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Abstract

Various biological cells secrete diffusing chemical compounds into their environment
for communication purposes. Secretion usually takes place over the cell membrane in a
spatially heterogeneous manner. Mathematical models of these processes will be part of
more elaborate models, e.g. of the movement of immune cells that react to cytokines
in their environment. Here, we compare two approaches to modelling of the secretion-
diffusion process of signalling compounds. The first is the so-called spatial exclusion model,
in which the intracellular space is excluded from consideration and the computational
space is the extracellular environment. The second consists of point source models, where
the secreting cell is replaced by one or more non-spatial point sources or sinks, using
– mathematically – Dirac delta distributions. We propose a multi-Dirac approach and
provide explicit expressions for the intensities of the Dirac distributions. We show that two
to three well-positioned Dirac points suffice to approximate well a temporally constant but
spatially heterogeneous flux distribution of compound over the cell membrane, for a wide
range of variation in flux density and diffusivity. The multi-Dirac approach is compared to
a single-Dirac approach that was studied in previous work. Moreover, an explicit Green’s
function approach is introduced that has significant benefits in circumventing numerical
instability that may occur when the Dirac sources have high intensities.

Keywords: Model approximation, diffusion equation, Dirac delta distributions, singu-
larity removal, inhomogeneous flux density

1 Introduction

Living organisms, from single cells to animals and plants, communicate with each other, for var-
ious purposes, by means of secreting and detecting chemical compounds in their environment,
which get spread by diffusive or advective transport, or both. For example, plants may signal
others warning for predating insects and herbivores [11]; animals may secrete pheromones to
attract partners for mating [20]; single cells may thus coordinate and accomplish tasks that
they cannot do it alone, for instance, in the development of tissues, organs and whole organisms
[5, 17, 25], and for regulating cell behaviours, as in the immune system where immune cells are
attracted to target areas by means of cytokines [15, 16, 22].
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Means of communication are not limited to the diffusing compounds that are the subject
of modelling in this paper. At the cellular level, various types of communication have been
identified [8]. One, other than by signalling molecules, is cell-matrix interaction. In any case,
communication is realized through the extracellular environment, with the cell membrane,
which defines the boundary of the cell and separates the intracellular and extracellular envi-
ronments, in particular specific proteins embedded within, realizing detection and secretion of
compounds. Over the cell membrane, receptors, ion channel proteins and transporter proteins
are distributed inhomogeneously [7]. The latter two are responsible for the permeability of the
membrane for various types of molecules, such as ions, cytokines, nutrients, etc. Compounds
can be secreted as well by means of exocytosis of vesicles that contain these compounds at
high concentration, in the intermediate ‘protein free’ membrane space. This process is complex
and highly regulated [21]. For a more detailed review of the cell membranes, see e.g. Buehler
[6], Cooper and Adams [7].

Thus, when studying cell-to-cell communication using mathematical modelling one considers
a (reaction-) diffusion equation for the compound in the environment, possibly with an advective
term added if that type of transport is relevant. Here, we shall limit attention to diffusion only.

Depending on the spatial scale of a study, one encounters models in which either the indi-
vidual cells are small in number and viewed as non-negligibly spatially extended, or there is a
(very) large number of cells, of negligible size. The latter leads to a continuum description on
a spatial domain Ω with reaction terms in the diffusion equation on Ω that represent detection
and secretion of signalling compound essentially ‘everywhere’. The former leads to exclusion
from Ω of the space taken by the interior and cell membrane of all cells, represented by the
closed domain ΩC , say. We call this a spatial exclusion model; see Figure 1.1(a) for a schematic
representation. Secretion of compound is modelled then by flux conditions on the boundary
∂ΩC , i.e. the totality of all cell membranes. Because of the heterogeneity of localisation of
proteins and exocytosis events on the cell membrane, the associated flux densities in the model
are expected to be spatially inhomogeneous over each cellular part (i.e. connected component)
of ∂ΩC .

Biological cells have varying shapes. For mathematical convenience, each individual cell
may be given a regular, spherical, shape in a spatial exclusion model, as an approximation of a
model with detailed cell shape. However, a model with such regular shape and inhomogeneous
flux density distribution over the boundary may yield an acceptable approximating solution
to a model with detailed, realistic cellular shapes (and inhomogeneous flux density); see Fig-
ure 1.1(b). In this paper, although it is an interesting research question, we shall not consider
the quality of approximation of solutions between spatial exclusion models with regular and
realistic shaped cells. Instead, we shall be concerned with studying approaches towards ap-
proximation of a spatial exclusion model with a regularly shaped cell and inhomogeneous flux
density over its boundary by a so-called point source model. The cell is then replaced by a finite
number of point sources (see Figure 1.1(b) – blue points) or sinks (red points).

The quality of approximation is assessed quantitatively by numerical analysis. In the lat-
ter model, the cell is replaced by a small number of point sources and sinks with particular
intensities for mass exchange, positioned within the part of the full domain Ω that belonged to
the cell ΩC in the spatial exclusion model. In the model, this is realized by adding Dirac delta
distributions with particular intensities as reaction terms to the diffusion equation on the full
domain Ω.

The replacement by a point source model with Dirac delta distributions is of interest for
mathematical convenience as well. It helps to improve computational efficiency, in particular
when there are many cells present, but not as many that a continuum approximation is ac-
ceptable. Moreover, in a setting where cells start moving, the application of a finite-element
method (FEM) for numerical analysis will require regeneration of the mesh over time steps,
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(a) Illustration of the computational domain in a spa-
tial exclusion model with circular cell

(b) Model-wise conversion of an irregular-shaped cell
into a circular cell, then to mass-emitting point(s)

Figure 1.1: Geometric configuration of the spatial domain in the models. Panel (a): A schematic
presentation of one circular cell ΩC embedded in the domain Ω. The boundaries of the cell and
the entire domain are denoted by ∂ΩC and ∂Ω, respectively. We define the normal vector n of ∂ΩC

pointing towards the center of the cell. This figure is taken from Peng and Hille [23]. Panel (b):
A biological cell has a more irregular shape. The heterogeneous flux density over its boundary
can be converted into a circular cell with (different) heterogeneous flux density. Then, using the
method proposed in this article, the circular cell can be converted to mass-emitting points, i.e.
sources (blue) and sinks (red), with the cell boundary now virtual.

which will be a large computational burden. Moving point sources are expected to be less com-
putationally demanding. Computational efficiency will be relevant in situations where quick,
adequate simulations are needed, for example for digital twins in a medical setting [14, 26].

It then becomes relevant to determine the adequacy of the point source model in approxi-
mating a spatial exclusion model, with inhomogenous boundary conditions. A comparison of
solutions have so far been made theoretically in Evers et al. [10] and numerically in our pre-
vious work Peng and Hille [23], to the best of our knowledge. This paper starts investigating
approximation when inhomogeneous flux densities over the cell membrane occur.

Note that a point source – by necessity – will spread mass (or remove mass for a sink) in
symmetric fashion from its neighbourhood. In this paper we propose to replace a spatially
extended cell in that case by a finite number of well-located point sources (and sinks). A key
question is, to determine intensities for the associated Dirac delta distributions in the model.
We describe in Section 3 a method to do so and then validate this approach numerically,
quantitatively, in the following sections. We consider a two-dimensional setting for the domain
Ω. Any inhomogenous flux density over the circular boundary ΩC is a spatially 2π−periodic
function in angular coordinate and can hence be decomposed as a superposition of Fourier
modes. We consider the first few modes only. We expect that high frequency modes, due
to the regularizing effect of diffusion, will not contribute much to improvement of quality of
approximation. It remains a practical question for application how many modes are sufficient,
given diffusion constant and size of cells. This is a topic for further research.

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 presents the mathematical formulation of the
spatial exclusion and point source model, and a corresponding phrasing of the main question.
Section 3 proposes the idea of using multiple Dirac points to represent the cell, if the flux
density is a spatially inhomogeneous function, particularly the sinusoidal function. As a con-

3



sequence, a natural question is how to select the intensity of these Dirac points. In Section 3,
we start with the case of polarized flux density, represented by a 2π−periodic sinusoidal func-
tion to investigate the locations and the intensity of the off-centre Dirac points, then later we
extend this to the general case. Section 4 introduces the explicit Green’s function approach to
solve the point source model, and all models are non-dimensionalized. Afterwards, Section 5.1
introduces a homogeneity indicator to determine the relative difference between the solutions
to the homogeneous and inhomogeneous flux density in the spatial exclusion model. Numerical
results are presented in Section 5.2 and Monte Carlo simulations, investigating the effects on
the solutions of changes in parameters, are conducted in Section 5.3. In Section 5.4, we compare
the classical FEM and the explicit Green’s function approach to solve the point source model,
on a fine and coarse mesh, respectively. Finally, Section 6 delivers conclusions and discussion.

2 Mathematical formulation of the question

In our previous work [23], we considered the situation that the cell boundary releases diffusive
compounds into the direct environment in a homogeneous manner, i.e. the flux density over the
cell boundary is constant. Two models were discussed (namely, the spatial exclusion model and
the point source model) that describe the secretion and subsequent diffusion of compounds in
the environment of cells, particularly the consistency between the solutions to each model. The
spatial exclusion model separates the intracellular and extracellular environment, prescribes
flux conditions on the boundary separating these, and the intracellular part is excluded from
the computational domain. The point source model replaces each spatially extended cell by a
point source, by means of a Dirac delta distribution (also called a Dirac measure). The location
of this point source we call a Dirac point.

From the numerical results, we observed that for a relatively small diffusion coefficient,
there is a systematic time delay between the two approaches. Hence, to compensate for this
discrepancy, in the point source approach, we used the Gaussian kernel (which is also the form
of the fundamental solution to the diffusion equation) as the initial condition of the intracellular
environment. Furthermore, we investigated how to determine the intensity and the variance of
this Gaussian kernel.

Here, the set-up is similar to Peng and Hille [23], but we will now consider approximating
spatially inhomogeneous flux densities over the cell boundary in the spatial exclusion model,
instead of constant flux densities. These prescribed flux densities are still time-independent.
Focus point is the quality of approximation that can be reached by a point source model.

2.1 Spatial exclusion and point source models

We consider an open bounded two-dimensional domain Ω ⊂ R2, where there are a few non-
overlapping cells denoted by ΩC . Then the domain Ω \ Ω̄C is considered as the extracellular
environment; see Figure 1.1(b). The key difference between the spatial exclusion and point
source model is whether taking the cell domain ΩC as part of the entire domain or not.

The spatial exclusion model excludes the cell domain from the entire domain, and then the
secretion of the compounds is described as a Neumann boundary condition over ∂ΩC . The
model is given by

(BVPS)



∂uS(x, t)

∂t
−D∆uS(x, t) = 0, in Ω \ Ω̄C , t > 0,

D∇uS(x, t) · n = ϕ(x, t), on ∂ΩC , t > 0,

D∇uS(x, t) · n = 0, on ∂Ω, t > 0,

uS(x, 0) = u0(x), in Ω \ Ω̄C ,

(2.1)
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where n is the outward pointing unit normal vector to the domain boundary of Ω \ Ω̄C , see
Figure 1.1(b). We assume that the flux density ϕ(x, t) is non-negative at x ∈ ∂ΩC where there
is a flux of compound into the environment Ω \ Ω̄C . This ensures that solutions with positive
initial condition remain positive for all time. In contrast to Peng and Hille [23], we consider
specifically fluxes that are spatially inhomogeneous.

For the numerical simulations, on time domain [0, T ], Finite-Element Method (FEM) [27]
is used. Hence, we consider the weak solution concept for (BVPS), which is given by

(WFS)



Find uS(x, t) ∈ L2
(
(0, T ), H1(Ω \ Ω̄C)

)
∩H1

(
(0, T ), H1(Ω \ Ω̄C)

∗), such that∫
Ω\Ω̄C

∂uS(x, t)

∂t
v1(x, t)dΩ +

∫
Ω\Ω̄C

D∇uS(x, t) · ∇v1(x, t)dΩ

−
∫
∂ΩC

ϕ(x, t)v1(x, t)dΓ = 0, for any v1(x, t) ∈ L2
(
[0, T ], H1(Ω \ Ω̄C)

)
.

(See Yang et al. [28] Theorem 1). Here dΩ is the restriction of Lebesgue measure on R2 to
Ω and dΓ denotes the surface measure on ∂ΩC , which is so normalized that the Divergence
Theorem [18] holds without additional constant.

Furthermore, the initial-boundary value problem defined by point sources is given by

(BVPP)


∂uP (x, t)

∂t
−D∆uP (x, t) =

N∑
i=1

Φi(t)δ(x− x(i)), in Ω, t > 0,

D∇uP · n = 0, on ∂Ω, t > 0,

uP (x, 0) = ū0(x), in Ω, t = 0.

(2.2)

Here, the source intensity function Φi(t) describes the flux of mass per unit time from the source
at location x(i) when it is positive (otherwise it is a sink). The index i identifies a point source
or sink, of which there will be multiple associated to the same cell in the spatial exclusion model
later.

Again, we consider weak solutions. In this case, uP (x, t) cannot be in H1(Ω), because of
the singularities at the Dirac points. It can be in W 1,p(Ω) for any p ∈ (1, 2), see Yang et al.
[28] for details, Theorem 2 in particular. The restriction of uP (x, t) to x in the environment
Ω \ ΩC is H1 though [10]. This amounts to the following weak form – formulated for multiple

Dirac points and some p ∈ (1, 2) (with q the usual conjugate exponent:
1

p
+

1

q
= 1):

(WFP )



Find uP (x, t) ∈ C0
(
[0, T ],W 1,p(Ω)

)
, such that∫

Ω

∂uP (x, t)

∂t
v2(x, t)dΩ +

∫
Ω

D∇uP (x, t) · ∇v2(x, t)dΩ

=

∫
Ω

N∑
i=1

Φi(t)δ(x− x(i))v2(x, t)dΩ,

for any v2(x, t) ∈ L2
(
[0, T ],W 1,q(Ω)

)
.

Note, that according to the Sobolev Imbedding Theorem (see e.g. Adams and Fournier [1],
Theorem 4.12, p.85) for the indicated p, one has q > 2. Then, W 1,q(Ω) can be viewed as
consisting of continuous functions on Ω. Hence, evaluation of test functions at Dirac points
is well-defined. Existence and uniqueness of (weak) solutions to the point source model for
ū0(x) ∈ W 1,p(Ω) is furnished by [3, 4]; see Yang et al. [28] for details.
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2.2 Measures for quantitative comparison

In Peng and Hille [23], a proposition is proven that reveals the relationship between the differ-
ence in the two models and the boundary flux over ∂ΩC , and the proposition has been proved
analytically in the setting of FEM. The proposition is stated as follows:

Proposition 2.1. Denote by uS(x, t) and uP (x, t) the weak solutions to the spatial exclusion
model (BVPS) and the point source model (BVPP), respectively, and let ∂ΩC be the boundary
of the cells, from which the compounds are released, with normal vector n pointing into ΩC.
Then

1

2

d

dt

∥∥uS − uP

∥∥2
L2(Ω\ΩC)

= −D

∫
Ω\ΩC

∣∣∇(uS − uP )
∣∣2dΩ (2.3)

+

∫
∂ΩC

(us − uP )(ϕ−D∇uP · n) dΓ.

Assume moreover, that uS(·, 0) = uP (·, 0) a.e. on Ω \ ΩC. Then, uS(x, t) = uP (x, t) a.e. in
Ω \ Ω̄C × [0,∞) if and only if

ϕ(x, t)−D∇uP (x, t) · n = 0, a.e. on ∂ΩC × [0,∞). (2.4)

In this manuscript, the measures that we are interested in for comparison of the solutions to
the two models are firstly the difference in L2− and H1−norm on the extracellular environment
Ω\ΩC . In view of Proposition 2.1, we also consider the difference between prescribed flux density
on the cell boundary ∂ΩC and flux density on this set in the point source model in L2-norm,
i.e.

∥∥ϕ(·, t)−D∇uP (·, t) · n
∥∥
L2(∂Ωc)

, as a function of time. Moreover, we investigate the total

boundary flux deviation c∗(t) over the time interval [0, t], given by

c∗(t) :=

∫ t

0

∥∥ϕ(·, s)−D∇uP (·, s) · n
∥∥
L2(∂Ωc)

ds, (2.5)

which was defined and studied in Evers et al. [10].
In summary, to maintain good agreement between the two solutions in the extracellular

environment, the deviation in flux over ∂ΩC needs to be minimized. In the point source model
the flux over the – now virtual – cell boundary is a result of diffusion from the source. Hence, a
natural question is, how to define the intensities Φi(t) of the sources at the Dirac points in the
point source model such that the flux condition in Equation (2.4) can be best approximated.

3 Approximation with Multiple Dirac Points per Cell

In Peng and Hille [23], we replaced a cell with constant homogeneous flux over the boundary in
the spatial exclusion model by a single Dirac point in the point source model. As a next step,
because in reality cells have an irregular shape and secrete compounds spatially inhomogenously
over their membrane, we now consider how to best represent an inhomogenous flux over the
boundary by Dirac sources and sinks in a point source model. Thus, in this study, we consider a
prescribed spatially inhomogeneous – but time-independent – flux density distribution ϕ(x, t) =
ϕ(x) over the circular boundary of a single cell centred at x(0) = (xC , yC) of radius R. We
assume ϕ(x) to be non-negative everywhere.

Locally negative flux density, representing uptake of compound, requires special care. One
should realize, that in any realistic model, positivity of solution must be guaranteed. This
holds, loosely speaking, when mass can only be taken up where there is mass. Hence, the
uptake flux cannot be simply prescribed, but must depend on the solution close to the Dirac
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point. Hence, a well-designed approach is required. What works ‘best’ in approximating the
spatial exclusion model when also uptake of compounds is occurring, is a question for further
investigation (started in e.g. Yang et al. [28]).

Any sufficiently regular function on the circle can be approximated by a superposition of
periodic functions by Fourier analysis. Let θ ∈ [0, 2π) denote the angular coordinate on the
circular boundary ∂ΩC and xθ the corresponding point, i.e. xθ := x(0) +R(cos θ, sin θ) ∈ ∂ΩC .
Hence, in view of Fourier decomposition, we investigate here first fluxes of the form

ϕn(xθ) = ϕn(θ) = ϕ0 + A sin(nθ) = ϕ0(1 + ρ sin(nθ)), θ ∈ [0, 2π), (3.1)

where n is a positive integer, constants ϕ0, A > 0 and their ratio ρ :=
A

ϕ0

⩽ 1 in order to

maintain positivity of flux density.
If n is very large, the spatial fluctuation of the flux density are on a very small spatial scale.

Then, we expect that diffusion will ‘smooth out’ this variation and the prescribed flux density
may be considered homogeneous, effectively. Therefore, we are currently interested in small n.
The question remains to determine from which Fourier mode on one can start neglecting their
contribution to ϕ, depending on D and the spatial size R of the cell.

Furthermore, the ratio ρ plays a significant role: if ρ is very small, then one can still consider
using a single Dirac point in the cell centre, since the size of fluctuations is small; however,
when ρ is close to 1, the inhomogeneity is non-negligible. Putting one Dirac point at the cell
centre may then not be enough to obtain a good approximation of the spatial exclusion model
by the point source model.

In order to approximate a prescribed spatially inhomogeneous flux distribution of
the form in Equation (3.1), we propose to locate multiple Dirac points in specific
configuration within a cell of the spatial exclusion model. We propose intensities for
these Dirac points. Under certain conditions, we show that the emergent boundary
flux in the point source model as a result of this positioning of the Dirac points
and these intensities converges to the predefined flux density of the spatial exclusion
model.

The idea to obtain approximately an inhomogeneous flux distribution ϕn on ∂ΩC in the
point source model is by putting one point source at the centre x0, which realises a spatialy
homogenous flux distribution on the boundary. The spatial variation is then superimposed
by adding off-centre Dirac points. For the sake of keeping the model simple and subsequent
numerical simulations efficient, we want to have as small a number of point sources as possible,
while retaining a good approximation of the spatial exclusion model with inhomogeneous flux
ϕn over ∂ΩC .

Suppose that the additional N off-centre Dirac point sources are located at x(i) ∈ ΩC ,
i = 1, . . . , N . Let Φi(t) be the intensity of the point source (or sink, if Φi(t) < 0) at x(i). Notice
that in comparison to Peng and Hille [23] we not only allow for off-centre Dirac points, but also
for time-dependence in the intensities. We assume the Φi(t) to be locally integrable. If Ω = R2

(or ∂Ω is remote from the cell and t is small such that reflection of mass from the boundary ∂Ω
can still be neglected) the diffusion system defined in (2.2) with ū0 ≡ 0, yields a flux density
over the cell boundary – for zero initial condition – that is given for any point x ∈ ∂ΩC and
t > 0 by

ϕP (x, t) := D∇uP (x, t) · n

=
N∑
i=0

∫ t

0

Φi(s)

4πD(t− s)
exp

{
−∥x− x(i)∥2

4D(t− s)

}
(x− xC) · (x− x(i))

2R(t− s)
ds. (3.2)
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Note that n = − 1
R
(x− xC), with the conventions mentioned above.

According to Proposition 2.1, the N intensity functions Φi(t) should be chosen such that the
resulting ϕP (x, t) is close to the desired ϕn(x, t). Perfect agreement cannot hold at all x ∈ ∂ΩC

at all time. Not even if A = 0, see Peng and Hille [23]. Thus, an approximation of some sort is
required. From the practical point of view of numerical simulations, we want to have explicit
expressions for Φi(t) that can be computed well while yielding a good approximation of the
corresponding solution of the point source model to that of the spatial exclusion model.

The convolution integrals in Equation (3.2) cause concern for the analysis. Typically, one
would handle such a system with Fourier or Laplace transform in the time domain. Straight-
forward application of Fourier transform is obstructed by the constant-in-time flux distribution
ϕn(x) not being in L2(R+). Hence, a distributional approach must be taken. Laplace transform
can be directly applied to this locally integrable function, though. However, both do not yield
(much desired) easily computable explicit expressions.

To that end, we take an ad hoc approach. For any finite t > 0 (large), one can write – in
various ways:

Φi(s) = Φ̃i(t) + ∆i(s; t), s ∈ [0, t]. (3.3)

That is, one can view Φi(s) on [0, t] as a deviation ∆i(s; t) from a ‘mean’ Φ̃i(t). In fact, one

could define Φ̃i(t) :=
1
t

∫ t

0
Φi(s)ds, but this particular choice is not required. What is important

is, that we assume that the splitting can be made such that replacing Φi(s) in Equation (3.2)
by ∆i(s; t) results in values for the convolution integral that are small compared to ϕ̂(x, t), e.g.

for t sufficiently large, where ϕ̂(x, t) is obtained by replacing Φi(s) by Φ̃i(t) in Equation (3.2)
and performing the integration:

ϕ̂(x, t) :=
N∑
i=0

Φ̃i(t)

2πR

(x− xC) · (x− x(i))

∥x− x(i)∥2
exp

{
−∥x− x(i)∥2

4Dt

}
. (3.4)

We then expect that Φ̃i(t) captures the ‘trend’ of the behaviour of Φi(t) and – moreover – that
ϕ̂(x, t) is an adequate approximation of ϕP (x, t) for t sufficiently large. This heuristic argument
will be investigated with more mathematical rigour in follow-up work. Here, we employ it to
obtain explicit, computable expressions for Φ̃i(t) by transferring conditions on ϕP to ϕ̂, given by
Equation (3.4). We then investigate the quality of approximation when using these functions

as intensities. We write ϕ̃P (·, t) for the flux density over the curve ∂ΩC for the solution to
the point source model on the bounded domain Ω when we take for the intensities Φi(s) in

Equation (3.2) the trends Φ̃i(s). We compare ϕ(x, t) to ϕ̃P (x, t) – and to ϕ̂(x, t) in order to
check for which t the approximations are appropriate. Note that ϕ̂(x, t) was computed from
the solution on the unbounded space R2, using the explicit Green’s functions.

Conditions imposed on ϕP (·, t) vary according to which ‘metric of comparison’ between
ϕP (·, t) and ϕn is chosen, like the Lp-distance over ∂ΩC , with p = 1, 2 or ∞ preferred. These

may be transferred to ϕ̃P . For obtaining explicit expressions, we prefer however requiring that
the approximate flux density ϕ̂(x, t) has the same value at the location of the maxima and
minima of ϕn. That is, for t > 0 we impose

ϕ̂(xθk , t) = ϕn(xθk) =

{
ϕ0 + A, if k is odd,

ϕ0 − A, if k is even,
(3.5)

for k = 1, 2, . . . , 2n. Thus one obtains 2n equations for N + 1 unknown Φ̃i(t). Thus, with
general locations xi for the point sources in ΩC one needs N = 2n−1 points to be able to solve
System (3.5) for the functions Φ̃i(t). However, exploiting symmetry by specifically localizing
the points allows for doing with fewer points.
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The variation in ϕn(xθ) around ϕ0, i.e. A sin(nθ), takes extreme values at θk := (k − 1
2
)π
n
,

k = 1, 2, . . . , 2n with a maximum at odd k and a minimum at even k. We make the choice of
locating the off-centre Dirac points each on one of the n line segments connecting the centre
x0 to the location xθk of the maximum of ϕn(x), for k odd, all at the same distance r > 0
from the centre; see Figure 3.1 for a schematic presentation (for n = 1, 2). By symmetry, the n
off-centre Dirac points are expected to have the same intensity, say ΦD(t). Denote the intensity

of the centre point by ΦC(t). Let Φ̃D(t) and Φ̃C(t) be respective reference (‘mean’) values on
[0, t] for each, as discussed above.

Further in this section, we analyse the case of n = 1, 2 and use Equation (3.5) to deter-

mine reference intensities Φ̃D(t) and Φ̃C(t). For the general case and more detailed analytical
investigation, we preparing a theoretically oriented manuscript.

3.1 Polarized Flux Distribution: n = 1

We start with the case n = 1, that has a flux distribution that is maximal at xθ with θ =
π

2
, and

minimal at the opposite point; see Figure 3.1(a). It represents a ‘polarized flux distribution’. In
this case, the prescribed flux density in the spatial exclusion model is expressed as

ϕ(xθ, t) = ϕ1(xθ) = ϕ0(1 + ρ sin(θ)) = ϕ0

(
1 + ρ

y − yC
R

)
, ρ =

A

ϕ0

, (3.6)

where y is the y−coordinate of any point over the cell boundary, yC is the y−coordinate of the
cell center and R is the cell radius. Thus, the cell is divided into two semicircles, of which the
upper boundary releases more compounds while the lower boundary releases less. Following
the idea in Section 3, one off-centre Dirac point is located in the upper semicircle with distance
r to the cell centre, see Figure 3.1(a). The coordinate of the extra off-centre Dirac point is

x(1) = (xC , yC + r).

Then, the boundary flux ϕ̂(x, t) defined in Equation (3.4), becomes

ϕ̂(xθ, t) =
Φ̃D(t)(R− r sin(θ))

2π(R2 + r2 − 2rR sin(θ))
exp

{
−R2 + r2 − 2rR sin(θ))

4Dt

}
+

Φ̃C(t)

2πR
exp

{
− R2

4Dt

}
. (3.7)

To determine the value of Φ̃D(t) and Φ̃C(t), we require that for any t > 0, the minimum and
maximum of ϕ̂(xθ, t) in Equation (3.7) should be the same as those of ϕ1(xθ). In Appendix A it

is shown that that for any t > 0, θ 7→ ϕ̂(xθ, t) attains its maximum at θ =
π

2
and its minimum

at θ =
3π

2
. Hence, we obtain the conditions (for all t > 0)

ϕ̂
(
π
2
, t
)
= ϕ1

(
π
2

)
= ϕ0 + A and ϕ̂

(
3π
2
, t
)
= ϕ1

(
3π
2

)
= ϕ0 − A. (3.8)

Then, Φ̃D(t) and Φ̃C(t) must satisfy the system
Φ̃D(t)

2π(R− r)
exp

{
−(R− r)2

4Dt

}
+

Φ̃C(t)

2πR
exp

{
− R2

4Dt

}
= ϕ0 + A,

Φ̃D(t)

2π(R + r)
exp

{
−(R + r)2

4Dt

}
+

Φ̃C(t)

2πR
exp

{
− R2

4Dt

}
= ϕ0 − A.

(3.9)
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(a) Case n = 1 (b) Case n = 2

Figure 3.1: The locations of the Dirac points for approximating the inhomogenoues flux density
ϕn(xθ) = ϕ0 + A sin(nθ) over the circular cell boundary of radius R are shown for the cases (a)
of a polarized flux distribution(n = 1), and (b) of an axially oriented flux distribution (n = 2).
The off-centre Dirac points (blue) are each on a line segment connecting the cell’s centre point
(red) to a point on the cell boundary where ϕn(x) attains its maximum value ϕmax (green). The
distance between the cell centre and any off-centre Dirac point(s) is r (0 < r < R).

The exact solutions to System (3.9) are
Φ̃D(t) =

4πA

1
R−r

exp
{
− (R−r)2

4Dt

}
− 1

R+r
exp

{
− (R+r)2

4Dt

} ,
Φ̃C(t) = 2πR exp

{
R2

4Dt

}(
ϕ0 + A− 2A(R + r)

(R + r)− (R− r) exp
{
−Rr

Dt

}) .

(3.10)

From the expressions, we notice that: (1) solutions exist for 0 < r < R; (2) if r = R, then
System (3.9) is not defined, in the sense that not all coefficients are finite. Nevertheless,
Φ̃D(t) → 0 as r ↑ R in Expression (3.10), but this does not have an apparent meaning; (3)

neither of the functions are integrable at t = 0. So, the functions Φ̃C(t) and Φ̃D(t) are not

locally integrable on R+, as was assumed of the intensities Φi(t) at the start; (4) Φ̃D(t) is

always non-negative, while Φ̃C(t) can be negative. In particular, if A = ϕ0 (i.e. ρ = 1), then

Φ̃C(t) is negative. Thus, the off-centre Dirac point represents a source, always, while the centre
point can be a sink or a source, which depends on the ratio between ϕ0 and A. In Appendix C,
we provide a brief discussion of key characteristics of Φ̃D and Φ̃C .

Note that the functions Φ̃D(t) and Φ̃C(t) converge very rapidly to ∞ as t ↓ 0. In particular,
they are not locally integrable near 0, contrary to what is assumed of intensities. In computa-
tions, these functions are never evaluated at 0, or closer to 0 than (halve a) time step τ in the
numerical solver. Thus, effectively, they may be considered as given by Expression (3.10) and
‘truncated’ near 0 by the value at τ . Thus, one obtains locally integrable intensities.

Substituting Expression (3.10) into Equation (3.7), we obtain

ϕ̂1(θ, t) = ϕ0 + A+ C1(t) exp

{
−R2 + r2 − 2Rr sin(θ)

4Dt

}
R− r sin(θ)

R2 + r2 − 2Rr sin(θ)

− 2A(R + r)

(R + r)− (R− r) exp
{
−Rr

Dt

} , (3.11)
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where

C1(t) =
2A

1
R−r

exp
{
− (R−r)2

4Dt

}
− 1

R+r
exp

{
− (R+r)2

4Dt

} > 0, for all r ∈ (0, R). (3.12)

In Figure 3.2(a), we compare the prescribed flux density ϕ(xθ) = ϕ1(xθ) with ϕ̂(θ, t) =
ϕ̂1(θ, t) for various time points. Note that the location and value of the maximum and minimum
of ϕ(xθ) and ϕ̂1(θ, t) coincide, as expected (see Appendix A). Since the minimum of ϕ̂1(θ, t)
equals ϕ0 − A, which is always non-negative, the positive concentration in the computational
domain is ensured. Moreover, with a fixed value of r, increasing t reduces the difference between
ϕ̂(θ, t) and ϕ.

The distance r of the off-centre Dirac point to the centre is a parameter we still can choose
in the range (0, R). To investigate its effect on ϕ̂1(θ, t) we consider now the dependence on r
of the limit of this function as ‘t → ∞’. We have for 0 < r < R:

ϕ̂∞(θ; r) := lim
t→∞

ϕ̂1(θ, t) = ϕ0 + A− A(R + r)2(1− sin(θ))

R2 − 2Rr sin(θ) + r2
. (3.13)

Figure 3.2(b) plots ϕ̂∞ for multiple values of r. Observe that the dashed curve (ϕ̂∞) and the solid
curve (ϕ = ϕ1) overlap even more when r is decreasing. The analytical proof of this observed

convergence is given in Appendix B. Furthermore, when r decreases, Φ̃D increases while Φ̃C

decreases without any upper or lower bound. In other words, with r → 0+, Φ̃D(t) → +∞ and

Φ̃C(t) → −∞ for any t > 0. Thus, the off-centre Dirac point is a source while the centre point
is a sink. The pair of Dirac delta distributions then form a system that resembles a dipole
system in electromagnetism [9].

3.2 Axially Oriented Flux Distribution: n = 2

When n = 2, there are two complete periods of the flux density over the cell boundary. Hence,

θ 7→ ϕ2(xθ) has two maxima, at θ =
π

4
and θ =

5π

4
. Thus, secretion of compound is high

around the axis through the two associated points on the boundary and low orthogonal to this
line. Hence we call this the case of an ‘axially oriented flux distribution’. These two values will
also be the angles of the locations of the extra off-centre Dirac points; see Figure 3.1(b) for a
schematic presentation. Accordingly, x(0) = xC will be the centre point, while x(1) corresponds

to θ =
π

4
and x(2) to θ =

5π

4
. The minima are located at θ =

3π

4
and θ =

7π

4
.

With the chosen location of the Dirac points, a direct computation yields

(xθ − xC) · (xθ − x(i))

∥xθ − x(i)∥2
=



1, if i = 0,

R2 − 1
2

√
2rR(cos θ + sin θ)

R2 + r2 −
√
2rR(cos θ + sin θ)

, if i = 1,

R2 + 1
2

√
2rR(cos θ + sin θ)

R2 + r2 +
√
2rR(cos θ + sin θ)

, if i = 2.

(3.14)

The flux density approximation then becomes
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(a) Flux over the cell boundary with r = 0.05 at different t

(b) Flux over the cell boundary with various values of r when t → +∞

Figure 3.2: For n = 1, ϕ0 = A = 1.0 and cell radius R = 1.0 the desired flux density ϕ(xθ) = 1+sin(θ)

is compared as function of the angle θ with (a) ϕ̃(xθ, t), computed from Equation (3.4) for indicated

times, and (b) the limit of ϕ̃(xθ, t) as t → ∞, given by Equation (3.13) for various values of r.
The solid curve is the prescribed flux density ϕ1 in the spatial exclusion approach and the dashed
curves show the approximants ϕ̃(·, t) or ϕ̃∞; different colours of the curves represent different
values of time t or the distance between the off-centre Dirac point and the cell centre r.

ϕ̂2(θ, t) =
Φ̃D(t)

2πR

R2 −
√
2
2
Rr(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

R2 + r2 −
√
2Rr(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

exp

{
−R2 + r2 −

√
2Rr(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

4Dt

}

+
Φ̃D(t)

2πR

R2 +
√
2
2
Rr(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

R2 + r2 +
√
2Rr(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

exp

{
−R2 + r2 +

√
2Rr(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

4Dt

}

+
Φ̃C(t)

2πR
exp

{
− R2

4Dt

}
(3.15)
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We impose in this case too the condition that the maxima and minima of the approximate
flux density ϕ̂2(xθ, t) should have the same location and value as those of ϕ(xθ) at all times
t > 0. According to Appendix A, the two functions in the given configuration of Dirac points
and intensities do have the same fixed location in time of extremes. Hence, we solve Φ̃D(t) and

Φ̃C(t) from
Φ̃D(t)

2π(R− r)
exp

{
−(R− r)2

4Dt

}
+

Φ̃D(t)

2π(R + r)
exp

{
−(R + r)2

4Dt

}
+

Φ̃C(t)

2πR
exp

{
− R2

4Dt

}
= ϕ0 + A,

Φ̃D(t)R

π(R2 + r2)
exp

{
−R2 + r2

4Dt

}
+

Φ̃C(t)

2πR
exp

{
− R2

4Dt

}
= ϕ0 − A.

(3.16)
The solutions to System (3.16) are given by

Φ̃D(t) =
4πA

1
R−r

exp
{
− (R−r)2

4Dt

}
+ 1

R+r
exp

{
− (R+r)2

4Dt

}
− 2 R

R2+r2
exp

{
− r2+R2

4Dt

} =: 2πC2(t)

(3.17)
and

Φ̃C(t) = 2πR exp

{
R2

4Dt

}

×

ϕ0 − A−
4A exp

{
−R2+r2

4Dt

}
R2+r2

R(R−r)
exp

{
− (R−r)2

4Dt

}
+ R2+r2

R(R+r)
exp

{
− (R+r)2

4Dt

}
− 2 exp

{
−R2+r2

4Dt

}
 . (3.18)

Note that C2(t) > 0 for all r ∈ (0, R).
Then, the approximate boundary flux is given by

ϕ̂2(θ, t) = ϕ0 − A

+ C2(t)

[
R−

√
2
2
r(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

R2 + r2 −
√
2Rr(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

exp

{
−R2 + r2 −

√
2Rr(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

4Dt

}

+
R +

√
2
2
r(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

R2 + r2 +
√
2Rr(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

exp

{
−R2 + r2 +

√
2Rr(sin(θ) + cos(θ))

4Dt

}

− 2R

R2 + r2
exp

{
−R2 + r2

4Dt

}]
(3.19)

In Appendix A we argue that ϕ̂2 and ϕ2 have the same location for the extreme points that
are fixed in time. The imposed conditions assure that their values agree too. Numerically, it is
confirmed that ϕ̂2 and ϕ2 have the same extreme points; see Figure 3.3.

The approximate boundary flux ϕ̂2(θ, t) has limit as t → ∞ given by

ϕ̂2,∞(θ; r) = ϕ0 − A− A(R2 − r2)

r2
+

A(R2 − r2)(R2 + r2)(R2 − r2 sin(2θ))

r2(R4 + r4 − 2R2r2 sin(2θ))
(3.20)

As can be seen in Figure 3.3(b), as r → 0+, ϕ̂2,∞ converges to ϕ2(θ) = 1 + sin(2θ) point-wise.
The analytical proof can again be found in Appendix B.

4 Computational Set-up

To visualize the deviation between the two approaches with inhomogeneous flux density, numer-
ical simulations are needed. In this manuscript, finite-element methods (FEM) and backward
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(a) Flux over the cell boundary with r = 0.1 at different t

(b) Flux over the cell boundary with various values of r when t → +∞

Figure 3.3: Selecting ρ = 1.0 and cell radius R = 1.0 for ϕ = 1 + sin(2θ), the flux over the cell
boundary is shown versus the angle θ. The solid curve is the predefined flux density in the spatial
exclusion approach and the dashed curves are the flux density computed by Equation (3.19) with
n = 2; different colours of the curves represent different values of the distance between the off-
centre Dirac point and the cell centre r.

Euler are used for the numerical simulations, for the spatial discretization and time integration
respectively. Particularly, we use Python 3.10 and FEniCS package [2] version 2019.2.0.dev0.
We bear in mind that in the implementation, instead of a smooth circle, the cell region is
constructed by a series of mesh points as a polygon.

The spatial exclusion model is well-defined in the FEM setting (see (BVPS)). In a FEM
implementation of the point source model (BVPP) the singular Delta distributions appear as
point evaluation of the basis functions in the FEM at the Dirac points and multiplication with
the corresponding source’s intensity (see (WFP)). However, this singularity may lead to an
unstable and unreliable numerical solution, particularly with a large intensity of a Dirac delta
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distribution. To counter this, we exploit the availability of the explicit Green’s function on
R2 and replace (BVPP) by a diffusion equation on R2 with singular Dirac distributions in the
reaction term, coupled to an appropriate correction on the bounded domain Ω. The first now
has a semi-explicit representation formula in terms of an integral, while the correction is given
by the solution to a diffusion equation on Ω without reaction term and with regular data in
its boundary conditions. We will call this the ‘explicit Green’s function approach’. Details are
given below. It is a common singularity removal technique [12, 19, 24].

It is our objective to quantitatively and qualitatively compare the spatial exclusion and
point source model in different parameter regimes. Therefore, we use non-dimensionalized
descriptions for both, such that only ‘essential (combinations of) parameters’ appear in the
equations. The explicit scaling is given in Section 4.2.

4.1 Explicit Green’s function approach

In Section 3, we showed a way to determine location and intensity of Dirac point sources, such
that the resulting flux density over ∂ΩC approximates the prescribed ϕ(x, t). In that approach,
the centre point has positive intensity Φ̃C(t) at time t and the off-centre Dirac points have equal
intensity Φ̃D(t), which may not have a fixed sign. The system is similar to an electromagnetic
dipole [13].

Theoretically, to obtain a small discrepancy between the spatial exclusion approach and the
point source approach, we need a small r > 0, which will result in large absolute values of Φ̃C

and Φ̃D. Then, the numerical simulation with FEM might become unstable.
To resolve this issue, we remove the singularity of the Dirac delta distribution from the reac-

tion term from the PDE that is solved numerically, in the following way. The explicit expression
for the Green’s function for the diffusion equation on R2 yields an integral representation for
the solution of the equation

∂û(x, t)

∂t
−D∆û(x, t) =

N∑
i=1

Φ̃i(t)δ(x− x(i)), in R2, t > 0,

û(x, 0) = 0, in R2, t = 0,

(4.1)

where x(i) is the locations of the Dirac points, Φ̃i is the intensity of the Dirac point xi. In fact,

û(x, t) =

∫ t

0

1

4πD(t− s)

N∑
i=1

Φ̃i(s) exp

{
−∥x− x(i)∥2

4D(t− s)

}
ds, for x ∈ R2, t ≥ 0. (4.2)

Note that û(x, t) can be computed from Expression (4.2), employing appropriate techniques –
not involving FEM – that ensure its accuracy, even for high intensities.

Let uP (x, t) be the solution to the boundary value problem of the point source approach in
Equation (2.2) with zero initial conditions. Then we may consider uP as a correction to û, due
to reflection of ‘mass’ back into the domain Ω at the boundary ∂Ω. Define this correction by

v(x, t) := uP (x, t)− û(x, t).

Since uP (x, t) = v(x, t)+ û(x, t), substituting this into (BVPP), we conclude that v(x, t) solves
the boundary value problem

(BVPv)


∂v(x, t)

∂t
−D∆v(x, t) = 0, in Ω, t > 0,

D∇v · n = −D∇û · n, on ∂Ω, t > 0,

v(x, 0) = ū0(x), in Ω, t = 0.

(4.3)
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Hence, the solution to (BVPP) can be ‘post-processed’ after first determining û(x, t), then
solving for v(x, t) defined by (BVPv) in which there is no singular reaction term – with û now
given and appearing in the boundary condition – by means of e.g. FEM without a singular
reaction term and then, finally, summing the two contributions. This overall step-wise approach
we call the explicit Green’s function approach.

The weak form of (BVPv), used in the numerical simulations, is given by

(WFv)


Find v ∈ H1(Ω), such that∫

Ω

∂v

∂t
φ+D∇v · ∇φdΩ +

∫
∂Ω

Dφ∇û · ndΓ = 0, for any φ ∈ H1(Ω).

4.2 Non-dimensional models

The scalings for non-dimensionalisation are similar to those used in Peng and Hille [23]. The
provided description is for the general case of any positive integer n in Equation (3.1). The
rescalings are:

ξ :=
x

R
, τ :=

t

τ0
, D̂ :=

Dτ0
R2

, γ :=
u

u∗ ,
ϕ0τ0
Ru∗ = 1,

where the time-scale τ0 is chosen in relation to the chosen reference density u∗, such that the
last parameter combination, the ‘non-dimensional flux density’ becomes 1. R is the cell radius
in the dimensional setting.

With this scaling the boundary value problem (BVPS) becomes

(BVP′
S)



∂γS(ξ, τ)

∂τ
− D̂∆ξγS(ξ, τ) = 0, in Ω̂ \ ¯̂

ΩC , τ > 0,

D̂∇ξγS(ξ, τ) · nξ = 1 + ρ sin(nθ), on ∂Ω̂C , τ > 0,

D̂∇ξγS(ξ, τ) · nξ = 0, on ∂Ω̂, τ > 0,

γS(ξ, 0) =
u0(ξ)

u∗ , in Ω̂ \ ¯̂
ΩC .

Similarly, we obtain the dimensionless system of (BVPP), which reads as

(BVP′
P)



∂γP (ξ, τ)

∂τ
− D̂∆ξγP (ξ, τ) =

ˆ̃
ΦCδ(ξ − ξC) +

n∑
i=1

ˆ̃
ΦDδ(ξ − ξi), in Ω̂, τ > 0,

D̂∇ξγP · nξ = 0, on ∂Ω̂, τ > 0,

γP (ξ, 0) =
ū0(ξ)

u∗ , in Ω̂.

In the explicit Green’s function approach, the dimensionless semi-explicit solution on R2 is then

γ̂ =
û

u∗ .

The dimensionless boundary value problem for the correction term becomes

(BVP′
v)


∂γv(ξ, τ)

∂τ
− D̂∆ξγv(ξ, τ) = 0, in Ω̂, τ > 0,

D̂∇ξγv · nξ = −D̂∇ξγ̂ · nξ, on ∂Ω̂, τ > 0,

γv(ξ, 0) = 0, in Ω̂, τ = 0.
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Table 4.1: Standard parameter values used in numerical analyses in Section 5.1 and 5.2, corre-
sponding to the dimensionless systems presented in Sections 4.2.

Parameter Value Description

D̂ 1 Diffusion coefficient

L/R 10 Size of the computational domain
∆τ 0.04 Time step
T 40 Total time
h 0.0875 Average mesh size
x(0) (0, 0) Cell centre
r 0.01 Distance between the off-centre Dirac points and the cell centre
u0(x) 0 Initial condition in (BVPS) in Ω \ ΩC

ū0(x) 0
Initial condition in (BVPP) in Ω and R2 in explicit Green’s function
approach

‘Post-processing’ yields the rescaled solution on Ω̂, γP := uP/u
∗, given by

γP (ξ, τ) = γ̂(ξ, τ) + γv(ξ, τ).

The numerical simulations have been conducted in this dimensionless setting. The dimen-
sionless parameter values that were used are listed in Table 4.1, unless indicated otherwise.
From this point onwards, we abuse notation and return to the notationally more convenient
dimensional versions of variables and parameters, considering them as non-dimensional, though.

5 Comparison of Approaches

In Peng and Hille [23], we compared a spatial exclusion model with constant (in time and
space) flux distribution over the boundary with a point source model with single Dirac point
per cell, with constant-in-time intensity. We found then, that in a setting with small diffusivity
a systematic time delay occurs. It was investigated how a choice of initial condition could reduce
this delay and hence error in the approximation. Here, we shall not take an initial condition
other than the constant 0 on the full domain. However, we employ time-varying intensities for
the Dirac delta distributions. As will be shown, this will help in resolving the time delay too.

In this section, we shall investigate, to what extent more complicated versions of spatial
exclusion or point source model can be approximated well by simpler versions. ‘Simpler’ may
mean: e.g. ignoring spatial inhomogeneity of prescribed the flux density over the boundary,
ignoring higher frequency variations in space in this density, or using a smaller number of Dirac
points in a point source model.

5.1 Significance of Heterogeneity in Flux Density

Intuitively, when ρ (i.e. the ratio between A and ϕ0) is very small then the inhomogeneity
is negligible, when there is sufficiently strong diffusion. The diffusion of compounds will then
quickly level-off density differences, in particular those originating from the inhomogeneity
in flux density. Then, we expect that it is not needed to consider spatial variation in the flux
density even in the spatial exclusion model. Hence, the use of multiple Dirac points to represent
the cell would not be needed as well. However, when the diffusion coefficient is small spatial
variation must be taken into account and the use of multiple Dirac points may be required to
get a good approximation by a point source model.

In Figure 5.1, we investigate the impact of the ratio ρ on the solution to (BVPS) when
the inhomogeneous flux density is used. We show the relative error between the solution with
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homogeneous flux density and solutions with inhomogeneous flux density with the same spatial
average, but different amplitude and frequency of variations around this mean. It provides an
indicator of the level of spatial difference in the comparison of the solutions in the extracellular
domain over time. This inhomogeneity indicator is defined as a relative deviation between
the solutions to the spatial exclusion model using the homogeneous and inhomogeneous flux
density, respectively:

H(t) =
∥uhomo

S (t)− uinhomo
S (t)∥

∥uhomo
S (t)∥

, (5.1)

where uhomo
S and uinhomo

S are the solutions to (BVPS) with homogeneous and inhomogeneous flux
density, respectively. The ratio ρ here is either 0.001 (blue curve) or 1 (red curve). As expected,
a small ρ indicates a very small fluctuation of the flux density, thus, the inhomogeneity can be
neglected here. As a result, instead of using multiple Dirac points to describe the inhomogeneous
flux over the cell boundary, we can keep using the cell centre to represent the entire cell as the
source of the compounds, when the ρ is small. Furthermore, when the inhomogeneity is not
negligible, for instance, when ρ = 1, setting the source point only at the cell centre is not
enough, in particular, in the early stage of the time domain. Nevertheless, as time proceeds
and n increases, the inhomogeneity indicated by H(t) is decaying significantly.

(a) HL2 =
∥uhomo

S (x)− uinhomo
S ∥L2(Ω\ΩC)

∥uhomo
S (x)∥L2(Ω\ΩC)

(b) HH1 =
∥uhomo

S (x)− uinhomo
S ∥H1(Ω\ΩC)

∥uhomo
S (x)∥H1(Ω\ΩC)

Figure 5.1: The local norm difference between the solution to (BVPS) using the homogeneous
flux density ϕ(x) = 1 and the inhomogeneous flux density ϕ(x) = 1 + ρ sin(nθ), where n ∈ {1, 2, 3}
and ρ = 0.001, 1. Here, we show the relative L2− and H1−norm difference in Panel (a) and (b),
respectively. In simulations, standard parameter values have been used from Table 4.1.

When the frequency of the predefined flux density is large and the diffusion coefficient is
relatively large, the inhomogeneity is also negligible. In Figure 5.2, when ρ is chosen to be
1, then the diffusion coefficient D and the parameter n that determines the frequency of the
fluctuation, are varied. According to the simulation results presented in Figure 5.2, it can be
seen that both a large D and a large n result in a small relative deviation. When n is large,
the gap between the point of high and low flux density is small, i.e. the distance between the
location on the boundary of minimal and maximal flux density. With the same value of D, a
smaller gap demands a shorter time for the homogenization. Furthermore, a larger diffusion
coefficient accelerates this diffusing process in the gap. As a result, the inhomogeneity becomes
less significant for a large value of D and n.

Hence, in the spatial exclusion model, inhomogeneity in the flux density on the cell boundary
may be ignored – especially on the larger time scale – when the diffusion coefficient D is
sufficiently large (roughly, D ⩾ 0.1), the fluctuation ratio ρ is small (ca. ρ ⩽ 0.1) or the
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(a) HL2 =
∥uhomo

S (x)− uinhomo
S ∥L2(Ω\ΩC)

∥uhomo
S (x)∥L2(Ω\ΩC)

(b) HH1 =
∥uhomo

S (x)− uinhomo
S ∥H1(Ω\ΩC)

∥uhomo
S (x)∥H1(Ω\ΩC)

Figure 5.2: The local norm difference between the solution to (BVPS) using the homogeneous flux
density ϕ(x) = 1 and the inhomogeneous flux density ϕ(x) = 1 + sin(nθ), where n ∈ {1, 2, 3} and D
varies in {0.01, 0.1, 1, 30}.Here, we show the relative L2− and H1−norm difference in Panel (a)
and (b), respectively. In simulations, standard parameter values have been used.

frequency of the fluctuation n is large (ca. n ⩾ 3). Thus, an approximately circular cell shape
and rather homogenous flux density over the cell boundary may be replaced in the spatial
exclusion model effectively by a circular cell shape and homogeneous flux density, under these
conditions too. The inhomogeneity of the flux density is either not significant or the extent of
its effects decays relatively fast as time proceeds. A multi-Dirac approach in a points source
approximation of the spatial exclusion model is not needed under those circumstances.

5.2 Single-Dirac versus Multi-Dirac Approach

According to the results in the previous section, the spatial inhomogeneity of the flux density
can be neglected in the spatial exclusion model for a larger diffusion coefficient, a smaller ratio
ρ and a larger value of n. In this section, we present the numerical results of different cases in
which the spatial inhomogeneity is expected to be relevant. Here, we therefore only consider
the predefined flux density of ϕ(x) = 1+ρ sin(nθ), where n = 1, 2. Whether the inhomogeneity
is significant depends further on the value of ρ and the diffusion coefficient D. The other
parameter values used in the simulations, are listed in Table 4.1, unless they are specifically
indicated otherwise.

The intensity of Dirac points (given by Equations (3.10) and (3.17)–(3.18)) may take large
values. Therefore, the numerical solution obtained by solving (BVPP) naively might be very
large and unreliable. Solving (BVPP) with the explicit Green’s function approach that was
discussed in Section 4.1, can resolve this issue to some extent. Hence, in some figures of
this section, we only show the graph obtained by the explicit Green’s function approach for
the multi-Dirac point source model, since the graph obtained by solving the BVP naively, is
possibly inaccurate.

5.2.1 Polarized Flux Distribution: n = 1

According to Proposition 2.1, it is of interest to compare the flux density over the (virtual) cell
boundary, generated by the Dirac point sources, with the prescribed flux density ϕ1(xθ). So far,
for the point source model, there are various methods computing the flux over the virtual cell
boundary: the approximated flux defined in Equation (3.11) and postprocessing the numerical
solutions for the flux density by computing D∇uP (x, t) · n numerically from these. For the
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latter, if the single-Dirac approach is used, uP (x, t) is solved directly by FEM; if multi-Dirac
approach is used, due to the possible numerical instability, uP (x, t) is solved both directly and
with the explicit Green’s function approach.

The flux densities over the (virtual) cell boundary in the point source model, computed
in these various ways, and the predefined flux in the Spatial Exclusion Model are shown in
Figure 5.3 at different times. Figure 5.4 shows quantities that measure quality of approximation
between the point source model (in variants and different methods of numerically solving the
equations) and the spatial exclusion model, when the flux density is given by ϕ(x) = 1+sin(θ).

From the beginning (Figure 5.3(a)-(b)), we can already observe that for the multi-Dirac
approach solved by FEM directly (blue dashed curve), even though we ensured the same flux
density at the location of the extreme values, the boundary flux is significantly different from
the graphs obtained by the other methods. To highlight this discrepancy, we split the vertical
axis into two parts that are not at the same scale. As time proceeds, the blue dashed curve
moves closer to and in the end mostly overlaps with the predefined flux density (black solid
curve). This explains why in Figure 5.4, for all the interesting quantities, there exists a large
peak in the L2- and H1-norm differences in the early part of the simulations.

Contrary to the blue dashed curve in Figure 5.3, the approximated flux density (orange
dashed curve) over the (virtual) cell boundary defined in Equation (3.11) and post-processed
flux computed from the solution to the point source model with multi-Dirac points by the
explicit Green’s function approach (green dashed curve), already overlap with the predefined
boundary flux (red solid curve). In other words, the approximated flux provides a high-quality
approximation to the predefined flux over the time domain of the simulation.

Moreover, numerically, it is more stable to solve the multi-Dirac point source model with
the explicit Green’s function approach, particularly when the intensity of the Dirac points is
very large, as can be seen in Figure 5.4. One can observe that for r = 0.01, solving the multi-
Dirac point source model with this approach gives the smallest value in all the quantities. The
single-Dirac approach tends to give worse results, especially for the smaller values of r.

In Figure 5.4, with the value of diffusion coefficient D = 1, the single-Dirac approach still
consists of a systematic time delay, that is, the compounds take more than one time step to
travel from the cell center to the cell boundary. As a result, in Figure 5.4(d), the boundary
flux difference of the single-Dirac approach is relatively large and then it decays till the steady
state, while in the multi-Dirac approach, the boundary flux difference already starts small.
Furthermore, the rest of the subfigures confirms the benefit of using the multi-Dirac approach
when the inhomogeneity of the flux density is significant: as long as r is small and close to
0, then the local norm difference in the multi-Dirac approach is always smaller than in the
single-Dirac approach.

When the diffusion coefficient is sufficiently large, i.e. the compounds take less than one
time step to travel from the cell centre to the cell boundary, then there is no error caused by this
systematic time delay (see Peng and Hille [23] for more details). In the meantime, even though
the inhomogeneous flux density leads to heterogeneity in the extracellular environment, thanks
to the large diffusion coefficient, the concentration discrepancy can be smoothened quickly. As
a result, the heterogeneity is not significant over the entire time range; see Figure 5.5 as an
example. For all the options of r, even though the multi-Dirac approach can well describe
the inhomogeneous boundary flux: Figure 5.5(c)-(d) show the significant difference of c∗(t)
and ∥ϕ(x, t)−D∇u · n∥L2(∂ΩC) between the multi-Dirac and single-Dirac approach. However,
regarding the concentration in the extracellular environment, even though in the beginning, the
multi-Dirac approach always has a smaller error, this error increases linearly and faster than
the error of the single-Dirac approach.

If ρ in the predefined flux density is reduced, the inhomogeneity is less significant. We keep
the same parameter values as in Table 4.1 except for modifying the value of ρ to 0.01, Figure 5.6
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(a) t = 0.04 (b) t = 0.8

(c) t = 2.0 (d) t = 4.0

(e) t = 8.0 (f) t = 40

Figure 5.3: The flux over the (virtual) cell boundary ∂ΩC at different time points is shown
in various point source models. The black solid curve represents the predefined flux (given by
Equation (3.1) with n = 1) in the spatial exclusion model. The orange curve represents the
approximated flux defined by Equation (3.11). The blue and green dashed curves are the results
of numerical simulation of the point source model with multiple Dirac points: the orange one , the
blue and green ones are solved by FEM directly and with the explicit Green’s function approach
(see Section 4.1), respectively. The red dashed curve stands for the flux post-processed by the
point source model using one centre Dirac point. Note that in Panel (a) the y-axis is discrete,
and the upper and bottom parts are not on the same scale. Parameter values are taken from
Table 4.1.

shows that multi-Dirac approach is still favoured based on the local solution deviation between
the spatial exclusion model and the point source model. Meanwhile, the difference between the
multi-Dirac approach and the single-Dirac approach is less than in Figure 5.4, which verifies
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(a) ∥uS − uP ∥L2(Ω\ΩC) (b) ∥uS − uP ∥H1(Ω\ΩC)

(c) c∗(t) (d) ∥ϕ(x)−D∇uP · n∥L2(∂ΩC)

Figure 5.4: Comparison of single- and multi-Dirac approach to spatial exclusion model for the
polarized flux density with large fluctuations (ρ = 1), i.e. ϕ(x) = 1 + sin(θ). The simulations were
made with parameter values from Table 4.1. The local L2− (Panel (a)) and H1−norm difference
(Panel (b)) between the solutions to the spatial exclusion model and the point source model with
one (red dashed curve) and multiple Dirac points (black – explicit Green’s function approach
– and blue solid curve – direct FEM approach), respectively. The c∗(t) and the boundary flux
difference at each time step are shown in Panel (c) and (d), respectively.

again the reduction of the homogeneity when ρ decreases.

5.2.2 Axially Oriented Flux Distribution: n = 2

In Figure 5.7 we compare solutions of single-Dirac and multi-Dirac point source models,
the latter computed with different methods, to the solution of the spatial exclusion model with
the axially oriented flux distribution (n = 2). We use the standard parameter values from
Table 4.1. Similar to the observations from the case of n = 1, as long as r is small enough,
the overall performance of the discrepancy between the two models by using the multi-Dirac
approach is better than the single-Dirac approach. However, due to the large intensity of the
Dirac point, explicit Green’s function approach is required to have a trustworthy numerical
solution, particularly when the flux over the cell boundary is computed; see Figure 5.7(c)-(d).

When we increase n in the predefined flux density, the multi-Dirac approach is more favoured
over the single-Dirac approach, using the same r in the observed time domain, e.g. Figure 5.7(a)
and 5.4(a) with r = 0.1. This observation motivates the examination in further detail of the
domain of effective application of the multi-Dirac approach.
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(a) ∥uS − uP ∥L2(Ω\ΩC) (b) ∥uS − uP ∥H1(Ω\ΩC)

(c) c∗(t) (d) ∥ϕ(x)−D∇uP · n∥L2(∂ΩC)

Figure 5.5: Comparison of single- and multi-Dirac approach to spatial exclusion model for the
polarized flux density with ratio ρ = 1, i.e. ϕ(x) = 1 + sin(θ). The simulations were made with a
large diffusion coefficient (D = 30.0). The local L2− (Panel (a)) and H1−norm difference (Panel
(b)) between the solutions to the spatial exclusion model and the point source model with one
(red dashed curve) and multiple Dirac points (black and blue solid curve), respectively. The c∗(t)
and the boundary flux difference at each time step are shown in Panel (c) and (d), respectively.

5.3 Application Domain of Multi-Dirac Approach

In the previous section, the results were obtained with specific and extreme parameter values,
particularly the value of ρ and D. In the selected cases, the simulation results indicate that the
multi-Dirac approach gives better quality approximation than a single-Dirac approach. The
question whether this property persists for all parameter combinations, is investigated now by
means of Monte Carlo simulations with the diffusion constant D and ratio ρ as inputs. For
n = 1 and n = 2 we take uniform distributions for both parameters on their order of magnitude:

• log10(D) ∼ U(−3, 1.5);

• log10(ρ) ∼ U(−3, 0).

The remaining parameters are fixed as in Table 4.1. To neglect the impact of the locations of
the off-centre Dirac points, r = 0.01 is utilized. The distance in spatial L2-norm between the
numerical solution to the spatial exclusion model and the solution of the point source model
with multi-Dirac approach and with single-Dirac approach is computed at the time steps of
simulation. These two L2-deviation curves are compared. The response of the Monte Carlo
simulation is a label, specified in Table 5.1 in more detail, representing to which approach
in the point source model better approximates the spatial exclusion model in the time range
t ∈ (10, 40).
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(a) ∥uS − uP ∥L2(Ω\ΩC) (b) ∥uS − uP ∥H1(Ω\ΩC)

(c) c∗(t) (d) ∥ϕ(x)−D∇uP · n∥L2(∂ΩC
)

Figure 5.6: Comparison of single- and multi-Dirac approach to spatial exclusion model for the
polarized flux density with ρ = 0.01, i.e. ϕ(x) = 1+0.01 sin(θ). The simulations were made with the
rest of the parameters taken from Table 4.1. The local L2− (Panel (a)) and H1−norm difference
(Panel (b)) between the solutions to the spatial exclusion model and the point source model
with one (red dashed curve) and multiple Dirac points (black and blue solid curve), respectively.
The c∗(t) and the boundary flux difference at each time step are shown in Panel (c) and (d),
respectively.

Table 5.1: The label description of the Monte Carlo simulations in Section 5.3.

Label Description

−1
One of the intensity functions Φ̃D(t) and Φ̃C(t) is too large for the
numerical scheme, i.e. the entire numerical simulation fails.

0

The L2−norm deviation between the multi-Dirac approach in the
point source model and the spatial exclusion approach is smaller
than the one of the single-Dirac approach in the entire observation
time domain.

5.3.1 Polarized Flux Distribution: n = 1

We collected 1213 samples and the label obtained was either −1 or 0; see Figure 5.8. This
means that, as long as the numerical scheme does not fail, the multi-Dirac approach always
performs better than the single-Dirac approach, in the perspective of the L2-deviation of the
solutions to the spatial exclusion model and the point source model. Moreover, the labels are
clustered in two clusters that are separated by log10(D) = −2, regardless of the value of ρ. It
is mainly because a very small D results in a huge intensity of the Dirac point, which causes
numerical failure.
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(a) ∥uS − uP ∥L2(Ω\ΩC) (b) ∥uS − uP ∥H1(Ω\ΩC)

(c) c∗(t) (d) ∥ϕ(x)−D∇uP · n∥L2(∂ΩC)

Figure 5.7: Comparison of single- and multi-Dirac approach for the axially oriented flux density
with ratio ρ = 1, so ϕ(x) = 1 + sin(2θ). Simulations are made with the standard parameter values
from Table 4.1. The local L2− (Panel (a)) and H1−norm difference (Panel (b)) between the
solutions to the spatial exclusion model and the point source model with one (red dashed curve)
and multiple Dirac points (black and blue solid curve), respectively. The c∗(t) and the boundary
flux difference at each time step are shown in Panel (c) and (d), respectively.

Figure 5.8: The scatter plot of log10(ρ) and log10(D). The color of the scatters represent the label
shown in Table 5.1.
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5.3.2 Axially Oriented Flux Distribution: n = 2

Figure 5.9 shows the scatter plot between log10(D) and log10(ρ) for the response labels for the
axially oriented flux distribution (case n = 2), with the labels marked by different colours. We
collected 1117 samples in the dataset. The labels are again clearly divided into two connected
clusters. The line log10(D) = −2 divides the clusters again as in the case n = 1.

Similar to the issue in case n = 1, a too-small D results in a numerical failure due to the
enormous value of the intensities computed by Equation (3.17), regardless of the value of ρ.

Figure 5.9: Scatter plot between log10(D) and log10(ρ). Here, the colours of the scatters represent
the labels defined in Table 5.1.

5.4 Numerical Scheme of Multi-Dirac Approach

An important advantage of a point source model over a spatial exclusion model is that in
the former a less complicated mesh is needed. In the latter, a fine mesh is required around
the cell boundaries to handle well the diffusive spreading of released compounds. In the direct
approach, a suitably fine mesh is still needed around the Dirac points, especially when such
point has large intensity. In Section 5.2 it was shown that one of the advantages of using the
explicit Green’s function approach is that the singularity from the Dirac point can be converted
to the outer domain boundary. Hence, the numerical scheme can be stabilized compared to the
direct approach. A coarser mesh is thus expected to provide a similar quality of approximation.
We shall now investigate these claims further through numerical simulations.

To compare the deviation when using different mesh size in the point source model with
the explit Green’s function approach and direct approach, we take the solution to the spatial
exclusion model in a fine mesh as the reference solution, then the relative error in certain norm
is defined by

r.e(t) =
∥uS(t)− uP (t)∥Ω\ΩC

∥uS(t)∥Ω\ΩC

, (5.2)

where uS is the solution to the spatial exclusion model on the fine mesh.
Figure 5.10 presents the relative error defined in Equation 5.2, using the explicit Green’s

function approach and direct approach to solve (BVPP), in different mesh size. Due to the
large value of the intensity of the Dirac points, particularly in the direct approach, the relative
error is large in the first few time steps. Hence, in the main figure, we show the time iterations
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from timestep 100, while the entire time series of the relative error is shown in the embedded
figures. Generally, using the same mesh structure, solving (BVPP) with the explicit Green’s
function approach results in a less discrepancy to the solution to (BVPS). Furthermore, there
is a significant difference in relative error between the two approaches: for the explicit Green’s
function approach, using a coarse mesh only increases around 5% relative error in the L2−norm
at the end of the simulation, whereas the increase of direct approach is around 25%. Regarding
the H1−norm, the difference in relative error between the mesh size is smaller in the explicit
Green’s function approach. Hence, this approach has the advantage of losing less numerical
accuracy while using a coarse mesh, which can potentially increase the computational efficiency.

(a) Relative error of L2−norm (b) Relative error of H1−norm

Figure 5.10: The relative error of L2− and H1− norm between the spatial exclusion and point
source model, are shown in Panel (a) and (b), respectively. The point source model is solved by
the explicit Green’s function approach and the direct approach in a fine (h = 0.09577, black curve)
and coarse (h = 0.28773, blue curve) mesh. The parameter values are the standard ones from
Table 4.1.

6 Conclusions and Discussion

In this study, we investigated how to use the point source model to approximate the spatial
exclusion model for a single cell when the predefined flux density over the cell boundary is
inhomogeneous, given by a specific sinusoidal function. This is a first explorative step towards
settings in which there are more general flux inhomogeneities and more general cell shapes,
and where there are many (and moving) cells. A point source model is expected to be com-
putationally more efficient than a spatial exclusion model with FEM, which requires frequent
remeshing in the latter setting. Forthcoming publications on results in these directions are in
preparation.

We proposed using several Dirac-delta point sources to represent the cell, in a specific
configuration and with well-chosen intensities, such that the inhomogeneous flux over the cell
boundary can be approximated. To compute the intensity of the point sources, we enforced
that the extreme points of the prescribed flux density function agree with those of a modified
flux expression for the point source model. We noticed numerically the convergence of this
modified flux expression to the predefined flux density if t → +∞ and r → 0+, then we also
proved it in the analytical perspective in Appendix B for n = 1 and n = 2. For the general case
of higher n, we expect the same phenomenon to occur. An analytical proof of this result, which
is not the main objective of this study, will be provided in a theoretically oriented article.
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When the point source model was solved with the intensity of the Dirac points given by
System (3.5), a classical FEM approach could not deal with the large values of these intensities.
Thus, the numerical solution is unstable. To solve this issue, we developed the explicit Green’s
function approach, which splits the numerical procedure into computing integrals that include
the explicit Green’s function (fundamental solution to the diffusion equation) on R2 and the
computation of an adjustment that can be obtained by solving a ‘regular’ diffusion equation
with prescribed boundary forcing, e.g. using standard FEM.

There are several foreseen advantages of this approach:

(1) The singularity that exists in û is now transferred to the computational domain boundary
which is usually far away from the Dirac point. In other words, the smoothness inside
the domain is guaranteed and hence, a fine mesh is not strictly required.

(2) There is no need to reduce the time step significantly to maintain the stability of the
numerical solutions.

(3) Explicit Green’s function approach is easier to implement in the case where there are
many moving cells in the form of Dirac points, in particular, the cells are far away from
the domain boundary.

(4) The adjustment term does not need to be computed from the beginning of the simula-
tion since it is very small compared with the fundamental solution. By doing this, the
computational efficiency is improved.

However, one possible drawback is the increasing computational expense when one implements
the computation of the explicit Green’s function partial solution û of Equation (4.2) for multiple
Dirac points. Furthermore, this approach can only extend the range of the values for the
intensity for which a numerically stable solution can be obtained, but it cannot completely
resolve the numerical instability issue. It cannot deal still with the extremely large values.

Further numerical simulation showed that the multi-Dirac approach performs better in
terms of solution difference metrics between the two models, if r is sufficiently small but it
cannot be too small to result in a numerical failure. There are several significant parameters
which influence the performance of the multi-Dirac approach, such as n, r, ρ and D. In this
manuscript, we investigated thoroughly the cases when n = 1 and n = 2. In both cases, as
long as there is no numerical scheme failure, the multi-Dirac approach is always favoured in
the point source model to obtain a more consistent numerical solution compared to the spatial
exclusion model.

In both n = 1 and n = 2, Monte Carlo simulations show that when log10(D) < −2 (i.e.
D < 0.01), regardless of the value of the ratio, the numerical scheme failed due to the enormous
intensity of the Dirac points according to our approach. In other words, one can already tell
whether the simulation will run into numerical issues or not based on the value of D. To tackle
this issue, rescaling the PDE would be a possible solution such that the new value of D is
enlarged to a safe region.

In Peng and Hille [23], we acknowledged two types of error between the spatial exclusion
model and the point source model, one of which is a systematic time delay. That is, – for a
constant intensity for a single-Dirac point in a point source model – if the diffusion coefficient
is not large enough, then the compounds need a few time steps to reach the cell boundary
before diffusing to the extracellular environment. Hence, this results in a time delay between
the solution to the spatial exclusion model (with constant flux density) and the solution to the
point source model. Here, we examined using time-dependent flux distributions and a multiple
Dirac points approach. It seems that this systematic time delay is substantially reduced by
enforcing that the flux density over the cell boundary in the point source model, resulting from
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the time-varying intensities at the Dirac points, to be the same in the time domain at the
extreme point of the prescribed flux density.

In summary, in this study, we focused on how to reproduce the inhomogeneous boundary
condition of the cell in the spatial exclusion model by using multiple Dirac points as sink
or source in the point source model. Depending on the parameter values, one can decide in
advance whether it is necessary to use the multi-Dirac or single-Dirac approach. To reduce the
numerical failure due to the large value of the intensity of Dirac points, we derived the explicit
Green’s function approach. However, we bare in mind that so far, for a very small diffusion
constant, the numerical scheme will still fail.
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Appendices

A Location of extremes of ϕ̂ that are fixed for all time

Recall that ϕ̃P (x, t) represented the flux density over the (virtual) cell boundary ∂ΩC in the
point source model in de bounded domain Ω, when the intensities at the Dirac points x(i)

were taken to be Φ̃i(t) (i = 0, 1, . . . , N). In turn, ϕ̃P (x, t) was approximated by the explic-
itly computable flux density over ∂ΩC given by the point source model in R2. That is, (see
Expression (3.4)):

ϕ̂(xθ, t) :=
N∑
i=0

Φ̃i(t)

2πR

(xθ − xC) · (xθ − x(i))

∥xθ − x(i)∥2
exp

{
−∥xθ − x(i)∥2

4Dt

}
. (3.4)

Lemma A.1. For N + 1 Dirac points x(i), i = 0, 1, . . . , N , located in ΩC with x(0) being the
centre point xC and for generic intensities Φ̃i ̸= 0, the approximate flux density ϕ̃(xθ, t) can
have critical points located at a fixed position for all time t > 0 if and only if

∂xθ

∂θ
·
(
xθ − x(i)

)
= 0, for all i = 0, 1, . . . , N. (A.1)

Proof. One computes that

∂

∂θ
ϕ̂(xθ, t) =

N∑
i=0

Φ̃i(t)

2πR
exp

(
−
∥∥xθ − x(i)

∥∥2
4Dt

){
∂

∂θ

[
(xθ − xC) · (xθ − x(i))

∥xθ − x(i)∥2

]
− 1

4Dt
2
(
xθ − x(i)

)
· ∂xθ

∂θ

(xθ − xC) · (xθ − x(i))

∥xθ − x(i)∥2

}
(A.2)

Since ∂ΩC is a circle of radius R, centred at xC = x(0),

∂xθ

∂θ
·
(
xθ − xC

)
=

1

2

∂

∂θ

∥∥xθ − xC

∥∥2 = 0 (A.3)

and Equation (A.2) simplifies to

∂

∂θ
ϕ̂(xθ, t) =

N∑
i=0

Φ̃i(t)

2πR
∥∥xθ − x(i)

∥∥2 exp
(
−
∥∥xθ − x(i)

∥∥2
4Dt

)
∂xθ

∂θ
·
(
xθ − x(i)

)
×

{
1− 2

(
xθ − xC

)
·
(
xθ − x(i)

)( 1

4Dt
+

1∥∥xθ − x(i)
∥∥2
)}

. (A.4)

If there exists a critical point at a fixed location xθ for all t > 0, one must have that ∂
∂θ
ϕ̂(xθ, t) =

0 for all t > 0. Assuming that all Φ̃i ̸= 0, this condition can be satisfied for generic Φ̃i if and
only if θ is such that Condition (A.1) holds.

Condition (A.1) imposes a strong constraint on the possible Dirac point configuration.
Note that for i = 0 the condition is always satisfied (for the circular cell) according to Ex-
pression (A.3). For the other i, note that the vector ∂xθ

∂θ
is tangential to ∂ΩC at xθ. Thus,

the condition requires all vectors pointing from an a-central Dirac point to the point on the
boundary to be orthogonal to the boundary. Such points exist only if N = 1 or if N = 2 and
the two a-central points are located on the same line through the centre. Thus,

Corollary A.1. If N = 1, then ϕ̂(xθ, t) attains extreme values for all t > 0 at some fixed xθ

for generic non-zero Φ̃i if θ is such that xθ is on the line through centre xC and x(1).
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For the case N = 1 and the configuration of Dirac points as in Figure 3.2(a) we compute
the derivative explicitly as

∂ϕ̂1

∂θ
(xθ, t) =

C1(t)r cos(θ)

R2 + r2 − 2Rr sin(θ)
exp

(
−R2 + r2 − 2Rr sin(θ)

4Dt

)
×
[

R2 − r2

R2 + r2 − 2Rr sin(θ)
+

R(R− r sin(θ))

2Dt

]
,

where C1(t) is given by Equation (3.12). It is clear that the numerator of C1(t) is always
non-negative, since r ∈ (0, R). The denominator of C1(t) is also always non-negative as the
numerator can be rewritten as

exp

{
−(R− r)2

4Dt

}(
(R + r)− (R− r) exp

{
−Rr

Dt

})
⩾ exp

{
−(R− r)2

4Dt

}
((R + r)− (R− r))

= 2r exp

{
−(R− r)2

4Dt

}
> 0.

Thus, we can conclude that C1(t) is always non-negative. All the terms except for cos(θ) in the

expression for
∂ϕ̂1

∂θ
are strictly positive for r ∈ (0, R). Hence, the critical points are

π

2
and

displaystylefrac3π2 in accordance with Corollary A.1. By the first-order derivative test, the

maximum occurs at π
2
and the minimum occurs at

3π

2
, which are the same as ϕ(xθ) = ϕ0 +

A sin(θ).

Corollary A.2. If N = 2, then ϕ̂(xθ, t) attains extreme values for all t > 0 at some fixed xθ

for generic Φ̃i if x
(1) and x(2) lie on a line through the centre x(0). Then, θ is such that xθ lies

on this line.

In case N = 2 with x(1) and x(2) on a line through the centre, at equal distance on opposite
sides thereof, such as in Figure 3.1(b), there exists a fixed location of an extreme value of ϕ̂(xθ, t)
for all t > 0 also on the line through the centre, orthogonal to the line through x(1) and x(2),
provided Φ̃1 = Φ̃2. Indeed, for xθ on this orthogonal line, with the symmetric configuration of
x(1) and x(2),

(xθ − xC

)
·
(
xθ − x(1)

)
= (xθ − xC

)
·
(
xθ − x(2)

)
while

∂xθ

∂θ
·
(
xθ − x(1)

)
= −∂xθ

∂θ
·
(
xθ − x(2)

)
.

Thus, the location of the fixed extremes for all time of ϕ̂ for the given set-up are the same as
those of ϕ(xθ) = ϕ0 + A sin(2θ).

For N ≥ 3, there cannot be a configuration of Dirac points, other than all on the same line
through the centre, such that Condition (A.1) holds. In that case, the Φ̃i cannot be arbitrary
(non-zero). Then, symmetry of the configuration of Dirac points together with relations among
the Φ̃i may still result in ∂

∂θ
ϕ̂(xθ, t) = 0 for all t > 0. We shall not pursuit this here any further.

B Convergence of ϕ̂∞ to ϕ in Section 3

Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3 indicate the convergence of ϕ̂∞ to ϕ, when r → 0+. The propositions
below verifies this convergence analytically for n = 1 and n = 2, respectively.

Proposition B.1. Given ϕ1(θ) = ϕ0+A sin(θ), where ϕ0 and A are positive constants. Then the
flux over the cell boundary ∂ΩC from (BVPp) at the steady state, computed by Equation (3.13),
converges to ϕ1(θ) when r → 0+.
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(a) ϕ = ϕ0 +A sin(3θ)

(b) ϕ = ϕ0 +A sin(4θ)

Figure B.1: Examples of n = 3 and n = 4 with Φ̃D and Φ̃C computed by System (3.5).

Proof. Substituting the expressions of Φ̃D and Φ̃C in Equation (3.10), we obtain Equation (3.13):

ϕ̂∞(θ; r) = ϕ0 + A− A(R + r)2(1− sin(θ))

R2 + r2 − 2Rr sin(θ)
. (3.13)

Then, we proceed further by sending r → 0+:

lim
r→0+

ϕ̂∞(θ; r) = ϕ0 + A− AR2(1− sin(θ))

R2

= ϕ0 + A sin(θ)

Hence, we proved the proposition.

Numerically it can be seen that the theorem above also holds for any integer n in the
predefined flux density ϕ = ϕ0 + A sin(nθ); see Figure B.1 for n = 2 and n = 3 as examples.

For n = 2, the convergence can be claimed by the proposition:

Proposition B.2. Given ϕ2(θ) = ϕ0+A sin(2θ), where ϕ0 and A are positive constants. When
r → 0+, the flux over the cell boundary ∂ΩC from (BV PP ) at steady state (i.e. Equation (3.20))
converges to ϕ2(θ)
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Proof. We combine the fractions in Equation (3.20). Then it gives

ϕ̂2,∞(θ; r) = ϕ0 − A+
Ar4 − AR2r2 + Ar4 sin(2θ)− AR2r2 + AR4 + AR4 sin(2θ)− 2AR2r2 sin(2θ)

R4 + r4 − 2R2r2 sin(2θ)
.

Taking r → 0+ yields point-wise in θ:

lim
r→0+

ϕ̂2,∞(θ; r) = ϕ0 − A+
AR4 + AR4 sin(2θ)

R4
= ϕ0 + A sin(2θ).

C Shape of the intensity of Dirac points for n = 1 in

Section 3.1

Recall the solution to System (3.9) that is stated in Equation (3.10):
Φ̃D(t) =

4πA

1
R−r

exp
{
− (R−r)2

4Dt

}
− 1

R+r
exp

{
− (R+r)2

4Dt

} ,
Φ̃C(t) = 2πR exp

{
R2

4Dt

}(
ϕ0 + A− 2A(R + r)

(R + r)− (R− r) exp
{
−Rr

Dt

}) .

(3.10)

We start with Φ̃D. Regarding the location of the off-centre Dirac point, it is clear that r
cannot be 0 or R, which will result in a singular solution and Φ̃D(t) = 0 for any t, respectively.

Moreover, when t → 0, ΦD becomes infinity. The typical shape of Φ̃D is exhibited in Figure C.1.
When t is close to zero, the value of Φ̃D is very large then as t increases, the value drops down

rapidly to the minimum at tmin = D
ln R+r

R−r

Rr
. Afterwards, the value increases again and gradually

reaches the steady state with t large.

Figure C.1: A typical shape of Φ̃D as a function of time t. Here, r = 0.25 and A/ϕ0 = 1.

As for Φ̃C(t), there are two possible cases: (1) the function is a monotonically decreasing
function; or (2) the function contains one local minimum and one local maximum, respectively.
In Figure C.2, we show the examples of each case. According to the analysis, the value of
β := r/R is decisive for the shape of Φ̃C(t):
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(1) When β ⩾ 1
4
and for any value of ρ, Φ̃C is a decreasing function over (0,+∞).

(2) When β < 1
4
and 8β

16β2+1
< ρ < 1 < 1

4β
, then Φ̃C decreases first in (0, t1) then increases in

(t1, t2), afterwards it increases again in (t2,+∞), where t1 is the local minimum and t2 is
the local maximum.

(a) Monotonically decreasing: ρ = A/ϕ0 = 0.1 and β = r
R = 0.6

(b) Containing two local extrema: ρ = A/ϕ0 = 0.1 and β = r
R = 0.01

Figure C.2: The typical shape of Φ̃C(t) with different sets of parameter values. Here, the diffusion
coefficient D = 1.0, the cell radius R = 1.0 and the constant in the flux density ϕ0 = 1.0.
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