We find that the scheme converges to what is
expected but to prove the convergence is beyond the scope of the current paper and we leave it
for future work.

Associated with the above scheme is also a limit scheme
vn+1
i −vni

∆t +H
(

vni −vni−1

∆x − c
2 ,

vni+1−vni
∆x − c

2

)
= −

(
a(xi)− c2

4 − Pn

)
mini∈Z v

n+1
i = 0.

(35)

Here Pn+1 is the limiting value of ρn+1 as ε → 0 which is unique according to [17]. This is
computed by finding the root of the following function

J 7→ min
i∈Z

{
vn+1
i −∆tH

(
vni − vni−1

∆x
− c

2
,
vni+1 − vni

∆x
− c

2

)
−∆tR(xi, J)

}
.

This function’s unique root is Pn+1 according to Remark 4.3 in [17].
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4.2 Results

The following numerical simulations provide additional support for our conclusions about the
long-term behaviour of solutions. Moreover, they also provide insights into the transient be-
haviour which is not captured by the theorems in Section 3.
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Figure 1: Dynamics of n(x, τ) on a fixed space and time interval. The initial condition is taken

as a n0(x) =
1
10e

− (x−37.5)2

102 . We choose δ = − 1
2 , a1(x) = ( 52 − (x−35)4)+, a2 =

(
5
2 − (x− 40)2

)+
,

ε = 0.1 and c1 = c2 = 1.

In Fig. 1 we plot the solution n(x, t
ε ). We see that the solution does in fact concentrate,

as proved in Theorem 2, on the lagged optimum following the global optimum which satisfies
xi = argminz∈{x1,x2}|a

′′
i (z)|. This is not captured by Theorem 2 although it is suggested by it.

We can compare results using the other numerical scheme too. In Fig. 2, we plot ū which
is the numerical solution approximating uε = −ε logN at four time points. Since the solution is
time-dependent, there is a time-dependent minimum x(T ) where u(xT , T ) = 0. We find that, as
expected, x(T ) approaches the x̄1 both for the ε > 0 scheme and the limit scheme.

Moreover, the results show that the solution initially concentrates near both peaks, even
though ultimately one dies out. This suggests that both subpopulations (following x1 and x2)
will coexist for some significant time (recall the time units are τ = t

ε ).
We can also compare this to results for an asymptotic scheme which we adapt from [17] in

Fig. 2. We observe that the limiting scheme and the ε > 0 scheme both reproduce the observation
of the finite differences method where the solution concentrates only at the lagged optimum x̄i
associated to peak with minimal |a′′(xi)|.
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Figure 2: The solution u(x, T ) to (34) and (35) for T ∈ { 1
2 , 1,

3
2 , 2}. The initial condition is

taken as uε(x, 0) = −ε
(
log( 1

10 )−
(x−37.5)2

102

)
. We choose δ = − 1

2 , a1(x) = ( 52 − (x − 35)4)+,

a2 =
(
5
2 − (x− 40)2

)+
, ε = 0.1 and c1 = c2 = 1.

Next, we investigated the effect of increasing the speed c2 while leaving c1 fixed. As shown

in in Fig. 3, when c2 is small, a1,M − c21
4 < a2,M − c22

4 and so we expect the solution to concentrate
on x̄2 + εc2t in the long-term, as required by Theorem 3. However when c2 is large enough we

will instead have a1,M − c21
4 > max

{
δ, a2,M − c22

4

}
and we expect concentration at x̄1 + εc1t in

the long term. Indeed, this occurs, and we also see that for c2 = 2.5 initially the subpopulation
following x̄2 + εc2t grows and the subpopulation following x̄1 + εc1t decays. We expect that this
is due to the fact that there is initially mass near the true optimum at x2 and a2,M > a1,M .
This allows an initially higher growth rate near x2 + εc2t for small times. The competition then
suppresses the growth everywhere else. However, due to the shift, the population near x2 + εc2t
cannot be sustained and starts to lag, allowing the population near x̄1 + εc1t, which has the
higher lagged fitness, to overtake.
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Figure 3: We choose δ = − 1
2 , a1(x) = ( 74 − (x − 32)2)+, a2 =

(
5
2 − (x− 48)2

)+
, ε = 0.1 and

c1 = −1 and c2 to vary as in the above plots.

We also looked at the effect of initial conditions on the transient behaviour. We keep
the parameters fixed and find that the initial conditions can alter where the solution initially
concentrates. In particular, for nearby initial conditions, it will concentrate on some point which
is likely the single lagged optimum of a1(x− εc1t) + a2(x− εc2t) before the sufficiently separate
and it instead follows the maximum of the positive lagged optima.

Finally, we determine the behaviour of ρε(t) =
∫
R n(x, t)dx, or the total population in Fig. 5

for an example initial condition where the two peaks overlap. In this case, ρε(t) is non-linear but
eventually monotonic. If this property could be established rigorously, it would simplify some of
the proofs presented here, in particular Theorem 3.
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Figure 4: The long-term behaviour of n(x, τ) for a range of initial conditions. We choose δ = − 1
2 ,

a1(x) = ( 74 − (x − p1)
2)+, a2 =

(
5
2 − (x− p2)

2
)+

, ε = 0.1 and c1 = −1 and c2 = 2.5. We pick
(p1, p2) = (28 + z, 52− z) for z = 12, 8, 4, 0.

We find that for such an initial condition solution concentrates at a point which is initially
at neither x̄i + εcit due to the overlapping support of a1 and a2. Once these have separated
sufficiently, it concentrates at the lagged optima which has the maximum fitness.
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Figure 5: Dynamics of ρ(τ) and corresponding dynamics of n(x, τ). We choose δ = − 1
2 , a1(x) =

( 74 − (x− 40)2)+, a2 =
(
5
2 − (x− 40)2

)+
, ε = 0.05 and c1 = − 6

5 and c2 = 6
5 .
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5 Discussion and future work

5.1 Discussion

Our work has focused on understanding the long-term behaviour of solutions to a novel integro-
differential model of asexual reproduction in a temporally changing environment. Our model is
novel in that it allows for locally optimal traits to move at different rates. We build on the work
in [2] which have a static fitness function with multiple global optima and in [3] which considers
a linearly-shifting fitness function.

Specifically, we have answered the following questions in Theorems 1 to 3:
1. For which conditions on the shifting rate and intrinsic growth rates does the entire popu-

lation go extinct?
2. Which trait/s dominate in long time, if the population does not go extinct?

Theorem 1, which applies to Case 1 where there are multiple global optima shifting with the
same speed, shows that the solution concentrates on a subset of the “lagged optima” in the small-
mutation and long-time limit. Theorem 2 we prove a weighted rescalling will converge on only
the shallowest optima. This, combined with the numerical results, suggest that it concentrates
on the lagged optima behind the shallowest peaks. In Case 2, where there are multiple optima

shifting at different speeds, Theorem 3 shows that if a1,M − c21
4 > max{a2,M − c22

4 , δ} then the
solution concentrates on x̄1, and if the lagged fitness associated to both ai are negative, then the
population goes extinct. In other words, if it does not go extinct, the solution concentrates on
lagged optima with largest fitness.

This shows that the dominant subpopulation depends on the lagged optimum fitness and
not just the true optimal fitness. From the numerical results in Section 4, we observe that it
can first appear that one subpopulation (the one following the optimum with the true optimal
fitness) is dominant only to later be overtaken by the subpopulation with the higher lagged
optimum. This is particularly relevant when the population initially begins with the optimal
traits overlapping. This would be an interesting feature to look out for in cell populations in an
aging environment where there are known to be several evolutionary strategies to cope with the
environmental change, i.e the case of decoy fitness peaks mentioned in the introduction. Such
a mechanism may be responsible for a sudden emergence of cancer cells, not because they are
truly more suited to the environment, but because they can adapt more easily to a changing
environment.

5.2 Limitations and Future Work

In the specification of this model, we have made some simplifying choices that allow for clearer
presentation without sacrificing the generality of the results. In Case 2, by taking ai with
compact support and constant δ we are considering only models which have a constant negative
fitness away from the optimal traits, whereas the previous model only required that the fitness be
bounded above by a negative constant. Ultimately, this should not affect the main conclusions
since the solutions localise to the moving lagged optima in the limits we will consider. Another
simplification is that we choose to deal with only two ai, each with a unique maximum, but the
theory here is applicable to the case of any finite number of ai, each with a finite number of
maxima. Again, this is because the peaks all separate eventually so only interact through the
competition term.

It would be interesting to extend the results here to higher dimensional trait space which
may be more relevant when there is competition between more than two traits. It seems plausible
that one could determine which peak has the greatest local growth rate and thus reduce the
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problem to the relevant shifting one peak problem. In the higher dimensional case, however, we
no longer have the explicit representation formula for the solutions to the limiting Hamilton-
Jacobi Bellman equation, and further work would be required to show the concentration of the
solution.

A Summary of previous results

A.1 Related models

The problem where a(x, t) is time independent and has multiple peaks in a bounded domain
with Neumann boundary conditions is studied in [2]. This problem is given by

∂tn− σ∂xxn = n
(
a(x)−

∫
R n(y, t)dy

)
, (x, t) ∈ Ω× R+,

n(x, 0) = n0(x),

∇n · ν(x) = 0, (x, t) ∈ ∂Ω× R+,

(36)

where ν(x) is the outward unit normal. For problems in smooth bounded domains and periodic
parabolic problems (in this case, even in unbounded domains) one can use the Krein-Rutnman
theorem to assert the existence of a principle eigenvalue and associated positive eigenfunction
solution for the linearised problem. The Krein-Rutman theorem is a generalisation of the well-
known Perron–Frobenius theorem (which asserts the existence of a positive eigenvalue and eigen-
vector for square matrices where all entries are positive) to positive operators on Banach spaces
[13]. This is useful because one can usually relate the solutions for arbitrary initial conditions to
the solution to the eigenvalue problem which is easier to analyse.

The problem without periodic coefficients and in an unbounded domain excludes the use of
the Krein-Rutman theorem. According to [18]: “The Krein-Rutman theory cannot be applied if
Ω is nonsmooth or unbounded (except for problems in periodic settings), because the resolvent
of L [the operator in question] is not compact.” Our problem (2) must be considered in the
unbounded domain due to the term a(x− c̃t). By making a coordinate change to z = x− c̃t and
performing a Liouville transform we can reduce (2) to almost exactly the problem (36) except
for the fact the domain is unbounded and we need to be able to carrying over results from
the transformed problems to the original. In particular we cannot simply undo the Liouville
transform once we find the limiting solution as ε→ 0 since it depends on ε.

It is shown that the solution to the problem on a bounded domain (36) with σ = ε converges
as t→ ∞ to a multiple of the solution to the eigenvalue problem

−ε∂xxψε − a(x)ψε = λεψε x ∈ Ω,

∇ψ · ν(x) = 0 x ∈ ∂Ω,

ψ ≥ 0 x ∈ Ω.

(37)

Furthermore, ψε −−−⇀
ε→0

∑
i aiδxi . From these two facts, one can conclude the solution concentrates

on some subset of the maximum points of a(x). Due to this concentration, it can be expected that
the fact that the domain is unbounded should not matter (i.e the highly concentrated solutions
should be relatively unaffected by the boundary conditions at any fixed distance as ε→ 0).

To establish the existence of a solution ψε to (37), and also its convergence to a sum of
Dirac deltas, one makes use of Krein-Rutman theorem which gives a variational formula of the
eigenvalue (also known as the Rayleigh-Quotient formula).
Lemma 15 (Lemma 1 in [2]). There exists an eigenvector, eigenvalue pair (ψε, λε) solving
(37). The eigenfunction is unique up to normalization and the eigenvalue is characterised by the
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following formula:

λε = inf
ϕ∈H1(Ω)\{0}

ε
∫
Ω
|∇ϕ|2 −

∫
Ω
a(x)ϕ2∫

Ω
ϕ2

.

Using this lemma, one gets that ψε concentrates by: firstly, choosing an appropriate se-
quence ψε such that λε → −aM . Then a simple computation shows, for a test function η ∈ C(Ω)
supported away from {x1, ...xn}, that ∫

Ω

ηψε −−−→
ε→0

0.

Unfortunately, the use of the Rayleigh quotient is lost for unbounded domains except under some
specific conditions on the fitness function a(x), for instance, if the fitness function is confining
(lim|x|→∞ a(x) = −∞). The condition comes from the study of confining potentials in quantum
mechanics, and the authors of [19] obtain some results regarding evolutionary branching under
the assumption the fitness function is a confining potential.

After establishing the basic concentration results, the authors of [2] are able to find further
constraints for the subset of {x1, ..., xn} where the solution eventually concentrates: their Propo-
sition 2 shows an example of a symmetric fitness function a(x) which leads to equal concentration
on two peaks, and their Proposition 3 refines the concentration set according the concavity of
a(x) at each of its maxima. They borrow this result from semi-classical analysis, as given in [15]
for operators defined on a compact Riemannian manifold, independent of boundary conditions.
We will usually consider Dirichlet boundary conditions when working with approximate problems
on bounded domains, of the general form:

−ε∂xxψε − a(x)ψε = λεψε x ∈ Ω,

ψ = 0 x ∈ ∂Ω,

ψ ≥ 0 x ∈ Ω.

(38)

We borrow the same result, phrased suitably, for our problem.
Lemma 16 (Proposition 3 in [2]). Let S(x) = |a′′(x)| for x ∈M := {x1, ..., xn} = argmaxx∈Ωa(x).
Let M1 = argminxjS(xj). Then the solution ψε to (38), satisfies, up to extraction of subse-
quences:

ψε −−−⇀
ε→0

∑
xi∈M∩M1

aiδxi .

Although in [2] this result holds for a Neumann problem, the semiclassical analysis result
they use remains applicable to Dirichlet problems.

We will analyse and find the concentration results for the problem (2) under the scaling
σ = ε2 and c̃ = cε. We aim to do this by similarly analysing the eigenvalue problem, using the
results from [14] which construct solutions to the eigenvalue problem for such parabolic problems
on unbounded domains as a limit of Dirichlet problems on bounded domains.

The authors of [3] (who take a(x, t) = a(e(t), x − c̃t) for some periodic function e(t) with
period T ) also make use of theory presented in [14]. Under the scaling c̃ = cε and σ = ε2 they
show that the shifted solution Nε(x, t) := nε(x+ cεt, t) will concentrate at a point x̄ which they

call the lagged optima. Letting ā(x) = 1
T

∫ T

0
a(e(t), x) and xm be the unique maxima of ā, the

authors show that the lagged optima satisfies the following equation

ā(x̄) = a(xm)− c̃2

4σ
.

In particular, if the right-hand side is negative, the population dies out.
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We are able to show that the solution Mε(x, t) to (7) concentrates on some set of finite
points as ε→ 0 by using theory presented [14] to reduce the problem to one in a finite domain,
then combining the results in [2] and [3] to determine these locations more precisely, and to show
under what conditions we can obtain concentration to a single location.

It remains is beyond the scope this paper to translate this result to what it means for
nε(x, t) the solution to (2). We predict that the Liouville transform will have simply shifted
these concentration points but a precise characterisation of ε log (nε) would be required to find
the locations. This is exactly what one studies when performing a WKB-transform, but for this
particular problem difficulties are encountered in determining uniqueness of this solution.

A.2 Generalised super- and sub- solutions

It is necessary to glue together and construct potentially non-smooth super- and sub- solutions
throughout this paper. To this end, we review the notion of generalised sub- and super- solutions
as discussed in [13] Chapter 1, Section 1, and we paraphrase the Definition 1.1.1 here. Let Ω ⊂ RN

be a possibly unbounded domain, define ΩT = Ω× (0, T ]. Consider the following operator (using
index notation):

Lu := −aij∂iju− bi∂iu− cu.

We suppose that aij , bi, c ∈ C0(ΩT ), and that aij is uniformly elliptic, that is there is a λ0 > 0
such that λ0|ζ|2 ≤ aij(x, t)ζiζj for all ζ ∈ RN and (x, t) ∈ ΩT .
Definition 1. A function u ∈ C(ΩT ) satisfies the inequality

∂tu− Lu ≤ f(x, t, u,Du),

in the generalised sense if for every (x0, t0) ∈ ΩT there exists a neighbourhood U of (x0, t0) and
a function ũ ∈ C2,1(U) such that ũ ≤ u in U , ũ ≤ u in U , u(x0, t0) = ũ(x0, t0), and

∂tũ(x0, t0)− Lũ(x0, t0) ≤ f(x0, t0, ũ(x0, t0), Dũ(x0, t0)).

Then u is called a generalised subsolution.
One obtains the following comparison theorem, adapted to unbounded domains ([13], Chap-

ter 6, Section 6.2, Theorem 6.2.1)
Theorem 4. Suppose u is a generalised subsolution of

∂tu− Lu ≤ 0 (x, t) ∈ Ω× (0, T ),

u(x, t) ≤ 0 (x, t) ∈ ∂Ω× (0, T ),

u(x, 0) ≤ 0,

which satisfies

lim inf
R→∞

e−kR2

[
max x∈Ω,|x|=R,

0≤t≤T

u(x, t)

]
≤ 0,

then u ≤ 0 in Ω× (0, T ).
We will make frequent use of this direct consequence

Theorem 5. Suppose u is a solution of{
∂tu− Lu = 0 (x, t) ∈ R× (0, T ),

u(x, 0) = u0(x),

and that v is a generalised subsolution{
∂tv − Lv ≤ 0 (x, t) ∈ R× (0, T ),

u(x, 0) = v0(x).
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If v0(x)− u0(x) ≤ 0 and w = v(x, t)− u(x, t) satisfies

lim inf
R→∞

e−kR2

[
max x∈Ω,|x|=R,

0≤t≤T

w(x, t)

]
≤ 0,

then v(x, t) ≤ u(x, t) for (x, t) ∈ R× (0, T ).
The analogous theorems for generalised supersolutions are obtained by flipping the inequal-

ities.

A.3 Principle Floquet Bundles for Linear Parabolic Equations with
Time Dependent Coefficients

This reviews the main result we need from [14] and is included in the introduction for complete-
ness.

Consider the following two problems. First, on the whole space RN

∂tu−∆u = A(x, t)u on RN × (s,∞) (39)

where s is some arbitrary number in R. Secondly on a ball of radius R, the Dirichlet
problem: 

∂tu−∆u = A(x, t)u (x, t) ∈ BR × (s,∞),

u ≥ 0,

u = 0 (x, t) ∈ ∂BR × (s,∞)

(40)

We take the following assumptions from [14]. Note that all constants are positive.
(C1) There are constants A0 and r0 such that ∥A∥L∞(RN×R) ≤ A0, and A(x, t) ≤ 0 a.e for

|x| ≥ r0.
(C2) For each s = s0 there is a solution ϕ of (39) such that ϕ(., t) ∈ L∞(RN ) for all t ≥ s0 and

for some positive constants ε and C, we have:

∥ϕ(., t)∥L∞(RN )

∥ϕ(., s)∥L∞(RN )

≥ Ceε(t−s) for s0 ≤ s ≤ t.

As is proved in [14] this is equivalent to the hypothesis on (40), which is that
(C3) There are constants R0, C0 and ε0 such that for each s = s0 the problem (40) with R = R0

has a positive solution u(., s0) ∈ L∞(RN ) and

∥u(., t)∥L∞(RN )

∥u(., s)∥L∞(RN )

≥ C0e
ε0(t−s) for s0 ≤ s ≤ t.

The latter will be easier to show in general, and as remarked in [14], the second hypothesis
holds for all R > R0 if it is shown to hold for R = R0.

To state the first theorem we will later use, we need to also introduce the adjoint problem
to (39)

−∂tv −∆v = A(x, t)v in RN × (s,∞). (41)

This is obtained from (40) by the change of variables t→ −t.
We have the following theorem:
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Theorem 6 (From Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 in [14]). There exist positive solutions ϕ of (39) and
ψ of the adjoint problem (41), both with s = −∞.

Let
X1(t) = span{ϕ(., t)}

and

X2(t) = {v ∈ L∞(RN ) :

∫
RN

ψ(x, t)v(x)dx = 0}.

The following are true
(i) X1(t)⊕X2(t) = L∞(RN ) for all t ∈ R.
(ii) X1 and X2 are invariant. That is, if u(., t; s, u0) is a solution to (39) with initial condition

u0 ∈ Xi(s) then u(., r; s, u0) ∈ Xi(t) for all t ≥ s.
(iii) There are positive constants C and γ such that for any u0 ∈ X2(s), we have

∥u(., t; s, u0)∥L∞(RN )

∥ϕ(., t)∥L∞(RN )

≤ Ce−γ(t−s) ∥u0∥L∞(RN )

∥ϕ(., s)∥L∞(RN )

(t ≥ s) .

We also state a second lemma which is proved in [14] during the course of proving the above
theorem, but not presented as an independent result.
Lemma 17. A subsequence of solutions ϕRn (40) will converge (as n→ ∞) locally uniformly in
RN × [−t, t] for all t > 0 to a solution ϕ of (39). Hence a positive entire solution to (39) exists.

We will mainly be interested in the following corollary of this theorem, which provides the
long-term behaviour for any (sensible) initial condition:
Corollary 2. Given any initial condition u0 ∈ L∞(RN ), there exists a constant α such that

∥u(., t; s, u0)− αϕ(., t)∥L∞(RN )

∥ϕ(., t)∥L∞(RN )

−−−→
t→∞

0.

This is a consequence of noting that we can decompose the initial condition as u0 = αϕ+ v
where v ∈ X2(s). If u0 /∈ X2(0), for instance if u0 ≥ 0, then α is also non-zero. If u(x, t) ≥ 0 for
all t > 0 then α > 0.

B Proofs of technical lemmas

B.1 Proof of Lemma 7

Here we prove Lemma 7 by providing some uniform bounds on ψε. For the analogous eigenvalue
problem in [3] it is remarked that this can be done but since the computations are similar they
do not provide a proof, hence we do for completeness.

Proof. We recall that we may write

pε(x) = e
ψε(x)
ε ,

so that ψε then solves:

−ε|∂xxψε| −
∣∣∣∂xψε −

c

2

∣∣∣2 − a(x) +
c2

4
− λε = 0. (42)

Since pε = Aεp
∞
ε where Aε = ∥p∞ε ∥−1

L1(R), the bounds from Lemma 6 imply

ε log(Aε)− κ|x− xε| ≤ ψε ≤ − κ(|x| −R0) + ε log(Aε).
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Noting that the upper bound in Lemma 6 requires that |xε| < R0, and that Aε < K for some
constant K > 0, we have

−K2 − κ|x| < ψε < −κ|x|+K2 (43)

This shows the locally uniform bounds.
We also need Lipschitz bounds. The Bernstein-type method presented in [3, 1] can be

used to obtain these. The idea is to show ∂xwε is a subsolution to some other elliptic PDE to
which we can apply a maximum principle and obtain a uniform upper bound. First we define
wε =

√
2K2 − ψε which solves:

−ε∂xxwε −
(
ε

wε
− 2wε

)
|∂xwε|2 − c∂xwε =

a(x) + λε
−2wε

.

DenoteWε = ∂xwε. We differentiate the above with respect to x, and multiply by wε
|wε| to obtain:

−c∂x|Wε|−ε∂xx|Wε|−2

(
ε

wε
− 2wε

)
∂x|Wε|Wε+

(
ε

w2
ε

+ 2

)
|Wε|3 =

a′(x)Wε

−2wε|Wε|
+
|Wε|(a(x) + λε)

2w2
ε

.

Firstly, using the bounds for a(x), a′(x) and the following bound√
K2 ≤ wε ≤

√
K3|x|,

where K3 is a sufficiently large constant, we have the inequality

−c∂x|Wε| − ε∂xx|Wε| − 2
(
K4 +K5|x|

1
2

)
|Wε∂x|Wε||+ 2|Wε|3 ≤ K6 +K7|Wε|,

for positive constants Ki, i = 4, 5, 6, 7. This implies, for large enough Θ (depending on Ki) that

−c∂x|Wε| − ε∂xx|Wε| − 2
(
K4 +K5|x|

1
2

)
|Wε∂x|Wε||+ 2(|Wε| −Θ)3 ≤ 0.

We letH(x) = R2

R2−|x|2 and check thatW (x) = Θ+H(x) is a strict super solution of the preceding

differential inequality. Since ∂xW (x) = 2x
R2H(x)2 and ∂xxW (x) = 2

R2H(x)2+ 8x2

R2 H(x)3, see that,
for |x| < R we have

− c∂xW − ε∂xxW − 2(K4 +K5|x|
1
2 )|W∂xW |+ 2(W (x)−Θ)3

= K8

(
− cx

R2
H(x)2 − 2ε

R2
H(x)2 − 8x2ε

R2
H(x)3

)
− 2K2

8 (K4 +K5|x|
1
2 )

2|x|
R2

(H(x)2Θ+H(x)3) + 2K3
8H(x)3

≥
(
−K8

c

R
− 2ε

R2
− 8ε

R2
− 4K2

8

R
(K4 +K5R

1
2 )(Θ + 1) + 2K3

8

)
H(x)3.

Therefore, for K8,R chosen sufficiently large depending on Ki and R, we have that, for ε < 1,

−c∂xW − ε∂xxW − 2
(
K4 +K5|x|

1
2

)
W |∂xW |+ 2(W −Θ)3 > 0.

Since |Wε| ≤ 1
2
√
K2

|∂xψε|, and the bounds (43) imply ψε has at least one critical point, we have

that there exists an x∗ such that |Wε|(x∗) = 0. We note that for R > 1 we have that K8,R < K8

for a constant K8 independent of R.
We now suppose that ω = |Wε|(x) −W (x) attains a maximum at a point z ∈ BR(x

∗),
which is necessarily in the interior. If R is small enough, then the maximum ω(z) is negative,
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since Wε is continuous and W > Θ + K8,R > 0. We therefore take R large enough that the
maximum of ω(x) in BR(x

∗) is exactly 0. If such an R does not exist, we are done. If such an R
does exist then, we have that ∂xW (z) = ∂x|Wε|(z), W (z) = |Wε|(z) and −∂xx(|W |−W )(z) ≥ 0.
We deduce, using the above relations and differential inequalities satisfied by |Wε| and W , that

2(|Wε| −Θ)3 − 2(W −Θ)3 < 0,

which is only possible if |Wε|(z) < W (z) which contradicts W (z) = |Wε|(z). Therefore |W |(x) <
W (x) for all x ∈ R. Sending R→ ∞ yields |Wε|(x) < Θ+K8 for x ∈ R.

Thus we have a Lipschitz bound. Then, by the Arzela-Ascoli theorem, we conclude lo-
cally uniform convergence to a continuous function which is the viscosity solution of (16). The
constraint follows from the normalization.
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