arXiv:2112.04700v4 [math.AP] 23 Apr 2024

Asymptotic stability of sharp fronts: Analysis and rigorous computation

Blake Barker^{∗1}, Jared C. Bronski^{†2}, Vera Mikyoung Hur^{‡2}, and Zhao Yang^{§3}

1Department of Mathematics, Brigham Young University, Provo, UT 84604, USA 2Department of Mathematics, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Urbana, IL 61801, USA 3Academy of Mathematics and Systems Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, 100190, China

April 24, 2024

Abstract

We investigate the stability of traveling front solutions to nonlinear diffusive-dispersive equations of Burgers type, with a primary focus on the Korteweg-de Vries–Burgers (KdVB) equation, although our analytical findings extend more broadly. Manipulating the temporal modulation of the translation parameter of the front and employing the energy method, we establish asymptotic, nonlinear, and orbital stability, provided that an auxiliary Schrödinger equation possesses precisely one bound state. Notably, our result is independent of the monotonicity of the profile and does not necessitate the initial condition to be close to the front. We identify a sufficient condition for stability based on a functional that characterizes the ‘width’ of the traveling wave profile. Analytical verification for the KdVB equation confirms that this sufficient condition holds for the relative dispersion parameter within an open interval ⊃ [−0.25, 0.25], encompassing all monotone profiles. Utilizing validated numerics or rigorous computation, we present a computer-assisted proof demonstrating that the stability condition itself holds for parameter values within the interval [0.2533, 3.9].

Contents

1 Introduction 2

2 One bound state implies stability 6

3 Sufficient condition for one bound state 12

4 Numerical experiments 18

∗E-mail:blake@mathematics.byu.edu †E-mail:bronski@illinois.edu ‡E-mail:verahur@illinois.edu §E-mail:yangzhao@amss.ac.cn

5 Rigorous computation: an overview 20 5.1 Rigorous verification for a fixed ν . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 5.2 Rigorous verification over an interval . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

6 Rigorous computation: proofs and supporting results 28 6.1 Series solutions: the left, right, and middle solution manifolds . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 6.2 Applying the Newton–Kantorovich theorem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 6.3 Riccati equation and no zeros over (−∞, 0] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 6.4 Rigorous verification over an interval . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

7 Concluding remarks 44

1 Introduction

We consider the nonlinear diffusive-dispersive equation of Burgers type

u_t + uu_x = u_{xx} + Lu, (1.1)

subject to the boundary conditions

u(x, t) → u_− as x → −∞ and u(x, t) → u_+ as x → +∞, (1.2)

where x ∈ R, t ⩾ 0, u(x, t) is a real-valued function, and u_− > u_+ are constants; L is defined through a Fourier multiplier as ^Lv = ^L(k)v̂(k), k ∈ R, (1.3) with Fourier symbol ^L(k). We assume that

Re( ^L(k)) ⩽ 0 and ^L(0) = 0. (1.4)

The former ensures that ∫_∞ −∞ vLv dx is negative semi-definite, and the latter guarantees that the left kernel of L includes constant functions. It is noteworthy that some physically relevant but mathematically irrelevant constants have been scaled out from (1.1).

Our primary example involves L = ν∂^3_x for some ν ∈ R, whereby (1.1) becomes the Korteweg-de Vries–Burgers (KdVB) equation u_t + uu_x = u_{xx} + νu_{xxx}, (1.5)

although our analytical findings extend beyond to encompass a wide range of dispersive-diffusive operators. Whitham [63] and others (see, for instance, [36, 54]) introduced (1.5) as a fundamental mathematical model for undular bores propagating upstream in rivers, such as the Severn River in England and the Dordogne River in France. Applications in plasmas and various physical systems have been explored in [30, 42] among others. Notably, (1.5) is among the simplest PDEs that incorporate nonlinearity, dissipation, and dispersion.

For the sake of exposition, we assume that the initial value problem for (1.1) and (1.2) is wellposed for all time in a suitable function space, where L is defined in (1.3) and satisfies (1.4), where u_− > u_+. See, for instance, [7, 3] for more details on the well-posedness for (1.5).

We assume that (1.1) has traveling wave solutions of the form u(x, t) = ϕ(x−ct) for some c ∈ R, the wave speed, which satisfy −cϕ^′ + ϕϕ^′ = ϕ^{′′} + Lϕ.

Throughout, the prime denotes ordinary differentiation. Our focus is on front solutions, which additionally satisfy

ϕ(x) → u_− as x → −∞ and ϕ(x) → u_+ as x → +∞

for some constants u_− > u_+. We pause to remark that c =^{u−+u+}_2 . Moreover, we assume that

ϕ^′, ϕ^{′′} ∈ L^2(R) and ∫_∞ −∞ (1 + |x|)ϕ^′(x) dx < ∞. Bona and Schonbek [8] established the existence of traveling front solutions of (1.5), uniquely determined up to translation. Of particular relevance to our purposes is that the profile is monotone if and only if |ν| ⩽^1_4 .

After suitable rescaling and a Galilean transformation, we set

u_− = 1 and u_+ = −1, (1.6)

so that c = 0. To interpret, traveling front solutions of (1.1) become stationary. Our primary interest is in the stability of such stationary front solutions.

To address stability, we consider solutions of (1.1) and (1.2) of the form

u(x, t) = ϕ(x − x_0) + v(x, t) (1.7)

for some constant x_0 ∈ R, where v belongs to a suitable function space. Roughly speaking, ϕ is asymptotically, nonlinearly, and orbitally^∗ stable if v decays to zero as t → ∞ for some x_0.

Multiplying (1.1) by v and integrating, we arrive at 1 2 d dt ∫_∞ −∞ v^2 dx = − ∫_∞ −∞ v^2_x dx − ∫_∞ −∞ 1 2 ϕ^′(x)v^2 dx = −⟨−v_{xx} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x)v, v⟩. Here and in the following, ⟨f, f⟩ = ∫ fg represents the L^2(R) inner product. Since 1 2 ∫_∞ −∞ ϕ^′(x) dx = 1 2 (ϕ(∞) − ϕ(−∞)) = −1 < 0 by (1.6), the Schrödinger operator −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) has at least one negative eigenvalue and, consequently, ‖v(t)‖_L2_{(R)} is potentially an exponentially increasing function of t. Pego [48], expanding on an energy argument introduced by Goodman[27], introduced V (x, t) := ∫_x −∞ (u(y, t) − ϕ(y − y_0)) dy, (1.8) where y_0 is chosen such that V (x, 0) → 0 as x → ∞, and showed that 1 2 d dt ∫ V^2 dx = − ∫ V^2_x dx + 1 2 ∫ ϕ^′(x)V^2 dx − ∫ V V^2_x dx. (1.9)

The first and second terms on the right side of (1.9) define the negative of a quadratic form that is manifestly negative semi-definite, provided ϕ^′(x) < 0 for all x ∈ R—that is, ϕ(x) is a monotonically decreasing function for all x ∈ R. The last term on the right side, on the other hand, is cubic and requires control. In essence, Pego [48] demonstrated that ‖V (t)‖^2_{L2(R)} is a decreasing function

∗Of course, ϕ(· − x0) is also a stationary solution of (1.1) for any x0 ∈ R.

of t so long as ‖V ‖_L∞_{(R)} remains sufficiently small, culminating in a stability result for monotone profiles when subjected to small perturbations of the front.

Several other works (see, for instance, [1, 62, 23]) address stability and related problems and they all seem to employ Pego’s strategy [48] that hinges on the anti-derivative of the perturbation of the front (see (1.8)), rather than directly on the perturbation itself (see (1.7)). Such approach typically necessitates the monotonicity of the profile. For further insights into stability of traveling front solutions, [34, 64, 33] provide additional results.

Khodja [38] and, later, Naumkin and Shishmarev [43, 44] (see also [45]) adopted a perturbative approach to relax the monotonicity. However, their stability conditions, while less restrictive, are not particularly explicit and seem to be applicable for ‘slightly’ non-monotone profiles. Our own numerical experiments indicate that the stability condition in [43] holds for |ν| ≲ 0.3 in the context of the KdVB equation. Despite these advancements, numerical studies (see, for instance, [15]) suggest the stability of all traveling front solutions to (1.5), irrespective of the monotonicity of the profile. Yet, a rigorous mathematical treatment that accommodates genuinely oscillatory profiles has remained elusive.

For a broad class of nonlinear diffusive-dispersive equations of Burgers type, our objective here is to establish a stability condition that is independent of the monotonicity of the profile and does not require that the initial condition lies close to the front. It is noteworthy that some traveling front solutions of the KdVB equation, when extended with higher-order power-law nonlinearities, are known to exhibit instability [49, 25].

In Section 2, we work with the perturbation of the front (see (1.7)), rather than its antiderivative (see (1.8)). Caution is needed when dealing with translational invariance. We introduce a novel temporal modulation of the translation parameter of the front (see (2.6)), allowing the perturbed solution to ‘chase’ the front, so as to ‘minimize’ their distance. A judicious choice of the modulation introduces a rank-one perturbation into the Schrödinger operator that arises during the course of the energy method (see (2.10)). Such perturbation has the potential to eliminate one negative eigenvalue in the spectrum of the unperturbed operator, enabling the application of the energy method in scenarios where the unperturbed Schrödinger equation (see (2.2)) has precisely one bound state.

It is noteworthy that the idea of employing modulation to mitigate issues associated with translational invariance to enhance the stability properties, has a long history, drawing on foundational ideas in Whitham’s modulation theory [63]. Collet, Eckmann, Epstein, and Stubbe [20] and independently Goodman[28] utilized this idea when bounding the dimension of the asymptotic attractor for the Kuramoto–Sivashinsky equation in one dimension (see [20, Section 4 and (4.1)] in particular). Goodman and Miller [29] applied a similar idea when studying the stability of two-dimensional viscous shocks. Additionally, Guès, Metiviér, Williams, and Zumbrun [31] applied this when studying the vanishing viscosity limit, offering valuable historical insights and interpretations of various equations governing modulation (see [31, Section 1]).

In Section 3, we tackle the challenge of verifying the non-existence of a second bound state of (2.2). Utilizing results by Jost and Pais [37], and Bargmann [5], we establish a sufficient condition for stability, based on a functional in Definition 3.1 that can be interpreted as an L^1 distance between the monotonized front and the corresponding piece-wise constant (ideal) shock or, alternatively, as a measure of the front ‘width’. Analytical verification confirms that a traveling front solution of (1.5) satisfies the sufficient condition for |ν| ⩽^1_4 , signifying stability for ν in an open interval ⊃ [−1/4, 1/4] that encompasses all monotone profiles [8]. Building on our analytical findings, in Section 4, we conduct numerical experiments for (1.5), which indicate that the sufficient condition for stability holds for |ν| ≲ 1.2 and the stability condition itself for |ν| ≲ 4.1.

Turning our attention to the KdVB equation, we embark on verifying the stability condition through validated numerics or rigorous computation techniques, culminating in a computer-assisted proof (CAP), demonstrating that the stability condition holds for |ν| within the significant range of [0.2533, 3.9], a notable achievement compared to the numerical prediction of |ν| ≲ 4.1. Consider − d^2v dx^2 + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)v = 0 and v(x) → 1 as x → ∞. (1.10)

It follows from the Sturm oscillation theorem that the number of zeros of v is equal to the number of bound state of −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x). Our objective here is to show that v has precisely one zero, an endeavor well-suited to CAP techniques. This effort aligns our research with the growing application of CAP techniques to address open problems in differential equations. See, for instance, [56, 60, 35, 18, 6, 32, 61] for further insights into CAP techniques for differential equations.

Section 5 delineates the methodology underpinning our CAP approach, setting the stage, with further details elaborated in Section 6. Notably, all computations are performed using interval arithmetic, ensuring rigorous control over rounding errors. This is facilitated by the use of Rump’s INTLAB package for MATLAB [52].

We begin by establishing rigorous error bounds for numerical approximations of the traveling front solution of (1.5). Suppose

ϕ(x) = 1 + ∞∑ n=1 ϕ_nθ^ne^{nμ(ν)x}, x ⩽ 0, where ϕ_n are to be determined and μ(ν) is in (5.6), representing the eigenvalue of the linearization about the fixed point (ϕ, ϕ^′) = (1, 0). The convergence of this series is guaranteed through comparison with a suitable geometric series. Numerical approximate solutions are computed over the interval [x_N , ∞) for some x_N ≫ 1, along with solutions of (1.10). We then select x_0(= 0) < x_1 < · · · < x_N and compute numerical approximate solutions at each x_j , j = 0, 1, . . . , N, as convergent Taylor series. Applying the Newton–Kantorovich theorem (see, for instance, [9, 22, 16, 4, 19] within the CAP context), we establish the existence of the unique exact solution in a neighborhood of our numerical approximate solution, accompanied by strict error bounds at each each x_j , j = 0, 1, . . . , N, and, in turn, over the interval [0, x_N ].

This rigorous computation allows us to determine how many times the solution of (1.10) crosses zero within the interval [0, ∞), ensuring that the derivative does not vanish near a zero, thereby confirming that the zero is simple. We then analytically show that v has no zeros over the interval (−∞, 0] provided that

∫_0 −∞ √ −ϕ^′(x) dx is sufficiently small compared to −v(0). This resembles Calogero’s bound [14, 13, 53] on the number of bound states of Schrödinger equations with some potentials. We leverage the rigorous enclosure of the front to estimate

∫_0 −∞ √ −ϕ^′(x) dx. Our methodology, focused on a fixed value of ν, is extended to an interval of ν, using the Chebyshev interpolation of analytic functions [50, 55]. See Theorem 5.8 for details. This enables approximations of various functions over small, overlapping intervals of ν, while accounting for errors introduced by varying ν.

Our CAP establishes that the stability result holds within the range |ν| ∈ [0.2533, 3.9], covering nearly 95% of the targeted range. Recall that our analytical proof has already established stability for |ν| ⩽ 0.25. Presently, our effort is devoted to extending this result further to encompass the entire range 0.25 ⩽ |ν| ≲ 4.09. However, as we venture into higher values of |ν|, we anticipate challenges arising from the widening of the profile, leading to increased computational time and memory issues. As |ν| approaches^1_4 , we encounter non-analytic behavior in the eigenvalues of the linearization about the fixed point (ϕ, ϕ^′) = (−1, 0).

While our computations indicate the emergence of a second negative eigenvalue for −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) beyond the range |ν| ⩽ 4.1, intriguingly, numerical evidence [15] suggests that spectral stability may extend to all ν ∈ R. It will be interesting to employ CAP techniques to rigorously establish spectral stability for |ν| ≳ 4.1, particularly, as one approaches the KdV limit as ν → ∞.

2 One bound state implies stability

We begin by stating our first main analytical result.

Theorem 2.1. Consider (1.1)-(1.2), where L is defined in (1.3), satisfying (1.4), and u_∓ = ±1. Let ϕϕ^′ = ϕ^{′′} + Lϕ and ϕ(x) → ±1 as x → ∓∞. (2.1)

Suppose ϕ^′, ϕ^{′′} ∈ L^2(R) and ∫_∞ −∞ (1 + |x|)ϕ^′(x) dx < ∞. If

−(1 − ϵ) d^2v dx^2 + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)v = λv (2.2)

has precisely one bound state (corresponding to a negative eigenvalue) for some ϵ > 0 sufficiently small, then any solution of (1.1)-(1.2), subject to u(·, 0) − ϕ ∈ H^2(R), satisfies d dt ‖u(·, t) − ϕ(· − ξ_0(t))‖^2_L2_{(R)} ⩽ 0 for all t > 0 (2.3) and ‖u_x(·, t) − ϕ^′(· − ξ_0(t))‖^2_L2_{(R)} → 0 as t → ∞ (2.4)

for some function ξ_0, thereby

‖u(·, t) − ϕ(· − ξ_0(t))‖_Lp_{(R)} → 0 as t → ∞ (2.5)

for all 2 < p ⩽ ∞.

Consequently, for a broad class of nonlinear diffusive-dispersive equations of Burgers type, a traveling front solution is asymptotically, nonlinearly, and orbitally stable, provided that an auxiliary Schrödinger equation has exactly one bound state. Importantly, our result has the potential to extend to non-monotone profiles. Particularly, we explore how the result applies to oscillatory profiles for the KdVB equation.

Remark. Our result depends only on the front solution, irrespective of the initial condition. Specifically, it does not necessitate that u(·, 0) − ϕ be small, representing a substantial improvement over earlier findings even for monotone profiles. In contrast, the results in [48] and [38] require that ‖V (·, 0)‖_H3_{(R)} is small, where V is defined in (1.8). Similarly the results in [43, 44] require ‖V (x, 0)‖^2_{H3 (R)} + ‖xV (x, 0)‖^2_{L2 (R)} ≪ 1.

For the proof of Theorem 2.1, consider

u(x, t) = ϕ(x − ξ_0(t)) + v(x, t), (2.6)

where ϕ represents a traveling front solution of (1.1)-(1.2), satisfying (2.1), and ξ_0(t) is the temporal modulation of the translation parameter, to be specified later (see (2.9)). Compare this with (1.7). Substituting (2.6) into (1.1) and recalling (2.1), after some algebra, we arrive at

v_t = Lv + v_{xx} − vv_x − ϕ(x − ξ_0(t))v_x − ϕ^′(x − ξ_0(t))v + ξ̇_0(t)ϕ^′(x − ξ_0(t)), (2.7) where ξ̇_0 =^{dξ0}_{dt} . Multiplying (2.7) by v and integrating, we obtain 1 2 d dt ∫_∞ −∞ v^2 dx ⩽ − ∫_∞ −∞ ( v^2_x(x, t) + 1 2 ϕ^′(x − ξ_0(t))v^2(x, t) ) dx + ξ̇_0(t) ∫_∞ −∞ ϕ^′(x − ξ_0(t))v(x, t) dx, (2.8)

where we use the former equation of (1.4). If L is dispersive, that is, Re(ℓ) = 0, then ∫ vLv = 0. If L has dissipative effects, on the other hand, then ∫ vLv ⩽ 0 instead. Additionally, we utilize ∫_∞ −∞ v^2v_x dx = 0.

Suppose dξ_0 dt = −γ ∫_∞ −∞ ϕ^′(x − ξ_0(t))v(x, t) dx (2.9)

for some positive constant γ, which will be specified later in (2.12). There are various ways to interpret (2.9), but perhaps the most useful is that we impose gradient flow dynamics on the translation parameter, seeking to minimize ∫ (u(x, t) − ϕ(x − ξ_0(t))^2 dx. Substituting (2.9) into (2.8), we obtain 1 2 d dt ‖v(t)‖^2_L2_{(R)} = − ∫ ( v^2_x(x, t) + 1 2 ϕ^′(x − ξ_0(t))v^2(x, t) ) dx − γ (∫ ϕ^′(x − ξ_0(t))v(x, t) dx )_2

= − ∫ ( v^2_x(x + ξ_0(t), t) + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)v^2(x + ξ_0(t), t) ) dx − γ (∫ ϕ^′(x)v(x + ξ_0(t), t) dx )_2

= : − ∫ ( w^2_x + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)w^2 ) dx − γ (∫ ϕ^′(x)w dx )_2 , (2.10)

where w(x, t) = v(x+ξ_0(t), t). The right side of (2.10) is the negative of a time-dependent quadratic form for the Schrödinger operator −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x)—although time dependence enters simply through spatial translation—plus the negative of the quadratic form for the rank-one orthogonal projection v → (∫ ϕ^′v dx ) ϕ^′. Since ∫_∞ −∞ ϕ^′(x) dx < 0 by (2.1), it follows from a test function argument that there is at least one negative eigenvalue of −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) and, correspondingly, there is at least one direction in which ‖w(t)‖^2_{L2 (R)} and hence ‖v(t)‖^2_{L2 (R)} are potentially exponentially increasing functions of t.

For this reason, a majority of the existing works (see, for instance, [48]) have resorted to the anti-derivative of the perturbed solution minus the unperturbed front solution (see (1.9)). Here we work with the perturbation of the solution itself rather than its anti-derivative. An important distinction is that the last term on the right side of (2.10)—due to the temporal modulation of the translational parameter—has the ‘good’ sign and can be made arbitrarily large because we are free to choose γ as we wish.

We next demonstrate that a Schrödinger operator plus a particular rank-one perturbation can be made positive semi-definite, provided that the unperturbed Schrödinger equation has exactly one bound state.

Proposition 2.2. Suppose q is a real-valued function, ∫_∞ −∞ (1+|x|)q(x) dx < ∞ and ∫_∞ −∞ q(x) dx < 0. If H_0 := − d^2 dx^2 + q(x) has precisely one negative eigenvalue, then

H_γ := − d^2 dx^2 + q(x) + γ|q(x)⟩⟨q(x)| is positive semi-definite for γ > 0 sufficiently large. More specifically, H_γ is non-negative for γ > − 1 ∫_∞ −∞ q(x) dx . Here we employ the bra-ket notation, and Π_q := |q⟩⟨q| represents the rank-one orthogonal projection to q, that is, Π_qv = ( ∫ qv)q. Proof. Recall that (1 + | · |)q ∈ L^1(R) ensures that H_0 has a finite number of negative eigenvalues, along with the continuous spectrum [0, ∞), and an eigenfunction decays to zero like e^{−√−λ|x|} as |x| → ∞, where λ is the corresponding negative eigenvalue.

Let n_−(H_γ ) denote the number of negative eigenvalues of H_γ , counted with multiplicity. Since Π_q = |q⟩⟨q| is positive definite, n_−(H_γ ) is a non-increasing function of γ over the interval (0, ∞). Particularly, n_−(H_0) ⩾ n_−(H_γ ) for all γ > 0.

More generally, n_−(H_{γ1} ) ⩾ n_−(H_{γ2} ) whenever γ_1 < γ_2.

Since n_−(H_0) = 1 by hypothesis, it follows that n_−(H_γ ) ⩽ 1 for all γ > 0. Note that

H_γ 1 = ( 1 + γ ∫_∞ −∞ q(x) dx ) q. When γ = −( ∫ q)^{−1}(> 0), clearly, H_γ v = 0 has a bounded solution v = 1—namely, a zero-energy resonance. Since H_0 has one bound state and since Π_q is positive definite, this suggests (and, indeed, we prove) that a bound state be absorbed into the continuum spectrum.

We proceed with some preliminaries. Let λ_0 denote the unique negative eigenvalue of H_0, and v_0 the corresponding eigenfunction, that is, v_0 is the ground state. Recall that v_0(x) → 0 exponentially as |x| → ∞. We may assume that v_0(x) ⩾ 0 for all x ∈ R. We claim that ∫_∞ −∞ q(x)v_0(x) dx < 0. Indeed, we integrate − d^2v_0 dx^2 + q(x)v_0 = λ_0v_0,

to obtain ∫_∞ −∞ q(x)v_0(x) dx = λ_0 ∫_∞ −∞ v_0(x) dx. Since ∫ v_0 > 0 and λ_0 < 0, the left side must be negative. This proves the claim.

Moreover, let λ_γ be a negative eigenvalue of H_γ , and v_γ the corresponding eigenfunction. We claim that ∫_∞ −∞ q(x)v_γ (x) dx ≠ 0. Suppose on the contrary that ∫ qv_γ = 0, so that

H_γ v_γ = H_0v_γ = λ_γ v_γ .

Since H_0 has exactly one negative eigenvalue, it follows that λ_γ = λ_0 and v_γ is a constant multiple of v_0. Since ∫ qv_0 < 0, however, a contradiction proves the claim. Additionally, the Hellmann– Feynman theorem [24] gives dλ_γ dγ = |⟨q, v_γ ⟩|^2 > 0. In other words, λ_γ is a strictly increasing function of γ.

We are now in a position to prove that H_γ has no negative eigenvalues for γ > −( ∫ q)^{−1}. It is noteworthy that the result is related to the Aronszajn–Krein formula for finite-rank perturbation theory (see, for instance, [53]).

Let γ > 0. Suppose λ_γ is a negative eigenvalue of H_γ , and v_γ the corresponding eigenfunction, that is, H_γ v_γ = H_0v_γ + γ⟨q, v_γ ⟩q = λ_γ v_γ ,

so that (H_0 − λ_γ )v_γ = −γ⟨q, v_γ ⟩q. We can write v_γ = −γ⟨q, v_γ ⟩(H_0 − λ_γ )^{−1}q. (2.11)

Since λ_γ is a strictly increasing function of γ, it follows that λ_0 < λ_γ . Moreover, since λ_0 is the unique negative eigenvalue of H_0, it follows that λ_γ is in the resolvent set of H_0, thereby (H_0 −λ_γ )^{−1} is well-defined.

Taking the inner product of (2.11) and q, we obtain ⟨q, v_γ ⟩ = −γ⟨q, v_γ ⟩⟨q, (H_0 − λ_γ )^{−1}q⟩. Since ⟨q, v_γ ⟩ = ∫ qv_γ ≠ 0, 1 + γ⟨q, (H_0 − λ_γ )^{−1}q⟩ = 0.

Let R(λ) = 1 + γ⟨q, (H_0 − λ)^{−1}q⟩, and observe that:

• R(λ) is a Herglotz function of λ, defined for λ ∈ (λ_0, 0), thereby an increasing function of λ;

• lim_{λ→λ0+} R(λ) = −∞, because the projection of q to v_0 is not zero; and

• lim_{λ→0−} R(λ) = 1 + γ⟨q, H^{−1}_0 q⟩ = 1 + γ⟨q, 1⟩.

Consequently, R(0−) < 0 for γ > −⟨q, 1⟩^{−1}(> 0). Since R(λ) is an increasing function of λ and since R(λ_0+) = −∞, moreover, R(λ) ≠ 0 for λ over the interval (λ_0, 0). Therefore, a contradiction proves that H_γ has no negative eigenvalues for γ > −⟨q, 1⟩^{−1}. This completes the proof.

Returning to the proof of Theorem 2.1, recall (2.8) and (2.9), where

γ > γ_0 := − 2 ∫_∞ −∞ ϕ^′(x) dx = 1. (2.12)

Recall w(x, t) = v(x + ξ_0(t), t) = u(x + ξ_0(t), t) − ϕ(x), and we calculate 1 2 d dt ‖v‖^2_L2_{(R)} = 1 2 d dt ‖w‖^2_L2_{(R)} = − ∫_∞ −∞ ( w^2_x + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)w^2 ) dx − γ (∫_∞ −∞ ϕ^′(x)w dx )_2

= − ∫ ( (1 − ϵ)w^2_x + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)w^2 ) − γ (∫ ϕ^′(x)w )_2 − ϵ ∫ w^2_x ⩽ − ϵ ∫ w^2_x

for some 0 < ϵ < 1. The last inequality uses that (2.2) has exactly one bound state, so that −(1 − ϵ)^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) + γ|ϕ^′(x)⟩⟨ϕ^′(x)| is positive semi-definite by Proposition 2.2. This proves (2.3). Additionally, 1 2 ‖w(T )‖^2_L2_{(R)} − 1 2 ‖w(0)‖^2_L2_{(R)} ⩽ −ϵ ∫_T 0 ∫_∞ −∞ w^2_x(x, t) dxdt for any T > 0. Therefore, w_x ∈ L^2(R × [0, ∞)) and, hence, v_x ∈ L^2(R × [0, ∞)).

We wish to show that ‖w_x(t)‖_L2_{(R)} → 0 as t → ∞ and, consequently, ‖v_x(t)‖_L2_{(R)} → 0 as t → ∞. Taking the inner product of (2.7) and w_{xx}, after some algebra, we arrive at 1 2 d dt ‖w_x‖^2_L2_{(R)} =γ ∫ ϕ(x)w_x dx ∫ ϕ^{′′}(x)w_x dx − 3 2 ∫ ϕ^′(x)w^2_x dx − ∫ ϕ^{′′}(x)ww_x dx + ∫ ww_xw_{xx} dx − ∫ w^2_{xx} dx. (2.13)

We use the Cauchy–Schwartz and Sobolev inequalities, calculating | | |γ ∫ ϕw_x ∫ ϕ^{′′}w_x | | | = | | |γ ∫ ϕ^′w ∫ ϕ^{′′}w_x | | | ⩽ ‖ϕ^′‖_L2_{(R)}‖w‖_L2_{(R)}‖ϕ^{′′}‖_L2_{(R)}‖w_x‖_L2_{(R)} =: C_1‖w_x‖_L2_{(R)}, | |3 2 ∫ ϕ^′w^2_x | | ⩽ 3 2 ‖ϕ^′‖_L∞_{(R)}‖w_x‖^2_L2_{(R)} =: C_2‖w_x‖^2_L2_{(R)}, | | | ∫ ϕ^{′′}ww_x | | | ⩽ ‖ϕ^{′′}‖^{L2(R)} ‖w‖^{L∞(R)} ‖w^x‖^{L2(R)} =: C^3‖w^x‖^{3/2}2 , | | ∫ ww_xw_{xx} | | ⩽ 1 2 ∫ w^2_{xx} + 1 2 ∫ w^2w^2_x ⩽ 1 2 ‖w_{xx}‖^2 + C_4‖w_x‖^3_L2_{(R)},

where C_1, C_2, C_3, and C_4 are positive constants. Substituting these into (2.13), 1 2 d dt ‖w_x‖^2_L2_{(R)} ⩽ C_1‖w_x‖_L2_{(R)} + C_2‖w_x‖^2_L2_{(R)} + C_3‖w_x‖^{3/2}_{L2(R)} + C_4‖w_x‖^3_L2_{(R)}.

To simplify notation, let ζ(t) := ‖w_x(t)‖^2_L2_{(R)}, so that 1 2 | | dζ dt | | ⩽ C_1ζ^{1/2} + C_2ζ + C_3ζ^{3/4} + C_4ζ^{3/2}. (2.14)

Since ‖w_x‖_L2_{(R)} ∈ L^2([0, ∞)) or, equivalently, ζ ∈ L^1([0, ∞)), for any δ > 0 there exists some T > 0 sufficiently large such that ζ(T ) < δ and ∫_∞ T ζ(t) dt < δ. Let T^′ > T , and M := max t∈(T,T^′) ζ(t). Multiplying (2.14) by ζ^{1/2} and integrating over (T, T^′), 1 3 (M^{3/2} − δ^{3/2}) ⩽ 1 2 ∫_T ′ T ζ^{1/2} | | | dζ dt | | | dt ⩽ ∫_T ′ T (C_1ζ + C_2ζ^{3/2} + C_3ζ^{5/4}dt + C_4ζ^2) dt.

We calculate ∫_T ′ T ζ(t) dt ⩽ ∫_∞ T ζ(t) dt = δ, ∫_T ′ T ζ^{3/2}(t) dt ⩽ M^{1/2} ∫_T ′ T ζ(t) dt ⩽ M^{1/2} ∫_∞ T ζ(t) dt = δM^{1/2}, ∫_T ′ T ζ^{5/4}(t) dt ⩽ M^{1/4} ∫_∞ T ζ(t) dt ⩽ δM^{1/4}, ∫_T ′ T ζ^2(t) dt ⩽ M ∫_∞ T ζ(t) dt = δM. Consequently, M^{3/2} ⩽ δ^{3/2} + 3C_1δ + 3C_2δM^{1/2} + 3C_3δM^{1/4} + 3C_4δM, implying that when δ > 0 is sufficiently small, M ≲ Cδ^{2/3} for some constant C, which is clearly independent of T^′. Therefore, for any δ > 0 there exists some T > 0 such that ‖w_x(t)‖_L2_{(R)} ≲ Cδ^{2/3} for all t > T , thereby ‖w_x(t)‖_L2_{(R)} → 0 as t → ∞.

This proves (2.4). Since ‖w‖^2_{L∞(R)} ⩽ 2‖w‖_L2_{(R)}‖w_x‖_L2_{(R)}, moreover, ‖w(t)‖_Lp_{(R)} → 0 as t → ∞ for all 2 < p ⩽ ∞ and, hence, ‖w(t)‖_L∞_{(R)} → 0 as t → ∞. This proves (2.5) and Theorem 2.1.

Remark. If one requires that −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) has one negative eigenvalue, instead of −(1 − ϵ)^{d2}_{dx2} + 1 2 ϕ^′(x), then ‖v(t)‖_L2_{(R)} is a decreasing function of t, but it does not necessarily decay to zero in any function space. Here we require that −(1 − ϵ)^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) has one negative eigenvalue, to eliminate the possibility that −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) has a zero eigenvalue.

If γ is greater than the critical value (see (2.12)), then ∫ ϕ^′w ∈ L^2([0, ∞)), but it is not clear whether ∫ ϕ^′w is in L^1([0, ∞)), which would guarantee that lim_{t→∞} ξ_0(t) exists.

3 Sufficient condition for one bound state

Verifying that (2.2) has precisely one bound state is a nontrivial task. Here we establish a sufficient condition for this purpose.

Definition 3.1. Let q be a real-valued function such that ∫_∞ −∞ (1 + |x|)q(x) dx < ∞. We define

τ(q) = max x_0∈(−∞,∞) min (∫_{x0} −∞ (x_0 − x)q^−(x) dx, ∫_∞ x_0 (x − x_0)q^−(x) dx ) , where q^−(x) := max(−q(x), 0) represents the negative part of q.

Suppose ϕ is a traveling front solution of (1.1)-(1.2), satisfying (2.1), and (1 + | · |)ϕ^′ ∈ L^1(R). We say that ϕ is sharp if τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) < 1 or τ(ϕ^′) < 2.

Definition 3.2. Suppose ϕ is a real-valued function, satisfying, without loss of generality, ϕ(x) → ∓1 as x → ±∞. If ϕ(x) is monotonically decreasing for all x ∈ R, we define

s_ϕ(x) = { +1 for x < 0, −1 for x > 0.

If ϕ is not monotone, let m_ϕ denote a piece-wise smooth function such that

m_ϕ^′ = −(ϕ^′)^− and m_ϕ(x) → ∓m_∞ as x → ±∞,

where m_∞ = − 1 2 ∫_∞ −∞ (ϕ^′)^−(x) dx, and we define

s_ϕ(x) = { +m_∞ for x < 0, −m_∞ for x > 0. When ϕ is monotone, m_ϕ = ϕ and m_∞ = 1. When ϕ is not monotone, on the other hand, the graph of m_ϕ is constructed by taking the graph of ϕ and replacing it by a constant over an interval where ϕ is increasing, so that m_ϕ is a piece-wise smooth function, decreasing where ϕ is decreasing but is constant where ϕ is increasing.

The left panel of Figure 1 provides an example of a non-monotone profile and its ‘monotonization.’

Suppose ϕ is a traveling front solution of (1.1)-(1.2), and τ(ϕ^′) can be interpreted as an L^1 distance to the corresponding piece-wise constant (ideal) shock or as the ‘width’ of the profile.

Lemma 3.3. If ϕ is a real-valued function, satisfying ϕ(x) → ∓1 as x → ±∞, and (1 + | · |)ϕ^′ ∈ L^1(R), then τ(ϕ^′) = 1 2 ∫_∞ −∞ |m_ϕ(x) − s_ϕ(x − x_0)| dx, where m_ϕ and s_ϕ are in Definition 3.2, and x_0 is chosen so that ∫_{x0} −∞ (s_ϕ − m_ϕ)(x) dx = ∫_∞ x_0

(m_ϕ − s_ϕ)(x) dx. (3.1)

Figure 1: Left: The graphs of a non-monotone ϕ and its ‘monotonization’ m_ϕ. Red curves represent regions where ϕ is monotonically decreasing and ϕ^′ = m_ϕ^′, while black curves represent regions where ϕ is increasing and m_ϕ is constant. Right: The graphs of the monotonization m_ϕ and the corresponding ideal shock s_ϕ. The shaded region, bounded by the profiles of m_ϕ and s_ϕ, has an area = 2τ(ϕ^′).

Therefore, when ϕ has a monotone profile, τ(ϕ^′) is the half of the area bounded by the graphs of ϕ and the corresponding piece-wise constant (ideal) shock, translated so that (3.1) holds true. The right panel of Figure 1 illustrates this.

Proof. Let x_0 ∈ R, and

f_−(x_0) = ∫_{x0} −∞ (x_0 − x)(ϕ^′)^−(x) dx and f_+(x_0) = ∫_∞ x_0

(x − x_0)(ϕ^′)^−(x) dx,

so that τ(ϕ^′) = max_{x0∈R} min(f_−(x_0), f_+(x_0)).

It is easy to see that f_−(x_0) is a positive increasing function of x_0, f_−(x_0) → 0 as x_0 → −∞ and f_−(x_0) → ∞ as x_0 → ∞. Also, f_+ is positive and decreasing, f_+(x_0) → 0 as x_0 → ∞ and f_+(x_0) → ∞ as x_0 → −∞. Consequently,

τ(ϕ^′) = f_−(x_0) = f_+(x_0) for a unique x_0 ∈ R.

When ϕ has a monotone profile, (ϕ^′)^− = −ϕ^′ and integration by part leads to

f_−(x_0) = ∫_{x0} −∞ (x − x_0)ϕ^′(x) dx =(x − x_0)(ϕ(x) − 1) | |^{x0} −∞ − ∫_{x0} −∞ (ϕ(x) − 1) dx = ∫_{x0} −∞ (1 − ϕ(x)) dx.

Similarly, f_+(x_0) = ∫_∞ x_0

(1 + ϕ(x)) dx. Since s_ϕ(x) = { +1 for x < 0 −1 for x > 0

, it follows that

f_−(x_0) + f_+(x_0) = ∫_∞ −∞ |ϕ(x) − s_ϕ(x − x_0)| dx. Moreover, f_−(x_0) = f_+(x_0) provided that (3.1) holds true. This proves the assertion.

The proof is similar for non-monotone profiles.

Remark. If ϕ or its monotonization is anti-symmetric, the translate of the corresponding ideal shock s_ϕ(· − x_0) minimizes the area between the front and s_ϕ(· − x) over all x ∈ R. However, for non-symmetric fronts, this is not necessarily true.

It is noteworthy that (3.1) bears resemblance to the Rankine–Hugoniot equal area condition. We state our main result of the section.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose q is a real-valued function, ∫_∞ −∞ (1 + |x|)|q(x)| dx < ∞, and ∫_∞ −∞ q(x) dx < 0. If τ(q) < 1 then − d^2v dx^2 + q(x)v = λv has precisely one bound state.

Corollary 3.5. Consider (1.1)-(1.2), satisfying L is defined in (1.3), with (1.4), and u_∓ = ±1. Let ϕ solve (2.1). Suppose ϕ^′, ϕ^{′′} ∈ L^2(R) and (1+|·|)ϕ^′ ∈ L^1(R). If ϕ is sharp, that is, τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) < 1, then any solution of (1.1)-(1.2), subject to u(·, 0) − ϕ ∈ H^2(R), satisfies ‖u(·, t) − ϕ(· − ξ_0(t))‖_Lp_{(R)} → 0 as t → ∞ for some function ξ_0 for all 2 < p ⩽ ∞.

Therefore, for a broad class of nonlinear diffusive-dispersive equations of Burgers type, a traveling front solution is asymptotically, nonlinearly, and orbitally stable, provided that the profile lies within some L^1 distance from an appropriate translate of the corresponding ideal shock. Notably, our result may extend to non-monotone profiles. Additionally, the result depends only on the front solution, not on the initial condition.

Corollary 3.5 follows from Theorems 2.1 and 3.4. The proof of Theorem 3.4 relies on a wellknown result concerning the non-existence of bound states of the Dirichlet boundary value problem for a Schrödinger equation.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose q is a real-valued function, satisfying ∫_∞ 0 xq^−(x) dx < 1. There are no

bound states to − d^2v dx^2 + q(x)v = λv for 0 < x < ∞, v(0) = 0, v(x) → 0 as x → ∞. Jost and Pais [37] initially established Theorem 3.6 for Schrödinger equations in three dimensions with central fields of force when the angular momentum = 0. Later, Bargmann [5] extended the result to all values of the momentum. The proof of Theorem 3.6, as in [51, pp. 94–97], estimates the distance between the poles of the corresponding Riccati equation and is simpler than the proofs in [37] or [5].

Remark. Several other results address the non-existence of a second bound state for a Schrödinger equation in one dimension, and they could potentially be applicable here. For instance, Calogero [14] established various results of the kind. One well-known result by Calogero requires the monotonicity of the potential function, and it is difficult to incorporate such a result even when the front solution has a monotone profile because the location of the zero cannot be controlled. Nevertheless, such a Calogero bound will play a significant role later when complementing a computer-assisted proof. See, for instance, Proposition 5.7 and Lemma 6.16 for details. There are other results that generalize the findings in [37]. See, for instance, [46]. While any of these results could be useful here, the choice of [37] (or [5]) is made because it is analytically simpler and has an interesting physical interpretation as the distance to a piece-wise constant shock.

Returning to the proof of Theorem 3.4, suppose on the contrary that − d^2v dx^2 + q(x)v = λv has two negative eigenvalues. Let v_0 and v_1 denote the ground state and the first excited state corresponding to the lowest and second lowest eigenvalues, respectively. It follows from the Strum oscillation theorem that v_0(x) > 0 for all x ∈ R, and there exists a unique x_0 ∈ R such that v_1(x_0) = 0 and v_1(x) ≠ 0 otherwise. Additionally, v_1(x) → 0 as |x| → ∞. Therefore, v_1 makes a bound state to the Dirichlet problems to the left and right of x_0: − d^2v dx^2 + q(x)v = λv, v(x_0) = 0, v(x) → 0 as x → −∞, (3.2) and − d^2v dx^2 + q(x)v = λv, v(x_0) = 0, v(x) → 0 as x → ∞. (3.3) It then follows from Theorem 3.6 that ∫_{x0} −∞ (x − x_0)q^−(x) dx, ∫_∞ x_0 (x − x_0)q^−(x) dx > 1. Although the position of x_0 is not known a priori, if max x_0∈(−∞,∞) min (∫_{x0} −∞ (x − x_0)q^−(x) dx, ∫_∞ x_0 (x − x_0)q^−(x) dx ) < 1, then there cannot exist any x_0 for which (3.2) and (3.3) both support a bound state. This completes the proof.

Concluding this section, we apply our result to the KdVB equation. Proposition 3.7. Let ϕ^′ + νϕ^{′′} =^1_2 (ϕ^2 − 1) and ϕ(x) → ∓1 as x → ±∞. (3.4) If ϕ^′(x) < 0 for all x ∈ R then τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) ⩽ τ_{max} ≈ 0.8375.

In other words, a monotone traveling front solution of (1.5) is sharp.

Therefore, Corollary 3.5 implies that a monotone traveling front solution of the KdVB equation is asymptotically, nonlinearly, and orbitally stable. Recall [7] that the profile is monotone if and only if |ν| ⩽^1_4 . Since τ depends continuously on ν (see Definition 3.1), a traveling front solution of (1.5) is stable for ν in an open interval ⊃ [−^1_4 ,^1_4 ]. Proof. Recall from the proof of Lemma 3.3 that τ(ϕ^′) = max x_0∈(−∞,∞) min (∫_{x0} −∞ (1 − ϕ(x)) dx, ∫_∞ x_0

(1 + ϕ(x)) dx ) . (3.5)

Assume for the moment that ν = 0, so that the former equation of (3.4) becomes ϕ^′ =^1_2 (ϕ^2 − 1), which can be rearranged as 1 − ϕ = −2 ϕ^′ 1 + ϕ . Integrating over the intervals (−∞, x_0) and (x_0, ∞), where x_0 ∈ R, and using the latter equation of (3.4), we obtain ∫_{x0} −∞ (1 − ϕ(x)) dx = 2 log(2) − 2 log |1 + ϕ(x_0)| and ∫_∞ x_0

(1 + ϕ(x)) dx = 2 log(2) − 2 log |1 − ϕ(x_0)|.

Let ϕ_0 := ϕ(x_0), and ϕ_0 ranges over (−1, 1) as x_0 ranges over (−∞, ∞). Therefore, (3.5) simplifies to τ(ϕ^′) = max

ϕ_0∈(−1,1)

min(2 log(2) − 2 log |1 + ϕ_0|, 2 log(2) − 2 log |1 − ϕ_0|).

Since log |1 + ϕ_0| is an increasing function of ϕ_0, and log |1 − ϕ_0| decreasing, τ(ϕ^′) = 2 log(2) when ϕ_0 = 0 and, in turn, τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) = log(2) ≈ 0.693.

The proof for ν ≠ 0 is similar, but we will have to deal with inequalities rather than equalities. We assume without loss of generality that ν > 0. Indeed, (3.4) remains invariant under x → −x, ϕ → −ϕ and ν → −ν. We discuss some preliminaries. We claim that ϕ^′(x) ⩾ −^1_2 for all x ∈ R. (3.6) Indeed, ϕ^{′′} = 0 at a critical point of ϕ^′, and the former equation of (3.4) becomes ϕ^′ =^1_2 (ϕ^2 − 1). Also, we claim that ∫_∞ −∞ ϕ^′(x)^2 dx = 2 3 . (3.7)

Indeed, multiplying the former equation of (3.4) by ϕ^′ and integrating, ∫_∞ −∞ (ϕ^′)^2 dx = 1 2 ∫_∞ −∞ ϕ^′(ϕ^2 − 1) dx = [ 1 6 ϕ^3(x) − 1 2 ϕ(x) ]_∞ −∞ = 2 3 . Following the argument for ν = 0, we rearrange the former equation of (3.4) as

1 − ϕ = −2 ϕ^′ 1 + ϕ − 2ν ϕ^{′′} 1 + ϕ , and we calculate ∫_{x0} −∞ (1 − ϕ(x)) dx = − 2 ∫_{x0} −∞ ϕ^′(x) 1 + ϕ(x) dx − 2ν ∫_{x0} −∞ ϕ^{′′}(x) 1 + ϕ(x) dx =2 log(2) − 2 log |1 + ϕ(x_0)| − 2ν ∫_{x0} −∞ ϕ^{′′} 1 + ϕ dx =2 log(2) − 2 log |1 + ϕ(x_0)| − 2ν ( ϕ^′(x_0) 1 + ϕ(x_0) + 2 ∫_{x0} −∞ ( ϕ^′ 1 + ϕ

)_2 dx )

⩽ − 2 log | | 1 + ϕ^0 2 | | + ν 1 + ϕ_0

=: f_−(ϕ_0), (3.8) where ϕ_0 := ϕ(x_0). The third equality follows from an integration by parts and the last inequality uses (3.6). Similarly, ∫_∞ x_0

(1 + ϕ(x)) dx = −2 ∫_∞ x_0 ϕ^′(x) 1 − ϕ(x) dx − 2ν ∫_∞ x_0 ϕ^{′′}(x) 1 − ϕ(x) dx = −2 log | | | 1 − ϕ(x_0) 2 | | | + 2ν ϕ^′(x_0) 1 − ϕ(x_0)

+ 2ν ∫_∞ x_0 ( ϕ^′ 1 − ϕ )_2 dx ⩽ −2 log | | | 1 − ϕ_0 2 | | | + 4ν 3(1 − ϕ_0)^2

=: f_+(ϕ_0), (3.9)

where the last inequality uses that 1 − ϕ(x_0) > 0, ϕ^′(x_0) < 0 and (3.7).

We wish to show that for ν ∈ (0,^1_4 ], so that ϕ^′(x) < 0 for all x ∈ R,

τ(ϕ^′) = max_{x0∈R} min (∫_{x0} −∞ (1 − ϕ(x)) dx, ∫_∞ x_0

(1 + ϕ(x)) dx ) < 2. Since ∫_{x0} −∞ (1 − ϕ(x)) dx ⩽ f_−(ϕ_0) and ∫_∞ x_0

(1 + ϕ(x)) dx ⩽ f_+(ϕ_0),

where f_−(ϕ_0) and f_+(ϕ_0) are in (3.8) and (3.9), it suffices to show for ν ∈ (0,^1_4 ] that max ϕ_0∈(−1,1)

min(f_−(ϕ_0), f_+(ϕ_0)) < 2. (3.10)

Since f_− and f_+ are strictly increasing functions of ν, moreover, it suffices to show that (3.10) holds at ν =^1_4 , the largest value of ν for which ϕ^′(x) < 0 for all x ∈ R.

Let ν =^1_4 . Numerical evaluation suggests that there is a unique ϕ_∗ ≈ −0.017 such that f_−(ϕ_∗) = f_+(ϕ_∗) ≈ 1.675, whence max ϕ_0∈(−1,1)

min(f_−(ϕ_0), f_+(ϕ_0)) ⩽ 2τ_{max} ≈ 1.675.

We turn this observation into a proof. If there exist ϕ_− and ϕ_+ such that f_−(ϕ_−) < f_+(ϕ_−) < 2 and f_+(ϕ_+) < f_−(ϕ_+) < 2, then f_−(ϕ_∗) = f_+(ϕ_∗) for some ϕ_∗ ∈ (ϕ_−, ϕ_+) and f_−(ϕ_∗) = f_+(ϕ_∗) < 2.

Indeed, let ϕ_− = −^1_{59} and ϕ_+ = −^4_{235} . A straightforward calculation reveals that f_− ( − 1 59 ) = 59 232 + 2 log ( 59 29 ) ≈ 1.6748 <f_+ ( − 1 59 ) = 3481 10800

+ 2 log ( 59 30 ) ≈ 1.675 < 2 and f_+ ( − 4 235 ) = 235 924 + 2 log ( 470 231 ) ≈ 1.675 <f_− ( − 4 235 ) = 55225 171363

+ 2 log ( 470 231 ) ≈ 1.6748 < 2.

Therefore, τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) <^1_2 f_−(ϕ_∗) =^1_2 f_+(ϕ_∗) ≈ .8375.

This completes the proof.

4 Numerical experiments

We perform numerical experiments for the KdVB equation, aiming to explore parameter ranges that satisfy:

• τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) < 1,

• −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) has precisely one negative eigenvalue,

where ϕ is a traveling front solution of (1.5), satisfying (3.4).

It is noteworthy that both conditions are fulfilled for intervals of ν that are considerably larger than the monotonicity interval [−0.25, 0.25]. Importantly, the latter condition holds in an interval considerably larger than the former one. This will examine the second condition via some careful numerical experiments as it plays a crucial role later in setting expectations for a computer-assisted proof.

To numerically experiment with the former condition, we begin by computing the traveling front solution of (1.5), by solving (3.4) using the ‘ode45’ native ODE solver in Matlab. We then numerically integrate

f_−(x) := 1 2 ∫_x −∞ (x − y)(ϕ^′)^−(y) dy and f_+(x) := 1 2 ∫_{+∞} x (y − x)(ϕ^′)^−(y) dy. We identify a unique point x_∗ where f_−(x_∗) = f_+(x_∗), implying τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) = f_−(x_∗) = f_+(x_∗).

Figure 2: τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) versus ν. We numerically find τ = 1 at ν ≈ 1.1835.

Our numerical findings suggest that τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) exhibits very weak dependence on ν within the range of [−0.25, 0.25], where ϕ is a monotonically deceasing function, and τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) appears to reach its minimum log(2) ≈ 0.693 when ν = 0. As ν increases from zero, τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) increases, reaching approximately 0.7 when |ν| = 0.25.

Figure 2 illustrates τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) versus ν for ν ∈ (0.25, 1.25). Our numerical results suggest that τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) is a convex function of ν with a local minimum at ν = 0. Furthermore, τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) surpasses the value of 1 for the first time when |ν| ≈ 1.1835.

We turn to numerical experiments with bound states of − d^2v dx^2 + 1 2 ϕ^′(x) = λv, corresponding to negative eigenvalues. We rewrite this as ( v v^′ )_′ = ( 0 1 1 2 ϕ^′(x) − λ 0 ) ( v v^′ ) =: Λ(x, λ) ( v v^′ ) . (4.1)

When λ = k^2 ⩾ 0, k ∈ R, the limiting matrix Λ(±∞, λ) possesses a pair of purely imaginary eigenvalues ±ik. When λ < 0, on the other hand, Λ(±∞, λ) has two real eigenvalues with opposite signs, ± √ −λ, and the corresponding eigenvectors are

v_{1,+} := ( −1√ −λ ) and v_{2,−} := ( 1√ −λ ) . Let λ < 0, v_1(x, λ) and v_1(x, λ) denote solutions of (4.1) such that v_1(x, λ) → 0 as x → ∞, and v_2(x, λ) → 0 as x → −∞. We define the Evans function as

Δ(λ) = det (( v_1(0, λ) v_2(0, λ) )) . (4.2)

The significance of the Evans function is that −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) has precisely one negative eigenvalue if and only if Δ(λ) has precisely one negative root. It follows from the gap lemma (see, for instance, [26]) that lim_{x→∞} v_1(x, λ) |v_1(x, λ)| ∈ span{v_{1,+}} and lim_{x→−∞} v_2(x, λ) |v_2(x, λ)| ∈ span{v_{2,−}}. To compute the Evans function numerically, for X ≫ 1, consider { v^′_{1,X} = Λ(x, λ)v_{1,X} v_{1,X} (X, λ) = v_{1,+} and { v^′_{2,X} = Λ(x, λ)v_{2,X} v_{2,X} (−X, λ) = v_{2,−},

and we define the numerical Evans function as

Δ_X (λ) = det (( v_{1,X} (0, λ) v_{2,X} (0, λ) )) . To enhance numerical robustness, we scale out exponential rates. Introducing

w_1(x, λ) := e^{(x−X)} √ −λv_{1,X} (x, λ) and w_2(x, λ) := e^{−(x+X)} √ −λv_{2,X} (x, λ), so that { w^′_1 = (Λ(x, λ) + √ −λI)w_1 w_1(X, λ) = v_{1,+} and { w^′_2 = (Λ(x, λ) − √ −λI)w_2 w_2(−X, λ) = v_{2,−}, we can redefine the numerical Evans function as

Δ_X (λ) = e^{2X} √ −λ det (( w_1(0, λ) w_2(0, λ) )) =: e^{2X} √ −λΔ_0(λ). Clearly, Δ_X (λ) = 0 if and only if Δ_0(λ) = 0. Hereafter we drop the subscript for simplicity.

It is crucial to exercise caution when interpreting the Evans function at λ = 0. Note that v_1(x, 0) and v_2(x, 0) represent the Jost solutions to − d^2v dx^2 + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)v = 0, which remain bounded as |x| → ±∞. Therefore, when Δ(0) = 0, there exists a zero-energy resonance, signifying a bounded solution to −^{d2v}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x)v = 0.

Utilizing Matlab, we numerically evaluate Δ(λ) for λ < 0, to identify negative eigenvalues of the Schrödinger operator. Our numerical investigation suggests that Δ(λ) has at least two negative roots for ν > ν_c for some ν_c and precisely one negative root for 0 < ν < ν_c. When ν = ν_c, we anticipate Δ(0) = 0. We compute the rescaled numerical Evans function at λ = 0, and use the sign switch as a criterion for determining ν_c. We find that Δ(0) changes its sign at ν_c ≈ 4.096. Figure 3 illustrates the graphs of Δ(λ) for three different values of ν.

Figure 3: The graphs of Δ(λ) for ν = 4.09, ν_c ≈ 4.096 and 4.10. We numerically find that Δ(0) changes the sign passing through ν = ν_c.

5 Rigorous computation: an overview

In summary, we have established two stability conditions for traveling front solutions of (1.1)- (1.2), applicable to a wide array of dispersive-diffusive operators. The first condition involves an auxiliary Schrödinger equation in one dimension. A traveling front solution, represented by ϕ, is asymptotically, nonlinearly, and orbitally stable, provided that −(1 − ϵ) d^2v dx^2 + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)v = λv has precisely one bound state for some ϵ > 0 sufficiently small. A sufficient condition to ensure the non-existence of a second bound state is τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) < 1, where τ is in Definition 3.1. Importantly, our findings are independent of the monotonicity of the profile and do not necessitate the initial condition to lie close to the front solution. Regarding the KdVB equation, recall from [8] that ϕ is monotone if and only if |ν| ⩽^1_4 . We have analytically confirmed that τ(^1_2 ϕ^′) ⩽ τ_{max} ≈ 0.8375 for |ν| ⩽^1_4 , thereby ensuring stability for ν within an open interval ⊃ [−^1_4 ,^1_4 ]. Numerical experiments suggest that the stability condition itself holds for |ν| ⩽ ν_c ≈ 4.09.

In what follows, we focus on the KdVB equation and work to verify the stability condition through validated numerics or rigorous computation, with the ultimate goal of achieving a computer-assisted proof (CAP). Interested readers can find further details on CAP techniques for ODEs and PDEs in [56, 60, 35, 18, 6, 32, 61].

We state our main rigorous computation result.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose ϕ represents a traveling front solution of the KdVB equation, satisfying (3.4). If |ν| ∈ [0, 0.25] ∪ [0.2533, 3.9], then (2.2) has precisely one bound state for ϵ > 0 sufficiently small, thereby ϕ is asymptotically, nonlinearly, and orbitally stable. In other words, any solution of (1.5) and (1.2), where u_∓ = ±1, subject to u(·, 0)−ϕ ∈ H^2(R), satisfies ‖u(·, t)−ϕ(·−ξ_0(t))‖_Lp_{(R)} → 0 as t → ∞ for some function ξ_0 for all 2 < p ⩽ ∞.

Addressing the spectrum of an operator when the potential is not known explicitly poses a considerable challenge. To aid in verifying that (2.2) has precisely one bound state, we introduced a proxy measure in Definition 3.1. This proxy provides a more analytically tractable method, yet it is important to note that its range of validity is more limited than that of the stability condition itself. The efficacy of CAP techniques lies in their capacity to directly determine the quantity of interest, thus extending our reach far beyond what was previously deemed attainable. Specifically, consider −(1 − ϵ) d^2v dx^2 + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)v = 0 and v(x) → 1 as x → ∞. (5.1)

It follows from the Sturm oscillation theorem that the number of zeros of a solution to (5.1) is equal to the number of bound states of −(1 − ϵ)^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x). Our goal is to prove that the solution of (5.1) has precisely one zero, which aligns well with the objectives of CAP techniques.

Given the nature of CAP, it suffices to show at ϵ = 0 that a solution of (5.1) has precisely one zero. Throughout our CAP process, we verify open set conditions—strict inequalities are required. Since a zero of the solution to (5.1) varies continuously with ϵ, if all the strict inequalities hold at ϵ = 0, they will continue to hold for some ϵ > 0 sufficiently small. Hereafter, we proceed with ϵ = 0.

We present an overview of our CAP methodology. Let ν ≠ 0, and we begin by recasting the former equations of (3.4) and (5.1) as { ϕ^′ = ψ ψ^′ =^1_ν ( −ψ +^1_2 (ϕ^2 − 1)

) and { v^′ = w w^′ =^1_2 ψv.

(5.2)

Here (ϕ, ψ) corresponds to the traveling front solution of (1.5) and its derivative, which connect to the fixed points (−1, 0) and (1, 0) at x = ±∞, respectively, that is, lim x→−∞ (ϕ, ψ) = (1, 0) and lim_{x→∞}(ϕ, ψ) = (−1, 0). (5.3)

Similarly, (v, w) represents the solution of (5.1) and its derivative, which connect to (1, 0) at x = ∞, that is,

lim_{x→∞}(v, w) = (1, 0). (5.4)

If one can derive sufficiently accurate numerical estimates for the solutions of (5.2), (5.3), and (5.4), complemented by additional analytical estimates, then one can rigorously determine the number of zeros in the solution of (5.1), thereby proving Theorem 5.1. All computations utilize interval arithmetic for rigorous control over rounding errors, specifically through Rump’s INTLAB package for MATLAB [52].

5.1 Rigorous verification for a fixed ν

We proceed by setting a fixed value for ν, and outline the conceptual framework for the proof of Theorem 5.1, with further details elaborated in Section 6.

Our approach involves validated numerics or rigorous computation, which entails acquiring precise error bounds for a numerical approximation to the solution of (5.2), (5.3), and (5.4). It is important to note that (ϕ, ψ) solves a boundary value problem, comprising the first two equations of (5.2) and (5.3), over the interval (−∞, ∞), whereas (v, w) solves an initial value problem, comprising the latter two equations of (5.2) and (5.4). We partition (−∞, ∞) into intervals (−∞, x_0], [x_N , ∞), and [x_0, x_N ] for some −∞ < x_0 < x_N < ∞. We may choose without loss of generality x_0 = 0 and we select x_N sufficiently large. We then proceed to construct a left solution manifold, comprised of solutions of the former two equations of (5.2) and the former equation of (5.3) over the interval (−∞, 0] and a right solution manifold, composed of solutions of (5.2), the latter equation of (5.3), and (5.4) over the interval [x_N , ∞). The initial-boundary value problem (5.2)-(5.4) over (−∞, ∞) then reduces to the bounded interval [0, x_N ], introducing boundary and initial conditions at 0 and x_N . To address this, we partition the interval [0, x_N ] into subintervals and construct a middle solution manifold, composed of solutions of (5.2) with specified initial conditions at each partition point. This methodology transforms the task of obtaining a rigorous numerical solution over the interval (−∞, ∞) into a connection problem of the left, right, and middle solution manifolds.

We begin by constructing the left solution manifold, focusing on solutions over the interval (−∞, 0]. Proposition 5.2. Consider x ⩽ 0. There exists a one-parameter family of solution, denoted as (ϕ, ψ)(x; θ), θ ∈ R, of the first two equations of (5.2) and the former equation of (5.3), which admits a convergent exponential series representation. Specifically, ϕ(x; θ) = ∞∑ n=0 ϕ_n(μ)θ^ne^{nμx} and ψ(x; θ) = ∞∑ n=0 ψ_n(μ)θ^ne^{nμx}, (5.5) where μ = − 1 2ν (1 − √ 1 + 4ν), (5.6)

ϕ_n and ψ_n satisfy

(ϕ_0, ψ_0) = (1, 0), (ϕ_1, ψ_1) = (−1, −μ) (5.7) and ϕ_n = 1 2(n − 1)(n + 1 − nμ) n−1∑ n^′=1 ϕ_n′ ϕ_{n−n}′ , ψ_n = nμϕ_n, n ⩾ 2. (5.8) Additionally, when ν > 0 and |θ| < 2, | | | ∂^k ∂θ^k (^∞∑ n=N+1 ϕ_nθ^n )| | ⩽ 1 2^{1−k} ∂^kf_N ∂q^k ( θ 2 ) , k = 0, 1, . . . , N,

where f_N (q) =^{qN+1}_{1−q} .

For x ⩽ 0, we define

u_L(θ; x) = ( ϕ(x; θ) ψ(x; θ) ) , (5.9)

where ϕ(x; θ) and ψ(x; θ) are in (5.5), (5.6), (5.7) and (5.8). We remark that θ accounts for translation invariance.

The result of Proposition 5.2, under the assumption of convergence, facilitates rigorous numerical estimates for the solutions of the first two equations of (5.2) and the former equation of (5.3) over the interval (−∞, 0]. For the proof, the infinite series in (5.5) is divided into a finite sum plus a residual term. The finite sum is computed using interval arithmetic, specifically through Rump’s INTLAB package for MATLAB [52], for rigorous control of rounding errors. Additionally, an estimate for the residual is derived and then computed by interval arithmetic. See Section 6 for further details.

We move on to constructing the right solution manifold, which consists of numerical solutions over the interval [x_N , ∞) for some x_N ≫ 1. Our approach here is similar to the construction of the left solution manifold, but includes a few important distinctions. Invoking (5.4), we are set to construct all of ϕ, ψ, v, and w. Additionally, when ν >^1_4 and the fixed point (ϕ, ψ) = (−1, 0) is a spiral sink, the stable manifold is represented by a double exponential series.

Proposition 5.3. Assume ν >^1_4 . For x ⩾ x_N for some x_N ≫ 1, there exists a two-parameter family of solutions, represented as (ϕ, ψ, v, w)(x; θ_i , θ_r), where θ_i, θ_r ∈ R, of (5.2), the latter equation of (5.3), and (5.4), which admits a convergent double exponential series representation. Specifically,

ϕ(x; θ_i, θ_r) = ∞∑ m,n=0 ϕ_{m,n}(θ_re^{μ−x−iθi} )^m(θ_re^{μ+x+iθi} )^n,

ψ(x; θ_i, θ_r) = ∞∑ m,n=0 ψ_{m,n}(θ_re^{μ−x−iθi} )^m(θ_re^{μ+x+iθi} )^n,

v(x; θ_i, θ_r) = ∞∑ m,n=0 v_{m,n}(θ_re^{μ−x−iθi} )^m(θ_re^{μ+x+iθi} )^n,

w(x; θ_i, θ_r) = ∞∑ m,n=0 w_{m,n}(θ_re^{μ−x−iθi} )^m(θ_re^{μ+x+iθi} )^n,

(5.10)

where μ_± = −

2(1 ± iν_0) 1 + ν^2_0

, ν_0 = √ 4ν − 1, (5.11)

and ϕ_{m,n}, ψ_{m,n}, v_{m,n}, w_{m,n} satisfy ϕ_{0,0} ψ_{0,0} v_{0,0} w_{0,0} = −1 0 1 0 , ϕ_{1,0} ψ_{1,0} v_{1,0} w_{1,0} = s 1 μ_{−1} 2μ_− 1 2 , ϕ_{0,1} ψ_{0,1} v_{0,1} w_{0,1} = s 1 μ_{+1}

2μ_+ 1 2 , (5.12)

and ϕ_{m,n} = K(m, n) m∑ m^′ =0 n∑ n^′=0 δ_{m,m}′_{,n,n}′ ϕ_m′_{,n}′ ϕ_{m−m}′_{,n−n}′ , (5.13) ψ_{m,n} = (mμ_− + nμ_+)ϕ_{m,n}, (5.14) v_{m,n} = 1 2(mμ_− + nμ_+)^2 m∑ m^′=0 n∑ n^′=0 v_m′_{,n}′ ψ_{m−m}′_{,n−n}′ , (5.15) w_{m,n} = (mμ_− + nμ_+)v_{m,n}, (5.16)

m, n ⩾ 1. Here K(m, n) = 1 + ν^2_0 2((m(1 − iν_0) + n(1 + iν_0))^2 − 2m(1 − iν_0) − 2n(1 + iν_0) + 1 + ν^2_0 )

(5.17)

δ_{m,m}′_{,n,n}′ = 0 if m^′ = n^′ = 0 0 if m^′ = m and n^′ = n 1 otherwise.

Additionally, |ϕ_{m,n}| ⩽ C_0C^{m+n}, |ψ_{m,n}| ⩽ 1 √ ν C_0C^{m+n}, |v_{m,n}| ⩽ C_1C^{m+n}_3 , |w_{m,n}| ⩽ C_2C^{m+n}_4 for some suitable constants C, C_0, C_1, C_2, C_3 and C_4, depending on ν, which will be determined later. Furthermore, | |ϕ(x) −^N∑ N^′=0 ∑ m+n=N^′ ϕ_{m,n}(θ_re^{μ−x−iθi} )^m(θ_re^{μ+x+iθi} )^n | |

⩽ C_0 ∞∑ N^′=N+1

(N^′ + 1)(θ_rC)^{N ′}

= C_0 d d(θ_rC) (θ_rC)^{N+2} 1 − θ_rC = C_0 ( (N + 2)(θ_rC)^{N+1} 1 − θ_rC + (θ_rC)^{N+2} (1 − θ_rC)^2 )

uniformly for x ∈ [x_N , ∞). Similar bounds apply to ψ, v and w.

For x ⩾ x_N for some x_N ≫ 1, we define

u_R(θ_i; x, θ_r) = ϕ(x; θ_i, θ_r) ψ(x; θ_i, θ_r) v(x; θ_i, θ_r) w(x; θ_i, θ_r) , (5.18)

where the components (ϕ, ψ, v, w)(x, θ_i , θ_r) are in (5.10), (5.11), (5.12), and (5.13)-(5.16).

It is noteworthy that since v_{0,0} = 0, the right side of (5.15) does not depend on v_{m,n}. Here μ_± are the eigenvalues of the linearization of the first two equations of (5.2) around the fixed point (ϕ, ψ) = (−1, 0), and θ_r±θ_i parameterize the solution manifold. Since the fixed point (−1, 0) is a spiral sink, these eigenvalues are complex. For our purposes, θ_r can be taken to be a suitable fixed constant while θ_i is to be solved for. The convergence of these series representations is guaranteed by dominating them with a suitable geometric series, and the error in the representations can be refined by estimating the residual of the geometric series. This strategy falls under the umbrella of the parameterization method, a technique detailed in, for instance, [10, 11, 12, 17, 59, 61]. Further details of the proof are related discussions are in Section 6.

Remark. The estimates in Proposition 5.3, while serving our purposes, are not optimized to give the strongest result possible. We have made a deliberate choice to favor simplicity over achieving maximal possible decay rates. The choice allows us to avoid intricate calculations involved with sub-exponential terms.

It is important to note that (5.10)-(5.16) do not offer a smooth extension to ν =^1_4 . In cases where the linearization of a nonlinear ODE flow possesses stable eigenvalues λ_1, λ_2,. . . , an analytic conjugacy between the flow on the stable manifold and the linearized flow exists, provided that ∑ k_j λ_j ≠ 0, where k_j are integers, excluding the trivial scenario where all k_j = 0. Such a nonresonance condition is met for all ν values except^1_4 . When ν =^1_4 , the correct expansion necessitates a sum of products of polynomials and exponentials due to the non-trivial Jordan form of the linearized flow. While methodologies capable of handling such expansions exist, they are not implemented here. We direct interested reader to [61] and the references therein for a more thorough exploration of this phenomenon and its resolution.

Moving forward, we partition the interval [0, x_N ] into ⋃_{N−1} j=0 [x_j , x_{j+1}], where 0 = x_0 < x_1 < · · · < x_N . In practice, x_0, . . . , x_N are evenly spaced. Let Φ(u; x) : R^4 → R^4 denote the solution operator for (5.2) with the initial condition u and the step size x, that is,

u_j := ϕ(x_j ) ψ(x_j ) v(x_j ) w(x_j )

, Φ(u^j; x) := ϕ(x_j + x) ψ(x_j + x) v(x_j + x) w(x_j + x)

, (5.19)

where ϕ(x_j + x), ψ(x_j + x), v(x_j + x), and w(x_j + x) are represented by Taylor series.

Proposition 5.4. Consider (5.2) and the initial conditions ϕ(x_j ), ψ(x_j ), v(x_j ), and w(x_j ) at x_j. The solution ϕ(x_j + x), ψ(x_j + x), v(x_j + x), and w(x_j + x) at x_j + x possesses a convergent Taylor series representation. Specifically,

ϕ(x_j + x) = ∞∑ n=0 ϕ_nx^n, ψ(x_j + x) = ∞∑ n=0 ψ_nx^n,

v(x_j + x) = ∞∑ n=0 v_nx^n, w(x_j + x) = ∞∑ n=0 w_nx^n, (5.20)

where (ϕ_0, ψ_0, v_0, w_0) = (ϕ, ψ, v, w)(x_j ),

ϕ_1 = ψ_0, ψ_1 = 1 ν ( − ψ_0 + 1 2 (ϕ^2_0 − 1) ) , v_1 = w_0, w_1 = 1 2 ψ_0v_0, (5.21) and ϕ_{n+1} = ψ_n n + 1

, ψ_{n+1} = 1 ν(n + 1) ( − ψ_n + 1 2 n∑ n^′=0 ϕ_{n−n}′ ϕ_n′ ) ,

v_{n+1} = w_n n + 1

, w_{n+1} = 1 2(n + 1) n∑ n^′=0 ψ_{n−n}′ v_n′ (5.22)

for n ⩾ 1.

It is noteworthy that when n = 0 in the second equation of (5.22), the recurrence relation does not simplify to the second equation of (5.21).

The coefficients of the series in (5.20) are determined by recurrence relations of the corresponding ODEs. Since the first terms of the series are chosen to satisfy the initial conditions, the series offer solutions to the initial value problems, provided they converge. Throughout the process of establishing convergence, it is particularly beneficial that we also derive truncation error bounds for the residual. Further details are discussed in Section 6. For further exploration of validated numerics for solving ODEs with Taylor series, see, for instance, [21, 40, 41, 47].

Having established the solution manifolds for the intervals (−∞, 0], [x_N , ∞), and [0, x_N ], we aim to find a connecting solution whose segments on (−∞, 0], [x_N , ∞), and [0, x_N ] belong to the respective solution manifolds. This is accomplished by solving for the zero of F : R^{4N+6} → R^{4N+6} , defined as

F(θ, u_0, u_1, . . . , u_N , θ_i) = u_L(θ; 0) − Πu_0 u_1 − Φ(u_0;^{xN}_N ) u_2 − Φ(u_1;^{xN}_N ) . . u_N − Φ(u_{N−1};^{xN}_N ) u_R(θ_i; x_N , θ_r) − u_N

, (5.23)

Figure 4: Illustration demonstrating how to divide the computational domain and solve the ODEs with series solutions for various parts of the subdivided domains. The practical mesh we employed in our study is denser.

where u_L, u_R, and Φ are defined in (5.9), (5.18), and (5.19), respectively, and Π ϕ ψ v w = ( ϕ ψ ) . The

vanishing of the first two entries of the right side of (5.23) corresponds to the connection at x_0 = 0 of a solution from the left manifold with a solution from the middle manifold on the interval [x_0, x_1]. Similarly, the vanishing of the last two entries corresponds to the connection at x_N of a solution from the right manifold with a solution from the middle manifold on the interval [x_{N−1}, x_N ]. The vanishing of the remaining entries establishes connections at x_1, . . . , x_{N−1} of solutions from middle manifolds on the intervals [0, x_1], . . . , [x_{N−1}, x_N ]. Therefore, a zero of (5.23) corresponds to a solution of the initial-boundary value problem (5.2), (5.3), and (5.4) over the interval (−∞, ∞).

To establish the existence of an exact zero of (5.23) in the vicinity of an approximate zero, we employ the Newton–Kantorovich theorem, a technique extensively discussed in [9, 22, 16, 4, 19].

Theorem 5.5. Consider Y = R^d for some integer d > 0, and y_{ap} ∈ Y . Suppose F : Y → Y is continuously differentiable, and A, A^† : Y → Y are bounded linear. Assume that:

(A1) A is one-to-one,

(A2) ‖AF(y_{ap})‖_Y ⩽ Y_0 for some Y_0 > 0,

(A3) ‖1 − AA^†‖_{B(Y )} ⩽ Z_0 for some Z_0 > 0,

(A4) ‖A(A^† − DF(y_{ap}))‖_{B(Y )} ⩽ Z_1 for some Z_1 > 0,

(A5) There exists Z_2 : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) such that sup ‖y−y_{ap}‖⩽r ‖A(DF(y_{ap}) − DF(y))‖_{B(Y )} ⩽ Z_2(r)r.

If p(r) := Z_2(r)r^2 − (1 − Z_0 − Z_1)r + Y_0 < 0 for some r > 0, (5.24) then there exists a unique y_{ex} ∈ Y satisfying ‖y_{ex} − y_{ap}‖_Y < r such that F(y_{ex}) = 0.

It is important to note that while Z_2(r) may be chosen to be arbitrarily large to ensure that (A5) holds true, in practice, we select r_0 > 0 and show that (A5) holds for some r ∈ (0, r_0). Moreover, A and A^† may be chosen arbitrarily as long as (A1)-(A5) are met. However, the most precise estimates are typically obtained when A^† is close to the Jacobian ∇F and A is an approximate inverse of ∇F. We employ numerical approximations of the Jacobian of F and its inverse for A^† and A.

Our approach begins with computing an approximate zero θ_{ap}, u_{0,ap}, u_{1,ap},. . . , u_{N,ap}, and θ_{i,ap} of (5.23) with sufficient accuracy. We then apply the Newton–Kantorovich theorem to demonstrate that this approximate zero is in close proximity to the exact zero θ_{ex}, u_{0,ex}, u_{1,ap}, . . . , u_{N,ex}, and θ_{i,ex} of (5.23), along with explicit error bounds. To achieve this, all computations are carried out using interval arithmetic. We evaluate (5.23) and its Jacobian at the approximate zero of F, using the series representations of the approximate solutions, and we bound its Hessian in an interval around the approximate zero of F. The Newton–Kantorovich theorem guarantees the existence of a unique exact solution in a small-radius ball centered at the approximate zero. This provides control over the solution at x_0, . . . , x_N and control over the exact values of θ and θ_i. We then utilize (5.19) to propagate these bounds to the intervals [x_0, x_1], . . . , [x_{N−1}, x_N ], and we leverage (5.9) and (5.18) to extend the bounds to the intervals (−∞, 0] and [x_N , ∞), respectively. This establishes rigorous upper and lower bounds of the solution of the former two equations of (5.2) and (5.3) over (−∞, ∞) and the solution of the latter two equations of (5.2) and (5.4) over [0, ∞).

Theorem 5.6. For each |ν| ∈ [0.2533, 3.9], a numerical approximation, denoted as (ϕ_{ap}, ψ_{ap}, v_{ap}, w_{ap}), to the exact solution (ϕ_{ex}, ψ_{ex}, v_{ex}, w_{ex}) of (5.2), (5.3), and (5.4) can be rigorously validated. Specifically, ‖(ϕ_{ex} − ϕ_{ap}, ψ_{ex} − ψ_{ap}, v_{ex} − v_{ap}, w_{ex} − w_{ap})‖_L∞_{([xj ,xj +1])} < ϵ_j for some ϵ_j > 0 for some 0 = x_0 < x_1 < · · · < x_N and x_N sufficiently large. Additionally,

‖(ϕ_{ex} − ϕ_{ap}, ψ_{ex} − ψ_{ap})‖_L∞_{((−∞,0])} < ϵ_L and ‖(ϕ_{ex} − ϕ_{ap}, ψ_{ex} − ψ_{ap}, v_{ex} − v_{ap}, w_{ex} − w_{ap})‖_L∞_{([xN ,∞))} < ϵ_R

for some ϵ_L, ϵ_R > 0.

The rigorous enclosures of ϕ and ψ over the interval (−∞, ∞), and v and w over [0, ∞), enable us to determine the number of the zeros of v over [0, ∞). Since zeros of a solution of (5.1) are necessarily simple, upon identifying an interval or intervals where v has a zero, we only need to confirm that w = v^′ is bounded away from zero to conclude that the zero is unique.

To ensure that v has precisely one zero over the interval (−∞, ∞) and, correspondingly, (2.2) has precisely one bound state, it remains to demonstrate that v has no zeros over the interval (−∞, 0]. Since a rigorous enclosure of a solution of the latter two equations of (5.2) and (5.4) is lacking over the interval (−∞, 0], we establish an analytic criterion that can be checked at x = 0 that guarantees no zeros over (−∞, 0]. This is achieved in Lemmas 6.14-6.16, establishing that if ∫_0 −∞ √ −ϕ^′(x) dx is sufficiently small compared to v(0) and w(0), then no more zeros of v exist over the interval (−∞, 0). This bears resemblance to Calogero’s bound on the number of bound states of the Schödinger equation for some potentials [13, 14, 51]. We can estimate

∫_0 −∞ √ −ϕ^′(x) dx using a rigorous enclosure of ϕ^′ over the interval (−∞, 0], to ensure no zeros of v over (−∞, 0].

Proposition 5.7. Consider − d^2v dx^2 + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)v = 0. Suppose ϕ^′(x) < 0 and ϕ^{′′}(x) < 0 for all x ∈ (−∞, 0). If v(0) < 0, v^′(0) > 0, and if

arctan ( − √ 2 −ϕ^′(0) v^′(0) v(0) ) ⩾ ∫_0 −∞ √ − 1 2 ϕ^′(x) dx (5.25)

then v has no zero over the interval (−∞, 0).

Here ‖ϕ^′‖_L1/2 can be bounded from above using the result of Proposition 5.2, simplifying the matter to information at x = 0.

5.2 Rigorous verification over an interval

To finalize our rigorous computation result for an interval in ν to complete the proof of Theorem 5.1, we will need to make necessary adjustments. The cornerstone result from the theory of analytic interpolation, essential for our methodology, provides a rigorous error bound for the interpolation of an analytic function using Chebyshev polynomials of the first kind. Further details can be found in [55], particularly Theorem 4.4 therein, or refer to [50] for related literature.

Theorem 5.8. Let {T_m(x)}^∞_{m=0} denote the basis of Chebyshev polynomials of the first kind, defined as T_0(x) = 1, T_1(x) = x, T_m(x) = 2xT_{m−1}(x) − T_{m−2}(x) for m ⩾ 2.

Consider p_M (x) = ∑_{M−1} m=0 a_mT_m(x), an interpolating polynomial in the Chebyshev basis of degree M −1, with interpolation nodes at cos (_π M (m +^1_2 ) ) for m = 0, 1, ..., M −1. If f is a complex analytic function inside and on E_ρ := {^1_2 (ρe^{iϑ} + ρ^{−1}e^{−iϑ}) ∈ C : ρ > 1 and ϑ ∈ [0, 2π]}, then sup x∈[−1,1] |f(x) − p_M (x)| ⩽ √ ρ^2 + ρ^{−2} (^1_2 (ρ + ρ^{−1}) − 1) max_{Eρ} |f| sinh(log(ρ)(M + 1)) . It is important to note that this result requires an a priori bound on the maximum modulus of f over E_ρ. However, thanks to the exponential convergence in the number of collocation points, a relatively crude bound is sufficient if M is chosen suitably large.

See Section 6.4 for more details.

Remark 5.9. In Section 3, we have demonstrated that the stability condition holds for ν in the range [−^1_4 ,^1_4 ], where the profile is monotone. Additionally, Evans function computations have predicted that the condition continues to hold for ν < ν_c ≈ 4.09 . . .. For ν ∈ (3.9, ν_c), where 3.9 is the upper end of the range in Theorem 5.1, it becomes challenging to search for the optimal parameters so that (5.24) holds true. See Remark 6.11 for more explanation.

6 Rigorous computation: proofs and supporting results

We provide further details of the proofs of the results in the previous section. We begin with an explanation of how to construct series solutions of (5.2) over various subintervals of (−∞, ∞). We employ induction arguments to demonstrate the convergence of these series wherever they are utilized, while leveraging CAP techniques to verify that the base cases of the induction arguments are valid.

6.1 Series solutions: the left, right, and middle solution manifolds

Proof of Proposition 5.2. (Construction of left solution manifold) It is evident that (3.4) has a saddle fixed point, ϕ = 1 and ϕ^′ = 0, corresponding to the eigenvalues −^1_{2ν} (1 ∓ √ 1 + 4ν). When constructing the one-dimensional unstable manifold for solutions of (5.2) near x = −∞ for a range of ν of interest, it is advantageous to parameterize the solutions by μ = −^1_{2ν} (1 − √ 1 + 4ν) rather than ν. It is noteworthy that ν =^{1−μ}_{μ2} , and μ ⩽ 1 when ν ⩾ 0.

We assume that a solution over the interval (−∞, 0] of the former two equations of (5.2) and the former equation of (5.3) takes the form (5.5), where μ is in (5.6). Upon substitution, we verify (5.7) and (5.8). We observe that the recurrence relation for ϕ_n admits a simple bound ensuring the convergence of (5.5) for suitable values of μ.

Lemma 6.1. For 0 < Re(μ) < 1, |ϕ_n| ⩽ 1 2^{n−1} , n ⩾ 1. Proof. Recall that ϕ_1 = −1. For 0 < Re(μ) < 1, | | 1 (n + 1) − nμ | | ⩽ 1 so that | | 1 2(n − 1) 1 (n + 1) − nμ | | ⩽ 1 2(n − 1) . The assertion follows by induction.

Clearly, ν ⩾^1_4 implies 0 < μ ⩽ 2 √ 2 − 2(< 1). Therefore, the result of Lemma 6.1 holds for the range of ν of interest. We anticipate decay faster than exponential, although exploiting this can be challenging and has not proven necessary.

To apply the Newton–Kantorovich theorem, recall that

ϕ(θ) := ϕ(0; θ) = ∞∑ n=0 ϕ_nθ^n. The truncation error arising from approximating ϕ(θ) and its derivatives by finite sums can be controlled by the truncation error of geometric series, and can be rigorously justified by induction.

Corollary 6.2. For |θ| < 2, | | ∂^k ∂θ^k (^∞∑ n=N+1 ϕ_nθ^n )| | ⩽ 1 2^{1−k} ∂^kf_N ∂q^k (θ 2 ) , k = 0, 1, .., N,

where f_N (q) :=^{qN}_{1−q} .

Additionally, to apply the Newton–Kantorovich theorem, we require a rigorous enclosure of

ψ(θ) := ψ(0; θ) = ∞∑ n=0 ψ_nθ^n, along with its first and second derivatives. This can be achieved using ψ(θ) = μθϕ^′(θ), ψ^′(θ) = μϕ^′(θ) + μθϕ^{′′}(θ), ψ^{′′}(θ) = 2μϕ^{′′}(θ) + μθϕ^{′′′}(θ).

ν_L ν_R θ N ρ M Time 0.28 0.281 0.64 58 1.58e+03 7 4.9e+00 0.5 0.501 0.64 58 3.46e+03 6 1.3e+01 1 1.01 0.41 58 882 7 4.0e+00 1.5 1.51 0.262 58 1.58e+03 7 1.4e+01 2 2.01 0.168 58 2.34e+03 6 1.5e+01 2.5 2.51 0.107 58 2.84e+03 6 1.4e+01 3 3.01 0.0687 58 3.29e+03 6 1.4e+01 3.397 3.398 0.044 58 3.6e+04 5 4.0e+00

Table 1: Data concerning the rigorous enclosure of the one-dimensional unstable solution manifold, about x = −∞, for the former two equations of (5.2) and the former equation of (5.3), corresponding to the fixed point (−1, 0). We consider ν over the interval [ν_L, ν_R] for various values of ν_L and ν_R. Here θ is the parameter value at which the solution manifold is evaluated, N is the index at which we truncate the infinite series in (5.5), ρ is the radius of E_ρ used in carrying out analytic interpolation of the coefficients, and M is the number of Chebyshev coefficients used in the analytic interpolation. Additionally, ‘Time’ indicates how long it took in seconds to compute the coefficients of the manifold.

Proof of Proposition 5.3. (Construction of the right solution manifold) We discuss the details of constructing the two-dimensional stable manifold for solutions of (5.2) near x = ∞, corresponding to the fixed point (ϕ, ψ, v, w) = (−1, 0, 1, 0). Considering that later we will extend the result of Proposition 5.3 to ν over an interval via analytic interpolation, we introduce ν_0 = √ 4ν − 1 for ν >^1_4 . We assume that a solution over the interval [x_N , ∞) for some x_N ≫ 1 of (5.2), the latter equation of (5.3), and (5.4), takes the form (5.10), where μ_± are in (5.11). Upon substitution, we verify (5.12)-(5.16).

We proceed to demonstrating that ϕ_{n,m} = ϕ_{m,n} for all m, n = 0, 1, 2, . . ., and determine the number of terms needed in the series to evaluate ϕ, ψ, v, and w within a desired error bound.

Lemma 6.3. For ν_0 ∈ R, ϕ_{n,m} = ϕ_{m,n}, m, n = 0, 1, 2, . . ..

Proof. Recall that ϕ_{0,0} = −1 and ϕ_{1,0} = ϕ_{0,1} = −s. Let m, n ∈ {0} ⋃ N and m + n ⩾ 1, and assume that ϕ_m′_{,n}′ = ϕ_n′_{,m}′ for all m^′, n^′ ∈ {0} ⋃ N and m^′ + n^′ ⩽ m + n. Recall (5.17) and, clearly, D(n, m) = K(m, n). Recall (5.13) and the assertion follows by induction.

Lemma 6.4. For m + n ⩾ 2, |K(m, n)| ⩽

1 + ν^2_0 2(m + n − 1)^2 . Proof. Recall (5.17), and a straightforward calculation reveals | | 1 K(m, n) | |^2 = 4 (1 + ν^2_0 )^2

(ν^4_0 ((m − n)^2 − 1)^2

+ 2ν^2_0 (m + n − 1)^2((m − n)^2 + 1) + (m + n − 1)^4) ⩾ 4(m + n − 1)^4

(1 + ν^2_0 )^2 .

Lemma 6.5. For m ⩾ 5 or n ⩾ 5, |K(m, n)| ⩽

1 + ν^2_0 4(mn + m + n − 1) .

Proof. Note that the number of terms on the right side of (5.13) is (m+1)(n+1)−2 = mn+m+n−1, because m^′ = 0, 1, . . . , m and n^′ = 0, 1, . . . , n, excluding (0, 0) and (m, n). Recall from Lemma 6.4 that^{(1+ν20 )} 2K(m,n) ⩾ (m + n − 1) 2. Additionally,

(m + n − 1)^2 − 2(mn + m + n − 1) = (m − 2)^2 + (n − 2)^2 − 5 > 0 for either m ⩾ 5 or n ⩾ 5. This completes the proof.

Lemma 6.6. If |ϕ_m′_{,n}′ | ⩽

(1 + ν2_0 4 )_m′_{+n}′_{−1} C^{m′+n′} for some C > 0 for all (m^′, n^′) such that 0 ⩽ m^′ ⩽ m and 0 ⩽ n^′ ⩽ n except (m^′, n^′) = (0, 0) and (m, n), then |ϕ_{m,n}| ⩽ (1 + ν2_0 4 )_{m+n−1} C^{m+n}. Proof. Recall (5.13), (5.17), and Lemma 6.5, and we calculate |ϕ_{m,n}| ⩽ 1 + ν^2_0 4(mn + m + n − 1) × ∑ m^′ ∑ n^′ (1 + ν2_0 4 )_m′_{+n}′_{−1} C^{m′+n′} (1 + ν2_0 4 )_{m−m}′_{+n−n}′_{−1} C^{m−m′+n−n′}

= (1 + ν2_0 4 )_{m+n−1} C^{m+n}. The assertion follows by induction.

We utilize the result of Lemma 6.6 to derive a rigorous bound of the form |ϕ_{m,n}| ⩽ C_0C^{m+n}, and similar bounds for ψ_{m,n}, v_{m,n}, and w_{m,n} via the following algorithm.

Step 1: Compute ϕ_{m,n} in [0, M] × [0, N], where M and N are at least 4 (ensuring that all coefficients to be calculated have either m or n at least 5).

Step 2: Determine the smallest value of C_ϕ such that |ϕ_{m,n}| ⩽

(_{1+ν}2_0 4 )_{m+n−1} C^{m+n}_ϕ for all (m, n) ∈ [0, M] × [0, N]. This involves finding C_ϕ = max_{(m,n)} (_{4m+n−1|ϕm,n|} (1+ν^2_0 )^{m+n−1} ) 1_{m+n} . Step 3: By induction, |ϕ_{m,n}| ⩽

(_{1+ν}2_0 4 )_{m+n−1} C^{m+n}_ϕ for all m and n.

Step 4: Set C =

(_{1+ν}2_0 4 ) C_ϕ and C_0 =^4_{1+ν20} so that |ϕ_{m,n}| ⩽ C_0C^{m+n} for all m and n ⩾ 0.

Step 5: Observe that mμ_− + nμ_+ = −^{2(m+n)}_{1+ν20} +^{2ν0(m−n)}_{1+ν20} i, whence |ψ_{m,n}| ⩽^2√_{1+ν20} (m + n)C_0C^{m+n}. Set C_ψ > C and C_{ψ,0} =^2√_{1+ν20} C_0N(^C_{Cψ} )^N , so that^2√_{1+ν20} (m + n)C_0C^{m+n} ⩽ C_{ψ,0}C^{m+n}_ψ whenever m + n ⩾ N. Take C_{ψ,0} larger if necessary to ensure |ψ_{m,n}| ⩽ C_{ψ,0}C^{m+n}_ψ for all 0 ⩽ m + n ⩽ N. Thus, |ψ_{m,n}| ⩽ C_{ψ,0}C^{m+n}_ψ for all m and n ⩾ 0.

Step 6: Consider |v_{m,n}| ⩽ (1 + ν^2_0 )^2 8(m + n)^2 m,n∑ m^′,n^′=0 |v_m′_{,n}′ ||ψ_{m−m}′_{,n−n}′ |.

Choose x_N > C_ψ. For N = m + n, |v_{m,n}| ⩽ C_vx^N (1 + ν^2_0 )^2 8N^2 m,n∑ m^′=0,n^′=0 ( C_ψ x_N )_m′_{+n}′

⩽ C_vx^N (1 + ν^2_0 )^2 8N^2 1 ( 1 −^{Cψ}_{xN} )_2

for some C_v. Take C_v larger if necessary and choose N and x_N sufficiently large to ensure

C_v (1+ν^2_0 )^2

8N^2 1 (_{1− Cψ} xN )_2 < 1.

Step 7: Employ the same approach to establish a bound on |w_{m,n}| as was done for |v_{m,n}|.

Specifically, set C_w > x_N and C_{w,0} = KN(^{xN}_{Cw} )^N for some K > 0. Take C_{w,0} larger if necessary to ensure |w_{m,n}| ⩽ C_{w,0}C^{m+n}_w for all 0 ⩽ m + n ⩽ N. By induction, |w_{m,n}| ⩽ C_{w,0}C^{m+n}_w for all m, n ⩾ 0.

ν_L ν_R θ_i θ_r R_{scale} N C_0 C M Time 0.28 0.281 3.62 0.0649 0.5 17 73.6 0.438 8 4.9e+00 0.5 0.501 1.82 0.0825 0.5 17 55.1 0.585 6 1.3e+01 1 1.01 4.86 0.0756 0.3 17 39 0.501 9 4.0e+00 1.5 1.51 3.02 0.072 0.3 17 31.8 0.749 8 1.4e+01 2 2.01 1.7 0.0745 0.3 17 27.6 0.997 8 1.5e+01 2.5 2.51 0.671 0.0786 0.3 17 24.6 1.25 8 1.4e+01 3 3.01 4.45 0.076 0.2 17 22.5 0.996 8 1.4e+01 3.397 3.398 0.483 0.088 0.42 17 21.1 2.36 5 4.0e+00

Table 2: Data concerning the rigorous enclosure of the two-dimensional stable solution manifold, about x = ∞, for (5.2), the latter equation of (5.3), and (5.4), corresponding to the fixed point (−1, 0, 1, 0). We consider ν over the interval [ν_L, ν_R] for various values of ν_L and ν_R. Here θ_i and θ_r represent parameter values for the solution manifold as ν varies, and R_{scale} denotes the scaling factor for the eigenvectors applied to initialize terms whose indices sum to one, N indicates the index at which the infinite series are truncated, C_0 and C are the constants for the dominating geometric series utilized to bound the truncation error, M is the number of Chebyshev nodes in the parameter ν employed to approximate the coefficients of the stable manifold with polynomials, and ‘Time’ is how long it took in seconds to compute the coefficients of the manifold and obtain the truncation error.

Proof of Proposition 5.4. (Construction of the middle solution manifold) We assume ϕ(x) = ∞∑ n=0 ϕ_nx^n, ψ(x) = ∞∑ n=0 ψ_nx^n, v(x) = ∞∑ n=0 v_nx^n, w(x) = ∞∑ n=0 w_nx^n, where ϕ_n, ψ_n, v_n, w_n, n = 0, 1, 2,. . . , are in (5.21)-(5.22). We establish bounds for ϕ_n, ψ_n, v_n, w_n, and their first and second partial derivatives with respect to the first coefficients, ϕ_0, ψ_0, v_0, w_0, along with the remainders and their first and second partial derivatives with respect to the first coefficients.

Note that bounds for ψ_n and w_n can be derived from those for ϕ_n and v_n, whence it suffices to consider

ϕ_{n+2} = 1 ν(n + 2) ( − ϕ_{n+1} + 1 2(n + 1) n∑ n^′=0 ϕ_{n−n}′ ϕ_n′ )

and v_{n+2} = 1 2(n + 1)(n + 2) n∑ n^′=0

(n − n^′ + 1)ϕ_{n−n}′_{+1}v_n′ .

Although we may begin induction arguments with just two terms of recurrence relations, we consider situations where we know the first m + 2 terms and derive bounds for all terms via induction.

Lemma 6.7. Let N_0 ⩾ 0 fixed, and

|ϕ_n| ⩽ 2(N_0 + 1)ν^{−n−1}α^{n+2} for all n ⩾ 0,

where α = max ( max 0⩽n⩽N_0+1 | | ν^{n+1}ϕ_n 2(N_0 + 1) | | 1 n+2 , 1 ) . Additionally, |v_n| ⩽ C_0(αβ)^nν^{−n} for all n ⩾ 0, where β > 1 is the root of α = β(β − 1) and C_0 = max_{0⩽n⩽N0} |v_n|ν^n(αβ)^{−n}.

Proof. We define φ_n = |ϕ_n| for 0 ⩽ n ⩽ N_0 + 1 and

φ_n = 1 νn ( φ_{n−1} + 1 2(N_0 + 1) n−2∑ n^′=0 φ_{n−2−n}′ φ_n′ ) for n ⩾ N_0 + 2.

It follows from an induction argument that |ϕ_n| ⩽ φ_n for all n ⩾ 0, thus it suffices to prove the assertion for φ_n. Making the change of variables φ_n = 2(N_0 + 1)ν^{−n−1}ξ_n,

ξ_n = ν^{n+1} 2(N_0 + 1) φ_n for 0 ⩽ n ⩽ N_0 + 1, 1 n ( ξ_{n−1} + n−2∑ n^′=0 ξ_{n−2−n}′ ξ_n′ ) for n ⩾ N_0 + 2.

For 0 ⩽ n ⩽ N_0 + 1, clearly, |ξ_n| ⩽ α^{n+2}. Recalling the recurrence relation for ξ_n, we show by induction that |ξ_n| ⩽ 1 n ( α^{n+1} + n−2∑ n^′=0 α^{n−n′} α^{n′+2} )

= 1 n (α^{n+1} + (n − 1)α^{n+2}) ⩽ α^{n+2} for all n ⩾ N_0 + 2. Similarly, for 0 ⩽ n ⩽ N_0, clearly, |v_n| ⩽ C_0(αβ)^nν^{−n}. For n ⩾ N_0 + 1, we use the recurrence relation to show by induction that |v_n| = 1 2n(n − 1) | | n−2∑ n^′=0 (n − n^′ − 1)ϕ_{n−n}′_{−1}v_n′ | |

⩽ 1 2n(n − 1) n−2∑ n^′=0 (n − n^′ − 1)|ϕ_{n−n}′_{−1}|C_0(αβ)^{n′} ν^{−n′}

⩽ 1 2n(n − 1) n−2∑ n^′=0 (n − n^′ − 1)2(N_0 + 1)ν^{n′−n}α^{n−n′+1}C_0(αβ)^{n′} ν^{−n′}

= 1 2n(n − 1) n−2∑ n^′=0

(n − n^′ − 1)2(N_0 + 1)ν^{−n}α^{n+1}C_0β^{n′}

⩽ C_0 (N_0 + 1)α n α^nν^{−n} n−2∑ n^′=0 β^{n′} ⩽ C_0 (N_0 + 1)α n α^nν^{−n} β^{n−1} β − 1 = C_0

(N_0 + 1)β(β − 1) n α^nν^{−n} β^{n−1} β − 1 = C_0

N_0 + 1 n α^nν^{−n}β^n ⩽ C_0(αβ)^nν^{−n}. This completes the proof.

We now examine the first-order partial derivatives of ϕ_n, ψ_n, v_n, and w_n with respect to the first coefficients, ϕ_0, ψ_0, v_0, and w_0, that is, ∂_kϕ_n ∂_kψ_n ∂_kv_n ∂_kw_n = 1 n ∂_kψ_{n−1} 1 νn (−∂_kψ_{n−1} + ∑_{n−1} n^′=0 ϕn−1−n^′ ∂kϕn^′ ) 1 n ∂_kw_{n−1} 1 2n ∑_{n−1} n^′=0(vn^′ ∂kψn−1−n^′ + ψn−1−n^′ ∂kvn^′ ) ,

where ∂_k, k = 1, 2, 3, 4, stand for^∂_{∂ϕ0} ,^∂_{∂ψ0} ,^∂_{∂v0} , or^∂_{∂w0} .

Lemma 6.8. For N_0 ⩾ 0 as in Lemma 6.7, and

|∂_kϕ_n| ⩽ C_{1k}α^nν^{−n} for all n ⩾ 0,

k = 1, 2, 3, 4, where C_{1k} = max_{0⩽n⩽N1} |∂_kϕ_n|ν^nα^{−n}, N_1 = ⌈^1_α + 2N_0 + 1⌉ = 2N_0 + 2, and α is in Lemma 6.7. Additionally,

|∂_kv_n| ⩽ C_{2k}(αβ)^nν^{−n} for all n ⩾ 0,

where C_{2k} = max ( max_{0⩽n⩽N2} |∂_kv_n|ν^n(αβ)^{−n},^{C0C1k ν}_{2α2} ) , N_2 = N_0 + 1, and C_0 and β are in Lemma 6.7.

Proof. For 0 ⩽ n ⩽ N_1, clearly, |∂_kϕ_n| ≤ C_{1k}α^nν^{−n}. For n ⩾ N_1 + 1, we use

∂_kϕ_n = 1 νn(n − 1) ( − (n − 1)∂_kϕ_{n−1} + n−2∑ n^′=0 ϕ_{n−2−n}′ ∂_kϕ_n′ ) and show by induction that |∂_kϕ_n| ⩽ 1 νn(n − 1) ( (n − 1)C_{1k} α^{n−1} ν^{n−1} + n−2∑ n^′=0 2(N_0 + 1)ν^{2−n+n′−1}α^{n−2−n′+2}C_{1k}α^{n′} ν^{−n′} )

=C_{1k}α^nν^{−n} ( 1 α + 2N_0 + 2 ) 1 n ⩽C_{1k}α^nν^{−n}. Similarly, for 0 ⩽ n ⩽ N_2, clearly, |∂_kv_n| ⩽ C_{2k}(αβ)^nν^{−n}. For n ⩾ N_2 + 1, we use

∂_kv_n = 1 2n(n − 1) n−2∑ n^′=0 ( v_n′ ∂_kψ_{n−2−n}′ + ψ_{n−2−n}′ ∂_kv_n′ )

and show by induction that |∂_kv_n| ⩽ 1 2n(n − 1) n−2∑ n^′=0 (C_0α^{n′} β^{n′} ν^{−n′} (n − 1 − n^′)C_{1k}ν^{−n+1+n′} α^{n−1−n′} + (n − 1 − n^′)2(N_0 + 1)ν^{−n+1+n′−1}α^{n−1−n′+2}C_{2k}α^{n′} β^{n′} ν^{−n′} ) = 1 2n(n − 1) n−2∑ n^′=0

(n − 1 − n^′)(C_0C_{1k}α^{n−1}β^{n′} ν^{−n+1} + 2(N_0 + 1)ν^{−n}α^{n+1}C_{2k}β^{n′} )

⩽ 1 2n (C_0C_{1k}α^{n−1}ν^{−n+1} + 2(N_0 + 1)ν^{−n}α^{n+1}C_{2k}) n−2∑ n^′=0 β^{n′}

⩽ 1 2n (C_0C_{1k}α^{n−1}ν^{−n+1} + 2(N_0 + 1)ν^{−n}α^{n+1}C_{2k}) β^{n−1} β − 1 = 1 2n (C_0C_{1k}α^{−2}ν + 2(N_0 + 1)C_{2k})(αβ)^nν^{−n} ⩽C_{2k}(αβ)^nν^{−n}. This completes the proof.

Moving forward, consider the second-order partial derivatives of ϕ_n, ψ_n, v_n, and w_n with respect to the first coefficients ϕ_0, ψ_0, v_0, and w_0, that is,

∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ϕ_n ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ψ_n ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} v_n ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} w_n =

1 n ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ψ_{n−1} 1 νn ( − ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ψ_{n−1} + ∑_{n−1} n^′=0(∂k2 ϕn−1−n^′ ∂k1 ϕn^′ + ϕn−1−n^′ ∂k1 ∂k2 ϕn^′ )) 1 n ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} w_{n−1} 1 2n ∑_{n−1} n^′=0(∂k2 vk∂k1 ψn−1−n^′ + ∂k1 vn^′ ∂k2 ψn−1−n^′ + v_n′ ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ψ_{n−1−n}′ + ψ_{n−1−n}′ ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} v_n′ )

,

where ∂_{k1} and ∂_{k2} , k_1, k_2 = 1, 2, 3, 4, stand for^∂_{∂ϕ0} ,^∂_{∂ψ0} ,^∂_{∂v0} , or^∂_{∂w0} .

Lemma 6.9. Let N_0 ⩾ 0 as in Lemma 6.7, and

|∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ϕ_n| ⩽ C_{1k1k2} α^nν^{−n} for all n ⩾ 0, k_1, k_2 = 1, 2, 3, 4, where C_{1k1k2} = max ( max_{0⩽n⩽N3} |∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ϕ_n|ν^nα^{−n},^{C1k1 C1k2 ν}_{α(2α−1)} ) , N_3 = ⌈^1_α + 2N_0 + 2⌉ = 2N_0 + 3, α is in Lemma 6.7, and C_{1k1} and C_{1k2} are in Lemma 6.8. Similarly, |∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} v_n| ⩽ C_{2k1k2} (αβ)^nν^{−n} for all n ⩾ 0, where

C_{2k1k2} = max ( max 0⩽n⩽N_2 |∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} v_n|ν^n(αβ)^{−n}, C_{1k1} C_{2k2} + C_{2k1} C_{1k2} + C_0C_{1k1k2} 2α^2 ) , N_2 = N_0 + 1, and C_0 and β are in Lemma 6.7.

Proof. For 0 ⩽ n ⩽ N_3, clearly, |∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ϕ_n| ⩽ C_{1k1k2} α^nν^{−n}. For n ⩾ N_3 + 1, we use

∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ϕ_n = 1 νn(n − 1) ( − (n − 1)∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ϕ_{n−1} + n−2∑ n^′=0 (∂_{k2} ϕ_{n−2−n}′ ∂_{k1} ϕ_n′ + ϕ_{n−2−n}′ ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ϕ_n′ ) )

to show by induction that |∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ϕ_n| ⩽ 1 νn(n − 1) ( (n − 1)C_{1k1k2} α^{n−1} ν^{n−1} + n−2∑ n^′=0 (C_{1k2} α^{n−2−n′} ν^{−n+2+n′} C_{1k1} α^{n′} ν^{−n′} + 2(N_0 + 1)α^{n−2−n′ +2}ν^{−n+2+n′−1}C_{1k1k2} α^{n′} ν^{−n′} ) )

=α^nν^{−n} (C_{1k1k2} nα + 2(N_0 + 1)C_{1k1 k2} n + C_{1k1} C_{1k2} ν nα^2 ) ⩽C_{1k1k2} α^nν^{−n}. Similarly, for 0 ⩽ n ⩽ N_2, clearly, |∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} v_n| ≤ C_{2k1k2} (αβ)^nν^{−n}. For n ⩾ N_2 + 1, we use

∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} v_n = 1 2n(n − 1) n−2∑ n^′=0 (∂_{k2} v_n′ ∂_{k1} ψ_{n−2−n}′ + ∂_{k1} v_n′ ∂_{k2} ψ_{n−2−n}′ + v_n′ ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ψ_{n−2−n}′ + ψ_{n−2−n}′ ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} v_n′ ) to show by induction that |∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} v_n| ⩽ 1 2n(n − 1) ( C_{2k2} C_{1k1} α^{n−1}ν^{−n+1} + C_{2k1} C_{1k2} α^{n−1}ν^{−n+1} + C_0C_{1k1k2} α^{n−1}ν^{−n+1}

+ 2(N_0 + 1)C_{2k1k2} ν^{−n}α^{n+1} )^{n−2}∑ n^′=0 (n − 1 − n^′)β^{n′} ⩽ α^nβ^nν^{−n} 2n ( ν α^2

(C_{1k1} C_{2k2} + C_{2k1} C_{1k2} + C_0C_{1k1k2} ) + 2(N_0 + 1)C_{2k1k2} ) ⩽C_{2k1k2} (αβ)^nν^{−n}. This completes the proof.

Lastly, we address the remainders and their first and second partial derivatives with respect to the first coefficients.

Proposition 6.10. For x in a bounded interval of (−∞, ∞), let x_1 = |αxν^{−1}| and x_2 = |αβxν^{−1}|, where α and β are in Lemma 6.7. For x_2 < 1, ν 2(N_0 + 1)α^2 | | ∞∑ n=N ϕ_nx^n | |, 1 C_{1k} | | ∞∑ n=N ∂_kϕ_nx^n | |, 1 C_{1k1k2} | |^∞∑ n=N ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ϕ_nx^n | | ⩽ x^N_1 1 − x_1 , ν^2 2(N_0 + 1)α^3 | |^∞∑ n=N ψ_nx^n | |, ν C_{1k}α | |^∞∑ n=N ∂_kψ_nx^n | |,

ν C_{1k1k2} α | |^∞∑ n=N ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} ψ_nx^n | | ⩽ (N + 1)x^N_1 − Nx^{N+1}_1 (1 − x_1)^2 , 1 C_0 | ∞∑ n=N v_nx^n|, 1 C_{2k} | ∞∑ n=N ∂_kv_nx^n|, 1 C_{2k1k2} | ∞∑ n=N ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} v_nx^n| ⩽ x^N_2 1 − x_2 , ν C_0αβ | ∞∑ n=N w_nx^n|, ν C_{2k}αβ | ∞∑ n=N ∂_kw_nx^n|, ν C_{2k1k2} αβ | ∞∑ n=N ∂_{k1} ∂_{k2} w_nx^n| ⩽

(N + 1)x^N_2 − Nx^{N+1}_2 (1 − x_2)^2 ,

(6.1)

where N_0, C_0, C_{1k}, C_{2k}, C_{1k1k2} , and C_{2k1k2} are defined in Lemmas 6.7-6.9.

The proof follows from direct calculations. We omit the details.

Remark 6.11. In practice, setting α = 1 and β =^{1+} √ 5 2 has proven effective. It is noteworthy that to ensure x_2 < 1, the maximum step size allowed is^{2ν}_{1+}^√_5 . Interestingly, ν appears in the numerator, rather than denominator, so that as ν increases, the step size can be taken larger. This might seem counterintuitive, but it aligns well with the observation that the width of the transition region expands with increasing ν, and is helpful for validated numerics for ν large. Consequently, as ν increases, the length of the interval [0, x_N ] will have to increase to ensure that the second part of Lemma 6.16 holds. This also aligns with the widening of the transition region with increasing ν.

This necessitates larger step size to control the dimension of (5.23) as well as A and A^† involved in the Newton–Kantorovich argument. However, this results in slower convergence of the tails in (6.1), necessitating an increase in N to manage truncation error. Computing more coefficients can lead to a worsening of the wrapping effect. Therefore, finding an optimal balance among the step size, N, and other parameters in both left and right solution manifolds is crucial for mitigating the wrapping effect while managing truncation and interpolation errors effectively.

For ν > 3.9, determining optimal parameters for which (5.24) holds true in the Newton– Kantorovich argument becomes challenging. Achieving this within the precision of INTLAB proves cumbersome. It would be interesting to translate our package to Python, leveraging the arbitraryprecision interval arithmetic iv available in mpmath. This move would aim to push the upper end of range closer to ν_c ≈ 4.09.

ν_L ν_R Δx α β C_1 C_2 C_{2,1} C_{2,2} Time 0.28 0.281 5.0e-02 1.0e+00 1.6e+00 1.0e+00 1.0e+00 2.8e-01 5.0e-01 8.4e+01 0.5 0.501 5.0e-02 1.0e+00 1.6e+00 1.0e+00 1.0e+00 5.0e-01 5.1e-01 5.6e+01 1 1.01 2.0e-01 1.0e+00 1.6e+00 1.0e+00 1.0e+00 1.0e+00 1.0e+00 6.0e+01 1.5 1.51 2.0e-01 1.0e+00 1.6e+00 1.5e+00 1.1e+00 3.4e+00 3.4e+00 5.8e+01 2 2.01 2.0e-01 1.0e+00 1.6e+00 2.0e+00 2.1e+00 8.1e+00 8.3e+00 5.8e+01 2.5 2.51 2.0e-01 1.0e+00 1.6e+00 2.5e+00 3.3e+00 1.6e+01 1.6e+01 5.7e+01 3 3.01 2.0e-01 1.0e+00 1.6e+00 3.0e+00 4.4e+00 2.7e+01 2.7e+01 5.5e+01 3.397 3.398 2.0e-01 1.0e+00 1.6e+00 3.4e+00 6.0e+00 3.9e+01 4.1e+01 1.6e+01

Table 3: Data concerning the rigorous enclosure of solutions of (5.2) over bounded intervals, for ν within the interval [ν_L, ν_R] for various values of ν_L and ν_R. Here Δx means the step size, α and β are in Lemma 6.7, C_1, C_2 are the maxima of those in Lemma 6.8, and C_{2,1} and C_{2,2} are the maxima of those in Lemma 6.9, and we record values for the rightmost subinterval. ‘Time’ is how long it took in seconds to compute the coefficients, values for the rightmost subinterval.

6.2 Applying the Newton–Kantorovich theorem

Applying Theorem 5.5 is a pivotal step in our CAP. It rigorously validates the existence and uniqueness of an exact solution in the vicinity of an approximate solution. Consider F : R^{4N+6} → R^{4N+6} , defined in (5.23). Suppose (ϕ_{j,ap}, ψ_{j,ap}, v_{j,ap}, w_{j,ap}) make numerical approximate solutions of (5.2) at x_j , j = 0, 1, . . . , N, and are extended to (−∞, ∞) via Φ, u_L, and u_R, along with θ_{ap} and θ_{i,ap}. Abusing notation slightly, let

y_{ap} = (θ_{ap}, {(ϕ_{j,ap}, ψ_{j,ap}, v_{j,ap}, w_{j,ap})}^N_{j=0}, θ_{i,ap}).

We take A^† to be the numerically computed Jacobian of F, and A the numerically computed inverse. We verify (A1) through (A5) of Theorem 5.5.

To ensure the operator norm ‖ · ‖_{B(R}4N+6_) in (A3), (A4), and (A5) of Theorem 5.5 is easily computable, we take the Euclidean norm ‖·‖_2 on R^{4N+6} and the induced 2-norm ‖·‖_2 on B(R^{4N+6} ). It is computationally simpler and preferable to work with the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, also known as the Frobenius norm, in Euclidean space. Since

‖A‖_2 ⩽ ‖A‖_F ⩽ (4N + 6)‖A‖_∞ for any A ∈ B(R^{4N+6} ),

where ‖·‖_F denotes the sub-multiplicative Frobenius norm and ‖·‖_∞ the maximum norm, it follows that

‖1 − AA^†‖_2 ⩽ ‖1 − AA^†‖_F and ‖A(A^† − DF(y_{ap}))‖_2 ⩽ ‖A‖_F ‖(A^† − DF(y_{ap}))‖_F .

Moreover, if F is twice continuously differentiable, then for y ∈ R^{4N +6} with ‖y − y_{ap}‖ ⩽ r for some r > 0, it follows that

‖A(DF(y_{ap}) − DF(y))‖_2 ⩽‖A(DF(y_{ap}) − DF(y))‖_F ⩽ ‖A‖_F ‖DF(y_{ap}) − DF(y)‖_F ⩽(4N + 6)‖A‖_F ‖DF(y_{ap}) − DF(y)‖_∞ ⩽(4N + 6)‖A‖_F max 1⩽j,k⩽(4N+6) sup ‖y_0−^1_2 (y_{ap}+y)‖⩽^1_2 ‖y_{ap}−y‖

‖D(DF)_{jk}(y_0)‖_F ‖y_{ap} − y‖ ⩽(4N + 6)r‖A‖_F max_{1⩽j,k⩽4N+6} sup_{‖y−y} ap‖⩽r ‖D(DF)_{jk}(y)‖_F , so that we can choose

Z_0 = ‖A(DF(y_{ap}) − DF(y))‖_F , Z_1 = ‖A‖_F ‖(A^† − DF(y_{ap})‖_F , and Z_2(r) = (4N + 6)‖A‖_F max_{1⩽j,k⩽4N+6} sup_{‖y−y} ap‖⩽r ‖D(DF)_{jk}(y)‖_F . We observe that D(DF)_{jk}(y) contains at most four non-zero entries, so that the Frobenius norm is the Euclidean 2-norm. Through validated numerics or rigorous computation, we establish a rough yet uniform bound R on the modulus of the entries of D^2F(y), where y varies within a ball centered at y_{ap} with radius r. Consequently, sup ‖y−y_{ap}‖⩽r ‖D(DF)_{jk}(y)‖_2 ⩽ √ 4R^2 = 2R.

To establish a rough bound on the entries of D^2F, we employ the series representations of solutions, detailed throughout the manuscript, initializing with the interval given by the ball centered at y_{ap} with radius r. This allows us to derive bounds for these quantities over the ball using interval arithmetic.

One can a priori apply the Newton–Kantorovich theorem when the interval in which (5.24) holds arbitrarily far out along the positive r axis. However, for practical considerations, we fix some r_0 and evaluate Z_2(r_0)r_0 = sup ‖y−y_{ap}‖⩽r_0 ‖A(DF(y_{ap}) − DF(y))‖,

requiring that there exists a subinterval [r_1, r_2] ⊂ (0, r_0) where (5.24) holds to proceed.

Once (A1)-(A5) in Theorem 5.5 hold, along with other conditions, there exist an exact solution

y_{ex} = (θ_{ex}, {(ϕ_{j,ex}, ψ_{j,ex}, v_{j,ex}, w_{j,ex})}^N_{j=0}, θ_{i,ex}), ‖y_{ex} − y_{ap}‖ < r_1,

to the connection problem. Clearly, |ϕ_{j,ex} − ϕ_{j,ap}|, |ψ_{j,ex} − ψ_{j,ap}|, |v_{j,ex} − v_{j,ap}|, |w_{j,ex} − w_{j,ap}| < r_1. Therefore, at each x_j , the exact solution (ϕ_{j,ex}, ψ_{j,ex}, v_{j,ex}, w_{j,ex}) lies within an interval, accompanied by similar control of θ_{ex} and θ_{i,ex}. With additional control over Φ, u_R, and u_L, they extend to provide bounds on (ϕ_{ex}, ψ_{ex}, v_{ex}, w_{ex}) over the intervals (x_j, x_{j+1}), j = 0, 1, . . . , N, as well as [x_N , ∞) and (−∞, 0], with some increase in r_1. This rigorous control allows us to validate the exact solution across the entire real line.

Since ‖y_{ex} − y_{ap}‖_∞ ⩽ ‖y_{ex} − y_{ap}‖_2, once we validate

‖(ϕ_{ex} − ϕ_{ap}, ψ_{ex} − ψ_{ap}, v_{ex} − v_{ap}, w_{ex} − w_{ap})‖_2 ⩽ r,

we validate |ϕ_{ex} − ϕ_{ap}|, |ψ_{ex} − ψ_{ap}|, |v_{ex} − v_{ap}|, |w_{ex} − w_{ap}| ⩽ r,

which proves useful in validating the signs of the entry-wise variables ϕ, ψ, v, and w.

Remark 6.12. We pause here to explain how we obtain an approximate zero of (5.23) in order to apply the Newton–Kantorovich theorem. This is accomplished using standard non-rigorous numerical methods:

Step 1: Find an approximation to u_L(θ; 0) by summing a large number of terms of (5.5) with x = 0. We have provided typical values of the parameters in Table 1. Typical values of θ are less than but of the order of 1, and N is approximately 60.

Step 2: Construct an approximation to u_R(θ_i; x_N , θ_r) by summing a large number of terms of (5.10) with x = x_N .

Step 3: Numerically evolve the first two equations of (5.2) from x = 0 to x_N with the initial condition u_L(θ; 0) obtained from Step 1 using the MATLAB’s ‘ode15s’ algorithm. We denote the final state by (ϕ(x_N ), ψ(x_N )).

Step 4: Use (ϕ(x_N ), ψ(x_N )) from Step 3 and a nonlinear root solver to find an approximate zero of (θ_{r,ap}, θ_{i,ap}) → Πu_R(θ_i; x_N , θ_r) − (ϕ(x_N ), ψ(x_N )).

This is performed in MATLAB using ‘fsolve’ with the Levenberg–Marquardt algorithm.

Step 5: The values of θ_{r,ap}, and θ_{i,ap} from Step 4 provide approximate boundary conditions for (ϕ(x_N ), ψ(x_N )). We numerically solve the boundary value problem using MATLAB’s ‘bvp5c’ boundary value problem solver.

ν_L ν_R B_2 Y_0 Z_0 Z_1 Z_2 r 0.28 0.281 4.9e-01 1.4e-08 1.2e-12 1.6e-02 9.8e+04 1.0e-06 0.5 0.501 4.4e-01 8.7e-09 1.5e-13 3.7e-03 6.8e+04 1.0e-06 1 1.01 4.6e-01 4.0e-07 2.7e-13 3.0e-02 6.1e+04 1.0e-05 1.5 1.51 4.5e-01 2.3e-09 6.6e-13 2.2e-02 1.8e+05 4.8e-06 2 2.01 4.5e-01 2.3e-09 1.3e-12 3.5e-02 4.2e+05 2.1e-06 2.5 2.51 4.5e-01 2.2e-09 2.4e-12 4.5e-02 8.0e+05 1.1e-06 3 3.01 4.5e-01 3.2e-08 6.3e-12 5.8e-02 2.2e+06 3.5e-07 3.397 3.398 4.5e-01 2.3e-07 3.2e-12 4.0e-03 1.0e+06 5.3e-07

Table 4: Data regarding the bounds obtained in the Newton–Kantorovich argument for ν in [ν_L, ν_R] for various values of ν_L and ν_R. Here B_2 is a bound on the second derivative.

Remark 6.13. The rigorous enclosures of ϕ and ψ over the interval (−∞, ∞), and v and w over [0, ∞), enable us to determine the number of the zeros of v over [0, ∞). Since zeros of a solution of (5.1) are necessarily simple, upon identifying an interval or intervals where v has a zero, we only need to confirm that w = v^′ is bounded away from zero to conclude that the zero is unique. It is noteworthy that confining the zero to one subinterval [x_j , x_{j+1}] is not necessary to establish its uniqueness; several adjacent intervals where the bounds on v straddle zero are acceptable as long as w remains bounded away from zero on all of these intervals.

The basic procedure involves:

• Computing the right manifold using interval arithmetic to manage rounding errors, particularly ensuring the truncation error is sufficiently small to ascertain that v has no zeros over (x_N , ∞).

• Identifying interval(s) (x_j , x_j′ ) where a sign change of v must occur. Typically, there will be an interval (x_{j−1}, x_j ) where the bounds guarantee that v is positive, and another interval (x_j′ , x_j′_{+1}) where the bounds guarantee that v is negative. It then follows from continuity that there exists at least one zero in (x_j , x_j′ ).

• Verifying that the bounds on w = v^′ are such that w cannot vanish on (x_j, x_j′ ). If true, there exists a unique zero of v in (x_j , x_j′ ).

6.3 Riccati equation and no zeros over (−∞, 0] In the final stages of our CAP, it is essential to establish analytical conditions ensuring that − d^2v dx^2 + 1 2 ϕ^′(x)v = 0, lim_{x→∞} v(x) → 1

will have no zeros over the interval (−∞, 0]. This can be conveniently is done by considering the associated Riccati equation, where the zeros of v correspond to the poles of the Riccati equation. Let ζ = v^′ v , and ζ solves dζ dx = −ζ^2 + 1 2 ϕ^′(x). (6.2)

Since −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) has at least one negative eigenvalue, v has at least one zero.

To ensure some sign condition crucial for our analysis, we rely on a result from from [8]. Lemma 6.14. Let ν >^1_4 , and ϕ solve (3.4). Suppose ϕ(x_0), where x_0 ∈ R, represents the minimum of ϕ over x ∈ R. Then,

• ϕ(x) in monotonically decreasing for x ∈ (−∞, x_0);

• There exists a unique x_1 < x_0 such that ϕ^{′′}(x_1) = 0 and ϕ^{′′}(x) < 0 for x ∈ (−∞, x_1).

• If ϕ(x) > −1 for x ∈ (−∞, x_2) for some x_2 ∈ R, then ϕ(x) is monotonically decreasing over x ∈ (−∞, x_2). Additionally, if ϕ^{′′}(x_2) < 0 then ϕ^{′′}(x) < 0 for x ∈ (−∞, x_2).

The first two assertions are from [8]. Note that our notation slightly differs; the oscillations are around ϕ = 1, not −1, corresponding to ν < 0 in our notation. We have slightly adjusted the results of [8] to align with our conventions.

Since the global minimum of ϕ is < −1, we deduce that if ϕ(x) > −1 for x ∈ (−∞, x_2) then the interval (−∞, x_2) does not contain the global minimum. Consequently, (−∞, x_2) ⊂ (−∞, x_0) and, thus, ϕ is monotonically decreasing over (−∞, x_2). If ϕ^{′′}(x_2) < 0 then we can further conclude that ϕ^{′′}(x_2) < 0 over the interval (−∞, 0) because it follows from [8] that there exists a unique zero of ϕ^{′′} to the left of x_0.

It is important to emphasize that we aim to establish ϕ(x) > −1 across a semi-infinite interval, rather than merely at a point.

Lemma 6.15. If | | | | θ 1 −^θ_{(6−4μ)} | | | | < 2 and ϕ^{′′}(0) < 0, then ϕ^′(x) < 0 and ϕ^{′′}(x) < 0 for x ∈ (−∞, 0).

Proof. Recall that

ϕ(x) = 1 + ∞∑ n=1 ϕ_nθ^ne^{nμx}, for x ∈ (−∞, 0), where |ϕ_n| < (6 − 4μ)^{−(n−1)}. Bounding the residual using the geometric series and summing, we obtain ϕ(x) ⩾ 1 − θe^{μx} 1 − θe^{μx}(6 − 4μ)^{−1} ⩾ 1 − θ 1 −^θ_{(6−4μ)} , where the second inequality follows from monotonicity of ae^x(1 − ae^x)^{−1}. If | | θ 1 −^θ_{(6−4μ)} | | < 2

then ϕ(x) > −1 for x ∈ (−∞, 0), implying that ϕ must be monotone and concave down over the interval (−∞, 0) by Lemma 6.14.

Lemma 6.16. Assume that zero is sufficiently far to the left such that ϕ^′(x) < 0 and ϕ^{′′}(x) < 0 for x ∈ (−∞, 0].

• If ζ(0) > 0 then there must exist x^∗ < 0 such that v(x^∗) = 0. In other words, there are at least two zeros of v over the interval (−∞, ∞).

• If ζ(0) < 0 and

arctan ( − √ 2 −ϕ^′(0) ζ(0) ) ⩾ 1 √ μ log 1 + √_θ 2 1 − √_θ 2 ,

then there can be no zero of v over (−∞, 0]. Thus, verifying the absence of a second zero reduces to the finite interval between 0 and the first zero of v.

Proof. For the first assertion, consider an arbitrary x_0 < 0 such that the solution of (6.2) is continuous over the interval [x_0, 0]. Comparing the solution with the solution of dζ_0 dx = −ζ^2_0 , ζ_0(0) = ζ(0), (6.3)

we obtain that ζ(x) > ζ_0(x). Solving (6.3) explicitly, ζ_0(x) = (x +^1_{ζ(0)} )^{−1}. Since ζ_0 blows up for finite x < 0, so must ζ, ensuring the existence of a zero of v.

For the second assertion, note that since v(x) → 1 as x → ∞ and since v has one simple zero over the interval (0, ∞), it follows that v(0) < 0. Since ζ(0) < 0, moreover, v^′(0) > 0. To have a zero of v over (−∞, 0], we must have −x_0 ∈ (−∞, 0] (not the same as in the proof of the first assertion), where v^′(−x_0) = 0. We wish to show that some inequality must hold; failure of the inequality provides sufficient for the non-existence of a zero over the interval (−∞, 0).

Making the change of variables ζ(x) = g(x) √ −^1_2 ϕ^′(x), dg dx = − 1 2 ϕ^{′′}(x) ϕ^′(x) g − √ 2 2 √ −ϕ^′(x)(g^2 + 1).

The first term on the right side of is positive over the interval (−x_0, 0), by assumption, while the second is negative, so that 1 1 + g^2 dg dx ⩾ − √ − 1 2 ϕ^′(x). Integrating from x = −x_0 such that g(−x_0) = 0, we obtain

− arctan(g(0)) ⩽

∫_0 −x_0 √ − 1 2 ϕ^′(x) dx ⩽ ∫_0 −∞ √ − 1 2 ϕ^′(x) dx, whence arctan(−g(0)) >

∫_0 −∞ √ − 1 2 ϕ^′(x) dx is a sufficient condition for the non-existence of a second zero.

We give a direct estimation of this using the series representation of the left solution manifold. Recall from Proposition 5.2 that

ϕ^′(x; θ) = ψ(x; θ) = ∞∑ n=0 μnϕ_n(μ)θ^ne^{nμx}.

Recall from Lemma 6.1 that |ϕ_n(μ)| <^1_{2n−1} , so that |ϕ^′(x)| ⩽ ∞∑ n=1 nμ θ^ne^{nμx} 2^{n−1} ⩽ μθe^{μx} ∞∑ n=1 n (θ 2 )_{n−1} e^{(n−1)μx}.

Since ∑_∞ n=1 nr^{n−1} =^1_{(1−r)2} , √ |ϕ^′(x)| ⩽ √ θμe^{μx}2 1 −^θ_2 e^{μx} , so that ∫_0 −∞ √ |ϕ^′(x)| dx ⩽ ∫_0 −∞ √ θμe^{μx}2 1 −^θ_2 e^{μx} dx. Therefore, if

arctan ( − √ 2 −ϕ^′(0) ζ(0) ) ⩾ 1 √ μ log 1 + √_θ 2 1 − √_θ 2 then there does not exist a second zero of v over the interval (−∞, 0].

We pause to remark that Lemma 6.16 resembles Calogero’s bound on the number of bound states for a Schrödinger equation with a monotone central potential [13, 14, 51].

6.4 Rigorous verification over an interval

We have outlined our CAP approach to derive rigorous error bounds for the numerical approximation of solutions to (5.2) for a single value of the parameter ν, in practice, within an interval of machine epsilon width. Extending the methodology to cover intervals in ν is achieved through rigorous Chebyshev interpolation. The basic strategy follows that for the single parameter scenario.

Step 1 involves selecting a small interval [ν_0, ν_{M+1}] and dividing it into Chebyshev nodes ν_1, ν_2, . . . , ν_M . We then compute numerical approximations to ϕ_j , ψ_j , v_j , w_j, as well as the left and right solution manifold parameters at each ν_m. Utilizing these values, we establish polynomial approximations for each of these quantities as a function of ν. Since these serve as inputs to the Newton–Kantorovich argument, approximate values suffice, and we need not error computation in the Chebyshev approximation.

Step 2 involves applying the Newton–Kantorovich theorem to obtain error bounds for the approximate solution. While one could in principle compute the solution operator Φ via the series solution

Φ(u_j(ν); x) = ∞∑ k=0 (ϕ^k_j (ν), ψ^k_j (ν), w^k_j (ν), z^k_j (ν))(x)

using a polynomial initial condition for the recurrence, this has proven to be inefficient or insufficient for rigorous verification due to computational costs and the wrapping effect. Instead we compute Φ(u_j (ν); x) using rigorous computation for a discrete set of Chebyshev nodes {ν_m} in [ν_0, ν_{M+1}]. This discretization, determined by the desired analytic interpolation error bound, is generally different and finer than the one used in the previous step. By employing rigorous Chebyshev interpolation (see Theorem 5.8), we obtain a polynomial representation of Φ(u_j (ν); x) with a guaranteed error bound. Similarly, We derive rigorous Chebyshev representations for the derivatives^{dΦ}_{dϕ} and^{d2Φ}_{d2ϕ} , as well as for the stable and unstable solution manifold maps u_R(θ_i; x_N , θ_r) and u_L(θ; 0) and their derivatives.

In practice, we make a change of coordinates in the parameter ν. The stable manifold map u_R(θ_i; x_N , θ_r) is initialized with values corresponding to the fixed point of (5.2), along with eigenvectors of the Jacobian evaluated at the fixed point. These eigenvectors take the form^1_{4ν} (1, −2(1 ± i √ 4ν − 1). However, near ν =^1_4 , using analytic interpolation to approximate these eigenvectors as polynomials in ν is not feasible because ν =^1_4 corresponds to a branch point. To address this issue, we instead utilize α, where α^2 = 4ν − 1, enabling analytic interpolation. Despite this, technical coding issues persist.

Additionally, we adopt the parameter ν =^{1−μ}_{μ2} for the unstable manifold map u_L(θ, 0). This simplifies the eigenvector used in initializing u_L(θ, 0) to (1, μ). We use μ as the parameter in the finite region as well. During the Newton–Kantorovich argument, we must convert polynomials in α to polynomials in μ. This is accomplished via analytic interpolation as in Theorem 5.8. To ensure that 0 < μ < 1, so that Lemma 6.1 holds, we enforce − μ_L + μ_R μ_R − μ_L < μ < 2 − (μ_L + μ_R) μ_R − μ_L , (6.4)

where [μ_L, μ_R] is the interval of parameters treated simultaneously.

Step 3 begins the Newton–Kantorovich argument, carried out uniformly across ν. With quantities like A and A^† approximately calculated as Chebyshev series as in the previous step, and F, in (5.23), rigorously calculated with an error in the previous step, it becomes necessary to compute Y_0, Z_0, Z_1, Z_2 as in Theorem 5.5. For instance,

Y_0(ν) = ‖A(ν)F(ν, y_{ap}(ν))‖_Y

is an explicit but intricate polynomial in ν, accurate within some previously determined error bound. By dividing the ν interval into smaller segments and computing Y_0(ν) on each subinterval using interval arithmetic, we obtain

Y_0 = sup_ν ‖A(ν)F(ν, y_{ap}(ν))‖_Y ,

and similarly for Z_0, Z_1, and Z_2. These uniform parameters Y_0, Z_0, Z_1, Z_2, upon application of the Newton–Kantorovich theorem, enable a uniform estimate of the solution across ν at spatial nodes.

Step 4 is to take the values, with error bounds, of ϕ, ψ, v, w at spatial nodes, and extend them to intervals using the solution operator Φ(u_j (ν); x), and the stable and unstable solution manifold operators. Since the bounds derived in this step are uniform across the range of ν under consideration, the remaining process mirrors the single parameter case. Zeroes can be located by identifying intervals in which v changes its sign, and uniqueness of such a zero is guaranteed by non-vanishing of w = v^′ within the same interval.

7 Concluding remarks

In summary, we have successfully established the asymptotic, nonlinear, and orbital stability of traveling front solutions, a general class of nonlinear diffusive-dispersive equations of Burgers type, provided that −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) has precisely one negative eigenvalue, where ϕ denotes the front. Notably, our result transcends the monotonicity of the profile and does not rely on the proximity of the initial condition to the front. Furthermore, the dispersion operator plays a rather negligible role in our proof, thus enabling its extension to many other dispersion operators.

While our proof heavily relies on the nonlinearity and the dissipation operator, it holds the promise for extensions to treat a broad class of equations. Of particular interest is

u_t + uu_x = D^α_−u_x + νu_{xxx}, where (D^α_−v)(x) = 1 Γ(1 − α) ∫_x −∞ v^′(y) dy (x − y)^α , (7.1)

0 < α < 1, represents the left-sided Caputo fractional derivative [39, 57, 58]. Achleitner, Cuesta and Hittmeir [1] established the existence of traveling front solutions of (7.1), whose profile satisfies, say, lim_{x→∓∞} ϕ(x) = ±1, demonstrating the monotonicity of the profile for |ν| ≪ 1. See also [2] for ν = 0. Following a similar line of argument as in Section 2, we anticipate that we establish the asymptotic, nonlinear, and orbital stability, provided that −^d_{dx} D^α_− +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) has precisely one negative eigenvalue, where ϕ denotes the traveling front solution of (7.1). It will be interesting to verify the stability condition for monotone profiles.

In the case of the KdVB equation (see (1.5)), we have established that the stability condition holds for |ν| within the range [0,^1_4 ] through rigorous analysis and, additionally, for |ν| in the range [0.2533, 3.9] through CAP techniques. Our current focus is directed toward extending this result to cover the entire targeted range 0.25 ⩽ |ν| ≲ 4.09.

However, as we progress towards higher values of |ν|, we anticipate that the effective width of the profile will increase, leading to computational time and memory issues. As |ν| →^1_4 , we encounter non-analytic behavior in the eigenvalues of the linearization about the fixed point (ϕ, ϕ^′) = (−1, 0).

While our computations suggest a second negative eigenvalue for −^{d2}_{dx2} +^1_2 ϕ^′(x) for |ν| ⩽ 4.1, numerical evidence [15] supports spectral stability for all ν ∈ R. It will be interesting to employ CAP techniques to rigorously establish stability for |ν| ≳ 4.1, particularly, in the KdV limit as |ν| → ∞. References

[1] F. Achleitner, C. M. Cuesta, and S. Hittmeir, Travelling waves for a non-local Korteweg–de Vries–Burgers equation, J. Differential Equations 257 (2014), no. 3, 720–758. MR 3208089

[2] F. Achleitner, S. Hittmeir, and C. Schmeiser, On nonlinear conservation laws with a nonlocal diffusion term, J. Differential Equations 250 (2011), no. 4, 2177–2196. MR 2763569

[3] C. J. Amick, J. L. Bona, and M. E. Schonbek, Decay of solutions of some nonlinear wave equations, J. Differential Equations 81 (1989), no. 1, 1–49. MR 1012198

[4] István Balázs, Jan Bouwe van den Berg, Julien Courtois, János Dudás, Jean-Philippe Lessard, Anett Vörös-Kiss, J. F. Williams, and Xi Yuan Yin, Computer-assisted proofs for radially symmetric solutions of PDEs, J. Comput. Dyn. 5 (2018), no. 1-2, 61–80. MR 3917433

[5] V. Bargmann, On the number of bound states in a central field of force, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci.

U.S.A. 38 (1952), 961–966. MR 54135

[6] Margaret Beck and Jonathan Jaquette, Validated spectral stability via conjugate points, SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst. 21 (2022), no. 1, 366–404. MR 4369568

[7] J. L. Bona, S. V. Rajopadhye, and M. E. Schonbek, Models for propagation of bores. I. Twodimensional theory, Differential Integral Equations 7 (1994), no. 3-4, 699–734. MR 1270099

[8] J. L. Bona and M. E. Schonbek, Travelling-wave solutions to the Korteweg-de Vries-Burgers equation, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh Sect. A 101 (1985), no. 3-4, 207–226. MR 824222

[9] B. Breuer, J. Horák, P. J. McKenna, and M. Plum, A computer-assisted existence and multiplicity proof for travelling waves in a nonlinearly supported beam, J. Differential Equations 224 (2006), no. 1, 60–97. MR 2220064

[10] Xavier Cabré, Ernest Fontich, and Rafael de la Llave, The parameterization method for invariant manifolds. I. Manifolds associated to non-resonant subspaces, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 52 (2003), no. 2, 283–328. MR 1976079

[11] , The parameterization method for invariant manifolds. II. Regularity with respect to parameters, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 52 (2003), no. 2, 329–360. MR 1976080

[12] , The parameterization method for invariant manifolds. III. Overview and applications, J. Differential Equations 218 (2005), no. 2, 444–515. MR 2177465

[13] F. Calogero, Necessary condition for the existence of bound states, Il Nuovo Cimento (1955- 1965) 36 (1965), 199–201.

[14] , Upper and lower limits for the number of bound states in a given central potential, Comm. Math. Phys. 1 (1965), 80–88. MR 181250

[15] José Canosa and Jenö Gazdag, The Korteweg-de Vries-Burgers equation, 1977, pp. 393–403.

MR 452133

[16] Roberto Castelli, Marcio Gameiro, and Jean-Philippe Lessard, Rigorous numerics for ill-posed PDEs: periodic orbits in the Boussinesq equation, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 228 (2018), no. 1, 129–157. MR 3749257

[17] Roberto Castelli, Jean-Philippe Lessard, and J. D. Mireles James, Parameterization of invariant manifolds for periodic orbits I: Efficient numerics via the Floquet normal form, SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst. 14 (2015), no. 1, 132–167. MR 3304254

[18] Roberto Castelli and Holger Teismann, Rigorous numerics for NLS: bound states, spectra, and controllability, Phys. D 334 (2016), 158–173. MR 3545976

[19] Kevin E. M. Church and Jean-Philippe Lessard, Rigorous verification of Hopf bifurcations in functional differential equations of mixed type, Phys. D 429 (2022), Paper No. 133072, 13. MR 4337868

[20] Pierre Collet, Jean-Pierre Eckmann, Henri Epstein, and Joachim Stubbe, A global attracting set for the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation, Comm. Math. Phys. 152 (1993), no. 1, 203–214. MR 1207676

[21] George Corliss and Y. F. Chang, Solving ordinary differential equations using Taylor series, ACM Trans. Math. Software 8 (1982), no. 2, 114–144. MR 661124

[22] Sarah Day, Jean-Philippe Lessard, and Konstantin Mischaikow, Validated continuation for equilibria of PDEs, SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 45 (2007), no. 4, 1398–1424. MR 2338393

[23] Hans Engler, Asymptotic stability of traveling wave solutions for perturbations with algebraic decay, J. Differential Equations 185 (2002), no. 1, 348–369. MR 1938123

[24] R. Feynman, Forces in molecules, Phys. Rev. 56 (1939), no. 4, 340–343.

[25] R. Gardner, Instability of oscillatory shock profile solutions of the generalized Burgers-KdV equation, Phys. D 90 (1996), no. 4, 366–386. MR 1377181

[26] R. A. Gardner and K. Zumbrun, The gap lemma and geometric criteria for instability of viscous shock profiles, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 51 (1998), no. 7, 797–855. MR 1617251

[27] Jonathan Goodman, Nonlinear asymptotic stability of viscous shock profiles for conservation laws, Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis 95 (1986), no. 4, 325–344.

[28] , Stability of the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky and related systems, Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics 47 (1994), no. 3, 293–306.

[29] Jonathan Goodman and Judith R. Miller, Long-time behavior of scalar viscous shock fronts in two dimensions, J. Dynam. Differential Equations 11 (1999), no. 2, 255–277. MR 1695245

[30] H. Grad and P. N. Hu, Unified shock profile in a plasma, The Physics of Fluids 10 (1967), no. 12, 2596–2602.

[31] Olivier Guès, Guy Métivier, Mark Williams, and Kevin Zumbrun, Existence and stability of multidimensional shock fronts in the vanishing viscosity limit, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 175 (2005), no. 2, 151–244. MR 2118476

[32] Olivier Hénot, Jean-Philippe Lessard, and J. D. Mireles James, Parameterization of unstable manifolds for DDEs: formal series solutions and validated error bounds, J. Dynam. Differential Equations 34 (2022), no. 2, 1285–1324. MR 4413389

[33] Peter Howard and Kevin Zumbrun, Pointwise estimates and stability for dispersive-diffusive shock waves, Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 155 (2000), no. 2, 85–169. MR 1800804

[34] J. Humpherys, On the stability of viscous-dispersive fronts, Hyperbolic problems: theory, numerics and applications. II, Yokohama Publ., Yokohama, 2006, pp. 25–32. MR 2667166

[35] Allan Hungria, Jean-Philippe Lessard, and J. D. Mireles James, Rigorous numerics for analytic solutions of differential equations: the radii polynomial approach, Math. Comp. 85 (2016), no. 299, 1427–1459. MR 3454370

[36] R. S. Johnson, Shallow water waves on a viscous fluid—the undular bore, The Physics of Fluids 15 (1972), no. 10, 1693–1699.

[37] R. Jost and A. Pais, On the scattering of a particle by a static potential, Phys. Rev. (2) 82 (1951), 840–851. MR 44404

[38] M. Khodja, Nonlinear stability of oscillatory traveling waves for some systems of hyperbolic conservation laws, ProQuest LLC, Ann Arbor, MI, 1989, Thesis (Ph.D.)–University of Michigan. MR 2637642

[39] Anatoly A. Kilbas, Hari M. Srivastava, and Juan J. Trujillo, Theory and applications of fractional differential equations, North-Holland Mathematics Studies, vol. 204, Elsevier Science B.V., Amsterdam, 2006. MR 2218073

[40] Ramon E. Moore, Methods and applications of interval analysis, SIAM Studies in Applied Mathematics, vol. 2, Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics (SIAM), Philadelphia, PA, 1979. MR 551212

[41] Ramon E Moore, A survey of interval methods for differential equations, The 23rd IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, IEEE, 1984, pp. 1529–1535.

[42] G.A Nariboli and A Sedov, Burgers’s-Korteweg-de Vries equation for viscoelastic rods and plates, Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 32 (1970), no. 3, 661–677.

[43] P. I. Naumkin and I. A. Shishmarev, A problem on the decay of step-like data for the Kortewegde Vries-Burgers equation, Funktsional. Anal. i Prilozhen. 25 (1991), no. 1, 21–32. MR 1113119

[44] , On the decay of step-like data for the Korteweg-de Vries-Burgers equation, Funktsional. Anal. i Prilozhen. 26 (1992), no. 2, 88–93. MR 1173095

[45] , Nonlinear nonlocal equations in the theory of waves, Translations of Mathematical Monographs, vol. 133, American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1994, Translated from the Russian manuscript by Boris Gommerstadt. MR 1261868

[46] R. G. Newton, Bounds on the number of bound states for the Schrödinger equation in one and two dimensions, J. Operator Theory 10 (1983), no. 1, 119–125. MR 715561

[47] K. L. E. Nickel, Using interval methods for the numerical solution of ODE’s, Tech. Report MFC Tech. Rep. #2590, Mathematics Research Center, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1982.

[48] R. L. Pego, Remarks on the stability of shock profiles for conservation laws with dissipation, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 291 (1985), no. 1, 353–361. MR 797065

[49] R. L. Pego, P. Smereka, and M. I. Weinstein, Oscillatory instability of traveling waves for a KdV-Burgers equation, Phys. D 67 (1993), no. 1-3, 45–65. MR 1234437

[50] S. C. Reddy and J. A. C. Weideman, The accuracy of the Chebyshev differencing method for analytic functions, SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 42 (2005), no. 5, 2176–2187. MR 2139243

[51] M. Reed and B. Simon, Methods of modern mathematical physics. IV. Analysis of operators, Academic Press [Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Publishers], New York-London, 1978. MR 0493421

[52] S.M. Rump, INTLAB - INTerval LABoratory, Developments in Reliable Computing (Tibor Csendes, ed.), Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, 1999,

http://www.tuhh.de/ti3/rump/, pp. 77–104.

[53] B. Simon, Spectral analysis of rank one perturbations and applications, Mathematical quantum theory. II. Schrödinger operators (Vancouver, BC, 1993), CRM Proc. Lecture Notes, vol. 8, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1995, pp. 109–149. MR 1332038

[54] C. H. Su and C. S. Gardner, Korteweg-de Vries equation and generalizations. III. Derivation of the Korteweg-de Vries equation and Burgers equation, J. Mathematical Phys. 10 (1969), 536–539. MR 271526

[55] Eitan Tadmor, The exponential accuracy of Fourier and Chebyshev differencing methods, SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 23 (1986), no. 1, 1–10. MR 821902

[56] Warwick Tucker, Validated numerics, Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2011, A short introduction to rigorous computations. MR 2807595

[57] Vladimir V. Uchaikin, Fractional derivatives for physicists and engineers. Volume I, Nonlinear Physical Science, Higher Education Press, Beijing; Springer, Heidelberg, 2013, Background and theory. MR 3051754

[58] , Fractional derivatives for physicists and engineers. Volume II, Nonlinear Physical Science, Higher Education Press, Beijing; Springer, Heidelberg, 2013, Applications. MR 3051755

[59] J. B. van den Berg and J. D. Mireles James, Parameterization of slow-stable manifolds and their invariant vector bundles: theory and numerical implementation, Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. 36 (2016), no. 9, 4637–4664. MR 3541499

[60] Jan Bouwe van den Berg and Jean-Philippe Lessard, Rigorous numerics in dynamics, Notices Amer. Math. Soc. 62 (2015), no. 9, 1057–1061. MR 3444942

[61] Jan Bouwe van den Berg, Jason D. Mireles James, and Christian Reinhardt, Computing (un)stable manifolds with validated error bounds: non-resonant and resonant spectra, J. Nonlinear Sci. 26 (2016), no. 4, 1055–1095. MR 3518609

[62] Zhi-An Wang, Anita Yang, and Kun Zhao, Wave propagation and stabilization in the Boussinesq-Burgers system, Phys. D 447 (2023), Paper No. 133687, 13. MR 4552427

[63] G. B. Whitham, Linear and nonlinear waves, Pure and Applied Mathematics, Wiley- Interscience [John Wiley & Sons], New York-London-Sydney, 1974. MR 0483954

[64] K. Zumbrun and P. Howard, Pointwise semigroup methods and stability of viscous shock waves, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 47 (1998), no. 3, 741–871. MR 1665788