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Abstract

Shadow systems are an approximation of reaction-diffusion-type problems obtained in the infinite diffusion
coefficient limit. They allow reducing complexity of the system and hence facilitate its analysis. The quality
of approximation can be considered in three time regimes: (i) short-time intervals taking account for the
initial time layer, (ii) long-time intervals scaling with the diffusion coefficient and tending to infinity for
diffusion tending to infinity, and (iii) asymptotic state for times up to T = ∞. In this paper we focus on
uniform error estimates in the long-time case. Using linearization at a time-dependent shadow solution,
we derive sufficient conditions for control of the errors. The employed methods are cut-off techniques and
Lp-estimates combined with stability conditions for the linearized shadow system. Additionally, we show
that the global-in-time extension of the uniform error estimates may fail without stronger assumptions on
the model linearization. The approach is presented on example of reaction-diffusion equations coupled to
ordinary differential equations (ODEs) and is also applied to a classical reaction-diffusion system. The
results are illustrated by examples showing necessity and applicability of the established conditions.
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1. Introduction

Reaction-diffusion systems with zero flux boundary conditions and a large diffusion coefficient can be
studied by means of their model reduction as diffusion tends to infinity. The resulting shadow limit facilitates
analysis of the spatio-temporal evolution of solutions to reaction-diffusion systems. Originally considered
for a system of two coupled reaction-diffusion equations, starting from [15, 27, 41, 49], the shadow limit
has attracted a considerable interest also in the case of reaction-diffusion-ODE systems [3, 22, 32, 37, 39].
Many ecological or biological applications lead to models coupling reaction-diffusion equations with ordi-
nary differential equations, e.g., [25, 28, 36, 38]. The non-diffusing components may lead to a lower spatial
regularity of model solutions and even loss of stability of regular stationary solutions [19, 30]. In this paper,
we focus on a rigorous proof of a large diffusion limit for such models, pursuing the work [32] and extending
the analysis to nonlinear models on long-time intervals. Our results provide understanding of the long-term
dynamics of the reaction-diffusion-ODE system from results obtained for its shadow limit.

We consider reaction-diffusion-ODE systems, but as shown in Section 4, the presented theory also applies
to the classical models. We assume that Ω ⊂ Rn is a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary ∂Ω ∈ C0,1
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and consider the following quasilinear system

∂uε
∂t

= f(uε, vε, x, t) in ΩT := Ω× (0, T ), uε(·, 0) = u0 in Ω,

∂vε
∂t
− 1

ε
∆vε = g(uε, vε, x, t) in ΩT , vε(·, 0) = v0 in Ω,

∂vε
∂ν

= 0 on ∂Ω× (0, T ),

(1.1)

where ε > 0 is a small parameter. This problem consists of a non-diffusing, vector-valued component de-
noted by uε and a diffusing, scalar component vε satisfying zero-flux boundary conditions.

The shadow limit reduction of system (1.1) yields the following system of integro-differential equations

∂u

∂t
= f(u, v, x, t) in ΩT , u(·, 0) = u0 in Ω,

dv

dt
= 〈g(u(·, t), v(t), ·, t)〉Ω in (0, T ), v(0) = 〈v0〉Ω,

(1.2)

where we abbreviate the spatial mean value for z ∈ L1(Ω) by

〈z〉Ω =
1

|Ω|

∫
Ω

z(x) dx.

For reaction-diffusion-ODE models, the shadow limit has been studied in [3] and independently in [32, 39],
showing an error estimate in terms of the large diffusion parameter 1/ε. In both approaches, the obtained
estimates depend exponentially on the length of the time interval, see [32] for details. This means that for
long time intervals the error estimate deteriorates significantly and no conclusion on the long-time behavior
of solutions to system (1.1) can be drawn from the behavior of its shadow limit reduction (1.2).

The current paper is devoted to analysis of the uniform shadow-limit approximation for long-time in-
tervals, i.e., time intervals (0, T ) of the length T ∼ ε−` for some ` > 0. We provide error estimates in
terms of powers of the inverse ε of the large diffusion parameter, which are uniform with respect to space
and time. Departing from the analysis of a linear reaction-diffusion-ODE system with space-independent
coefficients, considered in [32], we approach the nonlinear problem using linearization of the system of errors
at the shadow solution. This step requires extending the analysis of [32] to a system with space-dependent
coefficients and formulating sufficient stability conditions.

The presented analysis involves several technical challenges arising from low regularity of model parame-
ters, initial data or the considered domain. We consider mild solutions given by an implicit integral equation
of the reaction-diffusion-type system and its shadow limit. The spatial mean values in the integro-differential
system (1.2) implies that the shadow system is a singular limit of the partly diffusive system (1.1). Hence,
in the error estimates, we involve a correction term ψε. This term includes the initial layer which originates
from different initial values v0 and 〈v0〉Ω. Moreover, there is a discrepancy between nonlinearities of both
systems, which we also include in this correction term ψε to streamline the analysis. When comparing both
solutions, estimates for the error uε − u and vε − v − ψε are established with respect to the L∞(ΩT ) norm
where the correction term ψε is negligible for larger times. The choice of L∞(ΩT ) is suitable for bounded,
discontinuous solutions of a wide range of nonlinear problems which can be solved using the method of Rothe
[46]. At the same time, boundary regularity of Ω can be relaxed to Lipschitz regularity which is necessary
for validity of Sobolev embeddings, existence of the heat semigroup and a proper notion of a boundary
condition.
The system of errors is linearized at a globally defined, uniformly bounded shadow limit. To control the
growth of the nonlinear parts, we apply a cut-off technique, similar to [39]. Since the cut-off does not
affect the nonlinear part in a small neighborhood of 0, the truncation allows obtaining uniform estimates
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of the truncated errors. Showing invariance of those neighborhoods under certain stability assumptions,
for fixed times T and sufficiently large diffusion coefficients D ≥ D(T ), provides estimates for the original
errors. To control the truncated errors, we formulate stability conditions on a linearized shadow system. If
the evolutionary system is uniformly stable with respect to L∞(Ω)m × R, we obtain error estimates with
explicit dependence on the time interval length T . Stability implies estimates that are valid on ΩT for
T ∼ ε−` and some 0 < ` < 1. Unfortunately, as examples in [32] show, accuracy of the approximation
for transient states does not imply a valuable asymptotic approximation as T → ∞. However, assuming
uniform exponential stability of the linearized shadow system yields global error estimates on Ω×R≥0. The
latter stability condition can also be considered in Lp(Ω)m × R for sufficiently large p < ∞. In such case,
parabolic Lp estimates are employed to conclude on L∞ bounds for the diffusive component. An additional
uniform stability of the ODE subsystem in L∞ as in [32] yields an estimate for the non-diffusive components.

It is usually difficult to check directly the obtained stability conditions at the shadow limit solutions.
However, in the stationary case, stability properties of the linearization can be deduced from the spectrum
of the corresponding linear operator. This is a consequence of the well-known spectral mapping theorem for
analytic semigroups. The spectrum of the linearized shadow operator is characterized for bounded stationary
solutions. For analysis of the spectrum, which does not need to be purely discrete, we apply a spectral de-
composition for block operator matrices [2]. This is based on properties of bounded multiplication operators,
which are induced by the ODE subsystem on Lp(Ω)m for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Moreover, the semigroup framework
in this work allows applying the uniform shadow limit approximation to classical reaction-diffusion systems
as well. In this context, we also study dissipativity conditions for the linearized evolution system which
imply the stability conditions.

The paper is organized as follows. We introduce the notion of a mild solution for both problems (1.1)
and (1.2), and provide preliminary results in Section 2. In Section 3, we prove uniform error estimates for
long-time intervals. The main results are given in Theorem 3.6 and Theorem 3.11. Section 4 is devoted to
classical reaction-diffusion systems, where also dissipativity conditions are considered. In Section 5, a linear
model and a predator-prey system exemplify the results. Basic properties concerning the heat equation and
the spectral analysis of a linear shadow operator is deferred to the Appendix.

2. Preliminary results

2.1. Reaction-diffusion-ODE problem

Let us recall short-time well-posedness of the reaction-diffusion-ODE system (1.1) for given nonlinearities

f : Rm × R× Ω× R→ Rm and g : Rm × R× Ω× R→ R.

Existence of a solution uε : ΩT → Rm and vε : ΩT → R for a short time follows from standard theory
[34, 45, 46]. Since we want to impose only low regularity, we recollect some definitions and the main
idea of the proof of [46, Part II, Theorem 1]. Therefore, we rewrite system (1.1) as a system of m + 1
reaction-diffusion-type equations:

∂Ψ

∂t
−Dε∆Ψ = h(Ψ, x, t) in ΩT , Ψ(·, 0) = (u0, v0) in Ω,

∂Ψm+1

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω× (0, T ) (2.1)

Here, Ψ = (uε, vε),h = (f , g), and Dε = diag(0, . . . , 0, ε−1) ∈ R(m+1)×(m+1)
≥0 is a diagonal matrix. If we

consider this system for the decoupled case, i.e., for h = 0, the solution vε induces an analytic semigroup
(S∆(τ))τ∈R≥0

on Lp(Ω) for each p ∈ (1,∞) by vε(·, t) = S∆(t/ε)v0 for initial values v0 ∈ Lp(Ω), see
Proposition A.1. This semigroup then can be restricted to L∞(Ω) independently of p and we obtain a
formal semigroup on L∞(Ω) which is in not strongly continuous [46, Part I, Lemma 2]. However, due to the
maximum principle, the semigroup (S∆(τ))τ∈R≥0

is contractive on L∞(Ω), i.e.,

‖S∆(τ)z‖L∞(Ω) ≤ ‖z‖L∞(Ω) ∀ z ∈ L∞(Ω), τ ∈ R≥0.

Using this semigroup approach, we define similarly to Rothe, [46, Part II, Definition 2]:
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Definition 2.1. Let 0 < T ≤ ∞. A mild solution of problem (2.1) on the interval [0, T ) for initial values
Ψ0 = (u0, v0) ∈ L∞(Ω)m+1 is a measurable function Ψ : Ω× [0, T )→ Rm+1 satisfying for all t ∈ (0, T )

(i) Ψ(·, t) ∈ L∞(Ω)m+1 and sups∈(0,t) ‖Ψ(·, s)‖L∞(Ω)m+1 <∞,

(ii) the integral representation

Ψ(·, t) = S(t/ε)Ψ0 +

∫ t

0

S((t− s)/ε)h(Ψ(·, s), ·, s) ds, (2.2)

where the integral is an absolute converging Bochner integral in L∞(Ω)m+1 and the semigroup (S(τ))τ∈R≥0

on L∞(Ω)m+1 has components Sk(τ) = I for k = 1, . . . ,m and Sm+1(τ) = S∆(τ).

We follow the proof of [46, Part II, Theorem 1] and its assumptions to obtain a mild solution for problem
(2.1). Hence, we assume a local Lipschitz condition for h and bounded initial data.

Assumption 1 (Existence and uniqueness). For every fixed (u, v) ∈ Rm+1 h = (f , g) is a measurable
function in the variables (x, t) ∈ Ω × R≥0. Moreover, for every bounded set B ⊂ Rm+1 × Ω × R≥0 there
exists a constant L(B) > 0 such that for all (u, v, x, t), (y, z, x, t) ∈ B

|h(u, v, x, t)| ≤ L(B),

|h(u, v, x, t)− h(y, z, x, t)| ≤ L(B) (|u− y|+ |v − z|) .

Assumption 2 (Bounded initial data). Initial values (u0, v0) ∈ L∞(Ω)m+1.

Although [46] uses higher regularity of the boundary ∂Ω, the proof is analog, applying a Picard iteration on
L∞(Ω)m+1 to the implicit integral representation (2.2) and using the semigroup (S(τ))τ∈R≥0

for ∂Ω ∈ C0,1.

Theorem 2.2. Let Assumption 1–2 hold. Then for each ε > 0 there exists a maximal time interval [0, Tmax)
for Tmax = Tmax(ε) > 0, such that problem (1.1) has a unique mild solution Ψ on [0, Tmax) satisfying
Ψ = (uε, vε) ∈ C([0, T ];L∞(Ω)m) × L∞(ΩT ) for each T < Tmax. Furthermore, the solutions (uε, vε)ε>0

locally exist on the same time interval, i.e., infε∈(0,1] Tmax(ε) > 0.

Remark 2.3. The integral representation for uε yields higher regularity for the ODE component in time. If
we choose more regular initial data, nonlinearities and a more regular boundary, we obtain Hölder continuous
solutions that satisfy the equations in the classical sense [46, Part II, Theorem 1].

2.2. Shadow problem

We consider the shadow system (1.2), i.e.,

∂u

∂t
= f(u, v, x, t) in ΩT , u(·, 0) = u0 in Ω,

dv

dt
= 〈g(u(·, t), v(t), ·, t)〉Ω in (0, T ), v(0) = 〈v0〉Ω.

Applying a Picard iteration yields a unique solution with the integral representation

u(·, t) = u0 +

∫ t

0

f(u(·, s), v(s), ·, s) ds in Ω,

v(t) = 〈v0〉Ω +

∫ t

0

〈g(u(·, s), v(s), ·, s)〉Ω ds.

(2.3)

By Assumption 1–2, [39, Theorem 1] yields a unique local-in-time solution (u, v) ∈ C([0, T ];L∞(Ω)m × R)
for some T > 0. Since we are looking for long-time behavior of the model, we additionally assume

Assumption 3 (Bounded shadow limit). The solution (u, v) of the shadow limit (1.2) is globally defined
and uniformly bounded, i.e., u ∈ L∞(Ω× R≥0)m and v ∈ L∞(R≥0).

Clearly, using equation (2.3), Assumption 3 implies (u, v) ∈ C(R≥0;L∞(Ω)m × R) for the shadow limit.
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2.3. Mean value correction

This problem is linked to the fact that in the shadow limit equation (1.2) only the mean value of g resp.
v0 appears. We will use the mean value correction to compare both solutions, the diffusive solution and its
shadow limit. In [39], it is distinguished between initial time layer and a mean value correction for g, but –
since we are interested in long-time behavior – we combine them. In the remainder, we use the mean value
correction ψε which solves

∂ψε
∂t
− 1

ε
∆ψε = g(u, v, x, t)− 〈g(u, v, ·, t)〉Ω in Ω× (0,∞),

∂ψε
∂ν

= 0 on ∂Ω× (0,∞),

ψε(·, 0) = v0 − 〈v0〉Ω in Ω,
(2.4)

where (u, v) is the given shadow limit. By Assumption 3, the right-hand side is bounded at least for finite
times, and the well-known Duhamel formula reads

ψε(·, t) = S∆(t/ε)(v0 − 〈v0〉Ω) +

∫ t

0

S∆((t− s)/ε)
{
g(u(·, s), v(s), ·, s)− 〈g(u(·, s), v(s), ·, s)〉Ω

}
ds.

The mean value correction ψε fulfills 〈ψε(·, t)〉Ω = 0 for all t ∈ R≥0 such that the exponential decay estimate
(A.3) implies the estimate

‖ψε(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) ≤ Ce−λ1t/ε‖v0 − 〈v0〉Ω‖L∞(Ω)

+ C

∫ t

0

e−λ1(t−s)/ε‖g(u(·, s), v(s), ·, s)− 〈g(u(·, s), v(s), ·, s)〉Ω‖L∞(Ω) ds.

Thus, it is natural for long-time behaviour to assume

Assumption 4 (Decay of mean value correction). The mean value correction ψε satisifies the estimate

‖ψε(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) ≤ Cv0e−λ1t/ε + Cgε ∀ ε > 0, t ∈ R≥0 (2.5)

for some constants Cv0 , Cg > 0 that do not depend on t or ε, but on bounds of v0 resp. g.

Clearly, if g−〈g〉Ω is bounded in the time variable t ∈ R≥0 on bounded subsets of Rm+1×Ω, then Assumption
4 is satisfied. Especially, for nonlinearities g that do not depend explicitely on time, Assumption 4 holds
true if Assumption 1–3 is satisfied.

3. Error estimates

We introduce the error functions

Uε = uε − u and Vε = vε − v − ψε, (3.1)

where we took into account the mean value correction ψε. Our goal is to estimate the error functions in
terms of the small parameter ε. In this section, we consider the semilinear problem (1.1) and follow the idea
of truncation as in the case of short-time intervals [39]. To assure boundedness of the model variables in the
subsequent analysis, we localize the problem by introducing certain cut-off functions. This is similar as in
the classical center manifold theory in [5, 17] or [51].

Our strategy of proof is depicted in Figure 1, starting in the left upper corner. Let (αε, βε) be the solution
to the truncated problem (3.8). Using suitable estimates, we will show that the truncated solution (αε, βε) is
located within the small neighborhood of 0 with radius εδ0 for sufficiently large diffusion 1/ε. However, in this
small neighborhood of the origin, the cut-off does not affect the nonlinearities if one restricts to the trajectory
of the solution (αε, βε). As solutions to problem (3.2) are unique, this implies (αε, βε) = (Uε, Vε), and we
obtain error estimates for the original error as well. In order to estimate the truncated solution (αε, βε),
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(Uε, Vε) solving (3.2) (αε, βε) solving (3.8)

(αε, bε) solving (3.12) Wε solving (3.10)

L∞(ΩT ) estimates for (αε,βε),

αε, βε =O(εδ)

Truncation

Proposition 3.3

Wε=βε−〈βε〉Ωbε=〈βε〉Ω

Proposition 3.4−
Assumption

6−7

Semigroup

decay estimate

(A.3)

3.5

Theorem 3.6

L∞(ΩT ) estimates for (Uε,Vε),

Uε, Vε =O(εδ)

Figure 1: Strategy of proof of error estimates.

we decompose βε into its spatial mean bε = 〈βε〉Ω and the residual Wε = βε − 〈βε〉Ω with 〈Wε〉Ω = 0 to
exploit asymptotic properties of the heat semigroup [15]. As already figured out in the linear case in [32],
an additional stability condition is necessary to obtain long-time estimates. It turns out in Theorem 3.6
below that assuming stability conditions 6–7 for a linearized shadow system yields L∞(ΩT ) estimates for
(αε, βε) which are valid on long-time ranges (0, T ). Optimality of the made assumptions in this section is
exemplified for the linear case in Model 5.1.

3.1. Truncation of errors

Let us start from the system

∂Uε

∂t
= f(uε, vε, x, t)− f(u, v, x, t) in ΩT , Uε(·, 0) = 0 in Ω,

∂Vε
∂t
− 1

ε
∆Vε = g(uε, vε, x, t)− g(u, v, x, t) in ΩT , Vε(·, 0) = 0 in Ω,

∂Vε
∂ν

= 0 on ∂Ω× (0, T )

(3.2)

for the errors Uε, Vε. Using Taylor’s expansion, we write for h = (f , g)

h(uε, vε, x, t)− h(u, v, x, t) = ∇uh(u, v, x, t)Uε + ∂vh(u, v, x, t)(Vε + ψε) + H(Uε, Vε + ψε, x, t), (3.3)

where the remainder H = (F, G) is given due to the mean value theorem by

H(y, z + ψε, x, t) =

∫ 1

0

∇h(u + ϑy, v + ϑ(z + ψε), x, t)−∇h(u, v, x, t) dϑ ·
(

y
z + ψε

)
.

For this to be valid and for the following procedure let us assume, in addition to Assumption 1–4, a
differentiability assumption.

Assumption 5 (Regularity for linearization). Let f , g be continuously differentiable with respect to the
variables (u, v) ∈ Rm+1 and let their derivatives ∇ufi,∇vfi, i = 1, . . . ,m, and ∇ug, ∂vg satisfy Assumption
1. Let the linearized parts ∇(u,v)f , ∇(u,v)g, evaluated at the shadow limit, be uniformly bounded in (x, t) ∈
Ω× R≥0.

For instance, such a regularity is satisfied for an autonomous right-hand side (f , g) which is of class C2 with
respect to the unknown variables (u, v). If, in addition, we have a uniformly bounded shadow limit, then
Assumption 5 is fulfilled.
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Following the idea of truncation, we construct a suitable cut-off for the possibly unbounded right-hand
side H = (F, G). We first modify the y-component using a cut-off function Θ ∈ C0,1(R) defined by

Θ(z) =

{
sgn(z) · εδ0 for |z| > εδ0 ,

z for |z| ≤ εδ0
(3.4)

for δ0 ∈ (0, 1/2]. The function Θ satisfies |Θ(z)| ≤ min{εδ0 , |z|}. For simplicity, in the vector-valued case,
we write Θ(y) := (Θ(y1), . . . ,Θ(ym)).

Remark 3.1. Notice that the choice of δ0 is restricted to the interval (0, 1/2]. This restriction is linked to the
long-time error estimates in Proposition 3.5 in which the convergence rate is weaker than in case of finite
time analysis in [39].

We further consider the function Hε = (Fε, Gε) given by Hε(y, z, x, t) := H(Θ(y), z + ψε, x, t). To
control the z-component of the truncation, we use a symmetric cut-off function ρ ∈ C∞c (R; [0, 1]) defined by

ρ(z) =

{
1 for |z| ≤ L,
0 for |z| ≥ 2L.

(3.5)

Here, L := Cv0 + 2, where Cv0 > 0 is the same constant from the time decay estimate (2.5) of ψε. Such a
choice of ρ is possible by mollifying the characteristic function 1(−r,r) where L < r < 2L [1, Theorem 2.29].
We define a further truncation by

Hε(y, z, x, t) := ρ

(
ε−δ0 |z|
L

)
Hε(y, z, x, t)

(
1− ρ

(
2λ1t

−ε log ε

))
+ ρ

(
|z|
L

)
Hε(y, z, x, t)ρ

(
2λ1t

−ε log ε

)
(3.6)

for z := z + ψε. A similar modification is done in [39, Lemma 2]. Properties of the truncated function
Hε = (Fε, Gε) are given next.

Lemma 3.2. Let Assumption 1–5 be satisfied. For each δ0 ∈ (0, 1/2] there is a constant C > 0, independent
of ε ≤ 1 but which depends on L defined in (3.5), such that for z = z + ψε we have

|Fε(y, z, x, t)|, |Gε(y, z, x, t)| ≤ C
(
ε2δ0 + 1{t≤−ε log ε/λ1}(t) ·min{1, |z|}

)
(3.7)

for all (y, z) ∈ Rm+1, t ∈ R≥0 and for a.e. x ∈ Ω. Here, 1{t≤c} is the characteristic function on the time
interval [0, c].

Proof. The first term in definition (3.6) can be estimated as Hε. However, only ε−δ0 |z| ≤ 2L has to be
considered due to ρ ∈ C∞c (R) defined in (3.5). By Assumption 3–5, we infer a constant C > 0 such that

|Hε(y, z, ·, ·)| ≤ C|(Θ(y), z)|2.

This constant C depends on the time-independent bounds on u, v in Assumption 3, on the one for ψε in
Assumption 4, and on Lipschitz bounds in Assumption 5 for the derivatives, but neither on diffusion nor on
time t. For the second term in definition (3.6), we use the estimate∣∣∣∣ρ( |z|L

)
Hε(y, z, x, t)ρ

(
2λ1t

−ε log ε

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ C(ε2δ0 + |z|2)ρ

(
|z|
L

)
1{t≤−ε log ε/λ1}(t)

which results from the estimate for Hε. The right-hand side is at most non-zero if |z| ≤ 2L and the quadratic
term is (linearly) bounded.

In the following, we study the localized problem using the truncation Hε associated with the error system
(3.2). A substitution of H in equation (3.3) yields

∂αε
∂t

= ∇uf · αε +∇vf · (βε + ψε) + Fε(αε, βε, x, t) in ΩT ,

∂βε
∂t
− 1

ε
∆βε = ∇ug · αε +∇vg · (βε + ψε) +Gε(αε, βε, x, t) in ΩT ,

αε(·, 0) = 0, βε(·, 0) = 0 in Ω,
∂βε
∂ν

= 0 on ∂Ω× (0, T ).

(3.8)
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Herein, we abbreviated the Jacobians ∇uf ,∇vf ,∇ug,∇vg which are evaluated at the shadow solution (u, v)
and depend in general on space and time.
The focal idea using cut-offs is to find estimates for the solution (αε, βε) of the truncated problem (3.8) to
show that its solution actually is located for sufficiently large diffusions 1/ε within a small neighborhood of
0, with radius εδ for some δ > 0, where the cut-offs have no effect if δ ≥ δ0.

Proposition 3.3. Let Assumption 1–5 hold and let ε ≤ 1. Then there exists a unique mild solution (αε, βε)
of the truncated problem (3.8) which exists globally-in-time. Furthermore, for all finite times T > 0, we have
(αε, βε) ∈ L∞(ΩT )m+1 and βε ∈ L∞(0, T ;H1(Ω)) is a weak solution with weak derivative ∂tβε ∈ L2(ΩT ).

Proof. To apply Rothe’s method as in Theorem 2.2, we write system (3.8) as m+ 1 differential equations

∂Ψε

∂t
−Dε∆Ψε = hε(Ψε, x, t) in ΩT , Ψε(·, 0) = 0 in Ω.

The function βε is endowed with zero Neumann boundary conditions and hε is given by

hε(Ψε, x, t) = J(x, t) ·
(

αε
βε + ψε(x, t)

)
+

(
Fε(αε, βε, x, t)
Gε(αε, βε, x, t)

)
.

Here and in the sequel, we use the notation J for the Jacobian

J(x, t) :=

(
A(x, t) B(x, t)
C(x, t) D(x, t)

)
:=

(
∇uf(u(x, t), v(t), x, t) ∇vf(u(x, t), v(t), x, t)
∇ug(u(x, t), v(t), x, t) ∇vg(u(x, t), v(t), x, t)

)
(3.9)

evaluated at the shadow solution (u, v). Local Lipschitz continuity of hε in the variable Ψε on bounded
sets in Ω × R≥0 carries over from h since Fε and Gε are locally Lipschitz in the sense of Assumption 1,
see definition (3.6). Following the proof of Proposition 2.2, there exists a local-in-time mild solution in the
sense of Definition 2.1. We obtain the integral representation

Ψε(·, t) =

∫ t

0

S(t− τ)hε(Ψε(·, τ), ·, τ) dτ.

The function hε is linearly bounded in the variable Ψε due to Lemma 3.2. By the same reasoning as in
[46, Part II, Theorem 1], this implies that no blow-up is possible and we obtain a unique mild solution with
Ψε ∈ L∞(ΩT )m+k for all T <∞.
In order to improve regularity for the diffusing component, we apply parabolic L2 theory performed in
Proposition A.2. Recall for this that βε solves equation (A.6) with R ∈ L∞(ΩT ).

To obtain estimates for very long time intervals of order ε−` for some ` > 0, we need a more detailed
estimation of the quantities which are involved. We decompose βε into its spatial mean bε = 〈βε〉Ω and
the residual Wε = βε − 〈βε〉Ω with 〈Wε〉Ω = 0 to exploit asymptotic properties of the heat semigroup. The
differential equation of βε from problem (3.8) may be replaced by

∂Wε

∂t
− 1

ε
∆Wε = ∇ug · αε − 〈∇ug · αε〉Ω +∇vg · bε − 〈∇vg · bε〉Ω

+∇vg · (Wε + ψε)− 〈∇vg · (Wε + ψε)〉Ω +Gε − 〈Gε〉Ω in Ω× R>0,

dbε
dt

= 〈∇ug · αε〉Ω + 〈∇vg · bε〉Ω + 〈∇vg · (Wε + ψε)〉Ω + 〈Gε〉Ω in Ω× R>0,

Wε(·, 0) = 0 in Ω, bε(0) = 0,
∂Wε

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω× R>0.

(3.10)

We start estimating the term Wε using semigroup estimates from [50, Lemma 1.3]. Denoting the right-hand
side of the elliptic equation by Rε, the solution Wε may be written as

Wε(·, t) =

∫ t

0

S∆((t− τ)/ε)Rε(·, τ) dτ.
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By Assumption 5, the Jacobian J ∈ L∞(Ω× R≥0)(m+1)×(m+1) is uniformly bounded. We infer from decay
estimate (2.5) for ψε and 〈Rε〉Ω = 0 that

‖Wε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) ≤ C
∫ t

0

e−λ1(t−τ)/ε
(
‖αε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω)m + |Ω|1/p|bε(τ)|

+ ‖(Wε + ψε)(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω) + ‖Gε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω)

)
dτ.

(3.11)

This estimate implies that Wε can always be estimated in terms of αε, bε and powers of ε. Hence, it remains
to control the terms αε and bε. The components αε, bε satisfy a shadow problem whose solution is given by(

αε(·, t)
bε(t)

)
=

∫ t

0

W(t, τ)

(
B(·, τ)(Wε + ψε)(·, τ) + Fε(·, τ)
〈D(·, τ)(Wε + ψε)(·, τ) +Gε(·, τ)〉Ω

)
dτ (3.12)

where we used the evolution system W induced by the linearization of the shadow problem. This system is
given by evolution operators W(t, s) for t, s ∈ R≥0, s ≤ t, defined by

ξ(·, t) = W(t, s)ξ(·, s), ξ(·, 0) =

(
ξ0
1

〈ξ0
2〉Ω

)
, (3.13)

where ξ ∈ C(R≥0;Lp(Ω)m × R) is the unique solution of the homogeneous linear shadow problem

∂ξ1
∂t

= A(x, t)ξ1 + B(x, t)ξ2 in Ω× R>0, ξ1(·, 0) = ξ0
1 in Ω,

dξ2
dt

= 〈C(·, t)ξ1〉Ω + 〈D(·, t)ξ2〉Ω in R>0, ξ2(0) = 〈ξ0
2〉Ω.

In order to control the growth of the errors αε, bε, we assume the following stability condition.

Assumption 6 (Stability of linearized shadow system). Let the evolution system W be uniformly bounded
for some 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, i.e., there is a constant C > 0 independent of time such that for all s, t ∈ R≥0, s ≤ t,

‖W(t, s)ξ0‖Lp(Ω)m×R ≤ C‖ξ0‖Lp(Ω)m×R ∀ ξ0 ∈ Lp(Ω)m × R.

We refer to Section B.1 for a verification of Assumption 6 in the case of a stationary shadow limit. Further-
more, in case of dissipative systems, we refer to Section 4. Model 5.1 shows that space-dependent problems
require more assumptions than just uniform stability for the ODE subsystem U , which is assumed in [32].
This stability condition leads to the following error estimate.

Proposition 3.4. Let Assumption 1–6 hold for some 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Then for any α ∈ (0, 1], δ0 ∈ (0, 1/2] with
γ := 2δ0 + (α− 1) ∈ (0, 1] there exist constants C, ε0 > 0 independent of time T and diffusion 1/ε such that
for all times T ≤ εα−1 and all ε ≤ ε0 the solution (αε, βε) of system (3.8) satisfies

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(
‖αε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω)m + ‖βε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω)

)
≤ Cεγ . (3.14)

Proof. We already estimated Wε and received a relation to αε, bε in inequality (3.11). In view of estimate
(3.7) for Gε, where βε = bε +Wε + ψε, and Assumption 4 on ψε, we observe for each δ0 ≥ 0

‖Wε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) ≤ C
∫ t

0

e−λ1(t−τ)/ε
(
‖αε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω)m + |Ω|1/p|bε(τ)|

)
dτ

+ C

∫ t

0

e−λ1(t−τ)/ε‖Wε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω) dτ + C|Ω|1/pε.
(3.15)
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To obtain a corresponding inequality for αε, bε, we consider the explicit formula (3.12). Applying Assumption
6 on W, Assumption 4 and estimate (3.7) for the truncation Hε = (Fε, Gε) to this integral representation
yields

‖αε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω)m + |Ω|1/p|bε(t)| ≤ C
∫ t

0

‖(Wε + ψε)(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω) dτ + C

∫ t

0

‖Hε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω)m+1 dτ

≤ C
∫ t

0

‖Wε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω) dτ + C

∫ t

0

1{τ≤−ε log ε/λ1}(τ)|Ω|1/p|bε(τ)| dτ

+ C|Ω|1/p
(
ε(1 + t) + ε2δ0t

)
.

We restrict ourselves to δ0 ≤ 1/2. Since −ε log ε → 0 as ε → 0 by L’Hospital’s rule, we absorb bε on the
left-hand side and obtain

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(
‖αε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω)m + |Ω|1/p|bε(t)|

)
≤ C

∫ T

0

‖Wε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω) dτ + C|Ω|1/p
(
ε+ ε2δ0T

)
. (3.16)

Estimate (3.16) combined with inequality (3.15) for Wε leads to an estimate for Wε, more precisely,

sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖Wε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) ≤ C sup
t∈[0,T ]

∫ t

0

(
e−λ1(t−τ)/ε + ε

)
‖Wε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω) dτ + C|Ω|1/pε

(
1 + ε2δ0T

)
.

Taking the supremum over t yields

sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖Wε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) ≤ Cε(1 + T ) sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖Wε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) + Cε(1 + ε2δ0T ).

Absorption of terms on the left-hand side for all T ≤ εα−1 implies for ε ≤ ε0 that

sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖Wε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) ≤ Cεmin{1,2δ0+α}.

Using estimate (3.16) for αε, for each γ = 2δ0 + (α− 1) ∈ (0, 1] there holds

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(
‖αε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω)m + |Ω|1/p|bε(t)|

)
≤ C

(
ε2δ0T + εT

)
≤ Cεγ

for ε ≤ ε0 = ε0(γ). As a consequence, γ > 0 implies 2δ0 + α > 1 and ‖Wε‖Lp(Ω) ≤ Cε. The relation
βε = Wε + bε implies an estimate for βε.

If Assumption 6 holds with p =∞, we already obtain a corresponding estimate in L∞(ΩT ) for solutions
to the truncated problem (3.8). If this is not the case, Hölder’s inequality yields bounds for the norms of
αε, βε in the parabolic space Lp,r(ΩT ) for each 1 ≤ r <∞, for instance,

‖αε‖p,r ≤ T 1/r‖αε‖p,∞ ≤ Cεγ−
1
r (1−α)

and similarly for βε. Actually the latter inequalities imply, either for p ≥ 1 = n or for p > n/2 ≥ 1, an
L∞(ΩT ) estimate for the diffusing component βε using Proposition A.3. For non-diffusing components, we
apply a further stability assumption according to [32].
Therefore, let us focus on the corresponding ODE subsystem induced by the submatrix A(x, t) of the above
Jacobian J defined in (3.9). To control the growth of the ODE components, we consider solutions to the
initial value problem

∂ξ

∂t
= A(·, t)ξ in Ω× R>0, ξ(·, 0) = ξ0 in Ω.
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Using standard techniques of ordinary differential equations from [6, Ch. III, §1], existence of a unique mild
solution ξ ∈ C(R≥0;L∞(Ω)m) is assured. The solution is given implicitly by the Duhamel formula

ξ(·, t) = ξ(·, s) +

∫ t

s

A(·, τ)ξ(·, τ) dτ ∀ 0 ≤ s ≤ t.

The solution defines an evolution system U consisting of a family of evolution operators U(t, s) on L∞(Ω)m:

ξ(·, t) = U(t, s)ξ(·, s) ∀ s, t ∈ R≥0, s ≤ t.

As shown in [32, Theorem 1], uniform stability of the evolution system U is essential for showing convergence.

Assumption 7 (Stability of ODE subsystem). Let the evolution system U be uniformly bounded, i.e., there
is a constant C > 0 independent of time such that

‖U(t, s)ξ0‖L∞(Ω)m ≤ C‖ξ0‖L∞(Ω)m ∀ ξ0 ∈ L∞(Ω)m, s, t ∈ R≥0, s ≤ t.

This condition is optimal in the sense that there are examples where uniform convergence on long-time
intervals may not be achievable in the absence of uniform boundedness in L∞(Ω)m [32, Example 2]. Under
this additional assumption, we obtain the following result.

Proposition 3.5. Let Assumption 1–7 hold for some finite p ≥ 1 = n or p > n/2 for n ≥ 2 and choose r
as in relation (A.7). Then there exist triples (α, δ0, r) ∈ (0, 1] × (0, 1/2] × (1,∞) and constants C, ε0 > 0
independent of T, ε such that for all T ≤ εα−1 and ε ≤ ε0 there holds

‖αε‖L∞(ΩT )m ≤ Cε−2(1−α)
(
εγ + ε(2−α)/r

)
, ‖βε‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ Cε−(1−α)

(
εγ + ε(2−α)/r

)
(3.17)

for γ = 2δ0 + (α − 1) ∈ (0, 1] from Proposition 3.4. If Assumption 6 holds with p = ∞, estimate (3.14) is
true without requiring Assumption 7, and we may choose εγ as a convergence rate for each component.

Proof. If p = ∞, there is nothing to show, see Proposition 3.4 and estimate (3.14). Note that uniform
boundedness of the evolution system W of the entire shadow system in L∞(Ω)m × R is sufficient, thus no
boundedness of the ODE subsystem stated in Assumption 7 is needed.
Let us assume p <∞ and consider the diffusive component βε of the truncated problem (3.8) solving

∂βε
∂t
− 1

ε
∆βε = Rε(x, t).

Proposition A.3 yields a constant C > 0 such that

‖βε‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ CT 1−1/r‖Rε‖p,r

for some r > 1 defined by (A.7). This constant C is independent of time T and only depends on a lower
bound for the diffusion and parameters of the systems. Thus, it remains to find an estimate for ‖Rε‖p,r.
We infer from the right-hand side of the truncated system (3.8) that

‖Rε‖p,r ≤ C (‖αε‖p,r + ‖βε‖p,r + ‖ψε‖p,r + max{‖Fε‖p,r, ‖Gε‖p,r}) .

Assumption 4 on ψε and Lemma 3.2 with βε = βε + ψε yields

‖Rε‖p,r ≤ C
(
‖αε‖p,r + ‖βε‖p,r + ε1/r + ε2δ0T 1/r

)
.

Using Proposition 3.4, above a priori estimates for αε, βε in Lp,r(ΩT ) and T ≤ εα−1 for some α ∈ (0, 1]
imply

‖βε‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ Cε−(1− 1
r )(1−α)

(
εγ−

1
r (1−α) + ε1/r + ε2δ0− 1

r (1−α)
)
.
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Since γ = 2δ0 + (α− 1) ≤ 2δ0, we further estimate

‖βε‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ Cε−(1−α)
(
εγ + ε(2−α)/r

)
.

To obtain an analog estimate for αε, we restrict our consideration to Assumption 7 for the subsystem of
non-diffusing components. Using the notion of Assumption 7 and the first equation of system (3.8), this
error component is given by

αε(·, t) =

∫ t

0

U(t, τ)Sε(·, τ) dτ,

for some right-hand side Sε ∈ L∞(ΩT )m which we already estimated. Using uniform boundedness of the
evolutionary system U , we obtain

‖αε‖L∞(ΩT )m ≤ C
∫ T

0

‖Sε(·, τ)‖L∞(Ω)m dτ ≤ Cε−2(1−α)
(
εγ + ε(2−α)/r

)
.

Specifically, we employed the estimate for βε and that Fε can be estimated by βε = βε + ψε, too.

3.2. Convergence results

We are now in a position to draw a conclusion for the original errors (Uε, Vε) using estimates for the
truncated problem in the last section. In order to dispose of truncation, we infer from results of Proposition
3.5 that the truncated solution (αε, βε), for sufficiently large diffusion, is located in a neighborhood of 0
where the cut-off is not required.

Theorem 3.6. Let the assumptions 1–7 hold for some p with p ≥ 1 = n or p > n/2 if n ≥ 2 and let
r ∈ (1,∞) given by (A.7). Then there exist bounds α0 = α0(r) ∈ (0, 1), ε0 > 0 and a constant C > 0 such
that for any α ∈ [α0, 1), ε ≤ ε0 and times T ≤ εα−1 we have the uniform estimates

‖uε − u‖L∞(ΩT )m ≤ Cε3(1−α),

‖vε − v − ψε‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ Cε4(1−α),

‖〈vε〉Ω − v‖L∞((0,T )) ≤ Cε4(1−α).

(3.18)

For p =∞, without requiring Assumption 7, similar estimates hold true with a convergence rate ε(1−α) for
any component.

Proof. To get rid of truncation, it suffices to show

‖αε‖L∞(ΩT )m + ‖βε‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ εδ0 ∀ ε ≤ ε0 (3.19)

since in that case Θ is not needed anymore in the definition Hε and we obtain Hε = H. By considering the
two cases, above and below the critical time t∗ := −δ0ε log ε/λ1 for construction (3.6), we deduce Hε = H
in the following.

• If t ≤ t∗, we obtain ρ
(

2λ1t
−ε log ε

)
= 1 by 2δ0 ≤ L and thus, Hε(αε, βε, x, t) = ρ

(
|βε|
L

)
H(αε, βε, x, t).

Additionally, there holds ρ
(
|βε|
L

)
= 1 since by definition of L = Cv0 + 2

|βε| ≤ |βε|+ |ψε| ≤ εδ0 + Cgε+ (L− 2)e−λ1t/ε ≤ L

for all ε ≤ ε0 small enough.

• If t > t∗, then e−λ1t/ε ≤ εδ0 and thus, for small ε

|βε| ≤ |βε|+ |ψε| ≤ εδ0 + Cgε+ (L− 2)εδ0 ≤ Lεδ0 .

Clearly, |βε| ≤ |ε−δ0βε| ≤ L and we find once again by definition (3.6) that

Hε(αε, βε, x, t) = Hε(αε, βε, x, t) = H(αε, βε, x, t).
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This means that the cut-off does not affect right-hand sides of the truncated problem (3.8) if one re-
stricts to the trajectory of the solution (αε, βε). By uniqueness of solutions to problem (3.8), we conclude
(αε, βε) = (Uε, Vε) and estimates (3.17) from Proposition 3.5 are also valid for the original error functions
(Uε, Vε) on the domain ΩT .

In the case of p = ∞, estimate (3.14) holds true and it remains to satisfy γ > δ0 such that inequality
(3.19) is valid. The latter is equivalent to α > 1− δ0 and choosing α0 = 1− δ0 yields the estimate

‖Uε‖L∞(ΩT )m , ‖Vε‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ Cε(1−α).

For the case of p <∞, in view of the results of Proposition 3.5, it remains to find triples (α, δ0, r) such that

δ0 < 2(α− 1) + γ and δ0 < 2(α− 1) + (2− α)
1

r

is satisfied where γ = 2δ0 + (α − 1). For existence of such triples, we define the following two restrictive
curves (one depends on the parameter r as well)

α > `(δ0) := 1− 1

3
δ0 and α > `r(δ0) :=

r

2r − 1
δ0 + 1− 1

2r − 1
.

While ` is strictly monotone decreasing with `(1/2) = 5/6 < 1, the function `r is strictly increasing with
`r(0) ∈ (0, 1) since 1 < r <∞. Thus, we always find such triples for small enough δ0 > 0.
Since these conditions are quite opaque, our goal is to further simplify inequalities (3.17) under consideration
of the particular case δ0 ≤ 1/(2r). Recall that the intersection of `r and ` is given by one point for δ0 = 3

5r−1 .

In this case we have δ0 < δ0 and the only restriction is given by `(δ0) < α < 1. Notice that α > `(δ0) is
equivalent to δ0 > 3(1− α) and the assertion follows from estimates in Proposition 3.5.

Remark 3.7. Since the evolution systems U and W are uniformly bounded, the growth in time in estimates
of Theorem 3.6 is polynomial. Similar estimates can be derived if the evolution systems are only uniformly
bounded by some polynomial, as defined in [9, Definition 1.15], [14, Definition 2.7], we refer to [31, p. 63].

Remark 3.8. Similar to calculations in [39, Corollary 2, Proposition 5], we can obtain estimates for first-order
derivatives of the errors. As this is a natural consequence of the weak formulation, we omit details.

Theorem 3.6 is an extension of [39, Theorem 3] to long time ranges that scale with the diffusion parameter
1/ε. The above result enables us to check various models for uniform approximation on long-time scales, see
for instance the model examples in Section 5 or [29]. In view of estimate (A.3), the mean value correction
ψε is of order ε for large times t ≥ T (ε) where

T (ε) := max

{
0,
−ε log

(
‖v0 − 〈v0〉Ω‖L∞(Ω)ε

)
λ1

}
.

This property allows to compare vε and v for large times. Moreover, the component vε becomes almost
spatially homogeneous as time grows, compare [29, Theorem 3].

Corollary 3.9. Let (uε,vε) and (u, v) be uniformly bounded, globally defined diffusive solutions of system
(1.1) and a shadow solution of system (1.2), respectively. If g − 〈g〉Ω is uniformly bounded in Ω× R≥0, the
error Vε = vε − v − ψε satisfies the uniform estimate

‖Vε − 〈Vε〉Ω‖L∞(Ω×R≥0) ≤ Cε (3.20)

for some C > 0 independent of diffusion.

Proof. Recall that Wε := Vε − 〈Vε〉Ω solves

∂Wε

∂t
− 1

ε
∆Wε = g(uε, vε, x, t)− g(u, v, x, t)− 〈g(uε, vε, ·, t)− g(u, v, ·, t)〉Ω in Ω× R>0

endowed with homogeneous zero flux boundary and zero initial conditions. Uniform boundedness of the
right-hand side in the latter equation yields estimate (3.20) by Proposition A.2 and decay estimate (A.3).
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We emphasize that, in general, the stability Assumption 6–7 is required to obtain long-time estimates.
To see this, we refer to Model 5.1 and [32, Example 2]. As shown in [32, Example 3], a convergence result
on long-time scales as in Theorem 3.6 does not have to extend to a global convergence result. However,
a stronger version of Assumption 6 leads to global-in-time error estimates. Consider again the evolution
system W defined by equation (3.13) on Lp(Ω)m × R due to the linearization at the shadow solution.

Assumption 8 (Exponential stability). Let the shadow evolution system W defined by (3.13) be uniformly
exponentially stable for some 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. This means that there exists a constant C > 0 and an exponent
σ > 0, both independent of time, such that for all s, t ∈ R≥0, s ≤ t there holds

‖W(t, s)ξ0‖Lp(Ω)m×R ≤ Ce−σ(t−s)‖ξ0‖Lp(Ω)m×R ∀ ξ0 ∈ Lp(Ω)m × R.

For the case of p =∞, this assumption leads to global error estimates as the following analog of Proposition
3.4 already indicates.

Corollary 3.10. Let assumptions 1–8 hold with some 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and uniform exponential stability exponent
σ > 0. Then, for any δ0 ∈ (0, 1/2], there exist constants C, ε0 > 0 independent of diffusion such that for all
ε ≤ ε0 the solution (αε, βε) of the truncated problem (3.8) satisfies

‖αε‖Lp(Ω×R≥0)m + ‖βε‖Lp(Ω×R≥0) ≤ Cε2δ0 . (3.21)

Proof. We already estimated the function Wε = Vε−〈Vε〉Ω in inequality (3.15). The corresponding inequality
for αε, bε reads

‖αε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω)m + |Ω|1/p|bε(t)| ≤ C
∫ t

0

e−σ(t−τ)
(
‖(Wε + ψε)(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω) + ‖Hε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω)m+1

)
dτ

≤ C
∫ t

0

e−σ(t−τ)‖Wε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω) dτ + C|Ω|1/pε2δ0

+ C

∫ t

0

e−σ(t−τ)1{τ≤−ε log ε/λ1}|Ω|
1/p|bε(τ)| dτ.

Absorption of the function bε follows as in Proposition 3.4. This results in

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(
‖αε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω)m + |Ω|1/p|bε(t)|

)
≤ C

∫ T

0

e−σ(t−τ)‖Wε(·, τ)‖Lp(Ω) dτ + C|Ω|1/pε2δ0 ,

where we restrict ourselves to exponents δ0 ≤ 1/2 and ε ≤ ε0. Combining above inequalities leads to an
estimate for Wε, more precisely, supt∈[0,T ] ‖Wε(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) ≤ Cε. Since T > 0 is arbitrary, we obtain a global
estimate for the truncated solution.

The global analog of Theorem 3.6 is given next.

Theorem 3.11. Let Assumption 1–8 hold for some p with p ≥ 1 = n or p > n/2 if n ≥ 2 and some uniform
exponential stability exponent σ > 0 of the evolution system W. Let r be given by (A.7). Then there exist
bounds α0 = α0(r) ∈ (0, 1), ε0 > 0 and a constant C > 0 such that for any α ∈ [α0, 1), ε ≤ ε0 and T ≤ εα−1

we have

‖uε − u‖L∞(ΩT )m ≤ Cε3(1−α),

‖vε − v − ψε‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ Cε4(1−α),

‖〈vε〉Ω − v‖L∞((0,T )) ≤ Cε4(1−α).

(3.22)

Concerning p =∞, we have global error estimates

‖uε − u‖L∞(Ω×R≥0)m + ‖vε − v − ψε‖L∞(Ω×R≥0) ≤ Cε (3.23)

without requiring Assumption 7.
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Proof. To get rid of truncation, it is sufficient to verify (3.19) as in the proof of Theorem 3.6. If p =∞, we
can choose 2δ0 = 1 in estimate (3.21) and remove the cut-off due to 2δ0 > δ0 to obtain the global estimate.
For the case of p < ∞, we restrict our time interval in view of the parabolic bootstrap method from
Proposition A.3. By Corollary 3.10, we obtain

‖βε‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ ε−(1−α)
(
ε2δ0 + ε(2−α)/r

)
, ‖αε‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ ε−(1−α)‖βε‖L∞(ΩT )

for all times T ≤ εα−1. To dispose of truncation, it remains to find triples (α, δ0, r) such that the inequality

δ0 < 2(α− 1) + 2δ0 and δ0 < 2(α− 1) + (2− α)
1

r

is satisfied. Existence of such triples can be shown as in the proof of Theorem 3.6.

Remark 3.12. If the evolution system U satisfies an additional exponential stability condition in Assumption
7, then all components of Uε have the same convergence rate as Vε. Recall that the restriction in time in
above estimates is due to exponential stability for finite p <∞. However, the case p =∞ can be regarded
in many applications, see Section 5.

Remark 3.13. We refer to [31, Ch. 7] for possible directions of the presented theory to shadow systems with
other boundary conditions or other differential operators. Due to flexibility of the semigroup framework
used in this work, we may also consider classical shadow systems and reaction-diffusion systems in which
only some diffusion parameters tend to infinity, see Section 4.

4. Reaction-diffusion systems

We want to emphasize that the same stability principle applies to (classical) shadow systems where some
components of the shadow limit u diffuse. Classical shadow systems are considered in [15, 27, 29, 41] as well
as recently in [23] in the context of control theory.

Let D ∈ Rm×m≥0 be a diagonal matrix with non-negative entries Di ≥ 0 for i = 1, . . . ,m and consider
instead of (1.2) the shadow system

∂u

∂t
−D∆u = f(u, v, x, t) in ΩT , u(·, 0) = u0 in Ω,

∂u

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω× (0, T ),

dv

dt
= 〈g(u(·, t), v(t), ·, t)〉Ω in (0, T ), v(0) = 〈v0〉Ω.

(4.1)

As in the proof of Theorem 2.2, under Assumption 1–2, a Picard iteration yields a unique mild solution of
the integral equations for i = 1, . . . ,m

ui(·, t) = S∆(Dit)u
0
i +

∫ t

0

S∆(Di(t− s))fi(u(·, s), v(s), ·, s) ds,

v(t) = 〈v0〉Ω +

∫ t

0

〈g(u(·, s), v(s), ·, s)〉Ω ds.

This solution satisfies u ∈ L∞(ΩT )m, v ∈ C([0, T ]) for all T < Tmax, where Tmax is the maximal time of
existence of (u, v). Let us note that, in general, diffusive components are not continuous up to t = 0 with
respect to L∞(Ω) [46, Part I, Lemma 2]. We additionally make Assumption 3–4.
The reaction-diffusion problem has a similar structure. We modify the components of uε for i = 1, . . . ,m,

uε,i(·, t) = S∆(Dit)u
0
i +

∫ t

0

S∆(Di(t− s))fi(Ψ(·, s), ·, s) ds,
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as well as the diffusion matrix Dε in problem (2.1). Thus, a unique local-in-time mild solution exists as in
Theorem 2.2 with (uε, vε) ∈ L∞(ΩT )m+1 for all T < Tmax(ε).
The cut-off can be performed in the same way under Assumption 5. The evolution system W induced by
the linearization is determined by the unique solution of the homogeneous linear shadow problem

∂ξ1
∂t
−D∆ξ1 = A(x, t)ξ1 + B(x, t)ξ2 in Ω× R>0, ξ1(·, 0) = ξ0

1 in Ω,

dξ2
dt

= 〈C(·, t)ξ1〉Ω + 〈D(·, t)ξ2〉Ω in R>0, ξ2(0) = 〈ξ0
2〉Ω

(4.2)

endowed with zero Neumann boundary conditions for diffusive components of ξ1. Using Assumption 6,
we obtain the result of Proposition 3.4. As all diffusive components can be treated with the bootstrap
argument which makes use of Proposition A.3, Assumption 7 may be reduced to the subsystem of non-
diffusive components. Therefore, we delete all rows and columns of A(·, t) for which the diffusion is positive

to obtain Ã(·, t). In this way, we obtain the following analogon of the reaction-diffusion-ODE case.

Theorem 4.1. Let the assumptions 1–6 hold for some p with p ≥ 1 = n or p > n/2 if n ≥ 2 and let

r ∈ (1,∞) given by (A.7). Furthermore, let Assumption 7 hold for the submatrix Ã(·, t) of non-diffusive
components. Then the results of Theorem 3.6 remain valid for system (4.1). Under the stronger exponential
stability assumption 6, estimates established in Theorem 3.11 remain valid.

Remark 4.2. Note that in the classical case, where all components of u diffuse, we assume only Assumption
6. Furthermore, Corollary 3.9 can be adapted accordingly.

Proposition 3.4 and Theorem 3.6 can be proven in a similar way for the Hilbertian case p = 2 using energy
estimates. The method uses error estimates for L2 dissipative shadow systems – a smaller class of systems for
which uniform boundedness of the corresponding evolution system W is often easier to verify. In particular,
one reduces considerations to the linearized shadow system without diffusion. This consideration is especially
helpful when we look at classical shadow systems. Let us first consider the evolutionary subsystem U from
Assumption 7 to describe the principle of dissipativity. Concerning contractivity in the time-independent
case, [11, Ch. III, Theorem 2.7] applies the condition

‖y‖Lp(Ω)m ≤ ‖(I − λA)y‖Lp(Ω)m ∀ λ ∈ R>0,y ∈ Lp(Ω)m. (4.3)

The time-dependent case can be treated in the same way, following [35]. Therefore, consider the bounded
multiplication operators A(·, t) in the setting (3.9), and let us assume

Assumption 9 (Dissipativity of ODE subsystem). Let 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and κ : R≥0 → R≥0 be a continuous
function with κ ∈ L1(R≥0) such that

(1− λκ(t))‖y‖Lp(Ω)m ≤ ‖(I − λA(·, t))y‖Lp(Ω)m (4.4)

is satisfied for all y ∈ Lp(Ω)m, λ ∈ R>0, and t ∈ R≥0.

Note that κ ≡ 0 corresponds to [26, Theorem 1]. Before providing equivalent formulations of dissipativity
condition (4.4), let us state the well-known implication of this assumption.

Proposition 4.3. Let A : Ω × R≥0 → Rm×m be a measurable, locally bounded matrix-valued function
satisfying Assumption 9. Then the corresponding evolution system U induced by A(·, t) is uniformly bounded
on Lp(Ω)m for all exponents 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞.

Proof. See [44, Remark 2.2, p. 119].

By [44, Remark 1.2], condition (4.4) is equivalent to dissipativity of A(·, t)−κ(t)I on Lp(Ω)m in the sense
of inequality (4.3) for each time t ∈ R≥0. It turns out that there is even a simpler criterion for dissipativity
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of multiplication operators on Lp(Ω)m which is independent of the exponent 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. More precisely,
inequality (4.4) can be verified via pointwise estimates of the corresponding quadratic form

Q(x, t) : Rm → R, y 7→ yT (A(x, t)− κ(t)I)y. (4.5)

Such a condition is already used in the time-independent case in [42, Propositions 6, 7]. Moreover, pointwise
estimates of the latter quadratic form are a well-known technique in the context of classical solutions to
preserve contractivity of the corresponding evolution system [33, Theorem 2.3].

Lemma 4.4. Let κ be given by Assumption 9 for some measurable, bounded function A : Ω×R≥0 → Rm×m
and let Q be defined as above in (4.5). Then, dissipativity condition (4.4) on Lp(Ω)m for some 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞
is equivalent to Q(x, t) ≤ 0 for a.e. (x, t) ∈ Ω× R≥0. Moreover, inequality (4.4) holds for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ if
and only if it holds for one exponent p.

Proof. By [44, Remark 1.2], estimate (4.4) is equivalent to dissipativity of A(·, t)− κ(t)I. The latter means
that for all λ ∈ R>0, y ∈ Lp(Ω)m, and t ∈ R≥0 there holds

‖y‖Lp(Ω)m ≤ ‖(I − λ(A(·, t)− κ(t)I))y‖Lp(Ω)m . (4.6)

A further characterization of dissipativity via the duality map J as in [11, Ch. II, Proposition 3.23] can be
used to rewrite this condition. For 1 < p < ∞, the duality set is just a singleton by [11, Ch. II, Example
3.26 (ii)]. More precisely, J(y) = {y∗} for y∗ ∈ Lq(Ω)m where y∗ = 0 for y = 0 and

y∗ =
y|y|p−2

‖y‖p−2
Lp(Ω)m

for y 6= 0.

Remember that the dual pairing satisfies 〈y∗,y〉 = ‖y∗‖2Lq(Ω)m = ‖y‖2Lp(Ω)m where p and q are conjugate

exponents. Hence, inequalities (4.4)–(4.6) are equivalent to integral condition∫
Ω

(y∗)T (A(·, t)− κ(t)I) y dx ≤ 0 ∀ y ∈ Lp(Ω)m, t ∈ R≥0. (4.7)

Let us first assume Q ≤ 0 for a.e. (x, t) ∈ Ω × R≥0. We multiply the inequality Q ≤ 0 with a symmetric
choice of vectors y(x) instead of y∗ and y and obtain inequality (4.7) for 1 < p <∞ after integration. For
p ∈ {1,∞}, we use continuity of the Lp norm with respect to p since we already established estimate (4.6)
for all 1 < p < ∞. Since A − κI is bounded, I − λ(A(t) − κ(t)I) is invertible for small λ > 0, and by [11,
Ch. II, Proposition 3.14], the latter operator is invertible for all λ > 0 and estimate (4.6) yields

‖(I − λ(A(·, t)− κ(t)I))−1y‖Lp(Ω)m ≤ ‖y‖Lp(Ω)m

for all y ∈ Lp(Ω)m and 1 < p <∞. The result follows by letting p→ 1 or p→∞ where [1, Theorem 2.14]
applies. Thus, Q ≤ 0 implies dissipativity.
Now, let dissipativity inequality (4.4) be fulfilled and assume Q is not non-positive, i.e., there is a set Ω1 ⊂ Ω
with |Ω1| > 0 and some time point t ≥ 0 as well as y ∈ Rm \ {0} such that

Q(x, t)y = yT (A(x, t)− κ(t)I)y > 0

holds for a.e. x ∈ Ω1. Using measure theory, we find uniform bounds 0 < Q0 ≤ Q(·, t)y ≤ Q1 < ∞ almost
everywhere on a possibly smaller set Ω2 ⊂ Ω1 with positive measure. Let us consider yp ∈ Lp(Ω)m for
p <∞ given by yp(x) := 1Ω2

(x)(Q(x, t)y)−1/py. This bounded vector-valued function satisfies∫
Ω

(y∗p)
T (A(·, t)− κ(t)I) yp dx =

∫
Ω2

|y|p−2‖yp‖2−pLp(Ω2)m dx = ‖(Q(·, t)y)−1‖2−pLp(Ω2)m > 0
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which is a contradiction to condition (4.7), and thus to (4.4) for 1 < p <∞. For p ∈ {1,∞}, let us consider
y2 ∈ L∞(Ω)m in preceding definition. Then

|(I − λ(A(·, t)− κ(t)I))y2|2 = |y2|2 + λ2 |(A(·, t)− κ(t)I)y2|2 − 2λ

holds on the set Ω2. For small enough λ > 0, the right-hand side of the latter equation is smaller than |y2|2
since A, κ,y2 are bounded functions on Ω2. This leads to a contradiction to condition (4.6).

Hence, Assumption 9 is independent of 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Note that Assumption 7 only considers the subsystem
of A of non-diffusing components, for which we can verify dissipativity in Lp(Ω)m for some (and hence all)
1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Since A is non-symmetric in general, one can verify definiteness of the corresponding quadratic
form Q defined in (4.5) by looking equivalently on the real eigenvalues of the symmetric part

1

2

(
A(x, t) + A(x, t)T

)
− κ(t)I ∈ Rm×m.

Non-positivity of its eigenvalues λ(x, t) pointwise for a.e. (x, t) ∈ Ω× R≥0 implies the condition Q ≤ 0.

A similar dissipativity assumption can be assumed for the linearized shadow evolution system W. Using
the notation DS := diag(D, 0), let us rewrite the shadow problem (4.2) as an ordinary differential equation
in the Banach space Lp(Ω)m × R,

d

dt
ξ = DS∆ξ + L0(t)ξ in R>0, ξ(0) =

(
ξ0
1

〈ξ0
2〉Ω

)
.

By Assumption 5, (L0(t))t∈R≥0
is a family of bounded shadow operators on Lp(Ω)m ×R. The full operator

DS∆ + L0(t) can be seen as a perturbation of the matrix operator DS∆ which generates a contraction
semigroup on Lp(Ω)m × R for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Let us assume in analogy to Assumption 9

Assumption 10 (Dissipativity of shadow system). Let % : R≥0 → R≥0 be a continuous function such that
% ∈ L1(R≥0) and

(1− λ%(t))‖y‖Lp(Ω)m×R ≤ ‖(I − λL0(t))y‖Lp(Ω)m×R (4.8)

is satisfied for all y ∈ Lp(Ω)m × R, λ ∈ R>0, and t ∈ R≥0.

Using the duality map, one obtains an equivalent integral inequality of the form (4.7) for 1 < p < ∞.
The latter has a quite convenient form for L2 energy estimates:∫

Ω

yT (L0(·, t)− ρ(t)I) y dx ≤ 0 ∀ y ∈ L2(Ω)m × R, t ∈ R≥0

Proposition 4.5. Let the linear operators L0(t) : Lp(Ω)m×R→ Lp(Ω)m×R defined above for each t ∈ R≥0

satisfy Assumption 10 for some 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and uniformly bounded coefficients A,B,C and D. Then the
corresponding shadow evolution system W induced by DS∆+L0(t) is uniformly bounded on Lp(Ω)m×R for
the same exponent p, thus W satisfies Assumption 6. Moreover, Assumption 7 is satisfied for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞.

Proof. By the same reasoning as in the proof of Proposition 4.3, we obtain uniform boundedness of the
evolution system W for the chosen exponent p. Let us now focus on the evolutionary subsystem U . In
view of Lemma 4.4 and Proposition 4.3, it remains to check dissipativity condition for the chosen value p.
For 1 < p < ∞, we infer from condition (4.7) that dissipativity of L0(t) − %(t)I in Lp(Ω)m × R implies
dissipativity of the corresponding subsystem A(·, t) − %(t)I in Lp(Ω)m since the duality set is given by
y∗ = (y∗1,y2)T for y = (y1,y2)T ∈ Lp(Ω)m × R. For p ∈ {1,∞}, we follow the proof of Lemma 4.4. In this
way, condition (4.6) can be shown by contradiction, assuming Q ≤ 0 does not hold almost everywhere.

Let us conclude this section with a comment on exponential stability used in Theorem 3.11.
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Remark 4.6. Assume that for some σ ∈ R>0 and non-negative κ ∈ C(R≥0)∩L1(R≥0) the stronger condition

(1− λ(%(t)− σ))‖y‖Lp(Ω)m×R ≤ ‖(I − λL0(t))y‖Lp(Ω)m×R (4.9)

is satisfied for all y ∈ Lp(Ω)m × R, λ ∈ R>0, and t ∈ R≥0. This condition implies uniform exponential
stability of the evolutionary system W in Lp(Ω)m × R with exponent σ > 0 in Assumption 8.

5. Model examples

In this section, we provide two examples. The first example is a linear model which shows necessity of
the stability assumption 6 in the case of a space-dependent shadow solution. The second model which is
treated analytically is of predator-prey-type and exemplifies the global convergence result in Theorem 3.11.

5.1. Linear model

Let us focus on an equation for vε only,

∂vε
∂t
− 1

ε
∆vε = D(x)vε in Ω× R>0, vε(·, 0) = v0 in Ω,

∂vε
∂ν

= 0 on ∂Ω× R>0, (5.1)

for a space-dependent coefficient D := w1 + w2
1 ∈ L∞(Ω). Here, we take the eigenfunction v0 := w1 which

corresponds to the first positive eigenvalue λ1 of −∆ on Ω = (0, 1), i.e., w1(x) =
√

2 cos(πx) by equation
(A.2). Of course, equation (5.1) can be extended to a full linear reaction-diffusion-ODE system by setting
A,B,C = 0 in (3.9). The corresponding shadow limit is given by v = 0 since 〈v0〉Ω = 0 and 〈D〉Ω = 1. For
this reason, Assumption 6 is not satisfied. We will verify that the error Vε = vε−ψε grows exponentially in
time. By Hölder’s inequality, it remains to show exponential growth of 〈Vε〉Ω = 〈vε〉Ω.
The function vε is given by

vε(x, t) = S∆(t/ε)v0(x) +

∫ t

0

S∆((t− τ)/ε)D(x)vε(x, τ) dτ.

This implicit integral equation can be solved by a Picard iteration. According to [46, Part II, Theorem 1],

we define approximations v
(j)
ε (·, t) ∈ L∞(Ω) recursively given by

v(1)
ε (·, t) = S∆(t/ε)v0 = e−λ1t/εw1,

v(j+1)
ε (·, t) = S∆(t/ε)v0 +

∫ t

0

S∆((t− τ)/ε)
[
D(·)v(j)

ε (·, τ)
]

dτ.

Using trigonometry, we write D = w1 + w2
1 = w0 + w1 +

√
2
−1
w2. We iteratively multiply the coefficient

D with v
(j)
ε and use that products wjwi can be written as a linear combination of wj+i and w|j−i|. This

procedure yields

v(2)
ε (·, t) = e−λ1t/εw1 +

∫ t

0

S∆((t− τ)/ε)f
(1)
1 (τ)

[
w1 + w2

1 +
√

2
−1
w1w2

]
dτ

=

(∫ t

0

f
(1)
1 (τ) dτ

)
w0 +

(
e−λ1t/ε +

∫ t

0

e−λ1(t−τ)/εf
(1)
1 (τ) dτ

)
w1

+

∫ t

0

S∆((t− τ)/ε)f
(1)
1 (τ)h(2) dτ,

where v
(1)
ε (·, t) =: f

(1)
1 (t)w1, h(2) = (w1 +

√
2w2 + w3)/2 and w0 ≡ 1. To understand the next step, let us

rewrite the second approximation as

v(2)
ε (·, t) = f

(2)
0 (t)w0 + f

(2)
1 (t)w1 + f

(2)
2 (t)h(2)
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and note that the coefficients of the eigenfunctions in h(2) are all positive and h(2) includes w1 as well.

Considering spatial means, 〈wj〉Ω = 0 for all j ∈ N implies 〈v(1)
ε 〉Ω = 0 and

〈v(2)
ε (·, t)〉Ω =

∫ t

0

e−λ1τ/ε dτ.

Using again d = w0 + w1 +
√

2
−1
w2, this leads to the third approximation of the form

v(3)
ε (·, t) =

(∫ t

0

f
(2)
0 (τ) + f

(2)
1 (τ) dτ

)
w0

+

(
e−λ1t/ε +

∫ t

0

e−λ1(t−τ)/ε(f
(2)
0 (τ) + f

(2)
1 (τ)) dτ

)
w1 + f

(3)
3 (t)h(3),

where h(3) is a sum of positive multiples of wj for j = 0, . . . , 4 and f
(3)
3 ≥ 0 is a continuous function in time.

Estimating from below, we successively gain for all j ∈ N (by setting f
(1)
0 ≡ 0)

f
(j+2)
0 (t) ≥

∫ t

0

f
(j+1)
0 (τ) + f

(j+1)
1 (τ) dτ ≥

∫ t

0

(
e−λ1τ/ε +

∫ τ

0

f
(j)
0 (r) + f

(j)
1 (r) dr

)
dτ.

Starting from the innermost double integral and applying Fubini’s rule inductively, this yields

f
(j+2)
0 (t) ≥

∫ t

0

f
(j+1)
0 (τ) + f

(j+1)
1 (τ) dτ ≥

∫ t

0

j∑
i=0

(t− τ)i

i!
e−λ1τ/εdτ.

Since v
(j)
ε converges to vε in L∞(ΩT ) as shown in [46, Part II, Theorem 1], we obtain a lower bound due to∫ t

0

j∑
i=0

(t− τ)i

i!
e−λ1τ/εdτ ≤ f (j+2)

0 (t) ≤ 〈v(j+2)
ε (·, t)〉Ω → 〈vε(·, t)〉Ω.

The theorem of monotone convergence leads to exponential growth of 〈Vε〉Ω since

〈vε(·, t)〉Ω ≥
∫ t

0

et−τe−λ1τ/ε dτ ≥ Cε
(
et − 1

)
.

This induces exponential growth of t 7→ ‖vε(·, t)‖L∞(Ω) by Hölder’s inequality.

5.2. Predator-prey model

Consider a closed system describing predator-prey dynamics, with a predator denoted by uε and a mobile
prey vε. In fresh-water ecology, a biological example can be given by Hydra and Daphnia where the predator
Hydra is sedentary, i.e., D = 0 [40, Example (b)]. The following model adapted from [40] includes both
cases D = 0 and D > 0. The differential equations read

∂uε
∂t
−D∆uε = −puε + bvε in ΩT , uε(·, 0) = u0 in Ω,

∂vε
∂t
− 1

ε
∆vε = (d− auε − cvε)vε in ΩT , vε(·, 0) = v0 in Ω,

∂vε
∂ν

= 0 on ∂Ω× (0, T ),

(5.2)

where uε is endowed with a zero flux boundary condition if D > 0. Here, a, b, c, d, p > 0 are constants and
the initial values u0, v0 ≥ 0 satisfy Assumption 2 as well as non-negativity almost everywhere in Ω with
〈v0〉Ω > 0. The corresponding shadow limit is given by

∂u

∂t
−D∆u = −pu+ bv in ΩT , u(·, 0) = u0 in Ω,

dv

dt
= (d− a〈u〉Ω − cv)v in (0, T ), v(0) = 〈v0〉Ω

(5.3)
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where u is endowed with a zero flux boundary condition if D > 0.
Let us first study dynamics of the shadow problem. If we integrate the mild solution u of system (5.3) over
Ω, we obtain an ODE system for the masses (〈u〉Ω, v). This system admits the global attractor (u, v) where

u =
dp

cp+ ab
and bv = pu.

Convergence to the equilibrium is a consequence of the radially unbounded Lyapunov functional

L(〈u〉Ω, v) =
a

2
(〈u〉Ω − u)2 + b(v − v − v log(v/v))

adapted from [40], where L is dissipative on trajectories, i.e.,

dL

dt
= −ap(〈u〉Ω − u)2 − bc(v − v)2 ≤ 0.

Thus, we obtain the asymptotic behavior (〈u〉Ω, v)→ (u, v) as t→∞ as well as u→ u, since

u(·, t)− 〈u〉Ω(t) = (S∆(Dt)u0 − 〈u0〉Ω)e−pt → 0 for t→∞.

Hence, Assumption 1–4 is satisfied. For application of Theorem 3.11, it remains to compute the linearization

J(x, t) =

(
−p b
−av(t) d− 2cv(t)− au(x, t)

)
at the shadow limit (u, v). The shadow evolution system W defined in (3.13) is induced by the operators

DS∆ + L0(t) : Lp(Ω)× R→ Lp(Ω)× R,

L0(t)

(
ξ1
ξ2

)
(x) =

(
−pξ1(x) + bξ2

−av(t)〈ξ1〉Ω + (d− 2cv(t)− a〈u(·, t)〉Ω)ξ2

)
, x ∈ Ω, t ∈ R≥0,

where DS = diag(D, 0) ∈ R2×2
≥0 is a diagonal matrix.

Lemma 5.1. Let (u, v) be a shadow solution of system (5.3) for bounded initial conditions u0, v0 ≥ 0
satisfying 〈v0〉Ω > 0. Then, Assumption 6–7 is satisfied for p = ∞. Moreover, the corresponding evolution
system U and W is uniformly exponentially stable for the exponent η = p > 0 and some σ > 0, respectively.

Proof. Assumption 7 is satisfied since (U(t))t∈R≥0
with U(t) = S∆(Dt)e−pt is uniformly exponentially stable

with exponent η = p > 0. This is a consequence of contractivity of the heat semigroup (S∆(t))t∈R≥0
, see

Proposition A.1. Concerning the evolution system W in Assumption 6, let us split the shadow operator as
L0(t) = L∞ + B(t) for operator matrices

L∞,B(t) :Lp(Ω)× R→ Lp(Ω)× R,

L∞

(
ξ1
ξ2

)
(x) =

(
−pξ1(x) + bξ2
−av〈ξ1〉Ω − cvξ2

)
=:

(
A∗ξ1(x) +B∗ξ2
C∗〈ξ1〉Ω +D∗ξ2

)
,

B(t)

(
ξ1
ξ2

)
(x) =

(
0

−a(v(t)− v)〈ξ1〉Ω + [−2c(v(t)− v)− a(〈u(·, t)〉Ω − u)] ξ2

)
.

Since limt→∞B(t) = 0 with respect to the operator norm on L∞(Ω) × R, evolution systems induced by
DS∆ + L0(t) and DS∆ + L∞ are asymptotically comparable. We will show that it remains to consider
the latter semigroup for exponential stability of the former evolution system. To recognize this, we start
from the definition of W in condition 6. This evolution system is given by evolution operators W(t, s) for
t, s ∈ R≥0, s ≤ t, defined by equation (3.13), where ξ ∈ C(R≥0;Lp(Ω)m × Rk) is the unique solution of the
shadow problem

∂ξ

∂t
− (DS∆ + L∞)ξ = B(t)ξ in Ω× R>0
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endowed with zero flux boundary conditions if necessary. We split the full operator into a time-independent,
possibly unbounded part L = DS∆ + L∞ and the bounded time-varying operator family (B(t))t∈R≥0

. We
are able to compare both evolution systems, the system W∞ induced by a semigroup (W∞(t))t∈R≥0

which
is generated by the operator L and the full evolution system W, using the integral representation

W(t, s)ξ0 = W∞(t− s)ξ0 +

∫ t

s

W∞(t− τ)B(τ)W(τ, s)ξ0 dτ ∀ 0 ≤ s ≤ t

from [11, Ch. VI, Theorem 9.19]. Once we have shown uniform exponential stability for (W∞(t))t∈R≥0
,

estimations in Lp(Ω)× R for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ yield

‖W(t, s)ξ0‖Lp(Ω)×R ≤ Ce−σ∞(t−s)‖ξ0‖Lp(Ω)×R +

∫ t

s

Ce−σ∞(t−τ)‖B(τ)‖L∞(Ω)×R‖W(τ, s)ξ0‖Lp(Ω)×R dτ.

Gronwall’s inequality results in the estimate

‖W(t, s)ξ0‖Lp(Ω)×R ≤ Ce−σ∞(t−s) exp

(∫ t

s

C‖B(τ)‖L∞(Ω)×R dτ

)
‖ξ0‖Lp(Ω)×R.

Although the theory of Bohl exponents was established for bounded operators in [6, Ch. III, pp. 118], the
same estimates used to prove [6, Corollary 4.2] apply to the above estimate in the context of semigroup
theory, see further [47, Corollary 4.2], [7, Theorem 5]. More precisely, since limt→∞B(t) = 0, for each
γ ∈ (0, 1) there is a t0 > 0 such that C‖B(t)‖L∞(Ω)×R ≤ γσ∞ for all t ≥ t0. This implies the estimate

‖W(t, s)ξ0‖Lp(Ω)×R ≤ C̃e−γσ∞(t−s)‖ξ0‖Lp(Ω)×R

for C̃ = C exp(
∫ t0

0
C‖B(τ)‖L∞(Ω)×R dτ). Hence, uniform exponential stability carries over from the evolu-

tion system W∞ to the full evolution system W on Lp(Ω)× R, provided limt→∞B(t) = 0.
Using the spectral mapping theorem [11, Ch. IV, Corollary 3.12] for analytical semigroups, it is well-known
that exponential stability of the semigroup (W∞(t))t∈R≥0

can be verified via the spectrum of its generator

L = DS∆ + L∞. It remains to show s(DS∆ + L∞) < 0 for uniform exponential stability of the evolution
system W∞ resp. W [11, Ch. V, Theorem 1.10]. We infer from Proposition B.3 that in case of D = 0

σ(L) = σ(L∞) = {A∗} ∪ Σ,

where Σ consists of all eigenvalues of the constant coefficient matrix

J∞ =

(
A∗ B∗
C∗ D∗

)
.

Note that A∗ = −p < 0 and both eigenvalues of J∞ have negative real parts since tr(J∞) = −p − cv < 0
and det(J∞) = (pc+ ab)v > 0.
From the reasoning in Lemma B.1 we know that σ(DS∆ + L∞) is a discrete set for D > 0. The semigroup
(W∞(t))t∈R≥0

is defined by the solution ξ = (w, z) of ∂tξ − DS∆ξ = L∞ξ. While w(·, t) − 〈w〉Ω(t) =
(S∆(Dt)w0 − 〈w0〉Ω)e−pt, integration yields

〈ξ〉Ω =

(
〈w〉Ω
z

)
(t) = exp(J∞t)

(
〈w0〉Ω
〈z0〉Ω

)
.

It is well-known from the theory of ODEs that 〈ξ〉Ω decays exponentially to zero since J∞ is a stable matrix
[6, Ch. I, Theorem 4.1]. Choosing σ ∈ R>0 such that σ < min{p,minλ∈σ(J∞) |Reλ|} yields an estimation of
both expressions. This results in

‖W∞(t)ξ0‖L∞(Ω)×R = ‖ξ(·, t)‖L∞(Ω)×R ≤ Cσe−σt‖ξ0‖L∞(Ω)×R

for some Cσ > 0. Thus, Assumption 8 is satisfied for p =∞ and each D ≥ 0.
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In summary, Theorem 3.11 yields global estimates

‖uε − u‖L∞(Ω×R≥0) + ‖vε − v − ψε‖L∞(Ω×R≥0) ≤ Cε.

Note that the results on Lyapunov functions in [20, Proposition 2.1] is also applicable to partly diffusing
systems. The same Lyapunov function which is known from the theory of ODEs can be extended to the
reaction-diffusion case. Consequently, (u, v) is the only positive attractor for the diffusive system (5.2) and
(u, v) is globally (for positive initial data) asymptotically stable by Lyapunov’s direct method.
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A. Parabolic theory

The preceding results are based on properties of the heat semigroup (S∆(t))t∈R≥0
defined in [8, 43].

We study basic properties of this semigroup on the spaces Lp(Ω) for 1 ≤ p < ∞. Additionally, L∞(ΩT )
estimates are derived for solutions of the inhomogeneous heat equation with explicit dependence on time T .

Proposition A.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain with ∂Ω ∈ C0,1, z0 ∈ L2(Ω). Then, the homogeneous
heat equation

∂z

∂t
−∆z = 0 in ΩT , z(·, 0) = z0 in Ω,

∂z

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω× (0, T )

has a unique variational solution z ∈ C(R≥0;L2(Ω)) satisfying z ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) for each T > 0. The
solution is given by the Fourier expansion

z(x, t) = (S∆(t)z0)(x) =
∑
j∈N0

e−λjt(z0, wj)L2(Ω)wj(x), x ∈ Ω, t ∈ R≥0, (A.1)

where (λj , wj)j∈N0
is a spectral basis of −∆ on L2(Ω) solving problem (A.2).

Moreover, the heat semigroup (S∆(t))t∈R≥0
defined by (A.1) can be extended to a contraction semigroup on

Lp(Ω) for each 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, which is strongly continuous for 1 ≤ p <∞ and analytic for 1 < p <∞.

Proof. Existence and contractivity of the heat semigroup (S∆(t))t∈R≥0
is shown in [8, Theorem 1.3.9]. By

[8, Theorems 1.4.1, 1.4.2], (S∆(t))t∈R≥0
is a strongly continuous semigroup for each 1 ≤ p <∞, which even

can be extended analytically to some sector in the complex plane for p > 1. The solution z(t) = S∆(t)z0 for
z0 ∈ L2(Ω) satisfies z ∈ C(R≥0;L2(Ω)) due to strong continuity of the semigroup. Although the solution
might lose its differentiability at t = 0, we obtain higher regularity for t > 0 by analyticity of the semigroup.
This yields z ∈ C(R>0;D(∆`)) for all integers k, ` ∈ N0, where D(∆0) := L2(Ω) and D(∆) is the domain
of the generator of the heat semigroup defined on L2(Ω) [4, Theorem 7.7]. Hence, the solution z(·, t) lies
in H1(Ω) for each t > 0 and the boundary condition is satisfied in the sense of distributions by the trace
operator H1(Ω) ↪→W−1/2,2(∂Ω) from [13, Theorem 1.5.1.2].
To determine the Fourier coefficients, we recall that the unique solution z solves the variational equation

d

dt

∫
Ω

z(x, t)ϕ(x) dx+

∫
Ω

∇z(x, t)∇ϕ(x) dx = 0 ∀ ϕ ∈ H1(Ω), t ∈ R>0.

Since z(·, t) ∈ L2(Ω), we can expand this function in a Fourier series using a spectral basis of −∆ from
equation (A.2). This leads to the series representation (A.1).
Concerning the regularity z ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)), we note that the partial sums

zm(·, t) =

m∑
j=0

e−λjt(z0, wj)L2(Ω)wj
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of the Fourier series form a Cauchy sequence in this space. Indeed, for ` > m ≥ 0

‖zm − z`‖2L2(0,T ;H1(Ω)) =
∑̀

j=m+1

∫ T

0

(1 + λj)e
−2λjt dt |(z0, wj)L2(Ω)|2 ≤ C

∑̀
j=m+1

|(z0, wj)L2(Ω)|2

tends to 0 as m, `→∞, due to Parseval’s equality for z0 ∈ L2(Ω) and C = 1/2 + 1/(2λ1).

As used above, Galerkin’s approximation is based on a spectral basis (λj , wj)j∈N0 of −∆ satisfying

−∆wj = λjwj in Ω,
∂wj
∂ν

= 0 on ∂Ω (A.2)

in the weak sense [21, Theorem 1.2.8]. The principal eigenvalue λ0 = 0 has eigenfunction w0 = |Ω|−1/2. The
other eigenvalues are strictly positive and tend to infinity as j →∞. The eigenfunctions (wj)j∈N0 ⊂ H1(Ω)
form an orthonormal basis for L2(Ω) and an orthogonal basis for H1(Ω).
The first positive eigenvalue λ1 > 0 of −∆ is also crucial for the decay estimate of the heat semigroup which
is used in this work. For 〈z0〉Ω = 0, [50, Lemma 1.3] implies existence of a constant C > 0 independent of
τ and the inital conditions for which we have the following decay in time:

‖z(·, t)‖Lp(Ω) ≤ Ce−λ1t‖z0‖Lp(Ω) ∀ t ∈ R≥0 (A.3)

Unfortunately, [50] uses estimates of the heat kernel for a bounded domain with boundary ∂Ω ∈ C2,α for
some α ∈ (0, 1). In order to relax this condition, we use heat kernel estimates for ∂Ω ∈ C0,1 from [8,
Theorem 3.2.9], which imply decay estimate (A.3) by the same steps as in the proof of [50].

By Duhamel’s formula, we obtain the following result for the inhomogeneous heat equation.

Proposition A.2. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain with ∂Ω ∈ C0,1, z0 ∈ L2(Ω) and R ∈ L2(ΩT ) be given.
Then the inhomogeneous heat equation

∂z

∂t
−∆z = R(x, t) in ΩT , z(·, 0) = z0 in Ω,

∂z

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω× (0, T ) (A.4)

has a unique mild solution z ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Ω))∩C([0, T ];L2(Ω)), given by the separation of variables formula

z(·, t) = S∆(t)z0 +

∫ t

0

S∆(t− s)R(·, s) ds

=
∑
j∈N0

e−λjt(z0, wj)L2(Ω)wj(x) +

∫ t

0

∑
j∈N0

e−λj(t−s)(R(· , s), wj)L2(Ω)wj(x) ds.
(A.5)

In addition, z0 ∈ H1(Ω) implies a weak solution z ∈ L∞(0, T ;H1(Ω)) with weak derivative ∂tz ∈ L2(ΩT ),
and the weak formulation

(∂tz(·, t), ϕ)L2(Ω) + (∇z(·, t),∇ϕ)L2(Ω) = (R(·, t), ϕ)L2(Ω) ∀ ϕ ∈ H1(Ω)

holds for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ).

Proof. By [45, Section 4.2], there exists a unique mild solution z ∈ C([0, T ];L2(Ω)) of problem (A.4), which is
given by the integral formula (A.5). To show that z is an element of L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) resp. L∞(0, T ;H1(Ω)),
it is again sufficient to prove the Cauchy property of the partial sums given by expression (A.5). For
` > m ≥ 0, we obtain

‖(zm − z`)(·, t)‖2H1(Ω) ≤
∑̀

j=m+1

(1 + λj)

[
e−2λjt |(z0, wj)L2(Ω)|2 +

(∫ t

0

e−λj(t−s)(R(·, s), wj)L2(Ω) ds

)2
]

≤
∑̀

j=m+1

(1 + λj)|(z0, wj)L2(Ω)|2 + (T + 1)

∫ t

0

∑̀
j=m+1

|(R(·, s), wj)L2(Ω)|2 ds
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by Hölder’s inequality. The same reasoning as in the proof of Proposition A.1 applies to obtain a Cauchy
sequence, hence, we omit details. Concerning the weak formulation, we use Galerkin’s approximation [12,
Section 7.1]. Following this classical approach from [12, §7.1.3, Theorem 5], one establishes the result for
more regular initial data z0 ∈ H1(Ω).

Once we obtained a solution of problem (A.4) for z0 = 0 in Proposition 3.5, we used an L∞(ΩT )
estimate for the solution of the inhomogeneous heat equation with explicit dependence on time T . This can
be developed as in [34, Ch. III, §7], which essentially uses parabolic Lp,r(ΩT ) estimates in combination with
the well-known truncation method of Stampacchia. However, we will use semigroup theory to prove such a
result. Let us consider a bounded weak solution z ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) ∩ C([0, T ];L2(Ω)) which solves

∂z

∂t
− d∆z = R(x, t) in ΩT , z(·, 0) = 0 in Ω,

∂z

∂ν
= 0 on ∂Ω× (0, T ) (A.6)

with right-hand side R ∈ Lp,r(ΩT ) and diffusion parameter d. The Lebesgue space Lp,r(ΩT ) is defined by
all measurable functions ψ on ΩT with finite mixed norm

‖ψ‖p,r :=

(∫ T

0

(∫
Ω

|ψ(x, t)|p dx

)r/p
dt

)1/r

for 1 ≤ p, r <∞

and an obvious modification for r =∞ [34, Chapters I, II, §1 in both cases]. If we do not specify the region
of integration within the notation ‖ · ‖p,r, we assume to integrate over ΩT .
The aim is to show L∞(ΩT ) estimates for the solution z which depend explicitly on time T and the mixed
norm ‖R‖p,r. Within this procedure, the exponent p is restricted due to Sobolev embeddings by p > n/2
for n ≥ 2. Let us choose a parameter 1 ≤ r ≤ ∞ according to [34, Ch. III, §7], i.e., we assume the relation

0 ≤ 1

r
+

n

2p
< 1 (A.7)

for given 1 ≤ p, r ≤ ∞. Then we obtain the following result.

Proposition A.3. Let z ∈ L2(0, T ;H1(Ω)) ∩ C([0, T ];L2(Ω)) be a bounded weak solution of the initial
boundary value problem (A.6) with right-hand side R ∈ Lp,r(ΩT ) and parameter values p, r satisfying relation
(A.7). Then there exists a constant C > 0 which only depends on Ω, n, p, r and a lower bound of the diffusion
d such that the diffusive component z satisfies the estimate

‖z‖L∞(ΩT ) ≤ CT 1−1/r‖R‖p,r. (A.8)

Proof. The solution z is given by the integral representation (A.5), i.e.,

z(·, t) =

∫ t

0

S∆(d(t− s))R(·, s) ds =

∫ t

0

S∆(d(t− s)) (R(·, s)− 〈R(·, s)〉Ω) ds+

∫ t

0

〈R(·, s)〉Ω ds.

The first integral can be estimated with a certain estimate of the heat semigroup from [50, Lemma 1.3]
similar to inequality (A.3). In fact, we obtain

‖S∆(d(t− s)) (R(·, s)− 〈R(·, s)〉Ω) ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C
(

1 + (d(t− s))−
n
2p

)
‖R(·, s)− 〈R(·, s)〉Ω‖Lp(Ω)

≤ 2C
(

1 + (d(t− s))−
n
2p

)
‖R(·, s)‖Lp(Ω)

for a constant C > 0 which depends on Ω only. Condition (A.7) yields that the function τ 7→ 1 + (dτ)−
n
2p

is in Lr̂((0, T )) where 1
r̂ + 1

r = 1. Since the second integral satisfies∣∣∣∣∣
∫ T

0

〈R(·, s)〉Ω ds

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ |Ω|−1/pT 1/r̂‖R‖p,r,

Hölder’s inequality implies the desired inequality (A.8).
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B. Spectral theory

To prove convergence results, we applied a stabilizing effect to ensure that diffusive solutions of system
(1.1) stay nearby its shadow limit. Such a result is achieved via linearization at the shadow solution. In
case of a bounded stationary shadow solution, we will give a complete characterization of the spectrum
of the corresponding linearized shadow operator. This allows not only to verify stability Assumption 6
but also allows general stability results for bounded stationary solutions of the nonlinear shadow system
(1.2). Note that the characterization in Proposition B.3 below is not limited to eigenvalues of the linearized
operator L as considered in [37, Appendix B]. Furthermore, the following results are valid for systems with
a vector-valued shadow component v ∈ Rk, see [31, Section 5.2.1].

B.1. Shadow operator

Let us consider a bounded steady state (u, v) ∈ L∞(Ω)m × R of shadow system (1.2), i.e., a bounded
solution of the problem

0 = f(u, v, x) in Ω, 0 = 〈g(u, v, ·)〉Ω.

Stability or instability of stationary solutions is often verified using linearization at a steady state of the
nonlinear problem [6, Ch. VII, Theorems 2.1, 2.3]. We consider a linearization in Lp(Ω)m × R which we
need to verify Assumption 6 in the time-independent case (u, v) = (u, v).
Let f , g be once continuously differentiable with respect to the unknown variables u, v according to Assump-
tion 4. Using the Fréchet-derivative, the linearization is given by the operator L ∈ L(Lp(Ω)m × R),

(Lξ)(x) =

(
A(x)ξ1(x) + B(x)ξ2
〈C(·)ξ1〉Ω + 〈D(·)ξ2〉Ω

)
∀ ξ = (ξ1, ξ2) ∈ Lp(Ω)m × R, x ∈ Ω. (B.1)

Here, we used the same notation as in the Jacobian (3.9) for the uniformly bounded entries A,B,C, D being
the parts of the Jacobian of (f , g) evaluated at the shadow steady state (u, v). Note that L is the generator
of a uniformly continuous semigroup (eLt)t∈R≥0

by [11, Ch. II, Theorem 1.4]. Norm-continuity of this
semigroup implies validity of the spectral mapping theorem for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ [11, Ch. IV, Corollary 3.12]. As
a consequence, the growth bound of the semigroup equals the spectral bound s(L) := sup{Reλ | λ ∈ σ(L)}
of the generator L. By [11, Ch. V, Theorem 1.10], uniform exponential stability can be deduced from a
negative spectral bound. As in the finite-dimensional case, one has to be careful if the spectral bound of L
is zero [9, Ch. III, Theorem 1.11]. Concerning the stability condition we are faced with in Assumption 6, it
is clear that in the stationary case (B.1) the evolution system W consists of the evolution operators

W(t, s) = eL(t−s) ∀ 0 ≤ s ≤ t ∈ R≥0.

Hence, to determine their growth, it is important to locate the spectrum σ(L) in the complex plane. To
study invertibility of the operator λI − L for some λ ∈ C, we focus on the following system of equations

(λI − L)ξ = ψ ⇔

{
(λI −A)ξ1 −Bξ2 = ψ1,

−〈Cξ1〉Ω + (λI − 〈D〉Ω)ξ2 = ψ2.

Let A also denote the bounded multiplication operator induced by the matrix A(x) on Lp(Ω)m, see Appendix
B.2. If λ /∈ σ(A), the first equation can be solved and we obtain the following result.

Lemma B.1. Let L be the shadow operator defined in (B.1) on Lp(Ω)m×R for bounded coefficient matrices
A,B,C and D and an exponent 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Then

Σ := σ(L) ∩ ρ(A) ⊂ σp(L)

is a discrete (probably empty) set of eigenvalues of L. Moreover, σ(L) ⊂ σ(A) ∪̇Σ.
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Proof. Provided λ ∈ ρ(A), we already have

(λI − L)ξ = ψ ⇔ ξ1 = (λI −A)−1 [ψ1 + Bξ2] , H(λ)ξ2 = ψ̃(λ)

where

H(λ) = λ− 〈D〉Ω − 〈C(λI −A)−1B〉Ω, ψ̃(λ) = ψ2 + 〈C(λI −A)−1ψ1〉Ω.

We apply an analytic Fredholm theorem [16, Theorem 4.34] to show discreteness of the remaining spectrum
Σ in ρ(A). Let us first note that the subsystem for ξ2 can be solved for sufficiently large λ > 0. To see this,
recall that A is a bounded multiplication operator and hence, for λ ∈ ρ(A) with |λ| > 2‖A‖, we obtain an
estimate for (λI −A)−1 by Neumann’s series which is of the form 2/|λ|. This implies that H(λ) > 0 for all
sufficiently large λ > 0. Moreover, analyticity of the resolvent map λ 7→ (λI −A)−1 implies analyticity of
the complex-valued function H on ρ(A). It is well-known that the set of zeros of the analytic function H is
a discrete set Σ ⊂ ρ(A). Consequently, H(λ) is invertible for all λ ∈ ρ(A) \Σ. For values λ ∈ Σ we infer an
eigenfunction (ξ1, ξ2) ∈ L∞(Ω)m×R of the eigenvalue equation (λI−L)ξ = 0 due to (λI−A)−1B ∈ L∞(Ω)m

by [18, Proposition 2.2]. This shows Σ ⊂ σp(L).

Remark B.2. Note that the discrete set Σ is not necessarily closed. Indeed, a sequence of eigenvalues µj in
Σ ⊂ σp(L) has corresponding eigenfunctions such that the singular sequence of normalized eigenfunctions
implies limj→∞ µj ∈ σ(L) which is a subset of σ(A) ∪ Σ. Hence, limj→∞ µj ∈ σ(A) and all accumulation
points of Σ are included in σ(A).

The multiplication operator induced by the ODE subsystem A on Lp(Ω)m causes problems while invert-
ing the operator λI − L. As shown in [37, Theorem B.1], there holds σp(A) ⊂ σp(L). A characterization
of the spectrum of the multiplication operator A is given in Proposition B.4. The fact that the spectrum
σ(A) is essential enables us to verify that σ(A) is a part of the spectrum of the shadow operator L.

Proposition B.3. Let A,B,C, D be matrix-valued functions with entries in L∞(Ω) according to the shadow
operator L defined by (B.1) on Lp(Ω)m × R for some 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Then there holds

σ(L) = σ(A) ∪̇Σ,

where Σ ⊂ σp(L) is the discrete (possibly empty) set defined in Lemma B.1.

Proof. It remains to show σ(A) ⊂ σ(L), since from considerations in Lemma B.1 we already obtained

ρ(A) ∩ Σ = Σ ⊂ σ(L) ⊂ σ(A) ∪̇Σ.

We apply [2, Theorem 2.2] to show equality of the essential Wolf spectrum of L and A, i.e., σess(A) = σess(L).
The result of Proposition B.4 shows

σ(A) = σess(A) := {λ ∈ C | λI −A is not a Fredholm operator}.

Hence, it remains to show σess(A) = σess(L). In order to apply [2, Theorem 2.2], we permute the operator
matrix L in (B.1). Let us consider the invertible permutation matrix

P =

(
0 1
1 0

)
with P2 = I.

Then λI − L is Fredholm if and only if λI − L̃ is Fredholm where L̃ = P−1LP ∈ L(R × Lp(Ω)m), hence
σess(L) = σess(L̃). This is a consequence of the fact that P ∈ L(R× Lp(Ω)m;Lp(Ω)m × R) is Fredholm by
invertibility and λI − L̃ = P−1(λI − L)P is a composition of Fredholm operators [4, Ch. 6]. We apply the
results of [2] to the operator L̃ ∈ L(R× Lp(Ω)m) given by

L̃ :=

(
Ã B̃

C̃ D̃

)
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where we take the bounded multiplication operators D̃ := A on X2 := Lp(Ω)m and Ã := 〈D〉Ω on X1 := R,
where the latter operator has a compact resolvent on R. The operators B̃ := 〈C·〉Ω : X2 → X1 and
C̃ := B : X1 → X2 consist of bounded integral and multiplication operators. Note that the operators
S(µ) = S0 +M(µ) for µ ∈ ρ(Ã) in assumption (e) of their paper is given by S0 = D̃ = A, and the operator
M(µ) = −C̃(µI − Ã)−1B̃ which is compact for each µ ∈ ρ(Ã) by [4, Proposition 6.3]. Since L is bounded,
the equality σess(L̃) = σess(S0) is a consequence of [2, Theorem 2.2]. This shows σess(L) = σess(A).

B.2. Multiplication operator

Each matrix A ∈ L∞(Ω)m×m induces a corresponding multiplication operator

MA : Lp(Ω)m → Lp(Ω)m, z 7→ Az

where (Az)(x) := A(x)z(x) for each z ∈ Lp(Ω)m, x ∈ Ω. Since ‖MA‖ ≤ ‖A‖∞, this is a bounded, linear
operator for each 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. We simply write A instead of MA. As Proposition B.3 shows, knowledge
of the spectrum of the multiplication operator A allows us to characterize the spectrum of the shadow
operator L defined in (B.1). We refer to [10, Ch. IX] and [18, Sections 1-3] for several characterizations
of the spectrum σ(A) of the multiplication operator A on Lp(Ω)m for 1 ≤ p < ∞. The following result
concerning the essential spectrum is known for the case p = 2 by [18, Proposition 3.2, Corollary 3.4] and for
the scalar case by [48, Proposition 3]. A generalization to arbitrary exponents 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ is given next.

Proposition B.4. Let A ∈ L∞(Ω)m×m,m ∈ N, and let A denote its corresponding multiplication operator
on Lp(Ω)m for some 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Then there exists a null set N ⊂ Ω such that

σ(A) =
⋃

x∈Ω\N

σ(A(x)). (B.2)

Moreover, the whole spectrum is essential in the sense of Wolf, i.e.,

σ(A) = σess(A) = {λ ∈ C | λI −A is not a Fredholm operator}.

Proof. Boundedness of the multiplication operator leads to a non-empty resolvent set ρ(A) 6= ∅. For
1 ≤ p <∞, [10, Ch. IX, Theorem 2.4] states

σ(A) = {λ ∈ C | |Nλ,ε| > 0 ∀ ε > 0} =: ess−σ(A(Ω)),

for measurable sets
Nλ,ε := {x ∈ Ω | dist(λ, σ(A(x))) < ε}.

On the one hand, along the same lines of that proof, σ(A) ⊂ ess−σ(A(Ω)) also holds for p = ∞. On
the other hand, the proof of σ(A) ⊃ ess−σ(A(Ω)) given in [10, Ch. IX, Theorem 2.4] does not apply for
p =∞. In order to prove the above representation (B.2) of the spectrum, it remains to show the inclusion
ess−σ(A(Ω)) ⊂ σ(A) and [10, Ch. IX, Remark 2.3] yields the result.
Using the idea of [18, Theorem 3.3], we show that each λ ∈ ess−σ(A(Ω)) is in the spectrum of A. As the
characteristic polynomial of the matrix A(x) factorizes with eigenvalues λi(x) ∈ C, we obtain

|det(λI −A(x))| =
m∏
i=1

|λ− λi(x)| ≥ dist(λ, σ(A(x)))m (B.3)

for a.e. x ∈ Ω. This estimate yields the inclusion

Γλ,ε := {x ∈ Ω | |det(λI −A(x))| < εm} ⊂ Nλ,ε

and we conclude that

Γλ := {x ∈ Ω | det(λI −A(x)) = 0} (B.4)
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satisfies 0 ≤ |Γλ| ≤ limε→0 |Nλ,ε| as the limit of the above subsets of Nλ,ε as ε→ 0. The sequence (|Γλ,ε|)ε>0

of non-negative numbers is non-increasing as ε→ 0 with a limit which is either positive or zero. In the former
case, we conclude that Γλ defined in (B.4) has positive measure which is equivalent to λ ∈ σp(A) using [24,
Theorem 2.1] or [18, Theorem 2.5]. In the latter case, |Γλ| = limε→0 |Γλ,ε| = 0, we show that the injective
operator λI−A is not bounded from below, hence λ ∈ σ(A). Although we know from λ ∈ ess−σ(A(Ω)) that
|Nλ,ε| > 0 for all ε > 0, there are still two possibilities for the zero sequence (|Γλ,ε|)ε>0: either |Γλ,ε| > 0
for all ε > 0 or the sequence becomes stationary in the sense that |Γλ,ε| = 0 for all 0 < ε ≤ ε0 and
some ε0 > 0. In both cases we construct a sequence (fj)j∈N ⊂ Lp(Ω)m with ‖fj‖Lp(Ω)m = 1 for which
‖(λI −A)fj‖Lp(Ω)m → 0 as j →∞, hence λI −A can not be bounded from below.

• Let |Γλ,ε| > 0 for all ε > 0. Thus, we are able to extract a decreasing subsequence (Γλ,εj )j∈N with
εj → 0 as j →∞ such that

|Γλ,εj | > 0, Γλ,εj+1
⊂ Γλ,εj and

∣∣Γλ,εj \ Γλ,εj+1

∣∣ > 0.

By choosing measurable sets Mj ⊂ Γλ,εj \ Γλ,εj+1
with |Mj | > 0 for all j ∈ N, we obtain the estimate

εmj+1 ≤ |det(λI −A(x))| < εmj ∀ x ∈Mj . (B.5)

This enables us to apply [18, Lemma 3.1] to the matrix (λ−A(x))−1. Consequently, we find measurable
vector-valued functions vj : Mj → Cm satisfying

|vj(x)|2 = 1 and
∣∣(λI −A(x))−1vj(x)

∣∣
2

=
∣∣(λI −A(x))−1

∣∣
2

for all x ∈ Mj , where we used | · |2 for the Euclidean norm on Cm and for the induced matrix norm.
Define uj(x) = (λI −A(x))−1vj(x) as well as functions fj ∈ Lp(Ω)m by

fj(x) = cp(j)
uj(x)

|uj(x)|2
1Mj

(x)

where cp(j) = |Mj |−1/p for p < ∞ and cp(j) = 1 for p = ∞. This implies the normalization
‖fj‖pLp(Ω)m =

∫
Ω
|fj(x)|p2 dx = 1, with an obvious modification for p =∞. Applying λI−A to fj yields

(λI −A(x))fj(x) = cp(j)1Mj
(x)vj(x)

∣∣(λI −A(x))−1
∣∣−1

2
.

From the invertibility condition (B.5) we infer∣∣(λI −A(x))−1
∣∣−1

2
≤ dist(λ, σ(A(x))) ∀ x ∈Mj

where we used [11, Ch. IV, Corollary 1.14]. A combination of estimates (B.3) and (B.5) yields
dist(λ, σ(A(x))) < εj for x ∈ Mj , which implies ‖(λI − A)fj‖Lp(Ω)m ≤ εj . Since εj → 0, λ is an
approximate eigenvalue of A.

• Let |Γλ,ε| = 0 for all 0 < ε ≤ ε0. The definition of Γλ,ε yields the pointwise invertibility condition

|det(λI −A(x))| ≥ εm0 > 0 for a.e. x ∈ Ω.

Taking Mj := Nλ,εj ⊂ Ω with |Mj | > 0 for any zero sequence (εj)j∈N, we find, similar to the above
reasoning, a sequence (fj)j∈N ⊂ Lp(Ω)m satisfying ‖(λI − A)fj‖Lp(Ω)m ≤ εj . Since εj → 0, λ is an
approximate eigenvalue of A. Note that in this case, Nλ,εj cannot become stationary since then Mj

and fj would become stationary which implies (λI −A)fj = 0 – a contradiction to fj 6= 0.

It remains to show that λI−A is not Fredholm for all λ ∈ σ(A). To do so, we prove that for each λ ∈ σ(A)
either λI −A has no closed range or an infinite-dimensional kernel.
If λ ∈ σp(A), note that the results [18, Lemma 2.4, Theorem 2.5] hold independently of 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Hence,
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the first part of the proof of [18, Proposition 3.2] is still applicable: we infer σp(A) ⊂ σess(A) from an
infinite-dimensional kernel of λI −A containing a subspace isomorphic to Lp(Γλ) [18, Corollary 2.6].
If λ ∈ σ(A) \ σp(A), we necessarily have |Γλ| = limε→0 |Γλ,ε| = 0. From above reasoning we know that
λI −A is not bounded from below. Thus, the injective operator λI −A cannot have closed range by [4,
Theorem 2.19, Remark 18] and λI −A is not a Fredholm operator.

Note that the above proof may be shortened extremely for the cases 1 ≤ p <∞. One can essentially use
the same method of proof from [18, Proposition 3.2] for the case p = 2 having the characterization for the
dual multiplication operator from [10, Ch. IX, Proposition 1.4] in mind.
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