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Abstract

The Lucas-Moll system is a mean-field game type model describing the growth of an economy
by means of diffusion of knowledge. The individual agents in the economy advance their knowledge
by learning from each other and via internal innovation. Their cumulative distribution function
satisfies a forward in time nonlinear non-local reaction-diffusion type equation. On the other
hand, the learning strategy of the agents is based on the solution to a backward in time nonlocal
Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation that is coupled to the aforementioned equation for the agents
density. Together, these equations form a system of the mean-field game type. When the learning
rate is sufficiently large, existence of balanced growth path solutions to the Lucas-Moll system
was proved in [35, 39]. Here, we analyze a complementary regime where the balanced growth
paths do not exist. The main result is a long time convergence theorem. Namely, the solution
to the initial-terminal value problem behaves in such a way that at large times an overwhelming
majority of the agents spend no time producing at all and are only learning. In particular, the
agents density propagates at the Fisher-KPP speed. We name this type of solutions a lottery
society.

1 Introduction and main result

The Lucas-Moll system was introduced to study growth in macroeconomics [30] through diffusion
of knowledge. It describes the evolution of agents that divide their time between production and
acquiring knowledge from other agents. Their search strategy for knowledge is based on the solution
to an optimization problem that maximizes their overall discounted income stream. The original
formulation in [1, 30] involves the agents cumulative distribution function F (t, x) and the value
function V (t, x). Here, x ∈ R is the logarithm of the knowledge (productivity) of the individual
agents.

As observed in [39], it is convenient to reformulate the Lucas-Moll system in terms of the function

w(t, x) = (ρ− κ)e−xVx(t, x). (1.1)

Here, the constants κ > 0 and ρ > 0 are the diffusion coefficient (internal innovation rate in
economics) and the discount rate, respectively. With this definition, the formulation of [1, 30] is

∗(a) EHESS, CAMS, 54 boulevard Raspail, F-75006 Paris, France, (b) Department of Mathematics, University of
Maryland, College Park, USA, and (c) Institute of Advanced Study, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology
Hong Kong; hb@ehess.fr

†Department of Mathematics, The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA 16802, USA;
novikov@psu.edu
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equivalent to a coupled system of forward and backward nonlocal semilinear parabolic equations

∂F (t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2F (t, x)

∂x2
+ F (t, x)

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−Fy)(t, y)dy,

∂w(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2w(t, x)

∂x2
+ 2κwx(t, x) + (ρ− κ)

[

1− sm(I(t, x)) − w(t, x)
]

− α(sm(I(t, x)))w(t, x)F (t, x) = 0,

(1.2)

posed for 0 ≤ t ≤ T and x ∈ R. As w(t, x) is a weighted derivative of the value function, we refer
to (1.2) as “the derivative formulation” of the Lucas-Moll system.

The function I(t, x) is defined by

I(t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyw(t, y)F (t, y)dy, (1.3)

and we will refer to it as the learning pay-off functional, and to α(s) : [0, 1] → R
+ as the search

for knowledge function. Economic considerations require α(s) to be increasing in s and concave. In
addition, we will assume that

α(0) = 0 and α′(0) = +∞. (1.4)

The function sm(I) in (1.2) is the optimal proportion of time an individual allocates to searching
for greater knowledge, instead of generating income. Intuitively, sm(I) is the incentive to learn based
on the expectation that acquiring additional knowledge will improve an individual’s future income
stream. We will explain the derivation of its formula in Section 2. Now, we just set it as follows:

sm(I) = 1, for I > Ic :=
1

α′(1)
, and α′(sm(I)) =

1

I
, for I ≤ Ic =

1

α′(1)
. (1.5)

Note that sm(I) is defined uniquely by (1.5) if α(s) is strictly concave. In particular, individuals
with knowledge x ∈ R such that I(t, x) ≥ Ic allocate all of their time to learning, and those
with I(t, x) < Ic spend a non-trivial fraction of their time producing.

In a sense, the function w(t, x) is the propensity of an individual agent to learn. Typically, it is
increasing and takes values

0 ≤ w(t, x) ≤ 1. (1.6)

On the other hand, as F (t, x) is a cumulative distribution function, it is decreasing and satisfies

0 ≤ F (t, x) ≤ 1. (1.7)

We discuss in detail the derivation of the Lucas-Moll system and its economics interpretation in
Section 2. The connection between its original form in [30] and the derivative formulation (1.2) is
explained in Appendix A below.

The system (1.2) is supplemented with the boundary and initial conditions for F (t, x):

F (t,−∞) = 1, F (t,+∞) = 0, F (0, x) = F0(x), (1.8)

and the boundary and terminal conditions for the function w(t, x):

w(t,−∞) = 0, w(t,+∞) = 1, w(T, x) = wT (x). (1.9)
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1.1 Existence of traveling waves

Our approach to the study of the Lucas-Moll system stems from the fact that (1.2) is a non-
local generalization of the classical Fisher-KKP reaction-diffusion equation. In fact, in the special
case α(s) = α1 = const, the first equation in (1.2) reduces exactly to the Fisher-KPP equation

∂F

∂t
= κ

∂2F

∂x2
+ α1F (1− F ). (1.10)

This equation admits traveling wave solutions F (t, x) = F∗(x− ct) for all

c ≥ ckpp∗ = 2
√
κα1. (1.11)

There is vast literature on the long time behavior of the solutions to the Fisher-KPP equations
and their convergence to traveling waves in the long time limit: see, for example, [4] and references
therein. The front-like nature and linear in time spreading of the solutions to the Fisher-KPP
equation and related models have been used in macroeconomics to model the growth of an economy
since at least the 1980’s [25, 26, 31, 32, 41], with more recent contributions, among others, in
[2, 7, 8, 9, 19, 27, 30, 36, 37], including an interesting recent direct comparison to data in [42].
The coupled Lucas-Moll system (1.2) (albeit written in the form (2.27)-(2.28) below) itself was
first proposed in [30] without any diffusion and, simultaneously, a very much related dynamics was
introduced in [36]. The model with diffusion was, to the best of our knowledge, first introduced
in [1].

The structure of the full coupled problem (1.2) for a general search function α(s) still inherits
some Fisher-KPP features that make one expect a similar result on the existence and long time
stability of traveling wave solutions to (1.2) of the form

F (t, x) = F∗(x− ct), w(t, x) = w∗(x− ct), (1.12)

known in economics as balanced growth paths. They are monotonic in x and satisfy the boundary
conditions

F∗(−∞) = 1, F∗(+∞) = 0, w∗(−∞) = 0, w∗(+∞) = 1. (1.13)

At present, however, we do not have mathematical methods that allow to capitalize easily on this
expectation. The first mathematical results on the existence of traveling waves for (1.2) were obtained
in [20, 21] for the case κ = 0 when diffusion is absent. In that situation, the problem was analyzed
from the nonlinear Boltzmann equation point of view. In the presence of diffusion and for sufficiently
large ρ, existence of the traveling waves was proved in [35] for α(s) = α1

√
s, and in [39] for a more

general class of α(s) and under sharper assumptions on the basic parameters. Both of these papers
used a combination of reaction-diffusion and Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equations techniques.

Theorem 1.1 (Porretta and Rossi [39])
(1) If ρ > κ and α(1) > κ, then there exists c ∈ (0, 2

√

κα(1)) so that the system (1.2) has a
solution of the form (1.12), such that F∗(x) is monotonically decreasing and w∗(x) is monotonically
increasing. In addition, there exists ηℓ ∈ R so that sm(I(x)) = 1 for all x < ηℓ and sm(I(x)) < 1 for
all x > ηℓ.
(2) Any traveling wave solution to (1.2) satisfies 2κ < c < κ+ α(1).
(3) There exists a traveling wave for all c ∈ [2

√

κα(1), κ+ α(1)).

Unlike in the Fisher-KPP case, the precise range of possible traveling wave speeds for the Lucas-Moll
system is not known but we expect that there is an interval of speeds [cmin, cmax) so that (1.2) has
traveling wave solutions for all c ∈ [cmin, cmax). That question is still open: note the gap between the
speeds in parts (1) and (3) of Theorem 1.1. The finite range of possible speeds makes the situation
very different from the Fisher-KPP situation.
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1.2 The lottery society

The assumption
ρ > κ (1.14)

in Theorem 1.1 that the discount rate is sufficiently large is consistent with economic intuition that
the discount rate needs to compensate for the internal innovation rate. We will make this assumption
throughout the paper.

The second assumption in Theorem 1.1 that α(1) > κ means that learning is sufficiently efficient
compared to the internal innovation. This leads to an equilibrium between the external learning and
internal innovation that is reflected in the existence of the balanced growth paths. In this paper,
we consider the complementary regime 0 < α(1) < κ when learning can be much less efficient than
the internal innovation. In this regime, it has been shown in [35, 39] that balanced growth paths do
not exist. Here, we are interested not in the balanced growth paths but in the long time behavior
of the solutions to the initial-terminal value problem for the Lucas-Moll system. As we will see,
somewhat paradoxically, even though learning is inefficient, this leads to a regime where agents
spend an overwhelming fraction of their time just learning and not producing.

To describe this situation, consider two characteristic transition points of the solutions to (1.2).
The first point is the learning front location ηℓ(t), defined via

I(t, ηℓ(t)) =
1

α′(1)
, (1.15)

so that
sm(I(t, x)) = 1, for x < ηℓ(t),

sm(I(t, x)) < 1, for x > ηℓ(t).
(1.16)

That is, the agents with the productivity x < ηℓ(t) spend all of their time learning and do not
produce. The second transition point is the median front ηm(t) of the agents determined by

F (t, ηm(t)) =
1

2
. (1.17)

This is, roughly, the typical knowledge of the agents. In a balanced growth path, these two points
are separated by a distance that is constant in time, so that a non-trivial fraction of the agents
is involved in producing. In contrast, it turns out that in the regime 0 < α(1) < κ, the distance
between the learning front location ηℓ(t) and the median front ηm(t) grows in time, for general initial
and terminal conditions. We named such solutions the lottery society, to reflect the fact that the
agents, instead of producing, essentially gamble on a very low probability event of finding a very
advanced agent that would allow them to make a huge jump in productivity.

In other words, in a lottery society the median front is located far behind the learning front:

ηm(t) ≪ ηℓ(t), and ηℓ(t)− ηm(t) → +∞, as t→ +∞. (1.18)

In particular, the optimal proportion of time an agent is searching for new knowledge satisfies

sm(t, x) = 1 unless F (t, x) ≪ 1. (1.19)

That is, in a lottery regime, the overwhelming majority of agents are focused solely on acquiring
knowledge and do not engage in production, even though learning itself is rather inefficient. More-
over, the small fraction of agents who do produce tends to diminish over time as the learning and
median fronts diverge (1.18).

The main objective of this paper is to demonstrate that the lottery society is the long time
behavior of the general solutions to the initial-terminal value problem for the Lucas-Moll system
when 0 < α(1) < κ.

4



Theorem 1.2 Consider solutions to (1.2) with α(s) = α1
√
s, ρ > κ and α1 < κ. Suppose that

the initial condition F0(x) is decreasing, satisfies F0(x) = 1 for all x ≤ −L0, and F0(x) = 0
for all x ≥ L0, and that the terminal condition wT (x) is increasing and satisfies wT (−∞) = 0,
and wT (+∞) = 1. Then, we have the following asymptotics for the median and learning fronts:

ηm(t) = 2
√
κα1t+ o(t), and ηℓ(t) = (κ+ α1)t+ o(t). (1.20)

As a consequence of this result, we observe that under the assumptions of Theorem 1.2, the learning
and agent fronts diverge, as described in (1.18). Additionally, the overwhelming majority of agents
are focused solely on searching and not on production, as indicated in (1.19). The specific form
of the assumption α(s) = α1

√
s is made primarily for simplifying certain computations, and we

anticipate that the result will hold in a broader context. On an informal level, a consequence
of (1.19), which follows immediately from (1.20), is that F (t, x) approximately satisfies the Fisher-
KPP equation (1.10). Thus, one may expect that, in addition to the front asymptotics (1.20), the
profile of F (t, x) converges to that of a Fisher-KPP traveling wave as t→ +∞. However, the proof of
that convergence would likely require a more refined asymptotics for the front location than (1.20),
in the spirit of the convergence proof in [33] and we do not address this question here.

Theorem 1.2 seems to be the first result on the long time behavior of the solutions to the Lucas-
Moll system in any setting. Their behavior in the general case, without the assumption α(1) < κ
remains an open question, with some results in that direction obtained in the forthcoming paper [40].

As we have mentioned, the conclusion that “nearly everyone” is only learning and not producing
anything in the regime when learning is inefficient (α1 is small) may seem counterintuitive at first
sight. One could expect, on the contrary, that if learning is inefficient then agents might prioritize
production over learning. The quantitative reasons for that behavior are described in Section 4.1.
The main observation is that the solution F (t, x) to the Lucas-Moll system has a relatively fat tail
when α(1) < κ. This boosts the attractiveness of learning for the individual agents. In addition,
while the chances of encountering a very advanced agent are small for a typical agent, the huge
potential benefit outweighs the small chances.

Organization of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we discuss a
general class of learning models and the derivation of the Lucas-Moll system. Section 3 describes
some basic properties of the solutions to the Lucas-Moll system. Theorem 1.2 is proved in Section 4.
The two appendices contain some auxiliary results.

Acknowledgement. LR was supported by an NSF grant DMS-2205497 and by an ONR grant
N00014-22-1-2174. AN was supported by an NSF grant DMS-2407046. HB and JMR have received
funding from the French ANR Project ANR-23-CE40-0023-01 ReaCh. JMR acknowledges an in-
vitation by the Stanford Mathematics department in winter 2024, that was an important step in
the completion of this work. We are grateful to Alessio Porretta and Luca Rossi for illuminating
discussions of the Lucas-Moll system, and to Benjamin Moll and Christopher Tonetti for generously
patient explanations of the economics background and related work.

2 Origins of the problem and previous results

In this section we recall the origins of the Lucas-Moll system and discuss its connections to other
systems of interacting particles. Generally, diffusion of knowledge type dynamics in macroeconomics
attempts to provide a basic mechanism that leads to the growth of an economy over long time
periods. These models are vastly simplified but likely capture some of the basic features of economic
growth, and also provide a rich class of interesting new mathematic models.

Before we describe the mathematical models, let us mention that to the best of our understanding,
the Pickwickians were the first to think of the importance of the diffusion of knowledge and learning
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itself and of its connection to production [22]: “That while this Association is deeply sensible of
the advantages which must accrue to the cause of science, from the production to which they have
just adverted – no less than from the unwearied researches of Samuel Pickwick, Esq., G.C.M.P.C.,
in Hornsey, Highgate, Brixton, and Camberwell – they cannot but entertain a lively sense of the
inestimable benefits which must inevitably result from carrying the speculations of that learned man
into a wider field, from extending his travels, and, consequently, enlarging his sphere of observation,
to the advancement of knowledge, and the diffusion of learning.”

This section is organized as follows. In Section 2.1 we discuss a general class of agent based
learning models. These are interacting particle systems where individuals can jump to the locations
of other agents in the “knowledge space”, as explained in Section 2.1.1. Its formal mean-field
macroscopic dynamics is discussed in Section 2.1.2. Diffusion (internal innovation) is added to
that system in Section 2.1.3. Section 2.1.4 discusses the connection between the resulting non-
local equation and the Fisher-KPP equation, as well as an interpretation of the N-BBM process, a
well-studied stochastic system, as an example of a learning dynamics. Section 2.1.5 discusses some
possible prescriptions of learning strategies. Until that point, the learning dynamics does not involve
the value function or optimization in any way. Learning models based on optimization problems
for the learning strategy are discussed in Section 2.2. The Lucas-Moll model is derived as a Nash
equilibrium for such learning dynamics with the search strategy resulting from an optimization
problem in Sections 2.2.1, 2.2.2 and 2.2.3. Finally, in Section 2.2.4 we discuss an approximation to
the learning front location that is intrinsic to the particles, in the sense that it can be computed
purely based on the current particle locations, without the computation of the value function.

2.1 The dynamics of agents

We first describe the basic underlying dynamics in a general class of the diffusion of learning models,
and will later specify some choices that lead to the Lucas-Moll system. They are similar in spirit
to the Brunet-Derrida type of models of branching processes introduced in [16, 17, 18]. Consider a
population of N ≫ 1 interacting particles, which we will refer to as agents (e.g., firms). Each agent
Ak is characterized by a level of knowledge or productivity zk(t) ≥ 0 that varies over time. While
the notion of knowledge as one-dimensional is simplistic – since a company’s expertise could be
highly multidimensional – we will not address this complexity at present. The informal definition of
productivity is that the value of the goods produced by an agent with current productivity z(t) ≥ 0
during a time interval [t, t +∆t] is z(t)∆t, assuming the agent focuses solely on production during
that interval.

If an agent’s goal is to maximize the value of its total production over time, with a proper
discounting of the future production, then it may be of a benefit not just to solely produce while
remaining at a fixed knowledge value but also to spend a fraction of time increasing its productivity
via learning even if at the cost of temporarily reducing the current production volume. We will
assume that each agent spends the fraction sk(t) ∈ [0, 1] of an infinitesimal time interval [t, t + dt]
on learning and the remaining fraction (1 − sk(t)) on producing. Thus, its total production during
this time interval is

dP = (1− sk(t))zk(t)dt. (2.1)

We will refer to sk(t) as the learning strategy of the agent Ak. The two basic modeling issues in the
above dynamics are
(1) how to model the acquisition of knowledge,
(2) how to choose the learning strategy sk(t) of each agent so as to balance the future benefit of the
acquired knowledge and the current cost of its acquisition.
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2.1.1 Acquisition of knowledge

Agents in the economy learn by searching for other agents with a higher production knowledge
and then acquiring their knowledge if they meet them. We will model this process as follows.
The system consists of a large number N ≫ 1 of individual agents that interact as follows. The
agents Ak, k = 1, . . . , N have independent exponential clocks that run at the rates Rk(t), so that
the time τk before the clock rings has the probability law

P(τk > t) = exp
(

−
∫ t

0
Rk(t

′)dt′
)

. (2.2)

When a clock τk rings, the agent Ak chooses another agent B, uniformly among all the other agents. If
the productivity zAk

(t−) of the agent Ak before the clock rings is lower than the productivity zB(t
−)

of the agent B, then the agent Ak updates its production knowledge to that of the agent B, so
that zAk

(t+) = zB(t
−). If, on the other hand, zAk

(t−) ≥ zB(t
−), then the productivity of Ak does

not change, and zAk
(t+) = zAk

(t−). In either case, the exponential clock of the agent Ak is reset at
that time. Let us emphasize that the searching agent does not control which other agent it will find
in the search.

We will define the clock rates Rk(t) in terms of the aforementioned search strategies sk(t) that
appear in (2.1), via

Rk(t) = α(sk(t)). (2.3)

Here, α(s) is a given increasing function. We will assume that it satisfies assumptions (1.4). The
assumption α(0) = 0 in (1.4) means that if no time is allocated to searching then the agent can not
acquire a higher knowledge. This assumption can sometimes be relaxed. The law of diminishing
returns implies that α(s) should be concave. The second assumption in (1.4) that α′(0) = +∞
encourages the “very elite” agents to still spend a small but positive fraction of time searching. A
typical example to keep in mind is α(s) = α1

√
s with some α1 > 0.

An important feature in this model coming from the economic intuition is that the strategy sk(t)
should depend not only on the current knowledge zk(t) of a given agent but also on the positions of
the other agents. For example, one possible learning strategy is

sk(t) =
1

N
#{zm(t) ≥ zk(t), 1 ≤ m ≤ N}, (2.4)

which says that fraction of time an agent searches is proportional to its rank among all agents. A
smoother version of that choice is

sk(t) =
1

N

N
∑

k=1

ζ(zm(t)− zk(t)), (2.5)

with a smooth increasing function ζ(z) such that ζ(z) = 0 for all z ≤ 0 and ζ(z) = 1 for z ≥ 1.
Another interesting for us case is

sk(t) = min
[

1,
1

N

∑

m:zm(t)≥zk(t)

(zm(t)

zk(t)
− 1

)]

, (2.6)

or, more generally,

sk(t) = min
[

1,
1

N

∑

m:zm(t)≥zk(t)

(ϕ(zm(t))

ϕ(zk(t))
− 1

)]

, (2.7)
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with a given positive increasing function ϕ(z). With all of the above strategies, the agents that are
“lagging behind” search more than the “advanced agents”.

A crucial modeling assumption here is that the choice of the “knowledge giver” agent B does not
depend on the initial gap between the productivities of A and B. In particular, the “instantaneous”
jump in knowledge can be arbitrarily large if zB(t

−) ≫ zA(t
−). This can be restricted in many ways

but we will not focus on this issue. Let us just comment that, even if we relax this assumption,
in order to keep the agents spreading at a positive speed, we will need to allow some very large
jumps of productivity, with a reasonably large probability. In other words, the tail distribution of
the jumps needs to be sufficiently heavy. Otherwise, if the interactions are local, then the system
will only exhibit diffusive spreading like O(

√
t), while in the real world economies grow at a constant

rate in time.

2.1.2 The macroscopic dynamics

Let us emphasize that even though the above probabilistic descriptions of the models are discussed
for a finite N ≫ 1, the Lucas-Moll system is obtained in a “mean-field” macroscopic description, in
the limit N → +∞. The passage to the mean-field limit is, in itself, an interesting open problem.

Let us now describe the macroscopic dynamics that arise formally in the limit as N → +∞.
From this point forward, we will work with the logarithmic variable x = log z. In the following
discussion, we will often refer to x as knowledge or productivity, even though it represents log-
productivity rather than actual productivity. We let ψ(t, x) be the probability density of the agents
at a time t ≥ 0 obtained in the limit N → +∞. Then, the probability that the agent B, who A
encounters, has log-knowledge in the interval (x′, x′ + ∆x′) is ψ(t, x′)∆x′. We will assume that
the agents use a common search strategy sc(t, x) that depends only on the log-productivity x and
time t ≥ 0, but not on an individual agent. Once sc(t, x) is specified, the evolution of the agent
density is governed by an integral equation

∂ψ(t, x)

∂t
=

∫ x

−∞
α(sc(t, y))ψ(t, x)ψ(t, y)dy −

∫ ∞

x
α(sc(t, x))ψ(t, x)ψ(t, y)dy. (2.8)

The first term in the right side is due to the agents at knowledge y ≤ x who execute a successful
search and end up at knowledge x, and the second one comes from the agents with knowledge x who
do a successful search and move up to a level y ≥ x.

2.1.3 Innovation and diffusion of knowledge

Another important component of the dymamics is that, independent of the learning from other
agents, each agent also attempts to innovate internally, a process that has nothing to do with the
distribution of the other agents. Innovation can lead both to an improvement and a regression,
and is often modeled by a Brownian motion. Once again, for simplicity, we will disregard the cost
of innovation, though some of it may be attributed to the ”regression due to innovation” inherent
in the Brownian motion. From the economics point of view, it is reasonable to assume that the
”innovation diffusion” takes place in the logarithmic variable x = log z and not in the productivity
variable z itself.

Note that this diffusion via innovation is very different from the Pickwickian diffusion of knowl-
edge [22]: here, diffusion is an internal process for each given agent. On the other hand, in the
Pickwickian model, diffusion of one agent is crucial for other agents: there, an agent performs a
Brownian motion (note that Brownian motion is an excellent model for the travels of Mr. Pickwick)
and transmits knowledge to agents it encounters on the way. The Pickwickian model is also an
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interesting interacting particle system but is very different from the diffusion of knowledge models
we consider here.

The presence of innovation modifies the macroscopic evolution equation (2.8) for the common
agent density ψ(t, x) to

∂ψ(t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2ψ(t, x)

∂x2
+

∫ x

−∞
α(sc(t, y))ψ(t, x)ψ(t, y)dy −

∫ ∞

x
α(sc(t, x))ψ(t, x)ψ(t, y)dy, (2.9)

with a prescribed initial condition ψ(0, x) = ψ0(x).

2.1.4 Evolution of the cumulative distribution function

Equation (2.9) has the form of a nonlinear Boltzmann equation from the kinetic theory with an
extra diffusion term. A very different point of view is based on the evolution of the cumulative
distribution function

F (t, x) =

∫ ∞

x
ψ(t, z)dz. (2.10)

It satisfies a non-local equation

∂F (t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2F (t, x)

∂x2
+ F (t, x)

∫ x

−∞
α(sc(t, z))(−Fz(t, z))dz, (2.11)

with the boundary conditions F (t,−∞) = 1, F (t,+∞) = 0.
As we have mentioned, in the special case α(s) = α1 = const, this equation reduces exactly to

the classical Fisher-KPP equation

∂F

∂t
= κ

∂2F

∂x2
+ α1F (1− F ). (2.12)

At the microscopic level, this is the case when the exponential clocks of all agents are identical and
do not depend on their positions or time: Rk(t) ≡ α1. In particular, the only interaction between
the agents is through them jumping on top of each other but the search strategy of an agent does
not depend on the location of the other agents.

When the search strategy of each agent does depend on the locations of the other agents, the
learning process described above has a similarity with a branching process known as N -BBM. This
is a version of a branching Brownian motion on the real line, introduced by Brunet, Derrida, Mueller
and Munier in [17, 18] and later studied in [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 23]. That process also consists of N
particles that may diffuse and have exponential clocks attached to them. When the clock rings, the
corresponding particle branches into two and, simultaneously, the particle with the smallest value of
a prescribed scoring function is removed. The overall number N ≫ 1 of particles stays constant in
the dynamics. In one dimension a natural scoring function is simply s(x) = x. In higher dimensions,
the cases s(x) = ‖x‖ and s(x) = 1/‖x‖ have been considered. In the latter case, the system is known
as Brownian bees.

In the present context, the N -BBM corresponds to a version of learning dynamics where only the
agent with the smallest knowledge is allowed to learn. More generally, one can think of the learning
process we described above as the following version of N -BBM. Suppose that in the N-BBM process,
when a particle branches, instead of removing from the system the particle with the smallest value
of the scoring function, we do the following. First, another particle is chosen uniformly among
all particles. Then, we compare the values of the scoring function of the newly born particle and
the chosen particle. The particle with the smaller scoring function between these two particles is
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removed from the system, so that the total number of particles stays fixed. Unlike in N-BBM, the
value of the scoring function may depend not only on the location of a given particle but also on the
locations of all other particles.

One of the most interesting properties of N -BBM was proved by N. Berestycki and L. Zhao [11].
They proved that in dimensions d > 1 the N -BBM particles with the scoring function ‖x‖ move,
as a clump, with a deterministic speed but in a random direction chosen uniformly on the unit
sphere. It would be interesting to show a similar phenomenon in the multi-dimensional versions of
the learning process considered in the present paper. In particular, when the productivity of the
firms is considered as a multi-dimensional object, this may lead to a choice of a random direction in
which the vast majority of the firms would be moving.

2.1.5 Possible prescriptions of a strategy

Let us now discuss what would constitute a sensible choice of the search strategy sc(t, x). The very
unproductive agents would be learning almost all the time, or even all the time. On the other hand,
the very advanced agents would spend very little time learning because for them the chances of
meeting a more knowledgeable agent are very small. Internal innovation may give them a higher
chance of a technological advance than an outside search. Hence, the search strategy sc(t, x) should
have the limits

sc(t,−∞) = 1, sc(t,+∞) = 0. (2.13)

To capture the above intuition, one natural choice is to postulate that the common search strategy
is given by

sc(t, x) = F (t, x). (2.14)

This corresponds to the search strategy we have seen in (2.4) for a finite N ≫ 1: the search strategy
of an agent depends solely on its rank. In that case, the non-local Fisher-KPP equation (2.11)
becomes local:

∂F

∂t
= κ

∂2F

∂x2
+ F

(

Q(1)−Q(F )), (2.15)

with the nonlinearity

Q(u) =

∫ u

0
α(u)du. (2.16)

Equation (2.15) is a reaction-diffusion equation of the Fisher-KPP type and its solutions converge
to a traveling wave as t → +∞. However, (2.14) is the only known choice of the common search
strategy sc(t, x) when such result on spreading is readily available. Even for the slightly non-local
search strategies

sc(t, x) =

∫

R

F (t, x− y)ζ(y)dy, (2.17)

with a nice rapidly decaying kernel ζ(x) ≥ 0, with ‖ζ‖L1 = 1, the long time convergence of the
solutions to (2.11) to a traveling wave is not known. This choice of strategy corresponds to (2.5) for
a finite N ≫ 1.

2.2 The value function and its evolution

So far, we have described the dynamics of the density of agents assuming that the common search
strategy sc(t, x) is given. In macroeconomics models, the search strategies of interest come from
optimization problems that we now describe.

10



2.2.1 The value function for a given individual strategy

Let us first suppose that “nearly all” agents use a common search strategy sc(t, x) and their cumu-
lative distribution function satisfies the non-local Fisher-KPP equation (2.11), but a “black market”
individual agent follows an individual strategy si(t, x) that may differ from sc(t, x). Then, the cu-
mulative distribution function G(τ, y; t, x) for the individual agent satisfies a linearized Fisher-KPP
type equation

∂G(τ, y; t, x)

∂τ
= κ

∂2G(τ, y; t, x)

∂y2
+ F (t, y; sc)

∫ y

−∞
α(si(τ, z))(−Gz(τ, z; t, x))dz, (2.18)

for τ > t, with the initial condition at the time τ = t

G(τ = t, y; t, x; sc, si) = 1 for y < x,

G(τ = t, y; t, x; sc, si) = 0 for y > x.
(2.19)

If the two search strategies are identical: si(t, x) = sc(t, x) then the distributions of the common
agents and the black market agent will, of course, coincide.

Given a common strategy sc(t, x) and an individual strategy si(t, x), we can find (i) the common
density of agents ψ(t, x), from the solution to the non-local Fisher-KPP equation (2.10)-(2.11), and
(ii) the individual transition probability density p(τ, y; t, x), from the solution to (2.18). With these
in hand, we define the average individual production corresponding to these strategies as

Z(t, x; sc, si) =

∫ T

t

∫

e−ρ(τ−t)ey[1− si(τ, y)]p(τ, y; t, x)dydτ +

∫

e−ρ(T−t)VT (y)p(T, y; t, x)dy.

(2.20)
Here, the first term is the total production between the starting time t ≥ 0 and the fixed terminal
time T > t, and VT (x) is a prescribed terminal condition. The parameter ρ > 0 represents the
discounting rate.

A computation shows that the function Z(t, x; sc, si) satisfies a linear integro-differential evolution
equation

ρZ(t, x) =
∂Z(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2Z(t, x)

∂x2
+ ex(1− si(t, x)) + α(si(t, x))

∫ ∞

x
ψ(t, z; sc)[Z(t, z)− Z(t, x)]dz,

(2.21)
with the terminal condition Z(T, x) = VT (x). Its evolution depends both on the common strategy sc,
via the common density ψ(t, z; sc) and on the individual strategy si.

2.2.2 The best individual strategy for a given common strategy

Let us fix a given common strategy sc(t, x) followed by the vast majority of agents and look for an
optimal strategy si(t, x) for an individual agent. The agent’s goal is to maximize its total produc-
tion Z(t, x) given by (2.20). In other words, we define the individual value function corresponding
to a collective strategy sc as

W (t, x; sc) = sup
si∈AT

Z(t, x; sc, si). (2.22)

Here, AT is the set of all admissible strategies on the time interval [0, T ]. This function satisfies the
Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation

ρW (t, x; sc) =
∂W (t, x; sc)

∂t
+ κ

∂2W (t, x; sc)

∂x2

+ max
s∈[0,1]

(

ex(1− s) + α(s)

∫ ∞

x
ψ(t, z; sc)[W (t, z; sc)−W (t, x; sc)]dz

)

,
(2.23)
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with the terminal condition W (T, x; sc) = VT (x).
Given a common strategy sc ∈ AT , we may now define the best individual strategy as the

maximizer in (2.23):

s∗i (t, x; sc) = argmaxs∈[0,1]
(

ex(1− s) + α(s)

∫ ∞

x
ψ(t, z; sc)[W (t, z; sc)−W (t, x; sc)]dz

)

. (2.24)

This gives us a map
FT : AT → AT , F [sc](t, x) = s∗i (t, x; sc). (2.25)

The map FT depends on the terminal condition VT (x) and on the initial condition ψ0(x).

2.2.3 The Nash equilibrium strategy and the Lucas-Moll system

If the optimal individual strategy si(t, x) found in the above optimization procedure does not coincide
with the common strategy sc(t, x), then it is natural to expect that all agents will “go to the black
market” and start shifting to the best individual strategy si(t, x) 6= sc(t, x). Thus, sc(t, x) will no
longer be the strategy used by the “vast majority” of the agents. This, in turn, will modify the best
individual strategy si(t, x), and so on. One expects that this adjustment would eventually result in
the system being in a Nash equilibrium – this is a state where, given the common strategy sc(t, x),
the best individual strategy is also sc(t, x). That is, a Nash equilibrium is a fixed point of the
map FT defined by (2.25):

F [sNash] = sNash. (2.26)

This relation encodes the Lucas-Moll system.
The fixed point equation (2.26) is rather implicit. Explicitly, it takes the following form. The

cumulative probability distribution function of the agents satisfies the evolution equation (2.11)

∂F

∂t
− κ

∂2F

∂x2
= F (t, x)

∫ x

−∞
α(s∗(t, y))

(

− Fy(t, y)
)

dy, (2.27)

with the strategy s∗(t, x) that comes from the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation (2.23) for the value
function V (t, x)

ρV (t, x) =
∂V (t, x)

∂t
+κ

∂2V (t, x)

∂x2
+max

s∈[0,1]

[

(1−s)ex+α(s)
∫ ∞

x
[V (t, y)−V (t, x)](−Fy(t, y))dy

]

. (2.28)

The strategy s∗(t, x) that appears in (2.27) is the maximizer in (2.28), which couples the two equa-
tions.

To connect the form (2.27)-(2.28) of the Lucas-Moll system to the system (1.2), let us define

w(t, x) = (ρ− κ)e−xVx(t, x), (2.29)

and

I(t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyw(t, y)F (t, y)dy. (2.30)

The maximizer in (2.28) can be computed explicitly, see Appendix A, and is given by

s∗(t, x) = sm(I(t, x)). (2.31)
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This is why the function sm(I), defined in (1.5), appears in the Lucas-Moll system (1.2). As also
shown in Appendix A and originally observed in [39], the function w(t, x) satisfies a backward in
time parabolic equation

∂w(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2w(t, x)

∂x2
+ 2κwx(t, x) + (ρ− κ)

[

1− sm(I(t, x)) − w(t, x)
]

− α(sm(I(t, x)))w(t, x)F (t, x) = 0.

(2.32)

This is the second equation in (1.2).
A key feature of the system (2.27)-(2.28) is that the density equation (2.27) is run forward in

time: we need to prescribe an initial condition F (0, x) = F0(x). On the other hand, the HJB
equation (2.28) is run backward in time: we prescribe the terminal value V (T, x) = VT (x). This is
a common feature for mean-field games problems that makes the study of their long time behavior
extremely challenging.

2.2.4 The learning and intrinsic learning fronts

Let us briefly discuss two critical locations for the Lucas-Moll system. The first one is the learning
front location defined by (1.15). To the left of it, the search strategy is

s∗(t, x) = sm(I(t, x)) = 1 for x < ηℓ(t), (2.33)

as in (1.16), so that these agents are only searching and not producing. The location ηℓ(t) plays
quite an important role as this is where the definition of sm(I(t, x)) changes from sm(I(t, x)) = 1
for x < ηℓ(t) to sm(I(t, x)) < 1 for x > ηℓ(t). As its definition involves I(t, x), it depends both
on the cumulative distribution function F (t, x) and on the value function V (t, x). An interesting
alternative to ηℓ(t) is the intrinsic front location eℓ(t) defined purely in terms of F (t, x) as follows.
We set

J(t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyF (t, y)dy. (2.34)

This is essentially equivalent to replacing w(t, y) in the definition (1.3) of I(t, x) by a step function
that has a sharp transition from 0 on the left to 1 on the right. Then, we define eℓ(t), similarly
to (1.15), by

J(t, eℓ(t)) =
1

α′(1)
. (2.35)

The advantage of eℓ(t) over ηℓ(t) is that this object can be computed purely in terms of the agents
locations, and does not involve the value function. As we will see in Sections 3.2 and 3.5, the learning
front is, in a sense, tight: the width over which the learning strategy drops from s∗(t, x) = 1 to very
small values, is bounded in time, and the function w(t, x) is not that far from being a step function
centered at ηℓ(t):

w(t, x) ≈ 1, x > ηℓ(t). (2.36)

For the value function itself, this corresponds to the approximation

V (t, x) ≈ V̄ (t, x) :=
1

ρ− κ
ex, x > ηℓ(t). (2.37)

These estimates will be used in Section 3.7 to show that the intrinsic front location gives a good
approximation to the true learning front location. Based on this observation, it is tempting to
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consider a purely forward in time version of the Lucas-Moll system:

∂F (t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2F (t, x)

∂x2
+ F (t, x)

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(J(t, y))(−Fy)(t, y)dy,

J(t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyF (t, y)dy.

(2.38)

This corresponds to the learning dynamics where the agents compute their learning strategy s∗(t, x)
not based on genuinely optimizing the true value function as in (2.28) but on the assumption that
the value function V (t, x) can be replaced by its approximation (2.37) and setting

s∗(t, x) = argmaxx∈[0,1]
[

(1− s)ex + α(s)

∫ ∞

x
[V̄ (t, y)− V̄ (t, x)](−Fy(t, y))dy

]

. (2.39)

An advantage of this learning model is that it allows to compute the learning strategy directly based
on the positions of the other agents and does not involve solving the backward in time Hamilton-
Jacobi-Bellman equation. An interesting open question is to understand how closely the solutions
to the approximate model (2.38) resemble those of the full Lucas-Moll system (1.2).

3 Basic properties of the solutions to the Lucas-Moll system

In this section, we discuss some of the basic properties of the solutions to the Lucas-Moll system.
We will mostly work with its derivative formulation (1.2):

∂F (t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2F (t, x)

∂x2
+ F (t, x)

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−Fy)(t, y)dy,

∂w(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2w(t, x)

∂x2
+ 2κwx(t, x) + (ρ− κ)

[

1− sm(I(t, x)) − w(t, x)
]

− α(sm(I(t, x)))w(t, x)F (t, x) = 0,

I(t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyw(t, y)F (t, y)dy.

(3.1)

To recapitulate, the function F (t, x) satisfies the boundary conditions (1.8):

F (t,−∞) = 1, F (t,+∞) = 0. (3.2)

while w(t, x) satisfies the boundary conditions in (1.9):

w(t,−∞) = 0, w(t,+∞) = 1. (3.3)

The learning front location ηℓ(t) is determined by

I(t, ηℓ(t)) =
1

α′(1)
, (3.4)

and the function sm(I) is defined by (1.5).
Let us briefly discuss the initial condition for the function F (t, x) and the terminal condition for

the function w(t, x) that should be added to (2.27) and (2.32). We will always suppose that the
initial condition

F (0, x) = F0(x) (3.5)
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is decreasing, and satisfies the boundary conditions

F0(x) = 1 for all x ≤ −L0 and F0(x) = 0 for all x ≥ L0, (3.6)

with some L0 ≥ 0.
We also assume that the terminal condition

w(T, x) = wT (x) (3.7)

for w(t, x) is increasing and satisfies

wT (−∞) = 0, wT (+∞) = 1. (3.8)

Our main interest in this section is in the properties of the solutions that do not depend on the
terminal condition wT (x) in any significant way. In Section 3.1, we show that if the initial condi-
tion F0(x) in (3.5) is decreasing and the terminal condition wT (x) in (3.7) is increasing, then F (t, x)
is decreasing in x, w(t, x) is increasing in x, and the optimal strategy s∗(t, x) is decreasing in x, for
all 0 ≤ t ≤ T , as expected from the economic intuition. The exponential decay bounds on s∗(t, x)
to the right of the learning front ηℓ(t) are proved in Section 3.2. In a sense, they given informal
justification of the restriction that the learning strategy has to be a step function adopted in [36].
Section 3.3 contains the proof of some basic regularity estimates on the solutions to the Lucas-Moll
system. These estimates lead to a uniform in time bound on the instantaneous speed of the learning
front in Section 3.4. This, in turn, leads to the proof of tightness of the front of w(t, x) around the
learning front location ηℓ(t) in Section 3.5. The corresponding tightness of the front of F (t, x) around
the median front location ηm(t) is proved in Section 3.6. Finally, the approximation of the learning
front location ηℓ(t) by the intrinsic front location eℓ(t) defined in (2.35) is proved in Section 3.7.
In particular, it gives a universal lower bound on the learning front spreading speed that depends
only on the diffusion coefficient (internal innovation rate), described in Corollary 3.12. All of these
ingredients will be used later in Section 4 in the proof of Theorem 1.2.

3.1 Monotonicity of the solutions

We will use extensively the monotonicity of the solutions to (3.1). To this end, we now show that any
solution to (3.1) with a front-like initial condition F0(x) and a front-like terminal condition wT (x)
will have the front-like structure for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

Proposition 3.1 Let F (t, x), w(t, x) be a solution to (3.1) for 0 ≤ t ≤ T , and suppose that the
initial condition F (0, x) = F0(x) and the terminal condition w(T, x) = wT (x) are monotonic and,
respectively, satisfy the boundary conditions (3.6) and (3.8). Then, we have

Fx(t, x) < 0, for all 0 < t < T and all x ∈ R,

w(t, x) > 0, for all 0 < t < T and all x ∈ R,

wx(t, x) > 0, for all 0 < t < T and all x ∈ R,

(3.9)

As a consequence, we have

0 ≤ w(t, x) ≤ 1, for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T and x ∈ R. (3.10)

Moreover, the optimal strategy s∗(t, x) = sm(I(t, x)) is decreasing in x:

s∗x(t, x) ≤ 0, for all 0 < t < T and all x ∈ R. (3.11)
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Proof. It follows immediately from differentiating the first equation in (3.1) that if F0(x) is de-
creasing, then

Fx(t, x) < 0 for all t > 0 and x ∈ R. (3.12)

In addition, as 0 ≤ s∗(t, x) ≤ 1, it follows from the second equation in (3.1) and the positivity of the
terminal condition w(T, x) that w(t, x) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ R and 0 ≤ t ≤ T .

As w(t, x) ≥ 0 and F (t, x) ≥ 0, the function I(t, x) is monotonically decreasing in x. Recall also
that the function sm(I) is monotonically increasing in I. It follows that that s∗(t, x) = sm(I(t, x))
is decreasing in x.

To see that w(t, x) is increasing, we differentiate the second equation in (3.1), to obtain the
following equation for w′(t, x) = wx(t, x):

∂w′

∂t
+ κ

∂2w′

∂x2
+ 2κw′

x(t, x)− (ρ− κ)
[

s′m(I)Ix + w′]

− α′(sm)s′m(I(t, x))Ixw(t, x)F (t, x) − α(sm(I))Fw′ − α(sm(I))wFx = 0,

(3.13)

which can be written as

∂w′

∂t
+ κ

∂2w′

∂x2
+ 2κw′

x(t, x)−A(x)w′ +B(x) = 0, (3.14)

with
A(x) = (ρ− κ) + α(sm(I))F, (3.15)

and
B(x) = −(ρ− κ)s′m(I)Ix − α′(sm)s′m(I(t, x))Ixw(t, x)F (t, x) − α(sm(I))wFx. (3.16)

The first term in the right side of (3.16) is positive because s′m(I) ≥ 0 and Ix ≤ 0. The second
term is positive because α′(s) > 0, s′m(I) > 0 and Ix < 0. Finally, the last term is positive
since Fx < 0. As the terminal condition w′(T, x) is also positive, we conclude that w′(t, x) is positive
for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T . �

3.2 Bounds to the right of the learning front

We have the following decay estimates to the right of the learning front ηℓ(t).

Lemma 3.2 Assume that α(s) is concave with α(0) = 0, and α′(0) = +∞, and, in addition, that
the function α2(s) is convex. Let ηℓ(t) be determined by (3.4):

I(t, ηℓ(t)) =
1

α′(1)
. (3.17)

Then, we have the following bounds:

I(t, x) ≤ 1

α′(1)
e−(x−ηℓ(t)), for all x > ηℓ(t), (3.18)

as well as
α(sm(I(t, x))) ≤ α(1)e−(x−ηℓ(t)), for all x > ηℓ(t). (3.19)

In addition, if the function β(s) =
√
sα′(s) is increasing, then we also have

sm(I(t, x)) ≤ e−2(x−ηℓ(t)), for all x > ηℓ(t). (3.20)
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The assumptions on α(s) in the above lemma are satisfied, for example, for

α(s) = α1s
k, with 1/2 ≤ k < 1, (3.21)

considered in Appendix B.
Proof. Note that for x > ηℓ(t) we have

I(t, x) = e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyw(t, y)F (t, y)dy ≤ e−x

∫ ∞

ηℓ(t)
eyw(t, y)F (t, y)dy = e−xeηℓ(t)I(t, ηℓ(t))

=
1

α′(1)
e−(x−ηℓ(t)).

(3.22)

As we have noted above, the function sm(I) is increasing. Therefore, we have from (3.22) that

sm(I(t, x)) ≤ sm

( 1

α′(1)
e−(x−ηℓ(t))

)

, for all x > ηℓ(t). (3.23)

Thus, to prove (3.19), it suffices to show that

α
(

sm

( 1

α′(1)
e−(x−ηℓ(t))

))

≤ α(1)e−(x−ηℓ(t)), for x > ηℓ(t), (3.24)

or, equivalently, that for all 0 < ξ < 1 we have

α
(

sm

( 1

α′(1)
ξ
))

≤ α(1)ξ. (3.25)

This, in turn, is equivalent to

sm

( 1

α′(1)
ξ
)

≤ α−1(α(1)ξ). (3.26)

As α′(s) is decreasing, applying α′ to both sides of (3.26), we see that it is equivalent to

α′
(

sm

( 1

α′(1)
ξ
))

≥ α′
(

α−1(α(1)ξ)
)

. (3.27)

Using the definition (1.5) of sm(I), this is equivalent to

α′(1)
ξ

≥ α′
(

α−1(α(1)ξ)
)

, (3.28)

or
1

α′(1)
ξ ≤ 1

α′(α−1(α(1)ξ)
) . (3.29)

Let us denote the inverse ζ(r) = α−1(r), so that

ζ ′(r) =
1

α′(α−1(r))
.

Then, the left side of (3.29) is

1

α′(1)
ξ =

1

α′(α−1(α(1)))
ξ = ζ ′(α(1))ξ, (3.30)
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and its right side is
1

α′(α−1(α(1)ξ)
) = ζ ′(α(1)ξ). (3.31)

Therefore, (3.29) simply says that
ζ ′(α(1))ξ ≤ ζ ′(α(1)ξ), (3.32)

for all ξ ∈ (0, 1). Let us set r = α(1)ξ, then (3.32) takes the form

ζ ′(α(1))
α(1)

≤ ζ ′(r)
r

, for all 0 < r ≤ α(1). (3.33)

Hence, for (3.19) to hold, it suffices for the function

ζ ′(r)
r

=
1

rα′(α−1(r))
(3.34)

to be decreasing in r ∈ (0, α(1)). Equivalently, taking r = α(s), we want the function

1

α(s)α′(s)
(3.35)

to be decreasing in s ∈ (0, 1). This, in turn, is equivalent to α(s)α′(s) increasing in s, which is true
since α2(s) is a convex function. This proves (3.19).

Finally, we prove (3.20). Note that by (3.18) we have

sm(I(t, x)) ≤ sm

( 1

α′(1)
e−(x−ηℓ(t))

)

. (3.36)

Thus, (3.20) would follow if we show that

sm

( ξ

α′(1)

)

≤ ξ2, for all 0 < ξ ≤ 1. (3.37)

Applying the decreasing function α′ to both sides of (3.37) and using the definition (A.9) of sm(I)
we conclude that (3.37) is equivalent to

α′(1)
ξ

≥ α′(ξ2), for all 0 < ξ ≤ 1. (3.38)

Recalling that, by assumptions of the present lemma, the function β(s) =
√
sα′(s) is increasing

for 0 ≤ s ≤ 1, we conclude that (3.38) holds, finishing the proof of (3.20). �

Remark 3.3 From now on, we will always assume that α(s) is concave with α(0) = 0, α′(0) = +∞,
and, in addition, that the function α2(s) is convex, and the function β(s) =

√
sα′(s) is increasing.

As we have mentioned, these properties hold for α(s) = α1s
k with 1/2 ≤ k < 1.

3.3 Regularity bounds

We collect in this section some a priori regularity bounds on the solutions to the Lucas-Moll system.
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Lemma 3.4 Suppose that α(s) has the form

α(s) = α1s
k, with k ∈ [1/2, 1). (3.39)

Then, we have

Ix(t, ηℓ(t)) ≤ − 1

α′(1)
= − 1

kα1
, (3.40)

and

0 ≤ −Ix(t, x) ≤
1

α′(1)
+

1

ρ− κ
=

1

kα1
+

1

ρ− κ
, for x > ηℓ(t). (3.41)

We also have

0 ≤ −s∗x(t, x) ≤ Kα :=
1

1− k

(

1 +
kα1

ρ− κ

)

, for all x > ηℓ(t), (3.42)

and
0 ≤ −(α(s∗))x(t, x) ≤ kα1Kα, for all x > ηℓ(t), (3.43)

Proof. Note that by assumption (3.39) about the form of α(s), we know that it satisfies all the
assumptions of Lemma 3.2. Thus, the bound (3.40) is an immediate consequence of (3.17) and (3.18).
Let us also observe that for x > ηℓ(t) we have

0 ≤ −Ix(t, x) = I(t, x) +
1

ρ− κ
w(t, x)F (t, x) ≤ 1

α′(1)
+

1

ρ− κ
=

1

kα1
+

1

ρ− κ
, (3.44)

which is (3.41). We used (3.40) above as well as the monotonicity of I(t, x) and the uniform bounds
on F (t, x) and w(t, x).

Moreover, assumption (3.39) implies that sm(I) is given by expression (B.3) in Appendix B and

I(t, x) ≤ 1/(kα1), for x > ηℓ(t). (3.45)

Then, we can estimate

s′m(I) =
1

1− k
(kα1)

1/(1−k)Ik/(1−k) ≤ 1

1− k
(kα1)

1/(1−k)
( 1

kα1

)k/(1−k)

=
kα1

1− k
, for I ≤ 1/(kα1).

(3.46)

We deduce that

0 ≤ −s∗x(t, x) = −s′m(I(t, x))Ix(t, x) ≤
kα1

1− k

( 1

α1k
+

1

ρ− κ

)

=
1

1− k

(

1 +
kα1

ρ− κ

)

, (3.47)

for all x > ηℓ(t), which is (3.42).
To obtain (3.43), we note that, by (1.5), (3.46) and expressions (A.15) and (A.20) in Appendix A,

we have

0 ≤ −∂xα(s∗(t, x)) = −α′(sm(I(t, x))s′m(I(t, x))Ix(t, x) = −s
′
m(I(t, x))

I(t, x)
Ix(t, x)

=
1

1− k
(kα1)

1/(1−k)I−1+k/(1−k)(t, x)
(

I(t, x) +
1

ρ− κ
w(t, x)F (t, x)

)

≤ kα1

1− k
+

1

(1− k)(ρ− κ)
(kα1)

1/(1−k)+1−k/(1−k) =
kα1

1− k

(

1 +
kα1

ρ− κ

)

.

(3.48)

We used above the assumption k ≥ 1/2 so that k/(1 − k)− 1 ≥ 0. �
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Proposition 3.5 Assume that α(s) is given by (3.39) and that the initial condition F0(x) and the
terminal condition wT (x) satisfy (3.6) and (3.8), respectively. Suppose also that 0 ≤ α1 ≤ A. Then,
there exists a constant KA > 0 that depends on A and κ but neither on T nor on F0 or wT , such
that

0 ≤ −Fx(t, x) ≤ KA, 0 ≤ wx(t, x) ≤ KA, for all x ∈ R and 1 ≤ t ≤ T − 1. (3.49)

Proof. The evolution equation for the function F (t, x) in (3.1) has the form

∂F (t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2F (t, x)

∂x2
+ c(t, x)F (t, x), (3.50)

with the function

c(t, x) =

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−Fy)(t, y)dy, (3.51)

that satisfies the a priori bound

0 < c(t, x) ≤ α1F (t, x)(1 − F (t, x)) ≤ α1. (3.52)

Moreover, we know that

0 < F (t, x) < 1 for all x ∈ R and t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.53)

The Krylov-Safonov bounds [29] (see also notes by Sebastien Picard [38], Theorem 10) imply that
there exists a universal constant CA > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1) so that F (t, x) satisfies a Hölder bound

‖F‖Cδ/2,δ [1,T ]×R
≤ CA(1 + α(1)). (3.54)

Next, we integrate by parts to represent the coefficient c(t, x) as

c(t, x) = c1(t, x) + c2(t, x),

c1(t, x) = α(sm(I(t, x))(1 − F (t, x)),

c2(t, x) =

∫ x

−∞
[α(sm(I(t, y))]y(1− F (t, y))dy.

(3.55)

The function c1(t, x) satisfies a uniform in time Hölder bound in the x-variable by (3.43) and (3.54).
In addition, the function c2(t, x) satisfies a uniform in time Hölder bound in the x-variable by (3.43).
The constants in both of these bounds depend only on A. Therefore, the Hölder in space constant
of c(t, x) is uniformly bounded in t ∈ [0, T ], also uniformly in 0 < α1 ≤ A. It follows then from (3.54)
that the same can be said of the forcing term c(t, x)F (t, x) in the right side of (3.50). As its
solution F (t, x) is uniformly bounded by (3.53), we deduce from the Schauder estimates for the
forced heat equation that there is a constant KA > 0 that depends only on A such that

0 ≤ −Fx(t, x) ≤ KA, for all x ∈ R and 0 ≤ t ≤ T . (3.56)

The second bound in (3.49) holds for a similar reason. The function w(t, x) is a solution to the
backward in time parabolic equation

∂w(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2w(t, x)

∂x2
+ 2κwx(t, x) + (ρ− κ)

[

1− sm(I(t, x)) − w(t, x)
]

− α(sm(I(t, x)))w(t, x)F (t, x) = 0.

(3.57)

Its solution satisfies 0 ≤ w(t, x) ≤ 1 and the coefficients have bounded derivatives in the x-variable
by (3.42), (3.43) and (3.56). This implies the second bound in (3.49). �
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3.4 A bound on the instantaneous learning front speed

In this section, we prove an upper bound on the instantaneous speed of the learning front.

Lemma 3.6 Assume that α(s) is given by (3.39) and that the initial condition F0(x) and the ter-
minal condition wT (x) satisfy (3.6) and (3.8), respectively. Suppose that 0 ≤ α1 ≤ A. There
exists MA > 0 that depends on ρ, κ and A but neither on T > 0, nor on the initial condition F0(x)
or the terminal condition wT (x), so that the transition point ηℓ(t) satisfies

η̇ℓ(t) ≤MA, for all 1 ≤ t ≤ T − 1. (3.58)

Proof. It will be slightly more convenient for us to consider the Lucas-Moll system in terms of the
function

v(t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
w(t, x)ex. (3.59)

To the right of the front location ηℓ(t) it takes the form of equation (A.17) in Appendix A

∂F (t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2F (t, x)

∂x2
+ F (t, x)

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−Fy)(t, y)dy,

ρv(t, x) =
∂v(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2v(t, x)

∂x2
+ ex

[

1− sm(I(t, x))
]

− α(sm(I(t, x)))v(t, x)F (t, x).

(3.60)

The location ηℓ(t) is determined by relation (B.5) in Appendix B:

I(t, ηℓ(t)) =
1

kα1
, (3.61)

with

I(t, x) = e−x

∫ ∞

x
v(t, y)F (t, y)dy. (3.62)

We see from (3.61) that

η̇ℓ(t) = −It(t, ηℓ(t))
Ix(t, ηℓ(t)

. (3.63)

Using (3.51) we compute:

ex
∂I(t, x)

∂t
=

∫ ∞

x
[vtF + vFt]dy

=

∫ ∞

x
F [ρv − ey(1− sm(I))− κvyy + α(sm(I))vF ]dy +

∫ ∞

x
v
(

κFyy + cF
)

dy

= κF (t, x)vx(t, x) − κv(t, x)Fx(t, x)

+

∫ ∞

x
F (t, y)

[

ρv(t, y)− ey(1− sm(I(t, y))) + α(sm(I(t, y)))v(t, y)F (t, y)) + c(t, y)v(t, y)].

(3.64)

We may now use the bounds (3.49) in Proposition 3.5, together with the uniform bound (3.10)
on w(t, x) and the relation (3.59) between v(t, x) and w(t, x), to bound the first two terms in the
right side:

0 ≤ κF (t, x)vx(t, x)− κv(t, x)Fx(t, x) ≤ KAe
x, 1 ≤ t ≤ T − 1, (3.65)

with a constant KA that depends on A. Taking also into account the uniform bound (3.52), we
deduce from (3.64) and (3.65) that I(t, x) satisfies a differential inequality

∂I(t, x)

∂t
≤ K ′

A +K ′
Ae

−x

∫ ∞

x
F (t, y)v(t, y)dy = K ′

A(1 + I(t, x)), x ≥ ηℓ(t). (3.66)
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As I(t, ηℓ(t)) satisfies (3.61), we obtain from (3.66) that

It(t, ηℓ(t)) ≤ K ′
A

(

1 +
1

kα1

)

. (3.67)

Recall also that by Lemma 3.4 we have

−Ix(t, ηℓ(t)) ≥
1

kα1
, (3.68)

Taking into account (3.63), we obtain

η̇ℓ(t) =
It(t, ηℓ(t))

(−Ix)(t, ηℓ(t))
≤ K ′

A(1 + kα1) =MA, (3.69)

and (3.58) follows. �

3.5 Tightness of the learning front

Here, we establish a lower bound for w(t, x) to the right of the learning front ηℓ(t). In other words,
the learning front has a width that does not grow in time.

Proposition 3.7 Under the assumptions of Lemma 3.6, suppose that 0 ≤ α1 ≤ A, with some A > 0.
For any γ ∈ (0, 1) there exist Tγ > 0, LA,γ > 0 and tγ > 0 such that for all T ≥ Tγ we have

w(t, x) ≥ γ, for all x > ηℓ(t) + LA,γ and 0 ≤ t ≤ T − tγ. (3.70)

These constants do not depend on the terminal condition wT (x).

Proof. Let us recall that w(t, x) satisfies (3.1):

wt + κwxx + 2κwx + (ρ− κ)
[

1− sm(I(t, x)) − w
]

− α(sm(I(t, x)))wF = 0, for x > ηℓ(t).
(3.71)

Moreover, we have, from (3.20) that

sm(I(t, x)) ≤ e−2(x−ηℓ(t)), for all x > ηℓ(t). (3.72)

Therefore, for any δ ∈ (0, 1) there exists Lδ > 0 that depends solely on δ > 0 so that we have

wt + κwxx + 2κwx + (ρ− κ)
[

1− δ −w
]

− α(δ)w < 0, x > ηℓ(t) + Lδ,

w(t, ηℓ(t) + Lδ) > 0.
(3.73)

Setting
w(t, x) = w̃(t, x− ηℓ(t)− Lδ) (3.74)

gives
w̃t + κw̃xx + 2κw̃x + (ρ− κ)

[

1− δ − w̃
]

− α(δ)w̃ < η̇ℓ(t)w̃x, x > 0,

w̃(t, 0) > 0.
(3.75)

As w̃x > 0 and η̇ℓ(t) < MA by Lemma 3.6, we have

η̇ℓ(t)w̃x < MAw̃x. (3.76)

22



Thus, the function w̃(t, x) satisfies the differential inequality

w̃t + κw̃xx + (2κ−MA)w̃x + (ρ− κ)
[

1− δ − w̃
]

− α(δ)w̃ < 0, x > 0,

w̃(t, 0) > 0.
(3.77)

Let us fix t0 ∈ (0, T ) and L̄ > 0 and consider a function of the form

z(t, x) = ψ(t)
(

1− e−µx
)

, x > 0, t ≤ t0, (3.78)

with a decreasing function ψ(t) to be chosen so that ψ(t0) = 0 and ψ(t) > 0 for t < t0. Note
that z(t, x) satisfies

z(t, 0) = 0 < w̃(t, 0),

z(t0, x) = 0 < w̃(t0, x).
(3.79)

We also have

N [z] := zt + κzxx + (2κ−MA)zx + (ρ− κ)
[

1− δ − z
]

− α(δ)z = ψ̇(t)(1− e−µx)− κµ2ψ(t)e−µx

+ (2κ−MA)ψ(t)µe
−µx +

(

1− δ
)

(ρ− κ)− (ρ− κ+ α(δ))ψ(t)(1 − e−µx)

=
(

1− δ
)

(ρ− κ)− (ρ− κ+ α(δ))ψ(t)+ψ̇(t)(1 − e−µx)

+ e−µx(−κµ2 + 2κµ −MAµ+ ρ− κ+ α(δ))ψ(t).
(3.80)

If we take
ψ(t) = γ1

(

1− e−γ2(t0−t)
)

, (3.81)

then (3.80) gives

N [z] =
(

1− δ
)

(ρ− κ)− (ρ− κ+ α(δ))γ1
(

1− e−γ2(t0−t)
)

− γ1γ2e
−γ2(t0−t)(1− e−µx)

+ e−µx(ρ− κ− κµ2 + 2κµ −MAµ+ α(δ))γ1
(

1− e−γ2(t0−t)
)

> 0,
(3.82)

as long as
(1− δ)(ρ− κ) > (ρ− κ+ α(δ))γ1 + γ1γ2, (3.83)

and
ρ− κ− κµ2 + 2κµ −MAµ > 0. (3.84)

Given any γ1 ∈ (0, 1), condition (3.83) holds if we take δ > 0 sufficiently small, and then γ2 > 0 also
sufficiently small, both of them depending on γ1. Furthermore, (3.84) holds as long as we take µ > 0
sufficiently small, depending on A > 0 but not on γ1.

With this choice of ψ(t), both (3.79) and (3.82) hold. In that case, the comparison principle
implies

w̃(t, x) ≥ z(t, x), for all 0 ≤ t ≤ t0 and x > 0. (3.85)

That is, we have
w(t, x) = w̃(t, x− ηℓ(t)− Lδ) ≥ z(t, x− ηℓ(t)− Lδ)

= γ1

(

1− e−γ2(t0−t)
)

(

1− e−µ(x−ηℓ(t)−Lδ)
)

.
(3.86)

Now, (3.70) follows. �
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3.6 Tightness of the particles front

In addition to the learning front ηℓ(t), another location of interest is the median front ηm(t) of the
agents determined by

F (t, ηm(t)) =
1

2
. (3.87)

The distance between the learning front location ηℓ(t) and the median front ηm(t) may grow in time.
However, as we now show that the level sets of F (t, x) stay together. Let us define the level sets

F (t,Γs(t)) = s, 0 < s < 1. (3.88)

We have the following tightness estimate.

Proposition 3.8 Suppose that 0 ≤ α1 ≤ A. Given any 0 < s1, s2 < 1 there exists LA(s1, s2)
and TA > 0 so that

0 < Γs1(t)− Γs2(t) ≤ LA(s1, s2), for all TA ≤ t ≤ T . (3.89)

Proof. It suffices to show that F (t, x) satisfies a differential inequality of the form

Ft ≥ κFxx + gA(F ), (3.90)

with a nonlinearity g(u) such that

gA(0) = gA(1) = 0, gA(u) > 0, for all u ∈ (0, 1). (3.91)

As the function F (t, x) is a solution to the first equation in (3.60):

∂F (t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2F (t, x)

∂x2
+ F (t, x)

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−Fy)(t, y)dy, (3.92)

we already know that for x < ηℓ(t) the function F (t, x) satisfies the Fisher-KPP equation

Ft = κFxx + α(1)F (1 − F ). (3.93)

In the region x > ηℓ(t) the function F (t, x) satisfies

∂F (t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2F (t, x)

∂x2
+ α(1)F (t, x)(1 − F (t, ηℓ(t))) + F (t, x)

∫ x

ηℓ(t)
α(sm(I(t, y))(−Fy)(t, y)dy.

(3.94)
To estimate the integral on the right side of (3.94), we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3.9 For every p > 1 there exists kp,A > 0 that depends on p and A, and a time tA > 0 that
depends also on the other parameters of the problem but not on T such that

I(t, x) ≥ kp,AF
p(t, x), for all x ≥ ηℓ(t) and tA ≤ t ≤ T . (3.95)

Proof. Equation (3.92) has the form

Ft = κFxx + c(t, x)F, (3.96)

with a function c(t, x) given by (3.51) that satisfies (3.51) and (3.53). Therefore, according to the
same-time Harnack inequality [15], for any 1 < p < +∞, there exist universal constants Cp > 0
and βp > 0 that depend only on p, such that for all t ≥ s ≥ 1 and all x, y ∈ R, we have

F (t, x+ y) ≥ Cpe
−pα1(t−s)−pβpy2/[κ(t−s)]F p(t, x). (3.97)
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We now optimize over s ∈ [1, t] for a given y ∈ R in (3.97). The function

φ(s) = α1s+
βpy

2

κs
(3.98)

attains its global minimum at

s(y) = c−1
0 |y|, c−1

0 :=
( βp
κα1

)1/2
. (3.99)

If |y| < c0(t− 1), then we can take s = t− |y|/c0 in (3.97), which gives

F (t, x+ y) ≥ Cpe
−2pc−1

0
α1|y|F p(t, x), for |y| ≤ c0(t− 1). (3.100)

Let us now fix some γ ∈ (0, 1) and choose LA,γ ≥ 0 as in Proposition 3.7, so that (3.70) holds. This
gives the following lower bound for y > η(t) and t > tA,γ :

I(t, y) = e−y

∫ ∞

y
ezw(t, z)F (t, z)dz ≥ γ

∫ y+c0t

max(y,ηℓ(t)+LA,γ )
ez−ye−2pc−1

0
α1(z−y)F p(t, y)dz

≥ kp,AF
p(t, y),

(3.101)

which is (3.95). �
We go back to the proof of Proposition 3.8. Lemma 3.9 and expression (B.4) for α(sm(I)) allow

us to estimate the integral in the right side of (3.94) as
∫ x

ηℓ(t)
α(sm(I(t, y))(−Fy)(t, y)dy ≥

∫ x

ηℓ(t)
α(sm(kp,AF

p(t, y)))(−Fy)(t, y)dy

= cp,A
(

G(F (t, ηℓ(t))− G(F (t, x))
)

.

(3.102)

Here, we have set

G(u) =
∫ u

0
α(sm(zp))dz. (3.103)

We see that for x > ηℓ(t) the function F (t, x) satisfies a differential inequality

Ft(t, x) ≥ κFxx(t, x) + F (t, x)
[

α1(1− F (t, ηℓ(t))) + cp,A
(

G(F (t, ηℓ(t))− G(F (t, x))
)]

. (3.104)

Let us set, for 0 < w < v < 1:

q(v) = α1(1− v) + cp,A
(

G(v) − G(w)
)

. (3.105)

If cp,A > 0 is sufficiently small, then q(v) is decreasing in v for v ∈ (0, 1). Therefore, it attains its
minimum over v ∈ (w, 1) at the point v = 1. It follows that

α1(1−F (t, ηℓ(t))) + cp
(

G(F (t, ηℓ(t))−G(F (t, x))
)

≥ cp
(

G(1)−G(F (t, x))
)

, for x > ηℓ(t), (3.106)

as long as cp > 0 is sufficiently small. Using this in (3.104) gives

Ft ≥ κFxx + cp,AF
(

G(1) − G(F (t, x))
)

, x > ηℓ(t). (3.107)

In addition, we know that F (t, x) satisfies (3.93) for x < ηℓ(t). Together, (3.93) and (3.107) give

Ft = κFxx + α1F (1− F ), x < ηℓ(t),

Ft ≥ κFxx + cp,AF
(

G(1) − G(F (t, x))
)

, x > ηℓ(t).
(3.108)

Therefore, if we set

g(s) = smin
(

α1(1− s), cp,A
(

G(1) − G(s)
)

)

, (3.109)

then F (t, x) satisfies the differential inequality (3.90):

Ft ≥ κFxx + g(F ), x ∈ R. (3.110)

Moreover, the function g(s) defined by (3.109) satisfies (3.91). This finishes the proof. �
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3.7 The intrinsic learning front location

Let us now describe an approximation to the learning front location in terms of the agent distribution
function F (t, x) alone. Consider the “intrinsic” pay-off functional

J(t, x) = J [F ](t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyF (t, y)dy. (3.111)

As J(t, x) is monotonically decreasing, there exists a unique intrinsic learning front location eℓ(t)
such that

J(t, eℓ(t)) =
1

α′(1)
. (3.112)

The following proposition shows that eℓ(t) is a good approximation to the learning front ηℓ(t). We
will refer to eℓ(t) as the intrinsic learning front.

Proposition 3.10 Suppose that 0 ≤ α1 ≤ A, with some A > 0. There exist Lℓ,A > 0 and tA > 0
that do not depend on T ,so that

eℓ(t)− Lℓ,A ≤ ηℓ(t) ≤ eℓ(t), for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T − tM . (3.113)

Proof. Comparing to the expression for I(t, x) in (3.1) and recalling that 0 ≤ w(t, x) ≤ 1 for
all x ∈ R and 0 ≤ t ≤ T , we immediately see that

I(t, x) ≤ J(t, x), for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T and x ∈ R. (3.114)

As a consequence, we have the upper bound

ηℓ(t) ≤ eℓ(t), for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T . (3.115)

On the other hand, for any γ ∈ (0, 1), we also have, by Proposition 3.7

I(t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyw(t, y)F (t, y)dy ≥ γ

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyF (t, y)dy

= γJ(t, x), for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T − tγ and x ≥ ηℓ(t) + LA,γ .

(3.116)

Let us fix some γ ∈ (0, 1). Recalling the upper bound (3.18) on I(t, x) to the right of the learning
front, we obtain from (3.116) that

J(t, x) ≤ 1

γα′(1)
e−(x−ηℓ(t)), for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T − tγ and x ≥ ηℓ(t) + LA,γ. (3.117)

Thus, if eℓ(t) ≥ ηℓ(t) + LA,γ , then

J(t, eℓ(t)) ≤
1

γα′(1)
e−(eℓ(t)−ηℓ(t)). (3.118)

Comparing to (3.112), we deduce that there exists Lℓ,A so that

eℓ(t) ≤ ηℓ(t) + Lℓ,A, for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T − tγ , (3.119)

finishing the proof. �
One advantage of the intrinsic learning front location eℓ(t) is that it always moves to the right.
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Proposition 3.11 The function J(t, x) defined by (3.111) is monotonically increasing in time and

J(t, x) ≥ eκ(t−s)J(s, x), for all 0 < s < t. (3.120)

Moreover, the point eℓ(t) always moves to the right:

ėℓ(t) ≥ κ. (3.121)

Proof. The function F (t, x) is a super-solution to the heat equation

Ft ≥ κFxx, (3.122)

and is non-increasing. Let us multiply (3.122) by ex and integrate from x to +∞. This gives

(ρ− κ)ex
∂J(t, x)

∂t
≥ κ

∫ ∞

x
eyFyy(t, y)dy = −κ

∫ ∞

x
eyFy(t, y)dy − κexFx(t, x)

= κ

∫ ∞

x
eyF (t, y)dy + κexF (t, x) − κexFx(t, x) ≥ (ρ− κ)κexJ(t, x).

(3.123)

This implies (3.120). It also follows that

∂J(t, eℓ(t))

∂t
≥ κJ(t, eℓ(t)) +

κ

ρ− κ
F (t, eℓ(t)) =

κ

α′(1)
+

κ

ρ− κ
F (t, eℓ(t)). (3.124)

In addition, as

−Jx(t, x) = J(t, x) +
1

ρ− κ
F (t, x), (3.125)

we know that

−Jx(t, eℓ(t)) = J(t, eℓ(t)) +
κ

ρ− κ
F (t, eℓ(t)) =

1

α′(1)
+

κ

ρ− κ
F (t, eℓ(t)). (3.126)

It follows from (3.112), (3.124) and (3.126) that

ėℓ(t) = −Jt(t, eℓ(t))
Jx(t, eℓ(t)

≥ κ, (3.127)

finishing the proof �

A corollary of Propositions 3.10 and 3.11 is the following lower bound on the learning front
location.

Corollary 3.12 There exists a time T0 and two constants MA > 0 and tA > 0 so that for all T ≥ T0
we have

ηℓ(t) ≥ κt−MA, for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T − tA. (3.128)

One may ask how the median front location ηm(t) defined by (3.87):

F (t, ηm(t)) =
1

2
. (3.129)

compares to the intrinsic learning front location eℓ(t) and the learning front location ηℓ(t). We have,
for any x > eℓ(t):

1

α′(1)
= J(t, eℓ(t)) =

e−eℓ(t)

ρ− κ

∫ ∞

eℓ(t)
eyF (t, y)dy ≥ e−eℓ(t)

ρ− κ
F (t, x)

∫ x

eℓ(t)
eydy

= F (t, x)
1

ρ− κ

(

ex−eℓ(t) − 1
)

.

(3.130)

As F (t, ηm(t)) = 1/2, we deduce from (3.130) and Proposition 3.10 the following,

Proposition 3.13 There exist T0, LA,ℓ > 0, and tA > 0 so that for all T ≥ T0 we have

ηm(t) ≤ ηℓ(t) + LA,ℓ, for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T − tA. (3.131)
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4 Spreading in the lottery society

In this section we prove Theorem 1.2.

4.1 The lottery society

The lottery society is the regime when the median front is located far behind the learning front:

ηm(t) ≪ ηℓ(t), (4.1)

and
ηl(t)− ηm(t) → +∞, as t→ +∞. (4.2)

In particular, it follows that
sm(t, x) = 1 unless F (t, x) ≪ 1. (4.3)

In other words, in the lottery regime the overwhelming majority of the agents are only searching
and are not producing anything at all. Moreover, the small fraction of those who do produce is
diminishing in time because the learning and median fronts diverge, as seen in (4.2).

We will be more precise below but for now let us informally analyze when one can expect the
lottery society to form. If (4.3) holds, then F (t, x) solves, approximately, the Fisher-KPP equation

Ft ≈ κFxx + α1F (1− F ). (4.4)

Therefore, the median front has the asymptotics

ηm(t) = c∗t+ o(t), c∗ = 2
√
κα1. (4.5)

Neglecting the algebraic and logarithmic terms in t and x, the solution to (4.4) has the exponential
asymptotics

F (t, x+ c∗t) ∼ e−λ∗xe−|x|2/(4κt), x≫ c∗t, (4.6)

with

λ∗ =

√

α1

κ
=
c∗
2κ
. (4.7)

For reasons that will become clear very soon, we expect the lottery society to exist as long as the
exponential decay rate satisfies

λ∗ < 1, (4.8)

that is, as long as
c∗ < 2κ, (4.9)

or, equivalently,
α1 < κ. (4.10)

Let us now informally compute the asymptotics of the learning front location when the exponential
decay rate does satisfy (4.8). In that regime, the intrinsic pay-off functional J(t, x) from (3.111) has
the asymptotics, for x≫ ηm(t) ≈ c∗t:

J(t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyF (t, y)dy ≈ 1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eye−λ∗(y−c∗t)e−|y−c∗t|2/(4κt)dy

=
1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eye−λ∗(y−c∗t)e−|y−c∗t|2/(4κt)dy

=
1

ρ− κ
e−x+c∗t

∫ ∞

x−c∗t
e(1−λ∗)ye−|y|2/(4κt)dy.

(4.11)
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Assuming that (4.8) holds, once again, dropping algebraic factors in t and constants, gives

J(t, x) ∼ e−x+c∗t

∫ ∞

(x−c∗t)/
√
4κt

e(1−λ∗)
√
4κtye−|y|2dy

= e−x+c∗t+(1−λ∗)2κt

∫ ∞

(x−c∗t)/
√
4κt

e−|y−(1−λ∗)
√
κt|2dy

= e−x+c∗t+(1−λ∗)2κt

∫ ∞

Γ(t)
e−|y|2dy,

(4.12)

with

Γ(t) =
(x− c∗t)√

4κt
− (1− λ∗)

√
κt. (4.13)

Therefore, we have J(t, x) ≫ 1 if we have both

−x+ c∗t+ (1− λ∗)
2κt ≫ 1, (4.14)

and Γ(t) ≤ 0, which is
x− c∗t < 2(1− λ∗)κt (4.15)

Note that (4.15) is a consequence of (4.14) when λ∗ < 1. Thus, one expects that if (4.8) holds then
we have

ηℓ(t) ∼ v∗t, (4.16)

with
v∗ = c∗ + (1− λ∗)

2κ = 2
√
κα1 + (

√
κ−√

α1)
2 = κ+ α1. (4.17)

According to (4.10), we should expect that the transition out of the lottery society happens exactly
when α1 = κ and v∗ = 2κ. This exactly matches the lower bound for the existence of balanced
growth paths in [39].

We now restate our main result on existence of the lottery society.

Theorem 4.1 Consider solutions of (1.2) with α1 < κ. Suppose the initial condition F0(x) is
monotonically decreasing, satisfies F0(x) = 1 for all x ≤ −L0, and F0(x) = 0 for all x ≥ L0.
Suppose the terminal condition wT (x) is increasing and satisfies wT (−∞) = 0, wT (+∞) = 1. Then,
we have the following asymptotics:

ηm(t) = 2
√
κα1t+ o(t), (4.18)

and
ηℓ(t) = (κ+ α1)t+ o(t). (4.19)

As the Lucas-Moll system is only formulated on a finite time interval 0 ≤ t ≤ T , the o(t) terms
in Theorem 4.1 should be understood as follows: we say that g(t) = o(t) if for any ε > 0 there
exist tε0 > 0 and tε1 > 0 so that for all T > tε1 + tε0 we have

|g(t)| < ε, for all 0 < tε0 < t < T − tε1. (4.20)

The rest of this section contains the proof of Theorem 4.1. We first obtain the learning front
location estimate (4.19) in Section 4.2. The agents front location estimate (4.18) is deduced from
these estimates in Section 4.3. Section 4.4 contains the proof of an auxiliary technical result, namely
Lemma 4.4, used in the estimates on the learning front location.
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4.2 Proof of the learning front location estimate (4.19)

By Proposition 3.10 the estimate (4.19) will follow from the similar estimate for eℓ(t):

eℓ(t) = (κ+ α1)t+ o(t). (4.21)

In order to obtain the upper and the lower bounds in (4.21) we construct super- and sub-solutions
of F (t, x), respectively.

Upper bound in (4.21). The upper bound comes from the function Ḡ(t, x), the solution to the
linearized Fisher-KPP equation

Ḡt = κḠxx + α1Ḡ,

Ḡ(0, x) = F0(x).
(4.22)

Positivity of the functional J : F → R defined in (3.111) and the inequality F (t, x) ≤ Ḡ(t, x) imply
that J [F ](t, x) ≤ J [Ḡ](t, x). Therefore

eℓ(t) ≤ e+ℓ (t), for all t > 0, (4.23)

where we set e+ℓ (t) via

J [Ḡ](t, e+ℓ (t)) =
1

α′(1)
=

2

α1
. (4.24)

It remains to show
e+ℓ (t) ≤ (κ+ α1)t+ o(t). (4.25)

Observe that the function

J̄(t, x) = J [Ḡ](t, x) =
e−x

ρ− κ

∫ ∞

x
eyḠ(t, y)dy (4.26)

satisfies

J̄t(t, x)− J̄xx(t, x) =
e−x

ρ− κ

∫ ∞

x
ey
[

Ḡyy(t, y) + α1Ḡ(t, y)]dy − J̄(t, x) − 2e−x

ρ− κ
exḠ(t, x)

+
e−x

ρ− κ
∂x(e

xḠ(t, x)) =
e−x

ρ− κ

[

− exḠx −
∫ ∞

x
eyḠy(t, y)dy

]

+ α1J̄(t, x)

− J̄(t, x)− 2

ρ− κ
Ḡ(t, x) +

1

ρ− κ
Ḡ(t, x) +

1

ρ− κ
Ḡx(t, x) = α1J̄(t, x).

(4.27)

Moreover, as the function F0(x) is compactly supported on the right and satisfies 0 ≤ F0(x) ≤ 1 for
all x ∈ R, at the time t = 0 we have

J̄(0, x) =
e−x

ρ− κ

∫ ∞

x
eyF0(y)dy ≤ C0

ρ− κ
e−x. (4.28)

It follows from (4.27) and (4.28) that

J̄(t, x) ≤ C0

ρ− κ
e−x+(κ+α1)t, (4.29)

and (4.25) follows. This completes the proof of the upper bound in (4.21).
Lower bound in (4.21). The proof of the lower bound in (4.21) is a bit longer. We will, in

particular, use the upper bound
F (t, x) ≤ F̄ (t, x). (4.30)
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Here, F̄ (t, x) is the solution to the Fisher-KPP equation

F̄t = κF̄xx + α1F̄ (1− F̄ ),

F̄ (0, x) = F0(x).
(4.31)

As the function α(sm(I(t, x))) is decreasing in x, we may use (4.30) to estimate the integral in the
equation for F (t, x) from below, as

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y)))(−Fy)(t, y)dy =

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y)))(1 − F )y(t, y)dy

= α(sm(I(t, x)))(1 − F )(t, x) +

∫ x

−∞
(1− F (t, y))[−α(sm(I(t, y))]ydy

≥ α(sm(I(t, x)))(1 − F )(t, x) +

∫ x

−∞
(1− F̄ (t, y))[−α(sm(I(t, y))]ydy.

(4.32)

We integrate by parts once again to get
∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y)))(−Fy)(t, y)dy ≥ α(sm(I(t, x)))(1 − F )(t, x) − α(sm(I(t, x)))(1 − F̄ )(t, x)

+

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−F̄ (t, y))ydy = α(sm(I(t, x)))(F̄ − F )(t, x)

+

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−F̄ (t, y))ydy ≥

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−F̄ (t, y))ydy.

(4.33)

Therefore, the function F (t, x) satisfies a differential inequality

Ft ≥ κFxx + F (t, x)

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−F̄ (t, y))ydy. (4.34)

This will be our starting point in getting a lower bound for eℓ(t;F ) in (4.21). The next step is to
replace I(t, x) in the right side of (4.34) that depends on the function w(t, x) by a functional of
J(t, x) that depends solely on F (t, x) and not on w(t, x). To do this, we first note that

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−F̄ (t, y))ydy = α1(1− F̄ (t, x)), for x ≤ ηℓ(t), (4.35)

and
∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−F̄ (t, y))ydy ≥ α1(1− F̄ (t, ηℓ(t))), for x ≥ ηℓ(t). (4.36)

We also know from Proposition 3.10 that

ẽℓ(t;F ) := eℓ(t;F )− Lℓ,A ≤ ηℓ(t) ≤ eℓ(t;F ). (4.37)

Therefore, we have
∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−F̄ (t, y))ydy = α1(1− F̄ (t, x)), for x ≤ ẽℓ(t;F ). (4.38)

As the function F̄ (t, x) is decreasing, we also know that
∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−F̄ (t, y))ydy = α1(1− F̄ (t, x))

≥ α1(1− F̄ (t, ẽℓ(t;F ))), for ẽℓ(t;F ) ≤ x ≤ ηℓ(t),

(4.39)
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and
∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−F̄ (t, y))ydy ≥ α1(1− F̄ (t, ηℓ(t))) ≥ α1(1− F̄ (t, ẽℓ(t;F ))), for x ≥ ηℓ(t).

(4.40)
We can summarize the above bounds as

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−F̄ (t, y))ydy ≥ α1R̄[ẽℓ(t;F )](t, x). (4.41)

Here, for y ∈ R, we have set

R̄[y](t, x) := (1− F̄ (t, x))1(x ≤ y) + (1− F̄ (t, y))1(x ≥ y). (4.42)

Note that the function R̄[y](t, x) depends on F̄ (t, x). Since the function F̄ (t, x) is decreasing in x,
we have the monotonicity property

R̄[y1](t, x) ≥ R̄[y2](t, x), for all x ∈ R if y1 > y2. (4.43)

In addition, if
0 ≤ F1(t, x) ≤ F2(t, x) ≤ 1, for all t > 0 and x ∈ R, (4.44)

then we have
ẽℓ[t, F1] ≤ ẽℓ[t, F2]. (4.45)

Thus, the function R̄[ẽℓ(t;F )](t, x) is monotonic in F :

R̄[ẽℓ(t;F1)](t, x) ≤ R̄[ẽℓ(t;F2)](t, x), for all x ∈ R if 0 ≤ F1(x) ≤ F2(x) ≤ 1 for all x ∈ R. (4.46)

This gives us a comparison principle.

Lemma 4.2 Suppose that P (0, x) ≥ Q(0, x) for all x ∈ R, and that P (t, x) and Q(t, x) satisfy the
differential inequalities

Pt ≥ κPxx + α1R̄[ẽℓ(t;P )]P, (4.47)

and
Qt ≤ κQxx + α1R̄[ẽℓ(t;Q)]Q. (4.48)

Then, we have
P (t, x) ≥ Q(t, x), for all t > 0 and x ∈ R. (4.49)

On the other hand, we see from (4.34) and (4.41) that F (t, x) satisfies the differential inequality

Ft ≥ κFxx + α1R̄[ẽℓ(t;F )]F. (4.50)

Thus, we have the following.

Corollary 4.3 Suppose that Q(t, x) satisfies

Qt ≤ κQxx + α1R̄[ẽℓ(t;Q)]Q, t > t0,

Q(t0, x) ≤ F (t0, x),
(4.51)

then Q(t, x) ≤ F (t, x) for all t > t0.
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Our goal is to construct a solution to the differential inequality (4.51) and estimate the loca-
tion ẽℓ(t;Q) from below. This will give a lower bound on ẽℓ(t;F ), which, in turn, will provide
a lower bound on ηℓ(t), via (4.37).

To this end, let us recall that c∗ is given by (4.5), set

z̄(t, x) = R̄[(c∗ + δ)t− L1](t, x), (4.52)

and let Q(t, x) be a solution to

Qt = κQxx + α1z̄(t, x)Q, t > t0. (4.53)

Here, δ > 0 is chosen so that
c∗ + 2δ < α1 + κ. (4.54)

This is possible because α1 < κ and c∗ = 2
√
α1κ. The right side in (4.54) is the approximate location

of the learning front of the (linearized) Fisher-KPP solution e+ℓ (t), as seen from (4.25). The shift L1

in (4.52) will be chosen later, to accommodate the initial time interval 0 ≤ t ≤ t0.
We first claim the following.

Lemma 4.4 There is a solution Q(t, x) to (4.52)-(4.53) such that 0 ≤ Q(t0, x) ≤ F (t0, x) and

ẽℓ(t;Q) ≥ (c∗ + δ)t− L1, for all t > t0, (4.55)

and
ẽℓ(t;Q) ≥ (α1 + κ− δ)t+ o(t). (4.56)

Note that (4.55), in turn, implies that

z̄(t, x) ≤ R̄[ẽℓ(t;Q)](t, x), (4.57)

and gives the next corollary.

Corollary 4.5 The solution Q(t, x) to (4.52)-(4.53) with the initial condition Q(t0, x) = F (t0, x)
satisfies (4.51).

Corollary 4.3 and (4.56) show then that

ẽℓ(t;F ) ≥ ẽℓ(t;Q) ≥ (α1 + κ− δ)t+ o(t), (4.58)

proving the lower bound in (4.21). The proof of Lemma 4.4 is presented in Section 4.4.

4.3 Proof of the agents front location estimate (4.18)

We now look at the long time asymptotics of the agents front location in Theorem 4.1. This, however,
is a simple consequence of the already proved lower bound on the learning front location in (4.19).
Indeed, it follows from (4.19) that for any δ > 0 there exist t0 > 0 and L0 > 0 so that

ηℓ(t) ≥ (κ+ α1 − δ)t− L0, for all t > t0. (4.59)

Note that none of these parameters depend on the terminal time T . Therefore, for all t > t0 the
function F (t, x) satisfies the Fisher-KPP equation

Ft = κFxx + α1F (1 − F ), x < (κ+ α1 − δ)t− L0, for all t > t0. (4.60)
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In addition, it is well-known from the standard Fisher-KPP theory that for any c < c∗ = 2
√
κα1

there exists a decreasing function U(x), defined for x < 0, that satisfies

0 < U(x) < 1, for all x < 0, lim
x→−∞

U(x) = 1, (4.61)

and
− cUx = κUxx + α1U(1− U), x < 0, U(0) = 0, (4.62)

The comparison principle implies that if we choose L̃0 so that

F (t0, x) ≥ U(x+ L̃0), for all x < −L̃0, (4.63)

then
F (t, x) ≥ U(x− ct+ L̃0), for all t ≥ t0 and x < −L̃0 + ct. (4.64)

As U(x) approaches its limit as x→ −∞ no faster than exponentially, existence of such L0 follows
from the assumption that there exists ℓ0 so that F0(x) = 1 for all x ≤ ℓ0 and the differential
inequality

Ft ≥ κFxx. (4.65)

We immediately deduce from (4.64) that

ηm(t;F ) ≥ ct− L̃0, for all t > t0. (4.66)

As c < c∗ = 2
√
κα1 is arbitrary, the lower bound in (4.18) follows immediately:

ηm(t) ≥ 2
√
κα1t+ o(t). (4.67)

On the other hand, the upper bound

ηm(t) ≤ 2
√
κα1t+ o(t), (4.68)

follows immediately from the comparison (4.30) of F (t, x) to the solution to the Fisher-KPP equa-
tion (4.31). �

4.4 The proof of Lemma 4.4

4.4.1 Construction of a sub-solution

In order to prove Lemma 4.4 we will construct a sub-solution to to (4.52)-(4.53). Let Q(t, x) be a
solution to (4.52)-(4.53). We first do some standard preliminary transformations: first, set

Q(t, x) = P (t, x− c∗t)e
−λ∗(x−c∗t), (4.69)

with λ∗ = c∗/(2κ) =
√

α1/κ which gives

Pt − c∗Px + c∗λ∗P = κPxx − 2κλ∗Px + κλ2∗P + α1z̄(t, x+ c∗t)P. (4.70)

As c∗ = 2κλ∗ and
c∗λ∗ = κλ2∗ + α1, (4.71)

we get from (4.70) that
Pt = κPxx − α1[1− z̄(t, x+ c∗t)]P. (4.72)
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Observe that the zero-order term above has the form

1− z̄(t, x+ c∗t) = 1− (1− F̄ (t, x+ c∗t))1(x+ c∗t ≤ (c∗ + δ)t− L1)

− (1− F̄ (t, (c∗ + δ)t− L1))1(x+ c∗t ≥ (c∗ + δ)t− L1)

= F̄ (t, x+ c∗t)1(x ≤ δt− L1) + F̄ (t, (c∗ + δ)t− L1)1(x ≥ δt− L1).

(4.73)

In particular, we have

0 ≤ 1− z̄(t, x+ c∗t) ≤ 1, for all t > 0 and x ∈ R. (4.74)

Moreover, it follows from the standard estimates for the solution to the Fisher-KPP equation
and (4.73) that there is ω > 0 so that for any γ > 0 we have

0 ≤ 1− z̄(t, x+ c∗t) ≤ Cγ exp(−ωtγ), for all x > tγ . (4.75)

Thus, for x ≫ 1, a good approximation to the solution of (4.72) is by a solution to the standard
heat equation.

We are going to construct a sub-solution to (4.72) in the form

v(t, x) = max[0, εv(t, x)], t > t0, x > 0, (4.76)

with
v(t, x) = v1(t, x)− v2(t, x), (4.77)

and
v1(t, x) = ξ(t)u(t, x),

v2(t, x) =
1

t3/2−β
cos

( x

tµ

)

1

(

x ≤ 3π

2
tµ
)

.
(4.78)

Here, u(t, x) is a solution to the heat equation on half-line:

ut = κuxx, x > 0, t > 0,

u(t, 0) = 0,

u(0, x) = φ(x), x > 0.

(4.79)

The function ξ(t), the parameters t0 > 0, µ ∈ (1/2, 1/3), ε > 0 and β > 0 will be chosen below, as
will be the initial condition φ(x) for (4.79). In particular, we will choose ξ(t) so that

ξ(t0)

2
≤ ξ(t) ≤ ξ(t0), for all t > t0, (4.80)

We will need to verify two properties: first, that the initial comparison holds at the time t = t0:

P (t0, x) = F (t0, x)e
λ∗(x−c∗t0) ≥ max[0, εv(t0, x)], for all x > 0. (4.81)

Second, we will need to check that

vt ≤ κvxx − α1[1− z̄(t, x+ c∗t)]v, wherever v(t, x) > 0 and x > 0. (4.82)

We will not need to check the boundary condition at x = 0 because we will see that by construction
we will have

v(t, x) = 0, for x > 0 sufficiently small. (4.83)
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We first explain how (4.83) comes about. The function u(t, x) behaves as

u(t, x) ∼ x

t3/2
, for t > t0, x≪ t1/2, (4.84)

and is increasing in that region, provided that t0 is sufficiently large and the initial condition φ(x)
in (4.79) is chosen appropriately. In particular, this monotonicity property and asymptotics hold in
the region x ≤ (3/2)πtµ, where both terms in the right side of (4.77) are non-zero, as long as we
take µ < 1/2. On the other hand, the function v2(t, x) is decreasing in x where it is positive and

v2(t, x) ∼
1

t3/2−β
≫ x

t3/2
, for x≪ tβ. (4.85)

Thus, assuming that (4.80) holds, if we choose ξ(t0) sufficiently small (but independently of t0), then
there is a point L1(t) such that

tβ/2 < L1(t) ≤
π

2
tµ, (4.86)

and
v(t, L1(t)) = 0,

v(t, x) ≤ 0, for all 0 < x < L1(t),

v(t, x) > 0, for x > L1(t).

(4.87)

Therefore, not only (4.83) holds but also v(t, x) = 0 in the region IL = {0 ≤ x < L1(t)}, so that, in
particular, v(t, x) is a sub-solution for the equation (4.72) for P (t, x) in that region.

We will consider now separately the remaining the right region

IR = {x > (3/2)πtµ},

and the middle region
IM = {L1(t) < x < (3/2)πtµ}.

Step 1. The right region. First, in the region IR, we have v(t, x) = v1(t, x) = ξ(t)u(t, x).
Using (4.75), we see that in this region the function v(t, x) satisfies

vt − κvxx + α1(1− z̄(t, x))v = [ξ̇(t) + α1(1− z̄(t, x))ξ(t)]u(t, x)

≤ [ξ̇(t) + C exp(−ωtµ)ξ(t)]u(t, x) ≤ 0,
(4.88)

if we choose ξ(t) so that
ξ̇(t) + C exp(−ωtµ)ξ ≤ 0. (4.89)

In particular, if t0 > 1 is sufficiently large, we can take ξ(t) as a solution to

ξ̇(t) +
mξ(t)

(1 + t)1+m
= 0, (4.90)

with some m > 0 sufficiently small. This gives

ξ(t) = ξ(t0) exp
( 1

(1 + t)m
− 1

(1 + t0)m

)

. (4.91)

Note that (4.80) holds with that choice.
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Step 2. The intermediate region. Next, we look at the intermediate region IM where both
terms in the right side of (4.77) are non-zero. For the function v1(t, x) we have, as in (4.88):

∂v1
∂t

− κ
∂2v1
∂x2

+ α1(1− z̄(t, x))v1 = [ξ̇(t) + α1(1− z̄(t, x))]u(t, x)

≤ [ξ̇(t) +C exp(−ωtµ)ξ]u(t, x) ≤ − mξ(t)

2(1 + t)1+m
u(t, x) ≤ − mξ(0)

4(1 + t)1+m
u(t, x).

(4.92)

We used above the choice (4.91) for ξ(t) as well as (4.80). Let us next compute

∂v2
∂t

−κ∂
2v2
∂x2

+ α1[1− z̄(t, x+ c∗t)]v2 =
β − 3/2

t5/2−β
cos

( x

tµ

)

+
µx

t5/2−β+µ
sin

( x

tµ

)

+
κ

t3/2−β+2µ
cos

( x

tµ

)

+ α1
1− z̄(t, x+ c∗t)

t3/2−β
cos

( x

tµ

)

= gc(t, x) cos
( x

tµ

)

+ gs(t, x) sin
( x

tµ

)

.

(4.93)

Here, we have set

gc(t, x) = −3/2− β

t5/2−β
+

κ

t3/2−β+2µ
+ α1

1− z̄(t, x+ c∗t)

t3/2−β
,

gs(t, x) =
µx

t5/2−β+µ
.

(4.94)

Thus, we have

L[v](t, x) : = vt − κvxx + α1[1− z̄(t, x+ c∗t)]v ≤ − mξ(0)

10(1 + t)1+m
u(t, x)

− gc(t, x) cos
( x

tµ

)

− gs(t, x) sin
( x

tµ

)

.

(4.95)

Let us consider separately each of the regions

IM,L =
{

L1(t) ≤ x ≤ (π/2)tµ
}

, IM,M =
{

(π/2)tµ ≤ x ≤ πtµ
}

,

IM,R =
{

πtµ ≤ x ≤ (3π/2)tµ
}

.
(4.96)

In the region IM,L, both the sine and the cosine appearing in the right side of (4.93) are positive.
Moreover, gs(t, x) > 0 as follows from its definition, and gc(t, x) > 0 as long as t0 is sufficiently large
and µ < 1/2. Here, we used (4.75) once again. Thus, we have

L[v](t, x) ≤ 0, in the region IM,L. (4.97)

In the region IM,M the corresponding sine is still positive while cosine is negative. In addition,
the last term in the definition of gc(t, x) is controled by the exponentially decaying bound in (4.75).
In that region, we also have a lower bound for u(t, x) of the form

u(t, x) ≥ C0x

t3/2
≥ C ′

0

t3/2−µ
, (4.98)

with the constants C0, C
′ that depend only on the initial condition φ(x) in (4.79). Therefore, we

have

L[v](t, x) : ≤ − mξ(t0)

2(1 + t)1+m
u(t, x)− 2κ

t3/2−β+2µ
cos

( x

tµ

)

≤ − C ′′
0 ξ(t0)

(1 + t)5/2+m−µ
+

2κ

t3/2−β+2µ
≤ 0, in the region IM,M for t > t0.

(4.99)
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as long as m > 0 and β > 0 are sufficiently small, t0 > 1 is sufficiently large, and µ > 1/3.
In the region IM,R both the sine and the cosine in the right side of (4.95) are negative, while u(t, x)

still obeys the lower bound (4.98). Therefore, we have

L[v](t, x) : ≤ − mξ(t0)

2(1 + t)1+m
u(t, x)− 2κ

t3/2−β+2µ
cos

( x

tµ

)

− µx

t5/2−β+µ
sin

( x

tµ

)

≤ − C0ξ(t0)

(1 + t)5/2+m−µ
+

2κ

t3/2−β+2µ
+

µ

t5/2−β
≤ 0, in the region IM,R,

(4.100)

once again, as long as m > 0 and β > 0 are sufficiently small, t0 > 1 is sufficiently large and µ > 1/3.
It remains to check that the initial comparison (4.81) holds:

P (t0, x) = F (t0, x)e
λ∗(x−c∗t0) ≥ max[0, εv(t0, x)], for all x > 0. (4.101)

By choosing ε > 0 sufficiently small, we only need to ensure that (4.101) holds in the tails for x≫ 1.
However, P (t0, x) satisfies a lower bound

P (t0, x) ≥ e−α1t0 ū(t, x). (4.102)

Here, ū(t, x) is the solution to the heat equation on the whole line:

ūt = κūxx, ū(0, x) = P (0, x). (4.103)

If we take u(0, x) = P0(x), we will ensure that ū(t, x) ≥ u(t, x) for all t > 0 and x > 0. Thus, we
can take φ(x) = P (0, x) in (4.79) and then choose ε > 0 sufficiently small to guarantee that (4.101)
holds.

Summarizing, we have shown, in particular, that P (t, x) satisfies a lower bound

P (t, x) ≥ εu(t, x), x >
√
t, t > t0. (4.104)

This, in turn, implies that

Q(t, x) ≥ Q(t, x) := εu(t, x− c∗t)e
−λ∗(x−c∗t), x > c∗t+

√
t. (4.105)

4.4.2 Asymptotics of the learning front for the sub-solution

It remains to show that the learning front of the sub-solution Q(t, x) satisfies

ẽℓ(t;Q) ≥ (c∗ + δ)t − L1, for all t > t0, (4.106)

and also that
ẽℓ(t;Q) ≥ (κ+ α1 − δ)t+ o(t). (4.107)

To this end, recall (4.105) so that the function J(t, x) defined by (3.111) satisfies

J(t, c∗t+ x) ≥ J [Q](t, c∗t+ x) :=
εe−(x+c∗t)

ρ− κ

∫ ∞

x+c∗t
eyu(t, y − c∗t)e

−λ∗(y−c∗t)dy

=
εe−x

ρ− κ

∫ ∞

x
e(1−λ∗)yu(t, y)dy.

(4.108)
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The function u(t, x) has the form

u(t, x) =
1√
4πt

∫ ∞

0

(

e−(x−y)2/(4κt) − e−(x+y)2/(4κt)
)

φ(y)dy

=
e−|x|2/(4κt)
√
4πκt

∫ ∞

0
e−|y|2/(4κt)

(

exy/(2κt) − e−xy/(2κt)
)

φ(y)dy.

(4.109)

We may assume without loss of generality that the initial condition φ(y) is supported inside the
interval 1 ≤ y ≤ 2. In that case, if x > c∗t, we have the inequality

exy/(2κt) ≥ δ1e
−xy/(2κt). (4.110)

We deduce that for x > c∗t we have

u(t, x) ≥ δ2√
t

∫ ∞

0
e−(x−y)2/(4κt)φ(y)dy ≥ δ3√

t
e−x2/(4κt). (4.111)

It follows that for all x > 0 we have

J(t, c∗t+ x) ≥ e−x

C
√
t

∫ ∞

x
e(1−λ∗)ye−y2/(4κt)dy =

e−x+(1−λ∗)2κt

C
√
t

∫ ∞

x
e−|y/(2

√
κt)−(1−λ∗)

√
κt|2dy

= Ce−x+(1−λ∗)2κt

∫ ∞

Γ(t)
e−|y|2dy,

(4.112)
with

Γ(t) =
x√
4κt

− (1− λ∗)
√
κt. (4.113)

Therefore, we have J(t, x+ c∗t) ≫ 1 if we have both

−x+ (1− λ∗)
2κt≫ 1, (4.114)

and Γ(t) ≤ 0, which is
x < 2(1 − λ∗)κt (4.115)

Note that (4.115) is a consequence of (4.114) when λ∗ < 1. In particular, we have

J(t, x+ (c∗ + δ)t)) ≫ 1

α′(1)
=

2

α1
, (4.116)

as long as
δ < κ(1 − λ∗)

2. (4.117)

On the other hand, we have

c∗ + (1− λ∗)
2κ = 2

√
κα1 + (

√
κ−√

α1)
2 = κ+ α1. (4.118)

This implies both (4.106) and (4.107) finishing the proof of Lemma 4.4. �
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A The derivative formulation of the Lucas-Moll system

Here, we derive the reformulation (1.2) of the Lucas-Moll system as a system of two semilinear
parabolic equations, one being forward in time, and the other backward in time. This reformulation
is motivated by the construction of the balanced growth paths in [39].

We start with the Lucas-Moll system written in the form (2.27)-(2.28):

∂F (t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2F (t, x)

∂x2
+ F (t, x)

∫ x

−∞
α(s∗(t, y))(−Fy(t, y))dy,

ρV (t, x) =
∂V (t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2V (t, x)

∂x2
+ max

s∈[0,1]

[

(1− s)ex + α(s)

∫ ∞

x
[V (t, y)− V (t, x)](−Fy)(t, y)dy

]

.

(A.1)
The optimal control s∗(t, x) that appears in the first equation in (A.1) is

s∗(t, x) = argmaxs∈[0,1]
[

(1− s)ex + α(s)

∫ ∞

x
[V (t, y)− V (t, x)](−Fy)(t, y)dy

]

= argmaxs∈[0,1]
[

(1− s) + α(s)I(t, x)
]

.

(A.2)

Here, we have defined the integral that appears in the definition of s∗(t, x) as

I(t, x) := e−x

∫ ∞

x
[V (t, y)− V (t, x)](−Fy)(t, y)dy = e−x

∫ ∞

x
v(t, y)F (t, y)dy, (A.3)

where
v(t, x) = Vx(t, x). (A.4)

In order to describe the maximizer in (A.2), let us for the moment assume that V (t, x) is increas-
ing so that v(t, x) > 0 – we will come back to this point later. Then, I(t, x) is a positive strictly
decreasing function such that

I(t, x) → 0 as x→ +∞,

I(t, x) → +∞ as x→ −∞.
(A.5)

Thus, there exists a unique point ηℓ(t) ∈ R so that

I(t, ηℓ(t)) =
1

α′(1)
, (A.6)

and

I(t, x) <
1

α′(1)
, for x > ηℓ(t),

I(t, x) >
1

α′(1)
, for x < ηℓ(t).

(A.7)

Let us also define the function sm(I) as follows: first, we set

sm(I) = 1, for I >
1

α′(1)
. (A.8)

Second, for I ≤ 1/α′(1) the function sm(I) is determined implicitly by

α′(sm(I)) =
1

I
, for I ≤ 1

α′(1)
. (A.9)
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With this definition, the maximizer in (A.2) can be computed explicitly and is given by

s∗(t, x) = sm(I(t, x)). (A.10)

As, by assumption, α(s) is concave, the function α′(s) is decreasing in s ≥ 0. Thus, the func-
tion sm(I) is increasing in I. Since I(t, x) is decreasing in x, it follows that s∗(t, x) is decreasing
in x, as expected. In particular, we have

s∗(t, x) = 1 for all x < ηℓ(t) and s
∗(t, x) < 1 for all x > ηℓ(t). (A.11)

Because of that property, we will refer to ηℓ(t), determined by (A.6), as the learning front location.
We now obtain an equation for the derivative v(t, x) defined in (A.4). The above notation allows

us to write the equation for the function V (t, x) in (A.1) as

ρV (t, x) =
∂V (t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2V (t, x)

∂x2
+ ex

[

1− sm(I(t, x)) + α(sm(I(t, x)))I(t, x)
]

. (A.12)

Differentiating (A.12) in x gives

ρv(t, x) =
∂v(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2v(t, x)

∂x2
+ ex

[

1− sm(I(t, x)) + α(sm(I(t, x)))I(t, x)
]

+ ex
[

− s′m(I(t, x))Ix(t, x) + α′(sm(I(t, x)))s′m(I(t, x))Ix(t, x)I(t, x) + α(sm(I(t, x)))Ix(t, x)
]

.

(A.13)
Recall that, by (A.9), we have

α′(sm(I(t, x)))I(t, x) = 1, for x > ηℓ(t). (A.14)

Furthermore, by the definition (A.3) of I(t, x), we have

Ix(t, x) = −I(t, x)− e−xv(t, x)F (t, x). (A.15)

Thus, for x > ηℓ(t) we can write the term inside the parentheses in the last line of (A.13) as

− s′m(I(t, x))Ix(t, x) + α′(sm(I(t, x)))s′m(I(t, x))Ix(t, x)I(t, x) + α(sm(I(t, x)))Ix(t, x)

= α(sm(I(t, x)))Ix(t, x) = −α(sm(I(t, x)))I(t, x) − α(sm(I(t, x)))e−xv(t, x)F (t, x).
(A.16)

Using this in (A.13) gives

ρv(t, x) =
∂v(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2v(t, x)

∂x2
+ ex

[

1− sm(I(t, x)) + α(sm(I(t, x)))I(t, x)
]

+ ex
[

− α(sm(I(t, x)))I(t, x) − α(sm(I(t, x)))e−xv(t, x)F (t, x)
]

=
∂v(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2v(t, x)

∂x2
+ ex

[

1− sm(I(t, x)) − α(sm(I(t, x)))e−xv(t, x)F (t, x)
]

,

(A.17)

for x > ηℓ(t).
On the other hand, for x < ηℓ(t), we have

sm(I(t, x)) = 1, (A.18)

and in that region (A.13) takes the form

ρv(t, x) =
∂v(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2v(t, x)

∂x2
+ exα(1)I(t, x) + exα(1)Ix(t, x)

=
∂v(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2v(t, x)

∂x2
− α(1)v(t, x)F (t, x),

(A.19)
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which is identical to (A.17) because of (A.18). Thus, v(t, x) satisfies (A.17) everywhere.
Next, it is helpful to take out the exponential factor and represent v(t, x) as

v(t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
w(t, x)ex. (A.20)

Inserting this form into (A.17), we see that the function w(t, x) satisfies

ρw(t, x) =
∂w(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2w(t, x)

∂x2
+ 2κwx(t, x) + κw(t, x) + (ρ− κ)(1 − sm(I(t, x)))

− α(sm(I(t, x)))w(t, x)F (t, x).

(A.21)

This equation holds for x > ηℓ(t).
With these changes of variables, the Lucas-Moll system takes the form of a coupled system of

forward and backward nonlocal semilinear parabolic equations

∂F (t, x)

∂t
= κ

∂2F (t, x)

∂x2
+ F (t, x)

∫ x

−∞
α(sm(I(t, y))(−Fy)(t, y)dy,

∂w(t, x)

∂t
+ κ

∂2w(t, x)

∂x2
+ 2κwx(t, x) + (ρ− κ)

[

1− sm(I(t, x)) − w(t, x)
]

− α(sm(I(t, x)))w(t, x)F (t, x) = 0,

I(t, x) =
1

ρ− κ
e−x

∫ ∞

x
eyw(t, y)F (t, y)dy.

(A.22)

The function F (t, x) satisfies the boundary conditions

F (t,−∞) = 1, F (t,+∞) = 0. (A.23)

while w(t, x) satisfies the boundary conditions

w(t,−∞) = 0, w(t,+∞) = 1. (A.24)

The system (A.22) has the form (1.2)

B The form of the equations for α(s) = α1s
k

To simplify slightly some considerations, we often assume that α(s) has the form

α(s) = α1s
k, (B.1)

with some k ∈ [1/2, 1). Then, sm(I) is determined by (A.9) that takes the form

kα1

s1−k
m (I)

= I−1, for I ≤ 1

kα1
, (B.2)

so that

sm(I) = (kα1I)
1/(1−k), for I ≤ 1

kα1
,

sm(I) = 1, for I ≥ 1

kα1
,

(B.3)
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and

α(sm(I)) = α1(kα1I)
k/(1−k), for I ≤ 1

kα1
,

α(sm(I)) = α1, for I ≥ 1

kα1
,

(B.4)

The transition point ηℓ(t) is determined in this case by the condition

I(t, ηℓ(t)) =
1

kα1
. (B.5)

In particular, when α(s) = α1
√
s, we have

sm(I) =
(α1I

2

)2
, for I ≤ 2

α1
,

sm(I) = 1, for I ≥ 2

α1
,

(B.6)

and

α(sm(I)) =
α2
1I

2
, for I ≤ 2

α1
,

α(sm(I)) = α1, for I ≥ 2

α1
,

(B.7)

The transition point ηℓ(t) is determined in this case by the condition

I(t, ηℓ(t)) =
2

α1
. (B.8)
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