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Abstract. The paper is concerned with the principal eigenvalue of some linear elliptic oper-
ators with drift in two dimensional space. We provide a refined description of the asymptotic
behavior for the principal eigenvalue as the drift rate approaches infinity. Under some non-
degeneracy assumptions, our results illustrate that these asymptotic behaviors are completely
determined by some connected components in the omega-limit set of the system of ordinary
differential equations associated with the drift term, which includes stable fixed points, stable
limit cycles, hyperbolic saddles connecting homoclinic orbits, and families of closed orbits.
Some discussions on degenerate cases are also included.

1. Introduction

We consider the linear eigenvalue problem

(1.1)

{
−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ = λφ in Ω,

∇φ · n = 0 on ∂Ω,

where Ω is a bounded domain of R2 with smooth boundary ∂Ω, and n(x) is the outward unit
normal vector at x ∈ ∂Ω. Here b(x) denotes a C1 vector field in R2, the positive parameter A
represents the drift rate, and c ∈ C(Ω̄). It is well-known that problem (1.1) admits a principal
eigenvalue, denoted by λ(A), which is real and simple, and the corresponding eigenfunction
can be chosen to be positive. Furthermore, λ(A) < Re(λ) holds for any other eigenvalue λ of
(1.1). This paper is devoted to the study of the asymptotic behavior of λ(A) as A → ∞ for
general vector field b(x), under zero Neumann boundary conditions.

The question concerning the influence of drift on the principal eigenvalue of problem (1.1)
arises naturally in many biological and physical problems. In the study of spatial population
dynamics in advective environments, reaction-diffusion-advection models have been proposed
to understand the persistence, competetion, and evolution of single or multiple species. The
analysis of these models, particularly the stability of equilibrium solutions, requires a deep
understanding of the asymptotic behaviour of principal eigenvalue of problem (1.1) [1, 18, 22].
Another related area of active research concerns the effect of drift on the speed of propagation
of travelling fronts in heterogeneous media [11, 16, 23, 27]. Therein the analysis is centered
around a variational formula [2, 4], which is in turn characterized by the principal eigenvalue
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of (1.1). The asymptotic behaviour of principal eigenvalue thereby plays a fundamental role
in this issue [3]. Problem (1.1) is also connected with the enhancement of diffusive mixing
by a fast advecting flow [7, 8] and the rearrangement inequalities of principal eigenvalue for
non-symmetric elliptic operators [15].

Hodge decomposition theorem implies that a C1 vector field b can be decomposed in the
form b = v+∇m with a divergence-free field v satisfying ∇·v = 0 in Ω and v ·n = 0 on ∂Ω,
as well as a gradient field ∇m. When b = v is a divergence-free vector field, the asymptotic
behavior for the principal eigenvalue of problem (1.1) is established by Berestycki et al. [3].
Among other things, they showed that

(1.2) lim
A→∞

λ(A) = inf
ϕ∈I

[∫
Ω(|∇ϕ|

2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫
Ω ϕ

2dx

]
,

whereas I := {ϕ ∈ H1(Ω) : v · ∇ϕ = 0 a.e. in Ω} is the set of the first integrals of vector field
v. As the drift rate A approaches infinity, (1.2) suggests that the normalized principal eigen-
function converges to some first integral in I, which reflects the mixing effect of divergence-free
vector fields.

On the other hand, when b = ∇m is a gradient field, by assuming that all critical points
of m are non-degenerate (i.e. the Hessian matrix of m at every critical point is non-singular),
it is proved in [5] that

(1.3) lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min
x∈M

c(x).

Here M denotes the set of points of local maximum of m. Instead of the mixing effect for the
divergence-free vector field, (1.3) indicates that a properly normalized principal eigenfunction
of (1.1) is concentrated on some local maximum of m. Problem (1.1) involving degenerate
potential m in dimension one has been investigated in [25], where the limiting behavior of
the principal eigenvalue is determined by some “degenerate intervals” on which m remains
constant. We refer to [6, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24] for more discussions.

An interesting question is to understand the connection between two rather different as-
ymptotic behaviors of the principal eigenvalue, namely, (1.2) and (1.3), which are associated
with divergence-free vector fields and gradient fields, respectively. This issue turns out to be
rather complicated, as illustrated by the following example.

Example. Consider problem (1.1) with Ω = {x ∈ R2 : |x|2 < 1} and

b(x) = (1− α)(−x2, x1) + α(−1, 0)

for α ∈ [0, 1], which is a combination of a divergence-free vector field and a gradient field.
In this case, the limiting behavior of the principal eigenvalue λ(A) can be characterized as
follows, for which the proof is postponed to the appendix.

Proposition 1.1. The following assertions hold.

(i) For α ∈ [0, 12), set Bα := {x ∈ Ω : |x− (0,− α
1−α)| <

1−2α
1−α }, then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = inf
ϕ∈Iα

∫
Bα

(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫
Bα
ϕ2dx

,

whereas Iα = {ϕ ∈ H1(Bα) : b · ∇ϕ = 0 a.e. in Bα}.

(ii) For α ∈ [12 , 1], set xα := (−
√
2α−1
α , −1−α

α ), then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = c(xα).
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Figure 1. Illustrations for the phase-portraits of the vector field b(x) = (1 −
α)(−x2, x1) + α(−1, 0) for α ∈ [0, 1], whereas the shaded components represent the
region Bα and the point xα defined in Proposition 1.1.

When α = 0 and α = 1, Proposition 1.1 is a direct consequence of (1.2) and (1.3), respec-
tively. When α ∈ (0, 12), the limit of the principal eigenvalue as A→ ∞ is determined by the
minimization of the Rayleigh quotient over all first integrals on the region Bα, which is the
whole domain when α = 0 as given in (1.2). See the shaded regions in Fig. 1. As α ↗ 1

2 ,
the region Bα shrinks to the point (0,−1), whence the asymptotic behavior of the principal
eigenvalue is determined by the point xα whenever α ∈ [12 , 1). See the shaded points in Fig.
1. In particular, as α ↗ 1, the critical point xα moves to (−1, 0) along the boundary ∂Ω,
which is consistent with (1.3). The transitions from α = 0 to α = 1 in Fig. 1 suggest the
complexity of problem (1.1) once that the vector field is not necessarily a divergence-free field
or a gradient field. The methods developed in [3, 5] are inapplicable for this example.

The goal of this paper is to investigate problem (1.1) involving general vector field b and
provide an unified characterization for the asymptotic behavior of the principal eigenvalue.
Our analysis is based on the dynamics of the system of ordinary differential equations

(1.4)
dx(t)

dt
= b(x(t)), t > 0.

Under some non-degenerate assumptions, we will prove that these asymptotic behaviors are
completely determined by some connected components in the omega-limit set of (1.4), which
include stable fixed points, stable limit cycles, hyperbolic saddles connecting homoclinic orbits,
and family of closed orbits. Some degenerate situations, which generalizes the results in [25] to
two-dimensional space, are also discussed. The proofs are based upon delicate constructions
of super/sub-solutions and the applications of comparison principles.

This paper is organized as follows: We formulate some assumptions and state the main
results in Section 2. In Section 3 we establish the asymptotic behavior of the principal
eigenvalue when the omega-limit set of system (1.4) consists of a finite number of hyperbolic
fixed points only. Section 4 is devoted to the cases that the omega-limit set of (1.4) contains
limits cycles, which can be stable, unstable, or semi-stable, by formulating a new coordinate
near the limit cycles. The new coordinate is used in Section 5 to analyze the limiting behavior
of the principal eigenvalue when the omega-limit set of (1.4) contains homoclinic orbits, by
combining with the delicate analysis near the hyperbolic saddles. In Section 6, we investigate
the case when the omega-limit set of (1.4) contains a family of closed orbits and establish the
results analogues to [3] but without the divergence-free assumption. Some degenerate cases
are discussed in Section 7, and the proof of Proposition 1.1 is given in the appendix.
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2. Preliminaries and main results

We first recall some definitions associated with system (1.4). For each x ∈ Ω, by Φt(x)
we denote the unique solution of system (1.4) with initial value x at t = 0, which defines a
solution curve of (1.4). Define O(x) := {Φt(x) : t ∈ Ix} as the orbit of (1.4) passing through
the point x with Ix being the maximal interval of definition of Φt(x).

Definition 2.1. Assume that b is a C1 vector field in R2.

(1) A fixed point x is a point in Ω satisfying b(x) = 0. Let B be the Jacobian matrix of b
evaluated at x. The fixed point x is called hyperbolic if the real parts of all eigenvalues
of B are non-zero. A hyperbolic fixed point is stable (resp. unstable) provided the real
parts of all eigenvalues of B are negative (resp. positive); otherwise, the hyperbolic
fixed point is a saddle;

(2) A periodic orbit is the orbit O(x) of some point x which satisfies Φt(x) = x for some
t ∈ Ix. A limit cycle is an isolated periodic orbit;

(3) For a fixed point x∗ ∈ Ω, the orbit O(x) (x ̸= x∗) is called a homoclinic orbit with
respect to x∗ provided that limt→+∞Φt(x) = limt→−∞Φt(x) = x∗.

Throughout the paper, we assume

(2.1) b(x) · n(x) < 0, x ∈ ∂Ω,

where n(x) is the outward unit normal vector on ∂Ω. We denote by ω(x) and α(x) the omega-
limit set and alpha-limit set of point x ∈ Ω in the usual way. Denote by {ω(x)∪α(x) : x ∈ Ω}
the limit set of system (1.4) in Ω, which is nonempty, compact, and connected. Assumption
(2.1) implies that the limit set is contained in the interior of Ω.

Next, we impose the following assumptions on vector field b.

Hypothesis 2.2. Suppose that the limit set of system (1.4) in Ω contains a finite number of
connected components, and each connected component is one of the following cases:

(i) A hyperbolic fixed point;

(ii) A limit cycle;

(iii) A union of two homoclinic orbits connected by a hyperbolic saddle (∞-shaped orbit);

(iv) An isolated homoclinic orbit with respect to a hyperbolic saddle;

(v) A family of closed orbits composed of the union of periodic orbits, and/or two ho-
moclinic orbits connected by a hyperbolic saddle, and center points, for which the
boundary consists of periodic orbits.

Remark 2.3. The well-known Poincaré-Bendixson theorem indicates that the structure of
the limit set of system (1.4) can be described by fixed points, limit cycles, or finite number of
saddles together with homoclinic and heteroclinic orbits connecting them. The main restric-
tion in Hypotheses 2.2 is two-fold. (1) All fixed points of (1.4) except for center points are
hyperbolic. This assumption implies |Ω∗| = 0, where Ω∗ := {x ∈ Ω : b(x) = 0} denotes the
collection of fixed points. The degenerate case |Ω∗| > 0 turns out to be complicated, which
is discussed in Section 7. (2) We require that the limit set of (1.4) allows for two homo-
clinic saddle connections only, and exclude the homoclinic and heteroclinic orbits connected
by multiple saddles. This requirement is mainly for the sake of clarity in the presentation of
the paper, and we leave the general cases for future studies. See Fig. 2 for some examples of
connected components in Hypotheses 2.2.
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Figure 2. Illustrations of some typical examples of the connected components in
the limit set of (1.4) as in Hypothesis 2.2, for which the stability is given in Definition

2.4.

In the sequel, we present some definitions associated to the stability of connected compo-
nents given in Hypothesis 2.2.

Definition 2.4. The stability of limit cycles and closed orbits family can be defined as follows.

(1) Stability of limit cycles. For each limit cycle Γ, Jordan curve theorem states that Γ
separates any neighborhood UΓ of Γ into two disjoint sets having Γ as a boundary.
We can regard UΓ as the disjoint union of Ui ∪ Γ ∪ Ue, where Ui and Ue are open sets
situated in the interior and exterior of Γ, respectively. If limt→+∞ dH(Φ

t(x),Γ) = 0
(resp. limt→−∞ dH(Φ

t(x),Γ) = 0) for any x ∈ Ui ∪ Ue with dH(·, ·) being the distance
between sets in the Hausdorff sense, then Γ is said to be stable (resp. unstable). If
limt→+∞ dH(Φ

t(x),Γ) = 0 for any x ∈ Ui whereas limt→−∞ dH(Φ
t(x),Γ) = 0 for any

x ∈ Ue (or the other way round), then Γ is said to be semi-stable.

(2) Stability of the family of closed orbits. Given any connected boundary Γ of the closed
orbit family K which is a periodic orbit as assumed in Hypothesis 2.2, we define
Ue ⊂ UΓ as the open set situated in the exterior of K. If limt→+∞ dH(Φ

t(x),Γ) = 0
(resp. limt→−∞ dH(Φ

t(x),Γ) = 0) for any x ∈ Ue, then we say that K is stable (resp.
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unstable) on the boundary Γ. The family K is stable (resp. unstable) if K is stable
(resp. unstable) on all connected boundary.

It is well-known that any limit cycle of system (1.4) is either stable, unstable or semi-stable
(see e.g. [26]). The stability of the union of two homoclinic orbits connected by a hyperbolic
saddle can be defined by the same way as in Definition 2.4.

The main result in this paper can be formulated as follows.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that (2.1) is fulfilled and the limit set of system (1.4) in Ω consists
of a finite number of connected components {Ki : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} satisfying Hypothesis 2.2. Let
λ(A) denote the principal eigenvalue of (1.1). Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min
1≤i≤n

{Λ(Ki)},

whereas the value Λ(Ki) is defined as follows.

(i) If Ki is a stable fixed point, then Λ(Ki) = c(Ki);

(ii) If Ki is a stable limit cycle given by Ki = {Pi(t) ∈ R2 : t ∈ [0, T )} with some T -periodic
solution Pi(t) of (1.4), then

Λ(Ki) =
1

T

∫ T

0
c(Pi(t))dt;

(iii) If Ki is a union of two stable homoclinic orbits connected by a hyperbolic saddle xi,
then Λ(Ki) = c(xi);

(iv) If Ki is a family of closed orbits, then

Λ(Ki) = inf
ϕ∈I

[∫
Ki
(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫

Ki
ϕ2dx

]
,

whereas I ⊂ H1(Ki) can be defined as follows: Let Γ be limit cycles on ∂Ki such that
Ki is unstable on Γ and is stable on ∂Ki \ Γ, which allows for an empty set. Then
I := {ϕ ∈ H1(Ki) : ϕ = 0 on Γ, b · ∇ϕ = 0 a.e. in Ki};

(v) Otherwise, Ki is either an unstable fixed point, or a saddle, or an unstable/semi-stable
limit cycle, or unstable/semi-stable homoclinic orbits, then Λ(Ki) = +∞.

Under assumption (2.1), the connected components in the limit set of system (1.4) must
include at least one stable component, which is either a fixed point, or a limit cycle, or a
union of two homoclinic orbits, or the family of closed orbits. Hence, the limit of the principal
eigenvalue given in Theorem 2.1 is unaffected by the unstable and semi-stable connected
components as listed in Theorem 2.1(v).

Remark 2.5. If b = ∇m is a gradient field with potential m ∈ C2(Ω), Hypothesis 2.2
indicates that the limit set of (1.4) consists of a finite number of hyperbolic fixed points
{xi}ni=1. Among them the stable ones are denoted by {xi}ki=1 for k ≤ n without loss of
generality, which turns out to be the local maximum points of potential m. Using notations
in Theorem 2.1, we find that Λ(xi) = c(xi) for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, while Λ(xi) = +∞ for k+1 ≤ i ≤ n,
then Theorem 2.1 yields

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min

{
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}, +∞
}

= min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)},

which is consistent with (1.3). Consequently, Theorem 2.1 extends the result in [5] to general
drift in two dimensional space.
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In the context of vanishing viscosity for advection-diffusion operators, the effect of the fixed
points and limit cycles on the principal eigenvalue can be traced back to the works [9, 10,
12, 14, 17]. Some related results can also be found in the Freidlin-Wentzell theory [13, 28].
However, the finding that the saddles connecting homoclinic orbits have the significant effect
in our setting appears to be new.

Remark 2.6. When the limit set of (1.4) includes the combination of two stable homoclinic
orbits connected by a hyperbolic saddle, Theorem 2.1(iii) implies that the limit of the principal
eigenvalue is dependent on the saddle only instead of the whole homoclinic orbits. This seems
to be surprising at the first look as such saddle is actually unstable. In fact, different from the
isolated saddles, the saddles connecting homoclinic orbits can be viewed as a singular point
on the closed orbits constituted by homoclinic orbits. Hence, the limit in Theorem 2.1(iii)
can be understood as the average of function c along the closed orbits with “infinity large”
weight on the saddle, which turns out to be the value of c located at the saddle. See Remark
2.7 for more details and see also [29] for some related discussions in the context of the limiting
measures for stochastic ordinary differential equations.

To facilitate the underlying connections among assertions (i)-(iii) in Theorem 2.1, we con-
sider the following example.

Example. Set H(x) :=
x2
2
2 +

x4
1
4 − x2

1
2 ∈ [−1

4 ,∞). Given any α ∈ [−1
4 , 1), we define

bα(x) = (−∂x2H, ∂x1H)− (H(x)− α)∇H.

For any α ∈ (−1
4 , 1), system (1.4) associated with the vector field bα possesses three hyperbolic

fixed points x0 = (0, 0), x+ = (1, 0), and x− = (−1, 0), with x0 being a saddle. Notice that
for any solution Φt(x) of (1.4), it holds that

(2.2)
dH(Φt(x))

dt
= −(H(Φt(x))− α)|∇H(Φt(x))|2.

This implies function F (x) = (H(x)−α)2 is a Lyapunov function for (1.4), whence H−1(α) is
the unique stable component in the limit set of system (1.4). See Fig. 3 for some illustrations
on the phase-portraits of system (1.4).

The following result is a consequence of Theorem 2.1, for which the proof is postponed to
the appendix.

Corollary 2.1. Assume Ω = H−1([−1
4 , 1)) and let λ(A) be the principal eigenvalue of (1.1)

with drift b = bα and α ∈ [−1
4 , 1). Then the following assertions hold.

(i) If α ∈ (0, 1), then H−1(α) is a stable limit cycle of (1.4) which can be parameterized
by H−1(α) = {Pα(t) ∈ R2 : t ∈ [0, Tα)} with some Tα-periodic solution Pα(t). Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) =
1

Tα

∫ Tα

0
c(Pα(t))dt;

(ii) If α = 0, then H−1(0) is a stable component consisting of two homoclinic orbits con-
nected by the hyperbolic saddle x0. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = c(x0);

(iii) If α ∈ (−1
4 , 0), then H−1(α) is composed of two stable limit cycles given by H−1(α) =

{Pα+(t) ∈ R2 : t ∈ [0, Tα+)} ∪ {Pα−(t) ∈ R2 : t ∈ [0, Tα−)}. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min

{
1

Tα+

∫ Tα+

0
c(Pα+(t))dt,

1

Tα−

∫ Tα−

0
c(Pα−(t))dt

}
.
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(iv) If α = −1
4 , then H−1(−1

4) = {x+, x−} consists of two stable fixed points. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min {c(x+), c(x−)} .

Figure 3. Illustrations for the phase-portraits of system (1.4) with b = bα for
different α ∈ [− 1

4 , 1) as given in Corollary 2.1.

Remark 2.7. We illustrate the underlying connections among Corollary 2.1(i) and (ii). For
α ∈ (0, 1), let H−1(α) = {Pα(t) ∈ R2 : t ∈ [0, Tα)} as in Corollary 2.1(i). We observe that

1

Tα

∫ Tα

0
c(Pα(t))dt =

∫
H−1(α)

c(x)
|bα(x)|ds∫

H−1(α)
1

|bα(x)|ds
,

where ds is the arc-length element along H−1(α). Since x0 is a hyperbolic saddle, we find∫
H−1(0)

1

|b0(x)|
ds = +∞.

Hence, due to b0(x) ̸= 0 for all x ∈ H−1(0) and x ̸= x0, by Corollary 2.1(i) one can deduce

lim
α→0

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = lim
α→0

∫
H−1(α)

c(x)
|bα(x)|ds∫

H−1(α)
1

|bα(x)|ds
= c(x0),

which is consistent with Corollary 2.1(ii). This means that the limit of λ(A) as A → ∞ is
continuous at α = 0.
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In this example, Corollary 2.1 gives a complete description of the asymptotic behaviors of
the principal eigenvalue for different α ∈ [−1

4 , 1). Since Ω = H−1([−1
4 , 1)), the restriction to

α < 1 is to ensure that (2.1) holds true. In fact, assumption (2.1) is imposed for the sake of
convenience, so that the limit set of (1.4) lies in the interior of Ω, and thereby simplifies our
analysis on boundary ∂Ω. Such restriction can be removed by some additional discussions.
We leave this for future studies.

3. Case of hyperbolic fixed points

In this section we establish Theorem 2.1 in the case when the limit set of system (1.4)
consists of hyperbolic fixed points only. The proofs will be used in subsequent sections to
construct suitable super/sub-solutions near the fixed points.

Theorem 3.1. Assume the limit set of system (1.4) consists of a finite number of hyperbolic
fixed points, and let {x1, · · · , xk} ⊂ Ω denote the set of stable fixed points. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}.

Proof. Lower bound estimate: We first establish that the lower bound estimate

(3.1) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}.

Set S := {x1, · · · , xk}. Let n be the number of fixed points. We assume n > k, and the case
n = k, namely all fixed points are stable, can be prove by the similar and simpler arguments.
Denote by U := {xk+1, · · · , xn} ⊂ Ω the set of the unstable fixed points and saddles of (1.4).
Given any ϵ > 0, we choose δ > 0 small such that Bi

δ ⊂ Ω and |c(x) − c(xi)| ≤ ϵ/2 for all
x ∈ Bi

δ and 1 ≤ i ≤ n, where Bi
δ := {x ∈ R2 : |x−xi| < δ}. To prove (3.1), we shall construct

the positive super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω) ∩ C2(Ω \ (∪n
i=1∂B

i
δ)) such that

(3.2)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥

[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)} − ϵ

]
φ in Ω \ (∪n

i=1∂B
i
δ),

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · νi(x) > 0 on ∪n
i=1 ∂B

i
δ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω

provided that A is sufficiently large and δ is sufficiently small. Here νi(x) denotes the outward
unit normal vector on ∂Bi

δ, and

(3.3) ∇φ±(x) · νi(x) := ± lim
t→0+

φ(x± tνi(x))− φ(x)

t
, ∀x ∈ ∂Bi

δ.

Then (3.1) follows from the comparison principle and the arbitrariness of ϵ.
Step 1. For any 1 ≤ i ≤ n, we first construct φ ∈ C2(Bi

δ) such that (3.2) holds on Bi
δ.

Given any fixed point xi, denote by λ1 and λ2 the eigenvalues of the Jacobi matrix Db(xi).
We shall define the desired super-solution φ by considering different λ1 and λ2.

Case 1. λ1, λ2 ∈ R and λ1 ̸= λ2: In this case, there exists some invertible matrix P such

that Db(xi) = P−1

(
λ1 0
0 λ2

)
P. Next, we assume P = I is an identity matrix, namely,

(3.4) Db(xi) =

(
λ1 0
0 λ2

)
and the general case can be proved by the similar arguments.
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(i) If λ1, λ2 < 0, i.e. xi ∈ S, then we define

(3.5) φ(x) :=
8

ϵ
+ ∥x− xi∥2, ∀x ∈ Bi

δ.

By (3.4) and in view of λ1, λ2 ̸= 0 by assumption, we note that

b · ∇φ(x) = (x− xi)
TDb(xi)∇φ(x) + o(∥x− xi∥2)

≤ −(min{|λ1|, |λ2|})∥x− xi∥2 ≤ 0, ∀x ≈ xi.

Hence, we may choose δ small if necessary such that

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ (c(x)− min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}+ ϵ)

≥−∆φ+ (c(x)− c(xi) + ϵ)φ

≥− 4 +
ϵφ

2
≥ 0, ∀x ∈ Bi

δ,

and thus the constructed φ in (3.5) satisfies (3.2).
(ii) If λ1, λ2 > 0, i.e. xi ∈ U, then we define

(3.6) φ(x) :=
8

ϵ3
− ∥x− xi∥2√

δ
, ∀x ∈ Bi

δ.

Similar to (i), by direct calculations we can choose δ small such that b(x) · ∇φ(x) ≥ 0 for
x ∈ Bi

δ, and furthermore,

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ (c(x)− min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)})φ ≥ 4√
δ
− 16∥c∥∞

ϵ3
> 0, ∀x ∈ Bi

δ.

Hence, such φ defined by (3.6) also satisfies (3.2) on Bi
δ.

(iii) If λ1λ2 < 0, then we assume λ1 < 0 < λ2 without loss of generality and define

φ(x) :=
8

ϵ2
− (x− xi)

T

(
λ1/

√
δ 0

0 λ2

)
(x− xi), ∀x ∈ Bi

δ.

By (3.4) we can verify that

b · ∇φ(x) ≤ −(min{λ21/
√
δ, λ22})∥x− xi∥2 ≤ 0, ∀x ≈ xi.

By choosing δ small, we arrive at

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ (c(x)− min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)})φ ≥ −2λ1√
δ

− 2λ2 −
16∥c∥∞
ϵ2

> 0, ∀x ∈ Bi
δ.

Therefore, the constructed φ satisfies (3.2) on Bi
δ.

Case 2. λ1 = λ2: If there exists some invertible matrix P such thatDb(xi) = P−1

(
λ 0
0 λ

)
P,

for some λ ∈ R, then the super-solution φ can be constructed by the same way as in Case 1.
Otherwise, it holds that

Db(xi) = P−1

(
λ 1
0 λ

)
P,

for some invertible matrix P and λ ∈ R. We assume P = I as in Case 1.
(i) If λ < 0, then xi ∈ S and we define

φ(x) :=
4

ϵ
+

1

1/λ2 + 1
(x− xi)

T

(
1
λ2 0
0 1

)
(x− xi), ∀x ∈ Bi

δ.
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Direct calculations yield

b · ∇φ(x) =(x− xi)
T

(
λ 1
0 λ

)
∇φ(x) + o(∥x− xi∥2)

=− 2

1/λ2 + 1

(( 1√
−2λ

,−
√
−2λ

)T

(x− xi)

)2

− (x− xi)
T

( 1
−2λ 0

0 −λ
2

)
(x− xi)


+ o(∥x− xi∥2) ≤ 0, ∀x ≈ xi,

whence we can choose δ small such that

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ (c(x)− min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}+ ϵ)φ

≥−∆φ+ (c(x)− c(xi) + ϵ)φ

≥− 2 +
ϵ

2
φ ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ Bi

δ.

(ii) If λ > 0, then xi ∈ U and we define

φ(x) :=
4

ϵ2
− (x− xi)

T

√
δ

(
1
λ2 0
0 1

)
(x− xi), ∀x ∈ Bi

δ.

Similar to (i), we can choose δ small such that b · ∇φ(x) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ Bi
δ, so that

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ (c(x)− min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)})φ

≥
1
λ2 + 1
√
δ

− 8∥c∥∞
ϵ2

> 0, ∀x ∈ Bi
δ.

Hence, the constructed φ satisfies (3.2) on Bi
δ in this case.

Case 3. λ1 = α+ iβ and λ2 = α− iβ with α, β ∈ R: In this case, we assume that

Db(xi) =

(
α β
−β α

)
without loss of generality. Then we can define φ by (3.5) for α < 0, and define φ by (3.6) for
α > 0. By the similar arguments as in Case 1, we can verify that φ satisfies (3.2).

Step 2. We complete the construction of φ on Ω such that (3.2) holds. By the construction
in Step 1, we can choose ϵ small if necessary such that

(3.7) max
x∈∪xi∈SBi

δ

φ(x) < min
x∈∪xi∈UBi

δ

φ(x).

By assumption, we find the orbits of (1.4) remain in Ω \ (∪n
i=1B

i
δ) only a finite time. By (2.1)

and (3.7), we may apply [9, Lemma 2.3] to deduce that there exists some positive function
φ ∈ C2(Ω \ (∪n

i=1B
i
δ)) such that φ ∈ C(Ω), ∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω, and

(3.8) b(x) · ∇φ(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ Ω \ (∪n
i=1B

i
δ).

Furthermore, according to the construction in Step 1, by (3.8) we can verify that

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · νi(x) > 0, ∀x ∈ ∪n
i=1∂B

i
δ,

provided that δ is chosen small if necessary. This implies the boundary conditions in (3.2) hold.
Due to (3.8), we can choose A large such that the first inequality in (3.2) holds. Combining
with the construction of φ on ∪n

i=1B
i
δ as in Step 1, we conclude that the constructed super-

solution φ satisfies (3.2) and thus the lower bound estimate (3.1) follows.
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Upper bound estimate: We next prove the upper bound estimate

(3.9) lim sup
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}.

For any xi ∈ S, we assume without loss of generality that (3.4) holds for some λ1, λ2 < 0. To
prove (3.9), it suffices to show lim supA→∞ λ(A) ≤ c(xi) for any xi ∈ S.

To this end, we fix xi ∈ S and choose some δ > 0 such that Bi
δ ⊂ Ω, and xi is the unique

fixed point of (1.4) in Bi
δ, and moreover b(x) ·νδ(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Bi

δ, with νδ being the outward
unit normal vector on ∂Bi

δ. In what follows, given any ϵ > 0, we shall choose r ∈ (0, δ) and
define positive sub-solution φ ∈ C(Bi

δ) such that

(3.10)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≤ (c(xi) + ϵ)φ in Bi

δ \ ∂Bi
r,

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · νi(x) < 0 on ∂Bi
r,

φ = 0 on ∂Bi
δ,

provided that A is sufficiently large. Here ∇φ±(x) · νi(x) is defined as in (3.3). Then (3.9)

follows from the comparison principle and the arbitrariness of xi ∈ S.
For this purpose, we define

(3.11) φ(x) := 1− ϵ

8
∥x− xi∥2, ∀x ∈ Bi

r.

Direct calculations from (3.4) yield that

b(x) · ∇φ(x) = (x− xi)
TDb(xi)∇φ(x) + o(∥x− xi∥2)

≥ ϵmin{−λ1,−λ2}
8

∥x− xi∥2 ≥ 0, ∀x ≈ xi.

Thus, by (3.11) we can choose r small such that

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ (c(x)− c(xi)− ϵ)φ ≤ ϵ

4
− ϵ

2
φ ≤ 0, ∀x ∈ Bi

r.

Note that the orbits of (1.4) remain in Bi
δ \ Bi

r only a finite time, and ∇+φ(x) · νi(x) =

−ϵr/4 < 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Bi
r. We can apply [9, Lemma 2.3] to define φ ∈ C(Bδ(xi)) such that the

boundary conditions in (3.10) hold, and b · ∇φ > 0 on Bi
δ \ Bi

r, from which we can choose
A large such that (3.10) holds. This implies the upper bound estimate (3.9). The proof of
Theorem 3.1 is thus complete. □

4. Case of limit cycles

In this section, we assume that the limit set of system (1.4) may contain limit cycles and
determine the asymptotic behavior of the principal eigenvalue. The main result is formulated
in Theorem 4.4, for which the proof is a combination of those of Theorems 4.1-4.3.

Theorem 4.1 (Stable case). Suppose that the limit set of system (1.4) consists of a finite
number of hyperbolic fixed points and an stable limit cycle C := {P (t) : t ∈ [0, T )} inside
Ω with period T . Then there holds

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min

{
1

T

∫ T

0
c(P (t))dt, min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

}
,

where {x1, · · · , xk} denotes the set of stable fixed points.
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Proof. Lower bound estimate: We first prove that the lower bound estimate

(4.1) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ min

{
−
∫
c(P (t))dt, min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

}
,

where we denote −
∫
c(P (t))dt := 1

T

∫ T
0 c(P (t))dt for simplicity. Given any δ > 0, define Oδ :=

{x ∈ Ω : dH(x, C) < δ} as the δ-neighbourhood of C, with dH(·, ·) being the distance between
sets in the Hausdorff sense. For any x ∈ Oδ we perform a C2 smooth change of coordinate
x 7→ (t, r) such that

(4.2) x− P (t) = r
Jb(P (t))

|b(P (t))|
, ∀(t, r) ∈ [0, T )× (−δ, δ),

where J =

(
0 −1
1 0

)
, and thus Jb(P (t))

|b(P (t))| is in fact the outward unit normal vector of C at

x = P (t). We shall prove (4.1) in the following two parts.

Part 1. We establish (4.1) under the assumption

b(t, r) · Jb(P (t)) ≤ 0, ∀(t, r) ∈ [0, T )× (0, δ),

b(t, r) · Jb(P (t)) ≥ 0, ∀(t, r) ∈ [0, T )× (−δ, 0).
(4.3)

This a special case under our assumption that the limit cycle C is stable, which is considered
first to illustrate our ideas of the proof for the general case.

Step 1. Given any ϵ > 0, we shall define some ϕ ∈ C2(Oδ) and choose δ small such that

(4.4) −∆ϕ−Ab · ∇ϕ+ c(x)ϕ ≥
[
−
∫
c(P (s))ds− ϵ

]
ϕ, ∀x ∈ Oδ,

provided that A is sufficiently large, and

(4.5) ∇ϕ(x) · ν1(x) > εδϕ(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ,

where ν1 denotes the outward unit normal vector on Oδ, and ε > 0 is a constant independent
of A to be determined later.

By (4.2), direct calculations yield

∂tx = b(P (t)) + r
d

dt

Jb(P (t))

|b(P (t))|
and ∂rx =

Jb(P (t))

|b(P (t))|
.(4.6)

Define

(4.7) ϕ(t, r) := exp

{
1

A

[∫ t

0
c(P (s))ds− t−

∫
c(P (s))ds

]
+ εr2

}
, ∀(t, r) ∈ Oδ.

Then by (4.2) and (4.6) we can calculate that

b(t, r) · ∇ϕ = b(t, r) ·

[(
∂tx1 ∂tx2
∂rx1 ∂rx2

)−1
(
∂tϕ

∂rϕ

)]

=
1

|b(P (t))|+O(δ)
b(t, r) ·

[(
∂rx2 −∂tx2
−∂rx1 ∂tx1

)(
∂tϕ

∂rϕ

)]

=
1

|b(P (t))|+O(δ)

[
(|b(P (t))|+O(δ))∂tϕ+ b(t, r) · Jb(P (t))∂rϕ

− r

(
b(t, r) · d

dt

b(P (t))

|b(P (t))|

)
∂rϕ

]
, ∀(t, r) ∈ Oδ,

(4.8)
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where O(δ) is some constant independent of A and satisfying O(δ) → 0 as δ ↘ 0. By direct
calculations, we derive that

d

dt

b(P (t))

|b(P (t))|
=

[
b1(P (t))

db2(P (t))

dt
− b2(P (t))

db1(P (t))

dt

]
Jb(P (t))

|b(P (t))|
=: Q(t)Jb(P (t)).(4.9)

We can derive from (4.7), (4.8), and (4.9) that

−Ab(x) · ∇ϕ

=− A

|b(P (t))|+O(δ)

[
(|b(P (t))|+O(δ))∂tϕ+ (1 +Q(t)r)b(t, r) · Jb(P (t))∂rϕ

]

=(1 +O(δ))

[
−c(P (t)) +−

∫
c(P (s))ds

]
ϕ− 2Aεr(1 +Q(t)r)b(t, r) · Jb(P (t))

|b(P (t))|+O(δ)
ϕ︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0 (by (4.3))

≥(1 +O(δ))

[
−c(P (t)) +−

∫
c(P (s))ds

]
ϕ,

which together with (4.7) gives

−∆ϕ−Ab(x) · ∇ϕ+ c(x)ϕ

≥ [O(1/A) +O(ε)]ϕ+ (1 +O(δ))

[
−c(P (t)) +−

∫
c(P (s))ds

]
ϕ+ (c(P (t)) +O(δ))ϕ

≥
[
−
∫
c(P (s))ds+O(1/A) +O(ε) +O(δ)

]
ϕ, ∀(t, r) ∈ Oδ.

(4.10)

Hence, for the given ϵ > 0, we may choose δ, ε small and A large such that (4.4) holds.
It remains to verify (4.5). By (4.9) we have

b(P (t)) · d

dt

b(P (t))

|b(P (t))|
= Q(t)b(P (t)) · Jb(P (t)) = 0.

Hence, for any x ∈ ∂Oδ, under the coordinate (4.2) we deduce that

∇ϕ(x) · ν1(x)

=
1

|b(P (t))|+O(δ)

[(
∂rx2 −∂tx2
−∂rx1 ∂tx1

)(
∂tϕ

∂rϕ

)]
· Jb(P (t))

|b(P (t))|

∣∣∣∣∣
r=δ

=
1

|b(P (t))|+O(δ)

[
|b(P (t))| − r

|b(P (t))|

(
b(P (t)) · d

dt

b(P (t))

|b(P (t))|

)]
∂rϕ

∣∣∣∣∣
r=δ

=
2εδ|b(P (t))|

|b(P (t))|+O(δ)
ϕ,

which implies (4.5) holds for r = δ. The verification of (4.5) for r = −δ is similar. Therefore,
(4.4) and (4.5) are proved, and Step 1 is now complete.

Step 2. We prove (4.1). Let {x1, · · · , xn} be the set of fixed points of (1.4) with n ≥ k.

Set Õδ := {x ∈ Ω : ∃1 ≤ i ≤ n, |x− xi| < δ}. Given any ϵ > 0, we shall construct a positive
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super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω) ∩ C2(Ω \ (∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ)) such that

(4.11)



−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ

≥
[
min

{
−
∫
c(P (t))dt, min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

}
− ϵ

]
φ in Ω \ (∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ),

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,

provided that A is sufficiently large. Here ν(x) is the outward unit normal vector of ∂Oδ∪∂Õδ

(so that ν(x) = ν1(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ), and ∇φ± · ν is defined as in (3.3). Then (4.1) follows from
the comparison principle.

By same arguments as in Theorem 3.1, we may define C2 function ψ(x) such that

−∆ψ −Ab · ∇ψ + c(x)ψ ≥
[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)} − ϵ

]
ψ, ∀x ∈ Õδ,

for small δ > 0. Let ϕ(x) be defined in Step 1 which satisfies (4.4) and (4.5). Define

(4.12) φ(x) = ϕ(x), ∀x ∈ Oδ, and φ(x) = ψ(x), ∀x ∈ Õδ.

We then define φ(x) in Ω\(Oδ∪Õδ) as follows. Since b(x)·n(x) < 0 on ∂Ω, and b(x)·ν1(x) < 0

on ∂Oδ (as assumed in (4.3)), we find the orbits of (1.4) remain in Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ) only a finite
time. Together with (4.5), we can apply [9, Lemma 2.3] and its proof to show that there exists

some C2 function G > 0 such that G = φ and ∇G · ν < ∇ϕ · ν on ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ, and

(4.13) b(x) · ∇G(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ), and ∇G · n(x) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω.

Then we define φ = G in Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ).
Next, we verify the constructed φ satisfies (4.11). Indeed, by (4.12) and the definitions of

ϕ and ψ, the first equation of (4.11) holds in Oδ ∪ Õδ. On Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ), in view of φ = G,
by (4.13) we find the boundary condition ∇φ ·n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω holds, and we can choose A large

such that the first equation of (4.11) holds due to b · ∇φ < 0 on Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ) as given by
(4.13). Moreover, by definition we find

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) = ∇ϕ(x) · ν(x)−∇G(x) · ν(x) > 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ,

and thus (4.1) follows. Part 1 is now complete.

Part 2. We establish (4.1) for the general case that the limit cycle C is stable. The proof is
divided into the following two steps.

Step 1. We prove that for any ℓ ∈ (−δ, δ), there exists ηℓ ∈ R satisfying ℓηℓ ≥ 0 such that
|ηℓ| is increasing in |ℓ|, and the solution xℓ(τ) of the initial value problem

(4.14)


dx(τ)

dτ
= (I+ ηℓJ )b(x(τ)), t > 0,

x(0) = P (0) + ℓJb(P (0))

is periodic, namely, xℓ(Tℓ) = xℓ(0) for some Tℓ > 0. We will establish this result for ℓ ≥ 0
and the proof for ℓ < 0 is rather similar.

To this end, we assume without loss of generality that the initial value in (4.14) satisfies
xℓ(0) = (0, ℓ). For each η ≥ 0 and ℓ ∈ (0, δ), we define xℓ(τ, η) as the solution of

(4.15)
dx(τ)

dτ
= (I+ ηJ )b(x(τ)), t > 0,
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with initial data x(0) = (0, ℓ). We can choose δ small if necessary and select some η∗ > 0
independent of δ such that for any η ∈ [0, η∗] and ℓ ∈ [0, δ], the trajectory xℓ(τ, η) returns to
y-axis in some time close to T , and intersects y-axis at (0, eℓ(η)).

Figure 4. Illustration for the solution xℓ(τ, η) of (4.15) as well as the increasing
function eℓ(η).

We first claim eℓ(η) is increasing in η for fixed ℓ ∈ [0, δ). Indeed, suppose on the contrary
that eℓ(η1) ≥ eℓ(η2) for some 0 < η1 < η2 ≤ η∗. In view of xℓ(0, η1) = xℓ(0, η2) and

dxℓ(·, η1)
dτ

∣∣∣
t=0

· (0, 1) < dxℓ(·, η2)
dτ

∣∣∣
t=0

· (0, 1),

we can find some τ1, τ2 > 0 such that xℓ(τ1, η1) = xℓ(τ2, η2) =: x∗, and the curves {xℓ(τ, η1) :
τ ∈ (0, τ1)} and {xℓ(τ, η2) : τ ∈ (0, τ2)} do not intersect. Then there exist c1, c2 ≥ 0 such that

dxℓ(·, η1)
dτ

∣∣∣
τ=τ1

= c1
dxℓ(·, η2)

dτ

∣∣∣
τ=τ2

+ c2J
dxℓ(·, η2)

dτ

∣∣∣
τ=τ2

,

which together with (4.15) gives

b(x∗) + η1Jb(x∗) = c1b(x∗) + c1η2Jb(x∗) + c2Jb(x∗)− c2η2b(x∗).

This leads to c1 − c2η2 = 1 and c1η2 + c2 = η1, and thus η1 − η2 = c2(1 + η22) ≥ 0, which is a
contradiction. Hence, eℓ(η) is increasing in η.

We next prove that for any ℓ ∈ (0, δ), there exists some ηℓ ∈ (0, η∗] such that eℓ(ηℓ) = ℓ,
i.e. the solution of (4.15) with η = ηℓ starting from (0, ℓ) is a periodic solution, and then the
monotonicity of ηℓ in ℓ is a direct consequence of that of eℓ(η), which completes Step 1. Since
the underlying limit cycle C is stable, it is easily seen that eℓ(0) < ℓ for all ℓ ∈ (0, δ). Thus,
by the monotonicity of eℓ(η) in η, it suffices to show eℓ(η

∗) > ℓ. Note that x0(t, 0) is the
periodic solution of (1.4), i.e. e0(0) = 0, and thus e0(η

∗) > 0 by the monotonicity of e0(η).
By continuity we can choose δ > 0 small if necessary such that eℓ(η

∗) > ℓ for all ℓ ∈ [0, δ].
Therefore, (4.14) admits a periodic solution. Step 1 is complete.

Step 2. We prove (4.1). For any ℓ ∈ (−δ, δ), let xℓ(τ) be the periodic solution satisfying
(4.14). We perform a C2-smooth change of coordinate x 7→ (τ, ℓ) (τ ∈ [0, Tℓ)) such that
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x = xℓ(τ). Then we define the region

(4.16) Oδ := {(τ, ℓ) : ℓ ∈ (−δ, δ) and τ ∈ [0, Tℓ)},

and let ν2(x) = ±J dx±δ(τ)
dτ /|dx±δ(τ)

dτ | denote the outward unit normal vector on ∂Oδ. Thus,
by (4.14) we have

b(x) · ν2(x) = ± 1

|dx±δ(τ)
dτ |

b(x±δ(τ)) · J (I+ η±δJ )b(x±δ(τ))

= ∓ η±δ

|dx±δ(τ)
dτ |

|b(x±δ(τ))|2 < 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ.
(4.17)

Given any ϵ > 0, analogous to Step 1 of Part 1, we shall define some ϕ ∈ C2(Oδ) such that
(4.4) holds on Oδ for large A, and similar to (4.5),

(4.18) ∇ϕ(x) · ν(x) > εδϕ(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ,

where ε > 0 will be determined later. Then based on (4.4), (4.17), and (4.18), we can apply
Step 2 of Part 1 to establish (4.1) by constructing a positive super-solution satisfying (4.11).

To this end, we define

(4.19) ϕ(τ, ℓ) := exp

{
1

A

[∫ τ

0
c(xℓ(s))ds− τ−

∫
c(xℓ(s))ds

]
+ εℓ2

}
, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ.

Note that xℓ(τ) → P (τ) as ℓ→ 0. It follows from (4.6) that

lim
ℓ→0

∂ℓx · Jb(xℓ(τ)) = |b(P (τ))|,

and thus ∂ℓx · Jb(xℓ(τ)) > 0 in Oδ for small δ. Then by (4.14) and (4.19) we have

b(τ, ℓ) · ∇ϕ = b(xℓ(τ)) ·

[(
∂τx1 ∂τx2
∂ℓx1 ∂ℓx2

)−1
(
∂τϕ

∂ℓϕ

)]

=
b(xℓ(τ))

∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηℓ)
·

[(
∂ℓx2 −∂τx2
−∂ℓx1 ∂τx1

)(
∂τϕ

∂ℓϕ

)]

=
∂ℓx · Jb

∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηℓ)
∂τϕ− ∂τx · Jb

∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηℓ)
∂ℓϕ

=(1 +O(ηℓ))∂τϕ− (I+ ηℓJ )b(xℓ(τ)) · Jb((xℓ(τ))

∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηℓ)
∂ℓϕ(4.20)

=
1 +O(ηℓ))

A

[
c(xℓ(τ))−−

∫
c(xℓ(s))ds

]
ϕ− 2εℓηℓ|b(xℓ(τ))|2

∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηℓ)
ϕ︸ ︷︷ ︸

≥0

≤1 +O(ηℓ))

A

[
c(xℓ(τ))−−

∫
c(xℓ(s))ds

]
ϕ, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ.

Note that |ηℓ| ≤ max{|ηδ|, |η−δ|} for ℓ ∈ [−δ, δ] and η±δ → 0 as δ ↘ 0 as proved in Step 1,
and thus O(ηℓ) → 0 as δ ↘ 0. Hence, similar to (4.10), by (4.19) and (4.20) we deduce that

−∆ϕ−Ab(x) · ∇ϕ+ c(x)ϕ

≥ [O(1/A) +O(ε)]ϕ+ (1 +O(ηℓ))

[
−c(xℓ(τ)) +−

∫
c(xℓ(s))ds

]
ϕ+ c(xℓ(τ))ϕ



18

≥
[
−
∫
c(P (s))ds+O(1/A) +O(ε) +O(δ)

]
ϕ, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ,

where the last inequality holds due to |xℓ(τ) − P (τ)| ≤ O(δ). Then we can choose δ, ε small
and A large such that (4.4) holds.

It remains to prove (4.18). As in Step 1, we only verify (4.18) for ℓ = δ, as the verification
for ℓ = −δ is similar. By virtue of (4.14) and (4.19) we calculate that

∇ϕ(x) · ν2(x)

=
1

∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηδ)

[(
∂ℓx2 −∂τx2
−∂ℓx1 ∂τx1

)(
∂τϕ

∂ℓϕ

)]
·
J dxδ(τ)

dτ

|dxδ(τ)
dτ |

∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ=δ

=
J ∂τx · J (I+ ηδJ )b∂ℓϕ+O(1/A)ϕ

(∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηδ))|dxδ(τ)
dτ |

∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ=δ

=
2εδ|(I+ ηδJ )b|2 +O(1/A)

(∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηδ))(|b(xδ(τ))|+O(ηδ))
ϕ.

(4.21)

Together with ∂ℓx · Jb → |b| and ηδ → 0 as δ ↘ 0, this implies (4.18) holds by choosing δ
small and A large if necessary. Therefore, we have proved (4.4) and (4.18), so that (4.1) can
be established by Step 2 of Part 1.

Upper bound estimate: We next prove that the upper bound estimate

lim sup
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ min

{
−
∫
c(P (t))dt, min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

}
.

The estimate lim sup
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)} can be proved by the same arguments as in Theorem

3.1. It remains to establish

(4.22) lim sup
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ −
∫
c(P (t))dt.

Let Oδ be defined in (4.16). Under the coordinate x = (τ, ℓ) defined in Pert 2, we define

ϕ(τ, ℓ) := exp

{
1

A

[∫ τ

0
c(xℓ(s))ds− τ−

∫
c(xℓ(s))ds

]
+ ε(δ2 − ℓ2)

}
, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ.

Given any ϵ > 0, similar to Step 2 of Part 2 we can verify ϕ(x) satisfies

(4.23) −∆ϕ−Ab · ∇ϕ+ c(x)ϕ ≤
[
−
∫
c(P (s))ds+ ϵ

]
ϕ, ∀x ∈ Oδ,

for large A and small δ, and

(4.24) ∇ϕ(x) · ν2(x) < −εδϕ(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ.

Here ν2 denotes the outward unit normal vector on ∂Oδ.
We next choose some subset U ⊂ Ω such that (i) Oδ ⊂ U ; (ii) b(x) · ν3(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ ∂U ,

with ν3 denoting the outward unit normal vector on ∂U , and (iii) there are no limit points
of system (1.4) in U \ Oδ. In view of C ⊂ Oδ, and b(x) · ν1(x) < 0 on ∂Oδ, we may define
G ∈ C2(U \Oδ) such that G = ϕ on ∂Oδ, G = 0 on ∂U , and furthermore,

(4.25) G(x) > 0 and b(x) · ∇G(x) > 0, ∀x ∈ U \Oδ.

It thus follows that ∇G(x) · ν3(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ ∂U . Then we define φ ∈ C(U) such that

φ(x) := ϕ(x), ∀x ∈ Oδ, and φ(x) = G(x), ∀x ∈ U \Oδ.
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Similar to Step 3, by (4.23), (4.24), and (4.25), we can choose δ small and A large such that
−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≤

[
−
∫
c(P (s))ds+ ϵ

]
φ in U \ ∂Oδ,

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν1(x) < 0 on ∂Oδ,

φ = 0, ∇φ · ν3 < 0 on ∂U.

Then the upper bound estimate (4.22) follows from the comparison principle and the Arbi-
trariness of ϵ. This completes the proof. □

Our next result concerns the case when the limit set of system (1.4) contains an unstable
limit cycle.

Theorem 4.2 (Unstable case). Suppose that the limit set of system (1.4) consists of a finite
number of hyperbolic fixed points and a unstable limit cycle (periodic repeller) C inside Ω
such that b ̸= 0 on C. Let {x1, · · · , xk} denote the set of stable fixed points. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}.

Proof. Note that the upper bound estimate

lim sup
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}

can be established by the same arguments as Step 2 of Theorem 3.1. It suffices to show the
lower bound estimate

(4.26) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}.

Step 1. For any small δ > 0, we shall define a region Oδ ⊂ Ω such that b(x) · ν(x) > 0,
∀x ∈ ∂Oδ, where ν(x) is the outward unit normal vector of ∂Oδ. Then we will construct some
positive ϕ ∈ C2(Oδ) such that

(4.27) −∆ϕ−Ab · ∇ϕ+ c(x)ϕ ≥
[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}
]
ϕ, ∀x ∈ Oδ,

provided that δ is small, and

(4.28) −2C
√
δ < ∇ϕ(x) · ν(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ,

for some constant C > 0 independent of δ.
Set C := {P (t) : t ∈ [0, T )} for some T -periodic solution P (t) of system (1.4). Under the

coordinate x 7→ (t, r) introduced by (4.2), for each (0, r) with r ∈ [−δ, δ], similar to Step 1 of
Part 2 in the proof of Theorem 4.1, there exists some ηℓ ∈ R satisfying ℓηℓ ≤ 0 (in fact, it
holds ℓηℓ < 0 if r ̸= 0) such that the solution of (4.14) is a periodic solution with period Tℓ,
which is denoted by xℓ(τ). Here ℓηℓ ≤ 0 is due to the unstability of C. As in Theorem 4.1
we perform a C2-smooth change of coordinate x 7→ (τ, ℓ) (τ ∈ [0, Tℓ)) such that x = xℓ(τ).
We now define the region Oδ := {(τ, ℓ) : τ ∈ [0, Tℓ) and ℓ ∈ [−δ, δ]}. Then the outward unit

normal vector ν can be written as ν(x) = ±J dx±δ(τ)
dτ /|dx±δ(τ)

dτ |, and thus by (4.14) we have

b(x) · ν(x) > 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ,(4.29)

which follows from the same arguments as in (4.17).
Next, we define

(4.30) ϕ(τ, ℓ) := 1− ℓ2√
δ
, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ.
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By (4.14) and (4.30), it is not difficult to verify that

b(τ, ℓ) · ∇ϕ =− ℓ|∇ϕ|

|ℓ|
∣∣∣dxℓ(τ)

dτ

∣∣∣b(xℓ(τ) · J dxℓ(τ)

dτ

=− ℓ|∇ϕ|

|ℓ|
∣∣∣dxℓ(τ)

dτ

∣∣∣b(xℓ(τ) · J (I+ ηℓJ )b(xℓ(τ))

=
ℓηℓ|∇ϕ|

|ℓ|
∣∣∣dxℓ(τ)

dτ

∣∣∣ |b(xℓ(τ)|2 ≤ 0, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ,

(4.31)

where the last inequality is due to ℓηℓ ≤ 0. Hence, by (4.31) we can calculate that

−∆ϕ−Ab · ∇ϕ+

[
c(x)− min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

]
ϕ

≥−∆ϕ+

[
c(x)− min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

]
ϕ(4.32)

=
2√
δ

(
(∂x1ℓ)

2 + (∂x2ℓ)
2
)
+

2r√
δ

[
∂2x1

ℓ+ ∂2x2
ℓ
]

+

[
c(x)− min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

]
ϕ.

In view of (∂x1r)
2 + (∂x2r)

2 > 0 and | 2ℓ√
δ
| ≤ 2

√
δ for all ℓ ∈ [−δ, δ], by (4.32) we can choose δ

small such that (4.27) holds.
It remains to verify (4.28). Indeed, by (4.30), for any x ∈ ∂Oδ, it follows that

∇ϕ(x) · ν(x) = −|∇ϕ(x)| = −2
√
δ
√
(∂x1ℓ)

2 + (∂x2ℓ)
2,

which implies (4.28) holds. Step 1 is thus complete.

Step 2. We establish (4.26). Let {x1, · · · , xn} be the set of fixed points of (1.4) with n ≥ k

and set Õδ := {x ∈ Ω : ∃1 ≤ i ≤ n, |x− xi| < δ}. Given any ϵ > 0, applying same arguments

as in Theorem 3.1, we can construct ψ ∈ C2(Õδ) such that

(4.33) −∆ψ −Ab · ∇ψ + c(x)ψ ≥
[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)} − ϵ

]
ψ, ∀x ∈ Õδ,

provided that δ > 0 is taken small. Let the region Oδ and function ϕ > 0 be defined in Step
1. Similar to Step 2 of Part 1 in the proof of Theorem 4.1, based on (4.27), (4.28), and (4.29),

we can define φ ∈ C(Ω) ∩ C2(Ω \ (∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ)) such that

φ(x) = ϕ(x), ∀x ∈ Oδ, and φ(x) = ψ(x), ∀x ∈ Õδ,

and for sufficiently large A, there holds

(4.34)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥

[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)} − ϵ

]
φ in Ω \ (∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ),

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω.

Then (4.26) can be derived by the comparison principle. The proof is complete. □
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Theorem 4.3 (Semi-stable case). Suppose that the limit set of system (1.4) consists of a
finite number of hyperbolic fixed points and a semi-stable limit cycle C inside Ω. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)},

where {x1, · · · , xk} denote the set of stable fixed points.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 4.2, it suffices to prove the lower bound estimate

(4.35) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)},

since the upper bound estimate can be established as in Step 2 of Theorem 3.1. To this
end, we set C := {P (t) : t ∈ [0, T )} for some periodic solution P (t) of system (1.4). Under
coordinate x 7→ (t, r) introduced by (4.2), for each (0, ℓ) with ℓ ∈ [−δ, δ], we can find ηℓ ∈ R
such that the solution denoted by xℓ(τ) of (4.14) is a Tℓ-periodic. Noting that C is semi-
stable, we may assume without loss of generality that ηℓ ≤ 0. Then we define the region
Oδ := {(τ, ℓ) : ℓ ∈ [−δ, δ] and τ ∈ [0, Tℓ)} as in Step 1 of Theorem 4.2. Similar to (4.17), due
to ηℓ < 0 for ℓ ̸= 0 we verify that

(4.36) b(x) · ν(x)
∣∣∣
ℓ=δ

> 0 and b(x) · ν(x)
∣∣∣
ℓ=−δ

< 0.

Define

(4.37) ϕ(τ, ℓ) := 1− 4
√
δℓ− ℓ2√

δ
, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ.

Let ν(x) denote the outward unit normal vector on ∂Oδ. By definitions we have

∇ϕ · ν
∣∣∣
ℓ=±δ

= ∓|∇ϕ| = ∓|∂ℓϕ|
√
(∂x1ℓ)

2 + (∂x2ℓ)
2.

Due to (∂x1ℓ)
2 + (∂x2ℓ)

2 > 0, this implies

−2C
√
δ <∇ϕ · ν

∣∣∣
ℓ=δ

< 0,

0 <∇ϕ · ν
∣∣∣
ℓ=−δ

< 2C
√
δ,

(4.38)

for some C > 0 independent of δ.
We next verify (4.27) for small δ. As in (4.31), in view ηℓ ≤ 0, by (4.14) and (4.37) we

calculate that

b(τ, ℓ) · ∇ϕ =− |∇ϕ|∣∣∣dxℓ(τ)
dτ

∣∣∣b(xℓ(τ) · J dxℓ(τ)

dτ

=
ηℓ|∇ϕ|∣∣∣dxℓ(τ)

dτ

∣∣∣ |b(xℓ(τ)|2 ≤ 0, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ.

Hence, similar to (4.32) we can deduce that

−∆ϕ−Ab · ∇ϕ+

[
c(x)− min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

]
ϕ

≥−∆ϕ+

[
c(x)− min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

]
ϕ

=
2√
δ

[
(∂x1ℓ)

2 + (∂x2ℓ)
2
]
+ (4

√
δ +

2r√
δ
)
(
∂2x1

ℓ+ ∂2x2
ℓ
)
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+

[
c(x)− min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

]
ϕ ≥ 0, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ,

by choosing δ small if necessary. This implies (4.27).
Next, we can apply the same arguments as in the Step 2 of Theorem 4.2 to define φ ∈ C(Ω)

satisfying φ(x) = ϕ(x) on Oδ, such that (4.34) holds for large A. Then the lower bound
estimate (4.35) can be derived by the comparison principle. This completes the proof. □

Combining Theorems 4.1-4.3, we conclude this section by the following

Theorem 4.4. Suppose that the limit set of system (1.4) consists of a finite number of
limit cycles and hyperbolic fixed points in Ω, whereas the stable fixed points are denoted by
{x1, · · · , xk} and stable limit cycles are denoted by {C1, · · · , Cm} with Ci := {Pi(t) : t ∈ [0, Ti)}
for periodic solutions Pi of (1.4) with period Ti. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min

{
min

1≤i≤m

{
1

Ti

∫ Ti

0
c(Pi(t))dt

}
, min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}

}
.

Theorem 4.4 can be proved by combining the proofs of Theorems 4.1-4.3 and the details
are omitted.

5. Case of saddle-note homoclinic orbits

In this section, we assume the the limit set of system (1.4) includes homoclinic orbits. Under
Hypothesis 2.2, we first consider a stable combination of two homoclinic orbits connected by
a hyperbolic saddle.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that the limit set of system (1.4) consists of two unstable fixed points
and two homoclinic orbits C+ and C− connected by a hyperbolic saddle x∗. Assume the union
of homoclinic orbits C+ ∪ C− is stable. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = c(x∗).

Figure 5. Illustration for the phase-portrait of (1.4) near homoclinic orbits as as-
sumed in Theorem 5.1.
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Proof. We shall prove the lower bound estimate

(5.1) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ c(x∗),

then the upper bound estimate can be established by the similar arguments.
Given any ϵ > 0, we first choose δ > 0 small such that

(5.2) |c(x)− c(x∗)| ≤ ϵ, ∀x ∈ B4δ := {x ∈ Ω : |x− x∗| < 4δ}.

Denote C := C+ ∪ C− as the stable saddle-note homoclinic orbit. Similar to Part 2 in the
proof of Theorem 4.1, we can define a domain Oδ such that dH(x, C) ≤ δ, ∀x ∈ Oδ, and
b(x) · ν(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ, where ν(x) is the outward unit normal vector of ∂Oδ. We define a
curve Γ ⊂ Oδ such that Γ ∩ C+ = Γ ∩ C− = {x∗} and

dH(x, C+) = dH(x, C−), ∀x ∈ Γ.

Next, we will construct a positive super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω) such that

(5.3)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥ (c(x∗)− 4ϵ)φ in Ω \ (∂Oδ ∪ Γ),

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂Oδ ∪ Γ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,

provided that A is sufficiently large, where for any x ∈ Γ, ν(x) denotes a unit vector be-
ing orthogonal to the curve Γ. Then (5.1) follows from the comparison principle and the
arbitrariness of ϵ. The construction can be completed by the following two steps.

Step 1. The construction of φ on the region Oδ. Assume the domain Oδ is divided into
two parts Oδ+ and Oδ− by Γ such that C± ⊂ Oδ± and Oδ+∩Oδ− = Γ. We perform the change
of coordinate x = X±(y, z) in domains Oδ± with y representing the arc length along the C±
and z being the coordinate in the hyperplanes orthogonal to C±, such that x∗ = (0, 0). This
change of coordinate is C2 smooth in Oδ \Bρ for any ρ > 0, and

x− ζ(t(y)) = z
Jb(y, 0)

|b(y, 0)|
, ∀x ∈ Oδ \Bρ,

where the rotation matrix J is defined below (4.2), and ζ(t) and t(y) satisfy

dζ(t)

dt
= b(ζ(t)) and

∫ t(y)

0
|b(ζ(s))|ds = y.

Thus, it holds

(5.4) ∂zx =
Jb(y, 0)

|b(y, 0)|
.

Similar to Part 2 of Theorem 4.1, due to the stability of C, we can derive that for any
ℓ ∈ (−δ, δ), there exists ηℓ ∈ R such that the solution xℓ(τ) of

(5.5)


dx(τ)

dτ
= (I+ ηℓJ )b(x(τ)), τ > 0,

x(0) = X+(4δ, 0) + ℓJb(X+(4δ, 0))

is periodic, ℓηℓ ≥ 0, and |ηℓ| is increasing in |ℓ|, where X+(4δ, 0) ∈ C+ satisfying y = 4δ. For
any ℓ ∈ [−δ, δ], we let y denote the arc length along the solution xℓ(τ), namely,

(5.6)

∫ τ(y)

0
|(I+ ηℓJ )b(xℓ(s))|ds = y.



24

In what follows, we will complete the proof under the coordinate x 7→ (y, ℓ) such that x =
xℓ(τ(y)), which is C2 smooth in Oδ \Bρ for any ρ > 0.

We define

(5.7) φ(y, ℓ) := exp

{
ϕ(y, ℓ)

A
+ εℓ2

}
, ∀(y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ \Bρ.

Here function ϕ and constant ρ ∈ (0, 4δ) will be defined as follows.
(1) The construction of φ(x) on the region Oδ \B4δ. We define ϕ(y, ℓ) ≡ ϕ(y) on Oδ \B4δ

such that

(5.8) −dϕ(y)

dy
≥ |c(x)− c(x∗)|

|b(y, ℓ)|
, ∀x = (y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ \B4δ.

In virtue of (5.5) and (5.6), we have

(5.9) ∂yx(y, ℓ) =
(I+ ηℓJ )b(y, ℓ)

|(I+ ηℓJ )b(y, ℓ)|
, ∀(y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ \B4δ.

Similar to (4.20), by (5.9) we calculate that

b(y, ℓ) · ∇φ = b(y, ℓ) ·

[(
∂yx1 ∂yx2
∂ℓx1 ∂ℓx2

)−1(
∂yφ

∂zφ

)]

=
|(I+ ηℓJ )b|

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)
b(y, ℓ) ·

[(
∂ℓx2 −∂yx2
−∂ℓx1 ∂yx1

)(
∂yφ

∂ℓφ

)]
=

|(I+ ηℓJ )b|
∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

(∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ− ∂yx · Jb∂ℓφ)

=
|(I+ ηℓJ )b|

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

(
∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ− 2εℓηℓ|b|2

|(I+ ηℓJ )b|
φ

)
≤ |(I+ ηℓJ )b|
∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ,

(5.10)

where the last inequality holds since ℓηℓ ≥ 0 and

lim
ℓ→0

∂ℓx · (Jb(y, ℓ)− ηℓb(y, ℓ)) = |b(y, 0)| > 4δ, ∀(y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ \B4δ,

due to (5.4). Hence, by (5.7) and (5.8) we deduce from (5.10) that

−∆φ−Ab(x) · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥ [O(1/A) +O(ε)]φ+ (1 +O(δ))|c(x)− c(x∗)|φ+ c(x)φ

≥(c(x∗)− ϵ)φ, ∀x ∈ Oδ \B4δ,

by choosing δ small and then A large. Hence, the constructed φ(x) in (5.7) and (5.8) satisfies
(5.3) in Oδ \B4δ.

(2) The construction of φ(x) on the region Oδ+∩B4δ. We denote ∂B4δ∩Oδ+ = Γout+∪Γin+

such that b(x) · ν(x) > 0 for all x ∈ Γout+ and b(x) · ν(x) < 0 for all x ∈ Γin+, see Fig. 6
for some illustrations. Let L be the arc length of C+. For any x ∈ Γin+, it is easily seen that
x = (y, ℓ) satisfies y ≈ L− 4δ, and similarly, each x ∈ Γout+ can parameterized by x = (y, ℓ)
with y ≈ 4δ. By definitions (5.7) and (5.8), it can be verified that there exists some C > 0
independent of A such that for large A,

(5.11) max
x∈Γout+

φ(y, ℓ)− min
x∈Γin+

φ(y, ℓ) ≤ C/A.
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Figure 6. Illustration for some notations in the construction of φ.

Since x∗ is a hyperbolic saddle, we may assume without loss of generality that

(5.12) Db(x∗) =

(
λ1 0
0 −λ2

)
for some λ1, λ2 > 0. Then the change of coordinate x 7→ (y, ℓ) is C2 smooth in Oδ \B1/

√
λ2A

,

where 1/
√
λ2A < 2δ by letting A be large if necessary.

For any x = (y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ+ ∩B4δ satisfying y ≤ L− 1/
√
λ2A, we shall define φ(x) as in (5.7),

in which the C2 function ϕ(y, ℓ) is chosen such that

(5.13)
∣∣∂yϕ(y, 0)∣∣ ≤ ϵ

λ2(L− y)
, ∀y ∈ [L− 4δ, L− 1/

√
λ2A],

(5.14)
∣∣∆ϕ(y, ℓ)∣∣ ≤ ϵ

λ2(L− y)2
, ∀y ∈ [L− 4δ, L− 1/

√
λ2A],

(5.15) φ

(
L− 1√

λ2A
, ℓ

)
≥ max

x∈Γout+

φ(x), ∀ℓ ∈ (−δ, δ).

Here the inequality (5.15) is possible since we can choose ϕ such that ∂yϕ(y, 0) =
ϵ

λ2(L−y) for

y ∈ [L − 2δ, L − 2/
√
λ2A] (which implies such (y, ℓ) belongs to the interior of (Oδ+ ∩ B4δ) \

B1/
√
λ2A

), and thus by (5.7), we have

φ

(
L− 1√

λ2A
, 0

)
− φ (L− 2δ, 0) ≥

∫ L− 2√
λ2A

L−2δ
∂yφ(y, 0)dy =

ϵφ

Aλ2

∫ L− 2√
λ2A

L−2δ

1

L− y
dy

=
ϵφ

Aλ2

[
ln(2δ) + ln(

√
λ2A/2)

]
>

C

A
,

provided that A is chosen large if necessary. By continuity, we may derive from (5.7) that

φ
(
L− 1√

λ2A
, ℓ
)
− φ (y, ℓ) ≥ C/A holds for all (y, ℓ) ∈ Γin+. This together with (5.11) yields

that the choice of φ(x) satisfying (5.7), (5.13), and (5.15) is achievable.
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For the remaining x = (y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ+ ∩ B4δ satisfying y > L − 1/
√
λ2A, by (5.13), we can

construct φ ∈ C2(Oδ+ ∩B4δ) such that

(5.16) b · ∇φ ≤ 0 and |∆φ| ≤ O(1/A)φ, ∀x ∈ Oδ+ ∩B4δ and y > L− 1/
√
λ2A.

We next verify that the constructed φ above satisfies (5.3) in Oδ+ ∩ B4δ. First, analogue
to (5.10), by (5.7) we can calculate that

Ab(y, ℓ) · ∇φ =
A|(I+ ηℓJ )b|
∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

(
∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ− ηℓ|b|2

|(I+ ηℓJ )b|
∂ℓφ

)
=

A|(I+ ηℓJ )b|
∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

(
∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ− ηℓ|b|2∂ℓϕ

A|(I+ ηℓJ )b|
φ− 2εℓηℓ|b|2

|(I+ ηℓJ )b|
φ

)
≤
[

|(I+ ηℓJ )b|
∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

∂ℓx · Jb∂yϕ− ηℓ|b|2∂ℓϕ
∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

]
φ =: F (ℓ).

(5.17)

For any x = (y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ+∩B4δ and y ∈ (L−4δ, L−1/
√
λ2A), by choosing δ small if necessary,

we find b ≈ (λ1x1,−λ2x2) and x ≈ (ℓ, L− y). In view of η0 = 0, by (5.13) we derive

F (0) = |b|∂yϕ(y, 0)φ ≤ (L− y)|ϕ(y, 0)|φ ≤ ϵφ,

and thus by (5.17) we conclude that Ab · ∇φ ≤ F (ℓ) ≤ 2ϵφ for small δ > 0. Accordingly, for
any (y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ+ ∩B4δ satisfying y ∈ (L− 4δ, L− 1/

√
λ2A), by (5.7) and (5.14) we have

−∆φ−Ab(x) · ∇φ+ c(x)φ

≥
[
− 1

A

ϵ

λ2(ℓ− y)2
+O(ε)

]
φ+ (c(x∗)− 2ϵ)φ(5.18)

≥(c(x∗)− 4ϵ)φ, ∀y ∈ (ℓ− 4δ, ℓ− 1/
√
λ2A),

for small δ and large A. Next, for x = (y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ+∩B4δ such that y ≥ ℓ−1/
√
λ2A, by (5.16)

we can choose A large such that

−∆φ−Ab(x) · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥ [c(x) +O(1/A)]φ ≥ (c(x∗)− 2ϵ)φ, ∀y ≥ ℓ− 1/
√
λ2A.

This together with (5.18) verifies (5.3) in Oδ+ ∩B4δ.
(3) The super-solution φ(y) on the region Oδ− ∩B4δ can be constructed symmetrically as

in (2). Then we can verify the first equation in (5.3) holds on Oδ− ∩ B4δ. Furthermore, by
(5.3) we can choose A large and δ small such that

(5.19) ∇−φ(x) · ν(x) > 0 and ∇+φ(x) · ν(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ Γ,

which implies the boundary conditions on Γ given in (5.3) is satisfied.
Combining with the constructions in (1)-(3), we conclude the constructed φ in (5.7) sat-

isfies (5.3) in Oδ, which completes Step 1.
Step 2. The construction of φ on the region Ω \Oδ. Let Γ∩ ∂Oδ = {x+, x−}. Notice from

(5.3) that φ is increasing in |x− x∗| for any x ∈ Γ. We deduce that ∇+φ(x) · ν(x) ≥ ηφ(x),
∀x ∈ ∂Oδ ∩ Bη({x+, x−}), for some η small depending upon ε, which is independent of A.
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Furthermore, similar to (4.21), we derive from (5.7) and (5.9) that

∇φ(x) · ν(x)

=
|(I+ ηδJ )b|

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηδb)

[(
∂ℓx2 −∂yx2
−∂ℓx1 ∂yx1

)(
∂yφ

∂ℓφ

)]
·
J dxδ(y)

dy

|dxδ(y)
dy |

∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ=δ

=
J ∂yx · J (I+ ηδJ )b∂ℓφ+O(1/A)φ

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηδb)

∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ=δ

=
2εδ|(I+ ηδJ )b|+O(1/A)

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηδb)
φ

=2εδ(1 +O(δ))|b(y, 0)|, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ \Bη({x+, x−}).

(5.20)

Thus we have verify that

∇φ(x) · ν(x) ≥ ρ(η, δ, ε)φ, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ \ {x+, x−},
with constant ρ > 0 being independent of A.

Since b(x) · n(x) < 0 on ∂Ω and b(x) · ν(x) < 0 on ∂Oδ as constructed, the orbits of (1.4)
remain in Ω \Oδ only a finite time. We then apply [9, Lemma 2.3] to show that there exists
some C2 function G > 0 such that G(x) = φ(x) on ∂B4δ ∩Oδ and

(5.21) b(x) · ∇G(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ Ω \Oδ,

(5.22) ∇G(x) · ν(x) < ρG(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ, and ∇G · n(x) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω.

We next define φ = G in Ω \ Oδ. Then by (5.21), we can choose A large such that the first
equation in (5.3) holds on Ω \ Oδ. Finally, the boundary conditions in (5.3) can be verified
by (5.19) and (5.22).

Summarily, by Steps 1 and 2, we have constructed a positive super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω)
such that (5.3) holds. Then (5.1) can be deduced by the comparison principle. The proof of
Theorem 5.1 is now complete. □

For the next result, we assume the union of two homoclinic orbits connected by a saddle is
unstable, where the surrounding orbits are gradually farther from the homoclinic connections.

Theorem 5.2 (Unstable case). Suppose that the limit set of system (1.4) consists of a finite
number of hyperbolic fixed points and a unstable union composed of two homoclinic orbits
connected by a hyperbolic saddle. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)},

where {x1, · · · , xk} denotes the set of stable fixed points.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 4.2, the upper bound estimate

lim sup
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}

can be established by Step 2 of Theorem 3.1. It suffices to show the lower bound estimate

(5.23) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}.

Denote by C := C+ ∪ C− the two connected homoclinic orbits C+ and C−. We first define
region Oδ (as in Part 2 in the proof of Theorem 4.1) such that dH(x, C) ≤ δ, ∀x ∈ Oδ, and
b(x) · ν(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ, with ν(x) being the outward unit normal vector of ∂Oδ. The proof
of (5.23) is divided into the following two steps.
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Step 1. We shall construct the positive super-solution φ ∈ C(Oδ) such that

(5.24) −∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥
[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}
]
φ, ∀x ∈ Oδ,

for small δ and large A, and

(5.25) ∇φ(x) · ν(x) ≥ −3
√
δφ(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ.

Let B4δ be defined by (5.2) and λ2 > 0 be defined in (5.11). Under the coordinate x 7→ (y, ℓ)
introduced in the proof of Theorem 5.1, we define

(5.26) φ(y, ℓ) := exp

{
ϕ(y)

A
− ℓ2√

δ

}
, ∀(y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ \B1/

√
λ2A

,

and

(5.27) φ(x) := exp

{
−D∥x− x∗∥2 +

ρ(x)

A

}
, ∀x ∈ B1/

√
λ2A

,

where the functions ϕ and ρ are chosen such that φ ∈ C2(Oδ), and the constant D > 0 will
be defined as follows.

(1) The verification of (5.24) on Oδ \ B1/
√
λ2A

. By the unstablity of C, it easily seen that

ℓηℓ ≤ 0, where ηℓ is chosen such that (5.5) admits a periodic solution xℓ(τ). Hence, as in
(5.10), we can calculate that

b(y, ℓ) · ∇φ =
|(I+ ηℓJ )b|

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)
(∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ− ∂yx · Jb∂ℓφ)

=
|(I+ ηℓJ )b|

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

(
∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ+

2ℓηℓ|b|2√
δ|(I+ ηℓJ )b|

φ

)
≤ |(I+ ηℓJ )b|
∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ

=
1

A

|(I+ ηℓJ )b|∂ℓx · Jb

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

dϕ(y)

dy
φ.

(5.28)

In view of ηℓ → 0 as ℓ→ 0, we can derive from (5.26) and (5.28) that

−∆φ−Ab(x) · ∇φ+ c(x)φ

≥
[

2√
δ
+O(1/A) +O(

√
δ)

]
φ+ (|b(x)|+O(δ))

∣∣∣∣dϕ(y)dy

∣∣∣∣φ+ c(x)φ

≥
[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}
]
φ, ∀x ∈ Oδ \B1/

√
λ2A

,

(5.29)

by choosing δ small and then A large. Hence, (5.24) holds on Oδ \B1/
√
λ2A

.

(2) For any x ∈ B1/
√
λ2A

, by (5.12) and (5.27), direct calculation yields

b · ∇φ(x) =(x− x∗)
T

(
λ1 0
0 −λ2

)
∇φ(x) +O(∥x− x∗∥3)

≤Dλ2∥x− x∗∥2 +O(∥x− x∗∥3)

≤D/A+O(1/A3/2), ∀x ∈ B1/
√
λ2A

,

whence we can calculate that for any x ∈ B1/
√
λ2A

,

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ (c(x)− min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)})φ
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≥
[
3D +O(1/

√
A) + (c(x)− min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)})

]
φ.

Therefore, we may choose D large such that (5.24) holds in B1/
√
λ2A

.

It remains to verify (5.25). By (5.20), we calculate from (5.26) that

∇φ(x) · ν(x) =J ∂yx · J (I+ ηδJ )b∂ℓφ+O(1/A)φ

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηδb)

∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ=δ

=− 2
√
δ|(I+ ηδJ )b|+O(1/A)

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηδb)
φ

≥− 2
√
δ(1 +O(δ))φ, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ,

(5.30)

and thus (5.25) follows. Step 1 is complete.
Step 2. We prove (5.23). Let {x1, · · · , xn} be the set of fixed points of (1.4) with n ≥ k.

Recall Õδ := {x ∈ Ω : ∃1 ≤ i ≤ n, |x − xi| < δ} defined in Step 2 of Theorem 4.2. Given

any ϵ > 0, we can apply the arguments in the proof of Theorem 3.1 to construct φ ∈ C2(Õδ)
such that (4.33) holds for small δ > 0. Notice that there are no limit points of system (1.4) in

Ω\(Oδ∪ Õδ). In view of b(x) ·ν(x) > 0 on ∂Oδ, by (5.25) we can define φ ∈ C2(Ω\(Oδ∪ Õδ))

such that b(x) · ∇φ(x) < 0 on Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ) and

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ.

Hence, (4.33) holds on Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ) by choosing A large. Combining with (5.24), we have
constructed a positive super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω) such that

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥
[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}
]
φ in Ω \ (∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ),

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,

for sufficiently large A. Then (5.23) can be derived from the comparison principle. This
concludes the proof. □

Theorem 5.3. Suppose that the limit set of system (1.4) consists of a finite number of fixed
points and a semi-stable union of two homoclinic orbits C+ ∪ C− connected by a hyperbolic
saddle. Assume C+ ∪ C− is stable from the outside, and C+ or/and C− are unstable from the
inside, then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)},

where {x1, · · · , xk} denotes the set of stable fixed points.

Proof. Similar to Theorems 4.2 and 5.2, it suffices to show the lower bound estimate

(5.31) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)},

as the upper bound estimate can be established by Step 2 of Theorem 3.1. For clarity, we
divide the proof into the following two parts.

Part 1. We first establish (5.31) in the case that both homoclinic orbits are unstable from
the inside. Set C := C+ ∪ C− and let x∗ be the hyperbolic saddle connecting C+ and C−. For
any δ > 0, we choose Oδ as in Part 2 of Theorem 4.1 such that dH(x, C) ≤ δ, ∀x ∈ Oδ, and
b(x) · ν(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ, with ν(x) being the outward unit normal vector on ∂Oδ. Denote
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{x1, · · · , xn} as the set of fixed points of (1.4) with n ≥ k. Recall Õδ := {x ∈ Ω : ∃1 ≤ i ≤
n, |x− xi| < δ}. Given any ϵ > 0, inspired from the proof of Theorem 5.1, we next construct

a positive super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω) ∩ C2(Ω \ (∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ)) such that

(5.32)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥

[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)} − ϵ

]
φ in Ω \ (∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ),

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω

for sufficiently large A and small δ. Then (5.31) can be derived by the comparison principle.

First, applying the same arguments as in Theorem 3.1, we can construct φ ∈ C2(Õδ) such

that the first inequality in (5.32) holds on Õδ. The construction of φ on Ω \ Õδ can be
preformed in the following two steps.

Step 1. The construction of φ on Oδ. We first recall some notations. Let B4δ be defined by
(5.2). We define the curve Γ ⊂ Ω such that Γ∩C+ = Γ∩C− = {x∗} and dH(x, C+) = dH(x, C−),
∀x ∈ Γ. Then the region Oδ is assumed to be divided into two parts Oδ+ and Oδ− by Γ such
that C± ⊂ Oδ± and Oδ+ ∩ Oδ− = Γ. We only complete the construction on Oδ+, as that on
Oδ− is symmetrical.

As in the proof of Theorem 5.1, we introduce the coordinate x 7→ (y, ℓ) such that x =
xℓ(τ(y)), where xℓ denotes the periodic solution of (5.5) by choosing suitable ηℓ, and y denotes
the arc length along the solution xℓ(τ) as in (5.6). Since the homoclinic orbit C+ is semi-stable,
it turns out that ηℓ ≤ 0 and |ηℓ| ↘ 0 as ℓ → 0. The ideas of the construction is similar to
Step 1 of Theorem 5.2. Indeed, we define

(5.33) φ(y, ℓ) := exp

{
ϕ(y)

A
− 4

√
δℓ− ℓ2√

δ

}
, ∀(y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ \B1/

√
λ2A

,

and

(5.34) φ(x) := exp

{
−(x− x∗)

T

(
D K/λ1

K/λ2 D

)
(x− x∗) +

ρ(x)

A

}
, ∀x ∈ B1/

√
λ2A

.

Here λ1, λ2 > 0 are defined in (5.12), functions ϕ and ρ are chosen such that φ ∈ C2(Oδ), and
the constants D,K > 0 will be defined as follows.

(1) For any (y, ℓ) ∈ Oδ \ B1/
√
λ2A

, similar to (5.28), in light of ηℓ ≤ 0, by (5.9) and (5.33)

we can calculate that

b(y, ℓ) · ∇φ =
|(I+ ηℓJ )b|

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

(
∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ+

2(2
√
δ + ℓ/

√
δ)ηℓ|b|2√

δ|(I+ ηℓJ )b|
φ

)

≤ 1

A

|(I+ ηℓJ )b|∂ℓx · Jb

∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

dϕ(y)

dy
φ,

whence by (5.29) we can choose A large and δ small such that the first inequality in (5.32)
holds on Oδ \B1/

√
λ2A

.

(2) For any x ∈ B1/
√
λ2A

, we derive from (5.12) and (5.34) that

b(x) · ∇φ(x)

=(x− x∗)
T

(
λ1 0
0 −λ2

)
∇φ(x) +O(∥x− x∗∥3)

=(x− x∗)
T

[(
−λ1D − K
K λ2D

)
(x− x∗) +

(
λ1 0
0 −λ2

)
∇ρ(x)
A

]
φ+O(∥x− x∗∥3)
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≤D/A+O(1/A3/2), ∀x ∈ B1/
√
λ2A

.

Hence by (5.34) it holds that

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ (c(x)− min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)})φ

=

[
3D − ∆ρ(x)

A
+O(1/

√
A) + (c(x)− min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)})

]
φ ≥ 0

by choosing A large, so that (5.32) holds on B1/
√
λ2A

.

Furthermore, similar to (4.21) and (5.25), by (5.33) we can deduce that for any x ∈ ∂Oδ,

(5.35) −7
√
δφ(x) ≤ ∇φ(x) · ν(x)

∣∣∣
ℓ=δ

≤ 0 and 0 ≤ ∇φ(x) · ν(x)
∣∣∣
ℓ=−δ

≤ 3
√
δφ(x).

Step 1 is complete.
Step 2. The construction of φ on Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ). By our assumption, there are no limit

points of system (1.4) in Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ). Noting that b(x) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂Oδ, according to

(5.35) we can define positive φ ∈ C2(Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ)) such that b ·∇φ < 0 on Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ) and

(∇+φ(x)−∇−φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ,

which means the boundary conditions in (5.32) hold. The existence of such φ can be es-
tablished by the same arguments in [9, Lemma 2.3]. Moreover, in light of b · ∇φ < 0 on

Ω \ (Oδ ∪ Õδ), we can choose A large so that the first inequality in (5.32) also holds.

Combining with Step 1, we have constructed a super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω)∩C2(Ω\(∂Oδ∪∂Õδ))
satisfying (5.32), whence (5.31) holds.

Part 2. We next prove (5.31) in the case that the homoclinic orbit C+ is unstable from
the inside while C− is stable from the inside, see Fig. 7. Recall that Oδ = Oδ+ ∪ Oδ− with
C+ ⊂ Oδ+ and C− ⊂ Oδ−. Denote L > 0 as the arc length of the homoclinic orbit C−.

Figure 7. Illustration for the phase-portrait of (1.4) in the case that the union of
two homoclinic orbits C+ ∪ C+ is semi-stable.

Step 1. Before proving (5.31), we first consider the one-dimensional eigenvalue problem

(5.36)

{
−ϕyy −A|b(y, 0)|ϕy + c(y, 0)ϕ = λϕ, x ∈ (0, L),

ϕy(0) + min{α, ϵ}ϕ(0) = 0, ϕy(L) + αϕ(L) = 0.
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Given any A,α > 0, let λ(A,α) be the principal eigenvalue of problem (5.36) and ϕA,α > 0
be the corresponding eigenfunction. We shall claim that for each A large, there exists some
αA > 0 such that ϕA,αA

(0) = ϕA,αA
(L) and it holds λ(A,αA) → ∞ as A→ ∞.

On the one hand, since |b(y, 0)| > 0 in (0, L), if α = 0 in (5.36), it is proved by Lemmas
3.1 and 3.2 in [5] that ϕA,0(y) ⇀ δ(L) weakly in L2((0, L)), where δ(L) is the Dirac measure
centered at x = L. This implies that ϕA,0(0) < ϕA,0(L) for large A. On the other hand, given
any A > 0, by virtue of the variational characterization (see e.g. [5, 25])

λ(A,α) = min∫ L
0 eA

∫ y
0 |b|(z,0)|dzϕ2dy=1

{
−min{α, ϵ}ϕ2(0) + αϕ2(L)

+

∫ L

0
eA

∫ y
0 |b|(z,0)|dz(|ϕy|2 + c(y, 0)ϕ2)dy

}
,

we can derive λ(A,α) → λ∞(A) as α→ ∞ with λ∞(A) being the principal eigenvalue of{
−ϕyy −A|b(y, 0)|ϕy + c(y, 0)ϕ = λ∞ϕ, x ∈ (0, L),

ϕy(0) + ϵϕ(0) = 0, ϕ(L) = 0,

for which the principal eigenfunction is denoted by ϕA,∞. By the elliptic regularity theory, it
can be proved that ϕA,α → ϕA,∞ (up to some multiplication) uniformly in [0, L] as α → ∞.
In view ϕA,∞(L) = 0 and ϕA,∞(0) > 0, we have ϕA,α(0) > ϕA,α(L) for large α, which together
with ϕA,0(0) < ϕA,0(L) proves the existence of αA.

It remains to show λ(A,αA) → ∞ as A → ∞. Let α = αA in (5.36). Multiply both sides
of (5.36) by ϕA,αA

and integrate over [0, L], then we find

λ(A,αA) ≥ min∫L
0 e

A
∫ y
0 |b|(z,0)|dz

ϕ2dy=1

ϕ(0)=ϕ(L)

∫ L

0
eA

∫ y
0 |b|(z,0)|dz(|ϕy|2 + c(y, 0)ϕ2)dy

= min∫L
0 w2dy=1

w(0)=e
A

∫L
0 |b|(z,0)|dz

w(L)

∫ L

0

[(
wy −

A

2
|b(y, 0)|w

)2
+ c(y, 0)w2

]
dy.

(5.37)

Suppose on the contrary that λ(An, αAn) is uniformly bounded for some sequence {An} such
that An → ∞ as n→ ∞. It follows from (5.37) that there exists sequence {wn}∞n=1 satisfying∫ L
0 w2

ndy = 1 and wn(0) = eAn
∫ L
0 |b|(z,0)|dzwn(L) such that∫ L

0

[(
(wn)y −

An

2
|b(y, 0)|wn

)2
+ c(y, 0)w2

n

]
dy ≤ C, ∀n ≥ 1

for some C independent of n. We may assume w2
n ⇀ µ weakly for some Radon measure µ,

and thus µ([0, L]) = 1. In view of |b(y, 0)| > 0 in (0, L), Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 in [5] imply

µ([0, L)) = 0. Noting that wn(0) = eAn
∫ L
0 |b|(z,0)|dzwn(L), there holds µ({L}) = 0, which

contradicting µ([0, L]) = 1. Hence, we have λ(A,αA) → ∞ as A→ ∞. Step 1 is complete.
Step 2. Since x∗ is a hyperbolic saddle, we assume the Jacobi matrix Db(x∗) is given by

(5.12) with some λ1, λ2 > 0, see Fig. 7. Let Oδ and Õδ be defined as in Part 1. Given any
ϵ > 0, we shall construct a positive super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω) such that

(5.38)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥

[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)} − ϵ
]
φ in Ω \ (∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ ∪ {x∗}),

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω
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for sufficiently large A and small δ, and moreover

lim
t→0+

1

t

[
φ(x∗ + t(cosα, sinα))− φ(x∗)

]
< 0, ∀α ∈ (−π

4 ,
5π
4 ),

lim
t→0+

1

t

[
φ(x∗ + t(cosα, sinα))− φ(x∗)

]
> 0, ∀α ∈ (5π4 ,

7π
4 ).

(5.39)

Since the homoclinic orbit C+ is unstable from the inside, the super-solution φ on Oδ+ ∪ Õδ

can be constructed as in Part 1 such that (5.38) holds and (5.39) is satisfied for α ∈
(
−π

4 ,
3π
4

)
.

To complete the construction of φ on the remaining regions, we will utilize the coordinate
x 7→ (y, ℓ) in Oδ− which satisfies x = xℓ(τ(y)) (where xℓ denotes the periodic solution of
(5.5)). By the stability of C−, it turns out that ℓηℓ ≥ 0, ∀ℓ ∈ (−δ, δ), and |ηℓ| ↘ 0 as ℓ→ 0.

(1) The construction of φ on O 1
A
− := {x ∈ Oδ− : dH(x, C−) ≤ 1/A}. For each A > 0,

let ϕA,αA
> 0 be the principal eigenfunction of problem (5.36) corresponding to principal

eigenvalue λ(A,αA) such that ϕA,αA
(0) = ϕA,αA

(L) and min
x∈[0,L]

ϕA,αA
(x) = 1. Under the

coordinate x 7→ (y, ℓ), we define φ ∈ C2(O 1
A
− \ {x∗}) such that

(5.40) φ(y, 0) = ϕA,αA
(y) and ∂ℓφ(y, 0) = 0, ∀y ∈ [0, L],

(5.41) b(y, ℓ) · ∇φ ≤ 0, ∀(y, ℓ) ∈ B4δ ∩ (Oδ− \O 1
A
−),

and (5.39) holds for α ∈
(
3π
4 ,

7π
4

)
. We now illustrate that such construction is possible. Due

to φ(y, 0) = ϕA,αA
(y), as in (5.40), the boundary conditions in (5.36) imply ∂yφ(y, 0) < 0 for

y ∈ (L − 4δ, L) and lim
y→0+

∂yφ(y, 0) = 0, so that we can extend φ to B4δ ∩ O 1
A
− such that

b(y, ℓ) · ∇φ ≤ 0, ∀(y, ℓ) ∈ B4δ ∩ ∂O 1
A
−, and thus (5.41) is possible. Moreover, noting from

that ∂yφ(L, 0) < 0, we can verify that (5.39) holds for α = 3π
2 , so that the construction of φ

such that (5.39) holds for α ∈
(
3π
4 ,

7π
4

)
is possible.

Next, we shall verify that the constructed φ satisfies (5.38). Indeed, in view of η0 = 0, by
(5.28) we find

b(y, 0) · ∇φ(y, 0) = |(I+ ηℓJ )b|
∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

(∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ− ∂yx · Jb∂ℓφ)
∣∣∣
ℓ=0

= |b(y, 0)|∂yφ(y, 0).

For any (y, ℓ) ∈ O 1
A
−, by (5.40) and (5.36) we have

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ

= [−∆φ+ c(y, ℓ)φ]
∣∣∣
ℓ=0

+O(1/A)−Ab(y, 0) · ∇φ(y, 0) +O(1)

=− ∂yyφ(y, 0)−A|b(y, 0)|∂yφ(y, 0) + c(y, 0)φ(y, 0) +O(1/A) +O(1)

=λ(A,αA)φ(y, 0) +O(1/A) +O(1)

≥(λ(A,αA)/2)φ(y, ℓ), ∀(y, ℓ) ∈ O 1
A
−,

(5.42)

provided that A is chosen large. Here the last inequality is due to λ(A,αA) → ∞ as A→ ∞
and φ(y, 0) ≥ 1 by construction. Hence, (5.38) follows immediately.

(2) The construction of φ on Oδ− ∩ B4δ. Based on the construction on O 1
A
− in Case (1),

by (5.41) and (5.42), we shall extend φ to Oδ− ∩ B4δ such that φ ∈ C2((Oδ− ∩ B4δ) \ {x∗})
and (5.38) holds by choosing A large if necessary.

(3) The construction of φ on Ωremd := Ω \ (Õδ ∪ O 1
A
− ∪ (Bδ ∩ Oδ−)). Since there are no

limit points of system (1.4) in Ωremd, as in Step 2 of Part 1, we can define φ ∈ C2(Ωremd) such
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that b ·∇φ < 0 on Ωremd. Noting that |b(x)| ≥ ε(δ) for some constant ε(δ) > 0 independence
of A, we can choose A large such that (5.38) holds on Ωremd. Step 2 is now complete.

Step 3. We finally prove (5.31). Let φ ∈ C2(Ω) be the principal eigenfunction of (1.1)
corresponding to λ(A). Up to some multiplication we may assume that φ ≤ φ in Ω̄ and there
exists some x0 ∈ Ω such that φ(x0) = φ(x0) and x0 ∈ ∂{x ∈ Ω : φ(x) = φ(x)}, where φ is
defined in Step 2 satisfying (5.38) and (5.39). It suffices to prove that for large A,

(5.43) λ(A) ≥ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)} − ϵ.

Set W := φ − φ ≥ 0, which satisfies (5.38) and W (x0) = 0. In view of ∇W · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,
by the Hopf’s boundary lemma for elliptic equations we can deduce x0 ̸∈ ∂Ω. We next claim
x0 ∈ Ω \ ({x∗} ∪ ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ). Indeed, note from the boundary condition in (5.38) that

∇−W (x0) · ν(x0) > ∇+W (x0) · ν(x0),

which together with the definition of the notation ∇φ± in (3.3) yields x0 ̸∈ ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ

immediately. If x0 = x∗, then W (x∗) = 0. By (5.39) we find that for any α ∈
(
−π

4 ,
5π
4

)
, the

function φ(x∗ + t(cosα, sinα)) acting on [0, ε] for some small ε > 0, attains its maximum at
t = 0. Since φ ≤ φ and φ(x∗) = φ(x∗), it holds that φ(x∗ + t(cosα, sinα)) also attains its
maximum on [0, ε] at t = 0, namely, ∇φ(x∗) · (cosα, sinα) ≤ 0 for all α ∈

(
−π

4 ,
5π
4

)
, from

which we choose α = 0 and α = π particularly to derive ∂x1φ(x∗) = ∇φ(x∗) · (1, 0) = 0.
Hence, letting α = 0 in (5.39) gives

lim
t→0+

W (x∗ + t(1, 0))

t
= lim

t→0+

1

t

[
φ(x∗ + t(1, 0))− φ(x∗)

]
< 0.

Since W (x∗) = 0, this contradicts W ≥ 0. Therefore, there holds x0 ∈ Ω\ ({x∗}∪∂Oδ ∪∂Õδ).

Now, we can choose some ε > 0 small such that Bε(x0) ⊂ Ω \ ({x∗}∪ ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ). If (5.43)
fails, then by definition we have W ∈ C2(Bε(x0)) and

−∆W −Ab · ∇W +

[
c(x)− min

1≤i≤k
{c(xi)}+ ϵ

]
W ≥ 0 on Bε(x0).

Due toW (x0) = 0, we may apply the classical strong maximum principle for elliptic equations
to arrive at W ≡ 0 on Bε(x0). This is a contradiction since x0 ∈ ∂{x ∈ Ω :W (x) = 0} by our
assumption. Therefore, (5.43) holds and (5.31) is proved. The proof is now complete. □

Our next result concerns the situation where the limit set of system (1.4) contains an
isolated homoclinic orbits with respect to a hyperbolic saddle. See Fig. 2 for an illustration.

Theorem 5.4. Suppose that the limit set of system (1.4) consists of a finite number of fixed
points and a homoclinic orbit with respect to some hyperbolic saddle. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)},

where {x1, · · · , xk} denotes the set of stable fixed points.

Proof. By the same arguments as in Step 2 of Theorem 3.1, we can establish the upper bound
estimate (3.9). It remains to show the lower bound estimate

(5.44) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}.

To this end, we first introduce some notations. Let C be the homoclinic loop and x∗ be
the associated hyperbolic saddle. Set Oδ := {x ∈ Ω : dH(x, C) < δ} as the δ-neighborhood of
the homoclinic loop C. Since the saddle point x∗ is hyperbolic, we assume the Jacobi matrix
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Db(x∗) is given (5.12) with λ1, λ2 > 0. We then define two heteroclinic orbits ξ1 and ξ2
connecting x∗ to a stable fixed point and a unstable fixed point, respectively. The domain Oδ

can be divided into two parts Oδ+ and Oδ− by ξ1 ∪ ξ2 such that C ⊂ Oδ+ and Oδ− ⊂ B2δ(x∗).
Moreover, define {xk+1, · · · , xn} ⊂ Ω with n > k as the set of the unstable fixed points of

(1.4). Set Õδ := {x ∈ Ω : ∃1 ≤ i ≤ n, |x− xi| < δ}.
To prove (5.44), for any given ϵ > 0, we shall construct the positive super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω)

such that for the sufficiently large A, there holds

(5.45)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥

[
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)} − ϵ
]
φ

in Ω \ (∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ ∪ (Oδ ∩ Γ)),

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ ∪ (Oδ ∩ Γ),

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,

and (5.39) holds for α ∈
(
3π
4 ,

7π
4

)
, where ν(x) denotes the outward unit normal vector on

∂Oδ ∪ ∂Õδ. Then (5.44) can follow from the same arguments as in Step 3 in Part 2 of
Theorem 5.3.

The construction of such φ on the region Ω \ Oδ can be completed by same arguments in
the proof of Theorem 3.1, as the limit set of system (1.4) on Ω \ Oδ includes only the stable
and unstable fixed points. It remains to construct the super-solution φ ∈ C2(Oδ \ ({x∗}))
such that (5.45) holds on Oδ.

We first define

(5.46) φ(x) := 1 + (x− x∗)
T

(
−λ1/

√
δ 0

0 λ2

)
(x− x∗), ∀x ∈ Oδ−.

Analogue to (iii) in Step 1 of Theorem 3.1, we can verify that function φ satisfies (5.45) on
Oδ− by choosing δ small if necessary. The construction of φ on Oδ+ is similar to Step 2 of
Theorem 5.3, and we only give a sketch here. As in the proof of Theorem 5.1, we introduce the
coordinate x 7→ (y, ℓ) on Oδ+ such that x = xℓ(τ(y)), where xℓ denotes the periodic solution
of (5.5), and y denotes the arc length along the solution xℓ(τ) as in (5.6). Denote by L > 0
the arc length of C. For any x ∈ O 1

A
+ := O 1

A
∩Oδ+, we define φ ∈ C2(O 1

A
+) such that

φ(y, 0) = ϕA,αA
(y), ∀y ∈ [0, L],

b(y, ℓ) · ∇φ ≤ 0, ∀(y, ℓ) ∈ B2δ(x∗) ∩ (Oδ+ \O 1
A
+),

and (5.39) holds for α ∈
(
3π
4 ,

7π
4

)
, where ϕA,αA

(y) > 0 is the principal eigenfunction of
problem (5.36) satisfying ϕA,αA

(0) = ϕA,αA
(L), and moreover ϕA,αA

(0) = 1. This together
with (5.46) implies the continuity of function φ at x∗. The realizability of the choice of such
φ is illustrated below (5.41). By (5.42) we can verify (5.45) holds. Then we extent the
construction on x ∈ O 1

A
+ to B2δ(x∗) ∩Oδ+ such that (5.45) holds as in case (2) in Step 2 of

Theorem 5.3. Finally, for the construction of φ on Oδ+ \O 1
A
+, noting that there are no limit

points of system (1.4) in Oδ+ \O 1
A
+, we can define φ ∈ C2(Oδ+ \O 1

A
+) such that b · ∇φ < 0

on Oδ+ \O 1
A
+. Then (5.45) follows by letting A large. The proof is complete. □

6. Case of closed orbits family

In this section, we are concerned with the case where the limit set of system (1.4) may
include the family of closed orbits. The results turn out to be analogue to those in [3],
although the divergence-free assumption for the vector field b is not necessary in our setting.
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Proposition 6.1. Suppose that the orbits of (1.4) in Ω are composed by the periodic orbits,
the union of two homoclinic orbits connected by a hyperbolic saddle, and the center points.
Assume (1.4) admits a finite number of fixed points in Ω, and any saddle point is hyperbolic.
Then the following assertions hold.

(i) Let λ(A) be the principal eigenvalue of (1.1). Then there holds

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = inf
ϕ∈I

{∫
Ω(|∇ϕ|

2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫
Ω ϕ

2dx

}
,

whereas I = {ϕ ∈ H1(Ω) : b · ∇ϕ = 0 a.e. in Ω}.

(ii) Let λ∞(A) be the principal eigenvalue of the problem{
−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ = λ∞(A)φ in Ω,

φ = 0 on ∂Ω.

Then we have

lim
A→∞

λ∞(A) = inf
ϕ∈I0

{∫
Ω(|∇ϕ|

2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫
Ω ϕ

2dx

}
,

whereas I0 = {ϕ ∈ H1
0 (Ω) : b · ∇ϕ = 0 a.e. in Ω}.

Proof. We only prove the assertion (i), as the assertion (ii) can be proved by the rather
similar arguments. We first introduce some notations. Denote by {xic}i∈C the set of center
points of (1.4), and define {xis}i∈S as the set of saddles connecting two homoclinic orbits, the
combination of which is denoted by Ci. For each δ > 0, set

Oi
δ := {C ⊂ Ω : C is a periodic orbit and dH(C, Ci) < δ}, i ∈ S,

Õi
δ := {C ⊂ Ω : C is a periodic orbit and dH(C, xic) < δ}, i ∈ C.

Set Ωδ := Ω \ [(∪i∈SO
i
δ) ∪ (∪i∈CÕ

i
δ)] and let ν(x) be the outward unit normal vector on ∂Ωδ,

which implies ν(x) = n(x) on ∂Ω. For clarify, we divide the proof into the following two steps.

Step 1. Lower bound estimate: We establish the lower bound estimate

(6.1) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ inf
ϕ∈I

{∫
Ω(|∇ϕ|

2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫
Ω ϕ

2dx

}
=: Λ.

To this end, for each δ > 0, we define

(6.2) Λδ := inf
ϕ∈I

{∫
Ωδ
(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫

Ωδ
ϕ2dx

}
.

Notice that Λδ → Λ as δ → 0. Given any ϵ > 0, it suffices to prove

(6.3) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ Λδ − C
√
ϵ,

where C is some positive constant independent of ϵ to be determined later. Then (6.1) follows
from the arbitrariness of δ and ϵ. To this end, we shall construct a positive super-solution
φ ∈ C(Ω) ∩ C2(Ω \ ∂Ωδ) such that

(6.4)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥ (Λδ − C

√
ϵ)φ in Ω \ ∂Ωδ,

(∇+φ(x)−∇−φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂Ωδ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,
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provided that A is taken large. Here ∇φ± · ν is defined as in (3.3). Then (6.3) follows from
the comparison principle. The construction is divided into the following three parts.

(1) The construction of φ on Ωδ. By the proof of [3, Theorem2.2], there exists some ϕ ∈ I
attaining the infimum in (6.1), which implies

(6.5)

∫
Ωδ

∇ϕ · ∇ζdx+

∫
Ωδ

c(x)ϕζdx = Λδ

∫
Ωδ

ϕζdx, ∀ζ ∈ I.

Choose {ϕℓ}ℓ>0 ⊂ I satisfying ϕℓ ∈ C2(Ωδ), ϕℓ ≥
√
ℓ in Ωδ, and ∇ϕℓ · ν ≥ ℓϕℓ on ∂Ωδ such

that ϕℓ → ϕ in H1(Ωδ) as ℓ→ 0. Then (6.5) implies

lim
ℓ→0

[∫
Ωδ

(−∆ϕℓ + (c(x)− Λδ)ϕℓ)ζdx

]
= 0, ∀ζ ∈ I.

Given any ϵ > 0, by Banach-Steinhaus theorem, there exists ϕϵ ∈ {ϕℓ}ℓ>0, which satisfies
ϕϵ ≥

√
ϵ in Ωδ and ∇ϕϵ · n ≥

√
ϵϕϵ on ∂Ω, such that

(6.6)

∣∣∣∣∫
Ωδ

(−∆ϕϵ + (c(x)− Λδ)ϕϵ)ζdx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ, ∀ζ ∈ I.

By choosing the test function ζ ∈ I in (6.6), we can assert that for any periodic orbit C ⊂ Ωδ,

(6.7)

∣∣∣∣∫
C
(−∆ϕϵ + (c(x)− Λδ)ϕϵ)ds

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ,

where ds denotes the arc-length element along the periodic orbit C. We next define ψ ∈ C2(Ωδ)
such that for any periodic orbit C = {ξ(t) : 0 ≤ t < T} ⊂ Ωδ with period T , it holds that

dψ(ξ(t))

dt
=−∆ϕϵ(ξ(t)) + (c(ξ(t))− Λδ)ϕϵ(ξ(t))

−
∫ T

0
(−∆ϕϵ + (c(ξ(t))− Λδ)ϕϵ)dt,

(6.8)

where ψ ∈ C2(Ωδ) is possible since there are no fixed points of (1.4) in Ωδ. Define

(6.9) φ(x) := ϕϵ(x) +
ψ(x)

A
, ∀x ∈ Ωδ.

For any periodic orbit C = {ξ(t) : 0 ≤ t < T} ⊂ Ωδ, in view of ϕϵ ∈ I, we can deduce from
(6.8) and (6.9) that for any x ∈ C,

−∆φ(x)−Ab · ∇φ(x) + c(x)φ(x)

=−∆ϕϵ(x)− b · ∇ψ(x) + c(x)ϕϵ(x) + (−∆ψ(x) + c(x)ψ(x))/A

=−∆ϕϵ(ξ(t))−
dψ(ξ(t))

dt
+ c(ξ(t))ϕϵ(ξ(t)) +O(1/A)(6.10)

=

∫ T

0
(−∆ϕϵ(ξ(t)) + (c(ξ(t))− Λδ)ϕϵ(ξ(t)))dt

+ Λδϕϵ(ξ(t)) +O(1/A).

In light of
√
ϵ ≤ ϕϵ ≤ φ, by choosing A large such that Λδψ/A ≤ ϵ, we can deduce from (6.7)

and (6.10) that

−∆φr
ϵ(x) +Ab · ∇φr

ϵ(x) + c(x)φϵ(x)
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≥Λδϕϵ(x)−
ϵ

min
x∈C

|b(x)|

≥Λδϕϵ(x) + Λδ
ψ(x)

A
− Cϵ

≥(Λδ − C
√
ϵ)φϵ(x), ∀x ∈ C,

with some constant C > 0 independent of A and ϵ, which implies φ ∈ C2(Ωδ) defined by (6.9)
satisfies (6.4) on Ωδ.

(2) The construction of φ on Õi
δ for any i ∈ C. Let xic ∈ Õi

δ be the center point of (1.4).

For each r ∈ (0, δ), we define Cr ⊂ Õi
δ as a periodic orbit of (1.4) such that dH(Cr, xic) = r

which can be parameterized by {ξr(t) : 0 ≤ t < Tr} with period Tr. For any x ∈ Õi
δ, we

perform a C2 smooth change of coordinate x 7→ (t, r) such that x = ξr(t). Since ϕϵ ∈ I, we
find ϕϵ(ξδ(t)) is a constant for all t ∈ [0, Tδ), which is denoted by ϕϵ(ξδ) for simplicity. Recall
ψ defined in (6.8). We define

(6.11) φ(t, r) := ϕϵ(ξδ)−
r2√
δ
+ δ3/2 +

ψ(ξδ(t))

A
, ∀(t, r) ∈ Õi

δ.

This together with the construction in part (1) implies obviously that φ is continuous on

∂Õi
δ. We can choose δ small and A large if necessary such that

∇−φ(x) · ν(x) = −∂rφ(t, r)
∣∣∣
r=δ

+O(1/A) = 2
√
δ +O(1/A)

<
√
ϵφ(x) = ∇+φ(x) · ν(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Õi

δ,

which verifies the boundary conditions in (6.4) holds on ∂Õi
δ. Next, we shall verify the defined

φ in (6.11) satisfies the first inequality in (6.4). To see this, direct calculations yield

−∆φ(x)−Ab · ∇φ(x) + c(x)φ(x)− Λδφ(x)

=
2√
δ
+O(

√
δ) +O(1/A)− dψ(ξδ(t))

dt
+ (c(x)− Λδ)φ(6.12)

≥ 2√
δ
− max

x∈∂Õi
δ

| −∆ϕϵ(x) + c(x)| − 1− (c(x)− Λδ)φ,

whence we can take δ small such that (6.4) holds on Õi
δ.

(3) The construction on Oi
δ for any i ∈ S. The construction is rather similar to that in

Step 1 of Theorem 5.2, and we only give a sketch. Under the coordinate x 7→ (y, ℓ) introduced
in the proof of Theorem 5.1, we shall define φ ∈ C2(Oi

δ) as in (5.26) and (5.27), where the

functions ϕ and ρ there is chosen such that φ is continuous on ∂Oi
δ. Observe that

∇+φ(x) · ν(x) = (∇ϕϵ +∇ψ/A) · ν ≥ (
√
ϵ+O(1/A))φ, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ.

Applying (5.30) we can confirm the boundary conditions on ∂Oδ in (6.4) can be satisfied by
choosing δ > 0 small if necessary. Then by the same arguments as in Step 1 of Theorem 5.2,
we can verify the first inequality in (6.4) also holds on Oi

δ.

Summarily, we have constructed the super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω) ∩ C2(Ωδ) satisfying (6.4),
then (6.3) can be derived by the comparison principle. Letting ϵ → 0, we conclude (6.3)
holds. This complets Step 1.
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Step 2. Upper bound estimate: We next prove the upper bound estimate

(6.13) lim sup
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ Λ = inf
ϕ∈I

{∫
Ω(|∇ϕ|

2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫
Ω ϕ

2dx

}
.

Let Λδ be defined by (6.2). It suffices to show

(6.14) lim sup
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ Λδ +C
√
ϵ

for some C > 0 independent of ϵ. Then (6.13) follows from the arbitrariness of δ and ϵ. As in
Step 1, (6.14) can be proved by constructing a sub-solution φ ∈ C(Ω)∩C2(Ω \Ωδ) satisfying

(6.15)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≤ (Λδ +C

√
ϵ)φ in Ω,

(∇+φ(x)−∇−φ(x)) · ν(x) < 0 on ∂Ωδ

∇φ · n ≤ 0 on ∂Ω.

The construction is similar to that in Step 1, and we shall give a sketch for completeness.
(1) The construction of φ on Ωδ. For any ϵ > 0, similar to Step 1 we can define ϕ

ϵ
∈ I

satisfying ϕ
ϵ
∈ C2(Ωδ), ϕϵ ≥

√
ϵ in Ωδ, and ∇ϕ

ϵ
· ν ≤ −

√
ϵϕ

ϵ
on ∂Ωδ such that∣∣∣∣∫

Ωδ

(−∆ϕ
ϵ
+ (c(x)− Λδ)ϕϵ)ζdx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ, ∀ζ ∈ I,

and thus (6.6) holds for ϕ
ϵ
. We then define

(6.16) φ(x) := ϕ
ϵ
(x) +

ψ(x)

A
, ∀x ∈ Ωδ,

where ψ is defined in (6.8) by replacing ϕϵ by ϕϵ. Then analogue to (6.10), we can verify that

such φ satisfies (6.15) on Ωδ.

(2) The construction of φ on Õi
δ for any i ∈ C. Under the coordinate x 7→ (t, r) introduced

in Step 1, we define

(6.17) φ(t, r) := ϕ
ϵ
(ξδ) +

r2√
δ
− δ3/2 +

ψ(ξδ(t))

A
, ∀(t, r) ∈ Õi

δ.

Together with (6.16), we find that φ is continuous on ∂Õi
δ. Similar to (6.12), by direct calcula-

tions we can choose δ small such that the first inequality in (6.15) holds on Õi
δ. Furthermore,

in light of ∇ϕ
ϵ
· ν ≤ −

√
ϵϕ

ϵ
on ∂Õδ, by (6.16) we can derive that

∇−φ(x) · ν(x) = −∂rφ(t, r)
∣∣∣
r=δ

+O(1/A) = −2
√
δ +O(1/A)

> −
√
ϵφ(x) = ∇+φ(x) · ν(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Õi

δ

by letting δ small and A large if necessary. This implies the boundary conditions in (6.15)

also hold on ∂Õi
δ.

(3) The construction of φ on Oi
δ for any i ∈ S. We assume the Jacobi matrix Db(xis) is

given by (5.11). Let the coordinate x 7→ (y, ℓ) be introduced as in the proof of Theorem 5.1
such that x = xℓ(τ(y)), where xℓ denots the periodic solution of (5.5) with ηℓ = 0. Analogue
to (5.26) and (5.27), we define

(6.18) φ(y, ℓ) := exp

{
ρ1(y)

A
+

ℓ2√
δ

}
, ∀(y, ℓ) ∈ Oi

δ \B1/
√
λ2A

(xis),
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and

(6.19) φ(x) := exp

{
D∥x− xis∥2 +

ρ2(x)

A

}
, ∀x ∈ B1/

√
λ2A

(xis),

where λ2 > 0 be defined in (5.11), and the functions ρ1 and ρ2 are chosen such that φ ∈ C2(Oi
δ)

as well as φ is continuous on ∂Oi
δ.

For any x ∈ Oi
δ \B1/

√
λ2A

(xis), due to ηℓ = 0, using the similar arguments as in (5.28) and

(5.29), by (6.18) we can choose δ small such that

−∆φ−Ab(x) · ∇φ+ c(x)φ

=−∆φ− A|(I+ ηℓJ )b|
∂ℓx · (Jb− ηℓb)

∂ℓx · Jb∂yφ+ c(x)φ

=

[
− 2√

δ
+O(1/A) +O(

√
δ)

]
φ+ (|b(x)|+O(δ))

∣∣∣∣dρ1(y)dy

∣∣∣∣φ+ c(x)φ

≤Λδφ, ∀x ∈ Oi
δ \B1/

√
λ2A

(xis).

Hence, (6.15) holds on Oi
δ \ B1/

√
λ2A

(xis). For any x ∈ B1/
√
λ2A

(xis), the first inequality in

(6.15) can also be verified by letting D large. Moreover, similar to (5.30), we can find the
boundary condition in (6.15) on ∂Oi

δ holds true.

Until now we have constructed the postive sub-solution φ ∈ C(Ω)∩C2(Ω \ ∂Ωδ) satisfying
(6.15). Then by comparison principle we can derive (6.14), which implies the upper bound
estimate (6.13) holds. The proof is now complete. □

The main result in this section can be formulated as follows.

Theorem 6.1. Suppose that the limit set of system (1.4) consists of a finite number of
hyperbolic fixed points, and a family ΩF of closed orbits which is made of the periodic orbits,
two homoclinic orbits connected by a hyperbolic saddle, or center points as in Proposition 6.1.
Assume b(x) ̸= 0, ∀x ∈ ∂ΩF. Let {x1, · · · , xk} denote the set of stable fixed points.

(i) If the family ΩF of closed orbits is stable (attracting), then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min

{
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}, inf
ϕ∈I

[∫
ΩF
(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫

ΩF
ϕ2dx

]}
;

whereas I = {ϕ ∈ H1(ΩF) : b · ∇ϕ = 0 a.e. in ΩF}.
(ii) If the family ΩF of closed orbits is unstable (repelling), then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min

{
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}, inf
ϕ∈I0

[∫
ΩF
(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫

ΩF
ϕ2dx

]}
.

whereas I0 = {ϕ ∈ H1
0 (ΩF) : b · ∇ϕ = 0 a.e. in ΩF}.

Here the definition of the stability of ΩF is given in Definition 2.4.

Proof. The proof is based on Proposition 6.1.

Step 1. We first prove the assertion (i). We only establish the lower bound estimate

(6.20) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ min

{
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}, inf
ϕ∈I

[∫
ΩF
(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫

ΩF
ϕ2dx

]}
=: Λ,

since the corresponding upper bound estimate can be proved similarly. Define Oδ(ΩF) :=
{x ∈ Ω : dH(x,ΩF) < δ} as a δ-neighbourhood of ΩF, and denote by ν(x) the the outward
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unit normal vector on ∂ΩF∪∂Oδ(ΩF). For any given ϵ > 0, we next construct a super-solution
φ ∈ C(Ω) ∩ C2(Ω \ Ωδ) such that

(6.21)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥ (Λ− 2ϵ)φ in Ω \ (∂ΩF ∪ ∂Oδ(ΩF) ∪ ∂Ωδ),

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂ΩF ∪ ∂Oδ(ΩF) ∪ ∂Ωδ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,

provided that A is chosen large, where Ωδ ⊂ ΩF is defined in the proof of Proposition 6.1.
Then (6.20) follows from the comparison principle.

(1) The construction on ΩF. Let Λδ be defined by (6.2). By the proof of Proposition 6.1
we can construct φ ∈ C(ΩF) ∩ C2(ΩF \ ∂Ωδ) satisfying

(6.22)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥ (Λδ − ϵ)φ in ΩF \ ∂Ωδ,

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂Ωδ,

∇φ · ν(x) ≥
√
εφ on ∂ΩF,

for sufficiently large A. Hence, the first inequality in (6.21) holds for small δ. Furthermore,
by (6.9) and ϕϵ ∈ I we find that the constructed function φ satisfies

(6.23) φ(x) = C +
ψ(x)

A
, ∀x ∈ ∂ΩF,

where C is a constant determined by ϕϵ(x) ≡ C on ∂ΩF, and ψ is defined as in (6.8).
(2) The construction on Oδ(ΩF) \ΩF. We first introduce the coordinate x 7→ (τ, ℓ) in each

connected component of Oδ(ΩF) \ ΩF as in Part 2 of Theorem 4.1. Indeed, given any closed
orbit on ∂ΩF which can be parameterized by {P (t) : 0 ≤ t < T}, due to the stability of ΩF,
for any ℓ ∈ (0, δ), we can choose ηℓ > 0 such that equation (4.14) admits a periodic solution
xℓ(τ). Then we perform a C2 smooth change of coordinate x 7→ (τ, ℓ) such that x = xℓ(τ).

Then we define

(6.24) φ(τ, ℓ) :=

[
C+

ψ(τ, 0)

A

]
exp

{√
ϵ

2
ℓ− ℓ2√

δ

}
, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ(ΩF) \ ΩF.

Here the constant C and function ψ are given as in (6.23) to ensure the continuity of φ on
∂ΩF. As in (4.20), by direct calculations we can choose δ small such that

b(τ, ℓ) · ∇φ =
∂ℓx · Jb

∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηℓ)
∂τφ− ∂τx · Jb

∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηℓ)
∂ℓφ

=(1 +O(ηℓ))∂τφ− (I+ ηℓJ )b(xℓ(τ)) · Jb((xℓ(τ))

∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηℓ)
∂ℓφ

=
(1 +O(ηℓ))∂τψ

A
− (

√
ϵ− 2ℓ/

√
δ)ηℓ|b(xℓ(τ))|2

∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηℓ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

≤(1 +O(ηℓ))∂τψ

A
, ∀(τ, ℓ) ∈ Oδ(ΩF) \ ΩF,

where the last inequality is due to ηℓ ≥ 0 and ℓ ∈ (0, δ). Hence, by (6.24) we have

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ (c(x)− Λ)φ

≥ 2√
δ

(
(∂x1ℓ)

2 + (∂x2ℓ)
2
)
φ−

√
ϵ

2

(
∂2x1

ℓ+ ∂2x2
ℓ
)
φ
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− (1 +O(ηℓ)))∂τψ(τ, 0) + (c(x)− Λ)φ.

In view of (∂x1r)
2 + (∂x2r)

2 > 0, by choosing δ small we can derive the first inequality in
(6.21) holds on Oδ(ΩF) \ ΩF.

Furthermore, combining (6.22) and (6.24), similar to (4.21), we can verify that

∇+φ(x) · ν(x)
∣∣∣
ℓ=0

=
J ∂τx · J (I+ ηδJ )b∂ℓφ+O(1/A)

(∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηδ))|dxδ(τ)
dτ |

∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ=0

=
(
√
ϵ/2)|(I+ ηδJ )b|2φ+O(1/A)

(∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηδ))(|b(xδ(τ))|+O(ηδ))

=

√
ϵ

2
(1 +O(δ))φ+O(1/A)

<
√
ϵφ ≤ ∇−φ(x) · ν(x)

∣∣∣
ℓ=0

, ∀x ∈ ∂ΩF,

(6.25)

by choosing A large and δ small if necessary. This implies the boundary conditions in (6.20)
hold on ∂ΩF. The construction on Oδ(ΩF) \ ΩF is completed.

(3) The construction on Ω \ Oδ(ΩF). For any x ∈ ∂Oδ(ΩF), analogue to (6.25), by (6.24)
we choose A large and δ small such that

∇+φ(x) · ν(x)
∣∣∣
ℓ=δ

=
(
√
ϵ/2− 2

√
δ)|(I+ ηδJ )b|2φ+O(1/A)

(∂ℓx · Jb+O(ηδ))(|b(xδ(τ))|+O(ηδ))

≥
√
ϵ

4
φ, ∀x ∈ ∂Oδ(ΩF).

Hence, we can apply the arguments developed in Step 2 of Part 1 in the proof of Theorem
4.1 to complete the construction of φ on Ω \ Oδ(ΩF) such that (6.20) holds. The proof of
assertion (i) is now complete.

Step 2. We next prove the assertion (ii). By same arguments as in Step 2 of Theorem 3.1,
we can drive that

lim sup
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}.

Let λ∞(A) denote the principal eigenvalue of the problem{
−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ = λφ in ΩF,

φ = 0 on ∂ΩF.

By the comparison principle, it is easily seen that λ(A) ≤ λ∞(A) for all A > 0, which together
with Proposition 6.1(ii) yields

lim sup
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ lim
A→∞

λ∞(A) = inf
ϕ∈I0

[∫
ΩF
(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫

ΩF
ϕ2dx

]
.

Hence, the upper bound estimate of assertion (ii) follows. It remains to establish

(6.26) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ min

{
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}, inf
ϕ∈I0

[∫
ΩF
(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫

ΩF
ϕ2dx

]}
.

As in Step 1, we set

Λδ := inf
ϕ∈I0

[∫
Ωδ
(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫

Ωδ
ϕ2dx

]
.
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For any given ϵ > 0, the fact that ΩF is unstable enables us to apply the same arguments as
in Step 1 and Proposition 6.1 to construct a super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω) ∩C2(Ω \Ωδ) such that

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥
[
min

{
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}, Λδ

}
− 2ϵ

]
φ

in Ω \ (∂ΩF ∪ ∂Oδ(ΩF) ∪ ∂Ωδ),
(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on ∂ΩF ∪ ∂Oδ(ΩF) ∪ ∂Ωδ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,

for sufficiently large A. Then by the comparison principle and letting |α| → ∞ we can deduce
(6.26). The proof is now complete. □

By rather similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 6.1, we can derive the following
result, for which the proof is omitted.

Theorem 6.2. Under the assumptions in Theorem 6.1, let Γ be the set of limit cycles on ∂ΩF
such that ΩF is unstable on Γ and is stable on ∂ΩF \ Γ, which might be an empty set. Then

lim
A→∞

λ(A) = min

{
min
1≤i≤k

{c(xi)}, inf
ϕ∈I

[∫
ΩF
(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫

ΩF
ϕ2dx

]}
,

where I := {ϕ ∈ H1(ΩF) : ϕ = 0 on Γ, b · ∇ϕ = 0 a.e. in ΩF}
We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Theorem 2.1 can be established by constructing the suitable super/sub-
solutions as before. Let {Ki : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} be the connected components in the limit set of
system (1.4), which satisfy Hypothesis 2.2. Define Oδ(Ki) := {x ∈ Ω : dH(x,Ki) < δ} with
some small δ > 0 to be determined later. On the region Oδ(Ki), we may construct the desired
super/sub-solution by using directly the arguments in Sections 3-6. More precisely, if Ki is
a hyperbolic fixed point, then the constructions can follow those in Theorem 3.1, while the
proofs in Theorems 4.1-4.3 are applicable when Ki is a limit cycle. If Ki contains homoclinic
orbits satisfying Hypothesis 2.2 (iii) and (v), we can apply the arguments in Theorem 5.1-5.4
to complete the constructions on Oδ(Ki). Moreover, if Ki is a family of closed orbits as given
by Hypothesis 2.2(v), the constructions are same to those in Theorem 6.1. Finally, the con-
structions for the remaining region Ω \∪n

i=1Oδ(Ki) can be completed by integrating the ideas
in Theorems 3.1-6.1. Therefore, Theorem 2.1 can be proved by choosing δ small. □

7. Discussions on the degenerate case

Set Ω∗ := {x ∈ Ω : b(x) = 0}. It is assumed in Hypothesis 2.2 that |Ω∗| = 0. This section
is devoted to some discussions on the degenerate case |Ω∗| > 0 for complement. We first state
the following result.

Theorem 7.1. Suppose that b ≡ 0 on Ω∗ and there are no limit sets of (1.4) in Ω \ Ω∗ for
some connected subset Ω∗ ⊂ Ω satisfying |Ω∗| > 0. Assume that there exists some δ∗ > 0
such that for any δ ∈ (0, δ∗), there exists some neighborhood Ωδ satisfying Ω∗ ⊂ Ωδ and
dH{∂Ωδ,Ω∗} = δ such that (1) b(x) · νδ(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Ωδ, or (2) b(x) · νδ(x) > 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Ωδ,
where νδ denotes the unit normal vector on ∂Ωδ.

(i) If (1) holds, then λ(A) → ΛN as A→ ∞, where ΛN is the principal eigenvalue of

(7.1) −∆φ+ c(x)φ = ΛNφ in Ω∗, ∇φ · ν = 0 on ∂Ω∗,

where ν is the unit normal vector on ∂Ω∗.



44

(ii) If (2) holds, then λ(A) → ΛD as A→ ∞, where ΛD is the principal eigenvalue of

(7.2) −∆φ+ c(x)φ = ΛDφ in Ω∗, φ = 0 on ∂Ω∗.

Proof. Given any α ∈ R, we begin with the following auxiliary problem:

(7.3) −∆φ+ c(x)φ = λφ in Ω∗, ∇φ · ν = αφ on ∂Ω∗.

Denote by Λα its principal eigenvalue and let φα > 0 be the associated eigenfunction. It is
well-known that Λα is increasing and analytical with respect to α ∈ R. Clearly,
(7.4) lim

α→0
Λα = ΛN and lim

α→−∞
Λα = ΛD.

Step 1. We establish the assertion (i). We shall prove the lower estimate lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ ΛN,

and the upper estimate can be proved by the similar arguments. By (7.4) it suffices to show

(7.5) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ Λα

for sufficiently small δ > 0 and α > 0. To this end, given any ϵ > 0, we will construct a
positive super-solution φ such that for sufficiently large A and small δ, there holds

(7.6)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥ (Λα − ϵ)φ in Ω \ ∂Ωδ,

(∇+φ(x)−∇−φ(x)) · νδ(x) > 0 on ∂Ωδ,

∇φ · n(x) ≥ 0 on ∂Ω.

Then (7.5) follows from the camparison principle. Such a super-solution φ will be constructed
on the following different regions.

(1) The construction on Ω∗. For x ∈ Ω∗, we define φ(x) := φα(x) with α > 0. In view of
b = 0 on Ω∗, by the definition of φα in (7.3), one can check that function φ satisfies the first
inequality in (7.6) on Ω∗ for all A > 0.

(2) The construction on Ωδ \ Ω∗. We shall define φ ∈ C2(Ωδ) such that

(7.7) b · ∇φ(x) ≤ 0, ∀x ∈ Ωδ \ Ω∗, and ∇φ(x) · νδ(x) ≥ (α/2)φ(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Ωδ.

Since ∇φ · ν = αφ on ∂Ω∗, by our assumption on vector field b, (7.7) holds for small δ. Then
by the continuity of φ, we can choose δ small such that

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ (c(x)− Λα + ϵ)φ

≥−∆φ+ (c(x)− Λα)φ+ ϵφ ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ Ωδ \ Ω∗.

This implies (7.6) holds on Ωδ \ Ω∗.
(3) The construction on Ω \ Ωδ. By assumption, there are no limit sets in Ω \ Ωδ, so that

the orbits of (1.4) remain in Ω \ Ωδ only a finite time. Hence, we can apply [9, Lemma 2.3]
to define φ ∈ C(Ω) ∩ C2(Ω \ Ωδ) satisfying

(7.8) b(x) · ∇φ(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ Ω \ Ωδ,

(7.9) ∇+φ(x) · νδ(x) < (α/2)φ(x), ∀x ∈ ∂Ωδ, and ∇φ · n(x) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω.

Since |b(x)| has a uniform lower bound on Ω\Ωδ independent of A, by (7.8) we can choose A
large such that the first inequality in (7.6) holds on Ω \Ωδ. Finally, the boundary conditions
in (7.6) can be verified by (7.7) and (7.9).

Therefore, we conclude (7.5) holds and the proof of the assertion (i) is complete.

Step 2. We prove the assertion (ii). Let φ > 0 denote the principal eigenfunction of (7.2)
corresponding to ΛD, which can be viewed as a sub-solution of (1.1) as b = 0 on Ω∗. By
the comparison principle, it is easily seen that λ(A) ≤ ΛD for all A > 0. Hence, it remains



45

to show the lower estimate lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ ΛD. Letting α < 0 in (7.3), by (7.4) it suffices to

prove (7.5) when |α| is sufficiently large. This can be proved by the rather similar arguments
as in Step 1, and thus the details are omitted. The proof is now complete. □

Theorem 7.1 establishes the asymptotic behavior of principal eigenvalue when the degen-
erate region Ω∗ is a sink or source, which is determined by the principal eigenvalue of the
operator −∆+ c(x) in Ω∗ complemented by zero Neumann or Dirichlet boundary conditions.
The next result is concerned with the more complicated case.

Theorem 7.2. Suppose that b = 0 on Ω∗ and there are no limit sets of (1.4) in Ω\Ω∗ for some
connected domain Ω∗ ⊂ Ω satisfying |Ω∗| > 0. Let ν be the unit outward normal vector on
∂Ω∗. Assume that ∂Ω∗ = Γ1∪Γ2 for two connected open sets Γ1 and Γ2 satisfying Γ1∩Γ2 = ∅.
If there exits some δ∗ > 0 such that for any δ ∈ (0, δ∗), it holds b(x+ δν(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on Γ1

and b(x+ δν(x)) · ν(x) < 0 on Γ2, then λ(A) → ΛDN as A→ ∞, where ΛDN is the principal
eigenvalue of the problem 

−∆φ+ c(x)φ = λφ in Ω∗,
φ = 0 on Γ1

∇φ · ν = 0 on Γ2.

Figure 8. An example for the phase-portrait of the (1.4) near the boundary of
degenerate region Ω∗ as assumed in Theorem 7.2.

Proof. The strategy of the proof follows ideas as in Theorem 7.1. We first prove

(7.10) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ ΛDN.

Denote Γ1 ∩ Γ2 = {x1, x2} with x1, x2 ∈ ∂Ω∗. Given any ε > 0, we denote by Γε the ε-
neighbourhood of {x1, x2} on ∂Ω∗. For each α1 < 0 and α2 > 0, we define α ∈ C(∂Ω∗) such
that α is monotone on Γε, and

(7.11) α(x) =

 α1, x ∈ Γ1 \ Γε,
α2, x ∈ Γ2 \ Γε,
0, x = x1, x2.

We consider the following auxiliary problem:{
−∆φ+ c(x)φ = λφ in Ω∗,
∇φ · ν = α(x)φ on ∂Ω∗,
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for which we denote Λ(α1, α2, ε) as the principal eigenvalue and φα,ε > 0 as the associated
eigenfunction. The principal eigenvalue can be variationally characterized as

(7.12) Λ(α1, α2, ε) = inf
ϕ∈H1(Ω∗)

[
−
∫
∂Ω∗

α(x)ϕ2dS +
∫
Ω∗

(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫
Ω∗
ϕ2dx

]
.

Together with (7.11) and (7.12), it is easily seen that

lim
(α1,α2,ε)→(−∞,0,0)

Λ(α1, α2, ε) = ΛDN.

Hence, it suffices to prove

(7.13) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ Λ(α1, α2, ε),

for all α1 < 0, α2 > 0, and ε > 0. To this end, given any δ > 0, let Ωδ be the δ-neighborhood
of Ω∗. Divide Ωδ into three disjoint connected components Ω∗, Ω1δ, and Ω2δ such that
Ωδ = Ω∗ ∪ Ω1δ ∪ Ω2δ, which satisfies Γ2 ⊂ Ω2δ and the omega-limit set of each point x ∈ Ω1δ

locates on Γ1, while the alpha-limit set of each point x ∈ Ω2δ locates on Γ2. The division is
possible due to our assumption on vector field b near Ω∗. See Fig. 8 for some illustrations.
Denote Γb as the boundary of the open set Ω∗ ∪ Ω1δ ∪ Ω2δ, which can be depicted by Γb =
∂Ωδ ∪ ∂Ω∗ ∪ (Ω1δ ∩ Ω2δ). We then denote by ν(x) the unit normal vector on Γb such that
ν(x) serves as the outward normal vector of Ωδ on ∂Ωδ, the outward normal vector of Ω∗ on
∂Ω∗, as well as the outward normal vector of Ω1δ on Ω1δ ∩ Ω2δ. Fix any α1 < 0, α2 > 0, and
ε > 0. We shall construct some positive super-solution φ such that

(7.14)


−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥ Λ(α1, α2, ε)φ in Ω \ Γb,

(∇+φ(x)−∇−φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on Γb,

∇φ · n(x) ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,

provided that A is sufficiently large. Then (7.13) follows from the comparison principle.
The construction of such super-solution φ can be performed by similar arguments in the

proof of Theorem 7.1. More precisely, we first define φ(x) := φα,ε(x) for all x ∈ Ω∗. Due to
b = 0 in Ω∗, by the definition of φα,ε, one can check function φ satisfies the first inequality
in (7.14) on Ω∗ for all A > 0. On Ωδ \ Ω∗, we define φ ∈ C(Ωδ) ∩ C2(Ωδ \ Γb) such that

(7.15)
b · ∇φ(x) ≤ 0, ∀x ∈ Ωδ \ Ω∗,

(∇+φ(x)−∇−φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0, ∀x ∈ Γb \ ∂Ωδ.

This is possible by observing the boundary conditions satisfied by φα,ε. As in the proof of
Theorem 7.1, by (7.15) and the continuity of φ, we can choose δ small if necessary such that
(7.14) holds on Ωδ \ Ω∗. The contraction of φ on Ω \ Ωδ can be completed by applying [9,
Lemma 2.3] as before. Hence, the super-solution satisfying (7.14) does exist, which implies
(7.13), and thus (7.10) holds true.

It remains to establish the upper bound estimate

(7.16) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≤ ΛDN.

For any α < 0, let Λα denote the principal eigenvalue of the following auxiliary problem:

(7.17)


−∆φ+ c(x)φ = λφ in Ω∗,
φ = 0 on Γ1

∇φ · ν = αφ on Γ2,
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for which φα > 0 denotes the corresponding eigenfunction. It is clearly that Λα → ΛDN as
α → 0. We shall define some nonnegative function φ ∈ C(Ωδ) such that spt(φ) = Ω∗ ∪ Ω2δ,
and φ = φα on Ω∗. Due to α < 0, similar to (7.14) we can construct φ ∈ C(Ωδ) such that

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≤ Λαφ in Ω \ Γb,

(∇+φ(x)−∇−φ(x)) · ν(x) < 0 on Γb,

∇φ · n(x) ≤ 0 on ∂Ω,

for sufficiently large A. Then by the comparison principle we derive λ(A) ≤ Λα for large A.
Then (7.16) follows by letting α→ 0. This completes the proof. □

A. Proof of Proposition 1.1

This section is devoted to proving Proposition 1.1.

Proof of Proposition 1.1. Part 1. Proof of the assertion (i). If α = 0, then Proposition
1.1(i) is a direct consequence of Proposition 6.1, see also [3, Theorem 2.2]. In this part, we
assume α ∈ (0, 12) and prove Proposition 1.1(i) by the following two steps.

Step 1. We first prove the lower bound estimate

(A.1) lim inf
A→∞

λα(A) ≥ inf
ϕ∈Iα

∫
Bα

(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫
Bα
ϕ2dx

=: Λα.

For any δ > 0, we set Oδ = {x ∈ R2 : |x − (0,− α
1−α)| <

1−2α
1−α + δ}. Given any ϵ > 0, by the

proof of Proposition 6.1(i) we can construct a positive super-solution ϕδ ∈ C2(Oδ) satisfying

(A.2)

{
−∆ϕδ −Ab · ∇ϕδ + c(x)ϕδ ≥ (Λα − ϵ)ϕδ in Oδ,

∇ϕδ · ν ≥
√
ϵϕδ on ∂Oδ

for sufficiently large A. In what follows, we shall construct φ ∈ C2(Ω) such that

(A.3)

{
−∆φ+Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥ (Λα − 2ϵ)φ in Ω,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,

provided that A is chosen large. Then the desired (A.1) follows by the comparison principle.
To this end, we introduce the polar coordinate x 7→ (r, θ) such that x − (0,− α

1−α) =

(r cos θ, r sin θ) with r ∈ (0, 1
1−α) and θ ∈ (−π, π). Set ζ ∈ C2([0, 1−2α

1−α + δ]) to satisfy

(A.4)


ζ(r) ≡ 0, r ∈ [0, 1−2α

1−α + δ/2],

0 < ζ(r) ≤ δ, r ∈ (1−2α
1−α + δ/2, 1−2α

1−α + δ],

|ζ ′(r)|+ |ζ ′′(r)| ≤ δ, r ∈ (0, 1−2α
1−α + δ].

Then we define

(A.5) φ(x) := ϕδ(x)− ζ(r)θ, ∀x ∈ Oδ.

Direct calculations give

b · ∇(ζ(r)θ) =(−(1− α)x2 − α, (1− α)x1)

·
[
θζ ′(r)

x1
r

− ζ(r)
x2 +

α
1−α

r2
, θζ ′(r)

x2 +
α

1−α

r
+ ζ(r)

x1
r2

]
= (1− α)ζ(r) ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ Oδ.
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In view of ∆r = 1/r, ∆θ = 0, and |∇r| = r, by (A.4) we can calculate that

∆(ζ(r)θ) = ζ ′′(r)θ +
ζ ′(r)

r
θ ≤ π

[
1 +

1− 2α

1− α

]
δ, ∀x ∈ Oδ.

Hence, by (A.5) and the definition of ϕδ in (A.2), we can derive

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ

≥−∆ϕδ −Ab · ∇ϕδ + c(x)ϕδ +∆(ζ(r)θ)− cζ(r)θ

≥(Λα − ϵ− Cδ)φ, ∀x ∈ Oδ,

where C > 0 depends only upon α, ∥c∥∞, and the uniform lower bound of ϕδ. Hence, such φ
verifies the first inequality of (A.3) on Oδ by choosing δ small if necessary.

For any x ∈ ∂Ω ∩Oδ, due to |x| = 1 we calculate that

∇φ · n = ∇ϕδ · n+

[
θζ ′(r)

x1
r

− ζ(r)
x2 +

α
1−α

r2
, θζ ′(r)

x2 +
α

1−α

r
+ ζ(r)

x1
r2

]
· x

= ∇ϕδ · n+ θζ ′(r)
1 + α

1−αx2

r
− ζ(r)

αx1
(1− α)r2

.

Hence, by (A.2) and the choice of ζ in (A.4), we can choose δ small such that

(A.6) ∇φ · n ≥ (
√
ϵ/2)φ, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω ∩Oδ.

Next, we construct the super-solution φ on Ω \Oδ. Set ζ∗ := ζ(1−2α
1−α + δ) ∈ (0, δ). For any

x ∈ ∂Oδ ∩ Ω, by (A.5) we have φ(x) = ϕδ(x)− ζ∗θ, and thus

∂θφ = ∂θϕδ − ζ∗ = b · ∇ϕδ − ζ∗ ∈ (−2ζ∗,−ζ∗/2),

provided that A is chosen large enough. Therefore, we can extend φ to Ω such that φ ∈
C2(Ω \Oδ) and the following inequalities hold:

(A.7)


(i) −3ζ∗ ≤ ∂θφ(x) ≤ −ζ∗/4, ∀x ∈ Ω \Oδ,

(ii) ∇φ · n ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ (O2δ \Oδ),

(iii) ∂rφ(x) ≥ 3α(1−α)ζ∗
(1−2α)2

, x ∈ Ω \O2δ,

where the choice (iii) is possible due to (A.6).
We next verify the constructed φ satisfies (A.3). Using (i) in (A.7), we calculate that

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ =−∆φ−A∂θφ+ c(x)φ

≥−∆φ+Aζ∗/4 + c(x)φ ≥ Λαφ, ∀x ∈ Ω \Oδ

for sufficiently large A. For any x ∈ ∂Ω \O2δ, by (i) and (iii) in (A.7) we deduce that

∇φ · n =

[
x1∂rφ

r
−

(x2 +
α

1−α)∂θφ

r2
,
(x2 +

α
1−α)∂rφ

r
+
x1∂θφ

r2

]
· x

=
(1 + α

1−αx2)∂rφ

r
−

α
1−αx1∂θφ

r2
(A.8)

≥ (1− 2α)∂rφ

(1− α)r
− 3αζ∗

(1− α)r2
≥ 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω \O2δ.

This verifies (A.3), and thus (A.1) follows.
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Step 2. We next establish the upper bound estimate

(A.9) lim inf
A→∞

λα(A) ≤ Λα = inf
ϕ∈Iα

∫
Bα

(|∇ϕ|2 + c(x)ϕ2)dx∫
Bα
ϕ2dx

.

Let Oδ be given in Step 1. Given any ϵ > 0, similar to the proof of Proposition 6.1(i) we can
construct ϕ

δ
∈ C2(Oδ) such that{

−∆ϕ
δ
−Ab · ∇ϕ

δ
+ c(x)ϕ

δ
≥ (Λα + ϵ)ϕ

δ
in Oδ,

∇ϕ
δ
· ν ≤ −

√
ϵϕ

δ
on ∂Oδ,

provided that A is sufficiently large. Let ζ ∈ C2([0, 1−α+ δ]) be defined in Step 1. We define

(A.10) φ(x) := ϕ
δ
(x) + ζ(r)θ, ∀x ∈ Oδ,

and for any x ∈ Ω \Oδ, we define φ such that φ ∈ C2(Ω \Oδ), φ > 0, and

(A.11)


(i) ζ∗/4 ≤ ∂θφ(x) ≤ 3ζ∗, ∀x ∈ Ω \Oδ,

(ii) ∇φ · n ≤ 0, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω ∩ (O2δ \Oδ),

(iii) ∂rφ(x) ≤ −3α(1−α)ζ∗
(1−2α)2

, x ∈ Ω \O2δ.

Similar to Step 1, we can verify that the sub-solution φ defined by (A.10) and (A.11) satisfies{
−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≤ (Λα + 2ϵ)φ in Ω,

∇φ · n ≤ 0 on ∂Ω.

Then the upper bound estimate follows by the comparison principle, which completes Step 2.
Therefore, Proposition 1.1(i) follows from Step 1 and Step 2. □

Part 2. Proof of the assertion (ii). We assume α ∈ [12 , 1] and prove Proposition 1.1(ii).
We only prove the lower bound estimate

(A.12) lim inf
A→∞

λα(A) ≥ c(xα),

and the upper bound estimate follows by a similar argument. Given any ϵ > 0, we will
construct a positive super-solution φ ∈ C2(Ω) such that

(A.13)

{
−∆φ+Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥ (c(xα)− ϵ)φ in Ω,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,

provided A is sufficiently large. Then (A.12) follows from the comparison principle.
To this end, we choose δ > 0 small such that |c(x) − c(xα)| ≤ ϵ, ∀x ∈ O2δ, where O2δ =

{x ∈ R2 : |x− xα| < 2δ}. Set

rδ := min
x∈O2δ

|x− (0,− α
1−α)|, rδ := max

x∈O2δ

|x− (0,− α
1−α)|.

It is easily verified that |xα − (0,− α
1−α)| =

√
2α−1
1−α and rδ <

√
2α−1
1−α < rδ.

We first define φ ≡ 1 in Oδ ∩ Ω and introduce the polar coordinate x 7→ (r, θ) such that
x− (0,− α

1−α) = (r cos θ, r sin θ) with r ∈ (0, 1+ α
1−α) and θ ∈ (0, π). For any r ∈ (0, 1+ α

1−α),

set Br := {x ∈ R2 : |x− (0,− α
1−α)| < r}. We then define φ ∈ C2(Ω) such that

(A.14) ∂rφ ≤ 0 on B√
2α−1
1−α

∩ Ω, ∂rφ ≥ 0 on Ω \B√
2α−1
1−α

, and ∂θφ ≤ 0 in Ω,
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Figure 9. Illustrations for some notations in the proof of Proposition 1.1(ii).

and moreover

(A.15)


(i) ∂rφ < −ϵφ, ∀x ∈ Brδ ∩ Ω, ∂rφ > ϵφ, ∀x ∈ Ω \Brδ ,

(ii) ∂θφ ≤ −ϵ∗φ, ∀x ∈ Ω \O2δ,

(iii) |∂rφ|+ |∂rrφ|+ |∂θθφ| ≤ ϵφ, ∀x ∈ Ω ∩O2δ,

where ϵ∗ ∈ (0, ϵ) will be determined later.
We now verify (A.13). On Ω ∩O2δ, by (A.14) as well as (ii) and (iii) in (A.15) we have

−∆φ−Ab · ∇φ+ c(x)φ =− ∂rrφ− ∂rφ

r
− ∂θθφ

r2
−A∂θφ+ c(x)φ

≥− ∂rrφ− ∂rφ

r
− ∂θθφ

r2
+ c(x)φ

≥
[
c(xα)− (2 + 1/r + 1/r2)ϵ

]
φ, ∀x ∈ Ω ∩O2δ.

For any x ∈ Ω \O2δ, by (A.15) we can choose A large such that

−∆φ+Ab · ∇φ+ cφ =−∆φ−A∂θφ+ c(x)φ

≥−∆φ+Aϵ∗φ+ cφ ≥ c(xα)φ, ∀x ∈ Ω \O2δ.

Hence, the first inequality in (A.13) holds. It remains to prove ∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω.
For any x ∈ ∂Ω, we observe from (A.8) that

∇φ · n =
(1 + α

1−αx2)∂rφ

r
− αx1∂θφ

(1− α)r2
, ∀x ∈ ∂Ω,

which together with (A.14) yields ∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω ∩ {x ∈ R2 : x1 > 0}. Moreover, by
(A.15)-(i) we infer that for any x ∈ (∂Ω ∩Brδ) ∪ (∂Ω ∩ (Ω \Brδ)),

∇φ · n ≥ δϵφ

r
− αϵ∗φ

(1− α)r2
> 0

by choosing ϵ∗ small. This allows us to define φ ∈ C2(Ω) such that ∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω ∩O2δ.
This verifies ∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω and the proof is complete. □
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B. Proof of Corollary 2.1

This section is devoted to proving Corollary 2.1.

Proof of Corollary 2.1. Due to Ω = H−1(1) and α < 1, by definition bα(x) = (−∂x2H, ∂x1H)−
(H(x)−α)∇H, it can be verified directly that assumption (2.1) holds true. When α ∈ (−1

4 , 1),

it follows from (2.2) that H−1(α) is the unique stable connected component in the limit set of
(1.4) and Hypothesis 2.2 is satisfied. Then Corollary 2.1 is a direct consequence of Theorem
2.1. It remains to consider the case α = −1

4 . By (2.2) we find that (1.4) has no periodic orbits,
and x+ = (1, 0) and x− = (−1, 0) are two stable fixed points which are not hyperbolic. Thus
Theorem 2.1 is inapplicable to this case, but the proof can follow by the ideas in Theorem
3.1. We only show the lower bound estimate

(B.1) lim inf
A→∞

λ(A) ≥ min{c(x+), c(x−)},

and the upper bound estimate is similar by referring that of Theorem 3.1.
Given any ϵ > 0, we first choose δ small such that dH(x, {x+, x−}) ≤ ϵ for all x ∈

H−1([−1
4 ,−

1
4 + δ)) with dH(·, ·) being the distance between sets in the Hausdorff sense. Set

Γδ := H−1(−1
4+δ)∪H

−1(±δ), which serves as the boundary of H−1([−1
4 ,−

1
4+δ))∪H

−1((−δ, δ))
and the outward unit normal vector is given by ν = ∇H/|∇H|. We shall construct a positive
super-solution φ ∈ C(Ω) ∩ C2(Ω \ Γδ) such that

(B.2)


−∆φ−Ab− 1

4
· ∇φ+ c(x)φ ≥

[
min{c(x+), c(x−)} − 2ϵ

]
φ in Ω \ Γδ,

(∇−φ(x)−∇+φ(x)) · ν(x) > 0 on Γδ,

∇φ · n ≥ 0 on ∂Ω,

provided that A is sufficiently large, where ∇φ± · ν is defined by (3.3). Then (B.1) follows
from the comparison principle and the arbitrariness of ϵ.

To this end, we first define

(B.3) φ(x) :=
ϵ

4
H(x) + 1, ∀x ∈ H−1([−1

4
,−1

4
+ δ)).

By definition, we observe that b− 1
4
· ∇φ = − ϵ

4(H + 1
4)|∇H|2 ≤ 0 on H−1([−1

4 ,−
1
4 + δ)). By

(B.3), direct calculations yield

−∆φ−Ab− 1
4
· ∇φ+ c(x)φ

≥−∆φ+
[
min{c(x+), c(x−)} − ϵ

]
φ

=− 3ϵ

4
x21 +

[
min{c(x+), c(x−)} − ϵ

]
φ

≥
[
min{c(x+), c(x−)} − 2ϵ

]
φ, ∀x ∈ H−1([−1

4 ,−
1
4 + δ)).

This verifies the first equation in (B.2) on H−1([−1
4 ,−

1
4 + δ)). Moreover, it holds that

(B.4) ∇−φ · ν =
ϵ

4
∇H · ∇H

|∇H|
=
ϵ

4
|∇H| > 0, ∀x ∈ H−1(−1

4 + δ).

Notice that the limit set of (1.4) restricted in Ω \H−1([−1
4 ,−

1
4 + δ)) contains the hyperbolic

saddle only. Based on (B.4), we can use the same arguments in the proof of Theorem 3.1 to
construct such super-solution φ satisfying (B.2). This complets the proof. □
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