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Existence of traveling wave solutions in continuous OV models

Kota Ikeda∗, Toru Kan†, Toshiyuki Ogawa‡

Abstract

In traffic flow, self-organized wave propagation, which characterizes congestion, has been reproduced

in macroscopic and microscopic models. Hydrodynamic models, a subset of macroscopic models, can be

derived from microscopic-level car-following models, and the relationship between these models has been

investigated. However, most validations have relied on numerical methods and formal analyses; therefore,

analytical approaches are necessary to rigorously ensure their validity. This study aims to investigate

the relationship between macroscopic and microscopic models based on the properties of the solutions

corresponding to congestion with sparse and dense waves. Specifically, we demonstrate the existence of

traveling wave solutions in macroscopic models and investigate their properties.

1 Introduction

Various aspects of traffic dynamics and congestion formation present challenges for mathematicians and
physicists, drawing on more than 80 years of engineering experience. In the early 1990s, traffic flow was
recognized as a non-equilibrium system. Empirical evidence indicates multiple dynamic phases in traffic flow
and dynamic phase transitions. Several mathematical models have been proposed to explain these empirical
results, with some models qualitatively reproduce all known features of traffic flows, including localized
and extended forms of congestion, self-organized propagation of stop-and-go waves, and observed hysteresis
effects. These characteristics are criteria for good traffic models, as noted by Helbing [1]. However, many of
these models have only been validated using numerical techniques or formal analyses and have not yet been
rigorously proven.

Mathematical models can be categorized into macroscopic and microscopic models. These models are
often interrelated through Taylor and mean-field approximations. Payne [2] developed a macroscopic model
based on the compressible fluid equation and the dynamic velocity equation. It was demonstrated in [3] that
the linear instability condition of the Payne model aligns precisely with those of well-known microscopic
models, such as the car-following model or the optimal velocity model proposed by [4]. However, the Payne
model produces shock-like waves that compromise numerical robustness. Hence, Kühne [5] and Kerner and
Konhäuser [6] introduced models incorporating artificial viscosity terms to the Payne model. In these studies,
uniform flows were destabilized based on density, and numerical calculations confirmed the stable formation
of vehicle clusters. Lee et al. [7] attempted to derive a fluid-dynamic model from a car-following model using
a coarse-graining procedure to elucidate the relationship between these models. The authors verified this
through numerical simulations, demonstrating that the macroscopic model based on the mean-field method
quantitatively approximates the microscopic model.

As noted by [1], many macroscopic models, including those mentioned above, can be expressed in the
following general form:















∂ρ

∂t
+
∂(ρv)

∂x
= 0,

∂v

∂t
+ v

∂v

∂x
= −1

ρ

d(P (ρ))

dx
+ κ(ρ)

∂2v

∂x2
+

1

τ
(V (ρ−1)− v),

(1.1)
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where ρ = ρ(x, t) and v = v(x, t) denote the density and velocity of the vehicles at x and t, respectively.
The terms κ, τ, P and V represent viscosity-like quantities, relaxation time, traffic pressure, and equilibrium
velocity, respectively. We neglected the diffusion effect of the density in the first equation and external forces,
such as fluctuations, in (1.1). We assume that V and κ depend on ρ, and P (ρ) ≡ −V (ρ−1)/2τ , where τ > 0
is constant. In specific cases, V is often given by a sigmoid function

V (u) ≡ V0[tanh(β(u − uc)) +M ], (1.2)

where V0, β, uc,M are positive constants. The function V is known as the optimal velocity function [4]. The
density-dependent function κ = κ(ρ) has been assumed to be 0 [2], κ0 [3, 5], κ0/ρ [6], and 1/(6τρ2) [7],
where κ0 denotes a positive constant. We do not consider the case κ(ρ) = 0 in this paper. The derivations
and analyses of continuous models that are not included in (1.1) have also been conducted (see for instance
[8, 9]).

The microscopic optimal velocity model exhibits two typical types of collective motion depending on
the density. In the low-density region, the distance between any two neighboring vehicles converges to a
constant t → ∞, known as free flow. When the density is relatively high, the distance oscillates over time,
known as congestion or jamming. The transition between these two states occurs via a Hopf bifurcation, as
shown in Fig. 12 of [10]. The characteristics of the global bifurcation diagram indicate that a congested state
has only one congested region, and all periodic solutions on any other bifurcation branch associated with
multiple congested regions are unstable. This implies that multiple congested regions merge as t increases
and combine into a single lump. These observations in the microscopic model are valid for the macroscopic
model. More precisely, the congestion phenomenon of vehicles in (1.1) can be considered as the dynamics of
a traveling wave solution, which moves at a constant speed and forms a pulse shape (see Figure 1). If the
initial state has a relatively high ρ, then all solutions transition to states with multiple pulses after a short
time, as long as numerical calculations are feasible. Eventually, the multiple pulses merge into one. Therefore
analyzing the single-pulse traveling wave solution in (1.1) is crucial to understand congestion phenomena in
vehicles.

Generally, ϕa represents the (partial) derivative of ϕ with respect to a for a function ϕ that depends on
variable a, i.e., ϕa = ∂ϕ/∂a. If ϕ depends solely on one variable a, then we may use the symbol ϕ′, instead
of ϕa. We make the following assumptions for the optimal velocity function V and viscosity coefficient κ
throughout the study.

(A1) V ∈ C1([0,∞)) ∩ C2((0,∞)). V ′(u) is positive and bounded in u > 0, and converges to 0 as u → ∞.
Moreover, there is a global maximum point UM ∈ (0,∞) of V ′(u) such that V ′′(u) = 0 attains a unique
root at u = UM .

(A2) κ ∈ C1((0,∞)) and κ > 0 in (0,∞).

It follows from (A1) that V ′(u) has no local minimum points. In some of our results, we additionally need
the following assumption for the diffusion coefficient κ (see condition (C)):

∫ ∞

1

dρ

ρ3κ(ρ)
= ∞. (H)

The traveling wave solution (ρ(x, t), v(x, t)) = (ρ(z), v(z)) in (1.1) is governed by







cρz + (ρv)z = 0,

cvz + vvz = −1

ρ

d(P (ρ))

dz
+ κ(ρ)vzz +

1

τ
(V (ρ−1)− v),

(1.3)

where c is the wave speed and z = x+ ct is the moving coordinate. As shown in Figure 1, the traveling wave
solution to (1.1) approaches a constant outside the region where v is relatively small, implying the existence
of a homoclinic orbit for a certain value of c.
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Figure 1: Snapshots of solutions in (1.1) with the periodic boundary condition and in the microscopic optimal
velocity model at (a) t = 20 and (b) t = 880. The optimal velocity function V is given by (1.2). Solid and
dashed lines represent the graphs of v in (1.1) under 1/(6τρ2) (Lee et al. model) and κ(ρ) = κ0 (Kühne
model), respectively. The unfilled circles denote the pairs of (xi, dxi/dt) in the microscopic optimal velocity
model, where xi represents the position of the i-th vehicle for i = 1, . . . , 77. The numerical simulations
were performed with parameters L = 2.33, V0 = 0.0168, M = 0.913, uc = 0.025, β = 89.7, τ = 0.5, and
κ0 = 1/7500, where L denotes the length of the domain. The Fourier-spectral method was used in (1.1)
for space discretization with a truncation wave number of 100, while the time discretization employed the
classical Euler scheme with a time increment of 0.001. The classical fourth-order Runge-Kutta scheme was
used for the microscopic optimal velocity model for time discretization with a time increment of 0.01.

We are interested in traveling wave solutions that connect constant steady states, imposing the condition:

lim
z→±∞

(ρ(z), v(z)) = (ρ±, v±) (1.4)

for certain (ρ±, v±), where v± = V ((ρ±)
−1). If ρ+ > ρ− (resp. ρ+ < ρ−), the corresponding solution is a

traveling back solution (resp. traveling front solution). If ρ+ = ρ−, it is called a traveling pulse solution. We
are also interested in a periodic traveling wave solution, which satisfies (ρ(z+Z), v(z+Z)) = (ρ(z), v(z)) for
some Z > 0 instead of (1.4).

We obtain the following by integrating the first equation of (1.3):

ρ(z)(v(z) + c) = K (1.5)

for any z, where K is a constant. We assume K 6= 0 because of our interest in obtaining nonconstant
solutions of (1.3). We obtain the following by substituting u ≡ ρ−1 = (v+ c)/K and P (ρ) = −V (u)/2τ into
the second equation of (1.3):

K2uuz =
1

2τ
V ′(u)uuz + κ(u−1)Kuzz +

1

τ
(V (u)−Ku+ c).

This is equivalent to the following dynamical system:
{

uz = w,

wz = g1(u)f(u) + g2(u)h(u, µ)w,
(1.6)

where µ = 2τK − 1 and

f(u) =
Ku− V (u)− c

K
, h(u, µ) = f ′(u) + µ, g1(u) =

1

τκ(u−1)
, g2(u) =

u

2τκ(u−1)
.

The traveling back/front, traveling pulse, and periodic solutions of (1.3) correspond to a heteroclinic orbit,
a homoclinic orbit, and a periodic orbit in (1.6), respectively. Hence, they are also referred to as a traveling
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back/front solution, a traveling pulse solution, and a periodic solution in (1.6). Our goal is to prove the
existence of these solutions. We require that the solution (u,w) satisfies u(z) > 0 throughout the study
because u = ρ−1 and ρ must be positive. We note that c and K are unknown constants, which must be
determined such that (1.6) has appropriate orbits. This task may be simplified by considering µ as a control
parameter rather than addressing (K, c) directly. Specifically, we seek a particular value of µ such that the
desired traveling wave solutions exist for a given pair (K, c). The original problem can be then solved by
determining (K, c) such that µ = 2τK − 1. This study presents the first step toward addressing these issues.
Our results identify all (K, c, µ) such that a homoclinic or periodic orbit exists, demonstrating the existence
of particular triplets and the nonexistence of others.

We provide several definitions and notations to state the main results. Define K0 ≡ V ′(0) and KM ≡
V ′(UM ) > K0. The assumption (A1) implies that the function Ku − V (u) has a unique local maximum
point uM = uM (K) ∈ (0, UM ) for K ∈ (K0,KM ). Similarly, for K ∈ (0,KM ), Ku − V (u) has a unique
local minimum point um = um(K) ∈ (UM ,∞). Set c0 ≡ −V (0) and define cM = cM (K), cm = cm(K), and
c1 = c1(K) by

cM ≡ KuM − V (uM ), cm ≡ Kum − V (um), c1 ≡ max{c0, cm}.
It is elementary to show that some K1 ∈ (K0,KM ) exists such that

cm(K) < c0 if 0 < K < K1,

cm(K) = c0 if K = K1,

cm(K) > c0 if K > K1.

After that, we define

D1 ≡ {(K, c) | K0 < K < KM , c1(K) < c < cM (K)},
D2 ≡ {(K, c) | K0 < K < K1, c = c0} ∪ {(K, c) | 0 < K < K1, cm(K) < c < c0}.

If (K, c) ∈ D1, the function f has three zeros, denoted by u0, u1, u2 with 0 < u1 < u0 < u2. Similarly, if
(K, c) ∈ D2, f has two zeroes, u0, u2, with 0 < u0 < u2. More precise properties of f will be discussed in
Lemma 2. Since we aim to find positive solutions in (1.6), we divide a region of (K, c) into D1 and D2 based
on the number of zeroes of f for u > 0.

First, we study the existence of heteroclinic orbits in (1.6) that satisfy one of the following conditions:

u(−∞) = u1 u(∞) = u2, w(±∞) = 0, w > 0, (HE1)

u(−∞) = u2, u(∞) = u1, w(±∞) = 0, w < 0. (HE2)

Theorem 1. For (K, c) ∈ D1, there exists µb = µb(K, c) ∈ R (resp. µf = µf (K, c) ∈ R) such that (1.6)
with (HE1) (resp. (HE2)) has a solution if and only if µ = µb (resp. µ = µf ).

Subsequently, we state the existence and nonexistence of homoclinic orbits in (1.6), which satisfy

(u(±∞), w(±∞)) = (u, 0), (u(z), w(z)) 6≡ (u, 0), (HO)

where u is a positive number satisfying f(u) = 0. The solution to (1.6) under condition (HO) is called
a traveling pulse solution. As will be shown in Proposition 2, we can find c∗ = c∗(K) such that µ∗ ≡
µb(K, c∗(K)) = µf (K, c∗(K)) under one of the following conditions:

K ∈ (K1,KM ) or (H) and K ∈ (K0,K1]. (C)

This implies that (1.6) for (c, µ) = (c∗, µ∗) has a heteroclinic cycle consisting of the equilibrium points (u1, 0)
and (u2, 0) and two heteroclinic orbits that join them. After that, we divided D1 into

D1,1 ≡ {(K, c) ∈ D1 | c∗(K) < c < cM (K)},
D1,2 ≡ {(K, c) ∈ D1 | c1(K) < c < c∗(K)},
D1,3 ≡ {(K, c) ∈ D1 | c = c∗(K)}.
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Theorem 2. The following statements hold:

(i) If (K, c) 6∈ D1 ∪ D2, then (1.6) has no solution satisfying (HO) for any u and µ ∈ R.

(ii) If (K, c) ∈ D1 ∪ D2, then (1.6) has no solution satisfying (HO) with u = u0 for any µ ∈ R.

(iii) Assume (C). If (K, c) ∈ D1,2 ∪D1,3 (resp. (K, c) ∈ D1,1 ∪D1,3), then (1.6) with (HO) has no solution
for u = u1 (resp. u = u2) for any µ ∈ R.

(iv) Assume (C). If (K, c) ∈ D1,1 (resp. (K, c) ∈ D1,2 ∪ D2), then there exists µ1
pul = µ1

pul(K, c) (resp.

µ2
pul = µ2

pul(K, c)) such that (1.6) with (HO) has a solution with u = u1 (resp. u = u2) if and only if

µ = µ1
pul (resp. µ = µ2

pul).

Finally, we discuss the existence or nonexistence of periodic orbits in (1.6). Considering the Poincaré
section {w = 0}, we obtain a periodic solution (u,w) to (1.6) satisfying the initial condition (u(0), w(0)) =
(q, 0).

Theorem 3. Assume (C). Let q satisfy

q ∈
{

(u1, u0) if (K, c) ∈ D1,1 ∪D1,3,

(u0, u2) if (K, c) ∈ D1,2 ∪D2.
(1.7)

Then there exists µper = µper(K, c, q) > 0 such that (1.6) has a periodic solution with the initial condition
(u(0), w(0)) = (q, 0) for µ = µper. Moreover, if (K, c) 6∈ D1 ∪ D2 or µ 6= µper, there does not exist any
periodic solution to (1.6).

As previously mentioned, (1.6) exhibits a heteroclinic cycle for (K, c) ∈ D1,3 under assumption (C). As
discussed in [11], a global bifurcation can occur in systems with heteroclinic cycles, where a homoclinic orbit
emerges from a heteroclinic cycle. Sections 7 and 8 demonstrate that such a bifurcation occurs in (1.6). In
our case, a homoclinic orbit obtained in Theorem 2 (iv) bifurcates from the heteroclinic cycle. However, this
study does not use the global bifurcation results established by [11].

All theorems are proven using phase-plane analysis. The key of the proofs is the monotonicity of solution
trajectories with respect to µ (see Lemmas 6, 10 below). The shooting method facilitates us to directly
study the behavior of the solution initiated from the equilibrium points. Such methods are widely used to
demonstrate the existence of traveling wave solutions (see [12]).

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the investigation of the basic
properties of (1.1) and (1.6). Additionally, the properties of f are described. In Section 3, we consider
the existence of the heteroclinic orbits in (1.6) and Theorem 1. Section 4 discusses the properties of µb

and µf as given in Theorem 1 (see Proposition 2). Sections 5 and 6 address the existence of homoclinic
and periodic orbits in (1.6) as stated in Theorems 2 and 3. Section 7 discusses the parameter dependence
of heteroclinic, homoclinic, and periodic orbits. Additionally, we study the bifurcations that occur when
these solutions appear. Section 8 presents a numerical investigation of the relationship among K, c, µ in the
presence of traveling wave solutions, revealing the global bifurcation structure of (1.6) using AUTO [13].
One of our results, shown in Figure 4, is qualitatively equivalent to that in Figure 4 of [14], where the
authors categorized the parameter space (K, c) based on the topological structure of the flow diagram and
highlighted the existence of a heteroclinic cycle without using AUTO.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Basic properties of (1.1)

To begin with, we consider the local existence and uniqueness of a solution in (1.1). If we consider (1.1) in
the whole line S ≡ R, we impose

lim
x→±∞

(ρ(x, t), v(x, t)) = (ρ±, v±). (2.1)

5



If we are concerned with the bounded interval S ≡ (0, L), we impose the periodic boundary conditions
for ρ and v. Let Ck+α(S) for integer k ≥ 0 and 0 < α < 1 be the set of kth-differentiable functions
φ : S → R whose kth-derivatives are bounded and α-Hölder continuous [15]. We find a unique solution
(ρ, v) ∈ C1+α(S) × C2+α(S) locally in time. The following proposition is standard so that we omit the
details of the proof (see [16] and [17]).

Proposition 1. Give (ρ0, v0) ∈ C1+α(S) × C2+α(S) and assume that T > 0 is sufficiently small. Then
the problem (1.1) with the initial condition (ρ(z, 0), v(z, 0)) = (ρ0(z), v0(z)) has a unique solution (ρ, v) in
C1+α(S)× C2+α(S) in (0, T ).

As described in Introduction, congestion in the microscopic optimal velocity model proposed in [4] arises
via Hopf bifurcation associated with the destabilization of the free flow [10]. This fact strongly implies
the instability of a constant stationary solution (ρ∗, v∗) in (1.1), where v∗ = V (ρ−1

∗ ). To examine the
ρ∗-dependency of the stability, we set (ρ, v) = (ρ∗, v∗) + (φ, ψ)eλteikx and study the linearized eigenvalue
problem of (1.1), given by











λφ+ ik(ρ∗ψ + v∗φ) = 0,

λψ + ikv∗ψ = − ik

2τρ3∗
V ′(ρ−1

∗ )φ − κ(ρ∗)k
2ψ − 1

τ

(

1

ρ2∗
V ′(ρ−1

∗ )φ+ ψ

)

.
(2.2)

Then we obtain the characteristic equation

(λ+ ikv∗)

(

λ+ ikv∗ +
1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)

− ik

τρ∗

(

ik

2ρ∗
+ 1

)

V ′(ρ−1
∗ ) = 0.

The eigenvalues λ = λ±(k) for each k ∈ R are explicitly given by

λ±(k) = −ikv∗ +
1

2

(

− 1

τ
− κ(ρ∗)k

2 ±
√

z(k)

)

,

z(k) ≡
(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)2

+
4ik

τρ∗

(

ik

2ρ∗
+ 1

)

V ′(ρ−1
∗ ).

Obviously, Reλ−(k) < 0 for any ρ∗ and k, where Reλ stands for the real part of complex number λ. To
determine the stability of the stationary solution, it is sufficient to consider the sign of the real part of λ+(k)
for each ρ∗ and k.

Lemma 1. If 1 > 2τV ′(ρ−1
∗ ), then there are k1 < 0 and k2 > 0 such that Reλ+(k) > 0 in k1 < k < k2

except for k = 0 and Reλ+(k) < 0 in k < k1, k2 < k. On the other hand, if 1 ≤ 2τV ′(ρ−1
∗ ), Reλ+(k) < 0 in

any k 6= 0.

Proof. Define λr(k) = Reλ+(k). It is clear that λr is smooth in k ∈ R. It is easy to obtain λr(0) = λ′r(0) = 0,
and λ′′r (0) = −V ′(ρ−1

∗ )(1 − 2τV ′(ρ−1
∗ ))/ρ2∗. Hence, 1 − 2τV ′(ρ−1

∗ ) determines the sign of λ′′r (0) unless

it is not equal to 0. If 1 = 2τV ′(ρ−1
∗ ), direct calculations imply λ′′r (0) = λ

(3)
r (0) = 0 and λ

(4)
r (0) =

−24V ′(ρ−1
∗ )κ(ρ∗)τ/ρ

2
∗ < 0. Moreover, we easily calculate

lim
k→±∞

λr(k) = − V ′(ρ−1
∗ )

2τρ2∗κ(ρ∗)
< 0. (2.3)

Next we assume that there exist k 6= 0 and a ∈ R such that λ+(k) = i(a − kv∗), and calculate λ′r(k).
Since

√

z(k) = 2ia+
1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2,

we have

a2 =
k2

2τρ2∗
V ′(ρ−1

∗ ), a

(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)

=
k

τρ∗
V ′(ρ−1

∗ ),
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from which we have

V ′(ρ−1
∗ ) =

τ

2

(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)2

.

Then we find

a =
k

2ρ∗

(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)

,
√

z(k) =

(

ik

ρ∗
+ 1

)(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)

.

Direct calculations give us

z′(k) = 4κ(ρ∗)k

(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)

+
4i

τρ∗

(

ik

ρ∗
+ 1

)

V ′(ρ−1
∗ )

=

(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)(

4κ(ρ∗)k −
2k

ρ2∗

(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

))

+
2i

ρ∗

(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)2

and

λ′+(k) + iv∗ + κ(ρ∗)k =
z′(k)

4
√

z(k)
=

2κ(ρ∗)k −
k

ρ2∗

(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)

+
i

ρ∗

(

1

τ
+ κ(ρ∗)k

2

)

2

(

ik

ρ∗
+ 1

) .

Picking up the real part of the above equality, we obtain

λ′r(k) = −k
3κ(ρ∗)

k2 + ρ2∗
, (2.4)

which shows that λ′r(k) < 0 if k > 0, while λ′r(k) > 0 if k < 0.
Combining the facts above, we show Lemma 1. Consider the case that 1 ≤ 2τV ′(ρ−1

∗ ) and assume that
there exists k > 0 such that λr(k) > 0. Then there must be some k̃ > 0 such that λr(k̃) = 0 and λ′r(k̃) ≥ 0,
which contradicts the sign of λ′r(k). On the other hand, if 1 > 2τV ′(ρ−1

∗ ), then λ′′r (0) > 0, (2.3) and (2.4)
imply the statement of Lemma 1 by the same argument as above.

2.2 Properties of f and flows near equilibria

We first summarize the sign and zeros of f .

Lemma 2. The following statements hold.

(i) If (K, c) ∈ D1, then f has three zeros u0 = u0(K, c), u1 = u1(K, c), u2 = u2(K, c) with 0 < u1 < u0 <
u2 and satisfies











f(u) > 0 for u ∈ (u1, u0) ∪ (u2,∞),

f(u) < 0 for u ∈ (0, u1) ∪ (u0, u2),

f ′(u1) > 0, f ′(u2) > 0, f ′(u0) < 0.

(2.5)

(ii) If (K, c) ∈ D2, then f has two zeros u0 = u0(K, c), u2 = u2(K, c) with 0 < u0 < u2 and satisfies











f(u) > 0 for u ∈ (0, u0) ∪ (u2,∞),

f(u) < 0 for u ∈ (u0, u2),

f ′(u2) > 0, f ′(u0) < 0.

Moreover,
f(0) = 0, f ′(0) > 0 if K0 < K < K1 and c = c0,

f(0) > 0 if 0 < K < K1 and cm < c < c0.
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(iii) u0, u1 and u2 are of class C1 and satisfy

u0(K, c), u1(K, c) → uM (K) as c→ cM (K), (2.6)

u0(K, c), u2(K, c) → um(K) as c→ cm(K). (2.7)

We next study the flows of (1.6) near the equilibria (u0, 0), (u1, 0) and (u2, 0). Let F (u,w) and J(u) be
the two-dimensional vector field associated with (1.6) and the Jacobian matrix of F at (u, 0), respectively.
They are explicitly given by

F (u,w) ≡
(

w
g1(u)f(u) + g2(u)h(u, µ)w

)

, J(u) ≡
(

0 1
g1(u)f

′(u) g2(u)h(u, µ)

)

. (2.8)

The eigenvalues λ±(u) of J(u) are explicitly given by

λ±(u) =
1

2

(

g2(u)h(u, µ)±
√

g2(u)2h(u, µ)2 + 4g1(u)f ′(u)
)

.

It is elementary to verify the following lemma by direct calculation.

Lemma 3. The following hold.

(i) For (K, c) ∈ D1 (resp. (K, c) ∈ D1 ∪D2), it holds that at u = u1 (resp. u = u2)

λ+(u) > 0, λ−(u) < 0, (λ+)µ(u) > 0, (λ−)µ(u) > 0.

(ii) Assume (K, c) ∈ D1 ∪ D2. If µ 6= −f ′(u0), then Reλ±(u0) are either all positive or all negative, while
if µ = −f ′(u0), then λ±(u0) = ±iω0, where ω0 ≡

√

−g1(u0)f ′(u0) > 0.

2.3 Useful lemmas

We give some simple lemmas to be used throughout the subsequent sections.

Lemma 4. Let A = A(s) and B = B(s) be continuous integrable functions on a bounded interval (s1, s2),
and let W ∈ C1((s1, s2)) ∩C([s1, s2)) be a solution of

W ′ = A(s)W +B(s) in (s1, s2).

Then W can be extended continuously up to s = s2. Moreover, if B > 0 in (s1, s2) and W (s1) ≥ 0, then
W > 0 on (s1, s2].

Proof. Solving the differential equation above, we have

W (s) = exp

(
∫ s

s1

A(τ)dτ

)

W (s1) +

∫ s

s1

exp

(
∫ s

τ

A(ζ)dζ

)

B(τ)dτ

for s ∈ [s1, s2). The lemma follows immediately from the above equality.

Lemma 5. Let A and B be continuous functions on a bounded interval [s1, s2]. Assume that W ∈
C1((s1, s2)) ∩ C([s1, s2]) satisfies

(

W 2
)′

= A(s) +B(s)W in (s1, s2).

Then there hold

e−s2W (s2)
2 − e−s1W (s1)

2 ≤
∫ s2

s1

e−s

(

A(s) +
1

4
B(s)2

)

ds,

es2W (s2)
2 − es1W (s1)

2 ≥
∫ s2

s1

es
(

A(s)− 1

4
B(s)2

)

ds.

Proof. By the differential equation above and the inequality |BW | ≤ B2/4 +W 2, we have

(

W 2
)′ −W 2 ≤ A(s) +

1

4
B(s)2,

(

W 2
)′
+W 2 ≥ A(s) − 1

4
B(s)2,

which concludes the lemma by Gronwall’s inequality.
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3 Existence of traveling back and front solutions

The goals of this section are to find monotone traveling back and front solutions and to prove Theorem 1. In
order to obtain desired heteroclinic orbits, we consider stable and unstable manifolds emanating from (u1, 0)
and (u2, 0). Let (K, c) ∈ D1. Lemma 3 shows that for each j = 1, 2, there is an orbit {(usj(z), ws

j(z)) | z ∈ R}
(resp. {(uuj (z), wu

j (z)) | z ∈ R}) which lies on the stable (resp. unstable) manifold of the equilibrium (uj, 0)
and satisfies

(us1(z), w
s
1(z)) ∈ S−, (us2(z), w

s
2(z)) ∈ S+, (uu1(−z), wu

1(−z)) ∈ S+, (uu2(−z), wu
2 (−z)) ∈ S−

for large z, where S− ≡ {(u,w) | u1 < u < u2, w < 0} and S+ ≡ {(u,w) | u1 < u < u2, w > 0}. Hence we
define zsj and zuj by

zs1 ≡ inf{z0 | {(us1(z), ws
1(z)) | z > z0} ⊂ S−} ∈ [−∞,∞),

zu1 ≡ sup{z0 | {(uu1(z), wu
1 (z)) | z < z0} ⊂ S+} ∈ (−∞,∞],

zs2 ≡ inf{z0 | {(us2(z), ws
2(z)) | z > z0} ⊂ S+} ∈ [−∞,∞),

zu2 ≡ sup{z0 | {(uu2(z), wu
2 (z)) | z < z0} ⊂ S−} ∈ (−∞,∞].

(3.1)

It follows from Lemma 2 that

(us1(z
s
1), w

s
1(z

s
1)) ∈ {(u, 0) | u0 ≤ u ≤ u2} ∪ {(u2, w) | w < 0},

(uu1(z
u
1 ), w

u
1 (z

u
1 )) ∈ {(u, 0) | u0 ≤ u ≤ u2} ∪ {(u2, w) | w > 0},

(us2(z
s
2), w

s
2(z

s
2)) ∈ {(u, 0) | u1 ≤ u ≤ u0} ∪ {(u1, w) | w > 0},

(uu2(z
u
2 ), w

u
2 (z

u
2 )) ∈ {(u, 0) | u1 ≤ u ≤ u0} ∪ {(u1, w) | w < 0}.

(3.2)

As far as uz 6= 0, we see from the inverse function theorem that each of orbits {(usj(z), ws
j(z)) | z > zsj} and

{(uuj (z), wu
j (z)) | z < zuj } is expressed as the graph of a function of u. More precisely, there are u±j ∈ R and

functions w±
j = w±

j (u) such that

O+
1 ≡ {(uu1(z), wu

1 (z)) | z > zu1} = {(u,w+
1 (u)) | u1 < u < u+1 },

O−
1 ≡ {(us1(z), ws

1(z)) | z < zs1} = {(u,w−
1 (u)) | u1 < u < u−1 },

O+
2 ≡ {(us2(z), ws

2(z)) | z < zs2} = {(u,w+
2 (u)) | u+2 < u < u2},

O−
2 ≡ {(us2(z), ws

2(z)) | z > zu2} = {(u,w−
2 (u)) | u−2 < u < u2}.

(3.3)

To emphasize the dependency of the parameters, we may write u±j = u±j (K, c, µ) and w
±
j (u) = w±

j (u;K, c, µ).

In the case of u±j 6= u1, u0, u2, we see that u
±
j is C1 with respect to (K, c, µ) by the implicit function theorem.

By (3.2), we have u0 ≤ u±1 ≤ u2 and u1 ≤ u±2 ≤ u0.
We see from (1.6) that w±

j is a solution of the equation

wu =
g1(u)f(u)

w
+ g2(u)h(u, µ), (3.4)

which is also written as
1

2
(w2)u = g1(u)f(u) + g2(u)h(u, µ)w. (3.5)

By Lemma 3, we infer that w±
j can be extended smoothly up to u = uj and

w±
1 = 0, (w+

1 )u = λ+(u1), (w−
1 )u = λ−(u1) at u = u1,

w±
2 = 0, (w+

2 )u = λ−(u2), (w−
2 )u = λ+(u2) at u = u2.

(3.6)

We also infer that w±
j can be extended continuously up to u = u±j and

w±
1 = 0 at u = u±1 if u0 ≤ u±1 < u2,

w±
2 = 0 at u = u±2 if u1 < u±2 ≤ u0.

(3.7)
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Moreover, w±
j are continuously differentiable with respect to (K,µ, c). Also, u±2 and w±

2 are defined for
(K, c) ∈ D2 by setting u1 = 0.

We show the monotonicity of w±
j with respect to µ.

Lemma 6. For (K, c) ∈ D1, there holds (w±
1 )µ > 0 in u ∈ (u1, u

±
1 ). Similarly, for (K, c) ∈ D1 ∪ D2, there

holds (w±
2 )µ < 0 in u ∈ (u±2 , u2).

Proof. We put W ≡ (w+
1 )µ. By (3.6) and Lemma 3, we have W = 0, Wu > 0 at u = u1. Hence we can

pick a point û ∈ (u1, u
+
1 ) such that W > 0 on (u1, û]. Differentiating (3.4) with respect to µ, we see that W

satisfies

Wu = −g1(u)f(u)
(w+

1 )
2

W + g2(u)

in (u1, u
+
1 ). By applying Lemma 4, W > 0 in (û, u+1 ). Thus we conclude that (w+

1 )µ > 0 in (u1, u
+
1 ). By a

similar argument, we obtain (w−
1 )µ > 0 and (w±

2 )µ < 0. Therefore the lemma follows.

Lemma 7. Let (K, c) ∈ D1 and a ∈ (u1, u2). If µ (resp. −µ) is large enough, then u+1 > a and u−2 < a
(resp. u−1 > a and u+2 < a). Moreover, there hold

w±
1 (a;K, c, µ) → ±∞ as µ→ ±∞,

w±
2 (a;K, c, µ) → ±∞ as µ→ ∓∞.

(3.8)

Proof. To estimate w+
1 , we first integrate (3.4). Then, by Lemma 2, we have

w+
1 (u) ≥

∫ u

u1

g2(s)h(s, µ)ds

for u ∈ [u1, u0]. Since the right-hand side goes to ∞ as µ→ ∞, we find

w+
1 (u;K, c, µ) → ∞ (3.9)

locally uniformly for u ∈ (u1, u0] as µ→ ∞.
Next we integrate (3.5). We then have

w+
1 (u)

2 = w+
1 (u0)

2 + 2

∫ u

u0

g1(s)f(s)ds+ 2

∫ u

u0

g2(s)h(s, µ)w
+
1 (s)ds.

It follows from (3.9) that the right-hand side goes to ∞ uniformly for u ∈ [u0, u
+
1 ) as µ→ ∞. From this and

(3.7), we conclude that u+1 = u2 for large µ and w+
1 (u;K, c, µ) → ∞ uniformly for u ∈ [u0, u2] as µ → ∞.

Thus the assertion for w+
1 is proved. The others can be shown in a similar way.

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. We fix a ∈ (u0, u2) and consider the behavior of φ(µ) ≡ (w+
1 −w+

2 )|u=a. From Lemma 6,
we deduce that u+1 is nondecreasing with respect to µ. Since u+1 > a for large µ from Lemma 7, there is
some b ∈ [−∞,∞) such that {µ ∈ R | u+1 > a} = (b,∞). Using Lemmas 6 and 7 again, we infer that φµ > 0,
limµ→∞ φ(µ) = ∞, and

lim
µ→b

φ(µ) =

{

− w+
2 (a;K, c, b) < 0 if b 6= −∞,

−∞ if b = −∞

because u+1 = a and w+
1 (a) = 0 for µ = b when b 6= −∞. Therefore there exists a unique zero µb of φ. We

have thus proved the assertion for (1.6) with (HE1). Since the same argument is valid for (1.6) with (HE2),
we conclude Theorem 1.

Remark 1. By the implicit function theorem, µb and µf are of class C1 with respect to (K, c) ∈ D1.
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4 Behavior of µb and µf

This section is devoted to the proof of the following proposition. We examine the behaviors of µb and µf as
c runs from c1 to cM and prove the existence of a heteroclinic cycle in (1.6).

Proposition 2. Assume (C). For K ∈ (K0,KM ), there is a unique number c∗ = c∗(K) ∈ (c1, cM ) such
that

µb < µf if c1 < c < c∗,

µb > µf if c∗ < c < cM ,

µb = µf if c = c∗.

(4.1)

We begin by showing the monotonicity of w±
j with respect to c.

Lemma 8. For (K, c) ∈ D1 and µ ∈ R, there hold ∓(w±
1 )c > 0 in u ∈ (u1, u

±
1 ) and ±(w±

2 )c > 0 in
u ∈ (u±2 , u2).

Proof. We only estimate W ≡ −(w+
1 )c. The other inequalities can be obtained in the same way. Differen-

tiating the equalities w+
1 (u1) = 0 and f(u1) = 0 with respect to c gives W (u1) = λ+(u1)/(Kf

′(u1)), where
λ+(u1) was given in Lemma 3. Since the right-hand side of this equality is positive, we infer that W > 0 in
a neighborhood of u1. Differentiating (3.4) yields

Wu = −g1(u)f(u)
(w+

1 )
2

W +
g1(u)

Kw+
1

.

Applying Lemma 4, we conclude that W > 0 in (u1, u
+
1 ). This completes the proof.

Next we show the monotonicity of µb and µf with respect to c ∈ (c1, cM ).

Lemma 9. The inequalities (µb)c > 0 and (µf )c < 0 hold.

Proof. We recall that the equality w+
1 (u;K, c, µb) = w+

2 (u;K, c, µb) holds. Differentiating this with respect
to c, we have

(w+
1 )c + (w+

1 )µ(µb)c = (w+
2 )c + (w+

2 )µ(µb)c.

This with Lemmas 6 and 8 yields

(µb)c =
(w+

2 )c − (w+
1 )c

(w+
1 )µ − (w+

2 )µ
> 0.

In a similar way, we have

(µf )c = − (w−
1 )c − (w−

2 )c

(w−
1 )µ − (w−

2 )µ
< 0.

Therefore the lemma follows.

Let us prove Proposition 2.

Proof of Proposition 2. For simplicity of notation, we ignore the dependence on K and write µb(c) instead
of µb(K, c), for instance. By Lemma 9, it suffices to show that

lim
c→cM

µb(c) > lim
c→cM

µf (c), lim
c→c1

µb(c) < lim
c→c1

µf (c). (4.2)

To derive the former inequality of (4.2), we prove that

lim
c→cM

µb(c) > µ∗, (4.3)
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where µ∗ is determined by the relation

∫ u∗

2

uM

g2(u)h(u, µ
∗)du = 0 (4.4)

for u∗2 ≡ limc→cM u2(c) > 0. To obtain a contradiction, suppose that (4.3) is false. Then Lemma 9 yields
µb(c) < µ∗ for all c ∈ (c1, cM ). Set wb(u) ≡ w+

1 (u; c, µb(c)) = w+
2 (u; c, µb(c)). Since wb satisfies (3.5) for

µ = µb, we can apply Lemma 5 with W = wb, A = 2g1f − 2(µ∗ − µb)g2wb, B = 2g2h(·, µ∗), s1 = u1 and
s2 = u ∈ [u1, u2] to obtain

wb(u)
2 ≤

∫ u

u1

eu−s(2g1(s)f(s) + g2(s)
2h(s, µ∗)2)ds− 2(µ∗ − µb)

∫ u

u1

eu−sg2(s)wb(s)ds

≤
∫ u

u1

eu−s(2g1(s)f(s) + g2(s)
2h(s, µ∗)2)ds.

(4.5)

If u = u0, we find from (2.6) that the right-hand side approaches 0 as c → cM , which implies that
limc→cM wb(u0(c); c, µb(c)) = 0. Moreover, it follows from (4.5) that

lim sup
c→cM

max
u∈[u1,u2]

wb(u) <∞. (4.6)

We now integrate (3.4) over [u0, u2] to obtain

wb(u0) +

∫ u2

u0

g2(u)h(u, µb)du =

∫ u2

u0

−g1(u)f(u)
wb(u)

du.

By (4.4) and the assumption limc→cM µb(c) ≤ µ∗, we see that the left-hand side converges to some nonpositive
number as c → cM . On the other hand, (4.6) implies that the right-hand side is bounded below by some
positive constant for any c close to cM . This is a contradiction, and therefore (4.3) holds. The inequality
limc→cM µf (c) < µ∗ can also be verified in a similar way. We have thus shown the former inequality of (4.2).

Let us prove the latter inequality of (4.2). In the case K1 < K < KM , we have c1 = cm and put
u∗1 ≡ limc→cm u1(c) > 0. Hence we can apply an argument similar to the proof of (4.3) to obtain

lim
c→cm

µb(c) < µ̄∗ < lim
c→cm

µf (c),

where µ̄∗ is determined by the relation

∫ um

u∗

1

g2(u)h(u, µ̄
∗)du = 0.

Next we assume (H) and K0 < K ≤ K1. In this case, we have c1 = c0. We prove that

lim
c→c0

µb(c) ≤ µ0 < lim
c→c0

µf (c), (4.7)

where µ0 ≡ −f ′(0). Note that µ0 is given by h(0, µ0) = 0. Moreover, one can easily check that

lim
c→c0

u1(c) = 0, lim
c→c0

u2(c) > 0, f ′(u) > 0 for u ∈ [0, uM ).

We prove the first inequality of (4.7) by contradiction. Obviously, there is a positive constant δ0 such that
h(u, µb(c)) > 0 for all u ∈ [0, δ0] and c ∈ (c0, cM ). By integrating (3.5) over [u1, δ0], we deduce that

1

2
wb(δ0)

2 ≥
∫ δ0

u1

g1(u)f(u)du. (4.8)
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To estimate the left-hand side, we apply Lemma 5 withW = wb, A = 2g1f−2(µ0−µb)g2wb, B = 2g2h(·, µ0),
s1 = δ0 and s2 = u2. The result is

wb(δ0)
2 ≤

∫ u2

δ0

es−δ0(−2g1(u)f(u) + g2(u)
2h(u, µ0)

2)du+ 2(µ0 − µb)

∫ u2

δ0

es−δ0g2(u)wb(u)du,

which implies that wb(δ0)
2 is bounded by some constant independent of c. On the other hand, the right-hand

side of (4.8) is estimated as

∫ δ0

u1

g1(u)f(u)du ≥ m0

∫ δ0

u1

(u− u1)g1(u)du ≥ m0

2

∫ δ0

2u1

ug1(u)du,

where we have applied f(u) ≥ m0(u− u1) in all u ∈ [u1, δ1] and c ∈ [c0, c0 + δ2] for some positive constants
m0, δ1, δ2. By the assumption (H), we conclude that the right-hand side of (4.8) diverges to ∞ as c → c0.
This leads to a contradiction.

A similar argument works for the second inequality of (4.7). Thus we obtain the latter inequality of (4.2),
and the proof is complete.

5 Structure of traveling pulse solutions

Let us consider traveling pulse solutions of (1.6) with (HO). For simplicity of notation, we let

ũ1 =

{

u1 if (K, c) ∈ D1,

0 if (K, c) ∈ D2.
(5.1)

To prove Theorem 2, we examine the properties of u±j . We note that the derivatives (u±1 )µ (resp. (u±2 )µ) exist

if u±1 ∈ (u0, u2) (resp. u
±
2 ∈ (ũ1, u0)), thanks to the smooth dependence of stable and unstable manifolds of

the equilibria (u1, 0) and (u2, 0) on parameters.

Lemma 10. It holds that ±(u±1 )µ > 0 if u±1 ∈ (u0, u2) and ±(u±2 )µ > 0 if u±2 ∈ (ũ1, u0).

Proof. We only prove the assertion for u+1 . The others can be handled in a similar way. For abbreviation,
we write w instead of w+

1 .
Assume u+1 ∈ (u0, u2) and set ζ = ζ(u) ≡ (w2)µ. We first show that ζ is continuously extended up to the

point u = u+1 and ζ(u+1 ) > 0. It is easy to see from Lemma 6 that ζ is positive if u is bigger than and close
to u1. By differentiating (3.5) with respect to µ, we see that ζ satisfies

ζu =
g2(u)h(u, µ)

w
ζ + 2g2(u)w.

Let us check that g2h(·, µ)/w is locally integrable on (u1, u
+
1 ]. From (3.5) and (3.7), we have limu→u+

1

wwu =

g1(u
+
1 )f(u

+
1 ). Since f(u+1 ) < 0, there is a constant C > 0 such that w(u) ≥ C

√

u+1 − u for u close to u+1 ,

which implies the local integrability of g2h(·, µ)/w. Then it follows from Lemma 4 that ζ is continuously
extended up to u+1 and positive in (u1, u

+
1 ].

Recall that u+1 is determined implicitly by w(u+1 )
2 = 0. Differentiating this equality with respect µ and

then using (3.5), we see that
2g1(u

+
1 )f(u

+
1 )(u

+
1 )µ + ζ(u+1 ) = 0.

Therefore we obtain

(u+1 )µ = − ζ(u+1 )

2g1(u
+
1 )f(u

+
1 )

> 0,

which completes the proof.
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Lemma 11. Define

µ+
1 ≡ inf{µ ∈ R | u+1 > u0}, µ−

1 ≡ sup{µ ∈ R | u−1 > u0}

for (K, c) ∈ D1 and
µ+
2 ≡ sup{µ ∈ R | u+2 < u0}, µ−

2 ≡ inf{µ ∈ R | u−2 < u0}
for (K, c) ∈ D1 ∪ D2. Then µ+

1 , µ
−
2 ∈ [−∞,∞) and µ−

1 , µ
+
2 ∈ (−∞,∞]. Moreover, one has

µ+
1 < µ−

1 , µ+
2 > µ−

2 . (5.2)

Proof. Assume (K, c) ∈ D1. The first statement follows immediately from Lemma 7. We prove (5.2). On
the contrary, suppose that µ+

1 ≥ µ−
1 . From Lemma 10, we see that u+1 and u−1 are nondecreasing and

nonincreasing with respect to µ, respectively. Hence u+1 = u−1 = u0 for all µ ∈ [µ−
1 , µ

+
1 ]. By (3.4), we have

(w+
1 − w−

1 )u = g1(u)f(u)

(

1

w+
1

− 1

w−
1

)

.

Since the right-hand side is positive in (u1, u0), we deduce that

w+
1 (u0)− w−

1 (u0) > w+
1 (u1)− w−

1 (u1).

This leads to a contradiction because w+
1 (u0) = w−

1 (u0) = 0 and w+
1 (u1) = w−

1 (u1) = 0. Therefore the
former inequality of (5.2) holds. The latter inequality can be shown in a similar way.

Next we assume (K, c) ∈ D2. By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 10, it follows that u−2 < a
(resp. u+2 < a) if µ (resp. −µ) is large enough. Then we easily verify (5.2) in the same manner as above.

We give sufficient conditions on µ for which u±2 is positive in the case of (K, c) ∈ D2. We use the notation
µ0 = −f ′(0), which has already been defined in the proof of Proposition 2.

Lemma 12. Let (K, c) ∈ D2 and assume (H). Then u+2 > 0 if µ ≥ µ0, while u
−
2 > 0 if µ ≤ µ0.

Proof. Let µ ≥ µ0. Then there is δ0 > 0 such that h(u, µ) ≥ 0 for u ∈ [0, δ0]. To obtain a contradiction, we
assume that w+

2 (u) is positive in (0, u2). For any u ∈ (0, δ0), we integrate (3.5) over [u, δ0] and then have

w+
2 (δ0)

2 − w+
2 (u)

2 ≥ 2

∫ δ0

u

g1(s)f(s)ds. (5.3)

From (ii) of Lemma 2, we can choose a constant C > 0 such that f(u) ≥ Cu for all u close to 0. Then it
follows that the right-hand side of (5.3) diverges to ∞ as u→ 0 by the assumption (H). On the other hand,
the left-hand side of (5.3) is bounded above as u → 0, which is a contradiction. Therefore w+

2 must vanish
at some point in (0, u2), which implies u+2 > 0.

In a similar way, we can also show that u−2 > 0 if µ ≤ µ0. Therefore the lemma follows.

Before proceeding to the proof of Theorem 2, we first give necessary conditions for the existence of
solutions to the problem (1.6) with (HO). We will apply the following arguments not only for homoclinic
orbits but also for periodic orbits discussed in the next section.

Lemma 13. If (K, c) 6∈ D1 ∪ D2, then there is no solution (u,w) of (1.6) satisfying (HO) and u(z) > 0 in
−∞ < z <∞.

Proof. From the assumption, (K, c) ∈ D3 ∪ D4, where

D3 ≡ {(K, c) | K < 0, c ≥ c0} ∪ {(K, c) | 0 < K ≤ K1, c ≤ cm(K)} ∪ {(K, c) | K1 < K, c ≤ c0},
D4 ≡ {(K, c) | K < 0, c < c0} ∪ {(K, c) | 0 < K ≤ K0, c ≥ c0} ∪ {(K, c) | K0 < K < KM , c ≥ cM (K)}

∪ {(K, c) | K1 < K < KM , c0 < c ≤ cm(K)} ∪ {(K, c) | K ≥ KM , c > c0}.
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We easily see that f(u) ≥ 0 in u > 0 if (K, c) ∈ D3. On the other hand, if (K, c) ∈ D4, then there is u∗ > 0
such that f(u) ≤ 0 in 0 ≤ u < u∗, while f(u) ≥ 0 in u ≥ u∗.

To obtain a contradiction, suppose that (1.6) has a solution (u,w) satisfying (HO). We first consider the
case (K, c) ∈ D3. Let H be a primitive of g2h(·, µ). Then we have

(w −H(u))z = wz − g2(u)h(u, µ)uz = g1(u)f(u).

Integrating this over (−∞,∞) and using (HO), we deduce that

0 =

∫ ∞

−∞
g1(u(z))f(u(z))dz. (5.4)

Then we obtain f(u(z)) ≡ 0, which contradicts the condition (u(z), w(z)) 6≡ (u, 0).
Next we assume (K, c) ∈ D4. From (HO), we see that u has either a global maximum or a global

minimum. Suppose that u has a global maximum at some z0. Then we have

w(z0) = uz(z0) = 0, wz(z0) = uzz(z0) ≤ 0.

Substituting these into the second equality of (1.6) yields g1(u(z0))f(u(z0)) ≤ 0. Since (u,w) is not an
equilibrium, we see f(u(z0)) < 0 and then u(z) ≤ u(z0) ≤ u∗. However, it follows from the equality (5.4)
that f(u(z)) ≡ 0, which is a contradiction. The other case can be derived in the same way as above. Thus
the proof is complete.

We are now in a position to show Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. The assertion (i) is a direct consequence of Lemma 13. We begin with the proof of (ii).
On the contrary, suppose that there exists a solution (u,w) of (1.6) satisfying (HO) with u = u0. Then we
must have µ = −f ′(u0) because (ii) of Lemma 3 shows that any solution of (1.6) cannot converge to (u0, 0)
as either z → ∞ or z → −∞ if µ 6= −f ′(u0). Let z∗ > 0 be sufficiently large. Clearly, (u,w) is close to
(u0, 0) in |z| ≥ z∗. More precisely, there are z0 and r = r(z) > 0 such that r → 0 as |z| → ∞ and (u,w) is
approximated by

(u0, 0) + r(cosω0(z − z0),−ω0 sinω0(z − z0))

in |z| ≥ z∗ from (ii) of Lemma 3. Then the orbit of (u,w) must intersect with itself, which leads to the
contradiction because of the uniqueness of a solution in ordinary differential equations.

Let us turn to the proofs of (iii) and (iv). First we consider the case (K, c) ∈ D1 and u = u1. It is
sufficient to check the condition

u+1 = u−1 ∈ (u0, u2). (5.5)

Recall that
u+1 = u2 and w+

1 (u2) = 0 if and only if µ = µb,

u−1 = u2 and w−
1 (u2) = 0 if and only if µ = µf .

These with Lemma 10 imply that

u+1

{

∈ (u0, u2) if µ+
1 < µ < µb,

= u2 if µ ≥ µb,

u−1

{

= u2 if µ ≤ µf ,

∈ (u0, u2) if µf < µ < µ−
1 .

(5.6)

We also recall that
µb ≤ µf if (K, c) ∈ D1,2 ∪ D1,3,

µb > µf if (K, c) ∈ D1,1.
(5.7)
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Combining (5.2), (5.6), and (5.7), we conclude that (5.5) is never satisfied if (K, c) ∈ D1,2 ∪D1,3, while (5.5)
holds for some µ ∈ (µf , µb) if (K, c) ∈ D1,1. The uniqueness of µ satisfying (5.5) follows from Lemma 10.
Therefore the assertion is proved in this case.

Next, we examine the case u = u2. By the same argument applied above, we can show the unique
existence of µ2

pul ∈ (µb, µf) for (K, c) ∈ D1,2 and the nonexistence of solutions for (K, c) ∈ D1,1 ∪ D1,3.
Hence we only need to consider the case of (K, c) ∈ D2 under (H). Put

µ ≡ inf{µ ∈ R | u+2 > 0}, µ ≡ sup{µ ∈ R | u−2 > 0}.

From Lemmas 11 and 12, we see µ < µ+
2 and µ−

2 < µ. We then have

u+2 ∈ (0, u0) if µ < µ < µ+
2 , u−2 ∈ (0, u0) if µ

−
2 < µ < µ (5.8)

by Lemma 10. Using Lemma 12 and the fact that {µ ∈ R | u−2 > 0} is open, we see that

µ < µ0 < µ. (5.9)

Combining (5.2), (5.8) and (5.9), we obtain µ2
pul such that u+2 = u−2 ∈ (0, u0) for µ = µ2

pul. Thus the proof
is complete.

We conclude this section by deriving an estimate of µj
pul to be used in Section 7.

Lemma 14. For µ = µj
pul (j = 1, 2), let (u,w) be the traveling pulse solution obtained in (iv) of Theorem 2.

Then
− sup

u∈(m,m)

f ′(u) < µj
pul < − inf

u∈(m,m)
f ′(u),

where
m ≡ inf

z∈R

u(z), m ≡ sup
z∈R

u(z).

Proof. Let D ⊂ R
2 be the region enclosed by the closed curve {(u(z), w(z))}z∈R ∪ {(uj , 0)} for j = 1, 2, and

let F (u,w) be the two-dimensional vector field defined in (2.8). It is well-known that

∫

D

∇ · F (u,w)dudw = 0,

which follows easily from the divergence theorem and (1.6). Since ∇ · F (u,w) = g2(u)h(u, µ
j
pul), h(·, µ

j
pul)

must change its sign in (m,m). Therefore we obtain

inf
u∈(m,m)

h(u, µj
pul) < 0 < sup

u∈(m,m)

h(u, µj
pul),

which concludes the lemma.

6 Structure of periodic traveling wave solutions

In this section, we study periodic traveling wave solutions. The proof of Theorem 3 is similar to that of
Theorem 2. Let (u,w) be a solution of (1.6) with the initial condition (u(0), w(0)) = (q, 0). First, we assume
that (K, c) ∈ D1 and q ∈ (u1, u0). It is then seen from Lemma 2 that (u(z), w(z)) ∈ S+ and (u(−z), w(−z)) ∈
S− for small z > 0, where S− ≡ {(u,w) | q < u < u2, w < 0} and S+ ≡ {(u,w) | q < u < u2, w > 0}.
Hence we define z± by

z+ ≡ sup{z0 | {(u(z), w(z))}0<z<z0 ⊂ S+} ∈ (0,∞],

z− ≡ inf{z0 | {(u(z), w(z))}z0<z<0 ⊂ S−} ∈ [−∞, 0).
(6.1)
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Lemma 2 leads to
(u(z+), w(z+)) ∈ {(u, 0) | u0 ≤ u ≤ u2} ∪ {(u2, w) | w > 0},
(u(z−), w(z−)) ∈ {(u, 0) | u0 ≤ u ≤ u2} ∪ {(u2, w) | w < 0}.

Since uz 6= 0 in z ∈ (0, z+) ∪ (z−, 0), there are u± ∈ [u0, u2] and functions w± = w±(u) such that

{(u(z), w(z)) | 0 < z < z+} = {(u,w+(u)) | q < u < u+},
{(u(z), w(z)) | z− < z < 0} = {(u,w−(u)) | q < u < u−}.

To emphasize the dependency of the parameters, we may write u± = u±(K, c, µ) and w± = w±(u;K, c, µ).
By definition, we see that w± satisfy (3.4), (3.5) and lim

u→q
w±(u) = 0. Moreover, w± are continuously

differentiable with respect to (K, c, µ).
One can similarly define z±, u± and w± for (K, c) ∈ D1 ∪ D2 and q ∈ (u0, u2). In this case, we have

±z± < 0, ±w± > 0, u± ∈ [ũ1, u0], and

{(u(z), w(z)) | z+ < z < 0} = {(u,w+(u)) | u+ < u < q},
{(u(z), w(z)) | 0 < z < z−} = {(u,w−(u)) | u− < u < q},

where ũ1 was given in (5.1).

Proof of Theorem 3. In the same way as in the proof of Lemma 10, we easily verify

±(u±)µ > 0. (6.2)

Let (K, c) ∈ D1,1 ∪ D1,3 and q ∈ (u1, u0). It is clear that (u,w) is a periodic solution of (1.6) with (1.7) if
and only if u+ = u− ∈ (u0, u2). By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 7, if µ (resp. −µ) is large
enough for arbitrarily fixed a ∈ (q, u2), u

+ > a (resp. u− > a). Define

µ+ ≡ inf{µ ∈ R | u+ > u0}, µ− ≡ sup{µ ∈ R | u− > u0},
µ+ ≡ inf{µ ∈ R | u+ = u2}, µ− ≡ sup{µ ∈ R | u− = u2}.

Then −∞ ≤ µ+ < µ+ <∞ and −∞ < µ− < µ− ≤ ∞. By (6.2), we have

u+

{

∈ (u0, u2) if µ+ < µ < µ+,

= u2 if µ ≥ µ+,

u−

{

= u2 if µ ≤ µ−,

∈ (u0, u2) if µ− < µ < µ−.

It is therefore sufficient to show that
µ+ < µ−, µ+ > µ−. (6.3)

The former inequality above is shown in the same way as the proof of Lemma 11. To derive the latter
inequality, we observe that u+ < u+1 when u+ ∈ (u0, u2), which follows from the fact that the orbits
{(u,w+

1 (u)) | u1 < u < u+1 } and {(u,w+(u)) | q < u < u+} cannot intersect. In particular, we have
u+ < u+1 = u2 if µ = µb. Hence it follows that µ+ > µb. In a similar manner, we also have µ− < µf . Since
the inequality µb ≥ µf holds under the condition (K, c) ∈ D1,1 ∪ D1,3, we obtain the latter inequality of
(6.3). Therefore we conclude that for each q satisfying (1.7), there is µper such that a periodic solution of
(1.6) with (u(0), w(0)) = (q, 0) exists for µ = µper. The uniqueness of µper follows from (6.2).

In the same way as in the proof of Lemma 13, we readily see that the condition (K, c) ∈ D1 ∪ D2 is a
necessary condition for the existence of a periodic solution of (1.6) with (1.7). Finally we prove that there
exists no periodic solutions if µ 6= µper in (1.6) with (1.7). We first assume that (K, c) ∈ D1,1 ∪ D1,3.
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Let (u,w) be a periodic solution of (1.6) with the period Z > 0. Then there exist q and z0 such that
(u(z0), w(z0)) = (q, 0). If q is not in [u1, u2], we see from Lemma 2 that

{(u(z), w(z)) | z > z0} ⊂
{

{(u,w) | 0 < u < q,w < 0} if q < u1,

{(u,w) | u > q,w > 0} if q > u2,

contrary to the fact that (u(z0+Z), w(z0+Z)) = (q, 0). Hence we have q ∈ (u1, u0)∪ (u0, u2) because (u,w)
is not an equilibrium. If q ∈ (u1, u0), then we must have µ = µper by the above argument. Hence a periodic
solution exists only for µ = µper . If q ∈ (u0, u2), the orbit {(u(z), w(z)) | z > z0} meets a point (q̃, 0) with
q̃ ∈ (u1, u0), since otherwise, one could show by Lemma 2 that

{(u(z), w(z)) | z > z0} ⊂ {(u,w) | u < q,w < 0},

contrary to the fact that (u(z0 + Z), w(z0 + Z)) = (q, 0). Therefore we again have µ = µper .
We omit the discussion for the other cases because the same argument as above can be applied. Thus

the proof is complete.

7 Bifurcations of traveling wave solutions

We have discussed several types of traveling wave solutions in Sections 3–6. It is then natural to investigate
connections between them. In this section, we observe that some of the solutions converge to other solutions
when parameters approach specific values. This study provides information on the structure of solutions in
a bifurcation diagram.

To state the results of this section, we introduce some notation. Let (ujpul, w
j
pul) be the homoclinic orbit of

(1.6) with (HO) for µ = µj
pul and u = uj in j = 1, 2, which is obtained in Theorem 2. Similarly, (uper, wper)

denotes the solution of (1.6) with (uper(0), wper(0)) = (q, 0) for q satisfying (1.7) and µ = µper as seen in
Theorem 3. We define Zper to be the (fundamental) period of (uper, wper). Moreover, set

Oj
pul = {(ujpul(z), w

j
pul(z)) | z ∈ R},

Oper = {(uper(z), wper(z)) | 0 ≤ z < Zper},
which represent the homoclinic and the periodic orbits in the phase plane, respectively. To emphasize the
dependency of the parameters, we may write Oj

pul = Oj
pul(K, c) and Oper = Oper(K, c, q). Let O∗ be the

heteroclinic cycle in (1.6) for (c, µ) = (c∗, µ∗) consisting of two heteroclinic orbits connecting the equilibrium
points (u1, 0), (u2, 0). Note that O∗ = O+

1 ∪ O−
1 (= O+

2 ∪ O−
2 ), where O±

j for j = 1, 2 were defined in
Section 3.

We also introduce the notion of convergence for sets in R
2. Let I ⊂ R be an interval and let τ0 ∈ I. For

A ⊂ R
2 and {Aτ}τ∈I ⊂ R

2, the notation Aτ → A as τ → τ0 is used if {Aτ} converges to A with respect to
the Hausdorff distance in R

2 ([18]), that is,

max

{

sup
a∈A

inf
b∈Aτ

|a− b|, sup
b∈Aτ

inf
a∈A

|a− b|
}

→ 0 as τ → τ0.

We note that if A consists of a single point (u,w) and Aτ is an orbit {(uτ(z), wτ (z)) | z ∈ R}, then the
convergence of Aτ to A means that (uτ (z), wτ (z)) → (u,w) uniformly for z ∈ R as τ → τ0.

The goal of this section is to present two propositions. First, we examine the relationship between the
homoclinic orbits and the heteroclinic cycle (Proposition 3). Next, we show that the periodic orbit converges
to the homoclinic orbit when q approaches the equilibrium point (Proposition 4).

Proposition 3. Assume (C). Then, for j = 1, 2,

µj
pul(K, c) → µ∗, Oj

pul(K, c) → O∗ as c→ c∗. (7.1)
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Furthermore, there hold

µ1
pul(K, c) → 0, O1

pul(K, c) → {(uM , 0)} as c→ cM , (7.2)

µ2
pul(K, c) → 0, O2

pul(K, c) → {(um, 0)} as c→ cm. (7.3)

Proposition 4. Assume the condition (C). Then there holds

µper → −f ′(u0), Zper → 2π

ω0
, Oper → {(u0, 0)} (7.4)

as q → u0, where ω0 was given in Lemma 3. Moreover,

µper → µ1
pul, Zper → ∞, Oper → O1

pul as q → u1 (7.5)

if (K, c) ∈ D1,1,
µper → µ2

pul, Zper → ∞, Oper → O2
pul as q → u2 (7.6)

if (K, c) ∈ D1,2 ∪ D2, and

µper → µ∗, Zper → ∞, Oper → O∗ as q → u1, u2 (7.7)

if (K, c) ∈ D1,3.

Remark 2. (i) Bifurcations of homoclinic and heteroclinic orbits are observed: (7.1) indicates that the
homoclinic orbits O1

pul and O2
pul bifurcate from the heteroclinic cycle O∗; (7.5) indicates that the periodic

orbit Oper becomes the homoclinic orbit Oj
pul or the heteroclinic cycle O∗ when the initial value q

approaches uj. A Hopf bifurcation is also observed: (7.4) shows that Oper bifurcates from (u0, 0).

(ii) We note that the equalities
K = V ′(uM ) = V ′(um) (7.8)

hold since uM and um are critical points of the function Ku − V (u). These with (2.6) and (2.7)
show that f ′(u0)(= − limq→u0

µper) converges to 0 as c → cM , cm. Therefore (7.2) and (7.3) imply
that a Bogdanov-Takens bifurcation ([19]) occurs at (c, µ) = (cM , 0), (cm, 0). We emphasize that the
propositions yield information on not a local bifurcation diagram but a global one; the proofs will be
done without using the theory of local bifurcations.

7.1 Proof of Proposition 3

In the following proofs of this subsection, we ignore the dependence on K in order to simplify notation.
Before the proof of Proposition 3, we examine the behavior of u±1 and w±

1 (resp. u±2 and w±
2 ) as c → cM

(resp. c→ cm).

Lemma 15. Give µ+
∞ ∈ [−∞, 0] and µ−

∞ ∈ [0,∞] arbitrarily. Fix K > 0. If (c, µ) converges to (cM , µ
±
∞)

and satisfies (K, c) ∈ D1, then u
±
1 (K, c, µ) → uM (K) and w±

1 (u;K, c, µ) → 0 uniformly in u under the limit.
Similarly, if (K, c) ∈ D1 ∪ D2 and (c, µ) → (cm, µ

±
∞), then u±2 (K, c, µ) → um(K) and w±

2 (u;K, c, µ) → 0
uniformly in u.

Proof. We may represent w+
1 (u; c, µ) by w

+
1 (u) for simplicity. In order to show the assertion for u+1 and w+

1 ,
it is sufficient to consider only the case µ+

∞ = 0 because it follows from Lemmas 6 and 10 that

u0(c) ≤ u+1 (c, µ) ≤ u+1 (c, 0), 0 ≤ w+
1 (u; c, µ) ≤ w+

1 (u; c, 0)

if µ ≤ 0. Applying Lemma 5 with W = w+
1 , A = 2g1f , B = 2g2h(·, µ), s1 = u1 and s2 = u gives

w+
1 (u)

2 ≤
∫ u

u1

eu−s
(

2g1(s)f(s) + g2(s)
2h(s, µ)2

)

ds (7.9)
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for u ∈ [u1, u
+
1 ]. From this and (2.6), we particularly have

w+
1 (u0; c, µ) → 0 as (c, µ) → (cM , 0). (7.10)

Integrating (3.4) over [u0, u] and using the fact that f ≤ 0 on [u0, u2] yield

w+
1 (u) ≤ w+

1 (u0) +

∫ u

u0

g2(s)|h(s, µ)|ds

for u ∈ [u0, u
+
1 ]. Furthermore, integrating (3.5) over [u0, u] and then plugging the above inequality into the

result, we deduce that

1

2
w+

1 (u)
2 =

1

2
w+

1 (u0)
2 +

∫ u

u0

(g1(s)f(s) + g2(s)h(s, µ)w
+
1 (s))ds

≤ 1

2
w+

1 (u0)
2 +

∫ u

u0

g1(s)f(s)ds+

∫ u

u0

g2(s)|h(s, µ)|
(

w+
1 (u0) +

∫ s

u0

g2(τ)|h(τ, µ)|dτ
)

ds

(7.11)

for u ∈ [u0, u
+
1 ].

Define u∗ ≡ lim sup(c,µ)→(cM ,0) u
+
1 (c, µ). By (2.6) and (7.10), we see that the right-hand side of (7.11)

converges to

I(u) ≡
∫ u

uM

g1(s)f(s; cM )ds+

∫ u

uM

g2(s)|h(s, 0)|
(
∫ s

uM

g2(τ)|h(τ, 0)|dτ
)

ds

for each u ∈ [uM , u
∗] as (c, µ) → (cM , 0), where we used the notation f(u; c) to emphasize c-dependency

of f . Recall that f(uM ; cM ) = f ′(uM ; cM ) = 0 and h(u, 0) = f ′(u; c) < 0 for u ∈ (uM , um). Then I(u) is
estimated as

I(u) ≤
∫ u

uM

(g1(s) + Cf ′(s; cM ))f(s; cM )ds (7.12)

for u ∈ [uM ,min{u∗, um}], where C > 0 is some constant. Then u∗ must be equal to uM . Otherwise, since
f ′(u; cM ) is sufficiently small, the integral on the right-hand side of (7.12) is negative for u close to uM ,
which contradicts the fact that the left-hand side of (7.11) is nonnegative. Therefore u+1 (c, µ) → uM as
(c, µ) → (cM , 0). From this and (7.9), we also obtain the uniform convergence of w+

1 to 0.
The remainder of the lemma can be shown in the same way as above. So we omit the details of the

proofs.

Proof of Proposition 3. Recall that µf < µ1
pul < µb and µb < µ2

pul < µf , which were shown in the proof

of Theorem 2. We hence have µj
pul → µ∗ as c → c∗. This with the continuous dependence of stable and

unstable manifolds on parameters gives the convergence of Oj
pul to O∗. We have therefore proved (7.1).

Let us show (7.2). It suffices to verify that µ1
pul → 0 as c → cM . Indeed, if this is true, it is shown that

O1
pul → {(uM , 0)} from Lemma 15 and the fact that

O1
pul = {(u,w+

1 (u; c, µ
1
pul)) | u ∈ (u1, u

+
1 ]} ∪ {(u,w−

1 (u; c, µ
1
pul)) | u ∈ (u1, u

−
1 ]}.

Let {cn}n be any sequence such that limn→∞ cn = cM and

µ∞ ≡ lim
n→∞

µ1
pul(cn) ∈ [−∞,∞]

exists. We prove µ∞ = 0. We apply Lemma 15 for µ∞ = µ+
∞ if µ∞ ≤ 0 and for µ∞ = µ−

∞ if µ∞ ≥ 0. In
either case, we have

un1 ≡ u+1 (cn, µ
1
pul(cn)) = u−1 (cn, µ

1
pul(cn)) → uM (7.13)

as n→ ∞. We now use the inequalities

− sup
u∈(u1,un

1
)

f ′(u) < µ1
pul(cn) < − inf

u∈(u1,un

1
)
f ′(u),

which follows from Lemma 14. From (2.6), (7.8), and (7.13), we find that both the left-hand and the right-
hand sides converge to 0 as n→ ∞, which leads to µ∞ = 0. We can derive (7.3) in a similar way, and thus
the proof is complete.
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7.2 Proof of Proposition 4

We define orbits O± by

O± ≡
{

{(u,w±(u)) | u ∈ [q, u±]} if q ∈ (u1, u0),

{(u,w±(u)) | u ∈ [u±, q]} if q ∈ (u0, u2).

Lemma 16. For j = 1, 2, there hold O± → O±
j locally uniformly in µ ∈ R as q → uj, where O±

j were

defined in (3.3). In particular, u± → u±j as q → uj.

Proof. The convergence of O± to O±
j in a neighborhood of the equilibrium (uj , 0) follows from the Hartman-

Grobman theorem. The proof for the convergence away from equilibria is then standard.

Let us conclude this section by showing Proposition 4.

Proof of Proposition 4. From (ii) of Lemma 3, we see that no periodic orbit exists in a neighborhood of the
equilibrium (u0, 0) provided µ 6= −f ′(u0). Hence µper must converge to −f ′(u0) as q → u0. By the same
argument as in the proof of Theorem 2 (ii), the behavior of (uper, wper) is approximated by

(u0, 0) + (q − u0)(cosω0z,−ω0 sinω0z)

uniformly in z if q is close to u0. This implies that (uper, wper) → (u0, 0) and Zper → 2π/ω0 as q → u0 from
the representation above. Therefore (7.4) holds.

Let us proceed to the proof of (7.5). We consider the case (K, c) ∈ D1,1. To emphasize the dependency
of q, we may write µper = µq

per and u± = uq,±. On the other hand, we ignore the dependence of u±1 and

uq,± on (K, c) and write u±1 (µ) and u
q,±(µ) instead of u±1 (K, c, µ) and u

q,±(K, c, µ) for simplicity. We show
that µq

per → µ1
pul as q → u1 by contradiction. If this is false, we can take a constant ε0 > 0 and a sequence

{qn}n which satisfies qn → u1 as n → ∞ and |µqn
per − µ1

pul| ≥ ε0 for all n. Let us consider the case that

µqn
per ≥ µ1

pul + ε0 for infinitely many n. By (6.2), we have

uqn,+(µ1
pul + ε0) ≤ uqn,+(µqn

per) = uqn,−(µqn
per) ≤ uqn,−(µ1

pul + ε0).

Hence letting n → ∞ and using Lemma 16 yield u+1 (µ
1
pul + ε0) ≤ u−1 (µ

1
pul + ε0). However it follows from

Lemma 10 that
u+1 (µ

1
pul + ε0) > u+1 (µ

1
pul) = u−1 (µ

1
pul) > u−1 (µ

1
pul + ε0),

which is a contradiction. We can deal with the other case in the same way as above.
The convergence of Oper to O1

pul is verified by combining Lemma 16 and the fact that µq
per → µ1

pul as
q → u1. Furthermore, since the initial value (uper(0), wper(0)) = (q, 0) approaches the equilibrium (u1, 0), it
is easy to see that Zper diverges to ∞. We have thus proved (7.5), and the proof is complete.

8 Numerical continuation of traveling wave solutions

We illustrate all branches of the traveling wave solutions in (1.6) with the constants V0 = 0.0168,M =
0.913, uc = 0.025, β = 89.7, which are identical to those in Figure 1. These constants are fixed throughout
this section. We used the numerical continuation package HomCont/AUTO [13] for heteroclinic, homoclinic,
and periodic orbits. The numerical approximations of the heteroclinic and homoclinic orbits were achieved
by solving a truncated problem using the projection boundary conditions. Refer to [20], [21], and [22] for
the theoretical background.

We study the model proposed by Lee et al., characterized by the function κ(ρ) = 1/(6τρ2). Notably, the
system described by (1.6) remains independent of τ . We fixed K = 1.25, resulting in approximate values of
c1 = cm ≈ 0.0151 and cM ≈ 0.0167. Therefore, Theorem 1 stipulates the existence of traveling back and
front solutions when cm < c < cM and µ = µb, µf . Furthermore, traveling pulse solutions emerge when
µ = µ1

pul, µ
2
pul.
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Figure 2: Numerical continuations for heteroclinic and homoclinic orbits, and Hopf bifurcation points. (a)
Branches of traveling back (black), front (red) and pulse (blue) solutions. The green curve represents the
graph of µ = −f ′(u0). (ii) of Lemma 3 shows that a Hopf bifurcation occurs in (1.6) at each point of the green
curve. All the branches terminate at the values of c = cm or c = cM where two of the equilibriums among the
three collide. (b), (c) Corresponding orbits for traveling pulse solutions at p1, p2, p3, p4 on the blue branches
in (a). They are homoclinic orbits in the (u,w) phase plane, which are represented by black curves. Red
curves indicate the heteroclinic cycle (HC), consisting of two heteroclinic orbits at the intersection (c∗, µ∗)
of the black and red curves in (a). The black disks in (b), (c) are (um, 0) and (uM , 0) corresponding to the
endpoints (cm, 0) and (cM , 0) of the blue and green curves in (a), respectively.

Figure 2 illustrates the branches of heteroclinic and homoclinic orbits within the (c, µ)-parameter space,
obtained through numerical continuations. Each point (c, µ) along the branches (black, red, or blue) in
the upper-left plot corresponds to specific parameter settings conducive to heteroclinic or homoclinic orbits.
These branches represent the loci of µ = µb, µf , µ

1
pul, µ

2
pul. Notably, the crossing of two branches of hetero-

clinic orbits occurs at the point (c∗, µ∗), indicating the presence of a heteroclinic cycle. Additionally, the two
branches of the homoclinic orbits diverge from this point. These findings are consistent with Theorems 1
and 2, and Proposition 3.

The bifurcation of the homoclinic orbit from the heteroclinic cycle was discussed in [11]. While this
previous study necessitated non-degeneracy hypotheses, we do not undertake such analytical investigations.
However, numerical estimates of saddle quantity, computed as the sum of eigenvalues at saddle points O1 =
(u1, 0) and O2 = (u2, 0) in (1.6), were performed. We estimated u1 = 0.0166 and u2 = 0.0344, along with the
parameter values (c∗, µ∗) = (0.01611, 0.0734). Eigenvalue calculations for λ±(ui), as defined in Lemma 3,
yielded approximate values of (λ−(u1), λ+(u1)) = (−52.88, 117.82) and (λ−(u2), λ+(u2)) = (−27.90, 66.08).
Consequently, positive saddle quantities were deduced at (u1, 0) and (u2, 0), signifying that the homoclinic
orbit branches from O1 to O1 and from O2 to O2 are tangential to the heteroclinic orbit branches from O1

to O2 and from O2 to O1 at (c∗, µ∗), respectively. This tangency is evident in Figure 2 (a).
The numerical continuation process relies on having approximate heteroclinic orbit as a starting point,

which must be sufficiently accurate. While having an exact solution at a specific parameter value is advan-
tageous, it is not feasible for (1.6). However, the Allen-Cahn-Nagumo equation

{

uz = w,

wz = −µw + u(u− a)(u − 1)
(8.1)

offer exact families of heteroclinic solutions

u(z) =
1

1 + ez/
√
2
, µ =

√
2

(

1

2
− a

)

(8.2)

for a ∈ (0, 1), and homoclinic solutions

u(z) =
6a

2(1 + a) +
√

2(2− a)(1− 2a) cosh
√
az
, µ = 0 (8.3)
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Figure 3: Continuation of periodic orbits from the Hopf to homoclinic bifurcation. (a), (c) Maximum of
u versus µ. (b), (d) Orbits in the (u,w) phase plane. We set c = 0.0163 in the upper figures, whereas
c = 0.0155 in the lower ones. The equilibrium point (u0, 0) is denoted by A, while B and C represent
periodic orbits, and D corresponds to a homoclinic orbit.

for a ∈ (0, 1/2). These exact solutions can serve as the seeds for homotopy continuation from (8.1) to
(1.6) for a ∈ (0, 1/2). Specifically, we scaled the nonlinear terms u(u − a)(u − 1) in (8.1) linearly, defining
fAC(u;u1, u0, u2) = (u− u1)(u − u0)(u− u2), and performed homotopy continuation for

{

uz = w,

wz = −µw + (1− φ)fAC(u;u1, u0, u2) + φ(g1(u)f(u) + g2(u)h(u, µ)w),
(8.4)

where φ ∈ [0, 1] represents a homotopic parameter. Note that fAC(u;u1, u0, u2) and f(u) have the same
zeroes for (K, c) ∈ D1. At φ = 0, the exact solutions of the heteroclinic and homoclinic orbits are as described
earlier. Therefore, the continuation from φ = 0 to 1 yields approximate solutions for (1.6).

Figure 4: (a) Continuation branches for the traveling back (black), traveling front (red), and traveling pulse
(green, blue) solutions in the (K, c)-parameter space. (b) Orbits in the (u,w) phase plane. The curves A,B
(blue) and C,D (green) correspond to the points along the branches of traveling pulse solutions in (a).

We delve into the bifurcation of periodic orbits, as outlined in Proposition 4, using the same parameters
depicted in Figure 2. µ = −f ′(u0) serves as a critical value for each c ∈ (cm, cM ), where the middle
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equilibrium (u0, 0) possesses purely imaginary eigenvalues, as denoted by the green curve in Figure 2. We
can numerically trace the continuation of periodic orbits from the Hopf bifurcation point by considering µ
as a control parameter while c remains fixed in (cm, cM ). The branches of these periodic orbits seem to
culminate in the homoclinic orbit, represented by the blue curves in Figure 2 (a). Figure 3 showcases two
typical situations: (K, c) ∈ D1,1 ((a), (b)) and (K, c) ∈ D1,2 ((c), (d)). We infer that periodic orbits exist
within the parameter region delineated by the three curves in Figure 2 (a): the two blue curves (branches
of homoclinic orbits) and the green curve (Hopf bifurcation points).

Furthermore, we delineated the branches of heteroclinic and homoclinic orbits in the (K, c)-parameter
space illustrated in Figure 4, where we set µ = 2τK − 1. As depicted in the figure, bifurcation branches
for heteroclinic and homoclinic orbits correspond to the boundary conditions (HE1), (HE2), and (HO),
considering a given u1, u2. Obtaining a figure akin to Figure 4 rigorously is challenging because K and c
feature in various locations in (1.6). Hence, regarding µ as an independent parameter is apt. We could obtain
qualitatively similar results for the Kühne model as shown in Figure 4 for Lee et al.’s model. However, we
have not reported these findings.

We discuss the relationship between the traveling wave solutions for (1.6) and those of the original problem
(1.1). We numerically compute K and c using the data used from Figure 1 and confirm that the preceding
discussion implies the existence of a traveling wave solution in (1.1). First, we estimate the time required
for the pulse to traverse the region as T = 178. After that, c = L/T is approximated to be 0.0130899.
Subsequently, we determine (ρ−, v−) = (26.516, 0.029025) using the data for ρ(x, t) at (x, t) = (0, 1000).
Our observations indicate that x = 0 lies outside the congestion phase at t = 1000. We use (1.5) to
find K = ρ−(v− + c) ≈ 1.11672. Using the estimated values of (K, c), and employing AUTO like in the
case from which we obtained the results depicted in Figure 3, we derive a periodic traveling wave solution
with a period of 2.33022, which closely aligns with L = 2.33. Moreover, we obtain c = 0.013089412 and
µper = 0.11640802175. We note that (K, c) ∈ D1, µper is approximately 2τK − 1 ≈ 0.11672, and (c, µper) is
included in the parameter region bounded by the three curves related to the branches of homoclinic and Hopf
bifurcation points, as shown in Figure 2 (a). Hence, we conclude that the solution illustrated in Figure 1
coincides with the periodic orbit verified numerically by AUTO.

9 Discussions

This study rigorously established the existence of various traveling wave solutions in the macroscopic traffic
model (1.1). The emergence of congested states as time-periodic solutions in microscopic models is high-
lighted via Hopf bifurcation, which is a promising method for obtaining such solutions. However, obtaining
a solution away from the bifurcation point is often infeasible. Alternatively, [23] employed the step function
as an OV function and successfully formally constructed a solution corresponding to the congestion phase.
Consequently, strong restrictions are usually necessary to rigorously obtain the congestion phase in micro-
scopic models. Therefore, continuous models are useful in treating traveling wave solutions in a congestion
phase.

In presenting Theorems 2 and 3, condition (H) was considered. If the viscosity coefficient κ(ρ) exhibits
a strong singularity at ρ = 0, as in Lee et al.’s model, all theorems in this study remain valid. However, (H)
does not hold in the case where κ(ρ) is constant, as in the Kühne model, or has a weak singularity, as in
the Kerner and Konhäuser model. Actually, constructing a heteroclinic orbit is feasible in (1.6) protruding
outside the region {u > 0} even if κ(ρ) = κ0. However, this solution is meaningless in (1.1) because ρ = 1/u
should be positive. Further analyses are necessary to obtain analogous results to Proposition 2 without (H).
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